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Chapter 1.  

Roman Jakobson9s activity in the interwar press: contextualisation and 

approaches 

This thesis, dedicated to Roman Jakobson9s activity in the interwar Czech press, is 

divided into five chapters. First, it is necessary to explain what <Czech press= means. The 

adjective <Czech= does not provide a linguistic classification but a geographical delimitation. 

Referring to the press, I have decided to use the adjective <Czech= instead of <Czechoslovak= 

because the periodicals anaylsed in my dissertation were published in Prague or Brno, there is 

no evidence of articles published by Jakobson in today9s Slovakia. While analysing Jakobson9s 

activity in the press, it is fundamental to consider both the writings he published and the context 

in which these writings appeared. The question is not just what he wrote, but rather where he 

published, to which kind of public he addressed to and why he collaborated with a specific 

periodical instead of another one. It is necessary to also consider that interwar Czechoslovakia, 

especially Prague, must be investigated in terms of an international and multicultural milieu, 

as I will demonstrate in the following pages. One of the most relevant problems in the 

Jakobsonian studies is the lack of such a perspective. The large corpus of writings dedicated to 

Jakobson9s Czechoslovakian period mostly considers the activity of the scholar from only one 

perspective and not though a comprehensive one. Regarding this, it is notably correct to state 

that Structuralism always had a privileged position in the research dedicated to Jakobson9s 

activity in Czechoslovakia and, on the other hand, some important questions have never been 

considered. For example, the research on Jakobson9s relationship with the German community 

is significantly lacking, if not non-existent. The analysis of Jakobson9s role in the interwar 

Czech press offers the possibility of investigating other pivotal questions related to the same 

context. First, while analysing Jakobson9s activity in Czechoslovakia it is necessary to deal 

with the evolution of Slavic studies in the Czech context and the importance this context played 

in the international milieu. Second, the analysis of the press demonstrates how important the 

international relationships were during the interwar period. As I will demonstrate, most of these 

relationships still need a proper analysis, such as the relationship between Czech and 

Scandinavian linguists or the one between Czech and Russian folklorists (see § 2.3 and § 3.2).  
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The intercultural perspective is significantly important while researching on Jakobson 

because he can be conceived as a proper cultural transfer in the Slavic context.1 Concerning 

the methodology of the cultural transfer, I refer to Michel Espagne and Michael Werner9s 

concept.2 While analysing Jakobson as a cultural transfer I consider as the main poles Russia 

and Czechoslovakia, but it does not mean that I intend to simplify Jakobson9s interactions 

developed in the interwar period. On the opposite, my purpose is to describe how Jakobson 

became a scholar in this multilinguistic and multicultural milieu.3 The aim of investigating 

Jakobson through this methodology is then twofold. First, I will depict the role he had in 

building cultural and academic relations between Russia and Czechoslovakia, describing the 

initiatives and the effects of his activity as a mediator between his own culture and the other 

one. Second, I will analyse the effects that this intercultural context had on Jakobson, how it 

influenced the evolution of his career. If Jakobson9s Russian period can be associated with the 

idea of <the education of a scholar=, it is possible to synthetise the period in Czechoslovakia as 

<the formation of a scholar=. The frame is more complex than this. As I will discuss, the main 

feature which will emerge from this study is the evolution of Jakobson9s role, the development 

of his function 3 from a young postgraduate scholar (Russia) towards an affirmed and 

recognised scholar (United States). This evolution happens in a multifaced, multilinguistic, and 

multicultural sphere, in which Jakobson9s figure is hybrid and chameleonic, as result of being 

influences by a wide range of new stimuli and perspectives. 

Jakobson9s activity in the press has never been the object of a proper research. Before 

2014, most of the writings Jakobson published in the interwar years were neither collected in 

the Selected Writings. It was JindYich Toman the first scholar who chronologically organised 

them in two volumes (Jakobson 2013; Jakobson 2014). From this editorial work Toman also 

proposed a shorter selection of the Jakobsonian writings appeared in the press in the volume 

Anga�ovaná 
ítanka Romana Jakobsona: 
lánky, recenze, polemiky 1920-1945 a Moudrost 

starých 
echo [Roman Jakobson9s Engaged Reading: Articles, Reviews, Polemics 1920-1945 

and The Wisdom of the Old Czechs], published in 2017 (Toman 2017). Despite the importance 

of the considerations outlined in the postface, Toman9s volume can be conceived only as a 

 

1 See Glanc (2023) and Toman in Gadet - Sériot (1997). 
2 See, at least Espagne - Werner (1988), Espagne (1994), (1999), (2013). Espagne analysed Viktor 

}irmunskij through this methodology in (2018). 
3 As Espagne stated: <Un transfert culturel n9a jamais lieu seulement entre deux langues, deux pays ou deux 

aires culturelles: il y a quasiment toujours des tiers impliqués. On doit donc plutôt se représenter les transferts 
culturels comme des interactions complexes entre plusieurs pôles, plusieurs aires linguistiques.= (Espagne 2013, 
3). 
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preliminary and selected overview. Besides Anga�ovaná 
ítanka, another scholar who partially 

dealt with Jakobson9s activity in the press was Henryk Baran, who proposed an analysis of the 

style in Jakobson9s obituary genre (Baran 2016).4 The aforementioned studies represent some 

exceptions rather than a constant pattern of research. Concerning Jakobson in the German press 

or in the German community, the disinterest for this question is that significant that an archive 

such as the Slavische Rundschau9s one, kept at the LA PNP, has never been processed. The 

discovery of this collection represented an important development and enrichment in the 

materials at disposal for the study of Jakobson9s Czechoslovakian period and for the 

comprehension of the way the Slavic studies developed in interwar Czechoslovakia or, in a 

wider sense, in Central Europe. I will present this archive in § 5.1 and I will also provide a 

selection of transcriptions in the § Appendix, which will represent a draft of a volume I intend 

to prepare during my post-doctoral studies.5 

 In the first part of the first chapter I will describe the Czech press analysing each 

linguistic context Jakobson was involved in, i.e., the Russian, the Czech, the German, and the 

French one. This must be conceived just as an operative distinction since each linguistic context 

should not be intended as separated but connected within the broader Czech cultural milieu. 

Through distinguishing the periodicals by language in this first preliminary analysis, I aim to 

dive into the complexity of Jakobson9s activity. After a comprehensive analysis of the context, 

in the second part I will chronologically list and contextualise each periodical Jakobson was 

involved in and concentrating the investigation on those which had a significant role during the 

years the scholar spent in Czechoslovakia. The second chapter will be dedicated to the genres 

Jakobson employed in the press: the obituary, the report, the translation, the ideological essay, 

the review, and the polemical writing. Discussing the genres, I will provide some examples 

which are explicative not only to describe how Jakobson employed them but also his 

involvement in the Czech context from different perspectives. In the third chapter I have 

decided to focus my analysis on those topics which I consider having a significant role in 

Jakobson9s activity in the press: poetry and folklore. The fourth chapter discusses Jakobson9s 

involvement in film studies. The last chapter will analyse a selection Jakobson9s 

correspondences. 

 

4 Concerning Jakobson9s period in Czechoslovakia see Kuldanová in Mikuláaek (1996). 
5 My article dedicated to Jakobson and Slavische Rundschau is planned for being published in the 

forthcoming issue of Cahiers de Ferdinand de Saussure (75). As part of my post-doctoral projects, I am also 
planning to prepare a volume in which publish he most relevant letters of this correspondence and describe the 
activity of Russian, Ukrainian and Belarusian scholars in Slavische Rundschau. 
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The approach I intend to adopt is primarily philological and addresses directly to 

Jakobson9s writings. While considering the interwar years, I will not conceive this period as 

separated from the other phases of Jakobson9s life. On the contrary, I intend to put the 

Czechoslovak phase in a continue dialogue both with the Russian and the American one, 

because I believe that Jakobson9s stay in Czechoslovakia must be considered as a hiatus of 

transition. Regarding this, one of the main features I aim to outline in my analysis is the 

importance of this phase as a dynamic one from different points of view. For example, one can 

observe how the strong legacy coming from the Russian academic and cultural context, 

especially Formalism,6 coexisted with the emerging of new concepts and stimuli that will later 

be taken up and systematised during the American period. The phases of Jakobson career are 

not so clearly distinguishable. For example, as emphasised by Peter Steiner (1984), it is 

impossible to trace a line between Jakobson9s militancy in Formalism and his later involvement 

in Structuralism. This dialectic movement between tradition and innovation, between the roots 

and the future can be clearly dethatched though an encompassing analysis of Jakobson9s 

activity in the press, in which he could experiment his writing and debate ideological or 

methodological issues. 

 Besides the philological analysis, an important role is played by my significant archival 

research, which I conducted in different archives: at Museum of Czech Literature (LA PNP) of 

Prague, at the Masaryk University9s Archive in Brno, at Heidelberg University, at the Roman 

Jakobson9s Papers (RJPs) kept at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, in the Bakhmeteff 

Archive of Russian & East European Culture of Columbia University, at Oslo National Library 

(Nasjonalbiblioteket) and at RGALI in Moscow (through correspondence). With the support 

of these materials and a transcultural perspective I aim to reconstruct Jakobson9s activity in the 

press and to depict a new perspective of analysis in Jakobsonian studies. An extract of this 

massive research is presented in the § Appendix. 

 

  

 

6 Concerning Formalism, see Hansen-Löwe (1978), Depretto (2009), Lev
enko (2012), Tihanov (2019) and 
Merrill (2022). 
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1.1 Jakobson in the press: preliminary considerations 

Jakobson first arrived in Prague in July 1920 as a member of Solomon Gillerson9s 

diplomatic mission. The mission9s goal was to repatriate Russian soldiers who had remained 

abroad after the WWI.7 Despite the diplomatic function of Gillerson9s mission, Jakobson9s 

aims were mainly scientific: the young Jakobson, who graduated in Moscow, wanted to 

improve his skills and further his academic career. Due to the lack of Jakobson9s 

autobiographical materials,8 it is difficult and, as JindYich Toman emphasised, nearly 

impossible to ascertain Jakobson9s real goal in leaving Moscow (Toman 2017). In the 

Budetljanin nauki (translated by Stephen Rudy as My Futurist Years), he seems to partially 

clarify his intentions: 

The head of the Mission was Dr. Gillerson, who took me on with pleasure, 

and took me on, moreover, on conditions that were, I must say, most honest. 

He asked me why I wanted to go. I told him the truth: when I became an 

advanced graduate student at the university, they told me it would be desirable 

for me to have a closer acquittance with other Slavic countries and languages, 

and that I wanted to work at the university in Prague. He replied: <If it9s 

possible for you to combine the two, then that9s fine.= Later it turned out that 

he was against my working in the university [&] [a]nd then he asked me to 

make a choice. [&] I chose the university. (Jakobson 1992, 84) 

When Jakobson came to Czechoslovakia, he already had some experience in the Russian 

academic context. After he graduated at the Moscow university in 1918, he had been researcher 

associated at the same institute from 1918 to 1920. But which kind of environment was the 

young Russian scholar arriving in? In the first sheet of some notes Jakobson wrote in 1946 for 

the speech <Slavic Studies in Czechoslovakia=, he gave some fragmental information about the 

Czech academic context in the nineteenth century: 

 

7 For an analysis of Jakobson9s first months in Czechoslovakia, when he was under the control of the police, 
see Steiner (2019). 

8 Jakobson never intended to write an autobiography: <During a discussion after his lecture at Moscow 
University in October 1979 somebody asked Roman Jakobson 8to summarise briefly9 his biography. He answered: 
8I do not like to turn to my past. I am living by my future.9 And he added: 8Although there is not much of it left 
for me, yet I am living by the future.9 When asked about writing his memoirs of a life 8so rich and adventurous,9 
he would shrug with disgust.= (Pomorska 1987, 217) There are some of his writings which can be considered 
<autobiographical=, such as Dialogues with Pomorska, Budetljanin nauki and the <Retrospects= included in the 
Selected Writings. Pomorksa also emphasised another important characteristic of Jakobson9s attitude towards 
<memories=, i.e., his preference for dialogues rather than monologues. 
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Nineteenth century, beginnings 3 several prominent centres of Slavic studies 

3 Prague occupied the first place 3 one domain cultivated comparative Slavic 

studies 3 comp. gr. of Slav. languages [&] Slavic interrelations [&] lack of 

Slavists: rarity.9 

Once in Prague, Jakobson became aware of being in one of the leading European sites for the 

development of Slavic studies, where contemporary scholars were continuing the tradition of 

predecessors such as Josef Dobrovský, Pavel aafaYík or Ján Kollár (as Jakobson quoted in the 

same note). After having been in Prague, in 1931 the French slavist and linguist Antoine 

Meillet, who had a close relationship with the PLK, also stated that Prague was the city 

where slavisme was most prominent.10 With the aim of joining the Czech cultural and academic 

milieu, Jakobson started building his relationships and publishing in several periodicals in the 

1920s, while still publishing in Russian periodicals edited in Russia and those which appeared 

in Berlin, another important European centre of Russian emigration alongside Prague, Paris 

and Belgrade. The 1928 publication of <Problemy izu
enija literatury i jazyka= [<Problems in 

the Study of Literature and Language=], an essay-manifesto written with Jurij Tynjanov, in the 

Russian journal Novyj Lef symbolically represented the end of Jakobson9s activity in Russian 

periodicals during the interwar years. The theses announced in this writing are fundamental in 

that they represented a stance (from a theoretical point of view) by Jakobson and Tynjanov 

against the direction Formalism had taken and an attempt to propose possible future 

developments for the movement.11 These theses also have to be read as a reaction against 

aklovskij9s new theories; as Galin Tihanov emphasised, Tynjanov and Jakobson found the 

concentration on the literary device and the internal dynamics of its (de)automatisation 

unproductive (Tihanov 2019, 39).12 Writing about the theoretical divergences between the 

Formalist scholars, Il9ja Kalinin stated that they became more and more apparent from the start 

 

9 RJPs, Box 32, Folder 60. Jakobson wrote this annotation in English. 
10 <Ce n9est pas par hasard que le groupe se réunit à Prague. Prague est la ville où le sentiment du slavisme 

est le plus vif. Or, ce groupe de linguistes comprend surtout des savants qui ont pour langue maternelle des langues 
slaves. Le linguiste qui lui donne le plus sa marque propre est le prince Troubetskoy, Russe émigré qui enseigne 
à Vienne. A côté de lui se trouvent, au premier plan, M. Karcevskij, qui enseigne à Genève, et M. R. Jakobson, 
qui réside à Prague [&]. Des linguistes tchèques comme M. Mathesius, M. Havránek, M. Weingart tiennent une 
large place dans le groupe.= (Meillet 1931, 8). 

11 On the reestablishing of the OPOJAZ in the late 1920s, see Galuakin (2000). 
12 In his monograph, Tihanov also pointed an interesting fact which proves Formalist9s engagement with 

leftists: <After all, two of the most seminal and innovative theoretical pieces of the mature Formalists 3 Jurij 
Tynjanov9s 8On Literary Evolution9 (1927) and Boris Eichenbaum9s 8Literature and the Literature Everyday9 
(1927) 3 were both published in Na literaturnom postu, a journal of the radical leftist Russian Association of 
Proletarian Writers (RAPP)= (Tihanov 2019, 11). 
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of the 1930s in the work of Jakobson, who was more free not being influenced by the Soviet 

context as aklovskij (Kalinin 2017, 344). 

Analysing the corpus of Jakobson9s writings published in the interwar period, we can 

observe that he published most frequently in Russian journals between 1921 and 1922: in 1920 

he published in Chudo�estvennaja �izn9 the letter <Novoe iskusstvo na zapade= [<A New Art 

in the West=], in 1921 <Dada= appeared in the Russian journal Vestnik teatra,13 and in 1922 he 

published <Brjusovskaja stichologija i nauka o stiche= [<Brjusovian Versology and the Science 

of Verse=] in Nau
nye izvestija. In 1923, he wrote with Petr Bogatyrev14 two chapters of the 

collection 
eskij kukol9nyj i russkij narodnyj teatr [<Czech Puppet and Russian Folk Theatre=] 

and the pamphlet Slavjanskaja filologija v Rossii za gody vojny o revoljucii15 [<Slavic Philology 

in Russia during the Years of the War and the Revolution=] ([1921 in Slavia] 1923), both 

published by the Berlin publishing house OPOJAZ. In the same year, he also published 

<Zametka o drevnebolgarskom stichoslo�enii= [<A Note on Old Bulgarian Versification=] 

in Izvestija Otdelenija russkogo jazyka i slovesnosti Rossijskoj Akademii Nauk. During the 

1930s, two more writings appeared, the abovementioned <Problemy izu
enija literatury i 

jazyka= and <K probleme razme�evanija fol9kloristiki i literaturovedenija= [<On the Boundary 

between Studies of Folklore and Literature=], an essay written with Bogatyrev and published 

in the Polish journal Lud SCowiaEski in 1931. In the same year Jakobson published (requested 

by Savickij) <K charakteristike evrazijskogo jazykovogo sojuza= [<Towards a Characterisation 

of the Eurasian Linguistic Union=] for the Parisian publishing house Izdanie Evrazijcev. During 

the 1930s, Jakobson did not stop writing in Russian altogether, but he preferred collaborating 

with Russian-language periodicals published in Czechoslovakia such as Slavia or Central9naja 

Evropa.  

Jakobson never published for periodicals run by Russian scholars emigrated to Prague 

and was not acquainted with the émigré community.16 In order to introduce his activity in the 

 

13 See Glanc (2017). 
14 Concerning Bogatyrev, see Ehlers 3 Nekula (2011), (Ehlers 1998) and (1999). About the correspondence 

between Jakobson and Bogatyrev after they left Czechoslovakia, see Robinson 3 Dostal9 (1994). More in general 
about Bogatyrev9s corpus of correspondences, see Sorokina (2002). See also Tchougounnikov 3 Trautmann-
Waller (2013). 

15 As I will show later, it also appeared in the first issue of Slavia. 
16 Employing the concept of <émigré= I refer to the proceedings published in Magidova (1995). In her 

contribution, 
inajeva emphasised that Russians insisted on defining themselves émigrés and never refugees. 
Renouncing the Russian identity appeared as an uncontemplable option. This necessarily also provoked a different 
attitude towards the <alien= host culture. The preservation of identity implied that of two other fundamental 
factors: a common history and culture. Sorokina mentioned Jakobson as a neformal9nyj nevozvraa
enec, an 
<informal non-returner=, see Sorokina (2018), 
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Czech press, it is necessary to give some preliminary information about his relationship with 

Russian scholars and the presence of Russian émigrés in Prague during the interwar years. West 

European and Russian cultural context profoundly influenced Czechoslovakia on many levels, 

as emphasised by Sus while describing the origin of Czech Structuralisms in his article <
eský 

formalismus a 
eský prestrukturalismus= [<Czech Formalism and Czech Prestructuralism=]: he 

conceived the Pra�ský linguistický krou�ek (Prague Linguistic Circle, PLK) as a synthesis 

between Russian Formalism and Czech theories, especially Otakar Zich9s psychological school 

and the aesthetic school of Prague, led by Otakar Hostinský and Josef Durdík (Sus 1968).17 

Conceived from the start as an international organisation, the PLK is then indicative of this 

encounter between West and East. In 1936, Vilém Mathesius, the president of the PLK, 

published a detailed report about the Circle9s first ten years of activity, <Deset let linguistického 

krou�ku= [<Ten Years of the Prague Linguistic Circle=], in Slovo a slovesnost: 

Among the lecturers all those who were first at the meeting were quickly 

replaced, and the participation of foreign, mainly Russian, linguists, already 

characteristic of the Prague Linguistic Circle in the first two years, became 

prominent. In the period from October 1926 to June 1928, among the lecturers 

(some of them gave seminars two or three times), there were eight Czechs 

(Havránek, Ilek, Trnka, Oberpfalcer, MukaYovský, Mathesius, Rypka, 

Buben), five Russians (Jakobson, Karcevskij, Trubeckoj, Tomaaevskij, 

Bogatyrev), two French (Tesnière and Brun) and one German (Becker).18 

(Mathesius 1936, 139) 

Czechoslovakia was founded as a multicultural country and multiculturalism was one of the 

main questions that Masaryk had to deal with once he was elected president. This <Babylonian= 

space became more complicated after the October Revolution and the Civil war, when many 

émigrés came to Czechoslovakia, mainly from Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus. Emigration 

influenced the cultural and political life of the country and had a great impact in the 

development of the interwar Czech context. To support the émigrés, the Czechoslovakian 

 

17 On the development of Czech criticism in the first decays of the twentieth century, see Cosentino (2000). 
18 <Mezi pYednáaejícími se ovaem rychle vystYídali vaichni, kdo byli na schozi první a výrazn� vystoupila ji� 

v prvních dvou letech charakteristická pro Pra�ský linguistický krou�ek ú
ast linguisto cizích, pYedevaím ruských. 
V dob� od Yíjna 1926 do 
ervna 1928 bylo z pYednáaejících (n�kteYí z nich pYednáaeli dvakrát nebo i tYikrát) osm 

echo (Havránek, Ilek, Trnka, Oberpfalcer, MukaYovský, Mathesius, Rypka, Buben), p�t Ruso (Jakobson, 
Karcevskij, Trubeckoj, Tomaaevskij, Bogatyrev), dva Francouzi (Tesnière a Brun) a jeden N�mec (Becker).= 
[Where not otherwise specified, translations are mine (M.M.)] 
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government founded the Russkaja akcija pomoa
i,19 intended for people who came to the 

country with the aim of continuing their studies or their research freely. Russian scholars 

participated actively in the cultural and academic life of the country and became involved in 

the Czech universities. Some Russians were nominated professors at Czech institutions, such 

as Evgenij Ljackij at Charles University.20 The Russian historian Nikolaj Andreev, who came 

to Czechoslovakia as a student, in his memories collected in To, 
to vspominaetsja [Things that 

Come to Mind] remembers his years as a student in Prague: 

Ljackij taught in Russian, often very witty. He had few Czechs. People who 

fully understood Russian had to go to him, and there were few such people 

among the Czechs at my time. Ljackij had an abstract manner of teaching, 

sometimes difficult to comprehend. But interesting. He often ridiculed critics 

and venomously prowled about the subject matter of some authors. [...] 

Ljackij was in a good mood and announced that that day, the subject of the 

seminar, the first of the season, would be a discussion of the new method of 

criticism that is fashionable in the Soviet Union, the so-called formal 

method.21 (Andreev 1996, 254-255) 

The aim of the Russkaja akcija pomoa
i was twofold: it was not just way to provide economic 

support for émigrés, but it was also ideological. Masaryk and Benea intended to detach the 

scholars from the values of the October Revolution and give them an education in the spirit of 

democracy, which they could bring back to Russia. Besides being integrated into Czech 

institutions, the émigrés also founded their own, such as the Russkij narodnyj fakultet (Russian 

National Faculty) or the UkraWnskyj vil9nyj universytet (Ukrainian Free University). The 

Russian emigration had a significant influence in the Prague context, so much so the city was 

nicknamed <Russian Oxford= or <Russian Athens=.22 Émigrés both published for Czech 

periodicals and ran their own. Prague did not see the publication of such comprehensive and 

 

19 In Czech <Ruská pomocná akce=, the <Russian Assistance Action=. See Babka 3 Zolotarev (2012) and 
Vandalkovskaja (2005). 

20 Regarding Ljackij, see Nykl (2021). 
21 <[�]?46=>5 6=<<4=<5 O >5D4M4? =4 D<?>E>DE><= D4>G?LF5F �4D?>64 G=<65DE<F5F4. [&] �OF><= 

G<F4? ?>-DGEE><, G4EF> >G5=L >EFD>G<=>. ' =57> 5O?> <4?> G5E>6. � =5<G 4>?6=O 5O?< <4F< ?N4<, 
>>F>DO5 6?>?=5 ?>=<<4?< DGEE><= O7O>, 4 F4><E ED54< G5E>6 6 <>5 6D5<O 5O?> <4?>. ' �OF>>7> 5O?4 
>F6?5G5==4O, <=>744 FDG4=> G?>6<<4O <4=5D4. �> <=F5D5E=4O. '4EF> >= 6OE<5<64? >>7>-=<5G4L <7 
>D<F<>>6, O4>6<F> ?D>E46<64?EO =4EG5F F5<4F<>< 46F>D>6. [&] �OF><= 5O? 6 E>D>L5< =4EFD>5=<< < 
>5NO6<?, GF> ?D54<5F>< E57>4=OL=57> E5<<=4D4, ?5D6>7> 6 E57>=5, 5G45F >5EG645=<5 =>6>7>, <>4=>7> 6 
%>65FE>>< %>N75 <5F>44 >D<F<><, F4> =47O645<>7> D>D<4?L=>7> <5F>44.= 

22 See the biographical dictionary Osobnosti emigrace z území Ruské Yíae v mezivále
ném 
eskoslovensku. 
Biografický slovník, Haaková (2023). 



 
 

12 

representative emigrant periodicals, such as the Parisian Poslednie Novosti, Vozro�denie or 

Rul9. On the other hand, Prague was a kingdom of smaller periodicals, primarily culturally and 

politically oriented. The essential Prague monthly journals were Volja Rossii and Nova 

Ukraïna. The young generation of the Belarusian intelligentsia was represented by the 

magazine Iskry Skaryny. 23  

Founded in January 1922, Volja Rossii appeared with the financial support of the 

Czechoslovakian government twice a month with the subtitle <�urnal o politike i kulture= 

(<journal of politics and culture=) and, later, became a monthly magazine until 1932, when its 

activity ended. Volija Rossii published authors who were prominent figures in the cultural life 

of émigré society, such as Mark Slonim, who had made his mark in the history of Russian 

literature as one of the leading critics of his time. Slonim also collaborated with Ogni, a journal 

with a shorter life than Volja Rossii, fourteen issues of which were published in Prague from 

8th August to 21st November 1921. In Volja Rossii also published the Russian poet Marina 

Cvetaeva, who lived in Czechoslovakia from 1922 to 1925, when she moved to Paris.24 

Jakobson never wrote for periodicals affiliated with this flourishing <Russian Oxford= 

and was never involved with any Russian émigré institutions. Moreover, he never defined 

himself as a <Russian émigré=, keeping the distance from such an appellative, preferring 

instead the be identified as a <russkij filolog= (Russian philologist).25 This demonstrates that he 

was more incline to maintain his ties with those scholars and poets who stayed in the Soviet 

Union instead of building ones with the Prague émigrés. This inclination is exemplified by his 

correspondence with the Russian folklorist Jurij Sokolov, which I will describe in the third 

chapter (§ 3.2). These relationships with scholars who remained in the Soviet Union continued 

also after the WWII, when Jakobson, differently from scholars who were openly declared 

émigrés (such as Vladimir Nabokov), used to visit the country to attend some conferences. This 

 

23 See Rachonková 3 Yeháková 3 Vacek (1996). 
24 Concerning Cvetaeva in Bohemia see Pechterev (1993), and Vane
kova (2006), regarding her poems 

dedicated to Bohemia see Cveateva (2000), and for her relationship with Anna Teaková, see Hlavá
ek (2002), 
Cvetaeva (2009) and Tria (2013a). 

25 The question about Jakobson9s status is complicated and misunderstood by many scholars who often 
define Jakobson as an émigré. Sorokina included Jakobson in the group of those Russian scholars abroad who 
never returned back and she correctly stated that <�= G5E4? <7 %>65FE>>= $>EE<< 6 1920 7>4G < 6<? 6 
'5E>E?>64><< 4> 1939 7>44 E 4>EF4F>G=> =5OE=O< < ?> E5= 45=L <<7D4F<>==O< (M<<7D4=F, =56>76D4M5=5F, 
4 <>65F 5OFL, 5565=5F?) < E?G655=O< EF4FGE4<< < 5M5 5>?55 =5?>=OF=>=, 4 7=4G<F 65EL<4 
?>4>7D<F5?L=>=, 4?O <=>7<E ?>?<F<G5E>>= >D<5=F4F<5== [He left Soviet Russia in 1920 and lived in 
Czechoslovakia until 1939, with a migration (emigrant, non-returnee, or perhaps refugee?) and official status that 
is still rather unclear to this day, and an even more unclear, and therefore highly suspicious, political orientation 
for many.] See Sorokina (2018). 
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does not mean that Jakobson did not have relationships with other scholars who had left Russia, 

such as Nikolaj Trubeckoj, Petr Savickij, Sergej Karcevskij or Petr Bogatyrev. The case of 

Bogatyrev is very interesting as he was, like Jakobson, also very reluctant to build ties with 

Prague9s Russian émigrés (see § 3.2). Anton Florovskij, a Russian historian with whom 

Jakobson had a fruitful exchange, was an exception to this trend. I will discuss Florovskij more 

fully in the second chapter (§ 2.5.3), but it is a matter of fact that Florovskij9s research in history 

were significant for Jakobson9s interest in the relations between Czech and Russian history. 

Jakobson was in constant contact with Russians scholars and poets, trying to build a bridge 

between the Czech and the Soviet academic spheres, as the correspondences kept in Slavische 

Rundschau9s archive clearly testify. During the interwar years many Russians visited 

Czechoslovakia: in 1926, Vladimir Majakovskij visited Prague and Czech poets celebrated him 

as a <hero= and a model of proletarian poetry, while in 1928, Jurij Tynjanov reached Jakobson 

in Prague and the two co-authored <Problemy izu
enija literatury i jazyka=. Jakobson9s 

relationship with Russian scholars was enabled through Berlin, one of the most important cities 

for Russian émigrés after the Civil War. It was in Berlin, for example, that Il9ja Erenburg26 and 

Jakobson met for the first time, a meeting remembered in the third volume of Erenburg9s Ljudi, 

gody, �izn9 [People, Years, Life]: 

As I remember, in September 1923 came to Berlin a friend of Majakovskij 

and E. Ju. Triolet from Prague, the redheaded Romka: the linguist Roman 

Osipovi
 Jakobson, who worked in the Soviet delegation. [&] Roman was 

rosy, blue-eyed, one eye squinting; he drank a lot, but remained clear-headed, 

just after the tenth shot fastened his jacket on the wrong button. I was struck 

by the fact that he knew everything: the construction of Chlebnikov9s verse, 

the old Czech literature, Rimbaud, the intrigues of Curzon or MacDonald. 

Sometimes he fantasised, but if anyone attempted to accuse him of 

inaccuracy, he would smile and reply, <That was just a working hypothesis 

from my side.= Roman Jakobson tried to persuade me to go to Prague, 

tempting me with baroque houses, young poets, and even Moravian sausages 

(he loved eating and was beginning to get fat, although he was still very 

young).27 (Erenburg 1990, 422) 

 

26 Concerning Erenburg, see § 2.5.2. 
27 <�465FEO, 6 E5=FO5D5 1923 7>44 <7 �D47< ?D<5E4? 6 �5D?<= 4DG7 �4O>>6E>>7> < -. .. &D<>?5 

DO6<= $><>4 4 ?<=76<EF $><4= �E<?>6<G />>5E>=, D45>F46L<= 6 E>65FE>>< ?D54EF46<F5?LEF65. [&] 
$><4= 5O? D>7>6O<, 7>?G5>7?47O<, >4<= 7?47 >>E<?; <=>7> ?<?, => E>ED4=O? OE=GN 7>?>6G, F>?L>> ?>E?5 
45EOF>= DN<>< 74EF57<64? ?<464> =5 =4 FG ?G7>6<FG. �5=O >= ?>D47<? F5<, GF> 6E5 7=4? 4 < ?>EFD>5=<5 
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The gradual decline in number of Jakobson9s publications in Russian periodicals corresponds 

to an intensification of his activity in the Czech press. Before introducing Jakobson9s activity 

in the Czech press, I will briefly illustrate his position in the Czech context through some 

examples. Jakobson9s name appeared for the first time in the journal 
as on Tuesday, 13th July 

1920, in the section <Kronika denní= [<Everyday Chronicle=]: the journal reported that the 

Sovetskij krasnyj krest (Soviet Red Cross) mission, a group of five Russians guided by 

Solomon Gillerson, had arrived in Prague on the previous Saturday (10th July). Jakobson was 

presented positively, and as a scholar instead of a diplomat: <Mr. Jakobson, a young professor 

from the University of Moscow, is a Slavist with an extraordinary interest in Czech and Slavic 

literature in general, and he is looking forward to his stay in Prague, the current centre of Slavic 

studies.=28 This was Jakobson9s first (extant) appearance in a Czech periodical and eight days 

later, on 21st July, in Lidové noviny published an interview with him led by Nad��da 

Melniková-Papouaková (see § 2.5.1). Czech periodicals frequently reported about Jakobson9s 

activity in Czechoslovakia. On 14th January 1930, a very positive review of Jakobson9s 

Nejstaraí 
eské písn� duchovní [The Oldest Czech Spiritual Songs] appeared in Národní 

osvobození: it praised his work as innovative in methodology and essential for the development 

of the study of Old Czech literature. On 20th May 1931, the same journal republished the first 

paragraph of Jakobson9s review of Vladislav Van
ura9s Markéta Lazarová, which was 

published previously in Literární noviny on 9th of May that year. In the excerpt that Národní 

osvobození published, Jakobson reflected on the possible stagnation of literature and the 

characteristics of this phenomenon. On 2nd December 1933, Národní osvobození reviewed 

Van
ura9s film Na slune
ní stran� (<On the Sunny Side=), which Jakobson co-wrote with 

Vít�zslav Nezval and Miloslav Disman. On 3rd December 1936, Jakobson9s essay about 

Puakin9s lyrics was defined as <interesting and erudite=.29 On 30th June 1937, the article <Prof. 

Jakobson pYednáaí v Bulharsku= [<Prof. Jakobson teaches in Bulgaria=] described the summer 

that the scholar spent in Sofia that year. These examples show how close Jakobson and the 

editorial board were: they supported and defended him against accusations on different 

occasions, as we will shortly see. On 29th December 1928, Národní osvobození reported about 

 

EF<E4 %?55=<>>64, < EF4DGN G5LE>GN ?<F5D4FGDG, < $5<5>, < >>7=< �5D7>=4 <?< �4>4>=4?L44. �=>744 >= 
D4=F47<D>64?, =>, 5E?< >F>-?<5> ?OF4?EO G?<G<FL 57> 6 =5F>G=>EF<, G?O54OEL >F65G4?: 8-F> 5O?> E <>5= 
EF>D>=O D45>G5= 7<?>F57>=.9 $><4= />>5E>= =4G4? <5=O G7>64D<64FL EN574<FL 6 �D47G, E>5?47=O? < 
4><4<< 54D>>>>, < <>?>4O<< ?>MF4<<, < 4465 <>D46E><<< >>?54E4<< (>= ?N5<? ?>5EFL < =4G<=4? 
?>?=5FL, E>FO 5O? 5M5 >G5=L <>?>4).= 

28 <P. Jakobson, mladý docent moskevské univerzity, je slavista, jen� se neoby
ejn� zajímá o 
eskou a 
slovanskou literaturu vobec a t�aí se na pobyt v Praze, v nyn�jaím hlavním centru slavistiky.= 

29 <Zajímaví a vzd�lané jsou poznámky Romana Jakobsona na okraj Puakinovy lyriky=. 
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Vladimir Antonov-Ovseenko leaving Prague. 30 Jakobson had collaborated with Ovseenko but 

left his mission earlier: 

Not long before Ovseenko9s departure, the press and cultural attaché Roman 

Jakobson, who was famous for his knowledge not only of our political but 

also of cultural affairs (he had shown his deep interest in Czechoslovak 

culture through his several scientific studies on the history of Czechoslovak 

language and literature), had left the Soviet mission.31  

Ovseenko was depicted as a protagonist of the October Revolution and a friend of the 

Czechoslovak legionnaires, who acted as an ambassador building good relations with the 

Czechoslovakian milieu. Jakobson was described as <famous for his knowledge= of 

Czechoslovakian political and cultural affairs, and the article highlighted that he was involved 

in the Czechoslovakian press. This was a pivotal statement revealing that Jakobson9s status had 

evolved since the first years when he had not been considered a member of the Czech academic 

community.  

In 1930, the editorial board of Národní osvobození defended Jakobson against 

accusations published in Národní listy. It was not the first time a periodical accused Jakobson 

in the Czechoslovakian press; it had already happened in the first months after his arrival. 

Shortly after arriving in Prague, he decided to meet with Emil Smetánka to discuss his concerns 

about the theorisation of Czech prosody. Smetánka reacted by stating that the discrepancies 

noticed by Jakobson were merely due to the poets being such idlers (lit. takoví lajda
í) and too 

lazy to write according to the rules. In a letter to Elsa Triolet dated 4th November 1920, 

Jakobson explained the difficulties of his position and the initial adversity of the Czech 

scholars: 

I have no idea if you know about this, but in September I was viciously 

attacked as a member of the Red Cross mission. The newspapers complained 

about <the boa constrictor, which crushes our professors in its tenacious 

grasp= (they talk about me) etc.; some professors wondered whether I was a 

 

30 He was a Soviet ambassador in Prague from 1925. 
31 <Nedlouho pYed odchodem Ovsejenka odeael ze sov�tské mise tiskový a kulturní ataaé Romana Jakobson, 

který proslul znalostí nejen naaich politických, nýbr� i kulturních v�cí (svoj hluboký zájem o 
eskoslovenskou 
kulturu prokázal n�kolika svými v�deckými studiemi z d�jin 
eskoslovenského jazyka a literatury).= The fragment 
is signed R., see Národní osvobození, 29/12/1928, p. 5. 
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bandit, a scholar, or an illegitimate bastard; at the cabaret they sang certain 

ditties about me, it was not very pleasant. (Jakobson 1998, 117) 

The circumstances in which Jakobson was welcomed were not favourable. Another testimony 

of the problems he had to face can be evinced in the correspondence with Trubeckoj. According 

to him, Jakobson9s stay in Czechoslovakia did not seem favourable for the development of his 

research and in a letter sent on 21st January 1923 he wrote to Jakobson: <You need to find a 

position or a place related to your speciality, and it is clear that you cannot find such a place in 

Bohemia=32 (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 42). In 1921, the German newspaper based in Prague, 

Prager Presse, defended Jakobson from 
eská demokracie, which had accused him of being a 

<lunatic Leninist= and decried his Jewish origins. One year earlier, in 1920, he had been 

criticised by Národní politika, where an article emphasising in derogatory tones his Jewish 

origins appeared.33 On 15th July 1928, the journal Národní listy reported suspicious about 

Jakobson9s travel to Slovakia34 with Il9ja Erenburg:  

These days, the communist writer Ehrenburg and a member of the Soviet 

trade mission in Prague, Jakobson, are undertaking agitation and propaganda 

tours across Slovakia. The purpose of these promotional tours is, of course, 

all too clear, and therefore it is surprising that in some places they are even 

provided with a state car for these travels.35 

On 23rd June 1929, Národní listy published the anonymous article <Ve Slovanském ústavu= 

[<At the Slavic Institute=], which criticised Jakobson9s designation as a member of the institute. 

The author emphasised the importance of the institution and the relevance of Slavic studies in 

Czechoslovakia, which they described as <the most Slavic of Slavic countries=. The day after, 

another article appeared, in which <Tovarya Jakobson= was identified as a scholar without 

qualifications. 36 The disagreement with Jakobson9s nomination as a member of the institute 

was based on three assumptions: Jakobson was not qualified enough to receive that nomination 

since his work in Slavische Rundschau and his academic titles were insignificant (he had not 

 

32 <�4< =5>5E>4<<> =4=F< E?G65G <?< <5EF> ?> E?5F<4?L=>EF<, < OE=>, GF> 6 '5E<< F4>>5 <5EF> =4=F< 
=56>7<>6=>.= 

33 See Mecco (2023). 
34 Concerning Jakobson in Slovakia, see Zavacká (2019). 
35 <V t�chto dnech konají po Slovensku agita
ní a propaga
ní cesty kom. Spisovatel Ehrenburg a 
len 

sov�tové obchodné mise v Praze Jakobson. Ú
el t�chto propaga
ních cest jest ovaem pYília jasný a proto lze 
vysloviti podiv, �e k t�mto cestám jest jim dokonce propoj
ováno v n�kterých místech k disposici státní auto.= 
The fragment is not signed, see Národní listy, 15/07/1928, p. 4. 

36 The fragments are not signed, see Národní listy 23/06/1929, p. 3 and 24/06/1929, p. 2. See the full texts 
in the § Appendix. 
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defended his doctoral thesis yet). According to the author, instead of Jakobson, many other 

scholars devoted to Slavic studies deserved a position in the institute and Jakobson9s academic 

activities were merely a cover for the real reason he was in Czechoslovakia: to be a sov�tský 

agent, a Soviet agent. Jakobson was criticised for receiving funding from the Czechoslovak 

government, an institution towards which he, as a poctivý komunista, an honest communist, 

had a subversive stance. In the conclusions, the author appealed directly to the Slovanský ústav 

to demand that this situation be resolved to restore dignity to the institution. Jakobson was thus 

discredited and slandered as a <communist=, a pro-Soviet intellectual. It is not difficult to 

imagine the reason for this reaction. Although Jakobson had already achieved a status in the 

Czech context, there was still a mistrust of his activity, and many scholars always attempted to 

impede his career, such as when he was nominated professor at Masaryk University in Brno.37 

Jakobson had to defend himself from being accused of collaborating with the Soviet 

Communist party also in American years. In a letter sent on 1st March 1950, the Deputy Prime 

Minister of the Czechoslovak Cabinet Peter Zenkl wrote: 

We have been informed that rumours are being spread concerning Dr. 

Jakobsons political reliability. Since we have known Professor Jakobson for 

more than twenty years we want to testify that during his stay in 

Czechoslovakia Dr. Jakobson always was a loyal and democratic minded 

citizen, who enjoyed full confidence from government and scientific quarters. 

President Masaryk showed his special confidence by assigning him to specific 

slavonic studies; Dr. Benea, who equally trusted him completely, gave him 

efficient support. [&] We want to confirm that Dr. Jakobson acted always as 

a real democrat and that his political conviction is definitely 

anticommunistic.38 

On 26th June 1929, Národní osvobození defended Jakobson against Národní listy9s accusations 

with an article titled <Bolaevický agent ve Slovanském ústavu= [<A Bolshevik Agent at the 

Slavic Institute=] which reported about the controversy and its consequences.39 According to 

the article, Národní listy improperly accused the Slovanský ústav of Bolshevism and insulted 

Jakobson. Jakobson, who did not accept such accusations and undermining of his academic 

career, forced the journal to withdraw the accusations. The editorial board was satisfied with 

this <well-deserved disgrace= of Národní listy and argued that the journal should ask for 

 

37 See Jakobson 3 Glanc (2005). 
38 In RJPs, Box 1, Folder 7. 
39 The fragment is signed <R=. See the full text in the § Appendix. 
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forgiveness from Jakobson. Prager Presse, a pro-Masarykian journal, also defended Jakobson, 

and this confirms the support that such journalistic institutions and the government reserved 

for him. 

Toman interpreted Jakobson9s changing reception in the Czech press in the postscript 

to the monograph Anga�ovaná 
ítanka Romana Jakobsona. According to Toman, Jakobson9s 

activity in the Czech press can be split into two phases, symbolically divided by his move to 

Brno in the 1930s, where he was nominated professor: <Jakobson became involved in a defined 

public space after his move to Brno in the 1930s. This period, during which he often wrote for 

Lidové noviny, coincides with the second phase of his engagement=40 (Toman 2017, 255). This 

classification reflects the evolution of Jakobson9s activity in the Czech press and the evolution 

of his role in Czechoslovakia. 

Biographical materials at disposal are useful to have a wider comprehension of 

Jakobson9s activity in the press, such as an interview published by the Italian scholar Angelo 

Maria Ripellino. Jakobson and Ripellino knew each other quite well and built a long-lasting 

friendship: they were in contact by the time Jakobson had emigrated to the United States.41 In 

the chapter on Poetism in Storia della poesia ceca contemporanea [A History of Contemporary 

Czech Poetry] ([1950] 2022), Ripellino quoted a letter sent by Jakobson.42 In this chapter, 

Ripellino wrote that Jakobson was the first to bring information about Majakovskij and 

Chlebnikov to the Czech cultural context: they were barely known before him. 43 Ripellino also 

recognised Jakobson as having acted as <cultural transfer= between Formalism and 

Structuralism (Glanc 2022). Ripellino probably exaggerated in stating that Jakobson was the 

one who brought to Prague the Formalist attitude of connecting poets and scholars: this was 

already a practice in Czech academia. On 18th February 1967, Literární noviny published an 

interview led by Ripellino with Jakobson titled <V Yím� o Praze= [<About Prague in Rome=]. 

 

40 <Jakobson se bude pohybovat v takto definovaném veYejném prostoru, pYi
em� druha vlna anga�ovanosti 
pYijde v jeho brn�nském období ve tYicátých letech, kdy bude 
asto psát mj. pro Lidové noviny.= 

41 See Cosentino (2017) 
42 <I came to Prague in 1920 and made the acquaintance of Seifert in 1921. A little later, but still in the early 

1920s began my friendship with Biebl and especially with Nezval. I brought to Czechoslovakia the first 
information about Chlebnikov and Majakovskij. Even their names were completely unknown in Prague before I 
came. Often, I spoke with the Dev�tsil people about the abovementioned Russian poets and about the current 
problems of Russian poetry of that time= (Ripellino 2022, 53-54). 

43 Majakovskij and Chlebnikov are two pivotal poets in Ripellino9s interest in Russian poetry. In a letter sent 
on 8th of December 1948 Ripellino wrote <For my history of Czech Contemporary poetry I pray you to write me 
when and where you know the poets Nezval and Biebl. It9s, in my opinion, thing of the highest importance for 
modern Czech poetry. I would also learn if these poets were acquainted with Chlebnikov, before your arrival in 
Czechoslovakia.= In RJPs, Box 44, Folder 49. Ripellino wrote this letter in English. 
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The journal requested Ripellino to conduct this interview when Jakobson was in Rome, where 

they met on 28th January 1967 at the Hotel Savoy.44 This interview is relevant because 

Jakobson9s answers contain some pivotal information about his period in Prague and his 

relationship with Czech poets. According to Jakobson, the first poet he met in Prague was 

Stanislav Kostka Neumann: 

The first poet I met in Prague and became close friends with was Stanislav 

Kostka Neumann. Shortly after I arrived in Prague, he came to me in August 

1920 to discuss rhythmical questions of Soviet and Czech poetry. I read to 

him and, with the help of JiYí Weil, transposed in prose the poems of 

Majakovskij, about whom he knew nothing before. Our meetings were 

recurrent. I often stayed in his apartment for two or three days. Neumann was 

very keenly interested in Russian formalism. I told him about the Moscow 

Linguistic Circle and OPOJAZ, and at his invitation, I published a Czech 

translation of the introduction to my monograph on Chlebnikov in his journal. 

[...] He liked my article on Realism, published for the first time in his famous 


erven.45 (Ripellino 1967, 1) 

In 1925, Jakobson published Vesennie ritmy, a Russian translation of Neumann9s poem Jarní 

rytmy [<Spring Rhythms=] in Nové Rusko46 to celebrate Neumann9s fiftieth birthday. In the 

brief introduction, Jakobson defined Neumann as <the greatest of contemporary Czech poets= 

with a fundamental role in the avant-garde and one of the pioneers of modernism who first 

introduced the motifs of Italian Futurism into Czech poetry. Pomorska also confirms this early 

relationship with Neumann in her afterword to the Dialogues (Jakobson 3 Pomorska 1983, 

176). This relationship was crucial and represented Jakobson9s first phase of integration in the 

Czech cultural sphere and, consequently, the Czech press. In 1921 Jakobson published in 

 

44 Jakobson and Ripellino met again in Prague in August 1968 during the Fourth International Conference 
of Slavists: in Listy, a picture of Jakobson, Ripellino and Bogatyrev was published in an interview with Jakobson 
and Bogatyrev (Jakobson 3 Bogatyrev 1968). Ripellino also dedicated his book about Chlebnikov to Jakobson: 
<To you, Roman, in memory of those Roman evenings full of talk about modern Art, the Marx Brothers, the 
poetry of Nezval, Seifert and Majakovskij, when Chlebnikov, our Chlebnikov, was deemed the greatest poet of 
the country.= (Ripellino in Chlebnikov 2024, V). 

45 <První básník, se kterým jsem se v Praze setkal a se kterým jsem se t�sn� spYátelí, byl Stanislav Kostka 
Neumann. PYiael ke mn� v srpnu 1920, krátce po mém pYíjezdu do prahy, pohovoYit o 
asových otázkách sov�tské 
a 
eské poezie. 
etl jsem mu a s pomocí JiYího Weila prózou tlumo
il básn� Majakovského, a o nich� pYedtím nic 
nev�d�l. Naae schozky byly velmi 
asté. 
asto jsem v jeho byt� zostával na dva tYi dny. Neumann se velmi �iv� 
zajímal o ruský formalismus. Vypráv�l jsme mu o Moskevském lingvistickém krou�ku a o OPOJAZu a ne jeho 
vyzvání jsem uveYejnil v jeho 
asopise 
eský pYeklad úvodu své monografie o Chlebnikov. [&] Velmi se mu 
zamlouval moj 
lánek o um�leckém realismu, který dokonce byl poprvé uveYejn�n v jeho v�hlasném 
ervenu.= 

46 A transcription of the translation is provided in the § Appendix. For the Czech version, see Neumann 
(1967). 
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Neumann9s periodical 
erven <O realismu v um�ní= [<On Realism in Art=] (Jakobson 1981, 

723-731), which he had published previously in Russian during his first months in Prague. In 

Ripellino9s interview, Jakobson recalled how he slowly distanced from Neumann during the 

1930s: 

When I moved to Brno in the early 1930s, my encounters with Neumann 

became less frequent. [...] Neumann, unlike the members of the Dev�tsil or 

Olbracht and Hora, stayed away from scientific debates. In the 1930s, I was 

much closer to Nezval, Seifert, Van
ura, Teige,47 Biebl, Olbracht, and Hora 

[...] from literary Prague.48 (Ripellino 1967, 2) 

His move to Brno made Jakobson9s constant interaction with Prague scholars and poets more 

complex, even if, as testified by the documents of the PLK, Jakobson continued to attend the 

events promoted by the Circle. While Jakobson distanced himself from Neumann, his 

relationship with members of the Dev�tsil intensified, and they often visited him in Brno. For 

example, a letter sent on 21st December 1937 testifies Karel Teige9s visit with the architect 

Jaromír Krejcar: <I would be delighted if I could talk to you in more detail about many things=49 

(Havránková 3 Petkevi
 2018, 326). The distance between Jakobson and Neumann was also 

determined in the 1920s by Neumann9s disinterest in the theories developed by the PLK and 

they even faced a controversy when Jakobson published <Konec básnického umprumáctví a 

�ivnostnictví= in Pásmo [<The End of 8Umprumism9 and Small Scale Undertaking in Poetry=] 

(Jakobson 2013, 173-177). In this article, published in 1925, Jakobson criticised Neumann9s 

idea of art. Neumann published an unfriendly reaction in Reflektor, accused Jakobson of having 

a negative apolitical attitude and criticising him for sympathising with the Dev�tsil: <I do, 

however, understand that given your non-party and classless attitude, you sympathise with this 

circus of Pásmo whose major daring consists in frivolously mixing Marxism and communism 

with the latest convulsions of bourgeois art=50 (Neumann 1925). Despite this controversy, 

 

47 Concerning Teige and Jakobson, Peter Zuzi noticed: <Major figures of the Prague Linguistic, Circle not 
only saw themselves as intellectual allies but were also personal friends and collaborators with members of 
Dev�tsil, including Teige, who took direct inspiration from some of the semiotic and linguistic explorations of 
Jakobson and MukaYovský and described 8language as an unknown ground, the as-yet unanalysed material of 
culture and civilization9.= (2024, 162-163) Concerning Jakobson and the avant-garde, see Toman (1987) and 
(1995). 

48 <Kdy jsem se na za
átku tYicátých let pYest�hoval do Brna, moje setkání s Neumannem se stala Yidaí. [&] 
Neumann na rozdíl od dev�tsiláko nebo Olbrachta a Hory se dr�el stranou v�deckých debat. V tYicátých letech mi 
byli z literární Prahy mnohem bli�aí Nezval, Seifert, Van
ura, Teige, Biebl, Olbracht, Hora [&].= 

49 <Byl bych velice rád, kdybych mohl s Tebou podrobn�ji hovoYit o mnohých v�cech.= 
50 For more on the conflict between Jakobson and Neumann see Toman (1995, 220-221). Toman summarised 

the controversy between them relating this to Jakobson9s election as member of the Dev�tsil and Neumann9s 
Soviet tendencies. I have used Toman9s translations of Neumann. 
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Neumann played a pivotal role in the first phase of Jakobson9s activity in the Czech press, 

which is characterised by close collaboration with journals related to the poetic and artistic 

context of Prague (for example, the already mentioned Pásmo or Volné sm�ry, which was 

affiliated with Mánes group) and the publication of writings that reflect the insecure position 

of Jakobson in the academic milieu.  

Rather than using, according to Toman, his move to Brno (1931) as the key division in 

Jakobson9s career, I suggest 1929 as the year representing a turning point in his activity in the 

Czech press. By 1929, Jakobson had become a member of the editorial board of Slavische 

Rundschau and responsible for the journal9s section devoted to Russian, Ukrainian, and 

Belarusian writings; thus, he held a more critical function than a mere editor. Jakobson9s role 

in the Czech press changes in 1929, and he takes on roles of greater responsibility and 

importance. Furthermore, one can observe a greater maturity in content and style and a greater 

engagement in the Czech academic and cultural context. In this regard and taking this 

considerations, one can certainly agree with what Toman stated about Lidové noviny and 

Jakobson9s <second wave of engagement coming in his Brno period=. It then becomes 

necessary to distinguish the two periods by conceiving of the 1920s as a more prolific phase of 

collaboration with the avant-garde and the 1930s as a period in which Jakobson is more 

oriented towards consolidating his academic status. Nevertheless, it is already possible to trace 

two main tendencies common to both these periods. First, Jakobson never renounced his 

polemical attitude, which I will analyse in the second chapter, which remains a characteristic 

trait of his entire career. Second, it is evident that most of the journals and newspapers he 

collaborated with were related to or supported Masaryk9s politics. Masaryk also published in 

them: during his presidency, he could no longer express himself as freely as he had done during 

his previous political engagement and he was forced to find alternative solutions, such as 

publishing under a pseudonym or anonymously, for example in Lidové noviny or Prager 

Presse.51 

As already emphasised, considering Czech periodicals in the interwar period means 

dealing with a complex system of periodicals published also in other languages, such as 

German or those affiliated with the Russian émigré community. After Czechoslovakia became 

independent, the German press started building relationships with the new government. 

Moreover, periodicals such as Bohemia or Prager Tagblatt, which before the war were just 

 

51 Concerning Masaryk in the press see Vaaek (2019). 
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culturally focussed, also became politically and socially oriented (BednaYík 3 Jirák 3 Köpplová 

2019, 162). In the interwar years, new periodicals appeared. This phenomenon affected the 

regional press (regionale Presse) and the superregional one (überregionale Presse). German-

language journalism proliferated in Prague and in other parts of Czechoslovakia, such as Brno 

where Brünner Morgenpost, founded in 1891, resumed its activity in 1920. German periodicals 

were also based in those regions where there were significant German communities, such as 

the Sudetes. German was the international language of Slavic studies during the interwar years 

and scholars used to communicate in German using it as an <academic common language=. 

Remarkably, twenty per cent of the lectures were given in German during the first ten years of 

the PLK9s activity (Ehlers 1996), especially by Russian s cholars such as Trubeckoj or 

Bogatyrev. The role of the German language in the development of Slavic studies was 

prominent in Czechoslovakia where Slavic and German studies were strictly bounded. For 

example, Jakobson received his doctoral degree with a dissertation written in German from the 

Deutsche Universität Prag. On 29th March 1929, Otokar Fischer published an article in the 

Prager Presse entitled <Deutsche Slavistik und tschechischen Germanistik= [<German Slavic 

Studies and Czech German Studies=] where he reflected on the boundaries between Slavic and 

Germanic studies, defining them as <philologische Grenzendisziplinen= (<neighbouring 

philological disciplines=) and emphasising how <eine wechselseitige Erhellung= (<mutual 

enlightenment=) existed between them (Fisher 1929, 7). 52 The Czech cultural context favoured 

the development of a dialogue between the two disciplines, as it was deeply permeated by a 

mutual influence of the two cultures. Gerard Gesemann,53 in the same year as Fischer9s article, 

discussed the same question at the I. Sjezd slovanských filologo (First Congress of Slavic 

Philology), 54 held in Prague between 6th and 13th of October 1929. This Congress marked a 

turning point in developing Slavic studies in Czechoslovakia and contributed to establishing 

 

52 Otokar Fischer (1883-1938) was a fundamental figure in the context of Czech-German relations and the 
mediation between the two cultures. See Petrbok 3 Staaková 3 Zbytovský (2020) and Petrbok (2021). 

53 Gerhard Gesemann (1888-1948) main interests relied in Russian literature of the nineteenth century and 
south Slavic folklore. Concerning Gesemann, see Ehlers in Gletter 3 Míaková (2001, 351-379) and Konrád (2011, 
190-194). 

54 A detailed report on the activities of the congress was published in Slavia, see Horák 3 Petíra (1930). 
Jakobson spoke on 10th of October 1929. His lecture was in the <Literárn� historická sekce= (<Literary-historical 
section=). Other intellectuals also participated in that section, including Jan MukaYovský, Otokar Fischer, Frank 
Wollman, Gerard Gesemann, and Edmund Schneeweis. In the linguistic section, some issues concerning the PLK 
were discussed: methodological problems considering language as a system and more specific questions, for 
example related to lexicology or phonology. Jakobson probably participated in the discussion, but the members 
are not mentioned. The congress was introduced by Matija Murko (his speech is also reported in Slavia) who 
dedicated the activities to the memory of Josef Dobrovský. The congress was supported by Masaryk. 
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the country as the site of an international scientific milieu. In his speech, <Eins ist not= [<One 

Thing is Necessary=], Gesemann stated: 

There is hardly any other region in Europe where the spirituality and 

materiality of different peoples collide as hard as here in Czechoslovakia. 

There is hardly any other country where the various elements determine and 

condition each other in their understanding as they do here. There are 

scientific problems to be solved here that seem to have been created to test 

the value of collective work.= 55 (Gesemann 1929, 627) 

This peculiar situation favoured the proliferation in Czechoslovakia of periodicals published in 

German with an international aim, such as Prager Presse, Slavische Rundschau, 

Germanoslavica or Prager Rundschau. The pre-war archetypical editorial model of this 

interwar phenomenon was 
echische Revue. Founded by Arnoat Vilém Kraus in 1907 (and 

published until 1912), it was the first journal published in German and completely dedicated to 

Czech studies, as Kraus wrote in the first editorial: 

What our journal wants and promises is expressed in its title; it is not intended 

to provide a coherent presentation, but rather to provide information on 

current phenomena from all areas about the being, will and skills of the Czech 

people, to counter false views and, by examining prejudices, to initiate and 

facilitate understanding with other, especially neighbouring, cultural 

peoples.56 

Jakobson had a pivotal role in the Czech German-language press, promoting academic links 

between Slavic countries and the West. Jakobson9s activity in the German-language press of 

Prague during the interwar years was intense and mainly involved two periodicals, Prager 

Presse and Slavische Rundschau. The two publications differ from each other: while Prager 

Presse was a newspaper published in Prague, Slavische Rundschau was an academic journal 

specialising in Slavic studies. Prager Presse published almost only scholars who were active 

 

55 <Es gibt in Europa kaum ein zweites Gebiet, in dem Geistigkeit und Materialität verschiedener Völker so 
hart aufeinander prallt wie hier in der 
echoslovakei, 3 es gibt kaum ein anderes Land, in dem die verschiedenen 
Elemente sich so gegenseitig bestimmen und bedingen, in ihren Verständigungen, wie hier. Es gibt hier 
wissenschaftliche Probleme zu lösen, die förmlich dazu geschaffen zu sein scheinen, daß man an ihnen den Wert 
der kollektiven Arbeit erprobe.= 

56 <Was unsere Zeitschrift will und verspricht, sagt ihr Titel; sie soll, nicht in zusammenhängender 
Darstellung, sondern anknüpfend an aktuelle Erscheinungen aus allen Gebieten, über Sein, Wollen und Können 
des 
echischen Volkes belehren, falschen Ansichten entgegentreten und durch Besichtigung von Vorurteilen eine 
Verständigung mit den anderen, zumal den benachbarten Kulturvölkern anbahnen und ermöglichen.= 
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in Czechoslovakia, whereas Slavische Rundschau published articles and reviews also written 

by foreign scholars, including Russians, Italians, and Germans. In particular, the number of 

articles written by scholars who lived in the Soviet Union was significant and, in some cases, 

more relevant than the presence of Czech contributors. As I will show in my further analysis, 

Jakobson9s role in the two periodicals was different because in Prager Presse he was just a 

contributor, while in Slavische Rundschau he was part of the editorial board. 

Concluding this first part, it urges to provide some remarks about Jakobson9s linguistic 

knowledge. One of the most remarkable issues is his linguistic knowledge, he is often 

remembered as a polyglot scholar with a linguistic competence that ranged from Semitic 

languages (Hebrew) to Romance languages to Germanic languages. When I spoke to scholars 

who were themselves students of Jakobson, I was often told that he spoke every possible 

language while maintaining a strong and distinctive Russian accent. When Jakobson arrived in 

Czechoslovakia he naturally knew Russian, mastering both the forms of modern Russian with 

a particular focus on the language of Futurism (as exemplified by his poems published under 

the pseudonym Aljagrov) and the changes that historical events (the October Revolution and 

the formation of the Soviet Union) had led to, as well as Old Russian. Jakobson published in 

Russian throughout his academic career and the Russian language played an important role in 

his own identity, since, as I previously stated, he defined himself as a <russkij filolog=. During 

the 1920s he already had a working knowledge of the Czech language that enabled him to 

understand and interact with other scholars: he had been hired by Gillerson precisely because 

of his language skills in Czech. According to Nezval in his Z mého �ivota [From My Life], 

Jakobson approached him with a <rozkolísaná 
eatina= (<broken Czech=) asking his opinion 

about the rhythm and the prosody of Czech verse. As far as writing is concerned, initially most 

of the texts published in Czech were translated by third parties. He also knew Polish, as 

evidenced by the fact that he often referred to Julius Tuwim9s translations and writings. As far 

as the Romance languages are concerned, his knowledge of French is undoubtedly from his 

student years. In the Dialogues with Pomorska, Jakobson recalled how Prof. Tastevin proposed 

that he write a composition on Stéphane Mallarmé9s verse. Subsequently, he had also translated 

the poem <Une dentelle s9abolit=.57 Regarding Mallarmé9s poetry, Jakobson wrote: 

 

 

57 A transcription of the translation is provided in Jakobson (2012, 207). 
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I became even more intrigued by problems of poetic structure through my 

studies of French poetry, in particular hat of Stéphane Mallarmé. Mallarmé9s 

verse and his aphorisms on poetry unequivocally raised the most essential 

questions of poetic structure and placed us squarely against both the abstract 

and the concrete problems of the relation between sound and meaning. 

(Jakobson 3 Pomorska 1983, 6) 

It is evident from the materials found in Slavische Rundschau9s archive that Jakobson9s 

knowledge of German was mainly passive and was not enough to edit articles directly in 

German. As testified by the drafts in Russians, the articles published in German were translated 

by other scholars.58 

 

1.2 A chronological presentation of Jakobson9s activity in the press 


as 

Jakobson published for the newspaper 
as between 1920 and 1921: it was the first 

Czech periodical he contributed to after he arrived in Prague. Czechoslovakian historical events 

influenced the evolution and editorial history of 
as: it was initially founded by the Moravian 

politician and journalist Jan Herben in 1899 and on 26th August 1915, 
as went on hiatus for 

the remainder of the WWI.59 Only on 13th June 1920, after five years of silence, did it resume 

its activity, and on the first page its editorial board discussed the previous phase: 

After nearly five years, we are starting to publish 
as again. Those five years 

mark an extraordinary piece of history; it remains undeniably the credit to 

Realism, of which the old 
as was the journalistic representative, that it made 

a decisive writing to that history. Beyond borders, the Realists, grouped 

around Masaryk, were at the forefront of the liberation movement; at home, 

the forcible cessation of 
as in August 1915 could not prevent the ideas it 

 

58 I still have not identified who but some evidence from Slavische Rundschau9s collection let me believe 
that his brother, Sergej, used to translate his articles from Russian into German. I found a hint in a letter sent on 
12th of May 1930 by Bem: <' <5=O > �4< ?<G=4O ?D>EL54. / 6E5 =5 <>7G =4=F< ?5D56>4G<>4 4?O E>65= >=<7< 
> �>EF>56E>>< =4 =g<5F>i= O7O>. �>F 6 E6O7< E MF<<, ?>E?g D477>6>D4 > '<656E><<, G <5=O O6<?4EL <OE?L-
=5 67O?EO ?< 5O �4L 5D4F 74 MFG D45>FG? �=g >465FEO, GF> >= E F4>>= D45>F>= 6?>?=g 5O EFD46<?EO.= (<I 
have a personal favour to ask of you. I am still unable to find a translator for my book on Dostoevsky in German. 
In this connection, after talking about 
y�evs9kyj, I had a thought - would your brother take on this work? It seems 
to me that he would be quite happy with such work.=) 

59 Jan Herben (1885-1936) was a controversial figure, whose antisemitic ideals were not a mystery, see 
Mare
ek (2022). Herben initially was an important friend and collaborator of Masaryk. 
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spread from continuing to act as a living force which had a substantial share 

in the disintegration of Austria and the building of Czechoslovak 

independence. We are, therefore, continuing a good tradition. Still, we are 

very clearly aware that this only increases our responsibility because to 

revoke the tradition means to continue it, to adapt it to the new tasks of today 

and tomorrow, which are no more accessible than those which have already 

been solved.60 

The newspaper9s program was designed as <democratic= and <progressist=, and the editors of 


as emphasised the importance of progressivist journalism in a democratic state such as the 

newly formed Czechoslovakia. Its aim was to influence and encourage the evolution of a new 

public opinion, which should be to the nation as conscience was to the individual. An interview 

with Masaryk followed this declaration of intent, in which two passages are particularly 

significant. He emphasised the pivotal characteristics of his political programme: the 

importance of those ideals conveyed by the group of the realists and the awareness that the 

Czechoslovak question was a world question: <
eská otázka je sv�tovou otázkou=.61 

Conceiving the Czechoslovak problem as a <world= problem meant taking an international 

perspective, thus opening to a dialogue with other states. As we will also see later with Prager 

Presse, this implied the need to build an international dialogue in the press as well. The 

relationship between Czechoslovakia and the other nations was pivotal for Masaryk, since he 

was aware that the WWI changed the shape of Europe.62 In the interview, he underlined the 

necessity of being aware of the Russian sociopolitical situation, i.e., the Revolution and its 

effects:63 <I must demand a knowledge of Russia, and those who know Russia even 

 

60 <Po pYedstavce tém�Y p�tileté za
ínáme znovu vydávat 
as. T�ch p�t let znamená velkou historii; a zostane 
nepopiratelnou zásluhou realismu, jeho� �urnalistickým pYedstavitelem byl starý 
as, �e do této historie zasáhl 
sm�rodatn�. Za hranicemi realisté, seskupení kolem Masaryka, stáli v prvních Yadách osvobozeného hnutí; doma 
pak násilné zastaveni 
asu v srpnu 1915 nemohlo zamezit, aby myalenky jím aíYené neposobily dále jako �ivoucí 
síla, která v rozkladu Rakouska a v budování 
eskoslovenské samostatnosti m�la podstatný podíl. Navazujeme 
tedy na dobrou tradici; jsme si vaak velmi jasn� v�domi, �e práv� tím vzrostá jen naae odpov�dnost, pon�vad� 
navazovat na tradici znamená pokra
ovat v ní, pYizposobovat ji novým úkolom dneaka a zítYka nejsou snadn�jaí 
t�ch, které ji� byly rozYeaeny.= 

61 For an overview of the Masaryk9s politics, see Orzoff (2009). About Masaryk and the other Slavic 
countries, see Doubek 3 Hradký 3 Vl
ek (2013). Furthermore, about Masaryk and Russia, see the proceedings of 
the conference <TGM, Rusko a Evropa= held from 12th to 14th of September 1997 in Prague, see Krátky (2002). 

62 In the pamphlet Slované po válce [Slavs after the War] (1923) Masaryk tried to determine the role of 
Czechoslovakia after the WWI as a crossroad between Slavic and German sphere and emphasised the distinction 
between them, stating that <[&] the war was a war between the Slavic and the German worlds=. (Masaryk 1923, 
6) and emphasising the country9s strategical position: <Czechoslovakia9s special task consists in the fact that it is, 
in the true sense of the word, the geographical heart of Europe= (Masaryk 1923, 10). 

63 Masaryk was deeply interested in Russian culture and politics, as testified by the three volumes of Rusko 
a Evropa [Russia and Europe], in which comprehensively reflected on Russian history, literature, philosophy, and 
ideology. Concerning the reception of this writing abroad, including in Russia, see Nykl (2020). 
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approximately must undertake that we cannot blindly imitate what the Russians did.=64 
as 

published writings on a number of different topics: political, social, economic, and literary. The 

focus was on both internal and external affairs within Czechoslovakia, as testified by the 

publication of news from other countries, including Russia. 

Den 

The first issue of Den was published on 1st November 1920. Initially it appeared daily 

with the subtitle <um�ní 3 t�lesná výchová 3 spole
nost= (<art 3 physical education 3 

society=).65 The main aim was to inform about cultural life in Czechoslovakia, especially 

Prague, and from other countries such as Russia, Germany, or Italy. After some weeks, on 28th 

November 1920, it changed name to Den. Kulturní list (<cultural journal=) and started 

appearing weekly, also publishing translations from different languages. During these years, 

many relevant scholars and poets were part of the editorial board: members of the Dev�tsil 

(such as Nezval) and others who were slightly affiliated with the avant-garde movement (such 

as Zden�k Kallista). In Den, many articles and translations were related to Russian literature, 

especially through collaboration with JiYí Weil.66 For example, Weil translated and published 

in Den Aleksander Blok9s poem Dv5nadcat9 [The Twelves] or Vladimir Majakovskij9s 

prologue of Misterija Buff [Myster Buff]. He also wrote articles on Russian literature, such as 

<Ruská literatura za války a po válce= [<Russian Literature during the War and after the War=] 

and <Básníci ruské revoluce= [<Poets of the Russian Revolution=]. Jakobson met Weil after he 

arrived in Prague and in the aforementioned interview with Ripellino published in 1967, 

Jakobson remembered that when he came to Prague, he translated Majakovskij9s poems to 

Neumann with Weil9s support (Ripellino 1967). Weil also discusses Jakobson in articles 

published in other journals. For example, on 3rd July 1921, Weil wrote in Rudé právo on a 

debate that took place on 30th June. In this report, titled <Je mo�né proletaYské um�ní? Debatní 

ve
er 
esko-ruské jednoty 30. 
ervna= [Is Proletarian Art Possible? Evening Debate of the 

Czech-Russian Association. 30th June=], Weil described this meeting as bouYlivá, <stormy=, 

and the theme as nebezpe
né, <dangerous=. Boris Sokolov, the Russian folklorist, opened the 

debate emphasising concepts that Weil conceived as outrageous, such as the relationship 

between Marxism and militarism, and the statement <Marxism je m�aeáctví=, <Marxism is 

 

64 <[M]usím po�adovat znalost Ruska, a kdo Rusko jen pYibli�n� zní, musí v�d�t, �e nemo�eme slep� 
napodobovat, co d�lali Rusové. To se týká také ruských rad.= 

65 Vojt�ch Malínek reconstructed the editorial history of Den, see Malínek (2012). 
66 JiYí Weil was a Czech writer, literaty critic and translator. He mainly translated from Russian. Michal apirit 

is now editing Weil9s writings for the publishing house Triáda. See at least Weil (2021) and (2022). 
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bourgeois=. Weil wrote that Sokolov9s speech lacked scientific basis. Jakobson participated in 

the debate and Weil reported: <Dr. R. Jakobson accuses Sokolov of factual errors. He shows 

him to be completely ignorant of the artistic life of recent times in Russia= (Weil 2021, 144).67 


erven 


erven appeared for the first time on 21st March 1918 with the subtitle <Nové um�ní, 

pYíroda, technická doba, socialismus, svoboda= (<New art, nature, technological time, 

socialism, freedom=). Run by Neumann, the editorial plan was to publish it on the first and 

third Thursday of every month. The journal changed structure through the three years of its 

activity: there is a huge difference between its first issue and its last, published on 8th December 

1921. During its first phase 
erven was mainly a journal in which Czech authors published 

poems or tales: for example, the first issue opened with Karel 
apek9s68 short story Otcové 

[Fathers]. Another characteristic of this first phase which did not persist was an emphasis on 

visual art: each issue had a different cover and contained many illustrations by artists such as 

Josef 
apek or Jan Zrzavý. Besides the Brothers 
apek and Neumann, many other Czech 

authors published their writings in 
erven, including the poet Josef Hora or Otokar Fischer. It 

is relevant to also underline the presence of the young Karel Teige, who published both 

illustrations and articles, such as <S novou generací= [<With the New Generation=] on 25th May 

1921. The contribution of Teige is a signal of the important role played by Neumann during 

the earliest phase of the Czech avant-garde as a representative of the previous older generation. 

During its second year of activity (1919-1920) 
erven appeared to be significantly reshaped, 

without illustrations and more openly focused on issues related to literature and politics, 

following Neumann9s Leninist tendencies. Adhering to the new ideas promoted by Russian 

politics, 
erven started publishing the translations of Russian speeches by Lenin, Aleksandr 

Bogdanov, Nikolaj Bucharin or Maksim Gor9kij on education, culture, and society. The 

translation of writings from Russian progressively replaces those from French, which were 

predominant in the years 1918-1919. Significantly, on 13th October 1921, Jakobson published 

an essay previously written in Russian <O realismu v um�ní= [<Realism in art]=. In the journal9s 

index from that year, it appeared under the heading <Literatura, um�ní, proletkult= [<Literature, 

Art, Proletkult=], together with writings like Bogdanov9s <
to takoe proletarskaja poezija= 

 

67 <Dr. R. Jakobsona vytýká v�cné omyly Sokolovovi. Dokazuje mu, �e úpln� nezná um�leckého �ivota 
poslední doby v Rusku.= 

68 Karel 
apek (1890-1938) is one of the most important and respected writers and journalist of his time. His 
activity in the Czech press was essential, especially in Lidové noviny. 
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[<What is the Proletarian Poetry=], Anatolij Luna
arskij9s <Literatura i revolucija= [<Literature 

and Revolution=] or Valerij Brjusov9s <Smysl9 sovremennoj poezii= [<The Meaning of 

Contemporary Poetry=]. Neumann9s most relevant writings of that time, i.e., <Proletkult= and 

<ProletáYská kultura= [<Proletarian Culture=] appeared under the same heading. 

Nové Atheneum 

The journal Nové Atheneum appeared monthly in the years between 1919 and 1921, the 

subtitle was <v�decký m�sí
ník= (<scientific monthly=). The journal9s name suggests the desire 

of its editorial board to draw on Czech tradition, namely on the nineteenth century journal 

Athenaeum, published between 1883 and 1893. Published by Jan Otto and founded following 

the 1882 separation of the Prague University into two institutions, the Czech and the German, 

Athenaeum was the venue for the publication of writings relating to the development of Czech 

studies: among its authors were Jan Gebauer (in charge of the linguistics section), Josef PekaY 

(in charge of the history section) and Masaryk, who was editor-in-chief between 1883 and 

1888.69 It was in the pages of Athenaeum that Gebauer published in February 1886 his first 

linguistic remarks on the genuineness of the Dvor Králové and Zelená Hora manuscripts, then 

published in <PotYeba dalaích zkouaek Rukopisu Královédvorského a Zelenohorského= [<The 

Need for Further Examinations of the Královédvorský and Zelenohorský Manuscripts=], 

which, following an enthusiastic response from Masaryk, led to the famous battle over whether 

the manuscripts were genuine.70 This intention to directly refer to Athenaeum is emphasised in 

the first issue of Nové Atheneum: 

The basic idea of the Athenaeum remains the same: to raise the level of Czech 

spiritual life through the critical study of science, to promote critical thinking, 

a sense of reasoning, and the rule of science in private and public life. Nové 

Atheneum will consider science from an international point of view, will 

follow its progress, new ideas and new discoveries and their significance in 

social life; it will be attentive to the overview of science and the contacts 

between scientific disciplines.71 (Redakce 1919, 1) 

 

69 Concerning Athenaeum and Masaryk see apét (1968), Rejchrt (2004), Masaryk (2004) and Ku
era (2004-
2006). 

70 Concerning the false manuscripts see Hanua (1906), Dolanský (1968), Ivanon (1969, 1970), Dalibor 
(2010). Catalano wrote about the Italian reception in 2020. See also Opat (1990) and Otáhal (1992). 

71 <Základní idea Athenea zostane stejná: kritickým studiem v�dy povznáaeti úroveI 
eského �ivota 
duchovního, podporovati kritické myalení, smysl pro zdovodIování názoro, vládu v�dy v �ivot� soukromém i 
veYejném. Nové Atheneum bude dbáti v�dy se stanoviska mezinárodního, sledovati její pokrok, nové myalenky a 
nové objevy i jejich význam v �ivot� sociálním; bude dbáti pYehledu po v�d� a styko mezi v�dními obory.= 
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The members of the editorial board were professors from the Czech section of the Charles 

University, such as the editor Emil Rádl or Vilém Mathesius, who was responsible for the field 

of linguistics and literary history. The fields covered by Nové Atheneum ranged from the 

literary to the scientific: alongside linguistic studies, one also found articles on medicine, 

sociology, and mineralogy. Browsing through the issues of the journal, alongside professors 

from the Charles University, including Emil Smetánka or the Slovenian Matija Murko, there 

are also names of scholars who would later gravitate around the PLK, if not constitute its 

founding nucleus, such as the aforementioned Mathesius, Bohuslav Havránek or Miloa 

Weingart. Relevant is the presence of Karel Teige, who published an article in November 1920. 

Though the journal set itself the aim of investigating areas outside of Czechoslovakia, its 

interaction with Russian studies appears to be limited. The few writings published in Nové 

Atheneum are significant. In December 1920 Rudolf Sou
ek published <Filozofické pojmy 

Leninovy= [<Lenin9s Philosophical Concepts=]. Between 1920 and 1921 Jakobson published 

<Vliv revoluce na ruský jazyk= [<The Influence of the Revolution on the Russian Language=], 

a review of André Mazon9s writing Lexique de la guerre et de la révolution en Russie, which 

initiated an intense polemic with the French scholar (see § 2.6.2). The same year also saw the 

publication of JiYí Polívka9s very long obituary (January and February 1921 issues) written on 

the occasion of the death of Aleksej aachmatov, one of Jakobson9s masters (see § 2.1). 

Prager Presse 

Prager Presse was one of the most influential German-language newspapers published 

in Prague during the inter-war period.72 Founded in 1921 under Masaryk9s influence, the 

primary purpose was to propagate information about culture, society, and politics in the new-

born democratic Czechoslovakia (BednaYík 3 Jirák 3 Köpplová 2019, 162). This intention is 

made clear by <Unser Program= [<Our Programme=], the editorial of the first issue published 

on 24th March 1921: 

We will deal with it calmly and objectively and present the individual theses 

to our and the foreign public. [...] We are not concerned with parties or 

individuals. We are concerned with the state, and we will serve the state. [...] 

 

72 On Jakobson and Prager Presse, see Mecco (2023). 
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Our aim is purely synthetic, uplifting, and positive. We do not want to destroy, 

eliminate, or oppress anyone. We address the people well disposed.73 

Prager Presse was intended as an editorial project not associated with any political parties; its 

programme was only apparently apolitical. Prager Presse was deeply bound with Masaryk9s 

politics since, as already emphasised regarding 
as, one of the primary political purposes of 

the Castle was the internationalisation of Czechoslovakia, presenting the country as a symbol 

of democracy and progress. Arne Laurin, the editor-in-chief, was very close to the 

Czechoslovakian president.74 Jakobson wrote an obituary when Laurin died in 1945, though 

this was never published. Jakobson called Laurin a <disciple of Masaryk= (Toman 2017, 130) 

and emphasised his vision of the Czechoslovakian people and their temperament: 

For the cultural section of Prager Presse, Laurin found good collaborators 

and created a cultural patrol that gave a clear, objective picture of not only 

Czechoslovakia and Russia but the whole Slavic culture was living and 

creating. This was more than just the relationship to the culture of a journalist. 

Laurin was a man of profound artistic talent. There was no art to which he felt 

distant.75 (Toman 2017, 130) 

Jakobson constantly underlined one of Laurin9s fundamental intentions, i.e., to eliminate all 

elements of provincialism from Czechoslovakian culture in the aftermath of independence. The 

term chosen by Jakobson to describe Laurin was bojovník, <fighter=. As I will underline in the 

second chapter, in Jakobson9s semantic spectrum, the concept of <fight= had an ideological 

function: <dans l9argumentation et la rhétorique de Jakobson, la lutte est le fondement de toute 

la dynamique culturelle= (Glanc 2003b, 124).76 For Laurin, as for Jakobson, the fight against 

provincialism had a cultural connotation. Besides Masaryk9s influence on Laurin, there is other 

evidence the newspaper9s collaboration with the Castle: Masarykian government financed the 

journal and Masaryk himself published in it.  

 

73 <Wir werden es in ruhiger Form und objektiv behandeln und die einzelnen Thesen unserer und der 
ausländischen Öffentlichkeit darlegen. [&] Es handelt sich uns weder um Parteien noch um Personen. Es handelt 
sich uns um den Staat, und wir werden dem Staate dienen. [&] Unser Ziel ist rein synthetisch, aufbauend und 
positiv, wir wollen niemanden vernichten, beseitigen oder bedrücken. Wir wenden uns einfach an die Menschen, 
die guten Willens sind.= 

74 Concerning Laurin see Topor 3 Yehák (2019) and Laurin (2019). 
75 <Pro kulturní rubriku Prager Presse dovedl Laurin vyhledat dobré spolupracovníky a vytvoYil kulturní 

hlídku, která dávala jasnou objektivní pYedstavu, jak kulturn� �ije a tvoYí nejen 
eskoslovensko a Rusko, ale celé 
Slovanstvo. To nebyl jenom pom�r kulturního �urnalisty ke kultuYe. Laurin sám byl 
lov�k hloubce múzický. 
Nebylo um�ní, kterému by se byl cítil vzdálen.= 

76 Regarding Jakobson9s ideological language, see Toman (1994). 
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Prager Presse collaborated with prominent scholars and journalists of the interwar 

period, such as Otokar Fischer, Robert Saudek, Václav Tille, and Paul Eisner. Antonín 

Stanislav Mágr played a pivotal role.77 Mágr was a Slavist, journalist and editor, one of <the 

most important propagators of Slavic literature= (Be
ka 1961, 166), especially of Polish 

literature, and one of the most significant editors in the field of Slavic studies (Kud�lka 1960, 

582). Mágr was a fundamental figure in the Czechoslovakian German press during the interwar 

years and organised the contents published in the cultural column of Prager Presse, organising 

its contents (Köpplová 1989, 89). He conceived of it as a section of the newspaper which would 

inform about Czechoslovakian cultural life, showing the progress achieved in various fields: 

art, music, literature, and science. It also had another important function, namely encouraging 

debates around cultural issues that were relevant at the time. In the column, special attention 

was given to the development of Slavic studies in other countries, informing about the 

publication of articles and studies in the section <Aus den Revuen= [<From the Journals=].78 

Jakobson wrote to Mágr about the PLK:  

Let me, my dear friend, on behalf of the Prague Linguistic Circle, to offer you 

my warmest congratulations and thanks for your unknown but precious and 

practical cooperation with us. Few people have understood and appreciated 

our efforts, plans, struggles and difficulties as soon and thoroughly as you 

have, and few have walked with us on such a common path.79 (Havránková 3 

Petkevi
 2014, 220) 

On 27th January 1936, Mágr gave a speech in the PLK with Paul Eisner, a retrospect of the first 

year of Slovo a slovesnost. He stressed that he was an outsider: <I am not a member of the PLK, 

I am not a specialist in linguistics or literature=80 (
ermák 3 Poeta 3 
ermák 2012, 189), 

 

77 A proper study related to Mágr has yet to be written, despite the richness of his personal fond kept at LA 
PNP and his importance in interwar Czechoslovakia. 

78 This also applies to the Italian context. In fact, names of Italian Slavists, such as Giorgio Maver, Ettore Lo 
Gatto or Arturo Cronia, appear frequently within Prager Presse. For example, on 18th December 1929, the section 
<Aus den Revuen= discussed translation of Slavic literature in Italy in the brief article <Italienische Übersetzungen 
slavischer Literatur= [<Italian Translations of Slavic Literature=]. Discourse surrounding the involvement of 
Italian scholars within the Czech context is a broad topic to be tackled, also considering how these two realities 
interacted on several levels, i.e., through periodicals, participation in congresses and personal correspondence. 
This is a topic that, at least as far as figures such as Maver or Lo Gatto are concerned, would need more in-depth 
study. Concerning Cronia, see Catalano (2019) and Zelenka (2021). Regarding Lo Gatto and his relationship with 
Evgenij Ljackij, see Tria (2013b). 

79 <Dovolte mi, milý pYíteli, abych také jménem Pra�ského lingvistického krou�ku Vám co nejvYeleji 
blahopYál a pod�koval za Vaaí airoké veYejnosti neznámou, ale pro nás tak vzácnou a ú
innou spolupráci s námi. 
Málokdo pochopil a zhodnotil tak záhy a tak pln� jako Vy naae úsilí, plány, boj a nesnáze a málokdo ael s námi 
tak spole
nou cestou.=  

80 <Stojím mimo Pr. ling. krou�ek, nejsem odborníkem ani v lingvistice ani v literární v�d�=. 
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emphasising on the other hand his editorial and journalistic activity. He stressed the importance 

of knowing to whom the activity of a periodical was addressed: <an editor or a journalist always 

thinks about whom he is writing for, whom he is addressing, whereas the author usually and 

rightly thinks about his problem=81 (
ermák 3 Poeta 3 
ermák 2012,191). There is no doubt 

about Jakobson9s esteem for Mágr and his activity press as testified in his article <V�da a 

noviny v pojetí Mágrov�= [<Science and Journalism in Mágr9s Vision=], published in Lidové 

noviny on 6th April 1937. Jakobson praised Mágr9s work, stating that he <[u]nderstood that 

rapid information intended for a wide public, to which newspapers are addressed or should be 

addressed, should include not only events related to politics, economics, art and sport but also 

the scientific life= (Toman 2017, 15).82 In the conclusion he emphasised his esteem for Mágr 

again, remarking that <[s]o few journalists understand and apply these principles with such 

evident consistency=83 (Toman 2017, 16). Although the article had a celebratory purpose 

(Mágr9s fiftieth birthday) Jakobson9s intentions were different. On 6th April 1937, a pamphlet 

dedicated to Mágr appeared under the title A. St. Mágrovi k padesátým narozeninám [To A. St. 

Mágr on his Fiftieth Birthday] with contributions by scholars such as JiYí Horák, Paul Eisner, 

Jan MukaYovský and Frank Wollman and a compiled bibliography of Mágr9s articles published 

on Prager Presse, Prager Rundschau and Slavische Rundschau. Jakobson did not contribute 

to this celebrative collection but preferred to publish his own writing in Lidové noviny. He did 

not write a proper celebratory article as he did on other occasions, so it could not fit in a 

collection like the one mentioned, which had a traditional commemorative purpose. Unlike 

Jakobson9s article, the writings collected in the pamphlet do not attempt to reflect on the 

function of the press in Czechoslovakia nor on the activity of Mágr from an ideological 

perspective. The respect and admiration for the journalist and his journalistic career are evident, 

since they were aware that he undoubtedly created in the press an intercultural space that did 

not exist before. 

Jakobson9s esteem of Mágr emerges also in the correspondence they exchanged after 

WWII. In the letter from the 26th of March 1947 Jakobson recalls the article he published in 

1937 in Lidové noviny to celebrate Mágr9s birthday (Jakobson 1937). Since he could not find 

 

81 <Redaktor nebo novináY v�dy myslí na to, pro koho píae, na koho se obrací, kde�to autor zpravidla a 
právem myslí na svoj problém.= 

82 <[p]ochopil, �e rychlá informace ur
ená airokému obecenstvu, kterou poskytují nebo mají poskytovat 
noviny, musí zahrnovat vedle politického, hospodáYského, um�leckého a sportovního d�ní také v�decký �ivot=. 

83 <[j]e to málo �urnalisto, kteYí chápou a uplatIuji tyto zásady s takovou dosledností=. 
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a journal in which publish another article to celebrate his sixtieth birthday, he expresses his 

gratitude in the same letter: 

I have nowhere to write some celebratory lines on the occasion of your new 

anniversary. But a feeling of deep respect for your truly meritorious and truly 

relentless work, and an even deeper feeling of heartfelt gratitude for your 

many years of true friendship, directly compel me to celebrate your jubilee 

despite your well-known reluctance, to congratulate you most heartily, and to 

wish myself and all of us on this occasion that you will continue to work so 

beautifully and effectively in the field of Czech culture for many decades to 

come, as you have always done with such unique self-effacement and 

modesty.84 

This respect corresponded to a sentiment of trust. For example, when in 1947 Jakobson was 

invited to move to Harvard he asked for Mágr9s advice. Then Mágr helped Jakobson, when in 

many letters from 1948 (such as the one sent on 6th of October) he complained that he did not 

receive the manuscripts he left to MukaYovský and Novotný, stating that the lack of those 

materials was slowing his research on Medieval Czech literature, to which he dedicated <30 

years of his research=. In the correspondence with Mágr kept at RJPs we can deduce that he 

was one of Jakobson9s primary sources of information about the development of the Czech 

scholarly context after the WWII. Mágr9s collaboration, which revealed to be significant in the 

interwar period, was pivotal for Jakobson also after the war. He became one of his <windows= 

toward a country from which he had to depart and to which he was not welcomed as previously, 

especially for those who at that time were running some of the most prestigious academic 

positions. 

In 1945, Mágr published the pamphlet Kulturní slavika v <Prager Presse= [Cultural 

Slavic in <Prager Presse=] with the Czech publishing house Orbis. In its thirty pages, he 

described the development of Slavic studies in Prager Presse. He wrote that the journal 

conformed to Masaryk9s thinking and that a Slavic programme existed since the beginning with 

the aim to inform the public about the cultural life of the Slavic people. According to Mágr, 

this ideological program harked back to the tradition of the 
eské národní obrození (Czech 

 

84 RJPs, Box 44, Folder 7. <Nemám te� kam napsat oslavné Yádky k Vaaemu novému jubileu. Ale cit hluboké 
úcty k Vaaí opravdu záslu�né a opravdu neúmorné práci a jeat� hlubaí cit srde
n� vd�
nosti za dlouhá léta 
opravdového pYátelství pYímo nutí m�l abych pYes Vaai známou nechue k oslavám vlastních jubilei, Vám co 
nejvroucn�ji blahopYál, a abych pYi této pYíle�itosti sob� a vaem nám pYál, abyste jeat� dlouhá desítiletí tak krásn� 
a ú
inn� pracoval na poli 
eské kultury, jak jeat� to v�dy s tak jedine
nou samozYejmostí a skromností 
inil.= 
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National Revival), when German was still the official language. Among the beginners of this 

tradition, Mágr identified Josef Dobrovský, Ján Kollár, and Pavel aafaYík. Prager Presse9s 

section dedicated to Slavic cultures and literature had been active since the beginning and dealt 

with pivotal questions, such as the relationship between the Slavic countries and the role of 

Slavic culture in Europe, especially in the West European milieu. The phenomenon of 

emigration was included as well: in the journal there was a section called <Aus der Emigration= 

[<From the Emigration=]. 

 

Table 1. (Mágr 1945, 9) 

Mágr9s table shows that Russia was the journal9s most frequent subject between 1921 

and 1938, followed by Yugoslavia with 1543 writings and Poland with 1265. Almost every 

year, Russian studies had the largest number of articles devoted to it. Only in 1924, 1935 and 

1938 did Yugoslavia have more. These data are not surprising considering the interests of the 

contributors involved in Prager Presse, as Mágr was mainly devoted to Polish studies. 

In this pamphlet, Mágr analysed the role of each Slavic context presented in the table. 

It appears as a pivotal retrospect since it permits to comprehend the importance of Slavic 

studies in a newspaper such as Prager Presse. Since the aim of this thesis is to analyse 

Jakobson9s activity, I will only take as an example the section of the pamphlet in which Mágr 

presented writings related to Russia, which concerned literature, theatre, music, art, icons, and 

Slavs

(general)

1921 10 80 9 0 7 3 8 0 3 120

1922 15 140 46 27 5 2 6 0 2 243

1923 59 120 117 45 6 8 14 0 4 373

1924 34 107 150 54 16 15 13 0 5 394

1925 44 135 108 125 24 19 9 0 1 465

1926 41 131 95 94 31 26 11 6 1 436

1927 19 164 83 120 33 22 4 12 4 461

1928 19 62 58 71 15 11 1 1 1 239

1929 59 75 75 102 7 14 3 0 1 336

1930 46 118 58 111 12 26 0 1 3 375

1931 51 132 97 128 11 21 16 0 10 466

1932 47 171 76 90 9 27 5 0 21 446

1933 21 94 65 55 4 7 6 0 7 259

1934 21 83 86 30 6 13 7 0 7 253

1935 15 95 129 40 18 8 1 0 4 310

1936 7 78 75 46 8 9 8 0 8 239

1937 21 133 80 70 16 16 5 0 9 350

1938 12 71 136 57 38 16 12 0 3 345

Total 541 1989 1543 1265 266 263 129 20 94 6110

Emigration Belarus Sorbs TotalRussia Yugoslavia Poland Bulgaria Ukraine
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museums. In the following table, he summarised the activity of Prager Presse about Russia, 

showing the number of articles dedicated to each topic: 

 

Table 2. (Mágr 1945, 10) 

The contents of Prager Presse adhered to the principle of a kollektive Artbeit 

(<collective work=) and many contributors acted as mediators between Slavic and German 

cultures. For example, Paul Eisner was a pivotal author in Prager Presse.85 Of Jewish origin, 

he grew up in a transcultural environment and studied at the Deutsche Universität Prag. His 

journalistic activity, which started after the end of the WWI, developed in German, Czech and 

Jewish contexts and was particularly fruitful, as Michael Wögerbauer9s quantitative study 

clearly showed (Dudková 3 Kaiserová 3 Petrbok 2009, 241-252). Relevant also are his 

translations of Karel Hynek Mácha9s Máj [May] and Franz Kafka9s writings. 

Prager Presse developed a dialogue between Germanic and Slavic studies in a 

transcultural perspective. Germanoslavica, a journal oriented towards the fusion of Slavic and 

Germanic Studies, presented the same aim. Members of the PLK often published in Prager 

Presse, and Mágr assiduously reported on the PLK9s activities and supported the members 

 

85 In this context, it was decided to adopt the German and not the Czech version (Pavel) of the name, as this 
is the one that appears in Prager Presse. 

Translations Total

articles notes articles notes articles notes articles notes

1921 14 0 21 0 3 0 13 0 29 80

1922 12 0 19 0 8 0 19 0 82 140

1923 9 0 13 0 6 0 9 0 83 120

1924 14 2 7 0 2 1 12 2 67 107

1925 13 9 6 0 5 0 22 9 71 135

1926 9 11 13 1 13 1 23 6 54 131

1927 19 11 19 3 13 5 28 39 27 164

1928 2 1 7 1 3 1 27 5 15 62

1929 12 6 3 1 6 4 12 10 21 75

1930 8 15 16 8 7 4 19 18 23 118

1931 6 19 8 8 4 1 26 40 20 132

1932 12 16 6 13 8 7 33 57 19 171

1933 5 7 1 6 6 3 14 34 18 94

1934 7 4 2 4 6 3 9 24 24 83

1935 3 8 9 11 2 2 15 24 21 95

1936 4 6 6 6 1 2 11 18 24 78

1937 2 6 8 13 2 11 30 32 29 133

1938 0 1 3 8 2 11 17 14 15 71

Total 151 122 167 83 97 56 339 332 642 1989

Science Theatre and music Art Literature
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involved in debates, as in 1933, when they discussed about the standardisation of the Czech 

language against JiYí Haller and the periodical Naae Ye
.86 

While mapping Jakobson9s collaboration with Prager Presse, a question immediately 

occurs. Looking at Jakobson9s bibliography compiled by Rudy and later supplemented by 

Toman,87 his debut in Prager Presse coincided with <Ein neuer Beitrag zur slavischen 

Verslehre= [<A New Contribution on the Study of Slavonic Verse=] (Jakobson 2013, 178-182), 

a review published on 5th July 1925 and dedicated to the work of the German linguist Eduard 

Sievers. A more thorough investigation of the actual beginning of the scholar9s activity in 

Prager Presse is needed because Jakobson9s name had already appeared in 1920. In his 

monograph dedicated to Laurin, Michal Topor quoted from the archives of the publishing 

house Orbis: 

Maximilian Röder and Arnoat Hromada have been selected for internal 

politics. For foreign politics, [Emil] Oplatka and Mirko Taus[k]. [Roman] 

Jakobson will work as an external collaborator. Neffzern will be the editor of 

the evening paper, and Otto Fischer will be the night editor. Co-editor of the 

feuilleton will be Otto Pick and local editor Melichar Fischer [i.e., Melchior 

Vischer].88 (Topor 3 Yehák 2019, 247) 

Jakobson was nominated as an external collaborator but none of his writings are attested in the 

newspaper before 1925. The suspicion that Jakobson was, on the other hand, an active author 

since the beginning is confirmed by an article signed by the editorial board entitled <In eigener 

Sache= [<In our Cause=]. It was published on 6th April 1921 as reaction to accusations made 

against Prager Presse by other periodicals. In the introduction of the article, values already 

expressed in <Unser Program= were emphasised again (the expression <mit Stolz=, <proudly=, 

appears several times). The negative comments published in other periodicals were criticised, 

taking the case of Jakobson as an example: 

 

86 The only attempt to map PLK9s collaboration with the German press is an article by Martin Bernátek, a 
quantitative study which does not provide an interpretation of the materials presented. See Bernátek (2014) and 
(2016). Klaas-Hinrich Ehlers analysed the role of the German press in the context of the PLK and referring to 
Prager Rundschau, emphasised how the PLK used the German press to broaden the reception of the linguistic 
debate beyond Czechoslovakia9s national borders (Ehlers 1996, 119). He also dedicated a significant monograph 
to the reception of PLK9s theories in Germany. See Ehlers (2005). 

87 See <http://comenius-bibl.wz.cz/Jakobson.html#1937alpha>. 
88 <Po vnitYní politiku jsou ur
eni páni: Maximilian Röder a Arnoat Hromada. Pro politiku zahrani
ní [Emil] 

Oplatka a Mirko Taus[k]. [Roman] Jakobson bude pracovati jako spolupracovník externí. Redaktorem ve
erníku 
bude Neffzern, no
ním redaktorem Otto Fischer. Spoluredaktorem fejetonu Otto Pick, lokálkáYem Melichar 
Fischer [tj. Melchior Vischer].= 
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As an example, we quote the case of Jakobson. Mr Jakobson, who, by the 

way, had already left the Gillerson mission several months ago to devote 

himself to the study of Slavic studies, has never been, and still is not, a 

member of the editorial board of the Prager Presse. For occasional 

contributions, and by no means the person of the author, the character of the 

individual contributions is decisive, as was the case with those papers that 

abundantly quoted Jakobson9s anti-Bolshevik pointed articles. The editors of 

the Prager Presse believe that they have proved in the short time of its 

publication that this newspaper is an idealistic deed representing an essential 

stage in the life and coexistence of all nationalities inhabiting this state.89 

(Redakce 1921, 6) 

The editors directly referred to Jakobson as an <occasional contributor=. Jakobson9s decision 

to publish anonymously is understandable, especially considering his status in his early Prague 

years and the fact that he had been repeatedly accused of espionage and collaboration with the 

Bolshevik government. Another evidence about Jakobson9s early involvement with Prager 

Presse is the incipit of the already mentioned obituary dedicated to Laurin: 

I met Arne Laurin precisely 25 years ago, in January 1921. He came to me, 

and, speaking directly, he said: <I will create a journal, Prager Presse, and I 

want you as a collaborator. You will write about Slavic cultures=.90 (Toman 

2017, 129) 

Although Jakobson recalled his first meeting with Laurin in January 1921, it is nonetheless 

relevant that the editor-in-chief of Prager Presse himself proposed to the young Russian 

philologist to collaborate with the journal and he had an essential role in selecting internal and 

external collaborators (Topor 3 Yehák 2019, 275). As recorded in Rudy9s bibliography, 

Jakobson9s activity in Prager Presse covered July 1925 to August 1938, several months before 

he left the country in April 1939 due to the Nazi occupation. Most of his contributions appeared 

 

89 <Als Beispiel führen wir den Fall Jakobson an. Herr Jakobson, der übrigens schon sein einer Reihe von 
Monaten aus der Mission Gillerson ausgeschieden war, um sich dem Studium der Slavistik zu widmen, war nie 
und ist auch heute nicht Mitglieder der Redaktion der Prager Presse. Für gelegentliche Beiträge ist und 
keineswegs die Person des Autors, sondern der Charakter der einzelnen Beiträge maßgebend, wie dies übrigens 
sicherlich bei jenen Blättern der Fall war, welche die antibolschewistisch pointierten Artikel Jakobsons reichlich 
zitiert haben. Die Redaktion der Prager Presse glaubt in der kurzen Zeit des Erscheinens dieses Blattes bewiesen 
zu haben, daß diese Zeitung eine ideelle Tat ist, die einen wichtigen Abschnitt in dem Leben und Zusammenleben 
aller Nationalitäten bedeutet, die diesen Staat bewohnen.= 

90 <Poznal jsem Arne Laurina pYesn� pYed 25 lety, v únoru r. 1921. PYiael ke mn� a po svém zposobu za
al 
rovnou: 8Budu d�lat noviny, Prager Presse, a chci, abyste spolupracoval. Budete psát o kulturních v�cech 
slovanských9=. 
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in Mágr9s cultural column. Mágr informed Jakobson about the end of Prager Presse9s activity 

during the protectorate and the fate of their common friends: 

You are asking what happened to the other colleagues. If you mean the former 

P[rager] P[resse] editorial board, then you probably know that [Otto] Picka 

and [Karel] Benda died in London. [Frantiaek] Kubka is a union leader in the 

Ministry of Information and will go as soon as possible as an envoy to Sofia. 

Eisner has happily survived everything and is now writing in all sorts of 

magazine. He has also translated everything possible and it is not sure if there 

is not enough paper for what has not appeared yet. I am not in touch with him 

myself, I sent him my publication In Memoriam Arne Laurin (by the way, I 

have kept the last copy for you) but he has not answered to it. [Josef] Laufer 

works in the 
TK [
eská tisková kanceláY 3 Office of the Czech press]. That 

would probably be all you would be interested in.91 

Tribuna 

The newspaper Tribuna appeared between 1919 and 1928.92 As Prager Presse, it was 

founded as an apolitical periodical. Its stance was motivated by a specific purpose, i.e., to serve 

the country and its citizens through the publication of articles. Tribuna wanted to contribute to 

the development of Czechoslovakia, defined by the editors as a <young country=, following the 

democratic ideals that animated Masarykian politics. The editorial board was composed of 

Jewish Czechs involved in the process of assimilation of the Jewish community that had begun 

in the nineteenth century and continued to be a crucial question even during the Masarykian 

period.93 The newspaper was not only aimed at a Jewish audience, but also open to communities 

and included writings that dealt with issues both inside and outside Czechoslovakia. This 

explains how on 21st February 1921 they agreed to publish an article like Jakobson9s <Ruský 

básník pYed soudem ruské literatury= [<A Russian Poet at the Court of Russian Literature=] 

(Jakobson 2013, 70-73), a polemical reaction against Melniková-Papouaková9s article 

 

91 RJPs, Box 44, Folder 7. <Ptáte se co je s ostatními kolegy. Myslíte-li na bývalou redakci P[rager] P[resse], 
pak asi sám víte, �e Picka and Benda zemYeli v Londýn�. Kubka je odborovým pYednostou v ministerstvu 
informací a pojde co nejdYíve jako vyslanec do Sofii. Eisner vaechno aeastn� pYe�il a píae te� ve vaech mo�ných 

asopisech, vaelicos také pYelo�il, co jeat� nevyalo, pon�vad� není dost papíru. Sám se s ním nestýkám, poslal 
jsem mu svou publikaci In memoriam Arne Laurina 3 poslední výtisk jsem ostatn� uschoval pro Vás 3, ale 
nereagoval na to. Laufer pracuje v 
TK. To by asi byli vaichni, o které byste se mohl zajímat.= 

92 Interest in Tribuna has not yet reached scholars. There is a bachelor9s thesis by Michal Chmela (2015) that 
summarises the editorial history of the newspaper and offers some valuable information for some preliminary 
considerations. 

93 Concerning the Jewish assimilation and antisemitisms, see P�kný (1993), Frankl (2007) and Kieval ([1998] 
2011). 
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<Futurismus jako oficiální bolaevická poezie= [<Futurism as the Official Poetry of 

Bolshevism=], which appeared on 8th February of that year in 
as. To understand the reasons 

behind Jakobson9s (according to evidence) one-time publication in Tribuna, it is essential to 

further consider another aspect. Essential information about the foundation and the further 

development of Tribuna can be found in some articles by Lev Vohryzek, published in the 

journal Die Brücke 3 Most in the 1930s.94 The editor-in-chief was BedYich Hlavá
, a friend of 

Masaryk, and contributing editors to the journal at the time were such important people in press 

as Arne Laurin or Frantiaek Peroutka: 

The beginning was rather dilettantish. Apart from Schick, the economist, we 

did not have a single editor who had a journalistic background. [...] It did not 

take long, however, for Tribuna to make its mark: <Peroutka9s editorials were 

sensational, Kodí
ek9s theatre criticism became a trend-setter, as did 

Vomá
ek9s music criticism and the articles on the visual arts from the pen of 

Dr. Nebeský.= [...] But this whole excellent ensemble would not have made 

Tribuna what it was if it had not been for Arne Laurin. The editor-in-chief 

was indeed Hlavá
, as representative as one could wish for. But the driving 

force behind everything was Laurin. He didn9t write much, but he managed 

to get excellent external collaborators. The greatest plus that Laurin brought 

to Tribuna was his invaluable ability to sense what should and should not go 

into the paper and what would catch the reader9s eye.95 (Vohryzek 1937) 

Laurin, who had already demonstrated his skills as editor-in-chief of the Prager Presse, 

therefore also had an important role in this journal in which the Jewish presence was crucial. 

As I have already shown in the earlier section on the Prager Presse, Laurin and Jakobson 

already knew each other by 1921, and thus it can be deduced that Jakobson9s publication in 

Tribuna was therefore precisely on the advice of Laurin, who at the time exerted a very 

important influence on the journal in question. Moreover, on 6th April 1921, Tribuna published 

the translation of <In eigener Sache=, where Prager Presse openly defended Jakobson and who 

 

94 See Vohryzek (1936), (1937) and (1938). 
95 <Za
átek byl dosti diletantský. Mimo národohospodáYe Schicka nem�li jsme jediného redaktora, který by 

m�l za sebou deníkáYskou praxi. [&] Netrvalo ale dlouho a Tribun� se podaYilo se prosadit: 8Peroutkovy úvodníky 
byly sensací, Kodí
kovy divadelní kritiky staly se sm�rodatnými, stejn� jako Vomá
kovy kritiky hudební a 
lánky 
o výtvarném um�ní z pera dra Nebeského.9 [&] Ale celý tento znamenitý soubor nebyl by Tribunu ud�lal tím, co 
byla, kdyby nebylo bývalo Arne Laurina. aéfredaktorem byl sice Hlavá
, representant, jakého si jen bylo pYáti. 
Hybnou pákou vaeho byl vaak Laurin. Nepsal mnoho, ale dovedl získati znamenité externí spolupracovníky. 
Nejv�taí plus, je� Laurin do Tribuny pYinesl, byla jeho nedocenitelná schopnost vycítiti, co má a co nemá do listu 
pYijít a co 
tenáYstvo chytí.= 
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if not Laurin might have suggested such a publication. Tribuna thus presented the reaction 

against Melniková-Paopuaková9s article by introducing Jakobson as a Russian slavist active in 

Prague, in opposition to all the suspicions and accusations of pro-Bolshevism that had been 

directed at him up in those years. 

Slavia, 
asopis pro slovanskou filologii 

The first issue of the journal Slavia, 
asopis pro slovanskou filologii appeared in 1923. 

Its editors were OldYich Hujer and Matija Murko.96 The editorial history of Slavia to the date 

has already been reconstructed.97 Therefore, I only intend to highlight a few aspects that are 

relevant to my analysis of Jakobson9s activity, who published in Slavia from the very first issue 

onwards and inconstantly throughout his stay in Czechoslovakia. As Zelenka noted, Slavia was 

founded in a relatively young country (Czechoslovakia had gained its independence in 1918) 

which played a key role from a geographical and thus cultural point of view (Zelenka 2000). I 

have already emphasised the importance of Prague multiculturalism and Masaryk9s intentions 

in defining Czechoslovakia9s role in the new European political and cultural landscape: Prague 

inherited the role that had been played by Vienna in Habsburg times, becoming the main point 

of reference for the development of Central European Slavistics. Matija Murko was <un des 

derniers grands slavistes universels qui s9inscrivent dans la lignée de J. Dobrovský, B. Kopitar, 

Fr. Mikloai
 et V. Jagi�= (Zelenková 2006, 677). Murko played an essential role in the 

development of Slavic studies in interwar Czechoslovakia and when he arrived in Prague, 

unlike other scholars such as Jakobson, he already had many years of experience in different 

academic institutions and an academic status. After studying Slavic and German studies in 

Vienna, he was nominated professor there (1915-1917) and then in Leipzig (1917-1920). He 

moved to Prague where he was appointed professor at the Charles University. Among his 

relationships with other professors, his collaboration with JiYí Polívka was pivotal (Zelenková 

3 Hlôaková 2008) and, as mentioned by Wollman, Murko and Polívka belonged to that 

generation of scholars who founded the Czech school of comparatists (Wollmann 1947). 

 

96 Even if there is more to be researched, a wide bibliography regarding Murko already exists. For a selected 
bibliography of Murko9s writings see Be
ka 3 Zelenková (2003). Then see the paper Zelenka (2003) and the 
collection Pospíail 3 Zelenka (2005). In Pospíail 3 Zelenka (2005) the Italian Sergio Bonazza investigated Murko9s 
relationships with Russian Scholars in within the paper <Mathias Murkos russische Beziehungen= [<Mathias 
Murko9s Russian Relationships=]. 

97 See Kurz (1971), Zelenka (2000) and the article published by the redaction of Slavia in 2022 <Sto let 

asopisu Slavia= [<One Hundred Year of the Journal Slavia=]. 
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Murko also had good relations with Russian professors who taught at Karlova, such as Evgenij 

Ljackij and Vladimir Francev:98 

Among the Russians, Professor V. A. Francev, who was admitted for his great 

contribution to Czech-Russian scientific relations and for his works on the 

history of Slavic philology [...]. He also lectured on Russian literature in 

Prague, but the faculty also suggested E. A. Ljackij.99 (Murko 1949, 71) 

Murko was a scholar who, despite his traditional education and his belonging to the generation 

preceding Jakobson9s one (he studied under the Slovenian Franc Mikloai
,100 one of the leading 

European representatives of nineteenth century philology and pre-Saussurian linguistics), was 

able to create a dialogue between different generations of scholars who often disagreed with 

each other. This is also evident by looking at the names of the authors appeared in Slavia9s 

issues. In the first one there are both Jakobson and Bogatyrev as well as more conservative 

scholars such as the already mentioned Ljackij or Francev. Slavia was also international and, 

in the journal, published Russian linguists such as Trubeckoj, Karcevskij or Durnovo, and 

scholars of the French academy, such as Meillet. This desire to create an international debate 

is also manifested in Murko9s tendency to organise international events, such as the First 

Congress of Slavists held in Prague in 1929. Another element that demonstrates this 

international openness of Murko9s is his massive archive kept at the LA PNP in Prague in 

which several names appear, including his correspondence with Max Vasmer and André 

Mazon. Murko9s correspondence with Vasmer and Mazon highlights another important 

question, namely the fact that the Slovenian-born scholar was in contact with those who ran 

two other important European Slavic journals: Mazon was the director of the Revue des études 

 

98 Regarding Francev, see the research led by Ljudmila Lapteva in Lapteva (1996), (1997), (2012) and 
(2016). 

99 <Z Ruso pYijel do Prahy dobrovoln� profesor V. A. Francev, jen� byl pYijat pro své velké zásluhy o 
esko-
ruské v�decké styky a pro svá díla z d�jin slovanské filologie [&]. V Praze pYednáael také ruskou literaturu, avaak 
fakulta navrhla pro staraí a zvláat� nov�jaí literatur také E. A. Ljackého.= 

100 Franc Mikloai
 (1813-1891) wrote a comparative grammar of Slavic languages, Vergleichende 
Grammatik der slavischen Sprachen [A Comparative Grammar of Slavic Languages], published in 1852 and an 
etymological vocabulary Etymologisches Wörterbuch der slavischen Sprachen [Etymological Dictionary of Slavic 
Languages], published in 1886. Concerning Mikloai
 see the research led by Katja Sturm-Schnabl (2004) and 
(2001). She also edited Mikloai
9s correspondence with other scholars from south Balkans (1991). See also 
Slodnjak (1975) and Zoltán (1922). <https://austria-forum.org/af/AustriaWiki/Franz_von_Miklosich>. 
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slaves101 in Paris, while Vasmer ran the German journal Zeitschrift für slavische Philologie.102 

In fact, Zelenka perhaps exaggerated in emphasising that Slavia was unique in the European 

context, the Czech-based journal was closer to the norm rather than an exception. Although a 

more in-depth comparative study between the three journals is still needed, an initial 

observation already reveals many parallels in both editorial structure and themes. Moreover, 

the same authors are also found: the European landscape was more international than we 

imagine it to be today. Considering the Czech context, rather than conceiving of Slavia as a 

unique journal, one should perhaps consider it as a model which inspired many other 

periodicals, such as Slavische Rundschau. Murko9s intention was to create a journal that would 

meet the need for an editorial space in which the new Slavic studies could flourish and be in 

step with the new European trends in the aftermath of the WWI: 

The transitional break [the post-war period] was also suitable for the 

establishment of a new journal of the Slavic countries, which should be 

published in all Slavic languages and, in addition, in the languages of the 

world. A six-member committee was elected by the slavists of Prague, which 

discussed about the new journal for a long time and entrusted its editorship to 

Prof. O. Hujer for the linguistic part and me for the other parts [...]. We were 

concerned with cooperation [with the journals that already existed] and 

mainly to make the new journal the central organ of all Slavists and to 

cultivate Slavic philology as a whole. I proposed the name <Slavia= [...], the 

main reason for me was that already in 1789 the Lusatian German Anton had 

proposed to Dobrovský the publication of Slavia for general Slavonic studies, 

and he himself wanted to start it in 1790, but he had no publisher.103 (Murko 

1949, 174-175) 

 

101 This was (and it is nowadays) the most significant editorial project in France dedicated to Slavic cultures 
and it acted as a centre of progress and international exchanges among scholars. <Fondée en 1921, la Revue des 
études slaves est une revue internationale de slavistique. Tout en maintenant sa vocation originelle (la philologie, 
l9histoire, la critique et l9histoire littéraires des pays slaves) elle s9est élargie à la linguistique moderne, 
l9anthropologie historique, l9ethnologie, l9histoire des idées, des littératures, des arts, des cultures et des religions. 
Le champ couvert est celui de 8l9autre Europe9, qui, en grande partie, a fait depuis 2004 son entrée dans l9Union 
européenne, et également du monde biélorusse, ukrainien et russe (et de ses extensions) avec lequel l9Europe 
redéfinit en permanence ses rapports.= <https://journals.openedition.org/res/267>. 

102 See Zeil 3 Zeil (1979).  
103 <PYechodná pYestávka [povále
ná doba] byla také vhod zalo�ení nového 
asopisu slovanských zemí, který 

m�l vycházet ve vaech jazycích slovanských a krom� toho i v jazycích sv�tových. Byla pra�skými slavisty zvolena 
aesti
lenná komise, která delaí dobu jednala o novém 
asopise a pov�Yila jeho redakcí prof. O. Hujera pro 
ást 
linguistickou a mne pro 
ásti ostatní [&]. Nám alo o spolupráci [s 
asopisy, které u� existovali] a hlavn� o to, aby 
nový 
asopis byl ústYedním orgánem vaech slavisto a p�stoval slovanskou filologii jako celek. Jméno 8Slavia9 
jsem navrhl já [&], hlavním dovodem bylo pro mne to, �e u� r. 1789 lu�ický N�mec Anton navrhoval 
Dobrovskému vydávání 
asopisu Slavia pro vaeobecné slavistické obory, a sám cht�l s ním r. 1790 za
iti, ale 
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In the introduction to the first issue of Slavia Murko quoted Jagi�9s definition of Slavic studies. 

The reference to Vatroslav Jagi� is even more evident so that Slavia is conceivable in terms of 

an heir to the journal Archiv für slavische Philologie, the oldest European Slavic philological 

journal founded in 1875 by Jagi� (who was the director until 1920) and published by 

Weidmannsche Buchhandlung in Berlin. As Zelenka also rightly emphasised, there were also 

scholars who collaborated with Archiv für slavische Philologie who played a fundamental role 

in Jakobson9s education, such as Fortunatov, or scholars which Jakobson used to refer to in his 

writings, such as Leskien or Broch. 

The temporal extremes of Jakobson9s collaboration are 1923, the year in which 

Jakobson and Bogatyrev published in the section <Zprávy= (<News=) the article <Slavjanskaja 

filologija v Rossii za g. g. 1914-1921= and 1939, when Jakobson, having already emigrated, 

published <Sobaka Kalin car9= (Jakobson 1966, 64-81), in memory of Vsevolod Miller, under 

the pseudonym Olaf Jansen. 

Kritika 

Kritika appeared in the years between 1924 and 1928. Notably, scholars who had, for 

political motivations, severed their collaborations with Národní kultura began to publish in this 

journal. Among them, there was Frantiaek Xavier aalda,104 whose involvement played a pivotal 

role in shaping the distinctive identity of Kritika. The editor-in-chief was Rudolf Malý, who 

was politically left-wing (and Masaryk) oriented.105 

Within the pages of Kritika, there is a wide range of genres, encompassing both articles 

on literary criticism and tales or poems. Notably, unlike several other periodicals examined 

hitherto, Kritika displayed a pronounced and unabashed political orientation. As an illustration 

of this ideological stance, the journal adhered to the notion of <proletarian art=, a perspective 

underscored by the publication of JiYí Wolker9s poems in 1924. Jakobson published for Kritika 

in 1925. Notably, the same issue also featured writings by other prominent scholars who were 

close to him, including Otokar Fischer, Jan Bartoa, Jan Sedlák, and Antonín Mágr. 

 

nem�l nakladatele.= Murko was aware of the necessity of collaborating with periodicals which already existed, 
i.e., Listy filologické and 
asopis pro moderní filologii. 

104 See Vodi
ka (1968), Buríanek (1987). 
105 From 1919 to 1923, Rudolf Malý (1889-1965) was a member of the Strana národních d�lníko (National 

Workers9s Party, today 
SNS), managing the literary supplement of 
eské slovo and the periodical Národní 
kultura. Despite his importance in the Czech press, where he also published in several periodicals as Ruch 
filosofický, Malý was a controversial figure and later demonstrated sympathy for the Italian fascist ideology. 
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Pásmo: Revue internationale moderne 

Pásmo: Revue internationale moderne106 was a journal affiliated with the Czech avant-

garde, linked to the section of the Dev�tsil group based in Brno.107 The Prague section of the 

Dev�tsil actively collaborated with Pásmo. Published between 1924 and 1926, Pásmo included 

writings by various members of the avant-garde and featured illustrations by artists or graphic 

designers such as Josef aima or Karel Teige. Members of the editorial board included, for 

example, Frantiaek Halas or BedYich Václavek and among the authors there were many relevant 

names of the time, like the theatral and cinematographic director JindYich Honzl or the painter 

JindYich atýrský.  

The most emblematic writings that illustrate Jakobson9s relationship with the Czech 

avant-garde are the article <Konec básnického umprumáctví a �ivnostnictví=, published in 

Pásmo in 1925, and the <Dopis JiYímu Voskovcovi a Janu Werichovi o noetice a semantice 

avandy= [<Letter to JiYi Voskovec and Jan Werich regarding the noetic and semantic of the 

farce=] (Jakobson 1981, 757-762) published in 10 let Osvobozeného divadla [10 years of 

Liberated Theatre] in 1937. The relationship between Jakobson and Pásmo was part of a 

mutual and pivotal collaboration between members of the PLK and the Czech avant-garde. 

This collaboration has already been investigated108and the studies that analyse this phenomenon 

underline the presence of a theoretical and methodological influx between the two groups. 

Jakobson conceived Structuralism itself as an avant-garde group which had to <fight= 

(bojovat is among the most performative words employed by the scholar) against traditional 

methods for a new approach in linguistics and literary studies.  

Jakobson actively participated in the cultural life promoted by the Czech avant-garde,109 

such as Bogatyrev, who in an interview from 1968 mentioned the collaboration between 

scholars and artists as a tendency shared by the MLK and the PLK, which should have been 

taken as a model also by other circles (Jakobson-Bogatyrev 1968, 10). Bogatyrev9s personal 

and socio-cultural commitment to the Czech avant-garde was undoubtedly less intense. His 

 

106 See Kubí
ek (2010). 
107 Regarding Poetismus, see Chvatík-Peaat (1967), Vlaaín (1970), (1971) and (1972), Chvatík (2004) and 

Vojvodík-Wiendl (2011). Concerning the avant-garde in Brno, see Bílek 3 Sus (1996). 
108 Concerning Structuralism and avant-garde, see Chvatík (1970). 
109 Concerning Jakobson and avant-garde see Fabianová (2005), Winner in Armstrong 3 Schooneveld 

(1977), Winner (1996), Toman (1995, 217-241). Searching through the newspaper reports of the time, it is possible 
to find several traces of Jakobson9s collaboration with the Dev�tsil. For example, Lidové noviny reported on 9th 
April 1938 that Jakobson gave an open speech for JindYich atyrský and Toyen9s art exhibition in Prague. 
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scientific research results represent a synthesis between ethnographical and theatrical studies 

and in this mutual exchange, <the scholars of the Prague School were inspired by contemporary 

performance, folk and puppet theatre, film and drama while the directors JindYich Honzl and 

Emil Frantiaek Burian110 conceptualised their stage experience [&]= (Ambros 2012, 75). For 

Bogatyrev, the collaboration with Burian was crucial. Although their aims were different, they 

were driven by the same desire to investigate popular forms of theatre (alaisová 2016). 

Bogatyrev was interested in developing a theoretical reflection and elaborating a new and 

practical methodology of a structuralist nature. The case of Burian, who accepted and shared 

Bogatyrev9s theoretical elaborations, is not the only one in which such connections occur. As 

mentioned by Toman, it is possible to trace similar interactions between Jakobson and Teige. 

The theoretician of Poetism, in the essay <Slovo, Slovo, Slovo= [<Word, Word, Word=] (1937), 

recognised as authentic and fundamental the idea that poetic language was an autonomous 

system. In other words, they openly recognised the existence of an aesthetic (and thus, poetic) 

function of language (Toman 1995, 225-226). 

Le Monde Slave: revue sur le monde slave 

During his stay in Czechoslovakia Jakobson also published in French in Le Monde 

Slave: revue sur le monde slave. Ernest Denis founded the journal in 1917 but due to the WWI, 

it was short-lived, and its activity stopped in 1918. As Louis Eisenmann stated,111 <Le premier 

Monde Slave, né de la révolution russe, est mort de la paix de Brest-Litovsk= (Eisenmann 1924, 

1). After six years of silence, in 1924, Eisenmann decided to resume the journal and in <Notre 

programme=, which opened the first issue, he emphasised the aims of this new phase: he 

intended to continue the project already started by Denis, to discuss cultural, political, and 

social issues relating to Slavic countries. The first part of the programme is a tribute to Denis, 

where the scholar appeared as a prophet of solidarity between France and Slavic countries, the 

promoter of the first French journal (i.e., Le Monde Slave) dedicated to the development of 

Slavic studies. In the second part, Eisenmann attributed to the war the paradoxical merit of 

having ignited the Occidental interest in the Slavic cultures, ending what he called <a great 

mistake=, and of having favoured the foundation of academic institutes in France and abroad: 

 

110 Emil Frantiaek Burian (1904-1959) was a multifaceted figure in interwar Czechoslovakia, involved in the 
avant-garde above all for his work as a playwright and poet. See Srba (1981) and Papouaek (2014). 

111 Louis Eisenmann (1869-1937) was a scholar of Jewish origins. He studied law and then literature 
specialising in the history of the Slavic countries and then focused his main research on the history of 
Czechoslovakia, the Habsburg Empire and Russia. He became director of the Institut français Ernest Denis of 
Prague from 1925. An essential bio-bibliography can be found in Christophe (1986). 
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<La lumiére des études slaves rayonne aujourd9hui avec une puissance décuplée= (Eisenmann 

1924, 5). The renewed Le Monde Slave differed qualitatively from Denis9 one, in that there 

were no longer those difficulties present before the war and regular channels of communication 

between France and the Slavic peoples had developed. Eisenmann wrote: <On pourra ici se 

pencher sur la Russie nouvelle non plus avec les yeux de l9inquisiteur ou de l9exorciste, mais 

avec ceux de l9historien. = (Eisenmann 1924, 6) In the last part of the programme, Eisenmann 

referred to Meillet and Masaryk. Emphasising the importance of Slavic studies as an 

autonomous scientific field and no longer as a mere curiosity (a <curiosité de l9esprit=), he 

asserted that the important position the field had achieved in the French academy was due to 

the contribution made by the studies of Meillet, who stated that <chez les peuples slaves fais 

peut-être unique dans l9histoire, partout... le littérature et la philologie ont devancé la politique= 

(Eisenmann 1924, 7). Returning then to the question about the creation of new states from the 

disintegration of the great empires, Eisenmann echoed Masaryk9s thought, calling for the need 

to refuse of all those prejudices of the past to identify countries like Czechoslovakia as 

examples of the realisation of the new European concept of democracy. 

Jakobson published in Le Monde Slave three times. Only one article was originally 

written in French, while the others had been previously published in other periodicals. In 1931 

Jakobson published <Les unions phonologiques de langues=, a translation of <Über die 

phonologischen Sprachbünde=, which appeared in the same year in Travaux de Cercle 

Linguistique de Prague. In 1933 <Masaryk vu par Tolstoï= appeared, a revised and expanded 

version of an article firstly published in Russian in Central9naja Evropa in 1931. In 1937 

Jakobson published <L9histoire du tchèque et du slovaque littéraires= (Jakobson 2014, 227-

237), a review of Bohuslav Havránek9s Vývoj spisovného jazyka 
eského [The Evolution of 

Literary Czech] (1936) written directly of Le Monde Slave. 

Národní osvobození 

The journal Národní osvobození was founded on 21st March 1924 and was active until 

25th January 1939. The chief director was Lev Sycharova.112 His journalism was characterised 

by three characteristics: he wrote against fascism, supported the emigration of antifascist 

Germans in the 1930s, and worked to reinforce the relationships between Czechoslovakia and 

 

112 Lev Sycharova (1887-1958) devoted his entire career to supporting the politics of the Castle and was 
particularly close to Masaryk. Before founding Národní osvobození, Sycharova spent much time abroad: for 
example, in 1918 he became the first Czechoslovakian ambassador in Paris. In 1920, he tried to become chief 
director of 
as, but he did not get the position. 
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the Soviet Union. Národní osvobození can be conceived as a synthesis of three 

Czechoslovakian periodicals founded in the interwar years: 
as, 
eskoslovenské noviny and 

LeigionáYský sm�r. Two traits of Národní osvobození led to Jakobson9s collaboration with it: 

the cooperation and mutual support with Masaryk (he even published in the journal under a 

pseudonym as it happened, for example, in 
as or Lidové noviny), and the presence exponents 

of the Czech avant-garde in the journal, such as Karel Teige and Konstantin Biebl. 


in 


in, directed by Marie Majerová,113 published articles and creative writing, such as 

poems or prose, between 1929 and 1939. The subtitle was <týdeník pro veYejné a kulturní 

otázky= (<weekly for public and cultural issues=) and among the authors there were Paul Eisner, 

Josef 
apek and poets such as Frantiaek Halas. Jakobson published the article <Romantické 

vaeslovanství 3 nová slavistika= [<Romantic Panslavism vs. New Slavistics=] in 1929 

(Jakobson 2013, 231-233), a transcription of the speech he delivered after the First Congress 

of Slavic Philology. It was a translation of <Über die heutigen Voraussetzungen der russischen 

Slavistik= [<Today9s Preconditions for Russian Slavistic=], published the same year in 

Slavische Rundschau. 

Slavische Rundschau 

Slavische Rundschau was founded in 1929 by two professors of the Deutsche Universität 

Prag, Franz Spina114 and Gerhard Gesemann, with whom Jakobson also defended his doctoral 

thesis.115 The journal9s purpose was twofold. First, their project was to create an international 

platform where scholars who had emigrated abroad could participate. Second, they aimed to 

address the international public about developments in Slavic studies in Czechoslovakia and 

abroad. In Prague a crucial role was played by the Slovanský ústav (Slavic Institut), an 

institution founded in 1922, which edited periodicals conceived as international platforms, such 

as the aforementioned Slavia or Germanoslavica and Byzantinoslavica. The contents published 

in Slavische Rundschau were divided into four parts: articles were sorted in the <Aufsätze= 

section, reviews appeared in <Referate=, <Kulturkronik= contained information and news about 

 

113 Marie Majerová (1881-1967) was an avant-gardist Czech author, literary critic, and editor. She was a 
declared leftist. See Nývltová (2011), Nývltová 3 Hylmar (2018). 

114 Concerning Franz Spina (1868-1938) was a Czech politic, scholar and professor at the Deutsche 
Universität Prag, see Höhne 3 Udolph (2012). 

115 In the registers the Deutsche Universität Prag they appear as the examinators. See 
<https://is.cuni.cz/webapps/archiv/public/book/bo/1840355044744327/1/?lang=en#1711761640198> 
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the different scientific and cultural contexts and <Bibliographie= followed. After 1930, a final 

section with short obituaries was included. It changed its name over the years. Until 1934, it 

was called <Nekrologe=; from 1935 till the last issue of 1940, it changed to <Nachrufe=. 

Looking at Slavische Rundschau9s issues comprehensively, it is possible to individuate 

several Russian, Ukrainian, or Belarusian contributors.116 Many of them were close to Jakobson 

in both scientific and personal terms, such as the Russian folklorist and ethnographer Petr 

Bogatyrev, the Eurasianist Petr Savickij or the Ukrainian linguist and philosopher Dmytro 


y�evs9kyj.117 Czech scholars and journalists, such as Eugen Rippl or Antonín Stanislav Mágr, 

were also involved in the journal. Jakobson was also the head of Slavische Rundschau9s 

Ostslavisches Referat (East Slavic Section). He had to handle the correspondence with scholars 

from Russia, Ukraine and Belarus and edit or co-edit their contributions. Since the beginning, 

he had been looking for scholars interested in the project and inviting friends and colleagues, 

such as Bogatyrev or 
y�evs9kyj, to publish. In a letter sent by Trubeckoj to Jakobson in the 

summer of 1928, there is some advice about who could be involved in Slavische Rundschau: 

The orientalist Nikitin (I think Vasilij Petrovi
) is of little interest: he is a 

nongraduated (former Russian Consul in Persia), a lover of Persia, an 

<expert= to some extent 3 but not at all <scholarly=, and he has little critical 

flair, so he can praise an unfit (from the scientific point of view) book and not 

notice a good one. If you want an Orientalist, you would better take Minorskij: 

Suv
inskij can give you his name and address (somewhere in Paris).118 

(Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 115) 

 

116 In her article, Tat9jana Mar
enko undertakes an analysis of the Russian contributors to each Slavische 
Rundschau issue: <Among the authors of the articles in the year9s content list, there are slightly more Russian 
8Soviet9 names than émigré ones [&]= (Mar
enko 2016). This constatation is valid, but the author is imprecise in 
using the word emigrantskij (émigré) in referring to scholars such as Jakobson or Bogatyrev. 

117 There are several variants of the name, both proposed by Dmytro 
y�evs9kyj and by scholars. In his 
letters to Jakobson he signs himself in Russian as <Dm. 
y�evskij=, in his publications in Russian he appears as 
<Dmitrij 
y�evskij=, Marie akarpová writes <Dmitrij 
y�evskij/ 
y�evský= referring to his correspondence with 
Antonín akarka (akarpová 2022). Since my dissertation is addressed to an international audience and considering 
the discussions at the last Conference <Dmytro 
y�evs9kyj and Prague. Perspectives of Intellectual 
Entanglement=, held in Prague in January 2024, I decided to adopt the Ukrainian variant <Dmytro 
y�evs9kyj=. I 
have discussed with prof. Roman Mnich about which name could be used referring to the interwar period and we 
agreed on this variant. Concerning 
y�evs9kyj, see Blaakiv (2010) and (2019), Blaakiv 3 Mnich (2016) and 
Korthaase9s writings, at least Korthaase (2010). 

118 <�D<5=F4?<EF �<><F<= (>465FEO �4E<?<= �5FD>6<G) <4?> <=F5D5E5=: >= 3 ?D4>F<> (5O6L. DGEE><= 
>>=EG? 6 �5DE<<), ?N5<F5?L �5DE<<, 4> <765EF=>= EF5?5=< 87=4F>>9, - => E>6E5< =5 8GG55=O=9, < =57> <4?> 
>D<F<G5E>>7> GGFLO, F4> GF> >= <>65F D4EE64?<FL =57>4=GN (E =4GG=>= F>G>< 7D5=<O) >=<7G < =5 74<5F<FL 
E>D>LGN. '6 5E?< E>F<F5 >D<5=F4?<EF4, F> ?GGL5 6>7L<<F5 �<=>DE>>7>: <<O->FG5EF6> < 44D5E (745 F> 6 
�4D<65) �4< <>65F E>>5M<FL %G6G<=E><=.= 
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Later, on 19th September 1928, Trubeckoj asks for news about Slavische Rundschau and 

Jakobson9s new book, referring to Remarques sur l9évolution philogique du russe comparée à 

celle des autres langues slaves (1929): <How is going with your book? How about the Slavische 

Rundschau?=119 (Trubeckoj 3 Jakobson 1985, 118). In one letter from 11th October 1929, he 

expresses his opinion about the Russian-French Japanologist Sergej Eliseev and the Russian 

Vsevolod Ivanov: <Turn to Eliseev; they say he is smart. It is better to stay away from Ivanov 

(Far Eastern studies). By the way, he is not a Eurasian=120 (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 119). 

Jakobson called on Trubeckoj to write for Slavische Rundschau. One month later Trubeckoj 

declines Jakobson9s request to write an article which summarises the developments of Slavic 

Studies in Russia: <Regarding the article on new tendencies in Russian Slavic studies (for 

Rundschau9s issue of September), I cannot write a review either. I believe you can write better 

than me= (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 122).121 Despite Jakobson9s attempts, Trubeckoj never 

published for the journal. 

Slavische Rundschau9s archive stored in LA PNP contains correspondence and editorial 

materials revealing unknown aspects of Jakobson9s involvement with the journal. First, he was 

also responsible for compiling bibliographies and writing short obituaries. Although his 

production of articles and reviews is evident and already traced (each of Jakobson9s writing is 

registered in Rudy9s bibliography and reprinted in the Selected Writings), it is possible to 

identify his contribution to bibliographies and obituaries only thanks to these archival 

materials. Second, through the preserved correspondences, it is possible to reconstruct 

Jakobson9s relationships with scholars abroad, particularly linguists and philologists.122 

 

 

 

119 <�4> ?>46<745FEO �4L4 >=<74? �4> Slavische Rundschau?= 
120 As reported by Jakobson in the footnotes of the same page: <RJ looked for an article on the Russian 

influence upon modern Japanese and Chinese culture, to be published in Slavische Rundschau, and asked NT 
whether Elisséeff could be approached on the first and V. N. Ivanov on the second topic. V. N. Ivanov, the author 
of the quasi-Eurasian historic-philosophical and geopolitical pamphlet My, was at the time living in China.= 
(Jakobson 1985, 119) Jakobson9s relationship with Eliseev (Elisséef) and Ivanov is attested after the WWII by a 
significant correspondence kept in Roman Jakobson Papers. See RJPs, Box 41, Folder 13 and RJPs, Box 42, 
Folder 30.  

121 As reported by Jakobson in the footnotes of the same page, Trubeckoj <declined the invitation to write an 
article on the new tendencies in Russian Slavic studies for the issue of Slavische Rundschau dedicated to the First 
Congress of Slavic Philologists= (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 122). 

122 The rich archival collection of Slavische Rundschau represents an exception. During my research I have 
tried to find archival collections related to periodicals, but without success. Concerning Prager Presse, something 
is believed to be kept in Moscow at GRAF, but due to the current geopolitical situation I could not go to Russia. 
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Plán 

Plán was a periodical published by Josef Hora123 between 1929 and 1932. Jakobson 

published two articles on poetry in 1929 and 1930. Jakobson and Hora had a good relationship 

during the interwar years. As I will show in the following chapter (§ 2.4), Hora translated from 

Russian and was involved in Jakobson and Alfred Bem9s project about Puakin, Vybrané spisy 

A. S. Puakina [A. S. Puakin9s Selected Writings]: Jakobson edited Hora9s translation of Evgenij 

Onegin [Eugene Onegin] (Puakin 1937b). 

Like Kritika and 
in, Plán published both articles and belletrist poetry, short stories, 

and excerpts of novels. Among its authors were members of the Czech avant-garde such as 

Konstantin Biebl and Jaroslav Seifert. Neumann and Vladislav Van
ura also published in Plán. 

Translations from other languages were published, and the presence of Russian literature was 

relevant. In 1929-1930, Bohumil Mathesius translated Velimir Chlebnikov9s poem Vozzvanie 

predsedatelej zemnogo aara [Proclamation of the Chairmen of the Globe] and Pasternak9s God 

1905 [The Year 1905], and Josef Hora translated the tale Otec [The Father] by Isaac Babel. 

The second section contained articles published in Czech (authors included Václav 
erný, 

Otokar Fischer, Jan MukaYovský) and translations of articles published abroad. Bohumil 

Mathesisus translated Viktor aklovskij9s <Stroenie rasskaza i romana= [<The Structure of the 

Tale and the Novel] and Jurij Tynjanov9s <O Chlebnikove= [<About Chlebnikov=], originally 

published in Archaisty i novatory in 1929. Josef Hora translated an excerpt by Boris Pil9njak 

titled <Fel
aYi i Akademikové= [<Fellows and Academics=].124 In 1932, the journal published a 

eulogy to Majakovskij and Lubomít Linhart9s translation of Vsevolod Pudovnik9s <Montá�ní 

a technická komposice scény filmu= [<Editing and Technical Compositing of the Film Scene=]. 

Central9naja Evropa 

Central9naja Evropa was a weekly journal directed by Jaroslav Papouaek and published 

by Orbis.125 A former Czech Legionnaire, after his wartime mission to Russia where he had 

met his wife Nade�da, Papouaek had returned to Czechoslovakia where he had taken up 

 

123 Josef Hora (1891-1945) was a Czech poet, literary critic and translator. During the interwar period he 
intensively collaborated with Jakobson. I will discuss Hora9s relationship with Jakobson in § 2.4. 

124 The reception of Boris Pil9njak9s novel Golyj god [The Naked Year] in Czechoslovakia began with the 
first translation by Vladimír Vendya. In 1990, Jan Zábrana9s version was published. Vendya9s translation had a 
second edition in 1970, but the title was changed from Nahý rok to Holý rok. In his later translation, Zábrana kept 
the first title. 

125 For more on Jaroslav Papouaek (1890-1945) see Frisov (1998), Dejmek (2013) and the bachelor9s thesis 
by Radka Rubilina (2000). 
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diplomatic posts. Very close to President Masaryk, Papouaek had forged important links with 

Russian scholars of the time, including Jakobson who encountered him when he was still 

affiliated with the mission of the Sovetskij krasnyj krest (Steiner 2019).  

In the editorial to the first issue, appeared on 26th March 1927, Papouaek introduced the 

journal and its aims. After the WWI Europe changed its shape and the national movements 

favoured the foundation of new countries, such as Czechoslovakia. had already made great 

progress in building both cultural and economic dialogue. Much remained to be done, 

according to Papouaek. In envisioning a <new= Europe, Central9naja Evropa aimed to inform 

about the economic and social development of these countries, while giving less space to the 

political sphere: 

This gave us the idea of founding a journal that would undertake at least part 

of this task and would accelerate the process of mutual rapprochement by 

providing systematic and objective information on the state, cultural and 

economic life of the individual states of Central Europe.126 (Papouaek 1927, 

1) 

The newspaper focused on Czechoslovakia, Austria, Hungary, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and 

Romania. There were two sections within the newspaper: the cultural section, in which essays, 

reviews and information about exhibitions and initiatives appeared, and the economic section. 

Authors published in the cultural section included Melniková-Papouaková or, to a much larger 

extent than Jakobson, Bogatyrev. Jakobson9s activity in Central9naja Evropa was not so 

substantial: he published four articles between 1930 and 1931.127 

Literární noviny 

Founded in 1927, Literární noviny was a monthly journal related to culture and politics, 

run by Josef Hora and Bohumil Mathesius.128 In the introduction to the first issue, Bohumil 

Mathesius addressed directly to the readers: 

 

126 <-F> ?>44?> =4< <OE?L >E=>64FL 6GD=4?, >>F>DO= 67O? 5O =4 E55O E>FO 5O G4EFL MF>= 7444G< < 
?GF5< E<EF5<4F<G5EF>>7> < >55>F<6=>7> <=D>D<<D>64=<O > 7>EG44DEF65==>=, >G?LFGD=>= < 
M>>=><<G5E>>= 6<7=L >F45?L=OE 7>EG44DEF6 F5=FD4?L=>= �6D>?O GE>>D<? 5O ?D>F5EE 674<<=>7> 
E5?<65=<O.= 

127 Jakobson9s relationship with a political figure such as Papouaek is significant, and Papouaek9s role within 
the Czechoslovak cultural context still awaits a proper analysis which cannot be conducted in this thesis. 

128 Bohumil Mathesius (1888-1952) was a Czech journalist and translator, mainly from Russian. In 1945 he 
became professor of Russian literature at Charles University. He was Vilém Mathesius9 cousin. Between 1926 
and 1927 he was the editor of Tvorba together with aalda and Julius Fu
ik. 
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We do not care about publisher9s cliques and tricks, do not worry that 

we will lead you wrong on this one. But first we want to know who you 

are, who we are talking to. [...] Do not be afraid of us, we are not afraid 

of you either. We are not a review, we are a journal. We bring you 

everything we think is important about the book, the books and those 

who wrote them.129 (Mathesius 1927, 1) 

The aim of the journal was to organise and promote Czech literature, paying particular attention 

to contemporary one. It published, for example, writings by members of the Dev�tsil like Biebl 

or Nezval and by writers from older generations, like Neumann or Jan Neruda. Among those 

who wrote literary criticism, Weil played a pivotal role. Jakobson9s was not a frequent figure 

collaborator with the journal, publishing just twice in 1931. 

Listy pro um�ní a kritiku 

Listy pro um�ní a kritiku appeared between 1933 and 1937. The initial editor-in-chief 

was BedYích Fu
ík,130 who was replaced in 1935 by Vilém Závada.131 The aim of the journal 

was to reflect the literary spirit of the 1930s. Although the journal had no fixed editorial board, 

some regular contributors can be identified, such as Hora, MukaYovský, René Wellek or 

Neumann. Figures from the avant-garde also published in the periodical, such as Jaroslav 

Seifert, Vladislav Van
ura or JindYich atyrský. Jakobson published three times in the journal. 

In 1933 his article <Úpadek filmu?= [<The Decline of Cinema?=] (Jakobson 1981, 732-739) 

appeared; in 1934 <Perpetuum mobile kyvadla: Pokus o montá�= [<The Perpetuum Mobile of 

a Pendulum: Attempt at a Montage=] (Jakobson 2014, 26-34). Both publications are connected 

to the film context. In 1936, he republished <Na okraj lyrických básní Puakinových= [<Marginal 

Notes on Puakin9s Lyrical Poetry=] (Jakobson 1979, 281-286), which had appeared for the first 

time in the first volume of Vybrané spisy A. S. Puakina, the editorial project redacted by 

Jakobson and Bem.132 

 

129 <Není nám nic po nakladatelských klikách a kli
kách, neboj se, �e t� v tomhle spatn� povedeme. Ale 
napYed chceme v�d�t, kdo jsi ty, s kým mluvíme. [&] Neboj se nás, my se t� také nebojíme. My nejsme revue, 
my jsme noviny. PYineseme vaechno, o 
em myslíme, �e je dole�ité o knize, knihách a t�ch, kdo je napsali.= 

130 BedYích Fu
ík (1900-1984) was a Czech journalist and translator. During the Normalisation he became 
known for his translations from German. 

131 Vilém Závada (1905-1982) was a Czech poet, journalist, and translator. Beside Listy pro um�ní a kritiku, 
his activity in Rozpravy Aventina is of note. 

132 I will explain this editorial project in the § 2.4. 
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Volné sm�ry 

In 1934, Jakobson published the article <Co je poesie?= [<What is poetry?=] (Jakobson 

1996, 23-33), which initially was a lecture that he delivered during a meeting of the Spolek 

výtvarných um�lco Mánes (Mánes Society of Visual Artists). The journal was edited and 

published by the members of this society and, unlike the periodicals analysed so far, literature 

was not its main topic. On the contrary, Volné sm�ry mainly focused on the visual arts. It 

devoted articles to Czech and foreign artists, new trends in contemporary art, and 

archaeological discoveries. The periodical9s iconographic apparatus was surprising; there are 

numerous reproductions of works from the period. There was also room for critical writings 

like Jakobson9s one. 

Psychologie 3 
asopis pro teoretickou a u�itou psychologii 

Jakobson published only once in the journal Psychologie 3 
asopis pro teoretickou a 

u�itou psychologii, which appeared in Brno between 1935 and 1943. It was the journal related 

to Brno9s Institute of Psychology, founded in 1926.133 In 1936 Jakobson published in it the 

obituary for Gregorij 
elpanov (Jakobson 2014, 188-189).134 It is the only writing published 

by Jakobson in this periodical and it is the only evidence of him being openly interested in 

psychology during the interwar years. 

Lidové noviny 

Lidové noviny is a Czech newspaper whose history is marked by great changes 

throughout the twentieth century.135 There is a profound difference between the Lidové noviny 

published nowadays (the newspaper is still active and has an online version) and the Lidové 

noviny published in the interwar years. The WWII marked a significant change in the ideology 

and structure of the newspaper. Therefore, I intend to briefly summarise the salient moments 

of the newspaper9s development from its foundation to the end of the 1930s. This first phase 

was marked by continuous evolutions due to changes in its masthead, and these changes 

reflected the dynamism of Czech society in the interwar years. Lidové noviny was founded in 

1893 in Brno by Adolf Stránský (1855-1931). The first issue appeared on 16th of December. 

 

133 For an historiography of Czechoslovakian psychology, see Hoskovcová 3 Hoskovec (2000). 
134 Concerning 
elpanov, see at least Bogdan
ikov (2013). The study Zalambani (2022) offers a wide 

overview of the development of Russian psychology in the first part of the twentieth century with a rich 
bibliography. 

135 Concerning Lidové noviny, see Pernes (1993) and Zídek (2014). 
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At the time, Brno was more provincial than Prague and more intensely affected by its proximity 

to Vienna. Moreover, from a political and ideological point of view, the region was much more 

conservative and not very inclined to some forms of radicalism. Strásnký was a Czech 

journalist of Jewish origin. After studying law in Prague, he moved to Brno in 1880. He began 

working as a journalist as a student with Národní listy, then in Brno he was editor of the 

Moravské listy between 1889 and 1893. This first activity gave him the skills to found and 

direct Lidové noviny. In 1908, he ceded his position of editor-in-chief to Arnoat Heinrich (1880-

1933). Heinrich was originally from Prague and was educated among the new political and 

cultural trends of the late nineteenth century. During his university years, he established 

meaningful relationships, such as those with Antonín Veselý and Neumann. Moreover, during 

his youth, he became close to Masaryk. Heinrich9s early attraction to Masarykian ideas and 

writings developed later into a direct personal relationship with the president. Heinrich was 

editor of the newspaper until his death in 1933. Eduard Bass (1888-1946) replaced him and 

remained in office until 1938. In these years Jakobson became an active contributor to Lidové 

noviny. Bass began collaborating with Lidové noviny in 1915 at Heinrich9s behest and, from 

1920, became one of the newspaper9s most prominent contributors. Heinrich and Bass were 

more than collaborators, forging a deep bond of friendship. Fundamental was Bass9 closeness 

to the Brothers 
apek, who in Lidové noviny published both articles of literary criticism and 

short stories or feuilleton. JiYí Pernes said of Bass: 

Thus, at the beginning of the 1930s, under the prudent leadership of Eduard Bass, 

who took Heinrich9s orphaned place, Lidové noviny changed its face again. Thanks 

to the new young people who sat at the editorial desks, it was transformed from a 

good newspaper into an even improved and modern one. Moreover, it became an 

inseparable part of everyday Czechoslovak reality and one of the symbols of 

Czechoslovak democracy.136 (Pernes 1993, 86) 

Pernes emphasised a modernisation of the newspaper and the presence of <young people= in 

the editorial board. Indeed, a significant generational change occurred within Lidové noviny in 

the 1930s. Many collaborators associated with Heinrich quit the newspaper after his death, 

while younger journalists such as Ferdinand Peroutka (1895-1978) or Hubert Ripka (1895-

1958) joined it. Peroutka was a prominent Czech journalist during the interwar years. From a 

 

136 <Lidové noviny tak po
átkem tYicátých let pod rozvá�ným vedením Eduarda Basse, jen� nastoupil na 
osiYelé Heinrichovo místo, m�nily op�t svoji tváY. Díky novým mladým lidem, kteYí usedali k redak
ním stolom, 
se pYetváYely z novin dobrých v noviny jeat� lepaí a v noviny moderní. A co víc - staly se neodmyslitelnou sou
ásti 
ka�dodenní 
eskoslovenské reality a jedním ze symbolo 
eskoslovenské demokracie.= 
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political point of view, he was close to Masaryk and openly critical of fascism and communism. 

During his activity in Lidové noviny, he commented on political topics, often taking a very 

polemical stance. During the period when Bass was an editor, Lidové noviny took an 

increasingly political stance in defence of democracy and its values, openly assuming an anti-

fascist tendency. Fundamental to Peroutka was his editorial experience in Tribuna (1919-1924) 

and, later, the foundation and direction of PYítomnost in 1924, of which he was editor-in-chief 

until 1938.137 Concerning Ripka, he was also a close collaborator of Národní osvobození, where 

he contributed as an international editor. In the 1930s, prominent figures in Czech circles 

mentioned before collaborated with Lidové noviny and many of these were in Prague. Some 

notable names are Majerová, Neumann, and Fischer. Furthermore, Arne Novák was active in 

the newspaper. After moving to Brno to become a professor at the Masaryk University, he 

began his activity in Lidové noviny by writing articles mainly related to the cultural and literary 

field. From the first issue, the newspaper aimed to publish articles on politics, economics, 

culture, and literature. Furthermore, there was also a section of literary works, and a very 

successful genre was serials. 

Jakobson appeared for the first time in Lidové noviny on 21st July 1920. Melniková-

Papouaková interviewed him, asking about the current state of culture in Russia (see § 2.5.1). 

Jakobson9s activity in Lidové noviny officially began in 1935 and continued throughout his last 

few years in Czechoslovakia. Besides Slovo a slovesnost, it is the Czech periodical with which 

he collaborated the most. As in the case of the German language newspaper Prager Presse, 

Jakobson also published writings of different genres in Lidové noviny: articles, obituaries, 

reviews, reportages, and a report.  

Slovo a slovesnost 

Slovo a slovesnost was founded in 1935 as the journal associated with the PLK. The 

archival documents of the Circle reveal that the idea of this periodical was conceived by 

Jakobson, who introduced the proposal to the other members during a meeting held on 28th 

May 1934 (
ermák 3 Poeta 3 
ermák 2012, 37). As emphasised by Josef Vachek (1965) this 

scientific journal only began to be published when the PLK had achieved recognition in 

Czechoslovakia and abroad: by 1935 it already counted nine years of activity and research. The 

publication of the journal was undertaken by the prestigious publishing house Melantrich, 

 

137 In PYítomnost published writers or journalists such as the Brothers 
apek, Paul Eisner, Eduard Kisch or 
Eduard Bass. 
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which stood as one of the preeminent publishing houses during the interwar years. This 

publishing house was known for its multifaceted literary endeavours, encompassing the 

production of books and periodicals spanning various genres, including political and scientific. 

There are several stages in the journal9s evolution, as delineated by Petr Kaderka 

(2017). The initial phase of Jakobson9s involvement, from 1935 to 1943, is pivotal. Slovo a 

slovesnost transformed after the WWII, as many members of the PLK left the Circle, including 

Jakobson: following a brief sojourn in Scandinavia, he emigrated to the United States in 

response to the Nazi invasion. Nevertheless, Slovo a slovesnost remained essential to the PLK9s 

members and its activity continues to date. It continues to publish retrospective articles relevant 

to this thesis, such as <8Balancovat v nepYedstavitelných situacích9: poznámky k 
eským létom 

Romana Jakobsona= [<8Balancing in Unimaginable Situations9: Notes on Roman Jakobson9s 

Czech Years=] by Toman.138 

Jakobson was a founding member of Slovo a slovesnost, and actively participated in 

meetings to decide on its editorial direction and its organisation. On 27th January 1936, Eisner 

and Mágr were invited by the PLK to discuss Slovo a slovesnost9s first year of activity. During 

their speech, they suggested some changes to the editorial program (
ermák 3 Poeta 3 
ermák 

2012, 186-192). Many of PLK9s members, including Jakobson, participated in the debate. 

Leopold Silberstein,139 who actively followed the Circle9s initiatives, wrote a report on this 

meeting. The article appeared on 30th January 1936 in Prager Presse (in the section 

<Kulturchronik=) under the title <Bilanz einer Zeitschrift= [<Retrospect of a Journal=]. 

Silberstein retraced the salient points of the discussion: 

[Jakobson] advocated auto-criticism: the analysis of the colloquial language, 

the stage language, the dialect, the lecture style, the minority languages of the 

republic, but especially the Slovak form of the state language remained severe 

obligations for the future, others (the language of science, of the newspaper) 

would soon begin to be redeemed.140 (Silberstein 1936, 6) 

 

138 Notice that Sládek and Kaderka are currently curating a new issue of Slovo a slovesnost titled <Czech 
Structuralism revisited=, which is planned to be published in 2024. 

139 Concerning Silberstein, see Ehlers (2015) and Konrad (2015). 
140 <Die Autokritik vertrat Roman Jakobson: die Analyse der Umgangs-, der Bühnensprache, des Dialekts, 

des Vortragsstils, der Minderheitssprachen der Republik, insbesondere aber der slovakischen Form der 
Staatssprache blieben ernste Verpflichtungen für die Zukunft, andere (Sprache der Wissenschaft, der Zeitung) 
werde man demnächst einzulösen beginnen.= 
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Before analysing Jakobson9s activity in Slovo a slovesnost, it is necessary to clarify who 

collaborated with the journal and which contents were published. In the periodical, writings 

were written by members of the PLK and individuals who were not. For example, in the first 

issue of Slovo a slovesnost, an article by Karel 
apek141 entitled <Kdybych byl linguistou= [<If 

I Was a Linguist=] (
apek 1935) appeared and in the journal published many scholars who 

were guests of the PLK and lectured, such as Louis Hjelmslev. Reflecting the interests of the 

Circle, the articles appeared in Slovo a slovesnost were mainly related to linguistics or literature 

and its issues often promoted polemics. Slovo a slovesnost published many scholars close to 

Jakobson, such as Bogatyrev, 
y�evs9kyj, and Trubeckoj. Trubeckoj wrote a significant letter, 

on 25th January 1935, in which he spoke to Jakobson9s crisis in research: 

You write that you have no new scientific ideas, are exhausted, and need a 

<change of subject=. And under this pretext, you withdraw into the interests 

of the Slovo a slovesnost, into journalism, into dialogue with the bohème of 

Czech literates, into the struggle of Czech groups and other nonsense. And I 

think that9s what prevents you from creating scientifically. I don9t believe in 

your scientific fruitlessness. I guess that mutatis mutandis, you are going 

through the same thing as I am: transition from a too-long mental youth to 

mental maturity. Maturity is not yet old age and does not mark infertility. [&] 

If you go into Czech journalism under the pretext of stopping your scientific 

work, you will soon become impoverished, degenerate and morally 

degraded.142 (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 313-314) 

Trubeckoj harshly criticised Jakobson9s engagement in Slovo a slovesnost and, generally, in 

the Czech press. Moreover, he also despised Jakobson9s involvement with the avant-garde 

group Dev�tsil. In his Trubeckoj9s conception of scientific work, a scholar had to be alienated 

from everything that was outside the purely academic context. Jakobson had held a different 

opinion since his early years in Moscow. Whereas Trubeckoj represented the scholar closed 

within his Viennese <ivory tower,= Jakobson was instead an active participant in the cultural 

 

141 About 
apek and the PLK, see Toman (1992). 
142 <�O ?<L5F5 GF> G �4E =5F =>6OE =4GG=OE <OE?5=, GF> �O <EEO>?<, GF> �4< =5>5E>4<<4 <<7<5=4 

F5<5=. � ?>4 MF>< ?D54?>7>< �O GE>4<F5 6 <=F5D5EO %?>64 4 E?>65E=>EF<, 6 6GD=4?<EF<>G, 6 >5M5=<5 E 
5>75<>= G5LE><E ?<F5D4F>D>6, 6 5>DL5G G5LE><E 7DG??<D>6>> < ?D>GGN 5DG=4G. � O 4G<4N, GF> <<5==> 
MF> �4< < <5L45F =4GG=> F6>D<FL. � �4LG =4GG=GN 55E??>4=>EFL O =5 65DN. �>?474N, GF> mutatis mutandis 
G �4E ?D><EE>4<F F>65 E4<>5, GF> G <5=O: ?5D5E>4 >F G5D5EGGD 74FO=G6L5=EO G<EF65==>= <>?>4>EF< > 
G<EF65==>= 7D5?>EF<. �D5?>EFL =5 5EFL 5M5 EF4D>EFL < =5 7=4<5=G5F E>5>= 55E??>4<O. [&] �E?< �O ?>4 
?D54?>7>< ?D5>D4M5=<O �4L57> =4GG=>7> F6>DG5EF64 G=45F5 6 G5LE>GN 6GD=4?<EF<>G, F> >G5=L E>>D> 
45=EF6<F5?L=> >55744D<F5EL, >?GEF<F5EL < <>D4?L=> D47?>6<F5EL.= 
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and artistic milieu. Trubeckoj also refused to actively participate in the activities of journals 

published in Czechoslovakia, such as Slavische Rundschau. Frequently recurring in the letters 

are Trubeckoj9s negative comments, who did not spare his judgement, such as his very incisive 

commentary on the issue of Slavia dedicated to Puakin published 1937: <Slavia9s issue on 

Puakin: such a horror!=143 (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 401). In a letter sent on 21st February 

1915, Trubeckoj underscored his disagreement with Jakobson9s activity in Slovo a slovesnost, 

complaining about Jakobson9s lack of answers in the last two months and states: <As you will 

recall, I feared from the beginning that the new magazine would drag you down, and I did not 

believe you would be able to resist taking a leadership role in the editorial board=144 (Jakobson 

3 Trubeckoj 1985, 320). In the letter from 14th March 1935, Trubeckoj commented on the first 

issue of the journal, which he read with the help of Julia Heidenreich (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 

1985, 326-328). In his view, it was far from being excellent scientific writing. Trubeckoj 

claimed it contained nothing interesting and decried an absence of valuable articles, save for 

Jakobson and MukaYovský9s. He deemed JindYich Honzl9s article interesting but without a clear 

purpose and Jan Uher9s as just trivial. He harshly criticised aalda9s article, stating that he was 

not able to write any linguistics-related writings. According to Trubeckoj, the articles published 

in is first issue lacked strength. Despite this initial negative comment, he fruitfully collaborated 

with Slovo a slovesnost from the journal9s second issue in 1935.145  

In conclusion, regarding Jakobson9s activity in Slovo a slovesnost, in necessary a 

preliminary consideration. Unlike Toman9s assumption in the second part of the ninth volume 

of the Selected Writings, I do not consider Jakobson to be author of <Geopolitická 

linguistiska?= [<Geopolitical Linguistics?=] (Jakobson 2014, 81-82). The writing is signed 

<K�k.= but I do not assume it is the abbreviation of <Krou�ek= (Circle) since when a collective 

paper was published, the abbreviation <rd.= for <Redakce= (Editorial board) occurs, but instead 

I suggest that the author is Karel Ko�eaník, as reported in Slovo a slovesnost.146 

After this long excursus dedicated to Jakobson9s activity in the Czech press, in the next 

chapter I intend to delve my analysis into the main genres he employed, showing the 

characteristics of his journalistic style.  

 

143 <�GL><=E><= =><5D %?46<< 3 >4=4 6GFL!= Trubeckoj wrote this statement in a letter sent on 20th of 
September 1937 (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 401). 

144 <�4> �O ?><=<F5, O E E4<>7> =4G4?4 >?4E4?EO GF> =>6O= 6GD=4? �4E 74FO=5F, < =5 65D<?, GF>5O 
�4< G44?>EL >F5>OD<FLEO >F DG>>6>4OM5= D>?< 6 D544>F<<.= 

145 Trubeckoj published <Písmo= [<Writing=] in the section <Kronika=, see Trubeckoj (1935). 
146 See <http://sas.ujc.cas.cz/archiv.php?art=69>. 
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Chapter 2. Roman Jakobson9s activity in the Press: genres, style, and 

language 

This second chapter aims to analyse a selection of Jakobson9s writings published in the 

Czech press. This selection was necessary since I do not intend to depict Jakobson9s whole 

period in Czechoslovakia but to propose a new key of interpretation and delineate the main 

characteristics of his activity with the press. While preparing my selection I have decided to 

exclude those writings with which scholars have already intensively dealt, such as those related 

to linguistics. I have excluded scientific articles published in Slovo a slovesnost (with the only 

exception of that related to Puakin, to which I will refer in the third chapter), studies related to 

linguistics, as those appeared in Travaux du Cercle linguistique de Prague, and proceedings 

published in volumes.  

Among the writings that have been omitted from the analysis of this dissertation are 

those that fall within Jakobsonian dedication to south Slavic and Medieval studies. Initially I 

previewed to dedicate an entire section to Medieval studies, but while studying these writings 

I have decided that Jakobson9s involvement in Medieval studies should be discussed separately. 

This does not imply that I will not consider these writings, but I will refer to them only as 

secondary sources. I will rather discuss Jakobson9s involvement in Medieval studies while 

referring to his courses in Brno dedicated to Czech Medieval poetry in the third chapter (§ 3.1). 

As I have already stated in the first chapter, Jakobson activity in Czechoslovakia cannot 

be conceived as isolated from the Russian period and the American one. For this reason, while 

diving into Jakobson9s writings published in Czechoslovakia. I have included materials related 

to the American phase of his work, such as in the case of Jakobson9s polemic with André 

Mazon on the authenticity of the Slovo o polku Igoreve. 

To encompass Jakobson9s activity in the press, this chapter is divided into subchapters, 

each one corresponding to one genre he employed: obituary, ideological writings, reports, 

translations, reviews, and polemics. Each subchapter will present some case studies selected 

according to a <localistic= approach, emphasising pivotal questions which still need a further 

discussion.  
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Preliminary remarks 

As discussed in the first chapter, during the interwar period the Czech press intensively 

developed, both quantitatively and qualitatively. First, it is possible to dethatch an intense 

proliferation of new periodicals, both newspapers and journals. Second, the press evolved also 

stylistically. Periodicals appeared more sharply organised, clearly structured into specific 

columns (such as politics, economics, culture, and sport), and the writings were shaped 

differently, being more succinct and synthetic. This new style was less rambling or pretentious, 

permitting the authors to have a straightforward and direct communication with the reader. 

When Jakobson came to Czechoslovakia he had to find his own path in the Czech 

cultural and academic context. As I have already emphasised in the previous chapter, if the 

encounter with poets was successful, in that with the academy many problems arose and he 

had to face the hostility of other Czech scholars, especially from those involved at Charles 

University. As I will show in this chapter (§ 2.6.1), when Jakobson attempted to discuss his 

concerns about the theories of Czech prosody, he got quickly dismissed and discredited. At the 

beginning of the 1920s, the young Jakobson was far from being the famous and respected 

philologist he became later. On the contrary, he was struggling to find an academic position 

and establish his own voice in this new and hostile milieu. Since initially it was not possible in 

the academy, he found a favorable and alternative solution in the press. 

The Czech journalistic context of the interwar period was not an isolated system, but 

its interactions with other social spheres were a pivotal and distinctive trait. On one hand, in 

the interwar period the roles played by the figures involved in journalism became more and 

more specialised, such as in the case of the editor Arne Laurin. On the other hand, since the 

nineteenth century the Czech press was characterised by a hybrid nuance, i.e., people involved 

in journalism came from different contexts. A journalist could be a scholar or a poet because 

the demarcation between the academic, the poetic and the journalistic sphere was dismantled. 

According to Wellek, the most significative phase of this collaboration between criticism and 

scientific research was represented by interwar Czechoslovakia (Wellek 1991). An iconic 

example is of course that of aalda, who cannot be pigeonholed in a fixed category. Other two 

examples are those of Eisner or Mágr, both involved in journalism and, at the same time, 

acquainted with scientific research, even if they were not members of any academic institution. 

During the period spent in Czechoslovakia, Jakobson embodied this hybrid position between 

journalism and academy. That is specific trait of this period: neither during the previous 



 
 

63 

Russian phase nor during the following American one Jakobson never embraced such a 

<hybrid= role. During the period in Czechoslovakia, Jakobson stood at the meeting point of 

three spheres: the journalistic literary criticism, the artistic-poetic circles of the avant-garde, 

and the academic institutions.  

The press can be considered a proper tribune where the representative personalities of 

that time could find a place for openly discuss both political and cultural questions. Concerning 

culture, it is of note that literary criticism was not just developed in specialised journals, such 

as Slavia, but also in newspapers, as in Prager Presse9s column <Kultur der Gegenwart=. It 

was not only Czech culture that was discussed in the journalistic discourse but, as I have already 

emphasised several times, there was a lively interest in international culture. It was in the 

periodicals that translations, articles, and news related to the international literary and scholarly 

production appeared. Jakobson jumped at the chance to exploit this dynamic space with two 

aims, namely, to fit into the Czech context and to participate in the debates as a representative 

of Russian culture. 

It is therefore no coincidence that at the beginning of the 1920s in the Czech press 

Jakobson did not employ the genre of the article, but the obituary and the review. These genres 

offered the possibility of establishing a dialogue: in the first case to maintain a reference to the 

original context (the Russian one) and, in the second, to enter to a new debate. Browsing 

Jakobson9s body of journalistic writings it is of notice that the publication of obituaries and 

reviews is more remarkable in the first phase of his activity (1920-1929), while in the second 

one it tends to be less intense. This change can be interpreted as an effect of the evolution of 

his position in the Czech context.  

Regarding obituaries, as I will show in the following portion of the chapter (§ 2.1), 

Jakobson often betrays the typical form of the genre. Instead of describing the life and activity 

of the figure to whom the obituary is dedicated, he often proposes broader discourses that 

embrace more general questions.  

Concerning reviews, Jakobson used to write about writings mainly related to Russian 

studies and his critical take was usually preponderant than the descriptive approach. 
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Concluding these preliminary considerations, it is necessary to reflect on another genre 

that presents some remarkable specificities in the Czech context, namely the polemic.147 The 

polemic is a genre that, establishing a dialogue between two positions, can lead to two 

outcomes, namely a constructive confrontation or a misunderstanding. The most important 

characteristic of this genre is its dynamism, i.e., the fact that the polemic is more stylistically 

varied than other genres, such as those mentioned above, the obituary or the review. In the 

Czech press of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries the polemic played a predominant role 

and was connected to a militant attitude. The importance of the concept of boj, fight, in the 

Jakobsonian semantics derives precisely from its involvement in the genre of the polemic. This 

lexicon that emerged from the military sphere was employed by many other prominent Czech 

figures, among whom aalda148 stands out. For example, relevant is his book Boje o zítYek: 

meditace a rapsodie [Fighting for Tomorrow: Meditation and Rhapsody], published in 1905 or 

the series of the aaldov zápisník [aalda9s notebooks], appeared between 1928 and 1937. 

Besides aalda, Karel 
apek149 or Tomáa Masaryk150 can be mentioned.  

The reference to the militarist lexicon emerges both in Jakobson9s writings and 

correspondence. In an article published in Cahiers du monde russe in 2002, Aleksander 

Dmitriev notices a relevant future of Jakobson and Trubeckoj9s correspondence: the tendency 

of employing a military vocabulary, emphasising the necessity of self-organising against the 

obsolete epigons of the traditional science.151 Such a semantic spectrum returns later in 

Jakobson and Georgij Vernadskij9s correspondence. 152 For example, in a letter dated the 14th 

 

147 The bibliography dealing with the description of this genre in the Czech context is, of course, extensive. 
Among the latest relevant works devoted to this topic is Luboa Merhaut9s monograph Cesty polemiky [Polemical 
Paths] (2021). See also Brabec (2001), Cosentino (2000), Homolá
 (1998), Med (1998), Vojt�ch (2008). 

148 Concerning aalda and the polemic, see BednaYíková (2007), 
erný (1940b), Králík (1947), Kraus (1998), 
Pistorius (1947), Rambousek (2007), apirit (2000), Topor (2006), Vojt�ch (1998). 

149 See Buriánek (1995) and Malevi
 (2009). 
150 See Kraus (1994). 
151 <Dans la correspondance de Jakobson et de Trubeckoj, l9offensive contre la science traditionnelle et 

l9affirmation des principes de la phonologie étaient planifiées comme une opération militaire. On trouve 
constamment des expressions comme 8s9organiser9, 8mener une préparation9 (provesti podgotovku), 8les laisser 
s9exprimer, et ensuite leur coller une bonne dégelée9 (vmazat9 kak sleduet) dans ce document passionnant de la 
vie intellectuelle des années 20 et 30 ; elles visent, en règle générale, des personnes bien précises.= (Dmitriev 
2002, 436). 

152 Their correspondence is limited to the period between 1946 and 1969, there are not any exemplars of 
letters send in the interwar period. During the period of their correspondences, Vernadskij was at Yale, while 
Jakobson was firstly at Columbia and later moved to Harvard. The topics mainly regard their scientific activity, 
the scholars used to inform each other about their mutual research and publication or asking for advice. Both 
Vernadskij and Jakobson has consolidated and prestigious positions in the American academy, following the 
example of their older collaborators, Michail Rastovcev and Michael Karpovi
. This correspondence between 
Jakobson and Vernadskij presents many characteristics in common with the one between Jakobson and Trubeckoj, 
such as the contents: discussions of linguistic nature, comments about their research, or even the tendency of 
sharing information about common acquaintances. 
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of June 1946 Jakobson emphasises the necessity of publishing reviews of La geste with the 

following expression: <There is only one method of fight [boj!]: good and numerous 

reviews.=153 In other letters he refers to the scholars who supported the French André Mazon 

as the <opposition= and talks about the difficulty of <mobilising= the reviewers. It is probably 

in the letter sent on 14th of May 1948 that Jakobson9s combative spirit emerges at its full 

potential: <Various types of fights against us for Mazon9s thesis are a characteristic 

manifestation of a widespread campaign for a denial of the Russian cultural past. We will see 

many surprises, and we must be very vigilant, it is not an exaggeration.=154 

In 1913 Otokar Fischer published in Národní listy <O polemikách= [<About polemics=], 

republished in 1947 in the collection Slovo o kritice. In the introduction Fischer described how 

preponderant polemic was in the Czech press of the 1910s: 

In musical life, in science and in painting, not to mention the turbulent world 

of politics, the theatre, literature, everywhere a struggle, as much about things 

as about individualities, as much a dispute of principle as of personality; 

indeed, controversy has so absorbed us in flesh and blood that those who do 

not for the moment take an active part in the dispute follow its course as 

tensely as possible.155 (Fischer 1913, 1) 

Fischer was deeply critical of Czech polemic, stating that he pitied anyone for whom polemic 

represented a goal and not a premise. He proposed a different approach, based on the idea that 

as criticism, also polemic should be productive. According to Fischer, polemic should be 

conceived to be <a movement and a force to be a weapon and a joy of the spirit, to be 

productive=156 (Fischer 1913, 1). He therefore criticised the fact that, among journalists or 

scholars, polemic was associated with a purely deconstructive intent and did not aim to build a 

dialogue that could be, on the contrary, productive. 

Jakobson9s polemical writings addressed to Fischer9s idea and, as I will show in this 

chapter, were not just mere deconstructions, but aimed to reanimate a specific dialogue. For 

example, in his polemic against Josef Král9s theory of prosody Jakobson emphasised the 

 

153 RJPs, Box 46, Folder 53. 
154 RJPs, Box 46, Folder 53. For a contextualization of the relationship between Mazon and Jakobson, see § 

2.6.2. 
155 <V hudebním �ivot�, ve v�d� a v malíYství, nehled� ani k pohnutému sv�tu politiky, divadla, literatury, 

vaude boj, stejn� o v�ci jak o individuality, stejn� spor zásadní jako osobní; ba polemika se nám do té míry v�ila 
o vsála v maso a krev, �e kdo� se pro okam�ik sporu neú
astní 
inn�, sledují jeho prob�h co nejnapjat�ji.= 

156 <Býti pohybem a silou, býti zbraní a radostí ducha, býti produktivním.= 
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necessity of discussing this question among Czech scholars. Differently from the other genres 

experienced by the young Jakobson, the polemic is a constant in his activity in the press before 

and after WWII. Within the portion of the chapter in which I will discuss the genre of polemic 

(§ 2.6) in Jakobson, I had to select some cases studies to be analysed, choosing three that could 

show how diverse the spectrum of Jakobsonian interests was in the interwar period. 

 

2.1 Jakobson9s obituaries 

In this portion of chapter I will present a selection of the most relevant of Jakobson9s 

obituaries, especially those dedicated to Russian scholars, and explain their function in his body 

of work.  

Research on obituaries is wide and has significantly developed in recent decades. This 

genre is mainly read through the lens of cultural memory studies, a twentieth-century theory 

advanced by scholars including Pierre Nora, Maurice Halbwachs (1992)157 and Jan Assmann 

(2011), who build upon Henri Bergson9s positivistic idea of memory. In The Obituary as 

Collective Memory (2007) Bridget Fowler analysed obituaries published between the end of 

the twentieth century and the beginning of the twenty-first with a perspective based on gender 

and postcolonial studies. Jakobson9s obituaries are not directly within the scope of Fowler9s 

monograph but her analysis is nonetheless instructive here. She emphasises that the obituary 

has a double role: it has a significant cultural function and evaluates the career of a scholar in 

their domain (Fowler 2007, 8). Fowler provides a classification, identifying four subgenres of 

the obituary: traditional positive (the most common celebratory ones), negative (in terms of 

abuse of power or corruption), tragic (those related to heroes), ironic (most employed in the 

political field) and untraditional yet positive. Fowler9s analysis was largely based on that of 

Pierre Bourdieu, who in the post-script of Homo Academicus analysed the academic obituary, 

considering the social and stylistic characteristics of obituaries aimed to celebrate the life of 

those he ironically called <old boys= (Bourdieu 1988, 211). Bourdieu9s analysis aimed to 

criticise this kind of academic praxis through its emphasis of the hierarchisation it provoked 

being <hidden instruments of social classification= (215). Two passages are significant. First, 

Bourdieu identifies a relationship between the author and the object of his obituary which is 

not arbitrary, since <in general they share the same origins, discipline and type of career, 

 

157 See Ansart (2014). 
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roughly defined= (211). Second, Bourdieu analyses a corpus of thirty-four academic obituaries 

published in the years 1962-1965, marking recurrent expressions (systems of epithets) and 

structures (such as emphasising moral and intellectual qualities, stressing the most important 

achievements of a scholar9s career). Both these characteristics are applicable to Jakobson: there 

is always a correlation between Jakobson and the object of his obituaries (all of them were 

scholars, mostly of Russian origins or whose activity was related to Russian studies), and they 

present a regular structure. 

Henryk Baran9s article <R. O. Jakobson a �anr nekrologa= [<R. O. Jakobson and the 

Obituary Genre=] (2016) is significant here. Baran read obituaries written by Jakobson in 

memory of Russian scholars while he was in Czechoslovakia and, later, America. He noted the 

recurrence of a dramatic beginning aimed to underline that these Russian scholars died young. 

I believe that such an introduction was not just dramatic but functional for Jakobson9s audience, 

which was not Russian: readers knew little about Russian linguistic or philological studies and 

a more heartfelt introduction was necessary to spark their interest. According to Baran, 

Jakobson tried to combine information about the academic work of these scholars with 

biographical information, proving himself to be a narrator who could effectively weave a 

discourse that connected these two aspects. Associating Jakobson with the idea that biography 

can be crucial in describing an academic (or literary) work leads to some problems, especially 

while considering his work during the Czechoslovakian period. As I will elaborate later in this 

chapter, Jakobson had a profound antipsychologist attitude and refused to consider the 

biography of authors as a pivotal trait in the analysis of their work. There are two significant 

passages in Baran9s article with which I agree. First, he echoed Vja
eslav Ivanov9s 1987 

analysis of Jakobson9s obituary of Majakovskij as a borderline example of the form, that does 

not entirely fit into the classical genre of the obituary, but rather considers it an essay about 

Majakovskij9s work and the legacy of the Futurist generation. Second, Baran posited 

Jakobson9s involvement in the writing of part of the obituaries in Slavische Rundschau (Baran 

2016, 9). After analysing the journal9s archive, I can ascertain that Jakobson wrote (at least) 

one hundred obituaries (see a comprehensive table in the § Appendix). 

The obituary is one of the genres most frequently employed by Jakobson, especially in 

the period in which he did not have a fixed status in academia. He began writing obituaries 

during the interwar years and continued, although less intensively, after he left Czechoslovakia. 

The last year in which his interest in this genre is evident is 1944, when he wrote obituaries for 

the Belgian journal Annuaire de l9Institut de Philologie et d9Histoire Orientales et Slaves, on 
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to Arne Novák, Evgenij Ljackij, OldYich Hujer, Miloa Weingart and other scholars active in 

Czechoslovakia. In the following decades Jakobson wrote only a few obituaries, devoted to 

scholars he had been close to, such as Bogatyrev, Tynjanov and Brik.  

Jakobson9s obituaries in the Czech press: preliminary remarks 

This introduction requires some further considerations. Jakobson wrote both long 

obituaries and short ones, aiming to give just basic information. He wrote many short obituaries 

for Slavische Rundschau, as preparatory materials preserved in the journal9s archive prove. 

These obituaries are heterogeneous in nature: sometimes only a typescript occurs; sometimes, 

there is a manuscript; in some cases, there are both. The typewritten versions are all in German 

and correspond to the final version published in the journal. The language of the manuscript 

drafts is usually Russian, but German words are also employed, as Jakobson attempts to write 

them in German or suggest the use of a specific terminology. This allows us to better 

understand Jakobson9s grasp of the German language. This fact is anything but secondary, 

given his intense activity in the German press and the importance of many of his publications 

in Slavische Rundschau and Prager Presse. Considering Jakobson9s extensive activity in 

Slavische Rundschau and that the archive documents only cover a few years of his activity in 

the journal, I believe that Jakobson wrote more of the obituaries published in Slavische 

Rundschau, but no documents can prove his authorship. 

One of the most significant examples is the obituary written in memory of Antoine 

Meillet. The transcription of the Russian manuscript and the German published version follow: 

Antoine Meillet, der grosse franz. Sprachforscher, starb in Paris in =4 70>< 

7>8G 6<7=<. %D58< <=>7>>5D47=OE >5?4EF5=, >E64FO645<OE durch die 

bahnbrechende Forschungarbeit ?>>>==>7>, 6<8=>5 <5EF> 74=<<45F 

6>?D>EO E?46<EF<><, >>F>DO< =4 D48G E D47=>>5D47=O<< EF4FLO<< in den 

Fachzeitschriften (Arbeit für slavische Philol.[ologie], Revue des études 

slaves, Slavia& < 8D.) < <=>7>G<E?5==O<< D5F5=7<O<< 6 Bulletin de la 

Société de Linguist. [�]>E6OM5=O >=<7< Recherches sur l9emploi de génitif-

accusatif en vieux-slave (1897), Études sur l9étymologie et le vocabulaire de 

vieux-slave (I 3 1902, II 3 1905.), Le slave commun (2>5 ?5D5D45>F4==>5 

<784=<5 6OL<?> 6 1934.) < Handbücher ?>?LE>>7> (E>6<5EF=> E Willman-

Grabowska) < E5D5>E>D6.[4FE>>7>.] O7O>4 (E>6<5EF=> E Vaillant). �>?LL5 

6=<<4=<5 G85?45F Meillet E?46O=E><< O7O>4< F4>65 6 E6><E FDG84E ?> 

ED46=<F5?L=><G O7O>>6585=<N 6 >57>D4E der heutigen Sprachwelt. 



 
 

69 

Hervorragend 74E?G7 Meillet ?> E>784=<< < D476<F<N DG>>6>8EF6G <= 

Institut des études slaves < 57> ?G5?<>4F<>==>= 85OF5?L=>EF<. (�5EFG 

Meillet 6 E?46<EF<>5 5G85F ?>E6OM5=4 6 E?58GNM5< =><5D5 6GD=4?4 

>E>54O EF4FLO)[.]158 

Antoine Meillet, der große französische Sprachforscher, starb in Paris im 70. 

Lebensjahre. Unter den mannigfaltigen Gebieten, auf die sich die 

bahnbrechende Forschungsarbeit des Verstorbenen erstreckt, nehmen einen 

angesehenen Platz Fragen der Slavistik ein, denen er neben zahlreichen 

Aufsätzen in Fachzeitschriften (Archiv für slavische Philologie, Revue des 

études slaves, Slavia) und Rezensionen in Bulletin de la Sociétè de 

linguistique die Bücher Recherches due l9emploi du génitif-accusatif en 

vieux-slave (1897), Études sur l9étymologie et le vocabulaire de vieux-slave 

(I. B. 1902, II. B. 1905), Le slave commun (2. Umgearbeitete und ergänzte 

Auflage 1934) sowie die Handbücher der polnischen (gemeinsam mit 

Willman-Grabowska) und der serbokroatischen Sprache (gemeinsam mit 

Vaillant) widmete. Viel Aufmerksamkeit widmet Meillet den slavischen 

Sprachen ebenfalls in seinen Arbeiten zur vergleichenden 

Sprachwissenschaft und in den Übersichten der heutigen Sprachwelt. 

Hervorragend sind die Verdienste Meillets an der Schaffung und Leitung des 

Institut d9études slaves und an dessen Publikationstätigkeit.159 (Jakobson 

1936, 422) 

 

158 <Antoine Meillet, the great French Linguist, died in Paris at the age of 70. Among the diverse range of 
areas encompassed by the deceased through his pioneering research work, a prominent place is occupied by the 
questions related to Slavic studies, on which a great number of articles appeared in specialised journals (Arbeit 
für slavische Philol.[ologie], Revue des études slaves, Slavia et al.) and a large amount of reviews in the Bulletin 
de la Société de Linguist. [T]he books related [to these questions] are Recherches sur l9emploi de génitif-accusatif 
en vieux-slave (1897), Études sur l9étymologie et le vocabulaire de vieux-slave (I 3 1902, II 3 1905.), Le slave 
commun (The 2nd revised edition was published in 1934) and the manuals of Polish (in co-operation with Willman-
Grabowska) and [Serbo-Croatian] language (in co-operation with Vaillant). Meillet devotes more attention to 
Slavic languages also while working on comparative linguistics in his overviews of the contemporary linguistic 
world. Outstanding are Meillet9s efforts to create and develop the leadership of the Institut d9étude slaves and his 
activity in the press. (Meillet9s place in Slavic studies will be the focus of a special article in the next issue of the 
journal) [.]= 

159 <Antoine Meillet, the great French linguist, died in Paris at 70. Among the various fields in which the 
pioneering research work of the deceased extended, questions of Slavic studies occupy a distinguished place, to 
which he devoted numerous essays in specialist periodicals (Archiv für slavische Philologie, Revue des études 
slaves, Slavia) and reviews in Bulletin de la Sociétè de linguistique, the books Recherches due l9emploi du génitif-
accusative en vieux-slave (1897), Études sur l9étymologie et le vocabulaire de vieux-slave (I. B. 1902, II. B. 1905), 
Le slave commun (2nd revised and supplemented edition 1934) as well as the handbooks of the Polish language 
(together with Willman-Grabowska) and the Serbo-Croatian language (together with Vaillant). Meillet also 
devoted much attention to the Slavic languages in his works on comparative linguistics and in the overviews of 
the contemporary linguistic world. Meillet9s contributions to creating and managing the Institut d9études slaves 
and his publication activities are outstanding.= 
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There are no evident differences between the Russian manuscripts and the editions printed in 

Slavische Rundschau. Meillet was probably originally better known to the members of the 

PLK: he was a renowned Slavic linguist. For example, Sergej Karcevskij mentions Meillet, 

Bally, and de Saussure as his <mentors= (Krásová 2021, 288).160  

One year after the death of the French linguist, Jakobson published the obituary titled 

<Antoine Meillet zum Gedächtnis= [<In Memory of Antoine Meillet=] in Slavische Rundschau 

(Jakobson 1971, 497-500). In Slavische Rundschau archive are two Russian manuscripts 

handwritten by Jakobson: the short one transcribed above and the one published in 1937. These 

are broadly similar. The manuscript of the short one contains an annotation put in brackets by 

Jakobson: <Meillet9s position in Slavic studies will be the subject of a settling article in the 

next issue of the journal=.161 This reveals that in 1936 he had already planned to write Meillet9s 

obituary published one year later. In the second part of the Select Writings IX, Toman claims 

that the author of the obituary <Antoine Meillet gestorben= [<Antoine Meillet Dies=], published 

in Prager Presse on 23rd of September 1936, is Jakobson. The editorial note states: <Jakobson9s 

authorship can be considered; see his Meillet obituary in Slavische Rundschau, vol. 9, 1937, 

pp. 24-26= (Jakobson 2014, 197). Considering him the author of this obituary is quite 

reasonable given the importance of Meillet and the relevance of his linguistic studies for 

Jakobson and the entire PLK, but his authorship cannot be proved.162 

Jakobson9s obituaries do not just transmit information, but they exemplify Jakobson9s 

role as a cultural transfer between the Russian and Czech contexts. Indeed, in addition to 

describing the activities of the scholars they are dedicated to, he also gave useful information 

for the Czech readers which were unfamiliar with the Russian academic context. In ideological 

writings, such as <Über die heutigen Voraussetzungen der russischen Slavistik= [<Today9s 

Preconditions for Russian Slavistics=] (see § 2.2), Jakobson repeatedly lamented the lack of 

dialogue between the Russian and Western academic contexts, describing this as a gap which 

should be filled. 

 

160 Eva Krásová9s research on the relationship between Meillet and the members of the PLK is significant. 
See Krásová (2021) and her monograph on Benveniste (2018). 

161 <�5EFG Meillet 6 E?46<EF<>5 5G45F ?>E6OM5=4 6 E?54GNM5< =><5D5 6GD=4?4 >E544O EF4FLO=. 
162 As shown, the documents of Slavische Rundschau9s archive ascertain that Jakobson already wrote a short 

obituary on Meillet in 1936. There are some discrepancies between Jakobson9s short obituary published in 
Slavische Rundschau and that appeared in Prager Presse. The obituary published in Prager Presse does not 
emphasise Meillet9s involvement in Slavic studies, while this question was essential for Jakobson. The last 
paragraph regards Meillet9s acquittance with the leading figure at the French Institute of Prague, Ernest Denis, 
during the WWI. Such an information is not related to Meillet9s scientific activity and it is rather related to Meillet 
as a representant of the and Jakobson would have rather commented on Meillet9s relationship with the PLK. 
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Jakobson and the Russian academy: the interview with László DezsQ 

Before describing the obituaries dedicated to Russian scholars published by Jakobson 

it would be beneficial to provide some more information about his relationship with the Russian 

academy. To this end, I intend to focus my attention into a conversation Jakobson had with the 

Hungarian scholar László DezsQ I found in the RJPs, transcribed in a draft entitled <Razgovor 

s professorom R. Jakobsonom= [<A Conversation with Professor R. Jakobson=].163 In the 

conversation Jakobson recalled his years as a student: 

I even had a close friend [...] Buslaev, the grandson of the famous 

Buslaev. [...] he told me: <You are a bricklayer, but I want to be an 

engineer=. And I said that you must do the work of a bricklayer, you 

must really feel this material to be able to build theories.164 

According to the interview, while he was a student at Lazarevskij Institut Jakobson became 

interested in linguistics reading Potebnja9s Mysl9 i jazyk [Thought and Language], discovered 

through a speech gave by the Symbolist poet Andrej Belyj. He considered Potebnja9s book as 

<weak= and <unoriginal=,165 but he evaluated as <promising= the scholar9s research on 

Ukrainian folklore. Despite this, Mysl9 i jazyk had a great impact on the young Jakobson, who 

dedicated his studies to linguistics.  

Once he was at the university, he became interested in dialectology, the field which 

dominated the Moscow academy at that time, especially because of the important role played 

by the Moskovskaja dialektologi
eskaja komissija (Moscow Dialectological Commission, 

MDK henceforth). Jakobson9s main academic point of reference at that time was Fortunatov 

and followed his method of researching the sign of every linguistic phenomenon. As he stated, 

during his years in Moscow he was not familiar with de Courtenay9s Kazanskaja akola. Despite 

his frequent voyages to Saint Petersburg to assist at seminars, Jakobson said that he never had 

the chance to encounter de Courtenay, and his knowledge of the scholar and the Kazanskaja 

akola came from one of de Courtenay9s disciples, Lev acerba. In the interview, Jakobson stated 

 

163 This interview is typescripted and never appeared. The correspondence between Jakobson and DezsQ is 
not relevant. The structure suggests that it should be longer. During the interview, Pomorska sometimes takes the 
floor to correct Jakobson or suggest some further remarks. 

164 <�465 5O? G <5=O 5?<7><= 4DG7 [&] �GE?456, 6=G> 7=4<5=<F>7> �GE?4564. [&] >= 7>6>D<? <=5: 
8&O >4<5=M<>, 4 O E>GG 5OFL <=65=5D><9. � O 7>6>D<?, GF> =G6=> ?D>45?4FL D45>FG < >4<5=M<>4, =G6=> 
45=EF6<F5?L=> >MG?4FL MF>F <4F5D<4? 4?O F>7>, GF>5O <>6=> 5O?> EFD><FL F5>D<<.= In RJPs, Box 147, 
Folder -, p. 6. 

165 Regarding Jakobson and Potebnja, see Glanc (2016). 



 
 

72 

that acerba had a significant impact on the young Jakobson, despite Dmitrij Uaakov9s disdain 

for his works.166 This was a common state of affairs: the new generation of Russian linguists 

tended to lack acquaintance of de Courtenay and the Kazanskaja akola. Trubeckoj did not know 

his work either and later, when he became interested in his writings, considered his theories 

<distant=.167 Rather, Fortunatov was the point of reference for younger linguists in Moscow.  

Jakobson was also attracted by Aleksej aachmatov9s seminars: aachmatov was teaching 

in Saint Petersburg to young students like Savickij. In the interview Jakobson also recognised 

the impact of philosophy on his early studies. In this regard he differed from Trubeckoj, who 

professed to having no interests in philosophy, despite his father being a renowned philosopher.  

Georgij 
elpanov, who at that time was teaching philosophy in Moscow, also had a 

great impact on Jakobson. Through 
elpanov, young Russian scholars such as Gustav apet 

discovered phenomenology even if Husserl9s books were prohibited. In Russia, 

phenomenology developed through Husserlianism and Hegelianism, filtered through Jurij 

Samarin9s criticisms. Despite this, Jakobson did not define him as a phenomenologist, but 

rather a scholar who wanted his students to learn <as much as possible= from Western 

philosophy.  

Once Jakobson arrived in Czechoslovakia, he discovered that scholars knew nothing 

about Russian9s philology or linguistics. This situation slowly changed. They only knew de 

Courtenay, who visited Prague in 1929 to lecture at the First Congress of Slavic Philologists, 

and aachmatov, who befriended JiYí Polívka. They knew each other already the end of the 

nineteenth century and aachmatov published some articles in Polívka9s journal Archiv für 

slavische Philologie. On the other hand, Czech scholars were interested in filling this lack while 

discovering research led by Russian scholars: Jakobson recounts Mathesius questioning him 

on the topic in their first meetings. 

 

 

 

166 Jakobson read Russkie glasnye v ka
estvennom i koli
estvennom otnoaenii [Russian Vowels in Qualitative 
and Quantitative Terms] (a
erba [1912], 1983), which Uaakov considered to be irrelevant. 

167 In a letter addressed to Meillet on 22nd of August 1922, Trubeckoj mentioned de Courtenay as follows: 
<Tout en reconnaissant l9insuffisance de la formule proposée par Baudouin de Courtenay= while referring to Dva 
voprosa izu
enija o <smjag
enii= ili palatalizacii ¿ slavjanskix jazykax (de Courtenay 1893), in (Trubeckoj 3 
Jakobson 1985, 449). 
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Aleksej aachmatov and Vja
eslav a
epkin 

Jakobson9s first appearance in the Czech press consists of two obituaries dedicated to 

leading scholars of Russian academy, Aleksej aachmatov and Vja
eslav a
epkin. The one 

dedicated to aachmatov appeared on 31st of August of 1920 in the newspaper 
as and it is the 

first extant material published by Jakobson in a Czech periodical. 
as introduced Jakobson as 

<a graduate student at Moscow University and a member of the Soviet Red Cross Mission in 

Prague=, a different description compared to that of the other periodicals, which discredited 

him as a <Soviet spy=, as extensively shown in the first chapter.168 aachmatov was one of the 

last Russian <encyclopaedic= scholars and during his years in Saint Petersburg he dealt with 

philology, linguistics, folklore, dialectology, and ethnography. As one of Jakobson9s mentors, 

he wrote a letter of recommendation for him when he came to Czechoslovakia: 

Most esteemed colleague. 

This letter may reach you through our gifted young scholar, Roman Osipivi
 

Jakobson. I appeal to you strongly to encourage him abroad. He is a good 

linguist on whom we place great hopes. He will provide you with an account 

of ourselves.169 (Toman 1994, 38) 

The <esteemed colleague= aachmatov addressed to may be identified as the Czech philologist 

Polívka, who also published a long obituary of aachmatov published in Nové Atheneum 

(Polívka 1921). Polívka wrote a detailed description of aachmatov9s <extensive and intense= 

activity, emphasising the pivotal contribution he gave in the development of research in the 

linguistic and philological fields. aachmatov9s had many relationships with international 

scholars 3 for example, he published in Jagi�9s Archiv für slavische Philologie 3 which could 

be considered a legacy of his mentor, Fedor Kora. In his obituary dedicated to Kora, aachmatov 

emphasised the scholar9s <efforts to create strong brotherly inter-Slavic ties with the Czechs, 

Serbs, Ukrainians, and Belarusians= (aachmatov 1915). Jakobson9s ambition to create 

relationships between Russian and Western scholars can be conceived as a further generational 

step in a legacy that has profoundly distinguished the Russian academy since the nineteenth 

 

168 <R. Jakobson, magistrant Moskevské university a 
len sov�tské misse 
erveného KYi�e v Praze; napsal 
o zesnulém u
enci ruském vYelou studii, kterou zde v pYekladu uveYejIujeme.= (<R. Jakobson, a graduate student 
at Moscow University and a member of the Soviet Red Cross Mission in Prague, wrote a warm piece about the 
deceased Russian scholar, which we publish here in translation.=) 

169 <�?G5>>>G64645<O= >>??574. �OFL <>65F, MF> ?<EL<> 4>=45F 4> �4E G5D57 =4L57> <>?>4>7> 
44D>6<F>7> GG5=>7> $><4=4 �E<?>6<G4 />>5E>=4. �G5=L �4E ?D>LG <>D4?L=> ?>445D64FL 57> =4 GG65<=5. 
�= E>D>L<= ?<=76<EF, < <O 6>7?4745< =4 =57> 5>?LL<5 =44564O. � =4E >= D4EE>465F �4< =4 E?>64E.= 
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century: the desire to internationalise research in the humanities. In Anga�ovaná 
ítanka 

Romana Jakobsona, Toman edited Jakobson9s obituary dedicated to aachmatov and 

commented on Jakobson9s knowledge of Czech, noticing the presence of an evident Russian 

influence (Toman 2017, 40). I suggest that this obituary must be understood as an allowed 

translation, especially because there is an error that Jakobson would never have made. He 

quoted Fortunatov, who referred to aachmatov as <Aleksander Aleksandrovi
=, but 

aachmatov9s name was <Aleksej=. This mistake in aachmatov9s name appears to be an error 

made by a translator rather than Jakobson. Jakobson9s obituary combined information about 

aachmatov9s activity and his own memories such as their last meeting in May 1920, through 

the first-person singular, which is not a typical trait of Jakobson9s writings. The most relevant 

passage is that in which Jakobson emphasised the importance of this <giant of spirit= in the 

development of contemporary linguistics.  

This emphasis on the importance of Russian scholars in the modern linguistics is also 

notable in Jakobson9s obituary for Vja
eslav Nikolaevi
 a
epkin, published on 28th of February 

1921 in the same newspaper, 
as. After referring to the importance of Fortunatov9s legacy to 

a
epkin, Jakobson stressed a
epkin9s importance to modern science: 

Those who look long and intently into the past often become blind to the 

present, but a
epkin was acutely aware of modernity; he even understood the 

guiding idea that has always characterised modern art as the first heroic 

attempt to reject religious sanction, the first attempt at godless art.170 

(Jakobson 2013, 68) 

Jan Witktor PorzeziEskis and Aleksandr Peakovskij 

The obituaries Jakobson published in Prager Presse also emphasised the importance of 

the Russian pre-revolutionary linguistists. The obituaries for Jan Witktor PorzeziEskis and 

Aleksandr Peakovskij display this characteristic. <Dem Gedächtnis Jan Wiktor PorzeziEskis= 

[<To the memory of Jan Wiktor PorzeziEski=] appeared on 17th of March 1929 in the column 

<Kultur der Gegenwart,= and, peculiarly, only mentions the name of PorzeziEski. Jakobson 

focused the first part on another important linguist, Filip Fortunatov, who was PorzeziEski9s 

 

170 <Kdo se dlouho a upYen� dívá do minulosti, 
asto se stává slepým k pYítomnosti, ale a
epkin ostYe vnímal 
modernu, pochopil dokonce vod
í myalenku, charakterizující v�dy moderní um�ní, jako první heroický pokus o 
odmítnutí nábo�enské sankce, první pokus o bezbo�né um�ní.= 
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mentor. In Jakobson9s writings Fortunatov is often mentioned as one of the founders of new 

Russian linguistics, as in Prager Presse:  

Fortunatov, one of the most important scholars in general linguistics and 

Indo-European studies, left a distinct individual mark on the entire 

development of linguistics in Russia, leaving only a limited number of printed 

works.171 (Jakobson 2013, 199) 

While discussing Fortunatov, Jakobson outlined the main characteristics of the Moskovskaja 

lingvisti
eskaja akola (Moscow Language School, MLS), also referred to as Fortunatovskaja 

akola (Fortunatov9s School). Fortunatov9s importance in Russia was far from secondary, as 

confirmed by the scholar Lev a
erba, who acknowledged him as being among the most 

remarkable Russian scholars who left a profound mark in the history of general linguistics, 

together with Potebnja and de Courtenay (a
erba 1963, 89).172 Jakobson emphasised one of the 

distinctive traits of Fortunatov: his tendency not to publish his theories but to prefer to 

communicate orally. Many scholars in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries shared this 

preference: among them, de Courtney and de Saussure. Fortunatov9s disciples never published 

something out of his lessons, while de Saussure9s ones edited the Cours de linguistique 

générale after his death. Despite this obituary nominally being devoted to PorzeziEski, he is 

mentioned only after discussion of Fortunatov and recognised as the scholar who welcomed 

the legacy of his mentor and continued his research. Like Fortunatov, PorzeziEski did not 

publish many of his works and, according to Jakobson, few transcriptions of his lectures were 

preserved. After presenting PorzeziEski9s activity and main contributions to the development 

of modern linguistics, Jakobson included a personal anecdote dating back to his time in 

Moscow, also this time employing the first person singular: 

 

171 <Fortunatov, einer der bedeutendsten Gelehrten auf dem Felde der allgemeinen Sprachwissenschaften 
und Indogermanistik, der der gesamten Entfaltung der Linguistik in Rußland einen deutlichen individuellen 
Stempel aufgedrückt hat, hinterließ nur eine beschränkte Anzahl gedruckter Werke.= 

172 <� EF4D>= $>EE<< 5O?> FD< 74<5G4F5?L=OE ?<=76<EF4-F5>D5F<>4: �. �. �>F55=O, $. $. $>DFG=4F>6 
< �. �. �>4M= 45 �GDF5=M. [&] [�=<] 5O?< 45=EF6<F5?L=> E4<>EF>OF5?L=O<< <OE?<F5?O<< 6 MF>= >5?4EF< 
< >EF46<?< 7?G5>><= E?54 6 <EF>D<< >5M57> O7O>>7=4=<O 6 $>EE<<.= (There were three remarkable linguistic 
theorists in Russia: A. A. Potebnja, F. F. Fortunatov and I. A. Baudouin de Courtenay. [...] [They] were 
independent thinkers in this field and left a profound mark on the history of general linguistics in Russia.) (a
erba 
1963, 89). 
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I will never forget the words the dead said to me when we said goodbye to 

each other in Moscow in 1920. We were talking about the crisis of European 

linguistics.173 (Jakobson 2013, 200) 

In the final section of the obituary, Jakobson referred once again to Russian linguistics of the 

pre-Soviet era, this time to the Fortunatovskaja akola. His argumentation shifts to another 

fundamental aspect of PorzeziEski9s work, namely the importance of work of scholars of Polish 

origin to Russian linguistics. Alongside PorzeziEski, he also names MikoCaj Kruszewski and 

Baudouin de Courtenay, the two great protagonists of the Kazanskaja akola. 

The obituary dedicated to Aleksandr Peakovskij is shorter. It was published on 11th of 

April 1933 in the same column, <Kulturchronik=. Jakobson presents Peakovskij as one of the 

most significant representatives of the MLS. This obituary is a schematic presentation of the 

scholars9 activity, which Jakobson depicts as a methodological synthesis of Romantic-tradition 

work with that of Potebnja and Fortunatov. This obituary is similar to the shorter ones 

published in Slavische Rundschau, which aim simply to inform. Jakobson did not emphasise 

or problematise any questions but simply presented the life of the scholar. 

Baudoin de Courtenay 

In 1929 Slavische Rundschau published Jakobson9s obituary of Baudoin de Courtenay. 

Introducing the scholar, Jakobson emphasised that contemporary Russian and Polish linguistics 

were the result of the synthesis between the theories of Fortunatov and de Courtenay, 

respectively the most important representants of the Fortunatovskaja akola and the Kazanskaja 

akola. Jakobson discussed de Courtenay9s work, describing him as a <deep analyst= (<tiefer 

Analytiker=). He juxtaposed his work with that of de Saussure: both two linguists were among 

the foremost adversaries of Neogrammarian doctrine and, despite a lack of communication, 

they shared a lot of ideas.174 They still differed in some respects. Jakobson noted that Saussure 

had overcome the psychological approach, while de Courtenay had considered it a relevant 

approach and emphasised the importance of individualism in linguistics. Unlike de Saussure, 

whose Cours de linguistique générale was posthumously published by his disciples, but 

similarly to Fortunatov, de Courtenay9s theories remained unpublished after his death. 

 

173 <Ich werde nie die Worte des Verstorbenen vergessen, die er mir sagte, als wir in Moskau im Jahre 1920 
Abschied voneinander nahmen. Man sprach über die Krise der europäischen Linguistik.= 

174 Saussure and de Courtenay knew each other personally, as testified by their correspondence edited in 
Sljusareva (2010). 
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Nikolaj Marr 

Nikolaj Marr9s obituary differs from those discussed above. Published in Prager Press 

in 1935, this obituary is a disappointing one insofar as it does not provide any judgements of 

Marr9s work: Jakobson did not problematise Marr9s theories and their complex consequences 

for the development of Soviet linguistics. Jakobson only depicted the scholar9s research, briefly 

explaining his approach and listing his most significant writings.  

Before explaining why Jakobson9s obituary is problematic and, as I said, disappointing 

3 especially given Jakobson9s habit to polemic and to be a bojovník, a fighter, in his field 3 I 

will present the main characteristics of Marr9s theories.175 Marr was a linguist of Georgian 

origins, a talented orientalist and polyglot Caucasologist, who started publishing his first 

studies a little later than de Courtenay did, publishing significant results at the beginning of the 

twentieth century. It was in the 1920s and the 1930s that Marr achieved his greatest success, 

developing the so called <japhetic theory=, through which he argued that Kartvelian languages 

of the Caucasus area were related to the Semitic languages of the Middle East, using a Marxist 

terminology. His theories, which harshly criticised the linguistic comparative-historical 

approach, were acclaimed as the highest example of a <proletarian science=, in contrast with 

other linguistic theories which were accused of being bourgeois thinking. The problem of 

Marr9s japhetic theory consisted in the absurdity of its basic assumptions. Commenting on it in 

1924, the year in which Marr published his first articles related to japhetism, Trubeckoj wrote 

in a letter to Jakobson that <Marr9s article exceeds everything he has written so far. But it is 

difficult to 8nail9 it with a review. First, there is no place and, second, I am fully convinced that 

it should be reviewed by a psychiatrist, rather than a linguist= (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 

74).176 Marr9s linguistic theory was canonised and became the only linguistic theory allowed 

in the Soviet Union. As Tomelleri noticed, Marr9s linguistic thinking satisfied Stalin9s 

ideological needs in the interwar years (Tomelleri 2020, 31).177 This canonisation of Marr9s 

theories de facto prevented the development of Soviet linguistics and interrupted the 

proliferation that had taken place in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Quoting 

 

175 See Vasil9kov (2001), Lawrence (1957a; 1957b), Stachowski (2013) and Frejdenberg (1988). A wider 
bibliography of Marr9s work is provided in Tomelleri (2020), which documents analysis of Marr and Licha
ev in 
the context of the development of Soviet linguistics. Cf. also Sériot9s attempts to find parallelisms between 
Jakobson and Marr in see Sériot (2018, 2020). 

176 <%F4FLO �4DD4 ?D56>EE>4<F 6EU, 4> E<E ?>D =4?<E4==>5 <<. �> 8?D<76>74<FL9 55 D5F5=7<5= 3 
FDG4=>. �>-?5D6OE =5745, 4 6> 6F>DOE, ?> <>5<G 7?G5>>><G G55645=<N, D5F5=7<D>64FL 55 4>?65= =5 
EF>?L>> ?<=76<EF, E>>?L>> ?E<E<4FD.= Trubeckoj wrote that while to Jakobson9s request to write a commentary 
against the noxious spread of Marr9s extravagant linguistic theory. 

177 Concerning the relationships between Stalin and Marr, see Leuain (2001) and Ilizarov (2012). 
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Tomelleri again, <controversial is not so much the judgement on his multifaceted scholarly 

activity, with darker rather than lighter hues, but rather that on the causes of his canonisation 

as a coryphaeus of Soviet linguistics, fraught with more often than not nefarious consequences= 

(Tomelleri 2020, 27). The most tragic example is perhaps that of Evgenij Polivanov, who paid 

for questioning Marr9s theories with his life.178 According to Polivanov, the originality of 

Marr9s writings relied in his most controversial writings, rather than in his solid theories 

(Polivanov 1991, 525). The development of Marr9s school and the imposition of his ideas made 

the growth of Soviet linguistics in a free milieu impossible. After the death of Marr, his legacy 

was continued by his followers, such as Ivan Mea
aninov.  

The years of the <Marrist terror= ended in 1950, when the Georgian linguist Arnol9d 


ikobava openly deconstructed Marr9s theories in <O nekotorych voprosach sovetskogo 

jazykoznanija= [<On Certain Problems of Soviet Linguistics=], a long article published in 

Pravda on 9th of May 1950 (
ikobava 1950).179 According to 
ikobava, in early April 1950 

he was invited to a private meeting with Stalin in Moscow, who proposed him to publish this 

article (
ikobava 1985). In his critique, 
ikobava denounced the actual situation of Soviet 

linguistics, which was stagnating, and that Marr committed serious errors and omissions while 

elaborating his theories. 
ikobava deconstructed Marr commenting his main errors and 

accusing him of lacking elementary logic.180 Stalin, who according to Jakobson widely 

benefited from 
ikobava9s research, likewise discredited the validity of Marr9s Marxist 

approach in the interview <Otnositel9no marksizma i jazykoznanii= [<Concerning Marxism and 

Linguistics=], published in Pravda on 20th of June 1950: <N. Ja. Marr and his martyrs accuse 

of 8formalism9 all linguists who do not share the 8new doctrine9 of N. Ja. Marr. This is, of 

course, neither serious nor wise=181 (Stalin 1950a, 3). 

 

178 <Polivanov took absolute exception to Marr9s theories, particularly to his anti-Westernism and the way 
he rode roughshod over the facts in his zeal for establishing his theories. The bitter struggle between the two was 
essentially resolved in a series of debates and lectures held between December 1928 and February 1929 at the 
Communist Academy, but they were weighted against Polivanov, who was blackballed from all scholarly 
enterprises in the two capitals. From then until his arrest (1937) and execution (1938), he was essentially in exile 
in Central Asia, where he was able to accomplish fruitful work on the local languages= (Clark 1995, 209). 

179 
ikobava was the first one who could openly criticised Marr. In 1940 he already tried to publish in 
Izvestija an article in which he commented on Marr9s elemental palaeontology. It was not accepted and an article 
by Mea
aninov was published instead. 

180 
ikobava and Stalin9s reactionism to Marr was commented in 1952 by the Ukrainian scholar Roman 
Smal-Stocki in The Nationality Problem of the Soviet Union and Russian Communist Imperialism, see Smal-
Stocki (1952). 

181 <�. /. �4DD < 57> 8<GG5=<><9 >56<=ONF 6 8D>D<4?<7<59 6E5E O7O>>654>6, =5 D4745?ONM<E 8=>6>5 
GG5=<59 �. /. �4DD4. -F>, >>=5G=>, =5E5DL57=> < =5G<=>.= See also Stalin (1950b). 
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In the wake of Marrism followed the need to denounce the state of Soviet linguistics 

during those years of obscurantism and to promote a theoretical revisionism of Marr9s theories. 

Jakobson gave his first documented public speech against Marrism on 5th of March 1950 in 

London, where he tried to demonstrate the inconsistence of the japhetic theories.182 He was 

harshly criticised by some representatives of the British Communist Party, being accused of 

<all sort of things=. 
ikobava published his article in Pravda four days later.183 Jakobson was 

able to offer a reconsideration of Marr9s theories on 16th of March 1951, when he gave a lecture 

at Harvard9s Russian Research Center. During this lecture, Jakobson aimed to discuss the 

evolution of Soviet Linguistics after the Revolution, denouncing the absurdity of Marrism and 

its consequences for the Soviet linguistic milieu. Unlike the neutrality of his obituary published 

in Prager Presse in 1935, Jakobson did not limit himself to describing Marr9s writings, but 

also critiqued them as a <fantastic theory= abounding of contradictions and written by a 

<paranoic=, a <mystical= scholar. According to Jakobson, the most drastic consequence of this 

phenomenon which we could call <Mar(r/x)ism= was the abolition of the comparative method 

in linguistic research, which <was considered by him [Marr] and his students the worst thing 

possible. It was felt that all comparative study in the old sense should be abolished. To compare 

was worse than be a Trockyite, was the opinion=.184 These lectures given by Jakobson in 1950 

and 1951 must be considered together with other pivotal steps related to the revisionism of the 

Marrist theories, such as Karcevskij9s lecture given on 18th of March 1950 in Geneve, or the 

publication of Trubeckoj9s <Mysli ob indoevropejskoj probleme= [<Considerations about the 

Indo-European Question=] in 1958 in Voprosy jazykoznanija (Trubeckoj [1958] 1987, 44-59). 

This article was due to be published in 1939 in Evrazijskaja Chronika, but the journal was shut 

down as consequence of the Nazi invasion. The transcription of Jakobson9s lecture on Marr 

openly clarifies his position, differently from the writing published in Prager Presse, which is 

devoid of judgements or negative remarks. I believe that Jakobson9s role in the revisionism of 

Marrism still needs to be the object of a broader study, such as Patrick Sériot attempts of 

individuating points of contact between the linguistics developed by Jakobson and Trubeckoj 

after leaving Russia and Marr9s <mystical= denial of comparative approach or, as it used to be 

negatively called during the 1930s, the <comparative cosmopolitism=.185 

 

182 Jakobson mentioned this speech at Harvard in 1951, see RJPs, Box 34 Folder 23, p. 5. This speech is 
unpublished. 

183 Jakobson affirmed <I was surprised myself that it all came out so early.= RJPs, Box 34 Folder 23, p. 10. 
184 RJPs, Box 34 Folder 23, p. 6. 
185 This analysis was proposed by Sériot during a lecture delivered in Prague on 15th of May 2023. 
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Gregorij 
elpanov 

In 1936 Jakobson published an obituary dedicated to Gregorij 
elpanov in Psychologie 

3 
asopis pro teoretickou a u�itou psychologii, which, as mentioned in the previous chapter, 

was his only writing published in this journal. The obituary <Památce G. I. 
elpanova= [<In 

Memory of G. I. 
elpanov=] has a typical structure, presenting the activity of the scholar and 

his most relevant studies. According to Jakobson, his theories were relevant to new tendencies 

in literary criticism because promoted the methods and developments of modern Western 

psychology. Jakobson recalled 
elpanov as one of his professors during his years in Moscow 

and recalled the debates at his seminars on Husserl9s writings. It was at 
elpanov9s seminars 

that Jakobson got to know his theories, as Holenstein stated: 

Among the places from which the Husserl discussion spread out into the 

various disciplines were the seminars of Professor Georgij 
elpanov in the 

Psychological Institute at the University of Moscow. It was through 


elpanov, whose two seminars he attended in 1915-16, that Jakobson9s 

attention was first directed to Husserl. (Holenstein 2020, 27) 

Jakobson gave 
elpanov9s scientific contribution a <bojovný význam=, militant significance 

(Jakobson 2014, 189). As I have already emphasised, he largely employed the term bojovník 

when a scholar9s research contributed something significant. According to Jakobson, 
elpanov 

was a bojovník because he militated against mechanistic materialism, a philosophical tendency 

Jakobson generally strongly condemned, and contributed to the affirmation of a new 

antipositivistic psychological theory, following the theories elaborated by Edmund Husserl and 

Wilhelm Wundt. 

Ljubomir Mileti� and Franz Spina 

Jakobson also wrote obituaries for scholars outside Russia, such those for as Ljubomir 

Mileti�, a Bulgarian philologist contemporary of Jagi� who was, as Jakobson noted in the 

obituary, influenced by Gebauer9s writings.186  

Another obituary dedicated to a non-Russian scholar was for Franz Spina. It appeared 

in a special issue of Slavische Rundschau in 1938 which was initially intended to celebrate 

Spina9s seventieth birthday. Spina died before the publication, and it became an issue to honour 

his memory. In the conclusions of the obituary Jakobson wrote: <It is only a small part of the 

 

186 See Bo�ilova (1996) and (2013) concerning the correspondence between Mileti� and Jagi�. 
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great debt that is being paid off with this tribute intended for his seventieth birthday and now 

paid to his death= (Jakobson 2014, 303).187 Some hints confirm that Jakobson initially wrote 

this article to celebrate Spina9s birthday and only after had to adapt it into an obituary. For 

example, the death of the scholar is not announced in the article9s beginning. Jakobson 

emphasised Spina9s efforts to study the relationship between German and Czech culture and 

acknowledged his contribution in strengthening the ties between the two cultures: he 

recognised Spina in terms of a proper cultural transfer.  

Jakobson9s devotion to Spina over the years prior to his death is evident: in 1929 he 

published an article in honour of Spina9s sixtieth birthday, titled <Zur vergleichenden 

Forschung über die slavischen Zehnsilbler= [<The Comparative Research on the Slavic 

Decasyllables] and had been involved in journals edited by Spina, such as Slavische 

Rundschau. In 1938 Jakobson published a further article dedicated to Spina in Lidové noviny, 

titled <Franz Spina jako v�dec= [<Franz Spina as a Scholar=]. Jakobson described the 

circumstances in which Slavische Rundschau9s issue was published, explaining that it was 

initially intended to celebrate the scholar9s seventieth birthday and then, due to Spina9s 

unexpected death, it was then repurposed to honour his life.  

The obituary published in Lidové noviny has several elements in common with 

Slavische Rundschau9s: Jakobson presented Spina9s activity and his main interests, 

emphasising his involvement in philology and medieval literature. As he pointed out in 

Slavische Rundschau, Spina9s pivotal position as a medium between German and Czech 

Culture is one of his most significant merits. Furthermore, Jakobson praised Spina9s 

importance in the academic context of the Deutsche Universität Prag and his involvement in 

the press since he was the editor of two important periodicals, Slavische Rundschau and 

Germanoslavica. 

Nikolaj Trubeckoj 

Spina was not the only scholar to whom Jakobson dedicated more than one obituary. 

On 18th of June 1938, Nikolaj Trubeckoj188 died in Vienna and, a day after, Jakobson published 

a lengthy obituary in Lidové noviny in his honour. Trubeckoj9s death was so significant for 

Jakobson that he wrote more than four obituaries between 1938 and 1944. Differently from 

 

187 <Es ist nur ein kleiner Teil der großen Schuld, die mit dieser, dem Lebenden aus Anlaß seines 70. 
Geburtstags zugedachten und nun dem Toten zuteil gewordenen Ehrung abgetragen wird.= 

188 Concerning Trubeckoj, see at least Trubeckoj (1987), Trubeckoj (2005), Tolstoj (1993) and Vedenina 
(2016). For a bibliography of Trubeckoj9s writings, see Poljakov in Trubeckoj (2005) and Sériot (2023). 
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Spina, in whose case the presence of two obituaries is due to circumstances, the publication of 

these four obituaries was intentional. I did not mention Trubeckoj among the Russian scholars 

presented before because I believe it must be considered as an isolated example. He emigrated 

and continued his activity as a mature scholar outside Russia, in Wien, where he developed his 

theories and established himself as pioneer in the field of linguistics. Russian scholars also 

came to Wien to study under his wing, such as Mark Aronson189 who, after concluding his 

doctoral studies with Trubeckoj, came back to Moscow to continue his research with 

Ejchenbaum.  

The title of the first obituary appeared in Lidové noviny in 1938 reveals the great respect 

Jakobson had for his friend and colleague: <Nikolaj Trubeckoj zemYel: geniální slavista= 

[<Nikolaj Trubeckoj Has Died: a Brilliant Slavist=]. The obituary opens with a reference to 

Meillet, who described Trubeckoj as <the strongest mind in modern linguistics= during the First 

International Congress of Linguists in The Hague held in 1928. Then, Jakobson described 

Trubeckoj9s early education, highlighting his years in Moscow as a disciple of Vsevolod Miller 

and his period in Leipzig with the German linguist August Leskien (mainly devoted to Baltic 

and Slavic languages). Jakobson listed Trubeckoj9s main interests, including phonology, 

historical linguistics and Eurasianism. Jakobson marked 1928 as a watershed year in his 

academic career, the year just before the First International Congress of Linguists, which 

established a new method in linguistic research and a more fruitful collaboration between 

scholars from different countries.  

In 1939 Jakobson published an obituary in the first issue of Acta Linguisitca, written 

while he was in Charlottenlund in Denmark. This obituary referred again to Meillet and the 

First International Congress of Linguists in The Hague: <Meillet said, referring to Trubeckoj: 

8He is the strongest mind in modern linguistics.9 3 8A strong mind9, someone confirmed. 3 8The 

strongest9, repeated the sharp-eyed linguist with empathy.=190 The obituary is longer that the 

one published in Lidové noviny and provides much more biographical information, which 

appears to be quoting Trubeckoj9s autobiographical annotations later edited by Jakobson. 

 

189 Mark Aronson intensively published for Slavische Rundschau and in the fond there are many letters and 
postcards he exchanged with Jakobson. The content of these documents is mainly related to his activity in the 
journal. I believe that Trubeckoj himself suggested his disciple to join the journal, since Jakobson asked him to 
advice recommend him some scholars who might be interested in collaborating. 

190 <Sagte Meillet auf Trubeckoj hinweisend: 8Er ist der stärkste Kopf der modernen Linguistik.9 3 8Ein 
starker Kopf9, bestätigte jemand. 3 8Der stärkste9, wiederholte nachdrücklich der scharfsichtige Sprachforscher. = 
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When Jakobson left Czechoslovakia in 1939, he took with him some materials related to 

Trubeckoj:  

When, warned by the urgent call of a well-informed friend, I abandoned Brno 

on the eve of March 15, 1939, my archives were hastily reduced to sixteen 

pailfuls of ashes, but the bundle of Trubeckojana, together with a slender part 

of my own drafts and notes, were squeezed into a capacious Czech briefcase 

and wandered with me. (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, VI) 

Jakobson also emphasised the most significant of Trubeckoj9s interests, tracing his studies of 

Structuralism to recognise him as <one of its greatest and most courageous champions, [who] 

shunned only the soulless annihilation of spiritual values in his eventful life.=191  

In 1944 Jakobson published a third obituary in Annuaire de l´Institute de Philologie et 

d´Histoire Orientales et Slave, whose content is of less relevance here because provided only 

general information about Trubeckoj. In 1949 Jakobson wrote a postface to the French version 

of Trubeckoj9s Principles of Phonology in which reproduces autobiographical annotations by 

Trubeckoj and fills in blanks concerning his biography.192 Jakobson explained that Trubeckoj 

built his academic career in Europe and the way he became a member of the PLK. Jakobson 

stated that Trubeckoj <was aware with equal lucidity of the deadly sickness that was draining 

him of his energy, and of the catastrophe that was befalling Europe= (Trubeckoj 1971, 323) in 

the last years of his life. He also recalled that after doctors diagnosed Trubeckoj with angina 

and suggested he live quietly; he replied ironically that in a Europe such as that of the second 

half of the 1930s this was not possible: 

Hitler9s occupation of Austria was disastrous for Trubeckoj. He never 

attempted to conceal his antinational-socialist views. In an article on the racial 

question, he subjected the racist theory to devastating criticism. [&] The 

Gestapo looked for him and subjected him to an impudent house search and 

interrogation. (Ibid.) 

When Gestapo entered in Trubeckoj9s apartment they sequestered also letters sent by Jakobson, 

who wrote <[t]he bundle of my letters to NT was, along with other papers, stolen in the spring 

 

191 The complete reference: <Der Mensch, der das Zeitalter rühmte, in dem die gesamte Wissenschaft die 
atomisierende Weltauffassung durch den Strukturalismus zu ersetzen suchte, und der zu seinen größten und 
wackersten Vorkämpfern gehörte, scheute in seinem bewegten Leben einzig die seelenlose Vertilgung der 
Geisteswerte.= (<The man who praised the age in which the whole of science sought to replace the atomising 
world view with structuralism, and who was one of its greatest and most courageous champions, shunned only 
the soulless annihilation of spiritual values in his eventful life.=) 

192 As reference I use the second reprint of the English translation (Trubeckoj 1971). 
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of 1938 during the first of several Gestapo raids and searches in his Viennese flat= (Jakobson 

3 Trubeckoj 1985, IV).  

The last writing Jakobson dedicated to Trubeckoj was <Nachruf auf N. S. Trubetzkoy= 

[<An Obituary for N. S. Trubeckoj=] published in the eleventh issue of Wiener Slavistisches 

Jahrbuch in 1964. This issue was dedicated to the twenty-fifth anniversary of Trubeckoj9s 

death. In the same issue, Bohuslav Havránek wrote <Trubetzkoy9s Bedeutung für die 

Entwiklung der Theorie der Schriftsprache= [<Trubeckoj9s Significance for the Development 

of the Theory of Written Language=), Dmytro 
y�evs9kyj9s <Trubetzkoy und Dostoevskij9= 

(<Trubeckoj and Dostoevskij=). Jakobson9s writing introduced the collection and described 

Trubeckoj as one of the pioneers of the post-Saussurian linguistics: 

The latest quests in the science of the structure and internal dynamics of the 

word and verbal world linguistics, poetics and cultural anthropology are 

inextricably linked with Trubeckoj9s precepts [&] Trubeckoj clearly 

recognised the construction of a new science of language as an essential step 

towards the coming unity of general scientific structural problems.193 

(Jakobson 1964, 22) 

Closing remarks 

In this section I have propose a selection of obituaries published by Jakobson in the 

Czech press. While concluding this analysis, some considerations can be traced. It is of note 

that the obituary was the first genre employed by Jakobson in the Czech press and, as emerges 

from the previous analysis, he tended to not respect the normal structure of the genres he dealt 

with, writing for example obituaries, which exceed the traditional shape of the genre. He tried 

to benefit from the limited space of the obituary granted by the periodicals to develop broader 

considerations than mere descriptions of the activity of the scholar to whom the obituary was 

dedicated. A significant example is that of Jan Witktor PorzeziEskis, in which most of the 

writing is not about PorzeziEskis, but about the Fortunatovskaja akola. In this regard, another 

example is that of Baudoin de Courtenay: Jakobson did not merely describe the life and the 

activity of the scholar but provided some considerations about the evolution of the Russian 

linguistics and its boundaries (both direct and indirect) with the West. The obituaries dedicated 

 

193 <% 7465F4<< &DG55F>>7> =5D47DO6=> E6O74=O =>65=L<5 <E>4=<O 6 =4G>5 > EFD>5 < 6=GFD5==5= 
4<=4<<>5 E?>64 < E?>65E=>7> <<D>64O ?<=76<EF<>4, ?>MF<>4 < >G?LFGD=4O 4=FD>?>?>7<O. [&] &DG55F>>= 
G5F>> >E>7=464? EFD><F5?LEF6> =>6>= =4G>G > O7O>5 >4> EGM5EF65==O= L47 =4 ?GF< > 7DO4GM5<G 54<=EF6G 
>5M5=4GG=>= EFDG>FGD=>= ?D>5?5<4F<><.= 
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to Trubeckoj represent an exception in the body of writings presented. In 1936 Jakobson had 

already gained a stable position in the Czech academy and built a tight relation with other 

Czech scholars. He also had established his voice in the press. The first obituary dedicated to 

Trubeckoj respects the traditional characteristics of the genre and it is a genuine celebration of 

the scholar. The obituaries published later aimed to recall the attention on Trubeckoj, a purpose 

Jakobson had together with the effort of editing some unpublished writing of his colleague. 

Regarding the style, although Jakobson often dealt with scholars he knew personally 

and with whom he collaborated on several occasions, an emotional involvement is never 

present. The use of the first person or incursions into personal memories are also rare. In 

general, Jakobson9s obituaries present a descriptive and a valuative nuance. In the descriptive 

one he had to consider an important issue, i.e., facing readers who were not acquainted with 

the Russian context: Jakobson had to provide a broader context while discussing the activity 

of a single scholar. Without these references the reader would have been able to understand the 

content of the obituary. 

In conclusion, concerning the scholars celebrated in Jakobson9s obituaries, the presence 

of Russians is dominant and the only significant examples of scholars from the West are those 

of Meillet of Spina. Considering the obituaries Jakobson published in the post-war period, we 

can perceive a substantial difference with those published in the interwar one. The obituaries 

appeared after the WWII, such as the ones dedicated to Brik or Tomaaevskij, respect the 

characteristics of the genre and present a clear celebratory intent. 

 

2.2 Ideological articles: Jakobson on Russian studies and Eurasianism 

In this section I aim to delve with some articles written by Jakobson which present a clear 

ideological nuance encompassing the evolution of Slavic studies in Russia with a focus on the 

relationships with the Western World and Eurasian theories applied to linguistics. Concerning 

the first question, I will analise two articles: <Über die heutigen Voraussetzungen der 

russischen Slavistik= (1929) and <Gemeinsame Kultursprache= (1935). Regarding Jakobson9s 

involvement in Eurasianism, I will discuss <K charakteristike evrazijskogo jazykovogo sojuza= 

(1931) and Jakobson9s relationship with Savickij. 
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These two topics are discussed to define Jakobson9s ideological position and his 

perception of Czechoslovakia as a geographic and cultural crossroads between Russia and the 

Western World. 

<Über die heutigen Voraussetzungen der russischen Slavistik= (1929) 

In 1929 Jakobson published in Slavische Rundschau <Über die heutigen 

Voraussetzungen der russischen Slavistik= [<Today9s Preconditions for Russian Slavistics=], 

an edited transcription of the speech he gave during the First Congress of Slavic Philology, 

replacing Trubeckoj, who refused to (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 122). It appeared in a special 

issue of the journal with other two proceedings from speeches given during the congress, 

respectively the already quoted in the first chapter <Eins ist not= by Gesemann (1929) and one 

written by Mathesius (1929).194 In the introduction, Jakobson noted that although Slavic studies 

had developed significantly and promisingly in the previous years, the field had not yet built 

relations with Western scholars. As I have shown in the previous section, Russian scholars 

knew philosophical theories and were acquainted with Saussure and his Cours de linguistique 

générale,195 but Jakobson lamented the absence of active collaboration and strove for the 

development of a transnational community. The research of Russian scholars was 

predominantly focused on the Russian language and folklore, with the exemption of some like 

Trubeckoj, a
erba or Vladimir Bulachovskij. Even if research in Russia achieved significant 

results, according to Jakobson the methodology of Russia linguists did not follow the methods 

developed in the Western academy. 

Natalija Avotnomova and Michail Gasparov proposed an interpretation of this article, 

and in their 3 excellent regarding the historical approach 3 analysis they assumed that Jakobson 

decided to refer to Eurasianism as an homage to Trubeckoj, who was first asked to give this 

speech (Avtonomova 3 Gasparov [1997] 1999). I do not believe that Jakobson emphasised 

Eurasian theories with the intention of referring to Trubeckoj. Eurasianism was also associated 

with Slavische Rundschau where several Eurasian scholars such as Petr Savickij, Dmitrij 

Svjatopolk-Mirskij or Sergej Efron, used to publish under Jakobson9s editorship. Czech 

scholars also were interested in Eurasian theories. As I will show while discussing Jakobson9s 

 

194 Mathesius commented the evolution of Czech Slavic studies, as he did also later, in 1935. 
195 Many studies of Saussure9s Russian legacy have been published. See at least Sljusareva (2010), Depretto 

(1982) Toddes 3 
udakova (1981), Ivanova (2014) and Hirschkop (2019). In 1935 Jakobson commented in Slovo 
a slovesnost on the new Russian edition of Saussure9s Cours, discussed by Rosalie aor in the article <Obecná 
lingvistika v SSSR= [<General Linguistics in USSR=], see § 5.1. 
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involvement in reviews (§ 2.5.2), the Czech journalist Gustav Winter openly expressed his 

interest in a letter to Jakobson dated the 20th of June 1931 and Antonín Stanislav Mágr, in his 

pamphlet dedicated to the role of Slavic studies in Prager Presse, identified Eurasianism as 

one of the dominant topics dealt with in the newspaper.  

Jakobson emphasised the imperative to establish an international collaboration, an idea 

perfectly aligned with the aim of the congress, which intended to promote the dialogue among 

scholars from different countries (Slavic and non-Slavic), considering this exchange of ideas a 

pivotal principle for the develop of the scientific milieu. According to Jakobson, it would have 

been particularly fruitful in comparative Poetic studies, because he considered the comparative 

approach to be pivotal. Jakobson believed that Western countries had already started becoming 

more transcultural, while such an openness was still alien to the Russian context. This lack of 

interest in Western Slavic contexts led to cultural misunderstandings, for example about Karel 


apek: while his popularity in the Soviet Union was growing, he was identified as an English 

writer and not as a Czech one.196  

In the last part of his speech, Jakobson analysed the relationships between scholars who 

remained in the USSR and the émigrés, questioning whether these two milieus should be 

considered a part of the same system or two independent ones. In other words, the fundamental 

question was whether a cohesive framework of the Russian academic sphere persisted after the 

October Revolution. Jakobson was also questioning which kind of relation existed between the 

literature produced in the Soviet context and that which emerged from the diaspora 3 he never 

mentioned the word <emigration= but referred to this phenomenon as <diaspora=. According to 

Jakobson, these two contexts constituted a unitary literary system and were developing 

similarly, sharing the same artistic and cultural heritage. He saw no difference between Sergej 

Prokov9ev and Igor9 Stravisnkij, or between Marina Cvetaeva and Boris Pasternak. As the 

history of Russian literature in Soviet times later proved, Jakobson was utterly wrong.  

Such a statement is relevant to comprehend how Jakobson perceived his own position. 

As already stated in the previous chapter, he did not consider himself an émigré and, as I will 

exemplify in the third chapter through Jurij Sokolov9s example (§ 3.2), he pursued to preserve 

 

196 I have tried to find a proof of Jakobson9s statement about 
apek, but without any results. Even in Oleg 
Malevi
9s writings there are no mentions. 
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his solid contacts with Russian academy. He did not feel a distance, but on the contrary the 

need of an intensive collaboration. 

<Gemeinsame Kultursprache= (1935) 

On 6th of June 1935 Jakobson published <Gemeinsame Kultursprache= [<A Common 

Cultural Language=] in Prager Presse, an article included in the Selected Writings in its Czech 

version.197 Its ideological character makes it different from other writings published in the 

newspaper. In the introduction Jakobson summarised the theories of Sergej Ol9denburg, a 

Russian orientalist and founder of Russian Indological studies. According to Ol9denburg, each 

country had the tendency to develop specific academic and scientific interests that depended 

on the national character.198 This for two main reasons: a socio-historical and a geopolitical 

one. As in the previous article appeared in Slavische Rundschau, Jakobson noticed the lack of 

transnational relationship between the Russian and the Western European scientific contexts. 

According to Jakobson, the two sides would have benefited from a wider communication: 

while Russian scholars had already overcome the positivist approach and each discipline was 

not conceived as an isolated phenomenon but connected within a holistic perspective. 

However, what is instructive about the new Soviet science is not so much the 

details as its general uninterrupted striving to overcome the fragmentation of 

knowledge and to replace the membra disjecta of the individual subjects with 

a unified bound system of coordinated sciences.199 

This overcoming of an atomistic conception of the scientific disciplines was essential for 

Jakobson, especially when we consider the importance of rejecting Positivism. Despite this 

attainment, he recognised that the Russian scientific context needed more instruments to 

achieve further progress. Thus, dialogue with the Western context could be beneficial. 

Jakobson metaphorically explained the contraposition between Russia and the Western world 

before the Russian revolution in his already mentioned speech dedicated to Marr from 1951: 

 

197 In July, the article was published in Czech, titled <Spole
ná Ye
 kultury: Poznámky k otázkám vzájemných 
styko sov�tské a západní v�dy=, in Zem� Sov�to. In the Selected Writings Toman edited the Czech version. 
Consequently, I will provide a transcription of the German one in the § Appendix. 

198 This concept is discussed by Jakobson, see § 2.5.2. 
199 <Indessen sind an der neuen Sovjetwissenschaft nicht so sehr die Einzelheiten belehrend, als ihr 

allgemeines ununterbrochenes Streben, die Zerstückelung des Wissens zu überwinden und die membra desjecta 
der Einzelfächer durch ein einheitliches gebundenes System der koordinierten Wissenschaften zu ersetzen.= 
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If we compare, for instance, the pre-Revolutionary Russian linguistic science 

with the German science of language, we may make the comparison of the 

Moscow and Berlin architecture. We find that the Russian linguistic science 

had great achievements but that the general average was low, the German 

philology was more citified. So, it is like a comparison between the big and 

impressive buildings in Moscow in the neighbourhood of average primitive 

accommodations of Moscow and the much more comfortable average od 

housing in Berlin.200 (Jakobson 1951) 

International congresses represented the ideal chance to develop such a dialogue, the proper 

pathway to achieve scientific and technological results. As I have already emphasised, 

promoting the exchange of ideas among scholars from different countries was a pivotal task 

for Jakobson, like for example in the PLK, where the presence of international members was 

remarkably important. In relation to this aim, in the conclusions Jakobson advocated the 

creation of a shared cultural language.  

The articles analysed in this chapter are then relevant because they depict the 

importance of considering interwar Europe as a transnational space in which scholars 

developed new interests and methodologies while exchanging their ideas. During the interwar 

years, in fact, the internationalisation of the academic research remarkably intensified, 

especially in Slavic studies. For example, considering the abovementioned First Congress of 

Slavic Philologists, we can visually observe how transcultural that meeting was, welcoming 

scholars from different countries. 

 

Image 1. The origin of the scholars at the First Congress of Slavic Philologists in Prague (1929). 

 

200 RJPs, Box 34 Folder 23, p. 1. 
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Eurasian theories 

Jakobson also wrote articles related to Eurasianism, an ideological movement which 

spread across Europe during the interwar period, finding supporters in the most important cities 

of that time, such as Prague, Berlin, and Paris. Besides these cities, we can also consider 

London, which, although not an important centre for the elaboration of Eurasian theories, was 

the place to which many supporters of the movement emigrated at the beginning of the 1920s, 

such as Dmitrij Svjatopolk-Mirskij. Before commenting on and problematising Jakobson9s role 

in Eurasianism, I would like to briefly recount some fundamental passages about the origin of 

the movement. As there are numerous studies dedicated to this topic, I will only outline a few 

significant traits.201 Eurasianism was a movement which emerged among Russians scholars 

who emigrated after the October revolution, during the turmoil of the Civil War. The nerve 

centre of the genesis of Eurasianism was Sofia, where the first meeting between those who are 

considered the <fathers= of the movement occurred, Petr Savickij, Nikolaj Trubeckoj, Petr 

Suv
inskij and Georgij Vernadskij. As Sergej Glebov stated, the first writing published by 

Eurasians were the result of intense discussions that occurred in those years and regarded the 

concept of Eurasia in an ideological, political, and geographical perspective (Bassin 3 Glebov 

3 Laruelle 2015, 2-3). Most of the those who were involved in the movement were Russians, 

but there were also international scholars interested in the Eurasian movement, even if they 

were not active members.  

The physiognomy of Eurasianism changed through time, advocating different 

ideological positions and concepts or (re-)interpreting them. Many members left the movement 

in the 1920s or in the early 1930s, such as the theologist Georgij Florovskij, who disagreed 

with Trubeckoj9s theories, arising from the same questions but disagreeing with the answers 

Trubeckoj gave.  

The two most relevant features promoted in this ideology were the aim of defining an 

intersectional geographical space and the intrinsically transnational nature of the movement. 

Both these characteristics were aligned with the main problems scholars faced after the WWI: 

the need to find new coordinates after political upheaval such as the collapse of those empires 

which outlined the European geography for centuries, and the tendency to create a transcultural 

debate. Eurasians dealt with different disciplines, but mainly with geography, history, 

 

201 See Glebov (2010), Bassin 3 Glebov 3 Laruelle (2015), Laruelle (2008) and Sériot (2014). Jakobson9s 
involvement in the Eurasian movement is also commented by Toman (1995). 
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literature, and linguistics. Concerning literature, in which Suv
inskij played an important role, 

Eurasians were no strangers to the new achievements and methods developed by other groups 

of scholars, such as Formalism or, later, Structuralism. An interesting attempt to give some 

preliminary considerations about the influence of the Formalist method is that by Michal 

Racyn, who tried to investigate these possible connections in Savickij and Trubeckoj9s writings 

(Racyn 2024).  

It seems quite clear that such an intersection should be identified in Structuralism and, 

rather than in literature, should be questioned in the linguistic field. Jakobson9s contributions 

to Eurasianism were most pronounced in linguistics. His involvement in Eurasianism is evident 

and has been recognised by many scholars.202 No one has ever questioned how intense this 

involvement was and if we can speak of him in terms of a <true= Eurasian. In fact, there are 

some characteristics that differentiate him from other Eurasians. First, Jakobson cannot be 

considered an émigré. He did not belong to the émigré generation, as evidenced by both the 

conditions under which he arrived in Czechoslovakia and the intensity of his relations with 

scholars who remained in Russia. Second, Jakobson did not embrace Eurasianism politically. 

As mentioned by Steiner, Jakobson was not openly interested in political issues (Steiner 2019) 

and in a letter sent to Vinogradov in November 1920 he described his idea of politics as follows: 

Two people are playing chess and you are interested in the game but not in its 

results. You watch with curiosity, sympathize with the loser, rejoice at the 

winner9s clever check and calculate the <moves= of both: the whites and the 

blacks. For a minute you can even sit down at the table and play a little for 

one of them. (Steiner 2019, 75) 

The ex-legionnaire Jaroslav Papouaek described Jakobson as someone who was meticulously 

avoiding not only politics but also all that could compromise him (Steiner 2019, 76). The 

refusal to embrace a clear political position is an oxymoronic attitude towards an active 

participation in the Eurasian movement. Having made these preliminary remarks, I would like 

to demonstrate that Jakobson was not a proper member of the movement but sympathised with 

the Eurasian theories.  

To demonstrate my statement, I intend to address the texts directly, especially <K 

charakteristike evrazijskogo jazykovogo sojuza= [<The Eurasian Language Union=] (1931).203 

 

202 See the previous note. 
203 Recently translated into English by Patrick Flack with an introduction by Patrick Sériot (see Sériot 2023). 
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There is a temporal issue that cannot be separated from the considerations presented below, 

namely the fact that Jakobson published his writings related to Eurasian theories mainly in 

1931. We can state that his theoretical elaboration developed over a period of three years, 

between 1929 and 1931. Of course, the long-standing relationship with Trubeckoj and their 

correspondence suggest Jakobson9s familiarity with other Eurasians since the early 1920s, but 

there is a huge difference between becoming informed about a particular theory and being 

actively involved in it. Jakobson9s relationship with Savickij (see also § 5.1) developed only 

later, at the end of the 1920s. Although they had certainly met before 3 probably already in 

Russia during one of Jakobson9s trips to Saint Petersburg to attend aachmatov9s seminars 3 the 

letters found in Slavische Rundschau suggest that the two scholars began a close collaboration 

only in the occasion of Jakobson9s <K charakteristike evrazijskogo jazykovogo sojuza=. 

Savickij9s first letter to Jakobson among those in Slavische Rundschau9s archive was sent on 

24th of June 1928: Savickij having just returned from Berlin to find a letter that Jakobson had 

sent to him on 16th. In this letter, Savickij declares his intention to collaborate with Slavische 

Rundschau, probably invited by Jakobson himself. In the beginning, the tone of their 

correspondence is very formal, and mainly consist of editorial requests. From 1930 onwards, 

the tone becomes less formal and the correspondence exchanged after the WWII 3 kept at MIT 

3 testifies that they developed a close friendship. At that time, Savickij was only occasionally 

in Prague, and he sent the letters from abroad, such as Oxford or Paris, where he continued 

developing his studies related to Eurasian theories. In a letter dated the 20th of September 1930, 

he praises Jakobson9s article as follows: <Your article, but it is all those who read it (including 

N. N. Alekseev and the Eurasians here) will be one of the most important centres of this 

collection=.204 He clearly referred to <K charakteristike evrazijskogo jazykovogo sojuza= 

Jakobson mainly based his research on Eurasians Trubeckoj and Savickij.  

In <Über die heutigen Voraussetzungen der russischen Slavistik= (1929) Jakobson had 

already referred to Trubeckoj and Zelenin9s writings and to Savickij9s geographical theories:  

The historical unity and inseparability, the uniqueness and originality of this 

world are becoming ever more clearly recognised; the thesis that <Russia is a 

special geographical world= (Savickij, Tanfil9ev and others) is becoming 

cleared and clearer. Physical and economic geography is constantly 

 

204 <�4L4 EF4FLO, => <<5==> 6E5E 55 G<F46L<E (6 F>< G<E?5 - �. �. �?5>E5564 < 745L=<E 56D47<=F56) 
5G45F >4=<< <7 646=5=L<E F5=FD>6 MF>7> E5>D=<>4=. 
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producing new essential features that characterise the territory of Russia-

Eurasia as a whole.205 (Jakobson 1992, 53) 

This reference to Savickij is widely emphasised in the <K charakteristike evrazijskogo 

jazykovogo sojuza=, whose genesis is interesting. The first draft was conceived for a speech 

which Jakobson gave in Prague on 20th of December 1930 and a shorter French version, <Les 

unions phonologiques de langues=, appeared in 1930 in Le Monde Slave with an introduction 

by Savickij. According to Savickij, this version was intended to provide a preview to the article 

in Russian, which was to be published shortly after. This French version aimed to popularize 

Eurasian theories to a larger, non-Russophone, public. This intention is also expressed in the 

German article <Über die phonologische Sprachbund= [<The Phonological Union of 

Language=], appeared in Les travaux du Cercle Linguistique de Prague. Savickij introduced 

Jakobson9s essay stating that the new linguistic theories finally demonstrated the existence of 

a Eurasia that could be conceived as a linguistic independent world. 

It becomes clear that Jakobson9s effort while writing the article was twofold. First, he 

echoed Trubeckoj9s phonological theories, expanding them though a comparative methodology 

which became more and more prominent with the development of Structuralism. Jakobson9s 

analysis is a clear development of one of the most important concepts elaborated by Trubeckoj: 

that of Sprachbund,206 through the comparative method, which dominated Jakobson9s writings 

published during the interwar period. Second, Jakobson developed a symmetrical (and here I 

agree with Sériot9s statement about the importance of symmetry by Jakobson) analysis of the 

linguistic characteristic of Eurasian languages, which mirrors Savickij9s geographical studies. 

While reading the essay, it is possible to observe that Jakobson did not really met Savickij9s 

expectations. Rather that describing the existence of a phonological Sprachbund which could 

demonstrate the existence of Eurasia, Jakobson proposed a method of analysis to achieve such 

a conclusion.  

The speculative character of this essay is emphasised in the <conclusions=, in which he 

listed the possible developments of such an analysis, which is to say the <tasks facing Eurasian 

linguistics=. We can note the relevant absence of names of Russian philosophers who were 

 

205 <Immer deutlicher tritt in das Bewußtsein die historische Einheitlichkeit und Untrennbarkeit, die 
Eigenartigkeit und Originalität dieser Welt; immer klarer kommt die These auf: :Rußland ist eine besondere 
geographische Welt8 (Savickij, Tanfil9ev und andere). Die physische und ökonomische Geographie bringt immer 
neue wesentliche Merkmale hervor, die das Territorium von Rußland-Eurasien als Einheit charakterisieren.= 

206 Concerning Jakobson and the concept of Sprachbund, see Schaller in Sériot (1997). 
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pivotal for the movement from Jakobson9s references while elaborating his Eurasian linguistic 

theories, such as Fedor Sologub9s idea of the Orient or Sergej Bulgakov9s philosophical 

theories which had a significant influence on Savickij (Beisswenger 2015). Rather, Jakobson9s 

predecessor in his Eurasian linguistic theory is the ethnographer Dmitrij Zelenin, who 

accurately demonstrated the intrinsic characteristics which distinguished the Eurasian 

languages as an independent whole.  

The common references between Jakobson and the Eurasians are related to literature 

and demonstrate the possibility of tracing a converging line towards other representative 

members of the movement, such as Suv
inskij. During the interwar period Jakobson often 

quoted Aleksandr Hercen or Aleksandr Blok, both considered important sources for the 

emerging of the Eurasian ideology. Concerning Hercen, Jakobson published <Perpetuum 

mobile kyvadla: Pokus o montá�= [<The Perpetuum Mobile of a Pendulum: Attempt at a 

Montage=], in Listy pro um�ní a kritiku in 1934. This is a collage of quotations from Hercen9s 

book S togo berega [From Another Shore], translated into Czech in 1905 by Josef Mika. In this 

writing, Jakobson expressed his discouragement towards the implications of history and the 

European political and cultural tendencies. He was disheartened that the revolutionary spirit 3 

such as that of Futurism 3 that had fuelled the first two decades of the twentieth century was 

disappearing, while conservative tendencies that were spreading. According to him, humanity 

was set back a generation, sinking into <Germanic barbarism=: <I am sorry that humanity has 

once again taken a step backwards by a whole generation, that the movement is once again 

suppressed, stopped. [&] Humanity, to advance out of the narrow forms of Roman law, is 

sinking back into Germanic barbarism= (Jakobson 2014, 28).207 This represented just one 

example of Jakobson9s writings against the ascent of Nazi ideology published in the 1930s (see 

§ 2.6.3). He was convinced that this critique of a <Quixotic contemporaneity= should be 

followed by a critical and disruptive action. Jakobson in the interwar years never published an 

article devoted to Blok, but commented, as I will show later (§ 2.5.1), on Melniková-

Papouaková9s monograph.  

Returning to the Eurasian question, while analysing Jakobson9s interwar writings it is 

possible to note a paucity of reference to the Eurasian ideology and his interest in this 

ideological movement is temporally restricted and methodologically limited. Jakobson did not 

 

207 <Mn� je líto, �e lidstvo op�t u
inilo krok zpátky o celé pokolení, �e pohyb je op�t potla
en, zastaven. [&] 
Lidstvo proto, aby pokro
ilo kupYedu z úzkých forem Yímského práva, klesá nazp�t v germánské barbarství.= 
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provide a complete analysis of Eurasian languages and did not publish further results, but 

offered considerations based on assumptions already widely developed by others. I believe that 

the tendency of some scholars to consider Jakobson9s involvement in Eurasianism as similar 

to Trubeckoj or Savickij9s experiences should be revised questioning if Jakobson9s 

contribution to the Eurasian movement was so relevant as commonly recognised. Even if 

Jakobson continued his exchange with Eurasians such as Savickij himself or Vernadskij after 

the WWII, and promoted the edition of Trubeckoj9s unpublished writings, he later revised his 

involvement in the movement, as a note to his correspondence with Trubeckoj seems to 

suggest, in which he referred to <Savickij9s Eurasian fanaticism= (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 

296). 

 

2.3 Reports: Jakobson and the International Academic Context  

In the previous section I have remarked that Jakobson emphasised the importance of an 

international cooperation between Russian and Western scholars. As I stated, international 

congresses represented the ideal chance to develop such a dialogue. It was during the interwar 

years that these congresses were organised, which saw scholars from all over Europe (and 

beyond) meet to discuss the new trends of the research in many fields, including linguistics or 

literary studies.  

Jakobson, who at that time was not already an affirmed scholar, published in the press 

some reports relating to international congresses he participated in, on conferences and events 

held in Prague, mostly promoted by the PLK. Despite the scale of this corpus of these reports, 

they have not been given enough attention in the field of Jakobson studies. Analysing them, it 

is possible to deduce more important information about his activity and his relationships with 

the international academic community. These reports are also significant for identifying which 

scholars he encountered during the interwar period.  

After discussing the writings published in the press, I will reflect on the importance of 

the international relationships between Jakobson and a selection of scholars from other 

countries, i.e., Louis Hjelmslev, Olaf Broch, and Émile Benveniste. 
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Reports: some remarks 

In the interwar years Czech periodicals would commonly publish reports about 

conferences or events held in Czechoslovakia and abroad.208 Among the events reported a 

pivotal regard concerned those promoted by the PLK. This especially happened before the 

foundation of Slovo a slovesnost in 1935, when the Circle recorded its activity in other 

periodicals such as 
asopis pro moderní filologii. Besides this, the activities of the PLK were 

documented and commented also in newspapers to which Jakobson contributed, such as the 

Czech Lidové noviny or the cultural column of the German Prager Presse (Bernátek 2014; 

Bernátek 2016), where the authors of the reports, such as Eisner or Silberstein, actively 

participated in the lectures. 

Jakobson9s reports on congresses share a recurrent structure. First, he introduces the 

congress with subsequent references to previous ones (when applicable) and he provides a list 

of the pivotal topics which had been discussed, offering insights about the scholarly 

atmosphere. Then, he discusses certain aspects of the congress participants, focussing 

particularly on those affiliated with the PLK and Slavic studies. Jakobson also discusses his 

own speeches, but never uses the first-person singular. For example, in a report dated the 29th 

of July 1938, he refers to himself in the third person: <R. Jakobson attempts to reduce consonant 

systems to several differentiation properties forming pairwise opposites=209 (Jakobson 2014, 

325).  

Linguist congresses 

In Prager Presse Jakobson documented his participation in four international linguistic 

congresses and reported on the Congress of Phonetic Sciences held in Amsterdam in 1932.  

The first of these linguistic congresses was held in The Hague (1928) and, notably, it 

was the first official international meeting during which linguists from different countries 

discussed common topics, such as the role of Indo-Germanic linguistics. It enabled participants 

from across Europe and beyond to meet and build contacts 3 except for the Russian delegation, 

which, as Jakobson underlined, could not come. Three years later, the second congress 

 

208 For example, Prager Presse documented the First International Congress of Slavists of 1929: the congress 
was announced, and some of the speeches were subsequently described. A more extensive report of that congress 
was then published in Slavia. 

209 <R. Jakobson se pokouaí redukovat souhláskové soustavy na n�kolik diferencia
ních vlastností tvoYících 
párové protiklady.= 



 
 

97 

Jakobson reports on was held in 1931 in Geneva, the hometown of Ferdinand de Saussure. The 

next report Jakobson wrote was from Rome in 1933 and Jakobson9s description does not follow 

the same pattern as his previous reports: methodology and theories related to new tendencies 

in linguistics had already been discussed in the previous congresses, and groups of scholars 

had already defined. The atmosphere was different because the congress in Rome was no longer 

an occasion to recruit new bojovníci (<fighters=) to establish a new path in linguistic studies, 

but it was rather an occasion for sharing results. The last congress Jakobson wrote about before 

the WWII was in Copenhagen in 1936, the city where the Lingvistkredsen210 (Copenhagen 

School) was founded. According to Jakobson, the congress held in Copenhagen was more 

fruitful than the previous ones due to the remarkable experience both of participants and 

organisers, like the linguists Otto Jespersen and Viggo Brøndal. In the report Jakobson 

underlined that academia had started to experience the effects of Nazi propaganda already in 

1936 and he noted two evident signs of how the congress was affected. First, a French linguist 

could not come to Copenhagen because he was forbidden to cross German territory. Moreover, 

some German linguists gave speeches in which the influence of Nazi ideology was evident. 

One academic Jakobson reported as countering this influence was Hjemslev9s mentor 

Pedersen. During the Copenhagen congress, Pedersen stated that a new phase of comparative 

linguistics had begun and Jakobson, a devoted promoter of comparative linguistics, wrote: 

Even the famous Holger Pedersen, always so sober and cautious, in his final 

word after the two lectures on Indo-European proto-language, spoke directly 

of a new chapter in the development of comparative linguistics and its new 

outbursts, worthy of joining the former outbursts of the leading 

representatives of the previous period: F. de Saussure and Baudouin de 

Courtenay.211 (Jakobson 2014, 145) 

Despite the Nazi ideological influence, the congress of 1936 had an essential role. At that time 

Structuralism was not just a theory anymore, but it had brought about its first results: <The 

 

210 During the interwar period the Lingvistkredsen developed an important and enduring collaboration with 
the PLK. The international congress in Copenhagen was so significant for the PLK that Jakobson, in addition to 
his report in Prager Presse, published a longer and more detailed one in Slovo a slovesnost in 1936, <KodaIská 
pYehlídka dneaního jazykozpytu= [<Copenhagen Review of Today9s Linguistics=]. 

211 <Ba slavný Holger Pedersen, v�dy tak stYízlivý a opatrný, ve svém záv�re
ném slov� po obou uvedených 
pYednáakách o prajazyce indoevropském mluvil pYímo o nové kapitole ve vývoji srovnávacího jazykozpytu a o 
nových jeho výbojích, dostojn� se pYidru�ujících k n�kdejaím výbojom 
elných zástupco období pYedchozího - F. 
de Saussura in Baudouina de Courtenay.= 
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debate was no longer about the validity and suitability of the method but about the concrete 

results of its application to different sections of linguistics=212 (Jakobson 2014, 144). 

Louis Hjelmslev and Jakobson: a long cooperation 

When Jakobson came for the congress in Copenhagen in 1936, he gave lectures at the 

University of Copenhagen and at the University of Aarhus, where Louis Hjelmslev was a 

professor (Beke 2011). One year later Hjelmaslev visited the PLK and on 22nd of October 

Jakobson published <Prof. Hjelmslev in Prag= [<Prof. Hjelmslev in Prague=] in Prager Presse. 

Lorenzo Cigana9s recent research on Hjemslev has been pivotal, such as the monograph 

Hjelmslev e la teoria delle correlazioni linguistiche [Hjelmslev and the Theory of Linguistic 

Correlations] (2022), and the <Glossematics= database,213 which contain Hjelmslev9s 

correspondences with Jakobson and Trubeckoj. We can use these to reconstruct Jakobson9s 

relationship with Hjelmslev and the genesis of the writing published in Prager Presse. After 

Hjelmslev returned to Denmark, in a letter dated the 9th of November 1937 he expressed to 

Jakobson his enthusiastic thanks: 

De retour à mon pays, et après avoir réglé diverses besognes urgentes qui 

m9attendaient (entre autres choses les épreuves des Actes du congrès 

linguistes que vous avez dû recevoir maintenant), je m9empresse de vous 

exprimer, à Madame Jakobson et à vous-même, les plus cordiaux 

remerciements de la part de ma femme et de moi des belles journées que nous 

avons pu passer avec vous à Prague et à Brno, grâce à vos bons soins et à 

votre aimable hospitalité. Il est regrettable seulement que nous n9ayons pas 

pu rester plus longtemps, malgré vos suggestions si aimables et si tentantes; 

mais vous savez que j9ai été forcé de rentrer très vite pour reprendre mes 

occupations ici. Mais je vous remercie non seulement de votre hospitalité, 

mais aussi des entretiens si intéressants et si féconds que j9ai pu avoir avec 

vous et avec les autres collègues de Prague et de Brno, et qui m9ont donné 

ample matière à réflexion.214 

On 7th of December Jakobson replied, proposing that Hjelmslev publish an article in Slovo a 

slovesnost related to the lecture on Ramus Rask given at the PLK,215 and sent Hjemslev an 

 

212 <Ji� se nedebatovalo o oprávn�nosti a vhodnosti metody, nýbr� o konkrétních výsledcích její aplikace na 
rozli
né úseky linguistiky.= 

213 See <https://glossematics.dk/app>. 
214 < https://glossematics.dk/app/reader/acc-1992_0005_025_Jakobson_0010-tei-final.xml>. 
215 The article was published in Slovo a slovesnost in 1938 with the title <Rasmus Rask, jeho �ivot a dílo= 

[Ramus Rask, his Life and Work]. 
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article published in Lidové noviny: <Je vous envoie en même temps les comptes-rendus de 

Lidové noviny sur vos conférence et j9ai prié la rédaction de la Prager Presse de vous envoyer 

un résumé sommaire de votre conférence faite au Cercle [&]=.216 The Lidové noviny article 

Jakobson sent was published on 4th of November 1937 under the title <Dánsko-
eská 

sou
innost v jazykov�d�= [<Danish and Czech Collaboration in Linguistics=]. The author (the 

article is unsigned) traces the relationship between the Czech and the Danish academic contexts 

from the Danish linguist Holger Pedersen studies in Prague in 1902. The author calls Hjemslev 

<Pedersen9s successor=: 

L. Hjelmslev9s double stay in the republic fits well into this tradition. In 1923, 

the young linguist, combining a penetrating interest in general linguistics with 

that in Balto-Slavic languages, characteristic of Danish comparatists, 

diligently attended Zubatý9s lectures on acquiring Czech and Slavic literature. 

This year, Pedersen9s successor in the famous Copenhagen chair for 

comparative linguistics begins this stage of his activities by travelling to 

Prague and Brno, where in specific meetings with his Czechoslovakian 

colleagues he discusses current issues of scientific cooperation, in particular 

the question of fraternity between the Prague and the Copenhagen Circle, 

which he now manages as chairman.217 

The relationship between Jakobson and Hjelmslev stretched beyond the 1930s, enduring after 

the WWII. As Cigana notes, Hjelmslev employed Jakobson and Trubeckoj9s concept of the 

linguistic mark in 1933 (2022, 101).  

When Jakobson and Pírková fled Czechoslovakia, they were hosted by Hjelmslev and his 

wife in Denmark before leaving for Scandinavia and then the United States. Their 

correspondence and collaboration were interrupted during the war but intensified again in the 

1950s, when Jakobson visited Copenhagen and Hjelmslev came to the United States. Then the 

two scholars continued exchanging ideas and punctually updating each other on their research. 

Despite their close relationship (both in academic and personal terms) Jakobson never wrote 

 

216 <https://glossematics.dk/app/reader/acc-1992_0005_025_Jakobson_0020-tei-final.xml>. 
217 <Do této tradice dobYe zapadá dvojí pobyt v republice L. Hjelmsleva 3 v r. 1923 mladý linguista, spojující 

s pronikavým zájmem o obecnou jazykov�du také zájem o baltoslovanské jazyky, pYízna
ný pro dánské 
komparatisty, piln� navat�vuje pYednáaky Zubatého o osvojuje si 
eatinu a slovanskou odbornou literaturu a v 
roce letoaním nástupce Pedersenov na proslulé kodaIské stolici pro srovnávací jazykozpyt zahajuje tuto etapu své 

innosti cestou do Prahy a Brna, kde v podrobných poradách s 
eskoslovenskými kolegy projednává aktuální 
otázky v�decké spolupráce, zejména otázka souru
enství Pra�ského a KodaIského krou�ku, který nyní jako 
pYedseda Yídí.= 
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an obituary to honour Hjelmslev, but his letter to Vibeke, Hjelmslev9s wife, can be considered 

a personal attempt at one: 

Louis could only live a whole, amazing life of a great thinker, scholar, and 

worker, which he was, or not live at all. [&] Thirty years of rare friendship 

united us, and I shall never forget all its stages 3 our visit to you in Aarhus in 

1936 with our first fascinating discussion, your visit to Brno, the unusual case 

when Louis and I danced in the Dean9s office and sang in the Brno streets; 

then his and your unforgettable help to us in tragic 1939 [&].218  

Norwegian academy: Olaf Broch 

While investigating the Copenhagen conference, I noticed a lack of research on relationships 

between Czech and Danish or Scandinavian scholars. These relations were promoted by some 

German institutions settled in Prague through the Germanist Arnoat Kraus: the 

Tschechoslowakisch-dänische Gesellschaft [Czechoslovak-Danish Society], founded in 1924, 

and the Institut für Skandinavistik und Niederlandistik [Institute for Scandinavian and Dutch 

Studies], founded in 1930. The only research in this area is on relations between Hjelmslev and 

the PLK, which Cigana discussed.  

Research on another significant international exchange is lacking: the relationship 

between the Czech and the Norwegian contexts. For example, in 1935 Christian Stang visited 

Brno at the same time as Benveniste9s visit to the city. The most relevant figure here was Olaf 

Broch219, mainly known as a scholar involved in Russian studies, but also deeply interested in 

Czech language.220 Broch embodied the model of a many-sided scholar, who besides his 

academic activity was éngagé also as translator, translating Tolstoj and Dostoevskij9s novels, 

and in other fields, such as politics. Research on Broch focuses on his relations with Russian 

and Ukrainian scholars but does not cover those with Czech or French academics. Broch9s 

 

218 RJPs, Box 25, Folder 23. 
219 See Bjørnflaten (1996, 1998 and 2012). In this article, the scholar emphasised the richness of Broch9s 

archive, which collects letters he exchanged with other linguists, such as Aleksej aachmatov and Pedersen. I want 
to sincerely thank prof. Jan Ivar Bjørnflaten for his advice concerning my research on Broch. See also Lönngren 
(2019). 

220 Broch became close to Russian scholars in 1888, especially to Fortunatov and aachmatov, while studying 
in Saint Petersburg and Moscow. His interests were primarily related to phonology and phonetic theories applied 
in dialectology, as his first study <Zum Kleinrussischen in Ungarn= [<Rusyns in Hungary=] testifies. This was 
published in 1895 in Archiv für slavische Philologie under Jagi�9s suggestion and expanded two years later in the 
book Studien von den slovakisch-kleinrussischen Sprachgrenzen im Ösltichen Ungarn [Studies of the Slovak-
Rusyn Language Borders in Eastern Hungary] (Broch [1895] 1897). His first relevant achievement in phonology 
was Slavische Phonetik [Slavic Phonology], published in 1911 (Broch [1911] 2021). 
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relationship with Czech scholars began when he visited the city in 1905. In his memoir, 

Mathesius remembered meeting Broch: 

A great scientific experience for me was meeting the Norwegian Slavist Olaf 

Broch, approaching forty, towards the end of my university studies. He was 

already an accomplished scholar, known for his work on the shifting linguistic 

boundaries between Slovaks and Rusyns, and he came to Prague in the early 

summer of 1905 to study Czech pronunciation on the spot.221 (Mathesius 

2009, 216) 

Broch9s relations intensified during the interwar years and in the 1930s, Broch attended the 

linguistic international congresses Jakobson wrote on and visited Czechoslovakia again, where 

he worked with the PLK. Broch gave a lecture on 31st of October 1938 titled 

<Bedeutungsunterschied durch Intonationsunterschied= [<Distinguishing Meaning with the 

Help of Intonational Opposition=] and published an article on this in the eighth volume of the 

Travaux du Cercle Linguistique de Prague (Broch 1939). The PLK9s archive gives more 

insights into Broch9s relationships with Czech scholars: during a meeting held on 1st of October 

1937, members were informed that Broch was invited to Brno and on 25th Mathesius proposed 

to take advantage of his visit and to invite him to join the Circle. On 21st of December Broch 

was accepted as member of the PLK together with Hjelmslev and van Wijks.  

Jakobson encountered Broch through both the PLK and Russian scholars. In an article 

published on 4th of August 1937 in Prager Presse to celebrate Broch9s seventieth birthday, 

Jakobson recognised the significant contribution he gave to the development of Slavic studies, 

tracing the trajectory of his research lineage to Fortunatov and other ancestors of pre-formalist 

linguistics, such as de Courtenay. Curiously, Jakobson did not mention aachmatov, although 

his relationship with Broch was very important, as evidenced by their extensive 

correspondence.222 Another scholar related to Jakobson who had an important relationship with 

Broch was Savickij. Although the two scholars might seem extremely distant, especially in 

political terms, their communication began in 1916, when Savickij saw in Broch a master, and 

 

221 <Velkou v�deckou zkuaenost pro mne bylo ke konci mých univerzitních studií setkání s norským 
slavistou Olafem Brochem, jen� se tehdy blí�il 
tyYicítce. Byl to u� hotový v�dec, známý svými pracemi o 
posouváni jazykových hranic mezi Slováky a Rusíny, a pYiael do Prahy po
átkem léta 1905, aby na míst� studoval 

eskou výslovnost.= 

222 See Lönngren (2015) and Lönngren - Zakovorotnaja (2020). Broch9s archive presents a significant 
quantity of materials, though as prof. Bjørnflaten told me, only the portion related to aachmatov and Jagi� has 
been organised, while the (possible) presence of correspondence with Czech scholars has never been considered. 
As noticed in Bjørnflaten (2012), there are many correspondences with important scholars, such as Pedersen. 
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continued even after the WWII, when the tones of their correspondence suggest an academic 

parity as well as a renewed mutual respect.223 Jakobson was acquainted with Broch9s work by 

the early 1920s: in O 
easkom stiche, Jakobson largely referred to Broch9s volume O
erki 

filologii slavjanskoj re
i [Philological Essays about the Slavic Speech] (Broch 1910). I have 

found no evidence of any correspondence with Broch in the interwar years, though in the RJPs 

there is an extensive collection of letters between the two scholars which testifies that they 

communicated until Broch9s death, in 1961.224 Although I cannot demonstrate the existence of 

a correspondence, it is otherwise evident from the writing published in Prager Presse and from 

O 
easkom stiche that Jakobson was familiar with Broch9s studies, especially his phonological 

work and its application in the field of dialectology. Although Broch belonged to an earlier 

generation and had not yet overcome either the positivist legacy or the theorisations of the 

Neogrammarians, Jakobson saw in the Norwegian scholar a point of contact with new trends 

in research: 

Although Broch9s writings are strewn with many fascinating sound-historical 

observations and hypotheses (such as his thoughts on the origins of the 

transformation of southern Great Russian vocalism), the core of his research 

is synchronistic, synchronistic, but not static: he takes full account of the 

variability of the sound system. (Jakobson 2014, 259)225 

Considering the importance of scholars such as Hjelmslev, Pederson or Broch not only for 

Jakobson, but for the Czech context in general, I believe a further comparative study could be 

fruitful in understanding of the international stance of Czechoslovakia. Such a study would 

investigate the European academic milieu as a centre of prolific intercultural exchange, which 

flourished through events such as those described in Jakobson9s reports. This international and 

multicultural exchange was suspended between a regard for tradition and a methodological 

approach that was as avant-garde as it was, to quote Jakobson, combative.226 Such research 

 

223 See Karelin 3 Repnevskij (2018). 
224 In the archive of the Oslo Nasjonalbiblioteket (Oslo National library) are conserved Jakobson9s letters. 

Such a correspondence should be edited and properly commented, because it frames a significant chapter in the 
evolution of Slavic studies during the twentieth century.  

225 <Wenn in den Arbeiten Brochs zahlreiche interessante lautgeschichtliche Feststellungen und Hypothesen 
verstreut sind (etwa seine Gedanken über die Ursachen der Umbildung des südgroßrussischen Vokalismus), so ist 
der Kern seiner Untersuchungen synchronistisch angelegt, synchronistisch, aber nicht statisch: die 
Veränderlichkeit des Lautbestandes wird von ihm im vollen Umfang in Betracht gezogen.= 

226 See Becklund-Ehler (1977) on Jakobson and Scandinavian scholars. 
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would be beneficial to gain a better picture of the evolution of human sciences in Europe during 

the last century and to gain a clearer awareness of contemporary Slavic studies9 physiognomy. 

The Bulgarian case 

There is a writing which among Jakobson9s reports can be conceived as a peculiar 

document. On 5th of September 1937, he published <Neznámé Bulharsko= [<Unknown 

Bulgaria=] (Jakobson 2014, 261-265) in Lidové noviny alongside photographs and drawings. 

This piece is peculiar insofar as it can be considered a sort of travelogue, a travel report 

dedicated to one of his trips to Bulgaria, which took place in the summer of 1937. Jakobson 

described Bulgarian cities and places, emphasising the folkloric character of the country, 

describing it as an <ethnographic museum=.  

Jakobson9s visit to Bulgaria also had an academic aim. As the article <Roman Jakobson 

pYednáaí v Bulharsku= [<Roman Jakobson Teaches in Bulgaria=], published on 30th of June 

1937 in the journal Národní osvobození, describes, Jakobson delivered three lectures at the 

University of Sofia. The first one was dedicated to the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition, the second 

was on the PLK, and the last one focused on the comparative study of Slavic literature. From 

the documents kept in Masaryk University9s Archive (AMU), it is possible to deduce that it 

was not his first visit to this country. Among the documents is one dated the 8th of July 1935 

which testifies that the dean of the Faculty of Philosophy invited Jakobson to spend time in 

Bulgaria in the summer of the same year to establish some academic contacts: 

The dean9s office of the Faculty of Philosophy of Masaryk University in Brno 

has entrusted Professor Roman O. Jakobson, on behalf of the Faculty of 

Philosophy and the Slavonic Seminary, to establish scientific contacts with 

the relevant authorities and institutions in Bulgaria through a trip to Bulgaria 

in the summer of 1935; he therefore asks the authorities here and there to be 

willing to accommodate him in the matter of travel to Bulgaria and the 

establishment of the necessary contacts, and the National Bank to allow him 

to export the necessary currency.227 

 

227 <D�kanství filosofické fakulty Masarykovy university v Brn� pov�Yilo profesora Dra Romana O. 
Jakobsona, aby z zájmu filosofické fakulty s slovanského semináYe navázal odobním (sic!) zájezdem do Bulharsku 
v lét� 1935 v�decké styky s pYísluanými 
initeli a institucemi v Bulharsku; �ádá proto úYady zdejaí i tamn�jaí 
(sic!), aby mu ve v�cech cesty po Bulharsku a navázání potYebných styko vyaly ochotn� vestYíc (sic!), a Národní 
banku, aby mu povolila vývoz potYebných valut.= in AMU, A2, Roman Jakobson. 
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Jakobson9s relationship with Bulgarian scholars, as testified by the obituary in which dedicated 

to Ljubomir Mileti�, represents an important topic which has not been studied enough to date. 

In the obituary Jakobson stated that Mileti� as one of the most influent Bulgarian scholars in 

the international milieu, describing him as one of <most prominent and most flamboyant= 

representants of the Bulgarian academy (Jakobson 2014, 256). In 1933 Jakobson also published 

a comparative study between Bulgarian and Russian iamb in a collection of essays edited to 

honour Mileti�9s scholarly activity. His relation to Bulgaria continued also after the WWII, 

when he further developed his interest in Palaeographic studies and in Medieval studies, 

especially in the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition. 

Émile Benveniste at the PLK 

On 16th of March 1937 Jakobson published in Lidové noviny <Prof. Benveniste v Brn�= 

[<Prof. Benveniste in Brno=] (Jakobson 2014, 246-247).228 He discussed Benveniste9s lecture 

at the Masaryk University in Brno, on the Proto-Indo-European structure, which he describes 

as zhuat�ná and pYehledná (<concise= and <transparent=). During his short period in 

Czechoslovakia, Benveniste also spent time in Prague, where he attended meetings organised 

by the PLK and lectured at the French Institute. Prager Presse reported on his lectures. On 11th 

of March, Silberstein reported on Benveniste9s lecture L9expression linguistique de la quantité 

at the PLK and on the audience9s reactions, especially Friedrich Slotty9s (Silberstein 1937).229 

Contacts between Czech and French linguists (beyond Benveniste, Antoine Meillet and Lucien 

Tesniére are noteworthy) developed in the interwar years.230 It is difficult to reconstruct 

precisely how Jakobson9s relationship with Benveniste was structured in the interwar years, 

due to a paucity of archival sources. The two linguists exchanged some letters between 1947 

and 1968 which testify their intense collaboration (Laplantine 3 Testenoire 2021). This 

relationship was a transatlantic one by the time the letters were written and took on the shape 

of a triangle with Claude Levi-Strauss. 

 

 

228 It is signed <alg=. Toman argues that this may be an abbreviation of <Aljagrov=, see Jakobson (2014, 
247). Toman9s suggestion is convincing due to the lexical convergences he reported. 

229 It had been planned for the 9th of March 1937, but then it was anticipated, and Benveniste lectured on 8th. 
On 5th of May, Jakobson and Havránek proposed the election of Benveniste as a member of the PLK which was 
accepted on 21st of December. On 7th of February 1938 Benveniste wrote a letter expressing his gratitude for the 
nominee, see 
ermák 3 Poeta 3 
ermák (2012). 

230 See Krásová (2014, 2018, 2021) and Krásová 3 Koblí�ek (2019).  
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Jakobson9s reports during the American period 

Concluding this section, I would like to reflect Jakobson9s reports written during the 

American period. Jakobson9s quit his activity of publishing reports in the press but used to 

meticulously trace his academic activity in other circumstance. These private reports which are 

so precise to permit an almost complete reconstruction of his scientific activity from 1950 to 

1982. Among these materials there are two relevant documents. The first one is a letter 

Jakobson sent on 29th of July 1950 to Michail Karpovi
, who was teaching at Harvard in the 

same period. It is a brief report Jakobson wrote after his first travel around Europe after the end 

of the WWII. He described the current situation of Slavic studies in the major countries in West 

Europe: 

In Western Europe Slavic studies, as in the humanities in general, England 

begins to play the most important role [&]. French Slavic studies have a 

glorious past but are, as many other branches of humanities, rather in 

decadence. The militant spirit of the leading French Slavists against any 

modern trends and new ideas and the almost entire lack of a young generation 

in Slavic studies are particularly striking [&]. The Slavic departments are 

solid but limited in their range in Norway and Denmark and the Dutch Slavic 

studies are decimated by the premature death of their great representative van 

Wijk in 1941. [&] There is no high demand for Slavic languages in 

Switzerland and Belgium.231 

In the closing remarks, Jakobson informed Karpovi
 about the interest of West European 

academies in collaborating with Harvard Slavic department. Jakobson9s career completely 

changed after moving to the United States, where he gained a new professional and influent 

position in academia. The second document is a report about a trip to Soviet Union and Europe, 

which Jakobson made in 1958.232 A large part of the report is devoted to the Soviet Union. 

Jakobson speaks of an academic environment that, despite difficult conditions in the Stalin era, 

was intensively and rapidly flourishing again. The reports written during the American period 

 

231 RJPs Box 1, Folder 18. 
232 Relevant is Jakobson9s remarks about his nine-day sojourn in Moscow from 1956 in his correspondence 

with Vernadskij. In a letter dated the 21st of June he emphasises his enthusiasm after meeting his former colleagues 
and the new representatives of the Soviet academia. He describes the profound changes after the end of Stalinist 
era: <one could characterise the mood as the honeymoon of a security and relative freedom after the mood as the 
incredible terror of the post-war years= (RJPs, Box 46, Folder 53). Concerning Soviet scholars, Jakobson praises 
their great feeling of self-identity, the freedom of their discussions and their desire of having a dialogue with the 
émigré community. 
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have nothing to share with those published in interwar Czechoslovakia. Jakobson9s role during 

international trips and the questions he emphasised reveal that his figure changed and assumed 

a diplomatic function, rather than just that of a scholar. 

 

2.4 Jakobson and translation: practice and theory 

This portion of chapter is dedicated to Jakobson9s involvement in translation studies. 

Due to the complexity and the amplitude of this topic, my intent is not to be exhaustive, but to 

depict the main characteristics of Jakobson9s involvement in translation during the Czech 

period.233 

Jakobson9s work in translation studies during his American period is widely known and 

studied; the same cannot be stated of his work on translation studies undertaken during his 

Russian and Czechoslovakian phases. His interest in translation manifested from the Muscovite 

years onwards: it is in these earlier years, especially in his time in Czechoslovakia, that 

Jakobson shortly approached translation in parallel with his early research in linguistics and 

philology. The interest in this field is shaped in three ways, which I identify as three different 

<functions=: Jakobson as translator/editor, Jakobson as reviewer, and Jakobson as theoretician. 

In this portion of chapter each of these three functions is interpreted within Jakobson9s primary 

one as a cultural transfer, mainly between the Russian and Czech contexts.  

Concerning the first function, I will briefly recapitulate the few translations Jakobson 

did in Russia and in Czechoslovakia. Then, I will focus my analysis on Jakobson9s involvement 

in translation as a supporter to other translators and as an editor. The second function will be 

presented through a commentary of two reviews published by Jakobson, one devoted to the 

Croatian translation of Slovo o polku Igoreve by Ivan aajkovi� and one related to Il9ja Bart9s 

Czech translation of Puakinian poems. Concerning the last function, I will delve into it referring 

to Jakobson9s most important writings about translation and briefly refer his influence in the 

Czech translational theory.234 

 

233 I am aware of the richness of materials about translation published in the interwar period by Czech 
scholars or writers, but I do not aim to depict an exhaustive description of this phenomenon. 

234 I am aware of the amplitude of such a topic, which should require a separated analysis. In my thesis I will 
just refer to some selected examples. 
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First function: Jakobson as translator and editor 

Despite his near-boundless linguistic knowledge, to which I referred in the first chapter, 

and his constant desire to make avant-garde Russian poetry known outside Russia9s borders, 

Jakobson rarely published translations. His first attested translation was from French into 

Russian, of Mallarmé9s poem Une dentelle s9abolit (Jakobson 2012, 207). Besides translations 

for articles or lectures and those from Medieval Russian literature into modern Russian (such 

as his 1948 translation of Slovo o polku Igoreve), there are three extant translations attributable 

to Jakobson from Russian into other languages. The first is a translation into French of an 

excerpt of Majakovskij9s poem Oblako v atanach [A Cloud in Trousers], which he made 

between late 1916 and early 1917. This translation was published by Jangfel9dt, who noted that 

the poem9s opening was recited in person by Jakobson (2012, 283), while final last six verses 

were published by Winner in 1977 (Armstrong 3 Schooneveld 1977, 508). In the same years 

Jakobson translated into Old Slavonic verses from Majakovskij9s Ni
ego ne ponimajut [They 

Do Not Understand Nothing] (1913), reproduced again by Jangfel9dt (Jakobson 2012, 209): 

 

On 27th of December 1920, Jakobson published in Den the Czech translation of portions of 

Velimir Chlebnikov9s poem Sestry Molnii [The Daughter of the Storm] under the title <Z 

poematu 8Sestry blýskavice9= [<From the poem 8The Daughter of the Storm9=] (Jakobson 

1920). Jakobson translated the final paragraphs, where the voice of the people closes the 

poem.235 The translation is signed R. A. (Roman Aljagrov). 

In 1925, Jakobson published a Russian translation of Neumann9s poem Jarní rytmy 

[Vesennie ritmy] in Nové Rusko to celebrate Neumann9s fiftieth birthday (Jakobson 1925).236 

In the brief introduction, Jakobson described Neumann as <the greatest of contemporary Czech 

poets=, emphasising the poet9s important role within the avant-garde.  

 

235 It was not published in the Selected Writings, but appeared in Jakobson (2012, 208). 
236 A transcription of the translation is provided in the § Appendix. For the original, see Neumann (1967). 
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Another aspect that is often overlooked by scholars must be considered: Jakobson9s role 

as a supporter of other translators, both as reviser and editor. As discussed in his interview with 

Angelo Maria Ripellino quoted in the first chapter, it was Jakobson who brought poets such as 

Majakovskij and Chlebnikov to Czechoslovakia and it was he who translated Majakovskij9s 

poems to Neumann with Weil9s help (Ripellino 1967). Jakobson thus became a fundamental 

intermediary for the translation and consecutive reception of contemporary Russian poetry in 

Czechoslovakia. Jaroslav Seifert, for example, in 1921 translated Dvenadcat9 [The Twelve] by 

Aleksandr Blok together with Jakobson. In addition, it is possible to assume that Jakobson 

supported Svatava Pírková in the translation of Pasternak9s Ochrannaja gramota [The Safe 

Conduct], published in 1935 together with Jakobson9s annotations and postface. In the same 

year Nezval and Jakobson had also planned to translate a selection of Pasternak9s poems, but 

never did.237 

The most significant editorial project in which Jakobson was officially involved is the 

Czech238 publication of Aleksandr Puakin9s selected writings on the centenary of his death in 

1937.239 Jakobson and Alfred Bem managed this project in collaboration with the prestigious 

Czech publishing house Melantrich. The anniversary celebration was a pivotal moment in the 

cultural and academic history of interwar Czechoslovakia: it was the occasion for new 

translations, lectures, exhibitions, and many journals devoted entire issues to, or published 

special sections on, Puakin (see §3.1). Jakobson really believed in the importance of the jubilee, 

as he wrote in 1946 in an article on Puakin9s reception among Polish scholars: 

Russian literary jubilees have always been events of the highest importance, dates 

significant not merely for students of literature, not alone for the historians of 

Russian culture, but for Russian culture itself. A sum total of the studies devoted to 

the feted writers is cast up, gaps are industriously filled in, wide circles of society 

are once again, and more persistently, associated with the classical heritage, but 

most important the author whose memory is celebrated is reappraised in the light of 

the present time and this latter is in its turn subjected to judgment in the light of the 

writer9s legacy. (Jakobson 1946, 88) 

Jakobson did not intend Puakin9s anniversary as an opportunity to <reread= or <reinterpret= his 

figure through the values of contemporary society or daily life. Therefore, his project was not 

 

237 See § 3.2. 
238 See Sgallová (2018) on Czech translations of Puakin. 
239 See § 3.1 for an analysis of Jakobson9s writings about Puakin. 
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a reinterpretation of Puakin since according to Jakobson there was no need to investigate what 

message Puakin9s Onegin, or even his writings in general, could give to contemporaries. On 

the contrary, Jakobson was aware of the importance reached by Puakin9s myth not only in 

Russian literature or among Russian scholars but also in the international milieu.240 As I will 

show in the following chapter (§ 3.1), Jakobson9s research on Puakin has only been partially 

considered by scholars, with the exception of his most pivotal writing on the Russian poet, 

<Socha v symbolice Puakinov�= [<The Statue in Puakin9s Poetic Mythology=] (Jakobson 1979, 

237-280), published in Slovo a slovesnost in 1937.  

 

Table 3. The four volumes published by Melantrich within the project run by Jakobson and Bem. 

There are no archival documents which attest or trace Jakobson9s work with Bem on this 

project, but it is possible to trace the translators9 work with Jakobson through extant 

correspondence. This project is first discussed in one letter that Jakobson sent to Bem on 21st 

of July 1936, in which he wrote: <[Julius] Fu
ík wrote me that Hora agreed to translate 

E[vgenij] O[negin]!=241 In Jakobson9s correspondence with Fischer are several passages 

concerning Fischer9s involvement in the translation of some dramas. For example, on 8th of 

September 1936, Jakobson sent a brief letter signed by him, Pírková and MukaYovský: 

I read your new translations, they are beautiful, I will go through them during 

the autumn. The drama volume will be published in January. I think your rare 

intuition has not failed you this time: it is very probable that the Scenes [of 

the Knights9 Times] are a translation; however, it has not been traced that it 

 

240 Although this phenomenon played a pivotal role, it has not yet been studied. Such work could deepen 
understandings of Puakin9s reception in Czechoslovakia, such as the use of the Russian poet as a symbol of anti-
Nazi values at a time when Czech scholars already perceived the menace of Hitler9s invasion. 

241 <$GG<> ?<E4? <=5, GF> �>D4 E>7?4E<?EO ?5D565EF< �[675=<O] �[=57<=4]!= in (Havránková 3 Petkevi
 
2015, 57) 

Title Translator(s) Preface Postface Year of Publication

A. S. Puakin. 

Lyrika
Petr KYi
ka

Alfred Bém, Puakin a jeho místo 

v literartuYe.

Roman Jakobson, Na okraj 

lyrických básní Puakinových.
1936

A. S. Puakin. 

Eugen On�gin: román ve veraích
Josef Hora -

Roman Jakobson, Na okraj 

Eugena On�gina.
1937

A. S. Puakin. 

Dramata
Otokar Fischer - Alfred Bém. Puakin-dramatik. 1937

A. S. Puakin. 

Povídky veraem a prózou. Ohlasy 

lidové poesie

Paul Eisner, Josef Hora, Petr 

KYi
ka, Bohumil Mathesius, 

Frantiaek Nechvátal, Vít�zslav 

Nezval

-

Alfred Bém, Puakinova cesta k 

próze.

Roman Jakobson, K Puakinovým 

ohlasom lidové poezie.

1938
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was from German? Puakin read so little German.242 (Havránková 3 Petkevi
 

2015, 143) 

On 23rd of December Jakobson asked Fischer if he had any doubts concerning the first proofs 

of his translation of Boris Godunov (Havránková 3 Petkevi
 2015, 144) and sent the final ones 

in January. Jakobson wrote Fischer on 21st of January 1937, praising his incredible skills as 

translator: <Reading the proofs, I clapped my hands, as Puakin once did after he finished 

Godunov, and shouted: �= 3 44 $<L5D <>?>45F! [Oh, yes, well done Fischer!]= 243 

(Havránková 3 Petkevi
 2015, 145).  

Besides the correspondence with Fischer, Jakobson9s correspondence with Hora 

contains references to the translation of the Puakin9s writings. In Hora9s collection at LA PNP 

is a massive quantity of documents related to this translation, such as drafts with annotations 

attributable to Jakobson. On 4th of October Hora sent Jakobson his translation of Cygani [The 

Gyspies] with a kind request: <Close your eyes to some of the licenses if they don9t disturb the 

sense and Puakin9s tone, correct kindly and let me know=244 (Jakobson 3 Morávková 1997, 28). 

For Hora the translation of the Onegin represented an important challenge both in his career as 

a translator and as poet himself.245 In 1937 Hora commented about his experience of translating 

Puakin: 

Eugene Onegin is today a historical novel. [&] While working on Eugene Onegin, 

whose stanzas I was translating into Czech, I vividly felt the justification of the 

poet9s hopes. Removed from the social order from which it grew, Puakin9s poem 

lives further outside it. He lives by the fervour and clairvoyance of the poet9s 

understanding of the eternal aspects of life, he lives by the power of the poet9s words 

and sound. Social relations pass, but the wave of human thought runs on. What was 

 

242 <[
]etl jsem Vaae nové pYeklady, jsou krásné, b�hem podzim je projdu. Svazek dramat vyjde v lednu. 
Myslím, �e Vaae vzácná intuice Vás ani tentokrát nezklamala: je velmi pravd�podobné, �e jsou Scény [z dob 
rytíYských] pYekladem; vaak není nalezen, a �e to bylo z n�m
iny? Puakin tak málo 
etl n�mecky.= 

243 <Pro pYe
tení korektur tleskal jsem, jako kdysi Puakin po ukon
ní Godunova, a kYi
el: �= 3 44 $<L5D 
<>?>45F!= 

244<ZavYi o
i nad n�kterými licencemi, pokud neruaí smysl a puakinovský tón, oprav laskav� a sd�l mi.= 
245 During the nineteenth century two Czech translations of the Onegin appeared: the first one by Václav 

Bendl was published thirty years after the Russian edition of 1860 and the second one by Václav Jung in 1893. 
During the twentieth century two more were published, Hora9s in 1937 and Olga Maaková9s in 1966. As Karel 
Hausenblas wrote, these four versions exemplify the development of Czech translation theories and the evolution 
of the Czech literary language through the century (1967). Bendl9s one was unfaithful in many ways, such as the 
choice of the meter: Bendl transposed Puakin9s traditional iambic tetrameter with iambic pentameter. Meanwhile, 
Jung9s translation was more respectful of the versification, preserving meter and rhyme and more respectful of 
Puakin9s themes. It was not a faithful transposition of Puakin9s style. According to Hausenblas, Hora published a 
proper Czech translation, reaching a balance between thematic content and the other traits of the poem, such as 
verbal expression and rhythm. 
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a transitory reality was transformed by the poet's intuition into a lasting symbol. [&] 

Such is the fate of this poet: it is as if the desire of the whole of Russia for freedom 

of spirit was embodied in him. [&] That is why Puakin can boldly speak even today, 

and from him to Majakovskij to Pasternak there is a continuous line of poets hungry 

to change the higher life246 (Hála 3 Kubka 1937, 34-35). 

Second function: Jakobson as reviewer 

The second function related to translation is that of Jakobson as a reviewer. In 1931 

Jakobson published in Slavische Rundschau a review of the Croatian translation of the Slovo o 

polku Igoreve by Ivan aajkovi�247 (Jakobson 1913, 304-306). As I will explain in the 

subchapter dedicated to polemics (§ 2.6.2), this poem played a relevant role in Jakobson9s 

activity, being a significant topic during his years in the United States, when in 1948 he 

published La Geste du Prince Igor9. Texte établi, traduit et commenté together with Henri 

Grégoire and Marc Szeftel. In the review Jakobson compared aajkovi�9s translation with other 

two he considered successful, both of which were made by poets: the German Rainer Maria 

Rilke and the Polish Julius Tuwim. Of these, he praised the attention to the poem9s artistic 

traits, which he saw as completely lacking in aajkovi�9s translation. Moreover, what Fedor 

Kora called rythmische Buntheit, a rhythmical variegation, was also missing in the Croatian 

version.248 While describing the translation as banal and disrespectful to the original, Jakobson 

harshly criticised the foreword, describing it as <partially nonsense, partially extravagant=.  

aajkovi�9s foreword to the poem criticised Vladimir Perec, a Russian scholar active at 

the Ukrainian National Academy of Sciences (UAN) since 1919. He was one of the most 

influential scholars of Old Russian epics. In 1926, he translated into Ukrainian and wrote a 

 

246 <Eugen On�gin je dnes román historický. [&] PYi práci nad Eugenem On�ginem, jeho� strofy jsem 
pYekládal do 
eatiny, jsem pocítil �iv� oprávn�ní básníkových nad�jí. VyIata ze spole
enského Yádu, z n�ho� 
vyrostla, �ije Puakinova báseI dále mimo n�j. }ije vroucností a jasnozYivostí básníkova pochopení v�
ných 
stránek �ivota, �ije silou básníkova slova a zvuku. Spole
enské vztahy míjejí, ale vlna lidské myalenky b��í dál. 
Co bylo pomíjivou skute
ností, zm�nila básníkova intuice v trvalý symbol. [&] Takový u� je osud tohoto básníka: 
jako by se do n�ho byla vt�lila touha celého Ruska po svobod� ducha. [&] Proto mo�e Puakin sm�le mluvit i 
k dneaku, a od n�ho po Majakovského, po Pasternaka vede nepYetr�itá linie básníko, la
ných m�niti �ivot vyaaí.= 

247 Ivan aajkovi� (1873-1946) was a philologist specialised in epic writings. Beside the Slovo he also 
translated Kalevala, the most important text of Finnish epos. 

248 In 1909 Fedor Kora published his translation of the Slovo. The poem is prefaced by a long introduction, 
in which he discusses some of the main traits, included the rhythm. Kora wrote frequently about the Slovo, such 
as his annotations to Platon Melioranskij9s Tureckie elementy v jazyke <Slova o polku Igoreve=. See Kora (1902, 
1909) 
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commentary on the Slovo.249 Perec was also important to Jakobson. When he died, Jakobson 

wrote a short obituary for Slavische Rundschau, describing him as <[a] teacher of rare skills 

and great passion=, who <trained a series of proficient Russian and Ukrainian literary scholars=. 

He presented Perec9s contribution to Russian and Ukrainian Studies, listing some of his most 

remarkable writings, including those dedicated to Slovo. In the review of aajkovi�, Jakobson 

accused the Croatian scholar of having an unscientific attitude and lacking an effective 

methodology. He also critiqued the inaccuracy of aajkovi�9s criticism of Perec, emphasising 

the complete absurdity on which his assumptions were based. 

In 1937 Jakobson published <Puakinovy básn� v pYekladu Ilji Barta= [<Puakin9s Poetry 

in Il9ja Bart9s Translation=] (Jakobson 2014, 217-220) in Slovo a slovesnost,250 a critique of 

Bart9s 1937 translation of Puakin9s poems251 (Puakin 1937). First, he noted several errors and 

misinterpretations in the introduction. He stated that (metrical) anarchy reigned and Bart9s 

alexandrine respected neither punctuation nor accentuation. Jakobson referred again to Tuwim 

as an example of a good translator, as he did in the review of aajkovi�9s translation of the Slovo. 

Bart9s translation was not an adaptation of the Puakinian verse to the characteristics of Czech 

poetry, but remained true to the rules of Russian prosody, a typical trait of the Bart as Stanislav 

Cita observed commenting the translation of Majakovskij9s poems (Cita 1986). In the last 

section of the review, <Pom�r k pYedchodcom= [<A Comparison with the Predecessors=], 

Jakobson compared Bart9s translations with those of Jung and KYi
ka: Bart9s version of Ja vas 

ljubil [I Loved You, 1829 but published in 1830] with Jung9s (Puakin 1920) and the first four 

verses of Bakchi
eskaja pesnja [The Bacchic Song, 1829] with KYi
ka9s (Puakin 1937, 101). 

Through these comparisons Jakobson concluded his review with a rather decisive statement: 

It is possible to disagree with the individual translation strategies and 

malleable devices of Ot. Fischer, Hora, Jung, KYi
ka, Nezval, Táborský, but 

it cannot be denied that their translations of Puakin9s poetic works are a 

 

249 Vladimir Perec was aware of the complex vocabulary of the Slovo. In the preface of his translation, he 
stated that the participation of orientalists was essential. He praised the studies conducted by Fedor Kora and 
Platon Melioranskij. 

250 In 1937 Slovo a slovesnost published articles on Puakin, including Jakobson9s <Socha v symbolice 
Puakinov�=, Wollman9s <Puakinova cesta k baladické dramatice= [<Puakin9s Path to balladic Drama=] or 
Bogatyrev9s <Byly slovenské písn� pramenem Puakinovým?= [<Were Slovak Songs Puakin9s Sources?=]. 

251 Il9ja Bart was born Julius Bartoa. In 1934, he received funding to spend time in the USSR, where he lived 
from April 1934 and July 1935. He wrote for Czech periodicals with a clear political left-wing orientation such 
as Rudé právo, Levá fronta, 
in, or Tvorba. 
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proficient work and a meritorious cultural achievement. This distinguishes 

them significantly from the translation under review. 252 (Jakobson 1937, 220)  

Third function: Jakobson as theoretician 

Among Jakobson9s most influential writings is the article On Linguistic Aspects of 

Translation, written in 1958 and published one year later in the collection of essays On 

Translation (Jakobson 1971, 260-266). This article has been considered an important 

achievement in various fields, such as linguistics or semiotics. Taking Pierce9s triadic theory 

of the linguistic sign as his starting point, Jakobson proposed a triadic classification of 

translation which distinguishes between intralingual, interlingual, and intersemiotic 

translation. Intralingual translation or rewording is an interpretation of verbal signs by means 

of other signs of the same language; interlingual translation or translation between languages 

is an interpretation of verbal signs by means of some other language; and intersemiotic 

translation or transmutation is an interpretation of verbal signs by means of signs of nonverbal 

sign systems. As Hongwei Jia observed (2017), Jakobson9s classification has been considered 

as axiomatic and is referred to in a wide range of pivotal works, such as Thomas Sebeok9s 

Encyclopedic Dictionary of Semiotics ([1994] 2010) or Roland Posner9s Semiotik. Ein 

Handbuch zu den zeichentheoretischen Grundlagen von Natur und Kultur [Semiotics: A 

Handbook on the Sign-Theoretic Foundations of Nature and Culture] (Posner et al., 1997-

2004). Even though this has been further discussed by other scholars, such as the Italian 

semiotician Umberto Eco in his book Dire quasi la stessa cosa. Esperienze di traduzione 

[Experiences in Translation, 2000] (Eco 2001),253 this classification marks an authoritative 

achievement in the so-called translation studies.254 

 

252 <Lze nesouhlasit s jednotlivými pYekladatelskými zásadami a tvárnými prostYedky Ot. Fischera, Hory, 
Junga, KYi
ky, Nezvala, Táborského, ale nelze popYíti, �e jejich pYeklady Puakinových básnických d�l jsou 
kvalifikovanou prací a záslu�ným kulturním 
inem. Tím se markantn� liaí od posuzovaného pYekladu.= 

253 Eco largely referred to Jakobson especially in the chapter <Translation and Interpretation=. Eco discussed 
the concept of <interpretation= in Jakobson9s theories, referring to Charles Pierce and the important role he played 
for the development of the structuralist method. Eco had already discussed this question about Jakobson and 
translation in 1977: <Jakobson demonstrates that to interpret a semiotic item means 8to translate9 it into another 
item (maybe an entire discourse) and that this translation is always creatively enriching the first item= (Eco 1977: 
53). 

254 Jia (2017) provides a wider analysis of the reception of this essay, focusing on reviews and the most 
relevant problems in Jakobson9s triadic classification. 
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In translation studies Jakobson has often been compared with Nabokov255 as playing a 

role in an <intermediary position between a translation and an end user of translation= (Sager 

1994, 324). Lawrence Venuti commented on Jakobson and Nabokov9s opinions, stating that 

they were shaped by disciplinary trends and are the result of a combination between 

philosophical scepticism and practical optimism (2000). Another example is that of Brian Baer, 

who analysed Jakobson9s relationship with Nabokov in an article focused on translation during 

the first phase of the Cold War, the 1950s, which is also the only article which considers 

Jakobson not only a theoretician of translation but also as a translator (Baer 2011). Referring 

to Jakobson9s translation of Majakovskij9s Oblakov atanach and Ni
ego ne ponimajut, Baer 

suggested the influence of Futurism on Jakobson9s activity as a translator, while Nabokov was 

influenced by his role as a professor of literature.256 

If the importance of Jakobson9s contribution to theory of translation in the afterwar 

period in unquestionable, his engagement with such a topic in the interwar years must be 

discussed. In Jakobson9s writings published in the Czech period translation does not occupy a 

prominent position. The most significant text is the article <O pYekladu verao= [<On the 

Translation of Verse=] (Jakobson 1979, 131-134), published in Plán in 1930. In this article 

Jakobson analysed questions relating to the translation of poetry, especially focusing on the 

rhythm. According to him, linguistic elements create rhythmical patterns and, consequently, 

rhythmical constants.257 Rhythm is then defined from a structuralist perspective, as the result 

of the interaction between three different systems: the poetic, the linguistic and the external. 

Jakobson discussed some of the problems which arise while translating from Russian into 

Czech. He exemplified his assumptions describing the constants and the rhythmical tendencies 

of the iambic tetrameter, not by case the most important form in the tradition of Russian 

literature originated by Puakin. Then, he explained the differences with the Czech iamb, which 

became a relevant form during Romanticism. Jakobson9s analysis aims to demonstrate that the 

result of the translation of the iamb from Russian into Czech can be just approximative, i.e., 

 

255 According to the documents kept at RJPs, Nabokov and Jakobson corresponded between 1949 and 1953.  
Their relationship probably started before, but it is during this period that Nabokov used to visit Jakobson and, as 
the letters clearly testify, Nabokov was in Cambridge at least three times in 1951-1952. 

256 Baer makes significant errors which demonstrate that he is not acquainted with the interwar Czech period, 
such as misleading dates or names. He refers to Jan MukaYovský as <Vilém MukaYovský=, then he wrongly states 
that Jakobson defended his doctoral thesis in 1937, while he did in 1929, see Baer (2011, 173). Concerning their 
relationship, I strongly deny Baer9s statement about the fact that <Jakobson and Nabokov were never close friends= 
(Baer 2011, 172). See Note 225 and the § Appendix. 

257 Even if it is not related to translation, it is worthily of mention Jakobson9s essay <Strocha Machy o zove 
gorlicy= [<Mácha9s verse on the call of the turtledove=] (Jakobson 1979, 486-504), published in 1960, which 
influenced entire generations of translators. 
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the Czech translation is only <functionally=. The article contains a long digression which 

explains the characteristic of the Czech iamb in a comparative analysis with Russian one. The 

parallelism between Russian and Czech prosody is a recurrent and pivotal question in 

Jakobson9s writings. As I will discuss later (§ 2.6.1), Jakobson in 1923 wrote an extensive 

analysis of Czech prosody confronting it with the Russian one. 

Beside this article there are just few references to translation, such as in the introduction 

to his review of Nade�da Melniková-Papouakova9s monograph on Aleksandr Blok (see § 

2.5.1), where he stated that the lack of reception of Russian Symbolists in the Czech context 

was due to the fact that translating their works was a difficult task: <The value of this poetry is 

too intimately connected with the Russian language and there was a lack of congenial 

translators to transfer its allure into other languages=258 (Jakobson 2013, 184). 

Jakobson9s contribution to theory of translation in the interwar period is not extensive 

or relevant, as testified by the fact that he did not publish many writings. Even an article titled 

<O pYekladu verao= did not focus on translation but, rather, on prosody. However, it is 

undeniable that Jakobson9s research in the linguistic field became an essential source for 

translational studies. In the Czech context such studies represented and still represent and 

important field. For the purposes of this analysis, I will just refer to JiYí Levý, especially to his 

Um�ní pYekládu [The Art of Translation] and 
eská teorie pYekladu [Czech Translation 

Theory]. In the introduction of Um�ní pYekladu Levý explained the theoretical assumptions on 

which he bases his analysis and, while emphasising the importance of the linguistic perspective. 

As he also stated in 
eská teorie pYekladu:  

Linguistic and translation theory came together especially in the analysis of 

the relationship between linguistic expression and the so-called extra-

linguistic reality, in the analysis of the construction of individual names and 

sentence units of two languages, and in the study of verse.259 (Levý 2023, 215) 

Discussing linguistics as a discipline which analyses boundaries and differences between two 

languages, Levý recognised the great contribution the PLK gave to translational studies.260 He 

 

258 <Der Wert dieser Lyrik ist zu intim mit der russischen Sprache verbunden und es fehlten kongeniale 
Übersetzer, um ihren Reiz in die anderen Sprachen zu übertragen.= 

259 <Jazyková a pYekladatelská teorie se stýkaly zvláat� v rozborech vztahu mezi jazykovým výrazem a tzv. 
mimojazykovou skute
ností, pYi rozboru výstavby jednotlivého pojmenování i v�tných celku dvou jazyko a ve 
studiích o verai.= 

260 On PLK and translation, see Zehnalová (2018). 
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openly referred to works by Mathesuis, MukaYovský and Havránek. Concerning Jakobson, he 

quoted the example about the difference between the Russian 
orstvyj chleb and the Czech 


erstvý chleb employed in the aforementioned <O pYekladu verao=. This article is also included 

in Levý9s collection of writings about translation 
eská teorie pYekladu, in which Jakobson 

figures beside names of pivotal translators in interwar Czechoslovakia, such as Bohumil 

Mathesius, Paul Eisner or Otokar Fischer. It is relevant that in any of his writings Levý did not 

mention Jakobson9s theory about Czech prosody, emphasising the importance of Josef Král9s 

theories from a methodological perspective.261 

 

2.5 Reviews 

2.5.1 Nad��da M�lniková-Papouaková: Majakovskij and Blok 

Nad��da Melniková-Papouaková (1891-1978) occupied an unusual position in the 

community of Russian émigrés. She came to Czechoslovakia in 1918 as the wife of the 

legionnaire and historian Jaroslav Papouaek (Andrejs in Nykl 2021, 119). Differently from 

other Russians émigrés, she built a solid and long-lasting relationship with the Czech 

community.  

Jakobson and Melniková-Papouaková were far apart in terms of methodology and in 

their attitude towards the relationship between literature and politics: Jakobson declared 

himself apolitical, while Melniková-Papouaková is known for her militant attitude and support 

for communist ideology, which was to intensify in the 1930s. Although this, they shared a 

common goal in striving to build a dialogue between Soviet and Czech culture. They published 

in the same periodicals, often finding themselves in close contact and polemising against each 

other, but while Jakobson was publishing more about literature and linguistics, Melniková-

Papouaková9s interests were often related to a broader cultural sphere. Another difference lays 

in their social position, while Jakobson was interested in building an academic career, 

Melniková-Papouaková was apparently not. They somehow represented two sides of the same 

coin, both cultural transfers moving in the same context, but in different ways and animated 

by divergent motivations.  

 

261 As I will explain in § 2.6.1, Jakobson criticised Král9s theories. 
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Jakobson met Melniková-Papouaková in July 1920, although the evidence that she was 

Vja
eslav aepkin9s disciple does not preclude them having met before, in Russia. Jakobson 

had good relations with Papouaek, publishing for Central9naja Evropa and receiving support 

from him. The relationship between Jakobson and Melniková-Papouaková had not always been 

sunshine and roses.  

In this subchapter I aim to emphasise three key moments in the development of this 

relationship through the analysis of writings they published in the interwar period about 

Russian literature.262 

Melniková-Papouaková: some remarks 

Melniková-Papouaková started publishing articles in the 1920s with the help of his 

husband Papouaek, who at the beginning translated her writings from Russian into Czech. 

Melniková-Papouaková contributed significantly to the reception of Russian literature and art 

in Czechoslovakia, publishing not only articles, but also monographs and anthologies. She 

published for different periodicals Jakobson was involved in, e.g., Central9naja Evropa and 

Prager Presse. Differently from Jakobson, she also published for the Russian Volja Rossii. 

As René Andrejs emphasises (2021a), after publishing Rusko z blízka i z dálky [Russia 

from Near and Far] in 1929, Melniková-Papouaková9s initial interest in Russian contemporary 

poetry changed and her research began to focus on the development of popular art and literature 

in the early Soviet Union. Her interest in contemporary Russian poetry is also testified by 

Antologija russkoj poezii XX stoletija I [Anthology of Twentieth-century Russian Poetry I] 

published in 1921, in which she collected poems by Konstatnin Bal9mont, Valerij Brjusov 3 

whom she considered the best 3 Fedor Sologub9, Dmitrij Mere�kovskij, Zinaida Gippius, and 

Aleksej Tolstoj. Considering these names, the title of the anthology may be misleading. Though 

Melniková-Papouaková referred to twentieth-century Russian poetry, the collection did not 

include any poets of the new avant-garde literary movements, but those who in her brief 

introduction she defined as <old modernists=, in contrast to the <younger poets=, who, 

according to her, had published little. This is a rather questionable assertion to make in 1921 if 

we consider, for example, the development of Futurism and writings published already in the 

1910s by its leading poets, such as Chlebnikov or Majakovskij. These <old modernists= were 

 

262 I do not intend to give an interpretation of Melniková-Papouaková9s activity, but to investigate it in 
relation to Jakobson. See Andrejs (2017), (2020), (2021a) and (2021b). 
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representatives of decadence, devoted to the cult of pure art, although Aleksej Tolstoj, as I 

stated, did not fully fit into this classification. In the title it is indicated that it was the first 

volume and it suggests the intention of publishing further volumes. Melniková-Papouaková9s 

interest in Blok in the 1920s is notable, as testified by the introduction to two collections of 

essays, translated by Papouaek.263 According to her, these collections, Intelligencija i 

revolucija [Intelligencija and Revolution] and Poslednie dni imperatorskoj vlasti [The Last 

Days of the Imperial Power] 3 the latter a sequel to the former 3 enabled the Czech reader to 

understand the true Russian spirit and its political expression in the revolutionary years. 

<Stav kultury v Rusku=: An interview with Jakobson (1920) 

On 21st of July 1920 Melniková-Papouaková published an interview with Jakobson 

about contemporary Russian culture in Lidové noviny. The interview, titled <Stav kultury v 

Rusku= [<The State of Culture in Russia=] (Jakobson 2013, 23-24), had a short introduction in 

which Melniková-Papouaková emphasised that interviewing a member of the Soviet Red Cross 

was a favourable occasion to discuss cultural development in the Soviet Union. She asked about 

the social role of literature or literary organisations, and about the interaction of culture with 

politics. Jakobson described contemporary Soviet culture and its institutions, highlighting, for 

example, the increase of libraries and the development of the publishing industry, providing 

information on quantities and prices of published books. Jakobson discussed Maksim Gor9kij, 

Valerij Brjusov, Vja
slav Ivanov and Aleksandr Blok as examples of collaborators with the 

Soviet cultural organisations. He discussed Puakin, Nikolaj Nekrasov and Kornej 
ukovskij as 

examples of <old= authors published in the contemporary Soviet Union. The final question was 

about the celebration of the jubilee of Aleksandr Hercen9s death. Considering the interview 

with Melniková-Papouaková, I want to propose three further considerations. First, that this 

interview is Jakobson9s first testimony as a <cultural transfer=, represented in the guise of 

information about the Soviet socio-cultural context. Second, that Melniková-Papouaková9s 

intention to interview Jakobson herself demonstrates that she was familiar with the young 

scholar9s activity and the importance of his role in Russia. Finally, that the topic of the 

interview, oriented towards issues that included both the cultural and political dimensions of 

the Soviet Union, and his answers did little to dispel arising doubts that he was part of the 

 

263 In 1921 Blok9s essay collection Intelligencija i revolucija [Intelligencija and Revolution], translated with 
the title Rusko a inteligence: essaye [Russia and intelligencija: essays], was published. Two years later Poslednie 
dni imperatorskoj vlasti [The Last Days of the Imperial Power] came out. 
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Soviet political system, doubts that would soon lead to the accusation of being a Soviet spy, a 

Bolshevik in disguise. 

The case Majakovskij (1921) 

The second key moment in Jakobson and Melniková-Papouaková9s relationship is set 

on 23rd of February 1921, when Jakobson published in Tribuna <Ruský básník pYed soudem 

ruské literatury= [<A Russian Poet at the Court of Russian Literature=] (Jakobson 2013, 70-73). 

It was a polemical reaction to Melniková-Papouaková9s article <Futurismus jako oficiální 

bolaevická poezie= [<Futurism as the Official Poetry of Bolshevism=], which appeared on 8th 

of February 1921 in 
as. In her article, Melniková-Papouaková emphasised the importance of 

historical events in the evolution of Russian literature. Reflecting on the critical role played by 

the October Revolution, she identified the prevalence of Revolutionary themes as one of the 

characteristics of contemporary Russian poetry: poets had a revolutionary spirit and their 

writing was influenced by the ideological lexicon of the Revolution. Melniková-Papouaková 

identified the Futurists as the most relevant exemplar of this. Critiquing this tendency, she 

described Majakovskij as an enthusiastic militarist and identified this attitude in the poems 

Revolucija (Poetochronika) [Revolution (Poetochronicle)], Vojna i mir [War and Peace] and 


elovek [The Man].  

As Toman noted, Jakobson9s reply was published on the same day as he wrote a letter 

to Majakovskij, saying that <[In] left-wing [Czech] circles, your popularity is growing=264 

(Toman 1994, 44). As stated in the introductionary paragraph to Tribuna, the members of the 

editorial board decided to publish Jakobson9s reaction because they believed in the importance 

of Majakovskij in Czechoslovakia and supported translations of his writings:265 

 

 

264 <[6] ?56OE >DG74E &6>O ?>?G?OD=>EFL D4EFeF=. 
265 For a partial analysis about Majakovskij9s reception in Czechoslovakia, see Kitzlerová (2020). 

Majakovskij9s reception in Czechoslovakia needs broader analysis, but I will briefly try to outline the most pivotal 
traits. Two characteristics demonstrate Majakovskij9s importance in interwar Czechoslovakia: a significant 
number of translations and the poet9s visit to Prague during his European tour. JiYí Weil played a pivotal role 
among the translators of Majakovskij9s writings. In 1920 Weil9s translation of Levyj mara [Left March] appeared 
in the journal Kmen, Majakovskij (1920). In 1922, he published <Moja re
 na Genuezckoj konferencij= [<My 
Speech at the Genoa Conference=] in Proletkult, Majakovskij (1922a); <Moje Ye
 na janovské konferenci=, 
Majakovskij (1922b); and the play Misterija-buff [Mystery-Bouffe] in Rudé parvo Majakovskij (1922c) Another 
relevant translation was that of the poem 150 000 000 by Bohumil Mathesius published in 1925, Vladimir 
Majakovskij (1925). The dissemination of Majakovskij9s works in Czechoslovakia began very early and was quite 
significant if compared to the echo of other Russian poets, such as Chlebnikov of Pasternak. 
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<The Russian Slavist, Dr. Roman Jakobson, who works as a scholar in Prague, 

sends us this reply to Mrs. Melniková-Papouaková9s critique of the Russian 

modernist Majakovskij. As we learn, some of the works of this interesting 

poet will soon be translated into Czech. Thus we give space we give space to 

Mr. Jakobson9s defence.=266 (Jakobson 2013, 70)  

His close relationship with Majakovskij was pivotal to Jakobson. Since the large amount of 

literature dedicated to this topic, I will limit myself to mention that when Majakovskij came to 

Czechoslovakia in 1927 he was welcomed by Jakobson. As Majakovskij remembers in his 

memories Ezdil ja tak267 [How I Travelled]: 

Roma Jakobson is at the Prague railway station. He is the same. A little fatter. 

Working in the press department of the Prague Mission has given him a 

certain solidity and diplomatic discretion in his speeches.268 (Majakovskij 

1958, 331) 

In Ezdil ja tak, Majakovskij remembered that after he came back to Russia, Jakobson sent him 

a list of Czech periodicals that published articles about his visit: Národní osvobození, Lidové 

noviny, 
eskoslovenská republika, Prager Presse269 and Rudé právo. In 1927, when 

Majakovskij visited Prague, Jakobson published in Národní osvobození the article <Vladimir 

Majakovskij= [Jakobson 2013, 194-195], but not with the intention of mention his visit. He 

praised Majakovskij and Chlebnikov as the most significant revolutionary poets in the history 

of Russian verse, considering Russian Futurism to be a revolution in poetry and emphasising 

its distance from Italian Futurism.270 

 

266 <Ruský slavista, dr. Roman Jakobson, jen� dlí za v�deckou prací v praze, posílá nám tuto odpov�� na 
kritiku pí Melnikové-papouakové, týkající se ruského modernisty Majakovského. Jak se dovídáme, budou vbrzku 
pYelo�ena n�která díla tohoto zajímavého básníka do 
eatiny. Tím spíae dopYáváme místa obhajob� pán� 
Jakobsonov�.= 

267 It was published in the collection O
erki [Sketches] in 1927. In the same collection, another short text is 
dedicated to his travel to Czechoslovakia, namely 
easkij pioner [Czech Pioneer]. Ezdil ja tak was translated into 
Czech by Weil and published in the second volume of RED (1928-1929) under the title Cestoval jsem takhle. 

268 <�4 �D46E>>< 6>>74?5 4 $><4 />>5E>=. �= F4>>= 65. �5<=>7> ?>?>?=5?. $45>F4 6 >F45?5 ?5G4F< 
?D46E>>7> ?>??D54EF64 ?D<546<?4 5<G =5>>F>DGN E>?<4=>EFL < 4<??><4F<G5E>GN >E<>FD<F5?L=>EFL 6 
D5G4E.=  

269 On 22nd April 1927 an interview with Majakovskij appeared in Prager Presse, later translated into Russian 
and published in the thirteenth volume of Polnoe sobranie so
inenij, see Majakovskij (1961, 232-233) 

270 Jakobson had already emphasised his negative judgement of Marinetti in Novejaaja russkaja poezija in 
1921: <Let me mention parenthetically that I am speaking here of Marinetti only as a theorist. Concerning his 
poetry, all this may turn out to be only a rationalisation, a particular application of a poetic fact. The history of 
poetry is full of such phenomena= (Jakobson in Brown 1973, 61). According to Jakobson, the concept of <parole 
in libertà= developed in the Italian Futurism was not related to poetry, but to reportage (Ibidem). Jakobson9s 
attitude towards Marinetti reflected the broader Czechoslovakian reception of the leader of the Italia futurist. 
Jakobson9s evaluation is not dissimilar to that of Karel Teige, who judged Marinetti and his militarist attitude. 
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The strong relationship they shared developed since their Muscovite years and 

Jakobson9s perception of Majakovskij in the interwar years impelled Jakobson to defend the 

poet from the accuse of militarism. His reaction was polemical, describing Melniková-

Papouaková9s commentary as trivial, superficial, and lacking a complete knowledge of 

Majakovskij9s oeuvre. Jakobson was aware of the influence of history on the evolution of 

literature and language.271 He demonstrated that Majakovskij did not support militarism 

quoting from the poem Vojna i mir, in which the poet emphasised the right to life and 

condemned the death in trenches (Jakobson 2013, 71).  

Although Jakobson never referred to the figure of Majakovskij in a political sense, the 

vision of him as a symbol a prophet of the Revolution was the dominant one in Czechoslovakia. 

On 24th of April 1930, Tvorba published the Czech translation of Majakovskij9s obituary from 

the Soviet newspaper Pravda,272 which emphasised the importance the poet as a symbol of the 

Revolution. Within the same issue, there are several articles dedicated to Majakovskij9s death. 

These include JiYí Weil9s. In his article <O Majakovském= [<About Majakovskij=], he 

emphasised the relationship between Majakovskij9s writings with the Revolution and the war. 

Unlike Melniková-Papouaková, he praised this tendency as a positive trait: <Majakovskij was 

the poet of the revolution. [...] Already in his War and Peace he proclaims revolution, already 

in his ode to the February Revolution he says that 8this is only the first day of the workers9 

flood9. Majakovskij9s poetic work grew up in the revolution=273 (Weil 1930, 6). 

Melniková-Papouaková9s <A. A. Blok= (1925) 

The third key étape corresponds to the publication of Jakobson9s review of Melniková-

Papouaková9s monograph A. A. Blok, which appeared in Prager Presse on 4th November 1925. 

Blok was an important poet for Melniková-Papouaková. Already two years before, in the 

 

Stressing the distance between these manifestations of Futurism, Jakobson emphasised the revolutionary role of 
Russia in the progress of poetry at the beginning of the twentieth century: Symbolists had already been innovators 
of rhythm and rhyme, but Majakovskij and the Futurists managed to go further, breaking with tradition and 
creating a new literary canon. On Marinetti9s reception in Czechoslovakia, see at least KYesalková (1995) and Tria 
(2010), (2012). 

271 Jakobson largely discussed the influence of the Revolution on the evolution of the language. For example, 
as he demonstrated in 1934 in Slavische Rundschau9s article <Slavische Sprachfragen in der Sovjetunion= [<Slavic 
Linguistic Questions in the Soviet Union=], the Russian Revolution marked a key moment in the evolution of 
language. 

272 See Tvorba, 24th of April 1930, pp. 1-2. The obituary appeared in Pravda on 15th of April 1930. 
273 <Majakovskij byl básníkem revoluce. [&] Ji� ve své Vojn� a míru hlásá revoluci, ji� ve své ód� únorové 

revoluci Yíká 8to je jenom první den d�lnické potopy9. Básnická tvorba Majakovského vyrostla v revoluci.= 
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introduction to Poslednie dni imperatorskoj vlasti, she identified Blok as a genius, a writer of 

a prophetic-religious nature (Melniková-Papouaková 1923, 10). 

In the first part of the review of the monograph, Jakobson reflected on Russian 

Symbolism and its European reception. After synthesising the main characteristics of the 

movement, he noted that it had not been received well in the West, especially in 

Czechoslovakia.274 For the young Jakobson, who during his Muscovite years had become well 

established in poetic circles, Melniková-Papouaková9s monograph was in a certain way 

remarkable because it marked one of the first attempts of spreading Russian contemporary 

poetry in the Czech context. Jakobson often notice a lack in the reception of Russian poetry 

among Czech poet, a phenomenon which was part of the absence of a fruitful dialogue between 

Russian and Western contexts.275 

The second part of the review is an evaluation of Melniková-Papouaková9s monograph. 

Jakobson acknowledged her merits, stating that <[she] loves and knows the mentioned author 

and the literature related to him [Blok]=276, and agreed with the methodology, praising the 

rejection of a criticism traditionally focused on the biography of the authors: 

[She] does not replace the investigation of Blok9s literary legacy by tracing it 

in the biography field, as many are used to; it rightly emphasises that 

biography can seldom elucidate a poet9s work properly.277 (Jakobson 2013, 

186) 

In the monograph9s first chapter Melniková-Papouaková contextualised Blok through 

descriptions written by other Russian poets, though not those included in the anthology of 1920. 

Although she managed to avoid the employ of biographical information, Jakobson noticed and 

critiqued the presence of psychological or ideological assumptions in the interpretation of 

 

274 Blok was consistently translated into Czech, especially when compared with other Symbolists, such as 
Andrej Belyj, barely known in Czechoslovakia in the 1920s. Belyj9s most important novel, Peterburg, was 
translated into Czech by Bohumil Mathesius and published by Melantrich only in 1935 (Belyj 1935). At least 
three Czech translations of Blok9s most popular poem Dvenadcat9 [The Twelve] were published in the interwar 
years. The first was by Jaroslav Seifert, translated in 1921 with Jakobson9s support and published in 1922 (Seifert 
1922). The second was by Bohumil Mathesius and appeared three years later, in 1924 (Mathesius 1924). Finally, 
in 1932 Frantiaek Taborský published his (Taborský1932). 

275 Jakobson noted this problem in his programmatic article <Über die heutigen Voraussetzungen der 
russischen Slavistik= (1929) (see § 2.2) 

276 <[s]ie liebt and kennt den erwähnten Autor und die auf ihn bezügliche Literatur.= 
277<[sie] ersetzt nicht die Erforschung von Bloks literarischem Nachlasse durch di Nachspürungen auf die 

Gebiete der Biographie, wie es viele zu machen pflegen, sie unterstreicht mit Recht, daß die Biographie selten zur 
richtigen Aufklärung des dichterischen Werkes dienen kann=. 
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Blok9s poems. Jakobson9s antipsychological attitude derived from his acquaintance with 

Husserlian philosophy278 and belonged to his rejection of any positivist approach to poetry.279 

Jakobson9s anti-Psychologism should not be conceived as a total negation of psychology, but 

rather a rejection of the Positivist psychological approach or a new one in which the autonomy 

of subject is respected. 

During the interwar years, Jakobson elaborated a convincing rejection of Psychologism 

in the study of poetry with the article <Co je poezie?= [<What is Poetry?=] (Jakobson 3 


ervenka 1995, 23-33), juxtaposing the psychological approach to the concept of 

literaturnost9. Published in Volné sm�ry in 1934, <Co je poezie?= is characterised by a style 

filled with many rhetorical figures, such as the litotes in the introduction: according to 

Jakobson, to define what poetry is, it was necessary to identify what poetry is not. It was 

impossible to define what poetry was by considering themes or poetic devices because they 

changed according to the historical period: the poet Nezval, for example, employed rhyme with 

an anti-lyric intent. With a hyperbole, Jakobson openly criticised the psychological approach, 

ironically stating that there were critics who knew a poet better than the poet himself. He also 

rejected other two traditional dichotomies: the Goethean contraposition between <Dichtung= 

(poetry) and <Wahrheit= (truth) and that between psychic reality and poetic intention. In the 

conclusion, Jakobson elaborated his theory: it was impossible to define poetry, but he suggested 

to rely on the dynamic concept of literaturnost9 elaborated by the Formalists and largely 

employed in Structuralism. Jakobson denied the wrong interpretation of the formal method as 

based on the concept of l9art pour l9art and declared the autonomy of the aesthetic function: 

Neither Tynjanov, MukaYovský, aklovskij, nor I have ever proclaimed the 

self-sufficiency of art. What we have been trying to show is that art is an 

integral part of the social structure. This component interacts with all the 

others and is itself mutable since both the domain of art and its relationship 

to the other constituents of the social structure are in constant dialectical flux. 

We stand for not the separatism of art but the autonomy of the aesthetic 

function. (Jakobson 1987, 377-378) 

 

278 On Jakobson and Husserl see Holenstein (1975), (1976a), (1976b), Flack (2013, 2023). On Husserl in 
Russia see Dennes (2007). 

279 Husserl was an important reference for Formalism, see 
ernavin 3 Jampolskaja (2018). Even though 
Husserl9s writing had been declared illegal in the Russia empire, in 1914 Gustav apet 3 a member of the MLK 
and a former disciple of Husserl in Marburg 3 admitted that Husserl9s ideas were spreading in Russian and 
scientific circles. Among the venues in which Husserl9s discussion spread were Professor Georgij 
elpanov9s 
seminars at the Psychological Institute of Moscow University, assiduously frequented by Jakobson. 
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In conclusion, returning to Jakobson9s review, the evaluation of the monograph about Blok was 

positive. It represents a reunion between Jakobson and Melniková-Papouaková. They remain 

in a good relationship also after the WWII, as testified by two letters she sent him in 1946 and 

in 1947, kept in Jakobson9s archive at MIT and reproduced in the § Appendix. 

 

2.5.2 Il9ja Erenburg9s dialogue between Russia, France, and Czechoslovakia 

In this subchapter I am to analyse Jakobson9s review of Il9ja Erenburg and Ovadij Savi
9s 

My i oni: Francija [Us and Them: France] (1931) in order to further discuss Jakobson9s 

relationship with Erenburg and reflect on his idea of <nationality=. 

As stated in the first chapter (§ 1.1), Jakobson was acquainted with Il9ja Erenburg in the 

interwar period. During his frequent visits to the country, Erenburg built solid relationships 

with Czech scholars and members of the avant-garde.280 In Ljudi, gody, �izn9 he wrote that he 

encountered the Czech avant-garde thanks to Jakobson:  

When Roman Jakobson took me to Národní kávarna there were the members 

of the <Dev�tsil=: they called themselves the Czech partisans of the left-wing 

art. On the sofa, near the long table, there were sitting the poets Vít�zslav 

Nezval, Jaroslav Seifert, the novelist Vladislav Van
ura and the theoretician 

of the <Dev�tsil=, Karel Teige.281 (Erenburg 1990, 422) 

Erenburg built a close relationship especially with Nezval and in the mentioned Ljudi, gody, 

�izn9 he wrote of his encounters with the Czech poet. These autobiographical excerpts, reveal 

that Erenburg had relations with Czech authors and publications, but there are no studies on 

Erenburg9s relations with Czechoslovak contexts. Erenburg and Jakobson9s relationship was 

long-lasting: Erenburg and Jakobson met again in Paris before the WWII, in America in 1946 

and, in the post-Stalin Soviet Union. When Erenburg died, Jakobson wrote a letter to his wife 

Ljubov9 Michajlovna Kozincova expressing his sorrow for a man to whom he had been 

<incredibly close for decades= and whom he had met only months earlier in Moscow: 

 

280 A comprehensive study about Erenburg and his travels through Europe does not exist yet. It would be of 
note to contrastively analyse his activity in France and in Czechoslovakia. 

281 <�>744 $><4= />>5E>= ?D<65? <5=O 6 >4D5 8�4D>4=4 >464D=O9, >5?N5>64==>5 GG4EF=<>4<< 
8�565FE<?49 4 F4> >>D5EF<?< E55O G5LE><5 EF>D>==<>< ?56>7> <E>GEEF64. �4 4<64=5 G 4?<==>7> EF>?4 
<45?< ?>MFO �<F57E?46 �5764?, /D>E?46 %5=D5DF, ?D>74<> �?44<E?46 �4=GGD4 < F5>D5F<> 8�565FE<?49 
>D<F<> �4D5? &5=75.= 
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It9s so hard to talk about such things in the distance. And I kept wondering 

why all my meetings with Il9ja over the past few years had been so 

fragmentary and sketchy. Only in retrospect do I know how much we had to 

say to each other. How much we had once been able to say to each other...282 

Erenburg collaborated with Czech periodicals. For example, in 1930 he published in Slavische 

Rundschau the article <Randbemerkungen zur heutigen russischen Literatur= [<Marginal Notes 

on Contemporary Russian Literature=] (Erenburg 1930), presumably under Jakobson9s 

invitation who used to invite scholars he knew to publish in the journal.283 

In 1931 Jakobson9s review <Der Russischen Frankreich-mythus= [<The Russian Myth 

about France=] appeared in Slavische Rundschau. It discussed My i oni: Francija [Us and 

Them: France], published by Il9ja Erenburg with Ovadij Savi
.284 The main aim of the book, 

which Jakobson considered fruitful, was defining national symbols through an external 

perspective: the authors analysed the French national myth within Russian literature and, 

specifically, in the works of Russian authors from the beginning of the eighteenth century to 

the 1930s of the nineteenth. According to Jakobson, Erenburg and Savi
 also investigated a 

specific trait of Russian national identity, interpreting the Russian myth of France as a mirror 

of the Russian mentality. Jakobson demonstrated that a mythological conception of France 

existed in Russian literature through two assumptions: Russian writers employed the same 

formulas when describing France and conceived of the French national spirit in a particular 

way. France was primarily identified with Paris and Russian writers never attempted to 

describe the French countryside. Jakobson was acquainted with the pivotal role of France as 

mythos in Russian poetry and probably had in mind Majakovskij9s 1925 long poem Pari� 

[Paris], whose last verses sound: 

 

 
 

282 <&4> FDG4=> > F4><E 65M4E 7>6>D<FL 644?L. � 6E5 4G<45FEO, ?>G5<G 6E5 6EFD5G< E �?L5= ?>E?54=<E 
?5F 5G?< F4> >FDO6>G=O < >5DO6<EFO. &>?L>> 744=<< G<E?>< O 7=4?: E>>?L>> =44> 5O?> E>474FL 4DG7 
4DG7G. %F>?L>> <O G<5?< >>744-F> 4DG7 4DG7G E>474FL...= This excerpt was included by the editor of Erenburg9s 
memoirs. I am convinced that the Erenburg archives contain more material on his relationship with Jakobson. At 
the time of writing this thesis I was unable to access them. There is no such evidence in RJPs. 

283 In Slavische Rundschau9s collection there are no documents which attest a correspondence between 
Jakobson and Erenburg. 

284 Ovadij Savi
 (1896-1967) was a Russian writer and translator from Spanish and French. Between in 1932 
and 1936 he lived in Paris where he worked as a correspondent of the Komsomolskaja pravda. Then, between 
1937 and 1938 he worked in Spain as a correspondent for TASS. In 1922 he knew Erenburg, and they became 
close friends. Similarly to Erenburg he lived in Europe but without the status of emigrant but maintaining his 
Soviet citizenship. 
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/ E>F5? 5O 
6<FL 
< G<5D5FL 6 �4D<65, 
�E?< 5 =5 5O?> 
F4>>= 75<?< - 
�>E>64.285 (Majakovskij 1957, 227) 

In his review, Jakobson considered this Majakovskian antithesis between Paris and Moscow, 

expanding it to encompass France and Russia. Considered as a symbol of Western decadence 

anchored in the past, France was one of the main figurations of Russian eschatology, which is 

to say, the fall of Western culture. In the final part of his review, Jakobson compared My i oni 

with Gustav Winter9s286 Kniha o Francii [A Book about France] (1930). During the interwar 

years, Winter published in Slovo a slovesnost and Slavische Rundschau.287 In the 

correspondence between Jakobson and Winter kept in Slavische Rundschau9s archive, some 

letters attest to their closeness. In a letter sent from Paris on 31st of March 1931, Winter wrote 

to Jakobson about his book and that of Erenburg: 

Thank you for your positive opinion about the book and the attention you 

want to give it in the Slavische Rundschau, not least for drawing attention to 

Erenburg9s book My i oni. I have only glanced at it so far, but I shall certainly 

read it, if not now, then during the holidays. 288 

According to Jakobson, the difference between the two books emphasised the main difference 

between Czechoslovakia and Russia9s attitudes towards France: 

The most crucial difference between the Czech and Russian observers lies in 

their amiable, diplomatic rendering of the facts, in a different emotional 

colouring of their judgements, which in Winter9s case is more compassionate, 

friendly, even amorous, but in the Russian9s more harsh, often satirically 

sharp.289 (Jakobson 2013, 315) 

 

285 <I would like/ to live/ and die in Paris/ If there wouldn9t be/ such a land:/ Moscow.= 
286 Gustav Winter (1889-1943) was a Czech social democratic journalist and writer of Jewish origins who 

moved to Paris in 1926, where he remained until 1938. 
287 In the second issue of Slovo a slovesnost from 1936 he published <Poznámky k novináYské 
eatin�= 

[<Notes on Czech in Newspapers=]. For Slavische Rundschau, published an article titled <Umsichtigung der 

echischer Gesellschaft= [<Prudence in Czech Society=] (Winter 1932) and some contributions to the section 
<Kulturkronik=. 

288 <D�kuji Vám za dobré mín�ní o knize i za pozornost, kterou ji chcete v�novati ve Slavische Rundschau 
nemén� pak za upozorn�ní na Erenburgovou knihu My i oni. Zatím jsem do ní hen nahlédl, ale pYe
tu si ji jist�, 
ne-li nyní, to� o prázdninách.= 

289 <Der wichtigste Unterschied zwischen dem 
echischen und den russischen Beobachtern beruht in seiner 
liebenswürdig diplomatischen Wiedergabe der Tatsachen, in einer anderen emotionalen Färbung der Urteile, die 
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The relevant character of this review it that Jakobson dealt with the concept of nationalism, 

which relates to the political sphere. As I have emphasised many times, Jakobson used to 

declare himself apolitical and denied any possibility of expressing himself politically. Although 

this attitude, in the introduction before the analysis of the monograph he reflected on the 

concept of <egocentrism= that arises when a country attempts to define its own national 

character. According to Jakobson the question of the national character should be analysed 

through an external and, consequently, neutral perspective. In this assumption lied the positive 

contribution given by the monograph commented in the review, in which the authors analysed 

Russian national identity through its representation in French literature, i.e., through an external 

perspective. 

 

2.5.3 Anton Florovskij 

This subchapter is devoted to Jakobson9s reception of Anton Florovskij9s writings. 

Florovskij, who was a Russian historian, is of note because he represents one of the few Russian 

émigrés with whom Jakobson scholarly interacted in the interwar period. 

On 26th of May 1936 Jakobson published his first writing in Lidové noviny, titled 

<
esko-ruské styky v minulosti= [<Czech-Russian Contacts in the Past=] (Jakobson 2014, 102-

103), a review of Anton Florovskij9s book 
echi i vosto
nye slavjane. O
erki po istorii russko-


easkich otnoaenij X-XVIII vv. Tom pervyj [Czechs and East Slavs. Essays on the History of 

Russian-Czech Relations X-XVIII cc. First Volume]. This first volume appeared in Prague in 

1935 and the second was ready in 1941 but its publication was forbidden by the Nazi occupiers, 

and it was eventually published in 1947. As I stated in the previous chapter, Florovskij 

represents one of the few émigrés with whom Jakobson built a relationship in the interwar 

years. After his studies in Odessa, Florovskij290 came to Prague in 1923 and, as Nikola 

Dopitová suggested, there is an evident division between these two periods (Dopitová in Nykl 

2021, 205). While during his years in Odessa his research was mainly focused on the 

nineteenth-century Russian history; after he came to Prague, he became interested in 

comparative history, analysing the relations between Czechs and Russians. The historical 

 

bei Winter mehr mitfüllend, freundlich, sogar verliebt, bei den Russin aber mehr herb, vielfach satirisch scharf 
ist.= 

290 See Picková (1993), aaur (2005), and Dopitová (2021). On Czech research about Tsarist Russia, see 
Vl
ek (2017). 



 
 

128 

relations between Czechs and Russian remain a constant through Florovskij9s academic career 

and during the last years of his life he expanded his research beyond the Bohemian lands to 

investigate the connections between the Russian and the Austro-Hungarian Empires. He died 

shortly before completing his book Russko-avstrijskie otnoaenija v epochu Petra Velikogo 

[Russian-Austrian Relations in the Era of Peter the Great].291 Analysing the history of these 

two empires, he did not consider just political and economic questions, but also religious ones, 

as testified by his interest in the influence of Catholicism in Russia.  

Florovskij was actively involved in the interwar Czech milieu and beside his activity at 

Charles University, where he became a professor of history in 1933, he was also a member of 

the Russkoe istori
eskoe oba
estvo [Russian Historical Society], founded in Prague in 1925 

and active until 1945. In 1938 Florovskij started participating in the activities of the PLK, 

giving two lectures which exemplified his method: 
eské prvky v staroruské literatuYe [Czech 

Features in Old Russian Literature] on 14th of February 1938 and 
eská bible v d�jinách 

východoslovanské kultury a písemnictví [The Czech Bible in the History of East Slavic Culture 

and Literature) on 16th of December 1940. Florovskij9s activity in the PLK speaks to his 

interdisciplinary approach involving history and literature, demonstrated in the article <Ruská 

mluvnice 
eského jesuity z r. 1690= [<Russian Grammar of a Czech Jesuit from 1690=] 

published in Slovo a slovesnost in 1938. He also contributed to the collection of essays Co dal 

naae zem� Evrop� [What gave our Country to Europe] with the writing <Vliv staré 
eské 

literatury v oblasti ruské= [<The Influence of Old Czech Literature in the Russian Context=]. 

He never became a PLK member. The first volume of 
echi i vosto
nye slavjane received a 

largely positive reception from Czech scholars but reviewers noted the presence of inaccuracies 

regarding Czech terms and dates.292 In his review, Jakobson described Florovskij9s book as one 

of the best published by the Slovanský ústav to date. He noted that Florovskij was the first 

historian who analysed the relations between Russian and Czech history. Jakobson noted that 

Florovskij9s analysis related only to the Czech lands, without considering Slovakia and advised 

him to expand his research considering the Austro-Hungarian Empire and relating politics to 

religion. These two topics were analysed by Florovskij later.  

A confirmation of Jakobson9s esteem for his colleague is his reference to Florovskij in 

the review <Ruský ohlas 
eské lidové hry= [<A Russian Echo of a Czech Folk Play=], published 

 

291 This work was left unfinished, but an analysis can be read by Dopitová in Nykl (2021, 162-164). 
292 The most relevant are Zden�k Hájek9s review published in 
eský 
asopis historcký Hájek (1936) and Jan 

Slavík9s one published in Slovanský pYehled Slavík (1935). 
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on 15th of October 1938 in Lidové noviny. Jakobson reviewed the annotated edition of the 

Russian play Car9 Maksimilian published by the Polish scholar Józef GoC�bek. It was published 

under the title Car Maksymilian. Widowisko ludowe na Rusi [Tsar Maximilian. A folk drama 

in Russia] in Cracow in 1938 for the Akademie umj�tno[ci, the Polish Academy of Arts and 

Science. In his review, Jakobson attempted to prove that Car9 Maksimilian was an example of 

how Czech popular theatre had influenced Russia9s. He argued that Car9 Maksimilian was 

influenced by <Svatá Dorota= [<Holy Dorotha=], a recurrent spiritual motif in Bohemian folk 

theatre.293 Jakobson9s interest in <Svatá Dorota= was not incidental. In 1938 Bogatyrev and 

Burian both wrote on the Czech spiritual play about Svatá Dorota: Bogatyrev analysed it in his 

article <Lidové divadlo= [<Folk Theater=], published in 1938 in Burian9s journal Program D, 

while in the same year Burian staged a play inspired by the motif of <Svatá Dorotha=, Hra o 

svaté Dorot� [A Play about St. Dorothy], on 6th of October, only few days before Jakobson 

published this review.294 In the review Jakobson simultaneously quoted both, identifying 

<Svatá Dorota= as a <a gem of human Gothic, only this year properly appreciated by science 

(Bogatyrev) and modern theatre (a beautiful performance at the E. F. Burian Theatre).=295 

Florovskij9s theories from the first volume of 
echi i vosto
nye slavjane appeared in 

Jakobson9s writings about the interactions between Czech and Russian Medieval literature. 

This demonstrates, as I stated above, Jakobson9s esteem for Florovskij9s scholarship and, 

further, the importance of communication between different disciplines. 

 

2.5.4 Zden�k Nejedlý9s Masaryk in Jakobson and Wellek9s perspective 

As I have emphasised in the first chapter, Masaryk was an essential reference for 

Jakobson in the interwar period. In this section I aim to analyse Jakobson9s review <Masaryk 

Nejedlého= [<Nejedlý9s Masaryk=], published in Slovo a slovesnost in 1935, confronting it with 

Wellek9s one, appeared in 1936 abroad in The Slavonic and East European Review one year 

 

293 Jakobson published again an article dedicated to the theme of Svatá Dorota in Lidové noviny on 5th of 
February 1939, <Cesta svaté Doroty z 
ech na Rus= [<St. Dorothy9s Journey from Bohemia to Russia=], which 
was his last writing appeared while he was still in Czechoslovakia. 

294 The collaboration of Structuralism with the Czech theatre is an important topic, analysed in Ambros 
(2012), alaisová (2016) and Veltruský (2016). Bogatyrev9s scientific research results represent a mutual exchange 
between ethnographical and theatrical studies in which <the scholars of the Prague School were inspired by 
contemporary performance, folk and puppet theatre, film and drama while the directors JindYich Honzl and Emil 
Frantiaek Burian conceptualised their stage experience= Ambros (2012, 75). As mentioned, his collaboration with 
Burian was crucial. Although their aims were different, they were driven by the same desire to investigate popular 
forms of theatre, see airovátka (1966) and alaisová (2016).  

295 <skvost zlidov�lé gotiky, teprve letos nále�it� ocen�ný v�dou (Bogatyrev) a moderním divadlem (krásné 
provedení v divadle E. F. Buriana).= 
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later, in 1936 (Wellek 1936). These reviews referred to Zden�k Nejedlý9s third volume296 of 

his biography dedicated to the Czechoslovak president. At that time, this biography was largely 

appreciated and commonly considered the most important and exhaustive among those 

dedicated to Masaryk published during the first decades of the twentieth century. 

Wellek9s review 

Wellek published his review in The Slavonic and East European Review. This journal 

was established in 1922 by some professors affiliated with the University College London: 297 

Bernard Pares, Robert Seton-Watson, and Harold Williams. It is not by chance that Wellek 

wrote for this journal because also Masaryk used to publish in it. In June 1922 appeared an 

English version of the political pamphlet Slované po válce [The Slavs After the War]. 

Masaryk9s pivotal role in The Slavonic and East European Review is evident just by looking 

at the remarkable number of articles dedicated to him published during the last century.298 The 

interest of this journal in publishing articles about Masaryk9s activity in England continued 

from the second half of the twentieth century till nowadays. For example, it is possible to notice 

the trend to publish reviews concerning books related to Masaryk.299 

 

296 Nejedlý published a monograph in three volumes dedicated to Masaryk: the first one in 1930, Masaryk 
1850-1882, the second Masaryk docent 1877-1882 [Masaryk professor 1877-1882] (1932) and the third Masaryk 
na pra�ské univerzit� 1882-1886 [Masaryk at the Prague University 1882-1886] (1935). 

297 Masaryk9s period at King9s College left an important influence on the institution. He also later visited 
King9s College. For example, in 1925 he went there with Benea and College principal Ernst Barker gave an 
important celebratory speech about Masaryk9s time at the institution: <It was in the dark days of 1915, when you 
were in exile, proscribed as a traitor, alone with your thoughts, your problems, your aspirations= (Masaryk 3 
Barker 1925, 447). Masaryk, in response, expressed his gratitude and the importance of King9s College during 
the years of exile: <I had the feeling of coming home. Here I found shelter and asylum during the War= (Masaryk 
3 Barker 1925, 449). 

298 I will provide some relevant examples. In 1923 appeared the obituary dedicated to Masaryk9s wife, 
Charlotte, who died on 13th of May 1923. In 1925, Edvard Benea published <The Problem of the Small Nations 
after the World War= (Benea 1925), in which, since the title, he referred to Masaryk9s <The Problem of Small 
Nations during European Crisis=, i.e., the first lecture he delivered at King9s College in 1915, where he spent part 
of his exile during World War I. Benea9s article was written with the purpose of celebrating the tenth anniversary 
of this lecture, as he wrote: <I feel highly honoured by the request of the School of Slavonic Studies in London to 
deliver this commemoration lecture in honour of its tenth birthday; and I shall certainly best fulfil my task if I 
pick up the thread of President Masaryk9s discourse of that day, point out the further development of the question 
of the small nations in Europe after the war= (Benea 1925, 257). In 1929, the The Slavonic and East European 
Review also published the translation of Masaryk9s speech delivered the year before to celebrate ten years of 
Czechoslovakia9s independence. In 1930, Wickham Steed published the first lesson of a course of four dedicated 
to Masaryk titled <Thomas Garrigue Masaryk. The Man and the Teacher=. 

299 For example, in 1945 Brackett Lewis reviewed Marsaryk9s democracy by William Warren, see Lewis 
(1945). In 1991 Francis Carsten reviewed three volumes about Masaryk9s career: T. G. Masaryk (1850-1937). 
Volume 1: Thinker and Politician by Stanley Winters; T. G. Masaryk (1850-1937). Volume 2: Thinker and Critic 
by Robert Pynsent; T. G. Masaryk (1850-1937); Volume 3: Statesman and Cultural Force. See Carsten (1991).  
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In the introduction, Wellek illustrated how extensive was the number of writings 

dedicated to Masaryk published before Nejedlý and emphasised how this monumental 

biographical work filled a void in this corpus of writings: there was a lack of a proper biography 

describing the president9s life and work. According to Wellek <[this] biography will supply 

this need on a truly monumental scale= (Wellek 1936, 457). The first merit of the monograph 

he stressed was the importance given to the context in which Masaryk lived and worked, stating 

that it could have been titled Masaryk and his Times. 

Despite such a positive comment, Wellek provided some critiques. He disagreed with 

considering Masaryk merely a politician because he could be attributed to other merits, such 

as in philosophy, and his texts adhered to many fields of knowledge (literature, history, 

philosophy). Another question Wellek disagreed with was Nejedlý9s interpretation of 

Masaryk9s historical position: he argued that he could not be considered a true revolutionary 

spirit but a symbol of the crisis of Western bourgeois society, i.e., a representative of the decay 

of humanitarianism and democracy. Wellek noticed that Nejedlý had assumed a dogmatic 

Marxist perspective, disagreeing with the Marxist interpretations of history that were 

depopulating among scholars during the 1930s: <The Marxist interpretation of the history of 

thought leads sometimes to positively wrong conclusions= (Wellek 1936, 458).  

In the last part, Wellek focused on Masaryk9s relationship with the Anglo-American 

context and highlighted another problematic knot in Nejedlý9s monograph: the inaccuracy of 

his reconstruction of the relationship between Masaryk and David Hume9s philosophical 

writings. Although Wellek owes part of his fame to his scathing and negative reviews, as in the 

controversy with Roman Ingarden (Grigorov 2019), and despite the critiques I emphasised, his 

review of Nejedlý9s monograph was positive, even if he disagreed with <his apocalyptic vision 

of the fate of Western civilisation, which he pleased to call bourgeois= (Ibidem). He 

emphasised the attention to detail and the incredible precision of the information, since Nejedlý 

did not have complete access to Masaryk9s documents. 

Jakobson9s review 

Jakobson9s review appeared in 1935 in the second issue of Slovo a slovesnost (Jakobson 

2014, 69-72). It is shorter than Wellek9s one, but it is possible to trace some parallels. As 

Wellek, Jakobson conceived Nejedlý9s volumes as a significant and praised them as a 

successful sociological writing. In the third volume, he saw the first attempt to write a history 
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of the Deutsche Universität Prag, where he discusses his doctoral thesis in 1930. Jakobson then 

emphasised the author9s interest in the history of Czech philosophy, especially for those 

scholars who inspired Masaryk.  

Differently from Wellek, Jakobson did not emphasised Masaryk as philosopher or a 

politician, but focused his analysis on Masaryk9s relations to linguistics, also referring to the 

volume Masaryk a Ye
, published with MukaYovský in 1931. He stated: 

The book also contains much instructive information on the history of 

linguistic questions in Bohemia. Numerous documents show how much 

attention was paid to these problems, especially to general linguistics 

questions, in Czech science in the 1980s.300 (Jakobson 2014, 69) 

Regarding the question of the false manuscripts, Jakobson noticed a judgment that was too 

radical. This attitude became too severe in how Nejedlý defined Josef Durdík as <a complete 

wreck, a ruin=. Concerning Masaryk9s interest in linguistics, Jakobson wrote a relevant 

consideration: <Certainly it was the fight for language in a multilingual environment that 

cultivated Masaryk9s keen interest in linguistic problems= (Jakobson 2014, 70).301 In this 

statement, in which Jakobson9s use of the term boj recurs once again, we observe one of the 

three linguistic aspects relating to Masaryk that were most relevant to Jakobson: 

multilingualism. According to Jakobson, Masaryk9s interest in the concept of <mother 

language was due to his absence.= Quoting Nejedlý9s work, Jakobson tried to interpretate the 

origin of Masaryk9s interests in linguistics: the concept was thus rooted in Masaryk9s close 

connection with his childhood experiences and the closer connection between sign and 

meaning. After multilingualism, Jakobson analysed the vital connection between language and 

politics. For Masaryk, the fight (boj !) for the language reflected his political purposes, i.e., the 

people9s fight for the state. Jakobson traced Masaryk9s merits in sociolinguistics, into which 

his accurate considerations about the impoverishment of the English language also converged.  

The third element highlighted by Jakobson concerned the complexity of the language due 

to two aspects: the interaction between spoken and written language and the influence of other 

languages, such as German. Significantly, Jakobson quoted a passage from Hovory s T. G. 

 

300 <Mnoho pou
ného obsahuje kniha i pro d�jiny jazykov�dných otázek v 
echách. Jsou tu 
etné doklady 
ukazující, jak velké pozornosti se t�aily tyto problémy a zejména otázky obecné linguistiky v 
eské v�d� 80. let.= 

301 <Zajisté práv� boj o jazyk v prostYedí mnohojazy
ném vyp�stoval pronikavý zájem Masarykov o jazykové 
problémy.= 
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Masarykem [Talks with T. G. Masaryk], published shortly before by Karel 
apek (
apek 

[1936] 2013). It can be assumed that Jakobson had grasped the complex interaction between 

written and spoken language, which made the book unique.302 Emphasising Masaryk9s interest 

in contamination between language, Jakobson remarked on the debate about the existence of a 

pure language, which provoked a controversy between structuralists and the editorial board of 

Naae Ye
 during the 1930s: 

Suppose Masaryk9s position on the <mixing of languages= question is close 

to the theses of modern linguistics, rejecting the <mythos of pure language=. 

In that case, the views of Masaryk and today9s linguistics also coincide with 

another essential problem of language culture - the relationship between 

written and spoken language.303 (Jakobson 2014, 71) 

Contrary to Wellek, Jakobson did not conclude his review by drawing a line under his 

assessment of Nejedlý9s work. Instead, he again emphasised Masaryk9s importance in 

linguistic studies, calling for future analysis of Masarykian linguistic theories in relation with 

other scholars, such as Brentano. This is not surprising but confirms that Jakobson used to write 

his reviews with a programmatic attitude and giving some suggestions, in this specific case to 

suggest a new path in the research related to the Masarykian studies. 

 

2.5.5 Jakobson and versology: reviews 

In this portion of chapter I will discuss Jakobson9s interested in the development of 

Czech studies related to versology analysing the reviews he published in the press at the end 

of the 1920s and in the 1930s. This section also aims to be an introduction to the next 

subchapter, in which I will present Jakobson9s polemic against Josef Král9s theory of Czech 

prosody.  

Jakobson reviews about versology have two common traits. First, as is the case in his 

polemical exchange with Josef Král, in the reviews Jakobson harshly critiqued traditional 

approaches to the theory of versology adopted by Czech scholars. Second, they differ from 

 

302 See (Danea 1994) and my analysis of the structure of 
apek9s Hovory s T. G. Masarykem, Mecco (2022). 
303 <Je-li Masarykovo stanovisko v otázce 8míaení Ye
í9 blízké thesím moderní linguistiky, odmítající 

8mythus 
istého jazyka9, kryjí se názory Masaryka i dneaní jazykov�dy také v jiném podstatném problému 
jazykové kultury 3 v otázce vztahu mezi Ye
í psanou a mluvenou.= 
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those analysed hitherto in that they do not concern a single isolated piece of writing, but several 

pieces of writing pertaining to the same topic. Through the various examples of this sub-genre 

of the review, we can observe Jakobson9s tendency to draw considerations about scientific 

achievements by considering several writings. For example, the review <Aktuelle Aufgaben 

der Bylinenforschung= [<Current Tasks in the Research About Byliny=], published in Prager 

Presse on 24th of May 1936 (Jakobson 1985, 61-63), is a comprehensive review of the 

development of studies on the genre of the bylina.  

In 1932 Jakobson published <Neue Arbeiten über die Südslavische dichterische Form= 

[<New Works on the South Slavic Poetic Form=] in Slavische Rundschau (Jakobson 2013, 358-

364). This was a significant review since, during these years he dedicated much time to 

studying South Slavic poetry, writing his doctoral thesis on the versification of Southern Slavic 

folk epics. The topic was crucial for two reasons. First, it concerned the close connection 

between the poetic and folkloric dimensions. This was a question that interested the young 

scholar considerably: suffice it to mention the essay he wrote with Bogatyrev, Die Folklore als 

eine besondere Form des Schaffens, which was published in 1929. Second, Jakobson 

emphasised the importance of a comparative perspective in the study of versology and the study 

of South Slavic one was illustrative: according to him, <the Serbo-Croatian verse form is of 

particular interest for the comparative study of the metrics of the Slavic and Indo-European 

languages and for the typology of verse systems= (Jakobson 2013, 358).304 As I will explain in 

the following section, Jakobson9s study of versology was mainly based on two assumptions: 

the necessity of comparative methodology and the fundamental relationship between the metre 

and phonology. 

<Neue 
echoslovakische Arbeiten über die poetische Form (1929-1930)= (1931) 

As Jakobson emphasised in <Neue 
echoslovakische Arbeiten über die poetische Form 

(1929-1930)= [<New Czechoslovakian Works on Poetic Form (1929-1930)=] (Jakobson 2013, 

294-299) the study of versification had a long tradition in the Czech academy.305 According to 

Jakobson, this tradition started in the nineteenth century with Zubatý, Hostinský and Durdík 

and presented a consistent legacy between the end of nineteenth and the beginning of the 

twentieth century, as testified by the studies published by Král, aalda and Novák. It was only 

 

304 <Die serbokroatische Versform ist sowohl für das vergleichende Studium der Metrik der slavischen und 
überhaupt indogermanischen Sprachen als auch für die Typologie der Verssysteme von ganz besonderem 
Interesse.= 

305 See Baluch (2023). 
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from the second half of the 1920s onwards, with the publication of Jakobson9s O 
easkom 

stiche. Preimua
estvenno v sopostavlenii s russkim [On Czech Verse. Especially in Contrast 

with the Russian, 1923] and its Czech translation Základy 
eského verse [Foundamentals of 

Czech Verse, 1926], that this academic situation unblocked and scholarly interest in the field 

renewed. By the end of the decade, there was enough new material for Jakobson to evaluate in 

a review article. His review began by discussing Otokar Fischer, who published Duae a slovo 

[The Soul and the Word] in 1929. Jakobson compared Fischer9s work in importance to the 

studies of the Russian poets, Andrej Belyj, Vja
eslav Ivanov, and Valerij Brjusov. These three 

names, especially those of Belyj and Brjusov, are not incidental, because the dialogue 3 or, 

rather, the polemics 3 with theories of versology developed by the younger generation of the 

Symbolist school was essential to the formalist debate on poetry that developed in the 1920s.  

Digression: Jakobson9s critique of Brjusov 

In the introduction of <Brjusovskaja stichologija i nauka o stiche= [<Brjusovian 

Versology and the Science of Verse=] (Jakobson [1922] 2013, 121-143), Jakobson noted that 

an unprecedented era in the study of versology had begun in Russia and acknowledged the debt 

owed to the Symbolists for this popularisation. Unlike in the nineteenth century, this 

development of versology was accompanied by the belief that the poetic dimension should be 

studied not as an independent system, but rather in the light of other disciplines, including 

linguistics, logic, and psychology. Jakobson declared the symbolist methodology unsuitable, 

as it was unscientific:  

Science is blind, science cannot comprehend the laws of the poetic word. The 

laws are a mystery. Poetry is a mystery, magic, the magic of words. [...] Such 

excursions are more dangerous in those cases in which they claim to be 

scientific, in which they are, so to speak, science-like.306 (Jakobson 2013, 122)  

In his work on Brjusovian versology, he polemicised against Brjusov9s monograph Nauka o 

stiche [Science of Verse], published in 1919. Though Jakobson published <Brjusovskaja 

stichologija i nauka o stiche= in 1922,307 the question had already been dealt with during a cycle 

of four meetings organised by the MLK in 1919. During one of them, held on 23rd of 

September, Jakobson gave a speech entitled <Obraz
ik nau
jogo aarlatanstva= [<A Model of 

 

306 <�4G>4 5?<7>DG>4, =4G>5 =5 ?>EF<GL 74>>=>6 ?>MF<G5E>>7> E?>64. �4>>=O 3 F4==4. �>M7<O 3 
F4<=EF6>, 6>?L55EF6>, <47<O E?>6. [...] �?4E=5= ?>4>5=O5 M>E>GDEO 6 F5E E?GG4OE, >>744 >=< ?D5F5=4GNF 
=4 =4GG=>EFL, >>744 >=<, F4> E>474FL, =4G>>>5D47=O.= 

307 Jakobson had written this article in 1919: it was torn to shreds by Ivanov. 
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Scientific Charlatanism=], which was followed by a discussion in which Osip Brik, Sergej 

Bobrov and Boris Tomaaevskij participated. According to Vinogradov9s report, the most 

radical critique was made by Brik, who denied the presence of new elements in Brjusovian 

theories, stating that the <book is interesting as a clear and logical conveying to the absurdity 

of the doctrines of verse cultivated by the Symbolists=,308 a statement with which Jakobson did 

not disagree. Tomaaevskij critiqued Brjusov9s theories in 1921, when he published a review of 

Nauka o stiche and Belyj9s O chudo�estvennoj proze [Prose Fiction] (1919) (Tomaaevskij 

1921). Both Jakobson and Tomaaevskij demonstrated that Brjusov9s theories were just the 

result of an inadequate naukoobrazie (their inaccuracy and unscientific nature) criticising 

above all his method and the theoretical references.  

According to Jakobson, Brjusov9s main mistake (and that of the Symbolists in general) 

was the canonisation of Potebnja and his vision of poetry not as a mode of expression, but as a 

special kind of thinking. This influence of Potebnja had been openly declared by Belyj in 1910 

within the essay Simvolizm [Symbolism], stating that the Symbolists intended to endorse the 

scholar9s theories.309  

Concluding this parenthesis on formalist versology and Symbolism, on the one hand 

Jakobson acknowledged that Symbolism had rekindled the debate on versology, but on the 

other hand he emphasised the need to employ another method, i.e., the one he proposed in O 


easkom slov5: a comparative approach based on linguistics. The Russian avant-garde (in 

particular Futurism) and Formalism, itself an avant-garde movement in the field of criticism, 

simultaneously owed a debt to Symbolism and understood the need for radical revisionism. 

When Jakobson compares Fischer9s <brilliant= essays to those of the Symbolists, he implies a 

veiled criticism of his friend9s310 writing. While these essays appear mature in their use of the 

comparative method and in the accuracy of the juxtapositions, they still present a predilection 

for the psychological approach, instead of analysing the poetic structure as such. According to 

 

308 <�=<74 �DNE>64 ?D54EF46?O5F <=F5D5E, >4> >F>D>65==>5 < ?>7<G5E>>5 4>6545=<5 4> 45EGD44 F5E 
GG5=<= > EF<E5, >>F>DO5 >G?LF<6<DGNF E<<6>?<EFO.= These documents were edited and published in Gindin 
(2007) 

309 See Weststeijn (1979). Jakobson9s criticism of Potebnja has been analysed in Glanc (2016). 
310 Jakobson had a good relationship with Fischer: both published in the same periodicals, such as Prager 

Presse and were members of the PLK. Fischer also gave lectures on poetry, such as <Tempo básnické Ye
i= 
[<Tempo of poetic language=], on 17th of November 1933. Fischer translated Boris Godunov for Jakobson and 
Bem9s edition of Puakin9s writings. In the § Appendix I provide unpublished letters Jakobson sent to Fischer kept 
at RJPs. 
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Jakobson, Fischer renewed the debate on versology, but without creating sufficient distance 

from the previous tradition.  

<Arbeiten über die 
echische dichterische Form= (1931) 

Another scholar about whose research Jakobson wrote was Vojt�ch Jirát,311 harshly 

critiqued in the 1931 review <Arbeiten über die 
echische dichterische Form= [<Works on the 

Czech Poetic Form=] (Jakobson 2013, 365-369), published in Slavische Rundschau. In this 

review, after describing himself as a pioneer of versology, Jakobson stated: 

Jirát9s work impairs the linguistic analysis9s insufficient rigour and the rhyme 

technique9s treatment in complete detachment from the other peculiarities of 

verse construction in the poets concerned.312 (Jakobson 2013, 366) 

Jakobson noted that Jirát was not aware of the importance of phonology in the study of 

versology since he confused some basic concepts, such as the phoneme and the letter. On the 

contrary, he argued that MukaYovský9s structuralist analysis was an effective contribution to 

versification.313 Although Structuralism was developing effective methodologies for the study 

of poetry, Jakobson found a serious lack not in its method, but rather in the object of the 

analysis. Unlike Formalism, which favoured the study of contemporary Russian poetry, 

Structuralism had not yet become interested in avant-garde poets: at the time Jakobson was 

writing, MukaYovský9s studies dedicated to Nezvalian Surrealistic poetry had not yet been 

published.314  

<Rub literární v�dy= (1935) 

Entering the debate on versology, structuralists criticised other scholars. Such criticisms 

usually evolved into polemics. In the second issue of Slovo a slovesnost, published in 1935, 

Jakobson wrote with René Wellek a review titled <Rub literární v�dy= [<The Other Side of 

Literary Science=] (Jakobson 2014, 73-76). They intended to critique studies on versology 

written by scholars belonging to the <other side=, that is, opposed to Structuralism: Jan 

 

311 Vojt�ch Jirát (1902-1945) was a Czech Germanist and professor at the Charles University, specialised in 
literary history. Together with Konrád Bittner founded the journal Germanoslavistika. 

312 <Die Arbeiten Jirát9s beeinträchtigt die ungenügende Strenge der linguistischen Analyse und die 
Behandlung der Reimtechnik in voller Losgelöstheit von den übrigen Eigentümlichkeiten des Versbaues bei den 
betreffenden Dichtern.= 

313 See (Sládek 2015) on MukaYovský9s activity in the interwar years. 
314 See, for example <Sémantický rozbor básnického díla= [<A semantic analysis of a poetic work=], 

published on Slovo a slovesnost in 1938. 
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Sedlák,315 Karel Erban,316 and Josef Be
ka.317 The first part is by Wellek and consists of a 

commentary on Jan Sedlák9s O díle básnickém [On the Work of Poetry], who argues that 

Structuralism and its holistic methodology were scientifically irrelevant. Wellek judged 

Sedlák9s theories as unscientific, contradictory, and unable to overcome their positivistic 

heritage. Sedlák9s attempt to condense notions of poetic aesthetics and literary theory into a 

single study was primitive and unsuccessful: <a vague method that does not bridge synthesis 

but erases the distinction between the psychological method based on the creative process and 

the artistic method based on the analysis of the work= 318 (Wellek 1935, 128).  

In the review published in Slavische Rundschau in 1932, Jakobson also described 

Sedlák9s theories as banal and, in 1929, he openly criticised Sedlák9s book K problému rytmu 

básnického [On the Question of the Poetic Rhythm] in the review <Kus literární pav�dy= 

published in Plán in 1929 (Jakobson 2013, 234-239). Miloa Zelenka analysed Sedlák9s 

relationship with the members of the PLK and wrote that Jakobson9s reaction to Sedlák9s book 

was hugely adverse and radical and his <attack on Sedlák [...] was paradoxically an attack by a 

member of the Prague Linguistic Circle against a colleague who disagreed with an exact, 

structural-morphological approach to literary material=319 (Zelenka 2017, 1). In his critique 

Jakobson meticulously enumerated the problems in Sedlák9s book: he did not employ an 

adequate terminology and lacked theoretical background, demonstrating a lack of familiarity 

with formalist writings on poetic rhythm by Brik, Tynjanov and Tomaaevskij. Sedlák9s book 

provided no scientific value, and from the beginning to the end, he sinned with a disastrous 

confusion of terms.  

Returning to the 1935 review published in Slovo a slovesnost, Jakobson analysed Karel 

Erban9s article <O metaphorách= [<About Metaphors=], published in Naae Ye
 that year (Erban 

1935b). The concept of metaphor had been one of Jakobson9s primary interests, e.g., in his 

study of Chlebnikov in Novejaaja russkaja poezija (1921) or in <Randbemerkungen zur Prosa 

des Dichters Pasternak= (1935), in which he discussed the relations between metaphor and 

 

315 Jan Sedlák (1889-1941) was a Czech literary theoretician and historian whose research was based on 
Positivism. 

316 Karel Erban (1901-1982) was a Czech philologist and linguist. He was also a poet. 
317 Josef Be
ka (1903-1992) was a Czech linguist specialised in stylistic. Jakobson critiqued Be
ka9s article 

about the language of Van
ura9s Konce starých 
aso [The End of Old Times] (Be
ka 1935) published in Naae Ye
. 
318 <Je to jenom první typický pYíklad pro sm�aování pojmo, pro nejasnou metodu, která nepYeklenuje 

synthesou, nýbr� prostým smazáním hranic stírá rozdíl mezi metodou psychologickou vycházející z tvor
ího 
procesu a metodou um�leckov�dnou vycházející z rozboru díla.= 

319 <Jakobsonov útok na Sedláka [&] byl paradoxn� útokem 
lena Pra�ského lingvistického krou�ku proti 
svému kolegovi, který nesouhlasil s exaktním, strukturáln�-morfologickým pYístupem k literárnímu materiálu.= 
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metonymy (see § 3.1.2).320 Erban reflected on the artistic and aesthetic value of metaphors in 

his Naae Ye
 article, but he took a psychological approach and interpreted metaphor through 

logic rather than linguistics, while according to Jakobson metaphors should be studied as 

primarly related to semantics. Jakobson9s criticised Erban9s statement about the lack of 

metaphors in medieval literature, recalling Jan Gebauer9s article <O metaforických obrazech 

básnictví národního, zvláat� slovanského= [<On Metaphorical Images of National Poetry, 

Especially Slavic=] (1874). Jakobson observed both conceptual and methodological problems 

in Erban9s article: according to Jakobson, Erban did not consider new theories from the 

previous years.  

Erban replied to Jakobson in the article <Z naaich 
asopiso= [<From our Periodicals=] 

published in Naae Ye
 (Erban 1936). This article is divided into two parts. In the first one, he 

defended himself from what Jakobson stated in Slovo a slovesnost and in the second one, he 

answered two negative reviews by aalda and Eisner. 

aalda published his revies to Erban9s <O metaphorách= titled <Kus filologické l�iv�dy= 

[<A Piece of Philological Mendacity=] in the seventh volume of aaldov Zápsník (aalda 1994, 

352-362). In the introduction aalda critiqued the journal Naae Ye
, accusing it of propagating 

an <old philology= based on a conservatory and pedantic attitude. The journal was promoting 

the establishment of a norm without any solid criteria. Echoing Jakobson, aalda criticised 

Erban both for the content and the style321 of his writing, defining him as a <impressionistic 

critic=. Employing <impressionism= with a negative nuance, aalda intended to emphasise 

Erban9s lack of scientific approach and criticises his <clueless and blind= methodology.  

Concerning Eisner, he reacted to another article published by Erban in Naae Ye
, titled 

<O 
eském slohu kritickém= [<The Style of Czech Criticism=] (Erban 1935a). In this article 

Erban identified aalda and Novák as epigony, epigons, and criticised their theories, especially 

those elaborated in aalda9s Bojí o zítYek and Novák9s Kritika literární. Eisner emphasised that 

rather than epigons, aalda and Novák were pivotal references for the contemporary literary 

 

320 Jakobson later discussed the two concepts while analysing aphasias. According to Jakobson, this 
phenomenon implies a linguistic disfunction and lies between two poles: the metaphoric and the metonymic ones. 
The contrast between metaphor and metonymy is emphasised as follows: <Metaphor is alien to similarity disorder, 
and metonymy to the contiguity disorder= (Jakobson 1971, 254). 

321 <I learned to write from authors that Mr. Erban might not even be able to read and translate [...] If Mr. 
Erban was truly philologically educated, he would know that there are good theorists of style for whom periodicity 
is something of a counterpoint to verbal stylistics.= (<U
il jsem se psát u autoro, které by p. Erban nedovedl mo�ná 
ani pYe
íst a pYelo�it [&]. Kdyby byl p. Erban opravdu filologicky vzd�laný, v�d�l by, �e jsou dobYí teoretikové 
stylu, kterým je periodicita cosi jako kontrapunkt slovesné stylistiky.=) (aalda 1994, 360). 
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criticism. The critique against Erban echoed aalda9s one and emphasised the lack of a scientific 

approach in Erban9s analysis.  

Erban declared himself open to negative reviews, but not to Jakobson9s review in Slovo 

a slovesnost because it was unnecessarily offensive and mirrored the PLK member9s 

resentment towards Naae Ye
9s authors after the polemical debate with JiYí Haller one prior.322 

According to Erban, Jakobson9s criticism was unclear and confused: <If Jakobson thinks he is 

right, let him give it to us a little more clearly and less confusedly than he did in Základy 


eského verae= (Erban 1936, 67).323 

 

2.6 Polemics 

2.6.1 Jakobson9s theory of Czech prosody: deconstructing Josef Král 

Jakobson9s predilection for the study of prosody can be traced back to his years as a 

militant formalist, for whom the research on poetic material was one of the most important 

issues alongside folkloric and linguistic studies. An episode that exemplifies the importance of 

prosody for the Formalists is the controversy that erupted in 1919 with Brjusov, which I have 

described in the previous section (§ 2.5.5). As Jakobson9s reviews about versology testify, 

during the years he spent in Czechoslovakia Jakobson was acquainted with the development of 

Czech prosody. His interest in the Czech prosodic system can be traced earlier, while he was 

coming to Prague, as he stated in the Dialogues with Krystina Pomorska: 

On my way to Prague, on the boat between Tallinn and Stettin, I immersed 

myself in the verses of that marvellous Czech Romantic poet, Karel Hynek 

Mácha (1810-1836), and I asked a citizen of Prague who was aboard the same 

boat to read them aloud for me. I was struck by the profound differences in 

structure between iambic tetrameter in Russian and in Czech, and I was 

particularly astonished by the variety of rhythmical deviations from the 

metrical pattern that the Czech iamb permitted, but which in Russian were 

totally impossible. I decided to do some work on these questions of 

comparative metrics, and upon my arrival in Prague I spoke to the head of the 

department of Czech at the university, Emil Smetánka (1875-1949) about this 

 

322 See Vukovi� (2010). 
323 <Myslí-li Jakobson, �e má pravdu, ae nám ji podá trochu jasn�ji a mén� zmaten�, ne� to u
inil v Základech 


eského verae.= 
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discrepancy. He explained to me good-naturedly: <Do not bother with this 

issue; I will explain the deviations for you. Our poets are simply such idlers 

[lit. takovilajdaci] that they are too lazy to write according to the rules.= 

(Jakobson 3 Pomorska 1983, 22) 

It was thus reading the verses of Mácha, the poet on whom he wrote the structuralist essay <K 

popisu Máchova verae= [<For a Description of Mácha9s Verse=] in 1938 (Jakobson 3 �ervenka 

1996, 427-476) and the later <Stroka Machi o zove gorlicy= [<Mácha9s Verse on the Call of 

the Turtledove=] in 1960 (Jakobson 1979, 486-504), that alerted to Jakobson the need for a 

comparative study of Czech and Russian verse. When Jakobson came to Emil Smetánka324 for 

a discussion in 1920, the Czech scholar was already playing a very important role within the 

Czech side of the Charles University. A reaction like Smetánka9s towards Jakobson is not 

surprising, but rather part of a wider series of episodes and hostilities that the scholar had to 

face since his arrival in Czechoslovakia, which I have already widely presented in the first 

chapter (§ 1.1). Regarding the academy facing with hostility scholars involved in the PLK, 

Jakobson commented the situation in the already mentioned interview with DezsQ: 

The Prague faculty was against us. Almost none of us was a member of the 

Prague faculty, except for the English section. There was Mathesius from the 

English section, then there was Ripka in the Spanish section and so on. All 

Slavists were all strongly against all these daring and so on.325 

Jakobson9s interest in the development of Czech prosody is also testified by the fact that during 

his first years in Prague he attended Frantiaek Trávní
ek9s course about Czech quantity at the 

Charles University during the winter semester 1920-1921 (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 27).  

Jakobson displayed his early engagement with the study of the poetic material in the 

monograph dedicated to the work of Velimir Chlebnikov, Novejaaja russkaja poezija, written 

in Moscow in 1919 and published in Prague in 1922, in which he emphasised the importance 

of linguistics, especially phonology, in the study of verse (see § 3.1). Jakobson was also focused 

 

324 Emil Smetánka (1875-1949) was a disciple of the well-known philologist Jan Gebauer, directly influenced 
by the theories of the Neogrammatics and positivist aesthetics. 

325 <�D46E><= D4>G?LF5F 5O? ?D>F<6 =4E. �4<=EF65==O=, ?>GF< =<>F> <7 =4E =5 5O? G?5=>< 
?D46E>>7> D4>G?LF5F4, >D><5 4=7?<=E>>= E5>F<<. �O? �4F57<GE 4=7?<=E>>= E5>F<<, ?>F>< 6>F $<?>4 5O? 
6 MF>= E5>F<< <E?4=E><E O7O>>6 < F4> 44?55 � F4>, E?46<EFO < 6E5 MF> 5O?> 6E5 D5L<F5?L=> ?D>F<6 6E5E 
MF<E 45D74=<= < F4> 44?55.= RJPs, Box 147, p. 22. 
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on Bulgarian versology and in 1923 he published <Zametka o drevne-bolgarskom 

stichoslo�enii= [<A Note on Old Bulgarian Versification=] (Jakobson 2013, 7-14). 

Jakobson9s first significant achievement in the comparative study of verse was O 


easkom stiche, published in Russian in 1923 and later in Czech in 1926 under the title Základy 


eského verae. In publishing this study, Jakobson did not intend to write an alternative history 

of Czech verse but to stimulate the debate on Czech prosody.  

Commenting on the studies published up to that time, he intended to propose a new 

approach based on two fundamental assumptions, namely the importance of linguistics (i.e., of 

interdisciplinarity) and the need to adopt a comparative perspective. It is possible to grasp the 

radical nature of Jakobson9s critique in the introduction, in which his <hypotheses= aimed at 

replacing the unquestioned dogmas of the past and the gloomy confessions of ignorance 

(Jakobson 1979, 3).326 The ideas elaborated in this writing are as much heir to Formalism as it 

is anticipatory of Structuralism. Although in 1923 the PLK did not exist yet, Jakobson already 

employed concepts that would later be at the core of the structuralist method, such as a holistic 

approach and the distancing from positivist aesthetics through the adoption of principles later 

elaborated in the 1930s by Jan MukaYovský. As far as Formalism is concerned, we can observe 

a direct reference to the studies of Osip Brik and Boris Tomaaevskij, to whom Jakobson 

referred in the preface: <It was the debates of the Moscow Language Circle, especially the 

interventions of O. M. Brik and B. V. Tomaaevskij on Russian verse, that enlightened me for 

the first time about the scientific problems of rhythm= (Jakobson 1979, 4).327 In 1959, Jakobson 

named Tomaaevskij as one of the most important masters of Russian versification (Jakobson 

[1959] 1979, 557-559) and, in 1964, he stated that Brik was among those who had enabled the 

advancement of scientific studies on verse (Jakobson [1964] 1979, 545-548). Recognition of 

his two formalist colleagues and friends is also evident in Jakobson9s extensive quotation of 

their work in O 
easkom stiche. He quotes Brik9s Zvukovye povtory [Sound Repetitions] (Brik 

1919) and two Tomaaevskian writings, O
erki po poetike Puakina [Essays on Puakin9s Poetics] 

and Russkoe stichoslo�enie [Russian Versification] (Tomaaevskij 1923a, Tomaaevskij 1923b). 

 

326 <[/] =5 =4<5D564NEL 44FL >><?5=4<G<4 G5L>>= D<F<<><. �?O >><?5=4<G<4 5M5 =5 =4EF4?> 6D5<O. 
�>5 7444G4 3 ?>EF46<FL =5E>>?L>> 6>?D>E<F5?L=OE 7=4>>6, 5D>E<FL =5E>>?L>> D45>G<E 7<?>F57. -F> 
674<5= 6G5D4L=<E 3 55EE?>D=OE 4>7<, 674<5= G=O?>7> ignoramus.= [<I do not intend to provide a 
compendium of Czech rhythm. The time for a compendium has not come yet. My aim is to raise a few question 
marks, to throw out a few working hypotheses. This is in place of yesterday9s unquestionable dogmas, in place of 
the gloomy ignoramus=] 

327 <�554FO �>E>>6E>>7> �<=76<EF<G5E>>7> �DG6>4, >E>55==> 4>>?44O �. �. �D<>4 < �. �. 
&><4L56E>>7> > DGEE>>< EF<E5, 6?5D6O5 >FG5F?<6> <=5 ?D>5?5<O =4GG=>= D<F<<><.= 
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Czech prosody: preliminary remarks 

As I stated above, the publication of O 
easkom stiche aimed to revive the Czech debate 

on prosody, which was going through a phase of stagnation. The interest of Czech scholars in 

questions of prosody had been established in the nineteenth century, when two schools of 

thought had emerged: that of the pYízvu
nici, who considered that Czech prosodic theory 

should be based on accentuation (in Czech pYízvuk means <accent=), and that of the 


asomírnici, who argued that the principle of quantity (in Czech 
asomíra means <quantity=) 

should be considered the theoretical model.  

The debate9s dominant voice was that of philologist Josef Král, who began elaborating 

his theories on the Czech prosodic system in the journal Listy filologické in 1893 and published 

them in an updated version in 1909 (Král 1909), which contained some relevant considerations 

on Medieval Czech verse.328 Following Král9s death in 1917, the Czech Academy of Sciences 

decided to initiate a project to publish the scholar9s theories in a two-volume work entitled O 

prosodii 
eské [On Czech Prosody]. The first volume appeared in 1923 edited by the philologist 

Jan Jakubec (Král 3 Jakobec 1923), who had proposed to publish the second as early as the 

following year. The undertaking proved impossible due to another important project, the 

publication of the two volumes of Jakubec9s history of Czech literature. After Jakubec9s death 

in 1937, the scholar Bohumil Rypka published the second volume of O prosodii 
eské in 1938 

(Král 3 Rypka 1938).329 

Jakobson9s critique of Král9s prosody 

When the first volume of Král9s study appeared, Jakobson published a review in Kritika 

in which he reproached Jakubec for not having considered the 1909 volume, in which Král, as 

already noted, had made several changes. Jakobson9s criticism was rather directed at Král9s 

writings, which were deemed unsuitable from both a methodological and theoretical point of 

view. In Jakobson9s opinion, the scholar had reduced Czech prosody to the accentuative 

question, proceeding not so much to scientifically argue his hypothesis on the basis of the texts, 

but rather employing a prescriptive approach. On the contrary, Jakobson emphasised the need 

to elaborate a theory derived from direct dialogue with poets.  

 

328 On the evolution of Czech prosody, see Baluch (2003), Ibrahim (2007), and Poliova 3 Pil9a
ikov 3
Belousova (2022).  

329 Prosody became a pivotal issue among the members of the PLK during the interwar period. After WWII 
the structuralist discussion about Czech prosody was pursued by Miroslav 
ervenka and Kv�ta Sgallová. 
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This was a pivotal feature of Jakobson9s activity as a scholar, as he stated in the 

introduction to the second volume of Selected Writings: <We learned from poets= (Jakobson 

1971, VI). Indeed, it is impossible to conceive of a piece of writing such as Novejaaja russkaja 

poezija without considering the importance played by Chlebnikov or Majakovskij. Regarding 

the importance of Jakobson9s relationship with Czech poets while studying prosody, Vít�zslav 

Nezval recalled in Z mého �ivota [From My Life]: 

Once after midnight in the Technika café, which was one of those rather 

dilapidated and seldom-visited late-night holes, a strange human with a 

rubber body and eyes darting towards the two poles of the globe approached 

me and, in somewhat stunted Czech, told me that he was interested in my 

opinion concerning rhythm in my verse and in Czech poetry. This nocturnal 

investigator of Czech prosody was none other than the Russian professor 

Roman Jakobson.330 (Nezval 1959, 136-137) 

Since he sought to actively include poets in his analysis, in the 1926 version Jakobson decided 

to add to the postface of Základy 
eského verae testimony by contemporary poets and artists 

about poetic rhythm, including that of Nezval, Neumann or Burian. Furthermore, the leading 

theorist of the Czech avant-garde quoted Základy 
eského verae in 1927 in <Slova, slova, slova= 

[<Words, Words, Words=], stating that: <the cooperation of contemporary Czech poets with 

Jakobson9s scientific research (i.e., his Základy 
eského verae) will hopefully bring an 

enrichment of Czech poetic language, a language terribly burdened in the poems of Jaroslav 

Vrchlický=331 (Teige [1927] 1972, 345). In this statement, we can see how Jakobson9s theories 

proved to be suited to the new developments in contemporary Czech poetry.  

Another significant passage from the critique against Král corresponds in the use of a 

key term of Jakobsonian semantics, the concept of boj (<fight=), to describe the necessity of 

overcoming obsolete theories: <The fight of one poetic school against another regarding new 

rhythmic principles is always a fight for the replacement of a certain kind of violence with 

 

330 <Jednou po polnoci v kavárn� Technice, která patYila mezi dost zchátralé no
ní apelunky a kam se chodilo 
zYídka, pYistoupila ke mn� podivná bytost s t�lem jakoby gumov� vypjatým a o
ima rozb�hnutýma do dvou 
prot�jaích sv�tových stran a dala mi najevo rozkolísanou 
eatinou, �e byl ji zajímal moj názor na 
asom�rnou 
stránku v mém a v 
eském verai. Tento no
ní zájemce o 
eskou prosodii nebyl jiný ne� ruský profesor Roman 
Jakobson.= 

331 <Patr� spolupráce moderních 
eských básníko s v�deckým bádáním Romana Jakobsona (viz jeho knihu 
Základy 
eského verae) pYinese veliké obohacení básnické 
eatin�, tak straan� ztu
n�lé u Jaroslava Vrchlického=. 
The English translation is by Toman, see Toman (1996) 
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violence of another kind= (Jakobson 2013, 168).332 The concept of boj suggests both the nature 

of the Jakobsonian critical attitude and the complexity of realising a comprehensive theory of 

Czech prosody. Indeed, while in the case of Russian there is a mobile accentuation that favours 

an accentuative prosodic system, Czech is the only Indo-European language in which, although 

the accent is fixed on the first syllable, the length of vowels varies independently of the 

accent.333 

Jakobson9s theory: reviews 

The first review of Jakobson9s O 
easkom stiche appeared in Slavia. 
asopis pro 

slovanskou filologii in 1924 and was written under Jakobson9s request by Trubeckoj 

(Trubeckoj 1924), who defined himself as a polnyj profan (<complete profane=) of the 

discipline (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 41). In the summer of 1922, they discussed the 

language in which it should be written and on 1st of September, Trubeckoj congratulated 

Jakobson on the forthcoming publication and asked him which language he had decided to use. 

Later, Jakobson was eager to know if the quality of his writing was evaluable from an academic 

point of view because he wanted to get a doctoral title in order to gain a position in the academy. 

Trubeckoj answered that according to him O 
easkom stiche could not be considered as a 

dissertation. According to Trubeckoj, Jakobson9s stay in Czechoslovakia did not seem 

favourable for the development of his research.  

André Mazon334 reviewed Jakobson9s book twice in Revue des études slaves. The first 

review is from 1924, a year later the Russian publication. Mazon expressed a negative 

judgement: 

Il n9y a rien qui soit plus loin d9un traité de prosodie tchèque que l9étude de 

M. Roman Jacobson [&]. L9auteur n9apporte ni un historique ni mème une 

description précise des divers types de vers qu9offre la poésie tchèque à un 

époque donnée: il soulève seulement à propos du sujet considéré, quantité de 

questions générales, intéressantes d9ailleurs (comme celle du déplacement de 

l9accent), mais qu9on eut souhaité de trouver d9équilibre et n9aboutit pas à des 

conclusions nettes. (Mazon 1923, 144) 

 

332 <Boj jedné básnické akoly s druhou o nové rytmické zásady je v�dy bojem za vystYídání násilí jednoho 
druhu násilími jiného druhu.= 

333 For an introduction to Czech phonetics and phonology, see Palková (1994). 
334 Concerning André Mazon, see § 2.6.2. 
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The second review appeared two years later when Jakobson published the Czech version. This 

time, Mazon did not negatively judge the book, but he did not mention the name of his author. 

Trubeckoj uttered his disappointment335 because Mazon wrote about a Russian linguist who 

had already lived in Prague for several years: 

D9autre part, les principes mêmes du vers tchèque sont remis en question pas 

un linguiste russe résidant à Prague depuis plusieurs années, et qui s9est 

consacré à l9étude de la poésie tchèque; la quantité serait l9élément 

prédominant, plutôt que l9accent tonique [&]. Cette thèse [&] va provoquer 

de vives réactions, comme on peut en juger dès à présent par un article de J. 

Chlumský das les Národní listy. (Mazon 1926, 129) 

The reaction of Czech scholars intensified after the publication of Základy 
eského verae in 

1926. In the last paragraph, after declaring his debt to the Formalists, Jakobson expressed his 

gratitude for the advice of Antonín Frinta,336 who symbolically published his review in Listy 

Filologické, the same journal in which an early elaboration of Král9s theories appeared (Frinta 

1926). Besides commenting Jakobson9s theories and pointing out problems therein, Frinta 

emphasised the fact that Jakobson should not be perceived as a Russian émigré, but as a 

qualified scholar.  

On 16th of June of the same year, Karel 
apek published a review in Lidové noviny 

(
apek 1926), in which he declared Král9s theories unsuitable for describing the new Czech 

poetry and identified Jakobson as the one who had revived the issue among scholars.  

The following day, Eisner published a review <Zur tschechischen Verslehere= [<On 

Czech Prosody=] in Prager Presse, commenting on Jakobson9s writing in terms of <eine große 

Überraschung= (<a great surprise=) (Eisner 1926, 1).  

MukaYovský published his review in Naae Ye
 (MukaYovský 1926) in which, after 

pointing out errors and inaccuracies, he acknowledged, like 
apek, that Jakobson had once 

again stimulated the debate around Czech prosody.  

 

 

335 Trubeckoj wrote Jakobson: <�>G5<G �47>=, 7>6>DO > �4L5= >=<6>5 6 5<5?<>7D4D<< ?>E?54=57> N° 
Revue (EFD. 129) =5 EG5? =G6=O< =4764FL �4L5 <<O?= (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 101) (<Why did Mazon, 
while speaking of your book in the bibliography of the last issue of Revue [p. 129], did not find it necessary to 
mention your name?=) 

336 Antonín Frinta (1884-1975) was a Czech linguist and Slavist. In 1981 he became professor at the Charles 
University. 
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Jakobson9s polemic with Josef Chlumský 

Josef Chlumský9s337 review published in Národní listy on 4th of July 1926 represents an 

emblematic case of a negative judgement against Jakobsonian theories (Chlumský 1926). 

Chlumský was considered among the heirs of Král9s theories together with Frinta. Agreeing 

with JindYich Vondrák9s338 statement in another negative comment published in 
eské slovo 

on 30th of May (Vondrák 1926), Chlumský defended Král and stated that Jakobson9s 

elaborations were incomplete and corresponded to mere conjecture influenced by the fact that 

he was a Russian scholar and, therefore, with an ear that was incapable of grasping the 

characteristics of Czech verse except in a distorted way.  

Jakobson defended himself against the accusations made by Chlumský in the article <K 

diskusi o 
eské prozodii= [<Around the Discussion on Czech Prosody=] which appeared in 

Národní osvobození on 8th of August 1926. He described the dialogue with Chlumský as 

fruitless, as his accusations were not based in any scientific explanation. First, the defence of 

previous theories was invalidated through the words of Král, who, according to Jakobson, 

described himself as a corpse of criticism, buried by the new generation of poets. Second, 

Jakobson defended himself from the accusation of having produced an incomplete study by 

stating that it was an initial work in which the foundations were laid for a new theorisation of 

Czech prosody. Countering the accusation of being a foreign scholar, Jakobson knew he was 

Russian and, as stated in 1925 in Pásmo. Revue internationale moderne, he did not intend to 

interfere with matters concerning the Czech context, especially those of a poetic nature. He 

conceived his perspective as a foreigner as an advantage that allowed him to apply a 

comparative approach to poetic material.  

In conclusion, Jakobson9s elaboration of a new approach to Czech prosody exemplifies 

the dynamics that occur when a methodological and theoretical revolution takes place in the 

field of criticism: revision of tradition, the elaboration of an innovative theory and a clash with 

more conservative scholars. Jakobson9s interest in comparative versology continued in the 

following years: in 1929 he published <Zur vergleichenden Forschung über die slavischen 

Zehnsilbler= [<Comparative Research on the Slavic Decasyllables=] (Jakobson 1966, 19-37), 

where he compared the Decasyllable in different Slavic languages. Jakobson was attracted to 

 

337 Josef Chlumský (1871-1939) was a Czech linguist and established phonetic studies in the country. He 
was professor at the Charles University. 

338 JindYich Vondrák (1859-1935) was a Czech linguist and slavist. After the WWI he became professor at 
the Masaryk University. 
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prosody for the entirety of his scholarly life and the comparativist approach, developed in the 

interwar years, has been a prominent trait of his analyses, pursuing <a gradual comparison of 

different verse systems as an indispensable prerequisite for laying down the foundations of a 

universally operative and verily general metrics= (Jakobson 1979, 571). 

 

2.6.2 André Mazon: Jakobson against anachronism and obscurantism 

In this portion of chapter I am to analyse the evolution of the polemical relationship 

between Jakobson and the French slavist André Mazon.339 It developed through three phases. 

The first one is related to Jakobson9s review of Mazon9s monograph Lexique de la guerre e de 

la revolution en Russie. Then, the second phase concerned Mazon9s veiled critiques of 

Jakobson in Revue des études slaves, which I have partially mentioned in the previous section 

(see § 2.6.1). Finally, the last third and last phase developed around the authenticity of the 

Slovo o polku Igoreve, which involved Jakobson and Mazon from the 1930s until the end of 

the 1950s. After describing each phase, I will summarise the main traits of this long-lasting 

polemic between two scholars, who represented two faces of the Slavic studies during the past 

century. 

Preliminary remarks 

André Mazon340 was a scholar devoted to Russian studies active in France from the last 

decades of the nineteenth century until his death in 1967. In his obituary, the linguist Boris 

Unbegaun described him as the <patriarch of Slavonic studies in France= because his research 

provided a solid framework for the discipline (Unbegaun 1968, 442). He was the dominant 

figure in the Institut d9études slaves since its creation in 1921 and contributed a great deal to 

the Revue des études slaves. Mazon9s research was mainly devoted to modern Russian 

language and Russian literature from the nineteenth century with some excursions in other 

periods, which according to Jakobson did not produce satisfying results. Alongside Russian, 

 

339 I was not able to go to Paris and have access to Mazon9s archive. There is no evidence of a correspondence 
with Jakobson, but just two letters sent to Mazon. One of these was published in (Mazon 3 Jakobson 2017, 173-
174). Concerning Mazon and the Prague scholar, at LA PNP there is the huge part of the correspondence between 
Mazon and Murko, which still wait to be analysed. 

340 For an overview of André Mazon (1881-1967), see the eighty-second volume of the Revue des études 
slaves, directed by Pierre Gonneau (2001). Concerning Mazon and Murko, see Zelenka (2020). 
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he was also interested in the Czech context and in Revue des études slaves wrote about Czech 

academics and the studies they published.  

Mazon belonged to an older generation than did Jakobson, which is to say that of his 

mentors. The relationship between the two scholars had never been bright and they often 

disagreed on many questions. During his academic career, Jakobson had to face the adverse 

opinions of many scholars, but his disputation with Mazon appears to be the longest-running 

and the most diverse. 

The first phase: <Lexique de la guerre et de la révolution en Russie= (1920-1921) 

In 1920 Mazon published the monograph Lexique de la guerre et de la révolution en 

Russie.341 He wrote it after spending a significant period in Russia in very particular conditions. 

Between 1918 and 1919 he was sent to Russia for a bibliothecarial mission, but he was arrested 

by the Bolsheviks and put in the Butyrka, the most known prison in Moscow.342 

In the first part of the book, Mazon explains the methodology employed in his analysis. 

He associates the linguistic change with a crisis which affected the Russian people at the time. 

This crisis was caused by two historical events, the WWI and the Revolution, which according 

to Mazon were connected: <La guerre et la révolution, au reste, dans le domaine de la 

linguistique comme dans celui de l9histoire, sont étroitement liées l9une à l9autre. La seconde 

ne fait en grande partie que continuer l9Suvre de la première= (Mazon 3 Jakobson 2017, 49). 

Such a statement is of note, since it reflects Mazon9s idea that the social facts were strictly 

bounded with the linguistic ones, sharing a <rapport intime l9une avec l9autre= (Mazon 3 

Jakobson 2017, 50). Concerning the materials he analysed, Mazon mentioned the data collected 

during his sojourn in Russia (especially in prison) and in Russian periodicals published in that 

period, i.e., the bolshevik and the national ones, such as Pravda and Izvestija. Mazon9s study 

focuses on three linguistic fields: semantics, morphology, and stylistics. In this triparted 

structure a prominent role is played by the analysis of the new Russian lexicon. Although the 

quantity of examples is considerably extensive, Mazon focused on specific uses of the 

language, i.e., the political and the military ones. 

 

341 An important reference is the edition of the two writings published in France in 2017 by Sylvie 
Archaimbault and Catherine Depretto, see Mazon 3 Jakobson (2017). While quoting Mazon9s writing I will refer 
to this edition. Concerning Jakobson, I will refer to the IX volume of the Selected Writings edited by Toman 
(Jakobson 2013, 28-60). 

342 See Mazon (1919a) and (1919b). 
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Before delving with Jakobson9s polemics, I would like to refer to reviews written by 

other scholars and to emphasise the importance that this topic gained in the 1920s. Mazon9s 

Lexique was only the first printed study of many about a topic which was becoming pivotal in 

the 1920s. For example, the MLK had collected a significant number of materials related to the 

evolution of Russian language after the WWI and the Revolution, which had been discussed 

but never published (Jakobson 2013, 28). As Depretto mentioned, the MLK organised 

numerous meetings discussing this question. The most relevant was the one held on 2nd of May 

1919, focused on the abbreviations employed in the industrial field. Then, on 20th of October 

1920 abbreviations were discussed again, this time as basis for the constitution of new words 

(Depretto in Mazon 3 Jakobson 2017, 17). 

Mazon9s book appeared in a time when Russian scholars were deeply interested in this 

topic. The international reception was mainly positive, except for Viktor Vinogradov9s review, 

in which the scholar noticed the superficial character of Mazon9s analysis and emphasised that 

he did not consider the accentuation. Sergej Karcevskij published two reviews in journals 

edited within the Russian emigration in France, i.e., in Oba
ee delo (1921) and Sovremennye 

zapiski (1922). As Depretto underlined, his comment was positive and identified the results of 

Mazon9s book as relevant. Karcevskij and Mazon knew each other since they worked at the 

University of Strasbourg: in 1919 Mazon was nominated professor and Karcevskij lecturer. As 

Mazon stated at the end of the preface, Karcevskij supported him while writing his Lexique 

(Mazon 3 Jakobson 2017, 52). 

In 1923 Karcevskij published Jazyk, vojna, revoljucija [Language, War, Revolution], 

in which he delved with the same topic.343 Karcevskij9s analysis is of larger breadth than that 

of Mazon and presents some differences. First, Karcevskij considered a broader period, which 

comprehended WWI, the Revolution, and the Civil war. Second, the source of the new lexicon 

analysed was not limited to a certain field, but referred to culture, considering literature and 

cinematography. As Mazon did, also Karcevskij analysed the phenomenon of abbreviations. 

The core of Karcevskij9s analysis relied in a statement given in the last part of the book. He 

considered the evolution of the Russian language as the result of two interconnected 

phenomena: the language of the revolution (jazyk revoljucija) and the revolution of language 

(revoljucija jazyka) or the revolution in the language (revoljucija v jazyke). 

 

343 In the 1920s were published many writings devoted to the development of Russian language after the war 
and the revolution, see (Depretto in Mazon 3 Jakobson 2017, 5) and (Karcevskij 1923, 3,4). 
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Karcevskij9s critique to Mazon9s Lexique emerged in his own book, rather than in the 

reviews appeared in periodicals. It is possible to observe two main divergences. The first one 

is emphasised by Karcevskij himself while noticing that many new words identified by Mazon 

were already obsolete. Second, Karcevskij did not identify the WWI as the event from which 

originated the evolution of Russian language. He set the beginning of this phenomenon earlier, 

in correspondence of the Russo-Japanese War (1905): <The first wave of linguistic innovations 

dates to 1905, if this is the way we shall designate the whole first period of serious socio-

political upheavals that opened with the Stolypin reaction= (Karcevskij 1923, 19).344 

Concluding this short digression, in his book Karcevskij rarely referred to Mazon, while he 

largely mentioned Jakobson9s <Vliv revoluce na ruský jazyk=, especially discussing the 

question of abbreviations, and defined it as a prekrasnaja stat9ja, a <great article=. 

When Jakobson came to Czechoslovakia he was just a young Russian scholar without 

a doctoral title, while Mazon was already an affirmed figure in the international milieu and 

occupied a stable position as professor at the University of Strasbourg. Despite his juniority, 

the young Jakobson did not hesitate to publish a <review= of Mazon9s Lexique de la guerre et 

de la révolution en Russie which appeared in the journal Nové Atheneum between 1920 and 

1921. The term review is in quotes because the writing does not really fit into this category as 

the ones analysed in § 2.5: Jakobson provided considerations of Mazon9s work in the first part, 

while the second part is a rewriting of Mazon9s book with some occasional references. To 

define this writing, it could be more appropriate to employ another terminology, such as 

<polemical rewriting= or a <polemical reaction=. 

Jakobson9s interest in the influence of the Revolution on Russian language derived from 

a wider discussion which, as I have already noticed, had developed in Moscow prior to his 

having left the country. In the introduction he mentioned the meeting of the MLK and thanked 

scholars such as Dmitrij Uaakov and Pavel Rastorgujev for their support. 

The main problems Jakobson identified in Mazon9s book stemmed from the materials 

the scholar dealt with: he analysed information collected mainly in 1918, without being 

acquainted with the war years and what happened later, in 1919-20, the years of the linguistic 

 

344 <�5D64O 6>?=4 O7O>>6OE =>6L5EF6 >F=>E<FEO > 1905 7>4G, 5E?< F4> GE?>6<<EO <O >5>7=4G4FL 65EL 
?5D6O= ?5D<>4 E5DL57=OE E>F<4?L=>-?>?<F<G5E><E ?>FDOE5=<=, >F>DO64NM<=EO EF>?O?<=E>>= 
D54>F<5=.= It is necessary to notice that the WWI and the Revolution had a greater impact on Russian language. 
Karcevskij was aware of this difference and noticed that the legacy of the Russo-Japanese war was less 
remarkable. 
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consolidation of this new phase of Russian language. Hence, according to Jakobson, Mazon 

misunderstood the origins of these linguistic changes. For example, Mazon considered new 

words which in the meantime had already been assimilated in the Russian lexicon, such as 

leninka, and he misread the reasons behind the proliferation of abbreviations. In his analysis, 

Jakobson considered changes which occurred at different linguistic levels: the introduction of 

a foreign lexicon, the fruitful employment of suffixes, the importance of abbreviations, the 

wordplay and features related to stylistics. Considering these new linguistic changes, Jakobson 

extensively reflected on the mechanism behind their origin and spread.  

Jakobson9s polemical reaction to Mazon9s book can then be interpretated as his first 

effort to demonstrate Mazon9s anachronistic reading of the changes in the Russian language, 

both in terms of the materials analysed and the methodology he employed. Jakobson9s reaction 

it is not a mere polemic, but also constructive: he aimed to also propose a new analysis of the 

influences the Russian Revolution had on the development of language.  

To conclude this part, it is necessary to mentions Frantiaek Trávní
ek9s review 

published in Listy filologické in 1922. Trávní
ek reviewed both writings, but the way he 

commented them is significantly different. Concerning Mazon, he limited his analysis to a 

presentation of the contents. On the contrary, referring to Jakobson, Trávní
ek praised the 

importance of this polemical reaction and noticed that Jakobson enriched Mazon9s research 

with more linguistic material, which he defined cenný, valuable. Trávní
ek remarked two 

problems in Jakobson9s <Vliv revoluce na ruský jazyk=. First, some passages were not 

completely comprehensible for a non-Russian reader because Jakobson was not exhaustively 

clear and his explanations were partially elliptic.345 Second, there were some issues with the 

style in which it was written: he noticed the presence of grammatical errors, which should not 

be attributed to the author but, rather, to the editors. 

Digression: Jakobson and the influence of the Revolution on the language 

Jakobson interested in the development of Russian language in connection with the 

Revolution significantly grew in the 1930s, as testified by two articles appeared in Slavische 

Rundschau. In 1934, he published <Slavische Sprachfragen in der Sovjetunion= [<Slavic 

 

345 As I will show in the next chapter (§ 3.1), the same happened in the case of another writing published in 
1919, Novejaaja russkaja poezija. 
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Language Questions in the Soviet Union=] (Jakobson 2014, 8-25), in which he conceived the 

Revolution as a <watershed= in linguistic evolution: 

The revolutionary epoch, which initially disrupted the norm of the standard 

of the Russian high language, ultimately established the demand for a uniform 

and universally valid linguistic canon and did so with an unbending 

determination and persistence that was utterly alien to the preceding stages of 

development, which were characterised by liberal elasticity and fluidity of the 

linguistic norm. (Jakobson 2014, 25)346 

After the Revolution, the Russian language was massively influenced by the Bolshevik 

ideology. Authorities and the new Russian intelligentsia conceived this change as necessary, 

as can be perceived in Maksim Gor9kij9s articles published in Soviet journals such as 

Literaturnaja u
eba or Literaturnaja gazeta. According to Gor9kij, during tsarism the Russian 

language had been vulgarised, and the scholars had to support the return to the <true= language 

from the literary classics. 

Two years later, in 1936, Jakobson9s article <Um den russischen Wortschatz= [<The 

Russian Lexicon=] (Jakobson 2014, 167-176) built upon the 1934 article discussed above. 

Jakobson described the developments of Russian linguistics in lexicology, emphasising how 

the linguistic progress was related to other scientific fields. Language was conceived as part of 

the cultural and social dimension and, once again, he emphasised that Revolution marked a 

crucial moment in the development of Russian language. Despite Jakobson never using the 

word <political=, the reasons for what he defined as a <watershed= were basically political and 

it is not a coincidence that he directly quoted Lenin while concerning the idea of Russian as a 

common language.347  

The second phase: Mazon in Revue des études slaves 

The second phase of this controversy consists in three negative comments against 

Jakobson published by Mazon in Revue des études slaves. First, Mazon negatively reacted to 

Jakobson9s O 
easkom stiche in 1923 and, in 1926, to the Czech version. I have already referred 

to these reactions in the previous subchapter (see § 2.6.1). The third comment appeared in 1930 

 

346 <Die Revolutionsepoche, die ursprünglich die Norm der russischen Hochsprache zerrüttete, hat letzten 
Endes die Forderung nach einem einheitlichen und allgemein gültigen Sprachkanon aufgestellt, und zwar mit 
einer unbeugsamen Entschlossenheit und Beharrlichkeit, die den vorhergehenden Entwicklungsetappen, die sich 
durch liberale Dehnbarkeit und Flüssigkeit der Sprachnorm auszeichneten, vollkommen fremd war.= 

347 Jakobson probably had in mind Lenin9s short writing Nu�en li objazatel9nyj gosudarstvennyj jazyk? [Is 
there a need for an obligatory state language?], written in 1914. 
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and referred to Jakobson9s <Remarques sur l9évolution phonologiques du russe compare à celle 

des autres langues slaves= (Jakobson 1929): 

On trouve dans ce travail l9écho multiplié de quelques idées de Ferdinand de 

Saussure [&]. M. Jakobson les reprends sous la forme à peine intelligible 

d9une terminologie inutilement novatrice et il en exagère la portée. La 

doctrine est confuse et la démonstration décevante [&]. (Mazon 1930, 104) 

Such a critique is symptomatic because clearly shows Mazon attitude against Jakobson and the 

developments in the linguistic field. The dispute between Jakobson and Mazon represents a 

clash between two different generations of linguists. 

The third phase: Slovo o polku Igoreve (1930s-1950s) 

Then, a third moment corresponds to the dispute about the authenticity of the Slovo.348 

Since its discovery, the authenticity of the Slovo was questioned. When it was discovered in 

1795, it presented some obscure characteristics, for example, the presumed presence of 

linguistic anachronisms. During the interwar period the Slovo was one of the most significant 

philological topics in Russian studies, as demonstrated by the Ukrainian Vladimir Perec in his 

monograph published 1926 and in Evgenij Ljackij9s edition published in Prague in 1934. In 

1937 Aleksander Brückner349 published in Zeitschrift für slavische Philologie the article <Die 

Echtheit des Igorliedes= [<The Authenticity of Igor9s Campaign=]. Brückner criticised scholars 

 

348 The Slovo played a pivotal role in Jakobson9s research, but some aspects of this question are still too little 
studied. For example, in the 1950s Jakobson planned the publication of an English translation of the Slovo together 
with Vladimir Nabokov and Mark Szeftel. This volume was planned to appear through the support of the 
Bollingen Foundation, which was active publishing literary classics between 1945 and 1968, when he was shut 
down being involved in Mellon9s foundation. Jakobson drafted an agreement already in June 1953. Nabokov 
officially finished a first draft of the translation between the end of April and the beginning of May 1950, but he 
was not satisfied. He got back to the translation of the Slovo in August 1952. In October of the same year, Jakobson 
commented the translation whit some remarks, which Nabokov accepted integrating the text with some notes. 
Despite the enthusiasm expressed by both parts, Nabokov9s translation of the Slovo never appeared within 
Jakobson an Szeftel9s project. In 1957 Nabokov decided to leave it and publish the text autonomously in 1960 
because he could not stand Jakobson9s involvement with the Soviet academia and his frequent travels beyond the 
Iron curtain. Nabokov also asked to get back his drafted translation of the Slovo and forbid Jakobson to use it 
during his lectures at Harvard. According to Galya Diment (1997), Nabokov refused to pursue this collaboration 
with Jakobson because he did not help him finding a position at Harvard. Jakobson respected Nabokov as a writer 
but was suspicious of him as a scholar, considering his preparation not enough solid for such a position. Jakobson 
and Szeftel9s project of publishing a commented English version of the Slovo was constantly delayed. This project 
emerged again some years later in a letter sent by Szeftel on 29th of December 1981. William Mc Guire, who was 
involved in the Bollingen foundation, wrote about the editorial affair of the Slovo in Bollingen: An Adventure in 
Collecting the Past, see Guire (1989) 

349 Aleksander Brückner (1856-1939) was a Polish philologist and linguist, mainly interested in Slavic 
languages. 
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who judged the poem as inauthentic, singling out the Polish scholar Julian Krzy}anowski,350 

the leading proponent of this theory at that time. 

On 10th of December 1937 Jakobson published in Lidové noviny <Pravost Slova= [<The 

Authenticity of the Slovo=] (Jakobson 2014, 283-284) in which he dealt with the discussion 

around the Slovo, reporting Brückner and Krzy}anowski9s thesis. Jakobson supported the 

authenticity of the Slovo and underlined the absurdity of the opposite position, critiquing 

Mazon9s intention to deliver a series of lessons devoted to demonstrating that it was not 

authentic. 351 According to Jakobson, Mazon9s course was an anachronism within the scientific 

context of these years. The lessons of this course were then reported in a volume by Mazon in 

1940, which did not leave Jakobson indifferent.  

In a letter sent to Vernadskij on 23rd of February 1948, Jakobson defined another study 

published by Mazon in 1944 as follows: <Unfortunately, I overlooked Mazon9s paper in the 

Compte-rendus de l9Academie des Inscriptions, 1944 about Bantya-Kamenskij as the 

presumable author of the Slovo. I think it is the most illiterate and scandalous academic article 

I have ever read in my life.=352 Jakobson laid trust in Vernadskij and felt at ease while criticising 

other scholars, defining Mazon <illiterate= or Gleb Struve353 <stupid=. 

In 1948, Jakobson published together with Henri Grégoire and Marc Szeftel La Geste 

du Prince Igor9, a collection of some writings dedicated to the Slovo, written after he came to 

New York, more precisely between 1944 and 1947.354 Then, on 23rd of June, Jakobson lamented 

to Vernadskij: <Some friends reproached me for paying too much time and attention to 

Mazon=.355 In the last section of La Geste, titled L9authenticité du Slovo, Jakobson remarked 

the inconsistency of Mazon9s argument, attributing it to his lack of linguistic knowledge and 

describing him as a scholar more concerned with modern Russian literature. Jakobson9s initial 

critique of Mazon9s monograph is reiterated and expanded in the conclusion: 

 

350 Julian Krzy}anowski (1892-1976) was a Polish scholar interested in literature and folklore. 
351 Gleb Struve, while introducing his rich review of Mazon9s research about the Slovo, gave some basic 

hints related to the controversy, which can be useful for a preliminary overlook, see Struve (1946). Struve did not 
criticised Mazon, but neither fully agreed with him. He recognised to Mazon the merit to have been the scholar 
who reopened <the fascinating and mysterious problem of the Slovo.= (Struve 1946, 2017). 

352 RJPs, Box 46, Folder 54. 
353 Russian poet and literary historian who lived in the United States at that time. 
354 La Geste du Prince Igor9 was edited in the fourth volume of the Selected Writings. I refer to this edition 

(Jakobson 1966, 106-300). Jakobson9s annotations to the Slovo were included in the Italian edition of the poem 
by Renato Poggioli Cantare della Gesta di Igor, published in 1954. 

355 RJPs, Box 46, Folder 54. 
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<L9ignorance du moyen âge russe= que Mazon relève comme un trait 

caractéristique des années trente du siècle dernier est depuis longtemps 

surmontée, et son livre portant la triste date de 1940 détone singulièrement 

parmi les études des médiévistes contemporains. Cette offensive 

anachronique nous apparaît ainsi dans une solitude impressionnante. 

(Jakobson 1966, 295) 

Mazon answered in a long article published in 1949 in the British journal Slavonic Review 

(Mazon 1949). Jakobson never published a further response and asked for Vernadskij9s 

suggestion: <As far as stupidity is concerned, did you see Mazon9s answer to our Geste in the 

latest British Slavonic Review? Too illiterate even for Mazon. Please advise me, have I to 

answer, or it is superfluous?= 356 The correspondence between Sergej Karcevskij357 and 

Jakobson, kept in the RJPs, is also relevant here. Jakobson wrote to Karcevskij on 20th of 

September 1948 stating that he received a lot of letters from Russian scholars who agreed with 

him about the fact the Slovo was not a dubious literary monument. He also outlined his 

concerns: <Everyone declares that we triumphed 100%. But how many will admit it publicly?=. 

To achieve more credibility, Jakobson openly asked Karcevskij to write a paper sustaining his 

theories against Mazon and <rending Russian culture a real service=. Jakobson9s tone was 

insistent: 

What I would like to have from you is a calm, unpolitical article, written by 

you as the specialist in Russian language and culture and saying that not only 

are there no more doubts of the Slovo9s authenticity, but also that there are no 

more doubts of a complete illiteracy and scholarly mrakobesie [obscurantism] 

on the part of André Mazon.358 

Jakobson9s attitude through Mazon developed during the years into a complete refusal of his 

research, considering the scholar <stupid= and his writings <illiterate=, negramotnye. 

As a matter of fact, Jakobson9s influence on his students was significantly relevant and 

he used to teach transmitting them his strong perspectives and convictions.359 Significantly, he 

 

356 RJPs, Box 46, Folder 54. 
357 I will discuss the relationship between Jakobson and Karcevskij in the next chapter, see § 5.1. 
358 RJPs, Box 42 Folder 43. 
359 <If Jakobson influenced his students? Jakobson influenced an entire generation of scholars, here in the 

US. He was a charming man, able to keep the attention of his listeners. He had very strong ideas and he never 
even tried to hide them. I remember when I used to attend his lectures once I was at UCLA, Jakobson used to 
travel to California a lot during at that time. Jakobson did not follow any drafts, he was just talking and moving 
his arms. Most of the time, although he began talking about a certain topic, his speech ended up somewhere else.= 
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influenced his students with this negative vision of the French scholar, as Edward Keenan noted 

in the introduction of his obituary dedicated to Mazon: 

I find myself at a disadvantage writing about André Mazon in retrospect. [&] 

Perhaps the reason for my forgetfulness lies in the fact that I was a student of 

Roman Osipovi
 Jakobson (1896-1982), and for decades was Mazon largely 

through Jakobson9s eyes. They did not get on, and it would appear that 

Jakobson, something of an intriguer, saw to in that Mazon 3 and his ideas 3 

were not welcomed in the United States. (Keenan in Gonneau 2011, 115)360 

Closing remarks 

Jakobson never hid his adversity against French academy, especially against Mazon and 

his entourage of scholars. He accused them of <anachronism= because of their reluctance to 

welcome innovations or new methodologies. It is of note that Jakobson never published in 

Revue des études slaves. The Jakobsonian methodological approach would never have found a 

proper place in such a conservative editorial context. Such a commentary testifies the big 

generational gap between Jakobson and Mazon9s entourage. This does not mean that Jakobson 

had no relations with the French academy. Jakobson developed excellent relations with French 

linguists (Meillet, Benveniste, Tesnière) and, later, with other scholars such as Lévi-Strauss. 

The only Slavist he was in contact with during the interwar period was Lucien Tesnière.361 

Concluding this overview, it is possible to detach a strong parallelism in the way Jakobson 

deconstructed Mazon9s study of the Slovo with the <review= published in 1921. As I have 

already stated, by the second half of the 1940s, Jakobson held a completely different academic 

status: he was no longer the <young Russian Jew= accused of Bolshevism who had arrived as 

a diplomat in Masaryk9s Czechoslovakia but a professor at Columbia University who was 

dealing with the most influential scholars of those years. 

 

From my conversation with Prof. Michal Flier at Harvard University in May 2024. A proper investigation of 
Jakobson9s activity as professor is still lacking, this would be a key topic in understanding his contemporary 
legacy. 

360 Keenan had a profound esteem for Mazon, especially his writing on the Slovo, the same that Jakobson 
considered <stupid= and <unscientific=. In 2003 Keenan published a controversial monograph titled Joseph 
Dobrovský and the Origins of the Igor9 Tale. His purpose was to prove the inauthenticity of the Slovo, 
demonstrating his theory that it was written by Josef Dobrovský, see Keenan (2003). In the same year, Norman 
Ingham delivered the lecture The Igor9 Tale and the Origins of Conspiracy Theory, rejecting Keenan9s theory and 
judging it as not convincing. This lecture was later edited by Valentina Pu
ugin, see Ingham 3 Pu
ugin (2017). 
Czech scholar Ivo Pospíail reviewed Keenan9s monograph, stating that while he appreciated his analysis of 
Dobrovský, the thesis about the Slovo was lacking evidence, see Pospíail (2012). 

361 In Slavische Rundschau9s collection there is a letter sent by Tesnière in which he invited Jakobson to 
Strasbourg, referring to him as <mon cher amis=. 
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The structure of the two writings is the same: Jakobson analysed the original text 

emphasising Mazon9s mistakes and the scarcity of this research. Then, he rewrote the study. 

Although Jakobson9s attitude towards Mazon was, as we have observed, sharply polemical and 

critical, it would be misconceived in terms of a mere deconstruction of Mazonian theories. In 

fact, Jakobson9s aim is not only to make a criticism, but also to propose a different method of 

analysis and interpretation. Observing the structure of Jakobson's two writings analysed, the 

part dedicated to developing one's own analysis is symptomatically more preponderant than 

the deconstructive part. This is why it is necessary to conceive of Jakobson's polemic as not 

only aimed at a deconstruction of Mazon, but also characterised by a constructive effort. 

 

2.6.3 Konrad Bittner9s Deutsche und Tschechen: the raise of Nazi ideology in Czech 

academy 

In this section I aim to analyse the polemic that arose between Jakobson and Konrad 

Bittner after the publication of Deutsche und Tschechen [Germans and Czechs] in 1936. This 

polemic is a pivotal phase in the development of Jakobson9s interest for the Medieval Czech 

literature. As stated by Jan Lehár, it exemplifies Jakobson9s need to defend the foundations of 

Czech culture against the rise of Nazism (Lehár 2005). First, I will describe Bittner9s activity 

and in interwar Czechoslovakia. Then, I will analyse the reviews of Bittner9s monograph 

appeared in Czech periodicals, especially focusing on Jakobson9s one published in Slovo a 

slovesnost. Jakobson9s review is characterised by a strong polemical stance and represents an 

important phase in the conflict between Bittner and some members of the PLK, specifically 

Frank Wollman and Frantiaek Trávní
ek. 

Preliminary remarks 

In the first chapter I have discussed the pivotal role played by the Prague German 

community in the Czech cultural and academic milieu (§ 1.1). German scholars gave a 

significant contribution in the field of human sciences both in Prague and Brno. Concerning 

Prague, German scholars were affiliated with two institutions, i.e., the Charles University and 

the Deutsche Universität in Prag. The relationship between the two institutions was not so 

peaceful. The writing that best depicts the evolution (from the second half of the nineteenth 

century till the first decade after the WWII) of both institutions is Universitäten in nationaler 

Konkurrenz. Zur Geschichte der Prager Universitäten im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert 
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[Universities in National Concurrence. About the History of Prague Universities in the 

Nineteenth and in Twentieth Century], edited by Hans Lemberg (2003).362 Concerning German 

studies, the structure of each institution was likewise stratified, and scholars came from 

different communities, i.e., they were Czechs, Germans (who also emigrated to Czechoslovakia 

after 1933, such as Leopold Silberstein) and Jews. In the interwar period this situation was 

much more complicated because in the field of German studies there were two generations of 

scholars who shared the same academic milieu. Both generations were characterised by a 

rooted common trait, i.e., the interest for the cultural and literary relations between German 

and Czech community in the Czech lands. This tradition of studies was inaugurated by Arnoat 

Vilém Kraus and Václav Emanuel Mourek and continued by their disciples. In Prague Kraus9 

students Josef Jarko and Vojt�ch Jirát built the <tschechische Germanistik= (Czech German 

studies) at the Deutsche Universität Prag, while Jan Krej
í and Antonín Beer, Mourek9s ones, 

developed the same field at the Masaryk University in Brno.363 In the first chapter I have also 

emphasised through Fischer (who was Kraus9 disciple)364 and Gesemann the importance of the 

<tschechische Germanistik= in the Czech context (see § 1.1).  

In 1930, Konrad Bittner (1890-1967)365 was habilitated at the Deutsche Universität Prag 

in Slavic philology and from 1931 he started lecturing there. Between 1931 and 1937, he was 

executive editor of the journal Germanoslavica with Vojt�ch Jirát, while between 1937 and 

1940, he edited the journal Slavische Rundschau. Bittner was among the most important 

scholars in German and Slavic studies at Deutsche Universität Prag, together with Spina or 

Gesemann. He researched German Romanticism and the development of the German-Slavic 

relations during that period. Herder9s philosophy exerted a significant influence on Bittner and 

in 1929 published the monograph Herders Geschichtsphilosophie und die Slawen [Herder9s 

Philosophy of History and the Slavs]. Bittner9s writings were remarkable and provided 

important stimuli for further investigations related to German-Slavic relations during 

Romanticism. From the 1930s onwards, Bittner9s Nazi tendencies grew stronger and his 

scholarly activity expressed these tendencies. His political behaviour does not represent an 

isolated case in the context of the Deutsche Universität Prag. As Hans Lemberg emphasised 

 

362 See also Kavka (1974), (1995), Moraw (1986) and Seibt (1984). See also Glettler 3 Míaková (2001). 
363 See Pokorná in Lemberg (2003). 
364 See Vodrá�ková in Petrbok 3 Staaková 3 Zbytovský (2020). 
365 See the entry <Konrad Bittner= by Radomír Vl
ek in the Biografický slovník 
eských zemí 

<https://biography.hiu.cas.cz/wiki/BITTNER_Konrád_189031967>. 



 
 

160 

that <the German university, especially its right-wing students, showed its antisemitic face at 

an early stage=366 (Lemberg 2003, 30).  

<Deutsche und Tschechen=  

Concerning his monograph Deutsche und Tschechen, Bittner gave a lecture on it at the 

Literárn� historická spole
nost 
eskoslovenská [Literary and Historical Society of 

Czechoslovakia].367 During this lecture, he presented the main thesis of the monograph, 

including his way of conceiving the relations between Czech and Germans through a sinusoidal 

graph. In short, the strengthening of the Czech community implied a weakening of the German 

one and, conversely, the strengthening of the German community was a benefit to the Czech 

community. Reporting on this lecture in Prager Presse on 3rd of April 1936, the journalist 

Maxim Hekter368 stated that the theories presented by Bittner provoked an adverse reaction 

from some listeners. He believed that such simplified deductions, which revealed Bittner9s 

Nazi ideologies and claimed German supremacy over the Czechs in Bohemia, were 

inadmissible (Hekter 1936).  

On 7th of December 1936 the same year the PLK organised a meeting to discuss the 

publication Deutsche und Tschechen, to which also Bittner was officially invited. Jakobson 

and Wollman gave the introductory speech, later published in Slovo a slovesnost, which was 

followed by a debate. Besides Bittner, Eisner, Havránek, MukaYovský, Slavík, and Silberstein 

took part in the debate. Silberstein reported the highlights of this meeting in Prager Presse on 

10th of December (Silberstein 1936). Wollman noted Bittner9s terminological confusion of 

<comparative literature= with <general literature= and his misunderstanding of <Eastern 

Europe=. Jakobson, in a speech Silberstein described as <brilliant=, deconstructed Bittner9s 

sinusoidal graphic and criticised the incongruency of his representation of the Bohemian 

 

366 <Die deutsche Universität, insbesondere ihre rechtsgerichteten Studenten, zeigten schon früh ihr 
antisemitisches Gesicht: Der mit großer Mehrheit gewählte Rektor Samuel Steinherz wurde von ihnen 1922 durch 
Demonstrationen dazu vernalaßt, seinen Rücktritt anzubieten. Gemeinsam mi tschechischen Studenten 
veranstalteten sie 1929 Demonstrationen mit dem Ziel, für die jüdische Studenten 3 ähnlich wie in Ungarn und 
anderswo 3 einen Numerus Clausus zu erreichen.= <The German university, especially its right-wing students, 
showed its anti-Semitic face at an early stage: in 1922, the rector Samuel Steinherz, who had been elected by a 
large majority, was persuaded by them to offer his resignation through demonstrations. Together with Czech 
students, they organised demonstrations in 1929 with the aim of achieving a numerus clausus for Jewish students 
- similar to that in Hungary and elsewhere.= For an overview of the situation of the Jews at the University of 
Prague between 1348 and 1848, see Kisch (1969). Antisemitism was a big question for Masaryk, see Pato
ka 
(2006). 

367 It was founded in 1934 by Albert Pra�ák, JiYí Horák and Karel Krej
í, see Karasová (1985). 
368 Maxim Hekter was a journalist active in Prager Presse. Besides writing articles he also translated from 

Russian. 
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Middle Age. Prager Presse reported on the evolution of this controversy between the PLK and 

Bittner in the following months. To support the PLK, Lidové noviny also published the article 

<
eai a N�mci v zrcadle politiky a v�dy= [<Czechs and Germans in the Mirror of Politics and 

Science=], signed <R,= on 10th of December. 

Reviews 

Many scholars reacted (both positively and negatively) to the publication of Deutsche 

und Tschechen, publishing their reviews in different periodicals. In 1936 Eugen Rippl reviewed 

Bittner9s journal, Germanoslavica (Rippl 1936). As Ehlers noted, Rippl distanced himself from 

statements made by Bittner which appeared too influenced by his political ideology (Ehlers 

2001, 202). Rippl praised the way Bittner formulated and demonstrated his theses, evaluating 

the first volume of Deutsche und Tschechen as a promising beginning. According to Rippl, 

Bittner <approached a major task with great fluency and talent and has thus created a solid 

foundation for further research in this field=369 (Rippl 1936, 352). Besides Rippl9s one there 

were few positive reviews of Bittner9s book: another significant one was published by Jirát in 

Slavia (Jirát 1937).  

Paul Eisner published a succinct but clear review in Prager Presse on 12th of December 

(Eisner 1936), emphasising that any theory that assumed an antithetical evolution between 

Czech and German culture relied on a significant error. Bittner9s theory was disproved by the 

century Eisner identified as <the most important,= the nineteenth century: <a decisive century 

for the Czechs and the century of spiritual blossoming among our Germans=370 (Eisner 1936, 

8). According to Eisner, in the nineteenth century Czechs and Germans9 paths were converging, 

which he demonstrated by arguing for Masaryk and Goethe9s parallel development.  

Antonín Grund371 also criticised Bittner9s monograph in 
asopis pro moderní filologii 

negatively (Grund 1937), even if it was a milder critique than Jakobson9s. Grund emphasised 

Bittner9s political perspective and, after recounting several of his errors, stated that his 

achievements were incorrect and could not be considered a basis for political issues concerning 

Czech-German relations in Czechoslovakia.  

 

369 <Ist mit viel Fließ und Begabung an eine große Aufgabe herangetreten und hat so eine feste Grundlage 
für weitere Forschungen auf diesem Gebiet geschaffen.= 

370 <ein entscheidendes Jahrhundert der Tschechen und das Jahrhundert einer geistigen Blüte bei unseren 
Deutschen=. 

371 Antonín Grund (1904-1952) was a Czech literary historian and editor. His interests focused on Czech 
literature of the Národní obrození and Renesance. He edited Erben9s writings. 
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Two years later, in 1938, Arne Novák published a review in 
eský 
asopis historický 

(Novák 1938). He analysed Bittner9s monograph9s content, showing his methodological 

problems and errors, largely quoting Jakobson and Wollman. Novák accused Bittner of 

consciously propagating political ideas derived from Hitler9s ideology: 

But this was by no means the reason why Bittner9s new writing caused such 

a stir in our country, manifested not only by extensive analyses but also by 

lectures that were polemical, yes, even invective. Bittner9s scholarly style, 

theory of nationality, fundamental law of shifting scales, and political 

excursions unwittingly made critics see in him a conscious and deliberate 

spokesman for national political tendencies, not only Sudeten German but 

also foreign Hitlerian ones.372 (Novák 1938, 99) 

Bittner9s aim was to analyse the evolution of Czech literature to better understand the changes 

in contemporary politics. Thus, scientific research was intended to serve politics. Frank 

Wollman highlighted this feature at the beginning of his 1936 polemic published in Slovo a 

slovesnost. As Wollman noted, Bittner did not explain what kind of politics or ideological ideas 

he meant, but he just referred to <new political paths=. Wollman emphasised methodological 

errors, which had already appeared in another article published by Bittner in Germanoslavica 

one year before, <Methodologisches zur vergleichenden germanisch-slavischen 

Literaturwissenschaft= [<Methodological Aspects of Comparative Germanic-Slavic Literary 

Studies=] (1935). Wollman was profoundly critical of Bittner9s biological definition of a nation 

as a population characterised by the same genetic features. Wollman emphasised that there was 

no biological definition of the concept of nation other than that given by the Third Reich. 

Wollman asked: <Has he unwittingly succumbed to unscientific thinking himself or is he a 

conscious promoter of racism?= (Wollman 1936, 203).373 Then, Wollman accused Bittner of 

bias because his analysis aimed to illustrate the German influence on the Czech culture without 

considering the Czech influence on German culture or the influence of other cultures, such as 

Italian and French. Besides lacking an adequate methodology, the <Geschichte der 

 

372 Ale to nebylo nikterak pYí
inou, pro
 nový Bittnerov spis vzbudil u nás takový rozruch, projevený nejen 
obaírnými rozbory, ale i pYednáakami, zahrocenými polemicky, ano i invektivn�. Bittnerov v�decký sloh, jeho 
teorie národnosti, jeho základní zákon pohybujících se vah, jeho politické exkursy svád�jí bezd�ky k tomu, �e v 
n�m kritikové spatYují uv�dom�lého a zám�rného mluv
ího národn� politických tendencí nejen sudeton�meckých, 
nýbr� i zahrani
ních hitlerovských. 

373 <Propadl nev�deckému myalení sám nev�domky nebo je v�domým propagátorem rasismu?= 
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Philosophie= developed by Bittner also had fundamental deficiencies. According to Wollman, 

Bittner lacked complete perception of the phenomenon under study. 

Jakobson9s <Usm�rn�né názory na staro
eskou kulturu= (1936) 

In the fourth issue of Slovo a slovesnost (1936) Jakobson published his review titled 

<Usm�rn�né názory na staro
eskou kulturu= [<Curtailed Views of Old Czech Culture=] 

(Jakobson 2014, 148-166). Jakobson9s review is a deconstruction of the methodology and 

content of Bittner9s book and aims to defend the individuality of Czech culture. I will list the 

most significant considerations raised by Jakobson hereinafter. As did Wollman, Jakobson 

considered Deutsche und Tschechen as an incoherent, flawed, and superficial monograph, 

whose argumentation lacked objectivity and was historically distorted. Bittner did not consider 

the Germans as inhabitants of the Czech lands but of the Gesamtdeutschtum, the German lands 

as a whole, largely referring to his Nazi-influenced conceptualisation of <nationality=. He 

employed Nazi ideological ideas of <Blut-und-boden= to distinguish Czechs and Germans 

through an anthropological approach. For Jakobson this was inapplicable: he referred to 

Spina9s rejection of the possibility of defining two national groups on such a principle.  

In evaluating German culture9s influence in the Czech lands, Bittner underestimated the 

importance of the Slavic identity, which had been extensively demonstrated prior. He altered 

the historical data regarding the German colonisation of Czech lands, speculating the existence 

of an ancient ethnic dualism. To disprove Bittner, Jakobson quoted historians Kamil Krofta 

and Wilhelm Wostry, who instead showed that the German presence in Czech lands dated from 

the end of the thirteenth century. Another element of influence that Bittner did not consider 

was the pivotal contact with Byzantine culture, a topic investigated by historians and 

philologists of the time. Like Wollman, Jakobson observed that Deutsche un Tschechen made 

no reference to the influence of other Western cultures. Jakobson remarked upon errors in the 

analysis of religious history of the area: Bittner identified a spiritual Germanisation 

overlooking the presence of the Latin tradition, denying that German religious songs only 

arrived in Bohemia in the thirteenth century. Jakobson emphasised the importance of the Czech 

language in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries through an example from the Jewish 
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community, which considered the Czech language its own and translated some passages of the 

Talmud.374  

Bittner sought to prove that Czech culture had reached maturity through the influence 

of German culture. He argued that the German language had profoundly influenced the Czech 

one in the aesthetic and poetic domains. On the contrary, Jakobson demonstrated the 

independence of Czech culture throughout Hussite, the Gothic, and the Romantic ages 3 all 

periods which he was studying during the 1930s. 

According to Jakobson, Bittner9s wrongly interpretated the Hussite period and denied 

its relevance as a link between the Middle Ages and modernity. Bittner also underestimated 

the importance of the Cyrillo-Methodian heritage in the Czech culture. Jakobson stated that 

Bittner did not consider the Czech cultural context as independent, but, instead, strictly 

dependent on the German one. Jakobson indirectly agreed with Eisner9s view of the 

development of Czech and German literatures in Bohemia, stating that the coexistence of these 

two cultures yielded surprising results and was still productive in the 1930s. In his conclusion, 

Jakobson asserted that Deutsche und Tschechen contained untenable theses, and a misleading 

and ahistorical reconstruction of the evolution of Czech-German relations.  

Konrad Bittner replied to Jakobson in Deutsche und Tschechen. Eine Erwiderung 

[Germans and Czechs. A reply], followed by <Není pravda �e&= [<It Is Not True That&=], an 

article by Jakobson and Trávní
ek published in Slovo a slovesnost in 1938 (Jakobson 2014, 

286-296). 

As stated before, Prager Presse reported on the controversy. On 21st of February 1937, 

the newspaper summarised Jakobson, Wollman and Trávní
ek9s reviews of Bittner9s book. The 

article was not signed because it expressed the point of view of the entire editorial staff. The 

conclusion expressed a particular concern about the theories in Deutsche und Tschechen, and 

indirectly emphasised Bittner9s Nazi tendencies: 

Whether the occasion is a triviality or not, we cannot remain indifferent to the 

paths that German science takes in our country, whether it follows the path of 

absurd propaganda philosophising in the service of foreign ideologies, which 

flies in the face of all the most demonstrable facts. Consciously or not, the 

 

374 Jakobson9s interest in the study of Jewish culture in medieval Bohemia (especially in the field of 
philology) has rarely been investigated. The only significant study is Dittman (2014). 
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most alarming aspect of Bittner9s theories is the unspoken but inevitably 

logical, tragic perspective that the Germans will have to fare poorly in our 

country in the future so that the Czechs will fare well and vice versa. This is 

wrong as a conclusion from past developments; it is incredibly wrong because 

we want it differently. We are strong enough to enforce this will.375 

Conclusions 

Jakobson9s aversion to Nazism emerged during the Czechoslovakian years. In the 1930s 

he openly criticised the emergent Nazi ideology in his writing. For example, <Perpetuum 

mobile kyvadla: Pokus o montá�=, discussed in the above section on Melniková-Papouaková, 

sees Jakobson use Hercen9s Od togo berega to comment on the dark path that Europe was 

taking. This article dated 1934 was not just a mere critique, but also a call to action. Another 

example is the review of the Spanish academic journal Emerita, published in Lidové noviny on 

30th of March 1938, right before leaving Czechoslovakia. Emerita was a journal mainly 

dedicated to linguistics and classic philology.376 After presenting some contents published in 

the issue of that year, such as an analysis of vernacular elements in Horace9s language, he 

praised the journal for its reasoned rejection of the Nazi tendencies emerging in German 

linguistics. Jakobson9s last words are at the same time enigmatic and quite explicative: <science 

defies the conflagration of war with an admirable lesson in tenacity= (Jakobson 1938, 7).377 

Jakobson showed his perception of Europe on the eve of the WWII, appearing confident in 

science as not ideologically corrupt yet. Emerita represented an example of resilience. 

 

 

 

  

 

375 <Mag der Anlass eine Bagatelle sein oder nicht es kann uns nicht gleichgültig lassen, welche Wege die 
deutsche Wissenschaft bei uns nimmt, ob sie in fremden ideologischen Diensten die Bahnen einer absurden 
Propaganda-Philosophiererei einschlägt, die allen erweislichsten Tatsachen ins Gesicht schlägt. Bewusst oder 
nicht das vollends Erschreckende an Bittners Thesengebäude ist die die unausgesprochene, aber als zwingender 
logischer Schluss sich ergebende tragische Perspektive, dass es auch in aller Zukunft den Deutschen bei uns 
schlecht ergehen muß, damit es den Tschechen gut ergehe und umgekehrt. Das ist falsch als Folgerung aus den 
Entwicklungen der Vergangenheit; und es ist besonders noch darum falsch, weil wir es anders wollen. Wir sind 
stark genug diesen Wollen durchzusetzen.= This article is unsigned. 

376 This was not published in the Selected Writings, so I provide a transcript in the § Appendix. 
377 <V�da s obdivnou hodinou hou�evnatosti vzdoruje vále
nému po�áru.= 



 
 

166 

  



 
 

167 

Chapter 3. Poetry and folklore Jakobson9s activity in interwar press 

In this third chapter I aim to analyse two topics, which emerge in Jakobson9s writings 

published in periodicals, i.e., poetry and folklore. One of the most fascinating features of 

Jakobson9s activity is its polyhedric perspective, related to the breadth of its interests. There is 

a significant question concerning the analysis proposed which must be emphasised. 

In the first part of the chapter I will briefly depict the evolution of Jakobson9s interest 

in Russian and Czech poetry during the interwar years, encompassing this topic from the 

Middle age to the avant-garde. Then, I will focus on two case studies: Puakin and Pasternak. 

The decision of considering these two poets as case studies is due to the fact that they are less 

analysed in Jakobsonian studies than others, such as Majakovskij and Chlebnikov. Puakin and 

Pasternak occupied a prominent position in Jakobson9s activity during the 1930s (which I have 

defined in the first chapter as the <second phase of Jakobson9s journalism=) when the diffusion 

of their writings was consistently spreading in the Czech context.  

In the second part I will discuss Jakobson9s involvement in folklore. After briefly 

depicting the relationship between Jakobson and Bogatyrev, I will analyse on of the essays they 

wrote together <Die Folklore als eine besondere Form des Schaffens= [<Folklore as a Special 

Form of Creativity=] in light of the correspondence with Jurij Sokolov, one of the most 

important Russian folklorists in the interwar period. This correspondence is a testimony of the 

pivotal role still played by Jakobson9s relationships with Russian academy some years after his 

departure. I believe that this correspondence with Jurij Sokolov, as the other correspondences 

found in Slavische Rundschau9s collection (see § 5.1), clearly demonstrates that Jakobson 

never broke his boundaries with his homeland and the Russian scholarly tradition. On the 

contrary, he promoted a further and fruitful collaboration.  

3.1 Jakobson and poetry: some remarks 

Jakobson9s pivotal inclination towards poetry developed during his time in 

Czechoslovakia through different perspectives, considering both modern poetry (from 

Romanticism to the avant-gardes) and medieval one. As I illustrated in the previous chapter (§ 

2.6.1), Jakobson devoted many efforts also to studying Russian and Czech prosody, both as 

circumscribed fields and through a comparative approach. Jakobson also researched the 

production of individual poets, such as Velimir Chlebnikov or Karel Hynek Mácha.  
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There is an explicit difference in Jakobson9s research on poetry between the 

Czechoslovakian and the American phase. While in the first phase Jakobson was more inclined 

to investigate Slavic literatures, especially Czech and Russian, after his arrival in the United 

States he grew acquainted with a broader panorama, publishing articles dedicated to Italian, 

French and even Japanese poetry.378 Some examples of this wider interest are the well-known 

study on Charles Baudelaire, written with Lévi-Strauss and published in 1962 (Jakobson 1981, 

447-464), and on William Blake, <On the Verbal Art of William Blake and Other Poet-

Painters=, published in 1970 (Jakobson 1981, 322-344). Before analysing some of the texts he 

published in Czechoslovakia, I intend to describe a broader framework of Jakobson9s body of 

work related to poetry from the interwar period to provide some preliminary considerations.  

Jakobson9s interest in poetry was strictly connected and influenced by his direct 

relationships with poets. As described by Toman in The Magic of a Common Language (1994), 

Jakobson was close to the leading poets of the time. As I shown in the first chapter of this thesis 

(§ 1.1), when he first came to Prague, he became acquainted with the members of the avant-

garde like Jaroslav Seifert, Vít�zslav Nezval or the theoretician Karel Teige. Such a 

collaboration with poets was a habit that Jakobson developed already in Russia, where he was 

friend with Futurists, e.g., Chlebnikov or Majakovskij, and he found fertile soil to continue in 

the Czech context, where the gap between the figure of the writer and that of the literary critic 

was significantly reduced. I will give some examples. There was Frantiaek X. aalda, who 

embodied both figures, being not only a literary critic, but also a writer. Also Stanislav Kostka 

Neumann, being an authoritative voice in Czech literary criticism, was also a writer. Then 

Nezval, whose activity as poet was combined with his habit of writing reviews and essays. To 

conclude this short list, one might also mention Marie Majerová, who beside being an influent 

figure in the Czech editorial context, also published a significant number of novels. Regarding 

this phenomenon, even more relevant is Arne Novák9s discussion about the relation between 

literary criticism and aesthetics, developed in Kritika literární: zásady a prakse [Literary 

Criticism: Principles and Practices] (1916).379 

 

378 Jakobson9s relationship with Asian academic contexts, especially with Japanese poetry and Chinese 
linguistics, seems to be a remarkably rich topic that would need to be further investigated, as evidenced by Dan 
(2018). 

379 This topic is analysed in Cosentino (2011, 24-28), who describes the common practices of Czech scholars 
to publish also in periodicals and then pursuing an active journalistic activity. Besides aalda and Novák, she also 
mentions Frantiaek Chudoba and Vilém Mathesius. 
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Jakobson perfectly fit in this multifaced cultural system, where the traditional 

distinction between the writer and the critic was dismantled. There are two differences which 

must be considered. First, unlike from the figures mentioned so far, Jakobson aimed to build a 

solid academic career, and developed his research while searching for a position as professor. 

Second, he was close to poets and used to follow the evolution of art and poetry but was not 

inclined to be a poet himself. Beside some poems published during the Futurist years under the 

pseudonym Aljagrov, there is no other evidence of Jakobson9s public efforts as a poet or a 

writer of creative prose. Jakobson was that not inclined to write chudo�estvennaja literatura. 

This is a characteristic that also distinguish him from the Formalists, such as Jurij Tynjanov, 

who besides literary criticism also wrote novels, tales, and screenwriting. 

Novejaaja russkaja poezija 

I have already emphasised Jakobson9s interest in Russian poetry while investigating his 

relationship with Melniková-Papouaková, concentrating my analysis on Blok and Majakovskij 

(§ 2.5.1). Jakobson9s first significant writing dedicated to poetry was the book Novejaaja 

russkaja poezija. Nabrosok pervyj: Chlebnikov. 

My introduction to Chlebnikov9s works was titled <Approaches to 

Chlebnikov=; it was later published in Prague under the title The Newest 

Russian Poetry. I read it at the Briks9 in May of 1919, at the first meeting of 

the Moscow Linguistic Circle since the October Revolution. (Jakobson 1992, 

58) 

At the beginning this monograph was conceived as an introduction to a collection of 

Chlebnikov9s poems but this project was never concluded. After giving a lecture at the MLK 

in May 1919,380 Jakobson first drafted the book in Moscow, but published it only in 1921 in 

Prague. Despite it was published later, the influence of the Formalist method was evident and 

it was perceived as a Formalist writing also among the contemporaries. Indeed, Aleksandr 

Voznesenskij381 in his article <Die Methodologie der russischen Literaturforschung in den 

Jahren 1910-1925= [<The Methodology of Russian Literary Studies in the Years 1910-1925=], 

 

380 The protocol of this meeting at the MLK was published by aapir ([1991] 2000). Jakobson read it on 11th 
of May 1919. Among those who took part there were Bogatyrev, Brik and Vinokur. Vladimir Nejatadt, who also 
attented the meeting, reported in his memories that Majakovskij was also there, even if he does not appear is not 
registered (aapir [1991] 2000, 43). 

381 Aleksandr Voznesenskij (1888-1996) was a Russian critic active in the Belarusian academy during the 
1920s, see A
kasova (2009). 
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published in 1927 in Zeitschrift für slavische Philologie, listed Jakobson9s Novejaaja russkaja 

poezija among those writings which exemplified the application of the formal method in the 

study of literature, together with Boris Ejchenbaum9s <K sporam o formal9nom metode= 

[<Towards a Debate on Formal Method=] (1924), Viktor aklovskij9s Teorija prozy [Theory of 

Prose] (1925) and Viktor }irmunskij9s <Zada
i poetiki= [<Tasks of Poetics=]382 ([1921] 1923) 

(Vonezenskij 1927, 175). Despite this selection of writings is not appropriate (for example, 

Tynjanov9s essential writing <Literaturnyj fakt= [<The Literary Fact=] published in 1924 is 

missing), it proves the echo Jakobson9s writing had. Voznesenskij also proposed a parallelism, 

individuating a clear correspondence between Jakobson9s idea of liteaturnost9 and 

Ejchenbaum9s concept of <form= as the fundamental element in the field of literary studies: 

In Novejaaja russkaja poezija. Nabrosok pervyj: Chlebnikov Prague 1921 R. 

Jakobson emphasises the same principles in a clear manner. <The subject of 

literary scholarship is not literature but literariness (literaturnost9), that is that 

which makes of a given work a work of literature=; <If literary history wishes 

to become a science, it must recognise 8device9 as its sole concern.= [...] He 

[Ejchenbaum] explains that the <basic problem= of research in the field of 

literary studies must be the <form= <as a specific element without which there 

is no art=; the form <as an organising principle constitutes the basis of art.=383 

(Voznesenskij 1927, 155) 

Novejaaja russkaja poezija is not as captivating as, for example, O 
easkom stiche, published 

two years later in 1923 in Russian and then, in 1926, in Czech. The audience to which it aspired 

was also different. Unlike the writings published later, this essay was meant to be read by an 

audience that was well acquainted with Futurism, namely a Russian audience. There is no 

evidence that might suggest Jakobson9s desire to publish it in Czech or in another language and 

the only part which appeared in Czech was an extract from the introduction published with 

aalda9s support in the journal Kmen (1921). Some aspects of Jakobson9s essay remain obscure 

also for a specialised reader. For example, the title Jakobson chose did not properly reflect the 

 

382 Published for the first time in 1921 in the first issue of the journal Na
ala and then appeared revised and 
expanded in Zada
i i metody izu
enija iskusskva [Tasks and Methods of the Study of Art] in 1923. 

383 <In klarer Weise hebt die gleichen Prinzipien R. Jakobson �>65=L4O DGEE>4O ?>M7<O. �45D>E>> ?5D6O=: 
%?55=<>>6 Prag 1921 hervor. 8Gegenstand der Literaturwissenschaft ist nicht die Literatur, sondern das 
Literarische, d. h. dasjenige, was ein Werk literarisch macht9; 8wenn die Literaturwissenschaft Wissenschaft 
werden will, ist sie gezwungen, das Stilmittel zu ihrem einzigen Helden zu wähle.9 [...] Er [Ejchenbaum] erklärt, 
daß das 8Grundproblem9 der Forschung auf literaturwissenschaftlichem Gebiet die 8Form9 sein müsse 8als ein 
spezifisches Etwas, ohne das es keine Kunst gibt9; die Form bildet >als organisierendes Prinzip die Grundlage für 
Kunster. 8= The translation from Novejaaja russkaja poezija is by James Brown in (Brown 1973, 62-63). 
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content or his real purposes, as it often happens in his writings. Even if Chlebnikov9s 

importance is unquestionable, Jakobson9s analysis does not depict Chlebnikovian poetics, but 

rather sketches laconic general considerations about Futurism. There are also some evident 

structural problems: for example, the long digressions about Puakin seem to be more relevant. 

Trubeckoj negatively commented on this work in a letter to Jakobson dated the 7th of March 

1921: 

You do not mention all these features of the Futurists in your book, but you 

do so in passing, and in any case, it does not leave a strong enough impression 

on the reader. It seems to me that you are on the one hand too afraid of shying 

away from evaluation, and on the other hand too absorbed in your 

considerations on general poetics, which you are in a hurry to illustrate with 

examples. Therefore, instead of characterising a certain individual work, you 

get rather a collection of examples for known general generations.384 

(Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 18)  

Trubeckoj thus underlined some problems in Jakobsonian argumentation, considering it 

laconic and without a clearly defined purpose. As I stated earlier, the real purpose of Jakobson9s 

analysis is unclear and it is not possible to establish whether Jakobson aimed to describe a 

collective poetic movement (the Futurist one) or to single out Chlebnikovian poetics. In both 

cases, the development of the argument is somewhat lacking in cohesion. The argument is 

stylistically unclear also due to its numerous digressions, spread across the text. Sometimes the 

analysis is abruptly interrupted and considerations are inserted without further elaboration. 

Concerning this, Trubeckoj explained with a fitting example what he meant by the laconicism 

of the essay: in the passages in which Jakobson intended to show the distance between 

Chlebnikov and Puakin, he did not really elaborate a proper distinction between the two poets. 

We should question whether Jakobson really believed in a marked distinction between the 

Puakinian poetics and that of the Futurists as did the Futurists themselves, or whether, as in his 

attempt to trace parallels between Puakin and Majakovskij, he saw the latter as revising the 

former. Novejaaja russkaja poezija is not an easy read: to borrow Rudy9s words, Jakobson9s 

style is <terse and elliptical= (1978, 25). In later years Jakobson came to terms with this 

 

384 <�5 6E5 MF< G5DFO DGFGD<EF>6 �O 6 E6>5= >=<75 G>47O645F5, => E?<L>>< <<<>E>4><, 6> 6EO>>< 
E?GG45 MF> =5 >EF46?O5F 4>EF4F>G=> E<?L=>7> 6?5G4F?5=<O 6 G<F4F5?5. �=5 >465FEO, GF> �O E >4=>= 
EF>D>=O E?<L>>< 5><F5EL G>?>=<FLEO 6 >F5=>G, 4 E 4DG7>= EF>D>=O E?<L>>< ?>7?>M5=O �4L<<< 
E>>5D465=<O<< ?> >5M5= ?>MF<>5, >>F>DO5 E?5L<F5 <??NEFD<D>64FL ?D<<5D4<<. �>MF><G, 6<5EF> 
E4D4>F5D<EF<>< >?D545?5==>7> <=4<6<4G4?L=>7> F6>DG5EF64 ?>?GG45FEO E>>D55 E5>D=<> ?D<<5D>6 4?O 
<765EF=OE >5M<E ?>>>?5=<=.= 
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laconism and the version published in the fifth volume of the Selected Writings (from which 

translations into other foreign languages, such as Italian, would later be published), has 

numerous omissions and the text is more homogeneous.  

Closing these brief remarks, the <elliptical= monograph on Chlebnikov proves to be 

fundamental in Jakobson9s writings for the methodology on which the analysis is based, i.e., 

the application of a linguistic approach in literary studies. Rather than a monograph about 

Chlebnikov, Novejaaja russkaja poezija is an analysis of poetic devices (such as the tropes, the 

verbal metamorphosis, units of speech) through examples from Chlebnikov9s poetry. In fact, 

what arouses interest is the method applied, which reveals the maturity of Jakobson9s formalist 

methodology and a conscious synthesis of this with new discoveries in the linguistic field, 

specifically in the branch of phonology and syntax. 

Karel Jaromír Erben: Jakobson and MukaYovský about Antonín Grund 

Jakobson was deeply interested also in Czech poetry, as shown by his writings 

dedicated on Romanticism and Old Czech poetry. Jakobson mainly focused on the work of 

Czech Romantic poets Karel Hynek Mácha and Karel Jaromír Erben, who represented the two 

faces of this literary phase. Jakobson9s writings on Erben,385 published in 1935 in Slovo a 

slovesnost, originated from a controversy Jakobson pursued with Jan MukaYovský against 

another Czech scholar, Antonín Grund, who in 1935 published the monograph Karel Jaromír 

Erben. It is the result of preparatory materials previously appeared in Czech periodicals 

between 1932 and 1934.386 As it usually happened in the case of other writings published in 

Slovo a slovesnost, also this article was an elaboration of a speech given at the PLK. Indeed, 

on 3rd of June 1935 Jakobson and MukaYovský gave a speech at the PLK where they critiqued 

Grund. Antonín Stanislav Mágr reported about this meeting in Prager Presse in the article 

<Diskussion über eine Monographie= [<Discussion about a Monograph=]: 

In detail, MukaYovský pointed out the poet9s imprisonment in the social 

atmosphere of his time and the connection between his work and 

Romanticism [...]. Jakobson9s speech similarly qualified Erben as a Romantic 

and proved this primarily through a penetrating dissection of Erben9s 

 

385 I am not discussing Jakobson9s writings on purpose. Despite their importance in the literary debate, I 
believe them to be <scientific= rather than <journalistic=. My reference to Erben is due to the polemic that arose 
with Antonín Grund and Jakobson9s concept of myth, later applied in Puakin. 

386 See also aalda9s critique of Erben in <Grundova monografie o K. J. Erbenovi= [<Grund9s Monograph on 
K. J. Erben=] (1935). 
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mythological thinking, for whom this mental attitude of horror is 

characteristic, which then finds its balance in the attitude to life of 

quietismus.387 (Mágr 1935, 8) 

Jakobson criticised Grund9s approach, which according to MukaYovský referred to Czech 

Jungmann9s tradition,388 and therefore was essentially positivistic. The main problems of 

Grund9s work were his interpretation of Erben as a Classicists and the analysis of Erben9s 

prosodic system he proposed. According to Jakobson, analysing Erben meant considering his 

relationship with Mácha because, as I said, they represented two different poles of Czech 

Romanticism. Jakobson underlined two important differences between the poets. First, while 

Mácha represented the poet of the revolt, Erben was the poet of the resignation. Second, 

Jakobson individuated the contrast between what he mentioned as the <ontogenetic sense of 

horror= in Mácha and the <phylogenetic= one in Erben. Referring to Jakobson, in 1936 

MukaYovský interpreted this two antonymies as related to two fields situated beyond literature: 

cultural history and psychology.389 To these, MukaYovský added a third antonymy, i.e., he 

revealed an ontological contrast between the two poets: while Mácha tended to a transcendental 

dimension, emphasised in his oneiric images, Erben used to depict more metaphysical images.  

Jakobson described Erben9s prosodic system while criticising Grund9s analysis in 

<Poznámky k dílu Erbenovu. II O verai= [<Notes on Erben9s Work. II On verse=] (Jakobson 

1979, 525-537). According to Jakobson, Grund9s most significant mistake corresponded to his 

refusal to recognise Erben as a romantic poet, but rather as a representative of Classicism. This 

erroneous categorisation implied another problem, namely that Grund did not emphasise the 

importance of the concept of myth in Erben9s opus. Jakobson claimed the pivotality of this 

 

387 <Im einzelnen wies MukaYovský das Verhaftetsein des Dichters in der sozialen Atmosphäre seiner Zeit 
und den Zusammenhang seines Schaffens mit der Romantik auf [&]. Auf parallelen Wegen bewegten sich die 
Erörterungen Jakobsons, der gleichfalls Erben als Romantiker qualifiziert und dies vornehmlich durch eine 
eindringliche Zergliederung des mythologischen Denkens bei Erben bewies, für den dies seelische Haltung des 
Grauens bezeichnend ist, die dann ihren Ausgleich in der Lebensattitüde des Quietismus findet.= 

388 <Grund created a thesis about Erben as the continuator and perfecter of Czech Jungmann classicism, and 
therefore he must weaken as much as possible the developmental ties that bind Erben to Mácha.= [<Grund si toti� 
vytvoYil thesi o Erbenovi jako pokra
ovateli a dovraiteli 
eského klasicismu jungmannovského, a musí proto co 
mo�ná oslabovat vývojové svazky, poutající Erbena k Máchovi.=] (MukaYovský 1936, 33) 

389 <Both of these antinomies, although also important for understanding the works of both poets, go beyond 
literature: the former extends into general cultural history, the latter into psychology. We add a third, also standing 
at the interface, this time between the theory of poetry and the characterology of cultural types. It is the contrast 
between the other-worldly type, prevalent in Mácha9s poetry, and the masculine type, manifested in Erben9s 
poetry.= [<Ob� tyto antinomie, tYeba�e dole�ité i pro pochopení d�l obou básníko, jdou za hranice literatury: první 
z nich pYesahuje do obecných d�jin kultury, druhá do psychologie. PYipojujeme tYetí, stojící rovn�� na rozhraní, 
tentokrát mezi teorií básnictví a charakterologií kulturních typo. Je to protiklad typu jinoaského, pYevládajícího v 
poesii Máchov�, a typu mu�ného, projevujícího se v poesii Erbenov�.=] (MukaYovksý 1936, 34) 
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concept, emphasising how it was a distinctive feature of his poetics, in other words the 

<dominant=. As I will show later, the concept of myth and mythology is central to Jakobson9s 

interpretation of Puakin9s work (§ 3.1.1), but it is in the essay <Poznámky k dílu Erbenovu: I. 

O mythu= [<Notes on K. Erben9s Work. II On Myth=] (Jakobson 1979, 510-524) that Jakobson 

explicitly elaborates his definition of myth related to Romanticism by referring to the German 

philosophers Alfer Bäumler and Ernst Cassirer: 

The Romantic period (I refer, for example, to A. Bäumler and E. Cassirer9s 

works) conceives of the myth as a special, self-contained world. It is original, 

because it cannot be derived from or reduced to anything else, being a 

revelation it cannot be rationalised and interpreted allegorically, it is objective 

and binding, it is governed only by internal, immanent laws, it has its own 

criterion of authenticity, its depth, it precedes history and is immortal; only 

the myth gives reality fully without fragmenting it, only the myth is a hint of 

the ineffable.390 (Jakobson 1935, 154) 

Jakobson conceived the myth as an autonomous dimension with its own internal structure and 

rules. Thus, one could study it as an independent semiotic system. Jakobson tended to identify 

the mythological dimension of a poet or an artist, as in Puakin9s case, because he believed in 

the relevance of this mythology from both a synchronic and diachronic perspective: while the 

myth shaped the poetics of a poet, it also determined his legacy. 

 

Medieval Czech poetry 

Jakobson was also devoted to the field of Old Czech poetry391 and during his period in Brno he 

gave some courses devoted to this topic. In RJPs there are handwritten notebooks which contain 

Jakobson9s notes for lectures and seminars he gave between the summer semester of the 

 

390 <Romantická doba (odkazuji tYeba k rozpravám A. Baeumlera a E. Cassirera) pojímá mythus jako 
zvláatní, sob�sta
ný sv�t. Je povodní, toti� nemo�e býti z ni
eho jiného odvozen nebo na n�co jiného redukován, 
je zjevením a nesmí tedy býti racionalisován a vykládán alegoricky, je objektivní a závazný, Yídí se jedin� 
vnitYními, immanentními zákony, má vlastní kriterium pravosti - hloubku, pYedchází d�jinám a je nesmrtelný; 
jedin� mythus podává pln� skute
nost, ani� ji tYíatí, jedin� mythus je náznakem nevyslovitelného.= 

391 This section does not provide an extensive analysis of Jakobson9s writings related to Czech Medieval 
studies, which should require a thesis itself. My aim is to emphasise some problems Jakobson arose while 
analysing this specific literary period, especially referring to his Brno notebooks, fully conserved at RJPs. While 
reading the literature related to Jakobson and Medieval studies I have noticed a big lack which is only partially 
filled by Lehár and Dittman, who analysed Jakobson9s interest in Czech-Jewish relationships in the Middle Age.  
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academic year 1933-1934 and the 1938-1939. The following table summarises Jakobson9s 

teaching activity at Masaryk University:  

 

Table 4. Jakobson9s courses in Brno 1933-1939. 

In 1934 Jakobson prepared a course titled <
eská stYedov�ká poezie= [<Czech Medieval 

Poetry=], which aimed to make his students aware of the richness and the complexity of such 

poetic phase. Jakobson9s preparatory materials to this course are fully preserved in a notebook, 

which contains both an introduction about the state of art of Czech Medieval studies and an 

overview of the evolution of Gothic Czech poetry. In this notebook Jakobson expressed his 

main concerns about the absence of a proper development of Medieval studies in the Czech 

literary field: he emphasised the necessity of rediscovering this phase of Czech literature and 

the problems related to this process of rediscovery. According to Jakobson, Czech 

<intellectuals= (he consciously employed the Czech pejorative attribute intelektuálové) were 

not familiar with the legacy they received from the Middle Age, or even not interested in it: 

Years ago, when I told Karel 
apek about the richness and splendour of Old 

Czech poetry, he was surprised, he thought about it, and after a while he said: 

<maybe, but I was thoroughly disgusted of it from high school.= I have heard 

this judgment more often from Czech intellectuals. What is the point? We 

know that an interest in a work, a love for a work, an understanding of a work, 

is impossible without empathy for that work, without a sincere willingness to 

surrender to that work, to let go for a moment of our egocentric artistic 

standards. Without this focus on that work, without our submissiveness to that 

work, we are left with a mere skeleton of an artwork instead of a suggestive, 

1933-1934 1934-1935 1935-1936 1936-1937 1937-1938 1938-1939

Winter semester

Hláskoslovný vývoj ruatiny (ve 
srovnání s jinými slovanskými 
jazyky)

Úvod do studia ruatiny Ruská deklinace a její vývoji Základy ruské a obecné fonologie
Hláskový vývoj ruatiny (ve 
srovnání s jinými slovanskými 
jazyky)

D�jiny 
esko-ruských kulturních 
styko

Ruský vera (ve srovnání s 
eským)
Ruské tvarosloví (vývoj velkoruské, 
b�loruské a ukrajinské deklinace)

Slovo o pluku Igorev�

Srovnávací rozbor ohlaso písní 
ruských a jejich pYedloh

Epika Puakinova (jazykový a 
formální rozbor ve srovnání s 

eskými pYeklady)

Staro
eské básnictví

eská literatura posledních 
Lucemburko

Ruská próza (jazykový a formální 
rozbor Puakinových a Gogolových 
povídek a jejich 
eských pYeklado)


tení a výklad starých památek 
dialektických texto 
výchoslovanských

Rozbor staro
eské lyriky

Summer semester
Srovnávací rozbor ruského a 

eského verae

Hláskoslovný vývoj ruatiny (ve 
srovnání s jinými slovanskými 
jazyky)

Úvod do studia ruatiny Ruská deklinace a její vývoji Základy ruské a obecné fonologie Ruský vera v srovnání 
eským

Rozbor 
eských hlaso a pYeklado z 
básnictví ruského ruských 
eského

D�jiny rusko-
eských kulturních 
styko (od XII. stol.)

Epika Puakinova (jazykový a 
formální rozbor ve srovnání s 

eskými pYeklady)

Základy ruské a obecné fonologie
Hláskový vývoji ruatiny i 
ukrajinatiny

Formalistická akola a dn�aní 
literární v�da ruská

Rozbor lidových písní ruských a 
jejich 
eských ohlaso

Staro
eské básnictví 
eské básnictví IX.-XI. Století

Ruská próza (jazykový a formální 
rozbor Puakinových a Gogolových 
povídek a jejich 
eských pYeklado)


tení a výklad starých památek 
dialektických texto 
výchoslovanských

Rozbor staro
eské lyriky
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living, effective work, an awkward, useless, and incomprehensible bare 

skeleton.392 

According to Jakobson, such a reaction was the norm among Czech scholars and, unlike other 

countries in which Medieval studies had significantly developed (such as in France or in 

Russia) there was a lack of interest in Czech academy.393 This does not mean that Jakobson 

came to a context in which there was not a scholarly tradition related to this topic. As Frantiaek 

Svejkovský emphasised (Armstrong 3 Schooneveld 1977), the study of Old Czech literature 

had some precursors among Czech scholars, such as Jan Gebauer. In his writing Historická 

mluvnice jazyka 
eského [Historical Czech Grammar] (1894), he first described the 

preconditions and applications of the philological method as an alternative of the sociological 

one, which dominated during the nineteenth century. In fact, the value of Old Czech literature9s 

monuments was mainly due to their <social function=, i.e., they were a testimony of the richness 

of Czech culture and Czech national existence. Despite Gebauer9s theories and the importance 

of his heritage, such as the works of his disciple Stanislav Sou
ek,394 in the interwar period 

Czech Medieval studies were going through a significant stagnation. This crisis was largely 

emphasised by scholars such as Novák (1910, 1929) or Jakubec (1929), addressing the 

necessity of a renovate scientific interest in Old Czech literature and of a revolution in the 

critical approach. Such a stagnation recalls the one related to Czech prosody, which I have 

depicted previously (§ 3.6.1). This reveals Jakobson9s aim to recall the debate on forgotten 

questions he believed to be pivotal. Beside this, Czech Old poetry and Czech prosody are 

strictly connected in Jakobson9s studies. As Svejkovský (1977) emphasised, Jakobson9s 

interest in Czech Old poetry developed in two main directions during the interwar period, i.e., 

textology and prosody. This twofold research led to significant contributions, e.g., the article 

<Vera staro
eský= [<Old Czech Verse=] (Jakobson 1985, 417-465) or the edition of Spor duae 

s t�lem (Jakobson 1927). As emphasised by Lehár in <Co dal Roman Jakobson 
eské 

medievistice= [<What Jakobson Gave to Czech Medieval Studies=] (2005), when in 1927 

Jakobson published his edition of Spor duae s t�lem he encountered the favour of many 

 

392 RJPs, Box 31, Folder 72. <Kdy� jsem pYed lety povídal Karlu 
apku o bohatství a nádheYe staro
eského 
básnictví byl pYekvapen, zamyslil se a za chvíli Yekl 8mo�ná, ale mn� se ze stYední akoly dokonale zprotivilo.9 
Tento úsudek jsem od 
eských intelektuálo 
ast�ji slyael. O
 vlastn� jde? Víme, �e zájem o dílo, láska k dílu, 
pochopení díla není mo�né bez v�ívání do tohoto díla, bez upYímné vole se vzdáti dílu, zbaviti se na chvíli svých 
egocentrických um�leckých m�Yítek: bez tohoto zam�Yení na dílo, bez naaí poddajnosti vo
i n�mu zbývá místo 
sugestivního, �ivého, ú
inného díla pouhá kostra um�leckého díla, trapná, zbyte
ná a nepochopitelná jeho ha�dá 
holá kostra.=  

393 This is a broadly discussed question, see at least Lehár (1990) and Svejkovský (1969). 
394 Stanislav Sou
ek (1870-1935) was a Czech philologist and literary historian who was nominated 

professor at the Masaryk University. 
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scholars, such as Arne Novák or Josef Vaaica.395 The reasons behind these positive reactions 

were, according to Lehár, two: first, the crisis of Czech cultural conscience after the end of the 

WWI and, second, the absence of a proper scientific interest for Old Czech literature. Jakobson 

felt this situation a big issue and aimed to rectify it, especially because according to him Old 

Czech poetry was less distant from contemporary times than people believed and he stated that 

it was necessary to <research its traces in the new Czech poetry=. 396 In other words, Jakobson 

was convinced that the study of the Old Czech poetry could lead to new interpretations of 

contemporary poetry. Lehár9s statement is illustrative: 

Jakobson as a literary scholar was spurred to be interested in the Middle Ages 

by the modern art of the 1930s, by the growing need to defend the foundations 

of Czech culture; Jakobson as a friend of Czech poets was intrigued by the 

idea that the rhythmic richness of the fourteenth century could have had a 

beneficial effect on modern poetry.397 (Lehár 2005) 

In <O cestách k 
eské poesii gotické= [<On the Paths to Czech Gothic Poetry=] (1936) Jakobson 

described Czech Gothic poetry as a <plurality of artistic currents=, of different paths which 

were in contrast and coexisted at once. Then, he emphasised its legacy, stating that this 

heterogeneity <dramatically broke out in Czech philosophy, but also in contemporary poetry=. 

In this article, initially delivered as a lecture in Brno in 1936, there are many passages which 

reflect the notes prepared by Jakobson for his course, but the article is notably shorter. He 

emphasised the urgent necessity of studying Old Czech poetry, the difference between Czech 

and the Russian of the French contexts and, the critique of the Naturalist approach, which 

condemned Gothic Czech poetry as <primitive=. We can then conceive the lecture notes an 

earlier elaboration of notions and theories of Czech Old poetry, only later edited for a scientific 

publication.  

Besides the insistence on the pivotal boundary between the Medieval past and the 

present, Jakobson attempted to explain the reasons behind this smutný osud, <sad destiny=, of 

Old Czech literature, mainly reflecting on the fact that Czech scholars lost interest in Medieval 

 

395 Josef Vaaica (1884-1968) was a Czech philologist which is mainly remembered for his research on Czech 
Baroque literature. In 1940 he also joined the PLK. 

396 Regarding this assumption, I believe that the reason which explains why Jakobson9s stressed on these 
topics is quite simple. Rather than just depicting Jakobson as an <innovator=, we should consider the pivotal role 
these topics played in the Russian context since the beginning of the twentieth century.  

397 <Jakobson-literární v�dec byl podn�cován k zájmu o stYedov�k moderním um�ním od tYicátých let sílící 
potYebou obrany základo 
eské kultury; Jakobson-pYítel 
eských básníko byl zaujat myalenkou, �e rytmické 
bohatství 14. století byl mohlo blahodárn� zaposobit na moderní poezii.= 
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studies after the scandal of the <false manuscripts=. According to Jakobson, this break entailed 

difficulties for the rebirth of such research: <The second half of the nineteenth century 

obstructed the path to the poetry of the Czech Middle Ages, and it is not so easy to find this 

path again=.398 As I have emphasised while referring to Lehár9s considerations about the 

reaction to Spor duae s t�lem, the question about the false manuscript was not the only reason. 

Jakobson similarly reproached the Czech readership9s lack of interest in Old Czech poetry in 

the introduction to Nejstaraí 
eské písn� duchovní [The Oldest Czech Spiritual Songs], a 

volume he had edited some years before, in 1929. Jakobson emphasised the richness and the 

importance of such a repertoire, even if the documents which survived were less than those 

which were produced in the Middle Age: 

But what do we know from this period? There remain scanty fragments, in a 

few hundred verses altogether, of a magnificent cycle of legends and 

apocrypha, which, judging from its Latin source and from these remnants, 

consisted of at least six to eight thousand verses, and we know of about four 

thousand verses of the Alexandreides, which is only something like a fifth of 

the monument. That is all. [...] All considerations lead us to believe that the 

Czech poetic repertoire was incomparably wider and richer than what remains 

of it.399 (Jakobson 1929, 7-8) 

Scholars were then urged to find again a path back to Medieval literature and to establish a new 

direction from which to approach this field of studies.  

In RJPs there is another notebook related to Medieval studies, which contains the 

preparatory materials for the course <
eská literatura raného stYedov�ku= [<Czech Literature 

from Earl Middle Ages=], but, compared to <
eská stYedov�ká poezie= those notes are laconic 

and do not constitute neither a comprehensive analysis nor a cohesive text. 

 
  

 

398 <Druhá polovice XIX stol. zatarasila cestu k poesii 
eského stYedov�ku a není tak lehké znovu najiti tuto 
cestu=. RJPs, Box 31, Folder 72. 

399 <Co vaak je nám známo z tohoto období? Zbyly skrovné úryvky, dohromady v n�kolika stech veraích, z 
velkolepého cyklu legend a apokryfu, který soud� podle jeho latinskéhé pramene a podle t�chto zbytku tvoYil 
njmén� aest a� osm tisíc verao, a dale známe asi 
tyYi tisíce verao Alexandreidy, co� je jenom n�co kolem kvou 
p�tin památky. To je vae. [&] Vaechny úvahy nás nutí k domn�nce, �e 
eský básnický repertoár byC nesrovnateln� 
airaí a bohataí, ne� je to, co z n�hozbylo.= 
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3.1.1 Jakobson and Puakin studies 

As shown in the Table 1 above, at Masaryk University in 1936-1937 Jakobson gave a 

seminar dedicated to Puakin9s epic writings and then, in 1937-1938, on Puakin and Gogol9s 

prose. The attention for Puakin recurs also in Jakobson9s activity in the press and in the second 

half of the 1930s he spent much effort in studying and propagating Puakin9s oeuvre outside the 

Russian context. Unlike those on Chlebnikov or Majakovskij, Jakobson9s writings on Puakin 

are not considered by scholars as an important stage in the development of the study of 

Jakobson9s works.400 In the previous chapter (§ 2.4), I described Jakobson9s involvement in 

publishing Puakin9s writings in Czech with Alfred Bem. In this section I aim to analyse 

Jakobson9s writings on Puakin and contextualise them in the Czech journalistic milieu.  

Puakin studies in Russia: Formalism 

Jakobson9s interest in Puakin appears as the result of two different stimuli: the Russian 

academic context and the increasing attention paid to the Russian poet by scholars active in the 

Czech context. In Russia, the development of the so-called puakinistika or puakinovedenie, 

Puakin studies, is a multifaced and complex phenomenon because implies several different 

problems concerning both literary theory and cultural identity. The development of this issue 

in different contexts is dependent upon historical-political dynamics, and it would be necessary 

to contextualise each period in order to offer some extensive explanations. For this reason, I 

will limit myself to observing certain étapes that took place at the beginning of the twentieth 

century, at a time when two issues converge: the evolution of puakinistika through Formalism 

and the approach developed in writings published in 1937, the year in which the centenary of 

the poet9s death was celebrated. The symbolical pioneer of this tradition is the literary critic 

Pavel Annekov, who in 1855 published the first significant Russian edition of Puakin9s 

writings. Russian puakinistika exploded in the first thirty years of the twentieth century and 

involved both scholars from different literary schools and poets, such as Valerij Brjusov or 

Anna Achmatova. Concerning scholars, a significant contribution to the development of 

puakinistika was given by the formalists. Since such an analysis would require more space than 

is available here, I will limit my introduction to those writings which I believe significantly 

influenced Jakobson9s writings published by Russian scholars, i.e., those by Viktor 

Vinogradov, Jurij Tynjanov and Boris Tomaaevskij. Vinogradov9s research led to two 

 

400 Except Pil9a
ikov (2024), a comparison between Jakobson and Jurij Lotman as Puakin scholars. 
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significant writings, i.e., the article O stile Puakina [On Puakin9s Style] (1934), republished in 

1941 in Stil9 Puakina [Puakin9s Style], and the collection Jazyk Puakina [Puakin9s Language] 

(1935). Vinogradov delved into different characteristics of Puakin9s style, dealing with the 

history of Russian language and the new achievements in modern linguistics, especially in the 

fields of syntax and semantics. For example, he investigated the results of contamination in 

Russian language from different perspectives, such as French or Church-Slavonic influences. 

Jurij Tynjanov was the Russian formalist who during the interwar period had the greatest 

influence on Jakobson. Among his writings about Puakin, the most relevant is Archaisty i 

Puakin [The Archaists and Puakin] later republished in Puakin i ego sovremenniki [Puakin and 

his Contemporaries] in 1968.401 He did not only publish scientific writings but also the 

biographical novel Puakin, which he started in 1935 but he never finished. Tomaaevskij was 

deeply interested in Puakin9s writings during 1930s and published some relevant studies, such 

as the collection Puakin. Sovremennye problemy istoriko-literaturnogo izu
enija [Puakin. 

Contemporary Problems in the Historical-literary Research], which appeared in 1925.402 At 

that time, in Tomaaevskij Jakobson found a pioneer of textology: <Theoretical and practical 

textology has indeed been the top achievement of modern Russian literary scholarship, and in 

this field Tomaaevskij was one of the prominent experts= (Jakobson 1979, 546). Jakobson9s 

interest in Tomaaevskij9s writings about Puakin emerges also in the correspondence they 

exchanged after the WWII. In a letter dated the 5th of December 1956, Tomaaevskij asked 

Jakobson9s opinion about his writings on Puakinian language and informs him about some new 

editorial publications. Later, in a letter sent on 30th of June 1957 Jakobson referred to 

Tomaaevskij as a <znatok i master=, a <connoisseur and master=, in the field of puakinistika.403 

 

401 Vinogradov wrote the introduction and commented: <The central theme is naturally Puakin, his work, his 
literary relations and attitudes. His largest work, The Archaists and Puakin, had a great influence on the study of 
Puakin9s work and the literary trends of the 1920s-1930s. [...] In his opinion, 8approaching with the fixed criteria 
of classicism and romanticism to the phenomena of Russian literature at that time, we apply to the diverse and 
complex phenomena of an uncertain key and as a result there is confusion, a thirst to reduce the diverse phenomena 
at least to some, even to seeming simplicity and unity9.= (Vinogradov 1968, 6) <&5=FD4?L=>= F5<>=, 
5EF5EF65==>, O6?O5FEO �GL><=, 57> F6>DG5EF6>, 57> ?<F5D4FGD=O5 E6O7< < >F=>L5=<O. %4<4O >DG?=4O ?> 
>5N5<G D45>F4 (�DE4<EFO < �GL><=) >>474?4 5>?LL>5 6?<O=<5 =4 <7GG5=<5 F6>DG5EF64 �GL><=4 < 
?<F5D4FGD=OE =4?D46?5=<= 20-30-E 7>4>6 XIX EF>?5F<O. [&] �> 57> <=5=<N, 8?>4E>4O E 7>F>6O<< 
>D<F5D<O<< >?4EE<F<7<4 < D><4=F<7<4 > O6?5=<O< F>744L=5= DGEE>>= ?<F5D4FGDO, <O ?D<?4745< > 
<=>7>>5D47=O< < E?>6=O< O6?5=<O< =5>?D545?5==O= >?NG < 6 D57G?LF4F5 6>7=<>45F D4EF5DO==>EFL, 
64644 E65EF< <=>7>>5D47=>5 O6?5=<5 E>FL > >4><<-=<5G4L, E>FL > >46GM<<EO ?D>EF>F5 < 54<=EF6G9.= 

402 It was republished in 1990. In 1925 Tomaaevskij published in Zeitschrift für slavische Philologie a short 
version of Puakin. Sovremennye problemy istoriko-literaturnogo izu
enija, in which he commented on the 
development of puakinistika from 1914 to the mid-1920s (Tomaaevskij 1925). In 1939 Dmytro 
y�evs9kyj 
published in Zeitschrift für slavische Philologie the article <Die neuere Puakin-Forschung= [<The New Research 
on Puakin=], in which discussed the development of puakinistika in the 1930s, excluding the 1937 because, 
according to 
y�evs9kyj, the anniversary shed any new light on the poet (
y�evs9kyj 1939, 363). 

403 RJPs Box 46, Folder 38. 
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In Puakin. Sovremennye problemy istoriko-literaturnogo izu
enija, before diving into specific 

fields (text criticism, archival research, poetics, and biography), Tomaaevskij noticed a crisis 

in puakinistika at the beginning of the twentieth century: the writings published in the 1910s 

were mainly written by <amateurs=, rather than by scholars. Then, the research found a new 

impulse in Semen Vengerov,404 who directed the edition of the Puakinian writings and 

organised seminars for students who, later, became relevant scholars. Tomaaevskij discussed 

Puakin as a <literary question=, lamenting an overabundance of studies devoted to Puakin9s 

relations with foreign literature, while the poet9s roots in Russian tradition received little 

interest. He also noticed a crucial problem while analysing the historical and literary function 

of the poet, i.e., the necessity of studying his poetics and language in order to comprehend his 

role in literary history: 

The problem of Puakin in his historical and literary function is extremely 

complex [&] mainly because the resurrection of the cult of Puakin in the 

1880s occurred against the background of complete disconnection with the 

Puakin9s era. Puakin9s works became a tool of a completely different culture. 

[&] The diffusion of Puakin into the school as a means of education, 

neutralised Puakin and made him insensible, invisible. Therefore, it is 

extremely difficult in the present time to overcome the inertia of habit in 

relation to Puakin and perceive him in a living dynamic form, to consider the 

revolutionising principles of his work. In this regard, it is necessary to dive 

into the poetics and language of Puakin. Only studies of this kind can create 

a solid basis for a historical reckoning of his work. Strange as it may seem, 

almost nothing has been done in this direction.405 (Tomaaevskij 1990, 59-60) 

Puakin9s Czech reception 

The Czech reception of Puakin9s writings grew significantly in 1937, when the hundredth 

anniversary of Puakin9s death was celebrated in the Soviet Union and abroad. In the same year, 

 

404 Semen Vengerov (1855-1920). 
405 <�D>5?5<4 �GL><=4 6 <EF>D<>>-?<F5D4FGD=>= 57> DG=>F<< GD576OG4==> FDG4=4 [&] 7?46=O< 

>5D47>< ?>F><G, GF> 6>E>D5L5=<5 >G?LF4 �GL><=4 6 80-E 7>44E ?D><7>L?> G65 =4 D>=5 ?>?=>= 
D47>5M5==>EF< E ?GL><=E>>= M?>E>=. [&] �D>=<>=>65=<5 �GL><=4 6 L>>?G, >4> ED54EF6> 6>E?<F4=<O, 
=5=FD4?<7>64?> �GL><=4 < E45?4?> 57> =5>MGF<<O<, =574<5F=O<. �>MF><G GD576OG4==> FDG4=> 6 
=4EF>OM55 6D5<O ?D5>4>?5FL <=5DF<N ?D<6OG>< ?> >F=>L5=<N > �GL><=G < 6>E?D<=OFL 57> 6 6<6>= 
4<=4<<G5E>>= D>D<5, GG5EFL D56>?NF<>=<7<DGNM<5 ?D<=F<?O 57> F6>DG5EF64. � MF>< >F=>L5=<< 
=5>5E>4<<> ?D>=<>=>65=<5 6 ?>MF<>G < O7O> �GL><=4. �7GG5=<O MF>7> ?>DO4>4 F>?L>> < <>7GF E>744FL 
?D>G=GN 547G 4?O <EF>D<G5E>>= D4EF5=>< 57> F6>DG5EF64.= 
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the Russian émigré Aleksandr Umancev406 wrote his essay <Puakinskie vejanija v 
easkoj 

literature= [<Puakinian Trends in Czech Literature=]. He wrote: 

Puakin9s influences in Czech literature are deep and varied. It is unlikely that 

such a wide opportunity is provided to draw from any other Slavic literature 

as many valuable materials about Puakin9s internal penetrations as they, as 

one can rightly say, are found in rich abundance in Czech literature. The 

powerful influences of Puakin are manifested mainly in Czech satire, in 

Byronic poems, ballads, and in the Onegin motifs of Puakin9s poetry, which 

is inherent in Czech poetic novels, short stories, povesti.407 (Umancev 1937, 

8) 

In his analysis, Umancev considered Puakin9s influence on Czech writers such as Jan Neruda 

or Karel Hynek Mácha. This influence could never have been possible without the 

intermediation of the translations, as that of the Onegin, an epic poem which, as I have 

discussed (§ 2.4), echoed in the Czech context since the nineteenth century. 

Czech celebrations for Puakin9s jubilee took place in different ways. All the periodicals 

of the time devoted some space to this event between January and February. On 10th of 

February (the anniversary of Puakin9s death) many newspapers printed articles dedicated to 

Puakin. Almost every periodical published a special issue devoted to Puakin9s memory. Before 

delving into periodicals associated with Jakobson, it is relevant to consider some other writings. 

Fifty years after the 1937 jubilee, in 1987, the periodical Praha-Moskva commented on the 

celebration in Czechoslovakia: 

A significant opportunity for the manifestation of Czechoslovak-Soviet 

cultural reciprocity and for the promotion of Russian and Soviet culture in 

Czechoslovakia was provided by the hundredth anniversary of Puakin9s death 

in the spring months of 1937. In the tense atmosphere of the sharpened 

struggle of the forces of reaction and progress, fascism, and democracy. [&] 

The Puakin celebrations, during which the importance of Czechoslovak-

Soviet relations was accentuated not only in the cultural but also in the 

 

406 Aleksandr Umancev (1893-1982) was a Russian Slavist and literary historian who emigrated to Prague. 
407 <�GL><=E><5 6?<O=<O 6 G5LE>>= ?<F5D4FGD5 7?G5>>< < <=>7>>5D47=O. �DO4-?< ?D54>EF46?O5FEO 

F4>4O L<D>>4O 6>7<>6=>EFL ?>G5D?=GFL <7 >4>>=-?<5> <=>= E?46O=E>>= ?<F5D4FGDO EF>?L>> F5==OE 
<4F5DLO?>6 > ?GL><=E><E 6=GFD5==<E ?D>=<>=>65=<OE, E>>?L>> <E, >4> MF> <>6=> E ?>?=O< ?D46>< 
GF65D644FL, 6 5>74F>< <7>5<?<< >5=4DG6<645FEO 6 G5LE>>= ?<F5D4FGD5. �>7GG<5 65O=<O �GL><=4 
?D>O6?ONFEO, 7?46=O< >5D47><, 6 G5LE>>= E4F<D5, 6 54=D>=<G5E><E ?>M<4E, 54??444E < 6 >=57<=><E 
<>F<64E ?GL><=E>>= ?>M7<<, ?D<EGM5= G5LE><< EF<E>F6>D=O< D><4=4<, =>65??4<, ?>65EFO<.= 
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political sphere, created a dignified entry into the year in which the 

progressive Czechoslovak public was going to celebrate the twentieth 

anniversary of the Great October Socialist Revolution. 408 (Nová
ková 1987, 

59-60) 

This ideological (re)interpretation of Puakin can be noted not only in this retrospective, but also 

in writings appeared in 1937. First, this reception was politically charged, since 1937 was not 

just the hundredth anniversary of Puakin9s death, but also the twentieth anniversary of the 

October Revolution. Second, periodicals highlighted the anti-fascist character of Puakin9s 

writings to contrast the arise of Nazism in Europe and especially in Czechoslovakia. 

At once, Jakobson also emphasised the concept of <freedom= commenting on the 

difficulties Puakin encountered while publishing in a period in which censorship was 

exceedingly tight. As he wrote in the article <Nespoutaný Puakin= [<Puakin unrestrained=] 

(Jakobson 2014, 210-216), published in Lidové noviny in 1937: <throughout his life, the poet 

fought a draining battle against him, he exposed the will of 8the gloomy guardian of the Muses, 

his eternal persecutor, fool and coward9 the censor=409 (Jakobson 2014, 210). The need to 

rediscover this aspect of Puakin9s writings was noticed even by the Czechoslovak president 

Eduard Benea, who stated: <We all must learn something from such a strong, free, socially 

useful, and human person= (Hála 3 Kubka 1937, 15).410 As I have already noticed, Puakin was 

perceived as a symbol of freedom in a period characterised by the rise of Nazi ideology in 

Germany and in neighbouring countries. This ideal of freedom was emphasised in Puakin, 

p�vec svobody [Puakin, Singer of Freedom], a recollection of eighteen poems translated into 

Czech in 1937 by Frantiaek Táborský,411 who devoted a significant portion of his career to 

Puakin, both translating and writing essays.412  

 

408 <Významnou pYíle�itost k manifestaci 
eskoslovensko-sov�tské kulturní vzájemnosti a k propagaci ruské 
a sov�tské kultury v 
eskoslovensku poskytly v jarních m�sících roku 1937 3 v zjitYené atmosféYe zostYeného 
boje sil reakce a pokroku, faaismu a demokracie 3 oslaví 100. výro
í úmrtí Puakina. [&] Puakinské oslavy, pYi 
nich� byl akcentován význam 
eskoslovensko-sov�tských vztaho nejen v kulturní, ale i v politické oblasti, 
vytvoYily dostojný vstup do roku, v n�m� se pokroková 
eskoslovenská veYejnost chystala oslavit 20. výro
í Velké 
Yíjnové socialistické revoluce.= 

409 <Celý �ivot s ní vedl básník vysilující boj 3 tu ostrými útoky odhaloval zvoli 8pochmurného strá�ce Múz, 
svého odv�kého pronásledovatele, hlupce a zbab�lce9 3 cenzora=. 

410 <Vaichni se musíme u n�co u
it, silného, svobodného, sociáln� u�ite
ného a lidksy citicího 
lov�ka.= 
411 Frantiaek Taborský (1858-1940) was a Czech poet, literary critic and translator. Beside Puakin, he also 

translated Lermantov and Makovskij.  
412 About Puakin and Taborský, see Kaicová (1968). 
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In addition to press initiatives, there were many celebratory exhibitions, lectures, and 

performances at the theatre, such as Emil Frantiaek Burian9s adaptation of the Onegin. Boris 

Godunov or Modest Mugorskij9s opera composed between 1868-1873, which was often 

performed in Prague. There were also initiatives meant for children, such as the performance 

of Pohádka o caru Saltánovi [The Tale of Tsar Saltan, in Russian Skazka o care Saltane] at 

Prague9s National Theatre. The periodicals in which Jakobson was involved published articles 

or dedicated entire issues to Puakin. For instance, Slavische Rundschau published articles on 

the poet, but the most remarkable editorial project was led by Slavia, which published some 

celebratory writings. In a letter to Jakobson dated the 20th of September 1937 Trubeckoj 

critiqued Slavia9s issue very harshly: <Slavia9s number about Puakin is awful!=413 (Jakobson 3 

Trubeckoj 1985, 401). Slovo a slovesnost also published articles related to Puakin in the first 

issue of 1937. 

Remarkable was the publication of the collection V�
ný Puakin [Eternal Puakin, 1937], 

which I mentioned in the previous chapter while discussing Hora9s translation of the Onegin 

(§ 2.4). Edited by Rudolf Hála414 and Frantiaek Kubka,415 this was a collection of short writings 

dedicated to Puakin by scholars, artists and journalists who had a notable influence in the Czech 

cultural milieu. Beside Hora, Josef and Karel 
apek, Marie Majerová, Karel Toman, Ivan 

Olbracht, Petr KYí
ka (who in turn translated Puakin9s poems) and Taborský contributed to the 

collection. In his contribution, JiYí Horák416 considered Puakin as the <first= Russian writer who 

received a significant reception abroad and that his popularity sharply grew in the Czech 

context through translations. He then offered a brief overview of the Czech translations 

published until that time, from the nineteenth century until KYí
ka9s collection published as 

part of Jakobson and Bem9s editorial project (§ 2.4). While discussing the diffusion of Puakin9s 

opus into Czech, he emphasised that the Czech language succeeded in conveying the clarity 

and simplicity of Puakinian verses (Hála 3 Kubka 1937, 17-21). The writings published in 

V�
ný Puakin draw a particular picture of Puakin as a modern poet, a genius, a representative 

of svoboda (freedom) and pravda (truth). Puakin was perceived from two perspectives. The 

first was that of the nineteenth-century poet, who enshrines the Russian spirit in his verses. 

This poet was not considered a realist, but instead was compared to the great poets of European 

Romanticism, such as Hölderlin or Mácha, and Josef 
apek even associates him with 

 

413 <�GL><=E><= =><5D %?46<< 3 >4=4 6GFL!= 
414 Rudolf Hála (1892-1968) was a Czech typographer and redactor. 
415 Frantiaek Kubka (1894-1969) was a Czech journalist and writer. 
416 JiYí Horák (1884-1975) was a Czech Slavist, specialised in ethnology and folklore. 
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Baudelaire (Hála 3 Kubka 1937, 24). Alongside this traditional portrayal of Puakin, there was 

a second portrayal, which sees the poet reinterpreted in contemporary terms. Some of the 

writings in the collection highlight the relevance and modernity of the poet, showing an 

awareness of Puakin9s new ideological function in the Soviet Union, and that he had become, 

in Nejedlý9s words, a representative of the Soviet culture avant la letter (Hála 3 Kubka 1937, 

56). 

Jakobson and Puakin 

As I have already emphasised, Jakobson9s corpus of 1930s writings on Puakin is 

significant. While analysing Puakin9s works and poetic, Jakobson became interested in specific 

questions, which I will analyse in the following pages. As I have already noticed (§ 3.1) 

Jakobson referred to Puakin in his first monograph Novejaaja russkaja poezija, but Jakobson9s 

most important and extensive essay about the poet is <Socha v symbolice Puakinov�= [<The 

Statue in Puakin9s Poetic Mythology=], published in Slovo a slovesnost in 1937. This article 

was based on a lecture Jakobson delivered on 8th of February 1937 within the PLK titled 

<K Puakinov� symbolice= [<On Puakin9s symbolics=] (
ermák 3 Poeta 3 
ermák 2012, 227-

228). As I have noticed in my earlier discussion of Erben (§ 3.1), the concept of myth was 

crucial to Jakobson during these years and he conceived mythology as a semiotic system. This 

essay presents a scientific nuance and contains many references to prior studies of Puakin, such 

as formalist readings by Tynjanov and Tomaaevskij, which I have quoted before. He also made 

repeated references to Bem9s study O Puakine [About Puakin] (Bem in Puakin 1936) and to 

other contemporary studies such as those of Dmitrij Svjatopolk-Mirskij and Georgij 

Vernadskij. Jakobson referred then to Russian poets as Anna Achmatova and recognised, 

despite his aversion to the Symbolist theory of rhythm emerged in his critique to Brjusov (see 

§ 2.6.1), to Andrej Belyj, crediting him with having comprehended Puakin9s rhythmical tissue. 

The first part of the essay is a declaration of intent, in which Jakobson described the task that 

each scholar involved in studying the activity of a poet should undertake. According to him, 

the aim of such research consists of individuating the <kernel= of a poetic opus, the recurrent 

and dominant417 elements that distinguish the whole work. Once the reader has individuated 

these fixed elements and considered them as dynamic parts interacting in a whole that also 

includes the unfixed ones (in a holistic perspective), then it becomes possible to reconstruct the 

mythology of the poet: <A fixed mythology, binding for a poetic cycle and often for a poet9s 

 

417 See <The Dominant= in Jakobson (1981, 751-756). 
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entire oeuvre, operates in addition to the varying elements specific to individual poems= 

(Jakobson 1979, 238). As emphasised by Igor9 Pil9a
ikov: 

Jakobson9s writing aims to identify <permanent components or constants= of 

Puakin9s symbolism, i.e., semantic <invariants= characteristic of the poetics 

of one author or a certain selection of his works to the same extent as certain 

verse constants characterise <the verse of a given poem or of a given poet in 

general=.418 (Pil9a
ikov 2024, 85-86) 

Jakobson further specified what he intended with the expression <mythology of a poet=: the 

pure representation of their personal poetic, which is not exclusively their own property, but 

rather provides a legacy. <Socha v symbolice Puakinov�= represents an exception among 

Jakobson9s writings about Puakin and, despite his cruciality, it cannot be conceived as a 

journalistic article, but rather as a scientific one.  

In 1937 Jakobson wrote an article for Program D, the journal run by Emil Frantiaek 

Burian, titled <Puakin v realistickém sv�tle= [<Puakin in a Realistic Light=] (Jakobson 2014, 

207-209), which the same topic (mythology) is emphasised in a different structure: it regards 

mythology mainly associated with the legacy of the poet. Jakobson was clearly conscious that 

this <legacy= could lead to exploitation. While explaining the dynamics of this phenomenon he 

drew a comparison between Puakin and Majakovskij, who had already died by that time. 

Jakobson writes that it is <not even seven years since Majakovskij committed suicide, and 

already the poet9s living face is more and more demandingly and obtrusively transformed into 

a canonical icon=419 (Jakobson 2014, 207). Jakobson lamented and condemned the over-

interpretation of Puakin9s work and the manipulation of his figure. This was a fate that Puakin 

shared with Majakovskij, both of whom were among the <silent dead=. Such a manipulation of 

Majakovskij was emphasised also by Pasternak in Ljudi i polo�enija [People and 

Circumstances],420 who denounced the second death of the poet due to the popularisation of 

his figure in the Stalinist period: <Majakovskij began to be introduced forcibly, like potatoes 

 

418 <� D45>F5 />>5E>=4 ?>EF46?5=4 F5?L 3 6OO6<F 8?>EF>O==O5 >><?>=5=FO, <?< >>=EF4=FO9 
?GL><=E>>= E<<6>?<><, F.5. E5<4=F<G5E><5 8<=64D<4=FO9, E4D4>F5D=O5 4?O ?>MF<>< >4=>7> 46F>D4 <?< 
>?D545?5==>= 7DG??O 57> ?D><76545=<< 6 F>= 65 EF5?5=<, 6 >4>>= >?D545?5==O5 EF<E>6O5 >>=EF4=FO 
E4D4>F5D<7GNF 86 F5?>< EF<E 44==>7> EF<E>F6>D=>7> ?D><76545=<O <?< 6>>5M5 44==>7> ?>MF4.9= 

419 <Není sedm let, co Majakovskij spáchal sebevra�du, a ji� �ivá tváY básníkova je stále náro
n�ji a dot�rn�ji 
prom�Iovánav kanonickou ikonu=. 

420 Pasternak wrote the <avtobiografi
eskij o
erk= (autobiographical essay) in the spring of 1956, intending 
is as a preface to a collection of poems planned for publishing in Goslitizdat. Then, he re-edited the essay. I refer 
to the re-edited version published in Novy mir in 1967, seven years after Pasternak9s death. 
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under Catherine the Great. That was his second death. He is not guilty of it.=421 (Pasternak 

1967, 231)  

Returning to the article published in Slovo a slovesnost, while proceeding to analyse 

poetic work, Jakobson stated that the researcher must renounce vulgar (auto)biographism. As 

we have already seen for example in my discussion of Melniková-Papouaková9s monograph 

about Blok (§ 2.5.1), Jakobson emphasised many times the pivotality of such a rejection. 

Instead, the most productive perspective of analysis for Jakobson was the linguistic one, the 

importance of which he had theorised already in Novejaaja russkaja poezija. After discussing 

methodology, Jakobson delved into a proper analysis of Puakin9s writings. The dominant 

element he described was that of the statue, which he analysed as a semiotic symbol through 

the concepts of sign and signatum (signifier and signified). Jakobson traced this theoretical 

proposition through the various stages of analysis described above, in order to demonstrate the 

importance of this methodology, and of its inheritance in other poets: the statue moved from 

being a dominant element of Puakinian poetry to become a topos of Russian literature. 

As part of the editorial project he had led with Bem (see § 2.4), Jakobson published 

three writings dedicated to Puakin. These writings were not published in the press, but they 

cannot be classified as scientific ones. They are rather aimed at raising awareness of Puakin9s 

oeuvre among a public that was not aware of the poet9s work. Although Puakin was in the 

focus, as we have seen, of literary criticism in both the Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia, 

Jakobson9s texts do not present explicit references to other critics or scholars. Even when he 

does offer critique, he did so without directly mentioning the object of this criticism. There are 

a few exceptions, such as Vissarion Belinskij, Nikolaj Bogoslovskij and Dmitrij Svjatopolk-

Mirskij. This is the first difference from the article published in Slovo a slovesnost that I 

analysed above. Jakobson intended to amplify the discourse on Puakin through analysis of 

questions that were marginal in the evolution of the Puakinian studies at the time, such as lyrical 

poetry and the presence of folklore. 

<Na okraj lyrických básní Puakinových= (1936) was published as an afterword to the 

first volume of the collections of writings edited by Jakobson and Bem. This volume was a 

selection of Puakin9s lyrical poems, which were less known than his other writings, due in part 

 

421 <�4O>>6E>>7> EF4?< 66>4<FL ?D<=G4<F5?L=>, >4> >4DF>D5?L ?D< �>4F5D<=5. -F> 5O?> 57> 6F>D>= 
E<5DFLN. � =5= >= =5?>6<=5=.= The similitude with the potatoes during the empire of Catherine the Great refers 
to an historical anecdote. In the 1760s Catherine started massively promoting the cultivation of potatoes in the 
empire. 
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to lack of interest from the critics. The purpose of this postface is twofold. In the preface 

<Puakin a jeho místo v literatuYe= [<Puakin and His Place in Literature=], Bem described 

Puakin9s biography and work chronologically, introducing the Russian poet to the Czech 

readership. Jakobson9s postface was in the first place an introduction to Puakin9s lyrical poetry 

and, in the second place, a critique of the tendency to consider it less valuable than the rest of 

the poet9s writings. The reasons behind this tendency were, according to Jakobson, twofold: 

Puakin9s lyrical work was less innovative than his other poetry and had a minor impact of the 

evolution of Russian poetry. Jakobson emphasised its remarkable importance. Puakin9s lyric 

poetry was important to an understanding of the origins of Puakinian poetics and early models. 

Being the first genre employed by the poet, he used the lyric form to experiment with tradition 

and new poetic paths. Jakobson9s dynamic dialectic between tradition and innovation clearly 

emerged in this brief essay, in which Puakin9s lyrical production was read as a poetic space 

shared by the poet9s Classicist heritage and the overcoming of the Classical norms through a 

provocative tendency towards Romanticism: 

A confrontation of the two poetic words, such as that to which we are inviting 

the reader, was in fact the creative premise of Puakin9s lyric poetry: it is 

Classicism enlightened with Romanticism. The Classicism of a poet who 

remains faithful to its tradition but at the same time knows, understands, 

appreciates, and experiences the conquests of Romanticism. (Jakobson 1979, 

283) 

Puakin also developed this formal ambiguity thematically. Concerning this question, Jakobson 

critiqued Mirskij9s 1934 article <Problema Puakina= [<Problem Puakin=], in which Mirskij 

criticised the ambiguity of Puakin9s lyrical production as confusing, a critique echoed also by 

other critics who identified an ideological inconsistence in Puakin9s writings. According to 

Jakobson this <vagueness= had to be considered not as a flaw but, rather, as a pivotal trait which 

corresponded to the complex polysemy of his writings, then not a mere ideological weakness 

but a multiplicity of meanings. Jakobson9s critique was thus an attempt to re-evaluate Puakin9s 

lyrical writing through transferring it to another cultural context. The occasion for such a 

reflection thus turned out not to be scholarly work, but an editorial project. In the conclusions 

to his essay, Jakobson addressed to the question concerning Puakinian myth within the context 

of the immortality of the poet, a topic which he also discussed one year later in <Socha v 

symbolice Puakinov�=.  
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The second text by Jakobson published within the context of the editorial project is <Na 

okraj Eugena Onegina= (1937). Jakobson analysed the best known of Puakin9s poems, written 

<under the sign of impetuous rebellion= (Jakobson 1979, 291). As was the case before, there 

are remarkably few references here. Jakobson referred to other studies but without naming the 

scholars he quoted: for example, we have references to a <contemporaneous reviewer=. 

Jakobson referred to other writers. First, he mentioned Dostoevskij, who is not a recurring 

figure in Jakobson9s writings. He barely ever discussed with prose during the interwar period, 

with the sole exception of Pasternak, but, as I will show in the following section (§ 3.1.2), 

Jakobson9s analysis was dedicated specifically to poetic prose. Second, he referred to Hercen 

who, unlike Dostoevskij, recurs throughout Jakobson9s writing and is here identified as <wise=. 

There are two elements in <Na okraj Eugena Onegina= that connects this writing with <Na okraj 

lyrických básní Puakinových=. In first place, Jakobson emphasises the ambiguous character of 

Onegin, a poem in which the fixed order of values is cancelled and different genres are 

profoundly mixed. This ambiguity, which Jakobson recognises as the main trait of Puakin9s 

production, was identified also in the polysemantic elasticity of his style. As Jakobson stated 

in <Na okraj lyrických básní Puakinových=, the poet was <well aware of the advantages of this 

linguistic multistratification= of the Russian language (1979, 284). This ambiguity was also 

linguistic: <Puakin9s linguistic devices produced the impression of words that were accidental, 

natural, casual.= (1979, 289) The other element which binds these two writing is Jakobson9s 

legitimation of Puakin9s poem as being among the most representative writings of Romanticism 

while depicting his conflictual structure and the dominance of irony. This shows clearly that 

Jakobson constructed a comprehensive discourse. References to the influence of the lyric on 

the epic form were also frequent in Jakobson9s previous writings, but here they find an explicit 

justification. It is of notice that this writing was not addressed to specialists, but to ordinary 

readers. Jakobson also discussed the genesis of the epic poem. He briefly portrayed the 

moments when Puakin started writing the poem, quoting some letters he sent his friend Petr 

Vjazemskij, edited by Bogoslovskij in 1934.  

The third and last writing, <K Puakinovým ohlasom lidové poesie= (1938), was published 

as the postface to the fourth volume of the Puakinian Spisy. As Bogatyrev stated in his article 

<Byly slovenské písn� pramenem Puakinovým?= [<Was Puakin Inspired by Slovak Popular 

Songs?=] (1937), the question of Puakin9s sources was a challenging one, especially insofar as 

folklore was concerned (1937, 53). Jakobson stated that there was <abundant evidence of 

[Puakin9s] intimate familiarity with all the diverse forms of folk poetry= (1979, 295). In his 
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writing, he tried to synthesise the importance of folklore in the poet9s oeuvre. He began his 

argument by stating that Puakin largely shared in the Romantic opposition between the 

monotony of official literature and the freshness of folklore. After briefly describing the 

importance of Russian verbal art and its evolution, Jakobson showed that the impact folklore 

had had on Puakin, as it manifested in explicit imitation of folkloric material through the 

technique of the collage. This analysis of the relation between folklore and literature echoed 

Jakobson and Bogatyrev9s article <Die Folklore als eine besondere Form des Schaffens= (which 

I will analyse in § 3.2). As in the other two writings analysed thus far, beside the dichotomic 

reference to Romanticism and Classicism, there is a lack of direct references to any other 

scholars.  

Closing remarks 

Concluding this section about Puakin, Jakobson intensively dealt with the poet, analysing 

his body of work from different perspectives and with a twofold aim. First, he intended to 

spread Puakin9s writings in another cultural context by publishing non-academic essays. 

Second, he intended to participate in the international debate about the poet. Concerning the 

methodology, the interest for the poetic devices is prominent, but we can perceive a major 

interest for the thematic structure at the expense of the linguistic one, in contrast with his early 

study on Chlebnikov. 

 

3.1.2 The contours of <Randbemerkungen zur Prosa des Dichters Pasternak=  

In this section I aim to analyse Jakobson9s <Randbemerkungen zur Prosa des Dichters 

Pasternak=. I do not intend to reflect on the concepts of metaphor or metonymy, a question 

already extensive analysed.422 First, I will present the original Russian version I found in the 

Slavische Rundschau9s collection, discussing the contents and the Formalist influence. Then, I 

will contextualise the writing within the Czech context providing an overview of the reception 

of the poet9s writings in interwar Czechoslovakia. 

Besides Chlebnikov and Puakin, Jakobson wrote numerous writings about Majakovskij. 

As far as Majakovskij is concerned, I believe that my considerations elaborated while analysing 

 

422 See Le Guern (1973), Bredin (1984), Hugh (1984), Helle (2008), Sériot (2018). For a long list of 
bibliography Bohn (1984). 
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Jakobson9s relationship with Melniková-Papouaková (§ 2.5.1) are enough within the purposes 

of this dissertation. On the other hand, some words should be spent about the writing on 

Pasternak, published in Slavische Rundschau <Randbemerkungen zur Prosa des Dichters 

Pasternak= [<Marginal Notes to the Prose of the Poet Pasternak=] (Jakobson 1979, 416-432).423 

Pasternak and Majakovskij represents somehow a dichotomy in the literary Russian context. 

In his autobiographical sketch Ochrannaja gramota [The Safe Conduct] (1931) Pasternak 

devoted many pages to Majakovskij and while discussing their poetic relationship he stated 

that <there is no love without scars and sacrifices=.424 

Jakobson and Pasternak 

Jakobson did not write much about Pasternak, <Randbemerkungen zur Prosa des 

Dichters Pasternak= is his only essay devoted entirely to this poet. Although he was much 

closer (both professionally and personally) to futurists such as Chlebnikov and Majakovskij, 

he also recognised the value of the work of other poets such as Pasternak, Sergej Esenin or 

Osip Mandel9atam, the other two great absentees from Jakobson9s writings. In his essay <Notes 

préliminaires sur les voies de la poésie russe= (written in 1964, published in 1965) Jakobson, 

also referring to Pasternak, wrote that: <[dans] cette époque il y a presque pas d9année sans que 

naisse au moins un grand poète original. Dans la poésie russe du premier tiers de notre siècle, 

malgré son étonnante nouveauté, renaissent pas mal de particularités caractéristiques de 

l9époque puakinienne= (Jakobson 1979, 232). Pasternak plays a minor part in some of 

Jakobson9s essays, but he is mostly quoted or taken as an example, as in <Ob odnoslo�nych 

slovach v russkom stiche= [<About Monosyllables in the Russian Verse=] (1970; Jakobson 

1979, 201-2014) in which Jakobson commented on the use of anapaests in Pasternakian poetry, 

or in <K lingvisti
eskomu analizu russkoj rifmi= [<For a Linguistic Analysis of the Russian 

Rhythm=] (1962; Jakobson 1979, 170-177), where he compared Pasternak9s and Lermantov9s 

tendency to rhyme <ch= and <k=. The folder <Pasternak and Esenin. Notes for a study=, kept in 

RJPs,425 reveals Jakobson9s desire to write a monograph on Pasternak and Esenin. The folder 

contains Jakobson9s transcription of Esenin9s Ja sprosil segodnja u menjaly [Asked the Money 

Changer Today, from the collection Persidskie motivy, Persian Motifs] with Pasternak9s Ne 

trogat9 [Do Not Touch!] and an extract from Vse naklonen9ja i zalogi [All Adjectives and 

 

423 I will refer to it as <Randbemerkungen=. In the § Appendix I have included the transcription. 
424 <�> ?N56< 557 DG5F>6 < 65DF6 =5 5O645F.= (Pasternak 1970, 81) 
425 RJPs, Box 35, Folder 10. 
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Pledges, vv. 1-4 and vv. 31-35]. There is no evidence of further developments of this project, 

which remained just a mere draft.426 

<Randbemerkungen zur Prosa des Dichters Pasternak=: philological remarks 

To date, scholars have identified the German version published in Slavische Rundschau 

as the original. The discovery of the Russian typescript in Slavische Rundschau9s collection 

kept at LA PNP proves that this document is, instead, the original. It bears the German title 

(Jakobson did not provide Russian versions) and presents Jakobson9s corrections or additions 

in pencil and suggestions in black pen about how to translate certain scientific terms into 

German, such as bezpriznakovyj as merkmallos (<unmarked=). Two versions derive from this 

original, the German and the Czech. In the German version published in 1935 in Slavische 

Rundschau the translator respected the typescript9s paragraph divisions and the terminological 

suggestions provided by Jakobson. Furthermore, there are no significant alterations, and it is a 

faithful translation from the original, even if, being a translation, Jakobson9s style is evidently 

altered. The only relevant difference which can be dethatched is in the last sentence. The 

Russian typescript sounds: <the fact that this 8grammatical reform9 significantly alters the 

actual function of poetry in the circle of other social values, is a question for another time=,427 

while the German does not provide the last part: <The fact that this 8grammatical reform9 

significantly alters the actual function of poetry in the circle of other social values=.428 In the 

Russian version, Jakobson indirectly conveys the need to further discuss how the Pasternakian 

<grammatical reform= affects the <poetic function=, whereas in the German version this 

consideration becomes an assumption. In the Czech version Jakobson instead confirms this 

assumption by concluding with a rhetorical question: <is it necessary to add that this 

grammatical reform fundamentally changes the actual function of poetry in the circle of other 

social values?=429 It would therefore seem that he no longer had any doubt about the influence 

the <grammatical reform= exerts on the poetic function. 

The Czech version, titled Kontury Glejt [The Contours of the Safe Conduct] needs some 

further considerations. It appeared in 1935 as an afterward to Glejt, the Czech edition of Boris 

 

426 RJPs, Box 35, Folder 10. 
427 <'F> MF4 87D4<<4F<G5E>4O D5D>D<49 EGM5EF65==> <5=O5F E4<GN DG=>F<N ?>M7<< 6 >DG7G ?D>G<E 

E>F<4?L=OE F5==>EF5=, >5 MF>< 6 4DG7>= D47.= 
428 <Diese 8grammatische Reform9 ändert grundsätzlich selbst die Funktion der Dichtung im Kreise der 

übrigen sozialen Werte.= 
429 <Je zapotYebí dodávat, �e tato gramatická reforma podstatn� m�ní samotnou funkci poezie v okruhu jiných 

sociálních hodnot?= 
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Pasternak9s Ochrannaja gramota, translated by Svatava Pírková, Jakobson9s second wife, and 

edited by the publishing house S.V.U. Mánes. The translator is unknown, although one can 

assume an intervention by Jakobson himself or by Pírková. Compared to the Russian original 

and the German version, it is shorter presenting different omissions, because Jakobson adapted 

the essay to a different editorial context. In fact, the target no longer corresponded to a 

specialised audience familiar with Pasternak or the context of contemporary Russian poetry, 

but rather the ordinary Czech reader. Jakobson therefore made editorial choices, eliminating 

parts that were not immediately comprehensible and would have required further explanation. 

For example, references to Chlebnikov or Majakovskij are reduced, other protagonists of the 

Russian literary scene contemporary or related to Pasternak (such as Andrej Belyj) are not 

mentioned, unless necessary. Furthermore, it is symptomatic that the passage in which 

Jakobson refers to Brentano9s distinction between psychic and physical phenomena is omitted: 

a philosophical explanation to the title of the collection Sestra moja �izn9 [My Sister, Life] was 

not useful to a non-specialist reader. Jakobson also eliminated all long quotations, leaving only 

short passages that refer to Ochrannaja gramota. Examples from Pasternak9s other works and 

any references to them are omitted, such as comparisons between Ochrannaja gramota and 

Detstvo Ljuversa. The Czech text was then reduced to its essentials, losing its argumentative 

character, and assuming, rather, an illustrative function that favoured the interpretation of the 

writing even by an audience unacquainted with Pasternak. 

Concerning the content of the essay, in the beginning Jakobson denied the classical 

formal distinction between poetry and prose, instead distinguishing between the <prose of a 

poet= and the <prose of a prose writer=. Among the protagonists of the new Russian prose, 

Jakobson named the poets Majakovskij and Pasternak, associating them with Puakin and 

Lermantov. Emphasising Pasternak9s impossibility to comprehend Chlebnikov9s poetry, 

Jakobson identified fundamental points of intersection in his relationship with Majakovskij. 

Then, he deployed a linguistic metaphor, describing the lyrical worlds of Pasternak and 

Majakovskij as two languages which share a common origin, Symbolism. According to 

Jakobson, in both poets the clash with the poetic tradition took place in a dialectic of rejection 

and conservation. Majakovskij rejected this legacy and maintains an attitude of dominance over 

Symbolist poetics by means of one of Jakobson9s key concepts: the metaphor, taking its use to 

the extreme. On the other hand, although Pasternak declared his allegiance to Symbolism by 

identifying its originary role in his inclination towards music, an inclination which occurs since 

childhood, he breaks from Symbolism and developed his own form of the verse, characterised 
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by the predilection for metonymy. Jakobson described Pasternak9s lyrical world in terms of 

metonymy with an autonomous life. Although there is no shortage of sophisticated metaphors 

in Pasternak9s work, the autonomy of metonymy is a structural element of his poetry and, 

consequently, of his prose: the poetic self is determined metonymically, sensations are filtered 

through the surrounding environment and an anthropomorphisation of the inanimate world 

takes place. In other words, the poetic self disappears and emerges only as a metonymic 

emanation of the space in which it acts: the action predominates over the agent. Having 

established Pasternak9s dominant, the second part of the essay is an analysis of the structural 

function of metonymy in the poet9s prose, evidenced through excerpts from Ochrannaja 

gramota and Detstvo Ljuversa. Metonymy in Pasternak is a <creative metonymy=, in that it 

does not merely represent objects, but also disrupts the links that usually exist between them. 

The use of metonymy combined with synecdoche produces a poetry structure that Jakobson 

identified as kubisti
eskij, <Cubist=, in which proportions and distances between objects 

change: 

Both these distinguish features, the interpenetration of objects (realisation of 

the metonymy in the proper sense of the term) and their decomposition 

(realisation of the synecdoche), relate Pasternak9s work to the aspirations of 

Cubist painting.430 

In associating Pasternakian prose with Cubist painting, Jakobson took a further step in bringing 

the poet closer to Majakovskij, whose poetic world is originally derived from the pictorial one. 

But, on the other hand, he also put a significant distance between Pasternak and Futurism. In 

his early essay <Futurizm= [<Futurism=] published in 1919 (Jakobson 1981, 717-722), 

Jakobson reflected on the relationships between Futurism and Cubism: <Cubism and Futurism 

widely use the device of impeded perception, which corresponds in poetry to the step-ladder 

construction discovered by contemporary theoreticians= (Jakobson 1987, 32). He also 

emphasised how Futurism evolved from Cubism, the first artistic movement which break with 

the pictorial tradition of Realism, concentrating on volumes and on the primitive shape of an 

object. Futurism embraced this legacy and went further, including the kinetic force as an 

essential principle to perceive and reproduce reality in art. In brief, while recognising Pasternak 

as an heir of Cubism, Jakobson also elected him as poet related to Futurism. It becomes clear 

 

430 <�55 MF< E4D4>F5D=OE G5DFO 3 674<<>?D>=<>4=<5 ?D54<5F>6 (D54?<74F<O <5F>=<<<< 6 
E>5EF65==>< E<OE?5 F5D<<=4) < <E D47?>65=<5 (D54?<74F<O E<=5>4>E<) D>4=OF F6>DG5EF6> �4EF5D=4>4 E 
GEFD5<?5=<O<< >G5<EF<G5E>>= 6<6>?<E<.= 
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that Jakobson was determined to reconcile Pasternak with Majakovskij and, more generally, 

with the Futurists, with whom Pasternak shared the same pathos towards the future, gathering 

it in the fleeting perceptibility of the present. In the conclusions of the <Randbemerkungen=, 

Jakobson criticised two approaches to the interpretation of poetry: mechanicism and 

psychologism. He denied again the identification of reality with its poetic projection because 

they are both interpenetrating and distinct systems, and the possibility of interpreting a poet9s 

work according to his biography. 

The reception of Jakobson9s <Randbemerkungen= 

Jakobson9s <Randbemerkungen= had a considerable echo in the further research 

dedicated to Pasternak. As the scholar Justin Weir argued, <one is hardly surprised to find that 

other scholars have taken up the analysis of metaphoric and metonymic poles in Pasternak9s 

prose. Most notable in this regard is Henrik Birnbaum= (Weir 2002, 42).431 Other scholars 

influenced by Jakobson9s consideration of Pasternak9s metonymy include Krystyna Pomorska, 

and her Themes and Variations in Pasternak9s Poetics is of particular relevance here.432 

Besides Birnbaum and Pomorska, the French scholar Michel Aucouturier should be also 

considered. Described by Depretto as the <éminent spécialiste de l9Suvre de Boris Pasternak= 

(Depretto 2018, 143), in 1970 he published the article <The Metonymous Hero or the 

Beginnings of Pasternak the Novelist= (Aucouturier 1970) in which he analysed the structural 

characteristics of Pasternak9s early short prose. Aucouturier referred to Jakobsonian 

terminology established in the essay of 1935: the prominence of metonymy over metaphor and 

the distinction of metaphor into two types, i.e., <metaphor by contiguity= and <metaphor by 

analogy=. Depretto notes that Aucouturier met Jakobson in Prague (Depretto 2018, 143), and 

a letter kept in RJPs shows that Jakobson had to decline Aucouturier9s invitation to take part 

in a Pasternak Symposium organised in Cerisy1la1Salle in 1975, at which Aucouturier proposed 

a political interpretation of Ochrannaja gramota.433 

Pasternak in Czechoslovakia: Josef Hora and Vít�zslav Nezval 

Pasternak appeared for the first time in the Czech language when some of his poems 

were published in 1932 in the collection Nová ruská poesie [New Russian Poetry], translated 

 

431 Weir quotes Birnbaum (1980) and (1989). 
432 See Pomorska (1975) 
433 This article <Ob odnom klju
e k Ochrannoj gramote= (<A key for Ochrannaja gramota)= was published 

in the conference9s proceedings Aucouturier (1979). 
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by Bohumil Mathesius with Maria Mar
anová9s collaboration.434 Pasternak gained his first 

proper audience in Czechoslovakia through Lyrika, a selection of Pasternak9s poems translated 

by Josef Hora and published by Melantrich in 1935 with an afterword by the Ukrainain scholar 

Alfred Bem. This selection is divided into four sections. In the first one, Hora collected some 

of the poems that Pasternak published in the years 1912-1916, such as No
9 [The Night] and 

Fevral9 [February]. Then, Hora translated Sestra 3 moja �izn9, Temy i varianty [Themes and 

Variations] and Drugoe ro�denie [Second Birth]. In 1935, Hora published some of the 

translations collected in Lyrika in periodicals, such as the poems Vesna [Spring] and Zerkalo 

[Mirror] in Listy pro um�ní a kritiku, Pamjati Demona [Memories of a Demon] in Rozhledy, 

or Ne trogat9! [Do Not Touch!] in 
eské slovo. In Hora9s archive at LA PNP, there is an undated 

transcription of a lecture in which he reflected on Pasternak9s lack of audience in 

Czechoslovakia: 

Without Boris Pasternak, our picture of the post-revolutionary Russian poetry 

is incomplete. If we know the revolutionary lyricism of the tragic symbolist 

Aleksandr Blok and his epic The Twelve, enclosed by the vision of Christ 

walking at the head of the revolutionary hosts, if we know the imaginist 

Sergej Esenin with his lusty longing for the past paradises of the rural myth 

if we know Vladimir Majakovskij and the thundering steps of his 150 000 

000, intoxicated with the idea of their own revolutionary courage, it is high 

time, indeed, to get acquainted with Boris Pasternak. One question arises: 

why Pasternak has remained unknown not only to us but also to Europe? We 

could understand the difficulty, not the fact that he has remained almost 

unknown at home for so long.435 

Hora, who was well acquainted with Russian literature of which he was an active translator, 

attempted to explain the peculiarities of Pasternak9s poetry, his stance towards the Revolution 

and, thus, his role in the post-revolutionary Russian poetic context. Hora noted that Pasternak 

mischaracterised the Revolution in his poems: <revoluce se v n�m obrá�í jen v záblesku 

 

434 At the end of the introduction Bohumil Mathesis thanks Jakobson for his advice. 
435 LA PNP; Hora Josef (556), Box 27: <Bez Borise Pasternaka je náa obraz porevolu
ní ruské poezie 

neúplný. Známe-li z revolu
ní lyriky tragického symbolista Alexandra Bloka a jeho epopejí Dvanáct, uzavYenou 
vidinou Krista, krá
ejícího v 
ele revolu
ních zástupo, známe-li ima�inistu Sergeje Jesenina s jeho churavým 
steskem po minulých rájích venkovského mythu, známe-li Vladimíra Majakovského a dunivé kroky jeho 
Stopadesáti miliono, opojených pYedstavu vlastní revolu
ní odvahy, máme v�ru nejvyaaí 
as, seznámiti se 
s Borisem Pasternakem. Neskýtá se otázka, pro
 zostal Pasternak dosud neznám nejen nám, nýbr� i Evrop�. To 
pochopíme tí�e, ne fakt, �e tak dlouho zostal tém�Y neznám doma.= 
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n�mého nebe=436 and contrasted him with Majakovskij, emphasising two characteristics that 

made these poets profoundly different. There is a psychological dimension in Pasternak9s 

poetry that is realised in the individualism that Majakovskij strongly criticises. Hora believed 

that Pasternak9s distance from Majakovskij was furthered due to Pasternak9s aristocratic 

origins: he grew up nourished by Skrjabin9s music, Rilke9s poetry, and late nineteenth-century 

German philosophy. In his speech, Hora identified Pasternak as one of the heirs of Valerij 

Brjusov and Andrej Belyj9s Symbolist legacy and attempted to associate Pasternakian and 

Puakinian poetry. While translating Pasternak, in the same years Hora was busy translating 

Onegin. This translation was published in 1936 within the context of the editorial project led 

by Jakobson and Bem. 

Majakovskij and Pasternak9s writings assumed significant roles in interwar Prague 

when cultural relations between Czechoslovakia and Soviet Union became stronger. Besides 

Russians who emigrated to Prague, many others such as Il9ja Erenburg or Vsevolod 

Mejerchol9d used to visit the capital. Jakobson assumed a pivotal role in disseminating 

contemporary Russian poetry in Czechoslovakia. Angelo Maria Ripellino, in his writing Storia 

della poesia ceca contemporanea [A History of Contemporary Czech Poetry], quoted a letter 

received by Jakobson on 6th of January 1948: <I brought to Czechoslovakia the first information 

about Chlebnikov and Majakovskij. Even their names were completely unknown in Prague 

before I came.= (Ripellino 2022, 53-54) Some passages of Jaroslav Seifert9s Vaecky krásy sv�ta 

[All the Beauties of the World] are illustrative here. For example, in the chapter <Ruské blyny= 

[<Russian blyny=], Seifert discussed Majakovskij, Chlebnikov and Pasternak, relating 

Pasternak to Puakin: 

And so there sat with us the infamously noisy Majakovskij and the mysterious 

and strange Chlebnikov, whom Jakobson was particularly keen on and wrote 

a book about. [...] Jakobson quoted their poems. And so, the drumbeats 

echoed over the marble table as he recited the revolutionary verses of 

Majakovskij. And even before the books of the Soviet poets were brought 

from Moscow, we got to know Esenin there, the poems that are for a while as 

bitter as the black bread of the revolution, and the poems of Pasternak, many 

 

436 Ibidem: <the revolution is only a glimpse of the silent sky=. 
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of which are even more beautiful than the poems of Puakin.437 (Seifert 1993, 

358-165) 

Another poet of the avant-garde who testified to an acquaintance with Pasternak was Vít�zslav 

Nezval. As the scholar Igor9 Inov noted, Nezval knew Pasternak and his work (Inov 2003). In 

1936, he published a review of Glejt, in which he assessed it as the only way for the Czech 

reader to experience Pasternak9s poetry while describing Hora9s translations collected in Lyrika 

as <unreadable= and <inauthentic=: 

Pasternak9s poetry is undirected. It approaches us precisely in Glejt, where it 

is no longer influenced by formal aspects, which play a rather large role in 

Pasternak9s verses (in Hora9s poor translation, Pasternak9s verses are 

unreadable and inauthentic). Glejt is great in that it is an immediate record of 

Pasternak9s sensibility, that it is free of all issues, that it directly expresses the 

poet9s subjectivity, regardless of moral and aesthetic aspects.438 (Nezval 1974, 

527)  

In Neviditelná Moskva [Invisible Moscow] (1935), Nezval recalled his travel to Moscow and 

his encounters with Pasternak, who confided in Nezval his desire to write prose to elaborate 

his painful personal experiences: <Pasternak hint at a smile and said to me: 8[...] I want to write 

a book in prose, it would be bad for me, quite simple, realistic9=439 (Nezval 1958, 69). Nezval 

praised the quality of Pasternak9s early prose in terms of its expression of subjectivity. In the 

afterword of Lyrika Bem had a completely different opinion, denying the presence of a lyrical 

nuance in Pasternak9s autobiographical writing, arguing that <the lyrical element of his work 

reaches its full expression only in pure poetry=440 (Bem 1935, 104). The reason for Nezval9s 

negative assessment of Hora9s excellent translation, probably stemmed from personal reasons. 

In a letter dated the 14th of October 1934, Pasternak answered Hora9s request to publish some 

 

437 <A tak tam s námi sed�l neslavnostn� hlu
ný Majakovský a tajemný a podivuhodný Chlebnikov, kterého 
m�l Jakobson obzvláat� rád a napsal o n�m knihu. [&] Jakobson nám citoval z básníku. A tak se nad mramorovým 
stolkem ozývaly rány na buben, kdy� recitoval revolu
ní verae Majakovského. A jeat� dYíve, ne� byly pYivezeny 
z Moskvy knihy sov�tských básníko, poznali jsme tam i Jesenina, básn�, které jsou chvíli hoYké jako okoralý 

erný chléb revoluce, i básn� Pasternakovy, z nich� mnohé jsou jeat� krásn�jaí ne� verae Puakinovy.= 

438 <Pasternakova poezie je nedirigovaná. Je nám nejbli�aí práv� v Glejtu, kde není ovlivIována u� ani 
formálními zYeteli, hrajícími v Pasternakových veraích (v Horov� toporném pYekladu jsou Pasternakovy verae 
ne
itelné a neautentické) jeat� dosti velkou roli. Glejt je veliký tím, �e je bezprostYedním záznamem Pasternakovy 
senzibility, �e je prost vaí problematiky, �e vyjadYuje bezprostYedn� básníkovou subjektivitu bez ohledu na 
morální a estetické zYetele.= 

439 <Pasternak se pon�kud usmál a Yíkal mn�: 8[&] chci psát knihu v próze, jak to bylo pro mne zlé, docela 
jednoduchou, realistickou.9= 

440 <Lirický �ivel jeho tvorby dochází svého plného výrazu jen v 
isté lyrice.= 
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translations of his verses into Czech (for the publishing house Melantrich). After apologising 

for the delay due to illness, Pasternak wrote:  

I thank you very much for the translation of my poems and would authorise 

your work with great pleasure, if it did not coincide with a similar suggestion 

of the poet Nezval, which may have already been implemented. In autumn, 

the publishing house <Mánes= telegraphed me and asked me for the right to 

exclusively publish my works in Czechoslovakia. [...] They intended to 

publish my book of prose titled Ochrannaja gramota and a collection of 

poems translated by Nezval.441 

Pasternak then stated that he had not given any formal authorisation, but that he felt a moral 

duty towards Nezval, Jakobson, and the publishing house Mánes. Evidence of this project led 

by Nezval and Jakobson can be found in a paragraph in Rudé právo published unsigned on 14th 

of November 1934:  

As we have already announced, the publishing house <Mánes= intends to 

publish some of Pasternak9s works in Czech. We now learn that Pasternak9s 

Ochrannaja gramota, to be titled Glejt in Czech, and a collection of his 

poetry, arranged and translated by Vít�zslav Nezval and Roman Jakobson, 

are to be published.442 

When Ochrannaja gramota appeared, described by Rudé právo in another article published 

unsigned on 20th of December, as an example of <the undisputed glory [glejt!] of Soviet poetry 

in the world poetry=,443 the collection that Nezval intended to publish was not ready yet444 and 

Hora published his translation first. Pasternak wrote another letter on 15th of November 1935 

to thank Hora for the translation and stating that, even if he could not understand the 

language,445 he could perceive that the original characteristics of the Russian had been 

 

441 LA PNP, Josef Hora, Box 10: <�G5=L 5?47>44DN �4E 74 ?5D56>4 <><E EF<E>F6>D5=<= < E 5>?LL>= 
>E>F>= 46F>D<7>64? 5O �4LG D45>FG, 5E?< 5O D47>6LU< >F4D=>< >=4 =5 E>6?444?4 E ?>4>5=O< 65 
?D54?>?>65=L5< ?>MF4 �5764?4, 5OFL <>65F G65 ?D<6545==O< 6 <E?>?=5=L5. �D>L?> >E5=LN 
<744F5?LEF6> «Mánes» F5?57D4D<N < E?D>E<?> G <5=O ?D46> <E>?NG<F5?L=>7> <744=<O <><E ?D><76545=<= 
6 '5E>E?>64><<. [&] �=< ?D54?>?474?< 6O?GEF<FL <>N >=<7G ?D>7O ?>4 =456 �ED4==4O 7D4<>F4 < 
E5>D=<> EF<>>6 6 ?5D56>45 �5764?4.= 

442 <Jak jsme ji� oznámili, hodlá nakladatelství 8Mánes9 vydat v 
eatin� n�která díla Pasternakova. Nyní se 
dovídáme, �e má vyjíti Pasternakova Ochrannaja gramota, která se 
esky bude jmenovat Glejt, a výbor y jeho 
poesie, který uspoYádají a pYelo�í Vít�zslav Nezval a Roman Jakobson.= 

443 <Nesporný glejt sov�tského básnictví do sv�tové poesie=. 
444 There is no evidence of such a project in the archives. 
445 LA PNP, Josef Hora, Box 10: <�>D>7>= <>= 4DG7, >4> <=5 �4< 5?47>44D<FL? %>FO O =5 7=4N ?> 

G5LE><=, => 4465 5E?< 5O O7O>< < =5 5O?< F4> 5?<7>< 4DG7 4DG7G, 6E5 D46=> 6>?L55=4O E<?4 MF<E >FF<E>>6 



 
 

200 

preserved in Czech, a language which reminded him of Rainer Maria Rilke. Pasternak wrote 

that Hora9s Czech translation of his poems was nothing short of a miracle for him: <After many, 

many years you have made me experience for the first time as twenty years ago the exhilarating 

wonder of poetic realisation.=446 In the same letter, Pasternak apologised for the 

incomprehensibility of his writing and, in the event of misunderstandings, advised Hora to turn 

to Jakobson, recalling that he met him in Moscow when the scholar was still in Russia. The 

same year, Pasternak also wrote to Jakobson in response to the Randbemerkungen when it was 

published in Slavische Rundschau447 and in the Dialogues with Pomorska, Jakobson recalled 

this letter: <he answered a long autobiographical letter in which he used that meaningful and 

extremely metonymic term 8displaced9= (Jakobson 3 Pomorska 1983, 143). 

When Jakobson wrote his essay, Hora had not yet published his translation of Sestra 3 moja 

�izn9. Referring to Brentano9s phenomenology of abstract concepts, Jakobson described the 

complexity of translating the poem9s title: <My Sister. The Life, this untranslatable title and 

leitmotif of Pasternak9s most striking book of poetry (8life9 is feminine in Russian), vividly 

exposes the linguistic roots of this mythology.=448 Jakobson underlined this problem as he was 

aware of the difference in Czech (<life= is the masculine }ivot) or in German (it is the neuter, 

das Leben). In the essay published in Slavische Rundschau, the title is translated Meine 

Schwester 3 Das Leben. This dilemma related to the genre of <life= concerned different Czech 

translators, who opted for different solutions. Hora decided not to consider the morphological 

continuity between sestra (sister) and �izn9 (life), while in 1994, Zdenka Bergrová449 

retranslated the poem, adapting the corresponding terms to Czech morphology. In Bergrová9s 

translation, sestra becomes bratr (brother). Subsequently, Hora9s translations <Sestra má 3 

�ivot= (Pasternak 1935, 23) in Bergová9s version corresponds to <}ivot, moj bratr= (Pasternak 

1994, 23). Pasternak9s fortune in Czechoslovakia continued after the WWII. In 1947 Hora 

republished the poems of Lyrika (or the publishing house Fr. Borový) in the volume Jesenin a 

 

4>?6=4 5O?4 5O 4>=F< 4> <5=O >4><<<-F> 4DG7<<< ?GFO<<, <<=GFL <=5 =5?>=<<4=L5.= [<My dear friend, 
how can I thank you? Even though I do not know Czech language, even if the languages were not so close to each 
other, the magic power of these prints would have to reach me in some other way, to pass my incomprehension.=] 

446 <�>E?5 <=>7<E, <=>7<E ?5F �O 6?5D6O5 >4> 4644F4FL ?5F F><G =4744 74EF46<?< <5=O ?5D56<FL 
6>?=GNM55 GG4> ?>MF<G5E>>7> 6>??>M5=<O.= (Ibidem) 

447 I have looked everywhere to find this letter, but it does not seem to be extant (either in archives kept at 
LA PNP in Prague nor in RJPs). Jakobson9s letter to Pasternak could be maybe found in Pasternak9s archive but 
due to the current political situation they were inaccessible. 

448 <%5EFD4 <>O 4 6<7=L, E>5EF65==> =5?5D56>4<<>5 747?46<5 < ?5=F<>F<6 E4<>= G44D=>= <7 
EF<E>F6>D=OE >=<7 �4EF5D=4>4 / 86<7=L9 6 DGEE>>< O7O>5 65=E>>7> D>44), =47?O4=> <7>5?<G45F O7O>>6O5 
>>D=< MF>= <<D>?>7<<.= 

449 Zdenka Bergrová (1923-2008) was a Czech poet and translator. The number of translations from Russian 
she realised is relevant, among the authors there are Esenin, Gorkij, and Puakin. 
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Pasternak [Esenin and Pasternak], a collection of selected poems by the two poets. In the same 

year, Bohumil Mathesius translated Devjatisot pjatyj god [The Year 1905], while in 1959 JiYí 

Kovtun translated the poems published by Pasternak in the postface of Doktor }ivago, and in 

1969 Taejana Haaková translated Destvo Ljuversa [Ljuvers9s Childhood]. Another essential 

volume in this reception is the correspondence between Pasternak, Marina Cvetaeva and Rilke, 

published in 1986 with the collaboration of the Czech poet Vladimír Holan. Jan Zábrana9s 

Czech translation of Doktor }ivago appeared only in 1990.450 In 1965, JiYí Taufer451 

retranslated and published Ochrannaja gramota for the state publishing house KLU (Státním 

nakladatelství krásné literatury a um�ní). In his unflinching afterword, Taufer did not mention 

Pírková9s translation or Jakobson9s essay and the annotations that Taufer decided to include 

also differ from Jakobson9s ones.452 

Conclusions: <Randbemerkungen= and Formalism 

Concluding this analysis, I intend to reflect on the relation between Jakobson9s article 

and Formalism. Differently form Jakobson9s writings about Puakin, in the case of Pasternak it 

is possible to notice the persistence of the formalist method. For example, Tynjanov9s influence 

is strong. When Jakobson9s essay appeared, Pasternak was already a matter of study by the 

Russian formalists, who, during the 1920s, were interested in him as a writer of contemporary 

poetry. In the article <Boris Pasternak et la philologie russe des années 1910-1920=, Catherine 

Depretto traced some of Pasternak9s relations with the MLK and the OPOJAZ emphasising 

that if Majakovskij9s participation in the avant-garde and the circles is evident,453 in Pasternak9s 

case, some problems arise due to Pasternak9s ambivalence towards Formalists (Depretto 2005). 

Jakobson confirmed the importance of Pasternak for Formalists in the preface of Théorie de la 

littérature: textes des formalistes russes, edited by Tvezan Todorov in 1966: 

C9est précisément la rencontre des analystes de l9art poétique et de ses maitres 

qui met à l9épreuve la recherche et l9enrichit, et ce n9est pas par hasard que le 

 

450 See Glanc (2020) for an overview of Zábrana9s translation of Doktor }ivago and its complex editorial 
history. 

451 JiYí Taufer (1911-1986) was a Czech poet, journalist, and translator. He was politically engaged. Among 
the poets he translated from Russian there are Majakovskij and Chlebnikov. 

452 It would be necessary to compare the two translations more in-depth, reflecting more broadly on 
Pasternak9s reception in Czechoslovakia during the twentieth century. Unfortunately, this is not the occasion for 
such an analysis. 

453 See Pomorska (1992). 
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Cercle linguistique de Moscou comptait parmi les membres des poètes 

comme Majakovskij, Pasternak, Mandel9atam et Aseev. (Jakobson 1979, 543) 

Depretto clearly identifies the importance of Tynjanov9s essay <Prome�utok= [<The Interval=] 

([1924], 1929) and its influence on Jakobson.454 In essay, which opens with the formula 

<writing about verses is difficult as write verses= (Tynjanov 1985, 541),455 Tynjanov stated that 

the mission of Pasternak9s poetry coincided with his desire to reconcile words and things, in 

other words the desire for the realisation of a new literary object. In the introduction, 

commenting on the evolution of contemporary Russian prose, Jakobson acknowledged the 

presence of epigones, but notes that it is the prose of poets that awakens new aesthetic paths. 

Jakobson9s principle of <literary evolution= clearly reflects Jurij Tynjanov9s essay <O 

literaturnoj evoljucii= [<On Literary Evolution=] (1927). There are some passages in the last 

part of the essay which echo in Jakobson9s <Randbemerkungen=, such as the prominence of 

childhood in Pasternak9s writings, the symbiosis between the subject and the poetic dimension, 

a relationship in which the subject is delineated as a consequence of the poem and not as its 

cause: the subjectivity emerges from the lyrical structure. Jakobson9s awareness of Tynjanov9s 

essay is unquestionable. Both reveal a crisis of the prose in the Russian literature of the 

twentieth century: Tynjanov stated that <prose lives now by the tremendous force of inertia= 

(Tynjanov 1985, 542), 456 while Jakobson that <the professional artistic poetry of this period 

corresponds the typical epigonal production=.457 Tynjanov wrote his essay in 1924 but further 

edited and published it in 1929 with a dedication to Pasternak in the exergue, right after his 

visit to Prague in 1928, where he co-wrote <Problemy izu
enija literatury i jazyka= with 

Jakobson. Together with Tynjanov9s essay, Jakobson9s represents the revaluation of 

Pasternak9s poetry among Formalists: rather than considering Pasternak9s relation to 

Formalism an ambiguous one, we can reframe it as a <later= reception of the poet9s importance 

in the development of modern Russian poetry. 

 

 

454 <Aussi est-ce plutôt l9Opojaz de Petrograd qui s9est imposé comme initiateur d9une tradition 
d9interprétation de l9Suvre de Pasternak, grâce en particulier à l9article de Tynjanov, l9Intervalle, conçu en 1924, 
mais publié intégralement en 1929. Les quelques pages que le critique lui consacre constituent une remarquable 
analyse de son travail poétique et sont à l9origine de nombreux travaux ultérieurs, en particulier de l9étude de 
Jakobson de 1935.= (Depretto 2005, 436). 

455 <�<E4FL > EF<>4E F5?5DL ?>GF< F4> 65 FDG4=>, >4> ?<E4FL EF<E<.= 
456 <�D>74 6<65F E5=G4E >7D><=>= E<?>= <=5DF<<.= 
457 <�D>D5EE<>=4?L=4O EG4>65EF65==4O ?D>74 MF>= M?>E< 3 F<?<G=>5 M?<7>=E>>5 ?D><76>4EF6>.= 
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3.2 Folklore as a common dialogue: Petr Bogatyrev and Jurij Sokolov 

Among the interests Jakobson developed first in Moscow and consequently in 

Czechoslovakia a prominent position is played by folklore. In this subsection I will analyse 

Jakobson9s dedication to this topic in the press referring to his relationship with other two 

scholars, Petr Bogatyrev and Jurij Sokolov. 

Jakobson and Bogatyrev 

Discussing Jakobson9s interest in folklore studies allows to introduce another relevant 

question, namely his relationship with Bogatyrev. Jakobson and Bogatyrev were among the 

most prominent Russian scholars who lived in interwar Czechoslovakia. Concerning their 

activity in the country, the scholar Anastasie KopYivová noticed that while comparing the two 

scholars many similarities and differences occur. Even if they developed interests in similar 

topics, it is possible to detach a opposite behaviour in the Czech context, Jakobson was much 

more sociable and easily established contacts with other scholars and artists, while Bogatyrev 

tended to be more focused on his own work (KopYivová 2004). Despite this, they can both be 

considered as cultural transfers between the Russian and the Czech context and prominent 

scholars in the development of the modern linguistics being active members of the PLK.458 

Bogatyrev never wrote any testimonies or reflections about the Circle9s activities, except for 

an interview he gave with Jakobson in 1968, which was published in the Czech journal Listy. 

When asked about his activities in the PLK, Bogatyrev recalled the Russian scholars who were 

part of it, defining them in terms of ligvistická smetánka, i.e., the upper crust of linguistics, an 

expression which significantly testifies the relevance of the Czech milieu. Jakobson met 

Bogatyrev in Russia in 1914 and in his obituary, he stated: <our roles of ethnographer and 

linguist were already fixed, yet the critical feature was that the idea of a significant whole as 

the immediate aim of research stood before and at once united us.= (Jakobson 1976, 37) This 

shared <aim of research=, which connected Bogatyrev and Jakobson led to a long-standing and 

fruitful collaboration, which intensified in Czechoslovakia.  

Jakobson and Bogatyrev supported other Russian scholars who emigrated to 

Czechoslovakia and tried to build their new academic path in the Czech context, such as Nikolaj 

 

458 Analysing the list of lectures, Jakobson gave fifteen lectures, while Bogatyrev just three: <K voprosu ob 
etnologi
eskoj geografii= [<Towards the question of ethnological geography=] (11/05/1928), <K problémom 
strukturálního národopisu= [<Problems of structural ethnography=] (25/06/1934) and <Lidové divadlo u 
echo a 
Slováko= [<The popular theatre of Czechs and Slovaks=] (19/06/1939). 
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Durnovo.459 On 5th of November 1926 Jakobson published an article in Prager Presse to 

celebrate Durnovo9s fiftieth birthday. In 1927, Bogatyrev published in the journal Národopisný 

v�stník 
eskoslovanský a similar one entitled <Vzpomínky jubilejní. Prof. Dr. N. N. Durnovo= 

[<Memories for the jubilee. Prof. Dr. N. N. Durnovo=]. Jakobson and Bogatyrev found a mentor 

in Durnovo, who was also close to Trubeckoj:  

I can define my relationship with R. Jakobson and Trubeckoj as friendly. The 

rapprochement with Jakobson began based on common scientific interests: he 

is the most talented of my students. Since 1921, when I, as known, returned 

to Moscow from Saratov, he was more involved with me. He was already 

abroad at the time.460 (Robinson 1992, 79) 

Concerning these writings, they are only apparently just <celebratory=, but they represent a 

joint effort to get the Czech academy familiar with Durnovo9s activity and promote his stay in 

the country.461 Both identified Durnovo as a member of the Moskovskaja dialektologi
eskaja 

komissija (MDK)462 together with two other pivotal Russian scholars, i.e., Nikolaj Sokolov and 

Dmitrij Uaakov. By placing Durnovo in the Russian academic context, Jakobson highlighted 

the importance of Fortunatov9s theories and methodology within the Fortunatovskaja akola (in 

the article, it is mentioned as <Moskauer linguistische Schule=). Jakobson mainly illustrated 

Durnovo9s research in linguistics, emphasising the importance of his studies on Slavic 

languages, mainly Russian and Belarusian dialects. He showed how Durnovo dealt with 

methodological problems and linguistic geography, praising the substantial contribution he 

gave to this field. It was not the first time he commented on Durnovo9s work in a periodical. In 

1916, when the young Jakobson was a disciple of Durnovo, he wrote in Etnografi
eskoe 

obozrenie a critical review (Jakobson 2013, 1-5) of Opyt dialektologi
eskoj karty russkogo 

jazyka v Evrope [An Attempt of a Dialect Map of Russian Language in Europe] (1915), a 

volume co-written by three members of the MDK: Durnovo, Sokolov and Uaakov. Despite the 

 

459 I will analyse the relationship between Jakobson and Durnovo in the next chapter while presenting 
Jakobson9s correspondence in Slavische Rundschau. 

460 <�>< >F=>L5=<O E $. />>5E>=>< < &DG55F><< O <>7G >?D545?<FL >4> 4DG65E><5. %5?<65=<5 E 
/>>5E>=>< =4G4?>EL =4 ?>G65 >5M<E =4GG=OE <=F5D5E>6: >= E4<O= F4?4=F?<6O= <7 <><E GG5=<>>6. 
�4G<=4O E 1921 7., >>744 O, E>6E5< 5>?LL>=, 65D=G?EO 6 �>E>6G <7 %4D4F>64, >= ?D<=<<4? 6> <=5 5>?LL5 
GG4EF<5. �= F>744 G65 5O? 74 7D4=<F5=.= 

461 Although Durnovo never actively participated in the activities of the PLK, he was influenced by the 
achievements of the structuralists (Toman 2011, 135). 

462 The MDK was founded in 1904 at the Russian Language and Literature Section of the Academy of 
Sciences. It was one of the most important institutions in Moscow at the beginning of the twentieth century, 
together with the Imperatorskoe oba
estvo ljubitelej estestvoznanija, anthropologii i etnografii (Imperial Society 
of the Lovers of Natural Sciences, Anthropology and Ethnography) established in 1863. These institutions were 
pivotal for the young Jakobson and Bogatyrev and formed the kernel of Russian folklore. 
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significant corrections he proposed, Jakobson defined the volume as the first great achievement 

in dialectology, which finally gave the methodology through which evolve the research in this 

specific field: <there was almost nothing in the field of research in dialectology apart from the 

A Sketch of Russian Dialectology by [Aleksej] Sobolevskij. [...] [It] provides the first time a 

detailed summary and rigorous scientific classification of the raw material that has recently 

been enriched.=463 Concerning Bogatyrev, in his article he emphasised other traits of Durnovo9s 

research, devoting his attention to folklore and ethnography, considered as pivotal disciplines 

in the MKD: 

In conclusion, we should notice that while working in the Moscow 

Dialectological Commission, Prof. Durnovo also dealt with ethnography 

since the Moscow Dialectological Commission dealt with questions of 

language and ethnographic questions in so far as these sciences are 

interrelated.464 (Bogatyr5v 1927, 77) 

This closing remark by Bogatyrev can be interpreted as an attempt to refer to Jakobson9s article, 

who only marginally mentions Durnovo9s ethnographical research in Subcarpathian Russia. 

Bogatyrev regretted that most of Durnovo9s research had not been elaborated in volume and 

published. For this reason, he decided to illustrate these materials briefly. It is clear how the 

two scholars decided to write about fields they were more familiar with. Another difference 

between the two is the tone they employed: if Bogatyrev was descriptive, Jakobson was 

evaluative, judging his mentor9s studies positively. 

Significant differences between Bogatyrev and Jakobson can be traced while analysing 

their activity in periodicals. They both published articles in German periodicals, namely for 

Prager Presse, Slavische Rundschau, and Prager Rundschau. The collaboration with Prager 

Presse, a newspaper founded by Arne Laurin in 1921, was very fruitful for both. Bogatyrev9s 

collaboration started in 1924 with the contribution of <A. N. Ostrovskij, Bibliographische 

Materialien= [<A. N. Ostrokvskij, Bibliographic Materials=], while Jakobson9s first attested 

contribution appeared one year later in 1925. This collaboration lasted for both until 1938, the 

last year of publication of Prager Presse, which interrupted its activity due to the previous 

 

463 <�M5 =5446=> 6 >5?4EF< =4GG=>= 4<4?5>F>?>7<< =5 5O?> ?>GF< =<G57> >D><5 �G5D>4 DGEE>>= 
4<4?5>F>?>7<< [�?5>E5O] %>5>?56E>>7>. [...] [�=] 6?5D6O5 445F 45F4?L=GN E6>4>G < EFD>7> =4GG=GN 
>?4EE<D<>4F<N 65EL<4 >5>74F<6L57>EO 74 ?>E?54=55 6D5<O EOD>7> <4F5D<4?4.= 

464 <Na konec je nutno poznamenati, �e pracuje v Moskevské dialektologické komisi, prof. Durnovo zabýval 
se i etnografií, pon�vad� Moskevská dialektologická komise zabývala se nejenom otázkami jazyka, ale i otázkami 
etnografickými, pokud se tyto v�dy vzájemn� stýkají.= 
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departure of Laurin and the Nazi invasion. In 1935 they published in the newspaper three 

contributions written together about Tolstoj: <Aufzeichnungen über Tolstoj. Aus 

unveröffentlichen Papieren von Albert akarvan= [<Notes about Tolstoj: from Unpublished 

Papers by Albert akarvan=] (Jakobson 2014, 108-114), <Unbekanntes über und von Tolstoj. 

Ein Brief Masaryks an N. N. Strachov= [<Unknown Material on and by Tolstoj. One Letter 

from Masaryk to N. N. Strachov=] (Jakobson 2014, 115-119) and <Tolstojs Wildheit und 

Sanftmut= [<Tolstoj9s Fury and Mildness=] (Jakobson 2014, 120-122). The case of Slavische 

Rundschau is different. Jakobson put more effort into Slavische Rundschau than Bogatyrev. As 

shown in the first chapter (§ 1.2), Jakobson was a contributor and the head of the Ostslavisches 

Referat and his scientific contribution to the journal occurred at many levels: he wrote articles, 

reviews, bibliographies, and obituaries. Bogatyrev was, on the other hand, just a simple 

contributor who, almost surely, started this collaboration following Jakobson9s advice and 

under his support.465 In the case of Bogatyrev, in 1930 he published for Sudetendeutsche 

Zeitschrift für Volkskunde and in 1932 for Germanoslavica, while Jakobson never did.  

Concerning periodicals published in Russian, neither Jakobson nor Bogatyrev ever 

published for Volja Rossii, the most important journalistic platform of the Russian émigrés in 

Czechoslovakia. They preferred other periodicals. In the Slavia9s first issue, they wrote a 

pivotal article together, which appeared separated into three parts: <Slavjanskaja filologija v 

Rossii za gody 1914-1921=. It was an informative article about the progress achieved by the 

Russian academy in which Jakobson and Bogatyrev illustrated the studies carried out in various 

fields, from linguistics to ethnography. Besides Slavia, another periodical published in Russian 

in which both scholars were very active is Central9naja Evropa. Bogatyrev published some 

articles in the periodical every year between 1927 and 1938, and very frequently. It was, in 

fact, the journal with which he collaborated the most during his stay in the country. Jakobson 

also wrote a few articles for Central9naja Evropa, but this was not a constant collaboration. In 

1939 Bogatyrev also wrote for Praha-Moskva, a magazine that reported political, social, and 

cultural news from the USSR, emphasising the bounds between the two countries.  

Regarding periodicals published in Czech, it is possible to individuate an evident 

difference between the two scholars, which depends on their scientific interests. Before 

showing this divergence, it is necessary to recall that Bogatyrev and Jakobson were both very 

 

465 In Benea9 bibliography, there are six contributions mentioned, but two reviews are missing, resp.: one of 
Evgenij Baranov9s Mosovskie legendy [Moscow Legends] (1929) and another of Pavel Preobra�enskij9s Kurs 
etnologii [Course of Ethnology] (1930). 
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active in Slovo a slovesnost. The Czech newspaper in which Jakobson published the most was 

Lidové noviny while Bogatyrev wrote just four articles for the newspaper. On the other hand, 

he was active in the periodical Národopisný v�stník 
eskoslovanský, an ethnographic bulletin 

founded in 1906 and nationally oriented. Other scholars interested in folklore also collaborated 

with this bulletin, such as JiYí Polívka (the founder), Václav Tille, JiYí Horák and Frank 

Wollman.466 The main goal of the editors was to develop a new effort in ethnographic studies. 

This was not the only ethnographic periodical with which Bogatyrev collaborated during his 

Czechoslovak years. He also published for the journal 
eský lid in 1924, 1925 and 1931, one 

of the oldest and most relevant ethnographic milieus, founded in 1891 and active until 

nowadays. From 1935 he also became active in Slovak journals: Slovenské poh?ady, 

Podkarpatoruská revue, Slovenské smery umelecké and Národopisný sborník. In 1936 they 

both published for }ivot, the review bounded with the Um�l�cká beseda, a forum of Czech 

intellectuals founded in 1863. The relationship with the Czech avant-garde was essential for 

Jakobson and Bogatyrev. Concerning Jakobson, in 1925 he published the already mentioned 

article <The End of the UMPRUM-Desinership and Small Undertakings in Poetry= in Pásmo. 

Since 1937 they also collaborated with Emil Frantiaek Burian9s review Program D, but also in 

this case Bogatyrev9s activity in the journal was more intense. 

<Die Folklore als eine besondere Form des Schaffens= (1929) 

As the folklorist Viktor Gusev stated, <Bogatyrev was formed as a scholar in the 

atmosphere and traditions of Czechoslovak scientific context and belonged equally to its 

history as to the history of Russian folklore studies=467 (1995, 49-50). Russian folklore was the 

field in which the research of Jakobson and Bogatyrev reached the most relevant point of 

contact, and the most important fruit of their collaboration was the article <Die Folklore als 

eine besondere Form des Schaffens= [<Folklore as a Special Form of Creation=], published in 

1929. Even if this article is well known, summarising the most important theses will be helpful 

to comprehend the discussion that developed in the correspondence with Jurij Sokolov. The 

article9s main aim was to demonstrate the difference between literature and folklore to 

emphasise the autonomy of folklore and, consecutively, of folklore studies. Jakobson and 

Bogatyrev based their thesis on the Saussurian dichotomy between langue and parole, applying 

 

466 For an analysis of Národopisný v�stník 
eskoslovanský, see Válka (2013). About Frank Wollman and 
folklore in Czechoslovakia, see Zelenková (2017). 

467 <�>74FOD56 >D>D<<D>64?EO >4> GG5=O= 6 4F<>ED5D5 < 6 FD44<F<OE G5E>E?>64F>>= =4G>< < D46=>= 
<5D5 ?D<=44?56<F 55 <EF>D<<, >4> < <EF>D<< DGEE>>= D>?L>?>D<EF<><.= 
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these linguistic concepts to the study of folklore: while the individual language appeared 

associated with the concept of parole, the collective one relied on that of langue. While 

literature was the product of an individual, folklore was strictly connected with the idea of 

community: the creation and the conservation of a folkloric theme were determined by a 

community, which also operated a preventive censorship on the folkloric material. Asserting 

that folklore was the product of a community, Jakobson and Bogatyrev agreed with Vsevolod 

Miller9s theories and profoundly disagreed with other Russian scholars, such as Jurij and Boris 

Sokolov, who believed that folklore could be the expression of an individuality, expressed 

through the skazitel9, the narrator.  

Jakobson and Bogatyrev did not deny the possibility of crosscurrents between the two 

systems and were aware of the profound influence folklore exerted on literature. One of the 

most relevant examples is that of Puakin, who, as I showed in the previous subchapter (§ 3.1.1), 

worked with folkloric material. Despite the interface between these two forms of creation, the 

distinction between the two persisted. The ideas emphasised in the article <Die Folklore als 

eine besondere Form des Schaffens= were elaborated two years later by Jakobson and 

Bogatyrev, in 1931, with a slightly different structure in the article <K probleme razme�evanija 

fol9kloristiki i literaturovedenija= [<On the Boundary between Studies of Folklore and 

Literature=] (Jakobson 1966, 16-18), published in the Polish journal Lud SCowiaEski. 

Jurij Sokolov: an entangled correspondence 

Analysing Jakobson and Bogatyrev9s role in folklore studies implies considering a 

much wider phenomenon, which unfolded over a period that began before the two Russian 

scholars moved to Prague. In fact, as Jakobson mentioned in his obituary for Bogatyrev, their 

interest in folklore had begun to develop during their years in Moscow and had brought the two 

young scholars into contact with the so called <Russian Brothers Grimm=, Jurij and Boris 

Sokolov.  

In <Slavjanskaja filologija v Rossii= Jakobson and Bogatyrev reported on the promising 

developments in Soviet folklore studies: <beginning with the review of folklore and 

ethnography, we should first mention the ceased collection of materials. Moscow 

ethnographers and folklorists undertook several missions mainly to the northern Russian 
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provinces.=468 Among the protagonists of this flourishing research they mentioned the Sokolov 

brothers, praised for the importance of their expeditions and the materials they collected. 

During their Muscovite years, Jakobson and Bogatyrev also participated in an expedition to the 

Vereja region themselves and Bogatyrev pursued this activity after moving to Czechoslovakia, 

especially in Slovakia and in the sub-Carpathian region.  

In 1929, Jakobson evaluated again the status of folklore studies in Russia in the 

aforementioned <Über die heutigen Voraussetzungen der russischen Slavistik=, stating that 

there had been no attempt to conceive folklore as a phenomenon which was contiguous to the 

urban centres, such as Moscow. Instead, scholars persisted in creating a dichotomy between 

urban and rural dimension. Jakobson accentuated this reproach also some decades later in the 

Dialogues with Krystyna Pomorska: 

Russian folklore was as fully alive in our immediate environment as in those 

far-off corners, and that the milieu in which it existed opposed to its own 

folklore-bases aesthetics and wisdom to pour requirements and views 

(Jakobson 3 Pomorska 1983, 14) 

Research on folklore had intensified in pre-Revolutionary Russia, progressively distancing 

itself from the so-called <mythological school= which dominated in the nineteenth century. 

Three figures emerged in the Russian academic system of the first half of the twentieth century: 

the linguist, the philologist, and the folklorist.  

Folklore was in close contact with Formalism and the most recent article that 

comprehensively dealt with this topic is <Russkie formalisty i izu
enija fol9klora= [<The 

Russian Formalists and the Study of Folklore=] (2014) by Andrej Toporkov. Toporkov notes 

that the study of the relationship between folkloristics and Formalism still suffers from 

inadequate and patchy archival research. This is one of the problems I had to consider in my 

work on Jakobson, as <Die Folklore als eine besondere Form des Schaffens= presents an earlier 

Russian version sent to Jurij Sokolov and kept in his archive at Gosudarstvennyj literaturnyj 

muzej,469 which was later revised but never published. The only mention of this version can be 

found in Valentina Bachtina9s habilitation thesis Fol9kloristi
eskaja akola brat9ev B. M. i J. M. 

 

468 <�D<EFG?4O > >57>DG ?> =4D>4=>= E?>65E=>EF< < MF=>7D4D<<, >F<5F<< ?D5645 6E57> 
?D5>D4M46L55EO <=F5=E<6=>5 E>5<D4=<5 <4F5D<4?>6. �>E>>6E><<< MF=>7D4D4<< < D>?L>?>D<EF4<< 5O? 
?D54?D<=OF DO4 ?>574>> ?D5<<GM5EF65==> 6 E56. 65?<>>DGEE><5 7G55D=<<.= 

469 I will refer to Jurij Sokolov also giving his name in order to do not create misunderstandings with his 
brother Boris. 



 
 

210 

Sokolovych [The Folkloristic School of the Sokolov Brothers] (Bachtina 2000). According to 

Bachtina, this first version (kept among Jurij Sokolov9s archival materials)470 was sent by 

Jakobson and Bogatyrev in 1929. Jurij Sokolov intended to publish it in the journal he edited, 

Chudo�estvennyj fol9klor, along with a discussion with other Russian folklorists. The journal, 

which published five volumes between 1926 and 1929, was shut down before this could happen 

because during the 1930s Russian folkloristics suffered a violent setback. This came after a 

crisis that had already emerged in the 1920s, when folklore studies were blooming in Soviet 

academia: the organisations Proletkul9t and the RAPP agreed declaring that folklore was 

against Soviet people and a mere reflection of the ruling class ideology, that of the kulaks. Jurij 

Sokolov was among those who defended the value of folklore considering it a monument of 

the far past and a vigorous voice of the present= (1934, 133-134). In 1934 Maksim Gor9kij gave 

a speech at the First Congress of Soviet Writers which rehabilitated folklore as connected with 

the working class and a remarkable artistic expression of human aspirations. Four years later, 

in 1938, Stalin identified <genuine folklore= as the science which could help understanding the 

Soviet values in the past to educate the generations of the future. This rehabilitation came at a 

high price and implied the end of freedom in folkloristics: the study of folklore started serving 

both academia and politics, a period of turmoil which recurred through the WWII and the 

remainder of the Soviet era. 

Even if Jakobson and Bogatyrev9s essay never appeared in Chudo�estvennyj fol9klor, 

Bachtina remarked that the marginal notes left by Jurij Sokolov on the manuscript could 

provide a key to interpreting where he disagreed with Jakobson and Bogatyrev. First, Jurij 

Sokolov conceived folkloric tradition as a strongly conservative system and believed in the 

preservation of certain primitive forms of folklore, whereas Jakobson and Bogatyrev believed 

in a more dynamic and radical evolution of this form of creation. Second, Jurij Sokolov noted 

that the essay placed excessive importance on the collective dimension, which according to 

Jakobson and Bogatyrev was a fundamental principle in distinguishing folkloric from literary 

production. In Jurij Sokolov9s opinion, it was necessary to consider the significance of the act 

of improvisation, which he identified as the moment when the folkloric element stepped into 

the sphere of individuality. Finally, the third criticism was directly linked to the second, Jurij 

 

470 Bachtina mainly referred to two fonds, one at RGALI (Rossijskij gosudarstvenny archiv literatury i 
iskusstva) and one in the folklore9s section of the GLM (Gosudarstvennyj literaturnyj muzej). While preparing 
this article, I tried to ger scans of this material, but I only succeeded with RGALI9s materials. Some of them are 
reproduced in the appendix. 
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Sokolov reproached the two young scholars for over-emphasising the importance of the 

performer, the <narrator= of the work. These remarks on Jakobson and Bogatyrev9s essay 

should be interpreted in relation to Jurij Sokolov9s criticism of the formal method in 1926: 

Unfortunately, the concrete application of the formal method has as many 

gaps and shortcomings as the sociological research. A. N. Veselovskij and A. 

A. Potebnja9s theoretical works were based mainly on the materials of 

Russian folklore. Nevertheless, many genres of the latter remain 

systematically unexplored to date. Just byliny were lucky to be developed 

from the point of view of the historical method, the same genre turned out to 

be the most developed from the formal-poetic side.471 (Sokolov 1926, 18) 

The Sokolov brothers were also in constant contact with scholars from other countries, such as 

the French André Mazon, the Czech JiYí Polívka and, again, with Gerhard Gesemann, the 

leading representative of folklore studies at Deutsche Universität Prag. The correspondence 

that the Sokolov brothers maintained in the interwar years and their international trips is 

testimony to these relationships. In a letter to Jakobson dated the 19th of September 1928, 

Trubeckoj expressed his regret at missing Jurij Sokolov9s visit to Prague during his trip in 

Western Europe: <I was terribly disappointed that I never got to see Jurij Matvevi
! But I 

couldn9t have gone to Prague anyway for lack of money: the 8summer holidays9 were 

incredibly expensive=472 (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 117).  

The correspondence Jurij Sokolov had with Jakobson and Bogatyrev occupies a leading 

place among the many correspondences he had during this time. A few remarks are necessary 

on the conservation of these letters. Firstly, eight letters sent by Jurij Sokolov to Jakobson and 

indirectly to Bogatyrev are preserved in the Slavische Rundschau9s collection, while the replies 

are kept in Russian state archives. According to the materials kept at RGALI, Jakobson sent a 

first letter to Jurij Sokolov on 12th of May 1928, inviting him to collaborate with Slavische 

Rundschau. On 20th of September Jakobson thanked Jurij Sokolov for his positive answer and 

expressed his enthusiasm for Jurij Sokolov9s travel to Prague, being eager to talk folklore with 

 

471 <� E>64?5=<N, ?D<E>4<FEO >>=EF4F<D>64FL 6 >>=>D5F=>< ?D<<5=5=<< D>D<4?L=>7> <5F>44 F4>>5 
65 >>?<G5EF6> ?D>55?>6 < =54>G5F>6, >4> < 6 E>F<>?>7<G5E>>< <7GG5=<<. �. �. �5E5?>6E>>7> < 
F5>D5F<G5E><5 D45>FO �.�. �>F55=< 547<D>64?<EL ?D5<<GM5EF65==> =4 <4F5D<4?5 DGEE>>7> D>?L>?>D4, 
4 F5< =5 <5=55 <=>7<5 64=DO ?>E?54=57> >EF4NFEO < 4> E<E ?>D =5>5E?54>64==O<< E<EF5<4F<G5E><. 
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>>474?EO =4<5>?55 D47D45>F4==O< < E> EF>D>=O D>D<4?L=>-?>MF<G5E>>=.= 
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him and Bogatyrev. On 1st of February 1930, Jakobson wrote to Jurij Sokolov about the interest 

of western folklorists in epic songs and the study of the living tradition in those places where 

these traditions were still traceable, such as Bulgaria, Serbia, Macedonia, Albania, Russia, and 

Ukraine. He named new publications that he considered to be important, such as Gesemann9s 

writings. As was the case with Trubeckoj, in this letter Jakobson asked Jurij Sokolov to pass 

on names of scholars who could be interested in collaborating with Slavische Rundschau.  

The correspondence between Jakobson and Jurij Sokolov can be dated earlier. In 1923, 

Jakobson and Bogatyrev proposed the creation of an institute in Moscow for the study of Slavic 

cultures, in order to build an interdisciplinary and international research group.473 Bachtina 

documented it in detail in an articled dated 1993. Jakobson and Bogatyrev renewed this 

proposal in 1926. In support of the proposal, the two young scholars also drafted a programme, 

edited by Bachtina in the same article (Bachtina 1993). This document, entitled <Proekt 

u
re�enija Instituta slavjanovedenija v SSSR= [<Project for the Establishment of an Institution 

of Slavic Studies in the USSR=], is dated July 1926. The proposal listed the countries involved 

in the project and the disciplines considered: linguistics, geography, sociology, history, cultural 

history, and ethnography. The aim was to encourage the publication of research relating to the 

Slavic countries in these disciplines. Jakobson and Bogatyrev used to publish such 

programmatic writing to propose new paths for research, e.g., <Programma po sobiraniju 

svedenij o narodnom teatre= [<Guidelines for Collecting Data about Folk Theatre=] (Jakobson 

2013, 153-166), from 1923. What prompted Jakobson and Bogatyrev to devise such a 

programme was the need to build relations between the Russian and Western context for the 

future development of research in fields such as philology or linguistics. Jakobson emphasised 

the common interests of scholars active in Czechoslovakia to begin a joint research project 

dedicated to the epic songs of the tradition. This joint project would lead to the publication of 

a volume under Jurij Sokolov9s editorship. This study was never published.  

The letters sent by Jurij Sokolov in Slavische Rundschau9s fond confirm some of the 

aspects analysed above and raise further questions. In the archive are letters received from the 

15th of January to the 9th of November 1929, covering a more limited period than what is 

preserved in the Russian archives. These letters discuss three topics. Firstly, a possible further 

journey by Jurij Sokolov to Europe to meet with western folklorists and, especially in Prague, 

 

473 I do not have any documents referring to this initiative because the archival materials are at GML, which 
during the ongoing political situation was not accessible during my research. 
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to undertake research on folk epics. Jurij Sokolov9s plan was to travel to Prague accompanied 

by G<&>. Jakuaov, a storyteller.474 Trubeckoj expressed his enthusiasm for Jurij Sokolov9s 

arrival in Czechoslovakia in a letter to Jakobson dated the 16th of April 1929: <I am keenly 

interested in Jurij Sokolov9s arrival. Try only to assure that he arrives after the Orthodox Easter, 

otherwise I shall not be able to see Jurij Sokolov and listen to the narrator once again. I think 

that even the narrator is probably a man of God and would prefer to have a meal at home=475 

(Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 1985, 122-123). When Jurij Sokolov managed to obtain the documents 

and some money to travel, G. Jakuaov suddenly died.  

The second matter of discussion was the First Congress of Slavic Philologists held in 

Prague in 1929: Jurij Sokolov was enthusiastic to participate in it, but travelling there proved 

impossible and there were no members of the Soviet delegation affiliated to folklore Studies. 

In a letter sent on 12th of October 1929, he wrote: 

I cannot even think that I was not able to come to the philological congress. I 

shall look forward to the return of Pavel Nikiti
 and his report on the most 

interesting speeches on folklore and literary studies that interest me. It is 

terribly disappointing that our Soviet delegation did not include any folklore 

specialist. I hope that you will make sure that I can get the bulletins and 

minutes of the meetings. And I ask you both to write for Chud. fol9klor 

articles-reviews on the proceedings of the congress devoted to folklore 

studies.476 

The third topic of the correspondence concerns the article <Die Folklore als eine besondere 

Form des Schaffens=. On 30th of September 1929, Jurij Sokolov confirmed that he had received 

the <German article=, a nemeckaja stat9ja is mentioned. Jurij Sokolov intend to publish a 

polemical reply reproducing some consistent parts of Jakobson and Bogatyrev9s article: <I 

received your German article on folklore. I am very grateful to you for it. I will certainly print 

 

474 In the letters Jurij Sokolov did not provide the full name. 
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a reply to it in my journal.=477 A draft of this comment was elaborated in the letter dated the 

10th of October, which I have already mentioned in the previous paragraph. In a letter Jakobson 

sent to Jurij Sokolov on 24th of October 1929, he asked to publish the final German version and 

not the Russian one they sent earlier, which was intended to be a mere draft: 

I am very grateful to you for your clear comments on our article on folklore. 

Well, if there is to be a discussion, let there be a discussion. We will be very 

happy to take part in it. We already have several supporters and some 

opponents here. We only ask you to print the whole article in Chudo�estvennyj 

fol9klor, but not on the copy of the Russian text that we sent to Valentina 

Aleksandrovna [Jurij9s Sokolov9s wife], but on another one, which we will 

send you in the following days. The point is that the text you have was just a 

draft for translation into German. It is stylistically very imperfect.478 

Before analysing <Die Folklore als eine besondere Form des Schaffens=, Jurij Sokolov 

commented the article Jakobson published in Slavische Rundschau on the development of 

Russian Slavistics, titled <Über die heutigen Voraussetzungen der russischen Slavistik=. Jurij 

Sokolov wrote: <Roman Osipovi
, I have read with great interest your article on contemporary 

Slavic studies. With many of your thoughts one cannot but agree completely.=479 He disagreed 

with Jakobson9s statement that Russian Slavistics had had no prior schools and, on the contrary, 

he cited the Lomanskij9s school.480 Jurij Sokolov did not interpret this divergence of ideas in 

terms of a scientific disagreement, but rather as the result of Jakobson9s excessive 

<temperament=. Then, while commenting on Eurasian theories, the Russian folklorist agreed 

with Jakobson about the absence of solid dialogue between the Russian academy and the West, 

and the need to build new relations between the two. Jurij Sokolov hoped for an 

internationalisation of folklore studies which would lead to surprising results. Ironically 

 

477 <�>?GG<? �4LG =5<5F>GN EF4FLN > D>?L>?>D5. �G5=L �4< 74 =55 5?47>44D5=. �5?D5<5==> 
=4?5G4F4N =4 =55 >F65F 6 E6>5< 6GD=4?5.= 

478 RGALI, Fond 483, Op. 1: <�G5=L �4< ?D<7=4F5?5= 74 �4L< G5F><5 74<5G4=<O ?> ?>6>4G =4L5= 
EF4FL< o $>?L>?>D5. 'F> 6, 4<E>GEE<O, F4> 4<E>GEE<O. �G45< >G5=L D44O ?D<=OFL 6 =5= GG4EF<5. �45EL G 
=4E G65 DO4 EF>D>==<>>6, < DO4 ?D>F<6=<>>6. &>?L>> >5 >4=>< �4E >G5=L ?D>E<< =4?5G4F4=F5 6 
8%G4>65EF65==>< D>?L>?>D59 EF4FLN F5?<>><, => =5 ?> F><G M>75<??ODG DGEE>>7> F5>EF4, >>F>DO= <O 
?>E?4?< �4?5=F<=5 �?5>E4=4D>6=5, 4 ?>-4DG7><G, >>F>DO= <O �4< =4 4=OE ?>L?5<. �5?>< 6 F><, GF> 
F5>EF, >>F>DO= G �4E, 5O? ?D>EF> >4=6>= 4?O ?5D56>44 =4 =5<5F><= O7O>. �= EF<?<EF<G5E>< 65EL<4 
=5E>65DL5=5=.= 

479 <�D>G<F4? O, $><4= �E<?>6<G, E 5>?LL<< <=F5D5E>< < �4LG EF4FLN > E>6D5<5==>= E?46<EF<>5. 
% <=>7<<< <OE?O<< �4L<<< =5?L7O =5 E>7?4E<FLEO ?>?=>EFLN.= 

480 Sokolov refers to Vladimir Lomanskij (1833-1914), Russian Slavist and historian active in Saint 
Petersburg during the second half of the nineteenth century. 
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appealing to his correspondents as <Slavophiles= and remarking upon the importance of 

individuality in folklore, he stated:  

And our <Russian folkloristic school= with its doctrine of <individual 

creativity= elements in folklore, according to my deepest opinion, will give 

very large results in its application to Western European material. Will you 

deny it, dear Slavophiles?481 

The second part of the letter is a commentary about the essay on folklore written by Jakobson 

and Bogatyrev. Jurij Sokolov informed his colleagues that a meeting with other folklorists was 

held in Moscow on 7th of October. Among the participants were two important representatives 

of Russian folklore studies, Boris Sokolov and Boris Jarcho, who had voiced deep criticism of 

the thesis on the relationship between literature and folklore, even harsher than that of Jurij 

Sokolov, who in his letter states that he disagreed with almost all of Jakobson and Bogatyrev9s 

arguments: <I have to tell you, although you already know it, I disagree with you on almost 

everything.=482 The matter he mainly disagreed with was the overly <forced= attempt to reduce 

the discourse concerning folklore to the Saussurian categories of langue and parole. According 

to Jurij Sokolov, it was not possible to apply Saussurian categories to the study of folklore, nor 

understand its difference from literature in qualitative terms, as there were only quantitative 

differences to be investigated. He also disagreed with considering folklore as a collective 

product, because this idea (based on Miller9s theories) did not consider the great value of the 

skazitel9. As Felix Oinas observed, Russian folklorists were convinced about the importance 

of the narrator, and describing the activity of Mark Azadovskij and Boris Sokolov, he stated 

that the keen interest in the individual narrators led to a new type of folklore collection confined 

to the repertoire of a certain master narrator (Oinas 1985)483. According to Jurij Sokolov, the 

difference between literature and folklore was not a matter of <essence= but of <technique= and 

it was not necessary to develop a specific methodology researching folklore. According to his 

letter, Jurij Sokolov was supposed to edit these comments in an article that was to appear in 

Chudo�estvennyj fol9klor but, as I stated earlier, the journal9s activity ended before it could be 

published.  

 

481 <� =4L4 8DGEE>4O D>?L>?>D<EF<G5E>4O L>>?49 E 55 GG5=<5< �4<< D56<7G5<O< >5 M?5<5=F4E 
8<=4<6<4G4?L=>7> F6>DG5EF649 6 D>?L>?>D5 ?> <>5<G 7?G5>>><G 44EF >G5=L >DG?=O5 D57G?LF4FO 6 E>6E5< 
?D<<5=5=<= > 74?44=>56D>?5=E>><G <4F5D<4?G. �5G65?< �O MF> 5G45F5 >FD<F4?, 4>D>7<5 E?46O=>D<?O?= 

482 <�>?65= �4< E>>5M<FL E>FO �O MF> <F4> 7=45F5 3 O E �4<< ?>GF< =< 6 G5< =5 E>7?4E5=.= 
483 See also Oinas 3 Soudakoff, 1995. 
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Although there are no further letters between the three scholars, some important 

conclusions can be drawn. First, the relationship between Jakobson and Jurij Sokolov shows 

how close Jakobson was to the Russian academy even after he moved to Prague, so much so 

that he planned an institute in Moscow for the evolution of Slavic studies. This project failed: 

Jurij Sokolov stated in a letter of the 30th of September 1929 that there he had any new about 

it. Second is that a structuralist approach is absent from the Jakobson9s study of folklore, even 

though the PLK had already been established in 1926, while the Formalist method is rather 

prominent. Second, this correspondence allows us to deduce the fundamental transnationality 

of Slavic studies in Central and Western Europe, as evidenced by the links between Jurij 

Sokolov and Gesemann. These relations often flowed through the journal Slavische 

Rundschau, in which Jurij Sokolov brothers also published. To understand the development of 

this <new= and <modern= perspective in Czech Slavic studies, it is necessary to review the 

research carried out to date, sacrificing a <Czech-centric= view in favour of a transnational 

conception of the phenomena not only related to literature but also to criticism. This is a context 

in which Jakobson is a leading example of the new scholar, corresponding to the figure of the 

cultural transfer. He is only one relevant example of a constellation of scholars who assumed 

this role as <bridges= between heterogeneous schools of thought, academic institutions, and 

research fields. 
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Chapter 4. Avant-garde: Jakobson as a theoretician in film studies? 

Preliminary remarks 

In the previous chapter I have discussed Jakobson9s interest in poetry and folklore, 

emphasising in both cases the intensity of his dedication to these two topics. While poetry and 

folklore represent two pivotal topics in Jakobson9s activity, film studies played a secondary 

role: Jakobson did not write a lot about this topic, even if it was widely discussed both in 

Czechoslovakia and Russia. I will analyse the few writings Jakobson dedicated to this topic 

and, contextualising them in the period they appeared, explain why film studies represent a 

secondary topic in his research not only during the interwar years, but all his career. 

Despite Jakobson9s interest in visual arts and semiotics, he only contributed four articles 

in the field of film studies. These are the review <Die entschwindende Welt. Ein Film der 

sterbenden Folklore 3 Prof. Dr. Úlehla als Filmregisseur= [<A Vanishing World. A Film about 

Dying Folklore 3 Prof. Dr. Úlehla as Filmmaker=] (Jakobson 2013, 379-383), the 

article <Úpadek filmu?= [<Is the Film in Decline?=] published in 1933 in Listy pro um�ní a 

kritiku, and the Italian interview <Conversazione sul cinema= [<A Conversation on Cinema=] 

was published in Cinema e film in 1967. In addition to these writings, the thirteenth chapter of 

the Dialogues with Pomorska, is titled <Similarity and Contiguity in Language and Literature, 

in the Cinema, and Aphasia= (Jakobson 3 Pomorska 1983, 125-135). The paucity of 

publications does not signal Jakobson9s disinterest in film studies or in their development in 

the interwar years. Rather, its secondary role in Jakobson9s research represents an evident 

difference between Jakobson and the cultural contexts he was involved in, the Czech and the 

Russian ones. 

Film Studies: Czech avant-garde and Formalism 

In interwar Czechoslovakia film studies became a widely discussed topic. The 

theoretician Karel Teige published a considerable number of articles about the evolution of 

cinema and his features. Already at the beginning of the 1920s, he repeatedly declared that film 

was a revolutionary discovery for contemporary art, especially the avant-garde, and as the 

discovery of cinematography should be considered that of the America of arts (Teige [1922] in 

And�l 3 Szczepanik 2008). Teige aimed to create a debate which was not just academic and, 

as Petr Král correctly noted, his reflections on cinema did not take place through scientific 

essays but through writings designed for a wider audience (1966, 6). Teige9s extensive body 
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of work on film presents two main characteristic traits: interest in Soviet, American, and French 

cinematography and the conception of cinema as a visual art related to poetry or other visual 

arts, such as photography. For example, in 1922 he published the essay-manifesto <Foto kino 

film= [<Photo Cinema Film=] in }ivot. Retracing the development of cinematography from the 

discovers of the nineteenth century, Teige states that film and photography became the most 

important avant-garde visual arts, and were popular art forms which could defeat traditional 

and <bourgeois= forms of art. From the end of the 1920s Teige published several studies of 

Soviet cinematography, such as <Kino a film v SSSR= [<Cinema and Film in the USSR=] 

(1926), and articles, for example those in the Tvorba in 1930.  

Besides Teige, a lot of Czech artists and writers were involved in cinema. I will give 

two examples. In 1933, after the success he gained the year before with PYed maturitou [Before 

Graduation], Vladislav Van
ura directed the film Na slune
ní stran� [On the Sunny Side], 

whose script was co-written by Jakobson together with Svatava Pírková and the support of 

Vít�zslav Nezval and Miloslav Disman. Concerning her involvement in the production, in a 

letter dated the 28th of March 1979, Pírková wrote to Jakobson about the film: 

[Frantiaek] Galán also asked me about the film Na slune
ní stran�& Do you 

remember? I was not very good at it, I was not ready for such a job, but I did 

not tell him, so tell me what was in it from Van
ura and Nezval and you& I 

only vaguely remember the result and it does not seem to me that it was a 

great work, but I could be wrong...484 

In 1925 Nezval published the essay <Film= in 
eský filmový sv�t [Czech World of Cinema] 

(Nezval in And�l 3 Szcepanik 2008), in which he defined film as an avant-garde art form 

without aesthetics, a kind of <new Sanskrit=: <Film, which fortunately does not have it [an 

aesthetics] yet, has one less unnecessary fight for the future. [&] A beautiful film does not 

reproduce shapes. It produces them directly=485 (Ibidem, 171). MukaYovský disagreed with 

Nezval9s idea and in the early 1930s emphasised the aesthetic dimension of film in publications 

such as such as <Pokus o strukturní rozbor hereckého zjevu= [<An Attempt at a Structural 

 

484 RJPs, Box 1, Folder 36. <Rovn�� se m� ptal Galán na film Na slune
ní stran� 3 pamatujea? Já jsem v tom 
nebyla velmi vedle, vobec jsem nebyla pYipravená na takovou práci, ale jemu jsem to neYekla, tak mi také Yekni 
co v tom bylo z Van
ury a Nezvala a Tebe 3 vzpomínám si jen na výsledek matn� a nezdá se mi, �e to bylo n�jaké 
veledílko, ale mohu se mýlit&= 

485 <Film, jen� jí [estetiku] dosud naat�stí nemá, má pro budoucnost o jeden zbyte
ný boj mén�. [&] Krásný 
film nereprodukuje tvaro. Vyrábí je pYímo.= 



 
 

219 

Analysis of an Actor9s Figure=] (1931), <K estetice filmu= [<A Note on the Aesthetics of Film=] 

(1933) and <
as ve filmu= [<Time in Film=] (1933).  

Film studies was not a relevant field for Structuralism in the interwar years as it was for 

Formalism, but there are few exceptions. Miloa Weingart only published his 1935 study 

<Zvukový film a Ye
= [<Audio Film and Speech=] a year after he left the Circle. In 1936 JindYich 

Honzl published in Slovo a slovesnost the article <Reak
ní názory o mluvicím filmu= 

[<Retrograde Considerations about the Sound Film=], in which he commented Abeceda 

filmového herce a scenaristy [ABC of Film Actor and Scenarist], a collection of essays about 

cinema published in 1935 which aimed to provide some preliminary considerations for new of 

theory of the film aesthetics. According to Honzl, the authors shew a fundamental 

misunderstanding of the art of film. His critique was particularly harsh against Weingart9s 

<Zvukový film a Ye
=, judging it as without value and full of mistakes. The main problem in 

Weingart9s article was that he emphasised the equivalence between cinema and theatre486 and 

the fact that he did not comprehend the social function of film <Weingart9s absolutely 

retrograde views on the social value of film and on social issues in general are characteristically 

linked to his non-scientific consideration on film and on the artistic structure.=487 (Honzl 1936, 

61) While discussing Weingart9s wrong statements about the role of sound in film, Honzl 

referred to an article he published with Van
ura in Slovo a slovesnost in 1935. In this article, 

Honzl echoed Teige (1922) and emphasised the difference between cinema and theatre stating 

that sound film had an aesthetic advantage on theatre: working with the sound through 

photographic images.  

Bogatyrev, whose main interest relied in theatre, wrote about cinema. In 1938 he 

published in Emil Frantiaek Burian9s journal Program D <Disneynova Sn�hurka= [<Disney 

Cinderella=, 1938], in which he applied structuralist method to film studies. Bogatyrev9s 

interest in the field emerged earlier and through his involvement in Formalism: his article 

<
aplin i 8Kid9; 
aplin 3 mnimyj grafik= [<Chaplin and 8The Kid9 3 An Imaginary 

 

486 The difference, or even the opposition, between cinema and theatre is one of the main points in Teige9s 
article from 1922, in which he emphasised that while theatre was <bourgeois=, cinema was the expression of the 
proletarian spirit. In the conclusions he stated that cinema was <the new proletarian art=. He declared the death of 
theatre in contraposition to the arise of cinema: <Whereas cinema is expanding at a dizzying pace, theatre is falling 
into ever farther, ever deeper decline. Whereas the movie houses are filled every evening with the international 
masses of all part of the world, the theatre auditoriums yawn in emptiness. The declaration 8Do not build theatres9 
is complemented by the request 8Build popular cinemas!9.= (Teige in And�l 3 Szczepanik 2008, 136) 

487 <S tímto nev�cným stanoviskem k filmové a um�lecké struktuYe pojí pYízna
n� M. Weingarta zcela 
retrogradní názory na sociální význam filmu a na spole
enské otázky vobec.= 
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Timeline=]488 appeared in Viktor aklovskij9s collection 
aplin. Sbornik statej [Chaplin. 

Collection of writings] (1923).489 During the 1920s Formalists were particularly involved in 

film studies, as testified by Ejchenbaum9s collection Poetika filmu [Poetics of Film] from 1927, 

to which aklovskij, Tynjanov,490 and Tomaaevskij contributed. A fundamental writing is 

aklovskij9s article <Literatura i kinematograf= [<Literature and Cinematograph=], published in 

1923. According to aklovskij, cinema was more similar to poetry than prose, exemplifying his 

conception of <poetic cinema= through the film aestaja 
ast9 mira [A Sixth Part of the World] 

released by the Russian director Dziga Vertov in 1926.491 Vertov had already established 

himself as a <poet of the non-fictional cinema= in the 1922 manifesto <My= [<We=], in which 

he underlined the importance of rhythm: <Cinematography is the art of organising the necessary 

movements of things in space and trying on a rhythmic artistic whole, consistent with the 

properties of the material and the internal rhythm of each thing=492 (Vertov 1966, 47). The 

discourse about the development of film studies in Formalism should require a separate 

analysis, because the amount of materials is relatively huge. I have just proposed some 

examples which already exemplify an evident discrepancy in the focus on film studies 

constitutes a crucial distinguishing factor between Formalism and Structuralism. 

<Úpadek filmu= 

Returning to Jakobson, in 1934 he published <Úpadek filmu=, which is his only brief 

attempt to write a theorical analysis of cinema. The title refers to the great debate which 

interested the Czech avant-garde, i.e., the discussion about the consequent future of cinema 

 

488 <
aplin i 8Kid9; 
aplin 3 mnimyj grafik= was translated into Czech and published in the collection 
Souvislostí tvorby: cesty ke struktuYe lidové kultury a divadla in 1971, see Bogatyrev (1971).  

489 In <Sju�et v kinematografe= [<The Plot in the Cinema=] aklovskij explains his interest in Chaplin: <I 4m 
interested in Chaplin9s future path. It seems to me that Chaplin9s film shows a certain weariness of the trick. In 
the history of the development of forms, the exposure of reception, as well as the parodying of phenomena, is 
most likely the end of the development of a certain cycle. It seems to me that Chaplin is likely to go in the direction 
of the heroic-comic film, that is, to use the comic-scary film.= <�=5 <=F5D5EG5F 44?L=5=L<= ?GFL '4??<=4. 
�465FEO <=5, GF> D<?L< '4??<= 6 ><=> ?>>47O645F =5>>F>DGN GEF4?>EFL FDN>4. � <EF>D<< D476<F<O D>D<, 
>5=465=<O ?D<5<4, F4> 65 >4> < ?4D>4<D>64=<5 O6?5=<=, E>>D5= 6E57>, >>=5F D476<F<O >?D545?5==>7> 
F<>?4. �=5 >465FEO, GF>, E>>D5= 6E57>, '4??<= ?>=45F 6 EF>D>=O 75D><G5E>>->><<G5E>>7> D<?L<4, F> 5EFL 
5G45F ?>?L7>64FLEO >><<G=>-EFD4L=O<.= (aklovskij 1965, 34-35) 

490 <Cinema held a special place among Tynianov9s many day jobs, and it immediately became part of his 
theoretical interests. [&] Tynianov9s love affair with cinema unfolded at breakneck speed. In the fall of 1925, he 
began working on his first script; early in the following year he was appointed as a consultant at the script division 
of Sevzapkino (later to be renamed Lenfilm), and in the summer he became head of the newly established film 
department at the Institute of Art History (he left both jobs in the fall of 1927)= (Chitrova 2019, 15). 

491 Concerning Vertov, see a
erbenok (2013), Uaakin (2016). 
492 <�<=>G5EF6> 5EFL <E>GEEF6> >D74=<74F<< =5>5E>4<<OE 46<65=<= 65M5= 6 ?D>EFD4=EF65 <, 

?D<<5D<6 D<F<<G5E>>5 EG4>65EF65==>5 F5?>5, E>7?4E=>5 E> E6>=EF64<< <4F5D<4?4 < 6=GFD5==<< D<F<>< 
>464>= 65M<.= 
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after the introduction of the sound. Quoting Ejchenbaum9s theory of cinema developed in 

Problemy kinostilistiki [Problems in the Stylistic of Cinema] (1927) and Kuleaov9s idea of the 

shot as a sign (Kuleaov [1922] 1979), Jakobson identified cinema as a specific kind of language 

and noted that the material of cinematic art consisted of things transformed into signs. 

Describing the relationship between sign and thing, he quoted St. Augustine9s concept of 

<signum= that of and <res=, elaborated in De Magistro and the first book of De Doctrina 

christiana.493  

Although in the 1930s Jakobson already began to distance himself from the formalist 

method, it is evident how informed he was about the developments of formalism in film. 

Alongside the reference to Ejchenbaum9s theories, he also cited Tynjanov and his Ob 

obsnovach kino [The Foundations of Film] (Tynjanov 1927). He was acquainted with Soviet 

criticism, referring not only to Kuleaov9s Repeticionnyj metod v kino [The Method of Repetition 

in Cinema] (Kuleaov 1979), but also to Semen Timoaenko9s Iskusstvo kino i monta� fil9ma 

[The Art of Cinema and the Film Montage] (Timoaenko 1926). This article also represented 

Jakobson9s attempt to polemicise contemporary Czech criticism, reproaching it for not 

considering cinema as equal to the visual arts,494 despite its unquestionable importance. Indeed, 

in recent years, cinema had undergone a real revolution, such as the introduction of sound, 

which had added a further dimension to the film and, consequently, a new aesthetic perception: 

whereas previously it only manifested itself in what Jakobson defines as the <pictorial= 

dimension, sound also brought an <audio= one. Furthermore, Jakobson described the 

development of film in the Czech landscape as promising and innovative. While emphasising 

the need of recognising film as an independent art Jakobson echoed the aforementioned 

writings by Teige and Honzl. 

<Mizející sv�t=: Jakobson9s review 

In the previous subchapter (§ 3.2) I have already discussed the importance of folklore 

in Jakobson9s writings. This topic converged with film studies in 1932, when he published in 

Prager Presse <Die entschwindende Welt. Ein Film der sterbenden Folklore 3 Prof. Dr. Úlehla 

als Filmregisseur= [<A Vanishing World. A Film about Dying Folklore 3 Prof. Dr. Úlehla as 

Filmmaker=]. This was a review of the documentary Mizející sv�t [A Vanishing World] by 

 

493 See Gramigna (2016). 
494 This reproachment was already emphasised in Teige ([1922] 2008). 
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Vladimir Úlehla495 and Svatava Pírková. Even though it was intended as a review, this piece 

discusses folklore and cinema more broadly.496 The film intended to document the folkloric 

traditions among the Moravian Slovaks residing in the village of Velká nad Veli
kou. This was 

a topic which aligned with Úlehla and Pírková9s scholarly orientation: they held special regard 

for ethnographic research. The film was not a masterpiece and did not have a lot of commercial 

success. In the review, instead of discussing the film, Jakobson made a more general and 

broader discourse. He described the cinematic adaptation of folklore, the distinctive attributes 

characterising the documentary genre in terms of its function and structure, and the intricate 

interplay between the urban and the rural context.  

As I have repeatedly emphasised (§ 3.2), during those years, there was much broader 

interest in this folklore as Jakobson observed, <[t]he demand for exotic material is characteristic 

of today9s art once again [&]=497 and exoticism was one of the most relevant themes in those 

years9 artistic and literary productions, especially among the avant-garde.498 In this film, exotic 

material was faithfully reproduced without alterations, even if transformation was necessary as 

the director drew directly from the folkloric heritage. Jakobson stressed that the documentary 

genre was enriched through an effort to address a wider public. In <Die Folklore als eine 

besondere Form des Schaffens= Jakobson and Bogatyrev noticed that folklore was an indefinite 

form of art which had an existence was always potential and depended on the aesthetic 

dimension of reception. Unlike folklore, literary and cinematographic products had a concrete 

and definite form. The director9s task was then to shape the folkloric material into cinema or, 

referring to Jakobson9s article published in 1934, to transform the things into signs. In 

Saussurian terms, the dimension of the parole had to replace that of the langue.  

In the last part of the article, titled <Kampf zweier Kulturen= [<Battle of Two Cultures=], 

Jakobson wrote that the collision between the realm of folklore and contemporary urban culture 

had to be considered as a clash of worlds: a dichotomy which should be solved by the director 

 

495 At that time Úlehla (1888-1947) was working at Masaryk University, where Jakobson had recently been 
appointed professor. 

496 See Marea (1998). 
497 <[f]ür die heutige Kunst ist von neuem die Nachfrage nach exotischem Material charakteristisch [&].= 
498 An example are Konstantin Biebl9s poems. He based part of his poetics on the concept of exoticism linked 

to his experience on the island of Java. Cf. Vojvodík-Wiendl (2011) on exoticism and the avant-garde. 
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in a context in which the rural dimension was disappearing due to modern society9s 

increasingly invasive presence.499  

Closing remarks 

I will give some further considerations, referring to the interview published in 1967 in 

the Italian journal Cinema e film.  First, it is necessary to emphasise the discrepancy between 

Formalism and Structuralism. Film studies represented a pivotal phase in the development of 

the formalist method in the second half of the 1920s and it is not by case that the journals such 

as Sovetskoe kino or Kino-fot (together with LEF, later Novyj LEF, and Sovremennaja 

architektura) became the main centres of attraction for the authors involved in the formal 

method (Uaakin 2016, 23). In the interview from 1967 Jakobson is asked about his opinion of 

the writings related to film studies published by the formalists. He answers confirming his 

participation in a meeting in 1919, in which he discussed with his colleagues whether cinema 

was art or not. 1919 was still too early, the most important formalist writings about film studies 

appeared only in the 1920s, when Jakobson already left Russia and, consequently, the MLK. 

He was not publishing anymore with the members of the MLK or the OPOJAZ, but he knew 

their writings. In the interview he admits: <I remember being impressed by the articles written 

by Ejchenbaum and Tynjanov [&]. On the contrary, I found aklovskij articles on film very 

superficial.= Second, in the case of Structuralism there are just few attempts of writing about 

cinema and in Slovo a slovesnost published some articles related to the field mainly people who 

were not proper <Structuralists= as Jakobson or MukaYovský, but who rather gravitated around 

the activities of the PLK, such as Honzl and Van
ura did. In a certain extend we can state that 

the PLK did not offer the occasion of discussing about the evolution and the characteristics of 

cinema, such a discourse was mainly developed in the avant-garde. In the documents of the 

PLK this topic does not emerge, the lectures were mainly focused on literature or linguistics. 

In the interview Jakobson is asked why he wrote <Úpadek filmu=. Jakobson9s answer reveals 

that the publication of that article happened mainly because of Van
ura. First, at that time 

Jakobson got involved in the production of the film Na slune
ní stran� and, later, Van
ura 

 

499 The problem of the contrast between the rural and urban dimensions was essential in the research of many 
Czech scholars of the time, such as Frank Wollman9s K methodologii srovnávací slovesnosti [On the Methodology 
of Comparative Vernacular] (1936) or Arne Novák9s Duch a národ [Spirit and Nation] (1936). 
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asked him to write a contribution for a collection of essays about film theory he was planning. 

This collection never came out and Jakobson decided to give his article to the journal.500  

In conclusion, we can state that Jakobson9s writings about cinema were never conceived 

in advance as part of a bigger plan, as the ones related to literature or linguistics. His encounters 

with film studies were primarily, to paraphrase Jakobson9s article about Pasternak9s prose, 

occasional incursions of a linguist in the field of cinema. Jakobson9s attraction to 

cinematography was in first place personal, in the interview published in 1967 he stated that 

he used to go to the cinema when he did not even know what semiotic was. 

  

 

500 The only information about this collection appeared in 
eské slovo on 10th of March 1933. The collection 
was meant to be published by Melantrich under the title PYedpoklady 
eského filmu [Preconditions of Czech Film]. 
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Chapter 5. Correspondence 

In this fifth chapter I will analyse some selected materials from Slavische Rundschau9s 

collection kept at LA PNP. This chapter is conceived as a framing one. While concluding the 

argumentation led in the previous ones, I will introduce the § Appendix, in which I transcribed 

some of Jakobson9s correspondences. My intention is then to present them in detail, describing 

the relationships Jakobson built with each correspondent and the traits of their epistolary 

exchange. Despite their value and the rarity of archival material concerning Jakobson9s period 

in Czechoslovakia, these materials have never appeared in scientific publications related to 

Jakobson. Before delving into the analysis, some preliminary remarks are required. 

The most significant correspondence published in volume is that which Nikolaj 

Trubeckoj, edited by Jakobson in Nikolaj Trubeckoj Letters and Notes (Jakobson 3 Trubeckoj 

1985). This collection represents a unique source of information about the activity of the two 

scholars after their departure from Russia and the evolution of linguistics or Slavic studies in 

the interwar period. As I have shown in the previous chapters, Trubeckoj used to comment on 

Jakobson9s writings being profoundly judgemental, such as with O 
easkom stiche (§ 2.6.1) 

and Novejaaja russkaja poezija (§ 3).  

In the third chapter (§ 3.2), I have already proposed to the reader an extensive example 

from Slavische Rundschau9s collection, Jakobson9s correspondence with another prominent 

Russian scholar, the folklorist Jurij Sokolov. Likewise Trubeckoj, he commented on two 

articles published by Jakobson at the end of the 1920s, <Über die heutigen Voraussetzungen 

der russischen Slavistik= and <Die Folklore als eine besondere Form des Schaffens=. The 

correspondence with Jurij Sokolov is if note, representing an exception in the corpus of 

materials I have recollected in the past three years. In Jakobson9s correspondence with other 

scholars there is rarely such a detailed commentary (which in this specific case is a 

methodological critique) related to his writings. Rather, Jakobson9s correspondents usually 

inform him that they will read his writings or simply congratulate him on publishing one of 

them. On other occasions, as in the case of the formalist Jurij Tynjanov, correspondents ask 

Jakobson to give them feedback about their own writings.  
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The materials I have included in my analysis do not belong to the genre of the private 

correspondence, but to the scholarly one.501 Thus, it is a selection of materials aimed at showing 

the evolution of Jakobson9s relations in the academic and journalistic sphere.  

From such an analysis, some recurrent traits emerge. For example, Jakobson9s interest of 

building a solid net of relationships with other scholars is of relevance. Even if this is a typical 

behaviour in the academic milieu, Jakobson9s aim was twofold. First, both in the Czech and 

the American period, he wanted to remain informed about the academic and cultural context 

he left behind. In this regard relevant is his correspondence with Nikolaj Durnovo, who after 

leaving Czechoslovakia used to write to Jakobson about the evolution of Belarusian academy 

in the late 1920s. Similarly, the correspondence with Antonín Mágr contains information about 

the reconstruction of the Czech cultural context after years of repression during the 

Protectorate. Second, with his network of correspondences Jakobson aimed to be supported by 

other scholars while polemising against others. In this regard, as I will show while analysing 

the correspondence with Georgij Vernadskij, pivotal was Jakobson9s search of support in his 

critique of André Mazon9s study of the Slovo. The letters of the two periods are different. As I 

will emphasise while presenting Slavische Rundschau9s collection, in this corpus of materials 

there are not letters written by Jakobson. In RJPs there are, instead, a lot of carbon copies of 

letters sent by Jakobson, which allow to reconstruct his correspondence more proficiently. Of 

note is, for example, his correspondence with Vernadskij, which echoes Jakobson9s 

correspondence with Trubeckoj.  

Regarding archival research related to Jakobson in Czechoslovakia, a significant problem 

immediately makes itself apparent. Due to the Nazi invasion and the outbreak of the WWII, 

many materials were lost or, according to a more optimistic view, have not been found yet. 

Despite this, the archival research already led to the publication of some collections: Letters 

and other Materials from the Moscow and Prague Linguistic Circles 1912-1945 (Toman 

1994); Z korespondence (Jakobson 3 Morávková 1997); Quadrilog: Bohuslav Havránek, 

ZdeIka Havránková, Roman Jakobson, Svatava Pírková. Vzájemná korespondence 1930-1978 

[Quadrilogue: Bohuslav Havránek, ZdeIka Havránková, Roman Jakobson, Svatava Pírková. 

Mutual Correspondence 1930-1978] (Havránková 3 Toman 2001); Pra�ský lingvistický 

krou�ek v korespondenci. Korespondence z let 1923-1974 [The Prague Linguistic Circle in 

 

501 For example, it could be of relevance to analyse Jakobson9s correspondence with Svatava Pírková kept 
at RJPs. The contents of their letters mainly concern issues related to the American period, but there are also some 
isolated cases in which they correspond about their previous period in Czechoslovakia and their mutual friends. 
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Correspondence. Correspondence from the years 1923-1974] (Havránková 2008); Pra�ský 

akola v korespondenci. Dopisy z let 1924-1989 [The Prague School in Correspondence. Letters 

from the Years 1924-1989] (Havránková 3 Petkevi
 2014). Some materials were also found in 

Moscow, such as the correspondence between Jakobson and Viktor aklovskij (Galuakin 1999). 

Concerning his activity as a professor at Masaryk University in Brno, materials from his course 

Formalistická akola a dneaní literární v�da ruská have been edited and published by Tomáa 

Glanc within documents about the discussion around his nominee (Jakobson 3 Glanc 2005). 

Finally, concerning the activity of the PLK, fundamental is the volume Pra�ský linguistický 

krou�ek v dokumentech (
ermák 3 Poeta 3 
ermák 2012). 

The Czech archives in which materials related to Jakobson are mainly kept are LA PNP, 

Archiv AV
R (Archive of Czech Academy of Sciences) and MU Archiv (Archive of Masaryk 

University). In the first one, there is Jakobson9s personal fund, in which there are primarily 

correspondences and handwritings of other intellectuals, such as Viktor aklovskij, Nikolaj 

Durnovo, or Evgenij Polianov. In the one of AV
R, there are materials related to the PLK, 

while in MU Archive, there are those related to his period in Brno.  

There are also international archives that need to be considered. For instance, the Roman 

Jakobson Papers at MIT are fundamental. Roman Jakobson9s papers (RJPs) kept at MIT is 

significantly important, defined not by chance by Giuseppe D9Ottavi as <l9un des plus 

importants et riches du panorama des archives de linguistes du XXe siècle et, plus 

généralement, des archives de sciences humaines= (D9Ottavi 2018, 1). The question about 

Jakobsonian archival materials is quite complex. In fact, more extensive research would be 

needed in other archives, within the personal funds of scholars that have not yet been 

sufficiently analysed. For example, symptomatic are the cases of Jurij Sokolov or Olaf 

Broch.502 The materials kept in Slavische Rundschau9s collection also represent a first clue for 

such research. 

 

 

502 The materials from Jurij Sokolov9s personal fond, kept at RGALI have been described in the previous 
chapter (§ 3.2) and transcribed in the § Appendix. Concerning Olaf Broch, a further analysis of Jakobson9s 
relationship with the Norwegian academy is suggested. Broch9s personal fond kept at the Nasjonalbiblioteket of 
Oslo permits, together with the correspondence found at RJPs, to entirely reconstruct Jakobson9s correspondence 
with the scholar after the WWII. As I have already emphasised in the previous chapter (§ 2.3), the relationship 
with this scholar is of relevance both for the influence his writings exerted on Jakobson9s early research and for 
the fact that he represents a link between Jakobson and his master, Aleksej aachmatov. 
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5.1 Correspondences 1920-1939: Slavische Rundschau 

In the first chapter I have already discussed Jakobson9s activity in Slavische Rundschau 

(§ 1.2). Jakobson9s received correspondences related to Slavische Rundschau kept at LA PNP 

cover a period between 1928 and 1933, which does not correspond to the entire period of his 

collaboration with the journal. His correspondents were scholars or institutions, such as 

publishing houses or libraries, who mainly sent review copies of books. Unfortunately, only 

the letters he received have been preserved. There is only one letter written by Jakobson, a 

carbon copy of a typed one he sent to aklovskij on 15th of November 1928. Galuakin published 

it in 1999, and as he stated, Jakobson wrote it on Slavische Rundschau9s letterhead (Galuakin 

1999, 109). The archive contains long and short letters, postcards, and telegraphs. There are 

both handwritten and typewritten letters. Such communication with scholars who still operated 

in Jakobson9s homeland was fundamental since one of his most important aims was, as already 

stated, to bridge the gap between the studies carried out in the West and those developed in 

Russia. 

Jakobson corresponded with over seventy people from various locations, such as Russia 

(Leningrad, Moscow, and Siberia), Ukraine (especially Charkiv and L9viv) and Belarus 

(Minsk). Some were also settled in Germany, the United Kingdom, and France. The content 

and the frequency with which these exchanges occur varies depending on the sender. In most 

cases, Jakobson wrote to possible contributors, proposing that they collaborate with Slavische 

Rundschau. There are many letters in which the scholars express their gratitude for the proposal 

and their interest in the editorial project. Sometimes this interest is associated with concrete 

ideas for articles or reviews. For example, in 1928, Jakobson asks Vasilij Gippius to collaborate. 

At that time, Gippius was a professor at the University of Perm, where he worked from 1924 

to 1930 before moving to Saint Petersburg, where he stayed until 1942. In the first letter from 

25th of May 1928, he thanks Jakobson for proposing this collaboration and lists his significant 

interests in the field of history of Russian literature. He also suggests some topics for his future 

articles and tells Jakobson he is willing to write reviews and help with the bibliographies. The 

opening formulae of Jakobson9s correspondence show another relevant detail, that his 

correspondents are not only scholars whom Jakobson knew intimately but also some with 

whom he was not acquainted. Various types of formulae, such as the informal and friendly 

<Dorogoj Roma= (<Dear Roma=) or the official <Mnogouva�aemyj Jakobson= (<Esteemed 

Jakobson=) occur. Most of the letters, as mentioned, discuss contributions, revisions, and 
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publications. Others do not fall into these patterns. One example is the one sent by René Martel 

on 24th of November 1931, in which he complains of errors in an obituary dedicated to his 

brother Antoine, including being mistake for him.503 

These correspondences are of great significance to those studying the activity of 

Slavische Rundschau. In this chapter I do not intend to provide a complete description of these 

materials, but to present a selection of these correspondences, which exemplify the richness 

and the importance of this archive. The following table provides a list of scholars identified in 

the archive, and when they corresponded with Jakobson. Concerning scholars settled abroad, 

in my analysis I will mostly focus on Russian one, since I have dedicated my dissertation to 

the relations between the Czech and the Russian academy. 

Michail Alekseev 
1928-1932 

Milovan Gavazzi 
1929-1921 

Bohumil Mathesius 
1931 

Leopold Silberstein 
1930-1932 

Edgar Arnol9di 
1929-1930 

Aleksandr Georgievskij 
1938 

Dmitrij Svjatopolk-Mirskij 
1928-1932 

Aleksandr Slonimskij 
1928-1929 

Mark Aronson 
1928-1930 

Gerhart Gesemann 
Aleksander Nekrasov  
1928-1933 

Jurij Sokolov 
1929 

Nikolaj Auerbach 
1929 

Semon Ginsburg 
1928 

Iwan Nimczuk 
1928 

Rozalija aor 
1928-1929 

Mark Azadovskij  
1927-1931 

Vasilij Gippius 
1928-1931 

Nikolaj Osipov 
1930 

Pavel Strelkov 

Alfed Bem 
1928-1932 

Wolfgango Giusti 
1931 

Vladimir Pi
eta 
1928-1930 

Ilarion Svencick9yj 
1928 

Georgij Brylov 
1930 

Michail Gorlin 
1929-1932 

Aleksandr Poceluevskij 
1929 

Lucien Tesnière 
1929 

Valentin 
ernobaev 
1930 

Michajlo Grua
evs9kyj 
1929 

Sergej Postnikov 
1929 

Boris Tomaaevskij 
1929-1932 

Dmytro 
y�evs9kyj 
1928-1931 

Il9ja Guzdev 
1930 

Hans Prager 
1931 

Vladmir Tukalevskij 
1932 

Nikolaj Der�avin 
1931 

Sergej Hessen 
1929-1930 

Pavel Rastorguev 
1928-1929 

Jurij Tynjanov 
1929 

Valentina Dynnik-Sokolova 
1929 

Sergej Jakobson 
Jevgen Rychlik 
1928-1929 

Lev Uspenskij 
1929 

Witold Doroszewski 
1930-1931 

Boris Jarcho 
1928 

Petro Rulin 
1929 

Vja
eslav Vinogradov 

Andrej Durnovo 
1930-1933 

Sergej Karcevskij 
1928-1931 

Nikolaj Rusov 
1929 

Aleksandr Voznesenskij 
1928-1930 

Nikolaj Durnovo 
1928-1932 

Evfimij Karskij 
1928-1929 

Petr Savickij 
1929-1931 

Franz Weiskopf 
1928 

 

503 Antoine Martel was a French Slavist involved in Revue des études slaves. 
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S<&>. Efremenko 
1929 

Klyment Kvitka  
1928-1932 

Afanasij Selia
ev 
1933 

Gustav Winter  
1928-1932 

Michael Feofanoff 
1930 

Volodymyr Leontovy
 
Mikalaj a
akacichin  
1928-1929 

Miloa Weingart 
1930-1931 

Benno Filser 
1932 

Michajlo Lil9ov 
1930-1931 

Lev a
erba 
1929 

Dmitrij Zelenin 
1928-1933 

Boris Ejchenbaum 
1928 

Pavel Markov 
1928 

Aleksandr Skaftymov 
1929 

Zmicer }ylunovi
 
1929 

Pavel Ettinger 
1928-1933 

René Martel 
1931 

Vasyl9 Simovy
 
1929 

 

Table 5. Jakobson9s correspondents in Slavische Rundschau9s collection. 

Sergej Karcevskij 

The correspondence with Sergej Karcevskij is of note. As discussed by Henryk Baran 

and Elena Duae
kinaja in <Perepiska S. I. Karcevskogo i R. O. Jakobsona= [<Correspondence 

between S. I. Karcevskij and R. O. Jakobson=] (1999), they met in 1917 when Karcevskij came 

to Moscow from Geneve and, unfortunately, there are no materials testifying this phase. 

Karcevskij was a former disciple of Ferdinand de Saussure and a member of the PLK. Jakobson 

and Karcevskij significantly influenced each other since the interwar years, but they never 

corresponded intensively.504 In Slavische Rundschau9s archive, there are letters sent by 

Karcevskij between 1928 and 1931 from Geneve, where he worked and lived. Regarding his 

collaboration with Slavische Rundschau, in 1929 he published twice in the section 

<Kulturchronik=, resp. <Die Slavistik in der Schweiz= [<Slavic Studies in Switzerland=] 

(Karcevskij 1929a) and <Foyer d9études slaves in Genf= (Karcevskij 1929b). In this 

correspondence, Karcevskij asks Jakobson for news about him, Prague, and about Russian 

scholars they both knew, such as Bogatyrev or Trubeckoj. Concerning research, Karcevskij 

sometimes complains about his precarious position, in a letter sent on 14th of January 1930 he 

states that does not work so much and has no money. They discuss future congresses and 

conferences. Karcevskij expresses his comments Jakobson9s publication. For example, in the 

letter dated the 22nd of November 1932, Karcevskij comments on Jakobson9s article about 

Russian verb, i.e., <Zur Struktur des russischen Verbums= [<Structure of the Russian Verb=] 

(Jakobson 1971, 3-15): 

 

504 In a letter sent to Karcevskij on 7th May of 1948 Jakobson stated: <Although we almost never correspond, 
I know full well that we are together.= (Baran 3 Duae
kinaja 1999, 180) 
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Your article on verb is very interesting and useful. So, you should go through 

the whole morphology. Investigate some more of its parts: conjugation, for 

example. And I will profit from it for the construction of the grammar.505 I am 

very glad to see that you have paid attention to my notion of the 

<asymmetrical= structure of the linguistic sign.506 Symmetry, concurrence in 

all interpretations = death. Movement is only possible in an unstable 

equilibrium. For the interlocutor, too, the words must not be quite alike. This 

freedom of interpretation is limited only about the forms of meanings, but still 

exists.507 

The most significant passages are the ones in which Karcevskij discusses questions related to 

linguistics. For example, in the letter dated the 17th of December 1930 he explains that 

according to him the definition of sentence should be related to that of intonation: <I do not see 

an independent element in the rhythm [...] phrase for me = intonation, the phrase is a 

psychological unity.=508 In the letter sent on 3rd of February 1931, he mentions his participation 

in the International Congress of Linguists which was held on the same here in Geneve and 

presents to Jakobson his <scheme of the linguistic plans=, with which Karcevskij indented to 

explain the role of phonology in general linguistics: 

 

505 In the same letter he mentions a grammar he is writings. He mentions the same project also earlier, in a 
letter dated the 7th of April 1931. 

506 <Du dualisme asymétrique du signe linguistique=, published in Travaux du Cercle linguistique de Prague 
in 1929, see Karcevskij ([1929], 1982). 

507 <%F4FLO &6>O > 7?47>?5 >G5=L <=F5D5E=4O < ?>?57=4O. �>F <F4> <<5==> =44> ?D>E<>FD5FL 6EN 
<>DD>?>7<N. �4=<<EL 5M5 >4><<< =<5. 55 G4EFO<<: E>?>=5=<5< =4?D. � O <7 MF>7> <76?5>G 6O7>4G 4?O 
?>EFD>5=<O 7D4<<4F<><. �G5=L D44 44? G6<45FL, GF> &O >5D4F<? 6=<<4=<5 =4 <>N <OE?L >5 
«4E<<<5FD<G5E>><» EFD>5=<< O7O>>6 7=4>>6. %<<<5FD<O, E>6?445=<5 6> 6E5E F>?>4E = E<5DFL. �6<65=<5 
6>7<>6=> F>?L>> ?D< =5GEF>=G<6>< D46=>65E<<. �?O E>55E54=<>4 F>65 4>?6=O =5 6?>?=5 >4<=4>>6> 
?>=<<4FL E?>64. &>?L>> =4EG5F D>D< 7=4G5=<= MF4 E6>5>44 <=F5D?D5F4F<< >7D4=<G5=<O, => 6E5 65 
EGM5EF6G5F.= 

508 <� D<F<5 4 =5 6<6G E4<>EF>OF5?L=>EFL M?5<5=F4 [&] DD474 4?O <5=O = <=F>=4F<O, DD474 5EFL 
?E<E>?>7<G5E>>5 54<=EF6>.= 
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Image 2. Karcevskij9s scheme, presented with a short note: <Il peut avoir une phonologie 

de la phrase, une phonologie syntaxique, une phonologie du mot, une phonologie 

morphologique et enfin la phonologie tout cours. Leur importance et caractère varieront 

d9une langue à l9autre.= 

Petr Savickij 

Besides the letters from Karcevskij, the ones from Petr Savickij comprise an essential corpus 

of materials. Savickij was a leading member of the Eurasian movement and significantly 

collaborated with Slavische Rundschau (Beisswenger 2008). The letter sent by Savickij to 

Jakobson on 9th of August 1930 has been published (Toman 1994, 125-138; Havránková 3 

Pektevi
 2014, 290-306). The discovery of the materials kept in the Slavische Rundschau9s 

archive provides the opportunity to deepen our understanding of the relationship between the 

two scholars, especially to better comprehend Jakobson9s involvement in the Eurasian 

movement, which I have already discussed in the second chapter (§ 2.2). Savickij sent his first 

letter to Jakobson on 24th of June 1928, having just returned from Berlin to find a letter that 

Jakobson had sent to him on 16th of June1928. Even if Savickij9s letter of the 24th of June 1928 

was not the first letter of their correspondence, it is the one in which Savickij declares his 

intention to collaborate with the journal. The content changes over time. In the beginning, the 

tone of their correspondence is very formal, and there are editorial requests such as the one in 

this letter from the 13th of February 1929: <regarding yesterday9s (very interesting for me) 
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discussion with Gesemann on terminology, I thought: should I look at the German version of 

my article to avoid mistakes in the transcription and the technical terminology.=509 From 1930 

onwards, the tone becomes less formal. Savickij was only occasionally in Prague, and he sent 

the letters from abroad, such as Oxford or Paris. In a letter dated the 29th of September 1930, 

he praises an article by Jakobson as follows: <Your article, but specifically for all those who 

read it (including N.N. Alekseev and the local Eurasianists), will be one of the most relevant 

focal points of this collection=.510 He refers to <K charakteristike evrazijskogo jazykovogo 

sojuza=511 [<The Eurasian Language Union=], published in 1931 in Izdanie Evrazijcev (see § 

2.2). Savickij eagers to receive news about other scholars, he often mentions Trubeckoj 

(reported N. S.) or asks for news about Bogatyrev (P. G.) and his research. 

Dmitrij Svjatopolk-Mirskij 

Another Eurasian scholar, Dmitrij Svjatopolk-Mirskij, counts among the 

correspondents. Having left Russia, he lived in London between 1921 and 1932, when he 

decided to return. In 1922 he embraced Eurasian theories, but due to his later interest in 

Marxism and his approach to Maksim Gor9kij, in 1929 he left the Eurasian movement. Despite 

this, Jakobson maintained a fruitful collaboration with him and in 1931 they co-published the 

collection Smere Vladimira Majakovskogo [Vladimir Majakovskij9s Death] (Jakobson 3 Mirskij 

1931). The Mirskij correspondence dates from 1928 to 1932 and consists of twenty-nine letters, 

the contents of which concern Mirskij9s activity in Slavische Rundschau. He sent his letters 

mainly from London and occasionally from Paris. Mirskij9s collaboration with Slavische 

Rundschau regards different topics, such as Dostoevskij or Russian literature produced in the 

emigration.512 His relationship with the Russian community in Prague was significant insofar 

as it led to other collaborations, such as the one with the periodical Volja Rossii, where Mark 

Slonim and Marina Cvetaeva contributed many articles. The content of the correspondence 

mainly regards Mirskij9s involvement in the journal. 

 

509 <� E6O7< E> 6G5D4L=<< (>G5=L <=F5D5E=O< 4?O <5=O) F5D<<=>?>7<G5E><< D477>6>D>< <><< E 
�575<4==><, <=5 ?D<E>4<? 6 7>?>6G <OE?L: 3 =5 E?54>64?> ?< 5O <=5 5M5 D47, G65 6 >>DD5>FGD5, 
?D>7?O45FL =5<5F><= F5>EF <>5= EF4FL< 6> <75564=<5 >L<5>> 6 FD4=E>D<?F<< < 6 F5E=<G5E>>= 
F5D<<=>?>7<<.= 

510 <�4L4 EF4FLO, => <<5==> 6E5E 55 G<F46L<E (6 F>< G<E?5 - �. �. �?5>E5564 < 745L=<E 56D47<=F56) 
5G45F >4=<< <7 646=5=L<E F5=FD>6 MF>7> E5>D=<>4.= 

511 Recently translated into English by Patrick Flack with an introduction by Patrick Sériot, see Sériot (2023). 
512 For a biography of Mirskij, see Smith (2000). 
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As stated before, most of the scholars whose correspondence appears in the collection 

still lived in the Soviet Union. Among them are scholars with whom Jakobson was close during 

his Moscow years, such as those associated with the Russian Formalism: Boris Tomaaevskij, 

Jurij Tynjanov, and Boris Ejchenbaum. To them, we can also add Boris Jarcho,513 with whom 

Jakobson discussed questions related to folklore. Unlike the other scholars in this article, they 

did not collaborate with Slavische Rundschau. These materials are, considering the importance 

Formalism has still nowadays in Slavic studies, the most relevant ones among those kept in the 

archive. In the years when these letters were sent Formalism was going through a profound 

crisis that involved a rupture between its members. 

Rosalija aor 

In a letter sent on 20th of July 1928 Boris Jarcho suggests to Jakobson to consider 

Rosalija aor514 among Slavische Rundschau9s possible collaborators. aor then contacted 

Jakobson on 16th of October of the same year. In her first letter she does not refer to Jarcho, but 

to Boris and Jurij Sokolov. Accordingly to aor, they suggested her to write to Jakobson about 

her possible involvement in Slavische Rundschau. Jurij Sokolov had just returned from a trip 

to Prague where he had met Jakobson. aor proposes Jakobson to write reviews related to new 

works related to linguistics. In the following letter (dated the 24th of November 1928), aor 

promises to send the reviews about Sabina Spielrein9s and Leonid Bulachovskij9s books as soon 

as possible. She refuses to write a review of Michail Peterson9s book Vvedenie v jazykovedenie 

[Introduction to Linguistics] as it was still unfinished. On 11th of December 1928 she sends 

another letter enclosing the reviews. The other two letters found in the collection are dated 

1929. In the first, dated the 14th of November 1929, aor informs Jakobson that she started 

teaching general linguistics at the University of Baku and that she intends to write reviews of 

Valentin Voloainov9s Marksizm i filosofija jazyka [Marxism and the Philosophy of Language, 

1929], Evgenij Polivanov9s Vvedenie v jazykovedenie dlja vostokovovedov [Introduction to 

Linguistics for Orientalists, 1928] and Nikolaj Marr9s U
enie o jayzke v mirnovom masatabe 

[Teaching about Language on a Global Scale, 1929]. On 29th of December 1929, she mentions 

 

513 Concerning Jarcho, see Cadamagnani (2018). 
514 Concerning Rozìsalija aor see Velmezova 3 Moret (2016). Ekaterina Velmezova wrote <De plus, durant 

de nombreuses années, elle fut, en URSS, une voie d9accès vers la linguistique dite 8occidentale9, en commentant 
les ouvrages d9Antoine Meillet, Edward Sapir, Otto Jespersen, Ferdinand de Saussure, etc. que l9on publia en 
russe dans les années 1920-1930.= (Velmezova 3 Moret 2016, 2-3). See also Anna Isanina: <aor assistait aux 
conférences de V. K. Por�ezinskij, le disciple immédiat de Fortunatov, elle communiquait beaucoup avec R. O. 
Jakobson et N. S. Trubeckoj, et a par conséquent hérité de quelques traits de la tradition scientifique qui les avait 
formés.= (Velmezova 3 Moret 2016, 115). 
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the PLK9s Travaux: <but I have not yet received the works of the circle=.515 aor appears among 

those who used to attend the MLK9s meetings and was interested in the formalist method. This 

mention of the Travaux demonstrates that she was also later interested in Structuralism. 

Considering Jakobson9s opinion about aor, in 1935 he published in Slovo a slovesnost <Obecná 

linguistika v SSSR= [<General linguistics in the USSR=] (Jakobson 2014, 78-80), a review of 

the first two volumes published as part of the Soviet editorial project <Jazykovedy Zapada= 

(<West Linguistics=) by the Moscow publishing house Socjekniz. The first volume, Ferdinand 

de Saussure9s Kurs oba
ej lingvistiki [Course of General Linguistics], appeared in 1933 and 

the second, Edward Sapir9s Vvedenie v izu
enie re
i [Language. An Introduction to the Study 

of Speech], in 1934. Both volumes were translated by Aleksej Suchotin and aor wrote an 

introduction to de Saussure. In the review Jakobson emphasises how effective aor9s notes were, 

stating that she had fully grasped the Genevan linguist9s theories. Although she had 

exhaustively analysed de Saussure9s relationship with the Neogrammarians regarding the 

preservation and innovation of their theories, she did not consider a pivotal point to Jakobson: 

the ties between de Saussure and Russian linguists, such as de Courtenay, were missing. 

Jakobson refers to Evgenij Polivanov9s Za marksistskoe jazykoznanie [In favour of Marxist 

Linguistics] emphasising that the theories elaborated by Polish and Russian linguists in the 

nineteenth century (especially by the Kazanskaja akola) anticipated de Saussure9s. Contrary to 

other Russian linguists, such as Dmitrij Vvedenskij who believed that the Russian pre-

revolutionary linguistics copied theories elaborated in West Europe, Polivanov strongly 

endorsed the theoretical autonomy of Russian linguistic, denying the presence of an external 

influence. Jakobson also criticises aor for her attempt to interpret de Saussure through Marxist 

theories, considering it lacking convincing conclusions:516 as I have already emphasised while 

discussing his reaction to Marrism (§ 2.1), Jakobson was very polemical against Marxism. 

Boris Tomaaevskij 

The letters sent by Boris Tomaaevskij cover different topics. For example, in the one 

from the 10th of February 1929, he initially complains about Jakobson9s laconicism in 

answering his questions and his reluctance to pursue discussions: 

 

515 <=> FDG4>6 >DG6>4 ?> E<E ?>D =5 ?>?GG<?4=. 
516 About aor and Jakobson and her interest in Marxist theories, see Patrick Flack9s article in (Velmezova 3 

Moret 2016, 186-198). 
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The laconicism of your postcards is hyperbolic. You systematically avoid 

answering questions. Remember that it takes eight days to get from Prague to 

Leningrad (at 12 kilometers per hour). It is difficult to ask questions under 

such conditions. You did not answer anything about nomogenesis or 

poetics.517 

Then he informs Jakobson about his current activities and about mutual friends, such as 

Tynjanov, who just returned from Berlin and published his latest book. He then writes about 

the discovery of archival documents related to Puakin9s Monach [The Monk], a poem in three 

cantos recognised as Puakin9s first one by critics. It was discovered in 1928 and published in 

the Moscow journal Krasnyj Archiv: 

If you need it for the Rundschau chronicle, use what follows: the newly 

discovered documents found in the Gor
akov9s archives are now being 

printed. The materials mainly regard Puakin9s poem The Monk (the first three 

cantos) and Gor
akov9s letters to his family from the lyceum.518 

This letter contains other relevant passages about the crisis and the future of the OPOJAZ 

(Society for the Study of Poetic Language): 

I am not entirely sure that OPOJAZ will be resurrected. Generally, I think 

there is no need to expand the name now, especially since the name is heavily 

dated. This name belongs to the past as an external sign of the scientific 

direction. It is necessary to work anyway.519 

Jurij Tynjanov 

As with Tomaaevskij, Jurij Tynjanov likewise laments that Jakobson was not answering to his 

letters: <Why do not you write anything? What do you think of my work Archaists and Puakin. 

I am very interested in your opinion. There are many misprints in the book. Has Petr 

 

517 <�4>>=<7< F6><E >F>DOF>> 7<?5D5>?<G5=. �4 6>?D>EO FO E<EF5<4F<G5E>< <755745LL >F65G4FL. �5 
745G4L, GF> >F>DOF4 >F �D47< 4> �5=<=7D444 <45F 6>E5<L 4=5= (E> E>>D>EFLN 12 ><?><5FD>6 6 G4E). 
�5D5E?D4L<64FL ?D< F4><E GE?>6<OE FDG4=>. �< > =><>75=575, =< > ?>MF<>4E FO <=5 =<G57> =5 >F65F<?.= 

518 <�E?< =G6=> 4?O ED>=<>< Rundschau, F> <E?>?L7G= =<65E?54GNM55: E5=G4E ?5G4F4NFEO 
=>6>>F>DOFO5 4>>G<5=FO >5=4DG65==O5 6 4DE<65 �>DG4>>6OE. &5=FD4?L=>5 <5EF> 74=<<45F ?>M<4 
�GL><=4 �>=4E (?5D6O5 FD< ?5E=<) < ?<EL<4 �>DG4>>64 D>4=O< <7 ?<F5O.= 

519 <�5 E>6E5< G65D5=, GF> �?>O7 6>E>D5E=5F. �>>5M5 O 4G<4N E5=G4E =5 =G6=4 M>E?4=E<O <<5=<, F5< 
5>?55 GF> <<O E<?L=> 44F<DG5F. -F> <<O >4> �=5L=<= 7=4> =4GG=>7> =4?D46?5=<O ?D<=44?56<F ?D>L?><G. 
$45>F4FL 65 =44> 6E5 D46=>.= 
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Grigorievi
 received my Archaists?=520 Tynjanov9s letter is only dated <Leningrad, 23rd of 

March=. Archaisty i Puakin [Archaists and Puakin] was edited in 1929 in the collection 

Archaisty i novatory [Archaists and Innovators], so we can deduce that the letter is from the 

same year. As Tomaaevskij did in his letter of the 10th of February 1929, Tynjanov also 

commented on OPOJAZ9s crisis in a letter dated the 23rd of February 1929. As stated, he was 

consoled only by his last visit to Prague at the PLK: <Ferocious frosts greeted me. Frosts of 30 

degrees. Without Prague9s warm boots, I would have died. Of course, OPOJAZ is not going to 

reconcile. You cannot make up for, there is a fight coming.=521 

Boris Ejchenbaum 

Jakobson corresponded also with Boris Ejchenbaum in 1928. This correspondence 

contains only three letters regarding Ejchenbaum9s publications in Slavische Rundschau. 

Differently from other correspondents who merely discussed editorial questions, Ejchenbaum 

also elaborates some remarkable considerations about his research on Tolstoj. In 1928 

Ejchenbaum was completing his first book on Tolstoj, Lev Tolstoj. Kniga 1. Pjatidesjatye gody 

[Lev Tolstoj. Book one. The Fifties] (Ejchenbaum 1928) and editing Tolstoj9s writings. 

Jakobson asks Ejchenbaum to write an article for Slavische Rundschau but, as Ejchenbaum 

writes in a letter sent on 10th of June 1928, he had no time for writing anything else, neither for 

letters: 

I have delayed replying to your nice letter only because I am inhumanly 

busy& Not just busy, as busy people with things to do can be, but immersed 

with my head and almost going mad: I am finishing the first volume of a large 

work on Tolstoy, which will be published later. It will be a book of twenty 

printed pages, from the beginning to War and Peace. [...] I am writing with 

great tension and pressure& I have not taken my pen off the paper for three 

months now, and I still have not finished. [...] I am waiting for your reply and 

once again apologise for the delay& You can see by my handwriting how I 

am in a hurry. Moreover, I rarely write letters. It is difficult in our <literary 

way of life=.522 

 

520 <�FG57> =<G56>> =5 ?<L5LL? �4>>7> FO <=5=<O > <>5= D45>F5 �DE4<EFO < �GL><=. �5=O >G5=L 
<=F5D5EG5F F6>5 <=5=<5. �?5G4F>> 6 >=<75 >G5=L <=>7>. �>?GG<? ?< �5FD �D<7>DL56<G <><E �DE4<EF>6?= 

521 <%6<D5?O5 <>D>7O 6EFD5F<?< <5=O. �>D>7O 6 30 7D44>6. �57 ?D46E><E F5??OE E4?>7 O ?>7<5 5O. 
�?>O7, >>=5G=>, =5 >?5<FEO =<>4>. �45 G6 FGF <<D<FL, F>7> 7?O4< E4< D4EE>D<LLEO.= 

522 </ 7445D64?EO E >F65F>< =4 �4L5 <<?>5 ?<EL<> F>?L>> ?>F><G, GF> =5G5?>65G5E>< 74=OF - =5 
?D>EF> 74=OF, >4> 5O64NF 74=OFO5 ?N4< E 45?4<<, 4 ?>7DG6U= E 7>?>6>= < ?>GF< EE>6G E G<4: >>=G4N 
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Having no time to write an article for Slavische Rundschau, he proposed to send a chapter from 

his book which, according to him, was the central one because it proposed a new way of 

conceiving Tolstoj: <what is more relevant and essential is something else, not to modernise 

Tolstoj so that he would be suitable for us, but to show him in his epoch, to 8develop him9, as 

Vitja used to say.=523 According to Ejchenbaum, for the formalists it was not important the 

aktual9nost9, the actuality, of an author as Tolstoj, but to analyse his work through the 

perspective of the literaturnyj byt. In the following letter, dated the 7th of July 1928, 

Ejchenbaum states that Jakobson did not understand what he meant while stating that Tolstoj9s 

historical dimension was relevant. He emphasises that the main question was not related to 

literature anymore, but to writing:  

By <historical= I mean that the problem of the writer in his epoch is relevant 

now because this is the real <sociological= problem. [&] This is now a living 

problem. And it seems to you as if there is now another, purely literary 

perception. Maybe two or three writers have it. That is what is so 

characteristic: now we should not talk about literature, but about writing.=524 

At that time Ejchenbaum and aklovskij were both researching on Tolstoj paying attention to 

the concepts of literaturnyj byt: <Vitja is here [in Leningrad] now, he is going back to Moscow 

tomorrow. We are marching like two athletes: both of us typing books on Tolstoj and looking 

at each other with a lovable anxiety: how will the public understand?=525 These letters attest 

Ejchenbaum9s close collaboration with aklovskij, they shared the same interests and developed 

a similar approach through a new historical approach of literature. In the letters, Ejchenbaum 

mentions also that he is eager of having a conversation with Jakobson and that he is attracted 

by the possibility of visiting Prague. 

 

?5D6O= F>< 5>?LL>= D45>FO > &>?EF><, >>F>D4O 6O=45F ?>F>< 44?LL5. -F> 5G45F >=<74 6 4644F4F< 
?5G4F=OE ?<EF4E - >F =4G4?4 4> �>==O < <<D4. [&] �<LG E >7D><=O< =4?DO65=<5< < =4F<E>>< - G65 FD< 
<5EOF4 =5 >FDO64N ?5D4 >F 5G<47<, 4 6EU 5MU =5 >>=G<?. [&] �4G 64L57> >F65F4 < 5MU D47 <76<=ONEL 74 
7445D6>G - 6<4<F5 ?> ?>G5D>G, >4> F>D>??NEL. �D<F>< - ?<EL<4 ?<LG >G5=L D54>>. -F> 6 =4L5< 
8?<F5D4FGD=>< 5OFG9 44UFEO E FDG4><.= 

523 <�>?D>E4 >5 4>FG4?L=>EF< 6 =5= =5F, 44 <, ?> ?D4645 E>474FL, >= 6>>5M5 >465FEO <=5 <4?> 
4>FG4?L=O< < =5EGM5EF6GNM<<. �>FG4?L=55 < EGM5EF65==55 >4> D47 4DG7>5 3 =5 <>45D=<7>64FL &>?EF>7> 
F4>, GF>5O >= 7>4<?EO 4?O =4E, 4 ?>>474FL 57> 6 M?>E4E, 8D476<=F<FL9, >4> 7>6>D<? �<FO.= 

524 <�>4 8<EF>D<G5E><<9 O D47G<5N F>, GF> E5=G4E 4>FG4?L=4 ?D>5?5<4 ?<E4F5?O 6 E6>5= M?>E5 3 654L 
MF> < 5EFL =4EF>OM4O 8E>F<>?>7<G5E>4O9 ?D>5?5<4. [&] -F> E5=G4E 3 6<64O ?D>5?5<4. � 64< >4> 5G4F> 
>465FEO, GF> 5EFL E5=G4E 4DG7>5, G<EF> ?<F5D4FGD=>5 6>E?D<OF<5. �=>, <>65F 5OFL, 5EFL G 46GE-FDUE 
?<E4F5?5=. &>-F> < E4D4>F5D=>, GF> E5=G4E =44> 7>6>D<FL =5 > ?<F5D4FGD5, 4 > ?<E4F5?LEF65.= 

525 <�45EL E5=G4E �<FO 3 746FD4 6>76D4M45FEO 6 �>E>6G. �O E>4<< E =<< >4> 464 4F?5F4 - >54 ?5G4F45< 
>=<7< > &>?EF>< < E<>FD<< 4DG7 =4 4DG74 E ?N5>6=>= FD56>7>=: >4> ?>=<5F ?G5?<>4?= 
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Wolfgango Giusti 

Among the documents are six letters by the Italian scholar Wolfgango Giusti written in 

German, except for one in Czech. Italian interest in Slavic studies increased during the interwar 

period thanks to scholars such as Giusti, Giovanni Maver and Ettore Lo Gatto. They 

occasionally published in Czechoslovakian periodicals, such as Slavia or Slavische Rundschau. 

Letters sent by Italian scholars appear frequently in the archives of scholars from Prague. Only 

three letters sent by Giusti are dated (resp. the 23rd of February 1931; the 6th of September 

1931; the 12th of July 1931). In the letter sent the 12th of July 1931, Giusti assents to Jakobson9s 

request to write an article about the studies dedicated to Dostoevskij in Italy, addressing to 

Jakobson as <Mein lieber Freund=. He also sends his warmest greetings to Gesemann. In 

another letter sent with his contribution to Slavische Rundschau, Giusti asks Jakobson if he 

intends to come to Italy (Giusti 1931). Although only these letters survived, they undeniably 

evidence the existence of such a relationship between Giusti and Jakobson, which until now 

could only be supposed, on the basis that the two had attended the same conferences and 

congresses.526 

Dmytro 
y�evs9kyj 

The most frequent exchanges of correspondence are the ones with Durnovo and 


y�evs9kyj.527 Both actively published with Slavische Rundschau and collaborated with 

Jakobson while staying in Prague, but it is easier to discern structuralist influence in 


y�evs9kyj9s work than in Durnovo9s. Regarding the correspondence with 
y�evs9kyj, the 

archive of Slavische Rundschau contains twenty-nine letters sent by him between 1928 and 

1931. Even though he settled in Prague, he spent much of his time in Germany. 
y�evs9kyj 

wrote to Jakobson while he was in Freiburg, as can be surmised from his letterheads, where 

<Zähringen= (a suburb of Freiburg) occurs. The main topic concerns 
y�evs9kyj9s contributions 

 

526 In RJPs there is a significant presence of Italian scholars. Jakobson9s relationship with Italy, which has 
been preliminarily sketched in Esposito (2018), significantly intensified during the American period, becoming 
strong as that with the French context. While Jakobson9s relationship with Lévi-Strauss has been largely studied, 
the analysis of Jakobson9s relationship with Italian scholars is still faintly. Eco9s reception of Jakobson and his 
tendency of consider him a master of semiotics is of note: <Let me assume that Jakobson has never written a book 
on semiotics because his entire scientific existence has been a living example of a Quest for Semiotics.= (Eco 
1977, 42). Besides Eco, there is still much to discuss about the role Jakobson played in the Italian academy, such 
as the influence he exerted on Silvio D9Arco Avalle (1970). The reception of the Jakobsonian writings in Italy is 
a topic which should require a more detailed discussion. 

527 For an analysis of the relationship between Jakobson and 
y�evs9kyj, see Mnich 3 Blaakiv (2016). They 
largely referred to the materials kept in 
y�evs9kyj9s at Heidelberg University. This correspondence started after 
Jakobson9s departure from Czechoslovakia. 
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to Slavische Rundschau. He informs Jakobson about articles or reviews and asks for advice. 

There are also more informal requests, such as for news about Bogatyrev or proposals on when 

to meet in Prague (in one letter, 
y�evs9kyj also asks if it could be possible to stay at 

Bogatyrev9s place). So, this correspondence is not relevant, except for the fact that it is possible 

to ascertain that the two scholars were near at that time. Among other people mentioned there 

are Mathesius, Gesemann and, obliviously, Bogatyrev. 

Nikolaj Durnovo 

Nikolaj Durnovo, a Russian linguist who specialised in dialectology and morphology, 

lived in Prague from 1924 to 1927.528 Toman collected letters from Jakobson to Durnovo 

between 1924 and 1927, kept at the Slavic library in Prague (Toman 1994, 76-111). As he 

states, in the <early 1920s [the letters] are characterised by relatively traditional approaches to 

sound change and dialectology= (ibid., 78). 

The correspondence with Durnovo differs from that with 
y�evs9kyj. Durnovo sent 

around sixty letters between 1928 and 1932, from Moscow and Minsk.529 Unlike those sent by 


y�evs9kyj, the subject matter of Durnovo9s letters does not only concern issues related to 

Slavische Rundschau. Durnovo9s letters are longer and more articulate than 
y�evs9kyj9s ones, 

often written on postcards.  

These letters are crucial to understand how the relationship between the two scholars 

evolved after Durnovo9s departure from Czechoslovakia. A preliminary analysis of these 

materials proves that Durnovo was still a crucial reference to Jakobson after their separation. 

The content of this correspondence is varied. At that time, Durnovo was struggling with his 

academic position and had several financial problems because after returning from 

Czechoslovakia he was not welcomed by Russian scholars. It was a hard time for Durnovo, 

who had to face the hostility of his colleagues. In his letters to Jakobson he does not hide his 

feelings: <I was very tired; I was writing the whole time, without doing anything else, and yet 

the work was coming along slowly.=530  

 

528 Concerning Durnovo9s activity in Czechoslovakia see Robinson (1992) and (2021). 
529 Concerning Russian scholars and Belarusian academy, see Robinson (2015). 
530 <�G5=L GEF4?; ?<E4? 6E5 6D5<O, =<G5< 4DG7<< =5 74=<<4OEL, < F5< =5 <5=55, D45>F4 ?>46<74?4EL 

<54?5==>.= 
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The most significant result of Durnovo9s research period in Czechoslovakia, the 

monograph Vvedenie k istoriju russkogo jazyka [Introduction to the History of Russian 

Language, 1927] was not positively received. For example, in a letter to Michail Speranskij, 

the Ukrainian scholar Vladimir Perec commented as follows: <Originally conceived, but rather 

clumsy: à la Durnovo, as he is. There are a lot of omissions=531 (Robinson 2015, 75-76). While 

reading Durnovo9s writings published in the interwar period, it is possible to notice a lack of 

innovation, especially regarding methodology. In this regard, he can be perceived a scholar 

who continued academic paths already started by others, such as Aleksej aachmatov or Evfimij 

Karskij, but without improving their approach. After he returned to Soviet Union, Durnovo 

pursued his relationship with scholars who worked in Czechoslovakia. For example, from the 

letters Durnovo sent to Jakobson we ascertain that he was still interested in Bogatyrev9s 

research about the Sub-Carpathian folklore, a region he visited. He was mainly interested in 

the dialects and  

emphasised the specificity of the historical existence of these dialects and 

stressed the special importance of their study: <A detailed study of the 

Carpathian-Russian dialects is extremely important for the history of Russian 

languages in general and Ukrainian in particular, since these dialects have not 

experienced a number of phenomena experienced by Ukrainian dialects, and 

allow us to judge about a very distant epoch in the history of Russian 

languages=.532 (Robinson 2021, 66)  

Durnovo often asks Jakobson to be informed about scientific progress in the West and several 

letters contain lists of books or requests for specific material. Beside this, Durnovo9s tendency 

to continue publishing in Czech journals also proves this intention of maintaining his 

relationship with the Czech academic context. He published for Byzantinoslavica and pursued 

his previous collaboration with Slavia. Relevant is then Durnovo9s collaboration with Slavische 

Rundschau, where he published under Jakobson9s invitation. Part of their correspondence is 

related to this topic, i.e., they discussed about the publication of articles or reviews. Jakobson 

evidently wrote to Durnovo in 1928 to ask whom he could contact for contributions to Slavische 

Rundschau, as he did with Trubeckoj. This can be deduced from a letter sent by Durnovo on 

 

531 <�D<7<=4?L=> 744G<4=>, =>4>6>?L=> =5G>?N65: ?> �GD=>6E><, >4> >= E4<. �D>?GE>>6 <4EE4.= 
532 <�E>5> >F<5G4? E?5F<D<>G <EF>D<G5E>>7> 5OF>64=<O MF<E 7>6>D>6 < ?>4G5D><64? >E>5>5 

7=4G5=<5 <E <EE?54>64=<O: 8�5F4?L=>5 <7GG5=<5 >4D?4F>DGEE><E 7>6>D>6 GD576OG4==> 646=> 4?O <EF>D<< 
DGEE><E O7O>>6 6>>5M5 < G>D4<=E>>7>, 6 G4EF=>EF<, F4> >4> MF< 7>6>DO =5 ?5D56<?< F5?O= DO4 O6?5=<=, 
?5D56<FOE G>D4<=E><<< 7>6>D4<<, < ?>76>?ONF EG4<FL >5 >G5=L >F44?5==>= M?>E5 6 <EF>D<< DGEE><E 
O7O>>69.= 
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16th of June 1928. In reply, Durnovo informs Jakobson about some scholars at the University 

of Minsk. At that time Durnovo was trying to gain a permanent position in the Belarusian 

academy, since he had several problems with the Russian one. The first name which occurs is 

that of Petr Buzuk, whom Durnovo describes as unsuitable for collaboration with Slavische 

Rundschau: his attitude was too blunt and subjective. This aversion can also be dethatched in 

the review Durnovo published a review about Buzuk9s book Korotka istorija ukraïns9koï movy 

[A Brief History of Ukrainian Language, 1924], stating that he was lacking originality: <In his 

exposition B.[ozuk] is not original, except for some excerpts, and repeats statements which are 

more or less established in the scientific community=533 (Durnovo 1925-1926, 583). In the 

closing remarks Durnovo negatively addresses to Buzuk9s scientific attitude: <Does B.[uzuk] 

really think that a bad student who makes more mistakes is braver than a good student who 

writes without mistakes?=534 (Durnovo 1925-1926, 597). Besides his critique, Durnovo 

mentions other possible contributors. He suggests, for example, Evgenij Bori
evskij since he 

considered him a better scholar than Aleksandr Voznesenskij, especially in the literary field. 

Durnovo constantly and detailly informs Jakobson about the development of his research, 

reporting some of his considerations about dialectology or history of Russian literature. 

Unfortunately, to date I have no evidence about the presence of Jakobson9s letters in Durnovo9s 

Russian archives. 

Andrej Durnovo 

In Slavische Rundschau9s archive, there are also letters sent to Jakobson by Durnovo9s 

older son, Andrej Durnovo. Their correspondence mainly regarded A. Durnovo9s involvement 

in the activity of the journal. From the letters we deduce that at that time he lived in Leningrad, 

where he was attracted by the city9s cultural and artistic life. While planning to publish a 

monograph dedicated to Leningrad9s cultural milieu, he asks Jakobson to give him some advice 

or remarks. This was his main interest, as we can clearly comprehend from an undated letter 

sent to Jakobson, in which A. Durnovo lists some periodicals (around 61) he previewed to read 

and follow in order to inform in Slavische Rundschau about Leningrad9s cultural life. In the 

same letter, he also proposes to prepare some bibliographies about the last books or studies 

appeared in Russia. 

 

533 <� <7?>65=<< �.[>7G>] =5 >D<7<=4?5=, 5E?< =5 EG<F4FL =5>>F>DOE G4EF=>EF5=, < ?>6F>DO5F 5>?55 
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Mark Aronson and Pavel Ettinger 

Remarkably frequent, although less significant to the interwar Czechoslovakian 

context, are the letters sent by Mark Aronson and Pavel Ettinger, who published several articles 

in Slavische Rundschau. Aronson was a Russian scholar who did his doctorate under the 

supervision of Trubeckoj in Vienna. For this reason, it could be assumed that his mentor warmly 

advised his participation in the Slavische Rundschau editorial project. Then, as Jakobson 

discussed in his article <On Visual and Auditory Signs= (Jakobson 1964), Aronson later 

returned to Russia and collaborated with Ejchenbaum in Leningrad.535 Ettinger was a Russian 

art historian and collector, who had no special education, but his role in the Leningrad artistic 

scene was significant. His contacts with Prague are not completely clear, but relevant to this 

was his assiduous correspondence in the early 1920s with the painter Pavel 
arybin, who was 

settled in the Czech capital (Demskaja 3 Semenova 1989). Of note is his activity in Prager 

Presse, where he published more than 130 articles (Mágr 1945, 13). Alongside Aronson and 

Ettinger, it is also possible to mention the art historian Aleksej Nekrasov. Since his 

collaboration with Slavische Rundschau was remarkably prolific, he also sent numerous letters 

to Jakobson, which contains information about the publication of contributions. 

Alfred Bem 

Bem was an active scholar in Prague, where he founded the Spole
nost Dostojevského 

[Dostoevskij9s Society] and was involved in the activities of the PLK. As I have already 

discussed (§ 2.4), in the 1930s, he edited some collections of Puakin9s works for the Czech 

publishing house Melantrich with Jakobson. He sent letters to Jakobson between 1928 and 

1930. In the first one (the 18th of May 1928), Bem thanks Jakobson for proposing that he 

contribute to Slavische Rundschau and asks if he can write about the correspondence between 

Dostoevskij and Turgenev. He makes various requests of Jakobson. For example, in 1930, he 

asked if Jakobson9s brother could translate his book on Dostoevskij into German (the 12th of 

May 1930).  

 

 

535 One of the most important results of the collaboration between Ejchenbaum and Aronson is the book 
Literaturnye kru�ki i saloni [Literary Circles and Salond] ([1929] 2001), which has an introductionary section 
with writings by Ejchenbaum, Aronson and Solomon Rejser. 
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Leopold Silberstein 

Silberstein lived in Berlin and actively contributed to the Czechoslovakian German 

press. After he emigrated to Prague in 1933, he participated in cultural and scientific initiatives. 

These letters from Berlin are written both in Russian and in German. Their content concerns 

Silberstein9s contributions to Slavische Rundschau and personal information. For example, in 

the one from the 6th of May 1932, he notifies that he will delay his departure from Berlin due 

to financial issues. Silberstein9s case corresponds to another important question related to 

Jakobson, his relationship with the German community of Prague, which intensified after the 

WWII. In RJPs there are at least three relevant correspondences, i.e., those with Friedrich 

Slotty, Antonín Stanislav Mágr, and Paul Eisner.  
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Conclusions 

This chapter concludes the thesis by summarising my research key findings. I will also 

acknowledge the limitations of the study and propose some possible future evolutions of the 

research.  

The main aim was to investigate and discuss the activity of Roman Jakobson in 

Czechoslovakia (1920-1939), focussing the analysis on a corpus of materials selected from his 

journalistic production. This analysis has been based on the concept of the <cultural transfer=, 

a methodology which examines the movement and interaction of ideas, practices, and cultural 

products between different cultures and national contexts. According to Michel Espange and 

Michael Werner, the central aim is on understanding how cultures are not static or isolated 

entities but are transformed through contact with others. In this thesis Jakobson has been 

questioned both as an active participant in this phenomenon, in Espagne and Werner9s words 

he was conceived as an <actor= or a <mediator=, and as an individual who was subjected to the 

processes inherent in cultural interaction, specifically adaptation and transformation as effects 

of contact with the <other=. The questions guiding the research were therefore twofold and 

complementary. The role Jakobson played as a cultural transfer between the Czech and Russian 

literary and academic context was considered together with the effects that this cultural 

interaction had on his evolution as a scholar. 

Considering the writings appeared during Jakobson9s Czechoslovakian phase, this 

period was put in dialogue with the scholar9s other phases, i.e., the Russian, the Scandinavian 

and the American one. Such a classification echoed the traditional interpretation of Jakobson9s 

career given by scholars, but it revealed to be just an operational solution. As repetitively 

emphasised, the period spent in Czechoslovakia was profoundly dynamical and in constant 

evolution. It naturally presents some <dominants=, such as specific references or the 

development of a certain methodology, but at the same time the layered system of interaction 

with the other <phases= suggests that such a rigid subdivision of Jakobson9s career is not an 

appropriate key of interpretation. Jakobson9s body of work should be considered as a whole 

divided accordingly to topics, rather than only temporally. This statement founds his 

justification in two more characteristics. First, the heterogeneity of Jakobson9s work. Second, 

Jakobson9s interest in certain topics does not follow any temporal or systematic evolution. 

Rather, his career developed according to a sinusoidal movement, in which topics emerge and 

then disappear, before emerging again to be investigated through a different lens. 
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The study developed according to the following structure. The first chapter described 

the Czech press, explaining its main characteristics and the role Jakobson played in it. The 

second chapter depicted Jakobson9s activity in the press considering the different genres he 

employed. During my analysis I have not analysed scientific articles, but only considered them 

as a reference. The third chapter delved into some relevant or recurrent topics of Jakobson9s 

journalistic activity, i.e., poetry and folklore. The fourth chapter discussed Jakobson9s writings 

about cinema. Finally, the fifth chapter was an analysis of Jakobson9s correspondences through 

unpublished materials founded in two archives, i.e., Slavische Rundschau9s collection kept at 

LA PNP in Prague and Roman Jakobson Papers kept at the MIT Distinctive Collections in 

Cambridge MA. 

In the first chapter (§ 1.1), while describing Prague journalistic context, the difficulties 

Jakobson encountered once he moved to Prague have been widely discussed. Among the 

problems he had to deal with there was the accuse of being a Bolshevik or a spy. Jakobson9s 

involvement in politics has always been denied, in first place by himself. Analysing his 

ideological writings (§ 2.2) and the polemic that arose against Konrad Bittner (§ 2.6.3) it is not 

possible to consider Jakobson as completely estranged to the political discourse. First, he 

considered the concept of <culture= in a political nuance as subject of a clash of nationalities. 

The concept of <nationality= is then discussed in the review of Erenburg and Savi
9s 

monograph about Russia and France (§ 2.5.2), in which Jakobson emphasised that the contact 

with the <other= could be beneficial to understand the <self=. Second, the polemic against 

Bittner must be interpretate as Jakobson9s attempt to fight the arising of Nazi ideology in the 

Prague academic milieu. This anti-Nazi behaviour emerged also in other writings, such as the 

report of the last international congress of linguists he participated in (§ 2.3) or the information 

about the issue published by the Spanish journal Emerita. Otherwise, Jakobson9s political 

engagement did not emerge while investigating his relationship with Eurasianism, which was 

a declared political movement. As demonstrated in the second chapter (§ 2.2) Jakobson9s 

involvement in the movement was more marginal than usually believed by scholars and did 

not contribute effectively to an evolution of the theories concerning the Eurasian geographical 

and linguistic space. 

As shown in the first chapter (§ 1.2), the periodicals in which Jakobson contributed 

were remarkably diversified, encompassing an amplitude of languages, i.e., Czech, German, 

Russian, and French. A trait which characterises most of the newspapers analysed in this thesis 
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is the affiliation with Masarykian government, e.g., Prager Presse or Lidové noviny. He also 

employed various journalistic genres. The intensive involvement in the press is a peculiar 

characteristic of this period that was not pursued during the American years, when he primarily 

focused on his academic work and became a proper scholar. From the analysis led in this thesis 

emerges that during the interwar period Jakobson9s figure was peculiar. He was not assimilated 

with the émigré community. Petr Bogatyrev was in the same position; he was not acquainted 

with the Russian émigré community. However, an analysis of their activity testifies that the 

despite his close collaboration with Bogatyrev, their involvement in the Czech context was 

different, as shown in the third chapter (§ 3.2). Jakobson was integrated in the Czech cultural 

context by assuming two typical inclinations. First, he conceived the relationship with the 

artistic milieu as a pivotal prerequisite for a scholar, especially while studying literature. This 

trait was both a heritage from his period in Russia and a behaviour widely diffused in the Czech 

context. Second, during the period spent in Czechoslovakia, Jakobson embodied a hybrid 

position between journalism and academy. The Czech press was characterised by this hybrid 

nuance, i.e., people involved in journalism came from different contexts. A journalist could be 

a scholar or a poet because the demarcation between the academic, the poetic and the 

journalistic sphere did not exist. 

For the purposes of this analysis, Jakobson9s activity within the Czech press has been 

divided into two phases, with 1929 serving as a watershed. This year marks the moment when 

his journalistic and academic role evolved. After passing through the initial period of critics 

and rejections, he got his doctoral title at the Deutsche Universität Prag and became a member 

of the editorial board of Slavische Rundschau. Later, he was also nominated professor at 

Masaryk University. This temporal division was purely operational, such as the distinction of 

Jakobson9s <phases=, as it is not possible to clearly distinguish between the different stages of 

Jakobson9s activity, even when these are marked by a moving, such as the one from Russia to 

Czechoslovakia in 1920.  

By identifying these two phases, it was possible to observe a typological distinction in 

the genres Jakobson employed. Indeed, while the twenties were characterised by a significant 

publishing of obituaries and reviews, the thirties saw a stronger focus on writing articles, both 

academic and non-academic. It was only with the attainment of formal recognition, both in the 

press and in the academic milieu, that Jakobson began to favour the publication of articles. The 

act of initially writing obituaries or reviews reflected his social position within the Czech 
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context. A position which, as has been repeatedly emphasised in this study, was undefined and 

unstable. In this regard, if one were to define Jakobson9s period in Czechoslovakia, the 

expression <the formation of a scholar= would be fitting. His engagement with writing 

obituaries or reviews was therefore a response to circumstances, as these were the only 

available spaced for him to express. This consideration founded his clarification while delving 

into the structure and the content of the texts selected for the analysis. I have observed 

Jakobson9s inclination to not respect the traditional shape of a genre and the lack of 

correspondence between the title of a writing and the development of its content. The 

publishing of obituaries or reviews also highlights a key difference from the American phase, 

where the publication of obituaries reflected a more deliberate intention aligned with the 

conventions of the genre. 

Unlike obituaries or reviews, Jakobson9s publication of polemics was not the result of 

specific circumstances, but rather stemmed from a different intention: the desire to engage with 

one of the most pivotal genres of Czech journalism at the time. This genre exhibited two distinct 

features. First, the polemic has been a fundamental genre in Czech journalism since the 

nineteenth century. As emphasised in the thesis, polemics were one of the most widespread 

and frequently debated genres in terms of both form and purposes. Second, it is a genre 

consistently employed by Jakobson, also during his American period. A telling example is the 

case of André Mazon (§ 2.6.2), who, as has been shown, represented a position diametrically 

opposed to Jakobson in the field of Russian studies for over forty years. The polemical 

relationship between these scholars exemplified a generational and transcultural clash, driven 

by methodological and conceptual divergences. Jakobson9s polemic approach was never 

merely deconstructive or an end to itself, but always aimed to engage in dialogue with the 

scholar under critique. While deconstructing the studies of other scholars, he consistently 

offered an alternative perspective, which in some cases resulted in a genuine rewriting of the 

original text. An example of constructive criticism can be identified in Jakobson9s relationship 

with Melniková-Papouaková, described in the second chapter (§ 2.5.1). 

As previously stated, it is not possible to clearly define the moment in which Jakobson 

disengaged from the Russian academic and cultural context, during which he was influenced 

by his active participation in Formalism and the philological-linguistic theories of his mentors, 

e.g., Aleksandr aachmatov and Filipp Fortunatov. A third name that can be added to this list is 

that of Georgij 
elpanov, who was responsible for the dissemination of Husserlian philosophy 
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in the Russian context. Upon examining Jakobson9s publications in the Czech press, references 

to these scholars, who were figures of encyclopaedic knowledge, repetitively occur, especially 

in obituaries. They represented a phase of the Russian academy that developed in the final three 

decades of the nineteenth century before being sweptwing away by the arising of new trends 

in research during the early twentieth century. While Saussurian western theories found 

resonance in the works of these scholars, especially in Baudoin de Courtenay, the Formalist 

school instead brought a significant change in the study of literature or linguistic. When 

discussing the persisting of Jakobson9s relationship with the Russian academy, it is essential to 

consider one aspect, that he did not view emigration as an isolated or independent context and 

that he did not conceive himself as an émigré. Maintaining communication and scientific 

dialogue with scholars who remained in Russia was crucial for him. This is evident in the 

correspondence discussed in the fifth chapter (§ 5.1). As demonstrated by the materials 

presented, Jakobson maintained strong ties with the Russian academic context, despite his 

decision not to continue his academic career in Russia. A notable example of this is the case of 

Jurij Sokolov, described in the third chapter (§ 3.2). 

The years spent in Russia remarkably influenced Jakobson9s later approach to literary 

studies, which was multifaced. First, he preserved the traditional approach of his masters, while 

overcoming it through the assimilation of new discoveries in the literary and linguistic field. 

This dialectical movement which converged in a <synthesis of methods= was one of the specific 

traits of Jakobson9s methodology. Second, his investigation developed through an 

interdisciplinary perspective, which emphasised the importance of a text9s linguistic tissue in 

relation to its rhetorical-stylistic dimension (i.e., in his analysis of Chlebnikov9s body of work 

in Novejaaja russkaja poezija) or its thematic one (i.e., in the case of Puakin9s myth of the 

statue). 

Concerning literature, in the third chapter poetry has been discussed as one of the 

pivotal topics analysed by Jakobson in the press. The analysis on his writings about Aleksandr 

Puakin (§ 3.1.1) and Boris Pasternak (§ 3.1.2) lead to some conclusions. Publishing these 

writings Jakobson contributed to the diffusion of their opus in the Czech context. While Puakin 

was already known thanks to a significant translational activity which already began in the 

nineteenth century, Pasternak9s writings spread in the Czech context only in the 1936 with the 

publication of Glejt (the transition of Ochrannaja gramota by Svatava Pírková) and the 

collection Lyrika (translated by Josef Hora). Differently from Puakin, Pasternak9s fortune in 
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the Czech context developed after the WWII, when an intense translational activity is observed. 

In his writings about the two poets, Jakobson addressed both to a specialised and a non-

specialised public. Concerning Puakin, except for the publication of the article in Slovo a 

slovesnost <Socha v symbolice Puakinov�=, Jakobson published some articles in Lidové noviny 

and as postfaces to the volumes he edited within Alfred Bem for the publishing house 

Melantrich. This editorial activity demonstrates Jakobson9s interest in promoting Russian 

literature abroad. As discussed in the second chapter (§ 2.4) Jakobson9s relationship with 

translation was mainly theoretical than practical. Regarding Pasternak, Jakobson published a 

longer version of <Randbemerkungen zur Prosa des Dichters Pasternak= in Slavische 

Rundschau and, later, a short version as postface of Glejt. The second version is of note because 

there are some cuts which simplify the comprehension of Pasternak9s prose for a non-

specialised reader. The fact that Jakobson9s writings about Puakin and Pasternak appeared in 

second half of the thirties, i.e., in the second phase of Jakobson9s journalistic activity, is also 

of note. If compared to writings published in the early twenties, such as the monograph about 

Chlebnikov, they represent a mature phase of Jakobson9s research about poetry. They do not 

present an <elliptic= style, but a more captive and organised structure, being more aligned with 

the writing appeared after the WWII. Concluding these remarks, it is of relevance to emphasise 

that the interwar period presents a pivotal distinction while comparing it to the American one. 

During the Czechoslovakian phase Jakobson9s comparative approach mainly encompassed 

Slavic literatures, while during the American one it was extended beyond the Slavic literary 

sphere. Regarding this, the interest of Jakobson for Russian literature indubitably played a 

pivotal role during the twenties, while the interest for Czech one emerged as prominent in the 

thirties, when he became more interested in different literary periods, from Middle Age to 

avant-garde. However, the comparative approach between the two literary contexts is a 

constant trait of the whole interwar phase, especially considering that in 1923 he published O 


easkom stiche, in which he analysed Czech prosody compared to Russian one. 

Another important question regarded Jakobson9s relationship with Formalism. The 

Czech period cannot be reduced to a moment in which the inheritance of the Formalist method 

led to the development of Structuralism. Analysing the writings published in the Czech press, 

it is evident that references to Formalist studies are relatively rare, with the exception of specific 

cases such as the monograph O 
easkom stiche, where Brik and Tomaaevskij9s writings on 

prosody were quoted as essential references, or the essay on film, <Úpadek filmu?=, where 

Ejchenbaum9s influence emerged. In his critique of Mazon, Jakobson referred to the meetings 
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of the MLK, reconstructed from memory, as the materials from Formalist research on language 

and revolution were never published in volume. The references to Formalism were more 

apparent in passages where Jakobson indirectly invoked them, regardless of whether this was 

intentional. A key example is his essay on Pasternak9s prose, where the influence of Tynjanov9s 

writings emerged not only on a theoretically but also conceptually. The coexistence of 

Formalism9s inheritance and Jakobson9s progressive distancing from its theoretical principles 

manifested in his lack of interest in themes that during the twenties became fundamental to 

OPOJAZ members. First, as emphasised in the third chapter (§ 4), his interest in 

cinematography was mainly personal and only due to some specific circumstances. Second, 

Ejchenbaum and aklovskij were significantly interested in Tolstoj9s work between the end of 

the twenties and the beginning of the thirties. Jakobson9s writings on these topics did not have 

significant weight in his research and instead showed a focus on Masaryk. Another feature that 

distinguishes Jakobson from Formalists like Tynjanov and aklovskij is his refusal to engage 

with the type of prose known in Russian as chudo�estvennaja (fictional prose). There is no 

evident interest in Jakobson9s work in publishing outside the field of criticism, except for his 

first collection of futurist poetry, published under the pseudonym Aljagrov. 

After summarising the main results, I intend to emphasise the possible evolutions of 

this research. Jakobson9s activity in Czechoslovakia represents a broad field of inquiry. In light 

of this, while preparing the corpus of texts for the analysis a selection was needed. The research 

conducted in this study could be expanded in several directions. Firstly, topics such as 

translation and polemics could be developed as independent theses. Secondly, the analysis 

could be extended to include topics which were excluded from this study, such as writings 

related to linguistics and Medieval studies.  

While investigating Jakobson9s activities in Czechoslovakia, it was essential to 

reference his American period to underscore the significance of his Czechoslovakian 

experience in shaping his academic career. Although Jakobson was more active in the Czech 

press than in the American one, a contrastive examination of his journalistic production during 

both periods would yield fruitful insights. 

Jakobson9s multifaceted and dynamical nature provides a layered selection questions 

which are worth of a further investigation, such as topics pertaining to Slavic and Germanic 

studies. For example, the role of German scholars in the PLK and the connections between 

Czech and Danish or Scandinavian scholars still need to be considered. Additionally, there are 
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research lacks related to specific scholas, e.g., Matija Murko, whose valuable Prague archive 

would benefit from more detailed research. 

The relations between Russia and the West, particularly from the perspective of the 

cultural transfer methodology, have been extensively analysed through the method theorised 

by Michel Espagne (1985). Nevertheless, research on this subject could benefit from new 

possible developments, and there are two specific topics which are of note. The first concerns 

the translation of Russian literary works into Czech. In this regard, one may challenge the idea 

expressed by Jakobson in 1967, during his interview with A.M. Ripellino, suggesting that 

members of the Czech avant-garde, and Czech authors in general, were unfamiliar with Russian 

literature. By examining the works that have appeared in translation in Czechoslovakia (both 

in Czech and German), we can deduce that cases such as those of Pasternak and Nezval, or 

Weil9s intense translation activity, should not be seen as exceptions but, rather, as examples of 

a phenomenon that has been continuously growing. Therefore, it would be valuable to study 

this phenomenon in light of Espagne9s methodology, considering the different political 

approaches that have shaped its development in the aftermath of WWII. The second topic 

regards the press since European journals have always played a fundamental role in integrating 

Russian scholars into the European context. A preliminary analysis reveals similarities between 

journals published in different national contexts, such as Slavia, Zeitung für slavische 

Philologie and Revue des études slaves. It would be beneficial to analyse the role of Russian 

scholars within the context of European publishing, by conducting a comparative study of 

specific contexts: the Czech, German, and French.  

In conclusion, the analysis presented in this study demonstrates that examining 

Jakobson9s Czech phase can still yield valuable insights, both regarding Jakobson himself and 

the context in which his work was situated. Jakobson's role as a cultural intermediary between 

the Czech and Russian contexts during this formative period of his scholarly development is 

of particular significance. This phase, situated between his academic training in Russia and his 

celebrated years as a professor at prestigious American universities, proves to be a crucial 

period in the evolution of the Jakobson9s figure.  
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Appendix. Tables of contents 

This appendix contains a diversified selection of materials. First, a table with 

Jakobson9s short obituaries published in Slavische Rundschau is provided. Then, I have 

transcribed some <uncollected writings= by Jakobson and writings about Jakobson quoted in 

this study, the <other writings=. In the last two section of the appendix I have proposed a 

selection of the materials founded during my archival research. The first section (§ A. 4) 

regards the correspondences from Slavische Rundschau9s collection, while the second (§ A. 5) 

proposes some writings from Roman Jakobson Papers. 

 

A.1 Obituaries in Slavische Rundschau 

 

A.2 Uncollected writings 

A.2.1 Roman Jakobson, <Z poematu Sestry blýskavice= (1920) 

A.2.2 Roman Jakobson, <Stanislav Neumann, Vesennie ritmy= (1925) 

 A.2.3 Roman Jakobson, <Gemeinsame Kultursprache= (1935) 

 A.2.4 Roman Jakobson, <Randbemerkunden zur Prosa des Dichters Pasternak= 
(1935) 

 A.2.5 Roman Jakobson, <Jazykov�da v republikánském apan�lsku= (1938) 

   

A.3 Other writings 

 A.3.1 <Ve Slovanském ústavu= (1929) 

 A.3.2 <Bolaevický agent ve Slovanském ústavu= (1929) 

 A.3.3 Utitled (1929) 

A.3.4 <Slovan9 Jakobson ze sov�tské misse 3 
lenem pra�ského Slovanského ústavu= 
(1929) 
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A.4 Correspondences (1920-1939) 

 A.4.1 Jurij Tynjanov 

 A.4.2 Boris Tomaaevskij 

 A.4.3 Boris �jchenbaum 

 A.4.4 Jurij Sokolov 

 A.4.5 Rosalije aor 

 A.4.6 Alfred Bem 

 A.4.7 Petr Savickij 

 A.4.8 Sergej Karcevskij 

 A.4.9 Leopold Silberstein  

A.5 Correspondences (1940-1982) 

 A.5.1 Nade�da Melníkova-Papouaková 

 A.5.2 Antonín Stanislav Mágr 

 A.5.3 Paul Eisner 

A.5.4 Nikolaj Vernadskij 

 A.5.5 Vladimir Nabokov  
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A.1 Obituaries in Slavische Rundschau 

 

Scholar Reference Notes 

Agrell Per Sigurd 1937, p. 278  

Aksenov Ivan 1935, p. 425  

Amfiteatrov Aleksandr 1938, p. 223 typescript in German 

Ani
kov Evgenij 1938, p. 70 manuscript in German 

Bagrickij Eduard 1934, p. 229 typescript in German 

Balijev Nikita 1936, p. 421  

Bruni Nikolaj 1936, p. 136  

Budzynovsk9kyj Vja
eslav 1935, p. 207  


ajkovs9kyj Andrij 1935, p. 281 typescript in German 


apygin Aleksej 1938, p. 71 
typescript in German 

(partially) 


echonin Sergej 1936, pp. 208-209  


elpanov Georgij 1936, p. 209 manuscript in Russian 


ertkov Vladimir 1937, pp. 63-64  

Chyl9ovyj Mykola 1933, p. 279  


i
erin Georgij 1936, p. 353 manuscript in Russian 

Dan
enko Vasilij 1936, p. 422  

Demidov Aleksej 1934, p. 303  

Dnistr9ans9kyj Stanislav 1935, p. 281  

Dobroklonskij Aleksandr 1938, p. 71 typescript in German 

Dolobko Milij 1936, pp. 65-66 manuscript in German 

Eisenmann Louis 1937, p. 279  
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Feinsilber Ilja 1937, p. 280  

Gal9kovskij Nikolaj 1933, p. 280 typescript in German 

Gil9jarovksij Vladimir 1935, p. 425  

Glazunov Aleksandr 1936, p. 209  

Glubokovskij Nikolaj 1937, p. 208  

Grot Konstantin 1934, p. 448 typescript in German 

Had�ega Vasyl9 1938, p. 224 typescript in German 

Hessen Sergej 1937, p. 137 typescript in German 

Holoskevy
 Hryhorij 1935, p. 353  

Husserl Edmund 1938, p. 302 
manuscript in Russian 
typescript in German 

Iochel9son Vladimir 1938, p. 71 
manuscript in Russian 
typescript in German 

Ippolitov Michail 1935, p. 135  

Istrin Vasilij 1937, p. 351  

Jacobsohn Hermann 1933, p. 280 typescript in German 

Jakobson L9ubov9 1937, p. 208 
manuscript in Russian  

typescript and in German 

Jakovlev Aleksandr 1938, pp. 303-304 
typescript in German  

(partially) 

Jarcho Arkadij 1937, p. 208 
manuscript in Russian 
typescript in German 

Jasinskij Anton 1934, p. 71 manuscript in Russian 

Kallinikov Josif 1934, p. 303  

Karinskij Nikolaj 1936, pp. 353-354 manuscript in Russian 

Karpinskij Aleksandr 1936, p. 354  

Kobil9nyk Volodymir 1937, p. 208 typescript in German 

Kokorudz Il9ja 1933, p. 280  

Kozlov Petr 1935, p. 425  
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Kuprijanov Nikolaj 1933, pp. 356-357  

Kurpin Aleksandr 1938, p. 408 typescript in German 

Kuzmin Michail 1936, p. 209 manuscript in Russian 

L9ubavskij Matvej 1937, p. 137 manuscript in Russian 

Lazarevskij Boris 1936, p. 422  

Leontovy
 Volodymyr 1934, p. 72  

Lerner Nikolaj 1934, p. 448 typescript in German 

Levinson Andrej 1934, p. 72 typescript in German 

Levyc9ka Sofija 1937, p. 425 typescript in German 

Levyc9kyj Volodymyr 1938, pp. 408-409 typescript in German 

Licha
ev Nikolaj 1936, p. 284  

Lopatyns9skyj Jaroslav 1936, p. 136  

Luna
arskij Anatolij 1934, p. 143 
manuscript in Russian 
typescript in German 

Mal9utin Sergej 1938, p. 72 typescript in German 

Malevi
 Kazimir 1935, p. 281  

Malyakin Aleksandr 1938, pp. 383-384 
manuscript in Russian 

manuscript in German (Rippl) 

Marr Jurij 1936, p. 354 manuscript in Russian 

Marr Nikolaj 1935, pp. 135-136 manuscript in Russian 

Meillet Antoine 1936, p. 422 manuscript in Russian 

Mendelson Nikolaj 1934, p. 230  

Metner Emilij 1936, p. 354 manuscript in Russian 

Michail Rozanov  
(N. Ognev) 

1938, p. 384  

Minclov Sergej 1934, pp. 143-144  

Minskij Nikolaj  
(Vilenkin) 

1937, p. 352  
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Nilov Ivan 1934, p. 72 
manuscript in Russian 
typescript in German 

Novakivs9kyj Olenska 1935, p. 426  

Novyc9kyj Oleksa 1934, p. 448  

Ol9denburg Sergej 1934, p. 230 typescript in German 

Ol9minskij Michail 1933, p. 281  

Ostrovskij Nikolaj 1937, p. 138 typescript in German 

Patovkova O. V. 1933, p. 281 typescript in German 

Peretc Vladimir 1936, p. 422 manuscript in Russian 

PetYík Stanislav 1938, p. 72 manuscript in Russian 

Podja
ev Semen 1934, p. 231 typescript in German 

Poletajev Nikolaj 1935, p. 208  

Poplavskij Boris 1936, p. 136 manuscript in German 

Rabotnov Leonid 1935, p. 354  

Rathaus Daniil 1937, p. 281  

Romanov Pantelejmon 1938, p. 305 
manuscript in Russian 
typescript in German 

Rozanov Matvej 1937, p. 65  

Rykovskij Jurij 1937, p. 208  

Sabov Evgenij 1935, p. 64 manuscript in Russian 

aal9apin Fedor 1938, p. 224 typescript in German 

Savickij-Dioneo Isaak 1935, pp. 208-209 
manuscript in Russian 
typescript in German 

a
erbyna Fedir 1937, p. 65  

a
ukin Sergej 1936, p. 137 manuscript in Russian 

Setälä Eemil Nestor 1935, p. 281 manuscript in German 

Sicins9skyj Jefym 1938, p. 151 typescript in German 
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Smal9-Stoc9kyj Stepan 1938, pp. 384-385 typescript in German 

Sreznevskij Vsevolod 1936, pp. 354-355  

Stolica L9ubov9 1934, p. 304  

Stolpner Boris 1937, p. 426  

Szober StatisCaw 1938, p. 409 typescript in German 

Taranovskij Fedor 1936, p. 137  

Thomson Aleksandr 1938, p. 225 manuscript in German 

Vas9utinskij Anton 1936, p. 66  

Vigotskij Lev 1935, p. 209 typescript in German 

Vinogradov Ivan 1936, p. 210 typescript in German 

Vladimircov Boris 1933, p. 281 manuscript in Russian 

Volkonskij Sergej 1938, p. 73 typescript in German 

Waldhauer Oskar 1935, p. 136  

Wóycicki Kazimierz 1938, p. 306 
manuscript in Russian 
typescript in German 

Zam9jatin Evgenij 1937, p. 210 typescript in German 

Zimmerman Michail 1935, p. 282 typescript in German 
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A.2 Uncollected writings 

 

A.2.1 Roman Jakobson, <Z poematu Sestry blýskavice= (1920) 

Originally published in Den: Kulturní list, 27/12/1920 (1/20), 19. 

Translation of the last paragraph of Velimir Chlebnikov9s Sestra molnii from Russian into 

Czech by Roman Jakobson. Signed <R. A.=. 

 

Z poematu >Sestry blýskavice< 

Kol úlu ulice 

hust� jak v
ely 

poletuji kule. 

Chv�jí se stoly 

bledne i sm�lý. 

V ulici dlouhé 

jak kule let 

znovu kulomet 

kosi, mete 

Jak smeták listy 

kulem drti 

kapitalisty. 

PYelo�il R. A.  
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A.2.2 Roman Jakobson, <Stanislav Neumann, Vesennie ritmy= (1925) 

Originally published in Nové Rusko, (1/5-6), 1925, p. 164. Translation from Czech into Russian 

by Roman Jakobson. Signed <R. Ja.=. 

 

%F4=<E?46 �5=<4=: 

�5E5==<5 D<F<O 

(�7 F<>?4 EF<E>6 1897-1902) 

5-7> <N=O <E?>?=<?>EL ?OFL45EOF ?5F >DG?=5=L5<G <7 E>6D5<5==OE G5LE><E ?<D<>>6 3 

%F4=<E?46G �5=<4=G. � F5G5=<5 FD<4F4F< ?5F ?<F5D4FGD=>= 45OF5?L=>EF< �5=<4=4 57> 

<5EF> 5O?> =5<7<5==> 6 464=74D45 G5LE>>= ?>M7<<. �5=<4= 5O?> 6 E6>5< D4==5< 

F6>DG5EF65 >4=<< <7 ?5D6OE G5LE><E ?<>=5D>6 <>45D=<7<4, 6 44?L=5=L5< >= ?5D6O= 

665? 6 G5LE>GN ?>M7<N <>F<6O <F4?LO=E>>7> DGFGD<7<4. �>E?5 =4F<>=4?L=>= 

D56>?NF<< 1918 7. �5=<4= 6OEFG?45F 6>EF>D65==O< ?D>?>654=<>>< >><<G=<7<4, < 

EF<E< EF4=>6OFEO 4?O =57> F>?L>> G44D=O< ED54EF6>< D56>?NF<>==>= 47<F4F<<. �4 

EF<E4E �5=<4=4 6>E?<F4=> <>?>4>5 ?>>>?5=<5 G5LE><E ?<D<>>6 ?56>7> DD>=F4. 

%5>D=<>< EF<E>6 �5=<4=4 3 >�=<74 N=>EFL < <OF564<, >�=<74 ?5E>6, 6>4 < 55D57>6<, 

>�>DOG<= 65F5D<, >�>6O5 ?5E=>?5=<O<, >�D4E=O5 ?5E=>?5=<O<. %5>D=<> F5>D5F<G5E><E 

EF4F5= 3 >�4 74D46EF6G5F 6<7=L<.536 

 

�5D56LO =4 E>?>=4E F65FGF, < 6>74GE G<EF >4> <?445=5F, 

?D<D>44, =56<==4O 4465 6 E6><E 7?>45O=LOE EGD>6OE, 

N=>EFL 7>65F > F>D65EF6G < > E>6>>G??5=LN EG4EF?<6OE& 

/ E>F5? 5O E57>4=O EOE>4FL FG G5FG, GF> 745OFL G<55F 

> >>7FOE, EF5D57GM<E 6> FL<5 G7?>6 GG6<E < 4><4L=<E, 

E>F5? 5O F65F>>< ?5GL =4 7DG4L, >>744 <=5F 55 <<?O= 6?5D6O5, 

 

536 The translation of the foreword follows: <On 5th of June, Stanislav Neumann, the greatest of contemporary 
Czech lyricists, turned fifty years old. During the thirty years of Neumann9s literary activity, he was invariably at 
the forefront of Czech poetry. Neumann was in his early work one of the first Czech pioneers of modernism, and 
later he was the first to introduce motifs of Italian Futurism into Czech poetry. After the national revolution of 
1918. Neumann became an enthusiastic preacher of communism, and poetry became for him only a percussive 
means of revolutionary agitation. The young generation of Czech left-wing lyricists was educated on Neumann9s 
poems. Neumann9s collections of poems are The Book of Youth and Rebellion, The Book of Forests, Waters and 
Shores, Hot Wind, New Chants, Red Chant. Collection of theoretical articles: Long Live Life.= 
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E>F5? 5O FD46>= ?>4 >5NOFLO<< F5? <>?>4OE ?>6<FLEO 

GF>5 =4 GFD>, D>E>= >>D>??5==O=, E=>64 674O<4?EO > E>?=FG 

E 6>E?><<=4=L5< D>E>>L=O<, GF> 5O? O ?>4GL>>N ?4E>>. 

 

%>F5? 5O ?>=F< FG44, 745 FDG4 65?<><= 65DL<FEO, 

745 E>7?4E=> <OLFO < 4GE <5D=O= 557 <4L<= =4?D46?ONF, 

< 745 D45>F4 ?N45= >?LO=O5F < >E6>5>6445F, 

E>F5? 5O ?5E=5= D>4<FLEO <7 GEF D45>G<E 55EE<5DF=OE, 

E?<64FLEO E 7G?>< >>?5E E<D5= ?>554=O< 6>5<, 

5OFL DG54E>= < 6?<FO64FL ?>F, =57D<<O= 6 7>DOG>5 D45>FO, 

E>F5? 5O 6<FLEO 65=F><, G>D4L4NM<< FDG4 7465DL5==O=, 

>>744, GE?5E>< 7>D44, >F4OE45F ?<E4O D45>F4. 

 

�M5 O E>F5? 5O > E>=<G F5E ??4<5==O= 4GL ?D<>5M<FLEO, 

>>F>DO5 6E?OL>< <OF56=O5 E?<?< 6 ?D5>D4E=O= E<=F57 

< E ?GG4<< 6 M54DOE DG>4E D4EE>4OFEO =O=5 ?> E65FG, 

6E5<, >F> ?>D45>M5=, =5EO <OF56=O5 <OE?<, 

=5EO =44564G =4 6<7=L G=<65==O< G =5<<GM<<; 

E>F5? 5O D4>5?>< 5OFL, F65D4O=L ?>46<74F5?5< EF4DOE, 
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> E>46<F5, 745 F4 ?N5>6L, GF> E>4<F ?> E65FG =474O, 

=5 5>OEL =< E>N74 7?G?F>6, ?>?>6 < ?<F5<5D>6, 
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< E GF>=G5==O< 7D4556>< =5 E6O74= F5?LN ?>7>D=>=, 
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>>D>>= >>D>?56E><E ?>EG?>6 =5=4EOM5==O= < E?<L>>< 7>D4O=, 

GF>5O 6>?>G<FLEO 65DF5?4<< ?4D?4<5=F>6 >565FL4?OE! 

 

� 5E?< 6O 7=45F5 =>6L, 745 F4>4O ?N5>6L D4EF65F45F, 

F4>>= >?LO=O5F FDG4, < F4>>= <OF56 D>4<FEO, 

?D<4<F5 6OD64FL E >>D=O<< D>EF>>, 6 5>DL55 <7=5<>7L<=, 

< ?>7DG7<F5 >>D=< 6 MFG EG4EF?<6GN 75<?N. 

�5D56>4 $. /. 

 

A.2.3 Roman Jakobson, <Gemeinsame Kultursprache= (1935) 

Originally published in Prager Presse, 06/06/1935 (153), p. 2. 

 

Gemeinsame Kultursprache 

Von Dr. Roman Jakobson, Professor der Masaryk-Universität, Brünn 

Die Ideologen des heutigen Rußland haben mehr als einmal gegen die vulgäre Identifizierung 

des internationalen Gedankens mit dem nationslosen Kosmopolitismus Einspruch erhoben. Sie 

kämpfen gegen die Ehrhebung der nationalen Abgeschiedenheit zu einem selbstgenügenden 

Götzen, sie tragen jedoch der nationalen Eigenart als einem wichtigen und wertvollen geistigen 

Faktor Rechnung und betrachten die Kultur und namentliche die Wissenschaft als national in 

ihrer Form und international in ihrem objektiven Gehalt. Die Formen der Beherrschung der 

objektiven Wirklichkeit sind mannigfaltig. Einer der führenden Vertreter der neuen russischen 

Wissenschaft, der unlängst verstorbene hervorragende Kulturhistoriker Oldenburg, betonte mit 

Recht, daß >jedes Volk, freilich aus verschiedenen Gründen, deren viele uns noch nicht ganz 

klar sing, seine spezifischen Eigentümlichkeiten sowohl in der Wahl der wissenschaftlichen 

Disziplinen, für die es ich besonders interessiert, als auch in den Methoden und Arten ihrer 

Erforschung besitzt<. 

En Kenner der Spitzenleistungen der russischen Wissenschaft wird darin mühelos verwandte 

Züge mit der klassischen russischen Literatur entdecken. Diese Eigentümlichkeiten treten 

ebenfalls in der Wissenschaft der Sovjetunion zutage, in welcher das russische 
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wissenschaftliche Erbe und das aktuelle russische Denken begreiflicherweise eine führende 

Rolle spielt, ohne jedoch dii Eigenart des Kulturlebens der einzelnen Nationalitäten der Union 

zu unterdrücken. Neben den nationalen Besonderheiten kommen hier unvermeidlich die für 

Rußland spezifischen historischen Bedingungen zum Ausdruck. So wurde beispielsweise die 

schwache Entfaltung der russischen klassischen Philologie mit Recht als Folge des Fehlens 

einer humanistischen Strömung in der Vergangenheit betrachtet; die ständige Neigung des 

russischen Denkens zum Hegelianismus wurde mit der Tradition der byzantinischen Dialektik 

in Verbindung gestellt; die traditionelle Verstaatlichung der Wissenschaft, eine 

Begleiterscheinung der besonderen Entwicklung der russischen Staatwesens und 

Gesellschaftslebens, hatte, wie Oldenburg, treffend bemerkte, die weitern Schicksale der 

russischen Wissenschaft vorbestimmt, und in dieser Hinsicht ist die Sovjetwissenschaft >ein 

direkter Erbe der revolutionären petrinischen Wissenschaft<. Die außerordentliche Zuspitzung 

der sozialwirtschaftlichen Gegensätze im russischen leben des 19 Jhs. bedingte im Vergleich 

mit dem Westen ein erhöhtes Interesse der russischen historischen Wissenschaften für die 

entsprechende Problematik, so daß die Sovjetwissenschaft auch in dieser Hinsicht die ältere 

Tradition nur fortsetzt und vertieft. Auch die geopolitischen Bedingungen mußten dem 

wissenschaftlichen Leben ihren Stempel aufprägen; ein Territorium, das sich über ein Sechstel 

der Welt ausbreitet, rief dringend nach einer breit angelegten synthetischen Erforschung, 

währen die kleinliche Mikrologie, die in der Heimatkunde kleinerer Länder eine nicht geringe 

Rolle spielt, hier naturmäßig in den Hintergrund trat. Nicht nur der Umfang, sondern auch die 

qualitativen Eigentümlichkeiten des russischen Raumes diktierten der dortigen Wissenschaft 

ihre spezifischen Forderungen. Die grundlegende Verschiedenheit der sozialpolitischen 

Verhältnisse in der Sovjetunion und im Westen mußte natürlich auch die Eigenart des 

wissenschaftlichen Schaffens wesentlich steigern. 

Bedarf es eines Hinweises, daß die besondere Art der heutigen russischen Wissenschaft, ihre 

charakteristische Auswahl und Behandlung der Frage eine erhöhte Aufmerksamkeit der 

westeuropäischen kulturellen Elite für diese besondere wissenschaftliche Welt erfordert? Muß 

man daran erinnern, daß es mehrere Gebiete gibt, die entweder ausschließlich von der 

modernen russischen Wissenschaft oder wenigstens von ihr am gründlichsten und tiefsten 

bearbeitet sind? Hierher gehören z.B. Bodenkunde, Geochemie, physikalisch-chemische 

Analyse, Reflexologie, mathematische Wahrscheinlichkeitstheorie, Arktisforschung, 

Mongolenkunde, Nomadenkunde, einige Fragenkreise der Volkskunde, einige Zweige der 

Medizin. Es mangelt sich an Anerkennungen berufener Vertreter der westlichen Wissenschaft 
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für die neuen Errungenschaften der russischen Natur- und Geisteswissenschaften, der reinen 

sowie der angewandten. 

Abgesehen von wenigen Ausnahmen ist jedoch der wissenschaftliche Kontakt des Westens mit 

der UdSSR immer noch viel zu gelegentlich, episodisch, privat, unorganisiert. Infolgedessen 

werden im Auslande einzelne, isolierte Erscheinungen des sovjetrussischen wissenschaftlichen 

Lebens bekannt, einzelne Fragmente, nicht aber das ganzheitliche Bild der Wissenschaft des 

neuen Rußland in ihren Grundtendenzen. Indessen sind an der neuen Sovjetwissenschaft nicht 

so sehr die Einzelheiten belehrend, als ihr allgemeines ununterbrochenes Streben, die 

Zerstückelung des Wissens zu überwinden und die membra desjecta der Einzelfächer durch ein 

einheitliches gebundenes System der koordinierten Wissenschaften zu ersetzen. 

Die europäische romantische Wissenschaft was ein Versuch einer allgemeinen globalen 

Konzeption des Weltalls, die Antithese dieser Epoche 3 die positivistische Wissenschaft 3 

opferte den Totalitätsgedanken um den Preis den Anhäufung eines möglichst reichhaltigen 

Tatsachenmaterials, um den Preis der Eroberung verschiedenartigster Teilwahrheiten; die 

Gegenwart sucht nach einer Synthese, sie will den allgemeinen Sinn, die gesetzmäßige Struktur 

des Geschehens nicht aus dem Auge verlieren, dabei aber rechnet sie mit dem großen 

Tatsachenvorrat, der von der vergangenen Epoche angehäuft wurde. In ihrem Kampfe um die 

Überwindung des atomistischen Verfahrens muß die heutige europäische Wissenschaft den 

imponierenden Sovjetversuch, eine ganzheitliche wissenschaftliche Weltanschauung 

aufzubauen, die sämtliche Einzeldisziplinen umfaßt, berücksichtigen und nach Gebühr 

würdigen, sie muß diesen Versuch zur Kenntnis nehmen, mögen ihr seine Ausgangspostulate 

noch so fern und fremd sein. Mit dem Kampf der europäischen Wissenschaft gegen den 

Atomismus des Wissens ist ebenfalls das Bestreben nach der Überwindung der Anarchie des 

wissenschaftlichen Schaffens, des von der jüngsten Vergangenheit übernommenen äußersten 

Individualismus der Forschung verbunden. Die russischen großzügigen Versuche der Planung9 

der Wissenschaft sind daher für die westlichen Gelehrten besonders aufschlußreich 4 trotz 

ihrer unvermeidlichen Fehler und Mißgriffe, zum Teil auch gerade wegen dieser Fehler und 

Mißgriffe.  

Die Bekanntschaft der westlichen Welt mit der russischen planierten Wissenschaft müßte eine 

planmäßige sein, um Früchte zu tragen. Die Wissenschaft der Sovjetunion bedarf ihrerseits 

eines dauernden planmäßigen Kontaktes mit der westlichen wissenschaftlichen Welt. Lediglich 

unter der Voraussetzung eines derartigen unmittelbaren Kontaktes können, um eine beliebte 
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Redensart der Sovjetblätter zu gebrauchen, an der breiten wissenschaftlichen Front die Grund-

postulate verwirklicht werden, die von der Sovjetöffentlichkeit aufgestellt sind: sich der 

Technik zu bemächtigen und einen hochqualifizierten Nachwuchs zu schaffen. Wir täten der 

russischen Wissenschaft unrecht, wenn wir ihre reichen technischen Erfahrungen leugnen 

wollten, doch wirkte sich stets in der russischen Wissenschaft dieser Mangel an Arbeitern am 

ungünstigsten aus, und die allzu dünne Schicht ihrer Kräfte, ihre Qualität, die von keiner 

entsprechenden Quantität unterstützt wurde, machte öfters selbst ihre an sich hervorragenden 

Leistungen zunichte. Gerade darum erwies sich die geniale chemische Entdeckung des Russen 

Lomonosov als ergebnislos, während die spätere Entdeckung des nämlichen Gesetzes. durch 

den Franzosen Lavoisier den Anfang einer neuen Aera in der Geschichte der internationalen 

Chemie machte. Die Geschichte der russischen Wissenschaft wimmelt von derartigen 

Beispielen. Daher gebricht es in Rußland sehr häufig an jener Technik der Wissenschaft, die 

eine große Zahl qualifizierter Arbeiter erfordert, und eben auf diese Gebiete, zum Beispiel in 

der wichtigen Arbeit der Herstellung verschiedener Spezialatlanten, müßte man sich zu der 

westlichen Wissenschaft in die gründliche Lehre begeben. Nur durch ununterbrochene und 

allseitige Verfolgung der Entwicklung der westlichen Wissenschaft kann man sich vor der 

wiederholten >Entdeckung Amerikas< bewahren 4 einem Vorgang, der in den Chroniken der 

russischen Wissenschaft öfters vorkommt und eine zwecklose Vergeudung kostbarer 

Forschungsenergie bedeutet. Die geringe Zahl der wissenschaftlichen Kräfte bringt einen 

Mangel an qualifizierter streng wissenschaftlicher Kritik mit sich, was wiederum zu 

gelegentlicher Unterschätzung wichtiger Erscheinungen auf dem Gebiete der einheimischen 

Wissenschaft oder zu nicht minder schädlicher Überschätzung wert-loser Neuerungen führt. 

Darum ist selbst vom Standpunkt der Erfolge der Sovjetwissenschaft die aktive Beteiligung 

der westlichen Kritik an der Besprechung der Neuerscheinungen der russischen Wissenschaft 

wünschenswert. Unbedingt not-wendig ist die tätige Mitarbeit der Sovjetwissenschaftler an den 

westlichen wissenschaftlichen Kongressen und umgekehrt, sowie ein regerer und 

planmäßigerer Austausch von Büchern und wissenschaftlichen Arbeitern, namentlich von 

wissenschaftlichem Nachwuchs. Die Verschiedenheit der ideologischen Voraussetzungen ist 

kein Hindernis. Nicht selten trägt eine fremde Anregung, auf einen anderen ideolo-gischen 

Boden verpflanzt, reiche Früchte. War denn das Verhältnis Marxens zur Lehre Hegels ein 

anderes gewesen? In einer Rede, die Stalin Anfang vorigen Jahres gehalten hatte, heißt es: 

>Bekanntlich hatte das alte Rom auf die Vorfahren der heutigen Deutschen ebenso 

herabgeschaut, wie die Vertreter der :höheren Rasse9 heute auf die slavischen Stämme 

herabschauen. Bekanntlich hatte sie das alte Rom als :niedrigere Rasse9, als :Barbaren9 
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behandelt, die dazu da sind, um bei der :höheren Rasse9 in ewiger Botmäßigkeit zu bleiben, 

wobei das alte Rom dazu gewissermaßen berechtigt war, was keineswegs für die Vertreter der 

heutigen :höheren Rasse9 zutrifft. Was ist aber daraus geworden? Geworden ist daraus, daß 

alle :Barbaren9 sich gegen den gemeinsamen Feind vereinigt und Rom mit Krach umgestoßen 

hatten.< Wenn trotz verschiedener ideologischer Basen eine gemein-same politische Sprache 

zur Verteidigung der Welt gegen abenteuerliche Angriffe möglich und notwendig ist, warum 

sollte nicht eine gemeinsame kulturelle Sprache möglich und erforderlich sein, um die 

Motivierung derartiger Angriffe zu kritisieren, um gemeinsam gegen eine >sonderbare 

Theorie< zu kämpfen, die, um ein weiteres Wort aus der zitierten Rede zu verwenden, >ebenso 

weit von der Wissenschaft entfernt ist wie der Himmel von der Erde< ? 
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A.2.4 Roman Jakobson, <Randbemerkunden zur Prosa des Dichters Pasternak=537 (1935) 

Originally published in Slavische Rundschau, (7), 357-374. 

 

1. 

�?4EE<D<>4F<< L>>?L=OE GG55=<>>6 GE?>>><F5?L=> ?D>EFO. �D>74 3 ?>M7<O. � <564G 

F5< D47=<F4 <564G ?D>7>= ?>MF4 < ?D>7>= ?D>74<>4 (<?< E>>F65FEF65==> <564G EF<E4<< 

?D>74<>4 < EF<>4<< ?>MF4) =5 <5=55 D47<F5?L=4. �>D5F <45F ?> D46=<=5, 5<G =5 74 GF> 

74F5?<FLEO, >= E?>FO>45FEO > 55 7?44L. �7> ?>EFG?L ?<5> FD>74F5?L=> =5G>?N64, ?<5> 

?>6>4G5E>< <E>GE=4; >4> FO F> =< 5O?>, MF> =5 57> D>4=4O ?>E>4>4, L47< >MGF<F5?L=O 

>4> ?4, =4?DO65=<5 =4?<F>. �O G5F>> >F?<G45< >F D>4=>7> O7O>4 ?D<>5D5F5==O=, E>FO 

5O >= 5O? 557G>>D<7=5==> GE6>5=. �>=5G=> =5 ?D<E>4<FEO >FD<F4FL E?GG456 

?>4?<==>7>, 45E>?NF=>7> 46GO7OG<O. '<F4O ?D>7G �GL><=4 <?< �4E<, �5D<>=F>64 <?< 

�5==5, �4EF5D=4>4 <?< �4??4D<5, <O =56>?L=> 4<6<<EO, >4> MF< EG4>6=<>< >6?445?< 

<=>O7OG=O<< ED54EF64<< < 6 F> 65 6D5<O =5<7556=> G?46?<645< GG65EFD4==O= 

>F?5G4F>> 6 4>F5=F5 < 6=GFD5==>= D>D<5538, 3 MF> 5?5EFOM<5 6O?47>< E 7>D ?>M7<< 6 

?D>7G D46=<=O. 

�> >E>55==O= >F?5G4F>> ?56<F =5 F>?L>> =4 ?D>75 ?>MF4, EGM5EF6G5F ?D>74 ?>MF<G5E>>= 

M?>E<, ?D>74 ?<F5D4FGD=>7> F5G5=<O, 45D64M57> >GDE =4 EF<E<, >F?<G=4O >F ?D>7O 

?<F5D4FGD=OE M?>E < L>>?, >D<5=F<D>64==OE ?D>74<G5E><. �5D54>6O5 ?<=<< DGEE>>7> 

E?>65E=>7> <E>GEEF64 ?5D6OE 45EOF<?5F<= =4L57> 65>4 ?D<=44?564F ?>M7<<, <<5==> 

?>M7<O 745EL >E>7=45FEO >4> 55E?D<7=4>>6>539, >4=>=<G5E>>5 ?D>O6?5=<5 ?<F5D4FGDO, >4> 

G<EF>5 6>??>M5=<5. � E<<6>?<7<, < ?>E?54>646L55 ?<F5D4FGD=>5 5D>65=<5, =5D54>> 

>5N54<=O5<>5 ?>4 >?<G>>= «DGFGD<7<», ?D54EF46?5=O ?>GF< <E>?NG<F5?L=> ?>MF4<<, < 

>>744 <=O5 <7 =<E 6EFG?4NF =4 ?GFL ?D>7O, MF> E>7=4F5?L=O= G>?>=, E65DE?D>7D4<<=O= 

>?OF EF<E>F6>D=>7> 6<DFG>74. �4 =5<=>7<<< <E>?NG5=<O<< ?D>D5EE<>=4?L=4O 

EG4>65EF65==4O ?D>74 MF>= M?>E< 3 F<?<G=>5 M?<7>=E>>5 ?D><76>4EF6>, <5=55 <?< 5>?55 

GE?5L=> 6>E?D><76545=<5 >?4EE<G5E><E >5D47F>6; <=F5D5E MF<E E>G<=5=<= E6>4<FEO 

 

537 In the typesctipt Jakobson did not provide a Russian title, but directly the German one. This title is 
provided by the editor. (M.M.) 

538 Innere Sprachform. 
539 Merkmallos. 
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=>6>EFL E>EF><F 6 E<FD>G<=>< ?>47>=5 =>6>= F5<4F<>< > G=4E?54>64==><G FD4D4D5FG. 

-F4 ?D>74, 6 ?D>F<6>?>?>6=>EFL 6OE>>><G 6=GFD5==5<G =4?DO65=<N E>6D5<5==>= 5= 

?>M7<<, 65?<>4 <E>?NG<F5?L=> F5<, GF> 6>-?5D6OE >>744-F> �>7>?L < &>?EF>= 6OE>>> 

676<=F<?< E?D>E =4 >4G5EF6>, < 6>-6F>DOE >DG?=O <4ELF45O F5>GM5= 45=EF6<F5?L=>EF<. 

-6>?NF<>==4O F5==>EFL MF>= E>F>= ?D>6<=F<< DGEE>>7> >?4EE<G5E>>7> D54?<7<4 6 
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?D<>F>DO645F <76<?<EFO5 ?GF< > =>6><G D4EF65FG DGEE>>= ?D>7O[. &4>] >4> 6 E6>5 6D5<O 

?D>74 �GL><=4 < �5D<>=F>64 >?>65EF<?4 > 5?<7>EF< 65?<>>?5?=>7> ?D>74<G5E>>7> 
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?>MF<G5E>>= EF<E<, F4> < F4<, 745 >=4 E =4D>G<FO<, =4?DO65==O< GE<?<5< 

>FF4?><645FEO, >FDO645FEO >F MF>= EF<E<<. �5 <5=55 EGM5EF65= >5M<= >>=F5>EF 

?<F5D4FGD=>7> F6>DG5EF64, F.5. 57> D>?L 6 F5?>EF=>< >>=F5DF5 <E>GEEF6. $47?<G=4 

<5D4DE<O EG4>65EF65==OE F5==>EF5= 6 >>=F5?F<< >F45?L=OE EG4>6=<>>6 < 

EG4>65EF65==OE F5G5=<=: 4?O >?4EE<F<7<4 <7>5D47<F5?L=>5 <E>GEEF6>, 4?O D><4=F<7<4 

<G7O>4, 4?O D54?<7<4 E?>65E=>EFL 5EFL 65DL<==>5, >5D47F>6>5, ?D545?L=>5 ?D>O6?5=<5 

<E>GEEF64 6>>5M5. �5FL < D4EF6>DOFLEO 6 <G7O>5 ?D<>474=> D><4=F<G5E>><G EF<EG, 

=4?D>F<6 6 <G7O>4?L=>= 4D4<5 < ?D>7D4<<=>= <G7O>5 D54?<EF<G5E>>= M?>E< <E>GEEF6> 

76G>4 <M5F ?D<5?<65=<O > ?<F5D4FGD5. %<<6>?<7< 6 7=4G<F5?L=>= <5D5 ?>4E64F<? 

?>7G=7 D><4=F<>>6 >5 <E>GEEF65, FO7>F5NM5< > <G7O>5. �D5>4>?5=<5 >E=>6 E<<6>?<7<4 

=4G4?>EL 6 6<6>?<E<, < =4 ?5D6OE ?>D4E DGFGD<EF<G5E>>7> <E>GEEF64 6<6>?<EL 

74=<<45F >><4=4=O5 6OE>FO. �4?55, ?> <5D5 >5=465=<O 7=4>>6>= ?D<D>4O541 <E>GEEF64, 

?>M7<O EF4=>6<FEO >4> 5O ?>>474F5?L=O< E>7O=EF6>< EG4>65EF65==>7> =>64F>DEF64. 

&5=45=F<N > >F>65EF6?5=<N <E>GEEF64 E ?>M7<5= ?D>O6?ONF 6E5 ?>MFO 

DGFGD<EF<G5E>>7> ?>>>?5=<O. «�E>GEEF6> 6 F5?><, <=O<< E?>64<<, - ?>M7<O», 7>6>D<F 

�4EF5D=4>. �> 6>7=<>=>65=<5 MF>= <5D4DE<< G >F45?L=OE ?>MF>6 D47?<G=>, D47?<G=O 

?GF<, 654GM<5 <E > ?>M7<<, D47?<G=O <E F>G>< >F?D46?5=<O. �4EF5D=4>, G55645==O= 

 

540 Eingestellt. 
541 Zeichencharakters. 



 
 

304 

GG5=<> «<E>GEEF64 %>DO5<=4, �?>>4, �><<EE4D656E>>=, �5?>7>», F.5. E<<6>?<EFE>>= 

L>>?O, ?D<L5? > ?>M7<< >F <G7O><, > >>F>D>= G =57> 5O?> E4D4>F5D=>5 <<5==> 4?O 

E<<6>?<EF>6 >G?LF>6>5 >F=>L5=<5. �4O>>6E>><G FD4<??<=>< > ?>M7<< 5O?4 6<6>?<EL. 

�D< 6E5< <=>7>>5D47<< EG4>65EF65==OE 7444G, >>F>DO5 EF46<? ?5D54 E>5>N 

%?55=<>>6, E?>6> 5O?> 57> 54<=EF65==O< < =5<7<5==O< <4F5D<4?><. �O <>7?< 5O 

E>474FL, GF> �4O>>6E><= >?<F5F6>DO5F 5GDN < =4F<E>542 6 D476<F<< DGEE>>= 

?>E<<6>?<EF>>= ?>M7<<, %?55=<>>6 55 =4<5>?55 >FEF>O6L<5EO, =4<5>?55 E6>5>5D47=O5 

4>EF<65=<O, 4 F6>DG5EF6> �4EF5D=4>4 O6?O5FEO >4> 5O E6O7GNM<< 765=>< <564G 

[E<<6>?<7<>< < ?>E?54GNM5= L>>?>=] >55<<< L>>?4<<. � E>FO D<7<>=><<O 

%?55=<>>64 >?D545?<?4EL D4=LL5 �4O>>6E>>7>, 4 �4O>>6E>>7> D4=LL5 �4EF5D=4>4, <O 

5O?< 5O ?D46O 6 F>< E<OE?5, GF> G<F4F5?L, F4=FGNM<= >F ?5G>< E<<6>?<7<4, 5O? 7>F>6 

?D<=OFL �4EF5D=4>4, 74F5< =5<<=G5<> E?>FO>4?EO > �4O>>6E>>7> <, =4>>=5F, >4>?56 

57>, ?D<=<<4?EO 74 <7=GD<F5?L=GN >E44G %?55=<>>6E><E F65D4O=L. �4=4>> 6EO>4O 

?>?OF>4 FD4>F>64FL ?<E4F5?5= >4=>= 6D5<5==>= 6>?=O >4> >F45?L=O5 765=LO 

[>4=>>>?5==>=] ?<F5D4FGD=>= M6>?NF<< < GEF4=>6<FL ?>E?54>64F5?L=>EFL MF<E 765=L56 

6E5744 GE?>6=4 6 E6>5= >4=>EF>D>==>EF<. �D>4>?64O FD44<F<N 6 >4=<E >F=>L5=<OE, 

?>MF F5< D5L<F5?L=55 >FF4?><645FEO >F =55 6 <=OE E5>F>D4E; D46=> >FD<F4=<5 FD44<F<< 

=<>>744 =5 5O645F >7G?L=O<: M?5<5=FO >FD<F4=<O >MGF<<O ?<LL 6 E>G5F4=<< E 

M?5<5=F4<< <=5DF<<. �>MF><G �4EF5D=4>, E4< >E>7=4NM<= E55O 6 E6>5< ?<F5D4FGD=>< 

7444=<< ?D>4>?64F5?5< E<<6>?<7<4, 6 F> 65 6D5<O ?>=<<45F, GF> <7 EFD5<?5=<O 

?>6F>D<FL < G65>>65G<FL EF4DL55 <E>GEEF6> =5<7556=> 6>7=<>4?> =>6>5. �5D5E>47 

?>?GG4?EO «L<5G5 < 7>DOG5=» >D<7<=4?4, < MF> >>?<G5EF65==>5 >F?<G<5 74>>=><5D=> 

?D56D4M4?>EL 6 >4G5EF65==>5. �45EL, E>7?4E=> E4<>=45?N45=<N ?>MF4, «=>6>5 

6>7=<>4?> =5 6 >F<5=G EF4D><G&, => E>65DL5==> =4?D>F<6, 6 6>EE<M5==>< 

6>E?D><76545=<< >5D47F4». �5D4F=> �4O>>6E><= E>7=4F5?L=> 6OEFG?<? <<5==> 6 

>F<5=G EF4D>= ?>M7<<, < F5< =5 <5=55 GGF><= =4 E<<6>?<7< �4EF5D=4> ?D46<?L=> 

G?46?<645F 6 «D><4=F<G5E>>= <4=5D5» �4O>>6E>>7> < >D>NM5<EO ?>4 =5N 

<<D>6>E?D<OF<< E7GM5==>5 =4E?54<5 >F65D7=GF>= 6><=EF6GNM<< DGFGD<EF>< 

?>MF<G5E>>= L>>?O. � G5< 65 45?>? �>64F>DEF6> �4EF5D=4>4 6 F4> 65 DD47<5=F4D=>, 

>4> < E6O7L E ?<F5D4FGD=O< ?D>L?O<. �D54EF46<< E555 464 D>4EF65==OE O7O>4, 

D47=OM<EEO =5 F>?L>> =>6>>5D47>64=<O<<, => < ?D4O7O>>6O<< >F?>65=<O<<: =5D54>> 

E>ED4=5==>5 >F >5M57> <EF>G=<>4 6 >4=><, G?D474=5=> 6 4DG7>< < >5D4F=>. -F< 464 

 

542 Sturm und Drang. 
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O7O>4 3 ?>MF<G5E><5 <<DO �4O>>6E>>7> < �4EF5D=4>4, >5M<= ?D4O7O> 3 ?>MF<G5E>4O 

E<EF5<4 E<<6>?<7<4. &5<4 44?L=5=L<E 74<5G4=<= 3 F> =5>5OG=>5 6 F6>DG5EF65 

�4EF5D=4>4, GF> >F<5656O645F 57> >F ?D54L5EF65==<>>6, >FG4EF< >5>E>5?OO, >FG4EF< 

=4?D>F<6 D47<F5?L=> E5?<64O E E>6D5<5==<>4<<, < ?D>O6?O5FEO ?>64?G= 6E57> 

=47?O4=5= 6 57> ?D>75 E 55 ?D544F5?LE>>= =5>?OF=>EFLN ?>EFG?<. 

 

2. 

'G55=<>< G65D5==> D477D4=<G<64NF ?<D<>G < M?>E. %E5<4F<7GO ?D>5?5<4F<>G 4> 

7D4<<4F<G5E>>= ?D>EF>FO, <O <>65< E>474FL, GF> 4?O ?<D<>< <EE>4=>= F>G>>= 

>><4=4GNM5=543 F5<>= 6E5744 O6?O5FEO ?5D6>5 ?<F> =4EF>OM57> 6D5<5=<, 4 4?O M?>E4 

FD5FL5 ?<F> ?D>L54L57> 6D5<5=<. �4>>6O 5O =< 5O?< ?D54<5FO ?<D<G5E>>7> 

?>65EF6>64=<O, MF> 6E5744 ?<LL 4FD<5GFO, ?<LL 4>E5EEG4DO, ?<LL D>= ?5D6>7> ?<F4, < 

5E?< D5GL <45F > ?D>L?><, ?<D<G5E>>5 ?D>L?>5 ?D54?>?4745F 6E?><<=4NM57> EG5N5>F4. 

�5D4F=> 6 M?>E5 =4EF>OM55 6D5<O =4EF>=G<6> >FEO?45FEO 6 ?D>L?>5, 4 «O» 

?>65EF6>64F5?O 5E?< < ?>O6?O5FEO, F> ?<LL >4> >4=> <7 45=EF6GNM<E ?<F, [3] MF> 

>5N5>F<6<D>64==>5 «O» 6OEFG?45F 6 >4G5EF65 >4=>= <7 D47=>6<4=>EF5= 3-L57> ?<F4, ?>MF 

>4> 5O E<>FD<F =4 E55O E> EF>D>=O; 745EL <>65F [=4>>=5F] 44?55 E<7=4?<7>64FLEO544 «O» 

6 >4G5EF65 F>G>< 74EN5<><, => =<>>744 MF> F>G>4 =5 E?<645FEO [?D< MF><] FGF E ?D54<5F>< 

74EN5<><, <=O<< E?>64<<, ?>MF 6 D>?< «?D54<5F4 ?<D<><, >F ?5D6>7> ?<F4 

>5D4M4NM5=EO > <<DG» M?>EG 7?G5>>> GG64. 

$GEE><= E<<6>?<7< =4E>6>7L ?<D<G5=, 57> M?<G5E><5 M?<7>4O 3 E4D4>F5D=O5 ?>?OF>< 

?<D<>>6 747D<<<D>64FLEO ?>4 M?>E; 6 ?>E?5E<<6>?<EFE>>= ?>M7<< ?D><EE>4<F 

D4EM5??5=<5 64=D>6: ?D< O6=>< ?D56>EE>4EF65 ?<D<G5E>>= <=5DF<<, ?>?GG<6L5= 

?D545?L=>5 6OD465=<5 6 F6>DG5EF65 �4O>>6E>>7>, =4E>4<F E555 6OE>4 < G<EF> 

M?<G5E>4O EF<E<O, ?>GF< 55E?D<<5E=> 6>??>M5==4O 6 ?>M7<< < ?D>75 %?55=<>>64. 

�4EF5D=4> 3 4>?>4?<==O= ?<D<>, < 6 G4EF=>EF< 57> ?D>74 3 ?D>74 ?<D<G5E>>7> ?>MF4, 4 

57> <EF>D<G5E><5 ?>M<O ?> EGM5EF6G =5 >F?<G4NFEO >F 57> 65 F<>?>6 <=F<<=>= ?<D<><. 

�4EF5D=4>? ?D<7=45FEO, GF> 4?O =57> 4>EF<65=<O %?55=<>>64 6 7=4G<F5?L=>= <5D5 < 

4>=O=5 =54>EFG?=O, < 6 E6>5 >?D4644=<5 ?D<6>4<F: «?>M7<O <>57> ?>=<<4=<O 6E5 65 

 

543 Fürende (sic!). 
544 Betont werden. 
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?D>F5>45F 6 <EF>D<< < 6 E>FDG4=<G5EF65 E 45=EF6<F5?L=>= 6<7=LN». -F>F G?D5> 6 >FDO65 

>F 45=EF6<F5?L=>= 6<7=< =465D=> <7G<<? 5O %?55=<>>64, >>F>DO= =4?D>F<6 

GE<4FD<64? 6 E6>5< F6>DG5EF65 GF65D645=<5 45=EF6<F5?L=>EF<, GG64>5 >FD<F4NM5= 

?<F5D4FGD5 ?D54L5EF6GNM<E ?>>>?5=<=. �<D %?55=<>>64 4> F4>>= EF5?5=< 65EL 

>?D54<5G5=, GF> 6EO><= 7=4>, 6EO>>5 F6>D<<>5 E?>6> =445?5=> 4?O =57> ?>?=>= 

E4<>EF>OF5?L=>= D54?L=>EFLN, < 6>?D>E > 57> >F=5E5==>EF< > =5>><G 6=5?>?>6=><G 

?D54<5FG, 44 < E4<O= 6>?D>E > EGM5EF6>64=<< F4>>7> ?D54<5F4 EF4=>6<FEO <7?<L=<<. 

�?O %?55=<>>64, >4> 4?O <4?5=L>>= 75D><=< ?>65EF< �4EF5D=4>4, <<O <<55F ?>?=>5, ?>-

45FE>< GE?>>><F5?L=>5 7=4G5=<5: «�<?>G5< =5?L7O 5O?> >?D545?<FL F>7>, GF> F6>D<?>EL 

=4 F>< 55D57G, 44?5>>-44?5>>, - G F>7> =5 5O?> =4764=<O < =5 5O?> >FG5F?<6>7> F65F4 < 

F>G=OE >G5DF4=<=& �5=O D4E??4>4?4EL& �5NOE=5=<5 >FF4 5O?> >>D>F>>: -F> 3 

�>F>6<?<E4& �56>G>4 =<G57> =5 ?>=O?4 < G4>6?5F6>D5==> E7?>F=G?4 >4F<6LGNEO 

E?57G. &>?L>> MF> 654L < FD55>64?>EL: G7=4FL, >4> 7>6GF =5?>=OF=>5 3 �>F>6<?<E4». 

�>744 �5=O 6OL?4 <7 <?445=G5EF64, >=4 6 ?5D6O= D47 74?>4>7D<?4 O6?5=<5 6 G5<-F> 

F4>><, GF> O6?5=<5 ?<5> >EF46?O5F ?D> E55O, ?<5> >F>DO645F ?<LL <75D4==O<. % MF<< 

?>4E>4>< >FD>G5EF64 > O6?5=<N ?>?=>EFLN E>6?4445F ?>4E>4 �4EF5D=4>4. -?<G5E>>5 

>F=>L5=<5 > >>DG64NM5<G <<DG, D47G<55FEO, =54>EFG?=> ?>MFG, G55645==><G, GF> 6 

<<D5 ?D>74<G5E>>7> D4>F4 M?5<5=FO 5G4=<G=>7> EGM5EF6>64=<O FG?>, ?><>F=> < FGE>?> 

?>?444NF 6 4GLG < «>?GE>4NFEO =4 55 4=>, D54?L=O5, 74F65D45?O5 < E>?>4=O5, >4> 

E>==O5 >?>6O==O5 ?>6><», < GF> F>?L>> EFD4EFL <75D4==>7> ?D5>5D4645F MFG 

«G4DGG4NMGN ?> E6>5= >5O74F5?L=>EF< ?D464G» 6 ?>M7<N. &>?L>> GG6EF6> >>47O645FEO 

>G56<4=O< < 45E>?NF=> 4>EF>65D=O<. «� ED46=5=<< E =<< 4465 6>EE>4 E>?=F4 

?D<>5D5F4? E4D4>F5D 7>D>4E>>= =>6>EF<, 5M5 FD55GNM5= ?>65D><». � >E=>6G E6>5= 

?>MF<>< �4EF5D=4> >?445F ?<G=>5, <4?> F>7>, E>5EF65==<G5E>>5 [,] 4DD5>F<6=>5545 

?D>6<64=<5 45=EF6<F5?L=>EF< («�=5 E>5OF<O 6 F4>>< 6<45 =5 ?D<=44?564?<» < F.?.). � 

D46=5=<5 O7O>4 ?>M7<< =4 G<EF> M>E?D5EE<6=O= O7O> <G7O><, < <>F<6<D>6>4 MF>= 

>>=F5?F<< F>D65EF6>< 6<6<F5?L=>= EFD4EF< =44 =5>F6D4F<<>EFLN 7=4<5=G5F 

?D>4>?65=<5 D><4=F<G5E>>= ?<=<< E<<6>?<7<4, => ?> <5D5 D>EF4 < >5>E>5?5=<O 

F6>DG5EF64 �4EF5D=4>4 57> ?5D6>=4G4?L=4O D><4=F<G5E>< 4DD5>F<6=4O D5GL 

 

545 In the typescript Jakobson uses <4D5>F=an antiquate version of <4DD5>F=, here I have decided to use the 
current spelling for this word and its derivates. (M.M.) 
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?D5>5D4645FEO ?>EF5?5==> 6 D5GL >5 4DD5>F5, < 6 ?D>75 ?>MF4 MF>F ?>65EF6>64F5?L=O=546 

E4D4>F5D =4E>4<F E555 ?D545?L=>5 6OD465=<5. 

 

3. 

�E?<, =5E<>FDO =4 O6=O5 >FD465=<O %?55=<>>64 6 E>G<=5=<OE �4EF5D=4>4, >FG5F?<64 

7D4=L <564G >5><< ?>MF4<<, F> 7=4G<F5?L=> FDG4=55 ?D>65EF< 45<4D>4F<>==GN ?<=<N 

<564G F6>DG5EF6>< �4EF5D=4>4 < �4O>>6E>>7>. �54 3 ?<D<>< >4=>7> ?>>>?5=<O, < 

?>E?54=<= 5>?55 4DG7<E ?>MF>6 6 <>?>4>EF< ?>FDOE < ?D>4>?64? ?>D464FL �4EF5D=4>4. 

�E?< ?D<EF4?L=> E>?>EF46<FL F>4=L <5F4D>D >5><E ?>MF>6, ?N5>?OF=O5 EE>4EF64 =5 

74<54?OF >5=4DG6<FLEO. «�D5<O < >5M=>EFL 6?<O=<= D>4=<?< <5=O E �4O>>6E><<, 

>F<5G45F �4EF5D=4>, - G =4E <<5?<EL E>6?445=<O». �EFL 6 <5F4D>D<G5E>>= EFDG>FGD5 

EF<E>6 �4EF5D=4>4 < ?DO<O5 E?54O G6?5G5=<O 46F>D>< «�5?4>4 6 LF4=4E». �> ?D< 

E>?>EF46?5=<< <5F4D>D >5><E ?>MF>6, =5>5E>4<<> GG<FO64FL, GF> >=< <7D4NF 6 <E 

F6>DG5EF65 44?5>> =5 >4<=4>>6GN D>?L. � EF<E>F6>D5=<OE �4O>>6E>>7> <5F4D>D4, 

74>EFDOO FD44<F<N E<<6>?<7<4, O6?O5FEO =5 F>?L>> =4<5>?55 E4D4>F5D=O<, => < 

=4<5>?55 EGM5EF65==O< ?>MF<G5E><< FD>?><, <<5==> >=4 >?D545?O5F EFD>= < D476<F<5 

?<D<G5E>>= F5<O. �45EL ?>M7<O, ?> <5F>><G E?>6G �4EF5D=4>4, «747>6>D<?4 O7O>>< 

?>GF< E5>F4=FE><E >F>65EF6?5=<=». 

�D54?>?>6<< 7444GG: <765EF=4 45E>?NF=4O <5F4D>D<G=>EFL ?>MF4, FD55G5FEO 

>?D545?<FL F5<4F<G5E><= EFD>= 57> ?<D<><. �<D<G5E><< <<?G?LE>< O6?O5FEO, 

?>6F>DO5<, ?>MF>6> «O». �5D47O 6=5L=57> <<D4 6 <5F4D>D<G5E>>= ?<D<>5 ?D<764=O > 

E>76GG=>EF< E MF<< <<?G?LE><, > 57> FD4=E?>7<F<< 6 <=O5 ??4=O, > GEF4=>6?5=<N 6 

<=>7>G<E?5==>EF<547 >>E<<G5E><E ??4=>6 E5F< E>>F65FEF6<=, ?>65?<F5?L=OE 

G?>4>5?5=<=, >F>65EF6?5=<=, > D4EF6>D5=<N ?<D<G5E>>7> 75D>O 6 <=>7>??4==>EF< 

5OF<O < > E?<O=<N <=>7>>5D47=OE ??4=>6 5OF<O 6 ?<D<G5E>>< 75D>5. �GFL <5F4D>DO 3 

F6>DG5E>4O 4EE>F<4F<O ?> EE>4EF6G < >>=FD4EFG. �5D>N ?D>F<6>?>EF46?5= >>=FD4EF=O= 

>5D47 57> E<5DF=>7> 6D474, <=>7>?<><=, >4> 6E5 E>EF46=O5 M?5<5=FO <5F4D>D<G5E>>= 

?<D<><.548 -F4 ?<D<>4 =5<7556=> FO7>F55F549 > F5<5 E<5DF=>7> 54<=>5>DEF64 75D>O. 

 

546 Dartstellend. 
547 Vielheit. 
548 Bestandteile der metaforisch eingestellten L. 
549 Mündet. 
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�5D><G5E>4O ?<D<>4, >?GF4==4O >D5?>>= < 746<<<EF>= <5F4D>D<G5E>>= F5?LN, 

=5D4745?L=> E?<645F <<D>?>7<N < 5OF<5 ?>MF4, < >= (�4EF5D=4> MF> ?D46<?L=> ?>=O?) 

D4E??4G<645FEO 6<7=LN 74 E6>N 6E5>5N5<?NMGN E<<6>?<>G. �7 E5<4=F<G5E>>7> EFD>O 

?>M7<< �4O>>6E>>7> <O 454G>F<6=> 6O65?< F4><< >5D47>< < 55 D4>F<G5E>>5550 

?<5D5FF>, < O4D> 5<>7D4D<< ?>MF4. 

 

�4> =< GF>=G5=O < 5>74FO <5F4D>DO �4EF5D=4>4, =5 >=< >?D545?ONF < 654GF 57> 

?<D<G5E>GN F5<G. «�5>5M55 6OD465=<5» E>>5M4NF F6>DG5EF6G �4EF5D=4>4 =5 

<5F4D>D<G5E><5, 4 <5F>=<<<G5E><5 E>4O. �<D<>4 �4EF5D=4>4 6 EF<E4E < ?D>75 

?D>=<74=4 <5F>=<<<G=>EFLN, <=O<< E?>64<< 4><<=<DG5F 4EE>F<4F<O ?> E<56=>EF<. 

�5D6>5 ?<F> >4> 5O >FF5E=5=> FGF, ?> ED46=5=<N E ?>M7<5= �4O>>6E>>7>, =4 744=<= 

??4=. �4 MF> 3 F>?L>> >46GM55EO ?D5=55D565=<5, 3 65G=O= 75D>= ?<D<>< < 745EL =4?<F>. 

%GFL ?<LL 6 F><, GF> 75D>= ?>44= <5F>=<<<G5E><: F4> 6 «�4D<64=>5» '4??<=4, ?>5744 

6 >44D4E =5F, => <O G7=45< 57> ?D<E>4 ?> >FE65F4< =4 74E=OFOE ?N4OE, - =57D<<O=, 

E>6>7=>= ?>574 >4> 5O ?D>E>4<F <564G M>D4=>< < 7D<F5?L=O< 74?><. &4> 65 >5D47O 

>>DG64NM57> 6 ?<D<>5 �4EF5D=4>4 6OEFG?4NF551 6 >4G5EF65 E<56=OE >FD465=<=, 

<5F>=<<<G5E><E 6OD465=<= ?>MF>64 «O». �6F>D OE=> ?D<>F>DO645F <5EF4<< E6>N 

?>MF<>G, => M7>F5=FD<G5E>< >F>65EF6?O5F 55 E <E>GEEF6>< 6>>5M5. �= =5 65D<F 6 

6>7<>6=>EFL ?>4?<==>= M?<G5E>>= GEF4=>6>< <E>GEEF64 =4 6=5L=<= <<D, 3 >= G55645=, 

GF> =4EF>OM<5 EG4>65EF65==O5 ?D><76545=<O, ?>65EF6GO > =4<D47?<G=5=L5<, =4 E4<>< 

45?5 D4EE>47O64NF > E6>5< D>645=L<. «�5=EF6<F5?L=>EFL ?D54EF45F 6 >4>>=-F> =>6>= 

>4F57>D<<. �4F57>D<O MF4 >465FEO =4< 55 E>5EF65==O<, 4 =5 =4L<< E>EF>O=L5<. �O 

?D>5G5< 57> =4764FL. �>?GG45FEO <E>GEEF6>». &4> 4D56=5DGEE>><G ?4?><=<>G &4DL7D44 

>474?EO =5=4EOF=O< 7>D>4><, ?>F><G GF> >= =<>4> =5 <>7 =4 =57> =4E<>FD5FLEO. &4> 65 

6 EF<E4E < >E>55==> 6 ?D>75 �4EF5D=4>4, 745 4=FD>?><>DD<7< =5>4GL56?5==>7> <<D4 

>G44 ?D<<5F=5=, 6<5EF> 75D>56 74G4EFGN <OFGFEO >>DG64NM<5 65M<, =5?>46<6=O5 

>G5DF4=<O >D>65?L ?N5>?OFEF6GNF, 465DL 74F6>DO5FEO E F<E>= G>>D<7=>=, D44>EFL 

E5<5==>7> ?D<<<D5=<O ?D>O6?O5FEO 6 ?D<?<65 7>DOG=>EF<, GE5D4EF64 < ?D544==>EF< 

?4<?, 4 >>744 ?>MF4 >F65D7?4 ?N5<<4O 456GL>4, «7>D4 6OD>E?4 < 6FO=G?4EL, 7>D>4 

<EEG44? < ?>G5D=5?». �O G<OL?5==> ?D<6>4<< M?5<5=F4D=O5 ?D<<5DO, 5>?55 

 

550 Tatsächlich. 
551 Fungieren. 
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74<OE?>64FO<< >>=EFDG>F<O<< ?>4>5=OE F<?>6 <7>5<?GNF >=<7< �4EF5D=4>4. 

�>4EF4=>6>4 E>E54=57> ?D54<5F4 5EFL ?D>EF5=L4O D>D<4 4EE>F<4F<< ?> E<56=>EF<. 

�>MFG <765EF=O < <=O5 <5F>=<<<G5E><5 ?GF< 4 >F F5?>7> > G4EF< < =4>5>D>F, >F 

?D<G<=O > E?54EF6<N < =4>5>D>F, >F ?D>EFD4=EF65==OE >F=>L5=<= > 6D5<5==O< < 

=4>5>D>F, < F. 4., < F.4.. �>, ?>64?G=, =4<5>?55 E4D4>F5D=4O D<7GD4 4?O �4EF5D=4>4 4 

?>4EF4=>6>4 45OF5?L=>EF< 674<5= 45OF5?O <?< ?>4EF4=>6>4 E>EF>O=<O, ?D>O6?5=<O, 

E6>=EF64 674<5= 57> E>5EF65==<>4 < E>>F65FEF65==>5 >5>E>5?5=<5 < >65M5EF6?5=<5 MF<E 

>F6?5G5==OE ?>=OF<=.552 $<?>E>D �D5=F4=>, =4EF>=G<6> D4F>646L<= ?D>F<6 ?>7<G5E>< 

=574>>==>7> ?D56D4M5=<O 6 ?D54<5FO F4><E O7O>>< >5GE?>6?5==OE553 D<>F<= >4> 

>F6?5G5==O5 ?>=OF<O,554 =4L5? 5O 6 EF<E4E < ?D>75 �4EF5D=4>4 5>74F5=L<= 4EE>DF<<5=F 

MF<E <=<<OE entia,555 FD4>FG5<OE E?>6=> EGM5EF64 <7 ??>F< < >D>6<. «%5EFD4 <>O 4 

6<7=L», E>5EF65==> =5?5D56>4<<>5 747?46<5 < ?5=F<>F<6 E4<>= G44D=>= <7 

EF<E>F6>D=OE >=<7 �4EF5D=4>4 (86<7=L9 6 DGEE>>< O7O>5 65=E>>7> D>44), =47?O4=> 

<7>5?<G45F O7O>>6O5 >>D=< MF>= <<D>?>7<<. -F> EGM5EF6> =5>4=>>D4F=> ?>O6?O5FEO < 

6 57> ?D>75. «�<7=L ?>E6OM45F >G5=L =5<=>7<E 6 F>, GF> >=4 45?45F 5 =<<<. �=4 E?<L>>< 

?N5<F MF> 45?> < 74 D45>F>= D477>64D<645F D4765 E F5<< F>?L>>, >F> 65?45F 5= GE?5E4 < 

?N5<F 55 65DEF4>» (�5FEF6> �N65DE). &> 65 6 5M5 5>?55 E?>6=>< <5F>=<<<G5E>>< 

>>DG65=<< 6 «�ED4==>= 7D4<>F5»: «�4DG7 6=<7G ?>4 >>=>< <=5 6>>5D47<?4EL 57> 

(�4O>>6E>>7>) 6<7=L, F5?5DL G65 =4G<EF> ?D>L?4O. �=4 ?>L?4 65>> >F >>=4 6 6<45 

>4>>=-F> F<E>=, >5E465==>= 45D56LO<< G?<FO& � ?5D6O< =4 =5= G E4<>= EF5=O EF4?> 

=4L5 7>EG44DEF6>, =4L5 ?><OM55EO 6 65>4 < =46E5744 ?D<=OF>5 6 =<E, =55O64?>5, 

=56>7<>6=>5 7>EG44DEF6>. �=> EF>O?> 6=<7G, 57> <>6=> 5O?> >?<>=GFL < 67OFL 74 DG>G». 

%F<E< �4EF5D=4>4 4 F4DEF6> ?D>5G65==OE > E4<>EF>OF5?L=>= 6<7=< <5F>=<<<=. 

�>744< GEF4?>7> 75D>O ?D>4>?64NF 6<FL < L565?<FLEO 57> E>5EF65==O5 E?54O, >>F>D>< 

F>65 E>G5FEO E?4FL. %=>6<45=<5 ?>MF4, =4 E6>5< >DGF>< E>4G, F<E> ?D>5<?>: «/ 3 

E=>6<45=<5». � E6><E 6>E?><<=4=<OE E>>5M45F 46F>D: «/ G4EF> E?OL4? E6<EF F>E><, =5 

E <5=O =4G46L5=EO. �4EF<74O <5=O E FO?G, >= ?G74? < 64?>5<?& �>?G4=<5 5E4?> E> 

<=>=, O E>EF>O? 6 ?GF< ?D< 57> >E>55 < =>E<? 57> D>D<G, >464><G 7=4>><GN ?> 

E>5EF65==><G >?OFG». �>O6?5=<5 ?D54<5F4 ?D<=<<45F =4 E55O 57> DG=>F<<: «745-F> 

 

552 Abstracta. 
553 Sprachlich fundiert. 
554 Abstracta. 
555 Entia. 
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=5?>44?5>G <G7<F<D>64?>& EF44>& �G7O>G E>E4?< E?5?=<. �5D>OF=>, =4 =5= 45D7>< 

E>4<?4 >>64». �5=EF6<5 < 45OF5?L 6 D46=>= EF5?5=< ?D54<5F=O: «464 D54><E 4?<474 

7D>7=> < E4<>EF>OF5?L=> <7D4?< 6 7?G5>><E 7=5744E MF>= ?>?GF5<=>= 5?47>44F<: ?F<G>4 

< 55 G<D<>4=L5». �5EFD4>F<O, >?D54<5G<64OEL, >5D4EF45F 65M5EF65==O<< 4>E5EEG4D4<<: 

«-F> 5O? 6>74GL=O5 ?GF<, ?> >>F>DO<, >4> ?>5744, 5654=56=> >FE>4<?< 

?DO<>?<=5==O5 <OE?< �<5>=5EF4, �5=<=4 < =5<=>7<E G<>6 <E ?>?5F4». �5EFD4>F<< 

?5DE>=<D<F<DGNFEO E>FO 5O F5=>= >4F4ED57O: «&4D<O ?>?G45==4O F<L<=4. �=4 

E=>E<?4EL E F<L<=>= ?D>EF5DL5=EO 6=<7G D46=<=O». �5EFD4>F<O >>47O645FEO E?>E>5=4 

> E4<>EF>OF5?L=O< 45=EF6<O<, < MF< 45=EF6<O 6 E6>N >G5D54L >?D54<5G<64NFEO: 

«6F<E><>?>G ?5D5<<7<64?<EL ?4>>6O5 GE<O?>< D4EEOE46L57>EO G>?444». 

�4O>>6E><=, ?D<EFD4EF<6L<=EO 5D4FL 6E5 =>6O5 54DL5DO, <=>7<5 7>4O =>E<?EO E 

<OE?LN > D><4=5. �>7=<>4?< 4465 747?46<O 3 E?5D64 «�65 E5EFDO», ?>F>< >4=464O 

«�N6<=4 65=M<=». �5 E?GG4==> 74<OE5? =5<7<5==> >F>?44O64?EO: EF<E<O MF>7> ?>MF4 

3 ?<5> ?<D<G5E><= <>=>?>7, ?<5> 4D4<4F<G5E><= 4<4?>7, ?>65EF6>64F5?L=4O GEF4=>6>4 

5<G 7?G5>>> GG644, F5<4F<>G 3-L57> ?<F4 >= 74<5=O5F F5<4F<>>= 2->7>& �E5, GF> =5 

E?<F=> E ?>MF>6O< «O», 6>E?D<=<<45FEO �4O>>6E><< >4> 6D46455=> 

?D>F<6>?>EF46?5==>5, < >= =5?>ED54EF65==> >5D4M45FEO > ?D>F<6=<>G 3 6O7O645F =4 

5>=, <7>5?<G45F, 7D><<F, ?>4=<<45F =4 E<5E, 4=4D5<4FEF6G5F. �5G4<6<F5?L=>, GF> 

54<=EF65==O< >EGM5EF6?5==O< >?OF>< EG4>65EF65==>= ?D>7O 5O?< 74<5G4F5?L=O5 

F54FD4?L=O5 ?L5EO �4O>>6E>>7>, ?D<=44?564M<5 ?>E?54=<< 7>44< 57> 6<7=<. �5 <5=55 

>5>E=>64= ?GFL �4EF5D=4>4 > ?D>75 ?>65EF5=. %GM5EF6GNF EF<E<, E??>LL ?D>F>4==O5 

<5F>=<<<O<<, < ?>65EF6>64F5?L=4O ?D>74 <>65F 5OFL =4G<=5=4 <5F4D>D<>>= (OD><= 

?D<<5D 3 ?D>74 �5?>7>), => ?> EGM5EF6G 6=GFD5==55 D>4EF6> EF<E4 E <5F4D>D>= < ?D>7O 

E <5F>=<<<5= 55EE?>D=> F5E=5=. %F<E >?<D45FEO >5 4EE>F<4F<N ?> EE>4EF6G, 

D<F<<G5E>4O EE>65EFL EF<E>6 3 =5>5E>4<<4O ?D54?>EO?>4 <E 6>E?D<OF<O, D<F<<G5E><= 

?4D4?5?<7< =4<5>?55 >MGF<F5?5=, 5E?< 5<G E>?GFEF6G5F EE>4EF6> (<?< >>=FD4EF) 

>5D47>6. �4<5D5==> 74<5F=>5 G?5=5=<5 =4 EE>6<5 >FD57>< GG64> ?D>75, >E=>6=>= 

46<74F5?L ?>65EF6>64F5?L=>= ?D>7O 3 4EE>F<4F<O ?> E<56=>EF<; ?>65EF6>64=<5 

?5D5E>4<F >F ?D54<5F4 > [?D>F5EEG] E<56=><G ?> ?D>EFD4=EF65==>-6D5<5==O< < 

?D<G<==>-E?54EF65==O< ?GFO<; ?GFL >F F5?>7> > G4EFO< < =4>5>D>F 5EFL ?<LL G4EF=O= 

E?GG4= MF>7> ?D>F5EE4. '5< <5=55 ?D>74 EN65F=4, F5< 5>?LLGN 46F>=><<N ?D<>5D5F45F 

4EE>F<4F<O ?> E<56=>EF<. �?O <5F4D>DO EF<E, 4 4?O <5F>=<<<< ?D>74 E ?D<7?GL5==O< 
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<?< 6O>?NG5==O< EN65F>< (?D<<5D ?5D6>7> 3 =>65??O �4EF5D=4>4, ?D<<5D 6F>D>7> 3 

57> «�ED4==4O 7D4<>F4») O6?O5FEO ?<=<5= =4<<5=LL57> E>?D>F<6?5=<O. 

 

4. 

%GFL ?>MF<G5E><E D<7GD =5 F>?L>> 6 D57<EFD4F<< D47=>D>4=OE E6O75= <564G 65M4<<, 

=> < 6 E<5M5=<< E>4>6OE E>>F=>L5=<=. '5< =4?DO65==55 D>?L <5F4D>DO 6 44==>= 

?>MF<G5E>>= EFDG>FGD5, F5< D5L<F5?L=55 ?><4NFEO FD44<F<>==O5 >?4EE<D<>4F<<, 65M< 

7DG??<DGNFEO ?> =>6><G, =4 >E=>65 =>6>66545==OE D>4>6OE 7=4>>6. %>>F65FEF65==> 

F6>DG5E>4O (<?< 6 F5D<<=>?>7<< =5?D<5<?NM<E 55 =>6<7=O) =4E<?LEF65==4O <5F>=<<<O 

<5=O5F ?D<6OG=O= D4E?>DO4>> 65M5=. �EE>F<4F<O ?> E<56=>EF<, EF46 6 F6>DG5EF65 

�4EF5D=4>4 ?>E?GL=O< >DG4<5< EG4>6=<>4, ?D5>5D4645F ?D>EFD4=EF65==>5 

D4E?>?>65=<5 < 6D5<5==GN ?>E?54>64F5?L=>EFL. -F> >E>55==> 74<5F=> 6 ?D>74<G5E><E 

>?OF4E ?>MF4, =4 >MGF<F5?L=>< D>=5 >5<E>4=>= 45?>6>= >><<G=<>4F<6=>=556 ?D>7O. 

�4EF5D=4> <>F<6<DG5F MF< E<5M5=<O 4DD5>F>< <?<, 5E?< <EE>4<FL <7 M>E?D5EE<6=>= 

DG=>F<< E?>65E=>7> <E>GEEF64, 445F ?D< <E ?><>M< 6OD465=<5 4DD5>FG. 

�>MF<G5E><= <<D, G?D46?O5<O= <5F>=<<<5=, EF<D45F >>=FGDO 65M5= >4> 4?D5?L 6 

[?>65EF< �4EF5D=4>4] «�5FEF65 �N65DE» 7D4=<FG <564G 4><>< < 46>D><, 4 464 D47=OE 

4E?5>F4 >4=>7> ?D54<5F4 >= >5D4M45F 6 E4<>EF>OF5?L=O5 ?D54<5FO, ?>4>5=> 45FO< 6 

F>= 65 ?>65EF<, ?D<=<<4NM<< >4=G < FG 65 G?<FG <7=GFD< < E> EF>D>=O 74 465 D47=OE 

G?<FO. �55 MF< E4D4>F5D=OE G5DFO 3 674<<>?D>=<>4=<5 ?D54<5F>6 (D54?<74F<O 

<5F>=<<<< 6 E>5EF65==>< E<OE?5 F5D<<=4) < <E D47?>65=<5 (D54?<74F<O E<=5>4>E<) - 

D>4=OF F6>DG5EF6> �4EF5D=4>4 E GEFD5<?5=<O<< >G5<EF<G5E>>= 6<6>?<E<. �5=ONFEO 

D47<5DO 65M5=: «�>=4>?4 5O?4 ?>-65=E>< >7D><=4, >4> >7D><=> 6E5, GF> E>65DL5==> ?> 

D>D<5 < =5E><7<5D<<> E <5EF><, 74=<<45<O< F5?>< 6 ?D>EFD4=EF65». �5=ONFEO 

D4EEF>O=<O <564G 65M4<<[,] F4> GF> 6>7=<>45F G65D5==>EFL, GF> D477>6>D > GG6<E 

4>?65= 5OFL F5??55 D477>6>D4 > E6><E, 4 6<45=<5 >>E<<G5E>>7> 46<65=<O 6 ?5D6>= G4EF< 

�ED4==>= 7D4<>FO ?D56D4M45F =5>4GL56?5==O5 ?D54<5FO 6 >F44?5==O= =546<6=O= 

7>D<7>=F. /D><= ?D<<5D ?5D5F4E>6>< E<56=>EF5=: «�4<?O F>?L>> >FF5=O?< ?GEF>FG 

65G5D=57> 6>74GE4. �=< =5 4464?< E65F4, => =45GE4?< <7=GFD<, >4> 5>?L=O5 ??>4O, >F 

F>= <GF=>= < E65F?>= 6>4O=><, >>F>D4O D474G64?4 <E >4GF?>64FO5 >>??4><. �=< 

 

556 Mitteilend. 
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>FEGFEF6>64?<& �> >><=4F G ?4<? 5O?> >4E4F5?LEF64 >G44 <5=LL5, G5< 4> 65E5==57> 

=554, > >>F>D><G >=< >474?<EL ?>4>46<=GFO<< 6??>F=GN»& %46<=GF>5 ?D>EFD4=EF6> 

�4EF5D=4>4 E4<<< ?>MF>< <<<>E>4>< E>?>EF46?5=> E ?D>EFD4=EF6>< 7>7>?56E>>= 

MEE4F>?>7<<: «64DG7 EF4?> 6<4<<> 44?5>> 6> 6E5 >>=FO E65F4». �D>EFD4=EF65==O5 

>F=>L5=<O ?5D5F4E>6O64NFEO E 6D5<5==O<<, < 6D5<5==4O ?>E?54>64F5?L=>EFL F5DO5F 

E6>N ?D<=G4<F5?L=>EFL, 3 ?D54<5FO «F>-<-45?> ?>>>?OE<645F <7 5O6L57> 6 5G4GM55, 

<7 5G4GM57> 6 5O6L55, >4> ?5E>> 6 G4EF> ?5D56>D4G<645<OE ?5E>G=OE G4E4E». �N54O 

E<56=>EFL <>65F 5OFL >E<OE?5=4 >4> >4G74?L=O= DO4. �4EF5D=4>G <<?>=<DG5F 

F5D<<=>?>7<O D555=>4, >>F>DO=, 4>744O64OEL > E<OE?5 DD47O ?> E<FG4F<<, 7>6>D<F: «O 

MF> ?>=O? =5 <7 E?>6, 4 ?> ?D<G<=5». �>MF E>?>=5= [xxxxxxxxxxx] >F>65EF6<FL E<FG4F<N 

E ?D<G<==>EFLN, >= >E>7=4==> ?D54?>G<F45F «>D4E=>D5G<N D4>F4 ?D56D4F=>EF< 

7444=<O», >= GG<F, GF> «6D5<O ?D>=<74=> 54<=EF6>< 6<7=5==OE E>5OF<=», < EFD><F 

<>EFO <564G =<<< <<5==> =4 ?D5?>7<G5E><E «E<5L=OE D57>=4E», >F>DOF> 

?D>F<6>?>EF46?5==OE E<??>7<EF<>5 «67D>E?OE». �>MF><G =5G4<6<F5?L=>, 5E?< 

5>?F>6=O E>55E54=<>>6 �>75=4 >>47O645FEO «=57?44>>= 6 6<4G EFG?5=G4F>EF< 

<4D5GD7E><E FD>FG4D>6», < 5E?< >5<?L=O5 «>FF>7> GF>» ?>MF4 =5D54>> =5D54>> ?<LL 

DG=>F<O 6<=>E?>6=OE557 ?D54?>65=<=. 

'5< L<D5 74E64F ?>MF<G5E><E D<7GD, F5< E<?L=55 (?>?L7GOEL F5D<<=>< �4EF5D=4>4) 

«<E?>?=5==>5» ?>74L45F «?D54<5F <E?>?=5=<O». &6>D<<4O E6O7L 74F5=O5F E6O7G5<>5, 

4><<=<DG5F =44 =<<; >5=4DG6<645FEO «?D5?5EFL E4<>5OF=>7> E<OE?4»558, F>744 >4> 

?D54<5F=4O >F=5E5==>EF559 ?D<7?GL45FEO, ?>D>N 5464 <5DF45F. � MF>< E<OE?5 

<5F>=<<<G5E><5 E6O7<, F6>D<<O5 �4EF5D=4>><, D46=> >4> <5F4D>D<G5E><5 E6O7< 

�4O>>6E>>7> <?< >4> <=>7>>5D47=O5 <5F>4O E7GM5=<O O7O>>6>= D>D<O 3 6=GFD5==5= 

< 6=5L=5= 3 6 ?>M7<< %?55=<>>64, ?D>O6?ONF FG G?>D=GN F5=45=F<N > 

55E?D54<5F=>EF<, >>F>D4O E4D4>F5D<7G5F < 4DG7<5 6<4O <E>GEEF64 F>= 65 M?>E<. 

&6>D<<4O E6O7L E4<4 ?> E555 EF4=>6<FEO ?D54<5F><. �4EF5D=4> =5 GEF45F =4EF4<64FL =4 

=5EGM5EF65==>= E?GG4==>EF< E6O7G5<>7>: «�464GN ?>4D>5=>EFL <>6=> 74<5=<FL 

4DG7>N& �N54O =4 6O5>D 7>4<FEO 6 E6<45F5?LEF64 E>EF>O=LO, >>F>DO< >E64G5=4 6EO 

?5D5<5EF<6L4OEO 45=EF6<F5?L=>EFL& '4EF< 45=EF6<F5?L=>EF< 674<<=> 557D47?<G=O». 

�>MF >?D545?O5F <E>GEEF6> >4> 674<<>74<5=O5<>EFL >5D47>6. �N5O5 >5D47O =5 F>?L>> 

 

557 The adjective <6<=>E?>6=O== in antiquate and means <?D<G<==O==. (M.M.) 
558 Bedeutend. 
559 Gegenständliche Bezogenheit. 
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F4OF EE>4EF6> < E?54>64F5?L=> <>7GF 5OFL 674<<=O<< <5F4D>D4<< («% G5< F>?L>> =5 

ED46=<<> =55>» < F.4.), 3 ?N5O5 F4> <?< <=4G5 ?>F5=F<4?L=> E<56=O. «�F> =5E>>?L>> 

=5 ?O?L, =5 D>4<=4, =5 F<E<= 65E5==<= 65G5D?» 3 7?4E<F ?4EF5D=4>>6E>4O 4?>?>7<O 

6E5>5N5<?NM57> <5F>=<<<G5E>>7> D>4EF64. '5< =5?D<<5F=55 MF> D>4EF6>, G5< 

=5?D<6OG=55 >5M=>EFL, GEF4=46?<645<4O ?>MF><, F5< 5>?55 D47?474NFEO < ?<L4NFEO 

E6>5= 5G>64D=>= OE=>EF< E>?>EF46?O5<O5 >5D47O < F5?O5 DO4O >5D47>6. �N5>?OF=>, 

GF> �4EF5D=4> ?>E?54>64F5?L=> ?D>F<6>?>EF46?O5F «66545==O= 6 ?D54<5FO E<OE?» <E 

=47?O4=>EF<, 4?O >>F>D>= >= F4> >E>F=> ?>4OE><645F ?5=>D4F<6=O5 M?<F5FO, - 6 <<D5 

�4EF5D=4>4 E<OE? =5<7556=> >55EF5=<645F, 4 =47?O4=>EFL >5574GL<645F. 

 

5. 

�D54?>?>6<< 7444GG: <765EF=4 45E>?NF=4O <5F>=<<<G=>EFL ?>MF4, FD55G5FEO 

>?D545?<FL F5<4F<G5E><= EFD>= 57> ?<D<><. �5D>O >4> 6 74744>G=>= >4DF<=>5 FDG4=> 

>FOE>4FL: >= D47?>65= =4 DO4 E>EF46=OE < E<56=OE M?5<5=F>6, 75D>= ?>4<5=5= F5?LN 

E6><E >65M5EF6?5==OE E>EF>O=<= < >>DG64NM<E ?D54<5F>6 3 =5>4GL56?5==OE < 

>4GL56?5==OE. «�4644O <4?>EFL 6<?4 <, =5 EF46O <5=O =< 6> GF>, 6& 7=4G5=L< E6>5< 

?>4O<4?4EL», >F<5G45F �4EF5D=4> 6 D4==5< F<>?5 EF<E>6 «�>65DE 54DL5D>6», 745 E6>O 

?>MF<>4, ?> ?D<7=4=<N 46F>D4, 5O?4 G65 =4=45=4. &5<4 EF<E>F6>D5=<O 3 >F65D7=GF>5 

?D54?>65=<5 ?>MF4, => 45=EF6GNM<5 ?<F4 3 ??<F=O>, 5G?O6=<>, 65F5D, «<=EF<=>F 

?D<D>645==O=», «=>6>5 E>?=F5», FO??OF4, E65DG>< < EFD5>>7O, G5D5?<F4, ?>?45=L, 

<4D5GD7FO, ?5E>>, ?D547D>7L5, =55> < F.4. � G5D57 ?>?F>D4 45EOF>4 ?5F 6 >=<75 

6>E?><<=4=<= «�ED4==4O 7D4<>F4» �4EF5D=4> =4?><=<F, GF> E6>N 6<7=L >= 

E4D4>F5D<7G5F =4<5D5==> E?GG4==>, GF> ?D<7=4>< >= <>7 5O G<=>6<FL <?< 74<5=<FL 

4DG7<<<, < GF> E>5EF65==> 6<7=L ?>MF4 =44> <E>4FL ?>4 GG6<<< <<5=4<<.  

�>>46< =4< E6>5 >>DG65=<5, < O E>46G F555, >F> FO. �O G7=45<, G5< 6<65F, E G5< E6O74=, 

G5< >5GE?>6?5=, =4 GF> >5D5G5= >G5DG5==O= <5F>=<<<O<<, D47?>65==O= E<=5>4>E4<< 

=4 >F45?L=O5 E6>=EF64, D54>F<<, E>EF>O=<O ?<D<G5E><= 75D>=. �> E>5EF65==> 

75D><G5E>>5, F.5. 45OF5?L=>EFL 75D>O, >F =4E GE>>?L745F, 45=EF6> ?>4<5=5=> 

F>?>7D4D<5=. �E?< G �4O>>6E>>7> EF>?>=>65=<5 46GE <<D>6 =5<7556=> 6O?<645FEO 6 

?>54<=>>, F> >FF>G5==O= >5D47 EF<E>6 �4EF5D=4>4 3 <<D <<DG 75D>4?> 3 F65D4<F >5 

<??N7>D=>EF< EF>?>=>65=LO: «�7D><=O= E44 F>D<>L<FEO 6 74?5, ?>4=>E<F > FDN<> 
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>G?4>, 556<F =4 >4G5?<, ?>6<F, E4?<F, FDOE5F 3 < =5 5L5F EF5>?4.» 560 �E?< �4O>>6E><= 

D4765DFO645F ?<D<G5E>GN F5<G 6 6<45 F<>?4 ?D5>5D465=<=, <5F4<>DD>7 75D>O, F> 6 

?<D<G5E>>= ?D>75 �4EF5D=4>4 <7?N5?5==>= D>D<G?>= ?5D5E>44 E?G64F ?>574>< 6 ?>5745 

676>?=>64==>7> 75D>O, D47=>>5D47=> < ?>=56>?5 55745=EF65==> ?5D56<64NM57> 

«?5D5<5=G <5EF». �5=EF6<F5?L=O= 74?>7 [6OG5D>=GF] <7 ?>MF<G5E>>= 7D4<<4F<>< 

�4EF5D=4>4 6OG5D>=GF. �<5==> 6 57> >?OF4E D54?<7>64=4 <5F>=<<<O, ?>?474NM4O 

45=EF6<5 674<5= 45OF5?O: «6?>?=5 ?D>E?46L<=EO, E656<= G5?>65>& 645F, GF>5O 

D5L5=<5 6EF4FL ?D<L?> E4<> E>5>=, 557 57> ?><>M<.» �5OF5?L561 <7NOF <7 F5<4F<>< 

�4EF5D=4>4. �5D><=O =5 764?4, =5 =47=4G4?4 < F.4., - «6E5 MF> >5NO6?O?>EL 5=». �5DE 

4>F<6=>EF< 75D><=<, 6?5>GM<= 74 E>5>= =5<7556=>EFL FD4754<< [, E6>4<FEO > 

<OE?5==><G ?D5F6>D5=<N E<56=>EF5=:] >=4 >>7>-F> 74<5F<?4 «557 =G64O, 557 ?>?L7O, 

557 E<OE?4» < [<<47<=4D=>] <OE?5==> 665?4 6 E6>N 6<7=L. �>65F 5OFL, G5?>65> 4>F<65= 

6 <E>GEEF65? �5F, E>7?4E=> MEF5F<>5 �4EF5D=4>4, «6 <E>GEEF65 G5?>65>G 7464F D>F», 

F4>>64 E?5F<D<G5E>4O G5DF4 <E>GEEF64. �=4G<F, 4>F<6=> <E>GEEF6>? �5F, >=> 4465 

<5F4D>DG =5 6O4G<4?>, 4 F>?L>> 6>E?D><765?>. � ?>MF =5 44D<F E6><E 6>E?><<=4=<= 

?4<OF< <E >5N5>F4: «�4>5>D>F, O E4< ?>?GG<? <E >F =57> 6 ?>44D>>». �E?< ?<D<G5E>>5 

«O» 6 ?D><76545=<OE562 �4EF5D=4>4 EFD444F5?L=>563, F>, <>65F-5OFL, ?>4?<==O< 75D>5< 

745EL >>47O645FEO 45OF5?L=>5 «3-L5 ?<F>»? �5F, =4EF>OM<=564 agens >EF45FEO 6=5 

?>MF<G5E>>= <<D>?>7<< �4EF5D=4>4: G5?>65> >5OG=> =5 7=45F < =5 E?OL<F «F>, GF> 

7<645F, ?44<F < LL5F 57>», ?>MFG «E>65DL5==> 557D47?<G=>, >4> =47O645FEO E<?4, 446L4O 

57> >=<7G.» 3-L5 ?<F>, 6OEFG?4NM55 G �4EF5D=4>4, >5>7=4G45F565 =5 45OF5?O, 4 >DG4<5. 

�4?D<<5D, 6 �5FEF65 �N65DE «6E5, GF> L?> >F D>4<F5?5= > 45FO<, ?D<E>4<?> =56?>?44, 

E> EF>D>=O, 6O764==>5 =5 <<<, => >4><<<-F> ?>EF>D>==<<< ?D<G<=4<<». �>4E>5=>EFL, 

?>5>G=>EFL, >G?<E=>EFL 3-L57> ?<F4 6 F5<4F<>5 �4EF5D=4>4 =5D54>> D57>> 

?>4G5D><645FEO: «� 6<7=L 6>L5? 4DG7>= G5?>65>, FD5FL5 ?<F>, E>65DL5==> 

557D47?<G=>5, 557 <<5=< <?< E> E?GG4==O<, =5 6O7O64NM55 =5=46<EF< < =5 6E5?ONM55 

?N56<. %GM5EF65==> ?<LL E4<>5 57> 6F>D65=<5 6 6<7=L ?<D<G5E>>7> «O». �=5 

 

560 This paragraph also appears at the bottom of the previous page of the typescript, however the last sentence 
is illegible. Jakobson copies the paragraph at the beginning of the next page and crosses it out in red. The readable 
parts coincide. (M.M.) 

561 Agens. 
562 Im Werke. 
563 Patiens. 
564 Agens. 
565 Bezeichnet. 
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>F=>L5=<O > MF><G 54<=EF65==><G 75D>N MF> F>?L>> «=5OE=O5 =47D><>645=<O 557 

<<5=». 

-F<< EFD>7<< D5?5DFG4D>< E5<4=F<G5E><E 7=4>>6 >?D545?O5FEO < 55EE<FD>EF=4O EE5<4 

?<D<G5E>>= ?>65EF< �4EF5D=4>4. �5D>= 6>EF>D65==> <?< <E?G74==> >45D6<< 6=5L=<< 

<<?G?LE>< < F> =5E5F 57> >F?5G4F>>, F> 6=574?=> F5DO5F E =<< E6O7L, < F>744 =4 E<5=G 

?D<E>4<F =>6O= [<<?G?LE]. �ED4==4O 7D4<>F4 3 64>E=>65==O= D4EE>47 > F><, >4> 46F>D 

?>>G5D54=> ?D>E>4<F E>6>7L 6?N5?5==>5 <7G<?5=<5 $<?L>5, %>DO5<=O<, �>75=><, 

«>D4E<6>= <<?>= 456GL>>=», �4O>>6E><<, < >4> >= EF4?><645FEO ?D< MF>< «E 7D4=<F4<< 

E6>57> ?>=<<4=<O» (?<G=>5 =5?>=<<4=<5 3 >4=4 <7 >EFD5=L<E < ?D>=<>=>65==5=L<E 

F5< 6 ?<D<>5 �4EF5D=4>4, >4> ?<G=4O =5?>=OF>EFL 3 6 ?<D<>5 �4O>>6E>>7>). �47D564NF 

=54>G<5==O5 =54>D47G<5=<O, =4EFG?45F =5<7556=4O ?4EE<6=4O D476O7>4 3 75D>= 

EFGL56O645FEO, >5D5G5==> ?>><445F ?>>G5D54=>= <G7O>G, ?N5>6L D<?>E>D<N, 

D><4=F<G5E>GN ?>M7<N. �>F<6=>EFL 75D>O 6=5 >><?5F5=F<< ?>MF4 �4EF5D=4>4. �>744 

6E5-65 74E>4<F D5GL > 45=EF6<OE566, >=4 EF4=>6<FEO F<F4F=> 54=4?L=4, < 6 F5>D5F<G5E><E 

>FEFG??5=<OE 46F>D4 >FEF4<645F ?D46> =4 ?>L?>EFL. �4=4?L=>EFL 6 D>?< EFD><F5?L=>7> 

<4F5D<4?4 7=4>><4 < �4O>>6E>><G, => G =57>, 6 ?D>F<6>?>?>6=>EFL �4EF5D=4>G, >=4 

F5?<>>< <45F =4 E4D4>F5D<EF<>G 6D46455=>7> «=5-O». %E>6< ?> 55745=EF65==>EF< < 

=>65??O �4EF5D=4>4. �4<5>?55 4D4<4F<G5E>4O 3 �>74GL=O5 ?GF< 3 E?4745FEO <7 

E?54GNM<E «=5E?>6=OE ?D><EL5EF6<=»: >6<445FEO 5O6L<= ?N5>6=<> 65=O, 4DG7 

<G64, 6>76D4M4NM<=EO <7 ??464=<O; 6E5 FD>5 >L5?><?5=O ?D>?465= D555=>4; [EEEEEEE] 

?D<576<= >L5?><?5= ?D<7=4=<5<, GF> ?D>?46L<= 3 57> EO=; G5D57 15 ?5F >= >L5?><?5= 

?>4F65D645=<5< MF>7> ?D<7=4=<O, 4 6E?54 74F5< <765EF<5< > EO=>6=5= 7<55?<. �E5, GF> 

E>>?L>>-=<5G4L >F445F 45OF5?L=>EFLN (?D<G<=O <EG57=>65=<O <4?LG<>4, 57> 

=4E>645=<5, ?D<G<=O 57> 7<55?<), >F=5E5=> 74 ?D545?O >44D>6567. $<>E<D>64=O 

<E>?NG<F5?L=> MF4?O 676>?=>64==>EF< < <E >FD465=<O. 

 

6. 

�O ?>?OF4?<EL 454GF<D>64FL F5<4F<>G �4EF5D=4>4 < �4O>>6E>>7> <7 >E=>6=OE 

EFDG>FGD=OE >E>55==>EF5= <E ?>MF<><. �=4G<F ?< MF>, GF> ?5D64O 6O764=4568 ?>E?54=5N? 

 

566 Taten. 
567 Der Aufnahmen. 
568 Verursacht. 
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�5E4=<EFO >F D>D<4?<7<4 >F65F<?< 5O GF65D4<F5?L=> < E>E?4?<EL 5O =4 E>>5M5=<5 

�4EF5D=4>4 > 74<5G5==OE << 6 <>?>4>EF< D>D<4?L=OE E>6?445=<OE E �4O>>6E><<, 

[>>F>DO5 7D>7<?<] 7D>7<6L<E GG4EF<FLEO < ?>F><G ?>5G4<6L<E?< 57> D44<>4?L=> 

<7<5=<FL ?>MF<G5E>GN <4=5DG, 4 6<5EF5 E 55 ?D<5<4<< < F> <<D>6>E?D<OF<5, >>F>D>5 

?>4 =<<< >DO?>EL. «�4>4=E<O» / MF<< F5D<<=>< 6 ?D<<5=5=<< > ?>MFG ?>?L7G5FEO E4< 

�4EF5D=4> / <4EF5D4 <5F4D>D 5O?4 74=OF4, < ?>MF GL5? 6 <4EF5D4 <5F>=<<<=, E45?46 < 

E>>F65FEF6GNM<5 <45>?>7<G5E><5 6O6>4O.  

�DG7<5 E<?<?<EL 5O >5>E=>64FL ?D<<4F E>45D64=<O. �5E4=<EFO >F ?E<E>4=4?<74 =4L?< 

5O <EF>>< F5<4F<>< �4EF5D=4>4 6 57> ?D<7=4=<< ?>7>D=> 4>?7>7> ?D55O64=<O «6 >DG7G 

>L<5>> <?445=G5E>>7> 6>>5D465=LO, 45FE><E <76D4M5=<=, N=>L5E><E 7>?>4>6>>». �=< 

6O65?< 5O <7 MF<E ?D54?>EO?>> =5 F>?L>> ?>EF>O==GN F5<G ?4EE<6=>= 

M>74?LF<D>64==>EF< < =5<7556=OE EDO6>6, =5 F>?L>> 676>?=>64==O5 6>76D4M5=<O ?>MF4 

> <>F<64< >FD>G5E>>7> E>7D564=<O, => < <5F>=<<<G5E><5 5?G644=<O 6>>DG7 >464>7> 

D<>E<DG5<>7> ?D54<5F4. �5E4=<EFO >F <4F5D<4?<7<4 >F<5F<?< 5O ?>>474=<5 46F>D4 >5 

4?>?<F<G=>EF< 57> ED54O < 57> >F>D>65==GN E?5?>FG > E>F<4?L=>= ?D>5?5<4F<>5, 6 

G4EF=>EF< > E>F<4?L=><G ?4D>EG ?>M7<< �4O>>6E>>7>, < ?>465?< 5O E>F<4?L=>-

M>>=><<G5E>GN 547G ?>4 F5 =4EFD>5=<O 55E?><>M=>=, 55745=EF65==>=, M?57<G5E>>= 

D4EF5DO==>EF<, >>F>DO< >F44NF < �ED4==4O 7D4<>F4, < �>74GL=O5 ?GF<.  

�4>>=><5D=> EFD5<?5=<5 =4=F< E>>F65FEF6<5 <564G >F45?L=O<< ??4=4<< D54?L=>EF<, 

74>>=><5D=O < ?>?OF>< 6O65EF< D4>FO >4=>7> ??4=4 <7 E>>F65FEF6GNM<E D4>F>6 

4DG7>7>, >4> <5F>4 ?D>5>F<< <=>7><5D=>= 45=EF6<F5?L=>EF< =4 ??>E>>EFL. �> >L<5>>= 

5O?> 5O >F>65EF6?5=<5 MF>= ?D>5>F<< E 45=EF6<F5?L=>EFLN, =5GG5F E?5F<D<G5E>>= 

EFDG>FGDO < E4<>46<65=<O >F45?L=OE ??4=>6, F.5. >5D4M5=<5 F4>>6OE 6 <5E4=<G5E><5 

=44EFD>=><. �7 4>FG4?L=OE 6>7<>6=>EF5= D>D<4?L=>7> D476<F<O <765EF=4O ED544 <?< 

<=4<6<4 <>65F 6O5D4FL =4<5>?55 >F65G4NMGN 44==O< E>F<4?L=O<, <45>?>7<G5E><<, 

?E<E>?>7<G5E><< < F.?. ?D54?>EO?>4<, D46=> >4> >><??5>E EG4>65EF65==OE D>D<, 

7444==O= 74>>=><5D=>EFLN <E D476<F<O, ?D<<E><645F E555 4?O >EGM5EF6?5=<O 

445>64F=>N ED54G <?< F6>DG5E>GN ?<G=>EFL. �> =5?L7O <4<??<G5E>< 45E>?NF<7>64FL MFG 

74D<>=<N ??4=>6, =5?L7O 745O64FL > 6>7<>6=>EF< 4<4?5>F<G5E><E =4?DO65=<= <564G 

>F45?L=O<< ??4=4<< 45=EF6<F5?L=>EF<. -F< >>=D?<>FO ??4=>6 O6?ONFEO 

EGM5EF65==O<< 46<74F5?O<< <EF>D<< >G?LFGDO. �E?< <=>7<5 <=4<6<4G4?L=O5 

>E>55==>EF< ?>M7<< �4EF5D=4>4 E>7?4EGNFEO E E4D4>F5D=O<< G5DF4<< 57> ?<G=>EF< < 
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E>F<4?L=>7> >>DG65=<O, F> 5EFL 6 57> F6>DG5EF65 =5<7556=> < F4><5 O6?5=<O, >>F>DO5 

E>6D5<5==4O569 ?>M7<O 6?4EF=> =46O7O645F >464><G E6>5<G ?>MFG, E>FO 5O =4?5D5>>D 57> 

<=4<6<4G4?L=><G < E>F<4?L=><G >5?<>G, (D5GL <45F > =5>5E>4<<OE EF5D6=OE 55 

F5?>EF=>= EFDG>FGDO), <, 5E?< 5O ?>MF >F65D7 MF< FD55>64=<O, >= 46F><4F<G5E>< 5O? 5O 

6O5D>L5= <7 55 DGE?4. %G4>65EF65==>5 7444=<5 =<>>744 =5 6F>D745FEO 557 5>O 6 

5<>7D4D<N ?>MF4, F4> 65 >4> 5<>7D4D<O ?>MF4 =<>>744 =5 G<5M45FEO F5?<>>< 6 57> 

EG4>65EF65==>< 7444=<<. �5D>= �ED4==>= �D4<>FO 3 ED>=<G5E><= =5G44G=<>, ?>F><G 

GF> E 57> D4>F<G5E><<< <=>7>G<E?5==O<< GE?5E4<< 57> ?D>F>F<?4 =5G57> 45?4FL ?>MFG 

�4EF5D=4>G, >4> =5G57> 45?4FL >=<75 �474=>6O E 57> 65D>OF=O< ?D><4E4<<. &5=45=F<O 

> ?D545?L=>= M<4=E<?4F<<570 7=4>4 >F ?D54<5F4, >F<5G5==4O =4<< 6 ?>M7<< �4EF5D=4>4 

< 57> E65DEF=<>>6, O6?O5FEO >D45G7>?L=O< GEFD5<?5=<5< 6E57> =>6>7> <E>GEEF64, 

6OEFG?<6L57> 6 >4G5EF65 4=F<F57O =4FGD4?<7<4, >=4 =5>F45?<<4 >F ?>EFG?4F5?L=>7> 

?4D>E4 MF>7> <E>GEEF64 < =4E>4<F E555 6OD465=<5571 =5746<E<<> >F 5<>7D4D<G5E><E 

>E>55==>EF5= F5E <?< <=OE 57> =>E<F5?5=. �>?OF>< =45?N44F5?5= [?D>EF>] ?D<>D5?<FL 

MF> E?5F<D<G5E>>5 EG4>65EF65==>5 O6?5=<5 > >7D4=<G5==><G E>F<4?L=><G E5>F>DG < > 

>?D545?5==>= <45>?>7<< O6?ONFEO F<?<G=O< <5E4=<EF<G5E><< 745?G645=<5<: 

G<>74>?NG4OL >F 55E?D54<5F=>EF< <E>GEEF64 > <DD54?<7<G <<D>E>75DF4=<O, <572 

<E>GEEF65==> 74FGL56O645< >4D4<=4?L=GN 4=F<=><<N. �5E?D54<5F=><G G>?>=G 

<E>GEEF64 5?<65 E>>F65FEF6G5F <<5==> FO7>F5=<5 D<?>E>D<< > ?D54<5F=>EF<.  

�D<=44?56=>EFL > E??>G5==><G >>??5>F<6G, =4?D46?5=G5EF6> 7?G5>>> ?D5F<F 

�4EF5D=4>G, EFD4EF=> D47DGL4NM5<G E>4>6O5 E<56=>EF<. �= E<?<FEO G554<FL 

�4O>>6E>>7>, >4> GG4=> 5O?> 5O, 5E?< 5O [F>F] >= =46E5744 G?D474=<? DGFGD<7<. �= =5 

E>G5F «?>L?>EF<» E>6?445=<= E E>6D5<5==<>4<<, >FF4?><645FEO >F =<E < ?D>?>654G5F 

>FE>>>< 6 EF>D>=G E >5M5= 4>D>7<. � F5< =5 <5=55 6 57> ?>M7<< 6>?D5>< <45>?>7<G5E>>= 

D47=>7>?>E<F5 M?>E<, ?5EFD>= 4> 674<<=>= =5=46<EF< < =5?>=<<4=<O, OD>> E>474?4EL 

<<5==> «75=5D4F<>==4O E6O74==>EFL». �=4 ?D>O6<?4EL < 6 G?>D=>< F6>DG5EF65 

F6>DG5E>>< G?D474=5=<< ?D54<5F4, < ?5D5EFD>=>5 7D4<<4F<>< <E>GEEF64. �>E?54=OO 

6<?4 ?D>L54L<< < =4EF>OM<<, =4EF>OM55 6D5<O 6 ?D>F<6>?>EF46?5=<< > >4=><G 

?D>L54L5<G 6>E?D<=<<4?>EL >4> 55E?D<7=4>>6>5573 =5?D>L54L55574. �<5==> DGFGD<7< 

 

569 Der Zeit. 
570 Verselbstständigung. 
571 Wird verwertet. 
572 Man. 
573 Eine merkmallose. 
574 Nichtvergangenheit. 
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>?<G>>=, F5>D<5= < ?D4>F<>>= ?>?OF4?EO 665EF< 6 ?>MF<G5E>GN E<EF5<G 5G4GM55 6D5<O 

< ?D<F>< 6 >4G5EF65 <EE>4=>7> 6D5<5=<. �5 MF>< =5GEF4==> >D<G4F EF<E< < 

?G5?<F<EF<>4 %?55=<>>64 < �4O>>6E>>7>, < MF<< 65 ?4D>E>< ?D>=<>=GF> F6>DG5EF6> 

�4EF5D=4>4, 6>?D5>< 57> <=F<<=><G FO7>F5=<N [46F>D4] > «7?G5>>><G 7>D<7>=FG 

6>E?><<=4=LO». �= ?>-=>6><G, 6 >>=F5>EF5 =>6>7> ?D>F<6>?>EF46?5=<O, >E>7=45F 

=4EF>OM55, >4> E4<>EF>OF5?L=GN >4F57>D<N, >= ?>=<<45F, GF> «G65 < >4=4 74<5F=>EFL 

=4EF>OM57> 5EFL 5G4GM55», < =4?DO65==O= 7<<= �4O>>6E>><G, 7465DL4NM<= 

�ED4==GN 7D4<>FG, =5 E?GG4==> >>=G45FEO E?54GNM<<< E?>64<<: «�= E 45FEF64 5O? 

<754?>64= 5G4GM<<, >>F>D>5 44?>EL 5<G 4>6>?L=> D4=> <, 6<4<<>, 557 5>?LL>7> FDG44». 

'F> MF4 «7D4<<4F<G5E>4O D5D>D<4» EGM5EF65==> <5=O5F E4<GN DG=>F<N ?>M7<< 6 >DG7G 

?D>G<E E>F<4?L=OE F5==>EF5=, >5 MF>< 6 4DG7>= D47. 
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A.2.5 Roman Jakobson, <Jazykov�da v republikánském apan�lsku= (1938) 

Originally published in Lidové Noviny, 30/03/1938 (161/ 46), 7. Signed R. Jn. 

 

V Madridu práv� vyalo nové 
íslo 
asopisu pro linguistiku a klasickou filologii Emerita. V 

úhledném svazku, obsahujícím nad 200 stránek. V Blanco pojednává o formách budoucího 


asu v latinské literatuYe kYeseanské doby, Gonzáles de la Calle dokon
uje svou rozsáhlou 

monografii o metrice Horaciové, a G. Bonfante uva�uje o lidových prvcích v Horaciov� jazyce. 

SoustYe�uje pozornost na mluv� Yímských plebejco a otroko, která �ila podzemním �ivotem 

vedle spisové latiny, a dala vznik románským jazykom. Pronikala i do klasické literatury, a lze 

stanovit tuto stupnici literárních druho podle jejich odolnosti k jazykovým vulgarismom: 

epigram, satira, veselohra, dopisy, technické spisy, elegie, Ye
nictví, filosofie, rétorika, 

tragedie, epika, d�jepis, óda. Horaciovy satiry a ódy jsou po této stránce dva opa
né póly. 

apan�lský dneaek se zrcadli jen ve vyhran�ném zájmu uvedené studie o sociologii jazyka a 

v nezvykle airokém mezinárodním obzoru bohaté a zevrubné kritické rubriky. Nalézáme tu i 

odovodn�né odmítnutí n�meckých usilování o tenden
ní nacistickou jazykov�du i nová pro 

apan�lskou v�du zájem o odbornou literaturu slovanskou. Jde zde podrobn� probrána kniha 

Poláka Kurylowicze, jsou kladn� zhodnoceny pYísp�vky Rusa Pokrovského k obecnému 

významoslovi a zvláat� Bulhara Georgieva k srovnávací mluvnici, je zdorazn�n prokopnický 

význam Prací pra�ského linguistického krou�ku a n�kolika jiných fonologických studií, a 

v dokladném rozboru germanistického hláskového pojednání Desnické, vydaného Akademií 

nauk Sov�tského Svazu, je pádn� odsouzena pseudomarxistická a nev�decká akola Marrova. 

V�da s obdivou hodinou hou�evnatosti vzdoruje vále
nému po�áru. 

R. Jn. 
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A.3 Other writings 

A.3.1 <Ve Slovanském ústavu= (1929) 

Originally published in Národní listy, 23/06/1929 (68/172), 3. 

 

PYi vzniku Slovanského ústavo Yekli jsme své výhrady ke zposobu jeho formálního vzniku i je 

jmenování jeho 
leno, kdo jmenování byly a kdo jmenování nebyly. Myslíme, �e není o tom 

v zásad� nikde pochybnosti, �e Slovanský ústav ve svém slo�ení není správným a skute
ným 

pYedstavitelem slovanské práce, ne snad pro praeterito, ale pro presente. Jest a� pYekvapujícím 

zjevem, s jakou reservou, ne-li dokonce i s pochybnostmi chová se 
eská veYejnost 

k Slovanskému ústavu, a
koli v naaem národ�, nejvíce slovansky zalo�eném mezi vaemi 

Slovany, byla myalenka na Slovanský ústav v�dy vyslovována s velkými, a� nadaenými 

nad�jemi. 

Reservovanost 
eské veYejnosti jest pochopitelná, kdy� se vysloví n�kolik jmen, která jist� 

podivnými cestami se dostala do ústavu, který má representovati výkv�t slovanských 

pracovníko. A t�mito podivnými cestami zdá se, chce Slovanský ústav jíti i dále, kdy� slyaíme, 

�e 
inným 
lenem Slovanského ústavu byl svolen sov�tský agent, v Praze �ijící a posobící, pan 

Jakobson. V�c nutno posuzovati se dvou stránek. Jednak po stránce v�
né kvalifikace, �e 

takových Jakobsono a hlediska odborné 
innosti slavistické jsou tisíce. Jestli�e n�kdo 

spolupracuje v n�meckém list�, v�novaném slovanským otázkám, jestli�e n�kdo pracuje 

k tomu, aby si získal v�deckou kvalifikaci a mohl se habilitovat na n�meckém ústav� pro 

slavistiku, to jest opravdu jeat� tuze málo a pYed takovým kandidátem stojí na desítky, ale sta 

slavisto, kteYí odborn� znamenají více a kteYí by pYed takovým slavistou Jakobsonem musili 

býti jmenování 
leny Slovanského ústavu. V�c má vaak jeat� druhou stránku. Nikdo snad není 

tak naivní v celé 
eskoslovenské republice, aby nevid�l velmi ur
it�, �e slavistická 
innost 

pana Jakobsona v Praze není le
 maska, pod kterou koná pan Jakobson skute
né poslání, 

poslání komunistického agenta. Nikdo neuv�Yí, �e tu pan Jakobson v Praze �ije tak, jak �ije, za 

honoráYe ze >Slavische Rundschau<, které, jak zYejmo, nepYeká�ejí komunismus pana 

Jakobsona, aby ho m�la ve svém redak
ním kruhu a pYi tom sou
asné aby nedostávala subvencí 

od státu, proti n�mu� pan Jakobson jako poctivý komunista musí hlásat rozvrat, a nejen hlásat, 

nýbr� d�lat. PYi zajímavém poYádku, jaký jest v republice, �e jest mo�no z pen�� republiky i 

jinde vydr�ovat odporce, jest mo�ný i takový Jakobson v listu, subvencovaném státem. 
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Kone
n� nemáme práva na nikom, kdo je slavistou n�mecké národnosti, �ádat, aby proto byl 

pYítelem slovanských národo, a pon�vad� o pana Jakobsona jeví zvláatní zájem n�me
tí 

slavisté, snad he to naplIuje ur
itou ironickou akodolibostí, kdy� vidí, jak vykonavateli 

rozvratné sov�tské 
innosti v 
eskoslovenské republice 
eské kruhy i mnozí 
initelé velmi 

rozhodující projevují blahovoli a tím mu usnadIují konání skute
ného ú
elu, pro který byl 

sov�tskou vládou poslán do Prahy. 

Jestli�e dokonce i Slovanský ústav se propoj
il, aby slou�il jeat� ze v�taí ochranu maskované 


innosti Jakobsonov� v Praze, pak skute
n� jsme nucení obrátit se pYímo k rozhodujícím 

osobám ve Slovanském ústav�, zodpov�dným mravn� celé 
eské veYejnosti za zposob, jakými 

podivnými cestami sov�tský agent, osobnost a odbornou kvalifikací slavistickou velmi 

podYadnou, mohl býti jmenován 
lenem ústavu, dostává se osobám typu Jakobsonova, pak 

opravdu pro mnohého slavisti pYestává toto 
lenství býti poctou osob� a uznáním práci. 

 

A.3.2 <Bolaevický agent ve Slovanském ústavu= (1929) 

Originally published in Národní osvobození, 26/06/1929 (6/175) 5. Signed <R.=. 

 

Proto�e se Slovanský ústav nestal doménou výhradního vlivu pana dra KramáYe a jeho 

Slovano, národní demokracie a její tisk nepokládají ho >za správného a skute
ného 

pYedstavitele slovanské práce<, a pova�ujíce za >
eskou veYejnost< jen sebe samy, vykládají, 

�e se ta 
eská veYejnost chová k Slovanskému ústavu >s reservou, ne-li dokonce i s 

pochybnostmi<. Ned�lní >Národní listy vysv�tlovaly tuto >reservovanost< tím, �e prý 

>podivným cestami pan Jakobson, sov�tský agent, osobnost a odbornou kvalifikací 

slavistickou velmi podYadnou, byl jmenován 
lenem ústavu<, který >se propoj
il k tomu, aby 

slou�il jeat� za v�taí ochranu maskované 
innost Jakobsonov� v Praze<, a 
iní za to >mravn� 

odpov�dnými rozhodující osoby ve Slovanském ústav�. >Národní listy< 3 to tYeba uznati 3 

neopouat�jí svou proslulou tradici: úto
í nepravdami, osobním utrháním na cti, a vedou si pYi 

tom tak neobratn� a hloup�, �e by v�taí hlouposti nedovedl jim podsunouti ani nejzavilejaí 

jejich odporce. Kdo je Roman Jakobson, je dobYe známo v naaich v�deckých i politických 

kruzích: >Národní listy< se ovaem tváYí, jako by to nev�d�ly. Bylo by v�dy známo 3 i dob�, 

kdy Jakobson byl tiskovým referentem pra�ského sov�tského zastupitelstva 3 �e není 
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komunista, nýbr� bezpartijní. Nikdy svou 
innost nemaskoval, pYi
iIoval se podle svých 

mo�ností o pYátelství pom�r mezi Ruskem a 
eskoslovenském, k n�mu� upYímn� pYilnul. Není 

dosud mnoho cizinco, a zejména není mnoho Ruso, kteYí by tak znali 
eskoslovenskou kulturu, 

d�jiny a politiku a kteYí by m�li tak opravdovou a vYelou osobní ú
ast na naaich v�cech jako 

Jakobson. Odborné filologické kruhy uznávají a velmi cení jeho v�decké práce slavistické, z 

nich� mnohé jsou v�novány ji v�cem 
eskoslovenským, tak zejména stYedov�ké naaí literatuYe 

a studiu 
eské rytmiky. Proto byl zcela Yádn� navr�en a jmenován 
lenem Slovanského ústavu. 

TYeba pYipomenouti, �e jeho odborná práce a znalosti byly uznávány i v referátech, 

publikovaných 3 >Národních listo<: recensenty byli profesoYi Flajahans a Hrozný, a 
len 

redakce >N.L.< Vincenc 
ervinka! Kdo by neznal >Národních listo<, byl by pYekvapen, jak je 

mo�no, �e tentý� list, který chválil, najednou hanobí. >Národní listy< pYesv�d
ují neustále, �e 

v nich �ádné pYekvapení není vylou
eno. Ostatn� 3 jak se popovídáme 3 pan Jakobson poskytne 

>Národním listom< pYíle�itost, aby dokázaly svoje infámie: podává na n� �alobu 

prostYednictvím svého právního zástupce dra Langra. R. 

 

3) Untitled 

Originally published in Národní osvobození, 24/01/1930 (7/23), 5. Signed <R.=. 

 

Slovanský ústav takYka z nadr�ování bolaevismu: dokazovaly to tím, �e za jeho 
lena byl 

zvolen Roman Jakobson, známý slavista, zaslou�ilý o 
sl. linguistickou a literárn� historickou 

v�du, který býval tiskovým attaché pra�ského sov�tského zastupitelství. Napadly pYi tom 

urá�liv� Jakobsona. Ten nenechal si libiti kYivé urá�ky, nespokojil se tím, �e v�decké kruhy 

odsuzovaly výpad >N. L<, nýbr� �aloval tento list. Redakce KramáYova listu byla nyní nucena 

po�ádati pana Jakobsona za prominutí. Zaplatila soudní útraty a odvolala své obvin�ní 

veYejným prohláaením, �e nemo�e Jakobsona viniti, �e by byl komunistickým agentem, ani �e 

by jeho v�decká 
innost byla maskou rozvratné 
innosti proti 
eskoslovensku, ani �e by se byl 

dostal do Slovanského ústavu podivnými cestami, proto�e byl za jeho 
lena Yádn� zvolen 

jednomyslným usnesením valného shromá�d�ní. Panu Jakobsonovi >Národní listy< daly 

satisfakci vlastn� u� pYed tímto odvoláním. UveYejnily v ned�li pochvalný a uznalý referát o 

jeho nové knize >Nejstaraí 
eské písn� duchovní<. Panu Jakobsonovi dostalo se tak zaslou�ené 

satisfakce, a >Národní listy< utrp�ly zaslou�enou ostudu. R. 



 
 

323 

4) Slovan9 Jakobson ze sov�tské misse 3 
lenem pra�ského Slovanského ústavu 

Originally published in Národní listy, 24/06/1929 (144), 2. 

 

Slovanský ústav v Praze získal novou >ozdobu< v agentu bolaevické obchodní misse 

Jakobsonovi, kterého zvolil za svého 
lena. Krut�jaí ironie nelze si v�ru pYedstavit nad tu, kdy� 

mezi 
leny, kteYí mají representovat výkv�t slovanských pracovníko, jest jmenován komunista, 

jeho� pravým posláním a úkolem jest pracovat propaga
n� pro sv�tovou vládu a pro ujaYmení 

slovanského Ruska. Tovarya Jakobson nezaslou�il se dosud o Slovanstvo ni
ím. Napsal jenom 

n�kolik prací slavistických do n�meckého 
asopisu, aby tak maskoval pravý svoj úkol a poslání 

jako bolaevický agent. Pro pana Jakobsona 
lenství Slovanského ústavu jest. Za to není pro 

mnohé vynikající mu�e, kteYí Slovanstvu v�novali práci a úsilí celých desetiletí. Pan dr. Benea 

má toti� zvláatní názory na práci pro Slovanstvo. Odmítnutí nemusejí toho vaak litovat, neboe 

3 jak píaí >N. L.< 3 jestli�e 
est, býti 
elenem Slovanského ústavu dostává se osobám typu 

Jakobsonova, pak opravdu pro skute
ného slavistu pYestává toto 
lenství býti poctou osob� a 

uznáním práci. 
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A.4 Correspondences (1920-1939) 

 

A.4.1 Jurij Tynjanov 

[1] Jurij Tynjanov to Roman Jakobson 23/02/1929 

23/II 29 

�>D>7>= $><4=. 
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D4EE>D<LLEO. �?>O7<EO ?D>L?< 557 >E>5>7> >6<6?5=<O. �<F<=4 D54>F<O 7?46=O< 
>5D47>< D4>F<G5E>4O: <�4= EN44 =4?5G4F4N 6 �5D5=. �5D, >EF4F< 6OE>4<F ?>E?54=<= 
=><5D><, 74 >FEGFEF6<5< F4>>7> ?<F5D4FGD=>7> =4?D46?5=<O. �<>><G =5 64?>> / <=5 
F>65 / 6 F>< G<E?5. / &><4L56E><= <=5 =5 >G5=L E>7?4E5=: <-F> 5>?LL5 >F=>E<FEO > 
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�4MG?O645F < >5>5M45F 55 >=<6=>5 ?D><EE>645=<5. �E?< 5<G MF> G44EFEO/G5D57 
<EE?54>64=<5 ?G5>G=>= ?<F5D4FGDO; �><4D>6-46F>D �4=L>< �4<= 4/, MF> 5G45F 
746>564=<5< D>?L>?>D4, <?< E>D><=55-<=F5D5E=>. 

% F6>5= >=<7>= 6E5 6OOE=5=>. / ?5D5?<E4? F6>= ??4= < >F44? 6 �<7. �=<74 G65 7=4G<FEO 
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?D54?>65=<O. �=> 5G45F F555 ?>E?4=> =5 ?>765 E5D54<=O <4DF4. 
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[2] Jurij Tynjanov to Roman Jakobson 

�5=<=7D44, 23 <4DF4 [1929] 

 �>D>7>= $><4=. 

�<LG 4?O F55O > �D<5>54>65 < ?D>GF5<. �FG57> =<G57> =5 ?<L5LL? �4>>7> FO <=5=<O > 
<>5= D45>F5 <�DE4<EFO < �GL><==. �5=O >G5=L <=F5D5EG5F F6>5 <=5=<5. �?5G4F>> 6 
>=<75 >G5=L <=>7>. �>?GG<? ?< �5FD �D<7>DL56<G <><E <�DE4<EF>6=? �47<D 6OE>4<F 2-
< <744=<5<. %>?>4=>, 6LN7<, 554=O5 <>< =>7<. '4EF> 4G<4N > F555. �<L5LL ?< E6>N 
>=<7G? �4 E>>?L>> F55O =47D5?< 74 F>, GF> FO <5=O =5 ?D>?<E4?? �G5=L <=5 =5?D<OF=>. 
�E5-F4>< E6>?>G<. �>>?>=4 GGF<64, 4 ?>F>< LFD4D. �G5=L E>GG=>. �<FO 74=OF <&>, O 
F>65. %>>D> <45< =4 �46>47. %5D45G=O= ?D<65F %>DL5 �<>>?456=5. . &  

 

A.4.2 Boris Tomaaevskij 

[1] Boris Tomaaevskij to Roman Jakobson 09/05/1928 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 
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[2] Boris Tomaaevskij to Roman Jakobson 02/11/1928 

II/XI 28 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G 
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�GGL5 F555 >5D4F<FLEO > G?5=G >>??57<< />G5<=E>><G <?< > LF4F=><G 
45=EF6<F5?L=><G G?5=G -=E5=54G<G. />G5<E=>E<= 745EL <=>7> <>65F, 4 <>5 
6<5L4F5?LEF6> >D><5 6D544 =<G57> =5 ?D<=5E5F. 

�5?>DGEE><5 < G>D4W=E><5 ?<<F<>< ?>EF4D4NEL D474>5OFL. $5F5=7<< > =<E 44FL =5 E<>7G 
?> FD5< ?D<G<=4<: O <E =5 G<F4?, =5 E<>7G <E ?D>G5EFL ?> =57=4=<N <>6O < =5 E>GG 
4D47=<FL 7GE5=. 

% �4?GE4FO< O 7>6>D<? < >54 <O ?D<L?< > =5GF5L<F5?L=O< 6O6>44<: >= EG<F45F, GF> 
5<G MF4 D45>F4 =5 ?> 4>D>75, 4 O EG<F4N, GF> >=4 <=5 =5 ?> ??5GG. �OEFG?<FL 6 Slavische 
Rundschau E >>=E?5>F>< DGEE>>= ?<F5D4FGDO 65ML 5>?55 G5< >F65FEF65==4O. �?O MF>7> 
=44> 7=4FL =4 7G5>> <EF>D<>7D4D<N DGEE>>= ?<F5D4FGDO G D>D<4?<7<4 < 6EN ?<F5D4FGDG 
D>D<4?<7<4. / =< 6 F><, =< 6 4DG7>< =5E<?5=. � =5 25 EFD4=<F4E E >4=<< >5M<<< 
DD474<< =5 >5>=45LLEO: >D4F>>EFL FD55G5F 45>?4D4F<6=>= G5F>>EF< < F>G=>EF<. �5 
E<>65F ?< MF> E45?4FL >F>-=<5G4L =4 747D4=<G=OE E>FDG4=<>>6? �5D55<D4O <<5=4 745EL 
6 �5=<=7D445, <O E �4?GE4FO< G554<?<EL, GF> ?>4>5=4O EF4FLO <>65F 5OFL <?< 
46F>D5D5D4F>< (=4?D. &O=O=>64) <?< 65 74 =55, 4>?65= 67OFLEO >F>-=<5G4L <7 <>?>4OE. 
%4<O= EF4DO= <7 <>?>4OE 3 �G>>6E><=. �>7L<5FEO ?< >= < GF> G =57> 6O 6O=45F, =5 
7=4N. 

�>>5M5 =5 7=4N, G44EFEO ?< <=5 GF>-?<5> =4?<E4FL 4?O Rundschau? � 5?<64=L55 6D5<O 
O >G5=L 74=OF < 4465 E4?FGD<FL =<G57> 5O =5 E<>7. �44> >5>644FL, >>744 =5<=>7> 
>E6>5>6GEL. 

�4DF56E>>7> =5 ?>?GG<?. �E?< FO 57> ?>E?4? 74>474==O<, E?D46LEO =4 ?>GF5. �E?< 
?D>EFO<, E45?4? >L<5>G. �EF4F<, ?D>E<? 6OE?4FL >4=G DD. >=<6>G ?> littérature 
comparée. �4> 55 EG4L54? 

�>= ?D<65F �<=>>GDG < &O=O=>6G. �>7>6>D< E ?>E?54=<< ?> 4>445<<G5E><< 6>?D>E4<. 
�= 7=45F <>N F>G>G 7D5=<O, 5E?< =5 745O? =4L57> D477>6>D4. 

% �>>G?LE><< <<5? >G5=L >D4F><= D477>6>D 6 ?5D5DO65 <564G ?5>F<O<<. �= >F>764?EO 
?>?=O< =56545=<5< < 74O6<?, GF> =<>4><E ?D>EL5 >F F55O =5 ?>?GG4?. �5D57>6>DN E =<< 
5M5. 

�D<65F �>74FOD56G < 64L<< E5<5=EF64<. 

&6>= � &><4L56E><= 
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[3] Boris Tomaaevskij to Roman Jakobson 29/01/1929 

29/I 29 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G 

�5 <>7G F555 6OE?4FL �5D74, ?>F><G GF> >= D4EFD>74N. -F> <744=<5 �>E. �7. 1922 < O 
E?D46?O?EO 6 ?5D6>= EF>G=<>5. 

&DG4=> 4>EF4FL 55?>DGEE><5 ?>MF<>< 3 745EL =5 F>D7GNF 55?>DGEE><<< >=<74<<, 
>G56<4=>, FDG4=> 45FLEO 6OF5EO64FL <7 �<=E>4. 

'F> >4E45FEO G>D4<=E><= 3 F> G>474? F>G=55: 6O7L F4< >5L<D=4O ?<F5D4FGD4 ?> ?>MF<>5. 
�>EF4D4NEL 6O?<E4FL <7 �<564. 

�5 >>47O64?>EL >F �575<4==4 =4 �<=>7D44>64 >4>>= ED>>? 

% �>>G?LE><< ?>65D<?, 

�D<65F 6E5<. 

� &><4L56E><= 

[4] Boris Tomaaevskij to Roman Jakobson 31/01/1929 

31 O=64DO 1929 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G 

�4L< >F>DOF>< D47>L?<EL. � �5D75 O ?<E4?. �5?L7O ?< 57> 74<5F<FL 4DG7<< =><>75=57>< 
(F4><5 EGM5EF6GNF)? �E?< >=<74 45=EF6<F5?L=> =G6=> 4> 74657G, <>6=> 6OE?4FL =4 
?>45D64=<5 5<5?<>F5G=O= M>75<??OD, => >5O74F5?LEF6>< ED>G=>7> 6>76D4F4. �><G O 
>5O74= ?D<EO?>>= >GG< 4<EE5DF4F<= GG5=<>>6 Sasan9a? &555 <?< �G>46>6E>><G? �= 
<=5 ?D<E?4? E6>N >=<7G > �45 �4E<, => =5 ?D<E?4? E6>57> 44D5E4. �5D544= 5<G <>N 
5?47>44D=>EFL GEF=>, D46=> >4> < 74 ?5D56>4 6 '4E>?<E5. &O=O=>6 ?D<5E4?, => O 57> 5M5 
=5 6<44?. �= ?5D544? <=5 G5D57 ,>?>6E>>7> 64L <4=<D5EF, => ?G=>F 6 6O7O645F 
>?4E5=<O: E>>F=>L5=<O langue < parole < 6 O7O>5 F> =5 E>6E5< �5=56E><5, 4 6 ?<F5D4FGD5 
5EFL >?4E=>EFL ?>6F>D5=<< F<?>?>7<G5E><E 4=F<=><<G5E><E D<>F<=, >4> EGDD>74F4 
E<EF5<O. �> >5 MF>< 7>6>D<FL 4>?7>. 

P.S. % �>>G?LE><< 7>6>D<?. �5 G>D4<=E><E ?<<F<>ax 64G >F65FG.  

�D<65F %5<5=EF6G  

&6>= �>D<E &><4L56E><= 
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[5] Boris Tomaaevskij to Roman Jakobson 10/02/1929 

�5=<=7D44 10 D56D4?O 1929 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

�4>>=<7< F6><E >F>DOF>> 7<?5D5>?<G5=. �4 6>?D>EO FO E<EF5<4F<G5E>< <755745LL 
>F65G4FL. �5 745G4L, GF> >F>DOF4 >F �D47< 4> �5=<=7D444 <45F 6>E5<L 4=5= (E> 
E>>D>EFLN 12 ><?><5FD4 6 G4E). �5D5E?D4L<64FL ?D< F4><E GE?>6<OE FDG4=>. �< > 
=><>75=575, =< > ?>MF<>4E FO <=5 =<G57> =5 >F65F<?. 

�>EF4D4NEL G4>6?5F6>D<FL F6>5 FD55>64=<5, < =4?<E4FL =G6=> D5F5=7<N =4 >=<7G 
�<=>7D444. &>?L>> GF> 6OL?4 >=<74 &O=O=>64. �F> > =5= ?<L5F? 

�<45? &O=O=>64, >>F>DO= 5M5 =5 ?>?>= 6?5G4F?5=<= >F �5D?<=4 < �D47<. �= E>F5? 
F5?57D4D<D>64FL F555 > =5>5E>4<<>EF< ED>G=> ?D<E?4FL DG>>?<EL F6><E E5>D=<>>6 
/7O> < $56>?NF<O < ?<F5D4FGD=OE EF4F5=. �GGL5 <E =4?D46<FL >>47<5= 3 E>>D55 4>=4GF. 
%F4FL< ?> O7O>G 7>4OFEO 4?O �>E<744F4, ?> ?<F5D4FGD5 3 4?O $545D4F<< �<E4F5?<. �> 
6E5 D477>6>DO 657 46D>D4 < DG>>?<E< ??4F>=<G=O, E>FO < 6O7O64NF E>GG6EF6<5. 

�E?< =G6=> 4?O ED>=<>< Rundschau, F> <E?>?L7G= =<65E?54GNM55: E5=G4E ?5G4F4NFEO 
=>6>>F>DOFO5 4>>G<5=FO, >5=4DG65==O5 6 4DE<65 �>DG4>>6OE. &5=FD4?L=>5 <5EF> 
74=<<45F ?>M<4 �GL><=4 �>=4E (?5D6O5 FD< ?5E=<) < ?<EL<4 �>DG4>>64 D>4=O< <7 
?<F5O. �5D64O ?5E=O �>=4E4 ?>O6<FEO 6 5?<64=L5= >=<6>5 �D4E=>7> �DE<64. 
�>?=>EFLN ?>M<4 6O=45F >F45?L=O< 6O?GE>><, 6<5EF5 E 4DG7<<< ?D><76545=<O<< 
�GL><=4, 46F>7D4DO >>F>DOE =4L?<EL 6 4DE<65 �>DG4>>6OE. �>M<4 >F=>E<FEO 65D>OF=> 
< =4G4?G 1814 7>44 (4 <>65F 5OFL 6 D4=LL5) < ?D54EF46?O5F ?5D6GN ?>?OF>G 
?4D>4<G5E>>= ?>M<O, 6=GL5==>= �GL><=G GF5=<5< Pucelle �>?LF5D4. �>M<4 5M5 
E>65DL5==> 45FE>4O, =5E<>FDO =4 >5<?<5 MD>F<7<4: 7?46=O= 55 <=F5D5E 6 F><, GF> 6 =5= 
74>?NG5=O =5E>>?L>> <>F<6>6, ?>?GG46L<E G �GL><=4 44?L=5=L55 D476<F<O 
6?>E?54EF6<<. �>M<G >><<5=F<DG5F -57>?56 < 4DG7<5. &5=FD4DE<6, <744NM<= MFG 
?>M<G, GD576OG4==> >745>G5=, GF>5O 4> 6OE>44 6 E65F >=4 =5 EF4?4 >4>-=<5G4L <765EF=4 
?G5?<>5, 4 ?>F><G O ?<L5= 6>7<>6=>EF< GF>-=<5G4L ?D<546<FL. �<EL<4 �>DG4>>64 
D>4=O< 44NF ?>4D>5=GN ED>=<>G ?<F5=E>>= 6<7=< < E>>5M4NF <=>7> =>6OE 44==OE. 

�F E55O E>46G, GF> LG<, ?>=OFO= 6>>DG7 =4E>4><, =5 E>>F65FEF6G5F 45=EF6<F5?L=><G 55 
7=4G5=<O. $D47<5=F �>=4E4 3 45FE>4O ?4G>>F=O, <<5NM4O >G5=L >7D4=<G5==>5 < 
G7>>E?5F<4?L=>5 7=4G5=<5. �>744 >= 6O=45F 6 E65F ?D<L?N F555. %>DOF<5 �>=4E4, > 
>>F>D>< 5O?> >>5-F> <765EF=> < D4=55 ?>EF46<?> =4 >G5D54L 6>?D>E > ?D<=44?56=>EF< 
�GL><=G-?<F5<EFG ?>D=>7D4D<G5E>>= ?>M<O &5=L �4D>>64. �>M<4 MF4 5G45F =4?5G4F4=4 
6 >7D4=<G5==>< G<E?5 M>75<??OD>6 E >><<5=F4D<5< &O6?>6E>>7> < 6 ?D>446G =5 
?>EFG?<F. �?D>G5<, �5D=5D ?>F>D>?<?EO < G65 =4?5G4F4? > &5=< 6 �7>=L>5. 

�4 4=OE 6OE>4<F ?5D6O= F>< N5<?5==>7> ?>?=>7> E>5D4=<< E>G<=5=<= &>?EF>7>. �E?54 
74 =<< 6OE>4<F 74>>=G5==O= ?5G4F4=<5< L5EF>= F>< (�47>< ?>4 D54. �DG7<=E>>7>). 

�<=>7D44>6 6O?GE>45F 5M5 >4<= E5>D=<> EF4F5=. 

% �>>G?LE><< 7>6>DN >464GN EG55>FG. �= ?D>E<F ?D>M5=<O, F.>. >G5=L 5O? 74=OF. 
%>5<D45FEO E>>D> =4?<E4FL. 
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� E555 E>>5M<FL ?N5>?OF=>7> =<G57> =5 <>7G. %44? 6 ?5G4FL E5>D=<> EF4F5= > EF<E5 
(6E5 EF4DO5 <>< D45>FO). �4=OF 6O?GE>>< 6 E65F ?>E?54=<E F><>6 �>EF>56E>>7> 
(�=56=<> < 6GD=4?L=O5 EF4FL<). �D><5 F>7>, D544>F<DGN D><4= �>=G4D>64. �E5 MF> 
E?>?>F=4O D45>F4, >F=<<4NM4O <=>7> 6D5<5=<. %>>D> ?D<EFG??N > ?>47>F>6>5 4?O 
N5<?5==>7> &>?EF>7> �>E>D5E5=<O. &>?L>> GF> E44? EF4FLN > DD4=FG7E>>= FD44<F<< 6 
�>=4E5 4?O <744=<O &5=FD4DE<64. �=>7> 6D5<5=< D4EE>4GN =4 &>?>>6O= E?>64DL 
DGEE>>7> ?<F5D4FGD=>7> O7O>4, >>F>DO= 45?45< 6<5EF5 E 'L4>>6O<, �<=>7D44>< < 
�4D<=O<. �>65F 5OFL, <7 MF>7> ?5D5G=O FO GE<>FD<LL, ?>G5<G G <5=O =5 >EF45FEO 
6D5<5=< =4 =4GG=GN D45>FG. � MF><G ?D<E>54<=< ?5>F<< 6 '=<65DE<F5F5 < =4 �OE. 
�GDE4E �E>GEEF6>6545=<O (?D< �=EF<FGF5 �EF>D<< �E>GEEF6), 745 ?D<E>4<FEO G<F4FL 
>4<= =>6O= >GDE ED54< ?D>G<E. � MF><G >GDEG ?D<E>4<FEO 7>F>6<FLEO. � G65 D4EFO=G?EO 
=4 464 7>44. &5<4 57> 3 �GL><= < $D4=FG7E>4O FD44<F<O. �5D>OF=>, MF4 F5<4 < O6<FEO 
?D54<5F>< <>5= >G5D54=>= D45>FO. � =5= <=5 E>G5FEO D47D45>F4FL ?D>5?5<G 6?<O=<O 6 
=>6>< 4E?5>F5: 74<5=<FL E4<GN ?>EF4=>6>G 55 >>=F5?F<5= <EF>D<< ?<F5D4FGDO, 67OF>= 
<7 >?D545?5==>7> D>>GE4. �45EL 6>7=<>45F <=F5D5E=4O 7444G4 ?>EFD>5=<O <EF>D<< 
?<F5D4FGDO ?> ?D<7=4>G 55 4>F<6=>EF< =4 ?>74=5=L<5 ?<F5D4FGD=O5 O6?5=<O (F4><< 
>5D47>< G44EFEO <75564FL E >4=>= EF>D>=O 557=4456=>7> EG5N5>F<6<7<4, 4 E 4DG7>= 3 
<7GG5=<O ?<F5D4FGD=>= ?4F>?>7<<, 7D4D><4=<< < F. ?.; E<. �4=D>= < �GL><=). % 4DG7>= 
EF>D>=O, ?D>5?5<4 4EE<<<?OF<< FD44<F<< E>6?4445F E ?D>5?5<>= <7<5=5=<O 
?<F5D4FGD=>= DG=>F<< <4F5D<4?4 6 =>6>= >5EF4=>6>5. �5 7=4N, ?>?GG4FEO ?< 
>5N5>F<6=> <=F5D5E=O5 D57G?LF4FO, => E4<O= ?D>F5EE <7GG5=<O O6?5=<= E MF<E F>G5> 
7D5=<O 445F ?N5>?OF=O5 =45?N45=<O. �?D>G5<, <=5 E>G5FEO, GF>5O 6 <>= D45>F5 5O?> 
>4> <>6=> <5=LL5 ?D>5?5<4F<>< < >4> <>6=> 5>?LL5 <4F5D<4?O. �> ED54< ?D>G<E 
6>?D>E>6, 745EL 6>7=<>4NM<E, ?N5>?OF5= >4<=. �=4?<7 674<<>>F=>L5=<O 
?<F5D4FGD=>7> DO44 E 4DG7<<< 6>>5M5 74FDG4=O5FEO F5<, GF> 6E5 E>?>EF46?O5<O5 DO4O 
<?< <76=5 674<<=> >5GE?>6?5=O < <564G E<EF5<4<< D47=OE DO4>6 EGM5EF6G5F E?>6=>5 
< ?>EF>O==>5 674<<>>F=>L5=<5. &DG4=> 5O645F D5L<FL, ?D< E>>F65FEF6<< 
?<F5D4FGD=>7> < 6=5?<F5D4FGD=>7> D4>F>6, >5GE?>6<? ?< >4<= D4>F 4DG7>= <?< >54 >=< 
O6<?<EL >4> ?4D4??5?L=O5 G?5=O ?4D4??5?L=OE E<EF5<. �DG7>5 45?> ?D< ?5D5=5E5=<< 
D4>F>6 <7 >4=>= ED54O 6 4DG7<5. &4< 464 D4>F4 D47=OE E<EF5<, >5N54<=5==O5 ?> 
E<56=>EF< EF4=>6OFEO 6 =>6>= >5EF4=>6>5 M?5<5=F4<< 46GE E<EF5<, =4E>4OM<E 6 
E>65DL5==> =>6OE GE?>6<OE E>>F=5E5==>EF<. �=< ?5D5EF4NF 5OFL ?4D4??5?L=O<< 
G?5=4<<. �D< MF>< 6>7<>6=O 465 >><5<=4F<<: <?< 4EE>F<4F<O ?> E<56=>EF< ?>556445F 
< 6 =>6>< E>744=<< MF< D4>FO ?D>4>?64NF E6O7O64FLEO, 6>?D5>< FD55>64=<O< 
E>6D5<5==>EF<. -F> 6 E6>N >G5D54L <>65F >>474FL D4>FO < =>6>< E>744=<< >46GFEO 
EF>?L D47=>D>4=O<<, GF> >=< D4EG?5=ONFEO. �D< MF>< ?D><EE>4<F <?< ?>?=>5 
D47N54<=5=<5 D4>F>6 D47=OE D44>6 (MF> ?N5>?OF=> F5<, GF> >5=4645FEO 7D4=<F4 DO44), 
<?< E<56=O5 D4>FO >FDO64NFEO >F E6>57> DO44 < 6>E?D<=<<4NFEO >4> M?5<5=FO 
E<EF5<O 4DG7>7> DO44. �4?D. D4>F >4>>=-?<5> <45>?>7<< 6 =>6>< ?>>>?5=<< (?D< 
D47DO65 FD44<F<<) <>65F 6>E?D<=<<4FLEO >4> MEF5F<G5E><= D4>F (< >G5=L G4EF> 
>5D4F=>). �O645F < >5D4F=>5: =>6>5 E>>F=>L5=<5 DO4>6 ?D>5F<DG5FEO 6 ?D>L?>5, => MF>F 
E?GG4= <5=55 <=F5D5E5= 4?O ?D>5?5<O. 

�4 <>5= F5<5 6E5 >G5=L G4>5=> <??NEFD<DG5FEO. � E>64?5=<N, 557 <??NEFD4F<< 6E5 MF> 
76GG<F >D4==5 =56=OF=>. �??NEFD4F<< 65, E>5EF65==>, 6?474NF <EF<==O= E<OE? 6 MF< 
GF65D645=<O. 

�G, 6?D>G5<, 4>6>?L=> F5>D<<. 
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�>F 5M5 =>6>EFL (?GL><=<EF<>4O). �4=45=O ?>4?<==O5 <5<G4DO %<<D=>6>=. �4> < 
E?54>64?> >6<44FL, 6 =<E <4?> > �GL><=5. �4=4>>, 7>6>DOF, >=< <=F5D5E=O, E>FO 6 
>4>>=-F> G4EF< %<<D=>64 ?<E4?4 <E 6 E>EF>O=<< ?E<E<G5E>>7> D4EEFD>=EF64. 

&>?L>> GF> =4?<E4? >5 MF><, >4> ?D>G5? 6 �5G5D=5= �D4E=>= <=D>D<4F<>==GN 74<5F>G 
�. �(5D=5D4). �= ?>F>D>?<?EO E>>5M4FL >5 =4E>4>5 �. �. �D5EF>6>=, %D4=<?<M5, << 
=47O645<>5, - 5. $G<O=F56E><= �G75=. �5>D7<G5E><= 4>?7> E>DO64? >F 6E5E MF< 74?<E><. 
�5=4DG65=O >=< ?>F><, GF> 6 >4=>< 5<5?<>7D4D<G5E>>< 6GD=4?LG<>5 =4G4?4 
D56>?NF<< 5O?> =5?5G4F=> > ?>EFG??5=<< MF<E 5G<47 6 �G75=. �4<5F>G �5D=5D4 
?D<?474N. 

�>?GG<? F6>5 ?<EL<>. �F65G4N. �5=7< ?>?4 G45D><: =4 =<E <=>7> =5 >G?<LL. %4D4=GG 
?5D544< 6 �=EF<FGF. 

�5 E>6E5<, GF> ���/� 6>E>D5E=5F. �5?> 6 F><, GF> >4> <���/�=. �= <>65F = 
=4EF>OMGN <<=GFG >>474FLEO, F. >. E?54G5F >5N54<=5=<O. &D55GNFEO =>6O5 D>D<O 
>5N54<=5=<O, F. >. E?54G5F >5N54<=<FL < F5E, >>7> ���/� ?G745F. �>>5M5 O 4G<4N 
E5=G4E =5 =G6=4 M>E?4=E<O <<5=<, F5< 5>?55 GF> <<O E<?L=> <44F<DG5F=. -F> <<O >4> 
�=5L=<= 7=4> =4GG=>7> =4?D46?5=<O ?D<=44?56<F ?D>L?><G. $45>F4FL 65 =44> 6E5 
D46=>. 

&4DO �<><FG 5M5 =5 ?>?GG<?. �>EF4D4NEL ?> ?>?GG5=<< GF>-=<5G4L =4?<E4FL. � > 
?5D56>45 FO ?D<?<L< E4<. 

�>D4 >>=G4FL. �5D74 ?>EF4D4NEL ?>E?4FL 6 G5F65D7. �5 7445D6<64= <7 =57> DG>>?<E<. 

�<EL<> <>5 7464?ONEL. �F?D46?ON ?D<65F. 

&6>= �&><4L56E><= 

[6] Boris Tomaaevskij to Roman Jakobson 18/02/1929 

18.II.29 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G 

�=<74 F6>O (O7O>) =47=4G5=4 > E44G5 6 ?5G4FL 6 <4DF5. &5?5DL 6E5 746<E<F >F �>E>6O. 
�E?< ??4= 5G45F GF65D645=, F> 4>7>6>D <>65F 5OFL 74>?NG5= 6 5?<64=L55 6D5<O. �> ?> 
EGM5EF6GNM<< ?D46<?4< 45=L7< 6O??4G<64NFEO F>?L>> ?> E44G5 DG>>?<E<. �>MF><G 
?D>LG F55O, ?>F>D>?<EL E 6OEO?>>= DG>>?<E=>7> >D<7<=4?4. �5G4F4= 57> =4 <4L<=>5 6 
46GE M>75<??OD4E, < >4<= >EF46L E555 =4 6EO><= E?GG4=.  

Car Nikita ?D<L5?. $5F5=7<N 6OL?> 6 5?<64=L55 6D5<O, D4=LL5 �<=>7D44>64, F. >. 4?O 
MF>= D5F5=7<< 6E5 7>F>6>. %>D>L> 5O 74 >4=> ?D<E64F<FL <744=<5 ?5D56>44 
�46D<<?<44O, >>F>D>5 6OL?> > <5EOF F><G =4744. �EF4F< 5O Rundschau D47>D<?>EL 5O 
=4 30 fr. < >G?<?> 5O <=5 ?4D<6E>>5 <744=<5 DGEE>>7> F5>EF4 �464D<<?O4O 1928 7. 
&>?L>> >4> 57> ?>?GG<FL? 

�=5 =G6=4 >4=4 DD. >=<6>4: A. Francois, Les Origines lyriques de la phrase moderne. 
Presses Universitaires 10 fr. �E?< 6>7<>6=>, 6OL?<. �>?GG<?o ?< �5D74. �D<65F 65=5. 

�>D<E &><4L5FE><= 
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[7] Boris Tomaaevskij to Roman Jakobson 03/10/1929 

Leningrad 3/X 29 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G 

�4G4? ?>?GG4FL >F F55O >FF<E><. �445NEL, ?>?GG<FL 5M5. %>F5?>EL 5O ?>7>6>D<FL >5 
45EOF<E?>6=O5 < �46<?5 44 =5 G4>EG6GEL. 

�D<65F EN574G < 6E5< 57> GG4EF=<>4<. �?D>G5<, =5 6E5<, => =445NEL =4 F6>5 >?>O7>6E>>5 
GGFL5 < 4G<4N, GF> >><G =44>, FO 6>744LL ?> 74E?G74<. �54L MF<< FO E>FL >FG4EF< 
E>><?5=E<DG5LL 6 <>5< E>7=4=<< 4>E44G, GF> =4 MF>F D47 <=5 =5 G44EFEO ?>6<44FL 6E5E 
E?46<EF>6. �4 < >4=> =4E>4<FEO 6 F5E=>= E6O7< E 4DG7<<. 

�445NEL, GF> F6>= F>= 5G45F F65D65 G5< 6 Rundschau. 

�M5 D47 ?D<65FEF6GN < 64G 65EF5=. 

�5D74 ?>?GG<? >4> D47 >EF4F<: > <><5=FG ?5D5D57<EFD4F<< 45>=5=F>6 5<5?<>F5><. 

�&><4L56E><= 

[8] Boris Tomaaevskij to Roman Jakobson [undated] 

<&> �>F F555 D5F5=7<O, <?<, 65D=55, <4F5D<4? 4?O D5F5=7<<, F. >. 6<5EF> =5E>>?L><E 
EFD>> ?>?GG<?>EL <E >G5=L <=>7>. $47<5FL E>>D4M5=<O 4?O ?5D56>44 ?> E6>5<G 
5?47>GE<>FD5=<N. 

&>?L>> GF> ?>?GG<? F6>N >F>DOF>G. �D>E?5>F > �<><FG O ?>?GG<?, O 6GD=4?, 6<4<<>, 
5M5 =5 545F. �5D7 446=> 6OE?4?. �>>G?LE><= >F65G45F ?>-?D56=5<G. �5 ?G745F ?< 57> 
<5EF>, 745 ?5G4F45FEO Rundschau? -F> 65EL<4 6>7<>6=>. �G<4N, 57> G6<45FL 6 EG5[5]>FG 
< ?>7>6>D<FL >>>=G4F5?L=>. / EF4D4?EO 57> GE?>>><FL, => =5 G55645=, GF> 4>EF<7 F5?<. 

�7 =>6>= ?<F5D4FGDO, ?D54EF46?ONM5= <=F5D5E, E>>5M4N > 6OE>45 6 E65F >=<7: �4?5D<= 
�DNE>6 �>= �GL><=. %F4FL<, <EE?54>64=<O, =45?N45=<O. $544>F<O �. �. �<>E4=>64, 
��� 1929 F. 3 D. � >=<75 E>5D4=O EF4DO5 EF4FL< < ?D<546?5=O <4?>7=4G<F5?L=O5 
=5=4?5G4F4==O5. �4?5>> =5 6E5 EF><?> ?5D5?5G4FO64FL. �<>E4=>6 >F=5EEO > 45?> ?> 
>5OG=> E4?FGD=>, =5 <E?D46<6 < =5 >7>6>D<6 >?<E>> < >5<>?6>> �DNE>64. 

%. �4?GE4FO= &5>D<O ?<F5D4FGDO. �==>F<D>64==4O 5<5?<>7D4D<O I. �5M<5 6>?D>EO 
1929 �D<5<= F. 2 5. 75 >. �<5?<>7D4D<O 4>6>?L=> E?454O < =55D56=> E45?4==4O. �> 
6EO>>< E?GG45 O >6<44? >F �4?GE4F>7> ?GGL5. �G45< 644FL 6F>D>= G4EF<, <>65F 5OFL, 
>=4 6>E?>?=<F =54>EF4F>< ?5D6>=. 

�D<65F �&><4L56E><= 
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A.4.3 Boris �jchenbaum 

[1] Boris �jchenbaum to Roman Jakobson 10/06/1928 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G! 

/ 7445D64?EO E >F65F>< =4 �4L5 <<?>5 ?<EL<> F>?L>> ?>F><G, GF> =5G5?>65G5E>< 74=OF 
3 =5 ?D>EF> 74=OF, >4> 5O64NF 74=OFO5 ?N4< E 45?4<<, 4 ?>7DG6U= E 7>?>6>= < ?>GF< 
EE>6G E G<4: >>=G4N ?5D6O= F>< 5>?LL>= D45>FO > &>?EF><, >>F>D4O 6O=45F ?>F>< 
44?LL5. -F> 5G45F >=<74 6 4644F4F< ?5G4F=OE ?<EF4E - >F =4G4?4 4> �>==O < <<D4. �4 
=5= ?>E?54G5F, 65D>OF=>, >F45?L=>5 <EE?54>64=<5 �>==O < <<D4 3 E F5?O< DO4>< 
=5>6<44==OE <>F>DOF<==. �<LG E >7D><=O< =4?DO65=<5< < =4F<E>>< 3 G65 FD< <5EOF4 
=5 >FDO64N ?5D4 >F 5G<47<, 4 6EU 5MU =5 >>=G<?.  

&GF-F> < 74FDG4=5=<5. �4> <=5 ?>E?5 MF>= >=<7<, >>F>DGN O >>=GG F>?L>> > <N?N (4 F4< 
G65 ?>=4UF 6>7=O E ?D<<5G4=<O<< < >>DD5>FGD>=), =4?<E4FL ?D<65FEF65==GN EF4FLN, 
4?O >>F>D>= =G6=> < E>5D4FL <4F5D<4?, < 74=>6> ?>4G<4FL? �G56<4=> 3 =5 E<>7G. 
�4<=EF65==>5, GF> O <>7 5O E45?4FL, 3 MF> 44FL >GE>> <7 E6>5= >=<7<, => MF> =5?57>> ?> 
4DG7<< E>>5D465=<O<: >=<74, E>FO < =5 GGU=4O 6 >5OG=>< E<OE?5 MF>7> E?>64, => 
=4EOM5==4O <4F5D<4?><, <4GM4O ED>=>?>7<G5E><, >G5=L E6O74==4O. �>?D>E4 >5 
4>FG4?L=>EF< 6 =5= =5F, 44 <, ?> ?D4645 E>474FL, >= 6>>5M5 >465FEO <=5 <4?> 4>FG4?L=O< 
< =5EGM5EF6GNM<<. �>FG4?L=55 < EGM5EF65==55 >4> D47 4DG7>5 3 =5 <>45D=<7>64FL 
&>?EF>7> F4>, GF>5O >= 7>4<?EO 4?O =4E, 4 ?>>474FL 57> 6 M?>E4E, <D476<=F<FL=, >4> 
7>6>D<? �<FO. -F> 3 =5 <>U ?<G=>5 >F=>L5=<5, 4 =4L5 >5M55. �?O =4E 745EL 6>?D>E >5 
<4>FG4?L=>EF<= &>?EF>7> >4>>=-F> <UDF6O=, 4>445<<G5E><=, ?>F><G GF> 7?46=O= < 
6<6>= 4?O =4E 6>?D>E 3 E>744=<5 ?<F5D4FGDO < ?<F5D4FGD=OE GE?>6<= (<?<F5D4FGD=>7> 
5OF4=) 74=>6>. �?O MF>7> =44> ?D<EF4?L=> ?>E<>FD5FL, >4> ?<E4F5?< 45?4?<EL 
?<E4F5?O<<, < >4><<< >=< 5O?< 6 E6>5= M?>E5. �<E4FL > F><, >4> &>?EF>= <?>6?<O?= =4 
$445564 <?< =4 �5FD>64, %<4>D>64 < F.4. 3 E>6E5< =5<=F5D5E=> < =5 =G6=>. &4> ?< O 
?>=O? �4LG F5<G? �>= F57<E F4>>=: &>?EF>= 4>FG4?5= 4?O =4E E5=G4E =5 EF>?L>> E6><< 
F6>DG5EF6>< (MF> 5G45F ?>F><), E>>?L>> E6>5= ?<E4F5?LE>>= ?>7<F<5=, E6>5= 
?<E4F5?LE>>= EG4L5>=, E6>5= ?<E4F5?LE>>= M6>?NF<5= 3 F5<, >4> >= ?D>=5E E6>U 
?<E4F5?LEF6> G5D57 DO4 M?>E.  

�E?< E>F<F5 F4>GN F5<G, F> <>6=> 5O?> 5O E45?4FL F4>. / <>7 5O 44FL >4=G 7?46G <7 
E6>5= >=<7< 3 7?46G, >>F>DGN EG<F4N F5=FD4?L=>=, ?>F><G GF> 6OE>6G 6 =5= <7 >5?4EF< 
G4EF=OE 6>?D>E>6 6 >5?4EFL >5M<E ?D>5?5< < 7>6>DN > &>?EF>< 6 F5?><. 'F>5O E45?4FL 
5U ?>?57=>= 6=5 >=<7<, O <>7 5O =4?<E4FL > =5= E?5F<4?L=>5 6EFG??5=<5 3 F>, GF> O ?<LG 
64< >5 <4>FG4?L=>EF<=. &>744, O 4G<4N, MF4 7?464 ?D<>5D5?4 5O ?D<=F<?<4?L=O= < 
<=>7>4=56=O= <=F5D5E. �54L >=4 ?>EFD>5=4 =4 >4=>< ?<EL<5 &>?EF>7> (1856 7>44) < =4 
>4=>< 6>?D>E5 3 > <>D5?>EF=<G5EF65= &>?EF>7>, 4 >FEN44 <4UF > E4<O< 646=O< 
>5>5M5=<O<. �=4 EF><?4 <=5 <=>7> FDG44 < G6?5G5=<O. �4> 6O >5 MF>< 4G<45F5? 

�DG7>5 74FDG4=5=<5 3 <4F5D<4?L=>5. 100 75D<4=E><E <4D>> =4 =4L< 45=L7< 3 50 DG5?5=, 
4 O ?>?GG4N 745EL 74 ?<EF 150-200 DG5?5=. �D5>4>?5FL MF> 74FDG4=5=<5 <>6=> 46G<O 
E?>E>54<<: <?< GEFD><FL F4>, GF>5O 7>=>D4D <>= < 74 MFG EF4FLN, < 74 E?54GNM<5 
>EF464?EO 74 7D4=<F5= 3 >4> D>=4 =4 E?GG4= <>57> ?D<5744, ?>F><G GF> F4< MF< 45=L7< 
=5 F>, GF> G =4E; <?< 6OE?4FL 7>=>D4D «=4FGD>=» (GG?>4<<, =4?D<<5D, 4?O G57> O ?>?D>LG 
�4E G7=4FL 44D5E �?44<<<D4 �<>>?456<G4 &G>4?56E>>7>, >>F>DO=, 65D>OF=>, =5 
>F>465FEO 67OFL =4 E55O ?>>G?>G < >F?D46>G MF>= <=4FGDO=. �4=> OE=> 3 6OEO?4FL 45=L7< 
EN44 =5 <<55F E<OE?4. 
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/ >G5=L E>F5? 5O 6 5G4GM5< 7>4G ?>5E4FL 74 7D4=<FG < ?>?4EFL 6 �D47G =4 EN574. �5E=>= 
O ?>4464? 74O6?5=<5 6 �4D>><?D>E65F �=FE. �EF, �E>. < ?>?GG<? 3 >F>47. �5 <>7?< 5O 
�O ?>E>45=EF6>64FL, GF>5O 6 5G4GM5< 7>4G <5=O 6O?GEF<?<? %N574 <>65F >G5=L ?><>GL 
3 < <5=O <>7GF >D<F<4?L=> 6O764FL. 'F> 6O 4G<45F5 ?> MF><G ?>6>4G? 

�F4>, 64G 64L57> >F65F4 =4 >54 ?G=>F4. �E?< �O 74E>F<F5 ?>?GG<FL >F <5=O FG 7?46G, > 
>>F>D>= O ?<LG, F> O <>7 5O 6OE?4FL 5U 64< 6 >>=F5 <N=O. �EF4F<, >4> ?>EO?4NFEO 
DG>>?<E< 74 7D4=<FG?  

�=<74 > ?<G=>< 5OF5 ?>>4 74EFDO?4 3 74E?>=5=4 &>?EFO<, >G44 < ?>L?> >>5-GF> <7 MF>7> 
<4F5D<4?4. '64E=> <=>7> D45>FO. �54L >D><5 >=<6>< > &>?EF>< O D544>F<DGN E>5D4=<5 
E>G<=5=<= &>?EF>7> (15 F><>6, <7 >>F>DOE 4 G65 6OL?<), E>5D4=<5 E>G<=5=<= 
&GD75=564 (2 F><4 6OL?< E <><<< ?D<<5G4=<O<<), E>5D4=<5 E>G<=5=<= �>7>?O < 
GG4EF6GN 6 5>?LL>< <>E>>6E>>< <744=<< &>?EF>7>. 

/ ?<LG >=<7G E>6E5< 74=>6> < D45>F4N =44 =5= F4>, >4> =<>>744 =5 D45>F4?. �G5=L, >G5=L 
64?L, GF> =5 <>7G 64< 6E57> D4EE>474FL. 'EF4?, => 74>D>6. �>4D < G6?5GU= 4> EFD444=<O.  

�4G 64L57> >F65F4 < 5MU D47 <76<=ONEL 74 7445D6>G 3 6<4<F5 ?> ?>G5D>G, >4> 
F>D>??NEL. �D<F>< 3 ?<EL<4 ?<LG >G5=L D54>>. -F> 6 =4L5< <?<F5D4FGD=>< 5OFG= 
44UFEO E FDG4><. 

�5=<=7D44, �4E<?L56E><= >EFD>6, �>?LL>= ?D>E?5>F, 4. 760/5, >6. 11 

[2] Boris �jchenbaum to Roman Jakobson 07/07/1928 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G! 

%FD4L=> ?>465?4 <5=O ?>GF4. �<EL<> �4L5, =4?<E4==>5 17 <N=O < ?><5G5==>5 
LF5<?5?5< 6 �D475 19 <N?O, ?D<L?> >> <=5 F>?L>> 6G5D4! � O, =5 ?>?GG4O F4> 4>?7> 
>F65F4, 4G<4?, GF> GF>-=<5G4L D47?44<?>EL. &5?5DL =5 7=4N, >4> < 5OFL. 15 <N?O O 
G5764N =4 ?>?F>D4 <5EOF4 =4 �46>47, < F4> ?5D5GF><?5=, GF> 5464 45?4N F>, GF> 
=5>5E>4<<>, GF>5O 6O5D4FLEO, 4 <564G F5< <=5 =G6=> 5M5 4>?<E4FL ?>E?54=NN 7?46G 
< E45?4FL ?D<<5G4=<O. �E?< 5O <>6=> 5O?> ?D>EF> 44FL >GE>> <7 >=<7< 3 6E5 5O?> 5O, 
>>=5G=>, ?D>EF>, => EF4FLO 3 4DG7>= 64=D. 'E?5N ?< O =4?<E4FL? 

�O 6E5 65 =5 E>6E5< ?>=<<45< 4DG7 4DG74. / EG<F4N, GF> E5=G4E 4>FG4?5= <<5==> 
<EF>D<G5E><= &>?EF>=, 4 ?>4 <EF>D<G5E><< O =5 D47G<5N <D5EF46D<D>64==>7>=. �>4 
<<EF>D<G5E><<= O D47G<5N F>, GF> E5=G4E 4>FG4?L=4 ?D>5?5<4 ?<E4F5?O 6 E6>5= M?>E5 - 
654L MF> < 5EFL =4EF>OM4O «E>F<>?>7<G5E>4O» ?D>5?5<4. �54L 4DG7>= <=F5D?D5F4F<<, 
>D><5 D477>6>D>6 > F><, GG64 ?< =4< &>?EF>= >4> ?D54EF46<F5?L 46>DO=E>>7> 
?><5M<GL57> >?4EE4 < 57> <45>?>7, E5=G4E 6 >D<F<>5 =5F. -F> E5=G4E 3 6<64O ?D>5?5<4. 
� 64< >4> 5G4F> >465FEO, GF> 5EFL E5=G4E 4DG7>5, G<EF> ?<F5D4FGD=>5 6>E?D<OF<5. �=>, 
<>65F 5OFL, 5EFL G 46GE-FDUE ?<E4F5?5=. &>-F> < E4D4>F5D=>, GF> E5=G4E =44> 7>6>D<FL 
=5 > ?<F5D4FGD5, 4 > ?<E4F5?LEF65. (O, >>=5G=>, 6EU 6D5<O <<5N 6 6<4G =54>445<<G5E>GN 
?>EF4=>6>G 6>?D>E4), 6 F><-F> < 45?>, GF> E5=G4E >7D><=>5 7=4G5=<5 ?D<>5D5?< 
<EF>D<>>-5<>7D4D<G5E><5 ?D>5?5<O. �465 ,>?>6E><= 74=O?EO �>==>= < <<D>< 4?O 
F>7>, GF>5O 4>>474FL, GF> >=4 5O?4 <7=4G4?L=> 744G<4=4 < ?<E4?4EL >4> <46>DO=E>4O 
47<F>4=. -F> 3 =5 <D5EF46D<D>64=<5=, MF> E4<>5 7?>5>4=56=>5 E5=G4E G =4E, < >5 MF>< 
=G6=> 7>6>D<FL, ?>F><G GF> ?D>5?5<4 =4L5= M?>E< 3 <>4> 5OFL ?<E4F5?5<= < GF> 7=4G<F 
<5OFL ?<E4F5?5<=. /E=> ?< O 7>6>DN? �7<5=<?>EL =5 6>E?D<OF<5, 4 DG=>F<< ?<F5D4FGDO 
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3 ?>MF><G F4> =5=G6=O< >465FEO <=5 ?<E4FL E5=G4E > &>?EF>< 6 G<EF> ?<F5D4FGD=>< 
??4=5.  

�G5=L 4>E44=>, GF> <O =4 F4>>< D4EEF>O=<<, < =5?L7O E7>6>D<FLEO. / F>?L>> GF> =4?<E4? 
EF4FLN 4?O >=<7<, >>F>DGN 5G45F 6O?GE>4FL �5=<=7D44E>>5 <744F5?LEF6> ?<E4F5?5= ?>4 
<>5= D544>F<5= 3 >=<7G, E>EF>OMGN <7 <>=F464 5<>7D4D<G5E><E <4F5D<4?>6, >>=G4O 
65=<FL5>= (�>?>4>= &>?EF>=). � MF>= >=<75 O =4?<E4? EF4FLN - 6O6<<>G <7 E6>5= 
>=<7<. �=4 6OL?4, >465FEO, G44G=>, =4?<E4=4 6GD=4?L=>, 445F =>6>5 < >5M55 
?D54EF46?5=<5 > EG4L55 &>?EF>7>, E>FO < 4>E>4<F F>?L>> 4> �>==O < <<D4 (=> MF> 
<>F<6<D>64=> ?D<=F<?<4?L=> 3 >4> E?>E>5 E=OF<O 65?EE><E ?4>>6, =4E?><6L<EEO 
<<5==> =4 EF4DG5E><= >5?<> &>?EF>7> < E45?46L<E MF>F >5D47 <>>=>?<E=O<). �=45F5, 
GF> O =5<=>7> ?5D5D45>F4N < ?>L?N 64< 5U. �DG7>7> =<G57> O =5 G<5N E5=G4E 45?4FL, 4 
MF>, <=5 >465FEO, 4>?6=> ?>4>=F<. �O <>65F5 ?><5F<FL, GF> MF> 3 6D>45 >>=E?5>F4 
=4?<E4==>= >=<7<, ?>MF><G 6EU >GE>4<, ?>G5D> 557 F<F4F < EEO?>>.  

/ =4F>=G?EO =4 >G5=L <=F5D5E=O= <4F5D<4? 4?O �>==O < <<D4, =44 >>F>DO< 5G4G 
D45>F4FL 44?LL5, 4 6 EF4FL5 7>6>DN 6E>>?L7L. &>?EF>6E><= �4?>?5>= 654L <<55FEO 6> 
DD4=FG7E>>= <EF>D<G5E>>= ?G5?<F<EF<>5 50-E 7>4>6 3 >5L4D=4O ?<F5D4FGD4, 
>5?<G4NM4O �4?>?5>=4 < G=<GF>64NM4O ?575=4G 57> 65?<G<O. �> $D4=F<< 3 MF> 
D44<>4?L=>5 F5G5=<5, 6 $>EE<< MF> <E?>?L7>64=> >>=E5D64F<6=O<< >DG74<< >4> D564=L. 
%FD4L=> <=F5D5E=>. �=F5D5E=> < 4DG7>5. � 1861 7>4G &>?EF>= ?>5E4? 6 �DNEE5?L 
E?5F<4?L=> 4?O E6<44=<O E �DG4>=>< (67O6 D5>><5=44F5?L=>5 ?<EL<> G �5DF5=4), 4 
�DG4>= 6 F> 6D5<O 74>>=G<? E6>N =>6GN >=<7G, >>F>D4O =47O645FEO&& �>==4 < <<D (La 
Guerre et la Paix). -F<< <>F>DOF<5<= (=<>F> =<>>744 >5 MF>< =5 ?<E4?) � 74>4=G<64N 
EF4FLN. &>?EF>= < �DG4>= 4 F5?4O >5L<D=4O F5<4, =44 >>F>D>= O < 5G4G D45>F4FL. 

&4> 6>F, $><4= �E<?>6<G, O ?D>D45>F4N MFG EF4FLN < 6OL?N 64< 5U >>>?> 15 <N?O. 
&>744 F5< ?>L?N �4< ?<EL<>, 6 >>F>D>5 6?>6G 74?<E>G 4?O �.�. &GE4?56E>>7>, 44D5E4 
>>F>D>7> =5 7=4N. � =5= O ?>?D>LG 57> >G?<FL =4 7>=>D4D =5>>F>DO5 65M<. �G5=L 
E>F5?>EL 5O ?>5O64FL 6 5G4GM5< < G 64E. / E5=G4E <=>7> D45>F4N < <=>7> 4G<4N. 
�=F5D5E=> 5O?> 5O ?>55E54>64FL. �=<7G <>N =4-4=OE =4G=GF =45<D4FL < 6O?GEFOF 6 
=4G4?5 E5=FO5DO. 

�<G �4LG DG>G! 

[3] Boris �jchenbaum to Roman Jakobson 15/07/1928 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G! 

/ F4> >4GD5? >F E6>5= D45>FO =44 &>?EFO< (>>=G<? >=<7G 6 19 ?5G4F=OE ?<EF>6), GF> 
=4?<E4FL 5M5 GF>-=<5G4L =>6>5 =5 6 E>EF>O=<<, 44 < =5 GE?5FL 3 19-7> G5764N =4 ?>?F>D4 
<5EOF4 =4 �46>47. �>MF><G ?>EO?4N 64< FG EF4FLN, > >>F>D>= ?<E4? 6 ?D>L?>< ?<EL<5. 
�E?< ?>4>=45F 3 <>65F5 =4?5G4F4FL, => MF> >D4F><= >>=E?5>F < 6O6<<>4 <7 <>5= >=<7<. 
�E?< =5 ?>4>=45F < 6O D5L<F5 =5 ?5G4F4FL 55, O =<E>>?L>> =5 >5<6GEL. �=4, =4>>=5F, 
<>65F ?D<7>4<FLEO 4?O >4>>7>-=<5G4L 4DG7>7> 6GD=4?4 <?< E5>D=<>4 3 45=EF6G=F5 ?> 
E6>5<G GE<>FD5=<N.  

�65?< >=4 >>465FEO =4?5G4F4==>=, 6O, 65D>OF=>, ?D<L?5F5 <=5 =><5D 6GD=4?4 <?< 
>FF<E>. &>744 <O E7>6>D<<EO, >4> E45?4FL E 7>=>D4D><. 
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�45EL E5=G4E �<FO 3 746FD4 6>76D4M45FEO 6 �>E>6G. �O E>4<< E =<< >4> 464 4F?5F4 3 >54 
?5G4F45< >=<7< > &>?EF>< < E<>FD<< 4DG7 =4 4DG74 E ?N5>6=>= FD56>7>=: >4> ?>=<5F 
?G5?<>4?  

�=5 5O >G5=L E>F5?>EL 7=4FL > EG4L55 DG>>?<E< 4> E6>57> 6>76D4M5=<O 4><>=. �E?< 
5G45F =5 ?5=L, ?>L?<F5, >>744 6OOE=<FEO, >F>DOF>G ?> E?54GNM5<G 44D5EG: �5E47<O, 
�E4?< �D>=<, �.�. -=E5=54G<G 4> 6>EFD55>64=<O. / 5G4G F4<, ?D<<5D=>, 4> ?>E?54=<E 
G<E5? 467GEF4.  

% =<< =4< =G6=> 5G45F ?>G4M5 E?<EO64FLEO 3 < > 6GD=4?5, < > EN5745, < F4> 44?55.  

�5D544=F5, ?>64?G=EF4, <>= E5D45G=O= ?D<65F �.�. &GE4?56E>><G. �4?<L<F5 <=5 57> 
44D5E. 

�<G 64LG DG>G! 

 

A.4.4 Jurij Sokolov 

[1] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 12/05/1928 

PRAG, den 12. V 1928 

B�lského tY. 16, PRAHA VII Roman Jakobson 

�=>7>G64645<O= .D<= %>>>?>6, 

�445NEL =4 �4L5 ?N557=>5 E>7?4E<5 ?D<=OFL GG4EF<5 6 6GD=4?5 %?. $. �D>LG 64E 
E>>5M<FL 6 >4>>< >F45?5 6GD=4?4 < ?> >4><< ?D5<<GM5EF65==> 6>?D>E4< <<55F5 6 6<4G 
4>546L EF4FL<, >57>DO < 74<5F><. �4F5D<4?O 4?O 6GD=4?4 <>7GF 5OFL ?D<EO?45<O5 =4 
DGEE>>< O7O>5, < 5G4GF 6 MF>< E?GG45 ?5D56>4<FLEO =4 =5<5F><= O7O> 6 D544>F<<. 
�>=>D4D E>EF46<F >>>?> 100 75D<. <4D>> 74?5G4F4?< ?<EF. %> EF>D>==5= E>65FE>>7> 
?4?LF> 45FEF6> >F=>L5=<5 =5F 6GD=4?G 5?47>44DN ?D<OF=4O < =<>4><E =54>D47G<5=<= 
GG4EF<5 6 6GD=4?5 ?>6?5GL 74 E>5>= =5 <>65F. 

'6464NM<= �4E 

$. />>5E>= 

[2] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 20/08/1928 

20 467GEF4 1928 7. 

�>D>7>= .D<= �4F6556<G, 

$44 5O? 7=4FL <7 64L5= >F>DOF><, GF> =4 4=OE ?5D55764=F5 6 �D47G 645< 64E E 
=5F5D?5=<5<. �445NEL, GF> G5LE><5 6<7O G 64E G65 5EFL. � ?D>F<6=>< E?GG45 E>>5M<F5 
<=5 < 6<75 5G4G 64< =5<54?5==O5 F5?57D4D=> 6OE?4=O, F>?L>> =47>6<F5 MF> F4>>= 7>D>4, 
745 5EFL G5E>E?>64F>>5 >>=EG?LEF6>. �4> F>?L>> 5G45F 7=4FL 45=L ?D<5744, F5?57D4D G=F< 
<=5, GF>5O O E �5FD>< �D<7>DL56<G5< GE?5?< D4E?D545?<FL E6>U 6D5<O F4>, GF>5O > 
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64L5<G ?D<574G 5G45F =56>7<>6=>EF< E6>5>4=O<<. �= <=>7> E>G5FEO E 64<< 
?>7>6>D<FL, => >F>?44O64N 6EU 4> ?<G=>= 6EFD5G<. 

�D544==O= �4< 

$. />>5E>= 

�>D>7>= .D<= �4F6556<G, 

�G4G �4E D44 G6<45FL 6 �D475. �5O74F5?L=> F5?57D4D<DG5F5, >>744 ?D<45F5, GF>5O <O E 
$><. �E<D. <>7?< �4E 6EFD5F<FL. �?< 5G45F 6D5<O G5D>=<F5 >4> 4>?7> E<>65F5 >EF4FLEO 
6 '5E>E?>64><<, GF>5O <O <>7?< 7444=<5 E<<=4FLEO E G5LE><<< MF=>7D4D4<< < 
6OD45>F4FL <4DLDGFG, 

�4G E =5F5D?5=<5< �4E 

�4L �. �>74FOD56 

 

[3] Jurij Sokolov to Roman Jakobson ,31/01/1929 

31 1 1929 7. �>E>64. �D4E=4O ??>M44L, �>E. �EF>D. �G75=. 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G! 

�4 4=OE ?>?GG<? ?<EL<> >F �. �47>=4, 6 >>F>D>< >= ?<L5F <=5 ?D<7?4L5=<5 >F $D4=F. 
�><<F5F4 =4GG=>= E6O7< E $>EE<5=, >F G=<65DE<F5FE><E <=EF<FGF>6: E?46O=E>>7> < 
D>=5F<G5E>>7> ?D<5E4FL 6 65E5==<5 <5EOFO 6 �4D<6 4?O =4GG=OE 4>>?44>6 > DGEE>>< 
5O?56>< M?>E5 < 4?O 45<>=EFD4F<< E>47<F5?O 5O?<=. �D< MF>< D4EE>4O ?> ?D>6<64=<N 
<>5<G < ?56F4 6 �4D<65 => >??4F5 ?GF< >F �5D?<=5 4> �4D<64 =4764==O5 >D74=<74F<< 
55DGF =4 E55O. %57>4=O �4?O ?D<E?4?4 <=5 ?<EL<>, E>>5M4O, GF> =4L5 �>??D54EF6> 6 
�4D<65 >E>F=> ?>445D6<645F <>N ?>574>G, > G5< < 5G45F ?<E4FL G5D57 �4D>><<=45? 6 
�4D>><?D>E. �=5 >465FEO, GF> E5=G4E 5O?> 5O F5?5E>>5D47=> ?>?GG<FL 4=4?>7<G=O5 
?D<7?4L5=<O >F =5<5F><E < G5LE><E =4GG=OE GGD5645=<=, >>F>DO5, >4> �O <=5 ?<E4?<, 
>G5=L 74<=F5D5E>64=O 6 <>5< ?D<5745 E ?56F><. �4=>6D5<5==>5 ?D<7?4L5=<5 >F GG5=OE 
FD5E EFD4= <=5 GD576OG4==> >5?57G<?> 5O E?>?>FO. �D<5E4FL ?D<45FEO 65E=>N-6 <45, F. 
>. ?>74=55 =5?L7O 5G45F 4?O DD4=FG7>6: G =<E >G5=L 74FO7<64NFEO ?5F=<5 >4=<>G?O. 
�>64?G=EF4, ?D<EO?4=F5 =5>5E>4<<O5 >F=>L5=<O E>>D55. %6>N EF4FLN O ?D<L?N 
E>>D>. �D5?>> 6<G �4< < �5FDG �D<7>DL56<GG DG><. �>GG<F5?L=5=L<= ?D<65F %>DL5 
�<>>?456=5. �E57> 4>5D>7>. 

�D544==O= �4< .D<= %>>>?>6 

[4] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 01/02/29 

Prag, I.II.29. 

�>D>7>= .D<= �4F6556<G, 

�>-?5D6OE, =4?><<=4N �4< �4L5 >55M4=<5 ?D<E?4FL 6 ?5D6>= ?>?>6<=5 D56D4?O 
EF4FLN < <=D>D<4F<>==O5 74<5F>< 4?O $G=4L4G. �>-6F>DOE, ���% E>>5M<?< 
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?D46E>><G �>??D54EF6G, GF> 5G45F ?D<OF=> GG4EF<5 6 <564G=4D>4=>< EN5745 E?46<EF>6 
6 �D475. %>>5M4N 64< 74>D>6>, <564G =4<<, GF> �>4?D54 6 >F65F=>< ?<EL<5, <564G 
?D>G<<, >F<5F<? 65?4F5?L=>EFL 64L57> GG4EF<O 7 EN5745 - 6 G<E?5 >><4=4<D>64==OE. �-
FD5FL<E, >DG?=O5 75D<4=E>4O �744F5?LEF6> 6O?GE>45F 2-F><=GN �>=>7D4D<N ?>4 
747?46<5< -?<G5E><5 ?5E=< 7GE?OD4 �GG<G4, 7D4<>D>=>< 74?<E4==O5 < <EE?54>64=<5 
�57<=7><, %4D4=>< < �575<4==><, />>5E>=>< < $G6<G<G5<, ?>4 D54. �575<4==4. 
�575<4== ?5D5445F 64< GF> E>>F65FEF65==> <>6=> 5G45F 6 F>< 65 <744F5?LEF65 
>?G5?<>>64= <>=>7D4D<N <-?<G5E><5 ?5E=< DGEE>>7> E>47<F5?O <<OD5>, 74?<E4==O5 
7D4<>D>=>< < >5E?54>64=<5 �5>>=7><, %4D4=><, %>>>?>6O<, �575<4==>< < />>5E>=><, 
?>4 D54. %>>>?>64=. �>4E>4<F ?< �4< MF>? 

4. �4> F>?L>> �O E>>5M<F5 <=5, >>744 �4< G4>5=55 6E57> ?D<5E4FL E> E>47<F5?5<, �4< 
5G4GF ?>E?4=O ?D<7?4L5=<O >F E?54GNM<E <=EF<FGF<=: I. %?46O=E><= E5<<=4D<= 
�4D?>64 '=<65DE<F5F4 6 �D475, 2. %?46O=E><= E5<<=4D<= =5<5F>>7> G=<65DE<F5F4 6 
�D475, 3. %?46O=E><= <=EF<FGF 6 '5E>E?>64><<, 4. �D46E><= �<=76<EF<G5E><= >DG6>>, 
5. '5E>E?>64F>>5 �5M5EF6> %5?<65=<O E %%%$, 6. �5<5F>>5 �5M5EF6> �EF>D<< < 
�D56=>EF5= 6 '5E>E?>64><<. �7 �5D<4=<< �575<4== E>>5M45F E>>F65FEF65==> 
E?54GNM<5 ?D<7?4L5=<O: >F �G7O>4?L=>-<EF>D<G5E>>7> �=EF<FGF4, >F -D?4=75=E>>7> 
'=<65DE<F5F4, >F �5D<4=E>>-N7>E?46O=E>>7> �4GG=>7> �5M5EF64 6> $D4=>DGDF5 �4>5, 
< >F �6>=-�4=5D4. �D><5 F>7>, 4G<4N, ?D<L?5F ?D<7?4L5=<5 $4E<5D >F E6>57> 
E5<<=4D<O. &4> =47. �>F75<5==L4DF 75D<4=E><E GG5=OE 44EF 64<, D4EEG<FO645F 
�575<4== (< ?D< E>45=EF6<< �575<4==4), E65DE 4EE<7=>6>< =4 7D4<>D>==O5 74?<E< 
�575=4 < =4 ><=5<4F>7D4D<G5E><5 E=<<>< E>47<F5?O, G5< G65 �575<4== 4>7>6>D<?EO, 
5M5 <4D>> 500 =4 ?GF56O5 D4EE>4O. -F>7>, >>=5G=>, =54>EF4F>G=>, =>, >4> F>?L>> >= <=5 
=4?<L5F5, >>44 6O D4EEG<FO645F5 ?D<5E4FL, <O ?5D57>6>D<< E ?D>D5EE>D>< �GD>>, < O 
D4EEG<FO64N =4 =44?564MGN EG5E<4<N, 4?O >EGM5EF6?5=<O MF>= ?>- 54>< E> 
E>47<F5?5<, >>F>D>N < 745L=<5, < 75D<4=E><5, <, >4> O 6<6G <7 ?<EL<4 �47>=4, 
$D4=FG7E><5 =4GG=O5 >DG7<, 6<6> <=F5D5EGNFEO. 

&>?L>> E>>5M<F5 F>G=>, >>744 4G<45F5 ?D<5E4FL - >E5=LN <?< 65E=>=, < 5E?< 65E=>=, F> 
6 >4>>< <5EOF5. �575<4== ?D>E<? �4< ?5D544FL, GF> 65E=>= G =57> 5G45F 5>?LL5 6D5<5=< 
4?O ?D<=OF<O GG4EF<O 6 <7GG5=<< E>47<F5?O < F. 4., =565?< >E5=LN. 

�-?OFOE, �G5=L ?D>LG �4E =4=F< ED54< �4L<E E>FDG4=<>>6, GG5=<>>6 <?< ?D>EF> 
7=4>><OE ?>4E>4OM57> G5?>65>4, <?<, 6 E?GG45 =44>5=>EF<, 46><E-FD><E, >>F>DO5 <>7?< 
5O 565<5EOG=> E=4564FL %?46<L5 $G=4L4G <>E>>6E>>= >G?LFGD=>= ED>=<>>= - =4GG=> 
74E544=<O >F>DOF<O, D4E>>?><, M>E?54<F<<, <G75==O5 =>6>EF<, 6OEF46>< < F.4. 
�>EF>O==><G >>DD5E?>=45=FG 74 E6>4>G 4?O >4=>7> =><5D4 465-FD< EFD4=<FO - 25 75D<. 
<4D>>. �> 4DG7<< 7>D>44< G =4E 5EFL, 4 4?O �>E>6O =5F F4>>7> >>DD5E?>=45=F4. �O 
?>?GG<F5 =4 4=OE I-= - 46>==>= =><5D $G=4L4G, < G6<4<F5, >4>>7> F<?4 ED>=<>4 6GD=4?G 
=G6=4. 

�-L5EFOE, ?D< E?GG45 E?D>E<F5, ?>64?G=EF4, �6. �<>4=. $>74=>64, ?>G5<G >= =5 >F65F<? 
=4 <>5 ?D<7?4L5=<5 E>FDG4=<G4FL 6 6GD=4?5. �F<5FLF5, 6 E?GG45 =44>5=>EF<, GF> 
>F=>L5=<5 �>??D54EF64 < F. 4. > 6GD=4?G 6?>?=5 5?47>65?4F5?N. 

�4G >F65F4 < EF4FL<. %5D45G=O= ?D<65F �>D<EG �4F6556<GG. �> E>>D>7>, =445NEL, 
E6<44=<O. 

�4L $. />>5E>= 
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[5] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 09/02/1929 

Prag, 9. II. 29. 

.D<N �4F6556<GG %>>>?>6G. 
�>E>64, �D4E=4O ??>M. 2. $>EE. �EF>D<G. �G75=. 

�>D>7>= .D<= �4F6556<G. 

�4L< ?<EL<4 D47>L?<EL. / >G5=L D44, GF> 45?> E �4L5= ?>574>>= =4?46<645FEO. 

�GD>> �4< G65 ?>E?4? ?D<7?4L5=<5 E?46O=E>>7> E5<<=4D<O. � F5G5=<5 5G4GM5= =545?< 
?>?GG<F 5 E?54GNM<5 ?D<7?4L5=<O E?46O=E>>7> E5<<=4D<O �5<5F>>7> G=<65DE<F5F4 6 
�D475, >F �D46E>>7> ?<=76<EF<G5E>>7> �DG6>4 ?>4 ?D54E544F5?LEF6>< ?D>D. 
�4F57<GE4, >F �5<5F>>7> �5M5EF64 �EF>D<< < �D56=>EF5= '5E>E?>64><<, >F 
'5E>E?>64F>>7> �5M5EF64 %5?<65=<O E %%%$, >F �G7O>4?L=>-<EF>D<G5E>>7> 
�=EF<FGF4 ?D< -D?4=75=E>>< G=<65DE<F5F5, < ?D>G<5 75D<4=E><5 ?D<7?4L5=<O, 
G?><O=GFO5 <=>N 6 ?D54O4GM5< ?<EL<5. �> GF> O EG<F4N >E>55==> 646=O<, MF> 
?D<7?4L5=<5 >F ?D57<4<G<4 EN5744 G5E>E?>64F><E D<?>?>7>6 < <EF>D<>>6, >>F>DO= 
E>EF><FEO 3 7-7> 4?D5?O. �O?> 5O >G5=L 65?4F5?L=>, < �>??D54EF6> MF> ?>445D6<F, 
GF>5O �O <>7?< 6OEFG?<FL =4 MF>< EN5745 E> E>47<F5?5<. 

�DG74O 646=4O 65ML: �575<4== 4>5<?EO F>7>, GF> �575= 6>7L<5F 6E5 D4EE>4O ?> 
7D4<>D>==>= 74?<E< E>47<F5?O =4 E6>= EG5F. �= 665? =>6>5 F5E=<G5E>>5 
GE>65DL5=EF6>64=<5, < 74?<E< F5?5DL E>65DL5==> 557G>>D<7=5==O, 5M5 >G44 ?GGL5, 
=565?< F5, >>F>DO5 6O E?GL4?< G �575<4==4. �F4>, �4< ?D<45FEO, 6> 6EO>>< E?GG45, 
?>5O64FL, >D><5 $D4=F<<, 6 �5D?<=5, 745 5G4GF 74?<E< �575=4, 6 -D?4=75=5, 745 5G45F 
D45>F4 E %4D4=>< < �5><=7><, < 6 �D475, 745 �4< ?D54EF><F DO4 6OEFG??5=<=. %>D>L> 
5O 5M5 6>?NG<FL 6 ?>574>G $D4=>DGDF =4 �4==5 < �D4F<E?46G. 

�D>LG �4E 45D64FL <5=O 6 >GDE5 45?. �575<4== < O >G5=L ?D>E<<, 6 G4EF=>EF< 6 
<=F5D5E4E �4L5= ?>574><, GF>5O �O =5 ?>74=55 E4<>7> =4G4?4 <4DF4, ?D<E?4?< 
>55M4==GN EF4FLN 4?O $G=4L4G ?D<<5D=> 6 24-30 FOEOG ?5G4F=OE 7=4>>6, E 46G<O-
FD5<O D>F>7D4D<O<<. �O 66 444<< F>744 6 >G5D54=>= =><5D, <5EF> 4?O =55 >EF46?5=>, 
5G4GF 745?47>6D5<5==> E45?4=O >FF<E><, < MF> ?><>65F ?D>?474=45 64L5= ?>574><. 
�G5=L ?D>LG, �4E, .D<= �4F6556<G, ?> 6>7<>6=>EF< ?>F>D>?<FLEO E MF>= EF4FL5= > 
EG4L54E 5O?56>7> M?>E4 6 E>6D5<5==>= $>EE<<, 4 F4>65 >F65F<FL <=5 =4 6E5 6>?D>EO 
?D54O4GM57> ?<EL<4. �4?<LG E57>4=O F4>65 �4?5=F<=5 �?5>E4=4D>6=5. 

�E>D5==5 G6464NM<= �4E 

$. />>5E>= 

[6] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 21/02/1929 

Prag, 21. II. 29. 

.D<N �4F6556<GG %>>>?>6G. 
�>E>64, �D4E=4O ??.2, $>EE. �EF>D. �G75=. 

�>D>7>= .D<= �4F6556<G. 
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�D<?474N =>6>5 ?D<7?4L5=<5. - >F &D4GF<4=4, =4 <<O �575<4==4. �>7<>6=> E>>D55 
E>>5M<F5, 6 >4>>< ?>?>65=<< 6>?D>E > ?>574>5. %D>><. �G5=L ?D>LG �4E 6OE?4FL 6 
F5G5=<5 5?<64=L5= =545?< >55M4==GN EF4FLN, GF>5O >=4 ?>?4?4 6 4?D5?LE><= =><5D. 
-F> >G5=L 646=>. �5 745G4LF5 ?D<?>6<FL �65-FD< E4D4>F5D=OE D>F>7D4D<<. �>G5<G 
74<>?G4?4 $>74?<O �E<?>6=4, < ?D>4>?645F ED4=<FL <>?G4=<5 �. �. $>74=>6? 

�D544==O= �4< 

$. />>5E>= 

[7] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 02/03/1929 

Prag, 2. III. 29. 

.D<N �4F6556<GG %>>>?>6G. 
�>E>64, �D4E=4O ??., $>EE. �EF>D. �G75=. 

�>D>7>= .D<= �4F6556<G. 

�>EO?4N �4< 4?O E6545=<O ?<EL<>, ?>?GG5==>5 �575<4==>< >F ?D>D5EE>D4 �5G4 <7 
�5D?<=4 6 E6O7< E 6>?D>E>< > �4L5= ?>574>5. �>G5<G <=5 =5 >F65G45F5? �54L ?>574>G 
<>6=> >4> E?54G5F ?>47>F>6?OFL, F>?L>> 7=4O, E>FO 5O ?D<5?<7<F5?L=>, ED>><, � 7?46=>5 
G<>?ON, ?D<L?<F5 =5<54?5==> EF4FLN, E>FO 5O >>D>F>GN, EFD4=<FO G5FOD5, > EG4L54E 
5O?56>7> M?>E4 6 $>EE<< 6 =4EF>OM55 6D5<O. �575<4== <7-74 EF4FL< 7445D6<645F =><5D, 
< 5E?< �O ?>G5<G-?<5> =5 <>65F5 ?D<E?4FL, F5?57D4D<DG=F5 <=5. �> MF> F>?L>> 6 E4<><, 
E4<><, E4<>< >D4==5< E?GG45. �4G E =5F5D?5=<5< EF4FL<, ?<EL<4, Bac. 

�<G DG>G. $. />>5E>= 

[8] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 22/03/1929 

Prag, 22. III. 29. 

.D<N �4F6556<GG %>>>?>6G. 
�>E>64, �D4E=4O ??>M.2.  
$>EE<=E><= �EF>D<G5E><= �G75=. 
�>D>7>= .D<= �4F6556<G. 

�4> F>?L>> 6>?D>E E �4L5= ?>574>>= >>>=G4F5?L=> 6OOE=<FEO, F5?5 7D4D<DG=F5, < O 
<765MG 74<=F5D5E>64==O5 =4GG=O5 <=EF<FGF<< �5D<4=<< < '5E>E?>64><<. �M5 D47 
>G5=L ?D>LG �4E =5 7445D6<64FL EF4FLN. < ?D<E?4FL 66 4> �-7> 4?D5?O. �D>D5EE>D 
�575<4== <E>?NG<F5?L=> <<? ?> >F=>L5=<N > �4<. �G<4N, GF> �4< 6> 6E5E >F=>L5=<OE 
?>?57=> E>ED4=<FL E =<< 4DG65E><5 >F=>L5=<O, 4 >= 6E5 6D5<O =4?><<=45F > EF4FL5, < 
<=5 =5 E>F5?>EL 5O >EF46?OFL MFG 57> ?D>EL5G =56O?>?=5==>=, F5< 5>?55, GF> MF4 EF4FLO 
=5>5E>4<<4O ?D54?>EO?>4 > F><G 5>?LL><G >>??5>F<6=><G =5<5F>><G FDG4G ?> 
5O?<=4<, >>F>DO=, >4> �4< G65 ?<E4?, <O ?D>5>F<DG5< ?>4 �4L5= D544>F<5= � 
>>F>DO=, >4> O G65D5=, 5G45F EGM5EF65==O< =>6O< MF4?>< 6 <EF>D<< <7GG5=<O 5O?56>7> 
M?>E4. 

�E>D5==5 ?D544==O= �4< 

$. />>5E>= 
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[9] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 19/05/1929 

19. IV. 29. 

.D<N �4F6556<GG %>>>?>6G. 
�>E>64, �D4E=4O ??.2, 
$>EE<=E><= �EF>D<G5E><= �G75=. 

�>D>7>= .D<= �4F6556<G. 

�5 <>7G 64< E>474FL, 4> G57> =4E >7>DG<?4 �4L4 F5?57D4<<4. �5<4=>, GF> E �4<< =5 
G6<4<<EO, GF> �O =5 ?D<545F5, GF> =5 EG645=> E>EF>OFLEO ?>574>5, >>F>D>= 5O? 
>55E?5G5= 7D><44=O= < ?>6E5<5EF<=O=> GE?5E, < GF> E>D64?4EL 744G<4==4O 
<>=>7D4D<O, =4 >>F>DGN O 6>7?474? 5>?LL<5 =44564O. �O < =5 ?D54EF46?O5F5 E555, >4>4O 
5>?LL4O ?D5464D<F5?L=4O D45>F4 6E5 << =4<< 5O?4 ?D>45?4=4. �5G65?< =56>7<>6=>, 
6<5EF> />GL564, ?D<657F< <=>7> E>47<F5?O - E>FO 5O E >?>744=<5<, > <N=N <?< > 
>>FO5DLE>><G EN574G E?46<EF>6. �4>>=5F, 5E?< 4465 MF> =56>7<>6=> - 4 654L MF> D54><= 
E?GG4=-44FL, =4>>=5F, ?>4?<==> 6E5EF>D>==NN 74?<EL 5O?<= 6 <E <E?>?=5=<< - F> 
=5G65?< �O =5 ?D<545F5 =4 EN574 E?46<EF>6. / 4G<4N, GF> =5 E?54G5F 5D>E4FL =4 65F5D 
6EN E45?4==GN ?>47>F>6<F5?L=GN D45>FG, < ?D< ?5D6>= 6>7<>6=>EF< =5>5E>4<<> 
?D<657F< E>47<F5?O. %F4FLN <=5 =5?D5<5==> ?D<L?<F5, GF>5O ?>445D64FL <=F5D5E. 
�5?D5<5==> =4?<L<F5, ?>-DGEE><, 5>?LL>5 5?47>44DEF65==>5 ?<EL<> �575<4==G, 4 
F4>65 �GD>>. � ?<EL<5 > �575<4==G ?>?D>E<F5 ?5D544FL �4LG ?D<7=4F5?L=>EFL 74 
?N557=O5 ?D<7?4L5=<O ?D>D5EE>D4< �5GG, < %4D4=G, �5><=7G, &D4GF<4=G, �4>4 < 
�575=G. �F45?L => =4?<L<F5 - F>65 ?>-DGEE>< ?D>D5EE>DG /=>>, ?D<7?4E<6L5<G �4E E> 
E>47<F5?5< =4 E>EF>O6L<=EO 6 =4G4?5 4?D5?O EN574 G5LE><E ?D>D5EE>D>6. �>65F5 
6?>6<FL ?<EL<> > /=>> 6 ?<EL<> >> E <=5, O ?5D544<. �>EF4D4=F5EL, .D<= �4F6556<G, 
=4?44<FL ?>574>G, 5G45< EFD4L=> D44O. �4?<L<F5 <=5, =5 >F>?44O64O. 

�4L $. />>5E>= 

[10] Jurij Sokolov to Roman Jakobson, 02/06/1929 

2 06 1929 �>E>D5E5=L5. 
�>E>64. �D4E=4O ??.2. 
�>E. �EF>D. �G75=. 
�D>D. .D<= �4F6. %>>>?>6 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G! 

�4?5=F<=4 �?5>E4=4D>6=4 ?<E4?4 <=5, 6 >4>>< =4E>4<F5EL, �O =54>G<5=<< =5 ?>?GG45F5 
(sic!) <5=O <765EF<=. �> O, >4> ?<LG E57>4=O = �575<4==G, =5 E>F5? ?<E4FL �4< < 5<G 4> 
F5E ?>D, ?>>4 =5 6OOE=<FEO >>>=G4F5?L=> 6>?D>E > <>5= ?>574>5. &5?5DL O <>7G �4< 
=4?<E4FL E>65DL5==> F>G=>, GF> <=5 ?>574>4 D47D5L5=4 6<5EF5 E> E>47<F5?5<. %D>> >F, 
5744 =5 D<>E<D>64=: ?D54?>?4745FEO, GF> MF>F 6>?D>E O 4>?65= E>7?4E>64FL E 
?D<7?4E<6L<< <5=O 747D4=<G=O<< =4GG=O<< >D74=<74F<O<<, F. >. =4 ?>574>G <=5 45=57 
=5 445FEO =< >>?5=><. / ?>?474N, 5E?< G �575<4==4, G �GD>>, G �47>=4, G &D4GF<4=4 
<4D. ?O? =5 >EFO? <?< 5E?< >=< =5 E?<L>>< D47>5<45?<EL =4 6EN MFG 4>?7GN >4=<F5?L, 
O ?>?474N, GF> D4F<>=4?L=55 6E57> 5O?> 5O 5E4FL <=5 6 E5=FO5D5 ?DO<> ?D5?LM4NM5= 
<>=>7D4D<< > DGEE><E 5O?<=4E. �4F5< 6OEFG?<FL E 4>>?44>< < E> E>47<F5?5< =4 EN5745. 
�O?> 5O >G5=L ?D<OF=>, 5E?< 5O =4L?< 6>7<>6=O< 6OEFG?<FL > 5O?<=4E 65 < �575<4== 
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< �5><=7 < �O /654L E>47<F5?L, >>F>D>7> O 657G 6<5EF> G<5DL57> />GL>64 F>65 
=574GDO4=4O ?<G=>EFL <4F5D<4? 4?O =4GG=OE 6>?D>E>6 >= 44EF =4< 5>?LL>=/. �>E?5 
EN5744 O >?D46<?EO 5O 6 FGD=5 ?> �5D<4=<<, 4 74F5< > >>=FG >>FO5DO <?< > =4G4?G =>O5DO 
6 �4D<6. �O, >>=5G=>, ?>=<<45F5, >4> <=5 6 �4?5=F<=5 �?5>E4=4D>6=5 4>?6=> 5O?> 
5OFL FO65?>, >>744 64DG7 F4> E>D>L> =4?46<646L4OEO ?>574>4 <>O 5O?4 >F?>65=4. � 
?D<G<=4E MF>7> 6 F>G=> 4>5<FLEO =5 <>7G, => ?D54?>?474N, GF> E>GF5=> 5O?> =5G4>5=O< 
>4=>6D5<5==>5 ?D55O64=<5 <G64 < 65=O 747D4=<F5=. &5?5DL, ?>-6<4<<><G, <=5 
?D<445FEO ?>5E4FL, >>744 �4?O G65 65D=5FEO 6 �>E>6G. %D>> 55 ?4E?>DF4 >>=G45FEO 6 
<N?5. �>E44=>, >=4 <=5 ?><>7?4 5O >E>55==> ?D< 6OEFG??5=<OE E> E>47<F5?5< 6 
�4D<65: >=4 F5?5DL 654L F4> E>D>L> 4>?6=4 >6?445FL DD4=FG7E><< O7O>><. �> GF> 65 
45?4FL. =5F F><G 65 EG44 557 4>5D4: <7-74 7445D6>< >><4=4<D>6>< O F5?5DL <>7G ?D<=OFL 
GG4EF<5 =4 EF>?L <5=O <=F5D5EGNM5< EN5745 E?46<EF>6 D<?>?>7>6. �G5D4 O G7=4? 6 
�4D>><?DE5 (sic!), GF> ?D46<F5?LEF6> =4L5 > GG4EF<N E>65FE><E GG5=OE >F=>E<FEO 
?>?>6<F5?L=>. � G4EF=>EF< G7=4? O, GF> < <>5 GG4EF<5 E4=>F<>=<D>64=>. %>EF46 65 6E5= 
45?574F<< <=5 =5<765EF5=. �7-74 64?NF=OE E>>5D465=<= ?>?474N, >=4 5G45F 65EL<4 
<4?>G<E?5==4: G5?>65> ?OFL. �> 6E5= 65D>OF=>EF< O, =4?D., >><4=4<D>6>G=OE 45=57 =5 
?>?GGG: F. >. O 5G4G 6 MF> 6D5<O 6 �D475, <=5 5G45F D47D5L5=> ?D<=<<4FL GG4EF<5 6 D45>F5 
EN5744. �>MF><G �O ?>EF4D45F5EL D4EE5OFL ?D54?>?>65=<O �575<4==4 <?< �GD>>, 5E?< 
F4>>6O5 ?D54?>?>65=<O 6>7=<>=GF, GF> O =G4G >55E?5G5= 45=L74<< >F �4D>><?D>E4: <=5 
?>5744 D47D5L5=4 ?<LL ?D< F>< GE?>6<<, GF> D4EE>4O 5G4GF >??4G5=O ?D<7?4E<6L<<< 
<5=O =4GG=O<< GGD5645=<O<<. �E?< MF> GE?>6<5 =5 5G45F 6O?>?=5=>, F> 6EO <>O ?>574>4 
6=>6L ?5F<F 6 FDG5G. � MF> 5O?> 5O 4?O <5=O =5?5D5=>E<<>. / <EFD5?4? E6>< =5D6O <7 
?>EF>O==OE MF<E >>?554=<= < =5>?D545?5==>EF5=. &5?5DL O ?>?GG<? 7465D5=<O, GF> ?D< 
E>5?N45=<< GE?>6<O >??4FO <7-74 7D4=<FO 6EO <>O ?>574>4 F65D4> 74 <=>N 74>D5??5=4. 
�>64?G=EF4, >4> F>?L>> ?>?G G<F5 MF> <>5 ?<EL<>, ?5D57>6>D<F5 E �575<4==><, 
�5><=7>< < �GD>> < =5<54?5==> <=5 E>>5M<F5, >>744 F>G=> < =4 >4><E GE?>6<OE 
65?4F5?L=4 < 6>7<>6=4 <>O ?>574>4 6 �D47G < 6 �5D<4=<N. / E57>4=O �575<4==G =4?<E4? 
>7D><=>5 ?<EL<>, >>=5G=>, >4> <=>EFD4=FG =5 6?>?=5 6 F>= 65 D544>F<<, >4> �4<. 
�4<=EF65==>5 >5NOE=5=<5 4?O <=>EFD4=F56 ?D<G<=O <>5= 7445D6><: E<5DFL />GL>64 < 
=56>7<>6=>EFL 5OEFD> ?>4OE>4FL 5<G ?>EF>==>7> ?D55<=<>4. �4> 4>E44GN O =4 F>, GF> 
?>574>4 =5 E>EF>O?4EL 65E=>N: 654L E5=G4E 6 �4D<65 =4E>4OFEO %. $. �?L45=5GD7 < �. 
/. �4DD. �4> <=F5D5E=> 5O?> 5O <=5 6OEFG?4FL 6 �4D<65 6 <E ?D<EGFEF6<<: >4> 5O >=< 
=5 ?><>7?<. �4G >F �4?< ?<EL<4, 6 >>F>D>< >=4 4>?6=4 <=5 >?<E4FL >554 6 G5EFL =4L<E 
4>445<<>>6 < 4>>?44 �?L45=5GD74 >5 <7GG5=<< E>47>< 6 %%%$. �?L45=5GD7 E>F5? 
?>G5EFL 4>>?44 7=4G<F5?L=>< <5D5 F5>D5F<G5E>>7> E4D4>F5D4. �. �. ?<E4?4 <=5 GF> 
4>?6=4 5O?4 6OEFG?4FL E> 6EFG?<F5?L=O< E?>6>< ?5D54 GF5=<5< -D5=5GD7>< E6><E 
=>6OE ?D><76545=<= 6 %>65FE>>< �?G55 ?D< �>??D54EF65. �5 7=4N, >4> E>?> G =55 MF> 
6OEFG??5=<5. � �>E>65 =5446=>, =4 E6>5= ?5>F<< [6] ?>?<F<G5E>>< <G755 E> 
E>47<F5?O<< 5O?< 6<45? �>-�4FF>, >>F>D>7> D5F5=7<D>64?4 G �4E, 6 %?46<L5 $G=4L4G 
�4?O. �= E?>E>5=O=, => ?>65DE=>EF=O= 7>E?>4<=. �5446=> G �>D<E4 O 6<45?EO 
=4E>4OM<<EO E5=G4E 6 �>E>65 �?4D>< �D>>><. �= 74=<<45FEO E5=G4E =5 D<?>?>7<5=, 4 
7?. >5D. <EF>D<5=, 4?O G57> E<4<F 6E5 4=< 6 &5=FD>4DE<65 G �. �. �>>D>6E>>7>. 
�FD5L<6L<EL >F 57> =5E>>?L>> <?< 4465 65EL<4 G7><E >5M5EF65==OE 677?O4>6, =44> 
?D<7=4FL, GF> >= >G5=L F>=><= GG5=O= D<?>?>7. �>DO, >>744 5O? 6 %>4=4<=46<< 
?>7=4>><<?EO E =<< G �>??>=F4=. �>>5M5 �>E>6G <=>EFD4==O5 GG5=O5 =465M4NF, E>FO 
6E5 5M5 =5 F4> <=>7>. �>F >G5=L 64?L, GF> 6 MF>< 7>4G =5 E>EF><FEO ?D54?>?4746L4OEO 
5O? ?>574>4 7DG??O =5<5F><E MF=>7D4D>6 < D>?L>?>D<EF>6, >>DOF4E <=F5D5E>64?> 
?>E5M5=<5 D47=OE =5<5F><E >>?>=<= 6 %%%$. �EF4F< > >>?>=<OE. �4 ?D>L?>= =545?5 
?> <>5<G ?D<7?4L5=<N ?D<5764? 6 �>E>6G �. �. �<D<G=E><= 6<5EF5 E FD5<O 
E>FDG4=<F4<< �=EF<FGF4 < E F>D<< �E>GEEF6 6 �5=<=7D445. � F5G5=<5 G5FOD5E 65G5D>6 
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?5=<=7D44E><5 7>EF< 45?4?< $>?L>?>D=>= �>4E5>F<< ��%� 4>>?44O > D45>F5 
D>?L>?>D<EF<G5E>>= E6>57> <=EF<FGF4. �<D<GE=><= < 57> 4EE<EF5=F>4 -. �. �>74=E>=, 
>>F>D4O, >465FEO, 6 ?D>L?>< 7>4G, 5O?4 6 �D475, 45?4?< 4>>?44O > 5OF5 < ?>MF<G5E>>< 
F6>DG5EF65 =5<F56 >>?>=<EF>6. �>D4=E>= 6 G4EF=>EF<, 45?<?4EL E6><<< =45?N45=<O<< 
=44 5OF>< < F6>DG5EF6>< =5<F56 >4> 6 >DO<E><E >>?>=<OE, F4> < =4 ?5D6>=4G4?L=>= 
D>4<=5 <E 6 '5E<< 6 ,5=E5=E74G. � >>?>=<OE ?> =45?N45=<O< �>74=E>= < �<D<G=E>>7> 
E>ED4=ONFEO F4><5 O7O>>6O5 < D>?L>?>D=O5 4DE4<7<O, >>F>DO5 446=<< 446=> EF5D?<EL 
6 <5FD>?>?<<. �?O F5>D5F<G5E><E E>>5D465=<= 5F< =45?N45=<O 65EL<4 <=F5D5E=O. �. $. 
�4D=4GE>64 E45?4?4 >G5=L 6<6>5 E>>5M5=<5 >5 <E?>?=5=<< E>47>>, > E>47>G=<>5, >4> 
4DF<EF5, ?D54?>6<6 =4L5<G 6=<<4=<N 6OD45>F4==O= 5N 6>?D>E=<> 4?O E>5<D4F5?5= 
D>?L>?>D4, >5OG=> =5 D<>E<DGNM<E E6><E =45?N45=<= =44 4DF<EF<G5E>>< EF>D>=>= 
6O?>?=5=<O. �. �. �>??4>>64 45?4?4 >57>D M>E?54<F<>==>= D45>FO �=EF<FGF4, 
?D><7654L57> FD< M>E?54<F<< =4 E565D: =4 �=56E>>5 >75D> =4 �<=57G, �575=L. 
$57G?LF4FO M>E?54<F<= >?G5?<>>64=O 6 <7OM=> <744==OE <�>445<<>4= 46GE >=<74E 
<�D5EFLO=E>>5 <E>GEEF6>=. ?>E?54=NN M>E?54<F<N =4 E565D-=4 �5G>DG. �4>>=5F, 
�<D<G=E><= < �4D=4GE>64 E>>5M<?< =4< > ?D<=F<?4E >D74=<74F<= D>?L>?>D=OE 
4DE<6>6 6 G4EF=>EF<. �. >EF4=>6<?EO =4 E4D4>F5D<EF<>5 �<45D-�DE<64 �6>=4 �5=5D4 6 
$D5=5GD75 < ?>4D>5=> D4EE>474? > F>< >4> >D74=<7>64= D>?L>?>D=O= 4DE<6 �=EF<FGF4. 
�DE<6>< 74654G5F �<D<G=E><=. / 5O? >G5=L D44, GF> >D74=<7>64==4O <=>N 
<D>?L>?>D=4O =545?O= ?D>L?4 G44G=>. � F> 4> E<E ?>D MF4 7DG??4 ?5=<=7D44E><E 
D>?L>?>D<EF>6 EF>O?4 =5E>>?L>> 6 EF>D>=5. �O F5E=55 5O?< E6O74=O E> E>47>G=>= 
�><<EE<5= �5>D7. �5M5EF64. �4G F5< D45>F4 �=EF<FGF4 >G5=L <=F5D5E=4. �E5 MF> O 
?<LG �4< 6 ?>?=>< G55645=<<, GF> 6O ?>>465F5 <>5 ?<EL<> �5FDG �D<7>DL56<GG. �4> 
>= E55O G5EF6G5F. ' 57> >G5=L G4EF> E ?N5>6LN 6E?><<=4N, E>FO O < >EF4NEL 4> E<E ?>D 
?5D54 =<< E6<=L5N =4 E5<L45EOF ?D>F5=F>6. �=4>><EF6> E 57> <<?>= 65=>= G <5=O >4> 
F> ?>>5>764?>EL: O =4E>6G =4 E>?>EF>< ?>?>65=<<, > E555 ?D<7?4L4FL EF5E=ONEL, 4 
=465M4FL =5 G445FEO <7-74 F>7>, >>744 5O645F E6>5>4=>5 6D5<O, F>744 >5O>=>65==> =5 
5O645F 45=57: 4 <4F< E ?GEFO<< DG>4<< > F><G, >><G 4>?65= 45=L7< =5?D<OF=>. �>F 64< 
<E?>654L DGEE>>= 4GL<. �> 6E5 65 O 6 E4<>5 5?<64=L55 6D5<O ?>EF4D4NEL 747?44<FL 
E6>N 6<=G < =4 65LG &4<4DG .D56=G. �M5 >5 >4=>< <>5< E6<=EF65. �O =5 4>4G<O645F5, 
?>G5<G O =5 ?>EO?4N EF4FL< E6>5= 6 %?46<L5 $G=4L4G. / >5NOE=ON < 6 ?<EL<5 E6>5< > 
�575<4==G MF> F5<, GF> =5 E>F5? ?<E4FL EF4FL<, E>5EF65==>, 74>4=G<64FL 55 <7 74 
=5>?D545?5==>EF< 6 >F=>L5=<< <>5= ?>574><. � =5 7=4?, ?>54G ?< < E >5< ?>54G. �=5 
E>F5?>EL 5O GEFD><FL F4>, GF>5O EF4FLO MF4 <>7?4 ?>E?G6<FL < 6EFG??5=<5< > 65G5D4< 
5O?<=. � 4?O MF>7>, =G6=> 5O?> >F F65D4> 7=4FL, >F> <<5==> <7 E>47<F5?5= E> <=>= 
?>545F. / />GL>6G, 4 F5?5DL �>=4L>>6G >F65GG 6 EF4FL5 6<4=>5 <5EF>. %F4FLN F5?5DL 
?D<L?N 557 7445D6><. �4 EN574 <5GF45F ?D<5E4FL < �>D<E, => 6>?NG4F ?< 57> 6 
45?574F<N =5<765EF=>: E>EF46, >4> O E>474?, 5G45F >G5=L >D74=<G5=. �F $����, 4 
?D54?>?4745FEO 6 <N=5 D>?L>?>D=4O M>E?54<F<O =4 'D4?/ �5D<L-%65D4?>6E>/ 4?O 
E>5<D4=<O 746>4=>7> D>?L>?>D4 ?>4 <><< DG>>6>4EF6><. / E5=G4E 4E?<D4=F>6 =5 
D47>G4D>6O64N, ?><>74 6EOG5E>< >D74=<74F<< M>E?54<F<<, => 4G<4N, GF> =5 E<>7G 
?>5E4FL: GEF4?L GF> >G5=L, 4 6?5D54< 747D4=<G=4O >><4=4<D>6>4: 6E5 65 ?D54EF><F 5M5 
<=>7> 6EO>>= 557>F=< ?D5?>DGG5=<< 6<7 4?O E55O < E>47<F5?O. �> O 4G<4N, GF> E 6<74<< 
6E5 GEFD><FEO 4>6>?L=> 5OEFD>, 5E?< O ?>>46G ?D<7?4L5=<O, ?>?GG5==O5 <=>N. � 
<=>7>< 5O E>F5?>EL �4< =4?<E4FL < > <=>7>< E?D>E<FL. 'F> MF> <=5 �. �. ?<E4?4, GF> 
�O E �5FD>< �D<7>DL56<G5< E>EF46<?< EF4FLN > D>?L>?>D<EF<>5. �45 65 >=4 ?>O6<FEO. 
'F> 65 EF4FLO �5FD4 �D<7>DL56<G4 4?O %G4>65EF65==>7> $>?L>?>D4. �>6GN >=<6>G 
<>57> 6GD=4?4 O ?D<657G E E>5>=. �4 6>F 5M5 D>?L>?>D<EF<G5E>4O =>6>EFL. � ���%5, 
?> ?D54?>65=<N �. �. �4<5=56>= >D74=<7G5FEO, ?D< 5?<64=L5< GG4EF<< <>5< < �>D<E4, 
-F=>7D4D<G5E>4O %5>F<O, 7444G4 >>F>D>= E>45=EF6>64FL E5?<65=<N DGEE><E < 
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747D4=<G=OE MF=>7D4D>6 < D>?L>?>D<EF>6. &. >. =4L4 E6O7L E 56D>?5=E>>= =4G>>= 5G45F 
5M5 ?D>G55. �F45?5=<5 %5> 745L=5= D45>F5 <, E 4DG7>= EF>D>=O, L<D5 >?>65M4FL 6 
E>65FE>>= ?D5EE5 > F><, GF> =>6>7> 6 >5?4EF< MF=>7D4D<< < D>?L>?>D<EF<>< 45?45FEO =4 
74?445. �445NEL, GF> < �O < �5FD �D<7>DL56<G ?><>65F5 6 MF>= D45>F5. �4>>6O ??4=O 
�. �. =4EG5F ?5D55744 6 �>E>6[e.] 

�4> 5O?> 5O E>D>L>, 5E?< 5O >= GEFD><?EO 5O 745EL. �4> 57> DD4=FG7E>4O >=<74 > �D 
>4D?4FE>>= $GE<. �OL?4 >=4 <?< 6E5 5M5 <4D<=G5FEO. �74<?< ?< �O >G44 <7 �D47<. �4> 
%>DLO �<>>?456=4. �>DOG<= 5= ?D<65F >F <5=O, 5E?< >=4 <5=O =5 745O?4. 

�D5?>> 6<G �4LG DG>G. �DG65E><= ?D<65F �5FDG �D<7>DL56<GG. 

�4L .D<= %>>>?>6 

�D<?474N, ?> �4L5<G E>65FG, ?<EL<> =4 <<O ?D>D. /=>>, ?D<7?4L46L57> <5=O E> 
E>47<F5?5< =4E EN574 G5LE><E ?D>D5EE>D>6. �575<4==4 O ?D>LG ?>5?47>44D<FL 74 
?D<7?4L5=<O �5G4, %4D4=4, �5><=74, &D4GF<4=4, �4>M, �575=4. �D><5 F>7>, =4?<LG 
>464><G <7 =<E, >4> F>?L>> ?>?GGG >F �575<4==4 < >F [=]4E E>>5M5=<O, >4><5 ED>>< 
<>57> ?D<5744 >474?<EL 5 5O �4< =4<5>?55 ?>4E>4OM<<< 4?O =4L5= >5M5= D45>FO < 4?O 
GE?5E4 <>5= ?>574><. 

[11] Jurij Sokolov to Roman Jakobson, 30/09/1929 

30. IX 1929 
�>E>64 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G < �5FD �D<7>DL56<G! 

�>?GG<? �4LG =5<5F>GN EF4FLN > D>?L>?>D5. �G5=L �4< 74 =55 5?47>44D5=. 
�5?D5<5==> =4?5G4F4N =4 =55 >F65F 6 E6>5< 6GD=4?5. %5=G4E ?>>4 �4< ?> E>45D64=<N 
EF4FL< =<G57> =5 ?<LG: 5M5 55 =5 ?D>G<F4? 44 >D><5 F>7> 7=4N, GF> E6O7< E 
D<?>?>7<G5E><< EN574>< �< GD576OG4==> E5=G4E 74=OFO. �O >>=5G=> ?>=<<45F5, 4> 
>4>>= EF5?5=< O >7>DG5=, GF> <>N ?>574>G E> E>47<F5?5< 5O?<= >F?>6<?< 6 �><<EE<< 
?> >><4=4<D>6>4< 4>& 5G4GM57> 7>44. � O F4> <5GF4? 6OEFG?<FL E 4>>?44>< > 5O?<=4E 
< E 45<>=EFD4F<< E>47<F5?O =4 F4>>< <=>7>?N4=>< 6E5<<D=>< EN5745 E?5F<4?<EF>6. 
�4E>>?L>> O 7=4N, =4 EN5745 DGEE>>=, F. 5. =4L5= E>65FE>>= 45?574F<< =5 5G45F. �>-
6<4<<><G, 7?46=O5 ?D<G<=O-64?NF=O5, �>E44=>, GF> E>65FE>4O D<?>?>7<O =5 5G45F 
?D54EF46?5=4. � 654L F4< 5O?> 5O <=F5D5E=>7> 4>?>6<FL. �54L 6O 7=45F5, >4> <=>7> ?> 
=5>>F>DO< >5?4EFO< D<?>?>7<G5E><E 7=4=<= >E>55==> ?<F5D4FGD>654G5E><E < 
D>?L>?>D<EF<G5E><E G =4E 745EL E45?4=> 74 ?>E?54=<5 7>4O. �5 5G4GG< G65D5=, GF> <>O 
?>574>4 E>EF><FEO, O =5 ?>EO?4? E6>5= EF4FL<-4>>?444. �> >=4, =445NEL, 6E5 65 5G45F 
�4< ?>E?4=4. '64E=> >5<4=>, GF> 6E5 F4> =5G44G=> E?>6<?>EL. �=F5D5E=>, 5G4GF ?< 
?D54EF46<F5?< G>D4<=E><E < 55?>DGEE><E GG5=OE. �4DG7 >?OFL ?D><7>=45F F>, GF> 5O?> 
E ?D>L?>7>4=<< EN574>< ?> <EF>D<< <E>GEEF6, >>744 < >F '%%$ < �%%%$ GG5=O5 
?D<5E4?<, 4 >F $%$%$ =5 5O?> =<>>7>. %>47<F5?N E6>5<G O 5M5 =5 ?<E4? >5 >F>475. �= 
5G45F 4> E?57 D4EEFD>5=: 5<G F4> E>F5?>EL ?>E64EF4FL ?5D54 4DG7<<< =4D>44<<, >4><5 
5EFL G =4E 5O?<=O. �G GF> 65 [45]?4FL. �G4G =445OFLEO =4 5G4GM<= 7>4. �F=>E<F5?L=> 
>D74=<74F<< %?[a]6O=E>>>7> �4GG=>7> �=EF<FGF4 O =5 MF>F D47 E>65DL5==> =5 6 >GDE5 
45?4. �<E. �<>. �>>D>6E>>7> =5 6<45?: >= 4>?7>5 6D5<O 5O? 5>?5=. �O E>F5? 7>6>D<FL E 
=<< => > EN5745. �E?< G7=4N GF> ?<5> =>6>5 �4< E>>5MG. �=5 >G5=L =5?>6>> ?5D54 
�575<4=><. &4>4O <=F5D5E=4O =4GG=4O E>6<5EF=4O D45>F4 E>D64?4EL <? 6> 6EO>>< E?GG45 
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>F?>65=4 =4 =5>?D545?5==>5 6D5<O. �D<65F 6E5< F5< =5<5F><<, G5LE><< < E?>64F><< 
GG5=O< D<?>?>74<, > >>F>DO< O ?>7=4>><<?EO 6 E6>N ?D>L?>7>4=NN ?>574>G. �5?4N 
�4< >5><< 65?<><E GE?5E>6. �D<65F %>DL5 �<>>?456=5. �4?O E>G5F E4<4 =4?<E4FL. 
&>D>??NEL =4 ?5>F<N. ' <5=O 6 MF>< 7>4G ?5>F<= >G5=L <=>7>. �7 �G75O O GL5?: 6OL?< 
?<G=O5 EF>?>=>65=<O. � ?D>D45>F4? O 6 =5< -15 ?5F! �> O 4>6>?5=: G <5=O F5?5DL 5G45F 
5>?LL5 >EF464FLEO 6D5<O 4?O =4GG=>/?<F5D4FGD=OE D45>F. �E57> 4>5D>7>. �E>D5==> �4< 
?D544==O=.  

.D<= %>>>?>6 

[12] Jurij Sokolov to Roman Jakobson, 30/09/1929 

30 IX 1929 
�>E>64. 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G. 

/ =5 5G4G ?<E4FL �4< > F>< >7>DG5=<<, >>F>D>5 <=5 ?D<=5E?4 =5>5E>4<<>EFL 65D=GFLEO 
6 �>E>6G D4=LL5 ?D54?>?>65==>7> ED>>4, D4=LL5 E6<44=<O E �4<<. 'F> ?>45?45LL. 
�445NEL, GF> 6 5G4GM5< 7>4G 64?NF=>5 ?>?>65=<5 5G45F 5>?55 5?47>?D<OF=O<, < <=5 
=5 G445FEO >?OFL EN574<FL =4 464-FD< <5EOF4. / F4> <5GF4?4 ?D>65EF< ?5F>, >4=<>G?O 
745-=<5G4L =4 55D574E, 4>?<EO64O E6>N >=<7G. %>F5?>EL <=5 E> <=>7>< ?>7>6>D<FL E 
�4<<. �4> �4L 6GD=4?. &4> < =5 G44?>EL <=5 =4?<E4FL GE?>6?5==O= >57>D: F> ?D<L?>EL 
74=OFLEO >FN574><, 4 ?> ?D<5745 6 �>E>6G O >>474?4EL 557 =G6=OE >=<7 F>?L>> F5?5DL 
EF4?4 <E ?>?GG4FL ?>=5<=>6>G >F45?L=O<< ?>GF>6O< ?4>5F4<<. &5?5DL =5 7=4N, >4> 
5OFL. %F><F ?< ?<E4FL >57>D. �>6>DO >F>D>65==>, <5=O ?D<6?5>?4 5O 5>?LL5 >4>4O-
=<5G4L 4DG74O F5<4, =4?D., > DGEE>>< ?<F5D4FGD>6545=<<. �4 ?>E?54=55 6D5<O O >G5=L 
6=<<4F5?L=> EF4?4 ?>?5<<G5E>4O <F5E=<>4= E>65DL5==> =5?D<5<?5<4, =>, 5E?< 7?O45FL 
6 >>D5=L, MF>, =5E><=5==>, E4<O= <=F5D5E=O= <7 <4D>E<EF>6-?<F5D4FGD>654>6, 
54<=EF65==O=, E>5EF65==> 7>6>DO, >F> 6>E?D<=<<45F, <?<, ?> >D4==5= <5D5, E>G5F 
6>E?D<=<<4FL, ?D><76545=<5 >D74=<G5E><, 4?O >>F>D>7> 6>?D>EO 5>65EF65==>= 
>>=EFDG>F<< ?564F 6 F5=FD5 ?<F5D4FGD>654G5E>>7> <=F5D5E4, 4 E>EF46?ONF ?<LL 
<4F5D<4? 4?O >5M5?D<=OF>= >>=F>6><: <&5?5DL E>465< =5E>>?L>> E?>6 > D>D<5=. �> 
6EO>>< E?GG45, �5D565D756 6> EF> >D4F <=F5D5E=55, G5< E>7?4L4FL -=E5=54G<, 4465 E 
F>G>< 7D5=<O <D>D<4?<EF<G5E>>==. &>?L>> >= 45?45F >L<5>G, =5 4464O 4> E<E ?>D 
4>EF4F>G=> G5F>>= D>D<G?<D>6>< E6><E F5>D5F<G5E><E 677?O4>6, ED47G 5D>E4OEL 6??46L. 
&4> 6>F, 5E?< F5<4 > DGEE>>< ?<F5D4FGD>6545=<< <?<, F>G=55, ?<F5D4FGD>654G5E>>= 
<5F>4>?>7<<, �4E 74<=F5D5EG5F, O E 5>?LL<< G4>6>?LEF6<5< ?D<L?N �4< EF4FLN. �4 
F>= =545?5 6 ��%� E>EF><FEO 74E544=<5, ?>E6OM5==>5 ?>E?54=5= >=<75 %4>G?<=4 ?> 
DGEE>>= ?<F5D4FGD5. �4E544=<5 5G45F, ?>-6<4<<><G, <=F5D5E=O<. �E?< �4< =G6=>, O 
?D<L?N <4?5=L>GN >>DD5E?>=45=F<N ?> MF><G ?>6>4G. �>?>65=<5 ��%� E5=G4E 
=5E>>?L>> =5>?D545?5==>5. �5 ?<L<?< ?><5M5=<O, ?5D565?< 6 �G75= �7DGL>< > 7?4O 
>5<>?6>4 EG4L5O! �> 6=GFD5==<5 GE?>6<O EF4?< G =4E 6 74?44=>-56D>?. >F45?4 
7=4G<F5?L=> <=F5D5E=5=, 6 E6O7< E> E<5=>= ?D54E544F5?O. 

�G5D4 O 5O?4 G %4>G?<=4. �= >>DO?5= =>6O<< ?D>5>F4<<. �O 7=45F5, GF> >= 5G45F EF>OFL 
6> 7?465 �GL><=E>>7> �><4. �= <5GF45F > ?>?=>= D5>D74=<74F<< �><4, >5 >6<6?5=<< 
6 =5< <EE?54>64F5?LE>>= D45>FO. 
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%6>N >=<7G > $D4=E5 O >>=G4N G5D57 <5EOF. �>-6<4<<><G, 55 G44EFEO 6O?GEF<FL 6 
5?<64=L55 65 6D5<O. �D><5 F>7>, <=5 74>474?< >=<7G >G5D>>6 > �4D<65. �>O ?>>4 
=4?<E4?4 5M5 >G5=L <4?>. �>>5M5 65, 6 MF>< 7>4G E>5<D4NEL ?5D5=F< =4 55??5FD<EF<>G. 

� =4L<E ?<F5D4FGD=OE 45?4E �O, 4>?6=> 5OFL, 7=45F5. �>?>=E><= E5=G4E >>>=G4F5?L=> 
6OF5E=5= <7 <�5G4F< < $56>?NF<<=, �>?LL<5 ?5D5<5=O 6 %>N75 �<E4F5?5= < 6 
$545D4F<<. �DG??4 <�5D564?= E>5<D45FEO <74464FL ?<F5D4FGD=>-EG4>65EF65==O= 
6GD=4?, < ?>-6<4<<><G, 5= MF> D47D5L4F. 

�<L<F5, ?>64?G=EF4, 4>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G. �=F5D5E=>, >4> ?D>=45F G 64E EN574. 
�4>>6O 45?4 �4L57> 6GD=4?4. �4>>6O E>5EF65==O5 �4L< 45?4. %>>D> ?< 6OE>4OF 
>=<6><. 

�D<65F %>D5 �<>>?456=5 < �5FDG �D<7>DL56<GG. 

�N5OM4O �4< 

�. �O==<> 

[13] Jurij Sokolov to Roman Jakobson, 01/10/1929 

�>D>7<5 4DG7LO, 

�<EL<4 E>7=4F5?L=> =5 >F?D46<? �4< =4?<E4==>7> ?<EL<4, F. >. G7=4? =5>>F>DO5 =>6>EF< 
6 E6O7< E> EN574><. �>47O645FEO, E>65FE>4O 45?574F<O =4 EN5745 5G45F < E>EF46 55 
>?D545?5=. � 65?<>><G E>64?5=<N, <7G<?5=<N < 4>E445, <>57> <<5=< 6 =5= =5 7=4G<FEO. 
�7>DG5= O =5 F>?L>> ?> E>>5D465=<O< < <>F<64< ?<G=>7> ?>DO4>4/ <=5 F4> 5O?> 5O 
<=F5D5E=> ?D<=OF GG4EF<5 6 >5EG645=<< <5=O 6<6> 74FD47<64NM<E 6>?D>E>6/, => 7?. 
>5D. E F>G>< 7D5=<O <=F5D5E>6 D>?L>?>D<EF<><: 6 45?574F<< =5 5G45F =< >4=>7> 
?D54EF46<F5?O MF>= >FD4E?<, 4 5=, EG4O ?> ?D<E?4==O< ?D>E?5>F4, G45?O5FEO 65EL<4 
6<4=>5 <5EF>. / G4<6?5= < ?>F><G <><< <E>?NG5=<5<, >4> <=5 <765EF=>5 ?D46E>>5 
?>??D54EF6> =47O64?> <>5 <<O >4> 65?4F5?L=>7> >4=4<44F4. �4?L, GF> =5 ?D<445FEO 
?5D54 E>5D4=<5< E?5F<4?<EF>6 6OE>474FLEO ?>?>4D>5=55 > F>= 7D><44=>= D45>F5, 
>>F>D4O ?D>45?4=4 D>?L>?>D<EF4<< %%%$ >4> ?> E>5D4=<N, F4> < ?> D47 D45>F>5 
D>?L>?>D=OE <4F5D<4?>6. �> GF> 65 45?4FL! $44 O, 4> >D4==5= <5DO F><G, GF> ?>545F 
�465? �<><F<G. �54L =44> >F44FL 5<G E?D4654?<6>EFL / >4> 5O =5 >F=>E<FLEO > 57> 
F5>D5F<G5E><< ?>EFD>5=<O< / >= ?>GF< 54<=EF65==O= E5=G4E G =4E ?<F5D4FGD>654, 
?D5>D4E=> >D<5=F<D>64==O= 6> 6E5E >5?4EFOE DGEE>>7> ?<F5D4FGD>6545=<O. �= <>65F 
44FL OD>GN E4D4>F5D<EF<>G ?<F5D4FGD>654G5E><E 4>EF<65=<=, <E>4=<= < >?>D>6, 
EGM5EF6GNM<E 6 %>N75. �46<4GN �4<; �O, =465D=>5, 5G45F5 ?D<=<<4FL E4<>5 45OF5?L=> 
GG4EF<5 =4 %N5745. �> ?>G5<G =5F 6 ?D<E?4==OE ?D>E?5>F4E G>474=<= =4 �4L< 4> >>4O. 
�>G5<G 5O �4< =5 ?D>G<F4FL F57<EO E6>5= =5<5F>>= EF4FL< D477D4=<G5=<< 
D>?L>?>D<EF<>< < ?<F5D4FGD>6545=<O. �445NEL, GF> �O 6?>E?54EF6<< ?>45?<F5EL E> 
<=>N, 4 F4>65 < E> 6E5<< DGEE><<< D>?L>?>D<EF4<< =4 EFD4=<F4E %G4>65EF65==>7> 
$>?L>?>D4 > D45>F4E EN5744 ?> MF<< 6>?D>E4<. �D5?>>, 64G �4<< 4DG65E><5 DG><.  

�E57> �4< 4>5D>7>!  

.. %. 
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[14] Jurij Sokolov to Roman Jakobson 12/10/1929 

�>D>7<5 �5FD �D<7>D>6<G < $><4= �E<?>6<G! 

�<>4> =5 <>7G E?>>>==> 4G<4FL > F><, GF> <=5 G44?>EL ?D<5E4FL =4 D<?>?>7<G5E><= 
EN574. % =5F5D?5=<5< 5G4G >6<44FL 6>7D4M5=<O �46?4 �<><F<G4 < 57> D4EE>474 > 
=4<5>?55 <=F5D5E=O= 4>>?444E ?> 74=<<4NM<< <5=O 6>?D>E4< D>?L>?>D<EF<>< < 
?<F5D4FGD>6545=<O. '64E=> 4>E44=>, GF> 6 =4LG E>65FE>GN 45?574F<N =5 5O? 6>?NG5= 
=< >4<= E?5F<4?<EF ?> D>?L>?>DG. �445NEL, GF> �O ?>745>F<F5EL, GF>5O <=5 <>6=> 
5O?> 5O ?>?GG<FL 5N??5F5=< < ?D>F>>>?O 74E544=<=. � �4E >5><E ?D>LG 44FL 4?O %G4. 
$>?L>?>D4 EF4FL<->57>DO > D45>F4E EN5744 ?>D>?L>?>D<EF<>5. �>E44=>, GF> =5 
?D<L?>EL ?D<657F< < E>47<F5?O E E>5>N. �> O 6E5 65 =5 >FG4<64NEL < 7?G5>>> G65D5=, 
GF> 5M5 G44EFEO 6O?>?=<FL ?D5>D4E=> 744G<4==>5 45?> ?> >>??5>F<6=><G <7GG5=<N 
5O?<=O ?D54EF46<F5?O<< =5E>>?L><E E?5F<4?L=>EF5=. �D>D. �575<4= E6>5N EF4FL5N 6 
F>?L>> GF> ?>?GG5==>< <=>N =><5D5 %?46<L5 $G=4L4G 5M5 5>?55 D4EFD46<? <=5 E5D4F5, 
G554<F5?L=> 4>>47O64O 6 =5>5E>4<<>EFL ?5D5E>44 6 =4L<E =4GG=OE >5?4EFOE =4 
>>??5>F<6=GN D45>FG. �D>G<F4? O, $><4= �E<?>6<G, E 5>?LL<< <=F5D5E>< < �4LG 
EF4FLN > E>6D5<5==>= E?46<EF<>5. % <=>7<<< <OE?O<< �4L<<< =5?L7O =5 E>7?4E<FLEO 
?>?=>EFLN. �4?D., �O E>6D5<5==> ?D46<?L=> >F<5G45F5, GF> E?46<EF<>4 G =4E E5=G4E 
=5E?D4654?<6>< 747>=5, GF> 6 >F=>L5=<< 55 EGM5EF6GNF ?D54G55645=<O, ?D4644 
>5GE?>6?5==O5 >?D545?5==O<< G5DF4<< E?46<EF<>< 6 DGEE>>= ?D>L?><; �O 
E>65DL5==> 65D=> >F<5G45F, GF> DGEE>4O E?46<EF<>4 >EF4?4EL E>65DL5==> 6 EF>D>=5 >F 
F5E 7=4<5=4F5?L=OE >DG?=5=L<E E46<7>6 F5>D5F<G5E>>7> < <5F>4>?>7<G5E>>7> ?>DO4>4, 
>>F>DO<< E4D4>F5D<7G5FEO =4L< DGEE><5 O7O>>6545=<5 < ?<F5D4FGD>6545=<5. � MF>< 
>5EF>OF5?LEF65, =44> 4G<4FL, 74>?NG45FEO F4>65 >4=4 <7 EGM5EF65==OE ?D<G<= 
>5M5EF65==>7> =56=<<4=<O > =5= 6 =4EF>OM55 6D5<O. �D4644 65, >4>>= <=F5D5E > 
E>6D5<5==><G EFG45=FG, <MGM5< F65D4OE <5F>4>?>7<G5E><E ?<F5= < 6?>?=5 
>?D4644==OE F5?5=, 6<5EF> 6<6>7> <7GG5=<O E>6D5<5==OE O6?5=<= 6 E?46O=EF65 ?>GF< 
<E>?NG<F5?L=> ?>7DG645FEO 6 7?G5<=O >5M5E?46O=E>>= M?>E< < EF4D>E?46O=E>>7> 
O7O>4, ?D<G5< 6 ?>?=>< >FDO6 >F ?D<=F<?<4?L=OE 6>?D>E>6, >>F>DO5 6 E>E54=<E =4G>4E 
E>EF46?ONF >E=>6G <EE?54>64F5?LE>>7> ?4D>E4. �> O E �4<< =5 <>7G E>7?4E<FLEO 6 
E4D4>F5D<EF<>5 ?D>L?>7> 6 DGEE>>= E?46<EF<>5. �E?< E5=G4E =5F L>>?O, F> E6>O DGEE>4O 
E?46<EF<G5E>4O L>>?4 5O?4-L>>?4 �4<4=E>>7>, <7D46L4O 6 E6>5 6D5<O >DG?=GN D>?L, 
>4> 5O <O 55 =< D4EF5=<64?< E F>G5> 7D5=<O =4< E>6D5<5==O= =4GG=O= <45=. �5 <>7G 
F4>65 E>7?4E<FLEO E �4<< > 6>?D>E5 > E4D4>F5D=OE 5G4F> 5O <7446=4 F5=45=F<= 6 
DGEE>>= =4G>5 3 F5?5>?>7<7G=>EF< < <EFDG>FGD4?<7<5=. �=5 ?D54EF46?O5FEO, GF> �O 
4>6>?L=> ?D><76>?L=> ?>4 MF< 465 D>D<O =4GG=>7> <OL?5=<O ?>46>4<F5 E?<L>>< 
D47=>D>4=O5 O6?5=<O <7 <EF>D<< DGEE>>7> 7=4=<O < ?D><76>?L=> 74<4?G<645F5 ?DO<> 
?D>F<6>?>?>6=O5 F5=45=F<<. �E>55==> <5=O D4EFD>74?> �4L5, ?E<E>?>7<G5E>< 6?>?=5 
?>=OF=>5, EFD5<?5=<5 ?>465EF< ?>4 D>D<4?<7< GGFL ?< =5 =4F<>=4?L=>- <?< >G?LFGD=>-
?E<E>?>7<G5E>GN 547G. �45EL, �O =4 <5=O =5 E5D4<F5EL, E>474?4EL �4L4 EFD4EF=>EFL 6 
>5>D>=5 E6><E =4GG=OE ?>7<F<=. �> F5<?5D4<5=F=>EFL =5D54>> <5L45F >5N5>F<6=>EF<. 
�4L< 65 >G5=L <=F5D5E=O5 D4EEG645=<O > D47?<G<< 56D47<=E>>7> =4GG=>7> ?>4E>44 > 
<4F5D<4?G >F 74?44=>56D>?5=E>>7> 6E5 65 >EF46?ONF <5=O 6 G55645=<<, GF> =4L4 7444G4 
E5=G4E =5 6 6O<E><64=<< E4<>5OF=OE 4>EF><=EF6 E6><E, 4 6 GEF4=>6?5=<< 5>?LL<E 
=4GG=OE E6O75= E 74?44=>56D>?5=E>>= =4G>>=, 5M5 =54>EF4F>G=> ?D>G=OE. / ?>?474N, 
GF> 6O45?5=<5 E?5F<D<G5E><E G5DF 6 =4GG=>< <OL?5=<< F>7> <?< 4DG7>7> =4D>44 <?< 
7DG?? =4D>4>6 -45?> 5M5 >G5=L 44?5 >>7> 5G4GM57>. %F><F ?< 6 =4EF>OM55 6D5<O 
>?5D<D>64FL F5< ?>=OF<5<, >>F>D>5 5M5 ?> <>5<G, =5 <>= 677?O4, D47?<G<5< >?OF4 6 
>5?4EF< D>?L>?>D<EF<>< > 74?44=>-56D>?5=E>><G <4F5D<4?G >5>74F<F 
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<=F5D=4F<>=4?L=GN D47=OE EFD4= 6> >4=>= < F>65 E?5F<4?L=>EF<. �4F5D<4? 64DL<DG5F 
=4GG=OE >?OF, => ?D<=F<?O < <5F>4O D45>FO 4>?6=O 5OFL < 5EFL <=F5D=4F<>=4?L=O=. 
/, =4?D., 65?4? 5O, GF>5O 6 DGEE>>= D>?L>?>D<EF<>5 E>>D55 5O < >4> <>6=> ?>?=55 
D4765D=G?<EL D45>FO ?> <EF>D<< ?<D<G5E><E ?5E5= 6 4GE5 D45>F �6>=4, �5=5D4, 
�N??5D4, $5D?5, �4G<4=4 < 4D. �4> �4< <765EF=> 6 >F=>L5=<< D>?L>?>D4 =5<F56 
>>?>=<EF>6 E GE?5E>< MF>F <5F>4 ?D<<<=45FEO �<D<G=E><< < �4L<< F>64D<M5<-
4DG7>< �<=75E><. � =4L4 <DGEE>4O D>?L>?>D<EF<G5E>4O L>>?4= E 55 GG5=<5< �4<< 
D56<7G5<O< >5 M?5<5=F4E <<=4<6<4G4?L=>7> F6>DG5EF6= 6 D>?L>?>D5 ?> <>5<G 
7?G5>>><G 44EF >G5=L >DG?=O5 D57G?LF4FO 6 E>6E5< ?D<<5=5=<= > 74?44=>56D>?5=E>><G 
<4F5D<4?G. �5G65?< �O MF> 5G45F5 >FD<F4?, 4>D>7<5 E?46O=>D<?O? 

&5?5DL ?> ?>6>4G �4L5= EF4FL< > D>?L>?>D5, >4> >E>5>= D>D<5 F6>DG5EF64.  

/ 6 ?>=545?L=<> 7-7> E45?4? G E55O 6 $>?L>?>D=>= �>4E5>F<< E>>5M5=<5 > =5=. %=4G4?4 
?D>G<F4FL �4LG EF4FLN, GF>5O =5 4>?GEF<FL =5F>G=>= ?5D544G< �4L<E <OE?5=, 4 74F5< 
?>76>?<? E6>5 6OE>474FLEO ?> 6E5< ?G=>F4<. � 4>?65= �4< E>>5M<FL E>FO �O MF> <F4> 
7=45F5/- O E �4<< ?>GF< =< 6 G5< =5 E>7?4E5=. �>4D>5=> E6>= E>>DG65=<O O <7?>6G 6 
5?<64=L5= 65 >=<6>5 <%G4>65EF65==>7> $>?L>?>D4=. �>>4 65 >7D4=<GGEL 46G<O-
FD5<O EFD>G>4<< <=5 ?D5645 6E57> >465FEO, GF> �O E?<L>>< <=>7> EF4D45F5EL =4FO=GFL 
D>?L>?>D<EF<>G =4 >>?>4>G ?<=76<EF<><, 6 %>EEND>6E>>< 55 ?>=<<4=<<. �D>6>4<FL 
4=4?>7<N <564G, =4?D. D>?L>?>D=O<< EE5<4<< < <?4=7= > >4=>= EF>D>=O 64D<4=F4<< < 
<?4D>?L= E 4DG7>= 3 O EG<F4N E>65DL5==> =56>7<>6=O<: MF< 4=4?>7<< >G5=L 6=5L=<5. 
�?46=>5 65, =4 GF> O =4?<D4N: GEF4=46?<645<O5 �4<< >F?<G<O D>?L>?>D4 >F ?<F5D4FGDO 
<?< <=<<O <?< =>EOF =5 >4G5EF65==O= < ?D<=F<?<4?L=O=, 4 >>?<G5EF65==O= E4D4>F5D. 
�=5 ?D<L?>EL G4EF<G=> ?>6F>D<FL F>, GF> O =5E>>?L>> ?5F F><G =4744 6OE>47O64? 6 
?>?5<<>5 E> ,?5F><. �4L< 65 G44DO ?D>F<6 <7GG5=<O <<=4<6<4G4?L=OE <><5=F>6= 6 
D>?L>?>D=>< F6>DG5EF65 < 6 ??>F=>EF< 6O6545=<5 MF>= ?D>5?5<O <7 =46O>4 6 
<OL?5=<< <<?44>7D4<<4F<>>6= G65 ?> >4=><G F><G =5 <>7G EG<F4FL 65D=O<<, GF> MF>F 
<=F5D5E > <=4<6<4G4?L=>EF< E>47<F5?O, E>47>G=<>4 O6<?<EL 6 G<4E =5 ?<=76<EF>6 6 D>45 
�E56>?>44 �<??5D4, 4 MF=>7D4D>6 =45?N44F5?5= �<?L75D4<=74, 6?>E?54EF6<< < 
=54>EF4F>>6 6O6>4<FL <7 ?<=76<EF<>< F5D?<F 6 MF>< E?GG45 E>65DL5==> >G56<4=GN 
=5G44GG. �> =5 75=57<E5 D>?L>?>D<EF<G5E><E ?D>5?5< 45?>, 4 6 <E EGM5EF65 >>=5G=>. 
�> <=5 ?D54EF46?O5FEO 3 =5 F4> <M5F5 �O E?5F<D<>G< D>?L>?>D4 6 >F?<G<5 57> >F 
?<F5D4FGDO. %?5F<D<>G< 6 5>?55 E<=>D5F<G5E>>= ?D<D>45 57> ED46=5=<< E ?<F5D4FGD>=. 
�> O FGF 65 5G4G =4EF4<64FL, GF> MF> >F?<G<5 6E5 65 6 >>=F5 >>=F>6 >F=>E<F5?L=> 
>E=>6=O5 <5F>4O <7GG5=<O < D>?L>?>D4 < ?<F5D4FGDO 4>?6=O 5OFL >4=<<< < F5<< 65, 
>F?<G4OEL ?D5<<GM5EF65==> 6 F5E=<>5 <E ?D<<5=5=<O, 4 =5 ?> EGM5EF6G. / E5=G4E 
7>6>DN 557 4D7G<5=F4F<<, => ?D<E>4<FEO >F?>6<FL 4> =4?5G4F4=<O <>5= EF4FL<. / 
=445NEL, - �O =5 5G45F5 <<5FL =<G57> ?D>F<6, 5E?< 4 <?< ?D<654G >G5=L 5>?LL<5 
6O45D6>< <7 �4L5= EF4FL< 6 E6>5= <?< 65 ?5D5?5G4F4N �4LG ?>?=>EFLN, GF>5O OE=55 
5O?4 �4L4 F>G>4 7D5=<O. 

� ?D5=<OE ?> <>5<G 4>>?44G, E>5EF65==>, MF> 5O?> E45?4=> 6 6<45 66545=<O 6 
55E54G/?D<=O?< GG4EF<5 �>D<E �4F6556<G, �>D<E �E44>>6<G, $>74?<O �E<?>64 < 
%<<D=>6 �GF4G5E><=. 6<4<F5 3 F. E>. D>?L>?>D<EF<G5E><= 4>F<6 ED54 57> ?>>>?5=<O. 
�OEFG?4?< F4>65 =5>>F>DO5 <7 <>?>456<. �>D<E �E44>>6<G 5M5 5>?55 D5L<F5?L=>, G5< 
O 6>7D464? �4<. �4 < 6>>5M5 EF>D>==<>>6 �O E555 =5 =4L?<, 74 <E>?NG5=<5< >4=>7> 
<><E GG5=<>>6, EF4D46L57>EO >?D545?<FL >F?<G<5 D>?L>?>D4 >F ?<F5D4FGDO 6 F><, GF> 
D>?L>?>D=>5 ?D><76545=<5 <>65F =5EF< 6 E555 >4=>6D5<5==> E?54O F6>DG5EF64 D47=OE 
M?>E < D47=OE E>F<4?L=OE 7DG??. �> MF>, >4> �O 74<5G45F5, =5GF> 4DG7>5, G5< F>, =4 GF> 
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G?<D45F5 �O. '5D57 ?>=545?L=<> <O ?D>4>?6<< D477>D56L<5EO E?>DO. �4< 4>?6=> 
5OFL ?D<OF=>, GF> EF4FLO �4L4 7445?4 74 6<6>5, E>FO < =5 6EFD5F<?4 E>GG6EF6<O E> 
EF>D>=O 5>?LL<=EF64 =4L<E <>E>>6E><E D>?L>?>D<EF>6. �=F5D5E=>, >4> =4 EN5745 
?D>L?4 55E54O =4 F5<G > <D>?L>?>D5 < ?<F5D4FGD>6545=<<= E> 6EFG?<F5?L=O< E?>6>< 
?D>D. �575<4==4. �=F5D5E=> 5O?> 5O G7=4FL 57> F57<EO. �O, >>=5G=>, ?D<=<<4?< 
GG4EF<5 6 4<E>GEE<<. �?OFL D4755D54<? D4=G. �<<>N MF>N <O E>5<D45<EO GEFD><FL 
E?5F<4?L=> D>?L>?>D<EF<G5E>GN 55E54G E �4<<. �E57> 4>5D>7>. �5?D5<5==> =4?<L<F5 
<=5 ?>4D>5=>5 ?<EL<> > EN5745. �575<4==G ?5D544=F5 >F <5=O 7?G5>>< ?>>?>=. &4>65 
?D>D. �GD>5 < �>?<6>5. �>DOG<= ?D<65F L?5F �4< �4?5=F<=4 �?5>E4=4D>6=4. 
�5D544=F5 >F =4E >5><E E4<>5 4DG65E>>5 ?D<65FEF6<5 %>D5 �<>>?456=5. 

�D544==O= �4<  

.D<= %>>>?>6 

12/% 1929 7. 

[15] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 24/10/1929 

24. X. 29. 

.D<N �4F6556<GG %>>>?>6G 
�>E>64. 

�>D>7>= .D<= �4F6556<G. 

�O =5 <5=LL5 �4L57> 64?55< > F><, GF> =5 ?D<L?>EL 6EFD5F<FLEO E �4<< =4 EN5745 
D<?>?>7>6. �E5 65 =445NEL, ?D<545F5 < ?D<6575F 6 E>D>L57> E>47<F5?O. �4L4 
<>=>7D4D<O > E5D5E>>< 7GE?OD5 ?>46<745FEO. �=4 5G45F 74>?NG4FL 74?<EL 6E57> 
M?<G5E>>7> < ?<D<G5E>>7> D5?5DFG4D4 7GE?OD4, ?D< G5< F5>EF 46GE M?<G5E><E ?5E5= - 6 
>5M5= E?>6=>EF<, >>>?> ?>?GF>D4 FOEOG EF<E>6 5G45F 6 46GE 74?<EOE: >4=4 ?D>EF4O, E> 
E?>6, 4DG74O - F5>EF ?> 7D4<>D>==>= 74?<E< 6 �>?5. �4=4 <7 MF<E ?5E5= 5G45F 5M5 6 
FD5FL5= 74?<E<, E45?4==>= <5EOF E?GEFO ?>E?5 ?5D6>=. � MF<< 46G< ?5E=O< 5G45F =>F=4O 
?5D544G4 >55<E, E45?4==4O ?> 7D4<>D>==O< 74?<EO< <765EF=O< <G7O>>654><, ?D>D. 
�>><=7><, �4?55 5G45< <<>D>E>>?<G5E>>5 6>E?D><76545=<5 G4EF< 7D4<>D>==>= 74?<E<; 
$>F>7D4D<< 7GE?OD4 6> 6D5<O <E?>?=5=<O; EF4FL< �575<4==4 > D5?5DFG4D5 7GE?OD4, > 57> 
<E?>?=5=<<, > <<<<>5 ?D< <E?>?=5=<<, ?>4D>5=4O E4D4>F5D<EF<>4 < 5<>7D4D<O 7GE?OD4, 
E?<G5=<5 64D<4=F>6; EF4FLO E5D5E>>7> ?<=76<EF4 $G6<G<G4 > 7>6>D5 7GE?OD4 < > O7O>5 
57> ?5E5=; EF4FLO �5><=74 > <5?>4<< % ?5E5=, %4D4=4 > D<F<<>5 < <>O - $>=>?>7<G5E>4O 
E4D4>F5D< EF<>4 EF<E4 M?<G5E><E ?5E5= 7GE?OD4". �575<4== 6545F ?5D57>6>DO >5< 
4=4?>7<G=OE D45>F4E ?> G>D4<=E>><G, 5>?74DE>><G < <.-5., 4?54=E>><G M?>EG. �4> 
E>D>L> 5O?> 5O, 5E?< 5O 744G<4==4O D45>F4 MF>7> F<?4 ?> 5O?<=4< >EGM5EF6<?4EL. 
�54L E4<>5 7?46=>5, GF> 6EO F5E=<G5E>4O < D<=4=E>64O EF>D>=4 45?4 GD57G?<D>64=4. 

�4 EN5745 5O?> <=>7> <=F5D5E=>7>. � D45>F5 ?<F5D4FGD=>= E5>F<< �4< D4EE>465F �465? 
�<><F<G, E >>F>DO< <O 5O?< 4GL56=> D44O 745EL 6EFD5F<FLEO. � D>?L>?>D=OE 6>?D>E4E 
=4 EN5745 �4< =4?<L5F �>74FOD56. �D4F>GN E4D4>F5D<EF<>G D45>FO ?<=76<EF<G5E>>= 
E5>F<< O ?G5?<>GN 6 >4=>< 745L=5< 6GD=4?5 < =4 4=OE ?D<L?N �4<. �4 4=OE ?>?GG<F5 
< <>N F>?L>> GF> 6OL54LGN >=<7G ?> <EF>D<< DGEE>>7> O7O>4 < <>N ?5G4F4NMGNEO 
>=<6>G > 4D56=5=L<E G5LE><E ?5E=OE < >=<7G �>74FOD564 > >4D?4F>-DGEE><E 
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65D>64=<OE. �O =5 ?<L5F5, ?>?GG<?< ?< �O >FF<E> �>5= EF4FL< > EF<E T 5O?<=O > 
�46<?5. 

�G5=L �4< ?D<7=4F5?5= 74 �4L< G5F><5 74<5G4=<O ?> ?>6>4G =4L5= EF4FL< < D>?L>?>D5. 
'F> 6, 4<E>GEE<O, F4> 4<E>GEE<O. �G45< >G5=L D44O ?D<=OFL 6 =5= GG4EF<5. �45EL G =4E 
G65 DO4 EF>D>==<>>6 < DOE ?D>F<6=<>>6. &>?L>> >5 >G=>< �4E >G5=L ?D>E<<: 
=4?5G4F4=F5 6 %G4>65EF65==>< $>?L>?>D5 EF4FLN F5?<>><. => =5 ?> F><G M>75<??ODG 
DGEE>>7> F5>EF4, >>F>DO= <O ?>E?4?< �4?5=F<=5 �?5>E4=4D>6=5, 4 ?> 4DG7><G, >>F>DO= 
<O �4< =4 4=OE ?>L?5<. �5?> 6 F><, GF> F5>EF, >>F>DO= G �4E, 5O? ?D>EF> >4=6>= 4?O 
?5D56>44 =4 =5<5F><= O7O>. �= EF<?<EF<G5E>< 65EL<4 =5E>65DL5=5=. 

�G5=L, >G5=L, >G5=L ?D>LG �4E: ?D<L?<F5 ?>E>>D55 >55M4==GN EF4FLN 4?O $G=4L4G: 
MF> E> 6E5E F>G5> 7D5=<O =5>5E>4<<>. 

�4G �4L57> >F65F4. %5D45G=O= ?D<65F �4?5=F<=5 �?5>E4=4D>6=5, >>F>D>= =4 4=OE 
=4?<LG ?>4D>5=>5 ?<EL<>. �445NEL, 4> E>>D>7> E6<44=<O. 

�4L $. />>5E>= 

[16] Jurij Sokolov to Roman Jakobson, 09/11/1929 

9 11 1929 7. 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G! 

%?5LG >F65F<FL =4 64L5 ?>E?54=55, E57>4=O <>N ?>?GG5==>5 ?<EL<> >F 2-7> <4DF4. / 
4G<4?, GF> E57>4=O E<>7G 6 F>G=>EF< =4?<E4FL �4< E>EF><FEO ?< < >>744 <<5==> <>7 
?>574>4. � E>64?5=<N, 6>?D>E =5<=>7> >E?>6=<?EO F5<, GF> �><<EE<O ?>? 747D4=<G=O< 
>> <4=><D>6>4< =5 D5L<?4EL E4<4 E45?4FL >?D545?5==>7> ?>EF4=>6?5=<O < ?5D544?4 6E5 
45?> =4 D4EE<>FD5=<5 >>??57<< �4D>><?D>E4, E?54>64F5?L=>, >>>=G4F5?L=>5 D5L5=<5 
>F>?44O645FEO >?OFL =4 =5E>>?L>> 4=5=. �564G F5<, >>=5G=>, =44> F>D>?<FLEO: 654L 
=G6=> >F?D46<FL E>FDG4=<>4 74 E>47<F5?5< =4 E565D, =G6=> 65EF< 6EN 6>7=N E 
?4EF>D4<< < E 6<74<<, =5 6E5 MF> =5>5E>4<<> 6D5<O. �54L 55EE<OE?5==> 5E4FL ?> 
>>>=G4=<< GG55=>7> 7>44. / =445NEL, GF> 6>?D>E D47D5L<FEO 4?O <5=O 5?47>?D<OF=>, F. 
>. O ?D5464D<F5?L=> 6EFD5F<? E>GG6EF65==>5 >F=>L5=<5 > E6>5= ?>574>5 E> EF>D>=O 
�G=4G4DE>>7> �?46=4G><. �4FDG4=5=<5 6 45=56=>= EF>D>=5 45?4: E>FO O < <<5N 
E>>5M5=<O, GF> =5>>F>DO5 747D4=<G=O5 =4GG=O5 GGD5645=<O < >5M5EF64 7>F>6O 
?D<=OFL =4 E6>O D4EE>4O ?> <>5<G ?5D5574G < ?D>6<64=<N 6<5EF5 E> E>47<F5?5<, => 
=5?L7O 65 5E4FL E>65DL5==> 557 E6><E 45=57 < F5?<>>< =4E>4<FLEO 6 <4F5D<4?L=>= 
746<E<<>EF< >F <=>EFD4==OE =4GG=OE >D74=<74F<=. �564G F5< 45=L7< ?> 
>><4=4<D>6>4< G65 ?>GF< 6E5 D4E?D545?5=O E>7?4E=> >?D545?5==O< <=EFDG>F<O<, 6>F 
?>G5<G 6>?D>E ?D<E>4<FEO ?5D5=>E<FL 6 6OELGN, 6 ED46=5=<< E �><<EE<5= <=EF4=F<N. 
�4> F>?L>> O ?>?GGG F>F <?< 4DG7>=, => >?D545?U==O= >F65F, O =5<54?5==> E>>5MG �4<. 
/ >G5=L FD>=GF E?>?>F4<< < 745>F4<< ?D>D. �575<4==4. �5D544=F5, ?>64?G=EF4, 5<G <>= 
E5D45G=O= ?D<65F < <E>D5=<N ?D<7=4F5?L=>EFL. �E?< 5O <>O ?>574>4 >EGM5EF6<?4EL, 
<O 5O E>>5M4 EG<5?< 5O E45?4FL 5>?LLGM55 6 =4GG=>< >F=>L5=<< 45?>. %>6<5EF=> E 
6O44NM<<<EO E5F<4?<EF4<< (sic!) <7GG<FL 5O?56>5 F6>DG5EF6> 6E5EF>D>==55 < 7?G5>>>- 
74<4=G<64O < 64>E=>6?ONM4O 7444G4. 

'F> >4E45FEO <>5= EF4FL< 4?O %?46<L5 $G=4L4G, F> O, > E>64?5=<N, =5 GE?5? 55 
?D<7>F>6<FL 6 =47=4G5==O5 �4<< ED>></5O? 5>?5= < 5O? EFD4L=> 7464?5= E?G655=>= 
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D45>F>=/. �E5 65 =4 E4<OE 5?<64=L<E 4=OE 55 �4< 6OEO?4N. �E?< >=4 G75 >?>7445F > 
5?<64=L5<G =><5DG 6GD=4?4, F>, <. 5. D544>F<O =4=45F F5?5E>>5D47=O< E45?4FL 
?D5464D<F5?L=> 55 >F45?L=O5 >FF<E><, E F5< GF>5O 6>?NG<FL EF4FLN 6 E?54GNMGN �-N 
>=<6>G. �=5 5O E>F5?>EL EF4FLN 44FL 6 6<45 <F>7>6 6E5E FD5E ?5F =4L5= D45>FO. %F4FLO 
?>E?G6<?4 5O <=5 ?>4E?>DL5< 4?O 4>>?44>6 < 6EFG?<F5?L=OE E?>6 > >>=F5DF4< 
E>47<F5?O. �. 5., 5D>LND>4 5O?4 5O =4<5>?55 ?>4E>4OM5= D>D<>= 6 MF>< >F=>L5=<<. 
%F4FLO ?>GF< 7>F>64. 

�<=>>GD <=5 =4 4=OE D4EE>47O64?, E >4><< >= G4>6>?LEF6<5< 6<? < D45>F4? G �4E. 
%?4E<5> �4< < �5FDG �D<7>DL56<GG 74 F5 4DG65E><5 GG6EF64, >>F>DO5 �O E>ED4=<?< >> 
<=5 < > �4?5=F<=5 �?5>E4=4D>6=5. �=4 <>?>45F: =5 ?>4445FEO E>G>5 < D45>F45F 6> 6E5 
=44 DG>>5<F<O<< $D4=E4. 

�D<65F %>DL5 �<>>?456=5. 

�D544==O= �4< .D<= %>>>?>6 

 

A.4.5 Rosalija aor 

[1] Rosalija aor to Roman Jakobson, 16/10/1928 

�?G5>>>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G! 

�5 ?D<<<F5 74 =46O7G<6>EFL <>5 > �4< >5D4M5=<5. �5?> 6 F><, GF> �>D<E �E44>>6<G 
< F>?L>> GF> 65D=G6L<=EO <7-74 7D4=<FO .D<= �4F6556<G G65DONF <5=O, GF> �4<< 
5O?> =4?D46?5=> <=5 ?N557=>5 ?D<7?4L5=<5 ?D<=OFL GG4EF<5 6 D544>F<DG5<>< �4<< 
6GD=4?5 ?> E?46<EF<>5. � 6<4G F>7>, GF> ?>4>5=>5 GG4EF<5 ?D54EF46?O5F 4?O <5=O 
5>?LL>= <=F5D5E, 55DG =4 E55O E<5?>EFL (E>FO �4L5 ?<EL<> 4> <5=O =5 4>L?>) 
>5D4F<FLEO > �4< E ?D>EL5>= 3 =5 >F>474FL <=5 6 ?N557=>< E>>5M5=<<, 45=EF6<F5?L=>-
?< 65?4F5?L=> 4?O �4E <>5 E>FDG4=<G5EF6> 6 =4764==>< 6GD=4?5 < 6 >4>>= D>D<5 
>57>DO =>6OE D45>F ?> ?<=76<EF<>5 74 =5E>>?L>> ?5F, D5F5=7<< =4 6=>6L 6OE>4OM<5 
>=<7<, E4<>EF>OF5?L=O5 <EE?54>64=<O) >=> ?D54EF46?O5FEO =4<5>?55 F5?5E>>5D47=O<. 
�M5 D47 ?D>EF<F5 <>N =46O7G<6>EFL, => 6<=>= 6 =5= 3 =4L< «674<<=O5 4DG7LO» < <E 
G>474=<O. 

�D<<<F5 G65D5=<O 6 <>5< 7?G5>>>< G6465=<< 

$. ,>D 

«16» >>FO5DO 1928 7. 

7. �>E>64. 

G?. �5DF5=4, 4. 24, >6. 30 
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[2] Rosalija aor to Roman Jakobson, 24/11/1928 

�?G5>>>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G! 

�4 �4L5 ?N557=>5 ?<EL<> E?5LG �4E G654><<FL, GF> D5F5=7<< =4 ,?<?LD5==4 < 
�G?4E>6E>>7> 5G4GF <=>N 6OE?4=O �4< 6 E4<>< =5?D>4>?6<F5?L=>< 6D5<5=<. 'F> 
>465FEO D45>FO �5F5DE>=4 �6545=<5 6 O7O>>6545=<5, F> >=4 5M5 =5 6OL?4 6EO, 
D5F5=7<D>64FL 65 55 ?> G4EFO< ?D54EF46?O5FEO =5F5?5E>>5D47=O<. 

� 44?L=5=L5<, E?54GO �4L<<< G>474=<O<, 5G4G 4464FL D5F5=7<< > 6E5E =>6OE 
?G5?<>4F<OE. �F=>E<F5?L=> 65 EF4DOE >G5=L ?D>LG �4E E>>5M<FL, D5F5=7<D>64?<EL 
?< G65 6 �4L5< 6GD=4?5 >=<7<: �5L>>6E>>7> $GEE><= E<=F4>E<E 6 =4GG=>< 
>E65M5=<< (=>6>5 <744=<5), %5?<M564 $GEE><= O7O> D56>?NF<>==>= M?>E<, �D575=F 
�D><EE>645=<5 D5G< < ?>E?54=OO (3-O) >=<74 $GEE>4O D5GL, <74. ,5D5O.  

�E?< >=< =5 D5F5=7<D>64?<EL, F> O ?D>E<?4 5O ?D54>EF46<FL <=5 ?D46> D5F5=7<=. 

�M5 D47 ?>76>?LF5 �4E ?>5?47>44D<FL. �4G �4L<E G>474=<= >F=>E<F5?L=> >57>D>6. 

�E>D5==5 G6464NM4O �4E  

$. ,>D 

�>E>64 
G?. �5DF5=4 24, >6. 30. 
«14» =>O5DO 1938 7. 

[3] Rosalija aor to Roman Jakobson, 11/12/1928 

12/XII/1928 

�?G5>>>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G! 

�>EO?4N �4< D5F5=7<< =4 ,?<?LD5==4 < $GEE>GN $5GL III; >=<7G �G?4E>6E>>7> O 
74>474?4 6 '>D<744F5, ?4> F>?L>> ?> ?G7G, ?D<L?N D5F5=7<N. � 44?L=5=L5< >55M4N 
E?54<FL 74 =>6<>4<<. 

�G5=L ?D>LG �4E ?D<E?4FL <=5 N 6GD=4?4, 745 5G4GF <>< D5F5=7<<, 46F>DE><= 65 
7>=>D4D ?D>LG =5?>ED54EF65==> ?5D56>4<FL >=<7>F>D7>6O5 Markert und Petters, 
Leipzig, Seeburg str. 53, E ?>E?455= 74=5EF< =4 <>= EG5F. 

�E57> E>D>L57>. 

'6464NM4O �4E 

$. ,>D. 
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[4] Rosalija aor to Roman Jakobson, 14/11/1929 

�4>G 14/11/29 >7> 

�=>7>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G! 

�D>EF<F5, GF> 7445D64?4EL E >F65F><, - ?5D5574 6 �4>G, >G44 <5=O ?D<7?4E<?< ?D> G5EFL 
> >GDE ?> >5M5<G O7O>>6545=<N, 74=O? G <5=O <=>7> 6D5<5=<. $5F5=7<N =4 �=4D5564 
64< L?N 6 5?<64=L55 6D5<5=<, E>FO ?>-<>5<G MF4 5D>LND4 55 =5 74E?G6<645F. �D><5 
F>7> ?D<L?N D5F5=7<N =4 �>?>L<=>64 �4D>E<7< < D<?>E>D<O O7O>4, �>?<64=>64 
�6545=<5 6 O7O>>6545=<5 [4?O 6>EF>>>654>6] < �4DD4 'G5=<5 > O7O>5 6 <<D>6>< 
<4ELF455. �G5=L ?D>LG �4E 6OE?4FL <=5 >=<6>G 6GD=4?4 E <><<< D5F5=7<O<<. �4> 
>5EF><F 45?> E 7>=>D4D><? �>64?G=EF4, =5 745G4LF5 <>O ?D>EL54. �4D5EG=F5 ?> 
EF4D><G 6 �>E>6G 3 <=5 6E5 ?5D5L?NF EN44. 

'6464NM4O �4E 

$. ,>D. 

[5] Rosalija aor to Roman Jakobson, 29/12/1929 

�?G5>>>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G! 

�>EO?4N �4< >FG5F > 6OEF46>5, E >>F>D>< ?D54>EF46?N �4< ?>?=>5 ?D46> 45?4FL 6E5, 
GF> G7>4=>: F.>. <=5 ?D<L?>EL 7>6>D<FL 4>6>?L=> <=>7> < > E6>5= D45>F5, F> >G5=L 
?D>LG 64E ?><5EF<FL 57> 556 6EO><E <=<F<4?>6. �4E=OFL >4DFO 4?D46<F>6 =5 G44?>EL 
>=< E45?4=O >G5=L 5?5>?O<< >D4E4<<, < =4 E=<<>5 6OE>4<F >4=> E5D>5 ??4F=>. &>, 
GF> 6OL?> 5>?55 G44G=>, 6OL?> ?> ?>?GG5=<< >F?5G4F>>6. �>EO?4N �4< <4?5=L><= 
DG>>6>4<F5?L ?> 3-<G >F45?G 6OEF46><. �G<4N, GF> �O <7 =57> <>7?<-5O 67OFL 
F45?<FG G=<D<F<D>64==>7> =>6>-FND>E>>7> 4?D46<F4, 4 <.5. < ?>DFD5FO 45OF5?5= 
D5D>D<O. 

�GD=4? �4L ?>?GG4N 4>>GD4F=>, => FDG4>6 >DG6>4 ?> E<E ?>D =5 ?>?GG<?4. � 
E5D54<=5 O=64DO >>=G4N E6>= >GDE 6 G=<65DE<F5F5, < F>744 =5<=>7> >E6>5>6GEL < 
?D<<<EL 74 446=> >55M4==O= >57>D. �D>EF<F5 EF>?L 5>?LL>5 >?>744=<5. 

�E57> 4>5D>7>.  

'6464NM4O �4E  

$. ,>D 

�>E>64. 
'?. �5DF5=4 24, >6. 30. 
«29» 45>45DO 1929 7. 
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A.4.6 Alfred Bem 

[1] Alfred Bem to Roman Jakobson, [no date] 

�=>7>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

?>EO?4N >55M4==GN 4?O %?46<L5 $G=4L4G D5F5=7<N. �G5=L ?D>LG, 5E?< >=4 >>465FEO 
4?O 6GD=4?4 E?<L>>< >5EF>OF5?L=>=, <=5 55 65D=GFL. �O <=5 >55M4?< 6>76D4F<FL 
D5F5=7<N <>N =4 >=<7G �<>E4=>64, 7445D646LGNEO G �4E. / 55 5M5 <>7G =4?5G4F4FL 6 
%?46<<, E>FO >=4 G6 >G5=L 4>?7> 74?564?4EL 6 D54. $G=4L4G. %?4E<5> 74 ?D<EO?>G 
7>=>D4D4. 

/ 6>76D4M4NEL 6 �D47G > 1-<G E5=FO5DO, F4> GF> EN44 <=5 ?>EO?4FL G65 =5 EF><F. 

�E57> 4>5D>7>, <E>D5==5 ?D544==O= �4<.  

�?L�5< 

�G<45F5 ?< �G >F>764FLEO =4 EF4FLN->F65F <=5-%>44E56<G4? �>65F 5OFL E?54>64?> 5O 
>F65F<FL 6>7=<>LGN ?>?5<<>G 6 E6O7< E �4L5= D45>F>= > �4O>>6E>>< 6 �D475D �D5EE5? 

��. 

[2] Alfred Bem to Roman Jakobson, 12/05/1930 

12 <4O 1930. 

�=>7>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

O ?D>E<? �4E >4>-F> 6OOE=<FL 6>?D>E > ?D<G<=5, ?> >>F>D>= <=5 ?D5>D4M5=4 6OEO?>4 
%?. $G=4L. / =4G<=4O E 3-?7? N° 74 MF>F 7>4 /. �5>F>D <=5 E>474? ?> F5?5D>=G, GF> MF> 
E6O74=> E D5L5=<5< D544>F<< ?D5>D4F<FL M<<7D4=FE>GN ED>=<>G, >>F>DGN O 65?. &4> ?< 
MF>? �5=O 5O E?54>64?>, ?> >D4==5= <5D5, >5 MF>< ?>EF46<FL 6 <765EF=>EFL. 

�4> >5EF><F 45?> E >FF<E>4<< EF4FL< 4-D4 �E<?>64, > >>F>DOE E4 ?D>E<? $544>F<NiN? 
�<>4>>7> >F65F4 4> E<E ?>D O F>65 =5 ?>?GG<?. 

�O <=5 6 ?>E?54=55 E6<44=<5 E �4<< >55M4?< ?5D5E?4FL =5E>>?L>> >=<7 > '5E>6. �E?< 
<>6=>, ?5D5L?<F5 <?< EF46LF5 =4 <>5 <<O 6 %?46. %5<<=4D<<. 

' <5=O > �4< ?<G=4O ?D>EL54. / 6E5 =5 <>7G =4=F< ?5D56>4G<>4 4?O E>65= >=<7< > 
�>EF>56E>>< =4 =5<5F><= O7O>. �>F 6 E6O7< E MF<<, ?>E?5 D477>6>D4 > '<656E><<, G <5=O 
O6<?4EL <OE?L-=5 67O?EO ?< 5O �4L 5D4F 74 MFG D45>FG? �=5 >465FEO, GF> >= E F4>>= 
D45>F>= 6?>?=5 5O EFD46<?EO. �4> �O E<>FD<F5 =4 MF>? �E?< �O ?>E>65FG5F5 <=5, F> O 
5<G >5 MF>< =4?<LG < G7=4N 57> GE?>6<O. $45>FG =44> 74>>=G<FL > E5=F., GF>5O >=<74 
GE?5?4 6O=F< > =4G. 5G4GM57> 7>44. �E57> ?<EF>6 12 ?5G4F=OE. %>>5M<F5 <=5, 
?>64?G=EF4, �4L5 <=5=<5 < 44D5E �4L57> 5D4F4 / �<O >FG5EF6>? / �G4G 64< >G5=L 
?D<7=4F5?5=. 

&>?L>> =4 4=OE G7=4?, GF> �4< =5 G44?>EL ?>5E4FL =4 %N574 6 �5?7D44. �4> MF> 7?G?>! 
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�4>>6O �4L< ??4=O =4 ?5F>? �4?<L<F5, ?>64?G=EF4, >>744 6>76D4M45FEO ?D>D. 
�575<4== 6 �D47G < >4> 4>?7> 5M5 745EL ?D>5G45F? 

�E>D5==<= ?D<65F �4L5= 65=5. 

�D544==O= �4< �?�5< 

[3] Alfred Bem to Roman Jakobson, 22/05/1930 

�D474, 22 <4O 1930. 

�=>7>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

=5 >F65F<? E5=G4E 65 =4 �4LG ?D>EL5G, F4> >4> E>F5?>EL =465EF< E?D46>G > >=<6>5 
�4O>>6E>>7>. / ?><=N, GF> 5N ?>?L7>64?EO, => =5 5O? G65D5=, GF> 6 5<5?<>F5>5 
<�5<?>D4=. �=<6>4 13 ?5F D45>FO �4O>>6E>>7>, F. 1 <<5FLEO 6 MF>= 5<5?<>F5>5, O 4465 
E>F5? 5O?> 55 ?D>EF> E57>4=O 67OFL 4?O �4E, => >=4 >>474?4EL 74=OF>=. �O L<DD: 3.4.26 
= 4.10.44. �E?< 5G45F5 E?D4L<64FL, F> E>46<F5, GF> O ?D>E<? 4?O �4E >F?>6<FL, F.>. <=5 
>55M4?< >=<6>G 7445D64FL, 5E?< >=4 65D=5FEO, < �4< <>7GF =5 6O44FL. 

'F> >4E45FEO �G<<?564, F> <=5 ?><=<FEO, GF> >>5-GF> <=F5D5E=>5 ?5G4F4? > =5< 
�?5<5=FL56 6 747. �4 %6>5>4G. $4>F<G5E>>7> <4F5Di4? > ?>E?54=<E 7>44E 57> 6<7=< O 
=<745 =5 6EFD5G4?. �465FEO 6 E6>5 6D5<O 6 �5D?<=5 >?G5?<>>64? =55>?LLGN >=<65G>G 
�?5>E. &>?EF>=. �EFL, >465FEO, ' �<D<F54FD>64 6 57> >=<6>5 �>D5EF=O5 74<5FO <?< 6 
MF>< D>45. �5>D7. �64=>6 ?5G4F4? 6 <�>E?. �>6.= E6>< 6>E?><<=4=<O, => E4 =5 ?><=N, 
GF>5 F4< 5O?> > ?>E?54=<E 4=OE �G<<?564. �GD=4? <�>FO5DL= =5 7=4N 745 <>6=> =4=F<. 
�5F ?< E?GG4==> 6 <$GEE>>< �DE<65=? %?D>E<F5 ?> F5?5D>=G G %. �. �>EF=<>>64. �G5=L 
<5=O <=F5D5EG5F �4L4 EF4FLO > �4O>>6E>><&&.. �4?L 5G45F, 5E?< <=5 ?D5>D4FOF 
6OE?4FL %?46. $G=4L4G. �O?<EO64FL O ?<L5= 6>7<>6=>EF<, 4 4> 5<5?<>F5G=>7> 
M>75<??OD4 =5 6E5744 4>55D5LLEO. � %?46. %5<. 6E5 5M5 >4> =>6<=>4 ?56<F >=. 2-O! 

�>G5<G �O <=5 =5 >F65F<?< =<G57> =4 6>?D>E > ?5D56>45 <>5= >=<7< �4L<<< 5D4F><. 
�> 745O6G<6>EF<, <?< �O 57> 74?D>E<?<? �>64?G=EF4, =5 745G4LF5 G5D>=GFL <=5, GF> �O 
4G<45F5 ?> MF><G ?>6>4G?  

�E>D5==> ?D544==O= �4<. �?�5< 

[4] Alfred Bem to Roman Jakobson, 12/10/1930 

12 >>F. 1930. 

�=>7>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

?>EO?4N �4< 4?O %?. $G=4L4G EF4F5=>G > %N54G $GEE><= 'G5=OE 6 %>D<<. / EF4D4?EO 
45D64FLEO 6 D4<>4E >5OG=>7> =4GG5=> >FG5F4. �=5 5O =5 E>F5?>EL, GF>5O 6 < F4> E>G?>< 
>FG5F 5O?< E45?4=O 5M5 E>>D4M5=iO, => 5E?< 6 <=F5D5E4E 6GD=4?4 MF> =5>5E>4<<>, F> 
=5 5G4G 6>7D464FL. �5?4F5?L=>, GF>5O >FG5F ?>?4? 6 5?<64=LGN >=<6>G. �G4G �4< 
5?47>44D5=, 5E?< �O ?>?D>E<F5 <=5 6OE?4FL =54>EF4NM4OiO G <5=O > >><??5>FG >=<6><: 
N° 3 < ?>E?5 N° 6 74 1930 7. �E?< < �4E 5EFL GF>-?<5> <=F5D5E=>5 ?> ?<F5D4FGD5 4?O 
D5F5=7<D>64=<O, ?D<L?<F5 <=5. 

�E>D5==5 �4L �?�5< 
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A.4.7 Petr Savickij 

[1] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 24/06/1928 

24 VI 1928 

�?G5>>>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

&>?L>> GF> 65D=G?EO <7 �5D?<=4 < =4L5? G E55O =4 E>?5 �4L5 ?<EL<> 0716VI. �D<?474N 
>F>DOF>G E <><< E>7?4E<5< =4 E>FDG4=<G5EF6> 6 >Slavische Rundschau<. %F4FLN > 
467GEFG ?D<7>F>6?N. �6<4G F>7>, GF> ?D<E>4<FEO F>?L>> D4EEG<FO64N 6D5<O, 
?>64?G=EF4 E>>5M<, 6 >4><E <<5==> G<E?4E 467GEF4 5O 5O?> �4< G4>5=> ?>?GG<FL MFG 
EF4FLN (?>4D47G<564N, GF> 4>EF46?N �4< DGEE>GN DG>>?<EL). � ?>DO4>5 G45<>7> =4L57> 
>5<5=4 <744=<O<<, ?>EO?4N �4< F>?L>> GF> ?>O6<6L<=EO 75>7D4D<G5E><= <>= >57>D. 
�57>D 4?O ?>654G, >>=5G=>, 6 <5=55 --- G5DF4E (GF>5O >E64F<FL 5>?LL55 >>?<G5EF6> 
=4764=<=). %>>5M<F5 ?>64?G=EF4, <744=<O >4><E <<5==> ?5F 65?4F5?L=> >E64F<FL 
(F>?L>> 1928 7.? 1927-28? <?< L<D5?). 3 �464=F5 G6<4<<EO, >4> <O 6 F>< GE?>6?<64?<EL 
6 <4DF5. �D54?474N EG55>FG, 307> VI, 5 G4E. 4=O D5EF>D4= <&> (II >?4EE 3 F4< 65, 745 < 
?D>L?O= D47). � MF><G ED>>G ?D<=5EG E?<E>> =G6=OE <=5 56D47<=E><E <744=<=. %D>> 
MF>F ?>64?G=EF4 ?>4F65D4<F5.  

'6464NM<= �4E � %46<F><= 

[2] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 07/07/1928 

7 VII 1928 

�?G5>>>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

<76<=<F5, GF> ?<LG >4D4=44L><. �4> D47 <EF>G<?>EL G5D=<?> E4<>?<LGM5< ?5D5, O 65 
=5 E>GG >F>?44O64FL =4 44?L=5=L55 >F65F =4 >F>DOF>G �4LG >F 26 VI. �4L5 G>474=<5 > 
EF>>5 ?D<=O? > E6545=LN. �5M5<G ?4D>EG D476<F<O DGE. 75>7D4D<G5E>>= =4G>< 6 
?>E?54=<5 7>4O ?>E6OMG 4>EF4F>G=>5 6=<<4=<5. $5L4N >E64F<FL D45>FO 1927 < 1928 7. 
3 >>E=GEL F4>65 < =5>>F>DOE G>D4<=E><E (F. 5. ?>O6<6L<EEO =4 G>D4<=E>>< O7O>5) < 
55?>DGEE><E (F4< ?5G4F4NF ?> DGEE><). �6D>?5=E><5 D45>FO ?>>4 >EF46?N 6 EF>D>=5 
(6>?NGG <E 6 E?54GNM<= >57>D). %?<E>> =G6=OE <=5 >=<7 74 E<< E?54G5F 3 �GGL<= 
(G<E?> =4GG=O=) >57>D 56D47<=E>>= D45>FO <>7 5O 44?L >=. �<. �5FD. %6OF>?>?>-
�<DE><= (< ?D< F>< ?> L<D>F5 E6>5= MDG4<F<< 3 ?> 6E5< >FD4E?O<). �4D5E 57>: 17, 
Flower str., London W. CT. � E>64?5=<N, >= 6E>>D5 6 �<5D<>G (=4 =5E>>?L>> <5EOF56) < 
<. 4. =5 GE?55F E?D46<FLEO E MF<< >57>D><. 3 �= 3 >4> D47 5?<7>> > 56D47<=F4< 3 < =5 
557o6>= 56D47<5F. 

�DG7>5 ?<F>, >>F>D>5 G4>6?5F6>DO5F FD55>64=LO< 3 MF> 3 �4E<?<= �5FD>6<G �<><F<= 
(<D4=<EF, ?<=76<EF < <EF>D<>, >5>7D5645F 75>7D4D<N < D<?>E>D<N). �4D5E: 5, rue 
Francois Gérard, Paris, Anteuil. �4E. �5FD., ?>?474N, E>7?4E<FEO 6> 6EO>>< E?GG45. �E?< 
5G45F5 ?<E4FL F><G <?< 4DG7><G, 5E?< ?>65?45F5, E>L?<F5EL =4 <5=O.  

�G4G >6<44FL �4L57> ?<EL<4. �G4G 557 65EL<4 <=F5D5E=> >7=4>><<FLEO E D45>F>= ?D>7. 
�>D>74<=4 (7=4N 57> EF4FL< =4 >F4F4DE><5< F5<O 6 >�>6>< �>EF>>5<) 

�4G �4LG DG>G. 
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�E>D5==5 G64645<O= �4E.  

� %46<F><= 

[3] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 13/08/1928 

13 VIII 1928 

�?G5>>>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

�GLG �4< <7 %D<EF<4=<< 3 �E?>, >G44 ?D<5E4? =4 <564G=4D>4=O= EN574 <EF>D<>>6. 
%N574 MF>F >F>DO645FEO 746FD4. �>574>4 6 %D<EF<4=<N O6<?4EL F5< >5EF>OF5?LEF6>< 
>>F>D>5 >F>D64?> <5=O >F D45>FO =44 EF4DL5< >55M45<>= <=>7> �4<. %F4FLN MFG E>GG 
>747?46<FL >$GEE>4O 75>7D4D<O 74 ?>E?54=<5 7>4O<. �G5D> ?5D6O=-5>?LLGN, 6 MF>< 
>F=>L5=<<, D45>FG O G65 ?D>55?4< 3 6 6<45 ?D>E<>FD4 4> 200 >=<7 < EF4F5=, EN44 
>F=>EOM4OEO (1921-28). �4=4>> 65, =5 ?G74=F5EL: MF> >>?<G5EF6 =4764=<= =5 >7=4G45F, 
GF> O ?D567>=4G G>474=<5 <=5 ?D<44?<. �5 6E5, >>=5G=>, 5G4G F<F<D>64FL, >E>55==>EF< 
3 <7 4>?55 D4==57>. �O 5G45F5 6>?L=O5 F4>65 6<4><7<5=<FL < 74?D46<FL >G5D>4. 
�D<5<6L<=EO ED>> EN5744 <EF>D<>>6 ?<L<? <5=O 5G>64?L=> F5E 2-3 4=5, >>F>DO5 =G6=O 
5O?< 4?O E4<>7> ?D>F5EE4 ?<E4=<O. &4><< >5D47><, 5G4G 7>F>6 F>?L>> > 1 IX (=> > <G IX 
=445NEL 5OFL 7>F>6O< 45=EF6<F5?L=>), >G5=L E>F5?>EL 5O?, GF>5O EF4FLO MF> 6E5 65 
?>E?5?4 > ?5D6>>>FO5DLE>><G =><5DG. �E?< ?5D56>4G<>><, <>7G D5>><5=4>64FL 
5OEFDGN < G4>6?5F6>D<F5?L=GN ?5D56>4G<>G. 

�>64?G=EF4 >F65FLF5 <=5 ?> <>5<G ?D46E>><G 44D5EG. �4G �4LG DG>G. 

�E>D5==<5 G64645<O= �4E 

� %46<F><= 

[4] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 20/08/1928 

20 VIII 1928 

�=>7>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G 

13 VIII O ?<E4? �4< <7 �E?> ?<EL<>, 4 F>, GF> =5 GE?5? 74>>=G<FL 4> >FN5744 =4 745L=<= 
<564G=4D>4=O= >>=7D5EE <EF>D<>>6 EF4FL< >55M4==>= <=>7> �4< 4?O 
?5D6>>>FO5DLE>>7> =><5D4 >Slavische Rundschau<, => GF> O 74>>=GG MFG EF4FLN > 1 IX. / 
?<E4? F4>65, GF> 4?O <5=O 5O?> 5O >G5=L 65?4F5?L=>, GF>5O EF4FLO MF> 6EU 65 ?>?4?4 6 
?5D6>>>FO5DLE><= =><5D < =4 E?GG4= =44>5=>EF<, ?D54?474? E6>< GE?G7< 4?O 
>D74=<74F<< E>>D> ?5D56>44. 3 &5?5DL <5=O 55D5F E><=5=<5, ?>?GG<F5 ?< �O MF> ?<EL<>: 
?>-6<4<<><G, / =4>D><F =4 =57> =5E>>?L>> <5=LL5 =>D>> G5< E?54>64?>. �>MF><G < <MG 
�4< 6=>6L. 27>7> O =445NEL 5OFL 6 �D475. �>64?G=EF4 >F65FLF5 <=5 ?> ?>5<G >5OG=>< 
44D5EG. 3 �>=7D5EE 5O?4 >G5=L <=F5D5E5=. �5 74<=F5D5E>64?4 4?O �4E (6 >4G5EF65 
<4F5D<4?4 4?O >Slavische Rundschau<) <>O 74<5F>4 > F>< E?46O=E><= GG5=OE =4 745L=5< 
>>=7D5EE? �?D>G5<, =G6=> 74<5F>G <>7GF 44FL LGEF4 ?D< ><64?, >>F. 745EL 5O?<. / =5 
<>7 5O? E?5F<4?L=> 67OFL =4 E55O >5>7D5=<5 DGEE><E ?D>5?5<, ?>EF46?5==OE =4 MF>< 
>>=7D5EE5. �4G �4L5<G DG>G. 

�4L ��% 
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[5] Petr Savickij t> Roman Jakobson, 08/09/1928 

8 IX 1928 

�=>7>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

�>?GG<? �4LG >F>DOF>G >F 7 IX. %> E6>5= EF>D>=O, <<5==> > =5< E �4<< ?>7>6>D<FL. 
�G4G D44 ?>7=4>><<FLEO E �4L<<< 4DG7LO<<. �G6=O= >><<F5F >=<7 (4?O �>D>74<=4) 
=445NEL ?D<=5EF< E E>5>N. �F4> 6EFD5F<<EO 6 ED54G, 127> 6 3 G4E. 4=O 6 D5EF>D4=5 
>�G?4=>6><. 

�D544==O= �4< 

� %46<F><= 

[6] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 20/10/1928 

20 % 1928 

�=>7>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G. 

=4EF>OM<= <><5=F =4E>6GEL 5G>64?L=> =4 >F?5F5: G5764?> 6 �4D<6 746FD4, 6 
6>E>D5E5=<5. $4EEG<FO64N (sic!) 65D=GFLEO =5 ?>765 >>=F4 =>O5DO. �. 44D. ?5D56>4 E 
?5D56>4G<>>< D<7<G5E><= ?<L5= 6>7<>6=>EF<. �GGL5 6E57>, ?D<L?<F5 <=5 ?5D56>4 
(>>744 >= 5G45F 7>F>6) 6 �4D<6 (P. Savitzky, III gauche, 2 avenue Jeanne d9Arch, Meudon 
pres Paris, S. a. O., France). / 57> =5<54?5==> 65 65D=G E <><< 74<5G4=LO<< < 
?>?<D>6><, >>>=G4F5?L=O= ?>E> =4 >>=FD>?5 <>65F =465EF< F>F 65 ?5D56>4G<>. �4 
6=5E5=<5 F>7> <7<5=5=<O, > >>F>D>< �O ?<L5F5, O E>7?4E5=. 3 %>7?4E5= F>65 44?L 
D5F5=7<N =4 E5>D=<> %5<5=>64. �E?< D5F5=7<O MF4, D475 G4O=LO =G6=4 �4< 5M5 6 
=>O5D5, F> >=<7G =4?D46LF5 >> ?4D<6E>><G 44D5EG; 5E?< 65 45?> =5 F4> E?5L=>, F> 
=4?D46LF5 55 =4 <&> < ?>64?G=EF4 =4?<L<F5, > >4>><G <<5==> ED>>G =G6=4 MF4 
D5F5=7<O. %5D45G=> 5?47>44DN 74 E>>5M5=<5 44D5E4 �4?5=F<=O �?5>E4=4D>6<G, 
=5?D5<5==> E =5N < E 10 <-G5< ?>6<44?>EL 6 �4D<65. 

�E>D5==> G6464NM<= 

� %46<F><= 

[7] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 01/12/1938 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

% ?>746G5D4L=57> 4=O 3 O 3 6 �D475. 

�464=F5 G6<4<<EO ED54G 5>7> 6 3 G4E 4=O 6 D5EF>D4=5 I-II =4 �<?LE>=>64 6>>74?4. &G44 
65 ?D<=5E<F5 ?>64?G=EF4 >=<7G > %5<5=>65 &O=L-L4=>>< < ?5D56>4 ?5D6>= G4EF< 
<>5= EF4FL<. �E?< =<G57> =5 5G4G >F �4E <<5FL, 5G4G EG<F4FL, GF> G4E <5EF> 4?O �4E 
G4>5=O=. �4G 64< DG>G. �D<65F �. &-GG. �. �>D 

� %46<F><= 
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[8] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 13/12/1928 

�=>7>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

�=5, 65D>OF=>, G65 7=45F5 >F D544>F>D4 �5>F5D4, ?>G5<G O =5 5O? G �4E 6 EG55>FG: 
F5?57D4<<4 6G5D4 4>EF46?5=4 <=5 6 <E>465==>< (4> =5?>=OF=>EF<) 6<45. �5D56>4 G65 
<&> <=>= (6<5EF5 E 7. �5>F5D5<) 6 ?><5M5=<< >Prager Presse< <564G G5<, O <77>F>6<? 
G65 4?O >Slavische Rundschau< < D5F5=7<N =4 >=<7G > �. �. %5<5=>64. %>GG ?5D544FL 
55 �4<, 4 F4>65 7>F>6<FL =4 =5>>F>DO5 F5<O E6O74==O5 E >Slavische Rundschau<, ?> 
>>F>DO< G <5=O 446<?<EL =>6O5 <OE?< E MF>= G6<64N 74=4G > �4< 746FD4 6 6EFD5GG, 
14>7> XII 6 2½ G4E 4=O (?>?>6<=4 FD5FL57>) =445NEL, GF> 74EF4=G �4E 4><4. 

'6464NM<= �4E 

� %46<F><= 

[9] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 20/07/1928 

25 XII 1928 

�=>7>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

�=5 ?D<E>4<? G5E4FL <7 �D475 (=4 =5E>>?L>> 4=5=) =5E>>?L>> D4=LL5, G5< O 
?D54?>?474? 3 4 <<5==> E57>4=O. �>MF><G, 746FD4 �O <5=O ?>64?G=EF4 =5 64<F5, 
>�=<6=GN 65 �5F>?<EL< 74=5E5F �4< <>= 4>5DO= 4DG7, �=4D5= �4E. 'E4G56. / GE?5? 
?D>E<>FD5FL F>?L>> 6>E5<L 6O?GE>>6 (N N 16, 17, 33, 34, 35, 36, 42, 43), => ?D>E<>FD5? 
>G5=L 6=<<4F5?L=> 3 < >F<5F<? 6EU, GF> <5=O <=F5D5EG5F (>4> �O 7=45F5, <>< 
<=F5D5E5= 4>6>?L=> D47=>>5D465=) �E?< =4=45F5 =G6=O<, ?>64?G=EF4 ?D><7654<F5 
E>>D4M5=<N 6 E?<E>5 3 =4 5?<64=L<5 10-12 4=5= 45=EF6<F5?5= 44D5E: 2, ac Jeanne 
d9Arc, Meudon, S. a. O. France. 3 �>744 <>?<<> =445OFLEO <<5FL >>DD5>FGDG EF4FL< < 
D5F5=7<<? �D<65F �4L5= EG?DG75. 

�E>D5==> G6464NM<= 

� %46<F><= 

[10] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 13/02/1929 

13 II 1929 

�=>7>G64645<O= 

$><4= �E<?>6<G, 

�>EO?4N �4< F> ?D<<5G4=<5, > E>EF46?5=<< >>F>D>7> <5=O 6G5D4 ?D>E<? �575<4==. 
�7> =G6=> 6EF46<FL 6 74>?NG5=<5 ?5D6>7> 65 ?>4EFD>G=>7> ?D<<5G4=<O <>5= EF4FL<, 
=5?>ED54EF65==> ?>E?5 ?5D5G<E?5=<O <>=>7D4D<=, ?>O6<6L<EEO 6 1921 7>4G. / 
E>EF46<? 57> ?> DGEE><, => 6E5 F5D<<=O ?<LG ?> =5<5F><. � E6O7< E> 6G5D4L=<< 
(>G5=L <=F5D5E=O< 4?O <5=O) F5D<<=>?>7<G5E><< D477>6>D>< <><< E �575<4=>=><, 
<=5 ?D<E>4<FL 6 7>?>6G <OE?L: 3 =5 E?54>64?> ?< 5O <=5 5M5 D47, G65 6 >>DD5>FGD5, 
?>7?O45FL =5<5F><= F5>EF <>5= EF4FL< 3 6> <75564=<5 >L<5>> 6 FD4=E>D<?F<< < 6 
F5E=<G5E>>= F5D<<=>?>7<<. &4>65 >L<5>< 5O?< 5O >G5=L G5< 5>?55, GF> ?5D56>4 ?4=4 
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�5>F5D4 O 6<45? F>?L>> 6 DG>>?<E=>< G5D=>6<>5. 3 �?O D477>6>D4 =4L57> (> >>F>D>< 
<O GE?46?<64?<EL 6G5D4) O <>7 5O 74=F< > �4< 4 5G4GM<= 6F>D=<>, F. 5. 19>7> I, <564G 
5½ < 6 G4E4<< 4=O. �D<5<?5<> ?< 4?O �4E MF> 6D5<O? �O? 5O >G5=L �4< 5?47>44D5=, 
5E?< 5O �O ?D<7>F>6<?< > MF><G 6D5<5=< < F>F 464=E, > >>F>D>< <O 6G5D4 7>6>D<?<. 
�E?< 5O �O E>7?4E<?<EL E <><<< E>>5D465=<O<< >F=>E<F5?L=> >>DD5>FGDO, F> 
>>DD5>FGDG MFG O <>7 5O F>744 65 ?D>E<>FD5FL F. E>. >=4 <5EF5<, F. 5. G �4E. �>, 
>>=5G=>, <>6=> 55 <=5 < 6OE?4FL 3 65D=G =5<54?5==>. �G5=L 5O?> 5O <=F5D5E=> 
G7=4FL F>744 65 > F5=5 <77>F>6?5=<O >FF<E>>6. �F4>, 5E?< =5 5G45F >F �4E =<>4><E 
<765EF<=, 5G4G EG<F4FL 3 4> 6F>D=<>4 3 �?G5>>>G64645<>= EG?DG75 �4L5= <>= ?D<65F. 
�4G �4LG DG>G. 

�E>D5==> G6464NM<= �4E 

� %46<F><= 

[11] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 19/02/1929 

19 II 1929 

�=>7>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

� E>64?5=<N, <=5 =574>D>6<FLEO, ?> MF><G 745E4FL > �4< O ?D>LG <>57> >FF4. 3 �E?< 
�O ?D<7>F>6<?< >>DD5>FGDG < E?D46>G > F5=5 >FF<E>>6, F> ?>64?G=EF4 ?5D544=F5 >FFG. 
�>DD5>FGDG 65D=G =5<54?5==>, 7. > D45>F4?> 6 >D>64F<. �<G 65 ?5D544=F5 ?>64?G=EF4 
F>F 464=E, > >>F>D>< <O 7>6>D<?<. �4 MF>F E?GG4= ?D<?474N D4E>?5<<. �>?GG5=> ?< 
�4<< <>5 ?<EL<> >F 14 II < ?D<?>65==>5 > <5<G >?D<<5G4=<5<. �E?< G �4E 
>E6>5>4<?<EL >=<6=O5 5N??5F5=<, F> ?>64?G=EF4 ?5D544=F5 <E <=5 4?O ?D>E<>FD4 < 
D47<5F><. � E>46<F5, 6 >4>>= ED>> <E 65D=GFL. �4G �4LG DG>G, 

�E>D5==> ?D544==O= 

� %46<F><= 

[12] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 02/03/1928 

2 III 1929 

�=>7>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

�>O 74<5F>4 ?> ?>6>4G >=<7< ?D>D. �. �. �N5><<D>64 (>%>7O=EF6> =<6=57> 
�>6>?6LO&<) G65 7>F>64. �E?< ?>76>?<F5, 74=5EG 5U > �4< =4 >64DF<DG 6 ED54G, 6>7> 
III, <564G 6 < 7>7> G4E4<< 65G5D4. &>744 65 ?D<=5EG <<5NM<5EO G <5=O 6O?GE>< 
>=<6>>= ?5F>?<E< < E>F5? 5O 67OFL =>6GN <E ?4DF<N. �D>GFG �4< =5446=> 
?>?GG5==>5 <=>7> <=F5D5E=>5 =4GG=>5 ?<EL<> �. %. &DG55F>>7> >4> 65 >5EF><F N 3O= 
>Slavische Rundshcau<? �E?< �O =5 ?>EO?4?< 5M5 <=5 464=E4, > >>F>D>< <O 7>6>D<?<, 
F> ?>64?G=EF4 7445D6<F5 57> G E55O; ?5D544=F5 <=5 ?D< E6<44=<<. �O? 5O F4>65 >G5=L 
5?47>44D5= �4< 74 E?D46>G > F5=5 >FF<E>>6. �F4> =445NEL 4> E>>D>7> E6<44=<O. 
�E>D5==> G6464NM<= �4E � %46<F><= 
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[13] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 30/02/1929 

30 III 1929 

�=>7>G64645<O= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

%>F5? 5O �4E ?>6<44FL < ?>7>6>D<FL ?> >G5D54=O< 45?4<. �>7 5O ?D<5E4FL > �4< =4 
B�leského, 16, 6 G5F65D7, 4>7> IV, <564G 2½ < 3 G4E. 4=O. '4>5=> ?< �4< MF> <5EF> < 
6D5<O? �E?< =5 G4>5=>, ?>64?G=EF4 =4?<L5F5. �>744 65 6O=45F >G5D54=>= =><5D 
>Slavische Rundschau<? 

 �4G �4LG DG>G, 

�E>D5==> ?D544==O= 

� %46<F><= 

[14] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 29/09/1930 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

&>?L>> GF> O ?>?GG<? �4L5 ?<EL<> >F 27 IX. 

�E5 45?> 6 F>< GF> O E5=G4E E<6G 6 �4D<65 E?5F<4?L=> <7-74 <744=<O «&D<4F4FOE 
7>4>6» - �O <>65F5 ?D54EF46<FL G5< O6?O5FEO 4?O <5=O >464O= ?<L=<= 45=L 7445D6>< 
6 �4D<65, ?D< <=>65EF65 45? 6 �D475 3 < ?D5?GEF>< >4D<4=5! �4L4 EF4FLO ?> <=5=<N 
6E5E 55 G<F46L<E (6 F>= G<E?5 3 �. �. �?5>E5564 < 745L=<E 56D47<=F56), 5G45F >4=<<< 
<7 646=5=L<E F5=FD>6 MF>7> E5>D=<>4. / =4L5?, GF> < �.%. >G5=L 57> 74<=F5D5E>64?. 
�4 �4L5< E?>65, GF> >=4 5G45< G <5=O 745EL =<>4> =5 ?>765 107> >>FO5DO 3 O EFD>N 
<>= D4EG5FO, >4> ?GG=O5, F4> < 6 >F=>L5=<< F<?>7D4D<<. 3 � ?>65DLF5, 4>D>7>= $><4= 
�E<?>6<G, 46F>D<74F<O ?>?5<<>4 ?DO<> 65?4F5?L=4, >=4 =5 F>?L>> =5 E<>65F 
«?>E>D>=<FL» 64LG EF4FLN, => 5G45F 55 ?4=E<D>64FL. � F4>>< ?>?>65=<< <>6=> 
?D>EF> «=4D>G=>» >EF46<FL >4>>=-=<5G4L ?D><4E, GF>5O ?><>GL >??>=5=F4< 
«?D<6O74FLEO», 4 74G5< 6O5D4FL <E =4 E?>D ?> EGM5EF6G. &>?L>> E?>D4<< 
?>?G?OD<7GNFEO <45<. -F> <O 4>?6=O ?><=<FL F65D4> 5>O7=L ?>?5<<>G G �. %. / 
EG<F4N E6>57> D444 5>?57=5==O< O6?5=<5<. % 57> ?5EE<<<7<>< O6?5=<5<. % 57> 
?5EE<<<7<>< =G6=> 5>D>FLEO =5G>?>==>. -F<< ?GF5< ?>?GG4NF E>4 < 57> 
74<5G4F5?L=O5 <OE?<.  

«�5D5>D4<64O» E6>N EF4FLN =5 745O64=F5 ?>64?G=EF4 > E>>5D465=<OE ?>?G?OD=>EFL!  

�O? ?< �. �. � �D475 6 4=< ?D55O64=<O �. %.-G4? �. %. �55M4? <=5 F4>65 < E> E6>5= 
EF>D>=O, ?>7>6>D<FL E =<< > ?>=OF<< «MF=>7D4D<G5E>>7> E>N74», >>F>DO5 < �. %.-GG 
?>>474?>EL 65EL<4 646=O<.  

�4=>6D5<5==> ?<LG < �. �-GG, 5E?< 57> ?4G5 G4O=LO, =5F 6 �D475, F> ?>64?G=EF4 
?5D5L?<F5 <>5 ?<EL<> ?> 57> =O=5L=5<G <5EF> ?D55O64=<N. 

�5F ?< G57>-?<5> =>6>7> ?> 45?G >5 �=EF<FGF5? 

�O? 5O D44, 5E?< 5O? =5>D>?>7 �4DF>?L44 ?>O6<?EO 6 «�D475D �D5EE5». &5?GN DG>G 
%>D<< �<>>?456<G5. �4G DG>G. 
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�E>D5==5 G64645<O= 

�4E �. %46<F><= 

[15] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 30/10/1930 

30 X 1930 

�>D>7>= �E<?>6<G 

=4E>6GEL G 4DG75= 6 �=7?<<, >F>G44 < ?<LG �4<. 3 �>>=G4=<5 �4L5= EF4FL< ?>?GG<? 
=5E>>?L>> 4=5= F><G =4744, < E5=G4E 65 E44? 57> 6 =45>D. �445NEL, GF> ?5D64O 
>>DD5>FGD4 5G45F 6 �D475 =545?< G5D57 465. �6<4G >?>744=<O 6 ?>?GG5=<< �4L5= 
EF4FL< < =5>>F>DOE 4DG7<E, 4>65EF< 4> >>=F4 ?5G4F4=<5 «&D>=GFOE 7>4>6» 6> 6D5<O 
<>57> ?D55O64=<O 6 �4D<65 <=5 =5 G44?>EL: MF> 7445D64?> 5O <5=O =4 74?445 4> 
=4G4?4 45>45DO, GF>, <5=O E>65DL5==> =5 GEFD4<645F. 3 E>D>L> 5M5, GF> G44?>EL 
74>>=G<FL ?5G4F4=<5 >=<7< �. �. �?5>E5564 «&5>D<O 7>EG44DEF64» >>F>D4O 6OL?4 6 
E65F ?>746G5D4. �57G 4?O �4E M>75<??OD. 3 �4><5 65 =>6>EF< ?> <=EF<FGFG? �6<44N 
<E 5>?LL<< =5F5D?5=<5<. �4 E?<G4=, GF> 6>7=<>=5F 6>?D>E > ED>>5 <>57> 6>7D4M5=<O 
6 �D47G, E>>5M<EL, GF> 65D>OF=55 6E57> ?D<54G 5-67> =>O5DO; 6> 6EO>>< E?GG45 
=445NEL; 65D=GFLEO 6 5?<64=L<5 4=<. �>64?G=EF4 ?5D544=F5 �. �-GG, 6<5EF5 E <><< 
?D<65F><, GF> >5EF>OF5?LEF64 E?>6<?<EL G5<, GF> < E5=G4E 5M5 <. %465?L56 <<55F 
6D5<O =4?<E4FL EF4FLN 4?O «&D<4F4FOE 7>4>6». �5 MF>< O < ?D>LG 57> >G5=L. &5<4 
=4<5G5=4 ?< E4<O= 6 ?<EL<5 >> <=5: ?>=OF<5 «MF=>7D4D<G5E>>7> E>N74», 
45<>=EFD<D>64==>5 =4 >>EFN<=>< <4F5D=>= $>EE<<-�6D47<<. �<G �4< DG>G. �D<65F 
%. �-=5. �4L ��% 

[16] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 27/04/1931 

 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

?D54>FN574=O5 45?4 <5=O 74>DGF<?<. �5E<>FDO =4 6EU 65?4=<5, =5 GE?564?> > �4< 
74=F<. %F4FLN 4?O �4E 74>>=G<? F>?L>> 6 EG55>FG 65G5D><. �4 7-8 ?>G4FO EFD4=<F4E 
D5D5D<DGN >>>?> 60 D45>F. �OE46<64N < =5>>F>DO5 >5M<5 F>G>< 7D5=<O. �G<4N, GF> 
>D456545=L5 <>6=> ?5D565EF< >wissenschaftliche Landskunde<, >4> MF> E45?4=> 6 >5>D5 
5<5?<>7D4D<O (Sl. Rund., 1930, >>FO5DL) 

�>64?G=EF4 =4?<L<F5 <=5 > ?D>GF5=<< MF>= EF4FL<. 

�4?<E4?< ?< �O G65 6 ���%? 

�>= ?4D<6E><= 44D5E: P. Savickij, chez Florovsky, 131, av. Jean Jaurès, Paris XIXe 

�<G �4LG DG>G L?N ?D<65F %. �-=5. 

�4L � %46<F><= 

 

 



 
 

362 

[17] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 14/05/1931 

14 V 1931 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G 

> <><5=FG ?D<E>44 <E?D46?5==>= �4L< >>DD5>FGD=O5 7=4>< 4>?7>FO < 465 >F>G><< =44 
5G>64<< 5O?< G65 =4EF46?5=O, =54>EF4NM<5 7=4>< G44D5=<O 6>?NG5=<< < 6E5 6>>5M5 
7=4>< G44D5=<O G=<D<F<D>64=O(=4). / ?D>F65? ?5D56>4 6 F<?>7D4D<< < 74EF46<? 55 
?D<>G?<FL =5>>F>DO5 7=4><. >�5DEF4<< >4> <765EF=>, MF> 6 E6>5 6D5<O =5 G44?>EL, < 
EF4FLO �. %-7> > G4EFGL>5 6OL?4 557 <=>7<E =5>5E>4<<OE 7=4>>6. '5LE>>5 = 3 
<77>F>6?O5FEO. &5 465 F45?<F, > >>F>DOE �O ?<L5F5, 6>=4GF 6 5D>LNDG 6 6<45 >?<L5. 
%45?4=O >=< E <>57> 46F>7D4D4. �>G5D> <>= >F=N4L =5 <454?L=O=, => 6E5-F4><, 
=445NEL, 5G45F ?>=OF=>. 3 �D>LND4 G65 E65DEF4=4. %>EF46?5=> <=>N < >D4F>>5 
>7?46?5=<5. �E57> 6OL?> 60 EFD4=<F. %EO?>< =4 EFD4=<FO G65 6EF46?5=O. �4L4 D45>F4 
6OE>4<F >F45?>>= 5D>LND>=, < F>?L>> 5N. 3 �5G4F45< 500 5>7. E DGEE><< 747?46<5< < 
500-c Études phonologiques. / E>GG >D74=<7>64FL E4<GN L<D>>>N D4EEO?>G �4L5= 
<>=>7D4D<<. �D>LG �4E ?><>GL <=5 6 F>< E<OE?5, GF> 747>F>6<FL =5E>>?L>> E>F, 6=5-
56D>?5=E><E 44D5E>6, >G44 4?O E?54>64?> ?>E?4FL 5D>LNDG. 

�445NEL, GF> > 1-<G <N=O >=4 G65 ?>O6<FEO 6 E65F/ 

�G5D4 ?>?GG<? (<7 �5D=4) >>DD5>FGDG EF4FL< <>5= Wissenschaftliche Landeskunde in 
RSFSR - < 6G5D4 65, ?> <E?D46?5=<<, >F?D46<? 55 �. �. �5>F5DG 3 ?> 44D5EG Praha I, 606. 
3 �E?< ?>?D46<?, <<5NM<5 =5>>F>D>5 F5E=<G5E>>5 7=4G5=<5. �G5=L ?D>LG GG4EFL <E. 
�D>LG F4>65 <77>F>6<FL 4?O <5=O 465EF< (200) >F45?L=OE >FF<E>>6 MF>= EF4FL<. 
�4?<E4? >5 MF>< �. �-<G. �> G �4E >G5=L ?D>LG =4?><=<FL 5<G >5 MF><. 

�<44< ?< �O <4DF>6E><= =><5D «Monde Slave»? �4> 6<4<F5, D544>F<>==>5 ?D<<5G4=<5 
E=OF>. $O4>6><G G<F4F5?N, 5D>45 <5=O, DD4=FG7E><= F5>EF �4L57> 4>>?444 >465FEO 
G4>6?5F6>D<F5?L=O=. �?D>G5<, < 6 >>>=G4F5?L=>< F5>EF5 74<5F<? FD< >L<5><: =4 E. 376 
6 >4=>< <5EF5 6<5EF> isolignes E>474=> isophones, =4 EFD. 377 6 >4=>< <5EF5 3 6<5EF> Sud-
Ouest 3 Sud-Est; =4 EFD. 378 3 6<5EF> occidentale 3 E>474=> méridionale. � EG4EF<N, 6> 6E5E 
FD5E E?GG4OE >>=F5>EF 445F 6>7<>6=>EFL D47>5D4FLEO 6 EGM5EF65 45?4. 3 �?D>G5<, E5=G4E 
MF> < =5 F4> G65 646=>: �4L4 <>=>7D4D<O 6OE>4<F 6 E65F 6 F5G5=<5 5?<64=L<E 4=5=, 4 
55 <O D47>L?5< urbi et orbi. &>?L>> >G5=L ?D>LG: ?>47>F>6LF5 4>EF4F>G=>5 >>?<G5EF6> 
G<EF>-=4GG=OE 44D5E>6: >4> 56D>?5=E><E, F4> < 6=5-56D>?5=E><E! 

�E?< =5 G<55F5 <4DF. =><5D4 «Monde Slave», ?>64?G=EF4 6>7L<<F5 57> G <><E 4><4L=<E: 
>= G =<E 5EFL, 4 G <5=O 745EL 5EFL F>65. 

�<44?< < �O «?D<>GE>G» �. %4?6<>>64 ?> ?>6>4G D47?<G5=<O E>7?4E=OE ?> F65D4>EF< 
< <O7>>EF< 6 >E<4=E>><? �4 6EO><= E?GG4= ?>EO?4N 55 �4<. �5 >5D4F<F5EL ?< �O > 
%4?6>>6G (2, rue de Sèze, Paris IXe), E ?D>EL5>= E>>5M<FL �4< >65EL<4 >5EF>OF5?L=> 
<>F<6<D>64==>5< ?<EL<> ,55G=<=4. � 64DG7 3 $O?<>4 < �464?LE><= >>46GFEO 
=5?D46O<<, < >�>=EF4=F<=>?>?L >>465FEO =4L<<<. �54L ?> ?D<7=4>G D4E?D>EFD4=5=<O 
E>?>=5=<= (�. %. &DG55F>>=) 45?> >5EF><F <<5==> F4>. 3 �> 6EO>>< E?GG45, <=5 >465FEO, 
<=F5D5E=> 6OOE=<FL, 6 GU< 65 45?>. 

�>>?> 6D5<5=< <>57> ?D<5744 6 �4D<6 745EL <=>7> 7>6>D<< > �4L5= D45>F5 < > <>5<G 
G4<6?5=<N 6 5>?LL<=EF65 >5>4D<F5?L=>. 
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%G<F45F ?< 6>7<>6=>EF< < %?. E45?4FL GF>-?<5> 6 E<OE?5 GE>>D5=<O >D54<F>6? 3 �4> 
>5EF>OF 45?4 6 �. �. �.? 

�EFL ?< >F65F >F ���%4, ?> ?>6>4G 44D5E>6, ?> >>F>DO< D4EEO?45FEO Sl. R.? 

�> E6>5< 6>76D4M5=<<, O EG<F4? 5O >G5=L 65?4F5?L=O< ?D<EFG?<FL > D4EEO?>5. 
�4?<E4=O ?< ?<EL<4 F5< >D45654=O< >D74=<74F<O<, >>F>DO5 ?5D5G<E?5=O 6 <>5< 
?D54O4GM5< ?<EL<5? �=5 =4?<E4? �5D4E<< $54>D>6<G. %>GG 5<G >F65F<FL. �4>>6, 6 
=4EF>OM55 6D5<O, 57> 44D5E? �>64?G=EF4 >F65FLF5 <=5 =4 MF>F 6>?D>E. 

�4> <4GF �4L< D45>FO? 

�4 ?>?=>5 >FEGFEF6<5 >?5G4F>> 6 �4L5= 5D>LND5 =5 DGG4?>EL. �> 45?4N 6EU, GF> 
6>7<>6=>, GF>5O <E 5O?> <5=LL5. 

�D5?>> 6<G �4LG DG>G. ,?N ?D<65F %. �-=5. �G4G 644FL ?<EL<4. 

�4L � %46<F><= 

'F> E?OL=> > �. %.? �. �-G5? 3 %5D75= �E<?>6<G <=5 ?<L5F, GF> 6O 4G<45F5 ?5D5=5EF< 
6 5<5?<>F5>G 7=4G<F5?L=GN G4EFL �4L<E >=<7. &4> ?< MF>? �E?< 44, F> MF> <5=O D44>64?> 
5O: 6<5EF5 E >=<74<< �<. �-7> < <><<<, MF> E>EF46<?> 5O E>D>L<= D>EE<5-654<G5E><= 
>DG7. 

�EFL ?< ?D<5OF<O >=<7 E �>EF>>4? �=F5D5E=4 ?< MF< =545?< >�=<6=4O ?5F>?<EL<? 

ut in litteris 

� %46<F><= 

�5 GE?5? >FD46<FL MF>7> ?<EL<4, >4> ?>?GG<? �4L M>E?D5EE E 4>?>?=5=<5< >5 4?4DE>><. 
�>?>?=5=<5 MF> G65 ?D<65? 6 =44?5646L<= (4?O F<?>7D4D<<) 6<4- < E44?> 6 =45>D. �=> 
?>=45< 6 >>=F5 5D>LNDO. 

�F65F =4 �4L< 6>?D>EO F4>4?>-G45FEO 6 MF>< ?<EL<5. �F65F6<F5 65 ?>64?G=EF4 < =4 6E5 
<>< 6>?D>EO! 

15 V 1931, D4==55 GFD>. 

�4L � %46<F><= 

 

A.4.9 Leopold Silberstein 

[1] Leopold Silberstein to Roman Jakobson, 20/07/1930 

Sehr verehrter Herr Doktor, 

Das Bibliographische Institut in Leipzig hat an mich di Anfrage gerichtet, ob ich dazu bereit 
sei, über das neue Buch von Paus SCHEFFER, >Sieben Jahre Sowjet-Union<, in der Slavische 
Rundschau zu referieren. Das Rezensionsexemplar würde mir bejahendenfalls zur Verfügung 
gestellt werden. Ich möchte mir daher an Die die ergebene Anfrage erlauben, ob Sie, Herr 
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Doktor, einer solchen Besprechung freundlichst Raum gewähren könnten. Sollte Ihnen die 
gesonderte Besprechung der Arbeit eines deutschen Publizisten zu mager erscheinen, könnte 
ja evtl. FEILERs >Experiment des Bolschewismus< / das ich bereist besitze / hinzugenommen 
werden. 

Indem ich gern Ihren freundlichen Bescheid erwarte, möchte ich nochmals meinem Bedauern 
Ausdruck geben, dass es mir im März nicht gelungen ist, Sie, Herr Doktor, mehr also das eine 
flüchtige Mal zu sehen. Da ich aber in absehbarere Zeit wieder nach Prag zu kommen gedenke, 
dann höchstwahrscheinlich zu längerem Aufenthalt, so hoffe ich bestimmt Gelegenheit zu 
finden, das Versäumte nachzugehen. Inzwischen bitte ich Sie begrüßen zu dürfen mit dem 
aufrichtigen Ausdruck. 

Ausgezeichneter Hochachtung als Ihr sehr ergebener. 

Leopold Silberstein 

[2] Leopold Silberstein to Roman Jakobson, 06/05/1932 

Sehr verehrter Herr Professor Jakobson, 

Endlich sind die in meiner letzten Karte angedeuteten Dinge so weit, dass man darüber 
schreiben kann. Wie Sei vermutlich aus der gestrigen >Prager Presse< ersehen haben werden, 
hat sich in Berlin eine >Slavistiche Arbeitsgemeinschaft< konstituiert. Ich hatte ursprünglich 
geglaubt, dass man die Genehmigung des Rektorats noch vor Redaktionsschluss der 
Mainummer herausbekommen werde, dann hat sich die Sache durch Beurlaubung des 
zuständigen Herrn doch noch um über eine Woche verzögert. Nunmehr aber, seit Montag, ist 
alles Formelle erledigt, und kommenden Montag beginnt die Arbeit, für die wohl einiges zu 
erhoffen ist, da auf der Gründungsversammlung gerade Leute, die schon etwas geleistet haben, 
erfreulich zahlreich vertreten waren und die meisten Teilnehmer der Gründungsversammlung 
auch sofort ihre Mitwirkung bei der wissenschaftlichen Arbeit zugesagt haben. Wir richten im 
laufenden Sommersemester folgende Arbeitszirkel ein: 

1. Die Nationalitätenfrage bei allen slavischen Völkern zu verschiedenen Zeiten. Leitung: 
Dr. Klaus Menhert, Dr. Wolfgang Leppmann und der Unterzeichnete. Es werden 
abwechselnd die Fragen des >zwischeneuropäischen</ in der PENCK-WIRSINGs 
>Zwischeneuropa und die deutsche Zukunft<. Montag darauf: Die ideologischen 
Grundlagen der sovetrussischen (sic!) Nationalitätenpolitik /LENIN-LUXEMBURG-
STALIN/. 

2. Probleme des russischen Mittelalters. Leitung: Dr. Raissa Bloch. 
3. Die slavische Romantik und ihre Stellung innerhalb der europäischen Romantik, 

Leitung: Dr. Michael Gorlin, Dr. Maximilian Landau und der Unterzeichnete, Nächsten 
Dienstag: Referat von Frl. Dr. v Busse / Verf. eines Buches über Adam Müller / über 
die europäische Romantik. Der ganze Zirkel wird an Hend einer fest umrissenen 
Schemas leitender Gesichtspunkte durchgeführt, die bei jeder Spezialfrage zu 
berücksichtigen sind. 

Ich möchte Sie, sehr verehrter Herr Prof. JAKOBSON, nunmehr fragen, in welcher Form ich 
über das ganze Unternehmen im Juliheft der >Slavische Rundschau< Bericht erstatten darf. Soll 
ich darüber im Rahmen einer Gesamtübersicht referieren, oder dürfte ich evtl. einen separaten 
Artikel für die Kulturchronik schreiben? Ich würde Sie, sehr verehrter Herr Professor, auch 
bitten, mir für fällt, damit außerhalb der formellen Gerüstes und evtl. allgemeiner gesitiger 
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(sic!) Richtlinien auch schon über möglichst viel geleistete konkrete Arbeit referiert werden 
kann. Andererseits möchte ich auch nicht zu spät schreiben, damit das Referat such wirklich in 
die Julinummer hereinkommt. 

Dass sich das Referat lohnt, möchte ich bestimmt annehmen. Wir stehen mit der vorzüglich 
organisierten >Gesellschaft zum Studium Osteuropas< in Raumgemeinschaft und durch die 
Persönlichkeit des unseren Vorstande angehörigen Generalsekretärs Dr. Klaus MENHERT 
auch in partieller Personalunion. Die Energie MENHERTs, der auch schriftstellerisch bereite 
bemerkenswert hervorgetreten ist, muss als bedeutendes Aktivum verzeichnet werden. / A 
propos Schriftsteller: auch die umseitig genannten Dr. Michael GORLIN und Dr. Raissa 
BLOCH gehören zur Literatur. Sie haben in Sammelbändchen hiesiger russischer Dichter 
bereits sehr hübsche Gedichte veröffentlicht. / 

Ich wäre Ihnen, sehr verehrter Herr Professor, sehr verpflichtet, wenn ich Genaueres über Ihre 
Wünsche betreffe dass hier besprochenen Kulturberichtes erfahren könnte. 

Angesichts der unischeren wirtschaftlichen Verhältnisse werde ich wohl noch längere Zeit in 
Berlin bleiben, zumal ich mich bei meiner letzten Abreise aus Prag ausgiebig mit Material 
eingedeckt habe. 

Mit verbindlichsten Empfehlungen habe ich Ehre, Sie, Herr Professor, zu begrüßen als Ihr 
stets in vollkommenster Hochhaltung ergebener. 

Leopold Silberstein 
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A.5 Correspondences (1940-1982) 

A.5.1 Nade�da Melníkova-Papouaková 

[1] Nade�da Melníkova-Papouaková to Roman Jakobson, 31/12/1946 

Praha, 31. prosince 1946 

Milý Romane, 

U� vidím, jak se divía, �e jí, slavný lenoch, Ti píai dopis. Jsou ale k tomu dva dovody: 
pYedevaím stárnu a stávám se sentimentální a za druhé �e jsem 
etla, �e ses stal profesorem na 
kolumbijské universit�. Hned jsem di pomyslela, �e jako starý pYítel mo�ea být k n�
emu dobrý 
a tak Ti posílám spolu se svým dopisem i dopis svého chrán�nce a mladého pYítele MUDr 
Klena, který by velmi rád se dostal na studijní cestu do Ameriky. Ve jménu naaeho starého 
pYátelství a vaech lumpáren, které jsme spolu provád�li, ud�lej co je v Té moci, pro tohoto 
mládence, který je pro mne dnes náhra�kou syna. Vía, pocítila jsem, po prvé na podzim 1938 
tento nedostatek. Nem�la jsem �ádného syna, kterého bych mohla poslat do boje. Bohu�el 
musím pYiznat, �e v této v�ci v�taina holek je k ni
emu. Nu a Pán Boh mi poslal Rudu Klena, 
který se pYipojil k naaí skupin� a n�jakým zázrakem vrátil se doma z celé Yady koncentráko, 
které vymetl b�hem tYí a pol let. A te� on nikoho nemá a já taky ne. Vidía, �e dovodo je dost. 
Víc se o tom aíYit nebudu. O mém osudu snad vím, �e jsem zostala jako kol v plot�. Zbylo mi 
trochu v�cí z bytu, 
ást knihovny a kot�. S tím vaím �iji. Sna�ím se pracovat a vydávám kní�ky. 
Zatím mi vyael Ruský lubok. Abys m�l úplný obraz, musím dodat, �e jsem byla jmenovaná 
pYed vánocema profesorem na olomouckou universitu. Jist� neuhádnea obor, který budu 
pYednáaet 3 je to lidová výtvarná kultura, tak�e d�lám skoro konkurenci Petrovi. O n�m jsem 
hodn� slyaela vaemo�ných anekdot, ale dohromady nic konkrétního. Nejlépe nejv�cn�ji 
vypravoval Erenburg. Ale u� je dávno. Ob
as se vídáváme s MukaYovským a v�dycky 
proklepáme vaechny staré známé. Kdy� budea mít trochu mo�nost, napia mi o sob� a jak ses 
zaYídil a jak �ijea. PYeji Ti od 
istého srdce, abys kone
n� u� naael definitivní místo pro svou 
práci a �ivot. V�Y mi, �e je to velké at�stí mít blízkého 
lov�ka a svoj domov. Vidía, jak osudy 
jsou ro�né. Jsme vaichni tYi rozmetáni po celé zem�kouli a jen Petr je vlastn� doma. Ale 
neprom�nila bych 
eskoslovensko ani za zlatý palác. Musím tady �ít a umYít. A tak bu� te� 
s Bohem, pozdravuj paní a vaechny známé, kteYí se Ti mohou pYichomejtnout pYi cest�. Mám 
kanonický v�k, proto si troufám napsat, �e T� mockrát líbím a t�aím se, �e splnía mou prosbu 
a také mi napíaea. 

Tvoje, Na�a. 

Nad��da Melníková-Papouaková 


eskoslovensko, Praha XIX, ul. Národní obrany 29. 

[2] Nade�da Melníkova-Papouaková to Roman Jakobson, 19/12/1947 

V Praze 19. prosince 1947 

Milý Romane, 

Tak jsem stále 
ekala, �e kdy� vía mou adresu, �e pYece si vyaetYía chvilku a napíaea mi aspoI 
pár slov. D�kuji Ti za to, co jsi vae vyaetYil pro Rudu Klena, který je dnes jakýmsi mým 
adoptivním synem. Myslím, �e v roce 1948 se dostane k Vám a poví Ti o mých 
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dobrodru�stvích vae podrobn�. Zhruba to vía od jiných i bez n�ho, tak�e nic zde Yíkat o tom 
nemusím. Objektivn� Ye
eno ne�iji zle. Je pYirozené, �e n�které v�ci schází, ale nebýt 
katastrofálního sucha, bylo vae docela pYijatelné. Subjektivn� Ti musím Yí
i, �e jsem velmi 
unavena na prací, ale �ivotem. Mnoho v�cí pro m� vobec pYestalo existovat. A te� se jist� ptáa, 
pro
 Ti vae píai. Jsou k tomu 2 dovody, nebo dokonce 3. První, �e jsem vid�la v novinách, �e 
vyael pYeklad paní Pírkové-Jakobsonové. Druhý, �e se blí�í vánoce, doba vzpomínek, a já 
rekapituluji celou Yadu let, které jsme spole
n� ztrávili [sic!]. A kone
n� tYetí, pro mne nejmén� 
pYíjemný, �e jsem cht�la poprosit, jestli bys mi nemohl poslat docela malý balí
ek, ve kterém 
by bylo suaené mléko, trochu kávy a 
aje. Jsou to v�ci, které u nás hodn� postrádám a jejich� 
nedostatkem dosti trpím. Odpust, �e se s tím na Tebe obracím, ale nemám tam nikoho jiného 
známého, nebo spíae nemá nikoho, kdo by se sám dovtípil mn� takto ulevit. 

Tak nechme u� to stranou a d�kuji Ti za vae pYedem. Jestli T� bude zajímat, poalu Ti n�kolik 
svých kní�ek, ze kterých n�co vyalo za války a n�co má vyjít v nejbli�aích m�sících. Ud�l jsi 
kdysi aeastný po
in, kdy� jsi mi daroval obrázek na skle sv. Vendelín. V�nuji se opravdu skoro 
výhradn� lidovému um�ní, nebo správn�ji Ye
eno lidovému výtvarnictví, které je u nás, jak 
sám vía, hodn� zanedbáno. Vydala jsem kní�e
ku o Lubku a te� 
ekám na jinou o lidové 
hra
ce. Rozpracovanou mám v�taí práci o lidovém 
eském sochaYství a YezbáYství. 

Napia mi, co vlastn� d�láa Ty. Vím, �e jsi napsal za války n�jakou knihu, ale nemohla jsem ji 
u nás dostat. Cesty bo�í jsou vyzpytatelné a po tolika letech jsme zase kolegy. Yíkám Ti to na 
pYípad, kdybys to jeat� nev�d�l. Byla jsem loni jmenována profesorem národopisu na staronové 
olomoucké universit�. Celkem vzato snad je to vae, co jsem Ti cht�la napsat. A� to dostanea, 
vzpomeI na Járu a na Válu. 

Srde
n� Ti tiskne ruce a vzpomíná Tvá stará pYítelkyn�. 

N. Melniková-Papouaková 

Na�a. 

 

A.5.2 Antonín Stanislav Mágr 

[1] Antonín Stanislav Mágr to Roman Jakobson, 28/11/1945 

28.XI.45 

Milý pYíteli, 

D�kuji Vám p�kn� za Vás dopis ze dne 1.XI, a za seznam Vaaich práci, o n�m� Vám nebudu 
vykládat, �e mne pYekvapil a zase nikoliv kone
n� myslím, �e Vás po této stránce znám. Lituji 
jen, �e to vaechno nemám, jinam mám docela p�knou sbírku Vaaich rozných pojednání a 
kní�ek i kdy� ne vaechny. Vytuail jste správn�, �e bych se rád o to postaral aby se lidé zde 
seznámili s Vaaim výkonem, mluvil jsem o tom s Havránkem a dohodli jsme se na tom, �e to 
vyjde s nále�itou stilisací v Slov� a slovesnosti, kam to patYí v první Yad�. Prozatím jsem to 
ukázal n�kterým lidem np. Maxovi. 

Ptáte se co je s ostatními kolegy. Myslíte-li na bývalou redakci PP, pak asi sám víte �e Picka a 
Benda zemYeli v Londýn�. Kubka je odborovým pYednostou v ministerstvu informací a pojde 
co nejdYíve jako vyslanec do Sofii. Eisner vaechno aeastn� pYe�il a píae te� ve vaech mo�ných 
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asopisech, vaelicos také pYelo�il, co jeat� nevyalo, pon�vad� není dost papíru. Sám se s ním 
nestýkám, poslal jsem mi svou publikaci In memoriam Arne Laurina 3 poslední výtisk jsme 
ostatn� uschoval pro Vás -, ale nereagoval na to. Laufer pracuje v 
TK. To by asi byli vaichni, 
o které byste se mohl zajímat. 

Já sám jsem v lednu 1938 vstoupil do redakce Centropresse a cht�l jsem vydávat n�meckou 
kulturní korespondenci, jakousi malou PP. S tím ovaem po 15. bYeznu nebylo nic, ale zostal 
jsem na svém míst�, kde jsem v�tainou vyYizoval vaelijaké administrativní a pod práce pokud 
jsme vobec pracoval ve svém povolání. Vydali jsem jeat� nákladem Slovanského ústavu 1 2/3 
ro
níku Slavische Rundschau a v tom zvláatní seait o knihtisku v slovanských zemí a druhý 3 
k sjezdu slovanských filologo v B�lehrad� 3 o romantice u Slovano. Poslední seait m�l být 
v�nován Murkovi k osmdesátce a pYinést soubor 
lánku o stavu bádání o lidové písn� 
slovanské. Ten ji� nevyael. 
ást materiálo vyjde nyní v Murkov� seaitu Slavii k jeho 85. 
narozeninám. Ve svých volných chvílích jsem se vrátil k své staré lásce: indické filosofii 
speciáln� k buddhismu, zapracoval jsem do pálijského jazyku, abych mohl 
íst povodní texty 
a nakonec jsem pYelo�il spolu s Halasem Dhammapadam do 
eatiny a vedle toho n�které menaí 
texty v proze. Nebylo to 
ist� theoretické zam�stnání, hledal jsem tam centrum securitatis, ale 
to je moje privatissimus, jim� Vás nechci obt��ovat. alo o zásadu: readiness is all. Ovaem by 
se snad i pro theorii n�co naalo a sestavil jsem mi trochu materiálu k thematu sound and 
meaning, sanskrit -puli arthah -atto a vynjanam kde ovaem smysl stoji na prvním míst�. 
Po�adavek této jazykové filosofie je, aby byla kongruenci mezi zvukem, zn�ním a smyslem, 
obsahem. 

PYiznávám se, �e jsem nem�l nijaké plány do budoucnosti a celkem je i ted �ivot jakousi 
improvisaci. Po 5. kv�tnu jsem pomáhal v nakladatelství Orbis organisovat nový sm�r, byla 
mo�nost pYejít do ministerstva informaci 3 do publika
ního odboru, jemu� pYedsedá Halas, ale 
nakonec jsem zostal v Centropressu, kdy� byla vyhlídka na jakési pokra
ováni bývalé práce 
v slavistické �urnalistice. Prager Presse ji� nebude, ale píai noticky a 
lánky pro náa bulletin. 
Prozatím se podaYilo navázat styky s Polskem, psal mi Ingarden a Batowski, dostávám noviny 

asopisy, ovaem mají tam jeat� mén� papíru ne� my. Do naaich novin nelze nic psát, není na 
to místo. Byl jsem zvolen 
lenem Pra�ského Slovanského výboru a 
lenem jeho pracovního 
sboru, kde mám publika
ní referát. Bude obnoven Slovanský pYehled a tam by se daly snad 
vyu�itkovat zkuaenosti ze Slavische Rundschau. Slovanský ústav má být vybudován jako 
v�decká instituce v souvislosti s 
eskou akademií, ale jak patrn� nikdo neví. PYedsedou bude 
Albert Pra�ák tj. prozatím, ostatní je vae hudbou budoucností. 

Krou�ek u� není ten starý krou�ek z dob Vaaích a Mathesiových, kdy dojí�d�li Trubeckoj, 
Benveniste, Hjelmslev, Bröndal atd. Mluvím ovaem jen o debatních ve
erech, publika
ní 

innost byla za války tlumena, ale Slovo a slovesnost si zachovalo svou úroveI nejlepaího 

eského v�deckého 
asopisu. Snad se nyní i o�iví ostatní literární práce. Dalo by se zajisté 
vaelicos ud�lat, ale na universitách to vyhlí�í dosti problematicky. Málo v�deckých 
prokopníko. 

Minulý týden jsem také dostal první knihu ze ZáhYebu: silný svazek o více ne� 600 stranách 
>Hrvatska svjedo
anstva o Rusiji< 3 anthologie texto od Kri�anice po Miroslava Krle�u, 
ukázky z cestopiso charvátských lidí, kteYí navatívili Rusko / Ra
ki, Jagi�, Radi�, Cesarec, 
Krle�a a jiní menaí /. Vydavatel je dr. Josip Badali�, dYíve knihovník universitní knihovny a 
nyní profesor ruské literatury na universit�. Nakladatel: Suvremena naklada, Zagreb, cena 320 
dináro.  
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Tím jsem snesl n�kolik stYepo ze své dneaní existence, o nich� se domnívám, �e by Vás mohly 
více mén� zajímat. PYeji Vám vaeho zdaru Vaai budoucí badatelskou práci a zostávám. 

V�dy Váa A. St. Mágr 

[2] Antonín Stanislav Mágr to Roman Jakobson, 03/04/1947 

Praha dne 3. dubna 1947. 

Milý pYíteli, 

Vás dopis ze 26. bYezna byl ji� 29. bYezna v Praze a 31. jsem ho m�l ji� v rukou. S Vaaimi 
poznámkami k <Slovanskému pYehledu= zásadn� souhlasím. Bibliografie by se zajisté dala 
rozaíYit, ale je to, bohu�el, otázka místa, a tak jsme se prozatím rozhodli pro tuto formu, 
zejména také proto, �e 
asopis je pYece jenom v první Yad� ur
en 
eské veYejnosti. Po této 
stránce má 
asopis pon�kud jiné poslání ne� <Slavische Rundschau=, s kterou po n�kterých 
stránkách asi nikdy nebudeme moci konkurovat, <Slovanský pYehled= je orgánem Slovanského 
výboru, a tím nástrojem ur
ité politiky, kde�to <Slavische Rundschau= mohla se vyhradn� Yídit 

ist� theoretickými zásadami. PYesto se domnívám, �e b�hem doby se i 
lánková 
ást zlepaí. 
Vaae zpráva o 
innosti Masarykovy stolice bude nám ovaem velmi vítána a vobec vaechno, co 
byste nám mohl pozd�ji poslat.  

Velmi mne zajímalo, co píaete o své práci kolem slova o pluku Igorov� a rád bych Vám pYi to 
poslou�il. V�c se ovaem má tak, �e pYeklad Rilkeho doposud nebyl celý uveYejn�n, Krom� 
ukázky, která vyala kdysi v Prager Presse, byla uveYejn�na jeat� druhá ukázka, a to v 
Inselalmanachu na rok 1931. Rilke-archiv chystal svého 
asu soubornou publikaci o Rilkovi a 
Rusku a shán�l k tomu jeat� rozný materiál, co� se patrn� nepodaYilo v �ádoucím rozsahu. Mezi 
tím vyala v roku 1934 v Královci disertace od Sophie Brutzer: <Russische Reisen=. Titul je 
potud nepYesný, �e práce nejedná jen o cestách Rilkeho, nýbr� skute
n� o celém komplexu 
pom�ru Rilkeho k Rusku. PYi tom ovaem nejde do hloubky, ale má v ka�dém pYípad� tu cenu, 
�e podává na základ� autopste úplný inventáY materiálo, které jsou zachovány v Rike-archivu, 
zejména také dopisy a seznam ruských knih z knihovny Rilkeho, t�dy prameno, z kterých 

erpal. V najnov�jaí dob� byl, memýlím-li se, Rilke-archiv ve Výmaru reorganizován, jako 
veYejná instituce. Úplný text pYekladu byste v ka�dém pYípad� mohl dostat jen odtemtud. 

Díla Godebského nejsou bohu�el ani v universitní, ani v slovanské ani v knihovn� Narodního 
muzea, tak�e nezbývá, ne� s obrátit pYímo do Polska. Mám ale dobré styky s Krakovem a 
doufám, �e se mi podaYí Vám opatYit dopisy nebo fotokopie stránek, které potYebujete. 

Domnívám se, �e Vám Tuwim poslal newyorskou versi svého pYekladu, kterou uveYejnil 
koncem minulého roku v 
asopisu <Odrodzenie= / III. 51-52/. V úvod� se tam také zmiIuje o 
Vaaí pomoci a zároveI oznamuje, �e se chce pustit do tYetího zpracování pYekladu, pon�vad� 
prý po svém návratu do Polska se seznámil s n�kterými pracemi sov�tských badatelo, zejména 
Orlova, Grekova a Jugova, v nich� n�která nová objasn�ní sporných míst. 

Máte také pYeklad Kubkov?  

PYilo�ený výstYi�ek ze <Svobodných /lidových/novin= Vás snad bude zajímat a snad jeat� víc 
speciální publikace, kterou 
erný chystá. PYi této pYíle�itosti: Co je s novým vydáním Vaaí 
<Moudrosti starých 
echo=?  
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Normální poatou Vám posílám dv� malé publikace, na nich� jsem trochu spolupracoval: 
<Praga-Moskva= a antologii polské lyriky z let 1938-1945 v 
eských pYekladech.  

Nikterak Vám nezazlívám, �e píaete tak zYídka. Vím, �e pracujete a jsem pYesv�d
en, �e se tou 

i onou cestou n�
eho dovím o výsledcích Vaaí 
innosti. 
asto na Vás myslím a cítím se jaksi 
s Vámi spojen, nebot ta léta spole
né práce jsou n�
ím, co se nezapomíná. Musím Vám také 
potvrdit, �e Vás pam�e skute
n� neklamala a �e dne 6. dubna vyael Váa 
lánek v Lidovkách. 
Tentokrát doufám odbude se to mén� hlu
n�. Jsem pYesv�d
en o upYímnosti toho, co píaete na 
konci svého dopisu, sám se ovaem na to vae dívám docela jinak. Ale to u� Vám zde vykládat 
nebudu. N�kdy si myslím, �e by bylo velmi p�kné, kdybychom se aspoI jeat� jednou osobn� 
seali. Ale prozatím se to zdá být utopií. PYeji Vám mnoho zdaru pro Vaai dalaí práci a hlavn�, 
abyste jeat� dlouho nepocítil n�jaký úbytek sil. 

Váa Mágr 

[3] Antonín Stanislav Mágr to Roman Jakobson, 25/04/1948 

Milý pYíteli,  

eppur si muove! Díky za IGORA! Napsal jsem ho hned 
lánek, doufám, �e mi ho >Svobodné 
noviny< vezmou, PP vaak u� není. T�aím se na dalaí svazek, postYádám ale stae consacrée a 
l9accueil fait à la Geste d9Igor9 dans les pays de langue slave. Vobec u� dlouho nemám pYímých 
zpráv od Vás a tak nevím, zdali Vás doaly moje drobné zásilky. Zda-li se jeat� setkáme na 
tomto sv�t�? Bu� tomu tak 
i onak, 
asto na Vás myslím a pYeji dalaích úsp�cho v plodné 
práce, která je jednou z nejposobiv�jaích ilusí �ivotních. Bu�te hodn� zdráv! Tisknu Vám ruku.  

V�dy Váa A. St. Mágr 

[4] Roman Jakobson to Antonín Stanislav Mágr, 05/05/1948 

New York, 5. kv�tna 1948 

Yeditel A. S. Mágr 
Nakladatele Orbis 
Stalinova tYída, Praha XII.  

Drahý pYíteli, 

Váa milý dopis m� hluboce dojal. Dokuji za pYichystaný referát o naai knize. Iro
 nenapi ete o 
tom do Slovanského pYehledu, snad by to jeho 
tenáYe zajímalo. Kniha mé v odbornických 
kruzích sv�tových opravdu veliký usp�ch a odezvu. Poslal jsem Yadu exempláYo taky do SSSR 
a jedin� od tam�jaí a 
eskoslovenských v�dco jeat� nemám odpov�di. V Jugoslavi1 tuto práci 
velice uvítali. Od Ramovae mám velkolepý dopis. Svazek epických studií bude vytiat�n v lét�. 
Bude v n�m mnoho nového. Zdá se mi, �e sejm pokus o rekonstrukci ruského ústního eposu 
XI stol. povedl. V�cnou studii o pYijetí roli Slova slovenských zemích bylo by t��ké uskute
niti 
tady. Cht�l jsem mít v tomto svazku 
lánky o prvním polském pYekladatel Slova a pYekladu 
Rilkeho, ale pro první úkol jsem nem�l pramenu pro staroruskou lexiku fraseologii <&> 
odborníka a pYeklad Rilkeho se mi nepodaYilo opatYit. Jsem velice zam�stnán universitní prací 
pod mým vedením se píae na dvacet disertaci, co� zpomaluje mou 
innost literární. Nicmén� 
doufám, �e brzy dokon
ím kritické vydání dolnon�mecké pYíru
ky hovorové rutiny z první 
polovice dokon
it taky svou knihu Sound and Meaning, která shrnuje 
tvrt století mé 
fonologické a vobec jazykov�dné práce. Mezinárodní linguistický sjezd m� vyzval o uhrnný 
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<report= o aktuálních problémech pom�ru mezi hláskoslovím a gramatikou. Práv� jsem ji poslal 
do paYí�ské tiskárny. Moc by se mi cht�lo dod�lat v mé studie o rozných problémech 
staro
eského písemnictví a folkloru. Ale, bohu�el, nemám tu svá rukopisné materiály, 
nepostradatelné pro skute
né dokon
ení práce. MukaYovský, kterému jsem je dal schovat v 
roce 1939, odevzdal je do Národního musea a nehne, prstem, aby mi je vrátil. Bolí m� to a 
prosím o pomoc v dopisech, které zároveI píau jemu, Havránkovi a ministru Clementisovi. 
DobYe víte, milý pYíteli, co znamená pro v�dce postrádat vlastní materiály nutné pro 
pokra
ování badání. Mo�ete-li mi v té v�ci pomoci, budu Vám nesmírn� vd�
en. Jsem Vám 
velice zavázán za ty krásné a hodnotné publikace Orbisu, které jste mi laskavo dal poslat. 
BlahopYeji Vám i k jubileu i k Vaaí nové práci v tomto záslu�ném kulturním podniku. V 
souvislosti s Orbiesem mám k Vám dvojí prosbu. Jednak zda smím Vaaim prostYednictvím 
objednat pro sebe knihy, které pro svou v�deckou práci nutn� potYebují a jejich� seznam 
pYikládám, ú
et bych ihned vyrovnal zposobem, je� mi udáte ae pen��ními nebo kni�ními a p. 
zásilkami. Kdyby se knihkupectví zajímalo, mohl bych na pY. poslat jistý po
et svazky o 
Igorovi s knihkupeckou slevou. Je pravda, �e Zádonatina a Florovský vyaly v Sl. v Slovanském 
ústavu a ten by je m�l poslat jako 
lenské a nebo aspoI recensní exempláYe. Mo�ete-li je na 
nich pro mne vydobýt / skute
né knihy nejen sliby / ovaem rád je do stanu zadarmo. Nejdete-
li to vaak, ae mi je poale Orbis. Druhá prosba: zda a za jakých podmínek je Orbis ochoten 
pYijímat v�taí kni�ní objednávky od knihovny Columbijské university. Zrovna d�lám te� 
seznam nutných objednávek nov�jaích 
eských knih a periodik a rád bych doporu
il Columbii 
spolupráci s knihkupectvím Orbisu, ale musím v�d�t technické podmínky a rovn�� do jaké 
míry se dají objednávat knihy. staraí je antikvárn� pYístupné.  

Nepsal jsem Vám dlouho hlavn� proto, �e tento rok byl pro mne zvláat� t��ký: vydání Igorova 
svazku le�elo zcela na mne a vy�adovalo straaného nap�tí sil a vedle práce u
itelská, 
organisa
ní a mnoho problémo badatelských, které mn� zabírají, nebo leccos bych jeat� cht�l 
dokon
it a zatím 
as kvapí. 

Oddan� a v�rn� Váa 

[5] Antonín Stanislav Mágr to Roman Jakobson, 11/05/1948 

11. V. 1948 

Milý pYíteli,  

d�kuji Vám za Váa dopis ze dne 5.t.m., s pot�aením jsem aspoI 
et 1 zase jednou Vaae slova, 
kdy� je nemohu slyaet. V <Lidových novinách= / které se od 9. kv�tna t.r. zase nazývají 
<Lidové= / mi slíbili, �e moj 
lánek otisknou myslil jsem ovaem také na <Slovanský pYehled=, 
ale tam by 
lánek vyael n�kdy v 
ervenci a já jsem cht�l, aby vyael co nejdYíve. Redaktorem 
kulturní rubriky je tam E. A. Saudek, ale je bohu�el pravda, co nedávno napsal Wollman, �e 
<ani jeden z naaich �urnálo nemá slovanského zpravodaje, který by pon�kud nahradil zna
ku 
Mgr.= 

S naaimi slavisty je to te� tak, �e se pro samou organisa
ní a jinou práci k v�d� nedostanou. 
MukaYovský není zdráv a krom� toho je nyní prorektorem za rovn�� nemocného rektora a tak 
to vaude pokulhává a vázne.  

Chápu, �e byste tam a snad vobec nedostal v�cnou studii o roli a pYijetí Slova v slovanských 
zemích, je to vaak akoda u� t�ch osm 
eských pYeklado pYece není mali
kost. Pokud jde o 

lánek o Godebském, dal by se snad získat Prof. WacCaw Kubacki na universit� v Poznani, 
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jeden z nej
ilejaích mladaích polských literárních historiko, to� to s ním zkuste! NB. Pokud 
vím, je stále jeat� v Americe Manfred Kridl?  

Co se zase tý
e Rilkeho, doporu
il jsem Vám svého 
asu, abyste se obrátil na Rilke-Archiv ve 
Výmaru, aby Vám poslali opis textu nevím, zdali jste se o to pokusil.  

Té dolnon�mecké pYíru
ky jsem si dobYe vaiml ve Vaaich poznámkách. PYeji Vám tedy, aby 
brzo spatYila denní sv�tlo. A te� k t�m knihám:  

Vyjednal jsem s III. odborem ministerstva informací, jeho� pYedsedou je Halas, který Vám 
posílá mnoho pozdravo, �e Vám ministerstvo bude posílat pro Vaai osobní potYebu vaechny 
knihy, které si budete pYát, bezplatn�. To platí jak pro seznam který jste mi poslal, jak pro 
futuro. Seznam poslalo ministerstvo firm� André, která je pod naaí správou, aby Vám vy�ádané 
publikace dodala, ovaem musíte po
ítat s tím, �e jistý po
et bude rozebrán. Se své strany by 
ministerstvo informací / III.odb. / vítalo, kdybyste mu mohl na adresu Praha XII., Stalinova 46, 
postoupit bezplatn� n�kolik výtisko Igora, aby jimi mohlo pod�lit n�které z naaich knihoven. 
Svá desiderata posílejte pYíat� dále na moji adresu / osobní /, bude tak lépe, kdy� budu moci 
trochu na to dohlí�et.  

Pokud jde o Slovanský ústav, vyzval jsem je, aby Vám Zádonatinu a druhý díl Florovského 
poslali, pYesv�d
ím se, zdali tak u
inili. Je tam nyní zaveden modus, �e publikace se 
lenom 
posílají jen na po�ádání. Ve v�ci dodávek pro knihovnu Columbia University postoupil jsem 
Váa dotaz sortimentu a novináYství Orbis s dorazným pokynem, aby Vám co nejdYíve leteckou 
poatou odpov�d�li. PYedpokládám, �e to ud�lají ve vlastním zájmu.  

Dovedu si pYedstavit, kolik máte práce, pYesto bych. se cht�l zeptat, co se stalo s Moudrostí 
starých 
echo, který jste na mou intervenci slíbil 
inu a která je dosud aktuální.  

I u nás je práce dost, �ivot je ruaný a nabitý roznotvárnou problematikou. Vd�
ných úkolo je 
dost a dost a doufám, �e uhlídám jeat� ten nebo onen skutek.  

To tedy pro dneaek. Budu se t�ait, �e v dohledné dob� od Vás zase uslyaím a zostávám  

v�dy Váa Mágr 

[6] Roman Jakobson to Antonín Stanislav Mágr, 24/05/1948 

New York 24. kv�tna 1948 
A. S. Mágr 
Nakladatelství Orbis 
46 Stalinova tYída Praha XII 

Milý pYíteli,  

jsem Vám nesmírn� zavázán i za Váa krásný referát, i za Vaae milé dopisy, i za Vaai 
neochv�jnou ochotu pomoci mi v mé v�decké práci. Moji pra�atí universitní kolegové m� 
ím 
dál, tím víc zklamávají. Mimo Vás nikdo z 
eskoslovenska se ani korespon�ákem neozval na 
mou knihu, a
koliv jsem poslal ji jednotlivcom i knihovnám. Zatím z ostatních zemí mám plno 
zajímavých a povzbuzujících odpov�dí. Na mé dopisy mi neodpovídají ani Havránek ani 
MukaYovský, a
koliv tento by m�l kone
n� n�co ud�lat, aby mi vrátil mé rukopisy, které jsem 
mu poj
il a bez nich� nemohu dokon
it svou knihu z d�jin 
eského a slovenského básnictví. 
Ani Novotný z Musea, kterému MukaYovský dal prý mé rukopisy na schovanou mi neodpovídá 
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na dopisy a mému �ákovi Yekl, �e nemohou ty rukopisy najít. Po vaem tom, co jsem pro 
eskou 
v�du d�lal, d�lám, chystám se ud�lat, je toto chování opravdu nezodpov�dným lajdáctvím. 

Na základ� dohody polské vlády s Columbijskou universitou, byla tu práv� zalo�ena 
Mickiewiczova stolice polských studií a je na ní jmenován profesor M. Kridl. T�aím se na 
spolupráci s ním. 

Dopis od Orbisu jsem dostal a podniknu nále�ité kroky. Poslal jsem Halasovi do ministerstva 
informací tYi výtisky Igora. Jsem Vám a jemu nesmírn� vd�
en za ochot a poslat mi knihy 
nutné pro mou badatelskou práci 
ekám s netrp�livostí na první zásilku. 

D�kuji Vám za slib dbát, aby z ministerstva a ze Slovanského ústavu knihy byly opravdu 
poslány. Ty ob� publikace Ústavu opravdu potYebuji jako sol. A o Zádonatinu jsem se u� bohví 
jak dlouho hlásil. Ptáte-li se na moje dalaí desiderata jsou to dv� ukrajinské knihy 
y�evského 
vydané v Praze 1942: Ukrajinská barokní poesie a D�jiny ukrajinské literatury/ renesance a 
reformace. Autor byl pozván sem vyu
ovat d�jiny slovanských kultur, ale dosud se nemo�e 
hnout z Marburgu, kde je profesorem slovanských jazyko a literatur a dotiskuje ve Frankfurtu 
své rozsáhlé d�jiny nejstaraí ruské literatury O Godebském nám píae 
lánek Kridl. PotYebujete-
li zase Vy n�jaké knihy, napiate, poalu. 

Oddan� Váa, Roman Jakobson 

[7] Roman Jakobson to Antonín Stanislav Mágr 10/11/1948 

V New Yorku dne 10. 11. 1948. 

Milý pYíteli, 

d�kuji Vám za Váa milý dopis z 15. Yíjna. Zatím u� doaly Quodlibet, Malík a svaze
ky sbírky 
Kdo je, rovn�� Selecká, aourek a 
eská mystika. A� dojde kniha Kalandrova, dám ji do 
universitní knihovny, neboe mám ji� svoj exempláY. M�l jsem a mám autora za velice 
nadaného, ale tato kniha je, bohu�el, aílená. Otázka nejstaraích 
esko-latinských legend se mi 
stává stále jasn�jaí a tápání historiko se do zna
né míry vysv�tluji jejich nedostate
ným 
zvládnutím církevn� slovanského materiálu. Opravil jsem pro Sfinx svoj 
lánek o 
eském vlivu 
na staropolskou literaturu, zcela jsem stae o 
eském podílu na kultuYe církevn�slovanské 
Mathesiova sborníku a nov� jsem napsal 
lánek o Ye
i a písemnictví 
eských �ido za doby 
pYemyslovské. Jsem velice zv�dav, co t�mto posledním ob�ma 
lánkom Vy a jiní v Praze 
Yeknete. Moje nejv�taí radost je, �e se mé rukopisy kone
n� v museu naaly a doufám, �e je brzy 
dostanu. Pak se intensivn� vrátím k bohemistickým thematom. Mám te� v Praze jednu svoji 
zdejaí �a
ku, nesmírn� nadanou a seriosní, Barbaru Latimore / Kolej Bude
, Praha XII., 
Wenzigova 20 /. Pracuje na disertaci o slovanských, hlavn� 
eskoslovenských i 
jihoslovanských svatebních písních. Doporu
il jsem jí, aby si s Vámi pohovoYila a jsem jist, �e 
jí dáte dobré bibliografické a zásadní rady. Studuje te� na Karlov� universit� u Havránka a 
jiných. Za ob� knihy Hálovy budu Vám velice vd�
ný. Rovn�� mo�ete mi zaYídit, abych, ae 
bezplatn� nebo <platn�= dostával 

M, 
MF, LF, Slovo a slovesnost a Slovesnou v�du. 
Dovolte, abych Vaaí laskavosti pou�il jeat� v tYech dalaích zále�itostech. Na spn�ní t�chto 
desiderat závisí úplnost studií, na nich� te� pracuji. V Akordu na za
átku doby protektorátní 
vyaly dv� studie, které bych moc potYeboval v souvislosti s monografií o církevn�slovanském 
básnictví v 
eských zemích. Jsou to: Orlova studie Hospodine pomiluj my a 
lánek Vaaicov o 
církevn� slovanském básnictví s pYekladem básn� Konstantinovy. Kdybyste oba tyto 
lánky 
nechal pro mne ofotografovat anebo opsat, rád ihned uhradím výdaje bu� zásilkou, anebo v 
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pen�zích, event. se o tu úhradu mo�e postarat Latimore. Bod druhý: Mám v podstat� hotovou 
knihu 3 Bohemika v hebrejských rukopisech 11. 13. století. Zabýval jsem se t�mito v�cmi a 
sbíral materiál od svých studentských let. Je tam mnoho nového a neo
ekávaného. Excerpta z 
jednoho rukopisu mn� scházejí. Je to rukopis hebrejský pra�ské universitní knihovny. 
Pergamenový foliant, který v 14. století nále�el chebské synagoze. Známý badatel A. Berliner 
v knize Pletath Soferin 3 Beiträge zur jüdischen Schriftauslegung in Mittelalter, Vratislava 
1872, na str. 20 píae: <... der Universitätsbibliothek zu Prag angehörende Handschrift, welche 
den Pentateuch mit Onkelos, Raschi u. Massora, die 5 Megillot mit einem anonymen 
Commentar den Dr. Hübsch / Pr. 1866 / edirt hat, und die Haftarot mit einem ebenfalls 
anonymen commentar enthält. Der letzterwähnte Commentar enthält häufige slavische 
Ausdrücke.= Kniha Hübschova vyala hebrejsky a jmenuje se Hamiao megilot. Práv� zmín�ný 
nevydaný komentáY k Haftarot nanejvýa potYebuji. Okam�it� a rád zaplatím vaecko, co by jeho 
ofotografování stálo, pon�vad� to poslední mezera v mé, jinak více mén� úplné práci. Doufám, 
�e najdete v universitní knihovn� anebo kolem ni znalce hebrejatiny, který bude sto aspoI 
zjistit, které stránky foliantu jsou vypln�ny tímto komentáYem k Haftarot. A kone
n�, jak Yíkal 
nebo�tík Weingart, vaeho dobrého do tYetice: lze-11 ofotografovat první vydání slovanského 
slovníku Beneaovského, také by to naaim studiím prosp�lo: chci dát rozbor tohoto slovníku za 
thema diserta
ní, ale toto tYetí desiderátum je mén� sp�ané a dole�ité, ne� první dv�. Mohu-li 
Vám býti u�ite
ný zásilkami knih, nebo potravin, rád to ihned zaYídím.  

Poslal jsem Vám pYed 
asem mimeografovanou bibliografii svých prací. Dostal jste ji? 
Pomýalejí pra�atí filologové na referát o naai Igorov� publikaci? 

UpYímn� oddaný, 

Roman Jakobso= 

[8] Antonín Stanislav Mágr to Roman Jakobson 16/12/1948 

Milý pYíteli,  

dostal jsem v
era najednou Vaae dopisy ze dne 6.a 7. t.m. a mohu Vám dnes obaírn� ji 
odpov�d�ti na Váa dopis ze dne 11. 1stopadu t.r.  

Pokud jde o Vaae pYání, zaael jsem do Universitní knihovny a pYedlo�il jsem je paní dr. 
Urbánkové, která pe
uje o díl rukopisný. Slíbila mi, �e ud�lá vae co bude v její moci a dnes mi 
konkrétn� sd�lila, �e Vám opatYí fotokopii slovníku Beneaovského - knihu samu tam nemají, 
ale vypoj
ila si ji -, 
lánku z Akordu a nakonec i ten komentáY k Haftaroth.  

Dostanete mikrofilmy, pon�vad� knihovna nemá dostate
né zásoby papíru. Prozatím se jí 
ovaem nepodaYilo sehnat n�jakého 
lov�ka znalého hebrejatiny, ale pátrá po n�m. Myslím, �e 
je v�c v dobrých rukou také vzhledem k tomu, �e Universitní knihovna jako úYad bude mít 
výhody a dopravou t�chto mikrofilmo na Vaai adresu.  

Dále jsem poprosil ministerstvo informací, aby Vám pYedplatilo 
asopis, o které jste �ádal a to: 


M, 
MF, LF a Slovo a slovesnost a Slovesnou v�du. Doufám, �e i to bude fungovat. I m� 
t�aí, �e se Vaae rukopisy naaly a dokonce jsou ji� ve Vaaich rukou Horálek mi Yekl, �e ten nález 
je zásluhou Vaaí �a
ky která m� prozatím jeat� nenavatívila - která prý hned na n� pYiala. Tak 
se máme co t�ait na Vaae pYíatí práce. Bibliografii Vaaich prací, kterou jste mi poslal jsem 
dostal a pYiYadil jsem ji ke sbírce Vaaich knih a separáto, které pe
liv� hlídám.  
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Bylo mi Ye
eno, o Vaaem Igoru �e bude psát Isa
enko ve Slavii. Prozatím jsem naael stru
n�jaí 
referát, který napsal F. Sv�rák v 
asopise List orgánu sdru�. moravských spisovatelo, 
ro
.II.
.9/LO na str. 278-279.  

Doufám, �e jste mezitím dostal nebo dostanete v nejbli�aí dob� n�co z knih, které jste objednal 
a �e i nadále Vám budu moci pomáhat.  

PYeji Vám ji� dnes pro pYíatí rok pYíznivou pohodu  

pro Vaai práci a jsem jako v�dy pYátelsky  

Vám oddaný, 

S. Mágr 

[9] Antonín Stanislav Mágr to Roman Jakobson 19/10/1949 

Praha, 19. X. 1949 

Milý pYíteli,  

pYedstavuji si, �e jste berle ji� definitivn� odhodil a �e se pouatíte na novém posobiati do nové 
a plodné práce. D�kuji Vám jeat� za bro�uru o slovanských jazycích a 
lánek o ruském 

asování.  

Se mnou to dopadlo v tomto roce pon�kud divn�. Sotva jsem se za
ínal zotavovat z infarktu 
dostal jsem thrombophlebitidu na pravé noze a le�el jsem, tentokrát doma znovu pYes m�síc. 
Za
al jsem pak zase chodit a pYiala na mne �loutenka a ael jsem po druhé do nemocnice, zase 
na m�síc. Jeat� dnes jsem rekonvalescentem a dovolenou jsem nem�l. Nevím prozatím, jak to 
pojde, a� op�t za
nu pracovat, myslím vaak �e to valný nebude a �e zostanu mrzákem. Mám 
atheroma aortae a zna
né rozaíYení a hypertrofii levé komory; recidiva infarktu je v�dy mo�ná 
a mohla by pak znamenat konec. Dívám se na to velmi klidn� a ud�lal jsem ji� 
áru pod svoj 
�ivot. Vám pYeji jeat� hodn� dlouhou Yadu let a mnoho úsp�cho ve Vaaí 
innosti.  

Bu�te zdráv 

Váa A. St. Mágr 

[10] Antonín Stanislav Mágr to Roman Jakobson 10/06/1951 

10. VI. 1951 

Milý pYíteli,  

d�kuji Vám za separáty Vaaich prací, které jste mi dal poslat. T�aí mne, �e jste zdráv a mo�ete 
pracovat jak jste zvyklý. Jako mrzák a pensista zabývám se hlavn� tím, �e sestavuji lístkový 
soupis slavic z Prager Presse pro velký bibliografický podnik Slovanského ústavu, který 
poYizuje bibliografii veakerých 
eských a slovenských slavic .Vedle toho se zabývám pokud 
síly sta
í s reformací v Polsku a píai tu a tam recensi -dv� budou v letoaním ro
níku SLAVIE, 
kde je asi spatYíte.  
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Dov�d�l jsem se, �e prof. v. Gronicka vydal Rilkeov pYeklad Slova o polku Igoreve. Jako 
objevitel toho pYekladu a první jeho editor bych rád poznal celý text a byl bych velmi povd�
en, 
kdybyste mohl zaYídit, abych dostal výtisk této edice.  

D�kuji Vám pYedem za vaechno, co v této v�ci ud�láte, pYi 
em� ovaem pYedpokládám, �e s 
tím nebudete mít pYília mnoho trampot.  

Srde
n� Vás pozdravuje  

Váa A. St. M Mágr 

 

A.5.3 Paul Eisner 

[1] Paul Eisner to Roman Jakobson, 20/03/1946 

Drahý pYíteli, vzácný pane profesore, 

je tomu ji� v�
nost, co jsem o Vás neslyael. 

Fotokopií Vaaí epochální stati o bohemistech z pra�ského ghetta jsem pou�il na sensa
ní pasus 
ve velké pYednáace o podílu �ido v 
eské literatuYe. Vyalo to i tiskem. Mohu Vám to poslat, 
chcete-li. 

Léta utíkají a já jsem dosud vid�l ze sv�ta tak málo, Taj rád bych n�kam podíval. Láká m� to 
tak, �e bych pYijal ka�dou práci, jen abych mohlo bohatit své �ivotní zkuaenosti. 

Prosím Vás p�kn�, pamatujte na to. Mými osv�d
enými pYáteli jsou dr. Thomas Mann a skv�lý 
spisovatel Hermann Broch, One Evelyn Palace, Princeton, N. J. Z. triumvirátu takových hlav 
by mo�ná vzealo n�jaké Yeaení. 

T. 
. jsem v Praze v 
estné pYedseda ústavu pro italskou kulturu / Istituto di cultura italiana /. 

Od srdce Váa 

Paul Eisner 

20. bYezna 1948 

Praha XII, Moravska 43 

[2] Paul Eisner to Roman Jakobson, 07/07/1946 

Drahý pane profesore, vzácný pYíteli / dovolíte-li to slovo /, v
era jsem dostal Vaai adresu od 
pí Laurinové a píau Vám te� n�kolik slov.  

Jsem dávno u� zpraven, co po zásluze znamenáte pro v�du USA a mám po ka�dé znova radost, 
kdykoli o Vás slyaím. Od první stati, kterou jsem 
etl od Romana Jakobsona, v�Yil jsem v genia 
Romana Jakobsona. Má víra nebyla zklamána, sv�t jí dá za pravdu víc a víc.  

Melantriaské Listy pYinesly úvod k Vaaí Moudrosti starých 
echo, napsal jsem o n�m 
lánek, 
vyael ve Svobodném zítYku. HoYím touhou po celku a po ka�dé Vaaí práci vobec. Mo�ete tu 
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touhu ukojit? Mo�ete si napsat o svých v�deckých plánech a autorisovat m�, abych to vhodnou 
formou pYednesl? A 
ím víc mi povíte o svém soukromí, tím milejaí mi to bude.  

Vyvázl jsem zázrakem 3 zám�na osob, spletli si m� s jmenovcem, který jim ujel do USA. Psal 
jsem aest let v podzemí, te� to postupn� vychází. Vznikly m.j.: 

80 soneto o 
eatin�; velká kniha o 
eatin�, 666 str.; kniha 
eatina poklepem a poslechem/ 
pohledy na jednotlivá slova a r
ení/; kniha o 
eatin� písn� lidové; kniha 12 statí máchovských, 
v jedné z nich se mi podaYil dokaz, �e dlouhý úryvek z Máchov� zápisníku o Ye
níku 
Broughamovi, který m�l být modelem pro postavu M. J. Husi, je vypsán z Heinových 
Englische Fragmente. Je to dokaz exaktní, prokazný, vylu
uje ka�dou jinou mo�nost. Jsou v té 
knize i jiné v�ci pro Vás poutavé. Sonety a Mácha u� vyali, 
ekám na den, kdy Vám tu budu 
moci poslat. 

Pak vzniklo mnoho pYeklado: Fabliaux / 420 str. /; Marie de France, Lais; výbor z Villona; ob� 
hry Adama de la Halle; celý Michelangelo; dvojí velký výbor z Petrarky; kniha staroitalské 
sonetistiky; velká kniha lidových písní z celého sv�ta; Barrettová-Browningová, P. sonety; 
Whitman, velký výbor; Longfellow, Hiawatha; Puakin, Pohádky veraem; Mickiewicz, 
Krymské sonety; kniha provensálských trobadoro atd. atd., té� aest knih pYevodo z Heina. Mám 
velké plány essayistické. 

Cht�l bych se na n�jaký 
as podívat k Vám, ale to bude v�c t��ká, já alespoI nevím cestu. Leda 
tak, �e bych dva semestry pYednáael tady na vysoké akole politické a sociální, to bych d�lal 
rád/ aplikovaná stylistika a translatura pro novináYe, se semináYem/; ale zde je vaechno tak 
zpolitisováno, �e sotva mám nad�ji. Kdybych toti� m�l ty dva semestry, mohl bych jet jako 
lecturer. 

Má dcera Dagmar, skv�le nadaná, má pozvání, abych u
ila na universit� v Richmondu / Virg. 
/ ruatin� je v ní mistryní a zároveI tam dostudovala. Má jet na podzim. Dojde-li k tomu, 
poprosím Vás o n�kolik rad pro ni.  

Nechci dnes psát víc, nevím, do jaké míry jsem Vám zajímavý. Prosím, piate mi a nezapomeIte 
zcela na 
lov�ka, který si Vás odedávna vá�í jako málokoho.  

Jsem se stiskem ruky naprosto Váa. Pavel Eisner  

7. 
ervence 1946. 

[3] Paul Eisner to Roman Jakobson, 17/10/1946 

Vzácný a drahý pane profesore, 

jsem aeasten, �e mám Váa dopis. Ze soupisu Vaaich prací pYechází 
lov�ku zrak. To je výkon 
3 v tom 
asovém úseku 3 ne� Hagi�ov. Budete, a to jeat� za �iva, legendární postavou v 
Svobodný zítYek. 

Nevím ani, po které z Vaaich prací tou�ím víc. Ale se specifického hlediska m� elektrisovala 
zpráva o t�ch pra�ských a 
eských �idech. Jste prost�, jak zde u� deset let Yíkám ka�dému do 
o
í, nejen ingenium se vaemi atributy jednozna
né geniálnosti 3 jste také 
lov�k alechetný. V 
té své dálce ostatn� netuaíte, jak pal
iv� 
asové je to téma. Tady n�kteYí hlupáci viní �idy z 

innosti germanisa
ní, mnoho �ido opouatí nav�dy republiku, n�m
ina jako�to Ye
 obcovací 
stala se u� pro mnohé pYí
inou, �e mají fantastické potí�e s vrácením majetku atd. atd. a je z 
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toho osobních a rodinných tragedií jako hub po deati. Vaae objevné práce sem spadající jsou 
nejen dole�itý v�decký pYínos: jsou i sensa
n� 
asové a pYicházejí jako na zavolanou t�m, kdo 
jsou tolik pou
eni, aby v�d�li, �e �idé u nás stali se první ob�tí soustavné germanisace. Bude 
Vás zajímat, �e histori
ka um�ní Hana Volavková objevila a zpracovává stYedov�ké �idovské 
matriky, v nich� se hem�í pra
eskými �idovskými jmény, z nich� nejedno je pravou 
linguistickou pochoutkou. Kdyby Vás to zajímalo, napiate, zjednal bych spojení, abyste ten 
materiál dostal. Vás vaak sna�n� prosím, abyste mi poslal a copy Vaaich pojednání sem 
spadajících. Nemáte-li, dejte to opsat, nábo�enská obec Vám to rada uhradí. 

Nále�í k Vaaí alechetnosti, �e jevíte zájem o mne, a to dokonce v perspektivách tak ideálních. 
Dovolte, abych Vám vylo�il svoj <pYípad=.  

Nikdo m� nevyhání, mám zde to, 
emu se Yíká opravdová posice, práce bych m�l na dalaích 
dvacet let. Ale posedl m� takový divný hlad po cizin�, kterou jsem dosud nepoznal a musil 
zanedbávat. Takový divný hlad po katedYe. Proto bych se rád na n�jaký 
as podíval ven. Je 
dost mo�né, �e budu delegován jako smluvní profesor 
eatiny, slovenatiny a obou literatur na 
universitu v Neapoli. To by m� lákalo, proto�e jsem hodn� pracoval v italské translatuYe a 
essayistice a mám dalaí obsáhlé plány. Dále m� kterýsi pYítel v USA, musikolog dr. P.Nettl, 
nedávno vybídl, abych si podal �ádost jako�to slavista pro Indianopolis. Mo�nost, kterou 
nazna
ujete Vy, je ovaem daleko krásn�jaí. Nevím jen, nemám-li nejdYív na dva semestry do 
té Neapole a pak teprv do USA. Dovody: vyzkouael bych na sob� aklimatisaci a osvojil bych 
si dole�itou rutinu katedrovou. Smím se Vás zeptat, jak soudíte o takové kombinaci Vy? 

A jak mám rozum�t tomu pYípadnému stipendiu z Vaaí laskavé pYímluvy? Zn�lo by na rok 
studia 
i by bylo spojeno s obligem pYednáaek? První mo�nost je, rozumí se, pro nová
ka lepaí. 
Prosím jeat� o jednu laskavou informaci. ZaboYil jsem se do d�jin evropského sonetu, zejména 
slovanského. Zde je tYeba obsáhlé moderní monografie. Mám pro ni n�které specifické 
pYedpoklady, na pY. svou translaturu ze 13 jazyko. V Italii bych mohl solidn� prostudovat 
materiál výchozí, t.j. sonetistiku italskou od duecenta, a v USA pak zpracovat materiál dalaí. 
Soudíte, drahý pYíteli, �e by tento monografický nám�t sta
il na získání studijního stipendia? 
Zavázal bych se ke knize alespoI 40 archovéa po mnohé stránce objevné. M�l jsem práv� 
pYedevaím v Lit. hist. spole
nosti pYednáaku o zásadách, podle kterých by se m�la zpracovat 
obrovská materie evropského sonetu. PYednáaka m�la jednozna
ný úsp�ch, do debaty zasáhl i 
velkou výjimkou pYítomný prof. Vo
adlo a prof. Szyjkowski se co nejvYeleji pYidal k mému 
podn�tu, aby byl zpracován sonet slovanský. Já tomu nám�tu pYikládám dokonce nemalou 

asovost: t�ch 14 verao je ens commune vaech poesií bílého plemene a jedním z neviditelných 
pojítek a význako <bílého= um�ní. 

Snad jsem v zajetí svých pYedstav, práv� proto o tom píau tak podrobn�, abyste mi to posoudil. 
Nemám ani tuaení, co by takovému projektu Yekli v USA; vím jen, �e by vznikla kniha nikterak 
nudná, �e by Americe pov�d�la velmi mnoho o Evrop� a zejména o Slovanech. Byla by co 
nejbohat�ji prolo�ena citátovými doklady ze vaech literatur, v nich� se sonet vyskytuje. 

K tomu podotýkám, �e mám tém�Y hotovou obsáhlou anthologii sonetisto duecenta, trecenta a 
quattrocenta. Pracuji dále o velkém výboru sv�tové sonetistiky od za
átko po dneaek. Chystám 
se vykopat pro nás skv�lého sonetistu Cecca Angiolieriho, sou
asníka Dantova, v jiné práci 
sonetistiku renesan
ních kurtyzán, zas v jiné onoho víc ne� kuriosního florentského bradýYe 
Burchiella / XV. stol. /, o n�m� nevíme, byl-li to schzofrén anebo první surrealista, p�t set let 
pYed surrealismem. 
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PYed lety jste souhlasem pro mne nad jiné cenným odm�nil mé Volkslieder der Slawen. Snad 
jsem Vám jeat� nepsal, �e hodlám celou tu práci podniknout znova na zcela jiných základech. 
Najduli nakladatele, chci ud�lat dvousvazkovou anthologii 
eskou, asi 1200 stránek, lidová 
píseI slovanská traktovaná jako�to poesie, a to velká poesie. Yadit chci materiál nikoli podle 
národo, nýbr� tematicky, co� je daleko organi
t�jaí, a to asi takto: Dít� si hraje 3 O kráse a 
lásce 3 Bratr a sestra 3 Mu� a �ena / v man�elství / 3 Díla a dnové 3 Náa bli�ní / písn� akádlivé 
a posm�ané / 3 Matka 3 Smrt 3 Pánboh a vaichni svatí.  

Souhlasíte s tímto projektem? Máte n�jaká pYání? Rád je splním. Snad by se pak naskytla i 
mo�nost, aby skromn�jaí výtah vyael v pYekladu v USA, kde asi nic takového dosud nemají a 
kde by se takto mohli pou
it o neznámém jim sv�t� slovanské duae. Dosv�d
íte mi pYec, �e na 
pY. v ruské písni je opravdu celá ruská duae se vaemi svými specifiky.  

Hrozím se, jak Vás zabavím 
etbou tohoto lejstra, proto kon
ím. Jen tolik jeat�, �e je mi od 
srdce vítáno ka�dé Vaae slovo a nemén� ka�dý Váa tisk. Bu�te ubezpe
en, �e bych jej ihned 
exploatoval pro tisk, t.h. ad maiorem gloriam vestram.  

Se vYelým stiskem ruky  

Váa 

Pavel Eisner 

17. Yíjna 1946.  

[4] Paul Eisner to Roman Jakobson, 24/06/1947 

Drahý a ze vaech nejdra�aí pane profesore, 

Váa laskavý dopis a stejn� i fotokopie Vaaí stati bloudila za mnou po avýcarsku, kde jsem m�l 
dv� pYednáaky a zdr�el se tYi ned�le. 

D�kuji Vám pYedevaím za tu stae, Je to n�co zcela ú�asného. Vrátil jsem se teprv v
era; ale 
mou první starostí, aby Lidovky m�ly v pYíatích dnech vydatný 
lánek o ní. Jste jediný, 
naprosto jediný co do objevu takového dosahu. 

Píaí dnes pí Volavkové, aby se hnula s poskytnutím t�ch matrik. Bu�te ubezpe
en, �e Vás 
nenechám déle 
ekat. Yíkal jsem jí o to snad u� dvacetkrát, ale ona he chudák jako my vaichni 
zle zapYa�ena. 

Jevíte napoYád jedine
n� laskavý zájem o tu americkou mo�nost pro mne. Jsem pon�kud na 
rozpacích, s jakým návrhem bych m�l pYijít. Mám dávného koní
ka 3 slovanské postavy 
v n�mecké beletrii. PYed lety jsem pomýalel ne tlustopis, a to dost poutavý. Dnes je mo�né, �e 
vaechno slovanské je v USA tak nepopulární, �e by takový studijní nám�t valn� nenadchl. Ale 
dal by se rozaíYit na téma obecné: n�mecká duae a lidstvo v zrcadle n�mecké krásné literatury. 

Téma nikoli akademické. SpatYuji pYímo psychickou konstantu n�meckého 
lov�ka, �e si 
nesta
í, �e hltá cizinu, proto i cizí lidi. Známý fakt heteroethické atrakce erotické je u N�mco 
a proto i u jejich autoro vyhrocen do krajnosti. Podle toho, jak se jednotlivým národom staví 
n�mecká ideologie, vznikají pak nejrozn�jaí varianty citových vztaho. To soustavn� prostu 
dovát a exaktn� dolo�it na obrovitém objektu n�mecké poesie a prózy bylo by nemalým 
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pYísp�vkem k poznání mnohoklanné [sic!] n�mecké duae. Ovaem 3 za rok se téma tak 
gigantické dá zvládnout jen v kostYe, jen v representantech zvláae významných. 

Posoudit moj nápad mo�ete ovaem jen a jen Vy. Myslím jen, �e USA mají germanisto mnoho, 
ale sotva mu�e s nitrnou propravou pro takový nám�t. I �idovství emigranti bývají naprosto 
v zajetí n�meckého mentálního ghetta 3 jak velmi, vyrozumívám nepYímo i z nará�ek Vaaí 
geniální stati. 

Dovolte mi jeat� dotaz. Yídím 
eský soubor Franze Kafky, jsem dobrých dvacet let 
kafkovským specialistou. M�l jsem 9. 
ervna t. r. na basilejské universit� pYednáaku o 
pra�ských koYenech Kafkových, byl to velký úsp�ch. Vycházím z toho, �e vaechny výklady 
Franze Kafky na západ� jsou bez pokladu in realiis; �e Kafka není tragedie �idovské diaspory, 
nýbr� tragedie pra�ského n�meckého �ida a jen n�meckého; �e Kafkovi bez Prahy nelze vobec 
porozum�t. Má pYednáaka byla pouhou kostrou zcela exaktního essaye, který pYinese v�ci 
v kafkovské literatuYe naprosto nové. Rozsah asi 4 tiskové archy. Má práce pYihlédne té� 
k Werflovi, Rilkovi a jiných zjevech symbiotických. 
eské vydaní je zajiat�no, dojde patrn� i 
k n�meckému ve avýcarsku. alo by mi velmi o edici americkou. Nezapírám, �e i pro ty dolary. 
A to proto, �e se 
lov�k pln� nezávislý dostane od nás do ciziny nejspía tehdy, má-li tam n�jaké 
peníze. A já bych potYeboval studijní pobyt hned napY. n�kterých evropských zemích, proto i 
transfer t�ch dolaro na místo pobytu. Byl bych Vám velmi povd�
en za slovo, kam se v USA 
s tím tiskem obrátit. Nevím té�, je-li mo�ný tisk kombinovaný, tj. nejdYív v revui / na 
pokra
ování /, pak samostatná publikace. PYedlo�il bych dokonalou versi n�meckou. A 
kone
n� nemám tuaení, co lze za takovou práci 
ekat, �ádat a dostat. Opakuji jen, �e to je 
v moYi literatury o Kafkovi hlas zcela nový, pYitom exaktní, pYesný a proto pYesv�d
ující. 

D�kuji Vám za vaechno z toho srdce. 

Váa Paul Eisner 

24. VI. 47 

[5] Paul Eisner to Roman Jakobson, 03/09/1948 

Drahý pane profesore, 

není tomu dlouho, co jste si na mne tak hezky vzpomn�l. D�kuji Vám od srdce. Dnes dovolte, 
abych Vám podal tuto zprávu:  

má dcera Dagmar m�la letos jako�to vynikající anglistka od pra�ského ministerstva akolství 
letní stipendium pro prázdnové kursy na londýnské universit�. Zatím co je jeat� v Anglii, pYiala 
v�c, se kterou jsme ani u� nepo
ítali na návrh pra�ského akolství dostala Dagmar od Institute 
of International Education ro
ní stipendium na Temple University ve Filadelfii. Má tam dovrait 
svou specialisaci pro americkou literaturu.  

Sháním te� zuYiv� vaechna potYebná lejstra a razítka, neboe i min. akolství soudí, �e by to byl 
nesmysl, kdyby se Dagmar z Londýna vrátila do Prahy a hned zas jela nanovo. Pokouaíme se 
tedy, aby mohla do USA pYímo z Londýna-Southamptonu. 
asu zbývá málo, ale jeat� doufáme, 
�e to stihneme. Pro Dagmar je toti� reservováno místo na SS. Marine Jumper, odjezd 
Southampton 22. záYí t.r., pYíjezd Nový York 1.Yíjna t.r. 

Prosím Vás sna�n�, abyste laskav� zaYídil, aby ji n�kdo o
ekával u parníku a aby mohla u 
n�koho pYespat, ne� pYíatího dne nastoupí cestu do Filadelfie. Píau v tomto smyslu také pí dceYi 
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Gustava Sterna. Jeho adresu nemám zpravte s mými oddanými pozdravy i jeho. Prohlaauji, �e 
Dagmar prosím, bu�te tak skv�lý a nebude po ten studijní rok nikoho hmotn� potYebovat, má 
své stipendium a krom� toho jí bude pra�ská Národní banka povolovat 50 $ kapesného 
m�sí
n�. Jde mi vaak nekone
n� o to, aby lidé Jako Vy a Gustav v�d�li o její pYítomnosti 
v zemi. Je to naae jediné dít�, a takové, �e si zaslou�í ka�dé lásky; pochopíte, jak je 
lov�ku. 

Popíau Vám ji dokonale sluaný a 
istý 
lov�k, dokonalé chování. Hezká. Jednozna
né velké 
nadání literární a literárn� v�dní. Superiorní dar kritický, detektorský zrak. Klasická dokonalost 
v ústním i písemném projevu 
eském a n�meckém. Nejlepaí anglistka Karlovy university od 
revoluce. Mluví sensa
n� rusky. PYekládá krásn� poesii ruskou a anglickou. Mluví velmi dobYe 
francouzský. Má p�kné základy italatiny a apan�latiny. Shrnuji: 
tyYi jazyky má dokonale 

eatinu, n�m
inu, angli
tinu, ruatinu. To prozatím. Byla hors concours favoritkou Edwina 
Muira a Vaaeho prof. Mathiessena. Její úmysl je dokonalá specialisace na literaturu americkou. 
U 
lov�ka jako ona nelze vaak dohlédnout finální mo�nost, kdyby se jí dostalo vedení n�jaké 
opravdu velké hlavy. Je nadmíru kritická k svým u
itelom. PYál bych jí, aby se n�jakými 
oklikami sto 
ila k Vám jako Vaae �a
ka. Nem�jte to, prosím, za blábolení poaetilého táty: 
v�Yte, �e jde o ingenium zcela neoby
ejné. A prosím Vás sna�n�: dejte jí trochu svého zájmu!  

Referuji: pYednáael jsem o Vás na fakult� v Praze jako pYednaae
ský host spolku �idovských 
akademiko. PYednáael jsem o Vás pYed 14 dny v lázních Houatce mezinárodnímu letnímu 
táboru �idovských akademiko z celé Evropy. Za to vaak: moj 
lánek o Vás pro Lidovky byl 
bohemistou, kterého nechci jmenovat, seakrtán a oslaben tak, �e jsem se vzdal otisku a odvolal 
jej. 

Budete tak laskav a potvrdíte mi pro mé uklidn�ní tento dopis?  

Tisknu Vám oddan� ruku. 

Naprosto Váa 

Pavel Eisner 

3. záYí 1948. 

Praha XII Moravská 43 

[6] Paul Eisner to Roman Jakobson, 25/12/1948 

Drahý pane profesore, 

ihned, jakmile jsem dostal Váa dopis, po�ádal jsem naléhav� dr. Volavkovou, aby Vám ihned 
poslala ten jmenný matri
ní materiál. Paní dr. Volavková mi to slíbila napevno a bez výhrad; 
jak jsem spraven, opravdu odeslala zásilku prostYednictvím ministerstva informací. 

PYál jste si dále, abych Vám poslal svou vlastní práci. Toto pYání se zakládá na nedorozum�ní. 
Není �ádné takové práce; vpojil jsem jen do stati o podílu �ido na 
eské literatuYe nadaené 
zmínky o Vaaich sensa
ních výzkumech. Z toho Vy vaak pro svou nyn�jaí práci nic nemáte 
mít nemo�ete. 

Díky za ú
ast s DagmaYiným utrpením. Zatím se stalo n�co nového: Dagmar dostala 
stipendium Rockefellerovy nadace 3 tedy jeat� nad to dosavadní stipendium filadelfské, je� 
bylo od Institute for International Education. Za
ne te� boj o visum znova. Nevím dosud 
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podrobnosti, kdy má nastoupit atd-, ale je to v�c takového dosahu, �e Váa ji� nyní p�kné 
prosím, abyste vahou svého velkého jména pYisp�l k tomu, aby Dagmar to stipendium, je� je 
zároveI vyznamenáním 3 a to zaslou�eným v jejím pYípad� 3 mohla realizovat. Prosím Vaaí 
laskavost, abyste o v�ci zpravil i drahého Gustava, jemu� 3 jako Vám a Vaaí paní choti 3 pYeji 
do nového roku mnoho úsp�chu, mnoho radosti a trochu spokojenosti se sv�te trochu 
moudYejaím a lidat�jaím. 

Jsem, vzácný pYíteli, od srdce Váa 

Paul Eisner 

25. prosince 1948 

[7] Roman Jakobson to Paul Eisner, 06/12/1948 

V New Yorku 06.12.848 

Dr. Pavel Eisner, 

Praha XII., 

Moravská 33. 

Drahý pane doktore, 


ekali jsme na Vaai dceruaku a moje �e jela do pYístavu, ale nadarmo. Holi jsme pak od ni 
dopis, vysv�tlující zdr�ení. PYijede-li, rádi ji tu pomo�eme. Na pYání nakladatelství Sfinx, poslal 
jsem pro nové vydání sborníku <Co daly naae zem� Evrop� a lidstvu= opravenou a dopln�nou 
versi obou svých, toti� Olafa Jansena, 
lánko z prvního vydání a nový 
lánek <Ye
 a 
písemnictví 
eských �ido v dob� pYemyslovské=, shrnující hlavní záv�ry mého výzkum na 
tomto poli. Rozhodl jsem se, �e vydám zde anglicky svou zevrubnou monografii o této otázce; 
pro její detailní bibliografii potYebuji ovaem Vaai bro�uru, která se mé práce dotýká o ní� jste 
se zmínil ve svém dopisu skoro pYed rokem. Máte-li ji poalete mi Ji laskav� prostYednictvím 
ministerstva informací. Mo�ete ji tam zaslat sl. J. Hankové pro mne. Nemáte-li �ádný výtisk, 
napiate mi aspoI pYesný název, rok a místo vydání a ve dvou tYech v�tách obsah. Pro kapitolu 
o slovanských osobních jménech u 
eských �ido bych potYeboval jako sol ty nov� objevené 
staré matriky, o nich� jste mi n�kolikrát psal anebo aspoI výtah jmen z nich, ovaem budu v 
práci jmenovat s nále�itým vyzvednutím objevitelku. Mo�e mi to býti zasláno rovn�� 
prostYednictvím ministerstva informací. V�c sp�chá, jeliko� na knize pracuji a doufám, �e 
pYinese 
tenáYstvu dosti menaích i v�taích pYekvapení. Vobec jsem v literární hore
ce, nemoci, 
kterou dobYe znáte. Rád bych o Vás slyael. Ozv�te se laskav�! 

Oddan� Váa, 

Roman Jakobson 
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A.5.4 Georgij Vernadskij 

 [1] Roman Jakobson to Georgij Vernadskij, 23/02/1948 

February 23, 1948 

Dear G. V., 

In English I can dictate, so it goes much faster. 

Struve9s attitude is stupid: Fonvizins Ivanushka is eternal. Our Igor Tale will come from the 
printers this week, from the binder March 5th. Unfortunately, I overlooked Mazon9s paper in 
the Compte-rendus de l9Academie des Inscriptions, 1944, about Bantya-Kamenskij as the 
presumable author of the Slovo. I think it is the most illiterate and scandalous academic article 
that I have ever read in my life. His basic argument is that Bantya kept suspiciously silent at 
the discussion of the Slovo. As a matter of fact, he was dead at that time. 

I will be very thankful to you if you write me to what historical journals our book can sent for 
review, and whether you know some scholars who could write for these journals. What about, 
for instance, the young Lossky? 

As you probably know, Buck and I didn9t agree about the program of Slavic studies at Harvard, 
and I definitely decided to stay at Columbia. Frankly speaking, I feel easier. The prospect of 
leaving New York for Cambridge scared both Svatja and myself. It is still unclear to me 
whether Simmons will stay or go there. 

Columbia Library received many Polish books. Among them some new publications. One 
particularly may interest you. It is Zajanczkowski9s book about the Khazars which makes a 
serious impression. He considers the Hebrew Khazar documents as a Jewish forgery of the 12th 
century, based on a number of genuine facts, but tendentiously arranging them. He mentions 
several interesting Iranian borrowings in the Western Karaims language, and the ethnic name 
Alan, which in the language means giant. When will your second volume appear? I hope to 
visit you in March when presenting a copy to Rostovtzeff. It is a pity that you are no longer in 
New Work. it9s true that I had no time to talk, but there was the agreeable feeling that it9s 
possible. 

With heartiest regards to both of you. 

Yours, Roman Jakobson 

[2] Georgij Vernadskij to Roman Jakobson, 01/04/1948 

1 4?D5?O 48 

�>D>7>= $><4= �E<?>6<G, 

&>?L>> GF> ?>?GG<? �4L5 ?<EL<> E> 6?>65=<O >>?<< ?<EL<4 $>D44-Seybold. �DO<> 
?>E>65 =4 ?5D6>4?D5?L=GN LFG>G! $G>4<< D476>6G 3 4G<4?, GF> FO ?5D5G<F4? 
G4<6?OFO5 F4>>= ?>7<>5 < =56565EF6G, => 6>F 6E5 5M5 ?D<E>4<FEO G4<6?OFO5. 
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[3] Roman Jakobson to Georgij Vernadskij, 05/05/1948 

May 5, 1948 

Dear G. V., 

I heard that your second volume appeared and I am happy to congratulate you. As you saw 
from the departmental bibliography in Old Russian Literature, I included it on the list even 
before its appearance. I was terribly busy during the past few weeks: The placing of the Igor 
book, a responsible report for the Paris Congress, the end of the Academic year and so on. I 
would like to give you at least a short survey of the reactions to the book. Out success is indeed 
general and enormous, very spontaneous. Various European and American scholars emphasize 
the high tecnics of the philological edition at and of all comments and the definitive decisive 
character of the proof of authenticity. Mazon9s authority is considered as seriously shattered. 
This is the unanimous opinion of such French slavists as Tesnière /who writes of the Slovo for 
the Bulletin of the Paris Linguistic Society/, Luciani, Pascal, Labry, and even Unbegaun who 
wrote me that we brilliantly gained the cause. Also outside France, the slavists are enthusiastic, 
particularly Barnwell in Ljubljana, Karcevski, Trypucko, etc. Likewise the scholars of 
neighboring disciplines as Minorsky, Dvorník, Vasiliev, the linguists Benveniste and 
Sommerfelt, and various French mediaevalists who particularly appreciate the collective 
character of the work and consider it as an ideal model for studies of mediaeval Romance epos. 
Grégoire was at the beginning at the height of enthusiasm and praised the excellent presentation 
of your cause, Szeftel9s careful comments, and my discoveries of the Byzantine sources; but 
later he was influenced by Mazon9s brother and friends who accused me of having attacked the 
poor Mazon too violently and mercilessly. And after having covered me with compliments now 
Grégoire reproaches me for a Russian vendetta. I stopped answering him and sent him only 
extracts from the many praising letters we received. His review appeared in Flambeau, let ich 
is not yet available here. It was extremely panegyric but I suspect he added some mustard in 
the proofs. The only opposition again our rehabilitation of the Slovo is presented by Struve, 
who sent me even a copy of an absurd letter which his father had written to Mazon insisting 
that Slovo was composed around the 17th century! I am glad that not Struve but Arsenev writes 
about our book for the London Slavonic Review. Lednicki seems to sympathize with Struve 
and grumbles apropos of your article. The last on the list of the representatives of the 
<opposition= are Whitfield and Coleman. I don t believe that there will be serious polemics 
against us, but somewhere I observe a tendency to keep silent about the book. The stubborn 
position of the editor of the American Historical Review seems to me to be rather symptomatic. 
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Simmons9 refusal to accept Harvard stabilized the situation in our department and we are going 
forward in a new spurt. There are rumors that Struve and Lednicki are invited there as visitors. 
I am very happy that you will be in New York for the next Spring Session. I don9t teach this 
Winter but for the Spring I already announced a research course in Old Russian Epics where 
we can examine some new problems of the Slovo and Zadona
ina and a course in Old Church 
Slavonic Poetry. Finally, I will give a course in the history of the Russian Language. I hope 
our Epic Studies will be printed during this Summer. It must appear before the end of the year, 
as Bakhmetev insists with reason. Did you receive the edition of all the variants of Zadona
ina 
which has been published by the Slovanský ústav in Prague. I was happy to hear from you 
about the British confirmation of your discovery. It would be nice to meet you in the near future 
and to discuss orally all our current questions. 

Xristos voskrese! 

Devotedly yours, Roman Jakobson 

P.S. I received from V. P. Trubetzkoy9s manuscript of his Old Church Slavonic Grammar and 
I hope to publish it here. 

[4] Roman Jakobson to Georgij Vernadskij, 14/05/1948 

May 14, 1948 

Dear G. V., 

Thank you for your brilliant and remarkable book which will enter into the small series of 
fundamental books about Russia and Russian literature. It9s trye that I had already read the 
manuscript, but now seeing the whole picture, I only can realize how enormous an achievement 
it is. May I wish you health and energy to continue this work which no one else could do. 

After I wrote you my last letter I received a lot of new appreciations of our common Igor 
volume. But after <a barrel of honey= there came the indispensable <spoon of tar=, Grégoire9s 
review in FLAMBEAU. I am including the first letter of Grégoire in abbreviated copy and my 
answer to his review, which I am not sending to him expecting your and Szeftel9s reaction. I 
am writing at the same time to Szeftel. I am sending you the FLAMBEAU with Grégoire9s 
review in it. Read it and send it immediately to Szeftel. I suggest that both you and Szeftel send 
me additional letters for Grégoire. I hope that our three protests together will impress him more. 
The first <spoon of tar= is not the last, believe me. Various types of fights against us for 
Mazon9s thesis are a characteristic manifestation of a widespread campaign for a denial of the 
Russian cultural past. We will see many surprises, and we must be very vigilant, it9s not an 
exaggeration. Unfortunately Mazon9s friends are much more active than our friends. You 
cannot imagine how difficult it is to mobilize the reviewers. Today it9s clear to everybody that 
Mazon9s thesis of a forged monument is lost, but it will be replaced by the thesis of a rather 
spurious, suspect monument. 

Anxious to have your reaction, 

Devotedly yours, Roman Jakobson 
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[5] Roman Jakobson to Georgij Vernadskij, 29/05/1948 

May 29, 1948 

Dear G. V., 

Your answer to Gregoire is excellent, quite noble, calm and severe. I thank you heartily. The 
Igor struggle has to be unconditionally won. I just received the Prague edition of the Zadonscina 
variants. It is very important for a consistent analysis of this curious tale. This semester, for 
me, was very exhausting. I am tired but I hope to recover quickly for I have many literary plans 
for the coming month. Expression of approval for our Igor volume continue to come in. 
Arseniev sent a very nice review to the London Slavonic Review. When do you leave New 
Heaven? I stay in New York until June 18th and I almost decided not to go to Europe. 

I am including Abatskij9s letter. Send it back to me for my answer to him. 

Devotedly yours, Roman Jakobson 

[6] Roman Jakobson to Georgij Vernadskij, 19/07/1949 

July 19, 1949 

Professor G. V. Vernadsky 
3301 St. Paul Street 
Baltimore 18, Md. 

Dear G. V., 

I will be happy to help as far as possible Puakarev. Unfourtunately nothing can be done before 
the fall and I am rather sceptic as far as the Wasson Committee is concerned. Experience has 
shown that it is difficult to use it for some other purpose than support of publications. I would 
like very much to see you, and I will try to stop in New Heaven on one of my future trips 
between New York and Cambridge. The Russian Epic studies will appear in September. My 
recovery shows down my usual summer research work, and is slower than one would wish. I 
read some new Russian papers giving to official line to linguistics and literary scholarship, the 
most stupid and lamentable things I have saw. As far as stupidity is concerned, did you see 
Mazon9s answer to our geste in the latest British Slavonic Review? Too illiterate even for 
Mazon. Please advise me, have I to answer, or is it superfluous? How does your other volume 
progress? 

With heartiest wishes, to both of you from both of us. 

Yours as ever, Roman Jakobson 
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[7] Georgij Vernadskij to Roman Jakobson, 06/11/1948 

6 =>O5DO 1948 
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P.S. �4 6EO><= E?GG4= 6>F 44D5E �?<7465FO -4G4D4>6=O: 
Prof. Dr. E. Mahler 
Steinengraben, 10 
Basel, Switzerland 

[8] Roman Jakobson to Georgij Vernadskij, 22/11/1948 

November 22, 1948 

Dear G.V., 

This is in answer to your three November letters. Nykl is a Czech polyglot with a lot of most 
varied but completely unsystematic knowledges. Both scholarly and politically, and as it seems 
personally, he is considered as very unreliable, liking cheap publicity and quite a bit crazy. I'm 
always very skeptical of his hypotheses for his extreme dilettantism.  

The letters of Maler are interesting, touching, and sad. The anti-Russian mood will soon make 
Russian, and in general Slavic studies, extremely difficult. I have had a lot of proofs. I have 
now so tiring and arduous struggles in Columbia concerning the most different questions, as 
for instance the invitation of Cizevsky, the continued stay of Lotz, the publication of our 
Russian Spic Studies, the possibilities for my own research work, that I am thoroughly 
disgusted and begin to believe that there is no place for scholarship in the post-war, or maybe 
inter-war, period. I was obliged to come for these reasons repeatedly to New York, interrupting 
my leave and research work and losing a lot of time and energy, I must confess, still without 
appreciable results. The plan of raising a fund for serious Slavistic publications is still alive, 
thanks to the indefatigable optimism and energy of Wasson. And ever, it is becoming more 
concrete. Yesterday I had a conference with him about the possibilities of its realization and I 
myself was at the end rather optimistic but today I am confronting new obstacles. In any case, 
I believe that the coming few months will positively or negatively but definitely clear the 
situation, With this plan, with Cizevsky's arrival, and with my own pro- gram for the future. If 
Wasson's plan succeeds, I will immediately propose the publication of Maler's book. I will 
envisage also some other possibilities. Permit me to keep her letters for this purpose. I will 
return them to you in a few weeks.  
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As far as Arbatskij is concerned, I am sorry not to be able to help directly for reasons similar 
to yours, but I will ask informed people about some other concrete possibilities for him and I 
will write you. 

In order not to finish my letter with such a despondent note, here are some of my new 
conjectures around the Slovo. Simeon's son, the magician and werewolf Bojan, according to 
Liudprand, is named Benjamin in the Bulgarian sources, but Benjamin in the Book of Genesis 
is characterized as a rapacious wolf, and the medieval Slavic Jews translated the name 
Benjamin into Slavic as simply 8vlk9. Secondly, as you know, the Saltani of the Slovo are 
maybe the Caspian rulers attacked in the 70's of the 12th century by the Russians according to 
Khaqani. Menges insists that the title Sultan is perfectly plausible in this case. 

As ever yours, Roman Jakobson 

[9] Roman Jakobson to Georgij Vernadskij, 09/06/1953 

June 9, 1953 

Professor George Vernadsky 
558 Orange Street 
New Haven, Connecticut 

Dear Georgij Vladimirovich, 

Enthusiastic congratulations on your splendid third volume and many, many thanks. I prepare 
myself to study this great new achievement, but I already glanced through the chapters which 
particularly interest me and I was most impressed by their richness, clarity and newness of the 
pictures you give, and by the wide outlooks they open. The period with which you are dealing 
is now particularly close to me because I am working with ism my students on the analysis and 
reconstruction of the Zadonshchina. which appears as a highly interesting and in many respects 
unexpected monument and document. With Szeftel I am preparing for the Bollingen Series a 
500 page exhaustive critical edit ion of the Slovo and Zadonshchina, with a new, beautiful 
English translation by Nabokov. I am ewer to see you again and to have a good talk with you. 
In the early Pall I hope to visit New Heaven. 

With best wished to both of you for a relaxing and productive summer, and with expectations 
of the fourth Muscovite volume of your History. 

Yours sincerely, Roman Jakobson 

[10] Roman Jakobson to Georgij Vernadskij, 21/06/1956 

June 21, 1956 

Professor G. Vernadsky 558 Orange Street  
New Haven, Connecticut  

Dear Professor Vernadsky,  

Recently I returned from my nine-day sojourn in Moscow where I took part in the meeting of 
the International Committee of Slavicists, invited by the Russian Academy of Sciences. May I 
give you a brief report of my sojourn. The atmosphere in the Committee and in the Academy 
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was most friendly. Not the slightest political conflict arose. From the West there were present 
Mazon, Lo Gatto, Miss Hill, Vasmer, Stender-Petersen, Gunnarsson, and Jagoditsch. From the 
Slavic countries there were Belic, Lehr-Splawinski, Havranek and Georgiev.  

I was entirely free in my movements and relations, and saw really hundreds of old friends, 
acquaintances and colleagues, as well as scholars and students whom I met for the first time. 
Everybody was happy to meet and talk, and most of them discussed everything very freely. 
One could characterize the mood as the honeymoon of a security and relative freedom after the 
incredible terror of the post-war years. I was strongly impressed by how the great majority of 
scholars, poets, etc., not only of our generation, but even the young- er ones, remained, despite 
years of obligatory camouflage, actually the same people whom you and I knew during our 
student years. The attitude towards the administration is: noli tangere. There is a great feeling 
of self-dignity and pride in the academic caste, which has remained and even become more 
than earlier a real caste. The numerous intellectuals returning from banishment and 
concentration camps are accepted with honor by their colleagues. Those who perished are 
officially rehabilitated and have in the intellectual milieus a nimbus of martyrs, and their 
manuscripts are being published and their books reprinted. Names until recently condemned, 
as Veselovskij, are celebrated; subjects until recently prohibited become most popular, as for 
instance the Western influence on Russian literature.  

Among Moscow scholars are high respect and friendly interest in the activities of their emigrant 
colleagues. People send greetings to you, Karpovich, Nikolaevsky, etc. Nobody is able to 
predict the further development, but everybody is convinced that there is no return to Stalin's 
times.  

I was especially asked about you by the very brilliant young historian, Likhachov, and 
Professor Il'ja Nikolaevich Borozdin asked me to give you his best regards and to tell you that 
he would be most happy to have the last published volume of your Russian history be- cause 
he is particularly concerned with the Tartar epoch. His address is Voronezh, Gosudarstvennyj 
universitet, Kafedra vseobshchej istorii. Experience shows that only registered mail reaches the 
addresses. 

With best wishes to both of you 

Your sincerely, Roman Jakobson 

 

A.5.5 Vladimir Nabokov 

[1] Vladimir Nabokov to Roman Jakobson 23/12/1949 
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[2] Roman Jakobson to Vladimir Nabokov 09/01/1950 

20A Prescott Street 
January 9, 1950 

Dear Professor Nabokov: 

I am answering your letter in English because then I can use the typewriter. I hasten to inform 
you that I have discussed the matter with Harry Lovin. He shares with me the indignation in 
the lack of interest of the New Yorker etc., for the topics you treat and he suggested as the most 
convenient solution that you send it to Philip Blair Rico, now editor of the Konyon Review and 
mention that it was made on Harry's suggestion. He io quite sure that the paper will be accepted. 
When you do it, please inform Harry and ho will drop a letter to Rico. This solution also sems 
best to me and I am looking forward to reading your paper.  

I was happy to learn from Szeftel and Karpovich that you have completed your translation of 
the Slovo. If you agree, Karpovich and I will definitely put it in one of the first places in the 
list of the classical works of Slavic literatures which we intend to publish, primarily for the 
needs of students. It would be a little volume, including besides your translation the original 
text of the Slovo in the same shape as in our French edition but the footnotes will be reduced 
to only a brief indication of the necessary conjectures. A reconstructed text in the language of 
the 12th century will perhaps follow again and finally there will be a line by line commentary 
to the Slovo made by Szeftel and me together, condensing and completing the material we 
presented in our French book and offering the whole matter is a more readable and agreeable 
way. Please write me whether you are in accord and I will be grateful for suggestions.  

By the way, in verse 160 larchik prosto otkryvalsja: river on which Putivl stands was called in 
Old Russia Dunaj.  

I ordered a few copies of our book Russian Epic Studios, which just appeared and is devoted 
primarily to the Slovo and I will send you a copy as soon as I obtain them.  

It would be nice to see you as our guest in Cambridge in the not too distant future. With best 
New Years wishes. 

Yours as ever, Roman Jakobson 
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[3] Vladimir Nabokov to Roman Jakobson, 16/01/1950 

16 January 1950 

Dear Jakobson, 

Many thanks for your kind letter. By a curious coincidence, I had just received from my 
friend John Ransom, Editor of the Kenyon Review, a letter asking for some contribution, and 
had promptly sent the article in question. Thanks all the same for Harry's offer of assistance.  

As I recently wrote Szeftel, my translation of <Slovo= does not satisfy me yet. I can promise 
to complete it for you, only if no too rigid time limit is set. I have no objections to your 
including it in your list. You might also mention a prose translation of <Evgeniy Onegin= on 
which I am working, if this fits into your list.  

Is the name of Musin-Pushkin's agent known? And from whom exactly did he acquire the 
<Slovo=? Nowhere can I find any answer to this.  

Many thanks for the two papers you kindly sent me. I am looking forward to reading them 
during the February recess. I don't know the present whereabouts of Szeftel but if you are in 
touch with him, please thank him (and Czizhevsky) on my behalf.  

I may be in Cambridge some time in spring and it would be nice to see you. 

Cordially yours, Vladmir Nabokov 

[4] Roman Jakobson to Vladimir Nabokov, 18/01/1950 

20A Prescott Street 
January 18, 1950 

Dear Professor Nabokov 

I am very glad that your paper will appear in the Kenyon Review and that you agree to include 
in our series your translation of the Slovo. Of course there is no particular rush with the 
completing of this edition.  

As far as I know, the name of Musin-Pushkin's agent who acquired the manuscript containing 
the Slovo is unknown. The only thing we know is that Musin-Pushkin used several 
commissioners whom he sent to buy manuscripts for his library. According to the official 
version, the manuscript was bought from the collection of the Jaroslavl arkhimandrit, Ioil', and 
there is a good paper about him by V. Danilov in the historical journal Dela i dni, 1920, I, page 
389-391. However, as I mentioned in my introductory paper in La Geste, Polevoj, in 
Moskovskij Telegraf, 1833, page 423, affirms that Musin-Pushkin had this manuscript from 
the old Pantalejmons Monastory at Pskov and the late Ioil' was mentioned only because it was 
not decent to acknowledge that the collector acquired manuscripts from monastery libraries. If 
Polevoj is right, it would fit very well to the Pskov ortho- graphic features of the manuscript 
and to the specific character of the Pskov manuscript tradition in general.  

It will be a pleasure to see you as our guest in Spring in Cambridge. Yours sincerely, Roman 
Jakobson 
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[5] Vladimir Nabokov to Roman Jakobson, 05/05/1950 

5 May 1950 

Dear Jakobson, 

I would like to ask you something. It is absolutely confidential, as I would not like Cornell to 
hear of these <demarches= especially as nothing may come of them.  

For several reasons I am not at all satisfied with my present position. One of these reasons is 
the very small student enrollment of the Russian Literature Department, the result of the poor 
preparation they receive at the very mediocre Russian Language Department. Moreover, this 
poor preparation does not allow me to organize my courses on the level than one would 
normally expect to exist at a firstclass university. A further reason is that I do not receive an 
adequate salary.  

That I presume that you are the person who is likely to know most about existing openings in 
the Russian Departments of our larger universities. So -- very tentatively -- I stretch out my 
feelers and would very much appreciate any information coming from you about these 
matters.  

Let me repeat that it means very much to me that this query should for the present remain 
strictly between you and me.  

I am sorry to say my paper on <Slovo= is still going the rounds. Eventually I shall have to 
send you a copy, just because I like the article myself. Sincerely, Vladimir Nabokov 

[6] Vladimir Nabokov to Roman Jakobson 23/01/1952 

January 28, 1952  

Dear Jakobson,  

I shall be heading for Cambridge on Friday, and my address there will be 9 Maynard Place, 
telephone Kirkland 7-7026. I shall ring you up soon upon my arrival. It will be a pleasure to 
see you again.  

The Bard is coming with me, in a rough but buoyant condition.  

I have done a little spade work in connection with my English Onegin but it is clear to me 
that I shall never be able to tackle it properly unless the Guggenheims step in. I have taken 
the liberty to give your name to them as a reference on my application.  

There is another matter on which I shall seek your advice. My boy, a Freshman at Harvard, is 
very anxious to take a course with you. His Russian is as fluent as his English but when he 
writes it his grammar is appalling) As he is very gifted for languages, he would make a good 
student in an advanced course, but I wonder if a course exists to meet this particular situation 
(in Cornell there is nothing of the kind). 

I would appreciate an opportunity to discuss this matter with you before registration. Very 
sincerely yours, Vladimir Nabokov 
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[7] Vladimir Nabokov to Roman Jakobson 23/10/1952 

October 23, 1952 

Dear Jakobson, 

I have adopted all your corrections -- many thanks for them.  

On a separate page I list those passages for which you asked me to think up more exact versions. 
The rest of your suggestions you have, I presume, simply inserted into your copy. If you like, 
I can send you a second corrected copy.  

Another thing. I have a bundle of notes that I jotted down while translating the Slovo. Most of 
them are, of course, superfluous; but I am sending you the whole bunch, so that you may select 
for footnotes to my translation those that would not clash with or overlap your notes or those 
of Szeftel. I think some are rather rich and racy.  

In Cambridge the other day we had the pleasure of glimpsing your wife and were sorry to miss 
you.  

Sincerely, Vladimir Nabokov 

P.S. I have been asked to recommend a reliable young person to teach Russian (language and 
literature) at an Australian university. Could you suggest someone who would be really good? 

[8] Roman Jakobson to Vladimir Nabokov and Mark Szeftel 10/12/1952 

Professor Vladimir Nabokov and Professor Mare Szeftel 
Cornell University Ithaca, New York  

Dear Friends,  

I rush to inform both of you that I had a most pleasant and encouraging talk with John D. 
Barrett, the Vice-President of the Bollingen Foundation. I am sending you a copy of my letter 
to him where I sum up, according to nis request, the results of our conversation. He said that 
he has no doubt that this volume, which he and Mr. Hartington Cairns are strongly 
recommending, will be accepted at the next meeting of the Foundation in early January. He 
emphasized that he is most happy to have in the publishing plan of the Foundation for the 
nearest future such an interesting and important publication, the more that it is closely linked 
thematically to books the Foundation has new in press, namely the English translation of 
Curtius9 <European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages= and Ceznec9s <The Survival of 
Ancient Gods=. 

When I receive the final information, I will immediately contact both of you to discuss the 
technicalities of our semen work,  

With best wishes, 
Yours sincerely, Roman Jakobson (signed in absence) 
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[9] Roman Jakobson to Vladimir Nabokov and Mark Szeftel 23/01/1953 

Professor Vladimir Nabokov, and  
Professor Marc Szeftel  
Cornell University Ithaca, New York  

Dear Friends  

I am happy to send you the letter of the Vice-President of the Bollingen Foundation, 
informing us that our book is accepted, and a copy of my answer to Mr. Barrett. I think that 
both for the talking over of all the technicalities to be arranged with the publisher, and for the 
settling of the whole plan of our common publication, it is necessary for all three of us to 
meet together. Please suggest to me what will be the best place and the nearest date for such a 
meeting. I believe that Cambridge would be the most comfortable for such a discussion, since 
all the necessary material is at hand, either in my private book collection and in the Widener 
Library. Since you, Nabokov, have planned a longer visit here, and since, Szeftel, a modest 
support for your trip to Cambridge seems to me feasible, I propose to you to discuss this 
possibility. The other possibility would be for all three of us to meet in New York for our 
discussion of the whole matter, and for a subsequent common visit to Mr. Barrett. I ask you 
only not to postpone your decision, and to inform me at your earliest convenience. 
Superfluous to add that I am most happy to be now in the position to realize with both of you 
this publication, which promises to be fundamental. 

Yours as ever, Roman Jakobson 

[10] Vladimir Nabokov to Roman Jakobson 29/05/1953 

May 29, 1953  

Dear Jakobson,  

We are leaving Portal on Monday, June 1. Our next address will be "General Delivery, Ashland, 
Oregon". The weather here is so distressing that there seems to be no point in trying to stay any 
longer in Arizona.  

I wonder if you ever received my letter. I want to tell you quite frankly that my finances are in 
an extremely precarious state, and that I rather count upon Bollinger deal. I would very much 
appreciate, therefore, if you could write me as soon as possible (to Ashland) how the matter 
stands.  

With the academic year over, I wish you a pleasant summer.  

Best wishes from both of us to both of you. Vladimir Nabokov 

[11] Roman Jakobson to Vladimir Nabokov 08/06/1953 

June 8, 1953 

Dear Nabokov,  

In April I received from the Bellingen Foundation the draft of the contract to be sent to all three 
of us, and I returned it for a few corrections which I suggested in accordance with my previous 
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oral negotiation. When your first Arizona letter reached me, I had a long distance talk with Mr. 
Barrett, who fully agreed with the proposed corrections and promised me to send to all three 
of us at the end of May the copies of the definitive contract for signature, after which we will 
receive the first half of the payment supplementary to the royalties. This half would be $500 
for you and $250 for each of the other two editors.  

It seems to me that Brandeis' plan to have you as full professor may be interesting both 
financially and because life in Cambridge is more attractive than in Ithaca. Therefore I 
recommend to you to pay due attention to the initiative of Dean Cheskis.  

With best summer wishes to both of you,  

Yours as ever, Roman Jakobson  

[12] Vladimir Nabokov to Roman Jakobson 08/10/1954 

October 8, 1954  

Dear Jakobson, 

I am eagerly waiting for the ZADONSHCHINA material as I would like to dorthis work now. 

I hope you have had a pleasant summer. There is just a chance that I may be in Cambridge for 
Thanksgiving but I am afraid there is little chance of finding you there at that time. I shall try 
to 'phone you, anyway, if I get there.  

My wife joins me in sending you and Mrs. Jakobson our kindest regards.  

Sincerely, Vladimir Nabokov 

[13] Roman Jakobson to Vladimir Nabokov 16/10/1954 

October 16, 1954  

Dear Nabokov:  

I am sorry to have delayed the Zadonshchina material but I have been in bad shape during the 
last month. You will have it, however, in the near future. I hope very much to welcome you in 
Cambridge at your prom- ised visit.  

With best wishes to both of you.  

Yours sincerely, Roman Jakobson 

[14] Vladimir Nabokov to Roman Jakobson 01/12/1954 
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[15] Vladimir Nabokov to Roman Jakobson 30/03/1955 

Vladimir Nabokov         30/05/1955 
700 Stewart Avenue  
Ithaca, N.Y.  

Dear Jakobson,  

I was very sorry to hear of your illness and hope you have completely recovered from it. My 
plan to visit Cambridge during spring vacation had to be cancelled, so I have to write what I 
would have preferred to explain to you de vive voix.  

If you still want the Zadonshchina translation for the book on Slovo, I would like to do it now. 
As a matter of fact have to do it within the coming three months because I have to be near a 
large library while I do it. In June I shall leave Ithaca for the summer, and which I shall probably 
spend in some wild spot, finish- ing my new novel and catching lepidoptera. I have a number 
of matters to attend to and to wind up in the course of the fall semester, and then, in February, 
I shall go away for eight months (I take a half-year sabbatic) and finish my <Evgeniy= and a 
book of literary criticism. So that unless I do the Zad. now, I don't know when I could attend 
to it.  

The things I need in order to translate the Zadonshchina are: 1. a good text (Slavic and Russian), 
2. your recension, and 3. whatever English translation there is. I would very much appreciate 
if you could have this material sent to me.  

I would like to do the translation as soon as you can it all to me. I still hope to visit Cambridge 
sometime end of April or May, and I would welcome an opportunity to discusss the finished 
translation with you at that time.  

Best wishes from both of us to both of you  

Sincerely, Vladimir Nabokov 

[16] Roman Jakobson to Vladimir Nabokov 27/04/1955 

Dear Nabokov, 

I'm still working on the reconstruction of the original text of the Zadonscina, and the microfilm 
of a manuscript of it which we received through the American ambassador Bohlen ih Moscow 
1s of superb help. Any work of scientific recon- struction requires, however, much time, the 
more so since the text of Zadonscina concocted hitherto by Soviet Russian scholars or by earlier 
students was far from thorough text criticism. I hope to be ready with this job in the coming 
summer and I hope very much that you will find time for the translation of this text during the 
fall semester. A.Grabar wrote me recently that the study on the kinship between the Slovo and 
Russian art of the 12th century which he is preparing for our volume will be ready in the coming 
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month. I am looking forward to seeing you soon in Cambridge and to discussing all our current 
problems.  

Yours sincerely, Roman Jakobson 

[17] Vladimir Nabokov to Roman Jakobson 14/04/1957 

Vladimir Nabokov 
Goldwin Smith Hall        April 14, 1957 
Cornell University Ithaca, N.Y.  

Professor Roman Jakobson  
Slavic Department  
Harvard University Cambridge, Mass.  

Dear Professor Jakobson,  

After a careful examination of my conscience, I have come to the conclusion that I cannot 
collaborate with you in the proposed English-language edition of the SLOVO. Frankly, I am 
unable to stomach your little trips to totalitarian countries even if these trips are prompted 
merely by scientific considerat- ions.  

I am asking the publisher to return to me my material I must also ask you not to use my 
manuscript translation of the SLOVO in your Harvard classes.  

Do not worry about the financial aspect of the matter, I am taking it up directly with the 
publisher.  

Very truly yours, 

Vladimir Nabokov 
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Abstract 

 

The dissertation Roman Jakobson9s Collaboration with Interwar Czech Press examines Roman 
Jakobson9s activity in interwar Czechoslovakia, specifically focusing on the period between 
1920 and 1939. The analysis centres on Jakobson9s writings published in the Czech press and 
has developed with a philological approach and through consistent archival research.  The term 
<Czech press= is used broadly to encompass a wide selection of newspapers and journals 
published in Czech, German, Russian, and French. The aim of this thesis is to investigate 
Jakobson9s role in Czechoslovakia through the lens of <cultural transfer=, a concept first 
theorised by Michel Espagne and Michael Werner. In addition to analysing his activity as a 
writer in the Czech Press, the thesis also considers Jakobson9s relationships with other scholars 
and prominent international figures, such as André Mazon, Nad��da Melniková-Papouaková, 
or Jurij Sokolov.  

The study is structured into five chapters. The first chapter outlines the methodology and the 
cultural-journalistic context in which Jakobson arrived after his departure from Russia. This 
chapter is divided into two sections: the first offers a general overview of Jakobson9s evolving 
role within the Czech milieu, while the second presents a recognition of the periodical in which 
he published. The second chapter explores the various genres Jakobson employed, including 
obituary, report, translation, review, and polemic. Each genre is examined through a localistic 
selection of case studies, some of which illustrate Jakobson9s role as a cultural transfer between 
the Russian and Czech context. These examples enable the author to identify the characteristics 
and the intentions of Jakobson9s journalistic writing.  The third chapter addresses three relevant 
themes in Jakobson9s journalistic writings: poetry and folklore. They represented two 
dominants in Jakobson9s activity. As in the previous chapter, these themes are contextualised 
within Jakobson9s broader body of work and further elucidated through specific examples. 
Regarding poetry, the analysis concerns Aleksandr Puakin and Boris Pasternak. Folklore is 
investigated through a triangled perspective which considers Jakobson9s collaboration with 
Petr Bogatyrev and their correspondence with the Russian folklorist Jurij Sokolov.  The fourth 
chapter delves with another topic, film studies. The analysis of this topic has a different 
purpose, i.e., to show how a lack of relevant theoretical writings in Jakobson9s opus represents 
a huge difference between him and the formalists in the late twenties.  The fifth chapter focuses 
on Jakobson9s correspondence, analysing unpublished documents from the Slavische 
Rundschau9s collection held at the LA PNP.  

The thesis also includes an appendix containing uncollected writings by or about Jakobson, a 
table listing the obituaries he wrote for Slavische Rundschau, and a selection of letters from the 
same collection. 


