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Chapter 1.

Roman Jakobson’s activity in the interwar press: contextualisation and

approaches

This thesis, dedicated to Roman Jakobson’s 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 today’s Slovakia. While analysing Jakobson’s
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
Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s
activity in Czechoslovakia and, on the other hand, some important questions have never been
considered. For example, the research on Jakobson’s relationship with the German community
is significantly lacking, if not non-existent. The analysis of Jakobson’s role in the interwar
Czech press offers the possibility of investigating other pivotal questions related to the same
context. First, while analysing Jakobson’s 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).



The intercultural perspective is significantly important while researching on Jakobson
because he can be conceived as a proper cultural transfer in the Slavic context.! Concerning
the methodology of the cultural transfer, I refer to Michel Espagne and Michael Werner’s
concept.” While analysing Jakobson as a cultural transfer 1 consider as the main poles Russia
and Czechoslovakia, but it does not mean that I intend to simplify Jakobson’s 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.* 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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s role, the development
of his function — 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 Jakobson’s figure is hybrid and chameleonic, as result of being

influences by a wide range of new stimuli and perspectives.

Jakobson’s 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 Jindfich 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
Angazovanad citanka Romana Jakobsona: c¢lanky, recenze, polemiky 1920-1945 a Moudrost
starych Cechii [Roman Jakobson’s 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, Toman’s volume can be conceived only as a

!'See Glanc (2023) and Toman in Gadet - Sériot (1997).

2 See, at least Espagne - Werner (1988), Espagne (1994), (1999), (2013). Espagne analysed Viktor
Zirmunskij through this methodology in (2018).

3 As Espagne stated: “Un transfert culturel n’a jamais lieu seulement entre deux langues, deux pays ou deux
aires culturelles: il y a quasiment toujours des tiers impliqués. On doit donc plutdt se représenter les transferts
culturels comme des interactions complexes entre plusieurs poles, plusieurs aires linguistiques.” (Espagne 2013,
3).
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preliminary and selected overview. Besides Angazovanda citanka, another scholar who partially
dealt with Jakobson’s activity in the press was Henryk Baran, who proposed an analysis of the
style in Jakobson’s obituary genre (Baran 2016).* 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 Rundschau’s 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 Jakobson’s 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.’

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 Jakobson’s 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
Jakobson’s activity in the press: poetry and folklore. The fourth chapter discusses Jakobson’s
involvement in film studies. The last chapter will analyse a selection Jakobson’s

COHCSpOHanCCS.

4 Concerning Jakobson’s period in Czechoslovakia see Kuldanové in Mikulasek (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
Jakobson’s writings. While considering the interwar years, I will not conceive this period as
separated from the other phases of Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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,’ 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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s
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 University’s Archive in Brno, at Heidelberg University, at the Roman
Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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.

¢ Concerning Formalism, see Hansen-Léwe (1978), Depretto (2009), Levéenko (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 Gillerson’s
diplomatic mission. The mission’s goal was to repatriate Russian soldiers who had remained
abroad after the WWL.” Despite the diplomatic function of Gillerson’s mission, Jakobson’s
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 Jakobson’s
autobiographical materials,® it is difficult and, as Jindfich Toman emphasised, nearly
impossible to ascertain Jakobson’s 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 it’s
possible for you to combine the two, then that’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 ‘to summarise briefly’ his biography. He answered:
‘I do not like to turn to my past. I am living by my future.” And he added: ‘Although there is not much of it left
for me, yet I am living by the future.” When asked about writing his memoirs of a life ‘so rich and adventurous,’
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 Jakobson’s attitude towards
“memories”, i.e., his preference for dialogues rather than monologues.
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Nineteenth century, beginnings — several prominent centres of Slavic studies
— Prague occupied the first place — one domain cultivated comparative Slavic
studies — comp. gr. of Slav. languages [...] Slavic interrelations [...] lack of

Slavists: rarity.’

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 Dobrovsky, Pavel Safaiik or Jan Kollar (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.'’ 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 izucenija 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 Jakobson’s 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.!! These theses also have to be read as a reaction against
Sklovskij’s 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).!* Writing about the theoretical divergences between the

Formalist scholars, 11’ja Kalinin stated that they became more and more apparent from the start

 RJPs, Box 32, Folder 60. Jakobson wrote this annotation in English.

10 «“Ce n’est pas par hasard que le groupe se réunit a Prague. Prague est la ville ou 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
a Vienne. A coté de lui se trouvent, au premier plan, M. Karcevskij, qui enseigne a Genéve, et M. R. Jakobson,
qui réside a Prague [...]. Des linguistes tchéeques comme M. Mathesius, M. Havranek, M. Weingart tiennent une
large place dans le groupe.” (Meillet 1931, 8).

1 On the reestablishing of the OPOJAZ in the late 1920s, see Galuskin (2000).

12 In his monograph, Tihanov also pointed an interesting fact which proves Formalist’s engagement with
leftists: “After all, two of the most seminal and innovative theoretical pieces of the mature Formalists — Jurij
Tynjanov’s ‘On Literary Evolution’ (1927) and Boris Eichenbaum’s ‘Literature and the Literature Everyday’
(1927) — 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 Sklovskij (Kalinin 2017, 344).

Analysing the corpus of Jakobson’s 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 Chudozestvennaja zizn’ the letter “Novoe iskusstvo na zapade” [“A New Art
in the West”], in 1921 “Dada” appeared in the Russian journal Vestnik teatra,'® and in 1922 he
published “Brjusovskaja stichologija i nauka o stiche” [“Brjusovian Versology and the Science
of Verse”] in Naucnye izvestija. In 1923, he wrote with Petr Bogatyrev!4 two chapters of the
collection Ceskij kukol nyj i russkij narodnyj teatr [“Czech Puppet and Russian Folk Theatre”]
and the pamphlet Slavjanskaja filologija v Rossii za gody vojny o revoljucii® [“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 stichoslozenii” [“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 izucenija literatury i
jazyka” and “K probleme razmezevanija fol’kloristiki i literaturovedenija” [“On the Boundary
between Studies of Folklore and Literature™], an essay written with Bogatyrev and published
in the Polish journal Lud Stowianski 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 Central ’'naja

Evropa.

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

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

13 See Glanc (2017).

!4 Concerning Bogatyrev, see Ehlers — Nekula (2011), (Ehlers 1998) and (1999). About the correspondence
between Jakobson and Bogatyrev after they left Czechoslovakia, see Robinson — Dostal’ (1994). More in general
about Bogatyrev’s corpus of correspondences, see Sorokina (2002). See also Tchougounnikov — Trautmann-
Waller (2013).

15 As 1 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, Cinajeva 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 neformal’nyj nevozvrascenec, an
“informal non-returner”, see Sorokina (2018),

9



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 “Cesky
formalismus a Cesky prestrukturalismus” [“Czech Formalism and Czech Prestructuralism™]: he
conceived the Prazsky linguisticky krouzek (Prague Linguistic Circle, PLK) as a synthesis
between Russian Formalism and Czech theories, especially Otakar Zich’s psychological school
and the aesthetic school of Prague, led by Otakar Hostinsky and Josef Durdik (Sus 1968).!7
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 Circle’s first ten years of activity, “Deset let linguistického

krouzku” [“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
(Havranek, llek, Trnka, Oberpfalcer, Mukatovsky, Mathesius, Rypka,
Buben), five Russians (Jakobson, Karcevskij, Trubeckoj, TomaSevskij,
Bogatyrev), two French (Tesniére and Brun) and one German (Becker).'®

(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
emigrés 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 prednasejicimi se ov§em rychle vystiidali vSichni, kdo byli na schiizi prvni a vyrazné vystoupila jiz

v prvnich dvou letech charakteristickd pro Prazsky linguisticky krouzek ti€ast linguistti cizich, predevsim ruskych.

V dobé¢ od fijna 1926 do ¢ervna 1928 bylo z pfednasejicich (n¢kteti z nich prednaseli dvakrat nebo i tfikrat) osm

Cechti (Havranek, Ilek, Trnka, Oberpfalcer, Mukatovsky, Mathesius, Rypka, Buben), pét Rusi (Jakobson,

Karcevskij, Trubeckoj, Tomasevskij, Bogatyrev), dva Francouzi (Tesnic¢re a Brun) a jeden Némec (Becker).”
[Where not otherwise specified, translations are mine (M.M.)]
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government founded the Russkaja akcija pomoséi,"”

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.”” The Russian historian Nikolaj Andreev, who came

to Czechoslovakia as a student, in his memories collected in 7o, ¢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.?' (Andreev 1996, 254-255)

The aim of the Russkaja akcija pomos¢i was twofold: it was not just way to provide economic
support for émigrés, but it was also ideological. Masaryk and Benes 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 Ukrainskyj vil’nyj 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”.?> Emigrés both published for Czech

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

19 In Czech “Ruska pomocna akce”, the “Russian Assistance Action”. See Babka — Zolotarev (2012) and
Vandalkovskaja (2005).

20 Regarding Ljackij, see Nykl (2021).

2l “[T'|naBroe BHMMaHme s obpaman Ha dunocodeknii dakymsrer Kapnosa yausepcurera. [...] Jlsukuit
YHTaJl MO-PYCCKH, 9aCTO OYCHb OCTPOYMHO. Y HEro Obu1o Mano 4exoB. K HeMy MOIDKHBI ObUIM MATH JIFOIH,
KOTOpBIC BITOJTHE TOHMMAII PYCCKHH SI3BIK, a TAKHX CPEAN YeXOB B Moe BpeMs Oburo Mano. Y Jlsikoro Obiia
OTBJICUCHHAs, WHOT/A TPYAHO yioBMMas MaHepa. Ho wmHTepecHas. YacTo OH BhICMEHBAI KOTO-HHOYIb W3
KPHUTHKOB, SIOBUTO MPOXaXHUBAJICS HAcYET TEMaTHKH aBTOPOB. [...] JIAmkwii ObLT B XOpOIIeM HACTPOCHUH H
00BSIBIII, UTO TIPEIMETOM CETOJHAIIHETO CEMUHAPA, TIEPBOTO B CE30HE, OyAeT 00Cy’KAeHHEe HOBOTO, MOJHOTO B
Cogerckom Coro3e MeTOa KpUTHKH, TaK Ha3bIBaeMOT0 (hOpMaIBHOIO MeToza.”

22 See the biographical dictionary Osobnosti emigrace z tizemi Ruské 7ise v mezivalecném Ceskoslovensku.
Biograficky slovnik, HaSkova (2023).
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representative emigrant periodicals, such as the Parisian Poslednie Novosti, VozroZdenie or
Rul’. 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
Ukraina. The young generation of the Belarusian intelligentsia was represented by the

magazine Iskry Skaryny.*

Founded in January 1922, Volja Rossii appeared with the financial support of the
Czechoslovakian government twice a month with the subtitle “Zurnal o politike i1 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
8" August to 21% 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.**

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).”® 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

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

23 See Rachtinkova — Rehakova — Vacek (1996).

24 Concerning Cvetaeva in Bohemia see Pechterev (1993), and Vaneckova (2006), regarding her poems
dedicated to Bohemia see Cveateva (2000), and for her relationship with Anna TeSkova, see Hlavacek (2002),
Cvetaeva (2009) and Tria (2013a).

25 The question about Jakobson’s 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 “On yexanm u3 Coserckoit Poccnu B 1920 romy u ui B
YexocnoBakuu 10 1939 rosa ¢ 1ocTaTOYHO HESICHBIM H 110 CEeH IEHb MUTPAIIMOHHBIM (SMHUTPAHT, HEBO3BPAIIICHE],
a MOXeT ObITh, OexxeHen?) M CiIy)XeOHBIM cTaTycaMH W emie Oojiee HETOHATHOH, a 3Ha4uT BeChbMa
MTOTO3PUTENHFHON, JUII MHOTHUX TonuTudeckoil opuenrarmei” [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
Prague’s 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 Florovskij’s research in history
were significant for Jakobson’s 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
Rundschau’s 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 izucenija literatury i jazyka”. Jakobson’s
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 I1’ja Erenburg?® and
Jakobson met for the first time, a meeting remembered in the third volume of Erenburg’s Ljudi,

gody, Zizn’ [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 Chlebnikov’s 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).?” (Erenburg 1990, 422)

26 Concerning Erenburg, see § 2.5.2.

27 “Kaxercs, B centssOpe 1923 rona wus Ilparu npuexan B Bepnun apyr Masikosckoro u . 0. Tpuone
peoxuii Pomka — muaTBHCT PoMan OcuroBny SIko0coH, paboTaBIMiA B COBETCKOM TIPEICTABUTEIHCTBE. |... |
Poman GBUT PO30BBIM, TOTyOOTIIA36IM, OJIMH TJ1a3 KOCHJI; MHOTO ITHJI, HO COXPAHsUI SICHYIO TOJIOBY, TOJIBKO TTOCTE
JIECSITON PIOMKH 3aCTETUBAI IUKAK HE Ha Ty IyTOBUILy. MeHs OH MOpa3Hil TeM, YTO BCE 3HANI — M MOCTPOCHHE
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The gradual decline in number of Jakobson’s publications in Russian periodicals corresponds
to an intensification of his activity in the Czech press. Before introducing Jakobson’s activity
in the Czech press, I will briefly illustrate his position in the Czech context through some
examples. Jakobson’s name appeared for the first time in the journal Cas on Tuesday, 13™ July
1920, in the section “Kronika denni” [“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 (10% 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.””® This was Jakobson’s first (extant) appearance in a Czech periodical and eight days
later, on 21% July, in Lidové noviny published an interview with him led by Nadézda
Melnikova-Papouskova (see § 2.5.1). Czech periodicals frequently reported about Jakobson’s
activity in Czechoslovakia. On 14% January 1930, a very positive review of Jakobson’s
Nejstarsi ceské pisne duchovni [The Oldest Czech Spiritual Songs] appeared in Narodni
osvobozeni: it praised his work as innovative in methodology and essential for the development
of the study of Old Czech literature. On 20" May 1931, the same journal republished the first
paragraph of Jakobson’s review of Vladislav Vancura’s Markéta Lazarova, which was
published previously in Literdrni noviny on 9 of May that year. In the excerpt that Ndrodni
osvobozeni published, Jakobson reflected on the possible stagnation of literature and the
characteristics of this phenomenon. On 2™ December 1933, Ndrodni osvobozeni reviewed
Vancura’s film Na slunecni strané (“On the Sunny Side”), which Jakobson co-wrote with
Vitézslav Nezval and Miloslav Disman. On 3™ December 1936, Jakobson’s essay about
Puskin’s lyrics was defined as “interesting and erudite”.?” On 30" June 1937, the article “Prof.
Jakobson ptednasi 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 29" December 1928, Ndrodni osvobozeni reported about

ctrxa XeOHUKOBA, ¥ CTApyIO YEIICKYIO JINTEpaTypy, U Pembo, n ko3uu Kepzona nim Maknonansaa. Mnorna on
(haHTa3MpPOBAI, HO, €CIIN KTO-THOO IBITANICS YIUYUTH €r0 B HETOYHOCTH, YJIBIOAsICh OTBEYAT: ‘ITO OBUIO C MOEH
CTOpOHBI pabodell rumore3oi.” Poman SIkoOGcoH Hawanm MeHs yroBapuBaTh Che3auTh B [Ipary, coOmasHsun u
JIoMaMH 0apoKKO, W MOJIOJIBIMH TIO3TaMH, M Jake MOPABCKMMH KojOacamu (OH JIIOOHMJ TOECTh M HAuMHAI
MTOJTHETh, XOTS OBLI eIle OYCHb MOJION).”

28 «p_ Jakobson, mlady docent moskevské univerzity, je slavista, jenZ se neobyCejné zajima o Ceskou a
slovanskou literaturu viibec a t&si se na pobyt v Praze, v nynéjsim hlavnim centru slavistiky.”

29 “Zajimavi a vzdélané jsou poznamky Romana Jakobsona na okraj Puskinovy lyriky”.
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Vladimir Antonov-Ovseenko leaving Prague. ** Jakobson had collaborated with Ovseenko but

left his mission earlier:

Not long before Ovseenko’s 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.’’

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 Jakobson’s 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 Ndrodni osvobozeni defended Jakobson against
accusations published in Narodni 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 Smetanka to discuss his concerns
about the theorisation of Czech prosody. Smetanka reacted by stating that the discrepancies
noticed by Jakobson were merely due to the poets being such idlers (lit. takovi lajdaci) and too
lazy to write according to the rules. In a letter to Elsa Triolet dated 4" 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 pred odchodem Ovsejenka odesel ze sovétské mise tiskovy a kulturni atasé Romana Jakobson,
ktery proslul znalosti nejen nasich politickych, nybrz i kulturnich véci (svtij hluboky zajem o ceskoslovenskou
kulturu prokazal n¢kolika svymi védeckymi studiemi z déjin ceskoslovenského jazyka a literatury).” The fragment
is signed R., see Ndrodni osvobozeni, 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, Jakobson’s stay in Czechoslovakia did not seem favourable for the development of his
research and in a letter sent on 21 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”*? (Jakobson — Trubeckoj 1985, 42). In 1921, the German newspaper based in Prague,
Prager Presse, defended Jakobson from Ceskd 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 Ndrodni politika, where an article emphasising in derogatory tones his Jewish
origins appeared.’> On 15" July 1928, the journal Ndrodni listy reported suspicious about

Jakobson’s travel to Slovakia** with I1’ja 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.*

On 23" June 1929, Ndrodni listy published the anonymous article “Ve Slovanském tUstavu”
[“At the Slavic Institute”], which criticised Jakobson’s 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 “Tovarys Jakobson” was identified as a scholar without
qualifications. * The disagreement with Jakobson’s 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 “Bam HE0OXOIMMO HANTH CITy>K0Y WJIF MECTO TI0 CTIEIHAIEHOCTH, U SICHO, 9TO B UeXuu Takoe MecTo HaluTH
HEBO3MOXHO.”

33 See Mecco (2023).

3% Concerning Jakobson in Slovakia, see Zavacka (2019).

35 «“V t&chto dnech konaji po Slovensku agitatni a propagaéni cesty kom. Spisovatel Ehrenburg a ¢len
sovétové obchodné mise v Praze Jakobson. Utel téchto propaga¢nich cest jest oviem piili§ jasny a proto Ize
vysloviti podiv, Ze k tmto cestdm jest jim dokonce proptij¢ovano v nékterych mistech k disposici statni auto.”
The fragment is not signed, see Narodni listy, 15/07/1928, p. 4.

36 The fragments are not signed, see Ndrodni 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 Jakobson’s academic
activities were merely a cover for the real reason he was in Czechoslovakia: to be a sovétsky
agent, a Soviet agent. Jakobson was criticised for receiving funding from the Czechoslovak
government, an institution towards which he, as a poctivy komunista, an honest communist,
had a subversive stance. In the conclusions, the author appealed directly to the Slovansky ustav
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.*’
Jakobson had to defend himself from being accused of collaborating with the Soviet
Communist party also in American years. In a letter sent on 15 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. Benes, 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.*®

On 26" June 1929, Ndrodni osvobozeni defended Jakobson against Ndrodni listy’s accusations
with an article titled “BolSevicky agent ve Slovanském tUstavu” [“A Bolshevik Agent at the
Slavic Institute”] which reported about the controversy and its consequences.** According to
the article, Narodni listy improperly accused the Slovansky ustav 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 Ndrodni listy and argued that the journal should ask for

37 See Jakobson — Glanc (2005).
3% In RIPs, Box 1, Folder 7.
39 The fragment is signed “R”. See the full text in the § Appendix.

17



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 Jakobson’s changing reception in the Czech press in the postscript
to the monograph Angazovana citanka Romana Jakobsona. According to Toman, Jakobson’s
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™® (Toman 2017, 255). This
classification reflects the evolution of Jakobson’s 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
Jakobson’s 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.*' 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.*? 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. #* 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 18" February 1967, Literdrni noviny published an

interview led by Ripellino with Jakobson titled “V Rimé& o Praze” [“About Prague in Rome™].

40 “Jakobson se bude pohybovat v takto definovaném vefejném prostoru, pti¢emz druha vina angazovanosti
pfijde v jeho brnénském obdobi ve tficatych letech, kdy bude ¢asto psat mj. pro Lidové noviny.”

41 See Cosentino (2017)

42 ¢ 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 Devétsil 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 Ripellino’s interest in Russian poetry. In a letter sent
on 8" 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. It’s, 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 28" January 1967 at the Hotel Savoy.* This interview is relevant because
Jakobson’s 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 Jifi Weil, transposed in prose the poems of
Majakovskij, about whom he knew nothing before. Our meetings were
recurrent. | 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

Cerven.” (Ripellino 1967, 1)

In 1925, Jakobson published Vesennie ritmy, a Russian translation of Neumann’s poem Jarni
rytmy [“Spring Rhythms”] in Nové Rusko* to celebrate Neumann’s 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 — Pomorska 1983,
176). This relationship was crucial and represented Jakobson’s first phase of integration in the

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

4 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 — 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 “Pryni basnik, se kterym jsem se v Praze setkal a se kterym jsem se t&sné& sprateli, byl Stanislav Kostka
Neumann. Pfisel ke mné v srpnu 1920, kratce po mém pfijezdu do prahy, pohovofit o casovych otazkach sovétské
a &eské poezie. Cetl jsem mu a s pomoci Jittho Weila prozou tlumogil basné Majakovského, a o nichz predtim nic
nevédél. Nase schiizky byly velmi &asté. Casto jsem v jeho byté zistaval na dva tii dny. Neumann se velmi Zivé
zajimal o rusky formalismus. Vypravél jsme mu o Moskevském lingvistickém krouzku a o OPOJAZu a ne jeho
vyzvani jsem uvefejnil v jeho Casopise cesky pieklad uvodu své monografie o Chlebnikov. [...] Velmi se mu
zamlouval mij ¢lanek o uméleckém realismu, ktery dokonce byl poprvé uveiejnén v jeho véhlasném Cervenu.”

46 A transcription of the translation is provided in the § Appendix. For the Czech version, see Neumann
(1967).
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Neumann’s periodical Cerven “O realismu v uméni” [“On Realism in Art”] (Jakobson 1981,
723-731), which he had published previously in Russian during his first months in Prague. In
Ripellino’s 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 Devétsil or
Olbracht and Hora, stayed away from scientific debates. In the 1930s, I was
much closer to Nezval, Seifert, Vanéura, Teige,"” Biebl, Olbracht, and Hora

[...] from literary Prague.*® (Ripellino 1967, 2)
p

His move to Brno made Jakobson’s 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 Devétsil intensified, and they often visited him in Brno. For
example, a letter sent on 21 December 1937 testifies Karel Teige’s visit with the architect
Jaromir Krejcar: “I would be delighted if T could talk to you in more detail about many things™*’
(Havrankova — Petkevi¢ 2018, 326). The distance between Jakobson and Neumann was also
determined in the 1920s by Neumann’s disinterest in the theories developed by the PLK and
they even faced a controversy when Jakobson published “Konec basnického umprumactvi a
zivnostnictvi” in Pasmo [“The End of ‘Umprumism’ and Small Scale Undertaking in Poetry™]
(Jakobson 2013, 173-177). In this article, published in 1925, Jakobson criticised Neumann’s
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 Devétsil: “I do,
however, understand that given your non-party and classless attitude, you sympathise with this

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

with the latest convulsions of bourgeois art™® (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
Devétsil, including Teige, who took direct inspiration from some of the semiotic and linguistic explorations of
Jakobson and Mukatovsky and described ‘language as an unknown ground, the as-yet unanalysed material of
culture and civilization’.” (2024, 162-163) Concerning Jakobson and the avant-garde, see Toman (1987) and
(1995).

48 «“Kdy jsem se na zacatku t¥icatych let ptestéhoval do Brna, moje setkani s Neumannem se stala fidsi. [...]
Neumann na rozdil od devétsilakti nebo Olbrachta a Hory se drzel stranou védeckych debat. V tricatych letech mi
byli z literarni Prahy mnohem blizsi Nezval, Seifert, Vancura, Teige, Biebl, Olbracht, Hora [...].”

49 «“Byl bych velice rad, kdybych mohl s Tebou podrobngji hovofit o mnohych vécech.”

50 For more on the conflict between Jakobson and Neumann see Toman (1995, 220-221). Toman summarised
the controversy between them relating this to Jakobson’s election as member of the Devétsil and Neumann’s
Soviet tendencies. I have used Toman’s translations of Neumann.
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Neumann played a pivotal role in the first phase of Jakobson’s 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 Pdsmo or Volné sméry, which was
affiliated with Manes 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
Jakobson’s career, [ 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 journal’s section devoted to Russian, Ukrainian, and
Belarusian writings; thus, he held a more critical function than a mere editor. Jakobson’s 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
Jakobson’s “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 Masaryk’s 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.”!

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

5! Concerning Masaryk in the press see Vasek (2019).
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culturally focussed, also became politically and socially oriented (Bednatik — Jirdk — Kopplova
2019, 162). In the interwar years, new periodicals appeared. This phenomenon affected the
regional press (regionale Presse) and the superregional one (éiberregionale Presse). German-
language journalism proliferated in Prague and in other parts of Czechoslovakia, such as Brno
where Briinner 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 PLK’s 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 Universitit Prag. On 29" 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). 3 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,? in the same year as Fischer’s article,
discussed the same question at the I. Sjezd slovanskych filologh (First Congress of Slavic
Philology), * held in Prague between 6™ and 13™ 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 — Staskova — Zbytovsky (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 — Miskova (2001, 351-379) and Konrad (2011,
190-194).

5% A detailed report on the activities of the congress was published in Slavia, see Hordk — Petira (1930).
Jakobson spoke on 10% of October 1929. His lecture was in the “Literarné historickéa sekce” (“Literary-historical
section”). Other intellectuals also participated in that section, including Jan Mukarovsky, Otokar Fischer, Frank
Wollman, Gerard Gesemann, and Edmund Schneewesis. 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 Dobrovsky. 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.” > (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 Cechische Revue. Founded by Arnost 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.*®

Jakobson had a pivotal role in the Czech German-language press, promoting academic links
between Slavic countries and the West. Jakobson’s 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 Materialitit verschiedener Volker so
hart aufeinander prallt wie hier in der Cechoslovakei, — es gibt kaum ein anderes Land, in dem die verschiedenen
Elemente sich so gegenseitig bestimmen und bedingen, in ihren Verstdndigungen, wie hier. Es gibt hier
wissenschaftliche Probleme zu 16sen, die formlich dazu geschaffen zu sein scheinen, dal man an ihnen den Wert
der kollektiven Arbeit erprobe.”

56 “Was unsere Zeitschrift will und verspricht, sagt ihr Titel; sie soll, nicht in zusammenhéngender
Darstellung, sondern ankniipfend an aktuelle Erscheinungen aus allen Gebieten, liber Sein, Wollen und Kénnen
des cechischen Volkes belehren, falschen Ansichten entgegentreten und durch Besichtigung von Vorurteilen eine
Verstindigung mit den anderen, zumal den benachbarten Kulturvolkern anbahnen und ermoglichen.”
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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,
Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Zivota [From My Life],
Jakobson approached him with a “rozkolisana ¢estina” (“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 Tuwim’s 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 Mallarmé’s verse. Subsequently, he had also translated

the poem “Une dentelle s’abolit”.”” Regarding Mallarmé’s 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. Mallarmé’s
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 — Pomorska 1983, 6)

It is evident from the materials found in Slavische Rundschau’s archive that Jakobson’s
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.™®

1.2 A chronological presentation of Jakobson’s activity in the press
Cas

Jakobson published for the newspaper Cas 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 Cas: it was initially founded by the Moravian
politician and journalist Jan Herben in 1899 and on 26" August 1915, Cas went on hiatus for
the remainder of the WW1.* Only on 13" 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 Cas again. Those five years
mark an extraordinary piece of history; it remains undeniably the credit to
Realism, of which the old Cas 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 Cas in August 1915 could not prevent the ideas it

38 1 still have not identified who but some evidence from Slavische Rundschau’s 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
12" of May 1930 by Bem: “Y mens k Bam nuunas npocs6a. $1 Bce He MOTY HaifTH TIepeBOYMKA [T COBEH KHUTH
o JloctoeBckom Ha HbMenKii sS3bIK. BOT B cBsI31 ¢ 3THM, Iocirk pasroBopa o UmkeBCKUM, Y MEHSI SIBUJIACH MBICITb-
He B3suIcst i1 OB1 Bam Opar 3a oty padoty? Mub kaxercs, 94to oH ¢ Takoi paboroi Bnonnb Ob1 cTpaBmics.” (1
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 CyZevs’kyj, 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
Marecek (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.®

The newspaper’s program was designed as “democratic” and “progressist”, and the editors of
Cas 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: “Ceskd otdzka je svétovou otazkou™.®
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.® In the interview, he underlined the
necessity of being aware of the Russian sociopolitical situation, i.e., the Revolution and its

effects:® “I must demand a knowledge of Russia, and those who know Russia even

60 «“pg predstavce téméf pétileté zadiname znovu vydavat Cas. Téch pét let znamend velkou historii; a ziistane
nepopiratelnou zasluhou realismu, jehoz zurnalistickym piedstavitelem byl stary Cas, Ze do této historie zasahl
smérodatné. Za hranicemi realisté, seskupeni kolem Masaryka, stali v prvnich fadach osvobozeného hnuti; doma
pak nasilné zastaveni Casu v srpnu 1915 nemohlo zamezit, aby myslenky jim $ifené neptisobily déle jako Zivouci
sila, kterd v rozkladu Rakouska a v budovani ¢eskoslovenské samostatnosti méla podstatny podil. Navazujeme
tedy na dobrou tradici; jsme si vSak velmi jasné védomi, Ze prave tim vzrista jen nase odpovédnost, ponévadz
navazovat na tradici znamend pokracovat v ni, pfizptisobovat ji novym tkoltim dneska a zitftka nejsou snadnéjsi
téch, které jiz byly rozfeSeny.”

1 For an overview of the Masaryk’s politics, see Orzoff (2009). About Masaryk and the other Slavic
countries, see Doubek — Hradky — VI¢ek (2013). Furthermore, about Masaryk and Russia, see the proceedings of
the conference “TGM, Rusko a Evropa” held from 12% to 14" of September 1997 in Prague, see Kratky (2002).

%2 In the pamphlet Slované po vdlce [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 country’s strategical position: “Czechoslovakia’s 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.”** Cas
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 15 November 1920. Initially it appeared daily
with the subtitle “uméni — té€lesnda vychovad — spolecnost” (“art — physical education —

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

society
Prague, and from other countries such as Russia, Germany, or Italy. After some weeks, on 28"
November 1920, it changed name to Den. Kulturni 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 Devétsil
(such as Nezval) and others who were slightly affiliated with the avant-garde movement (such
as Zdené€k Kallista). In Den, many articles and translations were related to Russian literature,
especially through collaboration with Jifi Weil.®¢ For example, Weil translated and published
in Den Aleksander Blok’s poem Dvenadcat’ [The Twelves] or Vladimir Majakovskij’s
prologue of Misterija Buff [Myster Buff]. He also wrote articles on Russian literature, such as
“Ruska literatura za valky a po valce” [“Russian Literature during the War and after the War™]
and “Basnici 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 Majakovskij’s poems to
Neumann with Weil’s support (Ripellino 1967). Weil also discusses Jakobson in articles
published in other journals. For example, on 3™ July 1921, Weil wrote in Rudé prdvo on a
debate that took place on 30" June. In this report, titled “Je mozné proletaiské uméni? Debatni
veder Cesko-ruské jednoty 30. ¢ervna” [Is Proletarian Art Possible? Evening Debate of the
Czech-Russian Association. 30" June”], Weil described this meeting as bourliva, “stormy”,
and the theme as nebezpecne, “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 meStactvi”, “Marxism is

64 “IM]usim pozadovat znalost Ruska, a kdo Rusko jen piiblizné zni, musi véd&t, Ze nemizeme slepé
napodobovat, co délali Rusové. To se tyka také ruskych rad.”

85 Vojtéch Malinek reconstructed the editorial history of Den, see Malinek (2012).

66 Jiti Weil was a Czech writer, literaty critic and translator. He mainly translated from Russian. Michal Spirit
is now editing Weil’s writings for the publishing house Tridda. See at least Weil (2021) and (2022).
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bourgeois”. Weil wrote that Sokolov’s 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).°

Cerven

Cerven appeared for the first time on 215 March 1918 with the subtitle “Nové uméni,
ptiroda, technickd 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 8" December
1921. During its first phase Cerven was mainly a journal in which Czech authors published
poems or tales: for example, the first issue opened with Karel Capek’s®® 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 Capek or Jan Zrzavy. Besides the Brothers Capek and Neumann, many other Czech
authors published their writings in Cerven, 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 generaci” [“With the New Generation] on 25" 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) Cerven appeared to be significantly reshaped,
without illustrations and more openly focused on issues related to literature and politics,
following Neumann’s Leninist tendencies. Adhering to the new ideas promoted by Russian
politics, Cerven started publishing the translations of Russian speeches by Lenin, Aleksandr
Bogdanov, Nikolaj Bucharin or Maksim Gor’kij 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 13" October 1921, Jakobson published
an essay previously written in Russian “O realismu v uméni” [“Realism in art]”. In the journal’s
index from that year, it appeared under the heading “Literatura, uméni, proletkult” [“Literature,

Art, Proletkult”], together with writings like Bogdanov’s “Cto takoe proletarskaja poezija”

7 “Dr. R. Jakobsona vytyka vécné omyly Sokolovovi. Dokazuje mu, Ze upln& neznd uméleckého Zivota
posledni doby v Rusku.”

6% Karel Capek (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 Lunacarskij’s “Literatura i revolucija” [“Literature
and Revolution”] or Valerij Brjusov’s “Smysl’ sovremennoj poezii” [“The Meaning of
Contemporary Poetry”]. Neumann’s most relevant writings of that time, i.e., “Proletkult” and

“Proletéarska 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 “védecky mési¢nik” (“scientific monthly”). The journal’s 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 Pekar
(in charge of the history section) and Masaryk, who was editor-in-chief between 1883 and
1888.%° 1t was in the pages of Athenaeum that Gebauer published in February 1886 his first
linguistic remarks on the genuineness of the Dvir Kralové and Zelena Hora manuscripts, then
published in “Potieba dalSich zkousek Rukopisu Kralovédvorského a Zelenohorského” [“The
Need for Further Examinations of the Kralovédvorsky and Zelenohorsky Manuscripts™],
which, following an enthusiastic response from Masaryk, led to the famous battle over whether
the manuscripts were genuine.” This intention to directly refer to Athenaeum is emphasised in

the first issue of Nove 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.”' (Redakce 1919, 1)

69 Concerning Athenaeum and Masaryk see Spét (1968), Rejchrt (2004), Masaryk (2004) and Kuéera (2004-
2006).

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

" “Zakladni idea Athenea zistane stejnd: kritickym studiem védy povznaSeti urovefi Ceského Zivota
duchovniho, podporovati kritické mysleni, smysl pro zdtivodiiovani nazord, vladu védy v Zivoté soukromém i
vetejném. Nové Atheneum bude dbéti védy se stanoviska mezinarodniho, sledovati jeji pokrok, nové myslenky a
nové objevy i jejich vyznam v zivote socidlnim; bude dbati piehledu po véd¢ a stykli mezi védnimi 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 Radl 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 Smetanka 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 Havranek or Milo§
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 Soucek published “Filozofické pojmy
Leninovy” [“Lenin’s Philosophical Concepts”]. Between 1920 and 1921 Jakobson published
“Vliv revoluce na rusky jazyk” [“The Influence of the Revolution on the Russian Language™],
a review of André Mazon’s 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 Jiti Polivka’s very long obituary (January and February 1921 issues) written on

the occasion of the death of Aleksej Sachmatov, one of Jakobson’s 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.”” Founded in 1921 under Masaryk’s influence, the
primary purpose was to propagate information about culture, society, and politics in the new-
born democratic Czechoslovakia (Bednatik — Jirdk — Kopplova 2019, 162). This intention is
made clear by “Unser Program” [“Our Programme™], the editorial of the first issue published

on 24™ 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. [...]

2 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.”?

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 Masaryk’s
politics since, as already emphasised regarding Cas, 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.”

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.”” (Toman 2017, 130)

Jakobson constantly underlined one of Laurin’s 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 bojovnik, “fighter”. As I will underline in the
second chapter, in Jakobson’s semantic spectrum, the concept of “fight” had an ideological
function: “dans I’argumentation 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 Masaryk’s influence on Laurin, there is other
evidence the newspaper’s collaboration with the Castle: Masarykian government financed the

journal and Masaryk himself published in it.

3 “Wir werden es in ruhiger Form und objektiv behandeln und die einzelnen Thesen unserer und der
auslindischen Offentlichkeit 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 bedriicken. Wir wenden uns einfach an die Menschen,
die guten Willens sind.”

7 Concerning Laurin see Topor — Rehak (2019) and Laurin (2019).

75 “Pro kulturni rubriku Prager Presse dovedl Laurin vyhledat dobré spolupracovniky a vytvofil kulturni
hlidku, kter4 davala jasnou objektivni predstavu, jak kulturné Zije a tvoii nejen Ceskoslovensko a Rusko, ale celé
Slovanstvo. To nebyl jenom pomér kulturniho zurnalisty ke kultufe. Laurin sdm byl ¢loveék hloubce muzicky.
Nebylo uméni, kterému by se byl citil vzdalen.”

76 Regarding Jakobson’s 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, Vaclav Tille, and Paul Eisner. Antonin
Stanislav Magr played a pivotal role.”” Magr was a Slavist, journalist and editor, one of “the
most important propagators of Slavic literature” (Becka 1961, 166), especially of Polish
literature, and one of the most significant editors in the field of Slavic studies (Kudélka 1960,
582). Mégr 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 (K&pplova 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”].”

Jakobson wrote to Magr 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.” (Havrdnkova —

Petkevic 2014, 220)

On 27 January 1936, Magr 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™ (Cermak — Poeta — Cermak 2012, 189),

77 A proper study related to Méagr 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 18" December 1929, the section
“Aus den Revuen” discussed translation of Slavic literature in Italy in the brief article “Italienische Ubersetzungen
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).

7 “Dovolte mi, mily pfiteli, abych také jménem Prazského lingvistického krouzku Vam co nejvieleji
blahoptal a podékoval za Vasi Siroké vefejnosti neznamou, ale pro nas tak vzacnou a ucinnou spolupraci s nami.
Malokdo pochopil a zhodnotil tak zéhy a tak plné jako Vy naSe usili, plany, boj a nesnaze a malokdo Sel s nami
tak spole¢nou cestou.”

80 “Stojim mimo Pr. ling. krouZek, nejsem odbornikem ani v lingvistice ani v literarni véd&”.
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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™' (Cermak — Poeta — Cermak 2012,191). There is no doubt
about Jakobson’s esteem for Magr and his activity press as testified in his article “Véda a
noviny v pojeti Magrove” [“Science and Journalism in Magr’s Vision™], published in Lidové
noviny on 6 April 1937. Jakobson praised Magr’s 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).*? In the conclusion he emphasised his esteem for Magr
again, remarking that “[s]o few journalists understand and apply these principles with such
evident consistency”™ (Toman 2017, 16). Although the article had a celebratory purpose
(Magr’s fiftieth birthday) Jakobson’s intentions were different. On 6" April 1937, a pamphlet
dedicated to Magr appeared under the title A. St. Magrovi k padesatym narozeninam [To A. St.
Magr on his Fiftieth Birthday] with contributions by scholars such as Jiti Horak, Paul Eisner,
Jan Mukarovsky and Frank Wollman and a compiled bibliography of Magr’s 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
Jakobson’s 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 Magr 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.

Jakobson’s esteem of Magr emerges also in the correspondence they exchanged after
WWIL In the letter from the 26" of March 1947 Jakobson recalls the article he published in
1937 in Lidové noviny to celebrate Magr’s birthday (Jakobson 1937). Since he could not find

81 “Redaktor nebo novinaf vzdy mysli na to, pro koho pise, na koho se obraci, kdeZto autor zpravidla a
pravem mysli na svij problém.”

82 “[plochopil, Ze rychla informace uréend Sirokému obecenstvu, kterou poskytuji nebo maji poskytovat
noviny, musi zahrnovat vedle politického, hospodatského, umeéleckého a sportovniho déni také védecky zivot™.

83 ““[j]e to mélo Zurnalistd, kteff chapou a uplatiiuji tyto zasady s takovou diislednosti”.
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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.®

This respect corresponded to a sentiment of trust. For example, when in 1947 Jakobson was
invited to move to Harvard he asked for Magr’s advice. Then Magr helped Jakobson, when in
many letters from 1948 (such as the one sent on 6 of October) he complained that he did not
receive the manuscripts he left to Mukatfovsky and Novotny, 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 Magr kept at RJPs we can deduce that he
was one of Jakobson’s primary sources of information about the development of the Czech
scholarly context after the WWII. Magr’s 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, Méagr published the pamphlet Kulturni 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 Masaryk’s 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 Magr,

this ideological program harked back to the tradition of the Ceské narodni obrozeni (Czech

84 RJPs, Box 44, Folder 7. “Nemam ted’ kam napsat oslavné fadky k Vasemu novému jubileu. Ale cit hluboké
ucty k Vasi opravdu zasluzné a opravdu neimorné praci a jeste¢ hlubsi cit srde¢né vdécnosti za dlouha 1éta
opravdového pratelstvi pfimo nuti mél abych pfes Vasi zndmou nechut’ k oslavam vlastnich jubilei, Vam co
nejvroucnéji blahoptal, a abych pfi této prilezitosti sobé a vSem nam pral, abyste jeste dlouha desitileti tak krasné
a ucinn¢ pracoval na poli ¢eské kultury, jak jeste to vzdy s tak jedinecnou samoziejmosti a skromnosti ¢inil.”
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National Revival), when German was still the official language. Among the beginners of this
tradition, Magr identified Josef Dobrovsky, Jan Kollar, and Pavel Safaiik. Prager Presse’s
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”].

Slavs Russia  [Yugoslavia|Poland |[Bulgaria |Ukraine |Emigration|Belarus |Sorbs Total
(general)
1921 10 80 9 0 7 3 8 0 3 120
1922 15 140 46 27 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 1 239
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 6 0 7 259
1934 21 83 86 30 6 13 7 0 7 253
1935 15 95 129 40 18 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

Table 1. (Mégr 1945, 9)

Magr’s table shows that Russia was the journal’s 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 Magr was mainly devoted to Polish studies.

In this pamphlet, Magr 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
Jakobson’s activity, I will only take as an example the section of the pamphlet in which Magr

presented writings related to Russia, which concerned literature, theatre, music, art, icons, and
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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:

Science Theatre and music Art Literature 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

Table 2. (Magr 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.® Of Jewish origin,
he grew up in a transcultural environment and studied at the Deutsche Universitdt 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 Wdgerbauer’s quantitative study
clearly showed (Dudkova — Kaiserovd — Petrbok 2009, 241-252). Relevant also are his
translations of Karel Hynek Mécha’s Mdj [May] and Franz Kafka’s 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 Magr assiduously reported on the PLK’s 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.
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involved in debates, as in 1933, when they discussed about the standardisation of the Czech

language against Jifi Haller and the periodical Nase re¢.®

While mapping Jakobson’s collaboration with Prager Presse, a question immediately
occurs. Looking at Jakobson’s bibliography compiled by Rudy and later supplemented by
Toman,”” 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 5" July 1925 and dedicated to the work of the German linguist Eduard
Sievers. A more thorough investigation of the actual beginning of the scholar’s activity in
Prager Presse is needed because Jakobson’s name had already appeared in 1920. In his
monograph dedicated to Laurin, Michal Topor quoted from the archives of the publishing

house Orbis:

Maximilian Réder and Arnost 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].® (Topor — Rehdk 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 6" 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:

8 The only attempt to map PLK’s collaboration with the German press is an article by Martin Bernatek, a
quantitative study which does not provide an interpretation of the materials presented. See Bernatek (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 Czechoslovakia’s national borders (Ehlers 1996, 119). He also dedicated a significant monograph
to the reception of PLK’s theories in Germany. See Ehlers (2005).

87 See <http://comenius-bibl.wz.cz/Jakobson.html#1937alpha>.

88 «“Po vnitini politiku jsou uréeni pani: Maximilian Rder a Arnost Hromada. Pro politiku zahraniéni [Emil]
Oplatka a Mirko Taus[k]. [Roman] Jakobson bude pracovati jako spolupracovnik externi. Redaktorem vecerniku
bude Neffzern, no¢nim redaktorem Otto Fischer. Spoluredaktorem fejetonu Otto Pick, lokalkdfem 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 Jakobson’s 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.*

(Redakee 1921, 6)

The editors directly referred to Jakobson as an “occasional contributor”. Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 1
want you as a collaborator. You will write about Slavic cultures”.” (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 — Rehdk 2019, 275). As recorded in Rudy’s bibliography,
Jakobson’s 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

8 «Als Beispiel fithren wir den Fall Jakobson an. Herr Jakobson, der iibrigens 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. Fiir gelegentliche Beitrdge ist und
keineswegs die Person des Autors, sondern der Charakter der einzelnen Beitrdge maB3gebend, wie dies iibrigens
sicherlich bei jenen Bléttern 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, daf} diese Zeitung eine ideelle Tat ist, die einen wichtigen Abschnitt in dem Leben und Zusammenleben
aller Nationalititen bedeutet, die diesen Staat bewohnen.”

%0 “Poznal jsem Arne Laurina ptesné pred 25 lety, v tnoru r. 1921. Pfisel ke mné a po svém zplsobu zacal
rovnou: ‘Budu délat noviny, Prager Presse, a chci, abyste spolupracoval. Budete psat o kulturnich vécech
slovanskych’”.
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in Magr’s cultural column. Magr informed Jakobson about the end of Prager Presse’s 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. [FrantiSek] 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 /n Memoriam Arne Laurin (by the way, 1
have kept the last copy for you) but he has not answered to it. [Josef] Laufer
works in the CTK [Ceska tiskové kancelat — Office of the Czech press]. That

would probably be all you would be interested in.”"
Tribuna

The newspaper Tribuna appeared between 1919 and 1928.”2 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. 7Tribuna 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.” 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 21% February 1921 they agreed to publish an article like Jakobson’s “Rusky
basnik pted soudem ruské literatury” [“A Russian Poet at the Court of Russian Literature”]

(Jakobson 2013, 70-73), a polemical reaction against Melnikova-Papouskova’s article

91 RJPs, Box 44, Folder 7. “Ptate se co je s ostatnimi kolegy. Myslite-li na byvalou redakci P[rager] P[resse],
pak asi sam vite, Zze Picka and Benda zemfeli v Londyné. Kubka je odborovym ptednostou v ministerstvu
informaci a ptjde co nejdiive jako vyslanec do Sofii. Eisner v§echno §tastné prezil a piSe ted’ ve vSech moznych
Casopisech, vSelicos také prelozil, co jesté nevyslo, ponévadz neni dost papiru. Sam se s nim nestykam, poslal
jsem mu svou publikaci /n memoriam Arne Laurina — posledni vytisk jsem ostatné uschoval pro Vas —, ale
nereagoval na to. Laufer pracuje v CTK. To by asi byli vSichni, o které byste se mohl zajimat.”

92 Interest in Tribuna has not yet reached scholars. There is a bachelor’s 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&kny (1993), Frankl (2007) and Kieval ([1998]
2011).
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“Futurismus jako oficidlni bolSevickda poezie” [“Futurism as the Official Poetry of
Bolshevism”], which appeared on 8™ February of that year in Cas. To understand the reasons
behind Jakobson’s (according to evidence) one-time publication in 7ribuna, 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 Briicke — Most in the 1930s.”* The editor-in-chief was Bedfich Hlavag, a friend of
Masaryk, and contributing editors to the journal at the time were such important people in press

as Arne Laurin or FrantiSek 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: “Peroutka’s editorials were
sensational, KodiCek’s theatre criticism became a trend-setter, as did
Vomacek’s music criticism and the articles on the visual arts from the pen of
Dr. Nebesky.” [...] 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 Hlavac, as representative as one could wish for. But the driving
force behind everything was Laurin. He didn’t 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 reader’s eye.” (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 Jakobson’s 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 6" April 1921, Tribuna published

the translation of “In eigener Sache”, where Prager Presse openly defended Jakobson and who

%4 See Vohryzek (1936), (1937) and (1938).

95 «Zagatek byl dosti diletantsky. Mimo narodohospodate Schicka neméli jsme jediného redaktora, ktery by
meél za sebou denikaiskou praxi. [...] Netrvalo ale dlouho a Tribuné se podafilo se prosadit: ‘Peroutkovy tivodniky
byly sensaci, Kodi¢kovy divadelni kritiky staly se smérodatnymi, stejné€ jako Vomackovy kritiky hudebni a ¢lanky
o vytvarném umeéni z pera dra Nebeského.’ [...] Ale cely tento znamenity soubor nebyl by Tribunu udé¢lal tim, co
byla, kdyby nebylo byvalo Arne Laurina. Séfredaktorem byl sice Hlava¢, representant, jakého si jen bylo piati.
Hybnou pakou vSeho byl vSak Laurin. Nepsal mnoho, ale dovedl ziskati znamenité externi spolupracovniky.
Nejvétsi plus, jez Laurin do Tribuny ptinesl, byla jeho nedocenitelna schopnost vyecititi, co ma a co nema do listu
prijit a co Ctenafstvo chyti.”
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if not Laurin might have suggested such a publication. Tribuna thus presented the reaction
against Melnikova-Paopuskova’s 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, casopis pro slovanskou filologii

The first issue of the journal Slavia, casopis pro slovanskou filologii appeared in 1923.
Its editors were Oldfich Hujer and Matija Murko.”® The editorial history of Slavia to the date
has already been reconstructed.”” Therefore, I only intend to highlight a few aspects that are
relevant to my analysis of Jakobson’s 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 Masaryk’s intentions
in defining Czechoslovakia’s 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 s’inscrivent dans la lignée de J. Dobrovsky, B. Kopitar,
Fr. Miklosi¢ et V. Jagi¢” (Zelenkova 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 Jifi Polivka was pivotal (Zelenkova
— Hloskova 2008) and, as mentioned by Wollman, Murko and Polivka belonged to that

generation of scholars who founded the Czech school of comparatists (Wollmann 1947).

% Even if there is more to be researched, a wide bibliography regarding Murko already exists. For a selected
bibliography of Murko’s writings see Becka — Zelenkova (2003). Then see the paper Zelenka (2003) and the
collection Pospisil — Zelenka (2005). In Pospisil — Zelenka (2005) the Italian Sergio Bonazza investigated Murko’s
relationships with Russian Scholars in within the paper “Mathias Murkos russische Beziehungen” [“Mathias
Murko’s Russian Relationships™].

7 See Kurz (1971), Zelenka (2000) and the article published by the redaction of Slavia in 2022 “Sto let
Casopisu 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:®®

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.” (Murko 1949, 71)

Murko was a scholar who, despite his traditional education and his belonging to the generation
preceding Jakobson’s one (he studied under the Slovenian Franc Miklo$i¢,'* 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 Slavia’s
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 Murko’s 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 Murko’s 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. Murko’s 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

% Regarding Francev, see the research led by Ljudmila Lapteva in Lapteva (1996), (1997), (2012) and
(2016).

99 «Z Rust pfijel do Prahy dobrovolné profesor V. A. Francev, jenz byl piijat pro své velké zasluhy o ¢esko-
ruské védecke styky a pro sva dila z d€jin slovanské filologie [...]. V Praze pfednasel také ruskou literaturu, avsak
fakulta navrhla pro starsi a zvla$té nové¢jsi literatur také E. A. Ljackého.”

100 Franc Miklogi¢ (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 Worterbuch der slavischen Sprachen [ Etymological Dictionary of Slavic
Languages], published in 1886. Concerning Miklosi¢ see the research led by Katja Sturm-Schnabl (2004) and
(2001). She also edited Miklosi¢’s correspondence with other scholars from south Balkans (1991). See also
Slodnjak (1975) and Zoltan (1922). <https://austria-forum.org/af/AustriaWiki/Franz_von Miklosich>.
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slaves'®! in Paris, while Vasmer ran the German journal Zeitschrift fiir slavische Philologie.'**
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. Murko’s 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 Dobrovsky the publication of Slavia for general Slavonic studies,
and he himself wanted to start it in 1790, but he had no publisher.'”® (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,
I’histoire, la critique et I’histoire littéraires des pays slaves) elle s’est élargie a la linguistique moderne,
I’anthropologie historique, 1’ethnologie, I’histoire des idées, des littératures, des arts, des cultures et des religions.
Le champ couvert est celui de ‘I’autre Europe’, qui, en grande partie, a fait depuis 2004 son entrée dans 1’Union
européenne, et également du monde bi¢lorusse, ukrainien et russe (et de ses extensions) avec lequel 1’Europe
redéfinit en permanence ses rapports.” <https://journals.openedition.org/res/267>.

102 See Zeil — Zeil (1979).

103 «“P¥echodna prestavka [povalecna doba] byla také vhod zaloZeni nového Gasopisu slovanskych zemd, ktery
mél vychazet ve vsech jazycich slovanskych a kromé toho i v jazycich svétovych. Byla prazskymi slavisty zvolena
Sesticlenna komise, kterd del§i dobu jednala o novém Casopise a povéfila jeho redakei prof. O. Hujera pro ¢ast
linguistickou a mne pro ¢asti ostatni [...]. Nam §lo o spolupraci [s ¢asopisy, které uz existovali] a hlavné o to, aby
novy casopis byl Ustfednim organem vSech slavistii a péstoval slovanskou filologii jako celek. Jméno ‘Slavia’
jsem navrhl ja [...], hlavnim divodem bylo pro mne to, ze uz r. 1789 luzicky Némec Anton navrhoval
Dobrovskému vydavani Casopisu Slavia pro vSeobecné slavistické obory, a sdm chtél s nim r. 1790 zaciti, ale
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In the introduction to the first issue of Slavia Murko quoted Jagi¢’s 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 fiir 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 fiir slavische Philologie who played a fundamental role
in Jakobson’s education, such as Fortunatov, or scholars which Jakobson used to refer to in his

writings, such as Leskien or Broch.

The temporal extremes of Jakobson’s collaboration are 1923, the year in which
Jakobson and Bogatyrev published in the section “Zpravy” (“News”) the article “Slavjanskaja
filologija v Rossii za g. g. 1914-1921” and 1939, when Jakobson, having already emigrated,
published “Sobaka Kalin car’ (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 Ndrodni kultura began to publish in this

194 whose involvement played a pivotal

journal. Among them, there was Frantisek Xavier Salda,
role in shaping the distinctive identity of Kritika. The editor-in-chief was Rudolf Maly, who

was politically left-wing (and Masaryk) oriented.!%

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 Jiti Wolker’s 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 Bartos, Jan Sedlak, and Antonin Magr.

nem¢l nakladatele.” Murko was aware of the necessity of collaborating with periodicals which already existed,
i.e., Listy filologické and Casopis pro moderni filologii.

104 See Vodicka (1968), Burianek (1987).

105 From 1919 to 1923, Rudolf Maly (1889-1965) was a member of the Strana nérodnich délnikt (National
Workers’s Party, today CSNS), managing the literary supplement of Ceské slovo and the periodical Ndrodni
kultura. Despite his importance in the Czech press, where he also published in several periodicals as Ruch
filosoficky, Maly was a controversial figure and later demonstrated sympathy for the Italian fascist ideology.
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Pasmo: Revue internationale moderne

Pasmo: Revue internationale moderne'® was a journal affiliated with the Czech avant-
garde, linked to the section of the Devétsil group based in Brno.'”” The Prague section of the
Devétsil actively collaborated with Pasmo. Published between 1924 and 1926, Pdsmo included
writings by various members of the avant-garde and featured illustrations by artists or graphic
designers such as Josef Sima or Karel Teige. Members of the editorial board included, for
example, FrantiSek Halas or Bedfich Vaclavek and among the authors there were many relevant
names of the time, like the theatral and cinematographic director Jindfich Honzl or the painter

Jindfich Styrsky.

The most emblematic writings that illustrate Jakobson’s relationship with the Czech
avant-garde are the article “Konec béasnického umprumaéctvi a Zivnostnictvi”, published in
Pdsmo in 1925, and the “Dopis Jifimu Voskovcovi a Janu Werichovi o noetice a semantice
Svandy” [“Letter to Jifi 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 Pdsmo was part of a
mutual and pivotal collaboration between members of the PLK and the Czech avant-garde.
This collaboration has already been investigated'®and 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,'®”
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). Bogatyrev’s personal

and socio-cultural commitment to the Czech avant-garde was undoubtedly less intense. His

106 See Kubicek (2010).

107 Regarding Poetismus, see Chvatik-Pesat (1967), Vlasin (1970), (1971) and (1972), Chvatik (2004) and
Vojvodik-Wiendl (2011). Concerning the avant-garde in Brno, see Bilek — Sus (1996).

108 Concerning Structuralism and avant-garde, see Chvatik (1970).

109 Concerning Jakobson and avant-garde see Fabianova (2005), Winner in Armstrong — Schooneveld
(1977), Winner (1996), Toman (1995, 217-241). Searching through the newspaper reports of the time, it is possible
to find several traces of Jakobson’s collaboration with the Devétsil. For example, Lidové noviny reported on 9"
April 1938 that Jakobson gave an open speech for Jindfich Styrsky and Toyen’s 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 Jindfich Honzl and

Emil Frantisek Burian!!?

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 (Slaisova 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
Bogatyrev’s 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,''" “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:

119 Emil FrantiSek 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 Papousek (2014).

1 T ouis 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 francais 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 aujourd’hui avec une puissance décuplée” (Eisenmann
1924, 5). The renewed Le Monde Slave differed qualitatively from Denis’ 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 I’inquisiteur ou de I’exorciste, mais
avec ceux de I’historien. ” (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 I’esprit”), 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-étre unique dans I’histoire, 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 Masaryk’s 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 “Uber die
phonologischen Sprachbiinde”, which appeared in the same year in Travaux de Cercle
Linguistique de Prague. In 1933 “Masaryk vu par Tolstoi” appeared, a revised and expanded
version of an article firstly published in Russian in Central’naja Evropa in 1931. In 1937
Jakobson published “L’histoire du tchéque et du slovaque littéraires” (Jakobson 2014, 227-
237), a review of Bohuslav Havranek’s Vyvoj spisovného jazyka ceského [The Evolution of

Literary Czech] (1936) written directly of Le Monde Slave.
Narodni osvobozeni

The journal Narodni osvobozeni was founded on 215 March 1924 and was active until
25" January 1939. The chief director was Lev Sycharova.!'? 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

12 Lev Sycharova (1887-1958) devoted his entire career to supporting the politics of the Castle and was
particularly close to Masaryk. Before founding Narodni osvobozeni, 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 Cas, but he did not get the position.
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the Soviet Union. Ndrodni osvobozeni can be conceived as a synthesis of three
Czechoslovakian periodicals founded in the interwar years: Cas, Ceskoslovenské noviny and
Leigionarsky smer. Two traits of Ndrodni osvobozeni led to jakobson’s 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 Cas or Lidové noviny), and the presence exponents

of the Czech avant-garde in the journal, such as Karel Teige and Konstantin Biebl.
Cin

Cin, directed by Marie Majerova,'”® published articles and creative writing, such as
poems or prose, between 1929 and 1939. The subtitle was “tydenik pro vefejné a kulturni
otazky” (“weekly for public and cultural issues”) and among the authors there were Paul Eisner,
Josef Capek and poets such as Frantiek Halas. Jakobson published the article “Romantické
vSeslovanstvi — nova 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 “Uber die heutigen Voraussetzungen der russischen
Slavistik” [“Today’s 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 Universitét
Prag, Franz Spina'!'* and Gerhard Gesemann, with whom Jakobson also defended his doctoral
thesis.!!®> The journal’s 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 Slovansky ustav (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 “Aufsitze”

section, reviews appeared in “Referate”, “Kulturkronik™ contained information and news about

113 Marie Majerova (1881-1967) was an avant-gardist Czech author, literary critic, and editor. She was a
declared leftist. See Nyvltova (2011), Nyvltova — Hylmar (2018).

114 Concerning Franz Spina (1868-1938) was a Czech politic, scholar and professor at the Deutsche
Universitdt Prag, see Hohne — Udolph (2012).

15 In the registers the Deutsche Universitit Prag they appear as the examinators. See
<https://is.cuni.cz/webapps/archiv/public/book/bo/1840355044744327/1/?ang=en#1711761640198>

48



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 Rundschau’s issues comprehensively, it is possible to individuate
several Russian, Ukrainian, or Belarusian contributors.''® 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
Cyzevs’kyj."'” Czech scholars and journalists, such as Eugen Rippl or Antonin Stanislav Mégr,
were also involved in the journal. Jakobson was also the head of Slavische Rundschau’s
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 CyZevs’kyj, 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 — 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:
118

Suvcinskij can give you his name and address (somewhere in Paris).

(Jakobson — Trubeckoj 1985, 115)

116 In her article, Tat’jana Mar&enko undertakes an analysis of the Russian contributors to each Slavische
Rundschau issue: “Among the authors of the articles in the year’s content list, there are slightly more Russian
‘Soviet’ names than émigré ones [...]” (Marcenko 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.

"7 There are several variants of the name, both proposed by Dmytro CyZevs’kyj and by scholars. In his
letters to Jakobson he signs himself in Russian as “Dm. Cyzevskij”, in his publications in Russian he appears as
“Dmitrij Cyzevskij”, Marie Skarpové writes “Dmitrij CyZevskij/ Cyzevsky” referring to his correspondence with
Antonin Skarka (Skarpova 2022). Since my dissertation is addressed to an international audience and considering
the discussions at the last Conference “Dmytro Cyzevs’kyj and Prague. Perspectives of Intellectual
Entanglement”, held in Prague in January 2024, I decided to adopt the Ukrainian variant “Dmytro Cyzevs’kyj”. 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 CyZzevs’kyj, see Blaskiv (2010) and (2019), Blaskiv — Mnich (2016) and
Korthaase’s writings, at least Korthaase (2010).

118 “Opuenramact Hukutun (kaxercs Bacunuii [leTpoBrY) Majlo HHTEPECEH: OH — PAKTHK (OBIBILL. PYCCKUH
koHcyn B [lepcun), moburens [lepcun, 10 N3BECTHON CTETIEHH ‘3HATOK, - HO COBCEM HE ‘y4EOHBIH , 1 HETO MaJIo
KPUTHUYECKOTO IyThs, TAK YTO OH MOXKET PACXBAINTh HETOAHYIO (C HAYYHOI TOUKH 3pEHHS) KHUTY U HE 3aMETUTh
XOpOIIyI0. YK €CIIM XOTUTE OPHUEHTAJINCTA, TO JIydIlle BO3bMUTE MHHOPCKOTO: NMSI-OTYECTBO U ajpec (TJe TO B
[Mapmxe) Bam moxet coobumts CyBUnHCKHH.”
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Later, on 19" September 1928, Trubeckoj asks for news about Slavische Rundschau and
Jakobson’s new book, referring to Remarques sur [’évolution philogique du russe comparée a
celle des autres langues slaves (1929): “How is going with your book? How about the Slavische
Rundschau?”'"® (Trubeckoj — Jakobson 1985, 118). In one letter from 11" 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”'?° (Jakobson — Trubeckoj 1985, 119).
Jakobson called on Trubeckoj to write for Slavische Rundschau. One month later Trubeckoj
declines Jakobson’s 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
Rundschau’s issue of September), I cannot write a review either. I believe you can write better
than me” (Jakobson — Trubeckoj 1985, 122)."?' Despite Jakobson’s attempts, Trubeckoj never
published for the journal.

Slavische Rundschau’s archive stored in LA PNP contains correspondence and editorial
materials revealing unknown aspects of Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s writing is
registered in Rudy’s 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

Jakobson’s relationships with scholars abroad, particularly linguists and philologists.!??

119 “Kak moxsuraercs Bama xaura? Kak 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) Jakobson’s 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 — Trubeckoj 1985, 122).

122 The rich archival collection of Slavische Rundschau represents an exception. During my research | 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.

50



Plan

Pldan was a periodical published by Josef Hora!'?* 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 [ will show in the following chapter (§ 2.4), Hora translated from
Russian and was involved in Jakobson and Alfred Bem’s project about Puskin, Vybrané spisy
A. S. Puskina [A. S. Puskin’s Selected Writings]: Jakobson edited Hora’s translation of Evgenij
Onegin [Eugene Onegin] (Puskin 1937b).

Like Kritika and Cin, Pldn 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 Vancura also published in Pldn.
Translations from other languages were published, and the presence of Russian literature was
relevant. In 1929-1930, Bohumil Mathesius translated Velimir Chlebnikov’s poem Vozzvanie
predsedatelej zemnogo sara [ Proclamation of the Chairmen of the Globe] and Pasternak’s 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 Vaclav Cerny,
Otokar Fischer, Jan Mukafovsky) and translations of articles published abroad. Bohumil
Mathesisus translated Viktor Sklovskij’s “Stroenie rasskaza i romana” [“The Structure of the
Tale and the Novel] and Jurij Tynjanov’s “O Chlebnikove” [“About Chlebnikov’], originally
published in Archaisty i novatory in 1929. Josef Hora translated an excerpt by Boris Pil’njak
titled “Fel¢afi i Akademikové” [“Fellows and Academics™]."** In 1932, the journal published a
eulogy to Majakovskij and Lubomit Linhart’s translation of Vsevolod Pudovnik’s “Montézni

a technicka komposice scény filmu” [“Editing and Technical Compositing of the Film Scene”].
Central 'naja Evropa

Central ’naja Evropa was a weekly journal directed by Jaroslav Papousek and published
by Orbis.'” A former Czech Legionnaire, after his wartime mission to Russia where he had

met his wife Nadezda, PapouSek 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 Hora’s relationship with Jakobson in § 2.4.

124 The reception of Boris Pil’njak’s novel Golyj god [The Naked Year] in Czechoslovakia began with the
first translation by Vladimir Vendys. In 1990, Jan Zabrana’s version was published. Vendys’s translation had a
second edition in 1970, but the title was changed from Nahy rok to Holy rok. In his later translation, Zabrana kept
the first title.

125 For more on Jaroslav Papousek (1890-1945) see Frisov (1998), Dejmek (2013) and the bachelor’s thesis
by Radka Rubilina (2000).
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diplomatic posts. Very close to President Masaryk, Papousek 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 26" March 1927, Papousek 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 Papousek. In envisioning a “new” Europe, Central naja 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.'*® (Papousek 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 Melnikova-Papouskova or, to a much larger
extent than Jakobson, Bogatyrev. Jakobson’s activity in Central’naja Evropa was not so

substantial: he published four articles between 1930 and 1931.!%7
Literarni noviny

Founded in 1927, Literarni noviny was a monthly journal related to culture and politics,

128

run by Josef Hora and Bohumil Mathesius.'=® In the introduction to the first issue, Bohumil

Mathesius addressed directly to the readers:

126 “310 mogano HaM MBICIIE OCHOBATH XKypPHAJ, KOTOPBIN B35 OBl Ha CE0S XOTs OBl Y4aCTh 3TOW 3a1a4u U
MyTeM CHCTEMAaTHYECTKOrO W OOEKTHBHOIO WH(GOPMUPOBAHUS O TOCYIApCTBEHHOH, KYJIbTYpHOH W
SKOHOMHYECKOH >XHM3Hb OTAENIBHBIX TOCYIapCTB ICHTpalbHON EBporer yckopui OB MpoIecc B3aWMHOTO
cOmmkenus.”

127 Jakobson’s relationship with a political figure such as Papousek is significant, and Papousek’s 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 Mathesius’ cousin. Between 1926
and 1927 he was the editor of Tvorba together with Salda and Julius Fu¢ik.
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We do not care about publisher’s 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.'?’ (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 Devétsil 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. Jakobson’s was not a frequent figure

collaborator with the journal, publishing just twice in 1931.
Listy pro umeni a kritiku

Listy pro umeni a kritiku appeared between 1933 and 1937. The initial editor-in-chief
was Bedfich Fugik,'*? who was replaced in 1935 by Vilém Zavada.!3! 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, Mukatovsky, René Wellek or
Neumann. Figures from the avant-garde also published in the periodical, such as Jaroslav
Seifert, Vladislav Vanéura or Jindfich Styrsky. Jakobson published three times in the journal.
In 1933 his article “Upadek filmu?” [“The Decline of Cinema?”] (Jakobson 1981, 732-739)
appeared; in 1934 “Perpetuum mobile kyvadla: Pokus o montaz” [“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 lyrickych basni Puskinovych” [“Marginal
Notes on Puskin’s Lyrical Poetry”] (Jakobson 1979, 281-286), which had appeared for the first
time in the first volume of Vybrané spisy A. S. Puskina, the editorial project redacted by

Jakobson and Bem.'??

129 “Neni nam nic po nakladatelskych klikach a klickach, neboj se, Ze t& v tomhle spatné povedeme. Ale
napfed chceme védét, kdo jsi ty, s kym mluvime. [...] Neboj se nas, my se té také nebojime. My nejsme revue,
my jsme noviny. Pfineseme v§echno, o ¢em myslime, Ze je dilezité o knize, knihach a téch, kdo je napsali.”

130 Bedfich Fugik (1900-1984) was a Czech journalist and translator. During the Normalisation he became
known for his translations from German.

B1Vilém Zavada (1905-1982) was a Czech poet, journalist, and translator. Beside Listy pro uméni a kritiku,
his activity in Rozpravy Aventina is of note.

1321 will explain this editorial project in the § 2.4.
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Volné smery

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
vytvarnych umélci Manes (Manes 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 smeéry mainly focused on the visual arts. It
devoted articles to Czech and foreign artists, new trends in contemporary art, and
archaeological discoveries. The periodical’s iconographic apparatus was surprising; there are
numerous reproductions of works from the period. There was also room for critical writings

like Jakobson’s one.
Psychologie — ¢asopis pro teoretickou a uzitou psychologii

Jakobson published only once in the journal Psychologie — casopis pro teoretickou a
uzitou psychologii, which appeared in Brno between 1935 and 1943. It was the journal related
to Brno’s Institute of Psychology, founded in 1926."** In 1936 Jakobson published in it the
obituary for Gregorij Celpanov (Jakobson 2014, 188-189)."** 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.'* 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 newspaper’s 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 Stransky (1855-1931). The first issue appeared on 16" of December.

133 For an historiography of Czechoslovakian psychology, see Hoskovcova — Hoskovec (2000).

13 Concerning Celpanov, 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 Zidek (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. Strasnky 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 Narodni listy, then in Brno he was editor of the
Moravske listy between 1889 and 1893. This first activity gave him the skills to found and
direct Lidoveé noviny. In 1908, he ceded his position of editor-in-chief to Arnost 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 Antonin Vesely and Neumann. Moreover, during
his youth, he became close to Masaryk. Heinrich’s 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 Heinrich’s behest and, from
1920, became one of the newspaper’s most prominent contributors. Heinrich and Bass were
more than collaborators, forging a deep bond of friendship. Fundamental was Bass’ closeness
to the Brothers Capek, who in Lidové noviny published both articles of literary criticism and

short stories or feuilleton. Jiti Pernes said of Bass:

Thus, at the beginning of the 1930s, under the prudent leadership of Eduard Bass,
who took Heinrich’s 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.'*® (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 pocatkem tficatych let pod rozvaznym vedenim Eduarda Basse, jenz nastoupil na
osifelé Heinrichovo misto, ménily opét svoji tvar. Diky novym mladym lidem, ktefi usedali k redakénim stoltim,
se pretvarely z novin dobrych v noviny jesté lepsi a v noviny moderni. A co vic - staly se neodmyslitelnou soucasti
kazdodenni ceskoslovenské reality a jednim ze symbolti ¢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 7ribuna (1919-1924)
and, later, the foundation and direction of Pritomnost in 1924, of which he was editor-in-chief
until 1938."*7 Concerning Ripka, he was also a close collaborator of Ndarodni osvobozent, 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 Majerova, Neumann, and Fischer. Furthermore, Arne Novak 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 21 July 1920. Melnikova-
Papouskova interviewed him, asking about the current state of culture in Russia (see § 2.5.1).
Jakobson’s 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 28%
May 1934 (Cermék — Poeta — Cermak 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 Pfitomnost published writers or journalists such as the Brothers Capek, 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 journal’s evolution, as delineated by Petr Kaderka
(2017). The initial phase of Jakobson’s 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 PLK’s
members and its activity continues to date. It continues to publish retrospective articles relevant
to this thesis, such as “‘Balancovat v nepfedstavitelnych situacich’: poznamky k ¢eskym létim
Romana Jakobsona” [“‘Balancing in Unimaginable Situations’: Notes on Roman Jakobson’s

Czech Years”] by Toman."**

Jakobson was a founding member of Slovo a slovesnost, and actively participated in
meetings to decide on its editorial direction and its organisation. On 27" January 1936, Eisner
and Magr were invited by the PLK to discuss Slovo a slovesnost’s first year of activity. During
their speech, they suggested some changes to the editorial program (Cermak — Poeta — Cermak
2012, 186-192). Many of PLK’s members, including Jakobson, participated in the debate.
Leopold Silberstein,'3 who actively followed the Circle’s initiatives, wrote a report on this
meeting. The article appeared on 30" 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.'* (Silberstein 1936, 6)

138 Notice that Sladek 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 Biihnensprache, des Dialekts,
des Vortragsstils, der Minderheitssprachen der Republik, insbesondere aber der slovakischen Form der
Staatssprache blieben ernste Verpflichtungen fiir die Zukunft, andere (Sprache der Wissenschaft, der Zeitung)
werde man demnéchst einzulésen beginnen.”
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Before analysing Jakobson’s 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 Capek'*' entitled “Kdybych byl linguistou” [“If
I Was a Linguist”] (Capek 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, CyZevs’kyj, and Trubeckoj. Trubeckoj wrote a significant letter,

on 25" January 1935, in which he spoke to Jakobson’s 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 bohéme of
Czech literates, into the struggle of Czech groups and other nonsense. And I
think that’s what prevents you from creating scientifically. I don’t believe in
your scientific fruitlessness. I guess that mutatis mutandis, you are going
through the same thing as [ 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.'** (Jakobson — Trubeckoj 1985, 313-314)

Trubeckoj harshly criticised Jakobson’s engagement in Slovo a slovesnost and, generally, in
the Czech press. Moreover, he also despised Jakobson’s involvement with the avant-garde
group Devétsil. In his Trubeckoj’s 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 Capek and the PLK, see Toman (1992).

142 “Bpr mummeTe 4to y Bac HET HOBBIX HAYYHBIX MBICJIEH, uTO BbI ccsakm, 4o Bam HeoOX0mMMa “U3MeHa
teme”. Y mox aTom nipensiorom Bel yxomure B nHTepeckl Crnosa a ciosecHocmu, B )XypHAIUCTHKY, B OOIIECHHE C
60remMoii YemCKUX JTUTEPaTOPOB, B OOPHOY YEIICKUX TPYHIUPOBOK U MPOUYIO EpYHIY. A S JyMaro, YTO HMEHHO
570 Bam 1 Memaet Hay4HO TBOpHTH. B Banry nayunyro GecrutonHocTs s He Bepto. [lonararo, uto mutatis mutandis
y Bac mpoucxomut Toxke caMmoe, 4TO y MEHs: IepeXol OT depecdyp 3aTsSHYBIIECHCS yMCTBEHHON MOJIOAOCTH K
YMCTBEHHOH 3peNIOCTH. 3PEJIOCTh HE €CTh €IIe CTApOCTh U He 3HaMeHyeT coboit 6ecrutoaus. [...] Ecam Bl ox
IIpeUIOroM IpekpaieHus Bamero HaydHOro TBOp4yecTBa yHAETe B UEIICKYHO JKypHAIUCTHKY, TO OYE€Hb CKOPO
JIEHCTBUTEIIFHO 00€31apUTECh, OIYCTUTECH K MOPAIBHO Pa3I0KUTECh.”
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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 Trubeckoj’s negative comments, who did not spare his judgement, such as his very incisive
commentary on the issue of Slavia dedicated to Puskin published 1937: “Slavia’s issue on
Puskin: such a horror!”'** (Jakobson — Trubeckoj 1985, 401). In a letter sent on 215 February
1915, Trubeckoj underscored his disagreement with Jakobson’s activity in Slovo a slovesnost,
complaining about Jakobson’s 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”'** (Jakobson
— Trubeckoj 1985, 320). In the letter from 14" March 1935, Trubeckoj commented on the first
issue of the journal, which he read with the help of Julia Heidenreich (Jakobson — 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 Mukatovsky’s. He deemed Jindfich Honzl’s article interesting but without a clear
purpose and Jan Uher’s as just trivial. He harshly criticised Salda’s 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 journal’s second issue in 1935.'%°

In conclusion, regarding Jakobson’s activity in Slovo a slovesnost, in necessary a
preliminary consideration. Unlike Toman’s assumption in the second part of the ninth volume
of the Selected Writings, 1 do not consider Jakobson to be author of “Geopoliticka
linguistiska?” [“Geopolitical Linguistics?”’] (Jakobson 2014, 81-82). The writing is signed
“Kzk.” but I do not assume it is the abbreviation of “Krouzek” (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 KoZesnik, as reported in Slovo a slovesnost.'4®

After this long excursus dedicated to Jakobson’s 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 “ITymkunckuit Homep CnaBuu — ojHa xyTh!” Trubeckoj wrote this statement in a letter sent on 20 of
September 1937 (Jakobson — Trubeckoj 1985, 401).

144 “Kax Bbl NOMHWTE, 51 ¢ CAMOTO Ha4asa ONACANCs YTO HOBBIN XKypHan Bac 3aTAHET, U He BEPHII, 4TOOBI
Bawm ynanock oTO0SpHUTECS OT pyKOBOISIIIIEH POJIH B pelakiu.”

145 Trubeckoj published “Pismo” [“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 Jakobson’s activity in the Press: genres, style, and

language

This second chapter aims to analyse a selection of Jakobson’s writings published in the
Czech press. This selection was necessary since I do not intend to depict Jakobson’s 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 Puskin, 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 Jakobson’s 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. | will rather discuss Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s writings published in Czechoslovakia. I have included materials related
to the American phase of his work, such as in the case of Jakobson’s polemic with André

Mazon on the authenticity of the Slovo o polku Igoreve.

To encompass Jakobson’s 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 Salda, who cannot be pigeonholed in a fixed category. Other two
examples are those of Eisner or Magr, 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
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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 Presse’s column “Kultur der Gegenwart”. It
was not only Czech culture that was discussed in the journalistic discourse but, as [ 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
Jakobson’s 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.'*” 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 Salda'*?

stands out. For example, relevant is his book Boje o zitrek:
meditace a rapsodie [Fighting for Tomorrow: Meditation and Rhapsody], published in 1905 or
the series of the Saldiv zdpisnik [Salda’s notebooks), appeared between 1928 and 1937.

Besides Salda, Karel Capek'*® or Tomas Masaryk'*® can be mentioned.

The reference to the militarist lexicon emerges both in Jakobson’s writings and
correspondence. In an article published in Cahiers du monde russe in 2002, Aleksander
Dmitriev notices a relevant future of Jakobson and Trubeckoj’s correspondence: the tendency
of employing a military vocabulary, emphasising the necessity of self-organising against the
obsolete epigons of the traditional science.'”! Such a semantic spectrum returns later in

Jakobson and Georgij Vernadskij’s correspondence. *? For example, in a letter dated the 14"

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 Lubo§s Merhaut’s monograph Cesty polemiky [Polemical
Paths] (2021). See also Brabec (2001), Cosentino (2000), Homola¢ (1998), Med (1998), Vojtéch (2008).

148 Concerning Salda and the polemic, see Bednaiikova (2007), Cerny (1940b), Kralik (1947), Kraus (1998),
Pistorius (1947), Rambousek (2007), Spirit (2000), Topor (2006), Vojtéch (1998).

149 See Burianek (1995) and Malevi¢ (2009).

150 See Kraus (1994).

151 “Dans la correspondance de Jakobson et de Trubeckoj, I’offensive contre la science traditionnelle et
Paffirmation des principes de la phonologie étaient planifiées comme une opération militaire. On trouve
constamment des expressions comme ‘s’organiser’, ‘mener une préparation’ (provesti podgotovku), ‘les laisser
s’exprimer, et ensuite leur coller une bonne dégelée’ (vmazat’ kak sleduet) dans ce document passionnant de la
vie intellectuelle des années 20 et 30 ; elles visent, en régle 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.”!%3 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 14" of May 1948 that Jakobson’s combative spirit emerges at its full
potential: “Various types of fights against us for Mazon’s 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.”!>*
Yy surp 5 Yy )

In 1913 Otokar Fischer published in Narodni listy “O polemikéach” [“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."”® (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”>® (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.

Jakobson’s polemical writings addressed to Fischer’s 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 Kral’s 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 <y hudebnim Zivot&, ve véd& a v malifstvi, nehled& ani k pohnutému svétu politiky, divadla, literatury,
vsude boj, stejn¢ o véci jak o individuality, stejné spor zasadni jako osobni; ba polemika se ndm do t¢ miry vzila
o vsala v maso a krev, Ze kdoz se pro okamzik sporu neti¢astni ¢inng, sleduji jeho pribéh co nejnapjatéji.”

156 “Byti pohybem a silou, byti zbrani a radosti ducha, byti produktivnim.”
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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 Jakobson’s obituaries

In this portion of chapter I will present a selection of the most relevant of Jakobson’s
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

)57 and Jan Assmann

advanced by scholars including Pierre Nora, Maurice Halbwachs (1992
(2011), who build upon Henri Bergson’s 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. Jakobson’s obituaries are not directly within the scope of Fowler’s
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. Fowler’s 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). Bourdieu’s 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 scholar’s 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 Baran’s article “R. O. Jakobson a Zanr 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 Jakobson’s 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 Baran’s article with which I agree. First, he echoed Vjaceslav Ivanov’s 1987
analysis of Jakobson’s 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
Majakovskij’s work and the legacy of the Futurist generation. Second, Baran posited
Jakobson’s involvement in the writing of part of the obituaries in Slavische Rundschau (Baran
2016, 9). After analysing the journal’s 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 I’Institut de Philologie et d’Histoire Orientales et Slaves, on
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to Arne Novak, Evgenij Ljackij, Oldfich Hujer, Milo§ 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.
Jakobson’s 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 journal’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 #t Ha 700m
roxy >xu3an. Cpeau MHOTroOOpas3HbBIX oOacteit, oxBaThiBaeMbix durch die
bahnbrechende Forschungarbeit mokoiiHOro, BHUIHOE MECTO 3aHUMAET
BOTPOCHI CJIABUCTHKH, KOTOPBIM Ha paly ¢ pa3HOOOPa3HBIMHU CTAaThsIMH in den
Fachzeitschriften (Arbeit fiir slavische Philol.[ologie], Revue des études
slaves, Slavia... u ap.) u MHOrOUUCIIEeHHBIMU pernieH3ussMu B Bulletin de la
Société de Linguist. [IT]ocssimens! knuru Recherches sur I’emploi de génitif-
accusatif en vieux-slave (1897), Etudes sur 1’étymologie et le vocabulaire de
vieux-slave (I — 1902, IT — 1905.), Le slave commun (20e nepepaboTranHOe
n3nanue Beimmio B 1934.) u Handbiicher moisckoro (coBmectro ¢ Willman-
Grabowska) u cepboxops.[aTckoro.] s3bika (coBMecTHO ¢ Vaillant). Bonbimie
BHUMaHue yaenaeT Meillet caBSHCKUM s3bIKaM TaK)Xe B CBOMX TPYAax IO

CPaBHHUTEIBHOMY sI3BIKOBEICHHI0O B 0030pax der heutigen Sprachwelt.

68



Hervorragend 3acmyr Meillet mo co3maHum W pa3BUTHIO PYKOBOJCTBY HH
Institut des études slaves u ero mybnukaunoHHoW aesTenbHocTH. (Mecty
Meillet B cnaBuctuke OyneT MOCBALICHA B CIEAYIOLIEM HOMEpE >KypHaia

ocobas cratbs)[.]"*

Antoine Meillet, der grofe franzosische 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
Aufsitzen in Fachzeitschriften (Archiv fiir slavische Philologie, Revue des
¢tudes slaves, Slavia) und Rezensionen in Bulletin de la Sociéte de
linguistique die Biicher Recherches due I’emploi du génitif-accusatif en
vieux-slave (1897), Etudes sur I’étymologie et le vocabulaire de vieux-slave
(I. B. 1902, II. B. 1905), Le slave commun (2. Umgearbeitete und erginzte
Auflage 1934) sowie die Handbiicher 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 Ubersichten der heutigen Sprachwelt.
Hervorragend sind die Verdienste Meillets an der Schaffung und Leitung des
Institut d’études slaves und an dessen Publikationstitigkeit.'> (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
fiir 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 I’emploi de génitif-accusatif
en vieux-slave (1897), Etudes sur 1’étymologie et le vocabulaire de vieux-slave (I — 1902, I — 1905.), Le slave
commun (The 2" 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 Meillet’s efforts to create and develop the leadership of the Institut d’étude slaves and his
activity in the press. (Meillet’s 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 (4rchiv fiir slavische Philologie, Revue des études
slaves, Slavia) and reviews in Bulletin de la Sociéte de linguistique, the books Recherches due I’emploi du génitif-
accusative en vieux-slave (1897), Etudes sur I’étymologie et le vocabulaire de vieux-slave (1. 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. Meillet’s contributions to creating and managing the Institut d’études 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” (Krasova 2021, 288).'%

One year after the death of the French linguist, Jakobson published the obituary titled
“Antoine Meillet zum Gedéchtnis” [“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: “Meillet’s position in Slavic studies will be the subject of a settling article in the
next issue of the journal”.'*' This reveals that in 1936 he had already planned to write Meillet’s
obituary published one year later. In the second part of the Select Writings 1X, Toman claims
that the author of the obituary “Antoine Meillet gestorben” [“Antoine Meillet Dies”], published
in Prager Presse on 23" of September 1936, is Jakobson. The editorial note states: “Jakobson’s
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.'®?

Jakobson’s obituaries do not just transmit information, but they exemplify Jakobson’s
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 “Uber die heutigen Voraussetzungen der russischen Slavistik” [“Today’s
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 Krasova’s research on the relationship between Meillet and the members of the PLK is significant.
See Krasova (2021) and her monograph on Benveniste (2018).

161 “Mecty Meillet B cmaBucTrKe GyIeT TIOCBANIEHA B CIIETYIOMIEM HOMEPE XKyPHAIA OCEIast CTaThs” .

162 As shown, the documents of Slavische Rundschau’s archive ascertain that Jakobson already wrote a short
obituary on Meillet in 1936. There are some discrepancies between Jakobson’s short obituary published in
Slavische Rundschau and that appeared in Prager Presse. The obituary published in Prager Presse does not
emphasise Meillet’s involvement in Slavic studies, while this question was essential for Jakobson. The last
paragraph regards Meillet’s acquittance with the leading figure at the French Institute of Prague, Ernest Denis,
during the WWI. Such an information is not related to Meillet’s scientific activity and it is rather related to Meillet
as a representant of the and Jakobson would have rather commented on Meillet’s relationship with the PLK.

70



Jakobson and the Russian academy: the interview with Laszlo Dezso

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 Laszl6 Dezs6 I found in the RJPs, transcribed in a draft entitled “Razgovor
s professorom R. Jakobsonom” [“A Conversation with Professor R. Jakobson”].!®* 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.'**

According to the interview, while he was a student at Lazarevskij Institut Jakobson became
interested in linguistics reading Potebnja’s Mys!’ i jazyk [ Thought and Language], discovered
through a speech gave by the Symbolist poet Andrej Belyj. He considered Potebnja’s book as
“weak” and “unoriginal”,'® but he evaluated as “promising” the scholar’s research on
Ukrainian folklore. Despite this, Mys!’ 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 dialektologic¢eskaja komissija (Moscow Dialectological Commission,
MDK henceforth). Jakobson’s 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 Courtenay’s Kazanskaja Skola. 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

Skola came from one of de Courtenay’s disciples, Lev Scerba. In the interview, Jakobson stated

163 This interview is typescripted and never appeared. The correspondence between Jakobson and Dezs6 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 «Jlae Obu1 y MeHst 6nmskuii gpyr [...] Bycrnaes, BHyk 3HamenuToro Bycnaesa. [...] OH TOBOpUI MHE:
“Thl KAMEHIIIMK, a 51 XO4y OBITh HH)KEHEPOM . A sl TOBOPHJI, YTO HY>KHO IPOJieTaTh paboTy ¥ KaMEHIIUKA, HY>KHO
JIEHCTBUTEIFHO OIIYTIaTh 3TOT MaTepHai IS TOTO, YTOOBI MOXHO OblTo cTponuth Teopuu.” In RIPs, Box 147,
Folder -, p. 6.

165 Regarding Jakobson and Potebnja, see Glanc (2016).
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that Scerba had a significant impact on the young Jakobson, despite Dmitrij Usakov’s disdain
for his works.'® This was a common state of affairs: the new generation of Russian linguists
tended to lack acquaintance of de Courtenay and the Kazanskaja Skola. Trubeckoj did not know
his work either and later, when he became interested in his writings, considered his theories

“distant”.'”’ Rather, Fortunatov was the point of reference for younger linguists in Moscow.

Jakobson was also attracted by Aleksej Sachmatov’s seminars: Sachmatov 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 Celpanov, who at that time was teaching philosophy in Moscow, also had a
great impact on Jakobson. Through Celpanov, young Russian scholars such as Gustav Spet
discovered phenomenology even if Husserl’s books were prohibited. In Russia,
phenomenology developed through Husserlianism and Hegelianism, filtered through Jurij
Samarin’s 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 Russian’s 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 Sachmatov, who befriended Jiii Polivka. They knew each other already the end of the
nineteenth century and Sachmatov published some articles in Polivka’s journal Archiv fiir
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 kacestvennom i kolicestvennom otnoSenii [Russian Vowels in Qualitative
and Quantitative Terms] (Sterba [1912], 1983), which Usakov considered to be irrelevant.

167 In a letter addressed to Meillet on 22" of August 1922, Trubeckoj mentioned de Courtenay as follows:
“Tout en reconnaissant I’ insuffisance de la formule proposée par Baudouin de Courtenay” while referring to Dva
voprosa izucenija o “smjagcenii” ili palatalizacii v slavjanskix jazykax (de Courtenay 1893), in (Trubeckoj —
Jakobson 1985, 449).
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Aleksej Sachmatov and Vjaceslav Scepkin

Jakobson’s first appearance in the Czech press consists of two obituaries dedicated to
leading scholars of Russian academy, Aleksej Sachmatov and Vjageslav Séepkin. The one
dedicated to Sachmatov appeared on 315 of August of 1920 in the newspaper Cas and it is the
first extant material published by Jakobson in a Czech periodical. Cas 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.'®® Sachmatov 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 Jakobson’s 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.'® (Toman 1994, 38)

The “esteemed colleague” Sachmatov addressed to may be identified as the Czech philologist
Polivka, who also published a long obituary of Sachmatov published in Nové Atheneum
(Polivka 1921). Polivka wrote a detailed description of Sachmatov’s “extensive and intense”
activity, emphasising the pivotal contribution he gave in the development of research in the
linguistic and philological fields. Sachmatov’s had many relationships with international
scholars — for example, he published in Jagi¢’s Archiv fiir slavische Philologie — which could
be considered a legacy of his mentor, Fedor Kors. In his obituary dedicated to Kors, Sachmatov
emphasised the scholar’s “efforts to create strong brotherly inter-Slavic ties with the Czechs,
Serbs, Ukrainians, and Belarusians” (Sachmatov 1915). Jakobson’s 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 sovétské misse Cerveného Kiize v Praze; napsal
o zesnulém ucenci ruském vielou studii, kterou zde v prekladu uvetejiiujeme.” (“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 “T'myGokoyBaskaemblii Koyutera. BBITH MOXET, 9TO TMCBMO JOHAET N0 Bac uepes Hamero Mosomoro
napoBuToro yueHoro Pomana OcuroBnya SIkobcona. Oduens Bac npoiry MopansHO OAaep)kaTh €ro Ha 9y KOHHe.
OH XOopomuii JINHTBUCT, U MBI BO3JIaraeM Ha Hero Oomnbinue Haaexxapl. O Hac oH pacckaxeT Bam Ha cioBax.”
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century: the desire to internationalise research in the humanities. In AngaZovana citanka
Romana Jakobsona, Toman edited Jakobson’s obituary dedicated to Sachmatov and
commented on Jakobson’s 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 Sachmatov as “Aleksander Aleksandrovié”, but
Sachmatov’s name was “Aleksej”. This mistake in Sachmatov’s name appears to be an error
made by a translator rather than Jakobson. Jakobson’s obituary combined information about
Sachmatov’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s obituary for Vja¢eslav Nikolaevi¢ S¢epkin, published on 28™ of February
1921 in the same newspaper, Cas. After referring to the importance of Fortunatov’s legacy to

Scepkin, Jakobson stressed S¢epkin’s importance to modern science:

Those who look long and intently into the past often become blind to the
present, but S¢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.'”

(Jakobson 2013, 68)
Jan Witktor Porzezinskis and Aleksandr Peskovskij

The obituaries Jakobson published in Prager Presse also emphasised the importance of
the Russian pre-revolutionary linguistists. The obituaries for Jan Witktor Porzezinskis and
Aleksandr Peskovskij display this characteristic. “Dem Gedéchtnis Jan Wiktor Porzezinskis”
[“To the memory of Jan Wiktor Porzezinski”] appeared on 17" of March 1929 in the column
“Kultur der Gegenwart,” and, peculiarly, only mentions the name of Porzezinski. Jakobson

focused the first part on another important linguist, Filip Fortunatov, who was Porzezinski’s

170 «“K do se dlouho a upfené diva do minulosti, ¢asto se stava slepym k piitomnosti, ale S¢epkin ostfe vnimal
modernu, pochopil dokonce viid¢i myslenku, charakterizujici vZdy moderni uméni, jako prvni heroicky pokus o
odmitnuti ndbozenské sankce, prvni pokus o bezbozné uméni.”
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mentor. In Jakobson’s 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.'”! (Jakobson 2013, 199)

While discussing Fortunatov, Jakobson outlined the main characteristics of the Moskovskaja
lingvisticeskaja Skola (Moscow Language School, MLS), also referred to as Fortunatovskaja
Skola (Fortunatov’s School). Fortunatov’s importance in Russia was far from secondary, as
confirmed by the scholar Lev S&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 (Séerba 1963, 89).'? 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. Fortunatov’s disciples never published
something out of his lessons, while de Saussure’s ones edited the Cours de linguistique
geénérale after his death. Despite this obituary nominally being devoted to Porzezinski, 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, Porzezinski did not
publish many of his works and, according to Jakobson, few transcriptions of his lectures were
preserved. After presenting Porzezinski’s 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 RuBland einen deutlichen individuellen
Stempel aufgedriickt hat, hinterlieB nur eine beschriankte Anzahl gedruckter Werke.”

172 «“B ¢rapott Poccnu GbUI0 TpH 3aMevaTeNbHBIX TMHIBACTa-TeopeTrKa: A. A. [Tote6ns, ®. ®. opryHaton
u U. A. bomu ne Kyptenn. [...] [Oru] ObutH IEHCTBUTENFHO CAMOCTOSTETHHBIMI MBICIIUTEIISIMH B ATOH 001acTH
W OCTaBWJIH TTyOOKHI cliest B ucTopuu odmiero si3piko3Hanmst B Poceun.” (There were three remarkable linguistic
theorists in Russia: A. A. Potebnja, F. F. Fortunatov and 1. A. Baudouin de Courtenay. [...] [They] were
independent thinkers in this field and left a profound mark on the history of general linguistics in Russia.) (Séerba
1963, 89).

75



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.'” (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 Skola. His argumentation shifts to another
fundamental aspect of Porzezinski’s work, namely the importance of work of scholars of Polish
origin to Russian linguistics. Alongside Porzezinski, he also names Mikotaj Kruszewski and

Baudouin de Courtenay, the two great protagonists of the Kazanskaja Skola.

The obituary dedicated to Aleksandr Peskovskij is shorter. It was published on 11%" of
April 1933 in the same column, “Kulturchronik”. Jakobson presents Peskovskij as one of the
most significant representatives of the MLS. This obituary is a schematic presentation of the
scholars’ 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 Jakobson’s 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 $kola and the Kazanskaja
Skola. Jakobson discussed de Courtenay’s 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.'” 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 Courtenay’s 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 iiber die Krise der europdischen 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 Marr’s 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
Marr’s work: Jakobson did not problematise Marr’s theories and their complex consequences
for the development of Soviet linguistics. Jakobson only depicted the scholar’s research, briefly

explaining his approach and listing his most significant writings.

Before explaining why Jakobson’s obituary is problematic and, as I said, disappointing
— especially given Jakobson’s habit to polemic and to be a bojovnik, a fighter, in his field — I
will present the main characteristics of Marr’s theories.'”” 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
Marr’s 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 “Marr’s article exceeds everything he has written so far. But it is
difficult to ‘nail’ 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 — Trubeckoj 1985,
74)."° Marr’s linguistic theory was canonised and became the only linguistic theory allowed
in the Soviet Union. As Tomelleri noticed, Marr’s linguistic thinking satisfied Stalin’s
ideological needs in the interwar years (Tomelleri 2020, 31).!77 This canonisation of Marr’s
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 Vasil’kov (2001), Lawrence (1957a; 1957b), Stachowski (2013) and Frejdenberg (1988). A wider
bibliography of Marr’s work is provided in Tomelleri (2020), which documents analysis of Marr and Lichacev in
the context of the development of Soviet linguistics. Cf. also Sériot’s attempts to find parallelisms between
Jakobson and Marr in see Sériot (2018, 2020).

176 “Crares Mappa TpeBOCXOAUT BCE, 0 CHX MOp HamucaHHoe M. Ho ‘Ipureosmmts’ ee peneHsuei —
TpyznHO. Bo-nepBBIX Herje, a BO BTOPHIX, 10 MOEMYy I'TyOOKOMY YOEXIICHHIO, PEIeH3UPOBATh €€ JOJDKEH He
CTOJIBKO JIMHTBUCT, CKOJIbKO ricuxuatp.” Trubeckoj wrote that while to Jakobson’s request to write a commentary
against the noxious spread of Marr’s extravagant linguistic theory.

177 Concerning the relationships between Stalin and Marr, see Leusin (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 Marr’s theories with his life.!”® According to Polivanov, the originality of
Marr’s writings relied in his most controversial writings, rather than in his solid theories
(Polivanov 1991, 525). The development of Marr’s 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 Mes¢aninov.

The years of the “Marrist terror” ended in 1950, when the Georgian linguist Arnol’d
Cikobava openly deconstructed Marr’s theories in “O nekotorych voprosach sovetskogo
jazykoznanija” [“On Certain Problems of Soviet Linguistics™], a long article published in
Pravda on 9™ of May 1950 (Cikobava 1950).!7° According to Cikobava, in early April 1950
he was invited to a private meeting with Stalin in Moscow, who proposed him to publish this
article (Cikobava 1985). In his critique, Cikobava denounced the actual situation of Soviet
linguistics, which was stagnating, and that Marr committed serious errors and omissions while
elaborating his theories. Cikobava deconstructed Marr commenting his main errors and
accusing him of lacking elementary logic.!'®® Stalin, who according to Jakobson widely
benefited from Cikobava’s research, likewise discredited the validity of Marr’s Marxist
approach in the interview “Otnositel ' no marksizma i jazykoznanii” [“Concerning Marxism and
Linguistics™], published in Pravda on 20" of June 1950: “N. Ja. Marr and his martyrs accuse
of ‘formalism’ all linguists who do not share the ‘new doctrine’ of N. Ja. Marr. This is, of

course, neither serious nor wise”!'8! (Stalin 1950a, 3).

178 “Polivanov took absolute exception to Marr’s 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 Cikobava 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 Marr’s elemental palacontology. It was not accepted and an article
by Mescaninov was published instead.

180 Cikobava and Stalin’s 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 “H_ 5. Mapp u ero ‘My4eHUKH’ OOBUHSIOT B ‘(GOpMan3Me’ BCEX A3BIKOBEIOB, HE PA3IESIONINX ‘HOBOE
yuenne’ H. SI. Mappa. O1o, koHeuHO, Hecepbe3HO U HeyMHO.” 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 Marr’s theories.
Jakobson gave his first documented public speech against Marrism on 5" of March 1950 in
London, where he tried to demonstrate the inconsistence of the japhetic theories.'®* He was
harshly criticised by some representatives of the British Communist Party, being accused of
“all sort of things”. Cikobava published his article in Pravda four days later.'s* Jakobson was
able to offer a reconsideration of Marr’s theories on 16" of March 1951, when he gave a lecture
at Harvard’s 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 Marr’s 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”.!34 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 Karcevskij’s lecture given on 18" of March 1950 in Geneve, or the
publication of Trubeckoj’s “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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Marr’s “mystical” denial of comparative approach or, as it used to be

negatively called during the 1930s, the “comparative cosmopolitism”.!%3

182 Jakobson mentioned this speech at Harvard in 1951, see RIPs, 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 15" of May 2023.
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Gregorij Celpanov

In 1936 Jakobson published an obituary dedicated to Gregorij Celpanov in Psychologie
— Casopis pro teoretickou a uzitou psychologii, which, as mentioned in the previous chapter,
was his only writing published in this journal. The obituary “Pamatce G. I. Celpanova” [“In
Memory of G. 1. Celpanov”] 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 Celpanov as one of his professors during his years in Moscow
and recalled the debates at his seminars on Husserl’s writings. It was at Celpanov’s 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 Celpanov in the
Psychological Institute at the University of Moscow. It was through
Celpanov, whose two seminars he attended in 1915-16, that Jakobson’s

attention was first directed to Husserl. (Holenstein 2020, 27)

Jakobson gave Celpanov’s scientific contribution a “bojovny vyznam”, militant significance
(Jakobson 2014, 189). As I have already emphasised, he largely employed the term bojovnik
when a scholar’s research contributed something significant. According to Jakobson, Celpanov
was a bojovnik 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 Gebauer’s writings.'®

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
Spina’s 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

136 See Bozilova (1996) and (2013) concerning the correspondence between Mileti¢ and Jagié.
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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)."®” Some hints confirm that Jakobson initially wrote
this article to celebrate Spina’s birthday and only after had to adapt it into an obituary. For
example, the death of the scholar is not announced in the article’s beginning. Jakobson
emphasised Spina’s 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.

Jakobson’s devotion to Spina over the years prior to his death is evident: in 1929 he
published an article in honour of Spina’s sixtieth birthday, titled “Zur vergleichenden
Forschung tiber 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 védec” [“Franz Spina as a Scholar”]. Jakobson described the
circumstances in which Slavische Rundschau’s issue was published, explaining that it was
initially intended to celebrate the scholar’s seventieth birthday and then, due to Spina’s

unexpected death, it was then repurposed to honour his life.

The obituary published in Lidové noviny has several elements in common with
Slavische Rundschau’s: Jakobson presented Spina’s activity and his main interests,
emphasising his involvement in philology and medieval literature. As he pointed out in
Slavische Rundschau, Spina’s pivotal position as a medium between German and Czech
Culture is one of his most significant merits. Furthermore, Jakobson praised Spina’s
importance in the academic context of the Deutsche Universitdt 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 18" of June 1938, Nikolaj Trubeckoj'®® died in Vienna and, a day after, Jakobson published
a lengthy obituary in Lidové noviny in his honour. Trubeckoj’s 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 groBen Schuld, die mit dieser, dem Lebenden aus AnlaB 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 Trubeckoj’s 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 Aronson!®® 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 zemiel: genidlni 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
Trubeckoj’s 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 Trubeckoj’s 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:
‘He is the strongest mind in modern linguistics.” — ‘A strong mind’, someone confirmed. — “The
strongest’, repeated the sharp-eyed linguist with empathy.”'® The obituary is longer that the
one published in Lidové noviny and provides much more biographical information, which

appears to be quoting Trubeckoj’s autobiographical annotations later edited by Jakobson.

139 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: ‘Er ist der stirkste Kopf der modernen Linguistik.” — ‘Ein
starker Kopf’, bestdtigte jemand. — ‘Der stérkste’, wiederholte nachdriicklich der scharfsichtige Sprachforscher.

82



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, [ 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 — Trubeckoj 1985, VI)

Jakobson also emphasised the most significant of Trubeckoj’s 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.”"*!

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 Trubeckoj’s Principles of Phonology in which reproduces autobiographical annotations by
Trubeckoj and fills in blanks concerning his biography.'** 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:

Hitler’s 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. (/bid.)

When Gestapo entered in Trubeckoj’s 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

1 The complete reference: “Der Mensch, der das Zeitalter riihmte, in dem die gesamte Wissenschaft die
atomisierende Weltauffassung durch den Strukturalismus zu ersetzen suchte, und der zu seinen groften und
wackersten Vorkdmpfern gehorte, 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

— 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 Trubeckoj’s
death. In the same issue, Bohuslav Havranek wrote “Trubetzkoy’s Bedeutung fiir die
Entwiklung der Theorie der Schriftsprache” [“Trubeckoj’s Significance for the Development
of the Theory of Written Language”), Dmytro CyZevs’kyj’s “Trubetzkoy und Dostoevskij’”
(“Trubeckoj and Dostoevskij”). Jakobson’s 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 Trubeckoj’s 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.'??

(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 Porzezinskis, in which most of the
writing is not about Porzezinskis, but about the Fortunatovskaja skola. 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 “C 3aBeramm TpyGenKoro HEpa3pbIBHO CBA3aHBI HOBEHMIIME MCKAHWS B HAYKE O CTPOE M BHYTPEHHEH
JMHAMHKE CJIOBa M CIIOBECHOTO MHUPOBasl JIMHI'BHCTHKA, TIOATHKA M KyJIBTYpHas aHTporoJorus. [...] Tpybenxoit
YETKO OCO3HABaJl CTPOUTEIIECTBO HOBOH HAYKY O SI3bIKE KAK CYIIIECTBEHHBIN IIaTr Ha MYTH K TPSAYIIEMY €IUHCTBY
oO0ImmeHayJHo# CTPYKTypHOI poOieMaTKu.”
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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, Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 TomaSevskij, 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: “Uber die heutigen Voraussetzungen der
russischen Slavistik” (1929) and “Gemeinsame Kultursprache” (1935). Regarding Jakobson’s
involvement in Eurasianism, [ will discuss “K charakteristike evrazijskogo jazykovogo sojuza”

(1931) and Jakobson’s relationship with Savickij.
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These two topics are discussed to define Jakobson’s ideological position and his
perception of Czechoslovakia as a geographic and cultural crossroads between Russia and the

Western World.
“Uber die heutigen Voraussetzungen der russischen Slavistik” (1929)

In 1929 Jakobson published in Slavische Rundschau “Uber die heutigen
Voraussetzungen der russischen Slavistik” [“Today’s 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 — 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).!%* 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,”” 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, S¢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 — excellent regarding the historical approach — analysis they assumed that Jakobson
decided to refer to Eurasianism as an homage to Trubeckoj, who was first asked to give this
speech (Avtonomova — 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 Jakobson’s editorship. Czech

scholars also were interested in Eurasian theories. As I will show while discussing Jakobson’s

194 Mathesius commented the evolution of Czech Slavic studies, as he did also later, in 1935.

195 Many studies of Saussure’s Russian legacy have been published. See at least Sljusareva (2010), Depretto
(1982) Toddes — Cudakova (1981), Ivanova (2014) and Hirschkop (2019). In 1935 Jakobson commented in Slovo
a slovesnost on the new Russian edition of Saussure’s Cours, discussed by Rosalie Sor in the article “Obecna
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 20" of June 1931 and Antonin Stanislav Magr, 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
Capek: while his popularity in the Soviet Union was growing, he was identified as an English

writer and not as a Czech one.!?°

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 — 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 Serge;j
Prokov’ev and Igor’ 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 Sokolov’s example (§ 3.2), he pursued to preserve

196 T have tried to find a proof of Jakobson’s statement about Capek, but without any results. Even in Oleg
Malevi¢’s 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 6 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.'”’ Its ideological character makes it different from other writings published in the
newspaper. In the introduction Jakobson summarised the theories of Sergej Ol’denburg, a
Russian orientalist and founder of Russian Indological studies. According to Ol’denburg, each
country had the tendency to develop specific academic and scientific interests that depended

198 This for two main reasons: a socio-historical and a geopolitical

on the national character.
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.'"’

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&na fe€ kultury: Poznamky k otdzkam vzajemnych
stykl sovetské a zapadni védy”, in Zemé Sovétu. 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 Zerstiickelung des Wissens zu {iberwinden und die membra desjecta
der Einzelfdcher 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.*’ (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 Jakobson’s 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.**' 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 — Glebov
— 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 Trubeckoj’s 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 — Glebov — Laruelle (2015), Laruelle (2008) and Sériot (2014). Jakobson’s
involvement in the Eurasian movement is also commented by Toman (1995).
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literature, and linguistics. Concerning literature, in which Suvcinskij 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 Trubeckoj’s 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. Jakobson’s contributions
to Eurasianism were most pronounced in linguistics. His involvement in Eurasianism is evident
and has been recognised by many scholars.2> 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
winner’s 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 Papousek 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).2%

202 See the previous note.
203 Recently translated into English by Patrick Flack with an introduction by Patrick Sériot (see Sériot 2023).

91



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 Jakobson’s 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. Jakobson’s relationship with Savickij (see also § 5.1) developed only
later, at the end of the 1920s. Although they had certainly met before — probably already in
Russia during one of Jakobson’s trips to Saint Petersburg to attend Sachmatov’s seminars — the
letters found in Slavische Rundschau suggest that the two scholars began a close collaboration
only in the occasion of Jakobson’s “K charakteristike evrazijskogo jazykovogo sojuza”.
Savickij’s first letter to Jakobson among those in Slavische Rundschau’s archive was sent on
24™ of June 1928: Savickij having just returned from Berlin to find a letter that Jakobson had
sent to him on 16, 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 — kept at MIT
— 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 20" of September 1930,
he praises Jakobson’s 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”** He clearly referred to “K charakteristike evrazijskogo jazykovogo sojuza”

Jakobson mainly based his research on Eurasians Trubeckoj and Savickij.

In “Uber die heutigen Voraussetzungen der russischen Slavistik” (1929) Jakobson had

already referred to Trubeckoj and Zelenin’s writings and to Savickij’s 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, Tanfil’ev and others) is becoming

cleared and clearer. Physical and economic geography is constantly

204 “Bama cTaThs, HO MFMEHHO BCeX €€ uMTaBmuX (B ToM umcie - H. H. AekceeBa 1 3€IIHUX eBpa3HiIEeB)
OyZeT OJJHIM U3 BaXKHEHIIINX IIEHTPOB 3TOTO COOpHHKA™.
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producing new essential features that characterise the territory of Russia-

Eurasia as a whole.”* (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 20" 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 “Uber die phonologische Sprachbund” [“The Phonological Union of
Language™], appeared in Les travaux du Cercle Linguistique de Prague. Savickij introduced
Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s effort while writing the article was twofold. First, he
echoed Trubeckoj’s phonological theories, expanding them though a comparative methodology
which became more and more prominent with the development of Structuralism. Jakobson’s
analysis is a clear development of one of the most important concepts elaborated by Trubeckoj:
that of Sprachbund,**® through the comparative method, which dominated Jakobson’s writings
published during the interwar period. Second, Jakobson developed a symmetrical (and here I
agree with Sériot’s statement about the importance of symmetry by Jakobson) analysis of the
linguistic characteristic of Eurasian languages, which mirrors Savickij’s geographical studies.
While reading the essay, it is possible to observe that Jakobson did not really met Savickij’s
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 BewuBtsein die historische Einheitlichkeit und Untrennbarkeit, die
Eigenartigkeit und Originalitit dieser Welt; immer klarer kommt die These auf: ,Ruflland ist eine besondere
geographische Welt® (Savickij, Tanfil’ev und andere). Die physische und 6konomische Geographie bringt immer
neue wesentliche Merkmale hervor, die das Territorium von Ruflland-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 Jakobson’s references while elaborating his Eurasian linguistic
theories, such as Fedor Sologub’s idea of the Orient or Sergej Bulgakov’s philosophical
theories which had a significant influence on Savickij (Beisswenger 2015). Rather, Jakobson’s
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 Suvcinskij. 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 montaz” [“The Perpetuum Mobile of a Pendulum: Attempt at a
Montage™], in Listy pro umeéni a kritiku in 1934. This is a collage of quotations from Hercen’s
book S togo berega [ From Another Shore], translated into Czech in 1905 by Josef Miks. 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 —
such as that of Futurism — 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).*° This represented just one
example of Jakobson’s 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 Melnikova-

Papouskova’s monograph.

Returning to the Eurasian question, while analysing Jakobson’s 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 “Mné je lito, Ze lidstvo opé&t u¢inilo krok zpatky o celé pokolent, Ze pohyb je opét potladen, zastaven. [...]
Lidstvo proto, aby pokrocilo kuptedu z uzkych forem fimského prava, klesd nazpét v germanské barbarstvi.”
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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 Jakobson’s involvement in Eurasianism as similar
to Trubeckoj or Savickij’s experiences should be revised questioning if Jakobson’s
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 Trubeckoj’s 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 “Savickij’s Eurasian fanaticism” (Jakobson — 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 Emile 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.?”® 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 Casopis pro moderni 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 (Bernatek 2014;
Bernatek 2016), where the authors of the reports, such as Eisner or Silberstein, actively

participated in the lectures.

Jakobson’s 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 29™
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™*® (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 — 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 pokousi redukovat souhlaskové soustavy na nékolik diferenciaénich vlastnosti tvoiicich
parové protiklady.”
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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 Jakobson’s 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 bojovnici (“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 Lingvistkredsen?!® (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 Brendal. 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 Hjemslev’s 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.?'! (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

219 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, “Kodanska
prehlidka dnesniho jazykozpytu” [“Copenhagen Review of Today’s Linguistics”].

211 «“Ba slavny Holger Pedersen, vzdy tak stiizlivy a opatrny, ve svém zavéreéném slové po obou uvedenych
prednaskach o prajazyce indoevropském mluvil pfimo o nové kapitole ve vyvoji srovnavaciho jazykozpytu a o
novych jeho vybojich, distojné se ptidruzujicich k nékdejsim vybojim celnych zastupct obdobi piedchoziho - 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™?!? (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 22" of October
Jakobson published “Prof. Hjelmslev in Prag” [“Prof. Hjelmslev in Prague”] in Prager Presse.
Lorenzo Cigana’s 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,”’®> which contain Hjelmslev’s
correspondences with Jakobson and Trubeckoj. We can use these to reconstruct Jakobson’s
relationship with Hjelmslev and the genesis of the writing published in Prager Presse. After
Hjelmslev returned to Denmark, in a letter dated the 9™ of November 1937 he expressed to

Jakobson his enthusiastic thanks:

De retour a mon pays, et apres avoir réglé diverses besognes urgentes qui
m’attendaient (entre autres choses les épreuves des Actes du congres
linguistes que vous avez di recevoir maintenant), je m’empresse de vous
exprimer, a Madame Jakobson et a vous-méme, les plus cordiaux
remerciements de la part de ma femme et de moi des belles journées que nous
avons pu passer avec vous a Prague et a Brno, grace a vos bons soins et a
votre aimable hospitalité. Il est regrettable seulement que nous n’ayons pas
pu rester plus longtemps, malgré vos suggestions si aimables et si tentantes;
mais vous savez que j’ai été forcé de rentrer trés 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 j’ai pu avoir avec
vous et avec les autres collégues de Prague et de Brno, et qui m’ont donné

ample matiére a réflexion.?'*

On 7™ 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,?!> and sent Hjemslev an

212 «Jiz se nedebatovalo o opravnénosti a vhodnosti metody, nybrz o konkrétnich vysledcich jeji aplikace na
rozli¢né tseky 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 Zivot a dilo”
[Ramus Rask, his Life and Work].
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article published in Lidové noviny: “Je vous envoie en méme temps les comptes-rendus de
Lidové noviny sur vos conférence et j’ai pri¢ la rédaction de la Prager Presse de vous envoyer
un résumé sommaire de votre conférence faite au Cercle [...]”.2!¢ The Lidové noviny article
Jakobson sent was published on 4" of November 1937 under the title “Déansko-Ceska
soucinnost v jazykovedeé” [“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

“Pedersen’s successor’:

L. Hjelmslev’s 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 Zubaty’s lectures on acquiring Czech and Slavic literature.
This year, Pedersen’s 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.*!’

The relationship between Jakobson and Hjelmslev stretched beyond the 1930s, enduring after
the WWIIL. As Cigana notes, Hjelmslev employed Jakobson and Trubeckoj’s concept of the
linguistic mark in 1933 (2022, 101).

When Jakobson and Pirkova 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>.

27 “Do této tradice dobie zapada dvoji pobyt v republice L. Hjelmsleva — v r. 1923 mlady linguista, spojujici
s pronikavym zdjmem o obecnou jazykovédu také zijem o baltoslovanské jazyky, pfiznacny pro danské
komparatisty, pilné navstévuje prednasky Zubatého o osvojuje si ¢eStinu a slovanskou odbornou literaturu a v
roce leto$nim nastupce Pedersentiv na proslulé kodanské stolici pro srovnavaci jazykozpyt zahajuje tuto etapu své
¢innosti cestou do Prahy a Brna, kde v podrobnych poradach s ¢eskoslovenskymi kolegy projednava aktualni
otazky védecké spoluprace, zejména otazka sourucenstvi Prazského a Kodanského krouzku, ktery nyni jako
predseda idi.”
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an obituary to honour Hjelmslev, but his letter to Vibeke, Hjelmslev’s 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 — 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 Dean’s office and sang in the Brno streets;

then his and your unforgettable help to us in tragic 1939 [...].*'8

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 ArnoSt Kraus: the
Tschechoslowakisch-dénische Gesellschaft [Czechoslovak-Danish Society], founded in 1924,
and the Institut fiir 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 Benveniste’s visit to the city. The most relevant figure here was Olaf
Broch?!?, mainly known as a scholar involved in Russian studies, but also deeply interested in
Czech language.??® Broch embodied the model of a many-sided scholar, who besides his
academic activity was éngagé also as translator, translating Tolstoj and Dostoevskij’s 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. Broch’s

218 RJPs, Box 25, Folder 23.

219 See Bjernflaten (1996, 1998 and 2012). In this article, the scholar emphasised the richness of Broch’s
archive, which collects letters he exchanged with other linguists, such as Aleksej Sachmatov and Pedersen. I want
to sincerely thank prof. Jan Ivar Bjernflaten for his advice concerning my research on Broch. See also Lonngren
(2019).

220 Broch became close to Russian scholars in 1888, especially to Fortunatov and Sachmatov, 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 fiir slavische Philologie under Jagi¢’s suggestion and expanded two years later in the
book Studien von den slovakisch-kleinrussischen Sprachgrenzen im Osltichen 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.**! (Mathesius

2009, 216)

Broch’s 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 31% 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 PLK’s archive gives more
insights into Broch’s relationships with Czech scholars: during a meeting held on 1% of October
1937, members were informed that Broch was invited to Brno and on 25" Mathesius proposed
to take advantage of his visit and to invite him to join the Circle. On 21 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 4™ of August 1937 in Prager Presse to celebrate Broch’s 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 Sachmatov, although
his relationship with Broch was very important, as evidenced by their extensive
correspondence.??? 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 “yelkou vé&deckou zkuSenost pro mne bylo ke konci mych univerzitnich studii setkani s norskym
slavistou Olafem Brochem, jenz se tehdy blizil Ctyficitce. Byl to uz hotovy védec, zndmy svymi pracemi o
posouvani jazykovych hranic mezi Slovaky a Rusiny, a pfisel do Prahy pocatkem Iéta 1905, aby na misté studoval
Ceskou vyslovnost.”

222 See Lonngren (2015) and Lonngren - Zakovorotnaja (2020). Broch’s archive presents a significant
quantity of materials, though as prof. Bjernflaten told me, only the portion related to Sachmatov and Jagi¢ has
been organised, while the (possible) presence of correspondence with Czech scholars has never been considered.
As noticed in Bjernflaten (2012), there are many correspondences with important scholars, such as Pedersen.

101



continued even after the WWII, when the tones of their correspondence suggest an academic
parity as well as a renewed mutual respect.??* Jakobson was acquainted with Broch’s work by
the early 1920s: in O cesskom stiche, Jakobson largely referred to Broch’s volume Ocerki
filologii slavjanskoj reci [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 Broch’s death, in 1961.2%* Although I cannot demonstrate the existence of
a correspondence, it is otherwise evident from the writing published in Prager Presse and from
O cesskom stiche that Jakobson was familiar with Broch’s 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 Broch’s 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)**°

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 Jakobson’s 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.??® Such research

223 See Karelin — Repnevskij (2018).

224 In the archive of the Oslo Nasjonalbiblioteket (Oslo National library) are conserved Jakobson’s 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 iiber die Ursachen der Umbildung des siidgroBrussischen Vokalismus), so ist
der Kern seiner Untersuchungen synchronistisch angelegt, synchronistisch, aber nicht statisch: die
Veréanderlichkeit 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 studies’ physiognomy.
The Bulgarian case

There is a writing which among Jakobson’s reports can be conceived as a peculiar
document. On 5" of September 1937, he published “Neznidmé 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”.

Jakobson’s visit to Bulgaria also had an academic aim. As the article “Roman Jakobson
piednasi v Bulharsku” [“Roman Jakobson Teaches in Bulgaria”], published on 30™ of June
1937 in the journal Ndrodni osvobozeni, 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 University’s Archive (AMU), it is possible to deduce that it
was not his first visit to this country. Among the documents is one dated the 8" 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 dean’s 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 “Degkanstvi filosofické fakulty Masarykovy university v Brné povéfilo profesora Dra Romana O.
Jakobsona, aby z zjmu filosofické fakulty s slovanského seminéie navazal odobnim (sic!) zdjezdem do Bulharsku
v 1éte 1935 védecke styky s prisluSnymi Ciniteli a institucemi v Bulharsku; zada proto urady zdejsi i tamnéjsi
(sic!), aby mu ve vécech cesty po Bulharsku a navazani potfebnych styk vysly ochotné vestiic (sic!), a Narodni
banku, aby mu povolila vyvoz potfebnych valut.” in AMU, A2, Roman Jakobson.
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Jakobson’s 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¢’s 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.
Emile Benveniste at the PLK

On 16™ of March 1937 Jakobson published in Lidové noviny “Prof. Benveniste v Brn&”
[“Prof. Benveniste in Brno™] (Jakobson 2014, 246-247).228 He discussed Benveniste’s lecture
at the Masaryk University in Brno, on the Proto-Indo-European structure, which he describes
as zhusténa and prehledna (“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 11
of March, Silberstein reported on Benveniste’s lecture L ‘expression linguistique de la quantité
at the PLK and on the audience’s reactions, especially Friedrich Slotty’s (Silberstein 1937).2%°
Contacts between Czech and French linguists (beyond Benveniste, Antoine Meillet and Lucien

230 Tt is difficult to reconstruct

Tesniére are noteworthy) developed in the interwar years.
precisely how Jakobson’s 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 — 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 1t is signed “alg”. Toman argues that this may be an abbreviation of “Aljagrov”, see Jakobson (2014,
247). Toman’s suggestion is convincing due to the lexical convergences he reported.

229 It had been planned for the 9 of March 1937, but then it was anticipated, and Benveniste lectured on 8%.
On 5" of May, Jakobson and Havranek proposed the election of Benveniste as a member of the PLK which was
accepted on 21° of December. On 7" of February 1938 Benveniste wrote a letter expressing his gratitude for the
nominee, see Cermak — Poeta — Cermak (2012).

230 See Krasova (2014, 2018, 2021) and Krasova — Koblizek (2019).
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Jakobson’s reports during the American period

Concluding this section, I would like to reflect Jakobson’s reports written during the
American period. Jakobson’s 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 29 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.*'

In the closing remarks, Jakobson informed Karpovi¢ about the interest of West European
academies in collaborating with Harvard Slavic department. Jakobson’s 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

21 RJPs Box 1, Folder 18.

232 Relevant is Jakobson’s remarks about his nine-day sojourn in Moscow from 1956 in his correspondence
with Vernadskij. In a letter dated the 21% 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. Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s involvement in translation during the Czech

period.?*3

Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Sajkovi¢ and one related to I1’ja Bart’s
Czech translation of Puskinian poems. Concerning the last function, I will delve into it referring
to Jakobson’s most important writings about translation and briefly refer his influence in the

Czech translational theory.?3*

233 1 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 T 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 Russia’s borders,
Jakobson rarely published translations. His first attested translation was from French into
Russian, of Mallarmé’s poem Une dentelle s abolit (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 Majakovskij’s poem Oblako v Stanach [A Cloud in Trousers], which he made
between late 1916 and early 1917. This translation was published by Jangfel’dt, who noted that
the poem’s opening was recited in person by Jakobson (2012, 283), while final last six verses
were published by Winner in 1977 (Armstrong — Schooneveld 1977, 508). In the same years
Jakobson translated into Old Slavonic verses from Majakovskij’s Nicego ne ponimajut [They

Do Not Understand Nothing] (1913), reproduced again by Jangfel’dt (Jakobson 2012, 209):

R3 EPAAOEPHI NPHHAOXR H PEROXB.
FOUITE OThYE A4 NPHYCIWEWH MK OYIIH:
FAAARKE EZ NB CTAAR KCTR HIRAMEBR:
AABPOME AHROMB ARM KPOYWsRA KCTE
NEPABOYMBNE: PRIXAL CRARALIA CAOECCA-
METAAWE CA XKC PETZ MAKE W (ARA:

H €€ AARTO- cMBrAALLE CA TFAdBA NERA-
BRTAKIMAIRIUTH CA ARM PCABRE CTAPA®~

On 27" of December 1920, Jakobson published in Den the Czech translation of portions of
Velimir Chlebnikov’s poem Sestry Molnii [The Daughter of the Storm] under the title “Z
poematu ‘Sestry blyskavice’” [“From the poem ‘The Daughter of the Storm’’] (Jakobson
1920). Jakobson translated the final paragraphs, where the voice of the people closes the

poem.?*> The translation is signed R. A. (Roman Aljagrov).

In 1925, Jakobson published a Russian translation of Neumann’s poem Jarni rytmy
[Vesennie ritmy] in Nové Rusko to celebrate Neumann’s fiftieth birthday (Jakobson 1925).23¢
In the brief introduction, Jakobson described Neumann as “the greatest of contemporary Czech

poets”, emphasising the poet’s 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: Jakobson’s 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 Majakovskij’s
poems to Neumann with Weil’s 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 Dvenadcat’ [The Twelve] by
Aleksandr Blok together with Jakobson. In addition, it is possible to assume that Jakobson
supported Svatava Pirkova in the translation of Pasternak’s Ochrannaja gramota [The Safe
Conduct], published in 1935 together with Jakobson’s annotations and postface. In the same
year Nezval and Jakobson had also planned to translate a selection of Pasternak’s poems, but

never did.?37

The most significant editorial project in which Jakobson was officially involved is the
Czech?3® publication of Aleksandr Puskin’s selected writings on the centenary of his death in
1937.2% 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, Puskin (see §3.1). Jakobson really believed in the importance of the jubilee,

as he wrote in 1946 in an article on Puskin’s 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

writer’s legacy. (Jakobson 1946, 88)

Jakobson did not intend Puskin’s anniversary as an opportunity to “reread” or “reinterpret” his

figure through the values of contemporary society or daily life. Therefore, his project was not

27 See § 3.2.
238 See Sgallova (2018) on Czech translations of Puskin.
239 See § 3.1 for an analysis of Jakobson’s writings about Puskin.
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a reinterpretation of Puskin since according to Jakobson there was no need to investigate what
message Puskin’s Onegin, or even his writings in general, could give to contemporaries. On
the contrary, Jakobson was aware of the importance reached by Puskin’s myth not only in
Russian literature or among Russian scholars but also in the international milieu.?*® As T will
show in the following chapter (§ 3.1), Jakobson’s research on Puskin has only been partially
considered by scholars, with the exception of his most pivotal writing on the Russian poet,
“Socha v symbolice Puskinové” [“The Statue in Puskin’s Poetic Mythology™] (Jakobson 1979,
237-280), published in Slovo a slovesnost in 1937.

Title Translator(s) Preface Postface Year of Publication

A. S. Puskin. " Alfred Bém, Puskin a jeho misto Roman Jakobson, Na okraj
Lyrika Petr Kficka v literartufe. lyrickych basni Puskinovych. 1936
A. S. Puskin. Roman Jakobs : j

us vlr.\ ) y Josef Hora . oman Jdkf:b.sun, Na okraj 1937
Eugen Onégin: roman ve versich Eugena Onégina.
A. S. Puskin.

usn Otokar Fischer - Alfied Bém. Puskin-dramatik. 1937
Dramata

) Paul Eisner, Josef Hora, Petr Alfred Bém, Puskinova cesta k
A. S. Puskin. . . . .
Povidi . , Ohlasy Kficka, Bohumil Mathesius, proze. 1938
ovidiy versem a prozou. UGSy pantisek Nechvital, Vitézslay Roman Jakobson, K Puskinovym
lidové poesie o i . .
Nezval ohlastim lidové poezie.

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 Jakobson’s work with Bem on this
project, but it is possible to trace the translators’ work with Jakobson through extant
correspondence. This project is first discussed in one letter that Jakobson sent to Bem on 21%
of July 1936, in which he wrote: “[Julius] Fu¢ik wrote me that Hora agreed to translate
E[vgenij] O[negin]!”?*! In Jakobson’s correspondence with Fischer are several passages
concerning Fischer’s involvement in the translation of some dramas. For example, on 8" of

September 1936, Jakobson sent a brief letter signed by him, Pirkova and Mukatovsky:

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 Knights’ 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 Puskin’s 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 Hitler’s invasion.

241 “©yuyk nucan mue, uto ['opa cornacwuics nepesectr E[Brenns] O[neruna]!” in (Havrankova — Petkevié
2015, 57)
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was from German? Puskin read so little German.*** (Havrankova — Petkevi¢

2015, 143)

On 23 of December Jakobson asked Fischer if he had any doubts concerning the first proofs
of his translation of Boris Godunov (Havrankova — Petkevic 2015, 144) and sent the final ones
in January. Jakobson wrote Fischer on 21% of January 1937, praising his incredible skills as
translator: “Reading the proofs, I clapped my hands, as PuSkin once did after he finished
» 243

Godunov, and shouted: Al — ma ®@umep monoxen! [Oh, yes, well done Fischer!]
(Havrankova — Petkevic¢ 2015, 145).

Besides the correspondence with Fischer, Jakobson’s correspondence with Hora
contains references to the translation of the Puskin’s writings. In Hora’s collection at LA PNP
is a massive quantity of documents related to this translation, such as drafts with annotations
attributable to Jakobson. On 4™ 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 don’t disturb the
sense and Puskin’s tone, correct kindly and let me know”>** (Jakobson — Moravkova 1997, 28).
For Hora the translation of the Onegin represented an important challenge both in his career as
a translator and as poet himself.?*> In 1937 Hora commented about his experience of translating

Puskin:

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
poet’s hopes. Removed from the social order from which it grew, Puskin’s poem
lives further outside it. He lives by the fervour and clairvoyance of the poet’s
understanding of the eternal aspects of life, he lives by the power of the poet’s words

and sound. Social relations pass, but the wave of human thought runs on. What was

242 «[Cetl jsem Vase nové pieklady, jsou krasné, béhem podzim je projdu. Svazek dramat vyjde v lednu.
Myslim, Ze Vase vzacnd intuice Vas ani tentokrat nezklamala: je velmi pravdépodobné, Ze jsou Scény [z dob
rytifskych] prfekladem; vSak neni nalezen, a Ze to bylo z némciny? Puskin tak malo ¢etl némecky.”

243 “pro piecteni korektur tleskal jsem, jako kdysi Puskin po ukonéni Godunova, a kficel: Ait — na @umep
monogen!”

24«7 avii o¢i nad nékterymi licencemi, pokud nerusi smysl a puskinovsky ton, oprav laskavé a sd&l mi.”

245 During the nineteenth century two Czech translations of the Onegin appeared: the first one by Vaclav
Bendl was published thirty years after the Russian edition of 1860 and the second one by Vaclav Jung in 1893.
During the twentieth century two more were published, Hora’s in 1937 and Olga Maskova’s 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). Bendl’s one was unfaithful in many ways, such as the
choice of the meter: Bendl transposed Puskin’s traditional iambic tetrameter with iambic pentameter. Meanwhile,
Jung’s translation was more respectful of the versification, preserving meter and rhyme and more respectful of
Puskin’s themes. It was not a faithful transposition of Puskin’s 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 Puskin can boldly speak even today,
and from him to Majakovskij to Pasternak there is a continuous line of poets hungry

to change the higher life**® (Hala — 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 Sajkovié?¥’ (Jakobson 1913, 304-306). As I will explain in the
subchapter dedicated to polemics (§ 2.6.2), this poem played a relevant role in Jakobson’s
activity, being a significant topic during his years in the United States, when in 1948 he
published La Geste du Prince Igor’. Texte établi, traduit et commenté together with Henri
Grégoire and Marc Szeftel. In the review Jakobson compared Sajkovi¢’s 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 poem’s artistic
traits, which he saw as completely lacking in Sajkovié’s translation. Moreover, what Fedor
Kors§ called rythmische Buntheit, a thythmical variegation, was also missing in the Croatian
version.?*® While describing the translation as banal and disrespectful to the original, Jakobson

harshly criticised the foreword, describing it as “partially nonsense, partially extravagant”.

Sajkovié’s 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 “Bugen Onégin je dnes roman historicky. [...] Pii praci nad Eugenem Onéginem, jehoz strofy jsem
prekladal do Cestiny, jsem pocitil zivé opravnéni basnikovych nadéji. Vynata ze spolecenského fadu, z néhoz
vyrostla, Zije Puskinova baseii ddle mimo ng&j. Zije vroucnosti a jasnoziivosti basnikova pochopeni vé&nych
stranek zivota, zije silou basnikova slova a zvuku. Spolecenské vztahy mijeji, ale vina lidské myslenky bézi dal.
Co bylo pomijivou skute¢nosti, zménila basnikova intuice v trvaly symbol. [...] Takovy uz je osud tohoto basnika:
jako by se do n¢ho byla vtélila touha celého Ruska po svobodé ducha. [...] Proto mtize Puskin sméle mluvit i
k dnesku, a od n¢ho po Majakovského, po Pasternaka vede nepfetrzita linie basnikt, laénych méniti zivot vyssi.”

247 Tvan Sajkovi¢ (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 Kors 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. Kors§ wrote frequently about the Slovo, such
as his annotations to Platon Melioranskij’s Tureckie elementy v jazyke “Slova o polku Igoreve”. See Kors (1902,
1909)
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commentary on the Slovo.?* 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 Perec’s contribution to Russian and Ukrainian Studies, listing some of his most
remarkable writings, including those dedicated to Slovo. In the review of Sajkovi¢, Jakobson
accused the Croatian scholar of having an unscientific attitude and lacking an effective
methodology. He also critiqued the inaccuracy of Sajkovié’s criticism of Perec, emphasising

the complete absurdity on which his assumptions were based.

In 1937 Jakobson published “Puskinovy basn¢ v piekladu Ilji Barta” [“Puskin’s Poetry
in II’ja Bart’s Translation”] (Jakobson 2014, 217-220) in Slovo a slovesnost,**° a critique of
Bart’s 1937 translation of Puskin’s poems?! (Puskin 1937). First, he noted several errors and
misinterpretations in the introduction. He stated that (metrical) anarchy reigned and Bart’s
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 Sajkovié’s translation of the Slovo.
Bart’s translation was not an adaptation of the Puskinian 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 Majakovskij’s poems (Cita 1986). In the last
section of the review, “Pomér k predchidcim” [“A Comparison with the Predecessors™],
Jakobson compared Bart’s translations with those of Jung and Kficka: Bart’s version of Ja vas
ljubil [I Loved You, 1829 but published in 1830] with Jung’s (Puskin 1920) and the first four
verses of Bakchiceskaja pesnja [The Bacchic Song, 1829] with Kticka’s (Puskin 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, Kficka, Nezval, Taborsky, but

it cannot be denied that their translations of Puskin’s 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 Kor§ and
Platon Melioranskij.

250 In 1937 Slovo a slovesnost published articles on Puskin, including Jakobson’s “Socha v symbolice
Puskinove”, Wollman’s “Puskinova cesta k baladické dramatice” [“Puskin’s Path to balladic Drama”] or
Bogatyrev’s “Byly slovenské pisn€ pramenem Puskinovym?” [“Were Slovak Songs Puskin’s Sources?”].

25! [1’ja Bart was born Julius Bartos. 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 pravo, Levd fronta, Cin, or Tvorba.
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proficient work and a meritorious cultural achievement. This distinguishes

them significantly from the translation under review. *** (Jakobson 1937, 220)
Third function: Jakobson as theoretician

Among Jakobson’s 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 Pierce’s 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; inferlingual 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), Jakobson’s classification has been considered
as axiomatic and is referred to in a wide range of pivotal works, such as Thomas Sebeok’s
Encyclopedic Dictionary of Semiotics ([1994] 2010) or Roland Posner’s 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),25* this classification marks an authoritative

achievement in the so-called translation studies.?>*

252 “Lze nesouhlasit s jednotlivymi prekladatelskymi zdsadami a tvarnymi prostiedky Ot. Fischera, Hory,
Junga, Kficky, Nezvala, Taborského, ale nelze popfiti, Ze jejich pieklady Puskinovych basnickych dél jsou
kvalifikovanou praci a zasluznym kulturnim ¢inem. Tim se markantné lisi od posuzovaného piekladu.”

233 Bco largely referred to Jakobson especially in the chapter “Translation and Interpretation”. Eco discussed
the concept of “interpretation” in Jakobson’s 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 ‘to translate’ 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 Jakobson’s triadic classification.
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In translation studies Jakobson has often been compared with Nabokov?*® 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 Nabokov’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s translation of Majakovskij’s Oblakov Stanach and Nicego ne ponimajut, Baer
suggested the influence of Futurism on Jakobson’s activity as a translator, while Nabokov was

influenced by his role as a professor of literature.?>¢

If the importance of Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s writings published in the Czech period translation does not occupy a
prominent position. The most significant text is the article “O piekladu verSt” [“On the
Translation of Verse”] (Jakobson 1979, 131-134), published in Plan 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.?” 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 Puskin. Then, he explained the differences with the Czech iamb, which
became a relevant form during Romanticism. Jakobson’s 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.

236 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 Mukarovsky as “Vilém Mukarovsky”, 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 Baer’s 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 Jakobson’s essay “Strocha Machy o zove
gorlicy” [“Macha’s 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
Jakobson’s 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 Nadezda Melnikova-Papouskova’s 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™°® (Jakobson 2013, 184).

Jakobson’s 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 ptekladu versi” did not focus on translation but, rather, on prosody. However, it is
undeniable that Jakobson’s 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 Jifi Levy, especially to his
Umeéni prekladu [The Art of Translation] and Ceskd teorie piekladu [Czech Translation
Theory]. In the introduction of Umeéni prekladu Levy explained the theoretical assumptions on

which he bases his analysis and, while emphasising the importance of the linguistic perspective.

As he also stated in Ceskd teorie prekladu:

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.*’ (Levy 2023, 215)

Discussing linguistics as a discipline which analyses boundaries and differences between two

languages, Levy recognised the great contribution the PLK gave to translational studies.?®® He

238 “Der Wert dieser Lyrik ist zu intim mit der russischen Sprache verbunden und es fehlten kongeniale
Ubersetzer, um ihren Reiz in die anderen Sprachen zu iibertragen.”

239 “Jazykova a prekladatelska teorie se stykaly zvlasté v rozborech vztahu mezi jazykovym vyrazem a tzv.
mimojazykovou skutecnosti, pfi rozboru vystavby jednotlivého pojmenovani i vétnych celku dvou jazyki a ve
studiich o versi.”

260 On PLK and translation, see Zehnalova (2018).
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openly referred to works by Mathesuis, Mukatovsky and Havranek. Concerning Jakobson, he
quoted the example about the difference between the Russian corstvyj chleb and the Czech
cerstvy chleb employed in the aforementioned “O piekladu versi”. This article is also included
in Levy’s collection of writings about translation Ceskd teorie prekladu, 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 Levy did not
mention Jakobson’s theory about Czech prosody, emphasising the importance of Josef Kral’s

theories from a methodological perspective.?*!

2.5 Reviews

2.5.1 Nadézda Mélnikova-Papouskova: Majakovskij and Blok

Nadézda Melnikova-Papouskova (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 PapouSek (Andrejs in Nykl 2021, 119). Differently from
other Russians émigrés, she built a solid and long-lasting relationship with the Czech

community.

Jakobson and Melnikova-PapouSkova were far apart in terms of methodology and in
their attitude towards the relationship between literature and politics: Jakobson declared
himself apolitical, while Melnikova-Papouskova 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, Melnikova-
Papouskova’s 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,
Melnikova-Papouskova 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 Kral’s theories.
116



Jakobson met Melnikova-Papouskova in July 1920, although the evidence that she was
Vjaceslav Sepkin’s disciple does not preclude them having met before, in Russia. Jakobson
had good relations with Papousek, publishing for Central’naja Evropa and receiving support
from him. The relationship between Jakobson and Melnikova-Papouskova 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.?%?
Melnikova-Papouskova: some remarks

Melnikova-Papouskova started publishing articles in the 1920s with the help of his
husband Papousek, who at the beginning translated her writings from Russian into Czech.
Melnikova-Papouskova 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., Central 'naja Evropa and

Prager Presse. Differently from Jakobson, she also published for the Russian Volja Rossii.

As René Andrejs emphasises (2021a), after publishing Rusko z blizka i z dalky [Russia
from Near and Far] in 1929, Melnikova-Papouskova’s 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 ]
published in 1921, in which she collected poems by Konstatnin Bal’mont, Valerij Brjusov —
whom she considered the best — Fedor Sologub’, Dmitrij Merezkovskij, Zinaida Gippius, and
Aleksej Tolstoj. Considering these names, the title of the anthology may be misleading. Though
Melnikova-Papouskova 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 1 do not intend to give an interpretation of Melnikova-Papouskova’s 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. Melnikova-Papouskova’s
interest in Blok in the 1920s is notable, as testified by the introduction to two collections of
essays, translated by PapouSek.?> According to her, these collections, Intelligencija i
revolucija [Intelligencija and Revolution]| and Poslednie dni imperatorskoj viasti [The Last
Days of the Imperial Power| — the latter a sequel to the former — 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 21% of July 1920 Melnikova-Papouskova 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 Melnikova-Papouskova 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 Gor’kij,
Valerij Brjusov, Vjacslav Ivanov and Aleksandr Blok as examples of collaborators with the
Soviet cultural organisations. He discussed Puskin, Nikolaj Nekrasov and Kornej Cukovskij as
examples of “old” authors published in the contemporary Soviet Union. The final question was
about the celebration of the jubilee of Aleksandr Hercen’s death. Considering the interview
with Melnikova-Papouskova, I want to propose three further considerations. First, that this
interview is Jakobson’s first testimony as a “cultural transfer”, represented in the guise of
information about the Soviet socio-cultural context. Second, that Melnikova-Papouskova’s
intention to interview Jakobson herself demonstrates that she was familiar with the young
scholar’s 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 Blok’s 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 viasti [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 Melnikova-Papouskova’s relationship is set
on 23" of February 1921, when Jakobson published in Tribuna “Rusky béasnik pied soudem
ruskeé literatury” [“A Russian Poet at the Court of Russian Literature™] (Jakobson 2013, 70-73).
It was a polemical reaction to Melnikova-Papouskova’s article “Futurismus jako oficialni
bolevicka poezie” [“Futurism as the Official Poetry of Bolshevism”], which appeared on 8"
of February 1921 in Cas. In her article, Melnikova-Papouskova 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. Melnikova-Papouskova
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

Celovek [The Man].

As Toman noted, Jakobson’s 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”?%*
(Toman 1994, 44). As stated in the introductionary paragraph to Tribuna, the members of the
editorial board decided to publish Jakobson’s reaction because they believed in the importance

of Majakovskij in Czechoslovakia and supported translations of his writings:2%

264 «“[B] neBBIX Kpyrax TBOS MOMYJIAPHOCTH pacTer”.

265 For a partial analysis about Majakovskij’s reception in Czechoslovakia, see Kitzlerova (2020).
Majakovskij’s reception in Czechoslovakia needs broader analysis, but [ will briefly try to outline the most pivotal
traits. Two characteristics demonstrate Majakovskij’s importance in interwar Czechoslovakia: a significant
number of translations and the poet’s visit to Prague during his European tour. Jifi Weil played a pivotal role
among the translators of Majakovskij’s writings. In 1920 Weil’s translation of Levyj mars [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 fe¢ na janovské konferenci”,
Majakovskij (1922b); and the play Misterija-buff [ Mystery-Bouffe] in Rudé parvo Majakovskij (1922¢) Another
relevant translation was that of the poem /50 000 000 by Bohumil Mathesius published in 1925, Vladimir
Majakovskij (1925). The dissemination of Majakovskij’s 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. Melnikova-Papouskova’s 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. Jakobson’s defence.”?*® (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 tak*®’ [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.”*® (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: Narodni osvobozeni, Lidové
noviny, Ceskoslovenskd republika, Prager Presse*® and Rudé pravo. In 1927, when
Majakovskij visited Prague, Jakobson published in Ndrodni osvobozeni 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.27°

266 “Rusky slavista, dr. Roman Jakobson, jenz dli za védeckou praci v praze, posila nam tuto odpovéd’ na
kritiku pi Melnikové-papouskové, tykajici se ruského modernisty Majakovského. Jak se dovidame, budou vbrzku
prelozena néktera dila tohoto zajimavého basnika do ceStiny. Tim spiSe dopfdvame mista obhajobé pané
Jakobsonove.”

267 It was published in the collection Ocerki [Sketches] in 1927. In the same collection, another short text is
dedicated to his travel to Czechoslovakia, namely Cesiskij 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 “Ha INpaxckom Bok3ae — Poma SIko6con. On Takoii xe. Hemroro mononnen. PaGora B oT/ene nevatyn
MIPa)KCKOTO TOJIIPEACTBa MPUOaBMIIa eMy HEKOTOPYIO CONUIHOCTh M JTUIIOMAaTHYECKYI0 OCMOTPUTEIBHOCTH B
peuax.”

269 On 22" April 1927 an interview with Majakovskij appeared in Prager Presse, later translated into Russian
and published in the thirteenth volume of Polnoe sobranie socinenij, see Majakovskij (1961, 232-233)

270 Jakobson had already emphasised his negative judgement of Marinetti in NovejSaja 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 liberta” developed in the Italian Futurism was not related to poetry, but to reportage (Ibidem). Jakobson’s
attitude towards Marinetti reflected the broader Czechoslovakian reception of the leader of the Italia futurist.
Jakobson’s 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
Jakobson’s perception of Majakovskij in the interwar years impelled Jakobson to defend the
poet from the accuse of militarism. His reaction was polemical, describing Melnikova-
Papouskova’s commentary as trivial, superficial, and lacking a complete knowledge of
Majakovskij’s oeuvre. Jakobson was aware of the influence of history on the evolution of
literature and language.?’! 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 24" of April 1930, Tvorba published the Czech translation of Majakovskij’s obituary from

the Soviet newspaper Pravda,*’?

which emphasised the importance the poet as a symbol of the
Revolution. Within the same issue, there are several articles dedicated to Majakovskij’s death.
These include Jifi Weil’s. In his article “O Majakovském” [“About Majakovskij”], he
emphasised the relationship between Majakovskij’s writings with the Revolution and the war.
Unlike Melnikova-Papouskova, 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 ‘this is only the first day of the workers’

flood’. Majakovskij’s poetic work grew up in the revolution™?’ (Weil 1930, 6).
Melnikova-Papouskovad’s “A. A. Blok™ (1925)

The third key étape corresponds to the publication of Jakobson’s review of Melnikova-
Papouskovéa’s monograph 4. A. Blok, which appeared in Prager Presse on 4" November 1925.

Blok was an important poet for Melnikova-PapouSkova. 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 rthythm and rhyme, but Majakovskij and the Futurists managed to go further, breaking with tradition and
creating a new literary canon. On Marinetti’s reception in Czechoslovakia, see at least Kiesalkova (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 Rundschau’s 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, 24" of April 1930, pp. 1-2. The obituary appeared in Pravda on 15" of April 1930.

273 “Majakovskij byl basnikem revoluce. [...] Jiz ve své Vojné a miru hlasa revoluci, jiz ve své 6dé& unorové
revoluci fiké4 ‘to je jenom prvni den délnické potopy’. Basnicka tvorba Majakovského vyrostla v revoluci.”
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introduction to Poslednie dni imperatorskoj vilasti, she identified Blok as a genius, a writer of

a prophetic-religious nature (Melnikova-Papouskova 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.?” For the young Jakobson, who during his Muscovite years had become well
established in poetic circles, Melnikova-Papouskova’s 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.?”?

The second part of the review is an evaluation of Melnikova-Papouskova’s monograph.
Jakobson acknowledged her merits, stating that “[she] loves and knows the mentioned author
and the literature related to him [Blok]”?’®, 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 Blok’s literary legacy by tracing it
in the biography field, as many are used to; it rightly emphasises that
biography can seldom elucidate a poet’s work properly.”” (Jakobson 2013,
186)

In the monograph’s first chapter Melnikova-PapouSkovd 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. Belyj’s 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 Blok’s most popular poem Dvenadcat’ [The Twelve] were published in the interwar
years. The first was by Jaroslav Seifert, translated in 1921 with Jakobson’s 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 FrantiSek Taborsky published his (Taborsky1932).

275 Jakobson noted this problem in his programmatic article “Uber die heutigen Voraussetzungen der
russischen Slavistik” (1929) (see § 2.2)

276 “Is]ie liebt and kennt den erwiihnten Autor und die auf ihn beziigliche Literatur.”

277¢[sie] ersetzt nicht die Erforschung von Bloks literarischem Nachlasse durch di Nachspiirungen auf die
Gebiete der Biographie, wie es viele zu machen pflegen, sie unterstreicht mit Recht, da3 die Biographie selten zur
richtigen Aufklérung des dichterischen Werkes dienen kann”.
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Blok’s poems. Jakobson’s antipsychological attitude derived from his acquaintance with

278 and belonged to his rejection of any positivist approach to poetry.?”®

Husserlian philosophy
Jakobson’s 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 —
Cervenka 1995, 23-33), juxtaposing the psychological approach to the concept of
literaturnost’. Published in Volné smery 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 literaturnost’ elaborated by the Formalists and largely
employed in Structuralism. Jakobson denied the wrong interpretation of the formal method as

based on the concept of /’art pour [’art and declared the autonomy of the aesthetic function:

Neither Tynjanov, Mukatovsky, Sklovskij, 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 Cernavin — Jampolskaja (2018). Even though
Husserl’s writing had been declared illegal in the Russia empire, in 1914 Gustav Spet — a member of the MLK
and a former disciple of Husserl in Marburg — admitted that Husserl’s ideas were spreading in Russian and
scientific circles. Among the venues in which Husserl’s discussion spread were Professor Georgij Celpanov’s
seminars at the Psychological Institute of Moscow University, assiduously frequented by Jakobson.
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In conclusion, returning to Jakobson’s review, the evaluation of the monograph about Blok was
positive. It represents a reunion between Jakobson and Melnikova-Papouskova. 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 Jakobson’s archive at MIT and reproduced in the § Appendix.

2.5.2 I’ja Erenburg’s dialogue between Russia, France, and Czechoslovakia

In this subchapter I am to analyse Jakobson’s review of 11’ja Erenburg and Ovadij Savic¢’s
My i oni: Francija [Us and Them: France] (1931) in order to further discuss Jakobson’s

relationship with Erenburg and reflect on his idea of “nationality™.

As stated in the first chapter (§ 1.1), Jakobson was acquainted with I1’ja 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.?®® In Ljudi, gody, Zizn’ he wrote that he

encountered the Czech avant-garde thanks to Jakobson:

When Roman Jakobson took me to Narodni kavarna 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 Vitézslav
Nezval, Jaroslav Seifert, the novelist Vladislav Vancura and the theoretician

of the “Devétsil”, Karel Teige.”®' (Erenburg 1990, 422)

Erenburg built a close relationship especially with Nezval and in the mentioned Ljudi, gody,
zizn’ 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
Erenburg’s relations with Czechoslovak contexts. Erenburg and Jakobson’s 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
Ljubov’ 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 “Korma Poman SIkoGcon mpusen mens B kade ‘Hapomna kaBapHs®’, 0ONHOGOBAHHOE YYaCTHUKAMH
‘HleBeTcmiia’ — Tak OKPECTHIIM ceOsl YEIICKHE CTOPOHHHKHM JIEBOTO MCKyccTBa. Ha auBaHe y JJIMHHOTO cTOJa
nznenn nodtel Burescnas Hessai, SIpocnas Ceiidept, npo3ank Bragucnas Banuypa n teopetuk ‘leBercmna’
kputuk Kapen Teiire.”
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It’s so hard to talk about such things in the distance. And I kept wondering
why all my meetings with II’ja 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...2*?

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 Jakobson’s

invitation who used to invite scholars he knew to publish in the journal .23

In 1931 Jakobson’s 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 II’ja Erenburg with Ovadij Savi¢.?®* 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 Majakovskij’s 1925 long poem Pariz

[Paris], whose last verses sound:

282 “Tax TPyIHO O TAKMX BEMIAX TOBOPHTH BIaNb. U Bee MymaeTcs, oueMy Bee Betpeun ¢ ket mocneaanx
JeT OyJiu Tak OTPBHIBOYHBI M OOPBIBUCTHL. TONBKO 3aJHAM YHCIIOM 51 3HAJI: CKOJBKO HaJo0 OBUIO CKa3aTb ApYyr
npyry. CTONBKO MBI yMEIH KOT1a-To ApYT ApyTy cka3atk...” This excerpt was included by the editor of Erenburg’s
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 Rundschau’s 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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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 Winter’s?%® Kniha o Francii [A Book about France] (1930). During the interwar
years, Winter published in Slovo a slovesnost and Slavische Rundschau.?®’ In the
correspondence between Jakobson and Winter kept in Slavische Rundschau’s archive, some
letters attest to their closeness. In a letter sent from Paris on 315 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
Erenburg’s 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. ***

According to Jakobson, the difference between the two books emphasised the main difference

between Czechoslovakia and Russia’s 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 Winter’s case is more compassionate,
friendly, even amorous, but in the Russian’s more harsh, often satirically

sharp.”® (Jakobson 2013, 315)

285 «“T would like/ to live/ and die in Paris/ If there wouldn’t 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 “Poznamky k novinafské Cesting”
[“Notes on Czech in Newspapers”]. For Slavische Rundschau, published an article titled “Umsichtigung der
Cechischer Gesellschaft” [“Prudence in Czech Society”] (Winter 1932) and some contributions to the section
“Kulturkronik™.

288 “Dgkuji Vam za dobré minéni o knize i za pozornost, kterou ji chcete vénovati ve Slavische Rundschau
nemén¢ pak za upozornéni na Erenburgovou knihu My i oni. Zatim jsem do ni hen nahlédl, ale pfectu si ji jiste,
ne-li nyni, toz o prazdninach.”

289 “Der wichtigste Unterschied zwischen dem &echischen und den russischen Beobachtern beruht in seiner
liebenswiirdig diplomatischen Wiedergabe der Tatsachen, in einer anderen emotionalen Férbung 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 Jakobson’s reception of Anton Florovskij’s writings.
Florovskij, who was a Russian historian, is of note because he represents one of the few Russian

emigrés with whom Jakobson scholarly interacted in the interwar period.

On 26" of May 1936 Jakobson published his first writing in Lidové noviny, titled
“Cesko-ruské styky v minulosti” [“Czech-Russian Contacts in the Past”] (Jakobson 2014, 102-
103), a review of Anton Florovskij’s book Cechi i vostocnye slavjane. Ocerki po istorii russko-
cesskich otnosenij 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, Florovskij?®?

came to Prague in 1923 and, as Nikola
Dopitova suggested, there is an evident division between these two periods (Dopitova 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 mitfiillend, freundlich, sogar verliebt, bei den Russin aber mehr herb, vielfach satirisch scharf
ist.”
290 See Pickova (1993), Saur (2005), and Dopitova (2021). On Czech research about Tsarist Russia, see
Vicek (2017).
127



relations between Czechs and Russian remain a constant through Florovskij’s 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 otnosenija v epochu Petra Velikogo
[Russian-Austrian Relations in the Era of Peter the Great].*! 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 istoriceskoe obscestvo [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: Ceské prvky v staroruské literatuie [Czech
Features in Old Russian Literature] on 14" of February 1938 and Ceskd bible v déjindch
vychodoslovanskeé kultury a pisemnictvi [ The Czech Bible in the History of East Slavic Culture
and Literature) on 16™ of December 1940. Florovskij’s activity in the PLK speaks to his
interdisciplinary approach involving history and literature, demonstrated in the article “Ruska
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
nase zemé Evrope [What gave our Country to Europe] with the writing “Vliv staré Ceské
literatury v oblasti ruské” [“The Influence of Old Czech Literature in the Russian Context”].
He never became a PLK member. The first volume of Cechi i vostocnye slavjane received a
largely positive reception from Czech scholars but reviewers noted the presence of inaccuracies
regarding Czech terms and dates.?*? In his review, Jakobson described Florovskij’s book as one
of the best published by the Slovansky ustav to date. He noted that Florovskij was the first
historian who analysed the relations between Russian and Czech history. Jakobson noted that
Florovskij’s 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 Jakobson’s esteem for his colleague is his reference to Florovskij in

the review “Rusky 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 Dopitova in Nykl (2021, 162-164).
292 The most relevant are Zden&k Hajek’s review published in Cesky ¢asopis historcky Hajek (1936) and Jan
Slavik’s one published in Slovansky prrehled Slavik (1935).
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on 15" of October 1938 in Lidové noviny. Jakobson reviewed the annotated edition of the
Russian play Car’ Maksimilian published by the Polish scholar Jozef Gotabek. 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¢tnosci, the Polish Academy of Arts and
Science. In his review, Jakobson attempted to prove that Car’ Maksimilian was an example of
how Czech popular theatre had influenced Russia’s. He argued that Car’ Maksimilian was
influenced by “Svatd Dorota” [“Holy Dorotha™], a recurrent spiritual motif in Bohemian folk
theatre.?”® Jakobson’s interest in “Svatd Dorota” was not incidental. In 1938 Bogatyrev and
Burian both wrote on the Czech spiritual play about Svata Dorota: Bogatyrev analysed it in his
article “Lidové divadlo” [“Folk Theater], published in 1938 in Burian’s journal Program D,
while in the same year Burian staged a play inspired by the motif of “Svatad Dorotha”, Hra o
svaté Doroté [A Play about St. Dorothy], on 6™ of October, only few days before Jakobson

294

published this review.=”* In the review Jakobson simultaneously quoted both, identifying

“Svata 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).”?%>
Florovskij’s theories from the first volume of Cechi i vostocnye slavjane appeared in
Jakobson’s writings about the interactions between Czech and Russian Medieval literature.
This demonstrates, as I stated above, Jakobson’s esteem for Florovskij’s scholarship and,

further, the importance of communication between different disciplines.

2.5.4 Zdenék Nejedly’s Masaryk in Jakobson and Wellek’s 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 Jakobson’s review “Masaryk
Nejedlého” [“Nejedly’s Masaryk™], published in Slovo a slovesnost in 1935, confronting it with

Wellek’s 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 Svatd Dorota in Lidové noviny on 5" of
February 1939, “Cesta svaté Doroty z Cech na Rus” [“St. Dorothy’s Journey from Bohemia to Russia”], which
was his last writing appeared while he was still in Czechoslovakia.

2%4 The collaboration of Structuralism with the Czech theatre is an important topic, analysed in Ambros
(2012), Slaisové (2016) and Veltrusky (2016). Bogatyrev’s 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 Jindfich Honzl and Emil
FrantiSek 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 Sirovétka (1966) and Slaisova (2016).

295 “skvost zlidovélé gotiky, teprve letos nalezité ocenény védou (Bogatyrev) a modernim divadlem (krasné
provedeni v divadle E. F. Buriana).”

129



later, in 1936 (Wellek 1936). These reviews referred to Zdenék Nejedly’s third volume?® 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.
Wellek’s 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: 27
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 valce [The Slavs After the War).
Masaryk’s 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.?*® The
interest of this journal in publishing articles about Masaryk’s 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.?

296 Nejedly 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 prazské univerzite 1882-1886 [Masaryk at the Prague University 1882-1886] (1935).

297 Masaryk’s period at King’s College left an important influence on the institution. He also later visited
King’s College. For example, in 1925 he went there with Benes and College principal Ernst Barker gave an
important celebratory speech about Masaryk’s 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 —
Barker 1925, 447). Masaryk, in response, expressed his gratitude and the importance of King’s College during
the years of exile: “I had the feeling of coming home. Here I found shelter and asylum during the War” (Masaryk
— Barker 1925, 449).

298 1 will provide some relevant examples. In 1923 appeared the obituary dedicated to Masaryk’s wife,
Charlotte, who died on 13" of May 1923. In 1925, Edvard Bene§ published “The Problem of the Small Nations
after the World War” (Benes§ 1925), in which, since the title, he referred to Masaryk’s “The Problem of Small
Nations during European Crisis”, i.e., the first lecture he delivered at King’s College in 1915, where he spent part
of his exile during World War I. Benes’s 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 Masaryk’s discourse of that day, point out the further development of the question
of the small nations in Europe after the war” (Benes 1925, 257). In 1929, the The Slavonic and East European
Review also published the translation of Masaryk’s speech delivered the year before to celebrate ten years of
Czechoslovakia’s 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”.

2% For example, in 1945 Brackett Lewis reviewed Marsaryk’s democracy by William Warren, see Lewis
(1945). In 1991 Francis Carsten reviewed three volumes about Masaryk’s career: 7. 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 Nejedly 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 president’s 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 Nejedly’s interpretation of
Masaryk’s 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 Nejedly 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 Masaryk’s relationship with the Anglo-American
context and highlighted another problematic knot in Nejedly’s monograph: the inaccuracy of
his reconstruction of the relationship between Masaryk and David Hume’s 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 Nejedly’s 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 Nejedly

did not have complete access to Masaryk’s documents.
Jakobson’s review

Jakobson’s review appeared in 1935 in the second issue of Slovo a slovesnost (Jakobson
2014, 69-72). 1t is shorter than Wellek’s one, but it is possible to trace some parallels. As
Wellek, Jakobson conceived Nejedly’s 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 Universitét Prag, where he discusses his doctoral thesis in 1930. Jakobson then
emphasised the author’s 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 Masaryk’s relations to linguistics, also referring to the

volume Masaryk a rec, published with Mukatrovsky 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.2% (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 Nejedly defined Josef Durdik as “a complete
wreck, a ruin”. Concerning Masaryk’s interest in linguistics, Jakobson wrote a relevant
consideration: “Certainly it was the fight for language in a multilingual environment that
cultivated Masaryk’s keen interest in linguistic problems” (Jakobson 2014, 70).2°! In this
statement, in which Jakobson’s 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, Masaryk’s interest in the concept of “mother
language was due to his absence.” Quoting Nejedly’s work, Jakobson tried to interpretate the
origin of Masaryk’s interests in linguistics: the concept was thus rooted in Masaryk’s 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
people’s fight for the state. Jakobson traced Masaryk’s 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 pouéného obsahuje kniha i pro d&jiny jazykovédnych otazek v Cechach. Jsou tu &etné doklady
ukazujici, jak velké pozornosti se teSily tyto problémy a zejména otazky obecné linguistiky v ceské védé 80. let.”
301 «Z ajisté prave boj o jazyk v prostiedi mnohojazy&ném vypéstoval pronikavy zajem Masarykv o jazykové

problémy.”
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Masarykem [Talks with T. G. Masaryk], published shortly before by Karel Capek (Capek
[1936] 2013). It can be assumed that Jakobson had grasped the complex interaction between
written and spoken language, which made the book unique.*°?> Emphasising Masaryk’s 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

Nase rec during the 1930s:

Suppose Masaryk’s 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 today’s linguistics also coincide with
another essential problem of language culture - the relationship between

written and spoken language.*” (Jakobson 2014, 71)

Contrary to Wellek, Jakobson did not conclude his review by drawing a line under his
assessment of Nejedly’s work. Instead, he again emphasised Masaryk’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s polemic against Josef Kral’s theory of Czech

prosody.

Jakobson reviews about versology have two common traits. First, as is the case in his
polemical exchange with Josef Kral, in the reviews Jakobson harshly critiqued traditional

approaches to the theory of versology adopted by Czech scholars. Second, they differ from

302 See (Danes 1994) and my analysis of the structure of Capek’s Hovory s T. G. Masarykem, Mecco (2022).

303 “Je-li Masarykovo stanovisko v otdzce ‘miSeni fe¢i’ blizké thesim moderni linguistiky, odmitajici

‘mythus cistého jazyka’, kryji se nazory Masaryka i dnesni jazykovédy také v jiném podstatném problému
jazykové kultury — v otazce vztahu mezi feci 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 Jakobson’s 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 24" 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 iiber die Siidslavische 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).3%* As I will explain in
the following section, Jakobson’s study of versology was mainly based on two assumptions:
the necessity of comparative methodology and the fundamental relationship between the metre

and phonology.
“Neue cechoslovakische Arbeiten iiber die poetische Form (1929-1930)” (1931)

As Jakobson emphasised in “Neue ¢echoslovakische Arbeiten {iber 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.?®> According to
Jakobson, this tradition started in the nineteenth century with Zubaty, Hostinsky and Durdik
and presented a consistent legacy between the end of nineteenth and the beginning of the

twentieth century, as testified by the studies published by Kral, Salda and Novak. It was only

304 “Die serbokroatische Versform ist sowohl fiir das vergleichende Studium der Metrik der slavischen und
iiberhaupt indogermanischen Sprachen als auch fiir 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 Jakobson’s O cesskom
stiche. Preimuscestvenno v sopostavlenii s russkim [On Czech Verse. Especially in Contrast
with the Russian, 1923] and its Czech translation Zaklady ceského 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 Duse a slovo
[The Soul and the Word] in 1929. Jakobson compared Fischer’s work in importance to the
studies of the Russian poets, Andrej Belyj, Vjaceslav Ivanov, and Valerij Brjusov. These three
names, especially those of Belyj and Brjusov, are not incidental, because the dialogue — or,
rather, the polemics — 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: Jakobson’s critique of Brjusov

In the introduction of “Brjusovskaja stichologija 1 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.* (Jakobson 2013, 122)

In his work on Brjusovian versology, he polemicised against Brjusov’s monograph Nauka o
stiche [Science of Verse], published in 1919. Though Jakobson published “Brjusovskaja
stichologija i nauka o stiche” in 1922,3%7 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 23" of

September, Jakobson gave a speech entitled “Obraz¢ik naucjogo Sarlatanstva” [“A Model of

306 “Hayka Gnu3opyka, HayKe HE MOCTHYL 3aKOHOB MOITHYECKOTO CJIOBA. 3aKOHBI — TaiHa. [lodsus —
TaMHCTBO, BOMIEOCTBO, Marus CJOB. [...] OnacHeil MOKOGHBIE IKCKYPCHI B TEX CIIydasix, KOT/Ia OHU TPETEHYIOT
Ha HAYYHOCTh, KOT/Ia OHH, TAK CKa3aTh, HAyKOOOPA3HEL.”

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 TomaSevskij participated. According to Vinogradov’s 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”,>*® a statement with which Jakobson did
not disagree. Tomasevskij critiqued Brjusov’s theories in 1921, when he published a review of
Nauka o stiche and Belyj’s O chudozestvennoj proze [Prose Fiction] (1919) (Tomasevskij
1921). Both Jakobson and Tomasevskij demonstrated that Brjusov’s 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, Brjusov’s 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

scholar’s theories.3%°

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
cesskom slove: 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 Fischer’s “brilliant” essays to those of the Symbolists, he implies a
veiled criticism of his friend’s*!? 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 “Kuura BprocoBa NpecTaBiIseT HHTEPEC, KAK OTKPOBEHHOE M JIOTHUECKOE JIOBEJIEHUE 10 abcyp/a Tex
YYeHUH 0 CTHXe, KOTOphIe KyabTHBHPYIOT cuMBOHCTHL.” These documents were edited and published in Gindin
(2007)

309 See Weststeijn (1979). Jakobson’s 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 basnické feci”
[“Tempo of poetic language™], on 17" of November 1933. Fischer translated Boris Godunov for Jakobson and
Bem’s edition of Puskin’s 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 iiber die cechische dichterische Form” (1931)

Another scholar about whose research Jakobson wrote was Vojtéch Jirat,?!! harshly
critiqued in the 1931 review “Arbeiten iiber 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:

Jirat’s work impairs the linguistic analysis’s insufficient rigour and the rhyme
technique’s treatment in complete detachment from the other peculiarities of

verse construction in the poets concerned.’'? (Jakobson 2013, 366)

Jakobson noted that Jirdt 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 Mukatovsky’s structuralist analysis was an effective contribution to
versification.’!® 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, Mukarovsky’s studies dedicated to Nezvalian Surrealistic poetry had not yet been

published.?!
“Rub literarni vedy” (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 literarni védy” [“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 Vojtéch Jirat (1902-1945) was a Czech Germanist and professor at the Charles University, specialised in
literary history. Together with Konrad Bittner founded the journal Germanoslavistika.

312 “Die Arbeiten Jirat’s beeintrichtigt die ungeniigende Strenge der linguistischen Analyse und die
Behandlung der Reimtechnik in voller Losgeldstheit von den iibrigen Eigentiimlichkeiten des Versbaues bei den
betreffenden Dichtern.”

313 See (Sladek 2015) on Mukatovsky’s activity in the interwar years.

314 See, for example “Sémanticky rozbor basnického dila” [“A semantic analysis of a poetic work™],
published on Slovo a slovesnost in 1938.
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Sedlak,*!> Karel Erban,*!® and Josef Becka.’!” The first part is by Wellek and consists of a
commentary on Jan Sedldk’s O dile basnickéem [On the Work of Poetry], who argues that
Structuralism and its holistic methodology were scientifically irrelevant. Wellek judged
Sedlak’s theories as unscientific, contradictory, and unable to overcome their positivistic
heritage. Sedlak’s 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™*!® (Wellek 1935, 128).

In the review published in Slavische Rundschau in 1932, Jakobson also described
Sedlék’s theories as banal and, in 1929, he openly criticised Sedlédk’s book K probléemu rytmu
basnického [On the Question of the Poetic Rhythm] in the review “Kus literarni paveédy”
published in Pldn in 1929 (Jakobson 2013, 234-239). Milo§ Zelenka analysed Sedlak’s
relationship with the members of the PLK and wrote that Jakobson’s reaction to Sedlak’s book
was hugely adverse and radical and his “attack on Sedlak [...] 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™?!® (Zelenka 2017, 1). In his critique
Jakobson meticulously enumerated the problems in Sedldk’s book: he did not employ an
adequate terminology and lacked theoretical background, demonstrating a lack of familiarity
with formalist writings on poetic rthythm by Brik, Tynjanov and TomasSevskij. Sedldk’s 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
Erban’s article “O metaphorach” [“About Metaphors”], published in Nase 7ec that year (Erban
1935b). The concept of metaphor had been one of Jakobson’s primary interests, e.g., in his
study of Chlebnikov in Novejsaja russkaja poezija (1921) or in “Randbemerkungen zur Prosa

des Dichters Pasternak™ (1935), in which he discussed the relations between metaphor and

315 Jan Sedlak (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 Becka (1903-1992) was a Czech linguist specialised in stylistic. Jakobson critiqued Becka’s article
about the language of Vancura’s Konce starych casiut [ The End of Old Times] (Becka 1935) published in Nase rec.

318 “Je to jenom prvni typicky piiklad pro sméSovani pojmi, pro nejasnou metodu, kterd nepieklenuje
synthesou, nybrz prostym smazanim hranic stird rozdil mezi metodou psychologickou vychazejici z tvlrc¢iho
procesu a metodou uméleckovédnou vychazejici z rozboru dila.”

319 “Jakobsontiv Gtok na Sedléka [...] byl paradoxné utokem &lena Prazského lingvistického krouzku proti
svému kolegovi, ktery nesouhlasil s exaktnim, strukturalné-morfologickym ptistupem k literdrnimu materialu.”
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metonymy (see § 3.1.2).%2° Erban reflected on the artistic and aesthetic value of metaphors in
his Nase rec 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. Jakobson’s criticised Erban’s statement about the lack of
metaphors in medieval literature, recalling Jan Gebauer’s article “O metaforickych obrazech
basnictvi ndrodniho, zvlasté slovanského” [“On Metaphorical Images of National Poetry,
Especially Slavic”] (1874). Jakobson observed both conceptual and methodological problems
in Erban’s article: according to Jakobson, Erban did not consider new theories from the

previous years.

Erban replied to Jakobson in the article “Z naSich ¢asopist” [“From our Periodicals™]
published in Nase Fe¢ (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 Salda and Eisner.

Salda published his revies to Erban’s “O metaphorach” titled “Kus filologické 1zivédy”
[“A Piece of Philological Mendacity™] in the seventh volume of Saldiv Zapsnik (Salda 1994,
352-362). In the introduction Salda critiqued the journal Nase 7ec, 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, Salda criticised
Erban both for the content and the style’?! of his writing, defining him as a “impressionistic
critic”. Employing “impressionism” with a negative nuance, Salda intended to emphasise

Erban’s lack of scientific approach and criticises his “clueless and blind” methodology.

Concerning Eisner, he reacted to another article published by Erban in Nase rec, titled
“O c¢eském slohu kritickém” [“The Style of Czech Criticism™] (Erban 1935a). In this article
Erban identified Salda and Novak as epigony, epigons, and criticised their theories, especially
those elaborated in Salda’s Boji o zitiek and Novak’s Kritika literdrni. Eisner emphasised that

rather than epigons, Salda and Novak 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 ¢T ]earned 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.” (“UCcil jsem se psat u autord, které by p. Erban nedovedl mozna
ani precist a prelozit [...]. Kdyby byl p. Erban opravdu filologicky vzdélany, védél by, ze jsou dobii teoretikové
stylu, kterym je periodicita cosi jako kontrapunkt slovesné stylistiky.”) (Salda 1994, 360).
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criticism. The critique against Erban echoed Salda’s one and emphasised the lack of a scientific

approach in Erban’s analysis.

Erban declared himself open to negative reviews, but not to Jakobson’s review in Slovo
a slovesnost because it was unnecessarily offensive and mirrored the PLK member’s
resentment towards Nase re¢’s authors after the polemical debate with Jiti Haller one prior.>??
According to Erban, Jakobson’s 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 Zdklady
ceského verse” (Erban 1936, 67).32°

2.6 Polemics

2.6.1 Jakobson’s theory of Czech prosody: deconstructing Josef Kral

Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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, [ immersed
myself in the verses of that marvellous Czech Romantic poet, Karel Hynek
Macha (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 Smetanka (1875-1949) about this

322 See Vukovié (2010).
323 “Mysli-li Jakobson, Ze ma pravdu, at’ ndm ji poda trochu jasnéji a méné& zmateng, neZ to uéinil v Zakladech
¢eského verse.”
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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 — Pomorska 1983, 22)

It was thus reading the verses of Mécha, the poet on whom he wrote the structuralist essay “K
popisu Méachova ver§e” [“For a Description of Macha’s Verse”] in 1938 (Jakobson — Cervenka
1996, 427-476) and the later “Stroka Machi o zove gorlicy” [“Mécha’s 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 Smetanka3?* 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 Smetanka’s 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 Dezs6:

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.**’

Jakobson’s interest in the development of Czech prosody is also testified by the fact that during
his first years in Prague he attended FrantiSek Travnicek’s course about Czech quantity at the

Charles University during the winter semester 1920-1921 (Jakobson — 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, Novejsaja 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 Smetanka (1875-1949) was a disciple of the well-known philologist Jan Gebauer, directly influenced
by the theories of the Neogrammatics and positivist aesthetics.

325 “Tlpakckmii (haKyJbTeT ObUI TPOTUB HAc. EMHCTBEHHBIN, TOYTH HUKTO W3 HAC HE OBLI YIEHOM
IpakcKoro (akynbTeTa, KpoMe aHrmiickoi cekumu. beur Martesnyc aHrmiickoil cekunu, moToM BOT Purka Obin
B 9TOM CEKIMH MCIIAHCKHX SI3BIKOB U TaK Jlajiee A Tak, CIIaBUCTHI U BCE 3TO OBIJIO BCE PELIMTEIHHO IPOTHB BCEX
3TUX Aep3anuii u Tak ganee.” RJPs, Box 147, p. 22.
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on Bulgarian versology and in 1923 he published “Zametka o drevne-bolgarskom

stichoslozenii” [“A Note on Old Bulgarian Versification”] (Jakobson 2013, 7-14).

Jakobson’s first significant achievement in the comparative study of verse was O
cesskom stiche, published in Russian in 1923 and later in Czech in 1926 under the title Zdklady
Ceského verse. 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 Jakobson’s 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 Mukatovsky. As far as Formalism is concerned, we can observe
a direct reference to the studies of Osip Brik and Boris TomaSevskij, 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. Tomasevskij on Russian verse, that enlightened me for
the first time about the scientific problems of rhythm” (Jakobson 1979, 4).327 In 1959, Jakobson
named TomasSevskij 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 Jakobson’s extensive quotation of
their work in O cesskom stiche. He quotes Brik’s Zvukovye povtory [Sound Repetitions] (Brik
1919) and two Tomasevskian writings, Ocerki po poetike Puskina [ Essays on Puskin’s Poetics]

and Russkoe stichosloZenie [Russian Versification] (TomaSevskij 1923a, TomaSevskij 1923b).

326 <[ 4]] HE HAMEPEBAKOCH IaTh KOMITEHIMYMa YEIIKONH PUTMHUKH. J[JIsl KOMIIEHMyMa €I1e He HACTAIIO BPEMSL.
Moe 3amada — IOCTaBUTh HECKOJIBKO BOIIPOCHTENBHBIX 3HAKOB, OPOCHTH HECKOJIBKO PadO4MX THIOTE3. DTO
B3aMEH BYEpalIHWX — OECCIOpHBIX JOTM, B3aMeH yHbuIoro 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 yesterday’s unquestionable dogmas, in place of
the gloomy ignoramus”]

327 “Jlebatel Mockosckoro Jlunreuctudeckoro Kpyskka, ocobenno moxnamst O. M. Bpuka m B. B.
TomameBckoro o pyccKOM CTHXE, BIIEPBBIE OTUETINBO MHE MPOOJIEMBI HAYYHOW PUTMUKH.”
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Czech prosody: preliminary remarks

As I stated above, the publication of O cesskom 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 prizvucnici, who considered that Czech prosodic theory
should be based on accentuation (in Czech prizvuk means ‘“accent”), and that of the
casomirnici, who argued that the principle of quantity (in Czech casomira means “quantity’)

should be considered the theoretical model.

The debate’s dominant voice was that of philologist Josef Kral, 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 (Kral 1909), which contained some relevant considerations
on Medieval Czech verse.??8 Following Kral’s death in 1917, the Czech Academy of Sciences
decided to initiate a project to publish the scholar’s theories in a two-volume work entitled O
prosodii ceské [On Czech Prosody]. The first volume appeared in 1923 edited by the philologist
Jan Jakubec (Kral — 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 Jakubec’s history of Czech literature. After Jakubec’s death
in 1937, the scholar Bohumil Rypka published the second volume of O prosodii ceské in 1938
(Kral — Rypka 1938).3%

Jakobson’s critique of Kral’s prosody

When the first volume of Kral’s study appeared, Jakobson published a review in Kritika
in which he reproached Jakubec for not having considered the 1909 volume, in which Kral, as
already noted, had made several changes. Jakobson’s criticism was rather directed at Kral’s
writings, which were deemed unsuitable from both a methodological and theoretical point of
view. In Jakobson’s 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 — Pil’§¢ikov —
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 Cervenka and Kvéta Sgallova.

143



This was a pivotal feature of Jakobson’s 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 Novejsaja russkaja
poezija without considering the importance played by Chlebnikov or Majakovskij. Regarding
the importance of Jakobson’s relationship with Czech poets while studying prosody, Vitézslav

Nezval recalled in Z mého zivota [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 thythm in my verse and in Czech poetry. This nocturnal
investigator of Czech prosody was none other than the Russian professor

Roman Jakobson.*’ (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 Zaklady ceského verse 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 Zaklady ceského verse in 1927 in “Slova, slova, slova”
[“Words, Words, Words™], stating that: “the cooperation of contemporary Czech poets with
Jakobson’s scientific research (i.e., his Zaklady ceského verse) will hopefully bring an
enrichment of Czech poetic language, a language terribly burdened in the poems of Jaroslav
Vrchlicky”3! (Teige [1927] 1972, 345). In this statement, we can see how Jakobson’s theories

proved to be suited to the new developments in contemporary Czech poetry.

Another significant passage from the critique against Kral 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 piilnoci v kavarné Technice, ktera patiila mezi dost zchatralé noéni $pelunky a kam se chodilo
ziidka, pfistoupila ke mné podivna bytost s télem jakoby gumové vypjatym a o€ima rozbéhnutyma do dvou
protéjsich svétovych stran a dala mi najevo rozkolisanou ¢estinou, Ze byl ji zajimal mij ndzor na casomérnou
stranku v mém a v Ceském versi. Tento nocni zajemce o ceskou prosodii nebyl jiny nez rusky profesor Roman
Jakobson.”

331 “patr& spoluprace modernich &eskych basniki s védeckym badanim Romana Jakobsona (viz jeho knihu
Zaklady ceského verse) prinese veliké obohaceni basnické cesting, tak strasné ztucnélé 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.’33

Jakobson’s theory: reviews

The first review of Jakobson’s O cesskom stiche appeared in Slavia. Casopis pro
slovanskou filologii in 1924 and was written under Jakobson’s request by Trubeckoj
(Trubeckoj 1924), who defined himself as a polnyj profan (“complete profane”) of the
discipline (Jakobson — Trubeckoj 1985, 41). In the summer of 1922, they discussed the
language in which it should be written and on 1% 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 cesskom stiche could not be considered as a
dissertation. According to Trubeckoj, Jakobson’s stay in Czechoslovakia did not seem

favourable for the development of his research.

André Mazon** reviewed Jakobson’s 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 n’y a rien qui soit plus loin d’un traité de prosodie tchéque que 1’étude de
M. Roman Jacobson [...]. L’auteur n’apporte ni un historique ni méme une
description précise des divers types de vers qu’offre la poésie tchéque a un
époque donnée: il souléve seulement a propos du sujet considére, quantité de
questions générales, intéressantes d’ailleurs (comme celle du déplacement de
I’accent), mais qu’on eut souhaité de trouver d’équilibre et n’aboutit pas a des

conclusions nettes. (Mazon 1923, 144)

332 “Boj jedné basnické koly s druhou o nové rytmické zasady je vzdy bojem za vystiidani nasili jednoho
druhu nasilimi jiného druhu.”

333 For an introduction to Czech phonetics and phonology, see Palkova (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 disappointment®*> because Mazon wrote about a Russian linguist who

had already lived in Prague for several years:

D’autre part, les principes mémes du vers tchéque sont remis en question pas
un linguiste russe résidant & Prague depuis plusieurs années, et qui s’est
consacr¢ a l’étude de la poésie tchéque; la quantité serait 1’élément
prédominant, plutét que I’accent tonique [...]. Cette thése [...] va provoquer
de vives réactions, comme on peut en juger dés a présent par un article de J.

Chlumsky das les Narodni listy. (Mazon 1926, 129)

The reaction of Czech scholars intensified after the publication of Zdklady ceského verse in
1926. In the last paragraph, after declaring his debt to the Formalists, Jakobson expressed his

gratitude for the advice of Antonin Frinta,?3°

who symbolically published his review in Listy
Filologické, the same journal in which an early elaboration of Kral’s theories appeared (Frinta
1926). Besides commenting Jakobson’s theories and pointing out problems therein, Frinta
emphasised the fact that Jakobson should not be perceived as a Russian émigre, but as a

qualified scholar.

On 16™ of June of the same year, Karel Capek published a review in Lidové noviny
(Capek 1926), in which he declared Kral’s 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 Jakobson’s writing in terms of “eine grof3e

Uberraschung” (“a great surprise”) (Eisner 1926, 1).

Mukatovsky published his review in Nase 7e¢ (Mukatovsky 1926) in which, after
pointing out errors and inaccuracies, he acknowledged, like Capek, that Jakobson had once

again stimulated the debate around Czech prosody.

335 Trubeckoj wrote Jakobson: “ITouemy Ma3on, rosops o Bameit kamkke B 6ubmuorpaduu nocnemasero N°
Revue (ctp. 129) He cuen HyxHBIM Ha3BaTh Bame mms?” (Jakobson — 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 Antonin Frinta (1884-1975) was a Czech linguist and Slavist. In 1981 he became professor at the Charles
University.
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Jakobson’s polemic with Josef Chlumsky

Josef Chlumsky’s*3” review published in Ndrodni listy on 4" of July 1926 represents an
emblematic case of a negative judgement against Jakobsonian theories (Chlumsky 1926).
Chlumsky was considered among the heirs of Kral’s theories together with Frinta. Agreeing
with Jindfich Vondrak’s*3® statement in another negative comment published in Ceské slovo
on 30" of May (Vondrdk 1926), Chlumsky defended Kral and stated that Jakobson’s
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 Chlumsky in the article “K
diskusi o Ceské prozodii” [“Around the Discussion on Czech Prosody”] which appeared in
Ndrodni osvobozeni on 8" of August 1926. He described the dialogue with Chlumsky as
fruitless, as his accusations were not based in any scientific explanation. First, the defence of
previous theories was invalidated through the words of Kral, 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 Pasmo. 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, Jakobson’s 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. Jakobson’s interest in comparative versology continued in the
following years: in 1929 he published “Zur vergleichenden Forschung iiber 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 Chlumsky (1871-1939) was a Czech linguist and established phonetic studies in the country. He
was professor at the Charles University.

338 Jindfich Vondrak (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.** It developed through three phases.
The first one is related to Jakobson’s review of Mazon’s monograph Lexique de la guerre e de
la revolution en Russie. Then, the second phase concerned Mazon’s 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 Mazon*#® 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 d’études slaves since its creation in 1921 and contributed a great deal to
the Revue des études slaves. Mazon’s 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 T was not able to go to Paris and have access to Mazon’s archive. There is no evidence of a correspondence
with Jakobson, but just two letters sent to Mazon. One of these was published in (Mazon — 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.**' 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.4?

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 I’histoire, sont étroitement liées 1’'une a ’autre. La seconde
ne fait en grande partie que continuer I’ceuvre de la premicre” (Mazon — Jakobson 2017, 49).
Such a statement is of note, since it reflects Mazon’s idea that the social facts were strictly
bounded with the linguistic ones, sharing a “rapport intime 1’'une avec I’autre” (Mazon —
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. Mazon’s 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.

31 An important reference is the edition of the two writings published in France in 2017 by Sylvie
Archaimbault and Catherine Depretto, see Mazon — Jakobson (2017). While quoting Mazon’s 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 Jakobson’s polemics, I would like to refer to reviews written by
other scholars and to emphasise the importance that this topic gained in the 1920s. Mazon’s
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 2™ of May
1919, focused on the abbreviations employed in the industrial field. Then, on 20" of October
1920 abbreviations were discussed again, this time as basis for the constitution of new words

(Depretto in Mazon — Jakobson 2017, 17).

Mazon’s book appeared in a time when Russian scholars were deeply interested in this
topic. The international reception was mainly positive, except for Viktor Vinogradov’s review,
in which the scholar noticed the superficial character of Mazon’s 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 Obscee delo (1921) and Sovremennye
zapiski (1922). As Depretto underlined, his comment was positive and identified the results of
Mazon’s 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 — Jakobson 2017, 52).

In 1923 Karcevskij published Jazyk, vojna, revoljucija [Language, War, Revolution],
in which he delved with the same topic.>** Karcevskij’s 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 Karcevskij’s 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 — Jakobson 2017, 5) and (Karcevskij 1923, 3,4).
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Karcevskij’s critique to Mazon’s 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).3%
Concluding this short digression, in his book Karcevskij rarely referred to Mazon, while he
largely mentioned Jakobson’s “Vliv revoluce na rusky jazyk”, especially discussing the

question of abbreviations, and defined it as a prekrasnaja stat ’ja, 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 Mazon’s 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 Mazon’s work in the first part,
while the second part is a rewriting of Mazon’s 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”.

Jakobson’s 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 USakov and Pavel Rastorgujev for their support.

The main problems Jakobson identified in Mazon’s 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

34 “TlepBast BOJIHA A3BIKOBBIX HOBIIECTB OTHOCHTCA K 1905 rofy, €CiM TaK yCIOBUMCS Mbl 0003HAYaTh BECH
TIEPBBIA  TIEPHUOJT CEPbE3HBIX COIHAIBHO-NONUTHYECKAX MOTPSCEHUH, OTKPHIBAIOMIMNCS CTONBINMUHCKOM
peaknmeid.” 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.

Jakobson’s polemical reaction to Mazon’s book can then be interpretated as his first
effort to demonstrate Mazon’s anachronistic reading of the changes in the Russian language,
both in terms of the materials analysed and the methodology he employed. Jakobson’s 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 FrantiSek Travniek’s review
published in Listy filologické in 1922. Travnicek 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, Travnicek praised the
importance of this polemical reaction and noticed that Jakobson enriched Mazon’s research
with more linguistic material, which he defined cenny, valuable. Travni¢ek remarked two
problems in Jakobson’s “Vliv revoluce na rusky 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.>* 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, Novejsaja 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)**¢

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 Gor’kij’s articles published in Soviet journals such as
Literaturnaja uceba or Literaturnaja gazeta. According to Gor’kij, 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, Jakobson’s 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.*¥’

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
Jakobson’s O cesskom stiche in 1923 and, in 1926, to the Czech version. [ have already referred

to these reactions in the previous subchapter (see § 2.6.1). The third comment appeared in 1930

346 “Die Revolutionsepoche, die urspriinglich die Norm der russischen Hochsprache zerriittete, hat letzten
Endes die Forderung nach einem einheitlichen und allgemein giiltigen Sprachkanon aufgestellt, und zwar mit
einer unbeugsamen Entschlossenheit und Beharrlichkeit, die den vorhergehenden Entwicklungsetappen, die sich
durch liberale Dehnbarkeit und Fliissigkeit der Sprachnorm auszeichneten, vollkommen fremd war.”

347 Jakobson probably had in mind Lenin’s short writing NuZen li objazatel 'nyj gosudarstvennyj jazyk? [Is
there a need for an obligatory state language?], written in 1914.
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and referred to Jakobson’s “Remarques sur 1I’évolution phonologiques du russe compare a celle

des autres langues slaves” (Jakobson 1929):

On trouve dans ce travail I’écho multiplié¢ de quelques idées de Ferdinand de
Saussure [...]. M. Jakobson les reprends sous la forme a peine intelligible
d’une terminologie inutilement novatrice et il en exagere 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.3*
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 Ljackij’s edition published in Prague in 1934. In
1937 Aleksander Briickner**® published in Zeitschrift fiir slavische Philologie the article “Die
Echtheit des Igorliedes” [“The Authenticity of Igor’s Campaign™]. Briickner criticised scholars

348 The Slovo played a pivotal role in Jakobson’s 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 Mellon’s 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, Nabokov’s translation of the Slovo never appeared within
Jakobson an Szeftel’s project. In 1957 Nabokov decided to leave it and publish the text autonomously in 1960
because he could not stand Jakobson’s 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 Szeftel’s 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 29" 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)

3% Aleksander Briickner (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 Krzyzanowski,*>

the leading proponent of this theory at that time.

On 10™ 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 Briickner and Krzyzanowski’s thesis. Jakobson supported the
authenticity of the Slovo and underlined the absurdity of the opposite position, critiquing
Mazon’s intention to deliver a series of lessons devoted to demonstrating that it was not
authentic. *>! According to Jakobson, Mazon’s 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 23" of February 1948, Jakobson defined another study
published by Mazon in 1944 as follows: “Unfortunately, I overlooked Mazon’s paper in the
Compte-rendus de [|’Academie des Inscriptions, 1944 about Banty$-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.”*** Jakobson laid trust in Vernadskij and felt at ease while criticising

other scholars, defining Mazon “illiterate” or Gleb Struve®>® “stupid”.

In 1948, Jakobson published together with Henri Grégoire and Marc Szeftel La Geste
du Prince Igor’, a collection of some writings dedicated to the Slovo, written after he came to
New York, more precisely between 1944 and 1947.2%* Then, on 23" of June, Jakobson lamented
to Vernadskij: “Some friends reproached me for paying too much time and attention to
Mazon”.** In the last section of La Geste, titled L 'authenticité du Slovo, Jakobson remarked
the inconsistency of Mazon’s argument, attributing it to his lack of linguistic knowledge and
describing him as a scholar more concerned with modern Russian literature. Jakobson’s initial

critique of Mazon’s monograph is reiterated and expanded in the conclusion:

330 Julian Krzyzanowski (1892-1976) was a Polish scholar interested in literature and folklore.

351 Gleb Struve, while introducing his rich review of Mazon’s 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.

333 Russian poet and literary historian who lived in the United States at that time.

33 La Geste du Prince Igor’ was edited in the fourth volume of the Selected Writings. 1 refer to this edition
(Jakobson 1966, 106-300). Jakobson’s 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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“L’ignorance du moyen age russe” que Mazon reléve comme un trait
caractéristique des années trente du siécle dernier est depuis longtemps
surmontée, et son livre portant la triste date de 1940 détone singuliérement
parmi les ¢études des médiévistes contemporains. Cette offensive
anachronique nous apparait 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 Vernadskij’s
suggestion: “As far as stupidity is concerned, did you see Mazon’s 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?” *¢ The correspondence between Sergej Karcevskij*’

and
Jakobson, kept in the RJPs, is also relevant here. Jakobson wrote to Karcevskij on 20% 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”. Jakobson’s 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 Slovo’s authenticity, but also that there are no
more doubts of a complete illiteracy and scholarly mrakobesie [obscurantism]

on the part of André Mazon.**®

Jakobson’s 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, Jakobson’s influence on his students was significantly relevant and

he used to teach transmitting them his strong perspectives and convictions.* Significantly, he

336 RJPs, Box 46, Folder 54.

3571 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 Jakobson’s eyes. They did not get on, and it would appear that

Jakobson, something of an intriguer, saw to in that Mazon — and his ideas —

were not welcomed in the United States. (Keenan in Gonneau 2011, 115)*%°

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 Mazon’s entourage. This does not mean that Jakobson
had no relations with the French academy. Jakobson developed excellent relations with French
linguists (Meillet, Benveniste, Tesniére) and, later, with other scholars such as Lévi-Strauss.

The only Slavist he was in contact with during the interwar period was Lucien Tesniére.>¢!

Concluding this overview, it is possible to detach a strong parallelism in the way Jakobson
deconstructed Mazon’s 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 Masaryk’s 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
Jakobson’s 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
Dobrovsky and the Origins of the Igor’ Tale. His purpose was to prove the inauthenticity of the Slovo,
demonstrating his theory that it was written by Josef Dobrovsky, see Keenan (2003). In the same year, Norman
Ingham delivered the lecture The Igor’ Tale and the Origins of Conspiracy Theory, rejecting Keenan’s theory and
judging it as not convincing. This lecture was later edited by Valentina Pucugin, see Ingham — Pucugin (2017).
Czech scholar Ivo Pospisil reviewed Keenan’s monograph, stating that while he appreciated his analysis of
Dobrovsky, the thesis about the Slovo was lacking evidence, see Pospisil (2012).

36! In Slavische Rundschau’s collection there is a letter sent by Tesniére 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 Mazon’s mistakes and the scarcity of this research. Then, he rewrote the study.
Although Jakobson’s 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, Jakobson’s 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 Bittner’s 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 Jakobson’s interest for the Medieval Czech
literature. As stated by Jan Lehar, it exemplifies Jakobson’s need to defend the foundations of
Czech culture against the rise of Nazism (Lehér 2005). First, I will describe Bittner’s activity
and in interwar Czechoslovakia. Then, I will analyse the reviews of Bittner’s monograph
appeared in Czech periodicals, especially focusing on Jakobson’s one published in Slovo a
slovesnost. Jakobson’s 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 FrantiSek Travnic¢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 Universitét 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 Universitdten in nationaler

Konkurrenz. Zur Geschichte der Prager Universititen 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).2%2 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 Arnost
Vilém Kraus and Vaclav Emanuel Mourek and continued by their disciples. In Prague Kraus’
students Josef Jarko and Vojtéch Jirat built the “tschechische Germanistik” (Czech German
studies) at the Deutsche Universitéit Prag, while Jan Krej¢i and Antonin Beer, Mourek’s ones,

363 In the first chapter I have also

developed the same field at the Masaryk University in Brno.
emphasised through Fischer (who was Kraus’ disciple)*** and Gesemann the importance of the

“tschechische Germanistik™ in the Czech context (see § 1.1).

In 1930, Konrad Bittner (1890-1967)°%° was habilitated at the Deutsche Universitit Prag
in Slavic philology and from 1931 he started lecturing there. Between 1931 and 1937, he was
executive editor of the journal Germanoslavica with Vojtéch Jirat, 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 Universitit Prag, together with Spina or
Gesemann. He researched German Romanticism and the development of the German-Slavic
relations during that period. Herder’s philosophy exerted a significant influence on Bittner and
in 1929 published the monograph Herders Geschichtsphilosophie und die Slawen [Herder’s
Philosophy of History and the Slavs]. Bittner’s writings were remarkable and provided
important stimuli for further investigations related to German-Slavic relations during
Romanticism. From the 1930s onwards, Bittner’s 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 Universitidt Prag. As Hans Lemberg emphasised

362 See also Kavka (1974), (1995), Moraw (1986) and Seibt (1984). See also Glettler — Miskova (2001).

363 See Pokorna in Lemberg (2003).

364 See Vodrazkova in Petrbok — Staskova — Zbytovsky (2020).

365 See the entry “Konrad Bittner” by Radomir Viek in the Biograficky slovnik Jeskych zemi
<https://biography.hiu.cas.cz/wiki/BITTNER Konrdd 1890-1967>.
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that “the German university, especially its right-wing students, showed its antisemitic face at

an early stage™% (Lemberg 2003, 30).
“Deutsche und Tschechen”

Concerning his monograph Deutsche und Tschechen, Bittner gave a lecture on it at the
Literarn¢ historickd spolecnost cCeskoslovenska [Literary and Historical Society of

Czechoslovakia].?¢’

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 3™ of April 1936, the journalist
Maxim Hekter’®® stated that the theories presented by Bittner provoked an adverse reaction
from some listeners. He believed that such simplified deductions, which revealed Bittner’s

Nazi ideologies and claimed German supremacy over the Czechs in Bohemia, were

inadmissible (Hekter 1936).

On 7" 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, Havranek, Mukatovsky, Slavik, and Silberstein
took part in the debate. Silberstein reported the highlights of this meeting in Prager Presse on
10" of December (Silberstein 1936). Wollman noted Bittner’s terminological confusion of
“comparative literature” with “general literature” and his misunderstanding of “Eastern
Europe”. Jakobson, in a speech Silberstein described as “brilliant”, deconstructed Bittner’s

sinusoidal graphic and criticised the incongruency of his representation of the Bohemian

366 “Die deutsche Universitit, insbesondere ihre rechtsgerichteten Studenten, zeigten schon frith ihr
antisemitisches Gesicht: Der mit groBer Mehrheit gewéhlte Rektor Samuel Steinherz wurde von ihnen 1922 durch
Demonstrationen dazu vernalalit, seinen Riicktritt anzubieten. Gemeinsam mi tschechischen Studenten
veranstalteten sie 1929 Demonstrationen mit dem Ziel, fiir die jiidische Studenten — dhnlich wie in Ungarn und
anderswo — 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 Patocka
(2006).

367 It was founded in 1934 by Albert Prazak, Jiff Horak and Karel Krejéi, see Karasova (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
“Cesi a Némci v zrcadle politiky a védy” [“Czechs and Germans in the Mirror of Politics and

Science”], signed “R,” on 10" 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
Bittner’s 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® (Rippl 1936, 352). Besides Rippl’s one there
were few positive reviews of Bittner’s book: another significant one was published by Jirat in

Slavia (Jirat 1937).

Paul Eisner published a succinct but clear review in Prager Presse on 12 of December
(Eisner 1936), emphasising that any theory that assumed an antithetical evolution between
Czech and German culture relied on a significant error. Bittner’s 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™7° (Eisner 1936,
8). According to Eisner, in the nineteenth century Czechs and Germans’ paths were converging,

which he demonstrated by arguing for Masaryk and Goethe’s parallel development.

Antonin Grund®”" also criticised Bittner’s monograph in Casopis pro moderni filologii
negatively (Grund 1937), even if it was a milder critique than Jakobson’s. Grund emphasised
Bittner’s 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 FlieB und Begabung an eine groBe Aufgabe herangetreten und hat so eine feste Grundlage
fiir weitere Forschungen auf diesem Gebiet geschaffen.”

370 “ein entscheidendes Jahrhundert der Tschechen und das Jahrhundert einer geistigen Bliite bei unseren
Deutschen”.

371 Antonin Grund (1904-1952) was a Czech literary historian and editor. His interests focused on Czech
literature of the Ndrodni obrozeni and Renesance. He edited Erben’s writings.
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Two years later, in 1938, Arne Novak published a review in Cesky casopis historicky
(Novak 1938). He analysed Bittner’s monograph’s content, showing his methodological
problems and errors, largely quoting Jakobson and Wollman. Novak accused Bittner of

consciously propagating political ideas derived from Hitler’s ideology:

But this was by no means the reason why Bittner’s 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. Bittner’s 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.*”* (Novak 1938, 99)

Bittner’s 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 Bittner’s 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).>”®> 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 pfi¢inou, pro¢ novy Bittnerv spis vzbudil u nas takovy rozruch, projeveny nejen
obsirnymi rozbory, ale i pfednaskami, zahrocenymi polemicky, ano i invektivné. Bittnertiv védecky sloh, jeho
teorie narodnosti, jeho zakladni zakon pohybujicich se vah, jeho politické exkursy svadéji bezdeky k tomu, ze v
ném kritikové spatiuji uvédomélého a zamérného mluvciho narodné politickych tendenci nejen sudetonémeckych,
nybrz i zahranicnich hitlerovskych.

373 “Propadl nevédeckému mysleni sim nevédomky nebo je védomym propagatorem 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.
Jakobson’s “Usmérnené nazory na staroceskou kulturu” (1936)

In the fourth issue of Slovo a slovesnost (1936) Jakobson published his review titled
“Usmérnéné nazory na staroCeskou kulturu” [“Curtailed Views of Old Czech Culture”]
(Jakobson 2014, 148-166). Jakobson’s review is a deconstruction of the methodology and
content of Bittner’s 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

Spina’s rejection of the possibility of defining two national groups on such a principle.

In evaluating German culture’s 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 >

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 — all

periods which he was studying during the 1930s.

According to Jakobson, Bittner’s 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 Eisner’s 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 “Neni pravda ze...” [“It Is Not True That...”], an
article by Jakobson and Travnic¢ek published in Slovo a slovesnost in 1938 (Jakobson 2014,
286-296).

As stated before, Prager Presse reported on the controversy. On 215 of February 1937,
the newspaper summarised Jakobson, Wollman and Travnicek’s reviews of Bittner’s 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 Bittner’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Bittner’s 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.*”*
Conclusions

Jakobson’s 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 montaz”, discussed in the above section on Melnikova-Papouskova,
sees Jakobson use Hercen’s 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
30" of March 1938, right before leaving Czechoslovakia. Emerita was a journal mainly
dedicated to linguistics and classic philology.>’® After presenting some contents published in
the issue of that year, such as an analysis of vernacular elements in Horace’s language, he
praised the journal for its reasoned rejection of the Nazi tendencies emerging in German
linguistics. Jakobson’s 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 gleichgiiltig lassen, welche Wege die
deutsche Wissenschaft bei uns nimmt, ob sie in fremden ideologischen Diensten die Bahnen einer absurden
Propaganda-Philosophiererei einschligt, die allen erweislichsten Tatsachen ins Gesicht schlégt. Bewusst oder
nicht das vollends Erschreckende an Bittners Thesengebdude 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 muf}, 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 | provide a transcript in the § Appendix.

377 «“y&da s obdivnou hodinou houZevnatosti vzdoruje vale¢nému pozaru.”
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Chapter 3. Poetry and folklore Jakobson’s activity in interwar press

In this third chapter I aim to analyse two topics, which emerge in Jakobson’s writings
published in periodicals, i.e., poetry and folklore. One of the most fascinating features of
Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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: PuSkin 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. Puskin and
Pasternak occupied a prominent position in Jakobson’s activity during the 1930s (which I have
defined in the first chapter as the “second phase of Jakobson’s journalism’) when the diffusion

of their writings was consistently spreading in the Czech context.

In the second part I will discuss Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s relationships with Russian academy some years after his
departure. I believe that this correspondence with Jurij Sokolov, as the other correspondences
found in Slavische Rundschau’s 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

Jakobson’s 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 Macha.
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There is an explicit difference in Jakobson’s 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.’’® 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 Jakobson’s body of

work related to poetry from the interwar period to provide some preliminary considerations.

Jakobson’s 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, Vitézslav 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 Frantisek X. Salda, 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 Majerova, 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 Novak’s discussion about the relation between
literary criticism and aesthetics, developed in Kritika literarni: zdsady a prakse [Literary

Criticism: Principles and Practices] (1916).3”°

378 Jakobson’s 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).

37 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 Salda and Novak, she also
mentions FrantiSek 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 Jakobson’s public efforts as a poet or a
writer of creative prose. Jakobson was that not inclined to write chudoZestvennaja 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.
Novejsaja russkaja poezija

I have already emphasised Jakobson’s interest in Russian poetry while investigating his
relationship with Melnikova-Papouskova, concentrating my analysis on Blok and Majakovskij
(§ 2.5.1). Jakobson’s first significant writing dedicated to poetry was the book Novejsaja
russkaja poezija. Nabrosok pervyj: Chlebnikov.

My introduction to Chlebnikov’s works was titled “Approaches to
Chlebnikov”; it was later published in Prague under the title The Newest
Russian Poetry. 1 read it at the Briks’ 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
Chlebnikov’s poems but this project was never concluded. After giving a lecture at the MLK
in May 1919,% 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
381

Voznesenskij

Jahren 1910-1925” [“The Methodology of Russian Literary Studies in the Years 1910-1925”],

in his article “Die Methodologie der russischen Literaturforschung in den

3% The protocol of this meeting at the MLK was published by Sapir ([1991] 2000). Jakobson read it on 11%
of May 1919. Among those who took part there were Bogatyrev, Brik and Vinokur. Vladimir NejStadt, who also
attented the meeting, reported in his memories that Majakovskij was also there, even if he does not appear is not
registered (Sapir [1991] 2000, 43).

381 Aleksandr Voznesenskij (1888-1996) was a Russian critic active in the Belarusian academy during the
1920s, see Ackasova (2009).
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published in 1927 in Zeitschrift fiir slavische Philologie, listed Jakobson’s Novejsaja russkaja
poezija among those writings which exemplified the application of the formal method in the
study of literature, together with Boris Ejchenbaum’s “K sporam o formal’nom metode”
[“Towards a Debate on Formal Method”] (1924), Viktor Sklovskij’s Teorija prozy [Theory of
Prose] (1925) and Viktor Zirmunskij’s “Zadagi poetiki” [“Tasks of Poetics”]*$2 ([1921] 1923)
(Vonezenskij 1927, 175). Despite this selection of writings is not appropriate (for example,
Tynjanov’s essential writing “Literaturnyj fakt” [“The Literary Fact”] published in 1924 is
missing), it proves the echo Jakobson’s writing had. Voznesenskij also proposed a parallelism,
individuating a clear correspondence between Jakobson’s idea of [liteaturnost’ and

Ejchenbaum’s concept of “form” as the fundamental element in the field of literary studies:

In Novejsaja 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 (/iteraturnost’), that is that
which makes of a given work a work of literature”; “If literary history wishes
to become a science, it must recognise ‘device’ as its sole concern.” [...] He
[Ejchenbaum] explains that the “basic problem” of research in the field of

99 ¢¢

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.”*?

(Voznesenskij 1927, 155)

Novejsaja russkaja poezija is not as captivating as, for example, O cesSskom 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 Jakobson’s 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
Salda’s support in the journal Kmen (1921). Some aspects of Jakobson’s 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 Nacala and then appeared revised and
expanded in Zadaci i metody izucenija iskusskva [Tasks and Methods of the Study of Art] in 1923.

383 “In klarer Weise hebt die gleichen Prinzipien R. Jakobson Hosetiwas pycckas nossus. Habpocox nepewiii:
Xneonuxos Prag 1921 hervor. ‘Gegenstand der Literaturwissenschaft ist nicht die Literatur, sondern das
Literarische, d. h. dasjenige, was ein Werk literarisch macht’; ‘wenn die Literaturwissenschaft Wissenschaft
werden will, ist sie gezwungen, das Stilmittel zu ihrem einzigen Helden zu wihle.’ [...] Er [Ejchenbaum] erklart,
daB das ‘Grundproblem’ der Forschung auf literaturwissenschaftlichem Gebiet die ‘Form’ sein miisse ‘als ein
spezifisches Etwas, ohne das es keine Kunst gibt’; die Form bildet ,,als organisierendes Prinzip die Grundlage fiir
Kunster. *” The translation from Novejsaja 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 Chlebnikov’s
importance is unquestionable, Jakobson’s 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 Puskin seem to be more relevant.
Trubeckoj negatively commented on this work in a letter to Jakobson dated the 7" 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.**!

(Jakobson — 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 Jakobson’s
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 Puskin, 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
Puskinian poetics and that of the Futurists as did the Futurists themselves, or whether, as in his
attempt to trace parallels between Puskin and Majakovskij, he saw the latter as revising the
former. Novejsaja russkaja poezija is not an easy read: to borrow Rudy’s words, Jakobson’s

style is “terse and elliptical” (1978, 25). In later years Jakobson came to terms with this

384 “He Bce 31H uepTHl QyTyprCcTOB BEI B CBOEH KHATE YKa3bIBAETE, HO CIMIIKOM MHUMOXOIOM, BO BCAKOM
clIy4ae 3TO HE OCTaBIIIET JOCTATOYHO CHIJIBHOTO BIICYATIICHUS B uWTarene. MHe KaxkeTcs, uro Bel ¢ omHOMI
CTOPOHBI CITUIIKOM OOWTECHh YKIOHHUTBHCS B OICHKY, a C APYrod CTOPOHEI CIHIIKOM IIOTJIOMICHH Barmmmu
COOOpakeHUSAMH TI0 OOIIECH IMO3THKE, KOTOpPHIC CIEIIUTE WIUTIOCTPUPOBATh MpuMepamu. [103ToMy, BMECTO
XapaKTEPUCTHKH OIPEICIICHHOTO WHANBHAIYAIBHOTO TBOPUYECTBA TOIYYACTCS CKOpee COOPHHUK MPUMEPOB IS
M3BECTHBIX OOIIMX MOKOJIEHUH.”
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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 Jakobson’s 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, Novejsaja russkaja poezija is an analysis of poetic devices (such as the tropes, the
verbal metamorphosis, units of speech) through examples from Chlebnikov’s poetry. In fact,
what arouses interest is the method applied, which reveals the maturity of Jakobson’s formalist
methodology and a conscious synthesis of this with new discoveries in the linguistic field,

specifically in the branch of phonology and syntax.
Karel Jaromir Erben: Jakobson and Mukarovsky about Antonin 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 Méacha and Karel Jaromir Erben, who represented the two
faces of this literary phase. Jakobson’s writings on Erben,*** published in 1935 in Slovo a
slovesnost, originated from a controversy Jakobson pursued with Jan Mukatfovsky against
another Czech scholar, Antonin Grund, who in 1935 published the monograph Karel Jaromir
Erben. It is the result of preparatory materials previously appeared in Czech periodicals
between 1932 and 1934.3% 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 3" of June 1935 Jakobson and Mukatovsky gave a speech at the PLK where they critiqued
Grund. Antonin Stanislav Magr reported about this meeting in Prager Presse in the article

“Diskussion tiber eine Monographie” [“Discussion about a Monograph™]:

In detail, Mukarovsky pointed out the poet’s imprisonment in the social
atmosphere of his time and the connection between his work and
Romanticism [...]. Jakobson’s speech similarly qualified Erben as a Romantic

and proved this primarily through a penetrating dissection of Erben’s

385 T am not discussing Jakobson’s 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 Antonin Grund and Jakobson’s concept of myth, later applied in Puskin.

3% See also Salda’s critique of Erben in “Grundova monografie o K. J. Erbenovi” [“Grund’s 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.>®" (Magr 1935, 8)

Jakobson criticised Grund’s approach, which according to Mukatovsky referred to Czech

Jungmann’s tradition,>%3

and therefore was essentially positivistic. The main problems of
Grund’s work were his interpretation of Erben as a Classicists and the analysis of Erben’s
prosodic system he proposed. According to Jakobson, analysing Erben meant considering his
relationship with Mécha because, as I said, they represented two different poles of Czech
Romanticism. Jakobson underlined two important differences between the poets. First, while
Macha 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 Macha and the “phylogenetic” one in Erben. Referring to Jakobson, in 1936
Mukartovsky interpreted this two antonymies as related to two fields situated beyond literature:
cultural history and psychology.’®® To these, Mukafovsky added a third antonymy, i.e., he

revealed an ontological contrast between the two poets: while Macha tended to a transcendental

dimension, emphasised in his oneiric images, Erben used to depict more metaphysical images.

Jakobson described Erben’s prosodic system while criticising Grund’s analysis in
“Poznamky k dilu Erbenovu. II O versi” [“Notes on Erben’s Work. IT On verse”] (Jakobson
1979, 525-537). According to Jakobson, Grund’s 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 Erben’s opus. Jakobson claimed the pivotality of this

387 “Im einzelnen wies Mukafovsky das Verhaftetsein des Dichters in der sozialen Atmosphire seiner Zeit
und den Zusammenhang seines Schaffens mit der Romantik auf [...]. Auf parallelen Wegen bewegten sich die
Erorterungen Jakobsons, der gleichfalls Erben als Romantiker qualifiziert und dies vornehmlich durch eine
eindringliche Zergliederung des mythologischen Denkens bei Erben bewies, fiir den dies seelische Haltung des
Grauens bezeichnend ist, die dann ihren Ausgleich in der Lebensattitiide 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 Macha.” [“Grund si totiz
vytvofil thesi o Erbenovi jako pokracovateli a dovrsiteli ceského klasicismu jungmannovského, a musi proto co
mozna oslabovat vyvojové svazky, poutajici Erbena k Machovi.”’] (Mukatovsky 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 Mécha’s poetry, and the masculine type, manifested in Erben’s
poetry.” [“Obé tyto antinomie, tiebaze dilezité i pro pochopeni dél obou basnikd, jdou za hranice literatury: prvni
z nich presahuje do obecnych déjin kultury, druhd do psychologie. Pfipojujeme tieti, stojici rovnéz na rozhrani,
tentokrat mezi teorii basnictvi a charakterologii kulturnich typd. Je to protiklad typu jinosského, prevladajiciho v
poesii Machové, a typu muzného, projevujiciho se v poesii Erbenove.”] (Mukarovksy 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 Jakobson’s
interpretation of Puskin’s work (§ 3.1.1), but it is in the essay “Poznamky k dilu Erbenovu: L.
O mythu” [“Notes on K. Erben’s Work. IT On Myth”’] (Jakobson 1979, 510-524) that Jakobson
explicitly elaborates his definition of myth related to Romanticism by referring to the German

philosophers Alfer Biumler and Ernst Cassirer:

The Romantic period (I refer, for example, to A. Béumler and E. Cassirer’s
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.**" (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 Puskin’s 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 poetry**! and during his period in Brno he
gave some courses devoted to this topic. In RJPs there are handwritten notebooks which contain

Jakobson’s notes for lectures and seminars he gave between the summer semester of the

390 “Romantickd doba (odkazuji tieba k rozpravam A. Baeumlera a E. Cassirera) pojima mythus jako
zvlastni, sobéstacny svét. Je ptivodni, totiz nemtze byti z ni¢eho jiného odvozen nebo na néco jiného redukovan,
je zjevenim a nesmi tedy byti racionalisovan a vykladan alegoricky, je objektivni a zavazny, fidi se jediné
vnitinimi, immanentnimi zakony, mé vlastni kriterium pravosti - hloubku, pfedchazi d¢jindm a je nesmrtelny;
jediné mythus podava plné skutecnost, aniz ji tfisti, jediné mythus je ndznakem nevyslovitelného.”

391 This section does not provide an extensive analysis of Jakobson’s 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 Lehar and Dittman, who analysed Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s

teaching activity at Masaryk University:

1933-1934

1934-1935

1935-1936

1936-1937

1937-1938

1938-1939

‘Winter semester

Hldskoslovng vyvoj rustiny (ve
srovnni s jingmi slovanskymi

Jazyky)

Uvod do studia rustiny

Dgjiny éesko-ruskych kulturnich
stykit

Srovnivaci rozbor ohlasii pisni
ruskych a jejich predioh

Ruska deklinace a jeji vivoji

Rusky vers (ve srovnani s deskym)

Epika Puskinova (jazykovy a
formélni rozbor ve srovndni s
Ceskymi preklady)

Zaklady ruské a obecné fonologie

Ruské tvaroslovi (vivoj velkoruskeé,

béloruské a ukrajinské deklinace)

Staroceské basnictvi

Ruski proza (jazykovy a formélni
rozbor Puskinovych a Gogolovych
povidek a jejich Seskych prekladi)

Hlaskovy vy voj rustiny (ve
srovnani s jingmi slovanskymi
jazyky)

Slovo o pluku Igorevé

Ceskd literatura poslednich
Lucemburki

Cteni a viklad starych pamtek

dialektickych texti
vychoslovanskych

Rozbor staroceské lyriky

Summer semester

Srovnavaci rozbor ruského a
Ceského verde

Hldskoslovng vjvoj rustiny (ve
srovnéni s jingmi slovanskymi

Jazyky)

Rozbor ¢eskych hlasi a piekladi z
basnictvi ruského ruskych ceského

Formalistick $kola a dn&sni
literarni véda ruska

Uvod do studia rustiny

Djiny rusko-ceskych kulturnich
stykit (od XIL stol.)

Rozbor lidovych pisni ruskych a
jejich Geskych ohlasii

Ruski deklinace a jeji vivoji

Epika Puskinova (jazykovy a
formélni rozbor ve srovndni s
Zeskymi preklady)

Ziklady ruské a obecné fonologic

Zaklady ruské a obecné fonologie

Staroceské basnictvi

Ruski proza (jazykovy a formalni
rozbor Puskinovych a Gogolovjch
povidek a jejich Seskych prekladit)

Rusky vers v srovndni Seskym

Hldskov§ vyvoji rustiny i
ukrajinstiny

Ceské basnictvi IX.-XI. Stoleti

Cteni a viklad starych pamitek
dialektickych texti
vychoslovanskjch

Rozbor staroceské lyriky

Table 4. Jakobson’s courses in Brno 1933-1939.

In 1934 Jakobson prepared a course titled “Ceska stiedovéka poezie” [“Czech Medieval
Poetry”], which aimed to make his students aware of the richness and the complexity of such
poetic phase. Jakobson’s 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 intelektudlové) were

not familiar with the legacy they received from the Middle Age, or even not interested in it:

Years ago, when I told Karel Capek 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,
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living, effective work, an awkward, useless, and incomprehensible bare

skeleton.**?

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.*® This does not mean that Jakobson
came to a context in which there was not a scholarly tradition related to this topic. As FrantiSek
Svejkovsky emphasised (Armstrong — Schooneveld 1977), the study of Old Czech literature
had some precursors among Czech scholars, such as Jan Gebauer. In his writing Historicka
mluvnice jazyka ceského [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 literature’s
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 Gebauer’s theories and the importance
of his heritage, such as the works of his disciple Stanislav Souc¢ek,*** in the interwar period
Czech Medieval studies were going through a significant stagnation. This crisis was largely
emphasised by scholars such as Novak (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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s studies. As Svejkovsky (1977) emphasised, Jakobson’s
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
“Vers staroCesky” [“Old Czech Verse”] (Jakobson 1985, 417-465) or the edition of Spor duse
s telem (Jakobson 1927). As emphasised by Lehar in “Co dal Roman Jakobson ceské
medievistice” [“What Jakobson Gave to Czech Medieval Studies”] (2005), when in 1927

Jakobson published his edition of Spor duse s télem he encountered the favour of many

392 RJPs, Box 31, Folder 72. “Kdyz jsem pied lety povidal Karlu Capku o bohatstvi a nadhefe staro¢eského
basnictvi byl prekvapen, zamyslil se a za chvili fekl ‘mozna, ale mné se ze stfedni Skoly dokonale zprotivilo.’
Tento usudek jsem od Ceskych intelektuala Castéji slySel. OC vlastné jde? Vime, Ze zajem o dilo, laska k dilu,
pochopeni dila neni mozné bez vzivani do tohoto dila, bez upiimné vile se vzdati dilu, zbaviti se na chvili svych
egocentrickych umeéleckych méfitek: bez tohoto zaméreni na dilo, bez nasi poddajnosti vi¢i nému zbyva misto
sugestivniho, zivého, i€¢inného dila pouha kostra uméleckého dila, trapnd, zbyte¢na a nepochopitelna jeho hazda
hola kostra.”

393 This is a broadly discussed question, see at least Lehéar (1990) and Svejkovsky (1969).

394 Stanislav Soucek (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 Novak or Josef Vasica.’*> The reasons behind these positive reactions
were, according to Lehdr, 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”. 3¢ In other words, Jakobson
was convinced that the study of the Old Czech poetry could lead to new interpretations of

contemporary poetry. Lehar’s 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.*’ (Lehar 2005)

In “O cestach 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 smutny osud, “sad destiny”, of

Old Czech literature, mainly reflecting on the fact that Czech scholars lost interest in Medieval

393 Josef Vasica (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 Jakobson’s 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-literarni védec byl podnécovan k zajmu o sttedovék modernim uménim od tficatych let silici
potiebou obrany zakladd Ceské kultury; Jakobson-pfitel Ceskych basnikli byl zaujat myslenkou, Ze rytmické
bohatstvi 14. stoleti byl mohlo blahodarné zaptisobit na moderni poezii.”

177



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”.>®® As I have emphasised while referring to Lehar’s considerations about the
reaction to Spor duse s télem, the question about the false manuscript was not the only reason.
Jakobson similarly reproached the Czech readership’s lack of interest in Old Czech poetry in
the introduction to Nejstarsi ceské pisné duchovni [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.**? (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 “Ceska literatura raného stiedovéku” [“Czech Literature
from Earl Middle Ages”], but, compared to “Ceské sttedovéka poezie” those notes are laconic

and do not constitute neither a comprehensive analysis nor a cohesive text.

398 “Druhd polovice XIX stol. zatarasila cestu k poesii ¢eského stiedovéku a neni tak lehké znovu najiti tuto
cestu”. RJPs, Box 31, Folder 72.

399 “Co vsak je nam znamo z tohoto obdobi? Zbyly skrovné uryvky, dohromady v nékolika stech versich, z
velkolepého cyklu legend a apokryfu, ktery soudé podle jeho latinskéhé pramene a podle téchto zbytku tvofil
njméné Sest az osm tisic verst, a dale zname asi Ctyfi tisice verst Alexandreidy, coz je jenom néco kolem kvou
petin pamatky. To je vSe. [...] VSechny uvahy nas nuti k domnénce, Ze Cesky basnicky repertoar byl nesrovnatelné
Sirsi a bohatsi, neZ je to, co z n¢hozbylo.”
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3.1.1 Jakobson and Puskin studies

As shown in the Table 1 above, at Masaryk University in 1936-1937 Jakobson gave a
seminar dedicated to Puskin’s epic writings and then, in 1937-1938, on Puskin and Gogol’s
prose. The attention for Puskin recurs also in Jakobson’s activity in the press and in the second
half of the 1930s he spent much effort in studying and propagating Puskin’s oeuvre outside the
Russian context. Unlike those on Chlebnikov or Majakovskij, Jakobson’s writings on Puskin
are not considered by scholars as an important stage in the development of the study of
Jakobson’s works.**° In the previous chapter (§ 2.4), I described Jakobson’s involvement in
publishing Puskin’s writings in Czech with Alfred Bem. In this section I aim to analyse

Jakobson’s writings on Puskin and contextualise them in the Czech journalistic milieu.
Puskin studies in Russia: Formalism

Jakobson’s interest in Puskin 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 puskinistika or puskinovedenie,
Puskin 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 puskinistika through Formalism
and the approach developed in writings published in 1937, the year in which the centenary of
the poet’s 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 Puskin’s
writings. Russian puskinistika 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
puskinistika 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 Jakobson’s writings published by Russian scholars, i.e., those by Viktor

Vinogradov, Jurij Tynjanov and Boris TomaSevskij. Vinogradov’s research led to two

400 Except Pil’$¢ikov (2024), a comparison between Jakobson and Jurij Lotman as Puskin scholars.
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significant writings, i.e., the article O stile Puskina [On Puskin’s Style] (1934), republished in
1941 in Stil’ Puskina [Puskin’s Style], and the collection Jazyk PuSkina [Puskin’s Language]
(1935). Vinogradov delved into different characteristics of Puskin’s 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 Puskin, the most relevant is Archaisty i
Puskin [The Archaists and Puskin] later republished in Puskin i ego sovremenniki [ Puskin and
his Contemporaries] in 1968.%°! He did not only publish scientific writings but also the
biographical novel Puskin, which he started in 1935 but he never finished. TomaSevskij was
deeply interested in Puskin’s writings during 1930s and published some relevant studies, such
as the collection Puskin. Sovremennye problemy istoriko-literaturnogo izucenija [Puskin.
Contemporary Problems in the Historical-literary Research], which appeared in 1925.49% At
that time, in TomasSevskij 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 Tomasevskij was one of the prominent experts” (Jakobson 1979, 546). Jakobson’s
interest in Tomasevskij’s writings about PuSkin emerges also in the correspondence they
exchanged after the WWIL. In a letter dated the 5" of December 1956, TomaSevskij asked
Jakobson’s opinion about his writings on PuSkinian language and informs him about some new
editorial publications. Later, in a letter sent on 30" of June 1957 Jakobson referred to

TomaSevskij as a “znatok i master”, a “connoisseur and master”, in the field of puskinistika.**?

40! Vinogradov wrote the introduction and commented: “The central theme is naturally Puskin, his work, his
literary relations and attitudes. His largest work, The Archaists and Puskin, had a great influence on the study of
Puskin’s work and the literary trends of the 1920s-1930s. [...] In his opinion, ‘approaching 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 unity’.” (Vinogradov 1968, 6) “LlenTpansHoii TemoOH,
€CTECTBEHHO, siBisiercst [IyImKkuH, ero TBOpYECTBO, €To JUTEpaTypHBIE CBSI3H M OoTHOIEeHHsA. Camast KpyIHas 110
o0beMy pabota (Apxaucmer u Ilywkun) okasana OOJNbIIOE BIMSHWE Ha M3ydeHHWE TBopuecTBa llymknHa n
murepaTypubix HanpasieHui 20-30-x romoB XIX cromerns. [...] Ilo ero MHeHHIO, ‘TIOAXOAS C TOTOBBIMH
KPUTEPUSIMH KIACCUYUBMA VI POMAHmMu3Ma K SBICHUSIM TOTJANIHEH PYCCKOHM JHMTepaTyphl, MBI IpHiIaraeM K
MHOTO00pa3HbIM ¥ CIIOXXHBIM SIBICHHUSM HEONPEAEICHHBIH KIII0Y M B Pe3yJbTaTe BO3HUKAET PacTEpPSHHOCTH,
JKasK/1a CBECTH MHOT000Pa3HOE SIBICHNE XOTh K KAKUM-HHOYIb, XOTh K KOXYIIUMCS IIPOCTOTE M €ANHCTBY .”

402 1t was republished in 1990. In 1925 Tomasevskij published in Zeitschrift fiir slavische Philologie a short
version of Puskin. Sovremennye problemy istoriko-literaturnogo izucenija, in which he commented on the
development of puskinistika from 1914 to the mid-1920s (Tomasevskij 1925). In 1939 Dmytro Cyzevs’kyj
published in Zeitschrift fiir slavische Philologie the article “Die neuere Puskin-Forschung” [“The New Research
on Puskin”], in which discussed the development of puskinistika in the 1930s, excluding the 1937 because,
according to CyZevs’kyj, the anniversary shed any new light on the poet (Cyzevs’kyj 1939, 363).

403 RJPs Box 46, Folder 38.
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In Puskin. Sovremennye problemy istoriko-literaturnogo izucenija, before diving into specific
fields (text criticism, archival research, poetics, and biography), Tomasevskij noticed a crisis
in puskinistika 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

04

impulse in Semen Vengerov,*** who directed the edition of the Puskinian writings and

organised seminars for students who, later, became relevant scholars. Tomasevskij discussed
Puskin as a “literary question”, lamenting an overabundance of studies devoted to Puskin’s
relations with foreign literature, while the poet’s 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 Puskin in his historical and literary function is extremely
complex [...] mainly because the resurrection of the cult of Puskin in the
1880s occurred against the background of complete disconnection with the
Puskin’s era. Puskin’s works became a tool of a completely different culture.
[...] The diffusion of Puskin into the school as a means of education,
neutralised Puskin and made him insensible, invisible. Therefore, it is
extremely difficult in the present time to overcome the inertia of habit in
relation to Puskin 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 Puskin. 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.*”® (Tomasevskij 1990, 59-60)
Puskin’s Czech reception

The Czech reception of Puskin’s writings grew significantly in 1937, when the hundredth

anniversary of Puskin’s death was celebrated in the Soviet Union and abroad. In the same year,

404 Semen Vengerov (1855-1920).

405 “ITpoGmema [lymkuHa B MCTOPHKO-IMTEPATYPHOM €r0 (yHKIMHM YPE3BBIMAWHO TPYIHA [...] TIABHBIM
o0OpazoM moOTOMy, 9TO BOcKpemieHue KynpTa Ilymkwmaa B 80-X romax mHpom3onuio yxke Ha (oOHE MOJTHOH
Pa300LIEHHOCTH ¢ MyIIKMHCKON 3MO0XOH. [...] [IponnkHOBenne [lymkuHa B MKOITy, Kak CPeICTBO BOCIIUTAHMS,
HeliTparm3oBasio IlymkuHa M chaenano ero HEeOoLlyTHMBIM, He3aMeTHbIM. I103ToMy d4pe3BbUAiHO TPYOHO B
HACTOsIIEe BPeMs IPEOJOJIETh HHEPLUIO IPUBBIUKY N0 OTHOWIEHHIO K IIyIMIKMHY M BOCHPHUHATH €r0 B KHBOI
JTUHAMHYECKOH (hopMe, Y4ecTh PEBOMIOIMOHM3UPYIONINE MPHHIUIBI €ro TBOPYECTBA. B 3TOM OTHOUICHUH
HEOOXOANMO MTPOHUKHOBEHHE B IMO3THUKY U s3bIK [lymkuHa. 3ydeHus 3Toro mopsaka TOIbKO U MOTYT CO3/1aTh
MIPOYHYI0 0a3y AJIst ICTOPHYECKOM PACIEHKH €ro TBOpUecTBa.”
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the Russian émigré Aleksandr Umancev**® wrote his essay “Puskinskie vejanija v ¢eSskoj

literature” [“Puskinian Trends in Czech Literature”]. He wrote:

Puskin’s 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 Puskin’s internal penetrations as they, as
one can rightly say, are found in rich abundance in Czech literature. The
powerful influences of Puskin are manifested mainly in Czech satire, in
Byronic poems, ballads, and in the Onegin motifs of Puskin’s poetry, which
is inherent in Czech poetic novels, short stories, povesti.**’ (Umancev 1937,

8)

In his analysis, Umancev considered Puskin’s influence on Czech writers such as Jan Neruda
or Karel Hynek Macha. This influence could never have been possible without the
intermediation of the translations, as that of the Omnegin, an epic poem which, as I have

discussed (§ 2.4), echoed in the Czech context since the nineteenth century.

Czech celebrations for Puskin’s jubilee took place in different ways. All the periodicals
of the time devoted some space to this event between January and February. On 10" of
February (the anniversary of Puskin’s death) many newspapers printed articles dedicated to
Puskin. Almost every periodical published a special issue devoted to Puskin’s 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 Puskin’s 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 Puskin 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 “ITyIuKMHCKME BIMAHUSA B YEIICKOM JIMTEPATYPE TIIYOOKHM M MHOTOOOPA3HEL. Bps/I-lTM MPENOCTaBIsETCS
Takas IIMPOKas BO3MOXXKHOCTH ITOYEPITHYTh M3 KAKOW-TNOO WHOW CIAaBSHCKOW JIUTEPATypbl CTOJBKO LICHHBIX
MaTephsUIOB O MYIIKWHCKHX BHYTPEHHUX NPOHWKHOBEHHSX, CKOJIBKO MX, KaK 3TO MOXXHO C IMOJHBIM ITPaBOM
YTBEp)KAaTh, B OOraroM HM300miImu OOHApYKMBAeTcs B YEHICKOW JmTeparype. Moryune BesHus IlymknHa
TIPOSIBIISIFOTCSI, TJIAaBHBIM 00pa3oM, B YEHICKOH caTHpe, B OapOHMYECKHX IM03Max, Oamianax W B OHETHMHKHX
MOTHBAX ITyIIKHHCKOW TT033WH, MPUCYIIEH YeIICKUM CTHXOTBOPHBIM pOMaHaM, HOBEJIJIaM, TTOBECTSIM.”
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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 (Novackova 1987,

59-60)

This ideological (re)interpretation of Puskin 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 PusSkin’s death, but also the twentieth anniversary of the
October Revolution. Second, periodicals highlighted the anti-fascist character of Puskin’s

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 Puskin encountered while publishing in a period in which censorship was
exceedingly tight. As he wrote in the article “Nespoutany Puskin” [“Puskin 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 ‘the gloomy guardian of the Muses,
his eternal persecutor, fool and coward’ the censor*?® (Jakobson 2014, 210). The need to
rediscover this aspect of PuSkin’s writings was noticed even by the Czechoslovak president
Eduard Benes, who stated: “We all must learn something from such a strong, free, socially
useful, and human person” (Hala — Kubka 1937, 15).41° As I have already noticed, Puskin 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 Puskin,
peévec svobody [Puskin, Singer of Freedom], a recollection of eighteen poems translated into
Czech in 1937 by Franti§ek Téaborsky,*!! who devoted a significant portion of his career to

Puskin, both translating and writing essays.*!?

408 «“yyznamnou piileZitost k manifestaci ¢eskoslovensko-sovétské kulturni vzajemnosti a k propagaci ruské
a sovétské kultury v Ceskoslovensku poskytly v jarnich mésicich roku 1937 — v zjitfené atmosféie zostfeného
boje sil reakce a pokroku, fasismu a demokracie — oslavi 100. vyro¢i umrti Puskina. [...] Puskinské oslavy, pfi
nichz byl akcentovan vyznam ceskoslovensko-sovétskych vztahi nejen v kulturni, ale i v politické oblasti,
vytvotily distojny vstup do roku, v némz se pokrokova ¢eskoslovenska vefejnost chystala oslavit 20. vyroc¢i Velké
fijnové socialistické revoluce.”

409 «“Cely zivot s ni vedl basnik vysilujici boj — tu ostrymi utoky odhaloval zviili “‘pochmurného strazce Muz,
svého odveékého pronasledovatele, hlupce a zbabélce’ — cenzora”.

410 “ygichni se musime u néco udit, silného, svobodného, socialng uzite¢ného a lidksy citiciho loveka.”

411 Frantisek Taborsky (1858-1940) was a Czech poet, literary critic and translator. Beside Puskin, he also
translated Lermantov and Makovskij.

412 About Puskin and Taborsky, see Ksicova (1968).
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In addition to press initiatives, there were many celebratory exhibitions, lectures, and
performances at the theatre, such as Emil FrantiSek Burian’s adaptation of the Onegin. Boris
Godunov or Modest Mugorskij’s opera composed between 1868-1873, which was often
performed in Prague. There were also initiatives meant for children, such as the performance
of Pohadka o caru Saltanovi [The Tale of Tsar Saltan, in Russian Skazka o care Saltane] at
Prague’s National Theatre. The periodicals in which Jakobson was involved published articles
or dedicated entire issues to Puskin. 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 20" of September 1937 Trubeckoj
critiqued Slavia’s issue very harshly: “Slavia’s number about Puskin is awful!™*!3 (Jakobson —
Trubeckoj 1985, 401). Slovo a slovesnost also published articles related to Puskin in the first
issue of 1937.

Remarkable was the publication of the collection Veécny Puskin [Eternal Puskin, 1937],
which I mentioned in the previous chapter while discussing Hora’s translation of the Onegin
(§ 2.4). Edited by Rudolf Hala*'* and FrantiSek Kubka,*!” this was a collection of short writings
dedicated to Puskin by scholars, artists and journalists who had a notable influence in the Czech
cultural milieu. Beside Hora, Josef and Karel Capek, Marie Majerova, Karel Toman, Ivan
Olbracht, Petr Kticka (who in turn translated Puskin’s poems) and Taborsky contributed to the
collection. In his contribution, Jiff Horak*'® considered Puskin 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 K¥icka’s collection published as
part of Jakobson and Bem’s editorial project (§ 2.4). While discussing the diffusion of Puskin’s
opus into Czech, he emphasised that the Czech language succeeded in conveying the clarity
and simplicity of PuSkinian verses (Hala — Kubka 1937, 17-21). The writings published in
Vécny Puskin draw a particular picture of PuSkin as a modern poet, a genius, a representative
of svoboda (freedom) and pravda (truth). Puskin 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 Holderlin or Macha, and Josef Capek even associates him with

413 “ITymxunckuit nomep Craeuu — oHa KyTh!”

414 Rudolf Hala (1892-1968) was a Czech typographer and redactor.

415 FrantiSek Kubka (1894-1969) was a Czech journalist and writer.

416 Ji¥i Horak (1884-1975) was a Czech Slavist, specialised in ethnology and folklore.
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Baudelaire (Hala — Kubka 1937, 24). Alongside this traditional portrayal of Puskin, 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 Puskin’s new ideological function in the Soviet Union, and that he had become,

in Nejedly’s words, a representative of the Soviet culture avant la letter (Hala — Kubka 1937,

56).
Jakobson and Puskin

As I have already emphasised, Jakobson’s corpus of 1930s writings on Puskin is
significant. While analysing Puskin’s 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 Puskin in his first monograph Novejsaja russkaja poezija, but Jakobson’s
most important and extensive essay about the poet is “Socha v symbolice Puskinové” [“The
Statue in Puskin’s Poetic Mythology”], published in Slovo a slovesnost in 1937. This article
was based on a lecture Jakobson delivered on 8" of February 1937 within the PLK titled
“K Pugkinové symbolice” [“On Puskin’s symbolics”] (Cermak — Poeta — Cermak 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 Puskin, such
as formalist readings by Tynjanov and Tomasevskij, which I have quoted before. He also made
repeated references to Bem’s study O Puskine [About Puskin] (Bem in Puskin 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 Puskin’s 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 dominant*!’

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 poet’s

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 Igor’ Pil’$¢ikov:

Jakobson’s writing aims to identify “permanent components or constants” of
Puskin’s 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”.*'® (Pil’§¢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 PuSkinové” represents an exception among
Jakobson’s writings about Puskin 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 FrantiSek
Burian, titled “Puskin v realistickém svétle” [“Puskin 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 Puskin 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 poet’s living face is more and more demandingly and obtrusively transformed into
a canonical icon”!? (Jakobson 2014, 207). Jakobson lamented and condemned the over-
interpretation of Puskin’s work and the manipulation of his figure. This was a fate that PuSkin
shared with Majakovskij, both of whom were among the “silent dead”. Such a manipulation of
Majakovskij was emphasised also by Pasternak in Ljudi i polozZenija [People and
Circumstances],**® 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 “B pabore SIkOOGCOHA TOCTABJEHA IENb — BBISBUT ‘TIOCTOSIHHBIE KOMIIOHEHTHI, WJIM KOHCTAHTBI
MYIIKWMHCKON CHMBOJIMKH, T.€. CEMAaHTHYECKHE ‘MHBapHAHTHI , XapaKTepHbIEC IS MMO3THKH OJHOTO aBTOPA HIIH
OTIpENIeTICHHON TPYIITBI €r0 IMPOW3BEICHUN B TOHM K€ CTEICHH, B KaKOH ONpeNeNICHHbIE CTHXOBBIE KOHCTAHTEHI
XapaKTepU3yIoT ‘B IIETIOM CTHX JaHHOT'O CTUXOTBOPHOTO MPOW3BEACHUS WM BOOOIIE JAHHOTO 1Mo3Ta.””

419 “Neni sedm let, co Majakovskij spachal sebevrazdu, a jiz Ziva tvat basnikova je stale ndro¢néji a dot&rnéji
proménovanav kanonickou ikonu”.

420 Pasternak wrote the “avtobiografi¢eskij oGerk” (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 Pasternak’s death.
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under Catherine the Great. That was his second death. He is not guilty of it.”#*! (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 Melnikova-Papouskova’s 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 Novejsaja russkaja poezija. After discussing
methodology, Jakobson delved into a proper analysis of Puskin’s 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 Puskinian poetry to become a fopos of Russian literature.

As part of the editorial project he had led with Bem (see § 2.4), Jakobson published
three writings dedicated to Puskin. These writings were not published in the press, but they
cannot be classified as scientific ones. They are rather aimed at raising awareness of Puskin’s
oeuvre among a public that was not aware of the poet’s work. Although Puskin was in the
focus, as we have seen, of literary criticism in both the Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia,
Jakobson’s 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 1
analysed above. Jakobson intended to amplify the discourse on Puskin through analysis of
questions that were marginal in the evolution of the Puskinian studies at the time, such as lyrical

poetry and the presence of folklore.

“Na okraj lyrickych basni Puskinovych” (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 Puskin’s lyrical poems, which were less known than his other writings, due in part

421 “MasKOBCKOTO CTAIIM BBOJMTH NIPUHYIUTENBHO, Kak KapTodens npu Exarepune. 1o GbUIO €70 BTOPOH
cmepthio. B Heit on HenoBuneH.” 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
“Puskin a jeho misto v literatufe” [“PuSkin and His Place in Literature”], Bem described
Puskin’s biography and work chronologically, introducing the Russian poet to the Czech
readership. Jakobson’s postface was in the first place an introduction to Puskin’s lyrical poetry
and, in the second place, a critique of the tendency to consider it less valuable than the rest of
the poet’s writings. The reasons behind this tendency were, according to Jakobson, twofold:
Puskin’s 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. Puskin’s lyric
poetry was important to an understanding of the origins of Puskinian 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. Jakobson’s dynamic dialectic between tradition and innovation clearly
emerged in this brief essay, in which Puskin’s lyrical production was read as a poetic space
shared by the poet’s 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 Puskin’s 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)

Puskin also developed this formal ambiguity thematically. Concerning this question, Jakobson
critiqued Mirskij’s 1934 article “Problema Puskina” [“Problem Puskin”], in which Mirskij
criticised the ambiguity of Puskin’s lyrical production as confusing, a critique echoed also by
other critics who identified an ideological inconsistence in Puskin’s 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. Jakobson’s critique was thus an attempt to re-evaluate Puskin’s
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 PuSkinian myth within the context
of the immortality of the poet, a topic which he also discussed one year later in “Socha v

symbolice Puskinove”.
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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 Puskin’s 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 Jakobson’s 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),
Jakobson’s analysis was dedicated specifically to poetic prose. Second, he referred to Hercen
who, unlike Dostoevskij, recurs throughout Jakobson’s writing and is here identified as “wise”.
There are two elements in “Na okraj Eugena Onegina” that connects this writing with “Na okraj
lyrickych basni Puskinovych”. 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 Puskin’s
production, was identified also in the polysemantic elasticity of his style. As Jakobson stated
in “Na okraj lyrickych basni Puskinovych”, the poet was “well aware of the advantages of this
linguistic multistratification” of the Russian language (1979, 284). This ambiguity was also
linguistic: “Puskin’s linguistic devices produced the impression of words that were accidental,
natural, casual.” (1979, 289) The other element which binds these two writing is Jakobson’s
legitimation of Puskin’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Puskin started writing the poem, quoting some letters he sent his friend Petr

Vjazemskij, edited by Bogoslovskij in 1934.

The third and last writing, “K PuSkinovym ohlastim lidové poesie” (1938), was published
as the postface to the fourth volume of the Puskinian Spisy. As Bogatyrev stated in his article
“Byly slovenské pisn¢ pramenem Puskinovym?” [“Was Puskin Inspired by Slovak Popular
Songs?”’] (1937), the question of Puskin’s sources was a challenging one, especially insofar as
folklore was concerned (1937, 53). Jakobson stated that there was “abundant evidence of

[Puskin’s] 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 poet’s oeuvre. He began his
argument by stating that Puskin 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 Puskin, 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 Bogatyrev’s 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 Puskin, Jakobson intensively dealt with the poet, analysing
his body of work from different perspectives and with a twofold aim. First, he intended to
spread Puskin’s 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 Jakobson’s “Randbemerkungen zur Prosa des Dichters
Pasternak”. I do not intend to reflect on the concepts of metaphor or metonymy, a question
already extensive analysed.*?? First, I will present the original Russian version I found in the
Slavische Rundschau’s 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 poet’s writings in interwar Czechoslovakia.

Besides Chlebnikov and Puskin, 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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Jakobson’s relationship with Melnikova-Papouskova (§ 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”.*?*

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 Mandel’Stam, the other two great absentees from Jakobson’s 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 d’année sans que
naisse au moins un grand pocte original. Dans la poésie russe du premier tiers de notre siécle,
malgré son étonnante nouveauté, renaissent pas mal de particularités caractéristiques de
I’époque puskinienne” (Jakobson 1979, 232). Pasternak plays a minor part in some of
Jakobson’s essays, but he is mostly quoted or taken as an example, as in “Ob odnosloznych
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 lingvisticeskomu analizu russkoj rifmi” [“For a Linguistic Analysis of the Russian
Rhythm™] (1962; Jakobson 1979, 170-177), where he compared Pasternak’s and Lermantov’s
tendency to thyme “ch” and “k”. The folder “Pasternak and Esenin. Notes for a study”, kept in
RJPs,*? reveals Jakobson’s desire to write a monograph on Pasternak and Esenin. The folder
contains Jakobson’s transcription of Esenin’s Ja sprosil segodnja u menjaly [Asked the Money
Changer Today, from the collection Persidskie motivy, Persian Motifs] with Pasternak’s Ne

trogat’ [Do Not Touch!] and an extract from Vse naklonen’ja i zalogi [All Adjectives and

423 1 will refer to it as “Randbemerkungen”. In the § Appendix I have included the transcription.
424 “Ho mo6Bu Ge3 pyO11oB 1 xepTs He ObiBaet.” (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.*2¢
“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 Rundschau’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 typescript’s 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, Jakobson’s 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 ‘grammatical reform’ significantly alters the
actual function of poetry in the circle of other social values, is a question for another time”,**’
while the German does not provide the last part: “The fact that this ‘grammatical reform’
significantly alters the actual function of poetry in the circle of other social values”.*?® 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?*?? 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 “Yro gTa ‘rpaMmarmveckas pedpopMa’ CyIIECTBEHHO MEHSET CaMyr0 (JYHKIIMIO TTO33MHU B KPYTy TIPOYHMX
CONMANBHBIX IIEHHOCTEH, 00 3TOM B ApyToi pas.”

428 “Diese ‘grammatische Reform’ #dndert grundsitzlich selbst die Funktion der Dichtung im Kreise der
iibrigen sozialen Werte.”

429 “Je zapotiebi dodavat, Ze tato gramaticka reforma podstatné méni samotnou funkci poezie v okruhu jinych
socialnich hodnot?”
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Pasternak’s Ochrannaja gramota, translated by Svatava Pirkova, Jakobson’s second wife, and
edited by the publishing house S.V.U. Manes. The translator is unknown, although one can
assume an intervention by Jakobson himself or by Pirkova. 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 Brentano’s distinction between psychic and physical phenomena is omitted:
a philosophical explanation to the title of the collection Sestra moja Zizn’ [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 Pasternak’s 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 Puskin and
Lermantov. Emphasising Pasternak’s impossibility to comprehend Chlebnikov’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Pasternak’s lyrical world in terms of
metonymy with an autonomous life. Although there is no shortage of sophisticated metaphors
in Pasternak’s 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 Pasternak’s dominant, the second part of the essay is an analysis of the structural
function of metonymy in the poet’s 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 kubisticeskij, “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 Pasternak’s work to the aspirations of

Cubist painting.**°

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 “Ofe 5TM XapakTepHBIX HYEPTHI — B3aMMONPOHUKAHWE TPEAMETOB (peain3amusi METOHHMHU B

COOCTBEHHOM CMBICIIC TEPMUHA) U MX PA3JIOKeHHE (pean3alisi CHHEKIOXH) POIHAT TBopuecTBO [lacTepHaka ¢
YCTpEeMIICHUSIMH KyOUCTHYECKON >KUBOIIMCH.”
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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 poet’s

work according to his biography.
The reception of Jakobson’s “Randbemerkungen”

Jakobson’s “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 Pasternak’s
prose. Most notable in this regard is Henrik Birnbaum” (Weir 2002, 42).*3! Other scholars
influenced by Jakobson’s consideration of Pasternak’s metonymy include Krystyna Pomorska,
and her Themes and Variations in Pasternak’s Poetics is of particular relevance here.*3?
Besides Birnbaum and Pomorska, the French scholar Michel Aucouturier should be also
considered. Described by Depretto as the “éminent spécialiste de I’ceuvre 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 Pasternak’s 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 Aucouturier’s invitation to take part
in a Pasternak Symposium organised in Cerisy-la-Salle in 1975, at which Aucouturier proposed

a political interpretation of Ochrannaja gramota.**

Pasternak in Czechoslovakia: Josef Hora and Vitézslav Nezval

Pasternak appeared for the first time in the Czech language when some of his poems

were published in 1932 in the collection Novd ruskd poesie [New Russian Poetry], translated

431 Weir quotes Birnbaum (1980) and (1989).

432 See Pomorska (1975)

433 This article “Ob odnom kljuée k Ochrannoj gramote” (“A key for Ochrannaja gramota)” was published
in the conference’s proceedings Aucouturier (1979).
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by Bohumil Mathesius with Maria Mar¢anova’s collaboration.*** Pasternak gained his first
proper audience in Czechoslovakia through Lyrika, a selection of Pasternak’s 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¢’ [The Night] and
Fevral’ [February). Then, Hora translated Sestra — moja zizn’, Temy i varianty [Themes and
Variations] and Drugoe rozZdenie [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 uméni a kritiku, Pamjati Demona [Memories of a Demon] in Rozhledy,
or Ne trogat’! [Do Not Touch!] in Ceské slovo. In Hora’s archive at LA PNP, there is an undated
transcription of a lecture in which he reflected on Pasternak’s 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 750 000
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.**

Hora, who was well acquainted with Russian literature of which he was an active translator,
attempted to explain the peculiarities of Pasternak’s 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 ném obrdzi jen v zablesku

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 na§ obraz porevoluéni ruské poezie
neuplny. Zname-li z revoluéni lyriky tragického symbolista Alexandra Bloka a jeho epopeji Dvandct, uzavienou
vidinou Krista, kracejiciho v Cele revoluénich zastupii, zndme-li imazinistu Sergeje Jesenina s jeho churavym
steskem po minulych rajich venkovského mythu, zname-li Vladimira Majakovského a dunivé kroky jeho
Stopadesati milionii, opojenych predstavu vlastni revoluéni odvahy, mame véru nejvyssi Cas, seznamiti se
s Borisem Pasternakem. Neskyta se otazka, pro¢ zlstal Pasternak dosud neznam nejen nam, nybrz i Evrop¢. To
pochopime tize, ne fakt, Ze tak dlouho ziistal t¢éméet neznam doma.”
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némého nebe”*3¢

and contrasted him with Majakovskij, emphasising two characteristics that
made these poets profoundly different. There is a psychological dimension in Pasternak’s
poetry that is realised in the individualism that Majakovskij strongly criticises. Hora believed
that Pasternak’s distance from Majakovskij was furthered due to Pasternak’s aristocratic
origins: he grew up nourished by Skrjabin’s music, Rilke’s poetry, and late nineteenth-century
German philosophy. In his speech, Hora identified Pasternak as one of the heirs of Valerij
Brjusov and Andrej Belyj’s Symbolist legacy and attempted to associate Pasternakian and
Puskinian 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 Pasternak’s 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 II’ja Erenburg or Vsevolod
Mejerchol’d 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 6! 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 Seifert’s VSecky krdsy svéta
[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 Puskin:

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 Puskin.**’ (Seifert 1993,

358-165)

Another poet of the avant-garde who testified to an acquaintance with Pasternak was Vitézslav
Nezval. As the scholar Igor’ 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 Pasternak’s poetry while describing Hora’s translations collected in Lyrika

as “unreadable” and “inauthentic”:

Pasternak’s 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
Pasternak’s verses (in Hora’s poor translation, Pasternak’s verses are
unreadable and inauthentic). Glejt is great in that it is an immediate record of
Pasternak’s sensibility, that it is free of all issues, that it directly expresses the
poet’s subjectivity, regardless of moral and aesthetic aspects.**® (Nezval 1974,

527)

In Neviditelna 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: [...] [ want to write
a book in prose, it would be bad for me, quite simple, realistic’”**° (Nezval 1958, 69). Nezval
praised the quality of Pasternak’s 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 Pasternak’s autobiographical writing, arguing that “the lyrical element of his work
reaches its full expression only in pure poetry”*4° (Bem 1935, 104). The reason for Nezval’s
negative assessment of Hora’s excellent translation, probably stemmed from personal reasons.

In a letter dated the 14™ of October 1934, Pasternak answered Hora’s request to publish some

437 “A tak tam s nami sedél neslavnostné hluény Majakovsky a tajemny a podivuhodny Chlebnikov, kterého
m¢l Jakobson obzvlasté rad a napsal o ném knihu. [...] Jakobson ndm citoval z basniku. A tak se nad mramorovym
stolkem ozyvaly rany na buben, kdyz recitoval revolucni verse Majakovského. A jesté diive, nez byly pfivezeny
z Moskvy knihy sovétskych basnikl, poznali jsme tam i Jesenina, basné, které jsou chvili hotké jako okoraly
¢erny chléb revoluce, i basné Pasternakovy, z nichz mnohé jsou jesté krasnéjsi nez verse Puskinovy.”

438 “Pasternakova poezie je nedirigovana. Je nam nejbliz§i pravé v Glejtu, kde neni ovlivitovana uz ani
formalnimi zfeteli, hrajicimi v Pasternakovych versich (v Horove toporném ptekladu jsou Pasternakovy verse
necitelné a neautentické) jesté dosti velkou roli. Glejt je veliky tim, Ze je bezprostfednim zaznamem Pasternakovy
senzibility, Ze je prost v§i problematiky, ze vyjadiuje bezprostiedné basnikovou subjektivitu bez ohledu na
moralni a estetické zietele.”

439 «Pasternak se ponékud usmal a fikal mné: ‘[...] chei psat knihu v proze, jak to bylo pro mne zlé, docela
jednoduchou, realistickou.’”

440 «Liricky zivel jeho tvorby dochazi svého plného vyrazu 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 “Manes” 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.**!

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 Ménes. Evidence of this project led
by Nezval and Jakobson can be found in a paragraph in Rudé prdvo published unsigned on 14"

of November 1934:

As we have already announced, the publishing house “Ménes” intends to
publish some of Pasternak’s works in Czech. We now learn that Pasternak’s
Ochrannaja gramota, to be titled Glejt in Czech, and a collection of his
poetry, arranged and translated by Vitézslav Nezval and Roman Jakobson,

are to be published.**

When Ochrannaja gramota appeared, described by Rudé pravo in another article published
unsigned on 20™ of December, as an example of “the undisputed glory [glejt!] of Soviet poetry
in the world poetry”,** the collection that Nezval intended to publish was not ready yet*** and
Hora published his translation first. Pasternak wrote another letter on 15% of November 1935
to thank Hora for the translation and stating that, even if he could not understand the

language,** he could perceive that the original characteristics of the Russian had been

4“1 A PNP, Josef Hora, Box 10: “Ouens 6naromapro Bac 3a nepeBoj; MOMX CTUXOTBOPEHHUH ¥ ¢ GOJBIION
0XOTOH aBTOpH30Bai Obl Bamry paboty, ecnu Obl pa3oBbEM OTApHOM OHAa HE COBIAJANIa C MOJOOHBIM XKe
MIPEAIoNoKEeHbeM T1o3Ta HesBama, OBITP MOXKET YK€ TPHBEACHHBIM B HCIONHEHBE. [Ipomuto oceHbro
n31aTeNnseTBO «Manesy» Tenerpaduio 1 CIpOCHIIO Y MEHS PaBO NCKITIOYUTENTFHOTO H3JaHNS MOMX ITPOU3BECHUH
B UexocnoBakuu. [...] OHM mpeamonarany BBITYCTUTh MOIO KHHUTY TPO3bI mof HaeB Oxpauuas zpamoma W
cOOpHHK CTHKOB B niepeBose Hespama.”

442 “Jak jsme jiz oznamili, hodla nakladatelstvi ‘Manes’ vydat v Cesting néktera dila Pasternakova. Nyni se
dovidame, ze ma vyjiti Pasternakova Ochrannaja gramota, ktera se ¢esky bude jmenovat Glejt, a vybor y jeho
poesie, ktery uspotadaji a pielozi Vitézslav Nezval a Roman Jakobson.”

43 “Nesporny glejt sovétského basnictvi do svétové poesie”.

444 There is no evidence of such a project in the archives.

435 LA PNP, Josef Hora, Box 10: “Jloporoii mMoit apyr, kak mue Bam Gnaronaputs? XoTs s He 3HAIO 110
YEHICKUH, HO 1a)Ke CITH OBI SI36IKU ¥ He OBUTH Tak ONM3KM OPYT APYTY, BCE PaBHO BOJIIICOHAs! CHIIa STHX OTTHCKOB
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preserved in Czech, a language which reminded him of Rainer Maria Rilke. Pasternak wrote
that Hora’s 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.”® 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 Rundschau**’ 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 ‘displaced’” (Jakobson — Pomorska 1983, 143).

When Jakobson wrote his essay, Hora had not yet published his translation of Sestra — moja
zizn’. Referring to Brentano’s phenomenology of abstract concepts, Jakobson described the
complexity of translating the poem’s title: “My Sister. The Life, this untranslatable title and
leitmotif of Pasternak’s most striking book of poetry (‘life’ is feminine in Russian), vividly
exposes the linguistic roots of this mythology.”**¥ Jakobson underlined this problem as he was
aware of the difference in Czech (“life” is the masculine Zivof) or in German (it is the neuter,
das Leben). In the essay published in Slavische Rundschau, the title is translated Meine
Schwester — 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 zizn’ (life), while in 1994, Zdenka Bergrova**
retranslated the poem, adapting the corresponding terms to Czech morphology. In Bergrova’s
translation, sestra becomes bratr (brother). Subsequently, Hora’s translations “Sestra ma —
zivot” (Pasternak 1935, 23) in Bergova’s version corresponds to “Zivot, mijj bratr” (Pasternak
1994, 23). Pasternak’s fortune in Czechoslovakia continued after the WWII. In 1947 Hora

republished the poems of Lyrika (or the publishing house Fr. Borovy) in the volume Jesenin a

JIOJDKHA OBbLTa OBl JOMTH 10 MEHS KaKUMH-TO APYTUMH ITyTSIMH, MUHYTh MHE HeroHuManbe.” [“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 “TTocme MHOTMX, MHOTHX JIET BB BIIEpBBIE KaK JBANAThL JIET TOMY Ha3aJ| 3aCTABMIIM MEHS MEPEKHUTh
BOJIHYIOIIIEE Ty/0 MmodTH4YecKkoro Boruromenus.” (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). Jakobson’s letter to Pasternak could be maybe found in Pasternak’s archive but
due to the current political situation they were inaccessible.

448 “CecTpa MOS — XM3Hb, COOCTBEHHO HETEPEBOJMMOE 3arjlaBUE W JIEHTMOTHB CaMOM yJapHOW W3
CTHXOTBOPHBIX KHUT [lacTepHaka / “HU3HB’ B PyCCKOM SI3BIKE XKEHCKOTO POa), HATISAHO H300JIMYaET SI3BIKOBEIC
KOpHH 3T0# Mudomorun.”

449 Zdenka Bergrova (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 Puskin.
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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 Jifi
Kovtun translated the poems published by Pasternak in the postface of Doktor Zivago, and in
1969 Tatjana Haskova translated Destvo Ljuversa [Ljuvers’s 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 Vladimir Holan. Jan Zabrana’s
Czech translation of Doktor Zivago appeared only in 1990.4° In 1965, Jifi Taufer*’!
retranslated and published Ochrannaja gramota for the state publishing house KLU (Statnim
nakladatelstvi krasné literatury a uméni). In his unflinching afterword, Taufer did not mention
Pirkova’s translation or Jakobson’s essay and the annotations that Taufer decided to include

also differ from Jakobson’s ones.*>?
Conclusions: “Randbemerkungen” and Formalism

Concluding this analysis, I intend to reflect on the relation between Jakobson’s article
and Formalism. Differently form Jakobson’s writings about Puskin, in the case of Pasternak it
is possible to notice the persistence of the formalist method. For example, Tynjanov’s influence
is strong. When Jakobson’s 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 Pasternak’s relations with the MLK and the OPOJAZ emphasising
that if Majakovskij’s participation in the avant-garde and the circles is evident,*? in Pasternak’s
case, some problems arise due to Pasternak’s 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:

C’est précisément la rencontre des analystes de I’art poétique et de ses maitres

qui met a I’épreuve la recherche et I’enrichit, et ce n’est pas par hasard que le

430 See Glanc (2020) for an overview of Zabrana’s translation of Doktor Zivago and its complex editorial
history.

41 Jiti 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.

42 It would be necessary to compare the two translations more in-depth, reflecting more broadly on
Pasternak’s reception in Czechoslovakia during the twentieth century. Unfortunately, this is not the occasion for
such an analysis.

433 See Pomorska (1992).
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Cercle linguistique de Moscou comptait parmi les membres des poctes

comme Majakovskij, Pasternak, Mandel’Stam et Aseev. (Jakobson 1979, 543)

Depretto clearly identifies the importance of Tynjanov’s essay ‘“Promezutok” [“The Interval”]
([1924], 1929) and its influence on Jakobson.*** In essay, which opens with the formula
“writing about verses is difficult as write verses” (Tynjanov 1985, 541),*>> Tynjanov stated that
the mission of Pasternak’s 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.
Jakobson’s principle of “literary evolution” clearly reflects Jurij Tynjanov’s essay “O
literaturnoj evoljucii” [“On Literary Evolution™] (1927). There are some passages in the last
part of the essay which echo in Jakobson’s “Randbemerkungen”, such as the prominence of
childhood in Pasternak’s 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. Jakobson’s awareness of Tynjanov’s
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), ¢ while Jakobson that “the professional artistic poetry of this period
corresponds the typical epigonal production”.*>” 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 izucenija literatury i jazyka” with
Jakobson. Together with Tynjanov’s essay, Jakobson’s represents the revaluation of
Pasternak’s poetry among Formalists: rather than considering Pasternak’s relation to
Formalism an ambiguous one, we can reframe it as a “later” reception of the poet’s importance

in the development of modern Russian poetry.

454 “Aussi est-ce plutdt 1’Opojaz de Petrograd qui s’est imposé comme initiateur d’une tradition
d’interprétation de 1’ceuvre de Pasternak, grace en particulier a I’article de Tynjanov, 1’Intervalle, congu en 1924,
mais publi¢ intégralement en 1929. Les quelques pages que le critique lui consacre constituent une remarquable
analyse de son travail poétique et sont & 1’origine de nombreux travaux ultérieurs, en particulier de I’étude de
Jakobson de 1935.” (Depretto 2005, 436).

453 “ITucath 0 CTMKaX TEMEPH MOYTH TAK e TPYIHO, KaK IUCaTh CTUXHU.”

436 “ITposa »uBeT ceifuac OrpPOMHON CUIION UHEPIUN.”

7 “ITpodeccnonanbHas XyI0KECTBEHHAS PO3a ITON SMOXU — THITHYHOE SMUTOHCKOE TTPOM3BOICTEO.”
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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
Jakobson’s dedication to this topic in the press referring to his relationship with other two

scholars, Petr Bogatyrev and Jurij Sokolov.
Jakobson and Bogatyrev

Discussing Jakobson’s 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 Koptivova 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 (Kopiivova 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.#3®
Bogatyrev never wrote any testimonies or reflections about the Circle’s 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 ligvisticka smetdnka, 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
etnologiceskoj geografii” [“Towards the question of ethnological geography”] (11/05/1928), “K problémim
strukturalniho narodopisu” [“Problems of structural ethnography”] (25/06/1934) and “Lidové divadlo u Cechii a
Slovakt” [“The popular theatre of Czechs and Slovaks™] (19/06/1939).
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Durnovo.*® On 5™ of November 1926 Jakobson published an article in Prager Presse to
celebrate Durnovo’s fiftieth birthday. In 1927, Bogatyrev published in the journal Ndrodopisny
vestnik ceskoslovansky a similar one entitled “Vzpominky jubilejni. 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.**® (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 Durnovo’s activity and promote his stay in
the country.*¢! Both identified Durnovo as a member of the Moskovskaja dialektologiGeskaja
komissija (MDK)*? together with two other pivotal Russian scholars, i.e., Nikolaj Sokolov and
Dmitrij USakov. By placing Durnovo in the Russian academic context, Jakobson highlighted
the importance of Fortunatov’s theories and methodology within the Fortunatovskaja skola (in
the article, it is mentioned as “Moskauer linguistische Schule”). Jakobson mainly illustrated
Durnovo’s 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 Durnovo’s work in a periodical. In
1916, when the young Jakobson was a disciple of Durnovo, he wrote in Etnograficeskoe
obozrenie a critical review (Jakobson 2013, 1-5) of Opyt dialektologiceskoj 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 USakov. Despite the

459 1 will analyse the relationship between Jakobson and Durnovo in the next chapter while presenting
Jakobson’s correspondence in Slavische Rundschau.

460 “Mom otHotenns ¢ P. Sxko6conom n TpyGenkum s MOTY ONPENENHTh KaK apyxeckue. COMmKenne ¢
SIk0OCOHOM HayaJoCh Ha TOYBE OOLIMX HAYYHBIX WHTEPECOB: OH CaMBId TATAHTIMBBIA N3 MOHX YYEHHKOB.
Hauunas ¢ 1921 r., xorna s, coBceM 00ibII0H, BepHYJcs B MockBy u3 CapaToBa, OH IPHHUMAJ BO MHE OOJIbIIe
yuaactue. OH Tora y>ke ObUT 32 TpaHHIIeH.”

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 obscestvo 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.”*®* Concerning Bogatyrev, in his article he emphasised other traits of Durnovo’s
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.*** (Bogatyrev 1927, 77)

This closing remark by Bogatyrev can be interpreted as an attempt to refer to Jakobson’s article,
who only marginally mentions Durnovo’s ethnographical research in Subcarpathian Russia.
Bogatyrev regretted that most of Durnovo’s 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 mentor’s 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. Bogatyrev’s
collaboration started in 1924 with the contribution of “A. N. Ostrovskij, Bibliographische
Materialien” [“A. N. Ostrokvskij, Bibliographic Materials™], while Jakobson’s 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 “Erme HenaBHO B 00JIACTH HAYYHOM IMAJIEKTOJNOTMA HE OBLIO MOYTH HUYETO Kpome Quepka pycckoi
ouanexmonozuu [Anexcesi] CobomneBckoro. [...] [OH| BHepBbIe MacT METaTbHYIO CBOJIKY M CTPOTO HAYIHYIO
KJIacCH(HKaIIIO BeCbMa 000TaTHBILET0Ccs 3a MOCIEAHEe BPeMs CHIpOro MaTepuana.”

464 “Na konec je nutno poznamenati, Ze pracuje v Moskevské dialektologické komisi, prof. Durnovo zabyval
se 1 etnografii, ponévadz Moskevska dialektologickd komise zabyvala se nejenom otdzkami jazyka, ale i otdzkami
etnografickymi, pokud se tyto védy vzajemné stykaji.”
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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 {iber Tolstoj. Aus
unverdffentlichen Papieren von Albert Skarvan” [“Notes about Tolstoj: from Unpublished
Papers by Albert Skarvan”] (Jakobson 2014, 108-114), “Unbekanntes iiber 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” [“Tolstoj’s 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 Jakobson’s advice and
under his support.*®> In the case of Bogatyrev, in 1930 he published for Sudetendeutsche

Zeitschrift fiir 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 Slavia’s 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 Central 'naja 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 Central’naja 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 Bene§’ bibliography, there are six contributions mentioned, but two reviews are missing, resp.: one of
Evgenij Baranov’s Mosovskie legendy [Moscow Legends] (1929) and another of Pavel Preobrazenskij’s 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 Ndrodopisny vestnik ceskoslovansky, an ethnographic bulletin
founded in 1906 and nationally oriented. Other scholars interested in folklore also collaborated
with this bulletin, such as Jifi Polivka (the founder), Véaclav Tille, Jiti Hordk and Frank
Wollman.*®¢ 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 Cesky 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 pohlady,
Podkarpatoruska revue, Slovenské smery umelecké and Ndrodopisny sbornik. In 1936 they
both published for Zivot, the review bounded with the Umélécka 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 Pdsmo.
Since 1937 they also collaborated with Emil FrantiSek Burian’s review Program D, but also in

this case Bogatyrev’s 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™*®7 (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
article’s 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 /angue and parole, applying

466 For an analysis of Ndrodopisny véstnik ceskoslovansky, see Valka (2013). About Frank Wollman and
folklore in Czechoslovakia, see Zelenkova (2017).

467 “Borareipes 0(OPMUPOBANICS KAK yUEHBIH B aTMOC(EPE U B TPAIUIMAX YEXOCIOBAIIKOW HAYKH ¥ PABHON
Mepe MPHUHAUICKNT €€ HCTOPUH, KaK ¥ ICTOPHU PYCCKOH (POITBKIOPUCTHKH.”
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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
Miller’s 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 skazitel’, 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 Puskin, 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 razmeZevanija
fol’kloristiki i literaturovedenija” [“On the Boundary between Studies of Folklore and

Literature™] (Jakobson 1966, 16-18), published in the Polish journal Lud Stowianski.

Jurij Sokolov: an entangled correspondence

Analysing Jakobson and Bogatyrev’s 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.”*%® 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 “Uber 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 — 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 izucenija fol’klora” [“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,*® which was later revised but never published. The only mention of this version can be

found in Valentina Bachtina’s habilitation thesis Fol kloristiceskaja skola brat’ev B. M. i J. M.

468 “IIpucrymas k 0630py 10 HAPOAHOM CJIOBECHOCTH W JTHOTpaQuM, OTMETHM TPEXKAE BCETO
TIpeKpalIaBIIeecss ”HTEHCHBHOE cOOMpaHue MaTepranoB. MOCKOBCKMMH 3THOTpadamMu 1 (OITBKIOPUCTaMH OBLIT
MIPEATIPHAHAT PAI MOE370K MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO B CEB. BEIMKOPYCCKHE TyOepHHH.”

469 T will refer to Jurij Sokolov also giving his name in order to do not create misunderstandings with his
brother Boris.
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Sokolovych [The Folkloristic School of the Sokolov Brothers] (Bachtina 2000). According to

Bachtina, this first version (kept among Jurij Sokolov’s archival materials)*°

was sent by
Jakobson and Bogatyrev in 1929. Jurij Sokolov intended to publish it in the journal he edited,
Chudozestvennyj fol ’klor, 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 Proletkul’t 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 Gor’kij 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 Bogatyrev’s essay never appeared in Chudozestvennyj fol klor,
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 Sokolov’s 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

479 Bachtina mainly referred to two fonds, one at RGALI (Rossijskij gosudarstvenny archiv literatury i
iskusstva) and one in the folklore’s section of the GLM (Gosudarstvennyj literaturnyj muzej). While preparing
this article, I tried to ger scans of this material, but I only succeeded with RGALI’s 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 Bogatyrev’s essay

should be interpreted in relation to Jurij Sokolov’s 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. Potebnja’s 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.*’' (Sokolov 1926, 18)

The Sokolov brothers were also in constant contact with scholars from other countries, such as
the French André Mazon, the Czech Jifi Polivka and, again, with Gerhard Gesemann, the
leading representative of folklore studies at Deutsche Universitit 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 19™ of September 1928,
Trubeckoj expressed his regret at missing Jurij Sokolov’s visit to Prague during his trip in
Western Europe: “I was terribly disappointed that I never got to see Jurij Matvevi¢! But 1
couldn’t have gone to Prague anyway for lack of money: the ‘summer holidays’ were

incredibly expensive™*’? (Jakobson — 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 Rundschau’s 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 12" of May 1928, inviting him to collaborate with Slavische
Rundschau. On 20" of September Jakobson thanked Jurij Sokolov for his positive answer and

expressed his enthusiasm for Jurij Sokolov’s travel to Prague, being eager to talk folklore with

471 “K corxaeHuIo, IPUXOMTCS KOHCTATHPOBATL B KOHKPETHOM NPUMEHEHNH (POPMAITBHOTO METO/IA TAKOE
’Ke KOJMYECTBO IMpoOEeNOB M HEIOYETOB, KaKk W B comuojornieckoM miydennu. A. H. BecenoBckoro u
Teopernyeckrue paboTsl A.A. [ToreOHu 6a3upoBaiich MPENMYIIECTBEHHO Ha MaTepualie pyccKoro (oibKiopa,
— TeM He MEHee MHOTHE YKaHpBI MOCIEAHET0 OCTAIOTCS M IO CHX IOp HEO0OCIeTOBaHHBIMU CHCTEMAaTHIECKH.
ITono6HO TOMY, Kak 1MOBE3JI0 OBUIMHAM B pa3pabOTKEe ¢ TOUKH 3PEHUS] HCTOPHYECKOTO METOAA, STOT Ke XKaHp
oKazaJics Hanbouiee pa3paboTaHHBIM M CO CTOPOHBI (POPMaTIbHO-TTOITHIECKON.”

472 “V3kacHO MOCAJHO, 9TO TAK W HE MPHUILIOCH noBuBath [Opus Matsenda! Bripouem a Gl Bce paBHO He
Mor 1oexaTh B IIpary o HegocTaTKy IeHer: ‘NeTHUH OTABIX  00OIIeNcs HEBEPOSTHO 10poro.”
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him and Bogatyrev. On 1% 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 Gesemann’s
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.*’®> 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
ucrezenija 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 Sokolov’s editorship. This study was never published.

The letters sent by Jurij Sokolov in Slavische Rundschau’s fond confirm some of the
aspects analysed above and raise further questions. In the archive are letters received from the
15" of January to the 9" 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,

4731 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 Sokolov’s plan was to travel to Prague accompanied
by G<...>. JakuSov, a storyteller.#’* Trubeckoj expressed his enthusiasm for Jurij Sokolov’s
arrival in Czechoslovakia in a letter to Jakobson dated the 16™ of April 1929: “I am keenly
interested in Jurij Sokolov’s 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™*7
(Jakobson — Trubeckoj 1985, 122-123). When Jurij Sokolov managed to obtain the documents

and some money to travel, G. JakuSov 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 12" 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. fol’kior
articles-reviews on the proceedings of the congress devoted to folklore

studies.*’®

The third topic of the correspondence concerns the article “Die Folklore als eine besondere
Form des Schaffens”. On 30 of September 1929, Jurij Sokolov confirmed that he had received
the “German article”, a nemeckaja stat’ja is mentioned. Jurij Sokolov intend to publish a
polemical reply reproducing some consistent parts of Jakobson and Bogatyrev’s 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.

475 “TIpuesn COKOJIOBA MEHS JKMBO MHTEpecyeT. [1ocTapaliTech TOJNBKO, YTOOBI OH TPUEXAN YKe MOCIE
npaBociaBHO# [lacky, a To MHE omATh He mpuaeTcs nmoBuaath COKOIOBa M MOCTYIIATh cka3uTels. [lymaro, 9To
BEZb ¥ CKA3UTEIb-TO, BEPOSITHO, YETIOBEK OOTOMOJIBHBIN M IIPEIIIOYTET Pa3rOBETHCS y ceds foma.”

476 “Hykak He MOTY CMIOKOHHO JTyMaTh O TOM, 4TO MHE HE yIaJloCh TIPHEXATh Ha (uitonorndeckuii ches. C
HeTeprieHneM Oyy oxujath Bo3pamieHus [1aBna Hukurida u ero pacckasa o HanOojee HHTEPECHBIN TOKIIAIax
10 3aHMMAIOIIUM MEHsI BOIpocaM (DOJBKIOPUCTHKH W JINTEPATYPOBENCHMS. YIKACHO JOCATHO, YTO B HAIIY
COBETCKYIO JIeJIeTalyio He ObIT BKIIFOUSH HU OJMH CTICIHAINCT 1o (onbkiopy. Hanerocs, aro Ber mozaborutecs,
YTOOBI MHE MOYXHO OBIJIO OBI TOJYYHTH OIOJUIETEHH M IPOTOKOIIBI 3acemannid. A Bac obonx npomry pats st Xyo.
Donvkaopa cTaTh-0030pHI 0 paboTax che3na 1o (HoILKIOPHCTHKE.”
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a reply to it in my journal.”*”” A draft of this comment was elaborated in the letter dated the
10™ of October, which I have already mentioned in the previous paragraph. In a letter Jakobson
sent to Jurij Sokolov on 24 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 Chudozestvennyj
fol’klor, but not on the copy of the Russian text that we sent to Valentina
Aleksandrovna [Jurij’s Sokolov’s 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.*’®

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 “Uber 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.”*’® He disagreed
with Jakobson’s statement that Russian Slavistics had had no prior schools and, on the contrary,
he cited the Lomanskij’s school.*®® Jurij Sokolov did not interpret this divergence of ideas in
terms of a scientific disagreement, but rather as the result of Jakobson’s 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 “Tlomyunn Bamry Hemenkyrwo cratbio o Qombknope. Ouenr Bam 3a Hee Gmaromapen. Hempemenuo
HaleJyaTaro Ha Hee OTBET B CBOEM JKypHaie.”

478 RGALI, Fond 483, Op. 1: “Ouens Bam mpusHarenen 3a Bamm ueTkre 3ameuaHust Mo MOBOAY HAIIEH
ctatey 0 Ponpkiope. UTo X, AUCKyCCHs, TaK AUCKyccHs. bynem odeHb pajsl MpHUHATH B HEll ydacTue. 31ech y
Hac yXe psJi CTOPOHHHWKOB, M psI NPOTHBHUKOB. Tompko 00 omHOM Bac ouyeHp mpocuM HaredaTaiTe B
‘XynosxecTBEHHOM (OJIBKIOPE’ CTaThIO LEIUKOM, HO HE TI0 TOMY SK3EMIIIPY PYyCCKOTO TEKCTa, KOTOPBIA MBI
nocnany BanenTuHe AnekcaHApOBHE, a MO-APYroMy, KOTOPBIA Mbl Bam Ha nHsAX momuieM. Jlenom B TOM, 9TO
TEKCT, KOTOpbIH y Bac, ObUT TIpOCTO KaHBOW UIs TepeBoja Ha HEeMEHKHH S3bIK. OH CTHIIMCTHYECKH BechbMa
HECOBEpPILIECHEH.”

479 “TIpoumran s1, Poman Ocunosud, ¢ GONBIIMM MHTEPECOM M Bamry cTaThI0 0 COBPEMEHHOM CIAaBUCTHKE.
C MHOTMMH MBICTISIMU BammiMu Henb3s He COTTIacUThCS MTOTHOCTHIO.”

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?*

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 7™ 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 Bogatyrev’s
arguments: “I have to tell you, although you already know it, I disagree with you on almost
everything.”*? 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 Miller’s theories) did not consider the great value of the
skazitel’. 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)*3. 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

Chudozestvennyj fol ’klor but, as I stated earlier, the journal’s activity ended before it could be

published.

481 “A mama ‘pycckas (OIBLKIOPHCTHYECKAs MIKOJNA ¢ €€ yYeHHeM BaMu peBH3yeMBIM 00 3IeMEHTax
‘MHANBUAYAIEHOTO TBOPYECTBA B (POIBKIIOPE IO MOEMY TITyOOKOMY JTaCT OYCHB KPYITHBIC PE3yIIETATHl B COBCEM
MIPUMEHEHHH K 3armagHoeBponeickoMy Matepuany. Heyxemn Bl 310 Oynere oTpumnai, toporue ciaBsHOPHUIB?”

482 «Jlomxen Bam coobIMTE X0Ta BhI 3T0 NTak 3HaeTe — s ¢ BaMu MOYTH HY B 4eM He cOoryaceH.”

483 See also Oinas — 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 30™ of September 1929 that there he had any new about
it. Second is that a structuralist approach is absent from the Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 — Prof. Dr. Ulehla als Filmregisseur” [“A Vanishing World. A Film about
Dying Folklore — Prof. Dr. Ulehla as Filmmaker”] (Jakobson 2013, 379-383), the
article “Upadek filmu?” [“Is the Film in Decline?”’] published in 1933 in Listy pro uméni 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 — Pomorska 1983, 125-135). The paucity of
publications does not signal Jakobson’s disinterest in film studies or in their development in
the interwar years. Rather, its secondary role in Jakobson’s 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 — Szczepanik 2008). Teige aimed to create a debate which was not just academic and,
as Petr Kral correctly noted, his reflections on cinema did not take place through scientific
essays but through writings designed for a wider audience (1966, 6). Teige’s 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 Zivot. 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 Pred maturitou [ Before
Graduation], Vladislav Vancura directed the film Na slunecni strané [On the Sunny Side],
whose script was co-written by Jakobson together with Svatava Pirkova and the support of
Vitézslav Nezval and Miloslav Disman. Concerning her involvement in the production, in a

letter dated the 28™ of March 1979, Pirkova wrote to Jakobson about the film:

[Frantisek] Galan also asked me about the film Na slunecni strané... 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 Vancura and Nezval and you... |
only vaguely remember the result and it does not seem to me that it was a

great work, but I could be wrong...***

In 1925 Nezval published the essay “Film” in Cesky filmovy svét [Czech World of Cinemal
(Nezval in And¢l — 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”*® (Ibidem, 171). Mukafovsky disagreed with
Nezval’s idea and in the early 1930s emphasised the aesthetic dimension of film in publications

such as such as “Pokus o strukturni rozbor hereckého zjevu” [“An Attempt at a Structural

484 RJPs, Box 1, Folder 36. “RovnéZ se mé ptal Galan na film Na slunecni strané — pamatujes? Ja jsem v tom
nebyla velmi vedle, viibec jsem nebyla pfipravend na takovou préci, ale jemu jsem to netekla, tak mi také fekni
co v tom bylo z Vancury a Nezvala a Tebe — vzpominam si jen na vysledek matné a nezda se mi, Ze to bylo néjaké
veledilko, ale mohu se mylit...”

485 “Film, jenZ ji [estetiku] dosud nastésti nema, ma pro budoucnost o jeden zbyte¢ny boj méné. [...] Krasny
film nereprodukuje tvarti. Vyrabi je pfimo.”
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Analysis of an Actor’s Figure™] (1931), “K estetice filmu” [“A Note on the Aesthetics of Film™]
(1933) and “Cas 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. Milo§ Weingart only published his 1935 study
“Zvukovy film a te¢” [“Audio Film and Speech”] a year after he left the Circle. In 1936 Jindfich
Honzl published in Slovo a slovesnost the article “Reakéni nazory o mluvicim 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 Weingart’s
“Zvukovy film a fe¢”, judging it as without value and full of mistakes. The main problem in
Weingart’s article was that he emphasised the equivalence between cinema and theatre*®¢ and
the fact that he did not comprehend the social function of film “Weingart’s 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.”*®’” (Honzl 1936,
61) While discussing Weingart’s wrong statements about the role of sound in film, Honzl
referred to an article he published with Vancura 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 FrantiSek Burian’s journal Program D “Disneynova Sné¢hurka” [“Disney
Cinderella”, 1938], in which he applied structuralist method to film studies. Bogatyrev’s
interest in the field emerged earlier and through his involvement in Formalism: his article

“Caplin i ‘Kid’; Caplin — mnimyj grafik” [“Chaplin and ‘The Kid’ — An Imaginary

486 The difference, or even the opposition, between cinema and theatre is one of the main points in Teige’s
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 ‘Do not build theatres’
is complemented by the request ‘Build popular cinemas!’.” (Teige in And¢l — Szczepanik 2008, 136)

487 «S timto nev&cnym stanoviskem k filmové a umélecké struktuie poji pfiznaén& M. Weingarta zcela
retrogradni nazory na socialni vyznam filmu a na spolecenské otazky vibec.”
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188 appeared in Viktor Sklovskij’s collection Caplin. Sbornik statej [Chaplin.

Timeline
Collection of writings] (1923).*% During the 1920s Formalists were particularly involved in
film studies, as testified by Ejchenbaum’s collection Poetika filmu [ Poetics of Film] from 1927,

to which Sklovskij, Tynjanov,*

and TomasSevskij contributed. A fundamental writing is
Sklovskij’s article “Literatura i kinematograf” [“Literature and Cinematograph”], published in
1923. According to Sklovskij, cinema was more similar to poetry than prose, exemplifying his
conception of “poetic cinema” through the film Sestaja cast’ mira [A Sixth Part of the World]
released by the Russian director Dziga Vertov in 1926.4! 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”*? (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.
“Upadek filmu”

Returning to Jakobson, in 1934 he published “Upadek 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 «Caplin i ‘Kid’; Caplin — mnimyj grafik” was translated into Czech and published in the collection
Souvislosti tvorby: cesty ke struktuie lidové kultury a divadla in 1971, see Bogatyrev (1971).

489 In “Sjuzet v kinematografe” [“The Plot in the Cinema”] Sklovskij explains his interest in Chaplin: “I am
interested in Chaplin’s future path. It seems to me that Chaplin’s 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.” “Mne unTepecyer nanpHeWMi MyTh YarmHa.
Kaxercst mue, uto punbMm Yanaun 6 kuro TIOKa3bIBacT HEKOTOPYIO YCTaJIOCTh Tproka. B mctopnu pazsutus gopwm,
oOHa)KeHUs TIpHeMa, Tak K€ KaK W MapOJUpOBAHME SBICHHH, CKOPEH BCEro, KOHEI| pa3BUTHS ONPEACICHHOTO
KA. MHe KaXeTcs, 9To, CKoper Bcero, YarumH NoiIeT B CTOPOHBI TepONIeCKO-KOMUYECKOT0 (DHIIbMa, TO €CTh
6y et mosb30BaThca KoMuuHO-cTpammabv.” (Sklovskij 1965, 34-35)

490 “Cinema held a special place among Tynianov’s many day jobs, and it immediately became part of his
theoretical interests. [...] Tynianov’s 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).

#1 Concerning Vertov, see S¢erbenok (2013), Usakin (2016).

492 “KuHOYECTBO €CTh MCKYCCTBO OPTaHM3aliM HEOOXOIUMBIX JIBUJKEHMM BENIEW B MPOCTPAHCTBE H,
MIPUMEPHB PUTMHIECKOE Xy I0KECTBEHHOE IIEJI0E, COTIIACHOE CO CBOMCTBAMM MaTepualia i BHYTPESHHIM PUTMOM
KaX10i1 Bemu.”
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after the introduction of the sound. Quoting Ejchenbaum’s theory of cinema developed in
Problemy kinostilistiki [Problems in the Stylistic of Cinema] (1927) and KuleSov’s idea of the
shot as a sign (Kulesov [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. Augustine’s concept of
“signum” that of and “res”, elaborated in De Magistro and the first book of De Doctrina

christiana.**3

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 Ejchenbaum’s 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 KuleSov’s Repeticionnyj metod v kino [ The Method of Repetition
in Cinema] (KuleSov 1979), but also to Semen TimoSenko’s Iskusstvo kino i montaz fil’'ma
[The Art of Cinema and the Film Montage] (Timosenko 1926). This article also represented
Jakobson’s attempt to polemicise contemporary Czech criticism, reproaching it for not
considering cinema as equal to the visual arts,*** 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.
“Mizejici svet”: Jakobson’s review

In the previous subchapter (§ 3.2) I have already discussed the importance of folklore
in Jakobson’s writings. This topic converged with film studies in 1932, when he published in
Prager Presse “Die entschwindende Welt. Ein Film der sterbenden Folklore — Prof. Dr. Ulehla
als Filmregisseur” [“A Vanishing World. A Film about Dying Folklore — Prof. Dr. Ulehla as

Filmmaker]. This was a review of the documentary Mizejici svét [A Vanishing World] by

493 See Gramigna (2016).
494 This reproachment was already emphasised in Teige ([1922] 2008).
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Vladimir Ulehla**® and Svatava Pirkova. Even though it was intended as a review, this piece
discusses folklore and cinema more broadly.**® The film intended to document the folkloric
traditions among the Moravian Slovaks residing in the village of Velké nad Veli¢kou. This was
a topic which aligned with Ulehla and Pirkova’s 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

497 and exoticism was one of the most relevant themes in those

of today’s art once again |[...]
years’ artistic and literary productions, especially among the avant-garde.**® 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 director’s task was then to shape the folkloric material into cinema or,

referring to Jakobson’s 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 Ulehla (1888-1947) was working at Masaryk University, where Jakobson had recently been
appointed professor.

4% See Mares (1998).

47 “[f]iir die heutige Kunst ist von neuem die Nachfrage nach exotischem Material charakteristisch [...].

498 An example are Konstantin Biebl’s poems. He based part of his poetics on the concept of exoticism linked
to his experience on the island of Java. Cf. Vojvodik-Wiendl (2011) on exoticism and the avant-garde.

2
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in a context in which the rural dimension was disappearing due to modern society’s

increasingly invasive presence.*””
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 (Usakin 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 Sklovskij 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 Mukatovsky, but who rather gravitated around
the activities of the PLK, such as Honzl and Vancura 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 “Upadek filmu”. Jakobson’s answer reveals
that the publication of that article happened mainly because of Vancura. First, at that time

Jakobson got involved in the production of the film Na slunecni strané and, later, Vancura

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 Wollman’s K methodologii srovnavaci slovesnosti [On the Methodology
of Comparative Vernacular] (1936) or Arne Novak’s Duch a narod [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.>*

In conclusion, we can state that Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s article about Pasternak’s prose,
occasional incursions of a linguist in the field of cinema. Jakobson’s 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.

590 The only information about this collection appeared in Ceské slovo on 10" of March 1933. The collection
was meant to be published by Melantrich under the title Predpoklady ceského filmu [ Preconditions of Czech Film].
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Chapter 5. Correspondence

In this fifth chapter I will analyse some selected materials from Slavische Rundschau’s
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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 — 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
Jakobson’s writings being profoundly judgemental, such as with O cesskom stiche (§ 2.6.1)

and Novejsaja russkaja poezija (§ 3).

In the third chapter (§ 3.2), I have already proposed to the reader an extensive example
from Slavische Rundschau’s collection, Jakobson’s 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, “Uber 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 Jakobson’s 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, Jakobson’s 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.>°! Thus, it is a selection of materials aimed at showing

the evolution of Jakobson’s relations in the academic and journalistic sphere.

From such an analysis, some recurrent traits emerge. For example, Jakobson’s 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, Jakobson’s 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 Antonin Magr 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 Jakobson’s search of support in his
critique of André Mazon’s study of the Slovo. The letters of the two periods are different. As I
will emphasise while presenting Slavische Rundschau’s 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 Jakobson’s

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 — Moravkova 1997); Quadrilog: Bohuslav Havranek,
Zdenka Havrankova, Roman Jakobson, Svatava Pirkova. Vzajemnd korespondence 1930-1978
[Quadrilogue: Bohuslav Havranek, Zdenka Havrankova, Roman Jakobson, Svatava Pirkova.
Mutual Correspondence 1930-1978] (Havrankovd — Toman 2001); Prazsky lingvisticky
krouzek v korespondenci. Korespondence z let 1923-1974 [The Prague Linguistic Circle in

01 For example, it could be of relevance to analyse Jakobson’s correspondence with Svatava Pirkova 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] (Havrankova 2008); Prazsky
Skola v korespondenci. Dopisy z let 1924-1989 [The Prague School in Correspondence. Letters
from the Years 1924-1989] (Havrankova — Petkevi¢ 2014). Some materials were also found in
Moscow, such as the correspondence between Jakobson and Viktor Sklovskij (Galuskin 1999).
Concerning his activity as a professor at Masaryk University in Brno, materials from his course
Formalisticka skola a dnesni literarni véda ruska have been edited and published by Tomas
Glanc within documents about the discussion around his nominee (Jakobson — Glanc 2005).
Finally, concerning the activity of the PLK, fundamental is the volume Prazsky linguisticky

krouzek v dokumentech (Cermak — Poeta — Cermak 2012).

The Czech archives in which materials related to Jakobson are mainly kept are LA PNP,
Archiv AVCR (Archive of Czech Academy of Sciences) and MU Archiv (Archive of Masaryk
University). In the first one, there is Jakobson’s personal fund, in which there are primarily
correspondences and handwritings of other intellectuals, such as Viktor Sklovskij, Nikolaj
Durnovo, or Evgenij Polianov. In the one of AVCR, 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 Jakobson’s papers (RJPs) kept at MIT is
significantly important, defined not by chance by Giuseppe D’Ottavi as “l’'un des plus
importants et riches du panorama des archives de linguistes du XXe siecle et, plus
généralement, des archives de sciences humaines” (D’Ottavi 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.>%? The materials kept in Slavische Rundschau’s collection also represent a first clue for

such research.

502 The materials from Jurij Sokolov’s 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 Jakobson’s
relationship with the Norwegian academy is suggested. Broch’s personal fond kept at the Nasjonalbiblioteket of
Oslo permits, together with the correspondence found at RJPs, to entirely reconstruct Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s early research and for
the fact that he represents a link between Jakobson and his master, Aleksej Sachmatov.
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5.1 Correspondences 1920-1939: Slavische Rundschau

In the first chapter I have already discussed Jakobson’s activity in Slavische Rundschau
(§ 1.2). Jakobson’s 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 Sklovskij on 15™ of November 1928. Galuskin published
it in 1999, and as he stated, Jakobson wrote it on Slavische Rundschau’s letterhead (Galuskin
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 Jakobson’s 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 L’viv) 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
25" 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 Jakobson’s 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 “Mnogouvazaemyj 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 24" of November 1931, in which he complains of errors in an obituary dedicated to his

brother Antoine, including being mistake for him.>%3

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 Milovan Gavazzi Bohumil Mathesius Leopold Silberstein
1928-1932 1929-1921 1931 1930-1932

Edgar Arnol’di Aleksandr Georgievskij Dmitrij Svjatopolk-Mirskij | Aleksandr Slonimskij
1929-1930 1938 1928-1932 1928-1929

Mark Aronson Gerhart G Aleksander Nekrasov Jurij Sokolov
1928-1930 erhart Lyesemann 1928-1933 1929

Nikolaj Auerbach Semon Ginsburg Iwan Nimczuk Rozalija Sor

1929 1928 1928 1928-1929

Mark Azadovskij Vasilij Gippius Nikolaj Osipov

1927-1931 1928-1931 1930 Pavel Strelkov
Alfed Bem Wolfgango Giusti Vladimir Piceta Ilarion Svencick’yj
1928-1932 1931 1928-1930 1928

Georgij Brylov Michail Gorlin Aleksandr Poceluevskij Lucien Tesnicre
1930 1929-1932 1929 1929

Valentin Cernobaev

Michajlo Gruséevs’kyj

Sergej Postnikov

Boris Tomasevskij

1930 1929 1929 1929-1932

Dmytro CyZevs’kyj II’ja Guzdev Hans Prager Vladmir Tukalevskij
1928-1931 1930 1931 1932

Nikolaj Derzavin Sergej Hessen Pavel Rastorguev Jurij Tynjanov

1931 1929-1930 1928-1929 1929

Valentina Dynnik-Sokolova . Jevgen Rychlik Lev Uspenskij

1929 Sergej Jakobson 1928-1929 1929

Witold Doroszewski Boris Jarcho Petro Rulin Viageslay Vinoerad
1930-1931 1928 1929 Jaces ogtadov

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

303 Antoine Martel was a French Slavist involved in Revue des études slaves.
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S<...>. Efremenko Klyment Kvitka Afanasij Seliscev Gustav Winter
1929 1928-1932 1933 1928-1932
Michael Feofanoff Volodvmyr Leontovyé Mikalaj S¢akacichin Milo§ Weingart
1930 olodymyr Leontovye 1928-1929 1930-1931
Benno Filser Michajlo Lil’ov Lev Séerba Dmitrij Zelenin
1932 1930-1931 1929 1928-1933
Boris Ejchenbaum Pavel Markov Aleksandr Skaftymov Zmicer Zylunovi¢
1928 1928 1929 1929
Pavel Ettinger René Martel Vasyl’ Simovy¢
1928-1933 1931 1929
Table 5. Jakobson’s correspondents in Slavische Rundschau’s collection.
Sergej Karcevskij

The correspondence with Sergej Karcevskij is of note. As discussed by Henryk Baran
and Elena DusSeckinaja 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.>%*

In Slavische Rundschau’s 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 d’études 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 14" 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 Jakobson’s publication. For example, in the
letter dated the 22" of November 1932, Karcevskij comments on Jakobson’s article about

Russian verb, i.e., “Zur Struktur des russischen Verbums” [“Structure of the Russian Verb”]

(Jakobson 1971, 3-15):

594 1n a letter sent to Karcevskij on 7" May of 1948 Jakobson stated: “Although we almost never correspond,
I know full well that we are together.” (Baran — Duseckinaja 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.’* I am
very glad to see that you have paid attention to my notion of the
“asymmetrical” structure of the linguistic sign.*® 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. "’

The most significant passages are the ones in which Karcevskij discusses questions related to
linguistics. For example, in the letter dated the 17" 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.”% In the letter sent on 3" 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 7™ 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 “Crartbst TBOSL O TJIaroyie OYEHh WHTEPECHAS W TMOJE3HAsA. BOT UTaK MMEHHO HAJIO TPOCMOTPETH BCIO
Mopdosoruio. 3aiMuCh emie KaKuMH HHO. €€ 9acTsIMHU: CKIOHeHHEeM Hamp. W s u3 3TOro M3BJIEKY BBITOIY JUIA
nocTpoeHus rpammartukd. OdYeHb pag Jal yBHAETh, 4To Th 0OpaTWs BHHUMaHHE Ha MOIO MbICIb 00
«aCUMMETPHUYECKOM» CTPOCHHUH SI3BIKOB 3HAKOB. CHMMETpHS, COBIAJJeHNE BO BCEX TOJIKAX = CMEPTh. [IBIKeHue
BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO NP HEYCTOHYMBOM paBHOBecuu. J1a coOeceqHnKa TOXE JTODKHBI HE BIIOJIHE OAMHAKOBO
MOHUMATh clioBa. Tosbko HacueT (opM 3Ha4YeHWI 3Ta cBOOOJA MHTEPNPETAIMH OTPAaHHUYCHHS, HO BCE XKe
cyIecTByer.”

508 “B purMe a He BMKY CaMOCTOATENBHOCTH JIeMeEHTA |...] (pasa jist MeHs = MHTOHANWs, (pasza ecTh
IICUXOJIOTUYECKOE €JUHCTBO.”
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Image 2. Karcevskij’s 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 caractére varieront

d’une langue a 1’autre.”
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 9" of August 1930 has been published (Toman 1994, 125-138; Havrankova —
Pektevi¢ 2014, 290-306). The discovery of the materials kept in the Slavische Rundschau’s
archive provides the opportunity to deepen our understanding of the relationship between the
two scholars, especially to better comprehend Jakobson’s involvement in the Eurasian
movement, which I have already discussed in the second chapter (§ 2.2). Savickij sent his first
letter to Jakobson on 24™ of June 1928, having just returned from Berlin to find a letter that
Jakobson had sent to him on 16" of June1928. Even if Savickij’s letter of the 24 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 13" of February 1929: “regarding yesterday’s (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.”>% 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 29 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”.’!® He refers to “K charakteristike evrazijskogo jazykovogo
sojuza™!! [“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 Gor’kij, in 1929 he left the Eurasian movement. Despite
this, Jakobson maintained a fruitful collaboration with him and in 1931 they co-published the
collection Smert Vladimira Majakovskogo [ Vladimir Majakovskij s Death] (Jakobson — Mirskij
1931). The Mirskij correspondence dates from 1928 to 1932 and consists of twenty-nine letters,
the contents of which concern Mirskij’s activity in Slavische Rundschau. He sent his letters
mainly from London and occasionally from Paris. Mirskij’s collaboration with Slavische
Rundschau regards different topics, such as Dostoevskij or Russian literature produced in the
emigration.>!? 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 Mirskij’s involvement in the journal.

509 “B cBs3u co BuepaniHUM (OYEHH MHTEPECHBIM IS MEHS) TEPMHHOJOTUYECKMM PasrOBOPOM MOMM C
I'ezemanHOM, MHE TPUXOIWI B TOJIOBY MBICIB: — HE CIEIOBAJIO JH OBl MHE €IIe pa3, ye B KOPPEeKType,
MPOTJIAZETh HEMEUKHH TeKCT MOEH cTaTbu BO HM30ekaHWe OIMMOOK B TPAHCKPUIIMH W B TEXHHYECKOH
TEPMHUHOJIOTHH.”

510 “Bama craTes, HO MIMEHHO BeeX €€ uMTaBmuX (B ToM umcie - H. H. AekceeBa 1 3€IIHAX eBpa3HiIEB)
OyZeT OJHUM U3 BaXKHEHIIINX IICHTPOB 3TOTO COOpPHUKA.”

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 Tomasevskij,

313 with whom

Jurij Tynjanov, and Boris Ejchenbaum. To them, we can also add Boris Jarcho,
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 Sor

In a letter sent on 20" of July 1928 Boris Jarcho suggests to Jakobson to consider

4 among Slavische Rundschau’s possible collaborators. Sor then contacted

Rosalija Sor®!
Jakobson on 16™ of October of the same year. In her first letter she does not refer to Jarcho, but
to Boris and Jurij Sokolov. Accordingly to Sor, 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. Sor proposes Jakobson to write reviews related to new
works related to linguistics. In the following letter (dated the 24™ of November 1928), Sor
promises to send the reviews about Sabina Spielrein’s and Leonid Bulachovskij’s books as soon
as possible. She refuses to write a review of Michail Peterson’s book Vvedenie v jazykovedenie
[Introduction to Linguistics] as it was still unfinished. On 11" 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 14" of November 1929, Sor informs Jakobson that she started
teaching general linguistics at the University of Baku and that she intends to write reviews of
Valentin Volo$inov’s Marksizm i filosofija jazyka [Marxism and the Philosophy of Language,
1929], Evgenij Polivanov’s Vvedenie v jazykovedenie dlja vostokovovedov [Introduction to
Linguistics for Orientalists, 1928] and Nikolaj Marr’s Ucenie o jayzke v mirnovom masstabe

[Teaching about Language on a Global Scale, 1929]. On 29" of December 1929, she mentions

513 Concerning Jarcho, see Cadamagnani (2018).

514 Concerning Rozisalija Sor see Velmezova — Moret (2016). Ekaterina Velmezova wrote “De plus, durant
de nombreuses années, elle fut, en URSS, une voie d’acces vers la linguistique dite ‘occidentale’, en commentant
les ouvrages d’Antoine Meillet, Edward Sapir, Otto Jespersen, Ferdinand de Saussure, etc. que I’on publia en
russe dans les années 1920-1930.” (Velmezova — Moret 2016, 2-3). See also Anna Isanina: “Sor assistait aux
conférences de V. K. Porzezinskij, 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 — Moret 2016, 115).
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the PLK’s Travaux: “but I have not yet received the works of the circle”.5!* Sor appears among
those who used to attend the MLK’s meetings and was interested in the formalist method. This
mention of the Travaux demonstrates that she was also later interested in Structuralism.
Considering Jakobson’s opinion about Sor, in 1935 he published in Slovo a slovesnost “Obecna
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 Saussure’s Kurs obscej lingvistiki [ Course of General Linguistics], appeared in 1933 and
the second, Edward Sapir’s Vvedenie v izucenie reci [Language. An Introduction to the Study
of Speech], in 1934. Both volumes were translated by Aleksej Suchotin and Sor wrote an
introduction to de Saussure. In the review Jakobson emphasises how effective Sor’s notes were,
stating that she had fully grasped the Genevan linguist’s theories. Although she had
exhaustively analysed de Saussure’s 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 Polivanov’s 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 $kola) anticipated de Saussure’s. 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 Sor for her attempt to interpret de Saussure through Marxist
theories, considering it lacking convincing conclusions:*!¢ as I have already emphasised while

discussing his reaction to Marrism (§ 2.1), Jakobson was very polemical against Marxism.
Boris Tomasevskij

The letters sent by Boris Tomasevskij cover different topics. For example, in the one
from the 10" of February 1929, he initially complains about Jakobson’s laconicism in

answering his questions and his reluctance to pursue discussions:

515 “Ho TPy OB KpyXKKa MO CHX TIOp He momydna’,

516 About Sor and Jakobson and her interest in Marxist theories, see Patrick Flack’s article in (Velmezova —
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.>!’

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 Puskin’s Monach [The Monk], a poem in three
cantos recognised as Puskin’s 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 Gorcakov’s archives are now being
printed. The materials mainly regard Puskin’s poem The Monk (the first three

cantos) and Goréakov’s letters to his family from the lyceum.>'®

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.>"’
Jurij Tynjanov

As with Tomasevskij, 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 Puskin.

I am very interested in your opinion. There are many misprints in the book. Has Petr

517 “JlakoHM3M TBOMX OTKPBITOK THIIEpGOMYEH. Ha BOIPOCH ThI cHCTEMaTHUECKH U30eraeinb oTBeyaTs. He
3a0yzap, uTo OTKpHITa OT [Iparn no JleHmHrpaga umer BoceMb AHEH (CO CKOPOCTHIO 12 KMIIOMETpPOB B Hac).
[epecnpammBaTh IpH TaKUX YCIOBUSAX TPYAHO. HU 0 HOMOTEHe3e, HY O TIO3THKAX Thl MHE HUYETro HE OTBETHII.”

518 “Ecnm myxHO i xpoHWKH Rundschau, TO WCTIONB3Yi HIKECHEAYIOIIEE: celdac MevararoTcs
HOBOOTKPBITHIE JOKyMEHTHI OOHapy)XKeHHble B apxuBe I opuakoBbIX. L[eHTpanbHOE MECTO 3aHMMaeT IodMa
[Tymxuna Mownax (nepBble TpU MECHN) U THChbMa | opyakoBa pOJHBIM U3 JHLes.”

519 “He coscem yBepen, uto Onos3 BockpecHeT. BooGIue s qymaro ceifuac He HyKHa SKCTIAHCHSI MIMEHH, TEM
6oJiee YTO MMS CHIIBHO TaTHpyeT. DTo NMs Kak BHenrHni 3HaK HayYHOTO HAPaBICHNS IPHUHAIIISKHUT MPOLILIOMY.
Paborats e Hamo Bce paBHO.”
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Grigorievi¢ received my Archaists?”52° Tynjanov’s letter is only dated “Leningrad, 23™ of
March”. Archaisty i Puskin [Archaists and Puskin] 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 TomaSevskij did in his letter of the 10" of February 1929, Tynjanov also
commented on OPOJAZ’s crisis in a letter dated the 23" 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 Prague’s warm boots, I would have died. Of course, OPOJAZ is not going to

reconcile. You cannot make up for, there is a fight coming.”>?!

Boris Ejchenbaum

Jakobson corresponded also with Boris Ejchenbaum in 1928. This correspondence
contains only three letters regarding Ejchenbaum’s 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 Tolstoj’s writings.
Jakobson asks Ejchenbaum to write an article for Slavische Rundschau but, as Ejchenbaum
writes in a letter sent on 10" 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... | have not taken my pen off the paper for three
months now, and I still have not finished. [...] [ am waiting for your reply and
once again apologise for the delay... You can see by my handwriting how 1
am in a hurry. Moreover, I rarely write letters. It is difficult in our “literary

way of life”. 5%

520 “Oryero nuuerok He numients? Kakoro Tel MEEHHS 0 MOl pabote Apxaucmol u ITywxurn. MeHs odeHb
uHTEpecyeT TBoe MHeHHEe. OneyaTok B KHUTe oueHb MHOTO. [Tomydwt i Iletp I'puropseBnd Mmoux Apxaucmog?”’

521 “Cpupemnbie MOpO3bI BCTpeTHIH MeHst. Mopossl B 30 rpanoB. bes mpakckux TEMIBIX Caror s morud 6wl
Onos3, KOHEYHO, He KIEUTCS HUKAK. [ 1e YK TyT MHPHUTb, TOTO TIISIIN CaM PacCOPUIIbCS.”

522 “f] zaneprKalncs ¢ OTBETOM Ha Bamre MmIIOe MACEMO TOJBKO MOTOMY, YTO HEYENOBEYECKHU 3aHST - HE
MIPOCTO 3aHAT, KaK OBIBAIOT 3aHSTHIC JIIOAW C JETaMH, a IMOTPYKEH ¢ TOJIOBOH M MOYTH CXOXY € yMa: KOHYAI0
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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 ‘develop him’, as
Vitja used to say.”*?* According to Ejchenbaum, for the formalists it was not important the
aktual’nost’, 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 7" of July 1928,
Ejchenbaum states that Jakobson did not understand what he meant while stating that Tolstoj’s
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.”5 24

At that time Ejchenbaum and Sklovskij 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?”*> These letters attest
Ejchenbaum’s close collaboration with Sklovskij, 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.

TepBbIid TOM O0JbIIONH paboTel 0 TojcToM, KOTOpas BEIMAET MOTOM jAanblie. JDTo OyneT KHUra B ABaALATH
TICYaTHBIX JICTAX - OT Havdaja 70 Boitael n Mupa. [...] [Innry ¢ orpoMHBIM HaIpsDKEHHEM M HATHCKOM - YK€ TpH
MecsIia He OTPbIBAI0 Iepa oT Oymary, a BcE emeé He KOHUmIL. [...] XKy Bamrero orBera u emé pa3 U3BHHSIOCH 3a
3a7Iep’KKy - BHAWTE TI0 IOYEPKY, KaK TOPOILIIOCH. [IpUTOM - MUChMa IMUIIy OYEHb PEIKO. DTO B HAIeM
‘uTEepaTypHOM OBITY  maéres ¢ Tpyaom.”

523 “Bompoca 00 akTyalbHOCTH B HEH HET, Ja W, 1O NpaBJE€ CKa3aTh, OH BOOOIIE KaXETCH MHE MAJlo
aKTyaJIbHBIM U HECYIECTBYIOIIMM. AKTyallbHEE U CYIECTBEHHEE KaK pa3 APyroe — He MOACPHU30BaTh TOICTOro
Tak, YTOOBI OH TOJMJIICS JJISI HAac, a OKa3aTh €ro B 3II0XaX, ‘Pa3BUHTHUTH , KaK TOBOpMII Burs.”

524 “Tlop ‘mcTopudeckuM’ s PasyMer0 TO, UTO Ceifac akTyalbHa Mpo0JIeMa TUCATENS B CBOEH 3T0Xe — BEIb
3TO M €CTh HACTOAMIAsl ‘COLMHMOIIOTHYEcKas mpodiema. [...] DTo ceiiyac — uBas mpodiema. A BaM Kak OyATo
KaXeTCsI, YTO eCTh Celdac pyroe, YUCTO JuTeparypHoe Bocmpustre. OHO, MOXKET OBITh, €CTh Y IBYX-TPEX
nucareneid. To-To 1 XapaKTepHO, YTO ceildac Halo FOBOPUTH HE O JINTEPATYpe, a O MUCATENbCTBE.”

525 “3nech ceitaac Buts — 3aBTpa Bo3Bpammaercs B MockBy. MBI XOIMM ¢ HUM Kak JIBa aTyeTa - 00a mevaraem
KHUTH 0 TOJICTOM M CMOTPHM JPYT Ha ApyTa C JI000BHOH TPEBOTOM: Kak MoWMeT myonnka?”’
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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 23 of February 1931; the 6™ of September
1931; the 12 of July 1931). In the letter sent the 12" of July 1931, Giusti assents to Jakobson’s
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.>?
Dmytro Cyzevs kyj

The most frequent exchanges of correspondence are the ones with Durnovo and
Cyzevs’kyj.5? Both actively published with Slavische Rundschau and collaborated with
Jakobson while staying in Prague, but it is easier to discern structuralist influence in
Cyzevs’kyj’s work than in Durnovo’s. Regarding the correspondence with Cyzevs’kyj, 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. CyZzevs’kyj
wrote to Jakobson while he was in Freiburg, as can be surmised from his letterheads, where

“Zhringen” (a suburb of Freiburg) occurs. The main topic concerns CyZevs’kyj’s contributions

526 Tn RJPs there is a significant presence of Italian scholars. Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s relationship with Lévi-Strauss has been largely studied,
the analysis of Jakobson’s relationship with Italian scholars is still faintly. Eco’s 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 D’ Arco 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 Cyzevs’kyj, see Mnich — Blagkiv (2016). They
largely referred to the materials kept in CyZevs’kyj’s at Heidelberg University. This correspondence started after
Jakobson’s 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, CyZevs’kyj also asks if it could be possible to stay at
Bogatyrev’s 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.°%® 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 CyZevs’kyj. Durnovo sent
around sixty letters between 1928 and 1932, from Moscow and Minsk.>?’ Unlike those sent by
Cyzevs’kyj, the subject matter of Durnovo’s letters does not only concern issues related to
Slavische Rundschau. Durnovo’s letters are longer and more articulate than CyZevs’kyj’s ones,

often written on postcards.

These letters are crucial to understand how the relationship between the two scholars
evolved after Durnovo’s 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.”33¢

528 Concerning Durnovo’s activity in Czechoslovakia see Robinson (1992) and (2021).

529 Concerning Russian scholars and Belarusian academy, see Robinson (2015).

530 “Ouenp ycram; mucan Bce BpeMsi, HUYEM JPYTHM HE 3aHAMAsCh, M TEM HE MEHEE, paboTa MOJIBUTaIach
MEAJIEHHO.”

240



The most significant result of Durnovo’s 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: a la Durnovo, as he is. There are a lot of omissions™3! (Robinson 2015, 75-76). While
reading Durnovo’s 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 Sachmatov 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 Bogatyrev’s
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”.>** (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, Durnovo’s 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 Durnovo’s collaboration with Slavische
Rundschau, where he published under Jakobson’s 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 “OpurrHanBEHO 33yMaHo, HOIOBOJIBHO HEYKITIOKE: 110 JlypHOBCKH, KaK OH caM. [Ipomyckos macca.”

532 “Oco60 oTMewan crenu(puKy HCTOPHYECKOrO OBITOBAHHWS JTHX TOBOPOB M TMOJYEPKUBAI 0CO00E
3HAYEHUE UX UCCIIEN0BaHU: ‘J[eTanbHOEe N3y4YeHUE KaplIaTOPyCCKUX TOBOPOB UPE3BBIYAHO BaXKHO JUISL HCTOPUU
PYCCKHX SI3BIKOB BOOOIIE W YKPAWHCKOTO, B YACTHOCTH, TaK KaK 3TH TOBOPHI HE MEPEKMIIN IETBIH psill SIBICHUH,
MIEPEKUTHIX YKPAWHCKUMH TOBOPaMH, W MO3BOJISIOT CYJUTh 00 OYEHb OTIAJICHHOH 3M0XE B UCTOPHU PYCCKUX

29

SI3BIKOB’.
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16" 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 Buzuk’s book Korotka istorija ukrains koi 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”>3* (Durnovo 1925-1926, 583). In the
closing remarks Durnovo negatively addresses to Buzuk’s 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?>** (Durnovo 1925-1926, 597). Besides his critique, Durnovo
mentions other possible contributors. He suggests, for example, Evgenij Boricevskij 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 Jakobson’s letters in Durnovo’s

Russian archives.
Andrej Durnovo

In Slavische Rundschau’s archive, there are also letters sent to Jakobson by Durnovo’s
older son, Andrej Durnovo. Their correspondence mainly regarded A. Durnovo’s 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 city’s cultural and artistic life. While planning to publish a
monograph dedicated to Leningrad’s 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 Leningrad’s cultural life. In the
same letter, he also proposes to prepare some bibliographies about the last books or studies

appeared in Russia.

533 “B nznoxenun b.[03yK] HE OpUTHHATIEH, ECITM HE CUMTATh HEKOTOPHIX YaCTHOCTEH, U MIOBTOPSAET Gonee
WM MEHEE YCTaHOBUBINIMECS B HAYKE TTOJIOKEHUS, OTHOCSICh BIIPOYEM KPUTHIECKH K B3TIILAaM .
53 “Heyxenn B. mymaer, uTo IIIOXOW YYEHUK JETAIONME GOJbIIE OMMOOK, CMEJEE XOPOIIEE yIECHHKA,
MUIIyIero 6e3 ommuook?”
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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.>3® 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 Carybin, who was
settled in the Czech capital (Demskaja — Semenova 1989). Of note is his activity in Prager
Presse, where he published more than 130 articles (Magr 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 Spolecnost Dostojevského
[Dostoevskij’s 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 Puskin’s works for the Czech
publishing house Melantrich with Jakobson. He sent letters to Jakobson between 1928 and
1930. In the first one (the 18" 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 Jakobson’s brother could translate his book on Dostoevskij into German (the 12" of

May 1930).

535 One of the most important results of the collaboration between Ejchenbaum and Aronson is the book
Literaturnye kruzki 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
Silberstein’s contributions to Slavische Rundschau and personal information. For example, in
the one from the 6™ of May 1932, he notifies that he will delay his departure from Berlin due
to financial issues. Silberstein’s case corresponds to another important question related to
Jakobson, his relationship with the German community of Prague, which intensified after the
WWIL In RJPs there are at least three relevant correspondences, i.e., those with Friedrich

Slotty, Antonin Stanislav Magr, 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 Werner’s 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 Jakobson’s Czechoslovakian phase, this
period was put in dialogue with the scholar’s other phases, i.e., the Russian, the Scandinavian
and the American one. Such a classification echoed the traditional interpretation of Jakobson’s
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 Jakobson’s career is not an
appropriate key of interpretation. Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s work. Second,
Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s
journalistic activity, i.e., poetry and folklore. The fourth chapter discussed Jakobson’s writings
about cinema. Finally, the fifth chapter was an analysis of Jakobson’s correspondences through
unpublished materials founded in two archives, i.e., Slavische Rundschau’s 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. Jakobson’s
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¢’s
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 Jakobson’s 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, Jakobson’s 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) Jakobson’s
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 Jakobson’s 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, Jakobson’s 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 Universitit 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
Jakobson’s “phases”, as it is not possible to clearly distinguish between the different stages of
Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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
Jakobson’s 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, Jakobson’s 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. Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s relationship

with Melnikova-Papouskova, 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 Sachmatov and Filipp Fortunatov. A third name that can be added to this list is

that of Georgij Celpanov, who was responsible for the dissemination of Husserlian philosophy
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in the Russian context. Upon examining Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s methodology. Second, his investigation developed through an
interdisciplinary perspective, which emphasised the importance of a text’s linguistic tissue in
relation to its rhetorical-stylistic dimension (i.e., in his analysis of Chlebnikov’s body of work
in Novejsaja russkaja poezija) or its thematic one (i.e., in the case of PuSkin’s 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
Puskin (§ 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 Puskin
was already known thanks to a significant translational activity which already began in the
nineteenth century, Pasternak’s writings spread in the Czech context only in the 1936 with the
publication of Glejt (the transition of Ochrannaja gramota by Svatava Pirkova) and the

collection Lyrika (translated by Josef Hora). Differently from Puskin, Pasternak’s 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 Puskin, except for the publication of the article in Slovo a
slovesnost “Socha v symbolice Puskinové”, 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 Jakobson’s interest in promoting Russian
literature abroad. As discussed in the second chapter (§ 2.4) Jakobson’s 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 Pasternak’s prose for a non-
specialised reader. The fact that Jakobson’s writings about Puskin and Pasternak appeared in
second half of the thirties, i.e., in the second phase of Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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

cesskom stiche, in which he analysed Czech prosody compared to Russian one.

Another important question regarded Jakobson’s 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 cesskom stiche, where Brik and TomasSevskij’s writings on
prosody were quoted as essential references, or the essay on film, “Upadek filmu?”, where

Ejchenbaum’s 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 Pasternak’s prose, where the influence of Tynjanov’s
writings emerged not only on a theoretically but also conceptually. The coexistence of
Formalism’s inheritance and Jakobson’s 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 Sklovskij were significantly interested in Tolstoj’s work between the end of
the twenties and the beginning of the thirties. Jakobson’s 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 Sklovskij is his refusal to engage
with the type of prose known in Russian as chudozestvennaja (fictional prose). There is no
evident interest in Jakobson’s 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. Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s 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.

Jakobson’s 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
Weil’s 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 Espagne’s 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 fiir 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
Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s figure.
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Appendix. Tables of contents

This appendix contains a diversified selection of materials. First, a table with
Jakobson’s 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 Rundschau’s collection, while the second (§ A. 5)

proposes some writings from Roman Jakobson Papers.
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A.2.5 Roman Jakobson, “Jazykovéda v republikanském Spanélsku” (1938)
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A.3.2 “BolSevicky agent ve Slovanském ustavu” (1929)
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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
Anickov 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
Budzynovsk’kyj Vjaceslav 1935, p. 207
Cajkovs’kyj Andrij 1935, p. 281 typescript in German
Capygin Aleksei 1938, p. 71 typescript in German

(partially)

Cechonin Sergej

1936, pp. 208-209

Celpanov Georgij 1936, p. 209 manuscript in Russian
Certkov Vladimir 1937, pp. 63-64
Chyl’ovyj Mykola 1933, p. 279
Cigerin Georgij 1936, p. 353 manuscript in Russian
Dancenko Vasilij 1936, p. 422
Demidov Aleksej 1934, p. 303
Dnistr’ans’kyj 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
Gal’kovskij Nikolaj 1933, p. 280 typescript in German
Gil’jarovksij Vladimir 1935, p. 425
Glazunov Aleksandr 1936, p. 209
Glubokovskij Nikolaj 1937, p. 208
Grot Konstantin 1934, p. 448 typescript in German
Hadzega Vasyl’ 1938, p. 224 typescript in German
Hessen Sergej 1937, p. 137 typescript in German
Holoskevy¢ Hryhorij 1935, p. 353
Husserl Edmund 1938, p. 302 Tyi)nel;icrfgtgln é{e liiﬁﬁl
Tochel’son Vladimir 1938, p. 71 Tyi)r;usicrﬁﬁt&ln é‘ﬁ;ﬁ
Ippolitov Michail 1935, p. 135
Istrin Vasiljj 1937, p. 351
Jacobsohn Hermann 1933, p. 280 typescript in German
Jakobson L’ubov’ 1937, p. 208 manuscript in Russian

typescript and in German

typescript in German

Jakovlev Aleksandr 1938, pp. 303-304 (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
Kobil’nyk Volodymir 1937, p. 208 typescript in German

Kokorudz II’ja 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
L’ubavskij 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 Andre;j 1934, p. 72 typescript in German
Levyc’ka Sofija 1937, p. 425 typescript in German

Levyc’kyj Volodymyr

1938, pp. 408-409

typescript in German

Lichacev Nikolaj 1936, p. 284
Lopatyns’skyj Jaroslav 1936, p. 136
Lunacarskij Anatolij 1934, p. 143 manuscript in Russian
typescript in German
Mal’utin Sergej 1938, p. 72 typescript in German
Malevi¢ Kazimir 1935, p. 281

manuscript in Russian

Malyskin Aleksandr 1938, pp. 383-384 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 Emiljj 1936, p. 354 manuscript in Russian
Michail Rozanov
(N. Ognev) 1938, p. 384
Minclov Serge;j 1934, pp. 143-144
Minskij Nikolaj

(Vilenkin)

1937, p. 352




manuscript in Russian

Nilov Ivan 1934, p. 72 typescript in German
Novakivs’kyj Olenska 1935, p. 426
Novyc’kyj Oleksa 1934, p. 448
Ol’denburg Sergej 1934, p. 230 typescript in German
Ol’'minskij 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
Petiik Stanislav 1938, p. 72 manuscript in Russian
Podjacev 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 rgi)nelicri)litliln (Efe li;i;?
Rozanov Matvej 1937, p. 65
Rykovskij Jurij 1937, p. 208
Sabov Evgenij 1935, p. 64 manuscript in Russian
Sal’apin Fedor 1938, p. 224 typescript in German

Savickij-Dioneo Isaak

1935, pp. 208-209

manuscript in Russian
typescript in German

S&erbyna Fedir 1937, p. 65
Séukin Sergej 1936, p. 137 manuscript in Russian
Setéld Eemil Nestor 1935, p. 281 manuscript in German
Sicins’skyj Jefym 1938, p. 151 typescript in German
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Smal’-Stoc’kyj Stepan

1938, pp. 384-385

typescript in German

Sreznevskij Vsevolod

1936, pp. 354-355

Stolica L’ubov’ 1934, p. 304
Stolpner Boris 1937, p. 426
Szober Statistaw 1938, p. 409 typescript in German
Taranovskij Fedor 1936, p. 137
Thomson Aleksandr 1938, p. 225 manuscript in German
Vas’utinskij 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
Woycicki Kazimierz 1938, p. 306 T;)rgicrf;ﬂtl;n(i‘ﬁ;ﬁ
Zam’jatin Evgenij 1937, p. 210 typescript in German

Zimmerman Michail

1935, p. 282

typescript in German




A.2 Uncollected writings

A.2.1 Roman Jakobson, “Z poematu Sestry blyskavice” (1920)
Originally published in Den: Kulturni list, 27/12/1920 (1/20), 19.

Translation of the last paragraph of Velimir Chlebnikov’s Sestra molnii from Russian into

Czech by Roman Jakobson. Signed “R. A.”.

Z poematu ,,Sestry blyskavice*

Kol tlu ulice
husté jak vcely
poletuji kule.
Chv¢ji se stoly
bledne i smély.
V ulici dlouhé
jak kule let
znovu kulomet
kosi, mete
Jak smetak listy
kulem drti
kapitalisty.
Prelozil R. A.

294



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.”.

Cranucnas Heiiman:
Becennune puT™Mbl

(13 nukia ctuxoB 1897-1902)

5-ro UIOHS UCIIOJIHWIOCH MATHIAECAT JIET KpyITHENILIEMY U3 COBPEMEHHBIX YELICKUX JIUPUKOB —
CranucnaBy Helimany. B Teuenue Tpuauatu jJeT qurepaTypHoi nestenbHocTH Helimana ero
MeCTO OBUIO HEM3MEHHO B aBaHTapje YemicKod mo33uu. Heiiman ObUI0 B CBOEM paHHEM
TBOPUYECTBE OJHUM U3 NEPBBIX YEIHICKUX IMOHEPOB MOJEPHHU3MA, B JAJIbHEHIIIEM OH NEPBBIN
BBEJ B YEHICKYI0 IIO33UI0 MOTHUBBI HUTalbsHCKOro ¢ytypusma. Ilocie HanuoHanbHON
pesosonnu 1918 r. Heiiman BbICTyNaeT BOCTOPKEHHBIM IIPOIIOBEAHUKOM KOMMYHM3Ma, U
CTUXU CTaHOBSTCS JUIsl HETO TOJIBKO YAApHBIM CPEACTBOM DPEBOJIOLMOHHOM arurauuu. Ha
cruxax HeiiMmaHa BOCIHMTaHO MOJIOO€ TIOKOJICHHE YEIICKUX JIMPUKOB JIEBOrO (hpOHTA.
COopuuku ctuxoB Heiimana — ,,Kuura woHOCTh U MsTeka®, ,,KHHUra ecos, Box U Oeperos®,
,,L opsiumnit Betep®, ,,HoBbie necHonenus, ,,Kpacusie necnonenus ‘. COOpHUK TEOPETUUECKUX

crareii — ,,Jla 30paBCTBYET KU3HB, 6

JlepeBbs Ha CKJIOHAX LIBETYT, U BO3JyX YUCT KaK MIIAJICHELL,
IIPUPOJIa, HEBUHHAS J1aXKe€ B CBOUX 3JI0JICAHbIX CYPOBBIX,
IOHOCTB 30BET K TOPKECTBY U K COBOKYIUICHBIO CYACTIIMBBIX. ..
51 xoren ObI CEroHs ChICKATh TY YETY, YTO 3a0BITh YMEEeT

0 KOI'TAX, CTEPEryIIHUX BO ThbME YIJIOB Uy XKUX U JOMAIIHUX,

XOTelI OBl IBCTKOM JICUb HA I'pyib, KOTAAa MHET €C MUJIBIH BIICPBBIC,

336 The translation of the foreword follows: “On 5" of June, Stanislav Neumann, the greatest of contemporary
Czech lyricists, turned fifty years old. During the thirty years of Neumann’s 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 Neumann’s
poems. Neumann’s 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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XO0TeN ObI TPaBOM MO OOBATHIMHU TEII MOJIOABIX JTOKUTHCS
49T00 Ha YTPO, POCOI OKPOTICHHBIH, CHOBA B3ABIMAJICS K COHILY

C BOCIIOMHWHAHbBEM POCKOIIHLIM, YTO OBLI MOAYUIKOXO JIACOK.

Xoren Ob HOWUTH Ty1a, TA€ TPY/A BEIUKHIA BEPLIUTCS,

I'JIe COrJIACHO MBIIILBI U IyX MEPHBIN O€r MalliH HapaBJIsIoT,
U T]Ie paboTa JI0/IeH OMbSHIET U OCBOOOXKIAET,

XOTeJ1 ObI MeCHEeH POAUTHCS U3 YCT pabounx 6€CCMEPTHBIX,
CJIUBATHCS € TYJIOM KOJIEC CUPEH MOOETHBIM BOEM,

ObITH py0axoii U BIUTHIBATH NOT, HE3PUMBII B FOpsiYKe pabOTHI,
XOTeJl ObI BUTHCS BEHIIOM, YKPALIAIOIIUM TPY/ 3aBEpIICHHBIH,

KoTraa, yClIiexom ropJa, OTAbIXAacT JInXas pa60Ta.

Eme 51 xoten 66 K COHMY TeX IUIAMEHHBIHN Ty IPHOOIIUTHCS,
KOTOPBIE BCTIBIIIKY MATEKHBIE CIIWIN B IPEKPACHBIA CUHTE3

U C Jy4YaMH B IIEAPBIX pyKaX pacXoAsTcs HBIHE IO CBETY,
BCEM, KTO IOPadOIIeH, HECS MATEKHBIE MBICIIH,

HECs! HAaZIeKAy Ha KHU3Hb YHIDKEHHBIM Y HEUMYIIUM;

XoTel Obl (pakenoM ObITh, TBEPbIHB MOIKUTATEIIEM CTAPBIX,
XOTel1 ObI OBITH CIIOBOM, KOTOPOE OYAUT pabOB OKOPHBIX,
3HaMEHEeM KpacHbIM, KOTOPOE Iajio Ha Oappukae

Y TIOHSTO BHOBDb MOYTPY BOCCTaHBEM MOOEHBIM.

JlepeBbs Ha CKJIIOHAX LIBETYT, U BO3AYX YUCT KaK MJIAJICHELl,
0 CKaXUTE, TJe Ta JTF0OOBb, YTO XOJUT MO CBETY Haras,

He 005Ch HU COI03a TITYIIOB, IMOTIOB U JIUIIEMEPOB,

HHU KOI'TE, CTEPETYLUMX BO ThbME YIJIOB UY>KUX U JIOMALIHUX,
0 CKQXUTE, TJe K€ TOT TPYA, YTO TEIIUT U OCBOOOXKIaeT

Y C YTOHUEHHBIM I'pa0ekoM He CBsI3aH IO MTO30PHOM,
TOJIIT JIETEH UCTOIICHHBIX Ha BJIICUET 32 COOOI0,

U CKaXUTE, TIE TOT MATEXK C INIAMEHEM B MYJIPOM B30DE,
MaJTIOCEHbKUMU TOJUTHKAMU HE MOPAOOIIEHHBIH
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KOPKOH KOPOJIEBCKUX IOCYJIOB HEHACBIILEHHBIN U CIUIIKOM FOP/BIH,

YTOOBI BOJIOUUTHCS BEpTEaMy apIaMEeHTOB OOBETIANbIX !

U ecnu BbI 3HaeTe HOBb, IJI€ TaKas JIIOOOBb PACLIBETACT,
TaKOU OIBbSHACT TPY, U TAKOU MATEK POLUTCH,

MIPUIUTE BBIPBATh C KOPHSAMH POCTOK, B 00pb0e M3HEMOT LIHIA,
U TIOTPY3UTE KOPHU B 3TY CUACTIIUBYIO 3EMJIIO.

Ilepeson P. 1.

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-Universitit, Briinn

Die Ideologen des heutigen RufSland haben mehr als einmal gegen die vulgére Identifizierung
des internationalen Gedankens mit dem nationslosen Kosmopolitismus Einspruch erhoben. Sie
kdmpfen gegen die Ehrhebung der nationalen Abgeschiedenheit zu einem selbstgeniigenden
Gotzen, 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
ithrer Form und international in ihrem objektiven Gehalt. Die Formen der Beherrschung der
objektiven Wirklichkeit sind mannigfaltig. Einer der fithrenden Vertreter der neuen russischen
Wissenschaft, der unléngst verstorbene hervorragende Kulturhistoriker Oldenburg, betonte mit
Recht, daB ,,jedes Volk, freilich aus verschiedenen Griinden, deren viele uns noch nicht ganz
klar sing, seine spezifischen Eigentiimlichkeiten sowohl in der Wahl der wissenschaftlichen
Disziplinen, fiir die es ich besonders interessiert, als auch in den Methoden und Arten ihrer

Erforschung besitzt®.

En Kenner der Spitzenleistungen der russischen Wissenschaft wird darin miihelos verwandte
Zige mit der klassischen russischen Literatur entdecken. Diese Eigentiimlichkeiten 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 fithrende
Rolle spielt, ohne jedoch dii Eigenart des Kulturlebens der einzelnen Nationalititen der Union
zu unterdriicken. Neben den nationalen Besonderheiten kommen hier unvermeidlich die fiir
RuBland spezifischen historischen Bedingungen zum Ausdruck. So wurde beispielsweise die
schwache Entfaltung der russischen klassischen Philologie mit Recht als Folge des Fehlens
einer humanistischen Stromung in der Vergangenheit betrachtet; die stindige 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 revolutiondren petrinischen Wissenschaft“. Die au3erordentliche Zuspitzung
der sozialwirtschaftlichen Gegensétze im russischen leben des 19 Jhs. bedingte im Vergleich
mit dem Westen ein erhohtes Interesse der russischen historischen Wissenschaften fiir die
entsprechende Problematik, so dafl die Sovjetwissenschaft auch in dieser Hinsicht die dltere
Tradition nur fortsetzt und vertieft. Auch die geopolitischen Bedingungen mufBiten dem
wissenschaftlichen Leben ihren Stempel aufprigen; ein Territorium, das sich iiber ein Sechstel
der Welt ausbreitet, rief dringend nach einer breit angelegten synthetischen Erforschung,
wihren die kleinliche Mikrologie, die in der Heimatkunde kleinerer Lander eine nicht geringe
Rolle spielt, hier naturméBig in den Hintergrund trat. Nicht nur der Umfang, sondern auch die
qualitativen Eigentiimlichkeiten des russischen Raumes diktierten der dortigen Wissenschaft
ihre spezifischen Forderungen. Die grundlegende Verschiedenheit der sozialpolitischen
Verhéltnisse in der Sovjetunion und im Westen muflte natiirlich auch die Eigenart des

wissenschaftlichen Schaffens wesentlich steigern.

Bedarf es eines Hinweises, dafl die besondere Art der heutigen russischen Wissenschatft, ihre
charakteristische Auswahl und Behandlung der Frage eine erhdhte Aufmerksamkeit der
westeuropdischen kulturellen Elite fiir diese besondere wissenschaftliche Welt erfordert? Mulf3
man daran erinnern, daB es mehrere Gebiete gibt, die entweder ausschlieBlich von der
modernen russischen Wissenschaft oder wenigstens von ihr am griindlichsten und tiefsten
bearbeitet sind? Hierher gehdren 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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fiir 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 RuBlland in ihren Grundtendenzen. Indessen sind an der neuen Sovjetwissenschaft nicht
so sehr die Einzelheiten belehrend, als ihr allgemeines ununterbrochenes Streben, die
Zerstiickelung des Wissens zu tiberwinden und die membra desjecta der Einzelfacher durch ein

einheitliches gebundenes System der koordinierten Wissenschaften zu ersetzen.

Die europdische romantische Wissenschaft was ein Versuch einer allgemeinen globalen
Konzeption des Weltalls, die Antithese dieser Epoche — die positivistische Wissenschaft —
opferte den Totalititsgedanken um den Preis den Anhdufung eines moglichst reichhaltigen
Tatsachenmaterials, um den Preis der Eroberung verschiedenartigster Teilwahrheiten; die
Gegenwart sucht nach einer Synthese, sie will den allgemeinen Sinn, die gesetzméBige Struktur
des Geschehens nicht aus dem Auge verlieren, dabei aber rechnet sie mit dem grof3en
Tatsachenvorrat, der von der vergangenen Epoche angehduft wurde. In ihrem Kampfe um die
Uberwindung des atomistischen Verfahrens muB3 die heutige europdische Wissenschaft den
imponierenden Sovjetversuch, eine ganzheitliche wissenschaftliche Weltanschauung
aufzubauen, die sdmtliche Einzeldisziplinen umfalt, beriicksichtigen und nach Gebiihr
wiirdigen, sie mul} diesen Versuch zur Kenntnis nehmen, mogen ihr seine Ausgangspostulate
noch so fern und fremd sein. Mit dem Kampf der europdischen Wissenschaft gegen den
Atomismus des Wissens ist ebenfalls das Bestreben nach der Uberwindung der Anarchie des
wissenschaftlichen Schaffens, des von der jiingsten Vergangenheit iibernommenen &uflersten
Individualismus der Forschung verbunden. Die russischen grof3ziigigen Versuche der Planung’
der Wissenschaft sind daher fiir die westlichen Gelehrten besonders aufschluflireich — trotz
ihrer unvermeidlichen Fehler und Mif3griffe, zum Teil auch gerade wegen dieser Fehler und

MiBgriffe.

Die Bekanntschaft der westlichen Welt mit der russischen planierten Wissenschaft miifite eine
planméBige sein, um Friichte zu tragen. Die Wissenschaft der Sovjetunion bedarf ihrerseits
eines dauernden planmifBigen Kontaktes mit der westlichen wissenschaftlichen Welt. Lediglich
unter der Voraussetzung eines derartigen unmittelbaren Kontaktes kdnnen, um eine beliebte
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Redensart der Sovjetblitter zu gebrauchen, an der breiten wissenschaftlichen Front die Grund-
postulate verwirklicht werden, die von der Sovjetoffentlichkeit aufgestellt sind: sich der
Technik zu beméchtigen und einen hochqualifizierten Nachwuchs zu schaffen. Wir titen 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
ungilinstigsten aus, und die allzu diinne Schicht ihrer Krifte, ihre Qualitét, die von keiner
entsprechenden Quantitét unterstiitzt wurde, machte ofters selbst ihre an sich hervorragenden
Leistungen zunichte. Gerade darum erwies sich die geniale chemische Entdeckung des Russen
Lomonosov als ergebnislos, wiahrend die spitere Entdeckung des nimlichen 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 RuB3land sehr hdufig an jener Technik der Wissenschaft, die
eine grofle Zahl qualifizierter Arbeiter erfordert, und eben auf diese Gebiete, zum Beispiel in
der wichtigen Arbeit der Herstellung verschiedener Spezialatlanten, miiite man sich zu der
westlichen Wissenschaft in die griindliche Lehre begeben. Nur durch ununterbrochene und
allseitige Verfolgung der Entwicklung der westlichen Wissenschaft kann man sich vor der
wiederholten ,,Entdeckung Amerikas* bewahren — einem Vorgang, der in den Chroniken der
russischen Wissenschaft oOfters vorkommt und eine zwecklose Vergeudung kostbarer
Forschungsenergie bedeutet. Die geringe Zahl der wissenschaftlichen Kréfte bringt einen
Mangel an qualifizierter streng wissenschaftlicher Kritik mit sich, was wiederum zu
gelegentlicher Unterschitzung wichtiger Erscheinungen auf dem Gebiete der einheimischen
Wissenschaft oder zu nicht minder schidlicher Uberschitzung wert-loser Neuerungen fiihrt.
Darum ist selbst vom Standpunkt der Erfolge der Sovjetwissenschaft die aktive Beteiligung
der westlichen Kritik an der Besprechung der Neuerscheinungen der russischen Wissenschaft
wiinschenswert. Unbedingt not-wendig ist die titige Mitarbeit der Sovjetwissenschaftler an den
westlichen wissenschaftlichen Kongressen und umgekehrt, sowie ein regerer und
planméaBigerer Austausch von Biichern und wissenschaftlichen Arbeitern, namentlich von
wissenschaftlichem Nachwuchs. Die Verschiedenheit der ideologischen Voraussetzungen ist
kein Hindernis. Nicht selten trdgt eine fremde Anregung, auf einen anderen ideolo-gischen
Boden verpflanzt, reiche Friichte. War denn das Verhéltnis Marxens zur Lehre Hegels ein
anderes gewesen? In einer Rede, die Stalin Anfang vorigen Jahres gehalten hatte, heif3t es:
,Bekanntlich hatte das alte Rom auf die Vorfahren der heutigen Deutschen ebenso
herabgeschaut, wie die Vertreter der ,hoheren Rasse’ heute auf die slavischen Stimme

herabschauen. Bekanntlich hatte sie das alte Rom als ,niedrigere Rasse’, als ,Barbaren’
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behandelt, die dazu da sind, um bei der ,hoheren Rasse’ in ewiger BotméBigkeit zu bleiben,
wobei das alte Rom dazu gewissermallen berechtigt war, was keineswegs fiir die Vertreter der
heutigen ,hoheren Rasse’ zutrifft. Was ist aber daraus geworden? Geworden ist daraus, dafl
alle ,Barbaren’ sich gegen den gemeinsamen Feind vereinigt und Rom mit Krach umgestof3en
hatten.” Wenn trotz verschiedener ideologischer Basen eine gemein-same politische Sprache
zur Verteidigung der Welt gegen abenteuerliche Angriffe mdglich und notwendig ist, warum
sollte nicht eine gemeinsame kulturelle Sprache moglich und erforderlich sein, um die
Motivierung derartiger Angriffe zu kritisieren, um gemeinsam gegen eine ,,sonderbare
Theorie* zu kimpfen, 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”>7 (1935)

Originally published in Slavische Rundschau, (7), 357-374.

1.

Knaccuukanum mKOIbHBIX yUeOHUKOB YCIIOKOUTENBHO NPOoCThl. [Ipo3a — moasus. A mMexay
TEM pa3HHIIAa MEX]Ty ITPO30H 0ATA U MPO30H IIpo3anuKa (WM COOTBETCTBEHHO MEXKY CTUXaMU
IIpO3avKa U CTUKaMU [103Ta) HE MEHee pa3uTeibpHa. ['open uaeT o paBHUHE, €My HE 3a 4TO
3alENHUThCS, OH CIOTHIKAETCs O ee IMaab. Ero mocTymp 1ub0 TporarenbHO HEYKIIOXKa, JU00
JIOBKAYECKU UCKYCHA; KaK Tl TO HU OBLIO, 3TO HE €ro poJgHasi MOXOAKa, ATy Oy TUTEIbHBI
KaK I1a, HalpsDKEHUE HaJIULO. MBI YETKO OTIIMYAEM OT POJIHOTO A3bIKa MPUOOPETEHHBIH, XOTs
Obl OH Obul O€3yKOpM3HEHHO YCBOEH. KOHEYHO He NpHUXOJUTCS OTPULATh CIIydaeB
MOJUIMHHOTO, a0COTIOTHOTO BYsI3bIums. YuTast npo3y [lymkuna unun Maxu, JlepmonToBa nnu
I'eitne, ITactepHaka ninu Majapme, Mbl HEBOJIBHO AMBUMCS, KaK OTU XYJIOKHUKHU OBJIAJIEIIN
MHOSI3BIYHBIMUA CPEACTBAMH U B TO K€ BpeMsl HEM30EKHO YJIaBIMBAEM YyXKECTPAHHBIN
OTIIEYaTOK B aKIEHTE U BHYTPEHHOH (opme®*, — 310 Orectsimme BbUIA3KK € TOP T093MU B

IIpO3y PaBHUHBI.

Ho 0cOG€EHHBII OTIIEYATOK JIEKHUT HE TOJIBKO Ha IIPO3€ M0ITA, CYHIECTBYET IIPO3a MOITHYECKOM
OIIOXH, MpO3a JUTCPATYPHOIO TCUCHHA, ACPKALICTO KYpC HA CTHUXHU, OTJIIMYHAA OT IPO3bLI
JUTEPATyPHBIX 30X U LIKOJ, OPUEHTUPOBAHHBIX MIpo3andecku. [lepeaoBbie TMHUN PYCCKOTO
CJIOBCCHOI'0 HMCKYCCTBa IICPBBIX ,Z[eCﬂTI/IHeTI/H\/’I Hamero BCKa IMPUHAAJICIKAT IMO33WU, UMCHHO
093K 3/1ECH OCO3HAETCS KaK OECIPU3HAKOBO’ Y, KAHOHUYECKOE IPOSIBIIEHHUE JIATEPATYPhI, KaK
YUCTOE BOIUIOLIEHUE. VI CUMBOJIM3M, U TIOCIIENOBABIIEE JUTEPATYPHOE OPOKEHUE, HEPEIKO
00bEeIUHIEMOE O] KITUYKOH «(PYTypU3M», IPEICTABICHBI IOUYTH UCKIIOUUTEIBHO IOITAMHU, U
KOTJ]a MHbIE U3 HUX BCTYHAIOT Ha MTyTh MPO3bl, 3TO CO3HATENBHBIN YKIIOH, CBEPXIPOrpAMMHBIN
OINBIT CTUXOTBOPHOTO BHPTYyO3a. 33 HEMHOTUMH HCKIIOUEHHSIMH TNpodeccuoHanbHas
XyI0KECTBEHHAS [TPO3a ITOM MOXHU — TUIIMYHOE SIMMIOHCKOE IIPOU3BOJICTBO, MEHEE WK D0JIee

YCIICHIHO BOCITPOU3BCACHUC KIIACCUYCCKUX 06pa3u03; HHTCPCC ITUX COUMHEHUM CBOJAUNTCA

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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100 K yla4HOH HOJIeNKe MOJ CTapUHY, JUOO0 K MPUXOTIMBOMY OJMYAHUIO KaHOHA, JHOO
HOBOCTb COCTOUT B XUTPOYMHOM IIOJITOHE HOBOM TEMAaTUKU K YHACJIEJOBAaHHOMY Tpadapery.
Ota npo3a, B IPOTUBOIIOJIOKHOCTh BBICOKOMY BHYTPEHHEMY HAIPSIKEHUIO COBPEMEHHOU €M
[I033UHU, BEJIMKA UCKIIIOUYUTEIBLHO TEM, YTO BO-IEPBBIX KOraa-to I'orons u ToJICTON BBICOKO
B3BHHTWJIM CITPOC Ha KAYE€CTBO, U BO-BTOPBIX KPYIHBI MacIITa0bl TEKYILEH AeHCTBUTEILHOCTH.
OBOJIOLMOHHAs LIEHHOCTh 3TOH COTOH NPOBMHIMHU PYCCKOIO KJIACCHUYECKOIO peajau3Ma B
HUCTOpPUM XYJOXXECTBEHHOM IIPO3bl HE3HAYMTENIbHA, TOraa Kak mpo3a bprocosa, beroro,
XnebnukoBa, MasikoBckoro, IlactepHaka — 3Ta CBOCOOBIYHAST KOJOHUS HOBOWM MOJ3UH —
IIPUOTKPBIBAET U3BUIIMCTHIE ITyTH K HOBOMY PAaCLBETY PYCCKOM 1po3bl|[. Tak] ¥ak B CBOE BpeMs
npo3a [lymkuna u JlepMOHTOBa OmoBecTHJIA O OJM30CTH BEIMKOJIEIHOTO MPO3aMYeCKOro
¢dectuans, otkpbitoro I'orosiem. Ilposa IlacrepHaka — xapakTepHasi mpo3a 1M0O3Ta BEITUKOU

HO3THUYECKOI DIOXHU.

[Ipo3a mucarens W JUTEPATYPHOTO TEYEHHMs, OpUEHTHpYommerocs®*® Ha cruxu, TiyGoKo
cneun(uyHa Kak B TEX IyHKTaX, IJIe OHAa MOJJACTCS BIMSHUIO TOCHOJCTBYIOUICH, T.C.
MIO3TUYECKOM CTHUXM, TaK M TaM, IJ€ OHAa C HapOYMUTHIM, HANPSIKEHHBIM YCHIUEM
OTTAJIKUBAETCS, OTPBIBAETCS OT 3TOM cTuxuu. He MeHee cyiiecTBeH OOIMIMNA KOHTEKCT
JIUTEPaTypHOTrO TBOPYECTBA, T.€. €r0 pOJIb B LIEJIOCTHOM KOHLEPTE HCKYycCTB. Pasimmyna
uepapxusi XyJOKECTBEHHBIX IIEHHOCTEM B KOHLEMNIMM OTHAEIbHBIX XYJIOKHUKOB U
XYA0KECTBEHHBIX TEUCHUI: /Ul KIacCUIIM3Ma H300pa3uTebHOE HCKYCCTBO, JUIsl POMaHTHU3Ma
MY3BbIKa, JJIs1 peaJin3Ma CIIOBECHOCTh €CTh BEpPIIMHHOE, 00pa3LioBOe, MPEIEIbHOE MPOSBICHHUE
ucKycctBa BooOme. [leTh M pacTBOPATHCS B My3bIKE NMPHKA3aHO POMAHTUYECKOMY CTHXY,
HaIlpOTHUB B MY3BIKaJIbHOU JpamMe U IPOrPaMMHOM MY3BIKE PEAIUCTUYECKOM 3IOXU UCKYCCTBO
3ByKa HIIET NMpuOmmKeHus K aureparype. CUMBOJIM3M B 3HAUMTENIBHOM Mepe MOIXBaTHII
JIO3YHT POMAaHTHKOB 00 HCKYCCTBE, TATOTEIOIIEM K My3bIke. [Ipeogonenue 0cHOB CUMBOIM3MA
HAYajioCh B JKMBOIIMCH, U Ha INEPBBIX MOpax (yTypUCTHUECKOTO HCKYCCTBA >KHUBOIHCH
3aHUMAeT KOMaHIHbIE BLICOTHI. Janee, 110 Mepe OOHaKEHUS 3HAKOBOM MPUPOIbI-*! HCKycCTBa,
M033Usl CTAHOBUTCSI KakK OBl MOKa3aTeJIbHBIM XO3SHCTBOM XYA0KECTBEHHOI'O HOBATOPCTBA.
TeHneHIUI0O K OTOXKECTBICHMIO HMCKYCCTBA € IIO33UMEH  IPOSABIAIOT BCE  IOJTHI
byTypuctuyeckoro nokoseHus. «VMIckyccTBo B 11€J0M, HHBIMHU CIIOBAaMH, - TI033US», TOBOPUT
ITacrepHak. Ho BO3HUKHOBEHME 3TOM MEPAPXUU Y OTACIIBHBIX IIO3TOB PA3JIMYHO, PA3JIMYHbI

MyTH, BEAYyIIME UX K MO33UH, PA3IMYHbI UX TOYKU oTmpaBieHus. [lacTepHak, yOeKaeHHBIN

540 Eingestellt.
341 Zeichencharakters.
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yueHHK «uckycctBa Ckpsabuna, binoka, KomuccapkeBckoii, bemoro», T.e. CMMBONIHUCTCKON
IIKOJIBI, TIPUIIET K MO33UU OT MY3bIKH, K KOTOPOH y HEro ObLIO XapaKTepHOEe MMEHHO IS
CHUMBOJIMCTOB KYJIbTOBOE OTHOIIEHHE. MassKOBCKOMY TPaMIUIMHOM K M033UH ObLjIa )KHBOIHUCH.
IIpu BceM MHOrooOpa3suM XyJOKECTBEHHBIX 3a7ay, KOTOpPbIE CTaBWJI Iepel] COOOI0
X71eOHUKOB, CIIOBO OBLJIO €ro €IWHCTBEHHBIM M HEM3MEHHBIM MaTepuanoM. Mbl MOIIH Obl
CKa3arh, 4TO0 MAasKOBCKMI OJIMLETBOPSAET Oypr0 W HATUCK™*? B pPasBUTUM PYCCKOM
MIOCUMBOJIUCTKOHN M0331H, XJIEOHUKOB ee HanboJjee OTCTOSBIINECS, Hanbosee CBoeoOpa3HbIe
JIOCTIDKEHHsI, a TBopuecTBO IlacTepHaka sBIsieTcs Kak Obl CBS3YIOIIMM 3BEHOM MEXIY
[CHMBOIM3MOM U TOCJHEIYIOMIeH IIKONON| ebermviit—mkoaami: U XOoTS (QU3MOHOMUS
X7neOHUKOBa onpeaeaniach panblie MaskoBckoro, a MasikoBckoro panblie [lactepHaka, Mbl
ObuTH OBI TIPABBI B TOM CMBICIIE, YTO YUTATENb, TAHIYIOIIUI OT €YK CUMBOJIN3MA, OBLIT TOTOB
npuHATh [lacTepHaka, 3aTéeM HEMHHYEMO CIIOTBHIKAJICSA O MasKOBCKOIO M, HaKOHELl, OJ0JIEB
€ro, NPUHUMAJICS 32 W3HYPUTENBHYIO Ocaqy XJIEOHMKOBCKHUX TBepIblHb. OIHAKO BCsKas
IIONBITKA TPAKTOBATh IIMCATEJIE OJHOM BPEMEHHOW BOJIHBI KaK OTICJIbHBIC 3BEHbS
[0THOKOJIEHHOI | TUTEpaTypHOU SBOJIIOLIMU U YyCTAHOBUTH MOCJIEI0BATEIILHOCT 3TUX 3BEHBEB
BCErJa yCJIOBHA B CBOEW OJHOCTOPOHHOCTH. IIpojgoipkas Tpaguuuioo B OJHUX OTHOLIEHUSX,
10T TEM PEIIUTEIBHEE OTTAIIKUBACTCA OT HEE B MHBIX CEKTOPAaX; PaBHO OTPULIAHUE TPAAULIUU
HUKOTIa HE OBIBACT OTYJbHBIM: 3JIEMEHTHl OTPUIAHMSA OIIYTHMBI JIMIIb B COYETAaHHU C
anemenTamu uHepiuu. [loaromy IlacrepHak, cam oco3Haromuii cedst B CBOEM JIUTEPATypHOM
3alaHuM IIPOJOJDKATEIIEM CHMBOJIM3MA, B TO K€ BpeMs IIOHMMAET, YTO U3 CTPEMIICHMS
MOBTOPUTh U YBEKOBEUHTH CTaplliee MCKYCCTBO HEeM30€XHO BO3HHKaio HoBoe. Ilepeckas
NOJTyyasicsl «1ul4e U ropsueily OpurhHaia, u 3TO KOJIMYECTBEHHOE OTIMYHE 3aKOHOMEPHO
[PeBpallaioch B KAadyeCTBEHHOE. 3/eCh, COIJIACHO CAaMOHAOIIONEHHUIO TI03Ta, «HOBOE
BO3HMKAJIO HE B OTMEHY CTapoOMy..., HO COBEPIIEHHO HAaIpPOTHB, B BOCXHUIIEHHOM
BOCIIpou3BeieHHH o0Opa3ma». OO0paTHO MasKOBCKUH CO3HATENIbHO BBICTYNHMJ HMMEHHO B
OTMEHY CTapod IIO33UU, U TEM HE MEHee 4YyTKHW Ha cuMmBoiM3M llacTtepHak mpaBuibHO
yJIaBJIMBAaET B «POMAHTHUYECKOM MaHepe» MasKkoBCKOrO M KpOIOLIEMCS I0J HEK
MHUPOBOCIIPUATUN CTYIICHHOE HAacjelue OTBEPrHYTOM BOMHCTBYIOIIUM (DyTypHUCTOM
MO3THYECKOM mKoJbl. B uem ke neno? HoBaroperBo [lacTepHaka B-Tak ke (pparMeHTapHO,
KaKk ¥ CBf3b C JIMTEpaTypHbIM mpouuisiM. IlpencraBum cebGe 1Ba POACTBEHHBIX S3bIKa,
pasHAIUXCA HE TOJIBKO HOBOOOPA30BaHUSAMH, HO M MPAS3bIKOBBIMU OTJIOKEHUSMH: HEPEIKO

COXpaHEHHOE OT OOIIEro MCTOYHHKA B OJHOM, YIPA3IHEHO B JIpyroM M oOpaTHO. DTH JBa

542 Sturm und Drang.
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A3bIKa — Mo3TUYEeckre MUpbl MaskoBckoro u IlactepHaka, oOmuid mpasi3bIKk — MOATUYECKAs
cucreMa CHMBOJIM3MA. Tema JanbHEHIIMX 3aMeYaHHi — TO HEOOBIYHOE B TBOPYECTBE
[TacTepHaka, 4TO OTMEXKEBBIBAET €r0 OT MPEIIIECTBEHHUKOB, OTYACTH 000CO0JISAsA, OTYACTH
HAapOTHUB PA3UTEIbHO COMMKAs C COBPEMEHHMKAMM, M TPOSBISETCA MOXKAIyH BCEro

HaFJISII[HGI\/'I B €I'0 IpO3€ C €€ HpeHaTGHBCKOﬁ HCONBITHOCTBIO IMOCTYIIN.

2.

V4eOHUKM yBEPEHHO Pa3rPaHUYMBAIOT JHMPUKY M 3moc. Cxemarusys NpobIIeMaTHKy 10
IrPaMMaTU4YECKOM IPOCTOTHI, MBIl MOYKEM CKas3aTb, 4YTO I JIMPUKUM HCXOJHOM TOYKOH
KOMaHIYIOIIEH>* TeMo Beeraa sBJISETCs TEPBOE JIMIO HACTOSIIETO BPEMEHH, a JUIs J10ca
TPEThE JIMIO MPOIIEANIEr0 BpeMeHH. KakoBbl Obl HU OBUIM MPEIMETHI JIMPHUYECKOTO
[IOBECTBOBAHMUS, TO BCET/IA JIUIIb aTPUOYTHI, JUIIb AKCECCYApHhI, JHIIbL (JOH MEPBOTO JIUIIA, U
€CJIM peyb UIET O MPOIIIOM, JUPHYECKOE NPOILIOE PENONIAraeT BCIIOMUHAIONIETO CYObEKTA.
OGpaTHO B 3IOCE HACTOAIEE BPEMS HACTOMYMBO OTCHUIAETCS B IPOLLIOE, a «s»
[IOBECTBOBATENSA €CIIM U HOABISETCS, TO JIMIIb KaK OJHO U3 JEHCTBYIOIIUX JIHI, [—] 9TO
00bEKTUBUPOBAHHOE «51» BHICTYIIAET B KAYECTBE OJHOM M3 Pa3HOBUIHOCTEN 3-bET0 JIMIA, TI0IT
Kak Obl CMOTPHT Ha ce0si CO CTOPOHBI; 371€Ch MOKET [HAKOHEII] A&iee CUTHAIM30BAThCA >+ «sh»
B KAYECTBE TOUKH 3aCHEMKH, HO HUKOT/Ia 3TO TOYKA HE CIIMBAETCS [[IPH 3TOM] FYF C IPEIMETOM
3aChEMKH, WHBIMHM CJIOBAMH, II0O3T B pOJM «IPEIMETa JIMPUKH, OT IEPBOr0 JIMIA

oOparniaromeics K MUpy» 3M0Cy TITyOOKO 4yXI.

Pycckuii cMMBOJIM3M HAacKBO3b JUPUUYEH, €0 AMUYECKHE SIU30/bl — XapaKTEPHbIE TONBITKU
JUPUKOB 3arpUMUPOBATHCS IIOJ 3IOC; B IOCIECUMBOJUCTCKOM II033MM IPOUCXOAUT
pacIleIeHUE JKaHPOB: IIPU SBHOM IIPEBOCXOACTBE JIMPUYECKOM HHEPLUHU, IOIYy4MBILEH
NpeJebHOE BBIPAXKEHHE B TBOpUYECTBE MAasKOBCKOro, HAaXOAUT ce0€ BBIXOJ M YHUCTO
SMHMYECKasi CTUXMSA, MOYTH OECHPHUMECHO BOIUIOUICHHAS B IMO33MHM U Tpo3e XJIeOHUKOBA.
ITacTepHak — TOMOUIMHHBIN JIMPUK, U B YACTHOCTHU €r0 Mp0o3a — Ipo3a JUPUUYECKOTO 1103Ta, a

€Tro UCTOPUUCCKHUC ITOSMBI 110 CYHICCTBY HC OTIIMYAKOTCS OT €I'0 K€ IIUKJIOB HHTHUMHOMN JINPUKH.

[TacTepHaks MpU3HAETCS, YTO JAJIS HEro JOCTHKEHUs XJIEOHHMKOBA B 3HAUUTEILHOW Mepe U

AOHBIHC HCAOCTYIIHBI, 1 B CBOC OIIPABAAHHC MPUBOJUT: «IIO33USA MOCTO INOHUMAHUA BCC KC

543 Fiirende (sic!).
344 Betont werden.
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MIPOTEKAET B HICTOPUH U B COTPYIHUUYECTBE C ICHCTBUTEIBHOM )KU3HBIO». DTOT YIIPEK B OTPHIBE
OT JCWUCTBUTENHHOM JKU3HM HaBEpHO H3yMMI Obl XIJIEOHMKOBA, KOTOpBIA HANpOTUB
ycMaTpuBaj B CBOEM TBOPYECTBE YTBEP)KACHUE JIEHCTBUTEIBHOCTH, UYKIO€ OTPHULIAIOIICH
JUTEepaType MpeAlIecTBYIOMUX MOKoIeHnH. Mup XneOHuKOBa 1O TaKOM CTENEHU BECh
OIpeIMEYEH, YTO BCSAKUH 3HAK, BCSIKOE TBOPHUMOE CJIOBO HAJEJIEHO Ui HEro IOJHOU
CaMOCTOSITENIFHOW PealbHOCTBIO, U BOIPOC O €r0 OTHECEHHOCTH K HEKOMY BHEIOJIO)KHOMY
IpeIMETy, 1a U CaMblii BOIIPOC O CYLIECTBOBAHMU TAKOTO MPEIMETa CTAHOBUTCS M3IHIIHUM.
Jlns XneOHUKOBa, Kak JUIsl MaJIeHbKOM reponHu noBectH [lactepHaka, MMst IMEET MOJIHOE, T10-
JETCKU YCIIOKOUTENbHOE 3HaueHue: « Hunodyem Hemb3s ObUIO ONpeIeNuTh TOr0, YTO TBOPHIIOCH
Ha ToM Oepery, IaneKo-IaneKo, - y TOro He ObLI0 Ha3BaHUS U HE ObLIO OTYETIUBOTO I[BETA U
TOYHBIX o4epTaHui... JKeHs pacmimakanack... OObsACHEHHE OTHA OBLIO KOPOTKO: DTO —
MoroBunuxa... JleBouka HHYEro He MOHsUIA U YAOBICTBOPEHHO CIVIOTHYJIA KAaTHUBLIYIOCS
ciesy. Tonbko 3T0 Belb U TpeOOBaIOCh: y3HATH, KaK 30BYT HEMOHATHOE — MOTOBHIUXaY.
Korna JKenst BblIIa M3 MIIaJIeHYECTBA, OHA B MEPBBIM pa3 3amofo3puia SBICHUE B YEM-TO
TaKOM, YTO SiBJI€HUE JH00 ocTaBisieT mpo cels, T1M00 OTKphIBAaET JUILb U30paHHbIM. C 3TUM
MIOJIX0/I0M OTPOYECTBA K SIBJICHUIO MOJHOCTBHIO coBmajgaeT nmoaxoxa Ilactepnaka. Dnuueckoe
OTHOLICHHUE K OKPYXKAIOIIEMY MHPY, pa3yMeeTcs, HEJOCTYITHO 03Ty, YOeXKIEHHOMY, YTO B
MUpE PO3anYecKoro GaxkTa 3IEMEeHThI Oy AHUYHOTO CYIIECTBOBAHUS TYIIO, JOMOTHO U TYCKJIO
MOTAJAl0T B AYIIY U «OIYCKAIOTCS Ha €€ JHO, pealibHble, 3aTBEpAEIble M XOJIOAHbIE, KaK
COHHBIC OJIOBSIHHBIE JIO)KKW», M YTO TOJBKO CTpacTb H30paHHOrO Mpeodpaxaer 3Ty
«ypYHYaroIyIo 0 CBOEH 0053aTeIbHOCTH MPaBAy» B 033UI0. TOIBKO YyBCTBO OKa3bIBaeTCs
OYEBHJIHBIM M a0COJIOTHO JOCTOBEPHBIM. «B CpaBHEHHMH ¢ HHMM Ja)k€ BOCXOJ COJIHLA
npuoOperan xapakTep rOpoJCKOW HOBOCTH, emie TpeOyromeil moBepkm». B ocHOBY cBoei
nootuku IlacTepHak KiageT JIMYHOE, Malo TOro, cobcrBenHmueckoe [,] apdexruBHOE™
IPO’KUBAaHUE NEHCTBUTENLHOCTH («MHE cOOBITHS B TAKOM BHJIE HE MPUHAUIek AN U T.11.). 1
paBHEHUE SA3bIKAa MOA3UM HA YHCTO SKCHPECCHBHBIN SI3bIK MY3bIKHM, 1 MOTHBHUPOBKA 3TOM
KOHIICTIIMM TOPJKECTBOM JKUBUTEIBHOM CTPAacCTH HaJl HEOTBPAaTUMOCTHIO 3HAMEHYET
MPOJIOJDKEHUE POMAHTHYECKOW JMHHUU CHUMBOJHM3Ma, HO IO Mepe pocta U 000coOIeHus

TBOpuecTBa llacrepHaka ero mepBoHauaidbHass poMaHTHYecKH addekTuBHAs pedb

5% In the typescript Jakobson uses “aext”’an antiquate version of “adgexrt”, here I have decided to use the
current spelling for this word and its derivates. (M.M.)
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peoOpaXkaeTcs IMOCTENEHHO B peub 00 adeKTe, ¥ B IIPO3€ 03T STOT IIOBECTBOBATEIBHBIN

XapakTep HaXOIUT cebe MpeebHOE BhIpaskeHHeE.

3.

Ecnu, HecMoOTpst Ha siBHBIE OTpaykeHHsI XJIeOHUKOBa B counHeHMAx IlactepHaka, oT4eT/IMBa
rpaHb MEX1y 000UM MO3TaMH, TO 3HAYUTEIIBHO TPYAHEE MPOBECTU JEMAPKAIIMOHHYIO JTHHUIO
Mexay TBopuecTBoM Ilactepnaka u MasikoBckoro. O6a — JHPUKU OJHOTO TMOKOJCHHS, U
nocJeIHui 0oJiee qpyTrux MO3TOB B MOJIOJIOCTH HOTPSIC U MPOI0JKal nmopaxarts [lacrepHaka.
Ecnu mpucTtanbHO CONOCTaBUTh TKaHb MeTadop 00OMX MOITOB, JIIOOOIBITHBIE CXOJICTBA HE
3aMeIAT OOHApYKUThCs. «Bpemst M OOIIHOCTH BIMSHHUM pOXHWIN MeHS ¢ MasKOBCKUM,
ormeuaet IlacTepHak, - y Hac UMeNUCh coBNagceHus». ECTh B MeTadopuvecKoll CTPYKType
cruxoB IlacTepHaka u mpsMble cielbl yBiIedeHUs: aBTopoM «Obnaka B mrtaHax». Ho mpu
corocTaBieHud Metadop 000OHMX MOATOB, HEOOXOIUMO YUUTHIBATh, YTO OHU UIPAIOT B HX
TBOPYECTBE JAJEKO HE OJMHAKOBYIO poiib. B cruxorBopeHMsx MaskoBckoro meragopa,
3a0CTpsisl TPAIUIMIO CHMBOJIM3MA, SBISETCS HE TOJIBKO Hambosee XapakTepHbIM, HO U
HanboJiee CyIIEeCTBEHHBIM MO3TUYECKUM TPOIIOM, HMEHHO OHA ONpEAEIIsieT CTPOi U pa3BUTHE
JUPUYECKON TeMBbI. 371eCh 033U, 10 METKOMY cioBy IlacTepHaka, «3aroBopuiia s3bIKOM

MMOYTH CEKTAHTCKUX OTOXKCCTBIICHHUI.

[Ipenmonoxkum 3amady: wu3BecTHA aOCONIOTHAas MeTaQoOpUYHOCTh TMO3Ta, TpedyeTcs
ONpPENEINTh TEMATHYECKUN CTPOM €ro JIMpUKHU. JIMpUYECKUMM HMMILYJIbCOM SBIISIETCH,
MIOBTOPSIEM, MO3TOBO «s1». OOpa3sl BHEIIHET0 MUpa B METaQOPUUYECKON JIMPUKE NPU3BAHBI K
CO3BYYHOCTH C 3TUM HMIIYJIbCOM, K €r0 TPAHCIO3UIMM B MHBIE IUIAHBl, K YCTAHOBIICHUIO B

MHOTOUYHCIIEHHOCTH Y/

KOCMMYECKMX IUIAHOB CETH COOTBETCTBHUIl, IOBEIUTEIHHBIX
yNoa00JeHUN, OTOKECTBJICHHUM, K PACTBOPEHUIO JIMPUUYECKOTO I'epos B MHOTOIIAHHOCTHU
OBITHA U K CITUSTHUIO MHOTOOOPa3HBIX IJIAHOB ObITHSA B IupuyeckoM repoe. [lyTs Mmetadopsl —
TBOpYECKast aCCOLUAIIMSA [0 CXOACTBY M KOHTPACTy. [ eporo MpoTUBONOCTABICH KOHTPACTHBIH
o0pa3 ero CMepTHOr0 Bpara, MHOTOJIMKUH, KaK BCE COCTABHBIC 3JIEMEHTHI METapOpHUECKON

9

aupukn.>*® Drta nupuka HEM30EKHO TATOTEET K TEME CMEPTHOrO €IMHOOOPCTBA TEPOS.

546 Dartstellend.

7 Vielheit.

548 Bestandteile der metaforisch eingestellten L.
5% Miindet.

307



I'eponueckas JupuKa, OIyTaHHAs KPENKOW M 3aXUMUCTOW MeTadOpUYECKO Iemnblo,
HEpa3JesIbHO CIUBaeT MU(OIOoruio u ObiTHe mo3Ta, 1 oH (IlacTepHak 3TO MPaBUIBHO MOHSI)
pacIiauuBaeTcs JKU3HBIO 32 CBOIO BCEOOBEMITIOLIYIO CUMBOJIUKY. M3 CEMaHTHYECKOTO CTPOS
10931 MasKOBCKOrO Mbl JIEAYKTUBHO BBIBEIM TakuM o0pa3soM u ee (akruyeckoe’ >’

mlperTo, U A1po Ouorpaduu mosra.

Kak HM yroHueHsl u Goratsl meradopsl IlacrepHaka, He OHM ONPENEISIOT U BEAYT €ro
nupudeckyro Temy. «HeoOmiee BbIpakeHue» cooOmarT TBopyecTBy IlacTtepHaka He
Mmetadopuyeckre, a MeToHMMUYeckue xonsl. Jlupuka [lacTepHaka B cTUXax U Ipo3e
IIPOHU3aHA METOHMMHWYHOCTBIO, UHBIMH CJIOBAMHU JIOMUHUPYET acCOLMALUA 110 CMEKHOCTHU.
[TepBoe nuIl0 Kak OBl OTTECHEHO TYT, MO CPABHEHUIO C MO33MeH MasiKOBCKOTO, Ha 3aJHUN
rwiad. Ha 3To — TosbpKo Kaxky1eecs: mpeHedpekeHne, — BeUHbIN repoi IMPUKHU U 3/1€Ch HAIULIO.
CyTb nM1Ib B TOM, UTO T€pO NOAAH METOHUMHUYECKU: Tak B «[lapmwkanke» Yamnuza, noesaa
B KaJpax HET, HO MbI y3HAa€M €ro IPUXOJ [0 OTCBETAM Ha 3aCHATBHIX JIIOASAX, - HE3PUMBIH,
CKBO3HOH MOE€3]1 KaKk Obl MPOXOAUT MEXJY SKPaHOM M 3pPUTENIbHBIM 3ajoM. Tak ke o0pasbl
OKPY/KAIOIIETO B JIMPHKE IlacTepHaka BBICTYNAIOT! B KayecTBE CMEKHBIX OTPAKEHUH,
METOHMMHYECKUX BBIPAXKEHUH I103TOBA «s1». ABTOp SICHO IPHUOTKPBIBAET MECTAaMHU CBOKO
MO3THKY, HO 3TOLEHTPHUYECKU OTOXKECTBISIET €€ ¢ HCKYCCTBOM BooOmie. OH He BEpUT B
BO3MOKHOCTb ITOJUTMHHOM 3MUYECKON YCTAHOBKM HCKYCCTBA Ha BHEILIHUI MUp, — OH yOeXKIeH,
YTO HACTOSALIUE XY[O0KECTBECHHBIC IPOU3BEICHHUS, IOBECTBYs O HAUPA3IIMYHEHUIIIEM, HA CAMOM
JIeJIe pacCKa3bIBAlOT O CBOEM POXKICHBbU. «/[€HCTBUTEIBHOCTD MPEACTAET B KAKOM-TO HOBOM
kareropuu. Kareropust sta KaxeTcst HaM ee COOCTBEHHBIM, a HE HAILIMM COCTOSHbEM. MBI
npobyem ero Ha3BaTh. [lomyudaeTcs uckycctBoy. Tak npeBHepycckoMy nanoMHUKy Llaperpan
Ka3aJICsl HEHACBITHBIM I'OPOJIOM, IIOTOMY 4TO OH HUKAaK HE MOT' Ha HEr0 HaCMOTpeThes. Tak xe
B CTHXaX M ocoOeHHO B mpo3se IlactepHaka, rae anTpornoMophu3M HEOAYIIEBICHHOTO MUPA
KyJla IPUMETHEHW, BMECTO I'€pOEB 3a4aCTYI0 MATYTCA OKPY’KAIOLIHME BEIU, HEIOJBHUKHBIC
OYepTaHHUs KpOBENb JIOOOMBITCTBYIOT, JBEPb 3aTBOPSETCS C TUXOH YKOPU3HOH, panocTb
CEMEHHOI0 NPUMUPEHUS IPOSIBISAETCSA B IPUIUBE TOPAYHOCTH, YCEPACTBA U INPEAAHHOCTH
JaMIl, a KOrja Io3Ta OTBepria JroOuMmas JeByIIKa, «ropa BbIPOCIA M BTSIHYJIACh, TOPOA

UCXyJlal W TO4YepHeT». Mbl yMBIIIJICHHO MPHUBOAMM »>JIEMEHTapHbIE MpPUMEphI, Oosee

530 Tatsdchlich.
551 Fungieren.
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3aMBICJIOBATBIMUA  KOHCTPYKIUAMU HOI[O6HLIX THUIIOB I/I306I/IJIYIOT KHHUT'1 HaCTepHaKa.

[ToncTaHnoBKa coceiHEro MpeaMeTa ecTh MpocTeimas popmMa acCoruauy Mo CMEKHOCTH.

[ToaTy M3BECTHBI U MHBIE METOHMMUYECKHE IyTH — OT LEJOT0 K YacTH M HaoOOpoT, OT
NPUYUHBI K CIEACTBUIO U HAO0OOPOT, OT MPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIX OTHOLICHHNA K BPEMEHHBIM U
HA00OpOT, U T. 1., U T.1.. Ho, moxainyii, Hanbosee xapakrepHas ¢urypa s [lacrepnaka —
MOJICTAHOBKA JEATEJIbHOCTH B3aMEH JEATEN WIM IOJCTAHOBKA COCTOSIHUS, MPOSIBICHUS,
CBOMCTBA B3aM€H €ro COOCTBEHHHMKA M COOTBETCTBEHHOE 000CO0JICHHNE U OBEIIECTBICHUE ITHX
OTBJICUEHHBIX TTOHATHH.>>? dunocod BpeHrano, HACTONYKMBO PaTOBABIIMI POTUB JIOTUYECKH
HE3aKOHHOTO TPEBPALICHUS B ITPEAMETHI TAKUX A3BIKOM OOYCIOBJIECHHBIX > (DUKIMH Kak

534 garen ObI B cTMXaXx U 1po3e [lactepHaka GorareHinmii accOpTUMEHT

OTBJICYCHHBIE IIOHATHUS,
3THX MHHMBIX entia,>>> TpakTyeMbIX CJIIOBHO CYIIECTBA U3 IUIOTH U KpoBu. «CecTpa Most —
KU3HBY», COOCTBEHHO HENEPEeBOJMMOE 3arjlaBue€ M JICHTMOTHB caMOW yIapHOW W3
CTUXOTBOpHBIX KHMUI [lacTepHaka (‘’KM3HB B PYCCKOM S3bIKE JKEHCKOI'O POJa), HAIVISIIHO
n300IMYaeT A3bIKOBbIE KOPHU 3TOM MHU(}OJIOTHU. DTO CYIIECTBO HEOIHOKPATHO MOSBISETCS U
B €ro 1npo3e. «Ku3Hb OCBSAIIAET 0UEHb HEMHOTMX B TO, YTO OHA AeaeT € HUMU. OHa CIIMIIKOM
JOOUT ATO €TI0 U 3a paboTOo# pa3roBapuBaeT pa3Be C TEMHU TOJIBKO, KTO JKEJIAeT el ycrnexa u
mobut ee Bepctak» (erctBo JlroBepc). To xe B eme 6ojee CI0KHOM METOHUMHYECKOM
OKpykeHHH B «OXpaHHOH rpamore»: «Bapyr BHM3Y MOJ OKHOM MHE BOOOpasmiiach €ro
(MasikoBCKOTr0) JKM3Hb, TEHephb yxke HauucTo npouuias. OHa monuia BOOK OT OKHAa B BUJE
KaKOH-TO TMXOU, 00CaKEHHOH JePEBbSIMH YJIHLEIL. .. V1 mepBbIM Ha HEHl y caMOil CTEHBI CTaJIOo

Hame rocyaapCrBo, HalIC JIOMAMICECCAd B BCKA W HABCCTJa NPHUHATOC B HUX, HC6LIB3.JIOC,

HEBO3MOXHOE rocy1apcTBo. OHO CTOSIIO BHU3Y, €r0 MOKHO ObUTO KJIMKHYTh U B3SITh 33 PYKY».

Cruxu IlactepHaka — HapcTBO MPOOYKEHHBIX K CAMOCTOSTENILHOW KM3HH METOHUMUIA.
[To3anu ycTanoro reposi MpoJOKAIOT KUTh U IIEBEIUTHCS €r0 COOCTBEHHBIE CIIEIbl, KOTOPOM
TOXXe Xouercss cnarb. CHOBHJIEHHE 103Ta, HA CBOEM KPYTOM XOJIy, TUXO HpooOmino: «S —
CHOBHUJICHUE». B CBOMX BOCIIOMHHAHUAX COOOIIAET aBTOP: «5I 4acTo CIIbIIIal CBUCT TOCKHU, HE
c MeHs HauvaBiieica. Hacturas mMeHst ¢ TbUly, OH Myraj M kanoowi... MomdyaHue exano co
MHOH, S COCTOSJ B IMYTU NPH €ro ocode W HOCHI ero (opMy, KaKIOMYy 3HAKOMYIO IO

coOCTBEHHOMY ONBITY». llosiBNIeHHe mpeaMeTa MPUHUMAET Ha ceds ero (pyHKIUH: «TAe-TO

332 Abstracta.

533 Sprachlich fundiert.
334 Abstracta.

355 Entia.
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HENOAAIEKY MY3ULMPOBAJIO... CTaAo... My3bIKy cocaiy cienHu. BeposaTHO, Ha HEl Aeprom
X0Juia Koxa». JIelcTBUE U AEATENb B PABHOM CTEIICHM IIPEAMETHBL: «JIBa PEAKHUX aMasa
I'PO3HO M CAMOCTOSATENIBHO UTPANIN B IITyOOKUX THE3/1aX ATOH MMOJyTEeMHON OJ1aro1aTi: NTHYKA
U e YUpUKaHbe». AOCTpaKIHsL, ONPEeIMEUNBasCh, 00pPACTaeT BEIIECTBEHHBIMU aKCECCyapaMH:
«29T0 OBUT BO3AYIIHbIE WYTH, IO KOTOPbIM, Kak II0e3[a, €XEJHEBHO OTXOIWIU
npsMosinHeiHble Mbicin JInOkHexTa, JIeHHHa M HEMHOTHX YMOB HX IoJieTa». AOCTpakiuu
nepcoHn(UIUPYIOTCS XOTs Obl LieHOW Kartaxpesbl: «llapus momynennas tummza. Ona
CHOCHJIACh C THILIMHOM MPOCTEPIICHCs BHU3Y PABHUHBD». AOCTpaKIMs OKa3bIBaETCs CIIOCOOHA
K CaMOCTOSITEJIbHBIM JEHCTBUAM, U 3TH JEUCTBHUA B CBOIO O4YEpelb ONPEAMEYUBAIOTCS:

«BTHXOMOIJIKY IICPEMUTUBAIIUCH JIAKOBBIC YXMBIJIKU PACCBIXaBIICTOCH YKJIada».

MasikOBCKHiA, MPUCTPACTUBILUICS OpaTh Bce HOBBIE Oapbepbl, MHOTHME T'OJbl HOCWICA C
MBIC/IBIO O poMaHe. Bo3HuKanu naxke 3aryiaBus — cuepsa «/IBe cecTpbl», IOTOM OJHAXKIbI
«/lro’xrHa xeHIuH». He ciyyaliHO 3aMbICel HEM3MEHHO OTKJIAABIBAIICA: CTUXHUS OTOT0O 1103Ta
— 100 TUPUYECKUNA MOHOJIOT, 00 paMaTU4eCKUl JUajor, TOBECTBOBATEIbHAS YCTAHOBKA
eMy IiTyOOKO 4yX/a, TEeMaTHUKy 3-bero JIMIa OH 3aMEHseT TeMaTukoil 2-oro... Bee, uro He
CIIMTHO C  TO3TOBBIM  «5», BOCIHpPUHUMAeTcs  MasKOBCKMM  Kak  BpaxkaeOHO
IIPOTHBOIOCTABJICHHOE, M OH HEMOCPEACTBEHHO 00pamaeTcs K MPOTUBHUKY — BBI3BIBACT HA
0011, u300MM4aeT, rpOMHUT, MOJHUMAET Ha cMeX, aHademarcTByeT. HeyauBurenbHO, 4TO
€/IMHCTBEHHBIM OCYIIECTBICHHBIM OIBITOM XYJOXXECTBEHHOW MpO3bl OBbUIM 3aMeydaTesIbHBIC
TeaTpajbHble IbeCbl MasKOBCKOI0, IPUHAJIEKALIUE ITOCIEIHUM IojlaM e€ro xu3Hu. He menee
obocHoBaH nyTh [lacTepHaka k mpo3e moecteil. CyIiecTBYIOT CTHXH, CIUIONIb MPOTKAHHBIC
METOHUMHSIMHU, U TIOBECTBOBATEJIbHAS MPO3a MOXET ObITh HauMHEHa MeTadopuKoil (sSpkuid
npuMep — rpo3a benoro), HO MO CyIIecTBY BHyTPEHHEE POJICTBO CTHXA ¢ MeTa(opoil U mpo3sl
c MeToHMMHEH OeccriopHO TecHei. CTux omupaeTcss 00 accoMalUI0 IO CXOJICTBY,
PUTMHYECKAsI CX0KECTh CTUXOB — HEO0XO0AMMasl PENOChUTKA UX BOCIIPUATHS, PUTMHUYECKHI
napajgenn3M HauOosee OLIYTUTENEH, €CJIM €My COMYTCTBYET CXOJCTBO (MJIM KOHTPACT)
o0pa3zoB. HamepeHHO 3aMeTHOE 4YJICHEHHWE Ha CXO0XKHE OTPE3KH UYXKIO Ipo3e, OCHOBHOU
JBUTATENIb IIOBECTBOBATEIBHOM IIPO3bI — AacCoOLMALMsA II0 CMEKHOCTH; II0BECTBOBAHHUE
NIEPEXOUT OT IpeaMeTa K [HpeHeeey| CMEXHOMY IO IPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHBIM U
NPUYHMHHO-CJIEICTBEHHBIM ITyTSM; ITyTh OT LIEJOT0 K YacTsAM U HA000pOT €CTh JIMIIb YaCTHBIN
cityuaii 3Toro mporecca. YeM MeHee po3a CI0KETHA, TeM OOJIbIIYI0 aBTOHOMUIO TPHOOpETaeT

accoIManus Mo CMEXHOCTH. J{J1st MeTadopsl CTUX, a /Ui METOHUMUU 1PO3a € MPUTITYIIEHHBIM
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WM BBIKJIFOYEHHBIM CIOKETOM (IIpUMEp NepBoro — HoBesubl IlacTepHaka, npumep BTOpOro —

€ro «OXpaHHaH FpaMOTa») SIBJSCTCS JIMHUEH HaMMEHBIIIETO COIIPOTUBJICHUA.

4.

CyTb NOITHYECKUX (UTYP HE TOJIBKO B PETHCTPALMU PA3HOPOJHBIX CBS3€H MEKIY BELIAMH,
HO M B CMEILICHUU XOJOBBIX COOTHOIIEHHWH. Yem HampsikeHHee pojib MeTa(opbl B JaHHOU
HIO9TUYECKOM CTPYKTYPE, TEM PEIIUTETbLHEE JIOMAKOTCS TPAJAUIMOHHBIE KIIaCCU(DUKALIMH, BEIIHU
IPYIIUPYIOTCS 110 HOBOMY, HAa OCHOBE HOBOBBEIEHHBIX POIOBBIX 3HAaKOB. COOTBETCTBEHHO
TBOpYECKAs (UM B TEPMUHOJIOTHU HEMPUEMJTIOIIMX €€ HOBU3HbI) HACUIILCTBEHHAS METOHUMUSI
MEHSIET NMPUBLIYHBIA PACIIOPAIOK Bellei. AcColManus MO CMEXHOCTH, CTaB B TBOPYECTBE
[TacrepHaka TIOCHYIIHBIM OPYAMEM  XYIOKHUKA, IPEOOPAKAET NPOCTPAHCTBEHHOE
PACIIONIOKEHUE M BPEMEHHYIO MOCIEI0BATENBHOCTD, ITO OCOOEHHO 3aMETHO B MPO3AMYECKUX
OIBITAaX 1109TA, HA OLIYTHTEILHOM (POHE OOMXOMHOU JETOBONH KOMMYHMKATUBHOM ® MPO3BI.
[TacTepHak MOTUBUPYET 3TH CMelleHUs apPEKTOM WM, €CIIU MCXOMUTh U3 DKCIPECCUBHOM

(YHKIHHU CIIOBECHOTO UCKYCCTBA, IAeT IIPH WX MMOMOIIHU BhIpakeHHE ad(eKTy.

ITosTueckuil MUp, yNpaBIsE€MbII METOHUMHUEH, CTUPAECT KOHTYPBI BEIIEH KakK alpeib B
[moBectu Ilactepnaka] «/lercTBe JlroBepc» rpanuily Mexay JOMOM U JIBOPOM, a JIBa Pa3HbIX
acreKkTa OJIHOTO IMpeaMeTa OH 0OpallaeT B CaMOCTOSITEIbHBIC MPEAMEThI, TOJOOHO AETSM B
TOM K€ NOBECTH, IIPUHUMAIOLIUM OJHY U Ty K€ YJIUIy U3HYTPU U CO CTOPOHBI 3a JIBE€ Pa3HbIX
ynunpl. O0e 3T XapaKTEpHBIX YepThl — B3aMMONPOHUMKAHUE MPEIMETOB (peanu3auus
METOHUMHHU B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICJIC TEPMHMHA) U UX PA3NIOKEHHE (peaan3alys CHHEKIOXH) -
ponusT TBopuecTBO [lacTepHaka ¢ ycTpeMJIeHHAMU KyOHCTUYECKOH *KMBONMHUCH. MeEHSIOTCS
pa3mepsl Belei: «I onaoma 6bu1a Mo->)KEHCKH OTPOMHA, KaK OTPOMHO BCE, YTO COBEPILIECHHO 110
dbopmMe U HECOM3MEpPUMO C MECTOM, 3aHMMAaEeMbIM TEJIOM B IPOCTPAHCTBE». MeHsIoTCs
paccTosiHUSL MEXIy BellaMH[,] Tak 4TO BO3HMKAET YBEPEHHOCTb, UYTO Pa3roBOP O UyXkHX
JIOJKEH OBITH TEIlIee pa3roBopa O CBOMX, @ BUJICHUE KOCMHUECKOTO IBUKEHHUS B IIEPBOM YacTH
OxpaHHOW TpaMOTHI IIPEBPALAET HEOYIIEBICHHBIE NPEAMETHI B OTJAJICHHBIN HEABU)KHBIN
TOPU30HT. fIpKUI IIpUMEpP MEPETACOBKU CMEXHOCTEU: «JIaMIIbl TOJBKO OTTEHSIU ITyCTOTY
BeuepHero Bo3ayxa. OHM He JaBaiu CBeTa, HO HAOyXajdu M3HYTPH, KaK OOJbHbIEC IUIOABI, OT

TOIl MyTHOM M CBETJIIONM BOJSHKM, KOTOpas pa3fyBajla MX OJYyTjioBaTble Kojimnaku. OHu

336 Mitteilend.
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OTCYTCTBOBAJH... Jl0 KOMHAT y JlaMn ObIJIO KacaTeNbCTBAa KyJa MEHbILE, YEM IO BECEHHETO
Heba, K KOTOPOMY OHM Ka3aJHCh MOJOJBUHYTHIMU BIUIOTHYIO»... CABHHYTOE NMPOCTPAHCTBO
[TacTrepHaka caMHM MOSTOM MHMOXOJOM COIOCTABJIECHO C IMPOCTPAHCTBOM T'OTOJIEBCKOU
ACXATOJOTUU: «BIPYT CTalO0 BHUIMMO JIAIEKO BO BCE KOHIBI CBeTa». [IpocTpaHCTBEHHBIE
OTHOIIICHUS NE€PETACOBHIBAIOTCS C BPEMEHHBIMH, U BPEMEHHAs MOCJIEI0BATEIBHOCTD TEPSET
CBOIO IMPUHYJIUTEIBHOCTh, — MPEIMEThI «TO-HU-AEJI0 TOKOJIBIXUBACT U3 ObIBILIEro B Oyayiee,
u3 Oyaymiero B ObIBIEE, KaK IMECOK B YacTO IEPEeBOPAYMBAEMbIX MECOUYHBIX dacaxy. Jlrobas
CMEXHOCTh MOXKET OBITh OCMBICIICHA Kak Kay3ajdbHbI psia. [lacTepHaky HMIIOHHpYET
TEPMUHOJIOTHSI peOeHKa, KOTOPBIH, J0rabIBasCh O CMbICIe (pa3bl 10 CUTYALUU, TOBOPUT: «s
3TO MOHSJI HE U3 CJIOB, a IO MPUYKHE. [103T CKIIOHEH [XXXXXXXX%XX| OTOKECTBUTH CUTYalIUIO
C TNPUYMHHOCTHIO, OH OCO3HAHHO IMPEINOYUTAET «KPACHOPEUHMIO (PakTa MpeBpaTHOCTU
rajaHus», OH yYuT, YTO «BPEMs MPOHU3AHO €AMHCTBOM JKM3HEHHBIX COOBITHUN», U CTPOHT
MOCTBl MEXJIy HHMMH HMMEHHO Ha IMPEJOTHUYECKUX «CMELIHBIX PEe30HaX», OTKPBITO
MIPOTHBOIOCTABICHHBIX CHJJIOTHCTUKE «B3pOCHBIX». [l03TOMYy HEyIUBUTEIBHO, €CIIU
OonroBHs coOecenHukoB Korena okasbIBaeTcs «HETJAJKOH B BUAY CTYNEHYaTOCTH
MapOypPrcKux TPOTYyapoB», U €CIIM OOMIIBHBIE «OTTOTO YTO» IO3Ta HEPEIKO HEpeaKe JHUIIb

(GyHKIUS BUHOCTOBHBIX > IIPEIIOKEHHUHN.

YeMm mupe 3axBar MOITHUECKUX (GUTYpP, TEM CUibHee (TOJb3ysach TepmuHOM IlacTepHaka)
«HUCITIOJIHEHHOE» TOTAIIAET IIPEAMET MCIOIHEHHN». TBOPUMAs CBA3b 3aTEHSET CBSI3YEMOE,
JIOMUHUPYET HaJ HHUM; OOHAPYKUBAETCH «IIPENECTh CAMOOBITHOIO CMBICIA» %, Torma Kak
IpeAMETHAs OTHECEHHOCT® MPUIVIYLIAETCs, MOPOK €Ba MepIaeT. B 9ToM cMbIcie
METOHUMHUYECKUE CBSI3M, TBOPUMBIE llacTepHakoM, pPaBHO Kak MeTaQOpUUECKUE CBS3H
MasikOBCKOTO MJIM KaK MHOTOOOpAa3HbIe METO/IbI CTYIIECHHS SI3bIKOBOI (hOpMBI — BHYTpEHHEH
¥ BHEIHEW — B T1093Md  XJEOHMKOBA, TMPOSBISAIOT Ty YIOPHYK TEHACHIMIO K
OeCpeIMETHOCTH, KOTOpas XapaKTepusyeT W JPYrde BHUIbl MCKYCCTBA TOM JKE DIIOXH.
TeopuMast cBsA3b cama 1o cebe CTaHOBHUTCA TpeaMeToM. [TacTepHak He yCTaeT HaCTauBaTh Ha
HECYLIECTBEHHON CIIy4aiHOCTH CBsizyeMoro: «Kaxmyi MmoapoOHOCTE MOKHO 3aMEHUTh
apyromw... Jlrobas Ha BBHIOOpP IOMUTCSA B CBHAETENLCTBA COCTOSAHBS, KOTOPHIM OXBa4eHa BCS
[EPEMECTUBIIAACS NEHCTBUTENBHOCTD. .. YacTH AEHCTBUTENLHOCTH B3aUMHO OE3pa3jinuHbI».

[ToaT ompenensieT HCKYCCTBO KakK B3aMMO3aMEHIEeMOCTb 00pa3oB. JItoObie 00pa3bl HE TOIBKO

99

557 The adjective “BuHOCIOBHBII” in antiquate and means “nprwaunnb”. (M.M.)
338 Bedeutend.
559 Gegenstindliche Bezogenheit.
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TasiT CXOJCTBO M CJIEOBATEIBHO MOTYT OBITh B3aUMHBIMH MeTadopamu («C deM TONbKO He
CpaBHUMO HEOO» U T.I.), — JOObIE TaK WIM MHA4Ye TOTCHIUAIbHO CMEXHBI. «KTO HECKOIBKO
HE NbUIb, HE POJUHA, HE TUXHH BECEHHHH Beuyep?» — IJIACUT MACTEPHAKOBCKAs aroJIoTus
BCEOOBEMJIIOIIETO METOHHMHYECKOTO pojcTBa. YeM HempUMeETHee 3TO pPOACTBO, 4YeM
HENpPUBBIYHEE OOIHOCTh, YCTAaHABIMBAeMas IO3TOM, TeM OoJjiee pasararoTcs U JIMIIAI0TCS
cBOeil OyKBapHOH SICHOCTH COIOCTaBIsieMble 00pa3bl U LieNble psabl 00pazoB. JII0OOMBITHO,
yro [lacTepHak mocienoBaTebHO MPOTUBOIOCTABIISAET «BBEJICHHBIN B MIPEIMETHI CMBICI» UX
HarJsIIHOCTH, Ul KOTOPOM OH TaK OXOTHO IOJIBICKMBAET IEeHOpPAaTUBHBIE AIHUTETHI, - B MUPE

[TactepHaka cMbICT HEM30€KHO 00ECIICHUBAET, @ HATJITHOCTh 00€3/1yIINBAET.

5.

[IpennonoxuM 3amgady: U3BECTHa aOCOJIIOTHAsT METOHUMHYHOCTh TI03Ta, Tpedyercs
OIPEJEINTh TEMAaTUYECKUM CTPOU €ro JUpUKU. ['epos Kak B 3araJlo4yHOM KapTUHKE TPYIHO
OTBICKATh: OH Pa3JI0’KEH Ha PsiJl COCTABHBIX U CMEXHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB, I€pPOU IIOJMEHEH LEIIbIO
CBOMX OBEULICCTBICHHBIX COCTOSHUNM M OKPYKAIOIIMX IPEIMETOB — HEOMYLICBICHHBIX U

ONYUICBJICHHBIX. «Kanc;[aﬂ MaJIOCTh XXUJia U, HC CTaBid MCHA HHU BO YTO, B... 3HAYCHBHU CBOCM

nojsIManacky», ormeuaet IlacrepHak B panHeM 1ukie ctuxoB «IloBepx GapbepoB», rae cBos
MO3THKA, 110 MPU3HAHMIO aBTOpa, Obla yXke HaijeHa. Tema CTUXOTBOPEHHS — OTBEPrHYTOE
NPEUIO’KEHUE T03Ta, HO JACUCTBYIOLIUE JIMLA — IUIUTHAK, OYJIBDKHUK, BETEp, «UHCTHHKT
IIPUPOKIECHHBIN», «HOBOE COJIHLIE», LBIIIATA, CBEPUKH M CTPEKO3bl, YEPENMIA, MOJIEHb,
MapOyprupl, MECOK, Mpearposbe, He60 u T.A. M depe3 monTopa AecATKa JIeT B KHUTE
BocrioMMHaHuN «OxpaHHas rpamora» llacTepHak HamOMHUT, 4YTO CBOK JKM3Hb OH
XapaKkTepu3yeT HaMEPEeHHO CIy4aiHO, YTO MPU3HAKK OH MOT Obl YMHOXHTb MJIM 3aMEHHUTH

APYruMu, v 4ToO CcOOCTBEHHO JKU3HB [109Ta Haao UCKATh IO 9YKUMHU UMCHAMMU.

[Tokaxxu HaM CBOE OKPYXKEHHUE, U 51 CKaxy Tebe, KTO Thl. MBI y3HaeM, UeM KHBET, C YeM CBsI3aH,
4yeM OOYCIJIOBJIEH, Ha YTO OOpEUYeH OYepUEHHBIH METOHUMUSIMHU, Pa3I0KEHHBIA CUHEKI0XaMU
Ha OTJEJNbHbIE CBOMCTBA, pEaKIUH, COCTOSHUS Jupudeckuii repoi. Ho cobcTtBeHHO
repoONYECKoe, T.. JEATEIBHOCTb TIeposi, OT Hac YCKOJb3aeT, JEHCTBO IIOJMEHEHO
toniorpadueii. Ecmu y MaskoBCKOTO CTOJIKHOBEHHE JBYX MHUPOB HEH30EKHO BBLUIUBACTCS B
MOEJIMHOK, TO OTTOYECHHBIH 00pa3 ctuxoB [lacTepHaka — MUp MUpY 3€pKallo — TBEPAUT 00

HIJUIFO30PHOCTU CTOJIKHOBCHbBA: «OI‘pOMHLII\/JI caJl TOPMOIIUTCA B 3aJIC, IOAHOCUT K TPHOMO
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KyJlaK, O€KHUT HAa Ka4elu, JIOBHUT, CAJIUT, TPACET — U He ObeT crekaa.» > Ecnu MaskoBckuii
pa3BepTHIBAET JIMPUYECKYIO TEMy B BHJIE LMKJIA MpeoOpaxkeHui, Mmetamopdo3 repos, To B
nupudeckoii mpose [lactepnaka n3mo6aeHHON GOopMyIIOi Iepexo1a CiIyKat MOE3/IKH B IOe371e
B3BOJIHOBAHHOT'O T€pOsi, Pa3HOOOpPAa3HO U IOHEBOJIE OE€3/1EHCTBEHHO IEPEKUBAIOIIETO
«IepeMeHy MecT». JIeHCTBUTENbHBIM 3a10r [BBIYEPKHYT| M3 IO3TUYECKOM TIpaMMaTHKU
ITacrepHaka Bbrtepxiy®. IMEHHO B €ro OIbITax peaan30BaHa METOHUMHs, I10JIararoiias
JCUCTBUE B3aMEH JEsTENs: «BIIOJHE IPOCHABIIUICS, CBEXHH YeNOBEK... XAET, UYTOOBI

I Y3paT U3 TemaTuku

peleHre BCTaTh NPHILIO caMo CobOol, 6e3 ero momornu.» Jlesrenns’t
Haerepraka. ['eponHs He 3Bana, He Ha3Hayala M T.JA., - «BCE ITO OOBSIBISLIOCH €i». Bepx
aKTMBHOCTH TE€POMHHM, BJIEKYLIIMH 32 COOOW HEM30EKHOCTh Tpareaud [, CBOIAMTCH K
MBICJIEHHOMY TIPETBOPEHUIO CMEKHOCTEN: | OHA KOTO-TO 3aMeTHIa «0€3 HyXIbl, 0€3 TOJIb3bI,
0€3 CMBICIIa» U [AMArkHaPHO | MbICAEHHO BBEJIA B CBOKO KHU3Hb. MOKET ObITh, YEJIOBEK AKTUBEH
B uckyccree? Her, cornacHo scretuke ITacrepHaka, «B HCKYCCTBE YEIOBEKY 3aKaT POT»,
TakoBa crenupuyeckas yepra MCKYCCTBA. 3HAUMT, aKTHBHO HMCKyccTBO? Her, oHO maxe
MeTaopy HE BBILYMANO, a TOJILKO BOCIPOM3BENIO. M 1MOIT HE JapUT CBOUX BOCIIOMHHAHMIA
namsaTH ux o0bekTa: «HaobopoT, s cam MoJy4us1 UX OT HEro B MoAapok». Eciu nupuueckoe
«s» B ipousBeeHusx>%? IacrepHaka cTpagaTenbHo>®?, T0, MOKET-0bITh, MOIMHHBIM F€POEM

3/eCh OKa3blBaeTCs JesrenbHoe «3-be nuuo»? Her, Hacrosmmir®*

agens OCTaercs BHE
nodtudyeckoil mucdonoruu IlactepHaka: 4enoBeK OOBIYHO HE 3HAET U HE CIBIIIUT «TO, YTO
3WKIET, TAJUT U IIBET €T0Y», 03Ty «COBEPIIEHHO 0€3pa3IndHO, KaK HA3bIBACTCS CHIIA, IaBIIas
€ro KHUTY.» 3-be JIMI0, BhICTynaromee y [lacrepHaka, 0003Ha4aer % He JesTens, a Opyue.
Hanpuwmep, B [lercte JlroBepc «Bce, UTO LIJIO OT POJUTENIEH K IETSIM, IIPUXOJAUIIO HEBIIOMA/,

CO CTOPOHEI, BBI3BAHHOC HC MU, HO KAKUMU-TO MMOCTOPOHHHUMHU HNPUIUHAMU). HO,Z[CO6HOCTL,

NO0OOYHOCTh, KYJIHMCHOCTh 3-bero Juia B TemaTuke [lacTepHaka HepenKko pe3Ko
nofyepkuBaeTcs: «B  JKuM3HBb BOLIEN JpPYrol 4eEIOBEK, TPETbE JIMLO, COBEPIICHHO
6e3paznnyHoe, 6€3 UMEHH WU CO CIIyYaiiHbIM, HE BBI3bIBAIOIIEE HEHABUCTH U HE BCEISIONIEe

mo6Bu. CyIIEeCTBEHHO JIMIIb CaMO€ €ro BTOPKEHHWE B JKHU3Hb JUPUYECKOTO «s1». BHe

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.)

61 Agens.

562 Im Werke.

563 Patiens.

564 Agens.

565 Bezeichnet.
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OTHOLICHHA K 3TOMY CJIUHCTBCHHOMY TICPOIO0 3TO TOJIBKO «HCACHBIC HArpOMOXKIACHUA 0e3

HUMCH).

OTUM CTPOTHM pPENepTyapoM CEMaHTUYECKHX 3HAKOB ONpEAesieTcss U OECXUTPOCTHAS CXeMa
nupudeckoil nosectu [lacrepHaka. I'epoil BOCTOPKEHHO MIIM UCIIYTAHHO OJEPKUM BHELIHUM
HMITYJIbCOM U TO HECET €r0 OTIIEYaTOK, TO BHE3AIHO TEPSIET C HUM CBA3b, U TOIJA HA CMEHY
IIPUXOJUT HOBBIN [MMIyJbC]. OXpaHHas rpaMoTa — BAOXHOBEHHBIHN pacckas3 0 TOM, KaK aBTOp
MI0OYEPETHO MPOXOAUT CKBO3b BitoONeHHoe u3zymiieHue Puibke, CxpsOunsiv, Korenow,
«KpacuBOM MUJIOMN J€BYIIKON», MasKOBCKUM, U KaK OH CTAJIKUBAETCS IIPU 3TOM «C TPaHULIAMHU
CBOET0 MOHUMAaHHUs» (JIMYHOE HEIOHMMAaHHUE — OJHA U3 OCTPEHIINX U NPOHMKHOBEHHEHUIINX
TeM B qupuke ITacTepHaka, kak JM4Has HEMOHIATOCTh — B IMpuKke MasikoBckoro). Hazpesator
HE/JIOyMEHHBIE HeIOpa3yMeHusi, HacTymaeT Heu30eXHas IacCHBHAs pas3Bsi3ka — TIepoi
CTYLICBBIBACTCA, OOPEUYEHHO TIOKHAAeT TOOYEPENHOH MY3bIKy, #Ho6eBb Guiocodurio,
POMAHTHUYECKYIO 11033UI0. AKTUBHOCTh I'eposi BHE KommeTeHuuu nolta Ilacrepnaka. Korna
BCE-)KE 3aXOUT PeYb O ACHCTBUAX *®, OHA CTAaHOBUTCS LIMTATHO GAHAIIbHA, M B TEOPETUYECKUX
OTCTYIUICHUSAX aBTOPa& OTCTAMBAET IIPaBO Ha IOLUIOCTh. baHAJIBHOCTH B POJIM CTPOUTEIIBHOIO
Marepuaia 3HakoMa U MaskOBCKOMY, HO Y HEro, B IPOTUBOIOJIOKHOCTh [lacTepHaky, oHa
LEJIMKOM HJET Ha XapaKTepUCTUKY BPakIEOHOro «He-s». Cx0oxku 1o 0e31eiCTBEHHOCTH U
HoBesutbl [lactepnaka. Hambonee npamaTtuueckas — Bo3ayminele myTH — ciaraercs 3
CIICAYIOIINX «HECIOXKHBIX IMPOUCIIECTBHI»: 0XXHMIAeTCs OBIBIIMK JIFOOOBHUK IKEHBI, APYT
MYy>Ka, BO3BPAIIAIOLINICS U3 TNIAaBAHUS; BCE TPOE OIIEIOMIICHBI IPOTIaKel peOeHKa; [xxxxxxx]
IIPUE3KUH OLLIETOMIIEH IPU3HAHUEM, UTO IIPOTIABILINI — €T0 CBhIH; yepe3 15 et oH omenomieH
MOJATBEPXKIEHUEM 3TOr'0 IPU3HAHUS, a BCIIE]] 3aTEM M3BECTHEM O ChIHOBHEH rudenu. Bee, uto
CKOJIbKO-HUOYZb OTAAeT JeSTEIbHOCTbIO (NPUUMHBI HCYE3HOBEHHS] MallbuMKa, €ro

7

HaXOXJEHUE, NPUYUHBI €ro TUbesn), OTHECEHO 3a Mpeaenbl Kaapo®S’. MUKCHPOBAaHbI

HUCKIIIOYUTCIJIBHO 3TAallbl B3BOJJHOBAHHOCTH U UX OTPAXKCHUA.

6.

Ms1 nonelTanuck aenyuuposarb TemMatuky IlactepHaka m MasikOBCKOro M3 OCHOBHBIX

CTPYKTYPHBIX OCOOEHHOCTEHM UX OITUKH. 3HAUUT JIK 9TO, 4UTO IepBasi Bb3BaHa’*® mocneanero?

366 Taten.
367 Der Aufnahmen.
368 Verursacht.
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MexaHHUCTBI OT (opMaIr3Ma OTBETHIN Obl YTBEPAMTEIBHO M COCIAINUCH Obl Ha COOOIICHHE
[TacrepHaka O 3aMEUEHHBIX MM B MOJIOJIOCTH (DOPMAJBHBIX COBIAJACHUAX ¢ MasKOBCKHUM,
[KOTOpbIE TPO3UJIM| FPO3HBHHEX YYACTUTHCS M IMOTOMY MOOYAMBHHHXIM €r0 paJuKaIbHO
M3MEHHUTH MO3THYECKYI0 MaHEpy, a BMECTE C €€ MPUeMaMU U TO MUPOBOCIIPHUITHE, KOTOPOE

0]l HUMH KpbUIOCh. «Bakancus» /

Haereprak / mactepa Metadop ObUTa 3aHATA, U MOAT yIIEN B MacTepa METOHUMHMIA, ClIeTaB U

COOTBCTCTBYIOIHEC UACOJIOTUICCKUC BBIBOJbI.

Jlpyrue cunmiuchk 661 000CHOBATH IPUMAT COJIepKaHusL. MeXaHUCTHI OT ICUX0aHaJIM3a HallUIX
ObI MCTOKHM TeMaTHKH [lacTepHaka B €ro NpU3HAHUM TO30PHO JOJTOr0 MPEObIBAaHUS «B KPYTY
oMOOK MJIaJIEHYECKOT0 BOOOPAXKEHBS, IETCKUX W3BPAIlIEHUH, FOHOIIECKUX rOJI00BOKY». OHU
BbIBEM OBl M3 OTUX NPEANOCHUIOK HE TOJBKO IIOCTOSHHYIO TEMy IacCCUBHOU
9K3aJbTUPOBAHHOCTH U HEU30EKHBIX CPHIBOB, HE TOJILKO B3BOJIHOBAHHBIE BO3BPAILICHHS 03T
K MOTHBaM OTPOYECKOTO CO3pPEBaHMs, HO U METOHUMHYECKHE Oy JaHUS BOKPYT KaKJOTrO
¢bukcupyemoro npeameTa. MexaHUCThI OT MaTepHaIn3Ma OTMETHIIN Obl MOKa3aHHe aBTopa 00
arOJIMTUYHOCTU €T0 CPEIbl U €ro OTKPOBEHHYIO CIENOTY K COLHaTbHOU MpoOieMaTHKE, B
YaCTHOCTH K cCOLMalIbHOMY madocy mo’3uu MasKkoOBCKOro, M MOJBENU Obl COLMAIBHO-
SKOHOMHYECKYIO 0a3y MO T€ HACTPOCHHsI OECIIOMOIIHOM, 0€31elCTBEHHOM, 3IIErnuecKoin

pacTepssHHOCTH, KOTOpPBIM OoTHar0T U OXpaHHas rpamora, 1 Bo3ayiHble myTH.

3aKOHOMEPHO CTPEMJIEHHE HAWTU COOTBETCTBHE MEXKIY OTIAEIbHBIMU IUIAHAMU PEAIBHOCTH,
3aKOHOMEPHBI U TONBITKMA BBIBECTH (DAaKThl OJHOTO IIaHA M3 COOTBETCTBYIOLIMX (aKTOB
APYyroro, Kak METOJI MPOEKLIMU MHOTOMEPHOH JeHCTBUTEILHOCTH Ha IJIOCKOCTh. Ho ommbkoi
ObUIO OBl OTOKECTBJIEHHE ITOM NMPOEKLUUHU C JCHCTBUTENBHOCTBIO, HEYyUeT CHelpUIecKon
CTPYKTYPBI M CAMOJBIIKEHHSI OTACIbHBIX IJIAHOB, T.€. 0OpallleHHe TAKOBBIX B MEXaHUYECKHE
Ha/ACTpoiiku. U3 akTyanbHBIX BO3MOXKHOCTEH (POpPManbHOTO pa3BUTHUS M3BECTHAS Cpela WU
WH/IMBUJ] MOKET BbIOpaTh HanboJjee OTBEYAIOIIYIO JAHHBIM COLMAIBHBIM, HICOJIOTHUECKUM,
MICUXOJIOTUYECKUM M T.II. MPEINOChUIKaM, PaBHO KaK KOMIUIEKC XYA0KECTBEHHBIX (opM,
3aJJaHHBIM 3aKOHOMEPHOCTBIO MX PAa3BUTHUSA, NPUUCKUBACT cebe Uil OCYLIECTBICHHUS
aJIeKBaTHOIO CPely MJIM TBOPUECKYIO TMYHOCTh. HO HeNmb3s nauuinyeck abCoIOTH30BATh ATY
TapMOHHUIO IIJIAHOB, HENb3s 3a0bIBaTh O BO3MOXKHOCTH JHAJICKTHUECKUX HANPSDKEHUN MEXTY
OTACNbHBIMU  IIJJAHAMHU  JICHCTBUTENBHOCTH. OTH  KOH(DIUKTHl IJIAHOB  SIBJISIOTCS
CYLECTBEHHBIMU JABUTaTESIMM WUCTOPUU KyJIbTypbl. Eciaum MHoOrue uHAMBHUAYaJIbHbIE

ocoOeHHocTH 1033uM IlacTepHaka coriacyroTcs ¢ XapakTepHbIMU Y€pTaMH €ro JUYHOCTH U
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COLIMAJILHOTO OKPY>KEHHsI, TO €CTh B €r0 TBOPUYECTBE HEM30EKHO U TAKUE SBJICHHS, KOTOPBIC
coBpeMeHHas> %’ 09315l BJIACTHO HABA3BIBAET KAXKIOMY CBOEMY [O3TY, XOTs OBl HATIEPEKOP €0
WH/IMBUIYAIbHOMY U COLMAIBHOMY OOJHKY, (pedb HJET O HEOOXOOUMBIX CTEPXKHSIX €e
[[EIOCTHOU CTPYKTYPHI), U, €CIH OBbI TOIT OTBEPT ITH TPeOOBAHUS, OH ABTOMAaTUYECKH OBLIT ObI
BbIOpOIIEH U3 ee pycia. XyA0KeCTBEHHOE 3aJaHue HHUKOI/Ia He BTopraercsa 0e3 0os B
Oouorpaduio mosTa, TaK ke Kak Ouorpadus mosta HUKOTJa HE yMEIIAeTCs LETHUKOM B €ro
XYJ0’KECTBEHHOM 3afaHuu. ['epoit OxpaHHO# ['paMOThI — XpOHMUYECKUH HEYAAUHUK, [IOTOMY
4TO C ere (PAKTMYECKUMH MHOTOYHCICHHBIMH YCIIEXaMHU €0 MPOTOTUIIA HEYETO AeaTh MO3TY
[MTacrepHaky, Kak Heyero nenatb KHUTe Ka3aHOBBI ¢ €ro BEpOSTHBIM ITpoMaxaMu. TeHIeHIIUs
K TIpeiesIbHOM sMancunanun’ '’ 3HaKa OT nmpeaMeTa, OTMEYEHHas HaMu B 11093uu [lacTepHaka
U €ro CBEPCTHUKOB, SBISETCS KPacyroJIbHBIM YCTPEMJICHHEM BCEro HOBOTO HCKYCCTBa,
BBICTYIIMBILETO B KQ4eCTBE aHTHTE3bl HATYpaJM3Ma, OHA HEOTAEIMMa OT MOCTYHAaTeIIbHOTO
nagoca 3TOro UCKYCCTBA M HAXOMUT ceOe BhIpakeHHe ! HE3aBHCHMO OT OHOrpaduuecKux
0cOOEHHOCTEH TeX MM UHBIX ero HocuTenel. [lonbiTku HabmronaTeneit [mpocTo| NpUKpenuTh
3TO creuru(UIEecKoe Xy10KECTBEHHOE SIBIICHHE K OTPAaHUUEHHOMY COLIMAJIbHOMY CEKTOPY U K
ONPEACICHHONW WACOJIOTHH SIBISIIOTCS TUIMYHBIM ~MEXaHHUCTHYECKUM 320y XKICHHEM:
YMO3aK/Ilouass OT OECHPEIMETHOCTH HCKYCCTBA K HMPPEAIM3My MHPOCO3EpLaHus, M’
MCKYCCTBEHHO 3aTyIIEBBIBAEM KapAMHAIbHYI0 AHTHMHOMMIO. becrpenMeTHOMY YKIOHY

HCKYCCTBA OJIMKEe COOTBETCTBYET UMEHHO TATOTEHUE GUIOCOPHH K MPEAMETHOCTH.

[IpuHAIIEKHOCTh K CIUIOYCHHOMY KOJUICKTUBY, HAMpPaBIEHYECTBO TJIyOOKO MPETUT
[lacTepHaky, CTpacTHO pa3pylIAOIIEMy XOJIOBbie cMexHOCTH. OH cuiauTcs yOeauTh
MasikoBCKOro, Kak 4y THO ObLIO ObI, eciii OBl [TOT| 6 HaBceraa ynpa3aaui ¢ytypusm. OH He
XO0YeT «IOMUIOCTH» COBMAJCHHUIA C COBPEMEHHUKAMH, OTTAIKUBACTCS OT HUX U MPOIMOBEAYET
OTCKOKH B CTOPOHY ¢ 00111eii joporu. M TeM He MeHee B €ro M033UU BOPEKH UICOTIOTHUSCKON
Pa3HOTOJIOCUIIE JMOXH, MECTPON JO B3aUMHOW HEHABHCTU U HETIOHMMAHMS, SIPKO CKa3allach
UMEHHO «TCHEpAIlMOHHAs CBs3aHHOCTBb». OHa TpOsSBUIACHE M B YIOPHOM FBOPHEETEBE
TBOPUYECKOM YTMPA3THEHUH TPEIMETa, U MEepPEecTPOrKe TpaMMaTHKU UCKyccTBa. [locmemusis
JKWJIa TIPOLIEAIIMM M HACTOSIIMM, HACTOSIIEE BPEMsI B MPOTHUBOIIOCTABICHUU K OJHOMY

IPOLIEAIIEMY BOCIPHHUMAIIOCH Kak OecrpusHakoBoe®’® nenporeuiee’ . IMenHo GyTypusm

569 Der Zeit.

570 Verselbststindigung.
571 Wird verwertet.

572 Man.

573 Eine merkmallose.
574 Nichtvergangenheit.
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KITMYKOM, TECOPUEH U MTPAKTUKON MOTBITAICS BBECTH B MTOITUYECKYIO CHCTEMY OyayIiee Bpems
U TPUTOM B KayecTBE HCXOAHOr0 BpeMeHH. OO0 3TOM HEYCTaHHO KpHYaT CTUXH U
nyOnuicTuka XneOHUKOBa U MasskOBCKOTO, U 3TUM k€ ad)ocOM MPOHUKHYTO TBOPYECTBO
[TacrepHaka, BONpEKH €F6 HHTHUMHOMY TSITOTEHHUIO [aBTOpa] K «riIyOOKOMY TOPH30HTY
BOCIIOMHHAaHbs». OH TO-HOBOMY, B KOHTEKCTE HOBOT'O IPOTHUBOIOCTABICHMS, OCO3HAET
HacTosIee, Kak CaMOCTOSTENIbHYIO KaTeTOPHIO, OH MOHUMAET, YTO «y>K€ U OJJHAa 3aMETHOCTb
HACTOSIEro ecTh Oynymiee», M HalnpsDKeHHBIH TMMH MasKOBCKOMY, 3aBepILAIONIMNA
OxpaHHYIO TPaMOTy, HE CIIy4alfHO KOHYAeTCs CIEAYIOIMMU cioBamu: «OH ¢ AeTcTBa ObUI
n30anoBaH OyayIIuM, KOTOPOE JaJIOCh €MY JIOBOJIBHO PaHO U, BUIUMO, 03 OOJIBIIOro TPy Aa».
Yro 3Ta «rpammaruyeckas peopMay CyIiecTBEeHHO MEHSET caMylo (YHKIIHUIO II033UH B KPYTY

MPOYMX COIMATBHBIX IIEHHOCTEH, 00 3TOM B Ipyrou pas.
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A.2.5 Roman Jakobson, “Jazykovéda v republikanském Spanélsku” (1938)

Originally published in Lidové Noviny, 30/03/1938 (161/ 46), 7. Signed R. Jn.

V Madridu pravé vyslo nové Cislo €asopisu pro linguistiku a klasickou filologii Emerita. V
uhledném svazku, obsahujicim nad 200 stranek. V Blanco pojednava o formach budouciho
Casu v latinské literatufe kiest'anské doby, Gonzales de la Calle dokonuje svou rozsahlou
monografii o metrice Horaciové, a G. Bonfante uvazuje o lidovych prveich v Horacioveé jazyce.
Sousttfed’uje pozornost na mluvé fimskych plebejct a otroki, kterd Zila podzemnim Zivotem
vedle spisové latiny, a dala vznik romanskym jazyklm. Pronikala i do klasické literatury, a 1ze
stanovit tuto stupnici literarnich druht podle jejich odolnosti k jazykovym vulgarismiim:
epigram, satira, veselohra, dopisy, technické spisy, elegie, fecnictvi, filosofie, rétorika,
tragedie, epika, d&jepis, 6da. Horaciovy satiry a 6dy jsou po této strance dva opacné poly.
Spanélsky dnesek se zrcadli jen ve vyhranéném zijmu uvedené studie o sociologii jazyka a
v nezvykle Sirokém mezindrodnim obzoru bohaté a zevrubné kritické rubriky. Nalézame tu i
odiivodnéné odmitnuti némeckych usilovani o tendencni nacistickou jazykovédu i nova pro
Spanélskou védu zajem o odbornou literaturu slovanskou. Jde zde podrobné probrana kniha
Poldka Kurylowicze, jsou kladn¢ zhodnoceny ptispévky Rusa Pokrovského k obecnému
vyznamoslovi a zvlast¢ Bulhara Georgieva k srovnavaci mluvnici, je zdiraznén prikopnicky
vyznam Praci prazského linguistického krouzku a nékolika jinych fonologickych studii, a
v dikladném rozboru germanistického hlaskového pojednani Desnické, vydaného Akademii
nauk Sovétského Svazu, je padné odsouzena pseudomarxistickd a nevédecka skola Marrova.

Véda s obdivou hodinou houZevnatosti vzdoruje valecnému pozaru.

R. Jn.
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A.3 Other writings
A.3.1 “Ve Slovanském ustavu” (1929)

Originally published in Ndarodni listy, 23/06/1929 (68/172), 3.

Pti vzniku Slovanského ustavo tekli jsme své vyhrady ke zptsobu jeho formélniho vzniku i je
jmenovani jeho ¢lend, kdo jmenovéni byly a kdo jmenovani nebyly. Myslime, Ze neni o tom
v zasad¢€ nikde pochybnosti, Ze Slovansky tstav ve svém slozeni neni spravnym a skute¢nym
ptredstavitelem slovanské prace, ne snad pro praeterito, ale pro presente. Jest az piekvapujicim
zjevem, s jakou reservou, ne-li dokonce i1 s pochybnostmi chovd se Ceskd vetejnost
k Slovanskému ustavu, ackoli v naSem narodé, nejvice slovansky zalozeném mezi vSemi
Slovany, byla mysSlenka na Slovansky ustav vzdy vyslovovédna s velkymi, az nadSenymi

nadéjemi.

Reservovanost Ceské vefejnosti jest pochopitelnd, kdyz se vyslovi n€kolik jmen, ktera jisté
podivnymi cestami se dostala do Ustavu, ktery ma representovati vykvét slovanskych
pracovnikl. A témito podivnymi cestami zd4 se, chce Slovansky ustav jiti i dale, kdyz slySime,
ze ¢innym ¢lenem Slovanského Ustavu byl svolen sovétsky agent, v Praze zijici a plisobici, pan
Jakobson. Véc nutno posuzovati se dvou stranek. Jednak po strance vécné kvalifikace, Ze
takovych Jakobsonli a hlediska odborné cinnosti slavistické jsou tisice. Jestlize nc¢kdo
spolupracuje v némeckém listé, vénovaném slovanskym otazkam, jestlize nékdo pracuje
k tomu, aby si ziskal védeckou kvalifikaci a mohl se habilitovat na némeckém ustavé pro
slavistiku, to jest opravdu jesté tuze malo a pfed takovym kandidatem stoji na desitky, ale sta
slavisttl, ktefi odborné znamenaji vice a ktefi by pfed takovym slavistou Jakobsonem musili
byti jmenovani ¢leny Slovanského tstavu. Véc ma vsak jest¢ druhou stranku. Nikdo snad neni
tak naivni v celé Ceskoslovenské republice, aby nevidél velmi uréitg, Ze slavisticka ¢innost
pana Jakobsona v Praze neni le¢ maska, pod kterou kond pan Jakobson skute¢né poslani,
poslani komunistického agenta. Nikdo neuvéfi, Ze tu pan Jakobson v Praze Zije tak, jak Zije, za
honorafe ze ,,Slavische Rundschau®, které, jak ziejmo, nepifekazeji komunismus pana
Jakobsona, aby ho méla ve svém redakénim kruhu a pti tom soucasné aby nedostavala subvenci
od statu, proti némuz pan Jakobson jako poctivy komunista musi hlasat rozvrat, a nejen hlésat,
nybrz délat. Pfi zajimavém potfadku, jaky jest v republice, Ze jest mozno z penéz republiky i
jinde vydrzovat odptrce, jest mozny i takovy Jakobson v listu, subvencovaném statem.
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Kone¢né nemame prava na nikom, kdo je slavistou némecké narodnosti, zadat, aby proto byl
ptitelem slovanskych narodl, a ponévadZz o pana Jakobsona jevi zvlaStni zdjem némecti
slavisté, snad he to napliluje urcitou ironickou Skodolibosti, kdyz vidi, jak vykonavateli
rozvratné sovétské Ginnosti v Ceskoslovenské republice ¢eské kruhy i mnozi &initelé velmi
rozhodujici projevuji blahovili a tim mu usnadiiuji konani skutecného tcelu, pro ktery byl

sovétskou vladou poslan do Prahy.

Jestlize dokonce i Slovansky ustav se proptjcil, aby slouzil jesté ze vétsi ochranu maskované
¢innosti Jakobsonové v Praze, pak skutecn€ jsme nuceni obratit se piimo k rozhodujicim
osobam ve Slovanském ustavé, zodpovédnym mravné celé ceské vetfejnosti za zptsob, jakymi
podivnymi cestami sovétsky agent, osobnost a odbornou kvalifikaci slavistickou velmi
podfadnou, mohl byti jmenovan ¢lenem Ustavu, dostava se osobam typu Jakobsonova, pak

opravdu pro mnohého slavisti pfestava toto ¢lenstvi byti poctou osob¢ a uznanim praci.

A.3.2 “BolSevicky agent ve Slovanském ustavu” (1929)

Originally published in Ndrodni osvobozeni, 26/06/1929 (6/175) 5. Signed “R.”.

Protoze se Slovansky ustav nestal doménou vyhradniho vlivu pana dra Kramaie a jeho
Slovanli, narodni demokracie a jeji tisk nepokladaji ho ,,za sprdvného a skutecného
predstavitele slovanské prace, a povazujice za ,,Ceskou vetejnost™ jen sebe samy, vykladaji,
7ze se ta Ceskd vetejnost chovd k Slovanskému ustavu ,s reservou, ne-li dokonce i s
pochybnostmi®. Ned¢lni ,,Narodni listy vysvétlovaly tuto ,reservovanost™ tim, Ze pry
,podivhym cestami pan Jakobson, sovétsky agent, osobnost a odbornou kvalifikaci
slavistickou velmi podfadnou, byl jmenovén ¢lenem ustavu®, ktery ,,se proptjcil k tomu, aby
slouzil jesté za vétsi ochranu maskované ¢innost Jakobsonové v Praze®, a €ini za to ,,mravné
odpovédnymi rozhodujici osoby ve Slovanském ustavé. ,,Narodni listy™ — to tfeba uznati —
neopoustéji svou proslulou tradici: ito¢i nepravdami, osobnim utrhanim na cti, a vedou si pii
tom tak neobratné a hloup¢, Ze by vétsi hlouposti nedoved! jim podsunouti ani nejzavilejsi
jejich odptrce. Kdo je Roman Jakobson, je dobfe znamo v naSich védeckych i politickych
kruzich: ,,Narodni listy se ovSem tvafi, jako by to nevédély. Bylo by vzdy zndmo — i dobé,

kdy Jakobson byl tiskovym referentem prazského sovétského zastupitelstva — Ze neni
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komunista, nybrz bezpartijni. Nikdy svou ¢innost nemaskoval, pfic¢iiloval se podle svych
moznosti o pratelstvi pomér mezi Ruskem a Ceskoslovenském, k némuz upfimné piilnul. Neni
dosud mnoho cizinct, a zejména neni mnoho Rust, ktefi by tak znali ¢eskoslovenskou kulturu,
dé&jiny a politiku a ktefi by méli tak opravdovou a vielou osobni ucast na nasich vécech jako
Jakobson. Odborné filologické kruhy uznavaji a velmi ceni jeho védecké prace slavistické, z
nichZ mnoh¢ jsou vénovany ji vécem Ceskoslovenskym, tak zejména stitedoveké nasi literatuie
a studiu Ceské rytmiky. Proto byl zcela fadné navrzen a jmenovan ¢lenem Slovanského tstavu.
Tieba pfipomenouti, Ze jeho odbornd prace a znalosti byly uznavany i v referatech,
publikovanych — ,,Nérodnich listi“: recensenty byli profesofi Flajshans a Hrozny, a ¢len
redakce ,,N.L.“ Vincenc Cervinka! Kdo by neznal ,,Narodnich listd“, byl by piekvapen, jak je
mozno, ze tentyz list, ktery chvalil, najednou hanobi. ,,Néarodni listy* pfesvédcuji neustale, Ze
v nich zadné pfekvapeni neni vylouceno. Ostatné — jak se popoviddme — pan Jakobson poskytne
,Narodnim listim* pfilezitost, aby dokdzaly svoje infamie: poddvda na né Zalobu

prostiednictvim svého pravniho zastupce dra Langra. R.

3) Untitled

Originally published in Ndrodni osvobozeni, 24/01/1930 (7/23), 5. Signed “R.”.

Slovansky ustav takika z nadrZzovani bolSevismu: dokazovaly to tim, Ze za jeho ¢lena byl
zvolen Roman Jakobson, znamy slavista, zaslouzily o ¢sl. linguistickou a literarné historickou
védu, ktery byval tiskovym attaché prazského sovétského zastupitelstvi. Napadly pii tom
urazlivé Jakobsona. Ten nenechal si libiti kiivé urazky, nespokojil se tim, ze védecké kruhy
odsuzovaly vypad ,,N. L, nybrz zaloval tento list. Redakce Kraméfova listu byla nyni nucena
pozadati pana Jakobsona za prominuti. Zaplatila soudni utraty a odvolala své obvinéni
vefejnym prohlaSenim, Ze nemiiZze Jakobsona viniti, Ze by byl komunistickym agentem, ani Ze
by jeho védecka ¢innost byla maskou rozvratné ¢innosti proti Ceskoslovensku, ani Ze by se byl
dostal do Slovanského Ustavu podivnymi cestami, protoZe byl za jeho ¢lena fadné zvolen
jednomyslnym usnesenim valného shromazdéni. Panu Jakobsonovi ,,Narodni listy* daly
satisfakci vlastné uz pied timto odvolanim. Uvetejnily v nedé€li pochvalny a uznaly referat o
jeho nové knize ,,Nejstarsi ¢eské pisné duchovni®. Panu Jakobsonovi dostalo se tak zaslouzené

satisfakce, a ,,Narodni listy* utrpély zaslouzenou ostudu. R.
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4) Slovan’ Jakobson ze sovétské misse — ¢lenem prazského Slovanského ustavu

Originally published in Ndarodni listy, 24/06/1929 (144), 2.

Slovansky ustav v Praze ziskal novou ,,0zdobu“ v agentu bolSevické obchodni misse
Jakobsonovi, kterého zvolil za svého ¢lena. Krutéjsi ironie nelze si véru predstavit nad tu, kdyz
mezi ¢leny, kteti maji representovat vykvét slovanskych pracovnik, jest jmenovan komunista,
jehoz pravym poslanim a ukolem jest pracovat propagacné pro svétovou vladu a pro ujaimeni
slovanského Ruska. Tovarys Jakobson nezaslouZil se dosud o Slovanstvo ni¢im. Napsal jenom
nékolik praci slavistickych do némeckého Casopisu, aby tak maskoval pravy sviij kol a poslani
jako bolSevicky agent. Pro pana Jakobsona c¢lenstvi Slovanského ustavu jest. Za to neni pro
mnohé vynikajici muze, ktefi Slovanstvu vénovali préci a Usili celych desetileti. Pan dr. Bene§
ma totiz zvlastni ndzory na praci pro Slovanstvo. Odmitnuti nemuseji toho vSak litovat, nebot’
— jak pisi ,,N. L.“ — jestlize Cest, byti celenem Slovanského ustavu dostava se osobadm typu

Jakobsonova, pak opravdu pro skutecného slavistu prestava toto ¢lenstvi byti poctou osobé a

uznanim praci.
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A.4  Correspondences (1920-1939)

A.4.1 Jurij Tynjanov

[1] Jurij Tynjanov to Roman Jakobson 23/02/1929
23/1129
Hoporoit Pomas.

Caupensie MOpo3bl BCTpeTwiM MeHs. Mopo3sl B 30 rpanycoB. be3 npakCKUX TEIUIbIX caror s
noru® Obl. Omosi3, KOHEYHO, HE KIEUTCS HHUKakK. [l y)K TYyT MUPHTb, TOTO TJISIIA CaM
paccopuibes. Onosi3uchl Tpouuiu 0e3 0co0oro OXUBJICHHS. BUTHHA peakius TIaBHBIM
obpa3om (aktuueckas: “/lait croma Hanewararo B Jlede”. Jled, kcTaTu BBIXOTUT MOCIETHUN
HOMEpPOM, 3a OTCYTCTBHEM TaKOTO JIMTEPATYpPHOTrO HampaBieHus. Hukomy He kalko / MHE
Toke / B ToM ymcie. / TomameBckuii MHE HE OYEHb COrIaceH: “ITO OOJbIIe OTHOCUTCS K
A3BIKY, YEM K JIUTEpaType”, HO KaK U 4TO, — [I0Ka HE JJOTOBOPHIL.

SIkOOMHCKMIT HE COTIIaceH, KaKk U MOXKHO OBLIO 0XKHJIaTh. DiixeHOayM erie He OTKIuKHycs. C
BunorpanoBeiM emie He BCTpedasics. Berpeun Tyro MHE HalaXHMBAlOTCS, — MOPO3BI.
Pesynbratsl Te, uT0 BuTs, ogymMaB, BAPYT OTKPBUL: “‘COOCTBEHHO rOBOPSI, MBI BTPOEM 3TO U
ectb Onos3. OcrasnibHoe HanmaguTcs”. BoT moapobHas, HO HE JJIMHHAS UCTOPUS OMOS3UCOB.
Bricnan te6e, Cope Hukonaesue u boratsipeBy cBou kuuru: 1/ Baszupa, 2/ Apxaucmos. 1o
YHUCIy OINEYaTOK BHJAHBIE KHUTU. Butsa cman B I'm3 cBowo pabory MatBee Komapose,
pa3Bequeckas BblUlazka B 18-iiBek. MHTepecHo. OuepenHas ero tema-o HapOAHOW IO33MM.
HamyneiBaer u 0000mmaeT ee KHIKHOE mpoucxoxieHue. Ecim emy 3T0 ynacres/depes
uccienoBanue Jyoounoir nutepatypbl; Komapos-aBrop banpku Kaun a/, 3to Oyzner
3aBoeBaHMEM (OJIBKIOPA, MU CKPOMHEE-MHTEPECHO.

C TBOEI KHUTOH BCe BBIsAICHEHO. Sl nepenucain TBOU 1ad u otaan B ['u3. Kuura yxe 3HaunTCs
B miaHe ['m3a u Bompoc 0 Hel MOXKET cuuTaThes pemeHHbM. Ho oduumansho mian / Bec b/
JOJDKEH WTTH Ha YyTBepkaeHue B MockBy. be3 sroro onu He Moryt Tebe mociarb
npeuiokeHus. OHo OyzieT TeOe MOCIaHo He MO3XKe CePeIUHbI MapTa.

Kak Tonsko oJry4yatT npeaJIOKCHUEC, MOAINMCAHHOC TO6OIO, — BBIIUIIOT JOTOBOP, 4 KaK TOJIBKO
noAnmuumeb J0TrO0BOP, — BBINUIKOT JCHBT'H. Hacuet roHoOpa 1nmocrapacMcsa HE NPOACIICBUTD.

Taxk uro, o-mMoemy, cauch 3a Aeyo U BeiuepkHu KymanoBo u3 nymm cBoeid. M TaBepHy TOXKE
/ KaK xopor, 60xe MO, KapIl B Macye/

Burte ckaxy. bopucy Muxaiinosuuy Toxe. / O mucbMax u ctaThsix B Pynoway. / Ouens paf,
YTO BBIICHUIIOCH.

[Toxnon nuzkuit Copre Hukonaesne. [lpuBer boratbipeny.
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[2] Jurij Tynjanov to Roman Jakobson
Jlenunrpan, 23 mapra [1929]
Hoporoi Poman.

[Tumry uis Te6s o 'puboenose u npoutem. OTuero Huyero He nuinenb? Kakoro Tel MHEHHUS O
Moelt pabore “Apxauctsl U Ilymkun”. MeHs oueHb MHTEpecyeT TBoe MHeHHe. OrneyaTok B
KHUre o4eHb MHOTO. [Tosyunn nu Iletp I'puroppeBny moux “Apxanctos”? Basup BbIxoaur 2-
M m3aaHueM. XOJI0JHO, BBIOTH, OeHbie Mou HOTH. YacTo aymato o Tebe. [lumenis i cBOIO
KkHUTY? Ha ckojbpKo TeOst Harpenu 3a To, YTO Thl MeHs He npomnucai? O4eHb MHE HETIPHUSTHO.
Bce-taku cBonoun. [loknona yutuBa, a motoM mrpad. Ouens ckyyno. Bura zansar <...>, s
toxke. Cxopo unem Ha Kaska3z. Cepaeunsiit npuset Copre Hukonaesne. IO T

A.4.2 Boris TomaSevskij
[1] Boris Tomasevskij to Roman Jakobson 09/05/1928
Hoporoit Poman Ocumnosuy,

JlaBHO He MOT' ypBaThb MHMHYTHI, 4T00 HamucaTh TeOe. UTO KacaeTcst 10 KyJIbTXPOHUKHU IS
Rundschau, 10 s gymato, camoe yaoOHOe — 3TO raseTHas uHpopmanmsa. Kakue razers
yurtaemb? JIeHHHrpaacKas KyabTypHas )KHU3Hb I0BOJIBHO MOAPOOHO peructpyercs B Beuepueit
KpacHoii razere, 3a KOTOpoil HEOOXOAUMO CIEIUTh, €CIIM XOUellb JaBaTh 0ojee WM MEHee
noutyto XpoHuky. Hampumep: Bce myOsukanus tekctoB [lymkuna (Mouax w 1p.) B 9TOH
ra3ere OTMEYaJIUCh MPEXJE, YeM B APYTUX H3AaHusAX. S monararo, 4TO BHYTPEHHSIS JKU3Hb
aKaJeMHYeCKHX y4YpeKIeHUu! Tebe MoKHA MHTEPECOBaTh B MeEHbINeW creneHu. Ecmm s
omr0aroCch, TO UCTOYHUKOM MH(POPMALIUU MOTYT CIIY>)KUTh CTYIEHUECKUE ra3eThl, PABHO KakK y
00 xoMmcomonbckue opranbl (Komcomonsvckas IIpasda, Cmena). 51 He coBceM YsCHsIT ceOe
CTPYKTYpPY KYJIbTOT/ENa HAaIlllero MOJMNpPEACTBAa, HO €CIM OH MOJJIEPKHUBAET CBS3b C
KyJIbTYpHOU *)HU3HbI0. CO103a, TO BCIO 3Ty MH(OPMAIII0 MOKHO MOJIydaTh oTTyaa. [losTomy
g uHpopMupoBaTh T€0s 0 KynbTypHOU ku3HU Coro3a He Oy.y, T. €. OlepeuTh Ballll ra3eTe
HET BO3MOXHOCTH. Jlyuine, ecniu Oyny nucats o KHUrax. Ho y MeHst ocTaHaBiIMBaeT O/IHO: B
Kako ToHe nucars? Ecnu oTBOAUTH Aylly, TO YIPEKHYT 3a TO, YTO BBIHOILY COp U3 U30BI (XOTs
HE YBEPEH, 4TO Jep>KaTh COp B M30€ TMTMEHUYHO), a 3aTeM — €Ille HaKMBaTh ceOe BparoB Ha
CBOIO kM3Hb. [lo3ToMy Oyay LIOKaTh JUIIb NPOTOKOJIbHBIE OHONIMOrpaduyecKkue CIpaBKH.
Ecnu T yCMOTpHIIB, YTO KHUTA HY)XKJA€TCS B CYypOBOM OTBETE, TO MpErnopydail ero Komy-
HUOY/1b, a MHE ceiyac He 10 CXBATOK.

Bot u Bce moka. Bocnomnb3yiics 3Tu Kak MOXelllb, HO Jiyylie 0e3 Moero uMeHu. KynbTXpoHuKu
MUCaTh HEKOT1a. BCe TPU KHWKKHU Rundschau nonyuni. OT Te0s1 HUKaKuX U3BecTHid, Hu Ciyxy
Hu bepra. Ilocnenquuii myHKT HaunHAeT MEHs OECTIOKOUTb.

IIpuser.
TBoit bTomareBckuit

PS Tlomyuui Bonpoc u3 cbe3a — B KAKOM OTHOILIEHUH JIMHIBUCTUKHU MTOX0Kas K MO3THKE? [--
-] Ecin yBuauiues Maresuycs — nepenaid. bopuc
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[2] Boris Tomasevskij to Roman Jakobson 02/11/1928
/X128
Hoporoii Poman OcunoBuu

Hakowner To nomyuwui ot Te0s mucbMo. J{okeH oTBedaTh Tede B TOBOJIBHO KHCIOM TOHE. boT
10 IyHKTaM, 4YTO UMEI OKa3aTh.

C MHCTUTYTOM s caM B HACTOsILEe BpeMsl He UMEIO CBS3U, T. K. IEPEBE3CH B HEIUTATHHIC.
Jlygme TeOe oOpaTuThCsi K wieHy KoJulernd SIKyOMHCKOMY MM K IITaTHOMY
JICUCTBUTENBHOMY uJieHy OlixeHOaymy. SIKyOMCHKCHI 3/1€Ch MHOTO MOXET, a Moe
BMEIIATEIIbCTBO KPOME Bpeia HUYETo HE IPUHECET.

benopycckue u ykpaiHCKHe TUUTHKY MOCTaparoch pa3ao0bITh. PelieH3un 0 HUX AaTh HE CMOTY
[0 TPEM NPUYHUHAM: S UX HE YUTaJ, HE CMOr'Y UX IPOYECTh 10 HE3HAHWIO MOBBI U HE XOUYy
JIPA3HUTB I'yCEH.

C banyxaTbIM 51 roBOpUI M 00a MBI MPUILIM K HEYTEHIIMTEIbHBIM BBIBOJAAM: OH CUUTAET, YTO
eMy 3Ta paboTa He IO JI0pore, a s CUUTAI0, YTO OHA MHE He 10 myiedy. Beictynuts B Slavische
Rundschau ¢ koHCIIEKTOM pyCcCKO# JIUTEpaTyphl Bellb 0ojiee ueM OTBETCTBeHHas. [ 3Toro
HAa/10 3HATh Ha 3y0OK HCTOpUOrpaduIo pyCccKOil InTepaTyphl y popMaan3mMa 1 BCIO JIUTEPATYPy
dopmanusma. I HM B TOM, HH B JIpyroM HecwJeH. A He 25 cTpaHMLaX C OJHUM OOUIMMHU
¢bpazamu He 00OWIEIIBCSA: KPAaTKOCTh TPeOyeT IeKIapaTHBHOM 4ETKOCTH W ToyHOCTH. He
CMOXET JIM 3TO C/IeaTh KTO-HUOY1b Ha 3arpaHUYHBIX coTpyaHUKOB? IlepeOupas umena 3aech
B Jlenunrpazne, Mbl ¢ bamyxaTeiM yOequiauch, 4TO MOAOOHAs CTaTbsg MOXKET OBITh WU
aBTopedeparom (Hanp. ThIHAHOBA) WK )K€ 32 HEE, JTOJDKEH B3SThCA KTO-HUOYAb U3 MOJIOJIBIX.
Camblil ctapplii U3 MonoAbIX — ['ykoBckuil. Bo3bMETCS I OH U YTO y HETO BBl BBIMJAET, HE
3HAIO.

Boo06iie He 3Hato, yaacTcs Iu MHE 4T0-1100 HanucaTh Uit Rundschau? B 6nvkaiiinee BpeMs
s OUeHb 3aHAT U JAXKE XaNTypuTh HHUYero Obl He cMor. Hamo 060knaTh, KOrja HEMHOTO
0CBODOOXYCb.

Kapuesckoro He momyumi. Eciau Thl ero mocian 3aka3aHHBIM, CIOpaBbcs Ha moute. Ecnu
npocThIM, caenan omuOKy. Kcratu, mpocun Bwicnate oaHy ¢p. kHmxky mno littérature
comparée. Kak ee cynp6a?

Mo npuset Bunokypy u TsiHgHOBY. IIoroBopu ¢ nocienHuMm 1o akageMU4eCKUM BOIIPOCAM.
OH 3HaeT MOIO TOUKY 3pEHHMS, €CIIU He 3a0bUT HAIIIETO pa3roBopa.

C MoKyJIbCKMM HMEJ O4€Hb KPAaTKUM pa3roBOp B NEPEPHIBE MEX Y JeKIUAMU. OH 0TO3BaJICH
MIOJTHBIM HEBEACHUEM U 3asIBIJI, YTO HUKAKUX IPOChO OT TeOs He nonyya. Ileperosopto ¢ HUM
ene.

IIpuser boraTeipeBy U BalluM CeMENUCTBaM.

TBoit b Tomamesckuit
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[3] Boris Tomasevskij to Roman Jakobson 29/01/1929
29/129
Hoporoii Poman OcunoBuu

He mory tebe BbicnaTth bepra, motomy 4to oH pactporato. Oto u3nanue ['oc. U3. 1922 u s
CIIPABJISJICS B IEPBOI CTOUHHUKE.

TpynHo poctath OenOpycCKHe MOITHKH — 3]IeCh HE TOPIYIOT O€JIOpYCCKMMU KHHUTaMH,
OUYEBUHO, TPYAHO JI€ThCS BBITECHIBATh N3 MUHCKA.

Uro KacaeTcsi yKpauHCKHIA — TO yKa3al TOYHee: BSA3b TaM OOIIMpHAs JUTepaTypa Mo MOITUKE.
[Tocrapatock Bbinucath U3 Kuena.

He oxa3siBasiock ot I'ezemanna Ha BunorpanoBa kakoit cpok?
C MoKyJIbCKUM ITOBEPHUII,
IIpuser Bcem.
b Tomamesckuii
[4] Boris Tomasevskij to Roman Jakobson 31/01/1929
31 suBaps 1929
Hoporoii Poman Ocunosuu

Hamwm otkpeiTku pasonuinck. O bepre s nucain. Henb3s au ero 3aMeTuTh ApyruM HOMOTE€HE30M
(Takue cymectByroT)? Eciau KHUra AeMCTBUTEIBHO HYKHO 10 3aBE€3y, MOXHO BBICJIATh Ha
nojep>kaHue OMOIMOTEYHBIN K3EMIULIp, HO 00s3aTENLCTBOM CPOYHOTO BO3Bpara. Komy s
00s513aH NPUCBHIIKONW Ky4H auccepTauuii yueHHKoB Sasan’a? Tebe mnu MykaxkoBckomy? OH
MHE MPUCIAI CBOKO KHUTY 0 Mae Maxu, HO He mpuciall cBoero ajapeca. Ilepenaii emy mMoro
671aro1apHOCTh YCTHO, PaBHO KakK U 3a nepeBoi B Yaconuce. THIHAHOB IPUEXal, HO 5 €rO eIle
He Bujan. OH nepenan mHe uepe3 LlIkiaoBckoro Bamr MaHH(ECT, HO MYHKT 6 BBI3BIBACT
OIAacCeHMs: COOTHOILEHUs langue u parole u B si3bIke TO He coBceM JKeHeBckue, a B TUTEpaType
€CTh OINACHOCTh NMOBTOPEHHH THIIOJIOTMYECKUX AHTHHOMHMYECKUX (HKIHMHA, KaKk cypporara
cuctembl. Ho 06 3TOM TOBOpUTH JOMTO.

P.S. C Mokynbsckum ropopui. O6 yKpanHCKUX MUUTHUKAX JKIY OTBETY.
ITpuser CemeiicTBy

Tgoit bopuc TomameBckuii
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[5] Boris Tomasevskij to Roman Jakobson 10/02/1929
Jlenunrpan 10 pespans 1929
Hoporoit Poman Ocumnosuy,

JlakoHM3M TBOMX OTKPBITOK rumnepOoinyeH. Ha Bompockl Thl cucTeMaTudecku u30eraemib
orBeyatb. He 3a0yap, uto oTkpbita oT Ilparm no Jlemmnrpaga uper BoceMb AHEH (co
ckopocThlo 12 kmiomerpa B 4yac). IlepecnpammBarh npu Takux ycioBusx TpyaHo. Hu o
HOMOTI'€HE3€E, HA O IMOATHKAX Thl MHE HUYETO HE OTBETHUIL.

[Tocrapatoch yIOBIETBOPUTH TBOE TPEeOOBAHME, W HAMUCATh HYXKHO PEICH3HIO HAa KHHTY
Bunorpazna. Tonbpko uto Beiuia kHura TeiHsHOBa. KTO 0 Hell numier?

Bunen TeiHAHOBa, KOTOpBIN €Ile HE NOJIOH BledariaeHuil ot bepiuna u Ilparu. On xoten
tenerpadupoBaTh Te6€ 0 HEOOXOIMMOCTH CPOYHO IMpPHUCIATh PYKOIUCh TBOUX COOPHHKOB
H3zwix u Pegontoyusa n murepaTypHbIX cTaTeil. JIydiie ux HanpaBUTh OKa3uel — CKOpee JOUIyT.
Cratpu 1o 3Ky rogsarcs i ['ocusnara, no nureparype — s @enepaunnu Iucarenu. Ho
BCE pa3roBOPbI BE3 aBPOpa U PYKOIIUCH IIJIATOHUYHBI, XOTS U BBI3BIBAIOT COYYBCTBHE.

Ecnu Hy>HO U1 XpOoHUKU Rundschau, To UCIONb3yi HUKECIEAyIOIIee: ceifuac nevaTaioTcs
HOBOOTKPBITBIE JTOKYMEHTHI, OOHapy>KeHHbIE B apxuBe [ opuakoBbiX. LleHTpanpHOE MecTO
3anuMaeT nodma [lymkuna Mownax (niepBble TpU MecHU) U nUchMa ['opyakoBa pOAHBIM W3
munes. llepBas mecHs Monaxa mosBUTCS B Ommkaiimedl kHuxke Kpacnozco Apxusa.
ITosHOCTBIO TOAMaA BBIMAET OTHENBHBIM BBITYCKOM, BMECTE C APYTMMHU IPOM3BEIEHUSIMU
[Tymikuna, aBTorpadsl KOTOPBIX HAIUTUCH B apxuBe ['opuakoBbix. [Toama oTHOCHUTCS BEPOSTHO
u Hauvany 1814 roma (a MoxeT OBITh B paHbLIC) W NPEACTABISECT IEPBYIO MOMBITKY
Napoan4Yeckoil Mmosmel, BHylIeHHOW Ilymkuny urenuem Pucelle Bonbsrepa. Ilosma erme
COBEpILEHHO JIETCKasi, HECMOTPs Ha OOMJIME 3pOTU3MA: TTIaBHBIN €€ HHTepEeC B TOM, UTO B HEH
3aKJIIOYEHbl HECKOJIBKO MOTHBOB, Iosy4yaBmiux Yy IlymkunHa panpHeilliee pa3sBUTHS
Brnocaeacrsuu. Iloomy xommentupyer Illerones u npyrue. LleHTpapXuB, HM3marOmUi 3Ty
M03MY, Ype3BbIUaifHO 03a00UeH, YTOOKI IO BHIXOJa B CBET OHA HE CTalla KaK-HUOYIb N3BECTHA
nyOnuKe, a MOTOMY § JIMIIEH BO3MOXHOCTH 4TO-HUOyab npubaButh. IIucema I'opuaxoBa
POJHBIM JIAIOT MOAPOOHYIO0 XPOHUKY JTUIEHCKOH KU3HU U COOOIIAIOT MHOTO HOBBIX JAHHBIX.

OT cebs ckaxy, 4To IIyM, IOHATHIA BOKPYT HAXOJIKH, HE COOTBETCTBYET JCHCTBUTEIILHOMY €€
3HaueHus. PparmeHT Mowaxa — [OeTCKas IMAYKOTHs, MMEKINAs O4Y€Hb OrPAHUYECHHOE U
y3KocrnenuansHoe 3HaueHue. Koryia on BelifneT B cBer npunuio tede. Ckpoitue Monaxa, o
KOTOPOM OBLIO KOE-TO M3BECTHO M paHee MOCTaBHIIO HAa OYepelb BOIPOC O MPUHAICKHOCTH
[Tymkuny-nunencTy nopHorpapuueckoi mosmsl 7ens Bapkosa. I1oama 3ta OyAer HanedaTaHa
B OIPaHUMYECHHOM YHCIIE JK3EMIUIIPOB C KOMMEHTapueMm L[gBJIOBCKOro M B IpoJaxy HeE
noctynut. Bnpouewm, Jlepaep noroponuiics u yxe Hanedaran o Tenu B OroHbke.

Ha mHsX BBIXOAMT MEepBbIi TOM I00MIEHHOTO MOIHOTO coOpanuu counHeHunit Tonctoro. Benen
3a HUM BBIXOJMT 3aKOHYEHHBIN nevatanuem mectoit Tom (Kasku nmox pen. I'py3unckoro).

BuHorpanoB BhIITyCKaeT e1ie 0JJuH COOPHUK CTaTeH.

C MOKyIBCKUM TOBOPIO KKyl cy000Ty. OH mPOCUT MPOIIEHUS, T.K. OYEHb OBbLI 3aHST.
CoOupaercst CKOpO HaNucaTh.
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O cebe cooduUTh TIOOOMBITHOTO HUYero He Mory. Chan B me4yatb COOpHUK CTareil o cTuxe
(Bce crapple MOM pPabOThI). 3aHAT BBIIYCKOM B CBET HOCIEIHMX TOMOB J{OCTOEBCKOIO
(IneBHuK M XypHanbHble cTaTbu). Kpome Toro, pemaktupyro poman ['ondaposa. Bece 310
XJIOTIOTHAsE paboTa, OTHUMAOLas MHOTO BpeMeHH. CKOpO MPUCTYIUIIO K HMOATOTOBKE IS
1o6uneitnoro Toncroro Bockpecenus. TOABKO YTO Clal CTaThio O (hPpaHIly3CKOM TpajauLIuH B
Monaxe s wspganus llentpapxusa. MHOro BpeMeHHM pacxolyr Ha TOJKOBBIN CIOBapb
PYCCKOrO JINTEPATYPHOI'O S3bIKA, KOTOPBIA JEIaEM BMECTE C YIIAKOBbIM, BuHOrpamzom u
JlapunbiM. MoXeT ObITh, U3 3TOTO MEPEYHS Thl YCMOTPHILb, TOYEMY Y MEHS HE OCTaeTCs
BpEMEHHU Ha HayudHyio pabory. K sTomy mpucoenuHu jekiuuu B YHUBepcuTeTe u Ha BEIC.
Kypcax HckyccrBoBeaenus (npu Uuctutyre Ucropun HckyccTB), rae NpUXOIUTCsS YUTATh
OJIMH HOBBIN Kypc cpeau npounx. K atomy Kypcy npuxoautcst roroBUThesl. O yKe pacTsHyJICs
Ha 1Ba roga. Tema ero — Ilymkun u ®@pannysckas tpaauuus. BeposTHO, 5Ta TeMa U SIBUTCS
IIPEeMETOM MOei ouepeqHOl paboThl. B Heil MHe XoueTcs pa3paboTaTh MpodiieMy BIHSHUS B
HOBOM AaCIIEKTE: 3aMEHUTH CaAMYIO IOCTAHOBKY €€ KOHLIEIILIUEN UCTOPUH JINTEPATYPHI, B3ITON
U3 ompeaeneHHoOro ¢okyca. 371ech BO3HMKAET WHTEPECHAs 3ajadya IOCTPOCHUS UCTOPHUU
JUTEPaTyphl 1O NPU3HAKY €€ AKTUBHOCTH HA IMO3JHEHIINE JINTEPATYPHBIE SBJICHUS (TaKUM
o0pa3zom ypaacTcst n30ekaTh ¢ OAHON CTOPOHBI OE€3HAEKHOTO CYObEKTUBU3MA, a C APYTON —
M3y4YeHUs IUTepaTypHOI MaToaoruu, rpad)OMaHuy U T. IL.; ¢M. Baiipon u Ilywxun). C apyroi
CTOPOHBI, Mpo0JieMa AaCCUMWIALUHN TPAJULMU COBMNAJaeT C MpoOJieMO W3MEHEHHUs
auTepatypHoil (yHKIMM Marepuana B HOBOM oOcraHoBke. He 3Haro, momydwarcs I
OOBEKTUBHO MHTEPECHBIC PE3YJbTAaThl, HO CaMbli MPOLECC N3YUYEHUS SIBICHUH C 3TUX TOYEK
3peHHs JaeT Jr000NbITHRIE Ha0moaeHus. Bripoyem, MHe xoueTcs, 4ToObl B MOl paboTe ObLI0
KaK MOXXHO MEHbIIIe MPOOJIEeMaTHKH U Kak MOXKHO Oouibliie marepuaisl. Ho cpean mpouux
BONPOCOB, 3/1eCh  BO3HUKAIOLIMX, JIOOONBITEH OAMH. AHaIM3 B3aMMOOTHOLICHHUS
JUTEPATypPHOTO psifia C APYTUMH BOOOIIE 3aTPyIHAETCS TEM, YTO BCE COMOCTABISIEMbBIE PSIIbI
WA U3BHE B3aUMHO OOYCIIOBJICHBI U MEK/Yy CUCTEMaMH PA3HBIX PAJIOB CYIECTBYET CIIOKHOE
U TOCTOSHHOE B3aUMOOTHOLIEHHE. TpyaHo ObIBaeT peuIuTh, MPH COOTBETCTBHU
JUTEPATypHOTO U BHETUTEPATYPHOTO (PaKTOB, 00YCIOBHII JIM OJUH (DaKT APYroi win o6a OHU
SBWJINCH KaK NapajijleJIbHbIE WIEHbI MapaJlJIeNIbHbIX cUCTEM. [Ipyroe neno mpu nepeHeceHun
¢dakTOoB M3 OAHON cpeabl B apyrue. Tam nBa (akra pa3HbIX CHUCTEM, OOBEIMHEHHBIE IO
CMEKHOCTH CTAHOBSITCS B HOBOH OOCTaHOBKE 3JIEMEHTAMHU JBYX CHCTEM, HaXOISAIIMX B
COBEPILEHHO HOBBIX YCIIOBHSIX COOTHECEHHOCTH. OHHM NepecTaioT ObITh MapasieNbHBIMU
ynieHaMHu. [Ipy1 3TOM BO3MOXKHBI IB€ KOMOMHAIIMH: WIIN ACCOLUAIINA 10 CMEKHOCTH MOOSXK1aeT
U B HOBOM CO3JaHMU 3TU (aKThl TMPOJODKAIOT CBS3BIBATHCS, BOMPEKU TpeOOBaHUAM
COBPEMEHHOCTH. JTO B CBOIO OYepeab MOXKET OKa3aTh ()aKThl M1 HOBOM CO3JaHMU KaKyTCs
CTOJb PA3HOPOAHBIMU, YTO OHHM pacwieHsAroTca. llpu 3TOM NPOUCXOAUT WM TOJHOE
pa3beauHeHne (GakToB pa3HbIX PajoB (ITO JHOOOIBITHO TEM, YTO OOHAXKAETCS IPaHHIA Psijia),
WIA CMEXHbIE (DaKThl OTPBHIBAIOTCA OT CBOETO psa M BOCHPUHUMAIOTCS KaK 3JEMEHTHI
cucTeMbl apyroro psaga. Hamp. ¢akr kakoi-mubo MIeonorud B HOBOM HOKOJICHUH (IIpU
paspbIBe TPATUIMK) MOXKET BOCHPUHUMATHCS KaK 3CTETHUECKUil (akT (M O4yeHb dYacTo
o0patHO). beiBaeT n 00paTHOE: HOBOE COOTHOLICHHUE PSIIOB IPOCLUPYETCS B MPOIILTIOE, HO 3TOT
cllyyail MeHee MHTEpeCceH I POOIeMBbI.

Ha moeii Teme Bce oueHb y100HO mintroctpupyercs. K coxanenuro, 6€3 WLTIOCTPAIlH BCE 3TO
3BYYHUT KpaiiHe HeBHATHO. MmocTpanuu ke, COOCTBEHHO, BIIArat0T UCTUHHBINA CMBICI B 3TH
YTBEPKJICHUS.

Hy, BripoueM, JOBOJIBHO TEOPUHU.
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Bot eme HoBoCTh (mymkuHucTUKast). Haiinensl nmoanmuuuble Memyapbl CMmupHoBoii. Kak u
CIIE0BAJIO 0XKMJAaTh, B HUX Maio o Ilymkune. OnHako, roBOpsT, OHM MHTEPECHBI, XOTA B
Kakoi-To yacTh CMHpHOBA MKCaJIa UX B COCTOSTHUM IICUXUYECKOI'0 PACCTPONUCTBA.

Toabpko yTo Hammcan 06 3ToM, Kak npoden B Beuepreti Kpacnoii nHGOPMaLIMOHHYIO 3aMETKY
H. JI(epuepa). On motopommicsi coodmars 06 Haxonke JI. B. KpectoBolt, Xpanunwuiie, um
Ha3bpIBaeMoe, - 0. PymsHueBckuii My3eit. ['eopriuueckuii 401ro CKpbIBasl OT BCEX ATH 3aIHCKH.
OOHapyXeHbl OHHM TIOTOM, 4YTO B OJHOM OHOJIHOrpapuuecKoM >KypHAJIbYMKE Hayalsa
peBOJIONMM OBLIO HEMe4yaTHO O NOCTYIUIeHMH 3Tux Oymar B Myseit. 3amerky Jlepuepa
IIpUJIarao.

[Tonyuun TBoe nmucbmo. OTBeyaro. JleHru mnosja yAepku: Ha HUX MHOTO He Kynuiib. CapaHuy
nepenam B MHCTUTYT.

He coscem, uto OIIOA3 Bockpecher. [deno B toMm, uyto kak “OIlOA3”. On moxer H
HACTOSIIYI0 MUHYTY OKa3aThCs, T. K. cleayer oObenuHeHus. TpeOyrorcs HOBble (HOpMBI
00bEeIUHEHUS, T. K. cleayeT o0beaAuHuTh U Tex, koro OIIOA3 myraer. BooGme s mymato
ceifluyac He HY’>KHA SKCIIAHCHsSI UMEHH, TeM 0oJiee 4TO UMS CUJIBHO “‘maTupyer’. DTO UMS Kak
BHemHuii 3HaK HAayYyHOrO HAmpaBJIEHUs MPHHAIJICKUT mpouuiomy. PaboraTh ke Hamo Bce
paBHo.

Laps Hukuty eme He momyumi. [locrapatochk mo mojaydyeHHM 4TO-HUOYIb Hamucatb. A o
[IEPEBOE ThI IIPUIIUIIIY CAM.

ITopa xonuats. bepra nocraparocs nociarts B yersepr. He 3anepxuBaii U3 HETO PyKOIIMCH.
ITuceMo Moe 3aBanstock. OTHPaBIAIO IPUBET.
Tsoit bTomamesckui
[6] Boris Tomasevskij to Roman Jakobson 18/02/1929
18.11.29
Hoporoii Poman OcunoBuu

Kuura tBO# (s3bIK) Ha3HaU€HA K c/aye B nevyaTh B MapTe. Teneps Bce 3aBUCUT OT MOCKBBI.
Ecnu rmutan OyneT yTBepik/eH, TO JOrOBOP MOXKET OBITh 3aKJI0UeH B Onnxkaiinee BpeMs. Ho o
CYILIECTBYIOIIMM IpaBUiIaM JEHbIM BBIIUIAYMBAIOTCS TOJIBKO MO chade pykomnucu. [loatomy
npoiy Tedst, HOTOPOIUCH C BHICBUIKON PyKOIMCHOTO opuruHana. [leyaraii ero Ha MalvHKe B
JBYX 9K3eMILISIpax, U OAMH OCTaBb ce0e Ha BCAKUHN Ciyyail.

Car Nikita npumien. Penensuto B0 B Oymokaiinnee Bpems, panbliie Bunorpaaosa, T. K. A7s
3TOM peleH3UH Bce TOTOBO. XOpomo Obl 3a OJHO MNPUXBATUTh H3JAHUE IEPEBOAA
Taspuunuaodst, KOTOpOE BHIILIO O Mecsll ToMy Hazan. Kcratu 01 Rundschau pa3opunock Obl
Ha 30 fr. u Kynuno Obl MHE MApPWIKCKOE HM3IAAHHME PYCCKOro Tekcrta I agapuunsov: 1928 r.
ToJIbKO KaK ero nmojay4uThb?

Mue nyxHa onHa ¢p. kHmkka: A. Francois, Les Origines lyriques de la phrase moderne.
Presses Universitaires 10 fr. Eciiu Bo3moxHo, Bbiwin. [lomyuuno au bepra. [Ipuser xewe.

bopuc Tomamenckui
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[7] Boris Tomasevskij to Roman Jakobson 03/10/1929
Leningrad 3/X 29
Hoporoii Poman OcunoBuu

Hauan nomyuyats ot Tebs orTucku. Haneroch, momyuuts eme. XoTenoch Obl OrOBOPUTH 00
JECATUCIIOKHBIE U BaBuile 1a HE yIOCYKYCh.

IIpuBer cbe3ay U BceM ero yuacTHukam. Bripodewm, He BceM, HO HaZICIOCh Ha TBOE OIIOS30BCKOE
4yThe€ U AYMAr0, 4TO KOMY HaJ0, Thl BO3Jallb II0 3aciyraM. Beap 3TUM ThlI XOTb OTYaCTH
CKOMIICHCHUPYEIlIb B MOEM CO3HAHMHM J10CaLy, YTO Ha 3TOT pa3 MHE HE yIacTCs MOBUAATH BCEX
CJIABUCTOB. J[a ¥ OTHO HaXOIUTCA B TECHOU CBSI3U C APYIUM.

Hanerock, uTo TBO# TOH OyAeT TBepke 4yeMm B Rundschau.
Emie pa3 npuBETCTBYIO U K1y BECTEH.
bepra nmomyuni kak pa3 KCTaTU: K MOMEHTY Ilepeperucrpaunu abOHEHTOB OHMOIMOTEKH.
bTomammesckuit
[8] Boris Tomasevskij to Roman Jakobson [undated]

<...> Bot tebe peueHsus, v, BepHee, MaTepHall A PELeH3UH, T. K. BMECTO HECKOJIbKUX
CTPOK HOJYYWJIOCh HX OYCHb MHOTO. PasmeTts COKpalleHusd A nepeéBoda IO CBOCMY
671ar0yCMOTpPEHHUIO.

ToabpKO 4TO MOTYYHII TBOIO OTKPBITKY. [IpocnexkT k Hukuty s momyumsi, s xKypHaj, BUAUMO,
euie He ener. bepr naBHO BbICan. MOKYJIBCKUI OTBeYaeT Mo-npexkHeMy. He myraer s ero
MeCTo, TJie meuataetcst Rundschau? 1o BechbmMa BO3MOXKHO. Jlymaro, ero yBUaeTh B cy0[0]oTy
Y TIOTOBOPUTH OKOHYATEJBHO. S cTapasics ero yCnokouTh, HO HE YOEXKAEH, UTO JOCTHT LIEeIIH.

W3 HOBO# MUTEpaTyphl, MPEACTABISIONICH HHTEPEC, COOOIIAI0 O BEIXO/IE B CBET KHUT: Banepuit
bprocoB Mou Ilywxun. Cmamosu, uccredosanus, nadnooenus. Penakuus H. K. ITukcanosa,
I'M3 1929 1n. 3 p. B kaure cobpaHbl crapble CTaThH M NPUOABICHBI MAJTO3HAUYUTEIILHBIC
HeHaneyaTaHHble. J[anexko He Bce CTOWIIO IepernedarbiBaTh. [IMKCaHOB OTHeccs K AEN0 IO
OOBIYHO XAJITYpHO, HE UCIIPABUB U HE OTOBOPUB ONMHUCOK U 00MOJIBOK bprocoaa.

C. banyxarslii Teopusa aumepamypul. Annomuposannas budauoepagus 1. Obwue eonpocul
1929 TIpubwmii 1. 2 e. 75 x. bubnuorpadus noBoabHO cnabas U HEOpexKHO chenaHHas. Bo
BCSKOM Cilydae s oxujan ot bamyxaroro mydmie. Byaem knaTh BTOpOH 4yacTu, MOKET OBITh,
OHA BOCIIOJIHUT HEAOCTATKH IIEPBOM.

ITIpuser bTomamesckuit
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A.4.3 Boris Ejchenbaum
[1] Boris Ejchenbaum to Roman Jakobson 10/06/1928
Hoporoit Poman OcumnoBuu!

S 3apepxaiicsa ¢ oTBeTOM Ha Baile Muioe nuchbMo TOJIBKO IOTOMY, YTO HEUETIOBEUECKU 3aHAT
— HE TPOCTO 3aHAT, KaK ObIBAIOT 3aHATHIC JIIOJIU C JeJaMH, a MOTPYKEH C TOJOBOM M MOYTH
CXO0XY C yMa: KOHYAI0 MEpBBIA TOM 0OMbIIONH paboTel 0 ToICTOM, KOTOpas BBIAET MOTOM
nanpiie. OTo OyneT KHUTa B JBAJLIATH MMEYATHBIX JHUCTAX - OT Hadana 10 Botnvl u mupa. 3a
HEl MOCIEeNyeT, BEPOSATHO, OTIENbHOE MCCIEAOBaHUE Bounbl u Mmupa — C LEIbIM PSIOM
HEOKUJaHHBIX “OTKpbITHI ™. [IMIly C OrpOMHBIM HalPS’)KEHUEM U HATUCKOM — YK€ TPU Mecsla
HE OTPBIBAIO Iepa OT Oymaru, a Bc€ eme He KOHYMIL

TyT-TO M 3aTpyaHeHue. Kak MHe Iocie 3TOM KHUTM, KOTOPYIO s1 KOHUY TOJIBKO K HIOJIO (a TaM
y’K€ MONAET BO3HS C INPUMEUYaHUSIMH U KOPPEKTYpOil), HallucaTh NIPUBETCTBEHHYIO CTaThIO,
IUIE KOTOPOM HYXKHO M coOpaTh MaTepuall, U 3aHOBO Moaymarh? O4YeBHUIHO — HE CMOTY.
EnuncTBeHHOE, YTO 51 MOT OBI C/IeNaTh, — 3TO JaTh KYCOK M3 CBOEH KHUTHU, HO 3TO HEJIETKO IO
APYTUM COOOpa)KEHHsIM: KHHUra, XOTs M He Y4€Has B OOBIYHOM CMBICIIE STOrO CJIOBa, HO
HACBHIIIEHHAs] MaTepuajoM, HAyIlas XpPOHOJOTHYECKH, OYeHb CBs3aHHas. Bompoca 00
aKTyaJbHOCTHU B HEW HET, /1a U, 110 MPaB/Ie CKa3aTh, OH BOOOIIE KaKETCsI MHE MaJIO aKTyaJIbHbIM
U HECYUIECTBYIOIIMM. AKTyaJbHEE M CYLIECTBEHHEE KakK pa3 Jpyroe — HE MOJAECPHU30BATh
ToncToro Tak, 4ToObl OH TOAWICS AJIs HAC, a MOKa3aTh €ro B JIOXaxX, “pa3BUHTUTH , KaK
roBopus Buts. O1o — He MOE TMYHOE OTHOIIEHME, a Hale obuiee. [y Hac 31ech Borpoc 00
“akTyanpHOCTH TOJCTOrO0 KakoW-TO MEPTBBIN, aKaJAEeMHUYECKUH, MOTOMY 4YTO IJIaBHBIH U
JKUBOM I HAC BOIIPOC — CO3/IaHUE JIUTEPaTyphl M JIUTEPATYPHBIX yCIOBUH (“TUTEpaTypHOrO
ObITa”) 3aHOBO. Jls1 3TOr0 HAg0 MPHUCTAIBHO IOCMOTPETh, KaK MHUCATENIH JEJIAINCh
MHUCATEIISIMU, M KAKUMH OHH OBLUIHM B cBOe smoxe. ITucats o Tom, kak ToscToit “moBnusur” Ha
@aneesa nnu Ha [lerpoBa, CuzmopoBa U T.I. — COBCEM HEMHTEPECHO U HE HYXKHO. Tak 1y s
nonsu1 Bamry temy? Mol Te3uc takoii: ToacTol akTyalleH [uisd Hac ceifdac He CTOJIBKO CBOUM
TBOpYECTBOM (9TO OyneT MOTOM), CKOJIBKO CBOEW MHCATeNbCKOW IO3UIUEH, CBOEH
MUCATENbCKOM CyIb0OH, CBOEH MUCATEIbCKOW SBOJIIOLUEH — TeM, KaKk OH IPOHEC CBOE
IIMCATENIbCTBO YEPE3 PsIIL AIOX.

Ecnu xoTuTe Takyro TeMy, TO MOKHO ObUIO OBl clienath Tak. Sl Mor Obl 1aTh OJHY TJIaBYy U3
CBOEH KHHUTH — INIaBy, KOTOPYIO CUUTAI0 HEHTPAJILHON, IOTOMY UTO BBIXOXY B HEW U3 001acTu
YaCTHBIX BOIPOCOB B 00JIaCTh 00IIKX IpobseM 1 roBopio 0 ToncTom B rienioM. UToObI cienathb
e€ 10JIe3HOM BHE KHUTH, 51 MOT OBl HaIIUCATh K HEH criennanbHOe BCTYIUIEHUE — TO, YTO 51 ITULLY
BaM 00 “akryanmpHocTH’. Torma, s aymaro, Ta riaBa npuoOpena Obl IPUHIUNHAIBHBIN U
MHOT'OJTHEBHBIN UHTEpec. Benb oHa noctpoeHna Ha ogquom nuckMe Toscroro (1856 roga) u Ha
OJIHOM Bompoce — 0 “KpenoctHuyectBe” TozicToro, a oTcroga HUIET K CaMbIM BaKHBIM
00006menusM. OHa cTonia MHE MHOTO TpyJa U yBieueHus. Kak Bol 00 aToM gymaere?

Jpyroe 3aTpynHenue — MmarepuaibHoe. 100 repMaHCKUX MapoK Ha Halu JeHbru — 50 pyoneii,

a s mostydaro 31ech 3a Juct 150-200 py6neii. [Ipeononers 310 3aTpyIHEHHE MOXKHO JABYMS

croco0amMM: WM YCTPOUTH Tak, YTOOBI TOHOpap MOW W 3a 3Ty CTaThiO, U 3a CIEAYIOIINE

OCTaBaJICA 3a TpaHMLEH — Kak (OHI Ha ciyyail MOEro npuesza, HOTOMY YTO TaM 3TH JIEHbIU

HE TO, YTO y HAC; WM BBICJIATh TOHOPAP «HATYPOil» (4yJIKaMu, HAIPUMEP, IS 4ETO 5 MOMPOITY

Bac y3nate aapec Bmamumupa HuxosmaeBuua TykaneBCKOro, KOTOpBIM, BEPOSATHO, HE
AN 19

OTKaXXeTCs B3STh Ha ce0sI ITOKYIKY U OTIIPABKY 3TOH “HATypbI”. OJTHO SICHO — BBICBUIATH IEHBIU
CIOJIa HE UMEET CMBICIIA.
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51 ouens xoten Obl B OyylieM rojly moexarb 3a rpaHuily u nonacts B [lpary Ha cwe3z. BecHoit
g moxasan 3assiueHue B Hapkomnpocser Mutc. Uct, Uck. u nmomyunn — otka3. He moriu Obr
Br1 mocoaeiicTBoBaTh, YTOOBI B OyAyIieM roy MeHs BelycTiin? Che3[1 MOKET OUeHb TIOMOYb
— 1 MEHsI MOTYT O(HMIIMAIBHO BbI3BaTh. UTO BBHI lyMaeTe 10 3TOMY IMOBOLYy?

Wrtak, >xay Bariero orsera Ha 06a myHkTa. Ecnu Bel 3aX0TUTe MONy4nTh OT MEHS Ty TJaBY, O
KOTOPOH 5 MuIly, TO 51 MOT Obl BBIC/IAaTh €€ BaM B KoOHIE MIOHS. KcTaTu, Kak mochuiaioTes
pYKOIIUCH 3a rpaHully?

KHura o 1nyHOM ObITE MOKa 3acTpsiiia — 3acioHeHa ToJCThIM, Kya ¥ MOLLIO KOe-YTO U3 3TOr0
MaTepuana. YkacHo MHOTO paboThl. Bens kpome kHIKKH 0 TOJICTOM 51 peJakTUPYIO coOpaHue
counHenuii Tosctoro (15 TOMOB, M3 KOTOpBIX 4 yKe BBIIUIM), COOpaHHE COUYMHEHHN
TypreneBa (2 Toma BBIIUIM C MOMMH NpHUMEYaHHAMHU), coOpaHue counHeHuil [orons u
y4YacTBYIO B OOJIBIIIOM MOCKOBCKOM u3faHuu ToscToro.

S munry KHUTY COBCEM 3aHOBO U paboTaro HaJl Hell Tak, Kak HUKOraa He padoTan. O4eHb, OYCHb
JKaJlb, YTO HE MOT'Y BaM BCETO paccKasaTh. Y CTajl, HO 340pOB. boap U yBII€U€H 10 CTpaJaHusl.

Koy Bamiero orBera M emé€ pa3 U3BMHSIOCH 3a 3aJEPKKY — BHUIUTE IO IIOYEPKY, Kak
TOPOILTIOCH. [IpUTOM — mHChbMa MUILY OYEHb PEAKO. DTO B HALIEM “JIUTEPaTypHOM OBITY”
JNAETCsl C TPYIAOM.

Jlenunrpan, BacunseBckuit octpos, bonbmioit mpocmexr, 1. Ne60/5, xB. 11
[2] Boris Ejchenbaum to Roman Jakobson 07/07/1928
Hoporoit Poman OcumnoBuy!

CrpamHo mnoasena MeHs nouta. [lucemo Bamie, HanucanHoe 17 UIOHS U MOMEYEHHOE
mremneneM B Ilpare 19 urons, npuiuio ko MHE TOJIBKO Buepa! A s, He HoJlydas Tak JOJro
OTBETa, JyMal, 4TO 4YTO-HHOYyIb paznaauiock. Tenepp He 3HAI0, Kak U ObITh. 15 utons s
ye3xkar Ha Iositopa Mecsna Ha KaBkas, M Tak NepeyTOMIIEH, YTO €[Ba JAENAal TO, YTO
HE00X0/IMMO, YTOOBI BBIOPATHCS, @ MEXK/Ly TEM MHE HY)KHO €Ile JIOMHCaTh NOCIEHIOK TIaBy
U cienath npuMedanus. Eciau Obl MOXKHO OBLIIO MPOCTO AaTh KyCOK U3 KHUTH — BCE OBLIO OBbI,
KOHEYHO, IPOCTO, HO CTaThsl — IPYTOM aHp. Y CIEI0 JIU 5 HanucaTh?

Ms1 Bce kKe HE COBCEM IIOHMMAaeM JApyr napyra. Sl cuuraro, 4yTo celdac akTyajJeH UMEHHO
ucropudeckuii TosicToi, a MoJ MCTOPUYECKUM s HE pasymero “‘pectaBpupoBaHHOro”. Ilopg
“HCTOPUYECKUM” 51 pa3yMelo TO, YTO ceiuac akTyajbHa MpobiieMa IucaTens B CBOSH AIOXe -
B€/Ib 3TO M €CTh HACTOSIIAs «COLMOJIOTHYECKas» mpobieMa. Beap npyroit marepnperanu,
KpOME pa3roBOpPOB O TOM, UyXJI JU HaM ToJCTOH Kak IpeICTaBUTENb JABOPSHCKOIO
MOMEIIMYBETro KJIacca U €ro MJIeo0JIor, ceifuac B KpUTUKE HEeT. JTo ceifuac — xuBas mpodiema.
A BaM Kak OyJITO Ka)KeTcsl, YTO €CTh ceddac qpyroe, YUCTO JiuTepaTypHoe Bocipusarue. OHo,
MOJKET ObITh, €CTh y NBYX-TpEX mucateneil. To-To u XapakTepHoO, 4TO ceifyac HaJl0 TOBOPHUTH
HE O JIUTepaType, a O MUCATEIbCTBE. (51, KOHEYHO, BCE BPEMsI UMEIO B BHJly HEAKaJAEMUYECKYIO
MIOCTAHOBKY BOIIpOCa), B TOM-TO M [€JI0, YTO CeHYac OrpOMHOE 3HAa4YE€HUE NPHOOpenu
uctopuko-ouorpaduyeckue npodnemsl. Jaxe LlknoBckuid 3ausuics Botinou u mupom Uis
TOro, YTOOBI JOKa3aTh, YTO OHA ObUIA M3HAYAJIBHO 3aJyMaHa U MHUCAJAch KakK “‘IBOPSHCKas
arutka”. DTo — He “pecTaBpUpOBaHHUE’”’, ITO camoe 3J1000/1HEBHOE ceifuac y Hac, ¥ 00 3TOM
HY>KHO TOBOPHTB, IOTOMY YTO MpoOIeMa HaIIel SMOXH — “Kak ObITh mucaTenemM’ U YTO 3HAYHUT
“ObITh ucaTeneM’’. SIcHO 1u s roBopro? MI3MEHUIIOCH HE BOCTIPUATHE, a QYHKIUH JIUTEPATYPhI
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— HO3TOMY TaK HCHYXXHBIM KaXCTCA MHC IUCATb ceigac o ToJICTOM B YUHCTO JIUTCPATYPHOM
IIJ1aHC.

OueHb 0CaAHO, YTO MBI Ha TAKOM PACCTOSIHUU, U HEJIB3sI CTOBOPUTHCS. S TOJIBKO UTO HANuUCa
CTaThIO JIJIsl KHUTH, KOTOPYIO OyZeT BBITyCcKaTh JICHMHIPaJCKOE M3/1aTeNIbCTBO MU CATENIEH 10T
MO pelakiueil — KHUTY, COCTOSIIYI0 U3 MOHTaxa Ouorpaduyeckux mMaTepHaioB, KOHYas
KeHUTHOOU (Monooou Toncmoii). K 3TOi KHMre s Hammcana CTaTbl0 - BBDKUMKY M3 CBOECH
kHurd. OHa BbIIIIA, KaXETCs, yJAayHO, HalMcaHa >XYpHAJbHO, JaeT HOBOe M oOriee
npeacraBieHue o cyapde ToscToro, XOTs U JOXOAUT TOJIBKO 110 Boiinbl u mupa (HO 3TO
MOTHUBUPOBAHO MPUHLUUIHAIBHO — KaK CIIOCOO CHATUS BEICCKUX JIAKOB, HACIOMBILUXCS
MMEHHO Ha cTapueckuil 00iuk ToncToro u crenaBmux 3TOT 00pa3 MKOHOMUCHBIM). 3HaeTe,
YTO 51 HEMHOTO IIepepadoTaio U MOLLIo BaM e€. J[pyroro HU4ero s He yMelo ceifuac Jienars, a
3TO, MHE KaXETCs, JOJDKHO MOJOUTH. BBl MOXXKETe MOMETUTh, YTO 3TO — BPOJE KOHCIEKTa
HaNMCaHHOW KHUTH, IO3TOMY BCE KyCKaM, MOYepK 0e3 IUTAT U CCHUIOK.

Sl HaTkHyJCS Ha OYEHb MHTEPECHBIA Marepuan Ui Boinbl u mupa, HaJ KOTOPBIM OyIy
paboTtaTh gajblle, a B CTaThe FOBOPIO BCKOJB3b. ToncTOBCcKUi Hamoneon Bens umeercs: BO
¢bpaniy3ckoir ucropudeckor myonumuctuke 50-X TOHOB — oOmapHas JUTepaTypa,
obnuyaromas Hamoneona u yHMYTOXaomas jereHay ero Benuuus. Bo ®panmum — 310
paaMKalbHOE Te4eHHe, B Poccuu 3T0 NCIOJIb30BaHO KOHCEPBATUBHBIMU KPYraMH KaK pEBaHIIL.
CrpamHo uHTepecHo. MuTepecHo u apyroe. B 1861 romy Tosncroil moexan B bproccens
crenuanbHo Ui cBuaaHusa ¢ IIpynoHom (B3sB pexomMeHaarenbHOe NUChbMO y l'epuena), a
IIpy0oH B TO BpeMsl 3aKOHUYMII CBOIO HOBYIO KHUTY, KOTOPast HA3bIBAETCH. . . . .. Bouna u mup (La
Guerre et la Paix). Otum “OTKpbpITHEM” (HUKTO HUKOTJa 00 3TOM He mwucan) W 3akaHunBaro
crareto. Toacmoti u Ilpyoon — uenas oOmMpHas TemMa, Hajl KOTOpo# st u Oyay paboTats.

Tax Bot, Poman OcunoBud, s npopa®oTaro 3Ty CTaThi0 M BBIIUIIO BaM €€ OKoJo 15 umions.
Torma tem nouuro Bam nmucemo, B KoTopoe BioxKy 3anucky it B.H. Tyxanesckoro, anpeca
KOTOPOTo HE 3Hai0. B Hel s mompoiry ero KynuTh Ha TOHOpap HEKoTopble Beuu. O4eHb
X0Tenoch Obl MoOkIBaTh B OyaymieM U y Bac. S ceifuac MHOro paboTar0 M MHOIO JIyMaro.
Wutepecno 6bu10 Ob1 mobecenoBaTh. KHUTYy MOIO Ha-THSX HAYHYT HaOUpaTh U BBITYCTAT B
Hayase CeHTsIOps.

Kmy Bamry pyky!
[3] Boris Ejchenbaum to Roman Jakobson 15/07/1928
Hoporoii Poman OcumnoBuy!

S Tak omgypen ot cBoeit paboThl HaA ToCcThIM (KOHYMI KHUTY B 19 mMe4aTHBIX JTUCTOB), YTO
HAIMUCATh €IIe YTO-HUOY Ib HOBOE HE B COCTOSIHUM, J1a ¥ HE yCIeTh — 19-ro ye3karo Ha moiaTopa
Mecsia Ha KaBkas. [loaTroMy noceuiato BaM Ty €TaTbio, 0 KOTOPOM MHUCaNI B MPOILIOM MUChME.
Ecnu nopoiiner — MoXKeTe Hareyararb, HO 3TO KPaTKUI KOHCIIEKT U BBDKUMKA U3 MOEU KHUTH.
Ecnu He momoiaeT u BBl pelIuTe HE meyaTaTh ee, sl HUICKOJIbKO He 00mkych. OHa, HAKOHEI,
MOJKET MPUTOTUTHCS ISl KAKOTO-HUOY/Ib IPYTOro )KypHalla uiu cOOpHUKA — AEHCTBYHTE MO
CBOEMY YCMOTPEHHIO.

Exenu oHa OKaXeTCsl Halle4yaTaHHOW, BbI, BEPOSITHO, IIPUIILIETE MHE HOMED KypHAJla WU
orTucK. Toraa Mbl CrOBOpUMCH, KaK CHAEIATh C TOHOPAPOM.
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3nech ceituac Buts — 3aBTpa Bo3Bpamaercss B MockBy. MBI XOJMM C HUM KakK JIBa atieTa — 06a
nevataeM KHUTH 0 TOJCTOM W CMOTpPUM JpYyT Ha Jpyra ¢ JI000BHON TPEBOrOM: KaK MOHMET
nyOnuka?

Mse Obl O4€Hb XOTEJIOCh 3HATh O CyAb0€ PYKOIMCH JI0 CBOETO BO3BpalleHHs nomoil. Ecnu
Oyzer He JIeHb, MOILUINTE, KOIJla BBIACHUTCS, OTKPBITKY IO CIEAYIOLIeMy ajapecy: AOxasus,
Axamu Adonn, b.M. Diixenbaymy 1o BoctpedoBanus. 5 Oymy Tam, IpUMEPHO, A0 MOCIEAHUX
qlCell aBrycTa.

C HuUM HaM HY>XHO 6yz[eT nmo4vamic CInrucChiBaTHCA — U O XXYPHAJIC, U O ChE3AC, U TAK AaJICC.

Ilepenaiite, noxkanyiicra, Mol cepaeunslii npusetr B.A. Tyxanesckomy. Hanumnure MHe ero
azapec.

Kmy Bamty pyky!

A.4.4 Jurij Sokolov
[1] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 12/05/1928
PRAG, den 12. V 1928
B¢lského ti. 16, PRAHA VII Roman Jakobson
Mnuoroysaxaemslii FOpuii Cokoiios,

Hanerocr Ha Bame mo0e3Hoe cornacue NMpuHATH ydactue B xkypHaie Cr. P. Ilpomry Bac
COOOIINTH B KAKOM OTJIEJIE JKypHaJIa U 110 KaKUM PEUMYIIECTBEHHO BOIIPOCaM UMEETE B BUIY
n00aBb CTaThbH, 0030pHI U 3aMeTKU. MatepHanbl Ui )KypHajia MOTYT ObITh IPUCHIJIaEMbIE Ha
PYCCKOM sI3bIKE, U OyAyT B 3TOM Cllyyae MEpPEBOJUTHCS HA HEMELUKHH S3bIK B pElaKlUU.
I'onopap cocrtaBut okono 100 repm. mapok 3aneuatanu JucT. CO CTOPOHHEW COBETCKOIO
NAJIBTO JIETCTBO OTHOILIEHHE HET KypHally Ojaroiapro MpUsATHAs U HUKAKUX HEAOPa3yMEHHN
y4JacTHe B )KypHaJe OBJIeUb 32 COOO HE MOXKET.

YBaxarowmii Bac
P. SIxo6con
[2] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 20/08/1928
20 aBrycra 1928 1.
Hoporoit FOpuii MartseeBuu,

Pag Obln 3HATH M3 Balled OTKPHITKH, YTO Ha JHIX mepeexaite B [Ipary xmem Bac ¢
HeTepreHueM. Hazieroch, 4To 4enickue BU3bI y Bac yKe ecTh. B mpoTHBHOM ciiy4yae cooOuure
MHE ¥ Bu3e Oyly BaM HEMEJICHHbIE TeJerpa(Ho BbICIaHbI, TOJIBKO Ha30BUTE 3TO TAKOU rOPOI,
I'JIe €CTh YeXO0CIIOBAIKOEe KOHCYIbCTBO. Kak ToabpKko Oy et 3HaTh 1eHb npuesfa, Tenerpad yiuru
MHe, uToObI s ¢ Ilerpom ['puropbeBudeM ycmenu pacrpeneiuTh CBOE BpeMs Tak, YTOOBI K
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BallleMy TMpue3ny OyJeT HEBO3MOXKHOCTH CBOOOMHbIMH. OH MHOTO XO4YeTCs C BaMu
[IOrOBOPUTH, HO OTKJIAJbIBAO BCE 10 JIMYHOW BCTPEUH.

[Ipenannsiii Bam
P. SIxo6con
Hoporoit FOpuii MarseeBuy,

byny Bac pax yBuzets B Ilpare. O6s3arensHo Tenerpadupyere, Korjua npuaere, 4To0bl MbI €
Powm. Ucud. mornu Bac Bcrpetuts. Enu Oynet Bpemst Y4epKHUTE Kak JI0JITO CMOXKETE OCTaThCs
B UexocnoBakuu, 4TOOBI MBI MOIJIM 3aJaHME€ CMUHAThCS C YEUICKUMH 3THOrpadamMu u
BbIpabOTaTh MapuIpyTy,

Kny ¢ nerepnienuem Bac

Bamu I1. borateipes

[3] Jurij Sokolov to Roman Jakobson ,31/01/1929
31 11929 r. Mocksa. Kpacnas miomazas, ['oc. Mctop. My3eii.
Hoporoii Poman Ocunosny!

Ha nuax nonyuwi nuceMo oT A. Ma3oHa, B KOTOPOM OH IIUIIET MHE NpuriamneHue or @pasi.
Komurera HayuHOU cBA3M ¢ Poccuell, OT yHUBEPCUTETCKUX HMHCTUTYTOB: CIIABIHCKOIO U
(oHeTHUECKOro npuexarh B BeCEHHUE MecsIbl B [lapuk A HayyHBIX JOKJIAI0B O PYCCKOM
OBUIEBOM 3IIOCE U JUIS AEMOHCTPALUU CKa3uTelst ObutH. [Ipr 3TOM pacxosl 0 MPOKUBAHUIO
MoeMy U nesua B Ilapuxe HO omare mytu ot bepnune no Ilapuka Ha3BaHHBIE OpraHU3aluU
OepyT Ha cebsa. Ceroansa Bans npucnana MHE TUCbMO, cooO1as, yto Hame [lonmpencTso B
[Taprxe 0XOTHO HOJIEPKUBAET MOIO MOE3IKY, O 4YeM U OyJeT nucaTh uepe3 Hapkomunien B
Hapkomnpoc. MHe kaxkeTcs, 4To ceiyac ObII0 OblI 11e71ecO00pa3HO MOTYYUTh aHAJTOTHYHBIC
IIPUIJIAILIEHUS OT HEMELKUX M YELICKUX HAyUHBIX yUPEKIEHUHN, KOTOpbIE, Kak Bbl MHE nucainy,
OUYEHb 3aMHTEPECOBAHBI B MOEM ITpHE3e C NEBLOM. OTHOBPEMEHHOE IIPUIIIALLIEHUE OT YUEHBIX
TpEX CTPaH MHE Ype3BbIYaiHO 00s1erd4nino Obl XJI0MoThl. [IpuexaTth mpuaeTcs BECHOIO-B Mae, T.
K. TO37Hee Henb3s OyaeT Juid (paHIly30B: y HUX OYEHb 3aTSATUBAIOTCS JETHUE KAHUKYIIBIL.
[Toxainyiicra, mpuchuiaiiTe HeoOXoIUMbIe OTHOMICHUs ckopee. CBOIO CTaThiO S MPUILIIO
ckopo. Kpenko >xmy Bawm u Iletpy ['puropseBuuy pyku. [loyuntensueiimmii npusetr Codoe
Hukonaesne. Beero no6poro.

IIpenannsiii Bam Opuii Coxonos
[4] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 01/02/29
Prag, I.11.29.
Hoporoit FOpuii MartseeBuu,

Bo-nepBrix, HanomuHaio Bam Bame obemranue mpucnaTh B NepBoOi MOJOBUHE (heBpasis
CTaThl0 W WH(POPMALMOHHBIE 3aMeTKu uii Pynoway. Bo-Bropeix, BOKC coobmunu
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npaxckomy [TonmpencTBy, 4to OyZeT NPUATHO yU4aCTHE B MEXKITYHAPOJHOM ChE3/E CIIABUCTOB
B IIpare. Coo0mato BaM 370pOBO, MEXy Hamu, 4To Iloampen B OTBETHOM MUCHME, MEXTY
IIPOYMM, OTMETHJI JKEIATEIBbHOCTD BAalIETO Y4YaCTHUs 3 ChE3/E - B UUCIIE KOMaHAUPOBaHHbIX. B-
TPEeThbUX, KPYyNHbIE repMaHckas M3narenbcTBO BhIMycKaeT 2-TOMHYIO MoHorpaduio mop
3aryiaBueM ONHYECKUe TMEeCHU Tycisipa Byunua, rpaModoHOM 3amucaHHbIe U UCCIIEI0BaHHUE
berunrom, Capanom u I'ezemannom, Slkobconom u Pyxwuumuem, mox pen. I'ezemanna.
['e3eManH mepenaeT BaM YTO COOTBETCTBEHHO MOXHO OyJeT B TOM JK€ H3/aTelbCTBE
oIy0IMKOBaH MOHOTrpaduio “OnUyecKre MECHU PYCCKOrO CKa3UTeNsl UMSPEK, 3alHCAHHBIC
rpamoonom u obcnenoBanue bexkonrom, Capanom, CokonobiM, I'ezeManHOM U SIkoOcoHOM,
nox pex. Coxososa”. [logxonut nu Bam 310?

4. Kak Tonbko Bbl coobuure Mue, korna Bam ynobHee Bcero npuexars co ckasureiaeMm, Bam
OyAyT MOCIaHbl MPUIVIALICHUs OT cienyromux uHcTuTyumid: [. CrnaBsHCKuMN ceMHHapuid
Kapnosa Vuausepcurera B Ilpare, 2. CnaBsHCKMI ceMUHApUil HEMELIKOTO YHUBEPCHUTETA B
IIpare, 3. CnaBaHckuil uHCTUTYT B UexocnoBakuu, 4. [Ipaxkckuil JIMHrBUCTHUECKUN KPYKOK,
5. YexocnoBankoe O6mectBo Commxenuss ¢ CCCP, 6. Hemenkoe OGmectBo Hctopuu u
HpeBHocteit B YexocnoBakuu. M3 I'epmanum ['ezeMaHH cooOIIaeT COOTBETCTBEHHO
clleyIollye npurianenys: oT MysslkallbHO-UcTOpUyecKoro MHCTUTYyTa, OT DpIIaHr€HCKOTo
Yuusepcurera, or ['epmancko-torocnassackoro Hayunoro O6miectsa Bo @pankdypre Ilaxe,
n or Jlxon-Maiiepa. Kpome Toro, aymaro, mpuuuier npuriameHue Pacmep OT CBOETO
cemuHapusa. Tak Ha3. HorremeiHmadT repMaHCKHX YYEHBIX JacT BaM, PAaCCUUTHIBAET
I'esemann (1 npu coxedicTBuM |'e3emaHHa), CBEpPX ACCUTHOBKHM Ha TpaMO(OHHBIC 3alHCU
JlereHa ¥ Ha KMHeMaTOrpapUuecKue CHUMKH CKa3HTeNs, 4yeM yxe |'e3eMaHH OoroBOpHIICs,
enie Mapok 500 Ha myTeBbI€ pacXoibl. ITOr0, KOHEYHO, HEAOCTATOYHO, HO, KaK TOJIbKO OH MHE
HaMMIIeTe, KOJIa Bbl PACCUUTHIBAETE MPUEXaTh, MBI IIEPETOBOPUM ¢ IpodeccopoM Mypko, U s
paccuMThIBal0 Ha HAIJIEKAIIyI CyOCHIWIO, Ui OCYIIECTBICHUS OSTOH I0- €IKU CO
CKa3uTelIeM, KOTOPOX M 3[ELIHUE, U IepPMAaHCKHE, U, KaK s BWXKY M3 IucbMa Ma3soHa,
®paHIy3CKHE Hay4YHbIE KPYTH, )KUBO HHTEPECYIOTCH.

Tonbko COOOIIUTE TOYHO, KOTJa TyMaeTe MPUeXaTh - OCEHBIO WM BECHOH, U €CJIH BECHOH, TO
B KakoM Mecsie. ['e3emanH nmpocuin Bam nmepenats, 4To BECHOM Y Hero OyAeT O0Jibliie BpeMeHU
JUISL IPUHATHUS yYaCTUS B U3YUEHUU CKA3UTENS U T. J., HEXKEIIH OCEHBIO.

B-nsateix, Ouens npoury Bac Hailitu cpenm Bammx cOTpyIHUKOB, YYEHHKOB WM IIPOCTO
3HAKOMBIX ITOAXO/ISIIET0 Ye0BeKa, UJIH, B Cllyyae HaJOOHOCTH, IBOMX-TPOUX, KOTOPBIE MOTJIN
ObI exxeMecsiuHO cHaOxkaTh Crnasuuie Pynowiay MOCKOBCKOHM KyJIBTYPHON XPOHUKOMH - HAyYHO
3aCeaHMsl OTKPBITHs, DPACKOIKM, SKCIEIULUU, MY3€HHBIE HOBOCTHM, BBICTABKM U T.[I.
ITocTOssHHOMY KOPPECIIOHJIEHTY 3a CBOJKY JJIsl OJHOTO HOMEpPA BE-TPU CTPAHULBI - 25 TrepM.
Mapok. [Io npyrum ropomam y Hac ectb, a i MOCKBBI HET TaKOIO KOPPECIOHAEHTA. BbI
II0JIy4nTe Ha HAX [-11 - 1BOMHOM HOMEp PyHoway, U yBUIIUTE, KAKOTO TUIIA XPOHUKA XKYypHAILY
HYKHa.

B-mectsIx, npu cityyae cripocure, noxaiyicra, Mis. Hukan. Po3anosa, nouemy OH HE OTBETHUII
Ha MO€ NpUITIAIIEHUE COTPYIAHMYATh B JXypHayie. OTMeTbTe, B Cllyyae HAJZOOHOCTH, YTO
otHomenue IloampeacTsa u T. 1. K )KypHaly BIIOJIHE OJaroesaTento.

Kny orBera n crateu. Cepneunslii npuser bopucy MatseeBuuy. o ckoporo, HaJeroch,
CBUJIAHUA.

Bau P. SIko6con
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[S] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 09/02/1929
Prag, 9. II. 29.

IOputo MatBeeBuuy CokonoBy.
Mocksa, Kpacnas momnr. 2. Pocc. Mctopuu. My3eit.

Hoporoii FOpuit MarseeBuu.
Hamu nuceMa pazonuucs. S ouens pan, 4to aeno ¢ Baien nmoe3akoi HajmaXuBaeTcs.

Mypxko Bam y>ke nmociain nmpuriiaiieHue CIaBsHCKOro ceMuHapus. B Teuenne Oynymeit Henenu
IIOJIYYUT € CIIEAYIOLINE IIPUITIALICHUS CJIaBIHCKOro ceMuHapus Hemenkoro ynusepcurera B
[Ipare, or Ilpaxkckoro muHrBUcTHYeckoro Kpykka moa mpencenaTesibcTBOM Hpod.
Maresuyca, or Hemenkoro O6mectBa HMcropunm u [IpeBHocteit YexocnmoBakuu, OT
YexocnoBarkoro Oo6mectBa Commkenus ¢ CCCP, or My3bIKaabHO-UCTOPHUECKOTO
WHcTuTyTa 1IpM DpIIaHT€HCKOM YHUBEPCUTETE, U IIPOUYME TE€PMAHCKUE IPUIJIAIICHUS,
YIOMSHYThIE MHOIO B MpeablaymeM nucbme. Ho 4To g cuuTaro 0COOEHHO Ba)KHBIM, 3TO
NPUTJIAIIEHUE OT MPE3UANYyMa Che3/la YEXOCIOBAIKUX (DMIIOIIOTOB U HUCTOPUKOB, KOTOPBIN
cocroutcst 3 7-ro ampens. beuio Obl OYeHb KenaTesnbHO, U [lonmpencTBO ATO MOANEPKUT,
4T0ObI BBl MOTTIH BBICTYITUTH HA 3TOM ChE3/1€ CO CKA3UTEIIEM.

Jpyras BaxkHas Bewb: ['e3emanH no0umics Toro, yto JlereH BO3bMET BCE PacxXojbl IO
rpaMo()OHHOI 3amMcu  cKazuTenss Ha CcBOM cuer. OH BBeJ HOBOE TEXHHYECKOE
YCOBEpPLICHCTBOBAHUE, U 3aIMCU TEMEpb COBEPIICHHO O€3yKOPH3HEHHBI, eIlle KyJa JIydlle,
HEXEJU Te, KOTOpble Bbl ciymanu y ['esemanna. Mrak, Bam npuuercs, Bo BCAKOM Ciryyae,
noObIBaTh, KpoMe Ppaniyu, B bepaune, rae Oyayt 3anucu Jlerena, B Dpianrene, riue Oyaer
pabota ¢ Capanom u bexunrom, u B Ilpare, rae Bam npeactout psja BeICTyIUIEHUH. XOpOILIO
OblI emie BKIIOYUTH B oe3ky @pankdypt Ha Maiine u bparucnany.

IIpomry Bac nmepxkatb MeHs B Kypce Aen. I'e3eMaHH U s O4€Hb IIPOCUM, B YaCTHOCTU B
uHTepecax Bameil moes3nku, ytoObl Bl He mo3nHee caMoro Havyajia MapTa, MpHUCIAIN
o0eIaHHyIo cTaThlo Mg Pynoway npuMepHo B 24-30 ThICSY MEYATHBIX 3HAKOB, C JIBYMs-
TpeMs (otorpadusmu. Mel 66 naguM Toraa B OU4epeHONH HOMEp, MECTO Ui Hee OCTaBJICHO,
OyayT 3a01aroBpeMEHHO C/eNlaHbl OTTHCKH, W 3TO MOMOXKET IpOIaraHje Bamleil Moe3akH.
Ouenp npoury, Bac, FOpuit MarseeBud, 110 BO3MOKHOCTH IOTOPOIUTHCA C 3TOM CTaTbel O
cyan0ax ObLIEBOro 3moca B cOBpeMeHHOM Poccuu, a Takke OTBETUTh MHE Ha BCE BOIIPOCHI
npenapiayiero nuceMa. Hanuiry ceronns taxxke BaneHTune AnekcaHIpoBHE.

Hckpenne yBaxkaromumii Bac
P. SIxob6con
[6] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 21/02/1929
Prag, 21. 1I. 29.

IOputro MatBeeBuuy CokonoBy.
Mocksa, Kpacnas min.2, Pocc. Uctop. My3eii.

Hoporoii FOpuii Marseesuu.
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IIpunararo HOBOE NpurameHue. - or Tpayrmana, Ha ums I'esemanHa. Bo3MoOXHO ckopee
cooOmurTe, B KaKoM MOJIOXKEeHUH Bompoc o noeszake. Cpoku. Ouens npoury Bac BbicnaTs B
TedeHue OmmKaiiiieil Hepenu 00emaHHy0 CTaThi0, YTOOBI OHA MOMaia B apelbCKU HOMED.
Ot0 oueHb BakHO. He 3a0ynpTe mpuinoxuth [IBe-Tpu xapaktepHbsix ¢ororpaduu. [Touemy
3amonuana Pozanus OcunosHa, 1 nponoskaeT Xxpanuts Mostuanue M. H. Po3anos?

[Ipenannsiii Bam
P. SlkoGcon
[7] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 02/03/1929
Prag, 2. I1I. 29.

IOputo MatBeeBuuy CokonoBy.
Mocksa, Kpacnas ., Pocc. Uctop. My3eii.

Hoporoii FOpuii Marseesuu.

[Toceunaro Bam nnst cBepenus muchMmo, monydeHHoe ['esemanHOM oT mpodeccopa ['eua u3
bepnuna B cBsi3u ¢ BonpocoM o Bamell noezake. [louemy MHe He oTBeuaeTe? Benp moezaky
MO>KHO KaK CJIEZyeT HOATOTOBIIATh, TOJIBKO 3Hast, XOTs OBl MPUOIN3UTEIBHO, CPOKH, A TJIAaBHOE
YMOJISAO, MIPUIIUINTE HEMEJIEHHO CTaTbhlo, XOTS ObI KOPOTKYIO, CTPAHHIIBI YEThIpE, O CyAbOax
6bu1eBoOro 31moca B Poccun B HacTosimiee Bpemst. ['e3eManH u3-3a CTaThu 3a7€p>KUBAET HOMED,
u eciii Bol mouemy-n60 He MoKeTe puciaTh, Tenerpadupyite Mmae. Ho 310 TobK0 B camoM,
camMoOM, caMOM KpaliHeM citydae. JKy ¢ HeTeplieHueM cTaThby, ucbMa, Bac.

Kmy pyky. P. SIkobcon
[8] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 22/03/1929
Prag, 22. III. 29.

IOputo MatseeBuuy CokonoBy.
Mocksa, Kpacnas miom.2.
Poccuiickuit cropuueckuit Mysen.
Hoporoii FOpuit Marseesuu.

Kak Tonbko Bompoc ¢ Bameil moe3akoil OKOHYATENbHO BBIACHUTCS, Teje rpadupyirte, u s
U3BElly 3aMHTEPECOBAaHHbIE HAayyHble MHCTUTYLUU ['epmanum u Yexocnosakuu. Eme pa3
ouyeHb npoury Bac He 3aaepkuBaTh CTaThlo. M mpuciath 66 1o I-ro ampens. Ilpodeccop
I'e3eMaHH UCKIIIOUUTEIBLHO MUII 110 OTHOLIEHUIO K Bam. Jlymaro, 4To BaM BO BCex OTHOLIEHUAX
IIOJIE3HO COXPAHUTh C HUM JIPY’KECKUE OTHOLICHUS, & OH BCE BPEMsI HAIIOMUHAET O CTAThE, U
MHE HE XOTEJIOCh Obl OCTABJIATH ATY €r0 NPOChOy HEBBIIIOJHEHHOM, TeM 0oJjee, UTo 3Ta CTaThs
HeoO0Xo/uMasi TMPeNNochlIka K TOMY OOJIBIIOMY KOJUIEKTMBHOMY HEMELKOMY TpYyIdy IO
ObuIMHAM, KOTOpbIM, Kak Bam yxe mucan, mbl npoektupyeMm moxa Bameil penakiueit U
KOTOPBIi, KaK s yBepeH, OyIeT CyIIeCTBEHHBIM HOBBIM 3TAIlOM B UCTOPHU M3YUYECHHUS ObLIICBOTO
amoca.

Hckpenne npenansbiil Bam

P. SIkoOcon
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[9] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 19/05/1929
19.1V. 29.

IOputo MatBeeBuuy Cokonosy.
Mocksa, Kpacnas mn.2,
Poccuiickuit Mcropuueckuit Mysen.

Hoporoii FOpuii MarseeBuu.

He mory Bam ckazaTh, 10 yero Hac oropumia Bama tenerpamma. O6unHo, uro ¢ Bamu He
yBUIUMCS, 4yTO BBl He mpuenere, 4To HE CYXKIEHO COCTOSTHCS IMOE3JKE, KOTOpOH ObuI
oOecriedyeH TPOMAIHBII W TOBCEMECT<HBI> yclleX, M 4YTO COpBajach 3aJyMaHHas
MoOHOTpadus, Ha KOTOPYIO S Bo3Jara 0oJbIne Haaexkabl. Bel 1 He mipencraBiseTe cebe, kakas
Oounblias penBapuTeNbHas padoTa Bce MU HamM ObUTa mpozenana. Heyxenun HEBO3MOXKHO,
BMECTO SIKyIlIeBa, NPUBE3TH MHOTO CKA3UTENsA - XOTS Obl C OMO3JaHHEM, K HIOHIO WIN K
OKTAOPbCKOMY Che31ly ci1aBUCTOB. HakoHer, eciu 1axe 3TO HEBO3MOXKHO - @ BE/Ib 3TO PEIKUNA
cllyyaii-naTh, HAaKOHEll, MOJUIMHHO BCECTOPOHHIOIO 3alUCh OBUIMH B UX HMCIOJHEHHU - TO
Heyxenu Bbl He npueneTe Ha che3 CIaBUCTOB. Sl qymalo, 4To He cienyeT OpocaTh Ha BETEp
BCIO CJ/ICJIAaHHYIO IOATOTOBHTENBbHYIO pabOTy, M IMpH MEPBOH BO3MOXKHOCTH HEOOXOJIUMO
npuBe3T ckazurend. CTaThbl0 MHE HENPEMEHHO IMPHIUINTE, YTOOBI MOJIEpPKAaTh HHTEpEC.
HenpemeHHO HamuimuTe, MO-pyccKH, OOJbIIOE OJIarogapcTBEHHOE MUCHMO |'e3eMaHHy, a
takke Mypko. B muceme k I'ezeManHy nompocure nepenars Bairy Npu3HATENIBHOCTH 3a
mobe3Hble npurinamenus npodeccopam ledy, u Capany, bekunry, Tpayrmany, Ilaka u
Jereny. OTaenb HO HAIUILIUTE - TOXKE MO-pyccKu npodeccopy AHKo, npuriacusiieMy Bac co
CKa3uTelIeM Ha COCTOSBIIMICS B Hauyaje ampelis Che3] YelICKUX mnpodeccopoB. Moxere
BJIO’KUTH IUCHMO K SIHKO B MMCBbMO KO X MHE, s nepenam. [locrapaiitecs, FOpuit Marseesuu,
HaJIAJUTh TOE3IKY, OyZieM CTpalIHo pajabl. Hanumure MHe, HE OTKIIaIbIBas.

bamr P. SIko6con
[10] Jurij Sokolov to Roman Jakobson, 02/06/1929

2 06 1929 Bockpecense.
Mocksa. Kpacnas mn.2.

I'oc. Uctop. Mys3ei.

[Tpod. FOpuit Mats. CokonoB

Hoporoit Poman OcumnoBuu!

Banentuna AnekcanapoBHa nucaia MHE, B KAKOM HaXOAUTECh, Bbl HETOYMEHHUH HE MOJIy4YaeTe
(sic!) mens uzBectuil. Ho 4, kak numy ceroans H ['ezemanHy, He xoten nucath Bam u emy 10
TEX MOp, MOKa HE BBIACHUTCA OKOHYATEIBHO BONPOC O MoeH moe3nke. Tenepp s mory Bam
HaIKMCaTh COBEPUIEHHO TOYHO, UTO MHE MOE3/IKa pa3pelieHa BMecTe co ckazureneM. Cpok oT,
e3na He (UKCHPOBAH: MPEIIONaraeTcs, 4ro ASTOT BONPOC s JOJKEH COIIacoBaTh C
MIPUTJIACUBIIIUM MEHSI 3arPaHUYHBIMU HAYYHBIMH OPTaHU3alUsMHU, T. K. Ha TO€3/IKy MHE JICHET
HE JaeTcsl HU Komeuku. S nosarato, ecinu y I'esemanna, y Mypko, y Ma3ona, y Tpaytmana
UJp. TBLT HE OCTHUI I €CJTH OHU HE CIUIIKOM Pa300UIeIHCh Ha BCIO 3Ty JOJTYHO KaHUTEIb,
s TI0JIararo, 4YTo palMoOHaNbHEE BCEro ObLIO OBl €XaTh MHE B CEHTSAOpE MPsSMO MpPEeTbIIaroIien
MoHOrpaduu 0 pycckux ObUIMHAX. 3aTeM BBICTYIIUTH C JOKIAIOM U CO CKa3UTEIEeM Ha Che3JIe.
bbu10 OB OUEHB IPHUATHO, €CITH OBl HAIIUTA BO3MOYKHBIM BBICTYIIUTH O OBUTHHAX ke U [ 'e3eMaHH
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u bexunr u Bl /Benb cka3uTenb, KOTOPOTO sI BE3y BMECTO yMmepiiero SIkymioBa TOxe
He3aypsiHas JTUYHOCTh MaTepuai JJsi HayYyHBIX BONPOCOB OH AacT HaMm Oombinoit/. Ilocne
che3Jia s onpaBuiics Obl B TypHe 10 ['epmMaHuy, a 3aTeM K KOHILy OKTSIOPS HJIM K Hayary HOsIOpst
B [Tapmxk. Bbl, koHeUHO, MOHMMaeTe, Kak MHE B BaneHTnHe AJNEKCaHAPOBHE JOJDKHO OBLIO
OBITH TSKEJIO, KOTAA BAPYT TaK XOPOIIO Halla)KMBABILAsICs MOE3/1Ka MOs Oblia OTioXKeHa. B
MPUYHHAX ATOTO B TOUHO JTOOUTHCS HE MOTY, HO IIPEATIOJIArat0, YTO COYTEHO OBLIIO HEY1OOHBIM
OJTHOBPEMEHHOE MpeObIBaHUE MYy)Ka W JKEHbl 3arpaHuniei. Temepb, Mmo-BUAMMOMY, MHE
IpuaeTcsl noexarh, korga Bans yxe BepHerca B MockBy. Cpok ee macnopra KOHYaeTcsl B
utone. JlocagHo, OHa MHE MoMoryia Obl OCOOCHHO MpPH BBICTYIUICHHAX CO CKa3HTEJIEM B
[Tapuxe: oHa Tenepb Bellb TaK XOPOIIO JOJDKHA OBJIaeTh (PpaHIly3cKUM si3bikoM. Ho uTo e
JeNaTh. HET TOMY JKe XyJa 06e3 00pa: 13-3a 3aep>KKH KOMaHUPOBKH 5 TETIEPb MOTY IPHUHATH
ydacTHe Ha CTOJIb MEHS MHTEPECYIOIIEM Cbhe3Jle CIaBUCTOB (uionoros. Buepa s y3nam B
Hapxommnpce (sic!), 4TO mpaBUTENBCTBO HAILlE K YYAaCTHUIO COBETCKMX YYEHBIX OTHOCUTCS
II0JIOKUTEIBHO. B 4aCTHOCTH y3HaI 51, YTO U MO€ yYacTHe CaHKLMOHMPOBaHO. CocTaB ke BCel
JeNieraliiil MHE HensBecTeH. M3-3a BaIIOTHBIX COOOpaXeHUH IMosarairo, oHa OyAeT BecbMa
MaJIOYHCIICHHA: YEJIOBEK IIATh. [10 BCeil BEpOATHOCTH s, HAIp., KOMaHIUPOBOYHBIX JCHET HE
NOJIy4y: T. K. 1 Oyay B 310 Bpems B [Ipare, MHe OyzeT pa3pelieHo NpuHUMaTh yyacTue B padote
cbesna. [loatomy Bel moctapaerecs paccesTs npennosoxenus ['ezemanna unu Mypko, eciu
TaKOBBIE MTPETIOI0KEHUS BOSHUKHYT, YTO 51 Hyly o0OecredeH ieHbramu ot Hapkomiipoca: MmHe
1oe3/1a pa3pelleHa JUIIb IPU TOM YCJIOBHH, YTO PACXOAbl OyAyT OIUIAYEeHbI PUTIACUBIIMMU
MEHS HAy4YHBIMHU yUpeKIeHUsIMU. Eciu 3To yciioBue He OyIeT BHIIOTHEHO, TO BCSI MOSI [TOE3/1Ka
BHOBB JIETUT B TpyOy. A 3T0 OblI0 OBI IIs1 MEHS HEellepeHocuMo. S ucTpenasn CBOU HEPBHI U3
MOCTOSIHHBIX 3TUX KoJIeOaHU M HeompeeneHHocTel. Teneps s Momyyu1 3aBepeHus, 4To npu
COOJIFOJICHUH YCIIOBHUS OILJIAThI M3-32 TPAHMIIBI BCS MOS [TO€3/1Ka TBEPIO 32 MHOIO 3aKpeIieHa.
[Toxanyiicta, Kak TOJIBKO IIOJNIy 4YMUTE€ 3TO MOE INHCbMO, IEperoBopure ¢ l'e3emaHHOM,
Bekunrom nu Mypko ¥ HEMEJIEHHO MHE COOOLIMTE, KOTJa TOYHO M Ha KaKUX YCJIOBHUSX
JKeJIaTesbHa U BO3MOKHA Mos noeszaka B [Ipary u B I'epmanuro. S ceroans I'ezeManny Hancan
OrPOMHOE NHUCbMO, KOHEYHO, KaK MHOCTPAHIly HE BIIOJIHE B TOH K€ perakuuu, kak Bawm.
EnuncTBeHHOE 00BsCHEHNE Il HHOCTPAHIIEB IPUYMHBI MOEH 3a/Iep’KKU: CMepTh SIKyIIoBa u
HEBO3MOXKHOCTH OBICTPO MOABICKATh €My IOCTOMHOr0 npeeMHuKa. Kak nmocayto s Ha TO, 4TO
M0€3JIKa HEe COCTOsUIach BeCHOM: Beb cervac B [lapmxe Haxomsates C. @. OnpaenOypr u H.
S1. Mapp. Kak untepecHo 0b110 Ob1 MHE BBICTYIIATh B [lapuike B X MPUCYTCTBUM: KaK Obl OHU
He nomoriu. XKty ot Banu nucema, B KOTOPOM OHa JIOJKHA MHE OMHMCATh 00€/] B UeCTh HAILIUX
akageMukoB U aokian OnpaenOypra o6 usydenun ckasku B CCCP. OnbnenOypr xoren
IIOYECTh JOKJIAJ 3HAYMTEIbHOM MEpE TEOPETHUECKOIro xapakrepa. B. A. mucana MHE 4TO
JOJDKHA ObLIa BBICTYNATh CO BCTYNHUTENBHBIM CIOBOM IEpel YTeHHEM DpeHOyproM CBOMX
HOBBIX npousBenaeHuii B Coserckom Kiy6e npu [lonnpexnctse. He 3Hato, kak coso y Hee 3TO
BbicTyIuieHHe. B MockBe HenaBHO, Ha CBOEHl JEKUUU [B] MOJUTUYECKOM My3€e CO
ckaszutensamu Obun Buaen Jlo-I'arro, kotoporo peuensupoBana y Bac, B Crasuwe Pynoway
Bans. On crnocoOHbIi, HO TOBepXHOCTHBIM rocmoanH. HemaBHo y bopuca s Bumencs
HaxonsaumMces ceituac B Mockse Onadom bpokom. OH 3aHnMaeTcs ceifuac He (uionoruei, a
ri1. o0p. ucropuei, ans uvero cuaut Bce aAHu B llentpoapxuse y M. H. Ilokposckoro.
OTpemuBIIMCh OT €r0 HECKOJIBKO WM Ja)Ke BEChbMa Y3KHMX OOIIECTBEHHBIX B3IJISIOB, HAJO
NPU3HATh, YTO OH OYEHb TOHKHMH ydeHbId ¢unonor. bops, xorma Obmr B CkaHIuHABUU
no3HakoMuiics ¢ HUM y KomonTaii. Boo61ie MockBy HHOCTpaHHbIE yueHbIE HAaBEIIAIOT, XOTs
BCE €I1I€ HE TaK MHOr0. BOT 04€Hb *kajb, YTO B 3TOM IOy HE COCTOUTCS IIPEAIOIaraBIasics
ObUI Moe37Ka TPYMNIbl HEMEUKUX ATHOTPa(oB M (OJIBKIOPUCTOB, KOPHITAX HHTEPECOBAJIO
nocenienre pazubix HeMeukux kojgouuit B CCCP. Kcratu o kononusix. Ha nponutoit Henene
[0 MOEMy IMpurjiameHuo npuedxan B MockBy B. M. XXupmyHckuili BMecTte C Tpems
corpyauuniamu MHactutyTa u ¢ Topun Mckyccrs B Jlenunrpaze. B TeueHue 4eTelpex BE4EpOB
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nenunrpajackue roctu jenann Donpkiopuoit Ilogcekumn ['AXH npoknanel o pabote
(bOIBKIOPUCTUUECKOM CBOEro MHCTUTYTA. JKupMycHKHI U ero accuctentka . I'. Morancos,
KOTOpast, KaXKeTcs, B IPOLIOM rofly, Obuia B IIpare, nenanu JoKJIaabl O ObITE U TOATHYECKOM
TBOpPYECTBE HEMIIEB KOJIOHUCTOB. MIOpaHCOH B YaCTHOCTH, AETUIIACh CBOUMHU HAOIIOICHUSAMHU
Ha/l OBITOM U TBOPUYECTBOM HEMIIEB KaK B KPBIMCKHUX KOJIOHHUSX, TaK M Ha IEPBOHAYAILHOU
poaune ux B Yexuu B lllenxencray. B kononusax no nabmoaenusm Morancon u XKupmyHckoro
COXPAHSIOTCS TAKUE SA3BIKOBBIC M (DOJIBKIIOPHBIE apXanu3Mbl, KOTOPbIE JABHUM JIaBHO CTEPIIHChH
B MeTponoiauu. [ TeopeTudeckux cooOpaskeHuii eTu Habuo1eHust BechbMa HHTepecHsl. H. P.
KapnayxoBa caenana oueHb KUBOE COOOIICHHE 00 MCIOJHEHUH CKa30K, O CKa30YHHKE, KaK
apTUCTe, IPEJIOKUB HAIlleMy BHUMAHHUIO BHIPAOOTaHHBIA €10 BOIPOCHUK JUIA coOuparenen
¢donbkiIopa, 00BIYHO HE (PUKCHPYIOIIMX CBOMX HAOIIOACHUH HAJl apTUCTUYECKOM CTOPOHOU
BemmonHenus. H. II. KonmakoBa nenana 0030p SKcmeauiimoHHON pabotel MHCTUTYTA,
IIPOM3BENAIIET0 TpU AKCIEAUIMM Ha ceBep: Ha OHexckoe o3epo Ha [Iunery, MeseHs.
PesynbTarel skcnienuiuii omyOIMKOBaHBl B M3SANIHO M3JaHHBIX “‘AKaJeMUKa” IBYX KHUTAX
“KpecThIHCKOE HCKYCCTBO . TOCIEIHIOI JKClenuuuio Ha ceBep-Ha llewopy. Haxownern,
Kupmynckuit 1 KapHayxoBa cooOulwiM HaM O NPUHLMIIAX OpPraHu3aluil (ONBKIOPHBIX
apxuBOB B yacTHocTH. JK. ocraHOBuMIICS Ha Xapakrepuctuke Jlunep-Apxusa /[xona Meiiepa B
@peiibypre u moapoOHO pacckaszai 0 TOM Kak OpraHu30BaH (OJIbKIOPHBIH apxuB MHCTUTYTA.
ApxuBoMm 3aBenyer JKupmyHckuil. SI ObUT OuY€Hb paja, 4YTO OpPraHU30BAaHHAS MHOIO
“¢onpknopHas Helens” MpolUia yJayHo. A TO J0 CHUX IOp 3Ta TpyMNIa JICHUHIPAIACKHX
(OIBKIOPUCTOB CTOsJIa HECKOJIBKO B CTOpOHE. MBI TecHee ObLIM CBSI3aHBI CO CKa30YHOU
Komuccueit I'eopr. Obmectsa. XKay Tem pabdora MuctuTyTa OoyeHbp uHTEpecHa. Bee 310 s
nuiry Bam B monHoM yOexxaeHnu, uTo Bbl okaxere Moe nucbmo Iletpy I'puropbeBuuy. Kak
OH ce0s1 4ecTBYyeT. Y ero 04eHb 4acTo ¢ JTI000BBbIO BCIIOMUHAIO, XOTS sl U OCTAIOCh JI0 CHUX TIOP
IIepe]l HUM CBHHbBEIO Ha CEMBJECST MPOLIEHTOB. 3HAKOMCTBO C €r0 MWJIOH KEHON y MEHS Kak
TO M00003BANOCh: 1 HAXO0XKy Ha XOJOCTOM IOJIOKEHHH, K ce0e MpPUIIIAIIaTh CTECHSIIOCH, a
HaBeIaTh HE YJaeTcs M3-3a TOro, Korjaa ObIBaeT cBOOOAHOE BpeMs, TOr/1a OOBIKHOBEHHO HE
ObIBaeT JCHET: a UJITH C IyCTHIMU PYKaMU K TOMY, KOMY JIOJDKEH JIEHbI'M HeNpHUATHO. BOT Bam
ucnoBenb pycckor aymm. Ho Bce ke s B camoe Oirpkaiiiiiee BpeMs MOCTaparoCh 3ariiauTh
CBOIO BUHY U Ha Berry Tamapy FOpesny. Eme 06 oqHOM MoeM cBUHCTBE. BbI He o1yMbIBaeTe,
royeMy 5 He MOChUIato cTaThu cBoer B Craguuie Pynoway. 51 0ObACHSIO U B IMCbME CBOEM K
['e3eManHy 3TO TeM, 4TO HE XOTeNl MHCaTh CTAaThH, COOCTBEHHO, 3aKAaHUYMBATh €€ U3 3a
HEOIPEAEIEHHOCTH B OTHOLIEHUH MOEH MOEe3IKU. A HE 3HaJ, IOy JH U ¢ KeM noeny. MHue
XOTeNOCh Obl YCTPOHUTH TaK, YTOOBI CTaThs 3TA MOIJIA MOCIYKUTh U BCTYIJICHHEM K Beuepam
ObUIMH. A N7l 3TOTO, HY>)KHO OBUIO OT TBEPJO 3HATh, KTO MMEHHO M3 CKa3uTeleil co MHOU
noeneT. S fkymoBy, a Teneps KoHamkoBy oTBeuy B cTaTbe BUJHOE MeCTO. CTaThiO TENEPh
npunutio 6e3 3axepkku. Ha cwbe3n Meuraer mpuexatb W bopuc, HO BKIIOYaT JU €ro B
JIeTIeTallii0 HEM3BECTHO: COCTaB, Kak s ckaszas, Oyner odenp opranuueH. Ot PAUMOH, a
npeanonaraeTcss B HMIOHE (ojbkiopHas skcneauius Ha Ypan/ Ilepmb-CepuioBek/ s
coOupaHusi 3aBOJHOTO (DOJIBKIIOpA TOA MOUM PYKOBOACTBOM. S ceifyac acmupaHTOB HE
pa3o4apoBbIBal0, MIOMOIa BCSYECKM OpPraHU3alMy SKCIEAUIMM, HO JyMaro, 4TO HE CMOTY
[I0€XaTh: YCTAJlb YTO OYEHb, a BIIEPEIN 3arpaHMUHAsi KOMaHJUPOBKA: BCE KE MPEJICTOUT EIIe
MHOT'0 BCSIKOM OETOTHU MpernopydeHur BU3 uisi ce0s u ckazutensd. Ho st ;ymaro, 4To ¢ BU3aMu
BCE YCTPOHUTCS JOBOJBHO OBICTPO, €CIIM s MOKAXy MpPUIJIAIICHUS, MOIy4eHHble MHOIO0. O
MHOTrOM OBl X0Tenoch Bam Hammcats 1 0 MHOTOM cripocuTh. Uto 310 MHe B. A. mucana, uyto
Bei ¢ [letpom ['puropbeBrudeM cocTaBuIIM CTaThio O (PONbKIOpUCTHKE. | 1€ Jke OHa MOSBUTCS.
Uro xe crateda Ilerpa I'puropseBuya mis XynoxecrBeHHOro donbkinopa. HoByro KHUXKKY
MOET0 JKypHaJa st mpuBe3y ¢ coboil. Jla Bot emie ¢onpkiaopuctuueckas HoBocTb. B BOKCe,
no npeanoxenuto O. /1. KameneBoii opranusyercs, npu onmkaiiieM ydactuu MmoeM u bopuca,
OtHorpaduueckass Cekuusi, 3amada KOTOPOH COAEHUCTBOBATH COJIDKEHHIO PYCCKUX U
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3arpaHUYHBIX 3THOrpadoB U (oIbKIOpUCTOB. T. 0. HaIIA CBSI3b C €BPOIECHCKON HAyKOM OyaeT
eme npoyee. Oraenenne Cek 3aenHend paboTe M, C APYroi CTOPOHBI, IIMPE ONOBEIIATh B
COBETCKOM Ipecce 0 TOM, YTO HOBOT'O B 00JIaCTH ATHOTrpaduu 1 (HOIBKIOPUCTUKH JIETAETCS Ha
3anazne. Haznetock, uro u Bel u [letp I'puropreBud nmomosxere B 3T0i padote. KakoBbl mu1aHbl
I1. I'. nacuet nepee3na B Mocks[e. |

Kak 6b110 651 XOpoI1110, eciiu Obl OH ycTpousics Obl 31ech. Kak ero ¢paniysckas kaura o [Ip
kapnaTtckoil Pycu. Brinuia ona niu Bee enie Mapunyercs. E3nunu nu Bel kyna us Iparu. Kax
Codbst Hukonaesna. ['opsiumii eif mpuBeT OT MEHs, €CiIM OHAa MEeHs He 3a0bLa.

Kpenko xmy Bamty pyky. pyxeckuii npuset [lerpy I'puropsesuuy.
Bamw FOpuii Cokonos

[Tpunarato, o Bamemy coBery, nmucbMo Ha UMs mpod. SIHKO, MPUTIAIIaBIIErO0 MEHS CO
CKa3uTelleM HAac Che3Jl YEUICKUX MpodeccopoB. 'ezemanHa s mpoiry modaarolapurh 3a
npurnamenus ['eda, Capana, bekunra, Tpayrmana, Ilaks, Jlerena. Kpome toro, Hanumry
KaX/I0My M3 HHMX, KaK TOJBKO HOJydy OT I'e3emaHHa U OT [H]|ac cOOOIIEHUs, KaKUE CPOKU
MOET0 MpHe3/1a Kazanuch 6 Ob1 Bam Hanbomee moIxXo My s Halei oO1ieit paboThl u 11
yCIiexa MO MOEe3AKH.

[11] Jurij Sokolov to Roman Jakobson, 30/09/1929

30. IX 1929
Mocksa

Hoporoii Poman Ocunosuy u [letp I'puropresny!

[Tonmyuynn Bamry nemenkyto crateio o ¢onbkiope. Odenp Bam 3a Hee OmaromapeH.
HenpemeHnHo HameuaTaro Ha Hee OTBET B cBOeM KypHase. Ceiiuac noka Bam no copepxanuo
CTaTbM HHYEr0 HE IMUUIIYy: €IIe €€ He IPOYMTAl Ja KpOME TOrO 3HAK, 4YTO CBS3U C
¢dmtonornueckuM che3oM Bu ypesBbIuaiiHO ceiiyac 3aHATHL. Bbl KOHEUHO MOHUMAeETe, 10
KaKOH CTENEeHH 51 OTOpYEH, YTO MO0 MOE3JIKY CO CKa3uTejaeM ObUTMH oTioxuiu B Komuccun
110 KOMaHJHPOBKaM JI0... OyIylero roga. A s Tak MeuTall BBICTYIHUTb C JJOKJIAJ0M O ObUIMHAX
U C JEMOHCTPALlUU CKa3UTEJIsl HA TAKOM MHOTOJIOJHOM BCEMHUPHOM ChE3JE CIECLHAINUCTOB.
Hackonbko s 3Ha10, Ha Che3JE PYCCKOH, T. €. Halleld coBeTCKoi aeneranuu He Oynet. [lo-
BUIMMOMY, TJaBHbIE NMPUYMHBI-BAIOTHBIE, J[ocaqHo, uyTO coBerckas (uionorus He Oyaer
npeacTaBieHa. A Bellb TaM ObUIO Obl HHTEPECHOTO J10JIOKUTh. Beab BBl 3HaeTe, Kak MHOTO 110
HEKOTOPBIM 00JACTSIM  (UIONOTHUYECKUX 3HAHUN OCOOCHHO IJIUTEPATypOBEAYECKHX U
(bOIBKIOPUCTUUECKUX Y HAC 37IeCh CeNaHo 3a nocieauue roasl. He Oyayun yBepeH, 4To Most
MI0€3]IKa COCTOUTCSI, 51 HE MOChLIAN CBOEH cTaThU-nokiIana. Ho ona, Hajewoch, Bce ke Oyaer
Bam mocnana. YkacHo 0OMIHO, YTO BCE TaK HEYJA4HO CIOXKWIOCH. MlHTEpecHOo, OyAayT nu
NPEJCTaBUTENIN YKPAUHCKHUX U OEJIOPYCCKUX yUeHBIX. BApyr omsTh npon3oiineT To, 4To Ob1I0
C IPOLUIOTOJAHMM CBHE€310M 10 uctopuu HckycctB, koraa U or YCCP u BCCCP yuensie
npuexanu, a or PCOCP ne 6pu10 HUKOTO. CKa3UTENIO CBOEMY 4 elle He mucai 06 oTkase. OH
OyZeT 10 cie3 pacCTPOeH: eMy Tak XOTeloCh IOXBAacTaTh Mepell APYTMMU HapoJaMH, Kakue
ecTb y Hac ObutMHBL. Hy 4urto ke [ne]nars. Byny Hagestbes Ha Oyayumii roa. OTHOCUTENBHO
opranuzauuu Ci[a]|Bsackkoro Hayuynoro MHCTUTYTa 51 HE 3TOT pa3 COBEPIICHHO HE B Kypce
nena. Mux. Huk. ITokpoBckoro He BUeN: OH 10Jroe BpeMs Obl1 00JieH. Ast XOTeJ TOBOPUTH €
HUM HO O cbe3ne. Ecnu y3Hato yto 1100 HOBoe Bam cooOmry. MHe odeHb HEJOBKO mepen
I'ezemanom. Takas uHTEpecHast Hay4YHasi COBMECTHasi paboTa copBajiach M BO BCAKOM CIydae
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OTJIO’KEHA Ha HEONpeJesIeHHOe BpeMs. IIpuBeT BceM TeM HEMELKHUM, YEHICKUM U CIOBALIKUM
yueHbIM (HII0JIOTaM, O KOTOPBIM s IO3HAKOMMUJICS B CBOIO MIPOIIJIOTOHIO0 MOoe3/Ky. JKenato
Bam o6oum Benmukux ycnexos. IIpuBer Codnre HukomaeBne. Bans xouer cama HamucaTb.
Topomntock Ha IEKLIKIO. Y MEHS B 9TOM IOy JIEKIUM 04eHb MHOTO. 13 My3es 4 yien: BbIlIn
JIMYHBIE CTOJIKHOBEHUs. A mpopaboTai s B HeM -15 set! Ho st noBoneH: y MeHs Tenepb OynieT
OoublIe OcTaBaThCs BpeMs U HAYyYHO/IMTepaTypHbIX paboT. Beero nobporo. Mckpenno Bam
IIPEAAHHBIN.

Opuii CoxkoiioB
[12] Jurij Sokolov to Roman Jakobson, 30/09/1929

301X 1929
Mocksa.

Hoporoii Poman Ocumnosuu.

51 He Oyny nucath BaM 0 TOM OoropueHuH, KOTOpOEe MHE IIPUHECIa HEOOXOIUMOCTh BEpPHYTHCS
B MOCKBY paHbllle IIPEAINIOIOKEHHOIO CpOKa, paHbllie cBUIaHUd ¢ Bamu. Yto moaenaems.
Hapnetock, 4to B OyyiieM rojay BallOTHOE MOJIOKEHUE OyaeT Oojee OIaronpusTHBIM, U MHE
HE YJIaeTCs ONATh ChE3JUTh Ha JIBa-TPU MecAla. Sl Tak MeuTajla IPOBECTU JIETO, KAHUKYJIbI
rre-Hu0yIb Ha Oeperax, JOMUCHIBAs CBOIO KHUTY. XOTEJIOCh MHE CO MHOI'OM IOT'OBOPHUTH C
Bamu. Kak Bam sxypnain. Tak 1 He yjaJioch MHE HalucaTh YCIOBJICHHBIH 0030p: TO IPHUIIIIOCH
3aHATBHCS OTBHE3/IOM, a 1O MpHe3ie B MOCKBY s OKa3anach 0e3 HyKHBIX KHHUTI TOJIBKO TEHepb
CTajla UX MOJIy4YaTb IIOHEMHOKKY OT/AEIbHBIMU IIOYTOBBIM MAaKeTaMH. Tenepb He 3Hal0, Kak
Ob1Tb. CTOUT 7M1 THcaTh 0030p. ['0BOPsT OTKPOBEHHO, MEHs MpPUBJIEKIa Obl OONbIIE Kakas-
HUOYAb Apyras TeMa, Hamp., O PyCCKOM JINTEpaTypOBEACHUH. 3a MOCIeAHee BpeMs 5 OYCHb
BHUMATENbHO CTaJIa IOJIEMUYECKAs “TEXHMKA COBEPIICHHO HENpUEMIIEMa, HO, €CIIU IIIAIETh
B KOpPEHb, O5TO, HECOMHEHHO, CaMbli HHTEPECHBII U3 MAapKCUCTOB-IIUTEPATYpPOBEIOB,
€IMHCTBEHHBIN, COOCTBEHHO TOBOpPS, KTO BOCHPUHHUMAET, WJIH, MO KpalHEel Mepe, XO4eT
BOCIIPUHUMATh, TPOU3BEICHHE OPraHUYECKH, i KOTOPOrO BOIMPOCHl OOXKECTBEHHOU
KOHCTPYKLIUU JIEKaT B LIEHTPE JINTEPATypOBEIUECKOIO MHTEpPECA, a COCTABIISIOT JIMLIb
MaTepuan A OOIIeNPUHATON KOHIOBKH: “Tenepp ckakeM HECKOJbKO clioB 0 (opme”. Bo
BCSAKOM ciyyae, [lepeBep3eB BO CTO KpaT MHTEpecHee, YeM coryiamarh JixeHOayM, Jaxe ¢
TOUKU 3peHus “popmanuctuyeckoii”. Tonbko oH AenaeT omuOKy, HE JaBas 10 CHUX TOp
JOCTaTOYHO YETKOH (hOPMYITHUPOBKU CBOMX TEOPETHUECKUX B3IIIAI0B, cpa3y Opocasich BILIABb.
Tak BOT, eciu TeMa O PYyCCKOM JIMTEPATYPOBEACHUHU WM, TOYHEE, JINTEPATYypPOBEIYECKON
MeToZ0JI0ruY, Bac 3auHTepecyer, s ¢ OONIBIIMM yJOBOJIBCTBUEM MpHUILTIO Bam crathio. Ha
toil Henene B TAXH cocroutcs 3acenanue, NOCBALIEHHOE NocieqHel kuure CakyinuHa 1o
pycckoil nutepatype. 3acenanue OyaeT, Mo-BUAMMOMY, UHTepecHbIM. Ecinu Bam HyxHO, s
IPUIUII0 MaJIEHbKYIO KOpPpECHOHACHLIMIO no 3ToMy noBopy. Ilonoxxenne I'AXH ceituac
HECKOJIbKO HeonpeneneHHoe. Ee numminu nomenienus, nepesenu B Mysen Urpymku o 3mas
obmonBka cynsObl! Ho BHyTpeHHHE yCIOBHA CTald Yy HAac B 3alaJHO-€BpOIl. OTAelNa
3HAYUTEIILHO UHTEPECHEM, B CBSI3U CO CMEHOH IIpeceaTers.

Buepa 51 65112 y Cakynuna. OH OKpbUIEH HOBBIMH IIPOEKTaMU. Bbl 3HaeTe, 4To OH OyZeT CTOATh
BO rnase [lymxkunckoro Jloma. OH MeyTaeT o MONHOM peopranuzanuu Joma, 006 0)XKUBICHUN
B HEM HCCIIEZIOBATENILCKOM paboThI.
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Ceoro kuury o ®dpance s koHuaro depe3 Mecsl. llo-Buagumomy, ee ymactcs BBIIYCTUTh B
omkaiiiee ke BpeMs. Kpome Toro, MHe 3akaszanu KHUTY o4yepkoB o Ilapmke. Hos moka
HaIucala eile 04eHb Mano. Boooie ke, B 3TOM roay coouparoch nepeiT Ha OeIeTPUCTUKY.

O Hamux IuTepaTypHBIX Aenax Bbl, 101KHO ObITh, 3HaeTe. [lonoHCKui ceiiuac OKOHUATENBHO
BbiTecHeH u3 “Ileyatm u Pepomoumu”, bonbsmme nepemenst B Coroze [lucareneir u B
@eneparun. ['pynma “TlepeBan” coOupaercst u3gaBaTh JIMTEPATYPHO-XYI0KECTBEHHBIN
JKypHaJl, U I0-BUJUMOMY, €1 3TO pa3perar.

[Mumure, noxanyiicra, noporoit Poman OcunoBuy. NHTEpecHo, Kak MPONAET y Bac ChE3/I.
KaxoBsl nena Bamero >xyphana. KakoBel cobctBennble Bamu nema. CKOpo 1M BBIXOIST
KHMKKH.

[Tpuser Code Hukonaesue u Ilerpy ['puropresuuy.
Jlro6smas Bam
B. JIpiHHMK

[13] Jurij Sokolov to Roman Jakobson, 01/10/1929

Joporue npy3b4,

[Tucpma co3HaTeIbHO HE OTIPaBUII Bam HanMcaHHOTO MMCHbMA, T. K. Y3HAJI HEKOTOPBIE HOBOCTH
B CBsI3M CO che3foM. OKasbIBaeTcs, COBETCKas Jieleralus Ha che3zfie OyAeT U cocTaB ee
orpeneneH. K BenmukoMy cokaneHuto, M3yMIICHHUIO U JOCAJle, MOETO UIMEHHU B Hel HE 3HAUUTCS.
OropdyeH s HE TOJBKO MO COOOPAaXKEHUSM U MOTHUBAM JIMYHOTO MOPsJIKa/ MHE Tak ObLIO ObI
MHTEPECHO NPUHAT y4acTUe B OOCYXJICHUM MEHS KHBO 3aTParuBalOIIMX BOIPOCOB/, HO TJ.
00p. ¢ TOYKU 3pEHHs] MHTEPecOB (OJIBKIOPUCTUKU: B JeJieralud He OyAeT HU OJHOIO
NPEJCTaBUTEINIS ATOM OTpaciu, a €i, Cyls MO NPUCIAHHBIM MPOCIEKTa, YAEISIeTCs BEChbMa
BUIHOE MECTO. Sl yOUBIIEH U MOTOMY MOUM MCKIIOYEHHEM, KaK MHE H3BECTHOE IMPAXKCKOE
MOJIIPEACTBO HA3bIBAJIO MOE UM KaK JKelIaTelbHOro KaHaujara. JKanib, 4yTo He mpuaaercs
nepes; coOpaHHEM CIIEIUATUCTOB BbICKa3aThCs MONOJApoOHEee O TOM TpoMaaHoil padore,
KoTopas mpoaenana ¢omabknopuctamu CCCP kak mo coOpaHuio, Tak U O pa3 paboOTKe
¢donbkinopHbIX MaTepuanoB. Ho uro xe nenats! Pan s, 10 kpaiiHell Mepbl TOMY, YTO MOEAET
[TaBen Huxutuy. Benp Hamo oTaaTe eMy CIpaBeUIMBOCTb / Kak Obl HE OTHOCHTBHCS K €ro
TEOPETUYECKHM MOCTPOCHHUSM / OH IOYTH €JMHCTBEHHBIH ceidac y Hac JIMTEpaTypOBEl,
IIPEKPACHO OPHEHTHUPOBAHHBIM BO BCEX 00JACTAX PyCCKOro nuTeparypoBeaeHus. OH MOXeT
JaTh SAPKYI XapaKTePHCTUKY JINTEPaTYypPOBEAUECKUX JOCTHIKEHUH, MCKAaHUH U OIOPOB,
cyuectByromux B Coroze. 3aBuayio Bam; Brl, HaBepHOE, OyzeTe IpUHUMATh CaMO€ JIEITETbHO
yuactue Ha Cbe3zie. Ho nouemy HeT B IpUCIIaHHBIX IPOCHEKTAX yKa3aHUM Ha Bamm 10 Kozbl.
[Touemy Obpl Bam He mpouMTaTh TE3HCHI CBOEH HEMENKOW CTaTbl pa3rpaHUYCHUU
(bOoNBKIOPUCTUKY U JUTEepaTypoBeaeHus. Haznerocs, 4yto Bl BocneacTBUU MOJEIUTECH CO
MHOIO, a TaK)K€ U CO BCEMH PYCCKUMH (POJBKIOPUCTAMH HA CTPaHHULAX XY00oicecmeeHH020
Donvkropa o paboTax chesfa 1o 3TUM BonpocaMm. Kperko, xay Bamu npyskeckue pyku.

Bcero Bam no6poro!

10. C.
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[14] Jurij Sokolov to Roman Jakobson 12/10/1929
Hoporue Iletp I'puroposud u Poman Ocunosuy!

Hukak HEe MOry CIOKOMHO AymaTh O TOM, YTO MHE yJaJOCh NMpUEXaTh HA (PUIOIOTUYECKUNA
cbe3n. C HerepmeHueM Oyny oxwunaTh Bo3pauienus IlaBna Hukuthua u ero pacckasa o
HanOosiee MHTEPECHBIH JOKJIaNax IO 3aHUMAIONIMM MEHS BOIpocaM (OIBKIOPUCTUKH U
JIUTEpaTypoOBeeHHs. YKaCHO JOCATHO, YTO B HAILLy COBETCKYIO JEJIETralfio He ObUT BKIIIOYCH
HU OJIMH crienuaiuct no ¢onpkinopy. Hazxetocs, uro Bel mo3aborutech, 4T0ObI MHE MOYKHO
ObU10 OBl OTYYHTH OIOJUIETEHH U MPOTOKOJIBI 3aceianuil. A Bac ob6oux mpoury aate ais Xyo.
Donvkropa craThu-0030pbl 0 paboTax cbe3na NopoiabKIopHCcTUKE. JlocagHo, uYTO He
MPULIOCH PUBE3TH U CKazuTelss ¢ coboro. Ho 51 Bce e He 0T4anBaroCh U IITyOOKO yBepeH,
YTO €ell€ YAACTCS BBIIOJIHUTH IPEKPACHO 3aJyMaHHOE JEJO 10 KOJUIEKTUBHOMY HU3yYEHHIO
OBUTHHBI MTPEICTABUTEISIMI HECKONIbKHX crienuanbHocTel. [Ipod. ['e3eman cBoero crathero B
TOJIBKO 4TO I10JIy4eHHOM MHOI0 HoMepe Crasuuie Pynoway eie 6oiiee pacTpaBuil MHE CEpALIe,
yOeauTenbHO JO0Ka3biBask B HEOOXOJUMOCTh MEpeXoia B HAIIMX HAy4YHBIX OOJIACTSIX HA
KOJJIeKTHBHYIO paboty. [Ipounrtan s, Poman OcunoBud, ¢ 6oipmuM uHTEpecoM u Bamry
CTaTbi0 O COBpEMEHHOMU ciaBucTuke. C MHOrMMU MBICIAMU BammMmuy Hesab3s HE COTNIaCUThCS
NOJIHOCTBIO. Harmp., Bbl COBpEMEHHO IIPaBUIIBHO OTMEYAETEe, YTO CIABUCTUKA y HAC cerlyac
HECIPaBEeAJIMBOM 3aroHE, YTO B OTHOIIEHUHM €€ CYLIECTBYIOT NpeayOexkaeHus, mpaBiaa
00YyCJIOBJICHHBIE ONPEICICHHBIMU YEpPTaMU CIABUCTHKH B PYCCKOW mpouuioM; Bwl
COBEPILIECHHO BEPHO OTMEYAET, YTO PYyCCKasl CIIABUCTUKA OCTAJIACHh COBEPILIEHHO B CTOPOHE OT
T€X 3HaMEHATEJIbHbIX KPYITHEHIINX CABUIOB TEOPETUYECKOI0 U METOL0JIOTMYECKOTr0 IOPIKA,
KOTOPBIMH XAaPaKTEPU3YETCsl HAILM PYCCKHUE A3BIKOBEICHUE U JIUTEpATypoBeAcHHUE. B aTom
0OCTOSITENLCTBE, HANO JyMaTh, 3aKIIOYAETCS TaKKe OJHA M3 CYIIECTBEHHBIX HPUYHMH
OOIIIECTBEHHOTO HEBHUMAaHWs K Hel B Hacrosiuee Bpems. llpaBma ke, kakoil MHTEpec K
COBPEMEHHOMY CTYJEHTYy, HIIYIIEM TBEPAbIX METOMOJIOIMYECKUX IIUTEd U  BIIOJIHE
OIlpaBJaHHbIX 1I€JIEH, BMECTO JKUBOI'O U3YUYEHHsI COBPEMEHHBIX SIBJIEHUI B CIaBSHCTBE NIOUYTU
UCKJIIOUUTENIFHO TOTPYKaeTcsi B TIIyOMHBI OOIIECTaBIHCKONH 3MOXH U CTapOCIaBSHCKOTO
A3bIKa, IPUYEM B IIOJIHOM OTPBIB OT IPUHIUIINAIBHBIX BOIIPOCOB, KOTOPBIE B COCETHUX HayKaxX
COCTaBJIIIOT OCHOBY HccienoBaTenbekoro nadoca. Ho s ¢ Bamu He Mory coriacutbcsi B
XapaKTEPUCTHUKE IPOLLIOrO B pyCCKOM cllaBUCTUKE. Eciu celiuac HeT MIKOJIBL, TO CBOs pyCCKast
CJIaBUCTHYECKas LIKoJa Oblia-1iKoja JlaMaHcKoro, Urpasmasi B CBO€ BpeMs KPYITHYIO POJib,
Kak ObI MBI €€ HU pacLiEHUBAJIM C TOYEK 3pEHHs] HAaM COBPEMEHHBIN Hay4yHbIN uaei. He mory
TaKXe COrjJacuThcsi ¢ Bamu o Bompoce 0 XapakTepHbIX OyATO Obl M37aBHA TEHIEHIMH B
pYyCCKOl HayKe — TEJEOJOTUIYHOCTH U “‘CTpykTypanu3me’. MHe mpezacrasisercs, uto Bsl
JIOBOJILHO TPOM3BOJIBHO IO/ 3TH J1B€ ()OPMBI HAYYHOT'O MBIIUICHHUS MOABOIMTE CIUIIKOM
Pa3HOPOJHBIE SIBJIICHUS U3 MUCTOPUU PYCCKOIO 3HAHMS U NPOU3BOJIBHO 3aMaYUBACTE IPSIMO
IIPOTHBOMNOJIOXKHBIE TeHAeHIIMH. OcOOeHHO MEeHs pacTporajio Baie, ncuxonoruyecky BIOIHE
MOHATHOE, CTPEMJICHHUE [TOIBECTH MO (hopMann3M 4yTh JIM HE HALIMOHATIBHO- WIIH KYJIbTYPHO-
NICUXOJIOTHYECKYI0 0a3y. 31ech, Brl Ha MeHs He cepauTech, cka3anach Baia cTpacTHOCTH B
000poHe CBOMX Hay4HbIX Mo3uluil. Ho TeMrnepaMeHTHOCTh HEpeaKO MeIaeT 0O bEKTUBHOCTH.
Bamm ke 04eHb MHTEPECHBIE PACCYKACHMS O Pa3IMuUU €BPa3UUCKOro Hay4yHOro Ioaxoaa K
MaTepHalty OT 3araJHOEBPONEHCKOT0 BCE XKe OCTaBIIIOT MEHS B yOSKICHUH, YTO HAIlIa 3a/1a4a
ceifyac He B BBIMCKMBAHUU CAMOOBITHBIX JIOCTOMHCTB CBOUX, @ B YCTAHOBJICHMM OOJBLIMX
Hay4HBIX CBS3€U C 3aI1aJHOCBPOIICHCKON HAayKOH, €lle HEAOCTaTOYHO MPOYHbIX. S momarato,
YTO BBIJCJICHUE CTIeUU(UUIECKUX YePT B HAYYHOM MBIIIICHUU TOTO WM JIPYroro HapoJa Wiu
IpYyINIl HAPOJOB -JIEJI0 €lIe O4YeHb jaaje Koro Oyaymiero. CTOMT JM B HACTOALIEEe BpeMs
OIIEpUPOBATh TEM IIOHATHUEM, KOTOPOE €IlIe 10 MOEMY, HE MO B3IJIAJ, Pa3jIU4YMEM OIbITA B
obmactd  (OIBKIOPUCTHUKM K  3alagHO-eBPONEWCKOMY  MaTepually  OOOraTUT
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MHTEPHALMOHAJIBHYIO Pa3HbIX CTPaH BO OJIHOM U TOKE CHEUaIbHOCTH. MaTepuan Bappupyer
HAYYHBIX OIBIT, HO IPHUHLUIIBI U METO/IbI pAOOTHI TOJIKHBI OBITh M €CTh HHTEPHALIMOHAIBHBIH.
S, Hamp., xenan Obl, YTOOBI B PYCCKOM (POIBKIOPUCTHKE CKOpee Obl M KaK MOKHO ITOJIHEE
pa3BepHYIUCh pabOThl MO HCTOPHM JHUPUUYECKUX TeceH B ayxe pabor [[xona, Meiiepa,
Miomnepa, @epne, Haymana u np. Kak Bam u3BectHO B OTHOIIEHUH (DOJIBKIOpAa HEMIIEB
KOJIOHUCTOB € YCIIEXOM 3TOT MeToA IpuMmuHaercs JKupMyHCKMM M BammM TOBapuiem-
apyrom Jluarecom. A Hama “pycckas (QoJbKIOpUCTHYECKas IIKoJa” ¢ ee yueHuem Bamu
peBu3yeMbIM 00 »3JIeMEHTax “WHAMBUIYAIbHOTO TBOpYECTB” B (OJBKIOPE MO MOEMY
ri1y0OKOMY /1aCT OUY€Hb KPYITHBIE PE3YJIbTAaThl B COBCEM IIPUMEHEHHH K 3a11aJHOEBPONICHCKOMY
matepuany. Heyxenu Bsl 310 Oynere oTpumai, Joporue ciaBsHOPHIbI?

Teneps no noBoxy Bareii ctatbu o ¢onpkiope, Kak 0coboii popme TBOpuecTBa.

S B moneaensHUK 7-r0 caenany ceds B @onbkiopHoii [loacekiinu coobmenue o Heil. CHavana
npouuTaTh Bamry craThio, 4TOOBI HE IOMYCTHTh HETOUHOM Nepeaayn Bammx MeIciei, a 3aTeM
MIO3BOJIMJI CBOE BbICKa3aThcs 10 BceM MyHKTaM. 1 nomken Bam coobmuTh xoTs Bbl 310 HTak
3HaeTe/- 1 ¢ Bamu noutu HU B yeM He coriiaceH. [1ogpoOHO CBOI COOpPYKEHUS sl U3TI0KY B
Oomwkaiieil xe KHmwkke “XynoxectBeHHoro Pombkiopa”. IToka ke orpaHu4yych IBYMs-
TPEMsI CTPOYKAMU MHE IIPEIKIE BCETO KAXKETCs1, YTO BBl CIIMIIIKOM MHOTO cTapaeTech HaTSHYTh
(OIBKIOPUCTUKY HA KOJOJKY JIMHIBUCTUKH, B COCCIOPOBCKOM €€ MOoHMMaHuu. [IpoBoauTh
aHAJIOTHIO MEX1y, Harp. (OJILKIOPHBIMU CXEeMaMU H “JIIaHT” 0 OJJTHOW CTOPOHBI BAPHAHTAMH U
“naposip” ¢ Ipyrou — sl CYNTAI0 COBEPILIEHHO HEBO3MOKHBIM: 3TH AHAJIOTUU OYEHb BHEIIHUE.
['maBHOe *e, Ha YTO g HAIIMPAIO: yCTaHaBIMBaeMble Bamu oTinumst GoIbKIOpa OT IUTEPATYPHI
WJIM MHUMBI MJIM HOCAT HE KAUE€CTBEHHBIN U IPUHIMIINAIBHBIN, @ KOJIMYECTBEHHBII XapakTep.
MHe npuIuIoch YaCTUYHO IOBTOPUTH TO, YTO S HECKOJBKO JIET TOMY Ha3aj BbICKa3bIBaJl B
nosieMuke co IlInerom. Bamm e ynapsl IpoTUB U3y4eHUs “‘MHIUBUIYAIbHBIX MOMEHTOB” B
(OIBKIOPHOM TBOPUECTBE M B IUIOTHOCTH BBIBEJCHHE JSTOW MpOOJEMBI W3 HaBbIKA B
MBIIUIEHUH “MJIaJIOTPaMMaTHKOB” YK€ II0 OJTHOMY TOMY HE MOTY CYMTATh BEPHBIMH, YTO ATOT
MHTEPEC K MHIMBUYaJIbHOCTU CKa3UTENsl, CKA30YHHKA SIBWJIMCh B yMaX HE JIMHTBUCTOB B POJIE
BceBonmona Mwuiepa, a stHorpadoB HaOmronatenedl I'mibrepaunra, BHOCIEACTBUU U
HEJ0CTAaTKOB BBIBOJUTH W3 JIMHIBUCTHKU TEPIUT B 3TOM CIIy4ae COBEPLIEHHO OYEBUIHYIO
Heynauy. Ho He renesuce QonbKIOpUCTHYECKUX MPOOIEM /€TI0, a B UX CYIIECTBE KOHEYHO.
Ho mue mpencrasnsiercs — He Tak uuiere Bul cnenmdukym ¢Goiapkiaopa B OTJIMYHE €ro OT
nuteparypsl. Ciennpukym B 60jee CHHKPETUYECKON MTPUPOJIE €r0 CPAaBHEHHUH C JINTEPATYPOH.
Ho s Tyt *e Oyny HacTauBaTh, YTO 3TO OTJIMYHE BCE K€ B KOHIIC KOHIIOB OTHOCHUTEIHHO
OCHOBHBIE METO/Ibl U3y4EHUS U (DOJIbKIIOpA U JTUTEPATYPhl JOJDKHBI OBITH OJJHUMHU U TEMH K€,
OTJIMYAACh MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO B TEXHUKE MX NPUMEHEHMs, a HE IO cymecTBy. S ceiuac
roBOpI0 0€3 apryMeHTalMM, HO MPUXOAUTCS OTJIOXKHUTH 10 HaredyaTaHus Moed crtartbu. S
Ha/el0Ch, - Bl He Oyaere MMeTh HUYEro NMPOTHUB, €CIU a WM NpUBEAY OuYeHb OOJIbIIME
BBIJICPKKU W3 Bameil crateu B cBOeH Wiy ke nepernevararo Bairy mojiiHOCTbIO, 4YTOOBI siIcCHEe
Obuta Bama Touka 3peHus.

B npenusx mo moemy JI0KiIagy, COOCTBEHHO, 3TO ObUIO CAENaHO B BHUJEC BBEICHHS B
Oeceny/mpunsimn  yuactue bopuc MarseeBuu, bopuc VcaakoBuu, Pozamus OcumnoBa u
CmupnoB KyTaueckuil. BUIuTe — T. CK. (DOJIBKIOPUCTUYECKUNA aKTUB CPEJ €ro IOKOJICHHS.
Brictynanu takxke HeKoTopble U3 Moosiexxu. bopuc McaakoBud eme 6ojiee peluTenbHo, YeM
g Bo3paxan Bam. /la u BooO1mie ctopoHHUKOB Bbl ceGe He HaIluy, 32 UCKIIOYEHUEM OJIHOTO
MOUX YYEHHMKOB, CTapaBLIETOCs ONPEACTUTh OTIINYHE (POIBKIOpA OT JIUTEPATYPhl B TOM, YTO
(bOoIBKIOPHOE MPOU3BEICHHE MOXKET HECTH B ce0€ OJJHOBPEMEHHO CJIeIbl TBOPUECTBA PA3HBIX
3I0X U Pa3HBIX COLMANIBHBIX rpymnIl. Ho 1o, kak Bl 3aMeuaere, HEUTO Ipyroe, 4eM To, Ha 4TO
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ynupaere Bel. Uepe3 moHeIenbHUK Mbl HMPOJOJIKUM Pa3srOPEBLIMECS CIOpPBI. BaM 10JKHO
OBITH MPUATHO, YTO CTaThsd Barma 3ajena 3a UBOE, XOTS M HE BCTPETHUJIA COUYBCTBHUS CO
CTOPOHBI OOJIBIIMHCTBA HAIIUX MOCKOBCKHX (OJBKIOPUCTOB. MHTEpecHO, Kak Ha Che3je
npoiia 6ecespl Ha TeMy O “(OJBKIOPE U JIMTEPATYPOBEACHUN CO BCTYHHUTEIbHBIM CIIOBOM
npod. I'esemanna. MuTepecHo Obl10 OBl y3HATh €ro Te3HUCHl. Bbl, KOHEYHO, NMPUHUMAIU
yuactue B auckyccud. OnsTh pa3depennst paHy. 3UMOIO 3TOIO MbI COOMpaeMcsi YCTPOHTH
crenuanbHO QoIbKIopUCTHUECKYIo Oeceny ¢ Bamu. Beero nobporo. Hempemenno Hanummte
MHE OJIpoOHOE MUCHMO O cbhesfie. ['e3eManHy nepenaiTe oT MeHs IIyOOKH MOKIOH. Taxoke
mpod. Mypke u IlomuBke. [opsumii mpuBer nuier Bam Banentuna AnekcaHapoBHA.
Ilepenaiite oT Hac oboux camoe Apysxkeckoe npuBercTsre Codpe Hukomnaeshe.

[Ipenannsiii Bam
Opuii CokoiioB
12/X 1929 1.
[15] Roman Jakobson to Jurij Sokolov, 24/10/1929
24. X. 29.

IOputo MatBeeBuuy CokosoBy
Mocksa.

Hoporoii FOpuii Marseesuu.

Ms1 He meHblIe Bamero sxaneeM 0 TOM, YTO HE IPHUIIIOCh BCTPETUTHCSA ¢ Bamu Ha cbe3ne
¢wmnonoros. Bce ke Haneroch, mpuenere W ImpuBe3eT 6 xopouiero ckasutens. Hama
MoHorpadus o cepbckom rycisipe mojsuraercs. OnHa OyAeT 3akiO4aTh 3alUCh BCETO
SMMYECKOr0 M JINPUUYECKOTO perepTyapa rycispa, Mpu 4eM TEKCT JABYX SMHYECKUX IECeH - B
0011Ieli CII0KHOCTH, OKOJIO TIOIyTOpa ThICAY CTUXOB OYJET B JIByX 3aIlUCSAX: OJHA MPOCTasi, CO
CIIOB, JIpyras - TEKCT 1o rpamodoHHoi 3anucu B Bosne. Oqna u3 3tux necen Oyner eie B
TpeThel 3arncH, CIeIaHHON MeCS1] CITyCTs mociie nepBoi. K 3tum nByM necHsim OyaeT HOTHas
nepefaya obeux, caesaHHas MO rpaMO(pOHHBIM 3aMHUCSIM H3BECTHBIM MY3BIKOBEIOM, HPOQ.
Bokunrom, Jlanee OyneM MUKPOCKOIIMUECKOE BOCIIPOM3BECHNE YACTH TPaMO(pOHHOMN 3aIHCH;
dotorpadun rycispa Bo BpeMst UCIIOJIHEHU; CTaThU | e3eMaHHa 0 penepTyape Iycisipa, O ero
MCTIOJIHEHUH, O MUMUKE ITPH UCTIOJIHEHHUH, MTOIPOOHAs XapaKTepUCTUKa U Ouorpadus rycispa,
CIIMYEHUE BAPHAHTOB; CTaThsi CEpOCKOro NTUHIBUCTa Pyxuunya o roBOpe rycispa u o s3bIKe
ero neces; crarbg bekunra o menoauu C necen, Capana o putMuke 1 Mos - @oHooruueckas
XapakTepu CTHKa CTHUXa SIUYECKUX TeceH rycisapa". I'e3eMaHH BeleT NEperoBopsl odu
aHAJIOTHYHBIX pabdoTax MO YKpauHCKOMY, Ooirapckomy u M.-0., ambanckomy smocy. Kax
XopoIo ObuT0 Obl, ecau Obl 3aJymMaHHas padoTa 3TOrO TUMA MO OBUIMHAM OCYIIECTBHJIACH.
Benw camoe rmaBHOE, UTO BCSl TEXHUUYECKAs U (PMHAHCOBAsi CTOPOHA JieJia yperyJIupoBaHa.

Ha cpe3ne 0110 MHOTO HHTEpecHoro. O paboTe nureparypHoii cekuuu Bam pacckaxket [1aen
HuxkuTiy, ¢ KOTOpBIM MbI ObUTH AYIIEBHO Pabl 34€Ch BCTPETUTHCS. O (POITBKIOPHBIX BOIIPOCAX
Ha cbe3ne Bam namumer borateipeB. KpaTtkyio xapakTepucTHKy paOOThl JTUHTBUCTHYECKON
CEKIMH S ITyOIMKYIO B OJTHOM 3/ICIIHEM XKypHaJe U Ha THAX npuiuio Bam. Ha nusax nomyuure
Y MO0 TOJIBKO YTO BBILIEAIIYI0 KHUT'Y I10 HCTOPUU PYCCKOIO SI3bIKa U MO0 I1€YATAIOLIYIOCS
KHIDKKY O JpPEBHEHMIIMX 4YEHICKMX IIECHSAX M KHWUIy borarelpeBa O KapnaTo-pyCCKHUX
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BepoBaHUAX. Bbl He mumere, nmomyunin i Bel oTTHCK Moeil cTaTbi 0 CTUX € OBUIMHBI O
Basuite.

Ouenp Bam npusnarenen 3a Bamm yetkue 3aMeyanus 1o MOBOY Hallel cTaThH U (HOJIBKIIOpE.
Yro x, AMcKyccus, Tak TUCKyccusl. byneM o4eHb pajpl NPUHATE B HEW ydacTue. 31ech y Hac
y)K€ psJl CTOPOHHUKOB M PAC MPOTHUBHHUKOB. Toilbko 00 ouyHOM Bac odeHp mnpocum:
Hareyataiire B Xyodoowcecmeennom Donvkiope CTaTbiO LEIUKOM. HO HE IO TOMY 3K3EMILIAPY
PYCCKOI0 TEKCTa, KOTOPBIM Mbl Iocanu BajgeHTnHe AjleKCaHIpOBHE, a 110 APYyroMy, KOTOPBIH
Mbl Bam Ha nHsAX nomwiem. Jlemo B TOM, 4TO TEKCT, KOTOPbI y Bac, ObU1 mpocTo KaHBOHU Jist
IepeBoJa Ha HEMEUKUH sA3bIK. OH CTUJIMCTUYECKH BECbMA HECOBEPLICHEH.

Odenb, OueHb, OYCHH Mpolry Bac: mpununTe mockopee 0OCHMIaHHYO CTaThIo ANt PyHoway:
3TO CO BCEX TOYEK 3pEHHsI HEOOXOAUMO.

Kny Bamero orBera. Cepaeunsiii npuser BanenTune AsiekcaHIpOBHE, KOTOPOW Ha JHSX
Hanuury noapodnoe nucbmo. Hanerocs, 10 ckoporo cBUaaHusl.

Bam P. fIko6con

[16] Jurij Sokolov to Roman Jakobson, 09/11/1929
9111929r.
Hoporoii Poman OcumnoBuy!

Crienry oTBETUTH Ha Ballle MOCJIEIHEE, CEMOIHS MO0 MOJIyYEHHOE IMUCbMO OT 2-T0 MapTta. S
Jymall, 4TO CEroJHs CMOI'y B TOYHOCTH Hamucarb Bam cOCTOMTCA JIM M KOTJa UMEHHO MOT
noeszaka. K coxasennto, BOpoc HEMHOI'O OCJIOKHUICS TeM, yTo Komuccus on 3arpaHu4HbIM
KO MaHKMPOBKaM HE PELIMIACh CaMa CAENIaTh OIPEIEICHHOT0 [IOCTAHOBIICHUS U IIepeiaja BCe
JIeJI0 Ha paccMOTpeHue Kojuierun Hapkommpoca, ciaenoBaTebHO, OKOHYATEIBHOE PELICHUE
OTKJIA/IbIBAETCS OISITh HA HECKOJIBKO JHEW. Mexy TeM, KOHEYHO, HAal0 TOPOIUTHCS: BEIb
HY>KHO OTIPAaBUTb COTPYAHHMKA 3a CKAa3UTEJIEM Ha CEBEp, HYKHO BECTH BCKO BO3HIO C
[acTopaMu M C BHM3aMH, HE BCE 3TO Heo0XoauMoO BpeMs. Benp OGeccMBICICHHO exaTh IO
OKOHYaHUH Y4eOHOro roja. 5l Ha/ielCh, YTO BOIPOC Pa3peLIUTCs A MeHs 0JIarONpHUsTHO, T.
K. 1 IPEABAPUTEIIBHO BCTPETUII COYYBCTBEHHOE OTHOLICHUE K CBOEH IOE3AKE CO CTOPOHBI
Jlynauapckoro I'maBHayku. 3aTpyJHEHHME B JEHEKHOH CTOpPOHE J€na: XOTS s U HUMEI0
COOOIICHHUS, YTO HEKOTOpPbIE 3arpaHUYHbIC HAYYHBIC YUYPEKICHHS W OOIIECTBA TOTOBBI
IIPUHATH HA CBOSI PACXOABI 110 MOEMY IIEPEE3Ny U IPOXKUBAHUIO BMECTE CO CKa3HUTEIEM, HO
HEJIb3s KE €XaTh COBEPLICHHO 0€3 CBOMX JICHEr U IETMKOM HAaXOAWUTHCS B MaTepHaIbHOU
3aBUCUMOCTHM OT HWHOCTPaHHBIX HAay4HbIX OpraHuzauuid. Mexay TeM JeHbI'M 10
KOMAaHJIUPOBKAM YK€ II0YTH BCE PACIIPEACIICHBI COTJIACHO ONPEAEICHHBIM UHCTPYKLUAM, BOT
II0YEMY BOIIPOC IIPUXOJUTCS IEPEHOCUTH B BBICIIYIO, B CpaBHEHNHU ¢ KoMuccueil HHCTaHIuIO.
Kak ToabKO 5 moTydy TOT WU JPYTOM, HO ONpeenEHHbII OTBET, 1 HeMeJIeHHO coolury Bam.
51 ouenb TpoHYT XJ0noTamMu U 3a6otamu npod. ['esemanna. [lepenaiite, moxxanyiicra, eMy MO
CepACYHbIN MPUBET U UCKPEHUIO MpU3HATENbHOCTh. Ecnu Ob1 MOS mOe3/1Ka OCyIIeCTBUIIACD,
MBI OBl cO00IIIa CyMenH Obl cienaTh OOJIbIIyIIee B HAYyYHOM OTHOIIEHUH J1e10. COBMECTHO ¢
BBIIAIOIIMMUCS CelManucTami (sic!) u3yunts ObUIEBOE TBOPUECTBO BCECTOPOHHEE U TITy0OKO-
3aMaH4YMBas U BAOXHOBIIAIOLIAs 3a7a4a.

Uro kacaetcs moed crtatbu st Crnasuwie Pynowiay, TO s, K COXAJICHUIO, HE YCIEN ee
NPUTOTOBUTH B Ha3HaYeHHble Bamu cpoku/Obu1 OosieH U ObUT CTPAIIHO 3aBajieH CIyXeOHOU
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paboToii/. Bece e Ha cambIx Onmxkaiimux qHsAX ee Bam Beichutaro. Eciin oHa y3e omo3gaer
OnmukaifiieMy HOMeEpy KypHala, TO, M. 0. pemakuus HaWJIeT IernecooOpa3HbIM CAeNaTh
MPEIBAPUTENILHO €€ OTACIbHBIC OTTHCKH, C TEM YTOOBI BKIIFOUUTH CTaThIO B CIEIYIONIYIO 3-F0
KHIDKKY. MHe ObI XOTeIOCh CTAaThIO JaTh B BUJE UTOTOB BCEX TPEX JieT Hamel padoTel. CTaThs
nocinykuia Obl MHE MOJCIOPbEeM MJisl JTOKJIAJ0B M BCTYMHUTEIBHBIX CJIOB K KOHIIEpTaAM
ckasutensi. M. 6., Opourtopka O6buta Obl HanbosIee moaxoasaiel GopMoil B STOM OTHOILICHUH.
Cratrbst NOYTHU TOTOBA.

BuHokyp MHe Ha JIHSAX paccKas3blBasl, ¢ KAKUM OH YAOBOJILCTBHEM XM U pabotan y Bac.
Cnacu6o Bam u Iletpy I'puropseBuuy 3a Te IpyKecKue 4yBCTBa, KOTOpble Bbl coxpaHHUiu Ko
MHe U K Banentune AnexkcanapoHe. OHa MOJIOJIEI]: HE TOJIaeTCs CKyKe M paboTaeT BO Bce
Haj pykoOuTusimu Opanca.

ITpuser Codre HukonaenHe.

IIpenannsiii Bam Opuii Coxonos

A.4.5 Rosalija Sor
[1] Rosalija Sor to Roman Jakobson, 16/10/1928
I'my6okoyBaxkaemblit Poman Ocunosuy!

He npumure 3a HaBsi3uuBOCTh MOe K Bam obOpamenue. [leno B Tom, uto bopuc McaakoBuu
U TOJBKO YTO BEpPHYBIIMICS M3-3a rpanuubl FOpuit MaTBeeBud yBepstoT MeHs, 4To Bamu
ObUIO HAIIPABJICHO MHE JIIOOE3HOE MpUTTIAIlIeHUE IPUHATH YYacTHE B peJakTupyeMom Bamu
JKypHajie 1o claBUCTHKE. B Buay Toro, yto momoOHOE ydacTue MpEeACTaBIseT sl MEHs
OonbIoi uHTEpec, Oepy Ha cebs cMenocTh (XoTs Bamie muchbMO 10 MEHs HE JOILIO)
oOparutbes k Bam ¢ mpoch00ii — He 0TKa3aTh MHE B TF0O€3HOM COOOIICHUH, IEHCTBUTEIBHO-
JIM JKeJaTeNnbHO A Bac Moe coTpyIHMYECTBO B Ha3BAaHHOM JKypHajle M B Kakoil ¢opme
0030pbI HOBBIX Pa0OT MO JIMHTBUCTHKE 332 HECKOJBKO JIET, PELICH3UH Ha BHOBb BBIXOJSIINE
KHUTH, CAMOCTOSATENIbHBIE UCCIIEJOBAHNUS ) OHO MPEICTaBIIACTCS HanboJiee 11eJIeco00pa3HbIM.
Eme pa3 npoctrure MO0 HaBSI3YUBOCTh, HO BUHOW B HEM — HAILIM «B3aUMHBIE JIPY3bs» U UX
yKa3aHusl.

[TpuMuTe yBEpeHUs B MOEM INTyOOKOM yBa)KEHUH
P. Ilop

«16» okTs10ps 1928 1.

r. Mocksa.

yi. I'epuena, a. 24, xs. 30
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[2] Rosalija Sor to Roman Jakobson, 24/11/1928
I'my6okoyBaxkaemblit Poman Ocunosuy!

Ha Bame mo6e3noe nucemo cremry Bac yBegomuts, uto peuenszuu Ha llnunepeiina u
BynaxoBckoro OynyT MHOIO BbICIaHBl BaM B caMOM HENpoOJOKUTEIBHOM BpeMeHH. UYTo
kaxxercst paborsl llerepcona Bsedenue 6 s3vikogedenue, TO OHA €IIe HE BBIIUIA BCH,
PELIeH3UPOBATh JKE €€ MO YaCTsAM MPEACTABIICTCS HELEIeCO00pa3HbIM.

B nanbueitmem, crneays Bammmu ykazanusim, Oyny JaBaTh PELEH3UHM O BCEX HOBBIX
nyonukanusax. OTHOCUTENBHO e CTaphiX OYEHb Mmpoiry Bac cooOmuTh, pereH3upoBaluch
mu yxe B Bamem xypuane kuuru: llemkoBckoro Pycckutl cUHmMaxkcuc 6 HayyHOM
oceewenuu (HoBoe uznanue), CenuieBa Pycckuil sA3vlK pegontoyuoHHou snoxu, IIpe3ent
IIpoucxooicoenue peuu v nocnenss (3-s1) kaura Pycckas peys, u3a. LlepOsr.

Ecnu oYM He peleH3upoBaINCh, TO S IpOocHiIa Obl IPEJOCTABUTh MHE MPABO PELCH3UI.
Eme pas no3Bosaste Bac mobnarogaputs. XKy Bammx yka3anuii OTHOCUTENTBHO 0030pOB.
Hckpenne yBaxkaromas Bac

P. Ilop

Mocxksa
yi1. I'epuena 24, xs. 30.
«14» Hos16ps 1938 1.

[3] Rosalija Sor to Roman J akobson, 11/12/1928
12/X11/1928
I'my6okoyBaxkaemblit Poman Ocunosuy!

IToceutaro Bam penensuu Ha Illmwisperina u Pycckyro Peus 11I; kaury bynaxoBckoro s
3aKaszaja B YKpH3/aTe, ak TOJIBKO MO JYyTy, IPUILII0 peneH3uto. B nanpheiimem obermaio
CJIIEIUTH 332 HOBUKAMH.

Ouenp npomy Bac npucnate mae N xypHana, rae OyIyT MOM peleH3UH, aBTOPCKUH ke
TOHOpap TPOILIy HEMOCPEJICTBEHHO MepeBOANUTh KHHUroroprobie Markert und Petters,
Leipzig, Seeburg str. 53, ¢ mocnabeii 3aHeCTH Ha MO CUET.

Bcero xopouuero.
YBaxatoiast Bac

P. Ilop.
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[4] Rosalija Sor to Roman Jakobson, 14/11/1929
baky 14/11/29 oro
MHmuoroysaxaemslii Poman Ocunosny!

ITpocture, uTO 3a/1€prKANACk C OTBETOM, - Iepee3 ] B baky, Ky1a MeHs IPUTIACUIIH IIPO YeCTh
0 Kypc 110 00111eMy S3bIKOBEJICHHUIO, 3aHsU1 Y MEHsS MHOTO BpeMeHH. Periensuto Ha AHapeeBa
BaM LIUTIO B OJIMoKaliiiee BpeMEeHH, XOTs [10-MOeMy 3Ta Opoliropa ee He 3aciayxuBaer. Kpome
TOr0 HPUILTIO peleH3uto Ha Bonommuosa Mapkcusm u gunocogpua szvixa, IlonmuBanosa
Beseoenue 6 szvikogeoenue [0na 6ocmokoeedog] u Mappa Yuenue o ssvike 6 mupogom
macuimabe. OueHp nponry Bac BeIcIaTe MHE KHIXKKY JKypHalla C MOMMHM perieH3usMu. Kak
obctout aeno c roHopapom? Iloxamyiicta, He 3a0yapTe Mos mpocbOa. AjapecyiTe 1O
crapoMy B MOCKBY — MHE BC€ TIEpEILIIOT CIOJa.

YBaxarowas Bac
P. Ilop.

[S] Rosalija Sor to Roman J akobson, 29/12/1929
I'my6oxkoyBaxkaemblit Poman Ocunosuy!

[Tocenaro Bam oT4ET 0 BBICTaBKE, C KOTOPOM IIPEAOCTABIIIO BaM moJiHOe ITpaBo AenaTh Bee,
YTO YyroJHO: T.K. MHE MPHIILJIOCH TOBOPHUTH JOBOJBLHO MHOTO M O CBOEH paboTe, TO OYeHBb
MIPOIITY Bac MOMECTUTH €ro O€K BCAKMX MHHUIMATIOB. 3aCHAThH KapThl ali()aBUTOB HE YJAIOCh
OHHU C/ENIaHbl OYEHb OJIEKIBIMU KpacaMH, U Ha CHUMKE BBIXOIHT OJHO cepoe IuiaTtHo. To,
YTO BBHINLIO 00JIee yAa4HO, BBIIUIO MO OTy4YeHUH oTreyaTkoB. [lockuiato Bam ManeHbkuit
PYKOBOJUTENb TO 3-My OTAENy BbICTaBKU. Jlymaro, uto Bbl W3 Hero Moriau-Obl B3siTh
TabMUIy YHU(UIMPOBAHHOTO HOBO-TIOPKCKOTrO andaBurta, a M.0. U MOPTPETHI JesATeNei

pedopMmBl.

Kypnan Bam momydaro akkypaTHO, HO TPYAOB KpyXKa MO CHX MOp He moiyuyuiaa. B
cepeivHE SHBapsl KOHYAI0 CBOM Kypc B YHHBEPCHUTETE, U TOTJa HEMHOTO OCBOOOXYCh U
IPUMUCH 32 JaBHO oOemmanHblit 0030p. [IpocTuTte cTOMNB 60MIBIIOE OMO3AaHNUE.

Bcero no6poro.
YBaxatoias Bac
P. Ilop

Mockaa.
Va. I'epuena 24, xB. 30.
«29» nexabps 1929 r.
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A.4.6 Alfred Bem
[1] Alfred Bem to Roman Jakobson, [no date]
MHuoroysaxaemslii Poman Ocunosuy,

nocsu1aro obemannyto 1t Crasuue Pynoway penensuto. OueHb Ipolry, €CIIU OHA OKAXKETCS
IUIL JKypHajla CIMIIKOM OOCTOATENbHOM, MHE €€ BepHyThb. Bbl MHe o0emanu BO3BpaTHTh
peleH3nio Moo Ha kHury IIukcanosa, 3agep:xasiryrocs y Bac. S ee emie Mory Hamnedarars B
Cnasuu, XOTs OHA YX OYEHb JOJNro 3ajexanach B peld. Pynoway. Cnacubo 3a NPHUCBUIKY
roHOpapa.

51 Bo3Bpamatoch B [Ipary k 1-My ceHTOpsI, Tak 4TO CIOJa MHE MTOCHUIATh YK€ HE CTOUT.
Bcero no6poro, uckpeHse npeaanHbiii Bam.
Anbbem

Hymaete 11 By oTo3BaThCs Ha cTaThio-0TBET MHE-XoaaceBuda? MoskeT ObITh CiIe10Bajio Obl
OTBETHUTH BO3HUKIILYIO IIOJIEMHUKY B CBsI3U ¢ Bameit pabotoii 0 MasikoBckoM B [Ipacep Ilpecce?

ABb.
[2] Alfred Bem to Roman Jakobson, 12/05/1930
12 mas 1930.
MuoroyBaxaembiii Poman Ocumnosuy,

s mpocui Bac Kak-To BBIAICHUTH BONPOC O NMPHUYUHE, IO KOTOPOH MHE MPEKpaIleHa BBICHUIKA
Cn. Pynow. / naunnas ¢ 3-nirn N° 3a 370T rof /. I'ekTop MHe cka3all mo TeiaedoHy, 4To 3TO
CBSI3aHO C PEIICHUEM PEaKIMU IPEKPATUTh SMUTPAHTCKYIO XPOHHUKY, KOTOPYIO 5 Beil. Tak nu
5T0? MeHns ObI ci1e10BajIo, MO KpaiHeil Mepe, 00 3TOM MTOCTaBUTh B U3BECTHOCTb.

Kak oGcTout zeno ¢ oTTuckaMu ctatbu JI-pa OCUIOBa, 0 KOTOPBIX Xa mpocui Pepakuuioiro?
Hukaxoro oTBeTa 10 CUX MOP s TOKE HE TOJTYUHII.

Bb1 MHe B nocnennee cBuianue ¢ Bamu oberiany nepecinarbh HeCKOJIbKO KHUT 0 Yexos. Ecnu
MO’KHO, IIEPELIIUTE WU cTaBbTe HAa Moe uMs B CnaB. CeMuHapuu.

VY mens k Bam nnunas npocbba. 51 Bce HE MOry HATH MEepeBOJUMKA JJISI COBEM KHUTU O
JIOCTOEBCKOM Ha HEMELIKUH SI3bIK. BOT B CBSA3M C 3TUM, IIOCJIE pa3roBopa 0 YMKEeBCKUM, Y MEHS
SIBUJIACh MBICIIb-HE B3sJICsl M Obl Bamn Opat 3a 3Ty pa®oty? MHe KakeTcsi, YTO OH C TaKOM
pabotoii BnonHe Obl cTpaBuics. Kak Bel cmoTpute Ha 310? Eciu Bbl mocoBetyeTe MHE, TO S
eMy 00 3TOM HaIWIIy M y3HAIO €ro ycioBusa. PaboTy Halo 3aKOHYUTH K CEHT., YTOOBI KHUTA
ycrena BBIMTH K Hay. Oyaymiero roxa. Bcero mmcroB 12 meuatHsix. CooOumute MHe,
noxanyiicra, Bame muenue u agpec Bamero Oparta / ms otdyectBo? / Byay Bam oueHb
IIpU3HATEIIEH.

Tonpko Ha nHAX y3Ha1, yTo Bam He ynanock noexats Ha Cbe3a B benrpan. Kak ato rimyno!
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KakoBbsl Bamm mnansl Ha nero? Hamummre, moamyiicTa, Korja Bo3Bpamiaercs mpod.
I'e3emanH B [Ipary u xak gonro eme 37ech npooyaer?

Hckpennuii npuset Banieit xexe.
[Ipenannsiit Bam Anbem
[3] Alfred Bem to Roman Jakobson, 22/05/1930
Ilpara, 22 mas 1930.
MmuoroyBaxaembiii Poman Ocumnosuy,

HE OTBETWJ ceiiuac ke Ha Bamry mpochOy, Tak Kak XOTEJIOCh HAaBECTH CIIPABKY O KHUXKKE
MasikoBckoro. Sl MOMHIO, 4TO €10 TOJb30BAJICS, HO HE OBUI yBEPEH, 4TO B OMOIMOTEKE
“3emmnopa”. Kunxka 13 1em pabomul Masxosckozo, T. 1 ©iMeThbcsl B 3TOM OMOIMOTEKE, 5 1axe
XOTeJ OBUIO ee MPOCTO CeroaHs B3ATh /i Bac, HO oHa oka3anach 3aHsToil. Es mmdp: 3.4.26
H 4.10.44. Ecniu OyneTe cripammBath, TO CKQKHUTE, UTO S MPOCHII Uit Bac OTJIOXKUTH, T.K. MHE
o0ernranu KHUXKKY 3a/IepKaTh, €CJIM OHAa BEepHETCS, 1 Bam MOTYT HE BBIAATH.

UYro kacaerca ['ymwmiieBa, TO MHE IOMHHUTCS, YTO KOE€-4TO HMHTEPECHOE Ie€daTall O HEM
KnementreB B 1a3. 3a C60600y. @akTHUECKOro MaTepian O MOCIEAHUX ToJlaX €ro XKU3HU s
Hurje He Bcrpeuan. Kaxercs B cBoe Bpems B bepinune onyOnrukoBan HEOOIbIIYIO KHIKEUKY
Agnexc. Toncroil. Ecte, kaxercs, ¥ AMmdureatpoBa B ero KHIKKe [ opecmHuble 3amemyl U B
stom poze. ['eopr. iBanoB neuaran B “Ilocin. HoB.” cBoM BoCIOMHHaHUS, HO Xa HE MOMHIO,
4100 TaM ObLI0 0 mocnenHux ausAX I 'ymunesa. XKypuan “Okta0pb” He 3HAIO TJI€ MOYKHO HAlUTH.
Het nu cityuaiino B “Pycckom Apxuse”? Crnpocute no tenedony y C. I1. [ToctaukoBa. O4ueHb
MeHsl MHTepecyeT Bama craTtes 0 MasKOBCKOM........ XKanp Oyner, ecnu MHE MPEKpATAT
Bbicnath Cnag. Pynoway. BpIHChIBaTH s JIMIIEH BO3MOXHOCTH, a JI0 OHOIMOTEYHOrO
sK3eMILIsIpa He Beeraa qodepemnses. B Cnas. Cem. Bee ele Kak HOBUHKA JIKUT KH. 2-51!

[Touemy Bbl MHE He OTBETHJIM HUYETO HA BOIPOC O MepeBoae Moei kuuru Bammmu OpaTtom.
ITo 3a6p1BunBOCTH, MM Bl ero 3anpocunu? [loxanyiicra, He 3a0y1bTe YePKHYTh MHE, UTO Bl
JyMaeTe 1o 3TOMY MoBoAy?

Nckpenno npenannbiii Bam. Anbem
[4] Alfred Bem to Roman Jakobson, 12/10/1930
12 oxt. 1930.
MuoroyBaxaembiii Poman Ocumnosuy,

noceuiato Bam s Cin. Pynoway crateiiky o Cveny Pycckuii Yuensix B Couu. S crapancs
Jep>KaThCs B paMKax OOBIYHOTO HAYYeHO 0TYeTa. MHe OBl He XOTeJI0Ch, YTOOBI B M TaK CKYIIOM
OTYeT OBLIM CJENIaHbl eIIe COKpAIIeHis, HO €CJIM B HHTEpecax JKypHaja 3TO HE0OXOIMMO, TO
He Oyay Bo3paxatb. JKenaTenbHo, YTOOBI OTYET omaji B Onmkaiiryio kHWXKY. byay Bam
6maronapeH, eciiv Bbl monpocuTe MHE BBICJIATh HEJOCTAOLIASIS Y MEHS K KOMIUICKTY KHIDKKU:
N° 3 u nocie N° 6 3a 1930 r. Ecniu u Bac ectb 4ro-nmubo MHTEpecHOE MO JUTepaType A
pELIeH3UPOBaHUS, IPHUIIUIUTE MHE.

Hckpenne Bam Anbem

354



A.4.7 Petr Savickij
[1] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 24/06/1928
24 VI 1928
I'my6okoyBaxkaemblit Poman Ocunosuy,

Tonbko uTo BepHyIcs U3 bepnuna u Hamen y ceds Ha cone Bame nucsmo 0716VI. [punarato
OTKPBITKY C MOUM COTJIaCMeM Ha COTpyAHHYEecTBO B ,,Slavische Rundschau®. Cratpio k
aBryCTy TPUTOTOBIIO. BBuay TOro, u4to MNPUXOAUTCS TOJBKO PACCUUTHIBAIO BpeMs,
noJkajryiicra cooOuy, B KaKux UIMEHHO 4YHciiax aBrycrta Obl Obuto Bam y00HO MOIy4YHTh 3Ty
CTaThlo (IIOpa3yMeBaro, UTo JOCTaBIo Bam pycckyio pykonucs). B mopsiake yaemoro Hamiero
oOMeHa M3IaHUSIMH, TIOChUIal0 BaM TONBKO YTO MOSBUBIIUICS reorpaduueckuii Mo 0630p.
O0630p ans mMoBeqy, KOHEYHO, B MEHEe --- 4epTax (YToObl OXBATUTh OOJIbIIEE KOJTUYECTBO
Ha3BaHuil). CoolOuuTe nokamyiicra, M3AaHUs KAaKUX HMMEHHO JIET JKeJIaTeIbHO OXBaTHTh
(Tonbko 1928 r.? 1927-28? unu mupe?). — [laBaiite yBUIUMCS, KaK Mbl B TOM YCJIOBJINBAJIUCH
B Mapre. [Ipeqnararo cy60oty, 307 VI, 5 yac. nus pecropan <...> (II kimacc — tam xe, rjae u
npouuislil pa3). K 3ToMy cpoky NnpuHECy CIMCOK HY>KHBIX MHE €Bpasuiickux mznaHuil. Cpok
9TOT MOXKAIYHCTA IOATBEPAUTE.

Veaxaromui Bac I CaBunikuii
[2] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 07/07/1928
7 VII 1928
I'my6okoyBaxkaembliit Poman Ocunosuy,

W3BUHMTE, YTO NUIY KapaHaauoM. Kak pa3 HCTOUMIIOCHh YEPHUIIO CAMOINMILYILIEM IIEPE, 5 KE
HE X04y OTKJIaJbIBaTh HA JaJbHENIEE OTBET HA OTKPBITKY Bamy ot 26 VI. Bame yka3anue o
CTOKE MNpUHST K cBeaeHblo. OOmemy mnadocy pa3BUTHS pyc. reorpauyeckoil Haykud B
MOCIIEHHE TOJIbI MTOCBSIIY JOCTATOYHOE BHUMaHue. Pemato oxBatuth paboTsl 1927 u 1928 r.
— KOCHYCb TaK)K€ U HEKOTOPBIX YKPAaMHCKHUX (T. €. MOSBMBIIMXCS Ha YKPaWHCKOM SI3BIKE) U
Oenopycckux (Tam medartaroT 1o pyccku). EBponeiickue paboThl 1oKa OCTaBJIIO B CTOPOHE
(BKiIIOUYy MX B cheayromuid 0030p). CIMCOK HYXHBIX MHE KHUT 3a CUM cieayeT — Jlyummid
(uucno HaydHbI) 0030p eBpasuiickoil paboTsl Mor Obl jnanb kH. Jm. Ilerp. CsTomoink-
Mupckuil (M1 Ipu TOM MO IIUPOTE CBOEH IPYAULIMM — IO BCEM oTpacisiM). Axpec ero: 17,
Flower str., London W. CT. K coxanenuto, oH BCkope B AMEepHUKy (Ha HECKOJIbKO MECALIEB) U
M. JI. HE yCII€ET CIIPABUTHCS € 3TUM 0030poM. — OH — Kak pa3 OJM3KO K eBpa3uiliaM — U He
OeroBoii eBpa3uell.

Jlpyroe nuiio, KOTOpoe YAOBIETBOPSET TpeOOBaHbsM — 3T0 — Bacunwmii [lerpoBrnu Hukutun
(MpaHUCT, JTUHTBUCT U HCTOPUK, 0003peBaeT reorpaduio u Quaocoduro). Axpec: 5, rue
Francois Gérard, Paris, Anteuil. Bac. Iletp., monararo, cormacutcsi BO BCSKOM ciiydae. Ecnu
OyzeTe mucaTh TOMY WU IPYTOMY, €CIIU TIOXKeNaeTe, COIUIUTECh Ha MEHS.

byny oxunats Bamero nucema. Byay 6e3 BecbMa HHTEPECHO 03HAKOMUTHCS ¢ pabOoTOil mpor.
Bopo3auna (3Hato ero crarbu Ha ,,Tatrapckue’ Temsl B ,,HoBoM BocToke*)

Kny Bamy pyky.
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Hckpenne yBakaeMblil Bac.
I1 CaBunkuii
[3] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 13/08/1928
13 VIII 1928
I'my6okoyBaxkaembliit Poman Ocunosuy,

IIymy Bam n3 Xpuctuanuu — Ocno, KyAa npuexaia Ha MEKIyHApOIHBIM Che3]l HCTOPUKOB.
Cwe3n 3TOT oTKphIBaeTcs 3aBTpa. lloe3nka B XpUCTHAHUIO SIBUJIACH TEM OOCTOSTEILCTBOM
KOTOpOE OTOPBAJO MEHS OT paboThl Haj cTapbeM obemraemoii MHOro Bam. CraThio 3Ty Xouy
03ariaBuTh ,,Pycckas reorpadus 3a mociennue rogasl”. Ouepk MnepBbIH-00JBIIYIO, B 3TOM
OTHOLICHUH, paboTy s yxe mpoOenam — B BHIE mpocMorpa 10 200 KHUT U cTaTei, crona
otHocsmascs (1921-28). Ognako ke, He MyraTech: 3TO KOJUYECTB HA3BAHHI HE O3HAYAET,
4TO 5 MPEeB30iiy yka3aHue MHe npuaanu. He Bce, koHeUHO, Oyay LIUTHPOBATh, OCOOCHHOCTH
— U3 jgosee paHHero. Bwl Oynere BoJibHBIE TakKe BHIOW3MEHUTH M 3alpaBUTh OYEpKa.
[TpuGHUBIIKICS CPOK CHE3/1a UCTOPUKOB JIMIIMI MEHsI OYKBaJIbHO TeX 2-3 JTHE, KOTOPBIE HY>KHBI
ObUIN /17151 caMoTro Iporecca nucanus. Takum o6pazom, Oyay rotoB Tojibko K 1 IX (o k ™ IX
Ha/ICI0Ch OBITh TOTOBBIM JIEHCTBHUTEIBHO), OYEHb XOTEIOCh OBLI, YTOOBI CTAaThsl 3TO BCE XK€
rocrena K IEepBOOKTAOpbCKOMY HOMepy. Eciau mepeBoJuMKoM, MOTY pPEKOMEHII0BATh
OBICTPYIO U YJIOBJICTBOPUTEIBbHYIO IEPEBOAUUKY.

[Toxanyiicta OTBETHTE MHE IO MOEMY IIpaxkckomy ajipecy. XKy Bamy pyky.
Hckpennue yBaxxaemblii Bac
I1 CaBunkui
[4] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 20/08/1928
20 VIII 1928
MpuoroyBaxaembiii Poman OcunoBuy

13 VIII s nucan Bam u3 Ociio nucbMo, a To, YTO HE YCHEll 3aKOHYUTh 10 OThE3/1a Ha 3JCIIHUI
MEXIYHApOAHbI  KOHIPEeCC HUCTOPUKOB CTaTbu  obOemiaHHo MHoro Bam s
MEPBOOKTAOPHhCKOTO HOMEpA ,,Slavische Rundschau®, Ho 4TO 5 3akoHuy 3Ty crathio k 1 [X. A
MUCaN TakXKe, YTO JIUIsl MeHsI ObLITO ObI OYECHB JKEIaTeIbHO, YTOOBI CTaThs 3TO BCE JKe Morana B
MEPBOOKTAOPHCKUIT HOMEp W Ha CiIy4aidl HAAOOHOCTH, Mpeasiaral CBOU YCIYTH IS
OpraHM3aIliy CKOpO nepeBoja. — Terneps MeHst OepeT COMHEHUE, TOTYYUTe JIi BbI 3TO MHUCHEMO:
MO-BHIMMOMY, $1 HAKPOUT Ha HErO HECKOJIBKO MEHBIIIE HOPOK YeM cienoBaio. [loatomy u unry
Bam BHOBB. 27°" g Hanetoch ObITh B [Ipare. [loxainyiicta 0TBeThTE MHE IO TOEMY OOBIYHOM
anpecy. — Konrpecc Obiia oduenp uHTepeceH. He 3amnTepecoBana mis Bac (B kauecTBe
Matepuana 1 ,,Slavische Rundschau‘) Mmost 3ameTka 0 TOM ClIaBSIHCKHI yYE€HBIX Ha 3/ICIITHEM
KoHTpecc? Brnpodem, Hy»KHO 3aMETKy MOTYT JaTh LIyCTa MPU KUBAI, KOT. 37eCh ObLIU. S He
Mor ObIII CIIeHUaJIbHO B3SITh Ha ce0s1 0003peHne PyCCKUX MpoOeM, MOCTaBICHHBIX Ha 3TOM
koHrpecce. XKy Bamemy pyky.

bam [THC
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[S] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 08/09/1928
8 IX 1928
MHmuoroysaxaemslii Poman Ocunosny,

ITosyunn Bamy otkpeiTky ot 7 IX. Co cBO€li CTOPOHBI, UMEHHO O HEM ¢ Bamu OroBopuTh.
Byny pan noznakomutbes ¢ Bammmu npy3esamu. HyxHblil komutet kHUT (JUist Bopo3nuna)
HA/ICI0Ch MPUHECTH ¢ coboro. Mtak BcTpetnMces B cpeny, 127 B 3 wac. aHS B pecTopaHe
,,KyIaHoBO®.

[Ipenannsiii Bam
I1 CaBunkuii
[6] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 20/10/1928
20 X 1928
MHmuoroysaxaemslii Poman Ocunosuu.

HACTOSIIIMHA MOMEHT HaxoXXych OyKBaJbHO Ha oTjiere: yeszxkano B Ilapwx 3aBTpa, B
BockpeceHue. PacecuntriBaro (sic!) BepHyThCs He T03Ke KoHIa Hos0ps. 1. aap. mepeson ¢
NEePEeBOTYMKOM (DPU3UYECKHI JIUIIEH BO3MOXKHOCTHU. Jlydllle Bcero, MpUILIUTE MHE NIEPEBOJL
(xorna oH Oyner rotoB) B [lapmx (P. Savitzky, Il gauche, 2 avenue Jeanne d’Arch, Meudon
pres Paris, S. a. O., France). 5l ero HemMeaJIeHHO >X€ BEpHY C MOHMM 3aMEUYaHbIMHU H
MOJIMPOBKH, OKOHYATENbHBIN JIOCK Ha KOHTPOJIE MOKET HABECTH TOT ke NepeBoauynk. Ha
BHECEHHE TOTO0 M3MEHEHUs, 0 KOTopoM Bpl mumere, s coriaceH. — CoryiaceH Toxe b
peuensuto Ha coopHuk CemenoBa. Eciu perniensust 3Ta, paze uyasHbs HykHa Bam eme B
HOA0pe, TO KHUTY HalpaBbTe€ KO MapMIKCKOMY aJpecy; €CJIM XKe JIeJ0 He TaK CHEIIHO, TO
HampaBbTe €e Ha <...> W MOXKaJIyWHCTa HANMUIIUTE, K KAKOMYy MMEHHO CPOKY HYXHa 3Ta
peuensusa. CepaeyHo Osarogapio 3a cooOlieHue ajapeca BaneHTHHBI AJlekcaHAPOBHY,
HEIPEMEHHO ¢ Heto U ¢ 10 m-uem nosujanocs B [Tapuke.

HckpeHHo yBaxkaromun
I1 CaBunkuii
[7] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 01/12/1938
Hoporoit Poman Ocumnosuy,
C no3zaBuepauinero 1Hs — g — B [Ipare.

Hasaiite yBugumcs cpeny 5°° B 3 yac nHs B pectopane I-1I na /lunbconoBa Bok3ana. Tyna
JKe MpUHecUTe mnoxainyiicta KHUry o CeMeHoBe TSHB-IIAaHKOM M IIEPEBOJ NEPBOW YaCTH
Mmoelt ctatbu. Ecnin Hudero ne Oyny ot Bac umets, Oyay cuurtaTh, uTo yac Mecto ais Bac
ynoOusii. XKy Bam pyky. Ilpuser I1. T-uy. H. Kop

I1 CaBunkui
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[8] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 13/12/1928
MHmuoroysaxaemslii Poman Ocunosny,

Bue, BeposiTHO, yke 3HaeTe oT penaktopa ['exrepa, mouemy st He ObuT y Bac B cy060Ty:
TeJlerpaMMa BuYepa JI0CTaBJIeHa MHE B HICKaKEHHOM (710 HETTOHATHOCTH) Buje. [lepeBon yxe
<...> MHO# (BMmecTe ¢ T. [ ekTepem) B momenieHn ,,Prager Presse Mmexxy uem, s U3TOTOBUII
yxke 114 ,,Slavische Rundschau u peuensuto na kuury o I1. I1. CemenoBa. Xouy nepenarb
ee Bawm, a Takke TOTOBUTH Ha HEKOTOPBIE TEMBI CBsI3aHHBIE C ,,Slavische Rundschau®, mo
KOTOPBIM y MEHs JIaBUJIMCh HOBBIE MBICIIM C 3TOW YBHUBAIO 3aiiy Kk Bam 3aBTpa B BCTpeuy,
14°7° XII B 2" yac 1Hs (II0JI0BHHA TPETHETO) HAAEIOCh, YTO 3acTaHy Bac noma.

YBaxarowmuii Bac
I1 CaBunkuii
[9] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 20/07/1928
25 XII 1928
MHmuoroysaxaemslii Poman Ocunosny,

Mue npuxommn yexaTe u3 llpare (Ha HECKOJIBKO AHEW) HECKOJIBKO DAHbIIE, YEM 5
nmpeanojgaral — a UMeHHo ceroaus. 1loaromy, 3aBTpa Bbl MeHs moxaiylicTa He XAUTE,
., KHIKHY0 e JleTonucs* 3anecer Bam Moii n1o0psiii apyr, Auapeit Bac. Ycaues. S ycnen
MIPOCMOTPETH TOJIBKO BoceMb BhITycKoB (N N 16, 17, 33, 34, 35, 36,42, 43), Ho mpocMOTpen
OUEHb BHHMMATEIbHO — U OTMETHJ BCE, YTO MEHs HMHTepecyeT (kak Bbl 3Haere, mou
MHTEPECEH J0BOJILHO pa3HooOpaxkeH) Eciu Halinere Hy>KHBIM, MOXKaIyHCTa MPOU3BEIUTE
COKpAIlleHUIO B clicke — Ha Ommkaiimme 10-12 mueit aeiictButeneH aapec: 2, ac Jeanne
d’Arc, Meudon, S. a. O. France. — Korja MOIMMO HaIeAThCS UMETh KOPPEKTYpPY CTaTbu U
peuensun? Ilpuser Bameii cynpyre.

HckpeHnHo yBaxaromun
I1 CaBunkuii
[10] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 13/02/1929
13 11 1929
MHoroyBaxaeMblil
Poman OcunoBuy,

[Tocenaro Bam TO mpuMeudanue, 0O COCTaBICHUU KOTOPOrO MEHs Buepa npocuil ['ezemaHH.
Ero HyHO BCTaBUTH B 3aKJIFOUEHHE IIEPBOIO K€ MOACTPOYHOTO MPUMEUYAHUSI MOEH CTATbHH,
HETOCPEJCTBEHHO TIOCHE IepeyuciieHus: MoHorpaduii, mosBusmuxcs B 1921 romy. S
COCTaBWJI €ro MO PYCCKU, HO BCE TEPMHUHBI MUIIY MO HEMELUKHU. B CBs3M cO BuepalrHum
(OYeHb MHTEPECHBIM JJI1 MEHs) TEPMUHOJIOTUYECKUM Pa3rOBOPOM MOUM C ['e3eMaHOHOM,
MHE MPUXOJUTH B TOJIOBY MBICIIb: — HE CJIEIOBAJIO JI ObI MHE €IIIe a3, yKe B KOPPEKTYpe,
MOTJISIETh HEMELKH TeKCT MOeH CTaThM — BO M30exkaHHe OMIMOOK B TPAHCKPUMIIMH U B
TEXHUUYECKON TepMHUHONIOTHH. Takke omuoKku Obl ObI O4eHB YeM OoJiee, 9TO MepeBo/I aHa
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I'exTepa g BuAEN TOJBKO B pyKOIIMCHOM YepHOBUKE. — [l11s1 pasroBopa Hauiero (0 KOTopom
MBI yCIIaBJIMBAIMCH BUepa) 51 MOT Obl 3aiiTH K Bam 1 Oyaymuii BTOpHUK, T. €. 19°7 I, mexay
5% u 6 wacamu aus. [Ipuemnemo nu ans Bac s3to Bpemsa? bout Ob1 ouens Bam Gmaronapes,
ecny Ob1 Bpl MPUTOTOBUIIN K 3TOMY BPEMEHHU U TOT aBaHC, O KOTOPOM MBI BU€pa FOBOPHUIIH.
Ecnu Ob1 Bbl cornacuiuch ¢ MOMMHU COOOpaK€HUSIMH OTHOCHTEIBHO KOPPEKTYPHI, TO
KOPPEKTYpY 3Ty s MOr Obl TOrAa *e MpOCMOTpeTh T. CK. ,,Ha mecte®, T. €. y Bac. Ho,
KOHEYHO, MO’KHO €€ MHE M BBICIATh — BepHY HemeuieHHO. O4yeHb ObuI0 Obl MHTEPECHO
y3HaTh TOT/Ia XK€ O IIeHE M3rOTOBJIECHUs OTTUCKOB. UTak, ecnu He Oyaer or Bac Hukakux
U3BECTHH, Oyly cCUMTaTh — 10 BTopHHKa — [ TyOoKkoyBakaemoii cynpyre Bareii Moii mpuser.
Kny Bamy pyky.

Hckpenno ysaxaromui Bac
I1 CaBunkui
[11] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 19/02/1929
1911 1929
MHmuoroysaxaemslii Poman Ocunosuy,

K coxxanenuto, MHe HE310pOBUTHCS, 110 ITOMY 3aexaTh K Bam s mpoury moero otua. — Eciun
BbI npuroToBUIIM KOPPEKTYPY U CIIPABKY O LIEHE OTTUCKOB, TO ITOXKAIYHCTa [IEpEeJanTe OTLLY.
Koppekrypy BepHy HeMeUIeHHO, 7. K paboTaino B KpoBatu. EMy ke mepemaiite moxamyicra
TOT aBaHC, 0 KOTOPOM MbI rosopuinu. Ha 3tor cityyai npunararo packiienM. Ilosrydeno nu
Bamu moe mnuceMo ot 14 II u npunoxxkeHHoe K MeMy ,Jnpumedanue™. Ecoum y Bac
0CBOOOIMINCH KHUKHBIE OIOJIETeHHU, TO TOXKaIyHCTa MepelaiiTe ux MHE 7Sl IPOCMOTpa U
pa3MeTrku. U ckaxure, B Kakol Cpok ux BepHyTh. Ky Bamry pyky,

HckpenHo npenaHHbli
I1 CaBunkuii
[12] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 02/03/1928
2 111 1929
MuoroyBaxaembiii Poman Ocumnosuy,

Mos 3amerka mo mnoBoxy kuuru mnpo¢. II. I'. Jlro6omupoa (,,X035HCTBO HHUKHETO
IToBomxps...*) yxe rotoBa. Eciu no3sonure, 3aHecy e€ k Bam Ha kBapTupy B cpeny, 6°°
III, mexny 6 u 7°°° yacamu Beuepa. Torja ke NpPUHECY MMEIOLIMECS Yy MEHS BBIITYCKHU
KHIOKKOW JIETOMMCH W XOTen Obl B3ATh HOBYIO uX maptuto. [Ipoury Bam HenmaBHO
OJIyYEHHOE MHOTO MHTepecHOe HayyHoe mucbMo H. C. Tpy6erkoro kak xe oocrout N 30
,»Slavische Rundshcau®? Ecnu Bl He mockutany eme MHE aBaHca, 0 KOTOPOM MbI TOBOPUJIH,
TO MOXKAaJyHCTa 3aJIepKUTE €ro y ceds; mepeaiTe MHE IPU CBUAAHUU. bblT OBI TaKXKe OYCHD
O6nmaronapeH Bam 3a cmpaBky O LieHE OTTHUCKOB. MTak Hajeroch 10 CKOPOrO CBUIAHMA.
Hckpenno yBaxaromuii Bac IT CaBunikuii
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[13] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 30/02/1929
30 111 1929
MHuoroysaxaemslii Poman Ocumnosny,

Xoten Ob1 Bac moBuAaTh ¥ MOroBOPUTH MO OYEPEIHBIM JienaM. Mor Obl npuexaTb k Bam Ha
Béleského, 16, B wetBepr, 4°° IV, mexay 2% u 3 yac. qus. Y no6Ho a1 Bam 310 MecTo u
Bpemsa? Ecnu He ynoOHo, moxanyiicta Hanumere. Koria ke BBIHAET odepenHol HOMeEp
,.,Slavische Rundschau“?

Kny Bamry pyky,
HckpenHo npegaHHbli
I1 CaBunkuii
[14] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 29/09/1930
Hoporoit Poman Ocumnosuy,
Tosnpko uro s nomyuus Bame nucsmo ot 27 IX.

Bce neno B ToM 4To s ceiuac cuxky B [lapuke cnienmanbHO M3-3a u3nanus «Tpuanarsix
rOJI0B» - BBl MOXKETE IPEACTABUTD YEM SABJISCTCS ISl MEHS KaXKIbIU JIMIITHUHI JE€Hb 3a1CPKKU
B [Tapuke, npu MHOKecTBe aen B [Ipare — u npenycrom kapmane! Baiia craTes 10 MHEHHIO
BceX ee yuTaBIuX (B ToH uucie — H. H. AnekceeBa v 31eIHUX eBpa3uillieB), OyaeT OJHUMU
U3 BOXHEHWIINX HEHTPOB 3Toro coopuuka. S Hamen, yto u H.C. oyeHb ero 3anHTepecoBa.
Ha Bamiem cnoBe, 4to oHa OyJieM y MeHA 3/1€Ch HUKAK He 1mo3xe 10ro okta0ps — s cTporo
MO pacueThl, KaK JIyuyHble, TaK U B OTHOIIEHUH THnorpaduu. — M nosepste, noporoit Poman
OcunoBuu, aBTOpM3aLlUs IOJIEMUKA IPSAMO JKEJIAaTelbHA, OHA HE TOJbKO HE CMOXKET
«IIOXOPOHHUTHY Ballly CTaThio, HO OyAeT ee JIaHCHUpOBaTh. B TakoM MOJOXKEHUU MOKHO
IPOCTO «HAPOYHO» OCTABUTh KaKOW-HUOYIb MpoMax, 4YTOObl MOMOYL OIIOHEHTAM
«IpUBSI3aTbCA», a 3adeM BbIOpaTh WX Ha CHOp IO CymecTBy. Toibko cropamu
HOMYJIAPU3YIOTCS UACU. DTO MBI JOJDKHBI MOMHUTH TBepAo 0os3Hb mosiemuky y H. C. S
CUMTAI0 CBOETO paaa Oosie3HeHHBIM sBiIeHHEM. C ero meccuMuszMoMm siBieHueMm. C ero
NECCUMU3MOM HYKHO OOpOThCS HEYKJIOHHO. OTHM IIyTEeM IIOJIy4alOT XOJI M €ro
3aMe4aTelIbHbIE MBICIIU.

«IlepexpauBas» CBOIO CTaThIO HE 3a0bIBaiiTE MOXKATYHCTa O COOOPAKEHUAX MOIMYJISIPHOCTD!

bout nm I1. T'. B IIpare B nuu npe6siBanust H. C.-ua? H. C. O6eman MHe TakXe U CO CBOEH
CTOPOHBI, IOTOBOPUTH C HUM O MOHITUHU «3THOrpauuecKoro corsa», koropsie u H. C.-uy
M10Ka3aJI0Ch BEChbMa BaYKHBIM.

OpnoBpemenno numy u II. I'-uy, ecinu ero naude vasHbsi, HeT B [lpare, To moxanyiicrta
MEPEIUTUTE MOE MUCHMO 10 €0 HBIHEIIHEMY MECTO MPeObIBAaHHIO.

Her nu yero-nu6o HoBOrO 110 1eimy 00 MucTutyTe?

bout Ov1 pan, ecau 6bu1 Hekposor bapronbaa nossuics B «IIparep IIpeccey. Llenyto pyky
Coduu Hukonaesuue. XKy pyky.
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Hckpenne yBakaeMmbli
Bac I1. CaBuukuit
[15] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 30/10/1930
30 X 1930
Hoporoit OcunoBuu

HaX0Xych y Ipy3ei B AHITIUY, OTKyAa U nuiry Bam. — OxoHuanue Bameli ctaTby Mosry4ns
HECKOJIbKO JHEH TOMYy Hazaj, M ceiuac ke cnan ero B Habop. Hanerocs, uro mepsas
Koppektypa Oynet B Ilpare Hemenu uepe3 nBe. BBuay omosnanusi B monydeHun Bamei
CTaTbU U HEKOTOPBIX APYIUX, JOBECTH JO KOHLA redaranue « TpoHyThIX ro10B» BO BpeMs
Moero npedbiBanus B [lapmwke MHe HEe ynanoch: 3TO 3a/epkano Obl MEHs Ha 3amaje 10
Hayana JeKadps, 4yTo, MEHS COBEpIICHHO HE YCTPaWBaeT. — XOPOLIO emle, YTO YIaloch
3akoHuuTh neuatanue kuuru H. H. AnekceeBa «Teopus rocyaapctBa» KoTopas BbIILIA B
cBeT nozasuepa. Besy mia Bac sk3emiuap. — Kakue e HOBocTH 10 HHCTUTYTY? Oxuaaro
ux OonpuIM HeteprienueM. Ha ciuvaii, 4To BOSHUKHET BOIIPOC O CPOKE MOETO BO3PALICHHUS
B Ilpary, coolmuch, 4T0 BeposTHEE BCEro mHpueay S5-6ro HOsSOps; BO BCAKOM Ciydae
HA/ICI0Ch; BEpHYThCs B Omkaiimue auu. [loxanyiicta nepenaiite I1. -4y, BMmecte ¢ Moum
NPUBETOM, YTO OOCTOSITEIBCTBA CIOXKWIUCH YeM, YTO M ceiyac eme u. CaBeabeB UMeEeT
BpeMs HamucaTh cTtaThio Uit « TpuauaTeix rogoB». O0 3TOM g U Mpolly ero oueHb. Tema
HaMeuyeHa JIM caMbli B MHCbME KO MHE: IOHATHE «ITHOTPa(pUUECKOro COI3a»,
JEMOHCTPUPOBAaHHOE HAa KOCTIOMHOM MarepHoi Poccun-EBpazuu. JKmy Bam pyky. [Ipuser
C. H-ume. Bam [THC

[16] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 27/04/1931

Hoporoit Poman Ocumnosuy,

IIPEAOTHE3IHbIE JeJIa MEHs 3aKkpyTiId. HecMOTps Ha BCE XKeylanue, He ycneBaso kK Bam
3aiiti. CtaThio 111 Bac 3akoHYMI ToNbKO B cy000TYy BeuepoM. Ha 7-8 mouaTsl crpanuniax
pedepupyro okoio 60 padot. BeicaxkuBaro 1 HEKOTOpbIE 001IMe TOYKHU 3peHus. [ymaro, 4To
KpaeBeJIeHhe MOXKHO TiepeBecTH ,,wissenschaftliche Landskunde®, kak 3To cnemnano B o6ope
oubmmorpadus (S1. Rund., 1930, oxTs16pb)

[ToxanyiicTa HAITUIIUTE MHE O IIPOYTEHUU DTOHN CTAThU.

Hanucanu a1 Bl y:xe B BOKC?

Moii napmxkckuii agpec: P. Savickij, chez Florovsky, 131, av. Jean Jaurgs, Paris XIX¢©
Kmy Bamry pyky muito npuser C. H-ne.

Bamr I1 CaBunkuii
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[17] Petr Savickij to Roman Jakobson, 14/05/1931
14V 1931
Hoporoii Poman OcunoBuu

K MOMEHTY IIPMX0/1a UCIIPAaBIEHHON Balin KoppekTypHble 3HaKU AOJITOTHI U JIBE ,,TOUKH * HaJ|
OykBaMu OBUIM YK€ HACTaBJICHbI, HEJOCTAIOIINE 3HAKH YJapeHHs BKJIIOUYEHUU U BCe BOOOIIE
3HAaKU yJapeHus yHupuuupoBanbsl(Ha). S mporBesn mepeBoj B TUHOrpaduu U 3aCTaBHI €€
IIPUKYIIUTh HEKOTOPbIE 3HAKH. ,,BepcTam® kKak M3BECTHO, 3TO B CBOE BpPEMS HE YAaJlOCh, U
cratbss H. C-ro o uacTymke Bbllia 0e3 MHOTMX HEOOXOAMMBIX 3HaKoB. Yemickoe i —
usrorosisiercs. Te aBe Tabaui, o KOTOpBIX Bel nuiere, BOiaAyT B OpoIIopy B BUAE KIIMIIE.
Cnenansl oHu ¢ moero aBrtorpada. Ilouepk Mol OTHIOIb HE HJCAJIbHBIA, HO BCE-TaKH,
Ha/eCch, Oyaer moHATHO. — bpommopa yxe cBepcrana. COCTaBIe€HO MHOIO M KpaTKOE
ornasienue. Beero Beiuio 60 crpanui. CchUIKM HAa CTPaHULIBI YK€ BCTaBJeHbl. Barna padora
BBIXOJIUT OTJIENKOM Opoutopoil, 1 Tonbko ero. — [ledaraem 500 ex3. ¢ pycCKUM 3arjiaBUeM U
500-c Etudes phonologiques. 51 xouy opraHu3oBaTh CaMyi0 LIMPOKOI PAcChUIKY Bareii
monorpaduu. [Ipomry Bac momodys MHE B TOM CMBICIIE, UTO 3aTOTOBUTH HECKOJIBKO COT, BHE-
eBPONEHCKUX apecoB, Kya IS CIEI0BAIIO MOCIATh OpOILIIOpY.

Hapnetoch, uTo K 1-My HIOHS OHA yXKe MOSIBUTCS B CBET/

Buepa nonyunn (u3 bepna) xoppektypy cratbu Moeil Wissenschaftliche Landeskunde in
RSFSR - u Buepa xe, o ucnpasienuu, otnpasui ee M. I'. 'ekrepy — o agpecy Praha I, 606.
— Ecnu nompasui, uMeromue HeKOTopoe TeXHUYeckoe 3HadeHne. O4ueHb MpoIly y4acTh HX.
[Tpomy Taxxke M3roToBUTH Ui MeHs ABecTH (200) OTHAENBHBIX OTTHUCKOB 3TOM CTaThH.
Hanwucan 06 stom M. I'-my. Ho y Bac ouens npoury HanoMHUTb eMy 00 3TOM.

Bunam 11 Bel mapToBckuit Homep «Monde Slave»? Kak Bugure, peakiiMoHHOE IPUMEYaHUe
cHiTo. PamoBomy umratento, Opoae MeHs, ppaHIly3ckuil TekcT Bamero nokmana kaxercs
yIIOBJIETBOPHUTEIBbHBIN. BripoueM, 1 B OKOHUATETbHOM TEKCTE 3aMETHJI TPU OLIHOKHU: Ha C. 376
B OJTHOM MecTe BMeCTO isolignes cka3aHo isophones, Ha cTp. 377 B ogHOM MecTe — BMecTo Sud-
Ouest — Sud-Est; Ha ctp. 378 — BMecTo occidentale — ckazano méridionale. K cuacturo, Bo Bcex
TpEX Cllydasix KOHTEKCT JaeT BO3MOKHOCTh Pa300paThCs B CyIIeCTBE Jiena. — Bripouem, ceituac
3TO M HE TaK yXe BaKHO: Barra MoHOTrpadust BHIXOAUT B CBET B TEUEHHUE OJMKAMIINX JAHEH, a
ee Mbl pazouuiem urbi et orbi. ToabKo OYeHb MPOINIY: MOATOTOBBTE JOCTATOYHOE KOJIHMUECTBO
YHCTO-HAYYHBIX aJIPECOB: KaK €BPONEHCKUX, TaK U BHE-EBPONEHCKUX !

Ecnu ne ymeete mapt. Homepa «Monde Slavey, mokanyiicTa BO3bMUTE €T0 Y MOUX JIOMAIIIHUX
OH Y HUX €CTbh, @ Y MEHS 31E€Ch €CTh TOXKE.

Bunanu u Bel «iipukycky» A. CakukoBa 1O IMOBOJY pa3iIMYeHUs COTIACHBIX MO TBEPAOCTU
U MATKOCTH B ocMaHckoM? Ha Besikuil cimyuait mocsutato ee Bam. He obpaturecs 1 Bol k
CamxxoBy (2, rue de Séze, Paris 1X°), ¢ mpocb6oii coobmuTs Bam ,,.BecbMa 00CTOSTEIBHO
MoTuBUpoBaHHOe mHcbMo Illebynuna. A Bapyr — Peunka u KaBanmbckuit okaxytes
HENpaBbIMU, U ,,KOHCTAaHTHHOIIOJB OKa)KeTCsl HAIMM . Bellb 10 pU3HAKY pacpoCcTpaHeHUs
ckionenuit (H. C. Tpybeukoii) nemno o6CcTOUT MMEHHO Tak. — Bo BCSKOM ciiydae, MHE KaXKeTcs,
MHTEPECHO BBISICHUTD, B U&M K€ JIeO.

Oxomno BpemeHnu Moero mnpuesna B [Tapux 31ece MHOTO roBopuM o Bameit pabote u k Mmoemy
YAUBIICHUIO B OOJBIIMHCTBE 000APUTENBHO.
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Cunraet 11 Bo3MoxkHOCTH U CII. caenaTh 4To-ITM00 B CMBICIE yCKOpeHus kpeautoB? — Kak
obctosT nema B M. M. J1.?

Ectp mu otBeT 0T BOKCa, o moBoy ajipecoB, mo KOTopbIM pacceinaercs Sl. R.?

[To cBoeM BO3BpallleHHM, S CUUTA]I OBl OYEHb KENATeIbHBIM MPUCTYNUTh K PACCBUIKE.
Hamnucansl M nucbMa TEM KpaeBEAHBIM OPraHMU3aLUsAM, KOTOPBIE NMEPEUYMCIECHBI B MOEM
npenpiayimeM nucbMe? Mue Hanucan ['epacum @enoposuu. Xouy emy orBeTHTh. KakoB, B
HacToslee BpeMs, ero aapec? Iloxanyiicta OTBEThTE MHE Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC.

Kak nayT Bamu pabotsi?

3a mosHOe OTCYTCTBHE Ole4yarok B Bameil Opomrtope He pydanock. Ho nemato Bc€, uTo
BO3MOKHO, YTOOBI UX OBLJIO MCHBIIIE.

Kpenko xmy Bamty pyky. [1lmto npuser C. H-He. byny »xnaTte nucbma.
Bamr I1 CaBunkuii

Yro cabiuno o H. C.? I1. I'-ue? — Cepreit OcunnoBud MHE IULIET, YTO BbI lyMaeTe IEPEHECTU
B OMOIHMOTEKY 3HAYUTENbHYIO YacTh Bammx kaur. Tak mu 510o? Ecnu aa, TO 3T0 MEHsI paioBajio
Obl: BMecTe ¢ KHUramu JIm. M-ro 1 MOMMH, 3TO COCTaBHJIO OBl XOPOILIUI poccHe-BeINYECKUN

KpYT.

Ecth mu npubsitus kaur ¢ Bocroka? MHTEepecHa v 3tu Henenu ,,KHKHas JIeTOMHCh *?
ut in litteris

I1 CaBunkuii

He ycnen oTpaBuTh 3TOT0 MUChMa, Kak Moxy4ni Bamt skcnpecc ¢ 1ononHeHueM o0 aJapcKoM.
JIOonoJIHEeHUE 3TO y>Ke MPHUBEN B HAAJIEKaBIINH (17151 TUnorpadum) BUa- U caajio B Habop. OHO
Mo1IeM B KOHIIE OpOLITIOPHI.

OrTBert Ha Baim BOIIPOCHI TAKAJIIO-9AaCTCA B 3TOM IHUCHbMC. OTBETBUTE XK€ HO)KELHyfICTEl 1 Ha BCC
MOH BOIPOCH!!

15 V 1931, pannee yTpo.

Bam I1 CaBunkuii

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, liber das neue Buch von Paus SCHEFFER, ,,Sieben Jahre Sowjet-Union®, in der Slavische
Rundschau zu referieren. Das Rezensionsexemplar wiirde mir bejahendenfalls zur Verfiigung
gestellt werden. Ich mdchte mir daher an Die die ergebene Anfrage erlauben, ob Sie, Herr
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Doktor, einer solchen Besprechung freundlichst Raum gewéhren konnten. Sollte Thnen die
gesonderte Besprechung der Arbeit eines deutschen Publizisten zu mager erscheinen, konnte
jaevtl. FEILERs ,,Experiment des Bolschewismus* / das ich bereist besitze / hinzugenommen
werden.

Indem ich gern Ihren freundlichen Bescheid erwarte, mochte ich nochmals meinem Bedauern
Ausdruck geben, dass es mir im Mirz nicht gelungen ist, Sie, Herr Doktor, mehr also das eine
fliichtige Mal zu sehen. Da ich aber in absehbarere Zeit wieder nach Prag zu kommen gedenke,
dann hochstwahrscheinlich zu ldngerem Aufenthalt, so hoffe ich bestimmt Gelegenheit zu
finden, das Versdumte nachzugehen. Inzwischen bitte ich Sie begriilen zu diirfen mit dem
aufrichtigen Ausdruck.

Ausgezeichneter Hochachtung als Thr 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 dariiber
schreiben kann. Wie Sei vermutlich aus der gestrigen ,,Prager Presse* ersehen haben werden,
hat sich in Berlin eine ,,Slavistiche Arbeitsgemeinschaft™ konstituiert. Ich hatte urspriinglich
geglaubt, dass man die Genehmigung des Rektorats noch vor Redaktionsschluss der
Mainummer herausbekommen werde, dann hat sich die Sache durch Beurlaubung des
zustidndigen Herrn doch noch um tiber eine Woche verzogert. Nunmehr aber, seit Montag, ist
alles Formelle erledigt, und kommenden Montag beginnt die Arbeit, fiir die wohl einiges zu
erhoffen ist, da auf der Griindungsversammlung gerade Leute, die schon etwas geleistet haben,
erfreulich zahlreich vertreten waren und die meisten Teilnehmer der Griindungsversammlung
auch sofort ihre Mitwirkung bei der wissenschaftlichen Arbeit zugesagt haben. Wir richten im
laufenden Sommersemester folgende Arbeitszirkel ein:

1. Die Nationalititenfrage bei allen slavischen Volkern zu verschiedenen Zeiten. Leitung:
Dr. Klaus Menhert, Dr. Wolfgang Leppmann und der Unterzeichnete. Es werden
abwechselnd die Fragen des ,,zwischeneuropdischen®/ in der PENCK-WIRSINGs
»Zwischeneuropa und die deutsche Zukunft“. Montag darauf: Die ideologischen
Grundlagen der sovetrussischen (sic!) Nationalitidtenpolitik /[LENIN-LUXEMBURG-
STALIN/.

2. Probleme des russischen Mittelalters. Leitung: Dr. Raissa Bloch.

3. Die slavische Romantik und ihre Stellung innerhalb der europidischen Romantik,
Leitung: Dr. Michael Gorlin, Dr. Maximilian Landau und der Unterzeichnete, Niachsten
Dienstag: Referat von Frl. Dr. v Busse / Verf. eines Buches liber Adam Miiller / iiber
die europdische Romantik. Der ganze Zirkel wird an Hend einer fest umrissenen
Schemas leitender Gesichtspunkte durchgefiihrt, die bei jeder Spezialfrage zu
berticksichtigen sind.

Ich mochte Sie, sehr verehrter Herr Prof. JAKOBSON, nunmehr fragen, in welcher Form ich
iiber das ganze Unternehmen im Juliheft der ,,Slavische Rundschau® Bericht erstatten darf. Soll
ich dariiber im Rahmen einer Gesamtiibersicht referieren, oder diirfte ich evtl. einen separaten
Artikel fir die Kulturchronik schreiben? Ich wiirde Sie, sehr verehrter Herr Professor, auch
bitten, mir fiir fallt, damit auBBerhalb der formellen Geriistes und evtl. allgemeiner gesitiger
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(sic!) Richtlinien auch schon tiber moglichst viel geleistete konkrete Arbeit referiert werden
kann. Andererseits mochte ich auch nicht zu spét schreiben, damit das Referat such wirklich in
die Julinummer hereinkommt.

Dass sich das Referat lohnt, mochte ich bestimmt annehmen. Wir stehen mit der vorziiglich
organisierten ,,Gesellschaft zum Studium Osteuropas® in Raumgemeinschaft und durch die
Personlichkeit des unseren Vorstande angehorigen Generalsekretdrs 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 gehoren zur Literatur. Sie haben in Sammelbdndchen hiesiger russischer Dichter
bereits sehr hiibsche Gedichte veroftentlicht. /

Ich wire Thnen, sehr verehrter Herr Professor, sehr verpflichtet, wenn ich Genaueres iiber Ihre
Wiinsche betreffe dass hier besprochenen Kulturberichtes erfahren konnte.

Angesichts der unischeren wirtschaftlichen Verhéltnisse werde ich wohl noch langere 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 begriifien als Thr
stets in vollkommenster Hochhaltung ergebener.

Leopold Silberstein
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A.5 Correspondences (1940-1982)
A.5.1 Nadezda Melnikova-Papouskova
[1] Nadezda Melnikova-Papouskova to Roman Jakobson, 31/12/1946
Praha, 31. prosince 1946
Mily Romane,

Uz vidim, jak se divi$, ze ji, slavny lenoch, Ti piSi dopis. Jsou ale k tomu dva divody:
pfedevsim starnu a stavam se sentimentdlni a za druhé Ze jsem cetla, Ze ses stal profesorem na
kolumbijské université. Hned jsem di pomyslela, Ze jako stary pfitel mtizes byt k né¢emu dobry
a tak Ti posilam spolu se svym dopisem i dopis svého chranénce a mladého ptitele MUDr
Klena, ktery by velmi rad se dostal na studijni cestu do Ameriky. Ve jménu naseho starého
pratelstvi a vSech lumparen, které jsme spolu provadéli, udélej co je v Té moci, pro tohoto
mladence, ktery je pro mne dnes nahrazkou syna. Vis, pocitila jsem, po prvé na podzim 1938
tento nedostatek. Neméla jsem zadného syna, kterého bych mohla poslat do boje. Bohuzel
musim pfiznat, Ze v této véci vétsina holek je k ni¢emu. Nu a Pan Bih mi poslal Rudu Klena,
ktery se ptipojil k nasi skupin¢ a néjakym zdzrakem vratil se doma z celé¢ fady koncentrak,
které vymetl béhem tii a ptl let. A ted’ on nikoho nema a ja taky ne. Vidis, ze diivoda je dost.
Vic se o tom $itit nebudu. O mém osudu snad vim, Ze jsem zistala jako kil v ploté. Zbylo mi
trochu véci z bytu, ¢ast knihovny a koté€. S tim v§im ziji. Snazim se pracovat a vydavam knizky.
Zatim mi vySel Rusky lubok. Abys mél uplny obraz, musim dodat, Ze jsem byla jmenovana
pfed vanocema profesorem na olomouckou universitu. Jist¢ neuhadne§ obor, ktery budu
pfednaset — je to lidova vytvarna kultura, takZe dé€lam skoro konkurenci Petrovi. O ném jsem
hodné slySela vSemoznych anekdot, ale dohromady nic konkrétniho. Nejlépe nejvécnéji
vypravoval Erenburg. Ale uz je davno. Obcas se vidavame s Mukafovskym a vzdycky
proklepame vSechny staré zndmé. Kdyz bude§ mit trochu moznost, napi§ mi o sob€ a jak ses
zafidil a jak zijeS. Pteji Ti od Cistého srdce, abys konecné uz nasel definitivni misto pro svou
praci a zivot. V&t mi, ze je to velké Stésti mit blizkého ¢lovéka a svlij domov. Vidis, jak osudy
jsou rizné. Jsme vSichni tfi rozmetani po celé zemékouli a jen Petr je vlastné doma. Ale
neproménila bych Ceskoslovensko ani za zlaty palac. Musim tady Zit a um#it. A tak bud’ ted’
s Bohem, pozdravuj pani a vSechny znamé, kteti se Ti mohou pfichomejtnout pfi cesté. Mam
kanonicky vek, proto si troufdm napsat, ze T€ mockrat libim a té§im se, Ze splni§ mou prosbu
a také mi napises.

Tvoje, Nad’a.
Nadézda Melnikova-Papouskova
Ceskoslovensko, Praha XIX, ul. Narodni obrany 29.
[2] Nadezda Melnikova-Papouskova to Roman Jakobson, 19/12/1947
V Praze 19. prosince 1947
Mily Romane,
Tak jsem stéale ¢ekala, ze kdyz vi§ mou adresu, Ze piece si vySetiis chvilku a napiSe§ mi aspoinl
par slov. Dékuji Ti za to, co jsi vSe vySetfil pro Rudu Klena, ktery je dnes jakymsi mym

adoptivnim synem. Myslim, ze vroce 1948 se dostane k Vam a povi Ti o mych
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dobrodruzstvich vSe podrobné. Zhruba to vis od jinych i bez n¢ho, takze nic zde tikat o tom
nemusim. Objektivné fe€eno neziji zle. Je pfirozené, ze nékteré véci schdzi, ale nebyt
katastrofalniho sucha, bylo vSe docela pfijatelné. Subjektivné Ti musim fici, Ze jsem velmi
unavena na praci, ale zivotem. Mnoho véci pro mé viibec prestalo existovat. A ted’ se jisté ptas,
pro¢ Ti vse pisi. Jsou k tomu 2 divody, nebo dokonce 3. Prvni, Ze jsem vidéla v novinach, ze
vysel pteklad pani Pirkové-Jakobsonové. Druhy, Ze se blizi vanoce, doba vzpominek, a ja
rekapituluji celou fadu let, které jsme spole¢né ztravili [sic!]. A kone¢né tfeti, pro mne nejméné
pfijemny, Ze jsem chtéla poprosit, jestli bys mi nemohl poslat docela maly balicek, ve kterém
by bylo susené¢ mléko, trochu kévy a €aje. Jsou to véci, které u nds hodné postradam a jejichz
nedostatkem dosti trpim. Odpust, ze se s tim na Tebe obracim, ale nemam tam nikoho jiného
znamého, nebo spiSe nema nikoho, kdo by se sam dovtipil mné takto ulevit.

Tak nechme uz to stranou a d€kuji Ti za vSe pfedem. Jestli T¢ bude zajimat, poslu Ti n€kolik
svych knizek, ze kterych néco vyslo za valky a néco ma vyjit v nejbliz§ich mésicich. Ud¢l jsi
kdysi §tastny pocin, kdyz jsi mi daroval obrazek na skle sv. Vendelin. Vénuji se opravdu skoro
vyhradné lidovému uméni, nebo spravnéji feceno lidovému vytvarnictvi, které je u nas, jak
sdm vis, hodné zanedbano. Vydala jsem knizecku o Lubku a ted’ ¢ekam na jinou o lidové
hracce. Rozpracovanou mam vétsi praci o lidovém ceském sochatstvi a fezbarstvi.

Napi$ mi, co vlastné délas Ty. Vim, Ze jsi napsal za valky néjakou knihu, ale nemohla jsem ji
u nas dostat. Cesty boZi jsou vyzpytatelné a po tolika letech jsme zase kolegy. Rikam Ti to na
ptipad, kdybys to jesté nevédél. Byla jsem loni jmenovana profesorem narodopisu na staronové
olomoucké université. Celkem vzato snad je to vSe, co jsem Ti chtéla napsat. Az to dostanes,
vzpomen na Jaru a na Valu.

Srdec¢né Ti tiskne ruce a vzpomina Tva stard pritelkyné.
N. Melnikové-Papouskova

Nada.

A.5.2 Antonin Stanislav Magr

[1] Antonin Stanislav Magr to Roman Jakobson, 28/11/1945
28.X1.45
Mily pfiteli,

D¢kuji Vam pékné za Vas dopis ze dne 1.XI, a za seznam VaSich praci, o némz Vam nebudu
vykladat, Ze mne piekvapil a zase nikoliv kone¢n¢ myslim, ze Vas po této strance znam. Lituji
jen, ze to vSechno nemam, jinam mam docela peknou sbirku Vasich rtiznych pojednani a
knizek 1 kdyz ne vSechny. Vytusil jste spravnég, Ze bych se rad o to postaral aby se lidé zde
seznamili s Vasim vykonem, mluvil jsem o tom s Havrankem a dohodli jsme se na tom, Ze to
vyjde s nalezitou stilisaci v Slové a slovesnosti, kam to patii v prvni fad¢. Prozatim jsem to
ukdzal n¢kterym lidem np. Maxovi.

Ptate se co je s ostatnimi kolegy. Myslite-1i na byvalou redakci PP, pak asi sam vite ze Picka a
Benda zemfeli v Londyné. Kubka je odborovym pfednostou v ministerstvu informaci a pijde
co nejdrive jako vyslanec do Sofii. Eisner vSechno §t’astné piezil a piSe ted’ ve vSech moznych
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Casopisech, vselicos také prelozil, co jesté nevyslo, ponévadz neni dost papiru. Sdm se s nim
nestykam, poslal jsem mi svou publikaci In memoriam Arne Laurina — posledni vytisk jsme
ostatné uschoval pro Vas -, ale nereagoval na to. Laufer pracuje v CTK. To by asi byli vSichni,
o které byste se mohl zajimat.

Ja sdm jsem v lednu 1938 vstoupil do redakce Centropresse a chtél jsem vydavat némeckou
kulturni korespondenci, jakousi malou PP. S tim ovSem po 15. bfeznu nebylo nic, ale zlstal
jsem na svém misté, kde jsem vétSinou vytizoval vSelijaké administrativni a pod prace pokud
jsme viibec pracoval ve svém povoldni. Vydali jsem jesté ndkladem Slovanského tstavu 1 2/3
ro¢niku Slavische Rundschau a v tom zvlastni sesSit o knihtisku v slovanskych zemi a druhy —
k sjezdu slovanskych filologli v Bélehradé — o romantice u Slovant. Posledni seSit m¢l byt
vénovan Murkovi k osmdesatce a pifinést soubor clanku o stavu badani o lidové pisné
slovanské. Ten jiz nevySel. Cast materiali vyjde nyni v Murkové sesitu Slavii k jeho 85.
narozenindm. Ve svych volnych chvilich jsem se vratil k své staré lasce: indické filosofii
specidlné k buddhismu, zapracoval jsem do palijského jazyku, abych mohl ¢ist plivodni texty
a nakonec jsem pielozil spolu s Halasem Dhammapadam do Cestiny a vedle toho nékteré mensi
texty v proze. Nebylo to Cisté theoretické zaméstnani, hledal jsem tam centrum securitatis, ale
to je moje privatissimus, jimz Vas nechci obtézovat. Slo o zasadu: readiness is all. Oviem by
se snad 1 pro theorii néco naslo a sestavil jsem mi trochu materidlu k thematu sound and
meaning, sanskrit -puli arthah -atto a vynjanam kde ovSem smysl stoji na prvnim misté.
Pozadavek této jazykové filosofie je, aby byla kongruenci mezi zvukem, znénim a smyslem,
obsahem.

Pfiznavam se, ze jsem nemél nijaké plany do budoucnosti a celkem je i ted Zivot jakousi
improvisaci. Po 5. kvétnu jsem pomahal v nakladatelstvi Orbis organisovat novy smér, byla
moznost piejit do ministerstva informaci — do publika¢niho odboru, jemuz ptedseda Halas, ale
nakonec jsem zustal v Centropressu, kdyz byla vyhlidka na jakési pokraCovani byvalé prace
v slavistické zurnalistice. Prager Presse jiz nebude, ale pisi noticky a ¢lanky pro nés bulletin.
Prozatim se podaftilo navazat styky s Polskem, psal mi Ingarden a Batowski, dostavdm noviny
Casopisy, ovSem maji tam jeSt€¢ mén¢ papiru nez my. Do naSich novin nelze nic psat, neni na
to misto. Byl jsem zvolen ¢lenem Prazského Slovanského vyboru a ¢lenem jeho pracovniho
sboru, kde mam publikacni referat. Bude obnoven Slovansky ptehled a tam by se daly snad
vyuzitkovat zkuSenosti ze Slavische Rundschau. Slovansky tstav ma byt vybudovan jako
védecka instituce v souvislosti s Ceskou akademii, ale jak patrné nikdo nevi. Pfedsedou bude
Albert Prazék tj. prozatim, ostatni je v§e hudbou budoucnosti.

Krouzek uz neni ten stary krouzek z dob Vasich a Mathesiovych, kdy dojizdéli Trubeckoj,
Benveniste, Hjelmslev, Brondal atd. Mluvim ovSem jen o debatnich vecerech, publikacni
¢innost byla za valky tlumena, ale Slovo a slovesnost si zachovalo svou troven nejlepsiho
ceského védeckého Casopisu. Snad se nyni 1 oZivi ostatni literarni prace. Dalo by se zajisté
vSelicos udélat, ale na universitich to vyhlizi dosti problematicky. Malo védeckych
prikopnik.

Minuly tyden jsem také dostal prvni knihu ze Zahtebu: silny svazek o vice nez 600 strandch
,Hrvatska svjedoCanstva o Rusiji — anthologie textli od Krizanice po Miroslava Krlezu,
ukazky z cestopisti charvatskych lidi, ktefi navstivili Rusko / Racki, Jagi¢, Radi¢, Cesarec,
Krleza a jini mensi /. Vydavatel je dr. Josip Badali¢, dfive knihovnik universitni knihovny a
nyni profesor ruské literatury na universit¢. Nakladatel: Suvremena naklada, Zagreb, cena 320
dinard.
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Tim jsem snesl n¢kolik stfept ze své dnesni existence, o nichz se domnivam, ze by Vas mohly
vice mén¢ zajimat. Pfeji Vam vSeho zdaru Vasi budouci badatelskou praci a zistavam.

Vzdy Va&s A. St. Magr

[2] Antonin Stanislav Magr to Roman Jakobson, 03/04/1947
Praha dne 3. dubna 1947.
Mily pfiteli,

Vs dopis ze 26. biezna byl jiz 29. bfezna v Praze a 31. jsem ho mél jiz v rukou. S VaSimi
poznamkami k “Slovanskému ptehledu” zasadné souhlasim. Bibliografie by se zajisté dala
rozs§itit, ale je to, bohuzel, otazka mista, a tak jsme se prozatim rozhodli pro tuto formu,
zejména také proto, ze Casopis je prece jenom v prvni fad€ urcen Ceské vetejnosti. Po této
strance ma Casopis ponckud jiné poslani nez “Slavische Rundschau”, s kterou po nékterych
strankach asi nikdy nebudeme moci konkurovat, “Slovansky ptehled” je organem Slovanského
vyboru, a tim nastrojem urcité politiky, kdezto “Slavische Rundschau” mohla se vyhradné fidit
Cisté theoretickymi zasadami. Pfesto se domnivam, Ze béhem doby se i ¢lankova ¢ast zlepsi.
Vase zprava o ¢innosti Masarykovy stolice bude ndm ovSem velmi vitdna a viibec vSechno, co
byste nam mohl pozd¢ji poslat.

Velmi mne zajimalo, co piSete o své praci kolem slova o pluku Igorové a rad bych Vam pfi to
poslouzil. Véc se ovSem ma tak, Ze pieklad Rilkeho doposud nebyl cely uverejnén, Kromé
ukdzky, kterd vysla kdysi v Prager Presse, byla uvefejnéna jeSté¢ druha ukdzka, a to v
Inselalmanachu na rok 1931. Rilke-archiv chystal svého ¢asu soubornou publikaci o Rilkovi a
Rusku a shanél k tomu jesté riizny material, coz se patrné nepodaftilo v zddoucim rozsahu. Mezi
tim vysla v roku 1934 v Kralovci disertace od Sophie Brutzer: “Russische Reisen”. Titul je
potud nepiesny, Ze prace nejednd jen o cestdch Rilkeho, nybrz skutecné o celém komplexu
poméru Rilkeho k Rusku. Pfi tom ovSem nejde do hloubky, ale méa v kazdém pftipadé¢ tu cenu,
ze podava na zaklad€ autopste Uplny inventar materiald, které jsou zachovany v Rike-archivu,
zejména také dopisy a seznam ruskych knih z knihovny Rilkeho, tédy prament, z kterych
cerpal. V najnovéjsi dobé byl, memylim-li se, Rilke-archiv ve Vymaru reorganizovan, jako
vefejna instituce. Uplny text piekladu byste v kazdém piipadé mohl dostat jen odtemtud.

Dila Godebského nejsou bohuzel ani v universitni, ani v slovanské ani v knihovné Narodniho
muzea, takZe nezbyva, nez s obratit pfimo do Polska. Mam ale dobré styky s Krakovem a
doufam, Ze se mi podaii Vam opatfit dopisy nebo fotokopie stranek, které potiebujete.

Domnivam se, ze Vam Tuwim poslal newyorskou versi svého piekladu, kterou uvetejnil
koncem minulého roku v ¢asopisu “Odrodzenie” / III. 51-52/. V tivod€ se tam také zmifluje o
Vasi pomoci a zarovenl oznamuje, Ze se chce pustit do tietiho zpracovani piekladu, ponévadz
pry po svém navratu do Polska se seznamil s nékterymi pracemi sovétskych badateld, zejména
Orlova, Grekova a Jugova, v nichZ né¢kterd nova objasnéni spornych mist.

Mate také preklad Kubktv?
Ptilozeny vystiizek ze “Svobodnych /lidovych/novin” Vs snad bude zajimat a snad jesté vic

specidlni publikace, kterou Cerny chysta. Pii této piilezitosti: Co je s novym vydanim Vasi
“Moudrosti starych Cechi™?
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Normalni postou Vam posilam dvé malé publikace, na nichz jsem trochu spolupracoval:
“Praga-Moskva” a antologii polské lyriky z let 1938-1945 v Ceskych prekladech.

Nikterak Vam nezazlivam, ze pisete tak ziidka. Vim, Ze pracujete a jsem piesvédcen, Ze se tou
&i onou cestou né¢eho dovim o vysledcich Vasi &innosti. Casto na Vas myslim a citim se jaksi
s Vami spojen, nebot ta 1éta spolecné prace jsou nécim, co se nezapomina. Musim Vam také
potvrdit, Ze Vas pamét’ skute¢né neklamala a Ze dne 6. dubna vySel Vas ¢lanek v Lidovkdch.
Tentokrat doufam odbude se to méné hluéné. Jsem presvédcen o upfimnosti toho, co pisete na
konci svého dopisu, sdm se ovSem na to v§e divam docela jinak. Ale to uzZ Vam zde vykladat
sesli. Ale prozatim se to zda byt utopii. Pfeji Vam mnoho zdaru pro Vasi dalsi praci a hlavné,
abyste jesté dlouho nepocitil néjaky tbytek sil.

Vas Magr
[3] Antonin Stanislav Magr to Roman Jakobson, 25/04/1948
Mily pfiteli,

eppur si muove! Diky za IGORA! Napsal jsem ho hned ¢lanek, doufdm, ze mi ho ,,Svobodné
noviny“ vezmou, PP vS§ak uZ neni. T¢Sim se na dal$i svazek, postfadam ale stat’ consacrée a
I’accueil fait a 1a Geste d’Igor’ dans les pays de langue slave. Viibec uz dlouho nemam piimych
zprav od Vas a tak nevim, zdali Vas doSly moje drobné zasilky. Zda-li se jest¢ setkdme na
tomto svét€? Bud’ tomu tak ¢i onak, casto na Vas myslim a pteji dalSich uspécht v plodné

v

prace, ktera je jednou z nejpiisobivéjsich ilusi Zivotnich. Bud'te hodné zdrav! Tisknu Vam ruku.
Vzdy Va&s A. St. Magr

[4] Roman Jakobson to Antonin Stanislav Magr, 05/05/1948
New York, 5. kvétna 1948

Reditel A. S. Magr
Nakladatele Orbis
Stalinova tfida, Praha XII.

Drahy pfiteli,

Va3 mily dopis mé hluboce dojal. Dokuji za ptichystany referat o nasi knize. Iro€ nenapi ete o
tom do Slovanského ptehledu, snad by to jeho Ctenéie zajimalo. Kniha mé v odbornickych
kruzich svétovych opravdu veliky uspéch a odezvu. Poslal jsem fadu exemplaia taky do SSSR
a jediné od taméjsi a Ceskoslovenskych védcil jesté nemdm odpovédi. V Jugoslavil tuto praci
velice uvitali. Od Ramovse mam velkolepy dopis. Svazek epickych studii bude vytistén v 1été.
Bude v ném mnoho nového. Zda se mi, ze sejm pokus o rekonstrukci ruského stniho eposu
Xl stol. povedl. Vécnou studii o ptijeti roli Slova slovenskych zemich bylo by tézké uskutecniti
tady. Chtél jsem mit v tomto svazku ¢lanky o prvnim polském piekladatel Slova a prekladu
Rilkeho, ale pro prvni tikol jsem nem¢l pramenu pro staroruskou lexiku fraseologii <...>
odbornika a pfeklad Rilkeho se mi nepodafilo opatfit. Jsem velice zaméstnan universitni praci
pod mym vedenim se piSe na dvacet disertaci, coz zpomaluje mou ¢innost literarni. Nicméné
doufam, Ze brzy dokoncim kritické vydani dolnonémecké ptirucky hovorové rutiny z prvni
polovice dokon¢it taky svou knihu Sound and Meaning, ktera shrnuje ctvrt stoleti mé
fonologické a viibec jazykovédné prace. Mezinarodni linguisticky sjezd mé vyzval o uhrnny
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“report” o aktudlnich problémech poméru mezi hldskoslovim a gramatikou. Prave jsem ji poslal
do patizské tiskarny. Moc by se mi chtélo dodélat v mé studie o riiznych problémech
staro¢eského pisemnictvi a folkloru. Ale, bohuzel, nemam tu sva rukopisné materidly,
nepostradatelné pro skutecné dokonceni prace. Mukafovsky, kterému jsem je dal schovat v
roce 1939, odevzdal je do Narodniho musea a nehne, prstem, aby mi je vratil. Boli m¢ to a
prosim o pomoc v dopisech, které zaroven piSu jemu, Havrankovi a ministru Clementisovi.
Dobte vite, mily pfiteli, co znamena pro védce postradat vlastni materidly nutné pro
pokracovani badani. Miizete-1i mi v té véci pomoci, budu Vam nesmirn¢ vdécen. Jsem Vam
velice zavazan za ty kradsné a hodnotné publikace Orbisu, které jste mi laskavo dal poslat.
Blahopteji Vam 1 k jubileu i k Vasi nové praci v tomto zasluzném kulturnim podniku. V
souvislosti s Orbiesem madm k Vam dvoji prosbu. Jednak zda smim Vasim prostfednictvim
objednat pro sebe knihy, které pro svou védeckou praci nutné potiebuji a jejichZz seznam
ptikladadm, ti¢et bych ihned vyrovnal zptisobem, jeZ mi udate at’ penéznimi nebo kniznimi a p.
zasilkami. Kdyby se knihkupectvi zajimalo, mohl bych na pf. poslat jisty pocet svazky o
Igorovi s knihkupeckou slevou. Je pravda, ze Zadonstina a Florovsky vysly v Sl. v Slovanském
ustavu a ten by je mél poslat jako ¢lenské a nebo asponi recensni exemplare. Mizete-li je na
nich pro mne vydobyt / skute¢né knihy nejen sliby / ovSem rad je do stanu zadarmo. Nejdete-
li to vSak, at’ mi je posle Orbis. Druhd prosba: zda a za jakych podminek je Orbis ochoten
pfijimat vétsi knizni objednavky od knihovny Columbijské university. Zrovna délam ted’
seznam nutnych objednavek novéjsich ¢eskych knih a periodik a rdd bych doporucil Columbii
spolupréci s knihkupectvim Orbisu, ale musim védét technické podminky a rovnéz do jaké
miry se daji objednavat knihy. starsi je antikvarné ptistupné.

Nepsal jsem Vam dlouho hlavné proto, Ze tento rok byl pro mne zvlasté t€zky: vydani Igorova
svazku lezelo zcela na mne a vyzadovalo strasného napéti sil a vedle prace ucitelska,
organisacni a mnoho problému badatelskych, které mné zabiraji, nebo leccos bych jesté chtél
dokoncit a zatim Cas kvapi.

Oddan¢ a vérné¢ Vas

[S] Antonin Stanislav Magr to Roman Jakobson, 11/05/1948
11. V. 1948
Mily pfiteli,

dékuji Vam za Vas dopis ze dne 5.t.m., s potéSenim jsem aspoii Cet 1 zase jednou Vase slova,
kdyz je nemohu slySet. V “Lidovych novinach” / které¢ se od 9. kvétna t.r. zase nazyvaji
“Lidové” / mi slibili, Ze muj ¢lanek otisknou myslil jsem ovSem také na “Slovansky piehled”,
ale tam by ¢lanek vySel nékdy v Cervenci a ja& jsem chtél, aby vySel co nejdiive. Redaktorem
kulturni rubriky je tam E. A. Saudek, ale je bohuzel pravda, co nedavno napsal Wollman, Ze
“ani jeden z naSich Zurndlli nema slovanského zpravodaje, ktery by pon¢kud nahradil znacku
Mgr.”

S nasimi slavisty je to ted’ tak, Ze se pro samou organisacni a jinou praci k védé nedostanou.
Mukatovsky neni zdrav a kromé toho je nyni prorektorem za rovnéz nemocného rektora a tak
to vSude pokulhdva a vazne.

Chapu, Ze byste tam a snad viibec nedostal vécnou studii o roli a pfijeti Slova v slovanskych
zemich, je to vSak Skoda uz téch osm ceskych ptekladii pfece neni malickost. Pokud jde o
clanek o Godebském, dal by se snad ziskat Prof. Wactaw Kubacki na université v Poznani,
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jeden z nejc€ilejSich mladsich polskych literarnich historiki, toz to s nim zkuste! NB. Pokud
vim, je stale jesté v Americe Manfred Kridl?

Co se zase tyce Rilkeho, doporucil jsem Vam svého Casu, abyste se obratil na Rilke-Archiv ve
Vymaru, aby Vam poslali opis textu nevim, zdali jste se o to pokusil.

Té dolnonémecké piirucky jsem si dobie v§iml ve Vasich pozndmkach. Pieji Vam tedy, aby
brzo spattila denni svétlo. A ted’ k tém knihdm:

Vyjednal jsem s III. odborem ministerstva informaci, jehoz ptfedsedou je Halas, ktery Vam
posila mnoho pozdravli, Ze Vam ministerstvo bude posilat pro Vasi osobni potfebu vSechny
knihy, které si budete piat, bezplatn€. To plati jak pro seznam ktery jste mi poslal, jak pro
futuro. Seznam poslalo ministerstvo firmé André, ktera je pod nasi spravou, aby Vam vyzadané
publikace dodala, ovSem musite pocitat s tim, ze jisty pocet bude rozebran. Se své strany by
ministerstvo informaci / IIl.odb. / vitalo, kdybyste mu mohl na adresu Praha XII., Stalinova 46,
postoupit bezplatn¢ né€kolik vytiskli /gora, aby jimi mohlo podélit nékteré z naSich knihoven.
Své desiderata posilejte pfist¢ dale na moji adresu / osobni /, bude tak 1épe, kdyZz budu moci
trochu na to dohlizet.

Pokud jde o Slovansky ustav, vyzval jsem je, aby Vam Zadonstinu a druhy dil Florovského
poslali, pfesvéd¢im se, zdali tak ucinili. Je tam nyni zaveden modus, Ze publikace se ¢lenim
posilaji jen na pozadani. Ve véci dodavek pro knihovnu Columbia University postoupil jsem
V4és dotaz sortimentu a novinaistvi Orbis s diiraznym pokynem, aby Vam co nejdtive leteckou
postou odpovédeli. Pfedpokladam, ze to udélaji ve vlastnim zajmu.

Dovedu si predstavit, kolik mate prace, ptesto bych. se chtél zeptat, co se stalo s Moudrosti
starych Cechit, ktery jste na mou intervenci slibil ¢inu a ktera je dosud aktudlni.

I u nas je prace dost, Zivot je ruSny a nabity riznotvarnou problematikou. Vdécnych ukolu je
dost a dost a doufam, Ze uhlidam jesté ten nebo onen skutek.

To tedy pro dnesek. Budu se t&sit, ze v dohledné dobé od Vas zase usly$im a zlstavam
vzdy Vas Magr
[6] Roman Jakobson to Antonin Stanislav Magr, 24/05/1948

New York 24. kvétna 1948
A. S. Magr

Nakladatelstvi Orbis

46 Stalinova tfida Praha XII

Mily pfiteli,

jsem Vam nesmirn¢ zavadzan i za Va§ krasny referat, i za VaSe milé dopisy, 1 za Vasi
neochvéjnou ochotu pomoci mi v mé védecké praci. Moji prazsti universitni kolegové mé ¢im
dal, tim vic zklamavaji. Mimo Vs nikdo z Ceskoslovenska se ani korespond’akem neozval na
mou knihu, ackoliv jsem poslal ji jednotlivetim 1 knihovndm. Zatim z ostatnich zemi mam plno
zajimavych a povzbuzujicich odpovédi. Na mé dopisy mi neodpovidaji ani Havranek ani
Mukarovsky, ackoliv tento by mél kone¢né néco udélat, aby mi vratil mé rukopisy, které jsem
mu pu;j¢il a bez nichZ nemohu dokonc¢it svou knihu z déjin ¢eského a slovenského basnictvi.
Ani Novotny z Musea, kterému Mukarovsky dal pry mé rukopisy na schovanou mi neodpovida
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na dopisy a mému zakovi fekl, ze nemohou ty rukopisy najit. Po vS§em tom, co jsem pro ¢eskou
védu délal, dé€lam, chystam se udélat, je toto chovéani opravdu nezodpovédnym lajdactvim.

Na zékladé¢ dohody polské vlady s Columbijskou universitou, byla tu pravé zalozena
Mickiewiczova stolice polskych studii a je na ni jmenovan profesor M. Kridl. TéSim se na
spolupréci s nim.

Dopis od Orbisu jsem dostal a podniknu nalezité kroky. Poslal jsem Halasovi do ministerstva
informaci tii vytisky Igora. Jsem Vam a jemu nesmirné vdécen za ochot a poslat mi knihy
nutné pro mou badatelskou praci cekam s netrpélivosti na prvni zasilku.

Dé&kuji Vam za slib dbat, aby z ministerstva a ze Slovanského ustavu knihy byly opravdu
poslany. Ty ob& publikace Ustavu opravdu potiebuji jako siil. A o Zddonstinu jsem se uz btihvi
jak dlouho hlasil. Ptate-li se na moje dalsi desiderata jsou to dvé ukrajinské knihy Cyzevského
vydané v Praze 1942: Ukrajinska barokni poesie a D¢&jiny ukrajinské literatury/ renesance a
reformace. Autor byl pozvan sem vyucovat déjiny slovanskych kultur, ale dosud se nemiize
hnout z Marburgu, kde je profesorem slovanskych jazyku a literatur a dotiskuje ve Frankfurtu
své rozsahlé déjiny nejstarsi ruské literatury O Godebském ndm piSe ¢lanek Kridl. Potiebujete-
li zase Vy néjaké knihy, napiste, poslu.

Oddané Vas, Roman Jakobson

[7] Roman Jakobson to Antonin Stanislav Magr 10/11/1948
V New Yorku dne 10. 11. 1948.
Mily pfiteli,

dékuji Vam za Vas mily dopis z 15. fijna. Zatim uz dosly Quodlibet, Malik a svazecky sbirky
Kdo je, rovnéz Selecka, Sourek a Ceskd mystika. Az dojde kniha Kalandrova, dam ji do
universitni knihovny, nebot mam jiz svlij exemplar. Mél jsem a mam autora za velice
nadaného, ale tato kniha je, bohuzel, Silend. Otazka nejstarSich Cesko-latinskych legend se mi
stava stale jasn¢jSi a tadpani historikli se do znané miry vysvétluji jejich nedostatecnym
zvladnutim cirkevné slovanského materidlu. Opravil jsem pro Sfinx sviij ¢lanek o ¢eském vlivu
na staropolskou literaturu, zcela jsem stat’ o ¢eském podilu na kultuie cirkevnéslovanské
Mathesiova sborniku a nové jsem napsal ¢lanek o Reéi a pisemnictvi Seskych Zidti za doby
premyslovské. Jsem velice zvédav, co témto poslednim obéma ¢lankiim Vy a jini v Praze
feknete. Moje nejvetsi radost je, ze se mé rukopisy konecné v museu nasly a doufam, ze je brzy
dostanu. Pak se intensivné vratim k bohemistickym thematim. Méam ted’ v Praze jednu svoji
zdejsi zacku, nesmirn¢ nadanou a seriosni, Barbaru Latimore / Kolej Bude¢, Praha XII.,
Wenzigova 20 /. Pracuje na disertaci o slovanskych, hlavné ceskoslovenskych i
jihoslovanskych svatebnich pisnich. Doporucil jsem ji, aby si s Vami pohovofila a jsem jist, Ze
ji date dobré bibliografické a zdsadni rady. Studuje ted’ na Karlov€ universit¢ u Havranka a
jinych. Za obé knihy Halovy budu Vam velice vdény. Rovnéz miiZzete mi zatidit, abych, at’
bezplatng nebo “platné” dostaval CCM, CMF, LF, Slovo a slovesnost a Slovesnou védu.
Dovolte, abych Vasi laskavosti pouzil jest¢ v tfech dalSich zalezitostech. Na spnéni téchto
desiderat zavisi Uplnost studii, na nichz ted’ pracuji. V Akordu na zacatku doby protektoratni
vysly dvé studie, které bych moc potieboval v souvislosti s monografii o cirkevnéslovanském
basnictvi v ¢eskych zemich. Jsou to: Orlova studie Hospodine pomiluj my a €lanek Vasiciiv o
cirkevné slovanském basnictvi s prekladem basn¢ Konstantinovy. Kdybyste oba tyto ¢lanky
nechal pro mne ofotografovat anebo opsat, rad ihned uhradim vydaje bud’ zasilkou, anebo v
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penézich, event. se o tu Gthradu miZe postarat Latimore. Bod druhy: Mam v podstaté hotovou
knihu — Bohemika v hebrejskych rukopisech 11. 13. stoleti. Zabyval jsem se témito vécmi a
sbiral material od svych studentskych let. Je tam mnoho nového a neo¢ekavaného. Excerpta z
jednoho rukopisu mné schazeji. Je to rukopis hebrejsky prazské universitni knihovny.
Pergamenovy foliant, ktery v 14. stoleti nalezel chebské synagoze. Znamy badatel A. Berliner
v knize Pletath Soferin — Beitrdge zur jiidischen Schriftauslegung in Mittelalter, Vratislava
1872, na str. 20 piSe: “... der Universitatsbibliothek zu Prag angehdrende Handschrift, welche
den Pentateuch mit Onkelos, Raschi u. Massora, die 5 Megillot mit einem anonymen
Commentar den Dr. Hiibsch / Pr. 1866 / edirt hat, und die Haftarot mit ecinem ebenfalls
anonymen commentar enthilt. Der letzterwdhnte Commentar enthdlt haufige slavische
Ausdriicke.” Kniha Hiibschova vysla hebrejsky a jmenuje se Hamiso megilot. Pravé zminény
nevydany komentat k Haftarot nanejvys potfebuji. Okamzité a rad zaplatim vSecko, co by jeho
ofotografovani stalo, ponévadz to posledni mezera v mé, jinak vice méné tiplné praci. Doufam,
ze najdete v universitni knihovné anebo kolem ni znalce hebrejstiny, ktery bude sto aspoii
zjistit, které stranky foliantu jsou vyplnény timto komentarem k Haftarot. A konec¢né, jak tikal
neboztik Weingart, v§eho dobrého do tfetice: 1ze-11 ofotografovat prvni vydani slovanského
slovniku BeneSovského, také by to nasim studiim prospélo: chci dat rozbor tohoto slovniku za
thema disertacni, ale toto tfeti desideratum je méné spesné a dulezité, nez prvni dvé. Mohu-li
Vam byti uziteny zasilkami knih, nebo potravin, rad to ihned zatidim.

Poslal jsem Vam pfed ¢asem mimeografovanou bibliografii svych praci. Dostal jste ji?
Pomysleji prazsti filologové na referat o nasi Igorové publikaci?

Uptimné oddany,
Roman Jakobson

[8] Antonin Stanislav Magr to Roman Jakobson 16/12/1948
Mily pfiteli,

dostal jsem vc€era najednou Vase dopisy ze dne 6.a 7. tm. a mohu Vam dnes obsirn¢ ji
odpovédéti na Vas dopis ze dne 11. 1stopadu t.r.

Pokud jde o VaSe ptéani, zaSel jsem do Universitni knihovny a piedlozil jsem je pani dr.
Urbankové, kterd pecuje o dil rukopisny. Slibila mi, ze ud€la vse co bude v jeji moci a dnes mi
konkrétné sdélila, Ze Vam opatii fotokopii slovniku BeneSovského - knihu samu tam nemaji,
ale vypujcila si ji -, ¢lanku z Akordu a nakonec i ten komentar k Haftaroth.

Dostanete mikrofilmy, ponévadz knihovna nema dostate¢né zasoby papiru. Prozatim se ji
ovSem nepodafilo sehnat n&jakého ¢loveka znalého hebrejstiny, ale patra po ném. Myslim, Ze
je véc v dobrych rukou také vzhledem k tomu, Zze Universitni knihovna jako ufad bude mit
vyhody a dopravou téchto mikrofilma na Vasi adresu.

Dale jsem poprosil ministerstvo informaci, aby Vam ptedplatilo ¢asopis, o které jste zadal a to:
CCM, CMF, LF a Slovo a slovesnost a Slovesnou védu. Doufam, Ze i to bude fungovat. [ mé
tési, ze se Vase rukopisy nasly a dokonce jsou jiz ve Vasich rukou Horalek mi fekl, ze ten nalez
je zasluhou Vasi zacky ktera m¢ prozatim jesté nenavstivila - kterd pry hned na n¢ piisla. Tak
se mame co téSit na VaSe piisti prace. Bibliografii VasSich praci, kterou jste mi poslal jsem
dostal a pfifadil jsem ji ke sbirce Vasich knih a separatl, které peclivé hlidam.

374



4

referat, ktery napsal F. Svérdk v cCasopise List orgédnu sdruz. moravskych spisovateld,
ro¢.I1.¢.9/LO na str. 278-279.

Doufam, Ze jste mezitim dostal nebo dostanete v nejblizsi dobé néco z knih, které jste objednal
a ze i naddle Vam budu moci pomahat.

Pteji Vam jiz dnes pro pfisti rok ptfiznivou pohodu
pro Vasi préci a jsem jako vzdy pratelsky
Véam oddany,
S. Magr
[9] Antonin Stanislav Magr to Roman Jakobson 19/10/1949
Praha, 19. X. 1949
Mily pfiteli,
ptredstavuji si, ze jste berle jiz definitivn€ odhodil a Ze se poustite na novém ptisobisti do nové
a plodné prace. D&kuji Vam jeSté za brozuru o slovanskych jazycich a ¢lanek o ruském
casovani.

Se mnou to dopadlo v tomto roce ponékud divné. Sotva jsem se zacinal zotavovat z infarktu
dostal jsem thrombophlebitidu na pravé noze a lezel jsem, tentokrat doma znovu pies mésic.
Zacal jsem pak zase chodit a pfi§la na mne zloutenka a Sel jsem po druhé do nemocnice, zase
na mésic. Jest€ dnes jsem rekonvalescentem a dovolenou jsem nemél. Nevim prozatim, jak to
pujde, az opét za¢nu pracovat, myslim vSak Ze to valny nebude a ze zlstanu mrzakem. Mam
atheroma aortae a zna¢né rozsiteni a hypertrofii levé komory; recidiva infarktu je vzdy mozna
a mohla by pak znamenat konec. Divam se na to velmi klidn¢ a ud¢lal jsem jiz ¢aru pod sviyj
zivot. Vam pfeji jeSté hodné dlouhou fadu let a mnoho tspéchii ve Vasi ¢innosti.

Bud’te zdrav
Vas A. St. Magr
[10] Antonin Stanislav Magr to Roman Jakobson 10/06/1951

10. VI. 1951

Mily pfiteli,

dékuji Vam za separaty VaSich praci, které jste mi dal poslat. Té$i mne, ze jste zdrav a mtizete
pracovat jak jste zvykly. Jako mrzék a pensista zabyvam se hlavné tim, Ze sestavuji listkovy
soupis slavic z Prager Presse pro velky bibliograficky podnik Slovanského ustavu, ktery
potizuje bibliografii veskerych ¢eskych a slovenskych slavic .Vedle toho se zabyvam pokud

sily staci s reformaci v Polsku a pisi tu a tam recensi -dvé budou v letosnim ro¢niku SLAVIE,
kde je asi spatfite.
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Dovédeél jsem se, ze prof. v. Gronicka vydal Rilketv pieklad Slova o polku Igoreve. Jako
objevitel toho piekladu a prvni jeho editor bych rad poznal cely text a byl bych velmi povdécen,
kdybyste mohl zatidit, abych dostal vytisk této edice.

Dé&kuji Vam predem za vSechno, co v této véci udelate, pti cemz ovSem piedpokladam, ze s
tim nebudete mit pfili§ mnoho trampot.

Srde¢né Vs pozdravuje

Vas A. St. M Magr

A.5.3 Paul Eisner

[1] Paul Eisner to Roman Jakobson, 20/03/1946
Drahy pfiteli, vzacny pane profesore,
je tomu jiz vé¢nost, co jsem o Vas neslySel.

Fotokopii Vasi epochalni stati o bohemistech z prazského ghetta jsem pouzil na sensaéni pasus
ve velké prednasce o podilu zidh v Ceské literatute. Vyslo to i tiskem. Mohu Vam to poslat,
chcete-li.

Léta utikaji a j& jsem dosud vidél ze svéta tak maélo, Taj rad bych nékam podival. Lak4 mé to
tak, Ze bych pfijal kazdou préci, jen abych mohlo bohatit své zivotni zkuSenosti.

Prosim Vis pékn¢, pamatujte na to. Mymi osvédcenymi ptateli jsou dr. Thomas Mann a skvély
spisovatel Hermann Broch, One Evelyn Palace, Princeton, N. J. Z. triumviratu takovych hlav
by moZzna vzeslo néjaké feseni.

T. €. jsem v Praze v Cestné piedseda tstavu pro italskou kulturu / Istituto di cultura italiana /.
Od srdce Vas
Paul Eisner
20. bfezna 1948
Praha XII, Moravska 43
[2] Paul Eisner to Roman Jakobson, 07/07/1946

Drahy pane profesore, vzacny pfiteli / dovolite-li to slovo /, v€era jsem dostal Vasi adresu od
pi Laurinové a piSu Vam ted’ n€kolik slov.

Jsem davno uZz zpraven, co po zasluze znamenate pro védu USA a mam po kazdé znova radost,
kdykoli o Vas slySim. Od prvni stati, kterou jsem ¢etl od Romana Jakobsona, véril jsem v genia
Romana Jakobsona. Ma vira nebyla zklamana, svét ji d4 za pravdu vic a vic.

Melantrigské Listy piinesly Givod k Vasi Moudrosti starych Cechii, napsal jsem o ném ¢lanek,
vySel ve Svobodném zittku. Hotim touhou po celku a po kazd¢é Vasi praci vliibec. MiiZete tu
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touhu ukojit? Muzete si napsat o svych védeckych planech a autorisovat mé, abych to vhodnou
formou prednesl? A ¢im vic mi povite o svém soukromi, tim milej$i mi to bude.

Vyvazl jsem zazrakem — zdména osob, spletli si mé s jmenovcem, ktery jim ujel do USA. Psal
jsem Sest let v podzemi, ted’ to postupné vychazi. Vznikly m.j.:

80 sonetll o &eiting; velka kniha o Gesting, 666 str.; kniha Cestina poklepem a poslechem/
pohledy na jednotliva slova a réeni/; kniha o ¢estin€ pisné lidové; kniha 12 stati machovskych,
v jedné z nich se mi podafil dikaz, Ze dlouhy uryvek z Machové zépisniku o fecniku
Broughamovi, ktery mél byt modelem pro postavu M. J. Husi, je vypsan z Heinovych
Englische Fragmente. Je to dikaz exaktni, pritkazny, vylucuje kazdou jinou moznost. Jsou v té
knize i jiné véci pro Vas poutavé. Sonety a Macha uz vysli, c¢ekdm na den, kdy Vam tu budu
moci poslat.

Pak vzniklo mnoho piekladt: Fabliaux / 420 str. /; Marie de France, Lais; vybor z Villona; obé
hry Adama de la Halle; cely Michelangelo; dvoji velky vybor z Petrarky; kniha staroitalské
sonetistiky; velkd kniha lidovych pisni z celého svéta; Barrettova-Browningova, P. sonety;
Whitman, velky vybor; Longfellow, Hiawatha; PusSkin, Pohadky verSem; Mickiewicz,
Krymské sonety; kniha provensalskych trobadorti atd. atd., téz Sest knih ptfevodl z Heina. Mdm
velké plany essayistické.

Chtél bych se na n¢jaky as podivat k Vam, ale to bude véc t€zka, j& alespoil nevim cestu. Leda
tak, ze bych dva semestry pfednasel tady na vysoké Skole politické a socialni, to bych délal
rad/ aplikovana stylistika a translatura pro novinéfe, se seminafem/; ale zde je vSechno tak
zpolitisovano, ze sotva mam nad¢ji. Kdybych totiz mél ty dva semestry, mohl bych jet jako
lecturer.

Ma dcera Dagmar, skvéle nadand, ma pozvani, abych ucila na université v Richmondu / Virg.
/ rustin€ je v ni mistryni a zaroven tam dostudovala. Ma jet na podzim. Dojde-li k tomu,
poprosim Vas o nékolik rad pro ni.

Nechci dnes psat vic, nevim, do jaké miry jsem Vam zajimavy. Prosim, piSte mi a nezapomeiite
zcela na €loveka, ktery si Véas odeddvna vazi jako malokoho.

Jsem se stiskem ruky naprosto Vas. Pavel Eisner
7. Cervence 1946.

[3] Paul Eisner to Roman Jakobson, 17/10/1946
Vzacny a drahy pane profesore,

jsem St’asten, ze mam Vas dopis. Ze soupisu Vasich praci piechazi ¢lov€ku zrak. To je vykon
— v tom Casovém useku — nez Hagi¢liv. Budete, a to jesté za Ziva, legendarni postavou v
Svobodny zitrek.

Nevim ani, po které z Vasich praci touzim vic. Ale se specifického hlediska me elektrisovala
zprava o téch prazskych a ceskych zidech. Jste prosté, jak zde uz deset let fikdm kazdému do
o¢i, nejen ingenium se vSemi atributy jednoznacné genialnosti — jste také ¢lovek Slechetny. V
té své dalce ostatné netusite, jak palcivé Casové je to téma. Tady nékteti hlupaci vini zidy z
¢innosti germanisacni, mnoho zid opousti navzdy republiku, némcina jakoZzto fe¢ obcovaci
stala se uz pro mnohé pficinou, Ze maji fantastické potize s vracenim majetku atd. atd. a je z
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toho osobnich a rodinnych tragedii jako hub po desti. Vase objevné prace sem spadajici jsou
nejen dulezity védecky piinos: jsou i sensacné ¢asové a prichazeji jako na zavolanou tém, kdo
jsou tolik pouceni, aby v&déli, ze zidé u nas stali se prvni ob¢ti soustavné germanisace. Bude
Vs zajimat, Ze histori¢ka uméni Hana Volavkova objevila a zpracovava stfedovéké zidovské
matriky, v nichz se hemzi praceskymi zidovskymi jmény, z nichZ nejedno je pravou
linguistickou pochoutkou. Kdyby Vis to zajimalo, napiste, zjednal bych spojeni, abyste ten
material dostal. Vas vSak snazné prosim, abyste mi poslal a copy VaSich pojednani sem
spadajicich. Nemate-li, dejte to opsat, ndbozenskd obec Vam to rada uhradi.

Nalezi k Vasi Slechetnosti, Ze jevite zdjem o mne, a to dokonce v perspektivach tak idedlnich.
Dovolte, abych Vam vylozil svlyj “ptipad”.

Nikdo mé nevyhani, madm zde to, cemu se fikd opravdova posice, prace bych mél na dalSich
dvacet let. Ale posedl mé takovy divny hlad po cizing, kterou jsem dosud nepoznal a musil
zanedbavat. Takovy divny hlad po katedfe. Proto bych se rad na néjaky cas podival ven. Je
dost mozné, Ze budu delegovan jako smluvni profesor Cestiny, slovenstiny a obou literatur na
universitu v Neapoli. To by mé lakalo, protoze jsem hodné pracoval v italské translatuie a
essayistice a mam dal$i obsahlé plany. Déale mé& kterysi piitel v USA, musikolog dr. P.Nettl,
nedavno vybidl, abych si podal Zadost jakozto slavista pro Indianopolis. MoZnost, kterou
naznacujete Vy, je ovSem daleko krasnéjsi. Nevim jen, nemam-li nejdiiv na dva semestry do
té Neapole a pak teprv do USA. Divody: vyzkousel bych na sobé aklimatisaci a osvojil bych
si diilezitou rutinu katedrovou. Smim se Vas zeptat, jak soudite o takové kombinaci Vy?

A jak mam rozumét tomu piipadnému stipendiu z Vasi laskavé ptimluvy? Zné¢lo by na rok
studia ¢i by bylo spojeno s obligem ptednasek? Prvni moznost je, rozumi se, pro novacka lepsi.
Prosim jesté o jednu laskavou informaci. Zabofil jsem se do dé€jin evropského sonetu, zejména
slovanského. Zde je tfeba obsahlé moderni monografie. Mam pro ni nékteré specifické
ptedpoklady, na pf. svou translaturu ze 13 jazyki. V Italii bych mohl solidn¢ prostudovat
material vychozi, t.j. sonetistiku italskou od duecenta, a v USA pak zpracovat material dalsi.
Soudite, drahy pfiteli, Ze by tento monograficky namét stacil na ziskani studijniho stipendia?
Zavazal bych se ke knize alespont 40 archovéa po mnohé strance objevné. M¢l jsem prave
pfedevsim v Lit. hist. spolec¢nosti pfednaSku o zasadach, podle kterych by se méla zpracovat
obrovska materie evropského sonetu. PfednaSka méla jednoznacny uspéch, do debaty zasahl i
velkou vyjimkou pfitomny prof. Vocadlo a prof. Szyjkowski se co nejvieleji pridal k mému
podnétu, aby byl zpracovan sonet slovansky. J4 tomu ndmétu ptikladdm dokonce nemalou
Casovost: téch 14 versu je ens commune vSech poesii bilého plemene a jednim z neviditelnych
pojitek a vyznaki “bilého” uméni.

Snad jsem v zajeti svych ptedstav, pravé proto o tom piSu tak podrobné, abyste mi to posoudil.
Nemam ani tuseni, co by takovému projektu fekli v USA; vim jen, Ze by vznikla kniha nikterak
nudnd, Ze by Americe povédéla velmi mnoho o Evropé a zejména o Slovanech. Byla by co
nejbohatéji prolozena citatovymi doklady ze vSech literatur, v nichz se sonet vyskytuje.

K tomu podotykam, ze mam témét hotovou obsdhlou anthologii sonetisti duecenta, trecenta a
quattrocenta. Pracuji dale o velkém vyboru svétové sonetistiky od zac¢atkt po dnesek. Chystam
se vykopat pro nas skvélého sonetistu Cecca Angiolieriho, soucasnika Dantova, v jiné praci
sonetistiku renesanc¢nich kurtyzan, zas v jiné onoho vic nez kuriosniho florentského bradyte
Burchiella / XV. stol. /, 0 némz nevime, byl-li to schzofrén anebo prvni surrealista, pét set let
pted surrealismem.
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Pted lety jste souhlasem pro mne nad jiné cennym odménil mé Volkslieder der Slawen. Snad
jsem Vam jesté nepsal, Ze hodlam celou tu praci podniknout znova na zcela jinych zakladech.
Najduli nakladatele, chci udé€lat dvousvazkovou anthologii ¢eskou, asi 1200 stranek, lidova
piseii slovanska traktovana jakoZto poesie, a to velka poesie. Radit chci material nikoli podle
lasce — Bratr a sestra — Muz a Zena / v manzelstvi / — Dila a dnové — N&s blizni / pisné Skadlivé
a posmésné / — Matka — Smrt — Panbth a vSichni svati.

Souhlasite s timto projektem? Mate néjaka pfani? Rad je splnim. Snad by se pak naskytla i
moznost, aby skromn¢jsi vytah vysel v prekladu v USA, kde asi nic takového dosud nemaji a
kde by se takto mohli poucit o0 nezndmém jim svété slovanské duse. Dosveéd¢ite mi piec, ze na
pt. v ruské pisni je opravdu cela ruska duse se vSemi svymi specifiky.

Hrozim se, jak Vas zabavim Cetbou tohoto lejstra, proto kon¢im. Jen tolik jesté, Ze je mi od
srdce vitdno kazdé Vase slovo a neméné kazdy Vas tisk. Bud’te ubezpecen, ze bych jej ihned
exploatoval pro tisk, t.h. ad maiorem gloriam vestram.

Se vielym stiskem ruky
Vas
Pavel Eisner
17. tijna 1946.
[4] Paul Eisner to Roman Jakobson, 24/06/1947
Drahy a ze vSech nejdrazsi pane profesore,

V43 laskavy dopis a stejné i fotokopie Vasi stati bloudila za mnou po Svycarsku, kde jsem mél
dv¢ prednasky a zdrzel se tfi nedéle.

D¢kuji Vam piedevsim za tu stat’, Je to néco zcela uzasného. Vratil jsem se teprv vcera; ale
mou prvni starosti, aby Lidovky mély v pfiStich dnech vydatny c¢lanek o ni. Jste jediny,
naprosto jediny co do objevu takového dosahu.

Pisi dnes pi Volavkové, aby se hnula s poskytnutim téch matrik. Bud’'te ubezpecen, ze Vs
nenecham déle ¢ekat. Rikal jsem ji o to snad uz dvacetkrat, ale ona he chudak jako my vSichni
zle zaptazena.

Jevite naporad jedine¢né laskavy zajem o tu americkou moznost pro mne. Jsem ponékud na
rozpacich, sjakym navrhem bych mél piijit. Mdm davného konicka — slovanské postavy
v némeckeé beletrii. Pied lety jsem pomyslel ne tlustopis, a to dost poutavy. Dnes je mozné, Ze
vSechno slovanské je v USA tak nepopuldrni, Ze by takovy studijni ndmét valn€ nenadchl. Ale
dal by se rozsifit na t¢éma obecné: némecka duse a lidstvo v zrcadle némecké krasné literatury.

Téma nikoli akademické. Spatiuji pifimo psychickou konstantu némeckého clovéka, ze si
nestaci, ze hlta cizinu, proto i cizi lidi. Znamy fakt heteroethické atrakce erotické je u Némct
a proto i u jejich autor vyhrocen do krajnosti. Podle toho, jak se jednotlivym narodim stavi
némecka ideologie, vznikaji pak nejriznéjsi varianty citovych vztahti. To soustavné prostu
dovat a exaktné dolozit na obrovitém objektu némecké poesie a prozy bylo by nemalym
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ptispévkem k pozndni mnohoklanné [sic!] némecké duse. OvSem — za rok se téma tak
gigantické da zvladnout jen v koste, jen v representantech zvlast’ vyznamnych.

Posoudit milj ndpad mizete ovSem jen a jen Vy. Myslim jen, Ze USA maji germanistii mnoho,
ale sotva muZe s nitrnou priipravou pro takovy namét. I zidovstvi emigranti byvaji naprosto
v zajeti némeckého mentalniho ghetta — jak velmi, vyrozumivam nepiimo i z nardzek Vasi
genidlni stati.

Dovolte mi jesté dotaz. Ridim &esky soubor Franze Kafky, jsem dobrych dvacet let
kafkovskym specialistou. Mél jsem 9. Cervna t. r. na basilejské université pfednasku o
prazskych kofenech Kafkovych, byl to velky uspéch. Vychazim z toho, Ze vSechny vyklady
Franze Kafky na zapad¢ jsou bez pokladu in realiis; Ze Kafka neni tragedie Zidovské diaspory,
nybrz tragedie prazského némeckého Zida a jen némeckého; Ze Katkovi bez Prahy nelze viibec
porozumét. Ma prednaSka byla pouhou kostrou zcela exaktniho essaye, ktery pfinese véci
v kafkovské literatufe naprosto nové. Rozsah asi 4 tiskové archy. Ma prace piihlédne téz
k Werflovi, Rilkovi a jinych zjevech symbiotickych. Ceské vydani je zajisténo, dojde patrné i
k némeckému ve Svycarsku. Slo by mi velmi o edici americkou. Nezapiram, Ze i pro ty dolary.
A to proto, ze se ¢lovek plné nezavisly dostane od nas do ciziny nejspis tehdy, ma-li tam néjaké
penize. A ja bych potieboval studijni pobyt hned napt. nékterych evropskych zemich, proto i
transfer t€ch dolari na misto pobytu. Byl bych Vam velmi povdécen za slovo, kam se v USA
s tim tiskem obratit. Nevim tézZ, je-li mozny tisk kombinovany, tj. nejdiiv vrevui / na
pokracovani /, pak samostatna publikace. Ptedlozil bych dokonalou versi némeckou. A
konecné nemam tuSeni, co lze za takovou praci Cekat, zadat a dostat. Opakuji jen, Ze to je
v moii literatury o Kafkovi hlas zcela novy, pfitom exaktni, pfesny a proto presvédcujici.

De¢kuji Vam za vSechno z toho srdce.
V4as Paul Eisner
24. V1. 47
[5] Paul Eisner to Roman Jakobson, 03/09/1948
Drahy pane profesore,

neni tomu dlouho, co jste si na mne tak hezky vzpomnél. Dékuji Vam od srdce. Dnes dovolte,
abych Vam podal tuto zpravu:

ma dcera Dagmar méla letos jakozto vynikajici anglistka od prazského ministerstva Skolstvi
letni stipendium pro prazdnové kursy na londynské université. Zatim co je jesté v Anglii, pfisla
véc, se kterou jsme ani uz nepocitali na navrh prazského skolstvi dostala Dagmar od Institute
of International Education ro¢ni stipendium na Temple University ve Filadelfii. Ma tam dovrsit
svou specialisaci pro americkou literaturu.

Shanim ted’ zufiveé vSechna potfebna lejstra a razitka, nebot’ 1 min. Skolstvi soudi, ze by to byl
nesmysl, kdyby se Dagmar z Londyna vratila do Prahy a hned zas jela nanovo. PokouSime se
tedy, aby mohla do USA piimo z Londyna-Southamptonu. Casu zbyva mélo, ale jesté doufame,
ze to stihneme. Pro Dagmar je totiz reservovano misto na SS. Marine Jumper, odjezd
Southampton 22. zaf1 t.r., pfijezd Novy York 1.fijna t.r.

Prosim Vas snazné, abyste laskavé zafidil, aby ji nékdo ocekdval u parniku a aby mohla u
nékoho piespat, nez piistiho dne nastoupi cestu do Filadelfie. PiSu v tomto smyslu také pi dcefi
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Gustava Sterna. Jeho adresu nemam zpravte s mymi oddanymi pozdravy i jeho. Prohlasuji, Ze
Dagmar prosim, bud’te tak skvély a nebude po ten studijni rok nikoho hmotn¢ potfebovat, ma
své stipendium a kromé& toho ji bude prazska Narodni banka povolovat 50 $ kapesného
mésicné. Jde mi vSak nekonecné o to, aby lidé Jako Vy a Gustav v&déli o jeji pfitomnosti
v zemi. Je to nase jediné dit¢, a takové, Ze si zaslouzi kazdé lasky; pochopite, jak je Cloveku.

PopiSu Vam ji dokonale slusny a Cisty ¢lovek, dokonalé chovani. Hezké. Jednoznacné velké
nadani literarni a literarn€ védni. Superiorni dar kriticky, detektorsky zrak. Klasick4 dokonalost
v Ustnim 1 pisemném projevu ¢eském a némeckém. Nejlepsi anglistka Karlovy university od
revoluce. Mluvi sensaéné rusky. Preklada krasné poesii ruskou a anglickou. Mluvi velmi dobie
francouzsky. Ma pekné zaklady italStiny a SpanélStiny. Shrnuji: Ctyfi jazyky ma dokonale
cesStinu, némcinu, anglictinu, rustinu. To prozatim. Byla hors concours favoritkou Edwina
Muira a VaSeho prof. Mathiessena. Jeji imysl je dokonalé specialisace na literaturu americkou.
U c¢loveka jako ona nelze vSak dohlédnout findlni moznost, kdyby se ji dostalo vedeni néjaké
opravdu velké hlavy. Je nadmiru kritickd k svym ucitelim. Pfal bych ji, aby se né¢jakymi
oklikami sto ¢ila k Vam jako Vase zacka. Neméjte to, prosim, za bladboleni posetilého taty:
vétte, Ze jde o ingenium zcela neobycejné. A prosim Vs snazné: dejte ji trochu svého z4jmu!

Referuji: prednésel jsem o Vas na fakulté v Praze jako prednaSecsky host spolku zidovskych
akademikti. Pfednésel jsem o Vas pfed 14 dny v laznich HouStce mezinarodnimu letnimu
taboru zidovskych akademikti z celé Evropy. Za to vSak: muj ¢lanek o Vas pro Lidovky byl
bohemistou, kterého nechci jmenovat, seSkrtan a oslaben tak, ze jsem se vzdal otisku a odvolal

Je).
Budete tak laskav a potvrdite mi pro mé uklidnéni tento dopis?
Tisknu Vam oddané ruku.
Naprosto Vas
Pavel Eisner
3. zafi 1948.
Praha XII Moravska 43
[6] Paul Eisner to Roman Jakobson, 25/12/1948
Drahy pane profesore,

ihned, jakmile jsem dostal Vas dopis, pozadal jsem naléhavé dr. Volavkovou, aby Vam ihned
poslala ten jmenny matri¢ni material. Pani dr. Volavkovéa mi to slibila napevno a bez vyhrad,
jak jsem spraven, opravdu odeslala zasilku prostfednictvim ministerstva informaci.

Pral jste si dale, abych Vam poslal svou vlastni praci. Toto ptani se zakldd4 na nedorozuméni.
Neni zadné takové prace; vpojil jsem jen do stati o podilu zidi na Ceské literatufe nadSené
zminky o Vasich sensacnich vyzkumech. Z toho Vy vsak pro svou nynéjsi praci nic nemate
mit nemizete.

Diky za tufast s Dagmafinym utrpenim. Zatim se stalo néco nového: Dagmar dostala
stipendium Rockefellerovy nadace — tedy jesté nad to dosavadni stipendium filadelfské, jez
bylo od Institute for International Education. Za¢ne ted’ boj o visum znova. Nevim dosud
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prosim, abyste vahou svého velkého jména ptispél k tomu, aby Dagmar to stipendium, jez je
zaroven vyznamenanim — a to zaslouZzenym v jejim ptipadé — mohla realizovat. Prosim Vasi
laskavost, abyste o véci zpravil i drahého Gustava, jemuZz — jako Vam a Vasi pani choti — pteji
do nového roku mnoho uspéchu, mnoho radosti a trochu spokojenosti se svéte trochu
moudiejSim a lidst&j$im.

Jsem, vzéacny priteli, od srdce Vas
Paul Eisner
25. prosince 1948
[7] Roman Jakobson to Paul Eisner, 06/12/1948
V New Yorku 06.12.°48
Dr. Pavel Eisner,
Praha XII.,
Moravska 33.
Drahy pane doktore,

¢ekali jsme na Vasi dcerusku a moje Ze jela do pfistavu, ale nadarmo. Holi jsme pak od ni
dopis, vysvétlujici zdrzeni. Piijede-li, radi ji tu pomizeme. Na piani nakladatelstvi Sfinx, poslal
jsem pro nové vydani sborniku “Co daly nase zem¢ Evropé a lidstvu” opravenou a doplnénou
versi obou svych, totiz Olafa Jansena, ¢lankdi z prvniho vydani a novy &lanek “Reé a
pisemnictvi ¢eskych zidl v dobé ptemyslovské”, shrnujici hlavni zavéry mého vyzkum na
tomto poli. Rozhodl jsem se, Ze vydam zde anglicky svou zevrubnou monografii o této otazce;
pro jeji detailni bibliografii potfebuji ovSem Vasi brozuru, ktera se mé prace dotyka o niz jste
se zminil ve svém dopisu skoro pied rokem. Mate-li ji posSlete mi Ji laskavé prostfednictvim
ministerstva informaci. Muzete ji tam zaslat sl. J. Hankové pro mne. Nemate-li zadny vytisk,
napiSte mi asponl pfesny nazev, rok a misto vydani a ve dvou tfech vétach obsah. Pro kapitolu
o slovanskych osobnich jménech u ¢eskych zidi bych potieboval jako stl ty nové objevené
staré matriky, o nichZ jste mi n€kolikrat psal anebo aspon vytah jmen z nich, ovSem budu v
praci jmenovat s nalezitym vyzvednutim objevitelku. Mize mi to byti zaslano rovnéz
prostiednictvim ministerstva informaci. Véc spécha, jelikoz na knize pracuji a doufam, Ze
pfinese Ctenafstvu dosti mensich i vétSich prekvapeni. Viibec jsem v literarni horec¢ce, nemoci,
kterou dobie znate. Rad bych o Vas slysel. Ozvéte se laskavé!

Oddané Vas,

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.

Struve’s attitude is stupid: Fonvizins Ivanushka is eternal. Our Igor Tale will come from the
printers this week, from the binder March 5. Unfortunately, I overlooked Mazon’s paper in
the Compte-rendus de I’Academie des Inscriptions, 1944, about Banty$-Kamenskij as the
presumable author of the Slovo. I think it is the most illiterate and scandalous academic article
that I have ever read in my life. His basic argument is that Banty$ 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 didn’t 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 Zajanczkowski’s book about the Khazars which makes a
serious impression. He considers the Hebrew Khazar documents as a Jewish forgery of the 12
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. it’s true that I had no time to talk, but there was the agreeable feeling that it’s
possible.

With heartiest regards to both of you.
Yours, Roman Jakobson
[2] Georgij Vernadskij to Roman Jakobson, 01/04/1948
1 anpens 48
Hoporoit Poman Ocumnosuy,

Tonpko uTo momyuyun Bamie muceMo co BioxkeHus konuu mucbMma Dopaa-Seybold. IIpsmo
MOXOKEe Ha MepBoamnpeibHylo MmTyKy! Pykamm pa3Boxky — aymall, 4TO Thl MEpPEUYHTAI
yIUBIISATHIC TAKOH JIOTUKE U HEBEKECTBY, HO BOT BCE €IIE MPUXOTUTCS YIUBIISITHIC.
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Mue HeynobOHo nucate Dopay, T. M. B COOpHUKE ecThb U MOM cTaThs. [lompocute Moznu u
PoOuHcoOHa — s yBepeH, 4TO OHM NMOWMYT HenenocTs no3uiuu @opaa. Eciu ke oHM noyemy-
HUOY/Ib HE 3aXOTENH B 3TO BBIBEbIBAThCS, Nonpocute Kapnosuua u Jlabanosa-PoctoBeHoro.

Kpome Toro Benp ocraercs emie BO3MOKHOCTH (Ha KpaiHuil ciaywail) — Cepreii OcunoBuy
MOJKET IMOMECTUTh HE PELECH3HIO a “notice” B CBOEM OTEIIE.

S nymaro Anpapeii JIocckuil oueHb XOpOILIO CIIPABUTCS ¢ pelieH3ueil. Jlydine Becero aiite emy
(ecmu BOOOIIIE ATO YCTPOUTCS).

[TocTaparoch HaWTH MOKyMaTeNeH Cpeld CBOMX CTYACHTOB MM BOOOIE 3HAKOMBIX, HO BPSJ
JIA MHOTHX Hauny.

[Toka Bcero nyumero. Bam ['Bepnaackuii
[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. |
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. Mazon’s authority is considered as seriously shattered.
This is the unanimous opinion of such French slavists as Tesniére /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, Dvornik, 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, Szeftel’s careful comments, and my discoveries of the Byzantine sources; but
later he was influenced by Mazon’s 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 17" 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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Simmons’ 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 don’t 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 Zadons¢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 Zadons¢ina
which has been published by the Slovansky tustav 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. Ireceived from V. P. Trubetzkoy’s 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. It’s 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”, Grégoire’s
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 Szeftel’s reaction. I
am writing at the same time to Szeftel. I am sending you the FLAMBEAU with Grégoire’s
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
Mazon'’s 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’s not an
exaggeration. Unfortunately Mazon’s friends are much more active than our friends. You
cannot imagine how difficult it is to mobilize the reviewers. Today it’s clear to everybody that
Mazon’s 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. [ 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 18" and I almost decided not to go to Europe.

I am including Abatskij’s 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 PuSkarev. 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
Mazon’s 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 HOs10pst 1948
Hoporoit Poman Ocumnosuy,
Bosbiioe ciacu6o 3a criucok Bammmx y4eHbIX TPy I0B.

[Tpurnamato npu cam oda nucbMma ko MHe oT EnnzaBersl DnyapaoBHel Masep (BBEpHUTE UX
MHE MOXajlylcTa nmo npoureHun). IloBuaumomy oHa coOpajia OYeHb LIEHHbIE MaTepHalbl U
HYKHO ObI0 OBl UX onyOnukoBaTh. Ho kak 310 cienars? He Moxere 1 Bbl 3TO Kak HUOY1b
yctpouts yepe3 Columbia Press? B Yale’s 6e3naie’kHO HE CTOUT Jake C HUIMH TOBOPHTb.

[Toka Bcero myuriero.
Bam Bepnanckuii

P.S. Ha Bcsakuii ciydaii BoT agpec EnuzaBeTsl D1yapJOBHBI:
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 ‘vlk’. 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
Khaqgani. 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.

Y ours 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 I1'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 vseobshche;j 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
23-XI1-1949
Hoporoit Poman Ocunosuy,

MHe HMKaK He yaaeTcs Hale4yaTaTh CTaThblO0, KOTOPYIO s Hamucanl 1o nosoay Baieit kHUTH 0O
«Cnose». Hpto FOpkep u [lapTu3an Hanuim. 4To BOIPOC CIMILKOM Ul HUX CIIELUAJIbHBIN.
AwnTomnonior u I'ypesiH Hamewatanu Obl, ecnu Obl s ee cokpaTui (B Heil 12 crpanul), HO
COKpaTHUTh CTaTh 3HAYMIIO Obl €€ UCTIOPTUTh. MOPEHIIMIB] HAIIKCAJ, YTO Y HEUTO YK€ eCTh
“Takas )xe” CTaThsl.
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Kpyr Moero »XypHaJlbHOTO 3HAaKOMCTBAa OTPaHMYMBAETCS W3JIaHUSMU JUTEPATYpHBIMU WIIU
sHTOMOJOrMYeckumMu. Her num y Bac kakux-HuOyab CcoOOpakeHMH B pacCyXICHHU
nojxoasuero st He€ npucranuma? Hukorna eme He Ob1BaJI ObI TAKOM TIIYIIOM MOJIOKEHUU
— II0J1 BeUep OCEHb HEHACTHOM, C IUIOJIOM B PyKaX, B MECTax JOBOJIbHO-TAKU IIyCTHIHHBIX.

Kenaro BaM npusaTHBIX ITpa3gHUKOB. By pTe 310pOBBI.
Uckpenne Bam

Bnagumup HaGokos
[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, loil', 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 loil' 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 [ 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
Curtius’ “European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages” and Ceznec’s “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,
Y ours 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. [ 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. [ 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, [ 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. [ hope very much to welcome you in
Cambridge at your prom- ised visit.

With best wishes to both of you.
Y ours sincerely, Roman Jakobson

[14] Vladimir Nabokov to Roman Jakobson 01/12/1954
Hoporoit Poman Ocumnosuy,

Cnacu6o 3a Bame munoe nucemMo. OueHb allb, 4YTO MHE HE YJaJIOCh IPUEXaTh Ha
MHJIoLIeYnn npa3gHuk. Xody Bac kpe-o-4em cpocuts. By Kak-To MEH cOBETOBAIU
obpartutbes k bonuurepy Hacuet nznanus Mmoero Oneruna. Cnenyst Bamemy coBerty, st XoTen
ObI ¢ KUM-HHOY/Ib IEPETOBOPUTH Y HUX B U3/-B, €cii yaacTcs noosiBath B Hio-FOpke (kak
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MOCUUTHIBAIO) B cepenHe Aekadps. Odenb ObL1 Ob1 Bam Gnaromapen eciu Obl TOCOBETOBAIN
K KoMy MHe oOpaTtuthcs. Kak Bel moxuBaete? Hanerock, 4To MONpaBHITUCH.

Cepneunslii npuset Bam u Bareli cynpyre op Hac o6oux,
Bam BHa6oxoB.
[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
Is 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 12% century which he is preparing for our volume will be ready in the coming

396



month. I am looking forward to seeing you soon in Cambridge and to discussing all our current
problems.

Y ours 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 Jakobson’s Collaboration with Interwar Czech Press examines Roman
Jakobson’s activity in interwar Czechoslovakia, specifically focusing on the period between
1920 and 1939. The analysis centres on Jakobson’s 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
Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s relationships with other scholars
and prominent international figures, such as André Mazon, Nadé¢zda Melnikova-Papouskova,
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 Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s role as a cultural transfer between
the Russian and Czech context. These examples enable the author to identify the characteristics
and the intentions of Jakobson’s journalistic writing. The third chapter addresses three relevant
themes in Jakobson’s journalistic writings: poetry and folklore. They represented two
dominants in Jakobson’s activity. As in the previous chapter, these themes are contextualised
within Jakobson’s broader body of work and further elucidated through specific examples.
Regarding poetry, the analysis concerns Aleksandr Puskin and Boris Pasternak. Folklore is
investigated through a triangled perspective which considers Jakobson’s 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 Jakobson’s opus represents
a huge difference between him and the formalists in the late twenties. The fifth chapter focuses
on Jakobson’s correspondence, analysing unpublished documents from the Slavische
Rundschau’s 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.
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