SBORNÍK PRACÍ FILOSOFICKÉ

FAKULTY BRNĚNSKÉ UNIVER37'Y

1963, A 11

JOSEF

THE

PLACE

~X

~~'l

f/.

VACHEK

OF THE SOUND [ř] IN THE STR UCTURES
OF SLAVONIC
LANGUAGES

Czech stands unique among the Slavonic languages in having not only developed,
but also preserved, the consonant phoneme Iři as one !Jf the fued elements of its
phonematic pattern. As is well known, Polish abolished' its analogous phoneme Iři
by merging it with lži (or, respectively, lšf), maintaining only itsgraphical correlate,
the digraph rz, whose occurrence in written words is indicative of the former distribution of the discarded phoneme in the corresponding spoken words. An analogous
replacement of [ř] by a fricative seems to have occurred in both varieties of Lusatian;
as, however, the Lusatian development presents some specificfeatures (to be touched
upon further below), it cannot be worded by a formula so concise as is the one used
above for Polish. The common feature oť both Polish and Lusatian is that the
[ř]-sound has not survived in the phonic plane of any of them, while in Czech the
phoneme1řl has not only survived but, in addition to this, qoes not show the slighteEt
trace of a tendency aimed at its abolishment. The factOcertainly calls for closer
examination.
The exceptional status of the Czech Iři, compared with that of its discarded
counterparts in Polish and Lusatian, stands out as even more remarkable, if one
examines the position of the sound [ř] in the phonic structure of Czech.It is commonly
known that, for some time, the phoneticians of Czech did not find it particularly
easy to classify the Czech [ř]-sound from the articulatory and acoustic sťandpoints,
and that it was only in the second decade oť this century that the trilled character
oť the sound was to be definitely established.1 Even the present-day phonetician
is rather puzzled by the unusual patterns of assimilation indulged in by the Czech
[ř]-sound, patterns strikingly different fromthose characteristic oť most of the other
consonant phonemes oťPresent Day Czech.2 He finds that "from the viewpoint
oť the assimilation of voice" the Czech [ř]-sound has preserved some of the qualities
oťa sonorous sound (such as [r, 1, m, n]), while by some others ofits qualities it rankstogether"with [v] and [h]-as a member of a small, transitory sound-category. The
characteristic feature of this last-mentioned category is that its members are subject
to passive assimilation of voice when placed in word-medium positions. Thus, our
category is found to occupyan intermediate place between two bigger soundcategories. One of the two comprises sonorous sounds, lacking any voiceless counterpartsand, thereťore, non-susceptible to passive assimilation oť voice; the other one
contains consonants paired according to voice (such as [p - b], [s - z], etc.), each
of which, if ťollowedby some other consonant of the same category, is alwayssubject
to such assimilation (cf. Zima, p. 41).
The results of the fine analysis performed by a present-day phonetician are
valuable i.D.so far as they reveal that the Czech [ř]-sound proves to be an exceptional
element of the phonic plane not only when considered in isolation but also when
the possibilities of its combination with other Czech sounds are taken intoaccount.
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But a still closer analysis of the matter shows that the Czech [ř]-sound is an even
more exceptional element of the language than thephonetician believes. First,
the progressive asšimilation of ř> Ř (where [Ř] stands for voiceless [ř]), observable
in words like tŘi, pŘes, etc., is common all over the Czech langnage territory, while
the analogous progressive assimilations of the type kvfet>kfjet,
shoda > sxoda,
pointed out by Zima, can only be found in a part of that territory (the assimilation
of v> f being, at that, a sub-standard phenomenon, whi1ethe assimilation of h> X
is found in one of the two main varieties of the standard pronunciation of Czech)~
Second, while the sOUndsresulting from the assimilations of v > f and h> X implement
phonemes different from those implemented by the _original sounds, the voiceless
sound resultíng from the assimílation oť ř> R has no independent phonematic
statusbut ouly represents a positional allophone of the original sound [ř], with
which it constitutes one and the same phoneme Iři. It is thus obvious that the
sound [ř] is even more isolated, from the structural point-of-view, among the other
Czech consonants, than a phonctician is ready to admit.
The structural isolation of the Czech [ř]-sound becomcs still more prominent if one
attacks the whole problem from the phonemátic standpoint. It has already been
noted that in the assimilative processes discussed by the present-day phonetician
the phonematic relation of the original and the resulting sounds markedly differs
in thé case oť ř> Ř from the cases of v> I and h> X. The two sounds, [ř] and [Ř],
in fact, constitute the oulyexisting Czechinstance of an actually present but function:"
al1y irrelevant opposition of voice. The actual presence of its voiced and voiceless
variants bringsthe phoneme Iři rather elose to phonemes líke lpi - Ibl, Is1 - Iz/,
etc., which, oť course, di:fIerfrom Iři by utilizing the difference of VOicévs. voicelessness for functional purposes. On the other hand, the functional irrelevance
of voice in Iři brings this phoneme to the close vicinity of sonorous phonemes like
Ir/, III, etc., which are marked by the same irrelevance but differ from"Iři by the
actual absence of the "differenceof voice vs. voicelessness in their implementations.
Thus it cannot be regarded as quite appropriate if the Czech phoneme Iři is classed,
together with Ir, II etc., as a "sonorant phoneme", as is scimetimesdone;3 one should
rather denote it as a one-member class forming a sort of transition between twobigger
phonematic classes, viz. the sonorant and the consonant phonemes.
If Czech Iři is denoted as forming a one-member class, this amounts to sayÍilg
that it is, in fact, structura,lly isolated in the Czechphonematic system. The adequacy
of such a diagnosisis cOnllrmedby some considerations ofthe acoustic quality of [řJ.
Almost a quatter of a century ago it was shown4 that the common feature possessed
by the articulation of all liquids is some limitation of the passage of air current
during their articulation. In the articulation of [1] the límitation is a spatial one (the
passage.of the air i~ closed in the middle of the alveolar region, but kept free at both
sides ofthe barrier formed bý' the tongue), while in the articulation of [r] the limitation extends in time, i. e. the passageof ,the air current is repeatedly interrupted
and released again by taps of the tongue, which result in the pecuEar acoustic effect
characteristic of the trilled [r]-sounds. On the other hand, in the prommciation
of [ř], with its increased number oť interruptions and releases, the intensity of the
taps is greatly diminished and the peculiar effect of the trilled sound thus becomes
much less prominent, reminding one more or less cifa fricative articulation. Consequently, the acoustic and articulatory band tying up the [ř]-sound with"the other
liquids becomes conspicuously loosened, and the [ř]-sound is thus getting, both
physiologically and acoustically, nearer the domain of the fricative consonants,
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particuliuly [š] and [ž]. And it is hardly due to a chance that it is exactly thii>type
of fricatives that replaced the [ř]-sound in Polish and Lusatian.
Viewed phonem:atically, it appears obvious that in Polish the replacement of the
-phoneme, Iři by lži or lš/, as the case may have heen, was due to the peripheral
status of Iři in the Polish phonematic pattern. Thisconclusion is justified by the
fact that what has been said abůve of the transitory nature of the [ř]-sound in Czech
must have applied to Polish as well. ~n this connection, of course, the question
emerges again why tbe. Czech/řj-phonemewas not eliminated from its phonematic
pattern, too. In order to be able to answer this question adequately, at least a rapid
glance must be thrown at the historical development that had led to the rise of[ř]
.in Slavonic languages.·
As is com.nionly known, the source of both the Czech and the Polish [ř]-sounds
was the original Slavonic [r']-sound. This [r'] had independent phonematic status
in the early stages of the two languages, differing functionally from [r], just as [ť]
did from [tj, [ď] from [d], etc. After the loss .of the :fi.nal"weak" semivowels Q,
'O, that is, the word-:fi.nal[r', ť, d'), etc., could occur in the same position of the
words as [r, t, d], etc., and so múst have acquired phonematic status (cf. dar 'gifť-'
pekar' 'baker' andthe like). It should be noted that before the beginning of the
14th ce-ntury the Czech phonematic system possessed no fewer than eleven pairs
of phonemes whose memhers were d.fferentiated as "hard" vs. "soft" (i, e. patatalized
vs. non-palatalized, or, sharp vs. plain, in the Harvard terminology).5 In other
w:ords, the' Early Old Czech Ir' I-phoneme must have been very :fi.rmlyintegratedS
in the Early Old Czech phonematic pattern (and thé same must have been true of the
position of Ir' I in the phonematic pattern of Old P91ish). As the kas of the weak b, 'O
mmt have taken place in Czech in the course .of the 10th century,7 Ir' I must have
been phonematically independent of (and correlative to) Irl at least from thebeginning of the 11th century ..
The correlative relation 'of fr' f and Irf was propped up by the close articulatory
and acoustic similarity of their phonetic implementations: both [T'] and [r] were
trilied 1;lounds,di:fferingonly in their palatalized vs. non~palatalized manner of articulation. In other words, the articulatory and acoustic"relation of the two sounds must
have been similar to tbat existing between the Present Day Russian sounds [r]
and [r']. And it is exactly this analogy of Ear.ly Old Czech and mostprobably also
Early Old' Polisb and tbe Present Day Russian sounds. that may throw some light
on the development of [r'] in Czech and Polish.
More than fifty yearsago Olaf Broch very ~ptly pointed out8 that even the
Russian [r'J, if pronounced with greater energy, may develop COll,comitantfriction
("ein spirantisches Nebengerau8ch"). The emergence of this friction is closely connected with the considerable reduction in space of that part of the tongue which remains
free to perform. the vibratjon. Stili, in Russian this concomitant factor iá found only
exceptionally; as a rule, the Russian [r'] is a fully sonorous sound (Broch, p. 51).
In Old Czech and Old Polish· (and, in some speci:fi.cpositions, alsa in Lusatian),
bowever, the friction was to become so prominent as to proc1ueoa Bounc1of a quality
distinctly different from [r'], viz. a [ř], in which a trilled artieulat:ion is inscparably
accompanied, if not overshadowed, by markcd friction nnd whieh ab:cady stands
outside the domain of the sonorous SOlUlds(cf. Bl'och, p. ú2). Tf tIto lll'occssleading
from [1"] to [ř] is carried stili further, thc trillecl artieulatiou may bo lost altogether
and the sound is thus merged with [ž] ar [š], its voicclcss eOllutel'pmt; this, as Broch
rightly notes, occuned inPolish (alld, one may neld, in Lllsatian).
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Broch's pure1yphonetic analysis of the process of r' > ř > ž(š) is certainly ingenious
in so far as it elucidates the physiological and acoustic aspects of the changes. But
it leaves untackled the very problem that is necessarily the primary concern of tbe
linguist: why did Russian not proceed further along the line of development BO
masterly sketched by Broch, and why did Ozechcover olliy the fust half of the process,
while Polish anO.Lusatian proved to be most radical, covering the whole of it~ it
appears that this problem can ouly be satisfactorily solved if the structural conception
of language is applied as consistently as possible, i. e. if the structural peculiarities
of each of the compared languages are duly taken into account.
There can hardly be any doubt that tbe preservation of Jr' J in the Russian
phonematic pattern is due to its fum integration in that pattern, in other words, to
the preservation in that pattern of tbe correlation of the softness of consonants.9
This fact is indicative of thepossibility of some causal nexus between the fate of Jr' J
in Ozech and P,olishand the development of the correlation of consonantal softness
in the two languages.
To take up the case of Ozech :first, it is welllmown that the beginning of the
14th century marks the de:finiteabolishment of the said correlation in Ozech (see
Komárek, 1.c., p. 144). li it is recalled that the Ozech change of r' >ř must have
takeu place in the former half of the 13th century, the assumption of some mutual
connection between the two bistórical events appears highly probable. It appears,
that is to' Bay, that owing to the impending abolishment of the correlation of
consonantal Boftness10 the physiological tendency driving towards the increased
ass3rtion of friction in the articuJation of fr'] could no longerbe kept within its
originallimits but was allowed full play. The assertion of that tendency resulteo.,
of course, in the complete elimination of the correlative link between Irl anO.Iři,
anO.,as has been shown above, in tbe virtual isolation of Jřl in the phonematic
pattern of O~ech,in which it thus necessarily functions aB a peripheral phoneme.
Well,re, then, again faced with,the question already formulated above, viz. how
tbis peripheral phoneme has managed to hold its ground in the language, despite
the well-known tendency aimed at the discarding of such phonemes ITom the'
phonematic patterns of their languages.ll This question can again be answered
ouly if one consistently adheres to the structural conception of language. Here it
should be stressed, however, that an analysis of the structural situation of the
phonic plane of languagealone will not yield a satisfactory explanation of the considered phenomenon. One should keep in mind that an adequate, conception of
language is one regarding the language-in the words of V. V. Vinogradov, though
used in a di:fferentcontext12-asa
system of systems (OT, perhaps, sub-systems or
levels), each of which hv,s its own structural needs anO.wants but all of which
constitute one bigger whole. The necessary consequenceof this conception of language
is that. a change in one af the sub-systems may call farth (ar, respectively, prevent)
the existenceof some ather change (or changes) in another sub-syst~m of that same
language. This principle of interdependenceof the sub-systems of language13 may
prove to be of some use in solving our present problelI).
It may be regarded as quite certain that the preservation of Jřl in the Ozech
phonematic pattern has not heen motivated by the needs and wants of the phonic
level of language, because these needs would rather have invited a total eliminatian
af that phoneme, such as has taken place, e. g., in Polish. It appears, therefore,
tha~ the survival of lřJ must bave been motivated by the needs and wants of some
ather .tanguage level. A closer inspection af the situation in Present Day Ozech
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indeed appears to reveal that some such extra-phonematic motivation can be
established.
A more' detailed survey of theinstances in which the Czech phoneme jřj occurs
is bound to reveal that in a relatively high number of cases jřj alternates with jr/
within one and the same morpheme(cf., e. g., Ihoral : jhoř-e/, jdvor-ul: '/dvoř~e/.
jdobr-í:1 : Idobř-ef, jstar-íj: Istař-e/, Ivar-ul : Ivař-it/, jpár-aj: jpař-itj, jhor-kíj:
jhoř-etj, etc. etc.). It wi1lbe easily seen that such alternations appear to be closely
parallel to those in which Itl alternates with ft' j, and similarly, jd, nI with Id', ň/, respectively (see, e. g., Ipat-al : jpať-ej, jplot-ul : Iploť-ej, Izlat-íj: Izlať-í/, llít-i/:
llíť-e/, jpot-ul : /poť-it/, jnot-aj : I(za-)noť-it/, jlet-uj : Ileť-et/, etc.; similarly, e. g.•
Ivod-al : jvod'-e/, Ihrad-uj :jhrad'-ej.jmlad:íj
: jmlad'-í/, Itvrd-íj : Itvrd'-e/, Ihodl :
Ihod'-it/, Ivad-al : Ivad'-it/, I(po-)hled-ul : I(po-)hled'-etj, etc.; and, :6nally, Irán-aj :
jráň-e/, lstan-u.j : Istaň-e/, jjin-íl : jjiň-í/, jlín-íj : jlíň-ej, Izvonj : Izvoň-it/, jvin-al :
Iviň-itj, Ihan-al : Ihaň-et/, etc. etc.).
The confrop.tation of the ,four p'airs of alternating phonemes shows quite conclusively that the phoneme jřj has become veryfirmly rooted in the Czech system
of morphological alternations, its relation to Irl being closely paralelled by the relations of /ť, d', ňl to jt, d, nI, respectively. Probably it has been exactly thisvery
firm rooting in the Czech system of alternations that has so far prevented the elimination of the Czech phoneme IřI, the elimination that might be urgently indi,cated
by the needs and wants of the phonematic pattern of Czech, but cerlainly would
run counter to the needs and wants of the Czech morphological system whose pattern'
of alternations would thereby lose something of its clearness and pregnancy.
To the above explanation it might be objected that in Slovak one 'can :find most
ofthe a1ternating types established above for Czech in the cases of jtj : jťj, jdj : jd'j,
Inj : jň/, and yet the phoneme jřl does not exist there. It appears, then, so it might
be urged, that the existence of jřj inthe language is not so essential for thepattern
af morphological alternations as is supposed by the above-suggested explanation
of its continued existence in Czech.
But the situation in Slovak cannot be mechanically compared or even identified
with that existing in Czech. As is well known, no [ř]-sound did ever arise in Slovak
ITom the palatalized [r']-sound, which, on thecontrary, was to lose its palatalization
and so to become merged with jrj. As a result ofthis merger, no phonematic dif:ficulties
with a peripheral/ř/-phoneme were ever to arise in Slovak, and thewhole problem,
so puzzling for the Czech pattern, wasnot to emerge in Slovak at all. Of course,
a critic of the above-suggested explanation is fully entitled to ask why a lř/-phoneme
has never arisen in Slovak.
It seems that an answer to the above question can again be prompted by taking
into account the interdependence of Slovak phOnic and morphological planes. It
appears that in Slovak theimportance ofthe correlation of the softness of consonants
bemime even more reduced than in Czech because on the morphological level the
group of the so-called soft paradigms of Slovak (carresponding to Czech paradigms
like muž, stroj, nůše, soudce) was to undergo a wholesale merger with the corresponding group of hard paradigms (of the Czech type pán, hrad, žena, přeclsedi:t). This
merger resulted in an almost complete uni:fication of the two sets of inflexional
enil.ings in one set common to both, originally different groups. As a result, the
difference in the morphological function of the "hal'd" and "soft" consonant phonemes was to become considerably effaced, and the way to tIte mergers of some of the
originally correlative phonemes (like jrj -11" j) was to become relatively smooth.
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Besides, one should also recaU the fact that in Standard Slovak the phonemes It, d, ni,
when placed before le/, are regularly replaeed by /t', ď, n'l. This faet again considerably reduees the functional yield of the opposition of those. few pairs of consonant
phonemes in which thé original d.ifference of "hard" vs. "soft" consonants survives;
though jn a modified form (the palata'! implementation replacing the original palatitlized one)14.The reduction of the functional yeild naturally involves the reduction
(jf the functional importance- of the few rem.aining holders of the d.iscussed opposition.
In addition to all that has been said above it should be reealled that, in general,
the range of phenomatic alternation in Slovak morphology had come to be perceptibly
narrowed, if compared with the analogous range of phonematicalternation in Standard Czech (see Slovak instanees lilce Iruk-al : lruk-e/, Inoh-al : Inoh-e/, Imatk-al :
: (matkin/, etc., as opposed to Czech Iruk-a/: Ime-e/, Inoh-al : inoz-e/, Imatk-a/:
/m.atč-in/, etp. etc. These facts, too, show that the morphological function of phonematic oppositions (including theoppositions of "hard" and "soft" consonants) must
stand out as palpably smaller in the stmctural context of Slovak than in the analogous context of Czech.....
'
. If aU the above-enumerated points of Slovak morphological and morphonematic
development are taken into consideration, one finds it easier to account for the
non-emergence of Iři in Slovak and for the loss of palatalization of Ir' I and its subsequent merger with Irl in that language. At the slime time, our survey oť the morpho:logical situation in Slovak with its specmc features will have revealed ~hat the
non-existence oť Iři in Slovak phonematic pattern in no way contrad.icts 'oUr above
theory suggesting a morphological motivation of the preservation of the Czech
J.ř/-phoneme despite the obviously peripheral status of the latter in the Czech phonematic pattern ..
Another very important point concerning the Slovak situation should not be leťt
unllotiéed here: by not developing the lř/-phoneme Slovak managed to avoid the rise
of an awh-wardly peripheral element in its phonic plane, and so to achieve greater
clarity of mutual relations linking individual elements of that plane. This greater
clarity could be achieved in Slovak because the situation in the morphological plane
of the language was drifting towards distinct simplmcation consisting in a marked
syncretism of in.flexional types.15 This syncretism, naturally, involved 'a considerable
reduction of the gram.matical funetioning of' consona,nt phonemes. Such abundant
functioning was no longer felt necessary in a language tha,t was clearly, even if not
very rad.ically, drifting away from the neat inflexional type, such as is stili exempli:fiedby Present Day Standard Czech.16 It will be ouly too obvious that in the latter
language the grammatical fllllctioning oť thc consonant phonemes is stilI found most
useful and therefore widely employed to help characterize individual word-forms as
belonging to this or that morphological category.
The above confrontation of the Czech and Slovak morphologieal ap.d morphonem.atie situations thus appears to endorse the above-suggested theory that the preservation of the m-phoneme in Czech was probably m.otivated by the situation on the
morphologicallevel af the langu~ge, whose needs and wants seem to have óutweighed
here theneeds and wants ofthe phonie plane, whieh would ra,ther have favoured the
elimination of Iři, constituting one of its peripheral, anomalous elements.
Mter this brief scmtiny of the position of IřI in Czechwe want to attempt; though
very briefly, an answer to the question of what wasthe motive that was to cause the
elimina-tion of IřI in Standard Polish.
Our above analysis of the morphological situation Í!1 Slovak seems to suggest, at
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least in part, tbe answer totbe Polisb problem. It wili be admitted, that is to say,
that, compared with Czech, both Slovak and Polish have considerablyrestricted tbe
number of inflexional paradigms, and that, at the same time, the ultimaté shapes of
the phonematic patterns of both these languages have done without the indusion
af the phoneme IřI, so firmly rooted in the phonematic pattern of Czech. Tbere is, of
course, a difference hetween the two languages, inasmuch as Slovak has neve:ťdeveloped the lř/-pboneme, while in Polish the lř/-phonemedid arise on lines parallel to
those described above for Czech, but only to be discarded (i. e. replaced by lžI or lš/)
later" on; ouly tbe traditional spelling marks its former distribution in Polish words.
Tbus it might appear that thé present-day absence of IřI in Polish is in full conforri1ity with the morphological sitliation prevailing in that language. But the actual
Polish situation is not quite so simple. In Polish, that is to say, even after tbe elimination of IřI, the alternation of its successor phonemes lžI or lšl with the Ir/-phoneme
remains a morphonematic· fact of the language, while in Slovak the "hardening" of
Ir' I into Irl bas led to a total dismissal of morphonematic alternation in those positions where Irl and Ir' I used to be opposed to one another - cf., e.g., Polish góra : górzeSlovak hora: hore, Pol..morze : morskiSllcmore - morský, etc. etc. The new Polish alternatipn, besides, is characterized by the fact tbat the two alternating phonc"
mes Irl and lžI are qualitatively much more remote from one another than members
of the original alternatiof!,Jrl and IřI, used to be. H, in addition to this, one realizes
that, for the greatest part, Polish has maintained the correlation of consonantal
softness in its phonematic pattern while Slovák bas lost it, then the ways of development taken by I?lovak and Polish appearto be not only non-analogous but, in some
respects, exactly the opposed ones. And yet, one can establish antmportaI).t feature
common to the development of both language structures in the examined situation.
The common feature may be defined as an increasing tendency aimed at the disengagement of the correlation of consonantal softness from functioning in the morphological paradigms of the two languages. It deserves to be noted that in pursuing thj!l
aim. the two languages stand in sharp contrast to Russian in which the role of tne
correlation of consonantal softness is stili fully used for morphonematic purposes, and
panly also to Czech. This language, it is true, no longer possesses the correlation af
consonantal softness in tp-e full sense of the word but still clings to the~lternation of
the phanematic pairs Itl: /ť/, Id/: 1d'/, Inl : lň/, and Irl : Iři, whose members are
acoustically dose enough to each other to give prominence to their common morphonematic functiorung.
In confronting tbe manner in which Slovak and Polish pursue their above-stated
commo.n aim, it ",ill be found thatthey try to achieve the same goal by methods
directly opposed to one another. While Slovak, as noted above, completely abolished
the said cotrelation (in mostcases by merging the soft member of the pair with the
bard one; in three instances, Itl: /ť/, Idl : 1d'/, Inl : In'l, bychanging the palatalized
phoneme into a palatal one), Polish émployed an altogetbér different method. It
managed, that is to say, to preserve the correllation of consonantal softness in its
phonematic pattern and, at the same time, to disengage it;t6 a considerable extent,
from morphological functioning. Tbis is best shown by instances like piQta : piQcie,
woda : wodzie, prasa : prasie, koza : kozie, and, of course, gwara : gWa!rze,in which tbe
9.lternating phonematic pairs Itl: Ic'I, /dl : Idz' I, Isl : 19'I, Izl : Iz'I, Irl : lži do not
constitute members ofthe correlatioh of consonantal softness. As is commonly known,
the correlative partners in that correlation of the soft consonant phonemes Ic' I, 19'I,
Iz'l are, respectively, the hard phonemes lě/, lš/, lžI. The hard phonemes Itl, Id/,
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Is/, Iz/, Irl possess, in fact, no "soft" counterparts in the Polish phonematic pattern,
lži, which possesses one, viz. Iz'l, is not opposed to it morphematically, but to
Ir/, while Iz'I alternates with Iz/, which, again, is not its correlative partner. Besides,

and

the "hard" lži, when opposed to Ir/, occurs in those positions in which the "soft"
phoneme should be expected to occU!'.It is, of course, trne that the labially implemented phonemes Ip, b, m, f, vI and the dental In/, tegether with their soft partners
Ip', h', m', v', f'l a.nd In'l, are stili engaged in morphological functioning. But the
number of the alternating pairs which have outstepped the limits of the said correlac
tion is too big to be dismissed as mere "exceptions that prove the rule": they must
rather be regarded as progressive phenomena, indicative of the tendenci es that are at
work in the language. Viwed in this light, the replacement of/řl by lži in Polish was in
full agreement with the morphonematic tendencies that had been a.t work in the
system of language, and thus may be regarded as a fully organic step in its developm~~
.
But one should not lose sight of the fact that the_morphonematic situation was
ouly one of the factors that contributed to the elimination of the Polish phoneme Iři
and that there was another force whose operation must be taken into account here.
Uulike the above-discussed factor, the fOlce to be pointed ·out now had a purely pho~
nematic motivation. It has already been stressed here above that, exactly as its
Czech opposite number, the Polish lř/-phop.eme, too, constituted astI:ucturally isolated element of its phonematic pattern, a peripheral· element of the kind most
likely to be eliminated from the language on account of its insuf:ficient integration in
its pattern. The importance of this phonematically motivated factor sh(~)Uldnot be
underestimated: if a sort of hierarchy is to be estahlished heťween the two factors
that were to bring about the elimination of the Polish lř/-phoneme, then the phonematic factor ranks as primary, constituting an active force that gave the fust impulse
driving towards the elimination of Iři, while the morphological and morphonematic
situation, though undoubtedly important to o, ranks asa factor of a distinctly secondary, more passive, order, because it "ouly" provided the setting for the actual assertion of the force issuing from the primary, phonematic factor. It should bestressed
.very emphatically that this formula is not tobe taken as dismissing the J?1orphological
motivation of the change as unimportant or negligihle: the presetvation of IřI in
Czech, where the morphematic situation did not support a phoneinatic trend analogous to the one established above for Polish, furnishes convincing evidence of the
importance of the factors denoted ~bove as secondary and more passive. Here, as
elsewhere (see above, Note 12), the thesis urging thit in the course of its development
language tends to harmonize the needs and wants. of all its sub-systems proves to be
fully justi:fied. For a11this, however, it cannot be denied, that the primary force that
ca11edforth the whole process (whether its ultimate goal was to be reached, IJ,S in
polish, or missed, as in Czech) had been motivated by the needs and wants of the
phonematic level of the language.
Having pointed out some interesting aspects of the development of the lř/-phoneme
in Czech and Polish, we want to mention, in passing at least, the phonematic status
of what is believed to have been the [ř]-sound of Lusatian. In both varieties of that
language (Upper and Lower Lusatian) the supposed d~velopment of [ř] has fo11owed
lines distinctly differentfrom those seen both in Czech and in Polish. From Czech both
varieties of Lusatian differ bitheir non-preservation of the sound [ř] which is said to
have been replaced in Lusatian by a fricative devoid of aUvibration, so typical of .the
trilied sound. This does not mean, however, that the Lusatian development was the
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same as in Polish: first, thesupposed Lusatian [ř]-sound had not replaced the original
[r']-sound in all positions of the word, but only in the original clusters of the type kr,
pr, tr before i or a palatal vowel. The [ř]-sound believed to have arisen in such groups
passed then into.Upper Lusatian [š], while in Lower Lusatian one finds it represented
by [s']. In Upper Lus!l-tian the fricative even managed to replace the original trilled
sound hefore any sort of woel (through before a velar vowel the fricative must have
emerged at a later period and, most probably, was due rather to the operation of
analogy than to an actual soun,d-change). 17All this shows tha t the supposed emergence
of [ř] in Lusatian and its consequent replacement by a non-trilled fricative cannot be
mechanical1y identified with the emergence of Iři in Czech and Polish (and, naturally,
with the replacement of the trilled sound by a frivative [ž/š] in that language).
In assertingthe phonematic value of the Lusatian [ř] one should proceed with
some caution because what is going to be said here rests on a hypothesis which,
though probable, hasnever been quite convincingly proved. Owing to the relatively
very late emergence of Lusatian written documents and in wiev of the very imperfect
application of German graphical means in putting down spoken Lusatian in the
earliest documents, one lacks, as a matter of fact, any diIect evidence of the' real
existence of the Lusatian sound [ř]. The use of the grapheme ř (pronounced as [š])
in Present Day Upper Lusatian cannot furnish such evidence because this use was
obviously prompted by the cultural influence of Czech. It is certainly significant that
the greatest authority: on Lusatian, K. E. Mucke,18does not assert the former existence of the [ř]-sound in it; he seems rather inclined to believe that the original
[r']-sound changed first into [rš] or [rž] which, in its turn, was simplified into a simple
fricative of the [š]-type. The actual existence of the ř-sound in earlier Lusatian was
inferred, e. g., by W. Vondrák (op. cit., p. 386), who asserted that the original (r']
"zunachst zu f wurde, woraus sich weiter in Obersorbischen ein š ... , im Nieder~
sorbischen ein s' entwickelte." This statement may be true, being supported by some
graphical arguments19 but one cannot wholly exclude the possibility ofa direct change
of the voiceless [r'] in the above-mentioned clusters into [š] or, respectively, [s']. 80
mlÍch should be kept in mind before attempting an answer to the question of the'
phonematicvalue of the Lusatian [ř]-sound.
Supposing, then, that the Lusatian [ř]-sound did e:xist, one will easily see that this
sound may have acquired the status of an independent phoneme only in those positions in which it could be opposed to [r] or, possily, [r']. Such is the case in a word like
Low:erLus. psesiwo against (Upper Lus. přeéiwo, pron. [pše-]), which can be opposed
to a word like Lower Lus. priedny(pron. [pr'ed-] the first, Upper Lus. prědni); in the
latter two words the cluster pr' - was to emerge only after the operation of the metathesis of liquids, thě original form of the stem having been *perd-.
It is fairly obvious that the number ofinstancesin which the newly arisen [ř]-souud
could function as a phop.eme must have beeu very limited. If one besides realizes that,
as in thecases of the Czech and Polish lř/-phonemes, the Lusatian Iři cannot have
been very firmly integrated in the system of liquids of its language, it will become
perfectly clear that the Lusatian Iři musthave been felt as a peripheral element of
itsphonematic system even more strongly than its Czech and Polish opposite numbers
because it w:'\.shandicapped not ouly qualitatively but quantitativcly as wcll, on
account of its insignificant functional yield. Further, being limited to clusters of
the type pr, tr, kr, which can ouly rarcly occur at the limits of stem and ending
morphemes and at the same time be opposcd to non-palatalized pr, tr, kr, the lř/-phoneme must have been much less embedded in thc morphological and morphematic
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system of its language than its Czech and Polish counterparts. Oue cannot be SUIprised, therefore, that its elimination was to be effected very shortly ...
Theabove very brief survey of the positions of the lř/-phonemes in Slavonic languages, though only schematic and necessarily incomplete, may have convincigly revealed one thing atleast, viz. that a consistent application of the conception regarding
language as a system of systems is able to throw new light at some points of its developm,ent. It may not be too irnmodest to claim that the said conception enables the
linguist to discover a number of problems that so far have been overlooked, and even
to suggest some way's in which such problems might be effectively.tackled.
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see J. Vachek in SPFFBU A6, 1.958,pp. 94-106 .
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It, d, ni in Slovak to lť, ď, n'l respectively, applies
also to that of Ilf and the "soft" Il'/; although, objectively, the opposition of the two phonemes
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Fonológia spisovnej slovenčiny [phonology of Standard Slovak], Bratislava 1961, p: 82..
16 It is certairily not without ínterest that the Southern Slavonic languages which failed to
develop Iři have deviated even more from the inflexÍonal type of grammatical structure (this is
especially true of Present Day Bulgarian which abo1ished the softness of consonants altogether).
16 On the morphological type of Czech see especially V. Skalička.
vývoj české deklinace [The
Development 01 Declension in Ozech], Praha 1941; Same, Typ češtiny [The Type 01 Czech], Praha
1951.
17 Cf. W. Vondrák,
Vergleichende Sll1vische Gmmmatik 12, Góttingen 1924, p. 386f.
18 K. E. Mucke,
Historische und vergleichende Laut- und Forrnenlehre der niedersorbischen
(niederlausitzisch-wendischen)
Sprache. Leipzig 1891, pp. 220 ff.
19 The strongest argument speaking in its favour is the old spelling ofthe type -rsch-, reminding
one closely of the Old Czech spellings in which ř Í8 put down as if consisting of r + š or,' respecti~
vely, r + ž. For the latest discussion of the subject s,ee P. Zima, 1. c.

POSTAVENí

HLÁSKY

Iři V STRUKTURÁCH

SLOVANSKÝCH

JAZYKŮ

Če~tina si za~hovala v své fonologické struktuře foném Iři, vzniklý z dřívějšího Ir'l, ač jde
o foném jasně periferIií, nedostatečně začleněný do soustavy fonémů v jazyce. Perifernost se projevuje jednak akusticko-artikulačním oddálením realizací Iři od výrazně hrčivých realizací fonémů Ir/-ových, jednak specifičností 3símilačních procesů,jichž se hláska [ř] účastní. Přes tuto peri-
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fernost se foném Iři v češtině bezpečně drží, zatímco v polštině a v lužické srbštině obdobně vzniklý
foném Iři byl v průběhu vÝvoje zlikvidován splynutím s fonémy, jež jsou realizovány frika,tivami
typu [13, ž].
,
'
Zvláštní postavení českého Iři pomůže objasnit podróbnější přiJllédnutí k historii jeho vzniku.
F?netikové již dávno ukázali, že při artikulaci např. rllBkého palatálního [r'] snadno vzniká
souhláskoVý šum I-ové kva.lity. V ruštině však systémový tlak souhláskové měkkostní korelace
udržuje tento šum v mezích pouhého doprovodního, nefonologického zvukového jevu. V 'češtině,
kde korelace souhláskové měkkosti byla jako jev celosystémový zlikvidována, překročil š-ový
šum tyto meze 8: vznikl tak foném Iři. Je to, jak už řečeno, periferní složka systému; jestliže se
v češtině dodnes udržel, je příčinu toho patrně třeba hledat v jeho pevném zakotvení v morfonematické stavbě češtmy, kde Irl alternuje s Iři zcela obdobně jako It, d, ni alternuje s It', ď, n'l.
Toto pevné zakotvení je těsně spjato s výrazně flektivním rázem češtiny. Naproti tomu v slovenštině se Ir'l neměnilo v Iři. ale naopak ztvrdlo v Irl, protože tu měkkostní protiklad souhláskových
fonémů hrál méně důležitou úlohu než v češtině, hlavně v důsledku synkretismu deklinačních'typů
tvrdých a měkkých (nemluvě o pravidelné neutrálizaci protikladů It : ť/, Id : ďl atd. před le/).
Jeví se tedy v slovenštině snaha vyYázat měkkostníprotiklad
souhláskových fonémů z fungování
v morfologické stavbě jazyka.
Obdobná snaha se jeví i v polštině, kde se však o stejný cíl usiluje jinými prostředky než v slovenštině. Na rozdíl od slovenštiny se tu protiklad souhláskové měkkosti sice ve vysoké míře
zachoval, ale v gramatických alternacích se vzrůstající měrou uplatňují protiklady fonémů, jež
nejsou členy souhláskové měkkostní korelace (např. It : c'l, Id : dz'l, Is : s'l, Iz : z'/). Proto mohl
! polštině z Ir' I foném Iři nejen 'snadno vzniknout, ale i později úplnou ztrátou kmitavé artikulace
přejít v lži, resp. lš/. Tak se k výše uvedeným alternacím připojila dalši, totiž Ir : žl (v písmě dosud
r : rz). Vznik této alternace byl umožněn právě tím, že gramatická funkce měkkostni souhláskové
korelace byla existencí výše uvedených protikladů oslabena, do té míry, že gramatický systém
jazyka nebyl s to poskytovat existenci fonému jřl takovou oporu, jakou existenci českého Iři
poskytoval (a poskytuje dodnes) gramatický systém český. Za této situace se v polštině mohly
prosadit fonologické tendence usilující o likvidaci periferních fonémů, tendence, jejichž-prosazení
v češtině brání právě potřeby plánu morfologického.
Lužickosrbské Iři - jestliže v jazyce vskutku existovalo - mělo velmi malé funkčni zatížení,
poněvadž ,se vyskytovalo jen v bývalých skupinách pr, tr, kro Mohlo fungovat jako foném v. protikladu k Ir'l jen v omezeném počtu případů, a proto bylo jeho periferní postavení v systému lužické
srbštiny ještě zřejmější než postavení českého a polského Iři v systémech jejich jazyků. Přirozeným
důsledkem tohoto periferního postavení lužickosrbského Iři byla jeho likvidace, k níž došlo splynutím s jš/v horni lužičtině, popř. s Is'l v dolní lužičtině.
Naše poznámky ůka.zují, že pojetí jazyka jako soustavy soustav je s to objevit v jazyce problémy dosud přehlížené a také ukázat na cesty vedoucí k jejich řešení.

nOJIOiKEHHE

3BYRA

[ř] B CTPYRTYPAX

CJIABJIHCI{HX

1I3bII{OB

qemcKHŘ HS1ÍKcOXpaHlIJI B cBoeŘ cpolIOJIOrlI'IecI<OŘCTpYK~ype ifJoReMY/ř/; paSBHBmYIOCJI
HS 6hIJIOrOIr'l, HeCMOTpl1Ha ee JIpRRŘ rrepHifJepRŘHhiíí:xapaKTep H HegoCTaTO'lHYIOcBHsaHHOCThee c 4>OHeMaTH1J:eCKO:U:
CHCTeMO:U:
HS1oIKa.IIepH4>eplIĎ:HhIĎ:xapaKTep '1emCKoro Iři IIpOHBJIHeTCl1,C,OgHOĎ:CTOpOHhI,B OTAaJIeHJII'Iero peaJIlIsaIJ;llH BaKYCTIIKo-apTlIKYJIl1D;lIOHHOM
OTHOmeHlIHOT BhIpaSHTeJIhHO 6polRaIJ:{lrx peaJIHSaD;lIH !}lOHeMTlIIIa jr/; C APyroii CTOpOHhT
B cIIeD;lI4>HKe'
aCl:HMHJIJID;lIOHHhIX
IIpOD;eCCOB,KOTophle ee aaTparlIBaIOT. HeCMOTpl1 Ha YltaaaHHhIŘ IIepH4>epHĎ:HhIŘxapaKTep 4>oHeMa Iři B '1emCKOMHShIKe IIpO'lHO AeplRHTCl1,TorAa
KaK B IIOJIhCKOM
H cep60-nyiKHD;KOM-HShIKaX4>OHeMaIři, BOSIUIKIII3FI
aHaJIOrlI1J:HO1J:emCKOMY
Iři, 6hIJI8.JIHKBHAHpOBaHa,COBIIaBC 4>OHeMaMH,peaJIHSYIOmHMHCHmHIIl1ID;lIMIiITl'IIIa lš, Ž/.
Bonee BHHMaTeJIhHOe páCCMOTpeHlIe HCTOplIH BOSlIHKHOBeHlIl1'femCKOro Iři IIOMOlReT
06'hJICHHThoc06eHHOCTb eronOJIOlReHHJI. «DolIeTlIcTĎIeme gaBHo YKaSMBanlI rra TO 06CTOIlTeJIhCTBO,'1TOIIplI apTHKynl1D;HH,Harrp. PYCCI<oro MllrKoro Ir'l JIerKO BOSlIlIKaeTmHIIHIJ:{lrĎ:
myM. B PYCCKOMJISĎme, OAHaKO,AaBJIeHlIe ClIl:Ter.rhIKOppeJIl1D;lIlITBepAMX- MHrKHXCOrJIaCHhIX 4>oHeMHe IIOaBOJIl1eT:3TOMY.
mHIIl1II\eMYIIIYMYBJ,JHTIlsa paMKlI IIpOCToro corrYTCTByromero aBYKOBoro JIDJIeHlIl1,He HMelpII\ero cpOHOJIOrIltIeCIWrOxapaKTepa. B 'IemCKOM
RShIKe, rAe KOppeJIaD;H1lTBepAblx ,..... MllrKHX cornaCIIl,JX l{>OIHlM
610IJIaJIHKBHl(lIpOBaHaKaK
xa paKTepHaH 1J:epTaBceft 4>OHOJIOrH1J:BCKOI1:
CTPYHTYPr,rB D;BJIOM,
BhlmeJI YKaaaHHMŘ'mIIIIHII\lIH
myM aa rrepBOHa'IanhHO Orpaml1J:HBaBIIIHBero paMKH, 06paaOBaB cpoHelliy Iři. «DoHeMa Iři
flBJIl1eTCfI, KaK YiKe YHa31oIBanOCb,l{>OHeMoftrreplillI>epHŘHoro xapaKTepa; -IIplI'IHHY TOro,
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Iři

qTO
B qemCKOM Bce TaKII COXpaHIIJIOCb CJIe,o;yeT I1CKaTh no BH,o;I1MOMYB ero TeCHOH CBH3I1
C MoplJloneMaTJIlIeCKOH CTPYKTYPOH qemCROro
H3bma, r,o;e
qepé,o;yeTcfI
C
napaJIeJIhnO
C qepe,o;OBaHIIHMIr It,d,
C ft', ď,
STa TeCHaH CBH3h C MoplJloHeMUTllqeCKOH CTPYKTypOŘ
H3b1Ka Bbl3BaHa HpKO lJlJIeKTHDHblM' xa pUKTepOM qemCKOro
H3b1Ra. B CJIOBaD;KOM H3b1Ke
6blJloe fr'] ne npeBpaTlIJIOCb
B [ř], a, Ha060pOT,
OTBep,o;eJIO B [r], TaK nUK B CJIOBaD;KOMKOp·
peJIHD;I1H MHf'RIrX COf'JIaCHblX HrpaJIa
MeHee 3Ha'lHTeJIbHYlO pOJIb, 'leM B '1emCKOM fl3bllie,
rJIaBHblM 06pa30M BCJIe)WTBIIe CIIHKpeTII3Ma TBepAblX II MflrnllX TIInOB CKJIOHeHIIfI (HerOBopH
o perYJIHpHOH
HeYTpaJIII3aD;III1 npOTIIBonOCTaBJIeHIIH
liTA. B nOJIOmeHIIII nepeA
TaKIIM 06pa30M,
B cJIOBaD;ROM npOHBJIfleTCfI TeHAeHI\IIfI BblKJIlOqIlTb npOTIrBOnOCTaBJIenIle
MHf'lUIX II TBep,o;blX CorJIacnblX
lJloneM l'l3 lJlYHKD;IrOnl'lpOBam'IH B MoplJlOJIOrH'IeCKOM CTpoe
H3b1Ka.
AnaJIOrIl'lBaH
Ten,o;enI\IlH BblcTynaeT
TaKme
B nOJIbCKOM H3b1Ke, KOTOpbl:iÍ CTpeMHTCH
R TOH me D;eJIII '1TO H CJIOBaD;KIrM,H3b1R, l'lCnOJIb3YH, o,o;BaRO, ,o;pyrHe cpe,o;CTBa. B OTJIII'IIIe
OT CJIOBaD;ROf'O H3b1Ka npOTIIBonOCTaBJIeHIIe
TBep,o;blX l'l MflrKIIX COf'JIaCBblX B BblCOKOM CTeneBIl COXpaBIIJIOCh, HO B rpaMMaTIIqeCKHX qepe,o;OBl.lBIIRX BOBce 60JIbmOH Mepe BblcTynaIOT
napbl
lJlOHeM, KOTopble He HBJIRIOTCH '1JIeBaMH noppeJIaI\IlH
TBep,o;blXMRf'Kl'lX (Hanp.
c'
z'
H03TOMY B nOJIbCKOM lJloHeMa
Moma
He TOJIbKO JIef'KO
pa3Bl'lThCR 113
HO l'l BnOCJIeJJ;CTBIIIIB pe3YJIbTa Te YTpa TbI 6pomUII\eH a PTIIKYJIRI\III1 nepeŘTH
B
I1JIII
TaKIIM 06pa30M,
K YKa3aHBblM qepeAOBaBIIHM: MomHO nplIql'lCJIHTb elI\e OAHO,
a I1MeBBO
(Ha nIlCbMe AO CIIX nop r : rz). B03BIIKHoBeBIIIo
STOro qepeAOBaBIIR cnoc06CTBOBaJIO KaK pa3 TO, '1TO rpaMMaTII'IeCKaR
lJlynKI\IIfI KOppeJIaD;III1 TBep,o;blX MRf'KIIX
COrJIaCllblX 6b1JIa orpanlIqena
YKU3anHblMIr Bblme qepeAOBaHIIHMII
AO TOH cTen,eBII, qT9
TpaMMaTII'IeCKaH
CHCTeMa R3bma He B COCTOHHIIII 6b1JIa crrymRTb
lJlOHeMe
TaKOH onopOH,
KaKOH ,o;JIR 'IemCKOf'O
HBJIHJIaCb, H AO CHX nop
HBJIfleTCll, rpaMMaTII'IeCKaH
CIICTeMa,
'IemCKOf'O H3b1Ka. B 3TOŘ 06CTaHOBKe MOrJIH OCYlI\eCTBIITbCH B nOJIbCKOM H3b1Ke lJloBOJIOrlI'IecKI'Je TeBj:(eHI\IIII, aanpaBJIeHHble
Ha JIIIKBII,o;aI\IllO nepIllJlepHií:Hblx
lJloneM, npOHBJIeHIIlO
KOTOpblX B 'IemCKOM H3b1I{e npenRTCTBOBaJIII I1MennO nOTpe6BOCTII MoplJlOJIOrIl'leCKOrO nJIuna .
. Cep60-rrymIlI\KOe
eCJIII OHO B H3b1Ke H CYlI\eCTBOBaJIO OTJIII'IaJIOCb ,'Ipe3BblqeHHO
MaJIOIl lJlYHKI\I!lOHaJIbHOŘ Haf'pY3KOŘ, nOCKOJIbKY OHO BCTpe'laJIOCh TO.TlbKO B 6b1JIbIX cO'leTaHIIRX pr, tr, kro OBO BblcTynaJIO B KaqeCTBe npOTIIBonOCTaBJIeHHR
TOJIbKO B OrpaHII'IeHnOMHOJIH'IeCTBe CJIY'laeB I1n03TOMY neplIlJlepIDi:HblŘ Xapal{Tep
ero B CIICTeMe cep60-JIymlII\Koro H3blKa QhIJI elI\e 60JIee OII\YTIIMbIM 'leM neplIlJlepIlHHOCTb
qemCKOro
II nOJIbCKOrO
B CIICTeMe '1emCKOH II nOJIbCKOH COOTBeTCTBenHO. 3aROBOMepHblM CJIeACTBlIeM YKa3aHHoro
nepIllJleplIHHoro
xa pUKTepa
cep60-JIYlimI\KOrO
6b1JIO ero
IIC'Ie3HOBeHlIe B pe3YJIbTaTe
CJIIIHHIIR C
B BepXHe-JIymIlI\KOM
IIJiII
B HlIlHne-JIy>RIID;I\.OM H3blKax.
HamIl 3aMeTKlI OTHOCIITeJIbHO xapaKTepa
II cYAe6 Jř(B CJIaBRHCKIIX R3b1RaX I):OKa3b1BaIOT,
'ITO nOHIIMaBIIe H3b1Ka KaK CIICTeMbI CHCTeM B COCTORBHH 06BapymHTb
B H3bme np06JIeMbI,
AO CHX nop ne npHBJIeKaBmHe
K ce6e AO.TlmBOrO BBHMaBHR, a Ta}\Jl(e YKa3aTb nYTH HX pemeBIIH.
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