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Abs tract

The aim of the paper is a com pa ra tive analysis of selected aspects of the singular
styles of the his to ri cal epics Šárka by Jaroslav Vrchlický (1853–1912) and Ctirad
Julius Zeyer (1841–1901); classical authors of Czech li tera ture from the so-called
Lumira ge ne ra tion of the second half of the 19th century. The jux ta po si tion of the ma -
ti cal ly similar texts allowed for a more pro noun ced iden ti fi ca tion of the cha rac te ris tic
features of the singular styles of both poets, possibly the spe ci fi ci ty of their his to ri cal
and mythic epic poetry, ideally the stylistic dominance of the authorial styles of
Jaroslav Vrchlický and Julius Zeyer in mutual com pa ri son. In order to achieve the set
ob jec ti ves, the methods of com pa ra tive and ma the ma ti cal sty lis tics were used.

The aim of the pa per is a com pa ra tive ana ly sis of se lec ted as pects
of the sin gu lar sty les of his to ri cal epics by Czech poets Ja ro slav
Vrchlický (1853–1912) and Ju lius Zeyer (1841–1901). The stu dy fo -
cu ses on the lan guage and style of the po ems Šár ka by Ja ro slav
Vrchlický and Cti rad by Ju lius Zeyer. The jux ta po si tion of the ma ti cal -
ly si mi lar texts al lows for a more pro noun ced ex po sure of the symp to -
ma tic fea tu res of the sin gu lar sty les of both poets, pos si bly the spe ci fic 
fea tu res of their his to ri cal and my thic epic poe try, and ideal ly the sty -
lis tic do mi nance of their au tho rial sty les in mu tual com pa ri son. The
methods of com pa ra tive and ma the ma ti cal sty lis tics will be used to
achie ve the sta ted ob jec ti ves. A sen tence is un derstood he re sim plis ti -
cal ly as a unit ha ving „a cer tain mor pho syn tac tic struc ture and se man -
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tic struc ture” (Karlík, 2017), a clause is re fer red to as „a syn tac tic
union of two fi nite clau ses” (Karlík, 2017). The length of a sim ple sen -
tence, a clause and a sin gle sen tence in a clause is mea su red from dot
to dot; the unit is the word as a graphic unit. The Qui taUp ap pli ca tion
was used to af fect se lec ted text pro per ties, which al lows the cal cu la -
tion of se lec ted sty lo me tric in di ca tors quan tifying se lec ted text pro -
per ties; other cal cu la tions we re per for med ma nual ly by the au thor.

Ja ro slav Vrchlický and Ju lius Zeyer re pre sent clas sic au thors of
Czech li tera ture from the so- cal led Lu mi ra ge ne ra tion of the se cond
half of the 19th cen tu ry. The poets we re in ti mate friends, they res pec -
ted each other as ar tists, and they we re al so close in their un dis gui sed
ad mi ra tion for the ex cep tio nal per so na li ty they sought in each other.
They pu bli cly de mons tra ted their af fec tion and mu tual sym pa thy by
de di ca ting their li ter a ry works to each other; Vrchlický de di ca ted to
Zeyer the Poe try of the French New Era (1878) and se ve ral in di vi dual
po ems (Praxi tel’s Prayer from the col lec tion Tan ta lus’s In he ri tance,
The Last Triumph of Pe trarch from the col lec tion Frag ments of an
Epic, The Moon in the Shar ka, an un titled po em, Masks and Pro fi les,
to Ju lius Zeyer for A No vel of the Fai thful Friend ship of Amis and
Amil from the col lec tion Im pres sions and Whims, Pil gri mage to the
Grave of St. Pa trick from Pers pec ti ves 1884). Zeyer cre di ted
Vrchlický with the no vel la Miss Olym pia (1874) and A No vel of the
Fai thful Friend ship of Amis and Amil (1877), was Vrchlický‘s best
man at his wed ding, and was friends with his wi fe Lud mi la and her
mo ther, So phie Pod lipska. It was an ins pi ring friend ship, ge nuine and
in tense, but it las ted only a short time. The main cause of the rift was
Ju lius Zeyer’s ac cu mu la ting fai lu res, which trans la ted in to a gro wing
en vy of his more suc cess ful friend. Zeyer sus pec ted Vrchlický of
being un wil ling to help him when he beg ged him for ur gent help at the
thea tre. Zeyer’s gro wing bit ter ness, fue led by his friend’s suc ces ses,
cul mi na ted in Vrchlický’s ap point ment as a full mem ber of the Czech
Aca demy of Scien ces and Arts, la ter se cre ta ry, and Zeyer only as an
ex tra or di na ry mem ber. The poets broke off per so nal cor res pon dence
and any mu tual con tacts. The in ti mate friend ship tur ned in to an un dis -

gui sed hos ti li ty and grew in to a con sis tent igno rance of the other, cau -
sing of ten un di gni fied tra gi co mic si tua tions when one did not shake
the other’s hand or hid from the other du ring un ex pec ted per so nal
mee tings. Vrchlický al so be came cri ti cal of Zeyer’s work, and only af -
ter Zeyer’s death did he mo de rate his ne ga tive at ti tude to wards his for -
mer friend and his work.

Šár ka is an epic po em from Vrchlický’s first cy cle Myths
(1874–1878). The cy cle con tains, be si des Šar ka, al so the Le gend of
Saint Pro co pius (di vi ded in to 18 parts: The Es cape, In the Cave, Ora
et la bo ra, Rarach, The Old Gods, The Bees, Life in Win ter, The Fight
with the Bi son, The Strange Guests, The Mo nas te ry, The Di vi sion of
La bour, The No tes of Rarach, The Gol den Bird, The May Night, The
Thir teen of Bro ther Mat thias, The Won ders of Saint Pro co pius, The
Death of Saint Pro co pius, The Es cape) and The Cross of San ta Claus.
Šár ka is writ ten in unrhy med ele ven- syl la ble verse. Ju lius Zeyer’s
epic po em Cti rad is part of the cy cle of epic po ems Vyšehrad, which
con sists of fi ve po ems Li buše, The Green Vic tor, Vlas ta, Cti rad and
Lumír. Vyšehrad was not con cei ved from the be gin ning as one com -
ple te cy cle; first a se pa rate po em Cti rad was writ ten, the other po ems
we re com ple ted by the poet in the fol lo wing year. Vyšehrad was pu -
blished in book form in 1880, and a year ear lier in 1879 the po em Cti -
rad was prin ted in the ma ga zine Lumír. The work is writ ten in fi ve-
 foot unrhy med iam bic blank verse.1 The ge ne sis of the po ems is as so -
cia ted with the mu tual chal lenge of the poets to crea te a po em from
Sla vic my tho lo gy on the same sub ject.2 Al though we know that this
was not the only mo ti va tion for the two po ems – they we re a po pu lar
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1 The study does not pay at ten tion to the se man tics of the verse; Červenka (1992, 
2007) comments on this.

2 Letter from Julius Zeyer to Jan Voborník dated 20 June 1897 „… nebyl
,Vyšehrad’ původně myšlen co celek. Šli jsme jednou s Vrchlickým (byli jsme
tenkráte velice intimními přátely) procházkou a mluvili jsme o Šárce. Umluvili jsme
se, že napíšem každý z nás Šárku, že nebudem už spolu o tom předmětu mluvit, že si
nic nepovíme druh druhu o pojmutí a že se navzájem překvapíme hotovou básní. A tak 
se stalo, napsal V. ,Šárku’ a já ,Ctirada’. Tou dobou, pozdě na podzim vystěhoval



and po si ti ve ly tra di tio nal ly en ga ged the me of the time, and Vrchlický
had al rea dy wor ked on the sub ject in the past, so he me re ly re tur ned to
the the me – they pro vide ideal ma te rial for a clo ser un der stan ding of
the au tho rial sty les of both poets3. An epos is a lar ge- scale epic poe tic
com po si tion con cei ved as a se ries of events fol lo wing one ano ther in
a tem po ral se quence with cha rac te ris tic epi so dic di gres sions. It is cha -
rac te ri zed by a slow pace of ac tion, nar ra tive dis tance, stea dy poe tic
de vi ces, a con cise des crip tion of the epic’s breadth, and a shift „from
what hap pe ned to how so mething hap pe ned” (Hrabák, 1977, p. 286).

Ana ly sis of se le c ted sty lo me tric in di ca tors

The Qui taUp ap pli ca tion  was used to cal cu late sty lo me tric in di ca -
tors that quan ti ta ti ve ly ex press se lec ted text pro per ties. The spe ci fic
out puts are: fre quen cy of word to kens (N) ex pres ses the to tal num ber
of all to kens in a gi ven text (a to ken is a graphic word, i.e. a se quence
of cha rac ters se pa ra ted by spa ces), fre quen cy of word ty pes (V) ex -
pres ses the ab so lute fre quen cy of all ty pes in a gi ven text (a type is an
abs tract unit and a to ken is its con crete rea li za tion. The num ber of ty -
pes the re fore cor res ponds to the num ber of dif ferent words in the text)
and the type to to ken ra tio (TTR) ex pres ses the con cen tra tion of the

vo ca bu la ry of a gi ven text (it is a ba sic in dex of the so- cal led word
richness). Lin guis tic pro per ties mo ni to red:

1) Fre qu en cy of hapaxes (le go me non), i.e. words that appear only
once in the text (the ratio of hapaxes to tokens ex pres ses how much
hapaxes are re pre sen ted in a given text. This value depends on the
length of the text – the longer the text, the smaller the pro po rtion of
hapaxes), 

2) Entropy (H) is ge ne ral ly con ce i ved as a measure of the un cer ta in ty
of the system. Entropy is un de r sto od as a value ex pres sing the
degree of di ve r si ty of the vo ca bu la ry – the larger the entropy value,
the more di ve r si fied (i.e. less con cen tra ted) the vo ca bu la ry is, thus a 
high entropy value is a sign of high word richness. The entropy
value is de pen dent on the length of the text, 

3) Verb distance (VD) is the ari t h me tic average of the number of
tokens between two con se cu ti ve verbs in the text, not counting au -
xi lia ry words, 

4) Ac ti vi ty (Q) ex pres ses the degree of agency of the text, in contrast
to de scri pti ve ness. It is the ratio of verbs to the sum of verbs and ad -
je c ti ves that occur in the text, 

5) De scri pti vi ty (D) ex pres ses the degree of de scri pti ve ness of the
text. Thus, it is the inverse of the ac ti vi ty value (see above), 

6) The ma tic Con cen tra tion (TC) ex pres ses the degree to which the
text is focused on a central theme or themes, where the central
theme is de te c ted by means of so - cal led the ma tic words. In ad di tion 
to the TC value, the in di vi du al topic words and their weights (TW)
are also di sp la y ed ac cor ding to QuitaUp, 

7) Moving average of TTR (MATTR) is one of the word richness
indices. It is based on the se g men ta tion of text into ove r lap ping
windows, where TTR is ca l cu la ted for each window. The re su l ting
MATTR value is the ari t h me tic average of all TTR values. The size
of the window (L) is set ac cor ding to QuitaUp to two values (100
and 500), which, like the word richness index, are in de pen dent of
the length of the text.
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jsem se s matkou z Prahy do Hvězdy. V té odloučenosti psal jsem svou báseň a v té
samotě (v zimě nepřijde živá duše do Hvězdy) dostal jsem chuť napsat celý ,Vyše-
hrad’, když ,Ctirad’ hotov byl. Ráno procházel jsem se vždy v lese a díval na údolí
šárecké, kam jsem také viděl ze svého pokoje. Na dobu tu budu vždy vzpomínati
s pocitem zvláštním. Ať je ,Vyšehrad’ dobrá nebo špatná báseň, pro mou duši je
důležitá. Mohu říci, že jsem ji viděl…“  Listy třem přátelům. Praha: Nakladatelství
Fr. Borový, p. 81.

3 „Na včerejšek v noci rozvrhl jsem celou ,Šárku’ a k ní spořádal děj, až do detailů
a stojí mě to přemáhání, nepsati. Mám některé scény v hlavě, které doufám, že budou
novy a způsob, jak je uvedu. Budou tři zpěvy ,Bivoj’ pak ,Ctirad’ a třetí ,Šárka’.
Postavy jich i scenerie vše se mi tlačí v hlavě, pouze něteré detaily kostumu atd mi
vadí a k studování toho nemohu dřív, dokud se mé poměry neurovnají.“ Letter from
Jaroslav Vrchlický to Sofia Podlipska, 24 July 1876. See also Karel Krejčí, České
látky v díle Jaroslava Vrchlického, 1955, pp. 517–518.



Results of the sty lo me tric ana ly sis

Ja ro slav Vrchlický – Šár ka

word forms (ca se sen si ti ve), word forms (ca se (in sen si ti ve), lem ma ta

N = 6464–6464–6464; V = 2775–2660–1896; TTR= 0,429–0,412–0,293;
1) Ha pa xy = 1933–1843–1191; 2) H = 10,159–10,066–9,107; 3) VD =
5,419–5,419–5,419; 4) Q = 0,635–0,635–0,635; 5) D = 0,365–0,365–
0,365; 6) TC = 0,0212–0,0187–0,0179; 7) TTR(MATR L=100) = 0,849–
0,834–0,762, TTR(MA,TR L=500) = 0,71–0,688–0,571; Mo ving ave ra ge 
of morp ho lo gi cal ri ch ness (MAMR L=100) = 0,0716–0,0716–0,0716,
(MAMR L=500) = 0,1171–0,1171–0,1171.

Ju lius Zeyer – Cti rad

word forms (ca se sen si ti ve), word forms (ca se (in sen si ti ve), lem ma ta

N = 9912–9912–9912; V=3802–3690–2425; TTR = 0,384–0,372– 0,245;
1) Ha pa xy = 2520–2451–1363; 2) H = 10,41–10,269–9,353; 3) VD =
6,218–6,218–6,218; 4) Q =  0,519–0,519–0,519; 5) D = 0,481–0,481–
0,481; 6) TC = 0,026–0,0289–0,029; 7) TTR(MATR L=100) = 0,854–
0,84–0,782, TTR(MATR L=500) = 0,712–0,693–0,585; Mo ving ave ra ge
of morp ho lo gi cal ri ch ness (MAMR L=100) = 0,0579–0,0579–0,0579,
(MAMR L=500) = 0,1078–0,1078–0,1078.

Com pa ri sons of case sen si tive, case in sen si tive and lem ma sho wed 
si mi lar re sults. Vrchlický’s Šár ka is the shor ter text (6464 to kens),
while Zeyer’s Cti rad is a si gni fi can tly lon ger po em (9912 to kens).
The dif ference in li near length between the epics is (3448 to kens); i.e.,
more than one third of the length of Cti rad. The se ini tial li mits must be 
cons tan tly ta ken in to ac count when in ter pre ting the re sults. Com pa ri -
sons of the po ems’ lengths can be sup ple men ted by quan ti fi ca tions of
ver ses (Šár ka 993, Cti rad 1739) and stan zas (Šár ka 75, Cti rad 151).
The po ems are ho ri zon tal ly di vi ded in to chants, Šár ka and Cti rad

iden ti cal ly in to four chants. Zeyer’s lon ger po em shows an ex pec tedly 
higher va lue for the num ber of V- ty pes (vo ca bu la ry), which in di ca tes
the num ber of dif ferent units in the cor pus; the fre quen cy of ha paxes
(ad 1), i.e. words that ap pear only once in the text, is al so higher in Cti -
rad. Ho we ver, the ra tio of type (T) to TTR to kens, which ex pres ses the 
vo ca bu la ry con cen tra tion of a gi ven text, is higher in the shor ter Šár -
ka. Vrchlický’s po em al so has a higher va lue of en tro py (ad 2), i.e. the
sys tem’s fuz zi ness mea sure ex pres sing the de gree of vo ca bu la ry di -
ver si ty, and the va lue of the mo ving ave rage of mor pho lo gi cal
richness (MAMR) ex pres sing the de gree of usage of dif ferent word
forms. The mo ving ave rage of TTR (MATTR), which is al so one of
the in di ces of word richness and is ba sed on the seg men ta tion of the
text in to over lap ping so- cal led win dows, whe re TTR is cal cu la ted for
each win dow, shows close va lues for both epics, only slightly higher
for Vrchlický. The in di ces of mor pho lo gi cal and word richness (TTR,
Q, MATTR), in clu ding its di ver si ty, show a higher form and word
richness of the vo ca bu la ry in Ja ro slav Vrchlický’s po em com pa red to
Ju lius Zeyer’s po em. Con si de ring the tra di tio nal per cep tion of Zeyer’s 
work in its sty lis tic for mal ex clu si vi ty and vo ca bu la ry richness, the re -
sults of the ob ser ved sty lo me tric in di ca tors may seem sur pri sing. Si -
gni fi cant dif feren ces between the epics can al so be ob ser ved in the
mea su ra ble plot and des crip ti ve ness of the text. Com pa ri sons of the
se lec ted sty lo me tric in di ca tors show that the po ems dif fer in Q ac ti vi ty 
va lues (Vrchlický’s Šár ka has a higher Q ac ti vi ty of 0.635 than Ju lius
Zeyer’s Cti rad Q 0,519), des crip ti ve ness D (in Vrchlický’s Šár ka the
des crip ti ve ness D is lo wer 0,365 than in Ju lius Zeyer’s Cti rad
D 0,481), Verb dis tance is higher in Cti rad (VD 6,218) and lo wer in
Šár ka (VD 5,419). The sty lo me tric ana ly ses of Cti rad sup port the
claim that the ra tio of ac ti vi ty and des crip ti ve ness of the text with ac -
cen tua tion of des crip ti ve ness, which are symp to ma ti cal ly re la ted to
ave rage sen tence length, is one of the de fi ning fea tu res of Zeyer’s au -
tho rial style. 

The ba sis of the nar ra tive style in both po ems are sen ten ces, as evi -
den ced by the si gni fi cant quan ti ta tive pre do mi nance of the sen tence
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over the sim ple sen tence in both epos. In Vrchlický’s po em, the clause
has a higher quan ti ta tive re pre sen ta tion of 76.42% than in Zeyer’s po -
em 73.19%. Ho we ver, on ave rage, the clause is li near ly lon ger (21.99
words) and slightly more de ve lo ped (3.26 sen ten ces) in Cti rad than in
Šár ka (19.58 words, 3.12 sen ten ces). Among the ty pes of clau ses, pa -
ra tac tic clau ses pre do mi nate over hy po tac tic clau ses in both epics,
with a slightly higher ra tio in the pre do mi nance of pa ra taxis over hy -
po taxis in Zeyer (Cti rad 78.5% x 21.5%, Šár ka 74.82% x 25.18%). In
the case of su bor di nate clau ses, the dif feren ces in va lues are only in si -
gni fi cant (Cti rad 17.96 words / Šár ka 17.83 words), and even iden ti -
cal in de ve lopment (Cti rad of 2.63 sen ten ces / Šár ka of 2.63 sen ten -
ces). Thus, the dif ference in li near lengths for the co or di nate clause is
symp to ma tic, which in Zeyer is both si gni fi can tly lon ger (Cti rad
26.01 words / Šár ka 21.33 words) and more de ve lo ped (Cti rad 3.88
sen ten ces / Šár ka 3.62 sen ten ces). 

In both poets, the sen ten ces grow in length and breadth in a cha rac -
te ris ti cal ly co or di na ted man ner, the epic text ex pan ding in a com pa ti -
ble se quence of mea ning ful ly re la ted sen tence con tents and mul ti ple
sen tence mem bers. A com pa ri son of the epics shows that the ten den cy
to wards a more fluid, more epi cal ly bro ad dic tion is stron ger in Zeyer
than in Vrchlický. In Zeyer, the syn de tic and asyn de tic co or di na tion of 
sen ten ces and sen tence mem bers adds to the cha rac te ris tic loo se ness
of such a fluent nar ra tive. Asyn de ton is ty pi cal of the poet’s lin guis tic
enu me ra tions, while po ly syn de ton sup ports the loo se ness and rhyth-
mic struc tu ring of Zeyer’s sen ten ces. The pro gres sion of the plot is
car ried by long pa rac tac tic sen ten ces, the sto ry line is de ve lo ped smoo -
thly, free ly and con ti nuously by pre vai ling ver bal pre po si tions. 

In the epics, the clause is si gni fi can tly more pre va lent than the sim -
ple sen tence (VJ), which in both po ems does not reach even one third
of the re pre sen ta tion (Cti rad 26.81%, Šár ka 23.58%). The li near
length of the VJ is si mi lar in both epics (Cti rad 5.64 words, Šár ka 5.62 
words); the po ems dif fer from each other in that in Cti rad its pre sence
is more lin ked to the speech of the cha rac ter (60%) than it is in
Vrchlický (54.02%). The li near length of the VJ in the cha rac ters’ zone 

does not change si gni fi can tly com pa red to the nar ra tor’s zone; it is
slightly lon ger in Zeyer’s cha rac ters’ zone, shor ter in Vrchlický’s (Cti -
rad 5.81 words, Šár ka 5.12 words). The low fre quen cy of the VJ, li mi -
ted in oc cur rence mainly to the speech of the cha rac ters, sup ports the
ef fect of the li near flui di ty of the epics. The short VJ de ter mi nes si gni -
fi cant plot or si tua tio nal mo ments in both epics, in Zeyer it is more li -
mi ted to the spee ches of the cha rac ters. The ba sic quan ti ta tive cha rac -
te ris tics of the syn tac tic struc ture of the epics show an orien ta tion to -
wards co or di na te ly de ve lo ped epic breadth and con ti nui ty of plot gra -
dient. A cha rac te ris tic fea ture of Ju lius Zeyer’s epic style, wi thout re -
gard to ex pres sive form, is the li near length of his long epic sen ten ces
and the mar ked pre do mi nance of pa ra taxis over hy po taxis. Cha rac te -
ris ti cal ly, Ju lius Zeyer de ve lops his nar ra tive li near ly and con ti -
nuously in a pre do mi nan tly co or di na ted man ner. In Zeyer’s blank
verse, the long epic sen tence ac qui res a re la tive in de pen dence from
the scope of the verse4 and is li mi ted more by speech than by me tri cal
in fluen ces. 

Ho ri zon tal and ve r ti cal di vi sion of text 

The star ting point for com pa ra tive ana ly ses of se lec ted as pects of
the the ma tic and tex tual cons truc tion of epics is the ar gu ment that in
an ar tis tic text the num ber and hierar chy of in for ma tion is not „a mere
re flec tion of the fac tual im por tance of in di vi dual mo tifs”, but on the
con tra ry is „part of the crea tive in ten tion of the au thor” (Krčmová,
2008, 303). The au thor al so stri ves for the aes the tic ef fec ti ve ness of
the work through de li be rate the ma tic and tex tual cons truc tion. The

4  „V řadě ukazatelů (ne)shody větného a veršového členění (fre k ven ce veršů
nezakončených větným předělem, fre k ven ce předělů uvnitř verše, fre k ven ce
přesahů) zaujímá Zeyer zpra vi d la krajní pozici. Je-li slabičný rozsah větných celků
v největším počtu případů jednoduchým násobkem slabičného rozsahu verše
(u většiny autorů zaujímá tato shoda 85–100 % případů ze všech souvětí), pak
Zeyer nejenergičtěji láme toto pouto: rozsah 40 % souvětí je na rozsahu verše nezá- 
vislý.“ (Červenka, 1992, pp. 241–247).
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tex tual cons truc tion of a li ter a ry work is thus in close re la tion to the
au thor’s in ten tion. Con si de ring the plot treat ment of a si mi lar the me
(the trick e ry of Cti rad by Šár ka), a com pa ri son of the dif feren ces in
the tex tual and the ma tic cons truc tion of the po ems helps to cla rify the
au tho rial in ten tions and the spe ci fics of the sin gu lar sty les of both
poets. 

Cti rad is di vi ded in to four chants (Part I Do bro voj’s Nar ra tive, Part 
II Cti rad at Vyšehrad, Cti rad and Šár ka in the Tomb, Part III Cti rad and 
Šár ka, Šár ka’s De ceit, Cti rad’s Death, Part IV. Cti rad’s re venge, Šár -
ka’s death), si mi lar ly to Šár ka (Part I Šár ka, Cti rad, Bi voj, Part II Šár -
ka and Cti rad, Šár ka’s de ceit, Part III Šár ka and Vlas ta at Děvín, Part
IV Šár ka’s re venge, Cti rad’s death, Bi voj and Ka sha, Šár ka’s death).
In Šár ka the re are a to tal of 5 cha rac ters with di rect speech, in Cti rad
the re are 8 cha rac ters. Com pa red ac cor ding to the ex tent of di rect
speech, in Vrchlický’s work they are Šár ka (217 ver ses), Bi voj (92
ver ses), Cti rad (51 ver ses), Svratka (6 ver ses) and the girls (4 ver ses).
A to tal of 371 ver ses, i.e. 37.4% of the po em, are con veyed by the cha -
rac ters’ spee ches. In Cti rad, 8 cha rac ters are fea tu red with their own
di rect speech. Ac cor ding to the ex tent of their spee ches, the cha rac ters 
are Do bro voj (392 ver ses), Šár ka (251 ver ses), He la (43 ver ses),
Lumír (19 ver ses), Přemysl (11 ver ses), the bird (2 ver ses), the wo men 
(1 verse) and the Czech (1 verse). In to tal, 720 ver ses are con veyed
through the spee ches of the cha rac ters, which re pre sents 40.9% of the
po em. Vrchlický’s po em has fe wer cha rac ters with their own di rect
speech and their overall re pre sen ta tion is lo wer than in Zeyer’s po em,
in which the rhythm of the nar ra tive is crea ted by fre quent, of ten ex -
ten sive spee ches of cha rac ters (Do mol sav 384 ver ses, Trut 129 ver -
ses), by the suc ces sion of dra ma tic forms (con ver sa tions, dra ma ti zed
sce nes). In Zeyer’s fic tio nal world, the si tua tio nal mo ment oc cu pies
an im por tant place, em pha si zing both the point of view of the me dia -
ting sub ject (the one who nar ra tes) and the re ci pient (the one who per -
cei ves). Nar ra ti ves rein force the aware ness that all our know led ge is
al rea dy de ter mi ned by the fact that it is me dia ted. Any per cep tion al -
ways exists in a con text that si gni fi can tly sha pes that per cep tion.

Know led ge, which is al ways pre con cei ved, ty pi cal ly ta kes the form of 
a vi sual- sen so ry me dia tion of rea li ty in the poet’s nar ra tive (on this al -
so Vlcek, 1988 and 1997). In Zeyer’s nar ra tive, we per cei ve rea li ty not 
as it is in rea li ty, but as it is only at the mo ment of our per cep tion, i.e. in 
the pro cess of me dia tion by the me dia tor. This real re flec tion in nar ra -
tive speech is gua ran teed for Zeyer, even if of ten only for mal ly, by the
pre sence of a cor po real nar ra tor (Trut, Do mo slav). The lat ter ba ses his
au tho ri ty on his own tes ti mo ny, stri ving for pro ba bi li ty and au then ti ci -
ty. He is not con tent with the de le ga ted fic tio na li ty of a cons truc ted
fic tio nal world. Gi ven the nar ra tive stra tegy des cri bed, the neglect of
the main cha rac ter (Cti rad), who does not have the func tion of di rect
speech in the po em, is si gni fi cant. Com pa red to Vrchlický’s po em,
Zeyer’s po em is more dra ma ti zed, loo se ned by mul ti ple cha rac ters
and nar ra tive le vels. Vrchlický’s po em is more epic, with a more pro -
noun ced sto ry line, wi thout epi so des, li mi ted to the con flict of the cen -
tral cha rac ters. 

The stan zaic cons truc tion is loo se in both poets, cha rac te ri sed by
a high va ria bi li ty in the length of in di vi dual stan zas, from short stan -
zas of a few ver ses to large stan zas of hun dreds of ver ses; the high fre -
quen cy of stan zas of the same length is al so cha rac te ris tic. The stro -
phes are the most con tent- and the ma ti cal ly en clo sed units of thought
in the epic; the sound and in to na tion li mits are not pro noun ced. The ra -
tio between the boun da ry of the the ma tic unit coin ci des with the boun -
da ry of the stro phe. The di vi sion in to stan zas and stro phes is al so in re -
gu lar agree ment; stro phic over laps ap pear only in the quo ta tion of di -
rect spee ches of the cha rac ters in the quo ta tion line(s). Zeyer’s po em
shows higher va lues of con cor dance of sen ten ces with the stro phe
boun da ry (Cti rad 31.8% – Šár ka 23%). The verse boun da ry coin ci des
with the sen tence boun da ry in Zeyer in more than a third of ca ses (in
Cti rad 35.7%), in Vrchlický it is si gni fi can tly less (in Šár ka 25.9%).
The cha rac te ris ti cal ly long syn tac tic unit most of ten over laps in to
mul ti ple ver ses in both epos. The syn tac tic over laps crea te ten sion as -
so cia ted with acous tic and rhythmic ef fects. Dis cre pan cies in syn tac -
tic and verse di vi sions are used more fre quen tly by Vrchlický. 
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The ver ses coin cide with the sen tence in Vrchlický in 31% and in
Zeyer in 35.7%. The ave rage stro phe length is lon ger in Šár ka at 13.2
ver ses, in Cti rad it is 11.5 ver ses. Si mi lar ly to the syn tac tic over laps,
Vrchlický works with stro phic struc ture more than Zeyer. The claim is
sup por ted by the grea ter va ria bi li ty of stro phes in Vrchlický, as can be
seen, for exam ple, in the ex tre me va lues of stro phe lengths. The shor -
test stro phe in Šár ka con sists of one verse, the lon gest stro phe of 98
ver ses. What dis tin guishes Šár ka from Cti rad is the use of short stro -
phes of one, two or three ver ses. While in Vrchlický we find a stro phe
com po sed of one verse fi ve ti mes (4x VJ, 1x S), a two-, three- verse
stro phe al so fi ve ti mes, in Zeyer the re are no stro phes with one verse,
two- verse stro phes in Cti rad fi ve ti mes and three- verse stro phes six ti -
mes. In Zeyer, such short stro phes are uni que, and Cti rad dif fers from
the other po ems of the epic cy cle Vyšehrad in its ex cep tio nal use of
them (in Li buše a three- verse stro phe ap pears once, in Ze lený vítěz,
Vlas ta and Lumír the shor test stro phe is a four- verse stro phe).
Vrchlický’s one- verse stro phes con sist of both the speech of the cha -
rac ter („Jdi, Cti rade, já da ru ju ti život!”) and the speech of the nar ra tor 
(„A obrátiv se zmizel v čer ném le se”); they are evenly dis tri bu ted in all
the stan zas. Al though Vrchlický has stan zas of one or two ver ses com -
pa red to Zeyer, the stan zas coin ci ding with one syn tac tic unit, i.e.
a sim ple sen tence or a con junc tion, are fe wer in Šár ka (22.7%) than in
Cti rad (31.8%). Vrchlický’s po em shows a grea ter va ria tion and va rie -
ty of verse and stan za struc ture com pa red to Ju lius Zeyer’s po em. The
ho ri zon tal di vi sion of the poe tic text in to ver ses and stan zas in Ju lius
Zeyer’s po em is stri kin gly re mi nis cent of the di vi sion of his prose text
in to sen ten ces and pa ra graphs. The bland ness of the tex tual di vi sion,
re flec ting most of all the the ma tic li mits of the plot, re fers in Zeyer to
the uni for mi ty of the ex pe rien ced nar ra tive stra tegy in the crea tion of
an epic text wi thout a higher con si de ra tion of the choi ce of epic form. 

The main to pic can be de tec ted by using so- cal led to pic words
(I only list them for lem mas). The TC of the text, which in di ca tes the
de gree of fo cus of the text on the main to pic or to pics, sho wed in Šár ka
the words adv. jak (0.0119), noun. les (0.022), propn. Cti rad (0.0013),

noun. ru ka (0.0013), propn. Šár ka (0.0008), verb. mít (0,0002). In Cti -
rad, the adv. jak (0.0116), adv. tak (0.0078), adj. bílý (0.0027), adj.
zlatý (0.0021), propn. Cti rad (0.0015), adv. kde (0,0013). The dif -
feren ces of Vrchlický’s po em com pa red to Zeyer’s po em (and all the
po ems in Zeyer’s Vyšehrad) are ob vious; in Šár ka both fi gu ra tive fi gu -
res are re pre sen ted among the most fre quent the ma tic words, while in
Zeyer’s po em one of the fi gu ra tive fi gure pairs is mis sing among the
most fre quent the ma tic words. Apart from the fre quen cy of TS itself,
which shows the low fo cus of Zeyer’s po em on the main cha rac ter(s),
the word- spe cies dis tinc tion of TS itself is al so symp to ma tic, es pe cial -
ly the high weight of ad jec ti ves (which are re pre sen ted among the first 
six TS in eve ry po em of Vyšehrad, the ad jec tive zlatý being among the
first ten of all po ems), and the ze ro re pre sen ta tion of verbs. The fre -
quen cy and re pre sen ta tion of TSs, their weight and word- spe cies
mem ber ship are cor re la ted with the Q and D in di ca tors, which sho wed 
higher D va lues and lo wer Q va lues in Ju lius Zeyer’s po em and higher
Q va lues and lo wer D va lues in Ja ro slav Vrchlický’s epos. Vrchlický’s
Šár ka is a more fo cu sed po em on the main the me or the mes com pa red
to Zeyer’s Cti rad. Fe wer cha rac ters are fea tu red, and the nar ra tive
pro file is more con cen tra ted, with a stron ger epic sweep. Zeyer’s po -
em un folds in a swee ping epic breadth, en com pas sing mul ti ple le vels
of nar ra tive, frag men ting in to a mo saic of epi so dic di gres sions in
which se con da ry cha rac ters con vey spe ci fic parts of the plot.
Vrchlický’s Šár ka nar ra tes the per so nal and hu man con flict of three
cha rac ters (Šár ka, Cti rad and Vlas ta) who are do mi na ted by strong
emo tions such as love and jea lousy. Ju lius Zeyer’s Cti rad evo kes the
rich ima ge ry of a world full of ma gi cal mo tifs (Trut’s ma gic ar mour,
the ma gi cal snake bra ce let) and cha rac ters (Cti rad’s mo ther, a po le -
dress, Li buše’s su per na tu ral abi li ties), ac cen tua ting the spa tial con text 
of what has hap pe ned. 

The po ems, due to their li near di vi sion in to an ope ning, mid dle and 
clo sing sec tion, re pre sent a de pic tion of the tran si tion of nar ra tive
(im)ba lance to the re- es ta blish ment of ba lance in the nar ra tive. The
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po ems are punc tua ted by the dis rup tion of nar ra tive ba lance, which is
of ten si gnal led in the ve ry first stan za 

Když slunce za mlhavé hradby hor jak zmírající vítěz zapadlo, a na východě z
fialových par štít stříbrný se luny vynořil, když snivý soumrak z lesů úkrytu v kraj širý 
vznášel se, předchůdce hvězd, tu odvrátil kmet Do bro voj svůj zrak od dřímajících
luhů s po vzde chem (Ctirad).

Žár polední padl na hluboké lesy, jež vlnily se od Vltavských břehů po obou
stranách výš až ku obzoru. Žár dusný, v kterém strnule spí všecko jak zakleto; ni tráva
nepohne se, keř nezašustí, strom neskloní haluz, jen mechu stoupá vůně opojivá
(Šárka). 

The in ci pits do not con tain di rect spee ches of the cha rac ters; the
au thor’s in ten tion of the the ma tic cons truc tion of the po ems is made
clear to the rea der from the first verse of the po ems. Ex pli cits add
to/ex plain the main idea of the po em, the last verse is ac com pa nied by
an apo sio pe sis, which is used not only to ex press the in com ple te ness
of the sta te ment, but al so to ex press the emo tio na li ty and emo tio nal
depth of the nar ra tive fi nale, si mi lar ly to what the poet does in prose 

Tak velkým hlasem Šárka končila, a měsíc za sta vil se nad skalou a vzplanul
světlem sedminásobným; proud bílých, jako jíní, paprsků na bledé čelo Šárky linul se, 
a děva zachvěla se mrazícím a tajuplným luny po li b kem; krev její změnila se v tuhý
led, a údy stydly náhle zázrakem; klid hluboký padl v srdce raněné, noc temná na zrak, 
bezedné ticho v sluch, pak zhasla paměť v hlavě znavené, a Šárka od temene do paty
se proměnila v skálu nehybnou, a ruce její bílé, kamenné, k tuhému srdci ještě tiskly
prach, jenž tělem býval někdy Ctirada... (Ctirad). 

A když se sneslo k porosené trávě, vzal mrtvou Šárku na mohutná bedra, nes´
lesem ji a na nejvyšší skále, jak černé hroty po zve da la v azur, ji spálil na hranici.
Klidným okem kouř této žertvy stíhal na obzoru, tam zůstal sedět, až zapadne slunce... 
(Šárka). 

Con c lu sions

The stu dy com pa res se lec ted lin guis tic fea tu res of the sin gu lar sty -
les of po ems by Cti rad Ju lius Zeyer and Šár ka Ja ro slav Vrchlický. The 
his to ri cal and my thi ci zing epics of the clas sics of Czech li tera ture
arose from a mu tual chal lenge of the poets, in re la ti ve ly the same pe -

riod; they al so treat a si mi lar the me. Com pa ri sons of se lec ted sty lo me -
tric pro per ties sho wed Vrchlický’s Šár ka as a po em with higher in di -
ca tors of mor pho lo gi cal and ver bal richness, higher va lue of ac ti vi ty
and lo wer va lue of text des crip ti ve ness. Vrchlický’s epos is cha rac te ri -
zed by a higher re pre sen ta tion of nar ra tive parts com pa red to non- nar -
ra tive parts, lo wer ave rage length of a sin gle sen tence and a cou plet.
Ju lius Zeyer’s Cti rad is cha rac te ri zed by a lo wer le vel of ac ti vi ty ver -
sus a higher le vel of text des crip ti ve ness in a symp to ma tic re la tionship 
with sen tence length, with ave rage sen tence length in crea sing with in -
crea sing ac ti vi ty and de crea sing with in crea sing text des crip ti ve ness.
Zeyer’s epos is cha rac te ri zed by a lack of fo cus of the text on the main
the me or the mes of the po em, strong dra ma ti za tion ma ni fes ted by the
pre do mi nance of non- nar ra tive parts over nar ra tive parts, and lon ger
epic sen ten ces and clau ses. Com pa red to Cti rad, Šár ka is a more the -
ma ti cal ly con cen tra ted po em, li mi ted to the con flict of the cen tral cha -
rac ters. Cti rad is cha rac te ri zed by des crip ti ve ness, a lacklus ter plot
gra dient for ming a co or di na te ly de ve lo ped epic breadth with ex ten -
sive di gres sions, a higher num ber of cha rac ters and their spee ches.
Cti rad ma ni fests more genre af fi lia tion, while Šár ka pre sents a more
dra ma tic mo dern epic po em built on the con flict of se ve ral cha rac ters.
The quan ti ta tive cha rac te ris tics of the se lec ted sty lo me tric in di ca tors
have shown the ba sic lin guis tic and the ma tic dif feren ces of the sin gu -
lar sty les of both poets in the texts un der stu dy, and have in di ca ted the
ba sic at tri bu tes of their au tho rial sty les of verse epics. The pa per can
be used as a pre re qui site for sub se quent re search and ve ri fi ca tion of
the re sults on other texts by poets, for exam ple of a dif ferent li ter a ry
type or form. 
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