In 8. 73 the whole construction thai: he was in error was an object, with
that functioning as headword in relation to the appositive he was in error.
From the functional point of view, the entire that: he was in error was a rhematic
CU? represented by a CF! based on non-verbal predication, with that functioning
as a thematie, and he was in error as a rhematic, CUL Consequently, the CF
of he was in error belonged to second rank, there being no doubt which of the
two CF’s under consideration conveyed the primary and which the secondary
communication.’ The difference of two ranks between the CF’s of the two
originally independent sentences was quite obvious. It was in fact obvious to an
unnecessarily high degree, and the superfluous obviousness was relieved in the
following way. The function of that (a headword in relation to its appositive
clause; functionally one CU?) had been gradually weakened to such a degree
as to become a mere indicator of the inferiority of the CF provided by the
originally appositive clause. The superfluous CF originally provided by that
and its appositive clause had disappeared. In consequence of this, the clause
became a CU° represented by a CF, ie., by the CF that was still of lower
rank in relation to the CF°; but the difference in ranks was no longer greater
than it was necessary.

T° Tro/R® R3
8. 74 I know that he was in error,
it T Tt R

We can go still further and say that in English the grammatical order of
SU’s has become stable to such an extent that the mere position of a clange may
indicate the inferiority of its CF in regard to some other CF. In this case even
that as an indicator of inferiority becomes superfluous, because the lower
rank of the following CF is sufficiently indicated by its grammatical position.

Te Tro/RO RS
8.75 1- know he was in error.
Tt Tr' R

We have eventually used the same wording that we started with when
commenting on S.72. There is, however, an essential difference between
I know. He was in error of the primitive stage of development and I know he
was in error of today. Originally, the two CF’s were paratactically connected,
their mutual position and semantic content only slightly intimating the
possibility of hypotactic attachment. On the other hand, S. 75 is the result of
a long development towards hypotactic expression, where inferiority is not
vaguely intimated, but quite foreibly expressed.

Under certain conditions, however, the indication of inferiority, if performed
by a conjunction or even by mere grammatical position only, may seem
rather weak or inadequate to the requirements of a speaker or writer. In such
a case the difference between the ranks of the two CF's may again be under-
lined, as shown in S. 76.

Te Tro/RO R
"I know the fact that he was in error.
iz Tz Tr2 R
T1 Rt

B. 78
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It would not be surprising if the entire phrase the fact that followed the same
development as the conjunction that, were deprived of its function of a CU,
and became an indicator of inferiority. This possibility is illustrated by 8. 77,

BTrO/Rc' RS,
S8, 77 I Eknow the fact thai: _}_13 wag in error.
il Ti Trt Rt

The development, however, has not reached such an advanced stage. The
fact still performs the function of a headword in regard to the appositive
that ke was in error and represents one CU. This explanation holds good also
for such constructions as the question why . . ., the question whether . . ., the condition
that..., the idea that..., etc. There are, however, constructions in which one
word representing one naming element haslost the character of a CU and has
become a mere indicator of inferiority, This is the case of on condilion that
in 8. 69, where the absence of the article before condition induces us to interpret
it rather as part of an indieator of inferiority, on condition that, functionally
almost identical with if, than as a headword in regard to the appositional
clause (as a CU). The same, of course, holds good for some similar phrases
(conjunctions) such as providing (that), provided (that), supposing, ete. They
oceur on the very outskirts of the sphere of indicators and stand very close
to elements representing CU’s.

It is well known that most subordinating conjunctions were originally
adverbs or indefinite pronouns. Like the thaf of our examples, they first
performed, in relation to the following clause, the function of the first member
of an appositional construction and later developed into indicators of inferior
CPF’s. But they are not mere indicators of the existence of some hypotactic
relation of two CF’s; they also determine the kind of this relation on the basis
of their original lexical meaning, Here the question may be raised whether
they should not have to be regarded as naming elements, and consequently
as CU’s as well. This problem is not to be dealt with here, because we do not
suppose that the general conception of the hierarchy of C¥’s will be essentially
affected if the subordinating conjunctions are regarded as mere indicators
of inferior CF’s 52

Coneluding these short and rather sketchy historical notes, we should like
to add that from the diachronic point of view, the functional conditions within
a complex sentence are to be regarded as the result of a certain tension between
two tendencies, which —at least in the examined field —seem to be of antag-
onistic character, It is the tendency of language to express hypotactic relations
as explicitly as possible on the one hand, and the tendency towards economy
of expression, suppression of redundancy on the other,

CHAPTER SIX
ATTRIBUTIVE SUBSTANTIVE CLAUSES

In most cases the function of attributive substantive clauses may easily be
explained on the basis of what has been said of attributive constructions and
subordinate clauses. For this reason we shall only concentrate on some ap-
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positional clauses that deserve special attention from the functional point
of view and also on such non-attributive clauses as are closely connected with
them,

To Ty Re
3. 78 The fact that he was in error is essential.
’ it Tt Trz R?
T2 R
I R
S. 79 The fact is essential that he was in error.
iz T2 Tre R?
™ T R1
I RY To
S. 80 Tt is essential that he was in error.
2 TF T RE
™ ~ T R!
pIr? R? To
3. 81

Tt is essential that he was in error.
it T Trt  R?

8. 78 was commented upon at the beginning of the preceding chapter
{see 8. 70). The other examples may be interpreted at least in two ways. Let
us start with the interpretation as it is graphically indicated in 8. 79—8. 81.
{Three kinds of line are to be distinguished. For an explanation, see Appendix,

. 93.)

P S. 79 may be understood in the same way as S. 78, From the grammatical
point of view, the fhal-clause within the fact... that he was in error retains its
appositive character even when detached. The fact does not only perform the
function of a headword, but also anticipates the appositive clause, From the
semantic point of view, the fact, whose reference to extra-linguistic reality
is very vague, is first predicated about by is essential on the basis of verbal
predication and then more closely qualified by that he was in error on the
basis of non-verbal predication. In consequence, the validity of the verbal
predication ig, ag it were, extended to the entire the fact...that he was in error.
From the functional point of view, the fact and that he was in error represent
two CUVs, which constitute a CF1, functioning in the nearest superior CF¢
as one CU% As fthe fact as one part of this CU? occurs in the thematic section
of the CI'%, it is obvious that even the other part of the CU® must share the
game communicative position. The fact does not only perform the function of
a CU1, but also indicates the communicative position of the entire CF! (CT?)
within the CHF®. Under the circumstances, it indicates the thematic charaeter
of the CU® the fact... that he was in error, so that is represents the transitional
CU® and essentigl the rhematic CU® within the CF? of the sentence.

If we replace the naming element fect by elements with still more general
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{(and vaguer) reference to extra-linguistic reality, we shall at last come to the
element . S. 80 represents a potential case where #f functions in the same way
as the fact in 8. 79.

In our opinion, the employment of # has its important consequences on all
the three levels. On the grammatical level, in comparison with the faet, it
loses its character of the headword of the apposition, but still performs the
anticipatory function. It is in faet called ‘anticipatory’. On the semantic
level, it is g0 devoid of meaning that it can hardly be considered a naming
unmit. On the functional level, in comparison with the fact, it loses its character
of a CU1, its only function being to indicate the communicative position of
the CU?® to which it relates. There is no CF extending between i and thaf ke
was tn error; consequently, the CF provided by the latter becomes a CF!
functioning as a CU% in CF% As can be seen from 8. 81, owing to the antici-
patory it functioning as an indicator of thematic communicative position,
the CU® that he was in error occurs within the thematic section of the CFO°,

The ahove explanation holds good also for the anticipatory fhere. As it is
not to be dealt with here, we shall at least adduce one example for illustration,
trusting that no further comment is needed.

S. 82 p It R T
There is aschool just round the corner,

Coming back to substantive clauses, let us state once again that the above
explanation presents only one aspect of the matter. In order to prepare the
way for the second interpretation, a word has to be inserted on non-verbal
predication,

In our previous paper,! we submitted the idea that at the primitive stage
of development, non-verbal predication expressed by placing two members side
by side, i.e., by means of some sort of apposition, performed the function of
any predicative relation, i.e., even functions performed by means of verbal
predication today. We have also shown that the development of verbal
predication facilitates the differentiation between primary and secondary
communication in that the former came to be expressed by means of verbal
predication, i.e. clausal predication, whereas the latter was confined to non-
verbal predication. As for actuality, non-verbal was much ‘weaker’ than verbal
predication, and came to be regarded as non-clausal predication. It may have
been at this point that explicitly expressed hypotaxis originated, This explana-
tion, however, traced the development of non-verbal predication based on
apposition only in one direction. It focussed its attention on non-verbal
predication within such CE’s as were inferior to those based on verbal predica-
tion. There is, however, another sphere in which the non-verbal predication
based on apposition can still be met with — the sphere of supersentence
relations. While dealing with the object clause, we could follow the development
of a relation between two independent sentences into superiority on the one
hand, and inferiority on the other, ie. into the hypotactic relation of two
CF’s. This is, however, not the only possible result.

The sentences may occur side by side, the second standing in a kind of
apposition to the first, none of them, however, showing any signs of superiority
or inferiority. If taken as a whole, the second of the two sentences may refer
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to the entire content of the first, this referential act permitting of being regarded
as non-verbal predication. To distinguish it from the non-verbal predication
dealt with before, we shall term it ag supersentence predication. Let us
only recall the comment on 8. 6, in which, for simplicity’s sake, mention was
made only of the semantic relation of ke to the preceding zentence. In fact,
however, the entire content of He created the world refers to God ts tnvisible.
Regarding the occurrence of two sentences standing side by side as a kind of
grammatical dependence and the referential act as supersentence predication,
we can conclude that the conditions under which a CF comes into existence
have been fulfilled, Consequently, the entire God is invistble, He created the
visthle world represents one CF, its Cl’s being the two sentences, On the
analogy of our previous ranking, we shall call this field a CF of minus first
rank (CF1) and its units minus-first-rank units (CUV’s). We may cer-
tainly assume that in regard to the preceding context, in most cases, the first
of the two sentences will be contextually more dependent than the second,
and interpret the CU-1 of the first as carrying a smaller amount of CD than
the CU-1of the second. It is a pity that supersentence relations have not yet
been examined sufficiently enough to allow of a general conclugion as to how
many CU-V’s may form a CF-L. It seems probable that a CF~! is not necessarily
provided only by two, but possibly even by more CU-"’s. As our examination will
not exceed the scope of two CU-Vg, i.e. of two independent sentences, we shall
leave the suggested problem to further research. For the purposes of this paper
we shall denote the less dynamic CU-1 as thematic, and the more dynamic
CU-! as rhematic. 8. 83 will illustrate.

T R
S 83 T Tre Re To TrofRe R3
) God is invisible. He created the visible world,
R1 T

We can now pass on to the second interpretation of the appositive clauses
under discussion. Let us compare the following examples,53

S. 84

T-1 R-1

TS T* Tro/Re R} Ry Tr® Ty R* T¢

The question often comes upin my mind. Whatshall I say to him
> o
when he comes?

3. 85

T-2 R-1

T T Tro/R? R} Ry T TORe To

The question often eomes up in my mind “What shall T say to him

e
—

Rl]
when he comes?
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8.86
TS T° Tro/Re R}
The question often comes up in mymind ‘What shall I say to him

Rl To To R TL

—_—

Te R *
when he comes?’
—
(CURME, Grammar 111, p. 200)
8. 87
5 Te  Tro/Re R}

The question often comes up in my mind what I shall say to him
R T:! Tr* Rt T!
e T R
when he comes.
Rt

(CuRME, Grammar 111, p. 200)
S. 88
T3 Te Tro/RO R Ry
The question often comes up in mymind what L shall say to him .
R} T} Tr* Rt T!

e
when he comes,
R!

3. 84 may be explained on the analogy of 8. 83. From the grammatical point
of view, we are dealing with two sentences, one of which stands in apposition
to the other; from the semantic point of view, with two sentences based on
verbal predication, the second related to the first on the basis of non-verbal
supersentence predication;* from the functional point of view, with two
sentences (two CF%s) corresponding to two CU-Vs, which form together
a CF-1,

In 8. 85 and 8. 86, the sccond sentunce is more closely attached to the first
and may be interpreted either as indicated in S. 85(on the analogy of 8. 84)
or as indicated in 8. 86, In the latter case the most important consequences
of the closer link between the two sentences are the following: becoming a
formal part of the first sentence, the second sentence loses its appositive
character. Semantically, it no longer refers to the entire content of the first
sentence, but only to the element guestion: supersentence predication has been
reduced to non-verbal predication between the question and What shall I say
to him when he comes? In our opinion, however, the change of predication has
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not gone so far as to indicate the inferiority of the CF of the The question What
shall I say to him when he comes? to the CF° of The question ofien comes up in
my mind, but both CF’s are on the same hierarchic level, i.e. both of them
belong to zero rank.

While 8.86 allows of two possible interpretations, the above changes being
intimated only by punctuation in the written and by stress and intonation in
the spoken language, 8. 87 indicates these changes quite convincingly by means
of word order (what I shall say... instead of What shall I say...). Thus within
one and the same sentence, two CF%s mingle with each other, their CU’s being
of the same rank (CU%s) and hence observing the same rules of distribution
of CD as if they were CU%s of one single CF¢. This situation is illustrated by
3. 88, which at the same time shows that the second interpretation is also
applicable to the appositive clauses (and clauses of similar character) dealt
with at the beginning of the present chapter. S. 89 and 8. 90 may serve as
further illustration.

Te  Tr* RO RS
3. 89 The fact is essential that Ir_1_e was in error.
it TiTrt R
ToTr*e Re R}
8. 90 It is essential that he was in error.

it TITrr = R!

We trust that S. 89 requires no comment. In 8, 90, if is not to be regarded as
anticipatory, but as impersonal; it therefore represents one CU°,% This problem,
however, exceeds the scope of the examination of attributive constructions and
will not be dealt with here.

It has to be added that what has been referred to above as the second inter-
pretation can be arrived at not only on the basis of producing two sentences,
representing two CU-V’s, ‘compact’ to such a degree as to represent one CF9,
with one of the original CU-Vs functioning as its CU®, but also on the basis
of ‘loosening’ the mutual relation of two members of an appositional construe-
tion, representing two CU"s, to such a degree as to turn them into independent
CU%s.

By way of conclusion, it should be stressed that both the above offered
interpretations find their practical application in the functional analysis of
language material. In written language, it is sometimes difficult to decide which
of them to choose, because the clues provided by context are not always
conclusive encugh. In spoken langnage, however, such difficulties do not arise,
because stress and intonation are safe guides in distinguishing between thematic
and rhematic CU’s, so that there is no doubt as to wbich interpretation, or
more exactly, which pattern of distribution of CD, applies to a given sentence.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
ATTRIBUTIVE RELATIVE CLAUSES

From the functional point of view, attributive relative clauses considerably
differ from the subordinate clauses dealt with before. In order to he able to
throw some light on this difference, let us first examine the following attributive
construetion containing an appositive clause, (We do not find it necessary to
adduce the whole sentence. Let the attributive construction correspond to the
thematic CU®.)

Te
3. 91 theidea thathe is supporting my suggestion
2 T2Trr R RZ
T Rt

We trust 8. 91 needs no detailed comment.5¢ Tt should only be stressed that
the idea, representing the thematic CU?, does not belong to that ke is supporting
my suggestion, representing the rhematic CU! (C¥?), and that there is no element
in CF'? identical with the idea (that only performing the function of an indicator
of inferiority). Let us, however, focus our attention on a situation in which the
subject of the appositive clause and the headword of the whole attributive
construction are identical.5”

To
S. 92 the idea that (it) is supporting my suggestion
it T2 Tr? R2 RZ
T m
T
S. 93 the idea that is supporting my suggestion
T2 it Tr? R? R2
—Tr Ri
To
T Rt -
8. 04 the idea that is supporting my suggestion
T it Tt R! R}
To
8. 95 the idea that is supporting my suggestion
T1 il Trt R - Rl
To
S. 96 the idea supporting my suggestion
T Rt Ry
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8. 92 instances a potential case employing an anaphoric it (referring to
the idea). The functional situation is exactly the same as in 8. 91,

But if the headword (the idea Jrefers to the same extra-linguistic phenomenon
as some element of the following appositive clause (¢}, the anaphoric pronoun
is not employed and its function is performed by the headword itself (as can
be seen from 8. 93}, which then performs a double function: that of a headword
of a whole attributive construction, and that of a subject within an appositive
clause. Semantically, it functions within two predicative relations: in a non-
verbal predication combining the tder and the idea is supporting my suggestion,
and in a verbal predication combining the idea and is supporting my suggestion.
A comparison of 8. 93 with S. 92 will show that even on the functional level,
the idea performs the functions of two CU’s of different rank (of a thematic
CU? and a thematic CU?).

As can be seen from 8. 94, the double functions of the idea on the grammatical
and the semantic level are not the only consequence of the absence of the
anaphoric pronoun. On the functional level, the coalescence of the thematic
CU? and the thematic CU! causes the entire CF? to change into a CF1. Hence
there are two CF's existing within one and the same construction and mingling
with each other. Their CUVs, being of the same rank, observe the same rules
od distribution of CD as if they were CU"’s of a single CF! (i.e. not one consisting
of two CF1'g).58

Such a functional situvation is illustrated by S. 95. The following, however,
has to be borne in mind. Even if the attributive construction is regarded as
one CF! (the idea functioning as its thematic CUY}, the above described gram-
matical and semantic relations {(especially the double functions of the idea,
the antecedent) remain exactly the same. The absence of the anaphoric pro-
noun functions as indicator of the double function of the antecedent on all
three levels (the double function on the functional level is to be dealt with
later on), while that may, on the functional level, be regarded as a mere in-
dicator of inferiority corresponding to an indicator of transformation of pred-
ication into determination on the semantic level, and to an indicator of the
respective change in the kind of dependence on the grammatical level,5®

As in attributive constructions non-verbal predication, in substance, confines
itself to expressing the predicative relation of existence, the element predicated
about equalling the antecedent, we may, under the circumstances, go the length
of omitting the element is, which dominantly expresses the temporal and modal
qualifications of the referential act. Thus the indicator of inferiority, that,
becomes superflucus, the inferiority of the respective CF heing sufficiently
indicated by the absence of explicitly expressed temporal and modal indications.
This situation is illustrated by 8. 96. We have adduced this example chiefly
in order to demonstrate its similarity to 8. 95. This similarity is one of the
reasons why we consider S. 95 (or 8. 94) a more probable solution than 8. 93.

What has been said about attributive constructions with an antecedent
functioning as subject of the relative clause holds good also for constructions
where the antecedent functions as object.80
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TI‘J

S. 97 the idea that he is supporting (it
T T R OT
T R
To
S. 98 the idea that he is supporting
T 12 T2Tr2 R?
o B
To
T R!
8. 99 the idea that he is supporting
T it TiTrt Rt
To
S. 100 the ideathat he is supporting
T} it Ti1Trt R:
To
8. 101 the idea he is supporting

TI TiTrl B!

S.97—8. 100 may be explained in the same way as 8. 92—8. 95. As to
8. 101, I. PoLbaur has convincingly shown®! that the grammatical order of
antecedent - the typical beginning of the English sentence (subject followed
by predicate) signalizes the grammatical and semantic relations as efficiently
as the presence of the ‘relative’ fhat. On the functional level, too, the above
grammatical word order funetions as an indicator of inferiority in exactly the
same way as that in 8. 100.

Let us return to the absence of the anaphoric pronoun functioning as an
indicator of the double function of the antecedent.

TD
8,102 the sentence that i substituted for a semi-clause
T} it T TrYyR R}
To
8,103 the sentence that I sulgsth_LTted a semi-clause for

T: 1 T TR R]

The absence of the anaphoric pronoun respectively representing the direct
and the indirect object in 8. 102 and 8. 103 indicates that its function is
performed by the antecedent. It follows that even the preposition for in S.103
belongs to the antecedent.
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The above constructions, however, may be expressed in the following way:

o
Q. 104 the sentence which I substituted for a semi-clanse
Tz it Tt TryR? R}
o
8.105  the sentence  for which I substituted a semi-clause
T; i T THRE ]

On the one hand, which may be regarded as a mere indicator of inferiority
functioning in exactly the same way as that. (Cf. the sentence which T substituted
a semi-clause for.) On the other hand, like the partly inflected who, which
displays certain features of a naming element (a carrier of CD). An attempt
must be made to determine whether it corresponds to a CU? or not. On condition
that as in 8, 102 and 8. 103, the antecedent performs the double function
(which seems highly probable},’? whick refers to the same extra-linguistic
phenomenon as its antecedent, equalling it also in one of its functions within
the CF!. The antecedent and which may consequently be regarded as co-con-
veyers of CD, together representing one CUL.%3 But it is only whick that performs
the function of an indicator of inferiority. If we apply the rule concerning
indicators of communicative position (p. 58) also to indicators of inferiority,
we shall qualify whick only as an indicator of inferiority. What has been
said about which holds good also for who.

A maore precise explanation of the discussed phenomena could be offered on
the basis of the historical development of the relative clause and its
constituents. The historical treatment of this matter, however, exceeds the
scope of the present study, and we shall, therefore, confine ourselves to a few
necessary notes.

Originally, swa hwa swa and swa hwilk swarepresented a CU@ within the CF®
of an appositive clauge (which later became a relative clause), while the head-
word of the entire attributive construction (which later became an antecedent)
represented a CU as well, but one of nearest superior rank (CUY). The ante-
cedent, however, displayed an ever increasing tendency to perform the double
function, i.e., that of swae hwae swe and that of swa hwilk swa. The tendency
may have been receiving encouragement from the fhat-constructions, whose
antecedents already performed the double function. In consequence, swe hwa
swa and swa hwilk swa were becoming only co-conveyers of the amount of CD
carried by the antecedent and ceased to function as a CU. To some extent they
also indicated (and in their present form of who and which still co-indicate)
the double function of the antecedent, which later came to be signalled chiefly
through the absence of the anaphoric pronoun. It became, however, thewr
primary function to indicate the inferiority of the respective CF. In losing the
character of a CU, they also lost their determinative swa. (It is interesting,
however, that in cases in which they did constitute one CU, swae was preserved
and their CU status was even underlined. Cf, whosoever.) At the same time,
their nominal character was considerably weakened. (Cf., e.g., the employment
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of the uninflected who, and the possibility of using whick without a preposition,
ag in fhe sentence which I substituted a semi-clause for.)

On the other hand, the and lkat, originally functioning as indieators of in-
feriority, have not only been preserved (in their present form of that) where
inferiority was insufficiently indicated by word order, but — possibly under
the influence of constructions with who and whick — even strengthened to such
a degree as to permit of being considered co-conveyers of the amounts of CD
earried by the respective antecedents., (Hence the opinion that not only who
and which, but also thel may be regarded as the subject or the object of the
relative clause.%) Even if the difference between that on the one hand and who
or which on the other wers levelled out, and that were to be regarded as a co-
conveyer as well, it would not change the general character of the CF of an
attributive construction with a relative clause, because the primary function
of that, who, and which is that of an indicator of inferiority.

Let us examine the double function of the antecedent from the synchronic
stand-point. Under certain condifions, the relation hetween the antecedent
and the entire relative clause with the antecedent functioning as its constituent
is loosened to such a degree as to correspond to two different CU’s of the same
rank. Examples will illustrate.

Tre Re
10 %a‘_s Panu l‘ T
S. 106 It the one that played the piano.
Tt @ TryR' R}
Ie Tr¢ RO To
5.107 It was Paul that played the piano.

T @ ToyR' Rl

In 8. 106, Paul functions as a rhematic CU®, while the entire relative clause
with the antecedent,_functioning as its thematic CUY, constitutes a thematic
CU?, owing to the anticipatory It functioning as indicator of its communicative
position (ef. S. Slﬂ). 77). 8. 107 only simplifies the symbolic notation of
8. 108,

The above solutign, however, is not the only one, Let us just think of the
possibility of regarding that as co-conveyer of CD carried by the antecedent
{e.g., in the man-that-played the piano,wes Mr. Smih)LPravided-the-functions,
of the antecedent and of the relative clause within a given CF? become different,
the antecedent may be regarded as a mere CU®, without performing any other
function, and that (originally a co-conveyer) ag the only element that within
the given CF! performs the function of theme proper, i.e. the function of one
CU? (cf. Czech PNE’s, mostly co-conveyers, representing CU’s; p. 61). This
golution — based on the conception that in such cases ag 8. 107, the antecedent
does not perform the double function — is illusérated by 8. 108.

10 Tr* Re To

S. 108 Tt was Paul that played the piano.
™ TrifR* R}
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Concluding the present chapter, we should add that under certain conditions
not only clausal attributive constructions, but also semi-clausal attributive
constructions and attributive junctions may correspond to two different
CU%s, These conditions, however, have been only cursorily examined, and this
is why in the course of further discussion the above types will be adduced as
more or less ad hoc examples. We are, of course, aware that they occupy
a definite position within the system of functional syntax.

CHAPTER EIGHT
TRANSFORMATIONS

The purpose of the present chapter is to give a general idea of what we pro-
pose to call transformations within the system of functional syntax. By trans-
formation we understand the change of a CF into a CU of the same rank {e.g.,
the change of a CF? into a CU?® represented by a CF1), or the change of a CU
into & CF of the same rank (e.g., the change of a CU° represented by a CF* into
a CF9, In fact, we have dealt with such transformations in the course of
previous discussion, without referring to them as such. Examples will
illustrate ¢

-1
TS To  Tro/RO R}
g. 109 The question often comes up in my mind.
R-1
Ry Tr* TSRO T° Ro
What ghall 1 say to him when he comes?
o Tre
5. 110 The question that often comes up in mymind is
T i Tr TefRe R}
R?
what I shallsay to him when he comes.
R TE'Trl RU TT R
T Te Tro/RO Re
S.111 The question often comes up in my mind
Ry
what I shallsay to him when he comes,
R T TR R T RY

8. 109 was explained on p. 80, In 8. 110, the original CF"s of S. 109 have
been transformed into CFVs (CU?s), that in the first CF° and word order in
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the second functioning as indicators of inferiority, while the CF-! based on
supersentence non-verbal predication has been transformed into a CEF® based
on verbal predication, inferiority being signalled through the presence of
TME’s, The mutual relationsg of CU’s and CF’s, however, remain practically
the same.

S. 111 seems to be of particular interest. Only one part of the CF-! (the
second CF%) has been transformed into CF?, while the other part (the first
CF*) 1s preserved in its original form. Such transformations are often employed
to make the communication more compact (ef. S. 111) or to make the hypo-
tactic relations more apparent (cf. I could not speak to him. He was not at
home. — I could not speak to him, because ke wasnot at home.).

A similar transformation is employed if a sentence is changed into a con-
tinuative clause, In such a case, the antecedent and the respective continuative
clause represent two different CU’s of the same rank.*?

T-1
T ToR T R
S. 112 T explained it to the judge.

2 parallel R-V's
T3 To TrfR* R e Tro/RO Rs
He then shrugged his shoulders and called the servant.

8. 113
T3 Tr*/R° T° R? 2 parallel R’s
I explained it tothe judge, who then shrugged his shoulders

—_

TI & T Tr/R R}

___:aid called the servant.
el TrifR1 R}

Transformations, however, are not only employed in such cases as adduced
abave; they may also serve as important means of utterance organization
(cf. 8. 114 and 8. 115).

To Tro/R° T Ry

114 R ot P

8 Paul solved it first .
PO R

S. 115 Tt was Paul who first solved it.

T, i¥ T" Tr/R'TH

Up to now, we have only spoken of transformations within the functional
system of one and the same language. We can, however, come across similar
changes as described above if we compare two sentences expressmg one and
the same section of extra-linguistic reality, but belonging to the functional
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systems of two different languages. As these changes occur in the sphere of
comparativesyntax, we proposetocallthemcomparative transformations.

Let us compare 8. 116 (cf. 8. 113) with its Czech translation (8. 117), The
CF of the English continuative clause iz, in accordance with the requirements
of Modern Czech, transformed from first into zero rank.

5. 116
E‘)’ Tro/RO 3__ R - 2 parallel R2's ~
I explained it to the judge, whothen shrugged his shoulders
T} it Tr TRt R,
:ﬁl called the servant.
el Tri/R? Rl
8. 117

T-1 2 parallel R-Vs
TYTeo/Re Te Rg e Tp T Tr/R° Ry o Tr/R*  R?
Vysvétlil jsem to soudei a ten pak pokrtil rameny a zavolal sluzebnou.

* J.explained I-am® it to-judge and this®® then he-shrugged shoulders and
he-called maid-servant.

If translating 8. 118 (cf. S. 115) into Cgzech, we transform the original
CF! into zero rank and meet the demands of utterance organization by means
of word order, as shown by S. 119.

¢ Tr* RO To
8,118 Tt was Paul lvh_o ﬁrst_i s_df;cil_i_t:
TL i T TrijRT T

T T{Tro/R* R
5.119 Prvni to vyiesil Pavel.

* Hirst it he-solved Paul.

In illustration we adduce two English sentences (taken from GALSWORTHY's
The Man of Property) and their Czech counterparts.

8. 120

I Tr*  R° 2 parallel T"s
It was Bosinney who first noticed her, and asked her name.

TD it T' TryRIT T+ e TryR* R}
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8. 121
Ie Tr® Ro To R

Tt was Bosinney who first noticed her, and asked her name,
T} it T TryRU TV

T1 it el Tri/Rl  R!

{(GarsworTHY, 21.11)

8. 122
T-1 R
™  TpT%R® Ry e TYTro/R° R
Prvni si ji v#iml Bosinney a zeptal se, jak se jmenuje.

(GArswoRTHY, 24.34)7

* First (refl. particle) her he-noticed Bosinney and he-asked (refl. particle)
how (refl. particle) she-is-called.

S. 120 shows the possibility of regarding the two relative clauses as parallel
thematic CU%s. In this case the indicator of communicative position relates
to both CU%s; Bosinney, being the only rhematic element within the CF®,
represents rheme proper.

But if we examine the context in which the above sentence occurs,™ matters
assume another aspect. In the first part of the sentence (It was Bosinney who
Jirst noliced ker ), the employment of two CF’s of different rank is to be regarded
as a means of utterance organization singling out Bosinney as the only rhematic
CU°, There is no reason, however, why the second part should be understood
in the same way (It was Bosinney... who first asked her name), for first selects
only from two people, Bosinney and his fiancée, the latter indeed knowing
the required name very well. Hence we regard the second part of the sentence
as a continuative relative clause (...Bosinney..., who asked her name), which
together with its antecedent represents the most dynamic CU* of the CF°
(rheme proper), as can be seen from 8. 121.

The Czech translator in fact understood the sentence in the way indicated
by 8. 121. In accordance with the tendencies characteristic of Modern Czech,
he transformed the English CF! Bosinney who first noticed her into a Czech CK°,
Proni si ji v§iml Bosinney (the demands of utterance organization being met by
means of word order, cf. 8. 118 —8. 119), and the CFt Bosinney, who asked her
name into a CF?, « zeptal se, jak se jmenugje, corresponding to the rhematic CU?
(cf. 8. 116 —S. 117). On the other hand, the tendency to nominal expression
in Czech ig not so strong as in English, and this is why the English CF? her
name, based on non-verbal predication, was transformed into the Czech CI*!
gjak se jmenuje, based on verbal predication.

It occurs ever more frequently that an English CF based on non-verbal
predication is transformed into a Czech CF based on verbal predication, and
an English CF based on verbal predication is transformed into a Czech CF
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based on non-verbal predication. Both types of these transformations are
illustrated by 8. 123 and 8. 124. If Czech were taken as the starting point
of this comparison, the above situation might testify to the increasing com-
municative value of English nominal constructions on the one hand, and to
the decreasing communicative value of the English finite verb on the other.?

S. 123
To Tro/RO RO RS

He had sherry-coloured eyes, disconcertingly inattentive at times,
RY/R? TYT?

T R} Rt Rt
{GaLswoRTHY, 20.5)
T3
8.124 Jeho nazlitle hnédé odi
R R T
Ts Rt
Tr* R* Re RS
byly nékdy tak nepozorné, ze to uvidélo do rozpaki.™
(i1) co-indic. ¥ T' TriyR! Rl

{GarsworTHY, 23.10)

* His goldish brown eyes were at-times so inattentive that it it-led to
embarrassment.

As transformations and their problems are not the main concern of the
present study, we have confined ourselves only to several illustrative examples,
But even they may have revealed the characteristic changes in the hierarchical
relations of CF's and CU’s with sufficient clearness. In our opinion, trans-
formations may throw further light on the functional system of language on the
one hand and contribute to the solution of some problems of the grammatical
and the semantic system on the other. A larger number of sentences would
naturally have to be examined and further research undertaken,

& * *

By way of concluding the present study, we feel we ought to point out that
the presented conception is meant to provide only a suitable basis for a more
detailed functional analysis of attributive constructions. It is meant to provide
a starting point at which such an analysis might begin. It is to be borne in mind
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that the present conception is to be regarded as a mere theoretical frame, which
may, on the basis of further research, be accepted, corrected, or even es-
gentially changed. Nevertheless, we hope to have thrown at least some light
on some unknown points within the functional system of language in particular,
and — in this sense — offered a modest contribution to the research into human
communication in general.

APPENDIX

Explanation of symbols and abbreviations

Base-type letters:

AC attributive sonstruction
Attr, attribute
¢ co-conveyer
cD communicative dynamism
CF communicative field
CM communicated mark
CcU communicative unit
D determination
8 indicator of equality
FS5P functional sentence perspective
1 indicator of communicative position
i indicator of inferiority
k constant
N houn
NP noun phrase
P predication
PNE exponent of person and number
R rhematic CU
RS rhematic section
3 sentence
SF ayntactic field
sU syntactic unit
thematie CU
TME temporal and modal exponent
Tr transitional CU
TS thematic section
UE utterance event
VP verbal phrase
Subseripts:
clause clausal
const constivuent
fin containing a finite verh.form
junction junctional
non-fin containing a non-finite verb-form
P proper
semi-clause semi-clausal
Superscripts:
—1,0,1, 2,3, ... indicating rank
Signs:
= equality
— dependence (arrow pointing to the dependent member)
= regenee {arrow pointing to the member referred to in the referential
act)
- interrelation



X

correspondence (not equality, but close oz distant affimiy)

) X 13 optional
X
{Y} one the of elements must be chosen
Z
X = Y] X «= Y 1sto be taken 1n 1ts entirety {as a result)
XY see notetd

Graphie marks:

|

-

-

LI

w -

Ld

10
11

12

13

indicating the extent of an element

Iinking up parts of an element

limking up elements of one CF

lines provided by arrows are to be regarded as conneeted

NOTES

The paper was presented as a State Exammation Thesis and may be found in the
library of the German Department of Brno University.

Cf. F. DaNE§, A Three-Level Approach te Synfax

“As for the grammatical level, 1t can be characterized by the fact that it 15 autono-
mous, and not onesidedly dependent on the semantie content; consequently, it 1s
a rather self-contained and determiming component. Thus the grammatical categories
guch as subject ete. are not based on the semantie content, but on the ayntactic form
only; they are bearers of a linguistic function i the given system.” (F. DaNES,
A Three-Level Approvch to Syntax, p. 227.) Following this conception, we shall always
employ the adjective ‘grammatical’ in the sense of ‘formal’, ‘deprived of semantic
eontent’, ‘viewed from the purely formal stand-pomt’.

For the explanation of symbols employed mn the present paper see Appendix, p. 92.
Sea F. DANES, A Three-Level Approach to Syntaz, p. 227.

J Bauer—M. GrEPL, Skladba spisovné fedtiny, p. 44, The orginal wording 1s: “Pre-
dikace e aktuslni vztaZeni néjakého sdélovaného piiznaku, t). émnosti, stava nebo
vlastnostl na paty dsek promluvové skatednostr.”

See O, THOMAS, Transformational Grammar, p 90 f

Cf. V. HraBl, Polovéinéd vazby, pp. 16— 19. It has to be noted that we employ the terms
qmplheit’, ‘implicitly’ 1n the sense of ‘non-expheit’, ‘non-expheitly’.

J. Vacuek —J. FirBas, Lingvwstickd charableristrka, p. 92 The original wordmg is:
“Véta e elementdrni slovni zaujeti stanoviska k néjaké skuteénosti.”

See J VacaeEx —J FirBas, 1ihd.

3. 8 represents a ammplhified version of G. Q. CurME’s sentence “‘Out of the double
determinative construction with ndefimte who, 1n ats original form swa hwa swa,
r.e., a0 who so, Wterally, that somebody thot one, has developed our common relative
pronoun whoe, which in accord with its ortgimal meanmg refers only to persons: . 77
(Grammar 111, p 208)

Beo J. Firsas, Communicative Punclion, esp. pp. 42— 44, and also other works by the
same author, quoted in the Bibliography.

It has to be stressed here that CI} 1s a concept belonging to the level of the orgamzation
of utterance, and must not be confused with the concepts of somantic mformation or
even subjective Information, which at the present stage of lingiustic research seem $o be
rather obscure. This eonfusion sometunes leads to the objection that the amount of CD
18 deterrined by intuition Considering that the leading word-order prineiple in nearly
all Slavome languages mamifosts itself 1n ordering elements according to the amounts
of CD carried, we do not find tt any more dafficult to ascertamn which of the elements
in the sentences Jenda pfidel véera [John came yesterday), Viera piriel Jenda { Yesterday
came Johnr], Jedna véera pfidel [John yesterday came] carries a lower or a higher amount
of OD 1n regard to its neighbouring elements than to state, also on the basis of word
order, which of the members m the Enghsh sentences Boys beat girls, Girls beat boys,
I gave Peter a book, representa the subject, predicate, or objeet, direct or indirest,
because the leading word-order prineiple 1n English 1s that of grammatical relations.
In both cases the result of our investigation 18 baged not on intuition, but on convention-
ality of usage. The only difference 15 that Enghsh conventional usage was codified by
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means of grammatioal rules a long time ago, whereas Czech conventional usage started
being eodified by means of rules of utterance organization in comparatively recent
times. Thus a comparison of Czech utterances with their English counterparts has
proved to be a valuable help in ascertaining the amounts of CD carried by elements in
English utterances, as well as in establishing tvpical patterns of English utterance
organization. An important proviso obviously is that the compared utterances do not
only refer to the same extra-linguistic reality, but do so under equal conditions. Thia
does not mean, of course, that a comparison of Czech, or any other language, with
English is indispensable for the research into English utterance organization. English
E&tterns of utterance organization muat be establishable within the system of the
nglish language even without such & comparison, but the method of comparison is an
efficient tool and may disclose facts that would otherwise escape the observer’s notice. A
reference to the theory of transformational grammar inay substantiate our argument.
English, as an analytic language with a eomparatively rigid word order, seems to have
been more suitable than Czech, a synthetic language, for providing a bhasis for the
theory of transformational grammar to originate and develop from. But this, of course,
does not at all mean that the theory could not have heen developed on Czech ground,
uite independently of English. Nevertheless, it is more convenient to apply the trans-
ormational theory to English first, and on the basis of a comparison of the English
with the Czech system, establish correspondences and differences leading to the formu-
lation of generative and transformational rules that are typical of the Crech language.
J. Firpas, Transition Proper.
To put it briefly, first-instance sentences are such as do not belong to second instance.
Second-instance sentences “‘contain one heavily contrasted word, and except for
their phonie (prosodic) and possibly also their typographic form, they imitate the
structure of those sentences with which they are being contrasted (no matter whether
these gentences have really been uttered or merely exist in the writer’sfspeaker’s and
reader’sflistener’s minds). Viewed from the angle of functional sentence perspective,
the heavily contrasted word constitutes the rheme proper, all the other elements form-
ing an extensive theme proper. Any word can function as rheme in these sentences,
even such aa otherwise serves as a thematic semantic-contextual means.’”” (J. FIrRBas,
Communicative Function, p. 43.) See also J. FIRBAs, op. ¢it., pp. 51—53.
Cf. J. VacHER, Sysiem of Systems, esp. pp. 94— 95.
The predicate is to be understood here in the narrower sense of the word. It may there.
fore %e represented merely by a simple or a compound verb-form (verbal predicate),
or by a copula with a predicative complement {(nominal predicate). It does not comprise
the object and the adverbial modifier.
Problems concerning the relations between the system of functionsl syntax and that
of semantic syntax are dealt with in K. Pava’s paper Homorymy.
J. FirBas, Communicative Function, p. 42.
Bee esp. Communicative Funclion, pp. 42— 43.
We have introducged this rule only for the practical purpose of investigating concrete
language materials. If only means indicating the communicative positions of CU’s
were to he examined, word order, context, and some CU’'s would have to be marked
as indicators, too.
J. FIRBAS apeaks about the subject, object, ete., functioning on the level of FSP.
See esp. J. FirBas, Communicative Function and Non-Thematic Subjecls in Conlem-
porary English.
It is to be borne in mind that ‘communicative position’ is not a word-order concept.
Bee V. MaTHESIUS, Funkce podmitu.
%ee JJ - FirBas, Nezdkladové podméty and Non-Thematic Subjects in Contemporary
nglish.
In 8. 13a, S. 14a.S. 15a, and S. 16a, the articles function as indicators of the commuaica-
tive positions of the respective CU”s, For simplicity’s sake, we do not mark them as
such. For a more detailed explanation of these examples see J. FIrpas, Communicative
Punction, pp. 51—52.
ee e3p. J. F1rBAS, Communicalive Funclion
For other examples see E. DvORAEOVA, Adverbs.
J. Fmeas, Transition Proper.
In defining the TME's (cf. his Prosodic Features in the present volume, p. 38), J.
FirbBas follows B. Trxga. {Cf. B. TRNEA, Structural Morphology.)

94



a1
83
-1
]

L

-2
38
]
40

-

41
42
43

44

46
7

L1
“w
[ 1]
51

Cf. J. FirBas, More Thoughts, pp. T4—"T9.

See J. FirBas, More Thoughts, p. 79 L.

Cf. G. O, CURME, Grammar 11, p. 68.

J. FIrpas, More Thoughts, p. 93, note 11, {The sentence was taken from K, MANSFIELD,
Collected Stories.)

CI. G. 0. CurME, Grammar IIT, p. 26: “The verb be, the oldest and most common of
the copulas, has in most cases nothing whatever of its original conerete meaning, ao
that it for the most part is empleyed today not to convey sense but merely to perform
a funetion, to indicate predication, connecting the subject with the real predicate.”
See Chapter One, p. 58.

Cf. J. Vacueg, Complex Condensation, esp. Ep. 70-172.

Clausal attributive constructions are to be dealt with in a special chapter.

If one 8U corresponds to more than one CU and no specification is needed as to the
correspondence of the parts of the SU to the CU’s, we shall separate the symbols
denoting the CU’s by the fraction stroke. The order of symbols need not correspond to
the order of the respective parts corresponding to the CU’s, e.g.,

T*/Tr/R® T* Tr/R°
Pracovali. They worked.
The actual correspondence is as follows:
R*  Txo T ™ R* Tr*
Pracova -l -i. They work -ed.

J. GALswoRTHY, The Man of Property {(B. Tauchnitz, Leipzig 1909).

Bee G, Q. CurRME, Grammar LI, p. 180 f., Grammar 111, pp. 498 £,, 518 {f.

The relevant figures taken from a statistic examination of Modern English attributive
constructions are as follows:

AC total CFt CF* CF® CF* CFs-7
N — Adjective 437 233 130 46 22 3
N — of-Genitive 271 163 65 32 8 3
NP — NP - 07 53 20 15 3 6
NP =+ 8 104 52 37 7 0 8

The results of the mentioned statistic examination are contained in the present author’s
Attributive Elements.

See J. Firpas’s intorpratation of this sentence in Communicative Function, p. 51, and
in the present volume, p. 22.

In 8. 64 and 8. 65, also the indefinite articles play an important role in indicating the
communicative position of the respective CUY In 8. 60—8. 83, this role was obscured
by the fact thet both girl and vase were contextually quite independent, and hence
both of them were used with the indefinite article.

J. FirBas, Communicative Value, p. 84. See also his Pozndmby, p. 100.

Cf. G. O. QurME, Grammar 111, p. 175: ‘‘As each subordinate clause which is not merely
& modifier of some word within one of the component elements of the sentence has
a definite function as if it were a simple word, its position in the sentence is regulated
by the same Frinci le that determines the position of a single word with the same
function and logical force.”

Ct. G. O. CurME, Grammar 111, p. 174.

See G. 0, CorME, Grammar 111, p, 171.

Cf. G. 0. CurME, Grammar III, p. 243.

The terms ‘primary communication’ and ‘secondary communication’ are elosoly
connected with the conception of hypotactic expression of ideas. Roughly speaking,
primary communication conveys an idea that may be regarded as semantically in-
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dependent. of other 1deas, while secondary communication conveys an 1dea that may
be regarded as semantically dependent on some other 1dea or 1deag For a more detailed
explanation see V. HraBE, Polovetne vazby, p 16 ({This study also contains a reference
to B Havrawer, Metodickae problemabitka historwko srovnavaciho studia sloransle
syniqxe [ Methodologieal Problems of Comparatiwe Historweal Studies of Slavone Syntarx],
8b Ceskoslovenske plednasky pro IV mezinarodm sjerd slavistii v Moskvé, Praha 1658,

1558)

?t 18 worth mentiomng that even preposttional constructions may have developed out
of appositional constructions consisiing of an adverb (a8 headword} and a substantive
(as an appositive) Hence these constructions could originally be regarded as CF's,
wrth the adverb functionmg as a thematic and the subzstantive as a rhematic CU The

reposttional phrase could be regarded as an appositional construction even 1f we
ollowed 3 O CurmMmE’s conception (Grammar III, p 561), according to which the
adverbs were employed to strengthen the meaning of the grammetical case of a sub
stantive (e g, the locative) In regard to the first interpretation, the communicative
postiions of the CU 3 would be reversed Anvhow, the a.pijostblonal character of the
above constructions has gradually disappeared, and we no longer foel the necessity of
1egarding them as CF’s
It 18 to be horne in mind that the indieation of communicative positions as given i the
examples always represents only one of more posstble solutions
To clanfy the semantic relations within these two sentences, we can transform the
verbal predication of each mto determination, and the supersentence predication into
verbal predication, without changing the hypotactic relations Hence the sentence
The questvon that often comes up wn my nand e what T shall say to hom when he comes
expresses semantie relations that are very similar to those in 8 84 (Cf Chapter Ewght,
p 87}
However absurd 1t may seem, we hold that the impersonal « 18 semantically a far
stronger element than the antreipatory @ The impersonal « names, or refers to, a certain
phenomenon of the extra hinguistic reality, 1o a ‘non person’ Though abstract, the
phenomenon of ‘non person’ 1s always represented by one and the same definite
gection of the extra hingmstic reality The impersonal i may therefore be regarded as
one naming element, as ohe carner of CD}, that 18 able to perform the function of a CU
Thus the functional character of the sentence

T Ty* RO
It 18 eold

remains the same, no matter whether « refers to ‘non person’ (e g, mm an utferance
eoncerning the weather) or to a radiator On the other hand, the anticipatory ¢ does not
refer to any section of the extra linguistte reality, and cannot therefore be regarded as
one naming element (carrer of CD) corresponding to a CU The objection that the antie
patory #f always refers to the very same section of the extra ingwstic reahity as the ele
ment ¢r elements anticipated only supports the opinion voiced above Asthe anticpated
alement or elerments may refer to any section {phenomenon) of the extra hngwstic reality,
the anticipatory ¢, f taken by 1tself, 13 capable of referring to all the sections (phenom
ena} of the extra hnguistic realtty, 1, to no section (phenomenon) in partieular
i practically has no nanung force at afl
For an explanation of a similar example, see Chapter V, p 73
The following examples are to he approached from a purely synchromue stand point
Even though the diachronic explanatton mav he rather simular, 1t cannot b>
wlentified with the synchronic interpretation offered
Cf the explanation of the ssntence The guestuon oflen comes up wn my mand what I shall
say to hun when he comes, pp 80—81
Btrictly speaking, owing to 1ts formal position, that, together with the absence of the
anaphoric proncun, also 1ndicates the double function of the antecedent (Cf the idea
that 18 supporting my suggestzon 1n contrast with that the wdea 13 supporteng my suggestion
where that functions only as indiactor of inferiority ) We might, thercfore, regard Hhiet
as a co mndicator of the double function of the antecedent As from the two mdicatoms
that 13 the only one indicating inferority, and as the absence of the anaphonic pronoun
only mndieates the double function of the antecedent, we simply denote thal 48 a mere
mdicator of inferiority, and the absence of the pronoun as an indicator of the double
function (the latter not being symbolized in our examples)
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%0 The restricted scope of this chapter prevents us from dealing with antecedents cor-
respoending to other elements than the subject and the object of the relative clause.
Such antecedents {corresponding, e.g., to an adverbial modifier, or even an attribute
of some element), however, may be explained in a similar way.

81 T, PoLpavv, Vzlainé vty v anglitting a v &eftiné, esp. p. 176 £.

82 Of. 1. POLDAUF, Vatainé vity v anglifting a v dedtiné, esp. p. 174,

82 Cf. the PNE’s of the finite verb, functioning as & co-conveyer and together with the
subject, representing one CU (p. 61); or of. the PNE’s of the Czech adjective (p. 67).

8¢ The explanation of the other relative pronouns is rather eomplicated. For the purposes
of the present paper, however, it is not necessary to attempt it here.

o Seo 1. Porpaur, Vatainé véty v anglidting a v fedting, p. 174, note®.

% The relations within the fcllowing pairs of examples may also be regarded as trans-
formations: 5. 1—8. 2, 8. 1—8. 3, 5. 4—8. 6, 8. 5—8. 6, S. 26—8. 27, 8. 26—8. 28,
8. 26—8. 29, 8. 30—8. 31, 8. 30—8, 32, S. 30—8. 33, 8. 30—8. 34, the CF’s of ke was
in ervor of 8. 66 and 8. 70, or of 5. 79 and . 81.

%7 The symbol ‘e’, employed in some of the following examples, denotes an indicator
of equality of rank,

8 An auxiliary sccompanying sysvétlil, Vysvétlil jeem corresponds to I explained.

8 A demonstrative pronoun relating to judge.

" J, GarsworTHY, Sdge rodu Forsyiti, Boholec {Praha 1957), translated by ZDENEEK
URBANEE.

T 3. 121 oceurs in the following context:

“A tall woman, with & beautiful figure, which some member of the family had once
compared to 8 heathen goddess, stood leoking at these two (Bosinney and his fiancée,
June — A.8.) with a shadowy smile... The engaged couple thus serutinised were un-
conscious of the ive goddess. It was Bosinney who first noticed her, and asked her
name. June took her lover up to the woman with the beautiful figure. ‘Irene is my great.
est chum,’ she said: ‘Please be good friends, you two!” ™

72 Transformations of the above type also give evidence of the fact that English
adjectives display a greater ability to express action than their Czech counterparis.
Cf. J. VacHER —J. Firnas, Lingvistickd charakieristika, p. 73 ff.

7 Jeho [his] in §. 124 i thematized by the preceding context. The situation here is the
same as that in the example illustrating the marked distribution of CD within attributive
junctions (p. 68).
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SOUHRN

HIERARCHIE SDELNYCH JEDNOTEK A POLI VE SVETLE
ANGLICKYOH PRIVLASTKOVYCH KONSTRUKCI

1 Uvod

Samostaind véia slovesnd, vita vedleydi, polovéind vazba pivlastkové a jednoduché
piivlastkové spojeni Jsou zkoumany z hlediska t# syntaktickyeh rovin: 1. roviny (for-
malné) gramatickd, 2 roviny sémantické a 3 roviny funkéni (zvané téz rovina funkéni
?erspektwy vétné & rovina orgamzace vypovédi). V kazdé z tdchto rovin se zkoumané
ormace Jevi Jako pole uréitych vztahi mezi danymt prvky (jednotkami) V gramatické
rovmé Jde o pole formalné syntalktickych vztahiit — v samostainé vété je to syntaktické
pole nultého ¥adn (SF** —, kde dilefiton nlohu luaje vatah syntakticks zdvislosts. Syn-
taktickyim jednotkarm nultého fa4du (SUY) jsou podmét, pFisudek, predmét a pFislovetnd
urdeni, vyskytu]i i se v ramel samostatné véty V sémantické roviné jde o pole sémantic-
kych vztahi, kde hlavni dlohu hraje vztah predikacs (nebo determmace jan je)i plevrd-
cend hodnoty) Autor rozhiuje ti1 zékladni typy predikace. 1. predikaci vétnou (u vét
eamostatnych 1 vedlejdich), 2 predikact nevétnouw {u polovétnych vazeb) a 3. predikac:
primitivoi (u jednoduchyeh piivlastkovych spojeni) Vziah predikace v sémanticks roviné
odpovidd vztahu syntaktické zdvislostt v raviné gramatickd, neznamend to viak, Ze by
tyto dva vziahy byly totoiné Pro jednoduchost vykladu nejsou sémantické jednotky
(jako napt &imitel dgje, trprel déjem zasaZeny, dé) samotny, atd ) brdny v Uvahu Ve
funkéni rovind se Jedna o pole vztahi funkénich neboh o sdélné pole (CF), kde hlavni tilohu
hraje mterrelace mezt Jjeho 8asti termatickou a rematickou Tato interrelace odpovidd
sémantickému vztahu predikace a gramatickému vztahu zdvislosti Autor doch#zi k z4-
véru, e existence vitahu zdvislest1 a predikace v dané syntaktické formaer podmfiuje
vznik interrelace mez1 dvéma zakladnirm fastim jejiho CF. Sd&lné pole samostatné véty
slovesné je oznadovdno jako CF nultého Fadu {CF°) a jeho prvky {v prdc definované) se
nazyvaji sdéiné jednotky nultého fFadu (CU?).

II Nepiivlastkové prvky

Zloumsan{ vztahu mez1 SF® a CF° ukazuje, fe kaidd SU® podmétu, pfedmétu nebo pii-
slovetného urdeni se promitd do odpovidajiciho CF® jake jedna CU?®, at u# tematickd &1
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rematickd. SU® slovesného nebo jmenného pfisudku (ktery je chdpan v uiiim slova
smyslu, & nezahrnuje tedy pfedmét a piisloveéné urdeni) se promita jako dvé &i viee CUS.
Jedna z téchto prisudkovych CU odpovidé tempordlnimu a moddlnimu exponentu (nebo
exponentiim} uréitého slovesa a podle zjidténi J. FirBASE zaujima ve velké v&tiind pii-

add sdélnon poziei na piedslu tematické a rématické ¢dsti CF?, zbyvajiel CU* odpovidaji
exikdlnd vyznamovym slogkdm pfisudku a mohou zaujimat miznou sdélnou pozici v te-
matické nebo rematicke édsti CFO. (Mluvi-li se o sdélné pozici, nejde o termin slovosledny.}
Autor se téZ dotykd problemaliky jmenného prisudku v angliéting a vidovych exponenti
v &edtind.

II1. Privlastkové kenstrulice jake sdélng pole

Srovndni CF? samoatatnych vét sloveanych s CF polovétnych vazeb a jednoduchych
piivlastkovych spojeni ukazuje, Zo viechna CF maji z funkénihe hlediska v podstatsd ten-
ty% charakter a jejich CTJ mohou byt uwréovany podobnd jake CU® Rozdil je pouze v tom,
2e v CF polovétnych vazeb pfivlastkovych a jedneduchych pitvlatskovyeh spojeni se
nevyskytuje preshodovd CU, kterd je v samostatnych vitach formalné vyjéddfena tempo-
ralnimi & moddlnimi exponenty uréitého slovesa. Podle vysledki statistického zkouméni
jo ve vétdind piipada Fidief ¢len piiviastkové konstrukee tematickou CU a pfivlastlkové
elementy odpovidaji jednotkdm rematickym. Takovéto rozloZeni vypovédnf dynamidnosti
{UD) je nazyvino bezpfiznakovym. Pii rozlofeni piiznakovém je Bfivlasbkovy element
tematickou a tidiel ¢len rematickou CU. Jelikof zmény rozloZeni CD v rdmei daného CF
neovliviiujf celkovou hierarchii adélnych jednotek a sdélnych poli, autor se jimi podrobnsji
nezabyva.

IV. Piivlastkové konstrukee jako sddlné jednotky

OF polovétnych vazeb a pifvlastkovych spojeni jsou zkoumdna z hlediska jejich funkee
v plisludnych CF? Promitd-li se ndkterd z prve jmenovanych CF do pifsluiného OF*® jake
jeho CU®, jednd se o sdélné pole prvnihe Fddu (CF!), jeho# jednotky jsou také prvniho
radu (CUY), CF! Fl:e pak podfazeno pFisluinému CF® nebo, chrdcend Fedeno, OF? je nadfa-
zeno danému CFL Podobné se téZ uréuj{ CF niifich fada (nap¥. CF?, CF3, CF%, atd.}
a jejich jednotky. DileZitym poznatkem )e, #e CF daného #idu se do nejbliZitho nadfaze-
ného C¥ promitd jako CU, kierd ma ty% funkéni charakter jako CU vyjadiend pouze
jodnim slovem.

V. Nepiiviastkové vdty vedlejsi

CF vedlejsich vét nepfivlastkovyceh jsou niZiich fddu nez CF® (tj. CF!, CF?, atd.). Na
rozdil od CF difve zkoumanych konstrukei piivlastkovych, kde podfazenost daného pole
byla indikovina nepfitomnosti tempordlnich a moddlnich exponenti slovesa, je podiaze-
nost CF vedlejiich v&t nepfivlaatkovych indikovéna podfadiefmi spojkami nebo slovnim
pofddlem. Autor dopliiuje vyklad nékolika historicEymi pozndmkami, kieré se tykaji
vyvoje vedlejdich vit a indikdtorn podfazenosti 2 hlediska funkéniho.

V1. Pfivlastkové véty substantivni

CF piivlastkové vty substantivni vystupuje jako rernatickd OU v CF, Lkteré se vy-
tvdit mezi Louto vétou a jejim Fidicim 8lenem, pfedstavujicim CU tematickou. Toto nad-.
fazené CF vystupuje pak jako jedna CU v daldim nadfazeném CF (nap¥. v CF?). Autor se
téZ pokousi o funkéni vyklad v8t typu It is essential that he was in error. Jedno Fefen je
zaloZeno na poznateich ziskanych zkouménim vét substantivnich, druhé pfedpoklddd
existneci CF mezi dvdma vétami samostatnymi. Podle predeslého uréovani fada je pak
CF vznikajici mezi samostatnymi vétami polem minus prvnfho fadu (CF-!), jehof jed-
notkami {CU-1) jsou CF® jednotlivych vét.

VIL. Piivlastlové véty vztizné

CF piivlastkové konstrukee obsahujici v&tu vztanou vzniké splynutim dvou CF
téhoZ Fadu. V tomto pfipad® md Fdiel élen vztainé véty dvoji funkei: 1. jo tematickou CU
vzhledem k celé vztazné vété, kterd je pak CU rematickoun, a 2. pPedstavuje jednu z ndko-
lika CU sdélného pole vztainé véty. Vztainé zdjmeno nebo jeho ekvivalent nevystupuje
v CF vztagné véty jako OU, ale piedstavuje pouze indikétor podiezenosti daného CF
& ko-indikdtor dvoji funkce i-iclicLEo dlenu. Hlavnim indikdtorem dveji funkee Fidictho
&lenu je nepfitomnost anaforického zdjmena. Autor se té% dotyka funkéniho fedeni vét
typu It was Paul that played the piano.
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VYIII. Transformace

Transformaci se rozumi zméns OF dandho #ddu v CU téhok fddu (éili v CF nej-
blizdtho ni¥siho f4du) nebo zména CU daného fddu (predstavovanéd polem nejblifsiho
niitha t4du) v CF téhod Fddu. Transformace jsou zkoumsny pouze perspektivng. Vy-
skytuji-li se v systému jednoho a téhoZ jazyka, jsou obvykle opodstatnény snahou o zkom-
paktnéni vypovadi nebo zmZnou ve funkénl vétné perspektiv8. Transformace, kterd se
vyskytujf pfi srovndni dvou jazykovyceh systémi, jsou nazyvany transformacemi srovnd.-
vacimi. Svym vyznamem =ze neomezuji jen na ramec lingvistickd teorie, ale pomdhaji té2
fedit nékteré problémy prekladatelské praxe.

*I kdyz jsme si védomi jisté neobyyklosti, Eonechévéme zde v souhrnu anglické
zkratky, jak jich bylo pouZite v préei. Cinime tak hlavnd pro usnadnéni lepdf orientace
v prdci samé.
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