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C H A P T E R O N E 

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

The present treatise forms the second instalment of a study dealing with 
some aspects of a theoretical conception meant to provide a suitable basis 
for an examination of attributive constructions from the functional point of 
view. As the first instalment, entitled Einige Bemerkungen zur Beziehung der 
Pradikation und Determination vom Gesichtspunkt der funktionalen Syntax aus, 
has remained unpublished and may therefore not be accessible to the reader,1 

we feel we ought to give a short summary of the main principles of the theory 
presented there and to amplify it with some remarks relevant to further 
discussion. 

It should first be stated that our research into the attributive constructions 
is based on the three-level approach to syntax,2 the three levels being 

a) level of the grammatical structure of sentence (grammatical level), 
b) level of the semantic structure of sentence (semantic level), 
c) level of the organization of utterance (functional level). 
Let us delimit the main spheres of our interest within these three levels 

as follows. 
On the grammatical level, 3 the starting point of our investigation is 

the independent verbal sentence, which may be represented by the pattern 

P. 1 S = NP -> VP r i n 

allowing for all expanding rules frequently used.4 

As for the attributive constructions, we shall deal with the following con
structions : 
the clausal attributive construction, expressed by means of an antecedent + 
an attributive clause 

P. 2 A C C I a u s e = NP -> S; 

the semi-clausal attributive construction, represented by a headword + a 
participial, infinitival or appositive construction 

P ^ AO — N P -> l̂ -̂ non-fin̂ . • "̂ semi-clause — ^A \NP j ' 
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the simple attributive construction (to be further denoted as attributive 
junction), containing a headword + an attributive element in the narrow 
sense of the word 

Adjective 
Participle 
of-Genitive 
Saxon Genitive 
Prepositional Phrase 
Infinitive 
Adverb 

The common denominator of all the grammatical forms to be considered 
is the relation of grammatical dependence, i.e., such dependence as is 
expressed by grammatical means (e.g., morphemes, word order, etc.). 

On the semantic level, we focus our attention on the relations of predica
tion and determination, corresponding to the relation of grammatical depen
dence. (The relation of correspondence is not that of identity, but that 
of close or distant affinity.) Following F. DANES, 5 we regard predication and 
determination as purely semantic relations, and in this sense we also under
stand J . BAUER and M . GREPL'S definition of predication: 'Predication is an 
actual act of referring a communicated mark, i.e. some action, state, or quality, 
to a certain section of the utterance event.'6 The act of reference is carried out 
through the temporal and modal qualification of the communicated mark, 
the mark being thus 'actualized'. It is in this sense that the act of reference 
is to be regarded as 'actual'. The general pattern of a predication would run 

P. 5 P = U E <= C M 

Some comment on N. CHOMSKY'S well-known example Invisible God created 
the visible world? will conveniently help to clarify what we intend to examine 
on the semantic level. 

S. 1 God is invisible. 

In this sentence the act of reference (i.e. the temporal and modal qualification 
of the communicated mark), through which the predicative relation is created, 
is explicitly expressed by means of the finite form of the verb; hence we 
shall term such relation verbal predication. 

S. 2 God being invisible 

As for the semi-clausal construction in S.2, we hold that it expresses the act 
of reference implicitly, though there are still explicit lexical means that to 
some extent express temporal and modal indications (e.g., simultaneousness or 
priority in relation to some other indication).8 In this case we speak of non
verbal predication, which is as for the degree of actuality comparatively 
'weaker' than the verbal predication mentioned above. 

S. 3 invisible God 

In S. 3, the act of reference is expressed only implicitly. No explicit lexical 
means are employed to indicate its actuality. We term the relation conveyed 

P. 4 A C J n I l c t I o n = N ->Attr. Attr. = 

50 



byS.3 primitive non-verbal predication (or for short, primitive predica
tion). As to the degree of actuality, it is still 'weaker' than the non-verbal 
predication of semi-clausal constructions. 

The transformationalists are right when bringing the above examples to 
a common denomination by introducing the constituent sentence S o o n s t = 
= N + be + Adj., corresponding, in its general form S c o n s t = NP + VP, 
to our pattern of predication. This constituent sentence, however, belongs not 
to the grammatical, but to the semantic level, and in fact represents a semantic 
relation of so general a character as to constitute a common denominator of 
clauses, both principal and subordinate, semi-clausal constructions, and attrib
utive junctions. 

The three above examples are cases where the difference in the degrees of 
actuality seems to be quite apparent. It is to be noted, however, that there is 
a whole gamut of degrees representing a continuous transition between S. 1 
and S. 2 on the one hand (e.g., God, who is invisible) and between S. 2 and S. 3 
on the other (e.g., God, always invisible). 

In our opinion, if we had some reliable criterion of the'strength' or'weakness' 
of predication, and arranged a sufficient number of relevant grammatical forms 
from independent sentences with the 'strongest' predication to attributive 
junctions with the 'weakest' predication (taking into account transitional 
phenomena as well), we should obtain a scale with the maximum degree at the 
one end and the zero degree at the other. 

After this sketchy account of our ideas on predication, we shall turn our 
attention to the question of determination. By determination we understand 
an accomplished predication, i.e., the result of the act of referring some com
municated mark to a certain section of the utterance event. Hence the general 
pattern of determination will be almost the same as that of predication. 

P. 6 D = [UE CM] 

When dealing with predication, we examined the referential act in its 
progress; when dealing with determination, we concentrate on the result pro
duced by the same act taken as a whole. Examples will again illustrate. 

S. 4 Invisible God created the visible world. 

In regard to the verbal predication of the sentence S.4, the actuality of the 
predicative relation implied in the two attributive junctions, Invisible God 
and the visible world, is so 'weak' that it often escapes the interpreter's notice 
and is regarded by him merely as a result of the referential act. In fact, both 
predication and determination are present, determination, however, playing the 
dominant role. 

S. 5 God, being invisible, created the visible world. 

On the one hand, the actuality of the non-verbal predication expressed by 
the semi-clausal construction, God, being invisible, is 'stronger' than that 
in the above attributive junctions invisible God and the visible world, and 
should all the more not escape the interpreter's notice. On the other hand, it is 
still 'weaker' than the actuality of the verbal predication of the entire sentence. 
Hence, the role performed by the referential act of God, being invisible within 
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S. 5 is similar to the roles performed by the referential acts of invisible God 
and the visible world within S. 4: the referential acts are presented in 
their results and exhibit the relation of determination. 

S. 6 God is invisible. He created the visible world. 
In the first sentence of S. 6, the referential act is so forcibly presented in its 

progress, i.e. in other words, the actuality of the verbal predication is so 
'strong', that the result of the act (the determination) can easily escape the 
interpreter's notice. This is chiefly due to the fact that supersedence re
lations — in which verbal predications play an important role — have not yet 
been examined sufficiently enough. Let us at least attempt to find out what the 
interpretation of the semantic content of the personal pronoun He in the second 
sentence might be if supersentence relations were taken into account. He 
stands not only for God, but, roughly speaking, for God, who is invisible. Such 
an interpretation presents the result of the referential act carried out by the 
preceding sentence and is based on det3rmination. 

As may have been gathered from the examples adduced above, the 'weak
ening' of predication is closely connected with an increase in the importance 
of the result of the referential act, in short, with the 'strengthening' of de
termination. We should like to speak here of a transformation of predication 
into determination, which may correspond to the transformation of a constit
uent sentence into the form in which it occurs in the matrix sentence. We must 

keep in mind, however, that we are 
dealing with relations belonging to the 
semantic level; these relations must not 
be confused with those belonging to 
the level of formal grammar. 

Viewed from the semantic level, 
predication and determination are to be 
regarded as complementary phenomena, 
occurring in one and the same gram
matical form, with the multiple of their 
'degrees' being equal to a certain 
constant. The graph of inverse propor
tion may serve as an illustration of their 
mutual relation. 

On the functional level, called 
P also the level of functional sentence 

perspective (FSP) or the level of the 
organization of utterance, we shall start 

with J . VACHEK'S functional definition: "The sentence is an elementary verbal 
act of taking a stand-point towards some reality."9 In his comment on this 
definition, J . VACHEK points out that important conclusions can be drawn 
from it in regard to functional sentence analysis. In the first place, the sentence 
being an act of taking a stand-point towards some reality means that experience 
occasioned by the new reality is to be classed with some experience acquired 
before; in other words, the acquiry of new experience takes place through the 
mediation of previous experience. It follows that every sentence has a basic 
section, which appears as known or as something that can be easily gathered 
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from, or at least most obviously yields itself as a starting point of communi
cation in, the given situation, and a section that brings the very contribution 
of the given sentence to the development of the discourse. The informa
tion communicated by the latter (rhematic — A.S.) section about the former 
(thematic — A.S.) section cannot be gathered from the situation and con
stitutes the very essence of the experience towards which the sentence is tak
ing a stand-point.10 

This functional division of the sentence may be expressed by the pattern 

P. 7 S = T S o R S 
It need not coincide with the grammatical division of the sentence, as is shown 
by the following examples. 

S. 7 T S R S 

S. 8 

Our who has developed out of swa hwa swa. 

TS RS 
Out of swa hwa swa has developed our who.11 

If we compare S. 7 with S. 8, we can easily see that both the grammatical 
and the semantic relations in these sentences are exactly the same. The main 
difference appears on the functional level. While in S. 7 we start with who and 
proceed to swa hwa swa, in S. 8 we start with swa hwa swa and proceed to who. 
The primary role of word order in these sentences is not to indicate grammatical 
relations (as is chiefly borne out by S. 8), but to organize the utterance in 
a certain way. It has to be added, however, that though illustrative, the 
comparison of S. 7 with S. 8 is not typical of the English way of utterance 
organization. In a vast majority of English sentences, word order plays the 
primary role in indicating the grammatical relations, and cannot therefore 
meet all the requirements of the organization of utterance in the same way as, 
e.g., the word order in Slavonic sentences can. In consequence, English is 
compelled to employ some other means of organization than word order, as 
J . FIRBAS has convincingly shown.18 As an experiment, let us re-organize 
the Russian translation and the English original of CHOMSKY'S sentence 
adduced above. 

TS RS 
S. 9 

S. 10 

S. 11 

S. 12 

HeBHflHMtiH 6or Gossan BHAHMHH Map. 

TS RS 
Invisible God created the visible world. 

TS RS 
BKflHMHH MIip C03flaJI HeBHflHMHH 6or. 

TS RS 
The visible world was created by invisible God. 

While in Russian it is possible to re-organize the sentence by a mere change 
of word order, in English the passive construction must be employed, as 
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a change of word order would distort both the grammatical and the semantic 
relations. 

Now a question of basic importance may be raised. Why do we organize 
a given utterance in different ways? Every native speaker of the respective 
language knows that S. 9 and S. 11 or S. 10 and S. 12 are not interchangeable. 
Each of these sentences may be used only in a certain situation, determined by 
what has come before. Roughly speaking, S. 9 and S. 10 are used if God has 
been mentioned in the preceding context, while S. 11 and S. 12 are used if 
the world has been spoken of. Thus in S. 9 and S. 10, if appearing in the given 
context, God is more contextually dependent than the world, while in S. 11 
and S. 12 the world is more contextually dependent than God. 

Contextual dependence is a rather complex phenomenon, and we shall only 
touch on it by making some indispensable remarks. We distinguish between 
grammatical context and semantic ccntext, subsuming under the former the 
repetition of grammatical formations and under the latter the semantic affin
ity of naming elements (elements naming or referring to some part of the extra-
linguistic reality). These two kinds of context co-operate with each other, the 
result of their co-operation being a certain degree of contextual dependence. 
If we take a large number of utterances and replace the elements that may be 
contextually dependent by symbolic marks denoting the degree of their depen
dence, we shall arrive at a set of patterns that are typical of a given language 
and may be regarded as patterns of utterance organization in that language. 
These patterns, however, assert themselves also in utterances occurring in isola
tion or at the beginning of a chain of utterances. J . FIRBAS has introduced the 
useful term 'a certain amount of communicative dynamism (CD)' which may, 
for simplicity's sake, be regarded as the inverse quality of the degree of contex
tual dependence. CD, however, is a more abstract concept than contextual de
pendence, because it expresses the mutual relations of elements in the patterns 
mentioned above, and can be employed also in such utterances as are con
textually quite independent, but follow one of the patterns of utterance 
organization.13 Similarly to the degrees of contextual dependence, we can 
distinguish only relative amounts of CD carried by certain elements, i.e., we 
can only state whether a given element carries a higher or a lower amount 
of CD (whether it is more or less dynamic) than some other element or elements. 

Let us return to the general sentence pattern established on the functional 
level: S = TS o E S . On the basis of our preceding explanation, TS and RS 
may be regarded as sets of one or more elements carrying a certain amount 
of CD. 

P. 8 TS s T 0 > (TO, (T,), . . . (TJ 

P. 9 RS = R n , (R„-i)> (Rn-2). • • • (Ro) 

where T 0 < T x < T 2 < . . . < T n 

R n > Rn-1 > R n-2 > • • • > Ro 
T n < R„ 

To be able to distinguish between elements belonging to TS and those 
belonging to RS, we make use of J . FIRBAS'S conclusion that within the so-
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called first instance and under certain conditions the temporal and modal 
exponents of the finite verb constitute a transition proper between TS and 
RS. 1 4 For the purposes of this paper, it will be convenient to state that 

P. 10 Tr p = R 0 

It then holds good for a majority of cases within the first instance15 that all 
elements carrying a lower amount of CD than Tr p belong to TS and all elements 
carrying a higher amount of CD than T r p , together with Tr p , belong to RS. 
There are two more elements that deserve special attention: the element 
carrying the lowest amount of CD (the least dynamic element), termed theme 
proper (Tp) 

P. 11 T p =5 T 0 

and the element carrying the highest amount of CD (the most dynamic ele
ment), termed rheme proper (Rp) 

P. 12 R p = R n 

If the terminology of the Prague School is employed, the most general 
expression of the sentence and its components on the functional level would run 

P. 13 S = TS o RS 

TS sTp.fT,), (Tt), . . . (Tn) 
RS = R p , (Rn-i)i (R„- 2), . . . (Trp) 

where 
T p < T t < T 2 < . . . < T n 

R p > R n_ x > R n _ 2 > . . . > Tr p 

T n < Tr p 

By way of concluding this brief survey of concepts necessary for further 
discussion, another conclusion arrived at in our previous paper should be 
mentioned. 

On the grammatical level, we regard the sentence as a field of grammatical 
relations (grammatical field), the most important relation being here that of 
dependence. On the semantic level, we regard the sentence as a field of semantic 
relations (semantic field), the most important relation being here that of 
predication (or determination as its inverse quality). On the functional level, 
we regard the sentence as a field of relations presenting the results of a co
operation between the other two levels as it is necessitated by the very act of 
communication (communicative field), the most important relation being 
here the interrelation between the thematic and the rhematic section. Hence 
the co-operation of the grammatical field displaying the relation of dependence 
with the semantic field displaying the relation of predication is the general 
precondition on the basis of which the communicative field displaying the 
interrelation between TS and RS comes into existence. 

P. 14 [NP V P f l n = U E <= CM] = TS o RS 
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As the relation of dependence (on the grammatical level) and that of pre
dication (on the semantic level) may be found not only in sentences, but also in 
some other forms of utterance, we hold that even these other forms are to be 
regarded as fields of grammatical and semantic relations on the basis of which 
communicative fields come into existence. 

P. 15 NP ->S 
NP -»• VP 

* non—fin 
NP -> NP 
N -* Attr. 

= UE CM = TS o RS 

We consider this pattern the most general expression of the relations between 
the three basic levels as far as the above forms of utterance are concerned. This 
does not mean that the differences displayed by the utterance forms in regard 
to the type of dependence and predication do not affect the character of the 
respective communicative fields. This problem, however, is to be dealt with 
in the course of the following discussion. 

In accordance with the view that language is a system of systems,16 we regard 
the three described levels as three systems, each showing its own constituents 
and characteristic internal interrelations. The following tabular arrangement 
illustrates the positions of the three systems and their constituents within the 
system of language. It includes also such systems as are closely connected with 
those under consideration. 

system of morphology 

words, morphemes 

G R A M M A T I C A L S Y S T E M 
I 
I 
I 

system of onomatolngy 

naming elements (elements 
naming, or referring to, 
some phenomenon of the 
extra-linguistic reality) 

system of formal syntax 

subject, predicate, object, etc. 

S E M A N T I C S Y S T E M 

Bystem of semantic syntax 

agent, action, patient, etc. 

" T 
F U N C T I O N A L S Y S T E M 

system of functional onomatology 

naming elements represented by 
words anil morphemes in the very 
act of communication 

system of functional syntax 

communicative units (to be 
defined below) 
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Within the system of formal syntax, we distinguish such constituent 
elements as the subject, predicate, object, adverbial modifier, attribute, predic
ative complement, etc. These constituents, however, do not always appear 
on one and the same hierarchic level (e.g., a subject, predicate and object may 
form a subordinate clause, which in its entirety may become object of the 
predicate of some principal clause). The independent verbal sentence being 
the starting point of our investigation, we propose to call the field of its formally 
syntactic relations the syntactic field of zero rank (to be further denoted 
as SF°), and the elements constituting this field zero-rank syntactic units 
(SU°'s). If the criterion by which the constituents are ranked is the direct 
relation to the finite verb of the respective clause, the zero-rank SU's are the 
subject, the predicate (both verbal and nominal),17 the object, and the adverbial 
modifier, no matter whether they are expressed by a single word or by an entire 
subordinate clause. The non-zero-rank SU's are to be dealt with later on. The 
main relation taken into account is that of dependence. 

Within the system of semantic syntax, we shall focus our attention 
on the kind of predication or determination that may help us to distinguish 
various kinds of grammatical dependence. As we shall chiefly inquire into the 
correspondence between syntactic fields and communicative fields on the one 
hand and that between syntactic units and communicative units (to be defined 
later on) on the other, we do not introduce the working terms 'semantic field' 
and 'semantic unit of a certain rank' in order not to make the discussion un
necessarily complicated.18 

Within the system of functional syntax, a reliable starting point 
seems to be the communicative field (also called the field of distribution of CD 
or simply distributional field) which is provided by the independent sentence 
based on verbal predication. The constituents of this field are such elements as 
can become carriers of certain amounts of CD. What elements, however, may 
become such carriers? In his Communicative Function, J . FIRBAS has the fol
lowing answer. 

"Strictly speaking, any element that names, or refers to, some phenomenon 
of the extra-linguistic reality (by which we understand all the things — in 
the widest sense of the word — about which communication is being made) 
carries a certain amount of CD. Consequently, even a morpheme has to be 
considered a carrier of CD, and if necessary (if, for instance, a consistently 
detailed analysis is attempted for comparative purposes) marked out as 
such."16 

Each of these elements might be regarded as one of the carriers mentioned 
above, in short as a communicative unit, if we could take it for granted that 
they all belong to one and the same hierarchic level. 

The mere fact that an expression applicable to some phenomenon of the 
extra-linguistic reality may, more or less adequately, be substituted for by 
a string of other expressions (e. g., a Tory — a member of the British Conser
vative Party) suggests the idea that several elements corresponding to several 
phenomena of the extra-linguistic reality may similarly form one carrier of 
some amount of CD, i. e., one single constituent of a given communicative 
field. Also the development from the paratactic to the hypotactic expression 
of ideas within the semantic sphere of communication, and its reflection in the 
formally syntactic structure of language, intimate the possibility that some 
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hypotactic relations might be found within the system of functional syntax as 
well. To avoid the confusion of elements belonging to different hierarchic 
levels (supposing such levels exist, of course), we introduce the working term 
'communicative unit of a certain rank'. 

A communicative unit (CU) is represented either by an element of 
the type described above (a carrier of CD) that may occupy various positions 
in the thematic or the rhematic section of the communicative field of a certain 
rank, without its relation(s) to the other element(s) of the same field remaining 
constant, or by two or more elements that may occupy various positions in the 
thematic or the rhematic section of the communicative field of a certain rank, 
without their mutual relation(s) being changed. 

Analogically to the system of formal syntax, we shall call the field of 
distribution of CD within an independent sentence the communicative 
field of zero rank (CF°); the CU's that constitute this field consequently 
have zero rank, too. The formal representatives of both the zero-rank and the 
non-zero-rank CU's are to be discussed later on. 

According to the relative amount of CD carried, the CU°'s may occupy 
various positions in either the thematic or the rhematic section of a CF° 
(further to be referred to only as communicative positions), and we shall 
denote them as thematic or rhematic respectively (using the symbols T°, R°, 
and Tr°, which stands for a special unit belonging to RS). Following J . FIEBAS'S 
conclusions,20 we distinguish three basic kinds of means indicating the com
municative positions of CU's (to be further termed as indicators of com
municative position): (i) word order, (ii) context, (iii) semantic means. 
As the first two cannot be confused with CU's themselves, we shall not specially 
mark them in our examples. The semantic means, however, may sometimes 
bear great resemblance to, or may even be identical with, some CU's. In such 
cases we apply the following rule: If the primary function of an element is that 
of naming (onomatological function), we shall denote it as CU. If the primary 
function of an element is that of indicating the communicative position of some 
other element(s), its onomatological function playing a secondary role or not 
being performed at all, we shall denote the respective element as indicator 
(using the symbol I). The onomatological function of an element may be 
qualified as primary if within the CF it is not performed by any other element 
(if no other element refers to the same phenomenon of the extra-linguistic 
reality). On the other hand, the onomatological role of an element may be 
qualified as secondary if within the CF it is simultaneously performed by some 
other element(s), the element concerned being the only one of them performing 
the function of an indicator.21 Examples adduced in the course of further 
discussion will illustrate these statements. 

C H A P T E R T W O 

N O N - A T T R I B U T I V E E L E M E N T S 

In the present chapter we shall attempt to ascertain how zero-rank SU's 
are projected into the CF of the same rank. Let us start with the SU°'s of 
subject, object, and adverbial modifier,22 which have been examined from this 
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view-point, and where as for the main features at least, the situation seems 
comparatively clear. 

Recent works on FSP 2 3 have convincingly shown that the SU° of subject, 
formally expressed by means of a substantive or any of its syntactic equivalents, 
corresponds to one naming element that may occupy various communicative 
positions24 within a CF°, without its relation(s) to the other element(s) remaining 
constant, for short, it corresponds to one CU°. When speaking of various 
positions occupied by the CU° of subject, we are aware that the objection may 
be raised that the character of the English subject is thematic. There is certainly 
a marked tendency in English to express the theme by means of the subject,26 

but in spite of that, non-thematic CU°'s of subject can easily be found in 
English as well.24 Various communicative positions of the CU° of subject are 
displayed more distinctly by Czech where the above tendency is not so pro
nounced. As V. MATHESIUS'S and J . FIRBAS'S studies offer sufficient illustra
tion, we shall confine ourselves to showing the SU° of subject as a thematic CU° 
on the one hand and as a rhematic one on the other. 

S. 13a The girl broke a vase.27 

S. 13b Devce rozbilo vazu. 

R° 
S. 14a A girl broke the vase. 

R° 
S. 14b Vazu rozbilo devce. 

As for the SU° of object, formally expressed by the same means as the above 
SU° of subject, from the functional point of view the situation is very similar. 
The SU° of each object in a given SF° corresponds to one CU° in the respective 
CF°. For more extensive material we again refer the reader to J . FIRBAS'S 
studies.28 

R° 
The girl broke a vase. 

R° 
Devce rozbilo vazu. 

A girl broke the vase, 
•po 

Vazu rozbilo devce. 

R° Rg 
T gave Charles a book. 

R° Rg 
Dal jsem Karlovi knihu. 

S. 15a 

S. 15b 

S. 16a 

S. 16b 

S. 17a 

S. 17b 
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S 18a R° 
I gave a book to Charles. 

R° Rp 
Dal jsem knihu Karlovi. 

SU°'s of adverbial modifier are partly expressed by other formal means than 
the preceding SU°'s. It is not difficult to ascertain, however, that the SU° of 
each adverbial modifier in a given SF° is represented either by one naming 
element that may occupy various communicative positions within the re
spective CF°, without its relation to the other element(s) remaining constant, 
or by two or more elements that may occupy various communicative positions 
within the respective CF°, without their mutual relation being changed, and 
may therefore be regarded as one CU°. Two examples will do for the present 
purpose.29 

To 
S. 19a Just round the corner you'll find the G. P. O. 

S. 19b Hned za rohem najdete hlavni postu. 

R° 
S. 20a The G. P. 0. is just round the corner. 

R" 
S. 20b Hlavni posta je hned za rohem. 

As to the SU° of predicate, the situation is considerably different. This 
equally applies to the verbal predicate, expressed by the simple or compound 
verb-form, and to the nominal predicate, expressed by the copula and the 
predicative complement. Although it is not easy to draw a strict dividing line 
between the two types of predicate (which, especially in English, display 
a strong tendency to a continuous transition from one into another), we shall, 
for clarity's sake, deal with each type separately. Let us start with the verbal 
predicate. 

In one of his recent studies,30 J . FIKBAS has shown that the finite verb-form, 
in our terminology the SU° of verbal predicate, contains more than one naming 
element. These naming elements are represented by (i) the temporal and 
modal exponents (TME's) of the verb,31 (ii) the lexical component (notional 
content) of the verb, (i) and (ii) may occupy various communicative positions 
within a given CF°, their mutual relation (in regard to these positions) not 
remaining constant, but changing in a certain way. Hence the SU° of verbal 
predicate is projected into the respective CF° as two CU°'s. To be able to 
draw a dividing line between TS and RS of a given CF°, we employ, for the 
purpose of the present paper, only such examples in which the TME's of the 
SU° of verbal predicate represent the very beginning of the rhematic section 
of the respective CF 4 , viz. transition proper. As has been shown by J. FIBBAS 
in the paper published in the present volume (see p. 24), such examples 
represent the overwhelming majority of cases (about 95 per cent). On the 
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•other hand, cases in which the TME's occupy other communicative positions 
"than Tr p (e.g. T p or Rp) are distinctly marked. For simplicity's sake, we shall 
jiot take them into account. 

S. 21a 

S. 21b 

S. 21c 

S. 22a 

S. 22b 

S. 22c 

T° Tr° R° 
JYiotner was protesting. 

T° R° Tr° 
Mother protest -ed. 

T 0 R° Tr° c 

Maminka protestova -1 -a. 

T° Tr° R° 
She was protesting. 
T° R° Tr° 
She protest -ed. 

R° Tr° T° 
Protestova -1 -a. 

As can be seen from S. 22c, we have not exhausted all the CU°'s that may 
•correspond to one SU° of verbal predicate. The finite verb, as the formal repre
sentative of the SU° of verbal predicate, may also contain the exponents of 
person and number (PNE's), which perform their own onomatological function, 
and are, therefore, to be regarded as at least one naming element. The same 
onomatological function, however, may be performed by the CU° of subject. 
The PNE's of predicate (if expressed at all) then function as a mere co-conveyer 
(c) of the amount of CD carried by the CU° of subject.32 In this way SU° of 
subject and the PNE's of the SU° of the corresponding predicate represent 
two elements referring to one and the same phenomenon of the extra-linguistic 
reality and remain constant in their mutual relation within the CF°, in short, 
represent only one CU° as can be seen from S. 21c. This is the prevailing situa
tion in English. On the other hand, in Czech, which frequently dispenses with 
an SU°of subject, the PNE's of the SU° of predicate are often the only element 
referring to the extra-linguistic phenomenon concerned and are therefore 
projected into the CF° as a CU°, because they occupy their communicative 
position independently of other elements (see S. 22c). That in their function 
as a CU° the PNE's seem to be confined to positions within the thematic 
section of a CF° can easily be explained on the analogy of personal pronouns, 
which owing to their specific content remain — under normal, unmarked 
conditions — within the TS. 

Let us now turn our attention to what is called by J. FIBBAS the dissociating 
tendency.33 Contrary to Modern Czech, Modern English displays a tendency 
to give separate word-forms to each of the CU°'s that can be conveyed by the 
SU° of verbal predicate. This tendency manifests itself, on the one hand, in 
practically restricting the finite verb-form to expressing the TME's (which 
remain absolutely essential for signalling the highest degree of actuality of the 
referential act), and in transferring the notional content of the verb to the 
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nominal components of the SU° of verbal predicate, on the other. The nominal 
character of the participial component of the verbal predicate is sometimes 
so pronounced as to allow of being almost identified with the nominal character 
of an adjective.34 This fact substantiates the statement that, in English at 
least, the dividing line between the verbal and the nominal predicate is very 
unstable. J . FIRBAS has adduced a typical example of coalescence of the 
two types of predicate: By this time Lottie was very red in the face and breathing 
heavily.35 

It might have been gathered from what has so far been put forth that the 
situation within the nominal predicate is rather similar to that within the 
verbal predicate, and that the SU° of nominal predicate may be projected 
into the CF° by the same number of CU°'s as that of the verbal predicate. 
This fully applies to the SU° of nominal predicate expressed by means of some 
nominal component and the finite form of the verb be, because the lexical 
meaning of the copulative verb has been suppressed to such a degree that its 
finite form virtually appears as a mere conveyer of the TME's (and only as 
a co-conveyer of the PNE's), i.e., as one C U 0 . 3 6 

T ° Tr° R° 
S. 23a She was pale. 

T r ° T ° J l _ c 
S. 23b 

As soon as the verbal component of the SU° of nominal predicate is expressed 
by means of some other verb than to be, the notional component of the verb 
(possibly another copula) begins to play a more or less important role, too, and 
like the SU° of verbal predicate, cannot be identified with the TME's. Let us 
compare the following examples: 

T° Tr° R° 
The milk was sour. 

T° Tr° R° 
Mleko bylo kysele. 

T ° R° Tr° R° 
The milk turn -ed sour. 

To R» R « T T « C 

Mleko z- kys -1 -o. 

S. 24a and S. 24b need no comment. S. 2£a contains three CU°'s correspond
ing to one SU° of nominal predicate. (It is to be noted here that in English 
predicates, verbal or nominal, the PNE's do not, as a rule, constitute a CU°.) 
Does this mean that the SU° of nominal predicate containing some other 
copula than to be is projected into theCF°by a greater number ofCU°'s than 
the SU° of verbal predicate? As for English, it seems to be so. 

S. 24a 

S. 24b 

S. 25a 

S. 25b 
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If we examine the corresponding Czech sentence S. 25b, expressing the 
same extra-linguistic reality, we find that this reality is expressed by the SIP 
of verbal predicate, which seems to be projected into the CF° by three CU°'s 
as well. (We do not take into account the PNE -o, which is only a co-conveyer 
of a certain amount of CD carried by the CU° of subject and does not represent 
a CU°.) We can even observe a certain correspondence between the aspectual 
exponent z- of the Czech verbal predicate and the notional content of the 
English copulative verb. The aspectual components of the Czech verb have 
not yet received sufficient attention from the functional point of view, so that 
we are not in a position to draw the conclusion that they are always such CU°'s 
as fully comply with our definition.37 But still, in our case at least, both the 
SU° of the Czech verbal predicate and the SU° of the English nominal predicate 
seem to be projected into the respective CF°'s by the same number of CU°'s. 

Turning our attention to Czech, let us admit that the aspectual exponent(s) 
of the verb may function as one CU°, and let us compare the number of CU°'s 
corresponding to the SU° of verbal predicate with the number of CU°'s corre
sponding to theSU°of nominal predicate. At first sight the mutual ratio of CU°'s 
appears to be the same in Czech as in English, i.e., in favour of the nominal 
predicate, because the Czech nominal predicate may also contain an aspectual 
exponent. Thus in the sentence MUko se zddlo zkysli [milk itself it-seemed 
(aspectual prefix meaning 'turned')-sour], there are four CU°'s corresponding 
to one SU° of nominal predicate. It should, however, be borne in mind that 
this type is comparatively rare. We should frequently say: Zddlo se, ze mleko 
je zkysle [it-seemed itself that milk is (aspectual prefix meaning 'turned')-sour], 
where two verbal predicates perform the same function as the preceding 
nominal one. We are, therefore, inclined to think that in Czech, contrary to 
English, the SU° of verbal predicate is frequently projected into the CF° by 
the same number of CU°'s as the SU° of nominal predicate. 

It is not accidental that whereas English, expressing some relatively complex 
extra-linguistic reality, employs its means (and CU's respectively) within the 
sphere of the nominal predicate, Czech, expressing the same, meets the 
increased communicative requirements within the predicate of a verbal 
character. This fact manifests the English tendency towards nominal expression 
on the one hand, and the comparatively high communicative value of the 
Czech verb on the other.39 

To sum up. We have attempted to show that any SU° of subject, object, or 
adverbial modifier is to be regarded as one CU°, while SU° of predicate, verbal 
or nominal, is projected as two or more CU°'s into the respective CF°. Now 
the question may be raised how to interpret the attribute. In terms of our 
definition, it cannot be considered an SU°, as it does not comply with the 
criterion of the direct relation to the finite verb of an independent sentence 
(cf. p. 57), but may function as a component part of the SU°'s of subject, 
object, adverbial modifier, or nominal predicate. Let us first examine the 
internal conditions of both the semi-clausal and the junctional attributive 
constructions, which may throw more light on our problem. 
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C H A P T E R T H R E E 

A T T R I B U T I V E C O N S T R U C T I O N S 
AS C O M M U N I C A T I V E F I E L D S 

As has been mentioned in Chapter One, not only independent sentences 
based on verbal predication, but also attributive constructions based on non
verbal predication, form communicative fields of their own. To demonstrate 
the specific character of CF's within semi-clausal attributive constructions 
and attributive junctions,39 we shall compare them with the CF's of semi-clausal 
non-attributive constructions and with CF°'s dealt with in the preceding 
chapter. 

_T° Tr°/R° R° R° 
S. 26 lips are asking a question with a smile40 

T Tr/R R R 
S. 27 lips, having asked a question with a smile 

T Tr/R R R 
S. 28 lips, asking a question with a smile 

T R R R 
S. 29 lips asking a question with a smile 

S. 26 requires no comment. Let us only point out that we do not mark the 
•differences in the amounts of CD carried by the rhematic CU°'s, because we 
do not regard it as relevant to our purpose. (If a more detailed examination 
were necessary, a question could be denoted as R.J), with a smile as RJJ-i, and 
asking as RJJ-2,» °r with a smile as R£, a question as R°-i , and asking as R"-2, 
the interpretation depending on the context.) 

On examining the CF's of S. 27, S. 28, and S. 29, we find them strikingly 
similar to the CF° of S. 26. Only in regard to the TME's they reveal an important 
difference that must be discussed at some length as it is of consequence for the 
ranking of CF's and their CU's. 

In expressing the temporal and modal indication, the TME's of S. 27 and 
S. 28 are partly explicit (as regards priority to, or simultaneousness with, 
some other indication), partly implicit. In this way, they also perform the 
function of indicators of non-verbal predication. As for actuality, the predica
tion indicated by them is 'weaker' than that of S. 26, but still 'strong' enough 
to present the referential act not only in its result, but also its progress. This is 
why we regard the constructions represented by S. 27 and S. 28 rather as ad
verbial semi-clauses (with the meaning of lips, after having asked a question 
with a smile and lips, when asking a question with a smile) than as attributive 
constructions. 

If we do not examine asking against the background of the verbo-nominal 
having asked, but treat it as an adjectival element (see S. 29), matters assume 
another aspect. Like an adjective, asking does not contain TME's, and con
sequently represents merely one naming element corresponding to one CU. 
The absence of the explicitly expressed temporal and modal indications 
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testifies to the presence of non-verbal predication which, as for actuality, 
is still 'weaker' than the non-verbal predication of S. 27 and S. 28. In S. 29, 
the progress of the referential act is suppressed to such a degree (its progressive 
facet is so blurred) that we can take into account only the result of the act 
(determination) and regard S. 29 as an attributive construction (in the sense 
of lips that are, or were, asking a question with a smile). 

The following examples, ranging from an independent sentence based on 
verbal predication to an attributive junction based on primitive predication, 
are to throw more light on the CF's of attributive constructions. 

T° Tr° R(g) R(°n-i) 
S. 30 eyes were disconcertingly inattentive at times 

T Tr + i R R R 
S. 31 eyes, having been disconcertingly inattentive at times 

T Tr + i R R R 
S. 32 eyes, being disconcertingly inattentive at times 

i R R R 
S. 33 eyes being disconcertingly inattentive at times 

_T R R R 
S. 34 eyes, disconcertingly inattentive at times 

(GALSWORTHY, 20.6)41 

T R R 
S. 35 eyes, disconcertingly inattentive 

R JR T_ 
S. 36 disconcertingly inattentive eyes 

R T R 
S. 37a inattentive eyes S. 37b nepozorn6oci 

R T R T 
S. 38a inattentive ones S. 38b nepozorn -e" 

S. 30, S. 31, and S. 32 may be explained on the analogy of S. 26, S. 27, 
and S. 28. On the semantic level, the TME's having been and being are at the 
same time indicators of non-verbal predication. On the functional level, each 
corresponds to one CU and an indicator of the inferiority of the respective CF 
(this concept will be dealt with in Chapter Five). 

If we do not regard being as a conveyer of restricted TME's (cf. asking 
in S. 29), but as a m3re indicator, which does not correspond to a CU, S. 33 
will be a case of potential transition between non-attributive and attributive 
•constructions. 

In S. 34 and S. 35, the absence of the explicitly expressed temporal and 
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modal indications 'weakens' the actuality of predication to such a degree 
that detsrmination prevails, and hence we have to regard these constructions 
as predominantly attributive. It must be admitted, however, that the gram
matical word order, which S. 34 and S. 35 share with S. 31 and S. 32, opens 
the possibility of regarding S. 34 and S. 35 as non-attributive constructions 
(e.g., in the sense of eyes, while disconcertingly inattentive). 

This possibility induces us to maintain that the actuality of predication 
in S. 35 is still stronger than that in S. 36, where both the absence of the ex
plicitly expressed temporal and modal indications and grammatical word 
order 'weaken' the actuality of predication (at the same time 'strengthening' 
determination) to such a degree that S. 36 can be interpreted only as attributive. 

S. 37a is a typical attributive junction where both the absence of the explic
itly expressed temporal and modal indications and grammatical word 
order indicate prevailing determinative relation. The remaining examples are 
to be dealt with later on. 

In this connection, a word has to be said about the CU's within the CF of 
an attributive construction. On examining a large number of examples (about 
1200), we have come to the conclusion that in a vast majority of cases the CU 
of the headword carries a smaller amount of CD than the CU's of the respective 
attributive element(s). Supposing the temporal and modal indications, even 
if expressed only implicitly, are the imaginary dividing line between the the
matic and the rhematic section within the CF of a semi-clausal attributive 
construction or an attributive junction, we regard the CU of the headword 
as thematic and the CU('s) of the attributive element(s) as rhematic. Such 
a distribution of CD within the CF of a semi-clausal attributive construction 
or an attributive junction seems to be the most frequent, and we shall, there
fore, regard it as a case of non-marked distribution of CD. This kind of 
distribution occurs either when both the headword and the attributive ele
ment^) or only the attributive element(s) is (are) contextually independent. 

It is not imposible that under certain conditions the headword represents 
the rhematic and the attribute the thematic CU. (Cf. Name quickly five things 
that are round. — Bound(T) tables (R), round(T) balls(R), etc.) This kind of 
distribution of CD can be interpreted as marked. As is to be shown later on, 
the internal changes within the CF of an attributive construction cannot 
affect the general hierarchy of CF's and CU's, and we shall, therefore, regard 
the CF's of semi-clausal attributive constructions and attributive junctions in 
all the following examples as cases of non-marked distribution of CD. 

If we speak of non-marked distribution of CD, however, we do not mean 
that the mutual relation of the thematic and rhematic CU's in different 
attributive constructions must be always the same. Let us return to S. 37a 
and S. 38a. In S. 37a both inattentive and eyes may be contextually quite in
dependent, and both of them may therefore carry a large amount of CD. In 
accordance with the general pattern of non-marked distribution of CD, inatten
tive is regarded as a CU carrying a larger amount of CD than eyes. As there are 
only two CU's in the CF, inattentive must be the rhematic CU and eyes the 
thematic one, but the difference in the amounts of CD carried may be rather 
small. On the other hand, in S. 38a inattentive may also be contextually inde
pendent, while ones is evidently always dependent, and hence the difference 
in the amounts of CD carried by the two CU's may be rather great. The general 
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character of the CF of S. 38a, however, remains the same as that of S. 37a. 
What seems to be of interest here is a comparison of S. 38a with its Czech 

version (S. 38b). Within the latter, it is a mere PNE of the adjective, a mere 
morpheme -e, that represents the thematic CU of the given C F . While the 
PNE in the preceding example (S. 37b) was only a co-conveyer of CD carried 
by the headword and for this reason it did not represent a CU, the PNE -e 
of S. 38b is the only element referring to a certain extra-linguistic phenomenon 
(eyes), and therefore representing one CU, functionally corresponding to 
Engl. ones. 

We find some analogy between the weakening of the PNE's within the 
English verbal system and the necessity of using personal pronouns (both 
referring to one and the same extra-linguistic phenomenon) on the one hand, 
and between the loss of adjectival suffixes representing the PNE's within the 
English adjectival system and the tendency to preserve the same number of 
CU's by means of the word one(s) on the other. If some grammarians regard 
one(s) as a prop-word, they may be justified in doing so by the fact that 
one(s), like personal pronouns, stands for some CU('s) that is (are) otherwise 
expressed by means of another word (other words). This statement by no 
means contradicts the conception of G . 0. CURME, who regards one(s) as an 
adjectival suffix.42 From the functional point of view, one(s) performs the 
same function as was once performed by the adjectival suffixes in English 
and is still performed by the adjectival suffixes in Czech, i.e. the function of 
PNE's, which are able to represent CU's. 

Considerations of space prevent us from proceeding any further with our 
investigation into concrete language material. But the conclusions offered 
above hold good not only for attributive constructions formally expressed 
by means of a headword and a participle or adjective, but also for all junctions 
and semi-clausal constructions following the pattern P. 3 or P. 4. By way of 
conclusion we shall adduce at least some simple examples, trusting that no 
further comment is needed. 

S. 39 

S. 40 

S. 41 

S. 42 

R 
teachers' books 

T R 
books of teachers 

T R 
books for teachers 

T R 

S. 43 

S. 44 

S. 45 

R 
the will to live 

T R 
Uncle Tom 

R 
Smith, the banker 

the room above 

C H A P T E R F O U R 

A T T R I B U T I V E C O N S T R U C T I O N S 
AS C O M M U N I C A T I V E UNITS 

In the present chapter we shall attempt to explain how the CF of a semi-
clausal attributive construction or an attributive junction functions within 
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the CF of an independent sentence, i.e., within the CF of zero rank. Let us 
first adduce several examples. 

T° Tr°/R° R» 
S. 46 The mayor of the town gave an interesting message 

T 1 Ri Ri T 1 

to Smith, the banker. 
~ T 1 R 1 

T° Tr°/R° R° 
S. 47 Tie mayor of the town gave Smith, the banker, 

T* Ri ~Ti R 1 

an interesting message. 
Ri T 1 

T° Tr°/R° R° 
S. 48 Smith, the banker, was given an interesting message 

~~T 1 Ri Ri Ti 
R P 

by the mayor of the town. 
T 1 Ri 

T« Tr°/R° Ro 
S. 49 Smith, the banker, was given an interesting message 

T° Tr°/R° R° 
S. 50 The interesting message was given to Smith, the banker, 

Ri Ti ~"Ti Ri 

by the mayor of the town. 
Ti" Ri 

T° Tr'/R" RJ 
S. 51 The interesting message was given to Smith, the banker. 

Ri T f _ ~Ti Ri 

T° Tr 0/R° RO 
S. 52 The mayor of the town stood next to Smith, the banker. 

Ti R> ~"fi Ri 

T° Tr° R° 
S. 53 He was Smith, the banker. 

~~f i R 1 
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Each of the CF's of the attributive constructions the mayor of the town, an 
interesting message, and Smith, the banker consists of two naming elements 
(carriers of CD) that do not change their mutual relation, no matter whether 
the respective CF occurs in the thematic or the rhematic section of the CF°. 
Thus, in terms of our definition, the CF of a semi-clausal attributive construc
tion or an attributive junction may be regarded as one CU°. In order to 
distinguish between the two kinds of CF's and CU's dealt with in our discussion, 
we shall refer to the CF that represents one CU° within CF° as a CF of first 
rank (CF1), and to its CU's as first-rank CU's (CU^s). The mayor of the town, 
an interesting message, and Smith, the banker represent CF^s, which function 
in the respective CF° as CU°'s; their constituents are CU^s (symbolized by 
T 1 , R1), as has been marked in the above examples. If comparing CF's of various 
ranks, we refer to CF° as superior to CF 1 , and to CF 1 as inferior to CF°. 

In speaking of a constant mutual relation between two CU^s regardless 
of the communicative positions occupied by the respective C F 1 within CF°, 
we always think of one and the same attributive construction used under the 
same contextual conditions. S. 54 and S. 55 present CJ?va in which the mutual 
relation of CU r s may, as for the amount of CD carried, considerably differ 
from the mutual relation of CU^s in S. 46—52 (cf. also S. 37a and S. 38a). 
But the mutual relation of CU^s remains exactly the same, no matter whether 
the given CF 1 functions as a thematic or a rhematic CU° within CF°. (S. 54 
and S. 55 are to be understood as occurring in a context where, e.g., hats are 
spoken of.) 

T° Tr° R° R° 
g 5 4 The grey one would match your scarf. 

"R1" T 1 

To Tr° R° R° 
S. 55 I would prefer the grey one. 

From the grammatical point of view, the attributive constructions of 
S. 46 —S. 52 represent the SU°'s of subject, object, adverbial modifier; the at
tributive construction of S. 53 represents the nominal part of the SU° of 
nominal predicate. As follows from the above discussion, our conclusions 
concerning the projection of SU°'s into CF° as CU°'s hold good also for such 
SU°'s as are formally expressed by means of a semi-clausal attributive con
struction or an attributive junction. 

Let us return to the ranking of CF's and their CU's. As can be seen from 
S. 56, not only a CU°, but also a CU 1 may be represented by an entire CF of an 
attributive construction. Every CF performing the function of a CU 1 is to be 
considered a CF of second rank (CF2), its constituents being second-rank 
CU's (CU2's). CF's and CU's of still lower ranks (e.g., CF 3 and CU3's in S. 57) 
may be derived analogically. 

T° Tr° R° 
S. 56 The books from the University Library are old. 

W T 2 

T 1 R 1 
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S. 57 
T° Tr°/R° R° 

Scholars studying the history of the nineteenth century met in London. 
R 3 T 5 

R 2 

T 1 R 1 Ri 
On examining concrete language material from the described point of view, 

we have ascertained that semi-clausal attributive constructions and attributive 
junctions most frequently constitute CF l's and CF2's, less frequently CF3's 
and CF4's, and rather rarely CF5's, CF6's, and CF 7's. 4 3 As sentences illustrating 
the CF's of lower ranks than CF 3 (CF4, CF S , etc.) usually contain attributive 
clauses, which have not yet been dealt with, we shall confine ourselves to 
adducing only two examples, trusting that they will reveal the system of 
ranking with sufficient clearness. 

0̂ 
S. 58 The next example is 

~Ri T 1 

R° 
a simplified variant of a sentence taken from Scott's novel Tvanhoe'. 

R 4 T*~ 
T 3 R 3 

R 2 T 2 T 2 R 2 R 2 

T 1 R 1 

T» Tr°/R» 
S. 59 H i "had -

Ro 
a collar bearing the inscription Wamba, the born thrall of Cedric of Rotherwood. 

~R5 T * - T5 R5 
R 4 

R 3 

T 2 R 2 

T 1 R 1 R, 

In connection with CF's of inferior ranks, mention must be made of an 
important phenomenon. Every CF of a semi-clausal construction or an attribu
tive junction functions in the nearest superior CF as its CU. In this way it 
does not differ in character even from those CU's of the superior CF which are 
expressed by means of only one naming element (word or morpheme). As 
one of the CU's of the superior CF, it follows the patterns of distribution of CD 
the superior CF may form. 

T° Tr°/R° R° 
S. 60 A girl broke a vase.44 
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T° Tr°/R° Rg 
S. 61 A little girl broke a vase. 
S. 62 

T° Tr 0 /R 0 Rg 
A little girl with dark blue eyes and curly black hair broke a vase. 

S. 63 

A little girl with dark blue eyes and curly black hair, always 
_^ T° Tr°/R° Rg 

trying to be very quiet not to attract people's attention broke a vase. 

All the examples are to be understood in a context where neither a girl nor 
a vase have been mentioned before. (E.g., we may regard them as answers 
to the question What happened at school this morning?) The amounts of CD 
carried by the CU°'s of S. 60 are then distributed as follows: the CU° a girl 
represents theme proper, the rest is rhematic with the CU° a vase as rheme 
proper and the CU° of the TME's as transition proper. The same communicative 
positions are taken up by the corresponding CU°'s in S. 61, S. 62, and S. 63 
(which are represented by more or less extensive CF's of inferior ranks), because 
the given distribution of CD asserts itself no matter whether a CU° is repre
sented by one naming element or by an entire inferior CF. 

If changing the communicative position of a CU° represented by a CF 1 , we 
must employ the same means as are used for indicating the communicative 
position of a CU° represented by one element, viz. word order (here the formal 
position of the construction within the sentence), context, or semantic means. 
Supposing that a vase has been spoken of in the preceding context, we can 
replace it by it functioning as a semantic means and therefore changing the 
pattern of distribution of CD in the way illustrated by S. 64 and S. 65. Thus 
no matter whether expressed by one word (one naming element) or by the 
whole attributive construction (CF), the SU° of subject will then correspond 
to a rhematic CU°. 

S. 64 
Rg Tr°/R° T° 

A girl broke it. 
S. 65 

Rj! Tr°/R° T° 
A little girl with dark blue eyes and curly black hair broke it.4 5 

The possibility of expressing a CU by one naming element or by an entire 
inferior CF has been discussed at some length in order to preclude a premature 
and erroneous conclusion. In our opinion, it would be wrong to suppose that 
the mere presence of attributive elements in a CU° might increase its CD to 
such a degree as to change its communicative position. This is due to the fact 
that a CU 1 belongs to some other hierarchic level than a CU°, and to the fact 
that the actual amount of CD carried by a CU° is not determined solely by the 
amounts of CD carried by its constituents (including the CTP's). This wording 
does obviously not imply that there is no difference in the amounts of CD 
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carried by the CU° a girl of S. 60 and the CU° a little girl of S. 61, but takes 
into account that this difference is not great enough to change the commu
nicative positions of these CU°'s within their CF's. As has been mentioned 
above, to effect such changes, language has recourse to other means which 
function irrespective of whether the CU is expressed only by one naming 
element or by an entire inferior CF. 

It is to be noted here that from a different angle, we have arrived at the phe
nomenon which has been termed by J. FIRBAS 'compactness'. 

"The phenomenon to be discussed is that of compactness. It can be 
illustrated by the following sections quoted from the instances under discus
sion : an ancient caper or two, her strange neighing laugh, his open, quivering, 
distraught look, into a wide, toothless smile, a perfect beam, no less, a glimpse 
of a black feeler. Each of the above sections is made up of a string of elements 
which differ comparatively little from each other in the amounts of CD 
they convey... A considerable difference in CD, however, can be observed 
between each of the sections on the one hand and the neighbouring element 
(or, elements) on the other. This contrast in CD sets off each section in its 
entirety against the neighbouring element (or, elements). In this way, the 
comparatively little differences in CD as observed within such a section 
on the one hand, and the comparatively considerable difference (or, differ
ences) in CD existing between the section and the neighbouring element (or, 
elements) on the other, render the section markedly compact, both from 
within and from without. If follows that the phenomenon of compactness 
makes it possible for a string of elements to be set off as a closely knit unit 
of components."49 

If in this quotation 'section' is replaced by 'CFofan attributive construction* 
(we may certainly do so, for the examples adduced by J . FIRBAS in illustration 
of 'sections' are all attributive junctions), the term 'compactness' denotes 
exactly the same phenomenon as has been termed here 'the CF of an inferior 
rank' or referred to as 'occurring within the CF of the nearest superior rank 
as its CU'. As for the differences in CD between CU's occurring within a CF 
of first or even more inferior rank, they may be as great as those between the 
CU°'s within a CF°. Examined from the view-point of the nearest superior 
rank, however, they may seem rather small or even irrelevant. Perhaps, this 
is the reason why J. FIRBAS speaks of a small difference in CD between elements 
constituting the compact section. We are far from maintaining that the 
existence of inferior CF's can explain all the phenomena of compactness, 
but — in regard to the first instance, of course — it seems highly probable 
that it can account for a vast majority of them. We shall return to these ques
tions when discussing other types of inferior CF than those based on non
verbal predication within attributive constructions. 

C H A P T E R F I V E 

N O N - A T T R I B U T I V E C L A U S E S 

We have now proceeded far enough to take up the question of subordinate 
clauses, which may throw some further light on the general hierarchy of CF's 
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and some other related problems. We find it necessary first to concentrate on 
non-attributive clauses. 

S. 66 That he was in error 
- [ T - T 1 "f?i Ri 

will scarcely be disputed by his warmest friends. 
(CURME, Grammar III, p. 183) 

S. 67 His warmest friends will scarcely dispute 
R» 

that he was in error. 
WW Ri 

R" 
S. 68 The condition is that he was in error. 

" I 1 " T r Tr 1 Ri 

On condition that he was in error, 
[i T ^ W Ri 

the statement of his opponent must be true. 

The fact that he was in error 
i 2 T 2 "Tr8" R 2 

f 1 R 1 

will scarcely be disputed by his warmest friends. 

On the ground of what has been said before, we find that the subordinate 
clause he was in error has its own C F , based on verbal predication, with he 
functioning as a thematic, was as a transitional, and in error as a thematic C U . 
The above examples may show that the mutual relations of CU's within 
the C F of a subordinate clause do not change, no matter whether C F occupies 
the thematic or the rhematic section of C F ° . In relation to its superior C F , 
the C F of the subordinate clause therefore represents only one C U . (See 
S. 66 — 69, in which the C F of the subordinate clause performs the func
tion of a C U ° , its components, he, was, in error, acquiring first rank.) S. 70, 
in which the entire clause stands in relation to the fact, requires special comment. 
The situation here is the same as in the case of the appositional construction 
the letter B, with the letter functioning as a thematic, and B as a rhematic, 
C U . Similarly in S. 70, within the construction the fact that he was in error, 
the fact functions as a thematic, the clause that he was in error as a rhematic, 
C U . The entire construction itself is a C U ° represented by a C F 1 with two 
CU^s. The clause it contains is a C F 2 with he, was, in error functioning as 
CU 2 's . Similar cases are to be dealt with in more detail later on. 

It follows that a C F of a subordinate clause functions as a C U within the 

S. 69 

S. 70 
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nearest superior CF in the same way as a CF of attributive construction or 
even of a single naming element. Thus even if expressed by an entire clause, 
the SU's of subject, object, predicate, and adverbial modifier are projected 
into the respective CF by means of the same number of CU's as SU's ex
pressed by means of one word.47 

What seems to be of particular interest here is the function of the sub
ordinating conjunction that. On the grammatical level, it indicates that the 
whole SF of some sentence performs the function of one single member within 
some other SF displaying the relation of dependence. (It follows that such a 
member can be either dependent or independent, and the subordinate clause 
represents not only a dependent, but also an independent member, e.g., if 
representing the SU° of subject.)48 On the semantic level, that indicates trans
formation of predication into determination, or in other words, denotes that 
a verbal predication in regard to some other relation of the same kind is to be 
viewed in its result, i.e., as determination. (Cf. the function of the restricted 
TME's in semi-clausal constructions and the function of the absence of the 
explicitly expressed temporal and modal indication in attributive junctions.) 
On the functional level, that indicates that a CF based on verbal predication 
performs the function of a CU within some other CF based on the same kind 
of predication; in other words, it indicates the inferiority of the former CF 
to the latter CF. We shall therefore term it indicator of inferiority (i). 
It belongs to the same rank as the inferior CF. (It is not to be confused with 
the indicator of functional position 'I', which ranks with the CU whose func
tional position it indicates.) In English, the function of an indicator of inferiority 
can be performed not only by subordinating conjunctions, but also by gram
matical word order, e.g., by the succession of predicate-subject-predicate, 
as may be seen in S. 71. This problem, however, is to be dealt with later on. 

T° Tr°/R° R°  
S. 71 I know he was in error. 

W~T^ R 1 

We should now like to add some notes on the history of indicators of in
feriority. We think they will prepare the way for further discussion. Let us 
make S. 71 the starting point of our argument. After G . 0. CURME, the pre
decessors of S. 71 were two independent sentences (two CF°'s).4 9 

7 2 T° Tr°/R° T° Tr° R° 
I know. He was in error. 

Here, too, the second sentence may be regarded as some sort of an object 
of the preceding sentence, but this relation is not quite apparent. Attempting 
to make it more evident, or in other words, to replace parataxis (with some 
intimation of hypotaxis) by some more obvious hypotactic expression, the 
primitive speaker probably worded his communication as follows:50 

T° Tr°/R° R° 
I know that: he was in error. 

T^'Tr* R 5 

T 1 Ri 
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In S. 73 the whole construction that: 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 1 based on non-verbal predication, with that functioning 
as a thematic, and he was in error as a rhematic, CU 1 . 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.51 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 CU1) 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 1 , i.e., 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° Tr°/R° Rj 
S. 74 I know that he was in error. 

^ - - f T - f r 1 " Ri 
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 clause 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. 

T° Tr°/R° Rp1 

S. 75 I know he was in error. 
f i ^ T r 1 Ri 

We have eventually used the same wording that we started with when 
commenting on S. 72. There is, however, an essential difference between 
/ know. He was in error of the primitive stage of development and / 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 forcibly 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. 

T° Tr°/R° R£ 
„ I know the fact that he was in error. 
b [2 ^ " T r 2 R 2 

T 1 R T 
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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 S. 77. 

T° Tr°/R° R° 
S. 77 I know the fact that he was in error. 

i 1 T T ~Tri Ri 
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 he 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 has lost the character of a CU and has 
become a mere indicator of inferiority. This is the case of on condition that 
in S. 69, where the absence of the article before condition induces us to interpret 
it rather as part of an indicator 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, etc. They 
occur 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 that 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 
CF'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 CF's will be essentially 
affected if the subordinating conjunctions are regarded as mere indicators 
of inferior CF's. 6 2 

Concluding 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. 

C H A P T E R S I X 

A T T R I B U T I V E S U B S T A N T I V E C L A U S E S 

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. 

Tr° R° 

S. 78 

S. 79 

The fact that he was in error is essential. 

T 1 R 1 

Tr° R° 

The fact is essential that he was in error. 
~~i2~~ T2" f r 2 R2" 

T 1 

Tr° R° 

R 1 

S. 80 

S. 81 

,2 T 2 Tr 2 R 2 

It is essential that he was in error. 
W 

T 1 ~~ 

R° roTr» 

R 1 

It is essential that he was in error. 
- p - f T ^ T Ri 

S. 78 was commented upon at the beginning of the preceding chapter 
{see S. 70). The other examples may be interpreted at least in two ways. Let 
us start with the interpretation as it is graphically indicated in S. 79—S. 81. 
(Three kinds of line are to be distinguished. For an explanation, see Appendix, 
p. 93.) 

S. 79 may be understood in the same way as S. 78. From the grammatical 
point of view, the that-c\a,use 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 is, as 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 CU^s, which constitute a CF 1 , functioning in the nearest superior CF° 
as one CU°. As the fact as one part of this CU° occurs in the thematic section 
of the CF°, it is obvious that even the other part of the CU° must share the 
same communicative position. The fact does not only perform the function of 
a CU 1 , but also indicates the communicative position of the entire CF 1 (CU°) 
within the CF°. Under the circumstances, it indicates the thematic character 
of the CU° the fact... that he was in error, so that is represents the transitional 
CU° and essential the rhematic CU° within the CF° of the sentence. 

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

In our opinion, the employment of it has its important consequences on all 
the three levels. On the grammatical level, in comparison with the fact, it 
loses its character of the headword of the apposition, but still performs the 
anticipatory function. It is in fact called 'anticipatory'. On the semantic 
level, it is so devoid of meaning that it can hardly be considered a naming 
unit. On the functional level, in comparison with the fact, it loses its character 
of a CU 1 , its only function being to indicate the communicative position of 
the CU° to which it relates. There is no CF extending between it and that he 
was in error; consequently, the CF provided by the latter becomes a CF 1 

functioning as a CU° in CF°. As can be seen from S. 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 CF°. 

The above explanation holds good also for the anticipatory there. As it is 
not to be dealt with here, we shall at least adduce one example for illustration, 
trusting that n<> further comment is needed. 

S.82 P To 
There is a school 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,1 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 CF'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, i.e. 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 as supersentence predication. Let us 
only recall the comment on S. 6, in which, for simplicity's sake, mention was 
made only of the semantic relation of he to the preceding sentence. In fact, 
however, the entire content of He created the world refers to God is invisible. 
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 invisible. He created the 
visible world represents one CF, its CU's being the two sentences. On the 
analogy of our previous ranking, we shall call this field a CF of minus first 
rank (CF"1) and its units minus-first-rank units (CU^'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 C U - 1 of the first as carrying a smaller amount of CD than 
the C U _ 1 of the second. It is a pity that supersentence relations have not yet 
been examined sufficiently enough to allow of a general conclusion as to how 
many CU _ 1's may form a C F - 1 . It seems probable that a C F - 1 is not necessarily 
provided only by two, but possibly even by more CU _ 1's. As our examination will 
not exceed the scope of two CU _ 1's, 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 C U _ 1 as thematic, and the more dynamic 
C U _ 1 as rhematic. S. 83 will illustrate. 

T - 1 R- 1 

To T 
S. 83 

T° Tr° R° T° Tr°/R° R° 
God is invisible. He created the visible world. 

R 1 T 1 

We can now pass on to the second interpretation of the appositive clauses 
under discussion. Let us compare the following examples.63 

S. 84 
R-

Tg T° Tr°/R° Rj R£ JTr° T° R° T° 
The question often comes up in my mind. What shall I say to him 

R° 
when he comes? 

S. 85 
R 1 

T» T° Tr°/R° Rg R° Tr° T° R° T° 
The question often comes up in my mind 'What shall I say to him 

R° 
when he comes? 
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S. 86 
To Tp T ro/ Ro R o 

The question often comes up in my mind 'What shall I say to him 
R* Tr 1 T» RT T 1 

T» R° 

when he comes?' 
R 1 

(CUBME, Grammar III, p. 200) 

S. 87 
Tg T° Tr°/R° Rj 

The question often comes up in my mind what I shall say to him 
R 1 T] " T F " " ^ T 1 

T° R° 
when he comes. 

R 1 

—>-

(CURME, Grammar III, p. 200) 

S. 88 
To To Tr°/R° R° R° 

The question often comes up in my mind what I shall say to him 
Ri T] Tr 1 Ri T 1 

when he comes. 
R 1 

S. 84 may be explained on the analogy of S. 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;54 from the functional point of view, with two 
sentences (two CF°'s) corresponding to two CU^'s, which form together 
a CF" 1 . 

In S. 85 and S. 86, the second sentence is more closely attached to the first 
and may be interpreted either as indicated in S. 85 (on the analogy of S. 84) 
or as indicated in S. 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 question: 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 often 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 S. 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, S. 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 
S. 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 S. 90 may serve as 
further illustration. 

T° Tr° Fv° Rj| 
S. 89 The fact is essential that he was in error. 

"I^TiTr 1 " Ri 

T° Tr° R° Rj! 
S. 90 It is essential that he was in error. 

" l r ~ T i T r T R 1 

We trust that S. 89 requires no comment. In S. 90, it is not to be regarded as 
anticipatory, but as impersonal; it therefore represents one C U 0 . 5 5 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^'s, 'compact' to such a degree as to represent one CF°, 
with one of the original CU^'s functioning as its CU°, but also on the basis 
of 'loosening' the mutual relation of two members of an appositional construc
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 enough. In spoken language, 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 which interpretation, or 
more exactly, which pattern of distribution of CD, applies to a given sentence. 

e B r n o Stud ies 
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C H A P T E R S E V E N 

A T T R I B U T I V E R E L A T I V E C L A U S E S 

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

S. 91 the idea that he is supporting my suggestion 
f* Tr̂ " R2 R | 

T* Ri 

We trust S. 91 needs no detailed comment.56 It should only be stressed that 
the idea, representing the thematic CU 1 , does not belong to that he is supporting 
my suggestion, representing the rhematic CU 1 (CF2), and that there is no element 
in CF 2 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.57 

S. 92 the idea that (it) is supporting my suggestion 
~]2~ T 2 Tr 2 R 2 R 2 

T 1 Ri 

S. 93 the idea that is supporting my suggestion 
T 2 i ^ T r 2 R 2 R 2 

Ti ~ R 1 

T 1 Ri 
S. 9 4 the idea that is supporting my suggestion 

~~ T 1 i ^ T V R 1 Ri 

S. 95 the idea that is supporting my suggestion 
Ti i ^ T F 1 Ri R^ 

S. 96 the idea supporting my suggestion 
T1 Ri Ri 
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S. 92 instances a potential case employing an anaphoric it (referring to 
the idea). The functional situation is exactly the same as in S. 91. 

But if the headword (the idea) refers to the same extra-linguistic phenomenon 
as some element of the following appositive clause (it), the anaphoric pronoun 
is not employed and its function is performed by the headword itself (as can 
be seen from S. 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 idea and the idea is supporting my suggestion, 
and in a verbal predication combining the idea and is supporting my suggestion. 
A comparison of S. 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 2 and a thematic CU1). 

As can be seen from S. 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 2 and the thematic CU 1 causes the entire CF 2 to change into a CF 1 . Hence 
there are two CF r s existing within one and the same construction and mingling 
with each other. Their CU''s, being of the same rank, observe the same rules 
od distribution of CD as if they were CLP's of a single CF 1 (i.e. not one consisting 
of two CFJ's).58 

Such a functional situation is illustrated by S. 95. The following, however, 
has to be borne in mind. Even if the attributive construction is regarded as 
one CF 1 (the idea functioning as its thematic CU1), 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.59 

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 superfluous, the inferiority of the respective CF being sufficiently 
indicated by the absence of explicitly expressed temporal and modal indications. 
This situation is illustrated by S. 96. We have adduced this example chiefly 
in order to demonstrate its similarity to S. 95. This similarity is one of the 
reasons why we consider S. 95 (or S. 94) a more probable solution than S. 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.60 
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S. 97 

S. 98 

S. 99 

S. 100 

T/0 
the idea that he is supporting (it) 

i 2 T 2 T r 2 R 2 Tg 
T 1 R 1 

the idea that he is supporting 
T 2 i 2 T 2 T r a R 2 

Ti K 1 

T 1 Ri 
the idea that he is supporting 

T i ji T i T r i R 1 

the idea that he is supporting 
T 1 i 1 T iTr 1 R 1 

S. 101 the idea he is supporting 
T 1 T^Tr 1 Ri 

S. 97—S. 100 may be explained in the same way as S. 92—S. 95. As to 
S. 101, I. POLDAUF has convincingly shown81 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' that. On the functional level, too, the above 
grammatical word order functions as an indicator of inferiority in exactly the 
same way as that in S. 100. 

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

r£0 

S. 102 the sentence that I substituted for a semi-clause 
T 1 i ^ T 1 " TrVR 1 R 1 

S. 103 the sentence that I substituted a semi-clause for 
T£ i 1 T 1 TrVR 1 R P 

p 
The absence of the anaphoric pronoun respectively representing the direct 

and the indirect object in S. 102 and S. 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: 

S. 104 the sentence which I substituted for a semi-clause 

_ ___________ _ _ 

S. 105 the sentence for which I substituted a semi-clause 
T P " I - TF TrVR 1 R£ 

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 I 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 1 or not. On condition 
that as in S. 102 and S. 103, the antecedent performs the double function 
(which seems highly probable),82 which refers to the same extra-linguistic 
phenomenon as its antecedent, equalling it also in one of its functions within 
the CF 1 . The antecedent and which may consequently be regarded as co-con
veyers of CD, together representing one C U 1 . 8 3 But it is only which 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 which only as an indicator of inferiority. What has been 
said about which holds good also for who.M 

A more 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 swa represented a CU ( 2 1 within the CF ( 2 ) 

of an appositive clause (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 (CU1). The ante
cedent, however, displayed an ever increasing tendency to perform the double 
function, i.e., that of swa hwa swa and that of swa hwilk swa. The tendency 
may have been receiving encouragement from the /^-constructions, whose 
antecedents already performed the double function. In consequence, swa 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, their 
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 d i d constitute one CU, swa 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 which without a preposition, 
as in the sentence which I substituted a semi-clause for.) 

O n the other hand, the and that, originally functioning as indicators 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 which — even strengthened to such 
a degree as to permit of being considered co-conveyers of the amounts of C D 
carried by the respective antecedents. (Hence the opinion that not only who 
and which, but also that may be regarded as the subject or the object of the 
relative clause. 8 5) E v e n if the difference between that on the one hand and who 
or which on the other were levelled out, and that were to be regarded as a co-
conveyer as well, it would not change the general character of the C F 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 conditions, the relation between 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. 

Tr° R° 
jo was P a u l r p 0 

S. 106 It the one that played the piano. 

T* i>~ TTVRi R J 

P Tr° R° T° 

S. 107 It was Paul that played the piano. 
~Ti P ~ T r V R 1 R J 

In S. 106, Paul functions as a rhematic CU°, while the entire relative clause 
with the antecedent, functioning as its thematic C U 1 , constitutes a thematic 
CU°, owing to the anticipatory It functioning as indicator of its communicative 
position (cf. S. 81, p. 77). S. 107 only simplifies the symbolic notation of 
S. 106. 

The above solution, however, is not the only one. L e t us just think of the 
possibility of regarding that as co-conveyer of C D carried by the antecedent 
(e.g., in the man that played the piano was Mr. Smith). Provided 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) as the only element that within 
the given C F 1 performs the function of theme proper, i.e. the function of one 
C U 1 (cf. Czech P N E ' s , mostly co-conveyers, representing CU's ; p. 61). This 
solution — based on the conception that in such cases as S. 107, the antecedent 
does n o t perform the double function — is illustrated by S. 108. 

jo Tr° R° T° 

S. 108 It was Paul that played the piano. 
" T ^ T r V R 1 R l 
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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. 

C H A P T E R E I G H T 

T R A N S F O R M A T I O N S 

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 a CF of the same rank (e.g., the change of a CU° represented by a CF 1 into 
a CF°). In fact, we have dealt with such transformations in the course of 
previous discussion, without referring to them as such. Examples will 
illustrate.69 

_Tj-! 
To To Tr°/R° R° 

S. 109 The question often comes up in my mind. 

Rr 1  

R° Tr° T° R" T° R° 
What shall I say to him when he comes? 

S. 110 The question that often comes up in my mind is 
T 1 ^ " f 1 TrVR 1 RJ 

R° 
what I shall say to him when he comes. 
~RJ~ TJ ~Trr R 1 ^"T 1 R 1 

Tg T° Tr°/R° R° 
S. 111 The question often comes up in my mind 

K 
what I shall say to him when he comes. 
"R1" T j l V " W T 1 R 1 

S. 109 was explained on p. 80. In S. 110, the original CF°'s of S. 109 have 
been transformed into CF r s (CU°'s), that in the first CF° and word order in 
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the second functioning as indicators of inferiority, while the C F _ 1 based on 
supersentence non-verbal predication has been transformed into a CF° based 
on verbal predication, inferiority being signalled through the presence of 
TME's. The mutual relations of CU's and CF's, however, remain practically 
the same. 

S. I l l seems to be of particular interest. Only one part of the CF~X (the 
second CF°) has been transformed into CF 1 , while the other part (the first 
CF°) is preserved in its original form. Such transformations are often employed 
to make the communication more compact (cf. S. Ill) or to make the hypo-
tactic relations more apparent (cf. / could not speak to him. He was not at 
home. — I could not speak to him, because he was not 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.67 

T 1  

Tg Tr°/R° T° Rg 
S. 112 I explained it to the judge. 

2 parallel R~vs 
To To Tr°/R° Rg e° Tr°/R° Rg 
He then shrugged his shoulders and called the servant. 

S. 113 
TJ Tr°/R° T» R° 2 parallel Rg's 
I explained it to the judge, who then shrugged his shoulders 

T£ H F =W= Tri/R 1 R i ~ * 

and called the servant. 
""^"e^TrVR1 R£ 

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

S. 114 T ° Tr°/R« Tg Rg 
Paul solved it first. 

io Tr0^ R° T° 

8- 1 1 5 It was Paul who first solved it. 
T* i 1 T 1 Tr 1 /R 1 T 1 

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 expressing one and 
the same section of extra-linguistic reality, but belonging to the functional 

88 



systems of two different languages. As these changes occur in the sphere of 
comparative syntax, we propose to call them c o m p a r a t i v e t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s . 

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

S. 116 

Tg Tr°/R° T» _ R° 2 parallel Rg's 

I explained it to the judge, who then shrugged his shoulders 

T ] i 1 " T 1 T r i / R i R j 

and called the servant. 

~""e>~ T r V R 1 R£ 

S. 117 

Tj^ 2 parallel R ^ ' s  

Tg/Tr°/R° T ° Rg Tg^ _T°_ Tr°/R° Rg e° Tr°/R° Rg 

Vysvetlil jsem to soudci a ten pak pokrcil rameny a zavolal sluzebnou. 

* I-explained I -am 6 8 it to-judge and this 6 9 then he-shrugged shoulders and 
he-called maid-servant. 

If translating S. 118 (cf. S. 115) into Czech, we transform the original 
C F 1 into zero rank and meet the demands of utterance organization by means 
of word order, as shown by S. 119. 

jo Tr° R° T° 

S. 118 It was Paul who first solved it. 
"T] j T - T 1 _ T r ^ R 1 T* 

T o Tp T r o / R o R o ^ 

S. 119 P r v n i t o vyfesil Pavel. 

* First it he-solved Paul . 

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

S. 120 

Tr°^ R" 2 parallel TQ's  

It was Bosinney who first noticed her, and asked her name. 
= T j = ^ 'W W^jW"V ~ê ~ T r V R 1 " R j 
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S. 121 

jo Tr«_ R° T° RO 

It was Bosinney who first noticed her, and asked her name. 
T 1 ^ " T ^ T r y R 1 "T1" 
T 1 " i 1 " " e 1 TrVR 1 Rp 

(GALSWORTHY, 21.11) 

S. 122 
T - i R- 1 

T° Tp Tr°/R° Rp e° T°/Tr0/R° R° 
Prvnf si ji vsiml Bosinney a zeptal se, jak se jmenuje. 

(GALSWORTHY, 24.34)'° 

* 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,71 matters 
assume another aspect. In the first part of the sentence (It was Bosinney who 
first noticed her), 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 fiancee, 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 S. 121. 

The Czech translator in fact understood the sentence in the way indicated 
by S. 121. In accordance with the tendencies characteristic of Modern Czech, 
he transformed the English CF 1 Bosinney who first noticed her into a Czech CF°, 
Prvni siji vSiml Bosinney (the demands of utterance organization being met by 
means of word order, cf. S. 118—S. 119), and the CF 1 Bosinney, who asked her 
name into a CF°, a zeptal se,jak se jmenuje, corresponding to the rhematic C U _ I 

(cf. S. 116—S. 117). On the other hand, the tendency to nominal expression 
in Czech is 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 CF 1 

jak 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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leased on non-verbal predication. Both types of these transformations are 
illustrated by S. 123 and S. 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.72 

S. 123 

T" Tr°/R° R° Ro 
He had sherry-coloured eyes, disconcertingly inattentive at times. 

Rj/R 2 f y T ~ 2 _ 
~ TJ RJ R 1 R 1 

(GALSWORTHY, 20.5) 

rpo 
V 

S. 124 Jeho nazlatle hned6oci 
R 2 R 2 T 2 

T 1 R 1 

Tr° R° R° R° 
byly nekdy tak nepozorne\ ze to uvadelo do rozpaku.73 

^rco-indic." l i ~ T^/R 1 RJ 

(GALSWORTHY, 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
sentially 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. 

A P P E N D I X 
E x p l a n a t i o n of symbols and abbreviations 

Base-type letters: 
AC attributive construction 
Attr. attribute 
c co-conveyer 
CD communicative dynamism 
CF communicative field 
CM communicated mark 
C U communicative unit 
D determination 
e indicator of equality 
FSP functional sentence perspective 
I indicator of communicative position 
i indicator of inferiority 
k constant 
N noun 
NP noun phrase 
P predication 
P N E exponent of person and number 
R rhematic C U 
RS rhematio section 
S sentence 
SF syntactic field 
SU syntactic unit 
T thematic C U 
T M E temporal and modal exponent 
Tr transitional C U 
TS thematic section 
U E utterance event 
V P verbal phrase 
Subscripts: 
clause clausal 
const constituent 
fin containing a finite verb-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) 

reference (arrow pointing to the member referred to in the referential 
act) 
interrelation 
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correspondence (not equality, but close or distant affinity) 
X is optional 

one the of elements must be chosen 

X <= Y is to be taken in its entirety (as a result) 
see note40 

indicating the extent of an element 
linking up parts of an element 
linking up elements of one CF 
lines provided by arrows are to be regarded as connected 

N O T E S 
1 The paper was presented as a State Examination Thesis and may be found in the 

library of the German Department of Brno University. 
2 Cf. F . D A N E S , A Three-Level Approach to Syntax. 
3 "As for the grammatical level, it can be characterized by the fact that it is autono

mous, and not onesidedly dependent on the semantic content; consequently, it is 
a rather self-contained and determining component. Thus the grammatical categories 
such as subject etc. are not based on the semantic content, but on the syntactic form 
only; they are bearers of a linguistic function in the given system." (F. D A N E S , 
A Three-Level Approach to Syntax, p. 227.) Following this conception, we shall always 
employ the adjective 'grammatical' in the sense of 'formal', 'deprived of semantic 
content', 'viewed from the purely formal stand-point'. 

4 For the explanation of symbols employed in the present paper see Appendix, p. 92. 
5 See F . D A N E S , A Three-Level Approach to Syntax, p. 227. 
* J . B A U E R — M . G B E P L , Skladba spisovni (eitiny, p. 44. The original wording is: "Pre-

dikace je aktualni vztazeni nejakelio sdelovaneho pflznaku, tj. Cinnosti, stavu nebo 
vlastnosti na jisty lisek promluvove skutecnosti." 

7 See O. T H O M A S , Transformational Grammar, p. 90 f. 
8 Cf. V. H R A B E , Polov&tne vazby, pp. 16—19. It has to be noted that we employ the terms 

'implicit', 'implicitly' in the sense of 'non-explicit', 'non-explicitly'. 
0 J . V A C H E K — J . FIRBAS, Lingvistichd charakteristika, p. 92. The original wording is: 

"Veta je elementarni slovni zaujeti stanoviska k nejake skuteSnosti." 
1 0 See J . V A C H E K — J . FIRBAS, ibid. 
1 1 S. 8 represents a simplified version of G . O. CURME'S sentence "Out of the double 

determinative construction with indefinite who, in its original form swa hwa swa, 
i.e., so who so, literally, that somebody that one, has developed our common relative 
pronoun who, which in accord with its original meaning refers only to persons: . . . " 
(Grammar III, p. 208). 

1 2 See J . FIRBAS, Communicative Function, esp. pp. 42 — 44, and also other works by the 
same author, quoted in the Bibliography. 

1 3 It has to be stressed here that CD is a concept belonging to the level of the organization 
of utterance, and must not be confused with the concepts of semantic information or 
even subjective information, which at the present stage of linguistic research seem to be 
rather obscure. This confusion sometimes leads to the objection that the amount of CD 
is determined by intuition. Considering that the leading word-order principle in nearly 
all Slavonic languages manifests itself in ordering elements according to the amounts 
of CD carried, we do not find it any more difficult to ascertain which of the elements 
in the sentences Jenda pfiiel vSera [John came yesterday], Viera pfiJel Jenda [ Yesterday 
came John], Jedna vdera pfisel [John yesterday came] carries a lower or a higher amount 
of CD in regard to its neighbouring elements than to state, also on the basis of word 
order, which of the members in the English sentences Boys beat girls, Girls beat boys, 
I gave Peter a book, represents the subject, predicate, or object, direct or indirect, 
because the leading word-order principle in English is that of grammatical relations. 
In both cases the result of our investigation is based not on intuition, but on convention
ality of usage. The only difference is that English conventional usage was codified by 
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means of grammatical rules a long time ago, whereas Czech conventional usage started 
being codified 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 typical 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. This 
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 
patterns of utterance organization must be establishable within the system of the 
English language even without such a 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 may substantiate our argument. 
English, as an analytic language with a comparatively rigid word order, seems to have 
been more suitable than Czech, a synthetic language, for providing a basis 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 been developed on Czech ground, 
quite independently of English. Nevertheless, it is more convenient to apply the trans
formational 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 Czech language. 

1 4 J . FIRBAS, Transition Proper. 
1 5 To put it briefly, first-instance sentences are such as do not belong to second instance. 

Second-instance sentences "contain one heavi ly contrasted word, and except for 
their phonic (prosodic) and possibly also their typographic form, they imitate the 
structure of those sentences with which they are being contrasted (no matter whether 
these sentences have really been uttered or merely exist in the writer's/speaker's and 
reader's/listener'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 as otherwise serves as a thematic semantic-contextual means." (J . FIRBAS, 
Communicative Function, p. 43.) See also J . FIRBAS, op. cit., pp. 51 — 53. 

1 6 Cf. J . V A C H E K , System of Systems, esp. pp. 94 — 95. 
1 7 The predicate is to be understood here in the narrower sense of the word. It may there

fore be 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. 

1 8 Problems concerning the relations between the system of functional syntax and that 
of semantic syntax are dealt with in K . P A L A ' S paper Homonymy. 

1 9 J . FIRBAS, Communicative Function, p. 42. 
2 0 See esp. Communicative Function, pp. 42—43. 
2 1 We have introduced this rule only for the practical purpose of investigating concrete 

language materials. If only means indicating the communicative positions of CU's 
were to be examined, word order, context, and some CU's would have to be marked 
as indicators, too. 

2 2 J . FIRBAS speaks about the subject, object, etc., functioning on the level of FSP. 
2 3 See esp. J . FIRBAS, Communicative Function and Non-Thematic Subjects in Contem

porary English. 
2 4 It is to be borne in mind that 'communicative position' is not a word-order concept. 
2 5 See V. MATHESIUS, Funkce podmetu. 
2 6 See J . FIRBAS, Nezdkladove podmety and Non-Thematic Subjects in Contemporary 

English. 
2 7 In S. 13a, S. 14a,S. 15a, and S. 16a, the articles function as indicators of the communica

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 . FIRBAS, Communicative 
Function, pp. 51 — 52. 

2 8 See esp. J . FIRBAS, Communicative Function 
2 9 For other examples see E . D V O R A K O V A , Adverbs. 
3 0 J . FIRBAS, Transition Proper. 
3 1 In defining the TME's (cf. his Prosodic Features in the present volume, p. 38), J . 

FIRBAS follows B. T R N K A . (Cf. B. T R N K A , Structural Morphology.) 
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8 2 Cf. J . FIRBAS, More Thoughts, pp. 74 — 79. 
9 3 See J . FIRBAS, More Thoughts, p. 79 ff. 
3 4 Cf. G . O. C U R M E , Grammar II, p. 68. 
3 5 J . FIRBAS, More Thoughts, p. 93, note 11. (The sentenoe was taken from K . M A N S F I E L D , 

Collected Stories.) 
3 8 Cf. G . O. C U R M E , Grammar III, p. 26: "The verb be, the oldest and most common of 

the copulas, has in most cases nothing whatever of its original concrete meaning, so 
that it for the most part is employed today not to convey sense but merely to perform 
a funotion, to indicate predication, connecting the subject with the real predicate." 

3 7 See Chapter One, p. 58. 
3 8 Cf. J . V A C H E K , Complex Condensation, esp. pp. 70 — 72. 
3 9 Clausal attributive constructions are to be dealt with in a special chapter. 
4 0 If one SU 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 0 / T r 0 / R 0 T" T r ° / R ° 
Pracovali. They worked. 

The actual correspondence is as follows: 

R O xr° T° T° R ° Tr° 
Pracova -1 -i. They work -ed. 

4 1 J . GALSWORTHY, The Man of Property ( B . Tauchnitz, Leipzig 1909). 
4 2 See G . O. C U R M E , Grammar II, p. 180 f., Grammar III, pp. 498 f., 518 ff. 
4 3 The relevant figures taken from a statistic examination of Modern English attributive 

constructions are as follows: 

AC total CF 1 CF 2 CF 3 CF 4 C F 6 - ' 

N -> Adjective 437 233 130 46 22 6 
N -> of-Genitive 271 163 65 32 8 3 
NP NP 97 53 20 15 3 6 
NP -* S 104 52 37 7 0 8 

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

4 4 See J . FIRBAS'S interpretation of this sentence in Communicative Function, p. 51, and 
in the present volume, p. 22. 

4 6 In S. 64 and S. 65, also the indefinite articles play an important role in indicating the 
communicative position of the respective CU°. In S. 60 —S. 63, this role was obscured 
by the fact that both girl and vase were contextually quite independent, and hence 
both of them were used with the indefinite article. 

4 8 J . FIRBAS, Communicative Value, p. 84. See also his Pozndmky, p. 100. 
4 ' Cf. G . O . OUR M E , Grammar III, p. 175: "As each subordinate clause which is not merely 

a 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 principle that determines the position of a single word with the same 
function and logical force." 

4 8 Cf. G . O. C U R M E , Grammar III, p. 174. 
4 8 See G . O. C U R M E , Grammar III, p. 171. 
8 0 Cf. G . O. C U R M E , Grammar III, p. 243. 
6 1 The terms 'primary communication' and 'secondary communication' are closely 

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 ideas, while secondary communication conveys an idea that may 
be regarded as semantically dependent on some other idea or ideas. For a more detailed 
explanation see V. H R A B E , Polovitni vazby, p. 16. (This study also contains a reference 
to B . H A V B A N E K , Metodickd problematika historicko-srovndvaciho studia slovanski 
syntaxe [Methodological Problems of Comparative Historical Studies of Slavonic Syntax], 
Sb. Ceskoslovensk^ pfednasky pro IV. mezinarodni sjezd slavistu v Moskv6, Praha 1958, 
p. 155.) 
It is worth mentioning that even prepositional constructions may have developed out 
of appositional constructions consisting of an adverb (as headword) and a substantive 
(as an appositive). Hence these constructions could originally be regarded as CF's, 
with the adverb functioning as a thematic and the substantive as a rhematic CU. The 
prepositional phrase could be regarded as an appositional construction even if we 
followed G . O. CURME'S conception (Grammar III, p. 561), according to which the 
adverbs were employed to strengthen the meaning of the grammatical case of a sub
stantive (e.g., the locative). In regard to the first interpretation, the communicative 
positions of the CU's would be reversed. Anyhow, the appositional character of the 
above constructions has gradually disappeared, and we no longer feel the necessity of 
regarding them as CF's. 
It is to be borne in mind that the indication of communicative positions as given in the 
examples always represents only one of more possible solutions. 
To clarify the semantic relations within these two sentences, we can transform the 
verbal predication of each into determination, and the supersentence predication into 
verbal predication, without changing the hypotactic relations. Hence the sentence 
The question that often comes up in my mind is what I shall say to him when he comes 
expresses semantic relations that are very similar to those in S. 84. (Cf. Chapter Eight, 
p. 87). 
However absurd it may seem, we hold that the impersonal it is semantically a far 
stronger element than the anticipatory it. The impersonal it names, or refers to, a certain 
phenomenon of the extra-linguistic reality, i.e. a 'non-person'. Though abstract, the 
phenomenon of 'non-person' is always represented by one and the same definite 
section of the extra-linguistic reality. The impersonal it may therefore be regarded as 
one naming element, as one carrier of CD, that is able to perform the function of a CU. 
Thus the functional character of the sentence 

T° Tr° R° 
It is cold. 

remains the same, no matter whether it refers to 'non-person' (e.g., in an utterance 
concerning the weather) or to a radiator. On the other hand, the anticipatory it does not 
refer to any section of the extra-linguistic reality, and cannot therefore be regarded as 
one naming element (carrier of CD) corresponding to a OU. The objection that the antic
ipatory it always refers to the very same section of the extra-linguistic reality as the ele
ment cr elements anticipated only supports the opinion voiced above. As the anticipated 
element or elements may refer to any section (phenomenon) of the extra-linguistic reality, 
the anticipatory it, if taken by itself, is capable of referring to all the sections (phenom
ena) of the extra-linguistic reality, i.e., to no section (phenomenon) in particular: 
it practically has no naming force at all. 
For an explanation of a similar example, see Chapter V, p. 73. 
The following examples are to be approached from a purely synchronic stand-point. 
Even though the diachronic explanation may be rather similar, it cannot b9 
identified with the synchronic interpretation offered. 
Cf. the explanation of the sentence The question often comes up in my mind what I shall 
say to him when he comes, pp. 80—81. 
Strictly speaking, owing to its formal position, that, together with the absence of the 
anaphoric pronoun, also indicates the double function of the antecedent. (Cf. the idea 
that is supporting my suggestion in contrast with that the idea is supporting my suggestion, 
where that functions only as indiactor of inferiority.) We might, therefore, regard that 
as a co-indicator of the double function of the antecedent. As from the two indicators 
that is the only one indicating inferiority, and as the absence of the anaphoric pronoun 
only indicates the double function of the antecedent, we simply denote that as a mere 
indicator of inferiority, and the absence of the pronoun as an indicator of the double 
function (the latter not being symbolized in our examples). 



4 0 The restricted scope of this chapter prevents us from dealing with antecedents cor
responding 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. 

6 1 I. POLDATJF, Vztaini vety v anglidtini a v ieitine, esp. p. 176 f. 
4 2 Cf. I. POLDATJF, Vztaini vety v angli&tine a v ieitine, esp. p. 174. 
4 3 Cf. the PNE's of the finite verb, functioning as a co-conveyer and together with the 

subject, representing one C U (p. 61); or cf. the PNE's of the Czech adjective (p. 67). 
4 1 The explanation of the other relative pronouns is rather complicated. For the purposes 

of the present paper, however, it is not necessary to attempt it here. 
6 5 See I. P O L D A U F , Vztazni vity v angliitine a v 6eStine, p. 174, note33. 
4 4 The relations within the following pairs of examples may also be regarded as trans

formations: S. 1-S. 2, S. 1-S. 3, S. 4 - S . 6, S. 5 - S . 6, S. 26-S . 27, S. 26-S . 28, 
S. 26-S. 29, S. 30-S. 31, S. 30-S. 32, S. 30-S. 33, S. 30 — S. 34, the CF's of he rvas 
in error of S. 66 and S. 70, or of S. 79 and S. 81. 

4 7 The symbol 'e', employed in some of the following examples, denotes an indicator 
of equality of rank. 

6 8 An auxiliary accompanying vysvltlil. Vysvetlil jsem corresponds to I explained. 
4 8 A demonstrative pronoun relating to judge. 
7 0 J . GALSWORTHY, Saga rodu Forsytu, Bohatec (Praha 1957), translated by Z D E N E K 

U R B A N E K . 
7 1 S. 121 occurs in the following context: 

"A tall woman, with a beautiful figure, which some member of the family had once 
compared to a heathen goddess, stood looking at these two (Bosinney and his fiancee, 
June — A.S.) with a shadowy smile... The engaged couple thus scrutinised were un
conscious of the passive 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!' " 

7 2 Transformations of the above type also give evidence of the fact that English 
adjectives display a greater ability to express action than their Czech counterparts. 
Cf. J . V A C H E K — J . FIRBAS, Lingvistickd charakteristika, p. 73 ff. 

7 3 Jeho [his] in S. 124 is 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. 66). 
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S O U H R N 
H I E R A R C H I E S D E L N Y C H J E D N O T E K A P O L l V E S V E T L E 

A N G L I C K Y O H P R J V L A S T K O V Y C H K O N S T R U K C l 
1. Uvod 

Samostatna veta slovesna, veta vedlejii, polovStna vazba pfivlastkovd a jednoduche' 
pfivlastkove spojeni jsou zkoumany z hlediska tfi syntaktiekych *ovin: 1. roviny (for-
malne) gramatick6, 2. roviny s^mantickd a 3. roviny funkcni (zvane' t6z rovina funkcnl 
perspektivy vetn6 fii rovina organizace vypovedi). V kazde' z teehto rovin se zkoumane' 
fbrmace jevl jako pole urcitych vztahii mezi danymi prvky (jednotkami). V gramaticke 
rovine jde o pole formalne syntaktickych vztahu — v samostatne v6t8 je to syntakticke 
pole nulteho f adu (SF0)* —, kde dulezitou lilohu hraje vztah syntakticke' zavislosti. Syn-
taktickymi jednotkami nulteho fadu (SU°) jsou podmet, pfisudek, pfedmSt a pfislovecn^ 
urdeni, vyskytujf-li se v ramci samostatne vety. V s^manticke' roving jde o pole s&nantic-
kych vztahu, kde hlavnf ulohu hraje vztah predikace (nebo determinace jako jeji pfevra-
cen6 hodnoty). Autor rozliSuje tfi zakladni typy predikace: 1. predikaci vetnou (u vet 
samostatnych i vedlejsich), 2. predikaci nevetnou (u polovfitnych vazeb) a 3. predikaci 
primitivni (u jednoduchych pfivlastkovych spojeni). Vztah predikace v semanticke' rovine 
odpovida vztahu syntakticke zavislosti v rovine gramaticke^ neznamenato vsak, ze by 
tyto dva vztahy byly totozne\ Pro jednoduchost vykladu nejsou semanticke jednotky 
(jako napf. fiinitel deje, trpitel dejem zasazeny, dej samotny, atd.) brany v livahu. Ve 
funk6ni rovine se jedna o pole vztahu funkfinich neboli o sdeln<S pole ( C F ) , kde hlavni ulohu 
hraje interrelace mezi jeho cast! tematickou a rematickou. Tato interrelace odpovida 
s6mantickemu vztahu predikace a gramatick^mu vztahu zavislosti. Autor dochazi k za-
veru, ze existence vztahu zavislosti a predikace v dane syntakticke^ formaci podminuje 
vznik interrelace mezi dvema zakladnimi f'astmi jejiho CF. Sdelnd pole samostatne v6ty 
slovesnê  je oznacovano jako CF nulteho fadu ( O F 0 ) a jeho prvky (v praci definovan£) se 
nazyvaji sdelne jednotky nultelio fadu (CU°). 

II. Nepfivlastkov^ prvky 
Zkoumanf vztahu mezi SF° a CF° ukazuje, ze kazda SU° podmetu, pfedmetu nebo pff-

slovefin^ho urcenf se promita do odpovfdajiciho CF° jako jedna CU°, at uz tematicka 6i 
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rematicka. SU° slovesneho nebo jmenneho pfisudku (ktery je chapan v uzsfm slova 
smyslu, a nezahrnuje tedy pfedmet a pfislovefine urdeni) se promita jako dve ii vice CU°. 
Jedna z tSchto pfisudkovych CU° odpovida temporalnimu a modalnfmu exponentu (nebo 
exponentum) urfiiteho slovesa a podle zjisteni J . FIRBASE zaujfma ve velke vetSine pfi-
padu sdelnou pozici na pfedelu tematicke a r^maticke 6asti CF°, zbyvajici OU° odpovidaji 
lexikalnS vyznamovym slozkam pfisudku a mohou zaujimat ruznou sdelnou pozici v te
maticke nebo rematicke (Sasti CF°. (Mluvi-li se o sd6Ine pozici, nejde o termin slovosledny.) 
Autor se te"z dotyka problemaliky jmenneho pfisudku v angliStine' a vidovych exponentu 
v destine. 

III. Pfivlastkove konstrukce jako sdelna pole 
Srovnani CF° samostatnych vet slovesnych s CF polovetnych vazeb a jednoduchych 

pfivlastkovych spojeni ukazuje, ze vsechna CF maji z funk6niho hlediska v podstate ten-
tyz charakter a jejich C U mohou byt urfiovany podobng jako CU°. Rozdil je pouze v torn, 
ze v C F polovetnych vazeb pfivlastkovych a jednoduchych pfivlatskovych spojeni se 
nevyskytuje pfechodova C U , ktera je v samostatnych v^tach formalne vyjadfena tempo-
ralnimi a modalnimi exponenty ur&teho slovesa. Podle vysledkii statistickeho zkoumani 
je ve vetsinS pfipadii fidici 61en pfivlastkove konstrukce tematickou C U a pfivlastkove 
elementy odpovidaji jednotkam rematick^m. Takov^to rozlozeni vypoveclni dynami6nosti 
(CD) je nazyvano bezpfiznakovym. Pfi rozlozeni pfiznakov^m je pfivlastkov^ element 
tematickou a fidici clen rematickou CU. Jelikoz zmeny rozlozeni CD v ramci dan^ho CF 
neovlivftuji celkovou hierarchii sdSlnych jednotek a sdelnych poli, autor se jimi podrobneji 
nezabyva. 

IV. Pfivlastkove konstrukce jako sd<Slne' jednotky 
OF polovetnych vazeb a pfivlastkovych spojeni jsou zkoumana z hlediska jejich funkce 

v pfislusnych OF 0 . Promita-li se nektere z prve jmenovanych CF do pfislusneho OF" jako 
jeho CU°, jedna se o sdelne pole prvniho fadu (CF1), jehoz jednotky jsou take prvnlho 
fadu (CU1). C F 1 je pak podfazeno pfislusnemu CF° nebo, obracenS feceno, OF 0 je nadfa-
zeno danemu C F 1 . Podobne se tez urcuji CF nizsich fadu (napf. C F 2 , C F 3 , C F 4 , atd.) 
a jejich jednotky. Dulezitym poznatkem je, ze C F danelio fadu se do nejblizsiho nadfaze-
n4ho C F promita jako CU, kterd ma tyz funk&ni charakter jako C U vyjadfena pouze 
jednim slovem. 

V. Nepfivlastkove vety vedlejsi 
C F vedlejsich vet nepflvlastkovych jsou nizsich fadu nez CF° (tj. C F 1 , C F 2 , atd.). Na 

rozdil od CF drive zkfcumanych konstrukci pfivlastkovych, kde podfazenost danelio pole 
byla indikovana nepfitomnosti temporalnich a modalnich exponentu slovesa, je podfaze-
nost C F vedlejsich vet nepflvlastkovych indikovana podfadicimi spojkami nebo slovnim 
pofadkem. Autor doplnuje vyklad nekolika historickymi poznamkami, ktere se tykaji 
vyvoje vedlejsich vet a indikatora podfazenosti z hlediska funkfiniho. 

VI. Pfivlastkove v£ty substantivnl 
CF pfivlastkove v6ty substantivni vystupuje jako rematicka C U v CF, ktere se vy-

tvafi mezi touto v6tou a jejim fidiclm dlenem, pfedstavujlcim C U tematickou. Toto nad-
fazene CF vystupuje pak jako jedna C U v dalsim nadfazenem CF (napf. v CF°). Autor se 
tez pokousi o funkcni vyklad vet typu It is essential that he was in error. Jedno feseni je 
zalozeno na poznatcich ziskanych zkoumanim vet substantivnich, druhe pfedpoklada 
existneci C F mezi dvSma vStami samostatnymi. Podle pfedesleho urcovani radii je pak 
C F vznikajici mezi samostatnymi vetami polem minus prvniho fadu (OF- 1), jehoz jed-
riotkami (CU - 1 ) jsou CF° jednotlivych vet. 

VII. Pfivlastkove vety vztizne 
C F pfivlastkove konstrukce obsahujici v£tu vztaznou vznikA splynutim dvou CF 

telioz fadu. V tomto pfipade ma fidici 61en vztazne v6ty dvoji funkci: 1. je tematickou C U 
vzhledem k cele1 vztazne v6t6, ktera je pak C U rematickou, a 2. pfedstavuje jednu z neko
lika C U sd§lneno pole vztazn6 vety. Vztazne zajmeno nebo jeho ekvivalent nevystupuje 
v C F vztazne vety jako CU, ale pfedstavuje pouze indikator podfazenosti daneho C F 
a ko-indikator dvoji funkce fidiciho dlenu. Hlavnim indikatorem dvoji funkce fidiciho 
61enu je nepfitomnost anaforickeho zdjmena. Autor se tez dotyka funk6niho feseni v6t 
typu It was Paul that played the piano. 
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VIII. Traneformace 

Transformaei se rozumi zmena OF daneTio fadu v C U teTioz fadu (cili v OF nej-
blizsiho niisiho fadu) nebo zmena C U dan^ho fadu (pfedstavovane' polem nejblizsiho 
niziiho fadu) v CF telioz fadu. Transformace jaou zkoumany pouze perspektivnS. Vy-
skytuji-li se v syst^mu jednoho a telioz jazyka, jsou obvykle opodstatnSny snahou o zkom-
paktneni vypovedi nebo zmSnou ve funkcnf v6tn^ perspektivS. Transformace, kter^ se 
vyskytuji pfi srovnanf dvou jazykovych systemu, jsou nazyvany transformacemi srovna-
vacimi. Svym vyznamem se neomezuji jen na ramec lingvisticke" teorie, ale pomahajf tdz 
resit nSktere probl^my pfekladatelskd) praxe. 

* I kdyz jsme si vSdomi jiste' neobvyklosti, ponechavame zde v souhrnu anglicke 
zkratky, jak jich bylo poufcito v praci. Cinime tak hlavne pro usnadn^ni lepsi orientace 
v praci same. 
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