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. Introduction

The aim of my diploma thesis is to deal with Polgatrhird syntactical plan. It
IS a syntactical conception which was written ia jfear 1964. Poldauf based his study
on comparison of the two different languages Czaot English. At that time he
worked with manually gathered data, therefore, ulddike to verify to what extent is
his study valid nowadays via using two linguistargmora: the British National Corpus
and the InterCorp.

| chose this topic because it was offered to meuryDepartment of English and
American Studies which is currently working on thject “Lingvista Ivan Poldauf,
zakladatel olomoucké anglistiky (Linguist Ivan Pald, the Founder of Department of
English and American Studies in Olomouc [§S]The aim of this project is to provide
a comprehensive picture of life and works of theversity professor and linguist lvan
Poldauf and to gather his studies and contributinieh he published at home as well

as abroad.Therefore this work might be a small contributtorthis project.

Poldauf’s theoretical conception describes comptneha sentence which are
able to express speaker’s attitude to what he er shys. We are talking about
components, but not sentence elements, becausehiftiesyntactical plan describes
elements which are on the periphery of the sentstmaeture.

It was a pioneering achievement in its time, budlid not gain international
acclaim. One of the reasons might be that the authme from Czechoslovakia and
linguists coming from the East had restricted gmbkses of publishing their studies in
English. Therefore the works of American or Bhitlgguists were in the foreground of
English written studies. The other reason mighthag in the same year DaneS’s “A
three-level approach to syntax” was issued whicghtinave confused the readers, as it
contains designation of “three levels” in its nambus his conception remained in the
Czech context of English studies. However, a lo€péch linguists base their works on

Poldauf's theoretical conceptions.

1
2

My working translation
https://www.moodle.anglistika.upol.cz/course/viplap?id=247
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Hence this thesis will try to explore Poldauf's dhetical study and assess its
benefits to the interpretation of the phenomenaayodt will compare Poldauf's
conception with the later and recent studies arttryito find out the validity of the
plan via testing the BNC and InterCorp corpus data.

One important thing to mention is that Poldauf vgovkith a plan that contains
more phenomena and therefore it is difficult tafsimilar conception. The later studies
elaborate rather particular phenomena, so | wiloahave to divide Poldauf's

conception into several parts, so that | can easigpare them.

The work is divided into five parts: Introductiohheoretical part, Application,
English-Czech interface and Conclusions.

The theoretical part is divided into four partseTirst three parts deal with the
three main points mentioned in Poldauf's Third agtital plan — 1) inserted clauses of
the | supposetype, 2) expressions of thenfortunatelytype and 3) unattached dative.
The Poldauf’'s view is always introduced at the beigig of the chapter and then the
later and recent studies follow. | tried to use ngmaar books which were the
representative for each decade following the issu@he third syntactical plan to
outline the development of terminology. Poldauftady was written in 1964, so |
gathered 5 grammar books for each decade aftewttidtnow. |1 worked with Leech
and Svartvik'sA Communicative Grammar of Engligh983[1975]), Quirk et al.’#
Comprehensive Grammar of the English Langu@$85), Duskovéa et a6 Mluvnice
sowasné anglitiny na pozadtestiny(2003 [1988]), Biber et al.’4.ongman Grammar
of Spoken and Written Englighi999) and Pullum and Huddlestonmeie Cambridge
Grammar of the English Languad2002). It was not an easy task to combine these
grammar books together, as the first three aretivadl grammar books working with
manually gathered data and the last two grammakdace corpus-based. Moreover,
the terminology varies a lot, too, and there isallgunot one view which would be
shared by all the grammar books. The fourth parhpares written and spoken
language, as it is also a very important criterfon occurrence of the phenomena
mentioned above.

The application part is divided into three partiseTirst part is an introduction to
this part, the second describes the methodologyttenthird assesses the data gathered
from the BNC and InterCorp corpora. The main taskoi find out whether The third
syntactical plan is nowadays still valid and apgdbie.
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The part called English-Czech interface will folldlae application part and will
discuss the correspondences and differences betéeerparticular phenomena in
English and Czech language.

Conclusions will summarize the gained findings amtl outline the further

prospective research.



I[I. Theoretical Part — State of the Art

1. Introduction to Theoretical Part

This thesis will deal with Poldauf's third syntaeti plan and will focus on its
three main parts: the inserted clauses of theposdype, evaluative expressions of the
unfortunatelytype and unattached dative.

The theoretical part of the work will explore tiievelopment of the status of the
phenomena mentioned above and will try to choosertbst appropriate terms for that.
It will also attempt to compare the occurrencehelse phenomena in Czech.

In the practical part, | will try to verify the lrdity of The third syntactical plan
via using the BNC corpus. The main focus will bé g the inserted clauses of the type
| suppose.l will carry out mainly qualitative analysis and will explore the
surroundings of these clauses in a sentence. Buill lalso be interested in the
frequency of certain types, so the quantitativdyasmawill have to be carried out, too.

Generally, | expect the spoken language to contaich more occurrences of
the phenomena mentioned above, as it is usuallspb&en language, which tries to
express one’s attitude.

My second goal of the practical part is to find @that means Czech uses to
translate the phraddind. The parallel corpus InterCorp will be used fds thurpose. |

expect that the most frequent translation will eusing unattached dative in Czech.



1. Inserted Clauses of the supposetype®

As it was mentioned above, the inserted clausésedfsupposeype are part of
the Poldauf's Third syntactical plan. He does noivjle a name for this type of
clauses, but | will call them “I-statements funailog as comment clauses (see 2.6)” as
they usually comment on the proposition uttered trus express attitude to what is

being communicated. Later in his conception, heotesnthis type of clauses as

“signals [...] which may be introductory, epenthetc, rarely, inserted and
marked off by pauses in the middle of a sententwyTare innumerabld:
believe, suppose, think, expect, hope, guess, sdgredoubt, don’t doubt, have
not a doubt, am afraid = fear, am sure, (it) may tes certain, fancy, imagine
etc. With these expressions the idea proper isgxpfessed in the subordinate
element, while the governing expression introductsthe sentences the person

presenting his evaluation.” (Poldauf 1964: 251)

This type of clauses, which Poldauf includes inthisd plan, is on the periphery of a
sentence complex. Generally, the clause contaihistatement with commenting
function stands at the beginning of a sentence t®mgnd forms the main clause or
matrix clausé of a complex sentence. The other clauses in a leorrsentence are
subordinate clauses in relation to the matrix @dauuirk et al. (1998) provide a
definition of the matrix clause: “The matrix clausethe superordinate clause minus its
subordinate clause. (283)” They give the followggample wherd’ll lend you some

moneyis the matrix clause:
(1) Trll'lend you some monef/you don’t have any money on you.
Some grammarians use the teembedded clauseo denote the subordinate

clause which is the constituent of or part of thatmm clause.Fig. 1: The clause

hierarchyclearly shows embedding of the subordinate clantsethe matrix clause.

3 L
Poldauf uses | suppose clause as an umbrella terntlduses of the similar type. However,

nowadays | suppose clause is not so frequentHgeped: Frequency of I-Statements in the BMC
3.1 I-statement3. The data show that | suppose is at the fourbelin frequency of occurrences in
the British National Corpus. | think, | know andniean clauses are more frequent. Therefore | will
use I-statements as an umbrella term for the ctaak¢his type, as nowadays | suppose would not
characterize this type of clauses.

as some of grammarians tend to use in the sanse ¢e.g. Quirk et al. 1985)
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Fig. 1: The clause hierarchy

Matrix clowse

< »

p Subordinate clouse >

| think I'd like coffee

According to Endley (2010)

[the matrix clause determines the central situatd the construction [and] it
casts its syntactic and semantic 'shadow,’ [...]y dlre situation described by
the clause that follows. So the situation describethe embedded clause is
contained by, and functions as an element of, tthuatsn described by the

matrix clause. (366)

However, as it is obvious from the type of verbgegi by Poldauf, the I-statements with
this commenting functioning do not bear high infatron quality. The main
information is contained within the propositiore.ithe subordinate clause. Tarnyikova
(2007) describes this situation as Reverse hieyaroh formal and notional

representation. In her words,

reverse hierarchy of formal and notional repredentas based on the following
discrepancy: what is hierarchically higher at teeel of formal representation
can be hierarchically lower at the level of semamépresentation, and vice
versa. (Tarnyikova 2007: 32)

Thus in her examplethink (that) you are right.l think is formally the matrix clause,
although semantically it is not very importantoiily introduces the propositigrou are
right and expresses the attitude towards the proposiMon are rightis subordinate
dependent clause and expresses main informatioredns it is semantically at a higher

level thanl think.



2.1 Leech and Svartvik’s view (1983[1975])

In A Communicative Grammar of Engligh983[1975]) Leech and Svartvik
label the I-statements with commenting functiorf‘@smment clauses”. They describe
the comment clauses as having almost no informaltieadue for a sentence, but rather
as being useful for commenting on the truth of rdesgce, the way of uttering it and the
attitude of the speaker (Leech and Svartvik 198%[P975]). Their comment clauses
are “loosely related to the rest of the main clatisgy belong to” and they further
specify their function as a sentence adverbial 31286[1975]). Similarly to Poldauf,
they speak about various positions of comment ekswus a sentence. Comment clauses
can appear in front-, mid- and end positions in theuse, “but the end-position is
mainly restricted to<informal speech (1983: 217[1975]).” Poldauf does not mention
the final position directly, but he speaks abow titcurrence of tags, which usually
signal negation in colloquial English (1964: 25%9. demonstrate Leech and Svartvik’s

theory several examples will be mentioned (1983{2475]):

(1) Stated bluntlyhe has no chance of recovery.
(2) Atthat time| believe Bill worked as a mechanic.

(3)  I'm not sure to what to do be honest

They provide other examples of comment clauses fwoite and non-finite which are
used mainly in informal use (1983: 217[1975]), wigbme of them identified later
(Schiffrin 1990 [1986]) as discourse markers (¢fkiyow):

you know, | know, | think, I'm afraid, as | said) ® say, put frankly, you bet, |

see, | suppose, as you see, to be frank, so t&spea

It can be seen that some of the clauses includeh@rbeech and Svartvik's examples
of comment clauses contain introductory words, sof#em are formed by pronoun
you and finite verb (you-statement), but my focus vl put finite comment clauses

with pronounl (I-statements).



2.2 Quirk et al.’s view in A Comprehensive Grammar of the English
Language(1985)
According to Quirk et al. (1985: 1112-1113), ttype of I-statements is treated

as “comment clauses”. In their view, comment clausan appear in all the three

sentence positions: initial, medial and final. Thdiyide comment clauses into two

types according to their semantic functions. Conmin@auses can behave either as

“content disjunctghat express the speakemments on the content of the matrix

clause, osstyle disjunctdhat convey the speakénrdgews on the way they are speaking

(1985: 1112).” According to form of these clausles authors distinguish six types as
follows (1985: 1112-1113):

()

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

the matrix clause of a main clause:

There were no other applicant$elieve for that job.

an adverbial finite clause (introduced by as):

I’'m working the night shiftas you know

a nominal relative clause:

What was more upsettingze lost our luggage.

to-infinitive clause as style disjunct:

I'm not sure what to ddp be honest

-ing clause as style disjunct:
| doubt,speaking as a laymamwhether television is the right medium for

that story.

-edclause as style disjunct:

Stated bluntlyhe had no chance of winning.

I will work with the type (i) where the comment ate looks like the matrix clause of a

main clause, e.g. There were no other applicaruslieve for that job. (1112). “Verbs

like believe and think may have a more definitive meaning or may meredgge



(express a tentative meaning); but only the hedgnegning is present in comment
clauses (1113).” That is what makes them simil®atauf's & plan clauses.

The clauses of this type are often followed by-ttiatise. However, we can omit
this that, and then the only difference between initial comingause from an initial
matrix clause is the intonation (reflected by comimavriting). The comment clauses
look like main clauses because they have subjedtvanb, but they are dependent
clauses.

“Many type (i) clauses are stereotyped (Quirkletl885: 1114).” Quirk et al.
speak about four different semantic functions thatstereotyped comment clauses can
have (1985: 1114-1115):

a) “They hedge,i.e. they express the speaker’s tentativeness overrttie t
value of the matrix clause.” Some of the examplesrdwed from the

authors are as follows:

| believe, | guess, | think, | expect, | feel, lahel presume, | assume, |

understand, | suppose, | consider, | suspect, ésay

b) “They express the speaker’s certainty.”

e.g.l know, I claim, | see, | remember, I'm sure, I'onginced, | have no doubt,

| must say, | must tell you

c) “They express the speaker's emotional attitude tdgevdhe content of the

matrix clause.”

e.g.I'm glad to say, I'm happy to say, | hope, | witlfear, | regret, I'm afraid,

| regret to say

d) “They are used to claim the hearer’s attention.isTtype of comment
clauses gives the speaker the means to addressedner and keep thus a

warm relation to them.



e.g.you know, you see, you realize, you may have heand you

The first three groups have a lot in common. Thestntgpical clauses are
formed by the attitudinal and verb in the simple present. All these thresugs
correspond to Poldaufs®plan clauses. It means that all the three groupsehow
modify or comment on the proposition that is uttielg the speaker.

The last group of comment clauses is different ftbmfirst three types. These
comment clauses are not formed by the prorott the pronouryouis used instead.
They do not comment on the speaker’s utteranceéshby are used to hold the heaters
attention and keep in touch with them. So they fioncrather as a discourse marker (cf.
Schiffrin).

2.3 A View in Mluvnice sowasné anglétiny na pozadicestiny (2003
[1988])

DuSkova comes with the term “sentence modifier’chhis an adverbial that is
not integrated within the sentence structure. Dudkdivides sentence modifiers into
four sub-groups (2003: 475-485 [1988]):

1) sentence modifiers evaluating the way of commuitnat
2) sentence modifiers evaluating the content of comaoation
3) emotional evaluation of the content of the utteeanc

4) sentence modifiers used as the means of textuéihady.

She classifies various forms as sentence modifiermost cases, they are formed by
adverbs, adjective phrases, prepositional or vepbahses. Her theory of “sentence
modifiers evaluating the content of communicatieoimes very close to Poldauf'¥' 3
plan clauses. This group of sentence modifiersatostboth adverbs and short clauses.
She mentions this type of clauses when she spé&ake axpressing epistemic modality.
DuSkova claims that: “Omezeni platnosti obsahtlesd na ndzor mlwiho vyjaduji
slovesa myslenthink, suppose, believapod. (Verbs of thinking likehink, suppose,
believeetc. express the restriction of the validity af 8peaker’s opinion on the content
of a message uttered [NS]) (2003: 479 [1988])."sAs is aware of the various possible
positions of these clauses, she denotes them asad#ely adverbial expressions.
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Therefore Poldauf probably created the conceptibithvincludes the I-statements as
well as evaluative adverbials, as he was awarkeo$ame fact.

Duskova further comments on syntactic form of ¢hesmponents and explains
that the proposition is conveyed by the subordintddese which is dependent on the
verb expressing epistemic stance (2003:479 [1988]}think (amer.l guess, | reckan
myslim he’ll soon realize his erroge si brzy ugdomi swij omyl.” Among other verbs
that DuSkova mentions also belohdpelievemam za tol dare saymyslim/ (zda se mi
pravdpodobné, mozné)/expectocekavam/l supposepredpokladam I fancy myslim
(méam dojem)l imaginemyslim (myslim, Ze je pra¢ég@odobné) (2003: 479 [1988]).

What concerns the syntactical function, Poldaufsswagrees with DuSkova’s,
i.e. via using the I-statements functioning as comméaises the speaker “introduces
into the sentence the person presenting his evatuéiPoldauf 1964: 251)” and the

proposition itself is contained in the subordinatase.

2.4 A View inLongman Grammar of Spoken and Written EngligBiber
et al. 1999)

In Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written Englibidauf’s®™

plan clauses

are classified as “comment clauses” and “stancer&aibds”.

2.4.1 Comment clauses

The characterization of comment clauses made byrBab al. (1999) is very
similar to the characterization presented by Leati Svartvik (1983[1975]) and by
Quirk et al. (1985): “they are loosely connectedhte main clause, they normally lack
an explicit link, and they are usually short anah eppear in a variety of positions
(1999: 197).” The form of the comment clauses $® @ither a pronouhor you and the
verb is in the simple present.

As it was suggested above, Biber et al. include dimment clauses which
“directly express the speaker’s attitude to the sage (1999: 197)” among stance

adverbials.
2.4.2 Stance adverbials

In Biber et al.’'s words stance adverbials expregsaker’s/ writer's stance
towards the clause (1999: 762). Similarly as themmmonents of The third syntactical

11



plan, they comment on the content or style of asgaFurther Biber et al. divide stance
adverbials into three semantic sub-growggmstemic, attitudandstyle

The syntactic forms of stance adverbials incluithgle word adverbs, adverb
phrases, prepositional phrases, noun phraseg @ilatises, non-finite clauses and rarely
adjectival phrases. Our focus will be put on firstauses which “are the second most
common structural form of stance adverbials in epsation and fiction (1999: 862).
The higher amount of finite clauses in conversatiad fiction is caused by the use of
“comment clauses”. They “are used to mark a prdjpwsas the speaker’s opinion, or to
convey some level of personal doubt or certain®p@t864-865).”

Biber et al. (1999: 865) also distinguish betwelitd clause stance adverbials

and main clauses takinglatcomplement:

When these expressions are integrated into theselatructure, they usually
occur as a main clause takinghatcomplement clause (e.gthink that...).
When they are not integrated into the clause siractthey are finite clause

stance adverbials:

(1) I'm going to get a new one for the baseniethink.
(2) 1It'll come out in the washguess

(3) You'd wear that more than | wouldet.

2.5 A View in The Cambridge Grammar of the English Language
(Pullum and Huddleston 2002)

Pullum and Huddleston label the I-statements wibmmenting function as
“parentheticals”. Similarly as Biber et al., theigtthguish between expressions which
can be loosely attached to a main clause and esipnsswhich take a content clause as
complement. They call the two uses of parenthetiea “parenthetical” and “non-
parenthetical” (Pullum and Huddleston, 2002: 895):

NON-PARENTHETICAL USE
| think it is quite safe.

12



PARENTHETICAL USE
It is quite safel think.

Many of the parentheticals of the typthink can modify the speaker’s attitude to their

proposition. They can make the credibility of thegmsition either stronger or weaker.

2.6 Characteristics of the verbs used in I-statemés with commenting

function

DuSkova (2003[1988]) divides verbs intbynamic and non-dynamic verbs
according to verbal action dynamismynamic verbsdenote actions, activities and
processes, whilshon-dynamic verbsdenote states, relations and attitudes (2003:
212[1988]). Therefore most of the verbs of formihg main component of I-statements
with commenting function are labelled msn-dynamic verbDuskové also subdivides
dynamic and non-dynamic verbs into several categpso the verbs being the part of I-
statements might get more precise description. du&lkdescribes them as “slovesa
ozna&ujici intelektualni, volni a citové stavy, postoge reakce (verbs denoting
intellectual, volitional and emotional states, tattes and reactions [NS])” and gives
following examplesknow, understand, believe, doubt, hope, think, asppimagine,
regard, ... (2003: 212[1988]).

However, she later adds that some verbs can bet affboth classes:

think ve vyznamu “myslet” je nedynamické, ve vyznamuietpysSlet”
dynamickeé, podobki consider “povazovat” (za) je nedynamické “uvazovat”
dynamické,wonder “divit se” je nedynamické, ‘femyslet” dynamickeé [...].
(2003: 212-213[19898])

(think of the meaning “have something in mind” is non-ayric, think of the
meaning “contemplate” is dynamic, similarbonsider “regard” (as) is non-
dynamic “speculate” dynamigyonder“marvel” is non-dynamic, “contemplate”
dynamic [...]. [NS])

When Biber et al. (1999) divide verbs into semanttegories, they determine

seven groupsactivity verbs, communication verbs, mental vevieshbs of facilitation or
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causation, verbs of simple occurrence, verbs ddtemce or relationship and aspectual
verbs.The description of mental verbs is the closegshtoverbs that most frequently
occur as a part of I-statement with commenting fionc

According to them,

mental verbs denote a wide range of activitiessiates experienced by humans
[...]. ... They include both cognitive meanings (e.gthink or know) and
emotional meanings expressing various attitudeslesires (e.g. love, want),
together with perception (e.g. see, taste) ad pecgéicommunication (e.g. read,
hear). (1999: 362)

Nevertheless, my focus is not put on these verbgeneral, but only on their
forms in the first person singular, the clausest tRaldauf describes in his third
syntactical plan as clauses of th&ipposdype. The is very important here, since it is
the attitudinall, | that is a proof of expressing the speaker’'s staoeerds the
proposition uttered.

Gee 2011[1999] dealt with these phrases when hdenaa sociolinguistic
research in order to find out how working class apder-middle class teenagers build
socially situated identities. One of the main ciétdne studied in their speech was using
of the pronounl when they were referring to themselves by speakii@jll: 153
[1999]). Gee named these statements as “|-Statsinantd divided them into five
following groups (2011: 153 [1999]):

1) “Cognitive statements” when the teenager talks abfuoking and knowing

(e.g. “I'think ..., "I know ..., “l guess.?)

2) “Affective statements” when the teenager talks all@siring and liking

(e.g. “lwant...” “l like...”)
3) “State and Action Statements” when the teenagks &bout his or her states

or actions

(e.g. “l am mature,” “I hit him back,” “I paid thiill”)
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4) “Ability and Constraint statements” when the teasraglks about being able
or having to do things

(e.g. “l can't say anything to them,” “I have to oy paper route”)

5) “Achievement statements” is a category of actigitidesires, or efforts that
relate to “mainstream” achievement, accomplishmandistinction

(e.g. “I challenge myself,” “l want to go to MIT éfarvard”).

| find this an interesting way of labelling the tetaents with pronouhand | also find
the most appropriate to use his telstatementsfor my purposes, i.e. for labelling

Poldauf's & plan clauses.

2.7 Concluding remarks

As Fig. 2: Overview of termshows labelling of the I-statements with commenting
function is not an easy task. There are variouseptions of these clauses and hence
the terminology differs a lot too. Although thertex are of various kinds, the author
more or less agree upon the main functions andromaoee of these expressions in a
sentence. Leech and Svartvik (1983 [1975]), Quir&le(1985) and Biber et al. (2002)
classify this type of I-statements amongmment clausesHowever, this group of
clauses is quite broad, as it contains variougaiements, you-statements or other
statements; therefore they feel the necessity ¢gi§pthis type of I-statements. Leech
and Svartvik (1983 [1975]) mention that this tydecomment clauses function as a
sentence adverbialQuirk et al.’s (1985) comment clauses can functsneither
content disjunctsor style disjuncts and Biber et al. (2002) denote the I-comment
clauses astance adverbialg/hich can be of the three typepistemic, attitudestylg.

Duskova’s (2003[1988]) labelling is quite broad, she uses the tersentence
modifier, but her description of position of these exp@ssiin a sentence and their
function is identical to conceptions mentioned ieaiih the text. When she divides the
sentence modifiers into semantic groups, she iedgluthis type of clauses among
sentence modifiers evaluating the content of conwation together with adverbs and

other forms.
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On the other hand, Pullum and Huddleston (2002) mibt go too far in
description of the I-statements with commenting ction. They assigned these

statements a terparentheticalsand do not develop any further subdivision.

Fig. 2: Overview of terms

Authors Umbrella term Specific term
Leech & Svartvik Comment clauses Sentence adverbial
c Lol Content disjuncts
i omment clauses
Quirk et al. Style disjuncts
N SM evaluating the content of
Dugkova Sentence modifiers o
communication
c ol Stance adverbials (epistemig,
i omment clauses
Biber etal. attitude, style)
Pullum & Parentheticals
Huddleston

To sum it up, I think “comment clauses” serves @®ad umbrella term for the
clauses of this type; however, as it was mentioakdve, the group is too broad.
Therefore | incline to Gee’s 2011[1999] term “lst@ments” when describing Poldauf's
3 plan clauses, as theforms important role in these statements. | somesi put
attribute “with commenting function” to the termstatements” to be more specific and

also to distinguish it from Gee’s conception of ttker I-statements.
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3. Expressions of theinfortunately type

The second major part of Poldauf's third syntadtiplan is formed by
expressions of thenfortunatelytype. He suggests that these evaluating expressem
be the opinion of the speaker but at the same itiroan be the judgment of a person
different from the speaker (1964: 244).

Further, it is necessary to distinguish betweeatudexpressed as

“real and definite [and what is expressed as] unrem-existent or doubtful, i.e.
between evaluation and modalityaturally = | consider it quite natural, but also

= as might be expected (1964: 244).”

This is a typical feature of English that an Enghgord has more meanings. Sometimes
it can also move within parts of speech, and tienpiosition in a sentence can reveal
the meaning. But in this case, not only the womkeohelps us to decode this meaning,
but the context or situation itself, too. Hencesth&omponents belong neither to the
first nor to the second but to the third syntadtgan, as they are rather peripheral to
the sentence structure. They only convey the spsakerception, judgement or

assessment of the content communicated. Poldabefuclaims that

“[m]odal signals may also stand at the beginninghaf sentence and show a
different degree of structural integration of a ralitgt predicated of and a mere
modal signal (this is the case of the English maylogegration is confirmed by
the possibility of employing the respective expm@ssin the middle of a
sentence (1964: 244).”

So it means that the inserted expressions of ypis tan be also used as “introductory
signals” showing the speaker’'s stance towards topgsition uttered. However, as

regards modality and the field on transition to aidy, English prefers to use a modal

verb instead (1964: 251).
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3.1 Leech and Svartvik’s view (1983[1975])

The expressions of thenfortunatelytype are denoted as “sentence adverbials”.
These adverbials are described as “peripheral ¢ostmtence structure (Leech and
Svartvik 1983: 201[1975])” and thus correspond tddBuf’'s components of The third
syntactical plan.

Some adverbs can function both as adverbial iatedrin the sentence structure
and adverbial peripheral to the sentence strucluren the integrated adverbials usually
occur in the end-position of a sentence and thglperal adverbials are rather in the
front-position.

Sentence adverbials can be formed by prepositiphiases, infinitive clauses,
-ing patrticiple clauses,ed participle clauses and finite verb clauses ang tldten
convey the speaker’s comment on the content of iwaad saying (1983: 201[1975]).”

Some examples of the sentence adverbials ardlew$dq1983:201-202 [1975]):

admittedly, certainly, definitely, indeed, surelgerhaps, possibly; in fact,
actually, really; officially, superficially, techaally, theoretically; fortunately,
hopefully, luckily, naturally, preferably, strangekurprisingly

These adverbials usually appear in the initial foasi(cf. their role of interpretation
cues to the following proposition) and are thenasafed from the rest of a sentence by

a pause in speech or a comma in writing.

3.2 A View in A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language
(Quirk et al. 1985)

Quirk et al. devote a whole chapter to adverbs agjdctives. When they talk
about adverbs as clause elements they distingeisteln (1) adverbs functioning as a
premodifier of adjective and adverb (e.g. Theyariée happy/happily married.) and (2)
adverbs functioning as a clause element advenbigl Hequite forgot about it.) (1985:
439-440).

According to grammatical functions of a clausevedat adverbials, Quirk et al.
distinguish “adjuncts”, “disjuncts”, “conjuncts” dn “subjuncts”. Adjuncts and
subjuncts are more or less integrated within thesee structure, whilst disjuncts and

conjuncts are rather peripheral in the sentencetstre (1985: 440). Conjuncts are used
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to express the connection between the two linguistits, whereas disjuncts “express
an evaluation to what is being said either wittpees to the form of the communication
or to its meaning (1985: 440).” Of these four graatical groups of clause element
adverbials, disjuncts evidently correspond to thescdption of the Poldauf's
expressions of thenfortunatelytype. In Quirk et al.’s words the person of theader

is identified by disjuncts and they express a contnon the accompanying clause
(1985: 440):

(1) Fortunately,no one complained.
(2) They ar@robablyat home.
(3) Shewiselydidn’t attempt to apologize.

All the three examples mentioned above, demonstiiae ability of disjuncts to
comment on the content of communication. We can s¢® that disjuncts can occur in
initial and medial position, and the final positisnpossible, too.

When Quirk et al. compare disjuncts to other cdaakement adverbials, they

say:

Disjuncts [...] have a superior role as compared Withsentence elements; they
are syntactically more detached and in some respggperordinate in that

they seem to have a scope that extends over thenseras a whole (1985: 613).

In this sense, they are very different from thet wdsthe clause element adverbials.
Adjuncts are syntactically on the same level agrosientence elements, while subjuncts
can even be subordinate to one of the sentenceeptem

Quirk et al. further divide disjuncts into two sghloups as it was mentioned in
the previous chapterstyle disjunctsand content disjunctsStyle disjunctsexpress
evaluation of the style and form of what is beimgnenunicated, describing the situation
in which the speaker conveys the message, wititsttent disjuncts(attitudinal
disjuncts) as the second label in brackets cludsensamments on the content of the
message and its true value (1985: 615).
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3.2.1 Style disjuncts

Style disjuncts can be grouped in two other suses: (a) modality and manner
and (b) respect. Following adverbs are frequendgduas (a) style disjuncts of modality
and manner (1985: 615¢andidly, flatly, honestly, seriously, strictlyuly, truthfully;
confidentially, privately; approximately, blunthriefly, broadly, crudely, frankly,
generally, roughly, simplyHowever, not only adverbs are used to express liypdad
manner, but also prepositional phrases or clausesmaployed. As (b) style disjuncts of
respectadverbs likefiguratively, generally, literally, metaphoricallypersonally or
strictly can be used (1985: 616). Albeit adverbs are netdhly forms that style
disjuncts of respect employ. They are more oftepre&ssed by longer phrases or
clauses, so that they can more explicitly expreése fespect in which a comment is
being‘hedged (1985: 616):

(1) Generally speakinghe rainy season has already begun by September.
(2) Mildred seemed to enjoy the concertudge from her remarks
(3) If I may say spnone of you are competent to make the legal juigm

required.”

Some disjuncts functioning as style disjunctsvall@ whole range of forms.
Quirk et al. demonstrate the examples on the disfuankly. prepositional phrasa all
frankness infinitive clauseto be frank -ing clausefrankly speaking-ed clause put
frankly, finite clausaf | may be franl(1985: 617).

3.2.2 Content disjuncts

There are two kinds of content disjuncts: a) degoé truth and b) value
judgment, and both these kinds can be successuelyivided.

Content disjuncts of degree of trutpresent a comment on the truth value of
what is said, expressing the extent to which, amel donditions under which, the
speaker believes that what he is saying is tru851620).” Quirk et al. mention three
subgroups according to semantic differences. Tis¢ $ubgroup expresses conviction
by adverbs such asertainly, definitely, indeed, indisputably, surelyndoubtedly,
clearly, evidently, obviouslythe second subgroup employs adverbs sudrgsably,
apparently, likely, maybe, perhaps, possibly, pneshly, seemingly, supposediy
express_doubtand the third group uses adverbs suchaesially, really, only,
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apparently, ideally, superficially, technically, ethretically, basically, essentially,
fundamentallyto convey the feelinginder which the speaker assesses what he utters to
be true or false (1985: 621).

Content disjuncts expressing value judgm@anvey some evaluation of or
attitude towards what is said (1985: 621).” Quitkak subdivides this group into two
main subgroups. The first subgroup expresses tigeuentowards the whole clause
and it generally refers the same judgeniemtards the subject of a claygeo. Quirk et

al. mention the following example (1985: 621):

Rightly, Mrs Jensen consulted her lawyer. [She was riglt lzer action was
right]

Among some other adverbs of this type might be mapad:correctly, justly, wrongly,
cleverly, foolishly, reasonably, unwiselffhe second subgroup involves judgment
expressions which do not refer at the same tintedsubject of a clause, but comment

only on the clause as a whas in following example (1985: 621):

Remarkably Mrs Jensen consulted her lawyer. [Her action reasarkable; the

speaker is not suggesting that Mrs Jensen was kabiat

There is a whole range of adverbs used for exprgsgidgment, e.gamazingly,
curiously, funnily, ironically, oddly, appropriatgel inevitably, naturally,
understandably, annoyingly, delightfully, disapgmigly, regrettably, fortunately,
happily, luckily, tragically, preferably, thankfyl(1985: 622).

When talking about syntactic realizations of disjigncontent disjunctsealized
by adverbs cannot stand in any positions when #qgyear in a direct or indirect
guestion, whilestyle disjunctsan usually occur in any position when used iedatior
indirect questions, even the initial position issgible. “Most content disjuncts cannot
appear with imperatives, ... [while] some of styigjuhcts can do so, evenliposition
(Quirk et al. 1985: 627):”

Seriously go and see her about it.
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Although most disjuncts can occur in any positiona clause structure, the most
common is the initial one, as Quirk et al. claim®@&%: 627). As regards content
disjuncts, especially of the typprobably, possibly, rightly, wiselytheir frequent
position is in the middle of a clause structuremetimes also in the initial-medial
position.

The two groups of disjuncts and their subgroupspictured inFig.3: Taxonomy of
disjuncts in Quirk et al. (1985).

Fig. 3: Taxonomy of disjuncts in Quirk et al. (1985)

{a) modality and manner
(eg: rruthfully, bluntly,
if I rmay say so)

— STYLE — conveying speaker’s
cotnment as to-

) (b) respect .
Drigjunct — (eg: in broad terns,
personally)

(a) degree of or conditions
for truth of content

— CONTENT — making an h P ivad
observation as to E’erié'r; E;{,’;;:ﬂ"m 2
(b) value judgment of content

(eg: understandably, wisely,
1o everyone's surprise)

This is a very well elaborate conception of adiadsb Quirk et al. went very far
to define the semantic roles of particular typesadfierbials. Their description of
particular groups went very often to several pagag subchapters. But their view of
adverbials shows a reader easily comprehensibleeption, which is incomparable
with Poldauf's several lines about expressionshefuinfortunatelytype. Firstly, Quirk
et al. dare to label all the semantic groups amey tiso further subdivide them. The
group of disjuncts corresponded to our purposéést. But of course, it must be taken
into account that Poldauf’'s theory was introducedrenthan 20 years beforA
Comprehensive Grammar of the English Languags first issued, hence it is rather a

pioneering theory and many of the phenomena Quirlaletalk about were just

introduced into the world of linguistics.
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3.3 A View in Miluvnice sowasné anglitiny na pozadi ¢estiny
(2003[1983])

As Duskova claims inMluvnice sodasné anglitiny na pozadicestiny
(2003[1988]) adverbial expressions not only modify sentencemetds, but they can as
well relate to the content of a whole clause orftime of expression (2003: 474[1988]).
They become means of sentence modality. As sen&gdageents, they are not integrated
within the clause structure and are peripheral @amgarison with other sentence
elements, which is confirmed by their position isemtence and impossibility to be an
answer to a questidmow? (2003: 474[1988]). Most of this characterizatoomresponds
to Poldauf’s inserted expressions of tiidortunatelytype, except the fact that Poldauf
does not go too far with describing these expressio

Duskova agrees with Leech and Svartvik and Quiild.ghat these expressions,
which are not integrated within the clause strugtuisually occur in the front-position.
She calls these expressions “sentence modifieentedce modifiers are typical of their
ability to change position within a clause withaltanging its meaning. But when it
appears in the final position, it is usually sepaalaby a comma in writing and a pause
in speech to suggest that it comments on the wtlalese not just a part of it, ie it is not
an adverbial of manner but sentence modifier, sswrre adverbs are capable of being
both.

Duskova subdivides sentence modifiers into two gudups: 1) modifiers
evaluating the way the content is communicated; apdnodifiers evaluating the

content of the message communicated (2003: 475[1988

3.3.1 Sentence modifiers evaluating the way thergent is communicated

Sentence modifiers of this type are formed by aolvesf the typebriefly,
roughly, confidentially, frankly, generally, honlgst personally, seriously, simply,
strictly, truly (2003: 475[1988]). However, most of them can appeaa form of a
prepositional phras brief or infinitive to be brief The adverbs mentioned above can
often appear together with verbs of speaking, gegerally speakingr with the phrase
to put it e.g. toput it briefly or adjectival phrase can be used instead,te.ge brief
(2003: 475[1988]).
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3.3.2 Sentence modifiers evaluating the content thfe message communicated

It is possible to transfer most of the sentenceifigod of this type to a phrase
is/ was ADJECTIVEhat or which is/ was ADJECTIVE: obviously, this is a msta it
is obvious that this is a mistak@003: 476[1988]). Nevertheless, not all sentence
modifiers can be paraphrased in this way. Among es@dverbs which cannot be
transformed into the phrases mentioned above betap@ctually, decidedly, indeed,
perhaps, maybe, really, seemingly, basicallyhat makes these sentence modifiers
different from sentence modifiers of the type 1jhat they appear only in declarative
clauses (2003: 477[1988]).

Sentence modifiers are divided into two other gsoug) sentence modifiers
evaluating content of the communication from thepof view of factualityand b)

sentence modifiers expressing various attitudesitdsvthe communication.

a) DuSkova claims “¥tné modifikatory obsahu 8kkni jednak hodnoti obsah
scleni z hlediska faktivnosti (jistotni modality)deak k #mu vyjaduji raizné postoje
(2003: 477[1988]).” (Sentence modifiers evaluatocantent of the message evaluate
content of the message from the point of view afuality (epistemic modality) and
also express various attitudes towards the statefiNg)

When DusSkova speaks about sentence modifiers awajuthe content of a
message from the point of view of epistemic mogakhe mentions several groups of

these modifiers. Firstly, it is a group of modifeexpressing certainty or doubtg.

definitely, certainly, undoubtedly, undeniably, eed, really, surely, of course
secondly, she mentions sentence modifiers expgespmobability e.g. probably,
presumably, likelyor possibility e.g.perhaps, maybe, possiblthirdly, it is a group

expressing_certainty or doubt resulting from obaton e.g. clearly, obviously,

evidently, apparently, seeminglyfourthly, she talks about sentence modifiers
expressing_the validity derived from otherspinions e.g. admittedly, supposedly,
allegedly, reportedly2003: 477-478[1988]).

b) Turning to sentence modifiers expressing various attitudesartdsv the
communicationDuSkova again puts them into several groups aourtb semantic
meaning. They usually stand in the initial positeomd Duskova explains her grouping

as follows:
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Vétné modifikatory této skupiny hodnoti nebo komentapsah sdéeni z
nejrizréjSich hledisek: _prosg@nosti ¢i Skody, nag. (un) fortunately, (un)

luckily, ..., mercifully, thankfully, ;. obvyklosti¢i neobvyklostj nag. naturally,

typically, surprisingly, astonishingly, curiouslynexpectedly;nalezitosti ¢i
nendlezitosti nag. (in) appropriately, (im) properly, (in) correctlyrightly,
wrongly, justly, ... a jinych hledisek nag. annoyingly, disappointingly,
amusingly, hopefully, interestingdy. (2003: 480[1988])

(Sentence modifiers of this groups evaluate or centnon the content of the

message from various points of view: benefit omhag.g.naturally, typically,
surprisingly, astonishingly, curiously, unexpecyedisualness or strangeness,
e.g. naturally, typically, surprisingly, astonishinghguriously, unexpectedly;
appropriateness or inappropriateness, @g.appropriately, (im) properly, (in)
correctly, rightly, wrongly, justly, ...and other points of view, e.gnnoyingly,
disappointingly, amusingly, hopefully, interestingtc. [NS])

As it with most other types of sentence modifidigs type is also possible to be
transferred into adjectival phrases of the types ADJECTIVE thator which is
ADJECTIVE

Similarly as Quirk et al. DuSkova also growgentence modifiers as a means of
textual continuityinto the group of adverbials which are not intéggawithin the clause
structure. In contrast with all other English graamm, she adds a group séntence
modifiers expressing emotional evaluation of theteot of communicationn this
group, she mentions typical Czech particles whieghcapable of expressing emotional
evaluation towards the proposition, but which hae¢ counterpart in English (2003:
482[1988])).

3.4 A View inLongman Grammar of Spoken and Written EngligiBiber
et al. 1999)

When searching for a similar conception of the egpions ofunfortunately
type, Biber et al. lead us to their term “stanceealdials.” It is one of the three groups
of adverbial expressions besides “circumstancerade” and “linking adverbials.” In

their words:
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Stance adverbials typically express the attituddhefspeaker/writer towards the

form or content of the messad®rtunately, over the past few years there have
been attempts by social services and local autiesrib review the value of care

for young people(Biber et al. 1999: 131)

In comparison with circumstance adverbials, statheerbials are more freely attached
to the clause, they have variable positions inaus# and usually they are separated
from the clause, orthographically in writing ancdgodically in speaking. Biber et al.
also denote stance adverbials as rather peripktmalents of a sentence (1999: 133).
Stance adverbials are further subdivided into tlo&tegoriesepistemic, attitudeand
style

In this view, Biber et al. have very similar omni on epistemic stance
adverbialsas DuSkova. They “focus on the truth value of ghgposition, commenting
on factors such as certainty, reality, sources,itdimons, and precision of the
proposition:Well shedefinitely looks at her mobilg1999: 764)”

On the other handattitude stance adverbialare employed to convey “the
speaker’s attitude towards or evaluation of thet@anFortunately this is far from the
truth (1999: 764).”

Obviously, style stance adverbialgive the reader or hearer information about
speaker’s comment on the style or form of the ngessar it can offer a clue on how the
utterance should be understood, &\&ll, yestechnically speakingl guess it is burnt
(1999: 764).

Usually, stance adverbials have a scope over devdiamuse and they are always
optional. Turning to syntactic form, stance advaldbican be realized by single word
adverb, adverb phrase, prepositional phrase, nbrase or non-finite clause, which is a
broad range of syntactic realizations. However, thest frequent forms are still

adverbs.
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3.5 A View in The Cambridge Grammar of the English Language
(Pullum and Huddleston 2002)

Pullum and Huddleston devote a very long chapteradguncts and they
distinguish 19 kinds of them. After studying mostlee kinds, | came to the conclusion
that 3 kinds of their adjuncts correspond to theressions ofunfortunatelytype:

“modal adjuncts”, “evaluative adjuncts” and “speeelated adjuncts”.

3.5.1 Modal adjuncts

Although Pullum and Huddleston do not comment ba position of these
adjuncts in a sentence, their function correspaad2oldauf’'s view of the expressions
mentioned above. According to them

[m]odal adjuncts [...] are predominantly used forseginic modality, where it is

a matter of the speaker's assessment of the tmagbopition expressed in the
residue or the nature of the speaker’'s commitmenist truth. (Pullum and

Huddleston, 2002: 767)

They also subdivide these adjuncts into four groagsording to the strength of “the
speaker’'s commitment to the truth of the proposifip002: 768)”, and in this respect
they are similar to Quirk et al.‘sontent disjunct&xpressing degree of truth. Equally,
the enumeration of adverbs frequently functionirgy raodal adjuncts agsuredly,
certainly, definitely, surely, tru)y also corresponds to the group of expressions
described by Quirk et al.

Even though Pullum and Huddleston do not speakitath® position of these
adjuncts in a sentence nor connection to the seatsimucture, semantic meaning and
role of modal adjuncts in a sentence seem to beticd with Quirk et al.’scontent

disjuncts(see 2.2.2).

3.5.2 Evaluative adjuncts

The name itself suggests that this kind of admiritas evaluative function.
Specifically, in Pullum and Huddleston’s words “[th] adjuncts of this kind the
residual proposition is presented as a fact, amedaitjunct expresses the speaker’s

evaluation of it. Evaluative adjuncts are therefeubjective [...] (2002: 771).” It means
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that the speaker introduces their proposition byressing their attitude to the
proposition. Pullum and Huddleston give followingaeples (771):

(1) Fortunatelythe commandos got away before their presence iseswred.
(2) Ironically he did best in the subject he liked least.
(3) Ominously these two economic trends are connected.

In all the three examples, the evaluative adjustasd in the initial position, so they
serve, as Poldauf explains in his third syntacitah, as introductory signals.

Pullum and Huddleston give a long enumeration \alwative adverbs, e.g.
amazingly, disappointingly, ironically, luckily, ok, surprisingly, thankfully,
unfortunately, and mention other possible forms of evaluative i like
prepositional phrases, etg.my amazemeiwt by good fortungand so on (2003: 771).

Pullum and Huddleston also comment on a role ofluewi@e adjuncts in
negation and on function of the residue in the @atjiconstruction. They claim that
“[e]valuative adjuncts always take scope over @huegation [...], e.gSurprisingly
he hadn’t been detected. (2003: 772)” As regareisehidue in the adjunct construction,
it “is presented as new, factual information,” #fere it is not possible to employ
evaluative adjuncts “in interrogatives, imperatives pragmatically presupposed
subordinate clauses (772).”

Similarly as in the previous subchapter, Pullurd Bluddleston do not comment
on evaluative adjunctgosition in a sentence nor their connection tostietence. But
according to examples given by them, it might béuded that evaluative adjuncts have
tendency to occur mainly in the initial positionakentence, and hence they are rather
loosely connected to the sentence. In some cagalsiaive adjunct is even separated

by a comma.

3.5.3 Speech-act related adjuncts

These adjuncts are the most peripheral from a&latjuncts that Pullum and
Huddleston describe in their enumeration of 19 &infithem. In comparison with the
previous two groups, they do not comment on theasin or the proposition, but they
relate “to the speech act performed in uttering dla@ise (2002: 773).” Pullum and

Huddleston also add that speech-act related adjddot not have any bearing on the
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truth value of the statement expressed in the wesi@73)” and demonstrate it in

subsequent examples:

(1) Frankly, it was a waste of time.
(2) Briefly, your expenditure must not exceed your income.
(3) Confidentially Ruth is thinking of resigning.

The speech-act related adjuncts are separated tomynaoand they could also be
transformed into a form “I tell you + speech-adated adjuncts” and thus it expresses
the way the statement was uttered. In this regtred, speech-act related adjuncts

resemble Quirk et al.’style disjuncts of respefdee 2.2.1).

3.6 Concluding remarks

As theFig. 4: Overview of termsshows it is not an easy to task to generalize
about the terms used or draw the most used terims gvery grammar names the
expressions ofinfortunatelytype differently. | expected the terms to be mgpecific
with the newest grammar book, which was in my ddse Cambridge Grammar of the
English Languagg2002), but it is not the case. It is understafelabat Leech and
Svartvik (1983 [1975]) use only a general term eeo¢ adverbial and do not come with
any categorisation because it is the oldest grammased for comparing the
terminology and topic was not so well exploredhatttime. Later Quirk et al. (1985)
come with a very well elaborate theory of the egpiens ofunfortunatelytype. It
might be well seen ikig. 4 or Fig. 3: Taxonomy of disjuncts in Quirk et al. (198%
2.2.2 shows even clearer division of particularety/according its semantic function. |
find Quirk et al.’s taxonomy very well elaboratedaolear at the same time. Their
umbrella term disjunct captures very well the mhinction of Poldauf’'s attitudinal
expressions, in respect that it is rather a perglhsentence element and has a
commenting function on the style or form of the gwsition. Disjuncts are on of the
subgroups of adverbials besides adjuncts, subjamdsconjuncts, too. There are quite
clear boundaries among particular groups of Quiik.& adverbials (1985).

Duskovas conception (2003[1988]) of Poldauf’s attitudieapressions is partly
similar to Quirk et al.’s. Although what Quirk et. 41985) label as disjuncts and
conjuncts, DuSkova puts together into one grougeotence modifiers, which are in her
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words adverbial expressions that are not integrateal the sentence structure. Her
group of sentence modifiers contains 4 subgroupts(8valuating the way the content
is communicated, SM evaluating the content of thessage communicated, SM
expressing emotional evaluation of the contenhefdcommunication, SM serving as a
means of textual continuity), while | classify orilye group 1 (SM evaluating the way
the content is communicated) and group 2 (SM etalgdahe content of the message
communicated) as being part of Poldauf’s third agtital plan. Moreover, Duskova’s
labelling is too long to remember and be used &ffely.

Biber et al. (1999) give well-arranged taxonomy Bbldauf's attitudinal
expressions. It is not too structured as Quirk lés aaxonomy (1985), but it still
conceives everything Quirk et al. put into moreup® Biber et al. divide adverbials
into three groups (circumstance, stance and linkohgerbials). Stance adverbials cover
all kinds of expressions afnfortunatelytype, and yet specify them according to their
semantic meaning &pistemic stance, attituae style adverbials

However, Pullum and Huddleston (2002) who showadehintroduced the most
elaborated theory in my expectations came witrearfhthat made me confused. Unlike
Quirk et al.’s well elaborated taxonomy of advelbigl985), Pullum and Huddleston
pick only the term adjuncts and describe 19 kinddh@m, which is very surprising and
confusing for a reader, too. So | had to go throaljltheir types of adjuncts and find
what might correspond to Poldauf's expressionsirdbrtunatelytype. What makes it
even more complicated is that Pullum and Huddlestonnot comment on all the
questions | was used to find in other grammar bo®key totally omit discussion about
position of these expressions in a sentence angl dwomnection to the clause.
Nevertheless, according to syntactical functionjofing terms were chosen for
specific types of adjunctsnodal adjuncts, evaluative adjunasdspeech-act related
adjuncts

All in all, 1 find the conception of Quirk et a1985) and Biber et al. (1999) the
most fitting. The umbrella term disjunct is the magpropriate, as it suggests the
separateness from other sentence elements, md tHeir further division too detailed.
Therefore | would call the expressionsurffortunatelytype disjuncts, and | would use
the division used by Biber et al.: epistemic, atté and style, as it seems to me the

clearest and functioning at the same time.

5 SM = sentence modifier
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Fig. 4: Overview of terms
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4. Unattached Dative

Poldauf devoted the largest part in The third agiital plan to the unattached
dative. As a Czech linguist, he based his theoryhenCzech language and compared
the components in Czech with English. Nevertheldbg, unattached dative is
phenomenon which is very rare in English. Thereftrere will be more theory
demonstrated on Czech language and the means @&sskpy the unattached dative in
English will be found as counterparts to the Czexgbressions.

When observing the dative case in English, Polfiads its place in all his three
syntactical plans. In the first syntactical planappears as an indispensable part of a
verb which requires an object. It becomes a path@®fsecond syntactical plan when the
dative case is expressed by prepositional phrasetla® preposition thus ties the
following expression to a verb. If English usesranoun to express the dative case and
this pronoun does not relate to the nominal comppnee might talk about a
component belonging to The third syntactical plan.

But what is this dative belonging to The third ®atical plan? The primary
function of the dative case is to express the imahip of possession or enjoyment
between the dative and a nominal component, wthikstdative described in The third
syntactical plan is capable of expressing the icelahip between the dative and the

whole of a sentence. As Poldauf claims:

It is a relation of a person to his “mental propérto what he has in his mind.
Thus inCas mu utikal pomal{time hinfa passed slowly. [IP]) the dativau =
makes the fact of the time passing slowly a merpréssion. (Poldauf 1964:
243)

Poldauf also speaks about emotional concern a¢dreop and mentions a term
dativus affectivuswhich is explained according to Prucha as a bfpee dative which is
“used for identifying a person who is emotionallgvelved in what is being
communicated (1983: 28).” Poldauf demonstratemithe following Czech examples
(1964: 243):
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(1)  To je michytrak.
Literally: That is me (dat.) a-clever-one. [IP]
Meaning: Isn’t he clever? [IP]

(2) To je vam chytrak.
Literally: That is you (dat.) a-clever-one. [IP]
Meaning: That's a clever one, | must tell ypg]

Albeit nothing likedativus affectivusppears in English. Its role is fulfilled either by
parentheses of the typé¢ell you,or the constructiohfind when it comes to expressing
personal impression, e.gHé found time pass slowly1964: 249)” Last traces of
dativus affectivusvere found in Shakespeare’s Comedy of Errtfstocke me heere
soundly” (249).

Since Poldauf's theory is based on the compartgdanglish and Czech, he is
very well aware of the differences between thepeltgically remote languages. Czech
is a synthetic language with relatively free wondiey, whilst English is analytical
language with quite rigid word order. So as Polddaims wherever we put dative in a
Czech sentence, it still remains dative and retémvaluative value, so that it is
clearly distinguishable from sentence elements rgghg to other syntactical plans
(1964: 249). On the other hand, English is no lormyéanguage which is capable of
expressing sentence elements via using morphologjg@als. Dative disappeared as it
was not distinct whether it expressed a dative amusative, and was substituted by
personal pronouns (Poldauf 1951: 125):

(3) Dal mu knihu na gt. = He put the book on his tabl@-le has a table)
4) Vzali mu knihy. = They took away his books.

There is almost no place for the unattached datiwtodern English. However, several
relics of dative still might be found (Poldauf 193P24-125):

(5) It cost me five shillinggl have not the five shillings)
(6) The speech lost him the seat.

(7) It won him the seat.

(8) Look him in the face.
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In the examples (5)-(8) Poldauf says tha andhim can be viewed as the relics of
dative in predication relation between complemaeariténot have” and “have” (1951:
124).

But what usually happens in English when we fedasthe dative case is that
we have to use a prepositiaa or for. It might be demonstrated on the following
example (1964: 249):

(9) Natrhal ji kwtiny.
Translation: He picked flawdor her. [IP]

Then it is, of course, not a part of The third sygtital plan but it falls into the second
syntactical plan.

Turning to existing possessive relation expredsedhe dative, Poldauf states
that the last occurrence was found in English inldieé Ages, e.gMe is colde(1964:
250), and later it was substituted by possessivaqums (1964: 249). Instead English
uses different means to express the possessivionelds it was mentioned above
parentheticals or other constructions can be ensplognd yet have construction of the

following type may also be used (1964: 250):

(10) Zzastkelili mu kor¥ pod sedlem
Literally: They-shot-him-horse-under the saddle [NS
Translation: He had his horse shot under him [IP]

(11) Necha@ mi sem
Literally: Don’t come-me-here [NS]

Translation: | won’'t have you coming here [IP].

If the possessive relation is “realized throughsseh perceptiorfind, feelandseé can
be used instead (250):

(12) He felt his heart beating with joy
Srdce mu bilo radosti [IP].
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4.1 A View in Mluvnice souwasné anglitiny na pozadi ¢estiny

(2003[1988])
Duskova (2003[1988]) comments on the unattachastelat the chapter concerning

“indirect object.” She claims:

Predmét typu dativniho neni jen soasti slovesné vazby, nybrzuge téz
vyjadiovat (Eastnika dje na slovesné vaZbnezavislého, ktery se¢jg ngjak
Gcastni nebo je naém zainteresovan. (DusSkova 2003: 437[1988])

(Object in dative case (i.e. indirect object) i$ anly a part of the verbal phrase
but it can also express the participant of theoactindependent on the verbal

phrase, who is a part of the action or is involvadhe action. [NS])

Her view of the unattached dative coincides withdRof's view. They both mention
that the unattached dative is much more spreadieneloped in Czech than in English.
However, similar ways of expression can be fountiath languages:pick me a rose
utrhni mi izi, sing us a songazpivej nam &akou pisé, read me the letteprecti mi
ten dopis (2003: 438[1988]).” Duskova adds “Sénwkdtistrukturadchto sloves vsak
nevyzaduje recipienta. (Semantic structure of thesbs does not require a recipient
[NS]) (438)” It means that the dative expressedhis way functions as Poldauf's
unattached dative, that is a component of his tlkidtactical plan expressing the
speaker’s concern in the matter communicated. Tdweved can be substituted by
prepositional phrases in English, but then it tfarssthe components of the third
syntactical plan into the second syntactical plan.

Duskova also speaks about the possessive unattadie in Czech and its
equivalents in English (2003: 438 [1988¥)ztrhls mi rukav you have torn my sleeve,
Slapl jsi mi na nohu you have trodden on my todsskly se ji 6i / her eyes were
shining. The English translations indicate that pheper English equivalent is formed
by possessive pronoun. There can appear a pacalstruction to the Czech, but it is
very rare, e.ghe looked me in the face/ in the e{#38).

Later in this chapter, Duskova comes up with #rent“ethical dative”, which
serves as a means of establishing contact betweespteaker and hearer (43&)jsem
ti nemohl spa(l couldn’t fall asleep, you know [LI5], on vdm nebyl schopen slova

®  Duskovas translations provided Mluvnice sodasné anglitiny na pozadiestiny
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(you see, he couldn’t utter a word [LD]hstead of the dative, English employs in this
case expressions of the tyymu know, you seghich Quirk et al. (1985) would classify

as comment clauses with identical function.

4.2 A View in The Cambridge Grammar of the English Language
(Pullum and Huddleston 2002)

Pullum and Huddleston (2002) claim that thereasdative case in Present-day
English and criticize some of the traditional graansnof English that “incorporate a
number of categories that in fact have no placa grammar of Present-day English,
although they are perfectly valid for Latin (andsome cases older stages of English)
(33).” And that is the case with dative which nader exists in English. The indirect
object, which used to be formed by dative, is failrbg a noun or pronoun in Present-
day English without employing any special inflecgb form” There is no distinct
inflectional form for dative in English, and thugwearn from word order whether the
noun or pronoun has a function of direct or indir@gject or in case of nouns even of

subject.

4.3 A View of Davidse inThe Dative(1996)

The same situation as Pullum and Huddleston (2@0) describes Davidse
(1996) in her “Functional dimensions of dative inglish.” She says: “In Modern
English, the dative does not appear as a morphedthgiinflected case form either in
the nominal or in the pronominal system (Davids®6t9289).” She explains the
gradual process of disappearance of dative caBaghsh and lists the particular forms
of replacement. According to Davidse, adverbial ctions were replaced by
prepositional phrases; verbs taking one dative ¢em@nt hurt s. or. sth., benefit s. or.
sth., benefit s. or. sthwere semantically and syntactically re-analysay, e.g. (OE)
Heo me mishierde(meaningShe to me disobeyedas re-analysed t8he disobeyed me
or | was disobeyed by herand verbs taking a dative as well as an accuesativ
complementtgke s.o. or sth from s.o. or sth, give s.o. s#nd s.o. sth., show s.o. ¥th.
remained almost unchanged (Davidse 1996: 290).

" except the nominative and objective case of puoeawhich are the relics of old inflectional system

e.g.l, me; he, him; she, her; we, us; they, them
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4.4  Concluding remarks

To sum it up, the dative case is a phenomenonhwisidypical of the Czech
language. However, English language no longer udlestional system and thus most
of the cases together with the dative case disapgdeom this language. There are
only several relics of the dative case, but theserather rare. English has developed
other means for expressing the indirect object, payenthetical constructions, or

phrases of the typldind, | feel, | seand in some cases have constructions are used.
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5. Spoken vs. Written Language

It is important to mention the difference betweeolken and written language,
as | will put the frequencies of particular express in contrast. One of my
assumptions is that the I-statements will be moeguently used in spoken language
and therefore | would like to summarize some of tharacterization of these two
modes of language.

Firstly, it is necessary to say that there is nstirtction in existence of the two
modes of language but in the function (Veselovskgo2 139).

5.1 Spoken language

Besides other differences between spoken and wrfitien, spoken language is
specific because of its form and its use.

By form it is meant its phonetic realization beaauspoken language is
characteristic for employing three phonetic feagur@irstly, it isphonetic reduction
secondly,the use of stres¢focusing ...); and thirdlythe use of intonatior{echo
questions ...) (Veselovska 2009: 139).

By its use it is meant the context in which thekgolanguage is realized. In the
particular context, the speakers can afford toinsemplete sentencéike ellipses or
minor sentences; or they empldgictic element§2009: 139).

According to Swan, spoken and written English tedifer in length and
complexity, organisation of sentences, structures\ecabulary. In his words, “spoken
structures are usually simpler” and “subjects [.ehd to be very short in speech”
(Swan 2010: 292[2005]). Spoken sentences are oftere loosely organised or they
can stay unfinished. The speaker can change thecsutf speaking and can also
reformulate his utterance therefore we can ofterfalse starts in spoken texts (see ).

Another distinct feature of spoken language issgentaneity and immediacy.
Therefore the structural configurations tend told@se, with simpler sentences. As
Tarnyikova comments “[W]e assume a high frequentyarurrence of parentheses
used to ramify the main communicative line by itisgr afterthoughts, attitudes,
judgments etc. (It was Kate — you know her — wheet there.) (2007: 54)”

Spoken text is often denoted as informal and tbezeseveral informal
expressions might be found in these texts, too.nStweks about “spacing out”

information when speaking, and thus for exampleassn of subject or object is
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employed (2010: 504[2005]¥his guy who rang up, he’s an architect. Well, Then

he mentions tags as another means of spacing farmiation. A ‘tag is the extra
words that we put at the end of a sentence. Hesgigbowing examples (2010:
504[2005]):

(1) They work very hardnost of them
(2) That's the doorbelll think.
(3) 1don’t mind,to be honest

5.2  Written language

On the other hand, sentences in written language be planned in advance and
revised, so there is time to build up complex dtmes (Swan 2010: 29[2005]).”
Generally, the written texts have tendency to beremtmrmal and employ more

elaborated and condensed sentences than the deakedo. As Tarnyikova claims

written complexes are prototypically associatedhwd higher degree of
complexity, more intricate ways of integrating partar clauses within the
complex as well as a higher probability of longanre compact (condensed), or
fused (amalgamated) structures in which the priaayh economy operates in a
significant way [...]. (2007: 58)

Written text is usually a result of longer consatern and a well-thought-out choice of
words. Hence the words that written language engptegd to be longer, less common
and it also excels with a great number of synon{®wgan 2010: 293[2005]).

Crystal questions whether we talk in sentencesaumex the organization of
sentences we find in speech is very different ftbat we find in writing (2003: 214).
He further develops his ideas about writing and leasfses the advantage of time we
usually have for creation of the text, as it allawgs“to make notes, plan ahead, pause,
reflect, change our mind, start again, revise, fpeaa, and generally polish the
language until we have reached a level which sagisfs (214).” Then the reader gets

the final product, which is not the case in speech.
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lIl. Application

1. Introduction to application

The main focus of this part will be given on thetdétements of the tygehink. |
will examine the surrounding of this phrase in th@use and will try to classify the
types of these statements according to their fanaind semantic meaning. | will also
distinguish between syndetic and asyndetic conmedt the rest of the clause. In this
case, | will employ a dynamic approach to scruénike particular examples in the
corpus.

I will also try to find out which other I-statemantan function as the phrake
thinkand how frequently they occur in written and spoleemguage.

Another task | will try to verify will be the digbution of I-statements of the
typel believeand its equivalenny belief isand some other similar examples.

I will use the British National Corpus for invagiing the I-statements.

The second part of the practical part will focus tbe English most frequent
form of expressing the unattached dative, the ghrdsd. | will use the InterCorp
corpus to find its Czech counterparts and will tioyfind its most frequent forms of

translation into Czech.
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2. Methodology

The main part of my research was carried out inBhash National Corpus
(BNC). | used a search program called XAIRA (XML Are Indexing and Retrieval
Architecture) to download the data from the corpltse examples and sentences that |
give in my work are marked with their numbers iuae brackets and always stand
behind the example.

The second part of my research was carried outdarparallel corpus InterCorp.
| used the English-Czech/Czech English parallepesr The English-Czech/Czech
English corpus contains 72 texts now. But | chosly &1 texts of which original
language was English because | was interestedinrilyose texts which were written
by English speakers. | had to find out informataiout most of the text on the internet
and | decided to exclude 21 texts which were oaflijynwritten in Czech or other
languages. It can be seen on the followkig. 5: The English-Czech parallel texts

selected for the researafthich texts | was working with.

Fig. 5: The English-Czech parallel texts selected for theesearch
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2.1 Presenting the Corpora
2.1.1 British National Corpora

“The British National Corpus (BNC) is a 100 millievord collection of samples
of written and spoken language from a wide rangsoairces, designed to represent a
wide cross-section of British English from the tapart of the 20 century, both spoken

and written.”®

The corpus was created between the years 1991994 so the newest
texts come from 1994.

90 % of the BNC is formed by written texts. Thettesange from regional and
national newspapers to academic books and popatimf.

“The spoken part (10%) consists of orthographiomdcaiptions of unscripted
informal conversations (recorded by volunteersctetefrom different age, region and
social classes in a demographically balanced wag) spoken language collected in
different contexts, ranging from formal businesgovernment meetings to radio shows
and phone-ins¥

The BNC is a monolingual corpus and hence the ksmrgd written and spoken
texts cover modern British English of the late tteth century. “However non-British

English and foreign language words do occur incthmpus.*°

2.1.2 InterCorp

InterCorp is a project of parallel corpuses créatethe Charles University in
Prague. Its aim is to build a large parallel syoaoio corpus covering the greatest
number of languag€es.The entire project is academic and non-commercial.

Parallel corpus InterCorp is a part of the projesky narodni korpus and it
aims to create a parallel synchronic corpus for trafsthe languages studied at
Philosophical faculty of the Charles University.r&iel corpora aim to serve as a
source of data for theoretical studies, lexicogyamtudent research and particularly
foreign language learning, computer applicatiomandlators and for the general
public?

The content of InterCorp is formed by fictionalkt®e in Czech and other

languages. “The current choice includes politicainmentaries published by Project

http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/corpus/index.xml?1Dtro
http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/corpus/index.xml?1Dtro
http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/corpus/index.xml?1Dtro
http://www.korpus.cz/intercorp/?req=page:info_v3
http://www.korpus.cz/intercorp/?req=doc:uvod

10
11
12
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Syndicate and Presseurop, and a package of ledalAequis Communautaire. These
texts have been aligned automatically: search tesody include a higher number of
misaligned segments? In total 27 languages can be found in InterCoipges the

Version 5 was released in June 2012. “Each texah@sech counterpart. [...] The total
size of the available part of InterCorp in releésis 91,529,000 words in the aligned

foreign language texts in the core part and 45100[Rin the collections™

2.2 Downloading data
2.2.1 My list of I-statements

| chose 9 I-statements from Poldauf's enumeratib®dplan clauses (1964:
251) and | added 1 I-statemdnknow as | find it I-statement of the same type and

which is nowadays very frequent in speech too.

Fig. 6: My list of I-statements

|-statement

| think

| mean

| know

| suppose

| hope

| believe

| expect

| doubt

© O Nl o g & W N

| guess

| fear

=
o

2.2.2 Text of the query

My first task was to find out the frequency of ooence of the I-statements
mentioned above separately in written and spokets ta the BNC corpus. Therefore |
always had to choose the spoken or written textguery builder and search for the

13 http://www.korpus.cz/intercorp/?lang=en

14 http://www.korpus.cz/intercorp/?req=page:info&dgen
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particular I-statement. The basic query for théatesment think in written texts looked
like in Fig. 7: Queryl think in written textsand in spoken texts like iRig. 8:Queryl

think in spoken texts.

Fig. 7: Query | think in written texts
S QueryBuilder st W B B e e (e

1 il

=glement name="wiext" ns=""/= =phrase=| think=/phrase=

I e i

m | b

Clueny iz 0K

Cancel
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Fig. 8: Query | think in spoken texts
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3. Data Analysis

3.1 I-statements

When | searched for the frequency of occurrenceasficular I-statements, |
gained the results recorded kig. 9: Frequency of I-Statements in the BiMGwvhole
corpus, spoken texts and written texts. | sorteddéta in descending order according to
the number of frequency in the whole corpus. Teeatement think gained the highest
number of occurrences. There were found 41 286roaaces in the whole BNC corpus
which is almost twice more than the second highastber of the I-statemehimean
The third position in frequency of occurrence ia thhole corpus gained the I-statement
I knowwith 18 731 occurrences. The least frequent ompfl0 I-statements wddear

with only 436 occurrences in the whole corpus.

Fig. 9: Frequency of I-Statements in the BNC

BNC | I-statement | Spoken texts| Written texts| Total
1. | think 25 839 15 447 41 286
2. | mean 20 364 3 866 24 230
3. | know 8 990 9741 18 731
4. | suppose 2 399 4 438 6 837
5. | hope 1322 4 064 5401
6. | believe 858 3267 4150
7. | expect 305 1176 1481
8. | doubt 188 773 961
9. | guess 161 771 932
10. | fear 33 403 436

| searched the frequency of I-statements separatedpoken and written texts,
but as it was mentioned in 2.1.1 the BNC corpugaina 90% of written texts and only
10% of spoken texts. Hence it is quite difficultm@ke conclusions out of these data. In
some cased think, | mean it is still obvious that these I-statements am@enfrequent
in spoken texts, but the rest of the data do neoivstwhat | expected. Therefore |
decided to count the frequency of occurrences enpercent of the texts. So if there are
90% of written texts, | divided the frequency ottoorences in written texts by 90 and

gained the number of I-statements in 1% of thetanitexts. | made the same with
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spoken texts, but | divided the number by 10. b atsunded the numbers off, so that |
gained integers. So when | counted the I-statenhetfiink | made the following

procedure:

Written texts: 15 447: 90=171.63172
Spoken texts: 25 839: 10 = 2 58392 584

The remaining results can be seerfig. 10: Frequency of I-Statements in 1% of the
texts. It is a figure of numbers from which several carsabns can be taken. In this
figure it is clearly visible that all the I-statente analyzed are more frequent in spoken
texts than in written texts, except of omdear), but there is only very little difference.
The first three I-statement$ think, | mean, | knoyvshow a very high frequency in

spoken texts but in comparison with written texis much lower.

Fig. 10: Frequency of I-Statements in 1% of the texts

BNC | I-statement | Spoken texts| Written texts
1. | think 2584 172
2. | mean 2036 43
3. | know 899 108
4, | suppose 240 49
5. | hope 132 45
6. | believe 86 36
7. | expect 31 13
8. | doubt 19 9
9. | guess 16 9
10. | fear 3 5

Fig. 11: Distribution of I-Statements in 1% of tepoken/written textshows
graphically the distribution of particular I-statems in both parts of the BNC corpus,
so that we can clearly imagine the differences amearticular I-statements in

frequency of their usage in both modes of language.
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Fig. 11 Distribution of I-Statements in 1% of the spokenyvritten texts
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| was also interested in the distribution of stancens (cf. Biber et al. 1999:
969) which are derived from the verbs used in testeents mentioned above. Thus |
compared phrases of the kindy thought igo | think my doubtis to | doubt etc. The
results are represented kg. 12: Distribution of I-Statements in comparisenth
Stance nound.downloaded the data without separating writtedissérom spoken, and
even so the results are quite surprising. The testant| think which is the most
frequent as a finite clause has suddenly only epeesentation as a stance noun in the
corpus. On the other hanidguesswhich is last but one in the frequency of occuresnc
in my list of I-statements has surprisingly the msslutions in the BNC as a stance
noun my guess isBut still, these expressions are rather rare wigtribution of I-
statements. Probably the stance in implicit fornrulddoe more frequent, e.there is
hopewas found 40 times in the BNC.
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Fig. 12 Distribution of I-Statements in comparison with Sance nouns

BNC I-statement | Frequency Stance noun Frequency
1. | think 41 286 My thought is 1
2. | mean 24 230 -
3. | know 18 731 | My knowledge is 3
4, | suppose 6 837 | My supposition is -
5. | hope 5401 My hope is 13
6. | believe 4 150 My belief is 14
7. | expect 1481 | My expectation is 1
8. | doubt 961 My doubt is 1
9. | guess 932 My guess is 98
10. | fear 436 My fear is 9

3.1.1 I-statement think
| downloaded 100 random examples for spoken aritkewrtexts separately and
sorted the data manually. At first | needed to fitkink statements which were used in
its principal meaning, i.dhave something in mind, think about, thinketf. to exclude
them from my analysis. There were also other statésnwhich were necessary to
exclude, e.g. unfinished statements, statementshwivere formed only by the I-
statement think or | think notor statements which used language economy and were
impossible to analyse, e.g.:

(1) That's where | see her wherthink of her, though she didn't take me
there at first.
[BNC CJA 1555]
(2) have to the County Planning Officer who deals withvith the most
enormous efficiency and | hope that he is maintgiaison with what |
call the Rucatse Group which consists of , Neil &andy and somebody
from Crawley whas | think it's
[BNC J41 382]
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(3)  Ithink
[BNC GY4 667]

(4) Ithink so yeah.
[BNC H5D 1089]

Thus | analyzed 89 tokens in written texts andr86poken texts. When sorting
the data manually | was interested in the I-statgghesurrounding, position in a
sentence and function of each particular I-staténlealso observed the syndetic and
asyndetic connection to the following propositiomith the result of 10 syndetic
connections in written texts and 5 connections poken texts via using the
subordinatorthat. Both in written and spoken texts juxtaposition bé tl-statement
unequivocally predominates.

What concerns the position of the I-statement hkhin a clause | found 55
results in initial positions in written texts and@ B spoken texts. That is more than half
in both cases and it support Poldauf’s theory thahost cases these I-statement serve
as introductory signals.

After analyzing all of the included samples, |tedrthem into five groups:
modality, parentheses, opinion, tentativeness aandtiruity according to similar
semantic functions and also position in a clausg. 13: Results of | think in
spoken/written textshows found results.

Fig. 13: Results ofl think in spoken/written texts

| think Written texts Spoken texts

excluded 11 14
modality 39 25
parentheses 7 17
opinion 27 32
tentativeness 10 10

continuity 6 2

Initial position 55 63
That-clause 10 5
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3.1.2.1 | thinkin written texts
3.1.21.1 Modality

| have established three criteria for I-stateméeiag used in modal meaning: a)
a modal verb or any other modal expression is usgeithe speaker is talking about other
living creatures or on their behalf, c) I-statemisnised in the meanirigsuppose, | am

not sureor in the meaning of remembering the proposition.

a) modal verb or any other modal expression is used

The examples (1) — (5) all contain a modal verbpistemic meaning or some other
modal expression, e.gerhaps(1), probably(2), or some of them contain combination
of both, e.g. (2), (3). All these examples proveaker's uncertainty about his or her
statement, therefore they use the attitudinal elduwink accompanied with another
component capable of expressing certainty (modab,venodal adverbial). In
communication, it is very frequent that the speakenot sure about the facts he is
giving to hearers, therefore he uses these wealefmuses which make clear that the
speaker is not one hundred sure about the facts h@mmunicating. Example (5)
contains a conditional clause, so it even more ggdkie speaker’s uncertainty about the

situation he utters.

(1) | think perhaps on the whole people understand that bétizn they
used to.
[BNC A6L 1397]

(2)  Who the rise was due to | don't know except kthiaink David probably
wouldn't have had the idea to have opened such evéuidoffices and
created such a great mystique about it which MainMad.

[BNC AB5 1664]

(3) ‘If you can get a job and we can find Mrs Rossu#iable home] think
she will probably be happier where there is mofe §oing on around
her.’

[BNC AC7 534]
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(4)

(5)

‘I he hadn't bunked off till I was fortythink it might have been better.
[BNC EDJ 762]

‘Hunt is a legend here but if | go on and beat dlistime recordl think
it'll take some bettering. /hypothetical/
[BNC CH3 2942]

b) the speaker is talking about other living creatunesn their behalf

| intentionally mentioned living creatures becauseexample (13) a speaker is

speaking about his dog’s actions and is not sunetab But in the remaining examples,

speakers speak about other persons or on the hhalier person, therefore they are

not one hundred percent sure about the validitheit statement and signalize it via |-

statement think to weaken the statement.

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

It would have been a distressing upheaval indeedl think Elizabeth
found ‘Braemar’ so depressing that she did not eagedeeply as | into
Ivy's sufferings; she could not help hoping thahange might be for the
better. /myslim za jin€, proto modalita/

[BNC CAG6 1648]

| think that is true of Jackie. /talking about other parso
[BNC CD9 205]

| think he just wanted to use me.’
[BNC FR3 887]

| think they think I'm a bit peculiar, he said.
[BNC GO07 1737]

‘I think perhaps he's had almost enough.’
[BNC G12 774]
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(11) Cati said, ‘I've told you, he gives me the shivethjnk he made a spell
and did things to my head.
[BNC GUX 1008]

(12) Butl think Sabine Jourdain did most of the work on the paggiand |
think you knew it.’
[BNC GV2 535]

(13) Ithink my dog go bite one of them white dudes."
[BNC HOM 791]

c) l-statement is used in the meanirguppose, | am not sum when the person is

trying to remember.

This group includes sentences in which I-statenhehink signalizes to the hearer
that the speaker is not sure about the fact héesing or that he is even at the moment
of uttering searching in his mind for that fact.eféfore most of the examples are
supported by some other signals which show thaspleaker is very uncertain about the
statement which he is communicating. For examgdlé) @irectly mentions the word
truth and relation to it; (15) contains the vemmemberand expressioifior certain,
which both comment on the modality of the sentefite example (16) is connected to
the time which is key for the proposition and tipeaker cannot remember the exact
time, therefore the wordound is used to support the uncertainty about time togyet
with the weakening I-statemehthink. The example (17) combines I-statemetitink
with past tense, so that means the speaker is rbererg an event which happened in
the past and is not certain about it, therefore lthatement is used to weaken the
proposition. The example (18) again uses past tansembination with I-statement
and the expression think | never salwvmeans the speaker is trying to remember in his
mind if he has ever seen Mr. Loudon more pleaseldlais process is signalised by the
I-statement to suggest that he is not sure abaufatt, but probably he has not been
more pleased before. The I-statement | think inhelexamples (14)-(18) might also be

substituted either blysupposer | guessand the meaning would remain the same.
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(14) ‘Speculative, as you say, buthink it's as near to the truth as we're
going to get.
[BNC B20 2605]

(15) I can't remember for certain buthink my wage was £2 per week.
[BNC BN3 1288]

(16) | think the mania got to me in about 1966 and around tima¢ | got a
bit tired of what they call the adulation. /remembg/
[BNC CHS8 2140]

(17) Ithink I saw tide tables in the post office. /remembéring
[BNC CKF 1913]

(18) These hints were followed up by many gentlemed:l @hink | never
saw Mr Loudon more pleased than when a highly retsjpée gardener
once told him that he was living in a new andstmoomfortable
cottage, which his master had built for him; a reblarquess, who said
that he should never have thought of it, but for
[BNC FAE 863]

3.1.2.1.2 Parentheses

| denote parentheses all those I-statememiténk which appear in the medial
position are anyhow separated from the senteneeaiie inserted in the sentence and
could as well be omitted without changing the megrof the sentence. The separation
is realized via using commas (19) or (20), brack213 or its inserted in the clause (22).
Its function is usually to weaken the statemeninad9), or just keep the flow of the
text as in (20).

(19) And that wasl think, the essential issue at stake in those days.
[BNC BOH 1727]
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(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

3.1.2.1.3

My only other question, think, was about the ‘silent years’, between
Dolores (1911) and Pastors and Masters (1925).
[BNC CAG6 1648]

None of us spoke of the war, in whitlh{nk) none of us much believed,;
but it was there all the time like? nagging pain.
[BNC CA6 200]

"She doesn't say so, but at timdkink she expects me to although she
knows | can't.
[BNC EFP 942]

It is, | think, one of two parts of an adequate account of causal
asymmetry.
[BNC EVX 667]

It turns out that the place used to belong to widh tradesman — a

cobbler,I think, or maybe a carpenter — who married a female demon
[BNC HGN 2851]

Opinion

The I-statements expressing opinion usually stdritle beginning of a clause to

start the sentence with notion that it is the speakopinion what he is going to say. It

is an introductory signal which makes it clear tthegt statement is subjective by using
the attitudinal.

(25)

(26)

‘I think everybody who joins a company in any capacity khotihe's
got the capability, be able to reach board level.
[BNC A6L 1557]

‘I think that it's very nice music,” Erika said.
[BNC A7A 205]

54



(27)

(28)

(29)

3.1.21.4

‘I think it's disgusting.
[BNC AJM 32]

It was a good tour to do aridhink we learned a lot from it.
[BNC CIL 287]

But nowl think if someone buys something, then they've a rigloto
with it what they will.

[BNC CON 2232]

Tentativeness

I-statement | think is also often used in ten@tmeaning. Via this I-statement

the speaker tries to say a person what to do.skefiges as an indirect recommendation

or advice. Hence the I-statement is very often daptbwith a modal verb which makes

the content of a proposition more polite, e.g oughB0), need (31) or should (32), (33)

and (34).

(30)

(31)

(32)

(33)

(34)

‘But | think you ought to see a psychiatrist.
[BNC AC3 207]

| think you need treatment.’
[BNC ASS 2491]

He will say, ‘On this song I think you should plzgss and on this sorg
think you should play guitar...’
[BNC CON 571]

If we believed in omens or portents, tHethink we should have taken
notice of some of the things someone or somethasgtrying to tell us
that June day.

[BNC G36 2119]

Well, I think you should go and meet Sir Henry Baskerville.
[BNC H7V 304]
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3.1.2.1.5

Continuity

| established this category to gather here all ghlestatement which have no

semantic value but just stand at the beginning ofaase and makes the flow of the

speech smooth. It serves as a discourse markechvamly guides the hearer through

the text.

(35)

(36)

(37)

3.1.2.2
3.1.2.21

‘I think I'll wait until the film comes out,” one of thewld me ‘starring
Arnold Schwarzenegger.’
[BNC CAT 944]

| think you can guess what it is.’
[BNC H9U 1307]

‘I think I'll just stretch my legs a bit,” Zen announced.
[BNC HTT 910]

| thinkin spoken texts
Modality

a) a modal verb or any other modal expression is used

(38)

(39)

(40)

Well that's that's the problem biuthink a lot of this will be the evidence
we'll need to show what we're doing.
[BNC G4X 2083]

On the other hand, you will have gathered alretttht we are going to
talk about Greater York, sbthink there may be some distinct benefit
and merit in you being he here to listen to thatparticular part of the
topic, now the, | hope in fact that we can deahwvitie remainder of H
One, because it it does lead quite logically

[BNC HVJ 2]

| think that it is going to have a good effect on imprgvirading for the

better parks and attractions in this country andyami know | think,

56



(41)

(42)

Alton Towers is the leading er, park of its kind this country,
Chessington which we also own is
[BNC HYE 248]

No | know that , that's it's not easier now, yoww, butl think er that
would be easier wouldn't it?
[BNC KCO 4956]

| think er it won't be long before that goes | think.
[BNC KLH 557]

b) the speaker is talking about other living creatunesn their behalf

(43)

(44)

(45)

(46)

Which | obviously don't agree withthink they do an outlet just as much
and | think that's where sport comes for them. Kkimig of others/
[BNC FL5 418]

Mike wouldn't bel think he was w er getting on a bit, oh | don't knot
[BNC KCO0 4956] talking of other person

Andl think she intends on having quite a few drinks.
[BNC KD3 528]

| think she's going to always fall over all the time rgall
[BNC KEO 2755]

c) I-statement is used in the meanirsyppose, | am not suge when the person

is trying to remember

(47)

| think one of the problems is, that a lot of shoppers'td@alize that

they're entering into a contract and we don't realiit for the simple

reason that most people have, as soon as you heawdrd contract you
have a mental im
[BNC FUT 181]
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(48)

(49)

(50)

(51)

3.1.2.2.2

(52)

(53)

(54)

(55)

| think that's part of the reason why she said you'veygat hands full .
[BNC KB8 8227]

so we did like a meal for think there was about thirty of them
[BNC KBD 7554]

| think you did send this is intending it to be a posfgblacation Mr ?
[BNC F7W 16]

| think with your assistance we could probably get throitgim about
fifteen, twenty minutes.
[BNC HUC 549]

Parentheses

It was the Slippery EIm baitkhink that's what it was called.
[BNC FL8 239]

The er the only figure that I | can find for coming erm supplied by the
County Council is in er table five of N Y $ithink it is, N Y six, where
the County Council give er at the bottom of thai @n the bottom line of
that table, a figure for Richmondshire of er thpeent five percent.

[BNC JAD 651]

And | would also support Mr Potters in the additiof the under-used
term wouldl think be beneficial to the policy.
[BNC JAD 1036]

Most of the, what has happenietthink, over the last two and half years,
that I'm aware of, erm, is basically happening agdime before that, I, |
can't say yes or no.

[BNC JSN 331]
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(56)

3.1.2.2.3
(57)

(58)

(59)

(60)

(61)

3.1.2.2.4
(62)

(63)

(64)

| think the word is, height,think.
[BNC KBF 728]

Opinion
| think they are very caring!
[BNC F7Y 51]

| think it's actually got better.
[BNC FLK 37]

| think there's still a need for feminism today, there we
[BNC FLK 253]

But erm certainly erm I, think that was erm a, a very good response to
this because erm obviously we've got er a g adaliection here, you've
got erm building society instant and top ten pagsthht's the postal
account there, erm TESSA, P E P and

[BNC G4H 816]

Andl think you do that in a different way.
[BNC G4X 1595]

Tentativeness
| think we, we complained to you and you complained
[BNC FUL 1898]

the first one | don't think should come under tpiant, | think it should
go to enhancement.
[BNC HYJ 1084]

| think you should wait for that and don't make any prgstions about

the future of the runway.
[BNC JS7 505]
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(65)

3.1.2.25

(66)

(67)

'm not an expert in but | thought this was a peatetg critique and all
goes well for how the department is handling ineaywifficult starting
situation, a most important matter but there is $ppoke to me about this
paper and ed think we will have to hear what Mr had to say, | don't
know who's going to report that.

[BNC J41 321]

Continuity

Well she go Hilda got a baby boy about eighteentmold when | knew

her like you know, and er she lived by I think &sw think it was you

know and er what happened to her lllddink she had to go in a home
or er you see and er baby boy was adopted likeb#ifoy boy that's about
all I know about her that's about all.

[BNC HMD 670]

I've got to go to the loo in a minute anyway aftesteal one of your
cigarettes, notice the word cigarettes insteadhefword fags oh | don't
know, Ithink I'll go and sell my body, might make a couple wflgand
leg it down the

[BNC KE5 404]

3.2 |find and its counterparts in Czech

| used the InterCorp corpus to find out the Czectnterparts of the phrase

find. Firstly, | searched for the counterparts in Engltech fictional texts; therefore |

chose only the texts which were originally writtenEnglish. Finally, 51 texts were

chosen out of 72 which are available in English€b?€zech-English parallel corpus.

Fig. 14: The English-Czech parallel texts seledt@dhe researclshows the texts | was

working with.
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Fig. 14: The English-Czech parallel texts selected for theesearch

Check All / Uncheck Al
adams-stoparuv_pruvodc ¥ Fieldingova-panenka kiiham-mezi_medvedy [ Pamuk-Istanbul

Amis-Stastny_Jim [l Fischerova-Hodina_mezi [| kis-encyklopedie ['] pavic-chazarsky_slov

[| Andric-Most_na_Drine Fitzgerald-Diamant [] kis-hrobka Read-Ja_tuzka

[] Andric-Travnicka_kron Fitzgerald-VelkyGatsby [ kiima-laska_a_smeti robilant-milenci_benat
angellova-dvoji_zivot franzen-rozhreseni [ kohout-snezim rowlingova-hpot_kamen
anonym-anglick_pohadky /! frost-sez_sedmi krentz-zajatd_snu searle-mys|_mozek_veda
asimov-ocelove_jesky grisham-advokat_chudy [ Kundera-Nesmrtelnost siddons-bezpec_vysiny
asimov-rozum grisham-bratrstvo U] Kundera-Nesnesit_lehko ¥/ Steel-Druha_sance
austen-pycha grisham-klient [l kundera-zert Steel-Strazny_andel
brown-chut_lasky Grisham-Partner lawrence-pann_cikan stevenson-jekyl

Brown-zdravim_temnoto Y| hailey-konecna_diag Lindseyova-Zamilovany  [] styblova-skalpel_pros

[ cermak-zaklady_metod | harris-mlceni_jehn london-na_konci_duhy  [] Topol-KockaNaKolejich
chandler-muz_rad_psy || Havel-Dalkovy_vyslech [ Mandelstamova-DveKniny ¥/ Tulku-tibetske_metody
chevalier-divka_s_pedl  [| havel-largo_desolsto Obama-Inauguracni_rec | Viewegh-VychovaDivekCR
dlarke-setkani_ramou Irving-Rok_vdovou Ondaatje-Anglicky_Paci weinberg-sneni_finalni

cook-toxin ishiguro-malir_sveta Orwell-1984 woolfova-dallowayova
day-drkus_v_zime [ Jirotka-Satumin ['] otcenasek-romeo_julie woolfova-mezi_akty
doyle-posledni_poklona ! joyce-dubliners Palahniuk-zalknuti Woolfova-strasidelny

Then | went to query and put there a phiagad, which is shown irFig. 15: Query.

Fig. 15: Query
Corpus: intercorp_cs Corpus: intercorp_en
sl | find i
' Lemma @ Phrase ) CQL ' Lemma @ Phrase ) CQL
'Word Form [ IMatch case 'Word Form [IMatch case

Lines per page 20 ~

Run

To see the token number, information about theauthile and the year of publication
I had to click on "Show options" and choose paléicuequirements which can be seen

in Fig. 65: Further information about the texts.
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Fig. 16: Further information about the texts
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Secondly, | searched for the counterparts ofpfi@se | findonly in Project Syndicate,

Presseurop and Acquis Communautaire separatelydees it was mentioned in 2.1.2

these texts are aligned automatically, and thesefawme of the results may be

misaligned. Hence | wanted to sort these data agggr To work only with Project

Syndicate, Presseurop and Acquis Communautairad It manually uncheck all the

fictional texts and include only texts from Projekyndicate, Presseurop and Acquis

Communautaire, which can be seenFig. 17: Project Syndicate, Presseurop and

Acquis Communautaire selection.

Fig. 17: Project Syndicate, Presseurop and Acquis Commundaire selection
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PRESSEUROP_ARTICLES
PRESSEUROP_NEWS
SYNDICATE-2000_2008
SYNDICATE-2008_2010
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[ adams-stoparuv_pruvodc [ Fieldingova-panenka

[C] Amis-Stastny_Jim

] Aandric-Mest_na_Drine
[ Andric- Travnicka_kron
[T angellova- dvoji_zivot

["] anonym-anglick_pohadky [| frost-sez_sedmi

["] asimov-ocelove_jesky
[T asimov-rozum

[[] austen-pycha

[ brown-chut_lasky

[] Brown-zdravim_temnoto
[ cermak-zaklady_metod
[l chandler-muz_rad_psy
[l chevalier-divka_s_perl
[l clarke-setkani_ramou
[Tl cook- toxin

[ day-cirkus_v_zime

[T doyle-posledni_poklona

Go to query

Include -
Include -
Include -
Include -

Include -

[T] kilham- mezi_medvedy
["] Fischerova-Hodina_mezi [] kis-encyklopedie

["] Fitzgerald-Diamant [T] kis-hrobka

[Tl Fitzgerald-velkyGatsby [| klima-laska_a_smeti

[C] franzen-rozhreseni ["] kohout-snezim

] krentz-zajatci_snu

["] grisham-advokat_chudy [ Kundera-Nesmrtelnost
[C] grisham-bratrstvo ["] kKundera-Nesnesit_lehko
[C] grisham-klient [[] kundera-zert

] Grisham-Partner ] lawrence-pann_cikan
["] hailey-konecna_diag [Tl Lindseyova-zZamilovany
[ harris-mlceni_jehn ] london-na_konci_duhy

[C] Pamuk-Istanbul

[[] pavic-chazarsky_slov
[[] Read-Ja_tuzka

] robilant-milenci_benat
[7] rowlingova-hpot_kamen
] searle-mysl_mozek_wveda
[[] siddons-bezpec_vysiny
] Steel-Druha_sance

[[] Steel-Strazny_andel

[Tl stevenson-jekyll

[Tl styblova-skalpel_pros
[T Topol-KockaNaKolejich

["] Havel-Dalkovy_vyslech [ ] Mandelstamova-DveKnihy [| Tulku-tibetske_metody

[C] havel-largo_desolato
[T] 1rving-Rok_vdovou
["] ishiguro-malir_sveta
[ Jirotka-saturnin

[T] joyce-dubliners

[l obama-Inauguracni_rec
[ ondaatje- Anglicky_Paci
] orwell-1984

[T otcenasek-romeo_julie
[C] palahniuk-zalknuti
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3.2.1 1find in fictional texts

After putting the query into English-Czech paradlerpus, | got 77 examples of
the phrase find. However, | had to go through all the examples laaudl to sort the data
according to their meaning. | needed to exclude¢halte examples dffind which are
used in the meaning “discover” and “learn”. Hendeadt to exclude 46 examples and
finally analysed 31 examples. The overview of tlangd data is shown iRig. 18:

Gathered data from fictional texts.

Fig. 18 Gathered data from fictional texts

| find Frequency of occurrence
Total 77

Excluded 46

Analysed 31

Fig. 19: Analysed data from fictional texts

| find Frequency of occurrence
Dative 16
Necitim se (I find myself unwell) 1

To nechapu (I don’t understand) 1

Tézko (u)Wwiit (it's hard to believe) 3
Musimtici (I must say) 1
Vnimam (I perceive) 1
Konstatuji (I note) 1
Pokladam (I consider) 1
Shledavam (I find) 2
Povazuiji (I consider) 1
--- (omitted) 3

Fig. 19: Analysed data from fictional tex@eows that out of 31 examples, 16 examples
were translated into Czech via using dative, sbithenore than half. Out of remaining
15 examples, 3 examples omitted the phrdse and the other 12 examples used verbs
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of cognition or perception without using dativeg.etniméam (I perceive), necitim se (I

find myself unwell) or shledavam (I find). Sometbé examples are as follows:

DATIVE:
(1)

(2)

3)

NECITIM SE

(4)

Well , ifl find __you playing this sort of trick again , or any softbloody
clever trick , I 'll break your horrible neck fooy and get you dismissed
from your job as well . Understand ?*

[#29766657,Amis, Kingsley,Lucky Jim

Tedy : jestlimi to jeSt jednou provedete , nebo jestli mibec reco

takového je&t jednou provedete , #razim vam pazoury a dam vas
vyhodit ze Skoly , rozufnste ? "
[#28783012,Amis, Kingsleyf&stny Jim,195P

| find it pretty scary that the act of hiring a callgirihenever you have

an extra two hundred squirreled away where the widen't see it ) is the
most daring and meaningful act in your life .
[#30211950,Angellova, Jeanette,Callqgirl,2P04

Pripadalomi hrozné , Ze placeny sex ( kdykoliv si muz ulignsu dv

pocin v ne¢im Zivoe.

[#29392688,Angellova, Jeanette,Dvoji zivot,ZD06

" | find that hard to believe .
[#30350634,Asimov, Isaac,The Caves of Steel
» 10 semi nechce ¥rit.

[#29715023,Asimov, Isaac,Ocelové jesilyn

| find myself very unwell this morning , which , | suppose to be
imputed to my getting wet through yesterday .
[#30402974,Austen, Jane,Pride and Prejudice]2006

Necitim sednes rano gak ve své &i - asi v dsledku toho , Ze jsem

vcéera tak hroza promokla .
[#29948878,Austenova, Jane,Pychaerpudek,2003
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VNIMAM:
(5) " Ifind that my affliction gets a little worse every week .
[#31586106,Franzen, Jonathan,The Corrections]2001
“ Vnimam, Ze to moje postiZzeni je tyden od tydnéammalo horsi .
[#43601822,Franzen, Jonathan,Rezeni,200¢

MUSIM RiCI
(6) " Ifind you a most impressive gentleman for your years Doyle . "
[#31777373,Frost, Mark,The List of Seven,1P93
" Musimici , Ze jste na g vek obdivuhodny muz , doktore Doyle . "
[#44368890,Frost, Mark,Seznam sedmi, 995
KONSTATUJI
(7) " Ifind you in contempt, Mr. Moeller , and order you td ja
[#32163583,Grisham, John,The Client
, Konstatuji , Ze pohrdate soudem , pane Moellere , @zug vasi
vazbu. “
[#48275712,Grisham, John,Kliént
OMITTED

(8) " Butldon'ttell him whethdrfind them good or bad ... and if he does
n't deliver on his promise , | shall treat him hialss. "
[#36502754,Di Robilant, Andrea,A Venetian Affab03
» Ja jsem mu vSak riekla , zda jsou dobré nebo Spatné , a jestli néspin
swij slib , budu s nim jednat twed “ (OMITTED)
[#77885561,Di Robilant, Andrea,Milenci z Benak{g

SHLEDAVAM
(9) " Nothing much happens here , Butnd that if | keep my expectations
low time goes by just the same . "
[#36542586,Di Robilant, Andrea,A Venetian Affabp3

» Nic zvlastniho se tady ngd , ale shledavam, Ze udrzuji - li sva

ocekavani pi zemi , utik4 tedas aplre stejre . “
[#77921995,Di Robilant, Andrea,Milenci z Benagf§g
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POVAZUJI
(10)

POKLADAM
(11)

| find all of these accounts suggestive but | do not belithat they
adequately capture the really radical differencestween the mental and
the physical sciences .

[#36680334,Searle, John,Minds, Brains and Scjence

VSechny zmiémé pristupy povaZzuji za inspirativni , jsem nicmén

preswdcen , Ze nepostihuji zasadni rozdily mezi mentalaityzikalnimi
vedami .
[#79991134,Searle, John,Mys|, mozelkéday

But | absolutely do not want you to look at himpublic or even say
hello , all the more so because he affects an egalvmanner that |
simply do n't like and thdtfind insolent in the extreme ... .
[#36447695,Di Robilant, Andrea,A Venetian Affab03

Naprosto si vSak négji , aby ses nadp na veejnosti podivala nebo ho

dokonce pozdravila , a to tim spiSe , Zze ma dvajsrygsoby , které ja
prost nemam rad g@okladamje za nanejvys nestydate ...
[#77835032,Di Robilant, Andrea,Milenci z BenagflQg
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3.2.2 1find in Project Syndicate, Presseurop and Acquis Communsgaire

From Project Syndicate, Presseurop and Acquis Qomantaire | gained 21
examples of usage the phrasénd. Similarly as in 3.2.1 | needed to exclude the
examples used in the meaning “discover” and “leant | also had to exclude the
examples which were misaligned. Consequently, | tea@éxclude 13 examples and
gained 8 examples for my analydisg. 20: Gathered data from Syndicate, Presseurop

and Acquisllustrates the overview of number of gathered data

Fig. 20: Gathered data from Syndicate, Presseurop and Acds!

| find Frequency of occurrence
Total 21

Excluded 13

Analysed 8

Fig. 21: Analysed data from Syndicate, Presseunug Acquisshows the results of my
analysis. Out of 8 examples | had for my analysisf them were translated into Czech
by means of dative, so that is exactly half. Theaiming four were again as in 3.2.1
expressed by using verbs of perception and cognitisee, | considgrand in other
examples it was translated by the vddkazat(can) in both positive and negative form

(cannot).

Fig. 21: Analysed data from Syndicate, Presseurop and Acas

| find Frequency of occurrence
Dative 4
Vidim (I see) 1
Dokazu (I can) 1
Povazuji (I consider) 1
Nemohu (I can’t) 1
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DATIVE

(22) " Ifind it very disturbing .
[#35588071,Sandro De Riccardis,Northern League'géVh
Christmas,20019
» Tahle iniciativa semi nelibila .
[#74963656,Sandro De Riccardis,Bilé Vanoce, ukdpklady!,200P

(13) Ifind it incredible , too .)
[#39575402,J. Bradford DeLong,The Anti-HistoryyB¢?009
i mné se to zda neu¥itelné . )
[#86631077,J. Bradford DeLong,Ahistoricka p&k#,2009

VIDIM
(14) As a political philosopher] find democracy’s internal enemies a true
intellectual problem.
[#37146566,Marcin Krol,Omar and Osama's Kampfl200

Jakozto politicky filozofvidim ve vnitnich nepéatelich demokracie

skuteny intelektualni problém.
[#84419053,Marcin Krol,Boj Umara a Usamy,2p01

DOKAZU
(15) | find it difficult to accept those who tend to descrilwe tMolotov-
Ribbentrop Pact as only a measure to build up $Soagonal security.
[#38040535,Uffe Ellemann-Jensen,Coming to Grips Wittory,200%

Jen stzi dokazuakceptovat ty , kdo maji sklon popisovat Pakt Mo

Ribbentrop jako pouhé op@ni k vybudovani setské narodni
bezpeénosti .
[#85241634,Uffe Ellemann-Jensen,Vyadat se s historii,20D5
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POVAZUJI
(16) Whatl find particularly striking is the sense of loyalty dyeng among
cosmopolitans.
[#38252000,Robert J. Shiller,The New Cosmopddi{2006

Za obzvlas pozoruhodnypovazuiji pocit loajality , ktery se rodi mezi

swtoolhrany .
[#85434241,Robert J. Shiller,Novi&gwoktané, 2006

NEMOHU
(27) 1 find it hard to understand how Sheik Rageh can missgfoore ) the
clear verses in the Koran , which order us to d®\Rery opposite:
[#38751665,Muhammad Habash,Breaking the Democratod, 200y
Nemohu dost doble pochopit , jak si fZe Sajch RadzZih nevSimnout

(nebo nevSimat ) versv koranu , které nam jagmarizuji , abychom
cinili pravy opak:
[#85887623,Muhammad Habash,Jak prolomit demalkeétiabu,200[7
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I\VV. English-Czech interface

1. I-statements and expressions of thenfortunately type

1.1 A view of Grepl and Bauer in Skladba spisovnécestiny
(1980[1970])

Skladba spisovnéestiny (Bauer and Grepl 1980[1970]) mentions means of
epistemic modality and include in it both I-statensewith commenting function and
expressions of theinfortunatelytype. Bauer and Grepl (1980[1970]) describe five
groups of expressions capable of expressing epistemodality towards the speaker’s
proposition. According to them *“Jistotni postojee laiplatnit jen v ramci &
oznamovacich, a to i s obsahem platnym podnditEpistemic attitudes can be applied
only in declarative sentence, even with content thaconditional [NS]) (Bauer and
Grepl 1980: 36[1970]),” which is coincident with @ish.

The first group includes words likesi, snad, patréy mozna jist, urcité (maybe,
perhaps, apparently, certainly possible, definif@]) and they are labelled as “modal
particles” and are used to express speaker's cimwiabout the validity of the
utterance. In Bauer and Grepl’'s words, modal pagiare not considered as sentence
elements, but rather as parentheses, therefore dreeycalled “sentence adverbials”
similarly as in Leech and Svartvik#A Communicative Grammar of English
(1983[1975]) Bauer and Grepl show following examples (36):

(1) Jeasideset hodin (It'soughlyten o’clock [NS])

(2)  Vlak nmel patrné zpozdni (The train wasipparentlydelayed [NS])
(3)  Urdite jsem mu to dal (tlefinitelygave it to him [NS])

4) Onsnadjest prijde. (Hewill probably still come [NS])

The situation here is very similar to English as éxamples demonstrate; the position
of these expressions in a Czech sentence is initialedial, and the end-position is not
very frequent.

Bauer and Grepl also include some verbs fikeslim, tusinithink, hope[NS])
and colloquialpo) ¢itdm (guesgNS]) into this group (1980[1970]: 36):
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(5)  Vlak mel myslimzpoZzdni (The train had a deldythink [NS])
(6) Bylo totuSimo prazdninachl (supposet was during the holidays [NS])
(7)  Dnes budeocitamprsSet [ guesst will be raining today [NS]).

Similarly as DuSkova (2003[1988]), Bauer and Gragisider these verbs, specifically
their forms in the first person singular, as losihgir sentence nature, since the pause in
speech and comma in writing are omitted after tleeg@essions as iMyslim uz bude
prset(l thinkit will be raining [NS]) (36).

The second group describes the means expressngxtbnt of validity of the
speaker’s proposition. It can be expressed separfaben the content of a message by

“attitudinal predictors”. Bauer and Grepl presasitdwing clauses as an example (36):

(8) Jsem feswdcen, Ze uz odje(l’'m sure they have left [NS])

(9) Predpokladam, Ze uzieli (I suppose they have come [NS])

(10) Je mozné, Ze uZili (It's possible they have arrived [NS])

(11) Mozna, ze mi jedtnetelefonoval{Perhaps they haven't called me yet
[NS])

(12) Myslim, Ze vlak #h zpozéni (I think that the train was late [NS])

(13) TuSim, Ze jsem to uzkue slySe(l guess | heard it somewhere [NS]).

However, in these sentences we no longer talk apargntheses, as the introductory
signals become the main clauses of a sentenceyttian (ze) —clause as a complement,

which is dependant.

The third group employs “modal verbs”, the foutfiture forms” and the fifth
group uses modal advepy (allegedly [NS]).

1.2 A view of Danes et al. iMluvnice ¢estiny (3)(1987)

Mluvnicecestiny(3) (1987) speaks about two types of introducing thaent of
speaking, thinking, knowing, perceiving. On one dyaih mentionsclauses introducing
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direct speechand on the other handlauses introducing sentence expression of
information(Danes et al. 1987: 676).

Danes et al. (1987) give similar conception of meoent clauses” in their
Mluvnicecestiny(3) as the English grammarians mentioned in the theatqiart They
call the comment clauses “Autorské komentujici @ozky (Authorial comments
[NS])” and divide them into three groups: (1) Korgiti poznamky spojové (Linking
comments [NS]), (2) Komentujici poznamky stytima (Comments on style [NS]), (3)
Poznamky kontaktové (Contact comments [NS]) (Datesd. 1987: 676-678).

(1) Komentujici poznamky spojové (Linking comme[lXS]) are of the three
types. Firstly, it is “poznamky tykajici se modglitzvlast stupre preswdceni
podavatele o platnosti, hodngxosti sdéleni (comments concerning modality,
especially degree of the speaker’'s certainty ahalidity, credibility of his / her
statement [NS]) (1987: 676).” DaneS et al. classiyeral fixed expressions among

these comments (676):

Myslim, zd4 se mi, jak mifipadd, jak jsem feswdcen, jak doufam, tvrdim,
jsem si jist apod.

(I think, it seems to me, as it appears to meliele, | hope, | claim etfiNS])

Most of them are part of Poldauf'§ Blan clauses or comment clauses stated above by
several English grammarians. Secondly, it is “poakya vyjadujici vécné hodnoceni
(comments expressing factual evaluation [NS3nd thirdly, “poznamky vyjadijici
hodnoceni z hlediska citového postoje (commentsesspng emotional attitudes [NS])”
(Danes et al. 1987: 677).

(2) Komentujici poznamky stylizai (Comments on style [NS]) guide the hearer
through the structure of speech, comment on thethagtatement was uttered or give

expressive bias to the expression (1987: 677-678).

(3) Poznamky kontaktové (Contact comments [NS])eappo the hearer and try

to form rhetorical perspective (678).
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1.3 Aview of Grepl et al. inPFiruéni mluvniceéestiny(1995)

Grepl et al. (1995) mention in thd¥iru¢ni mluvnicecestinya term “Postoje
jistotni modality (epistémické) (Epistemic attitsdNS]).” According to them express
these epistemic attitudes expresstré stup# jistoty mluwiho o platnosti slovaného
obsahu (various degrees of speaker’s certaintytaibeucontent being communicated
[NS])” (624).

Grepl et al. claim that if the speaker is certaibout the content he is
communicating, he does not signalize it anyhow. elasv, if the speaker is not
absolutely sure about the validity of the commut@dacontent, he signalizes this
uncertainty via various means which can be sedhénfollowing examples given by
Grepl et al. (1995: 624):

(14) Domnivam se Ze se Pavel rozvadi believe Paul is getting divorced
[NS])

(15) Pavel sepatrné rozvadi (Paul ispparentlygetting divorcedNS])

(16) Myslim, Ze Pavel jegtnespi [think Paul isn’t sleeping ygiNS])

(17) Pavelzfejmé (nejspiS)jest nespi (Pauprobablystill hasn't fallen asleep
[NS])

(18) Soudim Ze je to druh klouzka guessit’s a kind of yellow boletugNS])

(19) Totobudedruh klouzka (ltwill be a kind of yellow boletudNS])

As the examples (14) — (19) show, according to Geel. (1995) epistemic attitudes
can be formed by I-statements with commenting fonc{certainty), adverbs of the
unfortunatelytype or modal verbs (in Czech grammatical meanisys it reminds of a
situation in English where disjuncts (Quirk et H85) can be formed by both clauses
and adverbials.
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3. Unattached dative (English-Czech comparison)

This phenomenon is already compared with Czec¢harchapter 4. Unattached
Dative, as it is a phenomenon which is typical ae€h but rare in English. Therefore
the chapter 4 is rather based on Czech and firelsdbnterparts that English uses for
expressing the dative. Nevertheless, several vaise Czech grammar books will be

mentioned.

21 A view of Grepl and Bauer in Skladba spisovnécestiny

(1980[1970))

Bauer and Grepl (1980[1970]) describe the unattdatative as non-syntactical
case, that means it is not controlled by verb (1#an be used after verbs which do
not require an object and its use is semanticatiyivated. According to its semantic
meaning, Bauer and Grepl (1980[1970]) distinguistr fkinds of unattached dative:
adverbial dative, possessive dative, dative withtact functionand emotional dative
(140).

2.2 Aview of Danes et al. iMluvnice ¢estiny (3)(1987)

Danes et al. (1987) mention ondlative with contact functiorAccording to
them, this dative is always emotionally coloured gives the utterance a confidential
tone (663).

2.3 Aview of Grepl et al. inPiruéni mluvnice ¢estiny(1995)

Grepl et al. (1995) give the same description witactical function of the
unattached dative as Grepl and Bauer (1980[191@f),Grepl et al. (1995) mention
altogether eight kinds of unattached dative acogydd its semantic functiondative of
the benefit, dative of respect, dative of agensspssive dative, emotional dative, dative
of mood, contact dative and dative of conognepl et al. 1995: 430-431).

4. Concluding remarks

To sum it up, the phenomena which Poldauf desgnbéhis Third syntactical

plan is contained in English as well as in Czeatglish is typical of high frequency of
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using finite clauses as I-statements with commegrftinction (see 3.1 I-statements) and
so is Czech, as the grammar books suggest. Sonsetimage |-statements are classified
among sentence adverbial or disjuncts as theyegeaded in their form and practically

behave as an adverbial as they can occupy anygosita sentence. And that is valid

for both languages. As the phenomena are stillldpirgg or its status is changing, the
terminology in both languages is various. It ispbke to find similar descriptions of the

phenomena, but the terminology usually does natespond. It means that it is quite

broad group of expressions which are still in thecpss of searching the proper
umbrella term.

What concerns the unattached dative, it has b&#eady summed up in the
chapter 4. Unattached Dative. It is disappearedn friénglish (only some relics
remained) but it has quite broad usage in CzeckplCet al. (1995) mention eight
various functions that can be expressed by thdacted dative.
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V. Conclusions

In this thesis, | have focused on Poldauf’s Thaytitactical plan, with a closer
analysis of the three main parts of the plan: testeents with commenting function,
expressions of thenfortunatelytype and unattached dative.

In the theoretical part | summarized the statehef art, that is the views of
English grammar books on particular phenomena @ ekecade after publishing The
third syntactical plan (1964). It was divided intoree chapters according to the
phenomena mentioned in the first paragraph. Thevaxes of terms were provided and
| specified the most appropriate ones. The foahtapter was devoted to differences
between spoken and written language.

In my analysis | set the list of 10 I-statementsl dried to find out their
distribution in the whole BNC corpus, and then intt®n and spoken texts separately.
Then | focused my interest on the I-statemletitink and observed its surroundings,
connection to a clause, position in a clause ansleimantic functions. As expected most
of the I-statements are much more frequent in spa&ets than in written, especially
the I-statementkthink, | mearandl knowwhich reach several thousands of occurrence
in the whole corpus. When analysing I-statemernthink only 11 solutions were
excluded out of 100 solutions in written texts dddfrom spoken texts because the I-
statement was used in its primary meaning or tlisel was unfinished or used
language economy and it was impossible to analyseckauses. That shows that the
remaining examples were used as components expygegseaker’s attitude towards the
proposition (Poldauf 1964), so it is almost 90 patdn both spoken and written texts.
There were found several functions in which théatesment was used in both written
and spoken texts: modality (to which degree thealspe is certain about the
proposition), tentativeness (l-statement used tmaker the statement), opinion
(subjective I-statement), continuity (a means ofosth flow of the text) and
parentheses (filling the empty gaps in the texicfioning as discourse marker).

The second part of analysis dealt with one ofEhglish means of expressing
dative, the clauséfind, and its counterparts in Czech via using the Guep corpus.
My expectation was that it would be translated ydsy dative case in Czech and in
both fictional texts as well as in Project SyndicatPresseurop and Acquis
Communautaire it was proved. In fictional textsshnples out of 31 were translated by

dative case and in Project Syndicate, Presseurd@aguis Communautaire 4 samples
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out of 8 were also substituted in Czech by thevdatiase. In other cases the phriase
find was translated by means of verbs of perceptiomgnition and subject | to express
the speaker’s concern. English prefers to put then@in subject position; however,
Czech prefers to express the concern of a persatatiye case which can be placed
wherever in a sentence without changing its meaning

As both the English and Czech grammar books stigthes I-statements with
commenting function are degraded clauses which meénof sentence adverbials or
disjuncts by their behaviour in a clause. Severangnarians even include these
comment clauses among disjuncts or sentence adisgrbe. sentence elements on the
periphery of the sentence. For example, Biber.€1.8P9) give several forms which can
function as stance adverbials (finite clauses, firdite clauses, stance adjectives, stance
nouns, stance adverbials ...) and it seems that teket forms can work in
complementary distribution. In many cases the &aujectives, adverbials or nouns
are derived from the verb, e.g. think - thoughicughtfully - thoughtful. It outlines
space for another research in future.

Although | have worked with only two kinds of corp and the samples of data
were not large, it appears to me that Poldauf'seption of The third syntactical plan
shows a right way in classifying these componemighe periphery of the sentence
structure or out of his two previous syntacticarnd. Most of the views of English
grammarians correspond to Poldauf's but it is shitficult to fix the terminology. As
the data from corpus show, Poldauf's theory migat dpplicable even nowadays;
however, several improvements should be addedstterminology. As a way to its
improvement might be combination with one of theeéh Hallidays (1976:23-30)
semantic systems of language: interpersonal levieingguage, which includes all sorts

of means involved in personal and social interactio
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Resumeé

Ve své diplomové praci jsem se zZ#ita na Poldaufv Treti syntakticky plan,

s podrobugijSi analyzou #iech hlavnich prvic autorské komentujici poznamky, vyrazy
typubohuZek volny dativ.

V teoretické ¢asti jsem shrnula dosavadni stav badani, tzn. &hrjgem
jednotlivé nazory uvedené v anglickackiebnicich gramatiky, které zmiji vysSe
uvedené jevy. Pracovala jsem celkeméts pnglickymi webnicemi, picemz kazda
slouzila jako zastupce pro jednotliva desetiletsledujici vydani Poldaufovy studie
v roce 1964. Teoretickdast je rozdlena na i ¢asti podle jeu zmingnych v prvnim
odstavci. Na konci kapitol jsou uvedenyepledy uZzitych termiin a zarové moje
vyjadieni a zaujmuti stanoviska &nto problematikam, a také zvoleni nejvh&gén
terminu. Ctvrta ¢ast teoretick@&asti pojednava o rozdilech mezi psanym a mluvenym
jazykem.

V analytické ¢asti jsem uvedla seznam mnou 10 zvolenych autonskyc
komentujicich poznamek a pomoci Britského narodkiitpusu jsem se snaZila zjistit
jejich distribuci jak v celém korpusu, tak i adeine¢ v psanych a mluvenych textech.
Pozdji jsem se zarftila na autorskou komentujici poznamyslim si/ j& si myslira
vSimala jsem si okoli této poznamky v#ey jeji piipojeni k \&tg, pozici ve ¥té a také
jeji jednotlivé sémantické funkce. Podle myctekavani jsem naSla mnohem vice
vyskyti autorskych poznamek v mluvenych textech nez vyudgrzejména autorské
poznamky typumyslim si, mam na mysili, ja vikieré byly v celém korpusu zastoupeny
nékolika tisici pikladi. KdyZ jsem analyzovala autorskou poznankyslim si/ja
myslim, musela jsem vylatit 11 priklada ze 100 v psanych textech a 1l#kfada
z mluvenych ze stejného mnozstvi, protoze byly gguZprimarnim vyznamu nebo
byly obsazeny v nedokéanych tach¢i vétach, které vyuzivaly jazykové ekonomie a
nebylo mozné je analyzovat. To poukazuje na txldé giklady byly pouzity jako
prvky vyjadtujici postoj mluéiho k sa&lovanému tvrzeni (Poldauf 1964), takze to je
témet 90 procent jak v psanych tak mluvenych texte¢ha®alyze vzork jsem zavedla
rozdleni autorskych komentujicich poznamek di gkupin podle jejich sémantické
funkce v mluvenych i psanych textech: modalita {dké miry si je mluvi jisty
platnosti tvrzeni), vahavost (autorské komentyaznamky uzité k zeslabeni vyroku),
nazor (subjektivizace), kontinuita (pristiek navaznosti textu) a vsuvky (viypjici

prazdna mista v textu, fungujici jako tzv. disceursarkers).
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Druha ¢ast analyzy byla anovana jednomu z prastdki vyjadrovani dativu
v angliéting, vété | find, a jejim pro¥skam v ¢estirg za vyuzité jazykového korpusu
InterCorp. Mij piedpoklad byl, Ze fraze budecestire prekladana fevazrie dativem a
v jak v beletristickych textech, tak v textech pjpkti Project Syndicate, Presseurop a
Acquis Communautaire bylo prokadzano, Zze tomu tal j81 giklada z beletristickych
texti bylo 16 geloZzeno pomoci dativu a vtextech z projeRroject Syndicate,
Presseurop a Acquis Communautaire tomu tak byld yepadech z 8. V ostatnich
piipadech byla frazé find pireloZzena pomoci sloves vnimani a poznani a gadia,
aby bylo zachovano vyjéeni zainteresovanosti migo na obsahu vypedi.
Anglicky jazyk dava pednost postaveni konatele vroli pofm avSak ceStina
uprednosiiuje vyjadeni zajmu pomoci dativu, kteryide stat kdekoli ve & bez
Zmeény vyznamu.

Jak anglické aceské webnice gramatik nazwaji, autorské komentujici
poznamky jsou degradovanétwé struktury, které svym chovanim védvpripominaji
vétna adverbia nebo disjunkty.ékblik lingvista dokonce zahrnuje tyto komentujici
véty mezi disjunkty¢i vétna adverbia, tzn. &né ¢cleny na periferii ¥tné struktury.
Nap. Biber a spol. (1999) uvéf né¢kolik vétnych forem, v kterych se mohou
postojova adverbia veéte objevovat (Wité wety, neucité veéty, postojova adjektiva,
postojova substantiva, postojovéistovce, ...), a zda se, Ze vSechny tyto formy se
mohou na svych mistech vzajeinnahradit (pracuji v komplementarni distribuci).
Postojova adjektiva,ifslovce nebo substantiva jsou v mnolkgpadech odvozeny od
sloves, nap, myslet-mysSlenka-zamysl&zamysSleny. To nastuje oblast dalSiho
vyzkumu do budoucna.

Ackoliv jsem pracovala jen se &wa druhy korpus a mé vzorky nebyly iiilis
rozsahlé, dalo by séct, Ze Poldaufovy koncepceeliho syntaktického planu ukazuje
spravnou cestu klasifikovani komponin& okraji ¥tné struktury nebo mimo jeho dva
predeslé syntaktické plany.&i8ina nadzar obsaZzenych v anglickych gramatikach se
shoduje s Poldaufovym pohledentkaliv je stale velice obtizné ustalit pro tyto jevy
pevné terminy. Jak data z korpusu ukazuji, Poldguteorie se jevi jako furdki i
dnes, avSak, dkolik zpresréni by ntlo byt do jeho koncepcetidano. Jedna z cest
k aktualizaci Poldaufovy teorie by mohlo byt progmij s jednouif Hallidayovych
(1976:23-30) sémantickych rovin textu: s interpagni rovinou jazyka, ktera pojima

vSechny prosedky podilejici se na osobni a socialni interakci.
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