TOPIC   6.   THE   SENTENCE

	6.
	Тема: Предложение - единица сообщения. Простое предложение. Основные функции предложения. Предикативность. Первичная и вторичная предикация.  Различные классификации предложенияю


1. General characteristics
2. Predicativity. Predication. Secondary predication
3. Communicative classification of sentences

4. Structural classification of sentences

1. General characteristics
The sentence is one of the largest and most complicated unit of language and at the same time it is the smallest unit of speech, or the smallest utterance. In speech sentences are not given ready-made, the speaker creates them according to patterns existing in the language.  So, concrete sentences belong to speech, pattern (structures), according to which they are built, belong to language. 

A sentence has two basic meaningful functions: naming and communicative; sentences name situations and events of objective reality and convey information expressing complete thoughts and feelings. So the sentence is a structural, semantic and communicative unity. Accordingly, the three main aspects of the sentence are syntactic, semantic and logico-communicative. 

The syntactic structure of the sentence can be analyzed at two levels: pre-functional – sentence constituents are words and word-groups – and functional – sentence constituents are parts of the sentence. There is no direct correspondence between these two levels, e.g. 

Tom wrote a letter.                                                                       Ann had a shower.

  N          V        N             (pre-functional analysis),                     N     V        N 

   S           P         O            (functional analysis)                              S      P.

The semantic structure of the sentence  is a reflection of a certain situation or event, which includes a process as its dynamic center, the doer and the object of the process as well as certain circumstances and conditions of its realization. The semantic structure of the sentence is often called deep structure while the above-mentioned syntactic structure is called surface structure. There is no correspondence between deep and surface structure. 

Tom opened the door.  (N + V + N,    S + P +O,    doer, action object)

The key opened the door.  (N + V + N,  S + P +O,   instrument, action object).

These two aspects (the semantic and syntactic) characterize the sentence as a unit of language.   The logico-communicative aspect characterizes the sentence as a unit of speech, or the utterance. The utterance as a unit of communication usually consists of two parts: the topic for discussion – that is something about which the statement is made- and the  statement itself, or the rheme- the new information about the topic. The division of the utterance into the theme and the rheme is called the actual sentence division, or the functional sentence prospective (FSP). 


There is one more aspect of the utterance –the use of sentences in social interaction, its function in a particular situation of speech.  Take the example:

 - Will you be using your car tomorrow?  

· Why? The answer is typical for this situation as the person asked knows that the 1st speaker has something in mind: either he wants to get a lift or wants to ask for a car. 

Thus we may see that an utterance can be analyzed not only from the point of view of its meaning which is the result of the meanings of the constituent words, but also from the point of view of the intensions of the speaker and the effect of the utterance on the interlocutor. The aspect, which deals with the meaning of the utterance in a particular context, is called pragmatics. 

Different aspects of the sentence are reflected in numerous definitions, which may be logical psychological, structural. That is why it is difficult to give the all-embracing definition of the sentence. 

2. Predicativity. Predication. Secondary predication

The communicative function of the sentence distinguishes it from phrases and words, which have only he naming function.  Communication is the expression of a direct thought. There is a system of coordinates to fix the position and direction of a thought in speech: a) the act of speech, b) the speaker, c} reality. The act of speech is the event with which other events are correlated in time. It is expressed by the verb category of tense and adverbial modifiers of time. The speaker is the person with whom other speakers are correlated. He is fixed by the verbal category of person and a noun or a pronoun performing the function of the subject. Reality is accepted as the speaker sees it. It is expressed by the category of mood, and modal words (perhaps, probably may be etc.). 

 Take two examples: 

His arrival , he arrived. These two structures name the same event of objective reality but str. 1 is  not correlated  with the situation of speech , it doesn’t convey information about the reality or the time of the event (because we can’t say when it happened). But str. 2 is  correlated  with the situation of speech  and shows that  the event  took place in the past. THE CORRELATION OF THE THOUGHT EXPRESSED IN THE UTTERANCE WITH THE SITUATION OF SPEECH IS CALLED PREDICATIVITY. 

Predicativity has three main components: modality, time and person. They are expressed by the verbal grammatical categories of mood, tense  and person. So the predicate verb is the main means of expressing predicativity. The person component of predicativity is also expressed by the subject, thus, PREDICATIVITY IS EXPRESSED BY THE SUBJECT - PREDICATE GROUP, or PREDICATION. Predication constitutes the basic structure of the sentence. Predicativity is also expressed by intonation  which is the essential feature of the sentence as a unit of speech. 

It should be noted that some scholars use only one term- predication – to denote both, the relation of the sentence to reality and means of its expression. 

A sentence may contain primary and secondary predication. 

I heard someone singing. 

The group “someone singing” is called the secondary predication as it resembles the subject-predicate group, or the primary predication, structurally and semantically: it consists of two main components (nominal and verbal), it names an event or situation, but it can not be correlated with the reality directly and can not constitute an independent unit of communication as verbals have no categories of mood, tense and person. The secondary predication is related to the situation of speech indirectly, through the primary predication. 

3. Communicative classification of sentences

The sentence is above all a communicative unit; therefore, the primary classification of sentences is based on the communicative principle, traditionally defined as “the purpose of communication”. According to the purpose of communication, sentences are subdivided into declarative, interrogative and imperative. Declarative sentences are traditionally defined as those expressing statements, either affirmative or negative, e.g.: He (didn’t) shut the window. Imperative sentences express inducements of various kinds (orders or requests); they may also be either affirmative or negative, e.g.: (Don’t) Shut the window, please. Interrogative sentences express questions, or requests for information, e.g.: Did he shut the window? 
Traditionally, the so-called exclamatory sentence is distinguished as one more communicative type of sentence. Exclamatory sentences are marked by specific intonation patterns (represented by an exclamation mark in written speech), word-order and special constructions with functional-auxiliary words, rendering the high emotional intensity of the utterance. But these regular grammatical features can not be treated as sufficient grounds for placing the exclamatory sentences on the same level as the three cardinal communicative types of sentences. In fact, each cardinal communicative type, declarative, imperative or interrogative, may be represented in its exclamatory, emotionally coloured variant, as opposed to a non-exclamatory, unemotional variant, cf.: She is a nice little girl – What a nice little girl she is!; Open the door. – For God’s sake, open the door!; Why are you late? – Why on earth are you late?! Exclamation is actually an accompanying feature of the three cardinal communicative types of sentences, which discriminates emotionally intense constructions from emotionally neutral ones at the lower level of analysis, but it does not constitute a separate communicative type.

As for so-called “purely exclamatory sentences”, such as My God!; Goodness gracious!; etc., as was mentioned earlier, they are not sentences in the proper sense of the term: though they occupy isolated positions like separate utterances in speech and resemble regular sentences in written representation, these interjection-type outcries do not render any situational nomination or predication and they can hardly be considered as a separate communicative type.

My God!; Goodness gracious!; etc. as they occupy isolated positions like separate utterances in speech and resemble regular sentences in written representation.  
There have been attempts to refute this traditional classification of communicative sentence types and to introduce a new one. For example, Charles Fries suggested classifying all the utterances not on the basis of their own semantics, but on the kind of responses which they elicit, or according to their external characteristics. He distinguished, first, utterances which are followed by oral responses (greetings, calls, questions, etc.); second, utterances followed by action responses (requests or commands); and third, utterances which elicit signals of attention to further conversation (statements); additionally, he distinguished a minor group of utterances, which are not directed to any interlocutor in particular and presuppose no response (“non-communicative utterances”, e.g., interjectional outcries).

Fries’s classification does not refute the traditional classification of communicative sentence types, but rather confirms and specifies it: the purpose of communication inherent in the addressing sentence is reflected in the listener’s response. Therefore, the two approaches can be combined in the descriptions of each type of sentence according to their inner and outer communicative features: declarative sentences are defined as sentences which express statements and can be syntagmatically connected with the listener’s signals of attention (his or her appraisal, agreement, disagreement, etc.), e.g.: He didn’t shut the window. - Oh, really?; imperative sentences express inducements, situationally connected with the listener’s actions or verbal agreement/disagreement to perform these actions, e.g.: Shut the window, please. – OK, I will; interrogative sentences express requests for information and are syntagmatically connected with answers, e.g.: Did he shut the window? – Yes, he did. The other types utterances distinguished by Fries are minor intermediary communicative types of sentences: greetings make up the periphery of the declarative sentence type as statements of good will at meeting and parting; calls can be treated as the periphery of the inducement sentence type, as requests for attention; “non-communicative” utterances are excluded from the general category of the sentence as such, because they lack major constituent features of sentences. 

Further distinctions between the three cardinal types of sentences may be revealed in the light of the actual division of the sentence: each communicative sentence type is distinguished by its specific actual division features, especially, the nature of the rheme.

The strictly declarative sentence immediately expresses a certain proposition, and the actual division of the declarative sentence presents itself in the most developed and complete form: the rheme of the declarative sentence provides the immediate information that constitutes the informative center of the sentence in opposition with its thematic part, e.g.:He (theme) shut the window (rheme).

The strictly imperative sentence does not express any statement of fact, i.e. any proposition proper. It is only based on a proposition, without formulating it directly, e.g.:Let him shut the window (He hasn’t shut the window). Thus, the rheme of the imperative sentence expresses the informative nucleus notof an explicit proposition, but of an inducement, an action wanted, required, necessary, etc. (or, unwanted, unnecessary, etc.). Due to the communicative nature of the inducement addressed to the listener, the theme of the imperative sentence may be omitted or may take the form of an address, e.g.: Shut the window, please; Tom, shut the window.
 The rheme of the interrogative sentence is informationally open: it is an informative gap, which is to be filled by the answer. This rhematic “zero” in pronominal (“special”) questions is expressed by an interrogative pronoun, which is substituted by the actual information wanted in the answer, e.g.: Who shut the window? – Tom (did). The interrogative pronoun in the question and the rheme of the answer make up the rhematic unity in the question-answer construction. The openness of the rheme in non-pronominal questions consists in the alternative semantic suggestions from which the listener has to choose the appropriate one. The semantic choice is explicit in the structure of alternative questions, e.g.: Did he or his friend shut the window? The rheme of non-pronominal questions requiring either confirmation or negation (“general” question of yes-no response type) is implicitly alternative, implying the choice between the existence or non-existence of an indicated fact (true to life or not true to life?), e.g.: Did he shut the window? – Yes, he did (No, he didn’t). The thematic part of the answer, being expressed in the question, is easily omitted, fully or partially, as the examples show.
Another communicative description of utterances was undertaken at the end of the 1960s by J. R. Searle within the framework of the so-called “theory of speech acts” (теория речевых актов), on the basis of philosophical ideas formulated by J. L. Austin. Utterances are interpreted as actions or acts by which the speaker does something (the title of the book by J. L. Austin was How to Do Things with Words). On the basis of various communicative intentions of the speaker, J. R. Searle produced a detailed classification of the so-called pragmatic (i.e. pertaining to the participants and the circumstances of the particular speech act) utterance types. The two basic utterance types are defined as performatives and constatives (representatives): performatives are treated as utterances by which the speaker explicitly performs a certain act, e.g.: I surrender; I pronounce you husband and wife; and constatives (representatives) as utterances by which the speaker states something, e.g.: I am a teacher; constatives are further subdivided into minor types, such as promissives (commissives), e.g.: I will help you; expressives, e.g.: How very sad!; menacives, e.g.: I’ll kill you!, directives, e.g.: Get out!; requestives, e.g.: Bring the chalk, please; etc. From the purely linguistic point of view, various speech acts correlate structurally and functionally with the three cardinal communicative types of sentences. The mixed communicative types of sentences can be interpreted in the theory of speech acts as indirect speech acts, e.g.: ‘There is no chalk left’ may be interpreted as a representative or as a directive: There is no chalk left (= bring some more); ‘I’ll be watching you!’ under different communicative circumstances may be either a constative, a promissive or even a menacive.
Later the theory of speech acts developed into a separate branch of linguistics known as “pragmatic linguistics” (“pragmalinguistics”, or “pragmatics”). Pragmatics deals with the meaning of the utterance in a certain context. 
4. Structural classification of sentences

According to the number of predicative lines sentences are classi​fied into simple, composite and semi-composite. The simple sentence is built up by one predicative line, while the composite sentence is built up by two or more predicative lines. As a polypredicative con​struction, the composite sentence reflects a few elementary situations as a unity. 

The dominating type of a simple sentence with full predication (containing both the subject and the predicate) is called a two-member sentence. One-member sentences contain either the subject or the predicate which can’t be restored. Elliptical sentences are characteristic for colloquial speech where some member of the sentence are omitted. A simple sentence containing some words besides the predication are extended. An unextended sentence has only the subject and the predicate. 

The compound sentence is based on coordination. By coordination the clauses in the composite sentence are arranged as units of syntactically equal rank. The position of the coordinate clause is always rigidly fixed and it serves as one of the differential features of coordination as such. It is usual to single out the following types of semantic relations between coordinative clauses: copulative, adversative, disjunctive, causal, consequential, and resultative. E.g.
Coordinating connectors are divided into proper and semi-func​tional, the latter revealing adverbial features. E.g.
The complex sentence is based on subordination. By subordination the principal clause positionally dominates the subordi​nate clause making up with it a semantico-syntactic unity. The subor​dinate clause can be joined to the principal clause either by a subordi​nating connector (syndetically), or, with some types of clauses, asyndetically.

Subordinate clauses can be classified on different principles: ei​ther functional, or categorial. In accord with the functional principle, subordinate clauses are classified on the analogy of the positional parts of the simple sen​tence into subject, predicative, object, attributive, and adverbial.

The categorial classification is aimed at revealing the inherent nominative properties of the subordinate clauses irrespective of their immediate position in the sentence. According to their integral features all subordinate clauses are divided into four generalized types: clauses of primary nominal posi​tions, clauses of secondary nominal positions, clauses of adverbial positions, clauses of parenthetical positions. 

The division of a composite sentence into compound and complex is not as simple as it seems.   The difference between them is not only in the relations of coordination and subordination, as usually stated. It is also important to know what is coordinated or subordinated. In compound sentences all the clauses are coordinated, together with their predications.

   In complex sentences a clause is mostly subordinated not to the whole principal clause but to some word in it, which may be regarded as its head-word.

   In “I know where he lives” the subordinate clause is an adjunct of the objective verb “know”.    In “I know the place where he lives “the subordinate clause is the adjunct of the noun “place”.    In “The important thing is where he lives “the subordinate clause is an adjunct of the link-verb “is”.

   These peculiarities of compound and complex sentences may account for the difference in their treatment. The clauses of compound sentences are often regarded as independent. Some linguists are even of the opinion that compound sentences are merely sequences of simple sentences, combinations of sentences. The clauses of a complex sentence, on the contrary, are often treated as forming a unity: the complex sentence is regarded as a simple sentence in which some part is replaced by a clause. According to Khaimovich and Rogovskaya such extreme views are not quite justified. They explain it in the following way. We should take into consideration that the borderline between coordination and subordination is fluid. A clause may be introduced by a typical subordinating conjunction and yet its connection with the principal clause is so loose that it can hardly be regarded as a subordinate clause at all.

   “I met John, who told me (=and he told me) the big news”.

Professor Ivanova considers that a subordinate part is not a sentence because it does not have its own communicative significance. And speaking about compound sentence she thinks that its clauses can not be regarded  independent, as they are connected with each other, having some semantic relation.     If we separate these clauses, make them  independent, we may either weaken or break the syntactical and semantic relations which exist between them. E.g. She went home early since she was very tired.  As to the asyndetic connection of clauses, it is found both in compound and in complex sentences. In either case the relations between the clauses resemble those expressed by the corresponding conjunctions. E.g. “They had a little quarrel he soon forgot”

     Here the asyndeton  might be replaced by which  or but .

     Semantically the clauses of a compound sentence are usually connected more closely than independent sentences. The order of clauses within a compound sentence is often more rigid than in complex sentences. ”He came at six and we had dinner together “. (the place of the coordinate clauses can not be changed without impairing the sense of the sentence ).  “If she wanted to do anything better she must have a great deal more. She must have a great deal more if she wanted to do anything better”.

        Though there is some similarity in the function and combinability of subordinate clauses and parts of the sentence, we must not identify clauses and parts of simple sentences because 
   1. Clauses, unlike parts of simple sentences, have predications.

   2. Very often it is not the clause itself but the conjunction that defines its function and combinability: He speaks the truth may be a simple sentence , a coordinate or a subordinate clause , depending on the conjunction; and he speaks the truth is normally a coordinate clause , when he speaks the truth is often a subordinate clause of time , etc.

Thus, a conjunction is often a marker of the clause and it distinguish its surdinative or coordinative character. 
  3. There is often no correlation between clauses and parts of simple sentences. E.g.  “I know that he is ill” is correlated with “I know that”;   “I’m  afraid that he is ill  ” is not correlated with “I’m afraid that ”;    “I hope that he is well” is not correlated with “I hope that”.
         The most important part of the sentence, the predicate, has no correlative type of clause. 

         Certain clauses have no counterparts among the parts of the sentence (“I’m a diplomat, aren’t I?”). 
4.
Semi-Composite Sentence and Its Types

Semi-composite sentences are sentences which describe more than one event of objective reality but contain primary and secondary predications.  E.g. We saw them crossing the street. (we saw – primary predication, them crossing – secondary.) Semi-compos​ite sentences are divided into semi-complex and semi-compound ac​cording to the type of relations between the semi-clause and the main clause - subordinative and coordinative, respectively.

The semi-complex sentence is a semi-composite sentence built up on the principle of subordination. It is derived from minimum two base sentences, one matrix and one insert, the insert sentence is transformed into a construction which is embedded in one of the syntactic posi​tions of the matrix sentence. In the resulting construction, the matrix sentence becomes its dominant (main) part and the insert sentence, its subordinate semi-clause. E.g. We were watching the moon. The moon was rising. – We were watching the moon rising.

The semi-complex sentences fall into a number of subtypes. The sentences based on position-sharing fall into those of subject-sharing (The man stood. The man was silent – The man stood silent) and those of object-sharing (They painted the fence. The fence became green. – They painted the fence green). The sentences based on semi-predicative linear ex​pansion fall into those of attributive complication, adverbial compli​cation, and nominal-phrase complication. Each subtype is related to a definite complex sentence (pleni-complex sentence) as its explicit structural prototype.

The semi-compound sentence is a semi-composite sentence built up on the principle of coordination. The structure of the semi-com​pound sentence can to be traced back to minimum two base sentences having an identical element belonging to one or both of their principal syntactic positions, i.e. either the subject, or the predicate, or both. E.g. Peter is tired, Ann is tired too – Peter and Ann are tired. 

He came home. Then he checked his mail. – He came home and checked his mail.
