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4. Analysis of the findings

This section compares the English postmodifiers against their translation counterparts,
providing quantitative data in tables to illustrate the findings and support the
conclusions. The most general conclusions based on the general postmodifier counts are
presented in section 4.1 below, while the rest of the analytical part is presented in
sections and subsections corresponding to the basic realization forms of English

postmodifiers. The most relevant findings are then summarized in part 4.9.

4.1 General overview of postmodifiers used in both texts

Table 1 below shows all English postmodifiers present in the four texts, as well as
their Czech translations. We can notice that more than a half of the English
postmodifiers is realized by a prepositional phrase (and out of these, as seen in the data
further in 4.2, by the preposition of), followed by finite relative clauses and participles.

The Czech text shows the same preference — however, since PPPs do not constitute a
category of their own in Czech, the highest numbers of Czech equivalents are found
among respectively noun phrase postmodifiers, finite relative clauses, and adjective
phrases. The constructions containing an initial preposition largely appear among Czech
adverbial phrases: hence their fourth place in the number of occurrences in Czech, but
not in English. Nominal postmodifiers, both with and without an initial preposition (in
which case, a case ending assumes the place of the original English preposition) are
almost entirely equivalents of the English PPPs, hence their quantitative dominance
which is however not as striking as in English (as we must bear in mind that the above-
mentioned Czech AdvP category contains a part of the equivalents of English PPPs).
The earlier-mentioned adjective phrases, third in the number of occurrenes in the Czech
text, roughly correspond to the English participles as the approach this thesis chose to

follow is to consider Czech present and past participles adjectives, even in postposition.

The category (realization form) with the lowest numbers of occurrences shared by both
languages is infinitival postmodification. Considering the known tendency of English to
condense text through the use of participles and infinitives, much more so than in

Czech, this is somewhat surprising.
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The striking differences in the numbers of the least represented English postmodifier
realization forms are seen as negligible, as the two least represented categories in
English — Noun phrase and Adverbial phrase — receive a number of translation
equivalents in Czech from the category of PPPs, treated as ‘nonexistent’ for Czech in

this paper.

The number of non-equivalents seen in the ‘total’ bottom line of Table 1 is also of
interest, though not entirely unexpected: out of the original 200 postmodifiers, almost a
quarter is translated using means other than postmodifiers. Section 4.8 will attempt to
determine to what degree this is caused by linguistic differences between English and
Czech (i.e. to what extent a literal equivalent is possible to form, which would imply its

non-existence in the target language is no more than a translator’s personal preference).

Generally, it may be also observed that out of the two languages, Czech is the one with
a lesser variety in postmodifier realizations. Two Czech categories contain no
postmodifiers due to either formal nonexistence of category (PPP) or reclassification of
its potential members as belonging to another category (Czech participles which are as a
rule subsumed into the adjective phrase category). The extremely low number of
infinitival postmodifiers in Czech is caused by two factors at the same time- the low

number of the source text postmodifiers, and the frequency of non-postmodifying

equivalents.
Type of postmodifier Occurrences | Percentage | Occurrences | Percentage
in EngT in EngT in CzT in CzT
Prepositional phrase 103 51,5 % - -
Finite relative clause 54 27 % 51 33,33 %
Non-finite clause - participle | 19 9,5 % 0 0 %
Non-finite clause - infinitive | 3 1.5 % 1 0,65 %
Noun phrase 2 1% 62 40,53 %
Adjective phrase 17 8,5 % 27 17,65 %
Adverbial phrase 2 1% 12 7,84 %
Postmodifiers in total 200 100 % 153 100 %

Table 1:

38

Postmodifier types in the English and the Czech excerpt




4.2 Prepositional Phrase Postmodifiers

The category of prepositional phrase postmodifiers (PPPs) does not exist in Czech
terminology, therefore the equivalents of English prepositional postmodifiers were
expected to occur as either adverbial or nominal phrases, both of which can occur with
initial prepositions in Czech. Duskova (2010) too notes that a number of English
modifiers are translated as adverbials in Czech (however, it has to be taken into account
that her study deals with all modifiers, not with postmodifiers specifically).

This hypothesis proved correct, as seen in Table 2 below:

Type of equivalent Occurrences in Occurrences in
numbers percentage

Nominal, Adverbial 67 65,05 %

Adjective phrase, relative clause, Non- | 36 34,95 %

postmodifier

Total 103 100 %

Table 2: Czech equivalents of English prepositional phrase postmodifiers

In the English version, we can notice a large number of occurrences of the genitival
preposition of, which comprises 68 % of all occurrences of PPPs. The other prepositions
are all basic and for the most part monosyllabic, none are complex (such as in place of).

This result is in agreement with which prepositions Biber et al. list as the most
common occurring with postmodifiers. Ordered by frequency, they are: of, in, for, on,
to, with (Biber, 1999:635). According to Biber’s research, these introduce 90 % of all
English PPPs. According to the statistical data provided by Biber, of introduces over
60% of all instances of PPP. These findings are confirmed by the PPPs in the source
text in Table 3:

EngT Preposition | Occurrences in numbers | Occurrences in percentage
of 70 68 %
with 11 10,7 %
on 7 6.8 %
in 6 5,8 %
like 3 2,9%
from 2 1,9 %
to 2 1,9 %
around 1 0,97 %
for 1 0,97 %
Total 103 100 %

Table 3: Representation of prepositions in the English excerpts
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While Biber’s observations were confirmed in this sample analysis, the frequency
ordering is different, with with, on, in following of as the most frequent prepositions.
The occurrences of like, from and around fall into the remaining 1% of other PPP

openings in Biber’s classification.

Both English and Czech PPPs can be expanded into full clauses with a variety of
predicates, though not always easily supplied, and definitely not necessarily identical in

translation from English into Czech:

(21) Then the colours of the bindings:
A pak barvy vazeb: /DU 17/

The sentence above implies the reading of the colours which the bindings are — barvy,

které vazby maji. On the other hand, the example below-

(22) a serious obstacle to a sudden exit.

nebranil v pripadném uniku. /F111/

demonstrates the fact that a preposition may not necessarily be the one used in the
corresponding finite form (prepositions being probably the least corresponding category
between two languages of diffent types), and may not even contain a direct link to the
clause: a serious obstacle which would prevent him from exiting suddenly (the Czech
version would contain the same preposition as used by the translator if expanded into a

full clause).

Duskova (2010: 121) further mentions the greater translational correspondence
between prepositions with more specific meanings, and a low degree of equivalence
among those with meanings more general (another matter being the instances of
difference in the government structure in English and in Czech). In her study,
prepositions such as with, without, against or from all had a translational equivalent of
the same form and function. Little correspondence was detected between e.g. o, na, or

of (Duskova, 2010: 121-2). These findings are supported by Table 4 below:
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CzT Noun | Noun phrase | Adverbial | Adjective | RC Non-
equivalent phrase | with initial postmodifying
preposition equivalent
Preposition
used in the
English PPP
of 38 3 4 1 - 25
With 1 9 - - 1 -
On - 3 2 - - 1
In - 2 2 - 1 1
Like - - - 2 - 1
From - - 1 - 1 -
To - - - - - 2
Around - - 1 - - -
For - - 1 - - -
Total 39 17 11 3 3 30
Percentage out
of the total of | 37,87 | 16,5 % 10,68 % | 2,91 % 2,91 | 29,13 %
103 % %
equivalents

Table 4: Czech equivalents of the English PPPs, sorted by the English
preposition used

In table 4, we can notice the adverbial equivalents occurring with English PPPs
conveying an exact meaning (particularly locative): around corresponds to the Czech
adverbial phrase opened by kolem in /DU 21/, and from corresponds to the initial z in
example /CH 17/, while the greatest divergence of translation equivalents occurred with
some of the most general prepositions — of and on. Thus the prepositions from, with and
around show the greatest potential for keeping their function as postmodifier
constituent. On the other hand, the postmodifier introduced by the preposition 7o has
zero correspondence to the Czech text, resulting in non-equivalence in both cases. All
prepositional postmodifiers show a great degree of divergence from their Czech
realizations: a single preposition introducing a postmodifier is commonly translated in
two or more different ways. The preposition of produces the most diverse results (with
its membership in four different postmodifying categories; due to this discussion being
PPP-centric, Czech noun phrases opened by a preposition are in this exceptional case

listed as a category), which is directly related to its greatest vagueness of meaning.

While the absence of adverbial equivalents for with may be surprising, the Czech

nominal postmodifiers with this initial preposition — e.g. /CA 35/, /CA 48/ were
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included in the nominal category on the basis of the relationship between the head and
its modifier: farmar se dvéma détmi corresponds to farmer who has two children, and
likewise nikdo s problémem corresponds to noone who has a problem. The original role
(object) of deti and problém prevents the inclusion of these two expressions among
prepositional adverbials of attendant circumstances (in particular adverbial of

company), as they do not imply company but rather possession.

For the preposition of, the greatest number of equivalents was realized by a noun with

a case ending, which corresponds to its genitival use:

Type of CzT equivalent for of Occurrences in Occurrences in
numbers percentage

Noun phrase 37 52,86 %
Noun phrase with initial 3 4,29 %
preposition
Adverbial 4 5,7 %
Adjective 1 1,43 %
Relative clause 0 0%
Non-postmodifying equivalent 25 35,72 %
Total 70 100 %
Table 5: Czech equivalents of the preposition of

The second most frequent type of equivalent, due to the preposition’s vagueness, were
non-postmodifiers. Their number with this particular preposition is significant
especially since they constitute the greater part of all non-postmodifying equivalents
across all realization forms — 25 occurrences out of the total of 47. These are for the
most part a matter of the translator’s choice, and of the more natural way of expression,
as the equivalent structures exist in Czech, and with varying degrees of frequency are in
use. Cf. the following English of-postmodifiers, their literal equivalents, and the non-
postmodifiers used by the translator:

(23) the hem of her skirt —[ lem sukné] - zvedla sukni a lemem /CA 39/

(24) servants of these Garden District families — [slouZici rodin z Garden District] - ti,
kteri rodinam Zahradni étvrti slouzili. /CA 45/

(25) the name of the deceased — [jméno zesnulého] — zesnuly se jmenoval /CH 12/

(26) an essential ingredient of life- [zakladni sloZka Zivota] — zdkladni Zivotni potreba

/DU 2/
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However, sometimes only the non-postmodifying anteposition is acceptable as a direct
translation equivalent — cf.

(27) Lived in a corner of it — v jeho jednom rohu /CH 15/

(28) No move of any kind — zadny pohyb /CH 34/

A preposition that only yielded non-postmodifying equivalents, per Table 4, was fo.
However, since both equivalents — a rather low number anyway - underwent a change of
the head during the process of translation which prompted the subsequent change in the
structure, this phenomenon is not considered significant enough to draw the conclusion
that 7o frequently causes non-postmodifying equivalents.

Both the earlier-mentioned

(29) a serious obstacle to a sudden exit. - aby mu nebranil v pripadném uniku. /F1 11/
and

(30) the additions to his personal property - predmétii, jimiz rozhojnil sviij majetek /F1
18/

are interesting as examples of verbalization - a phenomenon concerning several other

Czech non-postmodifiers - rather than for the preposition involved.

Lastly, we must bear in mind that the English category of prepositional postmodifiers is
in Czech split mainly between nominal (whether introduced by a preposition or not) and
adverbial (usually introduced by a preposition) postmodifiers. It is therefore not
surprising that the majority of equivalents for this category (66 out of 103) were from
the Czech categories of nominal postmodifiers and adverbial postmodifiers. It is the
non-postmodifying equivalents and adjectival or RC counterparts which are unusual as
PPP realizations, and these altogether numbered 37 (almost 30 % of all Czech

realizations).

4.3 Relative Clause Postmodifiers

Relative clauses represent the category with the greatest correspondence between
English and Czech, per quantitative results given in Table 16 in 4.9. Over 81 % of
English RCs are translated as a RC in Czech. Just like with the most text-condensing
postmodifiers — PPPs — there was a high frequency of occurrences of RCs in both
languages (the second highest). However, while with the English PPPs there was a high

percentage of non-correspondence or constancy of realization form in translation, with
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RCs proved the most consistent category in translation. Table 6 below shows that apart
from a single AdjP and nine non-postmodifiers, the equivalents for all English RCs are
Czech RCs. This is caused both by the same means in both languages for expressing
this type of postmodification (the congruence of ending in a Czech relativizer does not
affect the need for one to be used, unlike with the English PPPs which correspond to a
number of nouns with no more than case endings), and by the apparent need to retain

the detail in this most explicit form of postmodification.

CzT equivalent of EngT RC | Occurrences in numbers | Occurrences in percentage
Relative clause 44 81,48 %
Adjective phrase 1 1,85 %
Adverbial phrase 0 0%
Noun phrase 0 0%
Non-postmodifier equivalent | 9 16,67 %
Total 54 100 %

Table 6: Czech equivalents of English postmodifying relative clauses

As a matter of fact, the single AdjP equivalent of an English RC may be used to
demonstrate both the translators’ preference to preserve the explicitness in the vast
majority of RC equivalents, and to show that the later-discussed Adjective Phrase

postmodifiers originate from RCs:

(31) And, of course, some of the children, who were too young or guileless to conceal

their interest.

A samozriejmé nékteré déti, prilis malé nebo naivni, nez aby skryvaly zaujeti. /CA 46/

The Czech translation shows the ellipsis of relativizer and copular verb by which a RC
becomes an AdjP. In addition to what has been said, it may be also argued that the
choice of an AdjP by the translator is a mere idiosyncrasy, but if so, it is one which
preserves (by the ‘added commentary’ feel of the structure) the non-restrictivity of the
original RC (‘children are as a rule young and naive’, not ‘some of the young and naive
kind of children’). A RC, in Czech always preceded by a comma, would result in a

reading in which the non-restrictivity would be much less clear.

While restrictivity is a feature most frequently discussed with RCs, it is not the

primary scope of this paper, since a comparison of sample sentences showed that RCs
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which are restrictive in English tend to keep their restrictivity in their Czech
counterparts, and vice versa. Restrictivity in English is mirrored by restrictivity in the
Czech translation, unless the translator chooses a different way of expressing a concept,
the reference and delimitation remains the same in both languages. It can however be
noted that in both languages, restrictive postmodifying RCs outnumbered the non-

restrictive ones.

Somewhat surprising is the single occurrence of an English RC with a preposition in
final position. All the more so that it is used in a clause without a relativizer, in which
there is no option of anteposing the preposition as one can do when a relativizer is
present:

(32) Dalyrimple started at this repetition of a phrase he had thought of so much lately.

- Dalyrimple sebou trhl, kdyz uslysel vétu, kterou se jeSté nedavno tak intenzivné
zaobiral. /F136/

This form of postmodification (i.e. preposition in final position) is ungrammatical in
Czech, as Czech prepositions, dictating the following noun’s ending as they are, are
obligatory in initial position. Therefore even if the example above had been translated
literally — as is possible to do with most structural divergences from the original,
encountered in the target text — the preposition would open the entire postmodifier: vétu,
na kterou v posledni dobé tolik myslel.

A possible explanation for only one occurrence of a preposition-final RC may be the
considerable length of the descriptive parts chosen for this paper (spoken parts may
show a greater tendency for final prepositions, but a comparative study would need to
be made). On the other hand, it is necessary to say that there were altogether only 4
instances of RC with preposition in initial position, which is altogether not a large
sample. (Surprisingly, Czech RCs are opened by a preposition in 11 samples, and this
occurs due to different ways of expression in the two languages -cf. e.g. parts which 1
thought applicable - pasaze, o kterych jsem si myslel in /DU 48/ - or due to a RC+prep.
combination used as equivalent for an adverbial relativizer — where- do niz in /FI 10/,
mentioned further below in more detail. Some occurrences are a simple matter of the

translator’s preference: whom she had described as - o kterém prohlasovala /FI 32/).)

This is also the place to mention the syntactic discontinuities which occurred in the

samples only within English relative clauses. As was noted earlier, the separation of the
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head from its RC modifier is not used in Czech, and neither is it used in the only two
discontinuous examples found, both in the same text:

(33) The night came that drew him out upon his second venture, and as he walked the
dark street he felt in himself a great resemblance to a cat —

- Nadesla noc, kdy vyrazil za svym druhym dobrodruzstvim, a cestou po ztemnélé ulici v

sobé pocitil cosi, co mu silné pripominalo kocku - /F1 1/

(34) Then with astounding suddenness, something happened that changed his plans and
put an end to his burglaries.

- A pak se zcela znenadani prihodilo néco, co zménilo jeho plany a ucinilo jeho
loupeznym vypravam pritrz. /F1 33/

The English discontinuities emerge as a way of “reconciling the conflict between the
grammatical word order principle and the principle of FSP (the principle of end focus)”,
and as a means of fronting the rhematic subject (DuSkova, 2010; 137). Their
nonexistence in Czech can be attributed to the free word order, which allows for the

verb to precede the entire noun phrase, as can be seen in the examples above.

The source text RCs are in this analysis differentiated into those containing a relativizer,

and the specifically English group of zero relativizer RCs.

4.3.1 Relative clauses with a relativizer

A noteworthy feature about these are the relative expressions (relativizers, also called
relatives), in both laguages consisting of either pronouns and adverbs. Table 7 below

shows the relativizers most popular across the English text:

EngT Relativizer Occurrences in numbers | Occurrences
in
Percentage
Wh- relative pronouns | 30 55,55 %
Wh- adverbials 7 12,96 %
That 10 18,52 %
Zero relativizer 7 12,97 %
Total 54 100 %

Table 7: Representation of relativizers in the English text
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As was expected, the least frequent relativizers are adverbials (to a degree
interchangeable with pronominal relativizers, cf. example 32 below), and zero
relativizers (restricted in their usage) which will be discussed in their own subsection.
Among the adverbial postmodifiers, the analyzed samples contain 6 occurrences of the
relative adverbial where in English (all 7 if one counts the somewhat elevated whence
with one occurrence). When is also a frequently used relative adverbial, but it does not
occur in any of the four English samples (though it is used on one occasion as the Czech
equivalent of the original where). The postmodifying nature of adverbs such as where
and when can be seen in the easy substitution of the construction by a preposition +
relative pronoun combination. A relativizer such as the one in

(32): It was to these midday meals, where the table was covered with [...] /CA 9/

can be replaced by at which / during which the table was covered with [...].

The paraphrase above presents a partial explanation for the low degree of total
correspondence (that is, the use of the same type of adverbial, i.e. temporal or locative)
as well as of realization form identity) between the adverbial relitivizers in English and
Czech: although only a single case resulted in a non-postmodifying equivalent
(discussed in more detail further below due to the use of an unusual Czech relativizer),
only 3 of the 7 occurrences were translated using a locative adverb (odkud for whence
being one of these in /CH 20/). The other three relative adverbs show the weakened
semantic link of these to actual adverbs, resulting in one temporal adverbial (/CA 9/),
and two relative pronouns- members of the paradigm of jenz preceded by a preposition
(/CA 2/ — u nichz, and /FI 10/ - do niz). It should be mentioned that with the exception
of different concept usage in the Czech translation of /CA 9/ in which the head’s
premodifier midday influences the realization form of the relativizer (midday meals
where vs. poledni jidla, kdy), these instances are considered translatorial idiosyncrasies,
as there is no language phenomenon in Czech, or a contextual constraint, that would
block the formation of e.g. kde se za minutu octl as an adequate equivalent for the
dining-room where in a minute he found himself (/FI 10/), in place of the translator’s

choice z jidelny, do niz za minutu vnikl.

Somewhat surprising is the low frequency of the relative pronoun that which only
appeared with 10 English postmodifiers (about 18 % to the wh-pronouns’ 55 %). Biber

et al. however note that that is generally more restricted in use with postmodifiers as
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unlike the wh-relative expressions it cannot follow a preposition and rarely opens a non-
restrictive clause. In addition, part of the reason for the preference of which or who
seems to be their greater precision in distinguishing human antecedents from other
antecedents, and no homomorphy (which occurs with that as it also functions as a
conjunction). In addition, a number of that-postmodifiers was excluded from this study
on the grounds that their role was viewed as closer to that of appositives: the example
given by Duskova (2010: 122) and classified as a postmodifier - Pozdeji jsem dospél k
presvédceni, ze se tim prosté bavi. — Later I arrived at the conviction that he simply
enjoyed it - would be considered an appositive in this thesis, as the relationship between

the head and the modifier is one of identification.

Among the translation equivalents of relative expressions, Czech showed a greater
diversity of form due to both declension word forms (tokens) of the two major
pronominal relativizers, and the use of a greater range of pronominal relativizers in
general: the counterparts for which, who/m, and that are four pronouns — ktery, jenz, kdo
and co.

All relevant data are provided by Table 8 below:

EngT Ktery Kdo Jenz Adverbi Co Other Non- Numbers
Relati- al relati- postmo- | of EngT
vizer vizer difier Relati-
vizers
Which 7153,85|-10% |3]23,0 |- -1 0% -1 0% 3123,08 [ 13 | 100
% 8 0% % %
%
Who/m 1170,59 | 15,88 | 1]5,88 [-]0% -1 0% 11588 211,76 | 17 | 100
21 % % % % % %
That 5150 -10% [-10% [1]10% |2/20% |-|0% 2120% |10 | 100
% %
Wh- - 1 0% -10% |2285 |4]57,14 | -| 0% -1 0% 111429 |7 | 100
adverbial 7 % % %
%
Zero 111429 | -10% |2]28,)5 |-]|0% 212857 | 111429 | 114,29 |7 | 100
relativizer % 7 % % % %
%

Table 6: Czech equivalents of the English relativizers — distribution of Czech
equivalents with individual English relativizers
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Comparing Tables 7 and 8 above to Table 9 below, we can notice that the English wh-
pronouns (about 55 %) are almost as popular as the Czech most frequent and most
stylistically neutral relative pronoun ktery (about 46 %). If it were not for the presence
of non-postmodifiers among the equivalents, the percentage might have been even
higher in favour of ktery. The much lower representation of that (10 occurrences vs. 30
for wh-pronouns) is mirrorred in Czech by the lower popularity of the two stylistically

marked pronouns jenz and co (25 vs. 12).

EngT Relativizer Ktery | Kdo | Jenz | Adverbial Co Other | Non-
relativizer postmodifier

Which 7 - 3 - - - 3
Who/m 12 1 1 - - 1 2

(ad))
That 5 - - 1 2 - 2
Wh- adverbial - - 2 4 - - 1
Zero relativizer 1 - 2 - 2 1 1

(jaky)
Total 25 1 8 5 4 2 9
Percentage out of | 46,3 | 1,85 | 14,81 | 9,26 % 7,41 | 3,71 16,66 %
the total of 54 % % % % %
(100 %)
equivalents

Table 7:  Czech equivalents of the English relativizers — proportion of Czech
relativizers compared to one another

The discrepancy in the grammatical understanding of who and its literal equivalent kdo
is reflected by the 17 occurrences in English, and only 1 in Czech. The English pronoun
marks the human quality of its nominal head (exclusively so, unlike that), whereas in
Czech, all four relative pronouns are used to refer to both human and non-human
nominal heads. The low frequency of the equivalent kdo also reflects that there are few
postmodifying contexts in which only kdo is acceptable. Its occurrence is practically
limited to pronominal heads of masculine gender in contexts where the initial pronoun
may be ellipted: one who is fearless — (ten), kdo md pro strach udeldno (vs. contexts
preferring ten, ktery, as in ten, ktery stoji u dveri — the one by the door), and as shown
by the only instance of kdo in the texts examined, its presence is obligatory after
indefinite pronouns:

(33) Now, anyone who studies, keeps or, most important, breeds, rare animals

- Kazdy, kdo se zajima o vzacna zvirata, a hlavné ten, kdo je chova, /DU 32/
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(The other use of kdo in the example above does not come into the scope of this study,
due to the fact that its emergence was due to a split of the original who-postmodifier

into two separate equivalent postmodifiers.)

The high number of occurrences of jenz (third most frequent after ktery and non-
postmodifiers) is slightly surprising, as it is considered eloquent and in some forms
archaic (such as jedini, jiz in example /CA 43/). Bauer and Grepl observe that it is more
frequent when following a preposition than when standing alone - which proved but
partly true in the excerpts examined. All 5 instances of prepositional opening of a
relative clause in the CA translation sample used jenz as relative expression, but all
three other translations used kfery just as frequently after a preposition, and even co
(obligatory use in néceho, na cem for something that in /F1 44/, a frequent source of
Czech speakers’ mistakes in placing the literal equivalent what instead of other
relativizers after what is in Czech an indefinite neuter pronoun: something/nothing
*what). As a matter of fact, ktery and jenz seem to be used interchangeably, regardless
of the perceived stylistic elevation of the latter. Cf.

(34) another woman dressed in neat black who stood apart from the rest, and whom [
took to be the housekeeper;
- potom jeste dalsi Zena v pripadném cerném obleceni, jez stdla stranou od ostatnich a

kterou jsem si zaradil jako hospodyni. /CH 26/

The use of alternately ktery and jenz in the clause above does not reflect the residual
case ending in whom that seems stylistically elevated in a similar way as jenZ is: in the
clause above, the more common and neutral relative pronoun ktery is used as its
equivalent. Perhaps the alternation of ktery and jenz then marks no more than a desire

for variation of expression.

The stylistically lowered (in most cases) co appeared four times, and a connection to
colloquial language was felt as the main reason for its infrequency. In addition to the
example discussed above, example /CA 32/ again allows no other option (vse, co bylo v
Jjeho sildach), and the same holds true for néco svétlého a blyskavého in /CH 45/, whereas
in Ze vsech téch, co jsme kdy nakrmili (/CA 10/), the only sentence to use this pronoun
to refer to human agents, co follows a deictic pronoun, which frequently occurs in

informal language in place of ktery. This observation is supported (viz Table 9) by the
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fact that none of the wh-relativizers have co as their equivalent. The scarcity of the
informal (non-obligatory) co in written discourse, mentioned by some grammarians, has

been confirmed by this excerpt.

Among the expressions opening the relative clauses, there is a single occurrence of the
unusual relativizer ten, which is in Czech more frequently used as a pro-form
functioning as a subject or as an object, rather than as a means of linking clauses. For
the latter function, the combination of fen and a relativizer (either pronominal or
adverbial — ten, ktery, ten, kde etc.) is used as a rule. For this reason, ten does not seem
to be a suitable equivalent of the original which in the sentence below, even if it stresses
its non-restrictive nature in this context:

(35) Here was the red-brick Sterner residence which marked the beginning of the
avenue,

- Tady je cihlovy diim Sternerovych, ten stoji na kraji ulice; /FI1 5/

The original postmodifier now reads more like a separate sentence or added comment
linked asyndetically to the previous statement. The original subordination of the stoji na

kraji ulice unit is lost. It is for this reason that this example is listed among NPEs.

4.3.2 Relative clauses with zero relativizer

Among these, the ellipted expression is that or which, in one instance that/who/whom,
and in one instance the temporal relative when, present in no other postmodifier in the
English samples (though used in Czech in place of the locative relative adverb where).
It is this last ellipted adverbial alone that produces the only non-postmodifying
equivalent in this category, due to a structural difference:

(36) Then there was the time we entertained a convict

- Pak jsme jednoho krasného dne hostili trestance /CA 22/

With zero relativizer RCs, we can again see the constancy of realization form that
holds true for the entire category of RCs. All English RC postmodifiers of this category
are rendered as RCs in Czech, though in all cases (save the one adduced above), Czech
requires a relative expression. These were — per data in Table 9 — two occurrences of

jenz, two of co, one of jaky, and one of ktery. The reversed count of Czech relativizer
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counts as opposed to the category of equivalents for English RCs with initial relativizer,
is of interest, though the samples provide no clue as to why ktery, by far the most
popular equivalent for standard English RCs, should be less represented than co and
Jjenz in this subcategory.

As is the rule with zero-relativizer RCs, all seven of them were restrictive, such as the
examples below:

(37) a series of volumes I had long wanted to acquire.

- Fada svazkil, jez jsem si uz dlouho pral ziskat. /DU 27/

(38) [...] with an enthusiasm even greater than that he gave to his classes.

- [...] s nadsenim dokonce vétsim, nez s jakym se zabyval svymi krimindlnimi pripady.

/CH 3/

The latter postmodifier features an unusual use of that not this time as relativizer but as
pro-form and also head, not followed by the relativizer proper (which), which alternates
with another pro-form the ome. Its infrequency (i.e. only one occurrence of the
uncomplemented that in all four fiction samples) indicates that its polysemy
(conjunction and relativizer) plays a role in the choice of pro-form, and that other
English pro-forms are usually preferred. This type of postmodification is mirrored by
the Czech postmodifier with the ellipted relative pronoun ten: nez [to], sjakym se
zabyval svymi kriminalnimi pripady. The ellipsis then occurs the other way round in
Czech: the head is missing while the prepositional relativizer is present.

The use of jaky as relativizer in this sentence is singular among the equivalents,
although this relativizer is by no means rare in Czech. For its evaluative aspect, jaky
would normally be used as equivalent for such postmodifier openings as the likes of
which or such as. Bauer and Grepl (1980; 293) observe that the relativizer jaky
introduces postmodifying clauses dealing with quality or quantity (in the case above, the

quality of the emotion is compared to one experienced during another activity).
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4.4 Non-finite Postmodifiers

Non-finite postmodifiers lack the RCs’ wide applicability due to various syntactic and
semantic constraints. To name a few, participles cannot be used in combination with
other —ing participles, are resricted in their use with the copular verbs (which rather
imply adverbial reading), and fail at expressing temporal relations other than
simultaneity. The frequency of participles despite the advocated avoidance of the so-
called whiz deletion (ellipsis of who is) shows a clash of the natural tendency for
language economy and the imposed demand for transparency of expression. Saldova
(2005) sums up the advantages and disadvantages of condensation into non-finite
structures by contrasting Zipf’s principle of least effort, Levinson’s maxim of brevity,
and Leech’s economy principle, against the maxim / principle of clarity and
transparency.

Similarly, not every RC can be condensed using an infinitive- in fact, few can. Out of
the examples (30-38) discussed in the RC section, not a single one can be condensed
using the infinitive; for some, such condensation is downright impossible to form, while
others would be read as infinitives of purpose (such as the earlier-mentioned example of
the night came that drew him [ ...] from the FI text sample; the night came to draw him
[...] has a clearly adverbial reading, while the night that drew him [...] came reads as a
rather cumbersome structure, in which the strict grammatical order overrides the FSP

and end-weight focus.

Duskova notes that in the case of translating from Czech as the source language into
English as the target language, the majority of Czech postmodifying relative and
nominal clauses were realized by English non-finite forms — gerunds, participles and
infinitives (DuSkova, 2010:127). The same trend (RCs and nominal clauses as
equivalents for English participles and infinitives; gerunds are entirely outside the scope
of this study, as they do not even appear as heads of the 200 English postmodifiers) was
expected to occur in this analysis for translation from English into Czech. However, the

assumption proved entirely incorrect.

4.4.1 Participial Postmodifiers
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19 participles altogether are present in the source text, which places the English
participles on the 3™ place as the most represented postmodifier category, after PPPs

and RCs. Table 10 below shows the ratio of present to past participial postmodifiers:

Participle type Occurrences in numbers | Occurrence in percentage
Past participle 13 68,42 %

Present participle | 6 31,58 %

Total 19 100 %

Table 8: Participial postmodifier subtypes in the English text

Past participles represent more than a half of all occurrences.

Only a single participial postmodifier was classified as unambiguously non-restrictive,
as is also shown by the presence of the commas:
(39) and so many biscuits, dripping with butter and molasses, that I lost count.

- a tolik vdolkil, z nichz kapalo maslo a marmelada, az jsem je prestal pocitat. /CA 19/

Only one of the postposed participles was uncomplemented: a method preconceived in
/F1 14/. This is because the use of postposed one-word participles is a typical feature of
academic style, whereas the source texts all represented fiction. This form of participial
postmodification does not exist in Czech, even when the modifier itself is further
modified by an adverbial (* postup predem promysieny). This example is therefore
obligatorily rendered into Czech as a non-postmodifying equivalent, namely as a

premodifer.

The translation counterparts of participles show a great constancy of identical

realization form, as shown in Table 11:

CzT CzT CzT noun phrase with All equivalents of

relative | adjective initial preposition EngT participle
clause phrase

EngT 2 14 3 19

Participle-

numbers

EngT 10,53 73,68 % | 15,79 % 100 %

participle- | %

percentage

Table 9: Czech equivalents of English participial postmodifiers
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The vast majority (over 73 %) of all realization forms of these postmodifiers were
adjective phrases, followed by NPs and RCs. Remarkably, there is only one non-
postmodifying equivalent for this category, unlike the RC and PPP categories which, as
seen later in Table 13 in the Non-postmodifier section, together yielded the majority of
non-postmodifiers.

Although the translation of English past participles as Czech relative clauses is one of
the “recurring types of non-correspondence” (of realization form) as adduced by
Duskova (2010: 125), RCs proved to be the least represented translation category. They
were however equally represented among both subclasses of participles — one RC
translation occurred with a past participle (/CA 25/), the other with a present participle
(the above-mentioned /CA 19/, sample 39). In either case, a literal translation using an
adjective phrase is impossible. Subject seldom alluded to in /CA 25/ is rendered in
Czech using a relative clause with initial preposition as the preposition + past participle
combination does not exist in Czech for this verb, both due to the presence of the
preposition which is never postposed in Czech, and due to the word’s semantics (*
malokdy nardzeny na -> official translation téma, na néz se [...] narazelo jen ziidka).
Dripping with butter in /CA 19/ likewise becomes a RC, due to the nonexistence of an
equivalent with the same syntactic properties (a transposition is required, with butter as
the subject; and the English head as locative adverbial).

The low number of RC equivalents for participles still comes as a surprise. Given the
lengthy descriptive parts which are examined in this study, this phenomenon may
perhaps be simply influenced by a desire for brevity and condensation of the parts

without action.

Only past participles were translated using a noun phrase, and the NP in such cases
was always introduced by a preposition: cf.

(40) another woman dressed in neat black [who stood apart from the rest],

- potom jesté dalsi Zena v pripadném cerném obleceni, /CH 24/

and another sentence of the same type and translation equivalent form:

(41) She was a thin, gaunt woman with neat grey hair parted in the middle,

- Byla to hubena, slachovita Zena s upravenymi Sedymi vlasy s pésinkou uprostied

/CH 47/
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The examples above are prone to ellipsis of the participle, or its substitution by a shorter
prepositional expression, in both Czech and English, as they are so established and
context-implied that they may become redundant even in English. However, such
shortening did not occur with the examples above, as with a middle part / parting in her
hair is not only longer but as a nominalized construction also more cumbersome than
the original participle; likewise, another woman in neat black would imply
restrictiveness whereas the original may point toward non-restrictivity (despite the
absence of the comma). For the latter, the same issue arises in the Czech translation: the
dismissal of dalsi Zena, pripadné oblecend v cerném, [...] for dalsi Zzena v cerném
(implying the membership in a group of black-clad women — another of those women in
black), in which the use of an adjective allows a non-restrictive reading, appears to be

another instance of translatorial idiosyncrasy and textual condensation.

The majority of English source text participles are however translated as deverbal
adjective phrases. There is dissent on whether this word class classification is correct
for words such as jidlo servirované v sSest (/CA 33/), diim obklopeny neudrzovanou
zahradou (/CH 19)), tykajicim se homosexuality (/DU 46/), and namirené primo do oct
(/FI 29/). Sedlackova in her comparison study — based on consulting Czech grammars -
notes that in Czech, only participles functioning as adjectives can function as modifiers
(Sedlackova, 24). Present and past participles are considered adjectives by grammarians
such as Dane$ (1987), and also Bauer and Grepl (1980). Danes states this group of
adjectives frequently occurs with nouns denoting real-life objects, and demonstrates
their adjectival nature by showing them as impossible to reestablish within the verb
phrase using the examples of plocha odrazejici svétlo vs.* plocha, ktera je odradzejici
svetlo (Danes, 1987:149): an ungrammatical structure in Czech, and one that creates a
semantic discrepancy in English: the surface reflecting light (a permanent state, a
property of the object or substance) vs. the surface which is reflecting light (implication:
at the moment).

These are not to be confused with adjectival passive participle (such as Danes’s
example zaseté zrno — the sown seed), which show some characteristics of a true
adjective: cf. Dane$,1987:149. Those can be paraphrased in terms of a full clause (zrno,

které je zaseté — the seed which is sowed) - unlike present and past participles - although
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they cannot be subjected to gradation (which characteristics a number of other
peripheral' adjectives do not qualify for).

Dane$ also uses the term adjective phrase for deverbal postmodifiers which are
further modified - the type of Zijicim prechodné u pribuznych in /CA 47/ - to distinguish
them from adjective groups (coordinated sequences of adjectives the type of deéti, prilis
malé nebo naivni in /CA 46/).

Other approaches (see e.g. Klégr, 1996, or Duskovéa, 2010) treat deverbal modifiers as
verbs unless preposed before the head: “-ing participle (present, perfect) / -ed participle
— the criterion chosen for distinguishing between participles with a verbal character [...]
and those with an adjectival character [...] is their position relative to the noun.
Postmodifying participles are interpreted as ‘non-finite’ clauses and therefore classified
as verbs.” (Klégr, 1996:29) Duskova however notes the “affinity between these two
categories [i.e. between Czech adjectives and their participial translation counterparts in
English]” which have “a fluent boundary between them, the adjectival status of many

participles being often fully lexicalized.” (Duskova, 2010:125)

Danes’s and Grepl’s approach is preferred in this study, mostly on the grounds of
impossibility to re-establish a Czech participle as a constituent of the copular verb
phrase, unlike the English participial postmodifiers: cf. the added copular verb in a
paraphrase of /CA 47/ which produces a grammatical structure in English - boy
temporarily living ~ boy who was temporarily living, but not in Czech: chlapcem Zijicim
prechodné ~ *chlapcem, ktery byl prechodné Zijici. This study considers the equivalents
of English participles adjectives since they behave like ones, while Czech
transgressives, which are universally acknowledged as verb forms, of a similar but not
identical form assume the functions of non-postmodifying English participles (namely
the adverbial syntactic function; this is also why no transgressives were encountered
among the postmodifying equivalents): cf. the four pairs showing the adjectival /
postmodifying participles mentioned on p. 55, and their transgressive / adverbial
participle counterparts: servirované x servirovano, obklopeny x obklopen, tykajici se x
tykajic se, namifené x namifena. The endings in these pairs reflect the different

syntactic properties and constraints of either group.

! Using the lexical field terminology of center and periphery, the term ‘peripheral’ is used in this thesis to
refer to adjectives which cannot be gradated (which is understood as one of the defining terms of
adjectivity), although this subsumes a rather large group of Czech and English adjectives.
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Two equivalents among the 19 stand out for their choice of lexical item — adjectival in
realization form but differing in semantics:
(42) a dangerous character serving a life sentence for umpteen armed robberies.

— nebezpecny jedinec odsouzeny za cetné ozbrojené loupeze na dozivoti.* /CA 24/
(43) Japp was an ardent botanist, and discoursed upon minute flowers possessed of
unbelievably lengthy Latin names (somewhat strangely pronounced) with an enthusiasm

[...]
- Kdyz nemél Japp sluzbu, choval se jako zapdleny botanik a vykladal o malickych

kvétinach opatrenych neuveritelné dlouhymi latinskymi nazvy (jez obcas velice zvlastné

vyslovoval) s nadsenim [...] /CH 1/

The unusual old-fashioned or ironic use of past (passive) participle here corresponds to
an equally unusual construction in Czech, which uses a word usually referring to label
assigning, not to having a name, whereas the semantics of the English postmodifier
plays heavily on the original meaning of have, i.e. possession, for which it uses a

synonym.

4.4.2 Infinitive Postmodifiers

From the low numbers of infinitival postmodifiers in English — per quantitative data in
Table 1, only 3 occurrences — it seems that the books from which the excerpts were
taken, favour infinitives that assume other syntactic functions (appositive, adverbial, Cs
etc.). Czech counts appositive infinitives among postmodifiers, but as the source text
was an English one where appositives are generally not considered postmodifiers, these
did not come into the scope of this study.

Two of the three English postmodifying infinitives showed appositive features, and
only one belonged to the specifically English group of infinitival postmodifiers which
are clearly non-appositive, and which do not have infinitival counterparts in Czech: that

is, infinitives the type of things to be seen’, listed in Duskova, 2010:497.

2 With this example, the semantic shift is of interest, as it shows the ‘freedom of translation’, when the
closest corresponding expression does not necessarily get chosen as equivalent. For serving a life
sentence, Czech has a parallel expression odpykavajici si dozivotni trest, closer to the original both
semantically and syntactically. The choice of a different expression can then be interpreted as authorial
idiosyncrasy.

* The non-appositive nature of this form of postmodification can be seen in its RC paraphrase in contrast
to a paraphrase of an infinitive which can alternately be read as appositive: things to be seen ~ things
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This realization form was also, even considering its low representation, remarkably
inconsistent in the realization form of its equivalents: each of the three instances was
translated using a different equivalent category — respectively an infinitive functioning
as postmodifier (the only case of category correspondence), a relative clause (as no

other way of literal translation is grammatically possible), and a non-postmodifier:

(44) an absurd desire to bound along the street,

- nesmyslina touha prekonat ulici plavnymi skoky, /F12/

(45) I too had sniffed, but could detect nothing to arouse interest.

- 1 ja jsem nabral vzduch do nosu, ale nedokazal jsem rozpoznat nic, co by vzbudilo muj

zdjem. /CH 35/

(46) his wife’s repeated requests to ‘Hush, honey. Wait and see’ did little to soothe him.
- a ani opakované prosby jeho zZeny (,,Jen klid milacku. Pockej a uvidis*) ho prilis

neukonejsily. /CH 36/

While Czech postmodifers can be realized by infinitives as well, this was not the case
for (46) which was separated from the rest of the clause by inserted brackets. With a
direct address included, it seems that any other form of realization would not work (*
“prosby jeho zeny, aby zachoval klid, [*milacku], pockal, a uvidi”). The infinitival
postmodifier in sentence (46) might alternately be considered an appositive. The
postmodifier specifies the nature of requests, but at the same time we can notice the
copular identity link between the nominal head requests and the content of the
postmodifier: requests = to [be silent].

This type of construction (i.e. apposition or postmodification using a quote rather than a
verb) can also be introduced by the preposition of without a change in meaning, which
further underlines its appositive nature: cf. e.g. the paraphrase his wife’s repeated
requests of ‘Hush, honey [...]’, or a sentence like His cry of ‘They’ve arrived!” was

heard. (In the latter example, only the of-construction can be used).

which can be seen; the request to proceed ~ the request, i.e. to proceed (clear appositive, no RC
paraphrase possible).
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4.5 Noun Phrase Postmodifiers

This category was only represented by a two occurrences in English, and is not listed
in the English grammar books; not even among the minor types of postmodification
(with the exception of the CGEL, and a mention made by Duskova in a section on
appositives). English commonly uses prepositional phrases to convey this type of
syntactic relation, while almost all nominal postmodifiers are actually appositives.

Both English NP postmodifiers were grammatically frozen phrases of a qualitative

type, which partially explains the neglect of this category the major grammars:

(47) Books the dimensions of a tree trunk,

- Jsou tu svazky objemné jako kmen stromu, /DU 11/

(48) He had a long red wrinkled neck with a bobbing Adam’s apple the size of a goiter.
- Mél dlouhy cerveny vrascity krk, v nemz mu poskakoval ohryzek velikosti volete.

/CA 16/

Noun phrases are the most frequent type of postmodification in Czech, as seen in
Table 1. This makes it remarkable that an adjective phrase postmodification was
preferred in the case of /DU 11/. It can be considered another moment of translatorial
idiosyncrasy, conditioned by the semantics of the chosen equivalent objem for the
original size: eventhough non-congruent NP postmodifiers are popular in Czech, they
do not occur with the same frequency for all potentially postmodifying nouns, and
would thus ‘feel’ more natural for the noun velikost in /CA 16/ than for the more
specific objem, although both are equally grammatically possible (svazky objemu kmene
stromu). Looking at the potential postmodifier suggested in the previous sentence, we
can see that apart from the semantics of objem, another blocking factor that probably
has led the translator to decide on an AdjP paraphrase was the emergence of a
somewhat cumbersome sequence of three nominal postmodifiers, each modifying the
preceding noun. Such nominalizations are in Czech more commonly found in academic

texts rather than fiction.

The categorization problem these NPs present in English can be demonstrated on
example (48). While the size of a goiter is in form a noun phrase (as evidenced by the

of-genitive modification following the nominal head size), and is listed as such in this

60



paper, noun phrases are not counted among postmodifiers in any of the grammar books
consulted, with the exception of the earlier-mentioned CGEL. However, CGEL lists this
type of expression among adverbial postmodifiers, which does not seem quite fitting. A
paraphrase as large as a goiter or simply big clearly points toward an adjectival nature
of the expression, which ascribes a dimension to the preceding noun Adam’s apple,
rather than toward an adverbial. This seems to be supported by the interpretation of
Duskova (504), who sets expressions such as [noun] the size of [noun], [noun] your
age, and [noun] value [numeral] apart from appositions among which yet other
grammarians list them. Duskova suggests a postmodifier reading for these expressions,
stressing the paraphrase using the genitival of as an indicator of the modifier status.
Since of appears with nominal heads in prepositional postmodifiers, while at the same
time the preposition in these expressions is missing (and is not merely ellipted), the
closest category to include these expressions in seems to be noun phrase
postmodification.

Its literal Czech equivalent is easily realized by the nominal expression velikosti volete,
as Czech postmodifiers, as was already mentioned, can commonly be realized by a noun
in post-position due to the presence of prepositional case endings showing their position

within the clausal hierarchy.

4.6 Adjective Phrase Postmodifiers

Despite its listing among “minor types of postmodification” by the CGEL (1985:1293-
6), adjective phrase respresents the fourth most frequent realization form of
postmodifiers in the English texts (viz Table 1), and in Czech the third most frequent,
due to the membership of equivalents of English participles in this category. It is only
preceded by PPPs, RCs, and participles, the last of which has a similar number of
occurrences (9,5 % to 8,5 % respectively).

Unlike the participial postmodifiers which seem to appear mainly out of necessity for
textual condensation, the frequency of AdjP postmodifiers seems conditioned by the
choice of fiction as the only source text genre, and by the analysis of descriptive parts
instead of the characters’ utterances.

That is not to say condensation does not play a role in the distribution of adjectival
postmodifiers in the English text: all AdjPs are in fact relative clauses with an ellipted

relativizer and copular verb, and all can be expanded into RCs.
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A number of AdjP postmodifiers appeared as coordinated structures, which made
essential the methodological distinction on what would be considered a single
occurrence of a postmodifier and what would be treated as two or more postmodifers.
The coordinated adjective phrases in

(49), paper as white and as crisp as ice, or as delicate and brittle as the frost layer on a
spider’s web.

-, knihy na papire tak bilem a kirupavem, Ze pripomina led, nebo na jemném priisvitném
papire podobném ojinéné pavouci siti. /DU 15/

, a [Noun]-[AdjP1-or-AdjP2] structure, would both share the ellipted combination of
which was or that was if expanded into full clauses, and are thus treated as a single
occurrence of a multiple postmodifier. Adjective phrases can appear in coordination
with other forms of postmodifiers, as is seen in the following example, mentioned
earlier in section 2: the Carters’ farm, small then, but today a considerable property
(/CA 4)).

The Czech translation reflects a similar tendency for the reduction of ‘superfluous’
elements in such heavy descriptive postmodifiers, but does so using two heads and two
modifiers rather than one head with a coordinated postmodifier. The same tendency for
condensation in both languages is further stressed by the clear dominance of AdjP as the
realization form of the Czech equivalents of the Ernglish AdjPs (almost 50 %) and a

single occurrence (5,88 %) of a relative clause as an equivalent for the English AdjP:

Czech equivalent of EngT AdjP | Occurrences in numbers | Occurrences in percentage
Adjective phrase 8 47,06 %

Adverbial phrase 1 5,88 %

Noun phrase 3 17,65 %

Relative clause 1 5,88 %

Non-postmodifier equivalent | 4 23,53 %

Total 17 100 %

Table 10: Czech equivalents of English adjective phrase postmodifiers

The English AdjPs, as can be seen in the table above, proved to be a category with a
large variety of Czech realization form counterparts, with at least one representative in

each category.
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The majority of AdjP postmodifiers, in both Czech and English, are complemented.
Among those that did not, there was one that was a part of an asyndentic listing /

enumerative structure-

(50) Mr Protheroe had been a man of middle age, bearded, with hair grey at the
temples.

- Pan Protheroe byval muz stredniho veéku s plnovousem a se Sedivymi vlasy na

spancich. /CH 31/

- and one coordinated but further uncomplemented postmodifier for which the AdjP
postposition is obligatory in both English an Czech — after an indefinite pronoun:

(51) He pounced on something bright and glittering

- Vrhl se na néco svetlého a blyskavého, /CH 44/

Example (50) is one of the three NP equivalents of the English AdjPs. In this particular
case, the incorrespondence of category was conditioned by a nonexistent adjectival
counterpart for the word bearded in Czech. Despite the —ed ending which usually marks
past participles, the word is considered an adjective due to the nonexistence of beard as

a verb.

The complemented AdjP postmodifiers sometimes contain structures in additive
coordination (a mind [like his], lucrative in intelligence, intuition, and lightning
decision, /F1 13/), alternative coordination (example 49), or adversative coordination;
some AdjP postmodifiers constitute a comparative structure, such as the one in /DU 12/
- books as slender as a wand. The Czech equivalents of the last type showed the

greatest covergence of realization form.

4.7 Adverbial Phrase Postmodifiers

This category is represented by only 2 occurrences in the English text, which makes
this the least represented category of English postmodifiers. Both of them are translated
by a non-postmodifier (respectively a new head and a premodifier), which makes for a

zero convergence of form between the English and Czech AdvP postmodifiers:

63



(51) , autumn woods aflame,

- zarivé odstiny podzimnich lesii, /DU 12/

(52) a village fifteen miles away

- z patndct mil vzdadlené vesnice, /CH 4/

It is however necessary to say that Czech has an adverbial counterpart for both of these
instances (podzimni lesy v jednom ohni; z vesnice patndct mil daleko), and the non-
correspondence can be again attributed to translatorial idiosyncrasy, as even a
preference in Czech for congruent modifiers would only explain one of the equivalents.

The high numbers of AdvP occurrences in Czech (over 7 % of all postmodifiers
compared to the source text’s 1 % for AdvPs) is caused by the presence of some

translational equivalents of English PPPs in this category.

4.8 Non-postmodifying equivalents

With a 23,5 % (47 out of 200 samples) proportion out of all means of postmodifier
translation, non-postmodifying equivalents (NPEs) would classify as the third most
frequent type of equivalents (after NPs and RCs), if they had been considered in the
previous tables. They can be differentiated into four subgroups based on their
realization form:

A. premodifiers

B. separate sentence

C. total deletion of the original postmodifier

D. complex structural / syntactic transformations within the entire NP

The representation of these among all NPEs is shown in Table 13:

Non-postmodifying Occurrences in numbers Occurrences in percentage
equivalent

Premodifier 10 21,28 %

Separate sentence 7 14,89 %

Deletion without substitute | 2 425 %

Different lexical item 5 10,64 %

Structural difference, 23 48,94 %

syntactic reclassification

Total of non- 47 100 %

postmodifying equivalents

Table 113:  Classification of all Czech non-postmodifying equivalents of English postmodifiers
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We can see that by far the most frequent reason for the emergence of a NPE was a
structural transformation, followed in similar proportion by a reclassification into the
premodifier group and by preference for textual segmentation in the form of a separate
sentence. The least represented type of non-postmodifying equivalents turned out to be
postmodifier deletions without any redistribution of parts of the original postmodifier
anywhere in the new sentence: this suggests that while translated Czech fiction texts
may rephrase the original English wording, the information tends to be kept elsewhere
in the structure, and complete deletion of information contained within the original text

is largely avoided.

A note needs to be made here on the treatment of Czech equivalents and their
selection. Even examples listed among postmodifiers at times show alternations in the
contents of the postmodifier, or a substitution of the head by another noun from the
original sentence. However, as long as the deviation from the English original is
semantically not too substantial, and the structure remains a postmodifier, the
costruction is still listed as postmodifying equivalent.

Therefore samples such as

(53) winter hills of heather;

- smutné tony zimnich viesovist, /DU 19/

are still classified as postmodifiers, as the original PPP remained semantically identical
(with heather as the central noun) and a postmodifier (albeit modifying a different, new
head tony — shades).

On the other hand, instances such as the one below are listed as NPEs, due to the
transpositions that the translation brought into the original structure, whether as the
translator’s idosyncrasy or as a systemic feature of the Czech language:

(54) Back in his room at the boarding-house he examined the additions to his personal
property:

Kdyz se vratil do ubytovny, pustil se do prohlidky predmeétii, jimiz rozhojnil svij
majetek: /F118/

In the example above, the original nominal head additions, i.e. objects which were
added, is in Czech reflected in both objects and the verb add: objects (predmety)
became the new nominal head, and the modifier was changed into a relative clause with
added (rozhojnil) as predicate. Such semantic split of the original noun and its

postmodifier is considered a NPE in this paper.
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Tables 14 and 15 below reveal in which categories of English postmodifiers the

majority of NPEs occurred:

English postmodifier All NPEs | Percentage of NPEs out of all
equivalents equivalents

Prepositional phrase 103 (100 %) |30 29,13 %

Finite relative clause 54 (100 %) 9 16,67 %

Non-finite clause -1 19 (100 %) 1 1%

participle

Non-finite clause -1 3(100 %) 1 33,33 %

infinitive

Noun phrase 2 (100 %) 0 0%

Adjective phrase 17 (100 %) 4 23,53 %

Adverbial phrase 2 (100 %) 2 100 %

Total 200 (100 %) | 47 23,5 %

Table 12:  The proportion of non-postmodifying equivalents to all equivalents of each
postmodifier type

The English categories with produced the greatest percentage of NPEs as opposed to
postmodifying equivalents, are Adverbial Phrase (100 % NPEs), in which both of its
two postmodifiers became premodifers in translation, and the equally low-represented
infinitives (over 33 % NPEs). The most postmodifier-friendly categories, which
produced no or very few NPEs, were Noun Phrases (again a small category consisting
of two members) and, more importantly, participles, the third largest category in the
source text, all of whose members but one found translation equivalents among the

Czech postmodifier categories.

The largest number of NPEs predictably occurred with the most represented categories

of English postmodifiers:

English postmodifier | Non-postmodifying Percentage out of the total of 42 non-
equivalents postmodifying equivalents

Prepositional phrase | 30 63,83 %

Finite relative clause | 9 19,15 %

Non-finite clause - | 1 1 %

participle

Non-finite clause - |1 2,13 %

infinitive

Noun phrase 0 0%

Adjective phrase 4 8,51 %

Adverbial phrase 2 2,13%

Total 47 100 %

Table 135: Representation of Czech non-postmodifying equivalents (NPEs) in the English
postmodifier types
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Out of all NPEs, most (over 60 %) can be found among the counterparts of the English
PPPs. The RCs, notable for retaining their RC form in translation (over 80 % rendered
as Czech RCs, compared to over 16 % rendered as NPEs), produced the second highest
number of NPEs based solely on the size of the category as such. AdjP postmodifiers,
again mostly due to their numbers, moved to the third position in the representations of
NPEs, as opposed to their fourth place in the previous table which only gave the ranking
of the categories within the field of NPE. The greatest difference can be seen in the
listing of the AdvP category, which ranks as the most NPE-inducing in the previous
table, yet going by sheer numbers, its two NPEs constitute only a little over 2 % of all

NPEs.

A. Premodifiers

With 10 occurrences, premodifiers present about 21 % of all NPEs. They occurred
with various types of postmodifiers — most (7) occur with PPPs (e.g. ingredient of life ~
Zivotni potieba in /DU 2/), and there is respectively one for AdvPs (/CH 4/ - a village
fifteen miles away ~ patnact mil vzdalenda vesnice), RCs (/DU 49/ - research work that
Havelock had done ~ Havelockovych vyzkumii), and participles (/FI 14/ - a method

preconceived ~ predem pFipraveny postup).

Only a few of these premodifying NPEs were grammatically conditioned. Most, like
e.g. with hair grey at the temples — se Sedivymi vlasy na spancich (/CH 33/), were
merely a translation variant preferred to another; in this case, the longer paraphrase
s vlasy, které byly na skranich sedivé.

In (55), a recently widowed farmer of about forty with two school-aged children

- nedavno ovdovely, zhruba ctyricetilety farmar se dvema deétmi Skolniho véku

/CA 34-5/

the choice of anteposition for the first of the two postmodifiers seems motivated not
only by using a more natural way of expression, but also by the presence of the other
postmodifier (se dvéma détmi Skolniho veku) that may be problematic to combine with

the first one (resulting in lengthiness and heaviness).

The instances that truly require the use of a premodifier due to different language usage

in Czech, are the following three of-PPPs and the single participle:
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- the postposition of a determiner in in a corner of it — v jeho jednom rohu (/CH 15/): as
has been mentioned in the introductory part to English vs. Czech postmodifiers, present-
day Czech does not normally use pronouns in postmodifying position.

- two occurrences of the same type of construction in respectively /CH 34/ and /CH 41/:
a move of any kind - jediny pohyb, and no mark or stain on it of any kind - jakdkoli
znacka ani skvrna. The literal postmodifying translation jakéhokoli druhu is rather
restricted in its use in Czech, mostly to referents such as animals etc., which are as a
rule divided into kinds. In most contexts however, the more natural premodifier jakykoli
- any is preferred. The increase of dynamism in the target text seems to have played a
part in the choice of jediny (a single [noun]) as the equivalent for /CH 34/’s
postmodifier.

- a method preconceived - predem pripraveny postup was briefly mentioned in the
section on participles (4.4.1). It emerged due to different language usage: Czech
adjectival modifiers consisting of an uncomplemented adjective or of an adjective
modified by adverb(s), are as a rule used as premodifiers. Unlike in English, they are
not postposed even in Czech academic texts. A RC paraphrase (postup, ktery je / by byl
pripraveny / pripraven predem) would in this case likely feel too awkward and lengthy,
and in addition, as seen in the hypothetical RC above, the translator would need to
choose between two possible variants of the copular verb modus, and between an

adjective or a transgressive as the counterpart for the participle itself.

B. Separate sentence

These NPEs occur 7 times, and represent almost 15 % of all NPEs. They are found
among the equivalents of three postmodifier categories:
- 5 of the 7 occur with RCs (e.g. the Moonlight Quill Bookshop, which you may have
visited, ~ v knihkupectvi Moonlighta Quilla. MozZna Ze jste tam nékdy zasli —, in /FI 38/),
- 1 occurs with an AdjP (the earlier-mentioned /CA 4/ - the Carters’ farm, small then,
but today a considerable property ~ — tehdy byla mala, zatimco dnes predstavuje
znacny majetek)
- 1 occurs with an infinitive (/CA 36/: his wife’s repeated requests to ‘Hush, honey.
Wait and see’ did little to soothe him.~ a ani opakované prosby jeho zZeny (,,Jen klid

milacku. Pockej a uvidis ) ho prilis neukonejsily.)
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Several sentential NPEs are separated from the original matrix sentence by dashes, and
have the nature of added commentary. The above-mentioned infinitive-turned-NPE was
the only one to use brackets, /FI 38/ above divided the original NP into two sentences
separated by a full stop, but /DU 39/ opts for simple coordination (one master work for
which I had been searching for some time ~ jedno mistrovské dilo a celé roky jsem je
shanel) while /F1 5/ uses an even simpler juxtaposition (Sterner residence which marked
the beginning of the avenue ~ diim Sternerovych, ten stoji na kraji ulice).

A singular instance of change of a RC postmodifier into several constituents of a simple
sentence is the example below:

(56) The young lady who helped me carry the books downstairs obviously thought [...]

- Knihy mi pomohla odnést dolu k pokladné mlada prodavacka. [...] /DU 43/

This example is listed among sentential NPEs, due to the fact that the postmodifier does
present the most essential part of the new sentence (the verb, its objects, and the
adverbial). It can alternately be considered in terms of syntactic synthesis (unlike the
other NPEs), further discussed in part D.

It is noteworthy that out of all 7 NPEs of this type, only the earlier-mentioned infinitive
in /CA 36/ does not allow any other form of translation but a NPE.

The uses of a juxtaposed sentence’, dashes, brackets and other means of segmentation
reflect a perceived weakened link of the English postmodifier to its nominal head.
Another motivation for such changes is seen in e.g.

(57) New Orleans’ Garden District, the neighborhood where the big plantation owners
lived

- Zahradni ¢tvrti v New Orleansu — tam Zili majitelé velkych plantazi /CA 42/

Example (57), shortened here due to a desire for brevity of expression, is not a
parenthetic clause but has the nature of added commentary, as seen from the
continuation of the sentence in the book: where the big plantation owners lived, the
shipowners and oil operators, the richest professional men ~ -tam Zili majitelé velkych

plantazi, majitelé lodi a spekulanti s ropou, ti nejbohatsi lékari a pravnici (Capote,

4 By Bauer and Grepl’s criteria, a juxtaposed sentence is not identical with an asyndetic compound
sentence: it lacks a direct syntactic and contentual link to the preceding unit. For these reasons, a
juxtaposed sentence is marked in spoken discourse by forming a separate intonation unit, and by graphic
devices in the written form (Bauer and Grepl, 337).
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134/135). The potential reason for the emergence of sentential NPE here may be the
heavy multiple subject of the dependent clause which is itself embedded in an
appositive (Garden District, the neighborhood where [...]). The appositive is not

preserved in translation to Czech.

C. Total deletion of the original postmodifier

The deletion of a postmodifier that is not substituted and leaves no trace anywhere in
the structure of the Czech sentence, is apparently the least popular type of NPE, with
only two representations. Both examples are from the same text, and both occurred with
PPPs:
(58) That the dictators of the world have always looked upon books with mistrust had
appeared to me peculiar,
- Vzdycky mi pripadalo zvlastni, Ze veétsina diktatori pohlizi na literaturu s takovou

neditvérou, /DU 3/

(59) - the classic Havelock Ellis, to a large extent now superseded by modern research
but still an important early study on that subject, and certainly a wealth of information.
- - klasika Havelocka Ellise, védce do znacné miry jiz prekonaného modernim
vyzkumem, autora, jehoz pritkopnické dilo vsak nepostrada mnohé zajimavé informace.

/DU 41/

The explicit information provided by the English postmodifier (both of which could
easily have been rendered into Czech using a nominal postmodifier, either introduced
by a preposition or with just a case ending) is in a way entailed by the Czech nouns dilo
(source-text head study) and diktatoru (original head), but the information in these two
English postmodifiers is apparently considered to be of so little value that a deliberate

omission was preferred.

D. Complex structural / syntactic transformations

With about 48 % of all NPEs in this category, these represent the most numerous type
of NPEs. They subsume a wide variety of transformations, starting with very simple
ones, such as a reduction of a postmodifier or its fusion with the head on the grounds of
a nonexistent literal equivalent in Czech, and ending with structural shifts that influence

multiple clause elements within the sentence, including other postmodifiers.
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These NPEs occurred with all postmodifier categories.

Both synthetic (fusion, e.g. in periods of time -> obdobi, /CA 3/) and analytic
(decomposition, e.g. in lifted the hem of her skirt -> zvedla sukni a lemem |[...] /CA 39/)
tendencies were present, the latter typically accompanied by the dissociation of the
postmodifier from its head noun, resulting in separation of head and premodifier from

the postmodifier.

- 1. Lexical item divergence

Some of these were used with consideration of the target audience (Fourth of July -
narodni svatek in /FI 31/ - a substitution of a concept belonging to the US culture with a
hyperonym). In others, we may notice the different terminology for a concept in Czech
and in English (a set of false teeth — falesny chrup in /FI 23/) in which the NPE then
arises obligatorily. Ocassionally, the usage of a literal equivalent is restricted with
respect to frequency (two points of view — dvoji moznost in /F1 15/, often also as
hledisko, pohled, seldom literally as uhel pohledu) and style: cf. periods of time —
obdobi in /CA 3/. The entire phrase periods of time corresponds to the Czech obdobi, as
Czech does not distinguish between period and period of time, save in formal styles in
which the equivalent in the form of premodifier + head — casova obdobi — is sometimes
used.

In example /CA 20/, we can notice a lexical difference in the verb (eventive verb),
which affects the use of postmodifier in the object that follows: the V-O-(postmodifier)
structure of the English give account of his exploits is shortened into V-O by the
translator: vylicit své vypravy. The original verb and object are both subsumed in the
semantics of the Czech verb, while the original postmodifier moves ito the object

position.

- 2. Verbalization / Denominalization

This appears to be a very popular feature in translations, both from English into Czech
(as discovered among the samples for this thesis) and from Czech into English (cf. the
findings in Klégr, 1996). In most cases, the phenomenon of verbalization concerns both
the head and the postmodifier (and thus connected to point 5 in its complexity), and
shows a desire for greater communicative dynamism, resulting in a different

arrangement of clause components.
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Just like with the previous group, there are some occurrences of denominalization
which emerged as a result of a structural differences between English and Czech
language usage. This is especially noticeable in
(60) the name of the deceased
— zesnuly se jmenoval /CH 12/,

Where the transposition of postmodifier into subject position, and the new verbal status
of the original nominal head name, is a standard form for the phrase in Czech, despite
the existence of a literal translation equivalent.

Abundant examples of items in this category such as the glow of his own wrist-watch
— se jen zaleskly jeho viastni naramkové hodinky in /FI 16/, give us [...] accounts of his
exploits - vylicit své vypravy in /CA 20/, or at this repetition of a phrase — kdyz uslySel
vetu /F1 35/, show a preference in Czech for deverbal nouns to be converted to their
original word class, in the last case connected to the phenomena of generalization in the
change of phrase into veéta.

An interesting sample from this category is and certainly a wealth of information —
nepostrada mnohé zajimavé informace from /DU 42/, where a lexical verb is used
instead of the ellipted copular verb of the source text; but as far as the NPE is
concerned, we are in this case discussing an instance of denominalization combined
with numeralization (the head wealth becomes the premodifying numeral mnohé) rather
than verbalization.

The possibility for almost all NPEs in this category to be alternately rendered (despite
certain semantic and stylistic constraints) as postmodifying equivalents is perceivable
even in the most complex example of verbalization and synthesis of the entire sentence
in NPE group 2: Then there was the time we entertained a convict- Pak jsme jednoho
krasného dne hostili trestance /CA 22/. We can notice here an adverbial substitution of
the original head + postmodifier phrase. This non-equivalence appears to be motivated
by the imprecise meaning of time (which has no direct Czech equivalent in this context),
and at the same time by the nonexistence of existential there-clauses in Czech (and their
unnecessity on the grounds of Czech being a pro-drop, free-word-order language). To
keep the postmodifier, it would be possible to use a construction like Pak jednou prisel
den, kdy jsme hostili trestance. However, that would mean adding an unnecessary
contrastive value to the entire sentence, which in the original is far from implied (quite

the contrary: the original sample implies the existence of a list of similar ‘episodes’). It
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appears that while the traslator’s choice of equivalent does not reflect the English

structure syntactically, it is quite fitting with regard to semantics and context.

The single item in this category which requires an NPE is found in
(61) Then he was standing tense, without breath or need of it,

- Ziistal stat, napjaté naslouchal se zatajenym dechem, jako by ani nepotieboval

dychat,  /F18/

As was mentioned earlier, Czech pronominal postmodifiers as a rule do not appear in
postposition, not needing a preposition to introduce them, which alone rules out the
possibility of the original PPP producing a postmodifying equivalent, unless the
translator opted for a direct repetition in the strangely formal- and unnatural-sounding

context of ?potreby dechu.

- 3. Dispersion of a modifier’s meaning into other clause elements

This group subsumes such cases as dissociation and reclassification of the head or the
postmodifier. As was the case with previous groups of structural NPEs, some of the
items in this category have a literal translation counterpart which was not used (e.g.
lifted the hem of skirt - zvedla sukni a lemem [...] in /CA 39/). For others, due to
different valency or contextual use of the literal Czech counterpart, the NPE remains the
only possibility to render the source text postmodifier: e.g. additions to his personal
property - predmetii, jimiz rozhojnil sviij majetek in /F1 18/, in which the Czech
postmodifier originated from both the original head and PPP, whereas a new head is
supplied; this construction emerged due to other field of usage and other syntactic
patterns of additions and its synonyms in Czech (even an expression such as nové
akvizice would need a RC with a reinvented verb).

One item of this category, the servants of families — ti, kdo rodinam slouzili in /CA
45/, is probably the closest to an actual equivalent out of all NPEs: the head servants is
substituted for a pronoun, and the postmodifier is preserved eventhough it changed from
a PPP to a RC. However, since the shift is a rather complex one concerning all clause
elements in question, and strictly speaking the PPP only becomes the object within the

Czech RC, this example is listed as a non-postmodifier.
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- 4. Translatorial ad hoc solutions

These represent a rather diverse group of translatorial idiosyncrasies which radically
transformed the entire structure not only syntactically like group 5 below, but also
semantically, despite the existence of a satisfactory’ postmodifying equivalent. This is
especially noticeable with the PPP in as the frost layer on a spider’s web.— podobném

ojinéné pavouci siti in /DU 16/ ( -> no constraints for the alternative podobném namraze

/ krystalkum ledu na [...])

Two other samples of this group show a much greater structural and semantic
divergence:
(62) you stand, smelling the rich smell of the Amazon with Wallace
— plujete s Wallacem po divoké Amazonce /DU 22/,
in which the original PPP becomes a part of an Adv. and its head is deleted without
substitution. The verbs stand and smell are both dismissed for sail, while the
premodifier of the PPP’s head, rich, is dismissed for the premodifier wild inserted into
the PPP-turned-AdvP. Again, no language constraints block the formation of the
semantically closer counterpart stojite po boku Wallace a nasavdate opojnou viini

Amazonky.

(63) but by the character that seemed to emerge from his prose

- ale také stylem knihy, ktery vypovidal o autorove charakteru /DU 50/

The example above saw a complete translational reversal of semantic content and clause
elements within the original prepositional object and its RC postmodifier. This sentence
does not discourage a postmodifying counterpart either: cf. e.g. ale také silou osobnosti,

ktera z knihy vyzarovala.

- 5. Structural divergences / differing preferences of English and Czech
Unlike the free translations discussed above, with this last group of NPEs involving a
structural shift there was no radical difference in the semantics of the message, with

more costraints influencing the potential formation of a more literal equivalent.

> It must be noted here that the purpose of this paper is not to ‘pick on’ idiosyncratic equivalents and non-
equivalents which as a matter of fact help ‘liven up’ a translated text that might appear rather bland if
only literal or near-literal equivalents were used. Rather, this paper aims to show when such an equivalent
is possible to form, and in which cases there are language-based or outside-based (e.g. culture-based)
blocking factors that do not encourage the forming of a literal counterpart.
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The preservation of the meaning of individual constituents can be seen in e.g. with a
great show of jovial mystery [he] asked — s okdzalou Zovialnosti se ho spiklenecky
zeptal from /F1 34/, in which the meaning of the original postmodifier is split between
the newly added averbial spiklenecky, and another adverbial — Zovidlnosti. A blocking
factor for the emergence of a postmodifying counterpart that led to its split and
reclassification, was the semantics of the word show, as a rule not used in the sense of
display of emotions but rather preserved in the premodifier okdzaly, as done above.

Properties of the head as the blocking factor for the formation of an NPE and for a
resulting change in structure, occurs with other members of this category. To name one
more, we can consider the head mind in with a mind like his - p7i jeho zpiisobu mysleni
(/FI 12/). Unless the translator went for the noun mozek which occurs with comparative
postmodifiers more freely than mysleni or mysl (s takovym mozkem, jaky ma on), the
most natural way seems to be the translator’s choice: turning the original head into a
postmodifier, and the original PPP into a head involving altered vocabulary. (In addition
to the nominal head as one of the factors contributing to the emergence of a NPE, the
realization form of the postmodifier itself may be mentioned: the postmoditying /ike-
constructions involving pronouns, the type of /noun] like his, are rather infrequent in
Czech, and mostly appear as RCs where a verb is present. This is incidentally one of the
two the reason for non-prepositional equivalents only for the two English /ike-PPPs.
With the example above, such a structure would be rendered as a RC at best, and the
other /ike-PPP again failed at gaining a prepositional equivalent due to the preposition
Jako itself, this time due to its other meaning of as and resulting potential ambiguity.

This occurs in example /DU 20/ but lays outside the scope of this part).

The same reason (semantics of the head, this time feel, in combination with
pronominal postmodifier unsuitable for a direct translation) — caused also the creation of
a NPE in there is the feel of them in the heavy leather bindings - polaskat se s tézkymi
kozenymi vazbami in /DU 7/ (*pocit z nich v [...]). However, this example, expanded to
its full length, is best used to demonstrate how the complex changes within one NP (a
postmodifier’s head / reference / deletion of postmodifier etc.) may influence the
syntactic properties or word class of modifiers that follow in the sentence, in this case
the in-PPP that postmodifies the pronoun them:

(64) And then, as if smells alone were not enough, there is the feel of them in the heavy

leather bindings, sleek as a seal,[...].
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- Kromeé tisicii rozlicnych vini si miizete vychutnat i dotek, polaskat se s tézkymi

koZenymi vazbami hladkymi jako tulen, [...]. /DU 6-7/

The reason for the choice of an NPE appears to be the length of the descriptive parts
for some occurrences. Cf. e.g example /DU 9/ - with the golden glitter of the type buried
like a vein in the glossy spine. — [ ...] se zlatavé trpytivymi pismeny prosvitajicimi jako
Zily z oblyskanych hrbetii. We are again witnessing a reclassification and raising of the
original postmodifier into the position of the head, while the original head becomes a
(pre)modifier. In a less complex and lengthy structure, a RC equivalent could work: a
zlatavé zablesky, které vrhalo pismo na hibetu, prosvitaly [...]). In this example,
however, the main motivation of the translator appears to be to condense the text in a

static part.

The existential there seems to be behind the emergence of an NPE in another sample -
there were three who will never slip my memory.- mi v paméti navzdy uvizli tri (/CA
11/). The main clause with existential there and a postmodifier is here condensed into a
short matrix clause: [Ze vsech téch, co jsme kdy nakrmili], mi v paméti navzdy uvizli ti.
It seems very probable that the reason for this structural transformation was the
presence of the existential there, and the cumbersome word order of the potential literal
equivalent ze vSech tech, co jsme kdy nakrmili, byli tri, kdo mi uvizli v pameéti. (As a side
note, in this example, we may also notice the discontinuity in the Czech modifier,
mentioned in the theoretical part. It is enabled by the free word order as a FSP device:
cf. the original Czech translation above, and the non-discontinuous version which is
dispreferred for placing a thematic subject —here also serving as a cohesive device to the
previous utterance- last: V paméti mi navidy uvizli [tFi ze vSech téch, co jsme kdy

nakrmili].)

4.9 Summary of Findings

This study showed that most English postmodifiers have literal or near-literal Czech
postmodifying translation equivalents. Due to language-based grammatical restrictions
and different language usage in Czech, the majority of English postmodifiers acquired
equivalents of postmodifier categories other than the original one. The last table of this

thesis, Table 16 below, illustrates this point.
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EngT postmodifier | Numbers in the Their CzT Percentage of CzT

EngT equivalents of the | same form
same form equivalents

Prepositional 103 28 * 27,2 %

phrase

Finite relative 54 44 81,5 %

clause

Non-finite clause- | 19 - -

participle

Non-finite clause - 3 1 333%

infinitive

Noun phrase 2 1 50 %

Adjective phrase 17 9 52,9 %

Adverbial phrase 2 0 0%

Total 200 83 41,5 %

Table 16: Agreement of realization form between the English postmodifiers and their Czech
equivalents
* - prepositional expressions within the Czech ADV and NP categories

Not even a half of the total of 200 postmodifiers acquired equivalents of the same
realization form. The greatest convergence of postmodifier type between Czech and
English occurred for relative clauses (over 80 %), followed by two categories with
about a half of identical form equivalents: adjective phrases and noun phrases (with the
latter category, the result does not have much importance, due to the low representation
of NP postmodifiers in the source text. RCs and AdjPs acquired their position in this
quantitative comparison due to the fact that these two categories are identical in form in
both languages (with minor subclass differences, such as relativizer ellipsis or
postposition of preposition in English RCs). Participles would undoubtedly yield a high
degree of category correspondence if their counterparts were not classified as adjectives
in Czech. With PPPs, all equivalents containing initial prepositions were extracted from
the AdvP and NP categories, to which such non-congruent postmodifiers are assigned in
Czech: but the different language typology of Czech still resulted in only about 27 %
correspondence of form, due to the large numbers of nominal postmodifiers containing

a case ending and no preposition.
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Despite the divergent realization forms and the exclusion of the categories of PPPs
and postmodifying participles from Czech grammatical terminology, Czech and English
favour the same ways of expressing postmodification in the fiction texts analyzed, with
the two extremes of the explicity continuum leading the counts: PPPs (English) and NPs
(Czech) as the most language-economic category are the most frequent realization form
in either language, while relative clauses are the second most frequent due to parts of
text in which precision of expression is required. Adjectives, and in the case of English
also participles, follow as the third most used realization form; due to their great
descriptiveness and at the same time ellipsis of less relevant constituents, these two
categories represent popular forms of textual condensation across both English and

Czech.

There was a considerable difference between the occurrence counts of postmodifier
realization forms in both English and Czech. The most popular postmodifier categories
scored over 50 % (PPPs) and 27 % (RCs) in English and about 40 % (NPs, mostly
without preposition) and over 33 % (RCs) in Czech, while the other categories had a
much lower representation: slightly below 10 % for both participles (about 9 %) and
adjective phrases (about 8 %) and only about 1 % of infinitives, AdvP, and NPs in
English, and only slightly less than 0% for Czech infinitives. The approximate 17 % of
Czech AdjPs are in exact parallel to the combined counts of English participles and
AdjPs, the vast majority of whose equivalents are found in this category. The counts of
Czech AdvPs are difficult to compare to the original English categories, since their
number in Czech is predictably higher because of the presence of PPP equivalents of

adverbial nature.

Section 4.2 introduced the English prepositional phrase postmodifiers, and the tables
confirmed the findings of the official English grammars: the most frequent prepositions
were polysemous simplex words (of, on, in, with leading the counts), while the
prepositions that have fewer and more specific/literal meanings (around, for, from, to)
each had very few representations, in two cases (around, for) with only one occurrence
throughout 200 postmodifiers. The absolute majority of PPPs contained the preposition
of (68 %, with the remaining 32 % divided between 8 other prepositions), in most cases
as part of a genitival construction, such as the possessive or partitive genitive; only a

single instance (account of sth) used of in another sense than marking the genitive case.
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Out of the translation equivalents of English PPPs, only about 27 % actually contained
a preposition (all of the AdvPs, and about 16 % of NPs, half of them with with), which
divergence can be attributed to both a high number of non-postmodifying equivalents in
this category and to the substitution of prepositions by case endings in a number of
instances. All but one of the Czech NPs that did not contain a preposition were
equivalents of of. Almost 70 % of the English PPPs are rendered in Czech by means of
a NP or an AdvP, which speaks of the preference of the translators to keep the brevity
of expression when possible. The more explicit realization forms in Czech (AdjP, RC)
occur rarely, and at times in cases where the original cannot be translated, or feels
unnatural when translated, by any shorter means (v§e ve svych silach -> vse, co bylo
v jeho silach).

The NPEs occur mostly in this category (over 63 % of all NPEs), and their numbers
are the second highest of all PPP equivalents (over 29 % to over 37 % for Czech NP
equivalents). The majority of them were counterparts of the most frequent preposition of
(otherwise typically rendered as a non-congruent nominal postmodifier), and were
grammatically (in a corner of it) or collocationally (no move of any kind) obligatory
only in very few cases. The preposition that only yielded NPEs was to with 2
occurrences; however, as both are caused by a reclassification of the nominal head, the
preposition is not viewed as NPE-inducing. The most convergent realization forms were
discovered with the least represented and most precise prepositions around and for

(only 1 instance each, both among AdvPs), and with (10 NPs, 1 RC, no NPEzs).

Section 4.3 concentrated on the English relative clauses. They are for the most part
introduced by wh-relative expressions (over 55 %), with much lower frequencies for
that (about 18 %), wh-adverbials and zero relativizer (about 12 % each). This may be
partly caused by the fact that a number of the excerpts provide descriptions of human
characters. The text excerpts were chosen so as to represent parts containing mostly
event and character descriptions (A. Christie and T. Capote texts), and in equal measure
feature object and static descriptions (G. Durrell and F. S. Fitzgerald texts). Who/m
actually leads the relativizer counts, with 17 occurrences compared to 13 for which. It is
remarkable that in all four texts, all RCs whose antecedent is an animate human were
introduced by who/m (no instances of whose were encountered), and none used that
which can also be used to refer to human entities. The polysemy of that might play a

role here, although the context in all of its 10 occurrences allows no ambiguity of
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relative pronoun vs. conjunction reading. The low numbers of zero relativizers, on the
other hand, suggest a desire to avoid ambiguity and keep the reference clear in instances
where explicitness is required. Restrictivity (harder to determine in some cases as non-
restrictive RCs are not always marked by commas), which is frequently researched in
this category, was retained in the proces of translation. Occassionally the weakened link
of a non-restrictive RC postmodifier to its nominal head resulted in a NPE.

The translation equivalents for this category show that RCs are the most convergent
category in their realization form: over 81 % of the English RCs are rendered as RCs in
Czech, although being the realization form with the second highest numbers in English,
even RCs yielded a number of non-postmodifying equivalents (about 16 % of RC
translations, about 19 % of all NPEs). The variety of Czech realization form assigned to
the English RCs is, compared to other categories, extremely low: only RCs, NPEs, and
a single instance of an adjective phrase appeared as equivalents.

The pronoun ktery is used in over 46 % of Czech RC equivalents, and it is the most
frequent equivalent for all English relativizers except adverbial and zero ones. English
adverbial relativizers correspond for the most part to Czech ones, and the equivalents of
zero relativiers are about equally dispersed among all Czech realization forms except
for kdo (1 occurrence only, and that for who) and adverbials. The stylistic distinction
between Czech relative pronouns holds true for the analyzed texts. Jenz, typical for
written / literary / elevated language, scored 14 % in frequency, while the somewhat
colloquial co only reaches 7 %, even with instances in which its use is obligatory (e.g.
néco, co...) while jenz is in all instances substituable by other relativizers. Compound
relative pronouns such as kteryzto, labelled outdated by Czech grammars, did not appear

as equivalents at all.

Non-finite postmodifiers, discussed in 4.4, started a section of minority forms of
postmodification in English. With only 11 % of occurrences among all postmodifiers,
they represent about half of the number of English RCs (27 %), which in turn represent
only about a half of the number of PPPs (above 50 %). The participles in this category
far outnumbered the infinitives, even when borderline instances of infinitive use were
listed: out of the three infinitives found in the texts, two allowed an appositive reading
on the grounds of identity between the head and its postmodifier - cf. desire to bound in
which both head and postmodifier behave like nouns, vs. nothing to arouse interest, in

which the latter behaves like a RC or an adjective. Since adjective phrases proved, on
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the other hand, more represented in the four samples than most grammars acknowledge,
an assumption can be made that in place of infinitives behaving like adjectives or RCs,
actual RC and AdjP postmodifiers were used. The choice of literary style seems to have
influenced the number of postmodifying infinitives as well, as they are commonly
encountered in texts of an academic nature rather than fiction.

In translation, infinitival postmodifiers yielded diverse results, producing an infinitival
equivalent only in 1 case out of 3.

Participles, both present (about 31 %) and past ones (about 68 %), on the other hand,
proved after RCs the most convergent postmodifier form in translation: that is, bearing
in mind the different word class membership of these in Czech (adjectival instead of
verbal forms). Almost 74 % of participial postmodifiers are translated as an AdjP, 10 %
were returned to a finite status in a RC equivalent, and only one produced a NPE. The
form of participial postmodification which is typical for academic and scientific style —
an uncomplemented participle — was present in a fitting semantic context that evokes
academic style rather than fiction (method preconceived), and due to its nonexistence in

Czech led to the use of an NPE.

Another form of textual condensation are adjective phrase postmodifiers, presented in
section 4.6. While they are generally viewed as a minor type of postmodifier, they
showed only a 1 % lower percentage of occurrences in English than participles (8,5 %).
They serve as means of textual condensation, which was manifested by their use in
heavy, lengthy sentences describing surroundings in the earlier-mentioned Fitzgerald
and Durrell texts. They are formed from RCs through the ellipsis of a relative
expression and the copular verb, and alternate with RCs. AdjPs that postmodify
indefinite pronouns are however so lexicalized that their RC counterparts are not
normally used; these were present in the source texts. None of the analyzed AdjPs was
uncomplemented save a single occurrence within a list.

There were about 23 % of NPEs for this category, and few of them could only be
rendered by an NPE. AdjPs still remain the most frequent translation counterparts with
about 48 % representation. Given their low numbers compared to PPPs (17 AdjPs to
103 PPPs) which contained equivalents from all Czech postmodifier categories but non-
finite ones, AdjPs, with equivalents of exactly the same realization forms as PPPs,

definitely represent the category with the greatest variety of equivalent type.
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Noun phrase postmodifiers (section 4.5) belong among minor types of
postmodification in this analysis, and unlike adverbial postmodifiers (section 4.7), they
are all but ignored by grammars. Interestingly, both realization forms appear twice in
the text samples. The occurrences of NP both represented fixed phrases the type of the
size of [...]. In Czech, non-congruent NPs, both with an initial preposition and (mostly)
without it, represent the most frequent type of postmodification. The two English NPs
could therefore have been rendered as Czech NPs without any problems, and only a
structural cumbersomeness (sequence of four nouns which would thus emerge) seems to
have caused the use of an AdjP equivalent in one of the instances. Still, with 100 % of
postmodifying equivalents, the English NPs belonged among the most constant forms of
postmodification, unlike the AdvPs.

The two English AdvPs were both translatable as AdvPs in Czech, but the
idiosyncratic choice to prefer a premodifier in one case and a structural difference n the
other, yielded two NPEs, and made the AdvPs the least convergent category in

translation.

Since about % of all Czech translation equivalents were non-postmodifiers, section 4.8
discussed the NPEs in greater detail. Four main subtypes were discovered: some
English postmodifiers were translated as premodifiers (about 21 %), some became a
separate sentence (about 14 %), most were a result of complex shifts and
reclassifications of the head or other clause elements of the original sentence (almost 60
%), and only a very few (about 4 % - 2 occurrences) were simply deleted (non-
equivalents). The low number of non-equivalents speaks of the intent to preserve
information given in the original text, even if it meant a reclassification of the
postmodifier as another clause element (e.g. an adverbial).

The majority of NPEs occurred with the most numerous categories - PPPs (over 63 %
of all NPEs), and RCs (almost 20 % of all NPEs). Out of PPP NPEs, the majority was
found with the most frequent preposition of. As mentioned in the summaries of the
individual postmodifier types, however, going by the ratio of all translations of a
postmodifier form and the NPEs out of them, the least corresponding categories proved
to be small ones — AdvPs and infinitives. PPPs and AdjPs follow, but RCs in this
comparison appear to be a category with a fairly low NPE count.

Among the premodifying NPEs, only a few required their form on the grounds of a

nonexistent postmodifying equivalent in Czech, such as the phrase of any kind, or an
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uncomplemented participle / determiner. In other cases, a structural factor (e.g. the
emergence of several non-congruent postmodifiers in a sequence that would obscure the
syntactic relationships) contributed to the preference of a premodifier.

Sentential NPEs belong mostly to non-restrictive RCs whose looser integration into the
sentence structure in English occassionally leads to a complete separation of the RC
from the sentence it was embedded in.

The most numerous group of NPEs — those involving alternations of the structure or
the head that caused the postmodifier to be fused with another clause element, or to be
reclassified — was further differentiated due to the number of representations. There
were over 10 % of different lexical item usage: these incude item substitutions for both
semantic (nonexistence of concept in target language) and grammatical reasons
(nonexistence of the postmodifying form in target language). Concerning both the head
and its postmodifier, the phenomenon of denominalization / verbalization is also a
popular reason for NPE emergence. Only one of these NPEs (again, a preposition +
pronoun combination) is grammatically impossible to render as a postmodifier in
Czech, the rest simply show a translatorial preference for a more natural way of
expression, or for a greater dynamism of the sentence through the use of verbs. Another,
smaller subgroup, contains postmodifiers (again with a single preposition + pronoun
postmodifier exception) perfectly translatable into Czech without any markedness, for
which dissociation from the original head was preferred, and reclassification of the
original postmodifier as a different clause element, or an element in a different structure
(e.g. a SVO(head+postmodifier) pattern splitting into SVO(head)-and-SVOAdv(original
postmodifier)). The other two NPE subgroups contained postmodifier substitutions (as
opposed to deletions) and complex syntactic reclassifications, sometimes accompanied
by a shift of the semantic content of the original postmodifier as well (e.g. a substitution
by an adverbial denoting similar, but not identical quality of the head as the original
postmodifier). The different semantic and syntactic constraints of the individual
equivalents of the items inside the original NP led to the emergence of many of these
NPEs (and again, as throughout most of these categories, a NPE-requiring combination
of preposition and pronoun occurred). The reclassification of a postmodifier sometimes
influenced a postmodifier that followed either directly, or later in the original sentence.

From the analysis of the individual NPEs, it became apparent that only a small number
of instances actually dictated the use of a NPE. Most NPEs were motivated by different

language usage in English and Czech, and different collocability of the equivalents.
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5. Conclusion

This comparative study aimed to present and contrast the English and Czech
postmodifiers, and using 200 excerpts which were subjected to analysis and
classification, test the presuppositions made against the results of the analysis. The
quantitative data showed that while Czech and English use similar language means of
expressing postmodification, these are traditionally listed in different categories in
either language. In English, the most represented categories of postmodifiers were
prepositional phrase postmodifiers (PPPs), followed by relative clauses (RCs) and
participial postmodifying clauses. The largest number of Czech postmodifiers were
realized by noun phrase (NP) postmodifiers, suitable for languages with inflections
(hence the low number of prepositions in this Czech category, eventhough it contained
the majority of direct equivalents of the English PPPs). Like in English, the relative
clauses were the second most represented, showing a preference for a high degree of
explicitness; and again like in English, the Czech deverbal adjectives — direct

equivalents of the English participles — ranked as the third most frequent.

Not even a half (slightly above 41 %) of English postmodifiers received an equivalent
of the same realization form. The category of relative clauses introduced by a relative
expression showed the greatest convergence between Czech and English, followed by
participles (Eng.)/ deverbal adjectives (Cz.), with about 50 % convergence of form for
adjective phrases and noun phrases. The greatest translatorial divergence was seen
among some of the least represented categories (AdvP, infinitives), and among PPPs
where the vagueness of meaning and differring language usage played a large role.
From those data, it can be assumed that the likelihood of an equivalent of the same

realization form is in direct proportion to the explicitness of the postmodifier.

The analysis of the Y4 of postmodifiers that was translated using other means, showed
that in 198 cases out of 200, the semantic content of the original postmodifier was
preserved (even if altered due to item substitution by synonym or hyperonym
/generalization /specialization), even if present in a different clause element (typically

the nominal head of another clause element, such as adverbial).
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The hypothesis that English would contain more non-finite postmodifiers compared to
Czech was only partly confirmed: the literal equivalents are provided for 73 % of the
English participles, both past and present, but they are not classified as verbal forms.
Infinitival postmodifiers proved infrequent (1,5% in English in contrast to 0,65 % in
Czech) in both languages in the text examined. For fiction at least, it seems that the
English infinitives may be considered minor forms of postmodification, unlike

participles.

It was also expected that a number of translation divergences would be caused not only
by translatorial idiosyncrasies, but also by the different language types that Czech and
English belong to, and that the latter would result in differences between Czech and
English understanding of modification, and in differences in the frequency ordering of
the realization forms of postmodification. This presupposition proved mostly true for
the divergent forms of postmodifiers themselves, in particular for the large
disproportion between the occurrence counts of NPs, PPPs and AdvPs in English and

Czech.

This study also attempted to determine to what degree the use of non-postmodifying
equivalents is caused by linguistic differences between English and Czech, and to what
extent a literal equivalent is possible to form, which would point toward a translator’s
personal preference. No systemic link was discovered among the 47 occurrences of non-
postmodifying equivalents, although they could be roughly divided into subgroups
based on their realization form and degree of semantic identity. The majority of them
emerged as a result of structural transposition(s) due to different language usage,
especially the ‘normalcy’ / frequency / stylistic markedness of a construction existing in
both langauges. Only a small part of the NPEs did not allow a postmodifying equivalent
at all, on the grounds of a differring collocability range, grammatical facts (certain
modifiers not occurring in postposition), or nonexistence of an entire head +
postmodifier combination denoting a single concept. The assumption that most of the

NPEs would be a result of translatorial idiosyncrasies was therefore confirmed.
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6. Shrnuti

Tato prace porovnavala uziti postmodifikatorii - pfivlastki v postaveni za fidicim
¢lenem - v anglickém textu a jeho ¢eském prekladu. V ¢asti teoretické jsme si piibliZili
jev postmodifikace a jeho realiza¢ni formy v anglictin€é a ceSting€, s naslednym
porovnanim postmodifikatorti v obou jazycich, a jejich odlisné klasifikace a tfidéni:
déleni na shodné/neshodné, dle stupné rozvitosti, a rozliSovani ptivlastki a zavislych
vét ptivlastkovych jakoZzto typické pro ceStinu, vs. déleni podle postaveni vzhledem
k fidicimu €lenu a podle realiza¢ni formy, ktera jsou typickd pro anglictinu, i kdyZ se
druhé Clenéni objevuje i v ¢esting; naproti tomu ¢lenéni na restriktivni a nerestriktivni
modifikatory odpovida ¢eskému rozdéleni na privlastky tésné a volné. Byly zminény 1
rysy, které se vyskytuji pouze u ceskych (napf. shoda koncovky, diskontinuity
zpisobené aktualnim vétnym cElenénim) nebo pouze u anglickych piivlastkll (napf.
diskontinuity v ramci predlozové fraze, elipsa relativa u vztaznych vét). V ¢asti
pojednavajici o0 méné jednoznacnych formach postmodifikatorti bylo zjisténo, ze tyto
rysy mohou pfispivat ke vzniku dvojznaénosti v obou jazycich. V ¢asti teoretické byly
rovnéz zminény anglické konstrukce, které se formou blizi postmodifikatorim (napf.
nékteré adverbialni fraze, nebo vztazné véty modifikujici celou vétu hlavni), ale jejich

syntaktickd funkce je jina, a nejsou proto obsazeny v samotn¢ analyze.

Cast tykajici se metodiky excerpce specifikovala diivody vybéru konkrétnich textd a
dale upfesnila vybér 200 vzorkl (zejména z hlediska toho, co je povazovano za jeden
priklad ptivlastku, a které ptivlastky jsou povazovany za nékolikanasobné a tim i fazeny

jednotlive).

Cast analyticki byla rozélenéna podle jednotlivjch realizaénich forem
postmodifikatori, sefazenych podle Cetnosti zastoupeni v anglickém textu. Kazda cast
byla posouzena z hlediska konstantnosti realiza¢ni formy ve verzi anglické a Ceské a
z hlediska poctu nepostmodifikujicich ekvivalentl, a divodi, které mohly vést k jejich
pouziti. Bylo zjiSténo, Ze pouze neceld polovina anglickych postmodifikatorta ziskala
Cesky protéjsek stejné formy. Nejvétsi shodu formy v piekladu — pres 80 % —
vykazovaly vztazné véty, po nich pak dalsi dvé kategorie (typy, realizacni formy) se
zhruba 50 % shodnych forem ekvivalentu: adjektivni frdze a malo zastoupené jmenné

fraze. Shoda u prvnich dvou kategorii plyne zejména z faktu, ze v anglicting i ¢eStin¢ se
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vyjadiuji stejnymi vyrazovymi prostiedky (na rozdil od napt. anglickych ptivlastka
vyjadienych ptedlozkovou frazi, kterym v Cestiné ¢asto odpovidaji padové koncovky
substantiva), a maji i podobnou frekvenci a sféru uziti. Men$i rozdily v ramci
podkategorii, jako napt. v ¢estiné neexistujici elipsa relativa ve vztazné véteé, zde nebyly
brany v potaz. Rovnéz participia vykazovala vysokou konstantnost formy v piekladu
(ptes 70 %, tim padem vyssi neZ adjektivni i nominalni postmodifikatory), jsou vSak

v ¢estiné zpravidla povazovana za jinou realiza¢ni formu (adjektivni fraze).

Nejcastéjsimi  formami postmodifikace byly piredlozkové fraze v angliétiné a
substantiva v ¢estiné, tedy forma s nejmensi explicitnosti. Naopak druhy nejvyssi pocet
vyskytl méla v obou jazycich kategorie vztaznych vét, tedy forma nejexplicitné;si.
Nejméné zastoupené byly jak v anglicting, tak v ¢eStiné, infinitivy (jen malo pies 1 %
vSech postmodifikatori v angli¢tin€, a pouze jeden vyskyt, tj. necelé 1 %, v Cesting).
Anglické fraze adverbialni a substantivni (nominalni) mély minimalni zastoupeni,
ovSem Cesky text jich obsahoval podstatné¢ vice z duvodu zatfazeni doslovnych
ekvivalentli pivodnich ptedlozkovych frazi pravé do téchto dvou kategorii, vzhledem

k faktu, Ze konzultované ¢eské gramatiky pojem predlozkova fraze neuzivaji.

Z celkem osmi druhil (dle pouzité predlozky) postmodifikatorii predlozkovych byly
v anglictiné nejcastéjsi predlozky polysémni s povétSinou neadverbidlnim vyznamem
(napft. of ¢i on), zatimco piedlozky s konkrétnimi adverbidlnimi vyznamy (napft. around,
for), navzdory malému poctu vyskytli, vykazovaly velkou konstantnost nejen formy, ale
1 dané ptredlozky v prekladu. Nadpolovi¢ni vétSina predlozkovych postmodifikatori
obsahovala predlozku of (68 %), kterd témét ve vSech piipadech vyjadfovala genitiv, a
také byla nejCastéji genitivni koncovkou pielozena, coz zdivodiluje nomindlni
ekvivalenty coby nejcastejsi formu prekladu anglickych predlozkovych privlastkd.

PredloZzku obsahovalo pouze 27 % ceskych ekvivalentii této anglické kategorie —
vSechny ekvivalenty nalezici v ¢estiné mezi adverbidlni fraze, a mensi ¢ast (zhruba 16
%) ekvivalenti nomindalnich. Z ¢eskych nomindlnich frazi neuvedenych piedlozkou
byly vSechny az na jedinou protéjsky piedlozky of. Nominalni ¢1 adverbialni frazi je
tedy do CeStiny prevedeno témét 70 % anglickych predloZzkovych postmodifikatori, coz
svéd¢i o snaze zachovat v piekladu jak formu, tak stru¢nost plvodni vazby.
Explicitnéjsi formy protéjski, jako napi. véta vztaznda, se proto vyskytuji mnohem

Fideeii.
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Nepostmodifikujicich protéjska se pro tuto anglickou kategorii vyskytlo plnych 63 %
celkového poctu nepostmodifikatorli, a tvotfi po nomindlnich frazich druhou nejcastéjsi
formu ptekladu. VétSinou jde o ekvivalenty piedlozky of, které nebylo mozno ptelozit
postmodifikatorem z gramatického (napft. v konstrukci in a corner of it) ¢i koloka¢niho /

vyskytového hlediska (napt. v konstrukci no move of any kind).

Véty vztazné, druha nejcastéjsi forma postmodifikace jak v anglicting, tak v Cesting,
byly nejcastéji uvedeny wh-relativy (wh-vztaznymi zdjmeny), a to v 55 % piipada.
Relativum that s 18 % vyskytii bylo uzito mnohem ftid¢eji, stejné jako wh-adverbia
(vztazné prislovecné vyrazy) a nulové relativum (oboji zhruba 12 % vyskytl). To mlze
byt zpiisobeno pasdZzemi vénujicimi se popisu osob (pro které se v anglictin€ nejcastéji
uziva relativum who), zejména v textech A. Christie a T. Capotea, cemuz napovida i
nejvyssi pocet vyskytll pro zdjmeno who/m ze vsech relativ: se 17 vyskyty prekonava i
pocet uziti zajmena which (13 vyskytt). Je prekvapivé, ze ackoli pro lidské antecedenty
je mozné uzivat i z4jmeno that, toto relativum v textech nebylo s touto referenci uzito
ani jednou. Zde je mozné, i kdyz ne pfili§ pravdépodobné, Ze jistou roli hraje polysémie
slova that, které v anglictiné funguje téz jako spojka Ze. Na druhou stranu malé
zastoupeni nulového relativa naznacuje snahu o jasnou referenci a strukturu pro tuto
nejrozvinutéjsi a sémanticky nejkonkrétnéjsi formu postmodifikace. R

Restriktivita (tj. volnost nebo tésnost) tohoto typu piivlastku byla v piekladu
zachovana, ovSem oslabeny vztah vztazné véty nerestriktivni k vété nadifazené se nékdy
projevil vznikem nepostmodifikujiciho protéjSku v podobé nezaclenéné véty s povahou
voln¢ ptipojené¢ho komentare.

Jak bylo feceno, co se tyce piekladovych protéjskil, maji anglické vztazné véty nejvice
shodnych realiza¢nich forem v ¢eském textu: pres 81 % jich odpovida Ceské vztazné
véte. DalSich zhruba 16 % ekvivalentli tvofi nepostmodifikatory (celkové kolem 19 %
vSech nepostmodifikujicich protéjskil). Na rozdil od ptedlozovych ptivlastkli ov§em tato
kategorie vykazuje jen malou rtiznorodost forem ekvivalenti: kromé vét vztaznych a
nepostmodifikatori se vyskytuje pouze ojedinély preklad pomoci adjektivni fraze, jiné
formy zastoupeny nejsou.

V témét poloviné ekvivalentll je uZito zajmeno ktery. Anglické adverbidlni vyrazy
povétSinou odpovidaji Ceskym, a ekvivalenty nulovych relativ jsou v excerptech
vSechna Ceska relativa s vyjimkou adverbidlnich vyrazii a zajmena kdo (které ma

celkové pouze jediny vyskyt, coz naznacuje klesajici popularitu tohoto vyrazu v ¢esting,
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a to 1 po ukazovacim ziajmenu, kde byva nahrazeno relativem co). V Ceskych
ekvivalentech se odrdzi i stylistické rozliSeni, které angli¢tina mezi svymi relativy
nema: paradigmatické varianty z&jmena jenz, typického pro psany / literarni / stylisticky
nadfazeny jazyk, jsou obsazeny ve 14 % ekvivalentl navzdory tomu, Ze jsou ve vSech
vyskytech plné nahraditelné konkurencnimi relativy, kdezto ponékud hovorové co je
pfitomné pouze v 7 % prot&skl, a to vetné vyrazl, kde je obligatorni (napf.

konstrukce néco, co...). SloZzena relativa typu kteryzto nejsou uZzita viibec.

Nefinitni formy postmodifikace (infinitivy, participia) jsou pouzity v 11 % vSech
priklada, tj. o vice nez polovinu mén¢, nez byl pocet vztaznych vét. Participia jsou
pouzita mnohem castéji nez infinitivy. Ty se vyskytly pouze tfikrat (zda se, Ze se zde
projevuje stylisticky rozdil v distribuci: je zndmo, ze infinitivy byvaji po€etné zejména
v odbornych textech), a to dva z pfipadi ptipoustély i pfistavkovou interpretaci (tj.
v gramatice anglické; Ceské infinitivni vazby v tomto postaveni jsou bézné povazovany
za privlastky). Typicky anglickd nepfistavkova vazba bez protikladu v Cestiné se
vyskytla pouze v nothing to arouse interest, coz vzhledem k celkovému poctu zastupcii
této kategorie také vysvétluje nizkou korespondenci formy mezi ¢eskymi a anglickymi
infinitivy.

Participia pfitomna (zhruba 31 % nefinitnich postmodifikatori) a minula (zhruba 68
%) se ovSem az na fakt, Ze jejich doslovné protéjsky jsou v Cestin€ bézné€ fazeny mezi
fraze adjektivni (deverbalniho typu) a nikoli mezi polovétné vazby slovesné, ukazala
jako velmi konvergentni co se ty€e realizani formy. Témét 74 % vSech participii je
ptreloZeno jako adjektivni fraze, pouze 10 % bylo zpétné konvertovdno na — zejména
preconceived, tj. participium v konstrukci, kterd v cestiné neexistuje) je vyjadieno

nepostmodifikatorem.

Jen o 1 % méné zéastupcti maji adjektivni fraze, které jsou na rozdil od participii
v anglickych gramatikach zpravidla fazeny mezi okrajové formy postmodifikace. Tyto
fraze, vzniklé elipsou relativa a sponového slovesa ve vztazné vété, slouzi ke
kondenzaci textu — jak je také vidét zjejich castého uziti v popisnych statickych
pasazich zkoumanych textd. Mohou se v anglictiné vyskytovat jak v holé (samotné

adjektivum, zpravidla omezené na vyskyt po zajmenech neurcitych), tak v rozvité
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(komplementované) formé. Az na jediny byly vSechny vyskyty ve zkoumanych textech
rozvité nebo alesponi v koordina¢nim vztahu.

V témét poloving piipadu je prekladovym protéjskem rovnéz adjektivni fraze, zhruba
¢tvrtina je prelozena pomoci nepostmodifikatoru, zbyla ¢tvrtina je pielozena ostatnimi
Ceskymi typy (adverbialni 1 nominalni fraze, vztazna véta). Jedna se tedy o kategorii

velmi riznorodou v piekladu.

Nominalni frdze se vyskytly ve velmi malém zastoupeni. Na rozdil od CeStiny jde
v anglictiné o kategorii vesmés opomijenou gramatikami a omezenou na nékolik
ustalenych konstrukci typu the size of [...] (uzité vtextech v obou celkem dvou
vyskytech). Zajimavosti bylo, ze ptestoze diky padovym koncovkdm nominalni fraze
velmi Casto realizuji Cesky ptivlastek neshodny, v jednom z ptikladl byla pro preklad
zvolena fraze adjektivni. Tento ptipad ilustruje spiSe snahu o jasnou referenci a
,nekostrbatost® konstrukce, vzhledem k faktu, Ze pfi zachovani realiza¢ni formy by
vznikla sekvence Ctyt substantiv, kterd coby projev nominalizace neni pro ¢estinu pfili§

typicka (ackoli je gramaticky spravna), zejména ne pro prozu.

I dalsi okrajovy typ ptivlastku, fraze adverbialni, méla v anglic¢tiné dvé zastoupeni.
Nicméné¢ idiosynkratické uziti dvou €eskych nepostmodifikatorii coby ekvivalentil z této

kategorie udélal typ s nejmensi shodou formy.

Zhruba Ctvrtina anglickych  postmodifikatort  byla do CeStiny prelozena
nepostmodifikitorem, vyjimecné pak vibec. Nepostmodifikujici ekvivalenty se daly
rozdélit do ctyf hlavnich typi. Téméet 21 % jejich celkového poctu tvofily
premodifikatory, tedy pfivlastky v postaveni pied fidicim ¢lenem, a tudiz shodné (oproti
postmodifikatorim, v €estin€ z valné €asti neshodnym). Zhruba 14 % bylo realizovano
nezavislou vétou, zpravidla vyrazné oddélenou od zbytku vypovédi (zavorky, pomlcky,
zcela nova véta). Tento typ se zejména vyskytl u nerestriktivnich vét vztaznych.
Nejvétsi ¢ast, zhruba 60 %, byla vysledkem komplexnéjSich zmén a syntaktickych i
slovnédruhovych reklasifikaci ve vété nebo jen na urovni €lenu fidiciho. Pouze ve 4 %,
tj. ve dvou ptipadech, doslo ke kompletnimu vypusténi plivodniho ptivlastku, aniz by
byl jakkoli reflektovan ve zbytku véty. Fakt, Ze k tomuto doSlo pouze ve dvou
ptipadech, svédci o zaméru prekladatelti zachovat informacni hodnotu originélu, at’ uz

za pouziti ptivlastku nebo jiného vétného clenu (napft. ptislove¢ného urcent).
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Nejvice nepostmodifikatorti se vyskytlo mezi ekvivalenty nejpocetnéjSich kategorii
anglickych ptivlastkli - pies 63 % jich bylo protéjSky ptedlozkovych frazi, a dalSich
zhruba 20 % protéjSky vztaznych vét. Mezi predlozkami zplsobovala nejvice
nepostmodifikatori nejpocetnéjsi predlozka of. Pokud se ovSem srovna nikoli podil
z celkového poctu téchto ekvivalent, ale pomér zastoupeni nepostmodifikatora
k celkovému poctu protéjski urcitého typu piivlastku, pak nejvétsi tendenci ke vzniku
nepostmodifikatoru vykazovaly typy minoritni- infinitivy a adverbidlni fraze, naopak u
vét vztaznych dochézi k pouziti nepostmodifikatoru jen sporadicky.

Jen u velmi malé ¢asti anglickych postmodifikatort nebylo gramaticky mozné pouzit
postmodifikujici ekvivalent (napf. tomu tak bylo u holych participii / zdjmen
v postpozici). V nékterych ptipadech byla blokujicim faktorem struktura véty, kterd by
vznikla (napf. sekvence Ctyf neshodnych postmodifikatord, kterd by mohla znejasnit
syntaktické vztahy mezi Cleny).

Nejpocetnéjsim typem nepostmodifikatoru byly piipady, ve kterych u pavodniho
ptivlastku doslo k reklasifikaci vétnéclenské a/nebo slovnédruhové, v naprosté vétsing
podminéné¢ zménami v jinych ¢astech véty nebo pouze v ¢lenu fidicim. Tuto kategorii
1ze ptiblizné rozd¢lit do né€kolika podtypi. V ¢asti piipadl se jednalo o problém lexika —
nahrazeni pivodniho pfivlastku jinym vétnym clenem z divodd sémantickych
(neexistence nebo neznamost pojmu v cilovém jazyce a/nebo kultute, ze které Ctenar
pochazi) nebo gramatickych (neexistence postmodifikatoru v daném kontextu v cilovém
jazyce). Patii sem i slouceni postmodifikatoru s ¢lenem fidicim v ptipadech, kdy tato
anglicka kombinace odpovida v &esting jednoslovné polozce. Casto také pii piekladu do
cestiny dochézelo k jevu denominalizace ¢i verbalizace plivodniho piivlastku, kde se
uzitim sloves misto piivlastkli ¢i jejich casti projevilo piani zvysit vypoveédni
dynamismus a pouzivat i ve zkoumanych popisnych pasazich vyjadfovani ptirozengjsi a
vice reflektujici mluveny jazyk. U jinych ptivlastka v pfekladu dochéazelo k disociaci od
fidiciho Clenu a syntaktické reklasifikaci na neslovesny vétny ¢len, a to 1 v pfipadech,
kdy celou konstrukci bylo mozné ptelozit piivlastkem bez podstatného rozdilu ve
vyznamu, frekvenci ¢i sféfe uziti. U dalSi podskupiny byl postmodifikdtor nahrazen
jinou polozkou, pfi¢emz dochéazelo i k posunu vyznamu (nebyl tedy zruSen, ale ani
pouze reklasifikovan). Nahradni vétny ¢len pak mé¢l vyznam podobny, ale ne stejny jako
puvodni anglicky postmodifikator, ptfi¢emz rozdil byl nejen v konotaci, ale i denotaci.
Ob¢ zminéné reklasifikace pak byly v ¢asti pfipadii divodem pro obdobné zmény

privlastkli nasledujicich reklasifikovany bud’'to ptimo, nebo dale ve véte.
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Porovnanim jednotlivych nepostmodifikatorti se potvrdilo, ze jen v minimu piipadi
bylo nezbytné tento typ ekvivalentu pouzit kviili neexistenci obdobné postmodifikujici
konstrukce v cestin€. Motivaci pro vznik vétSiny nepostmodifikatord se zda byt
prirozenost konstrukce co se tyCe nejen formy, ale i obdobné frekvence a sféry uziti
jako v anglickém originale (snaha o korespondenci v téchto dvou smérech, napf. o
zachovani archaizujiciho zplsobu vyjadifeni, je dobfe patrnd 1 u ptivlastkovych
ekvivalentil). U ¢asti neekvivalentli se stejnymi hodnotami jako original co se tyce
vyznamu, stylu i frekvence uziti, se pak jedna o ryze individualni preferenci jednoho

z nékolika moznych vyrazovych prostredkd.

Navzdory zc€asti odliSné terminologii a chapani jednotlivych realizacnich forem
postmodifikatorti v anglictin€ a cesting, je ziejmé, Ze s vyjimkou typologického rozdilu
v podobé¢ ¢eskych padovych koncovek, zptisobujicich oproti anglictiné méné piivlastkt
s pfedlozkou a o0 mnoho vice nominalnich, oba jazyky upfednostiiuji stejné zptisoby
tvofeni postmodifikatoru. To se tyka i jejich shodného frekvencniho potadi, v Cele se
dvéma opacnymi konci stupnice explicitnosti: fraze piredlozkové (anglictina) a
nominalni (¢eStina) reprezentujici snahu o uspornost jazyka, a na druhé pozici véty
vztazné, znacici opacny zdjem o maximalni transparentnost vyznamu i syntaktickych
vazeb.

Podobné také odlisna typologie nebo individualni preference ovlivnily jen okrajové
pocet vyskyti nepostmodifikujicich ekvivalentii. Hypotéza, Ze uziti nepostmodifikatora

bude zélezitosti vesmes idiosynkratickou, se tak potvrdila pouze ¢astecné.
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