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Abstrakt

Bakalatska prace se zabyva anglickymi piekladovymi protéjsky ¢eskych ¢astic copak a
jestlipak, obsahujicich postfix —pak. Tento postfix je ptivodné enkliticka Castice, ktera
se pfipojuje k zdjmeniim, piislovcim ¢&i Casticim. M4 expresivni a intenzifikacni
charakter. Prace ho analyzuje z perspektivy tfetiho syntaktického planu (Poldauf, 1964).
Na zéklad¢ Poldaufovych poznatki o ekvivalentnich prostfedcich tfetiho syntaktického
planu v angli¢tiné popisuje, jaké anglické ekvivalenty prichazeji pro ¢eské ¢astice copak

a jestlipak v uvahu.

Na zéklad¢ vzorku piekladovych dvojic Cerpanych z beletristickych textl z paralelniho
korpusu InterCorp pak prace zkouma, jaké ekvivalenty se v praxi skute¢né vyskytuji.
Anglické prostiedky prace uziva jako ukazatele funkci vét obsahujicich copak a
jestlipak a jejich piekladovych ekvivalenti. Vedle funkci emocionalnich (napi. vycitky)

maji zkoumané ¢astice napt. funkce deliberativni, intenzifikacni nebo vytykaci.

klicova slova: prekladové protéjsky, treti syntakticky plan, ¢astice



Abstract

This BA thesis examines the English translation counterparts of the Czech particles
copak and jestlipak. The postfix —pak evolved from the eclitic particle pak, which is
added to pronouns, adverbs or particles. The postfix is by its nature expressive and has
an intensifying function. The present thesis analyses the particles with —pak from the
perspective of the third syntactical plan (Poldauf, 1964). Based on Poldauf’s findings
about the English equivalents of the Czech third syntactical plan elements, the thesis

presents possible English counterparts of the two particles.

Subsequently, English counterparts of Czech sentences with copak/jestlipak excerpted
from the parallel corpus InterCorp are analysed to find out what types of equivalents
occur in English translations of Czech fiction. The English counterparts then serve as
markers of the functions of the Czech sentences containing copak and jestlipak. Apart
from emotionally evaluative functions, such as reproach, the particles are shown to have

deliberative, intensifying or focusing functions.

keywords: translation counterparts, the third syntactical plan, particles
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1. Introduction
1.1 Objectives of the thesis

According to Poldauf (‘The Third Syntactical Plan’, 1964: 254), the repertory of
the elements of the third syntactical plan in English is limited. The third syntactical plan
of a language consists of “components which place the content of the sentence in
relation to the individual and his special ability to perceive, judge and assess™ (ibid.:
242). As Poldauf’s conclusions suggest, English employs different elements than Czech
in the corresponding functions. This thesis concentrates on examining the English

counterparts of particular Czech elements of the third syntactical plan.

In contrast to English, Czech has a fully developed third syntactical plan (ibid.:
254). In Czech, those lexical elements of the third syntactical plan which express
emotional evaluation include numerous particles (ibid.: 246). In our thesis, we will
examine a specific group of Czech particles, namely those ending in the postfix —pak,
focusing on the respective particles copak and jestlipak, which are classified as
emotional (Travnicek, 1951: 795, 933). Our objective will be to look for English

equivalents of these two lexemes.

Based on Poldauf’s research, we expect to encounter sentences introduced by |
wonder among the translation counterparts of jestlipak (Poldauf, 1964: 253). Our
hypothesis is supported by Duskova (2012: 313), who mentions sentences introduced by
| wonder as equivalents of Czech polar questions introduced by jestlipak. These Czech
questions are deliberative, i. e. the speaker is considering whether or not the content of
the question is true (Duskova, 2012: 313).*

The counterparts of Czech sentences with the particle copak may include
English rhetorical questions, i. e. clauses which are formally identical with questions but
require no reply. Rhetorical questions are emotionally expressive, they have the
illocutionary force of an emphatic assertion of the reversed polarity (Duskova, 2012:
316). Czech sentences with copak (or its variant cozpak) correspond to English

rhetorical questions with the form of a polar question (ibid.). According to Duskova,

! Na rozdil od gistych otazek zjistovacich maji otazky se zdalipak, jestlipak deliberativni charakter, tj.
mluvéi sam uvazuje nad moznosti platnosti jejich obsahu‘ (Duskova, 2012: 313; my paraphrase).
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these rhetorical questions are similar in their function to indicative clauses with a
question tag of the opposite polarity (ibid.). Poldauf (1964: 254), too, mentions question
tags as elements of the English third syntactical plan - therefore, question tags are

expected to occur among the counterparts of copak as well.

Words with the postfix —pak are generally classified as expressive (Mluvnice cestiny 2,
1986: 393; henceforth MC 2). Postfixes which evolved from enclitic particles, such as —
pak, are frequently used in spoken language (CJA 5, 2011: 570). Jestlipak is
characterized as colloquial (SSC, 2005: 121; Travniéek, 1951: 657) as well as an
element of “common Czech™ (SSJC 1, 1960: 786), i. e. the variety of the Czech
language which is most frequently used in spontaneous everyday spoken discourse
(Encyklopedicky slovnik cestiny, 2002: 81).

With the abovementioned characteristics in mind, we will excerpt the material for our
analysis from the core database of the parallel corpus InterCorp, which contains texts
from literary fiction. We expect the particles to occur more frequently in fiction than in
other types of texts available from different accessible corpora. According to Johansson
(2007: 1), multilingual corpora can help demonstrate differences as well as affinities
between languages. Though the specificities of translation may sometimes distort the
picture of a language that a parallel corpus-based research offers, this risk can be
mitigated using a corpus containing “a variety of texts and a range of translators

represented” (ibid.: 4 -5).

2 Obecn4 Cedtina (my translation).
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2. Theoretical background

The first section of the theoretical part of this thesis will briefly delineate the
concept of the third syntactical plan, describing its general characteristics and specific
features of the third syntactical plan in Czech as opposed to English. We will proceed to
classify and describe the Czech postfix —pak, analyse it from the point of view of
semantics and list the individual word classes in which the postfix can occur, paying
special attention to particles with —pak and their use, with which the thesis is primarily

concerned.

2.1 The third syntactical plan — introduction, types of evaluation

According to Poldauf’s research (ibid.: 247), Czech particles occur as means of
what he refers to as the third syntactical plan, i.e. syntactical elements which relate the
semantic content of a sentence to an individual (be it the speaker or another person) who
feels somehow concerned either with its content or with the way in which part of the
communication is formulated. These elements may also express the individual’s
evaluative attitude either to the content or to the form of the given sentence. This
evaluation may have either an emotional or an intellectual basis (Poldauf, 1964: 242 —
245).

Elements of emotional evaluation introduce into the communication the speaker’s
evaluative stance to the matter communicated, the evaluation being based on an emotion
he perceives — cf. ex. (1) (Poldauf, 1964: 245). As Poldauf notes, one cannot directly
express the emotions of others; all evaluative elements related to a person other than the

speaker are therefore to be classified as instances of intellectual evaluation (ibid.: 246).

Intellectual evaluation, on the other hand, pertains to instances of a sentence being
related to the speaker’s “ability to perceive, judge and assess” (ibid.: 242), excluding
emotional assessment — cf. ex. (2). It also pertains to the speaker referring to his “mental
property”, i. e. mental impressions perceived by the speaker (ibid.: 243) — cf. ex. (3).
The category of intellectual evaluation is very closely related to modality (ibid.: 244) —
cf. ex. (4).

(1) Jen kdyz uz jsi doma.,; Kolik penéz to stilo! —emotional (ibid.: 246)
(2) Ztratila chudak kabelku. — intellectual — judgment (ibid.: 245)
12



(3) Cas mu utikal pomalu. (ibid.: 243)
(4) Je to myslim presné tak. — intellectual, modal (ibid.: 244)

Elements representing the third syntactical plan vary in different languages,
depending among other factors on the typological classification of the given language.
In the following paragraphs, we will briefly summarise Poldauf’s conclusions regarding

the third syntactical plan and its elements in Czech and English.

2.1.1 Intellectual evaluation in Czech

Among the third syntactical plan elements frequently used in Czech there are
adverbs (e. g. pry, mozna, urcité) and inserted fragments of clauses (e. g. skoda Ze,
samozrejmé ze) (Poldauf, 1964: 244), both types expressing intellectual evaluation
(ibid.: 245).

The dative case is employed in the Czech third syntactical plan in the following

functions:

(5) Pekne si lezi — reflexive dative; reference to the speaker’s direct
emotional/sensual concern, relating the sentence to the perceiver (Poldauf,
1964: 243)

(6) Tak vam byl jednou jeden chudy chalupnik — unattached dative; suggesting a
person who has or may have an emotional concern in the content (ibid.)

(7) Natrhal ji na louce kvetiny — relationship of possession in a broad sense; cf.
the English Find me a seat (ibid.: 242)

(8) Cas mu utikal pomalu — relationship of a person to their “mental property”;

the dative signifies a relation to the entire sentence (ibid.: 243).
2.1.2 Emotional evaluation in Czech

As means of emotional evaluation, the Czech third syntactical plan employs
primarily particles, most frequently occurring in sentence-initial position — cf. ex. (9),
(10) (Poldauf, 1964: 246); these signals of emotional evaluation often border on modal
evaluation, as in ex. (10) (ibid.: 247).

(9) Kdyz ono porad prsi. (ibid.)

(10) Aby tak venku prselo. (ibid.)
13



Other frequent means of emotional evaluation in Czech include epenthetic formulas like
vidte, zZe, co, or corresponding introductory signals, such as Ze (ibid: 247). In questions,
Czech employs the enclitic particle pak (added to the sentence-initial word, as in ex.
11); in yes/no questions, jestlipak or its synonym zdalipak are used. Poldauf also notes
the frequent occurrence of the particle copak as an introductory signal of emotional

evaluation — cf. ex. (13).

(11) Kampak jsem to dal? (ibid.: 247)
(12) Jestlipak to vis? (ibid.)
(13) Copak potiebuje skutr? (ibid.)

2.1.3 Elements of the third syntactical plan in English

As opposed to the situation in Czech, the third syntactical plan is not fully
developed in English, partly due to the analytical character of the English language and,
consequently, its fixed word order (Poldauf, 1964: 248). However, the corresponding
functions of the third syntactical plan are fulfilled by different means. Generally,
English tends to prefer means of intellectual evaluation over emotional ones (ibid.: 254)

and independent word signals of evaluation instead of morphological ones (ibid.: 248).

In general, the prevalent evaluative elements in the English third syntactical plan
are introductory signals. Here English employs different constructions which allow for
a definite personal subject (ibid.: 250):

a) the find construction expressing personal impression — ex. (14)
b) constructions with have carrying the broad meaning of possession — ex. (15)
c) constructions similar to b) with verbs of sensory perception — ex. (16)

d) passive constructions — ex. (17).

(14) He found time pass too slowly.(Poldauf, 1964: 249)
(15) He had his horse shot under him.(ibid.: 250)

(16) He felt his heart beating with joy.(ibid.)

(17) He jumped up as if he had been stung. (ibid.)

14



Poldauf further suggests an example of a phenomenon in Czech similar to the have
construction in ex. (15): the construction with the verb mit + infinitive of a lexical verb,

used in descriptions of states, such as Mél cepici viset na vésaku (Poldauf, 1964: 250).
2.1.4 Intellectual evaluation in English

In the field of intellectual evaluation, English makes frequent use of phrases
such as | imagine, | dare say, it may be. These may occur as introductory, epenthetic, or
inserted signals (ibid.: 251). Adverbial expressions in sentence-initial position occur in
English as well as in Czech, however the English repertory is smaller; moreover,
English tends to prefer verbal expressions to adverbial ones, which is especially true of
intellectual evaluation carrying (or bordering on) modal meaning (ibid.: 250 — 251):
Poldauf lists several examples of English verbs equivalent in this function to Czech
adverbs, such as seem, appear, as opposed to jakoby; be likely as an equivalent of asi,
pravdepodobné, etc. (Poldauf, 1964: 251).

In expressing the speaker’s concern with the form of the sentence, English
frequently employs adverbs, similarly to Czech (ibid.). However, English expressions
referring to an individual's concern with the form are more freqently related directly to
the verb (or to the subject complement, as seen in ex. 18) than their counterparts in

Czech. In such cases, Czech prefers inserted expressions - cf. ex. (19) (ibid.).

(18) 1t’s simple nonsense as opposed to *To je prosty nesmysl. (Poldauf, 1964:
251)
(19) To je proste nesmysl. (It's simply nonsense.) (ibid.)

2.1.5 Emotional evaluation in English

Introductory signals of emotional evaluation are predominant in English;
however, unlike Czech, English never employs particles in this role. Instead, we
encounter the intensifiers how or what (a), introducing the exclamative sentence type
(Duskova, 2012: 333), or interjections (Poldauf, 1964: 251 - 252), whose relatively
frequent use possibly compensates for the lack of expressivity in English as opposed to
Czech (ibid: 254).
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Other elements of emotional evaluation include tags — cf. ex. (20), inverted word
order (notably in American English — cf. ex. (21)), introductory or epenthetic signals (e.
g. | mean), the emphatic do, rhetorical questions — cf. ex. (22) (ibid.: 252), expletives (e.
g. Bother money as an equivalent of the Czech Copak penize) (ibid.). Poldauf points out
the introductory signal | wonder and its specific function of establishing contact, which

renders it equivalent to the Czech particle pak (ibid.: 253) — cf. ex. (23).

(20) You 've seen him, then? (Poldauf, 1964: 252)

(21) Aren’t you the fortunate man! (ibid.)

(22) Why not give it up? (ibid.)

(23) 1 wonder if you know it. — Jestlipak to vite? (ibid.: 253)

Unlike the Czech words with —pak, | wonder can occur in sentences expressing another

person’s “concern” as the verb can be conjugated — cf. ex. (24).

(24) “I wonder where you are going.” -> She wondered where | was going.
(Poldauf, 1964: 253)

2.1.6 Function of —pak in the perspective of the third syntactical plan

The Czech particles copak and jestlipak carry the meaning of emotional

evaluation, as mentioned by Poldauf (cf. also Travnicek, 1951: 795, 933):

(25) Copak potrebuje skutr? (Poldauf, 1964: 252)
(26) Jestlipak to vite? (ibid.: 253).

Jestlipak also serves the function of establishing contact between the speaker
and the recipient (Poldauf, 1964: 253).

2.2 The postfix —pak in Czech

2.2.1 Occurrence of —pak in different word classes

Czech words derived by the postfix —pak occur in different word classes, namely
interrogative pronouns, interrogative deictic adverbs, particles and interjections. Some

of the words with —pak belong to several different word classes, copak being a

16



remarkably versatile example which can occur either as a pronoun (cf. ex. (27)), a

particle (28), or an interjection (29).

(27) Copak jste tam koupila? (Prirucni mluvnice cestiny, 2000: 694,
henceforth PMC) — pronoun

(28) Copak jsi jind nez ostatni Zeny? (Sticha, 2013: 773) — particle
(29) Copak;, oni to dnes nehraji? (SSJC I, 1960: 222) — interjection

2.2.2 Classification of —pak; its role in word formation. Inflection.

Interrogative pronouns and adverbs ending in —pak are formed by derivation,
consisting of the neutral, basic form of the given interrogative pronoun/adverb and the
affix —pak, as in co + —pak constituting copak (Mluvnice cestiny 1, 1986: 435;
henceforth MC 1). Notably, this type of interrogative pronouns is transparent in terms of
word formation, which is a rare characteristic among Czech interrogatives (ibid.: 513).
The formant —pak is classified as a postfix (MC 1, 1986: 435) (i. e. a type of affix which
follows an inflectional suffix, PMC, 2000: 109) or as an enclitic particle (PMC, 2000:
679), as etymologically it evolved from the particle pak (MC 1, 1986: 435). As regards
word formation, the postfix is not considered productive in contemporary Czech
(Cermak, 2012: 199, 245 — 246).

In the case of interrogative pronouns, the postfix —pak is sometimes combined
with the affix — which precedes it, constituting variant forms such as kdozpak (Cermak,
2012: 187). Like —pak, the affix —= is classified as a postfix/enclitic particle (MC I:
513).

The declension of words with —pak derived from pronouns is of a type which is
comparatively rare in Czech grammar. The base retains the paradigm of the original
basic pronoun whereas the postfix is not inflected, resulting in word forms such as
copak, cemupak, cimpak etc. (MC 2, 1986: 393).°

¥ Cvreek et al. (2010: 222) mention other pronouns inflected in a similar way, namely tento, tenhle and

the type ending in the suffix —koli (as in kterykoli).
17



2.2.3 Etymology. Conversion of words ending in —pak

Apparently, the original adverb pak was converted to a particle which, due to its
enclitic character, was gradually transformed into a postfix.* The hypothesis that the
affix —pak is originally a particle is supported by Smilauer (1969: 28), who classifies
particles with —pak (such as copak) as intensifiers (intensifying particles) and notes their
two-word variants in which the postfix is graphically detached from the pronoun or
adverb: kdopak/kdo pak, copak/co pak. Although the two-word variants are not in use in
present-day Czech,’ they may serve to testify that the present-day postfix has indeed

evolved from the particle pak.

The etymology of jestlipak is more complex. It can be traced back to the verb
form jest combined with the conjunction —li (Travnic¢ek, 1951: 1442). This conjunction
carries conditional meaning (MC 2, 1986: 226) and invariably assumes its position after
the verb.® The verb form jest gradually blended with the conjunction, subsequently
losing its verbal characteristics and converting to a particle. The particle was then
blended with the postfix —pak (Travnicek, 1951: 1440-1).

Interestingly, while the postfix —pak (itself evolved from a particle) is employed
at the formation of pronouns or adverbs, some of these derivations (such as copak,
kdepak) then function secondarily as particles (MC 2, 1986: 88)" or can be converted to
interjections (Cermak, 2012: 190), as has been illustrated earlier in the respective
examples (28) and (29).

* Cermak (2012: 189) stresses the adverbial origin of the particle pak by referring to it as ‘konverzni
adverbium’ (converted adverb — my translation).
% Pravidla ceského pravopisu (2010) does not state the two-word variants, neither does SSJC (1960).
® Spojka —li [...] se pripojuje zpravidla ke slovesu stojicimu na zacatku véty (vis-li, #ikam-li, mohl-li).«
(Internetovd  jazykovd  prirucka  Ustavu pro jazyk cesky). Available online from <
http://prirucka.ujc.cas.cz/?id=164> - “The conjunction —li [...] is hormally added to verbs in sentence-
initial position (vis-/i, ikam-1i, mohl-li)* (my translation).
7 Also mentioned by Cermak (2012: 189).
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2.2.4 Semantics
Particles ending in —pak are classified in terms of their function as either
interrogative contact particles , as in ex. (30) (MC 2, 1986: 231),® or emotional particles
(ibid.: 236).
(30) Jestlipak sis to uz precetl? (MC 2: 231)

The emotional type shows additional semantic features of surprise® (with an added
function of appeal and evaluation) or apprehension (with an added function of appeal)
(ibid.: 236)."° Apart from these meanings, according to SSJC I (1960: 222), the
introductory particle copak can also signify recognition, admiration — cf. ex. (31);
modesty, understatement, disdain — cf. ex. (32); curiosity — ex. (33); reproach — ex. (34);

or indignation — ex. (35)."

(31) Copak ten, ten umi spravit vsecko.
(32) Copak tady, ale u nds, na horach!
(33) Copak ze nejde?

(34) Copak jste nam o tom néco rekli?

(35) Copak je to viitbec mozné? Copak ten!

In terms of semantics, the emotional type of —pak particles is closely related to the —pak
interrogative pronouns, which serve corresponding functions, as exemplified by the
respective sentences. In example (36), according to Travnicek’s classification (1951:
656),'? the meaning of surprise is combined with that of displeasure, both of which can
be classified as emotionally evaluative. Example (37) implies the illocutionary force of

appeal and is roughly equivalent to “don’t you even dream of that” (ibid.).*® Example

8 Apelativni (v§zvové, kontaktové) tazaci Castice* (my translation).
% Podiv” (my translation).
10 »Sémanticky rys obavy* (my translation).
1 Uvozuje vyraz n. vétu vyjadfujici 1. obdiv, hodnoceni, uznani n. skromné odmitani, podcefiovani,
pohrdani; 2. mirny podiv, piekvapeni, zvédavost, vy&itku n. rozhoi¢eni* (SSJC I, 1960: 222; my
translation).
12 Otazky s odstinem nevole” (my translation).
13 Druhotny oznamovaci smysl: to ti nesmi ani napadnout, na to nepomyslej. (Travnicek, 1951: 656; my
translation).
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(38) shows semantic features of apprehension and could be rephrased as “this would

lead to a misfortune” (ibid.).14

(36) Kdopak to zas prisel? (Travnigek, 1951: 656)
(37) Copak ti to napada! (ibid.)
(38) Kam(pak) by to vedlo! (ibid.)*

Pronouns and adverbs ending in —pak are considered expressive (MC 2, 1986:
393), some of the adverbs also functioning as intensifiers (MC 1, 1986: 435).'° Adverbs
with —pak are modifications of neutral, mostly deictic adverbs (Cermék, 2012: 181),
with the postfix introducing an added semantic feature of intensification as well as an
expression of degree (ibid.)."” These adverbs are normally used in questions; due to
their expressive character (MC I, 1986: 434) they occur most frequently in spoken
language (Cermak, 2012: 181). The postfix —pak in this function may be expressive of
the speaker’s interest, curiosity as well as of a “lenient, superior attitude” (Cermak,
2012: 181)."® Analogous semantic features can be observed in the corresponding

pronouns with the postfix —pak, as classified by Travnicek:'®

(39) Kdopak si to na mne vzpomnél? — implying “curiosity” (Travnicek, 1951:
656)
(40) Cipak jsi, chlapecku? — implying “kindness, intimacy” (ibid.)?

14 To by vedlo daleko, ke $patnym konciim* (my loose translation).

% Due to the lack of suitable examples of these particular instances of interrogative and emotional
particles, we provide examples of pronouns with —pak in their stead. Both the particles and the pronouns
acquire the abovementioned semantic features through the postfix (Cermak, 2012: 181; Travnicek, 1951:
656, respectively), therefore we believe these examples are illustrative of the semantics of the postfix —
pak with equal relevance.

16 Hranice mezi tazacimi a intenzifikadnimi je plynula“ (MC 1, 1986: 435); see also Cvréek et al. (2010:
221); also Smilauer (1969: 28).

17 See also MC 1 (1986: 434); Cermak (1988: 494).

18,,D1°1raz a zvédavost (vZdy v otazce v divérném kontaktu, obv. v mirné nadiazené, shovivavé roli)” (my
translation).

19°Cf. footnote 15 — the same applies to adverbs with —pak.

20 »Zveédavost”; ,laskavost, diveérnost” (Travnicek, 1951: 656; my translation).
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The frequent occurrence of words ending in —pak in spoken Czech is also
motivated by the fact that most Czech pronouns and deictic adverbs are relatively short,
the postfix allowing for added stress and intensification (MC 2, 1986: 100). Particles
with —pak may also constitute verbless clauses, such as ,,Kdepak!” (Cechova et al.,
2002: 326).

2.2.5 Functions of —pak in questions

Particles with the postfix —pak occur in different types of questions. Sticha
(2013: 763 — 765) distinguishes three uses. Firstly, these particles occur in yes/no
questions, specifically in their dubitative subtype (questions expressing doubt), to which
the particle adds a deliberative meaning (i. e. the speaker poses the question to himself)

(Sticha, 2013: 763; Duskova, 2012: 313). Jestlipak is a typical representative of this
type:

(41) Na prvni pohled na ném nebylo nic, co by naznacovalo, Ze je Silenec. Jak

moc je cvok, premyslela jsem. Jestlipak uz je totdlné mimo? (Sticha, 2013: 764)

Secondly, the particles are used in questions with the function of appeal and the

illocutionary force of an objection:
(42) Copak si myslite, Ze tam na vas cekali? (Sticha, 2013: 764)
Thirdly, they are found in questions with the illocutionary force of reproach.

(43) Copak opravdu nic necitis? Copak jsi jind nez ostatni Zeny? (Sticha, 2013:
773)
The two latter groups are both represented by the particle copak (Sticha, 2013:
773). In the case of the idiom natoz(pak) aby, the postfix (which is an optional element
of this particular idiom) can be considered to have a grading function (Cermak, 1988:
502), as in:

(44) Ani nepodékoval, natoz(pak) aby nabidl pomoc. (Cermék, 1988: 502)%

21 Pipojeni nd&eho jako jesté nerealngjsiho neZ sim o sob& nerealizovany n. nerealizovatelny piedchozi
fakt, ktery druhy mylné predpoklada. (Cermdk, 1988: 502) — “Referring to an additional element,
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Words ending in —pak may also serve as instruments of text cohesion,
introducing a new topic (usually in colloguial spoken language) or linking the following
sentence to a previous utterance (PMC, 2000: 694), as occurring respectively in the

following examples:

(45) A procpak jste se (viastné) rozhodl studovat jadernou fyziku? (PMC,
2000: 694)
(46) Jakpak se (viastne) jmenujete? (ibid.)

In ex. (45, 46), the postfix —pak is a marker of politeness and a friendly attitude (ibid.).
Furthermore, the enclitic particle —pak is a means of establishing contact, used particularly
in spoken Czech in opening a conversation or changing its topic. In ex. (47), copak
signifies the speaker’s sympathy (PMC, 2000: 679).

(47) Copak se ti stalo?

The objective of this thesis is to examine jestlipak and copak functioning as
elements of the third syntactical plan. From this point onwards, we will therefore
concentrate solely on the instances of copak as a particle, as exemplified by the

following:

(48) Copak néco rikam? (modifying particle, semantically equivalent to
“snad*) (PMC, 2000: 694)
(49) Copak si myslite, Ze tam na vds cekali? (Sticha, 2013: 764)

Variants of the —pak particles dealt with in this thesis will include copak, cozpak, cak
(dialectal) (SSJC I, 1960: 222) and jestlipak.

2.2.6 Possible English counterparts of —pak

The present thesis will examine the counterparts of the Czech particles copak
and jestlipak in English, using translated texts excerpted from the parallel corpus
InterCorp. In this section we will consider which particular elements equivalent to the

Czech particles can be expected in the English translation counterparts.

presented as even less probable than a previously mentioned fact which another person mistakenly holds
to be true, and which is either not valid or cannot be realised” (my translation).
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The following hypotheses are based on the previous list of evaluative elements
in the third syntactical plan in English (Poldauf, 1964), as well as equivalents of copak
and jestlipak mentioned in grammars, notably in Mluvnice soucasné anglictiny
na pozadi cestiny (Duskova, 2012), whose comparative approach to English grammar

proved convenient for the purposes of our thesis.

Equivalents suggested by Poldauf’s study include the following. (The possible

equivalents were discussed in more detail in chapter 2.1.)

copak
e rhetorical questions (What use is a scooter for him?) (Poldauf, 1964: 252)
e expletives (Bother money) (ibid. 252)
jestlipak
e introductory signals of evaluation, mainly | wonder (I wonder if you know it.)
(ibid.: 253)

2.2.7 Co(3)pak as the counterpart of negative polar questions

In Czech grammars of English, the particles cozpak and copak are often referred
to as an introductory signal equivalent to English negative polar questions (Duskova,
2012: 314; Peprnik, 1984: 30).

(50) I wonder if Jane is coming. — Hasn't she phoned?
Jestlipak prijde Jana? — Cozpak netelefonovala? (Duskova, 2012: 314)
(51) Can't he come?

Copak nemuize prijit?/Jakto zZe nemiize? (Peprnik, 1984: 30)

In English, negative polar questions imply a change in the speaker’s evaluation
of the truth value of his previous assumption; in addition, the question may be

expressive of the speaker’s (often unpleasant) surprise (Duskova, 2012: 314).

22 Henceforth we will be using Huddleston and Pullum'’s terminology, i. e. polar questions (allowing as
its answers a pair of polar opposites, Huddleston and Pullum, 2012: 868) and variable questions (those
including “a propositional content consisting of an open proposition, i.e.a proposition containing a
variable [...] The answers express closed propositions derived by substituting a particular value for the
variable ibid.: 872).
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In Czech, positive and negative polar questions can often (but not universally,
cf. Sticha, 2013: 763) be used interchangeably. There are several specific uses of
negative polar questions, explained in detail by Sticha (2013: 762 — 764); we will only
focus on those instances relevant for our research. These include contexts in which the
negative polar question carries deliberative meaning. Equivalent English constructions

are happen + infinitive as in ex (52) or I wonder — cf. ex. (53) (Duskova, 2012: 314).

(52) Do you happen to have a stamp? — Nemas znamku? (ibid.: 314)

(53) I wonder if Charles has rung up. — Netelefonoval Karel? (ibid.)

As testified above (compare also ex. 23), the introductory | wonder has been frequently

suggested as an equivalent of jestlipak.

2.2.8 Co(%)pak as the counterpart of English rhetorical questions with
the form of a polar question

Rhetorical questions are formally interrogative clauses with the illocutionary
force of an emphatic assertion of the opposite polarity (Duskova, 2012: 316).%
According to Duskova (ibid.: 316; 326), rhetorical questions in English can take the
form of either polar or variable questions. English rhetorical questions with the form of
polar questions have Czech counterparts introduced by co(z)pak, as in ex. (54).

(54) Copak chces byt vyloucen ze skoly?

Do you want to be expelled from school?

Summary of expected counterparts:
jestlipak:
e | wonder (introductory/epenthetic signal)
copak:
e negative polar questions
e rhetorical questions (negative and/or positive polar)
e (uestion tags of the opposite polarity (cf. chapter 1)

e expletives

2% With regard to the function of these questions, Sticha (2013: 764) even introduces the term assertive

questions (,,otazky asertivni — my translation).
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3. Material and method
3.1 Material
3.1.1 Variant forms of copak and jestlipak included in the analysis

The repertory of variant forms of copak and jestlipak is relatively large and varied.
The most frequently mentioned forms of the particles are the standard ones cozpak,
copak, jestlipak (MC 2, 1986: 231). Cermak (2012: 189) mentions the adverbs copa,
copak, cozpak, jesipak and jestlipak, stating that rare variants are not included in the list.
Cesky jazykovy atlas 5 lists the following variants: copak, copa (classified as typical of
West-Bohemian dialects) and cak (western groups of North-Bohemian dialects) (CJ4 3,
2011: 482; cf. also SSJC 1, 1960: 222). According to these sources, possible variants of
the particles copak and jestlipak therefore include the following.

e copak, cozpak, copa, cak

e jestlipak, jesipak

A comparison of the abovementioned variants enables us to estimate other possible
forms. The postfix —pak is often reduced to —pa, as in copa; the consonants t or possibly
the cluster tl in jestlipak tend to be elided, as in jesipak. Forms which omit the initial j
can also be expected. Based on these observations, we expected that the possible
variants might include jes(t)lipa or es(t)lipa(k). Examples from InterCorp 6 also testify

the marginal colloquial forms esipak, estlipak.

Postfixes which evolved from enclitic particles function as means of emphasis,
intensification, and expressing emotion — all of these meanings are frequently expressed
in spoken language, such postfixes are therefore typical of dialects (CJA4 5, 2011: 570).
With regard to the colloquial character of particles including these postfixes, we
searched for all the expected variants listed above in the spoken corpus of contemporary
Czech ORAL 2013. However, the material available from synchronic spoken corpora

did not confirm our hypothesis.

Jestlipak was not present in the corpus except two instances of its colloquial
variant jesipak. After searching two older versions of the spoken corpus for variants of
jestlipak we found six instances of jesipak and a single instance of jeslipa in ORAL
2008. The standard form jestlipak occurred twice in ORAL 2008 and seven times in

ORAL 2006. InterCorp 7 includes 4 instances of jeslipak, 2 of eslipa and a single
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instance of jesdipak (sic). Based on this research, we can conclude that the variants of
jestlipak are marginal, at least in the relevant sources. Therefore, we will not include the

variants in the analysis.

The number of instances of the variants of copak present in ORAL 2013 together
with those in InterCorp 7 are summed up in Table 1. Surprisingly, InterCorp 7
contained the dialectal variant of the particle cdk, which was not present in the spoken
corpus. All instances of cdk were from the novels of Josef Skvorecky and appeared in
the dialogues of characters stemming from Nachod®® — the local dialect (North-East
Bohemia) indeed includes the variant form cdk (CJA 5, 2011: 482). The form copa did
not occur in InterCorp and will therefore not be included in our analysis. Variants of

jestlipak did not occur in the parallel corpus either.

Interestingly, outside of our subcorpus (see 5.1.2 for details), there were a total
of 2107 instances of cozpak in the whole of the Czech section of InterCorp. If we
compare these results with the number of instances in the spoken corpus with regard to
the i. p. m. rate (cf. Table 1), we can conclude that cozpak is probably more frequent in
fiction (specifically in dialogues or inner monologues, the latter context pointing to a
deliberative function of the postfix —pak) than in actual spoken Czech. This may have to
do with the deliberative character of the postfix — by definition, deliberative utterances

are not frequent in spoken language.

Table 1. Variants of copak — occurrences in ORAL 2013 and InterCorp 7
(The subcorpus to which we limited our search within InterCorp 7 will be specified

below.)

variant ORAL 2013 InterCorp 7 (whole corpus) | InterCorp 7 (relevant subcorpus)
cozpak 1 (i. p. m.0,30) | 2107 (i. p. m. 9,93) 9

copa (particle) | 20 4 0

cak (particle) 0 16 5

24 According to Slovnik ceské literatury po r. 1945 (2013), the fictitious town Kostelec in the novels is
known to be inspired by Nachod. (M. Spirit: “Josef Skvorecky” in Slovnik ceské literatury po r. 1945
(2013). Available online from <www.slovnikceskeliteratury.cz>, accessed 15 May 2015).
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3.2 Method

The thesis uses as its material sentence pairs excerpted from the parallel corpus
InterCorp 7, accessed through the KonText interface of the Czech National Corpus.®> A
subcorpus was created, whose parameters were set up as follows: the source language of
the texts was Czech, the Czech version of the text was the original version, and the texts
were only excerpted from the core part of the corpus, which comprises literary fiction.
Using this subcorpus with the English corpus aligned, the words jestlipak, copak,
cozpak and cak, respectively, were entered into the query field. The Query Type
parameter was left at Basic as neither of the words is inflected, and the case of the initial

letter can be neglected.

The concordances were then checked manually and irrelevant instances were
excluded. The final results consisted of 17 relevant sentence pairs including jestlipak,

106 pairs including copak, 9 with cozpak and 5 with cdk (cf. Table 2).

Table 2. Instances of the individual particles in InterCorp

particle number of instances
jestlipak 17

copak 106

coZpak 9

cék 5

total 137

Although the thesis was originally intended to deal with 100 sentence pairs, we
have decided to include the results in their entirety. Consequently, the total number of
sentence pairs will be 137. In each English sentence, the counterpart of the given Czech
particle copak or jestlipak was identified. Subsequently, the sentences were sorted into
groups according to the character of the English counterparts.

2% Available online from <www.kontext.korpus.cz/intercorp>.
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We will now briefly refer to the irrelevant sentence pairs and the reasons for
their exclusion.
3.2.1 Irrelevant sentence pairs
The excluded concordances were primarily the occurrences of copak as a

pronoun (cf. ex. A).

A. ,, Copak mi Helena chce, nevite? *“ zeptal jsem se.

“You don't happen to know what Helena wants, do you?” I said.

Three further sentence pairs with copak were left out of the analysis. In two
cases, the English translation included no identifiable counterpart of the particle as the
sentence had been entirely rephrased. In the English translation of ex. (B), the particle
copak was replaced with a subordinate clause, as if it were something, which functions
syntactically as the adverbial modifier of the phrase no getting upset. On the other hand,
the original Czech clause introduced by copak was coordinated with the preceding

clause, as exemplified by the following excerpts:

B. ,,Nic se neboj, Vodicko," konejsil ho Svejk, ,,jen klid, Zadny roz¢ilovani, copak je
to neco, bejt pred néjakym takovym divizijnim soudem. *
“Have no fear, Vodicka,” Svejk was soothing him, “Just keep calm, no getting

upset as if it were something, to be in front of such a Divisional Court.”

In ex. (C), the original utterance consisted of several sentences, whereas the English

translation it was condensed into one sentence, excluding any counterpart of copak:

C. ., Von zarliitak.” —,,Na co? Copak néco vi? Nemiize nic vedet. Prece sme spolu
nic nemeéli.

’

“He's jealous enough as it is.” — “But there was never anything to be jealous of

— we never did anything.

As regards the third excluded sentence pair, the whole passage including the sentence

with copak had been omitted from the English translation altogether.?®

26 Cf. InterCorp 7, s.id 0:248:7.
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4. Analysis

In the present chapter, we will examine the individual translation counterparts of
jestlipak and copak, respectively, with the 137 sentence pairs serving as our material.
The individual elements or constructions which we have evaluated as corresponding in
terms of their function to copak/jestlipak will be consulted with relevant literature in

order to determine which aspects they share with the Czech particles.

The following tables 3 and 4 summarise the chief types of translation counterparts
occurring in our material, sorted by frequency. The counterparts of sentences with
copak (and its variants cozpak and cdk) are classified according to two criteria: sentence
type (interrogative/declarative) and polarity (positive/negative) of the English clause.

Instances which cannot be sorted based on these criteria are marked as other.

Table 3. English counterparts of jestlipak

counterpart of jestlipak number of instances | percentage
| wonder 7 41%

other 10 59%

total 17 100%

Example sentences:

e | wonder
Jestlipak viibec vi, Ze je viastné kral?
I wonder if he knows he’s a King?

e other
o polar question
Jestlipak zndte jesté vzorecek pro vypocet plochy kruhoveé vysece?
Do you recall, by any chance, the formula for calculating the area of a sector?
o question with a modal verb; inferential construction
Jestlipak znate casopis Svet zvirat?

Could it be that you know the magazine The Animal World?
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Table 4. English counterparts of copak and its variants

counterpart of copak/coZpak/cak number percentage
positive question 55 47,54
negative question 42 34,43

other 15 12,3
negative declarative clause 8 5,73

total 120 100%

Example sentences:

positive question

Copak za né byla odpovedna?

Was she responsible for them?
negative question

Copak jste nedostali Beraniiv vzkaz?
Didn't you get Beran's message?
other

o question tag

Copak clovek Zije sam?

People don't live in isolation, do they?
negative declarative clause

Copak to potrebuju?

| don't need that kind of trouble.

30




4.1 English counterparts of jestlipak

Table 5 presents a more detailed survey of the types of counterparts of jestlipak which

have occurred in our material.

Table 5. Counterparts of jestlipak — detailed summary

counterpart of jestlipak number of instances | percentage

| wonder 7 41.2 %
inferential construction 2 11.8 %
positive question 2 11.8 %
other (entirely rephrased) 2 11.8 %
question + past tense 1 5.9 %
what if... 1 59%
modal verb 1 5.9 %
additional lexical items 1 59%
total 17 100 %

4.1.1 | wonder

As Poldauf (1964: 253) points out, | wonder is “a parallel to the Czech use of pak
for establishing contact®. Out of 17 instances of the particle jestlipak in our subcorpus, 7
had sentences with | wonder as their English counterparts. Two of these can certainly be
classified as having the function of establishing contact; in fact the two instances are

from the same passage in which the utterance occurs twice, cf. ex. (1) and (2).

(1) ., Kouril bys, vid, “ rekl, ,,jestlipak...

“You'd like to have a smoke, right? 1 wonder if...”

(2) Cheel rict: ,,Jestlipak ti daji také zakourit, nez té povési, *“ ale nedokoncil vétu,

vycituje, Ze by to byla beztaktnost.
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The short one didn't finish his sentence, because he wanted to say: “l wonder if
they will give you a smoke before they hang you.” But, he felt saying it might be
tactless.

According to Duskova (2012: 313), indirect questions introduced by | wonder are
frequently used instead of direct questions for reasons of politeness. The enclitic particle
—pak is likewise mentioned as a colloquial marker of politeness in PMC (2000: 694).
Possibly, the use of I wonder in examples (1) and (2) therefore enhances the comic
effect of the passage, the polite form being in striking contrast with the “tactless”

content.

However, other instances of jestlipak in our results do not fall into this category.
Our research shows that | wonder can correspond to the deliberative function of
jestlipak (as occurring in questions expressing doubt, cf. chapter 3.5) (Sticha, 2013:
763; Duskova, 2012: 313). In ex. (3), the speaker poses the question to himself.

(3) Jestlipak vitbec vi, Ze je vilastné kral?

I wonder if he knows he’s a King?

The introductory signal | wonder can “easily be embedded in another type of
sentence,” (Poldauf, 1964: 253) as manifested in ex. (4) (cf. also Duskova, 2012: 313).

The particle jestlipak marks the question as a deliberative one.

(4) Jestlipak ma pri vicholu usmév, vzpomnél jsem si.

[...] I remembered, and | wondered if it might have a smile at the top.

As Poldauf notes, | wonder can occur epenthetically, as in ex. (5) (Poldauf, 1964
253). According to OED Online, “I wonder is often placed after a question which
expresses the object of curiosity or doubt”.?” The context of the passage proves the
question (5) to be dubitative (expressing doubt — cf. chapter 3.5) and deliberative (the
speaker is thinking aloud). In this particular instance, the deliberative function of I

wonder is emphasised by its formal autonomy within the utterance. Perhaps the

27 myonder, v." Def. 2. OED Online, Oxford University Press, March 2015. Available online from
<www.OED.com> (accessed 10 May 2015).
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extraposition of | wonder also reflects a certain degree of discontinuity which is present

in the original Czech sentence.

(5) Jestlipak to jesté dovedu, bejt misna.
Do I still have a sweet tooth? | wonder.

We can conclude that | wonder corresponds to the two uses of jestlipak: as a means of
establishing contact (possibly with the added function of a politeness marker) and in
deliberative questions. These two functions of jestlipak correspond to two different
meanings of the English verb wonder as defined in the following entries excerpted from
the Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary (2005: 1693; henceforth OALD).

a) wonder (about something) “to think about something and try to decide what is

true, what will happen, what you should do, etc.”

b) wonder [wh-] “used as a polite way of asking a question or asking somebody to

do something.”
The OED Online contains, among others, the following definitions of the verb wonder.

c) Def. 2 — “To ask oneself in wonderment; to feel some doubt or curiosity

(how, whether, why, etc.); to be desirous to know or learn.”*®

Definition a) as well as “to feel some doubt or curiosity” in ¢) both correspond to the
function of jestlipak in deliberative questions (Sticha, 2013: 763). Definition b)
corresponds to jestlipak as used for establishing contact and/or expressing appeal (MC
2,1986: 231).%

4.1.2 Polar question

The question in ex. (6) is posed to an addressee, the function of jestlipak in this
context is therefore that of establishing contact (Poldauf, 1964: 253) rather than a
deliberative one. Jestlipak may also contribute to the linking function of the

introductory particle tak. Structuring particles of this introductory type (“introducing the

28 «wonder, v.” Def. 2. OED Online, Oxford University Press, March 2015. Available online from
<www.OED.com> (accessed 10 May 2015).

29 Apelové (vyzvové nebo také kontaktové) &astice™ (MC 2, 1986: 231; my loose translation).
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beginning of a text or of its part”)*® often have the added function of appeal (MC 2,
1986: 237).

(6) ,, Tak jestlipak vis, kam ted pojedes?* zeptal jsem se ho. — ,,Jo,* Fekl mi.
, Pojedu domii k dedeckovi.” — ,,Ba ne, Vitku,” zacal jsem mu vysvétlovat.

., Napred pojedes do jiné nemocnice. Tam uz budou deti jako ty. *
“So do you know where you 're going now?” I asked him. — “Yes,”” he said. “I'm
going home to Granddad.” — “Oh, no,” I began explaining to him again. “First,

¢

Vitek, you 're going to another hospital, where there’ll be more children.

The English sentence includes so as a corresponding linking device. The interrogative
sentence (6) has the illocutionary force of appeal rather than a question. Even though it
is formally a polar question, rather than implying a simple “yes” or “no” answer it
makes the addressee voice his belief, which the speaker subsequently rejects. The
speaker’s intention is therefore not to receive an answer but to present his own
knowledge and to prove the addressee wrong. The function of establishing contact,
fulfilled by jestlipak, could thus be attributed to the whole of the Czech sentence. This
“contact” aspect was not quite preserved in the English sentence due to the lack of a
precise equivalent of jestlipak in English. This mismatch may support Poldauf’s claim
that the English syntactical plan is less developed than the Czech one (Poldauf, 1964:
248).

Whereas the question in ex. (6) is addressed to a specific person, ex. (7) is
deliberative. As Sticha (2013: 763) points out, deliberative questions are common in
literary fiction, specifically in internal monologues, which is indeed the case in ex. (7).*
The Czech deliberative question introduced by jestlipak has no exact functional parallel
in English; its two possible equivalents are polar questions and indirect questions with 1
wonder, which have been discussed in 4.1.1 (Duskova, 2012: 313).

(7) Jestlipak se Hakim ozve na takovy vylev idealismu?

% ,Castice signalizujici zacatek textu nebo jeho ¢asti maji zaroven Casto funkci apelovou* (MC 2, 1986:
237; my translation).

31 Je to mj. i b&Zny postup literarni stylizace vnitfni fe&i postav.« — “[Questions introduced by jestlipak]
are also commonly used in fiction in the stylisation of characters” internal monologues.” (Sticha, 2013:

763; my translation).
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Will Hakim rise to confront such an outpouring of idealism?

Example (8) contains past tense in the English translation, apparently
functioning as a marker of politeness. According to Duskova (2012: 223), past tense can
imply the speaker’s tentative stance, whereby it renders the question more polite; in
such instances, the preterite acquires a modal function. Past tense implying politeness
corresponds to the “contact function” of jestlipak (Poldauf, 1964: 253) and has a
function analogous to that of | wonder (cf. section 4.1.1). Similarly to the examples with
I wonder (cf. ex. (1) and (2) above), past tense occurring as a counterpart of jestlipak
suggests that jestlipak in the function of establishing contact (Poldauf, 1964: 253) can
be a marker of politeness or tentativeness. This corresponds to the mention of —pak as a

colloquial enclitic particle expressing politeness or friendliness in PMC (2000: 694).

(8) /...] rekla jsem Ludvikovi, jestlipak vite, Ze jedu za tri dny na Slovdcko délat
reportaz o Jizdé kralii.
[...] I said to Ludvik, did you know | was going to Moravia for three days to do

a feature on the Ride of the Kings?

In ex. (9), the expression by any chance fulfills a similar function; however, in this
particular instance, the tentative character of the question is likely ironical, considering
the situational context of the particular dialogue (the speaker is a teacher, the question is
addressed to his former student who did not do well at school). Here, we believe the

tentativeness to be motivated by the speaker’s expectation of a negative answer.

(9) ,,Jestlipak znate jeste vzorecek pro vypocet plochy kruhové vysece?
“Do you recall, by any chance, the formula for calculating the area of a

sector?”

There was one instance of a question introduced by the interrogative phrase what if
— cf. ex. (10). Quirk et al. (1985: 839) classify such clauses as ,,irregular questions®,
used ,,mainly in conversation“. They ,,introduce questions used as inquiries: What if it
rains? [‘What happens if it rains?’]” (ibid.: 840). The colloquial character of irregular

questions corresponds to the colloquial nature of jestlipak (SSC, 2005: 121). Huddleston

%2 »Posunem do minulosti se mluv¢i vyjadiuje tentativnéji a tim i zdvofileji.” (Duskova, 2012: 223; my
translation).
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and Pullum (2002: 910) argue that the meaning of questions introduced by what if is
roughly equivalent to that of “what will happen/will you do/shall I do if...”. This
meaning corresponds to the contact function of the particle jestlipak (Poldauf, 1964:
253) as the what if question has the illocutionary force of appeal, suggesting that the
addressee should react to the situation or provide a solution to it. In ex. (10), judging by
the context of the passage, this particular question is deliberative: the speaker is

wondering what he should do in case the other person was listening in.

(10) Sklapla. [...] Jestlipak ten recky hajzlik priposlouchaval? — Dceruska? vtiral
se séf medovym usmeévem.
She hung up. [...] What if that little Greek prick was listening in? "Your
daughter?" my boss interjected with a honeyed smile.

4.1.2.1 Question with a modal verb. Inferential construction

As the speaker of a deliberative question is considering the truth value of a given
statement (Duskova, 2012: 313), we could say that the deliberative character of a
question implies an epistemic modal meaning. This accounts for the use of the modal

verb could in the English counterpart in ex. (11).

(11) A jestlipak by i to, co Blbénka s Lidou asi delavaly, nez se Blbénka vyvdala za
ocean, probudilo v pané Zawynatchovi jeho masochisticky princip slasti.
And could Dotty and Lida's probable profession have awakened the masochistic

pleasure principle in Mr. Zawynatch?

Two instances in our material included the construction could it be that..., which
falls under what Delahunty (1995: 341) refers to as inferential constructions — cf. ex.
(12). Delahunty presumes that these constructions can occur in any language which
includes expletive/zero subjects, copular verbs and subordinate tensed clauses (ibid.:
343).

(12) Jestlipak jste, vy sycdci, jesté nezapomnéli otéends?

“Could it be, you bums, that you have forgotten your 'Our Father'?”

English inferential constructions are sentences in which “a tensed subordinate clause is

embedded as the complement of a form of be whose subject is expletive it (Delahunty,
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1995: 342), as in It's not that he hates the press the way Nixon did, it's just that he is
insensitive to the press’ role in our society (ibid.: 341). Delahunty refers to the
superordinate part (i. e. the form of be and the expletive it) as the matrix (ibid.). Modal
verbs can occur in the matrix (ibid.: 343), as in ex. (12). Delahunty points out that the
construction enables the entire clause to be placed within the scope of modals, negation
or adverbs (ibid.: 344).

According to Quirk et al. (1985: 1392), such constructions occur in “expressions of
possibility and (especially) reflective questions™; in such instances, the extraposition of
the clause is obligatory (ibid.). Delahunty (1995: 347) revises this assertion, adding that
the construction itself does not express possibility but rather can include items
expressing possibility. In terms of function, inferential constructions “may represent an
interpretation, reflection, or conjecture” (ibid.: 348). In this aspect, the inferential

construction can be related to jestlipak in its deliberative use.

In ex. (12), it seems plausible to interpret the particle jestlipak as a means of
establishing contact. (According to MC 2 (1986: 231), jestlipak voices an appeal
directed to the addressee or establishes contact, while expressing the speaker’s
relationship to the content of the utterance.) The question in ex. (12) is posed by a priest
during the service, implying that the audience should start praying. In this instance, its
function is that of appeal: the speaker may pretend to be “thinking aloud”, thus making
the question resemble a deliberative one, but the intent of his utterance is to elicit a

particular reaction from his audience.

As inferential constructions have occurred both as counterparts of jestlipak and copak,
they will be further discussed in chapter 4.2.

4.1.3 Other

In several instances the English counterpart sentence was completely rephrased.
Although the English translation in ex. (13) may seem to be addressed to a specific

person, the context of the passage proves its deliberative character.® The pronunciation

% |n this passage, the only character present besides the speaker is asleep, therefore the speaker is
apparently posing the question to himself.
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of do you, reflected in the spelling, reflects the colloquial character of the particle

jestlipak.

(13) Jestlipak se trefim?

Well, how d’you reckon my chances?
4.2 English counterparts of copak

The following table presents a detailed summary of all the counterparts of copak and its
variants cozpak and cak which occurred in our material. The types of counterparts are
sorted in accordance with the sequence in which they will be discussed in this chapter.
An individual subchapter will be dedicated to all types of counterparts except those in

italics.

Table 6. Counterparts of copak/cozpak/cdk — detailed summary

counterpart of copak/cozpak/cak number of instances |percentage
NEGATIVE POLAR QUESTION - total 42 35 %
negative polar question 37

guestion including non-verbal negation 5

POSITIVE QUESTION - total 55 45.8 %
do you think... 5

how + modal verb 7

inferential construction 3

echo question 2

variable and polar question juxtaposed 2

(do) you mean... 3

guestion with modal verb 2

other positive questions 30
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NEGATIVE DECLARATIVE CLAUSE 8 6.7 %
QUESTION TAGS 4 3.4 %
OTHER - total 11 9.2 %
added introductory clause 3
added lexical items 2
referent-final tags 2
other 4
total 120 100 %

Note: Except one equivalent containing how + modal verb, all sentences containing cdk

were instances of idioms which will be discussed separately in chapter 4.3.
4.2.1 Negative polar question

As has been mentioned earlier in the theoretical chapter of this thesis (cf. 2.2.7),
English negative polar questions occur in specific contexts. They imply a change in the
speaker’s original assumption, which may be the cause of the speaker’s (unpleasant)
surprise (Duskova, 2012: 314). This particular type is illustrated by ex. (14) — the
speaker had assumed that the addressee was looking forward to “her being his” but now

her conduct makes him doubt the assumption.

(14) Copak ty se netésis na to, zZe budes moje se vsim vsudy?

Aren't you looking forward to being mine and all that goes with it?

In ex. (15), the illocutionary force of the question is that of a reproach. Interrogative
sentences introduced by copak with this illocutionary force reprimand the addressee for
inadequate conduct, possibly implying “a flaw on the addressee’s part* (Sticha, 2013:
773) — in ex. (15), with regard to the context provided by the addressee’s reply, the

implication is probably that the addressee is narrow-minded or stubborn).*

¥ Mluveéi vytyka partnerovi nepiiméfené jednani, které jako by bylo diisledkem n&jakého partnerova
nedostatku* (Sticha, 2013: 773; my translation).
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(15) Copak, madam, nechapete, co je v literature funkcni? — Nechdpu a nechci
chapat!
Don't you understand what it means for something to have a function in

literature? — I don 't understand and I don 't want to!

When posing a negative polar question implying an answer of the opposite
polarity, the speaker expects to receive a reaffirmation of the opposite of what he is
claiming (Duskova, 2012: 315), as in ex. (16).

(16) Copak prave v jeho "nevedel jsem! veril jsem!" netkvi jeho nenapravitelna
vina?
Isn't his 'l didn't know! I was a believer!' at the very root of his irreparable

guilt?

Negative polar questions can function as rhetorical questions, which are
equivalent to emphatic statements of the opposite polarity (Duskova, 2012: 316). This is

observable in (16) as well as in (17), which states a self-evident fact.

(17) Copak netrpi vsechny Zeny mésicnim krvdacenim?

Don't all women suffer from monthly bleeding?

Some verbs seem more likely to occur in negative questions than others, e.g. the verbs
see, as in ex. (18), and understand, as in (19). In one English sentence counterpart, see
even replaced the Czech verb citit (feel) — cf. ex. (18). These instances could be related
to the characteristic feature of negative polar questions — a change in the speaker’s
previous assumption (Duskova, 2012: 314). Here, the change of assumption is
motivated by the speaker’s observation of the addressee’s reactions to his previous
utterance. Based on these reactions, the speaker comes to suspect that the addressee may
have misinterpreted his intent. The question therefore carries a meaning of inference or
conjecture. As Poldauf points out, it is impossible for the speaker to know the true
feelings or thoughts of the addressee: “about the emotional attitude of another person
the only thing the speaker can do is give an (intellectual) piece of information”
(Poldauf, 1964: 246). Therefore, the speaker’s “change of assumption” has an
essentially intellectual basis and such sentences could be regarded as instances of

intellectual evaluation.
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(18) Vzdyt ja také... copak to necitis, zZe i jd... t¢ mam rada?
Heavens, you are... It’s the same with me... can 't you See I 'm... just as much in

love as you are?

In some Czech sentences with copak, the boundary between the interrogative and
exclamative sentence type seems fuzzy (here we are referring to the exclamative
sentence type which is formally identical with negative polar questions, distinguished
solely by intonation (Duskova, 2012: 334). We have encountered sentence pairs in
which one sentence type occurred as the counterpart of the other, as in ex. (19) and (20).
As Sticha (2013: 773) points out, interrogative sentences with the illocutionary force of

reproach can end either with a question mark or an exclamation mark.

(19) ,, Copak nechapete, ze jste nic neudélal, a nemate proto co odcinovat? “
“Don't you understand that you've done nothing and so there is nothing to

atone!”

(20) Copak nevidite!

Can't you see?

In example (21), the Czech adverb jak functions as a marker of degree. The English
sentence contains no relevant counterpart of jak. Possibly, the functional specificity of
the English negative polar question is enough to ensure that the English sentence
expresses an equivalent meaning and to emphasise its emotional expressivity, whereas
the Czech negative question, not being marked enough by itself, needs to be

accompanied by another expressive element.

(21) Copak nevis, jak t¢ mam rad?

Don't you know I love you?
4.2.1.1 Question containing non-verbal negation

Among the counterparts of copak there were also interrogative clauses including
non-verbal clausal negation — there occurred the absolute negators no or never
(Huddleston and Pullum, 2002: 788 — 789). These clauses count as negative (ibid.), they

can therefore be included in this category.
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(22) Copak neexistuje jina ctnost nez ta, jez prameni ze zdravého strachu pred
Sibenici?

“Is there no virtue... save what springs from a wholesome fear of the gallows?”

(23) Jiste zvrhla doktorka predepisuje néjaké zvrhlé léky, ale copak mi nikdy
nevyklada o tom odporném, ponizujicim divadle, co musi ti chudaci hrat?
Perhaps a perverted doctor would also prescribe perverted drugs, but had my
wife never told me about that revolting, humiliating play-acting those poor
wretches had to go in for?

4.2.2. Positive question

This type of translation counterpart of copak proved to be the most frequent as well

as the most varied one in our material.

If there is no marked element present in the English interrogative clause, it proves
difficult to determine whether or not the question is marked in any way without a wider
context being available — cf. ex. (24). On the other hand, the Czech particle copak is a
clear marker of emotional expressivity, expressing indignation (SSJC I, 1964: 222), as

in the aforementioned example (35) in 4.2.1.

(24) Copak za né byla odpovédna?
Was she responsible for them?

As regards ex. (24), the emotional expressivity of the English counterpart only becomes
clear upon a closer observation of the context: it occurs within a series of questions (cf.
ex. (25)), the first one being a negative polar rhetorical question, equivalent to an
emphatic assertion of the opposite polarity (Duskova, 2012: 316). (This particular
rhetorical question has been discussed above in ex. (17) Therefore, the interpretation of
positive questions occurring as counterparts of copak proved to be context-dependent,

similarly to negative polar questions (as discussed in 4.2.1).

(25) Copak netrpi vsechny Zeny mésicnim krvicenim? Copak snad ona vymyslela
Zenska rodidla? Copak za né byla odpovédna? Nebyla.
Don't all women suffer from monthly bleeding? Did she invent women's
genitals? Was she responsible for them? No.
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The abovementioned ambiguity of the English positive polar question in terms of
emotional expressivity as opposed to the distinct expressivity of copak may be the
reason for the relatively frequent occurrence of sentence modifiers in the English
translation counterparts, the most frequent one in our material being really (occurring
six times in total). Really evaluates the content of a sentence, expressing the speaker’s
certainty that it is valid (Duskova, 2012: 477). Quirk et al. (1985: 621) classify really as
an epistemic content disjunct, i. e. a disjunct expressing the speaker’s opinion of the
truth value of an utterance (ibid.: 620). Really “asserts the reality of what is said” (ibid.:
621), i. e. it expresses epistemic modality (ibid.: 52). However, if really is used in a
polar question, the “reality of what is said” is actually being questioned by the speaker —
cf. ex. (26). Apparently, the use of really in our questions is parallel to the role of copak
in rhetorical questions functioning as statements of the opposite polarity (Duskova,
2012: 316). Copak, like really, could therefore be a means of commenting on the reality

of the content of the sentence.

To sum up, copak here carries the meaning of epistemic modality as well as evaluative
meaning. This is in accordance with Poldauf’s assertion (1964: 244) that there is “a
smooth transition” between the third syntactical plan elements expressing evaluation

and those which express modality (cf. ex. (4) in 2.1).

(26) Copak je nutné, aby po clovéku zistalo télo, které se musi zahrabat do zemé
nebo hodit do ohne?
Is it really necessary for a person to leave a body behind, a body that must be

buried in the ground or thrown into a fire?

In two cases the positive polar question was preceded by the interrogative pronoun
what, which could be interpreted as a marker of emotional expressivity, which is
signalled by copak in this type of rhetorical questions (Duskova, 2012: 316) — see ex.
(27).35

% There may be a certain parallel between this use of copak and the interrogative pronoun coze, which
occurs in similar contexts — it is an expressive, colloquial item (MC 2, 1986: 95) and its component -Ze
allows it to serve as a means of emphasis in spoken discourse (ibid.: 100); like —pak, it can serve as a

colloquial device of establishing contact, marking the speaker s surprise (PMC, 2000: 679).
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(27) Micky zvedla oboci — copak jsem zapomnél, jak mdalo mam casu?

She raised her eyebrows silently — what, had | forgotten how little time | had?

In some instances, the original Czech superordinate clause becomes subordinate
in English, depending on a variant of the clause do you think, as in ex. (28). These
Czech questions are rhetorical, i. e. semantically they are statements (Quirk et al., 1985:
804) expressing the opposite polarity (Duskova, 2012: 316). Accordingly, the English

counterpart does not ask the addressee’s opinion; rather, it voices the speaker’s.

(28) ,, Copak vsechno, co neni blaznivy béh za konecnym rozuzlenim, je nuda? *
“Do you think that everything that is not a mad chase after a final resolution is
a bore?”
As Martinkova and Simon (2014: 21) point out, the inserted phrase (do) you think is a
direct expression of the contact between the speaker and the addressee; in this aspect it
corresponds to the contact function of the postfix —pak (PMC, 2000: 679).

4.2.2.1 Question introduced by how + modal verb

Questions introduced by the interrogative pronoun how tended to co-occur with
modal verbs, above all with can/could. The motivation for the use of a modal as the
counterpart of copak is probably the same as with the content disjunct really as
discussed in 4.2.2, i. e. Czech rhetorical questions introduced by copak express

epistemic modal meaning.

How in the examples (29) and (30) does not ask about manner; rather, it falls
under Huddleston and Pullum’s (2002: 908) category of “adjunct in clause structure,
asking for evidence”. In such contexts, how is used to “challenge what has been said or
implied” (ibid.), in other words to challenge the truth value of the content of the
following clause. In terms of semantics, these questions seem close to rhetorical
questions — they could be rephrased using a statement such as “there was no way of
knowing that Stalin had ordered loyal Communists to be shot”, or “I cannot tell a

composed poem from a written one”.

(29) [...] copak jsme méli nejmensi tuSeni o tom, zZe Stalin dal strilet vérné
komunisty?

[...] how were we to know that Stalin had ordered loyal Communists to be shot?
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(30) Copak poznam slozenou basnicku od napsany?

How can I tell a composed poem from a written one?

However, in (30) the use of the modal can is probably also due to its collocability with
tell in this particular meaning (OED Online defines it as follows: “tell preceded by can:

To be able to state; to know; to discern, perceive, make out, understand.”)36
4.2.2.2 Question containing the inferential construction

The counterparts of sentences with copak included four instances of the inferential
construction (Delahunty, 1995: 341), which has been referred to in 4.1.2.1. Inferential
constructions “may represent an interpretation, reflection, or conjecture” (ibid.: 348),
which pertains to ex. (31). They can be understood as “a pragmatic instruction to its
audience to regard its clause as an interpretation of its local context, that is, to be
about, rather than of, its context” (ibid.: 359).

(31) ,, Ty vopice jedna, copak myslis, ze se budu jen s tebou bavit? “

“You singular monkey, is it that you think that I'd be prattling with you? *

In the light of Delahunty’s conclusion, we regard the speaker in ex. (31) to be
interpreting the addressee’s possible stance. This situation is similar to that described in
4.2.1, ex. (18), where the negative question was motivated by a change in the speaker’s
assumption, prompted by how the speaker understood the addressee’s reactions to his
earlier utterance. In both cases, copak in the Czech clause expresses surprise and
suggests that the speaker demands a reaction — the utterance has the function of appeal

and is emotionally expressive.

4.2.2.3 Interrogative clause formally identical with declarative
clause. Echo questions

Interrogative clauses which do not contain subject-verb inversion, as in ex. (32),
are formally identical with declarative clauses, they are marked merely by rising
intonation (Duskova, 2012: 317). Their illocutionary force is not that of a question; they

function as statements with an added semantic feature of surprise, or as markers of the

3 "tell, v." Def. 7b. OED Online, Oxford University Press, March 2015. Avaliable online from

<www.OED.com> (accessed 16 May 2015).
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speaker’s polite concern (ibid.) (the latter type was not represented in our material).
There may be an additional feature of appeal as the speaker expects to have the content
confirmed by the addressee — in this aspect, these clauses are close to declarative

clauses with a question tag (ibid.).

(32) Copak ty myslis — ze nevim, co mluvim?

You think I don't know what I'm saying?

In the following example, the introductory what was added probably as an emphatic
marker of the speaker’s surprise. (See also ex. (27) for a similar use of what.) According
to Quirk et al. (1985: 836), what occurring individually can express “general
incredulity”; in ex. (33) it does not stand on its own, yet it is not syntactically integrated

into the sentence, therefore Quirk et al.’s definition may apply to this instance.

(33) Copak Adam byl slechtic?

What, Adam was a nobleman?

Echo questions are a subtype of the abovementioned type of interrogative sentences
without subject-verb inversion. They react to a previous statement (declarative clause)
by another speaker, whose content they repeat, sometimes word for word (Duskova,
2012: 317) — cf. ex. (34). Echo questions request confirmation of what the addressee has
said previously (ibid.), repetition of the preceding utterance or its clarification (Biber et
al., 2007: 1101). However, the speaker may request repetition not because he misheard
the addressee’s previous utterance but rather because he “found it difficult to believe”
(ibid.). This use of the echo question corresponds to the Czech copak expressing
surprise or indignation (SSJC I, 1960: 222).

(34) Namital jsem, ze Fucik patii vSem a ze snad i my si o ném smime zazpivat po
nasem. — Copak o ném zpivdte po nasem?
| objected that Fucik belonged to us all and that we had just as much right to

sing about him in our own way. — In our own way?

The question introduced by you mean, as in ex. (35), could be considered another
subtype of the category of echo questions. Here, Huddleston and Pullum’s terminology
proves convenient as they (2002: 891) distinguish between repetition echoes (requesting

repetition/confirmation) and clarification echoes (requesting an explanation). The
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former type usually implies the speaker has misheard the previous utterance, whereas
the latter implies that the speaker did not fully understand it (ibid.). Therefore,
clarification echoes may indicate the speaker’s puzzlement, which justifies their use as a

counterpart of copak expressing surprise (SSJC I, 1960: 222).

(35) Copak von to nevi?

“You mean, like, he doesn't know? “

Example (35) is also illustrative of the colloquial character of like: here it may be
understood as a counterpart of the colloquial copak as well as the non-standard form of
the Czech personal pronoun von.

4.2.2.4 Variable and polar question juxtaposed

Variable (wh-) questions can be immediately followed by a polar or alternative one
which “suggests an answer” to the former (Huddleston and Pullum, 2002: 876). The
latter question is frequently reduced to avoid repetition, as in ex. (36) (ibid.) — the
hypothetical full form would read “What do you take me for? Do you take me for a
psychologisz? . Together, the two questions can form a single sentence. According to
Huddleston and Pullum, in case the latter question is polar, they cannot be separated by

a comma (ibid.), nevertheless this is the case in example (37).

(36) ,, Copak ja jsem psycholog? *
“What do you take me for — a psychologist?

(37) Copak to nevidis?
What're you, blind?

4.2.3 Negative declarative clause

Questions introduced by copak are equivalent to statements of the opposite polarity
(Duskova, 2012: 316; Quirk et al., 1985: 804). It is the particle which causes this
reversal of polarity. As English fails to supply a precise equivalent of copak in such
contexts, the English counterparts resort to a direct expression of the negative meaning

which is communicated — cf. ex. (38). The emotional expressivity of copak may have as
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its counterparts e. g. expletives, as in ex. (39), or the exclamation mark in ex. (39) and
(40).

(38) ,, Copak to potrebuju? “
“I don't need that kind of trouble.

(39) Copak jsem pordd malé dité?

For Heaven's sake, I'm not a child any more!

oV v

(40) Jak miizes takhle micet, copak to je viibec lidské?

How can you be silent like this, it isn’t human!
4.2.4 Question tags

Three out of four instances of question tags in our material were negative clauses

with a positive question tag — cf. ex. (41).

(41) Copak jsem se tvaril andélsky?

| didn't make an angel face, did 1?

The other example was a positive declarative clause with a negative tag — cf. ex. (42).
According to Duskova (2012: 315), such clauses are similar to the type of negative
questions implying an affirmative reply.®” Similarly to negative declarative clauses
which occurred as counterparts of copak (cf. 4.2.4), the declarative clause here is of the
opposite polarity in comparison with the Czech original; it is the tag which corresponds

in terms of polarity to the clause introduced by copak, as in ex. (42).

(42) A to jako za co, povidam, copak neberou plat?
What for, | say, they get paid, don't they?

Question tags are used to ‘“elicit confirmation or agreement (thus involving the
addressee in the conversation) rather than to elicit information” (Biber et al., 2007: 208)
— their function is essentially that of establishing contact. The occurrence of question
tags as counterparts of copak suggests that copak serves as a means of establishing

contact or expressing appeal in some contexts — a similar aspect has been observed in

37 Pokud zaporné otazky implikuji kladnou odpovéd’, podobaji se kladnym vétdm oznamovacim se
zapornym tazacim dovétkem.* (Duskova, 2012: 315).
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other counterparts, namely interrogative clauses without subject-verb inversion and

echo questions (4.2.2.3) and added introductory clauses (4.2.5.1).

4.2 5 Other

4.2.5.1 Added introductory superordinate clause

In several instances, what had been a superordinate clause in the Czech original
became a subordinate clause in the English translation. Consequently, a new
superordinate clause is introduced, containing a verb whose lexical meaning is in
accordance with the function of the subordinate clause; the verb can be a performative
one, as in ex. (43). In (43), the added superordinate clause can be understood as a means
of emphasis. In (44), the content of the superordinate clause corresponds to the meaning
of the Czech negative question introduced by copak, i. e. it is indicates a change in the
speaker’s previous assumption (Duskova, 2012: 314). The sentence introduced by |
thought has the illocutionary force of appeal, the addressee is expected to confirm (or

possibly correct) the speaker’s assumption.

(43) Copak je to mozné?

| ask you, is it possible?

(44) ,, Copak ty nejsi posrpnovej, Franku? “

“I thought you were post-invasion yourself, Frank.
4.2.5.2 Additional lexical items

To several English translation counterparts, a specific lexical item was added which

had no counterpart in the Czech original.

(45) Gabrielo (osloveni v nejvyssi nouzi), copak mas pas?
“Gabriela” — her full name was pronounced only in the greatest of need — “you

don't even have a passport!”

Even is classified as a focusing adverb (Duskova, 2012: 473) or more specifically as an
“additive focusing modifier” together with also, as well and too (Huddleston and
Pullum, 2002: 592). The position of even within this set is specific in that it “contributes
and extra component of meaning, and can be negated” (Huddleston and Pullum, 2002:
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594). The added semantic component lies in the implication that the given proposition is
being juxtaposed with another proposition and presented as “stronger or more

surprising” (ibid.).

Example (46) contains non-verbal negation — it could be listed with negative declarative
clauses (cf. 4.2.3). The function of the adverb hardly is closely related to that of
negative items (DuSkova, 2012: 347). This characteristic is manifested in the co-
occurrence of hardly with the items any, at all etc. (ibid.), i. e. “polarity sensitive items”
typical of negative clauses (Huddleston and Pullum, 2002: 60). Huddleston and Pullum
(2002: 815) classify hardly as an adverbial approximate negator, i. e. an item expressing
“an imprecise quantification which is close to or approximates zero” (ibid.: 816). It can

mark clause negation as well as subclausal negation (ibid.: 820 — 821).

(46) ,, Zivotni $tésti, “ Fekl jsem posléze bezradné, ,, copak to jde vyucovat?
“Happiness, “ I eventually said nonplussed, “that’s hardly something you can

teach.”

Hardly occurs in clauses with a positive verb form (Duskova, 2012: 347). In ex. (46),
the negator hardly co-occurs with something, which is a positively-oriented polarity-
sensitive item (Huddleston and Pullum, 2002: 831); however, something is out of the
scope of the negation of hardly, as hardly here indicates clause negation — the sentence
could be rephrased as “that is not something you can teach”. Similarly, copak in
rhetorical questions co-occurs with a positive verb form; the question is a positive one
but has the meaning of an emphatic negative declarative clause, such as “to nejde

vyucovat” in case of ex. (46) (Duskova, 2012: 316).

4.2.5.3 Referent-final tags

There occurred several interrogative sentences ending in a tag of the type or
something. Despite their outward resemblance to alternative guestions, these are polar
questions. They are frequently used in conversation (Biber et al., 2007: 208). Biber et al.
(2007: 115) classify the tags as coordination tags functioning as vagueness markers and

implying that the preceding utterance “is not to be taken as precise or exhaustive” (ibid.:
116).
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The tags or something (47) and or what (48) are classified by Aijmer (2002:
223) as discourse particles, i. e. expressions ,,[giving] important clues to how discourse
i1s segmented and processed” (ibid.: 1). According to Aijmer, discourse particles in
general are characterised by “pragmatic functions involving the speaker’s relationship
to the hearer, to the utterance or to the whole text” (ibid.: 2). This definition could be
related to Poldauf’s concept of the third syntactical plan, whose elements are defined by

“the individuals specific ability to perceive, judge and assess” (Poldauf, 1964: 242).

(47) Copak Viktor umrel?

Has Viktor died or something?

(48) ,, Copak jste némy?”

“For goodness sake say something! Are you dumb, or what? “

Both or something and or what fall into the category of referent-final tags (Aijmer,
2002: 223). Referent-final tags, if not specifically linked to the previous context, are
generally markers of politeness (ibid.: 212), vagueness (ibid.: 213), uncertainty (ibid.:
216) or “lack of commitment” (in the case of or something) (ibid.: 219) — broadly
speaking, they are markers of tentativeness (ibid.: 248). The use of copak in examples
(47) and (48) may be motivated by the speaker’s afterthought to make the question
sound a little less direct or harsh — given such interpretation, the translation counterparts
may point to the general ability of the postfix —pak to make a question more tentative. In
our material, this function of the postfix —pak seems to be suggested by several English

equivalents (cf. e. g. 4.1.2).

4.3 Idioms containing copak

In the excerpted sentence pairs, there occurred several idiomatic structures
containing the particle copak. Given their specificity, we discuss them in a separate

chapter apart from the other instances of copak.

The first type of idiomatic structure is defined by Cermak (1988: 494) as an idiom
following the pattern of copak ten (X) — ale (Y)!. The positions indicated here as X and
Y can both be occupied by a noun, adjective, verb or adverb (ibid.) As suggested by

example (49), the structure is apparently open to some variation, at least in colloquial
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Czech: in this particular instance, the Y position is occupied by a clause and the
demonstrative pronoun ten is left out. The structure is emphatic, colloquial and
expressive, comparing two alternatives, the latter of which is seen as possessing a
higher degree of a given quality than the former (Cermak, 1988: 494). The structure is
normally followed by a further intensification or an added explanation, as in (49).

Copak in this type of structure is an evaluative particle (Cermak, 1988: 494).

In example (49), the speaker assigns to the latter element a greater degree of

importance/relevance rather than of a particular quality.

(49) ,, Copak trapné, ale prisli bychom o Dvordkiv violoncellovy koncert!
“Never mind the embarrassment, think of the Dvorak’s cello concerto we’d be

missing!”

The role of both copak and never mind in (49) is that of focusing, yet semantically, they
seem to imply that the immediately following item is less important than the addressee
believes, while suggesting the existence of something considerably more significant
which is presented in the following clause. This “downtoning” function of never mind is
in accordance with the definition of never mind (about) (doing) something: “it is not as
important as something else” (OALD, 2005: 934). Let us conclude that this use of never
mind shares with the idiom copak X, ale Y the evaluative aspect as well as the

implication of two alternatives of contrasting importance.

In the other type of idiomatic construction, copak is employed in the role of a
focusing particle: it allows for a particular sentence element to become the focus of the
sentence. This focus element is referred to twice; its second occurrence tends to be
realised by an anaphoric pronoun, as to in ex. (50). According to SSJC I (1960: 222),
the introductory copak in such constructions can express, among other meanings, the
speaker’s recognition, which would pertain to ex. (50) and (52); or understatement and

modesty, as in ex. ((51).%

(50) Copak nakladatelstvi, to vydrzi.

I'm not worried about her publishing business - that will hang together.

3 Def. 1. ,,0bdiv, hodnoceni, uznani n. skromné odmitani, podceiiovani, pohrdani* (SSJC I, 1960: 222;

my translation).
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(51) Copack ja, ja sem malej pan a to uz sem vam rikal!

Never mind me, I'm jus a little man, an | told ja before!

(52) Cdk Franta, ten se znova vozeni.

Franta’ll be all right, he can marry again.

Possibly, even these structures with copak do imply a juxtaposition of two items, like
the first type copak X, ale Y; only in these structures the other item is not present. The
“added explanation” (Cermak, 1988: 494) may not be provided, nevertheless the
sentence still implies the general notion of a contrast of two elements, although the
exact nature of this contrast may be unspecified. (E. g. ex. (52)(52) implies the
existence of other unspecified people who are less likely to marry again than Franta.)
Therefore, the latter type of idiom including copak could be viewed as the result of a

variation (in fact reduction) of the former copak X, ale Y construction.

Interestingly, all but one of the examples introduced by the dialectal variant cdk were
idiomatic (cf. ex. (52)), which may point to the colloquial character of the idiomatic

structures.

To sum up, words or phrases including the postfix —pak occur as counterparts of never

mind expressing the following different meanings, termed provisionally as follows:

1) The “contrasting copak”: the constructions mostly follow the pattern copak X, ale
Y. Y is presented as possessing a higher degree of a given quality (or relevance) than X

— see ex. (49).

2) The “focusing copak”: used as a means of expressing “recognition” — cf. ex. (52) —
or “understatement/modesty” — cf. ex. (53) (SSJC I, 1960: 222). The latter corresponds
to the meaning of never mind (about) (doing) something listed in OALD (2005: 934):
the clause element following never mind is presented as “not as important as something

else®.

(53) Cdk ja.

But don'’t take no account of me.
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According to Poldauf (1964: 252), in colloquial uneducated English, repetition
often occurs as a means of the third syntactical plan, expressing intensification and

emotional evaluation, as in ex. (54).
(54) You work hard, you do. (ibid.)

Let us suggest that this sentence could be translated into Czech using the
abovementioned structure with copak, for example as: Copak ty, ty pracujes jaksepatri.
Possibly, the repetition in English could serve a similar function to the idiomatic use of

the “focusing copak™, i. e. expressing the speaker’s recognition.39

*There appear to be some further links between the English idiom never mind and Czech particles
functioning as elements of the third syntactical plan. Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 594) point out that
never mind occurs in constructions in which two negative propositions are compared and the latter,
introduced by an idiom such as never mind or let alone, is presented as “weaker”, i. e. even less plausible
in the light of the former proposition (cf. ex. (1) and (2) in this footnote). In general, this type of never
mind fulfills the same function as even (Huddleston and Pullum, 2002: 594), i. e. both are focusing items.

(1) We can't even afford to go to the movies, let alone the theatre. (Huddleston and Pullum, 2002:

594)

(2) I never thought she'd win once, never mind twice! (OALD, 2005: 934)
This use of never mind corresponds to the colloquial Czech particle idiom natoz(pak) aby, which occurs
in analogous contexts (Cermak, 1988: 502) — cf. ex. (3). The Czech idiom stands between the two
propositions, functioning as a linking device with an added grading function (Cermék, 1988: 502); these
properties can be attributed to the English idiom as well (Huddleston and Pullum, 2002: 594).

(3) Ani nepodékoval, natoz(pak) aby nabidl pomoc. (Cermék, 1988: 502)
The postfix —pak in natozpak aby is optional (Cermék, 1988: 502), its function is possibly that of a further
emphasis (cf. CJ4 5, 2011: 570). Still we could say that some Czech particles/particle idioms with —pak

share with the English never mind the focusing as well as evaluative function.
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5. Conclusion

This thesis aimed to examine the English elements of the third syntactical plan
corresponding to the Czech particles copak and jestlipak. Our initial hypothesis, based
chiefly on the findings of Poldauf, was that the English counterparts of Czech sentences
introduced by jestlipak would include the introductory or epenthetic marker | wonder.
This hypothesis was essentially proven by our analysis. Based on the material analysed
in chapter 4.1, we may conclude that the particle jestlipak has two distinct uses in
Czech. Firstly, it is used for establishing contact (with a possible additional role of a
politeness marker), corresponding to the role of the enclitic particle —pak as a colloquial
polite linking device, mentioned by PMC (2000: 679; 694). Secondly, jestlipak occurs
as a marker of the deliberative character of a question. Both of these meanings of
jestlipak correspond to the English use of | wonder, as suggested by Poldauf. The other
chief group of English translation counterparts of both the types of jestlipak were polar
questions. Deliberative questions sometimes included additional markers such as modal
verbs or the inferential construction, as deliberativeness is linked with an epistemic
modal meaning (“conjecture”). When used in the contact/politeness function, polar
questions were found to co-occur with added markers of tentativeness, such as specific
lexical items or past tense. Although jestlipak is not systematically classified as a
tentativeness/politeness marker by all Czech grammars or dictionaries (PMC as noted
above is an exception, yet it provides merely a brief mention of this function of —pak),

the corpus excerption suggested that the particle can carry such meaning.

As regards the translation counterparts of copak, our hypothesis was based on
Poldauf’s study and the roles of copak mentioned with regard to their English
counterparts by Duskova We expected to encounter negative polar questions, rhetorical
questions, question tags attached to declarative clauses of reversed polarity and
expletives. English negative polar questions, whose speaker expects to receive an
affirmation of the opposite of what he is asking, indeed correspond to Czech rhetorical
questions introduced by copak. Rhetorical questions were found both within the group
of negative polar questions and positive questions. In terms of illocutionary force,
questions introduced by copak can function as appeals and are emotionally expressive.
As regards question tags, they did occur in our material, serving an analogous function
to that of negative polar rhetorical questions. A type of counterpart which we did not
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expect was the negative declarative clause, reflecting literally the illocutionary force of

the Czech rhetorical questions with copak.

To sum up, the main functions of copak in our material were the following. Firstly,
copak carries epistemic modal meaning, either presenting an assertion of the reversed
polarity, as in negative polar questions; or marking the speaker’s inference. The
inferential construction as well as some negative polar questions imply that the change
in the speaker’s assuption applies to the addressee’s supposed views or attitudes. In
such  contexts, questions containing copak express the  speaker’s

“interpretation/conjecture” of reality (Delahunty, 1995: 348).

Secondly, copak occurred as a marker of expressivity or emotional evaluation.
Universally, copak functions as a marker of emotional expressivity, carrying meanings
such as indignation, surprise, reproach, incredulity. In Poldauf’s terminology, the
particle would thus probably fall under the emotionally evaluative third syntactical plan
elements. Its expressivity accounts for the use of copak in rhetorical questions, in which
the particle occurs as a means of emphasis (due to the particle, such questions function

as equivalents to emphatic negative declarative clauses).

Thirdly, its function is that of establishing contact or voicing an appeal, as in
rhetorical questions requesting a confirmation of the content of the clause (or its
opposite). Generally, copak is a marker of the speaker’s surprise and prompts the
addressee to react to the question — either to reaffirm the speaker’s original view (here,
copak carries the added epistemic meaning of “impossibility”), or to confirm the
speaker’s surmise (meaning of “inference/interpretation” combined with “appeal”).
Contexts in which this function of copak has been observed include declarative clauses
with a reversed-polarity question tag, interrogative clauses without subject-verb
inversion, echo questions, added introductory clauses with a performative verb,

questions introduced by (do) you think.

These three functions were often combined. For instance, in rhetorical questions, copak
carries epistemic modal meaning: the speaker makes a comment on the supposed reality
of the content of the clause. The epistemic meaning in rhetorical questions is often

accompanied by the emotionally evaluative semantic feature of surprise or disbelief.
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In some contexts, the use of copak may manifest the ability of the postfix —pak to make
a question more tentative. Possibly, the contact meaning of copak here is combined with
an added sense of politeness. (We touched upon the possibility of this use of —pak in
4.1.2)

Positive questions turned out to be the most frequent counterpart of Czech questions
introduced by copak; they were also the most heterogeneous group in our analysis. The
English positive polar question does not in itself function as a marker of emotional
expressivity, therefore it often contains additional lexical items such as sentence
modifiers. Where copak carried epistemic modal meaning, the English counterpart often
included modal verbs (most frequently can). We have also encountered the epistemic

content disjunct really serving a similar function.

The English counterparts of the expressive meanings of copak did include some
expletives (as had been expected), or the occasional use of exclamation marks, but
mostly the use of a negative polar question was enough to provide the English

translation with the corresponding expressivity.

In summary, we can conclude that the material of our analysis corresponds to
our hypothesis. The primary counterpart of jestlipak as suggested by Poldauf, the
introductory/epenthetic signal | wonder, proved prevalent in the available corpus
excerpts. Negative polar and negative as well as positive rhetorical questions were the
most frequent counterparts of copak. The postfix —pak in Czech particles can serve
functions of establishing contact or, put more generally, the function of appeal. Its
ability to make an utterance more tentative is related to this “contact function”. In some
occurrences of jestlipak, it serves to add deliberative meaning to a question; with some
uses of copak, the postfix can signal an “inferential” meaning — the speaker is making a

surmise rather than an assertion.
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7. Résumé

Tato bakalatska prace si klade za cil prozkoumat anglické protéjsky ceskych
Castic copak a jestlipak. Opira se pfitom zejména o poznatky Poldaufovy studie ,Tieti
syntakticky plan’/‘The Third Syntactical Plan’ (1964). Podle Poldaufa sestava tieti
syntakticky plan z jazykovych prostiedkil, jez vztahuji obsah véty k jedinci a vyjadiuji
jeho zainteresovanost na obsahu sdéleni, nebo jeho postoj k obsahu ¢i zpisobu sdélenti;
Poldauf déle rozliSuje mezi prostiedky tfetiho planu slouzicimi emocionaln¢ hodnotici a
intelektualné hodnotici funkci. Vzhledem k typologickému rozdilu mezi CeStinou a
angli¢tinou jsou tfeti syntaktické plany téchto dvou jazyki znacné odlisné a nestejné
rozvinuté: flektivni ¢eStina mé oproti analytické anglictiné vyrazné bohatsi repertoar
prostiedkti tfetiho syntaktického planu, mimo jiné Casto uplatiiuje Castice. Prace se
zamé&fii na dvé Castice copak a jestlipak, obsahujici postfix/enklitickou partikuli —pak,
kterd se vyvinula ze samostatné ¢astice pak. Z poznatkil ¢eskych mluvnic a zminek
v dalsi odborné literatufe vyplyva, ze tento postfix proptjcuje sloviim ptiznakovost: ma

expresivni (emotivni) a intenzifikacni povahu a je frekventovany v hovorové cesting.

Cilem prace je zjistit, jaké prostfedky uziva anglictina v ekvivalentnich funkcich, a dale,
bude-li to mozné, pomoci téchto ptrekladovych protéjski specifikovat hlavni rysy a
funkce danych ¢eskych ¢astic. Na zakladé Poldaufovych zjisténi a zminek o ¢asticich
copak a jestlipak v Mluvnici soucasné anglictiny na pozadi cestiny (Duskova, 2012)
jsme formulovali nasledujici hypotézu: mezi protéjSky Ceskych vét uvozenych castici
jestlipak Ize v angli¢tiné oéekavat véty obsahujici spojeni | wonder; véty s | wonder je
mozn¢é pievadet do forem vyjadiujicich rizné hodnoty kategorie osoby, €isla 1 Casu (tyto
specifické moznosti, dané slovesem wonder, odpovidajici Ceské véty s Casticemi
pfirozen¢ nemaji, coz ukazuje odliSnost tfetiho syntaktického planu anglického proti
¢eskému). Mezi anglickymi protéjsky ¢eskych vét s copak 1ze o¢ekavat zaporné otazky
zjistovaci, fungujici v komunikaci jako dirazna tvrzeni opacné polarity; obecné otazky
feCnické; a veéty stazacim dovétkem opacné polarity. Témto piedpokladanym
ekvivalentiim je spolecnd funkce: a¢ se formalné jedna o otazky, z hlediska iloku¢ni sily
jde zpravidla o tvrzeni. Mimo zminéné ekvivalenty l1ze v anglictiné¢ ocekavat rovnéz
vyskyt expletiv, kterd& mohou byt c¢asticim s —pak funkénim protéjskem co

do expresivity.
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V teoretick¢é kapitole prace rekapituluje Poldaufovu koncepci tietiho
syntaktického planu se zietelem k roli Castic v planu ¢eském. Nasledné stru¢né shrnuje
etymologicky ptivod a funkce postfixu —pak, jeho vyskyty v ramci riznych slovnich
druhti a funkci ¢astic obsahujicich dany postfix v rGznych typech otdzek. V praktické
¢asti prace analyzuje 137 piekladovych dvojic vét, jejichz Ceské origindly obsahuji
Castice jestlipak, copak, piipadné varianty cozpak a cdk. Véty byly excerpovany
Z paralelniho korpusu InterCorp. Byl vytvofen subkorpus cCerpajici z jadra korpusu,
obsahujiciho beletristické texty; subkorpus jsme omezili na ptuvodni Cesky psané texty.
K tomuto subkorpusu byla zarovnana anglicka verze InterCorpu. Vyhledavany byly
postupné vSechny varianty jestlipak, copak, coZpak a cdk. Pro el prace byl dostacujici
zakladni dotaz, protoZe Castice jsou neohebny slovni druh a velikost pocate¢niho
pismene je pro naSe potieby irelevantni, nebylo tedy nutné nastavovat vyhledavaci
parametr na lemma. Konkordan¢ni tadky byly ruéné roztfidény, vylouceny byly
irelevantni vyskyty, tedy ptredevsim piipady, v nichz bylo copak tazacim zajmenem, a
dale tii véty, v nichz nebylo mozné urcit jasny anglicky protéjSek Ceské castice. Ve
zbylych 137 dvojicich vét byl anglicky protéjSek ceskeé Castice vzdy identifikovan.
Na zakladé typu tohoto protéjsku byly véty rozdéleny do skupin. Vlastni analyticka cast
prace pojednavd o jednotlivych typech ekvivalenti a s pfihlédnutim k relevantni
literatufe se snazi urcit, v ¢em spociva u jednotlivych protéjski funkéni ekvivalence
s Ceskymi casticemi. Ke kazdému typu protéjskii je uveden ilustrativni piiklad
z korpusovych excerpci.

Prace dochazi k zavéru, ze frekventovanym prot&jskem ceského jestlipak je
skutecné vyraz | wonder, ktery muze byt k ¢eské castici ekvivalentni ve dvou jejich
vyznamovych odstinech, a to ve vyznamu deliberativnim (zde jestlipak uvozuje otazky,
jez mluv¢i klade sdm sobé a projevuje v nich nejistotu, pochybnost o pravdivosti sdéleni
— jde o podkategorii otazek dubitativnich) a ve funkci kontaktové. Protipoly ceskych veét
s copak rovnéz hypotézu potvrdily — obsahovaly zejména zjistovaci otazky zaporné a
otazky feénické (kladné i zaporné). Ceské &astice s postfixem —pak tedy plni funkci
kontaktni, popt. apelovou; s kontaktni funkci souvisi ziejmé schopnost postfixu dodat
Copak v nekterych kontextech signalizuje ,inferencni” vyznam, tedy naznacuje, ze
mluvéi spiSe vyslovuje domnénku i interpretaci nez tvrzeni — Castice je zde
prostiedkem vyjadieni jistotni modality.
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8. Appendix

Appendix table 1: Czech sentences introduced by jestlipak with their English

counterparts
no. |source original translation
1 |Swblova, V.- ,,A jestlipak vite,” zeptal jsem | “Idon ’ t know if you know, ” I
Skalpet, prosim se ho, ,,Zze takové primitivni said, “ but primitive trepanations
trepanace se dosud daji vidét u | can still be seen to this day
nékterych divokych kment?* among some savage tribes. ”
2 |Fischerova, D.- | Jegtlipak se trefim? (picks up a stone and weighs it
:SZ::n:VTE; lovingly in his hand). Well, how
d’ you reckon my chances?
3 | Skvorecky,J.- | Jestlipak se Hakim ozve na Will Hakim rise to confront such
I:ﬁbéh enyra takovy vylev idealismu? an outpouring of idealism?
4 | Klima, I - Laska | Jestlipak ma pii vrcholu ismév, || remembered, and | wondered if
asmett vzpomnél jsem si. it might have a smile at the top.
5 |Hasek J.- ,,Koufil bys, vid’,” fekl, "You 'd like to have a smoke,
S}ZZ ii:::o ,jestlipak... right? I wonder if...*
6 |Skvorecky,J.- | A jestlipak by i to, co Blbénka s | And could Dotty and Lida 's
fﬁbéh e Lidou asi délavaly, nez se probable profession have
Blbénka vyvdala za ocean, awakened the masochistic
probudilo v pané Zawynatchovi | pleasure principle in Mr.
jeho masochisticky princip Zawynatch?
slasti.
7 |Hasek J - ,Jestlipak znate Casopis Svét "Could it be that you know the
Osudy.. zvitat?“ magazine The Animal World?"
8 'f“”dera' M.- 1]...] a potom jsme sedéli v malé |[...] and then we found a little inn
sert hospudce u Zbraslavi, jedli jsme | and had some bread and sausage,
chleba a buit, vSechno bylo everything was perfectly ordinary
docela obycejné a prosté, nevrly | and simple, the surly waiter, the
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hostinsky, polity ubrus, a piece
to bylo nadherné dobrodruzstvi,
fekla jsem Ludvikovi, jestlipak
vite, Ze jedu za tfi dny na

Slovacko délat reportaz o Jizdé

stained tablecloth, and yet what a
wonderful adventure, | said to
Ludvik, did you know | was
going to Moravia for three days

to do a feature on the Ride of the

krald. Kings?
9 Hasek, J. - ,Jestlipak ti daji také zakoufit, | The short one didn’t finish his
Osudy dobrého o ., ..
T nez t€ povesi,* ale nedokonéil | sentence, because he wanted to
vojaka Svejka...
vétu, vycituje, Ze by to byla say : " | wonder if they will give
beztaktnost. you a smoke before they hang
you.* But, he felt saying it might
be tactless.
10 | Topol,J.- Jestlipak to jesté dovedu, bejt | EVI. Do I still have a sweet
Kock
o _a " mlsna. tooth? | wonder.
kolejich
11 | Hasek J.- Jestlipak jste, vy sycaci, jeste "Could it be, you bums, that you
Osudy dobréh
S_u, e fe ? nezapomngéli ot¢enas? have forgotten your 'Our Father *?
vojaka Svejka...
12 | Kohout, P. - Jestlipak ten fecky hajzlik What if that little Greek prick was
Snézim .. , . L
ptiposlouchaval? listening in?
13 | Otenasek, J.- | Hm...“ mumla pfi jidle s plnou |“ Mmmm... ” she mumbled with
Romeo, Juli T :
tn?:eo s pusou, ,,jestlipak jsou také her mouth full, “ I wonder if there
nearijské vily?* are non-Aryan fairies?
14 | Swblova, V. - ,Tak jestlipak vis, kam ted’ “So do you know where you ’ re
Skalpel, prosi ) ) ) :
“pen prosim pojedes?" zeptal jsem se ho. going now?” I asked him.
15 | Skvorecky, J.- | Jestlipak znate jestd vzoredek Do you recall, by any chance, the
PFibéh inzeny .
1” e pro vypocet plochy kruhové formula for calculating the area of
vysece? " a sector? "
16 | Owenasek, J.- | Jestlipak viibec vi, Ze je vlastné || wonder if he knows he * s a
Romeo, Julie a Krdl? King?
tma
17 | Skvorecky, J.- | Jestlipak taky sed&la toho dne u |1 wonder if she too sat that day by

Pribéh inzenyra

2

sochy upaleného svétce a

ptisahala, ze nikdy?

the statue of the saint who died at
the stake and swore she would

never, ever forget?

64




Appendix table 2: Czech sentences introduced by the particle copak (or its variants

coipak, cdak) with their English counterparts

no. |source original translation
18 | Topol,J.-Sestra | Copak se ¢lovek fizlti v zivote | Will we ever get rid of those
nezbavi. spooks?
19 | Skvorecky, J. - Hajlovani pieslo v nepopsatelny | The siegheiling disintegrated
Pribehinzemira 1 fev — copak se nikdo z téch into indescribable
fvountl neboji valky? pandemonium. Weren't any of
those howlers afraid of war?
20 |Kundera,M.-Zert|  Copak ty tam chces jit?“ zeptal | “You're not going, are you?"
jsem se ho.
21 | Swblova, V. - MiI¢ky zvedla oboc¢i — copak She raised her eyebrows
Skalpel prosim jsem zapomnél, jak malo mam | silently — what, had | forgotten
Casu? how little time | had?
22 | Kundera,M.-Zert | (copak jsme méli nejmensi (how were we to know that
tuSeni o tom, Ze Stalin dal stfilet | Stalin had ordered loyal
vérné komunisty?) Communists to be shot?)
23 | Topol,J.-Sestra | Copak sem vrah, zamumlal What, do | look like a
Doktor. murderer, the Doctor mumbled.
24 | Topol,J.-Sestra | Copak to nevidis? What're you, blind?
25 | Kundera, M. - Copak je laska myslitelna bez | Can we possibly imagine love,
Nesmrtelnost toho, ze uzkostné sledujeme nas | without anxiously following
obraz v mysli milovaného? our image in the mind of the
beloved?
26 | Skvorecky, J.- | Copak si myslig, e oni si “Do you really think they think
Pribeh inzenyra 2 mysli, Ze nékdo takhle ryli people actually think that
mysli?* way?*
27 | Topol, J.-Kocka | Copak nejsem? Am | not?
na kolejich
28 | Swblova, V. - ,,Copak vim?“ “How should I know?”
Skalpel, prosim
29 | Kundera,M.- Zert | Copak o ném zpivate po nagem? | In our own way?
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30 | Skvorecky, J. - ,Copak, madam, nechapete, co | “Don't you understand what it
Pribéh inzenyra 1 | . . v o .
d je v literatufe funkéni? means for something to have a
function in literature?
31 | Skvorecky, J. - ,,Copak sem tvoje zena?* “Am I your woman?”
Pribéh inzenyra 1
32 | Kohout,P.- — Gabrielo (osloveni v nejvyssi | “Gabriela” — her full name was
Snézim . 'y i
nouzi), copak mas pas? pronounced only in the greatest
of need — “you don't even have
a passport!”
33 | Hasek J.-Osudy | Copak se nemiizete Skrabat Can't you scratch yourselves at
dobrého vojaka , . L. .
- doma a musite si to pravé nechat | home?! Do you have to leave it
Svejka za svétové
valky na sluzby bozi? to do during our very divine
services?
34 | Kundera M.- Copak za né& byla odpovédna? | Was she responsible for them?
Nesmrtelnost
35 | Kohout, P.- Copak jste nedostali Berantiv Didn't you get Beran's
Hvézdna hodina
vzkaz? message?
vrahii
36 | Skvorecky,J.- | O dvé stranky dal zdtraziiuje | “Two pages later, a journalist
Pribéh inzenyra 2 | . , oo uey .
zurnalista, ktery rovnéz ptisel za | who has come to dig out
Marlowem vyzvidat, ze pan information on Kurtz claims
Kurtz mél viru, copak to that Mr. Kurtz had the faith.
nevidite? On mél viru.* Don't you see — he had the
faith.”
37 | Skvorecky, J. - Copak ta deodorantem a Didn’t this Swedish girl
Pribéh inzenyra 1 .

g levanduli vonici §védska holka | smelling of deodorant and
nevidi, ze ja ji preci jakziv lavender realize that | could
dékanovi neprasknu? never ever have brought myself

to report her to the Dean?
38 | Kohout, P. - — Copak von to nevi? “You mean, like, he doesn't
Snézim
know?*
39 |Havel,V.-Largo | Copak nechépete, Ze jste nic Don't you understand that

desolato

neud¢lal, a nemate proto co

odéinovat?

you've done nothing and so

there is nothing to atone!
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40 | Skvorecky, J. - Copak neni pro tebe dost dobra, |Don't you think she's good

Pribeh inzemira 1 dyZ pro mé je? enough for you, if she's good

enough for me?
41 | Topol,J.-Kocka | Copak miizu? How can I?
na kolejich
42 | Topol,J.-Kocka | Copak jsem se tvafil andélsky? | I didn't make an angel face, did
na kolejich 12
43 | Fischerova, D.- | Copak s tebou nékdy muzu zit! | How do you think I could ever

Hodina mezi psem . .

A vikem live with you?

44 | Kundera, M. - Copak snad ona vymyslila Did she invent women's

Nesmrtelnost zenska rodidla? genitals?

45 | Skvorecky,J.- | Copak si nedovedete predstavit, | Doesn't Hawthorne say,

Pribeh inzenjra 1 7e to nékdo se svétem muze "Cannot you conceive that a
myslet dobfe a usilovat o dobro | man may wish well to the
svéta na zaklad¢ néjakych jinych | world, and struggle for its
myslenek, nez presné téch, které | good, on some other plan than
mate vy? precisely that which you have

laid down?"
46 | Topol,J.-Sestra | No jo, ale copak maj dé&ti idky | Yeah, but it's not like the
obcanky? kids've got ID.
47 | Viewegh, M. - ,,Copak ja jsem psycholog?* “What do you take me for —a
ZZZZ: diveley psychologist?*
48 | Swblova, V.- ,,Copak si na nas kazdy mize “How can they say things like
kalpet, prosim oteviit pusu?“ that?” she continued.
49 | Klima, I -Liskaa | Milo, dyt’ skon¢ime na fasirku, |“Mila, d’you want us to end up
smett copak mas rozum v prdeli?* as mincemeat? Have you lost
your marbles?
50 | Kohout,P.- Copak to nikda nebylo, Zze sem | Didn't | cook that same soup
Snézim

tu vafila pro pét krkii denodenné
tu samou polivku ze shnilyho

zeli?

from rotten cabbage day in and

day out for five mouths?
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51 |Kundera M.- Copak je odpovédny za to, Ze Is he responsible for his green
Nesmrtelnost , ,
ma zeleny nos? nose?
52 | Otenasek,J.- | Vzdyt ja také... copak to neciti§, | Heavens, you are... It ’s the
Romeo, Julie a Yy v s . . s
. Ze 1ja... t¢ mam rada? same with me... can ’t you see |
ma
‘m... just as much in love as
you are?
53 | Kundera, M. - ,»Copak nevidis, Ze je “Can't you see that he is sick!”
Nesmrtelnost e
nemocny!
54 | Skvorecky, J. - Copak neexistuje jina ctnost nez | “Is there no virtue... save what
Pribéh inzenyra 1 .. , , .
ta, jez prameni ze zdravého springs from a wholesome fear
strachu pted Sibenici? of the gallows?*
55 | Topol J.-Sestra | Copak tady neni ani podzim!, Don't they even get fall here,
ten jsem mival rad, i kdyz véci | the one season | was fond of,
podzimu mé obc¢as pekné even if autumn stuff did
rozhodily... musel jsem se occasionally throw me off
rozcviéit, navlik jsem na sebe pretty good... | needed to warm
vSechny svy hadry. up, slipped into my duds.
56 | Kohout,P.- Copak Viktor umfel? Has Viktor died or something?
Snézim
57 |Klima, I.-Laskaa | Copak nechdpu, nevidim to Didn’t I understand, couldn’t
smeti
snad? see?
58 |Lew.J.-Umeni | Copak Adam byl Slechtic? What, Adam was a nobleman?
prekladu
59 | Otcendsek,J.- | Copak jste némy? For goodness sake say
Romeo, Julie a .
. something! Are you dumb, or
ma
what? ”’
60 | Kohout,P.- Copak neni pasé? " Isn’t that a bit passé?
Snézim
61 | Kundera, M.- Copak Isn’t making love merely an
Nesnesitelna . . P v N s iti
milovani neni nez vécné eternal repetition of the same?
lehkost byti
opakovani téhoz?
62 | Kundera, M.- Zert | Copak " Aren’t you looking forward to

ty se netesis na to, Ze budes

being mine and all that goes

68




moje se v§im vSudy?*

with it? "

63 |Hasek J.-Osudy | Nic se neboj, Voditko, " Have no fear, Vodicka, "
ZZZ::O rojika konejsil ho Svejk, ,.jen klid, Svejk was soothing him, " Just
zadny roz¢ilovani, copak jeto | keep calm, no getting upset as
néco, bejt pred néjakym if it were something, to be in
takovym divizijnim soudem. front of such a Divisional
Court.
64 | Skvorecki,J.- | Copak je nutné se starat - dnes, | Do we really have to worry -
Pribeh inzemira 2 kdy se konecné miize fikat today, when at last everything
vSechno - komu nahraje pravda? |can be said - about those whose
hands the truth plays into?

65 | fFischerovd, D.- | /g komickymi vzdechy VILLON (with the comic sighs

:::jk':: ezl psem karaného zaka padne pied of a scolded pupil, he falls on
Régnierem na kolena / Copak his knees before REGNIER).
me neznas, Rrrren?

66 | Kundera,M.-Zert| Ale But was this the first time |
copak encountered adolescent actors?
jsem se stretl s takovym
mladistvym hercem poprvé?

67 | Viewegh, M. - A to jako za co, povidam, copak | What for, | say, they get paid,

Z ZZZ divelcy neberou plat? don’t they?

68 | Topol.J.- Kocka | Copak se musi poiad néco dit? |EVI. Does something have to

pakoleich happen all the time?

69 |Hasek J.-Osudy | Krycihiml, copak jse$ hluchej? | " KRUCIHIML, is it that you ’

zz;t:o vojika re deaf?

70 | Stblova, V. - Copak mi napadlo, Ze by to Do you think it ever occurred to

Skalpel.prosim | ohl téZce snaset? me that he might take it so
seriously?

71 | Fischerova, D.- | Copak nikdo neslysi? Can no one hear me?

Hodina mezi psem
avlkem
72 | Skvorecky, J. - Copak néco vi? ,,But there was never anything

Pribéh inzenyra 1
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to be jealous of - we never did

anything.*
73 | Viewegh, M. - ,Zivotni §tésti -, fekl jsem " Happiness - " | eventually
Vychova divek . :
JAOEEEY | posléze bezradné, ,,copak to jde | said nonplussed, " - that 's
Cechach
vyucovat?* hardly something you can
teach.
74 | Kohout, P.- - Prosim t&, copak je pro tebe  |" Oh, come on, is getting raped
e znasilnéni jak houska na kramé? | just like a trip to the store for
you? "
75 | Topol,J.-Kocka | Copak tebe by napadlo néco tak | You could never think up
kolejich . : .
natore néznyho jako sykorka? anything as tender as a finch.
76 | Lew.J.-Umeni | Copak ja néco fikam! "My dears! But I... my love!
Feklad, . :
presadt Did I speak? I’ m just..."
77 | Skvorecky, J. - Copak ty ses nékdy bala, Nad’o? | But were you ever afraid,
Pribéh inzenyra 1 Nadia?
78 | Otcenasek, J.- | Copak jsem porad malé dit&? For Heaven ’ s sake, I > m not a
Romeo, Julie a .
child any more!
tma
79 | Kundera,M.-Zert | Copak bylo potfeba mne takhle | "Was there really any need to
klamat?* deceive me like that?"
80 | Otcenasek, J.- | Copak jsem stard baba, "I ° m not an old woman, for
Romeo, Julie a , « s
propana? Heaven ’ s sake! "
tma
81 |Swblova, V.- Copak je to mozné? I ask you, is it possible?
Skalpel, prosim
82 |Kundera, M.- Copak je nutné, aby po ¢lovéku | But was there no other way to
Nesmrtelnost . . ; B . .
zustalo télo, které se musi arrange things? Is it really
zahrabat do zemé nebo hodit do | necessary for a person to leave
ohné? a body behind, a body that must
be buried in the ground or
thrown into a fire?
83 |Klima, I -Laskaa || kdyby duse byla nehmotna, i | Even if the soul was non-

smeti

kdyby byla jen prostorem, jenz
je hmotou obepjat, i kdyby byla

corpuscular, even if it was only

space enveloped by matter,
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zcela jiné podstaty, copak by

mohla snést ten zar?

even if it was of an entirely
different nature, could it really

survive that heat?

84 | Skvorecky, J. - ,,Copak ty umi§ némecky?* "Since when can you speak
Pribéh inzenyra 1 German?"
85 |Hasek J.-Osudy | Ty vopice jedna, copak myslig, | "You singular monkey, is it that
dobrého vojik , . : .
S,O r: I ve se budu jen s tebou bavit?* you think that | d be prattling
vejka...
with you?*
86 | Topol J.-Kocka | Copak uz nic mezi nima Can’t we just be... as is?
kolejich .
na o nemtize bejt jen tak?
87 | Kundera, M.- Zert | Copak vy jste etli viechny mé | You mean you ‘ve read all my
dopisy Markété? letters to Marketa?
88 | Kundera, M.- Zert | Copak nevis, jak t& mam rad? Don’t you know I love you?
89 | Klima, I -Laskaa | Jisté zvrhla doktorka piedepisuje | Perhaps a perverted doctor
smet né&jaké zvrhlé 1éky, ale copak mi | would also prescribe perverted
nikdy nevyklada o tom drugs, but had my wife never
odporném, ponizujicim divadle, |told me about that revolting,
co musi ti chudaci hrat? humiliating play-acting those
poor wretches had to go in for?
90 | Kundera, M.- Ale copak se to nedalo vymyslit | But was there no other way to
Nesmrtelnost e 1 e .
néjak jinak? arrange things
91 |Hasek J.-Osudy | Ty pitomce, copak t& sezeru. |"You numskull, do you think I
dobrého vojaka . "
. will devour you?
Svejka...
92 | Topol,J.-Sestra | Copak sme mrtvy? Look at us, we 're not dead.
93 | Topol,J.-Kocka |/Sveze se k nému na kolena/ | (She kneels beside him.) You
kolejich :
o Copak ty myslis — ze nevim, co | think I don’t know what [ 'm
mluvim? saying?
94 | Hasek J.-Osudy | Copak to potiebuju? I don’t need that kind of
dobrého vojaka "
. trouble.
Svejka...
95 | Kundera, M.- Zert | Copak jenom on bojoval Was he the only one in the

Vv ilegalité?

underground?
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96 | Swblovd, V.- A viibec, copak se nebude v Anyway, what about Saturday?
Skalpel, prosim sobotu nic slavit? There’s got to be a family get-
together then, hasn’t there? Or
won ’t there be a celebration
this year?
97 | Skvorecky, J. - ,,Copak nejsi na pilulce?* Gazing at the horrors, | ask,
Fribeh indenjra 2 "But aren't you on the pill?"
98 | Skvorecky, J. - Copak vy zase nepatiite ke Don’t you belong to the cream
Pribeh inzenyra 2 spolecensky smetance, pane of society again, professor?
profesore?
99 | Kohout, P.- Copak nevim, Ze na kazdé své | Don’t you know that with each
i;zjna hodina cest¢ tam, nevim kam, a odtud, |trip to and from I don’t know
nevim odkud, znova a znova where, you put your head on
nastavujes krk? the chopping block?
100 |Kundera, M. - Copak praveé v jeho ,,nevédél Isn’t his ' I didn’t know! I was a
ZZZZS;ZZZ“ jsem! véfil jsem!* netkvi jeho | believer! ' at the very root of his
nenapravitelna vina? irreparable guilt?
101 | Kundera, M. - Zert | Jednou byly velikonoce aona | And this one (he pointed to the

potad mlela, abych nezapomn¢l
pfijit s mrskackou, a kdyZ jsem
ptisel, fikala, tak nabij panicku,
nabij panic¢ku, dostanes
malovany vajicko, a ja ji
symbolicky pleskal pies sukni a
ona fikala,

copak to je n&jaky biti, vyhrn
panicce sukni, a ja ji musel
vyhrnout sukni a sundat
kalhotky a pofad jsem blbec jen
tak symbolicky pleskal a ona se
stala zla a kticela, budes bit

potadné, spratku! prosté byl

girl on the sergeant 's left), this
one is Lojzka, | was much more
experienced by the time | got to
her, she had small breasts (he
pointed to them), long legs (he
pointed to them), and very
pretty features (he pointed to
them too), and she was in my

year at school.
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jsem vill, zato tahle (ukazal na
zenu po levici serzanta), to je
Lojzka, tu jsem mél uz v
dospélym véku, méla maly prsa
(ukazal) a hrozn¢ hezkou tvar
(taky ukdazal) a chodila do

stejného roc¢niku jako ja.

102 |Kundera, M. - Copak vsechno, co neni ' Do you think that everything
Nesmrtelnost ey v :
blaznivy béh za kone¢nym that is not a mad chase after a
rozuzlenim, je nuda? final resolution is a bore?
103 | Otcendsek, J.- | Copak tomu nerozumis?* Why can ’ t you see that?
Romeo, Julie a
tma
104 |Klima, I - Laska a | Copak jsem vam to nefek? ‘ Haven ’ t I told you?
smeti
105 | Skvorecky, J. - Copak je dilezita jenom Is originality of form the only
PFibéh inenyra 2 . N
re e puvodnost formy? important thing (insofar as
originality alone is important at
all)?
106 |Klima, I -Laska a | Jak mze$ takhle ml&et, copak to | How can you be silent like this,
1 . 1 o
et je vibec lidské? itisn ’ t human!
107 |Swblova, V. - Copak nechapete, ze takova Can’ t you understand that a
Skalpel, prosi . . : : . ,
e prosm maringotka padesat korun ani caravan like this just can ’ t be
stat nemize?* bought for fifty crowns? ”
108 | Swblova, V. - Copak se to da takhle Do you really think you can
Skalpel, prosi. .
AP PO formulovat? formulate it that way?
109 | Kundera, M. - Copak jim vidél do duse? Could he see into their souls?
Nesnesitelna
lehkost byti
110 |Hasek, J.-Osudy | A pro¢ mam jit do svého bytu - | " And why would we go to my
dobrého vojaka . , e .
Soeik copak nejsem ve svém byté? apartment? — Am | not in my
vejka...
apartment? "'
111 | Fischerova, D.- | Copak ¢lovek Zije sam? People don ’ t live in isolation,

Hodina mezi psem

a vlkem

do they?
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112 | Topol,J.-Kocka | Copak poznam slozenou How can | tell a composed
kolejich . , .
na ot basni¢ku od napsany? poem from a written one?
113 | Skvorecky, J. - Copak ty nejsi posrpnovej, " | thought you were post-
PFibéh inzenyra 1 . .
PR IEEITE T Franku?* invasion yourself, Frank. "
114 |Klima, I - Laska a | Copak nemas$ ani trochu Have you no pity at all?
smeti ) .,
slitovani?
115 |Kundera, M. - Copak muize blizkost pisobit Can proximity cause vertigo?
Nesnesitelna ; ,
zavrat?
lehkost byti
116 |Kundera, M. - Copak nevidite! Can’t you see?
Nesmrtelnost
117 | Kohout, P. - Copak jste se mi vnutil? " Who said you were forcing
Snézim - : "
me into anything?
118 | Skvorecky, J. - Copak Lucii nemilujes?* zeptal |" You mean you don’t love
PFibéh inZenyra 1 : .
MR  se Haryk. Lucie? " said Haryk.
119 |Kundera, M. - Copak mél snad nejmensi chut’ | Did he have the slightest desire
Nesmrtelnost L
je nékomu ukazovat? to show them to anyone?

120 | Kundera,M.- Zert | Copak &lovék miize zménit cely | Can a man abandon everything
svij Zivotni postoj jen proto, Ze | he 's stood for just because he 's
byl urazen? been insulted?

121 | Skvorecky, J. - Copak kazdy saxofonista - Is every saxophonist -
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122 | Kohout, P. - - Jezi8i Kriste (dostala mé& zas | " Jesus Christ " - | was so far
e tak daleko, Ze jsem brala jméno |gone that | was taking the Lord
Bozi nadarmo skoro v kazdé 's name in vain in nearly every
vété), copak’s to zrovna sentence - " what do you think
nezazila? just happened to you? "
123 |Kundera, M. - Copak sis ji nev§iml?* Haven’t you noticed? '
Nesnesitelna
lehkost byti
124 | Otcendsek, J.- | Copak by se na to mohl divat? | But there probably isn * t any
Romeo, Julie a .
. such God, is there? How could
ma
he go on looking at it all if
there was?
125 |Kundera, M. - Copak netrpi v8echny zeny Don’t all women suffer from
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Nesmrtelnost

meési¢nim krvacenim?

monthly bleeding?

126 | Topol, J.-Sestra | Copak nemas znamy? Don’t you know anyone?
127 |Kundera, M. - Cozpak je prece jen néco, o ¢em | Didn’t they then at last agree on
ZZ’ZS;ZIT si mysli oba totéz? something?

128 |Topol,J.-Sestra | Kdyz uvidél ¢ernou kocku, He didn’t see why he should
nechapal, pro¢ by mél uplivnout, | spit whenever he saw a black
cozpak zvykam naky tabak, cat, ain’t packin no chew,
capci? divil se. fellers, he puzzled.

129 |Hasek, J.-Osudy | Ktery dobytek to zas klepaAna | Which cattle swine is again

Zi:::o ojiha dvete, cozpak necte na dvetich ' | knocking on the door, is it that
Nicht klopfe!"? he hasn ’ t read the sign
NICHT KLOPFEN, Do not
knock! > on the door?
130 | Kundera, M. - Ale cozpak existuje n&jaky But does there exist another
Nesmrtelnost ptimy styk mezi mym a jejich ja | kind of direct contract between
bez prostiednictvi o¢i? my self and their selves except
through the mediation of the
eyes?
131 |Hasek J.-Osudy | Dame ho do Sestnactky,* " We 'll put himin 16, "
Zijjt:o e rozhodl se $tabni profous, ,,mezi |decided the Command

ty v podvlikackach, cozpak Warden.“ Can’t you see what

nevidite, Ze je na spise napsano | Captain Linhart wrote on his

panem hejtmanem Linhartem ' | file? STRENG BEHUTEN,

Streng behiiten, beobachten! ? | BEOBACHTEN! Watch!
Closely guard!. So, put him
with those bums who are
stripped down to their
longjohns.

132 |Kundera, M. - Zert | Cozpak piibéhy, kromé toho, ze | Do stories, apart from

se d¢&ji, Ze jsou, také néco fikaji?

happening, being, have

something to say?
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133 | Kundera, M. - Cozpak nevédél, ze Bettina Didn’t he know that Bettina
Nesmrtelnost .
eemrienes chtéla sama vydat knihu herself hoped to publish a book
vzpominek na Goethovo détstvi? | of recollections dealing with
Goethe 's childhood? That she
was actually negotiating with a
publisher?
134 | Kundera, M. - ' Didn’t I tell you the moment I
Nesmrtelnost . ) i .
CoZpak jsem vam to neiekl set eyes on you?
hned, kdyz jsem vés uvidél?

135 | Kundera, M. - Zert | Cozpak jsem takovych divéich | Hadn’t I seen enough ordinary
obyc¢ejnosti nepotkaval na girls in the streets of Ostrava?
ostravskych ulicich vice?

136 | Skvorecky, J. - Cék dybo von jenom kreslil... s | If only that was all the little

Pribéh inzenyra 2 | . . .
téma tfema teckama, bugger was up to... with those
vyznamnejma, jenomze pan three dots, very signifycant,
Helebrant si jejich vyznam only the way Helebrant
vylozil ne ouplné pfesn€... interpreted their signifycants
was not quite on...
137 | Skvorecky, J. - Cak dyby von jenom kreslil... s | If only that was all the little
Pribéh inzenyra 2 | . . . . .
téma tfema teckama, a tim to bugger was nil to... with those
ponechal v poloze obecny, three dots, and he left it
nikoli v konkrétni poloze Janky | hanging there as a generality
Helebrantovy, kde sem to with no concrete reference to
prestal? Janka Helebrantova, and where
was |?
138 | Skvorecky J. - Cék ja. But don’t take no account of
Pribeh inzenyra 1
me.
139 | Skvorecky, J. - Cak Franta, ten se znova vozeni. | Franta 'll be all right, he can
Pribeh inzenyra 2 .
marry again.
140 | Skvorecky, J. - Cék se ti z gumy mize " How could you get a rubber

Pribéh inzenyra 2

postavit?

one up? "
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