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1. Introduction?

The present paper is a fragment of a larger study? devoted to a com-
parison of certain constructions with secondary predications in Polish and
Egyptian, strictly speaking Middle Egyptian.3 These constructions show
striking resemblances although the two languages are by no means
connected. There can be no question of historical,* geographical or
cultural connections, and while structurally Polish is a predominantly
inflectional language, Egyptian is a predominantly isolating one. Thus it
may be assumed that the similarities between the two languages can be
explained only in functional terms.

The point of departure of my study was thus the hypothesis that the
expressions to be examined are external manifestations (or realizations) of
similar underlying meaning complexes existing independently in both
languages. Consequently, the aim of the research was to expose this
concealed meaning and to describe how it takes shape in a specific
construction. The description was partly based on the methods elaborated
within the framework of Functional Grammar; it is this part of the study
that will be presented in this paper.5 I will first characterize briefly the
constructions that will be discussed, then present the predications under-
lying them and finally describe some of the linguistic phenomena

occurring in their structure.

2. Constructions with predicative adjuncts in Polish - general

information

There are two kinds of constructions with predicative adjuncts in Polish:

with nouns (of the type He returned a hero) and with adjectives® (He

returned happy). The latter kind is the subject of the present study.

Constructions with adjectival predicative adjuncts occur in two types:



(1) Type 1
Maria wrdcita szczgéliwa/zmartwiona /pierwsza/sama
Marynom returnedpast 3 fea sg happynom fem sg/
/depressednon fea sg/
/firstnom fem sg/
/alonenon fem sg.
(2) I'ype 11
Jan widziat Marig/ jg szczgs’liwa}/zmartwiona,/pierwszq/samq,
Johnnom saw Maryacc/heracc happyacc/inste fem sg/
/depressedacc/instr fem &g/
/(being) firstaccinst fes ag/

/(being) aloneacc/instr fom ag.

The term ‘predicative adjunct’ needs explanation. Its first part
(‘predicative’) will be discussed in section 4. The word ‘adjunct’ means
that the adjectival form in constructions such as (1) and (2) is not

syntactically required by the verb unlike in sentences of the type:

(3) Maria wydawala sie szcze;éliwa.

Mary seemed (to be) happy.

(4) Jan uczynit Marie szcz,c;éliwg.

John made Mary happy.

Although not required, the adjective used as the predicative adjunct
is strongly connected with the verb. In the constructions of the first
type it is syntactically a part of the verbal phrase with which it also
forms a prosodic unit. It may appear without any nominal form. This
happens in two cases:

- in sentences without an explicit subject, in which the first argument is

represented in the ending of the verbal form, e.g.:



(5) Wrdcia szczgs’liwa..

Returned happy ( = She returned happy).
- if the verb is in an non-finite (impersonal) form, e.g.:

(6) Wrécié szczedliwym i umrzed.

To return happy (instr masc/neut sg) and to die.

The last example shows another type of connection between the verb and
the adjective in the constructions in question, namely that the adjective
may appear in the instrumental case. The sentences with the finite

(personal) verbal form may have two variants in Polish:

(7) (a) Maria wrdcita szczgéliwa (nom fem sg),

(b) Maria wrdcila szczgéliw@(instr fem sg).

Sentences of type (7b), however, are obsolescent in contemporary Polish,
In unmarked utterances, with a finite verb form, it is sentences of type
(7a) - with the adjective in the nominative - that will appear. However,
in utterances with an non-finite form of the verb, there is no nominal
with which the adjective could agree. Consequently, the instrumental case
is obligatory.

In the pragmatic dimension the predicative adjunct most often has

focus function, which is proved by the eliminatory contrasting test:?

{8) Maria wrdécila szczgs’liwa a nie przygn(;biona.

Mary returned happy and not depressed.

When a form subordinate to the main verb occurs in the final position,
i.e. after the predicative adjunct, it becomes the focus of the sentence.
According to some theories which assume that the topic-focus division is
multistage,® such a subordinate constituent is primary focus, the predica-

tive adjunct being secondary focus:



=
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(9) Maria wrécita szczesliwa z wakacji.
Mary returned happy from holidays.
The initial position of the predicative adjunct in Polish is ambiguous since

it may express emphasized focus or topic, depending on the intonation:

{10) Ostatni kladzie i(; spad, pierwszy wstaje.
last goes-to~bed first gets—-up
He goes to bed LAST, he gets up FIRST (or:) Last he goes to bed,

first he gets up.

In the constructions of the second type the predicative adjunct forms a
prosodic unit with the nominal phrase in the accusative or, in negative
sentences, in the genitive. This is the basic formal difference between the
two types.

The other major properties of type II are the same as those of type I:
- The object-nominal may be a noun, a personal pronoun [as in (2)] or it

may be omitted:

(11) Podawaé gorace.

Serve (them) hot.

- The predicative adjunct most often has focus function.

- The predicative adjunct may appear in the instrumental case. In the
feminine singular this cannot be seen since the endings of the accusative
are identical to those of the instrumental [cf. ex. (2)]. But in the

masculine and neuter we may have two variants:

(12) (a) Jan widzia¥ Piotra szczgéliwego/szczeéliwym.
Johnnom saw Peteracc happyacc /happyinstr.
(b) Jan widziat dziecko szczesliwe/szczedliwym.

Johnnom saw the childacc/neut happyacc /happyinstr.
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The instrumental case can also be found in negated sentences where the

object nominal appears in the genitive:

{13) (a) Jan nie widziat Marii szczgéliwej.

Johnhnon didn’t see Marygen happygen /happyinsta.

(b) Jan nie widzia¥ Piotra szczgéliwego/szczgéliwym.

Johhnom didn’t see Petergen happygen /happyinstr.

(c) Jan nie widziad dziecka szcze;éliwego/szczgs’liwym.

Johnnom didn’t see the childgen happygen /happy instr.
3. The pseudo-participle in Egyptian

Parallel constructions which can be found in Egyptian contain a verbal
form called pseudo-participle (other names: old perfective, stative,
resultative). 1In the following examples the pseudo-participles are shown in
bold print and morphemes within one word are separated by dots.
Examples (14)-(15) below show pseudo-participles in constructions

similar to Polish sentences (1) and (2).

(14) Type 1
n sdr s hkr.w r dmii
not spend-the-night man hungry.3 masc sg in town.my

A man did not spend the night hungry in my town [Menthuw. 11-12 =

Lefebvre (1955) §349].

(15) Type 11
gmi.k wi km.kwi
find.you me completed.1 com eg

You will find me completed [Rhind 67 = Lefebvre (1955) §349].
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kgyptian has one more construction type with the pseudo-participle

qualifying a prepositional phrase, e.g.:

(16) Tl'ype 111

spr.n wd Pn r.d ‘b‘.kw?
arrive,perr order this to.me standing.1 com sg
m-hr-fb whw.t.}

in-the-middle-of tribe.my
This order came to me when I was standing in the middle of my

tribe [Sin. B 199 - 200 = Vergote (1955 : 349)].

In all these examples the pseudo-participle is the realization of a
secondary predication (cf. section 4).2 The most striking difference be-
tween the adjective and the pseudo-participle is that the latter is a
conjugated form: its ending carries information about person, gender and
number. Thus, while the adjective in Polish can agree with the nominal in
case, gender and number, the Egyptian pseudo-participle agrees with the
nominal in person, gender and number.

The pseudo-participle can occur without any nominal form. This
happens when it is subordinated to an impersonal form of the verb, i.e.

the infinitive, the participle or the deverbal noun, e.g.:

(17) ¥m ‘h*.(w)

‘Walking erect.3 masc sg’ (CT VI, 302 c).

(18) Rsi wd3.w

‘He who is awake (being) healthy.3 masc sg’ (CT VI, 339 1).

(19) r n tm Em.(w) shd.(w)
spell for failing walking upside-down

‘A spell for not walking upside down.3 masc s¢’ (CT VII, 104 j).
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The pseudo-participle expresses a state that ’has been attained by some-
body or something as the result of an earlier situation’ [Borghouts (1984)
§77]. Its temporal value is therefore relative past, its basic meaning static
in opposition to other, essentially dynamic, verbal forms [Gardiner (1957)
§311]. It can be formed from transitive and intransitive verbs, as well as
from so-called adjective-verbs, i.e. verbs denoting qualities, e.g. ‘be good’,
‘be beautiful’ etc., which are used in Egyptian instead of adjectives
proper.

Syntactically, the pseudo-participle in (14)-(16) has the position of an
adverb, Pragmatically it most often has focus function, as is shown by

the test of eliminatory contrasting:

(20) Zm.? *h*.kwi n &m.} sl;yd.k(wﬁ
walk.,l upright.1 sg con not walk.I upside-down.l com sg

I will walk upright, I won’t walk upside down (CT V, 29 f-g )

Just as in Polish, a constituent subordinate to the main verb, when it
occurs at the end of the sentence, has the function of primary focus [cf.
ex. (14)]1, while the initially placed pseudo-participle can probably have

topic function:10

(21) hnt.kwi ph.n. 3bw
sail-upstream.1 ag reach.pesr.l Elephantine
hdl.kwl ph.n.? mhi.t
sail-downstream.1 sg reach.perr.! Delta

~

Having travelled upstream I reached Elephantine, having travelled

downstream I reached the Delta (Hatn. 14,6 = Borghouts 1984 §80).

A closer look at the Polish and Egyptian constructions reveals that apart
from the correlations of general meaning, lexical units from the same

semantic fields very often appear as main verbs in both languages. Verbs
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of movement play a particular role here, as well as verba dicendi, sen—

tiendi and cogitandi and verbs indicating a state or a change of a state.
The predicative adjunct and the pseudo-participle, in their turn, are very
often forms of lexemes describing the psycho-physiological state of a
person. Why is this so? 1n the remaining part of the paper 1 try to

interpret these correlations.

4. Underlying predications

Let us first return to the term ’predicative adjunct’. Its first part,
'predicative’, relates to another term, ’predicate,’ which can be under-
stood in two ways. The first approach, which can be found in traditional
grammars, is to define the predicate as the center of a clause - the part
of a clause which asserts some action or state. Hence the expression:
"the number of clauses is equal to the number of predicates". In most
cases it is a verb which has the function of predicate in this under-
standing.

Grammarians who deal with predicative adjuncts and understand the
term ’'predicate’ in the way explained above concentrate their efforts on
proving that there can be another part of a clause with some assertive
value [Jespersen (1924), Vergote (1955), Klemensiewicz (1957), Pisarkowa
(1965)]. Thus, in our case, adjectives, which usually function as
attributes, when used as predicative adjuncts, have half the assertive
force of a normal - verbal - predicate.ll

In more recent grammatical theories, including Functional Grammar,1?
the term ’predicate’ is understood in a different way: it is "a sign of a
relation existing between some phenomena (indicated by the so-called
arguments) or a sign of a property of a single phenomenon" [Weinsberg
(1983 : 170 - 171)]. In order to express relations or properties, a language

may use verbs, nouns or adjectives. Adjectives are thus, by their very
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nature, predicative. The problem arises how to describe the 'half-asserti-
ve’ value of predicative adjuncts - the value whose existence has already
been proven. In other words: "How can we distinguish between embedded
predications functioning as Attribute and those functioning as Praedicati-
vum?" (e.g. predicative adjunct) [Pinkster (1983 : 210)].

This problem can be solved, in my opinion, if the constructions con-
cerned are included in the group of complex predications. "Complex
predications are predications in which one or more term positions
(= argument or satellite positions) are specified by a predication" [Dik
(1981 : 20)]. In our case it is the position of the satellite of circumstance
which is filled by a predication, henceforth called the embedded pre-
dication.

I would like to present here some suggestions how to interpret such
complex predications. For the graphic representation of the predication
I choose a two-dimensional model, rather than a linear one. Diagram (22)
below is thé first approximation to representing the semantic relations in
the first type of constructions with predicative adjuncts (e.g. Mary re-—

turned happy). ¢1 indicates the main predicate, ®2 the embedded predica-

te. The relation between a predicate and an argument is marked by a
continuous line, the relation between a predicate and a satellite by a
dashed line. The selection restrictions are indicated next to these lines., X

means an argument!? (cf. the index of symbols, p. 37).

(22) 01: wrbcié ‘return’ (Vpert)

02 szcz;éliwy (Adj)
‘happy’

anims hum

X X
Ag Maria (N) Maria (N) @

Diagram (22) should be read as follows:
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01, a perfective verb functioning as the main predicate requires an
animate first argument, whose semantic function is agent (Ag). This
argument is realized as the term Maria ‘Mary’. Moreover, the main pre-
dicate appears with another predicate, #z2, embedded in the satellite
position. This is an adjectival predicate requiring a human first argument
whose semantic function is "patient of state" (g). This argument is reali-
zed as a noun referring to the same person as the first argument of the
main predicate,

As we can see, the same argument (in our example the proper name
Maria) is required by two predicates and consequently appears twice on
the diagram illustrating the underlying syntactic relations. Butl in the

actual sentence the noun Maria appears only once. We have to assume

that during the transition from the underlying predication to the actual
construction one of the occurrences of this argument must be deleted.

We should notice, however, that deletion, besides being against the
rules of Functional Grammar, would lead in this case to a substantial loss
of information, for one can delete the occurrence of a given element (in
certain conditions) but cannot delete its function without disturbing the
integrity of the whole complex. Thus we have to assume that the realiza-
tion of the argument X, even if it is mentioned only once, is related to
both main and embedded predicates. With respect to @1 it has semantic
function Agent, with respect to ®2 - semantic function g¢. This is shown
in diagram (23):

(23) [T/F] [111] [S/A]
®1: wrdcié ‘return’ (Vpers)

92: szczedliwy (Adj)
| ‘happy’

anim hum
Xo:
Ag Maria (N) ¢
Subj
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Diagram (23), which is a modification of the initial diagram (22),
illustrates the same relations: element X is an argument of both main and
secondary predicates. I will call it the joint argument (symbol Xo). In
keeping with the opinion of most grammarians, I take the double de-
pendency of the nominal element to be a characteristic feature of the
constructions under investigation [cf. for discussion of a similar subject
Dik (1981 : 31-35)]).

The underlying predications which will be presented henceforth will
thus have the form of diagram (23). The semantic function of the joint
argument with respect to the main predicate is indicated here on the left °
side of its symbol, ite semantic function with respect to the embedded
predicate being shown on its right side. The term indicated by Xo has
syntactic function Subject with respect to the whole complex predica-
tion.14

For the sake of simplicity, information not relevant for the present
discussion will be omitted from the diagram. This holds in particular for:
- operators of the main predication,

- possible other arguments or satellites of the main and embedded pre-
dicates,
- term operators.

The subscript [T/F] is a provisional indication of the pragmatic
characteristics of the sentence. Let us notice that the predication re-
presented schematically in diagram (23) can be realized in the form of
various sentences, depending on the assignment of pragmatic functions,

e.g.:

(24) (a) Maria wrdcita szczgéliwa.
(b) Wrécita szczz;éliwa.

(c) Szczedliwa wrdcila.
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A diagram such as (23) thus represents a certain class of sentences of
which particular specimens differ as to their pragmatic structure. They
can differ also in regard to their illocutionary force [understood as in
Dik (1989 : 49)], what is symbolized in a general way by the subscript
(.

The third subscript, [S/Al, stands for grammatically relevant features
of the participants of the speech act (Speaker, Addressee; cf. Hengeveld
1989 : 129). It can be useful on the expression level, when it is necessary
to determine the gender of the adjective appearing with impersonal forms
of the verb. These forms, contrary to their name, often refer to specific

persons participating in the speech act:

(25) (a) [Smascl:
Bedzie sig wracad zmgczonym, ale trudno.
One will return tiredmasc but there is nothing to be done,
(b) [Sten]:
Bgdzie si¢ wracad zmgczong, ale trudno.

One will return tiredgem but there is nothing to be done.

Finally, it may be noted that the selection restrictions of both main and

embedded predicates with respect to Xo should be consistent,
5. The embedded predicate

In order to illustrate the possibilities of filling the ®:2 position in Polish
and Egyptian I will present some complex predications of type I with a
main predicate designating an action.

Diagram (26) below represents a predication with a transitive process
verb in ®2 position. The first argument of this verb denotes the cause of

the process (semantic function Force), while the second argument refers
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to the person affected by it (semantic function Goal). The tense operator
of the embedded predication (Relative Past) indicates that the verb
zmartwi€ ‘to depress’ is realized in the form of the past participle. As it

is a perfective verb, the participle has resultative meaning.

(26) [T/F] [111] [S/A]
®1: wrdéci€ ‘return’ (Vpert)
e —
REL.PAST
02 zmartwié (Vpert)
tdepress’
anim hum
Xo: X1: Fo
Ag Maria (N) Go nowina "news’(N)
Subj
A possible realization:
Maria wrécifa zmartwiona tg nowing.
Mary returned depressed by this news.
Let us now have a look at diagram (27):
(27) [T/F] (111] [S/A)

REL.PAST
@2: zmartwié sig ( Vpert)
|‘get depressed’

anim I hum
Xo:

Ag Maria (N) Proc
Subj

A possible realization:
Maria wrécila zmartwiona.

Mary returned depressed.
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The embedded predicate in (27) is a product of detransitivisation resulting
in what is called a reflexive [Dik (1985 : 5), Vet (1985 : 53 ff.)], "ergati-
ve" [Lyons 1968 : 350-388), or medium [Schenkel (1971), Bartnicka (1970 :
51), Wilczewska (1966 : 57-38)1.15 Verbs derived in this way in Polish
usually denote a mental, physiological or psycho-physiological process to
which someone is subjected. They relate mainly to humans, only ex-
ceptionally to other animate entities, The restrictions imposed by the
embedded predicate (hum) are thus in this case stronger than those im-
posed by the main predicate (anim). Still, the selection restrictions are
consistent, since ’human’ is a proper subset of ‘animate’.

Let us note here the shift of the function of the Xo term: it is not
the second argument any more, but the first one. The semantic function
of an argument designating such an entity will be specified as Processed,

Past participles of the ’reflexives’ of this type are the most frequent,
most typical realization of the ®2 position in the complex predications
discussed. Let us notice however, that unless the Agent or Force is
expressly mentioned (’depressed by somebody/something’) the distinction
between the transitive verb and the ’reflexive’ functioning as the predi-
cative adjunct is neutralized. In other words, the past participles of the
verbs zmartwié (trans.) and gmartwié sit;l (intr., ‘refl,’) are homonymous:
zmartwiony.

In many cases participles can be replaced by synonymous or nearly
synonymous adjectives designating states. In this way we obtain series of

interchangeable forms:

(28) (a) zmartwié ‘depress’ > zmartwiony ‘depressed’
zmartwié sie ‘get depressed’ > zmartwiony ‘depressed’

smutny ‘sad’

(b) poranié *wound’ > poraniony ‘wounded’®
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poranié si¢ ‘'get wounded’ > poraniony ‘wounded’

ranny ‘wounded’

(¢) przemoczy< ‘wet’ > przemoczony ‘wet’
przemokngc’ ‘get wet’ > przemokniety ‘wet’
> przemokly ‘wet’l®

mokry ‘wet’

In the examples quoted above, the joint argument of the two predicates
has semantic function Agent with respect to the main predicate, while
its semantic function with respect to the embedded predicate is - broadly
speaking - patient: Goal of an action or of a process, Processed, or a
‘patient of state’.l” Thus its characteristic feature with respect to the
embedded predicate is non-agentivity, the absence of control. In other
words, the entity denoted by the joint argument is presented in such a
construction as having been subjected to somebody’s action, or as having
been influenced by a force, or as having been subjected to a process, or
as remaining in a certain state.

Apart from participles and adjectives, the ordinal numbers (including
the adjective ostatni ‘last’) and pronouns such as sam ‘alone; him/her-
self’, taki ‘such as’, wszystek ‘all’ may occur in constructions that are
built identically to the constructions with predicative adjuncts [cf. (1),

(2) and (29) below]:

(29) Maria wrocita pierwsza/ostatnia/sama / taka...

Mary returned first / last /alone; herself/ such as...

There is a theoretical problem here, however, since these elements are
generally treated as operators (quantifiers) rather than predicates [cf.
Pinkster (1983 : 205 - 208)]. How should they then be described? There

are two ways to solve this problem. One is to assume that quantifiers
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may have a predicative function and appear as secondary predicates,
although they do not express the relative past tense. The other solution
is to relate the position of these elements to their special functions in
the pragmatic structure of the sentence [this solution has recently been
proposed in the studies devoted to Floating Quantifiers in French, cf.
Bouma (1987), (1987a)]. This problem is left unsolved here.

Now let us have a look at the parallel Egyptian constructions. Exam-

ples of relevant underlying predications are as follows:

(30) o1: 'k ‘enter’ (V) [T/F] [I1] [S/A]

REL.PAST STAT.
02 [pa? tpraise’ (V) & mri ‘love’ (V)]

anim hum
Ag Xo: [3 masc sg] Go X1: ¢ Ag

The realization:
‘k.f l.lsl.(y) mr.yw
enter.he (having been) praised.3 masc sg (having been) loved.3 weso sg

He will enter praised and loved (CT IV, 96 g).

(31) 212 Iwl ‘come’ (V) [T/F] [11] [S/A]

REL.PAST STAT.

o2: }'1'-{ ‘re joice’(V)

anim hum
Y: w3§ ‘honour’ (N) Ag Xo: ntr.w ‘gods’ (N) Proc
Subj Theme
The realization:
ntr.w iwl.sn h'.y m w3¥
god.s come.they having-rejoiced.3 com pl in honour

As for the gods, they come rejoicing, in honour (CT VI, 136 q).
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(32) o1 pri ‘leave’ (V) [T/F] [111] [S/A]

REL.PAST STAT.

02 : [wr ‘great’ (A-V) & ‘3 ‘big’ (A-V)]
Ag Xo: [2 com sg] @

The realization:

prﬁ.n.k wr.t

leave.pErRF. yOUu (having become) great.2 masc sg
'3.t1
(having become) big.2 masc sg

You left great and big (CT I, 38 b).

(33) o1: ¥ ‘come’ (V) [T/F] (1] [S/A]
e————h T,
l REL.PAST STAT.
®2: h3i ‘descend’ (V)

anim | | anim

Ag Xo: ntr ‘god’ (N) Po Y: wi3 ‘bark’ (N)

The realization:
i ntr h3i.(w) r wi3
comes god having-descended.3 masc sg into  bark

The god comes, having descended into the bark (CT VI, 60 f).

Exx. (30 - 32) show that the semantic functions of the joint argument in
the Egyptian constructions with embedded predications are the\ same &8 in
Polish: Ag - Go, Ag - Proc, Ag - @. Ex. (33), however, illustrates

another type of relation: Agent - Positioner. This relation occurs when
the embedded predicate is a verb of movement. Since the pseudo-parti-

ciple is a static form, with verbs of movement it expresses not the
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movement itself, but its result, which can be rendered in English by an
expression like "is come" [Gardiner (1957) §320]). The result of the
movement is a position. In Polish, verbs of movement cannot appear in
such constructions. In this respect Egyptian possesses a richer choice of
secondary predicates. On the other hand, the use of quantifiers in this
function is limited in Egyptian: apart from the pseudo-participles of the
adjective-verbs w_‘i ‘be alone’ and tm ‘be complete’ only the expression
‘him-/herself’ (ds + personal suffix) can occur as adveILbial adjunct [Borg-
houts (1984) §43]. Ordinal numbers (as well as the adjective nb ‘every,
all’) do not appear in this position.

Many verbs in Egyptian may be used transitively or intransitively,

depending on the context [cf. Korostovtsev (1968, 1972)]. E.g. the verb
w'b may mean ‘be clean’, ‘clean oneself’, ‘clean (somebody/something)’.

If these distinctions have no discernible formal markers, the pseudo-

participles are homonymous in a way similar to that presented in (28).
6. The main predicate: type I

In the previous section, in order to illustrate various possibilities of
filling ®2 position, I presented some predicate frames with the main
predicate of the action type. Now I would like to concentrate on the
main predicate itself, Besides action, it can designate process, location,
existence and state.

Process verbs which can be used in constructions with predicative
adjunct in Polish and with the pseudo-participle in Egyptian usually have

the meaning ‘be asleep’, ‘be born’, ‘be alive’, ‘die’, e.g.:

(34) Urodzony wolnym
Born free  (the title of memoirs).
(35) n mni.n.f ‘h'.(w)

not die.rerr.he standing
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He will not die standing (CT VI, 199 o-p).

The underlying predications of such constructions have the same form as
those with action verbs in ®1 function.

Moreover, in Polish, as in German and Dutch, verbs indicating posi-
tion, when used with inanimate subjects, form locative predications of the

following type:

{36) List lezy na stole.

The letter is lying on the table.

Such sentences may contain a predicative adjunct:

(37) ¢1: lezeé ‘lie’(V) [T/F] (I11] [S/A]

REL.PAST

¢2: otworzyé ‘open’(Vpert)
1
|

anime

X1 ¢ Xo: list ‘letter’ (N) Go X2t @ Ag
stétr ‘table’ (N)

The realization:

List lezy na stole otwarty.

The letter is lying on the table opened.

The Egyptian pseudo-participle occurs in locative constructions which do

not contain a copular verb:

{38) 01: {X2: s 'it’ (Pron) Loc} (T/F]
s (1]
REL.PAST STAT, [8/A]

d2: 'pr ‘provide’ (V)
-\
|

g Xo: hrti (N) Go X1 ¢ Ag
‘my offering cattle’
Subj
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The realization:
iw hr.t Im.s  ‘pr.t(})
PART offering cattle.my in.it provided.3 sm sg

My offering cattle is inside it, (properly) provided (CT VII, 222 s).18

The pseudo-participle may also occur in Egyptian existential sentences,
at least with dynamic meaning [cf. Lyons (1968 : 397 )1, which can be

illustrated by the following example:

(39) hpr.n.k tm.t1 m  ntr nb
come-into-being.per.you complete.2 com sg a8 god every

You came into being complete as every god (CT VI, 391 h).

Existential sentences with the verbs ‘be’, ‘become’ cannot appear with
the predicative adjunct in Polish, since they could not be distinguished
from sentences with an adjectival predicate. However, with other verbs

of existential meaning constructions of the following kind are possible:

(40) Mur trwa, niewzruszony.

The wall remains immovable (DIugosz).

Besides, in Egyptian, sentences with an ad jectival predicate, themselves

expressing a static quality, may occur with the pseudo-participle as a

secondary predicate, e.g.:

(41) ¢1: k31 ‘be exalted’ (A-V) [T/F] (1] [S/A]
I A

REL.PAST STAT.

®2: pri ‘leave’ (V)
1

g Xo: N (N) Po Y: tp thead! Loc
Subj

The realization:
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k3l N pn pri.(w) m tp
exalted N this left.3 masc ag at head

This N is exalted, having left at the head (CT IV 20 a).

Egyptian has formal means which make the distinction of the two static
forms easy. In Polish, on the other hand, sentences of this type contain
adjectives as both the main predicate and the predicative adjunct. Conse-
quently, they are very rare and demand special word order and intona-
tion, as in the following example in which the predicative adjunct is the

Theme:

(42) Glodny - jest zty.

Hungry - (he) is angry.

It should be stressed that at this stage of my research the comparison
between Polish and Egyptian proved to be very fruitful. It helped i.a. to
identify types of constructions hitherto undescribed in the grammars of
both languages (the pseudo-participle in sentences with a locative and an
adjectival predicate, the predicative adjunct in Polish sentences with an

adjectival predicate).
7. Predications of type II

The main predicate underlying this construction type is a verb de-
signating an action, perception, mental process or emotional ties., It
requires at least two arguments. The second argument, which has seman-
tic function Goal, is the joint argument of the main and the embedded
predicates. Syntactically, the realization of the joint argument can be the

subject or the object of the sentence:

(43) (a) John saw Mary happy.

{b) Mary was seen happy.
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Strictly speaking, sentences like (43 b) belong to a category intermediate
between type I and type II. Formally they follow the pattern of the first
type, where the predicative adjunct or the pseudo-participle qualifies the
subject of the sentence. But semantically they do not differ from other
constructions of the second type which are built like (43 a). For this
reason, the underlying predications which will be discussed in the present
section will represent complex predications with the joint argument being
the second argument of the main predicate - regardless of the form in
which they are realized.

Constructions of type II in Polish can be represented as follows:

(44) ®1: zastaé ‘find’ (V) [T/F]
O (]
REL.PAST [S/A]

®2: przywali€ ‘cover up' (Vpert)
| 1

hus

Exp X1t przyjaciel Go Xo: Dumas (N) Go Y: prawie
‘friend’ (N) ; ‘almost’ (Adv)
X2: dzie cz;ta girls (N) Ag
The realization:
Jeden z przyjaciét zastal Dumasa niemal przywalonym dziewcz;tami.

One of (his) friends found Dumas almost covered with girls

(Warlkowicz).

The joint argument in this predication is the zecond argument of both
the main and the embedded predicate and has Goal function with respect
to both. Of course, one can easily imagine another arrangement of the

semantic functions, e.g.:

(45) Go - Proc
Zastat Dumasa zamy$lonego.

He found Dumas lost in thought.
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(46) Go - @
Zastat Dumasa wesokym.

He found Dumas Joyful.

(47) Go - Quant
Zastal Dumasa samego.

He found Dumas alone.

The underlying predications for the Egyptian type II can be con-
structed in a similar way. The joint argument, which is the second argu-
ment of the main predicate, is realized as a bare noun or pronoun, a gso—
called dependent pronoun. The joint argument can also be a subject of
passive sentences.

The underlying predication of (15), quoted above, looks as follows:

(48=15) o1 gmi ‘find’ (V) [T/F] [I11] [S/A]

REL.PAST STAT.

®2 km ‘complete’ (V)
R |

hum

Exp X1:[2 sg masc] Go Xo: wi [Proni com sg] ¢

The realization:
gm’i.k wi km.kwi
find.yousg masc me completed.1 com sg

You will find me completed [Rhind 67 = Lefebvre (1955) §349).

The following examples show other possible semantic roles of the joint

argument:

(49) Go - Proc
m33.sn nw? wsir N pn l\’n“i.w

see.they [(Go) Osiris N this (Proc)] having-appeared-in-glory.
3 masc sg
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hr nb.sn
above lord.their
They see this Osiris N (i.e. the deceased) having appeared in glory,

dominating their lord. (CT IV, 32 f).

(50) Go - Po
fr gmlk ntr.w hms.y Qmsik&k
if find.you [(Go) god.s (Po)] seated sit-down.rur.you
r.k hn'.sn
for.you together-with.them

If you find the gods seated, you will sit down with them (CT I, 273

f-g)-
(51) Go - Go
m3.n.sn N pn Twr.(w) msi.w
see.they [(Go) N this (Go)] conceived.3 masc sg bOrn.3 masc sg

]
m Hr iwtew
as Horus heir

They see this N conceived and born as Horus the heir (CT IV, 37 c).

As can be seen, this type of predication remains in semantic opposition to
complex predications of the type "I saw her run" where the joint argu-
ment has Goal function with respect to the main predicate and Agent
function with respect to the embedded predicate. In our examples this
argument can be anything except Agent (or Force); in other words the
embedded predicate expresses not the action performed by the referent of
the second argument term of the main predicate, but the state in which
he happens to be. It is in this state that he is perceived or is subjected

to an action on the part of the Agent of the main predicate.
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8. Predications of type III

Finally, I shall devote some attention to the third type of construction
type in Egyptian - with the pseudo-participle qualifying a prepositional
phrase. This type is particularly difficult to interpret since it can be
distinguished only on formal grounds. The prepositional phrase which is
qualified by the pseudo-participle can be a realization of various under-
lying elements. Most often it is the second argument of the main pre-
dicate, as illustrated by ex. (16) above. Egyptian verbs of movement often
take prepositional ’objects’ specifying e.g. the destination [Borghouts
(1984) §651. Ex. (16) thus semantically approaches type II, formally how-
ever it is entirely different. In other words, for such examples we must
postulate underlying predications identical to type II; the differentiation
of the two types must be captured by the expression rules.

The prepositional phrase qualified by the pseudo-participle can also

be a realization of the satellite of the main predication, e.g.;

(52) s&.n n.i Gb  ‘r.ty.f(y) lgr.?
open.pgrr for.me Geb jaws.his on-account.my
‘l}‘.kwi m Hr bnt(y) P.f

standing.1 sg as Horus foremost Buto.his
‘Geb opened his jaws on account of me when I was standing as Horus,

the chief of his (city) Buto’ (CT VI, 102 b-c).

In the case of locative constructions, the prepositional phrase qualified by
the pseudo-participle can be the realization of the predicate itself [cf. ex
(38) above in which the pseudo-participle qualifies the subject of a

locative sentence};

(563) pt hr.k di.t(d) m mstpt

heaven above.you having-been-placed.2 com sg in hearse
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‘Heaven is over thee, thou art placed in the hearse’ [Sin. B 193-4 =

Gardiner (1957) §314).

Egyptian constructions of type III have parallels in Polish in the form of
extremely rare but perfectly grammatical constructions which involve
predicative adjuncts agreeing with a nominal in an oblique case other

than the accusative or genitive:

(54) Pomy$l o sobie starszej.

Think of yourselfic (being) older.

9. Conclusions

I have presented several predications representing the underlying
relations in constructions with adjectival predicative adjuncts and with
the pseudo-participle. Possible semantic functions of the joint argument
with respect to the embedded predicate were Go, Proc, ¢ in Polish and
Go, Proc, ¢, Po in Egyptian. The semantic functions of the joint argument
with respect to the main predicate were Ag, Proc, Po, @, Go, Rec. Each
arrangement of the semantic functions ascribed to the joint argument can
be represented in the form of a underlying predication and each of the
resultant predications defines a distinct state of affairs. What do they
have in common?

Let us start with the Egyptian pseudo-participle. It represents a
static meaning. If it is derived from an action verb or a process verb, it
expresses a state attained as the result of this action or process. It is
thus a resultative form in the narrow sense of the term (defined by
Nedjalkov and Jaxontov 1988 : 6-7). On the other hand, when derived
from an adjective-verb, the pseudo-participle expresses a state which
does not imply any previous event; it is then the resultative in the broad

sense, or the stative. Sometimes, and this usually happens if the verb
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expresses a mental process, the event takes places simultaneously with its
result - this is what Nedjalkov and Jaxontov (1988 : 14) define as quasi-
resultative.

The predicative adjunct in Polish has all three functions listed above.
As the resultative proper it is attested in forms like przemokniety, prze-
moczony ‘wet’) as stative in form like mokry ‘wet’, and as $he quasi-
resultative in forms like zasmucony ‘depressed’, zmgczony ttired’. The
adjectivizations of participles (cf. note 16) corresponds to the transition
from resultatives in the narrow sense or quasi-resultatives to statives.
Apart from resultatives or statives, quantifiers can also be used as secon-
dary predicates in Polish. This possibility is limited in Egyptian.

The resultative forms used as predicative adjuncts in Polish present
the situation from the point of view of the patient, i.e. of the participant
who does not influence the situation, but is passively subjected to it,
having semantic function Goal, Processed or ¢. Arguments assuming the
role of patient can appear with both transitive and intransitive verbs. In
the first case the Speaker has a choice: he can either present the situati-
on from the point of view of the Agent, Experiencer or Force (in the
form of an active construction) or from the patient’s point of view in the
form of a construction in the passive voice. In the case of intransitive
verbs this choice does not exist. The only possibility of presenting the
situation is from the perspective of the first argument (most often it is
the only argument of a given verb). But if the referent of this argument
does not influence the situation, his role is in this respect semantically
equivalent to that of the patient in passive constructions. Thus, although

we cannot speak of the passive voice in this case, we can speak of a

passive meaning. Resultatives in Polish all have a passive meaning.
Resultatives derived from active verbs occur in Egyptian (exx. 16, 33,

50, 52). We may suppose, however, that such static forms have undergone
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a change of meaning and denote situations in which the referent of the
first argument is no longer active (Kozinskij 1988 : 513-514). Apart from
this, Egyptian - just like Polish - has resultatives with passive meaning,
derived from verbs where the patient is the first or the second argument.

Resultatives are formed, as a rule, from telic (terminative) verbs
(Ned jalkov, Jaxontov 1988 : 35-36). Such verbs refer to situations which
have a natural terminal point [Comrie (1976 : 44)]. To reach this point is
to obtain the result of a given event.

In Polish, where verbs have the category of aspect, terminativity is
additionally combined with the perfectivity of the verb. It is characte-
ristic that the overwhelming majority of participles functioning as pre-
dicative adjuncts are derived from perfective verbs.

Perfective aspect has natural connections with the passive, since per-
fective verbs provide information about a change which has taken place.
The change is in most cases more important to its object (patient) than
to its subject (agent or force). Therefore, the most natural way to pre-
sent the change is to present it from the patient’s perspective [Pierni-
karski (1969 : 80-81, 185-187), Wierzbicka (1980 : 135-136), Comrie 1981)].
Thus the predicative adjuncts in Polish harmoniously combine terminativi-
ty, perfectivity and passive meaning, which creates optimal conditions
for expressing a result.

A similar correlation exists in Egyptian, where the pseudo-participle
combines the passive meaning with the meaning of accomplishment.

Resultative forms express the achievement of the terminal point of an
event. They present the event as if cumulated at this point. It is at the
same time the starting point of a new situation: the state. Regardless of
the possible duration of the preceding event and of the following state,

the resultative form itself refers to a point on the temporal axis. This is
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of capital importance for the constructions where it appears as a secon-
dary predicate.

In constructions of the first type the predicative adjunct or the
pseudoparticiple qualifies the subject. In other words it defines the situa-
tion of the referent of the first argument while the action expressed by
the main predicate is going on. This can be schematically shown as

follows:
(55) [X did something] [in the situation that...]

Since the qualification of the X’s situation refers to a point on the
temporal axis, it delimits in time the action of the main predicate.
Because of this the main predicate can only be a verb designating a
state of affairs which can be localized on the temporal axis. The test
which reveals this property of a verb is its use with a punctual adverb of

time, i.e. at 6 o'clock, at half past 8 etc. Verbs which can appear with

such a time adverb can also appear with predicative adjuncts in construc-
tions of the first type.l?

It is very interesting that adjectives denoting a state delimit the
action of the main verb in the same way as the resultatives do. Quanti-
fiers, however, do not share this property. Consequently, they can appear
with verbs which are not used with punctual time adverbs, i.e. live, love,
remember.

Such verbs occur also in the second type of constructions with predi-
cative adjuncts. The explanation of this fact may be connected with the
different way of embedding the secondary predicate which defines the

situation of the referent of the second argument:

(56) [Somebody saw] [(X) (in the situation that...)].
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In this case the secondary predicate functions not only like an adverb
of time, but also like a special kind of relative clause.?0

Let us now devote some attention to nominal forms in which the joint
argument of the examined predications is realized, Even a fragmentary
observation of the examples shows that in the majority of cases this
nominal is a personal noun, often replaced by a pronoun or by g (zero).
This is not at all surprising, if we bear in mind what has already been
said, Thus, the double dependence of the joint argument causes the
overlapping of the selectional restrictions of both the main and the
secondary predicates. The joint argument must match the stronger restric~
tions. Thus, if the main predicate is an action verb, the argument X must
refer to an animate entity so that the secondary predicate can only be a
verb which requires an animate Goal. Similarly, if the secondary predicate
refers to a person (this happens very often), the joint argument must be
a personal noun regardless of the meaning of the main verb.

Now, if the main predicate is a verb localized on the temporal axis, it
denotes an actual situation with specific participants (Bulygina 1982 : 28-
29, 34-38). Therefore, the arguments of such a predicate will tend to be
referentially definite: they are realized as proper names, pronouns or

definite nouns, Exceptions are rare:

(57) Ktos siedzi gdodny a tu zjawia si¢ Teresa z garnkiem pierogéw.
Someone is sitting hungry, and look: T. appears with a pot of

ravioli. (ngolewski )

(58);(14) n sdr s hkrw r dmi3

A man did not spend the night hungry in my town.

Other factors which influence the realization of the joint argument
are connected with the pragmatic structure of the sentence. The joint

argument is most often the topic. This is a consequence of the passive
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meaning of the secondary predicate whose patient is chosen as the point
of departure for presenting the situation [Comrie (1981), Wierzbicka 1980:
138-142, 165)]. There is a well-known tendency to use definite nominals
as topics, including proper names and pronouns. Occasional uses of indefi-
nite nominals in this function demonstrate however that this is a tenden-
cy and not an obligatory rule.

In this way, departing from the resultative meaping of the embedded
predicates in Egyptian, we established the resultativity of the predicative
adjuncts in Polish. Subsequently, the examination of properties of the
resultative forms allowed us to establish the factors conditioning the use
of the main verb and the use of the nominal form. As can be seen, all
the factors described, localization on the temporal axis, terminativity,
perfectivity, passive meaning and finally the definiteness of the noun,
condition and complement one another, leading to the construction in the
form we observe. The research I have presented is an attempt to examine
all these factors in their mutual relations.

There is a possibility to extend the scope of the present research
through the detailed examination of the related constructions: with adjec-
tives required by the verb (exx. 3-4), with substantives as predicative ad-

juncts (He returned a hero), or with detached modifiers (Mary, exhausted,

returned).

There is also a possibility of extending the present research to other
languages. Similar constructions exist in Russian, Latin, Spanish, to a
lesser degree in English, German and Dutch and in the Afro-Asiatic
family, in Hebrew, Akkadian (the permansive) and in classical Arabic (e1-
l:lz\il). It would be worthwhile to see whether they follow the rules formu-
lated above for Polish and Egyptian. Perhaps it would also be possible to

check whether similar constructions exist in languages belonging to other
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families. Typological research of this kind seems to me not merely inte-

resting, but extremely rewarding as well. 2
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NOTES

1., This paper was prepared in the Department of Egyptology, Leiden
State University. Some parts of it were read at the meetings of the
Workgroup on Functional Grammar in Amsterdam, of the Slavic Seminar in
Amsterdam and of the Department of Comparative Linguistics in Leiden. I
wish to thank Prof. dr. J.F. Borghouts and Prof. dr. S.C. Dik for their
comments and Prof. dr. J.L. Mackenzie for correcting the English text and

for editorial suggestions.

2. "The Polish adjective as predicative adjunct in comparison with the
Middle Egyptian pseudo-participle" (Ph.D. dissertation prepared under the
supervision of Prof.dr. R. Grzegorczykowa, defended at Warsaw University
in 1990).

3. The Middle Egyptian language which is dealt with in this paper
will be henceforth referred to simply as Egyptian.

4. Unless we accept the theory of the common origin of Indo-

European and Afro-Asiatic languages, c¢f. Schenkel (1971).

5. The original inspiration for such an approach was the ‘Meaning
<=> Text’ model developed by 1.A. Mel’duk (cf. Mel’Suk 1974, Mel’Cuk,
Pertsov 1987) and adapted for Polish by A. Weinsberg (1983). I also
implemented other descriptive methods provided they were compatible with
the ‘Meaning <=> Text' model [Saloni, Swidzihski (1985); Boguslawski
(1977); Huszcza (1980), (1983)]. The Functional Grammar model proved to
be very useful for describing the semantico-syntactic relations, i.e. ‘un-

derlying predications’ presented in this paper.

6. In recent grammars of Polish all the forms characterized by adjec-
tival inflexion (adjectives proper, adjectival participles, pronouns and
ordinal numbers) are treated as adjectives, cf. Saloni, Swidzifiski (1985).

7. For the principles of the test cf. Bogus¥awski (1977 : 183-199).

8. Such aproach has been postulated by Boguslawski (1977) and Husz-
cza (1980), (1983).
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9. The pseudo-participle can also be used independently (as the main
clause) and as a non-restrictive relative clause, but this is not relevant

for the present discussion.

10. This hypothesis is based on the theories of Bogustawski (1977) and
Huszcza (1980), (1983). According to Dik (1989 : 282) corresponding con-
stituents in parallel constructions are focalized even if they contain
known information. The pseudo-participle in constructions as in ex. (21)

would be interpreted as focalized by most egyptologists too.

11. Cf. Pisarkowa (1965 : 10).

12. Cf. Dik (1989 : 46).

13. In order to make the reading easier I use simplified term formu-

lae, e.g. 'Xi cat’ instead of a full formula ’(xi cat (x1))’.

14, In the first type of constructions with predicative adjuncts the
realization of the joint argument has subject function also if in ®1

position a transitive verb is used (e.g. Mary read this book encouraged

by her friend). A sentence with goal of the main predication in subject

function would here be ungrammatical: *This book was read by Mary en-
couraged by her friend.

15, For principles of deriving intransitive process verbs in Polish cf.

Kleszczowa (1986); in other languages - cf. Kahrel (1985).

16. Partciples with the marker -¥ , like przemokly, are often sub-
jected to the process of adjectivization, so that in certain respects they
do not behave like verbal forms any more. There are several tests which
allow us to examine the degree of adjectivization, which can differ from
participle to participle (cf. Bartnicka 1970). We observe here gradual
deverbalization of the embedded predicate: participles (non-finite verbal
forms) - adjectivized participles - adjectives. Similar gradual loss of
the verbal character has also been noticed in the case of the nominaliza-
tions [Mackenzie (1985 : 31-32), Dik (1985 :21)].

17. Tests for identifying the patient regardless of the kind of pre-
dicate can be found in Seliverstova (1982 : 110 - 115).



36

18. For another function of the pseudo-partciple in a locative con-

struction cf. ex. (53) below.

19. The division of predicates into those which express situations
localizable on the temporal axis and those which do not roughly
corresponds to the division of English verbs into those which do occur in
the progressive and those which do not. There is no one-to-one
correspondence, however, cf. Bulygina (1982 : 12-22),

20. Cf. the interpretation of predicative relative clauses in French in
v.d. Auwera (1985) and the discussion on this subject in Dik, Hengeveld
{1990 : 32-38).

21, Within the framework of FG-of interest may be Hannay, Vester
(1987) and Shiratsuki (1985).
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INDEX OF SYMBOLS

General:

01 = main predicate

02 = embedded predicate

Xi = argument variable

Yi = satellite variable

Xo = the joint aréument of ®1 and @2

X p = zero realization of an argument
Quant = Quantifier
& = Coordinat{on

pragmatic functions assignment (unspecified)

it

[T/F]

[I1] = illocutionary characteristics of the proposition

[S/A] = grammatically relevant features of the participants of the
speech act (Speaker; Addressee)

-——— = relation between the predicate and an argument

— — — = relation between the predicate and a satellite

Semantic functions: Pragmatic functions:
Ag = Agent T = Topic

Go = Goal F = Focus

Rec = Recipient

Loc = Location Syntactic function
Proc = Processed Subj = Subject
Fo = Force

Po = Positioner

'/ = Zero function

Exp = Experiencer
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Lexical categories:

Adj = adjective
Adv = adverb
A-V = adjective-verb

N

noun

1 verb

Vpert = perfective verb
Pron = pronoun

PART = particle

Grammatical categories:

FUT = future
PERF = perfect
REL.PAST = relative past

stative

STAT
masc, fem, neut = gender

pl, sg, com (common) = number
1, 2, 3 = person

nom, gen, acc, instr, loc = case

Selectional restrictions:

hum human

anim = animate
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