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Abstract

The aticle deds with certain aspects of Russan copula clauses from a Halidayan
perspective. The ams are twofold: firdly, to investigate whether his analyss provides a
decription of the Russan data which is clearer than those which have been previoudy
available, and secondly to congder in what ways the origind modd may need to be
modified in order to account for the different Stuation which we find in Russan. The greater

part of the study is taken up by a discusson of the Attributive and Identifying categories of
the Intensve Relationa clause, and more specificaly the usefulness of the functions of Token
and Vaue in a description of Russan clauses. The andyss, which is based on a corpus of
authentic data, produces three generd conclusons. Firdly, the apparently consstent

conflation of Complement with Vaue proves to be of use in the disambiguation of
gyntacticaly unmarked Subject and Complement. Secondly, since the Russian syntax cuts
across the English semantic categories reflected in the modd, the possibility of extending the
concepts of Token and Vaue to take in Attributive clauses is discussed. Findly, the point is
made that the Attributive/ldentifying oppostion finds little syntectic reflection in Russan;

however, the hope is expressed that it might be possble to identify other semantic

digtinctions which are more germane to Russian.

1. Introduction
A grammar is an attempt to crack the code.
Halliday (1994: xxx)

Hallidayan grammar is concerned with meaning.1 As the above quotation implies, one
of the ams of writing a grammar of a given language is to investigate the ways in which
meanings are characterigticaly encoded in the linguigtic forms of that particular language, and
then to use the ingghts thus gained to increase one's understanding of the unique and
complex relaionship between the language, its speakers culture and the way they encode
red-world phenomena However, going beyond the original context of Haliday’s comment,
it is possble to maintain that dl grammatica research, whatever its purpose, isin a sense
aming to ‘crack the code, or in other words is attempting to present the facts of a particular
grammatical sysem in away that isassmple, clear and ‘convincing’ as possible.

In this article | am to use the ingghts and methods of M.A.K. Halliday's functiona
grammar to reanalyse certain aspects of a notorioudy tricky portion of the ‘code’ of modern
Russan. The area in quedtion is the type of copulative clause (or, to use Haliday's
terminology, Reaiona dause) which in English would involve the use of the copula be, and
which in Russan is fraught with semantically and sylisticdly determined morphologicad and

1 My sincere thanks go to Charles Owen, who acted as my supervisor at the University of Birmingham
when | was working on an earlier version of thisarticle as part of my MA. | should also like to record my
thanks to Richard Payne, from whose regular bulletins of machine-readable Russian newspaper articles |
have greatly benefited over the years, and to Bethan Davies for helpful comments on an earlier draft of
thisarticle.
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gyntactic choices. Much has of course aready been written on the subject, both by
‘traditiona’ grammarians and from the diverse perspectives of Praguian and Chomskyan
linguigtics. However, as far as | am aware, no andyss has yet been attempted using the
framework of Halidayan functiond grammar. More specificdly, | intend to investigate the
extent to which a number of categories introduced by Halliday in his description of English
Rdationd dauses cast light on the Russan condructions in question.

1.1 Theoretical consderations

In a theoreticd discusson of this nature, three mgor methodologica considerations
need to be examined a the very outset. The first of these concerns the raionde: if good
explanations for the grammatica phenomena in question dready exid, is there any
judtification for introducing a further set of terms and concepts in order to produce a new
andysis of something which has dready been quite satisfactorily described? Halliday himsdlf
(1994: xxxiv) expresses this possible objection in terms of the following warning:

Twentieth-century linguigtics has produced an abundance of new theories, but it has
tended to wrap old descriptions up insde them; what are needed now are new
descriptions. Tasks have changed, ideas have changed, and languages have
changed.... The old interpretations were good, but not good enough to last for al
time, even when dressed up in new theoretica clothes.

Thisis of course a satement not only of the problem, but dso of the solution: what is
needed is something more than a mere relabelling of old concepts and idess if what we are
doing is to be meaningful.

The second congderation is in some ways related to the first. To quote from Haliday
once agan, ‘Modern linguigtics, with its universaist ideology, has been distressngly
ethnocentric, making al other languages look like imperfect copies of English’ (1994: xxxi).
In the light of this, it is necessary to satisfy oursdlves of the vdidity of usng an andyticd
framework designed for English to produce a description of Russan. Can such a description
be an accurate reflection of the linguidic facts of Russan? Indeed, this objection is
particularly potent in the case of functional grammar, aform of grammaticd analysswhichis
50 closdy associated with the description of English.

However, in spite of the traditional association which has existed between functiona
grammar and the English language, scholars have not been dow to use functiond
methodologies to investigate the ‘codes of other languages. For example, there are at least
five scholars who have looked a Russan from a Halidayan perspective. Bivon (1971)
provides an analysis of word order from this perspective. Useful work has been done by
Rugaeva (1983), Smmons (1986) and Hallikainen (1987) on cohesion. Gotteri (e.g. 1995)
has investigated a number of areasin Russan and other Savonic languages. In other words,
jus as the work of functiond grammarians has dready Sgnificantly increased our
understanding of English there is of course no theoretical reason why our knowledge of
other languages should not be likewise degpened — assuming that the descriptive apparatus
that has been developed with English in mind is not smply unthinkingly applied to another
language. Butler (1985: 191-2) detals the ways in which by modifying the origind system
researchers working with other languages have brought about advances in its adaptability. It
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is precisaly as functiona grammar gradualy proves itsdlf to be adaptable in this way thet its
relevance and power will acquire more genera recognition.

The third consderation concerns the nature of the present work per se. If we study
Halliday’s work on Relationa processes, we find that it forms part of the wider context of
his analyss of the whole English grammatical system. For this article, however, we don't
have the luxury of a pre-exiding, exhaudive andyticad framework. While this stuetion is
clearly not ided, it is unfortunately inevitable; the fact isthat one mugt start somewhere, even
if this means focusng on asingle isolated area.

1.2 Scope and methods

Halliday’s most up-to-date discussion of Relationa processes (1994: 119-138) is a
fairly thorough reworking of the previous verson of his modd (1985: 112-128), and it is the
concepts, categories and terminology of this verson of the theory that provides the basis for
the present work. Of course, these pages form just one section in a genera discussion of
process types, while this study by necessity stands in isolation. Furthermore, Haliday
discusses three categories of Relationd clause intensve, circumdantial and possessive. |,
however, confine my attention to a subset of the first category, and look only &t the various
grammatica manifestations in Russian of the most basic copulative congtruction, Subject —
(Verb) — Complement (the Complement being either a nomind or an adjectiva group); |
aso consgder the mogt ‘ided’ intensive clauses, in which the copula contains only a minimd
amount of lexica meaning. | furthermore redtrict the discusson to the use of dedardive
sentences in Contemporary Standard Russian.

The remainder of the article is divided into four sections. Section 2 contains a brief
summary of the area in question from a ‘traditiond’ point of view, intended principaly for
those who are unfamiliar with Russan; in section 3 | introduce and clarify a number of
Hallidayan concepts which | make use of; section 4 contains anew analysis of aspects of the
problem from the point of view of functiond grammear; then findly, in section 5 | consder
what conclusions may be drawn from what has gone before.

1.3 A note on examples

The study is based on an andydss of a wide range of texts Where possible the
concordancing programme from WordSmith Tools has been used to analyse the data. Each
example is cited dong with an indication of grammatica roles, a word-for-word gloss
(which dso supplies any other essentid grammatica information) and an idiomatic
trandation. Abbreviations used are asfollows:

Nom. = Nominative Gen. = Genitive
Ingtr. = Instrumentd Attr. = Attribute
Carr. = Carrier Id. = Identified

Ir. = Identifier T =Token

V =Vadue S = Subject

C = Complement Masc. = Masculine
Fem. = Feminine

/I is used to mark functions off from each other.
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2. The problem in outline

How often...does a genuine choice of case exist, and what kind of meaning choice
does it then represent? Russian furnishes tempting examples...but even here we know
that the choice is complex, subtle, and probably not entirdly semantic, and the
decison is made with reference to alarger structure representing a configuration of
meanings.

Gotteri (1995: 126)

That the area in question is ‘problematic’ may be seen from the amount of space
devoted to it in works on Russan grammar. Descriptions written for foreign learners in
particular go into the subject in greet detail: Borras and Chrigtian, for example, a sandard
pedagogicd text on Russan syntax, have a five-page section entitled ‘ The Trandation of the
verb ‘to be’ (1971 210-14), while in a more recent work, Offord lists twenty different
Russian condructions (1996: 107-111). Nakhimovsky & Leed smilarly devote a large
amount of space to ‘be-sentences’ (1980/1987: 112-22). Although some Russian scholars
content themselves with a number of scattered references to the problem, many on the other
hand treat the subject a length: for example, Peshkovsky (1956), in a andard analysis of
Russian syntax, devotes two entire chapters to copula-type sentences. Furthermore, at least
one book completely devoted to the subject (Chvany 1975) has appeared to date; thisis a
treetment of both existentid and copula sentences, and is written from a generativist
standpoint.

As dready briefly mentioned in the Introduction, | intend to concentrate on copula
congructions typified by the Halidayan category of intendve Relationd processes. Thus
sentences of the type Professor byl prav ‘The professor was right' or On moy Iyubimy
avtor ‘He is my favourite author’ will be examined, but not others such as Pochta byla
ryadom s gostinitsey ‘ The post office was next to the hote’” or U menya yest’ kniga ‘I
have a book’, which are respectively Circumstantial and Possessive.2 Within the intendve
category | shdl be looking a both Attributive and Identifying clauses, which — as shdl be
explained below — are respectively exemplified by the firs and second sentences cited
above. Even within this clearly circumscribed area there are three semanticaly-relevant
variableswhich comeinto play in Russan, each of which | shal now consider briefly.

2.1 The form of the copula

The expression of copulative processes is one of the trickier areas of the Russian
grammatica system as in the absence of a regularly functioning verb ‘to be’ Russian resorts
to at least three different types of wording.3

i) In the present tense, probably the mogt frequently used congtruction is the zero-
copula; herethelogica presence of the copulais smply implied by the surrounding syntax.4

i) Inthe past and future tenses it is tandard to use a part of byt' ‘to be'.

2 All translations from Russian, whether of quotations from academic sources or of data samples, are my
own. Material cited in Russian has been transliterated into the Roman al phabet.

3 In the interests of space the explanation that follows has been somewhat simplified.

4 Sometimes — for reasons of emphasis, for example —the word eto ‘this’ is used as a kind of surrogate
copula.
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ii) 1t aso very frequently happens that the copulative function is taken on by another
less semanticaly empty verb: for example yavlyat'sya ‘to appear’, predstaviyat' soboy ‘to
represent with oneself’, okazyvat'sya ‘to turn out (to be)’, kazat'sya ‘to seem’, ostat'sya
‘to remain’ and schitat'sya ‘to be consdered’.> These are listed in order of increasing
semantic information, so that the first two are closest to being true copulas, to the extent that
in certain contexts they are both consdered by native speskers to be more or less
synonymouswith byt' (dthough they are limited to fairly formd registers).

2.2 Theform of the complement

Two parameters make a paticularly sgnificant contribution to the highly complex
system of morphologica choices.

i) Firgly, a Complement may appear in ether the nominative or instrumental case.
Thisis of course a choice which is to some extent semantically determined, but is principaly
influenced by the syntactic context. Broadly speaking, in the present tense when there is a
zero-copula the nominative is dmost dways used. On the other hand, in the infinitive, future,
imperative, conditiona and gerund it is usud but not obligatory for the Complement to
appear in the ingrumenta, while in the past the choice between the two forms is made on
the badis of a number of factors, not least the extent to which the Complement refers to
something which is permanent (with the use of the nominative broadly corresponding to the
idea of permanence). In addition to this, usage is dso determined syntacticaly, with for
example most non-byt’ copulas requiring the use of the instrumentd.

i) Secondly, adjectiva complements can gppear in three ditinct forms: short form,
long form (nominative) and long form (insrumentd). Each of these, needless to sy, is
diginguished syntacticaly, sylisticaly and semanticaly, important factors being, for example,
the formdlity of the register and the permanence or otherwise of what is being referred to.

2.3 Theorder of subject and complement

The sgnificance of word order will be discussed in some detail in Section Three. At
this stage, the most important thing that needs to be said is thet like al the other Savonic
languages Russian does not depend on word order to express grammatica relations. For
this reason the order Complement — (Verb) — Subject is just as possible as its opposite,
Subject — (Verb) — Complement, the two nominad eements frequently but not invarigbly
being disambiguated by the form of the Verb or the case of the Complement. Which order is
sdected in a given clause will partly reflect its thematic and information structure. However,
as we will soon discover these are not the only (or even the main) issues at stake in this type
of clause.

S A rather more exhaustive list — though one which also includes expressions which are restricted to
circumstantial uses— can be found in Offord (1996: 107-111).
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3. Concepts and per spectives

Thereis no satisfactory generaly accepted grammeatical andyss of Russan.
Bivon (1971: 5)

The time has now come to introduce the Hallidayan concepts that are going to be
playing an important role in what follows. | will group these according to Smilar criteriaasin
the previous section: the nature of the copula, the function of the complement, and the réle
which is played by word order.

3.1 The nature of the copula

There is a generd consensus among grammarians as to the fact that the basic copula
has no lexical meaning in its own right, but serves smply as akind of ‘service word or tense
carier’ (Chvany 1975 2; see adso Peshkovsky 1956: 220, Lyons 1968: 322-3 and
Matthews 1981: 96-117). Hdliday, whose works will of course provide the main source of
theoretical concepts for this study, basicaly concurs with this genera consensus, dthough he
distinguishes three separate meanings, or ‘classes of the English verb to be:-

Class 0: can be characterised as, has the attribute of being;
Class 1. exigts, happens, isfound or located;
Class 2: identifies or isidentifiable as, can be equated with. (1967a 66)

Such adassfication is of course closdly bound up with hiswork on English trangtivity
systems (see for example Halliday 1967a, 1967b and 1968). For our present purposes we
will be concerned with Classes 0 and 2, those associated with the type of clause which
Halliday later on termsintensive.s

In the 1985 and 1994 versons of the theory Class O type clauses are termed
Attributive and Class 2 ldentifying. Hdliday has on a number of occasons (see for
example 1967a, 1967b, 1968, 1970, 1985 and 1994) discussed the exact nature of the
opposition, and has come up with a wide range of features which serve in English to
distinguish the two clause types. These are summarised below in Table 1 in terms of pairs of
contrasting features.

As can be seen, mogt of the items on this ligt reflect semantic rather than syntactic
concepts. The categories that emerge are of course not completely cut-and-dried; in fact,
Halliday has recently emphasised their non-discrete nature (1994: 128-9). Many of the
items listed above will of course spesk for themselves, some of the less obvious ones will be
discussed below.

6 The model as originally proposed in 1967-68 has subsequently undergone a good deal of modification.
This has inevitably included the area of terminology, with the result that the 1985/1994 terms differ
greatly from those originally proposed. For the sake of clarity and consistency | shall use the 1985/1994
terminology; in accordance with this policy, when quoting from earlier articles | shall where necessary
modify the original phrasing, placing words thus altered in square brackets to indicate that a change has
been made.
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Table 1. Digtinguishing features of the attributive and identifying dause types

Attributive | dentifying

answers what, who and how answers who and which (1967a: 67)

Complement can be noun or adjective, but cannot | Complement is pronoun, noun or proper name, but

be pronoun or proper name cannot be adjective (1967a: 67)

process involves assigning an attribute process ‘ syntactically one of action rather than
ascription’ (1968: 190)

clause has one participant clause has two participants (1968: 190)

Class 0 verb (e.g. be, become, seem, |00k, sound, Class 2 verb (e.g. be, equal, resemble, realise,

get, turn, etc.) represent) (1968: 190)

relationship between entities of same order of relationship between entities alike in generality but

abstraction but differing in generality differing in abstraction (1970: 154-5)

expresses classinclusion expresses classidentity (1970: 155)

hasréles Carrier and Attribute hasroles |dentifier and Identified (1994: 120, 122),
and Token and Value (1994: 124-28)

indefiniteness of Attribute unmarked definiteness of Identifier unmarked (1968: 190)

non-reversible reversible (1994: 121, 123)

basically adecoding relation (1968: 192) either decoding or encoding: either finding Value
for Token or Token for Vaue (1967h: 228)

3.2 The function of the complement

In this section we will be examining some of the notions introduced in Table 1. First of
al we need to take a brief look at Attributive clauses, before moving on to the more
complicated Identifying type. The basic meaning of an Attributive clauseis ‘X is a member of
theclassof a' (Halliday 1994: 120). Examples would be Korol' umyon ‘The king is clever’
and Mariya aktrisa ‘Maria is an actress’; in the first of these the king is portrayed as
belonging to the class of clever people, and in the second Maria is depicted as being a
member of the acting professon. Although such dauses have only one ‘participant’ (‘the
king and ‘Marid respectively), Hdliday disinguishes two functiond roles, Carrier and
Attribute, which the two nomina groups fulfil. Thus in the sentences just cited the Carrier
would be korol' ‘king’ and Mariya ‘Maria respectively, and the Attribute umyon ‘clever’
and aktrisa ‘actress .

In contragt to this meaning of ‘cdassindusion’, the Identifying dause implies definition
or identity; Haliday describes its basic meaning as ‘a serves to define the identity of x’
(1994: 122, emphasis origind). For example, by modifying our two previous examples
dightly we can make them Identifying: Korol' samy umny ‘The king is the cleveres’ and
Mariya moya lyubimaya aktrisa ‘Maria is my favourite actress . Here we are not talking
about membership of a class but are defining one entity in terms of another entity or concept.
Between these two entities certain functiond relationships obtain, which Haliday defines by
means of two new parameter pairs.

The firg of these is the Identified/Identifier parameter, which Haliday firgt introduced
in 1967 asa"... ‘thing to be identified’ and ... that with which it is to be identified' (1967b:
224). In a WH-type question, the Identifier is the WH-item, and in the corresponding
answer it isthe item which is specificaly sought after by the question. Thusin the exchange -
Kto on? ‘Who ishe? -On nash lider ‘He is our leeder’ the Identifier would be kto ‘who’
and lider ‘leader’ respectively, while in the complementary -Kto nash lider? “Who is our
leader? -On nash lider ‘He is our leader’ (a possible though intonationaly marked variant
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in Russan) it would be kto ‘who’ and on ‘he’. The exisence of two distinct possble
anayses of the one sentence On nash lider shows that the Subject and the Complement can
both be conflated with either of these structural eements. (What the Identifier does in fact
tend to correspond to isthe New information contained in the sentence (1994: 124).)

The second mgor parameter which Halliday introduces is designed to reflect the
question of abgraction within an ldentifying clause; it will be a key concept in much of what
follows as | hope to demondrate that it will cast some light on the syntax of such clausesin
Russan. Once again, this parameter is reflected in two opposing categories. the Token and
the Vdue. These play avery important rolein Haliday's andyss of Identifying clauses.

Halliday has described Identifying clauses as containing two entities which ‘are dikein
generdity but differ in abstraction’ (1970: 155). Elsewhere (1967b: 228) he refers to this
‘dimengon of structure as ‘coding’, explaining that an Identifying clause ‘may be ether
decoding or encoding: ether finding avaue... for agiven [token]..., or finding a [token] with
agivenvau€e (ibid). He concludes that ‘ one element is as it were the redization of the other’
(ibid).”

Halliday (1985: 115) explains the Token and Vaue by lising examples of the kind of
semantic réle that they can fulfil:-

Token Value
sgn meaning
name referent
form function
holder datus
occupant role

As can be seen, these items form five pairs which contrast with each other only with
regard to their relative level of abdraction. The Token is the less absiract of the two, while
of the five sets of opposites, it is probably form and function which have the broadest
scope in terms of the number of sentences which they help explain.

3.3 Therdleof word order

We will now return to the question of Token and Vaue to consder the notion of
revershbility. According to Haliday, Relaiona clauses have a number of festures normally
associated with trangtive processes, to the extent that it is meaningful to talk about such
clauses being ether active or passve, dl clauses in which the Token is conflated with the
Subject being considered active (1994: 124). Thus for example Henry is the villain is an
active, decoding sentence whereas The villain is Henry is passve and coding (1994: 125).
A change in voice can be said to ‘reverse’ a clause. However, when reversal occurs the
following other changes dso take place: @ the functions of Subject and Complement are
exchanged, b) the Identified and Identifier eements are reordered, and c) the conflation of
the Token and Vaue with the Subject and Complement is redigned (as illustrated in the
table in Haliday 1994: 136-7). Haliday’s basic contention made in the light of English
Rdationd dauses is that Identifying clauses are reversible, while Attributive ones are not.

7 Note that the processes of coding and decoding respectively represent shifts away from and towards
ahigher level of abstraction.
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Thusin English one can say both Sarah is the wise one and The wise one is Sarah (1994:
136-7), but on the other hand only Sarah is wise, and not *Wise is Sarah — except
perhapsin certain restricted contexts and registers (1994: 121).

We are now in a position to proceed to the main section in this study where | apply
what has been discussed to copula usage in Russian. The am of the section will be two-fold:
| shdl principaly be atempting a Hallidayan andys's of Russian, but in o doing | dso hope
to make some comments about the origind modd itself.

4. New per spectives on old problems

Thereisagreet ded of rather subtle multivalence...in this portion of the language
sysem.
Halliday (1985:123)

We are now ready to consder various issues connected with Relationa clauses in
Russan. After a brief look at the other two new pairs of functiond réles the bulk of the
section will be taken up by adiscusson of the functions of Token and Vaue and what they
can revea about Russian Relationd clauses. Firgt, however, another word needs to be said
about the distinction between the two clause types.

4.1 Attributive and identifying clauses

As pointed out above, the Attributive/ldentifying digtinction in essence depends
primarily on semantic rather than syntactic criteria However, in English a any rae, it is
usudly possible to identify which type a dause belongs to on the basis of a least two fairly
unambiguous surface festures: whether or not the Complement is an adjective (for example)
and whether it is definite or indefinite (see Table 1). However, assgnment to one or other
category is not dways automéatic on the basis of syntectic features done, and this is a
problem which assumes greeter proportionsin Russian. There are two main reasons for this.
The firg is the fact that — as we shall see bdow — in Russan it is not always possible to
digtinguish between the Complement and the Subject. The second is that because Russan
lacks definite and indefinite articles, the definiteness/indefiniteness criterion is not aways
made s0 explicit in the syntax. Russan does of course have at its disposd other syntactic
means for expressing definiteness and indefiniteness, principal amongst these being word
order: because of the way information tends to be organised in Russian clauses there is a
tendency to place indefinite elements at the end. However, in practice thisis not as clear cut
as the use of articles in English, with the result that one is forced to consder the underlying
semantics more often in Russan than in English.

4.2 Functional rbles

4.2.1 Carrier and attribute

Once the clause type has been decided on, the functiond réles can be assigned with
relaive esse. In Attributive clauses, for example, the roles of Carrier and Attribute can
amog dways be distinguished without problem. For instance, in (1) it is clear that Aloizy is
the Carrier and chel ovekom chrezvychayno predpriimchivym the Attribute.
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(1) No Aloizy byl chelovekom chrezvychayno predpriimchivym
Attr. /1] Carr.
But Aloiziy was person extremely enterprisng.
‘But Aloiziy was an extremely enterprising person.’
(Bulgakov 1966-7/1980: 378)

4.2.2 | dentified and identifier

The identification of Identified and Identifier within an Identifying dause is generdly
aso graightforward. Typicaly, the Identified, being comparable in function to the Given, will
occur sentence-initidly.® Therefore we have for example (2):

(2) Obrisovannoe zatrudnenie ne yedinstvennoe.
Id. i Ir.
Ouitlined problem  not only (long form Nom.).
‘The problem outlined is not the only one.”  (Akulinin 1990: 8)

In ‘unmarked’ contexts of this kind the information focus will occur sentence-findly,
being conflated as usud with the Identifier. On the other hand, a sentence containing an
Identifier in initid podtion will tend to have a concomitantly marked intonation pettern, as we
see in the second sentence from example (3):

(3) Vot ona, Magnitkal Ona  tvoya derevnya....
Ir. /1 Id.
Here she, Magnitkal She  your village (Nom.).
‘Hereis  Magnitkal  This is your village’ (Paducheva 1979: 36)

4.2.3 Token and value

We will now turn our attention to the categories of Token and Vaue, the andysis of
which will occupy most of the remainder of this section. Here we find that conflation with
Identified and Identifier can go elther way, asin examples (4) and (5):

(4) Vash gipnoz — eto nash strakh
d/T I I eV
Your hypnoss this  our fear
“Your hypnosisiswhat wefear.” (Iskander 1982: 17)

(5) Drugaya o0sobennost' vagonov — sSiden'ya....
ld./V It
Other  peculiarity cariages (Gen.)  seats (Nom.).
‘The other peculiarity of the carriagesisthe seats” (Nauka i zhizn' 1993: 3: 52)

As fa as it goes this matches the pattern which Haliday identifies in English
Identifying clauses. However, a this point a number of serious problems arise. We will

8 However, though comparable, the two are not identical. As Halliday points out, at a high level of
delicacy they become ‘distinct concepts’ (see Halliday 1985: 117).
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congder these shortly, but before doing so we need to anayse how the categories of Token
and Vaue areredlized in Russan.

If we examine ldentifying clauses which have an ingrumenta (and of course nomind)
Complement, then we discover the interesting (and pleasing) result thet it is invariably the
Vdue — the participant which refers to the function, status, rdle (or suchlike) of the other
participant — which appears in the indrumental. This is highly sgnificant, as it provides
griking syntactic confirmation of the vadidity of one of Haliday's pars of categories in a
language other than that for which the andysiswas originaly designed.®

The following are two examples, the firg with yavlyat'sya (with which ingrumenta
usage is obligatory), and the second with byt' (where it is optiond):

(6) Neuverennost' ... yavlyaetsya ... yedinstvennym priznakom prochnosti.
T I I \Y
Uncertainty appears only (Indr.) sgn(Ingr.) durability (Gen.).
‘Uncertainty isthe only sign of durability.” (Iskander 1982: 58)

(7) Osnovnoy tsel'yu.. bylo uyasnenie... dvukh polozheniy.
Vv I I T
Badic (Ingr.) am (Ingtr.) was clarification (Nom.) two (Gen.) postions (Gen.).
‘The basic am was the clarification of two pogtions” (Akulinin 1990: 3)

This Halidayan interpretation casts interesting new light on an old problem asiit seems
to be a variance with a number of more traditiond explanations. For example, in Wade
(1992: 109) we read that in such contexts ‘the more specific [noun or pronoun] appears in
the nominative, the more generd in the insrumentd’. It is true that this satement in effect
refers to both 1dentifying and Attributive clauses, however, two out of the three examples
which he dites are of the Identifying type where generdity is not the issue. In (8) it is difficult
to see how key (the Vaue) and literacy (the Token) can be sad to differ in terms of

generdity.

(8 Klyuchom k wuspekhu byla gramotnost'.
CIv I I ST
Key (Indtr.) to success was(Fem.) literacy (Fem. Nom.).
‘Literacy wasthe key to success.” (1992: 109)

On the other hand, an explanaion based on contrasting levels of abdtraction
represented by Token and Vaue fits both this and his other Identifying example rather
better. Offord follows Wade by dso offering an explandtion in terms of relaive generdity
(1996: 108). Nakhimovsky and Leed, on the other hand, State thet it is the noun which is
‘more closgly bound to the specific context (or to the time of the particular Stuation)’

9 For the time being we are only talking about the use of the instrumental in Identifying clauses, while
the instrumental Complement is used in analogous ways in both clause types. In addition, it needsto be
borne in mind that the Token/V alue opposition does not enable one to predict whether the Complement
should be in the instrumental.
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(1980/1987: 122) that should be put in the indrumenta, citing the sentence in (9) as an
example

(90 Yeyo pervoy reaktsiyey bylo razocharovanie.
Cv I ST
Her firgt reaction (Ingtr.) was disappointment.
‘ Disgppointment was her first reaction.”  (1980/1987: 122)

| have no doubt that this explanation has a good dedl of practicd vdidity. It is after dl
intended as a guiddine for sudents, being based asiit is on the following of contextud clues,
thus the authors encourage the reader to look to the presence of modifiers or proper names
for help in making the decision about the possible use of an instrumental. As such it does not
attempt to provide a bass for undersanding such sentences on a theoreticd levd.
Interestingly, however, it appears to clash with the centrd tenet of the Token/VVdue
opposition as the authors go on to argue that of the two participants disappointment is the
‘more abstract and general notion’ (emphasis added). In other words, what they are
saying appears to be the precise opposite of what the new explanation is proposing.
However, we need here to distinguish between two different types of abdtraction. As we
have seen, Halliday' s understanding of abstraction is basicaly semantic, as he looks at how
the two referents relate to each other as sign and meaning, form and function and so on.
Nakhimovsky and Leed, on the other hand, are interested in which of the two participants is
tied to a specific context through the presence of adjectives, deictics, and so on, and is
therefore to be considered |ess abstract and vague than the other.

If we follow the new explanation, then from the close identification of ingrumenta
Complement with Vdue it inevitebly follows that in sentences which contan such a
Complement the Vaue can never be the grammatical Subject. In sentences where the
Complement/Vaue is nominative, on the other hand, the identification of the Subject can be
problematic because of the syntactic ambiguity caused by the flexibility of Russan word
order. Thisis in fact a problem which has concerned Russan grammarians for some time.
Peshkovsky, for example, dthough he suggests the use of grammatical analogy such as the
subgtitution of one form for another as a possible means of clarification, is forced to concede
that ‘we must categorically accept such sentences as syntactically ambiguous' (1956: 242,
emphasis origind). More recently Nakhimovsky and Leed describe the problem of
identifying the subject — and hence of ensuring correct verba agreement — as ‘one of the
nastiest in Russan syntax’ (1980/1987: 122), an area where grammarians disagree and
native speekers hesitate. We therefore need to consder whether Hdliday’s andysis will
enable usto arrive a a definitive interpretation of such clauses.

Example (10) demondrates this type of genuine structura ambiguity:

(10) Samy chestny poet - drug.
Most  honest poet (Nom.)  friend (Nom.).
‘Themost honest poet is yourfriend’ (Ratushinskaya 1986: 18)

If this sentence had been in the past and had had an instrumental Complement then the

grammatica structure — and the meaning — would have been quite clear as a result of the
obligatory conflations described above. However, in the absence of such helpful syntactic
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clues the precise meaning will — at least potentialy — depend on how we ascribe Token and

Vaue. If the Token is poet, then the sentence means ‘ The most honest poet gppears in the

guise of your friend'; if on the other hand it isdrug it would give the meaning ‘Y our friend is

the one who has the status of the most honest poet’. As for the question of Subject and

Complement, any subgtitution aong the lines proposed by Peshkovsky would be begging

the question, while the fact that Haliday’s analyss congtantly assumes a strict Subject —
Verb — Complement word order does not help us much in trying to assgn this grammatica

function in a language which has a more flexible word order. However, given the sheer

number of categories — Token/VVaue, Identified/Identifier, Theme/Rheme and Given/New —
which do have a meaningful réle to play oneisforced to consider just what the usefulness of

the notions of Subject and Complement isin andysing such clauses.

If we do so we are left with a choice. The firgt posshility would be to argue that
gructuraly ambiguous clauses have no grammeatical Subject, claiming that the concept of the
Subject is only meaningful when it finds some grammatica reflection. Subjectless clauses are
by no means dien to Russan, as one frequently encounters congtructions in which the logica
subject (usudly the ‘Senser’: see Halliday 1994: 117) is expressed in the dative or where a
verb is governed by a numerd phrase in the genitive. One is of course uncomfortable with
such aradica solution, not least because it is dways possible to find paralels with other, less
equivoca sentences from which it is not difficult to deduce what the subject ‘ought’ to be.
After dl, if we accept Haliday’s concept of grammatical Subject as ‘a grammatical function
whose only function is to be a grammatica function’ (1994: 72) — which does not therefore
require explicit marking — then it would be anomalous to accept the vaidity of the notion of
Subject in some Rdlationd clauses but not in others which might for example differ only in
tense,

A possible dternative to this is to investigate whether the conflation of Subject and
Token is obligatory for dl Identifying clauses where the identity of the Subject is dlear and
unambiguous, and if it is, to conclude that this dignment of rlesisin fact universd. We have
dready concluded that Subject and Token aways coincide when the Complement isin the
ingrumental, so what we now need to examine are dauses with a nominative Complement
which are syntactically unambiguous.

What emerges, however, is the interesting fact that the conflation can go ether way;
indeed, if anything, Subject coincides more frequently with Vaue. At firgt this would appear
to contradict our hypothesis. However, on closer ingpection all of these clauses have a
grammatical structure which would rule out any other dement taking on the réle of the
Subject. Example (11) istypica of such sentences:

(11) Eto byl komanduyushchy legionom legat.
crT o I SV
This was(Masc)  commanding legion legate (Masc. Nom.).
‘This was the legate who commanded the legion.” (Bulgakov 1966-7/1980: 37)

Here for contextua reasons the Token is the word eto ‘this (is)’, one of a group of
items (induding aso to ‘that (i9)’) which — like the exigentid there in English — can never
command verba agreement as its function is smply that of filling a dot. In such sentences
verbd agreement goes with the other structurd dement by default, which in this case
happens to be the Vaue. The purdly formd, syntactic reasons for this Subject-Vaue
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conflation are brought into sharp relief if we subdtitute for eto the phrase which it is
angphoricdly referring to:

(114) Etot stroyny, svetloborody krasavets byl
ST n
Thiswdl-proportioned, blond-bearded handsome man (Nom.) was
‘“This well-proportioned, handsome man with the blond beard was

komanduyushchym legionom legatom.
CIv

commeanding legion legate (Ingtr.).

the legate who commanded the legion.’

Here the obligatory switch from nominative to instrumentd in the second nomina
phrase means tha this dement, while remaining the Vaue of course, is now once agan
forced to occupy the Complement dot. In this way Subject-Token conflation is once more
achieved. A possble — yet tentative — concluson from this might be that this conflation is
obligatory in Identifying clauses except when overridden through one of the two dements
being an anaphoric eto or some smilar ‘empty’ item. In other words, we seem to be able to
say that the grammatical function of Subject aways digns itsdf with the semantic category of
Token unlessthereis apurdy syntactic reason why this should not happen.

If this conclugon is valid it provides us with a workable method for determining the
Subject of a clause: by adding the concept of Token and Vaue as wdl as the requirement
that Subject = Token (except as stated in the previous paragraph) we may hope to
disambiguate a least some of the sentences for which this has hitherto been consdered
impossible by purely syntactic methods. For example, faced with the sentence in (12) it is
now possible to explain why the sentence-initid vopros is the Subject. Smilarly, in example
(5) above the subject hasto be siden'ya.

(12) Vopros kureniya dlya nikhn — vopros zhizni | smerti.
ST 1 CIv
Question smoking (Gen.) for them question (Nom.) life (Gen.) and death (Gen.).
‘For them the question of samoking is a question of life and deeth.’
(Nauka i zhizn' 1993: 3: 52)

Halliday's 1994 modd does not dlow for constructions which have Complement —
Subject word order. So interestingly we can conclude that in both languages the
identification of the Subject is forced, but for contrasting reasons. in English, the factor is
word order, but in Russan it is how the Token function is assgned.

One consequence of this dteraion to the model is of course that in Russan dl
| dentifying clauses must be congdered decoding (or active). This means that the requirement
(listed Table 1) that Identifying clauses can be ‘ether decoding or encoding’ does not hold
in Russan.

201



A Hallidayan approach to copulative constructionsin Russian

4.3 Reversibility

Let us now consider the question of reverghility. As stated above, if the voice of a
clause is ‘reversed’ then @) the word order will be inverted, b) the réles of Identified and
Identifier will be exchanged and c) the conflation of Token and Vaue with Subject and
Complement will be reversed. However, any attempt to gpply this to Russan will
immediately encounter a least two mgor difficulties. Firdly, such a mode presupposes an
obligatory Subject — Complement word order, but as aready stated this is optiona in
Russan. Furthermore, dements in a Russan sentence may change podtion without
necesstating any realignment of roles. Secondly, it has been shown that, subject to certain
condraints, the Token is invariably the Subject in Russan and that consequently it cannot
reconflate with the Complement. Consequently we may conclude that the concept of
reversibility does not play apart in the description of Russan Identifying clauses.

4.4 Token & value and the attributive clause

Findly in this section, we need to address a fact which has been gradudly emerging
throughout our andyds. This is that the syntax of Russan cuts across the
Identifying/Attributive didtinction which is so centrd to Hadliday's origind modd. For
example, Russan lacks a clear-cut, grammaticaly encoded ditinction between definiteness
and indefiniteness, while ingrumental Complements can occur with equa esse in both
Identifying and Attributive clauses. Any powerful mode will therefore aso need to take
account of this other type, particularly since it appears to be by far the more frequent. We
therefore need to investigate whether the andysis which we have arrived at for 1dentifying
clauses may be extended so as to encompass at least part of the Attributive category.

As discussed above, an Attributive clause may have as its Complement ether an
adjectivd or a full nomina group. However, as far as Russian is concerned it would seem
that the grammatica structure of the latter type is very smilar, if not identica, to thet of the
Identifying clause: the question of definiteness is immaterid, and Complements can be ather
nominative or indrumenta just as in the Identifying type. This lack of digtinction does in fact
find some reflection in the origind modd: dthough he is clear that the basic didinction
between the Carrier and the Attribute is one of generdity rather than abstraction, Halliday
concedes that there is some merging of the two categories and states that ‘Nomina
Attributes are closer to Vaues than adjectiva ones (1994: 129). Bearing this in mind, we
now need to investigate whether the concepts of Token and Vaue can be usefully applied to
this other mgor clause-type.

Let uslook at an example of an Attributive clause with anomina Complement:

(13) On poet.
Car. Attr.
He poet (Nom.).
‘He is  a poet.” (Iskander 1982: 42)

(This is in fact virtudly identicad to one of Hdliday's own examples) Besdes being
attributed to a particular class (i.e. poets) it is quite clear that on is being described in terms
of hisfunction or réle as a poet; this meansin effect that the sentence is expressing a Token-

Vdue rdaionship, the Vdue being poet. The clause can thus be seen to involve a contrast
between on and poet on the basis of both generdity and abstraction. Furthermore, it is a
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gmilarly smple matter to assgn the functions of Token and Vaue in other sentences of this
type; this means that, usng the method described above, it should be possble to
disambiguate the Subject in problematic Attributive clauses as well. On the other hand,
when an Attributive clause contains an adjectival Complement, the Token/Vaue digtinction
isnot generdly very easy to apply.

There is unfortunately no space to undertake a close andysis of each of the eleven
features listed in Table 1. However, even on the basis of what has gone before we can say
with reasonable confidence that the Attributive/ldentifying oppostion finds less syntactic
reflection in Russian that in English, while there are dso dear semantic grounds for extending
the Token/Vdue digtinction to certain subcategories of the Attributive clause.

5. Conclusions
What are needed now are new descriptions.
Halliday (1994: xxxiv)

In the preceding section | have attempted to re-examine the syntax and semantics of
Russan declarative intensve Relationd clauses usng a number of sets of parameters which
Halliday distinguishes in his andyss of the corresponding portion of the English grammaticd
system. The am, as dready dtated, has been twofold: firstly, to investigate whether a clearer
description of the Russian data can be arrived at, and secondly to consider in what ways the
origind Halidayan modd may need to be modified in order to account for the different
Stuation that we find in Russan. We are now in a position to evauate the extent to which
these aims have been achieved.

Asregards thefirs am, | have attempted to undertake a fairly detailed examination of
certain aspects of the insrumenta Complement and of how the Subject of an Identifying
clause can be recognised. My method throughout has been to examine cut-and-dried
ingtances of a particular structure and then to extrapolate from these in order to account for
more ambiguous examples. Perhaps the mogt sgnificant finding that the study has made has
been the fact that Halliday’ s concepts of Token and VVaue have fitted the Russian Identifying
cdause like a glove, insofar as they have enabled us to pinpoint the semantic grounds on
which the Subject is distinguished from the Complement. This in turn has proved to be of
some use in disambiguating sentences in which these grammatica categories receive no
explict marking.

One areawhich it has not been possible to cover in this present sudy, however, isthe
semantic didribution of nominative and indrumental Complements. This means that the
sections of the article dedling directly with the matter of the instrumental Complement answer
the question ‘Given that one of the two nominal groups in a sentence is required to be put
into the instrumental, which should it be? rather than the broader ‘Should one of the two
nomina groups be put into the indrumental?. This means that the conclusons which we
have arrived at will for example help explain why sentence (8) rather than (84) islikely to be
the preferred variant, producing as it does the meaning ‘ Literacy was the key to success .
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(80 Klyuchom k wuspekhu byla gramotnost'.
CN 1 I ST
Key (Indtr.) to success was(Fem.) literacy (Fem. Nom.).
(Example from Wade 1992: 109.)

(88 *Klyuch k uspekhu byl gramotnost'yu.
ST I I CIv
Key (Masc. Nom.) to success was (Masc.) literacy (Ingtr.).

Furthermore, on the same topic | have briefly consdered the feashility of extending
the concepts of Token and Vaue to take in al intensive Relationa clauses which express a
relationship between two full nomina groups. This has proved to be justified because of the
way in which the use of the insrumenta Complement cuts across these two clause-types
and dso because of the irrdlevance of reversbility, definiteness or direction of coding as
factors.

With reference to the second am, that of investigating the flexibility of Haliday's
modd, the foregoing analysis has not managed to find sgnificant syntactic reflection of the
two main clause types as originaly podited. This is hardly surprisng, as the Attributive and
Identifying clause-types are, in essence, semantic categories which have been developed on
the bagis of an andyss of English. It may later be possible to post different clause-types
which sit more eadly with the Russan data; however, a the moment it is il too early to say
what the bagis for these might be, although a distinction between clauses with nominative and
ingrumental Complements would seem to be alikely candidate at this stage.

Halliday characterises the process of describing a language as initidly being a matter
of adapting an established andysis of another language (typicaly English), and then gradualy
coming to the point where one can interpret the new language as if that other language had
never existed (1994:xxxiii). As regards the anadlyss of Russian from a Hallidayan perspective
we are ill very much in the first phase, athough it will hopefully be possble to move on to
the second at some point in the future, perhaps after more work has been done on the entire
language system of Russan from this viewpoint. It is only when such work reaches an
advanced stage that it will be possible to spesk with greater authority about thisintriguing yet
highly complex area.
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