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Predmluva

Tato kniha predstavuje autorovy vybrané prispévky z oblasti frazeologie a idiomatiky
(IF) Ceské a obecné, zvetejiiované v riznych zdrojich v pribéhu poslednich 35 let vétSinou
Cesky nebo anglicky; nékteré z nich jsou ale nové a zde vychazeji poprvé. Kniha podava
napted prehled teorie IF, a to jednak v prezentaci jejich zdkladu (A Teorie a podstata) a jed-
nak v podobé monografickych analytickych studif vSech jednotlivych oblasti ¢eské frazeo-
logie, které takto predstavuji uceleny a v podstaté vycerpdvajici popis celé oblasti (B Typy
a oblasti). Tyto Casti knihy dopliuji vybrané analyzy systému frazeologie i studie textové
(C Studie). Posledni ¢ast je vénovéna frazeografii (D Frazeografie), zv1asté jeji teoretické
a koncepéni podstaté i vlastni frazeografické praxi, uplatiované 1éta v SCFI (Slovnik Ceské
frazeologie a idiomatiky). Ty texty, které sem byly prejaty z drivejSich vydéni, doznaly men-
Sich dprav; vSechny texty nové jsou psdny podle stejné metodologie ve snaze ukézat na jed-
notu piistupu a celistvost popisu. Pfispévky zde zatazené vychézeji vétsinou v puvodnich
jazycich, zvl. Cesky a anglicky, a pro uZivatele jen jednoho z nich obsahuje kazdy z nich na
konci obsdhlé anglické Summary nebo ¢eské Shrnuti. Nékteré prispévky vySly s mensimi
modifikacemi v obou jazycich; informace o jejich vztahu jsou tu uvddéné pak s prislusSnym
odkazem taky.

Vhled do problému tohoto tehdy nového oboru vznikal postupné a pod tlakem potieb
praxe danych rozhodnutim popsat ¢eskou frazeologii a sestavit jeji relativné vyéerpavajici
slovnik. Po¢ate¢nich diskuzi nad problémy a pri pozdéjsi frazeografické praci promitajici se
do dokon&eného &tyfsvazkového SCFI (Slovnik Ceské frazeologie a idiomatiky 1983-2007)
se Glastnila fada kolegli a spolupracovnikl. Teorie eské discipliny vznikala paralelné
s praxi a je vysledkem tdvah a zkuSenosti autora; ten mel ovSem cennou zpétnou vazbu ve
svych kolezich, v potrebach fesit problémy vznikajiciho slovniku a §ife i v moznosti se kri-
ticky vymezit proti nékterym zahraniénim pfistupim. Dnes je frazeologie uz obecné uznd-
vanou disciplinou a po rozmanitych (a ne vzdy presvéd¢ivych) zahrani¢nich pocatcich se
etablovala jako samostatnd vyzkumna a védecka disciplina, mj. i diky Evropské asociaci pro
frazeologii ¢i Europhras, zalozené az v 90. letech (1999), kterd pravidelné vydava i své kon-
gresové sborniky.

Obecnéji se oviem tato kniha snaZi ukazat vice, mj. i to, Ze v jazyce neni vSechno syn-
taktické (gramatické) zlato, co se tipyti, Ze systematickému rozboru textu stavajici gramati-

ky a syntaxe nestaci, Ze v jazycich jsou primdrn{ jind pravidla, sémantickd, kterd vzdy tém

7
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formalnim predchézeji, i to, Ze nase promluvy se ve znepokojivé mire sklddaji z hotovych
kombinaci, stereotypi, které se tradi¢nimi piistupy smysluplné analyzovat nedaji. Zadna
z gramatik toto dosud neprizndvd a tvaii se, Ze nabizeji recept na popis vy&erpéavajici, ktery
ovSem nedovedou. Matouci N. Chomsky dokonce jind pravidla neZ ta, kterd jsou ad hoc
vymySlend a neustdle proménovand, omezend navic jen na syntax, neznd a redlnému uni-
verzu jazykovych promluv se vymyslenim hypotetickych piikladu stdle vic vzdaluje.
Moderni korpusova lingvistika se naproti tomu odmitd zabyvat pouze bezbrfehym a bez-
principidlnim generovinim, protoZe texty a redlné jazykové promluvy se tak analyzovat
nedaji; zabyva se naopak tim, jak v textech kombinaci forem vznikd vyznam a jak se tyto
kombinace utvéfeji, podle pravidel i bez nich. Soustfeduje se na uzudlni souvyskyty tvard
slov, rizné dlouhé, a pod ndzvem kolokace se je snaZi popsat neselektivné viechny; otevie-
né pritom prizndva, co vSe se tu dosud nedafi. UZ z dil¢ich poznatku studia velkych korpu-
st je jasné, jak mdlo dosud napiiklad zndme, co je v jazyce pravidelné a jak je leckde napf.
obtizné vést jasnou hranici mezi langue a parole; presto v§ude tam tradi¢ni gramatiky i gene-
rativisté predstiraji, Ze to dovedou a znaji.

Do obtizné oblasti kolokaci, stdle teprve pozndvané, v niZ je jadro jazykovych stereoty-
pu, nepochybné patfi i frazémy a idiomy. Jejich specifikum je vSak v tom, Ze prave zde jako
v jediné oblasti jazyka béZznd pravidla sémantickd a pak gramatickd (v tomto sledu) nikdy
neplati GpIné, popf. neplati viibec, Ze u nich vZdy jde o néjakou formu anomadlie, kterd se
pod dnesni deskriptivni ¢i generativistickou formulku ¢i algoritmus nevejde; odtud i jejich
naroénost a potieba jiného pristupu, ale i rezignace na to, co tradi¢ni lingvistické piistupy
dosud hldsaly. Odtud také zduraznovana opozice frazeologie jako oblasti takto anomdlniho,
nepravidelného jazyka a naproti tomu jazyka pravidelného, tedy toho, kde plati tradi¢ni pra-
vidla sémantickd a gramatickd. Jazykové kombinace, resp. kombinatoriku, dnes nove si
vynucujici TeSeni aspektu syntagmatickych, lze tudiZ seriézné a priznané vnimat jen jako
kontinudlni univerzum, kde jejich jednu &ést tvori se svymi pravidly jazyk pravidelny, na
ktery komplementdrné navazuji tam, kde pravidelny jazyk konéi, kombinace anomalni, fra-
zeologické; sméSovat oboji nelze.

Dnes je stéle jasnéjsi, Ze velkd Cdst naSich textd a promluv neni generovand ve smyslu
pIné originélnich produkt svych autort a mluvéich, lidé tak kreativn{ zase nejsou, a Ze texty
jsou do znacné miry prefabrikované, vyuZzivajici vhodnych a uz hotovych kombinaci, frazé-
mi aj. Casto se tu proto mluvi volné o stereotypech. At uz je pomér stereotypii a frazeolo-
gie jakykoliv, ta jejich ¢ast sledovand zde jako frazémy a idiomy je vyznamnd a jeji pozna-
ni snad prispéje i k lep§imu chédpéni toho, co je v jazyce tvorené a zdvislé na pravidlech
a toho, co nenf a co je tfeba v textech vnimat jako hotové celky. V konedném smyslu pajde
i 0 zpfesnéni naseho vniméni rozhrani parole a langue. Vyznamnym ohledem pfi budoucim
badani v tomto zdkladnim sméru jsou nové moznosti systematického poznani syntagmatiky
jazyka, jak je dnes v podstaté poprvé umoznuji moderni jazykové korpusy.



lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 Strén% 9

Preface

This book presents the author’s selected papers from the field of Czech and general
idiomatics and phraseology (IP) which have been published mostly in Czech or English in
a variety of journals and publications over the course of the last 35 years. Some of these,
however, are new and appear here for the first time. At the beginning, the book offers
a survey of theories of IP by presenting, on the one hand, the foundations of IP (Theory and
Substance), and on the other, by presenting comprehensive analytical studies covering the
whole range of Czech phraseology, it provides a well-rounded and basically exhaustive
description of the whole field (Types and Areas). This part of the book is supplemented by
selected analyses of both the IP system and some textual phenomena (Studies). The last part
is devoted to the description of phraseology in dictionaries (Phraseography), specifically to
its theoretical and conceptual basis and actual phraseographic practice as they have been
applied in the compilation of Slovnik ceské frazeologie a idiomatiky (Dictionary of Czech
Phraseology and Idiomatics, or DCPI) for many years. The texts which were taken over and
included here from previous publications have been slightly modified; all the other texts, i.e.
the new ones, have been written using the same methodology, as applied elsewhere, in an
attempt to achieve a unified and comprehensive approach. The present papers appear in their
original language versions, especially Czech and English; readers unfamiliar with one or the
other language are offered, at the end of each text, either a comprehensive English Summary
or a Czech Shrnuti. Some of the articles have already come out, with minor modifications,
in both languages. Information about this is also provided, together with the respective
references.

Insight into the problems of this new field has been gained slowly, mostly under the
pressure of the practical needs arising from the decision to describe Czech phraseology and
compile a relatively exhaustive dictionary. A number of colleagues and collaborators took
part in the initial discussions over the problems both before and during the compilation of
the recently finished four-volume DCPI dictionary (1983-2007). This Czech theory of IP, as
is now adopted by others, has developed in tandem with its practical application and is the
result of the author’s reflections and experience. Naturally, he benefited from valuable
feedback from his colleagues, from the eternal struggle to resolve problems surrounding the
dictionary-making process and, on a more general level, from the opportunity to define his
approach critically against some of the approaches in other countries. Today, phraseology
and idiomatics is a generally recognized discipline which, after its tortuous (and not always

9
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convincing) beginnings in various countries, has become established as an independent
scientific discipline and area of research. In part this is also due to the European Association
for Phraseology or Europhras, founded as late as the nineties (1999, to be exact), which
nowadays organizes its own congresses and publishes their proceedings.

In a broader sense, this book strives for more than just the presentation of IP: it aims to
show that not all that glitters syntactically (grammatically) is gold, that the existing grammars
and theories of syntax are not quite up to the task of a systematic analysis of text, that there
are other rules in language, rules which are primary and which always precede those of
grammar, namely semantic rules. It also aims to show that, to a disconcerting degree,
our utterances consist of ready-made combinations, stereotyped expressions which resist
meaningful analysis relying on traditional approaches. None of the grammars in use at present
has admitted this fact so far. They pretend instead they have a formula for an exhaustive
description, which, however, they do not. Chomsky’s contribution has been more confusing
than helpful, as he has no use for rules other than the ad hoc rules of grammar, moreover rules
limited only to syntax, which, to make things worse, he constantly changes. Thus he has
become more and more removed from the actual universe of language utterances, especially
by inventing hypothetical examples. Contrary to this, modern corpus linguistics refuses to
limit itself to endless and unbridled generation, since real texts, actual language utterances
cannot be analyzed in this way. By contrast, it examines the ways in which meaning arises in
text by combinations of linguistic forms and how these combinations are formed, whether by
rules or not. It concentrates on the habitual and usual co-occurrences of word forms of various
lengths, and, using the coverall term collocation, attempts to offer a non-selective description
of all their types. At the same time it states clearly the instances where it has not yet been
successful. Still, even these tentative and partial generalizations based on the study of large
corpora clearly indicate how precious little we know to date, for example, of what is regular
in language and how difficult it is to draw a clear line between ‘la langue’ and ‘la parole’. All
of this at a time when the authors of traditional grammars and generativists alike are still busy
pretending that they are privy to these distinctions and know how to make them.

This tricky area of collocations, with which we are only gradually coming to grips and
which incorporates the very core of language stereotypes, clearly includes phrasemes and
idioms too. Their hallmark consists in that they form the only area of language wherein the
standard language rules, semantic and grammatical (in this order), never apply in full or at
all, that there is always some kind of anomaly to be found which does not fit in with the
current descriptive or generativist formula or algorithm. That is where their complexity
stems from and the need for a different approach. This need can only be met by abandoning
the tenets of traditional linguistic approaches. Likewise, this is the reason for stressing the
importance of phraseology as an area of language anomalies and irregularities which stands
in opposition to regular language, i.e., that part of language which follows the traditional
semantic and grammatical rules. Linguistic form combinations, or combinatorics, urgently
demanding novel solutions of syntagmatic aspects of language today, can be seriously and
consciously viewed as belonging to a continuous universe one part of which is rule-based,
formed by regular language, whilst the other, complementary, part, which begins where
regular language ends, is comprised of anomalous and phraseological combinations. These
two parts cannot be mixed up.

10
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It is becoming increasingly evident today that a substantial part of natural language texts
and utterances are not generated in the sense of being the fully original product of their
authors and speakers, after all people are not that creative. It appears instead that texts are
prefabricated to a considerable degree, drawing on suitable and ready-made combinations,
idioms, etc. It is therefore often described in terms of stereotypes, to use a rather loose
cognitive allusion. Regardless of what the proportion of stereotypes and phraseology may
be, that part of prototypes explored here under the label of idioms and phrasemes is of
enormous importance, and through gaining more knowledge of this area we may better
contribute to our understanding of what is and what is not rule-based and rule-dependent in
language, thus allowing us to view the second group as ready-made complexes. Ultimately,
the objective is to arrive at a sharper understanding and discrimination of the interface between
‘la parole’ and ‘la langue’. In so doing, an important aspect of the future basic research along
these lines will be to explore the new possibilities of a systematic study of language
syntagmatics, which is something made possible, for the first time ever, by modern language
corpora.

11
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Uvod: Idiomatika a frazeologie
ve vztahu K jinym disciplinam

1. Idiomatika a frazeologie: jazykové discipliny

Jev idiomatiky a frazeologie (IF) je omezeny na kombinace takovych jednotek jazyka, které
jsou v zdsadé naddny vyznamem. Samy frazémy a idiomy, které ho vytvéreji, maji svlij v§znam
a/n funkci, jsou v8ak vZdy néjak anomdlni a vymykaji se tedy béZnym jazykovym pravidlim
sémantickym a/n gramatickym (o vztahu frazému a pravidelného jazyka viz dal). ProtoZe jsou
frazémy a idiomy vzdy soucdsti jazykového systému, patti vSechny coby svéraznd pojmenova-
ni do Siroce pojimaného lexikonu; vSechny ty dal§i roviny jazyka, jejichZ jednotky maji vyznam
(ne tedy fonologie a fonetika), do oblasti frazeologie viak dil¢im zplsobem portiznu zasahuji
taky. Ten zpusob je viak specificky a vZdy limitovany hranicemi anoméalnosti.

Mylné a v prili§ ziZeném pohledu, ktery oblast jevu IF nevyéerpavd, nékterd pojeti spa-
tfuji ve frazeologii pouze ty kombinace, kde 1ze mluvit o jakési obraznosti ¢i metafore; jeji
pojeti je ov§em velmi rozplizlé a pro rizné lidi znamend bohuZel dosti razné véci. Takto by
ovSem vSechny kombinace ,,nemetaforické®, pokud bychom byli schopni se shodnout na
tom, které to jsou, protoze literarni pristupy tu jsou notoricky nepouzitelné, pri takovém
pohledu zistaly mimo. Srov. typy
(1a) otevrit dokotdn, ddt najevo, byt hin,

(1b) co do, na iikor nékoho, v souvislosti s nécim, kor kdyz, co kdyby,

(1c) Ze by?, To zrovna!, VSechno md svuj cas., Bldzni a déti mluvi pravdu., Sedni si, af’ ti
kapsa nevisi! aj.

Zastanci takového neprijatelného pristupu, pokud si oviem toto omezeni vubec pfipoustéji, uz

pritom nefikaji, jak takové kombinace fesit, kam je fadit a jak je popisovat a tvari se obvykle,

Ze ani neexistuji. Shazovanim nepohodlnych pripadi se stolu se oviem problémy nevyfesi.

Do centralniho lexikonu, ktery se tu chape predevsim jako depozitdr jazykovych frazé-
movych pojmenovéni vice druht, dany kombinacemi slovnich tvara s riznou funkci, se tedy
uklddaji jako hotovd pojmenovéni nejraznéjsi ustdlené kombinace vétSinou tvaru slov, ale
i prvku a jednotek jinych. Na jejich tvorbé v minulosti se G&astnila jak syntax tak i morfo-
logie a jejich anomaélie vznikala postupné, diky specifické funkci a ustalujicimu se vizu fra-
zémi i zméné v jazykovém systému samotném. Ze jde v piipadé dominantni anomélni mor-
fologie (tvorfeni slov) o jedinou oblast tzce propojenou s oblasti kombinatoriky slov, coz
star$i pohledy ¢asto opét nevnimaly, ukazuji pripady jako
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(2a) svéhlavy vs. mit svou hlavu, pecivdl vs. star$i vdlet se za peci nebo novéjsi
mékkosrdcaty vs. mit mekké srdce,

mezi kterymi je transformaéni propojeni, nebo piipady jako

(2b) beztoho, nacase, nadranc versus alternujici, popf. star§i podoba bez toho, (byt) na case,
(byt) na dranc,

které nedomyslené ortografické reformy prezentuji jako dve ruzné véci, jakkoliv jde jen o va-

rianty téhoz. V obou piipadech vzdy prvni tii priklady, star$i teorii neuznavané, ukazuji na fra-

zémy ,,uvniti hranic slova (coZ byvalo drive neslychané pomysleni a predstava) proti druhym

tfem prikladum ,,fddné* frazeologie; ,.fddné* proto, Ze tu jde uZ o ,,vy$si* a intuitivné a oviem

i naivné prijatelnéjsi kombinace slov, jakkoliv mezi obéma trojicemi zdsadni rozdil neni.

Je zjevné, Ze arbitrarni a nesmyslnd pravopisna reforma zasahujici jazyk zpravidla necit-
livé nemuZe a ani nesmi uréovat, kde jsou hranice frazeologie. V pripadé (2b) se tedy zdro-
ven ukazuje, Ze frazémy existuji uZ na drovni kombinaci morfému, v morfologii, i kdyz
muZe jit o fadu dalich a odli$nych pripadu, srov.

(3) najit (kde na = ,,nahore* + jit = ,,pohybovat se* # ,,objevit*, a proti tomu stojici angl. find,
fr. trouver, $véd. finna, fin. loytdd aj., coz jsou vSechna bezprefixdlni verba, jejich sufix,
pokud tu je /neni v angl./, md povahu jen gramatickou, a takovd anomdlni predstava jako
v Ceském najit tu tedy vzniknout nemuze), srov. dél jesté i

zdkerny, vykutdleny, cernoknéznik, verSotepec, materidouska, levhart aj.

Pripad materidouska vyse ilustruje zdroven
(4) frazeologické (kvazi)terminy, srov. mj. jesté viceslovné zlaty dést’ (laburnum), capi nos
(pelargonie, oboji botanika), vI¢i zuby, mrtvy chod (technika), cernd dira (astronomie) aj.
Obdobné lIze o frazeologické povaze uvaZzovat i u onomastiky v rizném smyslu, srov.
(5) labut avonskd (= William Shakespeare), Skocdopole, Hradec Krdlové, Achillova pata,
kecd jak Palackej aj.

Ze syntaxe, kterou m4 ve frazeologii smysl brat jako kritérium vZdy az sekunddrné, tj. pfi
respektovéni pravidel sémantickych a frazému jako funk&nich nedélitelnych jednotek, je pak
zajimavé si v§imat jejich restrikci, at’ uz jde o valenci, kterou pravidelnd syntax neznd (takto
synchronné v pravidelném jazyce neexistuje leZet nécim, ale v IF ano, srov. napt. leZet tdbo-
rem), & o kombinatoriku slovnich druhu (srov. obtiZnost, ne-li nemoZnost pravidelné synta-
xe tvorit kombinace substantivum + adverbium, a naproti tomu frazém misto nahore).

Dodejme, Ze do frazeologie zasahuje zde nékdy i fonologie zv14sté tim, Ze frazémy vétné
maji svou specifickou intonaci (suprasegmentdlni fonémy), srov. To zrovna!, které je vyslo-
vitelné a pouzitelné pouze s jedinou specifickou intonaci.

Je pak témér zbyte¢né doddvat, Ze frazeologie je i v§znamnym prostiedkem jazykové
stylistiky, predev$im tam, kde je ji vétSina, tj. ve frazémech mluvenych, nespisovnych;
podobnou roli tu mé z vice hledisek i rétorika.

I fakt vetSinové prislusnosti Ceské IF do mluveného (a nespisovného) jazyka ukazuje
mimochodem na omezenost a nefunk&nost teorie spisovnosti. Vzato striktné by pak spisov-

na CeStina neméla mit frazeologii (téméf) Zadnou.
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Z alternativnich a dal§ich jazykovych aspektu nachdzime frazémy také v dialektologii
a historicky pak i v dosud mélo studované etymologii, srov. napr. znovu
(6) materidouska jako prastary kalk z lat. matris animula (matky dusi¢ka, odborné thymus),
majici uz tenkrét za sebou predstavu, resp. povést, u nas zpopularizovanou K. J. Erbenem,
Ze se do dané kvétiny prevtélila duse zemrelé matky (podobné v dalSich slovanskych jazy-
cich), &i &ist nékomu levity (podle stiedovékého, snad puv. kldsterniho zvyku kdesi v Belgii
pripominat provinilci pravidla spravného chovéni ¢tenim pasdzi z biblického Levitica).

K jazykovym disciplindm majicim vztah k frazeologii miZeme kone¢né volné priradit
jesté i lingvistickou sémiotiku. Zde si jen stru¢né pripomeneme prudky kontrast mezi pova-
hou denotdtu komponenti frazému a denotétu frazému jako celku. Zatimco zfejmé vétSina
denotdti prvniho druhu mé povahu vyrazné konkrétni, denotdty frazému byvaji abstraktni
povahy, srov. oboji pohled napt. u vrazit nekomu kudlu do zad, jit i pfes mrtvoly aj. Nicmé-
né zna sémioticky frazeologie jako jedind oblast jazyka i pripady, kdy, prestoZe frazém jako
celek denotdt a vyznam md, jsou jeho komponenty bez néj, resp. denotdt ani vyznam nema-
ji, srov. ¢ist levity, vydat vianc aj.

Dodejme jesté, Ze mezijazykové, zv1dst€ v oblasti srovndvéni a uCeni jazyku, se frazeo-
logie a idiomatika spiSe intuitivné odjakziva chapaly jako cosi zv1ast’ obtiZzného a nesnadno
prenositelného z jednoho jazyka do druhého. Sam termin idiom (z fec. idios ,,vlastni, sou-
kromy*, zv14sté pres idioma ,,soukromy majetek a/n vyrazivo*) ¢asto oznaluje vyraz dané-
mu jazyku vlastni a zv14stn{, popr. jinde nenalezitelny. Pfedevsim diky kalkim a pfibuznosti
jazyku ten posledni atribut tak tpln€ vZdy neplati, jeho sila je vSak obecné velkd a plati
v rizné podobé pro kazdy jazyk. Frazémy a idiomy jsou jazykové universale, jejich vznik
a distribuce jsou vSak velmi specifické.

2. IF a nejazyk: jiné obory a discipliny

Vyse jsme naznacili, Ze se s frazémy Ci kvazifrazémy setkdvame i v oblasti terminolo-
gie, tedy nejruznéjsich véd, obort a disciplin v&etné techniky. I tady plati obecné, Ze ¢im je
disciplina exaktnéjsi, tim méné frazému se v ni pro jejich vagni povahu pouZije; pripad lizu
astronomické cerné diry je nepochybné dén i tim, Ze jeji podstata jesté zcela jasnd neni
a zdhadnost jejiho jevu zvoleny ndzev vystihuje docela dobre.

Vsimneme si tudiZ struéné predev§im vztahu frazeologie a nejazykovych disciplin, u kte-
rych jde o (1a) jejich dil¢i odraz v samotné frazeologii (historie, etnografie), anebo naopak
o (1b) vyuZiti frazému v nich (literatura, uménf), poptipadé o (2) zdjem o frazémy urcitého
druhu, pfi némzZ se studuje a srovnavd souvislost ¢i dokonce paralelnost jevu studovanych
danou disciplinou a vlastni{ frazeologii (logika, psychologie).

Historie (1a) a jeji uddlosti, postavy apod. do ndrodni frazeologie vstupuje v podobé
konkrétnich frazému béZné€; je to jeden z jejich velkych zdroju. Je jisté na historicich, aby
posoudili miru (subjektivni) duleZitosti té &i oné udélosti a ne/opravnénost jejiho ,,zve<né-
ni* v podobé frazému, nicméné néjak se toto déje a ddlo vZdy. Srov. eské déjiny a frazémy
dopadnout jak sedldci u Chlumce, kecat jak Palackej, starej Prochdzka (tj. cisar FrantiSek
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Josef 1.) ¢i mezinarodni, zvl. antické Sejdeme se u Filipp, potémkinovské vesnice, Zndm své
Pappenheimské (F. Schiller, dsty ValdStejnovymi) aj. Vyznamny je tu i podil etnografie,
popr. antropologie, zvl. v reflexi starych zvyku, zpisobu jednéni, povér, popr. femesel,
néstroju apod., srov. ddt na modleni, svickovd bdba, utopit Cerva, &ist nekomu levity, oko za
oko..., vzit si nekoho na paskdl (z fec. paschalis = velikono¢ni /svice/), svétit modry ponde-
lek (puv. snad Sevcovské privilegium v pondéli nepracovat, pozdéji pak pit), malovat Certa
na zed, jit do kanafasu (kanafas = hrubsi litka z konopi uzivand na lizkoviny), mluvit do
nékoho jako do dubu (dub = magicky strom Slovant), ani zblo (< stéblo), je to na jedno brdo
(brdo = hreben tkalcovského stavu), byt dlouhy jak Lovosice aj. Volné sem lze priradit
i bajné neexistujici krajiny naznacované frazémy jako jit do Hajan/hajan apod.

Ponechdme-li stranou samotné zdsadni vyuZiti frazému v textu a jeho zpusoby, vime
(1b) z krésné literatury dobfe o zndmé oblibé vyuZivat potencidl frazému, pfedev§im meta-
foricky, obrazny, k oznadeni svych ruznych produktu, roménu, dramat apod. Srov. napf. hry
Voskovce a Wericha Nebe na zemi, Rub a lic, Pest na oko (vs. mit nebe na zemi, to je rub
a lic té7e véci, je to jako pést na oko), Rezaltv romén Vétrnd setba (vs. Kdo seje vitr, skli-
zi bouri) ¢i Pujmanové Hra s ohném (vs. hra/hrdt si s ohném) aj. Jen stru¢né tu lze nazna-
Cit a oznadit literaturu i jako zdroj vzniku nékterych frazému (srov. aspon boj s vétrnymi
mlyny, ktery proslavil Cervantesuv Don Quijote, Vanurovské Tento zpiisob léta zdd se mi
byt nestastnym aj.). Oproti literature v§ak hudba v této oblasti pfili§ vyznamn4 neni, srov.
ale aspon operu W. A. Mozarta Don Juan/Don Giovanni, ktery proslavil puvodni Spanélskou
historickou postavu a dal ndsledné i vznik frazému donchudn. Jiny piiklad nabizi éeskd tvor-
ba, kde anticky hrdina Tantalos byl u néas napred zdramatizovéan J. Vrchlickym pod ndzvem
Smir Tantaliiv a ndsledné zhudebnén Z. Fibichem; frazém Tantalova muka oviem existoval
v estiné nezdvisle na Vrchlickém.

Frazeologie a jeji nékteré vyrazy, resp. predstavy stojici za nimi, zvlaste antické, popr.
biblické, naopak pomérné hojn€ v minulosti vyuZivalo maliFstvi. Je mnoho obrazu znézor-
nujicich napr. roh hojnosti, ndvrat ztraceného syna, babylonskou véZ apod. Unikdtn{ a his-
toricky pozoruhodny pocin, zastinujici cokoliv jiného, tu vSak predstavuje holandsky malif
Pieter Breughel ml., ktery r. 1559 svym svérdaznym a Casto nelichotivym zpisobem genidlné
zndzornil a na jediné pldtno vméstnal pres sto nizozemskych dobovych piislovi. O pldtnu se
piSou knihy, analyzy historické, kunsthistorické, ale i lingvistické (srov. jednu z poslednich
W. Mieder, ed., 2004, The Netherlandish Proverbs. An International Symposium on the Pie-
ter Breug(h)els, Burlington). Origindln{ a fidky ¢esky pocin tohoto druhu Ize vSak spatfovat
i v posmrtné vydané knizce J. Lady (Ilustrovand frazeologie, Praha 1971), ktery se pokou-
${ svym typickym, obvykle Zertovnym zpusobem prevadét do jednoduché kresby nékolik
desitek Ceskych frazému. Nachdzet dalsf podobné priklady, v nichZ frazémy jsou inspirac-
nim zdrojem, zv14st€ v karikature, nenf nijak tézké.

Psychologie (2) nabizi fadu zpusobu, jak srovnavat pojmy své a frazeologicky podané.
Ze srovndni je rychle ziejmé, Ze Casto je tieba se smifit s tim, Ze co do vystiZnosti, zkratko-
vitosti a taky monopolnosti vyjadreni a pojmenovéni psychologie a tedy pravidelny a exakt-
ni jazyk za moZnostmi frazeologie jasné pokulhavé a leccos tak jednoduse jako ona vyjad-
fit neumi. Srov. vyrazivo z oblasti intelektu, zvla§t€ psychickych a pamétovych procesu
(lovit v pameéti, sypat néco z rukdvu, st¥ilet bez mireni/od boku, sedlat koné od ocasu), inte-
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lektudlnich vlastnosti (mit za uSima, nebyt dnesni, mit otevienou hlavu), postoju a chovani
(prehazovat si néco jako horkej brambor — hodit to nékomu na krk — bejt z obliga, sekat lati-
nu, plakat nad rozlitym mlikem, bejt hned na koni), vlastnosti povahovych (neubliZil by ani
mouse, nechat na sobé diivi Stipat, nasadit za nékoho viastni kuzi/krk, diit nekomu kuzi
7z téla) nebo z oblasti cit a pocitl, odpovidajicich reakci apod. (zdvidét nékomu nos mezi
olima, dstit ohen a siru na nékoho, vsechno se v ném vari, ronit krokodyli slzy, snesl by ji
modry z nebe) aj. Pfiznaénd tu je nominativni ekonomie frazému tam, kde standardni vyja-
dfent je bud pfili§ dlouhé a neohrabané, anebo se nenabizi z4dné, srov. bejt z obliga, bejt
hned na koni, srazit nékomu hiebinek. V tomto smyslu je zfejmé, Ze nominativné frazeolo-
gie neni aZ druhotnou sférou pojmenovdni, jak se béZn€ ma za to; v fadé ohleda pravidelny
jazyk naopak selhavé a nevyhovuje a za primarni, popr. jediné (prakticky) mozné pojmeno-
véni je tfeba povazovat frazémy a idiomy. I zde jsou pak jasné meze a hranice pravidelné-
ho jazyka, jeho pravidel sémantickych a celé gramatiky. Dodejme, Ze i v oblasti logiky,
v niz v podobé své jedine¢né knihy jejimu vztahu k prislovi vénoval pozornost O. Zich
(1956), se ukazuje, Ze jak stavba pojmu, tak soudu se v prislovich déld podstatné jinak,
a nékdy dokonce zddnlivé ,,nelogicky®, tj. na rozdil od klasické logiky, srov. Pomalu ddl
ujdes, trepit si hubu, mit jazyk na vesté aj.

Historie je ov§em otevrend a stejné tak i frazeologie z hlediska vyvoje. Jedineény pripad,
kdy naopak frazeologie ovlivnila realitu a vyvolala v Zivot hromadné spolecensko-sportov-
ni hnuti, predstavuje dne$ni zndmy pochod Praha—Prlice (realizovany, resp. zhmotnény
a zdoslovnény podle frazému poslat nékoho do Préic < prdele, resp. jit do Préic < prdele).

V $ir§im kulturnim smyslu je tu na misté si kone¢né pfipomenout to, co uz bylo zfejmé
F. L. Celakovskému, totiZ 7e ve frazeologii, predev§im vSak v prislovich, se uchovavd znac-
né st tradi¢ni ndrodni zkuSenosti a lidové Zivotni moudrosti, a ne tedy pouze ruzné trefné,
okrasné ¢i jen zajimavé vyrazy. Odtud pak nazev jeho jedinecného Mudroslovi ndrodu ces-
kého... (1852) a zaznamenanych pfislovi, jako jsou Zddny uceny z nebe nespad., Kdo mnoho

mluvi, IZe, anebo se chlubi., Kam vitr, tam pldst aj.

Summary
Introduction: Relationship of Idiomatics and Phraseology
and Other Disciplines

In language, the phenomenon of idioms and phrasemes is limited to combinations of only those
units that have a meaning. However, idioms and phrasemes (IP) made up in this way have both
meaning and function that displays some kind of anomaly and defy standard semantical and
grammatical rules. Being specific language nominations, IP form part of the lexicon, having a number
of specific relations to other parts of the language, too.

It is just not enough to see IP in metaphorical combinations of words suggesting some kind of
image only. This would exclude non-metaphorical, grammatical or sentence idioms, such as
(1a) otevrit dokordn, ddt najevo, byt hin,

(1b) co do, na iikor nekoho, v souvislosti s nécim, kor kdyZ, co kdyby,
(1¢) Ze by?, To zrovna!, VSechno md sviij ¢as., Bldzni a déti mluvi pravdu., Sedni si, at'ti kapsa nevi-
si! etc.
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It is, however, necessary to reconsider and include into IP anomalous combinations of morphemes
below the level of word combination, too, which is, in some cases, signalled by a parallel existence
as in

(2) svéhlavy vs. mit svou hlavu, pecivdl vs. vdlet se za peci or mékkosrdcaty vs. mit mekké srdce.
The morphology proper or word-formation offers numerous examples, such as

(3) najit (where na = “above” +jit = “move on foot, walk” # “find”, cf. Engl. find, Fr. trouver, Swed.
finna, Fin. [oytdd, all of these being simple verbs without any prefix.

Then there are items that belong both IP and to terms, i.e. both single- and multi-word phraseological
terms, such as

(4) materidouska, zlaty dést (laburnum), etc.

One may discern idioms among proper names, too, such as

(5) labut’ avonskd (= William Shakespeare), Hradec Krdlové, Achillova pata, kecd jak Palackej, etc.

Semiotically, idioms display a number of special features, these including an almost universal
abstract denotate (in contrast to the predominant concrete character of its constituents) or, having,
oddly enough, constituents that have no denoatte at all, such as in ¢ist levity, vydat v§anc etc.

Outside language, i.e. in various disciplines, one may find idioms too, or these disciplines may
have a kind of relation to idioms in the language.

A notorious example is history, both domestic and international (classical), being reflected in many
of its heroes, characters and events in idioms of various kind, cf.
dopadnout jak sedldci u Chlumce, kecat jak Palackej, starej Prochdzka, Sejdeme se u Filipp, potém-
kinovské vesnice, Zndm své Pappenheimské, etc.

A similar source of idioms is to be found in ethnography and antropology, especially in the
idioms’ petrification of old customs, superstitions, instruments, domestic life, magic or crafts, such
as in
ddt na modleni, svickovd bdba, utopit Cerva, Cist nekomu levity, oko za oko ..., vzit si nékoho na pas-
kdl (from the Greek paschalis), svétit modry pondélek, malovat Certa na zed, jit do kanafasu, mluvit
do nékoho jako do dubu.

In literature, a common habit to use idioms not only in texts, but also in the titles of books, play,
etc. is well-known, cf.
Nebe na zemi, Rub a lic, Pést na oko (vs. mit nebe na zemi, to je rub a lic, je to jako pést na oko), Vétr-
nd setba (vs. Kdo seje vitr, sklizi bouri), Hra s ohném (vs. hra/hrdt si s ohném) etc.

An interesting point of contact is to be found in art, especially in painting where, from Antiquity,
a number of paintings are familar bearing names such as Return of the Prodigal Son (Ndvrat
ztraceného syna), babylonskd veZ etc. A record of its kind may be seen in P. Breughel’s famous
painting from 1559 depicting over a 100 Dutch proverbs (cf. one of many books on this, W. Mieder,
ed., 2004, The Netherlandish Proverbs. An International Symposium on Pieter Breug(h)els,
Burlington).

There are a number of idioms offering an alternative to standard names for emotions, intellectual
processes, properties, attitudes, etc. all of them clearly showing that not all is comfortably or better
ecxpressed in the area covered by psychology, cf.
lovit v paméti, sypat néco z rukdvu, strilet bez mireni/od boku, sedlat koné od ocasu; mit za uSima,
nebyt dnesni, mit otevienou hlavu; prehazovat si néco jako horkej brambor — hodit to nékomu na krk —
bejt z obliga, sekat latinu, plakat nad rozlitym mlikem, bejt hned na koni; neubliZil by ani mouse,
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nechat na sobé drivi Stipat, nasadit za nékoho viastni kiiZi/krk, drit nékomu kuzi z téla; zdvidét neko-
mu nos mezi o¢ima, dstit ohen a siru na nékoho, vSechno se v ném vari, ronit krokodyli sizy, snesl by
Ji modry z nebe etc.

It is important to note that idioms, notably proverbs, have been scrutinized from a logical point of
view, too, by O. Zich in a book (1956).
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1. Uvod: Frazeologie a idiomatika v $ir§im ramci

Idiomatika a frazeologie (IF) je lingvisticka disciplina pomérné mlada a az postupné se
ukazuje, kde vSude v jazyce jeji jednotky, idiomy a frazémy, muZeme hledat. V jazyce jsou
obecné receno k nalezeni vSude tam, ve vSech jazykovych disciplinach, kde jde o kombi-
nace jednotek nadané vyznamem. IF m4 vSak i navenek vazby dalsi discipliny nejazykové.
Milo studované tu jsou souvislosti s psychologii a logikou, zvl. v oblasti vyjidfeni pojmu
a soudd, s filozofii, resp. etikou hodnoceni a tradovéni zkuSenosti, s historii a uménim (trépy,
symboly ap.), avSak tradi¢ni vazbu md predev§im s kulturni antropologif a etnologif, zv14s-
t€ v oblasti studia prislovi. Tam se pak celkem oduvodnéné mluvi uZ dlouho o pokladnici
nérodni zkugenosti pod nazvem mudroslovi, jak ho pouzil F. L. Celakovsky pro svou monu-
mentalni sbirku (Celakovsk;’/ 1852).

Jestlize etnografické, sémantické, historické, sociologické a dalsi pfistupy objasnuji mj.
narodni specifika, véetné metaforiky a symboliky, kterou IF vyjadfuje, 1ze na prvni pohled
fict, Ze Siroce a volné feeno je co do své skladby Ceskd IF svou vyznamnou historickou
&asti rustikdlni, zemédélskd, zatimco ndmorni tematika, béZnd napr. pro angliétinu, ji zcela
chybi. Takovéto charakteristiky ale svou obecnosti mnoho nefikaji a nemaji valnou cenu. Na
druhé strané se jen pomalu ujimd predstava, Ze v IF nejde jen o pouhou sbirku nepravidel-
nosti a kuriozit kdesi na periferii jazyka a zdjmu, Ze jde naopak o specifickou a mélo studo-
vanou oblast jazyka, kde s béZnymi prostiedky a postupy nevystalime a kterd se nabizi
i k aktivnimu studiu a vyuZiti v raznych aplikacich v fad€ komunikativnich ¢innosti a oblas-
tf, napt. pedagogické ve $kole nebo rétorické, resp. textové pri vystavbé projevi razného
typu. K zdkladnim deskriptivnim aplikacim tu patfi frazeografie, shromazdujici a popisuji-
ci frazeologické vyrazivo jazyka.

Volng a nejen uz lingvisticky je mozné frazémy a idiomy chépat jako nejvyznamnéjsi
souldst stereotypu, predev§im jazykovych. Stereotyp je v jazyce (tj. vedle §irSiho pojeti
napt. v sociologii) lexikalni kombinace vstupujici do textu jako hotova, relativne frekven-
tovand a zndmd, resp. tradovand jednotka, kterd je ustdlend a negenerovatelnd, za niZ stoji
model s podobné€ malou ¢i (téméf) Zddnou produktivnosti. Komunikaéné svou prefabriko-
vanou povahou stereotyp budi dojem povédomosti, navozuje Casto jisty typ situace ¢i cho-
véni a jazykové usnadniuje, urychluje i automatizuje tvorbu textu; ten v t€chto ¢dstech ztrd-
ci svou originalitu a jeho autor tak i svou kreativni moznost se vyjadfit originalné.
Stereotypu je zvlasté hodné v institucionalizovaném jazyce (takovy jazyk je pak vyrazné
stereotypni), kde se pouZiva fada formuli, které promluvu formalizuji a doddvaji ji uzuélni
a oCekdvany (obvykle zdvofilostni) nebo i predepisovany charakter, napf. etiketou. Mira
zdvazné platnosti muZe pak byt tudiZ sankcionovdna socidlné nebo zdkonem. Typické jsou
proto napf. vyrazy a formule pozdravové, dékovné, praci, ritudlni nebo formule piisezné,
zatykaci, svatebni a dalsf; jsou i formule uzivané v nékterych specializovanych oborech.

PrestoZe se formule uZivaji v institucionalizovaném jazyce a dokonce v jazyce mluve-
ném napr. v raznych konverzacnich obratech, nelze je zjednoduSené povaZovat za jev nega-
tivni. Sdm vybér mezi fadou typu stereotypu muZe ukazovat na autorsky prinos ke stavbé
textu; témer vSechny typy textu stereotyp také vyZaduji, protoZe 1idé nemluvi ani zdaleka
jen kreativné a zcela origindlné a ur¢ité uzuélni a dohodnuté pojmy a situace je treba vyjad-
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fit uzudlnim a povédomym zpusobem. Pivodni typograficky vyznam vyrazu (pevné spoje-
ni vice liter dohromady proti literdim volnym) tu do jisté miry je tedy stéle pfitomny. K nej-
béZnéjSim stereotypum patii propozi¢ni a polypropozi¢ni frazémy, zvlasté prislovi, pore-
kadla, korelované pozdravy a prani apod. a fada dalSich typu frazému, ale i aforismy, rizné
situaéni prupovidky, standardn{ zacdtky ¢i konce promluv a jiné kontaktové formule apod.,
hlavné vSak velké mnoZstvi verbonominélnich frazému. O vztahu frazému a stereotypu se
diskutuje a problém je to otevreny. Z jiného hlediska jsou do zna¢né miry identické a pre-
kryvaji se, maji-li pevnou jazykovou formu. Rada stereotypu (obvykle negativné konotova-
nych), studovanych predevsim sociologii, v§ak takovou pevnou formu nemd a pak s frazeo-
logii uz prestavd byt shodnd. ZdleZi to také na kritériich vymezeni samotné frazeologie.
Sociologické pojeti stereotypt pracuje Casto, zvIasté v oblasti tradi¢nich pohledi na jiné
nérody, s predstavami, které nemuseji byt pravdivé ani lichotivé: napr. Skotové jsou takto
v CeStin€ stereotypné vnimaéni jako lakomi (srov. typické anekdoty o nich), Némci jako
porddkumilovni a presni (némeckd presnost), Francouzi jako kuchafi a milovnici, cikdni
jako zlodéji nebo Spinavi ap. Presto se i nékteré tyto nejazykové stereotypni predstavy pro-
mitly do lingvistiky, resp. frazeologie v podobé tam existujicich frazému navozujicich
danou predstavu o Romech (krade jako cikdn), Cesich coby hudebnicich (Co Cech, to muzi-
kant), Turcich jako chaotickych ekonomech (turecké hospoddrstvi) aj., jakkoliv realité
nemuseji odpovidat. Pak se propojuji oba zminéné typy stereotypt dohromady.

IF ovSem neni disciplinou studujici fraze. Fraze jako ustdleny konverzaéni vyraz, cha-
pany zpravidla jako otfely a sémanticky témér prazdny, je pojem subjektivni a nedefinova-
telny. Ani odborné pojeti fraze, zndmé zvl. z generativni gramatiky, neni néplnf{ studia této
discipliny. Zabyva se frazémy a idiomy a v dal§im bude v€novéna pozornost jim.

2. Principy a zaklady idiomatiky a frazeologie
2.1 Povaha a misto idiomatiky a frazeologie

Disciplina idiomatiky a frazeologie (déle IF) se zabyvd studiem a popisem frazému a idio-
mu vSech trovni, kvali jejich poCetnosti pfedevsim vSak studiem lexému viceslovnych.
Nenfi to zvlastni jazykovd rovina, jak se diive mélo za to, je to ale oblast ustdlenych ano-
maélnich kombinaci (syntagmatickych a paradigmatickych) forem vzdy nizsiho rddu, které
jsou komplementérni k oblasti pravidelnych jazykovych kombinaci v§eho druhu a na vSech
relevantnich rovindch; rezultujici frazém, uloZzeny v systému, je pak ¢lenem vys$iho fadu,
nez jsou jeho komponenty. Tou relevantni rovinou se min{ kazda rovina, jejiZ jednotky jsou
naddny vyznamem (sémantikou).

Pravidelnymi kombinacemi v obecné syntagmatickém smyslu se tu mini v§echny kom-
binace Fizené analogickymi pravidly, tj. pravidly opirajicimi se o analogii a tedy kombinace
morfému, lexému, kolokaci i vét. Témito pravidly se tu obecné rozuméji jak (vZdy primarni)
pravidla sémantick4, zaloZena na vyznamové slucitelnosti kombinovanych prvka a smyslu-
plnosti jejich vysledné kombinace (viz ale ddl i kompatibilita, 2.2), tak (vZdy sekundarni)
pravidla formdln{ a gramatickd (napf. v syntaxi syntaktickd apod.). IF je tedy v oblasti kom-
binatorickych rezultitd extenzi jazykovych kombinatorickych moZnosti déle, za hranice pra-
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videl do oblasti kombinaci, které podle standardnich pravidel v jazyce uz nemuZou a nemaji
vznikat, a tedy kombinaci anomalnich. UZ tim je pak ddna i inherentni nepravidelnost
a nemodelovost utvoreni kazdého idiomu a frazému. Napf. jednoduchy frazém leZet polem je
formdlné anomadlni a md jinde v jazyce, u obdobnych komponentt (je tu statické sloveso
a substantivum pole), analogicky nenalezitelnou dalsi instrumentdlovou konstrukci (a syn-
takticky cosi vzddlené pfipominajici napf. objekt); pfitom sémanticky se v IF oba kompo-
nenty kombinuji pouze zcela tim jedinym odliSnym zpuisobem, srov. napt. tento frazém a pra-
videlnou kolokaci leZet na poli, tj. sloveso s adverbiale na otdzku ,.kde?*.

Diachronné anomalni frazeologické kombinace vznikaly riznym zpusobem, u koloka¢-
nich frazému zvlasté skrze prirovndni a individudlni metafory, a miZou mimo jiné dnes
odrézet i rezidua kombinatorickych mozZnosti dfive béZnych, dnes ale diachronnich, které
dnesni jazykovy systém uZ opustil. Ve schopnostech jazykovych jednotek kombinatoric-
kych, lezicich v samém jddru kazdého jazyka (Ize tu obecné mluvit o kombinatorickém
principu), tkvi i moZnost vytvareni stdle novych pojmenovéni véetné anomalnich, a tedy
frazému a idiomu. Existence frazeologie a idiomatiky je zdkonitym jevem kazdého jazyka,
stejné jako jejich uzivéani je pro jejich specifické vlastnosti a vyrazové moznosti odstinénym
prostiedkem jazykové kultury.

Spole¢nd nominativni funkce frazému a idiomu v8ech typu oblast IF fadi predev§im do
lexikologie jako jeji zvlastni Cdst; v dalSich ohledech ovSem méd specifickou souvislost
i s fadou disciplin dal§ich. Charakteristickou zvladS§tnosti a podstatou IF vsak je, Ze tu jsou
platnost a fungovani principa zaloZenych na pravidlech zndmych odjinud z jazyka zruSeny
a nelze je pak ani pro analyzu systematicky vyuZit: co tu vypadd jako pdd, funkéné pdd
neni, co se zdd byt objektem verba, jim neni, slovo tu neni slovem se svym povédomym
vyznamem, tvar slova neni tvarem lexému stojiciho v pozadi, protoZe ten tu neni relevant-
ni a jako celek sem vubec nevstupuje apod. Je to dédno vSudyprfitomnou anomalnosti ruz-
ného druhu, kterd predev§im neumoznuje uplatnéni rddné analyzy frazému zaloZené na kri-
tériich pravidelného jazyka ani naopak jeho syntézy z vychozich komponentu. Presto lze
kritéria pravidelného jazyka vyuzit v IF aspon na drovni komponentu (pouze) k vystiZeni
jejich vnéjsi charakteristiky, resp. vnéjSkové a povrchni podobnosti komponentim pravi-
delného jazyka, napr. pfi formdlni klasifikaci frazému zaloZené na takovéto podobnosti se
slovnimi druhy. Lze tudiZ vyhodné vystihnout strukturu a typ napr. frazému nosit kuzi na
trh jako kombinaci V-SprepS, tj. verba, substantiva, prepozice a substantiva, jakkoliv tu
0 74dn4 substantiva ve skutenosti nejde, popsana struktura nebo piipadnd analyza, kterd ji
uzivé, je jen vnejs§kovd a o sloZeni a povaze frazému nic (pfesn¢) nevypovida (o vyuZiti viz
blize zvl. v 4.).

2.2 Paradigmatika a syntagmatika

Paradigma je abstraktn{ tfida prvku, jednotek libovolné roviny systému, které patfi samo
obvykle taky do systému a je zaloZené na spolecném rysu téchto Elenskych prvku (tj. for-
madlnim, sémantickém nebo funk&nim), ktery je sjednocuje v paradigmata rizného typu
(srov. i Cermédk 2000a). Cleny paradigmatu, mezi nimiZ je vzdjemnd ekvivalence, jsou
v textu obecné vzdjemné substituovatelné a pro jejich vybér v ném plati pravidlo bud —
anebo. Paradigma je obecné bud oteviené, tj. relativné snadno piistupné obohacovéni o dalsi
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¢leny a tedy zpravidla i rostouci, anebo zaviené, ddl uz v tomto smyslu nerostouci (srov. uz
Cermdk 1978). Vedle napf. intuitivné neprehledného a velkého paradigmatu domécich kore-
nu, desubstantivnich adjektiv & napf. druhu jidel, zvifat apod. je naproti tomu pro frazeolo-
gii vzdy dulezité zaviené paradigma, které je obvykle velmi malé, popf. i jednoClenné,
a jeho ¢leny uz zjevné ddle pocetné nerostou. Podivejme se na tuto situaci ponékud podrob-
néji; pro dalsi bude pritom mj. tfeba rozliit paradigma virtudln{ a kolokaéni.

Kazdé slovo, lexém, morfém atd. patfi v systému do néjakého paradigmatu (jednoho
nebo vice); paradigmata jsou tudiZ rizn€ rozsdhld a v systému jazyka i rizn€ abstraktni. Tak
Ize na jedné strané zjiStovat napt. velmi Sirokou (pocetnou) tiidu vSech substantiv (tj. sub-
stantiv jako slovniho druhu, &itajicich v &estiné nékolik desitek tisic jednoslovnych lexému),
jejiz povaha je predev§im gramatickd a jejiz ekvivalence a kombinatorika, projevujici se
v jejich §ife pojimané vzdjemné kontextové zaménitelnosti (je shodnd s obecnou pojmeno-
vévaci platnosti substantiv), je znaéné obecn4; shoduje se v podstaté se syntaktickymi role-
mi substantiva. O jejich sémantické povaze se toho konkrétniho vSak rict mnoho nedd. Na-
proti tomu ale napf. tfida posesivnich adjektiv odvozenych od ndzvu Zivo&ichu (napt. psi,
kocici) je uz vyrazné uzsi, méné poletnd a jeji povaha je uz vyrazné sémantickd. Projevuje
se v Siroce ekvivalentni funkci v omezeném mnoZstvi moZnych kontextd (adjektivum psi
stojici mj. pred substantivy ldtkovymi, napt. chlupy, maso, kosti, substantivy oznacujicimi
pohyb a zvukovy projev, napr. §tékot, ale nikoliv obvykle pred ndzvy osob, ndstroju, vyrob-
ki, mist apod.).

Paradigmat je obecné ovSem mnoho, nejen co do poétu, ale predevsim typu, a to zv1aste
v zdvislosti na rizné vysi jejich prislusnosti do jazykové hierarchie. Obecn€ a zhruba plati,
Ze povaha paradigmatu souvisi s povahou jeho funkce a Ze je tim sémantiétéjsi, ¢im vyraz-
néji $ife paradigmatu a poCet jeho prvku klesd, tj. &im je uzsi (mensi), a naopak.

Virtudlni paradigma je takovdto trida vySe uvazovand, tj. tfida (Siroce) ekvivalentnich
prvku spjatych spole¢nou funkei a vyznamem, kterd je ddna abstraktng, je uloZend v jazy-
kovém systému a je vymezitelnd svym mistem v jeho hierarchii. Jeden druh virtudlniho
paradigmatu tvori napr. vySe uvddénd adjektiva typu psi, kocici, Ivi, korisky, jiny napf. sub-
stantiva latkovd typu maso, sddlo, kiize, mléko a jeSt€ jiny napf. ndzvy ndstroju typu nuzky,
kladivo, Sroubovdk, vritdk aj. Prvni naznalené virtudlni paradigma (psi aj.) se fadi s pose-
sivnimi adjektivy vztahujicimi se k Elovéku (ofciiv, tetin, popr. otcovsky, matersky...) do
vys$3i tfidy posesivnich adjektiv vubec, ta pak jest€ do vyS3f tiidy a tedy abstraktnéjSich
adjektiv obecné apod. Virtudlni paradigma vnimame obvykle snadno i intuitivné, dokdZeme
si ho do jisté miry snadno vybavovat a buduje na ném, resp. na nich vétsina (sémantickych)
klasifikaci lexému, studium hyponymie aj. Kazdy ¢len virtudlniho paradigmatu m4 pritom
obecné stejnou funkci jako ostatni (tj. obecné vystupovat ve stejné vyssi jednotce, struktu-
fe), individudlné se vak vZdy co do své kombinatoriky li§i; na drovni lexikéalni se mluvi
o kolokabilité, kterd je pro kazdy z nich individudlni.

Kolokaéni paradigma je naproti tomu takové tiida prvki (zde stdle slov), s nimiz se
vSemi je prvek jiného paradigmatu schopny se obvykle a smysluplné kombinovat; intuitiv-
né se v8ak takovd tfida jako celek vybavuje velmi obtizné a je-li rozsdhld, nenf to zpravidla
moZné vibec. Z prikladu s adjektivem psi to jsou viechna substantiva s timto adjektivem
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spojitelnd (vzhledem k jejich heterogennosti pujde o vice vyznamové rozriznénych para-
digmat zdroven), napr. o

(1) typ predstavovany substantivy zvukového projevu, jako je §tekot, vrceni, knuceni aj.,
(2) typ &asti t€la, jako je chlupy, maso, kosti aj., popr.

(3) dalsi (pohyby, vlastnosti aj.).

Kolokaéni paradigma je tudiz vymezitelné jen skrze urdity externi prvek, k némuz se
jedine¢né vztahuje na zdklad€ spolecné kolokability (spojitelnosti) s nim, ktery v8ak sdm
do néj nepatii (zde psi). Syntagmata, kterd prvky kolokaéniho paradigmatu se svym kon-
krétnim externim (,,definujicim*) prvkem vytvdreji, jsou obvykle vyznamove i funkené
rizné. Své (aspon jediné) kolokalni paradigma md kazdy prvek systému (tj. slovo aj.) a jeho
explicitnim vy¢tem lze vyjddrit moZnosti i hranice uZiti (kolokability) kazdého prvku.
Takto se napf. béZné vytvaii syntagma psi stekot, ale ne uz *psi mnoukdni, resp. *kocici ste-
kot, *psi bucent atd. (kde brani sémanticka pravidla). Na rozdil od paradigmatu virtudlniho
se rozsah paradigmatu koloka¢niho v ¢asovém vyvoji maZe rychleji ménit a také ¢asto méni;
zde je mj. zéklad zrodu metaforiky, obecnéji zmény vyznamu lexému a nejobecnéji zmeny
jazyka vubec. Povaha obou typu paradigmat (virtudlniho i koloka¢niho) se promitd do poje-
ti, vnimani i funkce kazdého frazému a idiomu.

Syntagma, minimdlni kombinace dvou obvykle heterogennich prvku, tj. pochézejicich
(zpravidla) ze dvou ruznych paradigmat virtudlnich, je ddna sémanticky povahou jeho prvku,
obecné vsak i druhem jejich paradigmat a rovinnou prislusnosti; je tudiZ podminovana kombi-
natorickymi pravidly fidicimi chovani prvku. VétSina syntagmat je neustlend, textovd, a jen
nekterd, predevs§im frazémy, jsou ustédlené a jsou soucasti langue. Na syntagmatu a kombinaci,
vyuzijeme-li prikladu psi Stekot vyse, kterd je neustdlend, z hlediska frazeologie nic zvldstniho
neni. Je zfejmé vzdy znovu a znovu vytvérena ad hoc, a to podle pravidel sémantickych (kom-
ponenty se tu nejen neodpuzuji, ale tradiéné kombinuji, je mezi nimi spole¢ny sémanticky rys).
Naproti tomu syntagma psi pocasi frazém je, protoZe je anomaélni: neuplatiiuje se tu zddné
sémantické pravidlo (psi a pocasi jsou normalné neslucitelné stejné jako *psi dést, *psi klima,
*psi podnebi apod.), obé slova stejné jako virtudlni paradigmata, kam patfi, se spolu nekombi-
nuji; z hlediska virtudlniho paradigmatu nepatii slovo pocasi, popr. das do Zadného z vyse
naznacenych kolokacnich paradigmat vztahujicich se k adjektivu ps7. Jinymi slovy slovo poca-
st je ve vztahu k adjektivu ps7 teoreticky i prakticky koloka¢nim paradigmatem s jedinym Cle-
nem (cas je tu vlastné jeho varianta), zcela zavienym, které ale konkrétné, resp. sémanticky do
okruhu slov kombinujicich se uzudln€ se slovem psi nepatti. Frazém psi pocasi (resp. star$i psi
cas) je zaloZen tudiZ na jedinecné anomadlii, bez opory v jakékoliv analogii.

Vyse je uveden pro ndzornost jen jednoduchy piiklad; jiné ptipady frazému muZou byt
slozitéjsi. Nicméné uz z néj je podstata frazému zfejma. ProtoZe frazémy a idiomy je tfeba
chdpat jako kombinace prvka z ur¢itého hlediska vZdy anomalni, je nutné jejich vyskyt hle-
dat vétSinou v neproduktivnich a nevyuZivanych oblastech kombinatoriky jazykovych
prvku. V oblasti pravidelného jazyka maji co do rovin nejvetsi produktivitu modely syntak-
tické, resp. kolokaéni, nejmensi slovotvorné, zatimco flektivni stoji mezi nimi. Jen obecné
proto plati, Ze vyskyt idiomu a frazému i moZnost (ne v8ak nutnost) vzniku novych je t€émto
poméram pravidelného jazyka zhruba imérnd. Proto také hlavni soustfedéni IF nachdzime
v oblasti kolokaci a vét, jakkoliv je i pocet kombinaci morfologickych nemaly (ten vsak
dosud systematicky zkoumany nenf).
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Kolokabilita je obecné individudlni formdlni a vyznamova spojitelnost, schopnost kom-
binace kazdého jazykového prvku s jingm nebo jinymi, vytvafend jeho jednim nebo vice
koloka¢nimi paradigmaty a (u pravidelnych kombinaci) podminénd jeho kompatibilitou
s nimi; spolu s valenci patii k hlavnim slozkdm syntagmati¢nosti kazdého jazykového
prvku. Individudlni realizaci kolokability vznikd konkrétni kolokace. Je-li napt. valenci
verba ¢ist akuzativ, je jeho kolokabilitou (kolokaéni) paradigma, tfida konkrétnich substan-
tiv, kterd tento akuzativ konkretizuje, napr. ¢ist (knihu, romdn, dopis...), a kolokace Cist
knihu je jedna jeho konkrétni mozna kombinace. Do koloka¢niho paradigmatu slovesa ¢ist
v8ak nepatii napr. inkompatibilni *¢ist kdmen, *¢ist vodu, *¢ist maso..., i kdyZ to jsou také
akuzativy. Obecné plati, Ze kolokabilita kazdého slova je tizce restringovand a v zdsadé dand
jeho sémantikou a i kdyZ se ¢asem i autorsky méni, nikdy neni neomezend a libovolné §iro-
ka: Zadny lexém jazyka se nekombinuje se vSemi dal$imi. Kompatibilita je ve svém thrnu
zasadn{ slozkou saussurovské hodnoty lexému a je pro libovolné dva lexémy, i synonymni
lexémy, vzdy odli$nd, resp. jedine¢nd a nezaménitelna. O kolokabilité se na drovni jiné nez
lexikdlni (autosémantické) zpravidla neuvazuje.

Kolokabilita lexému, resp. slov (jejich tvart) je ruznd jak co do typu, tak co do mnoZstvi
slov, lexému aj., s nimiZ se dané slovo kombinuje; zdvisi to na povaze jeho virtudlniho para-
digmatu, jeho mistu v abstraktni hierarchii systému aj. (viz vy$e). Mluvit o kolokabilité slov
jako velky prakticky, bez vyCerpavajiciho studia podepreného korpusem, nelze (jde zfejmée
o statisice slov, predev§im substantiv, a ty v hlavé nikdo mit nedokéze, nedokdZzeme si je ani
vybavit; v korpusu SYN2005 jde o cca 200 000 kombinaci); slovo velky takto tvori, resp.
mé k sob¢ neprehledné velkd a oteviend kolokaéni paradigmata, kterd jeho kolokabilitu
vytvéreji. Naproti tomu jsou i koloka¢ni paradigmata krajné mald a zavien4, srov. omezené
moznosti kolokability adjektiva $iry se substantivy {more, pole, pldn, svét, obloha, krajina}.
Je ziejmé, Ze tu opét nachdzime jednu z nejbéznéjsich anomdlii ve frazeologii, ¢lenstvi kom-
ponentu v krajné malém a uzavieném paradigmatu. Mezi slozkami kombinaci lexému a slov
pravidelného jazyka, pokud jsou smysluplné, je sémanticky vZdy vztah kompozicni. Z jiné-
ho hlediska tyto kombinace zdsadné umoznuje vzdy jejich princip vyznamové sluéitelnosti,
kompatibilita, spocivajici v pritomnosti spole¢ného sémantického rysu v obou kombinuji-
cich se slovech (zhruba: jak forma sz, tak knihu maji v sob€ rys ,,Ctitelnosti®, feeno jen
naznakove).

Na rozdil od pravidelného jazyka, jehoz kombinace vychazeji pouze a nutné z kompati-
bility, frazémy a idiomy jsou jiné. Mezi jejich komponenty muZe byt vedle kompatibility
i jeji absence, vztah inkompatibility.

Inkompatibilita, vyznamova neslucitelnost, je tedy sémanticky syntagmaticky vztah
mezi dvéma vzdjemné se vylu¢ujicimi lexémy nebo jinymi prvky sémantické povahy, které
se tudiZ nemuZou béZné kombinovat ve smysluplném syntagmatu, srov. *ostrd voda, *citit
kolmo nebo vztah pes a strom (ty se béZné v jazyce nekombinuji vibec). V idiomech je ale
inkompatibilita mozna a Castd, srov. kamenny oblicej, oteviend hlava, umét se narodit, ztra-
tit hlavu, to té bude stdt krk ap.

Od pojmu zavieného paradigmatu se odviji pro frazeologii zdsadni pojem a pojeti mono-

kolokability. Je to takové kolokabilita lexikéalni formy, kterd je jasné omezend na mozZnost
kombinovat se pouze s nékolika mdlo (2-7), resp. jedinou dalsi formou v jazyce; ta (resp. ty)
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ho chréni pred jazykovym zanikem, protoZe bez kombinace, v uplné izolaci, v jazyce neni
mozné nic. Tyto zndmé unikétni a monokolokabilni formy, jako jsou vedle vyse uvedeného
Siry tvary jako holickdch, duhu, pré, namdle, vstric, tretice, tratolisté, dokordn, jak? takZ, které
nachazime ve frazémech nechat nékoho na holickdch, jit nékomu k duhu, mit pré, mit namd-
le, vyjit nékomu vstic, do tietice v§eho dobrého, tratolité krve, oteviit/byt/nechat/zistat doko-
Fdn, jakZtakz, jsou v dusledku své drasticky omezené kolokability zcela jiné povahy neZ béZné
lexémy: nejenze nemaji sva lemmata (tvar *holicky je nesmyslny a uméle rekonstruovany),
nemaji ani svuj slovni druh ani dal{ kategorie (otdzka, zda *duhu, *pré je substantivum ¢&i
v druhém piipadé objekt, neddva opét smysl, neni tu zddnd analogie pro dsudek, protoZe tu
7adna syntax dosud nevznikla). Tyto prvky nemaji dokonce ani vlastni vyznam, ba ani vlastni
existenci, protoze vSechny tyto jen velmi nepfesné odhadované vlastnosti by byly mozné
pouze na zédkladé dostatecné analogie ve vice raznych vyskytech, ve kterych by dand forma
musela existovat. Ta v8ak neexistuje. Monokolokabilita je tudiZ jen zddnlivé samostatnd exi-
stence formy, kterd je ale ve skuteCnosti bez svého frazému zrusend a fiktivni (dany frazém je
jeji jediny kontext a tedy i jedind forma jeji jazykové existence); ve skutecnosti by se takové
frazémy mohly psit i nediskrétné, dohromady (srov. posledni priklad), na jejich povaze by se
v8ak nic nezménilo.

Diskrétnost formy je zavadéjici; svadi k tomu, postulovat samostatnou existenci tomu,
co se piSe zvlast. Specificky je to problém C&eStiny a podobnych jazyku, obecnéji pak latin-
ky; v jazycich uZivajicich napf. jind pisma tento problém do té miry nevyvstdvd, srov. &in-
Stinu apod.

2.3 Anomalie ve frazeologii a idiomatice

Ve frazeologii se anomadlie vZdy vnima v kontrastu k pozadi sémantickych a formélnich
poméra v pravidelném jazyce, tj. v jazyce fizeném pravidly, a je také umoZnéna pouze diky
tomuto kontrastu se v§im vét§inovym, co je v jazyce pravidelné. Je chapédna jako mnoho-
aspektova anomadlni, nepravidelnd povaha poméra paradigmatickych (viz vySe) nebo reali-
zace syntagmatického nebo transformacniho vztahu (Casto v propojeni), kterd je vnimana
jako negenerovatelnd odchylka od pravidel razného druhu, zaloZenych na analogii. Anomad-
lie je v rizném stupni a druhu ve frazeologii v§udypritomnd a je jejim konstitutivnim rysem.
Zatimco pravidelné analogické kombinace jsou v jazyce opreny o sémantickd a formalni
pravidla a umozZnuji relativné neomezené tvorit nové a nové kombinace, srov. otevieny +
dvereloknolkrabiceloko/... (pravidlo sémantické: véci ,,oteviratelné“, pravidlo gramatické:
slovosled a rodova shoda), anomalni{ frazeologické kombinace jsou vzdy jedine¢né a ome-
zené (absolutné, nékdy jen na nékolik mdlo jasnych ¢lent). Srov. frazém oteviend hlava,
kde ale uZ nejde Zddny z jeho komponenti variovat jinak a nahrazovat ho za analogicky jiny
ve stejné funkci ¢i vyznamu (a dostdvat tak dalsi frazém), coZ je zédkladni rys ¢lena téhoz
paradigmatu v pravidelném jazyce, napt. *oteviend zdda, *oteviené bricho, *oteviené oko
nebo *zavrend/priviend hlava aj. (pokud nejde o odlisny vyznam ,,rany*). Podobn¢ plati, Ze
lexémy zpravidla tvori pravidelné tfidy (napf. pes patii mezi savce, stil mezi ndbytek),
kdeZto ve frazeologii takové analogické tfidy komponentu nejsou, srov. definici frazému
dél. Do fady druhu anomélie patfi napf. nemoZnost urcit slovni druh u komponentu hin,
duhu (srov. byt hin, jit k duhu), absence vyznamu u téchto forem, ale i tvaru oteviend hlava
apod., které se neshoduji se Zddnym z béznych lexikdlnich vyznama, a nelze u nich tudiz
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mluvit o lemmatech, jde jen o tvary, resp. prvky. K syntagmatickym anomaéliim razného
druhu patif napf. leZet ladem, mald domit, ale i hodit néco za hlavu apod.

Nejzjevnéj§im anomdlnim rysem je v duchu vymezeni vySe anomélnost funkéni,
a tedy nemoznost paradigmatické zamény nékterého komponentu analogickym jinym
ve stejné, resp. obdobné funkci (= komutaéni test), srov. uz vySe a déle napr. *mit
z néceho lehkou/obtizZnou hlavu, *mit z néceho tézké télo/brichol/koleno, *umét toto/tohle
s nekym,* Sesté/treti kolo u vozu, *co od/prolk, *kdo kdyzZ, *jestli/zda jo, *Jak si nekdo
odestele, tak se poloZi atd. (tj. vymySlené nefrazémové variace k frazémum mir z néceho
téZkou hlavu, umet to s nekym, pdté kolo u vozu, co do, co kdyz, Ze jo, Jak si kdo ustele,
tak si lehne). Vzhledem k povaze frazému se v8ak anomdlnost muZe projevit i v samot-
ném statutu komponent. Rada frazémovych komponent nem4 totiZ analogickou obdo-
bu vibec v Zddném tvaru (¢i lemmatu) v pravidelném jazyce a vyskytuje se pouze ve fra-
zeologii.

Velmi vyrazné se anomdlie projevuje v gramatickych transformacich, srov. napf. fra-
zém prirust nékomu k srdci a nemoZnost transformace a tedy jeho uZiti napf. v otdzce, pasi-
vu, kondiciondlu, imperativu ¢i prvni osobé singularu i plurdlu. Tento druh anomadlie je
dobre vidét v omezenich textového tizu toho kterého frazému, kterd jsou vzdy individudlni
a je treba je pro kazdy frazém zndt stejné tak, jako zndme jeho vyznam (viz 6.3).

ProtoZe se ruzné druhy anomalie u konkrétniho frazému zpravidla sdruZuji v razném slo-
Zeni a poctu, Ize podle miry jejich zapojeni mluvit i o stupni idiomatizace (frazeologizace)
takového frazému; nejnizs$i mivaji periferni kvazifrazémy a kvaziidiomy (viz ddl, téz 3.6).
Nema-li dana kombinace anomalii Zadnou, neni to frazém.

Anomaélnich ryst je mnoho druhu a Ize je tedy vyuZit pro funkéni klasifikaci frazému
a idiomu (viz 5.3).

2.4 Definice frazému a idiomu

Frazém a idiom nelze zpravidla vymezit jedinou (anomalnf{) vlastnosti, at’ formdalni ¢i
sémantickou nebo kolokaéni. Ani jejich snad dosud nejrozsitenéjsi pojeti jako ustdleného
a reprodukovatelného spojeni prvkii (zvldsté slov), jeho? vyznam je (z&dsti nebo zcela) neod-
voditelny z vyznamu jeho sloZek nevyhovuje vSem typam (napr. frazémum s monokoloka-
bilnim komponentem) a je tfeba ho odmitnout. VySe uplatiiovany test analogické zdmény
komponentu (2.3, ptiklad oteviend hlava) 1ze vyjadrit pak opera¢né tak, Ze

idiom a frazém je jedinené spojeni minimdlné dvou prvki, z nichZ néktery (popr. Zddny)
nefunguje stejnym zpiisobem v jiném spojeni (resp. vice spojenich), pop¥. se vyskytuje pouze
ve vyrazu jediném (resp. nékolika mdlo).

I v tomto vymezeni, tiebaze implicitné jiZ naznacuje vice nez pouhou sémantickou
zvlastnost a 1ze ho uZivat zvlasté k praktické identifikaci frazému a idiomu, se v8ak jedno-
stranné zdurazruje stranka koloka&ni. Uvedeny test komutace nékterého prvku v daném
smyslu lze, po ovéreni primdrniho aspektu ustdlenosti dané kombinace, pouZit v praxi dobre
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pro identifikaci frazému a idiomu pfi textové analyze a odlisit ho od pfipadu pravidelnych,
kde plati bézna pravidla.

Je tedy stdle zfejmé, Ze vSechny zminované i dalsi vlastnosti do jednoznaéné konkrétni
a jen pro frazém a idiom specifické definice vt€snat nelze. Sdm statut téchto vlastnosti,
vymezovanych negativné jako anomalie, které jsou nazirany na pozadi pravidelného v jazy-
ce, je relativni; je zdvisly na propracovani pojmu pravidelny (popf. pravidelné generova-
telny) a na jeho explicitni ndplni v jazykovém popisu podle urcité koherentnf teorie jazyka.
V zobecnéné podobé a s durazem na to, Ze vSechny vlastnosti jsou jen projevy vlastnosti
jazykového systému a struktury, je v§ak mozné uvazované stranky shrnout a zobecnit dale.
Takto je pak

frazém a idiom takové nemodelové a ustdlené syntagma prvkii, 7 nichZ (aspoit) jeden je
z hlediska druhého clenem extrémné omezeného a zavieného paradigmatu (formdlné a vét-
Sinou i sémanticky).

Prvkem se pritom rozumi béZnd jazykova jednotka libovolné roviny (kromé fonologic-
ké), ve skutecnosti v§ak pouze uritd podoba, forma této jednotky, tj. napf. uréity slovni tvar,
morf apod. Vyrazy jako ,.kombinace slov, vét apod. jsou proto v této souvislosti uzivany,
prisné feceno, jen s jistou licenci. Dva, popf. vice frazému a idiomu se v§ak samy jako prvky
idiomatického syntagmatu vys§iho fadu setkat zdsadné nemuZou. Aby uvedend definice
nezahrnovala také viceslovné terminy (srov. napr. ptdka vdovka krdlovskd /vidua regia/, kde
komponent vdovka se uzivé jesté s nekolika dal§imi adjektivy, napf. vdovka rajskd), je pak
tfeba prihlédnout také k dal§im rysum; pouhym rysem omezené kolokability se z kombina-
ce frazém jesté nestava (zde jde pouze o kvazifrazém, viz 3.6).

Od frazému a idiomu je tfeba liSit doslovnd homonyma, srov. oteviend hlava ve
smyslu chirurgickém ,,rozoperovand®, ale i chytat lelky, zlaty diil, hdzet flintu do Zita
a dalsi, s jejich doslovnymi proté€jsky, které jsou zpravidla Fid$i a maji v textu zcela jinou
distribuci.

3. Frazém a idiom: jejich komponenty a utvar

U IF je zdsadné duleZité rozliSovat troven vstupnich forem, komponentd a troven
vystupnich hotovych kombinatorickych rezultatu, idiomatickych celku. Pro kaZdou je tfeba
zvlastniho a oddéleného pristupu, navzdjem neprenosného. Zatimco pro vstupni formy plati
moznost jejich analyzy, tj. jeSt€ pred vstupem do idiomatické kombinace celku, kterd je
obdobnd jako v pravidelném jazyce (tu vyuzivd strukturni klasifikace), je analyza na drov-
ni celku uZ nemoZnd, protoZe vstupni komponenty tu ztratily svou pivodni vnéjs{ povahu
a tvori soucasti celkového ttvaru jen podminéné. Naproti tomu se nabizi na této drovni
bohatd moznost jejich funkéni analyzy, zaloZzené na textovém chovani. Podstata vysledné
idiomatické povahy frazému je v zdsadé individudlni a dand dhrnem jednotlivych anomalii
toho kterého frazému a ty lze nazirat $kélovité: ¢im vice anomalii frazém ma, tim je idio-
mati¢téjsi a naopak, tj. ¢im méné jich m4, tim je blize kombinacim pravidelného jazyka.
Toto $kélovité pojeti pak ve svém dusledku naznacuje moznost vymezen{ jakéhosi idioma-
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tického centra celé oblasti (na kazdé kombinatorické drovni zvlastni) stejné tak jako perife-
rie s oblastmi lezicimi mezi obojim.

Naznacuje vSak také mozZnost vystihnout i poetné pripady prechodné, jejichZ mira idio-
maticnosti je slabd, tj. kvazifrazémy a kvaziidiomy (3.6).

3.1 Povaha frazému a idiomu obecné

Jednotlivé slozky frazému a idiomu (o jeho obecné povaze viz 2. vyse) jsou minimalné
tyto: prvky a jejich povaha, kombinace vCetné sledu, ustdlenost, poCet prvku a funkce prvka,
které jsou zpravidla vZdy ruzné anomdlni povahy. Pro bliZ§i vymezeni frazému a idiomu je
tieba posuzovat tyto aspekty z hlediska formdlniho, sémantického a koloka¢niho, resp.
funkéniho; u posledniho aspektu pak i z hlediska jeho anomélnich transformaci (viz 5.3).
Frazému a idiomu, ktery je zédkladni jednotkou frazeologie a idiomatiky jazyka, se lidové
a nespecificky, resp. v rizném a kolisavém smyslu, ob&as dosud fikdva réeni (popr. dslovi,
obrat apod.) na roviné nevétnych kombinaci slovnich, na rovin€ vétné pak predevsim pri-
slovi ¢i porekadlo, popr. pranostika. Mezi vétné (propoziéni) frazémy vSak patii mnoZstvi
riznych dal§ich typu, razné formule aj. Zv14st stoji prirovnani (maZou byt povahy kolo-
kalni i vétné, viz 4.314) a binomidly (viz 4.316), které muZou zahrnovat i nefrazémy; done-
dévna zcela ignorované jsou frazémy synsémantické, obecné vétSinou kolokaéni povahy
(viz zvl. z&asti 4313 a 4.312). Znafnd Cést typu frazému vSak Zddné tradiéni, jakkoliv
nepresné oznaceni nemd, a odborny tizus je proto zpravidla vymezuje funkéné jako frazémy
a idiomy té které roviny, popr. i podle formédlniho subtypu uvniti kazdé z nich, napr. ukdzat
nékomu paty je takto kolokaéni frazém verbonomindlniho typu (podle struktury V-S).

Prvky, které do frazeologickych kombinaci jako komponenty formdlné vstupuji, jsou
rizné podle své Elenské roviny, kam patii (obecné viz dél, zvl. 3.22), zvl. morfémy (kofeny
nebo afixy), lexémy, kolokace, klauze nebo propozice (véty), a zdroven se vyskytuji zpra-
vidla (kde je to relevantni) pouze v uréitém tvaru, nikoliv podobé lemmatu. Vysledné kom-
binace, frazeologické celky, resp. frazémy jako ttvary patii funkéné vZdy na droven vyssi.
Srov. napr. frazém lexikalni prestielit a jeho komponenty pre-stielit (proti pravidelnému
pre-hodit ap.), frazém kolokacni a jeho komponentn{ lexikdln{ tvary mit strejcka (proti pra-
videlnému mit teticku ap.) nebo frazém propozicni a jeho komponenty 7o je slovo do pra-
nice (proti pravidelnému 7o je slovo do diskuze ap.).

U dichotomie frazém a idiom (a také frazeologie a idiomatika) je vidét jak jasny roz-
dil, tak uréité prekryvéni. Obecné jde o rozdil v hledisku; je proto vhodné ve snaze rozdilné
hledisko zduraznit udrZet i rozdil terminologicky. V zdsadé plati, Ze analyzujeme-li kombi-
natoricky ttvar forméln€, z hlediska formdlnich ryst, mluvime o frazému, zatimco analy-
za sémantickd, z hlediska relevantnich sémantickych rysu (v€etné nominativnich), opraviu-
je uZiti ndzvu idiom. Tato jen zddnlivd dvoukolejnost neni zbyteéna: na jedné strané je
metodologicky ¢asto nutné pro jejich ndpadnou odliSnost si v§imat zv1ast’ stranky sémantic-
ké nebo stranky formalni, na druhou stranu nemaji obé stranky stejny rozsah. Vzhledem ke
klesajicimu stupni a poétu anomdlii a pfi prechodu k periferii frazeologie a idiomatiky je
tam sémantickd stranka zpravidla silné oslabend, nejasnd a pak prevazuje, resp. prakticky
zUstdva pro analyzu pouze stranka formdln{ a tedy i termin frazém. Takov4 je situace napf.
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u frazému prepozi¢nich typu na rozdil od, kvazifrazému verbonominélnich typu vénovat
pozornost, terminu jako je zlaty dést aj. Z praktickych duvodu se viak ponékud zjednodu-
Sené mluvi Casto o vSech jednotkdch pouze jako o frazémech. Jejich formélni typologie
pochopitelné vychazi z rovinné pfislusnosti a typologie formdlnich aspekti komponentu.

Funk&né jsou koloka¢ni frazémy ekvivalenty vech slovnich druhu, pfi¢emz podetné nej-
bohatsi jsou frazémy s funkci verbdlni. Komponenty koloka¢nich frazému Cerpaji ze vSech
slovnich druht (apelativ i proprif), které se ve své systémové platnosti viak zpravidla neza-
pojuji; jde pouze o jejich tvary. K nejndpadnéj$imu, tradiénimu a zfejmé univerzalnimu typu
(d4 se zfejmé nalézt ve vSech jazycich) patii z hlediska sémantického frazémy somatické,
zalozené na ndzvech Cédsti lidského t€la, u kterych se vyrazné projevuje antropomorficky
princip jazyka, srov. vzit si néco do hlavy, byt nekomu v patdch ap. (nejéastéjsi komponent
ruka se objevuje v nékolika stovkach frazéma). Rada somatickych frazémi se uZiva také
k oznaCeni gesta, srov. po/krcit nad nécim nos, mdvnout nad né¢im rukou a ty maji pak
i dvoji denotét a dva odli$né vyznamy (u druhého frazému jde o ,,vlastni gesto* vs. ,,nedba-
ni, nezdjem*). Témto idiomum se nékdy také fikd idiomy paralingvistické, protoZe spoju-
ji jazyk (verbdlni) s nejazykem. Nicméné takovy pohled na frazém skrze sémanticky typ
jeho komponentu je spiSe impresionisticky a nemd velkou hodnotu kromé studia metafory;
obdobné se nékdy mluvi i o frazému animalnim, botanickém ap.

Pres svou diskrétni formu je frazém a idiom funkéné i sémanticky integrdlnim celkem,
ktery nelze synchronné délit, analyzovat do komponentu; nen{ jinymi slovy prostou sumou
vyznamu svych komponenti, neni ani zaloZeny na principu kompozi¢nosti vyznamu.
Vsechny tradi¢ni a opakujici se pokusy o sémantickou analyzu (na rozdil od analyzy dia-
chronni) jsou nesmyslné, protoZe zustdvaji vzdy dil¢i a opiraji se o vnéjsi kritéria, srov. fra-
zém leje jako z konve (zhruba: ,,pr§i hodné“) a pokusy vy¢lenovat z néj (aspon) vyznam
,pr8i pro komponent leje. V nedomyslené ,,logice tohoto pristupu, ktery by mél byt dova-
dény do konce, pak jako z konve by muselo znamenat ,,hodné*, coz neznamend a jazyk toto
spojeni v tomto udajném smyslu neuziva (srov. *snédl toho jako 7 konve, *spi jako z konve).
Takto je pak i Iépe pochopitelné, pro¢ jsou komponenty frazému pouze tvary formalné shod-
né, homonymni s tvary lexéma zndmych z lexikonu, a ne samotné lexémy; nékdy ovSem
v pravidelném jazyce takové predpoklddané lemma neexistuje, jakkoliv se to povrchné
muZe zdét, srov. (nechat na) holickdch a nesmyslné lemma holicka (ani diachronné tu
0 ,,ddmskou kadefnici“ &i ,,nedozralé ovoce* ap. piimo pochopitelné nikdy neslo). Pfipady
jako leje jako 7 konve je tedy tfeba chdpat jako z&4sti homonymni a kvazimotivované (moti-
vovanost). VétSina frazému vSak neumoZnuje ani takto &dste¢nou pseudoanalyzu. Tim je
zdroven zrejmé i to, Ze frazém neni svymi komponenty primo a méfitelné motivovany.

IF je zna¢n€ rozruznéna i sociolingvisticky, v plném stylovém rozpéti dnesni &estiny od
frazému a idiomu argotickych aZ po poetické. ProtoZe neni na rozdil od zbytku lexikonu
predmétem kodifikacniho usili, které by frazeologii svym oblibenym zpusobem zjednodu-
$ené deformovalo, vykazuje vyraznou a prirozenou miru variability (variace) projevujici se
mnoZstvim ruzné alternujicich variant. Ty na rozdil od zjednoduseného a umélého kodifi-
kovaného jazyka odrazeji pfirozeny variantni, alternativni stav vyvoje jazyka v této oblasti;
pro svou vyrazovou vystiznost je IF predmétem zv14st’ ndpadné snahy o tvorbu stdle novych
obmén, variant autorskych, popf. novych frazému a idioma. PrevdZnd vétSina IF je pfiro-
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zené vytvéarena a uzivdna vSak v jazyce mluveném, vét§inou nespisovném, protoze pravé
v ném se nejvice uplatiuje funkéni potreba druhu vyjadieni, které frazémy a idiomy pred-
stavuji.

3.2 Forma frazému a idiomu
3.21 Struktura frazému a idiomu

Strukturu frazému nelze interné z divodu nemoZnosti jeho objektivni analyzy a mno-
hostranné anomadlie, jak jsme vidéli, ur¢it; misto toho se ji pak rozumi zpravidla jen vnéjsi
podoba frazému, zaloZena na podobnosti jeho komponentovych forem s tvary vnéjsiho, pra-
videlného jazyka. Takto se pro ni vyuZivd analogicky, ale jen do dané miry, pfedev§im slov-
nédruhovd platnost komponentu, pokud je jasnd. Takto stanovena struktura vSak o skute¢-
né povaze daného frazému fikd jen mélo, m4 jen pomocnou tlohu. Timto zpisobem pojatd
je struktura frazému pak vytvarend prototypickou a invariantni kombinaci forem ruznych
slovnich druht (v&etné dalstho druhu monokolokabilniho) v daném sledu (poradi) spolu
s explicitnim reldtorem (pokud je pfitomny, tj. obvykle prepozici nebo konjunkci), ktery je
spojuje (pokud neni pfitomny, je relace mezi nimi jen implicitni) a valenci. Srov. takto fra-
z€my a zapis jejich struktury

vzit nohy na rameny V-S-prep-S

mit na nékoho spadeno V-na-V,..

mit pré V-mono

utikat, {aZ se za nim prdsilo} V-KI (klauzi 1ze podle potieby ov§em rozepsat).

Takto se konkrétnéji napt. kolokaéni frazém mit z néceho teZkou hlavu (V-A-Sprep)
formdlné skl4dd ze tif komponentu (mit, téZkou, hlavu), jednoho relaéniho prvku (reldtoru,
2) vyjadfujictho explicitné vztah mezi nimi (ktery jindy miZe chybét) a valen¢éniho prvku
(valence, néceho), realizovaného a konkretizovaného v kontextu; ten je v systému zastou-
peny jen obecné a potencidlné. Za komponenty lze povazovat na této drovni (kolokacnich
frazému, nejvétsiho subtypu autosémantik) ¢leny ¢tyf hlavnich nominativnich a autoséman-
tickych slovnich druht, tj. substantiva, adjektiva, verba a adverbia. V zdvislosti na své tirov-
ni a subtypu se miZe proménovat i povaha komponentt, srov. napf. frazém kolokaéni slo-
Zeny z komponentl pouze synsémantickych jako co do (pron-prep), co kdyZ (pron-konj),
Ze jo? (konj-int), nebo koloka¢ni z komponentu smiSenych, jako je od oka, pro tentokrdt,
anebo frazém polypropoziéni, sloZeny z komponentu propozi¢nich, resp. vétnych, srov. Jak
si kdo ustele, tak si lehne (PROP-PROP) ap. (viz 4.31 a ddl).

V nékterych pripadech je v8ak vhodné uvazovat i o substituci autosémantickych kom-
ponentu. Pokud frazémy tohoto subtypu obsahuji pronomen nebo numerale, povazuji se
v nich podle své funkce za substituty substantiva ¢i adjektiva, nikoliv za dal$i kompo-
nenty, srov. umét to s nekym (V-pron-prep), pdté kolo u vozu (num-SprepS), viz 4.312
a 4.311. Substituty (zvl. substantiv a adjektiv) jsou ¢islovky a zdjmena (num, pron), srov.
mit na to, V-prep-pron, ddt si dvacet, V-num. Poukaz na pfitomnost substituta je uZite&-
ny hlavné pfi posuzovdni obecné souvztaznosti kombinatorického typu, resp. struktury
frazému s podtypy (substituéni piipad je pak podtypem) a pri klasifikaci, srov. pfipad
V-prep-pron, ktery je takto substitu¢nim podtypem obecné struktury V-prep-S. Substi-
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tut, relacéni ¢i valenéni prvek, muZe u frazému byt pfitomny nebo chybét (i kdyZ jsou
obecné spole¢né viem typum).

Priklady vyse ilustruji vSechny specifické idiomatické kombinace dvou az tii kompo-
nenttl (nejéastéjsi struktury), vytvarené ruznymi tvary prvkd, resp. slov slovniku; prvku,
resp. komponentu idiomatické kombinace muZe byt ov§em vic neZ dva, srov. byt nékomu

vérny aZ za hrob, neprodat svou kuizi lacino aj.

Ustalenost téchto kombinaci, kterd umoznuje i jejich opakované uzivani, tj. reproduko-
vatelnost, se projevuje v tom, Ze do kontextu vstupuji jako pevny celek, syntakticky necle-
nitelny, ale konkrétné i v tom, Ze maji zpravidla pevné poradi, slovosled svych komponen-
tu, srov. napt. zpravidla obtiZnou pfijatelnost zkusmych obmén *tézkou hlavu z toho md, *to
s nim umi, *u vozu kolo pdté, *do co, *kdyZ co, *jo Ze, *Tak si lehne, jak si kdo ustele atd.
Nemoznost takovychto slovnédruhovych transformaci je jednou z typickych anomadlnosti
frazému.

3.22 Komponenty idiomu a frazému

V IF je komponent konstitutivnim ¢lenem, slozkou frazému v urcitém tvaru a urcité
pozici ve strukture jeho celku. Jakkoliv napf. u koloka¢niho frazému sloZeného z autosé-
mantik nemd vzhledem k celkové anomalii jeho struktury komponent jasnou slovnédruho-
vou funkci, navenek se tak zdéanlive jevi, srov. dva ,,autosémantické* komponenty (vzit, huil)
a relator, ktery je spojuje (zde predloZka na, jindy spojka), ve frazému vzit nékoho na hiil
(pfi¢emz nekoho je valenci). U jiného subtypu muZe byt komponent v3ak i jiny ,,slovni
druh®, napr. predlozka, interjekce ¢i partikule nebo celd klauze, srov. byt pro, jemu je hej,
aZ na, jen aby, utikat, {aZ se za nim prdsilo}. Posledni piiklad uvddi interstratalni frazém,
jehoZ komponenty pochdzeji ze dvou rovin (strat) a u néhoZ neexistence neutrdlniho tvaru
je naznaéena ozdvorkovédnim {}. U lexikdlniho frazému, coZ jsou formdln¢ jednoslovné
lexémy, jsou vytvdfeny komponenty z oblasti morfému; v praxi v nich jde predevsim
o odvozeniny a kompozita (viz 4.33).

3.3 Vyznam a nominace
3.31 Povaha vyznamu idiomu a frazému

Frazém je vzdy specifické pojmenovani (nominace), ktery se vybérem a pripadnou kon-
textovou modifikaci v textu jen aktualizuje, ale netvoii se jako pojmenovani pravidelnd.
Jeho aktualizace zdleZi na aspektu zduraznéném a potfebném v daném kontextu.

Nepiitomnost kompozi¢ni funkce mezi vyznamem komponentd a vyznamem ttvaru
vede k pojeti vyznamu idiomu jako vyznamu integrdlniho, celistvého a nerozlozitelného
(viz i vy8e); odrazi se v nemoznosti tento (pravideln€) nemotivovany vyznam zpétné (a beze
zbytku) segmentovat, dekomponovat na vstupni vyznamy komponentd. StarSi pfedstava
sémantického posunu zde situaci nevystihuje, piipady typu stard bela, rizové bryle, tlouct
Spacky za posun povazovat nelze; béZny posunuty vyznam ma zietelny a pravidelny vztah
k tomu, z néhoz vznikl, tady v8ak ne. Ani pfipady typu Zeleznd zdsoba, mit téZkou hlavu
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nebo vyjit vstiic, vydat v§anc nejsou zaloZeny na néjakém posunu spocivajicim v metafore
a metonymii; 1i§i se jak kolokabilitou, tak kompatibilitou komponentu aj. Stejné mélo
vyznamny a vystizny je pfistup pribliZit vyznam idioma ve vdgnich pojmech prenesenosti,
obraznosti, prahlednosti apod. (coZ jsou jen jiné ndzvy pro metaforu a metonymii).

Integréalni vyznam idiomu je dén konjunkcf fady faktort paradigmatické a syntagmatic-
ké povahy liSicich se nejen proménlivou mirou a zpusobem své tcasti, ale Casto i svou
absenci. TrebaZze anomdln{ a nemotivovand povaha vyznamu (ve vztahu ke komponentim)
znemoZnuje jeho bezprostfedni klasifikaci, povahu jeho komponenta vné frazému urcovat
Ize. Své komponenty idiom Cerpa z pravidelného jazyka, v némz plati objektivni a meritel-
né pravidla, kterd se promitaji i do klasifikace IF. Jen vyjime¢né je néktery komponent idio-
mu sdm idiomem, srov. doprovodit nékoho na posledni cesté a posledni cesta; pripady jako
sud prachu jsou obv. sekundérni transformaci z §irS§iho idiomu sedét na sudu prachu.

Ve srovndni s uréitym jazykem se mnohy idiom jevi jako primo nepreloZitelny, tj. nema-
jici k sobé cizi ekvivalent. Tato kdysi zdUraziiovana nepreloZitelnost idiomi mé heuristic-
kou cenu jen okrajovou a je tak relativni, Ze je obecné témér bezcennd; ve vztahu ke vSem
cca 7-8000 existujicich jazyku svéta by pokazdé musela dédvat, aspon v teorii, jiny soubor
neprelozitelného.

Tam, kde pravidelny jazyk muze vyjadrit napt. radu ke stfizlivosti a zdrZenlivosti v dsud-
ku aZ kombinaci lexikélnich prostiedki (nespecifickych) a prostfedky suprasegmentdlnimi,
tam IF Casto nabizi jiz hotovy a ekonomicky vyraz pro tuto potiebu ddvno vytvoreny a urée-
ny, srov. napr. Never na duchy! Z hlediska ustdleného pojmenovani lze ve vztahu idiomu
k pravidelnému jazyku obecné rozlisit ti pripady. Idiomy
(1) jsou monopolnim a primarnim pojmenovanim (zpravidla i vysoce ekonomickym) a pra-

videlny jazyk je pro dany vyznam nevyuziva;

(2) jsou pojmenovanim paralelnim, konkurujicim pravidelnému;
(3) pro dany vyznam (a denotat) se nerealizuji a existuji tu jen pojmenovani pravidelna.

Srov. priklady:

(1) vzit nekoho za slovo, mit u nékoho rozlity ocet, mit mdslo na hlave, byt hned na koni,
(2) jit do sebe : zamyslet se nad sebou, mit nahndno : bdt se, ddt si dvacet : zdiimnout si,
(3) leptat, letovat, lyZovat aj.

Typy vyznamu zprostiedkované idiomy v prvnim piipadé nelze ani struéné a vystizné
zachytit lexikograficky, natozpak jednim slovem. Ani druhy pripad, obsahujici zdanlivé
ekvivalenty, neni jednoduchy, vezmeme-li v ivahu vSechny rysy pragmatické, kontextovou
funkci apod. Paralelni existence pojmenovéni obou druhi je tu velmi volnd a vyrazy lze
zaménovat jen v nékterych (mélo konkrétnich a vdgnich) kontextech; nejde u nich tudiz
o konkurenci, ale spiSe o komplementdrni vyskyt v textech téhoZz typu, podobné jako
u nékterych synonym.

Treti pripad dobre ukazuje, Ze idiomaticky vyraz se zpravidla nekonstituuje v oblasti
vyznamu vdzaného na konkrétni denotit. Hlavni doménou idiomatického je naopak oblast
vyznamu (co do denotdtu) ,,nekonkrétnich* s vyraznou pragmatickou slozkou. Proto i s ohle-
dem na (2) Ize prave zde pro béZzné vyznamy uvedenych typu obecné ofekdvat, nikoliv ov§em
predurcovat, existenci idiomu.
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Z takovych prikladu vyplyvéd mélo reflektovand skuteCnost, Ze ne vse v jazykové komu-
nikaci nominativné obslouZ{ standardni pravidelny jazyk monopolné a 1épe neZ IF a Ze misto
frazeologie v jazyce neni vZdy periferni. Integrace pristupt a metodologie uZivané pro pra-
videlny jazyk a IF v8ak dosud chybi a lingvistika pravidelného jazyka miva nékdy sklon v IF
spatfovat predev§im jen neZddouci a ddle nereflektovany tdhrn nepiijemnych vyjimek,
pokud IF ov8em vibec rozpoznd; v tomto pohledu je jasné, Ze pokusy nékterych syntaxi
o analyzu konkrétniho frazému jsou absurdni a smésné.

S obecné vagni povahou sémantiky idiomu souvisi zdkonité i distribuce typt vyznamu
frazému v jazyce. V pestrosti vyznamovych typu lze aspon negativné fict toto: v t€ch séman-
tickych a nominativnich oblastech, které jsou pro svou urcitost a exaktnost doménou pravi-
delného jazyka (nejen ve smyslu odborné terminologie), se IF v zdsadé nevyskytuje. Pokud
se tu s ni setkdme, jde opét o vyrazné zvagnéni a jen volnou paralelu vyznamu pravidel-
ného. Srov. zvlasté vyjadrovani uréenosti, kvantifikace, lokdlnosti a temporélnosti a napr.
idiomy jeden kazdy, kdo mél nohy, ten tam utikal; ani za mdk; litat po vSech Certech; aZ
naprsi a uschne.

3.32 Slozky a aspekty vyznamu frazému a idiomu

Vyznam idiomu je komplex vytvareny fadou rysu ruzné povahy. Proti v§znamu pravi-
delného pojmenovani téZe roviny tu jsou duleZité rozdily. Vedle vySe zminéného rozdilu co
do nemotivovanosti jde pfedevs§im o odlisny pomér zastoupeni typl sémantickych rysu
v celku a o0 odliny pomér mezi vyznamem a smyslem. Z tihrnu sémantickych rysu razného
typu konstituujicich obé zdkladni slozky vyznamu, tj. vyznam nocionalni (konceptudlni)
a pragmaticky (konotativni, popr. asociativni), md obecné vyznam pragmaticky, charakte-
risticky pfitomny v celé IF, ve srovndni s poméry v pravidelném jazyce mnohem vyraznéj-
§i a CastéjSi zastoupeni i v jednotlivych idiomech.

V ramci pragmatickych aspekta, které jsou soucdsti sémantiky idiomu, pokud jsou stilé
a systémové, jsou nejndpadnéjsi slozky expresivni, symbolickd a evaluativni (hodnotici),
dané jednak vztahy k formé, jednak ke vstupnim vyznamum komponentu a jednak k obvyk-
1é (pragmatické) funkci vyrazu. Na rozdil od vyznamu nociondlniho nelze pragmatickym
typtum vyznamu obvykle prifadit zfetelny sémanticky rys jednoznalné, popr. vibec.

Expresivni sloZka ustdleného vyznamu, zaloZend (1) interné na ndpadné odchylce
a kontrastu bud (¢4sti) formy nebo vyznamu vii¢i formé nebo vii¢i vyznamu zdkladnimu,
obvyklému, je projevem a signdlem anomadlniho vztahu (mezi ¢dstmi formy nebo vyzna-
mem komponentu a celku apod.). Kromé toho i (2) externé samo uZiti idiomu v textu,
kde idiom kontrastuje s jeho zbytkem, okolnim kontextem, byva expresivni; je obecné
a Cast€jsi. Srov. pro (1) expresivni motivaci formdlni v piikladech byt kulatoucky
jako melounek (zvukomalba a deminutiva), prihrivat si svou poliv¢icku (deminuti-
vum), mit popotahovacky s nékym (reduplikace prefixu), ddt si repete (rytmicnost
a prvek e), mit rajc z néceho (nespisovnost komponentu) a sémantickou mit pré (mono-
kolokabilita), nechat na holickdch (monokolokabilita a zddnlivd motivovanost kompo-
nentu), §ldpnout nékomu na krk (inkompatibilita a tabu), chytat lelky (absence sémantic-
ké participace) aj.
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Symbolickou slozku vyznamu, opirajici se 0 moZnost asociace, si 1ze objasnit na rozdi-
lu dvou idiomd, jejichZ nociondlni vyznam je blizky, popf. synonymni. UmoZiiuje svou
odli§nou asociaci vhodné zaClenéni do zietelné odlisného kontextu a tématu, srov. byl hned
na koni (s vyznamem ,,vyuzit situaéni prevahy* a ,,jezdeckou” slozkou symbolickou, vedle
evaluativni slozky nadhledu, povySenosti apod.) a byla to voda na jeho mlejn (s vyznamem
situace se obritila v jeho prospéch a symbolickou slozkou ,,mlyndfskou*, vedle nociondl-
niho ,,vzchopeni se“, hodnoceného jako prudké, popr. chtivé apod.).

Evaluativni slozka vyznamu, Casto doprovazejici jeho slozku kognitivni, je nejizeji
spjatd s jeho pragmatickou funkei a zprostredkuje hodnotici stanovisko mluveiho na $kéle
,,dobry-Spatny*. Srov. trojici vyrazu leti jako vitr, Zene se jako k ohni a utikd, jako by mu
zadek zapdlil. 1 s odhlédnutim od ponékud odlisné intenzity a rizného projevu vyznamu
komponentu Ize pozorovat rozdil v uzudlnim hodnoceni, které tyto vyrazy zprostredkuji.
V prvnim je evaluativni sloZka zfeteln€ kladnd (mluvéi muZe takovym vyrazem napt. i chvé-
lit), v druhém je kolisavd a v tretim (mluvéi jim obvykle vyjadiuje vedle vlastniho obsahu
pojmenovdni i posméch a hanu) je zdpornd. V kontextu ovSem vyraz béZné prebird podle
potreby neustdlend hodnoceni dal§i. Evaluace je zpravidla jen bipolarni typu dobry-Spatny
a lze ji Clenit podle protikladu senzoricky-intelektudlni (srov. smrdi to jak bolavd noha
vs. je chytrej jak vopice) a absolutni-relativni. Zatimco evaluace absolutni je véci obecné
prijimané axiologie, je evaluace relativni nepfimd a dand, napr. v prirovnénich, existenci
momentélné prijimaného modelu a prototypu, srov. md hlad jak vik. Jisty stupen evaluativ-
nosti ma i fada funk&né gramatickych frazému, srov. za pFispéni (vzdy pozitivni souvislost),
Jjen aby (negativni pochybnost) aj.

Zvyraznény podil pragmatickych sloZek vyznamu, které v§echny mivaji vedle své usta-
lené a systémové Casti i ¢ast doddvanou kontextem (ta je jiz doménou smyslu a vlastni tex-
tové pragmatiky), méni i zavislost idiomu na kontextu. Ta je zdsadné vétsi nez u pravidel-
nych pojmenovani. Idiom v uvedenych a dalSich slozkéach (zvl. v mife intenzity) z kontextu
tedy vyrazné Gerpa. ZvI4st je tato zavislost vysokd pravé u idiomd propoziéni povahy. Uzké
sepéti vysledného vyznamu (smyslu) idiomu s kontextem je v8ak déno jesté jinak, vysokou
mirou potencialnosti a neurcitosti, resp. vagnosti jeho vyznamu. Idiomaticky vyznam
takto dovoluje pomérné snadno a Casto neobvyklou aktualizaci, tj. jeho posun nebo rozsi-
feni. Srov. ddt nékomu kosem, kde k ustdlenym (nociondlnim) slozkdm vyznamu lze poditat
odmitnuti ndpadnika divkou a novéji i odmitnuti nabidnutého pohosténi hostem; vyraz vsak
Ize uZit bez zvlastni invence a metafory i v fad€ kontextu dalSich, napf. u nabizeného daru
apod.

Na rozdil od vicezna¢nosti je vagnost neurcitost, resp. netplné specifikovand vyzna-
movd urcitost jazykové, textové formy, srov. prijit/byt jen tak, zaonacit to néjak, ddt néko-
mu co proto aj. Tento denotativné neostry dojem, projev jazykové formy, muze byt dusled-
kem tzu (data nemuseji byt vZdy ostfe vymezend) nebo védomého uZiti mluvéim, ktery
bud nechce nebo se neumi vyjadfit pfesnéji, srov. No von to Karel to..., von je takovej div-
nej, zatentovat, pritentovat. Vagnost je v rizné mife podstatnou vlastnosti vétSiny frazémau,
ov8em uZ piimo v jejich systémové platnosti; tato jejich povaha, ¢asto z tohoto diuvodu
vyuZivand, vyvstava do popredi v kontrastu k presnému, zv14sté terminologickému vyjad-
rovani.
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Zv1ast vyrazna je tato potencialita dalsiho vyznamu a dzu, dand neustalenosti a splyva-
vosti hranic vyznamu ustdleného s neustdlenym, u idiomt s monokolokabilnim (a tedy
nemotivujicim) komponentem, napt. byt hin aj.

Tento posledni rys vyznamu md své dusledky i pro statut polysémie a monosémie idio-
mu; stanovit predél mezi ustdlenym vyznamem, byt fidkym, a potencidlnim vyznamem ne-
ustdlenym nelze vZdy jednoznaéné a nenf to ddno jen odliSnym dzem raznych mluvéich.
AvSak ani uvnitf oblasti vyznamu ustdleného nenf urovani jednotlivych vyznama (nocio-
nélnich) vzdy stejné spolehlivé. Oba vyse zminované vyznamy u
(1) ddt neékomu koSem tvori polysémii jednoho typu (spoleény prunik ,,odmitnuti*), av§ak

vyznamy
(2) byt jak vosk (materidl: ,,byt mékky*; ¢lovék: ,,byt poddajny, povolny*) jsou jiné, odlis-

néjsi; vyrazy typu
(3) ddt nékomu co proto, vzit to hopem jiz ale za polysémni lze povazovat jen obtiZné.

Idiom tedy polysémni byt muze, ale mira jeho polysémie, kterd je sama vice typu a zdvis-
14 na povaze komponenti, je mnohem niZ$i neZ u jednoslovnych pojmenovéni pravidelnych.
Zéavazna sloZka, kterou do vyznamu podle konkrétnich cili komunikace vndsi kontext,
i sama otevienost vyznamu takové kontextové specifikaci svédéi o vyrazné a charakteris-
tické vdgnosti idiomu. Ji na vrub pripadd i zdénlivd polysémie pfipadl vySe. Srov. napf.
zddnlivé samostatné vyznamy ,,namlétit“ a ,,vynadat“ u ddt nékomu co proto, které jsou ve
skuteCnosti jen nejbéZnéjsimi kontextovymi konkretizacemi jakéhosi Sirokého ,,vytrestat®,
které 1ze obohatit celou fadou béznych i méné béZznych kontextovych realizaci dalsich, napf.
,prohnat“ (v zdvodé), ,,udolat* (napt. mnozstvim jidla), ,,ztiZit praci (napr. nepromyslenou
Upravou) apod.

3.4 Varianty frazému a idiomu

Mimo jiné i diky tomu, Ze nejsou nastésti preskriptivné kodifikovany, frazémy odrdzZeji
proménlivost svého vyvoje vérné a nezkreslené ve svych variantach. Lze odhadovat, Ze aZ
kazdy ¢tvrty frazém md néjakou formdln{ variantu, srov. byt/stdt na vysi doby, nasadit néko-
mu ves (do koZichu). Od variant je tfeba 1iSit funkéné odli$né transformace frazému (viz 6.).
Varianta je takova ustdlend ¢i neustdlend obdoba, tj. relativné mald formalni nebo sémantic-
ké modifikace frazému, kterd neméni jeho funkci (viz transformace) a v zdsadé ani podsta-
tu vyznamu, srov.

(1) do bilého rdnaldne, prohnat si hlavu kuli/prohnat si kuli hlavou,
(2) dostat (jich) nepocitanejch, nasadit (viastni) krk.

Od variant systémovych a ustdlenych se li§i varianty neustalené, autorské. Co do
druhu je variantnost velmi pestrd a zahrnuje (¢asto v kombinaci) jevy lexikélni, morfolo-
gické i syntaktické, popr. i fonologické. V prehledu jde predevsim o tyto typy variant (ozna-
¢ené zavorkou a lomitkem):

I syntagmatické
A komponentni
1 kvantitativni
a aditivni: prinést nékomu néco (az) k nosu, nasadit (vlastni) krk
b redukéni: dostat (jich) nepocitanych
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2 kvalitativn{
a kontaktni (zvl. inverze): andél strazZny/strdzny andel, sypat si hlavu popelem/sypat
si popel na hlavu
b distan¢n{ (oddélitelnost): prechdzi do gramatickych transformaci (6.)

B relaéni (vnéjsi, valen¢ni)
1 explicitni
a synsémantické (zvl. predlozkové): ohrnovat nos (nad néc¢im)
b flektivni (zvl. pddové): méFit (nekomu) dvojim metrem
2 implicitni: byt na misté (nékde)

II paradigmatické
A komponentni (obv. synonymni): do bilého rdna/dne, byt s to/stont, slzavé iidoliliidoli
slz (prechdzi jiz do transformaci)
B relaéni (vnitin{): prechdzeji jiz do transformaci

Nékdy je urovani jedné varianty z vice jako zédkladni a reprezentativni, a tedy inva-
riantu, obtizné. Invariant je v zdsadé bezpfiznakovy tvar jak neutrdlni (z nejraznéjSich
hledisek), tak i nejfrekventovanéjsi a slouzi mj. jako nejvhodnéjsi vychodisko jednak k po-
souzeni variant (druhych ustdlenych tvart vyrazu) a jednak k tvorbé transformaci. Tyto
poZadavky spliiuje v Cestiné bézné infinitiv, nominativ, popt. pozitiv. Nemé-li je frazém,
pak je tieba za invariant povazovat tvar nejéastéjsi (napr. 3. sg. préz. ind. apod.), srov. Abys
to nezakrik(l)! (2. osoba sg. tu zastupuje v8echny ostatn{) nebo pfipad rozvinuté struktury
V-S (tj. V-KL, verbum a klauze) Fict, co /mu/ slina na jazyk prinese. Srov. jesté byt rdd, Ze
/je/ rdd. Klauzi kombinujici se se slovesem v prvni pozici nelze ovSem zcela zobecnit
(notace /mul/, /je/ je zastupnd), presto je zfejmé, Ze tu jde o vyraz vzdy jediny, a nikoliv
mnoZinu nékolika desitek ustdlenych vét liSicich se jen jednotlivymi morfologickymi kate-
goriemi.

3.5 Sémiotika frazému a idiomu

Frazémy jsou sémioticky ruzné, jejich povaha, obvykle sloZend ze dvou sloZek, je vSak
déna jejich ttvarem a jeho funkci, ne sémiotickou povahou jejich komponentu, kterd tu
muZe byt odli$nd. Velmi roz§ifené pragmatické aspekty frazému jako znaku jsou vétSinou
dény jeho evaluativnosti; jeho denotativni strdnka je rozloZzend mezi sekundarni ikony,
indexy a symboly dost nerovnomérné. Zasadni rozdil je mezi denotaty (symboly) konkrét-
ni a abstraktni povahy, kudy vede i obvykld hranice mezi standardnimi frazémy a kvazifra-
zémy (srov. prdsknout do bot a zout si boty), dand i nizkou mirou anomadlnosti v druhém pii-
padg; vétSina frazému koloka¢nich md denotdt takto abstraktni povahy. Vyraznd sémiotickd
korelace mezi typy frazému a jejich znakovou povahou se nenabizi, i kdyZ jsou k ni ndbé-
hy, srov. funkéni podtyp relacnich frazému prep-S-prep (v souvislosti s) a blizkost indexal-
nim frazémum. Srov. déle i sekundérni frazeologicky ikon kamenny oblicej, index néjaky
ten a vet§inovy, resp. nejcastéjsi typ mezi frazémy, totiz symbol oteviend hlava, hodit néco
za hlavu. Podstatné je, Ze denotativné mohou komponenty téchto frazému jesté pred vstu-
pem do nich byt nejen jiné povahy (srov. indexdlni ten v symbolu byt ten tam), ale nemus{
mit denotdt vibec Zddny (u monokolokabilnich prvku, srov. pré v mit pré). Ani u propozic-
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nich frazému, jejichZ sémiotickd povaha je prozkoumadna jest€ méné, vSak piimocard klasi-
fikace mozna neni. I Peirceova propozice se hodi na propozi¢ni frazém (napt. To se Fikd
kdovi jestli!, To by v tom byl Cert, aby...l), mj. pro jeji ustdlenost, jen volné (sekunddrni pro-
pozice) ap.

3.6 Kvazifrazémy a kvaziidiomy

Kazdy frazém a idiom lze vidy komplexné vymezit vice kritérii zdroven, predevsim
stupném jeho anomadlie. Neostrost hranic IF a pozvolny prechod do pravidelného jazyka
vede k tomu, Ze u nékterych typu klesd i relevantni pocet kritérii a aspektti anomadlnosti
vyrazu. Periférii IF, tj. mj. pdsmo prechodu do pravidelného jazyka, tvori oblast kvazifrazé-
mu a kvaziidioma. Vedle zapojeni jednotlivych kritérif je pro posouzeni centrélnosti i peri-
fernosti vyrazu v tomto smyslu tfeba brat v dvahu i miru jeho idiomati¢nosti (viz 4.3, 5.3)
a frekvenci.

Hlavni typy kvazifrazému a kvaziidiomt naznaluje prehled:

a) vyrazy s konkrétnim denotitem: kocici hlava

b) vyrazy terminologické povahy (je tu exaktni definice vyznamu): mrtvy chod

¢) nékteré vyrazy se synsémantickymi komponenty: ve srovndni s nekym (maji specifickou
jen svou kolokabilitu, vyznam a funkci)

d) nékteré vyrazy s desémantizovanym komponentem: bejt napakovanej (,,mit penize®), bejt
potiebnej (,,potiebovat penize*) (adjektivum je mozné jen v predikdtové funkci)

e) nékteré vyrazy s omezenou kolokabilitou komponenti: zaryté micet, oteviit dokordn, Siré
more, poulit oci

f) nékteré vyrazy verbonomindlni s abstraktnim substantivem: ddvat pozor, vénovat pozor-
nost (omezend kolokabilita abstrakta) aj.

4. Systém idiomatiky a frazeologie a klasifikace

IF tvofi nominativné systém ustdlenych kombinaci ruzného typu a ruzné funkce na vice
rovindch, ktery je komplementarni k nominacim pravidelnym, ale i neustdlenym. Pokusime-li
se formdlné struktury jednotlivych typu IF shrnout, vidime i formdlné sloZity systém, ktery
v pravidelném jazyce neni.

4.1 Distribuce idiomu a frazém v jazyce
IF piislusnosti svych jednotek, frazému a idiomu, do vice rovin do jisté miry naznaluje
i svou vnitfni hierarchizaci. Skute¢nost, Ze vysledny frazém patii zpravidla do roviny vyssi

neZ komponenty, které do néj kombinatoricky vstupuji, vystihuje schéma (+ oznauje vy-
skyt, kladné zastoupeni):
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A B C D
Rovina komponentu — morfematickda lexikdlni  kolokacni  propozicni
vyrazu |
1 morfematicka
2 lexikaln{ +
3 kolokacni + +
4 propoziéni (vétna) + + +
5 polypropozi¢ni + +
monosubjektova
6 polypropozi¢ni +
intersubjektova

Podle této vnéjsi povahy komponentu Ize dospét k nejobecnéj§imu rozvrstveni a tak

i Klasifikaci frazému a idiomu, u kterého se vychézi z prislu$nosti komponentu do stejné

roviny (strata), srov.

2A frazém a idiom lexikalni (najit, predsevzeti)

3A frazém a idiom kolokaé¢ni v ruzném smyslu (ke vSemu, co do, co kdyZ, se synsémantic-
kymi komponenty)

3B (chytat lelky, jablko svdru, s autosémantickymi komponenty)

3A-B (k polednimu, od oka, bez okolkii, s komponenty obojiho druhu)

4A frazém a idiom propoziéni (To tak!, Ze by?, se synsémantickymi komponenty)

4B (Chcip tam pes., Pozdé bycha honit, s autosémantickymi komponenty)

4C (To je pro nej Spanélskou vesnict, s kolokacnimi komponenty)

5C frazém a idiom polypropozi¢ni monosubjektovy (Miady kurvy, stary modldrky,
s koloka¢nimi komponenty)

5D (Vono se rekne semenec, ale zobat ho 7 lahve!, s propozi¢nimi komponenty)

6D intersubjektovy (A: Pozdrav pdnbu! — B: Dejz? to pdnbu!, s propozi¢nimi komponenty
u ruznych mluveich).

Tento prehled nezachycuje fidky pfipad frazému a idiomu interstratilniho, ve kterém
se kombinuji komponenty raznych rovin, srov. napr. ddt nékomu, co se do néj vejde (lexém +
propozice, resp. klauze), tvdrit se, jako by se nechumelilo aj. Oblast IF tudiz zahrnuje vSech-
ny relevantni typy ustdlenych anomalnich kombinaci s pevnou funkci a vyznamem. Jestlize
proto IF nemuZe na jedné stran€ zahrnout kvuli absenci vyznamu kombinace fonémovych
komponentt, neni na druhé stran€ jasné, co vSe lze sem zahrnout z drovni vysSich ustdle-
nych kombinaci, tj. nad frazémy polypropozi¢nimi, které uZ patii do literdrnich mikroZanru
(napf. hadanky, bajky apod.). V mladé historii IF, tradi¢né se zprvu soustiedujici pfedevsim
na oblast kolokaénich frazému, se vSak zvlast€ z nedostatku poznani do IF celé rozsahlé
oblasti kombinaci nékdy nezaclenovaly, zvlaste frazémy a idiomy propoziéni i lexikdlni.
V takovych pristupech se pak u takto vagné vymezované IF ani neprojevovala snaha vystih-
nout tyto oblasti jinak a nechdvaly se zcela bez pov§imnuti, popr. vysvétleni.

Pocet Ceskych frazému a idiomu kolokaénich a propozi¢nich 1ze odhadovat na tficet
tisic; neni to tudiZ oblast mala ¢i zanedbatelnd. Nenf to vSak ani oblast v jazyce okrajo-
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vé; vrstvi se podle frekvence uZiti na vyrazy s nejvyssi frekvenci, patfici v eStiné
k samotnému centru jazyka (zvl. gramatické povahy jako Ze jo, co kdyZ, to je jedno),
zatimco jiné jsou uzivané stfedné Casto a kone¢né dal$i jsou Fidké a patii na jazykovou
periferii (srov. rozsvitit jednu lampu, nepadnout nékomu do noty). Pravé zde lze najit jak
pocetné vyrazy zastardvajici a klisé, tak nékteré neologismy a vyrazy médni (srov. To je
0 nécem jiném.).

4.2 Klasifikace idiomu a frazému

Hledisek, podle kterych Ize frazémy Clenit, je vice. Nékterd jsou témér bezcennd pro
nejasnost své podstaty (jako dfive precenovand klasifikace stylistickd), prilisnou obecnost
(klasifikace sémiotickd, znakovd), nedostatek spolehlivych prament a informaci (klasifika-
ce diachronni a etymologickd) nebo naro¢nost a neujasnénost kritérif (klasifikace sémantic-
k4, resp. onomaziologickd, kterd neexistuje ani v lexikonu). Vyznamné tidy ¢lenici frazé-
my lze vSak ziskat na zdkladé klasifikace jejich funkei (ta dosud ale chybi, srov. vSak 6.).
Zbyvi tedy klasifikace formalné-strukturni, zaloZend na evidenci vstupnich komponentu,
které sice o frazému mnoho nevypovidaji, navenek tu vak sledované komponenty jsou vét-
Sinou povédomé (s vyjimkou monokolokabilnich slov) a vnéjskove shodné se slovy pravi-
delného jazyka.

4.3 Formalni tfidy idiomt a frazémua

Tiidy frazému a idiomu se nejjasnéji vyc¢lenuji na zédkladé svych formélnich struktur,
jejichz dhrn nabizi pohled na jejich strukturni klasifikaci. V dal§im se klasifikace IF omez{
na frazémy kolokacni (4.31), propozi¢ni (4.32) a lexikalni (4.33) z hlediska jejich struktur;
ty obc¢as doprovodi i pozndmky o jejich funkci.

4.31 Tridy kolokaénich idiomi a frazému

Patii sem ty frazémy a idiomy (kolokace), jejichz komponenty jsou slova, resp. urité
slovni formy, a které samy o sobé je§té netvori promluvu, vétu. Riznosti struktur, jevu
i potem vyrazu je to nejvyraznéjsi oblast IF.

4.311 Autosémantika v uloze komponentui

Substantiva, adjektiva, verba a adverbia ddvaji celkem Sestnict dvoumistnych variaci s opa-
kovéanim (tj. 42), které predstavuji zdkladni bindrni struktury tohoto typu frazému. IF tu, na roz-
dil od prirozeného jazyka (ktery to neumoznuje), realizuje vSechny teoreticky mozné struktury,
tedy vSech 16. Nékteré z nich patii nebo prechdzeji do propozic (jsou oznaceny ! a zde se uva-
déji jen pro tplnost), jiné co do poradi komponentu splyvaji (zvl. V-ADV s ADV-V, srov. vSak
pouze bohate stacit v tomto poradi). K fidce realizovanym a poetné mdlo obsazenym struktu-
ram patii S-ADV a ADV-S, popr. i S-A a A-A, nejbohatsi a uvnitf dale ¢lenéné jsou struktury
V-S, A-S a S-S. Srov. struény zékladni prehled

1 !S-V: pravda vitezi
2 V-S: ¢ist nekomu levity, tlouct Spacky, chytat lelky
3 A-S: zlaty dul, fernd hodinka, !Stastnou cestu, nejvyssi mérou
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4 S-A: andél strazny, bohem zapomenuty, !panenko skdkavd, !pali¢dk pali¢aty

5 S-ADV: misto nahore, !klobouk dolii

6 ADV-S: vzhiiru nohama, !mnoho Stésti

7 V-A: kdpnout boZskou, oplatit nékomu stejnou

8 1A-V: zmylend neplati

9 V-ADV: prijit zkrdtka, dopadnout bledé, drZet se stranou
10 ADV-V: bohate stacit, trpce litovat, zaryté micet
11 A-ADV: &ernej vzadu, !celej nakiivo, (!) mald domii
12 ADV-A: neblaze prosluly, andélsky trpelivy, zbrusu novy
13 S-S: jablko svdru, roh hojnosti, den brannosti, palma vitézstvi, obratem ruky
14 V-V: umét se narodit, ddt se poddat, ziistat nékde viset
15 A-A: chudy pribuzny, neslany nemastny, stari mladi
16 ADV-ADV: Siroko daleko, kolem dokola

V tomto pristupu se sleduje slovnédruhovd povaha prvka a nebere se v dvahu jejich

sekundérni a heterogenni povaha syntaktickd; proto se i pripady jako boZskd, stejnd apod.
chdpou formdlné za adjektiva. Syntakticky pristup by tu znamenal ur¢itou interpretaci a roz-
klad na komponenty, ktery obecné u idiomu moZny neni.

Zikladni kalkul (bindrni) se déle ¢leni vice sméry, predev§im na pripady tcasti vlast-
nich komponentt a (a) substitutu (zvl. zdjmen a &islovek), vyjddieni relace mezi nimi
implicitné nebo (b) explicitné (pfedloZkou a spojkou), na struktury bindrni nebo (c) subty-
py o vice komponentech (tj. druh strukturnich transformaci) aj. Po strance sémantické je
z fady moZnosti zv1ast’ vyrazné odliSeni substantiv abstraktnich ve struktufe V-S (viz 4.315).
Srov. napf.

1 (a) Pron-V: /ta piSe, !to bodne, Num-S: dvaatficet loupeZnikii,
(¢) S-ADV-V!: vseho moc skodi, Pron-S-V: co dum/tyden dal
2 (a) V-Pron: zakriknout to, byt bez sebe, V-Num: oliznout viech deset, dostat pétadvacet
(b) VprepS: mit za usima, lézt po Ctyfech, byt s to, Vprep(S)prepS: jit na néco od lesa
(c) V-A-S: mit krytd zdda, VprepA-S: Zit na vysoké noze, VprepS-S: mit z ostudy kabdt
3 (a) Pron-S: moje malickost, svého casu, kaZdym coulem, Num-S: jednim vrzem, jedna
bdsern, pdr krokii

(b) AprepS: zraly pro Sibenici, prepA-S: za velkou louZi, v pravy cas, Pron-A-S: moje

drahd polovicka, prep-Pron-S: za kaZdou cenu, za nasich Casii

(¢) A-S-A: vSemi mastmi mazany, A-A-S: zlatd stredni cesta

4 (a) Pron-A: nic kloudného
(b) prepS-A: za viasy pritaZeny, po Certech chytry, SprepA: obrat k lepsimu
5 (b) prepS-ADV: s hubou dokordn
6 (a) ADV-Pron: zhola nic, Num-S: pdr krokii
(b) ADVprepS: jednou za cas
7 (a) V-Pron: byt nesviij, védeét své
(b) V-Aprep: byt krdtky na nekoho, VprepA: tnout do Zivého
(¢) V-S-A: mit to polepeny, V-ADV-A: byt jeste bosy, V-AprepA: plést pdté pres
devdté
9 (c) VprepADYV: pit pres moc, Vprep(S)-ADV: jit od néceho ddl, V-ADV-ADV: nevédét
kudy kam
13 (a) Pron-S: moje malickost, néco na zub, kterej Cert?
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(b) SprepS: pohled pro bohy, misto na slunci, zmatek nad zmatek, prepS-prep-S: ve dne
v noci S-SprepS: boj muze proti muZi, Pron-prep-S: ta s kosou, néco na zub, prepS-
-S-prep-S-S: od slunka vychodu do slunka zdpadu
(c) S-S-A: vik v rouse berdncim, S-prep-A-S: agent s teplou vodou
14 (c) VprepS-V: umét v tom chodit
15 (a) Num-A: prvni posledni
(b) AkonA: Ziv a zdrdv
16 (a) ADV-ADV: tak néjak
(b) ADVKonADYV: tak i onak, zkrdtka a dobre, drive ¢i pozdéji, pusto a prdzdno
part-ADV-ADYV: ani dost mdlo, jen tak tak
(c) ADVKonADV-ADV: vic nez kdy jindy

Sémanticky a funk&né jsou kombinace autosémantik velmi ruznorodé (viz zvl. 5. a 4.321).
4.312 Synsémantika v uloze komponentui

Pro jednoduchost jsou k vlastnim synsémantikum (pfedloZky, spojky, Céstice) pripoje-
ny slovn{ druhy, které jejich platnost maji jen v nékterych ohledech (zdjmena, ¢islovky),
nebo ji nemaji viibec (citoslovce). Formdlné jsou sem déle zafazena i jinak zcela zvlastni
monokolokabilni slova, u nichZ je v rizné mife oslabena nejen slovnédruhova prislusnost,
ale i sdm statut slov; jsou to pouhé ekvivalenty slov, verboidy (a zde tedy vystupuji jako
jakysi mimorddny jedenécty slovni druh). AvSak ani klasifikace béZnych synsémantik
(zvl4aste partikuli) tu neni vzdy jednoznaéné moznd, mj. i vzhledem k jejich polyfunk&nos-
ti v pravidelném jazyce, srov. napf. Cdsticovou povahu ale v ale co! O substituci (a) zde
jednoznalné uvazovat nelze, nekteré pripady na jeji moznost ale ukazuji (srov. pron-pron
néjaky ten a A-A), jiné vak nikoliv (srov. co do). Podobn¢ je zpravidla nemozné uvazovat
o (b) explicitnim vyjddreni relace mezi komponenty; subtypy (c) jsou u nékterych typu
(zv1asté partikuli) vSak bézné. Z plného kalkulu 72 variaci s opakovanim (49) se realizuji
asi dv€ tfetiny pripadu. Komponenty jsou v prehledu uspordddny a zkracovény jako 1 prep
(prepozice), 2 kon (konjunkce), 3 pron (pronomen), 4 num (numerale), 5 int (interjekce),
6 part (partikule), 7 mono (monokolokabilni prvek). Srov. napf.
1A prep-pron: mimo jiné, ke vSemu, podle mého, mezi ndmi, beze vseho (!), podle toho!

(c) prep-pron-pron: k tomu v§emu, z niceho nic, prep-pron-prep-pron: pro nic za nic
1B prep-num: do jednoho
1C prep-int: do alelujd
1D prep-part-mono: na to tata
1E prep-mono: na just, na blind, na ex
1F prep-prep: (b) (vSechna) pro a proti
2A kon-pron: jako takovy, a to
2B Kkon-part: ¢i spiSe, ¢i co
(c) kon-part-part-part: kdyz? uZ tak uz (!)
2B kon-kon: byt’i, a sice, i kdyZ
3A pron-prep: co do néceho, co za nékoho
(c) pron-prep-pron: sdm od sebe, co na tom!
3B pron-kon: co kdyby (!)
3C pron-part: jaképak copak!
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3D pron-mono: ¢ pic/péro!
3E pron-pron: néjaky ten, ta jeho, ten ktery, ten samy, jaky — takovy, co to?
(b) ten a ten
(c) mé druhé jd
4A num-pron: jeden kaZdy
(b) jeden a tyz
4B num-num: jedna dve
(c) prep-num-num: o sto Sest, num-prep-num: jeden za druhym
5A int-pron: bdc ho!, ale co!
5B int-part: ale ano!, ale kdepak!, no a?
6B part-kon: jesté Ze, kdovi jestli
(c) part-kon-part-kon: a kdy? uzZ-tak
6C part-pron: no rohle!, no proto!, kdovi colkdo
(c) part-(S)-pron: copak (Karel), ten...!
6D part-int: no maucta!, a basta!, no jéje!
6E part-mono: ani muk (/)
6F part-part: coZ teprve, jen aby (!), jen jestli (!), to zrovna!, Ze by (?), Ze ano?, aby ne!,
kdyby tak
(b) ano i ne
(c) part-part-part: raky Ze jo!, bode(j)t by ne!, part-part-kon-part: rak tak Ze ne-
7A mono-kon: kor kdy?
7B mono-pron: lautr nic
7C mono-mono: jakys takys, jak? takZ, semo tamo, volky nevolky aj.

Funkéné jednoznaéné €islovky se jako komponenty frazému tcastni nejméné (vyznam
jejich komponentu vétSinou pretrvdvd), ani ty v8ak nestoji prekvapivé zcela mimo; slabsi
je 1 ucast citoslovci. Nejvice jsou tu zastoupeny €astice. Charakteristickym rysem nékte-
rych frazému je vetsi ¢i mensi mira oddélitelnosti jejich komponenta (distan&nost), srov.
kdyz uZ (O/to udéld/...), tak (Spatné aj.); copak (Karel), ten (vSechno znd)!; kdo (to
etl/...), ten (vi aj.). Zvlastni piipady predstavuje dcast vazaného morfému (prefixu), srov.
(kazdého) hned tak ne-(pozve aj.), co moznd nej-(v&t3i aj.). Rada piipadi funguje jen jako
propozi¢ni frazémy (oznaceny jsou pomoci !, popft. ?), srov. taky Ze jo!, co to?; nékteré
jsou v8ak homonymni s kolokaénimi frazémy, srov. Jen jestli! a Jen jestli (prijde v&as)!
a mohou se 1i§it i v§znamové. Funkce a vyznam frazému tohoto typu frazému jsou velmi
ruzné, zustdvaji vSak vétSinou v ramci funkci a vyznamu tradi¢nich synsémantik a slov
jim sem prifazenych, popf. téZ adverbii. Pochopitelné tento rdmec vSak vyrazné rozSifuji
a pozménuji.

4.313 Autosémantika a synsémantika v uloze komponentti

SmiSené kombinace, resp. variace autosémantik a synsémantik (a dalSich typa) v roli
komponentu dévaji teoreticky 2 x (4 x 7) struktur; v IF se z nich realizuje neceld polovina.
Substituce se tu nevyskytuji; i pfipady s explicitné vyjadfenou relaci mezi komponenty
a vice¢lenné subtypy jsou fidké. Srov. napf.
1A prep-S: (1) bez okolkii, od oka, s bidou, do omrzent, o chlup (+ komparativ), proti

vS§emu ocekdvdni, za boha ne-, ani za mdk
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(2) s ohledem na néco, v souvislosti s nécim, na ikor néc¢eho, v intencich néce-
ho, v intencich nékoho
(3) s ohledem na to, Ze/co... v souvislosti s tim, Ze/co
1B prep-A: k polednimu, za mlada, p¥i nejmensim, aZ na dalsi
IC prep-ADV: pro jednou, pro tentokrdt
2A kon-S: co chvili
2B kon-A: co Ziv
2C kon-V: co nevidet
3A pron-ADV: co naplat!, nic moc (!), co a jak
4A int-S: ejhle clovek!
4B int-ADV: Sup sem (Sup tam) (/)
5A part-S: a7 hanba, ani ndpad!, jen klid!, uz ani slovo!
5B part-A: azZ cerno
5C part-V: ani hnout!, jen Fict!, ani nezabucel!, jen kvete!
5D part-ADV: aZ moc, taky dobre!, jak kdy/kde!
6A mono-S: baj vocko, kyho vyra!, basama s fousama!
6B mono-A: fungl/zbrusu novy
6C mono-V: sec byl!
7A V-prep: byt pro, stdt mimo
7B V-pron: (viz 4.311)
7C V-num: (viz 4.311)
7D V-int: délat na nekoho bububu
7E V-part: mit néceho aZaz, dostat co proto
7F V-mono: byt tentam, byt hin, byt auf, byt nasnade, byt zajedno s nékym, byt (moc) hr do
neceho
8A S-mono: moci mermo, kiizem krdzem
8B A-mono: opily namol
9A ADV-prep: aZ na nékoho
9B ADV-pron: sotva kdo, jak kdo/co, zhola nic (viz 4.311) a kdesi cosi; dost na tom Ze
9C ADV-part: jak to?
9D ADV-mono: skrz naskrz

Struktury s adjektivem nebo substantivem v prvni pozici se v IF Casto nerealizuji; jde tu
mj. o jejich predlozkovou valenci. V dusledku funk&niho prekryvani jsou kombinace z celé
této oblasti poCetné celkové okrajové; vymykd se z nich pomérné€ bohatd struktura prep-S.
Dva jeji subtypy (2-3) slouZi k vytvéfeni viceslovnych predloZek (s ohledem na néco)
a Casti viceslovnych spojek (s ohledem na to, Zelkdo/co...). Rada struktur patii na rovinu
propozic (srov. oznaceni !).

4.314 Pfirovnani

Povaha prirovnéni je v hierarchii jednotlivych oblasti IF v§jime¢nd. Jako ttvar md usta-
lené a formalizované prirovnani vétSinou funkci kolokace. Jeho komponentem (stojicim za
komparétorem) v§ak muZe byt slovo, kolokace i klauze (véta), srov. napt. I1A(d) niZe. Jako
typ jde pfirovnéni tudiZ do jisté miry napfi¢ riznymi rovinami IF. Formalizované prirov-
nani je idiom, ktery explicitné oznacuje vztah podobnosti mezi referentem, kontextové dopl-
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novanym, a modelem, ktery je soucdsti tohoto idiomu. Je tedy zaloZeno na druhu sémantic-

ké iterace a bliZ{ se nékterym typtim binomidlu. Pfirovndni je ovSem po strdnce formdlni

vice typt; podobnost se v nich muZe vyjadrovat i implicitn€, popr. i neustdlenym zpusobem,
srov. lexikdlni idiom snéhobily (tj. jako snih), kolokaci holubi¢i povaha (jako holubice),
brédlove zeleny (jako brddl) a napr. neustdlenou kombinaci mluvi neprdtelsky (jako nepii-

tel) apod. (Cermdk in SCFI1, 1984).

Sémantickd struktura ptirovndni je /Kd/-R-(Tk)-k-Kt,
kde oznacuje

/Kd/ comparandum, tj. referent (obv. subjektova valence) uréovany konkrétnim kontex-
tem, ktery je celym vyrazem ozfejmovén, naprt. /Karel/ je zarostly jako Ezau;

R relator, tj. komponent relacni povahy (obvykle verbum), ktery idiomu doddva povahu
predikatu, napt. /Karel/ je jako Ezau, /kluk/ poslouchd jako hodiny;

(Tk) tertium comparationis, tj. znak, rys, vlastnost aj., ktery Kd a Kt maji spolecny; jen
vybérové oznaluje podobnostni vztah explicitné, napt. /Karel/ je O jako slepy; nekdy
splyvé s R, napt. /Karel/ ive jako lev,

k komparator, tj. formdlni znak (obv. jak/jako) signalizujici obecné podobnostni vztah,
ktery je v Tk konkretizovany;

Kt comparatum, tj. zobecnény a obvykle znimy model, prototyp, k némuz je kontextem
dany referent (Kd) co do své podobnosti vztaZen a takto oziejmovan; muZe mit povahu
entity, akce, situace aj., napr. /hrnec/ je déravy jako cednik, /Karel/ byl cerveny, jako by
ho krvi polil; to je pésky jako za vozem aj.

Komparandum (Kd) je zhruba v 80 % pripadu ¢lovék, popr. Zivocich (prirovndni spe-
cifickd jen pro ZivoCichy Cestina v8ak nemd), zbytek pripadd na véci, abstraktni pojmy, napr.
mista, srov. je toho jako nastldno, byt kysely jako stovik. Komparatem (Kt), zdrojem
podobnosti, jsou naopak asi z 50 % konkrétni predméty, z 20 % Zivolichové aj., srov. byt
studeny jako led, mit hlad jako vik apod. Pfirovnani je tudiZ na pravé strané (Kt) vyrazné
konkrétni povahy, orientace na ¢lovéka na jeho levé strané (Kd) prozrazuje silnou antropo-
morfizaci celé jeho oblasti; ta je charakteristickd vak pro celou IF. Vyjadfovani podobnost
je témér vZdy doprovdzena ruzné silnym pragmatickym vztahem evaluativnim, srov. je fo
kyselé jako Stovik (tj. nepiijemn€), a Casto i duirazem, jehoZ vyjddieni muZe odsunout do
pozadi i vlastni podobnost, srov. uteklo to jako voda (tj. velmi rychle).

Typy formélnich struktur pfirovnéni jsou do piehledu zafazeny dva, (I) kolokace a (II) pro-
pozice; okrajové struktury, jejichZ vysoka variabilita je dand velkym poctem zdkladnich kom-
tur tu jsou naznaceny i (b) nékteré substituce, (c) explicitni vyjadreni relace mezi komponenty
a (d) vicekomponentové subtypy. Konvenéni zkratky oznacuji étyfi zapojend autosémantika,
k oznacuje komparator (jak/jako); klauze se tu pro jednoduchost zv1ast’ neoznacuje.

I 1A VKV: (a) [Ze, jako kdy? tiskne, (d) Fve, jako by ho na noZe brali
1B VKA: (a) byt jako slepy, (c) jednat s nekym jako rovny s rovaym, (d) byl
Cerveny, jako by ho krvi polil
1C VKS: (a) poslouchat jako hodiny, pit jako duha, (b) dychat jako CtyFi,

(¢) prihnat se jako na koni (d) byt jako pést na oko, byt jako ote-
viend kniha
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1A VKADYV: (a) mit se jako doma, (b—d) délat néco jako nikdy v Zivoté

2A V-AKV: (a) 0, (d) je hubeny, jako by cvrcky louskal

2B V-AKS: (a) byt lehky jako pirko, (c—d) maji se rddi jako kocka s myst

3A V-SkS: (a) mit krk jako holinku, (c) mit nohy jako z olova, (d) mit hlavu

Jjako vrabct hnizdo

II 4A S-VKV: (a) 0, (b) je jich jak naseto, (d) to je, jako kdyZ dd hluchymu
dobrytro, to je prastjako uhod
4B S-VKA: (a) den je jako malovany
4C S-VKkS: (a) je to jako broky, cas utikd jako voda, (b) uteklo to jako nic,
(¢) je to jako na potvoru (d) leze to z néj jak z chlupaty deky, je
toho jako z apatyky

4D S-VKADYV: (a) to je jako naschvdl

5A (S)-V-ADVKYV: (a) je tam jako nastldno

5B (S)-V-ADVKS: (a) je to tam zataZené jako pytel, (¢) to je pesky jako za vozem
6A S-V-AKV: (a) voda je tepld jako kafe aj.

Z prehledu je zfejmé, Ze vétSina prirovnani je budovdna ve své levé strané na verbu
(popr. adjektivu) a v pravé strané na substantivu (popf. deverbativnim adjektivu). Typickym
prirovndnim je proto v tomto smyslu formdlné napt. sedeét jako pecka, jit jako svdzany.
Vyrazy typu chlap jako hora, den jako malovany, lehky jako pirko lze chdpat za ruzné usté-
lené transformace z bazi obsahujicich sloveso (zde vSude byr).

4.315 Verbonominalni kvazifrazémy

Poletny subtyp struktury V-S je vytvdren dlasti abstraktniho substantiva (tj. bez kon-
krétniho denotétu a oznaCujiciho zhruba vlastnost, stav, situaci, déj, udédlost, ¢innost, insti-
tuci, jev, pocit, konstrukt ap.), vhodnéji tedy V-Sabstr. Napr.

vénovat pozornost, kldst diraz, uvést do pohybu, tvofit skupinu, zpusobit Skodu, mit vétsinu,
doznat zmény, nabyt pameéti aj.

Tyto frazémy, které patii uz zpravidla mezi kvazifrazémy a kvaziidiomy, jsou vysoce pri-
znaéné specifickou distribuci (kolokabilitou) slovesného komponentu, ktery je plné podfizen
povaze substantiva (Cermak 1974). Sloves svym substantivem takto predeterminovanych
viak byvd zpravidla nékolik mdlo (v pruméru 6-8). ProtoZe jde o slovesnou skupinu pevné
strukturovanou, kterd se u téhoZ typu substantiv opakuje pravidelné, lze ji chdpat za soubor
transformaci (agencidlni a statutdrni, viz 6.3). Hlavni rozdily jsou ve vyjddfeni tif aspektu
faze, resp. stavu (inchoativni, durativni a terminativni, zkratky INCH, DUR, TERM) a pii-
tomnosti ¢i nepritomnosti kauzativity (KAUZ). Pln4 struktura, resp. makrostruktura sdruzu-
jici vice téchto frazémul dohromady, je tedy INCH-DUR-TERM, kterd muZe byt zdvojena
kauzativitou, naznacujici pfitomnost druhého agentu, srov. napf. typy
1 INCH nabyt pameét, DUR mit pamet, TERM pozbyt/ztratit pamér (a podobné i klid, sila,

zdjem aj.)
2 INCH dostat hlad, DUR mit hlad, TERM ztratit hlad, TERM-KAUZ utisit/zahnat hlad
(a podobné i chut, Zizen aj.)
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3INCH projevit/nabyt zdjem, DUR mit zdjem, TERM ztratit/pozbyt zdjem aj.
INCH-KAUZ vyvolat zdjem, DUR-KAUZ udriet/udriovat zdjem, TERM-KAUZ
odradit/uspokojit zdjem
V idedlnim pripadé se dospivd k Sestimistné kombinaci a makrostruktufe; ani trojmistnd
konfigurace v8ak nebyva vzdy realizovana plné (coZ je ddno povahou vyznamu substanti-
va), popr. je nekterd jeji faze fidkd, srov. mit pamér. Nékteré piipady se vétvi do subtypu,
a jsou-li ustdlené, posouvaji se tak k centru IF, srov. mit krdtkou pameét, mit dobré zdklady
aj. Do téchto vztahu vstupuje naprostd vétSina abstraktnich substantiv a tyto makrostruktu-
ry predstavuji jejich nutné a zdkladni chovéni v textu. Abstraktni substantiva uvedend vyse
v zavorkach (tj. klid, sila, zdjem, Zizen, chut aj.) naznaduji, Ze se chovaji analogicky a pfiji-
maji stejnou trojdomou makrostrukturu také. Podle stupné jemnosti rozliSeni lze takovych
zékladnich makrostruktur pro v8echna &eskd abstrakta najit asi dvacet. Je tfeba zduraznit, Ze
kazda jednotlivd ustdlend kombinace (napt. mit hlad, vyvolat zdjem) je samostatnym kva-
zifrazémem, ktery je vSak tfeba skrze jeho nékterou a zde jen naznafenou konfiguraci vni-
mat v jasné souvislosti s ostatnimi.

U tohoto typu frazému, resp. kvazifrazému prevlad4 zretelné stranka kolokaéni, charak-
teristicky omezend jak co do rozsahu, tak kvality; jiné stranky jsou tu okrajové, srov. napr.
sémantika substantivntho komponentu ¢i monokolokabilni komponenty v kout pikle aj.

4.316 Binomialy

Binomialy jsou velmi staré struktury, roz§ifené v mnoha jazycich, srov. éeské ze dne na
den, den co den, z rucky do rucky, sakum prdsk, jednou jedenkrdt, tak ¢i onak, Spejbl a Hur-
vinek, srov. ale napf. i ekvivalentni (Ces., ném., fr., angl., §véd., rus.) pes a ko¢ka, Hund und
Katze, chien et chat, (fight like) cat and dog, hund och katt, xowxa u cobaxa.

Binomial 1ze charakterizovat predevsim jako kolokaéni frazém ¢&i idiom, ktery je sloZe-
ny ze sledu dvou komponentu téhoZ slovniho druhu, nékdy i identické formy, ma obvykle
nomindlni povahu a je zaloZeny na iteraci tfidové nebo individudlni (zde pak je nékdy
dokonce zaloZeny na stejném zdkladu). Svou povahou se opird o koordinaci ¢i juxtapozici
a md obvykle neménny slovosled. Sou¢asti binomidlt miZou byt a byvaji i propria. Na dru-
hou stranu je vSak sila iterativniho modelu natolik silnd, Ze se uplatiuje i v tvorbé kombi-
naci, které jdou uZ za rdmec frazému, srov. brat¥i a sestry, doba a misto, jidlo a piti. Jakko-
liv je bindrni a puvodné nomindlni struktura nejvetsi, jeji sila vede k tomu, Ze se analogické
bindrni struktury tvori do jisté miry i déle, s jinou slovnédruhovou funkci, srov. formalni
struktury

1 — Struktury substantivni
S-S: hlava nehlava (mono), kniha knih, letem svétem, sliby chyby, skoda preskoda
S-prep-S: den za dnem, dést se snéhem, marnost nad marnost, pujcka nalza opldtku
ruku v ruce
S-kon-S: alfa i omega, cukr a bic, den co den, dés a hriiza, krev a mliko, muZ a Zena,
nebe a dudy, Petr nebo Pavel, Romeo a Julie aj.

2 — Struktury adjektivni
A-A: neslany nemastny, zdravy nemocny
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A-kon-A: necesany a nemyty, §irsi nez delst, takovy nebo makovy, vdaZeni a mili
3 — Struktury verbdlni
V-V: chté nechte, vstdvaje lehaje
V-Kkon-V: byt &i nebyt, cekat a doufat, &ist a psdt, jist a pit, rozdel a panuj
4 — Struktury adverbidlni
ADV-ADYV: skrz naskrz, siroko daleko, zprava zleva
ADV-kon-ADV: pusto a prdzdno, pomalu ale jisté, snadno a rychle, tady a ted, tu
a tam, zas a zas
Vedle substantivni je toto druhd nejvetsi struktura, zatimco struktury zaloZené na adjek-
tivu a verbu jsou mnohem mensi. Existuji v8ak fidce i jiné, srov.
5 — Struktury dalsi
prep-Pron-prep-Pron: pro nic za nic, pro mne za mne
Pron-prep-Pron: ten i onen, kdo s koho
prep —Pron-Pron: 7 niceho nic
Num-prep-Num: pdté pres devdté
Prep-kon-Prep: pro a proti
kon-kon: bud anebo
Int-Int: tik tak
mono-mono: jakys takys, jak? takZ, hogo fogo, ldry fdry, saky paky, semo tamo, Supito
presto, techtle mechtle

U binomidlu se uplatiiuji mezi obéma iterovanymi komponenty rizné druhy sémantic-
kych vztahu (zvl. statické jako je opozice, synonymie, komplementérnost, srov. kocka
a mys, dés a hriza, dést' se snéhem, ale i dynamické jako konverze, implikace &i alternativ-
nost aj., Srov. vzestup a pdd, rozdeél a panuj!, penize nebo Zivot), které se opiraji o vztahy
formalni (zvl. heteronymie, homonymie nebo aliterace a rymu, srov. chléb a hry, ze dne na
den, kniha knih, kost a kiiZe, jakys takys) aj.

Sémanticky se tu v§ak na drovni vyznamu celku vyskytuje hlavné tento pomérné sevie-
ny okruh vyznamu:
A — Identita: jeden jediny, salba a klam
B — Totalita: od kolébky do hromu, Siroko daleko, chléb a hry, Jenicek a Marenka, télem
i dusi, v zimé v lété
C - Diference, alternativa, volba: penize nebo Zivot, Kain a Abel, kdo s koho, oko za oko
D - Indiferentnost, popi. nutnost: pdn nepdn, prast jako uhod’
E - Intenzifikace a duraz: ze dne na den, poprvé a naposled, ddl a ddl, béda prebéda, kniha
knih, hlava na hlavé, smiila na smiilu, stdt ve stdté
F — Bezprostiednost, tésnost: tvdri v tvdr, bok po boku, ruku v ruce

4.32 Tridy propoziénich frazému a idiom

Zékladni rozdil tu je v mnoZstvi t¢astnénych mluv&ich a tedy promluv; frazémy s jedi-
nym subjektem (mluvéim) 1ze pracovné seskupit dohromady, i kdyZ se podle své sloZenos-
ti muZou délit ddle; jde o frazémy a idiomy propozi¢ni a polypropozi¢ni monosubjektové
(4.321). Proti nim stoji frazémy polypropoziéni intersubjektové a tedy s dvéma mluvéimi
(4.322).

52

—



lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 Stra/n§\F 53

Propozi¢nim frazémam, které tvoii uzavienou a ustdlenou vétu, se v minulosti pozornost
74adnd nevénovala. Urcitou vyjimkou byla piislovi, kterd ov§em tradi¢né studovala etnogra-
fie, a ne lingvistika. Nékteré typy té€chto frazému se ¢asem zaCaly ruzné nazyvat, ale ndzvy
jako adagium, aforismus, anekdota, apothegma, axiom, citdt, floskule, formule, frdze, gnoma,
hddanka, heslo, hlavolam, hiicka, kalambiir, loci communes, maxim(a), motto, obrat, okrid-
lend slova, parémie, porekadlo, poucka, pozdrav, pranostika, prupovidka, prislovi, réeni, roz-
pocitdavadlo, Fikadlo, Fikdnka, sentence, slogan, spojeni slov, truismus, slovi, wellerismus,
zaklinadlo, zaiikdvadlo, zdsada se prekryvaji, byly a jsou co do svych hranic i podstaty ¢asto
nejasné, nedefinované; proto je tieba je v zdasadé vétSinou odmitnout.

4.321 Frazémy a idiomy propozi¢ni a polypropozi¢ni monosubjektové

Frazémy a idiomy propozi¢ni, které jsou formdlné jiz hotovou propozici (promluvou),
jsou vytvdreny kombinaci komponentu z roviny lexikdlni nebo kolokacni (A), zatimco fra-
zémy a idiomy polypropozi¢ni jsou vytvafeny z komponentu z roviny propoziéni (B, pfi-
tomnost aspon dvou propozic). Oba typy maji spole¢ného jediného mluvéiho, resp. pevny
subjekt (coz nemusi byt totéz). Rada piipadu viak splyvd, srov.

A: Ani kure zadarmo nehrabe., Do tretice v§eho dobrého., Na Novy rok o slepili krok.,
Cti otce svého i matku svou., Leze mu tlusty do tenkyho., Za zeptdni nic nedds., Chcip tu
pes., Zlaty voci!, Dobré porizeni!, Celem vzad!, To si pis!, To zrovna!, AZ po vds!, Ke viem
Certum!, Jak to tak vypadd... aj.

B: Jak si kdo ustele, tak si lehne., Vrdna k vrdné sedd, rovny rovného si hledd., Komu dal
pdnbu vrad, tomu dal i rozum., Kdy?Z to nejde po dobrém, piijde to po zlém., At je to ten nebo
ten, vyZenem ho z kola ven., Kdyby blbost kvetla, bude$ samy poupé., Prodej pisnicku a kup
si notu., Povidali, Ze mu hrdli!, Nech to korovi, ten md vétsi hlavu., Koukej, abys videl!, Kde
se vzal, tu se vzal... aj.

4.3211 Formalni struktura a sémantika propozi¢nich frazému a idiom(

Tyto frazémy jsou stavény z riznych komponentu pochdzejicich ze viech slovnich druhu
véetné proprii a slov monokolokabilnich, srov. napr. ... fuk, fujtajbl, fusku, fdry, glanc, go,
gresli, grogy, habadéj, hapruje, hecu, hej, hejsa, hldsku, hoj, hokus, hop, hopsa, hot, housti,
hrdchy, hrana, hrklo, hromsky, huj, hyn, chténi, jeZkovy, jimd, jobova, jondci, just, kalné,
kalup, kdpe, kaput, karbid, kdzdnicka, kejhdk, klapacku, klempiruje, klido, kloudnyho, knap...
Soucdsti komponentt viak zde muZou byt i klauze (v asi 9 %), srov. Jak si kdo ustele, tak si
lehne. Ve velké mife se téchto frazéma Gcastni i verbdlni komponenty (celkem asi 85 %)
a protoze je podoba véty zde pevnd, je mozné ji do urcité miry i charakterizovat: dané slove-
so tu v témér polovin€ piipadu stoji v prézentu v 3. osob€ singuldru. Vyznamné je zjisténi, Ze
vétina téchto frazému ma podobu véty oznamovaci (pfes 70 %), zatimco neceld tfetina je

2 N2

oznamovaci ¢i zvolaci a jen mald ¢ast (cca 5 %) ma podobu otdzky.

Struktura propozi¢nich frazému buduje predevsim na transformacich zdkladniho syntag-
matu S-V, které vSak je samo pfimo vyuZivdno jen madlo, srov. prislovi Samochvdla smrdi.
Pro tyto frazémy je charakteristickd i typickd intonace, zv14sté v podobé koncové kadence
(v sedmi obecnych typech), srov. napr. Co té nemd! s kadenci zvolaci klesavé-stoupavou od
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posledniho slova. K zdkladnim formdlnim strukturam lIze pocitat véty ruzné€ dlouhé,
v poctu slov od 2—-14; nejcastéjsi struktury maji 4 nebo 5 slov (cca 19 % a 16 %). Zaklad-
nich struktur je tu deset; maji vSak raznou frekvenci:
1 To je S/A/ADV/mono/prep-S: To je vylouceno., To je k smichu.
a var. Tim to hasne., V tom je jddro pudla., To se Fikd kdovi jestli.
2 S-V: Véc se obrdtila., Budou krtiny., Pravda vitézi., Cas bé¥., NeZ by rek svec., Neni
pochyb.
a var. Jen kvete., Neni zac., Ani hnout!, Ani co by se za nehet veslo., Zdar buh!, Ba co
dim...
3 S-V-S: Usili bylo korunovdno iispéchem., Pdli ho dobré bydlo., To/vSechno chce svy.,
Neéco je ve vzduchu.
a var. Kdpni boZskou!, Kdo by si pomyslel, Ze...!
4 S-V-A: Vzduch je Cistej., Je to s nim vielijaky., Prislo mu to blby.
5 S-V-ADV: To hodné/néco pamatuje. a var. de mu to jednim uchem tam a druhym ven.
6 ADV-V/mono-V: Pozdé bycha honit.
7 S-S: Ucednik mucednik., Mladost radost.
(okrajové) a var. Duvéra za divéru., Pro dobrotu na Zebrotu., Miij dvim miij hrad., A e$té
tu vo C‘erven)? Karkulce., Dobrou chut!, Chyba ldvky!, Panna nebo vorel?
8 prepS-A-S/S-A/S-ADV/A-ADV aj.: Po udinku zld rada., Samd voda., Mald domii.,
Dobryho pomdlu.
a var. Stary zlaty Casy!, Husa jedna pitomd!, Klobouk doli!, Hlavu vzhiiru!, Starou Blaz-
kovou!, Houby s voctem!, Celem vzad!, Certa staryho!, VSechna cest!, Ve jménu zdkona!,
S dovolenim!, Hanba mluvit!
9 ADV-ADV: Zkrdtka a dobre., Jak kdy., Jako doma!
10 syn-syn: To tak!, Ale co! Kdo s koho., No a?, No ne!, Ze by?, Ani za nic!, To zrovnal,
Ldry fdary!, Hej rup!, To jisté!, Na ex!, No tébiih!

Sémanticky jsou i tyto frazémy specifickym typem pojmenovéni. Oznaluji predev§im
(1) lidské projevy, aktivity, postoje a situace, Casto ruzné kvalifikované (Bldzen, kdo ddvd,
Jjesté vétsi, kdo nebere., KdyZ Pdnbiih dopusti, i motyka spusti.), (2) lidské fyzické stavy,
vlastnosti a schopnosti (Clovék na ni miize o&i nechat), (3) predméty a véci, vyrobky ap. (To
néco pamatuje.), (4) obecné pojmy, udélosti a situace v oblasti ¢asu, zvyku, zdkona ap. (Jak
se do lesa vold, tak se z lesa ozyvd.) a (5) vnéjsi piirodu a prostiedni véetné pocasi (To je psi
as!). Jen Fidce se tykaji né¢eho jiného, napt. zvifat. Castd je, zvlasté u pifslovi, slozka
vyznamu gnémického (Clovék je sdm sobé Spatnym rddcem.). Z daliich rysi je napadny
aspekt hravosti ¢i Zertovnosti (KdyZ je néceho moc, tak je toho prilis), nékdy spojeny
s rymem (Sedni si, at'ti kapsa nevisi) nebo jazykolamem (V kapli plakal pan kaplan) ¢i jazy-
kovou hfi¢kou.

Oba typy propozi¢nich frazému jsou charakteristické relativné nizkym, popf. nulovym
stupném paradigmatické obménitelnosti (transformovatelnosti) a neexistenci neutralniho
tvaru,; ten splyva s jejich (nejcastéjsi) textovou podobou. Pozitivné jsou dény existenci pev-
ného subjektu (pokud ho takovy frazém ma), ktery nepodl€ha transformacim. MoZnost para-
digmatické zdmény subjektu ov§em fadi danou kombinaci mezi kolokace (verbdlni), srov.
bylo to (ale i: udélat to/stréit to do kapsy/...) dilem okamZiku, tj. tedy byt dilem okamZiku,
proti propoziénim frazémum nedd/nedalo se svitit, pdli/pdlilo holji/ ... dobré bydlo aj. Ana-
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logicky i pfipady typu nevi, kde mu hlava stoji je pak nutno povazovat za kolokace, tj. neve-
dét, kde /mu/ hlava stoji (pro jejich formu tu je treba uZit metajazykového zdpisu). Mnoz-
stvi relaci mezi komponenty (chdpanych zEasti i logicky, zvl. u prislovi) je vyssi neZ u kolo-
kaci a v dusledku toho je tu i iterace fidsi, srov. jd pdn, ty pdn; vem, kde vem; rozdél a panuyj,
zab se a utec (srov. binomidly) aj. Monokolokabilni prvky jsou tu zastoupeny stejné jako
v celé IF, srov. je po ném veta, do tretice vSeho dobrého, na videnou/slysenou! trefil ho Slak,

nic naplat, a basta fidli, ani muk!, stastné porizeni! aj.

4.3212 Funkeéni tfidy propoziénich frazému a idiom(
V zdvislosti na své strukturni funkci 1ze oboji frazémy formalné 1iit na funkéni komu-
nikativni tFidy

1 - vokativni vyjadiujici reakce a postoje mluv¢iho a volni vliv na posluchade:
Vida ho!, To mi miZe bejt ukradeny!, Koukej mazat!, Mé vynech!, Trhni si nohou!

2 — kontaktovy vyjadfujici vztah mezi mluvéim a posluchalem, kdy vlastni kontakt ma
asto podobu pozdravu:
Zdar buih!, Tak se méj!, Dobrou chut!, S tebou sem domluvil!, To ti teda povim...

3 — tematicky vyjadrujici referenéni funkci mluvéiho ve vztahu k tématu (tomu, ¢eho se
komunikace tykd), zvlast€ ve smyslu podtypu:
a — deskriptivni (jednoduché tvrzeni nebo vyrok a popis): Vzduch je Cisty., Zatmélo se

mu pred o¢ima.

b — postojovy (atitudindlni, jako vyraz evaluace a stanoviska): To zrovna!, Opatrnosti

nikdy nezbyvd.

¢ — konektivni (vazby mezi ¢astmi a fazemi tématu, ridké): Bylo, nebylo..., Jak se veci
maji. ..

d — kategorizac¢ni (ztotoznéni se znamym typem ¢i prototypem): To je slovo do pra-
nice.

4 — metajazykovy vyjadiujici oblas aktivovany vztah mluvéiho ke kédu, prostredku komu-
nikace, a tedy jazyku:
Mdm to na jazyku., Na tom si zlomis jazyk., Co jde Septem, to jde s Certem.

Do kontaktového typu funkce patfi i frazeologické vyjadfovani zdvorilosti, které obvyk-
le jako doprovodny rys prostupuje mnoha typy propozi¢nich frazému. Srov. vak i specific-
t&j81 pripady Budte tak hodnej a...!, Nechte si chutnat!, Neni zac., Chovejte se jako doma!
a odpovidajici funkce zdvorilého souhlasu, Zddosti, prani, odpovédi na dik, pozvani a vybid-
nuti. Zdvorilost pfitom muZe byt i pifimym obsahem tfeba konkrétniho pfislovi, srov. S klo-
boukem v ruce projdes cely svet.

Korelace typu vyznamu, resp. funkce a formy frazému, je vétSinou nejednoznaénd a jen
u nékterych piipadu lze pozorovat jasnéjsi vazby. Takovy je napiiklad vztah deskriptivnich
vyrazu zvlasté v tematickém typu (a ve faktudlni tfid€) a indikativni formy. Podobné jde
o0 souvztaznost zvoldni, kterd patii do typu vokativniho, a imperativni formy apod.

4.3213 Pragmaticka funkce propozi¢nich frazému a idiomu

Z fady ohledu je vSak u propozi¢nich frazému ¢asto vyznamnéjsi pragmaticka funkce,
kterd mazZe mit pfedev§im pét zdkladnich podob. Srov.
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1 Faktualni tfida frazému (F): mluvéi s ohledem na posluchade se tu vztahuje, popr.
fakticky, vécné zavazuje k pravdivosti propozice (faktu) a jejim ruznym stupniim a odsti-
num, popf. modifikacim. V praxi sem patii to, ¢emu se béZné 1ikd informace, jakkoliv je
velmi rizného druhu. K fadé podtiid, které ji vytvateji, patii frazémy vyjadtujici (a) tvrze-
ni, moZnost/nutnost, ne/urcitost, existenci, (b) ne/jistotu, ne/pravdivost, odhad, (c) ne/prav-
dépodobnost, predpovéd, (d) ne/zavislost, ne/podminénost, (e) omezeni/roz§ifeni/zménu
platnosti, v§eobecnost, (f) kategorizaci, zafazeni do tfidy, typologii.

Napt. To je stard pisnicka. (Ff), Hlad je nejlepsi kuchar. (Fa), V hlavé mu uz svitd. (Fa),
To je vod tebe sice hezky, ale... (Ff), Strasi mu to v hlavé. (Fa/Exi), Hlava ho pro to neboli.
(Fc/Exg), ...a je po fidkdch, (Fa-e/Emc), To je v hdji. (Fa/Emc), To dd fusku. (Fa/Emf), Bith
vi. (Fb), Vétte si tomu nebo ne. (Fc), Clovék je to, co ji. (Fd).

Extenzi této tiidy je metajazykovy subtyp, srov. Mdm to na jazyku (Fa) (srov. metaja-
zykovou funkci vySe). K charakteristickému pfechodu mezi typy patfi tradi¢ni pFislovi,
kterd pro svou gnémicnost, normativnost a nabadavost patii predev§im k voluntativnimu
typu, kterd v§ak muZou byt uZzita zdroven i jako faktudlni, srov. Hlad je nejlepsi kuchar. (Fa).

2 Voluntativni (direktivni) tfida frazému (V): mluvéi jejich uZitim chce vyvolat
u posluchale néjaky ucinek, poprt. ho k né¢emu primét; role mluvéiho tu byva aktivni, auto-
ritativni. Zahrnuje fadu moznych podtiid, jako jsou (a) rozkaz, piikaz, Zddost, (b) ne/sou-
hlas, prijeti, spokojenost, nechut, dovoleni, odmitnuti, pfipominka, upozornéni, (c) hrozba,
varovani, napomenuti, snaha odradit, (d) ujisténi, slib, uklidnéni, konejseni, povzbuzeni,
(e) lhostejnost, rezignovanost, (f) rada, vyzva, (g) préani, (h) presvédCovani, doporuceni,
pouceni, (i) podpora, pobidnuti, uklidnéni.

Napt. Abys to nezakiik! (Vc), Kolik hlav, tolik rozumu. (Vf), Bud'rdd, Ze ses rdd. (Vd),
Neves hlavu! (Vd), Di do hdje! (Vb/Emc), To je hloupy. (Vd/Fa), KdyZ je hlava blbd, trpi
cely télo. (Fa/Vh/Emh), Jesté to tak! (Vb/Emc), Dej si facku, nikdo se nekoukd! (Vb/Emc),
Pro mné za mné! (Ve), Tdhni k certiim! (Vab), Dej biith!/BoZe dej! (Vg), Jen si dej, ses ble-
dej! (Vi).

Uziti frazému je Casto funkéné, resp. pragmaticky viceré i proto, Ze jinou roli ve vzd-
jemném vztahu zaujima mluv¢i a jinou posluchaé. Méné zietelnou pragmatickou povahu
maji Siroce pojaté pozdravy, které lze chdpat za extenzi predev§im voluntativniho typu
a elipticky za prani, srov. Poroucim se., T¢ pic!, pozdravy ritualizované pro ur¢ité situa-
ce a specializovany tizus, srov. Cest prdci!, K pocté zbrai! U ritudli a jejich vyrazi
je zesilena slozka respektu k ritudlu, organizaci, cirkvi apod. a zdvaznost tradice. ZvI4s-
té v této oblasti se mj. prekryvéd s podtypy zde zastoupenymi vyjadfovani zdvorilosti
(viz vyse).

3 Expresivni tfida frazému (Ex): mluv¢i jimi sdéluje posluchadi predevsim intelektudl-
nim, raciondlnim postojem své zaujet{ situaci a vyraz tohoto zaujeti apod; role posluchace
je tu nékdy pasivni. K jejim podtiiddm lze pocitat zvlasté (a) gratulace, (b) diky, (c) omlu-
vu, (d) pochybnost, (¢) sympatie, uzndni, nelibost, odpor, znechuceni, pohrdani, (f) duvé-
ru/neduvéru, (g) obvinéni, vy&itku, odsudek, (h) prominuti, prosbu o prominuti, (i) Zertova-
ni, (j) bezradnost (vyvedenost z miry), vyhybavost.

Napt. Vsadim na to hlavu, Ze... (Exf/V), Jen aby! (Exd), Klobouk doli! (Exa), Hddej,
muZes trikrdt. (Va/Exi-j), To je dlouhd historie. (Fa/Exj), To se Fikd kdovi jestli! (Exd), Viou-
dila se chybicka. (Exc), Mds recht! (Exe), Sem ti dobrej jen k tomu, abych... (Exg).
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Jistou extenzi tohoto funk&niho typu lze spatfovat napriklad v odpoveédi na nékteré typy
vyrazu, zvlaste na dik, srov. Neni zac. Dalsi extenzi predstavuje vyjddieni zdvorilého
prani, obvykle v podobé konvenéniho pozdravu, srov. Dobrou chut!, Vsechno nejlepsi!,
Tisiceré diky! (Exb), KdyZ dovolite... (Exh).

4 Emociondlni tfida frazému (Em): mluv¢i frazémem sd€luje svou emociondlni reak-
ci vudi posluchaci, kterd byva vyrazné evaluativné polarizovana na $kdle dobry-Spatny; jeji
podtiidy zahrnuji zvlasté (a) prekvapeni, ddiv, (b) obdiv, chvalu, pohrdéni, (c) potéSent,
radost, odpor, nechut, (d) zavist, (e) uspokojeni, zklamani, litost, (f) obavu, strach, klid,
duvéru, (g) zlost, pomstychtivost, (h) vysméch, posméch, sarkasmus.

Napt. Krev mu ztuhla v Zildch. (EmfiF), Srdce se na to sméje. (Ema-d), Dobie, Ze des.
(Eme), To je ale kus! (Emb), Krve by se v nem nedorezal. (Emf/Va), Jen houst a vetsi kapky!
(Emc), Ten md ale casy! (Emd), To jsem si dal! (Eme), To sme $ldpli do hovna. (Eme), Kat
aby to spral! (Emg), Boha jeho! (Emg), Nevi, co chce, ale nedd pokoj, dokud to nedostane.
(Emh).

Do této tiidy patfi i frazeologické nadavky a Kkletby, které se vyrazné 1i§i podle osoby;
zpravidla se nejsilnéji naddva vuci pritomnému posluchaci, zatimco kletby (dnes uZ vétsi-
nou bez religiézniho zabarveni & obsahu) byvaji neosobni nebo orientované na tieti osobu
apod., srov. Ty kluku pitomd! (Emc), Kat aby to spral! (Emg). Vlastnich nadavek je vSak ve
frazeologii pomérn€ malo. Z pohledu teorie mluvnich aktu patif nékteré ze subtypu do aktu
perlokuéniho.

5 Deklarativni tiida frazému (D): mluvei uzitim frazému nastoluje, konstituuje novou
situaci, stav, ktery je takto deklarovany. Je to tfida okrajové a jeji podtfidy nejsou zcela
jasné, srov. v8ak aspon (a) propusténi, exkomunikaci, (b) jmenovdni, ustanoventi, (¢) odsou-
zeni, (d) realizaci, nastoleni.

Napt. Hej rup! (Va/Dd), To je hanebnost! (Dc), Délaji-li dva totéZ, neni to totéz. (Dd), At
je po tvym! (Db).

Lze jisté uvazovat i o (6) intenzifikaéni tridé (I) ... aZ zrak prechdzi (I), ... co to dd (1),
kde se vSak frazémy v Cisté podobé samostatné vyskytuji zfidka. Naproti tomu je Castd
(7) evaluativni trida (Ev), kter4 ale také sama obvykle v Cisté podobé nevystupuje, jen se
kombinuje s jinou. Takto frazém To je véc! (Em/Ev) vyjadiuje jak obdiv, tak pozitivni eva-
luaci apod.

4.3214 Nékteré tradiéni typy propoziénich frazém0 a idiom0

Nékteré z typu propozi¢nich frazému jsou zndmé pod tradiénimi ndlepkami ¢ jmény.
Nejzndméjsi je stary, tradi¢ni a vétSinou etnograficky pojem prislovi (difve téZ v Evropé
parémie a pozdé€ji i proverbia, Erasmus je vSak fadil pod adagia), patfici mezi vétné,
tj. propozi¢ni frazémy; disciplina, kterd se jimi tradi¢né€ zabyvd, se nazyvéa paremiologie.
Jejich tfidéni bylo v minulosti jen orientani a dnes ho nelze brat vazné. V celém rozsa-
hu propozi¢nich frazému nejsou nejduleZit€jsi, zaujimaji jen jeho malou Cést (necelych
10 %), jakkoliv jsou i historicky zfejmé nejzndaméjii. Proti dobam Celakovského, nejvétsi
sbirce &eskych pfislovi, je cca 40 % prislovi novych, pozdéjsich, vétsina prislovi nasbira-
nych Celakovskym se viak uZ dnes neuZivd. Star$i a obecna povaha piislovi pokryvajici
diive vSechny bézné oblasti Zivota a zkuSenosti a pravdy z nich odvozené (srov. prislovi
,medicinské*“ Kam nechodi slunce, tam chodi lékar ., ,,obchodni Zadarmo ani kure nehra-
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be., ,,vojenské* Nejlepsi obranou je iitok. anebo piislovi ,,pravnické* Oko za oko, zub za
zub.) se novéji vyvinula a vyhranila tak, Ze se tematicky uz nechdpou. Jedingym zbytkem
prislovi o pocasi (meteorologickd prislovi) jsou zvlast' nazyvané pranostiky, kterych se
stdle n€kolik desitek jesté uziva a lze je chépat, stejné jako vlastni pfislovi, jako podtyp
s faktudlni funkci (srov. V mdji nemd pastyrovi oschnout hiil., Sv. Martin prijel na bilém
koni.). Jejich dodnes ,,predpovidaci® funkci napovidd sdm ndzev, ktery je v CeStiné uz
zakryty (srov. pres latinské prognostica puvodni fecké zékladové prognosis, obsaZené ve
slové progndza). Zékladni autoritativni povaha pravdy a zkusenosti, o které se nepochybu-
je, u prislovi viak zUstdva i po ztraté legdlni normativnosti; odtud jejich rys, ktery se nékdy
nazyvé nadosobni platnost, popr. didaktickd funkce apod. Sémioticky a funkéné je u pii-
slovi vzdy tfeba pocitat s dvéma aktanty pfimymi (zhruba: ,,poudujici/nabddajici* a ,,po-
uéovany/nabddany* apod.), v pozadi je vSak vzdy pritomny anonymni aktant tfeti, autor
pronaseného vyroku, pravdy, pouceni apod., jehoZz poruseni vede ke spoleCenské sankci.
Podobnou povahu v8ak mé ¢asto i lecktery citéat (viz dél), tam je ov§em onen tieti aktant
zndmy.

Hesla maji voluntativni funkci presvédCovani a pres svou typickou ad hoc povahu, pod-
minénou dobovym tzem a (predev§im politickymi) preferencemi, jich nékolik, zvlasté jako
kulturni relikty, v ustdlené podobé piezivd, srov. Zpévem k srdci, srdcem k vlasti., Jsme
s vdmi, budte s ndmi., Rovnost, volnost, bratrstvi.

Frazémy se Casto uZivaji i jako vyrazy pro radu, srov. Dvakrdt ddvd, kdo rychle ddvd.,
Co tam, to tam, o to hlavy nelam! Podobné jako rada md voluntativn{ funkci i prani, které
je svou podstatou zaloZené, podobné jako pozdrav, na elipse typu jd ti preju, srov. KéZ by!,
Cest jeho pamditce!., Chléb nds vezdejsi dejZ ndm dnes., asté jsou vsak jeho extenze
a komentare nebo repliky na néj, srov. aspon Stary lidi jsou jako maly déti.

Kontaktova funkce frazému se obvykle a nejéastéji explicitné zprostredkovéva jako
pozdrav (viz vyse), ktery je v §ir§Sim smyslu hojny svym tizem, ale i poctem jednotek ve
frazeologickém systému. Kontaktu mezi lidmi v jiném smyslu, neZ jaky zprostiedkova-
v4 pozdrav, se tykaji frazémy jako Chovd se, jako by se nic nestalo., S kym mdm tu Cest?
apod. (vyrazné fatickd funkce se tu dd izolovat jen obtizné). Pomérné Casté jsou v kon-
taktové oblasti jesté vyrazy diku, srov. Diky bohu!, Zaplat' pdnbu!, Jako by se stalo!
Forma kletby a nadavky, které maji také kontaktovou povahu, byva obvykle zvolaci,
srov. A sakra!, Aby do toho (uz)!, Di k Certu!, Ty se$ korunovanej viil! Nékdy se Sife mluvi
o kontaktovych formulich existujicich a uZivanych pro ruzné druhy socidlniho kontak-
tu. Sem patii i vSechny ostatni frazémy vyjadfujici, resp. doprovézejici nebo naznacujici
rizné socidlni ritualy. VétSina ritudld, resp. jejich ob&asny verbélni doprovod, rutinni
formule, ovSem pro svou specializovanou a kvaziterminologickou povahu mezi frazémy
nepatfi. Srov. v8ak aspon frazeologické pripady pozitivni vztahujici se k raznym tradié-
nim a dodrzovanym zvykam Dej? to pdnbu!, S dovolenim!, Srdecné blahopidni!, Cest
Jjeho pamdtce!, Sldva vitézum, Cest poraZenym!, Zlom vaz!, Pozdrav pdnbiih! — AZ na
veky!, Jménem zdkona!, PFisahdm na svou Cest a svédomi. K budovdni a obrané vlasti bud’
pripraven!, Arbeit macht frei. aj. Rada dal3ich typt (srov. uz vyse), jakkoliv jsou zndmé,
v8ak své jazykova jména nedostala; sem patif napf. vyrazy oznadujici povéry (Musim to
zaklepat) a jiné.
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Citat (ve frazeologii vak jen citat ustdleny) je presné znéni vysloveného ndzoru nebo
hodnoceni obvykle vyznamné osobnosti minulosti, ktery zobecriuje a aktualizuje, ale
i zasazuje do ramce doby. Cituje se mnohé, ale jen mdlo z toho je znamé a béZné uZivané,
popr. presné, srov. aspon masarykovské Nebdt se a nekrdst! &i vancurovské Tento zpuisob
léta zdd se mi ponekud nestastnym. Pokud se u citdtu ztrati povédomi o jeho autorovi, stdva
se zpravidla piislovim. I v CeStiné existuje mélo uZivany vyraz okridlena slova (podle
Homéra, epea pteroenta) stojici uprostfed mezi citdtem a prislovim (proslavil je svou kni-
hou G. Biichmann, Gefliigelte Worte, 1864), ktery se dnes vSak uz uzivd méné, srov. Des-
cartovo cogito, ergo sum, cherchez la femme, hamletovské to be or not to be aj. éastéji se
uzivaji v prekladu, srov. byt &i nebyt, zndm(e) své Pappenheimské (Daran erkenn’ ich meine
Pappenheimer), a pak jde o idiomatické kalky, v celé IF velmi bézné, bézné vSak mluvéi-
mi jiz takto nepocitované.

Rada jinych vyrazii, at’ uz pojmové &i terminologicky, se v &estiné (témé&F) neuZiv, jak-
koliv maZou byt v jinych jazycich béZné, ba oblibené, jako napf. v angli¢tiné limerick (péti-
fddkovy humorny ver$) ¢i wellerismus (podle Samuela Wellera, vtipného sluhy pana Pick-
wicka ze slavné Dickensovy knihy, ktery je obvykle tfi¢lenny a konéi smé$nym paradoxem),
nebo haiku, oblibeny japonsky bastiovy dtvar (17 slabik), je-li ustdleny, srov. aspon ilustra-
ci ptvodniho Wellerovského limericku Every beggining is hard said the thief when he began
stealing an anvil., a do jisté miry i ¢eské Uvidime, pravil slepej. (Srov. mj. Permjakov 1970,
1979, 2000, Mukarovsky 1971, Taylor 1931, 1975, Zich 1956, Kuusi 1957, 1972.)

4.322 Frazémy a idiomy polypropozicni intersubjektové

Frazémy a idiomy polypropozi¢ni intersubjektové, které jsou vytvarené kombinaci
alespon dvou propozic a vztahuji se v komunikaci také alespon k dvéma mluv&im, tvoif jiz
prechod do drobnych ttvaru literdrnich a folklornich ruzného typu. Jejich uZiti je zvldst
siln€ normovdno ve vztahu k jazykové a spolecenské kultufe pti mezilidském styku (odtud
také nékdy ndzev kulturni idiomy). Zaroven tyto vyrazy nepiimo naznacuji, které stranky
tohoto styku jsou nejéastéjsi a nejvyraznéjsi; spadaji tudiz i do oblasti sociolingvistiky
a antropolingvistiky. K nejzndmé;j$im typam této predevsim dialogické oblasti IF patif
(1) korelované pozdravy,

(2) zdvorilostn{ fraze,

(3) kontaktové formule,

(4) zertovné (a jiné) reakce a repliky,

(5) intersubjektové anekdoty, hddanky aj. Srov.

(1) A: Na shledanou! — B: Na shledanou!; A (v reakci na kychnuti): Pozdrav pdnbu! —

B: Dej? to panbu!

(2) A: Dékuji. — B: Neni za¢/Rddo se stalo aj.; A: Dobré chutndni! — B: Ndpodobné; A: Pro-
minte. — B: Nic se nestalo;

(3) A: Jak se vede? — B: Déekuji, ujde to aj.; A: To je pan XY. — B: Tési mé

(4) A: Pro¢? — B: Pro slepici kvoc.; A: Jd mdm hlad. — B: Tak ho hlad (a ¥ikej mu malej)!
apod.

Vyznam téchto frazému je vdzany na druh funkce, predevs§im na ose mluv&i-posluchac.
I u tohoto typu frazému patii k nejspecifi¢téjsim jejich (predevsim vnitin{) syntagmatickd
stranka; konkrétni odpovéd napf. u pozdravu je zcela &i téméf zcela dand pozdravem prv-
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nim a ten je zase preduréen kontextem, situaci a dal§imi sociolingvistickymi ohledy (viz
napr. (1) vyse).

Neni zcela jasné, kam aZ lze v identifikaci frazému jit, pohybujeme-li se rozsahové
nahoru; naprt. nékteré anekdoty anebo hadanky (angl. riddle) oblibené zv1asté ve folklo-
ru africkém, miZou byt znalné rozsihlé. Je pak otdzkou, (1) nakolik jsou jesté ustdlené
a (2) které rysy idiomu si uchovévaji, predev§im z aspektt anomadlie. Jiné takové folk-
lorné-literdrni mikroZénry, jako jsou rizné lidové stereotypy, nemivaji v8ak nutné pevnou
formu.

4.33 Frazémy lexikalni

Frazémy lexikalni patfi svymi komponenty do roviny morfémové (slovotvorné a flek-
tivni) a maji jedinou syntetickou, nediskrétni formu; funkéné jsou jednoslovnym lexémem.
Patii tradi¢né k nejspornéjsi a také nejzanedbavanéjsi oblasti frazeologie. Srov. kompozita
budizkni¢emu, kratochvile, tluchuba, tvrdoSijny, kaZdopddné, derivaty najit (kde na =
,povrch® + jit = ,pohybovat se“ # ,,nalézt, find, trouver etc.”), neplecha, zdkerny, nasup
a fidce i flektivni formy Neviddno!, budiz, nac, o jejichZ povaze se v8ak diskutuje. Pfechod
pro svou diskrétni povahu tvoii pfipady s reflexivitou a explicitni valenci obejit se bez, zasit
se, zapomenout se, bodnout nékomu ap. Plati pro né stejné vymezeni jako pro frazémy ostat-
ni a jsou mj. tedy stejné anomdlni jako frazémy kolokaéni apod. Pokud si jich teorie tvore-
ni slov viibec v§imd (vétSinou vSak ne), povazuje je za jakési vyjimky, které jsou vSak dost
pocetné (pro SSC se jich odhaduje kolem 5 % hesel). Napriklad viech 21 prefixalnich deri-
véta slovesa byt/byvat, které existuji, lze takto povazovat za lexikélni idiomy (typu nabyt,
dobyt, zbyvat aj.). Plny popis této oblasti v§ak dosud chybi.

5. Funkce idiomu a frazému

Funkce frazému a idiomu je v textu primadrné dvoji, formdlni a sémantickd. V obou pri-
padech se jeho vnéjsi syntagmatickd strdanka projevuje predev§im v jeho kolokabilité
a valenci. Obecné je funkce frazému a idiomu dané potiebou pojmenovat (nominativni
funkce) a plnit dlohu ve vyssi jednotce (strukturni funkce). K nim se fadi, zv14sté u frazé-
mu propoziénich, jesté vyraznd funkce pragmaticka (viz zvl. 3.5 a 4.3213).

Do kontextu v uz$im smyslu, ktery je dany dhrnem vSech dal§ich pojmenovani, kterd
s frazémem mayji spole¢nou referenci a vytvareji s nim (bezprostredné) vyssi strukturni jed-
notku, vstupuje tento frazém riznym zpusobem. Kolokabilita frazému, tj. jeho schopnost
spojovat se v textu s uritymi typy pojmenovani, ma vyrazné povahu sémantickou. Valen-
ce frazému uréuje konkrétn€ zpusob jeho formélniho zapojeni do kontextu, at’ vétného, nebo
nadvétného. Toto zapojeni si muZe v souladu s povahou vyrazu a jeho transforma¢nimi moz-
nostmi vynucovat i formalni obmény vyrazu. V kontextu se idiom a frazém aktualizuje i po
strance sémantické, tj. rusi se na jedné strané jak jeho polysémie, tak rozsah jeho vyznamu,
popr. se na druhé strané do jeho vyznamu vnaseji v souladu se zdmérem mluvéiho i nékte-
ré sloZky nové. Vyraz tak nabyva konkrétni smysl. Zachovany vSak zustdvaji dalsi charak-

teristické slozky, jako je jeho vagnost, evaluativni povaha a dalsi.
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Jako kaZdé pojmenovani slouZi i idiom a frazém komunikativnim potiebam. Uzus IF je
zavisly jak na tématu a situaci (a zvoleném stylu), tak na osobnosti mluv¢iho. Charakteris-
ticky nejvlastnéjsi doménou uziti IF je neformalni mluveny jazyk, popt. umélecka préza ho
odréazejici a publicistika; v odborném jazyce se naproti tomu, s vyjimkou nékterych kvazi-
frazému, IF nevyskytuje. V dasledku povahy vyznamu IF, dané zvl. napétim mezi vyzna-
mem komponentd a celku, je mira kontextové aktualizace primérného idiomu vétsi nez
u slova. To je pak i jeden z hlavnich faktort vedoucich ke slab§i normovanosti takového
vyrazu. Skute¢ny dzus, ktery jeho vyznam a funkci podminuje, se na druhé strané sam
pomérné rychle proménuje, popf. kolisd, zvl. u vyrazu slabé motivovanych. I misto IF ve
slovniku a v idiolektu jednotlivce je velmi proménlivé. Na jedné strané lze vySsi vyskyt IF
u mluv¢iho i spisovatele povazovat za znak jeho vytiibeného a odstinéného jazyka; na druhé
strané vak slaby vyskyt IF nemusi signalizovat vyrazovou chudost a autor muZe volit misto
IF tvorbu vlastnich metafor (pfikladem tu muZe byt do urdité miry Vladislav Vandura).

Sémantickd povaha idiomu, ostie kontrastujici s povahou okolnich pravidelnych pojme-
novani, klade i zfetelné meze premife uZiti IF v textu. Za text na vyskyt IF dnes bohaty lze
povazovat jiz takovy, v némz stoji jeden idiom v priméru na 80-120 slov (Cermék 1982),
(psany) text v tomto smyslu bohatsi (tj. takovy, ve kterém idiom pfipadne na mensi pocet
slov) je uz vzdcnéjsi a delsi souvisly psany text s jednim idiomem na deset nebo méné slov
(predev§im umélecky) pravdépodobné neexistuje.

Funkeci, které IF v textu plni, je ov§em vice. Volnéji se nékdy mluvi i o dalSich funkcich,
funkci estetické (fada frazému vyjadiuje napr. zvIast€ podarenou ¢i vtipnou metaforu, obraz),
ekonomické (nominativné je frazém obvykle velmi ekonomicky a ,.kratky“ a doslovny opis,
pokud ho vibec md, je vzdy delsi), popr. i evaluativni (vétSina frazému je prostiedky pro
vyrazné hodnoceni vubec v systému nejbohatsi), kterou je vSak tfeba uvaZovat v rdmci prag-
matiky. Patfi sem i funkce metajazykova, zaloZend na sledovani a zasahovani do vlastn{ linie
sdéleni vloZenym komentdfem nebo opravou, srov. funkci a smysl uZiti co jsem to chtel viast-
né rict, mdm to na jazyku, na tom si zlomis jazyk, jinymi slovy, lépe Feceno aj.

5.1 Strukturni slozka funkce

Kazdy frazém tvofi uzavienou strukturu a rozklddat ho, at’ jiz sémanticky, nebo syntak-
ticko-formalné, neni mozné, stejné jako je i naopak nemozné libovolny, popf. novy frazém
generovat. Strukturni funkce jeho komponentu se s jeho domnélou syntaktickou stavbou
nekryje (protoZe ji nemd), srov. napf. nemoznost rozkladu na vlastni predikat a objekt
u vyrazu Cte mu levity nebo podobné Je z toho hin aj. Jako celek viak frazém do syntak-
tickych vztaht vstupuje. I syntaktické vztahy ke kontextu zprostfedkované realizovanou
valenci a (zv1asté aktualizaénimi) transformacemi jsou v8ak v zdvislosti na druhu anomadlie
vyrazu v ruzné mife vzdy oslabeny. Nepfitomnosti pravidelné kompozi¢ni funkce ve stran-
ce sémantické (viz 3.31), ktera je obecné v pozadi kazdého pravidelného vztahu, se z toho-
to vztahu i u frazému sprdvné utvoreného (a analogického tudiZ pravidelné kombinaci)
zachovava jen vnéjsi stranka formalni, resp. formdlni prostfedky takového vztahu, ne vSak
plny vztah sdm. Napf. nominativni singuldrovd forma nomindlniho frazému nemusi auto-
maticky znamenat, jako u substantiv, Ze frazém lze uzit v roli subjektu (oteviend hlava)
nebo neshodného atributu (riiZové bryle) apod.
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Frazémy kolokaéni jsou funkéné dvou druhu, frazémy (A) adkolokaéni a (B) adpropo-
zi¢ni, a to podle toho, zda se kombinuji s pravidelnymi kolokacemi (popf. slovy) nebo véta-
mi. Uvnitf se déli ddle, z&asti v zdvislosti na strukturni klasifikaci (uvadény jsou jen nékte-
ré hlavni typy):

A adkolokaéni

1 verbalni: a) verbo-substantivni (V-S)
b) verbo-adjektivni (V-A)
¢) verbo-adverbdlni (V-ADV, ADV-V)
d) verbo-verbalni (V-V)

2 nomindlni: a) adjektivné-substantivni (A-S, S-A)
b) substantivné-adverbidlni (S-ADV, ADV-S)
¢) substantivné-substantivni (S-S)

3 modifikac¢ni:  a) adverbidlné-adjektivni (ADV-A)
b) adjektivné-adjektivni (A-A)
¢) adverbidlné-adverbidlni (ADV-ADV)

4 relacni

5 substitucni aj.

B adpropozi¢ni
1 modifikacni
2 relacni aj.

Napti¢ 1-3 jsou frazémy binomidlni (A1d, 2c, 3b—c); prirovnani tvori vétSinou zvlastni
subtyp Ala. Priklady:
Ala: cist nekomu levity, b: kdpnout boZskou, c: prijit zkrdtka, bohaté stacit, d: umet se narodit;
A2a:  zlaty dil, andél strdZny, b: misto nahore, vzhiiru nohama, c: jablko svdru;
A3a: andélsky trpelivy, b: neslany nemastny, c: Siroko daleko;
Ada: na tikor nekoho, ve srovndni s nékym, bez ohledu na néco, b: driv nez, hned jak, na
Jjedné strané — na druhé strané, bez ohledu na to Ze /kdo/ co...;
A5:  Co (je to) za (Clovéka)?, Certvi kdo? aj.
Bl:  pro jednou, mezi ndmi, pri Cerstvé pameti,
B2a: Ze by, Kdyby tak, Co kdyZ, Jen at’.., Co VIS —to V/S (Co véta, to chyba), b: byt'i, aZ
kdyz, proto aby, ten ktery, kdo — ten;
Urcity strukturni typ nékdy odpovidd vice funkénim typum a podobné i tyZ funkéni typ
muZe vyuZivat vice typu strukturnich. Zv1ast je to zfetelné u komponentu synsémantickych.

Klasifikace strukturni a (strukturné-) funk&ni u synsémantickych komponent do znacné
miry splyva a je méné vyhranénd. Vyjimkou tu jsou pocetné viceslovné (idiomatické) pre-
pozice (A4a), konjunkce (A4b, B2b), partikule (B2a) a pronomina (AS), které jsou funkc-
nimi ekvivalenty prislu§nych gramatickych slovnich druhti. Nejvyraznéjsi strukturu z nich
maji prepozice: prep-S(-prep) (uzité substantivum je abstraktni).

Hlavni strukturni funkéni typy frazému propoziénich jsou v podstaté dany mody véty, srov.

(1) indikativni,
(2) imperativné vokativni a
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(3) interogativni,
kazdy s (a) pozitivni a (b) negativni varietou, srov.
(1a) to je stard pisnicka, to je vrchol!;
(Ib) ani pes by to nezral,
(2a) ruku na srdce!, trhni si nohou!,
(2b) abys to nezakrik(1)!;
(3a) a jd jsem vosk? (negativni otdzka 3b je vzacnd).
Pro tyto frazémy je navic specifickd i jejich formdlné komunikativni funkce a funkce
sémioticka (viz 4.321); vice viz 4.32.

5.2 Nominativni slozka funkce

Pojmenovavaci, nominativni funkce idiomu, kterd je ddna predevsim jeho sémantickou
povahou, mé dvé hlavni slozky, funkci dezignativni a pragmatickou. Pomér zastoupeni obou
sloZek se u riznych vyraza znacné 1isi. Zakladni je funkce dezignativni, zaloZend na vzta-
hu frazému jako znaku k jeho denotdtu a nociondlni (konceptudlni) sloZce jeho vyznamu; je
spole¢nd pojmenovanim vSech druhu. Pragmaticka funkce, zaloZend na (subjektivnim)
vztahu d¢astnik promluvy k frazému, je naproti tomu zvlasté vyrazna v IF. Zprostredko-
véavd obecné ruzné subjektivni aspekty mluvéim pfi komunikaci zdurazriované (zvIasté
emociondlni a postojové) a inventdr IF je jejim nejduleZitéj$im vyrazovym prostfedkem.
Existence IF svéd¢i mimo jiné i o tom, Ze i pro individuum jedine¢nd a subjektivni zkuSe-
nost je spoleCensky a generatné opakovatelnd a mé své charakteristické prostredky, jimiz
mluv&i chvili, zlobi se, Zasne, zduraznuje apod. Zvlasté vyrazné uplatnéni pragmatické
funkce umoznuje denotativni vdgnost frazému a dualita jeho skute¢ného vyznamu kontras-
tujici s povrchovou informaci zprostfedkovanou jeho komponenty.

Primdrnimi nositeli dezignativni funkce u frazému koloka¢nich jsou dezigndtory, primdr-
nimi nositeli funkce pragmatické jsou predev§im razné operdtory (Weinreich 1966, Green-
baum 1969 aj.); kazdy frazém md vSak v sobé zastoupeny v rizné mife slozky obé. Mezi
operdtory je treba liSit aspon prostfedky vyjadfujici ruzny subjektivni vztah mluvéiho
k obsahu promluvy (komentory), vztah deixe (deiktika), uréeni zpusobu a miry platnosti
obsahu promluvy (kvantifikdtory) a Siroce chdpané formdlni prostiedky (syntaktické) orga-
nizace promluvy (relatory). Hlavni typy:

A Dezignatory
1 primdrni:
a argumenty (A-S, S-S, S-ADV)
b predikétory (V-S, V-A, V-ADYV, V-V, prirovnéni)
2 kvalifikacni (sekunddrni)
a kvalifikatory (A-S, S-ADV, ADV-A, A-A, prirovndni)
b cirkumstativa (tj. okolnostn{ uréeni, ADV-ADV)

B Operatory
1 komentory:
a evaluativni (co do dsp€$nosti, prijemnosti, spravnosti aj.)
b generaliza¢ni (shrnujici a zobecnujici)
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¢ expresivni (vyjadrujici zaujeti, upfimnost mluvéiho aj.)
d veritativni (vyjadfujici postoj k pravdivosti promluvy nebo situace, nebo z nich

dedukujici)
e intenzifikalni (zduraznujici)
2 deiktika
3 kvantifikdtory:
a existenéni (vylucna platnost, rozdil typu kaZdy — Zddny)
b restriktivni (omezend platnost, rozdil typu zvidst — vylucné — hlavné)
4 reldtory
Priklady:
Ala: Ta hospoda na rozcesti je zlatej dul. Zachrdnila ho zboZnd lez. Stalo se z toho jablko
svdru.
Alb: Tdta mu pak proto Cetl levity. Po chvili kdpnul boZskou. Pri tomhle podniku zkrdtka
neprijdes. Je ji Sedesdt, ale poidd se umi otdcet. Tukovd ranka a ty Fves jako tur.
A2a: Nakreslil to jednim tahem. Andélsky trpélivej ucitel. Nesland nemastnd odpovéd.
Voda studend jako led.
A2b: Siroko daleko neni Zddny stin.
Bla: S bidou staci jen pulku. Je to k zbldznéni dlouhé. Z ni¢eho nic vykrikl. Jesté Ze mdm
rezervni klic.
B1b: Je to celkem vzato docela slusné. Zkrdtka a dobre jsem se spletl.
Blc: Moc se mi to, popravdé receno, nelibi. Nemusis mu, mezi ndmi, rikat vSecko.
B1d: Tak Karel o tom podle tebe viibec nevi? Podle vieho uZ asi nepiijde.
Ble: Co chvili mu to pripomindm. Lidi tam je aZ éerno. Za nic na svété uz tam nepujdu.
B2: Néejakou tu korunu to stdt bude.
B3a: Udelat to musi jeden kaZdej z vds. Odpaddvali jeden po druhym.
B3b: Je to kreslit nad jiné dovedny. Zbyvd mu uZ jedna jedind moZnost. Na prvaim misté
bych se zeptal jeho.
B4: Ve srovndni s loniskem byla letos iiroda ovoce lepSi. S ohledem na nedostatek

Casu se to musi zkrdtit. Byli tam tfi, a to Novdk, Holub a Skalka. Zlepsil se, byt
i stdle ne dost. Ve srovndni s tim, jak to délaji jinde, to vy déldte lépe. Co slovo, to
naddvka.

Nominativni funkce u frazému propozi¢nich zavisi na druhu komunikativntho vztahu
a funkce (mluvéi — posluchaé — kontext — situace — téma — médium). Hlavni pfipady:

A vokativni typ (vztah mluv¢i — posluchad):
1 interjekéni (vyjadfuje emociondlni reakce, postoje apod.)
2 imperativni (vyjadruje volni vliv na posluchace)
3 kontaktové (vyjadiuje fazi kontaktu)
4 kategoriza¢ni (prechod do B4)
B tematicky typ (vztah mluvéi — téma):
1 deskriptivni (prosty popis)
2 postojovy (hodnoceni, vyraz stanoviska apod.)
3 konektivni (naznacuje vazbu mezi useky, fizemi tématu apod.)
4 kategorizacni (identifikace tématu se zndmym typem)
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C medialni typ (vztah mluvéi — prostredek komunikace)
D situacni typ (vztah mluvci — situace) aj.

Vokativni typ zahrnuje tradi¢ni funkci (Biihler 1934, Jakobson 1960, Leech 1974 aj.)
jak expresivni a apelovou (resp. emotivni i konativni), tak i fatickou (zvl. A3); funkce
sdélovaci (informac¢ni) je zahrnuta hlavné v typu tematickém a funkce metajazykovd
v typu medidlnim. Podil obou sloZzek nominativni funkce, dezignativni a pragmatické, je
u propozi¢nich frazému mnohem vyrovnanéjsi a zadnd z nich zpravidla vyrazné nepre-
vazuje.

Priklady:

Al: Vida ho! To mi nmiiZe bejt ukradeny!

A2: Koukej mazat! Mé vynech!

A3: Zdar biih! Tak se mé;j!

B1: Vzduch je Cisty. Zatmelo se mu pred oima.

B2: To zrovna! Chran pdnbu! To je fuk! Aby ho neubylo! Opatrnosti nikdy nezbyvd.
B3: Bylo nebylo... Jak se véci maji. ..

B4: To je slovo do pranice. Lehko nabyl, lehko pozbyl.

C:  Na tom si zlomis jazyk (srov. metajazykovou funkci v 5.2)

D: A ted babo rad!, A co ted?

Jednotlivé funkéni typy a podtypy se ruzné modifikuji nebo vzdjemné kombinuji, nékte-
ré maji i své konvencni nazvy, napr. pripitky, pozdravy, diky apod. Za uziti dalsich kritérif,
jako je platnost osobni — nadosobni, odbornost — neodbornost apod., 1ze takto klasifikovat
i dalsf tradi¢ni a pojmové dosti vdgni utvary, napft. fikdnky, rozpocitdvadla, hesla, pripo-
vidky, aforismy, haddanky aj. (viz i 4.3214).

5.3 Komplexni funkéni klasifikace

Anomilie ruzného druhu a stupné, kterymi jsou frazémy a idiomy charakterizovédny
a klasifikovany po strance formdlni, sémantické i kolokacni, se zpravidla odrazeji i v texto-
vém chovdni téchto vyrazi a jejich tzu. Idiomati¢nost vyrazu lze tudiZ chédpat jako miru
jeho anomédlnosti v nékterém ze sledovanych smyslu; vzhledem k tomu, Ze textové chovéni
vyrazu se odrazi ve skladbé a poméru jeho transformaci moznych k nemoznym, je jeho idio-
mati¢nost dand a objektivné také testovatelnd (popr. i kvantifikovatelnd) restrikci jeho trans-
formaci, zv1asté aktualizaénich. Jsou-li v8echny relevantni transformace mozné, je to vyraz
pravidelny: stupen idiomati¢nosti vyrazu je nepfimo imérny poctu a povaze jeho transfor-
maci realizovanych, resp. realizovatelnych.

UvaZujeme-li napf. pouze transformace aktualizaéni u verbdlntho typu idiomu
a vychdzime-li z jeho 17 polozek, tj.

(a) pozitivni — negativni, (b) aktivum — pasivum, (c) tvrzeni — otdzka — imperativ, (d) indi-
kativ — kondiciondl, (¢) minulost — prézens — futurum, (f) singuldr — plurdl, (g) (osoba) prvni —

druhd — tieti),

pak jen pri pravidelné realizaci jedné alternativy z kazdé naznacené skupiny (a—g), tj. kom-
binace o sedmi prvcich, ma vyraz 244 moznych realizaci. Frazémy vSak zpravidla realizo-

65

—



lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 Strén§\F 66

vany vSechny konfigurace svych transformaci nemaji; pocet teoreticky moznych transfor-
macnich kombinaci takto ,,vybérovych“ pro cely typ pak nesmirné roste (v daném pripadé
zhruba 107 moZnosti). V praxi lze v8ak skuteny pocet transformaénich anomalnich kombi-
naci odhadovat jako mnohem niz$i, avSak stdle dostate¢né vysoky na to, aby se staly bazi
nejpresnéjsi klasifikace v IF vibec.

Pocet a slozeni jednotlivych transformaci moznych a nemoznych, pro kazdy frazém
vysoce specificky, muZe byt tedy i podkladem pro komplexni funkéni Klasifikaci vzdy
téhoz strukturniho typu vyrazu. Srov. napr. frazémy a fadu neuZivanych transformaci (uvo-

zenych 0):

nechodit pro slovo daleko 0: ot, poz, pas, kond, imp, imp neg, 1sg a pl
delat nekomu hldsnou troubu  0: ot, neg, pas, imp, 1sg a pl

vedeét svoje 0: ot, neg, pas, kond, imp, imp neg, fut

Uvedené verbdlni frazémy se 1i§{ fadou anomadlnich rysu (zde jen ve tfech konfigura-
cich). Je jasné, Ze kazdou takovou konfiguraci anomdlnich aspektu, kterou ma spole¢nou vic
frazému, které jsou i svym textovym chovanim podobné, lze vyuZit pro stanoveni zvldstni
tiidy ¢i podtridy a tedy i pro funkéni klasifikaci. Kazd4 takovd konfigurace vyjadiuje kom-
plexné textovou funkci daného frazému.

Takovou bdzi je tfeba modifikovat pak prihlédnutim jesté ke v§em transformacim dal$im
(4. jinym nez aktualizacnim, viz 6.3), ke strance sémantické i strukturn{ (viz Cermdk 1982).

6. Transformace frazému a idiomu
6.1 Podstata transformace ve frazeologii a idiomatice

Transformace v IF je takovy proces (strukturni nebo gramatické) zmény, jehoZ rezultét
(nazyvany také transformace) se od své baze 1isi funkei a tedy postavenim v textu, avSak
je své bézi forméln€ a sémanticky v rizném stupni podobny; odvozenost tu je ziejmd. To
plati pro transformace strukturni, tj. vztahujici se k abstraktni struktufe, kterd je spole¢nd
urcité tridé€ individuélnich frazému. Transformace individudlni se objevuji takovou promé-
nou formy vzdy jen u jednotlivych frazému. Vztah obou druhu transformaci vSak nelze
povazovat za vztah tfidy a jejiho prvku. Strukturné totiZ ur¢itd transformace realizovana byt
muZe, ale nikdy ji nepodléhaji vSechny jednotlivé frazémy, které tuto strukturu obecné maji.
Navic nékteré typy transformaci jsou pouze obecné typu strukturniho (zvl. vnitrostrukturni,
viz 6.23), a individudlni transformace chybéji. Tim je dén i hlavni rozdil transformaci od
variant (viz 3.4), které jsou bezkontextové (pokud jsou ustélené), je pro n¢ zdvazna identi-
ta sémanticka i funkéni, a jsou tudiZ omezeny pouze na obménu &4sti formy individudlni-
ho frazému. Varianta je tudiZ vZdy obména téZe jednotky, kterd si zachovdva svou funkci,
transformaci vS§ak muZe vzniknout jednotka dalsi. Baze transformace je zdkladni podoba
obecné struktury nebo individudlniho frazému, z niZ proces transformace vychdzi; v praxi
je obvykle shodnd s invariantem. Vzhledem k mnohostranné inherentni anomadlnosti celé IF
a absenci presnych pravidel (gramatickych i sémantickych) je v§ak vhodnéjsi transformace
v IF povazovat za pouhé kvazitransformace.
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Transformace muZou byt ustalené, napt. (transformace:) jehla v kupé sena (< baze: hledat
Jjehlu v kupé sena), i neustalené, které jsou nejéastéj$i v nominalizacich, srov. postaveni néce-
ho na hlavu (< postavit néco na hlavu). Transformace se 1i${ nejen stupném obecnosti, pova-
hou frazému, jeho strukturou a rovinnou piislusnost, ale i tim, Ze jejich rezultét jiz do IF patfit
nemusf, Srov. ostFizi pohled (< mit pohled jako ostFiz). Transformaci z jediné bdze muze byt
nékolik, srov. hleddni jehly v kupé sena a jehla v kupé sena (< hledat jehlu v kupce sena).

6.2 Typy transformaci

Transformace strukturni a individuélni, tj. transformace (razné rozséhlé) tfidy a (indivi-
duélniho) frazému, tvoii protiklad ve vSech oblastech, kde se vyskytuji. Zv1ast’ vyrazny se
stava v rdmci transformaci vnitrostrukturnich (viz 6.23). V pfehledu hlavni typy predstavu-
ji transformace

I Mezirovinné
II Vnitrorovinné
A mezistrukturni
B vnitrostrukturni
1 syntagmatické
2 paradigmatické
3 smiSené

Tyto transformace byvaji zpravidla ustdlené a zména jejich funkce je obecné povahy. Pii
vstupu do konkrétniho kontextu vSak kazdy individudlni frazém podstupuje jesté transfor-
mace aktualiza¢ni (méné presné gramatické), jimiz se do né¢ho konkrétné zaclenuje. Jsou
podobné jako transformace vnitrostrukturni trojtho druhu: syntagmatické, paradigmatické
a smiSené (viz 6.3).

6.21 Mezirovinné transformace

Pfi mezirovinnych (interstratdlnich) transformacich se 1i$i bdze od vysledné transforma-
ce prislusnosti do odli§né roviny; zpravidla vSak bdze patfi do roviny vyssi. NejbeZznéjsim
typem takovych strukturnich transformaci jsou
(1) lexikalizace
(2) transformace kolokacni (kolokalizace)

(3) propozicionalizace.

Uvnitf obou lze ddle rozliSovat
(A) nominalizace
(B) verbalizace
(C) adjektivizace
(D) adverbializace aj.

Obecné lze uvaZovat i o dalSich typech (partikularizaci, prepozicionalizaci, konjunkcio-
nalizaci, komparativizaci aj.). Individudlni transformace tu jsou jejich vybérovymi realiza-
cemi na nékteré konkrétni pripady. Napf.
1A: tluchuba (z V-S), kvétomluva (z S-S, V-S); 1B: lelkovat (z V-S), Spackovat (z pfirovna-

ni); 1C: snehobily (z ptirovndni); 1D: tvrdosijné (pies A z V-A-S);
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2A: tichd voda, devatero remesel (z propozic); 2B: sejit z mysli (z propozice) aj.
3B: Stalo se to v hodiné dvandcté (z kolokace udélat neco v hodiné dvandcté).

6.22 Vnitrorovinné transformace mezistrukturni

Charakteristické jsou predevsim na roviné kolokaénich frazému. Hlavni pfechody mezi
jednotlivymi strukturami pokryvaji transformace:
1 nominalizace (rezultét: S-S, A-S, A-S-A aj.; z riznych bazi)
2 adjektivizace (rezultdt: ADV-A, popr. A-S, S-A aj.; z riznych bdzi)
3 verbalizace (rezultit: V-S, V-ADV, V-V aj.; z ruznych bézi)
4 komparativizace (rezultdt: pfirovnani; z ruznych bézi)
Srov. individudlni transformace, které vy$e uvedené transformace strukturni vybérové
ilustruji:
1 (prekrocit Rubikon —) prekroc¢eni Rubikonu; (zhroutit se jako domecek z karet —) dome-
cek z karet;
2 (postavit néco na hlavu —) postaveny na hlavu; (krivé nekoho narknout —) kiivé narceny,
3 (posledni cesta —) doprovodit nekoho na posledni ceste; (byt silny jako lev —) mit silu lva;
4 (prasivd ovce —) byt jako prasivd ovce; (polit nekoho studenou vodou —) byl, jako by ho
studenou vodou polil aj.

Jednotlivé transformace strukturni maji nékdy nekolik zdroju (bdzovych struktur) a naopak
jednotlivé struktury se mohou stét bdzi pro vice druht transformaci. Vnitrorovinné (intrastra-
taln{) transformace tudiZ tvori mezi strukturami bohatou sit’ kiiZicich se vztahu. Pro fadu frazé-
mu je piiznalné, Ze se vyvijeji z pavodnich pfirovnéni, které je takto Casto prvni instanci
a vstupni branou do IF, srov. transformaéni sekvenci: pfirovnani — verbonomindlni frazém —
nomindlni frazém (existujici dosud ve vSech fazich zaroven), tj. mit zrak jako ostiiz — mit ostri-

Zi zrak — ostFiZi zrak. Jednou z moznych a duleZitych cest dal§tho vyvoje je vznik polysémie
jednoslovného pojmenovén{ jiz mimo rdmec IF, srov. dupe jako kit — (o je ale) kuin.

6.23 Vnitrorovinné transformace vnitrostrukturni

Jsou to transformace, jimiz se zdkladni kombinaéni struktura (obvykle binarn{) vétvi ve
vice€lennou. Je jich fada typu (viz téZ jednotlivé subtypy v prehledech v 4.311-6, véetné
substituci; PROP = propozice). Hlavni typy tvori transformace:

1 Syntagmatické
A kvantitativni a aditivni: A-S — A-A-S, A-S - ADV-A-S, V-S — V-A-S aj.
b redukéni: PROP — tsek PROP, V-A-S — V-S aj.
B kvalitativni (inverzni): A-S — S-A aj.
2 Paradigmatické
A kvantitativni (zvl. substituce ¢islovkou, tj. numeralizace): V-S — V-Num, V-A-S —
V-Pron-Num aj.
B kvalitativni (zvl. substituce zdjmen, tj. pronominalizace): A-S — Pron-S, V-S —
V-Pron aj.
3 SmiSené, tj. zvl. explicitni vyjadreni relace mezi komponenty (tj. pfedlozkou a spojkou):
V-S — VprepS, S-S — SkonS aj.
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Individuélni priklady, na kterych se ilustruji vySe uvedené transformace strukturni, zpra-
vidla samy o sobé transformacemi z ur¢ité konkrétni baze nejsou; vznikly jiZz jako hotové
frazémy primo z transformované obecné struktury, transformacéni vztah v8ak presto napliu-
ji. Frekvence jednotlivych typu je zna&né rozdilna. Srov.
1Aa staré zlaté casy, jednou za uhersky mésic, mit Stastnou ruku
1Ab (Chytrému napoveéz, hloupému dolozZ —) Chytrému napovez..., (hledat si postranni ces-

ticky —) hledat si cesticky
1B andél strdzny
2A ddt si dvacet, oliznout vsech deset
2B moje malickost, hodit sebou, jet v tom
3 jit pod nuz, rub a lic
Za redukéni transformace 1ze povaZzovat mj. tradi¢ni elipsy (1Ab, prvni priklad).

6.3 Transformace aktualizac¢ni

Tyto vZdy individudlni transformace jsou zavislé na kontextu frazému a m4 je, pokud mu
to jeho anomdlie dovoli, kazdy frazém s proménlivou morfologii nékterého komponentu. Co
do mnoZzstvi jich mé kazdy frazém téhoZ typu a struktury teoreticky stejny pocet. V praxi
v8ak jich ma vzhledem ke své individudlni anomélii vZdy méné a v rizném mnoZstvi; zdro-
ven se 1i§f od frazému k frazému i kvalitou. Soubor realizovatelnych transformaci frazému
(vychédzime-li z jeho invariantniho tvaru) je vysoce pfiznakovy a individualizujici u kazdé-
ho frazému nejen z hlediska jeho funkce, ale i miry jeho idiomati¢nosti. Kromé dalSich
zavislosti (na typu anomadlie formdlni, kolokacni a sémantické) je mira idiomati¢nosti fra-
zému (idiomu) obvykle komplementarni a nepfimo imérnd predev§im dhrnu jeho moZznych
transformaci (zvl. aktualizacnich). V souboru realizovatelnych transformaci, ktery u jednot-
livych i velmi podobnych frazému zpravidla neni zaménitelny, se tudiZ projevuje indivi-
duélni anomdlie vyrazu po strance funkéni. Aktualizaéni transformace, resp. pomér realizo-
vatelného a nerealizovatelného v nich, jsou proto zdkladem komplexni funkéni klasifikace
frazému (5.3). Hlavni typy (v 1 znaené zdvorkou) jsou:

1 Syntagmatické A kontaktni a aditivni: (zcela) zahladil stopy, (neiispéSny) pokusny
balonek
b redukéni: chytrému napovez (a hloupému doloz)
c inverzni: hory doly sliboval (invariant: slibovat hory doly)
B distanéni: md srdce (ji7) zadané, mél (koneéné) Cisty stiil
2 Paradigmatické A statutarni
a fdzové — inchoativnost:

(dostat nékoho na krk) vzit si néco do hlavy

— durativnost:
mit nekoho na krku mit néco v hlavé

— terminativnost:
mit nekoho z krku pustit néco z hlavy

b agencidlni (zv1. kauzativni)
agens:

— inchoativnost:

hodit nekomu nekoho na krk nasadit nékomu néco do hlavy
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— durativnost:
— terminativnost:
- vyhnat nékomu néco z hlavy
patiens:
— inchoativnost:
(dostat nékoho na krk) -
— durativnost:
mit nékoho na krku mit néco v hlave
— terminativnost:
mit nekoho z krku (pustit néco z hlavy)
B morfologické (gramatické)
a deiktické: osoba, &islo, ¢as, popf. determinace a komparace
b relacni: pad
¢ modula¢ni: otdzka, negace, modus
3 SmiSené: pasivum

NemoZnost podstoupit uréitou transformaci je u siln€ji idiomatickych frazému charakte-
ristickd. Srov. takovéto negativni moZnosti napr. u 1Aa &ist nékomu levity (tj. nelze napr.
*zcela mu Cetl levity), 1Ab nasadit nekomu psi hlavu (tj. nic nelze redukovat), 1Ac chytat
lelky (tj. pevnost slovosledu); B mit v hlavé, zlaty diil aj.

Transformace typu byly to (iiplnélhotovél...) lukulské hody, dostal za to (pFisloveénou)
JjiddSskou odménu aj., jimiz mluvéi komentarovym zpusobem vstupuje do zdkladni komuni-
kativn{ linie, jsou zvla$tnim pripadem metajazykové transformace (vyskytuji se zde jen urci-
td slova) a jsou zaloZené na omezeném inventdfi prostiedkl metajazykové funkce (viz 4.3212).

BéZné transformace aditivni jsou zaloZené na moznosti kvalifikace vyrazu podle béz-
nych syntaktickych pravidel (rozvijeni); fidkd redukce (v podstaté elipsa) je priznacnd
zvlaste pro vyrazy del$i a frekventované. Distancni transformace, spoéivajici v moznosti

frazému rozdélit se a pfijmout mezi komponenty své struktury vnéjsi kontextovy prvek, je
také Fidkd; charakteristickd pro IF je tudiZ jeji nerealizovatelnost.

Paradigmatické transformace statutdrni struktury V-S (viz téz frazémy se substantivem
abstraktnim v 4.315), zaloZené na v rizné mife realizovatelnych fdzich prostého nebo kau-
zativniho déje, Cinnosti a stavu, jsou charakteristické jak svou specifickou distribuci pouze
u nékterych frazému, tak i souborem verb, kterd do nich vstupuji. Morfologické (grama-
tické) transformace patii k nejcharakteristi¢téj$im vubec, srov. jejich nemoZnost napr. pro
1. sg. verba (nechat na hlave), singular substantiva (pdlit si prsty), futurum (mit za uSima),
komparativ (Sedd eminence), libovolny dalsi pad (kaZdym coulem, oteviend hlava), otizku
(mit oci z KaSparovy krdvy), pozitiv (nemoct od néceho odtrhnout o), imperativ (mit dlou-
hou chvili) aj. Soubor teoreticky moznych morfologickych transformaci je pro kazdy struk-
turni typ nutn€ jiny (zde je ilustrovany hlavné na V-S a A-S).

Pro svou povahu je zvlast’ vydélena silné piiznakové pasivizace (3 vyse), srov. opét jeji
nemoznost napt. u frazému hodit flintu do Zita, vzit do zajecich. Realizované pasivum

70

—



lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 Stra/n§\F 71

u prvniho prikladu (flinta byla hozena do Zita) svédéi o existenci doslovného homonyma
(viz 2.4).

Moznost ¢i nemozZnost transformace je vSak jesté $irsi. Idiomatickd povaha uréitého fra-
zému muZe vést k tomu, Ze zabranuje i zcela bézné transformaci v pravidelném jazyce,
v némz vystupuje jako komponent §ir§iho vyrazu, pfi¢emzZ je mu takova vnéfrazeologicka
transformace i strukturné zcela cizi. Srov. napf. vztah pasivizace k nomindlnimu frazému
pokusny krdlik a k pravidelnému vyrazu divoky krdlik: Ty Skody byly zpiisobeny divokymi
kraliky x *Ty Skody byly zpiisobeny pokusnymi krdliky. Podobné nelze frazém pokusny krd-
lik béZné uzit ani v subjektu véty aj.

7. Zaveér: misto frazeologie a idiomatiky v jazyce a textu

KaZdy prirozeny systém véetné jazykového je kvuli své neustdlé interakci s okolim, jeho
vlivy i vyvojem otevieny. Jednim z dusledku této otevienosti je jeho nizkd usporddanost,
resp. vysokd mira entropie. Projevuje se vysokou nepravidelnosti, nepravidelnou distribuc{
jednotek systému (vetné redundance), a tedy i neprediktabilnost{ jejich vyskytu i vzniku.
Zda se, ze v jazyce je dobrym piikladem vysoké entropie pravé frazeologie a idiomatika,
projevujici se pri analyze frazému a idiomu v procesu komunikace: jejich informacni zpra-
covéni, zvl. pii jejich dekédovdni, je vzdy slozitéjsi a vrstevnatejsi (déti jim do jistého veku
nerozuméji, protoZe je chdpou doslovné). PiestoZe je mira informace pfi jejich postupném
dekddovani nutné velmi mald, je naproti tomu mira informace prendSend jimi jako zndmy-
mi a nauenymi celky (ustdlenymi pojmenovanimi) ve srovnani s pravidelnymi kombinace-
mi jazyka vy$8i. Vyznamnym projevem entropie je i nesystematicka existence uzavrenych
paradigmat v kontrastu k otevienym. Nepravidelnost bude obecné€ v jazyce v disledku této
obecné povahy jeho systému vzdy a vzdy bude i jednou z nejvice ndpadnych vlastnosti tam,
kde se objevuje masové, tj. ve frazeologii a idiomatice. Jednim z dusledku tohoto je i uni-
verzalnost frazeologie ve vSech jazycich. Neni proto ndhodou, Ze i nejstarsi a stile uzivany
umély jazyk esperanto zalind pro své lepsi fungovéni nabyvat vlastnosti pfrirozeného jazy-
ka a frazémy a idiomy se zacaly objevovat i v ném.

IF je oblasti, stru¢n€ fe¢eno, anomalnich hotovych nominaci komplementarnich k vét-
Sinovym nominacim pravidelnym, které byvaji vétSinou neustdlené. V dusledku své ano-
madlnosti vSak frazémy a idiomy muZou ,,preskocit ¢i ignorovat pravidla zndmd odjinud do
té miry a takovym zpusobem, Ze nabyvaji charakteristické vlastnosti jiné, které pravidelny
jazyk systematicky nevykazuje (napr. motivovanost del§iho pravidelného vyrazu maze byt
nevyhodou a prekdzkou pro jeho mozné zkriceni). Frazémy a idiomy jsou pak jazykové
prostiedky vyznamné ekonomické, které na malou plochu své formy vdZzou znaéné kom-
plexni vyznam a funkci, a to v jasném protikladu k prostfedkim pravidelného jazyka. Je
obtizné najit frazém, ktery by byl rozvlaény, piili§ dlouhy a neohrabany. IF je tedy vyznam-
nym prostredkem vyhovujicim potiebé jazykové ekonomie. Z hlediska slovnédruhovych
funkci napfiklad stoji v ostrém kontrastu k (absolutnim i frekvenénim) proporcim zakladni-
ho pravidelného lexikonu népadné rozsahly vyskyt i mira uZiti frazému verbalni povahy,
které jako by kompenzovaly omezeny pocet pravidelnych verb: IF je zde velmi vyznamnym
tezaurem hotovych viceslovnych predikatu.
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Na druhou stranu je IF nejrozsahlejsi oblasti lexikonu, kterd je specializovand mj. na
pragmatické funkce vyjadrovani evaluativniho, tj. subjektivni a ¢asto i emociondlni eva-
luace v postojich a ndzorech svych uZivatelu. Je zfejmé, Ze kazdy mluvéi vSe kolem sebe
v rizné mite neustédle hodnoti, upfednostiiuje nebo odmit4, Casto v doprovodu aspektt emo-
ciondlnich. Vedle potieby sdélovat fakta je v lidské komunikaci potfeba hodnotit zcela
zékladni. Této evaluativni oblasti se pravidelné prostfedky neproptjcuji snadno ani ne
vzdycky, a proto i pozornost jazykové evaluaci vénovand tradi¢ni lingvistikou je dosud
mizivd. Naproti tomu si ndpadnd evaluativni vét§inovd povaha frazému a idomu o to pfimo
fika: je k tomu jakoby stvorena.

Sémanticky je valna Cast IF, predev§im v souvislosti s entropii, také v§znamné vagni,
a to uz v oblasti svych denotdti. Frazémy jsou takto obecné neurcité, neexaktni (a tedy opa-
kem exaktnich terminu) s nejasnymi hranicemi. V textu se pak Casto takovy vyznam do
zna¢né miry snadno dotvdii a modifikuje. Lze tedy mluvit u IF o vyznamné mife potencia-
lity dal$tho, nestandardniho tzu, ktery se tu komunikativné nabizi. Standardnim tzem IF,
ktery nastésti nemd cenu kodifikovat a ani ho kodifikovat nelze, se ov§em min{ jen momen-
tdlné a statisticky platny dzus vétSinovy a typicky, ktery mluvéi snadno prizpasobuje svym
potrebdm (coZ napt. s béZnym vyznamem slov lze délat jen do urcité miry a nékdy). Frazeo-
logie a idiomatika se tudiZ i pruzné a rychle vyviji.

A translation of this paper is called Foundations and Principles of Phraseology and Idiomatics, see
also elsewhere in this volume. For this, my thanks go to A. Klégr.
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1. Introduction: Phraseology and Idiomatics
in a Wider Perspective

Phraseology and idiomatics (PI henceforth) is a relatively young branch of linguistics,
and it only gradually comes to light where in language we may look for its units, idioms
and phrasemes. In language they are, generally speaking, found in all branches of
linguistics wherever combinations of units endowed with meaning are involved.
Moreover, PI has links to other non-linguistic disciplines, outside of language. Little
attention has been paid to the study of connections with psychology and logic, esp. in the
area of expressing concepts and propositions, with philosophy or ethics of assessing and
conveying experience, with history and arts (tropes, symbols, etc.). However, there is
a traditional tie particularly with cultural anthropology and ethnology, especially in the
study of proverbs. This sphere has been long described, and with good reason, as
a treasure house of the nation’s experience under the name ‘wisdom-lore’, a term used by
the 19%-century Czech revivalist poet, F. L. Celakovsky, in his monumental collection of
proverbs (Celakovsky 1852).

If ethnographic, semantic, historical, sociological and other approaches cast light, among
other things, on national specific features, including the use of metaphors and symbolism
which PI expresses, it might be said, at first glance, that a significant historical part of Czech
PI is, broadly and loosely described, rustic or agricultural in its structure, whilst sea-related
themes (so common to English) are entirely missing. Because of their generality, such
characteristics do not say very much and have little value. On the other hand, the view is
only slowly gaining ground that PI is not a mere collection of irregularities and curiosities,
somewhere on the periphery of language and attention, but, on the contrary, that it is
a specific and little explored area of language in which standard ways and means will not
get us very far, although it is an area open to active study and application in a number of
communicative activities and spheres, such as pedagogical at school or rhetorical, i.e.
textual, in the creation of different types of text. Its basic descriptive application is
phraseography, which collects and describes phraseological means of expression of a given
language.

Phrasemes and idioms may, loosely and not only linguistically, be seen as the most
important part of stereotypes, especially verbal. A stereotype in language (i.e. apart form
the much wider conception in sociology and elsewhere) is a lexical combination which
enters a text as a ready-made, relatively frequent and well-known, or established, unit
which is fixed and non-generable, a unit with an underlying model with similarly small or
(almost) non-existent productivity. From a communicative point of view, the prefabricated
nature of a stereotyped expression creates the impression of familiarity; the expression
often induces a certain type of situation or behaviour and in terms of language-production
it facilitates, speeds up and automates the generation of a text. Such a text loses its
originality in these parts and its author forfeits his or her claim to an original creative
expression. Stereotyped expressions abound especially in institutionalized language (such
a language is distinctly stereotyped) which uses a large amount of formulae which tend to
make the utterance formalized and thereby endow it with customary and predictable
(usually polite) or even prescribed character, for instance in keeping with etiquette. The
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degree of obligatoriness may be then sanctioned socially or legally. Typical examples are
therefore expressions and formulae of greeting, thanking, wishing, rituals or formulae of
swearing, arresting, marriage rituals and others. There are also formulae restricted to
certain specialized fields.

Although formulae are used in institutionalized language and even in spoken
language, for example in various parts of conversation, it would be a simplification to
regard them as something negative. The very act of selecting between different types of
stereotyped expression may be seen as an authorial contribution to text building. Also,
almost all types of text require that stereotyped expressions be used inasmuch as people
are by no means only creative and wholly original speakers; certain customary and
conventional notions and situations need to be expressed in a customary and familiar
way. To some extent, the original typographic meaning of the term stereotype (solid
combination of more letters compared to free letters) is still present in it. The commonest
stereotyped expressions include propositional and polypropositional phrasemes, esp.
proverbs, sayings, correlated greetings and wishes, etc., and a number of other types of
phrasemes, but also aphorisms, various kinds of situational clichés, standard beginnings
or endings of utterances and other contact formulae, and finally, a great number of
verbonominal phrasemes. The relationship between phrasemes and stereotyped responses
is a much debated issue; in fact, it is an open one indeed. On one level, the two are largely
identical and overlapping if they have a fixed form. However, a number of stereotyped
responses (usually with negative connotations) which are studied especially in sociology
do not have such fixed form and there the correspondence with phraseology ends. It is
also a matter of the criteria whereby phraseology itself is defined. The sociological
conception of stereotypes often operates with images (especially in the sphere of
traditional views of other ethnic or national groups) which can be neither true nor
flattering: for instance, the Scots are in Czech stereotyped as being miserly (a source of
frequent anecdotes), the Germans as orderly and accurate (némeckd presnost — ‘German
precision’), the French as gourmets and lovers, the Gypsies as thieves or slatterns. Some
of these non-linguistic stereotyped images have entered language, i.e. its phraseology, in
the form of phrasemes which reflect a given stereotype, such as those about the Romany
(krade jako cikdn — ‘he is given to stealing like a Gypsy), the Czechs as being musical
(Co Cech, to muzikant — ‘Every Czech is a musician’), the Turks as being poor managers
(turecké hospoddrstvi — ‘Turkish, i.e. poorly organized, economy’), etc., however much
removed they may be from reality. When this happens we have a conjunction of the two
types of stereotyped responses.

It should be stressed that PI in Czech is not the study of phrases or ‘turns of phrase’
(clichés or hackneyed phrases). A ‘turn of phrase’ is a habitual expression used in
conversation, usually felt to be unoriginal and semantically almost empty; it is a subjective
concept, difficult to define. Nor is the ‘phrase’, as known especially in generative grammar,
its subject of study. PI, as conceptualized here, deals with phrasemes and idioms and in the
following attention will concentrate on these two.
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2. Principles and Foundations of Phraseology and Idiomatics

2.1 The Nature and Position of Phraseology and Idiomatics

Phraseology and idiomatics (PI) is concerned with the study and description of phrases
and idioms at all levels (strata), with special focus — on account of their frequency — on
multiword lexemes. PI does not represent a special level of language, as was previously
thought, but it is an area of fixed anomalous combinations (of syntagmatic and paradigmatic
forms always of a lower order) which is complementary to the area of regular language
combinations of all kinds and at all relevant levels. The resultant phraseme, stored in the
system, is then a unit of a higher order than its constituents are. By a relevant level is meant
any plane whose units are endowed with meaning (semantics).

By regular combinations in a generally syntagmatic sense we mean all combinations
governed by analogous rules, i.e. rules based on analogy, that is combinations of
morphemes, lexemes, collocations and even clauses. Generally speaking, by these rules we
mean both semantic rules (always primary), based on semantic compatibility of the
combined elements and on the meaningfulness of their resultant combinations (see also
compatibility, below in 2.2), and (always secondary) formal and grammatical rules (e.g.,
syntactic ones in syntax). Thus, PI goes a step further in the area of combinatory outcomes
of the extensions of combinatory possibilities in language, crossing the boundaries and
operating in an area of combinations that, according to the standard rules of language,
cannot or should not take place, i.c. anomalous combinations. This predetermines the
inherent irregularity and non-model-based formedness of every idiom and phraseme. For
instance, the simple Czech phraseme lezet polem (to pitch a camp) is formally anomalous
and no other such instrumental construction (and syntactically something remotely
reminiscent of, e.g., object) can be found anywhere else in the language with comparable
components (static verb and the noun pole). In PI both components combine only in this
unique way, cf. this phraseme and the regular collocation leZet na poli (to lie in a field),
consisting of a verb and an adverbial answering the question ‘where?’.

Diachronically anomalous phraseological combinations came into being in various ways,
in collocational phrasemes especially through a simile and individual metaphors, and may,
among other things, reflect the residuum of combinatory possibilities previously common,
but currently diachronic, that are no longer found in the present-day language system.
Within the combinatory properties of linguistic units, i.e. properties which form the very
core of every language (we may generally speak of the combinatory principle), lies the
potential to form ever new naming units, including anomalous ones, and so even phrasemes
and idioms. The existence of phraseology and idiomatics is a natural phenomenon in every
language, just as the use of phrasemes and idioms is a multi-layered means of conveying
language culture, due to their specific features and expressive possibilities.

The common denominative function of all types of phrasemes and idioms places PI
straight within lexicology as its special branch. In other respects, though, it has specific
relationships with a number of other disciplines. PI’s uniqueness and essence consists in that
it is an area in which the validity and operation of principles based on rules known to be
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functional anywhere else in language are suspended and therefore cannot be systematically
applied in analysis: what looks like a morphological case here is functionally not a case,
what appears to be an object of a verb is not an object, a word is no longer a word here with
its familiar meaning, a word form is not a form of the underlying lexeme because the lexeme
has become irrelevant and does not figure here as a whole at all, etc. All this is due to the
omnipresent anomaly of different kinds which above all prevents the proper analysis of
a phraseme in terms of criteria of the regular language and, conversely, its synthesis from
the initial components. Yet it is possible to make use of the criteria of the regular language
in PI at least at the level of components to describe (at least) their external characteristics,
or their outward and superficial similarity with components of the regular language, for
example in the formal classification of phrasemes on the basis of their similarity with the
word-classes. Thus it is possible to describe the structure and type of, for example, the
phraseme nosit kiiZi na trh (to carry one’s skin to the market, i.e., to expose oneself to
danger) as the combination V-S-prep-S, i.e. that of verb, noun, prepositions and noun,
although in actual fact there are no nouns involved, and the structure described or the
analysis made of it is only external and says nothing (specific) about the composition and
nature of the phraseme (on the use of it see more especially in 4).

2.2 Paradigmatic and Syntagmatic Relations

A paradigm is an abstract class of elements, units at whatever level of the system, and it
is itself usually part of the system. It is based on a feature (formal, semantic or functional)
which is common to all these elements and unites them into a paradigm of whatever type it
may be (cf. also Cermak 2000a). Members of a paradigm are mutually equivalent and in
a text generally also mutually substitutable, their choice being governed by the either-or
rule. A paradigm is either open, i.e. relatively accessible to being enriched by other members
and, as a consequence, usually expanding, or closed, i.e. non-expandable in this sense
(cf. Cermak 1978). Compared to the intuitively opaque and extensive paradigms of, say,
indigenous roots, denominal adjective or kinds of dishes, animals, etc., of greater importance
for phraseology is always a closed paradigm, which is typically very small, if not single-
member, whose membership will evidently not grow. Let us have a more detailed look at
this situation. In the following discussion, it will be necessary to distinguish, among other
things, between ‘virtual’ and ‘collocational’ paradigms.

Within the language system every word, lexeme, morpheme, etc., belongs to a certain
paradigm (one or more). Accordingly, paradigms within the system of language are of
different sizes and different levels of abstraction. On the one hand, there is, for instance,
a huge class of all nouns (i.e., nouns as a word-class amounting to several tens of thousands
of one-word lexemes), mostly grammatical by nature, whose equivalence and combinatorics,
manifest in the width of their mutual contextual substitutability (it corresponds to the
general denominative function of nouns), are quite extensive. Basically, it coincides with the
syntactic roles of the noun. However, there is not much to say specifically about their
semantic nature. On the other hand, there is a class of, say, possessive adjectives derived
from the names of animals (e.g. psi — dog’s, koc¢ici — cat’s), which is considerably smaller,
less numerous, but semantically markedly defined. This is shown by its broadly equivalent
function in a limited amount of possible contexts (the adjective psi appears, for example,

77

—



lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 Stra/n§\F 78

with mass nouns, such as chlupy — hairs, maso — meat, kosti — bones, nouns denoting
movement and acoustic manifestations, e.g. stékor — barking, but usually not with the names
of persons, instruments, products, places, etc.).

Of course, paradigms are generally numerous and of different types, depending on which
level of the language hierarchy they belong to. On the whole, the nature of a paradigm is
related to the nature of its function: the more restricted (narrower) the paradigm and the
smaller the number of its elements, the more semantic it tends to be, and vice versa.

A virtual paradigm is such a class as described, i.e. a class of (broadly) equivalent
elements related by a common function and meaning which is abstract in nature, found in
the language system, i.e. existing in mind only, and definable by its place in the system’s
hierarchy. One such type of virtual paradigm consists of the above adjectives of the type psi —
dog’s, kocici — cat’s, lvi — lion’s, korisky — horse’s, another of mass nouns of the type maso —
meat, sddlo — fat, mléko — milk, and yet another of the names of tools of the type nuzky —
scissors, kladivo — hammer, Sroubovdk — screwdriver, vrtdk — borer, etc. The first type of
virtual paradigm (psi, etc.), together with possessive adjectives related to man (ofciiv or
otcovsky — father’s or fatherly, matcin or matersky — mother’s or motherly, tetin — aunt’s,
etc.), belongs to a higher class of possessive adjective as such, these belonging to yet
a higher class and thereby to highly abstract adjectives in general, and so on. A virtual
paradigm is usually easy to grasp even intuitively, and to some extent we can recall it quite
easily and use it in mental operations; as a matter of fact most (semantic) classifications of
lexemes, the study of hyponymy, etc., are based on this type of paradigm. Every member of
a virtual paradigm shares the same general function with the others (i.e., it can participate in
the same higher unit, structure), though individually each member differs from the others in
its combinatorics. On the lexical level, we say that the collocability, collocational potential
of every one of them is different.

A collocational paradigm, on the other hand, is a class of elements (still meaning words
here), with every one of which a member of a different paradigm may habitually and
meaningfully combine. However, this type of class is difficult to recall intuitively as
a whole, and if extensive, the recall is as a rule not possible at all. To use the example of the
adjective psi (dog’s), its nominal collocational paradigm will include all nouns combinable
with this adjective (because of their heterogeneity they will represent several semantically
differentiated paradigms at once), for example
(1) the type represented by nouns of acoustic manifestation such as $t¢kot — barking, vréeni —

growling, kniuceni — whining, etc.

(2) the type represented by body parts, such as chlupy — hairs, maso — meat, kosti — bones,
etc., or
(3) other types (motions, properties, etc.)

Hence, a collocational paradigm is definable only through a particular external element,
to which it uniquely relates on the basis of their mutual collocability (combinability);
this external element (here the adjective ps?) does not belong to this paradigm, though.
Syntagmas which are formed by the elements of the collocational paradigm with this
specific external (‘defining’) element usually differ in meaning and function. Every element
of the system (every word, etc.) has its own (at least one) collocational paradigm and by
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explicitly listing its members it is possible to delineate the possibilities and the boundaries
of using the elements of the system (their collocability). Thus, it is usual to form the
syntagma psi §tékot — dog’s barking, but not *psi mrioukdni — dog’s miaowing, or *koici
§tékot — cat’s barking, *psi buceni — dog’s mooing, etc. (which are forbidden by semantic
rules). In contrast to the virtual paradigm, the extent of the collocational paradigm may
change more quickly over a time and it also often does; this may actually be seen as the
source of metaphoric shifts or, in more general terms, of the semantic shift of a lexeme and,
on the most general level, of the change in language as such. The nature of both types of
paradigm (virtual and collocational) is reflected in the conception, perception and function
of each phraseme and idiom.

The syntagma, a minimal combination of two usually heterogeneous elements, i.e. those
originating (as a rule) from two different virtual paradigms, is semantically conditioned by
the nature of its elements, generally also by the type of their paradigms and their hierarchical
level. Hence it is conditioned by the combinatory rules governing the behaviour of these
elements. Most syntagmas are unfixed, textual, and only some, primarily phrasemes, are
fixed and form part of langue. If we take the above example psi §tékot — a dog’s barking,
there is nothing special about a syntagma and combination which is unfixed from the point
of view of phraseology. Apparently it is formed ad hoc again and again according to
semantic rules (not only are the components mutually non-exclusive, but they customarily
combine and appear to share a common semantic feature). On the other hand, the syntagma
psi pocasi (foul weather) is a phraseme because it is anomalous: no semantic rule applies
here (psi — dog’s and pocasi — weather are normally incompatible just as *psi dést —
dog’s rain, *psi klima — dog’s climate, etc.), both words and the virtual paradigms they
belong to do not combine. From the point of view of the virtual paradigm the word pocasi —
weather, or ¢as — time for that matter, does not belong to any of the collocational paradigms
mentioned which relate to the adjective psi. In other words, with regard to the adjective ps/
the word pocasi forms both theoretically and practically a completely closed collocational
paradigm with only one member (¢as in psi ¢as is in fact only its variant), a paradigm,
though, which concretely or semantically does not belong to the range of words habitually
combining with the word psi. The phraseme psi pocasi (or its older variant psi cas) is
therefore based on a unique anomaly without support in whatever analogy.

The above example was chosen for its simplicity; other phrasemes may present a much
more complicated picture. However, it makes the essence of a phraseme sufficiently clear.
Inasmuch as phrasemes and idioms must be seen as combinations of elements which
in some respect are always anomalous, it is necessary to look for them mainly in the
non-productive and little used areas of combinatorics of language elements. In the sphere of
regular language, among the different levels the most productive are syntactic, or collocational,
models, the least productive are word-formation models, while the inflectional ones stand
somewhere in between them. However, it is only very generally true that the incidence of
idioms and phrasemes and the possibility (though not necessity) of the appearance of new
ones is roughly proportionate to these productivity rates. Still, we do find the main
concentration of PI phenomena in the sphere of collocations and sentences, although the
number of morphological combinations is far from small (no systematic study has been done
here so far, though).
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Collocability is, generally speaking, individual, formal and semantic combinability, i.e.,
the ability of each language element to combine with another or others. It results from one
or more of the element’s collocational paradigms and (in regular combinations) is
conditioned by its compatibility with them. Together with valency it is the main component
of syntagmaticity of any language element. The individual realization of collocability
produces a collocation. If, for instance, the valency of the verb ¢7sz (to read) requires a noun
in the accusative, its collocability involves a (collocational) paradigm, i.e., a class of
concrete nouns which provide the potential accusative forms, such as ¢7st (knihu — book,
romdn — novel, dopis — letter, etc.) and the collocation st knihu is one of the common
potential combinations. The collocational paradigm of the verb ¢7ist does not include,
however, the incompatible *¢ist kdmen (to read a stone), *¢ist vodu (to read water), *¢ist
maso (to read meat) ..., even though these are accusative forms too. In general, the
collocability of each word is narrowly restricted and in principle follows from its semantics.
Although it changes with time and users, it is never unlimited and never has an arbitrary
scope: no lexeme of a language combines with all others. In its sum, compatibility is the
essential component of the Saussurean value of the lexeme. For any two lexemes, even
synonymous lexemes, it is always different, i.e. it is unique and noninterchangeable. As
a rule, collocability is not thought of in terms of any other level but lexical.

The collocability of lexemes, i.e. words (or rather their forms), differs with respect to the
types and the number of words, lexemes, etc., with which each lexeme combines. It depends
on the nature of the lexeme’s virtual paradigm, its place in the abstract hierarchy of the
system, etc. (see above). To speak of the collocability of words like velky (large) is virtually
impossible without an exhaustive investigation based on a corpus (their collocability
probably involves hundreds of thousands of words, mostly nouns, which no speaker can
carry in his head, in fact we cannot even recall them; in the Czech National Corpus
SYN2005 they involve some 200 000 combinations). Thus the word velky forms or has at
its disposal overwhelmingly large and open collocational paradigms which establish its
collocability. By contrast, there are collocational paradigms which are extremely small and
closed, such as that of the nouns defining the collocability of the adjective Siry (wide,
spacious), including {more — sea, pole — field, pldn — plain, svet — world, obloha — skies,
krajina —landscape}. Quite clearly, this is one of commonest types of anomaly in phraseology,
the component being a member of an extremely limited and restricted paradigm. The
relationship between the components of combinations of lexemes and words of regular
language, if meaningful, is semantically always that of compositionality. Viewed from
a different angle, these combinations are always made possible thanks to the principle of
semantic compatibility which consists in the presence of common semantic features found
in either of the two combining words (roughly: both the form ¢7st — read and the form knihu —
book imply the feature ‘readability’, to use a simplification).

In contrast to regular language, whose combinations are based solely and necessarily on
compatibility, phrasemes and idioms are different. Their components may display
compatibility as well as its absence, the relationship of incompatibility. Incompatibility,
semantic disharmony, is a semantic syntagmatic relationship between two mutually
exclusive lexemes or other elements of a semantic nature, which as a result cannot normally
combine in a meaningful syntagma, e.g. *ostrd voda — sharp water, *citit kolmo — to feel
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perpendicularly, or the relationship between pes — dog and strom — tree (which normally
never combine in language). In idioms, though, incompatibility is possible and frequent, as
in kamenny oblic¢ej — stony face, oteviend hlava — open, i.e. clever, head, umét se narodit —
know how to be born, i.e., to be lucky, ztratit hlavu — lose one’s head, to t¢ bude stdt krk —
this will cost you your neck/head, etc.

The concept of a closed paradigm is important for another concept, crucial for
phraseology, namely that of monocollocability. It is the collocability of a lexical form
which is clearly defined by its being combinable with only a few (2-7), or strictly speaking,
only one other form in a language. This single form (or forms) prevents the given lexeme
from its linguistic extinction, because without combining, in a state of isolation, nothing is
possible in language. These well-known unique and monocollocable forms, such as the
above §iry, or such forms as holic¢kdch, duhu, pré, namdle, vstric, tretice, tratolisté, dokordn,
jakz, tak?, found in the phrases nechat nékoho na holickdch (leave sb in the lurch), jit
nékomu k duhu (do sb good), mit pré (be free to), mit namdle (be close to dying, have
a narrow escape), vyjit nekomu vstric (be helpful), do tretice v§eho dobrého (third time lucky),
tratolisté krve (a pool of blood), oteviit/byt/nechat/ziistat dokordn (have/be/leave/stay wide-
-open), citit se jakZtak? (feel so-so), are on account of their severely restricted collocability
entirely different from normal lexemes. Not only do they lack their own lexemes (unlike the
locative form holickdch the nominative form *holicky is nonsensical and artificially
reconstructed), but also their word-class and any other category. Once again, the questions
of whether *duhu, *pré are nouns and, in the latter case, an object do not make sense: there
is no analogy to base our judgement on because no syntax has yet evolved here. These elements
do not have their own meaning or even existence, because all of those only imprecisely
guessed properties could be derived only on the basis of a sufficient analogy deducible from
several different occurrences in which the form would have to exist. It does not exist though.
Monocollocability therefore suggests only a seemingly independent existence of a form
which, however, is non-existent in reality without its phrase and therefore fictitious (a given
phraseme is its only context and so even the only form of its linguistic existence). In actual
fact, such phrasemes could be written in an non-discrete way, as a solid sequence (see the
last example), as it would make no difference to their character.

Discreteness of form is a misleading feature: it tempts us to postulate an independent
existence to what is written separately. It is a problem specific to Czech and similar
languages, and more generally the Latin script. In languages which use other types of script,
this problem is less prominent, for example in Chinese and others.

2.3 Anomaly in Phraseology and Idiomatics

In phraseology anomaly is always perceived in contrast to the background of the
semantic and formal situation in regular language, i.e., a sphere of language governed by
rules. It is also made possible only thanks to this contrast with all phenomena which are
both prevalent and regular in language. Anomaly is seen as the multiaspectual exceptional,
irregular nature of the paradigmatic situation (see above) or as the realization of the
syntagmatic or transformational relationship (often combined) which is viewed as
a nongenerable deviation from rules of various types based on analogy. Anomaly is
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omnipresent in phraseology in different degrees and shades, it is its constitutive feature.
While regular analogous combinations in language are based on semantic and formal rules
permitting relatively without limits the formation of new and new combinations
(cf. otevieny + dvereloknolkrabice/oko ..., etc., i.e. ‘open + door/window/box/eye’
combinations in keeping with the semantic rule: ‘openable’ things and the grammatical
rule: prescribing word order and gender agreement), anomalous phraseological
combinations are always unique and restricted (totally, sometimes to just a few clearly
delimited members). For instance, neither of the components of the phraseme oteviend
hlava (open, i.e. clever, head) can be varied and replaced with another, analogous one
in the same function or meaning (to create another phraseme), which is the basic feature
of members of the same paradigm in regular language, as documented by *oteviend
zdda (open back), *oteviené bricho (open stomach), *oteviené oko (open eye) or
*zaviend/priviend hlava (closed/semiclosed head) (unless, of course, the opening refers to
a different sense, say ‘wound’). Similarly, whereas lexemes usually form regular sets
(e.g. pes belongs among mammals, szl among furniture), no such analogous sets of
components exist in phraseology, cf. the definition of the phraseme below. The different
types of anomaly include, for example, the impossibility to identify the word-class in the
components hin, duhu (byt hin — be exhausted/destroyed, jit k duhu — do sb good), the
absence of meaning in these forms, noticeable even in the word forms oteviend, hlava, etc.,
which do not correspond to any of its standard lexical senses. It is therefore impossible to
speak of lemmas, but only of forms, or elements. Syntagmatic anomalies of different types
are exemplified by expressions such as by leZer ladem (lie fallow/waste), mald domu
(passing the ball to one’s goalie) or hodit néco za hlavu (throw st behind your head, i.e. not
worry about it).

The most obvious sign of anomaly is — in keeping with the way functional anomaly was
defined above — the impossibility of paradigmatic substitution of one component by
another, analogous component in the same or similar function (= commutation test), as
exemplified above. Other examples are *mit z néceho lehkou/obtiznou hlavu, *mit z néceho
tezké telo/bricholkoleno, *umét toto/tohle s nékym, *Sesté/treti kolo u vozu, *co od/prolk,
*kdo kdyZ, *jestli/zda jo, *Jak si nékdo odestele, tak se poloZi, etc. (which are made up non-
phrasemic variations of the phrasemes mit tézkou hlavu z — feel bad about st, umét to s nékym —
can wind sb round one’s little finger, pdté kolo u vozu — fifth wheel of car, i.e. redundant, co
do — as regards, co kdy? — what if, Ze jo — isn’t it, Jak si kdo ustele, tak si lehne — You’ve
made your bed and you must lie in it). Because of the nature of phrasemes, anomaly may
appear in the very status of the components. A number of phraseme components do not
actually have an analogous counterpart in any lexical form (or lemma) in regular language
and occur only in phraseology.

Anomaly is quite conspicuous in grammatical transformations as shown, for example,
in the phraseme pririist nékomu k srdci (grow onto sb’s heart, i.e. become dear to sb) which
does not allow transformations and so to be used in questions, the passive, conditional,
imperative or in the first person singular or plural. This type of anomaly is particularly
noticeable in the restrictions of textual uses of the phrasemes, restrictions which are always
highly individual and the user must know them just as he has to know the meaning of the
phraseme (see 6.3).
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Since different kinds of anomaly tend to associate in different constellations and numbers
with particular phrasemes, the extent of their presence may be used as an indicator of the
degree of idiomatization (phraseologization) of such phrasemes. The lowest is found in
peripheral quasiphrasemes and quasiidioms (see below, also 3.6). If a given combination
displays no anomaly, it is not a phraseme.

There are many kinds of anomalous features and it is therefore possible to use them in
the functional classification of phrasemes and idioms (see 5.3).

2.4 The Definition of the Phraseme and Idiom

The phraseme and idiom cannot as a rule be defined by a single (anomalous) property,
whether formal, semantic or collocational. Nor does the current, and perhaps, most
widespread conception of the phraseme and idiom — as a fixed and reproducible
combination of elements (especially words) whose meaning is (partly or completely) not
deducible from the meaning of the components — meet all their types (such as phrasemes
with a monocollocable component) and therefore it has to be rejected. The test of analogous
substitution of components mentioned above (2.3, the example ofeviend hlava) may be
formulated operationally as follows

the idiom and phraseme is a unique combination of minimally two elements, one (or more)
of which does not function in the same way in another combination (combinations), or it
occurs in just one expression (or a severely limited number of such expressions).

Even this definition, although it implicitly suggests the presence of more than semantic
peculiarity and can be used especially for the practical identification of a phraseme and
idiom, one-sidedly stresses the collocational aspect. The test of commutation of some of
the elements may in this sense be usefully applied in practice (after testing the primary
aspect of fixedness of a given combination) for the identification of phrasemes and idioms
in textual analysis and for excluding regular cases which follow the standard rules.

Still it is evident that all the features discussed, and others that could be mentioned,
cannot be squeezed into an unambiguous specific definition applying only to the phraseme
and idiom. The very status of these features, defined negatively as anomalies, which are
perceived against the background of the regularities of language, is relative. It depends on
the elaboration of the concept of regularity (or regular generability) and its explicit meaning
in the linguistic description according to a specific coherent theory of language. However,
in a generalized form, stressing the fact that all these features are only manifestations of the
properties of the language system and structure, it is possible to sum up these features and
render them more abstract. This leads to the following formulation:

the phraseme and idiom is such a non-model and fixed syntagma of elements of which (at
least) one is with respect to the other a member of an extremely limited (both formally and,

mostly, even semantically) and closed paradigm.

By an element is meant a standard linguistic unit from whatever level (except phonological),
although in actual fact it is only a certain shape, form of this unit, i.e. a particular word form,

83

—



lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 Strén§\F 84

morph, etc. Expressions like a ‘combination of words, sentences’, etc., are therefore used in
this connection with a certain amount of licence. Two, or more, phrasemes and idioms,
however, can by no means come together as elements of an idiomatic syntagma of a higher
order. In order to preclude the definition from covering also multiword technical terms (such
as the bird’s name vdovka krdlovskd — vidua regia — where the component vdovka can be
used with only several other adjectives, e.g. vdovka rajskd), further features have to be taken
into account. The feature of mere restricted collocability does not turn a combination into
a phraseme (such cases are only quasiphrasemes, see 3.6).

Phrasemes and idioms also need to be distinguished from literal homonyms, cf. oteviend
hlava (open head) in the sense of being subject to a ‘surgical’ operation), and others, chytat
lelky (to waste time, dawdle, literally to catch fern-owls), zlaty diil (gold mine), hdzet flintu
do Zita (to give up prematurely, literally to throw one’s gun into a rye field), whose literal
counterparts are usually rarer and have a completely different distribution in text.

3. The Phraseme and Idiom: Their Components and Structure

In phraseology and idiomatics (PI) it is imperative to make a distinction between the
level of the input forms, components, and the level of the final combinatory outputs, the
idiomatic wholes. Each one requires a special and separate approach, not mutually
transferable. While the input forms can be analyzed before they enter the idiomatic
combinatory whole which is not unlike that found in regular language (at this point
structural classification may still be used), analysis at the level the resultant whole is
impossible inasmuch as the input components have lost their original external character and
form components of the total combination only conditionally. On the other hand, the output
level offers a rich array of possible kinds of functional analysis, based on textual behaviour.
The nature of the resultant idiomatic phraseme is essentially individual and arises from the
sum of the individual anomalies it displays. These anomalies can be seen as a scale: the
more anomalies a phraseme displays, the more idiomatic it is and vice versa, the fewer
it has, the closer it is to regular language. As a consequence, this scaled approach suggests
the possibility to identify an idiomatic centre of sorts for this whole area (separately for each
combinatory level) and, conversely, its periphery with zones situated in between this centre
and the regular language.

It also suggests the possibility of defining the frequent transitional cases whose degree
of idiomacity is weak, i.e. quasiphrasemes and quasiidioms (3.6).

3.1 The Character of the Phraseme and Idiom in General

The components of the phraseme and idiom (for their overall description see 2. above)
include minimally the following ones: elements and their character, a combination including
the sequence, fixedness, the number of elements and their functions which always display
some kind of anomaly. In order to define the phraseme and idiom in more detail, these
components have to be considered from the formal, semantic and collocational, or functional,
aspects. In the last one also its anomalous transformations have to be taken into account (see
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5.3). Phrasemes and idioms, which are the basic units of the PI of a language, are popularly
and nonspecifically given various names with different meanings, such as réeni (or dslovi,
obrat, etc.; saying, saw or phrase) at the level of non-sentential word combinations, and, at
the sentential level, especially prislovi or porekadlo, or pranostika (proverb, adage,
maxim, etc.). At the same time, sentential (propositional) phrasemes include a number of
other types, such as formulae. Special cases are similes (they can be both collocational and
sentential, see 4.314) and binomials (see 4.316), which may include non-phrasemes as well.
Completely ignored until recently were synsemantic phrasemes, mainly of a collocational
nature (see esp. sections 4.313 and 4.312). A considerable proportion of phrasemes, though,
have no traditional, however imprecise, name, and in technical usage they are as a rule
described functionally as phrasemes or idioms of this or that level, or according to a formal
subtype within each group. For example ukdzat nekomu paty (show sb one’s heels, i.e. take
to one’s heels) is classified as a collocational phraseme of the verbonominal type (according
to its structure V-N).

Elements which formally enter phraseological combinations as components are of
different kinds depending on their status (for a general description see below, especially
3.22); they are mostly morphemes (roots or affixes), lexemes, collocations, clauses or
propositions (sentences). At the same time they typically occur only in a certain form (where
relevant), not as a lemma. The resultant combinations, phraseological wholes, i.e. phrasemes,
always — as formations — functionally belong to a higher level. To give some examples: the
lexical phraseme prestielit (to overshoot, i.e., overdo) and its components pre-strelit
(compared with the regular pre-hodit — to throw over, etc.), the collocational phraseme and
its component lexical forms mit strejcka (literally to have an uncle, meaning ‘to have
something in store’ compared to the regular to have an aunt, etc.) or the propositional
phraseme and its components 7o je slovo do pranice (That’s a word to have a fight about,
i.e. a matter of contention, compared with the regular 7o je slovo do diskuse, That’s a matter
for discussion).

The dichotomy phraseme and idiom (and phraseology and idiomatics for that
matter) shows both a clear difference and also a certain overlap. By and large, it is
a difference of perspective. In order to emphasize the divergent points of view, it is suitable
to preserve the terminological difference. Basically, if a combinatory formation is analyzed
in terms of formal features, we use the term phraseme, while semantic analysis, in terms
of relevant semantic features (including denominative) justifies the use of the term idiom.
This seemingly parallel approach is not redundant: on the one hand, it is often
methodologically necessary to pay separate attention to the semantic aspect and the formal
aspect because of their marked difference; on the other hand, the two aspects are not
commensurate. With a decreasing degree and quantity of anomaly and with transition to the
periphery of phraseology and idiomatics the semantic aspect tends to become markedly
weaker, less distinct, which leaves the formal aspect dominant and in fact the only aspect
to be analyzed and thus the term phraseme is the logical choice. Such a situation occurs,
for instance, in phrasemes of the prepositional type, such as na rozdil od (in contrast to),
quasiphrasemes of the verbonominal type, such as vénovat pozornost (to pay attention to),
technical terms such as zlaty dést’(golden rain or laburnum). For practical reasons, though,
it is common to simplify things and speak of all units as phrasemes. Their formal typology
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is clearly enough based on their hierarchical status and the typology of the formal aspects
of the components.

Collocational phrasemes are functional equivalents of all types of word-class, the most
varied ones being phrasemes with verbal function. The components of collocational
phrasemes come from all kinds of word-class (appellatives and proper names), but do not
usually conform to their syntactic functions; they are mere word-forms. From a semantic
point of view, the most conspicuous, traditional and apparently universal type (probably
found in all languages) is somatic phrasemes exploiting the names of different parts of the
human body, in which the anthropomorphic principle becomes very prominent, cf. vzit si
néco do hlavy (take st, i.e., get an idea, into one’s head), byt nekomu v patdch (be on the
heels of), etc. The most frequent component ruka (hand/arm) appears in several hundred
phrasemes in Czech. A number of somatic phrasemes are also used to describe gestures, e.g.
polkréit nad nécim nos (turn up one’s nose at st), mdvnout nad nécim rukou (to sweep
one’s hand over st, i.e. to show one’s lack of interest in st), which then have two kinds of
referent and two distinct meanings (in the latter phraseme it is the ‘actual gesture’ versus
‘absence of care, interest’). These idioms are sometimes called paralinguistic since they
combine (verbal) language and nonverbal communication. Nevertheless, such an approach
to the phraseme based on the semantic type of is components tends to be rather
impressionistic and has little value apart for the study of metaphor. Similarly, authors speak
of animal phrasemes, botanic phrasemes, etc.

In spite of its discrete form, the phraseme and idiom functionally and semantically
represents an integral whole which cannot be synchronically divided and analyzed into
components. In other words, it is not the sum of the meanings of its components, nor is
it based on the principle of compositionality of meaning. All traditional and recurrent
attempts at semantic analysis (in contrast to diachronic analysis) are futile for they are
bound to be incomplete and reliant on external criteria, cf. the phraseme leje jako z konve
(it rains cats and dogs, i.e. it rains heavily) and the attempts to extract from it (at least)
the meaning ‘prsi’ (rains) for the component leje. If the dubious logic of this approach
were to be followed through, then jako z konve would have to mean ‘a lot’, which it does
not and the users never use this combination in this hypothetical meaning (cf. *snédl
toho jako z konve, he ate like from a watering can, *spi jako z konve, he sleeps like from
a watering can). This makes it easier to understand why components of a phraseme are
only word-forms formally that are identical, homonymous with the forms of lexemes one
knows from the dictionary, but not the lexemes themselves. Sometimes, however, such
assumed lemmas are missing even in regular language, no matter how it may look on the
surface, e.g. (nechat na) holickdch (to leave on ‘little sticks’, i.e. in the lurch) with the
phantom lemma holicka. Cases such as leje jako z konve must therefore be understood as
being partly homonymous and quasimotivated (presumably having some motivation).
Still, most phrasemes do not allow even such a partial pseudoanalysis. This also makes
it clear why the phraseme is not directly and in a measurable way motivated by its
components.

PI is considerably differentiated even in sociolinguistic terms, subsuming a full
stylistic range of Modern Czech from argotic phrasemes and idioms to poetic ones. As it
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is not — in contrast to the rest of the lexicon — subject to standardizing efforts that would
deform phraseology in its own inimitable way, phraseology and idiomatics displays
a distinct and natural degree of variability (variation) reflected in the multitude of
alternating variants. These, unlike the simplified and artificially codified language,
exhibit the natural variable, alternative state of development of language in this
particular sphere. On account of its expressive appositeness, PI is the subject of
particularly conspicuous efforts to introduce new and new innovations, authorial
variants, or even new phrasemes and idioms. An overwhelming part of PI is naturally
coined and used in spoken language, mostly non-standard, for it is here that the
functional need for the kind of expression which phrasemes and idioms represent is most
urgently felt.

3.2 The Form of Phrasemes and Idioms
3.21 The Structure of Phrasemes and Idioms

The structure of the phraseme cannot be internally determined, as we have seen, for
reasons of the impossibility of it being objectively analyzed and of its multiple anomalousness.
Instead, what is meant by structure is usually only the external form of the phraseme, based
on the similarity between its component forms and the forms of external, regular language.
Likewise, especially the word-class status of the components is analogously invoked, but
only to the extent to which it is clear. In reality, its structure thus determined says very little
about the nature of the given phraseme, and plays only an auxiliary role. The phraseme
structure conceived in this way then consists of the prototypical and invariant combination
of the forms of various word-classes (including another, so-called monocollocable, class)
in a given sequence (order), together with the explicit relator (if present, i.e. usually
a preposition or conjunction) which connects them (if not present, the relation between them
is only implicit), and valency. Let us consider phrasemes and the notation of their structure
based on this approach

vzit nohy na ramena V-N-prep-N

mit na nékoho spadeno V-na-V o, iciple

mit pré V-mono

utikat {aZ se za nim prdsilo} V-CI (the clause may be developed as necessary)

In this way, for example, the collocational phraseme mit z néceho tézkou hlavu (‘have
a heavy head about st’, i.e., be worried about st) (V-A-Nprep) formally consists of three
components (mit, tézkou, hlavu), one relational element (relator, z) which explicitly
specifies the relationship between them (though it may be missing in other phrasemes) and
the valency element (valency, néceho), which is realized and specified in context. It is
represented in the system only as a general and potential feature. At this level (i.e., that of
the collocational phraseme, the commonest lexical subtype), we may regard as the components
members of the four main denominative and lexical word-classes, i.e., nouns, adjective,
verbs, and adverbs. Depending on the level and subtype, the nature of the components may
vary. We may find, for example, a collocational phraseme composed of only function words,
such as co do (pron-prep), co kdyZ (pron-conj), Ze jo? (conj-interj), a collocational phrasemes
made up of mixed components, such as od oko, pro tentokrdt, or a polypropositional
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phraseme made up of propositional components, that is clauses, e.g. Jak si kdo ustele, tak se
lehne (PROP-PROP), etc. (see 4.31 and the following).

In some cases it is useful to consider the possibility of substituting lexical components.
If phrasemes of this type contain a pronoun or a numeral, these are regarded as substitutes
of the noun or adjective depending on their function, not as further components, cf. umét ro
s nekym (V-pron-prep), pdté kolo u vozu (mum-N-Prep-N), see 4.312 and 4.311.
Substitutes (especially of nouns and adjectives) are numerals (num) and pronouns (pron), cf.
mit na to (V-prep-pron), ddt si dvacet (V-num). Reference to the presence of substitutes is
useful mainly in the assessment of the general correlation between a combinatory type (the
phrasemes structure) and its subtypes (an instance with substitution is then a subtype) and
in classification, cf. V-prep-pron viewed as a substitution type of the general structure
V-prep-N. A substitute, relational or valency element, may but need not be present in the
phraseme (although generally they are common to all types).

Examples of this may be found in all specific combinations of two to three components
(these are the commonest structures), made up of various forms of the elements, i.e. words of
the lexicon. Of course, an idiomatic combination may have more than two elements, or
components, cf. byt nekomu vérny za hrob (be faithful to sb ‘beyond his/her grave’), neprodat
svou kuzit lacino (not to sell one’s skin cheaply, i.e. not to give in easily), etc.

Fixedness of these combinations, which makes their repeated use — easy reproducibility —
possible, is manifested by the fact that they enter the context as stable wholes,
syntactically indivisible, but also by having fixed word order of the components, which
usually hinders the acceptability of experimental variations, cf. *t¢Zkou hlavu z toho md,
*to s nim umi, *u vozu pdté kolo, *do co, *kdyZ co, *Tak si lehne, jak si kdo ustele, etc.
The impossibility of such transformations is one of the typical anomalies found in the
phraseme.

3.22 Components of the Idiom and Phraseme

In PI, a component is a constitutive element, a constituent of the phraseme,
characterized by a certain form and a certain position in the structure of the whole.
Although, for example, components in the collocational phraseme composed of lexical
words do not have clearly identifiable word-class functions on account of the overall
anomaly of the phraseme structure, outwardly they seem to have it — consider the two
‘lexical’ components (vzit, huil) and the relator which connects them (in this case the
prepositions na, elsewhere it may a conjunction) in the phraseme vzit nékoho na hil — ‘to
take sb on a stick’, i.e. to rip sb off (with nekoho indicating valency). A different subtype
may, however, have another ‘word-class’, such as a preposition, interjection or particle, or
even a clause, cf. byt pro (be for), je mu hej (he feels hurray, i.e. fine), aZ na, jen aby, utikat
{aZ se za nim prdsilo}. The last example illustrates an interstratal phraseme whose
components come from two levels (strata) and the non-existence of a neutral form is
indicated by braces {}. In the case of a lexical phraseme which is formally a one-word
lexeme, the components come from the level of morphemes; in practice it means that lexical
phrasemes are mostly derived words and compounds (see 4.33).
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3.3 Meaning and Denomination
3.31 The Nature of Meaning in the Idiom and Phraseme

The phraseme is always a specific naming unit (denomination) which becomes specific
in text through selection and possibly by contextual modification (modulation), but it is not
formed in the same way as regular naming units. Its contextual specification depends on the
relevant aspect emphasized and required in a given context.

The absence of the compositional relation between the meaning of the components and
the meaning of the whole structure results in the view of the meaning of an idiom as
integral, holistic and indivisible (see also above). It is reflected in the impossibility of this
(typically) unmotivated meaning being (completely) re-segmented, decomposed in the
respective input meanings of the components. The previously held idea of a semantic shift
does not explain the situation, for cases of the type stard bela, rizové bryle, tlouct Spacky
can hardly be regarded as a shift. Standard cases of shifted meaning exhibit a clear and
regular relationship to what they have developed from, which does not apply here. Nor are
the cases of the type Zeleznd zdsoba, mit tézkou hlavu, or vyjit stiic, vydat vSanc attributable
to any shift based on metaphor or metonymy. They differ in both the collocability and the
compatibility of the components, and other things. Similarly irrelevant and inappropriate is
the approach attempting to account for the meaning of idioms in vague terms of
figurativeness, transparency, etc. (which are merely different terms for metaphor and
metonymy).

The integral meaning of an idiom is the outcome of a number of factors of
a paradigmatic and syntagmatic nature, differing not only in their variability and the
manner of their presence, but often even their absence. Although the anomalous and
non-motivated nature of meaning (with relation to the components) prevents its
immediate classification, it is nonetheless possible to determine the character of the
components outside the phraseme. An idiom draws its components from regular
language in which objective and measurable rules hold and these are projected into the
classification of PI. Only exceptionally does a component of an idiom happen itself to be
an idiom, cf. doprovodit nékoho na posledni cesté (to accompany sb on his last journey
to the grave) a posledni cesta (last journey); cases like sud prachu (powder keg) are
usually a secondary transformation of a broader idiom (sedét na sudu prachu — to sit on
a powder keg).

Comparison with another language makes many idioms look as if they are untranslatable,
i.e. as if they had no equivalent. This untranslatability of idioms, once so emphasized, is of
only a marginal heuristic value and generally proves to be so relative as to be almost
irrelevant. Given the ca. 7-8000 existing languages in the world, each time this would, at
least in theory, have to yield a different set of untranslatables.

Where regular language may express, for example, a recommendation and restraint to

make a sober and rational judgment only by a combination of (non-specific) lexical means
and suprasegmental means, PI can often supply a ready-made economical expression for
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just this occasion, created a long time ago, e.g. Never na duchy (Don’t believe in ghosts)!

As regards a fixed denomination, it is possible to distinguish three cases of the relation of

the idiom to regular language. The idiom

(1) is a primary and monopoly means of expression (usually also highly economical) and
regular language is not used for a given meaning;

(2) is a parallel expression competing with the regular one;

(3) does not obtain for a given meaning (and referent) and there is only a regular expression.

Examples to illustrate this are:

(1) vzit nekoho za slovo, mit u nékoho rozlity ocet, mit mdslo na hlavé, byt hned na koni,
(2) jit do sebe : zamyslet se nad sebou, mit nahndno : bdt se, ddt si dvacet : zdrimnout si;
(3) leptat, letovat, lyZovat, etc.

The types of meaning mediated by idioms in the first case cannot be captured
lexicographically either briefly or fittingly, let alone by a single word. Nor is the second
case, seemingly offering an equivalent, a simple one, if such things as pragmatic
features, contextual function, etc., are taken into account. The equivalence of parallel
expressions, fixed and regular, is very loose and the expressions are substitutable in
only some (vague and not very specific) contexts. Therefore their distribution is not so
much competing as complementary in texts of the same type, similarly as with some
synonyms.

The third case is a good illustration of the fact that an idiomatic expression does not
usually arise in an area of meaning tied up with a concrete referent. On the contrary, the
main domain of the idiomatic is the sphere of meanings (whose referents are) ‘non-concrete’
with a distinct pragmatic component. That is why (also with respect to (2) it is here that we
may generally expect, though not predict, the existence of idioms for standard meanings of
these types.

Such examples lead to a rarely mentioned conclusion that in verbal communication
standard language does not have a monopoly on everything, nor can it cover it better than PI,
and that the place of phraseology in language is not always on the periphery. The integration
of the approaches and methodology used for regular language and PI, however, is still
missing and the linguistics of regular language tends to view PI as something undesirable,
as an aggregate of unpleasant exceptions not worthy ob further consideration, if it recognizes
PI at all. This makes it clear that the attempts made by some types of syntax to analyze
a particular phraseme are preposterous and ridiculous.

The generally vague nature of the semantics of idioms is inevitably connected with the
distribution of the types of meaning of phrasemes in language. At least the following
negative comment can be made on the range of their meaning types: PI is strictly absent
from those semantic and denominative spheres which, because of their concreteness and
exactness, are the domain of regular language (not only in the sense of technical
terminology). If phraseology is encountered there, it again involves distinct fuzziness and
only a very loose parallel to regular meaning. It is instructive to consider especially the
expressions of definiteness, quantification, locality and temporality and their treatment in
idioms, e.g., jeden kaZdy, kdo mél nohy, ten tam utikal; ani za mdk; litat po vSech Certech;
azZ naprsi a uschne.
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3.32 The Elements and Aspects of the Meaning of the Phraseme and Idiom

The meaning of an idiom is a complex configuration composed of a number of features
of a different nature. Compared to the meaning of a regular expression from the same level
there are some important dissimilarities. In addition to the difference in motivation, the
primary distinction is in the different distribution of the types of semantic features in toto
and in the different relation between meaning and sense. In the sum of the semantic features
of different types that constitute the two fundamental components of meaning, i.e., notional
(conceptual) and pragmatic (connotative, or associative), it is the pragmatic meaning,
characteristically permeating the whole of PI, that is far more noticeably and frequently
represented in PI, and even in individual idioms, compared to the circumstances in regular
language.

Among the pragmatic aspects which are part of the semantics of an idiom, if permanent
and systemic, the most conspicuous are the expressive, symbolic and evaluative
components, determined by the relations to the form, the input meanings of the constituents
and by the relation to the usual (pragmatic) function of the expression. Unlike with the
notional meaning, the pragmatic types of meaning cannot usually be assigned a distinct
semantic feature unambiguously, or even at all.

The expressive component of the fixed meaning, based (1) internally on a marked
deviation and contrast of either (a part of) the form or the meaning to the form, or to the basic,
usual meaning, is a manifestation and signal of an anomalous relationship (between parts of
the form or between the meaning of the components and the whole, etc.). Besides, even
(2) externally, the very use of an idiom in text, where the idiom contrasts with the rest of the
text, the surrounding context, tends to be expressive; it is general and more frequent. To
illustrate (1), we may consider the expressive formal motivation in following expressions, byt
kulatoucky jakou melounek (onomatopoeia and diminutives), prihfivat si svou poliv¢icku
(diminutive), mit popotahovacky (reduplication of the prefix), ddt si repete (thythmicity and
the element ‘e’), mit rajc z néceho (the substandard character the component), and the
semantic motivation in the expressions mit pré (monocollocability), nechat na holickdch
(monocollocability and the apparent motivation of the component), sldpnout nékomu na krk
(incompatibility and taboo), chytat lelky (the absence of semantic participation), etc.

The symbolic component of the meaning, based on the possibility of association, can be
clarified by the difference of two idioms whose notional meaning is close, if not
synonymous. Their distinct associations make it possible for them to be used appropriately
in distinctly different contexts and with different subject-matter, cf. byl hned na koni (‘to be
immediately on the horse’, grab one’s chance and triumph and exploiting the ‘horse-riding’
symbolic components, including the evaluative component of superiority, superciliousness,
etc.) and byla to voda na jeho mlejn (‘it was water on his mill’ meaning ‘the situation has
changed to his advantage’ and the symbolic ‘mill’ element, besides the notional ‘pulling
oneself together’, viewed as swift or even rapacious, etc.).

The evaluative component of meaning, often accompanying its cognitive component, is
tied up with its pragmatic component most closely and mediates the evaluative attitudes of the

91

—



lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 Stra/n§\F 92

speaker on the scale ‘good-bad’. This can be shown by the following three expressions, leti
Jjako vitr, Zene se jako k ohni and utikd, jako by mu zadek zapdlil. Disregarding the somewhat
different intensity and the different images introduced by the components, it is possible to
observe the different default evaluative judgments conveyed by the expressions. In the first,
the evaluative component is distinctly positive (the speaker may even use the expression to
praise), in the second the tenor is undecided and in the third the judgment is negative (the
speaker typically uses it to express not only the actual denominative content but also derision
and deprecation). However, depending on the demands of the context, the expressions
frequently assume other, non-fixed evaluative meanings. Evaluation is usually only of the
bipolar type good-bad, and can be subdivided according to the sensory-intellectual contrast
(cf. smrdi to jako bolavd noha versus je chytrej jako vopice) and the absolute-relative contrast.
While absolute evaluation is a matter of generally accepted axiology, relative evaluation is
indirect and arises, e.g., in similes, from the existence of a currently accepted model and
prototype, cf. md hlad jako vlk. A certain degree of evaluativeness is found in many
functionally grammatical phrasemes too, cf. za prispéni (always used in positive connection),
Jjen aby (negative doubtfulness), and others.

The increased participation in the meaning of the idiom of pragmatic components, all of
which tend to have, besides their fixed and systemic ingredients, also an ingredient part
supplied by context (this latter ingredient is the domain of sense and textual pragmatics
proper), influences the dependence of the idiom on context. In principle, this dependence is
higher than in regular expressions. Thus in the above three and other semantic components
(especially in the degree of intensity) the idiom draws heavily on context. The dependence
is particularly strong in propositional idioms. However, the close connection of the resultant
meaning (sense) of the idiom with the context is due to yet another factor, a high degree of
the potentiality and uncertainty, i.e. vagueness of its meaning. Hence idiomatic meaning
is relatively easily and frequently susceptible to modification and updating, i.e. to being
shifted and expanded. Consider ddt nekomu kosem, whose fixed (notional) components of
meaning include refusal of a suitor by a girl, but recently also refusal of refreshments by
a guest, and the expression may be used in many other types of context, such as refusal of
a gift, etc., without employing special invention or metaphor.

In contrast to polysemy, vagueness implies indefiniteness, i.e., an incompletely specified
semantic scope of the linguistic, textual form, cf. prijit/byt jen tak, zaonadit to néjak, ddt
nékomu co proto, and others. This denotatively unfocused impression or application of
a linguistic form may be the result of usage (data need not be always sharply delimited) or
of the speaker’s conscious use as when he either does not want to or cannot express himself
precisely, cf. No von to Karel to ..., von je takovej divnej, or zatentovat, pritentovat. In
varying degrees, vagueness is an essential property of most phrasemes, a property which,
however, is inbuilt in their systematic function. This characteristic property of phrasemes,
which accounts for their frequent use, comes to the fore in contrast with precise forms of
expression, especially terminological.

This potentiality of another sense and usage, due to the instability and merging character

of the semantic borders between the fixed and unfixed meanings, is particularly strong in
idioms with a monocollocable (and thus unmotiving) component, e.g., byt hin.
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This last feature of meaning has its consequences even for the status of polysemy and
monosemy in idioms. It is not always possible to determine the dividing-line between the
fixed meaning, however rare, and the potential unfixed meaning unambiguously, and the
reason is not just the different usage of different speakers. Moreover, not even within the
sphere of the fixed meaning is the determination of individual (notional) senses always
equally reliable. Both of the above senses in
(1) ddt nekomu koSem form polysemy of one type (with the semantic intersection ‘refusal’),

but the senses of
(2) byt jak vosk (material: ‘be soft’; man: ‘be yielding, submissive’) are different, more

apart; while expressions of the type
(3) ddt nekomu co proto, vzit to hopem can be considered polysemous with only a difficulty.

Clearly, an idiom may be polysemous, but the degree of its polysemy which in itself
involves several types and depends on the nature of its components, is much lower that that
of regular single-word expressions. The importance of the contribution made to the
idiom’s meaning by the context according to the specific goals of the communication and
the very openness of meaning to such contextual modulation attests to the strong and
characteristic vagueness of the idiom. This vagueness is responsible even for the seeming
polysemy of the above cases. We may see this in the apparently separate meanings ‘to beat
sb’ and ‘to tell sb off’ in ddt nékomu co proto which in reality are the commonest type of
contextual concretization of the very broad ‘to punish’ which can be expanded by a number
of other frequent and less frequent realizations, such as ‘to give a good chase’ (in a race), ‘to
exhaust’ (e.g., by a large amount of food) or ‘to make sb’s work difficult’ (e.g., by using
a bad format).

3.4 Variants of the Phraseme and Idiom

Thanks to, among other things, the fact that phrasemes have luckily not been
prescriptively standardized in Czech, the changeability of their development is reflected in
their variants in a true and undistorted manner. It is possible to estimate that as many as
every fourth phraseme has a variant of one sort or another, cf. byt/stdt na vysi doby, nasadit
nékomu ves (do koZichu). Variants have to be distinguished from functionally distinct
transformations of phrasemes (see 6.). A variant is a fixed or unfixed, relatively small formal
or semantic modification of a phraseme which does not alter its function (see
transformation) and essentially not even its meaning, cf.

(1) do bilého rdnal/dne, prohnat si hlavu kuli/prohnat si kuli hlavou,
(2) dostat (jich) nepocitanejch, nasadit (viastni) krk.

A different type from systemic and fixed variants is the group of unfixed, authorial
variants. Variants come in quite a range of types and include (often in combination) lexical,
morphological and syntactic, or even phonological, phenomena. The overview below
presents especially these types of variant (denoted by brackets and a slash):

I syntagmatic
A component
1 quantitative:
a additive: prinést nékomu néco (az) k nosu, nasadit (vlastni) krk
b reductional: dostat (jich) nepocitanych
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2 qualitative
a contact (esp. inversion): andel straznylstrdZny andél, sypat si hlavu popelem/sypat
si popel na hlavu
b distant (separability): merges into grammatical transformations (6.)
B relational (external, valency)
1 explicit: a synsemantic (esp. prepositional): ohrnovat nos (nad nééim)
b inflectional (esp. case ones): méFit (nékomu) dvojim metrem
2 implicit: byt na misté (néekde)

II paradigmatic
A component (usu. synonymous): do bilého rdnaldne, byt s to/stont, slzavé vidoli/idoli slz
(merges into transformations)
B relational (internal): merges into transformations

Sometimes it is difficult to determine which of the several variants is the basic and
representative one, i.e., an invariant. An invariant is in principle an unmarked form which
is both neutral (from various points of view) and the most frequent, and which serves as the
most suitable starting-point for assessing variants (the rest of the fixed forms of the given
expression) and for making transformations. In Czech these requirements are routinely met
by the infinitive, the nominative, or the positive. If the phraseme does not have any of these,
then the most frequent form should be viewed as the invariant (for example, 3" person sg,
present indicative, etc.), cf. Abys to nezakrik(1)! (2" person sg represents here all others), or
the case of a complex structure V-S (i.e., V-CL, verb and clause) rict, co /mu/ slina na jazyk
prinese, or byt rdd, Ze /je/ rdd. A clause combining with a verb in the first position cannot,
however, be completely generalized (notation /mu/ /je/ is substitutional); still, it is obvious
that we are always dealing with a single expression, not a set of several dozens of fixed
sentences differing in only particular morphological categories.

3.5 Semiotics of the Phraseme and Idiom

Phrasemes represent a semiotically diverse group. However, their character, usually
made up of two components, is conditioned by their formation and function, not the semiotic
nature of the constituents which may be dissimilar. The pervasive pragmatic aspects of
a phraseme as a sign are mostly due to its evaluativeness. Its denotative side is distributed
among secondary icons, indexes and symbols rather unevenly. There is a fundamental
difference between referents (denotata, symbols) of a concrete and those of an abstract
nature which is where the borderline between standard phrasemes and quasiphrasemes often
runs, owing to the typically low level of anomaly in the latter ones (cf. prdsknout do bot and
zout si boty). Most collocational phrasemes have referents of such an abstract nature. There
is no pronounced semiotic correlation between types of phrasemes and their sign character,
although there are traces of it, cf. the functional subtype of relational phrasemes prep-N-prep
(v souvislosti s) and the closeness to indexal phrasemes. Also, it is interesting to compare
the secondary phraseological icon kamenny oblicej, the index néjaky ten and the predominant,
or most frequent, type among phrasemes, i.e., symbols such as oteviend hlava, hodit néco
za hlavu. The important thing is that denotatively components of these phrasemes, prior to
becoming part of them, may not only be of a different nature (cf. the indexal fen in the
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symbol byt ten tam), but may even have no referent at all (as in monocollocable elements,
e.g., pré in mit pré). Similarly in propositional phrasemes, whose semiotic properties are
even less explored, it is impossible to provide a straightforward classification. Even
Peirce’s proposition can be applied only very loosely (secondary proposition) to
a propositional phraseme (e.g. To se Fikd kdovi jestli!, To by v tom byl Cert, aby ...I), among
other things, because of its fixedness.

3.6 Quasiphrasemes and Quasiidioms

Every phraseme and idiom can be always defined in a complex way by several criteria
at once, most of all by the degree of its anomaly. The fuzziness of the borders of PI and the
gradual transition to regular language are responsible for the fact that in some types of
phraseme the number of relevant criteria and manifestations of the anomaly is declining.
The PI periphery, including the zone of transition to regular language, is formed by
quasiphrasemes and quasiidioms. Besides the application of individual criteria the
assessment of the centrality or peripheral position of an expression in this sense must also
take into account the extent of its idiomaticity (see 4.3, 5.3) and its frequency.

The principal types of quasiphrasemes and quasiidioms are indicated by the following
survey:

a) expressions with a concrete referent: kocici hlava

b) expressions of a terminological nature (there is an exact definition of their meaning):
mrtvy chod

c) some expressions with synsemantic components: ve srovndni s nékym (what is
specifically their own is just the collocability, meaning and function)

d) some expressions with a desemanticized component: bejt napakovanej (to have money,
to be loaded), bejt potrebnej (to need money) (the adjective can appear only in the
predicative position)

e) some expressions with limited collocability of the components: zaryté micet, otevrit
dokordn, Siré more, poulit oi

f) some verbonominal expressions with an abstract noun: ddvat pozor, vénovat pozornost
(limited collocability of abstract nouns), etc.

4. The System of Idiomatics and Phraseology and Classification

Denominatively, PI forms a system of fixed combinations of various types and functions
at several levels and the system is complementary to expressions which are both regular and
unfixed. An attempt to produce a formal outline of the structure of the individual PI types
indicates the presence of a formally complex system which is not found in regular language.

4.1 Distribution of Pl in Language

The occurrence of the PI units, phrasemes and idioms, at several levels of language to
some extent also indicates the internal hierarchization of PI. The fact that the phraseme
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typically belongs to a level higher than that of its components which combine to make it is
described by the following diagram (+ denotes occurrence, positive representation):

A B c D
Level of components — morphematic lexical collocational propositional
of expression |

1 morphematic

2 lexical +

3 collocational + +

4 propositional (sentential) + + +

5 polypropositional + +
monosubject

6 polypropositional +
intersubject

On the basis of this external character of components it is possible to arrive at the most
general hierarchization and so at the classification of phrasemes and idioms which uses the
membership of the components in the same level (stratum) as its starting-point, cf.
2A lexical phraseme and idiom (najit, predsevzeti)
3A collocational phraseme and idiom in different senses (ke vSemu, co do, co kdyZ, with
synsemantic components)
3B (chytat lelky, jablko svdru, with lexical components)
3A-B (k polednimu, od oka, bez okolkii, with components of both types)
4A propositional phraseme and idiom (7o tak! Ze by?, with synsemantic components)
4B (Chcip tam pes, Pozdé bycha honit, with lexical components)
4C (To je pro néj Spanélskou vesnici, with collocational components)
5C polypropositional monosubject phraseme and idiom (Mlady kurvy, stary modldrky,
with collocational components)

5D (Vono se rekne semenec, ale zobat ho 7 lahve!, with propositional components)

6D polypropositional intersubject phraseme and idiom (A: Pozdrav pdnbu! — B: Dej? to
pdnbu!, with propositional components in different speakers)

This survey does not include the rare cases of an interstratal phraseme and idiom, in
which components from different levels combine, such as ddt nekomu, co se do néj vejde
(lexeme + proposition, or clause), tvdrit se, jako by se nechumelilo, and others. The area of
PI thus includes all relevant types of fixed anomalous combinations with stable functions
and meaning. While, on the one hand, combinations of phonemic components cannot be
incorporated in PI for the absence of meaning, it is not at all clear, on the other hand, what
everything should be included under PI from the higher-level fixed combinations, i.e. those
above polypropositional phrasemes which belong to literary microgenres (e.g., riddles,
fables, etc.). In the short history of PI, which at first traditionally concentrated on
collocational phrasemes, there were periods in which large areas of combinations,
especially propositional and lexical phrasemes and idioms, were sometimes excluded from
PI for lack of knowledge. In these approaches, with PI being as vaguely defined as it was,
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there was no attempt to tackle these areas in a different way. Instead they were completely
bypassed and left unexplained.

The number of Czech collocational and propositional phrasemes and idioms can be
estimated at some thirty thousand, which is clearly not a small and negligible number. And
it is not a peripheral area of language either. In terms of frequency, these expressions range
from those with the highest frequency and thus belonging to the language core in Czech
(esp. expressions of a grammatical nature, such as Ze jo, co kdyZ, to je jedno), those used
with medium frequency and finally those which are rare and on the periphery of language
(cf. rozsvitit jednu lampu, nejit nekomu do noty). It is in the last group that we find a great
many obsolescent expressions and clichés, also some neologisms and fashionable
buzzwords (cf. To je o nécem jiném).

4.2 Classification of Idioms and Phrasemes

There are more aspects than one from which phrasemes can be classified. Some are almost
worthless because of the vagueness of their premise (such as the previously overrated stylistic
classification), excessive generality (semiotic or sign-based classification), lack of reliable
sources and information (diachronic and etymological classification) or the difficulty of
application and unclear criteria (semantic or onomasiological classification, which does not
even exist in the lexicon). Important categories of phrasemes could be arrived at on the basis
of the classification of their functions (such a classification has not been developed yet, however,
see 6.). Hence we are left with a formal-structural classification based on the evidence
provided by the input components. Although these components do not tell us much about
a phraseme, superficially most of them are familiar enough to speakers (with the exception
of monocollocable words) and externally identical with words of regular language.

4.3 Formal Classes of Idioms and Phrasemes

Classes of phrasemes and idioms are best singled out on the basis of their formal
structures whose survey offers a glimpse of their structural classification. In the following
the PI classification will be confined to collocational phrasemes (4.31), propositional
phrasemes (4.32) and lexical phrasemes (4.33) and their structures. Occasionally, a brief
comment on their function will be provided as well.

4.31 Classes of Collocational Idioms and Phrasemes

The set includes phrasemes and idioms (collocations) whose components are words, or
rather specific word-forms, and which do not form an utterance, a sentence, on their own.
In terms of the variety of structures, phenomena involved and the number of expressions it
is the most prominent area of PI.

4.311 Lexical (Autosemantic) Words in the Roles of Components

Nouns, adjectives, verbs and adverbs allow the total of sixteen double-figure variations
with repetitions (i.e., 4%2), which represent the basic binary structures of this type of
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phraseme. PI realizes here the full potential of all theoretically possible structures, i.e. all 16
of them, unlike regular language (which does not). Some of them belong to or are on the
way to become propositions (they are marked by ! and are given here for the sake of
completeness), others fuse as regards the order of their components (especially V-ADV and
ADV-V, though there are cases, such as bohaté stacit, where the order is invariant). The rare
and numerically little encountered structures include N-ADV and ADV-N, or N-A and A-A,
while the richest structures, with internal subdivisions, are V-N, A-N and N-N. The
following is a brief survey

1 IN-V: pravda vitezi

2 V-N: ¢ist nekomu levity, tlouct Spacky, chytat lelky

3 A-N: zlaty diil, Cernd hodinka, !Stastnou cestu, nejvy$si mérou

4 N-A: andél strdzny, bohem zapomenuty, !panenko skdkavd, !pali¢dk pali¢aty

5 N-ADV: misto nahore, !klobouk dolii

6 ADV-N: vzhiiru nohama, !mnoho Stésti

7 V-A: kdpnout boZskou, oplatit nékomu stejnou

8 1A-V: zmylend neplati

9 V-ADV: prijit zkrdtka, dopadnout bledé, drZet se stranou
10 ADV-V: bohate stacit, trpce litovat, zaryté micet
11 A-ADV: &ernej vzadu, !celej nakrivo, !mald domii
12 ADV-A: neblaze prosluly, andélsky trpelivy, zbrusu novy
13 N-N: jablko svdru, roh hojnosti, den brannosti, palma vitezstvi, obratem ruky
14 V-V: umét se narodit, ddt se poddat, ziistat nékde viset
15 A-A: chudy pribuzny, neslany nemastny, stari mladi
16 ADV-ADV: §iroko daleko, kolem dokola

This approach focuses on the word-class of the components and disregards their
secondary and heterogeneous syntactic character. That is why even cases such as boZskd,
stejnd, etc., are formally analyzed as adjectives. A syntactic approach would entail a certain
interpretation and breakdown into components, which is not in principle possible with
idioms.

The basic calculus (binary) further subdivides in many directions, especially into cases
involving components proper and (a) substitutes (esp. pronouns and numerals), cases in
which the relation between them is implicit or (b) explicit (by means of a preposition or
conjunction), cases with binary structures or (c¢) subtypes of more components (i.e.
involving some kind of structural transformations), etc. From a semantic point of view, of
the many possibilities the presence of abstract nouns in the structure V-N is particularly
prominent (see 4.315). To give some examples

1 (a) Pron-V: !ta piSe, !to bodne, Num-N: dvaatficet loupeZnikii, (c) N-ADV-V!: vseho
moc Skodi, Pron-N-V: co diim/tyden dal
2 (a) V-Pron: zakriknout to, byt bez sebe, V-Num: oliznout vSech deset, dostat pétadvacet
(b) VprepN: mit za usima, lézt po Ctyfech, byt s to, Vprep(N)prepN: jit na néco od lesa
(c) V-A-N: mit krytd zdda, VprepA-N: Zit na vysoké noze, VprepN-N: mit z ostudy kabdt
3 (a) Pron-N: moje malickost, svého casu, kazdym coulem, Num-N: jednim vrzem, jedna
bdsern, pdr krokii

(b) AprepN: zraly pro Sibenici, prepA-N: za velkou louZi, v pravy cas, Pron-A-N: moje

drahd polovicka, prep-Pron-N: za kaZdou cenu, za nasich casu
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(c) A-N-A: vSemi mastmi mazany, A-A-N: zlatd stredni cesta
4 (a) Pron-A: nic kloudného
(b) prepN-A: za viasy pritaZeny, po Certech chytry, NprepA: obrat k lepSimu
5 (b) prepN-ADYV: s hubou dokordn
6 (a) ADV-Pron: zhola nic, Num-N: pdr krokii
(b) ADVprepN: jednou za cas
7 (a) V-Pron: byt nesviij, védeét své
(b) V-Aprep: byt krdtky na nekoho, VprepA: tnout do Zivého
(¢) V-N-A: mit to polepeny, V-ADV-A: byt jesté bosy, V-AprepA: plést pdté pres devdté
9 (c) VprepADV: pit pres moc, Vprep(N)-ADV: jit od néceho ddl, V-ADV-ADV: nevédét
kudy kam
13 (a) Pron-N: moje malickost, néco na zub, kterej Cert?
(b) NprepN: pohled pro bohy, misto na slunci, zmatek nad zmatek, prepN-prep-N: ve
dne v noci N-NprepN: boj muZe proti muZi, Pron-prep-N: ta s kosou, néco na zub,
prepN-N-prep-N-N: od slunka vychodu do slunka zdpadu
(c) N-N-A: vik v rouSe berdncim, N-prep-A-N: agent s teplou vodou
14 (¢) VprepN-V: umet v tom chodit
15 (a) Num-A: prvni posledni

(b) AconA: Ziv a zdrdv
16 (a) ADV-ADV: rak néjak

(b) ADVconADV: rak ¢i onak, zkrdtka a dobre, diive ¢i pozdeji, pusto a prdzdno
part-ADV-ADYV: ani dost mdlo, jen tak tak

(c) ADVconADV-ADYV: vic ne? kdy jindy

The combinations of lexical (autosemantic) words are semantically and functionally
extremely varied (see esp. 5. and 4.321).

4.312 Synsemantic or Function Words in the Role of Components

For the sake of simplicity, function words proper (prepositions, conjunctions, particles)
were supplemented with word-classes which are used as function words only in some
respects (pronouns, numerals) or not at all (interjections). Formally, another category was
added here as well, i.e., monocollocable words, quite special in other respects, in which not
only the word-class status, but also the very status of a word, have been weakened in varying
degrees. They are merely formal equivalents of words, verboids (they function as an eleventh
word-class of an exceptional type in phrasemes). However, not even the classification of
ordinary function words (especially particles) is always unproblematic, among other things,
owing to their multifunctionality in regular language, cf. for example the particle-like nature
of ale in ale co!. Although this is not a clear case of (a) substitution, some cases admit of
this possibility (cf. pron-pron néjaky ten a A-A), while others do not (cf. co do). Similarly
it is not usually possible to speak of (b) an explicit expression of the relation between
components; in some types (especially particles), however, (c) subtypes are quite common.
Out of the full calculus of 72 variations with repetition (49), only about two thirds are
realized. In the survey, components are arranged and shortened as 1 prep (preposition),
2 con (conjunction), 3 pron (pronoun), 4 num (numeral), 5 int (interjection), 6 part (particle),
7 mono (monocollocable element). Here are some examples:
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1A prep-pron: mimo jiné, ke vSemu, podle mého, mezi ndmi, beze vseho (!), podle toho!
(c) prep-pron-pron: k tomu v§emu, z ni¢eho nic, prep-pron-prep-pron: pro nic za nic
1B prep-num: do jednoho
1C prep-int: do alelujd
1D prep-part-mono: na to tata
1E prep-mono: na just, na blind, na ex
1F prep-prep: (b) (vSechna) pro a proti
2A con-pron: jako takovy, a to
2B con-part: ¢i spiSe, i co
(c) con-part-part-part: kdyZ? uZ tak uz (!)
2B con-con: byr'i, a sice, i kdyZ
3A pron-prep: co do néceho, co za nékoho
(c) pron-prep-pron: sdm od sebe, co na tom!
3B pron-con: co kdyby (!)
3C pron-part: jaképak copak!
3D pron-mono: ¢ pic/péro!
3E pron-pron: néjaky ten, ta jeho, ten ktery, ten samy, jaky-takovy, co to?
(b) ten a ten
(c) mé druhé jd
4A num-pron: jeden kazZdy
(b) jeden a tyz
4B num-num: jedna dvé
(c) prep-num-num: o sto Sest; num-prep-num: jeden za druhym
5A int-pron: bdc ho!, ale co!
5B int-part: ale ano!, ale kdepak!, no a?
6B part-kon: jeste Ze, kdovi jestli
(c) part-kon-part-kon: a kdy? uZ-tak
6C part-pron: no tohle!, no proto!, kdovi colkdo
(c) part-(N)-pron: copak (Karel)-ten...!
6D part-int: no maucta!, a basta!, no jéje!
6E part-mono: ani muk (!)
6F part-part: co? teprve, jen aby (!), jen jestli (!), to zrovnal, Ze by (?), Ze ano?, aby ne!,
kdyby tak
(b) ano i ne
(c) part-part-part: raky Ze jo!, bode(j)t by ne!, part-part-kon-part: rak tak Ze ne-
7A mono-kon: kor kdy?
7B mono-pron: lautr nic
7C mono-mono: jakys takys, jak? takZ, semo tamo, volky nevolky aj.

Functionally unambiguous numerals participate in phrasemes as components least often
(the meaning of their components usually perseveres). Surprisingly, though, not even they
are completely excluded. Also interjections are not heavily represented. The most frequent
type of component is particles. A characteristic feature of some phrasemes is a varying
degree of separability of their components (distancing), e.g. kdyZ uzZ (0/to udéld/...), tak
(Spatné, etc.); copak (Karel), ten (v8echno znd)!; kdo (to Cetl/...), ten (vi, etc.). A special
category involves cases with a participating bound morpheme (prefix), e.g. (kazdého) hned
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tak ne-(pozve, etc.), co moznd nej-(vetsi, etc.). Many expressions function only as propositional
phrasemes (they are marked by !, or ?), cf. taky Ze jo!, co to?. Some of them, however, are
homonymous with collocational phrasemes, e.g., Jen jestli! and Jen jestli (prijde v&as)!, and
may differ even semantically. The function and meaning of phrasemes of this type are very
diverse, although they mostly stay within the function and meaning of the traditional
function words and words added to them, or also adverbs. Clearly enough, they markedly
broaden and change this range.

4.313 Lexical (Autosemantic) Words and Function Words in the Role
of Components

Mixed combinations, or variations, of lexical (autosemantic) words and function words
(and other types) in the role of components, theoretically give 2 x (4 x 7) structures. In PI,
only less than half of them are actually realized. Substitutions do not occur, and also cases
with an explicitly expressed relation between components and multiple-element subtypes
are rare. Consider the following examples
1A prep-N: (1) bez okolkii, od oka, s bidou, do omrzeni, o chlup (+ Comparative), proti

vS§emu ocekdvdni, za boha ne-, ani za mdk
(2) s ohledem na néco, v souvislosti s nécim, na tikor néceho, v intencich néceho,
v intencich nékoho
(3) s ohledem na to, Ze/co... v souvislosti s tim, Ze/co
1B prep-A: k polednimu, za mlada, p¥i nejmensim, aZ na dalsi
IC prep-ADV: pro jednou, pro tentokrdt
2A con-N: co chvili
2B con-A: co Ziv
2C con-V: co nevidét
3A pron-ADV: co naplat!, nic moc (!), co a jak
4A int-N: ejhle clovek!
4B int-ADV: sup sem (Sup tam) (!)
5A part-N: aZ hanba, ani ndpad!, jen klid!, uz ani slovo!
5B part-A: azZ cerno
5C part-V: ani hnout!, jen Fict!, ani nezabucel!, jen kvete!
5D part-ADV: aZ moc, taky dobre!, jak kdy/kde!
6A mono-N: baj vocko, kyho vyra!, basama s fousama!
6B mono-A: fungl/zbrusu novy
6C mono-V: sec byl!
7A V-prep: byt pro, stdt mimo
7B V-pron: (see 4.311)
7C V-num: (see 4.311)
7D V-int: delat na nékoho bububu
7E V-part: mit neceho aZaz, dostat co proto
7F V-mono: byt tentam, byt hin, byt auf, byt nasnade, byt zajedno s nékym, byt (moc) hr do
néceho
8A N-mono: moci mermo, kiizem krdZem
8B A-mono: opily namol
9A ADV-prep: aZ na nékoho
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9B ADV-pron: sotva kdo, jak kdo/co, zhola nic (see 4.311) a kdesi cosi; dost na tom Ze
9C ADV-part: jak to?
9D ADV-mono: skrz naskrz

Structures with an adjective or a noun in the first position are not very frequent in PI, the
reason is, among others, their prepositional valency. Because of a functional overlap,
combinations from all of this area are numerically insignificant on the whole. The only
exception is the relatively rich structure prep-N. Two of its subtypes (2-3) are a frequent
source of multiword prepositions (s ohledem na néco) and some multiword conjunctions
(s ohledem na to, Ze/kdo/co/...). A number of the structures belong to the level of propositions
(see the mark !).

4.314 Similes

The character of similes (comparisons) in the hierarchy of the PI spheres is
exceptional. As a formation the fixed and formalized simile assumes mainly the form
of a collocation. As a component (following the comparator or comparison marker) it
may have a word, a collocation or a clause (sentence), cf. I1A (d) below. Hence the
simile as a type, in a way, traverses different levels of PI. A formalized simile is an idiom
which explicitly denotes the relation of similarity between the referent supplied by the
context and a model which is part of this idiom. It is therefore based on a kind of
semantic iteration and is close to some types of binomial. Of course, from a formal point
of view similes come in different types. The similarity may be expressed in them
implicitly, or in a non-fixed manner, cf. the lexical idiom snehobily (i.e. jako snih, like
snow), by means of a collocation, e.g. holubici povaha (jako holubice), bridloveé zeleny
(jako brédl) or by a non-fixed combination mluvi nepidtelsky (jako nepritel), etc. (Cermak
in SCF1, 1984).

The semantic structure of a simile is /Cd—R—(Te¢)—-c—Ct where the abbreviations stand for
/Cd/ comparandum, i.e. the referent (usually subject valency) provided by the context

whereby the whole expression is made clear, e.g. /Karel/ je zarostly jako Ezau;

R relator, i.c. a component of a relational nature (usually a verb) which gives the idiom the
character of predicate, e.g. /Karel/ je jako Ezau, /kluk/ poslouchd jako hodiny;

(Tec) tertium comparationis, i.e. a sign, feature, property, etc., which Cd and Ct share; it
only optionally denotes the relation of similarity explicitly, e.g. /Karel/ je O jako slepy;
sometimes it coincides with R, e.g. /Karel/ Fve jako lev;

¢ comparator (comparison marker), i.e. a formal sign (usually jak/jako) which signals the
relation of general similarity, specified in Tc;

Ct comparatum, i.e. a generalized and usually well-known model, prototype, to which the
referent (Cd) supplied by the context is related by reason of similarity and thus
explicated; it can be an entity, action, situation, etc., for example, /hrnec/ je déravy jako
cednik, /Karell byl erveny, jako by ho krvi polil; to je pésky jako za vozem, etc.

In 80 per cent of cases, comparandum (Cd) is man, or an animal (Czech, however, does
not have similes specific only to animals), the remaining cases involve things, abstract
concepts, e.g., places such as je toho jako nastldno, byt kysely jako stovik. By contrast,
comparatum (Ct), the source of similarity, is in 50 per cent represented by concrete objects,
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in 20 per cent by animals, etc., for example byt studeny jako led, mit hlad jako vik. Thus
a simile is markedly concrete on the right (Ct), while the orientation towards man on its left
(Cd) suggests strong anthropomorphization of this area. This, however, is typical of the
whole of PI. The similarity expressed is almost always accompanied by a strong
pragmatically evaluative relationship, cf. je to kyselé jako Stovik (i.e. unpleasant), and often
by emphasis which may eclipse the actual similarity, cf. uteklo to jako voda (i.e. very
quickly).

Two types of formal structures of the simile are included in the overview, (I) collocations
and (IT) propositions. Peripheral structures, whose high variability is due to the large number
of the basic combinatory elements, expand the number of possibilities to several dozen
structures. Besides (a) basic structures the overview outlines some (b) substitutions, (¢) an
explicit expression of the relation between components and (d) multiple-component
subtypes. Conventional abbreviations mark the four lexical (autosemantic) word-classes
used, k denotes the comparator (jak/jako); clauses are not specifically indicated to keep the
overview simple.

I 1A VkV: (a) [Ze, jako kdy? tiskne, (d) Fve, jako by ho na noZe brali
1B VKA: (a) byt jako slepy, (c) jednat s nekym jako rovny s rovaym, (d) byl
Cerveny, jako by ho krvi polil
1C VKN: (a) poslouchat jako hodiny, pit jako duha, (b) dychat jako tyri,

(¢) prihnat se jako na koni (d) byt jako pest na oko, byt jako
oteviend kniha

1A VKADYV: (a) mit se jako doma, (b—d) délat néco jako nikdy v Zivote

2A V-AKYV: (a) 0, (d) je hubeny, jako by cvrcky louskal

2B V-AKkN: (a) byt lehky jako pirko, (c—d) maji se rddi jako kocka s myst

3A V-NKN: (a) mit krk jako holinku, (c) mit nohy jako z olova, (d) mit hlavu

Jjako vrabct hnizdo

II 4A N-VKV: (a) 0, (b) je jich jak naseto, (d) to je, jako kdyZ dd hluchymu
dobrytro, to je prast jako uhod
4B N-VKA: (a) den je jako malovany
4C N-VKN: (a) je to jako broky, ¢as utikd jako voda, (b) uteklo to jako nic,
(¢) je to jako na potvoru, (d) leze to z néj jak z chlupaty deky, je
toho jako z apatyky

4D N-VKADYV: (a) to je jako naschvdl

5A (N)-V-ADVKYV: (a) je tam jako nastldno

5B (N)-V-ADVKN: (a) je to tam zataZené jako pytel, (¢) to je pesky jako za vozem
6A N-V-AKYV: (a) voda je tepld jako kafe aj.

The overview makes it clear that most similes are based on the verb (or adjective) on
the left and the noun (or deverbal adjective) on the right. In this sense, a typical simile
has a formal structure as in sedét jako pecka, jit jako svdzany. Expressions of the type
chlap jako hora, den jako malovany, lehky jako pirko may be seen as different kinds of
fixed transformation from input structures containing a verb (in these cases the verb by,
to be).
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4.315 Verbonominal Quasiphrasemes

This frequent subtype with the structure V-N is formed using an abstract noun (i.e., one
without a concrete referent and denoting especially quality, state, situation, action, event,
activity, institution, phenomenon, feeling, construct, etc.), and should be therefore described
as V-Nabstr Here are some examples
vénovat pozornost, kldst diiraz, uvést do pohybu, tvorit skupinu, zpiisobit Skodu, mit vétsinu,
doznat zmény, nabyt paméti etc.

These phrasemes, which are usually classified as quasiphrasemes and quasiidioms, are
very much characterized by the specific distribution (collocability) of the verbal
component which is fully subordinated to the character of the noun (Cermak 1974).
However, verbs which are predetermined by their nouns in this way are very few (6-8 on
average). As it is a clearly structured group of verbs which appear with the same type of
noun regularly, it can be regarded as a set of transformations (agential and statal, see 6.3).
The main differences are in the expression of three kinds of aspect of phase, or state
(inchoative, durative and terminative, abbreviated as INCH, DUR, TERM), and the
presence or absence of causativeness (CAUS). The full structure, or macrostructure, which
brings more of these phrasemes together, is then INCH-DUR-TERM and it can be
doubled by causativity, indicating the presence of another agent. Compare the following
examples of types
1 INCH nabyt pamét, DUR mit pamét, TERM pozbyt/ztratit pamér (and similarly klid, sila,
zdjem, etc.)

2 INCH dostat hlad, DUR mit hlad, (TERM ztratit hlad) TERM-CAUS utisit/zahnat hlad
(and similarly chut, Zizer, etc.)

3 INCH projevit/nabyt zdjem, DUR mit zdjem, TERM ztratit/pozbyt zdjem, etc. INCH-CAUS
vyvolat zdjem, DUR-CAUS udrZet/udriovat zdjem, TERM-CAUS odradit luspokojit zdjem

In an ideal case it might be possible to arrive at a six-figure combination and
macrostructure. However, not even a three-figure configuration is always fully realized
(owing to the type of meaning of the noun), or some of its phases tend to be rare, cf. mit
pamét. Some cases subdivide into subtypes and, if fixed, move towards the centre of PI, cf.
mit krdtkou pamet, mit dobré zdklady, etc. The absolute majority of nouns which enter these
relations are abstracts and these macrostructures represent their obligatory and fundamental
mode of existence in text. Abstract nouns mentioned above in brackets (i.e., klid, sila, zdjem,
Zizen, chut, and others) suggest that they behave analogously and enter the same three-
member structure as well. Using degrees of delicacy of differentiation it is possible to arrive
at about twenty such basic macrostructures for Czech abstracts. It must be stressed that each
fixed combination (e.g., mit hlad, vyvolat zdjem) is an independent quasiphraseme which
must be seen as being clearly linked to others through some of its configurations, here only
briefly hinted at.

In this type of phrase, or quasiphraseme, the collocational aspect is distinctly prevalent,
while being characteristically limited in scope and quality. Other aspects are peripheral, such

as the semantics of the noun component or the monocollocable components in kout pikle and
others.
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4.316 Binomials

Binomials represent a very old type of structure, found in many languages, cf. the Czech
ze dne na den, den co den, z rucky do rucky, sakum prdsk, jednou jedenkrdt, tak ¢i onak,
Spejbl a Hurvinek, or, for example, the equivalent (Czech, German, French, English,
Swedish, and Russian) structures pes a koc¢ka, Hund und Katze, chien et chat, (fight like) cat
and dog, hund och katt, xowka u cobaxa.

The binomial can be characterized primarily as a collocational phraseme or idiom which
is composed of a sequence of two constituents of the same word-class, sometimes even
identical in form. It is usually of a nominal nature and is based on class or individual
iteration (sometimes even founded on the same base). Its essential feature is coordination
or juxtaposition and it typically exhibits fixed word order. Binomials may and often do
comprise proper names. On the other hand, the strength of the iterative model is such as to
be used in the formation of combinations which go beyond the framework of phrasemes, cf.
bratii a sestry, doba a misto, jidlo a piti. Although the binary and originally nominal
structure is the most dominant, its strength to some extent provides a further impetus for the
formation of analogous binary structures with different word-class functions, cf. the formal
structures

1 - Nominal structures
N-N: hlava nehlava (mono), kniha knih, letem svetem, sliby chyby, Skoda preskoda
N-prep-N: den za dnem, dést se snéhem, marnost nad marnost, piijcka na/za opldtku
ruku v ruce
N-con-N: alfa i omega, cukr a bié, den co den, dés a hriiza, krev a mliko, muZ a Zena,
nebe a dudy, Petr nebo Pavel, Romeo a Julie aj.
2 — Adjectival structures
A-A: neslany nemastny, zdravy nemocny
A-con-A: necesany a nemyty, Sirsi nez delsi, takovy nebo makovy, vaZeni a mili
3 — Verbal structures
V-V: chté nechté, vstdvaje lehaje
V-con-V: byt &i nebyt, cekat a doufat, &ist a psdt, jist a pit, rozdeél a panuj
4 — Adverb structures
ADV-ADYV: skrz naskrz, Siroko daleko, zprava zleva
ADV-con-ADV: pusto a prdzdno, pomalu ale jisté, snadno a rychle, tady a ted, tu
a tam, zas a zas
Together with nominal structures this is the second largest group of structures while those
based on the adjective and verb are much smaller. There are also others, though rare, cf.
5 — Other structures
prep-Pron-prep-Pron: pro nic za nic, pro mne za mne
Pron-prep-Pron: ten ¢&i onen, kdo s koho
prep —Pron-Pron: 7 ni¢eho nic
Num-prep-Num: pdté pres devdté
Prep-kon-Prep: pro a proti
con-con: bud anebo
Int-Int: tik tak
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mono-mono: jakys takys, jak? takZ, hogo fogo, ldry fdry, saky paky, semo tamo, Supito
presto, techtle mechtle

In binomials different kinds of semantic relations obtain between the two iterated
constituents, especially static ones such as opposition, synonymy, complementarity (cf. kocka
a mys, dés a hriza, dést' se snéhent), but also dynamic ones such as conversion, implication
or alternativeness, and others (cf. vzestup a pdd, rozdél a panuj!, penize nebo Zivot). They are
supported by formal relations, especially heteronymy, homonymy, or alliteration and rhyme
(cf. chléb a hry, ze dne na den, kniha knih, kost a kiZe, jakys takys, etc.)

Semantically, the following, relatively narrow, range of senses is found with binomials
at the level of the meaning of the whole:
A — Identity: jeden jediny, Salba a klam
B - Totality: od kolébky do hrobu, Siroko daleko, chléb a hry, Jenicek a Marenka, télem
i dusi, v zimé v lété
C - Difference, alternative, choice: penize nebo Zivot, Kain a Abel, kdo s koho, oko za oko
D - Indifference, or necessity: pdn nepdn, prast jako uhod
E - Intensification and emphasis: ze dne na den, poprvé a naposled, ddl a ddl, béda
prebéda, kniha knih, hlava na hlavé, smiila na smiilu, stdt ve stdté
F — Immediacy, closeness: tvdri v tvdr, bok po boku, ruku v ruce

4.32 Classes of Propositional Phrasemes and Idioms

The basic difference from other types of phraseme is in the number of participating
speakers and thus also utterances. Phrasemes with a single subject (speaker) can be tentatively
brought together, although they can be subdivided according to their composition. They are
propositional and polypropositional monosubject phrasemes and idioms (4.321). Standing
in contrast to them are polypropositional intersubject phrasemes involving two speakers
(4.322).

Propositional phrasemes which form a closed and fixed sentence were paid no attention
in the past. A certain exception was proverbs which, however, were traditionally studied
by ethnographers, not by linguistics. With time, some types of these phrasemes have been
given various names, but terms like adagium, aforismus, anekdota, apothegma, axiom, citdt,
floskule, formule, frdze, gnoma, hddanka, heslo, hlavolam, h¥icka, kalambiir, loci communes,
maxim(a), motto, obrat, okridlend slova, parémie, porekadlo, poucka, pozdrav, pranostika,
pripovidka, prislovi, réent, rozpocitdvadlo, Fikadlo, Fikdnka, sentence, slogan, spojeni slov,
truismus, uslovi, wellerismus, zaklinadlo, zarikdvadlo, zdsada (adage, anecdote, aphorisms,
apothegm or apophthegm, axiom, battle-cry, bromide, byword, calembour, catch-phrase,
catchword, clichés, conundrum, counting-out rhyme, dictum, epigram, formula, gnome,
greeting, guide, incantation, loci communes, magic formula, maxim, moral, mot, motto,
parable, phrase, platitude, precept, principle, prognostic, proverb, proverbial saying, pun,
riddle, quotation, rhyme, saw, saying, sentence, slogan, theorem, truism, turn of phrase,
Wellerism, winged words, witticism, word combination, etc.), overlap and were and still are
unclear as far as their boundaries are concerned. Therefore in most cases they must be
basically rejected.
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4.321 Propositional and Polypropositional Monosubject
Phrasemes and Idioms

Propositional phrasemes and idioms, which are already formally complete
propositions (utterances), are made up of components from the lexical and collocational
levels (A), while polypropositional phrasemes and idioms consist of components from the
propositional level (B; characterized by the presence of at least two propositions). Both
types agree in having one speaker in common, or a fixed subject (which may not be the
same thing). However, quite a few cases converge, cf.

A: Ani kure zadarmo nehrabe., Do tretice vieho dobrého., Na Novy rok o slepici krok., Cti
otce svého i matku svou., Leze mu tlusty do tenkyho., Za zeptdni nic nedds., Chcip tu pes.,
Zlaty vocil, Dobré porizeni!, Celem vzad!, To si pis!, To zrovna!, AZ po vds!, Ke viem
Certum!, Jak to tak vypadd... etc.

B: Jak si kdo ustele, tak si lehne., Vrdna k vrdné sedd, rovny rovného si hledd., Komu dal
pdnbu urad, tomu dal i rozum., Kdy?Z to nejde po dobrém, pujde to po zlém., At je to ten nebo
ten, vyZenem ho z kola ven., Kdyby blbost kvetla, budes samy poupé., Prodej pisnicku a kup
si notu., Povidali, Ze mu hrdli!, Nech to kornovi, ten md vetsi hlavu., Koukej, abys videl!, Kde
se vzal, tu se vzal... etc.

4.3211 The Formal Structure and Semantics of Propositional Phrasemes
and Idioms

These phrasemes are built from different components which come from all types of
word-classes including proper names and monocollocable words, cf., for example, ... fuk,
Sfujtajbl, fusku, fdry, glanc, go, gresli, grogy, habadéj, hapruje, hecu, hej, hejsa, hldsku, hoj,
hokus, hop, hopsa, hot, housti, hrana, hrklo, hromsky, hrdchy, huj, hyn, chteéni, jeZkovy, jimd,
Jjobova, jondci, just, kalné, kalup, kdpé, kaput, karbid, kdzdnicka, kejhdk, klapacku,
klempiruje, klido, kloudnyho, knap... The components may even include clauses as their
parts (in about 90 per cent), as in Jak si kdo ustele, tak si lehne. To a large extent, these
phrasemes contain verbal components (about 85 per cent in all) and, as the form of the
sentence is fixed, they can in some measure even be characterized: the verb is in almost half
of the cases in the present tense, in 3" person singular. An important finding is that most of
these phrasemes have the form of the declarative sentence (over 70 per cent), while less than
one third are imperative or exclamatory sentences and only a fraction (about 5 per cent) are
interrogative sentences.

The structure of propositional phrasemes derives especially from transformations of
the basic syntagma N-V, which itself, however, is directly employed only rarely, cf. the
proverb, Samochvdla smrdi. These phrasemes are also characterized by a typical
intonation, especially in the form of a conclusive tonal pattern (yielding seven general
types), e.g. Co t¢ nemd!, with the exclamatory falling-rising tone beginning with the last
word. The basic formal structures subsume sentences of varying length, 2 to 14 words
long. The most frequent formal structures have 4 and 5 words (about 19 per cent and
16 per cent respectively). There are ten basic structures, each having a different
frequency:
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1 To je N/A/ADV/mono/prep-N: To je vylouceno., To je k smichu.
and var. Tim to hasne., V tom je jddro pudla., To se Fikd kdovi jestli.

2 N-V: Veéc se obrdtila., Budou krtiny., Pravda vitézi., Cas bé%i., Ne? by rek svec., Neni
pochyb.
and var. Jen kvete., Neni zac., Ani hnout!, Ani co by se za nehet veslo., Zdar biih!, Ba co
dim...

3 N-V-N: Usili bylo korunovdno iispéchem., Pdli ho dobré bydlo., To/viechno chce svy.,
Neéco je ve vzduchu. and var. Kdpni boZskou!, Kdo by si pomyslel, Ze...!

4 N-V-A: Vzduch je Cistej., Je to s nim vSelijaky., PFislo mu to biby.

5 N-V-ADV: To hodné/néco pamatuje. and var. De mu to jednim uchem tam a druhym ven.

6 ADV-V/mono-V: Pozdé bycha honit.

7 N-N: Ucednik mucednik., Mladost radost. (marginal) and var. Duvéra za divéru., Pro
dobrotu na Zebrotu., Miij diim miij hrad., A esté tu vo Cerveny Karkulce., Dobrou chut!,
Chyba ldavky!, Panna nebo vorel?

8 prepN-A-N/N-A/N-ADV/A-ADV, etc.: Po ii¢inku zld rada., Samd voda., Mald domii.,
Dobryho pomdlu. and var. Stary zlaty ¢asy!, Husa jedna pitomd!, Klobouk doli!, Hlavu
vzhiiru!, Starou BlaZkovou!, Houby s voctem!, Celem vzad!, Certa staryho!, Vsechna
Cest!, Ve jménu zdkona!, S dovolenim!, Hanba mluvit!

9 ADV-ADV: Zkrdtka a dobre., Jak kdy., Jako doma!

10 syn-syn: To tak!, Ale co! Kdo s koho., No a?, No ne!, Ze by?, Ani za nic!, To zrovnal,
Ldry fdary!, Hej rup!, To jisté!, Na ex!, No tébiih!

Semantically even these phrasemes are a specific type of naming unit. They denote
especially (1) human manifestations, activities, attitudes and situations, often variously
qualified (Bldzen, kdo ddvd, jesté vérsi, kdo nebere., KdyZ Pdnbiih dopusti, i motyka spusti.),
(2) human physical states, qualities and abilities (Clovék na ni miize oci nechat.), (3) objects
and artefacts, products, etc. (To néco pamatuje.), (4) general concepts, events and situations
in the sphere of time, customs, law, etc. (Jak se do lesa vold, tak se z lesa ozyvd.), and
(5) external nature and the environment including the weather (7o je psi ¢as!). Only rarely
do they concern anything else, such as animals. A frequent feature, especially in proverbs,
is the gnomic component of the meaning (Clovék je sdm sobé Spatym rddcem.). Other
striking features include playfulness and facetiousness (KdyZ je néceho moc, tak je toho
prilis.), sometimes connected with rthyme (Sedni si, at’ ti kapsa nevisi.), a tongue-twister
(V kapli plakal pan kaplan.) or a pun.

Both types of propositional phrasemes are characterized by a relatively low, or even zero
degree of paradigmatic variability (transformability), and the non-existence of a neutral form
instead of which the (most frequent) textual form is used. They are positively delimited by the
existence of a fixed subject (if the phraseme has one) which is not subject to transformations.
The possibility of a paradigmatic substitution of the subject, however, places the given
combination among (verbal) collocations, cf. bylo to (but also: udélat to/strcit to do kapsy...)
dilem okamZiku, ie. byt dilem okamZiku, compared with the propositional phrasemes
nedd/nedalo se svitit, pdli/pdlilo holji/... dobré bydlo, and others. Analogously also cases of the
type nevi, kde mu hlava stoji must be regarded as collocations, i.e. nevedet, kde /mu/ hlava stoji
(their form requires the use of a metalinguistic notation). The number of relations among the
components (partly viewed as logical, especially in proverbs) is higher than in collocations and,
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as a result, even the iteration is less frequent here, cf. jd pdn, ty pdn; vem, kde vem; rozdél
a panuj, zab se a ute¢ (compare with binomials), etc. Monocollocable elements are here
represented in the same measure as in all of P, cf. je po ném veta, do tretice vieho dobrého, na
videnou/slySenou! trefil ho Slak, nic naplat, a basta fidli, ani muk!, Stastné porizeni!, etc.

4.3212 Functional Classes of Propositional Phrasemes and Idioms
Depending on their structural function both types of phraseme may be formally divided

into the following functionally communicative classes

1 — vocative expressing the reactions and attitudes of the speaker and the volitional
influence on the listener: Vida ho!, To mi muZe bejt ukradeny!, Koukej mazat!, Mé
vynech!, Trhni si nohou!

2 — contact expressing the relationship between the speaker and the listener where the
actual contact often assumes the form of greetings: Zdar biih!, Tak se méj!, Dobrou
chut!, S tebou sem domluvil!, To ti teda povim...

3 — thematic expressing the referential function of the speaker with regard to the theme
(that what the communication is about), especially in the following subtypes:

a — descriptive (simple assertion or a statement and description): Vzduch je cisty.,
Zatmelo se mu pred ofima.

b — attitudinal (as an expression of exaluation and a stance): To zrovna!, Opatrnosti
nikdy nezbyvd.

¢ — connective (the link between parts and phases of the theme, rare): Bylo, nebylo...,
Jak se véci maji...

d — categorizing (identification with a known type or prototype): To je slovo do pranice.

4 — metalinguistic expressing the occasional activated relationship of the speaker to the
code, the means of communication, i.e. language: Mdm to na jazyku., Na tom si zlomis
Jjazyk., Co jde Septem, to jde s Certem.

The contact type of function includes even the phraseological expression of politeness,
which usually as an accompanying feature, permeates all types of propositional phrasemes.
There are, however, more specific cases, such as Budte tak hodnej a...!, Nechte si chutnat!,
Nenfi zac., Chovejte se jako doma! and the corresponding functions of polite agreement,
request, wish, response to thanks, and invitation. Politeness may directly form the contents
of a concrete proverb, as in S kloboukem v ruce projdes cely svet.

The correlation between the type of meaning, or function, and the form of the phraseme
is usually inconclusive and in only some cases a clear connection may be detected. This, for
example, is the case of the descriptive expression, especially in the thematic type (and in the
factual class) and the indicative form. Similarly, in exclamations which belong to the
vocative type a correlation can be found with the imperative form, etc.

4.3213 Pragmatic Function of Propositional Phrasemes and Idioms
In many respects the pragmatic function is often more important in propositional

phrasemes than the above ones. It comes particularly in the following five basic forms:

1 Factual class of phrasemes (F): the speaker — with respect to the listener — relates,
or factually, commits himself to the truthfulness of the proposition (fact) and its different

109

—



lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 St:rém?\F 110

levels and shades, or modifications. In practice, this means the introduction of what is
commonly called information, although it is of many different kinds. The subclasses
which make up this type include phrasemes expressing (a) assertion, possibility/necessity,
in/definiteness, existence, (b) un/certainty, un/truthfulness, estimate, (c) im/probability,
forecast, (d) in/dependence, un/conditionality, (e) restriction/extension/change of validity,
generality, (f) categorization, assignment to a class, typology.

E.g., To je stard pisnicka. (Ff), Hlad je nejlepsi kuchar. (Fa), V hlavé mu uZ svitd. (Fa),
To je vod tebe sice hezky, ale... (Ff), Strasi mu to v hlavé. (Fa/Exi), Hlava ho pro to neboli.
(Fc/Exg), ...a je po ftdkdch. (Fa-e/Emc), To je v hdji. (Fa/Emc), To dd fuSku. (Fa/Emf), Biih
vi. (Fb), Vérte si tomu nebo ne. (Fc), Clovék je to, co ji. (Fd).

An extension of this class is represented by the metalinguistic subtype, cf. Mdm to na
Jjazyku (Fa) (compare with the metalinguistic function mentioned above). A characteristic
transition between the types is the traditional category of proverbs, which on account of
their gnomic nature, normativeness and exhortativeness belong primarily to the volitional
type, although they may used even factually, cf. Hlad je nejlepsi kuchar. (Fa)

2 Volitional (directive) class of phrasemes (V): through their use the speaker wants to
achieve some kind of effect in the listener, or make them do something. The role of a speaker
is usually active and authoritative. The class includes a number of possible subclasses, such
as (a) command, order, request, (b) dis/agreement, acceptance, satisfaction, unwillingness,
permission, rejection, reminding, alerting, (c) threat, warning, admonishment, discouragement,
(d) reassurance, promise, soothing, comforting, encouragement, (e) indifference, resignation,
(f) advice, appeal, (g) wishing, (h) persuading, recommendation, instruction, (i) support,
prompting, calming.

E.g., Abys to nezakrik! (Vc), Kolik hlav, tolik rozumu. (Vf), Bud'rdd, Ze ses rdd. (Vd),
Neves hlavu! (Vd), Di do hdje! (Vb/Emc), To je hloupy. (Vd/Fa), KdyZ je hlava blbd, trpi
cely télo. (Fa/Vh/Emh), Jeste to tak! (Vb/Emc), Dej si facku, nikdo se nekoukd! (Vb/Emc),
Pro mné za mné! (Ve), Tdahni k Certum! (Vab), Dej biith!/BoZe dej! (Vg), Jen si dej, ses
bledej! (Vi).

The use of phrasemes often serves functionally, or pragmatically, a multiple purpose
because both the speaker and the listener play different roles in their mutual relationship.
A less distinct pragmatic nature is displayed by the broadly conceived group of greetings,
which can be seen as the extension of particularly the volitional type and elliptically as
wishes, cf. Poroucim se., T¢ pic!, greetings ritualized for certain situations and specialized
usage, cf. Cest prdci!, K pocté zbran!. The element of respect for rituals, organizations,
churches, etc., and the binding nature of tradition are emphasized in rituals and their
expressions. Especially in this area it overlaps, among others, with subtypes represented
here by expressions of politeness (see above).

3 Expressive class of phrasemes (Ex): the speaker uses them to inform the listener of
his interest in the situation, to express this interest, etc., mainly through his intellectual,
rational attitudes. The role of the listener is sometimes passive here. The subclasses of
the Ex class include especially (a) congratulations, (b) thanks, (c) apologies, (d) doubts,
(e) sympathies, recognition, dislike, repulsion, disgust, disdain, (f) trust/mistrust, (g) accusation,
reproach, condemnation, (f) forgiveness, plea for forgiveness, (i) joking, (j) helplessness
(being at a loss), evasiveness.

110

—



lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 St:rém?\F 111

E.g. Vsadim na to hlavu, Ze... (ExfIV), Jen aby! (Exd), Klobouk doli! (Exa), Hddej,
muzes trikrdat. (Va/Exi-j), To je dlouhd historie. (Fa/Exj), To se Fikd kdovi jestli! (Exd),
Vloudila se chybicka. (Exc), Mds recht! (Exe), Sem ti dobrej jen k tomu, abych... (Exg).

A certain extension of this functional type can be seen, for example, in responses to
some types of expression, especially to thanks, cf. Neni zac¢. Another extension is the
expression of a polite wish, usually in the form of a conventional greeting, cf. Dobrou chut!,
VSechno nejlepsi!, Tisiceré diky! (Exb), KdyZ dovolite... (Exh).

4 Emotional class of phrasemes (Em): by this type of phraseme the speaker conveys
his emotional reaction to the listener, which is usually distinctly polarized evaluatively
on the good-bad scale. Its subclasses include especially (a) surprise, astonishment,
(b) admiration, praise, contempt, (c) pleasure, joy, refusal, displeasure, (d) envy, (e) satisfaction,
disappointment, regret, (f) worry, fear, calm, confidence, (g) anger, vindictiveness, (h) derision,
ridicule, sarcasm.

E.g., Krev mu ztuhla v Zildch. (Emf/F), Srdce se na to sméje. (Ema-d), Dobre, Ze des.
(Eme), To je ale kus! (Emb), Krve by se v nem nedorezal. (Emf/Va), Jen houSt a vetsi kapky!
(Emc), Ten md ale casy! (Emd), To jsem si dal! (Eme), To sme $ldpli do hovna. (Eme), Kat
aby to spral! (Emg), Boha jeho! (Emg), Nevi, co chce, ale nedd pokoj, dokud to nedostane.
(Emh).

This class also subsumes phraseological expletives and abuses, which markedly differ
from person to person. The strongest are usually used about the listener who is present,
while oaths (today mostly without religious allusions and content) are typically impersonal
or aimed at a third person, cf. Ty kluku pitomd (Emc), Kat aby to spral (Emg). However,
actual oaths are relatively infrequent in phraseology. In terms of speech act theory some of
these subtypes are perlocutionary in nature.

5 Declarative class of phrasemes (D): by using the phraseme the speaker establishes,
constitutes a new situation, state, which is thus declared. It is a marginal class and its
subclasses are not always easy to identify, but it is possible to give at least (a) dismissal,
excommunication, (b) appointment, assignment, (c) condemnation, (d) implementation,
establishment.

E.g., Hej rup! (Va/Dd), To je hanebnost! (Dc), Délaji-li dva totéz, neni to totéz. (Dd), A¥
je po tvym! (Db).

It is also possible to consider another group, 6 intensification class (I) ... aZ zrak
prechdzi (1), ... co to dd (I), but phrasemes of this class rarely occur in their pure form. On
the other hand, another group, 7 evaluative class (Ev), is quite frequent, but even this one
does not usually appear on its own in a pure form and combines with another class. So, the
phraseme 7o je véc (Em/Ev) expresses both admiration and positive evaluation, etc.

4.3214 Some Traditional Types of Propositional Phrasemes and Idioms

Some of the types of propositional phrasemes are known under their traditional labels
or names. The best-known type is the old, familiar, and mostly ethnographic concept,
proverb or byword (previously known in Europe as paroemia, and only later as proverbia,
though Erasmus placed it under adages), which clearly belongs with sentential, i.e.,
propositional, phrasemes. The branch which deals with proverbs is called paroemiology
(a term common in English in the mid-19t century). The classification of proverbs in the
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past was largely tentative and cannot be taken seriously any more today. Also, proverbs are
not the most important part of the propositional phraseme range, as they take up only a small
section of it (some 10 per cent), although historically they have probably been the most
prominent. Since the time of Celakovsky’s work, the largest collection of Czech proverbs,
the number of new proverbs has increased by some 40 per cent, while most of the proverbs
gathered by Celakovsky are no longer in use today. The general character of proverbs which
used to cover all areas of everyday life and the experience and truths derived thereof (cf. the
“medicinal” proverb Kam nechodi slunce, tam chodi lékar, “the commercial” proverb
Zadarmo ani kure nehrabe, the “military” Nejlepsi obranou je iitok, or the “legal” proverb
Oko za oko zub za zub) have newly developed and become so generalized that they are not
thematically interpreted any more. The only remnant of weather proverbs is sometimes
called prognostics. There are still several dozens of them, they are still used and can be
regarded, alongside the proverbs proper, as a subtype with factual function (cf. V mdji nemd
pastyrovi oschnout hiil., Sv. Martin pFijel na bilém koni.). Their “forecasting” function, still
applied, is betrayed by their opaque name in Czech (pranostika), which has been partly
obscured (cf. Latin prognostica and Greek prognosis). The basic authoritative nature of the
conveyed truth and experience which is not to be doubted has been preserved in proverbs
even after they lost their legal normativeness. This is where their distinct quality, sometimes
called transpersonal validity, or didactic function, etc., springs from. Semiotically and
functionally, proverbs can be always counted on to have two direct participants (roughly: the
“instructor/exhorter” and the “instructee/exhortee”, etc.). In the background, though, there
is always a third, anonymous participant present, the author of the presented statement,
truth, instruction, etc., which cannot be disregarded without this entailing a social sanction.
A similar character is displayed by many a quotation (see below) but there the third
participant is known.

Slogans have the volitional function of persuasion and in spite of their ad hoc nature,
conditioned by the usage and (especially political) preferences of the times, there are still
several of them in Czech surviving, especially as cultural relics with a fixed form, cf. Zpévem
k srdci, srdcem k viasti., Jsme s vdmi, budte s ndmi., Rovnost, volnost, bratrstvi.

Phrasemes are also frequently used as expressions of advice, cf. Dvakrdt ddvd, kdo
rychle ddvd., Co tam, to tam, o to hlavy nelam!. Like advice even wishes have volitional
function. Basically, they are just as greetings based on ellipsis of the type I wish ..., cf KéZ
by!, Cest jeho pamdtce!, Chléb nds vezdejsi deji ndm dnes. Connected to wishes, however,
are their frequent extensions or commentaries and replies to them, cf. at least Stary lidi jsou
Jjako maly deti.

The contact function of phrasemes is usually and most frequently explicitly expressed
through a greeting (see above), which in its broad sense is quite an abundant unit both in
the variety of uses and incidence in the system of phraseology. Contact between people in
a different sense than that mediated by greetings is described by phrase such as Chovd se,
Jjako by se nic nestalo., S kym mdm tu cest?, etc. (the distinctly phatic function is difficult to
isolate though). Relatively frequent in the area of contact are also expressions of thanks,
cf. Diky bohu!, Zaplat' pdanbu!, Jako by se stalo!. The form of expletives and abuses, which
also have contact function, is usually exclamatory, cf. A sakra!, Aby do toho (uz)!, Di
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k Certu!, Ty se§ korunovanej vul!. The contact area also subsumes all the other phrasemes
that express, accompany or indicate various social rituals. However, most rituals, i.e. their
occasional verbal accompaniment, routine formulae, do not belong among phrasemes
because of their specialized and quasiterminological nature. Still, there are some positive
phraseological cases relating to various traditional and observed customs, cf. Dej7 to
pdnbu!, S dovolenim!, Srdecné blahoprdni!, Cest jeho pamdtce!, Sldva vitéziim, Cest
poraZenym!, Zlom vaz!, Pozdrav pdnbuh! — AZ na veky!, Jménem zdkona!, Prisahdm na svou
Cest a svedomi., K budovdni a obrané viasti bud’pﬁpraven/ , Arbeit macht frei., etc. A number
of other types (see above), however well-known they are, have not been given any particular
names. They include, for example, expressions denoting superstitions (Musim to zaklepat —
Touch wood), and others.

A quotation (in phraseology only a fixed quotation) is the accurate repetition of an
opinion or evaluation expressed usually by an outstanding personality of the past which
generalizes and provides a topical comment, but also puts something in the context of the
times. There are many quotations but only few of them are well-known and in common use,
or remembered accurately, in the Czech milieu it is possible to mention at least President
Masaryk’s Nebdt se a nekrdst!, or the Czech writer Vancura’s Tento zpuisob léta zdd se mi
ponékud nestastnym. If the knowledge of the authorship of the quotation becomes lost, it
usually turns into a proverb. Even Czech knows the infrequent expression winged words
(according to Homer’s epea pteroenta) whose position is somewhere between a quotation
and a proverb. The expression was made famous by G. Blichmann’s book Gefliigelte Worte
(1864), though it is less commonly used nowadays, cf. Descart’s cogito, ergo sum, the
French cherchez la femme, or Hamlet’s to be or not to be, etc. Winged words are more often
used in their translated form, cf. byt &i nebyt, zndm(e) své pappenheimské (Daran erkenn’
ich meine Pappenheimer), then we speak of idiomatic calques, extremely common in the
whole of PI, though speakers usually no longer feel about them in this way.

A number of other expressions, whether conceptual or terminological, are (almost) never
used in Czech, however common or popular they may be in other languages, such as the
English limerick (a humorous five-line poem) or a Wellerism (a form of humorous
comparison named after Samuel Weller, Mr. Pickwicks’ witty servant from Dickens’ famous
book, typically in three parts and concluded by a funny paradox), or haiku, a popular short
Japanese poem (of 17 syllables), provided they are fixed. As an illustration, it is possible to
give the original Wellerian limerick Every beginning is hard said the thief when he began
stealing an anvil., and to some extent even the Czech Uvidime, pravil slepej (We'll see, said
the blind man). (Cf., among others, Permjakov 1970, 1979, 2000, Mukarovsky 1971, Taylor
1931, 1975, Zich 1956, Kuusi 1957, 1972).

4.322 Polypropositional Intersubject Phrasemes and Idioms

Polypropositinal intersubject phrasemes and idioms which are formed by the
combination of at least two propositions and which also relate to at least two
communicating speakers, form a transition to small literary and folklore genres of various
types. Their use is particularly strongly standardized with regard to the accepted linguistic
and social culture in interpersonal communication (hence sometimes the term cultural
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idioms). At the same time these expressions indirectly suggest which aspects of this

communication are the most frequent and dominant. Accordingly, they belong just as much

to the sphere of sociolinguistics and anthropolinguistics. The best known types of this

primarily dialogue-oriented area of PI are

(1) correlated greetings

(2) polite phrases,

(3) contact formulae,

(4) facetious (and other) reactions and responses,

(5) intersubject anecdotes, riddles, etc. Cf.

(1) A: Na shledanou! — B: Na shledanou!; A (in reaction to sneezing): Pozdrav pdnbu! —
B: Dej? to panbu!

(2) A: Dékuji. — B: Neni zad/Rddo se stalo etc.; A: Dobré chutndni! — B: Ndpodobne,
A: Prominte. — B: Nic se nestalo;

(3) A: Jak se vede? — B: Dékuji, ujde to etc.; A: To je pan XY.— B: Tesi me.,

(4) A: Pro¢? —B: Pro slepici kvo¢.; A: Jd mdm hlad. — B: Tak ho hlad (a itkej mu malej)! etc.
The meaning of these phrasemes is tied up with a particular kind of function, especially

on the speaker-listener axis. In this type of phraseme, the most specific feature is their

(mainly internal) syntagmatic aspect. The concrete answer, e.g., in greetings is entirely

or almost entirely conditioned by the first part of greeting and the latter is in turn

predetermined by the context, situation and other sociolinguistic respects (see, e.g., type

(1) above).

It is not quite clear how far we can go in the identification of phrasemes, if we move
upwards in terms of size. For instance, some anecdotes or riddles, especially popular in
African folklore, can be very long. It is a question then, (1) to what extent they can still be
fixed, and (2) which features of an idiom they still preserve, especially as regards anomaly.
Other such folklore-literary microgenres, as various popular stereotypes, need not have
necessarily a fixed form.

4.33 Lexical Phrasemes

Because of their components, lexical phrasemes belong to the level of morphology
(inflectional and word-formation) and display a single synthetic, non-discrete form.
Functionally, they are one-word lexemes. Traditionally they are the most debated and
neglected area of phraseology. They may be exemplified by compounds such as
budiZknic¢emu, kratochvile, tluchuba, tvrdoSijny, kaZdopddné, the derivatives najit
(where na = “surface” + jit= “go, move” # “nalézt, find, trouver, etc.”), neplecha,
zdkerny, nasup, and rarely even by inflected form, such as Neviddno!, budiz, nac¢, whose
nature is a hotly contested issue. On account of their discrete form, cases involving
reflexivity and explicit valency, such as obejit se bez, zasit se, zapomenout se, bodnout
nekomu, etc., represent a transition. The same criteria apply to them as to other phrasemes
and they are just as anomalous as collocational phrasemes, and other types. If word-
-formation theory takes notice of them at all (mostly it does not), it regards them as
exceptions of sorts which, however, are rather numerous (the Dictionary of Standard
Czech is estimated to include them in about 5 per cent of entries). For example, all
21 prefixed derivatives of the verb byt/byvat (to be) existing in Czech can be considered
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lexical idioms of this type (e.g., nabyt, dobyt, zbyvat, etc.). An exhaustive description of
this area is still lacking.

5. The Function of Idioms and Phrasemes

The function of the phraseme and idiom in text is primarily twofold, formal and
semantic. In both cases, its external syntagmatic aspect is manifested especially in its
collocability and valency. Generally speaking, the function of the phraseme and idiom
follows from the need to denominate (denominative function) and to fulfill its role in the
higher unit (structural function). These two functions are, especially in propositional
phrasemes, complemented by a distinct pragmatic function (see esp. 3.5 and 4.3113).

There are various ways in which this type of phraseme is put in the context in the narrow
sense which consists of the sum of all other naming units which share reference with the
phraseme and which form an (immediate) higher structural unit with it. The collocability of
the phraseme, i.e. its ability to combine with a certain type of expressions in text, is of
a distinctly semantic nature. The valency of the phraseme determines the specific way in
which it will be formally integrated in the context, whether sentential or hypersentential.
This integration may, according to the nature of the expression and its transformation
potential, entail a formal variation of the expression. In the context, the idiom and phraseme
is even activated/specified semantically, i.e., on the one hand both its polysemy and the
range of its meaning are suspended, or on the other hand its meaning will incorporate some
new features in keeping with the speaker’s intention. The expression thus assumes
a concrete meaning. Its other characteristic components, such as vagueness, evaluation
character, etc., are preserved.

Like any other naming unit also the idiom and phraseme serve communicative needs. The
use of PI depends both on the subject-matter, the situation (and the style chosen) and the
speaker’s personality. The central domain in which the use of PI is characteristically focused
is informal spoken language, or fiction and journalistic style reflecting the informal spoken
language. In technical language, on the other hand, PI does not occur with the exception of
several quasiphrasemes. Due to the nature of meaning in PI, marked especially by the tension
between the meaning of the components and that of the whole, the level of contextual
semantic activation/specification of the average idiom is much higher than in a word. This is
also one of the main factors leading to idioms being less standardized. Their actual usage,
determined by their meaning and function, is subject to relatively fast change, or vacillation,
especially in expressions with a weak motivation. Further, the place of PI in the lexicon and
in the idiolect of individuals is very much variable. On the one hand, the higher incidence of
PI in the speaker and writer may be regarded as a sign of their polished and finely shaded
language; on the other hand, the small occurrence of PI need not signalize the poverty of
expression since instead of using PI, the authors may choose to create their own metaphors
(an example of this may, to some extent, be the Czech writer Vladislav Vancura).

The semantic nature of the idiom, sharply contrasting with the character of the surrounding
regular expressions, sets clear limits on any excessive use of Pl in text. At present, it is possible
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to consider a text to be rich in PI if it contains one idiom per 80-120 words on average
(Cermak 1982). Written text which is even richer in this sense (i.e., one in which there are
fewer words per idiom) is rare and an unbroken written text (esp. literary) of some length that
would contain one idiom per ten or fewer words probably does not exist.

Nevertheless, there are more functions which PI serves in text. The other, loosely defined
functions sometimes mentioned include the aesthetic function (many phrasemes express,
particularly good or witty metaphor, image), the economic function (a standard phraseme is
usually a highly economic means of expression and its “short” or literal paraphrase, if there
is any, is always longer), or the evaluative function (most phrasemes are distinct means of
expressing assessment, actually they are the richest source of it in the system) which has to
be thought of in terms of pragmatics. The list includes even the metalinguistic function, the
purpose of which is to follow and comment on or correct the actual line of the message, cf.
the function and purpose of co jsem to chtél viastné rict, mdm to na jazyku, na tom si zlomis
Jjazyk, jinymi slovy, lépe Feceno.

5.1 The Structural Component of the Function

Every phraseme forms a closed structure which cannot be decomposed either
semantically or in a syntactic-formal way, just as it is impossible to generate an arbitrary
or new phraseme. The structural function of its constituent does not coincide with the
seeming syntactic make-up of the phraseme (because it does not have it), cf. the
impossibility of analyzing into predicate and object the expressions Cte mu levity or Je
z toho hin, and others. As a whole, the phraseme does enter into syntactic relations, though.
But the syntactic relations to the context, mediated by the valency and (especially the
actualizing) transformations, are always weakened in varying degree depending on the type
of anomaly displayed by the expression. Due to the absence of a regular compositional
function in the semantic aspect (see 3.31), which is generally underlying any regular
syntactic relation, only the external formal aspect, i.e. the formal means of such a relation,
are preserved in this relation in a well-formed phraseme (and thus analogous to a regular
combination), but not the full relation itself. For example, the nominative singular form of
a nominal phraseme does not have to mean automatically, as it does in a regular noun, that
the phraseme can be used as subject (oteviend hlava) or as a grammatically incongruous
modifier (ruzové bryle), etc.

Collocational phrasemes are functionally of two kinds, (A) adcollocational and
(B) adpropositional, depending on whether they combine with regular collocations (or
words) or with sentences. Each kind further subdivides, partly in keeping with the structural
classification (only some of the main types are given):

A adcollocational
1 verbal a) verbonominal (V-N)
b) verbo-adjectival (V-A)
¢) verbo-adverbial (V-ADV, ADV-V)
d) verboverbal (V-V)
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2 nominal  a) adjectival-nominal (A-N, N-A)
b) nominal-adverbial (N-ADV, ADV-N)
¢) nominal-nominal (N-N)

3 modifying a) adverbial-adjectival (ADV-A, A-ADV)
b) adjectival-adjectival (A-A)
¢) adverbial-adverbial (ADV-ADV)

4 relational

5 substitutive, etc.

B adpropositional,
1 modifying
2 relational, etc.

Binomial phrasemes are dispersed across types 1-3 (Ald, 2c, 3b—c); similes or
comparisons mostly form a special subtype of Ala. Examples:
Ala: ¢ist nekomu levity, b: kdpnout boZskou, c: prijit zkrdtka, bohate stacit, d: umét se
narodit;
A2a: zlaty dil, andél strdZny, b: misto nahore, vzhiru nohama, c: jablko svdru,
A3a: andélsky trpelivy, b: neslany nemastny, c: Siroko daleko,
Ada: na iikor nékoho, ve srovndni s nékym, bez ohledu na néco, b: driv nez, hned jak, na
jedné strané — na druhé strané, bez ohledu na to Ze /kdo/ co...;
A5: Co (je to) za (¢lovéka)?, Certvi kdo? etc.
B1l: pro jednou, mezi ndmi, pri Cerstvé paméti,
B2a: Ze by, Kdyby tak, Co kdyz, Jen at..., Co VIN — to V/N (Co véta, to chyba), b: byr'i, az
kdyz, proto aby, ten ktery, kdo — ten;
A particular structural type sometimes corresponds to several functional types and
similarly the same functional type may be associated with several structural types. This is
especially noticeable in synsemantic (function) components.

The structural classification and the (structurally) functional classification in
synsemantic components largely overlap and are less clear-cut. One exception is the group
of numerous multi-word (idiomatic) prepositions (A4a), conjunctions (A4b, B2b), particles
(B2a) and pronouns (AS) which are functional equivalents of the respective grammatical
word-classes. The most prominent structure is found in prepositions: prep-N(-prep) (with
an abstract noun).

The main structural functional types of propositional phrasemes basically follow from
the communicative sentence types, cf.
(1) declarative
(2) imperative, exclamatory, and
(3) interrogative,
each having a (a) positive, and (b) negative variant, cf.
(1a) to je stard pisnicka; to je vrchol!;
(Ib) ani pes by to nezral,
(2a) ruku na srdce!; trhni si nohou!;
(2b) abys to nezakrik(1)!;
(3a) a jd jsem vosk? (negative question 3b is rare).
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The specific feature of these phrasemes is also their formally communicative function
and the semiotic function (see 4.321); for more see 4.32.

5.2 The Denominative Component of the Function

The denominative function of the idiom which follows especially from its semantic
nature has two mains components, designative and pragmatic. The ratio of representation of
each component considerably differs from one expression to another. Of primary
importance is the designative function, based on the relation of the phraseme as a sign to its
referent and to the notional (conceptual) element of its meaning. It is common to
expressions of all kinds. By contrast, the pragmatic function, based on the (subjective)
relation of the participants of the discourse to the phraseme is particularly manifest in PI. In
general, it mediates the speaker’s various subjective aspects stressed by him in
communication (especially emotional and attitudinal) the PI inventory being its most
important source of means of expression. The existence of PI shows, among other things,
that for an individual the unique and subjective experience is socially and generationally
repeatable and that it has its characteristic means whereby the speaker praises, expresses
anger, wonders, emphasizes, etc. The pragmatic function can be made use of especially
thanks to the denotative vagueness of the phraseme and the duality of its actual meaning
contrasting with the surface information conveyed by its components.

The primary bearers of the designative function in collocational phrasemes are designators;
the primary bearers of the pragmatic function are especially various operators (Weinreich 1966,
Greenbaum 1969, and others). Each phraseme contains both components in varying degrees,
though. In operators, it is necessary to distinguish at least those which are means of expressing
different subjective relations of the speaker to the content of the utterance (commentors), those
expressing the relation of deixis (deictics), the manner and measure to which the content of the
utterance applies (quantifiers) and the broadly conceived formal means of (syntactic)
organization of the utterance (relators). The main types are as follows:

A Designators
1 primary
a arguments (A-N, N-N, N-ADV)
b predicators (V-N, V-A, V-ADV, V-V, simile)
2 qualifying (secondary)
a qualifiers (A-N, N-ADV, ADV-A, A-A, simile)
b circumstantials (i.e. adverbials of circumstances, ADV-ADV)

B Operators
1 commentors:

a evaluative (as to successfulness, pleasantness, correctness, etc.)

b generalizing (summarizing and generalizing)

¢ expressive (expressing interest, frankness of the speaker, etc.)

d truth-assessing (expressing the speaker’s attitude to the truth-value of the utterance
or situation or making deductions from them)

c¢ intensifying (making the statement more intense or acute)
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2 deictics
3 quantifiers

s v o

a existential (with exclusive validity, making distinction of the type kaZdy-Zddny)
b restrictive (with limited validity, differences of the type zvidst-vylucne-hlavne)

4 relators

Examples:
Ala: Ta hospoda na rozcesti je zlatej dul. Zachrdnila ho zboZnd lez. Stalo se z toho jablko

svdru.

Alb: Tdta mu pak proto Cetl levity. Po chvili kdpnul boZskou. Pri tomhle podniku

zkrdtka neprijdes. Je ji Sedesdt, ale pordd se umi otdcet. Takovd ranka a ty Fve§
Jjako tur.

A2a: Nakreslil to jednim tahem. Andélsky trpélivej ucitel. Nesland nemastnd odpovéd.

Voda studend jako led.

A2b: Siroko daleko neni Zddny stin.
Bla: S bidou stali jen puilku. Je to k zbldznéni dlouhé. Z ni¢eho nic vykiikl. Jesteé e mdm

rezervni klic.

B1b: Je to celkem vzato docela slusné. Zkrdtka a dobre jsem se spletl.

Blc: Moc se mi to, popravdé receno, nelibi. Nemusis mu, mezi ndmi, iikat vsecko.

B1d: Tak Karel o tom podle tebe viibec nevi? Podle vieho u? asi nep¥ijde.

Ble: Co chvili mu to pFipomindm. Lidi tam je aZ ferno. Za nic na svété uz tam nepiijdu.

B2:

Néjakou tu korunu fo stdt bude.

B3a: Udélat to musi jeden kaZdej z vds. Odpaddvali jeden po druhym.
B3b: Je to kreslit nad jiné dovedny. Zbyvd mu uz jedna jedind moznost. Na prvnim misté

B4:

bych se zeptal jeho.

Ve srovndni s loriskem byla letos iiroda ovoce lepsi. S ohledem na nedostatek casu
se to musi zkrdtit. Byli tam tii, a to Novdk, Holub a Skalka. Zlepsil se, byt’i stdle
ne dost. Ve srovndni s tim, jak to délaji jinde, to vy déldte lépe. Co slovo, to
naddvka.

The denominative function in propositional phrasemes depends on the kind of

communicative relation and function realized (speaker-listener-context-situation-theme-
medium). These are the main cases:

A

vocative type (the speaker-listener relation):

1 interjectional (expresses emotional reactions, attitudes, etc.)
2 imperative (expresses volitional influence on the listener)

3 contact (expresses the phase of contact)

4 categorizing (transition to B4)

thematic type (the speaker-theme relation):

1 descriptive (simple description)

2 attitudinal (evaluation, expression of a viewpoint, etc.)

3 connective (suggest a connection between segments, phrases of the theme, etc.)
4 categorizing (identification of the theme with a known type)
medial type (the speaker-means of communication):
situational type (the speaker-situation relation), etc.
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The vocative type includes three of the traditional functions (Biihler 1934, Jakobson
1960, Leech 1974, and others), both expressive and that of Appell (or emotive and conative),
and phatic (esp. A3). The informational function is included mainly in the thematic type and
the metalinguistic function in the medial type. The proportion of both components of the
denominative function, i.e. designative and pragmatic, is much more balanced in propositional
phrasemes and neither of them markedly prevails.

Examples:

Al: Vida ho! To mi miiZe bejt ukradeny!

A2: Koukej mazat! Mé vynech!

A3: Zdar biih! Tak se mé;j!

B1: Vzduch je Cisty. Zatmelo se mu pred oima.

B2: To zrovna! Chran pdnbu! To je fuk! Aby ho neubylo! Opatrnosti nikdy nezbyvd.
B3: Bylo nebylo... Jak se véci maji. ..

B4: To je slovo do pranice. Lehko nabyl, lehko pozbyl.

C:  Na tom si zlomis jazyk (cf. metalinguistic function in 5.2)

D: A ted babo rad!, A co ted?

The individual functional types and subtypes are subject to various modifications and
combine with one another; sometimes they are known by their conventional names, such as
toast, greeting, thanks, etc. With the aid of other criteria, such as the personal-impersonal
dimension, technical-nontechnical use, etc., it is possible to extend the classification to other
traditional and conceptually rather vague locutions, e.g. children’s rhymes, counting-out
rhymes, slogans, witticisms, aphorisms, riddles, and so on (see also 4.3214).

5.3 Complex Functional Classification

Anomalies of different kinds and degrees whereby phrasemes and idioms are
characterized and classified from the formal, semantic and collocational points of view
usually make their presence felt in the textual behaviour of these expressions and their
usage. So the idiomaticity of an expression can be seen as the measure of its anomalousness
in some of the senses discussed. Inasmuch as the textual behaviour of an expression
is reflected in the range and ratio of its possible and impossible transformations, its
idiomaticity is determined and objectively testable (or quantifiable) by the restrictions
placed on its transformations, especially actualizing (context-specific) ones. If all relevant
transformations are possible, the expression is regular: the degree of the idiomaticity of the
expression is in indirect proportion to the number and character of its realized, or realizable,
transformations.

If, for instance, only actualizing transformations are taken into account in the verbal
type of idioms and its 17 features are considered, i.e.,

(a) positive-negative, (b) active-passive, (c) statement-question-directive, (d) indicative-
conditional, (e) past-present-future, (f) singular-plural, (g) first-second-third (person),

then with just the regular realization of one alternative of each group (a—g), i.e. with the

combination of seven features, the expression has 244 possible realizations. Phrasemes,
however, usually do not realize all configurations of their transformations. The number of
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theoretically possible transformation combinations that are “selective” in this way for the
whole type thus grows considerably (in the given case there are roughly 107 possibilities).
In practice, though, the actual number of anomalous transformation possibilities can be
estimated to be much lower, but it still is sufficiently high to be the basis of the most precise
classification in PI ever.

The number and range of possible and impossible transformations is highly specific for
each phraseme. So much so that it can serve as the basis for a complex functional
classification of the same structural type of expressions. Compare, for example, the following
expressions and a list of transformations which do not obtain (headed by 0):

nechodit pro slovo daleko 0: quest, pos, pass, cond, direct, direct neg, 1sg and pl
delat nékomu hldsnou troubu 0: quest, neg, pass, direct, 1sg and pl
vedeét svoje 0: quest, neg, pass, cond, direct, direct neg, fut

The above verbal phrasemes differ in a number of anomalous features (here only in three
configurations). It is clear that each such configuration of anomalous aspects shared by more
phrasemes whose textual behaviour is likewise similar can be used for the determination of
a special class or subclass and so even for the establishment of a functional classification.
Each such configuration provides a complex indication of the textual function of a given
phraseme.

This classificatory basis must be further modified by taking into consideration all other
transformations (i.e., other than the actualizing ones; see 6.3) and the semantic and structural
aspects (see Cermdk 1982).

6. Transformations of Phrasemes and Idioms
6.1 The Essence of Transformation in Phraseology and Idiomatics

Transformation in PI is such a process of (structural and grammatical) change whose
result (which is also called transformation) differs from the input structure by its function
and therefore its position in the text while preserving a formal and semantic similarity of
a varying degree to this input structure. The fact that one is derived from the other is clear.
This is true of structural transformations, i.e., those relating to the abstract structure which
is common to a certain class of individual phrasemes. Individual transformations always
produce such change of form only in individual phrasemes. The relation between two kinds
of transformation cannot, however, be regarded as a relation between a class and its element.
Although it is possible for a given transformation to be realized structurally, it can never be
realized in all individual phrasemes which share this structure in general. Moreover, some
types of transformation are of only generally structural type (especially the intrastructural
ones, see 6.23), while individual transformations are absent. This also constitutes the
principal difference between transformations and variants (see 3.4) which are context-
-independent (if fixed) and therefore must obligatorily display both semantic and
functional identity and, accordingly, are confined to variations of only parts of the form of
an individual phraseme. A variant is thus always a modification of the same unit which
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preserves its function, while transformation may produce another unit. The input structure
(base) is the basic form of a general structure or individual phrases from which the
transformation proceeds. In practice it is typically identical with the invariant. Owing to the
many-sided inherent anomalousness of all PI and the absence of precise (grammatical
and semantic rules), it seems suitable to regard transformations in PI as mere
quasitransformations.

Transformation can be fixed, such as (transformation:) jehla v kupé sena (< input
structure: hledat jehlu v kupé sena), or unfixed, the latter being most frequent
in nominalizations, cf. postaveni neéceho na hlavu (< postavit néco na hlavu).
Transformations differ in their degree of generality, the nature of the phraseme, its
structure and the level to which it belong, but also in that their result may no longer be
part of PI, cf. ost#iZi pohled (<— mit pohled jako ostFiZ). There may be several transformations
from a single input structure, cf. hleddni jehly v kupé sena and jehla v kupé sena

(< hledat jehlu v kupce sena).
6.2 Types of Transformation

Structural and individual transformations, i.e. transformations belonging to a (variously)
extensive class and an (individual) phraseme, may contrast in all areas in which they occur.
Such contrast becomes especially noticeable in intrastructural transformations (see 6.23).
The following survey presents the main types of transformation

I Interstratal
II Intrastratal
A interstructural
B intrastructural
1 syntagmatic
2 paradigmatic
3 mixed

These transformations are usually fixed and the change of their function is of a general
nature. When placed in a particular context, each individual phraseme undergoes actualizing
(or, less accurately, grammatical) transformations whereby it becomes integrated in it. Like
intrastructural transformations they are of three kinds: syntagmatic, paradigmatic and mixed
(see 6.3).

6.21 Interstratal Transformations

With interstratal transformations the input structure differs from the resultant transformation
by being from a different stratum. Usually the input structure belongs to a higher stratum.
The commonest types of such structural transformations are
(1) lexicalization
(2) collocational transformation (collocalization)

(3) propositionalization.
Within the first two it is possible to distinguish
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(A) nominalization,

(B) verbalization,

(C) adjectivization,

(D) adverbialization, etc.

Generally it is possible to envisage other types (particularization, prepositionalization,
conjunctionalization, comparativization, etc.). Their optional realizations with regard to
particular cases are implemented by individual transformations. For example
1A: tluchuba (from V-N), kvétomluva (z N-N, V-N); 1B: lelkovat (from V-N), Spackovat

(from a simile); 1C: snéhobily (from a simile); 1D: tvrdosijné (through A from V-A-N);
2A: tichd voda, devatero Femesel (from propositions); 2B: sejit z mysli (from a proposition) aj.
3B: Stalo se to v hodiné dvandcté (from the collocation udélat néco v hodiné dvandcté).

6.22 Intrastratal Interstructural Transformations

They are typically encountered at the level of collocational phrasemes. The main transitions

between respective structures are realized by the following transformations:
1 nominalization (resultant structure: N-N, A-N, A-N-A, etc; from various input structures)
2 adjectivization (resultant structure: ADV-A. or A-N, N-A, etc; from various input structures)
3 verbalization (resultant structure: V-N, V-ADV, V-V, etc; from various input structures)
4 comparativization (resultant structure: simile; from various input structures)

We may compare individual transformations which selectively illustrate the above structural
transformations:

1 (prekrocit Rubikon —) prekro¢eni Rubikonu; (zhroutit se jako domecek z karet —)
domecek 7 karet;

2 (postavit néco na hlavu —) postaveny na hlavu; (kFivé nekoho narknout —) krivé nareny,

3 (posledni cesta —) doprovodit nekoho na posledni cesté; (byt silny jako lev —) mit silu lva;

4 (prasivd ovce —) byt jako prasivd ovce; (polit nekoho studenou vodou —) byl, jako by ho
studenou vodou polil,, etc.

Particular structural transformations sometimes have several sources (input structures)
and, conversely, individual structures may become an input structure for more than one kind
of transformation. Hence intrastratal transformations yield a rich network of overlapping
relations between structures. It is typical of a number of phrasemes that they develop from
an original simile which thus often serve as the first base and the gateway to PI, cf. the
transformational sequence: simile — verbononimal phraseme — nominal phraseme (still
existing in all of these phases at once), i.e. mit zrak jako ostFiz — mit ostrizi zrak — ostrizi
zrak. One of the possible and important ways leading to further development is the
emergence of polysemy in a one-word expression already outside the scope of PI, cf. dupe
Jjako kiint — (to je ale) kiiri.

6.23 Intrastratal Intrastructural Transformations

These are transformation whose basic combinatory structure (typically binary) branches
out into a multi-component one. There are many types of these (see also the individual
subtypes in the overviews in 4.311-6, including substitutions; PROP = proposition). The
main types are represented by the following transformations:
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1 Syntagmatic
A quantitative a additive: A-N — A-A-N, A-N — ADV-A-N, V-N — V-A-N, etc.
b reductive: PROP — tsek PROP, V-A-N — V-N, etc.
B qualitative (inversive) : A-N — N-A, etc.
2 Paradigmatic
A quantitative (esp. substitution by a numeral, i.e., numeralization): V-N — V-Num,
V-A-N — V-Pron-Num, etc.
B qualitative (esp. substitution by a pronoun, i.e., pronominalization): A-N — Pron-N,
V-N — V-Pron, etc.
3 Mixed, esp. the explicit expression of the relation between the components (i.e., by
a preposition and conjunction): V-N — VprepN, N-N — NconN, etc.

Particular examples which are used here to illustrate the above structural transformations
are not, as a rule, themselves transformations from a concrete input structure. They came
into existence as ready-made phrasemes directly from a transformed general structure; still
the transformation relation is fulfilled. The frequency of the individual types differs
considerably. Cf.
1Aa staré zlaté casy, jednou za uhersky mésic, mit Stastnou ruku
1Ab (Chytrému napoveéz, hloupému doloZ —) Chytrému napovez..., (hledat si postranni

cesticky —) hledat si cesticky
1B andél strdzny
2A ddt si dvacet, oliznout v§ech deset
2B moje malickost, hodit sebou, jet v tom
3 jit pod niz, rub a lic

Incidentally, traditional ellipsis (1Ab, the first example) may be regarded as a reductive

transformation.

6.3 Actualizing Transformations

These invariably individual transformations are dependent on the context of the
phraseme and, if their anomalies permit it, they appear in every type of phraseme with
a variable morphology of some of the components. As regards the number of these
transformations, each phraseme of the same type and structure theoretically has the same
number. In practice, a concrete phraseme will always have fewer of them and in a varying
number due to its individual anomaly. At the same time, one phraseme differs from another
in terms of quality. The set of realizable transformations of a phraseme (if the starting-point
is its invariant form) is highly symptomatic and individuating for each phraseme not only
from the point of view of its function, but also in the degree of its idiomaticity. In addition
to other dependences (on the type of formal, collocational and semantic anomaly), the
degree of the idiomaticity of a phraseme (idiom) is usually complementary and inversely
proportional above all to the sum of its possible transformations (esp. actualizing). Within
the set of realizable transformations which is usually not interchangeable even in very
similar phrasemes, the individual anomaly of an expression is manifested from a functional
point of view. Actualizing transformations — or rather the ratio of what is realizable and what
is non-realizable in them — are therefore the basis for a complex functional classification of
phrasemes (5.3). The main types (in 1 designated by brackets) are:
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1 Syntagmatic A contact a additive: (zcela) zahladil stopy, (netispésny) pokusny balonek
b reductive: chytrému napovéz (a hloupému doloz)
c inversive: hory doly sliboval (invariant: slibovat hory doly)
B distancing: md srdce (ji) zadané, mél (konecné) Cisty stiil
2 Paradigmatic A statal
a phasal — inchoativeness:
(dostat nekoho na krk) vzit si neco do hlavy
— durativeness:
mit nekoho na krku mit néco v hlavé
— terminativeness:
mit nekoho z krku pustit néco z hlavy
b agential (esp. causative)
agens:
— inchoativeness:
hodit nekomu nekoho na krk  nasadit nekomu néco do hlavy
— durativeness:
— terminativeness:
- vyhnat nékomu néco z hlavy
patiens:
— inchoativeness:
(dostat nekoho na krk) -
— durativeness:
mit nekoho na krku mit néco v hlavé
— terminativeness:
mit nekoho z krku (pustit néco z hlavy)
B morphological (grammatical)
a deictic: person, number, tense, or in/definiteness and comparison
b relational: case
¢ modulational: question, negation, mood
3 Mixed: passive

The impossibility to undergo a certain transformation is typical of more markedly
idiomatized phrasemes. Examples of these negative possibilities are found in 1Aa ¢&ist
nékomu levity (i.e., the impossibility of, for example, *zcela mu Cetl levity), 1Ab nasadit
nékomu psi hlavu, (i.e., the impossibility of reducing anything), 1Ac chytat lelky (i.e., fixed
word-order); B mit v hlavé, zlaty dil, etc.

Transformations of the type byly to (iiplné/hotové/...) lukulské hody, dostal za to
(prislovecénou) jiddsskou odménu, etc., by which the speaker enters the basic communicative
line in a commentary-like way, are special cases of metalinguistic transformation (only
specific words are found here) and they are based on a limited inventory of means of
metalinguistic function (see 4.3212).

Ordinary additive transformations are based on the possibility to qualify the expression
according to standard syntactic rules (modification). The rarely occurring reduction (in fact
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ellipsis) is typical especially of long and frequent expressions. Distancing transformations,
consisting in the possibility for the phrase to divide itself and incorporate some external
contextual element among components of its structure, are also scarce; characteristic of PI
is therefore their nonrealizability.

Paradigmatic transformations of the statal structure V-N (see also phrasemes with an
abstract noun in 4.315), based in varying degree on the realizable phases of simple or
causative action, activity and state, are characterized both by its specific distribution in only
some phrasemes and by the set of verbs which participate in them. Morphological
(grammatical) transformations are the most typical of all, see in the following examples the
impossibility of their occurrence with the 15t person singular verb (nechat na hlavé),
a singular noun (pdlit si prsty), the future (mit za usima), the comparative (Sedd eminence),
any other case (kaZdym coulem, oteviend hlava), a question (mit o¢i z KaSparovy krdvy), the
verb in the positive (nemoct od néc¢eho odtrhnout o), the imperative (mit dlouhou chvili),
etc. The set of theoretically possible morphological transformations is for each structural
type inevitably different (here illustrated mainly by V-N and A-N).

The special nature, i.e. strong markedness, of passivization sets this type of
transformation apart (type 3 above). The impossibility to passivize can be documented by
phrasemes such as hodit flintu do Zita, vzit do zajecich. The realization of the passive in the
first case (flinta byla hozena do Zita) attests to the existence of a literal, homonymous
structure (see 2.4).

However, the possibility or impossibility of a transformation has much wider implications.
The idiomatic nature of a particular phraseme may lead to its preventing even quite
a common transformation in regular language where the phraseme operates as a component
of a larger expression; in fact such an extraphraseological transformation is structurally
quite alien to it. This can be demonstrated by comparing the relation of passivization to the
nominal phraseme pokusny krdlik and to the regular expression divoky krdlik: Ty Skody byly
zpuisobeny divokymi krdliky x *Ty Skody byly zpusobeny pokusnymi krdliky. Similarly, the
phraseme pokusny krdlik is, under normal circumstances, impossible to use as the subject of
a sentence, etc.

7. Conclusion: The Place of Phraseology and Idiomatics
in Language and Text

Every natural system, including the language system, is kept open on account of its
constant interaction with the environment, its influences and development. One of the
consequences of this openness is a low measure of its orderedness, i.e., a high measure of
its entropy. This is manifested by the irregularity, irregular distribution of the units of the
system (including redundancy), and so even by the unpredictability of their occurrence and
emergence. It appears that in language we find a good example of the presence of high
entropy precisely in phraseology and idiomatics, which comes to light in the analysis of
phrasemes and idioms in the process of communication: their information processing,
especially their decoding, is always more complicated and multilayered than in other units
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(up to a certain age children find them difficult to understand, because they tend to interpret
them literally). Although the measure of information required for their gradual decoding is
necessarily very low, the measure of information conveyed by them as known and learned
wholes (fixed naming units) is much higher whea, compared to regular combinations in
language. A significant manifestation of the entropy is also the unsystematic existence of
closed paradigms in contrast to the open ones. All in all, irregularity in language, due to this
general property of its system, will always be present here and it will always be one of its
most striking features wherever it maintains a massive presence, i.e., in phraseology and
idiomatics. One of the consequences of this is also the universality of phraseology in all
languages. It is no accident, therefore, that the oldest and still used artificial language,
Esperanto, begins to acquire properties of a natural language as part of improving its
function with phrasemes and idioms beginning to emerge even in its system.

In short, PI is an area of anomalous ready-made naming units complementary to the
majority set of regular naming units which are mostly unfixed. In consequence of its
anomalousness, however, phrasemes and idioms may “skip or ignore” the rules known from
other areas of language to such an extent and in such a way that this leads to the appearance
of other typical properties which regular language does not systematically exhibit (for
example, the motivatedness of a long regular expression may be a disadvantage and an
obstacle to its possible shortening). Phrasemes and idioms are linguistic means which are
very economical, possessed of considerable compactness; their small-scale form may carry
an enormously complex meaning and function, which is in marked opposition to the means
of regular language. It is difficult to find a phraseme that would be too wordy, over-long and
clumsy. Hence PI is an important vehicle suited to the needs of language economy. From
the point of view of word-class function, for example, the strikingly large incidence and
extensive use of verbal phrasemes stand in sharp contrast to the (absolute and frequency)
proportions of verbs in the fundamental regular lexicon. It is as if the verbal phrasemes
compensated for the limited amount of regular verbs: in this respect PI is a highly important
store-house of ready-made multiword predicates.

One the other hand, P1 is the largest area of the lexicon which, among others, specializes
in the pragmatic functions expressing evaluative, i.e. subjective and often also emotional,
evaluation in the attitudes and opinions of their users. It is obvious that every speaker is
in varying degree engaged in constant evaluation of everything around, in expressing
preferences and rejections, often with accompanying emotional features. Besides the need
to convey facts, the need to evaluate is absolutely essential in human communication.
Regular means lend themselves to the requirements of this evaluation area neither easily,
nor always, and that is why even attention paid to linguistic evaluation in traditional
linguistics is still very meagre. By contrast, the conspicuous predominantly evaluative
nature of phrasemes and idioms begs to be examined from this aspect: it fits this purpose
like a glove.

Semantically, especially in connection with entropy, most of PI is also considerably
vague, starting with the denotata. Phrasemes are generally indeterminate, inexact (and so
the very opposites of exact terms), with fuzzy borderlines. This kind of meaning is often
largely easy to complete and modify in text. Consequently we can speak in PI about a high
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degree of the potentiality of another, non-standard, type of usage which is on offer here
communicatively. What is meant by the standard PI usage, which luckily is not worth
standardizing, is the present and statistically valid usage, prevalent and typical, which the
speaker easily adapts to his needs (which, by the way, can be done with the standard
meanings of words only sometimes and to some extent). It follows from this that
phraseology and idiomatics is a very flexible and fast-developing field.

Tento prispévek je zde diky A. Klégrovi preloZeny v uplnosti, viz Cesky Zdklady a zdsady frazeo-
logie a idiomatiky.
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Linguistic Units and Text Entities:

Theory and Practice
(In: Actes Euralex 98 Proceedings, Vol. I-11, 1988, p. 281-290)

Abstract

In this paper, both the linguistic and lexicographic aspects of the system and text units are examined
and the question of their mutual mapping is taken up. Against the background of F. de Saussure’s ideas
about the language entity and unit, viewed semiotically, three levels of units and entities to be
examined and included in the lexicographer’s description are suggested. It is shown that the current
preoccupation with typical collocations may be too narrow and one-sided, both in that it omits other
units and rare syntagmas which have not been paid much attention, so far. Alternative views on some
common collocations are examined and a need for other criteria is voiced. A detailed example of
a functional classification of collocational idioms is offered for the Czech language followed by
a survey of basic combinatory phenomena found in the text and system.

0. Introduction

There has always been a paradox. While in linguistic theory, usually, the notion of
various familiar system units, such as lexeme is taken for granted, what is being made
material basis used and presented in dictionaries is far from clear, both theoretically and
practically. Hence, so many “practical” ad hoc solutions. Moreover, in some lexicographic
approaches, no attempt or pretension is made to veil their refusal to come to grips with this
mapping of system units into text and vice versa. What should this relation be, if any? To
put it differently and ask more general questions:

(1) are there two different sets of entities, for the language system and the text,
respectively, or

(2) is there some overlapping between them only, or

(3) is there a more or less strong mapping of the former onto the latter?

Ever since Chomskyan beginnings, it has become fashionable, in the profusion of theories
and countertheories, to stop using in linguistics such general Saussurean terms as unit or
entity, as if they did not have any substance, although more specific terms, such as word,
lexeme, idiom etc., are used here; this has been accompanied by a strong dislike to do any
exhaustive material mapping (in the sense referred to above). Hence, there is a multitude of
transformational grammars or rather theories and proposals of various denominations, but not
a single transformational dictionary. This disregard for the units of the system has had a broad
impact, unfortunately. On the other hand, corpus linguistics, true to its meticulous search for
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any type of form or configuration of forms in text which might seem significant (Sinclair
etc.), has shifted the focus from the system units to their textual forms and collocations and
has always stressed the exhaustive type of approach. Hence the corpus-based dictionaries
approach is advocated here, since, obviously, a considerable amount of data has to be made
available first and only then a useful selection can take place.

Now, the corpus linguistics is basically right, of course, in its search of significant units,
but what exactly is to be understood by significant (and meaningful), i.e. by significant forms
and their combinations? Should it mean typical only, as is often the case nowadays, then a lot
of what is rare in the corpus, and still represents some kind of the system unit, becomes
a drop-out, automatically. Delving a bit deeper, one has to admit that the reason for this is to
be seen in the insufficient size of the corpus used which is to be partly blamed.

In general, if we disregard any hasty planning of a dictionary, lack of expertise and/or
theoretical background, then primarily, two basic sorts of problems relating to units have to
be singled out:

(1) system-text mapping and
(2) quality and quantity of data available to us.

Clearly, solutions to these problems should be on a scale of various degrees of compromise,
where some compromises would be better, some worse, and some hardly acceptable. In what
follows, some comments on both problems will be made.

1. Units and Entities

De Saussure regarded units of la langue as being identical with language entities (de
Saussure, 145), which are defined in his Cours as being based on oppositions (145) and
differences (168) within the sum total of their mutual associations in the system (la langue,
189). To put it differently, these entities exist only through their meaning (“sens”) and
function (191, 149). However, what he did not mention so explicitly, but what is recorded
in the manuscript edition of Cours by Engler, is his emphasis on the necessary condition that
any unit, for it to be a unit, must be felt as such (Engler 2152 B). This, clearly, implies its
shared stability and fixedness in the system. De Saussure’s usage of the term entity is,
unfortunately, somewhat misleading. It seems that by the concrete entity he generally
meant both what one would, today, call system units as against text ones (cf. 145), i.e., for
example, lexeme and its manifestations (if any), while the term abstract entities was used,
primarily, for such notions as genitive case, word class, word order etc. (190), which he
viewed as being always based, in a final analysis, on the concrete entities (190). Thus,
having distinguished between class (category) and its members (units), he has not made any
further systematic attempt to distinguish between the type-token levels of the
unit’s existence. Semiotically, an entity may exist, in his well-known view, only thanks to
its association of the signified (signifié¢) and the signifier (signifiant, 144).

What these statements imply, among other things, is that any case, where the link

between an alleged entity, viewed as a form (signifier), and its function, meaning (or its
signified) is not clear, stable or documented at all, must be viewed with some suspicion and
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may be discarded, if a further analysis does not help in clearing it up. This is, in a nutshell,
what linguists and specifically lexicographers do while trying to single out, from the text
continuum, meaningful entities. However, on the basis of this Saussurean conclusion some
uncomfortable questions can also be formulated. Given the obvious and patently true
hypothesis that words do not collocate, combine mutually in the same degree and quality
anywhere in the lexicon, a continuum of combination or collocation types must be
presumed, then, along a scale starting with very obvious and frequent combinations through
less frequent combinations, ending in highly infrequent and hypothetical (potential) ones.
Now, if the notion of collocation (e.g., Sinclair, for a survey see, e.g., Heid) is to be taken
to mean any type of meaningful combination, should the term not be discarded, since the
term lexical syntagmatics would do the job? Should it, on the other hand, be taken to
designate some section of the scale only, and if so, how does one define it? By valency,
syntactic, semantic, pragmatic criteria, or any combination of these? Hence the widespread
confusion about the term collocation and its ill-defined nature. Although there is no doubt
about the relevance of functional and semantic criteria on which any sensible lexical
syntagma (collocational and other) is based, there are still precious few statistical tools,
such as MI-Score and t-score, that might help us to shed some light into the vast
combinatory realms of lexical units. It has to be borne in mind that all of the approaches so
far have dealt exclusively with combinatory phenomena which are common and typical.
This clearly means that only a minor part of the field has been paid some attention.

While I do not propose to go into this matter any further here, I want to point to an
obvious dividing line in the combinatory continuum which may be found in de Saussure’s
argumentation: where a stable and clear link between both form and function/meaning may
be repeatedly found, these might be seen as fixed units, lexemes, made up of both single and
multiple word forms and forming part of the language system, while the rest is different in
its not being stable and fixed. There is no doubt about that the solution of the fixity or
stableness problem is to be sought, at least in part, just here. But is the boundary between
both parts of the combinatorial continuum really clear? Often it is not, and where it is, are
there any specific areas to be delimited in what lies behind “the border line”’? The obvious
first candidates for fixed units, stable entities, found both in the system and the text, are
idioms and (technical) terms of all sorts. But what about the rest?

2. Levels and Entities

2.1 Above the Word

The rest, largely unexplored, seems to be a tangle of problems. Turning over to the
clearer and better-explored part of the combinatory continuum, how should we view such
combinatory cases as black coffee and white coffee? Provided that we admit the combination
green coffee as acceptable, too, even though it is not quite the same thing, and if, perhaps,
pale coffee might be passed for an expression of a criticism, how acceptable are such
combinations, i.e. of a colour adjective + the noun coffee, as *blue coffee, *violet coffee,
*scarlet coffee, *yellow coffee...? There is no excluding these from our consideration on any
ground whatsoever, but their probability of occurrence seems to be quite low and the present
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size of corpora is simply not sufficiently large to be of much help here. Declaring
black/white coffee to be collocations does not solve much as, in doing so, only the
frequency (and, perhaps, habituality) aspect would be stressed, leaving the other aspects
unattended, and we do not know whether that alone can be sufficient as a criterion. Should
the size of corpora be made tenfold, would not the scope and horizon of frequent
combinations be larger and a new selection and reclassification would become feasible?
Even if we accept this frequency criterion with some reservation, we still have no way of
knowing where to stop and draw some sort of line (lines?) in the realm of less frequent and
rare combinations.

Hence, some of the problems to be dealt with here include the following:

(A) Do we, by calling these combinations collocations, solve the problem of classifying them
as system entities, multiword lexemes, or as something else? The oversimplification is
rather obvious.

(B) Should we, following the Prague school scholars, see here complex denominations
(Mathesius, Filipec — Cermak)? Neither that, due to the psychological, i.e. external
starting-point, solves anything in this context. It may be objected that rare
combinations, dwindling gradually into mere potentialities, may not be of immediate
concern for many practical lexicographers (yet), but they are very much the concern of
theoretical linguists. To make matters more complicated, let us notice that neither black
coffee nor white coffee is really black or white, respectively.

(C) Should this aspect, then, be used for declaring these combinations to be idioms, since
the familiar definition of idioms based on non-compositionality still seems to prevail?

(D) Or, taking into account, at least in culinary circles, existence of some sort of definition
(cooking instruction, recipe) existing for them, should black/white coffee be declared
to be terms?

A corpus analysis (Cobuild 1995) of the collocations of coffee has, in fact, revealed that
there is only one combination of it with a colour adjective, namely black coffee (occurring
twice in 5 millions). The rest, which is different, including fresh coffee, freshly ground coffee,
instant coffee, strong coffee etc. is hardly acceptable as stable and fixed combinations,
perhaps with the exception of instant coffee which is a term. A check in BNC shows that
while there are 97 instances of black coffee to be found, there is hardly any other colour
name going with the noun (altogether, there are 4 instances of white coffee there).

It is clear that moving from what is (proto)typical and easily recognizable to the less
typical brings one into the realm of the vague, non-determinate with growing scarcity of
criteria. I am afraid that neither of the above criteria used offers any generally acceptable
approach. This being so, all sorts of ad hoc approaches and partial classifications emerge.
Yet, the “coffee” example used is a very simple one indicating its clear limitation due to the
closed set of colour terms; but vast realms of words and their combinations are not like that
at all.

There is something counterintuitive in the concept of multiword units, i.e. in viewing
a discrete combination as a whole. Accordingly, this term is not very much employed,
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except in the most obvious cases, such as typical idioms and terms. It is quite difficult, for
instance, to find a grammar of English which would offer an exhaustive list of multiword
prepositions, such as as to, as for, in connection with. In fact, they are not found in grammars
of most languages; yet, for example, the latest count for the Czech language has come up
with no less than some 400 of them. While they usually do appear in dictionaries, they may
not be labeled there as prepositions at all; they are often presented in some other way (in
boldface etc.) as some further unclassified combinations. This approach is specifically hard
to accept in grammars, which almost always pretend to be so very much exhaustive, but
neither is the solution solution to be found in dictionaries ideal and satisfactory.

2.2 Word Forms

But there are also entities of the opposite order, lying below the level of single word
lexemes, namely word forms. Traditionally, they have been used to demonstrate that there
is a kind of difference between the system entities and text ones, although perhaps in degree
only, not principally. It does not automatically follow that between such forms as, for
example, go and went there is the type-token difference. On the other hand, it is a familiar
experience that some word forms, to the exclusion of other, have a different meaning (sense)
not only contextually but repeatedly, a fact very much stressed nowadays by corpus
linguistics. Beside irregular plural forms (such as the English mice) and suppletive forms
(see go-went above), such (personal inflectional) forms as I wonder (why...) contrasted with
other forms of the verb, such as he wondered, I wondered (why...) etc., may appear to be
a typical case, especially if a translation into another language is attempted: while, in the
Czech language, I wonder is best translated as rdd bych vedel (i.e., with a Conditional
Mood, literally “I would like to know”), the other forms of this verb correspond to different
equivalents, such as byt zvédavy, divit se and there is no possibility for a mutual substitution.
However, our awareness and attention paid to the existence and number of such cases has
been only marginal and not systematic, so far.

2.3 Below the Word

In some languages where there is typologically no inflection, this word form type of
entity may assume a different appearance and include only a part of the word, or, rather, of
a single morpheme (root, affix). This is the case, primarily but not exclusively, of verbal
prefixes in Slavonic languages, of some compositional roots in Germanic, Uralic languages
or Sino-Tibetan type of languages and of other phenomena, such as those that are related to
the phenomenon of incorporation and polysynthesis in many other types of languages.

Thus, for example, such Slavonic (mainly Czech, Slovak, Polish) prefixes as vy-/wy- (out
of), z- (used for perfectivization) are specimens of a boundary phenomenon between the
affix with a limited distribution (which belongs to a limited set of words, each of them being
recorded in dictionary) and a free element. It enables an independent formation of new
words, which are quite acceptable, even though they are never written in isolation, some of
them not being found in dictionaries. To list them in a grammar only would greatly limit
uses of a good dictionary. Such suffixes as the Indonesian -kah or not quite identical Finnish
-ko/-ko, used for signalling questions, might represent a similar case. Some elements in
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Chinese compounds, such as wii in ren wii “person/man (< man + thing)” are hardly ever
used outside their respective compounds, and, for a number of reasons, a dictionary should
record them, too.

Some compound elements may, too, appear as a surprisingly useful element in
a bilingual dictionary between a language which abounds in compounds and one which does
not use them much, cf. house-, huis-, hus-, koti-, hdz- in English, Dutch, Swedish, Finnish
and Hungarian and the corresponding Czech and Polish full-fledged adjectives domadci,
domowy etc. The dictionary compiler creates here, for the benefit of the user, an entry
artificially based on a decoposition in such languages as these five.

From the point of view of lexical language nomination, there are basically four possible
ways how to express some of the common (simple) notions in various languages. These are
to be seen in the equivalent expressions for the same thing, namely RAILWAY, in, for
example, Czech, Finnish and French, cf.

(1) a derivative Zeleznice,
(2) a compound rautatie, and
(3) a collocation chemin de fer;

the fourth case, a simple root, is not available here. To return back to Chinese and other
polytonic languages, one must take into account that it is the syllable that is the dominant
unit here, overlapping largely with the morpheme (tantamount to root) and words; due to the
Chinese way of writing (to be found in other languages, too) placing characters next to each
other, it is difficult to distinguish all of the boundaries here. Thus, is

the Chinese ti¢li (= iron + way) a compound or a collocation?

Accordingly, the distinction between the compound and collocation, that one is so
confidently accustomed to recognize in European languages, is extremely blurred and
problematic to draw here. It does cast some shadow on the wisdom of a one-sided
preoccupation with collocations only. The same principle of writing, which may not be so
apparent from Chinese due to its use of characters, is much more clear in Vietnamese which
did use Chinese characters a short time ago, too.

Here, still another phenomenon to be mentioned is a number of dependent function words
which serve purely grammatical and pragmatic functions, i.e. they are never used
independently as words, such as a (a question particle) or cdc (non-definite noun plural
particle). It could be argued that some of these words (Vietnamese and other) merit their
inclusion into a dictionary (a bilingual one, primarily), since they do not seem to have any
obvious counterpart, but that is only one of the reasons. Rather, they are specimens of the non-
existence of any sharp boundary between lexis and grammar. Many languages do have
very common and extremely frequent words used for grammar purposes solely which
a dictionary must include, see yet another example of such words for signalling questions in
the initial Polish czy or alternating Malay/Indonesian b(id)ak and (bu)kan. In all of these cases,
we have to deal with rather specific syntagmatic combinations, not typical collocations.
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It is evident that there are, then, at least three levels of entities of some interest for both
the linguist and the lexicographer. Note that due to the existence of both types of entities,
which are either larger or smaller than the word, in those languages where the term
dictionary is based on the root used for the WORD, as in the Slavonic or Germanic
languages, it may no longer be so fitting and in its pointing to words only it may become
somewhat misleading, cf., for example, Czech slovnik, Finnish sanakirja, or Swedish
ordbok etc. (where slovo, sana and ord stand for “word”).

3. Multi-Word Entities and Units

While it is difficult to see in the diversity of sub-word entities any system or at least
classes and languages differ here very much, it is the other, opposite type consisting of
multi-word units that is different. To show some of the regularities and systematic aspects
of this area of entities, examples from a single language will be, briefly, used (SCFI 1-3,
Filipec — Cermdk, Cermak 1994b).

In many respects, the criterion of the formal class membership (e.g. word classes)
seems to be useful for a formal classification of word combinations and idioms; it has
long been used in the Czech linguistic practice, too. Yet, on a closer look, it is a mere
external type of criterion covering the type of component parts used in their
construction, which may be particularly suitable for formal statistical and combinatory-
based approaches, but less so for other. Should we want to use, on the other hand,
meaning and (nominative) function as the criterion here, a different and more revealing
approach would be implied. An important aspect of idioms on the level of collocations
is that functionally they may be viewed as extensions of all standard word classes. Since
we are dealing with units on and around the word level, sentence type idioms seem to be
excluded, but that is not quite true. There are, traditionally, ten word classes recognized
in the Czech language and there are as many functional classes corresponding to these in
the region of the Czech collocational (i.e. sub-sentential) idioms; thus, every single word
class has a kind of extension in functionally equivalent idioms. These may, then, be
illustrated by such simple cases as:

1 NOUNS: zlaty dul (“a gold mine”), teplé mistecko (“‘a cushy job™)

2 ADJECTIVES: neslany nemastny (“wishy-washy”), stari mladi (“young and old alike”)

3 VERBS: ¢ist nekomu levity (“read someone the riot-act”), umet se narodit (“have the
luck of the devil”)

4 ADVERBS: S$iroko daleko (“widely, in many places”), kolem dokola (“round and
about”)

5 PRONOUNS: néjaky ten (“some, quite a few”), moje malickost (“a little me”)

6 NUMERALS: jeden dva (“one or two, some”), jeden za druhym (“one after another”)

7 PREPOSITIONS: co do (“as for”), v ohledem na (“with regard t0”), aZ na (“with the
exception of”)

8 CONJUNCTIONS: ba i (“even, to be sure”), kor kdyZ (“let alone™)

9 PARTICLES: co kdyZ (“what about/if”’), kdyby tak (“I wish”)

10 INTERJECTIONS: jen klid! (“(take it) easy”), fo zrovna! (“no idea!”); this class

includes an important part of sentence idioms, too.

135

—



lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 St:rém?\F 136

There are some tendencies to be observed here which have their implications for the job
of the dictionary compilation, too. Let us mention some ot them.

a — As a rule, the number of grammar idioms (5-9 above, with the obvious exception of
numerals) is far greater than the number of single-form grammar words in each of the
respective classes. This makes them a serious and important extension of the single-item
grammar word stock which otherwise does not really grow any longer.

b — A peculiar feature is a pronounced scarcity of functionally adjectival idioms.

¢ — The Verb-Noun relation is very much different statistically from the relation of these
two word classes in the vocabulary: there is several times more of the verbal idioms of
many types than noun idioms. This relation, however, has its important counterweight
in terms, which belong to another area of multi-word units.

Clearly, with the majority of multi-word terms in the area of functional nouns, terms can
be viewed as a kind of opposite end on the scale whose one end is taken by idioms having
its major concentration in verbal types.

Linguistically, it would be very important to compare statistical data here from
more languages to see if there are some general tendencies behind this single-language
picture.

Traditionally, a vast part of what is usually covered by the term of collocation
(whatever that might be) consists of verb-noun combinations, mostly made up of
abstract nouns. If one tries to look up relevant combinations offered in corpus (Word Bank
1995, Collins, 5 million words) of such a typical abstract noun as ATTENTION, what one
gets is an amazing and perhaps confusing multitude of combinations based on such verbs,
as these:

arrest, attract, bring to, call a. to, catch, capture, centre, claim, come to, command, concentrate,
crave for, demand, detract, develop, devote, direct, distract, divert, draw, escape, focus, gain,
get, grab, have, hold, keep, lavish, love, need, pay, pull, receive, require, return a. to, share,
shift, slip, take a. away, turn, vary, vie for, want, win (ATTENTION).

Singling out as special idioms stand at attention and, perhaps, call somebody to
attention, what one can use for classification are only frequency data, which are not really
much help. Using them in descending order, they read here roughly like this: pay, draw,
focus, get, attract, turn; oddly enough, they rather correspond to the choice made by many
dictionaries, too, but that is hardly a way how to deal with the rest.

In the Czech theory of idioms, it has been shown that their substance should not be
sought in deviant, non-compositional semantics, primarily, but in the anomaly of the
function of their components (see, for example, Cermak 1994a). In this approach, based on
a commutation test, the above-mentioned combinatory continuum of words can, indeed, be
further split and many cases of what has been traditionally passed for collocations, may
rather safely be classed as semi-idioms. It is purely on the basis of a limited inventory of
stable combinations of such typical abstract nouns as atfention that these combinations
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begin to appear as a limited and small group of semi-idioms most of which a part of one or
more larger structures.

Compare the simple INchoative, DURative and TERMinative Phases (which may not
always have a verb representative for every noun) and its parallel Causative series of
expressions in three phases, too, where identity of the meaning of the noun and agents
involved has to be retained throughout:

ATTENTION!: (two human agents)

IN pay, focus, turn, devote DUR pay, devote TERM ? [withdraw]
C-IN draw, attract, catch, C-DUR command, hold, C-TERM distract,
bring to, call to, capture have divert, take away

ATTENTION?: (non-human agent)

IN come to DUR command, have, TERM ? [lose]
require?

However provisional the inclusion of only some verbs may be, the goal here being to
include the more stable and frequent ones, the picture shows a patterning rather clearly. Of
course, a further corroboration (such as for the inclusion of withdraw) is necessary on
a much larger corpus.

A successful attempt has been made to describe in this way Czech verbal semi-idioms of
this type in a rather exhaustive way; it has entered the last volume of the Czech Idiom
Dictionary (SCFI 3, 1994). At the same time, this approach pointed to the existence of both
larger structures in the human mind and in human lexicon.

One might consider also other stable combinations which might be passed for multi-
word units, or rather for semi-idioms, even though this is usually not the case with many
dictionaries. Briefly, there are valency prepositional combinations, such as insist on/that/0.
On a closer inspection, it is apparent that insist does not enter, as a rule, into any other
combination. Why, then, is this information usually submerged inside the dictionary entry,
if these two combinations could be viewed as obvious multi-word units, namely insist on,
and insist that?

To conclude this part, let me stress that in the logic of this approach sentence-type multi-
word entities should be given the same treatment in dictionaries as single words, whether
they are idioms or belong elsewhere.

Most of the latter cases are subject to different treatments and represent very much open
problems. It is, however, necessary to view them as separate entities, no matter what labels
they might have taken, and treat them both systematically and in due detail. They are usually
much more complicated than single words (lexemes) which make them up.
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4. A Survey and Summary

To sum up, it seems that word combinations (C), given the present state of our
knowledge, fall into several classes.

SYSTEM 1 regular: terms (nitric acid)
(stable) 2 irregular: idioms (give a hand to)
/ semi-idioms (turn attention to)
C-
\
TEXT 3 regular: a — grammatico-semantic expressions (read a book)

including some of traditional collocations

b — grammatical (would read, has been)

¢ — terms (nitric acid)

4 irregular: a —idioms (give a hand to)

semi-idioms (turn attention to)

b — author metaphors

¢ — accidental combinations representing no entities
([the general consensus in Russian] elite was that
[the major threats])

d — gibberish, nonsense

Not all of these combinations are, however, language entities (as in 4b—d), some
of which do not make much sense (4c—d). Some (as in 3b) are text entities only and
belong, in the system, to a single-word lexeme. Since, however, there is no way yet
how to incorporate in the dictionaries the combinatorial potentiality of lexemes, this
picture may seem as consisting of more clear-cut classes than the language reality
suggests.

Shrnuti
Jazykové jednotky a textové entity: teorie a praxe

Lexikologie jasné uzndva dnes za vychozi jednotku lexém, ale co je vychozi jednotkou pfi tvorbé
slovnikd, neni ani zdaleka jasné. Jde tu o dvoji typ jednotek a pokud ano, jaky je jejich vzdjemny
vztah? Delimitace jednotek z korpusu neni dnes o mnoho jednodussi.

F. de Saussure vidél mezi jednotkami langue a jazykovymi entitami rovnitko, jakkoliv pro jednot-
ku poZzadoval, aby byla uZivateli vycitovdna. Na druhé strané nerozliSoval jasné mezi jednotkami
systému a textu. Situace je dnes sloZitéjsi o stdle ne zcela jasny pojem kolokace.

Vyftesime tento problém, kdyZ kolokace prohldsime za viceslovné lexémy, které pak jsou i mathe-
siovskymi viceslovnymi pojmenovanimi? A nakolik mezi né patii frazémy jako black coffee nor white

coffee (které nejsou sémanticky aditivnimi kombinacemi komponentu) a viceslovné terminy?

Vedle lexému je vSak tfeba uvéZit i jejich tvary, napf. angl. I wonder.
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Na druhé strané jsou i entity nizsi, neZ je slovo ¢i lexém. Népadné tu jsou slovanské prefixy, jinde
sufixy (jako napf. v indonéstiné &i finstin€); v Einstiné tfeba najdeme prvky, které se vné svych lexé-
mu uZzivaji jen mélo.

Nominativné jsou pritom vSechny typy rovnocenné, i kdyZz muZe jit o prosty lexém, resp. derivat,
kompozitum ¢&i kolokaci, srov. Ces. Zeleznice, fin. rautatie a fr. chemin de fer; ptitom nemusi byt zcela
jasné, zda jde o kompozitum ¢&i kolokaci jako v &in. tielii (= Zelezo + cesta). I kdyZ nechdme problém
gramatickych slov stranou, je jasné, Ze ostrd hranice mezi lexikonem a gramatikou tu obecné neni a Zze
jde o nékolik drovni relevantnich jednotek.

V oblasti viceslovnych jednotek je tfeba pocitat na jejich nevétné drovni s funkeni ekvivalenci

lexému, pro &estinu tu je tedy 10 tfid viceslovnych ekvivalentt, predevsim frazémovych, srov.

1 Substantiva: zlary duil, teplé mistecko

2 Adjektiva: neslany nemastny, stari mladi

3 Verba: ¢ist nekomu levity, umeét se narodit

4 Adverbia: Siroko daleko, kolem dokola

5 Pronomina: néjaky ten, moje malickost

6 Numerale: jeden dva, jeden za druhym

7 Prepozice: co do, v ohledem na, aZ na

8 Konjunkce: ba i, kor kdy?

9 Partikule: co kdyzZ, kdyby tak
10 Interjekce: jen klid!, to zrovna!

Specificka je ale jeste struktura kolokaci verbonomindlnich, zaloZenych na abstraktnim substanti-
vu. Korpusovd analyza ukazuje, Ze napf. substantivum attention se kombinuje s takovymto souborem
verb:

arrest, attract, bring to, call a. to, catch, capture, centre, claim, come to, command, concentrate, crave
for, demand, detract, develop, devote, direct, distract, divert, draw, escape, focus, gain, get, grab,
have, hold, keep, lavish, love, need, pay, pull, receive, require, return a. to, share, shift, slip, take a.
away, turn, vary, vie for, want, win (ATTENTION).

Z nich se vSak jasné rysuji obecnéjsi struktury oznalujici faze (zacdtek, trvdni, konec), popr. kau-
zativitu, a jen tedy nékteré z nich vytvdreji takto struktury vice€lenné, srov.

ATTENTION!: (dva agenti)

IN pay, focus, turn, devote DUR pay, devote TERM ? [withdraw]
C-IN draw, attract, catch, C-DUR command, hold, C-TERM distract,
bring to, call to, capture have divert, take away

ATTENTION?: (nezivy agent)

IN come to DUR command, have, TERM ? [lose]
require?

Typy kolokaci (C) Ize, jak se zdd, mj. ¢lenit na nasledujici:
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1 pravidelné:

2 nepravidelné:

3 pravidelné:

4 nepravidelné:

terminy (nitric acid)
frazémy (give a hand to)
semi-frazémy (turn attention to)

a — gramaticko-sémantické vyrazy (read a book),
kam patfi vétsinou tradi¢ni kolokace

b — gramatické (would read, has been)

¢ — terminy (nitric acid)

a — frazémy (give a hand to)
semi-frazémy (turn attention to)

b — autorské metafory

¢ — ndhodné kombinace nepredstavujici zadné entity
([the general consensus in Russian] elite was that
[the major threats])

d — bldbol a nesmysly
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|diomatics
(In: The Prague School of Structural and Functional Linguistics, 1994, p. 185-195)

1. Idioms in Language and Linguistics

The phenomenon of idiom has always been partly recognized, though under different
labels, in various languages. Though one may, in fact, today assume that this puzzling
feature exists in all languages as a necessary and natural counterpart to the bulk of the rule-
governed structures on more than one level, it is its substance and exact nature that has
defied definition and general recognition. As a consequence, there has been a widespread
disagreement about the identification, typology and distribution of idioms. Only very few
criteria, such as stability and systemic character, have won general acceptance, while
hitherto reliable identificatory criteria such as non-additive meaning (not regularly and
directly composed from the component meanings) or various transformational deficiencies
have failed. This problem becomes readily apparent once the academic approach
concentrating on a few well-chosen items, so typical of many syntactic conceptions, is
abandoned in favour of the systematic lexicographical description of the idiomatic aspects
of a language (Cermdk 1988).

In the following pages, a functional and structural theory of idioms is sketched that is
based on the description of some 17,000 Czech idioms in dictionary form (Slovnik ceské
idiomatiky a frazeologie [A Dictionary of Czech Phraseology and Idiomatics], see Cermak —
Hronek — Macha¢ 1984, 1988, 1994). In its general form, the theory may apply to other
languages as well. Most of the insights of this approach derive from the established theory
of language nomination associated with Vilém Mathesius (Mathesius 1975), and, in a broader
sense, with Ferdinand de Saussure’s notions (1916) of syntagmatic and paradigmatic, and
the later work by many scholars, especially Louis Hjelmslev (1972) and M. A. K. Halliday
(1966). The only notion derived from the generative grammar, is that of anomaly (Chafe
1968, Fraser 1970), consisting in both generative and transformational deficiency of many
idioms and in their generative anomaly, but this idea has, in fact, been around in linguistics
for a very long time.

In much of the following, the rather neglected term of analogy (seen as the counterpart of
anomaly), heavily employed in Saussure’s time and before, will play a major role, though it may
not be explicitly mentioned. There is no reason to reserve the term for historical and
developmental linguistics only; in fact, all of the language functioning, usually referred to as
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rule-governed, is based on analogy and the speaker’s morpheme, word and clause combinations
either follow old patterns and models or, by the force of anomaly, form new ones.

The idiom can be viewed as a unique and fixed combination of at least two elements
some of which do not function in the same way in any other combination (of the kind) or
occur only in a highly restricted number. This operational definition, easily convertible
into a test for identifying idioms in general, is clearly based on the combinatorial,
syntagmatic property of language items, an omnipresent and basic feature of any language
unit. In this definition, generality and regularity are completely or almost completely lost
and replaced by combinatorial anomaly. Thus, for example, idioms such as

hold good, play truant, red tape, kith and kin, and as to,

which are fixed combinations with a familiar nominative function and meaning, having, for
the most part, no analogous counterparts in which their components recur with the same
function; this can be tested by their commutation into the following tentative forms:

*hold bad, *hold nicelfine; *act/behave truant, *green/blue tape; *kith and family/relatives/clan;
*as from/through and others.

Thus, a highly restricted collocational paradigm for all of the tested idioms, often
consisting of a single item (hold true, as for), may be envisaged. It is, then, hard to maintain
that the components of these unique combinations have independent meaning or existence
outside the idioms in which they occur. This is the reason why the notion that some words
have a specific phraseological meaning is rejected. Yet there is no denying the fact that one
needs a criterion enabling one to decide when and how a new systemic meaning (sense) of
an item arises, thereby permitting its new and relatively free combination and use. Until this
new meaning is established beyond any doubt (current criteria badly fail us here), the field
is open to idioms (for a further elaboration of this line, see Filipec — Cermak 1985, 170ft.).
Parenthetically, cases such as hold good, and as to cannot be understood in terms of the
current notion that idioms are not the sum of the meanings of their component parts.

In the examples above, the randomly chosen and tested components (hold, truant, tape,
kith, as) should also be viewed on their paradigmatic axis. In the language system, every
item must be seen as belonging to a class based on the same joint function (often represented
as a set of synonyms of, for example, colours, vehicles, and professions). Such a class might
be called virtual paradigm. Yet some of our examples seem to resist such classification,
because no other members can be found for their hypothesized paradigms (truant...?,
kith...? as against red, green, blue,...). One is forced to conclude that they do indeed form
a one-member paradigm, which is a profound anomaly. In fact, this situation is true of all
these components, once their polysemy is accounted for, but it is not true of all idioms;
compare, for instance, the words handy in come in handy, or party in stag party, which
function here in their literal senses.

It is the intricate interplay of the anomalous syntagmatic and paradigmatic positions of
an item in the language system that makes a combination an idiom. Accordingly, a systemic
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definition of the idiom might be given: The idiom is a fixed syntagm at least one item of
which is, if seen from the viewpoint of at least one other item of the syntagm, a member of
a severely restricted and closed paradigm (always in syntagmatic function or paradigmatic
membership, though often in meaning, too).

As a consequence of the variety of component anomalies (that is, of the input), it is
possible to claim that the combinatorial idiomatic output is, apart from functional and
transformational deficiencies, often arbitrary in its semantic and semiotic aspects. Idioms are
an inescapable resolution of the combinatorial blind alleys of any language, once the
language deviates in its combinatorial structures from its regular possibilities and once its
numerous anomalous combinations (of many kinds and types) become frozen and established
as stable parts of the system of its nominations. Idiomatics is a residual anomalous
counterpart to the regular, that is, rule-governed combinations of the language.

2. The Scope of Idiomatics
In accordance with the preceding discussion, certain conclusions are inevitable.

It is not possible to study the idioms of a language in isolation. Full knowledge
and understanding of the syntagmatic rules of a language in their formal (including
grammatical), semantic and functional aspects, and its paradigmatic properties is necessary.
While the formal and semantic aspects of rules will help elucidate the anomalous, irregular
processes involved in the constitution and structure of idioms, it is the functional aspect of
rules and their contextual deficiencies that distinguishes particular idioms in their behaviour
and function.

Language signs (items, units) on every level of meaning (to the exclusion of phonology,
of course) figure in idiomatics, provided their (anomalous) combinations belong to some
type of language nomination and are part of the language system. This provision includes,
moving from the collocation-type idioms upwards and downwards, sentence-level idioms,
perhaps also correlated communication pairs of sentences (such as some greetings and their
answers), and anomalous morpheme combinations. It is clear that idiomatics, a linguistic
discipline whose units cross most of the language levels and strata, should be viewed within
a broad framework of language onomatology. Other aspects entering its scope — and it is
hard to see which aspect might escape its attention entirely, as they all are projected into the
field — exhibit relationships to other disciplines. Note that since the semiotic and semantic
aspects of idioms are interconnected and the arbitrary semiotic character of idioms as signs
is often absent from idioms having a concrete, material denotate, it is safe to say that the
bulk of the idioms of a language resides in many types of abstract denotations.

The scope of idiomatics, viewed as both the set of idioms of a language and an autonomous
linguistic discipline, overlaps with some non-linguistic disciplines as well, such as ethnology,
psychology, philosophy, literary science, and history. Some of these relationships, primarily
those related to etymology and logical structure, seem to be quite unique to this field (cf. Zich
1956, Mukarovsky 1971, Biichmann 1946, Kuusi 1957, Permjakov 1979).
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The inevitable fact that standard language rules and criteria of any kind become
idiomatically twisted, limited, deformed or even cancelled requires both a search for new
rules and a re-examination of the old ones against the combinatorial background of the
language. In order to establish the point where the irregular ends and the idiomatic begins,
it is necessary to know the exact nature of the rules of the language system and the extent
of their application. Thus, advances in idiomatics are related to advances in the study of the
regular language. Obtaining such knowledge will result in a new methodology of linguistics
in general. It will provide us with better tools for analyzing the scalar nature of the rule-
exception relationship.

3.The Idiom

As discrete units on most levels, idioms have integral meanings that usually do not
permit any decomposition. Because of the marked discrepancy between the
idiom’s components and the resulting syntagm, that is, between the input and output, two
correlated levels of analysis of three basic types, formal, semantic and functional, are
necessary.

The formal analysis must include a description and classification of the type of
components involved, of their paradigmatic membership (and constituent parts of
a lower level, if any) and syntagmatic capability (collocability, if any, where nonce-
words or monocollocable words of the type kith, truant may occur), and the structure,
order, possible variants and reversibility of the form of the idiom itself. Furthermore, it
is necessary to establish the formal links among the idiom’s constituent parts (notably
those due to grammatical words or inflection), what kind of component substitutes or
modifiers are used (pronouns and numerals, primarily), and what type of formal valency
the idiom has.

The semantic analysis must account for the type of meaning and denotate of both the
idiom and its components, the type of semantic participation of the components (i.e. the
extent and kind of their presence) in the idiom as a whole and for the pragmatic component
of the meaning, which is a pronounced and general feature of almost any idiom. A special
technique is needed to resolve the notable semantic indeterminacy of idioms, leading to
their contextual referential vagueness, when they are put to use, and to their pronounced
susceptability to distributional shifts and non-standard usage.

The functional analysis will cover the syntagmatic capability or collocability, if any, of
constituents, paying special attention to nonce-words of the type kith, truant, i.e. those
empty forms or verboids (monocollocable words) that are to be encountered in idioms only.
Next, the idiom’s structural function or class collocability should be established, in order
to determine the idiom’s stable function in a higher-order language unit. The function of
collocational idioms (those composed of word forms and not having, in the system,
a propositional function) includes a variety of types, such as subject or predicate (but not
object) (Cermék 1982, Filipec — Cermak 1985).
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4.The Idiom System

The fact that idioms might form a system of some kind is not clearly recognized; in fact,
our definition of the idiom seems to preclude the existence of such a system. However, the
underlying combinatorial principle and its anomalies do provide a useful basis for
classification. Thus, on each level of idioms a calculus of combinations or rather
permutations of potential input constituent types can be given, providing a general inventory
of possible structural types including idioms (i.e. after the nonexistent combinations have
been subtracted). From this inventory, three types of combinations (in fact, permutations)
will be selected: (1) regular language combinations and structures only (if any), (2) those
occurring only in idioms (for example, trip the light fantastic), and (3) those in which both
fields overlap (the majority of instances). It is a rarely stressed fact that the stock of possible
combination types of a language is far greater than that which is actually used, and idioms
do not automatically follow exactly the same path as regular language combinations.

Hence, the elements employed in these permutations (of the type 2 and 3) must be chosen
on the basis of their relevancy to each level. A natural choice for collocational idioms would
be functional word classes; for propositional idioms the option would be word and
collocational classes; for multipropositional idioms (such as correlated greetings or larger
proverbs) clause types can be used and, finally, for lexical idioms the type of morpheme and
its combinations must be considered (belonging to the sphere of word derivation or
inflection). Other levels of analysis are not obvious.

It is evident that the elements considered in these permutations are not of the same order;
in their function and nominative power they form several subclasses. Thus, it is useful to
split the traditionally favoured level of collocations (though under different names),
wrongly posited as the only one where idioms obtain, into three subclasses: that of
autosemantic elements (nouns, adjectives, verbs, adverbs), that of synsemantic elements
(grammatical words, basically), and a third group made up of both types. A special status
has to be given to nonce-forms which do not easily lend themselves to classification. For
example: (a) make believe, red tape, come true (here, unlike the regular combinations,
Czech idioms employ all of the sixteen possible binary permutations; Filipec — Cermék
1985); (b) as if, so far, in all; (c) by and large, let up, put off etc. Idioms in (c), in which one
of the constituents is a synsemantic word, should not be confused with a subtype of (a), such
as come to the point, or catch one’s breath, where the same class of words serves as a relator
connecting other components and where it is, then, used in an auxiliary role only. Other
types of subclasses can be employed as well, such as that of substitutes.

5. Transformations

A number of quasi-transformation types can be given, which allows us both to describe
systemic relations between various idioms and to distinguish transformations (being
independent idioms usually) from variants (of a single idiom). The latter seems to be
a problem plaguing numerous approaches to this field, though the basic confusion can be
resolved by distinguishing transformations from mere variants.
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Systemic transformations may mutually relate idioms

(1) of various levels (a rarely perceived case, compare stolen fruits/sweet are the sweetest,
the sweet taste of stolen fruit),

(2) of various structural types of the same level (blow one’s own trumpet, trumpet-blowing,
take one’s ease — at one’s ease); and

(3) of the same structural type (this type being identical with variants in most cases,
however, for example, be none/not any of somebody’s doing, not darken somebody’s
door, not darken somebody’s door again).

Sometimes, within the same structural type, one can also distinguish
(4) a special type of transformation that could be called statutory transformation,

as it covers different stages or states of an action or situation expressed by an idiom, such
as inchoative, durative, terminative and, in another sense, causative, as illustrated by such
examples as

take it into somebody’s head, put it into somebody’s head, put it out of somebody’s head,

these transformations appear to be much more frequent in some languages than in others
(such as Czech, perhaps due to its inflectional character). Any considerations concerning
psycholinguistic reality of these transformations must be derived from the degree of their
stability in memory and the degree of reusability of the transformational pattern.

Textual transformations including all permissible grammatical transformations
(syntactical and morphological), such as passivization and many other may serve as a basis
for one of the most reliable classifications of idioms. The inventory of these textual
transformations (to be distinguished from those giving rise to new idioms) displaying many
well-known anomalies is an expression of the idiom’s limited structural function as well as
of its specific meaning.

6. Functions of Idioms

Under the broad label of the communicative function, at least two distinctive spheres
must be examined; the structural and nominative function of idioms. The former concerns
the customary place of the idiom in the structure of a higher unit (for example, the idiom
dead end occurring in both its predicative and attributive function, though usually not in the
role of the subject), whereas the latter concerns the type of the basically semiotic role of the
idiom in discourse, interrelated with but not identical to its meaning. Thus, most idioms
seem to be primarily designators, others operators (such as quantifiers, commentors, deictic
operators, etc.). Analogous functions must be specified for the propositional idioms, too,
where a solid knowledge of text types, propositional attitudes, pragmatics and other areas
must be at the disposal of a student of this field.

Due to the fact that most collocational idioms have a verbal character, it appears that the
primary function of this type of idioms of a language is to provide its users with a stock of
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ready-made predicates. This major structural function of verbal idioms is correlated with
the prevailing predicative function of other idiom types as well. A major nominative
function of idioms is to primarily serve as expressions with a high amount of subjective,
evaluative and emotional load; in this function they seem to have no parallel in other parts
of the language. Moreover, idioms are remarkably economic and conveniently vague means
of linguistic expression in any language.

Shrnuti
Idiomatika a frazeologie

Frazém ¢&i idiom lze nazirat jako takovou jedine¢nou kombinaci aspon dvou prvki, z nich? nékte-
ré nefunguji tymZ zprisobem v Zddné jiné kombinaci tého? typu, anebo se vyskytuji pouze v jejich kraj-
né omezeném mnoZstvi. Tato definice se dd prevést na definici operacni a test, vychdzejici z deklaro-
vané syntagmatické anomalie, srov.
hold good, play truant, red tape, kith and kin, a také as to
které nelze nikterak ve smyslu této definice modifikovat, srov. pak
*hold bad, *hold nicelfine; *act/behave truant; *green/blue tape; *kith and family/relatives/clan; *as
from/through atd.

Takto 1ze dospét k pojmu kombinatoricky a uzudlné vymezeného koloka¢niho paradigmatu, které
je viak v daném pripadé vZdy radikdlné omezené na jediny ¢len. Podobné ale ani virtudln{ paradigma,
tj. to, do néhoz kazdé slovo patfi uz v systému (srov. tfidu barev, a napt. zelend, modrd, cervend), neni
u sledovanych prvku jasné (truant...?, kith...?). Jemnd souhra anomadlnich aspekti syntagmatickych
a paradigmatickych pak vede k zobecnéni a systémové definici: frazém/idiom je ustdlené syntagma
prvkii, z néhoZ aspori jeden je z hlediska jiného clenem krajné omezeného a uzavieného paradigmatu
(vZdy funkcéné &i v paradigmatickém Clenstvi, i kdyZ casto v obojim).

Prijetim takového vymezeni se dostdvdme k ur¢itym zdvérum. Do oblasti frazeologie spadaji takto
vSechny jednotky, které jsou nadény vyznamem a pevnou funkci. Obecné vSak frazeologie nékterymi
aspekty presahuje do dal3ich disciplin. O vétSiné frazému Ize také prohlasit, Ze sémioticky patfi mezi
takové jednotky, kde na drovni celkl vznikaji jednotky s denotdtem abstraktnim.

I kdyZ je frazém jednotka zpravidla diskrétni, nedovoluje v dasledku svého celistvého vyznamu
Z4dnou dekompozici. Formalni aspekty jejich popisu si v§imaji sloZeni komponentu, variant, odlisen{
spojovacich prvki apod., jakkoliv ale jen na drovni t€chto komponentd. Sémantické aspekty postihu-
ji povahu komponentu a jejich (jen nékdy) souvislost s povahou vyznamu celku, ale také sémantickou
vagnost a dileZzitou pragmatickou slozku vyznamu. Funk&ni aspekty si v§imaji predevsim strukturni

Yy

funkce frazému ve vyssi jednotce, napr. verbdlnich frazému ve vét€ v roli predikatu apod.

Postulovat pro frazémy v jazyce zvlastni systém kvuli povaze definic vySe nelze. Kombinatoricky
kalkul zékladnich typa komponentu, napr. slovnich druht, ukdZe na strukturni moZnosti obecné, at’ uz
realizované ¢i ne, a frazémové struktury v nich. Takto nachazime jednak pravidelné kombinace, resp.
permutace, kombinace vyskytujici se pouze ve frazeologii a nakonec kombinace sdilené jak jazykem
pravidelnym, tak frazeologii.

Struktury takto vydélené lze €lenit dvojim zpusobem. Obecné na frazémy kolokalni, kde jsou
jejich struktury vytvafené kombinacemi slovnich druhu, ale nemaji vétnou povahu, a struktury, které
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povahu vétnou maji. Oboji se uvnitf ¢leni podle specifické funkce; ta ma na drovni koloka¢nich fra-
zému povahu analogickou slovnim druhim.

Pro frazémy je pfizna¢nd i anomdlni existence nékolika druhu transformaci, které nelze zaméno-
vat za varianty. Nejvyznamnéj3i jsou systémové transformace rtznych typu spojujici frazémy trans-
formacéné spjaté, ale odliSené funkci. Proti nim stoji textové transformace, resp. transformace grama-
tické, které majf vzdy individudlni povahu, specifickou u kazdého frazému.

Funkéné lze frazémy tfidit na zdkladé jejich strukturni funkce (viz i vySe) a funkce nominativni.

Vyraznd je napf. predikdtova funkce frazému verbalnich. K nominativni funkei Ize pocitat i vyraznou
evaluativni funkci.

148



lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 Strén$ 149

Substance of Idioms:

Perennial Problems, Lack of Data or Theory?
(In: International Journal of Lexicography 14,2001, p. 1-20)

Abstract

In the following remarks, some of the major recurrent problems of the phenomenon of the idiom, or,
alternatively, phraseme and, partly, of its discipline, i.e. idiomatics or phraseology, will be taken up.
In so doing, the roots of these problems will be sought. A brief analysis of some cases and practices
of how dictionaries deal with idioms is followed by a restatement of major aspects of the discipline
and a list of desiderata.

1. An Introduction, a Brief Survey of the Situation
and some Problems

It is evident that some of the basic problems are far from being clear and that two basic
approaches to the idiom or phraseme can be spotted in various contributions. On the one
hand, there are linguists who seem to be content with a rather limited intuitive view, while,
on the other hand, other linguists keep asking uncomfortable global questions, trying to find
out what idioms are really about, what is their essential nature, what kind of phenomena
belong to this field and how to delimit them. It must be said that the following remarks will
be related to this technical meaning of the term, leaving aside the broader and, perhaps, more
popular meaning relating to a particular or unique manner of expression (not only in
language). Neither will other, alternative, terms be discussed here, since their sheer number,
if various languages were brought together, would go up, perhaps into the hundreds.

1.1 Some Phraseological Activities

The quest for a deeper understanding of the phenomenon of idiom is made no easier by
the basic isolation of certain groups of researchers. There are, to take only the most notable
examples, the Slavists with a long and perhaps richest tradition in Europe including regular
conferences (with one of its latest platforms published and accessible in at least six
volumes of the international series Z problemoéw frazeologii polskiej i stowianskiej (On the
Problems of the Polish and Slavonic Phraseology, cf. Basaj — Rytel 1994). There are also
people involved in the activities of Europhras, who, having established the European
Society of Phraseology in 1999 (www.europhras.unizh.ch), are concentrating an increasing
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number of people, languages and countries (with eight volumes printed in various countries
and one more in press, cf. Sandig 1994), rather isolated events like those of the organizers
of the Dutch Tilburg conference in 1992 (Everaert et al.), the so-far only three English-
based Symposiums (the third of its kind held in Stuttgart in 1998) and, last but not least,
contributors to the Euralex conferences. However, the mutual flow of information between
these people has been limited, which is not only, presumably, because of the language
barrier.

Obviously, such a situation of somewhat fragmented groups and individuals working
in partial isolation has not helped the object of research, which is, of course, general for
all languages. I do not propose to go here into the particular merits of particular schools,
although it is astonishing, for example, to see how little scholars oriented towards English
know about other schools of research, in particular about early Russian phraseological
research, followed up by Polish or Czech studies, about German and Swiss activities in
the field, etc., let alone about individual scholars. The phenomenon of idiom has also
become the subject of study of some linguistic schools, including structural, generative or
stratificational approaches, complemented recently by psycholinguistic and cognitive
ones, yet very little communication across their borders has ever happened. One of the
recent instances of this unnatural and vexing lack of information and contact was to be
seen at the phraseological round-table (held in Paris, too) of the 1997 International
Congress of Linguists.

This state of affairs is also reflected in the inability of linguists to even agree on
a common term for the central unit of the field. It is idiom and phraseme which seem
now to be becoming more and more acceptable but they are still far from replacing
hundreds of alternative and mostly traditional native terms used, for the same thing, in
various European languages. Moreover, this situation is made no easier by some new
terms contributed by researchers. One must be also careful about what certain terms in
use seem to suggest if contrasted with what they really denote. Thus, for instance, free
collocation (or combination) should not be understood as free in any sense, as it is
always based on formal and semantic rules and constraints (such as compatibility).
Similarly, the term restricted collocation seems to point to an area of such types of
collocations as take care of, face the truth, based on limited choice or selection
restrictions. But in its literal sense, restrictions on choice can also be found elsewhere, in
other types of word-combinations, such as idioms proper or multi-word terms where
other kinds of restrictions operate. It is the specific sense restriction of the word
‘restricted’” which leads to some confusion, and it does cast a shadow on the discipline of
phraseology itself, especially in the eyes of other linguists. In a sense, all word combinations
are restricted in one way or another, since all words have a limited potential to combine
with other words and there is no such thing as a word without any collocational
restriction (indeed, even such words as the article the cannot be used freely with any
noun, let alone with words of other word classes).

This seems to be some of the background, which clearly suggests, in my view, a serious

lack of mutual information and which also explains why, from time to time, the same notion
is discussed again and again, though under different labels.
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1.2 An Approach and Problems Involved

The second general point I wish to make concerns methodology used in idiom research
and the status of our (often vague) argumentation found in its interpretation, as well as
their acceptability and applicability to the whole field. Let us have a look at a randomly
chosen example which, being quite common and typical, could easily be repeated with
reference to other authors. Thus, in his contribution to the Tilburg conference, Erbach makes
the following statement:

‘Lexicalized* metaphorical® expressions (or analyzable! idioms) like pull strings ... differ
from idioms proper in that the meaning of the expression can be modified? by modifying its
constituent parts, e.g. pull certain strings ...” (Everaert et al. 1992, p. 12).

It is amazing how most of the major problems of phraseology can be condensed into
a single sentence. There are at least four serious problems (1-4) touched upon in such
a wording.

1 Analyzability: How do we know that the idiom
(1) pull strings

is really analyzable and how does the author propose to analyze it? What does, in fact,
analyzability amount to? What is even of greater importance is the implication, that is
hard to accept, that such a general statement, not supported by any real argumentation,
should be made a crucial criterion distinguishing two major types of idioms, namely those
which are ‘analyzable’ and those which are not. A major problem, which especially
cognitive linguists do not seem to be aware of, or pay much attention to, is that of
methodology. First, one has to distinguish, in trying to analyze an idiom, between the form
and the meaning. It is obvious that, because of the idiom’s discrete form on the level of
collocations, one can dissect any idiom ad libitum. But does this also involve the
possibility of an unproblematic and principled analysis into corresponding parts of
meaning? For some reason, this kind of would-be analysis seems to be content with
sticking to the form only. The second point to be made here is that the analysis should
clearly be seen as being of two types. One is based on analogy, can be repeated (or is
found in a number of analogical cases in a large corpus, for instance) and is thus a constant
feature of the idiom, and hence part of la langue. The other is an individual and idiosyncratic
approach, based on no kind of analogy, shared by others. The third point raises
a different problem: it should be made quite clear what the criteria for the would-be
analysis are, which is not the case here. It is certainly not true that such a dissection here
is quite free and standard in the sense of any regular syntactic and semantic analysis. This
raises the next point, modifiability.

2 Modifiability: Leaving aside the possibility which suggests itself, namely that analyzable
is often made identical with modifiable, does the presence of certain really justify another
overgeneralized statement that the idiom is really modifiable? In what sense is it modifiable
and is it, then, still the same idiom? Are there any semantic or other restrictions? How many
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other individual words and, in particular, types of words can one insert here and retain the
original idiom? Can one freely improvise, using, for example:

(2) *pull long (A) / short (A) / strong (A) / weak (A) STRINGS, or
(3) pull interesting (B) / hidden (A) / political (A) / influential (A) STRINGS

or, to take up a somewhat mixed choice of possibilities:
@) pull iron (C) / nylon (A) / fish (C) / 3 metre-long (B) STRINGS etc?.

A native American informant suggests that one can, indeed, do this, although in a very
limited manner and different sense. However, none of these possibilities is viewed as
a stable, integral and organic part of the idiom (where the ‘modifications’ suggested were
marked by the informant as A = possible, though not usual, B = remotely possible, C =
impossible). It seems that all of these acceptable ‘modifications’ are pure textual phenomena
only that do not alter the idiom’s substance or produce a different lexeme combination.
Having recognized the fact that such modifications are no part of the idiom, can we still
maintain that whatever process has taken place here is really a modification of the original
thing and not, perhaps, something else? What do these results amount to? Does the fact that
a restricted range of quantifying adjectives (as in A cases) is possible as a ‘modifier’ here
have any relevance for the idiom’s status? Should one, perhaps, view (A) cases as mere
variants? It is doubtful there are clear answers to such questions.

However, the obvious semantic restriction of the idea of modifiability is to be seen in the
case of B only, which should be explored in more detail. Briefly, it seems that once an
additional external semantic (or pragmatic) feature is forced onto or into the idiom ( in most
of the examples, being clearly intrinsic and therefore potentially semantic features of
STRINGS in its dictionary meaning), the possibility to modify it is no longer so easy and
becomes very remote, indeed.

Erbach’s own example and similar views seem to point indirectly to yet another, little
explored, possibility of insertion of metalinguistic markers, such as certain, kind of,
proverbial, true, veritable, which he does not consider. These and their possibility could be
viewed as a converse case, in fact, pointing to typicality and, accordingly, a typical non-
analyzability. Should the term modification be applied also here, it would be a very different
modification, indeed.

What one is dealing with here seems to be the creative potential of the language itself,
operating anywhere in language, and that can hardly be taken for a specific criterion to be
used in the idiom’s analysis. It is its identity that is to be explored, not possibilities of its
disintegration. Obviously, any analysis must be based on well-defined criteria and must
be repeatable elsewhere.

3 Metaphor: Although there may not be much disagreement about our recognizing

a metaphor here, a general question must be raised. How can one be sure to be able to
safely recognize metaphor in all relevant cases and make it, therefore, a criterion?
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Cognitivists, relying so comfortably on obvious, typical and central cases, do not seem
to be interested in cases that are less typical and hard to define. Certainly, views on what
metaphor is differ in various cases and an individual occurrence, about which there might
be some agreement (or, perhaps, in a group of occurrences), does not guarantee one to be
able to jointly distinguish the metaphor in every case that is being analyzed. The notion
of metaphor seems to have a rather blurred periphery and, definitely, a different
capacity to view it with different users. It seems to be one of the fairly established
illusions that metaphor can be made a reliable and general criterion for the idiom. The
tradition of trying, over and over again, to define what metaphor is, is a venerable one,
dating from Aristotle and being, certainly, one of the topics linguists have written most
often about. Yet, no definition of what the author thinks that metaphor should be is given
here. However, some of the cognitivist approaches (see, for example, Dobrovolskij
1997), which are equally hard to accept for their vagueness, interpret even such idioms
as spill the beans as metaphoric. In a sense, because of its being largely subjective and
related to some parts of the field only, reference to metaphor seems to be rather counter-
productive.

4 Lexicalization: Why is this particular type of idiom characterized by the attribute
lexicalized while the second major type, which the author calls unanalyzable idiom, does
not have this attribute? Is this to suggest that, in his view, perhaps some idioms are not
lexicalized? Are, then, those idioms that are ‘not lexicalized’ free collocations? How is the
label lexicalized defined here?

Many linguists do not now put much trust in the particular brand of linguistics associated
with Noam Chomsky, because of the favourite one-example type of approach which was
often made up to support a particular a priori theory or belated idea. If somebody was able
to come up with a different counter-example, the theory was changed, and this has been
going on for quite a long time. This no-data approach, so strongly opposed nowadays by
corpus linguistics, seems to re-emerge, yet again, in some very limited cognitivist and
psycholinguistic experiments (see, for example, a summary in Dobrovolskij 1997).
Methodologically, it seems difficult to accept another, equally partial, solution, one that is
evidently not general enough. Also the above-given type of argumentation, which I have
tried to scrutinize, is of Chomskyan brand. One of the great problems of the theory of idioms
and phrasemes still seems, after so many attempts and theories, to be a lack of criteria
consistent with the bulk of data. To jump to conclusions on the basis of a few suitable
examples leads nowhere.

The discipline dealing with idioms and phrasemes is a very intricate one where most of
the ‘safe’ distinctions we know from elsewhere have become blurred and indistinct. Yet,
admittedly, linguists do generally wish to cover the field decently, in an exact and
unambiguous manner, leaving no large areas unattended, which means that this undertaking
must be based on ample data and sound and consistent argumentation. It also means that, in
view of the unique information offered by corpora, our criteria, very often mere labels and
not properly data-founded, should be re-checked against this data and modified, if
necessary. Certainly, one should nowadays be more critical towards such sweeping
statements as those above.
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2. Problems of Form, Meaning and Function

Some of the problems to be raised here have been suggested above. On a more general
level, all of the problems in the identification and analysis of idioms should and can,
hopefully, be handled in three inter-connected approaches, linking together their form (2.1),
meaning (2.2) and function (2.3). Of the number of aspects involved here, only those that
seem to be of a basically controversial nature will be briefly mentioned.

2.1 Form

As far as form, or rather formal aspects, of the idiom are concerned — let us use this
single term here to cover a multitude of phenomena related to its form — at least five of these
should be raised, including the idiom’s identification, stability (fixedness), variability, multi-
word character and derivations. All of these make up much of what is considered to be the
basics and essence of the phenomenon of idiom.

As yet, there has been no way suggested how to handle the idiom’s identification (and
identity) in texts, such that would not leave many borderline cases open and even types of
idioms unaccounted for and that would be able, at the same time, to draw a distinct line
between various types of combinations suggested so far. Such cases of a type of restricted
collocation as black coffee have never really been successfully and systematically accounted
for. An attempt of this kind used in the Czech approach will be mentioned later (see Cermék
1982, 1988, 1994a, 1994b, 1994d and Filipec — Cermak 1985).

A prerequisite for this is to have and be able to use safe and criteria for establishing
what stableness (stability), fixed or institutionalized nature of some text combinations
(fixedness) is and where it starts in the statistical continuum of various combinations.
Stability seems to be one of very few basic attributes of the idiom that linguists may have
some sort of consensus about. The obvious criterion to be used to determine this seems to
be frequency, of course, but that is a scalar notion offering, in fact, no sharp boundaries in
between the obvious extremes. Consider the fact that the 5 million Word Bank Corpus of
English does not have a single record of white coffee (whatever that might represent) and
only two occurrences of black coffee. Viewed in this light, are these two collocations found
here to be declared really stable or do we point to the scarcity of data and avoid the answer?
While it is not the inclusion of these particular cases in the category of idioms that should
be argued here, the point to be made, next to their stability (which exists, at least in the case
of black coffee), is a semantic anomaly involved in both (i.e. neither black coffee nor white
coffee is really black or white, respectively), while there is no anomaly involved in other
collocations (such as brown coffee, green coffee, etc.).

A complementary feature to that of stability or fixity is the idiom’s variability (or
variance) which is, sometimes, taken to be a decisive criterion for idiom classification. This
is also the case of Chitra Fernando’s recent (1996) book where, however, no really
convincing argument for its relevance, or its scope and essence, is given and explained.
Many other researchers have tried to tackle the phenomenon of variability, some of them
(e.g. Moon 1996) offering a list of types (but see Filipec — Cermédk 1985). Generally, it

154

—



lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 St:rém?\F 155

seems that real usage offers an ever-changing and constant display of new variants, some of
which may become stable in due time. In the meantime, one has to face a scalar notion of
variability again, ranging from inconspicuous grades of it to those that are strikingly
obvious. While it seems hard to accept variability as a constitutive criterion for the
idiom, the real problem it seems to address may lie elsewhere.

Let us consider an abstract model idiom made up of three constituents. Current
approaches do not hesitate to call such a case, where only one of the three constituents has
a variant, a specimen of variability. But what about the case, in which rwo of the three
constituents are variable, i.e. over 50 % of the constituents? Or, perhaps, two constituents
are variable in a four-component idiom? The obvious question behind these putative cases,
that are quite common in reality, is: how do we know when we are still dealing with the
same single idiom and when it is already the case of two or more distinct idioms? The
problem involved in this rather simplified example, where the degree of variability was
taken to be the same in each case, that of the idiom’s identity, has been given all sorts of
ad hoc solutions so far, but probably never a principled one. In fact, most of the features
I have mentioned so far, and some of those yet to follow, are all related to this very basic
problem of identity.

It seems that most of the approaches to the idiom have stressed so far yet another feature,
that of its multi-word character. In practice, this boils down to what might be called
collocational idioms, i.e. non-sentential combinations of two or more word forms (Cermék
1994b). However, such a solution suggests at least two basic questions which are in need of
reliable answers.

The first might be phrased quite simply: how many words does multi- really include, or,
to put it differently, does it also include sentence idioms, or, perhaps, those made up of more
than one sentence? The obvious answer, often given today, is that proverbs, for example,
might be included in the idiomatic stock (although the history of rejection is quite long). Yet
the problem behind the question seems to be much more broad and complex. To give an
example of what else might be involved, I will mention the approximate figure of sentential
idioms, of many other types, that our team has identified so far (in our corpus, following the
test mentioned in section 4) and has been working with (to become the fourth volume of the
Czech Idiom Dictionary, Cermédk — Hronek — Macha¢, 1983, 1988, 1994). It now amounts
to over ten thousand idioms i.e. to a number roughly equivalent to the number of verb
idioms of the collocational (i.e. non-sentential) type, i.e. those that have traditionally been
considered to form the bulk of the field. The field is rather vast, including such widely used
idioms with a prominent pragmatic value as You must be joking!, The penny has dropped.,
Heads or tails?, to give only some comparable English examples. Yet, except for some
occasional remarks and isolated examples, not much thought has been given to this still
rather new subfield of idioms, let alone to others.

In a sense, the second question is more important in that very few linguists ever stop to ask
it, let alone try to answer it: are there only these two levels (i.e. collocational and
propositional ones) where idioms are to be found? To answer this question, one must consider
other, below-the-word, combinations of idioms (i.e. idiomatic morpheme combinations), such
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as the English backlash (lash + back), bottleneck (bottle + neck), breakfast (break + fast),
where the sum of the constituent meanings does not equal the integral one, or the Dutch
katjespel meaning ‘quarrel’, which is a conjunction of katje ‘little cat’ and spel ‘game’. Or
consider the German Katzejammer, one of the words for ‘hangover’, formed by a combination
of Katze (cat) and jammer (misery), the Finnish mustasukkainen ‘jealous’, a combination
made up of musta ‘black’ and sukka ‘stocking’ plus the adjectival ending (‘having black
stockings’). Or, to use a slightly different type of example, one can point to the Czech zdkerny,
an adjective corresponding to ‘treacherous’, which is made up of the prefix zd- in the sense of
‘behind’ and of a noun ker ‘bush’ (plus the adjectival suffix (-ny), amounting to something
like ‘behind-the-bush-lurking’). All of these, and many other examples, seem to be perfect
idiomatic combinations of morpheme forms and our answer to the question above should
be to include these as well.

It is really no use to try to discard these as marginal or non-existent cases, as one would
discard, at the same time, much of what is so much alive and central in, for example,
agglutinative languages, such as Finnish or Turkish, or in some isolating Asian languages
like Vietnamese or Chinese (see also Cermdk 1998a).

This requirement should be taken even more seriously, once we recognize that Chinese,
for example, is notorious for its not being able to draw a sharp distinction between the
morpheme, word (and syllable), and that the distinction between compound and collocation
is difficult to establish there, too. Thus, to take a very simple example, it is not clear whether
the Chinese tielit (‘iron + way’), standing for ‘railway’, is a compound or a collocation.
A look at the Chinese terms (compounds, probably) for ‘past’, ‘present’ and ‘future’ and at
their structural irregularity shows their idiomatic structure even better: guogit (‘the past’ =
‘pass’ guo + ‘leave’ qur), mugidn (‘the present’ = ‘eye’ mu + ‘front part’ gidn) and jidngldi
(‘the future’ = ‘act’ jidng + ‘come’ ldi). Such familiar facts and intrinsic problems have to
be accounted for in any non-idiosyncratic theory of idioms. It is, basically, the same
combinatory problem, whether it is being recorded in writing as one word or a combination
of several. Ultimately, all this boils down to the obvious fact that the general status of items
that enter idiomatic combinations has to be reconsidered and extricated from what has been
tailor-made to suit some European languages, or, worse, some theories only, so that it could
include typologically different languages, too.

Finally, no clear criteria seem to be available to help one to distinguish what are
sometimes called derivations (and what I think should be preferably called
transformations, see also above), such as corner-cutting (< cut corners) or arm-twisting
(& twist somebody’s arm), from the bases they are derived from. Are these particular cases
variants, new idioms or something else? Presumably, also these display a prominent
anomaly in their not being formed automatically. I will come to this point under Function
(in 2.3).

2.2 Meaning

Semantic aspects, such as analyzability, compositeness or compositional meaning,
motivation and transparency of the idiom, terms which are so often used (or misused),
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seem to be equally a matter of controversy as are the relevant aspects related to the
idiom’s form, discussed above. As they are all interrelated, it is difficult to single them out
one by one for discussion.

First of all, let us notice that there seems to be no end to attempts to throw some kind of
doubt on the non-compositional or non-Fregean nature of the idiom. Judging the discrete
appearance of many idioms, this might seem natural. Non-compositeness of the
idiom’s integral meaning seems to be a conditio sine qua non for the idiom’s semantic
substance. Yet, those who do not hold this view keep trying to show that the idiom can be
semantically analyzed.

What does a ‘semantic analysis’ along these lines often look like? Approaches of this
type to an idiom such as

(5) rain cats and dogs

often glossed as ‘to rain very heavily or steadily’ (Random House Webster College
Dictionary 1991), would obviously, in these ‘compositional’ or ‘analyzable’ approaches,
dissect it into rain standing, obviously, for ‘rain’, not really bothering to explain or mention
the rest (*cats and dogs). The claim made would amount to an observation like ‘it looks as
though the “rain” component is there, hence the idiom is analyzable, compositional and
motivated’. Sometimes, this gives rise to a, further unanalyzed, notion of partially
compositional idioms, as if this mere re-labelling of the uncomfortable fact offered a way
out (see recently, for example, Dormeyer — Fischer 1998). It is very easy to show that this
is not so in pointing to the rest of the expression — which is being left unattended and
unexplained — and to the, perhaps, equally obvious fact that one may face a serious problem
in saying that the rest, namely cats and dogs, amounts to, roughly, ‘very heavily or steadily’.
The seemingly incontestable logic behind such an approach is a typically pars-pro-toto one
here. On a further reflection, it is apparent that no such metonymy obtains here and the
procedure cannot be repeated to apply for the body of idioms. Hence, the procedure
becomes faulty.

Methodologically, and in a very basic sense, it is unacceptable to see any type of
compositionality between the meaning of that part of the integral form which seems loosely
to correspond to ‘some’ type of meaning (familiar from the dictionary) and the rest of the
form which does not correspond to anything in the realm of meaning. To put it very crudely,
any potential comparison with simple arithmetical ‘a number + zero’ has to be refused, since
zero is a figure, too. In idioms, one should rather consider the arithmetics (sum) of the type
‘something + absence of something’, should this type of reasoning be used. Of course, this
does not prevent the idiom from having its regular holistic effect of compositionality,
which is of a different nature.

Should we accept the notion of ‘partial compositionality’, it would be a different type of
compositionality from the traditional one (some of the misunderstanding might stem from
its not being elaborated enough). It would still leave us with the necessity of coping with the
unexplained rest, and force us to explain how it fits into the internal structure, incontestable
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for some, and what its role inside the idiom is. To be able to do this seems very doubtful —
despite the fact that the search for relations and functions is the linguist’s business in any
analysis, and one should question the wisdom of re-labelling the problem by a misleading
name. Moreover, it is rather risky to rely on the apparent clear-cut correspondence between
the seemingly motivated formal part and its corresponding part of the integral meaning. In
how many cases can one safely do this, and is there any analogy behind it? Obviously, this
is a matter that still has to be explored. In so doing, one would have to imply the possibility
of a partial semantic analysis, which is difficult to accept for lack of any reliable tools —
however, impressions and ad hoc ‘solutions’ are no arguments. By reversing the approach,
however, and viewing the problem from the point of view of the idiom’s components, one
may safely state that, at least in some cases, the component makes some semantic
contribution — as yet not reliably studied and perfectly understood — and leave it there, not
trying to fit it structurally into the overall structure (as any analysis would, in the reverse
order, have to do anyway). The state of argumentation seems to be rather unbalanced here,
ranging from mere declarations of faith to one-example analysis, presumed to hold
elsewhere, without any really convincing large-scale analysis ever being presented. It is
certainly difficult to accept seriously the kind of argumentation presented, yet again, in
Nunberg et al. (1984) (quoted here from Dormeyer — Fischer 1988), for whom there exist
parts of a class of idiom which ‘have identifiable meanings which combine to produce the
meanings of the whole’. This peculiar and rather opaque pronouncement seems to suggest
that some parts only (with identifiable meanings) combine with others (without any
identifiable meaning) to form a whole.

This alleged subsense or meaning of a part, related to the notion of ‘partial
compositionality’, which some Russian linguists used to be so fond of calling it a specific
phraseological meaning, some time ago (Vinogradov 1947), appears to defy any rational
or objective analysis, if executed exhaustively. To make the integral meaning really
compositional would mean that both semantic elements must be objectively recognized as
being in existence and supported by a sound analogy. The obvious conclusion is that this
approach is not viable and one might spare oneself a lot of trouble if one does not pursue
this line of thinking any further. There have been many variants to this approach, starting,
perhaps, with V. V. Vinogradov’s rather preliminary and now hardly acceptable semantic
classification of idioms and collocations as early as 1947, which was based on this idea and
which has influenced a great many linguists in the field. Discarding it, the obvious
conclusion is that the idiom’s meaning is not compositional, irrespective of all sorts of
seemingly analyzable parts of it.

Semantically, the idiom has to be viewed as a holistic, Gestalt phenomenon, a feature
which is often acknowledged, and which by definition precludes any possibility of an
objective and exhaustive semantic analysis. Hence, it is also difficult to see any sense in
using, in the strict terminological usage, other related labels, such as transparent and the
like. Consequently, there seem to be no available criteria enabling us objectively and fully
to distinguish here any basically clear-cut idiom types of this sort in an exhaustive manner.
Obviously, this conclusion does not preclude cases, not always easily discernible, where
some indeterminate semantic link or participation can be established between the meaning
of a constituent and the integral meaning of the whole idiomatic combination. While it is not
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possible to determine its exact status — the approach viewing it as a motivation arrived at by
an analysis should be discarded, too, as there is no sufficient analogy for this — indeed, it
may be much more useful to question the very wisdom of doing this, if its vague results can
never serve as a reliable and systematic criterion for analysis and classification. Seeing the
persistence and recurrence of such attempts (nurtured recently by cognitivists), one may
wonder whether this is a kind of linguistic analysis or a loose impressionistic literary
interpretation of a kind that one is after. Linguists who are still prone to pursue this line of
approach will, sooner or later, inevitably become aware of limitations here and will have to
be satisfied with rather vague and meagre results drawn from carefully selected areas and
few cases only. Surely, such an eclectic approach is far from being part of the exact linguistic
methodology which is so much needed in the field.

On a more specific level, one might also argue against this kind of reasoning present, in
a sense, in the cognitive metaphor approach, which refuses, in fact, objective reference and
testing as relevant criteria. Nonetheless, it is doubtful if George Lakoff (1988, p. 125-126)
would be prepared to admit cats and dogs as corresponding to some sort of obvious
metaphor and, hence, referring to a specific concept that it is based on, as it is
conceptualization that seems to be at the core of his approach. It is difficult to match the
form of cats and dogs and any concept here in any reasonable way. But again, the primary
methodological problem, central to anything in the language, is the relationship of analogy
and anomaly and degrees of both; in this case, it is the (sufficient) degree of analogy — an
objective criterion — that one should be able to pin down, not individual and subjective
aspects of the particular case in question.

What one is also faced by here is vagueness, an important aspect which is very much
present, as a feature, in the idiom’s meaning and function and analysis and which has, so far,
never been given due attention in the field of idioms; it is related to a number of other
features. This, however, should not be projected into vagueness of description.

2.3 Function
There seems to be an obvious difference between cases such as

(6) see or think fit to do something
(7) corner-cutting or cut corners

Clearly, this difference points to their communicative (textual) function, and such cases
should thus be handled functionally, too. Accordingly, the former (6) may be taken as a case
of two variants of the same single idiom with its identity kept intact, where only a marginal
difference of meaning is to be considered. The latter case (7) represents two idioms which
are transformationally related, but which have a different syntactic function, the first,
broadly speaking, of noun phrase, the other of predicate. This difference in syntactic
function implies other types of co-related idioms, too, including those linked by causative
and non-causative aspect, such as bring to a climax and come to/reach a climax etc. Thus,
the notion of the idiom’s identity is related to some of its possible transformational tests
proving a functional difference, and vice versa. Hence, this kind of transformation, which
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is to be distinguished by a stable difference in textual function, may seem to be a most
notable instance of what one may mean by stressing relevance of the idiom’s function. There
are many such types to be distinguished (which have been distinguished and treated in
Cermdk 1985, 1994a, 1994b and in Cermék — Hronek — Macha& 1983, 1988 and 1994),
some of them also structurally linking levels and types of idioms, which are different
functionally, others linking idioms with traditional non-idioms (such as backlash <>?lash
back, but see above).

There are at least two more types of function one should consider, a textual
(communicative) function and a pragmatic one (Cermék 1985, 1988, 1994a, 1994b, 1994b).
The textual function, referring to the textual behaviour of the idiom and its communicative
situation, building heavily on the anomaly of the idiom, may be viewed as a set of possible
standard formal textual functions an idiom might have in text (often expressed by specific
grammar forms), such as a particular choice of person, number, mood or negation, etc. (for
the verb type of idiom). This is what the generative grammar incidentally chose to call
transformations, too, and the term might be borrowed from there, loosely. Yet, in fact, it
seems that it is the converse that is much more convenient and revealing to record, namely
to list and study the anomalies of behaviour, namely those functions that a particular idiom
cannot have. Thus, it seems that the English collocational verb idiom make oneself scarce
does not usually allow for a passive, and so on.

A key to a better and objective understanding and subsequent classification of idioms
may (as argued in Cermék 1988, Filipec — Cermak 1985) be sought just here, in the variety
of sets of anomalies of idioms, since functionally similar idioms tend to behave in a similar
way in text, this set of these possibilities being different for each functional class. In the
Czech approach, thousands of idioms have been analysed, classified and labelled in this way
in the Czech Dictionary of Idioms (see above); an average number of functional indexes
used is up to ten for the verb type idiom (whereas a similar approach by Cowie et al. 1975,
1983, usually has one or two only, though this number could go up to five). Of course, this
depends on the functional type of idioms, theory adopted and type of the language being
described in this way.

Thus, to take a Czech example, the verbal idiom nerict v nécem jesté posledni slovo
(‘have yet to say the last word’, literally ‘not to say in something still the last word’) is
characterized in the dictionary by this set of ‘negative’ transformational features, indicating
in which of the given categories it cannot be prototypically used: in this particular case it is
question, positive form, conditional mood, positive imperative, negative imperative, present
tense, future tense, first person singular and first person plural. Those categories that are not
mentioned, such as passive voice, are or may be used. By saying ‘prototypically’, the
obvious fact is indicated of all sorts of individual types of usage and deviations from the
norm. If, for some reason, this verbal type of idiom may also allow for nominal
transformations, such as pluralization of the noun, the fact is also mentioned, though it is
rare, as a rule; noun case forms cannot undergo any transformation at all here.

This seems a promising option to be pursued. It should be made clear, however, that there
is, in fact, a prototypical approach applied behind such a labelling, allowing one to
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concentrate on those cases of use that are amply attested and leaving aside minor and
individual ones. Behaviour of the idiom and its anomalies is no absolute notion, of course.
Difference must be sought both in the distribution of various transformational anomalies,
which is due to differences in the collocability of idioms, and in the strength of their validity
and presence (see also Fraser 1970). The latter point suggests that more insight is needed
into the relationship of typicality and potentiality, which we do not know much about and
which we take for granted, somehow, attributing its solution to frequency. Awareness of
obvious gradations existing in and between both might throw some light on where to seek
criteria for stability as well, enabling us thus to draw some kind of line between an idiomatic
candidate and an idiom proper. There seems little doubt now that techniques of fuzzy logic
will have to be employed.

The second functional aspect is to be sought in such pragmatic aspects as evaluative
function of the idiom. Such idioms as have one’s heart in the right place, contrasted with
have the heart to do something, show a major difference in evaluation which is signalled
when they are used, the former indicating, broadly, a positive attitude, praise etc., the latter
indicating sensitivity and hence reluctance to act. The fact that idioms are primary means
for expression of positive and negative attitudes and personal evaluation of whatever is
made subject of one’s talk, has been raised quite often. However, what one would rather like
to have, instead of occasional individual remarks, is a set of instruments, criteria, telling us
how to describe this function. And this is where we have drawn a blank, so far.

3. Lexicographic Treatment of Idioms

Lexicographic coverage of idioms and phrasemes, of varying quality and explicitness but
focusing on one level mostly, is to be found both in specialized dictionaries and general
monolingual dictionaries. To illustrate some of the points raised above, let us first look at
three recent monolingual dictionaries of English, namely The New Oxford Dictionary of
English (NODE), The Random House Dictionary of the English Language (second edition)
(RH), and the Collins Cobuild English Dictionary (COBUILD), reflecting different
approaches of their authors. (For a recent survey of phraseological dictionaries, see also
Cowie 1998a and Moon 2000.) For purposes of brief illustration only, to use pull strings,
discussed above at (1), seems as good an example as almost any other. The information to
be found in those works looks like this:

NODE: make use of one’s influence and contacts to gain an advantage unofficially or
unfairly.
RH: a) to use one’s influence or authority, usually in secret, in order to bring about
a desired result.
b) to gain or attempt to gain one’s objectives by means of influential friends,
associates, etc.
He had his uncle pull strings to get him a promotion.
COBUILD: If you pull strings, you use your influence with other people in order to get
something done, often unfairly.
Tony is sure he can pull a few strings to get you in.
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Obviously, all three approaches recognize implicitly that the idiom is lexicalized, hence
its inclusion in the dictionaries. As it is not their business to do so, neither analyzability nor
metaphor (points raised in 1.2) are touched upon. The problem of form (2.1) and, indirectly,
of analyzability is represented here, though marginally, in two ways. RH mentions a variant
here, namely wires, which is not given in the two British dictionaries. On the other hand,
NODE uses the form pull the strings, one which most corpora attest, too. For instance, the
40 million word corpus of The Times (1995) attests 20 occurrences of the variant with the
article the (in various morphological forms of the verb) and only 5 without the article. This
information is not given in RH or COBUILD. It seems that the information about the article
should find its way into the dictionary article in the form of a variant reading (the). To pin
down the form more properly, more reliable corpus data should be used, which was the case
with NODE, but also, surprisingly, with COBUILD. Note that the COBUILD illustration of
use has a variant (a few), similar to the one discussed in 1.2. Yet corpora do not reveal any
other frequent or standard type of variant (referred to above as modifiability) which would
substantiate the generalized claim made by Erbach above.

In contrast to many others, the three definitions of the idiom’s meaning (see also 2.2)
seem to capture its essence quite well. Yet, the social role and relationship of the two actants,
that of the instigator and subject and that of the real doer, should be made more clear. Both
must have some influence but who has more, is there any debt to be paid, etc.? This is the
social dimension between actants, often implicitly present in the idiomatic situation, which
should be described. Also the fact that the goal of the action described by the idiom is to
obtain something profitable for the instigator should be made more explicit: this is missing
from the COBUILD definition entirely. Finally, no further subdivision of meaning is
considered, except in RH (a and b). However, examples such as There is little doubt who
pulls the strings now might suggest yet another meaning, in which the aspect of absolute
power over a situation and general influence could be considered.

The aspect of function (cf. 2.3, also Cermak 2000) is not covered at all; this is the usual
practice. Let us raise here at least what is evident in the case discussed. As idioms copy,
structurally, word class functions and there are as many idiom function classes in this sense
as there are word classes, on the level of collocations only, an explicit indication of the fact
added to the description of each idiom would certainly help. This fact is traditionally
recorded for words, so why not for their combinations as well? Functionally, fo pull (the)
strings is an obvious verb, or rather, verbal expression. It is hardly necessary to add that
much of the confusion about the use of some idioms, especially grammatical idioms, could
be avoided, were this type of information provided.

But there are other aspects of function as well. Those which are signalled through the
attested morphological forms do, if covered lexicographically, signal an aspect of its usage.
In view of the general acceptance now of the fact of the anomaly or deficiency of idioms (of
many sorts), it is difficult to understand why this is not done; at least those anomalies seen
in their form, or rather its absence, should be described. Thus, it seems that mention of the
use of the idiom in question in its -ing form, which is not infrequent, would be helpful
(6 occurrences in The Times Corpus). A similar case is that of passivization (which seems
to be used) and use of the imperative (which has to be explored).
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To complement and expand possibilities of the idiom treatment discussed above by
referring to a Czech item in the large 4-volume dictionary (Cermdk — Hronek — Macha¢
1994, the volume containing verb-type idioms only), let us briefly look at an entry which
happens to have a near equivalent in English, namely fo pull someone’s leg. The general
verbal type of function is uniform for all entries here and need not be indicated.

tahat® nékoho za nohu

(kol; nepfizn) 0 ot, neg, pas, kond, imp, imp neg, fut, 1. sg a pl

(CL. svym ldkavym slibem, senzacnim vyprdvénim, jedndnim, nékdy Skddlivé a dobromysiné,
vudi diverivému druhému ap.:) klamat nékoho n. ho falesné vzruSovat; balamutit nékoho.

In English, this could read as:

to pull®° someone’s leg

(colloquial; unfavourable) 0 question, negative, passive, conditional, imperative, negative
imperative, future, 1%t person singular and plural

(Man towards a gullible second man through his tempting promise, sensational story,
behaviour, sometimes teasingly and good-naturedly, etc:) bluff, deceive someone or excite
him unduly; bamboozle someone.

The first line is reserved for the entry form and its variants, if any, where also valency is
given (through pronouns here). The superscript small circle ° after the initial word indicates
that this word may be paradigmatically changed in text and is also a reference to line 2. The
rest of the entry form, which is unmarked, remains stable under all circumstances. The
second line contains double information, registered in an abbreviated form. First, style and
register are given in parentheses; in this case the idiom is considered to be of colloquial
character and usage, whereas the label ‘unfavourable’ is a pragmatic marker pointing to the
overall social acceptance of its use. Following the 0, which is a marker for negative
grammatical (transformational) information, there are all those categories listed, referring
back to the ° sign above, that may not be prototypically used (see also 2.3). These negatively
listed categories amount to a set of individual anomalies of the idiom in question. It must
be stressed that this set of negative transformations relates to Czech only, not to the English
equivalent, given above. In this particular case, the idiom may not be passivized or used in
the Conditional Mood, for instance. The third line gives in parentheses information about
the context, situation of use, setting, type of the actants, their relationship, type of action,
etc. Note that this is strictly separated from the description of the meaning proper; in a sense,
it is a tool for an active use of the idiom. Only after this broad contextual information is
given as a background, can the meaning be treated. It is evident that this is a much simpler
matter to describe than the context.

However, the whole of the entry contains much more information than what has been
briefly indicated so far. Also included is an illustration of typical use in context, followed by
a large section listing selected synonyms, antonyms and more loosely related idioms, with
a cross-reference to a separate semantic dictionary (or thesaurus) containing all of the
dictionary’s idioms grouped according to shared meaning. Some entries may have
a specialized note on etymology, special usage, rare variants, special pragmatic features, etc.
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Last but not least, equivalents of the idiom in English, German, French and Russian are
given, opening up a broader field for comparative study (see also Cermak 1994d).

4. Methodology and Corpus Data

Basic and well-defined terms that one has to make use of in any systematic attempt to
map the substance of the idiom and its field, should include: aspects of combination
(collocation, syntagma, etc.), specifying the type of elements to be combined; the paradigmatic
and syntagmatic framework on every level of analysis and aspect of approach (both formal
and semantic); and function in the sense described above, including the interplay of
analogy and anomaly within all of these. Most of these have been briefly mentioned above.
In fact, it seems that anomaly is a ubiquitous feature of idioms in general. Accordingly,
these notions have been made the basis of the Czech approach to theory and description of
idioms. In this, the idiom is viewed as

a unique and fixed combination of at least two elements for which it holds that at least some
of these do not function, in the same way, in any other combination or combinations of the
kind, or occur in a highly restricted number of them, or in a single one only

A more detailed discussion of this approach and its consequences have been published
elsewhere (see,e.g. Cermak 1982, 1988, 1994b). However, two points have to be briefly raised
here: as this is an operational definition, it also allows for a set of tests of what idiom could be,
a set of tests which have been succesfully applied in the large multi-volume Dictionary of
Czech Idioms (Cermdk — Hronek — Macha¢ 1983, 1988, 1994; Cermdk 1994d). It should be
pointed out, however, that the use of the term elements (forms) in this approach definitely
implies more than one kind of form on more than one level. However, it does not imply, on
the other hand, that real full lexemes (on the level of collocations) take part in a particular
idiom; it is in fact only forms (certain allolexes) of lexemes, which cannot very often be linked
to them, semantically or functionally, that enter the idiom in a given case.

To be able to do this, i.e. to identify idioms in a reasonably exhaustive and unambiguous
way without overlapping or leaving large gaps unattended, one has to have sufficient data
to examine and choose from. Today, there is no doubt about where to look for these data, as
there is really no alternative to corpora. In fact very large corpora, such as the British
National Corpus or the Czech National Corpus, are required, yet these might not be large
enough, as both amount to 100 million words only. To illustrate how badly one is in need of
data for some rare phenomena, note that the frequency of proverbs alone, as calculated for
the Czech National Corpus (on an early sample of some 23 million words), is one proverb
per some 80,000 words. It is evident that to arrive at a reasonable frequency, particularly for
rare proverbs, one needs more data.

On the basis of such a corpus, among whose many positive aspects one should include
the attributes of being authentic and vast, a really new type of study seems to be both
possible and desirable. Thus, major desiderata for a formal approach to the study of
idioms should include at least:
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1. Redefinition of terms used: these should be made clear, unambiguous and testable; the
sheer amount of data will require that. This seems to be a prerequisite for any further step.

2. Large corpora (perhaps of billions of words) with known idioms tagged: an enormous
task to be accomplished only gradually. As yet, no reliable way has been devised of doing
this automatically and exhaustively.

3. Automatic, both statistical and rule-based, discovery procedures: these should help to
distinguish regular collocations (including multi-word terms) from idioms, primarily, which
means that the problem of the stability (fixity) of linguistic entities must be solved first.

4. Identity and identification of idioms made operational: this must include a revival and
redefinition of the status of anomaly and analogy, variability and function.

5. Research into the function of idioms, specifically of their textual behaviour, and
incorporation of the results into their description.

If this could, eventually, be made the basis for such a revision of the theory and
classification of the idioms, it might, at the same time, be viewed as a basis and prerequisite
for any future large-scale semantic research. That could and should follow only after formal
and functional aspects have been exhaustively covered and made clear.

Shrnuti
Podstata frazému a idiom(: vééné problémy, nedostatek dat nebo teorie?

K roztfi§ténosti ndzorl na podstatu frazeologie a idiomatiky pfispivd mnoho faktoru, ruznost
lokélnich tradic aj., jakkoliv se zaloZzenim Evropské frazeologické asociace Europhras v r. 1999
(www.europhras.unizh.ch) se situace vyznamné za¢ind stabilizovat. Zdkladni problém je uz ve vyme-
zen{ samotné zdkladni jednotky, frazému a idiomu.

Druhym hlavnim zdrojem této situace je problematickd metodologie a stav argumentace. Podivej-
me se na jeden z nich, ve kterém se tvrdi, Ze ,,lexikalizované metaforické vyrazy (i analyzovatelné
idiomy) jako pull strings... se od vlastnich idiomu 1i$i tim, Ze jejich vyznam Ize modifikovat* (Eve-
raert). Je to ale pravda?

1 — Analyzovatelnost: jak vime, Ze pull strings se da skute¢né rozkladat? Na zdkladé€ existujici analo-
gie by to mozné bylo, ta tu vSak chybi.

2 — Modifikovatelnost: co to vlastné znamend? Lze pfijmout modifikace typu

*pull long (A) / short (A) / strong (A) / weak (A) STRINGS, ¢i

pull interesting (B) / hidden (A) / political (A) / influential (A) STRINGS anebo

pull iron (C) / nylon (A) / fish (C) / 3 metre-long (B) STRINGS etc?

Ukazuje se, Ze to mozné nenf a pripady certain, kind of, proverbial, true, veritable jsou krajné ome-

zené a jen s jasnou metajazykovou funkei. Opét tu chybi zdkladova analogie.

3 — Metafora: na jejim pojeti se lingvisté shodnou jen tézko.

4 — Lexikalizace: pro¢ by tento frazém mél byt lexikalizovéan a dalsi, ktery podle autora neni analyzo-
vatelny, lexikalizovany neni?

Frazém je tieba chapat komplexné, ze viech relevantnich stranek. U formy k nim patii zpusob sta-
noveni ustdlenosti, uréeni vhodnych variant v rdmci vSudypfitomné variability aj. Jinou otdzkou je

viceslovnost frazému, délici je na kolokaéni a propozi¢ni, kterou je ale tfeba modifikovat a roz§iFit tak,
aby zahrnula i kombinace morfému uvnitf lexému, srov. Ceské zdkerny.
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Po strance sémantické je tfeba odpovedné posoudit pojmy jako analyzovatelnost, kompozi¢nost
a motivaci. Ukazuje se, Ze je nelze prijmout. Pak bychom totiZ museli napf. u frazému rain cats and
dogs jeho analyzu zastavit uprostred, protoZe, v kontrastu ke komponentu a tedy i sémantice rain, si
nebudeme védét rady se zbytkem. Naopak je tfeba posilit holistické, celostni chdpani frazému i po
strdnce jeho sémantiky a brénit ji proti nezodpovédnym pokustm ji néjak ¢dste¢né krdjet a poukazo-
vat pak na analyzu a kompozi¢nost ¢i motivaci.

Vyznamnd je kone¢né i funkce umoznujici na zédkladé propracovaného pojeti transformaci propo-
jovat pripady jako corner-cutting or cut corners a dalsi. Lisi je prave jejich vyrazné odlisné funkce,
jakkoliv jsou k sob¢ vdzany formdlné i sémanticky. Zdsadni je také poznani a popis anomadlif frazému
vychdzejicich z jeho textovych restrikci, tedy z chovéni v textu.

Mnohé z téchto problému a aspektu se neodrazeji v lexikografickém popisu. Zminény pull strings
nachdz{ ve slovnicich rizné popisy, srov.

NODE: make use of one’s influence and contacts to gain an advantage unofficially or unfairly.

RH: a) fo use one’s influence or authority, usually in secret, in order to bring about a desired result.
b) to gain or attempt to gain one’s objectives by means of influential friends, associates, etc.

He had his uncle pull strings to get him a promotion.

COBUILD: If you pull strings, you use your influence with other people in order to get

something done, often unfairly.

Tony is sure he can pull a few strings to get you in.

které jsou vSechny, kaZdy vSak jinak, nedokonalé.

Jako protivdhu 1ze nabidnout ilustraci ze zpracovani v ¢eském slovniku

tahat°® nékoho za nohu

(kol; neprizn) 0 ot, neg, pas, kond, imp, imp neg, fut, 1. sg a pl

(CL. svym ldkavym slibem, senzacnim vyprdvénim, jedndnim, nékdy skddlivé a dobromysiné,
vuci divérivému druhému ap.:) klamat nékoho n. ho falesné vzruSovat; balamutit nékoho.,

kterému by mohlo odpovidat v angli¢tin€ zhruba toto:
to pull® someone’s leg
(colloquial; unfavourable) 0 question, negative, passive, conditional, imperative, negative imperative,
future, 1 person singular and plural
(Man towards a gullible second man through his tempting promise, sensational story, behaviour,
sometimes teasingly and good-naturedly, etc:) bluff, deceive someone or excite him unduly; bamboozle
someone.

Pro uspokojivé feSeni problému je napred tieba je redefinovat, opfit selekei dat o velké autentické
korpusy a najit pro jejich dal§i vyzkum mj. i nova operacnf kritéria.
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Aktualni problémy frazeologie a idiomatiky
a jejich odraz v slovnikové praxi
(Nad bulharskou sbirkou pfirovnani)

(In: Slovo a slovesnost, 1987, s. 320-327)

1. Je zfejmé, Ze stupen dosaZeného pozndni v oblasti teoretické se odrazi v aplikacich.
Zv14sté dobfe to muZeme sledovat na vztahu lexikologie a lexikografie, ale také na pomé-
ru frazeologie (idiomatiky) a frazeografie, jak se této slovnikdrské oblasti zac¢ina fikat.
A je také ziejmé, Ze tu teorie zustavd praxi leccos dluzna. Nékterych stranek této situace si
povsimneme na pozadi bulharské sbirky prirovnani V. Kjuvlievové-Misajkovové Ustojci-
vite sravnenija v bdlgarskija ezik (Izd. na Bélgarskata akademija na naukite, Sofija 1986,
284 s.).

Autorka vychézi z kartotéky Ustavu pro bulharsky jazyk (pfes 5 milionti dokladii riizné-
ho druhu, véetné frazeologie), z niZ Cerpal také dvoudilny bulharsky frazeologicky slovnik
(Nitevova — Spasovova — Mihajlovi¢ova — Colakovova 1974—1975; rec. Macha& 1977; srov.
téz Cermak, 1978). Kniha je rozdélena do priblizné dvou stejné rozsihlych &asti, teoretic-
kého vykladu (s. 5-100) a vlastniho slovniku pfirovnéni (s. 100-227). Doplnéna je indexem
(s. 239-274), ktery eviduje prirovndni uZitd ve slovniku, a soupisy literatury. Jde tedy

o kombinaci slovniku a teoretické studie.

1.1 Zasadni odklon od stanovisek, kterd zaujima bulharska frazeologie na trovni teoretické
(srov. cit. frazeol. slovnik a téZ Nicevovd 1983), predstavuje v uvedené sbirce vyber pri-
rovnani, ktery tu lze oznacit jako rozsiteny. Diivéjsi tizkd hlediska totiZ z rdmce frazeolo-
gie, a tudiZ i z jeho slovnikového popisu frazémy typu krokodyli slzy, (byt) bily jako snih
vylucovala s poukazem na to, Ze jsou motivované a Ze jeden z komponentt tu funguje ve
svém doslovném vyznamu (takovd je praxe uvedeného bulharského frazeologického slov-
niku, Nifevova et al., 1974-1975). Ve své snaze, kterou autorky pracné, sloZité a nepre-
svéd&ivé dokumentuji v dlouhém vyétu vyloudenych a zavrZenych typu, se jejich stanovis-
ka snaZila opirat o kritérium sémantické transformace komponentu.

Pavodni podnét k takovémuto stanovisku, které viak V. Kjuvlievova-Misajkovova opous-
ti, je dén v déleni frazému podle sémantického ,,sliti vyznamu jednotlivich kompo-
nentu, které je spjato se jménem V. V. Vinogradova. Tento pristup, v zdsad€ jako program
zajimavy, nedokézal totiZ nalézt, a to ani v pracich Vinogradovovych nésledovniki, dosta-
te¢né spolehlivé postupy, jak objektivné odstupnovat a kategorizovat sémantiku v oblas-
ti mnohonéasobného splyvani a redukce v§znamu u jednotlivych komponentu. Predpo-
kladalo by to napf. schopnost objektivné uréovat miru metaforizace na strané jedné i miru
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desémantizace na strané druhé. ProtoZe kazdy takovy postup je tieba v lingvistice oprit
o spolehlivou analogii a protoZe prave ta ve frazeologii zdsadné chybi a kazdy frazém je
jinak anomalni, byl uvedeny postup prozatim lingvisticky netdspésny. Sémantické klasifika-
ce zaloZené na predpokladanych stupnich v uvedeném smyslu jsou jen ilustrativni a snad
vhodné pro prvni, orientaéni vhled do problematiky frazému; rychle vSak nardZeji na
zdkladn{ potiZe dané splyvdanim komponentu a jejich neur¢itosti, chceme-li presné v Sirokém
méfitku klasifikovat (srov. téz Cermak 1982, zvl. s. 77-106).

V pozadi takovych postupt, které porliznu preZivaji, lze vak vytusit jesté dalsi, obec-
néjsi duvod epistemologické povahy. Hleddni frazeologu, ktefi spatfuji podstatu frazému
jednou v tom a podruhé v onom (srov. Cermdk 1982, s. 18-19), pochopitelné v po&atcich
této discipliny, vyustilo pozdéji — namisto ofekdvané syntézy a pozitivniho konstatovani —
v nihilistické prohlaseni, Ze kaidy pokus o obecnou definici frazému je odsouzen
Kk nezdaru (Telija 1966, s. 187). Mnohoaspektovy pristup se tudiZ stal v t€ dobé nutnosti.
Jeho zvlastnosti bylo, Ze Zadné z uvddénych Kritérii vymezujicich frazém nebylo nijak
specifické pro frazeologii jako celek; bylo bud pfilis Siroké a vdgni, anebo jen dil¢i a plat-
né tudiz pouze pro Cast frazeologie. Akcentuje-li V. Kjuvlievova-Misajkovovd komplexni
pristup, je to zdroven jeji polemickd odpovéd na jednostranné a dosud netisp&$né opirani se
o kritérium jediné, prosazované u jejich predchadcu, zvlast€ o kritérium obraznosti nebo
expresivity. (O moZnosti obecné definice frazému zaloZzené na anomalii viz Cermak 1982,
s. 115-116 a Filipec — Cermak 1985, s. 177.) Blize v$ak autorka v tomto smyslu mnoho nefi-
ké a formdlné se presto nakonec hlédsi ke kritériu obraznosti a expresivity. Pfirovnani, které
povaZuje za typ frazému (idiomu), je pro ni jednim z logickych prostfedku poznan{ svéta,
ktery nds obklopuje. Vymezuje ho jako formalni, sémanticky a funkéni celek, ktery je obraz-
né expresivni a jehoz komponenty jsou sémanticky z&4sti nebo zcela prehodnoceny. V tomto
vymezeni se tudiZ vlastné pripousti, Ze i typ (byt) bily jako snih je tieba povazovat za séman-
ticky pfehodnoceny (o tom viz uz Cermak 1983, s. 480n.).

1.2 Vice implicitn¢ a pod tlakem potieb frazeografickych vychézi autorka bulharské préace
o prirovnénich pri zpracovéni z formy vyrazu, a to — opé€t proti neuspokojivé predchozi praxi —
z formy relativné aplné, véetné tertia comparationis na levé stran€ pfirovnani (srov. vSak
2.6). TrebaZe uzndvd pritomnost prirovndvaci slozky i u frazému dalSich typt, opird se pri
vybéru materidlu — podobné jako Cesky slovnik (Slovnik Ceské frazeologie a idiomatiky. PFi-
rovndni, 1983) — jen o ustdlené frazémy obsahujici explicitni znak (komparator) kato (jako),
popr. jeho varianty. Stavi tu opét do opozice proti difvéjsim ndzorum (zvl. Ni¢evovd 1983),
v nichZ se u pfirovndni neustrojné vypousti prave tertium comparationis, a pak se chdpe
v neprijatelné zjednoduseném pohledu jen jako adverbidle.

Zapojenim pojmu transformace, ktery piebira z Seské lingvistiky (Cermak 1982), doka-
Ze se V. Kjuvlijevovad-Misajkovova tomuto dskali vyhnout a rozlisit celou fadu prirovndva-
cich typt po strance formdln{ a funkéni — nikoli vSak dusledné. Uzndvé-li na jedné strané
existenci transformacniho vztahu mezi bleden kato stena a poblenjavam kato stena, neni
jasné, pro¢ ho analogicky a dusledné nehledd i jinde, tedy i mezi pfipadem typu bledy jako
sténa a byt bledy jako sténa. Sloveso byt, tiebaze byva jakoZto spona chdpano syntakticky
odli§nym zpusobem, je frazeologicky (lexikologicky) fddnym a nutnym komponentem jed-
noho z obou frazému. O tom svéd¢i i zdsadné odlisnd funkce: v prvnim piipadé frazém fun-
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guje jako atribut, v druhém jako predikét. V tomto je autorka stdle je$té poplatnd stanovis-
kam, proti nimZ se jinak obecné stavi.

Ve skuteénosti se tu opét skryva dalsi obecny frazeologicky problém, ktery je dén Kla-
mem diskrétni formy a Castou neschopnosti lingvistu frazém presné identifikovat, pre-
devsim z hlediska funk&niho. Postavime-li se dusledné na stanovisko disledné funk&ni, pak
musime jednotlivym transformaéné spjatym frazémum pfiznat vZdy odliSmou funkeci,
a muzeme je tedy podle funkce identifikovat (na rozdil od variant). Zdroven vSak musime
i bezpodmineéné respektovat integritu, celistvost frazému (idiomu) jakoZto jednotky
a nepokouset se z ni nékteré komponenty netstrojné vydélovat, nechceme-li pracovat
s nejasnymi a t€zko uritelnymi torzy (srov. vy$e naprt. postoj Nicevové, srov. vSak i ddle,
zvl. 2.2). Tato obecné nedocenénd otdzka mé ve frazeologii mnoho negativnich dusledku,
zv14sté pro pojeti vyznamu a motivace (viz 2.2 a 2.4), a je proto tieba predem peclivé kon-
trolovat, zda napr. zapojenim béZné syntaktické analyzy, ktera je ve frazeologii principidl-
né nemozna (o tom viz 2.5), neztrdcime vice, neZ ziskdvame. Charakteristickym rysem fra-
zeologie a idiomatiky jakoZto discipliny je koneckoncu to, Ze tu tradi¢ni a osvéd&ené
procedury, kritéria a metodologickd méfitka selhdvaji, a to proto, Ze byly vypracovéany pro
pravidelny jazyk a jeho jevy (tj. v nichZ plati pravidla), avSak pro frazeologii zasadn¢ plati
jen to, Ze je vZdy néjak anomalni, nepravidelna (zpravidla ve vice ohledech syntagmatic-
kych a paradigmatickych zdroven).

1.3 Na zdkladé parametru z 20. a 19. stol. (a také mluveného jazyka) sestavila autorka bulhar-
ské sbirky prirovnani korpus asi o 1500 prirovnanich (Eesky slovnik jich ma témér 2500); tento
materidl ma reprezentovat soucasny stav bulharskych pfirovnani. Je zfejmé, Ze rozsah soubo-
ru (a $ifeji i predmétu celé discipliny) je déan i pojetim jednotek, které ho vytvareji.

Vedle nedusledného zapojeni transforma¢niho pohledu ukézala se jako dalsi problém
oblast tzv. kli§é, kterd jsou z vybéru planovité vypusténa. Nechdme-li stranou vlastnf frek-
venéni podstatu kli§é, kterd nebyva dostatecné docenovéna a kterd se odhadem uréuje jen
velmi nespolehlivé (o tom autorka ml&i), je tu rozpor i v samém pojeti vécném. Jako klisé
autorka chdpe (s. 49) takovd pfirovnani, kterd nejsou podle jejtho pojeti jednotkami jazy-
Kka (jako ostatni pfirovndni), ale mluvy, a presto jsou reprodukovatelna (v urcité sfére spo-
lecenské komunikace). Reprodukovatelnost je vSak zakladni vlastnosti jednotek systémo-
vych, nikoli textovych. Neni jasné, jak tuto rozpornou predstavu, smésujici jak langue
a parole, tak synchronii a diachronii, dokdzala autorka bez potiZi aplikovat pri vybéru kligé.
Ani dalsi charakteristika véc neobjasniuje, spiSe naopak. K1i$é maji vznikat jako individudl-
ni tvuréi akt (prostfedek) k individudlni charakterizaci jevu, priznaku apod. Mé-li tu autor-
ka na mysli diachronii, pak je tfeba takovy individuélni akt, zprvu neustdleny, predpokladat
u viech frazému (a nejen u nich), a neni tedy pro kli$é nijak specificky. A co se minf ,,indi-
vidudlni charakterizaci*, neni jasné, uvdzime-li, Zze béZnou komunikaci charakterizuje pravé
poteba v ruzném smyslu individualizovat. Tak vyrazy oznalené jako kli§é, napr. priviica
kato magnit, raboti kato automat, se — pres uvedenou snahu odlisit je — nijak od prirovnan{
jako celku nelisi.

Jde tu zfeteln€ o problém vagnich Kritérii obecné, specificky v8ak o nedislednosti v pri-
stupu synchronnim. De Saussure své pojeti jazykového stavu, na kterém synchronie spoci-
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vé, sice nedovedl do tak exaktni formulace, jak by si leckdo dnes pfdl, ani pozdéji vsak
nebylo nijak vyznamné zpresnéno (zdd se to nemozné); a tak se uziva dosti volné a s pri-
hliZenim k synchronnimu kolisdni (dynamismu), o kterém mluvil uz V. Mathesius, kdyz
uvaZoval o potencidlnosti jazykovych jevi. Neznamend to vSak, Ze lze relativni pojeti hra-
nic synchronie relativizovat ad libitum. Proto jsou vy$e zminéna kligé bud reprodukovatel-
n4, a tedy souddsti synchronie a jejtho systému, anebo jsou individudlni, prileZitostn4, a tedy
celondrodné nezndmd, neustalend, a proto i nereprodukovatelnd. Zda jsou soucasti diachro-
nie smérem do minulosti (archaismy apod.) nebo do budoucnosti (neologismy), je tieba stu-
dovat dale. Ustupek diachronii viak predstavuje ve slovniku i dali{ typ pfirovnani, o kterém
se mluvi v klasifikaci podle historické perspektivy (s. 75-76), chitdr kato inglizin (doslova
»chytry jako Angli¢an®), oznaovany jako zastaraly; autorka ho jesté radi do pasivniho
slovniku. I pro oblast idiomatiky a frazeologie tudiZ plati rigorézni poZadavek, aby se dodr-
Zoval synchronnfi piistup. To mé své dusledky — nejen pro vybér materidlu — i pro dals{ otdz-
ky, zvl4sté pro analyzu vyznamu (srov. 2.4).

2.1 Pfirovndni md ve slovnikové &ésti sledované bulharské prace tyto souddsti: a) lemma,
b) valenci, ¢) zkratku podle piislusnosti k stylové roviné a emocionalné expresivni charak-
teristiky nebo nafe¢niho ptvodu, d) stru¢ny vyklad vyznamu, e) exemplifikaci.

Zastoupeni jednotlivych sloZek se muze lisit, vZdy pfitomnd je pouze sloZka prvni a &tvr-
td, ostatni mohou chybét. U hojnych vyrazi néfecnich se vidy uddvd oznaleni ndfedi,
vyklad a exemplifikace se v8ak vypoustéji. V lemmatu, které za¢ind zpravidla slovem fun-
gujicim jako tertium comparationis, se oznacuji i varianty. Zde (stejné jako v rad¢ dal$ich
praci) vadi neduslednost, s jakou se li$i varianty syntagmatické od paradigmatickych,
tj. varianty projevujici se v zdsadé bud ve zméné rozsahu frazému, nebo v zdméné jeho
komponentu. Dusledky takovych variant jsou jak pro chovani, tak vyznam frazému odli$né;
oboji se vSak oznacuje zdvorkou, srov. stoja (sedja) kato ddrvo, Zldtvam (se)/Zldtna (se) kato
limon, pro &ast paradigmatickych variant se v§ak uzivd i lomitka, jak je vidét z posledniho
prikladu. Oznadeni valence, a to pouze objektové, je velmi fidké, spiSe vyjimecné; nekdy je
naznacena jen ve vykladu (napf. s. 176). Valence subjektova se pritom explicitné neoznacu-
je. Vzhledem k neexistenci infinitivu bylo tfeba v bulhar$tiné volit jinou reprezentativni
formu slovesa; ve slovniku je to predevsim 1. 0s. sg. préz. a v pripadé vécnych subjekti téZ
3. 0s. sg. nebo pl. AvSak takto naznacend valence (subjektovd) ma daleko do spolehlivého
popisu vSech moznych prfipadu tzu. Je-li totiZ mozné jeden frazém uZit v 1. os. sg., nezna-
mend to automaticky, Ze ho lze uzit i v dalSich osobdch, zvl. ve 3. os., cozZ se tu zvolenym
zdznamem nechténé implikuje.

Sémanticka glosa je spiSe orientacni a o vlastnim vyznamu pak specificky nevypovida
obvykle nic. Misty se zd4, jako by jejim cilem bylo jen ruznd prirovndni svést vzdy do jedné
synonymni skupiny, kterd ma spole¢nou sémantickou charakteristiku, srov. zfetelné odli§nd
hesla mil mi e kato na decata prdckata (tojagata), mil mi e kato na kuceto kalta, mil mi
e kato na ovcete vilka aj.; vSechna maji jedinou pozndmku ,,neni mi nijak mily*. , Jedno-
slovné“ lexikografii je prece davno zfejmé, Ze u synonym je tieba vedle poukazu na rysy
spole¢né vytknout i rysy rozdilné a zabranit tak ztotoZnéni (které je pouze malokdy
mozné); neni proto jasné, pro¢ neni tato zdsada uplatiiovana i ve frazeologii. Nejvice mista

je v hesle vénoviano exemplifikaci celondrodnich pfirovnéni (az 90 % rozsahu hesla); obsa-
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huji zpravidla vice vét ziskanych z literatury (fidce dotvarela priklady i sama autorka, ne-
uvadi v8ak, ve kterych pripadech).

2.2 Je ziejmé, Ze o funkci pfirovndni, at’ syntaktické ¢i komunikativni, se uZivatel z hesla
mnoho nedovi jinak neZ nepfimo z exemplifikace. Uvédomime-li si vSak, jak selektivni
a individudlné omezend je funkce kazdého frazému, pak uvddéné piiklady mohou, jsou-li
Stastné vybrany, ilustrovat nanejvyse jen a z&dsti vizus typicky (Casto vSak i netypicky) —
nikoliv tedy tplny. Cizinci pak uZ vubec neni jasné nejen to, které z prikladd md povaZovat
za typické, ale i co uz dané prirovndni funkéné nepfipousti, napf. uZiti v nékterém modu,
negaci, pasivu apod. Otdzka funkce je velmi duleZita (a nejen pro cizince) a je jasné, Ze
bez prihlédnuti k ni nelze odpovédné popsat ani vlastni sémantiku.

Silny duraz kladeny na exemplifikaci na tikor ostatnich 4sti pfirovndni je ovSem sporny
jeSté jinak. Pfi selektivni pestrosti dzu frazému nelze predpoklddat, Ze se tento tzus tplné
zachyti excerpci, byt’ seberozsahlejsi. Jde-li o fizus typicky, pak je tieba excerpované pii-
klady lexikograficky standardizovat, tj. zbavit autorskych variant, sémantickych posunt,
zvlastnosti apod. Déle 1ze pochybovat o tom, zda literatura, tedy Zénr prevdzné psany
(a v Cestin€ navic stéle jesté prevazné spisovny), dokdZe zachytit to, co je v prvni fadé domé-
nou dzu mluveného, jak ostatné pripousti i autorka. Predstava tzv. dobrého autora, u slov-
nikdfu dffve béZnd, zde je tedy silné narusena, predev§im vzhledem k reprezentativnosti
toho, co dokéze autor z jazyka zachytit (srov. zde i praxi ¢eského frazeologického slovniku,
Slovnik..., 1983, s. 15-17; Cermdk 1978, s. 50-51). Vedle prosté syntaktické funkce je vSak
tfeba uvazovat u kazdého frazému i o jeho funkci komunikativni, napf. na pozadi mluv-
nich akta a z hlediska zastoupeni toho ¢i onoho druhu pfizna&né pragmatické slozky (srov.
Cermdk 1985). Tato otdzka vSak neni dosud uspokojivé vyfeSena ani u béznych slovnikii
vykladovych.

2.3 Zietelnou slabinou stavby prirovnavaciho hesla recenzovaného bulharského slovniku je
jeho slozka defini¢ni, pokud vibec jesté lze — pfi védomé rezignaci na bliZ§i rozliSovéni
vyznamu — o definici mluvit. Vyklad vyznamu je tudiZ, jak vyplyva z pfikladi uvedenych
vyse (2.1), shodny pro vice vyrazi a k individualizaci hesel neprispiva. Je to pfistup kupo-
divu rozsifeny i jinde, jako by cilem slovniku nebyla (relativni) individualizace jeho
hesel, ale naopak jakasi kolektivizace ¢i synonymizace. UZ jen z hlediska rozsahu je
vyklad obvykle krat$i nez vlastni lemma. Pfi sloZitosti idiomatického vyznamu to nuti
k zamysleni nad smyslem a cilem zpracovaného souboru: Jde jen o glosovany soupis (hes-
145), nebo o slovnik?

Hlavni problém vsak tkvi podle naseho nizoru jinde. Frazém je specificky utvar se spe-
cifickou funkci, je vSak predevsim specifickym pojmenovanim, jehoZ dlohu v komunikaci
je tieba vystihnout, nikoli obchdzet. K jeho vyrazné specifi¢nosti v tomto sméru patii to, ze
jeho udzus a funkce maji ndpadnou pragmatickou slozku, kterou 1ze zpravidla dobre vystih-
nout jako komunikativni reakci na podnét zcela uréitého druhu a za uréitych podminek.
V praxi to znamend, Ze pro uspokojivé zachyceni sémantiky je tfeba vedle odstinéné defi-
nice (s vytéenim typického jadra i moZnych hlavnich potencialit, ve frazeologii velmi dule-
Zitych) nabidnout i popis, zdznam typického kontextu, piislusného podnétu uziti, okolnos-
tf a dalSich vztahu, pokud jsou zfejmé (srov. praxi ¢eskou, Slovnik..., 1983, s. 18-19).
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2.4 Podstatnou &4st kapitoly o vyznamu (v teoretickém oddilu) vénuje autorka staronové
problematice motivovanosti vyznamu ttvaru prostiednictvim jeho komponentu, o niZ jiZ
uvazovala v souvislosti s roz§ifenim pristupu k vybéru materialu (srov. 1.1). Vedle — v pod-
stat€ diachronni (a zjednoduSené) — &dsti o zpusobech sémantického prehodnocovani, a tedy
idiomatice volného spojeni (rozezndva jen podobnost, intenzifikaci a ironii), je to jedina
sémantickd klasifikace pfirovnan{ jako dtvaru, kterd se tu Ctendri nabizi (tematickou klasifi-
kaci probird autorka zvlast). Opét se opakuji staré a mepresveéd¢ivé argumenty o trech
stupnich motivace (pInéd prahlednost, ¢dsteénd motivovanost a nemotivovanost), poplatné
V. V. Vinogradovovi a dal§im. Nejvice pozornosti vénuje autorka tzv. pIn€ pruhlednym pfi-
rovndnim, kterd se snaZi opravnéné — proti svym predchudkynim — rehabilitovat a zdavod-
nit tak jejich zafazeni do vyberu. Zd4 se vsak, jako by autorka sama citila problemati¢nost
takového déleni; nejspornéjsi a nejobtiznéjsi typ ¢aste¢né motivace veelku prechézi a nesna-
Z{ se ho ani naplnit priklady.

V ¢em je podstata tohoto problému ve frazeologii? JakoZto obecny problém ho lze uka-

zat i na CeSting, a to u kteréhokoliv strukturniho typu frazému. Napf. se béZné argumentuje
tim, Ze je to zretelny rozdil mezi frazémy typu
a) mluvit bez obalu, prijit s prosikem, mit chlubné plice a typu
b) varit z vody, byt v hdji, mit namdle,
a Ze je tudiZ muZeme takto klasifikovat. Frazémy typu a) obsahuji tidajné komponent s pii-
mou, vlastni a individudln{ denotaci i vyznamem (mluvit, prijit, chlubny), kdezto frazémy typu
b) nikoliv. Typ a) je tudiZ uréovén jako Caste¢né motivovany, a proto sémanticky a de facto
i formdlné dekomponovatelny. Takovéto uvazovani v8ak neni podle naseho ndzoru spravné
ani dusledné. Vydélime-li uvedené komponenty, zistanou ndm zddnlivé vice & méné samo-
statné utvary typu bez obalu, s prosikem a chlubné plice, coZ jako by uvedené déleni podpo-
rovalo. Av§ak uz napt. vyraz bez obalu neni v sou¢asné ¢estin€ v dané funkci a smyslu regist-
rovan v jiném ustdleném spojeni (frazému) nez v citovaném a ve vyrazu rict néco bez obalu
(jinak jde o homonymum s doslovnym spojenim bez obalu); samostatnou existenci v jazyce
nemd. O statutu monokolokabilniho slova prosik, které nelze povazovat senso strictu ani za
slovo, uz bylo psano difve (Cermdk 1982, s. 107-210; Filipec — Cermdk 1985, s. 173n.
a 182n.), jeho existence je vylu¢né podminéna pevnym sousedstvim predlozky s.

Vyraz chlubné plice 1ze nékdy chdpat jako relativné samostatnou nominalizaci k verbdlni-
mu frazému; je tedy tfeba napred analyzovat tento vyraz, nikoli verbélni frazém. Ani zde v§ak
komponent chlubny nelze bez problému vydélit. Pfifadime-li idiomu aspon zhruba vyznam
,,schopnost nebo zdliba se chlubit nebo byt chlubny* apod. a korelujeme-li ho se sémantikou
adjektivniho komponentu (,,chlubny, chlubivy*), pak by mélo vychazet, Ze pro zbytek bude
platit plice = ,,schopnost nebo zéliba“. K takovému chybnému zdvéru dojdeme, dovedeme-li
snahu o jednostranné hleddni motivace do konce. Na jedné strané (sice) zdanlivé dospivame
k motivaci, na druhé strané vSak zdroven vytvarime netstrojny zbytek (torzo) frazému, ktery
nelze z Zadného hlediska ur¢it ani obhajit. Déleni v neurcité a neurditelné ¢asti neni déle-
nim. Zéroven jsme v8ak tim prekrocili defini¢ni kdnon samé podstaty idiomu, postulujici vzdy
celistvou, integrdlni sémantiku, kterou nelze synchronné a pravidelné rozklidat.

Obé uvedend adverbia jsou zavazna. Statutu takového rozkladu z hlediska synchronie se
ve frazeologii dosud pozornost nevénovala; z nabizenych analyz a tivah je asto ziejmé, Ze
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se jejich autor nepripustné (nechténé) uchyluje k diachronnii, a to obvykle s poukazem na
to, jaké sémantické poméry ,,musely“ ve frazému platit ve stadiu jeho idiomatizace, tedy
dfive, v diachronii. A pokud by se mohlo zdat, Ze napt. uvedené spojeni chlubné plice je Fad-
nym, pravidelnym spojenim, jednoduchy komuta¢ni test nds snadno presveéd¢i, Ze to je kom-
binace synchronné anomaélni, a tedy i libovolné neopakovatelnd (tim se ov§em nevylucuje
ptipadny vznik dal§itho, nového frazému nékdy v budoucnosti), srov. *chlubnd hlava,
*chlubnd usta, *chlubny mozek apod. (druhy pripad jako neustdleny je moZny).

Statut motivovanosti idiomu a frazému zustdva tudiZ z metodologickych divodu proza-
tim nejasny. Jisté v8ak je, Ze dosavadni pokusy, snaZici se polovicaté a jednostranné uréo-
vat motivaci za pouZiti tradi¢nich pristupt, selhdvaji, a to opét na zdsadnim nedostatku
analogie a v jiném smyslu i duslednosti. Idiom nelze zaroven rozkliadat a pritom trvat na
tom, Ze ma zustat cely. Pokud bychom pfesto chtéli zde na pojmu motivace trvat, pak lze
jisté souhlasit s kvazimotivaci (stejné jako kvazitransformaci apod.), ale tim se opét dost4-
vame zpdtky k anomalii. Motivaci v béZném smyslu (tj. pravidelnou, opfenou o analogii
a pravidla) tu vSak zatim nelze prokdzat. A techniky k pfimému uchopeni anomélie ndim
dosud chybéji; 1ze dokonce pochybovat, zda jejich hleddni md vibec smysl.

Okrajovou pozornost vénuje autorka v sémantické kapitole i dals{ Casto diskutované otaz-
ce — modelovosti frazému. Jeji pritakdni modelovosti pri tvofeni frazému z volného spojeni
(vychazi z pojeti Mokijenkova 1980, s. 40) je vSak ponekud rezervované (podotykd, Ze neni
automatickd). Opét je zfejmé, Ze zduraznime-li v pojeti frazému jedine¢nou konjunkci pomé-
ru syntagmatickych a paradigmatickych, coZ je nutné, pak na drovni individuélniho frazému
(idiomu) je absurdni mluvit o néjaké modelovosti. Avak ani poukaz na zddnlivou mode-
lovost (strukturnich) typu, tiid frazémt neni bez problému. Hlavni ndmitkou proti prejeti
modelovosti tu je nesamoziejmost, neprediktabilnost, a tedy nedostatek bézné analogie v tvo-
feni. Pokud bychom tedy modelovost chtéli hledat napf. na drovni struktury verbum — sub-
stantivum (v evropskych jazycich nejvice zatizené idiomy), méli bychom analogicky mluvit
o ni i u tvofen{ slov (kde se radéji mluvi o typu, srov. Dokulil 1962, s. 69n.), u univerbizace,
rustu slovni polysémie atd.; a to se béZné a ze stejnych duvodu nedéld.

2.5 Za klad bulharské sbirky lze povaZovat i to, Ze se — at’ uz z toho ¢i onoho duvodu —
nesnaZzi pfirovndni analyzovat syntakticky. S ojedinélymi zminkami o syntaxi lze souhlasit,
pokud se tykaji syntaktické funkce prirovnani jako celku.

Otazka syntaktickych vztahu a syntaktického popisu frazému je natolik oZzehava, Ze
se ji vétsina frazeologl prosté vyhyba. Ani syntaktikové nejevi velkou chut’ se do této pro-
blematiky poustét; standardni syntaktické popisy frazeologické priklady zieteIné obcha-
zeji. A to je jisté v éfe, v niZ syntax v lingvistice dominuje, resp. doneddvna dominovala,
zv1astni a sveddi to zrejmé o tom, Ze tu snad je néco az piili§ problematického, na¢ teorie
zatim nestaci. Je to mozné chdpat i jako uznani platnosti zasadniho argumentu, Ze neplati
béZna, a tedy i syntakticka pravidla pravidelného jazyka v jazyce nepravidelném, ve fra-
zeologii a idiomatice.

Samoziejmy, az bandlni pfedpoklad — Casto nebyvd vibec vyslovovdn — je pevna (zna-
kovd) vazba mezi formou a vyznamem libovolného komponentu pri jakékoliv syntaktic-
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ké operaci. P¥i jejim poruseni mame co délat bud's ,.&istou* formdlni syntaxi bez vyznamu,
anebo se sémanticko-sémiotickou kombinatorikou bez formy, pokud je vibec moZnd. Pri-
jmeme-li platnost teze, Ze sémantiku idiomu nelze dekomponovat, protoZe patii na tro-
ven vstupnich dat hloubkové struktury (srov. dvahy o motivaci, 2.4), pak musime od
dekomponovani upustit i pfi zamyslené syntaktické analyze poméru uvnitf idiomu, &imz
upoustime od analyzy samé (pov§imnéme si pfitom i toho, Ze komponent chlubny a v§znam
,»chlubit se“ si v prikladu uvedeném vyse slovnédruhové neodpovidaji). Kazdy syntaktic-
ky vztah, at’ uz v jakémkoliv referenénim ramci, predpoklada vZidy mnohostrannou
a rekurentni vazbu (Zasto operacionalisticky pojatou) ke vztahum dal$im (srov. subjekt —
objekt pii pasivizaci, formdlni vyjadfeni valence na objektu, schopnost objektu apod. pfiji-
mat atribut aj.). Nic z toho ve frazeologii neplati pravidelné, a tedy neni pravidelné ani pre-
diktabilni (Cermédk 1982, s. 42n. a 181n.).

Obcas se ovSem objevi vyjimky, které vSak Ize obvykle chdpat jako nechtény lapsus ze
strany syntaktiku. N. Chomsky v poslednich letech idiomiim pozornost sice nevénuje, ale
jeho Zéci se jimi zabyvaji v pracich vznikajicich za jeho pfimého vedeni. Jednim z nich je
A. P. Marantz, ktery ve své praci o gramatickych vztazich (1984) na Chomského (1982)
primo navazuje. V dvahédch o tom, Ze idiomy vznikaji generovanim z logicko-syntaktické
roviny do syntaktické povrchové struktury (s. 7, 23, 27), mluvi o tom, Ze napf. ,,objektové
idiomy jsou kombinacemi verba plus objektu* a mezi jeho komponenty vidi normaln{ gra-
maticky vztah (funkci). Kdyz pak ma vylozit, jaky je vztah mezi idiomy throw a party
(,;,udélat mejdan®), throw a fit (,,dostat zachvat®) &i kill a bottle (,,ztrestat flasku*) a pravi-
delnym spojenim throw a baseball (,hodit baseballovy mic*) a kill a cockroach (,,zabit
§vaba“), nedokaze nabidnout nic nez mlhavou poznidmku o ,,uréitém vlaknu vyznamu*,
které ,,vaze* tato uZiti kill v sobé* (s. 25-26). Pokusime-li se zpfesnit a zjistit, co se za onim
,»vldknem vyznamu“ (thread of meaning) skryva, zjistujeme, Ze je to jen faleSna analogie
a snaha hledat motivovanost tam, kde synchronni motivace chybi. Jeho pfistup je pouze
variantou pristupu rozebiraného vyse (2.4); jednak idiom rozkliada, jednak se pokousi
uchopit neuchopitelné v domnéni, Ze tu néjaky vyznam je.

Aby takovy vyznam mohl existovat, musel by totiz byt, jako vSechno pravidelné
v jazyce, rekurentni, coZ neni, srov. *kill a mug, *kill a glass, *kill a decanter, *kill a cask
atd. (tj. *zabit hrnek/sklenici/karafu/sud), kde uz se analogicky zopakovat nemuZe, tfebaZe
jde o analogické kontexty (na rozdil od pravidelného vyznamu, ktery by toho musel byt scho-
pen). Domnély vyznam (komponentu) tudiZ neexistuje (a proto od néj také nevede ,,vyzna-
mové vldkno* k pravidelnému vyznamu slova kill), existuje pouze (jediny) idiom jako celek,
ktery ho obsahuje. Zd4 se, Ze pravé v takovém nedomysleném kvazisyntaktickém pristupu
mohl vzniknout i onen nepfijatelny pojem vyznamu (tj. vyznamu komponentu) ,.frazeolo-
gicky vazaného“, bé7ny v nékterych priruckdch. Marantz zde operuje jen s formou, ale
uréovat v prazdné, viznamu zbavené formé objekt, predikit apod. je absurdni. Konec-
né i jeho chdpani procesu generovani je v daném kontextu problematické a lze ho prijmout
jen jako mozné diachronni vysvétleni (o coZ lingvistim generativistim jisté nejde), v syn-
chronii takovéto generovani zadnou rekurentnost nema, a neni tedy generovanim.

2.6 K charakterizaci bulharské knihy o pfirovnanich zbyva jesté se struéné zminit o nékte-
rych dalSich vécech. Za diskutabilni Ize povaZovat to, Ze autorka pripousti, Ze néktera pri-
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rovnani existuji bez své levé strany, napt. kato nisto, kato sveta aj. Zvlastnost téchto vyra-
zU neni totiZ v tom, Ze levou stranu postradaji dplné, ale v tom, Ze je vyznamové znaéné §iro-
ké a zahrnuje celou (synonymni) tfidu slov, popf. i vice tfid — nikoliv v§ak vSechny (pak by
§lo o pouhou formdln{ valenci Siroké kategoridlni povahy). Tuto situaci lze feSit tedy napf.
tak, Ze se vytkne — s prislu§snym upozornénim — hyperonymum celé tfidy, srov. ¢eskou
praxi (Slovnik..., 1983, s. 226-227 apod.): Fict néco jako nic (a implicite dals{ verba dicen-
di), udeélat néco jako nic (a napr. verba faciendi snist, napsat, vzit aj.), vedle pouze indivi-
duélniho tvdrit se jako nic (kde tvdril se nezastupuje Zddnou tiidu dal$ich verb) atd. Zabra-
ni se tak opét, vedle dalSich véci, nemoznému &i neustdlenému, a tedy nefrazeologickému
tzu (u Ceského prikladu napt. *zezelenat jako nic aj.).

Zvl14stni problém v bulharském slovniku predstavuje mechanické razeni hesel podle
prvniho komponentu, které je pro nestabilnost a variabilitu levé strany pfirovnani i slovo-
sledné komplikace nespolehlivé. Autorka tento nedostatek z<&4sti vyvazila zvlastnim rejstri-
kem, kde jsou hesla razena podle pevného komparata; to by bylo v hlavnim slovniku faze-
ni jisté vhodnéjsi.

Z poslednich kapitol teoretické Edsti knihy zaujme predevsim informace, Ze na devade-
sit procent bulharskych prirovnini se vztahuje k ¢lovéku, coZ dobie koresponduje se
zjisténim Ceskym. Pripojené dvahy o klasifikaci podle vyznamu komponenti &i podle téma-
tu jsou jen ilustrativni a materidl nevyCerpdvaji.

3. Posuzovand prace o bulharskych prirovnénich je pfedev§im cennou a zfejmé reprezenta-
tivni sbirkou materidlovou (az na vypusténd kli§é), tieba je tirovni nabizené informace poné-
kud chudsi a zaméfend tradi¢né. Uvedené nedostatky nebrani tomu, aby bulharské verej-
nosti dobfe poslouzila. Sympatickd je na ni snaha vyrovnat se odpovédné s jazykovymi
fakty, tj. frazémy (i mluvenymi), a to v zdsadé synchronnim zpusobem, navzdory tradici
doméci. Teoretickd vychodiska prace, rozebirana zde ponckud $ife, nez je zvykem, méla
poslouzit zdroven jako zédklad k ilustraci nékterych tendenci a problému v soucasné frazeo-
logii. Zda se, Ze nedorfeSenost ¢i spornost nékterych otizek obecné se promitala predevsim

z Xz

do teoretické Casti knihy, kterou jsme podrobili analyze.

Summary
Current Problems of Phraseology and Idiomatics
and Their Reflection in Dictionaries

Against the background of a recent Bulgarian dictionary of similes Ustojcivite sravnenija v balgarskija
ezik (Izd. na Bélgarskata akademija na naukite, Sofija) by V. Kjuvlieva-MiSajkova, some basic problems
of phraseology are discussed. Though the author basically abandons the perennial dogma of Russian
linguists, starting with V. V. Vinogradov, that idioms can be classified on the basis of their meaning into
several types, she still sticks to the semantic criterion of metaphoricity both in her selection of similes
and their treatment. Thus, upholding this criterion, it is not clear what has been left out of consideration
while selecting data for her dictionary. Another drawback to be found in the data selection is an a priori
refusal to include clichés in the body of her dictionary, without any good reason. Moreover, as there
is always a lot of subjective views to be found in clichés’ delimitation, one would expect that this has
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become the author’s working limitation. It is a kind of paradox that she refuses to consider them for
inclusion because they seem to her to be phenomena of text only (as in privii¢a kato magnit); because
of their currency the very opposite seems to be true.

In the dictionary’s lemma, some of its items call for comment. On the one hand, the idiom’s
transformations are usefully distinguished from its variants. On the other hand, syntagmatic variants
need to be separated from the paradigmatic ones, too, and this is not the case here. The simile’s
meaning, deserving a specific treatment on a par with any good dictionary at least, is reduced, however,
to a mere brief gloss, which is quite general and may be true of a whole class of other expressions.
Similar, rather superficial, attention is paid to the simile’s function which one has to decipher from the
examples only. Moreover, should the dictionary represent standard use, the examples should reflect
this, being standardised, too, i.e. used without interfering textual and authors’ variation. There is no
information given on the simile’s pragmatics, either.

It is not clear to what extent the author has applied, in her dictionary, tripartite semantic division
of similes according to degrees of motivation that she mentions in a separate study; this problematic,
originally Russian, approach mentioned above, does not seem to be so easily abandoned. In defending
this, one has to be consequent: while he/she seems to be able to decompose an idiom in one part only
(as in Czech miluvit bez obalu where mluvit seems to be separable), he/she has to account for the rest
of the idiom, too. That is, however, never done in such an approach. Hence, this seemingly partial
analysis (or, to put differently, partial motivation) is no analysis at all as it always stops halfway. The
same problem keeps coming back in similar (and futile) attempts, such as chlubné plice and a vague
speculation of a possible relation of chlubny and chlubit se does not yield a full semantic analysis. In
a final analysis, synchrony and diachrony are mixed up here. One cannot insist on the idiom’s integrity
trying, at asme the time, to cut it up.

Another general objection may be raised against the notion of model formation of idioms, popular
with some linguists. Not only does this notion denies the idiom’s specific character, suggesting that it
may be multiplied ad libitum, but there is no proof, yet again, given that it is a viable one.

If one accepts that the idiom may not be semantically decomposed and analysed, it follows that,
likewise, no syntactic analysis of it is possible; that, too, is not based on any analogy. Following
Chomsky, A. P. Marantz (1984, pp. 27, 7, 23) says that “object idioms are combinations of verb plus
noun”, seeing normal syntactic relations here. If confronted, however, with a necessity to account for
the idiomatic throw a party and throw a fit on the one hand and regular expression such as throw
a baseball, he has nothing more to offer by way of explanation than there is “a certain thread of
meaning”. This kind of a vague and undefinable remark (what does certain and thread exactly mean?),
where contrary to his intention to stick to syntax he switches over to semantics instead, does not prove
anything; there is only a false analogy to be found here. For such explanation to be able to hold, a solid
analogy holding for a number of analogous cases must exist, but there is none to be found here. As
there is no analogy to be detected in a number of recurrent identical processes here, there is no
justification in seeing a generative process here either.
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On the Identification of Idioms

(Vyslo jen Spanélsky jako Identificacién de las expresiones idiométicas v Léxico
y fraseologia, eds. Juan de Dios L. Durdn, Antonio Pamies Bertran, 1998, p. 1-18.)

1. Idioms and Idiomatics (Phraseology)

Many years devoted to research in many places have revealed a large number of often
widely different views as to what phraseology and idiomatics are about. Both terms,
sometimes interchangeable, sometimes different, as well as the fields they cover, have been
defined in many ways; the same may also be said of their units, that is, the idiom and
phraseme, and of the criteria that are assumed to constitute them. Some approaches
concentrate, in part at least, on the form of idioms, others are more semantic, while
functional aspects are generally overlooked, unless one elects to view some of the
conclusions arrived at by transformationalists as functional (cf. Fraser 1970, Chafe 1968).
Yet none of these approaches is devoid of serious shortcomings.

1.1 Criteria for Idioms

Sometimes it is possible to discern a specific meaning in the components of phrasal units
of all kinds. Here it is fairly safe to adhere to one of the most favoured semantic approaches
to idioms, based on the fact that their meaning is not amenable to analysis, decomposition; the
meaning of their component parts is not additive (that is, the sum of their meanings is not
amenable to analysis because these meanings do not add up to the semantic total of the idioms
as a whole).! However, any attempt to explain in this way such components as are semantically
depleted and devoid of any distinct meaning runs into trouble, as in the case of

(1) beyond my ken : ken
at somebody’s behe st : behest

or that of such prepositional idioms as
(2) as to (sb/sth)

The semantic criterion is no longer sufficient here. The two cases are rather different: one
points to a complete lack of meaning (as in ken) or, on the other hand, to a full presence of

a meaning (as in as o). Both cases limit, or nullify, the validity of the semantic approach,
based on semantic composition. It is clearly inconceivable to posit any kind of semantic

177

—



lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 St:rém?\F 178

additiveness, compositionality here, whether regular or irregular, of the component meanings
when one or other component is devoid of any meaning, as in (1). Attempts at discarding
cases containing such unique constituents as not idiomatic (among others Weinreich 1969,
p- 44) do not solve the problem of the identity of the idiom, nor do they contribute to the
desirable generality of a definition of ‘idiom’ that ought to cover all types. Indeed, this kind
of inconsistency is usually why the search for an overall, integrated view of the field and
discipline and the general substance of the idiom is abandoned. On the other hand, examples
such as (2) represent the opposite case: there may be little doubt that their meaning is
additive and also that no semantic transformation is involved.

Perhaps the second most frequent view of idioms, under whatever guise, is that which is
related to their transformational-syntactic deficiency, anomaly or restriction 2. Although this
approach undoubtedly seems to go to the heart of the matter and leaves hardly any type of
idiom unaccounted for, it is not satisfactory in a primary sense, required of any criterion: it
is not specific enough in that it embraces not only idioms but also many other perfectly
“normal” words which display a cluster of transformational deficiencies; consider, for
example, the impossibility of passive formation for such verbs as modals (can, must).
Whether this criterion can ever be tightened up so as to apply exclusively to idioms is
a matter for a further research.

It is hardly possible here to go into other criteria proposed in various schools or by
various scholars. On closer inspection they all produce unsatisfactory results, similar to
those above, being either too specific (and partial), or not specific enough. The situation is
somewhat paradoxical: linguists may recognize idiomatics and phraseology as a complex
and specialized field of study, as “a basic theoretical stumbling block” (Weinreich 1969,
p- 23), but they have only ever able to produce a handful of limited and often loose criteria
applicable only to selected cases or parts of the field. In order to arrive at the essence of
idioms and delimit their field, idiomatics, as a specialized discipline and branch of
linguistics dealing with a kind of phenomena not to be found elsewhere in language, an area-
specific and comprehensive theory is called for. Some of the protracted argument as to the
proper place of idiomatics within the scope of linguistics, as well as some insecurity as to
the adequacy and reliability of its current methods and insights, are direct consequences of
the present state of affairs.

The kind of problems likely to be encountered here requires a complex and
problem-sensitive treatment, starting from the point where all the relevant relations and
criteria, derived from the phenomena described, interact. To arrive at this, clear answers to
at least three principal questions are of primary methodological importance:

1: Is it possible to define the discipline of idiomatics by a configuration of familiar criteria,
valid elsewhere in language? Or is it necessary and/or possible to look for some other
specific criteria ? (autonomy of criteria).

2: Is the set of criteria to be applied specific to this field only? In other words, might it not
cover other areas of language as well? (specificity and non-substitutability of criteria).

3: Do the proposed criteria cover the field as a whole and not some segments of it only,
however large those segments might be? (adequacy of criteria).
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1.2 Syntagmatic and Paradigmatic Relations

In the following remarks, I propose to examine the problem of general criteria for the
idiom in the light and framework of what has been around for a long time. Specifically, I hope
to show that, despite a profusion of later concepts and theories, it is, somewhat paradoxically,
Ferdinand de Saussure (1916) who is still able, after eighty years or so, to provide us with
crucial insights. I shall also draw on a specific line in the development of his ideas by certain
other linguists, namely de Groot (1949), Firth (1957, p. 194-214), Halliday (1976, p. 73-83),
Gak (1972, p. 373-395) and others in the field of syntagmatic relations, and, above all,
Hjelmslev (1972 and 1970, p. 110), in the field of paradigmatic relations.

For the delimitation and description of idioms and their substance, a number of criteria
have been suggested. Of these I will list only those that have gained some currency, in some
schools at least, and claim to cover all types of idioms. Other criteria, though familiar, are
not considered here for a number of reasons: either they do not cover the field as a whole,
or they are too vague, or have turned out to be erroneous (such as the dictum that idioms are
peculiar to a people, they are not translatable, have a metaphorical or an expressive meaning
only, or they are simple equivalents of words). The nine features which follow may not be
entirely representative and, in their present form, they are certainly somewhat artificial in
that they are interconnected and partially overlapping. Thus an idiom is claimed:

A to be a combination of at least two words, that is, it has a discrete, analytical form (a generally

accepted view; its generality, though, is limited by those advocating the existence of idioms

on other levels, e.g. within word boundaries, compare, for example, Coates 1964),

to be a unique concatenation of its components (Chernysheva 1970),

to display a syntactic frozenness (Arkhangelskii 1964, p. 77, Fraser 1970 etc),

to be formed by such components the meanings of which do not add up to its integral meaning

(a generally held view; though, by implication, not accepted by, for example, Shmelev

(1973, p. 259-273), who does not concede the existence of unmotivated components),

E to require the presence of a bound or “re-evaluated (transformed)” meaning in a component

(Kunin 1972, s. 8 etc),

to be stable (in form and meaning), which, in turn, allows it to be reproduced at liberty

(a generally accepted view, see, for example, Rojzenzon 1973, p. 101-119),

G to have a nominative integrity which cannot be decomposed (Axmanova 1957, p. 169
and many others),

H to have an integral meaning (e.g. Machac¢ 1967, p. 137-149, Mokijenko 1980, 4 etc.),

I to contain a transformational deficiency, an anomaly (Chafe 1968, Fraser 1970 etc.).

caw

)

On closer inspection, it is not difficult to translate most of these and similar formulations,
some of which have already been mentioned above (in 1.2), into a broader framework of
(a) syntagmatic, or combinatorial features (views listed under A-E), and (b) paradigmatic,
or class features (views under F-I, at least in part). It has to be stressed, though, that it is
only their special interaction (of many types) which enables us to determine what is an
idiom. At the same time, a characteristic expression of this state of affairs is to be found in
some anomaly in the behaviour and structure of idioms. In both its behaviour and structure,
this anomaly (irregularity) is manifested along many different lines.
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By arguing that an idiom can neither be fully generated, nor is it amenable to certain
transformations, some generative linguists have said that, by the same token, from the
given bases (= components) and by the given rules it is not possible to derive an
idiom’s surface form and meaning. Both these aspects, that is, the bases and the rules,
are important. Either these componential bases themselves are not regular (this appears
to be the less frequent case), or it is the generative and transformational rules that do
not hold here. However, most of analyses stop at this point and linguists seem to be
content with the idiom viewed as being somehow exceptional, anomalous, or irregular.
In consequence, a special idiom vocabulary is posited, viewed as an inventory of
ready-made, not decomposable expressions (e.g. Weinreich 1969, p. 73) which cannot be
generated.?

The discipline of idiomatics is quite young and as such it has had to go through a difficult
and often contradictory set of stages, marked by a plurality of often synonymous labels used
for the same concepts, each attributable to particular competing theories and the reference
frameworks used within them. In an attempt to translate some of the terms used into broader
ones, it may be useful to point out that not even the generative conclusions mentioned above
were, in fact, new in their substance, and that they can be correlated with the much earlier
insights of de Saussure. He, too, had spoken about locutions toutes faites as belonging to the
language system (de Saussure 1816, p. 148), and thus illustrated the idea that they are not
formed, generated by any combination for and in parole.

This is, without a doubt, important. Yet, against the intellectual background of those of
his contemporaries and predecessors who also paid attention to idioms, and some long
before him (e.g. Paul 1880), it does not seem to be particularly new. Perhaps also because
of this, any attention paid to de Saussure in this respect unfortunately stopped at that isolated
remark and was subsequently transferred to his former student and younger colleague,
Charles Bally (Bally 1905). Thus this has become another instance of forgotten priority and
of interpreting things outside their original framework, a peculiar misfortune, also in many
other respects, of de Saussure’s theories ever since his time.

The cornerstone of de Saussure’s view of language is the concept of relation
(rapport) and opposition, which he felt existed everywhere, and it is out of their types
and configurations that everything else grows. For de Saussure, the language system
(langue) is a totality of facts, interconnected by a network of relations, syntagmatic and
paradigmatic (the latter were originally called associative in his work), including what
today would be called generative rules. Hence any configuration of signs, especially
a textual one (i.e. a structure, form etc.), was, for him, based in principle on such
relations. This is also why he once pointed out that in speech (langage) there is no
single thing that would exist in one term only, in isolation (Engler 1967, p. 264)*
and called this a “final law”, though this formulation never entered traditional editions
of his Cours.

Because de Saussure had to see idioms as complex formations where such relations were

neutralized and frozen, he inevitably had, in consequence, to view idioms as integral
language facts and classify them as part of the language system.
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Since the appearance of the critical edition (Engler 1967 et seq.), containing the actual
manuscript notes on which the canonical form of his Cours is based, it has been noticed that
most of the examples of idioms in the book were supplied by the editors, Charles Bally and
Alfred Sechehaye, and it has been suggested that de Saussure never paid any attention to
idioms at all. But this conclusion, which seems to follow from the Engler edition, is far from
correct. It is true that the editors did add most of these examples to the canonical edition of
1916 themselves, but what they in fact did — no doubt with justification — was a mere
extrapolation of the de Saussure’s general remarks, well within the spirit of his theories and
intentions. That he did have the issue on his mind and had given it some thought is revealed
by the following recorded remark (accorded to E. Constantin, see Engler, ibid., p. 284): “In
any case, there are also syntagms to be found among the facts belonging to language
(= langue).” However, his sole illustration of the point was an example from morphology
(derivation) example. Yet de Saussure did say, at the same time, something of much greater
importance, which his editors left out completely, altering the passage concerned: “Among
other things there are numerous sentences which are ready-made for the language” (Engler
ibid.)>. It makes one wonder whether this statement, had it been sufficiently familiar to
linguists before, might not have brought to an end the long discussion for and against the
inclusion of propositional, that is, sentential, idioms into idiomatics.

This short excursion into history is meant as a background to much that follows below
and as a counterpoint to the current view of the discipline as being, in its principles,
associated with Charles Bally only. If de Saussure had not elaborated his thoughts further,
while Bally did, this does not mean that Bally was not influenced by de Saussure. But the
main point of the argument lies elsewhere, in the adequacy and suitability of the general
theory of language, as proposed by de Saussure, to the particular field of idioms.

I implied above that the existence of idioms is to be viewed as a special, anomalous
case of interdependence and a function of both syntagmatic and paradigmatic
relations. It is necessary, when studying idioms, to take into account both their internal and
external syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations as manifested, above all, in the structure of
idioms, their function and class membership respectively. However, I shall, in the following,
concentrate almost entirely on their internal relationships, that is, on the relations between
the components and the whole. Moreover, I shall limit the scope of these remarks to the
traditional sphere of collocational, that is, non-sentential idioms only (for other types, see
also Cermék 1982, Filipec — Cermak 1986).

2. Idioms: A Structural Approach

2.1 Paradigmatic Aspects of Idioms

Let us first turn to the paradigmatic aspects of the components kith, spick and umbrage
in the following English idioms:

(3) kith and kin “friends and relations” : kith
s pick and span “clean and tidy” : spick
(4) give umbrage, take umbrage atsth : umbrage
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In these examples, anyone sufficiently familiar with the English language becomes
readily aware of a striking distributional restriction of the above-mentioned components. In
the first case (3), the form kith an spick are attested only for their particular idiom and are
thus effectively their sole mode of existence in the language. In the second (4), the form
umbrage occurs in two instances only, in give umbrage “offend someone by suspecting or
disregarding him” and in its transformational correlative take umbrage at “feel offended and
disregarded by”. There is no other way in which these forms can be used, or vice versa, how
they can be understood, beyond the particular expressions in which they are found, which
may in turn be viewed, in a sense, as their specific contexts.

2.2 Collocational Paradigms: the Syntagmatic Aspect

Even in a very superficial approach, the examples above (2.1) evince some of their
syntagmatic aspects. Let us note some others.

In the light of de Saussure’s dictum that there is nothing that consists in a single term in
speech, the nature of the lexical classes (paradigms) underlying these forms stands out as
rather peculiar and unusual. There seem to be at least two types of classes involved here.
The first has already been hinted at above: it is the class, or rather classes, with which the
English forms kith, spick and umbrage specifically and usually collocate. This is why
I propose to call such a class a collocational paradigm. However, several points in our
examples deserve further comment.

(A) For any real use of a word, its collocational paradigm, related to the word though not
including it, is essential. Moreover, I shall assume that in fact no word can exist without
its collocational paradigm. Such a paradigm is specific to every word in that it
represents its specific and usual, standard textual distribution, that is, the ways in which
the given word co-occurs with other words. This means that for each word in
a language a different set or sets of words forming its specific collocational paradigm
(paradigms) has to be postulated.

(B) The scope of the paradigms illustrated above is clearly small and the forms defined by
them are thus severely restricted in usage; in the extreme case (here, in (3)) it is reduced
to a one-member class only. Accordingly, such a paradigm is a closed one, to use the
term employed by Hjelmslev (1970, p. 110).

(C) There is no doubting that its collocational paradigm determines a word’s meaning. Let
us recall here one of the axioms of modern semantics, corroborated by logicians, that
the meaning of a word is to be sought in its uses and contexts, its logical extension
(Wittgenstein 1953, p. 139, Lyons 1977, p. 158 etc).

In (A) above, I digressed from the earlier examples in considering the state of affairs of any
word of the vocabulary. Actually to prove that statement, namely that the collocational
paradigm or paradigms of any word, for example dog or cat, is specifically different, is
practically impossible. Instead, I shall refer to similar views held by other linguists (for
example, Halliday 1976), though some indirect corroboration can also be found in the
distributional criteria applied in the study of synonyms; these are based on the assumption that
there are, other things apart, no two words with an identical distribution (Lyons 1968, p. 448).
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The examples given above seem to be special and unique through, above all, the feature
described in (B). In this case, the collocational paradigms are extremely small and usually
so limited that they might seem to contradict de Saussure’s dictum quoted above. Does this
mean that de Saussure was wrong? I do not believe so. While these cases may border on
conflicting with his view, they do remain exceptional. For the bulk of the vocabulary,
on the contrary, one has to reckon with paradigms that are very large, not readily
enumerable and without any distinct boundaries, and not providing us with any notion as to
the actual number of their members. Thus the collocational paradigm, relative to the word
dog, can only be indicated, though not exhaustively listed, by the following examples:

(a) {bark, growl, whine,...}, but not by, e.g., mutter, whistle, mew...
(b) {lie, run, stand, jump, dig,...}, but not by, e.g., wave, rock...
(c) {sniff, track, nose about,...} etc.

It goes without saying that to obtain a full array of the combinatorial capacity of the
lexeme dog, these verb-based collocational paradigms should be further complemented by
relevant adjectival lexemes as well.

These and similar examples, relative to the word dog, are characteristic of it in two
different ways, individually and generally. Individually it holds that some of these verbs
collocate with dog only, and not with, for example, car. But it is the general aspect that is
perhaps more important here. By virtue of the specific and unique composition and structure
of these paradigms, all words (including dog) appear to be fully individualized and
sufficiently characterized for the purposes of any subsequent classification within the lexical
system.

It is evident that the independent existence of such forms as Eng. kith, umbrage, etc. is
highly doubtful and that they are formally fitted into the same mould as any other “normal”
word merely by analogy. The reason for this analogical view, even though there is no
specific analogy to be used here, is in the fact that they do not exist distributionally by
themselves. It is not commonly or readily admitted that a form viewed superficially as
independent, may not exist as such.

Let me suggest here that it exists only by virtue of its single and highly specialised,
restricted collocational paradigm, which happens to be identical with the rest of the
idiom.

2.3 Virtual Paradigms and the System

In contrast to collocational paradigms, outlined above, there is another, but fundamentally
different, type of paradigm in language that one knows quite well intuitively. It suits our
habit and need for a taxonomic classification. I shall call it here virtual paradigm. It is
a substitution class of which a word, by virtue of its function and other properties (including
meaning and form), is a member; such membership is based both on the typical, often
intuitive and also logical relationships, that belong to a group. Thus the noun dog belongs
to the class of domestic animals (mammals, along with cow, cat, pig, horse...), the adjective
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wooden belongs to those denoting materials ((of) stone, metallic, plastic...), the verb run
among verbs of motion etc. The magnitude and properties of this kind of paradigm depend,
clearly, on the hierarchy of the vocabulary and on its relative place in it. Yet the forms given
above — kith, umbrage, etc. — seem to be again quite special here. If one sought to determine
their virtual paradigms, one would find none that would readily invite them for membership.
Thus, again, this is a case of isolated, one-member classes; more generally, this is another
aspect of the anomalous character of idioms.

2.4 Idiomatic Syntagms

Reconsidering the idioms above (3—4), let it be recalled that combination of such forms as
kith, umbrage, etc. with a member of their respective collocational paradigms is the sine qua
non of their existence, notwithstanding the highly restrictive scope for such combination.
This feature is shared by all the types of syntagms mentioned so far. It will also be recalled
that the kith and spick of their respective syntagms belong to a highly restricted collocational
paradigm, consisting of a single word only, namely kin and span, respectively. From the point
of view of their counterparts, kith and spick, these syntagms (idioms in this case) are unique,
and in fact the sole possible forms of existence for these components.

Having established this point, let us consider the state of affairs of the bulk of idioms,
viewed in this light.

Of the following English examples:

(5) hit the nail on the head
(6) set the Thames on fire
(7) be born with a silver spoon in one’s mouth

it can safely be claimed, without going into detail, that some of their components (but all
the components in certain other idioms) seem not to preserve their semantic identity as
familiar from the dictionary. Thus here nail, Thames etc. do not mean what one usually
takes them for in their normal usage. Neither of these forms has preserved any of its
familiar meanings.

There seems to be no positive conclusion to be drawn here, for it is not, in principal,
possible, in this view, to arrive at any positive delimitation of the nature of such components,
if viewed as language entities, facts. This point is rather crucial, given that it is impossible
to take both approaches — that of the components and that of the whole — simultaneously. It
follows, the idiom being (semantically) an indivisible whole, that one cannot divide or
segment it and then continue asking, as frequently occurs, questions of the type: what is the
significance of this or that constituent? This is a very simple and consequential view and in
order to appreciate and apply it to the fullest extent its consequences have to be considered.
One major consequence is the rejection, as quite unsubstantiated, of the entire swathe of
lines of thought that have evolved here, notably the one associated with the search for
phraseologically bound lexical meaning (see criterion E, 1.3), so popular with some Soviet
and other linguists (Mel’chuk 1960, Weinreich 1969, p. 44) in fairly recent times.
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What one can and must do is to resort to a negative statement that is so basic and important
that the very conception of idioms can be based upon it. Before going on, however, we must
deal with certain outstanding matters regarding the earlier examples.

Synchronically, constituents such as kith, to take but one example, have no discernible
meaning (sense) at all; they are semantically void. Since their independence is only
contingent, and more alluring in writing than in speech, and since they have no existence
beyond the idiom of which they are a part, it is impossible to tear them out the idiom.
Semiotically, if they represent any sort of sign at all (which is questionable), they are
a special kind of zero sign. This semantic nature of theirs can be readily verified by native
speakers. It is this fact that, among other things, leads one to reject or, at least, restrict the
allegedly general validity of the traditional definition of idiom as something not derivable
semantically from the meanings of its constituent parts (components). If kith, etc., in
isolation (a condition to which they cannot aspire anyway) have no meaning, one cannot
base one’s conception of idiom on a semantics that views it through the prism of its
constituents. This means that one cannot seek to find or generate any viable semantic
relation between the semantic output and input, so to speak, even though the form may
suggest that this may be possible.

To appreciate this point, one must be ready to recognize that any new meaning of a word
can be discerned and determined only by virtue of its being invariably present in
a sufficiently large number of collocations entered into by the word — certainly not in one or
two only, or, for that matter, even a couple more than that. In other words, there must
a sufficient analogy upon which to base any semantic generalization. No meaning or sense
is given to a word a priori; it can be discerned by language users only by virtue of analogy,
based on the fact that a given meaning is encountered under like functional conditions with
sufficient frequency. Any new meaning of a word obviously owes its existence to just such
collocations, which evolve (as arule) quite spontaneously through metaphorical, metonymical
or other types of transfer of existing meanings.

Though different in other aspects, cases like take umbrage and set the Thames on fire
all share this common feature: there is no sufficiently large background of analogous
collocations for them to support the claim that umbrage, Thames, fire as occurring in them
have acquired some specific meaning which they might have in isolation or in a dictionary,
that is, a meaning which would fit their specific idioms only. In fact, if one is ready to
recognize criteria H and G above, one must, if in a different manner, arrive at the same
conclusion: that there is only an integral idiomatic meaning of the idiom that is not to be
reached via the standard meanings of its components, and the very notion of a special
meaning or sub-sense present in its components (Weinreich ibid.) has to be abandoned. If
this were true and if one pursued the argument to its logical end, it would have to be possible
to make the integral meaning of the idiom decomposable into its distinct parts. One cannot
have both, and it is clearly the integral meaning of the idiom that is incontestable. To
conclude, it is not before the level of the constituents combination is reached, not before
a syntagm is formed, that an idiomatic meaning arises, thus its exhaustive decomposition
into distinct parts is impossible®. Any attempt so to do seems to border on metaphysical
endeavour.
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2.5 Restricted Collocability of the Unique Constituents

When considering the collocability of such by now familiar idiom constituents as the forms
kith, umbrage, etc., one inevitably arrives quite early on at their radical combinatorial restriction
to a single or very few other elements (its combinatorial partners, so to speak) as well as the
impossibility of entering into any other analogous combinations. Because of its special status,
this kind of collocability may, therefore, be called restricted collocability (though the
collocability of any word is restricted in a broader sense). Within the framework of this basically
combinatorial approach one cannot but arrive at conclusions that may seem rather surprising:
for the forms kith, umbrage, etc., it is impossible to define clearly any sort of specific meaning
or denotate, nor any clear category membership (here, within the system of word classes). It
seems advisable, therefore, to consider these forms as mere word analogues or verboids, not as
full-fledged words. The combinatorial property of the language can, then, become a basis for
a hypothesis under which, historically, all language categories arose in such a framework; and
it is this framework that has, in a roundabout way, been evoked and reconsidered here. That also
explains why the elements kith, umbrage and the like have been referred to as to forms, and not
words. In fact, this usage seems to be gaining currency in modern theories of phraseology
(Molotkov 1977). Hence, idioms and phrasemes are not combinations of words etc., but of their
forms, and these have very little to do with the real words (or textual word-forms) they might
resemble; they are merely homonymous with them.

2.6 A Summary and a Definition

To summarise briefly: There is the virtual paradigm which may be understood as a class
of elements (items, words or other units) with a broad equivalence related to their common
function and meaning above all, a class that is given in the language system in abstracto and
is definable by its place in the hierarchy of the system. The broad functional equivalence of
its members is manifested in their ability, at a given place of the same context, to replace
one another. Then there is the collocational paradigm which is understood as the class of
elements with which the given external element usually and meaningfully collocates;
however large, this class represents the use and distribution of the element.

In both kinds one can further distinguish their quality (nature) as given by their position
in the system, their structure, size and function. Moreover, it is also useful, especially in the
case of the collocational paradigm, to distinguish whether it is a closed or open paradigm,
that is, whether it is capable of receiving and assimilating other, new members, or not. This
last quality, if projected onto its constituent members, could be called their high or low
(limited) paradigmaticity, respectively. One has to assume, then, that every word of the
lexicon is a member of at least one virtual paradigm and is, in turn, defined by at least one
collocational paradigm. And, in consequence, it may also be assumed that the evolution of
a language, specifically of its lexicon is, in a sense, immediately manifested by changes in
the extent and content primarily of its collocational paradigms, as these instantly reflect
changes in usage.

This, then, leads us to a revision of the traditional view and definition of idioms, based on
the function of their component parts related to both types of paradigms, rather than on their
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meaning. A useful concept to be recalled here is de Saussure’s value, of which the present
approach might be reminiscent. With this modification, one can, then, view the idiom as

a unique and fixed combination of at least two elements of which it holds that at least one
or more of these do not function, in the same way, in any other combination or combinations
of the kind, or occur in a highly restricted number of them, or in a single one only.

In this definition, which can be made still more general, the emphasis is clearly on combinatorial
anomaly. Any syntagm based on such a combination must always, therefore, be unique and
anomalous.

At this point it seems necessary to introduce some other distinctions. Unlike the field of
idioms, characterized by the ever-present and central concept of anomaly, the kind of
language (and its use) which is based on normal, familiar rules that have to be observed may
be called regular. Idiomatics, however, suspends or cancels some of these rules (these
include primarily, as indicated, combinatorial or syntagmatic rules). In regular language,
there are also many limitations though of a different order: it is impossible, as we know, for
an average word to combine with just any other. Viewed in this light, the term free
combination or collocation becomes inevitably misleading.

3. Idioms: Identification and Test

How, then, does one identify an idiom in text, for the purposes, of, say, analysis or while
excerpting texts for a dictionary? Recalling the above definition, the procedure following from
it can be split into three steps, of which only the first two are really necessary. Thus,

(1) Any textual combination encountered in a text and found to be stable or fixed in the
sense of either having been heard or read before, usually more than once, is a candidate
for inclusion among the language’s idioms (though this is no substitute for instrospection,
and a large corpus also helps). Because all idioms are stable or fixed combinations they
must occur repeatedly in text and speech. This is, of course, not sufficient in itself and
so the second step has to be answered in the positive.

(2) For all of the candidate combinations chosen (in step 1) it has to be true that one may
not replace ad libertatem all of its constituents in their slot function and still get
acceptable, that is, meaningful (although perhaps not so stable) combinations. Consider,
for example, such combinations as talk through the/one’s door/window/wall..., or talk
through one’s cap/coat/sweater/shirt... etc; however bizarre they may seem, they are all
acceptable as variations of a single nominal constituent. There is no doubt, that these
randomly chosen variations could be further extended, depending on one’s invention and
need. But precisely because of this combinatorial, seemingly unlimited liberty, these
examples do not represent idioms. By contrast, there is another and, in fact, the sole
combination, or variation along the lines suggested by the examples, namely ralk
through one’s hat, which is an idiom. Clearly, no other idiom is yielded by substituting
any member(s) of the same virtual paradigm for any component of this idiom.
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This substitution or commutation is functional in that it operates on a specific pattern and
within the same syntagmatic position or distribution, that is, within the domain of the same
general function. It also automatically covers the cases adduced in example 3 above
(grammatical idioms such as the English prepositional expression as 70).

(3) The third step in the identification procedure involves checking the presence of metaphor,
in a broad sense of the word, in the combinations selected, as this is a very frequent but
not obligatory feature of idioms. Thus talk through one’s hat may be viewed as
metaphorical, but the prepositional idiom as fo does not fit the case.

It is evident that this kind of three-step procedure can usually be undertaken only by
a native speaker with his/her unique introspection. Such a person effectively taps into his/her
previous experience of the language in question. This also explains why idioms can be so
difficult for foreign learners of a language to master.

4. Conclusion

The definition of ‘idiom’ given above could be made somewhat more abstract in order to
highlight the points raised about the nature of paradigms. Thus the idiom might be viewed as

a fixed and stable syntagm of elements where at least one element is, as seen from the
viewpoint of (at least) one other element, a member of a paradigm that is highly restricted,
closed (in form always, though often also semantically). (Cerméak 1982, p. 116, Filipec —
Cermiak 1985, p. 177, Cermdk 1988)

In conclusion, let us return briefly to the problems raised earlier. The answers to the
questions in 1.1 are yes for No. 1 and 3, but no for No. 2. Although there are very many types
of anomaly to be dealt with, two general and broad ones are of primary importance: those
which are based on transformational behaviour and those which are mirrored in the degrees
to which they are ossified, that is, in the constraints on their generative aspects.

However, these and all other types seem to have their solution and explanation in the nature
of complex paradigmatic and syntagmatic aspects and a kind of inherent anomaly.

NOTES

' This is the essence of the definitions given by, for example, A. P. Cowie and R. Mackin (1979, Vol. 1, IX, “which
often have implications quite unconnected with the normal meanings of the words themselves”), Ch. F. Hockett
(1968, p. 222, “... a grammatical form — single morpheme or composite form — the meaning of which is not
deducible from its structure”), B. Fraser (1970, p. 22, “a constituent or series of constituents for which the
semantic interpretation is not a compositional function of the formatives of which it is composed), A. Makkai
(1972, p. 128, “a polylexemic construction whose aggregate literal meaning derived from its constituent lexemes
functions additionally as the realization of an unpredictable sememic network™), D. Crystal (1980, p. 179, “the
meanings of the individual words cannot be summed to produce the meaning of the idiomatic expression as
a whole”), Dictionnaire de linguistique Larousse (1973, p. 249-250, “on appelle expression idiomatique toute
forme grammaticale dont le sens no peut étre déduit de sa structure en morphémes et qui n’entre pas, dans la
constitution d’une forme plus large...”), C. Heupel (1975, p. 95, “habituelle Kollokationen, deren Gesamtbedeutung
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nicht aus der Bedeutung der Einzelworter erschlossen werden kann. Durch die Sinnverlagerung auf die Summe
der Elemente sind die Einzelelemente demotiviert™), Worter und Wendungen (1979, p. 30-31, “Ein Glied der
Wendung [...] ist abgeblasst oder teilweise umgedeutet [...], aber die Bedeutung der gesamten Einheit ist
dennoch nicht direkt erschliessbar [...]. Die gemeinsame Bedeutung ist [...] unbegrundet und nicht aus den
einzelnen Gliedern abzuleiten”), Molotkov (1977, p. 26 “vyrazhenie, imeyushchee leksicheskoe znachenie, kak
postoyannyi svoi priznak, i sostoyayushchee ne iz slov, a iz komponentov, ktorye utratili priznaki slova (leksicheskoe
znachenie, formy izmeneniya slova)”), Mokijenko (1980, p. 4, “... otnositelno ustoichivoe, vosproizvodimoe,
ekspressivnoe sochetanie leksem, obladuyushchee (kak pravilo) celostnym znacheniem”) etc.

2 See Chafe (1968, p. 112, “Peculiarities of idioms — their anomalous meanings, their transformational deficiencies,
the ill-formedness of some of them, and the greater text frequency of ill-formed idioms relative to their literal
counterparts...”), Fraser (1970, p. 23, “the recalcitrance of idioms to undergo particular syntactic transformations”),
ibid. (32), where he quotes Weinreich (1969, “there is no idiom which does not reflect some transformational

defect”), Crystal (1980, p. 179, “... a sequence of words which is semantically and often syntactically restricted,
so that they function as a single unit”) etc. Note that of Chafe’s four features only the first two are posited as
universal.

3 For a recent view here and some of its consequences, see note 8.
4 “Laloi tout [...] fait finale du langage est [...] qu’il n’y a jamais rien qui puisse résider dans un terme...”
5 “Ily a entre autres toute une série de phrases qui sont toutes faites pour la langue.”

6 This, then, might help to resolve the much contested problem of whether idioms are motivated or not. It
evidently boils down to how motivation is defined. Without going into details, let us note that in idioms such
as to rain cats and dogs the constituent fo rain has retained its original lexical meaning and can thus be said to
be motivated with respect to this meaning. Clearly, this is to be distinguished from the meaning of the idiom
whose integrity must be preserved; an opposite approach would, then, have to explain what the meaning of the
cats and dogs part is, once detached from the allegedly transparent fo rain. The point recalled here in
1.3 (criterion D) in reference to Shmelev (1973), is certainly an intricate one, but it has to be kept apart from
meaning proper. In sum, only some idioms may be partially motivated, but their rather indistinct motivation
does not amount to their meaning. Indeed, this very phenomenon, readily observed by many in the past, lay
behind some of the early attempts at idiom classification, hence the tendency among some scholars, such as
Weinreich (1969), who follow certain Soviet linguists in this respect, to draw a terminological distinction
between idiomatics and phraseology. Because the distinction is both crude and vague and, in fact, a merely
a matter of degree, it has become nugatory.

Shrnuti
Identifikace frazému a idiomu

Populdrni kritérium fikajici, Ze celkovy vyznam frazému neni sumou vyznamu komponentt,
neplati v§ude a nenf tedy obecné, srov.
(1) beyond my ken : ken

at somebody’s behest : behest
(2) as to (sb/sth)

V pripadé (1) nelze pro vyznacené komponenty nalézt vyznam Zadny, v (2) jako by byl vyznam
komponentt zcela zachovén, a presto se tim existence frazému nevyloZi (viz ale dal). Alternativni
a Casty pohled na frazémy vychdzi z jejich nesporné transformaéné-syntaktické anomadlie ¢i restrikce.
Objevuji se vSak i kritéria mnohd dal$i. Obecné ale je paradoxni, Ze sice hrubd shoda co do pojmu
frazeologie a idiomatika je, ale ta presto chybi co do kritérif jejtho vymezovani. Musime se tudiZ ptét
1: je mozZné frazeologii definovat konfigurac{ kritérii zndmych odjinud? Anebo je tieba hledat kritéria

specifickd? (autonomie kritérif)
2: je soubor kritérii uplatiiovanych zde specificky jen pro tuto oblast? A nevztahuje se také na jiné
oblasti? (specifi¢nost a nezaménitelnost kritérif)
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3: pokryvaji zvolend kritéria celou oblast, a ne pouze vybrané useky, jakkoliv velké? (adekvatnost kri-
térif)

Analyzou a zobecnénim nejastéjSich pristupt 1ze dospét k jejich hlavnim rysim, aspektu syntag-
matickému, paradigmatickému, a to v podobé jejich rizné vyzna&né, ale vzdy pfitomné anomalie. UZ
v detailech 1ze zdklady tohoto pohledu spatfovat u F. de Saussura a frazém tudiZ vnimat jako special-
ni a anomdln{ pripad vzdjemné zavislosti a funkce vztahu syntagmatickych a paradigmatickych sou-
Casné.

Paradigmatické aspekty lze ilustrovat napt. na

(B) kith and kin ,friends and relations® : kith
spick and span ,clean and tidy* : spick
(4) give umbrage, take umbrage atsth : umbrage

kde vyznacené komponenty Ize nalézt pouze v jedné & dvou kombinacich. MiZeme pak tudiZ postu-
lovat pojem koloka¢niho paradigmatu sestavajiciho z prvku (slov) uzudln€ se kombinujicich s danym
(externim) prvkem (slovem); v uvedenych piipadech je koloka¢ni paradigma drasticky omezeno na
1-2 ¢leny; obecné vsak, a to je pro celou frazeologii zdkladni, je velmi malé a vZdy uzaviené. To ostre
kontrastuje se zbytkem pravidelného jazyka, zaloZeného na pravidlech, kde je obvykle takové para-
digma oteviené a znaéné velké, intuitivné i neprehledné. Situaci si lze ukézat na piikladu dog (pes),
ktery obvykle

(a) {bark, growl, whine,...}, ne v8ak napt., mutter, whistle, mew...

(b) {lie, run, stand, jump, dig,...}, ne vSak napt. wave, rock...

(c) {sniff, track, nose about,...} etc.

Vime, Ze dhrn ¢lenu kolokacnich paradigmat (je jich obvykle vic) uddva spojitelnost slova a obec-
néji vymezuje jak jeho chovdni, tak i vyznam. V naSem pripadé vSak tento dhrn plus dany externi
prvek je totoZny s celkem frazému.

Proti koloka¢nimu paradigmatu lze spatfovat v jazyce jemu interni virtudln{ paradigma, které je
vymezeno substituci svych Elent ve stejné funk&ni pozici, sémanticky a funkéné funkei a vyznamem.
Takto je zminény pes Clenem paradigmatu domécich zvirat (spolu s kockou, krdvou, prasetem ap.)
a ife savcu aj. Ale ani z tohoto zorného thlu nejsou zminéné formy kith, umbrage aj. zaraditelné;

nejsou Cleny niceho. V obou smyslech tu nardZime na zcela principidlni anom4lii.

V prikladech jako
(5) hit the nail on the head
(6) set the Thames on fire
(7) be born with a silver spoon in one’s mouth
nékteré z komponentu jako nail, Thames nemaji Zadny z béZnych slovnikovych vyznamu. Obecnéji se
tedy chovaji jako komponenty v predchozich pripadech, tj. nepatii do Zddného kolokaéniho ani virtual-
niho paradigmatu. Je zfejmé, Ze pokusy prifadit jim néjaky vyznam (o to se marn¢ pokouseli néktef{
Sovéti) selhdvaji, nenf tu dost analogie a je tfeba se tudiZ spokojit s tim, Ze frazém ma4 integralni, nedé-
litelny vyznam. Obecné lze tudiz frazém/idiom pak chépat jako

Jjedine&nou a ustdlenou kombinaci aspon dvou prvkii, pro kterou plati, Ze z nich jeden &i vice nefun-
guje stejnym zpusobem v Zddné dalsi kombinaci & kombinacich tohoto druhu, anebo se vyskytuje
pouze v krajné omezeném jejich mnoZstvi, popr. jen v jediném.

Uvedené zaklad4d mozZnost identifikaci frazému a idiomu rozloZit na test o tfech stupnich. V prv-
nim je treba zjistit, je-li dand textovd kombinace ustdlend. V druhém musi platit, Ze aspon jeden
z jejich ¢lent nelze podle libosti nahradit jingm a zachovat pfitom vyznam a funkci spojeni. Srov.
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napt. talk through the/one’s door/window/wall..., i talk through one’s cap/coat/sweater/shirt... etc.
nedospivajici k frazému v pozadi talk through one’s hat a nevytvarejici ani Zddné jiné i podobné fra-
zémy. Ve tretim kroku, ktery je vSak jen op&ni a plati jen nékdy, je tfeba hledat pritomnost metafory.
Tu napf. nelze zjistit u piikladu vyse as fo.

Je zfejmé, Ze tento druh testu uplatiuje spiSe intuitivné pouze rodily mluvéi. Uvedené 1ze zobec-
nit jesté vice a postulovat, Ze
frazéml/idiom je ustdlené syntagma prvki, z nichZ aspon jeden je z hlediska jiného ¢lenem paradig-
matu, které je krajné omezené a uzaviené (vidy formdlné, i kdyZ casto i sémanticky).
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Statistical Methods
for Searching Idioms
in Text Corpora

(In: Phraseology in Motion I Methoden und Kritik, 2006, p. 33-42)

1. Idioms and Their Recognition

A major problem, which still seems to remain unsolved, is how to design a procedure
for automatic idiom recognition in text. In the age of corpora, this happens to be a major
challenge. On the basis of his/her knowledge, a native speaker may recognize a new idiom
or phraseme intuitively, but modern corpora are too large to allow any manual approach
that could be efficient. A trained linguist may know better, however. Two features of an
idiom, its (1) anomaly or restriction (Cermék 1988, 1994, 2001 et al.) and (2) recurrence
(viewed generally as the basis for its stability and fixity) do stand out and it seems that it
is precisely these two aspects that any automatic procedure has to involve. As suggested
earlier, a commutation test (Cermék above) for “manual” identification of idioms is,
indeed, a working solution behind intuition, which may be applied by any native student
for text data.

A large corpus, such as Czech National Corpus, is just large enough to record reliably the
recurrence of some idioms at least. On the other hand, the anomaly problem, being
a complex one and involving many aspects, primarily of syntagmatic and paradigmatic
nature, may require a stepwise approach, based on more than one procedure. In practice it
should imitate the commutation test above (1988, p. 433—434). To know how to solve these,
one has to recognize what sort of anomalies are involved and what they are based on and
this is where theory comes in. Hence, it is the author’s view that no pure and blind automatic
method of dicovery is possible without a priory theory. In what follows, a first and modest
step through the multitude of possible cases of idioms is suggested, aiming at their
identification, concentrating, admittedly, on rather simple types of these. The very identification
is up to the researcher, then, and his/her theory applied.

2. A Recognition and Discovery Approach

Czech National Corpus (CNC, see http://ucnk.ff.cuni.cz), or, rather, its 100-million
specimen SYN2000, is made up of written contemporary texts which are POS-tagged and
lemmatised. Hence, phrasemes and idioms which are typical for the spoken language, may
be underrepresented here.
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Despite a variety of corpus tools which have been suggested so far, i.e. statistical
formulas based on frequency in various ways, two of the oldest ones, being highly employed
in corpus linguistics, namely MI-score and t-score (see, for example, M. P. Oakes 1998),
have been found useful in discovering word collocations. T-score is very useful in
determining and, for practical purposes, finding highly frequent collocations, which are
quite regular and often grammatical in their nature (including difficult and poorly-
-researched multi-word particles, for example, cf. Czech a vitbec “and anyway” having
Ml-score 1.464 and t-score 32.748). Thus, it is the other score which offers greater yields.
Ml-score (or mutual information) is a well known statistical procedure for discovering
genuine relationships between words. It compares the probability of finding a word “x” and
“y” together (their joint probability) with the probabilities of finding words “x” and “y”
independently of each other (chance). Among other things, MI-score is well suited to
discover idioms in certain sections of the range of collocations obtained, if one needs to
study their syntagmatic anomaly or restrictions or any other aspect. To illustrate this, the
Czech idiom krokodyli slzy (Engl. crocodile tears, Germ. Krokodilstrinen, Fr. larmes de
crocodile), having a rather low corpus frequency of 12, is discovered thanks to its MI-score
which is rather high, namely 12.513 (while the absolute frequency of its constituents is
different, 70 and 3545, respectively). To appreciate this, one has to see this against the
background of the full range of MI-scores, however, which start with the top value of
25 going down the scale.

Useful preliminary to application of such an approach based on very large annotated and
lemmatised corpus data is setting the limits or threshold for the area to be explored, should
one not want to get MI-scores for the whole corpus and face a laborious analysis of all
corpus data. Usually, it is useful to work with bigrams and a list of frequencies for a list of
bigram combinations delimited in advance. It turns out that the evaluation of the full scale
of results of MI-score for the whole structure chosen, if it is applied to results obtained from
a large corpus as a whole, is largely empirical. Accordingly, one has to find out which part
of the full range offers more plausible or, rather, appropriate idiom results, in other words to
determine the subrange relevant for the given purpose offering real gains. Thus idioms
having a monocollocable constituent (see Cermak above), i.e. one which is to be found in
a single combination only or in very few belonging to a clearly closed class, score very high
on the list. Here, such cases belong as e.g. Sery ddvnovek (Engl. the ancient past, where the
noun ddvnovék is attested only here), whose MI-score 16.33 is higher than the absolute
frequency (14), or zastiraci manévr (Engl. camouflage manouevre) with Ml-score of 16.24
(and absolute frequency 33). Now, should one compare idioms found by MI-score method
in CNC with those recorded in a large Czech Dictionary of Idioms (Slovnik..., Vyrazy
neslovesné 1988), it appears that over a quarter of idioms having the Adjective-Noun
structure in the idiom dictionary has a corpus frequency higher than 10. Having a corpus
which is fully tagged (also for POS) and lemmatized, such as CNC, it is easy to make
a query on a higher level, such as combination of parts of speech.

Along these lines and following the MI-score approach, a research has been undertaken
for six simple binary classes and structures of idioms. By way of illustration, only examples
from the top of each structure (where the first figure is MI-score and the second its overall
corpus frequency) are given, including combinations of
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(1) Adjective-Noun, Augidsuv chlév (Engl. Augean stable) 18.16 and 22,

(2) Noun-Noun, rechtle mechtle (Engl. an affair, hanky-panky, Ger. Techtelmechtel) 22.88 and 10,
(3) Adjective-Adjective, neslany nemastny (Engl. wishy-washy) 10.44 and 22,

(4) Adverb-Adverb, /dZo pldzZo (Engl. leisurely time) 23.65 and 7,

(5) Adverb-Adjective, narychlo spichnuty (Engl. makeshift) 15.84 and 10,

(6) Preposition-Noun, pod taktovkou nekoho (Engl. under the baton of) 10.19 and 438.

In sum, the relevant section of the MI-score range where idioms obtain may be different
for different structures. Thus, for the first structure, idioms usually obtain an MI-score of
around 18 or below, but for the fourth structure these are concentrated at the very top of
MI-score values, mostly. On the other hand, the first structure seems to have a much wider
and balanced distribution over the full scale of the values found.

Some idioms have a very low absolute frequency in the corpus, but their high MI-score
safely points to them as candidates for inclusion in the idiom list (or dictionary), cf.
pavlacovd drbna (backyard gossip) with 1742, lukulské hody (Engl. Lucullan banquet/repast)
15.72, etc. On the other hand, the lowermost MI-score limit for idioms seems to be around
7 where idioms are blended and overlap with other, standard collocations, cf. nezvany host
(Engl. uninvited guest, MI 7.62, frequency 117) and logicky dusledek (Engl. a logical
consequence, MI 7.89, frequency 111). More generallly, expectations about low frequency
of idioms can thus be confirmed, since most of those belonging to the type investigated in
CNC seem to have a frequency well under 100.

Although this has not been tried yet, the MI-score working on binary combinations so far
can easily be adapted and used for a similar identification of of collocations and idioms
made-up of three constituents as well.

To get a more detailed view, in what follows, an investigation has been narrowed down
to a single structure, namely Adjective-Noun.

3. An Experimental Probe into a Corpus

The Adjective-Noun combination and idiom structure chosen is very simple, supported
by grammatical congruence, and it is also very common. The query of 100 million words of
CNC gave some 45 420 collocations of this type. These results have then been easily
narrowed down by their relevant MI-score, verified earlier on a sample. The relevant range
where idioms obtain most appears to be 22.7 or lower (down to 7), supported by a minimal
absolute frequency of 10. On the MlI-score level 7, a marked transition is to be observed
from idioms to standard, normal collocations. In this way, some 1700 collocations as
candidates for idioms have been delimited. Subsequently, these have been manually
checked-up, too. Obviously, since results obtained in this way are much broader, they can
easily be made subject of a special study of collocations, etc.

Results show that idioms are to be found along a range of MI-score values, the highest

sv O

being around 18, such as Augidsuv chlév (18.16, Engl. Augean stable, Ger. Augiasstall), i.e.
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those made of a proper name (Augean in English, while German is different here) or
Pandorina skrinka (17.65, Engl. Pandora’s box), etc. This way, some old and familiar
idioms, though never recorded in any dictionary before, could have been found, such as
pénivy mok (17.04, Engl. appr. frothy drink, i.e. beer, bermudsky trojiihelnik, Engl. Bermuda
triangle 16.02, or chytrd hordkyné, Engl. “sitter-on-the-fence” 15.42). Of course, this
procedure does not automatically guarantee that only idioms are discovered, since similar
MI-scores might be found for other interesting and important collocations, too, and these
have to be filtered manually, using introspection and native knowledge. Thus, virtually
identical values are to be found also for diakritické znaménko (Engl. diacritical mark, 17.41)
or kropici konev (Engl. sprinkling can, 17.10), showing that this approach may be made
much more general and help to find out other sorts of collocations, as well, a topic widely
discussed in corpus linguistics.

Going down the scale and having a look at a lower MI-score of, for instance, 7, one finds
collocations and idioms with adjectives of a very high frequency, such as mald dusicka
(Engl. heebies-jeebies, jitters, lit. small soul,7.202) or silny kafe (Engl. staggering act/feat,
7.17, lit. strong coffee).

Going into even finer details, on the MI-score levels that we have selected to follow,
namely 7 (A), 8 (B), 10 (C), 12 (D) and 15 (E), but looking at the overall frequency of the
collocation higher than 10, one gets a glimpse at the rate of idioms chosen from each
particular value range. Compare, then, the results for

MI-score Collocations Found Identifed as Idioms  Example

A7.0-79 11 896 495 ohnivd voda (fire-water)
dobrd viile (good will)
Note: only 35 idioms with frequency 10, while 438 idioms have frequency under 100
B 8.0-8.9 9 628 205 $iré pole (wide field)
Cisté svedomi (clear conscience)
Note: only 14 idioms with frequency 10, while 184 idioms with frequency under 100
C 10.0-109 5745 250 nekalé rimysly (dishonest intentions)
drtivd vétsina (overwhelming majority)
Note: only 11 idioms with frequncy 10, while 214 idioms with frequency under 100
D 12.0-129 2984 140 horkd prichut (bitter taste)
Zeleznd opona (iron curtain)
Note: only 13 idioms with frequncy 10, while 117 idioms with frequency under 100
E 15.0-159 803 26 dojnd krdva (milk-cow)
odrazovy miistek (jumping-off point)
Note: only 1 idiom with frequency 10, while 24 idioms with frequency under 100

It is evident that increased MI-score values yield diminishing returns and that highest
yield for

(A) idioms is to be found, in this case, around value 7. Going still further up, i.e. above the
given MI-score range, i.e. above the value of 15, one finds an increase in other types
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of collocations. Thus, while only 2.5% of idioms could have been found above 15, such
as kategoricky imperativ (Engl. categorical imperative, MI 16.13 with frequency 52),
some 56% of collocations could be labeled as

(B) multi-word terms, such as lexikalizované prirovndni (Engl. lexicalized comparison,
MI 16.89) and over 20% as

(C) multi-word proper names, such as Gibraltarsky priliv (Engl. Straits of Gibraltar,
MI 17.56), the rest being

(D) neutral (normal) collocations.

If one goes in the opposite direction along the MI-score scale, ad hoc normal collocations
seem to prevail, both textual and systemic (44.3% and 37.5%, such as verejnd omluva,
Engl. public apology with MI-score 7.17 and frequency 48). Only 2% of the collocations
found here belong to idioms, such as osmy div (Engl. eighth wonder M1 7.05 and
frequency 13).

4. A Comparison of Dictionary and Corpus Data

Should we compare idioms found by MI-score in CNC with those recorded in a large
Czech Dictionary of idioms (Slovnik..., Vyrazy neslovesné 1988), it appears that about half
of 600 idioms, having the Adjective-Noun structure, chosen for inspection from this
dictionary, have a corpus frequency higher than 10. This sample of 600 idioms is made up
of different types, the largest part (7—11%) being formed by those having MI-I score 10 to
4. However, those idioms that have their MI-score lower than 7, overlap statistically with
standard collocations, cf. celkovy dojem (MI-Score of 6.84, Engl. general impression) as
against poctivd hra (Engl. fair-play, 5.58) and stastny konec (Engl. happy-end, 4.60). Hence,
searching in this part of the MI-score scale becomes difficult due to the sheer body of data.
Thus it has been confirmed that the heuristic choice of the MI-score range between
18 and 7 for the given structure is suitable.

5. A Comparison with English

To verify these findings and results for the Czech language, English has been investigated,
too, in a limited probe of 20 comparable (identical) idioms in British National Corpus, being
of the same size as Czech National Corpus. In general and apart from specific differences,
it is evident that results are similar and this approach can be applied to English, too, cf. the
Czech stribrny tdc (MI-score value 10.618 and frequency 16) and the corresponding English
idiom silver platter (MI-score 11.263, frequency 14).

Some, rather obvious, differences are due to the typological difference of both languages,

such as anoun in English used where Czech has a full-fledged Adjective (lion vs. Ivi, in
lion’s share and Ivi podil), whereby frequencies of constituent parts are naturally influenced.
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Almost identical results are observed for such classic idioms as Gordian knot and Trojan
horse, however.

These twenty Czech idioms and their English equivalents, as found in CNC and BNC,

give the following table:

AD] NOUN | MI Idiom | Adj. | Noun | ADJ NOUN | MI Idiom | Adj. | Noun
freq. freq. freq. freq. freq. freq.
kristilovy koule | 12253 69 631 | 2708 | crystal ball 8.709 66| 1997 | 8788
fackovaci panak | 17.41 44 55 555 | whipping | boy 10432 14 551 20494
krokodyli slzy 12513 12 70 | 3545 | crocodile | tears | 10.072 26 376 | 7148
dominovy efekt | 13.942 39 58| 5167 | domino effect 8.207 22 239 | 34 649
mrtvy bod 6.134 198 | 10347 | 32939 | dead end 4268 123 | 11794 60204
velka ryba 3.821 163 [ 181776 | 7674 | big fish 5342 103 | 24853 | 11367
Zelezna pést 7.763 23 6251 | 2048 | iron fist 8421 241 5190 | 1501
darovany kun 9.256 16 270 | 11720 | gift horse | 5.307 20 [ 4581 12267
prvni pohled | 6977 3504 [ 138317 | 24309 | first sight 6.255 597 | 116940 | 7434
pokusny kralik | 12.549 55 595 | 1865 | guinea pig 13219 130 617 | 2458
stard vesta 5.627 21| 58579 877 | old hat 4577 42 52755 | 3710
chladna hlava | 5467 49| 3333 | 40189 | cool head 3421 20| 4569 | 45455
zlomené srdee | 10.932 319 | 1340 | 14732 | broken heart 7.580 70 2756 | 14766
trojsky kun 10.894 95 515 | 11720 | Trojan horse | 11.217 37 141 | 12267
slonovinovd | véz 11438 7 56 | 5448 | ivory tower | 11.308 82 826 | 4355
gordicky uzel 16.060 66 76| 1537 | Gordian | knot 15.121 9 20| 1405
Ivi podil | 10.962 149 458 | 19724 | lion’s share | 3.773 7| 2084 27337
Kkostelni my$ 11714 32 592 | 1946 | church mouse | 4.629 14| 23474 2681
stribrny tac 10.618 16| 44% 274 | silver platter | 11.263 14| 3987 159
horké kreslo | 6.077 19 5301| 6421 hot seat 5.858 53| 8827 11515
Note that idioms have been sorted by the Czech MI-scores.
197

—




lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 Strén$ 198

6. Conclusion

It seems that most idioms have the absolute frequency below 100 in CNC, but those with
a very low frequency (1-3) seem to be obsolete and falling out if use. It is important to note
that most idioms seem to be lumped together somewhere on the scale of the MI-score
values.

Although there is still some necessity of a manual evaluation and filtering of the results
which have been obtained automatically, this seems to be a rewarding approach. Beside
a much-needed numerical and frequency features that enable one to compare idioms on
a more solid basis (for lack of space, this can only be noted here), it might seem to be a step
to an idiom discovery procedure, enabling one to find out new idioms in a language
corpus, not recorded before and help to automatically identify these. Of course, due to the
cline or scalar quality of results obtained, there is an ample possibility and a vast field for
a study of transitory phenomena, too, ranging from individual metaphors to idioms, from
idioms to terms and proper names, and from idioms to neutral collocations. Obviously, only
on the basis of such an approach, dealing with massive and objective data, criteria for
discrimination between idiom and non-idiom can be sought.

One of the limitations of this MI-score approach is that it does not yield idioms made up
of frequent constituents only, such as the Czech tvrdd hlava (Engl. lit. hard head,
“a stubborn person”, pig-headed person, Ger. Dickschddel) where both tvrdy (hard) and
hlava (head) are highly frequent words. The MI-score of this idiom is very low, only
2.07, in fact.

In general, it holds that idioms with frequent constituents, such as hlava head (having
absolute frequency over 40 thousand in CNC) differ statistically due to a varying frequency
of the adjective accompanying it. Thus Ml-score of korunovand hlava (Engl. crowned head)
is 8.80 since korunovand (crowned) is less frequent (208), while ¢istd hlava (Engl. clear
head) has MlI-score of 2.61, since absolute frequency of the Adjective ¢isty/d (clear, clean)
is almost 14 000. For more, see the Appendix on head-idioms (hlava) and their MI-Scores.

Finally, due to a different and often much higher use of some idioms in spoken language,
it has to be stressed, yet again, that this approach has been limited to written language only,
so far.

On a more general level, it is apparent that searching more complex structures, a more
elaborate approach would be necessary. The part played by humans, in fact natives
preferably, in evaluation of this kind of results obtained automatically is considerable and
there is no avoiding it. However, a very large corpus is a safeguard that an objective picture
of most of existing idioms could be made available to choose from. It seems to be a first
approach ever to offer us an exhaustive (or almost exhaustive) coverage of the field giving
us, for the first time, assurance that there is almost nothing left out of our data and field
examined. This is exactly the feeling lexicographers and linguists are looking for, wanting
to be sure they do have all their data. Of course, even a very large corpus may not have
everything today, but corpora do grow by the day.
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Appendix

Adjective-Noun Idioms containing the same constituent hlava (head) whose MI-score is
usually lower than 7:

Idiom MI-score Frequency English Equivalent
korunovand hlava 8.809 31 crowned head

koCic¢i hlavy 8.046 47 cobble-stones
skopovd hlava 7.211 10 muttonhead

bystrd hlava 6.508 22 quick/ready wit
chytrd hlava 5.982 52 clever head
rozpdlend hlava 5.465 9 hot head

teleci hlava 5.458 9 litt. calf head, i.e. idiot
dutd hlava 5.184 8 lackbrain

déravd hlava 4.889 4 a memory like a sieve
horkd hlava 4.737 47 hothead

moudrd hlava 4.629 20 wiseacre

hloupd hlava 3438 9 scaterbrain

prdzdnd hlava 2.908 16 empty vessel

cistd hlava 2617 28 a clear head

Jasnd hlava 2.585 40 a clear head

tvrdd hlava 2074 16 pig-headed fellow
otevrend hlava 0.302 5 good head

Note. Much of data research is due to Renata Blatna who has thus been a co-author of this
contribution.

Shrnuti

Tento prispévek se do znalné miry prekryva s piispévkem Statistické metody hleddni frazémii
a idiomii v korpusech.
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Statistické metody
hledani frazému a idiomu
v korpusech

(In: Studie z korpusové lingvistiky 2, Kolokace, Praha 2006)

1. Frazémy a jejich identifikace

Velkym nevyreSenym problémem pfi automatickém zpracovdani textu je, jak navrhnout
takovy ucinny postup, ktery by v ném rozpoznal mj. i frazémy a idiomy. Toto je, jak se zd4,
nyni v korpusovém véku zdsadni a obecnd vyzva vybizejici k hleddn{ cest, jak se spolehlivé
a pocitacové dobrat obecné zadaného cile; ten vSak na prvni pohled nenese pfimocare néja-
ké zavazné formaélni znaky, o které se da opfit. Na zdkladé své znalosti rodily mluvei vétsi-
nou idiom ¢&i frazém dokdZe v konkrétnim textu jisté zhruba rozpoznat, ale moderni korpusy
jsou natolik velké, Ze jakykoliv manudlni pfistup, ktery by byl efektivni, jasné vylucuji.

Avsak lingvistu $koleného v korpusové problematice urlitd feSeni napadat muZou.
Népadné uZ na prvni pohled tu jsou aspoti dva rysy frazému, které lze pfi hledénf feSen{ uva-
Zit a pokusit se pouzit je pro automaticky pristup: (1) anomalnost ¢i restringovanost frazé-
mu (Cermék 1988, 1994, 2001 et al.) a (2) jeho opakovany vyskyt (rekurence) v textu,
obecné chdpany jako zdklad jeho ustdlenosti. Pro manudlni a ,.intuitivni* identifikaci frazé-
mi uplatnitelnou kazdym rodilym mluvéim je mozné, jak uz bylo popsano diive (viz Cer-
mdk vySe), pouzit komutacn{ test; ten se zd4, Ze lze tudiZ pouZit nejen pro ovéreni sprav-
nosti nalezenych vysledkd, ale je svym zptsobem v pozadi i moZného techni¢téjsiho fesent.
V zékladu tohoto resen{ je takové pojeti anomadlnosti, které operuje s intuitivni znalosti jazy-
ka rodilého mluvciho a tedy i jeho schopnosti rozpoznat, ktery typ kombinaci (kolokaci) je
bézny (pfiCemZ dand kombinace se skldda z ,,béZnych* komponentt) a ktery neni. Toto roz-
poznavani uzivatel intuitivné déld na pozadi znalosti svého idiolektu, tedy celého svého
jazyka a kombinatorickych poméri v ném. Pokud je v8ak nékterd kombinace (srov. napf.
nechat na holickdch, vzit do zajecich) ,,nebéZznd*, neobvykld a tedy anomalni napriklad
v tom smyslu, Ze néktery komponent se jinde vyskytuje omezené, resp. jen s jinym typem
komponentu a je tedy jedinedny, uZivatel to intuitivné vét§inou vytusi. Je nasnadé€, Ze dhrn-
nou znalost slovniku (v tomto pfipadé je nepresné ztotoznény se slovnikem daného velkého
korpusu) a jeho kombinaci zjisti snadno potfebné korpusové ndstroje; ty také rozumné
muZou ukdzat na ,,ne/béZnost* hledanych kombinaci. Bude tedy uZite¢né tento predpoklad,
prevadéjici intuici do formalizovaného pristupu, na korpusu skuteéné ovefit.

Velky korpus, jakym je i Cesky nédrodni korpus (zv1sté SYN2000), je uZ natolik velky, Ze
zachycuje spolehlivé rekurentnost aspori béZnych frazému a jejich chovéni, takZe se souvyskyt
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jejich komponenta tak vyjevi pomérné snadno. Anomalnost je naproti tomu komplexn{ otdz-
ka syntagmaticko-paradigmatické povahy sloZen4 z fady konkrétnich stranek a muze si vyZa-
dat pfistup postupny, zaloZeny na vicero krocich (vy$e byla naznaCena jen jeji jedna stranka).
V praxi by vSak zminény komutaéni test mély pocitatové pristupy aspon obecné sledovat
a napodobovat (1988, s. 433-434). Pro formulaci tohoto prfistupu je oviem zapotfebi si uve-
domovat, o jaké anomdlie se jednd, na ¢em jsou zaloZené a v jaké fazi je tieba se uchylit k fese-
ni nabizenému teorii. V tomto smyslu je autor presvédéen o tom, Ze Z4dnd Cist4 a slepd auto-
matickd metoda frazémy objevujici neexistuje a bez ovérené predchozi teorie ani neni moznd.
V nésledujicim se pokusime navrhnout prvni skromny krok ukazujici cestu skrze mnozstvi
ruznych moZnych pripadu frazému, ktery bude usilovat o jejich rozpozndni; je tieba oteviené
pfiznat, Ze se pritom soustfedime jen na pomérné jednoduché typy. Vlastni identifikace vSak
pak bude zileZet na lingvistovi a také na tom, jakou teorii k tomu pouZzije.

2. Rozpoznavani a objevovani

Cesky nérodni korpus, resp. jeho stomilionovy vzorek SYN2000, je vytviieny soucas-
nymi psanymi texty, je morfologicky oznackovén na troven slovnich druht a jejich katego-
rif a je lemmatizovany. Je mj. uZ predem jasné, Ze frazémy a idiomy tu nemuseji byt zastou-
peny nejlépe; hodné jich je mluvené povahy a v mluvenych textech Casté nejsou, pokud tam
jsou vibec.

PrestoZe néstroju, tj. statistickych formuli zaloZenych riznym zpusobem na frekvenci,
které se teoreticky navrhuji k hledéni (a nejsou tedy v praxi overené), je celd fada, zdd se,
Ze dva z téch nejstarSich, Ml-score a t-score (viz napr. Oakes 1998), se k hledani slovnich
kolokaci hodi docela dobie. T-score je velmi uZite¢ny pro urovéni a prakticky i nachdzeni
vysoce frekventovanych kolokaci, které jsou jinak (sémanticky) pravidelné a svou povahou
gramatické, takZe zahrne i obtizné a médlo zkoumané Céstice, srov. napt. Ceské a vitbec maji-
ci Ml-score 1,464, ale t-score 32,748. Jinymi slovy pro jadro frazému vydatnéjsi vysledky
déava ziejmé Ml-score, ¢ili index vzdjemné informace. Tato zndma statistickd mira, kterd se
obvykle uzivd ke zjisteni skute¢né souvztaznosti mezi dvéma slovy, se zaklddd na tom, Ze
se srovnava pravdépodobnost nalezeni slova (komponentu) ,,x“ a ,,y* v korpusu ve vzdjem-
né spole¢nosti (jejich spole¢nd pravdépodobnost) s pravdépodobnostmi nalezeni slova ,,x
a slova ,,y* nezdvisle na sobé (ndhodny vyskyt) a z obojiho se vyvozuji signifikantni zavé-
ry o povaze nalezenych kombinaci. MI-score se tedy mimo jiné dobfe hodi k nachdzen{ fra-
zému v urcité ¢dsti ziskané Skdly vSech kolokaci, na niZ chceme studovat jejich syntagma-
tickou anomdlnost a restrikce ¢i jiny jejich aspekt. K ilustrovani si zvolme Cesky frazém
krokodyli slzy (angl. crocodile tears, ném. Krokodilstriinen, franc. larmes de crocodile),
ktery lze takto objevit pravé diky Ml-score, jehoZ korpusova hodnota 12,513 je zde dosti
vysoké (zatimco absolutni frekvence jeho komponenta je odli$nd, tj. 70 a 3545). Aby se
takové vysledky nicméné daly plné pochopit a docenit, je tieba je spatfovat a posuzovat
proti pozadi celé §kdly MlI-scort dalich vyrazu a kolokaci v celém SYN2000, které zaci-
naji vrcholovou hodnotou okolo 25 a dal klesaji.

Nutnym krokem pfedchédzejicim tomuto pristupu, ktery se zaklddd na velmi velkém ano-
tovaném a lemmatizovaném Kkorpusu, je potieba stanovit si hranice ¢i prahové hodnoty pro
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zkoumanou oblast, resp. §kély, pokud nechceme pracné vytvéret, resp. vypocitdvat MI-score
pro cely korpus a jesté pracnéji pak analyzovat veskerd korpusova data. Takové hranice Ize
v zdsadé stanovit jen empiricky a Casto je pak vlivem analyzy dat i zpresnovat.

V takovém (i tomto konkrétnim) piipadé je pak obvykle obecné uZite¢né pouZit predem
ziskané bigramy celého korpusu (doplnéné informaci o slovnich druzich). Spolu s dal§imi
ziskanymi udaji, tj. s frekvenci bigramu prvniho i druhého jejich slova a také jejich
MI-scoru, tak bylo moZné vytiidénim ,,nepotfebného* z celého vysledku sestavit seznam
relevantnich frekvenci pro seznam bigramovych kombinaci daného typu, ktery byl rozhod-
nuty predem; v daném pripadé volba padla na kombinaci adjektivum-substantivum. Nutnou
omezujici podminkou uZ na zaldtku postupu bylo samoziejmé vymezeni minimélni fre-
kvence jednotlivych slov, kterou vyzaduji vypocty MI-scoru (takto bylo rozhodnuto, Ze jak
prvni tak druhé slovo ma mit kazdé frekvenci miniméalné 5) a obdobné musela byt (prag-
maticky) vymezena i minimalni frekvence celého bigramu (v daném pfipadé 3). Dosazeny
vystup se pak uz jen pretfidil podle hodnoty MI-scoru. Obecné je ziejmé, Ze stanoveni hra-
nic, odkud nés budou vysledky zajimat, a tedy ,,odfiznuti* (cut-off) nezajimavych, je véci
osobniho rozhodnuti a z4visi to mj. na sledovaném cili.

Ukazuje se, Ze vyhodnocen{ plné $kély vysledku MI-score ziskanych z celého korpu-
su pro celou zvolenou strukturu je do znaéné miry empirické. Takto je tfeba pak zjistit,
kterd Cdst z dané Skdly vysledku skytd prijatelnéjsi, resp. uZiteCnéjsi a pripadnéjsi frazeo-
logické pripady. Jinymi slovy je pak tfeba uréit takovy podrozsah, isek dané $kdly, ktery
je relevantni pro dany cil a nabizi plodné vysledky toho typu, o ktery usilujeme. Pfi tomto
pohledu se ukazuje, 7e frazémy s monokolokabilnim prvkem (viz Cermdk vy3e), tj. tako-
vym, ktery nachdzime v kombinaci jediné nebo jen n€kolika mdlo néleZejicim ke zretel-
né uzaviené tridé, se na dané $kdle umistiji velmi vysoko. K takovym piipadim zde patfi
Sery ddvnovek, kde slovo ddvnovék je doloZeno jen pro tuto kombinaci, jejiz MI-score je
16,33 a absolutni frekvence 14. Specifi¢téji substantivum ddvnovek se poji 21x s pred-
lozkou v, tj. v ddvnoveku, 14x s adjektivem Sery, tj. Sery ddvnovék, ddle 7x s predlozkou
Z, tj. z ddvnovéku, 5x s predlozkou od, tj. od ddvnoveku, a 3x s predlozkou do, tj. do ddv-
noveku. VSechny dalsi kombinace tohoto substantiva s adjektivy jsou aktualizacemi, srov.
ndsledujici tabulku:

Adjektivum Frekvence v kombinaci MI-score
se substantivem ddvnovék | kolokace
Sery 14 16,33
Cesky 3 441
anticky 2 11,39
pohansky 2 12,75
automobilovy 1 8,46
barbarsky 1 12,08
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Adjektivum Frekvence v kombinaci MI-score

se substantivem ddvnovék | kolokace
cikdnsky 1 11,05
ibersky 1 14,65
idedlni 1 8,17
keltsky 1 10,86
lidovy 1 6,82
mytologicky 1 13,06
pocitacovy 1 783
praslovansky 1 15,55
prehistoricky 1 13,23
rockovy 1 8,68
Sachovy 1 10,12
tajuplny 1 11,31
temny 1 8,46
Zeleznicni 1 7,65

Ijind adjektiva neZ jen Sery maji vysoké hodnoty MI-score, ale kvuli nizkym frekvencim
v kombinaci s danym substantivem nemohou byt vnimdna pfi vybéru frazému jako rele-
vantni. Situaci substantiva ddvnovek, resp. kolokaci Sery ddvnovek, je podobny zastiract
manévr, ktery ma MI-score 16,24 (s absolutni frekvenci 33). Pokud bychom chtéli srovna-
vat frazémy nalezené takto pomoci MI-score s frazémy uvedenymi v heslati Slovniku ceské
frazeologie a idiomatiky. Vyrazy neslovesné (1988), ukdze se, Ze pres &tvrtinu frazému se
strukturou adjektivum-substantivum z tohoto slovniku mé v korpusu frekvenci vyssi nez 10.
Pokud mame k dispozici pIné oznatkovany a lemmatizovany korpus jako CNK (SYN2000),

je pak snadné pokladat dotazy i na vy$$i drovni, tj. drovni kombinace slovnich druha, a to
nejen téchto dvou.

Timto zpusobem a za vyuZiti MI-score jsme takto prozkoumali, resp. sondovali Sest
prostych bindrnich tfid a zdroven frazeologickych struktur a zji§tovali, zda mezi vysled-
ky pro kazdou takto obecné vymezenou kombinatorickou strukturu jsou nékde ukryty
i frazémy, resp. idiomy. Nalezené Ceské pripady budou v dal$im pro srovnéni ilustrova-
ny a srovnavany vétSinou s anglickymi, které vychdzeji ze srovnatelného korpusu ang-
lického BNC. Pro ilustraci si uvedme jen piiklady z vrcholu kazdé struktury (kde prvni
¢islo udavad Ml-score a druhé celkovou frekvenci bigramu v korpusu), reprezentované
kombinacemi
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(1) Adjektivum — Substantivam, Augidsiv chlév (angl. Augean stable) 18,16 a 22,

(2) Substantivum — Substantivam, rechtle mechtle (angl. an affair, hanky-panky, ném.
Techtelmechtel) 22,88 a 10,

(3) Adjektivam — Adjektivam, neslany nemastny (angl. wishy washy) 10,44 a 22,

(4) Adverbium - Adverbium, ldZo pldZo (angl. leisurely time) 23,65 a 7,

(5) Adverbium - Adjektivam, narychlo spichnuty (angl. makeshift) 15,84 a 10,

(6) Prepozice — Substantivam, pod taktovkou nékoho (angl. under the baton of) 10,19
a 438.

Shrneme-li, 1ze Fict, Ze relevantni tsek celé dané §kdly podle Ml-score, kde se frazémy
vyskytuji, se muZe pro ten ktery typ znané liSit. Tak napriklad zjiStujeme, tj. po studiu
vysledku, Ze se frazémy u prvni struktury obvykle vyskytuji kolem Ml-score 18 a niZe,
avSak u &tvrté struktury se vétSinou soustfeduji na samém vrcholu hodnot MI-score. Prvni
struktura, jak se zdd, méd naproti tomu distribuci frazémt mnohem §irs{ a vyrovnanéjsi, kterd
se rozprostird pres celou $kédlu nalezenych hodnot.

Nékteré frazémy maji v korpusu absolutni frekvenci velmi nizkou, i kdyZ jejich MI-score
na né bezpe¢né ukazuje jako na kandiddty k zaClenéni do seznamu frazému ¢i slovniku, srov.
pavlacovd drbna s MlI-score 1742 a lukulské hody s 15,72. (Duvodem muZe byt napriklad
jejich mluvend povaha, zminénd vyse, ale tieba i stile maly rozsah korpusu apod.) Naproti
tomu se ale zd4, Ze nejnizsi limit MI-score pro frazémy je kolem hodnoty 7, kde se uz poci-
naji misit a splyvat s jinymi, béZnymi kolokacemi, srov. nezvany host s Ml-score 7,62 (abso-
lutni frekvence 117) a logicky diisledek s MI-score 7,89 (absolutni frekvence je 111). Obecné
se ukazuje, Ze naSe oCekévdni, Ze frekvence frazému byvé nizk4, se takto potvrzuji; vétSina
frazému patficich do zkoumaného typu mad totiZ v korpusu frekvenci nizsi neZ 10.

Jakkoliv se o to dosud nikdo nepokusil, zd4 se, Ze MI-score fungujici na bindrnich kombi-
nacich lze zfejmé snadno upravit a roz§ifit tak, aby se ho dalo uZit pro obdobnou identifikaci
kolokaci a frazému vytvédfenych i ze tff komponentt, ale o to se zde nepokousime.

K ziskdni podrobnéjsiho vhledu se v dal§im nase pozornost ziZila a omezila pouze na
jedinou strukturu, totiZ na prvni kombinaci, adjektivum-substantivum.

3. Experimentalni sonda do korpusu

K béZné nabidce korpusového manaZeru Bonito nepatif tvorba seznamu bigramu, ktery
by také udéval frekvenci dané kombinace (kolokace), frekvence dil¢ich lemmat i hodnotu
MlI-score; proto se bigramy ziskaly z korpusu SYN2000 pomoci zvla§tniho programu, jehoZ
vysledkem byl seznam bigramu sloZenych z adjektiva a substantiva s minimalni frekvenci
dané kombinace (kolokace) 3. Ukdzalo se, Ze v takto mélo frekventovanych bigramech jsou
¢asto kombinace autorské nebo aktualizovana uziti, popf. §lo o frazémy uzivané v mluve-
ném jazyce, které se v ramci korpusu psanych texti proto vyskytovaly v omezené mife.
Seznam byl z toho duvodu redukovédn na kombinace s minimdlni frekvenci 10 vyskytu
danych bigramu. Tento materidl byl pak ddl analyzovén z hlediska zastoupeni frazéma po
manudlni analyze.

204

—



lCermakFrazelogZlom 8.11.2007 12:19 Strén% 205

Kombinace a zdroven frazémovd struktura adjektivum-substantivum je velmi prostd,
podporovand gramatickou shodou, a je také velmi béZna. Zkouméni stomilionového korpu-
su dalo na 45 420 kombinaci tohoto typu. Takto Siroké vysledky se daly pak snadno omezit
podle relevantnich MI-score hodnot, které se zjiStovaly ru¢n€ na vzorcich. Relevantni tsek,
ve kterém se frazémy vyskytuji nejéastéji, se zda zaéinat u indexu 22,7 & nizsiho, az
k 7; to podporuje vedle MI-score i minimalni absolutni frekvence 10. Na drovni MI-score
7 lze pozorovat ndpadny prechod od frazému k béZnym kolokacim. Takto se tedy dalo
vymezit na 1700 kolokaci kandidujicich na frazémy. Ty bylo pochopitelné pak nutné projit
manudlné. ProtoZe timto zpusobem ziskané vysledky jsou mnohem §ir$i, je zfejmé, Ze se
daji vyuzit i pro speciélni studium kolokaci vibec a podobné.

Vysledky ukazuji, Ze frazémy lze najit po celé skdle hodnot MI-scoru, kdy nejvyssi je
kolem 18, tj. frazémy budované na vlastnich jménech, napr. Augidsiiv chlév (18, 16, angl.
Augean stable, ném. Augiasstall) (Augean v anglitin€ a Augidsiiv v ¢esting, zatimco v ném-
¢iné je z néj Cast kompozita) nebo Pandofina skiiika (17,65, angl. Pandora’s box) atd.
Timto zpisobem se daly najit i nékteré ze starych a zndmych frazému, které do té doby
7adny slovnik nezaregistroval, jako napr. pénivy mok (17,04), bermudsky trojihelnik (16,02)
i chytrd hordkyne (15,42). Tento postup ovSem nezarucuje automaticky, Ze se jeho pomo-
ci najdou pouze frazémy, jezto podobné MI-scory by se mohly najit i pro jiné zajimavé
a dulezité kolokace, které viak je pak tfeba odfiltrovat ru¢né, a to na zdklad€ introspekce
a znalosti rodilého mluvciho. ProtozZe se takto daji nalézt stejné hodnoty pro takové koloka-
ce jako diakritické znaménko (17 41) a kropici konev (17,10), naznacuje se tu tim, Ze tako-
vyto pristup Ize zobecnit a napomoct pak nachdzeni i jinych druha kolokaci. A to je téma
v korpusové lingvistice hojné diskutované.

Sestoupime-li po dané $kdle niZe a podivdme se napriklad na Ml-score 7, nachdzime
kolokace a idiomy s adjektivy o znaéné vysoké frekvenci, jako napt. mald dusicka (7,202)
Ci silny kafe (7,17).

Pokud se pustime do jest€ jemnéjSich rozdilt na drovnich MI-score, které jsme se roz-
hodli sledovat, tj. 7 (A), 8 (B), 10 (C), 12 (D) a 15 (E), a budeme-li pritom sledovat celko-

vou frekvenci kolokace vyssi neZ 10, spatiime aspon &dst frazému a silu jejich zastoupeni
na kazdé ze 8§kl téchto jednotlivych drovni. Srovnejme vysledky pro

MI-score Nalezené kolokace Identifikované jako frazémy Priklady
A7,0-79 11 896 495 ohnivd voda, dobrd viile
Pozn.: jen 35 frazému s frekvenci 10, ale 438 frazému ma frekvenci niZ§ nez 100
B 8,0-8,9 9628 205 §iré pole, Cisté svédomi
Pozn.: jen 14 frazému s frekvenci 10, ale 184 frazému s frekvenci nizsi nez 100
C10,0-10,9 5745 250 nekalé iimysly, drtivd vétSina
Pozn.: jen 11 frazéma s frekvenci 10, ale 214 frazému s frekvenci nizsi nez 100
D 12,0-129 2984 140 horkd prichut, Zeleznd opona
Pozn.: jen 13 frazému s frekvenci 10, ale 117 frazému s frekvenci nizsi nez 100
E 15,0-159 803 26 dojnd krdva, odrazovy mustek

Pozn.: jen 1 frazém s frekvenci 10, ale 24 frazému s frekvenci nizsi nez 100
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Je zjevné, Ze narustajici hodnoty MI-scoru dévaji kvantitativné klesajici vysledky a Ze
nejvyssi vysledky pro

(A) frazémy aidiomy se nachdzeji v daném pripadé kolem hodnoty 7. Stoupame-li vyse, a to
jak po vlastni $kdle MI-scoru, tak i nad hodnotu 15, nachdzime nérust jinych typu kolo-
kaci. Pod hranici 7 se sice vyskytuje zna¢nd Cést frazému taky, ta ale neni podchytitelnd
statisticky, protoZe jde o kombinace frekventovanych adjektiv s frekventovanymi sub-
stantivy, srov. napft. frazémy se substantivem hlava v tabulce uvedené v zavéru ¢ldnku.

Timto zpusobem splyvaji béZné kolokace s frazémy — srov. napf. horkd hlava s pfimym
vyznamem ,,horeckou rozpdlend hlava“ a ,,Clovék jednajici ukvapené* apod.

Frazém Frekvence frazému | Frekvence adj. Frekvence subst. | MlI-score frazému
horkd hlava 47 5301 40 189 4,737
moudrd hlava 20 2431 40 189 4,629
hloupd hlava 9 2 498 40 189 3,438
prdzdnd hlava 16 6413 40 189 2,908
Cistd hlava 28 13 727 40 189 2,617
Jasnd hlava 40 20 060 40 189 2,585
tvrdd hlava 16 11429 40 189 2,074
oteviend hlava 5 12 203 40 189 0,302

Zatimco se tu (A) takto dd najit jen asi 2,5 % frazému (jako je kategoricky imperativ, M1
16,13, frekvence 52); dal$i naproti tomu Ize chépat jako

(B) viceslovné terminy jako je lexikalizované prirovndni (MI 16,89), na 56 %
(C) viceslovna propria jako je Gibraltarsky priliv (MI 17,56), pres 20 %
(D) béiné kolokace, zbytek.

Postupujeme-li po $kéle MI-scoru obrdcenym smérem, zdd se, Ze tam prevlddaji uz bézné
kolokace (D), a to jak systémové, tak textové (44,3 % a 37,5 %), srov. napiiklad verejnd
omluva (MI 7,17 a frekvence 48). Jen kolem 2 % kolokaci tu patii frazémum, jako napfi-
klad osmy div (MI 7,05 a frekvence 13). Statistické rozdéleni vysledku do (A)—(E) tedy neni
a ani nemuZe byt zcela piimocaré a Cisté, ale Ize takto pro kazdy typ (a tedy i frazémy a idio-
my) ziskat rozhodné vice neZ jen pouhé jadro.

4. Srovnani slovniku a korpusovych dat

Kdy?Z srovnavame frazémy nalezené pomoci MI-scoru v CNK (SYN2000) s frazémy
uvadénymi ve frazeologickém slovniku (SCFI2 1988), zd4 se, Ze kolem poloviny z 600 fra-
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zému, které byly se strukturou adjektivum-substantivum pro zkoumadni z tohoto slovniku
zvoleny, mé korpusovou frekvenci vyssi nez 10. Tento slovnikovy vzorek o 600 frazémech
se vSak sklddd z riznych typu, pfiemz nejvetsi (7-11 %) tvori frazémy s MI-score mezi
10 a 4. Avsak ty frazémy, jejichz MI-score je niz$i neZ 7, se statisticky uZ prekryvaji s béz-
nymi kolokacemi, srov. celkovy dojem (MI-score 6,84) a naproti tomu poctivd hra (5,58)
nebo Stastny konec (4,60). Zkoumani této ¢asti MI-scoru se tudiz stdva obtizn¢j$im. Takto
se potvrzuje, Ze heuristickd volba pdsma MI-scoru mezi 18 a 7 je pro danou strukturu

vhodna.

Takovymito korpusovymi reSerSemi se dospélo k cca 1200 kolokacim v rozsahu
MI-scoru 817, které byly vytipovéany jako frazémy. Z nich SCFI2 zachycuje celkem 318,
tj. asi jedna Ctvrtina. Statisticky jsou takto dobre zachytitelné frazémy se

a) sémantickou anomalii, napr. kriklavd barva (Ml-score 9.19, frekvence frazému 32,
frekvence adj. kriklavy 418, frekvence substantiva barva 15 811) nebo bild vrdna
(MI-score 9.56, frekvence frazému 69, frekvence adjektiva bily 25 046, frekvence sub-
stantiva vrdna 441), zpravidla maji MI-scory pod hranici 10;

b) formalni anomalii, napt. pékné nadéleni (MI-score 11.63, frekvence frazému 10, frek-
vence adjektiva pekny 6147, frekvence substantiva nadéleni 62) nebo ranni kuropeni
(MI-score 13.30, frekvence frazému 13, frekvence adjektiva ranni 3382, frekvence sub-
stantiva kuropéni 46), zpravidla maji MI-scory vyssi nez 10. Formdlni anomalii se tu pro
jednoduchost mini anomadlie, nepravidelnost ve vzidjemném souvyskytu.

Problém predstavuji frazémy utvorené z kolokaci, které mohou mit jak primy, tak fra-
zeologicky (metaforicky) vyznam (typ mydlovd bublina). Uvédime 10 frazému tohoto typu
(abecedni fazeni podle substantiva):

frazém MI-score frekvence frazému | frekvence adj. frekvence subst.
mritvy brouk 10,33 99 10 288 899
tlustd ¢dra 10,34 158 3341 4396
horkd kaSe 10,44 20 68 1012
bily limecek 10,51 88 25 046 291
vedlejsi kolej 10,51 81 3824 3906
zmenSené meritko 10,12 11 341 3495
Sirokd paleta 10,34 165 15 181 957
zdviZeny prst 10,55 36 343 8412
ledovd sprcha 10,92 40 2127 1169
stribrny tdc 10,61 16 200 1750
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U tohoto typu frazému neziidka dochdzi k tomu, Ze jejich komponenty maji srovnatelné
frekvence, srov. tlustd &dra, vedlejsi kolej nebo ledovd sprcha. Statisticky proto zustdvaji na
trovni béZznych kolokaci typu bilé auto (celkova frekvence 11, frekvence komponentu ale je
bily — 25 046, auto — 21 154).

5. Srovnani s anglictinou

K ovéfeni téchto zjisténi a vysledku ziskanych pro &estinu se zkoumala i angliétina, jak-
koliv jen v omezené sondé (20) srovnatelnych, resp. identickych frazému v British National
Corpus, ktery je rozsahem stejny jako CNK, resp. SYN2000. Obecné a s odhlédnutim od
specifickych rozdilu je ziejmé, Ze vysledky jsou podobné a Ze dany pristup lze uplatnit i na
angliCtinu, srov. Cesky stribrny tdc (MI-score 10,618 a frekvence 16) a odpovidajici anglic-
ky frazém silver platter (MI-score 11,263 a frekvence 14).

Nékteré z rozdilu jsou zfejmé a jsou dané typologickymi rozdily mezi obéma jazyky,
jako je napfiklad substantivum v angli¢tiné uZivané tam, kde CeStina mé plnohodnotné
adjektivum (lion vs. Ivi, stov. lion’s share a [vi podil). Jimi je pochopitelné ovlivnéna i frek-
vence komponentu dané struktury. Témér totozné vysledky lze vSak pozorovat u takovych
klasickych frazému jako gordicky uzel a Gordian knot a trojsky kiin a Trojan horse, kde se
i v angli¢tiné uzivd adjektivum.

Téchto dvacet eskych frazémi a jejich anglické ekvivalenty, ovéfované v CNK a BNC,
dava nasledujici tabulku:

ADJ NOUN| MI | Idiom | Adj. | Noun | ADJ NOUN | MI Idiom | Adj. | Noun
freq. freq. freq. freq. freq. freq.
kristilovy koule | 12253 69 631 | 2708 | crystal ball 8,709 66| 1997 | 8788
fackovaci paniak | 1741 44 55 555 | whipping | boy 10432 14 55 20 4%
krokodyli slzy 12,513 12 70| 3545 | crocodile | tears | 10,072 26 376 | 7148
dominovy efekt 13,942 39 58 5167 | domino effect 8,207 22 239 | 34 649
mrtvy bod 6,134 198 | 10347 | 32939 | dead end 4268 123 | 11794 | 60204
velka ryba 3821 163 | 181776 | 7674 | big fish 5342 103 | 24853 | 11367
Zelezna pést 7,763 23 6251 | 2048 | iron fist 8421 241 5190 1501
darovany kun 9,256 16 270 | 11720 | gift horse 5,307 20 4581 | 12267
prvni pohled | 6977 3504 [ 138317 | 24309 | first sight 6,255 597 | 116940 | 7434
pokusny kralik | 12,549 55 595| 1865 | guinea pig 13219 130 617 2458
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ADJ NOUN| MI | Idiom | Adj. | Noun | ADJ NOUN| MI | Idiom | Adj. | Noun
freq. freq. freq. freq. freq. freq.
stara vesta 5,627 21| 58579 877 | old hat 4,577 421 52755| 3710
chladna hlava | 5467 491 3333 40189 | cool head 3421 20| 4569 | 45455
zlomené srdce | 10932 319 1340 | 14732 | broken heart 7.580 70 2756 | 14766
trojsky kun 10,894 95 515 | 11720 | Trojan horse | 11,217 37 141 | 12267
slonovinova Ve 11,438 7 56 | 5448 | ivory tower | 11,308 82 826 | 4355
gordicky uzel 16,060 66 76 1537 | Gordian | knot 15,121 9 20| 1405
Ivi podil | 10962 149 458 | 19724 | lion’s share 3,773 71 2084 27337
kostelni my$ 11,714 32 592 1946 | church mouse | 4,629 14| 23474 2681
stribrny tac 10,618 16 | 4494 274 | silver platter | 11,263 14| 3987 159
horké kieslo | 6,077 19 5301 | 6421 hot seat 5858 53| 8827 11515

Pozndmka: V tabulce se frazémy tfidi podle MI-scort ziskanych pro &estinu.

6. Zavéry

Zda se, 7e vétSina frazému ma v CNK absolutni frekvenci nizsi nez 100 a e ty, jejichz
frekvence je velmi nizk4 (1-3), zastardvaji a prestdvaji se uZivat. DaleZité viak je si uvédo-
mit, e vétSina frazému se ziejmé nékde na $kéle hodnot MI-scoru shlukuje, jakkoliv stdle

z Xz

nevime, jaka cdst jich zustdvd mimo.

Ackoliv je stale do jisté miry nutné vysledky ziskané automaticky overit manudlné, pres-
to se naznaceny pristup zda plodny. Kromé toho, Ze takto ziskavame tolik potfebné nume-
rické a frekvenéni rysy umoznujici nim frazémy srovndvat na solidnéj$im zékladu (toto zde
lze pro nedostatek mista jen naznacit), muZe to byt i krok k automatickému objevovani
frazému (discovery procedure) umoZfiujicimu nachézet v jazykovém korpusu nové frazé-
my, dosud nezaznamenané. S ohledem na $kélovitou povahu ziskanych vysledku naskyta se
tu i bohatd moZnost zkoumat i §iroké pole pfechodnych jevi, které sahaji od individudlnich
metafor k frazémam, od frazému k termintim a propriim a od frazému k béZnym kolokacim.
A zfejmé jen na zdkladé takovéhoto pristupu, ktery pojme obrovska a objektivni data, 1ze
hledat i kritéria pro odliSeni frazému od nefrazému.

Jedno z omezeni tohoto pristupu zaloZzeného na Ml-scoru je to, Ze zfejmé nepochycuje
frazémy slozené jen z frekventovanych komponentu, jako je tvrdd hlava, kde jak tvrdy tak
hlava patii k vysoce frekventovanym slovam. MlI-score tohoto frazému je velmi nizky,
pouze 2,07. Obecné plati, Ze frazémy s tak Eastymi komponenty, jako je hlava (ta ma v CNK
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absolutni frekvenci vic nez 40 000), se statisticky li§i podle ménici se frekvence doprovod-
ného adjektiva. Takto MI-score frazému korunovand hlava (8,80) odpovida nizsi frekvenci
(208), zatimco ¢istd hlava je téméf 14 000. Podrobnosti viz v pfiloze u frazému s hlavou

a jejich MlI-scora.

Konec¢né je vzhledem k odlisnému a ¢asto mnohem vys$$imu dzu urcitych frazéma v mlu-
veném jazyce tfeba znovu zduraznit, Ze tento piistup se omezuje zatim jen na psany jazyk.

Na obecnéjsi drovni je zjevné, Ze kvuli prohledavani slozitéjsich struktur (nejen frazeo-
logickych) bude treba slozitéjsiho pristupu. I tady bude pri oveérovani a vyhodnocovani
vysledku ziskanych automaticky role ¢lovéka, resp. rodilého mluvéiho znanéd a nedd se
zatim obejit. Av§ak znacné velky korpus je sdim o sobé uZ jistou zdrukou, Ze z néj ziskdme
objektivni obraz existujicich frazému. Dany pfistup je zfejmé prvni, ktery nabizi (témér)
vycerpavajici pokryti dané oblasti a ktery nim dava i jistou zaruku, Ze z naSich dat i zkou-
maného pole se nevynechd témér nic. Jde tu o pocit, o ktery lexikografové a lingvisté usi-
luji ddvno, totiZ byt si jisty, Ze vSechna relevantni data jsou pohromadé. Samoziejme ani tak
velky korpus nemusi obsahovat vSechno, ale korpusy se zvétSuji témét denné.

Poznamka
Tento piispévek je upravend a rozvedend verze anglicky psaného piispévku Cermak Sta-

tistical Methods for Searching Idioms in Text Corpora, na kterém zv1asté v pripravé dat spo-
lupracovala Renata Blatnd. Za pomoc s pripravou podkladu autor dékuje i M. Kfenovi.

Priloha

Adjektivné-substantivni frazémy s komponentem hlava (head), jejichz Ml-score je obvykle
nizsi nez 7:

Idiom MI-score Frequency English Equivalent
korunovand hlava 8,809 31 crowned head
kocici hlavy 8,046 47 cobble-stones
skopovd hlava 7211 10 muttonhead
bystrd hlava 6,508 22 quick/ready wit
chytrd hlava 5,982 52 clever head
rozpdlend hlava 5465 9 hot head
teleci hlava 5458 9 litt. calf head, i.e. idiot
dutd hlava 5,184 8 lackbrain
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Idiom MI-score Frequency English Equivalent
déravd hlava 4,889 4 a memory like a sieve
horkd hlava 4,737 47 hothead
moudrd hlava 4,629 20 wiseacre
hloupd hlava 3438 9 sccaterbrain
prdzdnd hlava 2,908 16 empty vessel
cistd hlava 2,617 28 a clear head
Jasnd hlava 2,585 40 a clear head
tvrdd hlava 2,074 16 pig-headed fellow
otevrend hlava 0,302 5 good head
Summary

The paper that largely overlaps with this is Statistical Methods for Searching Idioms in Corpora,
elsewhere in this volume.
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Funkce frazému a idiomU

(In: Ceskd slavistika 1993. Ceské prednasky
pro XI. mezindrodni sjezd slavistd Bratislava 1993, s. 331-336)

1. Funkce obecné a ve frazeologii

V Evropé se pojeti funkce vyvijelo predev§im v ramci dvou strukturalistickych $kol,
prazské a kodanské (novéji ovSem i jinde, zvl. v systemické lingvistice, spojené se jmé-
nem M. A. K. Hallidaye). Kodanské pojeti funkce jako vztahu zdvislosti mezi dvéma funk-
tivy, entitami, jednotkami (Hjelmslev 1972) ma blizko k pojeti ¢isté matematickému; obec-
né se tedy soustfeduje na vztah mezi riiznymi prvky, entitami ¢i jednotkami. Naproti tomu
prazské pojeti, které se soustieduje spiSe na konkrétni prvek ¢&i jednotku a na jejich vztah
k jinym, je takto formalistické jen v prvni ze svych dvou linii, v niZ se uvaZuje mj. o distink-
tivni funkci rozliSujici jednotky (téhoZ paradigmatu), popt. o delimitativni funkci vymezu-
jict hranici mezi jednotkami (téhoZ syntagmatu).

Ve své druhé linii, ve které funkéni trichotomii K. Biihlera (1934) rozviji R. Jakobson
(1960) do systému svych Sesti funkci, tj. expresivni, konativni, fatické, referencni,
poetické a metajazykové, se funkce pojima jako funkce sdéleni v komunikativnim
rdmci, a prechazi se tak od funkce jednotky az k funkci celého sdéleni (message). O pro-
pojeni obou linif se dosud nikdo nepokusil; presto se nabizi otazka, zda i pro ,,jednotku®
druhé linie, tj. sdéleni, nelze uvazovat, podobné jako pro foném a slovo, ur¢itou analo-
gii distinktivni funkce, protoZe Sest Jakobsonovych funkci tvofi prece také ur¢ité para-
digma. Jednou z prvnich prekdzek, na které prfi takovém pokusu narazime, je vagnost jak
hranic jednotlivych funkci, mezi nimiZ je mnoho pfechodu, tak podminek jejich zapoje-
ni, realizace.

V prazském pojeti se vSak funkce chdpe jesté z jiného aspektu (Skalicka 1948, noveji
i Dane§ 1987), tj. zdaraziuje se zv143té jeji instrumentdlnost, resp. pojeti jako role ¢i dlohy
jednotky ve strukture, ktera je zpravidla typové vyssiho fadu, v niZ pak uvaZovan4 jedno-
tka md uplatnén{ jako komponent. Toto pojeti funkce jako role, které je nutné voln&;jsi nez
jeji pojeti jako zavislosti, je ov§em vlastné jen zobecnénim pojeti funkce distinktivni, resp.
delimitativni a Jakobsonovych Sesti funkci:
u distinktivni funkce 1ze roli chapat misto v mikroparadigmatu,
u delimitativn{ misto v syntagmatickém retézu a
u Jakobsonovych funkecf jejich misto v celku dané konkrétni komunikace, tedy vZdy misto
a roli jednotky, entity v $ir§im ramci. Mezi funkci fonému a celého sdélen{ je oviem Siroky
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diapazon jednotek dalSich drovni, a ty maji své funkce v daném smyslu také. Novéji se jim
obvykle fikd strukturni funkce.

ProtoZe jazykova jednotka md jakoZto znak vztah i vné, ke svému denotdtu, je tfeba uva-
Zovat i jeji funkci sémiotickou (Hjelmslev o ni mluvi jen jako o zavislosti mezi obsahem
a vyrazem, tj. uvnitf jazyka). A protoZe je tato funkce zékladem jazykového pojmenovani
(nominace), lze ji nazyvat funkci nominativni.

V odli$ném, nejazykovém smyslu se konecné nékdy mluvi jesté o fregeovské ¢i kom-
pozi¢ni funkci jednotky, kdyZ se charakterizuje pravidelné skladani, slucovéni jednotek
v komplexni vyznamovy ttvar.

Je zfejmé, Ze u frazému a idiomu lze uvaZovat o stejnych trech typech funkce, byt’ v dosti
odlisném smyslu. ProtoZe pozornost vénovand této oblasti z hlediska funkce je dosud velmi
mald (srov. Cermak 1985 a Filipec — Cermdk 1985), budou mit nasledujici pozndmky
a pokusy o funk¢ni klasifikaci predev§im povahu diskusni. TfebaZe v rdmci tohoto prispév-
ku nelze v8echny aspekty, s nimiz funkce souvisi, popf. na které nardzi, ani integrovat ani
fesit, Ize na né aspon poukdzat, a to predev§im ve smyslu potfeby uréitého feseni. Prvn{ véci
je potieba precizace a explicitni kvalifikace povahy funkéniho vztahu (vztah, zévislost,
role ap.), kterd je nejasnd, resp. ruznd uz v obecné teorii. Druhou véci je potieba precizace
a explicitniho stanoveni podminek, kdy k realizaci funkéniho vztahu dochazi; na drovni
Jakobsonovych dvah o komunikativni funkci se jen velmi viagné naznacuje textove-literar-
ni, popf. psychologickd motivace, nikoliv tedy podminénost jazykova. Treti véci je potieba
zjistit, zda je systémova funkce jednotek, v naSem pripadé frazému a idiomu, néjak sig-
nalizovana formalné; jako zjevny prostredek takové signalizace, nikoliv v§ak jednoznag-
ny, se nabizi valence. Kone¢né Ctvrtou véci, kterd muZe souviset s kompozicni funkci, ale
také nemusi, je potieba zapojeni pragmatické slozky funkce do celkového ramce; je jed-
nou z mala konstant, které se ve frazeologii nabizeji.

2. Funkce kompozi¢ni

Pii tvorbe, tj. skldddni, kombinaci vyznamovych jednotek ve vétsi a vyssi celky, plati

vsude v jazyce, Ze se vyznamové komponenty v takovou vyS$§i strukturu skladaji v zdsadé
pravidelné (v ramci fregeovské funkce) a Ze vyznam takové vyssi struktury je sumou vyzna-
mu svych komponent, i kdyZ naproti tomu podle principu Gestalt nenf dtvar, struktura pou-
hym mechanickym souhrnem komponentii. Zadny frazém ¢&i idiom na druhé strané pra-
videlnou kompozi¢ni funkci mezi svymi komponenty nema ani ze sémantického ani
strukturniho hlediska, a je tudiZ z tohoto hlediska (a nejen ného) vyrazné anomaélni, srov.
takto napf. frazém hodit néco za hlavu, ktery neni ani sémanticky ani syntakticky prostym
tihrnem komponent hodit + za + hlava (a podobné hlava tu neni objekt). Pokud kompo-
nenty néjakou funkci z hlediska sémantického v celku frazému maji, je nezretelnd a néstro-
je k jejimu popisu dosud chybi; ruzné tvahy o Castetné motivaci frazému skrze nékteré
komponenty jsou jen vigni a nepiesvédCivé (srov. Cermak 1987). Mezi komponenty idio-
mu, resp. frazému kompoziéni, fregeovska funkce tudiz neni, Ize nanejvys v nékterych pii-
padech mluvit o bliZze nepoznané sémantické participaci komponentu ve vyznamu celku. Ve
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smyslu teorie informace dochdzi tedy prfi prechodu od komponnetu k celku k maximéalni
entropii.

3. Funkce strukturni

Strukturni funkci, kterou Ize chdpat jako roli frazému ¢i idiomu ve vyssi jednotce a kterd
je obvykle stabilni, ma kazdy typ frazému pochopitelné jinou, pro frazémy a idiomy kolo-
kaéni, tj. nevétné povahy, je to funkce v zdsadé v rdmci véty, resp. propozice, pro frazémy
a idiomy propozi¢ni je to funkce obvykle v rdmci promluvy. Dodejme, Ze vedle tohoto
aspektu role ve struktufe je v8ak vhodné uvazovat funkci je§té z uzsiho druhého aspektu
konkrétniho syntagmatického vztahu k jednotce, se kterou se frazém ¢i idiom kombinuje
(a kterou obvykle kvalifikuje ap.). Takto se zde pak kombinuje pojeti funkce prazské
a kodanské skoly, ba jevi se jako komplementérni.

vvvvvvv

turni funkci ve vztahu ke (A) kolokacim (nevétnym kombinacim lexému), ale i (B) propo-
zicim (vé€tam), naopak pro frazémy propoziéni (II) 1ze uvazovat strukturni funkci jen podle
prvniho aspektu, a to z hlediska tradi¢nich modu véty. MoZnosti klasifikace propozi¢nich
frazémi podle druhého, tj. kombinatorického aspektu, se zdaji malo plodné.

Lze tak, tj. podle druhu funk&niho vztahu, dospét (srov. Cermak 1985, Filipec — Cermédk
1985) pro frazémy kolokaéni k vétSinovému funkénimu typu adkolokaénimu (IA) a men-
Sinovému typu adpropozi¢nimu (IB). Oba typy se bliZe ¢leni na subtypy podle své syntak-
tické funkce, a to zvl. na
(IA) adkolokacni verbdlni (chytat lelky, hodit néco za hlavu),

nomindlni (zlaty diil),
modifikacni (neslany nemastny, Siroko daleko),
relacni (na iikor néceho) a
substitucni (co...za?, Certvi kdo) a na
(IB) adpropozicni modifikacni (pro jednou) a
relacni (Ze by, co — t0) aj.

K jesté uzsi strukturné-funkéni klasifikaci 1ze pak dospét uvnitt kazdého subtypu, sledu-
jeme-li jednotlivé kombinatorické moZnosti komponenti a tedy jejich kombinatorické
modely.

Pro frazémy propozicni 1ze naproti tomu spatfovat strukturni funkci v nutnosti mit jen
urlity modus, podle néhoz lIze lisit frazémy
(1) indikativni (To je stard pisnicka!),
(2) imperativné-vokativni (Ruku na srdce!) a
(3) interogativni (A jd jsem vosk?),
a to vzdy jak v pozitivni, tak negativni podobe.

Obecné plati, Ze mezi riznymi typy frazému jsou rozdily i co do poctu funkci, které
mohou mit; zatimco napf. frazémy verbalni jsou podle prvniho aspektu ve vété obvykle jen
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predikatem (rozvitym), ale podle druhého, kombinatorického aspektu se mohou spojovat jak
s nomindlnimi, tak adverbidlnimi ¢dstmi, Eleny véty, je tomu u frazému nomindlniho typu
téméf naopak: ve vété, tj. podle prvniho aspektu, mohou mit vice ,,nomindlnich roli (ale
ovSem také nemuseji), avSak podle druhého aspektu se zpravidla kombinuji jen s predika-
tovou &ésti véty. Tyto kombinace s jingmi jednotkami, stejné jako povaha $irsi, resp. vySsi
jednotky, jsou vSak striktné nefrazeologické; strukturni funkce frazému a idiomu se tudiz
zasadné vztahuje k nefrazeologickému okoli, a je tedy prakticky (az na f{dké zvlastni piipa-

dy) vylouéeno, aby se bézné kombinovaly dva frazémy navzdjem.

Obligatornost, pevnost funkce je ov§em dand tizem, a je tudiZ proménitelnd, jakkoliv ne
nijak snadno. Pokud dzus urlitou proménu nesankcionizuje, vyvoldva vzdy v posluchaci
dojem improvizovanosti, srov. neustdlenou transformaci hozeni néceho za hlavu (k frazému
hodit néco za hlavu) a tedy i zménu funkce z verbélni na nomindlni. Povaha funkce je tudiz
vyrazné stdla a pripad jako vicerost nominélni funkce, zminény vyse, neznamend jeji osla-
beni, ale pluralitu.

4. Funkce nominativni

Chdpeme-li pod funkei strukturni roli v ur¢ité jazykové struktufe, resp. relaci ke specifické
slozce této struktury vyssiho radu, je pod funkci nominativni tfeba chdpat navenek spiSe jedno-
znaénou relaci, popf. stabilni roli neZ roli proménlivou, tj. k vnéjsimu denotatu. Protoze vSak
Ize vyrazy jako kocici hlavy ve smyslu ,,velké a nerovné dlaZzebni kameny*, tj. vyrazy s fyzic-
kym denotdtem konkrétni povahy, chdpat jen jako periferni, resp. kvazifrazémy, je tieba pojeti
atributu ,,vnéjsi“ ve vztahu k denotétu chépat predevs§im jako ,,abstraktni, nemateridlni ¢i
mysleny*; nelze ovSem ani takto omezeny denotdt, ktery je univerzaln¢ charakteristicky pro

vSechny frazémy, jen prosté zjednodusené ztotoZnit s vyznamem frazému, je tu zdsadni rozdil.

Analogicky funkci strukturni Ize pro obé roviny frazému pak uvaZovat nominativni funk-
ci rizného typu, kterd se rozpadd obecné do dvou sloZek, dezignativni, zaloZené na nocio-
nalnim, pojmovém vztahu k denotatu, a pragmatické, zalozené na (subjektivnim) vztahu
uzivatele k frazému i cili, partnerovi promluvy ap. ProtoZe dezignativni slozka je charakte-
risticky u frazému végni a co do svych kontur a hranic jen obtizné vymezitelnd, zd4 se, Ze
univerzélni pritomnost slozky pragmatické, a to obvykle v jeji evaluativni, hodnotici podo-
bé (pozitivni nebo Castji negativni), je zfejmé potfebna a nikterak tedy ndhodnd; jsou
navzdjem komplementarni. Ne ndhodou jsou z tohoto pragmatického, resp. evaluativniho

NP

hlediska pravé frazémy nejvyraznéjsi a nejbohatsi ¢asti slovniku na drovni slozitéjsich auto-
sémantickych lexému a propozic (tj. vedle jednodussich autosémantickych podtiid adjektiv
¢i adverbif a partikuli, pokud jde o evaluativa synsémantickd). Dodejme, Ze vSak relativné
snadna aktualizovatelnost a také denotativni vagnost typického frazému, zesilovana jeho
pragmatickou slozkou, odliSnost pojeti funkce jakoZto pevného vztahu vlastné¢ ponékud

oslabuje a jakoby pribliZzuje povaze funkce strukturni pojaté jako role.
Pro troven koloka¢nich frazému (I) lze uvazovat, v zdsadé analogicky k povaze slov-

nich druht, dvé Siroké funkeni tiidy frazému. I kdyZ mezi nimi ostré hranice nejsou, Ize tu
spatfovat aspon pribliznd analoga autosémantik a synsémantik, tj.
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(A) dezignatory, které denotat primarné oznacuji, a
(B) operatory, které dezignatory (byt’ ne frazeologické, ale z bézného, pravidelného jazy-
ka) spojuji, nahrazuji, komentujf ¢i na né ukazuji ap. (Weinreich 1966).

Pro troven frazému propoziénich (II) 1ze pak uvazovat funkéni typ

(A) vokativni, vyjadiujici vztah mluvéiho a posluchace,

(B) tematicky, vyjadiujici vztah mluvciho k tématu,

(C) medialni, vyjadrujici vztah mluvéiho k médiu, resp. prostiredku komunikace, a aspon
jesté typ

(D) situaéni, vyjadiujici vztah k situaci ap.

V takto daném ramci miZeme pak bliZe jednotlivé funkéni tfidy konkretizovat pro kolo-

ka¢ni frazémy na zdkladé kvazilogickém, a to u dezignatoru zvIasté na podtiidu
(TIA) argumenty (Ze starého bicyklu se stalo jablko svdru),

predikdtory (Po chvili zapirdni musel kdpnout boZskou),

kvalifikdtory (Andelsky trpelivd babicka to zkouSela znovu a znovu) &i

cirkumstativa (Siroko daleko nebyla jedind hospoda). Pro
(IB) operatory lze postulovat v praxi aspon podtfidu razného typu

komentoru (co do uspéSnosti, zaujeti, pravdivosti ap., napi. Pfedndska byla k zbld-

znéni nudnd),

deiktik (Néjakou tu korunu ti pujcit mizu),

kvantifikdtori (Prispét ted musi jeden kazdy z vds) a

reldtoru (S ohledem na nedostatek casu se to musi zkrdtit).

Pro frazémy propozi¢ni, pro néz je zdkladnim kritériem, jimZ se funkce specifikuje, druh
vztahu mluvéiho k ruznym aspektum frazému v ramci celkové komunikace, Ize analo-
gicky urfovat konkrétni podtridy také, i kdyZ blizsi celkové zmapovéni oblasti propoziéni
dosud chybi. Takto vyjadfuji ruzné podtiidy
(TTA) vokativniho typu naprt. frazémy To mi nuiZe bejt ukradeny!, Koukej mazat!, Tak se
méj! a

(B) tematického typu pak frazémy jako Vzduch je cisty., To zrovna!, Jak se véci maji. . . ap.
Ridky

(C) funkeni typ medidlni 1ze ilustrovat frazémem Div jsem si na tom nezlomil jazyk., Jak
bych to rek...a

(D) typ situaéni frazémem Den se dlouzi., Ted anebo nikdy! ap.

Je ziejmé, Ze v dusledku své nevétné povahy neni moZné frazémy kolokaéni, tj. dezig-
natory a operétory s Jakobsonovymi funkcemi korelovat primo; vyskytuji se nespecificky
ve funkcich vSech. Takovato korelace s komukativnimi funkcemi, i kdyZ jen volnd, je
naproti tomu moZna u frazému propozi¢nich. V rizném poméru takto plni frazémy
vokativniho typu piedev§im funkci emotivni a konativni, resp. expresivni a apelovou,
zatimco frazémy tematického, popr. situaéniho typu maji nejcastéji funkci referenéni
a kone¢n¢ frazémy typu medialniho vyjadiuji monopolné funkci metajazykovou. Nevy-
hranény charakter md co do své distribuce funkce faticka a poeticka: tu prvni lze najit
u frazému v prvni fadé vokativnich a tematickych, tu druhou nevyhranéné pak u vSech typu
frazému.
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Obecné je tieba ovSem zduraznit, 7¢ funkéni povaha velké vétSiny frazému je smiSe-
na a pokud se tu o ni mluvi{ jako o takové ¢i takové, znamend to jen tolik, Ze se z funkéné
smiSené povahy jednostranné zduraznuje pouze jeji dominantni slozka.

ProtoZe i teorie mluvnich aktu je svou podstatou funk¢ni a bude uZite¢né ji integrovat
s funkénim rdmcem Jakobsona, pokusme se zde aspon ve struéné pozndmce poukézat na
nékteré souvislosti s frazeologii propozi¢niho typu; pro frazémy kolokaéni je tato souvislost
malo jasnd.

Zda se, Ze jako lokuéni akty funguje velkd vétSina frazému ruznych typu, kterd prosté
jen néco konstatuje, resp. pojmenovavd, a situace je zde tedy stejnd jako u béZného, pravi-
delného jazyka. Cisté ilokuénich aktii je naproti tomu ziejmé ve frazeologii velmi mélo,
i kdyz aktu s ilokuéni silou Ize nalézt velké mnoZstvi. Vyrazn4 je tu skupina frazému cha-
rakteristickd svou formou imperativni (a tedy zvlasté imperativniho typu) a svou formou
Zadosti, rady, hrozby ap., kterd m4 zfetelnou ilokuéni silu, protoZe obvykle vede k zamysle-
nému Ucinku, srov. Nenechte se prosit!, Dej si bacha!. Jako perlokuéni akty maZou fungo-
vat typy mén¢ formaln¢ vyhranéné, ale jen prilezitostné, nikoliv obvykle, tj. nikoliv do té
miry, aby se u nich mohlo mluvit o pevné funkéni souvislosti, srov. frazém 7o je, jako kdyZ
blecha stipne jako prosté informativni konstatovani (coz je obvyklé a nenf perloku¢ni pova-
hy) a jako konstatovani s ndslednou reakci napf. ztraty strachu a odhodlani se pfijmout
injekei (coZ je pak perloku¢ni akt, srov. napf. Allan 1986). Zrejmé pole pro dalsi vyzkum tu
tedy skytd moZnost studia Castych typu ilokuéni sily u ruznych typu frazému a jejich kore-
lace s jednotlivymi funkénimi typy.

5. Zavére¢né poznamky

Vyse zminénd anomalie je ve frazeologii pfitomnd v mnoha ruznych manifestacich para-
digmatického ¢i syntagmatického druhu (u kompozi¢ni funkce jsme uvazovali zatim jen
o0 jednom syntagmatickém typu anomélie). Obecné ji je mozné zjiStovat ve vSech trech
obecnych smérech, které jsme uvaZovali pro funkci, tj.

»uvniti frazému v ruznych vztazich komponenti navzdjem a vaci celku (ilustrovdna
a pojmenovana tu byla jen kompozi¢ni funkce),

,Hnavenek* frazému, kde ji lze spatfovat predev§im v pritomnosti pragmatické slozky
v rdmci nominativni funkce, a kone¢né i

v jeho ,,uzu*.

V tomto poslednim sméru, pokryvaném zde co do funkce pozndmkami o komunikaéni
funkci, se anomélie vyrazné projevuje predev§im v mnoha ruznych transformacnich
defektech frazému, ilustrovanych uZ mnohokrat dfive.

Nabiz{ se tudiz otdzka, zda tento vyrazny paralelismus vyskytu ruznych typu anoma-
lie a funkce je moZné a uZitecné ddle propracovdvat. Domnénka, Ze povaha funkce je tako-

vouto anomdlii ovliviovdna a specificky modifikovdna, je ov§em nasnadg.

Dodejme zévérem, 7e pravé tato myslenka se stala podkladem ndvrhu (Cermak 1985,
s. 69-70 a Filipec — Cermdk 1985, s. 235) vzit pro zdklad komplexni, funk&ni a viibec
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Voev o

nejdetailnéj§i Klasifikace frazému, kterd by byla zaloZena objektivné na jejich skute¢ném
chovdni, praveé rizné typy projevu transformacnich anomalii v Sirokém slova smyslu.

Summary
Function of Idioms

Most major and basic functions of idioms are discussed here. First, some attention is paid to the
non-compositional or non-Fregean function denying presence of the compositional function between
its constituents. Thus, it is not possible to find it in an idiom such as hodit néco za hlavu, which is not
semantically and functionally equal to a mere sum of its constituent parts, namely hodit + za + hlava;
hence the idiom exhibits a pronounced anomaly, one of many, typical for idioms in general.

The structural function, based on the “syntactic” role of the idiom in a larger structure, allows for
a classification into functional types of idioms based on it, where collocational idioms might be
viewed as
(IA) adcollocatinal verbal (chytat lelky, hodit néco za hlavu),
nominal (zlaty diil),
modifying (neslany nemastny, Siroko daleko),
relational (na vikor néceho)
substitutive (co...za?, Certvi kdo)
(IB) adpropositional modifying (pro jednou)
relational (Ze by, co — to) etc.

On the other hand, propositional idioms allow for a different view of idiom types, a simple one
being at least
(1) indicative (To je stard pisnicka!),
(2) imperative-vocative (Ruku na srdce!),
(3) interrogative (A jd jsem vosk?),
all of them existing in both a positive and (much rarr) negative form.

It has to be stressed that this structural function is basically stable.

Nominative function refers to the type of denotate, which is mostly of an abstract nature in idioms.
On the level of collocational idioms, two major functional types of idioms may be seen, designators
and operators. While the former designate the idiom’s denotate directly, the latter link, replace, point
to or comment the former.

Further, both may be subdivided into classes of
(IA) designators:

arguments (Ze starého bicyklu se stalo jablko svdru),
predicators (Po chvili zapirdni musel kdpnout boZskou),
qualifiers (Andelsky trpélivd babicka to zkouSela znovu a znovu)
circumstatives (Siroko daleko nebyla jedindg hospoda).
(IB) operators:
commentors (as to do success, involvemnet, truth etc. Predndska byla k zbldznéni nudnd),
deictics (Néjakou tu korunu ti pujcit miZu),
quantifiers (Prispét ted must jeden kazdy z vds)
relators (S ohledem na nedostatek casu se to musi zkrdtit).
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Propositional idioms (II) suggest the following functional classes
(A) vocative, expressing the speaker-listener relationship,
(B) thematic, expressing the speaker-topic relationship,
(C) medial, expressing the speaker-medium (means of communication) relationship,
(D) situational, expressing the speaker-situation relationship etc.

INlustrations of II these may be seen in
(A) To mi muize bejt ukradeny!, Koukej mazat!, Tak se méj!
(B) Vzduch je ¢isty., To zrovna! Jak se véci maji...
(C) Div jsem si na tom nezlomil jazyk., Jak bych to rek.,
(D) Den se dlouzi., Ted anebo nikdy!

It is evident that these classes rely heavily on the Prague school tradition and R. Jakobson’s system
of communicative functions. It can easily be shown, then, that there is a link between (A) and
Jakobson’s emotive and connative or Appell function, etc. Nature of most idioms is, however, mixed
from this point of view, idioms being thus blends of various functions in most cases.
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Termin a frazém.
Pripad pfekryvani a periferie
dvou nominativnich oblasti

(In: Termina 2000. Sbornik prispévk z II. konference 1996
a III. konference 2000, s. 31-36)

1. Uvod

Z4dné jazykové oblast neni zcela presné co do svych hranic vymezena, i kdyZ presahy
a pfekryvéni s oblastmi jinymi byvaji rdzné rozsahlé a zfetelné: u gramatickych oblasti
a disciplin je obecné& mensi, u nominativnich, resp. lexikdlnich oblasti, na kterou se ted pie-
nas{ nase pozornost, viak obecné vét§i. Ke zndmym pripadim, u nds notoricky nefeSenym,
patif predevsim v dusledku nedobrého pojeti spisovnosti uméle kladend hranice mezi ter-
miny vlastni a to, co se v ¢estiné pomérné unikatné nazyva slang, coz je vSak bytostné ter-
minologie také. V méné zrejmych sméerech 1ze vSak periferii terminologie a tedy i prekry-
vani s jinymi jevy hledat u leckterého pro termin postulovaného rysu dalsiho. Zajimavé by
bylo v tomto smyslu proSetfeni napt. vztahu exaktnosti a nocionélnosti a povahy nekterych
ndzvu filozofickych (i kdyZ lze namitnout, Ze sami filozofové svou disciplinu za védu
nepovazuji), terminologie a onomastiky (pfekryvaji se napf. v astronomii u ndzvu pohyb-
livych umélych nebeskych objektl) &i, a to je otdzka velmi aktudlni, pfesné souvztaZnosti
stranky terminologické a neterminologické u valné ¢asti téch nejobycejnéjsich, vsednich
substantiv, jako je chléb &i voda (ty jsou prece pro pekare ¢i chemika terminy také a stoji
za nimi definice).

Pravé absence bliz§tho pozndni v této posledni oblasti vyrazné brani lexikografovi
v dosaZeni nesubjektivni moZnosti poloZeni hranice mezi termin a netermin ve slovnicich.
Ne vSechny stranky periferie terminologie predstavuji ov§em prechod do discipliny ¢i oblas-
ti jiné, nékteré tvoii naopak, predev§im z davoda vyvojovych a frekvencnich, jakési pred-
stupné i postfaze do neterminologie, popf. do nebyti. Reseni otdzek periferie terminologie
a zapojeni mj. principu $kdly je bezesporu jednim z velkych mank této discipliny.

Jednou z takovych zavaznych oblasti, definitoricky z terminu vyluovanych, je pritom-
nost metafori¢nosti, resp. pfenesenosti vyznamu apod. Setkdme se s ni porliznu leckde
a prakticky ve vSech oborech je tato periferni ¢ast terminologie shodnd s prechodem termi-
nologie do frazeologie a idiomatiky. Tam se takové vyrazy jako kuri oko (v 1ékatstvi), rajské
Jjablko (v botanice, resp. zelinarstvi), zlaty dést’ (v botanice, resp. zahradnictvi), vi¢7i zuby
(v technice, u pily), bludny kdmen (v geologii), sladké drevo (v hudbé, kytara), bild kniha
(v politice aj.) ¢i valnd hromada (v bankovnictvi, podnikan{ aj.) mohou nazyvat kvazifrazé-
my, resp. kvaziidiomy (viz mj. Cermak 1982). Nemusi pfitom jit jen o takovéto pomérné
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jednoduché pripady, do hry prekryvéni a periferniho oslabovéni platnosti muZou pfistupovat
i faktory dalsi, napf. slang, popf. argot a jeho expresivita &i tabuovost, kombinovand dokon-
ce s pseudoonomasti¢nosti, srov. piiklady ze Suka (1993) a vézenského slangu: Marenka
Hrstkovd (onanie), medvedi ucho (Zensky pohlavni organ), zelend ldska (marihuana) aj.

Je-li tu obecné situace zkoumadni na jedné strané seviengjsi a jednodussi tim, Ze jak ter-
minolog, tak frazeolog se muZe prakticky omezit jen na substantiva a vyrazy nomindlni
(vyjimky jsou fidké), objevuje se tu na druhé strané ovSem i podstatnd prekazka, vétSinou
nereflektovand, a tim méné poznand a popsand. Je ji zdsadné odli§nd povaha kolokability
abstrakt a konkrét. Ta prvni oblast, abstrakta (tj. substantivni abstrakta), se v zasadé v textu
realizuje vétSinou pomoci viceméné pevnych struktur, kde prislusnd verba jsou selektovand
jejich sémantikou (srov. napr. vénovat pozornost, uzaviit mir, jejich relativné vycerpdvajici
popis z hlediska ustdlenosti podavé 3. dil SCFI), ta druhd, konkréta, viak jevi zdsadné vice
koloka¢ni, kombinatorické volnosti, bez vyraznéjsich a zjevnych kombinatorickych struk-
tur. (Je otdzkou, nakolik se tu podari dospét ke specifi¢téj$§imu poznéni na vznikajicim po&i-
tatovém Ceském ndrodnim korpusu.) Toto ma i své disledky dal$i. Na jedné strané se v ter-
minologii jevi jisté ndzvy, napt. notoricky lingvisticky vyraz dopinék &i intence se chapou
velmi rizn€ a bez valného konsensu (plati tu témér doslova, Ze co autor, to pojeti), ba nulo-
v€ (jinf autorfi je pfimo neguji) prave v dusledku své abstraktni povahy, kterou nelze defi-
novat jinak neZ opét velmi abstraktnimi opozicemi, nikoliv denotativné. Pfitom terminy
s konkrétnim denotitem tuto miru a moznost zpochybnéni a interpretativnosti nemi-
vaji a jasny denotdt maji; jinymi slovy bicyklem sice muZe byt leccos, ale ne do tak velké
miry pochybnosti jako mnohé u abstrakt.

Na druhé strané v dnesni frazeologii jsou svym zpusobem problémy obdobné feSeny nej-
uspokojivéji tak, Ze frazémy a idiomy s denotdtem konkrétnim (tj. frazému jako celku, dtva-
ru) se z této oblasti vyrazuji na periferii, tj. mezi kvazifrazémy a kvaziidiomy. Sémioticky
tu jde tedy o situaci do zna¢né miry k terminologii opacnou.

V tomto ziZeném ramci, tj. souvztaznosti frazeologie a terminologie, kterému bych zde
rdd vénoval pozornost, je jednou z pomérné dobie vymezenych oblasti takto se prekryvaji-
cf dvoji periferie oblast lidovych nazvu rostlin, kde jde tedy o pomérné homogenni vyra-
zivo botanické, odborniky pro nekteré své nezddouci rysy vétsinou uz opousténé, které ma
zéroven nékteré rysy frazeologické. Praktickym dusledkem existence takovych vyrazu jako
vrani oko &i kozi brada, zaloZenych tradi¢né feCeno na vyrazné metafore, frazeologicky pak
na ruzném typu anomalie, pak byvd, Ze nejsou v centru zdjmu ani terminologu ani frazeo-
logt a soustavnému popisu ke Skod€ véci vétSinou unikaji, ve frazeologii dplné, v botanice
z&asti. Podivejme se tudiZ struéné, jak tu vypada situace z obou hlavnich vychodisek, ter-
minologického i frazeologického. Za zdklad zkoumadni, relativné vycerpavajiciho, byla
vybrana znamd synoptickd dvousvazkovd kniha Deyla a Hiska Nase kvétiny I-1I (1973).

2. Souvztaznost terminologie a frazeologie

Dosavadni literatura u nds ob¢ oblasti co do jejich souvztaznosti piili§ nezkoumala, byt
si jich je z&4sti védoma (srov. Cermak 1982, Filipec — Cermék 1985, popt. Cermak — Blat-
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nd 1995; Horecky 1965); pozornost zahrani¢ni literatury tu nenf lepsi, pokud vibec néjakd
je &i neni zavadé&jici. Tak lze za prekonané povazovat uz star§i sovétské nazory Sanského,
ktery byl do frazeologie ochotny poditat témer cokoliv (vyrazy typu socialistickd soutéz),
zatimco napr. Molotkov (1977) s terminy ve frazeologii pracuje spiSe implicitné a jen opa-
trné naznacuje, Ze je to oblast nezkoumand, i kdyZ o meritu zarazeni nékterych jeho ridkych
piikladi do praniku obou oblasti 1ze pochybovat (ve vyrazu krutit’ bardnku, tj. ,,Soférovat,
dosl. otacet volantem™ m4d slovo bardnka jako jeden vyznam vyznam ,,volantu* uz ve slov-
niku, a zfejmé tu nejde tedy o frazém, jakkoliv o jakysi profesni vyraz by jit mohlo). Podob-
né se feSeni této otdzky vyhybaji i dalsi: napr. Fleischer (1982), ktery tu pro némdéinu také
konstatuje jen jisté sty¢né body, zvl. metafori¢nost, nic vSak vic nefika.

Ve snaze zjistit, jaky tu je vlastné prunik a pfi pokusu schematicky shrnout zastoupeni
hlavnich aspektu v obou oblastech, dostaneme asi takovyto obrdzek:

TERMIN FRAZEM/IDIOM
Ustalenost + +
Nominativnost + +
Monosémie +) -
Sémantickd pruhlednost + -
Pravidelnost tvoreni/neanomalnost + -
Denotativni presnost + -
Kontextova jednoznacnost + -
Oborové zakotveni +) -)
Pragmatické aspekty - +
Puvodni metafori¢nost (-)* +
Nesynonymicnost -) -

Jakkoliv jde jen o jedno z moznych zachyceni situace (nékteré dalsi aspekty jsou pritom
implikovany pfitomnosti jinych, zvl. ve frazeologii mnohoaspektova anomalnost), je i tak
ziejmé, Ze prunik je velmi maly, zvlasté odecteme-li prvni dva aspekty, které jsou platné
obecné a nejsou tudiz nikterak specifické jen pro tyto dvé oblasti. Mj. i proto se dal$i dvahy
soustied{ na oblast metafori¢nosti (*), jakkoliv by bylo mozné, zfejmé vSak zcela okrajove
a povrchné, jesté uvazit mozné souvztaznosti v oblasti synonymie a oborové zakotvenosti,
popr. i vztahu monosémie-polysémie.

3. Analyza

Autori Deyl a Hisek ve zkoumané préci uvddéji celkem 901 ndzva kvétin a k nim se
pro populdrnéjsi zaméreni knihy snazi uvadét, vedle standardnich ndzvu, i ndzvy lidové.
Dulezitym predpokladem, zajimavym co do svych proporci i obecnéji, je to, Ze pres 90 %
ze vSech evidovanych lidovych ndzvi jsou terminy viceslovné, v nichZ predev§im lze
studovat nékteré aspekty frazeologické. Jak uz o tom padla zminka vySe, vyraznym rysem
té€chto vyrazu je synchronné pojimand, tj. zjevnd metafora, resp. sémantickd anomalie
v §irokém slova smyslu. Ze zkoumani bylo pfitom pro synchronni nemotivovanost, popr.
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korenovost (nederivovanost) nékterych komponenti viceslovnych lidovych termint
nutno nékteré vyloudit, napt. jmeli, chrpa, ryt, sléz, vachta aj.; diachronni analyza tu
cilem nebyla.

Svou formou jsou kvazifrazémy (a zéroven tedy i periferni terminy), zde pro stru¢nost
nazyvané nazvy lidové, bezvyjimecné substantiva, a to obvykle v kombinaci s adjektivem.
Po bliz§im pohledu se v8ak ukazuje, Ze je 1ze déle délit do dvou formalne vyrazné odlisnych
oblasti, do (A) kolokac{ vlastnich a do (B) kompozit, u kterych muZe navic, ale nemusi figu-
rovat i atributivni adjektivum.

(A) Kolokaéni kvazifrazémy, kterych je evidovéno 19 a jsou uzity ve 21 ndzvech (tj. nekte-
ré se z<&asti opakuji), zahrnuji tyto pripady (v zavorce je pro jednoznacnou identifikaci uvddén
jejich latinsky ekvivalent, i kdyZ v fadé piipadu existuje i ekvivalent esky):
Carovnik parizsky (Circaea lutetiana)

Cekanka obecnd (Cichorium intybus)

dablik bahenni (Calla palustris)

hadi mord nizky (Scorzonera humilis)

chudina rolni (Stenophragma thalium)

JjeZatka kuri noha (Echinochloa crus-galli)
kandik psi zub (Erythronium dens canis)

kozi brada pochybnd (Tragopogon dubius SCOP)
kozi brada vétsi (Tragopogon dubius SCOP)
kozi brada vychodni (Tragopogon orientalis)
kozi pysk tetucha (Aethusa cynapium)

kuri noha jeZatka (Echinochloa crus-galli) = (hloh kuri noha)
len matky boZi (Linaria vulgaris)

netykavka nediitklivd (Impatiens noli tangere)
oméj vI¢i mor (Aconitum lycoctonum)

plamének plotni (Clematis vitalba)

rdesno hadi koren (Bistorta major S. F. Gray)
tchynin jazyk (Sansevieria trifasciata)

tygrice obecnd (Tigridia pavonia)

vousy sv. Ivana (Stipa joanis)

vrani oko Ctyrlisté (Paris quadrifolia)

Prvni typ je kupodivu, tj. pfi danych terminologickych zvyklostech a poetnim omezeni,
pomérné dosti pestry, konstituuje se celkem v 6 strukturdch. Podle poCetnosti zastoupeni jde
o struktury s témito slovnédruhovymi komponenty:

S-A  : plamének plotni, tygFice obecnd aj. (celkem 7)
S-A-S : rdesno hadi koten, kandik psi zub aj. (celkem 5)
A-S-A : kozi brada pochybnd aj. (celkem 5)

A-S-S : kuri noha jeZatka (celkem 2)

S-S-A : len matky boZi (1)

A-S  :tchynin jazyk (1)
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Obecné tu plati, Ze adjektivni komponent vzdy stoji v postpozici, tedy jako naprt. v dnes-
ni chemické terminologii. Je zjevné, Ze jen prvni tfi typy struktury jsou vyraznéjsi i to, Ze
posledni je hypoteticky, resp. vyjimecny a jeho slovosled je dany jen diky pevnéjsi roli
posesiva v atributivni pozici. VétSina trojmistnych, resp. trojkomponentnich kvazifrazému
se dd pritom béZné uzit, mj. v dusledku snahy o jazykovou ekonomii, i bez tfettho, obv. sub-
stantivniho komponentu, ktery nebyva ani soucdsti vlastni (kvazi)frazeologické kombinace,
tj. napt. rdesno hadi kofen — hadi koren.

(B) Kompozita (vétSinou v kolokacich), kterych je 12 a jsou uZita (opét v dusledku ¢ds-
te¢ného opakovdni) v 17 ndzvech, zahrnuji tyto ptipady:

bélozdrka liliovitd (Anthenicum liliago)
bélozdrka vétvitd (Anthericum ramosum)
Cernohldvek obecny (Brunella vulgaris)

Certkus lucni (Succisa pratensis)

devetsil bily (Petasites albus): devét sil, magickd moc
devetsil lékarsky (Petasites hybridus)

Jjitrocel kopinaty (Plantago lanceolata):

Jjitrocel prostiedni (Plantago media)

Jjitrocel vetsi (Plantago major)

lomikdmen vZdyZivy (Saxifraga aizoon JACQ)
lomikdmen zrnaty (Saxifraga granulata)
materidouska ¢asnd (Thymus praecox)
potméchut’ (Solanum dulcamara)

sedmikrdsa chudobka (Bellis perennis)

v§edobr (Chenopodium bonus-henricus)
zemedym lékarsky (Fumaria officinalis)
zemeZluc obecnd (Centaurium minus MOENCH)

U kompozit je tfeba si v§imnout predevsim vlastniho idiomatického komponentu jedno-
slovného, ktery je dany anomalni kombinaci morfému. Pokusime-li se tedy o analogicky
obrdzek na této morfematické roviné a pokusime-li se stanovit i pivodni slovnédruhovd
vychodiska, 1ze dospét k takovémuto strukturnimu, leckdy vSak uZ ponékud zastfenému
obrazku:

A-S : Cernohldvek (4)
S-A : jitrocel (3/1)
S-S : zemedym (3)
Num-S : sedmikrdsa (3)
V-S : lomikdmen (2)
ADV-S : potméchut’ (1)
Pron-S : vsedobr (1)

Ve své plné podobe, tj. jako kombinace dohromady se svymi nefrazeologickymi, nicmé-

né vSak terminologickymi komponenty, vSak dédvaji podstatné jiny obrazek. Je vyrazné
seviengjsi a co do pestrosti (proti typu A) prakticky homogenni:
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S-A : zemedym lékarsky, jitrocel kopinaty (celkem 14)
S : potméchut, vedobr (2)

Sémanticky je nesporné hlavni zdpornou vlastnosti lidovych ndzvu v terminologii pravé
jejich metaforicnost v Sirokém slova smyslu, ktera tudiZ vylucuje deskriptivnost a nazna-
¢uje moznosti expresivniho chdpéni; Sife tato vlastnost odporuje, zvldsté v nové dobe,
i snaze po dodrZeni dstrojnosti a vyrazné stereotypnosti a modelovosti tvoreni, kterd, jak
vysvitd z pestrosti formaln{ stranky téchto lidovych vyrazu (viz vySe), predstavuje tudiz
nezadouci vyboceni.

Jist€ by bylo moZné detailné stopovat puvod a etymologii fady metafor zde obsaZenych
a leckterou nabizi uz i etymologicky slovnik; napt. vedle Erbenovy bdsnicky ztvdrnéné inter-
pretace materidousky lze poukézat na starobylost puvodu a tudiZ nefeskost, resp. kalkovost
tohoto vyrazu a na starou povést za nim, jak ji uz signalizuje alternativni latinsky ekvivalent
matris animula (povest byla zndma uz Rimantim) & na magickost Cisla i redlnou 1éCivost deveét-
silu, ktery se opét vyskytuje v fadé jazyku; zfejmé plné Cesky je naproti tomu ptivod na prvni
pohled nepruhledné potméchuti, kde ve skutecnosti o tmu ani adverbiale puvodné nejde, a vyraz
vznikl radikalni kontrakei z delsiho (podle Machka) ,,po chuti nechut* ve smyslu ,,po prvnim
nepiiznivém chutbvém dojmu se dostavi pozdéji priznivéjsi, ziejme v dusledku zvyknuti si¢.
Proti individudlni etymologizaci v8ak bude zajimavéjsi a zdvaznéjsi si poloZit otdzku, zda se tu
neprojevuje, resp. v minulosti neprojevovala néjakd obecnéjsi nominativni tendence.

Ze skrovného materidlu kompozit se Zadna jasnéjsi dolozitelnd tendence vytknout ziej-
mé ned4 (jsou tu nicméné zjevné zapojeny vizudlné barevné motivace), jinak se vSak chova
oblast kolokaci. Stranou je prfitom napfed tieba nechat nékteré pripady nepruhledné ¢&i
zv1astni (u ndzvu netykavky nedrklivé jde pritom stylisticky o krajné vzdcny pleonasmus,
lingvisticky pak o nominativni redundanci zaloZenou na opakovani synonym). Ze zbytku je
patrnd urita tendence k metaforizaci Cerpajici jako z vychodiska pomérné vydatné z ndzvu
pro zivodichy a &asti (lidského) t¢la, tedy frazeologicky feCeno o komponenty animélni
a somatické (v $ir§im smyslu); druhy, popf. tfeti komponent nevykazuje Zddnou homogen-
nost (nejde-li o kombinaci téchto zminénych dvou). Lze tedy aspon v podmnoZiné lidovych
nédzvu v oblasti kolokaci mluvit o tendenci typu

ANIM +/nebo SOMAT — PLANTA

srov. hadi mord, psi zub, kozi brada, kuri noha, vI&i mor, hadi koren, vrani oko, tchynin
Jjazyk, vousy sv. Ivana.

Pritomnost komponentt jiného typu je z hlediska puvodni metafory, jakkoliv Siroce ché-
pané, spornd a ukazuje spiSe na dodatecné spojeni, obvykle jen deskriptivni povahy (Casto
lokalni): dablik bahenni, chudina rolni, plamének plotni.

Kone&né svou funkei se obé oblasti lidovych vyrazu nikterak od termint obecné nelisi,
zastavaji vSechny bézné strukturni funkce substantiv. Odli§nosti, bez kontextového zkou-
méni ov§em jen tusené, lze hledat v jisté mife expresivnosti uziti, popf. i v pragmatickém
aspektu evaluativnosti, je-li néktery z jejich komponentu tak aktualizovén.
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4. Zaveér

Shrneme-li, 1ze konstatovat, Ze zkoumané vyrazy vykazuji formalné jistou tendenci
k heterogennosti zapojenych pojmenovdvacich struktur, sémanticky pak se jako jedina
ponékud zretelnéjsi tendence jevi metaforicky prenos od animélnich a/nebo somatickych
komponent k metaforicky vzniklému obecnému vyznamu kvétiny.

Oboji typ kvazifrazému z dané oblasti zahrnuje celkem 4,2 % z celku 901 zkoumanych
nazvu.

Summary
Terms and Idioms.
A Case of Overlapping and Periphery of two Areas of Nomination

There is an overlapping between terms, used in various disciplines, and idioms; many of these are
to be found in slang as that, too, is in Czech a kind of (unofficial) terminology. Mostly, these cases
might be viewed as special cases of idioms called quasiidioms. A major obstacle preventing these
border cases to aequire the status of a full idiom is their exactly and explicitly defined meaning and
often a concrete denotate. On the other hand, some of these terms, usually older and of folk origin
display obvious metaphors and point to a kind of anomaly also here. For an examination of at least
part of the field a well-known botanical compendium Nase kvetiny (1973, by Deyl and Hisek) has been
chosen.

For a survey of features of terms and idioms, namely their presence in these, see below

TERM IDIOM
Stability + +
Nominative power + +
Monosemy (+) _
Semantic transparetness + -
Regular formation + _
Denotatively precise + —
Contextual unambiguity + _
Membership in a discipline (+) &)
Pragmatic aspects — +
Original metaforicity (&) +
Absence of synonyms &) _

Out of 901 names of plants, over 90% have a multi-word character, some of which (4,2 %) diplaying
features of quasiidioms, based mostly on a semantic anomaly. Thus, there are 19 quasiidioms of
a collocational nature, such as
¢ekanka obecnd (Cichorium intybus)

Carovnik parizsky (Circaea lutetiana)
ddblik bahenni (Calla palustris)
hadi mord nizky (Scorzonera humilis)
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chudina rolni (Stenophragma thalium)

JjeZatka kuri noha (Echinochloa crus-galli)
kandik pst zub (Erythronium dens canis)

kozi brada pochybnd (Tragopogon dubius SCOP)
kozi brada vétsi (Tragopogon dubius SCOP)

kozi brada vychodni (Tragopogon orientalis)
kozi pysk tetucha (Aethusa cynapium)

kuri noha jeZatka (Echinochloa crus-galli) = (hloh kuri noha)
len matky boZi (Linaria vulgaris)

netykavka nediitklivd (Impatiens noli tangere)
omeéj vI¢i mor (Aconitum lycoctonum)

plamének plotni (Clematis vitalba)

rdesno hadi koren (Bistorta major S. F. Gray)
tchynin jazyk (Sansevieria trifasciata)

tygrice obecnd (Tigridia pavonia)

vousy sv. Ivana (Stipa joanis)

vrani oko Ctyrlisté (Paris quadrifolia)

But there are some collocations containing interesting compounds, such as

bélozdrka liliovitd (Anthenicum liliago)
bélozdrka veérvitd (Anthericum ramosum)
Cernohldvek obecny (Brunella vulgaris)

Certkus luc¢ni (Succisa pratensis)

devetsil bily (Petasites albus): devét sil, magicka moc
devetsil lékarsky (Petasites hybridus)

Jjitrocel kopinaty (Plantago lanceolata):

Jjitrocel prostiedni (Plantago media)

Jjitrocel vetsi (Plantago major)

lomikdmen vZdyZivy (Saxifraga aizoon JACQ)
lomikdmen zrnaty (Saxifraga granulata)
materidouska ¢asnd (Thymus praecox)
potméchut’ (Solanum dulcamara)

sedmikrdsa chudobka (Bellis perennis)

v§edobr (Chenopodium bonus-henricus)
zemédym lékarsky (Fumaria officinalis)
zeméZluc¢ obecnd (Centaurium minus MOENCH)

In many cases, an interesting etymology may be found.
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Somatic Idioms Revisited

(In: EUROPHRAS 95 Europdische Phraseologie im Vergleich:
Gemeinsames Erbe und kulturelle Vielfalt, 1998, p. 109-119)

1. Language Nominations, Universality and Human Culture

The topic of somatic idioms addressed yet again in this paper is a rather old one and well
worn-off, for that matter. I do not propose to sum up all that has been written up to now here
as the very number of contributions made here is vast. In fact, it seems that there is no
escaping the field of somatic idioms once any attempt is made at a more general description
of idioms in any language. Also, even a cursory glance at the field readily suggests that it is
very difficult to find a language which does not have this sort of idioms: it is not really
relevant whether one looks at Chinese, Arabic, Indonesian, Quechua, Turkish, Finnish,
Czech, German or English. Obviously, a tentative universal seems to offer itself here for
formulation and a subsequent corroboration but that is a goal to be pursued elsewhere or by
others ((v?ermék 1993a, 1994a).

Yet, on a closer look, there are obvious differences here, too. To be able to say something
about these, one can either resort to repeating, yet again, the few commonplaces usually
mentioned, or to draw not very far-reaching conclusions based on few randomly chosen
examples, or, finally, to undertake a systematic and exhaustive contrastive analysis of at
least two languages, which is, however, not available so far. In turn, I will try to say a few
words on each of the possible approaches.

It has often been stressed that (1) it is necessary to study language in the context of culture
(Dell Hymes 1964 and many others), which implies that it is not possible to have any
beforehand universal conception, a view very much rejected by such linguists as N. Chomsky.
I do not propose to go into this matter now, let me only suggest that it very much boils down to
the very essence of what language is made of; obviously, it is a question going beyond the scope
of our current concern. Yet, if the idea is reformulated somewhat more narrowly as the relation
of language nominations (names), of which idioms are a prominent part, to the culture in
question it does become meaningful. In fact, all one is faced with here is still another version
of the Saussurean idea of arbitrary segmentation of reality by the language, this being
a reformulation of a much older approach which leads us back to ancient Greeks.

It is, however, the arbitrary aspect of this which has to be stressed and inspected
together with somatic idioms: human body, being generally the same for everyone, offers,
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so to speak, a ready-made segmentation in its parts which leaves very little option for the
language variation here (rarely, there may be, however, such unique and exceptional names
as Chinese zang being a name for the group of five organs, namely heart, liver, spleen, lungs
and kidneys). As constituent parts of somatic idioms names of body parts are used together
with most of their traditional functions and symbolism: nose as instrument for smelling but
also spotting eventual danger, heart is viewed as centre of love, courage and other feelings,
etc. Indeed, in its firm anchorage in our body reality, this part of language nominations
reminds us, surprisingly, of interjections, although semiotically the phenomenon is not quite
the same; one cannot observe here any motivation by reality.

However, once the body parts function is separated from its symbolism, differences in the
latter field appear, both minor (also among closely related languages) and greater (as in
Chinese where heart, i.e. xin, is traditionally a centre of intelectual, thinking processes, while
gall(-bladder), i.e., dan, is a centre of courage or devotion etc.). It is here where one finds
beginnings of all subsequent types of variation and differences. On the whole, it does seem,
however, that, apart from frequency of use of body-parts names as idiom constituents,
peculiarities in their use may be explained simply by the chance factor: it is hard to see from
our point of view why there are so few idioms anywhere using as constituents such words as
brain, ankles, kidney or appendix where idiomatics clearly goes against functionality; thus in
Czech, brain (mozek) is attested in only 4 non-sentential idioms while, for example, nose
(nos) is found in 65 idioms. This chance factor related to the external and more prominent
body parts to the exclusion of internal ones can be reformulated as historical one, basically.
The obvious conclusion in this respect, then, is that no direct outstanding relation between
body-parts names as idiom constituents and culture can be sustained.

Yet there is another, very general dependence one can observe here with a high degree of
certainty, namely a more than chance occurrence of somatic idioms of verbal type combining
with human type of subjects; in this, verbal somatic idioms seem to follow the bulk of verbal
idioms, in fact. For the Czech language, the statistics show that the overwhelming 95.93% of
all verbal idioms combine with human subjects (subject arguments), the meagre rest being
distributed among subjects representing animals, concrete matters, abstract matters and place
names (0.09%, 0.57%, 3.22% and 0.19% respectively), with some overlapping. Now, this
kind of figure has not been calculated for the bulk of somatic idioms, but a single illustration
will do. The Czech somatic verbal idioms based on the component ruka (hand), representing
the total of 222 separate idioms, follow, basically, the general line already just outlined: there
are 92.3% taking “human” subjects. To give some comparison and hint at a possible
generality of this feature, let us look at other languages: in French (Dubois) the figure, based
on some 132 verbal idioms containing la main, is very similar: 93.19% of these idioms do
require a human subject; only such rare cases as changer de main, fondre entre les mains, or
passer de main en main do not take this kind of subject. One could go on and arrive at similar
results elsewhere. Thus, Barron’s dictionary suggests, due to a single idiom with non-human
subject (hang heavy on one’s hands), 97.14% of this kind of subject for English, Russian
(Molotkov) 94.1% (schodit’s ruk, gorit’v rukach, popadat’v ruki, prochodit Cerez ruki), while
Taylor-Gottschalk registers a somewhat lower percentage of 87.5% for German, perhaps due
to a special character of the dictionary (weder Hand noch Fuss haben, auf der Hand liegen,
durch viele Hdiinde gehen etc.) etc.
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There seems to be at least one more rather general relationship between culture and
somatic idioms which is worth examining, namely that between some somatic idioms and
paralanguage of gestures, but I shall come to that later (in 3.). To conclude this part, an even
more prominent relation between somatic idioms and anthropocentric principle of the
language anthropomorphism) has to be mentioned and duly stressed. Thus somatic idioms
may not be such a surprising and unique phenomenon if they are viewed on a par with and
within the framework of all other and well pronounced anthropomorphic features one finds
in language in general, such as major and general tendencies of polysemy growth of human
vocabulary, which is based on metaphor and metonymy, cf. time goes, the door leads
somewhere, the foot of a hill, or the shoulder of a river, to give only a few English
examples, limited, moreover, to the lexicon only.

However, a note of caution is due here. As I have not deliberately stated what exactly
I may mean by somatic idioms I must do it now and for a good reason which must seem
to be quite evident by now: somatic idioms are simply idioms (phrasemes), or idiomatic
(phraseological) combinations of various functions containing at least one obvious
body-part name. By stressing the quality of obvious I want to exclude such historically
less-known human organs as appendix, uvula or hypothalamus as well as minor parts of
other, better-known organs. Now, to relate the field, which has been thus limited, to the
anthropocentric principle, one has to realize that “human presence” in idioms, so to
speak, is not limited to somatic idioms only. On the contrary, it is extremely hard to limit
the universe of idiomatic components only to those which would not, one way or another,
be related to man and to what might be called human. An extensive analysis including,
next to proper somatic parts of idioms, such noun types as types of persons (such as idiot,
gentleman etc.), human products and utensils (bed, beer, ruler etc.), abstract priori
notions related to human culture and civilization (such as honesty, truth, Friday) and
abstract states (such as pension, need, comfort etc.), has been undertaken in this sense for
the Czech language, and it gives some unexpected results. It may come, perhaps, as no
surprise, that somatic idioms proper, i.e. verbal idioms in this case only, amount to over
1700 idiomatic combinations in Czech, i. e. slightly less than 20% of all Czech verbal
idioms. Yet what may be really surprising is that over 75% of all Czech idioms do belong
to one or another of the anthropomorphic types outlined above (Cermak 1994d). Thus
idioms containing other types of noun constituents, such as animals, plants, insects,
nature formations and the like, are in clear minority amounting to less than a quarter of
the whole.

2. Meaning-Form Relation

To ask whether there is any relation between the language idiomatic form and
its meaning may be both misleading and rewarding. A comparison of some carefully
chosen items across languages may give encouraging results and tempt one to suspect
a deeper relationship, if not a downright motivation of some sort. Thus, the idiomatic
meaning “fo help somebody in his/her difficult situation” does yield highly comparable
items based on HAND constituent in most of the Germanic, Romance and Slavonic
languages, such as
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Engl. give/lend someone a hand,

Germ. Hand an etwas anlegen,

Dutch de behulpzame hand iemand bieden,

Swed. rdcka ndagon en hjdlpande hand,

French donner/préter la main a gn, or tendre une main secourable,

Ital. dare mano forte a qc,

Span. dar la mano a un persona, soltar la mano,

Russ. poddtiprotjanit ruku pomosci,

Pol. poda¢ komu pomocnq dton (palm being part of hand, in this case) or
Czech podat pomocnou ruku nekomu,

but Finnish, despite its coexisting with and having been influenced by Indo-European languages,
does not have a comparable equivalent (the Finnish equivalent auttaa miestd mdessd “help
man/s.o. in the hill” suggests quite a different solution). It has to be conceded, however, that this
rather simple picture could be made even richer, should one include other, complementary terms
such as English arm or Czech paZe existing next to hand and ruka (= arm).

But this rather coherent picture begins to disappear if we go on with the comparison of
the adjacent or opposite meaning of “not to help somebody” where the same languages
differ either in the verb used or even drop the HAND constituent altogether, e.g.

Engl. not lift/raise a hand or sit on one’s hands,

Germ. keine Hand riihren or die Hand von jm abziehen,

Dutch zijn hand voor iets niet omdraaien or geen hand uitsteken voor iemand,
Swed. ta sin hand ifrdn ndgon,

French ne pas en ficher une rameé,

Ital. non muovere un dito per qualcuno,

Span. quedarse con las manos cruzadas,

Russ. sid’et’slozvd/podzvdv ruki,

Pol. nawet nie ruszy¢ dla kogo palcem, or

Czech nehnout prstem pro nékoho.

The Finnish language has a calque here probably: ei heilauta kéttddn (“not wave
a hand”) but it prefers to use an equivalent very similar to Czech ei sormeansa liikuta.

The lesson to follow from this is obvious: while the former meaning examined seems to
have come, by having been translated gradually, from the same source and to be probably
of an older date, the latter, opposite meaning did not have any such common source, as the
verbs seem to suggest ( “lift/raise, move/stir, turn/put out, take from, knock in, move, fold,
move”) or choice nouns used here (hand, foliage, finger). Thus, one can hardly look for any
motivation or well-established relation between the idiomatic form and meaning here,
despite the seemingly apparent similarities due to historical reasons, in most cases. Apart
from common history and its influence, there is, in fact, very little in common here (as the
second set of examples suggests) and even the apparent cases where the actual movement
or gesture may seem to be the only possible or imaginable one may turn out to be deceptive
or are not mirrored by actual idioms at all.
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Thus, it is hardly worth saying that even such prominent fields of idioms as those
inspected above abound in specific, original and idiosyncratic formations not to be
found elsewhere. Let us take a couple of more examples from the same field of HAND
which seem to be language-specific:

Engl. sit on one’s hands, try one’s hand,

Germ. auf der Hand liegen (be as clear as daylight), etw. kurzer Hand ablehnen (reject
sth out of hand),

Dutch iets achter de hand hebben (have sth in reserve), met de handen in het haar Zitten
(be at one’s wits’ ends),

Swed. ha ingen hand med ndgot (be clumsy with sth),

French ne pas avoir trente-six/quatre mains (have only one pair of hands), avoir des
mains de beurre (to be butter-fingered),

Ital. avere le mani bucate (spend unreasonably), avere le mani di pasta frolla (be clumsy
dropping things),

Span. dar una mano a una persona (scold somebody, give somebody a good talking-to),
Russ. vzjat'sebja v ruki (pull oneself together), nagret sebja ruki na cem (gain money in sth),
Pol. miec lekkq reke (spend unreasonably), urabiac sobie rece (po tokcie) (plod, sweat
one’s guts out),

Czech mit volsSovy ruce (be a butterfingers, be very clumsy),

Finn. hakea jotakin kdsiinsd (fish out something, find) or, not surprisingly,

Chinese, as in zuo shou jiao (cheat/trick someone, lit. make hands and feet) etc.

There is no doubt that the field is made up, primarily, of idiomatic constructions of
considerable diversity of finer, less conspicuous, or larger proportion, such as those above;
such examples could be easily multiplied.

3. Gestures and Idioms

If minute analysis may not yield much, one may ask whether there are at least some
statistical tendencies between form and meaning. Now, if Czech idioms with the HAND
constituent which happen to be also names for gestures are examined, over 20 meanings,
closely-knit together, may be discerned, such as

capitulation (zvednout ruce nad hlavu),

congratulation (potrdst nekomu rukou),

despair (spinat ruce/lomit rukama),

esteem (polibit nekomu ruku),

expectancy (zamnout si ruce),

lack of interest (mdvnout nad nécim rukou) and the like.

It remains to be seen, against the background of other languages, whether there is a more
general tendency to be stated here or whether this state of affairs is a language-specific one. The
examples above are not to be mixed, however, with others, that are not linked with a gesture
(such as /po/zvednout ruku proti nékomu), where a variety of different meanings can be found.
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Some tendencies, then, are quite apparent, even more so, should they be compared with
those for other somatic constituents:

(1) 100% of the hand-idioms of this type are, in various degree, oriented towards a second
agent, usually human expressed as an object, i.e. none of them has an expressive
function only, e.g. friendship, as in poddvat si ruce.

(2) Over 97% of hand-idioms express intellectual attitudes or reactions, e.g. recognition,
as in potrdst nékomu rukou (the exception being piousness as in sepnout ruce), i.e.
although some emotional colouring may be present with some of the idioms (e.g.
indignation as in ddt ruce v bok), none of them is of a primary emotional nature.

(3) Over 97% of these idioms seem to be reactions to abstract, human or cultural stimuli
(the only exception is that of feeling cold: mnout si ruce).

(4) Although some attitudes expressed may be quite strong, none of the hand-idioms may
be labelled as expressing aggressive meaning, implying attack or threat to someone else.

(5) All idioms express processes, and none of them designates a mere state of affairs, static
relation or physical/local relation or, even, a real action.

Of course, much can be added here on the nature of these somatic idioms which have the
function of gestures. One can, basically, speak here of at least three important features:

(A) These idioms have a double denotate, a concrete (the movement itself) and an abstract
one (attitude or stance), and they are semiotically of symbolic nature (Cermak 1982,
1988). The existence of their double denotate is supported by a possibility of using these
gestures without any verbal counterpart. In fact, there seems to exist a neat distributional
difference: while pure gestural use tends to be limited to direct speech, idiom use
prefers indirect speech; also, while direct gestures may not be, as a rule, used with the
other than 1st person, idioms are mainly used with other than the 1st person of the verb
(they seem to be non-performative, in fact).

(B) These idioms belong to paralanguage, or kinesic part of it, accompanying the verbal
communication proper; as a rule, there seems to be no other way how to link the verbal

and non-verbal part of communication than by idioms of this type.

(C) In general, these idioms are very much culture-dependent, both in degree of gestures
used and their selection.

4. Czech and Chinese and Some Open Questions
To round up these remarks, I propose to return back to a relatively exhaustive analysis of

the field. A recent and particularly revealing comparison and analysis of the Czech and
Chinese language of this sort has been undertaken (Song Fen-Yuen) based on the same
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methodology (Cermak 1982, 1988) which makes it possible to offer more than fragmentary
information, so typical of other approaches. On the basis of the overall number for somatic
idioms of all types encountered in Czech and Chinese, i.e. 2101 and 2861 respectively, it has
been found that some 72% of Czech and 52% of Chinese somatic idioms belong to the field
of verbal collocations, i.e. to the verb-noun structure and its variants, primarily.

It is quite surprising, given the great dissimilarity of Czech and Chinese, that a basic general
correspondence of more than 70%, both in general function and general meaning, could be
established between the two languages as far as their somatic idioms are concerned.

This overall correspondence is to be seen, among other things, in the 70% general match
of the first 10 somatic noun constituents, ordered by their frequency:

Czech: hlava, oci/oko, usta, nohy, nos, jazyk, ruce/ruka, krk, srdce, nervy
(i.e. head, eye(s), mouth, feet, nose, tongue, hand(s), neck, heart, nerves)
Chinese: heart, eyes, head, mouth, body, hand, face, feet, ears, skin

The obvious differences are in the use of nose, tongue, nerves in Czech and of body, ears
and skin in Chinese. However, if this general figure is compared, e.g., with that of the Czech
verbal somatic idioms only, a somewhat different sequence obtains: hand, eye, head, mouth
(huba), foot, nose, heart, finger, ear, tongue. At the same time, the hand constituent happens
to be the most frequent one Czech verbal idioms use here (unlike, for example, in
comparisons, where it is dog (pes) which is most heavily employed).

5. Conclusion
To conclude, a number of questions, rather than answers, offers itself here:

(1) Are somatic (or anthropomorphic) idioms universals?

(2) Are somatic idioms always linked to gestures?

(3) Are there gestures (completely) outside somatic idioms, too?

(4) Are there new somatic idioms still being formed or is it a closed, very old historic
chapter?

(5) Can one observe here a microsystem of some sort?

Shrnuti
Znovu o somatickych frazémech

Somatické frazémy se povaZuji za univerzalni; jejich podoba je v riznych jazycich vSak nutné
ruznd. Je to vidét uz napf. na srovnani eStiny a Cinstiny (dan, tj. ndzev pro Zlu&nik, se chépe za cen-
trum odvahy a oddanosti, v Cestiné se vSak téméf neuzivd); jiné se uzivaji jinak nebo se neuzivaji
v somatickych frazémech vibec. Nelze tedy stanovit Zddny obecny vztah mezi Castmi téla a jejich

zapojenim do kultury, zprostfedkované zde predevsim frazeologif.
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V &etiné bylo zjisténo, Ze pres 95 % verbélnich frazému se poji s lidskym subjektem, pfitom z nich
valnd ¢4st obsahuje somatické komponenty. Takto frazémy obsahujici komponent ruka (222 z verbdl-
nich frazému) toto obecné zjistén{ potvrzuji: 92 % jich ma lidsky subjekt také a podobnou situaci lze

oCekdvat i u dalSich. Podobn4 situace je i u jinych jazyku. V $ir§im pohledu tu jde o uplatiiovani prin-
cipu antropomorfismu, zndmého i odjinud z jazyka.

Neékteré pripady ve srovndni jako by naznaCovaly souvislost mezi formou a vyznamem, srov.

angl. give/lend someone a hand,

ném. Hand an etwas anlegen,

hol. de behulpzame hand iemand bieden,

$véd. rdcka ndgon en hjilpande hand,

fr. donner/préter la main a qn, ¢i tendre une main secourable,

ital. dare mano forte a qc,

$pan.. dar la mano a un persona, soltar la mano,

rust.. poddt/protjaniit’ ruku pomosci,

pol. podac komu pomocng dton,

&es. podat pomocnou ruku nekomu,
zatimco finstina analogicky vyraz nema (auttaa miestd mdessé poméhat nékomu v kopci); jsou tu vSak
i dal$i problémy, jako je vztah paZe-ruka aj.

Naproti tomu témér obraceny pohled skytaji jazyky pii vyjadfovani vyznamu ,,nepomoct nékomu®, srov.
angl. not lift/raise a hand Ci sit on one’s hands,

ném. keine Hand riihren &i die Hand von jm abziehen,

hol. zijn hand voor iets niet omdraaien ¢i geen hand uitsteken voor iemand,
$véd. ta sin hand ifrdn ndagon,

fr. ne pas en ficher une rameé,

ital. non muovere un dito per qualcuno,

Span. quedarse con las manos cruzadas,

rus. sidet sloZdlpodZdv ruki,

pol. nawet nie ruszyc dla kogo palcem,

&es. nehnout prstem pro nékoho.

Zda se tedy, Ze néjakd obecnd souvztaznost mezi ndzvem &dsti téla a vyznamem frazému spis neni.
Ukazuji to i vyrazy idiosynkraticky omezené jen pro dany jazyk, srov.

angl. sit on one’s hands, try one’s hand,

ném. auf der Hand liegen, etw. kurzer Hand ablehnen,

hol. iets achter de hand hebben, met de handen in het haar zitten,

$véd. ha ingen hand med ndgot,

fr. ne pas avoir trente-six/quatre mains, avoir des mains de beurre,

ital. avere le mani bucate, avere le mani di pasta frolla,

Span. dar una mano a una persona,

rus. vzjat'sebja v ruki, nagret sebja ruki na cem,

pol. miec lekkq reke, urabiac sobie rece (po tokcie),

Ces. mit volSovy ruce,

fin. hakea jotakin kdisiinsd,

&in., zuo shou jiao (podfouknout nékoho, dosl. délat ruce a nohy) atd.

Somatické frazémy ale souviseji také tzce s gesty a Sife patii k parajazyku. Srov. vyznam a frazém/gesto
kapitulace zvednout ruce nad hlavu,

blahopiéni potrdst nekomu rukou,
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zoufalstvi spinat ruce/lomit rukama,
Ucta polibit nekomu ruku,

oCekavani zamnout si ruce,

nezdjem mdvnout nad nécim rukou aj.

Prozatim, zvl. na zdkladé studia ruky, lze nabidnout nékteré zavéry, zvl.
1 — 100 % frazému m4 vztah k druhému objektu, ¢lovéku,
2 — pres 97 % vyjadriuje intelektudlni postoj ¢i reakci, pfiemz zddny nevyjadfuje primarné emoce,
3 — pres 97 % je tu reakei na abstraktn{, lidské &i kulturni podnéty, vyjimka: mnout si ruce (zimou),
4 — 74dny z nich nevyjadfuje vyslovene agresivni postoj,
5 — v8echny vyjadfuji procesy, Zddny stav, staticky vztah ap.
Srovndni frekveneniho zapojeni nejcastéjSich somatickych komponentu v Cestiné a ¢instiné nazna-
¢uje i rozdily, srov.
CeStina: hlava, ociloko, iista, nohy, nos, jazyk, ruce/ruka, krk, srdce, nervy
éinstina: srdce, o, hlava, iista, télo, ruka, tvdar, nohy, usi, kiize

Zéavérem lze zformulovat nékolik otdzek:

1 — jsou somatické, resp. antropomorfické frazémy univerzalni?

2 — véZou se somatické frazémy vzdy ke gestim?

3 — existuji i gesta vné somatickych frazému?

4 — tvori se i nové somatické frazémy, anebo jde o starou a uzavienou kapitolu?
5 — lze v nich spatfovat néjaky mikrosystém?
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On the Nature of Universality

in ldioms
(In: Z problemdw frazeologii polskiej i stowianskiej VI, 1994, p. 15-19)

1. Situation and Basic Notions

Relating the concept of idiom/phraseme to universality is impossible without stating
first what is meant by both terms, i.e. by idiom and by universality. It is readily admitted that
in the first case, the idiom is viewed by linguists differently, but this difference is usually
not recognized as being so fundamental as it really is. Both the unit of idiom and its
respective field, idiomatics, are so vastly different in various approaches in their constitutive
features and scope and have become blurred that it is no longer clear what really belongs
here, under these two headings. If the extreme approaches are mapped onto each other their
intersection is much less in size than what is different in them.

As a result, an almost disastrous misunderstanding may follow, since the label of idiom
may be used for almost anything. The oustanding border regions, not sufficiently supported by
the theory are often not mentioned at all or are labeled differently as collocations in English
linguistics, at least partly. An enumeration and discussion of what is meant by the term would
be a major topic in its own right. This situation of not clearly delimited boundaries of the field
and the essence of its unit is often paradoxically further worsened by suggestions for internal
divisions or classifications; as a rule, these suggestions are based on vague and useless criteria
as in the case of the Russian Sanskij and others following the old hazy remarks of Vinogradov.

It is therefore necessary to state one’s own position positively. It has been published on
various occasions and used as the entrance test for the entries of the Czech idiom dictionary
(Slovnik ceské frazeologie a idiomatiky I-11I), one of the greatest of its kind. Let me add that
the term idiom will be used here for the sake of brevity as a general term for all kinds of
phraseological and idiomatic units and. Thus as a general background of following remarks
on universality of idioms, I propose to view the idiom as follows:

The idiom is such an unmodelled and fixed syntagm of elements, of which at least one, from
the perspective of the other, is a member of an extremely restricted and closed paradigm

(formally and often semantically, too).

Also the latter of both terms, universality, seems to be lacking in many respects, the
general one being a lack of factual corroboration and evidence for the alleged universals,
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proposed by various authors. My general view will be based on older conceptions of
universals (implicational universals), many of which can, however, be translated into
Chomsky’s formal universals as well (Chomsky 1965). Specific objections against other
universalist approaches to idioms may be summed up in four points:

(1) They are diachronic in nature and do not, in fact, account for the present state of the
field or unit (such as Thass-Thienemann/Fabricius principle of suppressed taboo
meaning, suggested by Makkai 1978, which is projected into secondary senses of
words).

(2) They are in no way specific to idioms only (Dobrovolskij 1988, but also partly Makkai
and Coulmas 1981), some being outright commonplaces (such as existence of polysemy
or synonymy in idioms, Dobrovolskij). It is evident that such features cannot delimit the
specific field of idioms in the vast territory of language phenomena.

(3) They are statements about the semiotic nature of the idiom’s constituent parts only
and, accordingly, not about the idiom proper (Kopylenko — Popova 1972, partly also
Coulmas). However, what readily suggests itself, i.e. their primary abstract semiotic
nature, is, for some reason, never mentioned at all. This abstract denotate of most
idioms stands in sharp contrast to their components having, mostly, concrete
denotates.

(4) Some of their premises might be wrong (such as Dobrovolskij’s claim of the regularity
of the idiomatic system being dependent on the degree in which language is analytical).
In fact, the very idea of the idiomatic system being in existence is wrong; such an
alleged system cannot be stated in positive terms since there exists only a residuum of
combinatorial anomalies, as implied by the above definition, which is complementary to
regular combinations obtaining in language. What these four statements do have in
common is their hypothetical nature not corroborated by any research based on any
substantial language material, a fact which holds for Chomsky’s claims, too, contrasted
by, e.g. Greenberg’s substantive universals who did undertake some research to support
his claims.

2.Ten Universals: A Proposal

It is therefore necessary, among other things, to avoid any diachronic approach and stick
to the matter at issue, i.e. be specific enough as to really characterize idioms synchronically,
and not only their constituents.

In what follows, ten basic (absolute) universals will be proposed, in some instances with
related implicational universals based on them. However, no feature will be admitted as
universal if it happens to be a general property of language nomination, such as synonymy
etc., and which does not follow from the presence or constellation of other features. Should
we start any diachronic investigation as to idiom universals, an interesting question arises:
should such a consideration be purely historic (and clearly not belonging here) or should it
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be pursued in a framework similar to that of word-formation? If we opt for the latter, an
objection may be readily seen in the nature of misused term productivity (which is not
purely synchronic) which does not obtain in idioms.

To come back to our synchronic idiom universals, let us briefly comment on each of
them. I will deliberately restrict my remarks to a general form only and propose not to go
into any details or illustrations as these would always be partial to some language only.

(1) Idioms exist in every natural language.

Here, I would like to suggest that even the most far-fetched views of idioms do not go
completely wrong and do cover at least part of idiom field in the language in question. Thus
no language without idioms has been reported so far; on the contrary, even artificial languages
may acquire idioms, if they go through some development (Esperanto). An additional, though
quite banal, implicational universal, following indirectly from the above definition may be
formulated as follows:

If a language has metaphors, then it has idioms too.

It may be useful to remind ourselves that idioms are by and large entities whose
predecessors were once metaphors which are of universal nature, too; in due time they
became stable and entered the vocabulary of the language as idioms.

(2) Idioms exist on all combinatorial levels of language elements related to meaning;
some of these combinatorial results may enter as idioms into the language system.

It is clear that combinatorial, or rather permutational possibilities of a language are far
greater than those in actual use which are of necessity regular, governed by rules; idioms
always draw on the unused possibilities and, in some cases, even on those which seem to be
quite impossible because of structural reasons, i.e. they are not rule-governed.

It is not quite clear whether one is justified in looking for idioms in la parole, text,
and, indeed, whether it is possible to distinguish them from newly-coined metaphor or
metonymy. It may seem that such an alleged text idiom, i.e. one formed ad hoc, and
idiom are identical and cannot be distinguished. Yet, the difference is the idiom’s
acceptance and familiarity. An extension of this is the tricky problem of stability or
fixedness (there seems to be no good term for this in English), i.e. such a degree of fixed
existence of a combination which alows for its inclusion into the vocabulary. Both this
notion of stability and of variation is in need of further elaboration and precision. Let
me just make one remark here: only by variation and variants such oscillation and/or
alternatives is understood that preserves the idiom’s identity and syntactic function.
Here, some widely different views are to be found, too. Thus an implicational universal
may be formulated:

The higher the idiom’s frequency the more the idiom is fixed (stable) and the less the
chance that there might be variants of it.
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One may observe that this particular universal implies convergence with diachrony. This
is true both of (1) fresh neologisms, new idioms, of (2) overused idioms or clichés, as well
as of (3) idioms with small frequency of use getting slowly obsolete. A consequence of this
is loosening of the idiom’s form and/or meaning which gives rise to variants. In general, this
is, then, a peculiar specimen of the centre-periphery relation.

(3) Idioms are results of a chance formation and are not based on any model.

Past use of the term model, model-like etc. has been rather loose and might wrongly
suggest that there is a possibility to coin new idioms at liberty (perhaps following some item
coined previously) and thus manipulating the language as libitum. It is dangerous nonsense,
of course, and, accordingly, such use of a model is to be avoided. At the same time, this view
might also give some grounds to a search of regularity in idioms, so popular with some
linguists. On closer inspection, based on the above definition, it is evident, however, that no
aspect of the idiom may be seen as regular and generally recursive; in fact, it is only the
language elements entering the idiom as its components that might be regular in the very
beginning, before this entry. But upon this entry, they both stop being regular and, indeed,
standard and analyzable language units. The problem of extremely limited analogy in the
idiom formation may be resolved by the existence of closed paradigms postulated in our
definition of idioms (see Cermak 1982, Filipec — Cermdk 1985). More generally, the
basically chance existence of idioms in language is due to its entropy, which should be
sought, however, in its system as well as in its use, i.e. communication (Cermék 1991,
1994).

(4) Idioms are based on various kinds of either internal syntagmatic or paradigmatic
anomaly of their constituents, or on both.

This central defining feature of anomaly of many kinds may be judged and evaluated
only against the background of all relevant paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations (formal,
semantic and functional), on their regularity, potentiality and, eventually, their impossibility.
Thus an exception or shift from regular possibilities in the behaviour or status of
a component of the idiom, i.e. a deviation from the regular analogical situation of all the
other analogical forms must be viewed as anomalous and idiom-formative. The actual
number and typology of these irregularities is not known; it is definitely vast. Every single
idiom exhibits a number of these anomalies.

It is evident that a reliable judgement of this, then, makes it a task for the native speaker
only, unfortunately, and this is also why idioms are usually seen as a specifically difficult
part of a learning syllabus by non-native speakers.

At this point, four implicational universals may be formulated, if the frequency and
meaning of constituents and homonymy and transparency of the idioms are taken into

account, too:

A — The higher the frequency of a constituent, the more remote it is semantically to senses
given in its dictionary definition.
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B —The less frequent the monocollocable form (archaic, nonce-form) of some of the
idioms’s constituents (if any), or the less transparent the constituent is, the higher the
frequency of some other constituents of the idiom.

C - If the constituents are semantically compatible, the idiom has an exact homonymous
counterpart.

D — Ifthe constituents are only monosemous or only polysemous, the idiom has a homonymous
counterpart.

The term monocollocable used in B above refers to the fact that some word-forms are
not to be found outside the boundaries given by a single idiom or a small cluster of them
(English kith and kin). The term is coined to conform to others, such as collocability and
designates a form which forms a collocation, combination with a single other form or with
a sharply specified and restricted set of such forms only.

(5) The idioms are based on a non-Fregean (non-additive) function or meaning of its
constituents (non-compositionality).

This universal is based, among other things, on the assumption that two of the frequent
notions, cherished by many linguists, be abandoned: the first is the view that idioms are
semantically motivated through their components, the second is the belief that there is such
a thing as a phraseologically bound meaning of some components (some of the Soviet
schools). Proposals trying to substantiate the claim that idioms are semantically motivated
do nothing else but concentrate on some components only leaving the rest of the idioms
components unaccounted for: on a closer glance, what is left, after the seemingly clear and
motivating part is cut out, is an indefinite, artificial torso which cannot be analyzed by any
of the familiar techniques and which is, basically, not to be matched with anything. This
consequence is due to the linguist’s erroneous view that the idiom is a sum of its component
parts in meaning also and that it can be regularly decomposed just like any other regular
language unit. One might, perhaps, draw a parallel here with a mutation in biology where,
however, all attempts of a direct and mechanical decomposition are unthinkable. Semantic
motivation of the idiom seems to be nothing more than one of the myths some linguists like
to cherish.

An equally problematic myth is the existence of phraseologically bound meaning or
sense of some components. A seeming lack of methodological criteria and analytic tools for
idioms does not mean that they are to be handled just like normal, regular expressions.
A meaning, sense of a component, lexeme, word etc. can only be postulated against
a sufficiently great analogy to be found in sufficiently repeated, recurrent identical uses of
it in different distributional patterns; however, such a proposed meaning of an idiom
component has never been witnessed and proved. In fact, one might refer here to what
F. de Saussure had to say here about the isolated, non-analogous forms.

Plainly, to use such an approach amounts to a contradictio in adiecto, since words always
lose their identity upon entering an idiom as its constituents and the alleged special
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idiomatic meaning is nothing else but a half-baked, inconlusive attempt at a semantical
analysis of the idiomatic whole, which is impossible. Generally speaking, such approaches
show a remarkable disregard of the precious few analytical tools left to the linguist when
analyzing idioms, namely the degree of (sufficient) analogy, which should always back it up
and tell one whether there are grounds for stating an existence of a phenomenon, item,
relation etc. for the system, or not.

(6) Idioms are functionally analogous to corresponding regular combinations of regular
elements of the same level.

Idioms are not really quite analyzable and represent a typical Gestalt or holistic
phenomenon also psycholinguistically (see, e.g., Schweicert and Moates 1988). They often
acquire, generally speaking, the same type of syntactic function as analogous normal,
regular combinations of expressions. Yet there are important differences. Thus a verbal type
of idiom, for example, may function as predicate (or even as a verb) in sentence, but the
idiom’s noun (if any) is just not analyzable as an object of such a sentence. This is also the
case of the adjective-noun type of idiom not being analyzable into head and an attribute and
so on. Such an analysis would presuppose, again, both a semantic and syntactic analysis,
commented on above in No. 5, which does not seem to be viable. In fact the very notion of
the word classes becomes blurred here. Also such aspects might be, if necessary, reformulated
into an implicational universal.

(7) Idioms are functionally and semantically always defective to a degree, exhibiting
restrictions in their behaviour.

This universal being a consequence of the fifth is yet another manifestation of many
types of anomaly in idioms, to which restrictions of their functions, limited possibilities to
acquire a specific grammatical category or even irregular forms etc., are due. These include,
to give an example, restrictions in the syntactical functions of nominal idioms, i.e. either in
their capacity to be used in subject or predicate position etc. These restrictions stand in sharp
contrast, then, to behaviour of regular combinations where they do not obtain. (Regular is
here and elsewhere to be understood simply as “conforming to usual grammatical and
semantical rules of the language in question™.)

This point has been raised quite often; what has not been stressed, however, is that the
typology and ultimate functional classification of idioms on the basis of the types and degree
of these restrictions seems to be not only feasible but, in fact, the most exhaustive and
reliable one, too. This, yet again, is a consequence of our not being able to decompose the
idiom while its behaviour is easily observable and can even be measured by comparison
with regular language units. One of the greatest tasks for a future research is to investigate
relationships between this and the fourth universal.

(8) Idioms are transformationally always defective and restricted to a degree.

Also this feature has been repeatedly raised before (about transformational restrictions,
i.e. possibilities of a conversion of the idiom into a different functional entity, mentions
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are to be found as early as in 1970, Fraser). Basically, this suggests, for example, that not
all verbal-type idioms allow for a nominalization to be formed, etc. However, it is
important to view this feature, just like the preceding one, as scalar in its nature, which
might help explain differencies between various types of idioms. A popular but rather
vague label used in past here is rigidity of the idiom. Restated as an implicational
universal it might go like this:

The fewer functional and transformational anomalies (defects) of the idiom there are, the
closer it is to a regular expression (if there are none, it is not idiom).

It might well be that a future research will lead us to other implicational universals here,
especially in connection with types and number of these transformational anomalies. An
interesting possibility, open to a further investigation, is, of course, a potential unification of
this and the preceding universal.

(9) In their use in communication, idioms are language nominations which are both
economical and denotationally as well as referentially vague.

Being a natural counterpart to terminology whose meaning is sharply defined,
idioms serve the speakers for the very opposite goals to those of terms, namely, the
need to be deliberately imprecise, non-specific, broad, noncommittal and flexible in
one’s formulations as well as to be readily at hand in spontaneous, unprepared and
often fast communication. Much of this corresponds to the Jakobson’s phatic function,
in fact (Jakobson 1960), which is basically nonreferential. Observation supports also
the view that, for communication’s sake, there is a direct relation between the idiom’s
form and its nature. Rephrased and expanded as an implicational universal this universal
says:

The shorter and/or more archaic (monocollocable, “nonce-word-like” ) the constituents
are, the greater the idiom’s polysemy and/or its vagueness.

(10) Idioms are systemic means (nominations) which are most readily at hand for
pragmatic communication of the speaker’s evaluation above all.

This universal — in contradistinction to commonly held view that certain functions arise
in the text only — postulates existence of ready-made pragmatic means in the system; more
broadly, it specifies the particular systemic part of the language (vocabulary) corresponding
to Biihler’s Apell function (or connative function of Jakobson), whose character is clearly
nondesignational.

Let me add that this particular universal might refer to basically the same thing
as other approaches under the label of expressiveness which itself is definitely not
universal in idioms. But any discussion and further elaboration of this point would
depend, again, on a careful investigation of the unique correlations of all the syntagmatic
and paradigmatic aspects involved here and on discerning their particular anomalies for
each idiom.
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3. Conclusion

A necessity to corroborate these and other universals has been stressed above; this is no
different from what is needed for any other alleged universals anywhere in the language. At
present, only very little experience has been accumulated from more than one language
which is partly due to difficulties in idiom’s identification across language borders, an
undertaking a foreigner is specifically handicapped in. Next to corroboration, another task
we are likely to face in future in this respect, is to reconcile views of universals with those
of typology, being more realistic and closer to actual languages at hand, and trying to fit the
idioms into this unified framework.

Shrnuti
O povaze univerzalniho ve frazémech

Srov. velmi podobnou &eskou verzi Povaha univerzdlniho ve frazeologii a idiomatice.
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Povaha univerzalniho
ve frazeologii a idiomatice

(In: Frazeologia vo vzdeldvani, vede a kultiire. Phraseology in Education,
Science and Culture, 1993, s. 45-52)

1. Uvod: Frazém a univerzale

UZ i jen zbéZné zamysleni nad tématem, resp. vztahem frazém a univerzalita, navozu-
je dvé otédzky, na které je tieba dat odpovéd pred kaZdou dalsi Gvahou, totiZ otdzku pojeti
frazému, resp. idiomu, a pojeti univerzalniho a univerzéle v jazyce.

Je vic nez zfejmé, Ze v prvnim prfipadé tu mezi lingvisty nejsou jen pouhé rozdily
v konvenénim slova smyslu, ale rozdily tak zdsadni, Ze se riznymi lingvisty zcela razné
vymezovand oblast frazeologie a idiomatiky neobycejné 1is{ a jeji hranice se jak promé-
nuji, tak se ve vetsing teorif stdvaji nezfetelné a nenf jasné, co sem patfi; v krajnich pri-
padech je pak spole&ny prunik oblasti v riznych koncepcich mnohem mensi ne? to, co je
rozdilné. M4 to pak za nasledek témér katastrofdlni nedorozumeéni, protoZe pod stejnou
nélepkou frazému ¢i idiomu se skryvaji véci diametrdlné odli$né. Pro pasma sporného,
pokud je viibec jako sporné pfizndvano, se pak uZivaji takovd oznacenf jako collocation
v britské lingvistice; vetSinou se vSak sporné, problematické zamlCuje ¢i zamlZuje.
Nemdm pfitom na mysli problemati¢nost, kterd vznikd v dusledku dobfe pochopitelné, ale
marné snahy $patné vymezenou oblast frazeologie a idiomatiky jesté dal uvnitf délit podle
nepouzitelnych a zcela vagnich kritérif typu vyznamu, jako to déla napiiklad Sanskij a po
ném rada jinych.

V dusledku této situace se pro dalsi tvahy pfidrZim vlastniho vymezeni frazému, publi-
kovaného uz vickrat a ovéreného na vycerpavajicim frazeografickém popisu celé oblasti fra-
zeologie, ktery se promitl do tif svazki Slovniku eské frazeologie a idiomatiky (Cermak
et al. 1983, 1988) a zacind se promitat do svazku ¢tvrtého. Frazém a idiom je pak fakové
nemodelové a ustdlené syntagma prvku, z nichZ aspor jeden je z hlediska druhého clenem
extrémné omezeného a zavieného paradigmatu (formdiné a vétsinou i sémanticky). Dodej-
me jen, 7e z tohoto vymezeni mj. vyplyva jak pfedpoklad Siroké existence frazému a idio-
mu na riznych jazykovych drovnich, tak primdrn{ duraz na funkci, a nikoliv sémantiku, jak
se dosud bézn¢ dél4.

Pokud jde o druhy vychozi pojem univerzalnosti, budou se mé tvahy tocit spiSe kolem
star§iho pojeti univerzdlif; fadu z nich lze pfevést i na Chomského univerzéle formdalni

(Chomsky 1965).
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2. Pristupy k posuzovani univerzalnosti frazému

Dosavadni pokusy o vystiZeni univerzdlnich ryst u idiomu a frazému neuspokojuji z ruz-
nych divodu (pfedev§im Makkai 1978, Coulmas 1981, Kopylenko — Popova 1972, Dobro-
volskij 1988), a to jesté jinych neZ neprokazatelnosti tvrzeni jednotlivych autort, kterd by
méla byt podporovéna reprezentativnim materidlem — takova je rada univerzalii postulova-
nych i mimo frazeologii, jakkoliv i tam zustdvd takové ovéfeni fakty poZadavkem zcela
zédkladnim a v tomto smyslu pak jevi stejné nedostatky i Chomsky, ktery taky jen postuluje
a nedokazuje (na rozdil od star§iho Greenberga 1966, ktery urcity vyzkum provedl). Namit-
Ky proti témto pristupum lze shrnout takto: Tyto piistupy

(1) jsou diachronni povahy, pokud se mluvi napf. o fenoménu potlateného tabuového
vyznamu, ktery se promitd do vedlej$ich vyznamu lexému (tzv. Thass-Thienemann/Fab-
riciuv a Kovacs/Kronasseruv fenomén, Makkai a z&asti i Coulmas) — pritom vSak maji
byt povahy synchronni;

(2) jsou frazeologicky nespecifické a tudiz nikterak omezené a konkrétné aplikovatelné jen
na frazémy ¢i idiomy samotné, at’ uz v izolaci ¢i kombinaci (Dobrovolskij, zEasti Mak-
kai i Coulmas). Nékterd postulovana univerzile maji pak nebezpecné blizko k banalitdim
(jako kdyz se napr. u Dobrovolského konstatuje jako univerzdlni vyskyt polysémie,
homonymie ¢i synonymie). Naopak maji frazém vymezovat na rozdil od jinych jazyko-
vych dtvart dostate¢n€ a jednoznacné;

(3) jsou orientovdny na povahu komponentu, a nikoliv vlastni frazém (Kopylenko —
Popova a z¢asti i Coulmas) — ocekava se v§ak naproti tomu, Ze budou vypovidat o idio-
mu jako celku, dtvaru. Co se naopak v této souvislosti nabizi jako témér samoziejmé
univerzéle po strance sémiotické, se nekonstatuje: totiZ to, Ze prestoZe velkd vétSina
komponentu frazému md povahu konkrét, predevsim substantivnich, je obrovskd vetsi-
na vlastnich frazému naopak povahy nekonkrétni, abstraktni a denotdty konkrétni tu
vyvolavaji vzdy u jednotlivych teorif rozpaky ¢i potiZe co do jejich statusu.

(4) jsou sporné uz svou podstatou (jako napr. Dobrovolskij, kdyZ postuluje zdvislost pravi-
delnosti frazeologického systému na mife analyti¢nosti jazyka). Vychazi se tu z mylnych
predpokladu existence frazeologického systému, nedefinovaného pojmu pravidelnosti
frazeologie, ktery se zdd byt protimluvem uZ sdm o sobé a zcela se ignoruje nutnost
timérného posouzeni paradigmatickych poméru frazeologickych komponenta na zdkla-
dé analogie s pravidelnymi (o tom viz napf. Cermak 1982 a 1987, srov. i opa¢né stano-
visko vyjddrené niZe v univerzéle tietim). Obecné pak ukazuji na samo nezretelné
vychodiskové pojeti frazeologie a idiomatiky.

3. Deset univerzalii: navrh
Je tudiZ zfejmé, Ze povaha univerzalii, kterd hodlame ve frazeologii hledat, musi byt jina.
Metodologicky je pak mozné je vymezit jako univerzale synchronni, jevove specifické

a postihujici frazémy a idiomy samotné, a nikoliv jejich predpoklady, at’ uz jde o kompo-
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nenty &i vychozi podminky. Pokud vubec chceme o jejich vzniku uvaZovat, pak — ma-li to
byt dvaha synchronni — jen v rdmci obdobném slovotvornému, i kdyZ i v slovotvorbé syn-
chronné pojimané jsou nepriznand rezidua diachronni (zvl4sté v nefeSeném, témér magic-
kém pojmu produktivnosti), kterym je ovSem tfeba se pak vyhnout.

V dal$im se pokusim velmi struéné navrhnout a prezentovat deset zdkladnich univerza-
lif patficich typove k absolutnim. Podle potfeby se k nim pokusim, kde se to bude nabizet,
zformulovat i nékterd univerzalia implikacni jako jejich urcité konsekventy. Za univerzale
nebudou v8ak povazovany takové jevy, které se vztahuji obecné ke kazdé nominaci (kam
patif i frazém a idiom), jako je synonymie ap., pokud specificky nevyplyvaji z dané pfi-
tomnosti ¢i konstelace uritych rysu jinych. I kdyZ jsou v mém pojeti terminy frazém
a idiom vzijemné zamenitelné (zatimco termin frazém se vaZze na formu a funkci dtvaru, ter-
min idiom respektuje v ponékud uz§im pohledu jeho strdnku anomdlné sémantickou),
v ndsledujicim se bude pro stru¢nost mluvit vZdy jen o jednom z nich.

1 — Frazém existuje v kazdém prirozeném jazyku.

O Zivotaschopnosti frazému a jeho potfebnosti i o tom, Ze muZe dokonce vzniknout
i v jazyce umélém, svéd¢i pripad esperanta, kde je nyni uz jeho existence prokdzédna. Co
naopak nebylo zatim prokazano, je neexistence frazému v néjakém konkrétnim jazyku. Je
uZite¢né si pfipomenout, Ze frazém je ve vetSiné piipadu — coZ je pozndmka diachronni — jen
specifickym pokrafovdnim existence metafor v jazyce, které se v ném ujaly a zustaly v ném,
protoZe i metafora ma v jazyce univerzalni vyskyt. Bylo by jist€¢ mozné uz zde postulovat
implikacni univerzéle, které by znélo asi tak, zZe ,,Md-li jazyk metafory, md i frazémy*, bylo
by vSak velmi bandlni.

2 — Frazém existuje na vSech drovnich kombinatoriky jazykovych jednotek, které jsou
nadany vyznamem a jejichZ rezultativni kombinace mohou jako ustilené vstupo-
vat do systému.

Obecné plati, Ze kombinatorické, resp. permutaéni moZnosti jednotek libovolného jazy-
ka jsou teoreticky, potencidlné mnohem vetsi neZ mozZnosti realizované a vyuZité pro sku-
te¢né a pravidelné kombinace v tom kterém jazyce. Frazém pak Cerpa vzdy principidlné
z téch moZnosti, které jsou nerealizované a v nékterych pripadech i z téch, které nejsou ani
realizovatelné (napf. u kombinaci dvou slovnich druha, které se obvykle navzdjem setkat
nemuzou).

Nejasnd je v této souvislosti moZnost uvazovat o frazému, idiomu parolovém, vytvo-
feném pro potrebu ad hoc a odlisit ho pfitom od prosté metafory ¢i metonymie. Zd4 se,
Ze pojmové takovyto parolovy idiom a metafora jsou identické a nenf ani tfeba ani moZné
je lisit. Obecné se tak potom nastoluje potfeba vymezeni a precizovani pojmu ustdlenos-
ti a v pfipadé jeji nedplnosti i pojmu variantnosti. Dodejme, Ze variantnosti, kolem které
je mnoho nedorozumént, je tieba rozumet takové oscilovani formy frazému, které nepo-
ruSuje jeho identitu, tj. pfedev§im syntaktickou funkci, jinak je nutné uz uvaZovat
o transformaci a tim i o prechodu do frazému jiného. Implikaéni univerzdle by tu tudiz
mohlo znit:
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Cim frekventovanéjsi frazém je, tim je ustdlenéjsi a tim mensi je i pravdépodobnost
vyskytu jeho variant.

Je ziejmé, Ze pravé v této strance, a to jak (1) u nejCerstvéjsich neologismu &i (2) frazé-
mu naduZivanych, tak (3) frazému velmi fidkych a zastardvajicich, sem zasahuje diachronie
a rozkolisavéd i méni jak dzus, tak formu. Obecné je to tudiZ jev souvztaznosti centra a peri-
ferie jazyka.

3 — Frazém je rezultitem niahodného, nemodelového tvoreni.

V minulosti se s pojmem modelu a modelovosti zachdzelo dost nezodpovédné a vzni-
kal pfi jejich uZiti dojem moZného manipulovéni s jazykem podle své vile a tvorby frazé-
mu, coZ je ovSem nesmysl. Nikdo nedokédZe frazém utvorit a la thése, kdy se mu zamane,
tieba jen pouhou ndpodobou jiného, a domnivat se, Ze ho ostatni lidé nutné pfijmou a usta-
1i, ¢imZ se dostane do slovniku. Toto je ¢ird utopie a je proto pred dzem slova model
v tomto smyslu varovat. Od mylného pojeti modelovosti pak je uz jen krok k absurdnimu
tvrzeni, Ze ve frazeologii lze hledat néjakou pravidelnost. Pravidelnd jsou pouze frazeolo-
gii externi vychodiska, na kterych buduje, nikoliv vSak v ni. Reseni zdénlivého problému
krajné omezenych analogif tu pfina3i pojeti paradigmatu zavieného (srov. Cermék 1982,
Filipec — Cermdk 1985). N&co jiného je oviem autorské alternovéni & variovani formy
nebo sémantiky ¢i funkce frazému ustdleného, které se blizi vySe uvazovanému idiomu
parolovému; do systému ovSem nepatii. V Sir§im pohledu je pak frazém, ktery ndhodné
vznikl, pfirozenym vyrazem vSudypritomné entropie v jazyce; je totiz nesmyslné o entro-
pii uvazovat pouze ve sfére komunikace a tedy parole a nevidét ji i v systému, resp. pod-
minkdch vzniku jeho jednotek.

4 — Frazém je zaloZen na nejruznéjsi vnitrni syntagmatické, paradigmatické nebo
oboji anomalii svych komponentu.

Posouzeni tohoto definitorického rysu frazému, anomalie, je mozné jen na sloZitém
a vnimaném ¢i analyzovaném pozadi vSech vztahl a poméra paradigmatickych a syntag-
matickych, na pozadi ¢lenskych i koloka¢nich paradigmat kazdého komponentu i jeho syn-
tagmatické kapacity; ty mohou byt navic jak formalni, tak sémantické povahy. Pripadné
vyboceni, vyjimku, posun ¢i poruseni v chovani ¢i postaveni frazémového komponentu
z téchto pravidelnych poméru, které maZe mit mnoho podob a byt obvykle i viceré, je tfeba
tudizZ vnimat a posuzovat jako anomdlni a pro frazém konstitutivni. Ne nadarmo je oblast
idiomatiky tak zduraznovédna jakoZto obtiZznd pravé pfi cizojazyCném vyucovdni a pusobi
v udeni téZkosti, protoZe sloZité predivo vztahu obojiho fadu a identifikace anomaélie na jeho
pozad je analyticky rozpoznatelné jen rodilym mluv&im (srov. Cermak 1987 aj.).

Aspon pro ty nejziejmé&jsi pripady se pak nabizi mozZnost zformulovat nésledujici impli-
kac¢ni univerzdlia postihujici vztah mezi frekvenci a typem vyznamu komponentu na jedné

strané a sémantickou ,,prihlednosti a homonymii na druhé strané:

1 — Cim je komponent frazému frekventovanéjsi, tim nepravdépodobnéjsi je jeho sémantic-
kd souvislost s jeho slovnikovymi vyznamy v izolaci.
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2 — Cim je monokolokabilni komponent frazému (pokud ho md) Fidsi a/nebo méné séman-
ticky prithledny, tim je jeho dalsi komponent frekventovanéjsi.

3 — Je-li mezi komponenty frazému sémantickd kompatibilita, je frazém homonymni se svym
doslovnym protejskem.

4 — Jsou-li komponenty frazému jen monosémni i jen polysémni, je frazém homonymni se
svym doslovnym protéjskem.

5 — Frazém je dan neaditivni, nefregeovskou funkci (popr. v§znamem) svych kompo-
nentu.

Toto univerzale predpoklddd zfeknuti se dvou snad nejoblibenéjSich a fadou lingvistu
primo hyckanych témat: sémantické motivace frazému skrze jeho komponenty a frazeolo-
gicky vdzaného vyznamu komponentu. Vechny tvahy o prvnim, tj. sémantické motiva-
ci, totiz demonstruji motivaci vZdy jen na nékterych komponentech a nenamadhaji se stano-
vit povahu komponentu zbyvajicich, které komponentovou, sémovou ¢i jinou analyzou jsou
exaktné neur¢itelné a neuchopitelné a tvori zcela umélé a neurcité sémantické torzo. Tento
stav je ddn prosté tim, Ze lingvista myIné predpoklddd prostou sumu vyznamu tam, kde byt
nemuZe (to by to nebyl idiom), a frazém mylné rozkldda jako kaZdou jinou jednotku. Ne-
zndm lep$i obdobny piipad z jiné discipliny, ktery by situaci idiomu pribliZil, neZ je biolo-
gickd mutace: ani tam prece nikoho nenapadne mutace a mutanty rozebirat pfimo a mecha-
nicky. Sémantickd motivace vychdzejici ze vztahu komponent-ttvar je tudizZ mytus a zjevné
kvazimotivace je tieba fesit jinak.

Stejny mytus, odraZejici stejné jako u motivace smutny stav naSi neznalosti a absence
presnych metodologickych a analytickych néstroju, je i mylné postulovany frazeologicky
védzany vyznam komponentl (ktery by pak snad takovy lingvista mohl ztotoZnit s vyse
naznaenym sémantickym torzem, reziduem). Vyznam komponentu, tj. samostatného kom-
ponentu a tim i tento komponent sdm, lze stanovit pouze na zékladé dostateCné analogie
v opakovaném vyskytu a i kdyZ na tomto zdkladu stoji v§echny jazykové jednotky véetné
slov, nikdo dosud tuto oblast bliz§Simu zkoumdani nepodrobil; i tak je vSak jasné, Ze izolo-
vany a tedy neanalogicky vyskyt neznamend v jazyce nic, o ¢emz mluvil uz de Saussure

(de Saussure 1989, s. 145).

6 — Frazém je svou funkci analogicky odpovidajici funkci pravidelné kombinace pra-
videlnych prvku své drovné.

Frazém je specificky, pevny a nedekomponovatelny ttvar, gestalt a jako takovy je taky
vnimén jako holisticky celek, o ¢emZ sv€d&i i psycholingvistické vyzkumy (srov. napr.
Schweicert a Moates 1988). Jde tedy u n¢j predevsim o funkci syntaktickou, kterd se analo-
gicky zachovévd, takze frazémy verbdlni se chovaji ve vété jako verbum ve své primarni
funkci, tj. nositele predikétu, frazémy nomindlni jako nomen ¢i frazémy interjek¢ni jako
propozice apod., a to i v tom pfipad€, Ze komponentem frazému muZe byt ttvar z vys3i tirov-
né, zvl. pak u frazému koloka¢niho, nevétného, se mize jako komponent vyskytnout i véta.
Je zfejmé, Ze je tak zdroven i ddna funkéni klasifikace frazéma, jejichZ typu je tolik, kolik

rozeznavame slovnich druht a vySSich jednotek. Z univerzéle pétého (vySe) vyplyvéd pak
ovSem fada omezeni, predev§im nemoznost frazém syntakticky analyzovat na komponenty
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a urCovat napr. u frazému verbélniho objekt ¢i u nominélniho atribut apod. Nejasnd zustdva
otdzka vedlejSich funkei slovnich druhti a mozZnost jejich vyskytu u frazému. Tyto a dalsi
aspekty by pochopitelné bylo mozné formulovat i jako implikaéni univerzdle.

7 — Frazém je funkéné a gramaticky vZdy do uréitého stupné defektni a restringovany.

Toto univerzdle je specifikaci univerzale patého a vystihuje zndmy poznatek, Ze vSu-
dypritomnd anomaélie se projevuje i tak, Ze frazém nemuZe v rdmci své funkce realizovat
nékteré funkce, které bychom analogicky oCekdvali (napf. roli nomindlniho frazému jak
v subjektu, tak predikdtu véty nebo tvorbu pasiva nebo plurdlu, pokud je nebudeme
povazovat za transformace, o téch v8ak ddl). I zde by jisté bylo mozné jednotlivé piipa-
dy rozepsat do formy implikaénich univerzélii. Dodejme, Ze pravé v tomto rysu, ktery
predstavuje tisice konstelaci, se nabizi nejsolidnéjsi zdklad pro Klasifikaci frazému
vibec. Jednim z nejvétsich desiderat budouciho vyzkumu frazeologie a idiomatiky je
myslim prozkoumdni souvislosti tohoto univerzale s frazeologicky konstitutivnhim uni-
verzale Ctvrtym.

8 — Frazém je transformaéné vidy do uréitého stupné defektni a restringovany.

Jasné€ omezend schopnost frazému transformovat se do né¢eho (funkéné€) jiného uz byla
konstatovana vickrat (zvl. Fraser 1970) a pfipomenme si, Ze toto i pfedchozi univerzile se
skryvd za Casto uzivanou vagni nalepkou ustrnulosti frazému. ProtoZe jde v obojim pripadé
o stupen, resp. $kalu, 1ze dospét k ndsledujicimu implikaénimu univerzéle (jde tu vlastné
o dvé v jednom):

Cim md frazém méné funkcnich a transformacnich anomdlii (defektii), tim blize md
k pravidelnému vyrazu (nemd-li Zddné, neni to frazém).

Dodejme jen, Ze bliz§i vyzkum muZe prinést moznost formulace dalSich, dil¢ich impli-
kaénich univerzdlii i zde, predev$im v souvislosti s typem a mnoZstvim transformaénich
defekti a anomadlii. Obecné je u tohoto univerzdle ovSem udzka souvislost s pfedchozim
a nenf zatim jasné, zda je nelze preformulovat do jediného.

9 — Frazém je svym tzem v komunikaci nominace ekonomicka a denotativné i refe-
renéné vagni.

Frazém je v systému ve smyslu, o kterém mluv{ toto univerzale, pravym opakem termi-
nu. Pravé proto, Ze je tak vyhodné vagni a nabizi jak moZnost si v komunikaci pfili§ neza-
dat, prili§ se neangazovat vysokou presnosti formulace, tak moZnost pruzné adaptace a po-
sunu individudlniho smyslu, je dominantni v mluvené a tudiZ nepfipravené komunikaci.
Zéroven frazém touto strankou zfetelné vyhovuje potfebdm fatické komunikace, jak o ni
mluvil Malinowski (srov. zvl. Jakobson 1960), kterd je primarné nereferencni.

I toto univerzdle je tedy zfejmé a tiebaZe by ho bylo mozné potvrdit prostym statistic-
kym porovninim s analogickymi nominacemi pravidelnymi, neni to cil nejnaléhavéjsi.

Implikaéni univerzélie se tu zatim nabizeji tato (op€t jsou dve v jednom):
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Cim vic jsou komponenty frazému krdtké a/nebo monokolokabilni, tim vic polysémie fra-
zému roste a/nebo se oslabuje ve prospech zesilujici se vdagnosti frazému.

10 — Frazém je nejdisponibilnéjsi systémovy prostredek (nominace) k pragmatickému
vyjadrovani, predev§im evaluativniho typu.

Toto univerzile vystihuje skuteCnost, Ze jazyk uz v systému md prostiedky k pragmatic-
kému vyjadfovani postoju a hodnoceni a tedy aspektd nedezignativniho typu, obecnéji pak
je vyrazem potieby realizovat apelovou ¢i konativni funkci jazyka (srov. Jakobson 1960).
TiebaZe je vzhledem k vychodiskim tohoto pojeti frazeologie tfeba univerzalni existenci
expresivity ve frazeologii odmitnout, neni jasné, nakolik by bylo mozné ji jako vyraznou
tendenci, resp. relaéni univerzdle, které je jiného fadu, propojit prave s timto, popf. pred-
chozim univerzdle. Jeji statut by ov§em bylo nutné precizovat a objektivizovat a opét oprit
o pojem anomadlie, odchylky jak paradigmatického, tak syntagmatického razu.

4. Otevreny zavér

O problému ovéreni navrZenych univerzile, které lze déle rozmnoZovat, jak jsem oblas
také naznadil, jsme uz hovorili, je stejny jako u vSech jinych univerzalif; v soucasné dobé se
opiré jen o dil¢i zkuSenost s ruznymi jazyky. ZavaZnou, a to i jako program do budoucnos-
ti, ovSem zustdvé dvoji problematika: ovéfenti, resp. precizace vstupni koncepce frazeologie,
kterd se musi zbavit balastu a propojit se zbytkem lingvistiky v nékterém z prevladajicich
paradigmat a zkouman{ souvislosti univerzalif s teorif typologickou.

Summary

See On the Nature of Universality of Idioms, elsewhere in this volume, covering much of its
substance.
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Universals, Typology and Idioms

(In: Proceedings of LP 90 Conference Linguistics and Phonetics:
Prospects and Applications, 1991, p. 261-269)

1. Introduction

Since idioms seem to be present in every language investigated so far, a rather recent idea
of their universal existence has been no surprise. This empirical conclusion is supported by
the fact, not so often admitted, that every single language theory has, at some point, run into
insurmountable difficulties which are then brushed aside as either exceptions or idioms.
First theoretical approaches to the universality of idioms (Makkai 1978, Coulmas 1981,
Kopylenko — Popova 1972, Dobrovolskij 1988) rather differ from each other; however, all
of them try to capture the reason or effects rather than the substance of what might be
universal in idioms.

Thus Makkai’s multiple reinvestability principle, based on diversification and
neutralization is both too broad, general and vague a concept to be specific for idioms only;
moreover, it seems to suggest an exchange of one type of meaning for another which is not
the case here; his choice of the Thass-Thienemann/Fabricius Kovacs-Kronasser phenomenon
of repressed taboo meanings being obsessively repeated in adjacent senses as the explanation
of the likely underlying psycholinguistic mechanism seems too psychopathologic for such
a common phenomenon as the idiom. While this basically psycholinguistic and diachronic
approach is in need of a further research, the approach of Kopylenko — Popova, which is
allegedly universal and thus suitable for any language, explains only the semiotic status of
the idiom’s constituent parts and raises, basically, no doubts in this respect. What this
approach does say, however, is little more than a commonplace truth about apparent
semiotic stratification in the denotation region (which could be, no doubt, further elaborated
and refined).

Dobrovolskij’s pretentious book on universals in language does very little to justify his
general claims and postulates by argument or analysis. Indeed, some, being patent
commonplaces, might not be called idiom-specific universals at all (polysemy, homonymy,
synonymy, irregular distribution of idioms in the referential region etc.); other, as his claim
that the more a language is analytical in its nature the more regular its idiomatic status is,
are badly in need of proof. In fact, such claims like this raise a number of basic theoretical
questions as to the status of idiom and of the idiom system, if any, as to what is regular and
irregular and so on. Some of these points are, finally, raised by Coulmas. His answers are,
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again, quite broad and indirect; idiomaticity is due to the language sign being arbitrary,
while its universality is to be sought in diachrony, in the unpredictable development of
language. Coulmas’s contribution is important, however, in that it frankly admits the state
of our ignorance in many of these matters and raises many open questions stimulating
further research.

This brief review of major approaches is by no means exhaustive; in fact, passing
comments on the issue can be found with other linguists as well, none of which is offering,
however, much more than a claim, expectation or outright guess. It seems, thus, that the very
notion of idiom is pretheoretical, being used in virtually every major school of thought or
trend, sometimes under different headings, such as phraseme in most of the Soviet views.
A major disadvantage of a pretheoretical term is its misleading familiarity which must be
painstakingly disspelled by defining it over and over again, yet always differently.

2.The Idiom: Some of Its Basic Features

There is precious little, except for one feature, that could be viewed as a kind of consensus
here as to what idioms actually are. Yet the very single exception, namely the claim that the
idiom’s essential quality is to be sought in its inability to allow for a semantic decomposition,
or vice versa, in the impossibility to derive its meaning from its constituent parts, can be
questioned or, to be more precise, basically reformulated. Elsewhere (Cermék 1988) I have
shown that an alternative and more general functional approach is to be preferred, as it both
explains cases left unattended and tackles, above all, the core of the idiom’s problem itself.
Since there are many idioms functioning as or being made of grammatical words (as to, as
for = idiomatic prepositions) as well as idioms based on constituents that do not exist as
words (kith and kin, beyond my ken) it is the function of the constituents, not their meaning,
that is put to test in the examination of the interrelationsship of the relevant syntagmatic and
paradigmatic aspects of the idiom’s constituents.

I have tried to demonstrate that the defining property of any idiom is always some kind
of anomaly of at least one of its constituents in so far as its paradigmatic and/or syntagmatic
aspects are concerned. It is postulated that the normal status of words and other items of the
system usually allows for a rather high degree of combinatorial capacity (= syntagmaticity)
and (functional) membership (= paradigmaticity) of these words (items) of the same order.
Any pronounced deviation, limitation of these properties, seen as a system anomaly and as
a very limited combinatorial capacity or collocability of such an item, makes it thus a part
of an idiom. Indeed, a consequence of an abservable anomaly is the item’s surpressed, or
rather, undeveloped word status, meaning etc. making one uncertain as to what its status,
meaning and behaviour might be, once the “word” is viewed outside of its “idiomatic
context”.To sum up, the idiom is, in this approach, such a unique and fixed combination of
at least two elements for which it holds that at least some of these do not function, in the
same way, in any other combination of the kind, or do function in a highly restricted number
of them only. This approach, relying heavily on combinatorial analogy and anomaly, is open
to a very simple test of substitution, and leaves thus no areas of idioms unattended, specifically
those which might escape more traditional approaches.
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As these combinatorial or syntagmatic and class or paradigmatic aspects are primary and
universal in any language system it seems that it is their anomalous interplay which is in the
substance of the idiom and which can become, consequently, the universal criterion for the
judgement on idiomaticity. This very basic property gives thus rise to all of the other idiomatic
qualities, such as the lack of compositional function between constituens’ meanings, their
transformational deficiency, or formation based on no model which allows then, basically,
for no exact repetition or replica in another idiom. It is in this sense only that idiom may be
viewed as a pretheoretical concept, i.e. as independent of any theory, though specifiable by
it; the syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations happen to be general in their nature despite
the fact that some major theories seem not to have any use for them.

Let me mention some of the consequences of this approach. As the number of possible
anomalies, both syntagmatic and paradigmatic, based either on the idiom’s form, function
or meaning, is very large and they occur in most peculiar combinations, the resulting scale
and scope of a possible idiom typology is very large, indeed, ranging from semi-idioms
(swallow one’s pride, white lie) to fully frozen ones (kick the bucket, red herring, travel the
light fantastic). On the other hand, as only stable idioms based on fixed combinations are
currently viewed as idioms, they are, as specific naming units or denominations, part of the
language system. Because idioms are language denominations just like words or multi-word
technical terms etc. they do not form an independent system of their own, which seems to
be one of many popular misconceptions held about idioms. This is supported by the very
fundamental combinatorial principle consisting of both analogous and anomalous
combinations, the former being reserved for the regular language use in la parole mostly, the
latter being the basis for idioms in la langue. An alternative view of a system here would run
into trouble at every single stage of its establishment, as there is no analogy to rely on
anywhere: a multitude of exceptions is hardly a system. Here again, our attention is returned
to the state of affairs lying actually outside the scope of idiomatics proper, to the anomalous
status of the constituents which, in turn, can be viewed as anomalous only by virtue of the
contrast with the regular and normal syntagmatic and paradigmatic situation of the
language.

The idiom, in general, is an entity, a whole made up of its form, meaning and function. Of
these three, it is the meaning, which has traditionally drawn most of the attention to itself, its
nonadditive, non-motivated, but integral character which is not be derived from the
constituent meanings, being a basis for a widely accepted definition. Let us recall, however,
that this may not be a general feature and has to be replaced by a functional alternative, as
explained above. The trouble with anomaly is that it gives the impression of being both
unique and, perhaps, uniform, which is a false impression, of course. In fact, there are many
kinds of anomaly, different in both quality and quantity, as well as concatenations of it, which
also explains why some idioms may be semi- or fully transparent, but some, further down the
scale, may not. Perhaps, the idiom may be compared, by approximation, to mutation in
biology, which, like analogy, results in the creation of an irregular and often higher entity, too.
Likewise, it is a product of an accident, which is linguistically based on a new, accidental and
originally ad hoc (metaphorical) combination of free forms. It is, then, hard to see it, as
Makkai (1978) does, as a psychopathological phenomenon of repressed taboo meanings
(usually sexual) which are being obsessively repeated in adjacent senses, the claim which
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may be, it seems, statistically disproved if the etymology of the most frequent constituents is

gone into (which, by the way, is the case of Makkai’s own example of the most idiom-prone

English verb fo ger). Semantically, there seem to be three basic types of idioms:

(1) idioms based on metaphor,

(2) idioms based on metaphor and allowing for ambiguity and homonymy, and

(3) idioms based on non-metaphors in the traditional sense, i.e. such as not allowing for any
meaning to be superficially read into them.

These three types are not identical with another tripartition grouping idioms by their
denominative function and power:

(A) idioms basically synonymous with a single word (other type of item), both of which are
currently used,

(B) idioms synonymous with words that are rare, which makes the idiom the primary
denomination (take over: assume),

(C) idioms having no natural synonym (to beat around the bush, to get even, to force one’s
hand). To fully appreciate this means to acknowledge the fact that idioms, especially
those belonging to the last type, are neither something secondary, nor an unnecessary
complication in language, something one can do without. This, in turn, suggests how
difficult the idiom interpretation might be and how poor and oversimplified its
definition given in dictionaries usually is.

As their semantic status is neither always nor completely clear-cut because idioms allow
for a lot of textual, actualized reading — which is not to be mistaken for some kind of shift
of meaning, that is to say, as idioms are characteristically vague up to a high degree — their
notional and denotational aspect is, in general, far from clear, too.

3. Idiom: Its Function

This last feature is closely connected with the idiom’s semiotic function. By virtue of its
partially vague meaning, making possible a number of potential and specific uses, and of the
potential echoing of the constituents’ meanings, which both require the speaker’s awareness
awakened with a fine tuning in the desired shade of meaning, idioms are ideal, ready-made
and handy pragmatic tools of every language. Though their evaluative function is familiar
and dominant (the prevailing negative evaluation, though conspicuous, is often exaggerated,
it seems), it is not the only one. In fact, the whole domain of human customary and honorific
contact and communication, corresponding to the phatic communion in Malinowski’s term,
is heavily burdened with idioms. It is hard not to see here a relation between the semi-
automated nature of this kind of communication, being repeated over and over again, and the
automated nature of these ready-made, non-generated idiomatic labels. If compared with the
alternative, non-idiomatic ways of expressing the same meaning, i.e. in so far as these
alternative ways do exist, idioms come out as very handy, relatively short and economical
tools, which are, moreover, often elegant, witty or interesting, to add the least.

In their structural function, idioms, being lexicologically denominations and on a par
with any other, come, basically, under yet another tripartition. Either they are
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(a) ready-made utterances of a propositional character (= propositional idioms) and are
thus equivalent to sentences;

(b) they are combinations of word forms (= collocational idioms), which is the traditional
core of the idiomatic stock of any language functioning, primarily, as ready-made
predicates (a fact easily confirmed by statictics) based on verbs in the first place. The
third functional type

(c) based on intra-word anomalous combinations of its constituents, consists of words
(lexical idioms), most often compound words; this type, least explored and still
discounted by many, seems to partially merge with the second in such languages as
Chinese where there is no clear-cut boundary between collocation and compound. It
seems that further exploration of this offers some interesting possibilities. Any higher
type of idioms, i.e above the propositional type (a) is, generally, not postulated.

Next to variants (beat about/around the bush, fall/lland on one’s feet) preserving the
idiom’s identity, there are also transformations, creating either a new idiom out of an old one,
or changing one and the same idiom grammatically. The former type of transformation (as in
keep one’s head — lose one’s head, put it into one’s head — take it into one’s head, see Cermak
1988, Filipec — Cermdk 1985) leads to a pair or group of structurally and functionally correlated
idioms while the latter takes place when the idiom is used in different structural ways, such as
in plural, passive voice, past tense, imperative mood, or as a subject, adjunct, attribute etc. Here
again, anomalies of many kinds are recorded (cf. Fraser 1970, for example) and this, indeed,
seems to be another universal phenomenon, as there is always some kind of deficiency or
anomaly involved. Yet, it is an anomaly of a higher order, one based on the idiom’s function as
opposed to the syntagmatico-paradigmatic anomaly of its constituents.

This, finally, takes us to the idiom’s form. If the tripartition relating to the idiom’s function
is to be upheld, one of the major, often not verbalized views that idiom is a discreet
combination of constituents is, it seems, no longer valid. Without going further into this, it is
enough to acknowledge that this may not be a general feature, after all. Indeed, since all the
typical formal features, such as idiom’s relative shortness, i.e. both of it as a whole, and of its
constituents, and its stability enabling one to reproduce it ad libitum, are in no way special for
idioms only, there seems to be no single formal feature to hold universally. This finding
supports, again, the priority accorded to the idiom’s function, both internal and external.

Due to idioms being functionally complementary to other, regular denominations in
language, they do not seem to form a formal system of any kind; this specific subsystem is
neither a closed one, nor — due to its pronounced semantic potentiality (see above) — a stable
one; also its internal structure of any kind, apart from infrequent structural transformations,
is non-existent. What seems to be systematic about idioms, is, paradoxically, the very fact
that they exist.

4. Idiom: Its Formation and Capacities of the Language System

This should not be surprising. Although there are no reliable measurements of language
redundancy and entropy available so far, it is clear that they are very high in many respects.
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The actual number of combinations (permutations) which words of a language do contract,
to take only one example, is much smaller than the potentialities never or seldom used. If,
then, an accidental, entropic combination occurs and happens to become generally accepted
and stabilized in use — all of this as a n-th successful trial out of many unsuccessful and
discarded ones — the event does resemble a kind of natural selection, so to speak. In other
words, out of many trials, failures and dead-ends resulting in nonsense or nonce-form, few
are lucky enough to acquire a new meaning and win a general approval. Of course, idioms
are results of language creativity, in a sense, but it is a creativity of a hit-or-miss kind rather
than a straightforward and conscious one. Idioms are, thus, both redundant once a hitherto
unused combination pattern is employed next to the usual ones, and entropic in the
haphazard manner in which they are formed, a manner following no plan. This, then,
explains the well-known fact that idioms cannot be made, coined and tailored to suit the
needs of a moment.

What happens once an idiom is accidentally formed, i.e. once out of combinatorial
impossibility a distinct and promising possibility is created and a nonsense makes
suddenly sense, is an equally remarkable and universal process. Because a new idiom
is, by consensus, given a meaning and a function, it has become a new sign. But it is
a very peculiar sign where the services of both standard sign orders of the language at
disposal are avoided, and an arbitrary sign of a new order is formed. Even though this
process employs signs of the second order of the language symbolization, i.e. words as
its input, in the output these signs cease to exist and give way to an amalgam, a sign
belonging, in most cases, to the tertiary symbolization of language which is not to be
found elsewhere. By the same virtue, one might consider this process to be a way how
to establish a rudimentary treble articulation in language, to paraphrase the Martinet’
term.

The bulk of linguistic descriptions and theories seems to be concerned with regularity,
rule-governed processes and suchlike phenomena, i.e. with the Fregean principle of
combination where its meaning is the function of the constituent meanings. While I do not
subscribe to Coulmas (1981, s. 32) in putting the opposite, i.e. the non-Fregean functioning
on the same footing and seeing this possibility as equally important, I do think that this area
as a whole — being, incidentally, very much larger — requires a systematic and concerted
approach. In the wide scale ranging from downright nonsense (as of today), purely theoretical
but not feasible possibility, to practical possibility, or possibility already employed by some,
though not accepted by other, idioms seem to occupy a rather modest, though a special
place. It seems, therefore, that the idiom is a defining property of natural language with its
familiar properties based on omnipresent anomaly. It is a result of an interplay of several
factors:

(D of too large combinatorial capacity unused,

(II) of language creativity drawing on analogy and similarity, above all, and
(IIT) of the human capacity to view a functionally recurrent item as a sign.
In a sense, this phenomenon may, too, be regarded as a mark of the language economy:
leaving so many possibilities unemployed would seem to be too great a luxury. Of course,
this general kind of economy is not to be identified with the semantic and functional
economy of a particular idiom.
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5. Idiom: Universals and Typology

Above, it has been suggested that due to the idiom’s sharing, basically, some of the
same structural functions, such as that of predicate, and due to the idiom’s undergoing
some transformations to the exclusion of other, idioms can also be tested, which appears
to be a universal possibility. Statistical analysis of a large-scale testing of idiom behaviour
might reveal much more in this respect. So far, it seems that only a limited number of
features may be suspected, with some reason, to be (statistical) universals, including the
following:

1 — underlying (syntagmatic and paradigmatic) anomaly,

2 — deficient and restricted function and transformation capacity,

3 — entropic, accidental, non-modelled formation,

4 — functional analogy to the word-class and sentence function,

5 — economical, abstract, as well as vague denominative quality,

6 — ready-made pragmatic tool quality,

7 — non-additive (non-Fregean) function (and meaning) of constituents.

This list of suspected universal features is certainly open to much criticism, which might
be partly due to a different view of the idiom itself and general theory of language applied,
as well as to some, marginal idioms displaying this or that feature in, so far, no discernible
way. The same kind of problem involving the choice of the theoretical framework appears
in typological approach to the idiom (see, e.g., Skalicka 1966, Cermdk 1978). It is evident
that idioms are typologically conditional, just like much of other phenomena, and employ,
basically, all major structural features of each language type. Whether these features find
a specific expression in the form of idioms is still very much open question. By this I do not
mean the fact that if a language has cases, the cases come to be employed in the
idiom’s form, though in a deficient manner. What I mean is the kind of dependency in which
the existence of cases in a language loosens, substantially, idiom’s word order.

It is, in fact, far from clear whether the existence of cases brings about, accordingly, any
substantial loosening of the idiom’s constituent order, if any at all. While any typological
relationship of the latter kind, bordering, in fact, on universals, has to be explored as yet, the
former kind is, if need be, easy to exemplify. Thus there are idioms employing aspectual
distinction in verbs, giving rise to either a variant of the idiom or employing only one aspect
of the two, mostly, as in Slavonic languages; idioms employing complex participial
constructions as in Finnish; idioms emplying numeratives as in Chinese or articles as in
English etc. As such a listing does not reveal much, attention should be turned rather to such
border cases as that of Chinese, mentioned above (see 3), where the functional analogy and
similarity of lexical and collocational idioms as between two distinct types seems to lead to
merging of both types and making the boundary difficult to draw.

In general, then, due to the idiom being denomination and part of the language system,
those areas of language are drawn upon, primarily, that serve the construction of denominative
units in language. This explains why — next to the lexicon — it is the word formation,
specifically in the sphere of compounds, rather than the inflexion which is mostly employed.
The syntax, due to its primary combinatorial nature, seems to be employed quite exhaustively
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here, i.e. all of the syntactic and word order patterns serving for the denominative formation,
including, on a higher level, sentential patterns as well. In fact, it seems that idioms may set
up new syntactic patterns sometimes, unknown in the regular language use. This general
(syntactical) feature would seem, then, to correspond to the idiom’s tendency to be formed
out of hitherto new individual (lexical) permutations as well.

Shrnuti
Univerzalie, typologie a frazémy

Univerzélnost existence frazému a idiomt ve viech jazycich se pokouseji zdtvodnit ruzni ling-
visté, at’ uZ jde o mélo pruhledny princip mnohondsobné reinvestovatelnosti A. Makkaie, sémiotické
deklarace Kopylenka — Popové ¢i jen soubor tvrzeni Dobrovolského, blize nedoklddanych. Nejseridz-
néjsi se tu zdd piistup Coulmasuv, ktery pfizndva, Ze duvody zndmé vlastné nejsou, jakkoliv pouka-
zuje na neprediktabilnost jazykového vyvoje ap.

Na tomto pozadi se pfipomind esk4 teorie frazému a idiomu vychdzejici z mnohostranné anomé-
lie a vedouci k definici frazému nazirajicitho ho jako takové jedinecné a ustdlené kombinace aspon
dvou prvkii, o niZ plati, Ze aspon jeden 7z nich nefunguje tymZ zpusobem v Zddné jiné kombinaci tako-
vého typu & funguje pouze v jejich krajné omezeném a malém poctu. Z toho vyplyva rada dusledku
v riznych smérech. Pro vyznam plati neaditivnost komponenta, kterou tradi¢ni pohled opirajici se jen
o metaforu nedokdze vyloZit.

Funkéné je pro frazém specifickd jeho sémiotickd funkce a v ni zvlasté jeji pragmatickd slozka,
funkce evaluativni. Z jiného hlediska je funkci frazému byt hotovym a velmi ekonomickym néstrojem
v oblasti pojmenovani.

Strukturné nazirdno lze pak funkéné frazémy délit na kolokacni, propozi¢ni a lexikdlni, podle
povahy celku, kterd je ekvivalentni promluvé, kombinaci lexému ¢&i lexému jedinému. Jen pro prvni
dva typy pak ale plati diskrétnost formy frazému.

Na pozadi divah o dvoji artikulaci jazyka lze podminéné u frazému uvazovat o jakési teti artikulaci.

Obecné pro povahu frazému plati aspon tyto vlastnosti:
1 — anomdlie razného druhu, syntagmatickd a/n paradigmatickd
2 — defektnf a restringovand funkce a schopnost transformace
3 — entropické, ndhodné a tedy nemodelové tvoreni
4 — funk¢nf analogie ke slovu a veté
5 — ekonomick4, abstraktni a vagni povaha
6 — kvalita hotového pragmatického néstroje
7 — neaditivni (nefregeovskd) funkce a vyznam sloZek.
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