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THE CATEGORY OF “IMPERSONALITY” IN MODERN ENGLISH

Summary. The article is devoted to a comprehensive anal-
ysis of the problem of “impersonality” in Modern English. This
issue is investigated through the relationship between linguis-
tic and logical predicative structures. Special attention is paid
to constructions with the so-called impersonal it (It is cold, It
rains), sentences with introductory it, emphatic (cleft) iz, con-
structions such as It was Winifred who..., as well as the There
is... model and nominative sentences. The authors consider
the main approaches to the interpretation of these phenome-
na in Ukrainian and foreign linguistics. Particular attention is
given to the controversial question of the supposed incongruity
between the grammatical structure of the sentence and the logi-
cal structure of a judgement.

The research is based on the theory of reflection, accord-
ing to which a linguistic utterance is not related directly to
real world but to a thought formed in the mind of the subject
of thinking. Predicativity is understood as a universal form
of organizing thought, which exists in two forms: amorphous
and structured (in the form of judgement). The authors believe
that judgement is basically two-membered, as it reflects
the processes that take place in the world, and emphasize
the unity of ontological and subjective elements in the struc-
ture of predication.

Sentences with “impersonal” it are defined as two-member
sentences with a generalized substantive meaning of the sub-
ject, rather than as one-member or semantically “empty” struc-
tures. In constructions with introductory it, the element it is
treated as a full semantic subject, while infinitive and sub-
ordinate clauses are regarded as appositive elements; such
structures are described as sentences of deductive formation
of the subject of thought. Emphatic constructions are analysed
as the result of the successive generation of two predicative
units and are defined as complex sentences with a special com-
municative function.

In conclusion, the author states that the apparent discrep-
ancy between logical and linguistic predication arises from
ignoring the internal transformations of thought structures in
the process of linguistic reflection of reality.

Key words: judgement, logical predicative structure,
Predicativity, impersonal it, introductory it, emphatic it, amor-
phous, clearly structured.

Problem statement. The problem of the interrela-
tion between Language and Thought and, in particular,

between their fundamental structural units — the lin-
guistic and logical predicative structures — is known
to be one of the essential issues in linguistics. Its
significance is conditioned by a number of linguistic
phenomena whose characteristic feature lies in their
inability — unlike the overwhelming majority of utter-
ances in Indo-European languages — to be projected,
because of their structure, onto a logical judgement.

In English, such phenomena include the so-called
impersonal it, the introductory it, the emphatic it, sen-
tence types such as Winter, Dusk of a summer night as
well as the construction There is.... Each of these phe-
nomena constitutes a separate problem in English lin-
guistics, and diverse viewpoints have been expressed
regarding each of them

First of all let us analyze the so called imper-
sonal sentences, with the impersonal pronoun it at
the beginning of the sentence (e.g., It often rains
in winter; It is five minutes past six, etc.. The term
impersonal was introduced by the linguists who deny
the existence of a direct correspondence between
the structure of the sentence and that of the judgement.
According to them, the element if is devoid of any
referential meaning, performing solely a syntactic-or-
ganizational function within the sentence. In the sen-
tence [t is cold, , no independently distinguished sub-
ject is conceived [1, c. 47].

Theoretical background. From this point of view,
such sentences are, two-member structures, at the lin-
guistic level, since they contain both subject and pred-
icate, whereas their corresponding logical judgements
are single-member, consisting only of a predicate.
The thesis regarding the discrepancy between lin-
guistic and logical predicative structures, as we see,
originates precisely from this type of sentences. In its
extreme, absolutized form, this thesis is extended to
all linguistic utterances without exception, including
clearly structured, canonical two-member sentences.

Another viewpoint concerns the status of iz,
the very element that has caused so much controversy
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among linguists. According to this view, it hould be
regarded as a genuine grammatical subject, rather
than as a pseudo-subject. This position is shared
by a sizable group of linguists, [1, c. 140-142]
The most thoroughly substantiated version of this
view is found in the works of L.M. Finoghina. She
arrives at this conclusion by correlating sentences
beginning with it with processes of objective reality,
and correlating their structural components (the ele-
ment #t and the predicate) with corresponding com-
ponents of this reality (a substance and the mode
of its existence in time and space) [1, c¢. 72].Closely
related to the phenomenon just examined are English
sentences containing the so-called introductory it.
As has already been noted, these sentences likewise
constitute a problem in English linguistics. Debates
continue to this day regarding both the status of i and
the status of the element it purportedly “introduces.”
The most widespread view holds that i¢ functions as
a purely formal subject (i.e. one devoid of semantic
content, whose role is limited to occupying the syn-
tactic subject position). The “notional” subject, in this
case, is assumed to be represented by the infinitive or
subordinate clause, whose role is thus reduced to that
of the semantic core of the utterance, it being the actual
(semantic) subject of the sentence, while the infinitive
or subordinate clause is an appositive element refer-
ring to it [1, c. 199].

Equally complex is the problem submitted by
sentences containing the so-called emphatic it (or, in
alternative terminology, cleft sentences). These are
sentences of the type It was Winifred who went up
to him (Galsworthy). Owing to their structural com-
plexity, such utterances resist classification within any
of the existing syntactic typologies of the sentence. It
is not surprising, therefore, that they are treated as rep-
resenting a separate structural-semantic type — “pseu-
do-two-member sentences” [1]. or “cleft sentences
[2, c. 67)] In some works the very syntactic type
of these sentences remains undefined..

The general indeterminacy surrounding this type
of sentence gives rise to differences in how their con-
stituent parts are interpreted. Some linguists classify
both parts as separate sentences — main and subordi-
nate — although they do so with certain reservations,
especially with regard to the main clause, the protasis,
which is introduced by iz. The information distributed
between the ‘main’ and the ‘subordinate’ clauses can
be expressed by a simple sentence The “main” clause
(the protasis) is thus assigned a purely emphatic
role, as a result of which it is considered the bearer
of emphatic information, while the subordinate clause
carries the semantic content proper. From this it fol-
lows that the “main clause,” although structurally
complete, expresses nothing except emphasis and is
therefore semantically “empty.” Thus, once again, we
encounter the assertion of a mismatch between lin-
guistic and logical predicative structures. Seeking to
resolve this situation, some scholars propose a com-

promise — treating this type as “pseudo-complex sen-
tences” [1].

As for the theory of the cleft sentence itself,
the discrepancy between linguistic and logical pred-
icative structures is assumed in advance. This view-
point is grounded in the doctrine of theme — rheme
articulation, whose fundamental postulate is pre-
cisely the acknowledgment of such a discrepancy.
In the interpretation of cleft sentences, the notion
of informational “division” also appears, but now on
a different basis — namely, the theme — rheme princi-
ple, which, like emphasis, serves merely as a means
of imparting communicative expressiveness to utter-
ances [2, c. 353].

According to this approach, any simple sentence
acquires a special communicative distinctness when
its structure is “split” into two communicatively
opposed parts: the focus (the centre of new infor-
mation) and the theme (already known information,
akind of informational “point of departure” [2, c. 353].
The grammatical status of this type of sentence,
however, remains essentially undefined. R. Quirk,
for example, designates this type as a construction,
and its components as “sections,” each containing
a verb [2, 361]. The coexistence of multiple view-
points and the lack of a clear grammatical definition —
both of the sentence as a whole and of its constitu-
ent parts — sufficiently demonstrate that the problem
ofthe so-called emphatic it has not yet been definitively
resolved. The issues surrounding the so-called nomi-
native sentences and the construction There is... are
likewise discussed within the framework of the cor-
relation between logical and grammatical predicative
structures.

Material Presentation. From the material pre-
sented above, it may be concluded that the solution to
the problem of the grammatical nature of all the afore-
mentioned phenomena largely depends on determin-
ing what exactly these linguistic units reflect, and in
what manner they do so.

The analysis of theoretical sources aimed at clar-
ifying this question demonstrates that in linguistics
and philosophy — particularly within the framework
of the theory of reflection — there already exists a sig-
nificant body of work which, after appropriate rein-
terpretation, forms a rather coherent and consistent
picture of the reflective process.

Let us focus on the most essential elements of this
picture.

One of the most important aspects of reflection
is that it “does not occur along the direct object —
name. Between them stands the perceiving subject”
[4, c. 48;]. This means that the crucial processes asso-
ciated with reflection take place precisely within this
mediating link.

Any attempt to project linguistic phenomena
directly onto objective reality, while bypassing
the mental processes through which this reality is
conceptualized, is inherently flawed or, at the very
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least, liable to considerable distortions. The processes
of mental representation — what occurs at the level
of logical reflection—may be described as the primary
and most fundamental stage of synthesizing the con-
tent of the object being reflected. Among the extensive
semiotic manifestations of this synthesis, the most
essential place is occupied by utterances, which may
be conventionally described as the sphere of predica-
tivity (from Latin prae-dico: “to proclaim, to narrate,
to indicate”).

Predicativity may manifest in two forms:

1. an amorphous (diffuse, unstructured) form, and

2. a clearly structured form.

The first form — predicative amorphousness — is his-
torically the earliest mode of reflection, corresponding
to reflection at the level of impressions. The second —
structured predication — corresponds to reflection in
the form of the judgement.

Historically, the structured form is secondary in
relation to the unstructured one and emerged during
the cognitive development of human thought.

With the emergence of predication, the first
form of predicativity (hereafter simply predicativ-
ity, in order to distinguish it from predication) did
not disappear. It remains as characteristic of mod-
ern human thinking as structured predication. Both
forms coexist harmoniously in human conscious-
ness, complementing one another and one often
changes into another. Predication as the most devel-
oped form of predicativity represents the synthesis
of the subjective and the objective; it is, in a sense,
their quintessence. Structurally and semantically,
predication — comprising a substantial concept
and the specification of its existence in time — is
nothing other than an analogue of the structural
organization of the world: the process. Accord-
ingly, the discussion may properly concern only
a two-member structure of the judgement; assump-
tions regarding the existence of one-member or
three-member judgements lack substantiation.

Carrying within itself the general idea of the world’s
structure, predication also embodies subjectivity. This
is evidenced by its ability to determine the relative
significance of the substantive components of a pro-
cess-relation. The most essential among these com-
ponents appears as the subject of judgement. This
property has not escaped the attention of linguists,
who, when attempting to analyse the deep (seman-
tic) structure of sentences, employ such oppositional
terms as subject vs. object (of thought), agent vs.
patient, bearer of the process vs. complement (com-
pletor) of the process, and so forth. Thanks to this
capacity, the structure of predication can function — in
particular within relational judgements — as a model
of human activity, its representation. For comparison:
subject of thought — predicate [(temporal specifica-
tion of the relation)+ (substantive concept — completor
of the relation)] //subject of activity — type of activity
— object of activity

Thus, the structure of predication is not only a uni-
versal formula for the organization of the world but
also a representation of the human being’s interaction
with that world.

Other manifestations of subjectivity real-
ized through the structure of predication include:
sthe projection of the substantive concept onto time;

+ the quantitative evaluation of the subject of predication;

+ the evaluation of the correspondence between mental content
and reality;

* subjective evaluation of the manner of existence of the concept
in time (beginning, end,etc.).

+ the necessity or inevitability of a process, etc.

Therefore, the structure of predication is the locus
where ontological and subjective information about
the world is concentrated — its bearer of meaning.

The correctness of this conclusion is confirmed,
in particular, by the definition of meaning proposed
by the philosopher S. O. Vasyliev, who understands
meaning as the “capacity to be determined by some-
thing” [5, c. 85]. According to the scholar, this concept
is equivalent to thought [5,c. 19].

Let us compare this with linguistic definitions
of predicative structure. In the view of A. K. Korsakov,
the structure of predication corresponds, in objective
reality, to a substance and the mode of its existence
in time and space — that is, to a concrete elementary
process of objective reality [6, c. 8—10].

Thus, the philosopher’s and the linguist’s defini-
tions converge: the structure of predication, through
the specificity of being (= “being determined by some-
thing”), correlates with thought.

Taking into account A. K. Korsakov’s reasonable
proposition that awareness “is accompanied by mental
activity and is conditioned by the complete complex
correlation of components,”[6] the final act of reflec-
tion may be defined as thought.

At the level of language (speech), predication is expressed by
utterances, which may be divided into two types:

1. Utterances that are not sentences (or simple utterances) —
corresponding to the unstructured (continuous) form of reflection,
i.e., reflection at the level of impressions.

2. Utterances that are sentences — corresponding to structured
reflection, i.e., reflection in the form of the judgement, and serving
as the expression of elementary, structured thoughts.

Let us attempt to determine the grammatical nature of the more
complex cases that constitute the object of our analysis. Let us
begin with the sentences It is cold, It is summer, and, first of all,
with the question of what these utterances correspond to at the level
of thought.

As we have already noted, the judgement is always two-mem-
ber. This is objectively conditioned by its very nature. It is no coin-
cidence that the majority of sentences in any natural language — both
simple and complex — are structurally two-member. This indicates
that, in most cases, a person’s perception of the material world is not
only discrete — that is, one in which each component of a process is
perceived independently — but also concrete.

The structural organization of a judgement, its two fundamental
components — one of which is perceived as the substantial element,
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and the other as the specification of its being — enables a person
to formulate not only the processes whose components are clearly
perceived but also those cases in which the material substrate is not
explicitly, concretely apprehended. What is consciously perceived
in such instances is not the material entity itself but merely its mani-
festation in time. The material substrate is perceived only in its most
general features.

It is precisely to such cases that the so-called impersonal it-sen-
tences belong. And it would be incorrect to treat it in these sentences
as semantically “empty” (as the term impersonal might superficially
imply).

Nor can the sentences with impersonal it be interpreted as
directly corresponding to the processes of objective reality, as
L. M. Finoghina maintains, since this obscures their specificity
when compared with ordinary two-member sentences. Indeed,
the latter also correspond to processes of objective reality, both
globally and element-wise.

The specificity of “impersonal” it-sentences, as shown above,
becomes apparent precisely at the logical level and is conditioned
by the dialectical and structural flexibility of the judgement. In view
of this, we consider sentences with “impersonal” it to correspond
not to a process but to a specific thought — whether elementary or
extended — in which the subject of thought conveys only a general
idea of substantiality. Therefore, such sentences should be classified
not as impersonal, but rather as two-member sentences whose sub-
ject possesses generalized substantial semantics.

As for the cases of the so-called introductory it, in our opinion,
the element i, just as in sentences conveying a generalized idea
of substantiality, should be treated not as a pseudo-subject but as
a genuine semantic subject, which likewise expresses a concept
of substantiality. As for the status of the elements that it ostensibly
“introduces,” these, in relation to it, function as appositive construc-
tions.

This type of sentence, unlike the one previously discussed, is not
primary. It arises as the result of an “algebraic” operation performed
upon a two-member sentence and reflects the gradual, deductive
process of forming the subject of thought. The principal function
of this type of sentence is to postpone in time (and in the linear
arrangement of speech) the naming of the subject of thought, thus
allowing it to crystallize fully.

Taking into account the deductive character of the formation
of the subject of thought — from the general to the specific — we
propose designating such sentences as sentences of deductive for-
mation of the subject of thought, or simply deductive sentences.

A similarly complex algebraic character can be discerned in
sentences with the so-called emphatic it. In our view, the generation
of these sentences takes place sequentially.

First, under the influence of certain communicative factors,
the speaker forms a deictic sentence, the essence of which lies
in highlighting the most significant element of the communica-
tive situation — whether actual or purely linguistic. The second
sentence, formed immediately after the first, is explanatory (back-
ground-providing). From this explanatory sentence we learn what
the speaker thinks about the component identified in the preced-
ing deictic sentence. Depending on the content of this thought,
the component acquires a certain logical configuration. At the level
of speech, this is expressed through the correlation of the predica-
tive component with any member of the second, explanatory sen-
tence — and sometimes even with its predicate (It 5 teaching that

he does (2, c. 365]).

The fact that these sentences are generated sequentially is con-
firmed by the analysis of numerous linguistic data, particularly by
the observation that the component introduced by it is often high-
lighted not by “splitting” the utterance itself, but is instead extracted
from the surrounding context [7, c. 114-241].

Before we can definitively determine the grammatical status
of this type of sentence, it is necessary to formulate an opera-
tional definition of the sentence, since all the theoretical prereqg-
uisites for doing so have already been established within the the-
ory of reflection.

Given that the basis of every sentence is the primary structure
of predication, we shall understand a sentence as: “a group of words
(or a word) that contains or implicates (fully or partially) the pri-
mary structure of predication and serves as a means of expressing
a specific elementary or extended thought.”

Drawing on this definition, we may assert that both parts
of the so-called emphatic it-sentence (and not only the sec-
ond part — the apodosis) are fully formed sentences. Structurally
and semantically, each part entirely corresponds to the definition
provided above: each contains the primary structure of predication
and expresses a concrete thought.

The fact that the first part expresses a thought is based not
only on the structural-semantic self-sufficiency of the primary
predicative structure. It is also confirmed by the fact that this part
of the cleft construction is analogous to a deictic sentence, whose
status in linguistics has never been questioned.

From this it follows that, in terms of status, such construc-
tions should be regarded as complex sentences with subordination.
Unfortunately, traditional linguistics does not offer a clear answer to
the questions of what specific subtype of complex sentence this con-
struction represents, nor what type of subordinate clause it contains.

Given that the main functional load of the first part of such sen-
tences includes an element of emphasis, we believe that the tra-
ditional designation “sentence with emphatic it” may for now be
retained.

Relying on the principles of the theory of reflection described
in this article, it is also possible to analyse the so-called There
is... construction, nominative sentences, and similar phenomena.

Conclusions,Summarizing the analysis of all the aforemen-
tioned cases, we arrive at the conclusion that all linguistic utter-
ances should be divided, from the standpoint of their structural
organization, into:

Primary utterances,which correspond to simple two-member
judgements, and Secondary utterances,which arise as the result
of a series of consecutive propositional operations performed upon
judgements, with the aim of reflecting the material world in all its
complexity.

Failure to take into account the structural transformations that
occur within a judgement and its components when projecting
complex linguistic phenomena onto the logical level inevitably
leads to the mistaken belief that there exists an alleged discrepancy
between the logical level of reflection and the level of language —
that is, between the linguistic and logical structures of predication.
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Kaooprok 1., Tananosa JI. Kareropis 6e3oco6oBocTi
y cyvacHiii anniiicbKiil MoBi

AHoramnis. CtarTs NpHUCBSYEHA KOMIUIGKCHOMY aHami3y
npobnemMn «6e30c000BOCTI» B cy4acHiM aHIMIHCBHKIH MOBI.
Jana npobnema aHasi3yBajacs Kpi3b IPU3MY CIiBBiTHOLICHHS
MOBHHX 1JIOTIYHUX MPETUKATUBHHUX CTPYKTYp. OCOOIMBY yBary
MU OPUALTSIN KOHCTPYKILSIM 3 TaK 3BaHUM 0e30c000BuUM if (1t
is cold, It rains), pedennsim 3 popmanbauM (introductory) it,
emdaruunum (cleft) koncrpykuism tuny It was Winifred who...,
a Takox mozeni There is... | HOMIHATHBHUM PEYCHHSIM. ABTOpHU
PO3MIAAa0Th OCHOBHI MiJXOAM IO IHTEpHpeTalii [UX SBHI
y BITUM3HSHIN 1 3apyOixkHil JiHrBicTUI. OCOOIMBO AETANTBHO
ABTOPH 3YMHUHSIOTHCS HA AUCKYCIHHOMY MHUTAHHI MPO HIOHUTO
HEBIAMOBIHICT MIX TPaMaTUYHOI CTPYKTYPOI pPEUCHHS
1 JIOT1YHOIO CTPYKTYPOIO Cy/IKEHHS. TEOPETHUHUM ITiATPYHTIM
JTAHOTO JIOCITIIPKCHHS € Teopisl BiqoOpakeHHsI, BIAMOBIIHO 110
SIKOT MOBHE BHCJIOBJICHHS CITIBBITHOCUTBCS HE O€3M0CEPEHBO
3 00’€KTHBHOIO PEaJbHICTIO, a 3 AYMKOIO, 10 (OpPMY€EThCS
y cBimoMocTi cyO’ekra mi3HaHHA. [IpeMKATHUBHICTH
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TIyMauuThCs  SAK  yHiBepcaibHa (¢opMa  oprasizamii
MUCJICHHSI, 10 peayi3yeThCsl y JABOX (GopMax — aMopQHii
(HeCTpYKTYypOBaHiii) Ta CTpYKTypoBaHiit (y GopMi CymKEeHHS).
ABTOpH  OOTPYHTOBYIOTH TMOJNOXKEHHS NP0 IPHHIUIIOBY
JIBOWICHHICTh CYIDKCHHS SK BilOOpa)XeHHS MPOLECIB, IO
BiZIOYBAIOThCS Y CBITI Ta HATOJIONIYIOTh HA IIJTICHOCTi Oy TTEBOTO
i cy0’ €KTHBHOTO €JIEMEHTIB CTPYKTYpH npeankarii. Ha ocHoBi
OBOTO MPOIOHYETHCS HOBA IHTEPIpETAIlis] aHaTi30BaHUX
KOHCTPYKIiH. PedeHHs 3 «0e30c000BHMY it BH3HAYAIOTHCS SIK
IBOCKJIaJHI 3 y3araJbHEHOI CYOCTaHIIHHOI CEeMaHTHKOO
miMeTa, a He K OTHOCKJIAJHI YA CEMAHTHYHO «ITOPOXKHI».
VY xoHCTpyKUisix 3 introductory it eJIeMEHT it TPAaKTYEThbCS
SIK TIOBHOI[IHHHI CEMaHTHYHUH Cy0’ €KT, TOAl sIK iH(IHITUBHI
Ta MAPSIIHI KOMIIOHEHTH PO3IISNAIOTHCS SK alO3HWTHBHI,
TaKi CTPYKTYPH KBaJTi(piKYIOTbCS SK PEUCHHS JeTyKTUBHOTO
¢dopmyBaHHsT cy0’ekta ayMKH. EM¢arnuHi KOHCTpYKIii
aHANI3YIOTBCS SIK PE3yAbTAT MOCHIZOBHOTO ITOPOKEHHS
JIBOX TpeIUKaTUBHUX JKabOpIOK OMUHHIE 1 BU3HAYAIOTHCS SIK
CKJIaTHOMIAPSITHI YTBOPEHHS 3 0COOIMBOIO KOMYHIKaTHBHOIO
¢yHKOier0. Y mACYMKYy aBTOp JOXOOUTH BHCHOBKY, IO
ySBHA PO30DKHICTH MiX JIOTIYHOIO T4 MOBHOIO ITPEANKAII€I0
BUHHUKA€E dYepe3 ICHOPYBaHHS BHYTPILIHIX TpaHCOpMallii
MUCIICHHEBUX CTPYKTYp y TPOLECi MOBHOTO BiJOOpakeHHS
IiMCHOCTI.

Kiaw4uoBi cioBa: CymKeHHs, JIOTiYHA MpeIUKaTHBHA
CTPYKTypa, NpEIUKATUBHICTh, 0e30c000Be it, BCTymHE it,
eMdaruuHe it, aMOp(HUIA, YITKO CTPYKTypOBaHUIl.
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