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THE GRAMMATICAL STATUS
OF “INTRODUCTORY IT” IN MODERN ENGLISH

Summary. The problem of introductory it occupies
a rather considerable place in contemporary linguistics,
notwithstanding a comparatively small number of cases it
covers. It can be explained by the fact that this problem directly
concerns another, wider problem — the problem of language
and speech. Thus, a characteristic feature of the sentences
containing introductory it, is, that when applied immediately
on the logical proposition, they differ structurally from
the latter, which provokes a great number of different points
of view concerning the status of “it”, as well as the element
it introduces. According to this standpoint, which, by
the way, is more widely spread, the status of the element
“it” is determined as a purely formal Subject. It means that it
lacks any kind of semantic meaning and its role is simply to
introduce a real semantic Subject, expressed by infinitive or
subordinate clause, etc. without violating the well-established
word order characteristic of the English language. Thus, this
view declares the presence of two Subjects and one Predicate
in a sentence, which in no way can conform to the structure
of a logical proposition.

Predicativeness exists in two forms — amorphous or
clearly structured. The first one is — historically primary
form of reflection — reflection on the level of imaginations
(impressions). The other, clearly structured form
of reflection — reflection in the form of proposition. In logic
they are conventionally termed as predication. Predication is
nothing other than an analogue of the structural arrangement
of the world — the process. With regard to this, speech
can only go about a two-member structure of proposition,
the assumption about existence of one-member and three-
member propositions is groundless.

The complexity of sentences with so called introductory it
lies in the fact that this type of sentences is not primary.

They originated from the sentences with the so called
“impersonal it” and are the result of an algebraic operation
on the latter. Hence, in order to understand the grammatical
essence of introductory it, we need to clarify the nature of what
is known as impersonal sentences, and, above all, what they
correlate with on the level of thinking.

As to the cases of the so called introductory it, the element
it, in our opinion, as well as in the sentences of general concept

of substantiality, should be regarded not a false subject,
but a real semantic subject, which also expresses the idea
of substantiality. Concerning the status of the elements, which
it ostensibly introduces, they function as an apposition to it.

Key words: predication, predicativeness, impersonality,
introductory it, proposition, formal predicate, semantic
predicate.

Formulation of the problem. The problem of introductory it
occupies a rather considerable place in contemporary linguistics,
notwithstanding a comparatively small number of cases it covers.
It can be explained by the fact that this problem directly concerns
another, wider problem — the problem of language and speech.
Thus, a characteristic feature of the sentences containing intro-
ductory it, 1s, that when applied directly on the logical proposition,
they differ from the latter structurally. It provokes a great number
of different points of view concerning the status of it, as well as
the element it introduces. According to this most widely spread
viewpoint, the status of the element it is defined as a purely formal
subject. It means that it lacks any kind of semantic meaning and its
role is simply to introduce a real semantic subject, expressed by
infinitive or subordinate clause, etc. without violating the well-es-
tablished word order characteristic of the English language. Thus,
this view declares the presence of two subjects and one predi-
cate in a sentence, which in no way can conform to the structure
of a logical proposition [1, 229].

According to another opinion, i is an actual (semantic) subject
of a sentence, while infinitive or subordinate clause is an apposi-
tion to it. This idea is supported by B. A. Ilyish, who finds “this
view preferable as the division of subjects into formal and real ones,
seems hard to justify in general syntactical theory” [2, 199].

Purpose of the investigation. Thus, the above leads to a con-
clusion that solving the problem of the grammar point of this phe-
nomenon, to a great extent depends on the answer to the question:
what exactly do these phenomena reflect and in what way?

Theoretical framework. Let us try to highlight the most
important moments of this picture.
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“The process of reflection does not go down in a straight
line: a subject — its designation. The personality of the one who is
reflecting always stands between them”[3, 48; 4, 35]. This is nearly
the most important moment of reflection. It means that the essential
processes of reflection occur exactly in the connective logical chain.
Any direct projection of language phenomena on the reality with-
out taking into consideration the phase of thinking [5, 72], is to be
considered if not erroneous, then such that allows for considerable
deviations.

Statement of the material. The essence of mental reality
processing, i.e., something that is happening on the logical link
of reflection, can be roughly characterized as a synthesis of objec-
tive and subjective. Since among outer semiotic types of this syn-
thesis which are directed at communicating information, proposi-
tions which can conditionally be termed as “predicativeness” (from
Lat. prae-dico — “pronounce, recite, state”) dominate. Predicative-
ness exists in two forms — amorphous and clearly structured. The
first one is — historically primary form of reflection — reflection on
the level of imaginations (impressions). The other, clearly struc-
tured form of reflection is reflection in the form of proposition. In
logic they are conventionally termed as predication. Historically,
with regard to the integral (holistic) form of reflection it is its sec-
ondary form . It has evolved on the basis of the cognitive evolution
of thinking.

With the appearance of predication the first form of predica-
tiveness (this term will help us to dissociate it from predication) did
not fall into disuse. It is as inherent to thinking of modern man as
predication. Both forms are co-functioning harmoniously in human
mind being complimentary to each other, and in many cases they
flow from one form to another. Predication, being synthesis of sub-
jective and objective, is more perfect,the better developed form
of predicativeness. It is to some extent its quintessence for, as to its
structure and semantics — the concept of substantiality, the specifics
of its existence in time — predication is nothing other than an ana-
logue of the structural arrangement of the world — the process. With
regard to this, speech can only go about a two-member structure
of a proposition, the assumption about existence of one-member
and three-member propositions is groundless.

Bearing in itself the general concept of the structure of the uni-
verse, the predication is at the same time, the embodiment of sub-
jectivity. The evidence of this is its ability to determine the relative
weightiness of the substantial components of the relationship pro-
cess, the most essential of which acts in it as a subject of proposition.
This ability did not pass unnoticed by linguists. In attempting to ana-
lyze the deep (semantic) structure of sentences they resort to such
oppositional terms as the subject and the object (of thought), agent -
patient, the bearer of the process — the complement of the process,
etc. Due to this ability in relationship propositions, the structure
of predication can, inter alia, act as a model of human activity, its
imitation. Let us compare: the subject of thought — the predicate
[(the specificity of relations in time of the subject of thought] +
(substantial concept — the complement of relation)] / the subject
of activity — the specificity (the type) of activity. So the structure
of predication is not only the general formula of the structure
of the Universe, but also the model of human relations with it. To
other subjective moments, realized by the structure of predication
also belong the projection of substantial concept in time, quantita-
tive assessment of the subject of predication, evaluation of relations
between conscious and real, personal evaluations of specificity

of concept existence in time (the beginning, the end... the necessity,
ability of the process), etc. So as we can see, the structure of pred-
ication is the concentration of ontological and subjective informa-
tion about the Universe, in other terms, the bearer of the meaning.

The correctness of our observations is proved, in particular, by
the definition of the notion meaning, given by a well-known phi-
losopher S.Vasiljev. Under meaning he understands to be deter-
mined (specified] [6, 85]. According to the scientist this notion is
the equivalent of thought [6, 19].

Let us compare this definition with the definition which lin-
guists give to the structure of predication. According to A.K. Kor-
sakov, in objective reality, the structure of predication correlates
with substance and the specific character of its existence in space,
or, in other words — with a particular elementary process of objec-
tive reality. He states that the structure of predication may refer to
“a non-relationship change-of-state non-cyclic dynamic process;
a non-relationship action non-cyclic dynamic process. The process
is presented with the emphasis on its qualitative limits; a non-re-
lationship-state non-cyclic static processes. ”[7, 26] As we can
see, the definition of a philosopher and linguists have intersection
points: of the structure of predication, through its specific being
(= being determined) correlates with thought.

Taking into consideration this rather reliable point of A.K. Kor-
sakov, concerning the fact that conscious has certain limits and is
determined by certain specificity, we can state that the ultimate defi-
nition of the structure of predication, will define it as a structure,
which serves the means of expression of a concrete elementary
thought.

An extremely important moment in the process of reflection we
should focus our attention on, is the ability of thinking to execute
algorithms patterned on algebraic operations. At language (speech)
level predicativeness is realized in utterances of two types: utteranc-
es-non-sentences (mere utterances) and utterances-sentences (sen-
tences). The first type corresponds to holistic reflection (on the level
of images), while the other one corresponds to the clearly structured
form of reflection (at the level of propositions) and its aim is to
express thoughts — elementary and extended.

Now, after we have, in principle, clarified the process
of reflection at the level of language and thinking, let us try and shed
light on the grammatical nature of some more complicated cases
which are the matter of this research.

The complexity of sentences with so called introductory it lies
in the fact that this type of sentences is not primary.

They originated from the sentences with the so called imper-
sonal it and are the result of an algebraic operation on the latter.
Hence, in order to understand the grammatical essence of introduc-
tory it, we need to clarify the nature of what is known as imper-
sonal sentences, and, above all, what they correlate with on the level
of thinking.

Since the structure of predication, if compared with pred-
icativeness, is a qualitatively different form of reflection, we can
assume that there must be a certain form which would be the bearer
of this new quality. Such new form is, to our firm belief, the struc-
ture of predication. This structure, as well as its mental analogue,
should be considered a means of expressing a concrete elementary
thought 8, 94-97].

As we have already noted, the proposition is always a two-
member unit which is objectively conditioned by its very nature. It is
no coincidence that most sentences used in any natural language,
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simple and complex, inherently belong to such that contain subject
and predicate. It is an evidence of the fact that in most cases,
the perception of the surrounding material world by man is not only
discrete, that is such, in which each component of the process is
perceived separately, but also concrete.

The structural organization of a proposition, presence
of complex parts in it, one of which is understood as substantiality,
the other one — as a specific nature of its being, enables man to
arrange thoughts, and, eventually, express not only concrete
processes with clearly perceived elements, but also cases, in which
one realizes clearly not the substance itself, but its manifestations
in time. As for material substrate it is only perceived in most
common images. Sentences with the so called impersonal it
actually belong to them.

It is clear that to consider it semantically empty (which
follows from the very term impersonality is hardly correct. We
cannot regard sentences with impersonal it such, that immediately
correlate with the processes of objective reality, as, is believed,
inter alia, by L.N. Finogina [5, 72], as in such case the specific
character of this type of sentences as compared with ordinary
two-member ones is obscured. Because the latter also correlate
with the processes of objective reality both as a whole and in each
of their elements. It is at the logical level that the specific character
of impersonal sentences with it manifests itself, as it was shown
before, and is conditioned by dialectical and structural flexibility
of a proposition. Taking this into account, let us regard impersonal
sentences with i, as such, that do not correlate with a process
but with a concrete thought (elementary or extended), the subject
of thinking in which, conveys the general idea of substantiality.
That is why these sentences should not be classified, in our
point of view, as impersonal, but as two-member sentences with
a subject of generalized substantial semantics.

As to the cases of the so called introductory it, from our view,
the element i, as well as in the sentences of general concept
of substantiality, should be regarded not a false subject, but a real
semantic subject, which also expresses the idea of substantiality.
Concerning the status of the elements, it ostensibly introduces,
they function as an apposition in relation to it. The main purpose
of this type of sentences is to postpone the naming of the subject
of thought (in an utterance this delay acquires a linear character
so that it should crystallize completely. No wonder that this type
of utterances is characteristic for situations, in which the speaker
tries to substantiate and present as the subject of thought something,
that is the hardest to substantiate — not the matter itself but its main
attribute, the specificity of its being in time and space. Rather
often another thought or even a certain fragment of it can also act
as an object of substantiation. All this cannot but cause certain
problems at the level of logic, slow down the process of forming
the subject of thought.

It is not accidental that the semantics of it is specified in
these sentences not by means of substantial parts of speech (noun
and pronoun), but also infinitive, gerund, subordinate clause, etc.
Slow formulation of the subject of thought in the stream of thinking
appears in appropriate arrangement of the nominal units among
themselves. At first the components which do not demand time
for further reflection are pronounced, then comes the component
which, so to say, hinders the forming of a thought.

Conclusions. Taking into consideration the deductive character
of the subject of thought — from general to concrete, we propose

to term these sentences the sentences of deductive forming
of the subject of thought, or just deductive sentences.

Our approach completely eliminates the problem of the so
called nominative sentences (they automatically recede to the rank
of utterances) Another acute problem of linguistics, the problem
of the predicate limits, is also eliminated. The suggested theoretical
basis also contains the necessary explanatory potential for the cases
with the problem of impersonality. [9, 106]
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B oW

Kaboproxk O.A., KaGoprwok ILA., TamanoBa JLI.
I'pamaTnyHuUii cTaTyc BCTABHOIO ity cyyacHili aHriicbKii
MOBI

AHorauisi. IlpoGnema BcraBHOro it 3aiiMae 3HauHe
Micue y cydacHiil JIiHIBiCTHII, HE3Ba)Kaloud Ha IOPIBHSHO
HEBEJIMKY KUIbKICTh BUNIAJIKIB, JIE 1€ SIBUILE 3ycTpivaeThes. Lle
MOSICHIOETHCS. TUM (pakToM, IO 1 TpodiieMa O6e3nocepeiHbO
CTOCyeTbCA 1HINOI, IIMPIIOI HpobiaeMu — mpodnemu
B3a€EMOBIJHOIICHh MOBH Ta MOBJICHHA. TakuM YHHOM,
XapaKTepHOIO PUCOI0 peueHb , 110 MICTATh BCTABHE it, € Te,
IO MpY NPsIMOMY HakJIaJaHHI HA JIOT1YHE CYIKCHHsI, BOHH
CTPYKTYpHO BIJPI3HSIIOTHCS BiJl OCTAHHBOTO, IO MPOBOKYE
BEJIMKY KUIBKICTh PI3HOMaHITHHX TOYOK 30pY, LIIO/I0 CTaTycCy it
SIK 1 €JIEMEHTA, SIKWil BiH TPEICTaBISE. 3TITHO 3 HI€I0 TOYKOO
30pY, JOCHUTH IOLIMPEHOI0, CTaTyC €lIEeMEHTa it BU3HAYA€ThCS K
yrcto popManbHuil miaMer. [le o3Havae, mo BiH no30aBieHMi
Oy/lb SIKOTO CMHCIIOBOTO 3HAUCHHS, BUPAXKEHOTO iH(QIHITHBOM
a00 TIIPSIIHUM PEYCHHSIM TOIIO, 0e3 MOPYIIECHHS YCTAJICHOTO
B aHIVIIMCHKIM MOBI mopsiaka ciiB. OTxe e Noms JeKIapye
HasBHICTH JIBOX IMIJMETIB i OHOTO MPHUCYIKA Y PEYCHHI, 110
YKOJTHUM YHHOM HE BiJIMOBIJA€ CTPYKTYPIi JIOTIYHOTO CY/KEHHS.

[MpenukaruBHicTh icHye y nBoX (opmax — amopdHii
i crpykrypoBaniid. Ilepmia — icropuyHO mnepBuHHa (opma
BiJUI3epKaJICHHSI — BiJII3epKaJICHHS HA PiBHI ySIBJICHB (BPaXKEHB ).
Jpyra, 4YiTKO CTpyKTypoBaHa ¢opMa BiAJ3EepKaJCHHS —
BiJUI3epKAJICHHSI Ha PiBHI CyMKEeHb. Y JIOTili 1X TpaauIiiHO
HA3WBaIOTh Tpenukaiiero. [Ipemukaiis 1e HImoO iHIIE, 5K
aHaJIOT CTPYKTYPHOI MOOYIOBH CBIiTY — Mpolecy. 3 ONIsiaAy Ha
1€ MOBa MOYKE HTH JIUIIIE [TPO JBOWICHHY CTPYKTYPY CYIPKSHHS,
MPUITYLICHHST X II0JI0 MOXIIUBOCTI ICHYBaHHS OIHO-, a0o
TPHOXWICHHHUX CY/PKEHB € Oe3MiICTaBHHUM.

CKIIQIHICTh PEYCHb 3, TaK 3BAaHMM BCTAaBHUM it TOJIATae
B TOMY, IO IIe¥l THII peYeHb HE € IIEPBUHHUM.
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Bonu 3aponuiics 3 peucHb 3, Tak 3BaHUM 0e30C000BUM it
1 € pe3yJbTaToM CKJIaJHOT MUCIICHHEBOI ornepallii Ha Hux. OTxe,
1100 3pO3yMITH IPaMaTHYHy CTPYKTYPY BCTABHOTO it, MU MyCHMO
MIPOSICHUTH TIPUPOTY 0€30C000BUX PEUCHb, 1, MEPEIYCiM, 3 UUM
caMe BOHH CITIBBIJIHOCATHCS HA PIBHI MHUCJICHHSI.

IIlomo BUIIaKiB TaK 3BAHOIO BCTABHOIO it, TO €IIEMEHT it,
Ha Hall TONIAM,, K I PEYCHHSIX 3arajibHOi CyOCTaHTHBAIII,

112

MOBHHHI PO3IISAATHCS HE SIK MICEBIOCYD €KT, a sIK peaibHUil
CMHCJIOBHUH IMiIMET, 1110 TEX BUPAXKAE 1/1€10 CyOCTaHIIaIbHOCTI.
CTOCOBHO K CTaTrycy €JIeMEHTIB, sIKi BiH HaueOTO BBOIUTh, TO
BOHH T10 BiTHOIIIEHHIO 10 HBOTO € MPUKIIAIKOO.

KarouoBi  ciioBa:  mpemuKailis,  MPeIUKATHBHICTB,
6e30c000BiCTh, BCTABHE it, Cy/KeHHS, (HOpMAaTbHUN PUCY/IOK,
CMHCJIOBHH MIPUCY/IOK.




