František Čermák

Profusion or Lack of Functions? 

  (Profusion or Lack of Functions? In: Hajičová, E., Kotěšovcová, A., Mírovský, J. (ed.): Proceedings of CIL17, CD-    ROM. Matfyzpress, MFF UK.  Prague, 2003.)

1 The Notion of Function. 

   Function is a commonplace nowadays with most branches of science and humanities using the word and one may wonder if there is any use trying to delimit it as a term. Dictionaries give several explanations, but hardly any exact definition, such as in 5a and b in The American Heritage Dictionary (3rd ed. 1994):

    1.  The action for which one is particularly fitted or employed. 

    2.a. Assigned duty or activity. b. A specific occupation or role: in my function as chief editor. 

    3. An official ceremony or a formal social occasion. 

    4. Something closely related to another thing and dependent on it for its existence, value, or significance: Growth is a function of nutrition. 

    5. Abbr. Mathematics. a. A variable so related to another that for each value assumed by one there is a value determined for the other. 

      b. A rule of correspondence between two sets such that there is a unique element in the second set assigned to each element in the first set. 

An exact definition in the proper sense is explicitly related here, however, to mathematics only and one can hardly object to it due to its exact and long use there since, at least, Euler´s time (in fact uses, as there are tens of functions there). Does it mean that other disciplines are poorly off not being able to come up with their own delimitation of the term? Indeed, looking at linguistics, one can hardly find two scholars sharing the same view on what exactly function is, how broad its scope is and where to look for it, all of this being a reason for being worried.  Are we using function as term or is it just a conversational turn, not shared by everyone, or, more importantly,  we can do without?  There is, perhaps, more than one answer obtainable. Taking  a clearly manifested and critical stand by W. Haas (1987, 335), one of few who dare to be unequivocal, one gets:  „We cannot be explicit about the function of anything, unless we view it as constituent of a determinate kind of significant unit. (This, incidentally, is a requirement that many of the current references to ´linguistic functions´ fail to satisfy).“ The opposite may be seen in a rather vague general stand, not exactly saying what and how the author substantiates his functionalism. Such is, e.g., T. Givón´s approach in his Functionalism and Grammar (1995), using the term in the very title of the book, but not really offering anything remotely resembling a definition of function. In contrast to this rather explicit  use of the term, a different alternative may be found, however, in it being used only implicitly (this point will be raised later). 
It is definitely impossible to scan all of the competing directions or schools of thought, but at least three major ones, namely formalism, cognitivism and functionalism may be briefly mentioned (see also Sgall 1997 and Newmeyer 1998). 

It would be wrong to identify the first, formalism, with generativism and N. Chomsky only (many corpus and computational approaches are highly formal, too, but somewhat different), but he is still the most influential figure here. On the whole, Chomsky does not seem to be fond of the term function, changing his views over and over again. He did pay, however, some attention to function, notably to grammatical functions, in the period of his Aspects in the sixties. This isolated view to be found there goes, basically, against his general and permanent obsession with the autonomy of grammar, or more specifically, of  syntax, which he painstakingly tries to steer clear of any meaning and function. But views may differ. Surprisingly, T. Givón (1995, 7) must, in fact, consider Chomsky (a kind of ) functionalist, too, calling his approach of the sixties „a blatantly functional idea, i.e. isomorphism between deep syntactic structure and propositional meaning“.  However, it may be an instance of his arbitrary interpretation of the term function, rather than a a hidden functionalism in Chomsky he himself is not aware of.

The still  recent  cognitivism does not seem to be doing any better, although occasional use of the term can be found, too. Such is, for instance, the seminal book in the field, R. W. Langacker´s The Cognitive Basis of Grammar (2002, 2nd. ed.) where only three brief and marginal mentions of functional may be found (however not of function, as the book´s index suggests).
Inevitably, it is the broadly termed functionalism that should be preoccupied with function, and it certainly is, though functionalism is a very broad label for many different approaches, not all of them being structuralist. Using this label so does correspond to a broad use of the term which seems to be standard now. What is not so standard now is narrowing down of the broad scope of functional approaches to a select group someone may prefer to the exclusion of other. The impression given, for example, by the authors of the Glossary to Bible Translations (?? www.geocities.com-bible_translations/) is that functionalism is an almost purely American brand of linguistics with an admixture of few outsiders only (W. Chafe, T. Givón, J. Haiman, G. Lakoff, R. Langacker, E. Prince, S. Thompson, R. Van-Valin and W. Foley, M. Halliday, S. Dik, T. van Dijk). Apparently, the rest does not exist, there is no European history, no Martinet who wrote in English and no-one else to follow. Now, since this may not be the general view of things, let us move over to the „condemned and forgotten“ Europe anyway.

It is now generally acknowledged that a widespead use of function is due to Prague structuralism. It did not spring into life there all of a sudden, but had a number of predecessors.  Although the influential picture of the communicative function has been given by Jakobson long after he left Prague, the influences behind this are to be easily tracked back to Mukařovský, Bühler (both members of Cercle Linguistique de Prague) and Malinowski standing out (Čermák 2003). Lesser known is Mathesius´  acknowledgement of his intellectual debt to O. Funke, a German linguist (Funke  ) and O. Jespersen, an influential Danish linguist, active before the times of the Prague school, mostly.  It has to be pointed out again, that in this  particular point Prague scholars did not owe much to F. de Saussure (Čermák  2003) who has been a major source of influence to them in other respects. In fact, de Saussure used the term seldom (only seven times in his Cours)  and not systematically. Yet, one may discern already here the term being used in the meaning of „task, role“, a central use of the term still today. However, one should not be satisfied with this evaluation and consider the implicit functional orientation of de Saussure which turns out to be true. An acknowledgement of this has been voiced by B. Trnka (1948), who used to be critical of him, admitting that de Saussure based linguistics on a new structural foundation by replacing atomizing realism and naive empiricism with the concept of function and a system.    

However, Prague usage of the term is far from being uniform at its classical time, pointing in more than one direction. The prevalent use in the sense mentioned above has become matter of some later discussion, mostly under the influence of Jakobson. Jakobson has taken to the term rather late and has then tried to win over the others by insisting on its teleological nature (see, eg., Daneš 1987) in the sense of  „purpose, goal“. This view, long advocated by some but refused by majority of Prague scholars, has not really been resolved. The pronouced purposive character of teleological function, and of most of language in fact, is difficult to accept, having a smack of super-natural or even mystical. On a more general basis, Jakobson may be thus questioning role of chance in the development of the language. On the other hand, an alternative interpretation of  teleology as „means and ends“ has been accepted, but, again, it may not be entirely due to Jakobson only. Thus, even here, in a very narrow sense of the term, more than one interpretation is possible. To sum up and limit the view on the internal function only, the term seems to be used in the sense of „role or task“ mostly, an alternative way of putting this (teleological interpretation in the latter sense) being instrumental, i.e. language forms functioning as instruments of the speaker´s goals.

Coming back to the above dictionary definition No 5, one may wonder, why Prague has not used function for something that was used extensively, too, namely the term of correlation. It does comply with the definition and its inclusion under the term would substantially enlarge the scope of function, as there are no less than some 40 correlations considered at that time (Čermák 1995). This case may be viewed as an example of the implicitly functional approach without using the term.

2  A Survey and a System of Functions.  

    An obvious question to ask is whether there is a system of functions covering the bulk of language. To outline this and elaborate the problem mapped earlier (see also Čermák 1995), a  simple tentative picture may be offered. In doing this, only those functions will be considered that are proper to the language system and its use (i.e. langue and parole), leaving aside, for the moment, any other functions bordering on other disciplines.       

              A  SYSTEM  (Langue)                  B   TEXT  (Parole)

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I                distinctive                                         delimitative 

II               nominative                                       structural                       

                    -designative                                        -referential

                    -formative?                                         -phatic 

                                                                                -expressive

                                                                                -conative 

                                                                                -poetic

                                                                                -metalinguistic

III                                       evaluative

Distinctive and delimitative functions, though under different labels (distinctive opposition or phonologischer Gegensatz and boundary marking or Grenzsignal in Trubetzkoy), have been defined for phonology, basically. Since the distinctive function referes to the capacity of phonemes to distinguish or, rather, express a difference of meaning, i. e. between similar words in the language system already, this function has a paradigmatic nature. On the other hand, the delimitative function of a phoneme, consisting in discrimination between words in the parole chain and signalling their role there (applying, basically, at the beginning or end of words), has a syntagmatic nature.

Both functions on level I apply automatically (automatic functions?) and are not, basically, subject to the speaker´s decision, choice or change. The opposite is true of the second level II, depending on the speaker´s intention and choice, mostly (intentional functions?). Evidently, these functions operate on higher levels, too. Another way of viewing the difference between I and II is that II operates with meaningful forms and units, while I operates on them using meaning-less units (phonemes).

The whole of level II is modelled after V. Mathesius´ views of functional onomatology and functional syntax. It has to be stressed that what became known as communicative function, introduced by Jakobson, should be viewed as a mere partial elaboration of  IIB, the whole of the structural function being much more complex in this view (Thèses 1929, Mathesius 1975). There has been, however, no attempt made to elaborate the two.

Thus the structural function consisting in its formal and less formal (communicative) aspects covers the whole field of putting together nominations in the desired and grammatically correct form plus adding  all six specific and by now familiar functions of unequal status, namely referential, phatic (or contact), expressive, conative (or directive), poetic (esthetic) and metalinguistic ones (Čermák 1995). The nominative function (IIA) which is a prerequisite for it, being quite familiar, too, draws (a mental operation!) on the means available in the system to express basic nominative units (lexemes and their non-predicative combinations, basically). Since it operates on words (single word lexemes) and multi-word lexemes existing in the system already, it may be placed into the system, basically. On the other hand, it links together items into combinations that are formed ad hoc, to be used in the next phase of IIB, having a textual, parole part, too. One may wonder if and how this function might be further split up. In absence of a serious research here, it seems that at least the operation on content (autosemantic) words should be distinguished from that on grammar (or synsemantic) words. Using U. Weinreich´s elaboration, semiotic in its nature (Weinreich 1966), two major classes and functions are suggested, namely designative and formative  (the latter including his formators and operators). However, a necessary part of this function as well as of the structural one seems to be the compositional function forming meaningful higher units from its component parts, having a purely semantic character (not formal).

Finally, a note on a highly unusual function on level III, namely the evaluative function.  This function, reflecting all instances of the speaker´s (basically positive or negative) evaluation of what is being said and mediated mostly by other functions, has been suggested elsewhere (Čermák 1995) and although its nature and motivation is clearly pragmatic, it must be mentioned here, too, for the sheer frequency of its use, which is much higher than, for example, the phatic or metalingusitic function.  Most of its means it operates on belong to la parole, but there are some (words) existing in la langue, already.  

Above (in this section) all other sorts of functions have been left out of this picture of language functions proper. How do these fit in? Basically, they do not, although, like many other things in language, they are superimposed on it, precede it or are an extension of it.

Trying to fit in all the rest, one can, basically and finally, distinguish three broad general types of  language functions. These might be called  interpersonal, intrapersonal and societal (multipersonal).  Briefly, the I interpersonal function, including most of proper functions, covers the field of emotional states, sex of speakers, their geographical origin and anything else relevant and communicated between the speaker and the hearer and characterizing one for the other. The II intrapersonal function (alternatively mental function) deals with thought, rationalization, memory and  other aspects of those mental processes that are linked with the language. The III societal  function (multipersonal, or social, etc.), building upon the two, is the function by which the language defines society in a broad sense, including traditions, myths, etc.

A couple of points has to be added, finally. It should be pointed out that the interplay between various functions must be specified, including types of possible and typical combinations as well as their full and partial presence in communication. Their hierarchy is another problem to be further explored. Moreover, some functions seem to 

be obligatory in the sense that there is no avoiding them (such as distinctive and delimitative ones) while the use of other may be facultative (optional) only.  

3  The State of Affairs and Some Desiderata.

     The above survey and picture is based on the Prague tradition, hence no attempt has been made to cover alternative views, such as that of M. Halliday. Limiting, then, the scope of view on this only, some additional points should be made and questions asked.

Thus, one may wonder, to what extent functions and functional view have been  applied systematically and on a large scale. With some notable and infrequent exceptions (Hallidayan linguistics is not considered here, but see Čermák 1985 for a  full functional description of idioms) the answer is no. Linguists are still paying functions lip-service only without really trying to employ them systematically (thus, going by the index, a major grammar of Czech has no reference to function in its syntactical part at all,  Mluvnice češtiny 3, 1987).

Though not of Prague origin, the –emic functional units seem to be used, on its lowest level, phonology, almost exclusively. Why is this useful distinction refused elsewhere and terms like lex, allolex are used only sporadically (or on higher levels, too, including syntax)? What is wrong with  this distinction?

Moreover, one may also wonder if a discrimination analogous to that between the distinctive and delimitative function may not be useful on higher levels, or is it really unnecessary?  

Semioticians and  lately some linguists, too (such as Givón), seem to stress need to include iconicity into a functional descriptive framework. Although  it may not be part or basis of a functional approach only, it would certainly be very useful.  To declare this and  to do it seem to be two very different things, widely apart, however. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

O POZN  event. i pak česky, např. do Brna

-Jsou min. 2 knihy o funkcionalismu, Dirven, Croft a teď Newmeyer (srovnání s generat.), takže přehled funkcionalismu 

  asi nedělat

-Schéma: -1-stručně Praha, co vše, nejspíš systémový a hierarchický přehled, viz zvlášť, bez nároků na úplnost ! 

                     poukázat na mezery, mj. chybí f. identifikační na vyšší rovině

                     extenze

                 -2-srovnání s jinými proudy ?? ale jak?  projít ten rejstřík

                 -3-event. desiderata, co se nedělá a proč se končí u obec. konstatování a neprovádí, jak aplikovat

                 sem event. i problémy, např. teleonomie, Jakobson si v 62 tu stěžuje na neglect 

-Obecně: úzký vztah k,  korespondence (viz Amer. Her. Dict.)

               proměnná ve vztahu k jiné

               syn: role, úkol

               z úzu je ale jasné, že je to všechno možné

-Nejen Praha, ale co vše

   -přehled hl. směrů?  a tradičních lingvistik před válkou: Kodaň, deS vs Praha

                                     Martinet, Bloomfield?

   -Praha: co jiného než fonologie

   -p. Readeru, Mathesia (tam ale Daneš, též v Travaux) aj.? viz excerpta

   -event.i kritika Daneše, Sgalla, též nová gram?

   -hl. jak se neužívá oproti proklamacím, realizace chybí (cf ale já)

   -i já evaluativní, viz a ve frazeologii

   -Praha trad. zatím: dvě dichotomie (proti Danešovi)

           pojmenování-usouvztažnění,    distinktivní-„role apod.,viz“ 

-Halliday, Dik a jiní: Givón

-Funkční lingvistika: mj. lišení variant od jednotek; fonologie, foném aj.

   -osud émických jednotek: v lex je menšinový dnes, v syntaxi?? –podívat se

-Varia funkce: forma vyjadřující kategorii? (v gram)

-Newmeyer extenze: 3 velké proudy moderní lingvistiky

  1-Formalism: -Autonomy of grammar or autonomy of Syntax (Chomsky), no reference to meaning

     Ale: -processing: there is pressure to shape grammar so the hearer can determine the structure of the sentence (and of its   meaning) as rapidly as possible

             -Iconicity of structure and concept: there is a pressure to keep form and meaning as close to each other as                                                                                                       

              as possible

            -information flow: there is pressure for the syntactic structure of a sentence to mirror the flow of       

             information

  2-Cognitivism: seems to avoid it largely, seminal book The Cognitive Basis of Grammar by R.W. Langacker 02 (2.ed.)

      uses only and rarely functional (not function), in fact on 3 occasions

  3-Functionalism: vyhraněně-gram. structure is shape by its function serving the language needs, i.e. convey meaning

     in communication, it makes no sense to separate grammar from meaning

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-Sgall pův. odmítá teleonomii (pak r. 97 už o ní mluví), Daneš silně zastává v r. 87 a vl. identifikuje s hl. funkcí, t. ve významu purpose, účel se snad

  dá udržet u speaker´s intention in communication, myslím.  není vůbec nutné, identifikovat teleonomii s instrumentálností v j., která je zřejmá, to by pak už šlo o almost mystical view of anything in language serving as a god-send a purpose

-Chomsky does not seem to be fond of the term, In Aspects there is some attention paid to grammatical functions

-Givón  95, introduces a bold claim for functional universals, without, however, explaining properly what he means by it

    místy je ale bláznivej, s. 7, kde nazývá Chomského přístup in 1960s (Aspects) „a blatantly functional idea, i.e. isomorphism between deep syntactic structure and propositional meaning“

    snaží se být provocative and against most contemporary opinions, but does not bother to offer a definition of what function is or functions are, despite the fact that his book has functionalism in the title

   říká, asi právem, že funkcionalisté, kterých je mnoho druhů, se minimálně všichni shodnou na non-autonomu postulate, i.e. language (and grammar) are not an autonomous system , i. e. without linking its with cpgnition, communication, brain and language processing there, social interaction and culture, change and variation, acquisition and evolution. 

  možná vyjít z jeho názorů na s. xvi., aspoň některých 

-Já: Function has entered all branches of linguistic enquiry, though not all directions, trends and schools. It is often noted that function is implicitly present in many interpretations, although it is not always recognized explicitly.  

-Já: The view of function may be blurred and identified with meaning, a particular case being function (grammar) words, if the linguist chooses to adopt the view that these do not have any meaning, while others would contend this. To complicate this somewhat, see, e.g.,  prepositions in many languages, function words having a distinct meaning, too.

 -Já: aplikoval jsem f-i na reálnou klasifikaci ve frazeologii, 85

-MČ:  macešská (p. rejstříku), 3-Syntax: 0!, 2-komunikační a odrazová, slova a tvaru, sl. druhu, strukturační, větněčlenská, pád. 

         tvarů, větotvorná, slovesa, sl. druhů (primární a sekundární), slovesa ve větě, vlastních kmen, 1-funkční platnost fonému, 

         f. zatížení, funční stránka alternací a morfů slovesných předpon

-Hjelmslev: závislost relevantní pro analýzu, tj. mezi třídou a komponentem, celkem a částmi, paradigmatem a  členy, specificky interdependence (mezi konstantami), determinace (mezi konstantou a  proměnnou),

    konstelace (mezi proměnnými), všechny tři dál dělené na funkce v relaci (v parole, tj. selekce, solidarita, kombinace) a korelaci  (v systému, tj. specifikace, komplementarita, autonomie). Vidí je na libovolné rovině.

-3 pohledy: interpersonal vs intrapersonal vs societal??  

      -komunikační funkce vs interpersonal communication: druhé je širší a umožňuje např. postihnout i třeba rozdíl                                                                                                                                     mezi vyjadřování ne/intencionálním, kam patří i v hlasu pohlaví, původ aj.

      -intrapesonal, within individual, individual function, i.e. podpora myšlení, support to rationalization, memory, self-expression, humor, etc.

      -societal??, language and society, defines a sciety in a sense, recognition of dialect, tradition, myths, etc.

-Americký pohled na funkcionalisty (p. Glossary to Bible translations, podívat se wwwi.geocities.com/bible_translations/): W. Chafe, S. Dik, W. Foley, T. Givón, J.Haiman, M. Halliday, G. Lakoff, R. Langacker, E. Prince, S. Thompson, T. van Dijk,, R. Van Valin- USA,Autsr. ev. Holland!!, hl. asi functional grammar a systemic f. linguistics a nic jiného a nikdo jiný 

-W. Haas, 87, p.335, We cannot be explicit about the function of anything, unless we view it as constituent of a determinate kind of significant unit. (this, incidentally, is a requirement that many of the current references to ´linguistic functions´ fail to satisfy).

-Vachek, Reader: 

  -Théses 1a:  la langue est un systéme de moyens d´expression appropriés à un but, přizpůsobený, accomodated, 

                       tj. instrumentálnost, funkce ve vztahu k cíli, langue je funkční systém

    Ale -pasáže o nominaci 2b, kde by f. patřila asi nejvíc, už o ní nemluví
        -u syntagmatiky: mluví se funkční syntaxi a o o f-i gram. subjektu v souvislosti s akt. členěním

        -v morfologii se také mluví o nositelích různých významů určovaných funkcí

 -3a, o funkcích langue:

    -zmiňovány běžné funkce různé

     -j. vnitřní a manifestovaný, -intelektuálnost-afektivnost-emocionálnost

     -sociální role:  f. poetická

     -komunikativní f.

     -o f-i se nemluví u j. mluvený-psaný, gesta, vztah mezi mluvčími aj.

  -poetický j.: připomíná se p-á f., ale dál už jen o poetické hodnoty
  -Obecně f.: zmiňována spíše hodně obecně, kulturně             

-Isačenko: Conative f. 48, odvolává se na úzus u Trubeckého, Grundzuge, 24, zmiňnuje i další, referenční, expresívní

-Kořínek 39, Travaux, Laut und Wortbedeutung: semantematische F., urč. stupeň nocionálnosti

-Havránek 25, Travaux, vliv f.  spis. j. na fonolog. a gram. strukturu spis. č., jen široce kulturně

-Mathesius 36, On Some Problems...: o potřebě funkcí ve strukturní analýze a odkazuje na Jespersena, kde se mluví o funkčnosti, funkční onomatologie a funkční syntax: f. of naming (that is) of putting words into relation to objective reality, O. Funke, On the Function of naming, English Studies XVIII, před r. 36, ale je u M. víc

-Skalička, Zur ungarische grammatik: sema=funkční prvek , obecně opozice forma-funkce

-Trnka, funkce-forma (u morfologie), 32, v Charisteria

-Jakobson: pův. užíval f-i méně (struktura verba)

-Karcevskij, má hodně valuer, dokonce valeurs formels 36

-Havránek 36, Zum Problem: různé funkce sdělení, především komunikativní, fachlich(věcně)-praktická a fachlich-teoretická (vědecká)

-Horálek 48, Funkce struktury funkcí jazyka, viz xerox, funkce mají hierarchii, někt. jsou vždy přítomné, jiné jen částečně a jejich hierarchie se může změnit, pak je nutné hledat f-i dominantní

    Odtud já: které f. jsou vždy a kt. jen částečně a někdy?

-Vachek: f. písma 39, ale víc  

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

The American Heritage Dictionary, 3rd ed. 1994:

func·tion (fŭngk/sh(n) 

1.  The action for which one is particularly fitted or employed. 2.a. Assigned duty or activity. b. A specific occupation or role: in my function as chief editor. 3. An official ceremony or a formal social occasion. 4. Something closely related to another thing and dependent on it for its existence, value, or significance: Growth is a function of nutrition. 5. Abbr. f Mathematics. a. A variable so related to another that for each value assumed by one there is a value determined for the other. b. A rule of correspondence between two sets such that there is a unique element in the second set assigned to each element in the first set. --func·tion intr.v. func·tioned, func·tion·ing, func·tions. To have or perform a function; serve: functioned as ambassador. [Latin fūnctiō, fūnctiōn-, performance, execution, from fūnctus, past participle of fungī, to perform, execute.] –func/tion·less adj.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Britannica. Mathematical special functions: The gamma and beta functions.

Certain special functions are often used in mathematics and in physics, chemistry, engineering, and other branches of science and technology. It is possible to  classify these into elementary functions and higher transcendental functions. The elementary functions include the exponential, logarithmic, trigonometric, and related functions. Frequently the term special functions is only applied to high transcendental functions. Some of the more important ones arising in differential equations will now be described.

The  gamma function arose from attempts to extend the factorial function, n! n(n - 1)(n - 2) 1, to nonintegral values of n. This function is defined

by  (x) being equal to the integral from t = 0 to infinity of e {sup -t}t {sup (x - 1)} (see 456), for values of x greater than zero. The function has the

property that (x + 1) equals the product of x and  (x).

It follows that, if n is a positive integer, then  (n + 1) equals n!. Furthermore,  (1/2) equals the square root of  (see 457).

The function was first defined by Euler and is widely used in mathematics, physics, engineering, and especially in probability theory and statistics. It arises in the series solutions of many differential equations.

Some useful related functions are:

(i) The incomplete gamma functions, which are defined by letting the upper or the lower limit of integration be a variable (see 458).

(ii) The beta function (p, q), which is defined as being equal to the integral from zero to one of the products of f {sup p - 1} and (1 - t){sup q - 1} (see 459) for positive values of p and q. It is related to the gamma function because  (p, q) equals the product of  (p) and (q) divided by (p + q) (see 460).

Hypergeometric function.

theta functions,  entire and meromorphic functions, gamma f., Dirac´s function etc., 

i.e. probably as many as in linguistics, many other branches of science using it, too.

František Čermák 

(Charles University Prague)        Frantisek.Cermak@ff.cuni.cz

Profusion or Lack of Functions?  (Abstract)
1 The Notion of Function. 

-Function, its scope and views 

-The American Heritage Dictionary (3rd ed. 1994):

    1.  The action for which one is particularly fitted or employed. 

    2.a. Assigned duty or activity. b. A specific occupation or role: in my function as chief editor. 

    3. An official ceremony or a formal social occasion. 

   4. Something closely related to another thing and dependent on it for its existence, value, or significance: Growth is a function of nutrition. 

   5. Abbr. Mathematics. a. A variable so related to another that for each value assumed by one there is a value determined for the other. 

      b. A rule of correspondence between two sets such that there is a unique element in the second set assigned to each element in the first set. 

-Formalism:  generativism and N. Chomsky 

  T. Givón (1995, 7) on Chomsky: „a blatantly functional idea...“ 

-Cognitivism: R. W. Langacker´s The Cognitive Basis of Grammar (2002, 2nd. ed.)  and marginal mentions of functional 

-Functionalism: not to be identified with structuralism 

 Glossary to Bible Translations (?? www.geocities.com-bible_translations/) on functionalism: W. Chafe, T. Givón, J.          Haiman, G. Lakoff, R. Langacker, E. Prince, S. Thompson, R. Van-Valin and W. Foley, M. Halliday, S. Dik, T. van Dijk
-Prague structuralism: predecessors Mukařovský, Bühler, Malinowski, but also O. Funke, O. Jespersen, etc.

-de Saussure and B. Trnka on him: he based linguistics on a new structural foundation by replacing atomizing realism and naive               empiricism with the concept of function and a system

-Teleological: Jakobson and purpose/goal or role?,   means-ends, instrumental

-An extension?: correlations

2  A Survey and a System of Functions.  

              A  SYSTEM  (Langue)                  B   TEXT  (Parole)

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I                distinctive                                         delimitative 

II               nominative                                       structural                       

                    -designative                                        -referential

                    -formative?                                         -phatic 

                                                                                -expressive

                                                                                -conative 

                                                                                -poetic

                                                                                -metalinguistic

III                                       evaluative
-Distinctive function:  a paradigmatic nature, delimitative function: a syntagmatic nature

-Level I  (automatic functions?): not subject to the speaker´s decision while level II (intentional functions?) is different

-V. Mathesius´  functional onomatology and functional syntax

-Communicative function of R. Jakobson (IIB): part of the structural function 

   referential, phatic (or contact), expressive, conative (or directive), poetic (esthetic) and metalinguistic functions                                (Čermák 1995) 

-Nominative function (IIA): system and text

    designative and formative functions

-Compositional function: semantic 

-Evaluative function  (Čermák 1995): pragmatics

-Specific (language-proper) functions: above  vs  broader general functions

-General functions:  interpersonal, intrapersonal and societal (multipersonal, social etc.)

-Functions: interplay, partial/full presence, obligatory/optional use and hierarchy

3  The State of Affairs and Some Desiderata.

-Systematic application?: almost nil (but Čermák 1985 on idioms), Mluvnice češtiny 3 (1987) 

–emic functional units: why only phonology?

-Analogy to distinctive and delimitative functions on higher levels?

-Iconicity
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