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Introduction

Topic

The thesis deals with translation of the English question tags found in fiction into Czech.

Aims and Motives

The aim of the thesis is to learn how the English question tags are translated into Czech. It attempts to find out the frequency and types of question tags encountered by translators of fiction, the meanings and communicative functions they convey, and the means of expression used to translate them. The thesis wants to provide an overview of existing translations and at least partly clarify their foundation, thus outlining translation equivalence of the English and Czech structures. As these aims are to be reached by means of corpus-based research, a side goal of the thesis is also to test the method of corpus-based research and the potential of the particular corpus and corpus processing tool and learn what benefits they can bring to translation studies. 

Contents and Structure 

The thesis consists of two main parts, a theoretical and a practical one. The theoretical part presents linguistic background for corpus-based research carried out in the practical part. The former part first places the thesis in context of existing research of question tags. Then it characterises the English question tags, their form, function and usage, both in general and of individual types. Question tags are subsequently studied in contrastive perspective, in relation to other languages, in the end focusing on corresponding Czech structures. The theoretical part is concluded by a presentation of parallel corpora and their use in translation studies. The practical part involves description of the material and procedure of the research, and analysis and evaluation of its results, which are presented in a number of charts.
Hypothesis

The question tags have been selected as a subject matter for translation analysis since they represent a structure which is typical of English and does not have a direct equivalent in Czech. As such, it needs to be translated by other means of expression that are available in the target language. As the question tags are not only a specific structure but rather a whole system (Kimps 2007: 270) including various types fulfilling different functions in communication, the research is expected to confirm a supposition that there is no single universally applicable translation equivalent but rather a variety of different means depending on the type of question tag and the function(s) it fulfills. Moreover, the variety of counterparts is presumed to be further increased by the fact that the English structure, grammatical in form and content, requires lexical means in the target language, which tend to be less stable and universal with regard to register and time. The research is thus expected to reveal a variety of translation equivalents following from the polysemy, or multifunctionality, of tags and the grammaticality – lexicality disbalance.

1. Translation of Question Tags from English into Czech

The aim of this chapter is to introduce the topic of the thesis and the motives and context of its research. It explains why question tags are a language phenomenon of interest to English-Czech translation studies and the benefits of corpus research of the topic. It outlines the disciplines and issues connected with the research and places it in context of existing research.    
Part of the subject matter of translation studies is translation of (source) language-specific structures that do not have direct equivalents in other (target) languages. In English-Czech contrast, (grammatical) question tags are one of these phenomena, just like e.g. articles, “there is/are” construction, perfect tenses etc. Translators from English into Czech do not have parallel means of expression at their disposal and have to use other corresponding structures available in the target language.

Research carried out on a parallel corpus enables us to discover, from a specimen of authentic primary (original) and secondary (translated) texts, what Czech structures are most frequently used to translate the English question tags, how different types of question tags are usually translated and what criteria the selection of means is founded on.

The corpus-based research of question tags and their translation requires theoretical and methodological as well as technical background. It is necessary to delimit the object(s) of the corpus search, to select the electronic material to be examined and the software tool to process it, and on this foundation develop a particular method of research.

Regarding the object, research on a parallel corpus has in fact two objects, the primary being the source language phenomenon and the secondary its translation into the target language. The knowledge needed to delimit the primary object (and to co-determine the search procedure) can be provided by linguistics (grammar, semantics, pragmatics, sociolinguistics). The search, identification and analysis of the secondary subject relies on corresponding linguistic knowledge of the target language, as well as contrastive and corpus linguistics. 

As for the material, the most suitable source of data for study of translation equivalents is a parallel corpus. For the purposes of the thesis two English-Czech parallel corpora were available, both of them created at the Department of English and American Studies of the Faculty of Arts of Masaryk University in Brno and containing mostly works of fiction, of which the more recent ones (both by origin and by content), has been selected. The most effective and accessible software tool for processing of the corpus is Bonito, also developed at the Masaryk University in Brno, which enables online research of several corpora.  

1.1 Existing Research on the Topic 

Scholars summing up research on question tags, such as McGregor (1995: 91) or Nässlin (1984: 11) state that tags originally became subject of research mainly in connection with various grammatical theories, serving as evidence for or against different theories or concepts. Later receiving interest from sociolinguistics, attention was devoted mainly to gender differences in usage of question tags (Dubois, Crouch 1975).  

Regarding more specific context in which the question tags are studied or encountered, as a phenomenon particular to English they are an issue in English language teaching, as well as in connection with regional variants of English and bi/multilingual environment where English coexists and blends with (an)other language(s) (Cheng, Warren 2001; Klintborg, Staffan 1996). The pragmatic aspects of question tags play a role in professional communication of various fields, such as law or health care (Rigney 1999; Roter, Hall, and Aoki 2002).    

At present, corpus-based research has been carried out, making use of both spoken and written corpora (Nässlin 1984; Tottie and Hoffmann 2006; Kimps 2007). Spoken corpora provide an opportunity to study intonation of question tags and intonation conditioned differences in their pragmatic functions (Nässlin 1984; Kimps 2007). Specialised corpora can be employed to study and compare usage of question tags in regional (e.g., Tottie and Hoffmann 2006)
 and social variants (e.g., Stenström 1997),
 particular time periods etc. 

   The corpus–based research is appreciated for being based on and reflecting actual language usage, thereby recognising a wider range of tag types and observing their contextual uses in conversation (McGregor 1995).
 It also enables scholars to map the collocates of particular types of question tags, such as particles (e.g., Kimps 2007).

   This chapter has shown that question tags are a topic for translation studies as they are a language-specific phenomenon. It has suggested that corpus-based research is a method which could contribute to the study of their translation into Czech. The research presupposes both linguistic knowledge of the source and target language context and technical background regarding material and tools. An overview of existing research of the topic has confirmed that the method of corpus-based research is in accordance with current research practice.      

2. English Question Tags

The following chapter provides linguistic background for the research of question tags. It delimits the concept of question tags and characterises them with regard to their form, meaning and usage. Individual types of question tags are specified and described. In the end, relation of the English question tags to elements of other languages are studied. The information contained in this chapter should serve to formulate the search pattern for extraction of question tags from the corpus and help to interpret the basis of their translation.      
As most authors have observed, terminology designating question tags and related concepts is not united and unequivocal.
 Those who deal with question tags in greater detail usually clarify their own usage or prefer to propose their own terms (Kay 2002: 455; Nässlin 1984: 7). 

When delimiting the essential concepts it is first of all necessary to differentiate between two concepts, illustrated by the following example: ‘You’re a bit shocked, aren’t you?’ (Amis). A question tag, i.e. an interrogative attachment to a clause, in this case aren’t you?, and a sentence containing a question tag, i.e. the whole of the resulting structure. The most common terms designating one or both of the concepts are tag question (Nässlin 1984; McGregor 1995; Kimps 2007) and question tag (Dušková 2003; Biber 1999).
 In the thesis, the term question tag is preferred, following Dušková. In an effort to disambiguate their language and distinguish between the two concepts, various authors use different means, depending on the overall context of, and other concepts involved in, their research. Usually they create terms containing expressions such as “sentence” or “construction” to refer to the whole complex, such as Nässlin’s distinction between APT (auxiliary and pronoun tag) and APTS (auxiliary and pronoun tag sentence) (Nässlin 1984: 8) or Kay’s tagged sentence for the latter (Kay 2002: 455). Other authors, e.g. McGregor and Kimps, keep the term tag question for the whole and only refer to the attachment alone as tag. Nevertheless, it is not always strictly differentiated or evident when it is being referred to the attachment only and when to the whole construction, or when intentionally to both. More ambiguity is added with further differentiation of question tags into types.   

Syntactically, question tags fall into the cathegory of tags, characterised as “short structures which can be added at the end of the clause in conversation or in written representations of speech” (Biber 1999: 139). Other types of tags are declarative tags, which share with question tags form of a clause, and noun phrase tags (Biber 1999: 139). Tags, in turn, fall into the cathegory of peripheral elements, which means that they are not further syntactically analysed, so even when having the form of clauses they do not turn the clause to which they are attached into a complex sentence.

The question tags themselves are classified as interrogatives and the constructions containing them as a type of yes/no questions (Dušková 2003: 318; Biber 1999: 1046). Given their function they are further characterised as conducive yes/no questions (Rigney 1999: 90; Biber 1999: 1113; Dušková 2003: 319), with the speaker not asking about the validity of the content of the clause to which the tag is attached but presupposing its validity (Dušková 2003: 319). 

The cathegory of interrogative tags can be further divided according to form into grammatical and lexical (Rigney 1999: 90), although this distinction usually comes in question especially in interlingual context. Within English question tags are primarily identified with the former type, which is an English specific - and also the subject proper of the thesis. Grammatical question tags, as exemplified above by aren’t you, have a fixed common grammatical structure – consisting of an auxiliary verb and a pronominal subject arranged in inverted word order – but their particular grammatical and lexical form is directly and fully dependent on the clause to which they are attached, specifically on its subject and verb. They are essentially a closed cathegory, the number of its members being limited by the total of combination possibilities of two closed cathegories – auxiliary verbs and personal pronouns.
 Lexical question tags are other expressions attached to the end of a clause (words, more or less lexicalised collocations and phrases, or even interjections), usually exemplified by right (e.g., Culicover 1992: 193; McGregor 1995: 94), O.K. (McGregor 1995: 94), yeah etc. To distinguish between the two, the latter are also referred to as invariant (retaining the same form regardless of the grammar and wording of the preceding clause), as opposed to variable (Kimps 2007: 273). Delimiting their concern with the grammatical ones only, some authors use the designation the English tag question (Nässlin, McGregor), auxiliary and pronoun tag (sentence) (Nässlin), cannonical tag question (Tottie and Hoffman) etc.  

2.1 Form (Syntactic and Lexical)

As mentioned above, the tag construction consists of two basic elements, a tag and a clause to which the tag is attached and on which it is dependent. The clause is designated by various terms describing its role in relation to the tag - as host clause (Cattell, Kimps), reference clause (Nässlin) or stem clause (McGregor, Tottie and Hofman). The clause can be either independent, i.e. a simple sentence, which is considered a “normal“ form of tag construction (McGregor 1995: 108). This form can be illustrated by the above used example ‘You’re a bit shocked, aren’t you?’ (Amis) with You’re a bit shocked functioning as host clause. Other prototypical examples extracted from the corpus are e.g. "It's an adventure story, isn't it?" (Frost), "She sent you, didn't she?" (Frost) or You’ll keep an eye on Frodo, won’t you?’  (Tolkien). As shown by the examples, the tag usually appears in the final position, but it can also quite frequently be followed by an address, as in e.g. "You're not feeling very well, are you, Ruskin?" (Frost) or less often by a clause element such as adverbial phrase (Biber 1999: 208). 

The host clause can, however, be even part of a compound or complex sentence. In this case a tag can, as a rule, be attached to the main clause only, with the exception of sentences where the main clause verb is a “buck-passer”
 (Dušková 2003: 319; Cattell 1973: 620). The former type can be exemplified e.g. by You'd tell me if there was anything to tell, wouldn't you?" (Morrison), where the wouldn't you tag is formed on the You'd tell me clause, or ‘It’s strange that it should end like this, isn’t it? (Amis) with the isn’t it tag attached to the It’s strange clause. The adherence of the tag to a particular clause in the sentence is sometimes accompanied by the tag directly following its host clause, thus leaving its typical final position and occuring between the host clause and its subordinate clause, as in e.g. "But it seems clear, doesn't it, that she was a confederate all along," (Frost).  

The verbs or structures allowing and requiring a tag to be formed on the (first) subordinate clause are ones expressing the speaker’s or the interlocutor’s opinion, and this exception is bound on fulfilling this function only, usually limited to their use in particular forms such as first person declarative, e.g. I guess, I suppose, I think, I’m sure etc. This can be exemplified by e.g. If you want to catch malaria, I guess it’s your business, isn’t it? (Heller) where the isn’t it tag is formed on the it’s your business clause and not on the I guess one, or I think we’re talking rather at cross - purposes, aren’t we? (Amis) with the aren’t we tagged on the we’re talking rather at cross – purposes clause rather than the I think one.

The corpus data show that in natural language highly complex sentences with question tags occur, combining both clauses with performatives and several levels of subordinate clauses, such as e.g. ‘I’ll bet Dunbar is that evil fellow who really does all those nasty things you’re always being blamed for, isn’t he?’ (Heller) or ‘I suppose you’ve guessed I’ve been sleeping with our friend the painter, haven’t you?’ (Amis).
   As for the properties of the host clause, question tags can be formed on all mood types of clauses – declarative, imperative, interrogative and exclamative, although some of them are substantially more common and more universal. The most usual tag construction contains a  declarative host clause. Constructions with declarative host clauses form more than 90% of the extracts from the K2 corpus. Any of the above employed examples can illustrate this type. The second most frequent, both in general and in the corpus, are host clauses with imperative mood, forming the rest of the corpus extracts. They can be exemplified by e.g. "Hold this for me, would you, Doyle?" (Frost) or “Be precise, can’t you?’ (Le Carré). The host clauses of different moods will receive further attention in section 2.4 describing individual types of question tags.    

As mentioned and exemplified above, (grammatical) question tags have a form of eliptical clauses consisting of the two fundamental clause elements only, subject and verb, arranged in inverted word order, as shown by e.g. don’t they in ‘Most people expect to be shot in the chest really, don’t they, sir?’ (Le Carré). Both of the elements are of „pro“, substitutory character (esp. Culicover 1992: 194). Their form is similar to that of eliptical echo questions and eliptical replic questions (Dušková), the latter of which are by some authors even included among question tags. 

The verb is a finite auxiliary, either primary (like don’t) or modal verb (like can’t in ‘You can read, though, can’t you?’ (Heller)), functioning as an operator (Biber 1999: 208). It  refers to the finite verb, either primary (like is in  Talking like this is just as bad, isn't it? (Silko)), modal (like can) or lexical (like expect) of the clause to which the tag is attached. To refer to the complex verbs, only the first element is used in the tag (Dušková 2003: 193), as e.g. could in ‘I couldn’t have done anything else, could I?’ (Amis). The verb of the tag copies the characteristics of the host clause verb, such as person, number, tense etc., as demonstrated by all the above examples. There is, however, one important feature which cannot be derived from the host clause verb, namely polarity. The polarity of the tag verb can be identical or opposite in relation to that of the host clause verb (although the combination possibilities are limited for some host clause moods other than declarative) and the factors determining the polarity of the tag verb are not syntactic but semantic. Polarity, as one of the criteria distinguishing different types of tags, will be further dealt with in section 2.4.
An exception to the system of correspondence and dependence of host clause and tag verb are constructions with imperative host clause, where the imperative verb can be referred to by more than one auxiliary vebs, specifically will, would and can, as exemplified above, and even the whole of the why don’t you structure (Dušková 2003: 246), 4 occurences of which have been observed in the corpus, e.g. “Get some chairs, why don’t you, so somebody can sit down.” (Fitzgerald). The first person plural imperative formed by means of the modal verb let is substitued by the verb shall in the tag (Dušková 2003: 246), as in e.g. ‘Well, let’s forget it, shall we?’ (Amis).

The subject is essentialy a personal pronoun, usually one of the seven basic ones (like they, you, it or I in the examples above), referring to the subject (a noun – like The General in "The General is a friend of your wife’s, is he?" (Frost), a noun phrase – like most people, a pronoun – like you, I, etc.) of the preceding clause. In the K2 corpus extracts, the vast majority of the host clause subjects are pronouns, which are then repeated in the tag. Apart from the basic personal pronouns, the role of the tag subject can be performed by there, of which 22 occurences have been spotted in the corpus, e.g. ‘There wasn’t any permanent harm done, was there? (Tolkien). Other possible but much less typical tag subjects are indefinite pronouns such as one, someone, anyone, none of which have been identified in the corpus, and some authors include even references to the subject, which have not been involved in the corpus search. The imperative tag constructions differ again, in that the subject is not explicitly stated in the host clause and appears only in the tag. 


The system of the agreement between the subject and verb of the host clause on one hand and of the tag on the other is interrupted in cases when the direction of the utterance changes from one interlocutor to another during conversation, as stated by Biber (1999: 209) and observed in the corpus. The switch occurs e.g. from the third to the second person singular, as in e.g. Besides, Nick’s going to look after her, aren’t you, Nick? (Fitzgerald) or ‘Jim knows, don’t you, Jim?’ (Amis) but can also happen vice versa, as in e.g. You’re in bad shape, isn’t he, Leroy? (Silko). However, even though the interlocutor to which the utterance is directed changes, the referent of the subject remains the same (e.g. Nick or Jim in the first two examples). This differentiates these tags from structurally very similar constructions used for asking the interlocutor about a verb phrase originally connected with the speaker or another referent.

Given the dependence of the subject and verb of the tag on the host clause, the minimum host clause would be expected to also contain at least these two basic elements. Such usually eliptical host clauses have been found in the corpus, as e.g. You could, could you? (Kesey), "Well you are aren’t you? (Erdrich) or ‘Yes, I must, mustn’t I? (Amis), but even shorter structures have been encountered, such as ‘Yes, wasn’t it?’(Amis), both of the host clause types refering to previous discourse.


It has been observed (Kay 2002 and K2-based observation) that attachement of a tag to a clause can affect the syntax of the clause, specifically lead to ellipsis of the subject or subject and auxiliary part of the verb or even the whole of the verb when the verb is to be. Kay argues that the omission of subject (and verb) in tagged sentences is of different character than in sentences without a tag, since in the former the missing word(s) can only be recovered from the tag (not from context), and the ellipsis is thus enabled and even provoked by the use of tag. A number of examples have been extracted from the corpus, where the host clauses have the form of adjectives, e.g. "Refreshing isn’t it?" or Strange, isn’t it? (both Frost), adverbial phrases, e.g. Just by the Corn Exchange, isn’t it?’ (Amis) or Tomorrow, is it?" (Morrison). Common are also examples with the host clause initiated by the negative particle not remaining of the verb, as in e.g. ‘Not much use is it, Sam?’ (Tolkien) or the participle, as in Got the sack, have you?’ (Amis).


Question tags in written form are usually connected with specific punctuation, which, at least to some extent, reflects their pronunciation. A prototypical tag, attached at the end of the sentence, is separated from the host clause by a comma and followed by a question mark. Less often, there is a fullstop in place of the question mark, signifying falling intonation. Rarely, even an exclamation mark concludes the tagged stentence, again in accordance with intonation. Question tags found within the sentence, either between clauses or between a clause and an address, are usually surrounded by commas. 


However, in a number of cases tags are not separated from the rest of the sentence by punctuation at all. It has not been noted that punctuation would be mentioned explicitly by any of the authors but their approach can be observed from the examples they use (e.g. all of Dušková’s examples are preceded by a comma). There seems to be a difference between the “classical” (and probably rather prescriptive) approach and texts reflecting usage in spoken corpora (probably reflecting tone units), e.g. Biber (1999: 139), who involves both examples with and without commas. 

2.2 Meaning and Function 

It is rather difficult to characterise the meaning of question tags in general, as it is often dealt with on the level of the individual types only (e.g., Dušková 2003: 319; Cattell 1973: 615) or generalised according to the most dominant types. 


Considered in general, question tags are refered to as polysemous (e.g., Nässlin 1984: 10), because there are various meanings connected with different structural types, expressing a wide range of attitudes to the proposition of the host clause and to the interlocutor (Kimps 2007: 270). Some authors, e.g. McGregor (1995: 96)  and Kimps (2007: 272), following Hudson (1975), distinguish between the core (semantic) meaning of question tags, which is associated with a particular syntactic pattern, and is constant and independent of context, and the various contextual (pragmatic) meanings or attitudinal uses which vary according to context and situation (McGregor 1995: 96).


The meaning of question tags is understood to be the result of the connection of the host clause and the tag, i.e. their moods (e.g. declarative and interrogative), illocutionary forces (e.g. statement and question) or sincerity conditions, in general of stating and subsequently asking about one and the same thing (Nässlin 1984: 26). The relation between the two parts is expressed either as combination or opposition of the (characteristics) of the two (Hudson 1975; Nässlin 1984: 26), or as modification of the host clause by the tag (McGregor 1995: 95; Kimps 2007: 270). 


The general function of question tags in conversation is characterised as “appealing to the interlocutor for agreement” (Biber 1999: 139) or “eliciting the hearer’s agreement or confirmation” (Biber 1999: 1080). Question tags are thus characterised as conducive questions (Rigney 1999: 90; Biber 1999: 1113; McGregor 1995: 96; Kimps 2007: 274), with the speaker having control over the conversation. The conduciveness follows (e.g., McGregor 1995: 96) from the fact that the speaker has certain relation to the propositional content of the host clause, specified as presupposition of the validity of the proposition (Dušková 2003: 319, contrasting with yes/no questions in general in which the speaker tries to find out the validity of the proposition) or “presuppositions, expectations and/or evaluations of the truth or falsity of the proposition” (McGregor 1995: 96), leading to the speaker expecting or preferring a particular response from the interlocutor. The degree of conduciveness varies with different tag types as well as with their attitudinal uses. 


The meaning of question tags thus has two aspects (e.g., McGregor 1995: 95), that of modification or qualification (Biber 1999: 1080) of the proposition uttered by the speaker, characterised by McGregor as modalisation (i.e. evidential modification), and that of response soliciting (McGregor 1995: 106) concerning turn-allocation (inviting the interlocutor to join in the conversation) and control over the interlocutor’s response.


The attitudinal uses, expressing e.g. surprise, threat, irony, request etc., will be dealt with for individual tag types. As observed by Kimps (2007: 270), they are often connected with particular subject and verb patterns of the question tags, and signalled by means of intonation and particles.    

2.3 Usage (Register)

Question tags appear almost exclusively in conversation Nässlin (1984: 2), since they request both a speaker and a hearer. Outside conversation they can be found in form of rhetorical questions, although they are much less common in this role than other types of questions (Biber 1999: 1046). Conversation takes place primarily in spoken language – either authentic as part of everyday communication or artificial in form of drama or film dialogues. The use of question tags in authentic spoken conversation is rather frequent, e.g. Biber (1999: 1046) observing about every fourth question of his spoken corpora being a question tag. In written language conversation occurs mostly as a record or report
 of either true or fictional spoken conversation, the former e.g. in magazine interviews, the latter in fiction, although in fiction it can also exist without reference to spoken language, as a literary form of dialogue.

Although in the present being primarily part of spoken language, Nässlin (1984: 78) states that historically they appeared primarily in fiction, replacing declarative questions, which could in spoken language be differentiated from statements by intonation but in writing were ambiguous. Apart from this role,
 another special function which they may fulfill in fiction, as again observed by Nässlin (1984: 51), is desription of the situation by signalling that an activity etc. is shared or participated in by both the speaker and the interlocutor (by turning to the interlocutor for agreement it is revealed that the interlocutor has or is expected to have knowledge about the proposition, either gained previously or from current experience).


Question tags are used both in formal
 and informal English. In the latter style some informal and/or ungrammatical forms of tags appear. Their informal character consists either in the lexical form, where words such as the informal negative auxiliary ain’t, as in e.g. " It’s her, ain’t it?" (Morrison), or the negative compound innit
 (both of which can substitute more than one verb) are used,
 or in ungrammatical combination of verb and pronoun, ignoring the formal agreement rules, e.g. was they, don’t he (K2) or weren’t he (Tootie and Hoffmann 2006: 285), as in e.g. “He says to me, ‘Momma, it sure pays to be careful, don’t it?’ (Toole), or in the spelling etc. The informal tags are much more regional variant dependent than the formal ones.

Usage of question tags differs according to regional variants of English. There are differences in the overall frequency of question tags and in the acceptability of some grammatical forms.
 Question tags are much more common in British than in American English, at least as far as spoken language is concerned, Tottie and Hoffman (2006: 283) reporting even nine times more question tags in colloquial British than in colloquial American English. The K2 corpus contains fiction by both British and American authors, the highest number as well as greatest variety of verb and subject patterns being spotted for a British author, specifically Kingsley Amis, followed in number of tags by an American author, Joseph Heller. However, to draw any conclusions from the corpus various factors would have to be considered, such as the size of the works, the setting of the plot and the language background of the characters, as well as possible misrepresentation of the number of tags following from the formulation of the search pattern. As for the tag types, articles by Australian linguists (Cattell 1973 and McGregor 1995) show that there may be differences in use and consequently linguists’ acceptance of certain types of question tags, Cattell (1973: 614) defending the grammaticality of question tags with same polarity of the host clause and the tag and McGregor (1995: 93) e.g. of question tags with interrogative host clause, both claiming them to be perfectly normal in their dialect. 


As to the use of question tags by different social groups, question tags have been dealt with especially in connection with gender. For their function of verification and request for agreement or confirmation, question tags have been understood either as expression of the (female) speaker’s insecurity or cooperativity. 

2.4 Types of Question Tags and Their Characteristics

Grammatical tags can be divided along two main lines, according to their two constituent parts – either by the tag itself, or by the host clause it is attached to (Nässlin 1984: 3; McGregor 1995: 94). The primary division by tag
 is based on the polarity of the tag in relation to the polarity of the host clause. The polarity of the two parts is either different (opposite or reverse(d) polarity tags) or identical (same or constant polarity tags). This distinction in form is accompanied by difference in meaning. The total number of polarity combinations is four, but not all of them are possible for all types of host clauses and accepted as grammatical by all linguists. 

The criterium for the division by the host clause is the host clause mood. As mentioned above, question tags can be attached to clauses of all four moods, although with some of them they are more frequent than with other. 


The two criteria can in total produce as many as 10 (major) syntactic types of questions tags (McGregor 1995: 94). McGregor recognises all four polarity combination possibilities for declarative and imperative host clauses and only one possible polarity combination for interrogative and exclamative host clauses, specifically constant positive polarity for the former and reverse positive/negative polarity for the latter. Only the most frequently occuring of these types have been searched for or identified in the K2 corpus and will be described in this chapter. No undisputable cases of exclamative or interrogative host clauses have been extracted. The former, if present, might have been accidentaly excluded during the search in an effort to filter out wh-questions. To illustrate the individual types, the following examples from the K2 corpus or from McGregor can be used:
	declarative reverse positve/negative
	Atheism is against the law, isn’t it?’(Heller)

	declarative reverse negative/positive
	" We can't disappoint Billy Boy, can we, buddies? (Kesey)

	declarative constant positive/positive

	" You had that baby, did you? (Morrison)


	declarative constant negative/negative
	‘Then you are not a Baptist, aren’t you?’(Heller)

	imperative reverse positive/negative
	“Wake me at eight, won’t you. ” (Fitzgerald)

	imperative reverse negative/positive


	Don’t let this out, will you, Dixon? (Amis)

	imperative constant positive/positive


	Come in here and close the door, would you? (Frost)

	imperative constant negative/negative
	Don’t come here won’t you (McGregor)

	interrogative constant positive/positive


	Are you going are you (McGregor)

	exclamative reverse positive/negative 
	What a bank balance, isn’t it (McGregor)


(based on McGregor’s chart (1995: 94), reproduced also by Kimps)


Another formal criterium used for distinguishing tag types is intonation, taken into account especially with declarative reverse polarity tag types, dividing each of the two types according to rising or falling intonation of the tag.


The basic types are presented individually below.

2.4.1 Declarative Tags

Declarative tags are the most common and the best studied (McGregor 1995: 96) type(s) of question tags. There is a substantial meaning difference between constant and reverse polarity declarative tags, consisting in the character of commitment of the speaker to the proposition uttered in the host clause. Whereas in reverse polarity tags the speaker presents his own opinion, something he knows or (tends to) believe(s) (Dušková 2003: 319; Cattell 1973: 61; Nässlin 1984: 24), (not necessarily strongly) holds and advances (McGregor 1995: 96), asserts or denies (Kimps 2007: 274), in constant polarity tags the speaker presents what has been characterised as not his own but rather someone else’s opinion or a tentative utterance (Kimps 2007: 274) based on interpretation of certain indication (McGregor 1995: 98; Kimps 2007: 274).

2.4.1.1 Declarative Reverse Polarity Tags

Declarative reverse polarity tags are, like declarative tags in general, the most common and the best studied type of question tags. Some authors have even considered them the only regular type of tags (Lakoff as reported by Cattell 1973: 612) or the basic type, the constant polarity type being only its adaptation (Ogawa as reported by Nässlin 1984: 25). They can be further differentiated by two formal criteria with influence on meaning or degree - intonation and polarity of the tag. 

· Form
From formal point of view, the more common type of question tags, with negative question tag, as illustrated by the above used example Atheism is against the law isn’t, it?’ (Heller) can be easily identified in speech or text because the positive and negative are usually evident and constant polarity tags with negative tag are rather rare. 


Unlike the other type, with positive tag, as exemplified by "We can't disappoint Billy Boy, can we, buddies? (Kesey). The polarity of the host clause is not always quite evident, as negative polarity may not only be expressed by negative verb (using the negative particle not or its contracted form n’t) but also by any negative element in the clause, such as a pronoun (e.g. nobody, no), as in e.g. Because she was my ma’am and nobody's ma'am would run off and leave her daughter, would she? (Morrison) or an adverb (never, but also rarely, seldom and hardly appearing before the verb), as in ‘It would hardly be worth coming just to meet the great painter, would it?’ (Amis) (Dušková 2003: 319). Furthermore, in complex sentences where the speaker’s opinion is expressed by the main clause, the negative appearing in the main clause can be valid for the subordinate host clause with positive form (Dušková 2003: 319), with the negative being considered originally part of the host clause which shifted to the main clause in accordance with the negative transportation rule. This rule is, however, not shared by all linguists, e.g. Cattell (1973: 623) who includes such sentences into the constant polarity type.

·    Meaning

The reverse polarity tags are certainly considered conducive, being speaker oriented and soliciting agreement from the hearer, “suggesting that not only does the speaker know or believe it but so also does (or should) the hearer” (McGregor 1995: 97), although the degree varies according to the intonation of the tag. 

Although in both cases the speaker supposes the content of the proposition to be valid and expects it to be confirmed by the interlocutor, expressed by Dušková (2003: 319), with rising intonation the speaker does expect confirmation but leaves the possibility of denial, the tag thus serving as means of verification, while with falling intonation the speaker asks for confirmation and does not expect denial. The former is also referred to as real question, used by the speaker to gain certainty, the latter rather to elicit agreement. For McGregor (1995: 94) this is not a difference in meaning (the reverse polarity tag thus having one core meaning) but only in degree to which the speaker attests to the proposition uttered, with “rising tone […] indicat[ing] an inclination to believe the proposition […] and request[ing] […] the hearer to indicate whether or not it is true” and falling intonation “indicat[ing] a commitment to the truth of the proposition plus a request for the hearer’s confirmation.” So in the first case the speaker’s relation is rather a tendency (expectation, inclination), and in the other it is rather persuasion or knowledge.

2.4.1.2 Declarative Constant Polarity Tags

Declarative constant polarity tags are incomparably less frequent than the reverse polarity ones. Only 53 cases have been identified in the corpus, as opposed to 689 reverse polarity tags. As mentioned above, they have been considered exceptional or rather ungrammatical by some linguists (Lakoff as reported by Cattell 1973: 612) and have received less attention (Kimps 2007: 271) than reverse polarity tags. Their grammaticality has been defended e.g. by Cattell in the 1970’s (Cattell 1973: 614) but even as late as 2006 they do not seem to be fully accepted, judging by Kimps (2007: 270): “I will argue that DCPTQs as a subtype of constant polarity tag questions (…) are not an erratic exception to the system of reverse polarity tag questions (…) but are part of the tag question system“. 

· Form
In constant polarity tags the polarity of the host clause and the tag are identical, usually positive, as in e.g. "You had that baby, did you? (Morrison). Negative ones are rare (again considered even ungrammatical by some linguists) and not much dealt with. Only one of the 53 examples extracted from the corpus has been identified as having constant negative polarity, i.e. ‘Then you are not a Baptist, aren’t you?’ (Heller). The intonation of the tag is always rising.

·    Meaning

Constant polarity tags are in general considered less conducive than reverse polarity tags, or even not necessarily conducive by some linguists (Cattell 1973: 615; Nässlin 1984: 29). The relation of the speaker to the content of the host clause has been described negativelly by Cattell (1973: 615) (also accepted by Nässlin 1984: 24 and Dušková 2003: 320), as not expressing the speaker’s opinion but rather someone else’s. This comes from the fact that this type of question tags often echoes interlocutor’s utterance. Nässlin (1984: 29) denies that this type of question tags would involve any presupposition of the speaker regarding the proposition at all. She formulates the sincerity condition as “the speaker does not express any personal opinion as to the truth of the proposition, he merely reports what other people say“ (Nässlin 1984: 29). Even the expectation of the interlocutor’s response is not necessarily present in Cattell’s (1973: 615) and Nässlin’s (1984: 29) conception, as the sincerity condition continues as “the speaker has only reasons to believe that the hearer or other people or the hearer and other people believe the proposition is true” (although she admits that the speaker may have some knowledge or idea about the interlocutor’s opinion from previous discourse etc.). The speaker thus in a way picks up an existing opinion and asks the interlocutor if it is his (Cattell 1973: 615). The host clause can therefore contain even a proposition that the speaker does not identify with (Dušková 2003: 320).

Another concept, relating the constant polarity tags more closely to the reverse polarity tags with regard to presupposition and conduciveness, is presented by McGregor (1995: 98) and subsequently by Kimps (2007: 275). It follows from the fact that constant polarity tags not only repeat existing utterances but also reflect the situation (as also stated by Dušková 2003: 320), and sees the dominant feature of this type in interpretation (McGregor 1995: 98). He paraphrases the core meaning of same polarity (positive) tags as “I presume that P (the proposition expressed by the clause) may be true on the basis of an interpretation of the relevant evidence, although without this evidence I would not necessarily have thought so. You are likely to have (or should have) knowledge at least as reliable as I do; I request your confirmation.” (McGregor 1995: 98). The speaker thus formulates the utterance following some indication pointing to the validity of the proposition.


Kimps (2007: 272) follows McGregor but distinguishes three main core meanings of positive constant polarity tags: expressing mirativity (connected with attitudinal uses such as surprise, disbelief etc.), seeking verification and hedging.    

Their meaning has been often connected with irony and sarcasm, e.g. by Lakoff (Cattell 1973: 612), who basically limited their meaning to this use. Although other meanings have been advocated, these remain important ones (Dušková 2003: 320; Kimps 2007: 285). Cattell (1973: 620) explained their ironic use as compliant with his conception of the speaker not expressing his opinion, as in this case expressing the contrary of his opinion. McGregor (1995: 99) and Kimps (2007: 283) see this use rather as resulting from a conflict between “the speaker’s erstwhile belief“ and the current evidence produced by the interlocutor, which leads to disbelief and further to irony (McGregor 1995: 99).  


Regarding usage of constant polarity question tags, Kimps (2007: 271) states that they are found rather in spoken and informal context, more than the reverse polarity tags are. 

2.4.2 Imperative Question Tags

Imperative question tags are much less frequent than the declarative ones. In the corpus, only 69 cases have been found, which is less than 9% of all question tags. However, this seems to be connected with the fact that imperative host clauses appear in second person and first person plural only. Among the tags with you or we pronouns extracted from the corpus, imperative question tags form over one quarter of all such tags, so they can by no means be considered rare or unusual.   

· Form
As mentioned above, unlike declarative tags, in the imperative ones the verb does not copy the verb of the host clause, but different verbs, such as will you (won’t you), would you, can’t you can be used for the second person imperative. Even the whole construction why don’t you can appear in position of the tag. For first person plural imperative, the form of the tag is shall we. Some authors (McGregor 1995: 103) observe greater variety even in the subject, with indefinite pronouns such as somebody or anybody appering instead of the personal pronoun. The lexical form of imperative tags has been derived from an underlying declarative and imperative sentence by some authors (Nässlin 1984: 32).  


As for polarity, the corpus data show that with imperative question tags, the constant/reverse polarity ratio is opposite than with the declarative ones, i.e. there are many more constant than reverse polarity tags. This difference seems to be shown even in absolute terms in the corpus, with 54 imperative to 53 declarative constant polarity tags extracted from the corpus, although the numbers do not have to reflect the actual state because of the question tags not captured by the search pattern that has been used.

·    Meaning

The function of imperative question tags is described as on one hand softening, or ameliorating the imperative (Nässlin 1984: 32; Dušková 2003: 246), by asking the interlocutor’s consent, or leaving the decision whether to fulfill the task up to him or offering possibility of refusing (Nässlin 1984: 28), turning the imperative into a request or offer, and on the other hand strengthening the imperative (Nässlin 1984: 28), with the tag expressing insistence, annoyance or threat.

2.5 Question Tags in Contrastive Perspective

While some forms of question tags appear in different languages (e.g. Kimps 2007: 270), grammatical question tags are considered a phenomenon particular to English. Some authors observe similar structures in other languages, e.g. Nässlin in Swedish (Nässlin 1984: 8), but admit that they are used much more rarely and their function is much more limited. 


As a non-universal construction the English question tags are studied e.g. by Culicover, who is trying to explain their existence as “consequence of the principles of Universal Grammar together with the peculiar syntactic properties of English” (Culicover 1992: 193). He characterises the general feature shared by all tags as a “pro” character, with its elements substituting and refering to the lexical elements of the clause to which they are attached. The English tag question is enabled, according to Culicover (1992: 193), by the fact that in English the verb phrase of the clause can be substituted and refered to by an operator.


In a wide sense the term tag questions is used to refer to any structures that are attached to the end of a clause and have an interrogative character, enabling turn-allocation and modification of the host clause (Kimps 2007: 270). Most authors mention apart from grammatical question tags also invariant tags, either to delimit the grammatical ones or to contrast the structure in English with that of other languages. The invariant tags consist of one word or a fixed phrase, and for English are exemplified by expressions like right, OK, eh, correct (Rigney 1999: 90). Rigney includes the invariant tags into a wider cathegory of lexical tags, where she also includes “impersonal and generic question(s)” such as is it true?or is that right?. She further distinguishes them according to the polarity of the tag, as either affirmative or negative, each of which can be attached to a host clause of either polarity. She claims the lexical tags to be more coercive because they present the proposition as objective truth, not as the speaker’s opinion, although this does not seem to be equally valid for all of them. Furthermore, the negative ones are seen as more coercive than the positive ones (Rigney 1999: 91).


The two types of lexical tags are observed in other languages as well. The invariant tags are exemplified by German nicht wahr,  French n’est-ce pas (e.g., Culicover 1992: 193), Spanish no or verdad, the other types e.g. by Spanish no es verdad, no es eso and no es así (Rigney 1999: 97). 

Although lexical question tags in other languages are in theory stated and in practice used as counterparts to the English grammatical tags, the correspondence seems to be complicated by the existence of lexical tags in English. In English there are thus two distinct means of expression, only sharing one foreign language counterpart. 


Rigney (1999: 97) observes the effect of this disbalance in source and target languages in context of interpreted questioning. She observes that not only reduction of structures is involved (from four, including constant and reverse grammatical and positive and negative lexical to two, positive and negative lexical) but that the structures are also differently organised, e.g. that while in English the meaning of the tag construction follows from the interaction of the two parts (the kind of tag attached signifies whether the host clause is presented as shared knowledge (for constant polarity tag), speaker’s belief or objective fact), in Spanish the host clause (its polarity) conveys the speaker’s belief, the tag as lexical presents the proposition as objectively true and the polarity of the lexical tag does not cause difference in meaning. Rigney has further noted that regardless of the lack of correspondence in meaning, the interpreters tend to be influenced by the formal structure and copy the negative polarity of the English grammatical tag into the Spanish lexical one. Other means of translation she has observed are conversion of the tagged sentence into a yes/no question, occuring especially in case of positive polarity tags (Rigney 1999: 98). In such cases the conducive effect disappears but can be reached by other means, referred to Rigney as discourse markers, such as the Spanish for but and however. In general she concludes that the English system of question tags enables (the lawyers) to play more power games (Rigney 1999: 99).


Judging by a brief look at several articles concerning language teaching or bilinguism, question tags are, similarly to fillers etc., often used spontaneously by language speakers and the whole expressions or their grammatical structures of one language (usually mother tongue) are carried over to another language, thus causing (on individual or nationality level) ungrammatical speech brought about by mother tongue interference. 


This chapter has characterised question tags as interrogative attachments to clauses with grammatical form and with meaning of conducive questions. In their form they consist of a host clause of any mood, especially declarative, followed by imperative, and a tag in form of eliptic interrogative structure containing an operator and a personal pronoun. Their function is to modify the host clause with regard to the relation of the speaker to the truth of the proposition and to elicit agreement from the interlocutor. Question tags appear almost exclusively in conversation and their usage differs according to regional variants of English. There are different types of tags depending on the mood of the host clause and the polarity relation between the host clause and the tag, the structural differences being accompanied by meaning differences. Question tags of the grammatical form do not have a parallel in other languages and correspond mostly to lexical tags used in similar way.      

3. Czech Counterparts to English Question Tags

Chapter 3 observes what Czech structures are stated as corresponding to the English question tags and studies the character of these structures and the meaning and functional links between these source and target language phenomena. 
As stated by Dušková, questions tags, as a specific type of yes/no interrogatives, do not have a parallel in Czech (Dušková 2003: 319). Corresponding Czech expressions are že, že ano, že ne, není-liž pravda etc. (Dušková 2003: 319). A particular grammatical structure thus appears to be matched by various lexical expressions, and although syntactically they stand in a tag position, as evident from Dušková’s examples (2003: 319-320), this does not seem to be systematically reflected in Czech. In contrastive perspective they are referred to as tag questions, as shown by Short stating that in Czech “presumptive yes-no questions may be […] terminated by tag questions having the forms: že ano after a positive statement, že ne after a negative statement, more colloquially just že for either, or viď or viďte…” (Short 1993: 497). This type of questions may, according to Short, be also introduced by the particle že. Correspondence between these means and the English question tags is confirmed by his translation of the examples he uses by question tags. 


Regarding part of speech, že appearing in the tag position (at the end of the sentence), either by itself or accompanied by the particles ano or ne, is characterised as an interrogative particle with a meaning shade of appeal for response (Filipec et al. 1994: 586), a characteristic which is similar to those describing function of question tags (e.g., Biber 1999: 139). The partlicle ne, either as part of že ne or by itself, which is also used in Dušková’s examples as translation of a question tag (Dušková 2003: 319), is cathegorised as another, specifically modal, type of particle, with the meaning of appeal for agreement (Filipec et al. 1994: 211), which seems to even more closely match both Biber’s and McGregor’s characteristic of question tags. As for viď, it is not considered a particle but an interjection expressing expectation of agreement (Filipec et al. 1994: 490). A question initiated by the particle že is a case of an independent subordinate clause expressing strong conviction (certainty) of the speaker about the validity of the proposition (Karlík et al. 2001).


Just like the above mentioned particles, particles in general share common features with question tags. Their function is to “express the relation of the speaker to the proposition, the interlocutor etc.” and formally they are not part of the sentence structure (Petr et al. 1986: 228).      


As for the cathegory of interrogative particles it is classified as a subcathegory of appeal (or contact) particles by means of which the speaker expresses his will in direction to the interlocutor and the same time his relation to the proposition. Other interrogative particles are e.g. což, co(ž)pak, jakpak, jestlipak, zdalipak etc. Other subtypes of appeal particles express a request or command, wish, persuasion, assurance, resistance, threat or reproach (Petr et al. 1986: 231). Regarding modal particles, they are used to express degree of certainty. 


Interjections are characterised as having emotional and social (contact) functions (Karlík et al. 2001: 357). Viď falls into the cathegory of generally contact and urging interjections.


The correspondence between some of the above mentioned means and the English question tags is confirmed also in reverse source-target direction, by a Czech-English dictionary (Fronek 2000). It is either explicitly stated that they are often translated by tag questions or the example illustrating them is translated by this means. This is the case for (že) ne?, characterised as appeal for agreement or as urging (Fronek 2000: 522), že (ano)? (at the end of the sentence) (Fronek 2000: 1587),  viď (Fronek 2000: 1314). Other equivalents given by Fronek are lexical tags, specifically eh? for že(ano) and viď and don’t you think? for viď.


Means corresponding to translation of imperative question tags are not explicitly stated but can be observed from Dušková’s examples (Dušková 2003: 246), most of which are translated using the tag ano?, characterised as request particle (Filipec et al. 1994: 20), under appeal particles in Petr et al. (1986: 231). Again, ano, specified as assuring (following declarative sentence) - paraphrased by O.K. - and threatening (following imperative sentence), is translated by means of question tag in Fronek (2000: 13), the former also by O.K. One of the examples of imperative tags (won’t you) is translated by negative interrogative initiated by nechcete, indirectly and politely expressing an offer or invitation (Karlík et al. 2001: 606), which shows that a question tag does not necessarily need to be translated by tag but can be translated by other means fulfilling the same communicative function. 


In general the means can be summed up as mostly particles or interjections in position of a tag, their functions consisting in turning to the interlocutor and asking for response or agreement. They seem to differ in degree of conduciveness, if it is possible to judge by their descriptions. Some of them are even characterised as modal, and thus as expressing the speake’r degree of certainty about the proposition. This shows that there are clear functional and even structural – regarding the position within the sentence – parallels between these means and the English tag questions, which are, however, not quite evident on the level of grammar, as the English ones are studied within syntax and the Czech ones within morphology. It has also been shown by examples that question tags may be translated by completely different means fulfilling the same function. From examples of translation it appears that different types of question tags are translated in different ways, depending on whether they are declarative or imperative and on their polarity. As stated by Short (1993: 497) there are differences regarding register, with some of the means being more colloquial than others.

This chapter has shown that like other languages, Czech does not have a parallel structure to the English tag questions. As corresponding structures are identified invariant elements, especially particles, in position of tags. These elements differ according to the mood of the host clause (declarative or imperative). Their correspondence with question tags is in general based on their expressing some form of relation of the speaker to the content of the utterance and turning to the interlocutor for response. They seem to vary in conduciveness as well as in the register.      

4. Corpus-Based Translation Research

This chapter is concerned with the corpus research itself. It introduces the method in general and characterises the material used. It describes in detail the search procedure used, including formulation of the search pattern, filtering of noise and further processing and sorting of the data gained. Subsequently, the method of identification of translation equivalents is explained.     
4.1 Use of Corpora in Translation Studies

Corpora, characterised as large electronic collections of texts selected according to specific criteria (Bowker and Pearson 2002: 230), are used in translation studies to study both translation and the target language (Baker 2001: 51). The greatest advantages of corpora are, in the rather technical regard, the possibility to store and automatically process large amount of text, enabling to observe patterns that would otherwise be revealed with incomparably more effort or would not be spotted at all (Bowker and Pearson 2002). An advantage in relation to the content is their authenticity. They provide actual texts primarily serving particular purposes other than language research, on which language phenomena, and their translations, can be studied. Scholars are thus able to observe and describe natural language usage or actual translation practice. Furthermore, corpora enable researchers to study particular language phenomena in their natural context.

Although, as mentioned above, translation studies can be concerned with one language only (e.g. in translation pedagogy to reinforce knowledge of target language usage or in terminology extraction – Baker 2001: 51), and thus use monolingual corpora (Baker 2001: 51), they are especially interested in parallel corpora. These contain texts in two or more languages, which can be either an original and its translation(s) or translations only. Parallel corpora are aligned, i.e. the parallel texts are matched so that a search pattern sought for in the original can be found together with its corresponding segment in the other language. They can be aligned on section (Bowker and Pearson 2002: 229), paragraph or sentence level.

Both monolingual and parallel corpora are further characterised as either general language corpora, representative of a language as a whole, or specialised corpora, “focusing on a particular aspect of language” (Bowker and Pearson 2002: 232) and only containing appropriate texts, e.g. of one text type only. 

The texts contained in the corpus can be marked by means of tags, either showing the structure of the document (paragraphs etc., thus being a precondition for align) or linguistically annotating the text regarding part of speech or syntax.

The data contained in the corpus can be processed by means of corpus processing tools, the possible operations depending on the level of the tagging as well as on the software tool itself. The basic functions are production of a word list containing all types, i.e. all different words (Bowker and Pearson 2002: 233) found in the corpus, which can be ordered either alphabetically or by frequency and production of a monolingual or bilingual concordance showing a search pattern in its context (in KWIC – key word in context format). Other functions enable e.g. to observe possible collocations or to filter the concordance. 

The search patterns can be formulated either as words, sequences of words, or of words and special characters, operators, which can e.g. substitute a character or a word or signal relations between the words. In an annotated, part of speech marked corpus, search patterns can be formulated also as a part of speech tag or their sequence. Some tools enable also other search possibilities, such as search by lemma, producing e.g. all forms of a particular auxiliary verb (Bowker and Pearson 2002: 231), context search limiting the search for a particular pattern by specifying other patterns in its context, or search using corpus query language (CQL) providing means of formulation of complex search patterns including different levels of search (word, lemma, part of speech tag) and relations between the elements.

4.2 Research Method, Procedure and Result

4.2.1 Corpus (Characteristics of Primary Material)

Since question tags appear almost exclusively in conversation, they can either be studied on a corpus of directly recorded conversation, i.e. a corpus of spoken language, or a corpus that contains either authentic or fictional conversation reported in writing, i.e. a corpus of written language.

To study not only question tags but also their translation, in case of a spoken corpus it would be necessary to be in hold of a parallel corpus of interpretations, which might exceptionally be available,
 but a parallel version of a written corpus is incomparably more accessible. Anyway, the subject of the thesis is translation of question tags in fiction, so a written corpus is the only apropriate one.

K2 is a parallel English-Czech corpus compiled at the Department of English and American Studies of the Faculty of Arts of Masaryk University in Brno, containing English original texts and their translations into Czech. It is a specialised corpus, including only works of fiction of one text type only, specifically novels. As for its size, it contains 2,021,735 tokens in the original English texts and 1,768,468 tokens of the translations into Czech. The time period covered is from 1926 to1993 for the originals (by first publication) and from 1959 to 2001 for translations. It has been marked (tagged) for the text structure and aligned.

It can be accessed via the user interface Bonito 2 provided by the Natural Language Processing Laboratory at the Faculty of Informatics of Masaryk University in Brno, which enables online access to several corpora compiled both at the university and outside, including the British National Corpus.

4.2.2 Extraction of Question Tags and Their Counterparts

4.2.2.1 Method (Search Patterns, Test Searches)

· Search for the English Question Tags
The goal of the search for question tags was to find a specimen of excerpts for translation research, and although it was attempted for this specimen to be representative as to variety of tag types, it did not aspire to discover all forms of question tags contained in the corpus.
 The search was based on theoretical knowledge of the question tags and their typical forms, and comprised countless test searches revealing both the potential of the corpus processing tool and the content of the material, in the end selecting the most effective search procedure, while consciously leaving out some rather marginal forms of question tags.  

As observed both by scholars who have carried out corpus-based research of question tags (Tottie and Hoffmann 2006: ) and during this research, searching for question tags is a rather difficult task because their grammatical as well as lexical form coincides with a number of other structures, in fact with the verb and subject of all questions (with the exception of declarative questions) and all inverted structures (e.g. following negative adverbs of frequency or time or conditional structures) as well as rather incidental auxiliary verb and personal pronoun sequences occuring at the interface of clauses (the first of them being eliptical), e.g. in conditional sentences. The identity of structures produces a lot of noise (retrieval of other than desired forms), whether searching the corpus by part of speech or by the lexical form of tags.       

Unfortunatelly, as the K2 corpus has not been annotated it does not enable users to search the corpus by (part of speech) tag, which would be extremely useful for extracting question tags as they share (with some exceptions such as there etc.) common grammatical structure (auxiliary verb followed by personal pronoun) but have a (limited but still rather large) variety of lexical forms. Search by part of speech or even more specific tag (indicating e.g. gerund, as in the British National Corpus) would also offer more effective and at the same time more sensitive means of filtering away the noise.
  

Search by lexical forms, the total amount of which can reach up to over 470 forms (although some of them are rather hypothetical), can be conducted in three possible ways and their various combinations. Either the complete tag, i. e. the verb and subject collocation can be entered as a search pattern, or each of its parts can be looked up individually. Unfortunately, all of these searches have their disadvantages. Starting by the verb, either by itself or in collocation, is not convenient because it would mean searching for more than 25 forms (including person and number variants for some verbs) and their negatives, some of which are only very rarely found in question tags.
 Moreover, it was found out during a test search that it was problematic to search for the negative forms because of the apostrophe (which could be solved in various ways, such as using the * operator substituting any character, in this case the apostrophe).
 Search for forms not at all present in the text can be prevented by producing a word list showing all types contained in the corpus, but even so the number of verbs to be searched for remains rather high, their appearance in question tags uncertain and their occurence in other contexts frequent. 

Search initiated by the pronoun is much less demanding, as the cathegory of personal pronouns contains only 7 personal pronouns (there must be included and some indefinite pronouns such as one may be included) and it is highly probable that all would be present in the text. However, their frequency in other than required contexts would be extremely high, and the next step would be to search, by means of the “make collocation” function, for all verbs that collocate (on the 1st left position – right before) with the pronouns, which would, even after selecting only auxiliary verbs, produce a number of verb-pronoun collocations of which only a small portion would actually be question tags.

It was intended to formulate a universal search pattern which would recover all the question tags at once so that the noise produced could be filtered away for all of them simultaneously and the question tags would in the end form a single database that could be further sorted by various criteria. The most effective search - effectivity being measured by reaching minimum silence at minimum noise and minimum effort and time - has proved to be search by punctuation, which is, in fact, a compromise between search by grammatical structure and lexical form. Punctuation, specifically a comma separating the question tag from the preceding host clause, and a mark (question mark, fullstop, exclamation mark, comma) concluding the tagged sentence or separating it from the continuation of the sentence (e.g. address or another clause), is a common element to all lexical forms of question tags (i.e. is part of their structure)
 and at the same time it behaves as a type.   

The easiest and most effective search would be to use the context search and look for the comma as the main search pattern with the closing punctuation marks ?|.|!|, (most of the marks function as operators and in order to be searched for in their usual punctuation meaning need to be preceded by the operator \) in the third position of the right context. However, although vast majority of question tags share the common structure of “comma, verb, pronoun, punctuation mark”, there are even tags which do not fit within this pattern. The only “systemic” exception are question tags with full (not contracted) negative form, where the third position is occupied by “not” and only then the closing mark follows. Another “regular” exception is the “why don’t you” tag with the first position occupied by “why”. In other cases the particle “now” can either occupy the first or the last position. Moreover, there are not only tags which are longer than two types, but even tags which are not preceded or followed by a comma, or not separated by punctuation marks at all. 

In order to minimalise the exclusion of the less typical tags, a compromise solution, making use of the search by punctuation but limiting its negative effects, has been developed. Only one of the punctuation marks, specifically the final one has been used, thus excluding only the “open-ended” question tags and including both the longer ones and the ones not preceded by the comma. The final mark has been preferred over the initial comma because, when useparated by commas, a question tag can (it is an option) be followed by something (address, another clause) but must be preceded by the host clause, so it has been more important to include the ones with open beginning. To involve the longer tags, a method of backchaining has been developed, allowing the final punctuation mark to be preceded not only by the personal pronoun but also by not or now and this in turn not only by an auxiliary verb but also by a personal pronoun. 

The ultimate search pattern has thus been formulated as follows: using the context search,   the closing punctuation mark \?|\.|\!|, was entered as the main search pattern, and the context was specified to only reveal extracts containing one of the personal pronouns etc. - I|you|he|she|it|we|they|there|one|anyone|everyone|someone|all|not|now
 on the first position of the left context, which produced 12,103 hits. The next step was to show the collocations on the second left position, from which only auxiliary verbs and personal pronouns etc. were selected: \'|‘will|am|ain’t|aint|are|aren’t|can|can’t|could|couldn’t|dare|did|didn’t|dint|do|does|doesn’t|don’t|dont|had|hadn’t|hadst|has|hasn’t|hast|have|haven’t|is|isn’t|let|m|may|might|must|mustn’t|need|re|s|shall|shan’t|should|shouldn’t|t|use|used|was|wasn’t|wasnt|were|weren’t|will|won’t|would|wouldn’t|I|you|he|she|it|we|they|there|one|anyone|everyone|someone|all|not|now

and entered into positive filter (for the second left position), using the “match case” function to exclude eliptical echo and replic questions. The production of the collocation proved useful for both exclusion and inclusion reasons: by revealing what auxiliary verbs were actually present (not to search in vain for other auxiliaries) but also revealed less usual (or ungrammatical) forms of auxiliary verbs, especially in the negative, such as forms without apostrophe or without the final t.
 It also showed that an apostrophe appears as a separate type in the corpus, which meant that even the final t and m can appear as a type in the second left position and must be included in the filter. This filter has reduced the concordance into 2,079 hits. As the positive filter is useful almost exclusively for search of closed cathegories (or particular expressions selected from collocation), the rest of the search consisted in filtering out the unwanted structures by the negative filter. The search pattern entered in the negative filter was always checked by the positive filter first to prevent accidental deletion of question tags. The “liberal”, inclusive approach, has produced even segments such as was not with the special element in the first left position being preceded directly by a verb, not a pronoun. These have been removed using the negative filter and the corpus query language excluding the following sequences found on the second and first left position, [word = "\'|‘will|am|ain’t|aint|are|aren’t|can|can’t|could|couldn’t|dare|did|didn’t|dint|do|does|doesn’t|don’t|dont|had|hadn’t|hadst|has|hasn’t|hast|have|haven’t|is|isn’t|let|m|may|might|must|mustn’t|need|re|s|shall|shan’t|should|shouldn’t|t|use|used|was|wasn’t|wasnt|were|weren’t|will|won’t|would|wouldn’t"] [word = "not|now"] 

reducing the concordance to 1,909 hits.

The concordance has further been sorted using the multiple sort, starting with the 3rd left position, over the second left to the first left. This has revealed a disadvantage of the original search pattern, which kept the node position sorted according to the individual types in the search pattern, so the types on the other positions were only sorted in relation to the node type, e.g. all can you collocations were not concentrated in one place but in four different places according to whether they were followed by e.g. a question mark or a comma.

   The sorted concordance was checked for sources of noise and filtered out in countless turns using the negative filter, starting with the less usual types (now, -one, all etc.) which produced a lot of unwanted elements, following over to the verb and pronoun combinations such as e.g. am you arising at the interface of two clauses or e.g. do it combining verb and object etc., thus eliminating other than the verb and pronoun sequences found in question tags from the second and first left position. However, there was also a lot of noise even with the right pattern on these positions, caused especially by wh- questions. A collocation for the third left position was produced and the possible sources of noise, such as the wh- question words were selected and filtered out. The concordance was further filtered, removing other elements, either individually or in groups produced by collocation or observation. Some of the unwanted extracts were eliminated using relatively complex search patterns formulated in corpus query language, such as e.g. [word != "is|are|does|have|will|do|were"][]{1}[word = "not"] removing all not types preceded by any type except for those preceded by one of the types in the first bracket. In the end, cases such as those containing the are you „tag“ attached to a clause with I subject etc. were deleted, in the end reaching a concordance of 754 hits containing only question tags. Later, 4 more question tags (why don’t you) have been added from a separate search as they had been accidentally removed during the main search.

As for problems encountered during the search, most of them have already been mentioned above. Regarding problems connected specifically with the character of question tags, the similarity with other structures produced a lot of noise even when limiting the search by punctuation. Leaving the left side open, the main source of noise were wh- questions, with wh- in the third or forth left position. Another not really difficulty but complication in contrast with the original expectations were the various informal (or in some way not standard) forms of tags (including syntax - subject-verb agreement - and spelling). So while in theory the number of forms of tags appears to be limited by the number of auxiliary verbs and personal pronouns and their combinations licensed by the subject – verb agreement rules, in practice the number is much less limited (or possibly unlimited?), including all sorts of auxiliary verb and personal pronoun forms and their combinations.   

 
The most serious problem was a technical one, connected with the corpus itself, specifically with two different sets of writing used, differing among other with regard to apostrophes, recorded in one of the sets as a character within a word/type (a contracted negative thus occupying one position, usually -2) and in the other one as an independent type (a contracted negative thus occupying three positions, usually -4 to -2). This difference has proved to be an immense hindrance, disabling effective filtering and sorting of the concordance. The two possible solutions were either to conduct two separate searches or to conduct one with the burden of keeping the difference constantly in mind and filtering the concordance for two various (sets of) positions and checking whether this has not negativelly effected the other variant (e.g. wh- pronouns filtered out on position -3 and -5), of which the latter solution has been adopted.

Another difficulty following from the character of tags, as part of direct speech, but of a rather technical nature is the presence of quotation marks of different kinds, which are (perhaps in one of the sets only) recorded as part of the preceding or following token and thus disable its identification as a particular type (e.g. filtering out Why does not filter out ‘Why). The two solutions, both of which have been used at different points, are either to always precede the sought for type by a * operator substituting any character in the search or to produce a collocation for the position to be filtered and select the particular combined types and use them in the filter. 

The resulting concordance of question tags has been turned from the KWIC format into sentence format and complemented by the corresponing sections from the corpus of the Czech translations. In this form it has been saved by selecting all its content and copying it into an Excel file. It has been copied several times, changing the characteristic of the source (e.g. author, name of work, year of publication, gender of the author etc.) and copying them into one file. The years of first publication of the translations have also been added from the Czech corpus. Apart from the result itself the internet link of the resulting concordance has been saved for later direct access to the results. The results of the search have been further processed especially in the Excel file, the corpus processing tool being used only to differentiate the tags by polarity. 

The tags were divided according to polarity using the filters. They were first separated according to the polarity of the tag, filtering the concordance using the following search pattern for the second or the first left position: .*n’t|not|.*n’|.*nt|n*t|\' , gaining 415 hits for negative and 343 hits
 for positive question tags. To discover the ratio of the positive/negative and constant negative polarity tags, the sentences containing negative tags have been filtered using the same pattern plus no|never|rarely|seldom for the 10th to 4th and later even 20th to 4th left position. Unfortunately, even when displaying the concordance in the sentence format, the scope of the search was not limited by the sentence, thus retrieving even negatives outside the sentence but even so the sentence format was more convenient for the manual check of the results, which has discovered only one negative host clause preceding a negative tag, specifically ‘Then you are not a Baptist, aren’t you?’ (Heller). 

The search for the negative/positive or constant positive polarity tags was more demanding because there were host clauses of both polarities as well as some rather unclear cases. The concordance of positive question tags has been filtered using the same search pattern, only deleting the apostrophe because it produced too much noise:  .*n’t|not|.*n’|.*nt|n*t|no|never|rarely|seldom|hardly for -10 to -3 positions. This has produced a rather mixed concordance with the negative elements contained not only in the host clause but also in its subordinate clause or outside the sentence. The two concordances, the “negative” and the “positive” one (the rest) have been copied into Excel files and further sorted there, which was more effective because the inapropriate extracts in each of the cathegories checked manually could be copied out and pasted into the other file. In the “positive” file negative cases e.g. containing the indefinite pronoun nobody with the possessive ‘s. The most problematic cases were the eliptic ones with the subject and verb of the host clause missing. The cases with negative polarity of the tag were automatically considered positive (because negative constant polarity tags are rare and thus the negative would probably be made explicit by the author). The ones with positive polarity in the tag were also mostly considered positive because there was no sign of negative in the host clause, apart from two cases containing at all which can only appear in negative or question. 

 
In order to sort the results and subsequently observe the translation of the individual types of tags, the tags in the Excel database containing all the results were copied into a separate column for effective filtering and the file was marked for polarity and host clause mood. Polarity was assigned according to the above mentioned search and the host clause mood was assigned by filtering out the tags containing you and we and manually checking the mood of the clauses. 

· Search for Translation Equivalents
The search for translation equivalents was conducted in the Excel file. As the number of the extracts was rather high, the search was mostly performed using the “search” and the “data filter” functions. The translation equivalent candidates were copied out and assigned a descriptive label characterising the language means used, such as position (e.g. a tag) or part of speech etc., for easier filtering and cathegorisation of the results. During the search several extracts have been found misaligned, e.g. because of containing a fullstop in Mr., and had to be copied out manually from the corpus. In one case the corresponding paragraph has been found completely missing in the translation.

To search for the equivalents, the database was first checked for the translation equivalents stated or exemplified in the literature (Dušková 2003: 246, 318-320; Short 1993: 497), “lexical tags” such as že etc. as listed in chapter 3. The search has confirmed (mostly frequent) occurence of these expressions and revealed a number of other potential means of translation, with the sought for expressions appearing in other positions in the sentence and/or in various combinations, either mutual or with other elements, or being included in tags in form of clauses. Subsequently, other elements appearing in the tag position have been listed. Again, some of them were identified also elsewhere in the sentences. 

The expressions in the tag position have been (with some exceptions) accepted as translation equivalents more or less automatically, depending on their form (particles, combinations of particles, interrogative clauses etc.), frequency and meaning (concerning elicitation of agreement with a proposition or to perform an act), after a brief check with the original extracts whether they did not contain another equivalent in the source language. The same was usually true for the counterparts of these tags in the beginnings of the sentences. 

After extracting all of the tags and noting some of the other means found during the search and left for further analysis, the rest of the extracts was searched. The search was more manual, mostly progressing by spotting an element, e.g. a particle, and then using the search function to gain its other occurences in the data. The element was mostly noticed either for repeatedly occuring in the extracts (remarkable for its frequency) and/or occuring as an extra element without an evident equivalent in the source language extract, observed on a clear couple of sentences containing only several basic elements and usually translated word-for-word. Such an element was also identified as a potential translation equivalent by its general meaning, usually being a particle etc. with a function of modification of a sentence. The other occurences, sometimes more complex, have been checked carefully for the element being used in the same manner. The meaning of the elements was further verified using a monolingual dictionary and a grammar of Czech. Several such translation equivalents have been found in this way, without having an evident corresponding expression in the source language.

With most other elements identified as possibly modifying the target language sentence in place of the question tag, either spotted in the extracts or intentionally searched for as part of a cathergory (of particles) where other modifiers were identified, the situation was more difficult. This was caused by the fact that in some cases they appeared by themselves, as the only translation of the question tag, and without a parallel in the source language, in which case there was a tendency to identify them as translation equivalents, but in other cases they occured together with other means, e.g. question tags, sometimes having a clear counterpart in the source language, at other times a rather potential one. The situation was the more unclear the more complex the source language sentence was and the less word-for-word the translation was. It was complicated in cases where other structures without direct equivalent in Czech appeared, e.g. present perfect. It was especially difficult when the sentences contained not only the basic sentence elements but also other (potentially) modifying elements such as particles or interjections, sometimes accompanying and emphasising or clarifying the particular meaning or attitude expressed by the question tag (as observed by Kimps 2007: 270). In the above mentioned cases it was not possible to exactly match the individual source and target elements and the translation equivalent could be rather understood as contributing to the overall meaning of the tagged sentence than exactly substituting the question tag itself.

As touched upon throughout this chaper, there was not always a single element used as a counterpart of a question tag but often a combination of elements, e.g. a question tag and one of the rather clear particles used independently at other times. In these cases one of the elements was usually identified as a more dominant one, e.g. automatically the element in position of tag when present, although a more detailed analysis of the cases would be necessary to determine the nature of interaction of the two elements.

Apart from these cases where a single lexical element could not be identified, there were also cases where the whole form of the sentence has been changed, e.g. into a yes/no question. In the end, several extracts with no apparent translation of the question tag have been found, with only the host clause being translated.

This chapter has described, after some methodological background information, the procedure of the corpus search and subsequent research of the data gained. The material selected as source of the data was a parallel corpus of twentieth century fiction and its translations into Czech. This has proved to be a valuable source of question tags, producing more than seven hundred and fifty examples and variety of tag types. The scope of the whole corpus has, however, turned out to be rather large and demanding and time-consuming to search and to process, despite of the efficiency of the Bonito interface and the benefits of gaining parallel concordance. Question tags can be evaluated as relatively difficult object of search because of their similarity or idenity with a number of other forms and their occurence in direct speech which complicates the search. Regarding identification of translation equivalents, the amount of data permitted only rather mechanical search rather than analysis of individual soruces. This has, however, lead to spotting of various patterns.            

5. Analysis of Extracted Data

The following chapter attempts to sort and analyse the data gained from the corpus. It identifies the most frequent means of translation and observes certain tendencies. Different selections of the results are presented in form of charts cathegorising the equivalents found and showing their particular lexical form. Differences in translation of various types of tags are observed.   
5.1 Statistical Overview of Question Tags and Their Translations

As stated above, the data have been rather difficult to sort because of the simultaneous use of multiple means. With regard to the amount of the data, rather formal criteria have been applied for the cathegorisation, such as the appearance of an expression in the tag position. The results have been summarised in form of several charts.

The most general conclusion following from the data is that question tags are primarily translated by particles. The particles appear either in form of tags or as parts of the host clauses. The corpus data further reveal that the most common means of translation are expressions in form of lexical question tags. The tags are, as following from the above, formed either by particles or interjections (or combinations within or between the two cathegories) – creating what would be called an invariant tag by Rigney (1999:90) sometimes preceded by the conjuction nebo, or by interrogative, imperative or declarative clauses. In this sense, the cathegory of tags is delimited as containing all kinds of comments attached to the end of the clause, usually preceded by a comma. The second most common translation is by means of a particle within the sentence (host clause), either in the initial position or elsewhere. Other relatively common translations are by preceding the host clause by a main clause including a verb asking for opinion. 

Regarding the “invariant” tags,  most of the tags stated in the literature (Dušková 2003: 246, 318-320; Short 1993: 497), most of them were found in high frequency, lead by ne with 100 occurences, followed by že with 92 occurences, co (66 occurences), viď/viďte (57 occurences), že ne (25 occurences), ano (19 occurences), že ano (13 occurences). Není-liž pravda and hleďme (in form a hleďme) have been found only once and no occurence of podívejme se was found. This shows that the most classical translation equivalents že, že ne and že ano were mostly overtaken by less formal expressions such as ne, co and viď(viďte), although it must be taken into account that all of these are, unlike že ano and že ne, universal regarding polarity of the host clause. The minimum occurence of není-liž pravda and hleďme shows that these means do not tend to be used in modern informal context. As for other tags encountered during the search, the only other particles found have been jo, with a rather substantial count of 20 occurences for že jo/žejo and 14 occurences by itself and no with only one occurence. Other invariant tags were formed by combinations of e.g. viď and že ne (4 times), combinations with no or nebo.

As for the tags in form of clauses, these can be devided into two main cathegories according to the polarity of the host clause. Most of the clauses are questions asking for agreement, confirmation, verification, ranging from the formally least conducive in form of asking for opinion, such as co myslíš/te or co říkáš/te, over negatively formulated requests for opinion such as nemyslíte (with 18 occurences the most frequent of these, the only one ranking among the particle and interjection tags) or nezdá se vám over to directly formulated requests for agreement such as je to tak, není to tak, nemám pravdu or že je to tak. Some of these are also emphasised by no urging the interlocutor to reply. Apart from rather regularly (repeatedly or according to similar pattern) appearing expressions, individually occuring ones were found in the tag position, some of them again contacting the interlocutor and asking for agreement or opinion but following from the sentence itself (or context as such), using verbs such as know, notice and remember (e.g. nevzpomínáš si, víš o tom, všiml jste si) or arguing about the validity of the proposition (e.g. to je snad jasné, jak jinak, jaký jiný, co se dá dělat), repeating question for assurance e.g. je to tady? etc. In two cases literal translation was found, with the verb of the host clause repeated with reverse polarity in form of tag, specifically musíš or nebo má.   

The other cathegory contains expressions concerning agreement to perform an act, which can be basically distinguished as requests, formulated e.g. as buď/budete tak laskav, buď tak hodná, or offers, such as nechceš, or recommendations (warnings) to perform the act rozumíš, máš za co etc. In one case also an address příteli appears to appeal to the interlocutor. Prosím also occurs but is cathegorised elsewhere together with its occurences in other positions.

As for translations by particle, this was rather difficult to sort the data because there are some particles appearing as the only means of translation as well as in combination with question tags (or even other particles). Four main particles have been identified, mostly with rather high occurence both independently and in combination with tags and without evident equivalents in the source language, specifically přece, with as many as 72 occurences (29 independet and among the combined ones majority with the tag ne), snad with 34 occurences (22 independent and most of the combined ones again with the tag ne), vždyť with 8 occurences (3 independent and again most of the rest with ne) and copak with 4 independent occurences only. Another element sometimes also considered a particle is the word doufám which appeared 7 times in different positions, either as a main clause or as an insert. Another expression, of a different kind but similarly occuring in various positions, is prosím (tě/vás) (14 occurences).   

Other elements used, alone or in combination, to translate the question tags, are problematic because most of them sometimes have some form of equivalent in the source language. These are various modal and modifying particles or even conjunctions such as ale, a, když, tak, takže, teda/tedy, to, už. The individual cases would have to be examined carefully but for most of them there are some cases where they can be recognised as equivalents and apart from that, as exemplified by Rigney (1999: 98), they can play a role even when having an equivalent in the source language. More rarely even asi, jistě, pravděpodobně, opravdu, fakticky (je fakt), přinejmenším, samozřejmě, určitě, zřejmě, úplně represented individually in minimum amount and sometimes even in unclear cases but as a group suggesting a certain pattern.

As for the cases initiated by a main clause, verbs like nemyslíte and řekněte or koukám are used. Regarding less straightforward translations involving a more substantial change in the sentence structure, e.g. turning declarative constant polarity positive tag into a positive yes/no question, turning declarative reverse polarity positive/negative tag into negative question (in some cases initiated by (No) a ne(verb) and/or contain náhodou), declarative negative/positive polarity tag into positive question (e.g. initiated by To to) etc. Imperative tags are often translated in various ways expressing request, e.g. changing the imperative into conditional, using expressions such as laskavě or softening expressions such as diminutives etc. The mood of the host clauses changes even in other cases, e.g. from declarative to imperative with tagged verbs expressing attitudes, like think, see, mind translated as nemyslete si, uznejte, nezlobte se. Change of interlocutor’s attitude is sometimes directly requested even by expressions not found in the source language text, such as takže si nesmíte myslet, musíte nám přiznat etc. 

Finally, there are even cases where only the host clause has been translated. In some cases, this occurs when a series of question tags appears in a series of clauses or sentences and only one of them is translated with a lexical tag or other means. In some cases it is possible to suppose that the tag has had some influence on some of the elements in the translation but this is rather hypothetical. It is interesting to consider the relation between translating the question tag by a yes/no question or by the host clause only, as on one hand the declarative is understood as the basic form and sometimes the modification is rather slight (e.g. Nässlin stating that some speakers use the question tags frequently with almost no specific meaning). On the other hand the question tag construction is understood (at least by some) as an interrogative so turning it into an interrogative does not really change its mood.

	5.1.1 Translation by tag (491) – by frequency

	tag
	Total no
	Dec no
	Imp no
	Rev Pol no
	Con Pol no
	Pos Neg no
	Neg Pos no
	Pos Pos

no
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	Dec Pos Neg no
	Dec Neg Pos no
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	ne
	100
	98
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	1
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	-
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	90
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	-
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	-
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	co
	66
	66
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	65
	1
	41
	24
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	41
	24
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	-
	-
	-
	-

	viď/te
	57
	55
	1
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	36
	17
	3
	-
	35
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	3
	-
	1
	-
	-

	že ne
	25
	25
	-
	25
	-
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	24
	-
	-
	1
	24
	-
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	-
	-
	-

	že jo/žejo
	20
	20
	-
	20
	-
	18
	2
	-
	-
	18
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	ano
	18
	6
	11
	7
	10
	7
	-
	10
	-
	4
	-
	2
	-
	3
	-
	8

	nemyslíte
	18
	18
	-
	18
	-
	14
	4
	-
	-
	14
	4
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	jo
	14
	3
	11
	1
	13
	1
	-
	13
	-
	1
	-
	2
	-
	-
	-
	11

	že ano
	13
	13
	-
	13
	-
	13
	-
	-
	-
	13
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	nebo ne/né 
	12
	12
	-
	11
	1
	11
	-
	1
	-
	11
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-

	co říkáš/te
	7
	7
	-
	7
	-
	5
	2
	-
	-
	5
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	no ne
	7
	7
	-
	7
	-
	4
	3
	-
	-
	4
	3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	viď že ne
	4
	4
	-
	4
	-
	-
	4
	-
	-
	-
	4
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	nemám pravdu
	4
	4
	-
	4
	-
	4
	-
	-
	-
	4
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	nebo jo
	3
	3
	-
	3
	-
	3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	že je to tak
	3
	3
	-
	3
	-
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	1
	-
	-
	2
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	nezdá se vám
	3
	3
	-
	3
	-
	3
	-
	-
	-
	3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	co myslíš/te
	2
	2
	-
	2
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	je to tak
	2
	2
	-
	2
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	buď tak laskav
	2
	-
	2
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	2

	no
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1

	nebo snad jo
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	není-liž pravda
	1
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-

	co tomu říkáte
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	není to tak
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	no nemám pravdu
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	no řekněte
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	no nemyslíte
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	to je snad jasné
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	pro mě za mě
	1
	-
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-

	buď tak hodná
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1

	víš o tom
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	všiml jste si
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	nevzpomínáš si
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	je to tady
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	máš za co
	1
	-
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-

	rozumíš
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1

	nechceš
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1

	jak jinak
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	co se dá dělat
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	vidím ti to na očích
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


	5.1.2 Translation by particle (etc.) without tag – by frequency

	particle
	Total no
	Dec no
	Imp no
	Rev Pol no
	Constant Pol no
	Pos Neg no
	Neg Pos no
	Pos Pos

no
	Neg Neg no
	Dec Pos Neg no
	Dec Neg Pos no
	Dec Pos Pos no
	Dec Neg Neg no
	Imp Pos Neg no
	Imp Neg Pos no
	Imp Pos Pos no

	přece
	28
	27
	1
	27
	1
	12
	15
	1
	-
	12
	15
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1

	snad
	18
	18
	-
	17
	-
	5
	12
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-

	že
	11
	11
	-
	9
	2
	5
	4
	2
	-
	5
	4
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-

	ale
	11
	10
	1
	10
	1
	4
	6
	-
	-
	4
	6
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1

	copak
	4
	4
	-
	4
	-
	1
	3
	-
	-
	1
	3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	vždyť
	3
	3
	-
	3
	-
	2
	1
	-
	-
	2
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	takže
	3
	3
	-
	2
	1
	-
	2
	1
	-
	-
	2
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-

	viďte že
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	no jó
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	prosím
	7
	-
	7
	3
	4
	3
	-
	4
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	3
	-
	4

	prosím tě/vás
	7
	-
	7
	-
	7
	-
	-
	7
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	7

	(doufám)
	6
	6
	-
	5
	1
	3
	2
	1
	-
	3
	2
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-


	5.1.3 Translation by přece + tag (41) – by frequency



	tag
	Total no
	Dec no
	Imp no
	Rev Pol no
	Constant Pol no
	Pos Neg no
	Neg Pos no
	Pos Pos

no
	Neg Neg no
	Dec Pos Neg no
	Dec Neg Pos no
	Dec Pos Pos no
	Dec Neg Neg no
	Imp Pos Neg no
	Imp Neg Pos no
	Imp Pos Pos no

	přece + ne
	19
	18
	1
	18
	1
	15
	3
	1
	-
	14
	3
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-

	přece + že ne
	3
	3
	-
	3
	-
	-
	3
	-
	-
	-
	3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	přece + no ne
	2
	2
	-
	2
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	přece + nebo jo
	2
	2
	-
	2
	-
	-
	2
	-
	-
	-
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	přece + nebo ne/né
	2
	2
	-
	2
	-
	2
	-
	-
	-
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	přece + viďte
	2
	2
	-
	2
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	přece + že ano 
	2
	2
	-
	2
	-
	2
	-
	-
	-
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	přece + že jo 
	2
	2
	-
	2
	-
	2
	-
	-
	-
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	přece + nemyslíte
	2
	2
	-
	2
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Přece + že
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	přece + no nemám pravdu 
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	přece + no řekněte
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	přece + není-liž pravda
	1
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-

	přece + literal
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


	5.1.4 Translation by snad + tag (12)

	tag
	Total no
	Dec no
	Imp no
	Rev Pol no
	Constant Pol no
	Pos Neg no
	Neg Pos no
	Pos Pos

no
	Neg Neg no
	Dec Pos Neg no
	Dec Neg Pos no
	Dec Pos Pos no
	Dec Neg Neg no
	Imp Pos Neg no
	Imp Neg Pos no
	Imp Pos Pos no

	snad + ne
	7
	7
	-
	7
	-
	6
	1
	-
	-
	6
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	snad + nemyslíte
	2
	2
	-
	2
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	snad + no ne
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	snad + nebo ne
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	snad + že
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


	5.1.5 Translation by vždyť + tag (4)

	Tag
	Total no
	Dec no
	Imp no
	Rev Pol no
	Constant Pol no
	Pos Neg no
	Neg Pos no
	Pos Pos

no
	Neg Neg no
	Dec Pos Neg no
	Dec Neg Pos no
	Dec Pos Pos no
	Dec Neg Neg no
	Imp Pos Neg no
	Imp Neg Pos no
	Imp Pos Pos no

	vždyť + ne
	3
	3
	-
	3
	-
	3
	-
	-
	-
	3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	vždyť + no řekněte 
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


5.2 Translation of Various Tag Types

As for differences in meaning, and thus translation, it is primarily necessary to distinguish two major types of question tags according to the mood of the host clause: declarative and imperative. The main distinction thus consists not in the lexical form of the question tag itself, but in the mood of the host clause. Consequently, a question tag form such as “can’t  you” can be translated in two main ways (each offering various lexical possibilities), depending on what type of clause it is preceded by. This can be exemplified by e.g. the declarative ‘You can read, though, can’t you?’ (Heller) translated as „Ale číst snad umíte, ne?“ and the imperative Be precise , can’t you?’ (Le Carré) translated as Buďte prosím přesný .“   

As for the lexical question tags used, the chart listing their occurence in translations of question tags attached to host clauses of different moods shows that different means are used for each of the moods, the question tags using že, ne, co, viď etc. being used only with declarative question tags (with some rare exceptions, usually caused by translation of imperative mood by declarative sentence). The only two of the “invariant” question tags showing opposite ratio of occurence with declarative and imperative mood are ano and jo, which seem to be universal with regard to host clause mood. As described in the previous chapter, declarative and imperative question tags also use different “clausal” tags. Also translation by particles (especially přece etc.) is mostly limited to declarative question tags.

To summarise translation of imperative question tags, more than half of the 69 extracts identified as having imperative host clause has been translated using a form of tag, specifically in 12 cases ano, in 11 cases jo, in 2 cases ne (one with change of mood), in 1 case no, in 1 case viďte (connected with change of mood), as for the “clausal” tags in 3 cases buď/budete tak laskav,  and in 1 case for each buď tak hodná, rozumíš, máš za co, nechceš, pro mě za mě and even the address příteli can be included. However, any of these single means is outnumbered by prosím with 14 occurences, appearing in different forms (by itself or with personal pronoun object) and in different positions in the sentence. The remaing 19 cases include a variety of means, sometimes mutually combined. In some of them question with conditional is used to express request (3) or suggestion (1), in others negative question (with negative not present in the source) to express request or offer. Further, various means of softening appear, e.g. laskavě, na chvíli, na slovíčko, zatím, ještě, although some of them could be also identified with source language expressions. To emphasise the imperative expressions such as koukejte, abyste…, samozřejmě, přece, už jednou are used. Regarding particles appearing with imperative, už and tak can be observed but their function would have to be studied in more detail. In general, the basic functions expressed by the imperative tags appear to be especially request, further offer, suggestion, urging etc. and the translation can be influenced by these functions, although this has been observed rather on the translations using other means than tag and the ano and jo etc. tags would have to be further studied to be able to state how universal or function-dependent they are. One of attitudes noticed as connected with imperative question tags is annoyance, expressed in translation by various means, such as ironic requests, particle už etc. 

Regarding the difference between declarative tags of reverse and constant polarity, constant polarity tags are not so frequently translated by means of a lexical question tag. While more than two thirds of reverse polarity tags (440 out of 634) are translated by means of a tag, for constant polarity tags it is only less than a half (23 out of 52). The “invariant” tags that seem to be universal with regard to polarity are ne (7 occurences), že, viďte (4 occurences each), jo,  ano (2 occurences each), co, nebo ne, není-liž pravda (1 occurence each). The only cases where the occurence for constant polarity tags outnumbers that for reverse polarity tags are jo (2:1) and není-liž pravda with one occurence only, relatively balanced is also ano (2:4). The use of jo and ano seems to be in accordance with McGregor’s (1995: 98) and Kimps’s (2007: 274) characterisation of constant polarity tags as connected with interpretation and tentative utterance based on recent evidence, although the numbers are too low to support any conclusions. This characterisation is also connected with use of particles such as tak, takže and tedy, which do, however, often have parallels in the source language. 12 cases of tak have been found, 2 of them with tag, the rest without, some of them used without equivalent and as the only element, others in various combinations, e.g. with tedy. Tedy appeared in general five times, takže two times. On the other hand the particles such as přece, snad, vždyť, copak are scarce in comparison to their occurrence in reverse polarity tags (only two occurences of přece, otherwise no occurence). The particle že appears two times, commenting other people’s utterances. In the other cases a hleďme and doufám are used. In general constant polarity tags are often translated as positive questions (in 25 cases), either with one of the above mentioned particles or without. Especially in the cases without particles it would be useful to study them in more detail regarding e.g. their word order and the reporting clause to see if they contain any traces of the meaning expressed by the tag (as some of them seem to possibly reveal e.g. surprise, which would in speech be expressed by intonation and in writing perhaps by the reporting verb or adverb. It would be interesting to consider how far the difference between reverse and constant polarity tags is actually reflected by the translators, especially in cases with lexical tags (i.e. whether the invariant tags are universal or are not but are used regardless of the polarity relation). Some translations seem to neutralise the difference completely, e.g. using přece…ne, which is otherwise typical of reverse polarity tags.

Regarding polarity of the tag with declarative reverse polarity tags, some of the lexical tags are polarity bound, depending on whether a positive or a negative host clause is to be confirmed. These are the tags containing the response particles ne and ano/jo, with the exception of ne by itself, which is universal, although it is also the least frequent of the universal tags for positive polarity host clauses. The situation is reverse with že and nebo, že using the same polarity as the host clause and nebo the opposite. Thus (Viď) že ne, nebo (snad) jo/ano appear only with negative host clause and vice versa. The polarity of the tag depends on the polarity of the target language host clause, not on the polarity of the source language tag itself, as the host clause can occasionaly change polarity in the translation.

Unfortunately, the amount of the data only permitted analysis of question tag types in connection with observable formal features. One important formal feature not quite evident in writing, specifically intonation, thus had to be left out. Various indications of intonation could certainly be spotted in the text, such as the tag being followed by a fullstop probably signalling falling intonation, or the intonation or attitude expressed by it described in the reporting clause but this would regard more detailed analysis including meaning of the particular extracts.

In this chapter it has been observed that the data are rather difficult to sort because of the multiple occurence of different means in one translation. The amount of data enabled rather only mechanical search, concentrating on the lexical form of the translation, with the exception of some limited cathegories such as imperative question tags which could be studied in more detail. It has observed that question tags are primarily translated by means of particles, either in position of tags or in various position within a sentence, the dominant particles being, for the tag position ne and for the clause position přece. It has further been observed that they are translated by means of various elements present in the position of tags, either particles and interjections or clauses asking for agreement, the most frequent being nemyslíte. Furthermore, various combination patterns of particles and tags have been spotted. The study of the data was thus basically limited to the lexical level and cases with less observable forms have in some cases been noticed and mentioned in the account but have not been further analysed, so the overview as presented by the charts if far from exhaustive. Differences in translation of different kinds of question tags have been studied and the main distinction consists in the mood of the host clause, with declarative and imperative question tags being translated by different means. Declarative reverse and constant polarity tags are also translated by different means. Summarising the results in relation to the correspondence stated in theory, tag elements have proved to be the most frequent means of translation but most of the “classical” ones have been outnumbered by less formal variants. Regarding the charts and descriptions, it must be taken into account that the numbers of occurences serve rather to illustrate the frequency than to report the exact number of occurences.          

6. Translation Analysis (Basis and Degree of Correspondence)
Similarly to chapter 3 this chapter outlines the correspondence between the English question tags and their Czech counterparts, this time focusing on the translation equivalents extracted from the corpus. As the particles appearing in position of tag have been dealt with in chapter 3, this chapter focuses mainly on the particles within the sentence.       


As for the elements in position of tags, the fact that the analysis has proved their frequent occurence opens a question whether they are used as the most suitable based on the meaning or whether the translators are influenced by the form of tags, as suggested by Rigney (1999: 97). Rigney observes this tendency with negative polarity tags and in the corpus data negative (reverse) polarity tags are the most common ones and the most common single translation is by means on ne, which might again singal certain influence.  

Regarding the particles within the sentences, přece is characterised as an emotinal particle with the meaning of emphasising the correctness of one’s own utterance and paraphrased by vždyť (Slovník 1994: 320). In this sense it would seem to correspond most closely to the declarative reverse polarity tag with falling intonation. Vždyť  itself is also characterised as emotional particle with meaning of emphasis (Filipec et al. 1994: 531), although this emphasis is not further specified. Snad is more ambiguous, functioning as different kinds of particles, either modal expressing possiblity, probability etc. or emotional, expressing wish or hope (Filipec et al.  1994: 399). These particles thus in general express certain emotional relation of the speaker to the proposition, which could correspond to different attitudes expressed by the question tags. 

In a different system of cathegorisation of particles, přece, as well as copak are characterised as modifying particles which help to create utterance forms signalling communicative functions, thus co-determining the function of the utterance, together with mood, intonation etc. and with regard to context, being typical of spoken language (Karlík et al. 2001: 362) They are also described as comments to content of the utterance which can be used to reach certain pragmatic effects, e.g. contribute to modification of a particular sentence type helping to cause e.g. strengthening or weakening of imperative sentence into a request or an instruction or order, the final effect being a result of the “interplay of the meaning of the particles, context, sentence content and other means of expression” (Karlík et al. 1994: 364).   

As stated above, modal particles such as asi, jistě, pravděpodobně have also been identified in the corpus, which seems to point in the direction of McGregor’s modalisation with regard to presupposition, expectation etc. As a cathegory modal particles are characterised expressing degree of certainty, as epistemic commentaries to the content of the sentence (Karlík et al. 2001: 359). In case of translation by modal particles only the presupposition aspect seems to be translated.

The correspondence between some of the particles, such as vždyť and přece with question tags is again supported even in the opposite source – target direction, by a question tag being used as one of their equivalents in an English – Czech dictionary (Fronek 2000), with e.g. an example vždyť víte, jaká je being translated as you know what she is like(, don’t you?) (Fronek 2000:1437), or přece, in sense of vždyť illustrated by vy přece přijdete, ne? translated as you will come, won’t you?, to přece nemyslíš vážně as you don’t mean that, do you? and tak už přece mlč as do shut up, will you? (Fronek 2000: 853).

This chapter has opened the question of influence of the form of question tags on translation by means of lexical tags, and again, as in chapter 3, it has been shown that there seem to be various links between description of particles and question tags, regarding commenting on the propositional content, modifying or modalizing it, expressing different attitudes and communicative functions.
Conclusion

To summarise the contents and the outcomes of the thesis, the first chapter indicated the relevance of the topic of question tags for English-Czech translation studies, based on the English question tags being a language-specific structure without a parallel in Czech, and presented the method of corpus-based research as potentially useful and corresponding to current research practice. 

The following chapter introduced the English question tags as for their structure, consisting of a host clause and a tag in form of eliptic interrogative, and identified their meaning as conducive, with the speaker having certain relation to the validity of the host clause and eliciting agreement from the interlocutor. It distinguished various types of question tags, differing both in form and in meaning, formal differences consisting in various mood of the host clause and the host-tag polarity relation. It also confirmed language-specific character of the English question tags in comparison to other languages. 

Chapter 3 showed that mainly particles and interjections in tag position were stated and exemplified as corresponding to the question tags, the selection of specific means being dependent on the type of the tag, and the correspondence being based on the particle’s or interjection’s meaning of asking for or expecting agreement and expressing relation of the speaker to the content of the utterance. 

The next chapter described the procedure of the search for the source language data and for the translation equivalents, evaluating the material used as valuable source of data and the user interface as efficient. The whole procedure was, however, characterised as demanding with concern to the amount and character of data both in the original and in translation.

The results of the search presented in chapter 5 turned out to be difficult to sort because of use of various means simultaneously. They confirmed use of elements in tag position, revealing not only invariant but also clausal form, and showed translation by means of particles and frequent combinations of tags and sentence particles. Differences related to translation of various types of tags have been found.

The last chapter considered the influence of the form of the source language element on that of the target language and observed further basis of correspondence between question tags and particles, following from the particles expressing emotion, and commenting on the proposition with regard to certainty or communicative function.      

Evaluation of results 
The results of the research have confirmed the expectation expressed in the thesis that question tags are translated by an immense variety of means, used both independently and in mutual combinations. The two most remarkable facts following from the data of question tags are that the dominant cathegory of means used to translate question tags are particles, which, like the question tags, modify the proposition of the sentence, and that the form of a tag is retained in majority of translations.  

It has further been confirmed that the particular means of translation are dependent on the type of question tag, especially on the mood of the host clause, declarative or imperative, but also on the relation between the polarity of the host clause and the tag, as well as on the particular communicative function or attitude expressed by the question tag. However, further research would be necessary to cover all the formal types of question tags, including intonation, and to establish connection between specific attitudes and means of translation.

The variety following from register has been observed by occurence of couples such as že and viď and ano and jo. In general the less formal variants proved to be more frequent in the data than the more formal ones. The only indication of time-related differences encountered could be again the dominance of the less formal over the more former, accompanied e.g. by minimu occurence of structures such as není-liž pravda, which may be an indication of the more formal ones becoming obsolete in modern conversation. However, the time aspect would be followed more effectively on a wider span of time.           

Evaluation of applied method
The method of the corpus research has shown to be effective in elicitation of question tags and translation equivalents. The amount and variety of data has been useful to observe the dominant means of translation and the differences between translations of different types of tags. Any operation, both within and outside the corpus, with this amount of data has been demanding and time-consuming. This is not to say that the amount was impossible to handle at all but rather that the research goals and method had to be adjusted with regard to the amount, observing only formally evident (lexical) data and rather visible tendencies and patterns without accounting for all of the extracts. For a more careful analysis concerning the meaning of the original and the translation, a smaller scale would be necessary. 
Problems for further research
The topic of question tags and the research of the corpus data have opened a wide range of issues for further research, which could not have been dealt with within the scope of the thesis. The research could be both wider and narrower, wider could for example study question tags in historical perspective and compare and contrast the results with another corpus of fiction from a different time period such as Kačenka. A narrower research could focus on a particular type of question tags or consider the translation of question tags in their context, regarding the author and the character-speaker. The presently extracted data could be further analysed with regard to correspondence in meaning betweem particular attitudes expressed by question tags and the particles or other means used to translate them.   
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Annex

CD-ROM including a detailed description of the results
� in British and American English 


� in speech of teenagers


� McGregor criticises earlier research for limiting the number of acceptable tag types and their uses by relying on linguists’ introspection (often connected with disability to contextualise the rejected examples) rather than observing usage 


� the term “tag” itself is highly equivocal with various meanings in various disciplines, where it is used to designate either a kind of attachement or a kind of label, e.g. in genetics; this becomes problematic in translation studies with tags designating marks in texts (e.g. problem encountered while searching for tag in translation context) 


� in Czech tázací dovětky (Dušková 2003) or přívěsné otázky (Fronek 2000:522)


� or three including finiteness as a cathegory; although there are even grammatical tags with adverb there in place of personal pronoun and some scholars record also indefinite pronouns (e.g. somebody), and even nouns


� Cattell (1973) calls them buck-passing verbs or buck-passers, Lakoff (reported by Cattell 1973) performatives


� record being understood as basically a transcription of spoken conversation and report as commented conversation as part of a narrative etc. 


� perhaps still preferred in writing even for attitudes etc. which could in spoken English be expressed by intonation


� examples of “public“ formal contexts where question tags are used are e.g. court hearings (questionings), as shown by Rigney (1999: 90), or classroom presentations, as shown by Nässlin (1984) 


� only the former has been spotted in the K2 corpus , the latter is recorded in Tottie and Hoffmann (2006: 285)


� it seems that informal variants appear especially in the negative


� e. g. negative constant polarity tags


� which stands out as fundamental in majority of works 


� e.g. a corpus of interpreted court questionings used by Rigney (1999)


� not corpus-driven


� as exemplified by Tottie and Hoffmann (2006)


� it would be possible to search for all the verbs in one search pattern using the operator | meaning or


� combination of operators .* substituting a sequence of characters could also be used to search for both positive and negative form of some verbs at once, e.g. must.*  


� althoug this is a rather prescriptive view not reflecting actual usage where punctuation is sometimes missing


� unfortunately, although it was designed to include even the less typical pronouns, the indefinite pronouns containg -body have not been included


� the collocation has been copied into an Excell file, alphabetically ordered, the types not coming in question have been deleted and the rest was merged into one cell and copied into the filter as a search pattern 


� which in turn revealed that ungrammatical forms of pronouns might have been excluded by the first search  


� these numbers include even the 4 tags that have been searched for and sorted separately
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