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Abstract: The article deals with the analysis of propositional features of implicatures of utterances with implicative predicates in the
English informal discourse on the material of modern serials and feature-length films. The definition of proposition is given and its
structure from the point of view of case grammar is outlined. The list of case frames of dominant proposition P of utterances with
implicative predicates is proposed from the point of view of their occurrence frequency. We registered 28 variations of case frames,
nine of which are proved to be the most used ones. 96% of the examined propositions are atomic and monopredicate. The semantic
analysis of predicates being able as a head of a whole proposition to take the only open right position after an implicative predicate
enabled us to bind them into six main groups: 1) action predicates; 2) process predicates; 3) state predicates; 4) mental activity predi-
cates; 5) perception predicates; 6) speech activity predicates. From the point of view of verb valence, the examined dominant predi-
cates are one-place, two-place, three-place and four-place ones. Considering the fact that semantic nucleus and dominant proposition
predicate is a verb-complement under no requests or limits except grammatical ones, any verb of English can become a potential
predicate in our case frames. Hence we cannot affirm that utterances with implicative predicates exploit a definite, distinctive deep
structure. The basic case frames of P proposition are the frames, commonly used by English speaking people give or take a certain
percent.
Keywords: implicative predicate, implicature, case, case frame, proposition, propositional features.

Introduction. At the present stage of progress of lin- The object of our research is utterances with IPs in
guistics the term proposition has become firmly estab-  English informal discourse being analyzed for the purpose
lished. It's one of the key concepts in logic, where it  of establishing their implicatures features by means of in-
means "'sentence, judgment, utterance” — the category, the  terpretative and logical-semantic methods. The material is
actual range of which consists of truth-values [12, c. 482- 2,000 utterances with IPs, picked by means of continuous
484]. Linguists started using it in the second half of XX™  sampling from seven seasons screen script of modern
century. There exists a lot of linguistic studies of proposi-  American television serial "Gilmore Girls" and 130 full-
tion [1; 3; 5; 6; 9; 14; 15; 20; 22 etc.], but scientists hasn't  length films. The purpose of the paper is to establish the
found the common denominator in definition and some  propositional features of implicatures of utterances with
aspects of this concept yet. As for the propositional fea-  IPs in English informal discourse and classify such utter-
tures of implicatures of utterances with implicative predi-  ances from the point of view of certain case frames usage.

cates (IPs) in English informal discourse, they, as far as Results and discussion. The modern linguists interpret
we know, are still unexplored. It determines the actuality  proposition from two main positions: objectivistic (propo-
of our study. sition is a human mind-independent structure) and subjec-

tivistic one (proposition exists in a speaker's mind). As
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the anthropocentric approach has established in modern
science of language, the latter rises as more appropriate
one. In our study we rely on the concept of proposition as
L.R. Bezugla interprets it — as "a form of human mental
representation, which is a configuration of concepts being
activated in mind in the process of cognitive-
communicative activity" [4, c. 92]. Proposition is a cogni-
tive [10, c. 138] and universal phenomenon, i.e. not tied
to any specific language or utterance [14, c. 36].

According to their structure, propositions are divided
into atomic (consisting of one or several arguments and a
predicate) and composite ones (having two or more predi-
cates) [1]. As for the verbalization degree, they can be
complete (explicatures), incomplete (implicitures) or im-
plicit ones (implicatures) [4, c. 93].

Proposition has its own configuration that reflects both
in surface and deep structures, in the latter one — in corpo-
re. Following by I.P. Susov, we understand the structure
of proposition as a non-linear semantic configuration of
semantic predicate and semantic actants, where predicate
dominates actants [16].

In English there is a group of predicates — implicative
verbs (IVs) and implicative verb phrases (IVPs) — which
take infinitive or gerund sentential complements and pre-
suppose their truth or falsity. These are implicative predi-
cates [21]. In their deep structure sentences with IPs are
complete constructions with predicate actants [8, c. 5].
Such patterns are hierarchically organized not only in
structural, but in semantic plane too. In the utterance John
managed to solve the problem the predicate expression
[John manage X] is the main one. On the surface level it
is responsible for the grammatical design of the sentence,
but is semantically incomplete. The predicate expression
[John solve problem] is dependent, but main one from the
point of view of semantic filling. Thus we define V1
[manage] as grammatical predicate of the utterance, and
V2 [solve] as its semantic one.

The ability of dependent predicate to be the semantic
nucleus of an utterance is implemented even in cases,
when there are more than two predicates in deep structure
of utterance with IP, for example:

Randolf: Is the Government prepared to make an
opening statement?

Ross: [standing] Yes sir. Ross walks to the jury box.
[continuing]: The facts of the case are this: At midnight
on August 6th, the defendants went into the barracks
room of their platoon-mate, PFC William Santiago.
They woke him up, tied his arms and legs with rope,
and forced a rag into his throat. A few minutes later, a
chemical reaction in Santiago's body called lactic ac-
idosis caused his lungs to begin bleeding. (+> His
lungs began to bleed +>> His lungs bled) He drowned
in his own blood and was pronounced dead at 32
minutes past midnight. (A few good men)

In the surface structure of the sentence A few minutes
later, a chemical reaction in Santiago's body called lactic
acidosis caused his lungs to begin bleeding the IV cause
functions as a predicate, the verb begin stands as its in-
finitive complement and at the same time, being an 1V,
starts a new chain "IV + complement”, since it is a nucle-
us of the implicative pattern "begin bleeding”, and the
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verb bleed, respectively, is its gerund complement. There
are three predicates on the deep level of this utterance,
therefore, there are three propositions, at that the semantic
nucleus of the utterance is V3 bleed. Hereinafter in the
utterances with IPs we will study the propositional fea-
tures of the last subject-predicate group on the right, since
this proposition, the frame of which matches the implica-
ture contour, is the dominant one.

The study of propositional features of implicatures
caused by utterances with IPs, foresee the involvement of
case grammar theory introduced by Ch. Fillmore [17]. As
we stated before, we consider predicate to be the key ele-
ment in implicatures. According to its semantics it deter-
mines the character and quantity of actants, each being a
bearer of one out of all possible relationships with it [7, c.
13]. Linguists mostly call the predicate's ability to open
positions for actants the valence. The case grammar theo-
ry has become widely used in linguistics, though the lin-
guists' approaches to the case grammar differ in the issues
of the logic sentence structure definition, terminological
body, methods and criteria of case inventory definition
and final number of cases and their permissible combina-
tions (the survey in [7; 13]). Linguists rely on different
quantity of deep cases — from five on the initial stage of
Ch. Fillmore's study up to 25 invented by Y.D. Apresian —
but the set of universal semantic roles is similar on the
whole. We consider the set of 12 cases that agree in the
classifications of semantic actants, invented by different
linguists [2; 5; 6; 7; 11; 16; 18], to be the most relevant to
the purposes of our study. They are: (1) agentive (Agt) —
animate being-action producer; (2) experiencive (Exp) —
animate being-perception subject, bearer of emotions and
sensations; (3) patiens (Pat) — animate being, to which an-
imate being-action producer directs useful or harmful ac-
tion or sends information; (4) resultative (Res) — animate
or inanimate being that appeared, stopped existing or
changed in the result of action producer's action; (5) ob-
jective (Obj) — animate or inanimate being taking part in
action, but not undergoing changes in quality; (6) percep-
tive (Per) — perception object; (7) instrument (Instr) — ob-
ject, by means of which action is performed; (8) ele-
mentive (Elem) — inanimate being, process or spontane-
ous force as the source of changes in state of things; (9)
locative (Loc) — the place of action; (10) ablative — the
place, where the motion starts; (11) finitive (Fin) — the
place which is the terminal point of motion; (12) transi-
tive (Trans) — the place through which path lays.

We registered 28 variations of case frames of utteranc-
es with IPs, nine of which are proved to be the most used
ones. Their structural analysis shows that 96% of proposi-
tions are atomic and monopredicate. The semantic analy-
sis of predicates being able as a head of a whole proposi-
tion to take the only open right position after an IP ena-
bled us to bind them into six main groups: 1) action pred-
icates; 2) process predicates; 3) state predicates; 4) mental
activity predicates; 5) perception predicates; 6) speech
activity predicates. From the point of view of valence of a
verb, acting as a proposition nucleus, the examined predi-
cates are 1) one-place (27,2%), 2) two-place (57,5%), 3)
three-place (15%), and 4) four-place (0,25%).
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The minimum dominant proposition case frame of ut-
terance with IP looks like P = V (Agt). This frame is not
only typical for these utterances, but the most used one —
20.6% in empiric material of our study. In our opinion it
can account for "laconic" nature of examined implica-
tures. In the surface structure it is an IP, that plays the
main part. In the deep structure the semantic center shifts
to predicate, which is a verb-complement in the surface
structure. In both planes in the limelight is action or state.
To make the conclusion if the proposition reflecting ac-
tion or state, is true, it is enough to have the minimum in-
formation about action itself and its performer, like in the
following discourse fragment:

Lorelai: Come on, Mom, this is silly. I mean, think
back to before the whole Friday night dinner thing. We
still had a relationship.

Emily: You mean the one where | would trick you
into calling me by leaving a message on your answer-
ing machine saying | had something important to tell
you, but I wouldn't include the details so you had no
choice but to call me.

Lorelai: Yes.

Emily: And then when you did call, we'd talk
about the weather, you'd ask about the DAR, and
then you'd put Rory on the phone, even when she
was too young to talk. (+> She didn't talk. P = -V
‘talk’ (Agt 'she"))

Lorelai: It was not always like that. (Gilmore Girls,
season 3, episode 20)

The second frequently used is the frame P = V (Agt,
Obj) — 15.2% of retraced cases. This statistics agrees with
the data, that the most generic model of a declarative sen-
tence surface structure in English is SVO one, where S is
subject, V is predicate and O is object [19; 7, c.11], espe-
cially if we take to account the fact, that such configura-
tions of propositions as P = V (Agt, Pat), P = V (Agt,
Res), P = V (Exp, Per), V = (Exp, Obj), V = (Elem, Obj)
and V = (Elem, Res), actualized under this surface struc-
ture on the deep level, together with the frame P = V
(Agt, Obj) give in overall 50% of SVO sentences in our
empiric material:

Sophie's music shop. [Michel and Lorelai enter]
Michel: | don't even know why we are bothering to se-
lect music. (+> We are selecting music. P = V 'select’
(Agt 'we', Obj 'music')) Why not just turn on the radio
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and hope for the best? Maybe we'll get lucky and a hip-
hop station will be playing Snoop Doggy Dogg.
Lorelai: Michel, come on. | said I'm sorry. We're
gonna have a beautiful ceremony. Look, here's
Zach. Hi, Zach. [...] Zach's gonna do the music for
the ceremony. (Gilmore Girls, season 7, episode 14)

The frame P = V (Agt, Res) is on the third position —
about 13% of cases. Let us have a good look at the fol-
lowing discourse fragment:

[They stop at the open door of a classroom.] Rory:

Check it out. | had him for microeconomics last year.

Professor: Pricing must be more than fungible, but
also scarce. Take our seashells example. While fungi-
ble, they exist in infinite supply and so fail a scarcity
test. (+> They don’t pass a scarcity test. P = -V 'pass’

(Agt 'they’, Res 'test)) [Chris pretends to snore.] Rory

[smacks him, horrified]: Dad!

Chris [pretending to wake up]: What? Uh, uh, fun-
gible?

Rory: Dad! That's a Nobel Prize winner. (Gilmore

Girls, season 6, episode 14)

This fragments also shows the ability of some 1Vs and
IVPs to act in complete and compressed constructions
with predicate actants at the same time. Such structures
are synonymic in meaning, but not absolutely identical
even with all possible transformations. In the sentence
They fail a scarcity test V2 [pass] is not arranged syntac-
tically. As this structure meaning component it is implicit,
but this fact doesn't prevent it from being the semantic
predicate of the whole utterance.

Case farmes P = V (Agt, Pat), P =V (Exp, Per), P =V
(Agt, Pat, Obj), P =V (Agt, Fin), P =V (Agt, Loc) and P
=V (Elem) are found in empiric material of our study
with frequency from 2 and up to 12% each. The rest 19
are rarely used — from 0.1 up to 1.4%.

Summary. Considering the fact that semantic nucleus
and dominant proposition predicate is a verb-complement
under no requests or limits except grammatical ones, any
verb of English can become a potential predicate in our
case frames. Hence we cannot affirm that utterances with
IPs exploit a definite, their own distinctive deep structure.
The basic case frames of dominant P proposition are the
frames, commonly used by English speaking people give
or take a certain percent.

LITERATURE

1. Amamen; II. OOpa3oBaHHe MPEINIOKEHUN M3 MPOTO3UIHN B
coBpeMeHHOM pycckoM si3bike / II. Amamen. — Praha: Univ.
Karlova, 1978. — 159 c.

2. Anpecsn 0.J1. M36paunnsie Tpyasl, Tom 1. Jlekcuueckas ce-
MaHTHKa. CHHOHUMHKYecKHe cpeacTna s3bika. / 10.J]. AnpecsH /
M.: U3narenbckas pupma "Bocrounas mureparypa" PAH, 1995.
— 2-e U3JjaHNe, NCTIPABJICHHOE U JIOMONHEHHOe. — 364 c.

3. Apytrornosa H.Jl. [Ipennoxenune u ero cmeicn / H.JI. Apytro-
HoBa. — M.: Hayka, 1976. — 383 c.

4. Beszyrna JI.P. Bep0amizamis iMIUTIMUTHAX CMHCIIB Y HiMEIb-
KOMOBHOMY JianoriuHomy auckypci: Monorpadis / JI.P. Be3yr-
na. — XapkiB: XHY imeni B.H. Kapaszina, 2007. — 332 c.

5. bormanos B.B. CrpykTypHO-ceMaHTH4ecKas OpraHU3alus
npennoxenus / B. bornanos. — JI.: U3n-so JII'Y, 1977. — 205 c.

13

6. I'ak B.I'. BeickaseiBanue u curyamms / B.I'. 'ak // TIpo6membt
CTpyKTypHOH yuHTBUCTHKH 1972. — M.: Hayka, 1973. — C. 349-
372.

7. T'punneBa H.H. OcHOBBI ceMaHTHKHM CHHTakcuca: YuyeOHOe
oco0ue Mo TEOPETHYECKOH rPaMMaTHKE aHTITMHCKOTrO s3bIKa — /
H.H. I'punnesa. — CII6.: M3n-so CIIGIYD®D, 2009. — 48 c.

8. I'punueBa H.H. OcHOBEI ceMaHTHKH cHHTakcuca. KoHCTpyK-
LMK CO CBEPHYTHIMH NPEIUKATHBIMH aKTaHTaMU. YdeOHOoe Io-
cobne 1Mo TEOpeTHYecKOd IpaMMaTHKe aHIJIMICKOrO S3bIKa /
H.H. I'punnesa. — CII6.: U3a-Bo CIIGTYD®, 2009. — 54 c.

9. Kannenscon C.J1. Tumnosorus si3blka U peueBoe MbIIUICHHE. —
JI.: Hayka, 1972. - 216 c.

10. Ky6pskosa E.C. (pen.) Kparkuii cioBapb KOTHUTHBHBIX
tepmuHoB / E.C. Ky6psikoBa, B.3. [lembsinkos, FO.I'. Tlankpari,
JLT. Jlysuna. — M.: ®un. ¢-tr MTY um. M.B.JlomoHOCOBa,
1997. - 245 c.



Science and Education a New Dimension: Philology, 1(2), Issue: 11, Nov. 2013.

11. JleontseBa H.H. Co3manme mH(DOpMAIMOHHOTO s3BIKA Ha
6aze cemanTHueckoro ananusa texcra / H.H. JleontseBa // HTH.
—1971. — Ne 8, cep. 2. — C. 8-15.

12. Jloruueckuii cioBapb-cipaBounuk / Kongakos HU. — 2-e,
ucrp. u gonojH. u3a. — M.: Hayka, 1975. — C. 482-484.

13. Mavak O.}O. CemaHTHKa Ta THITOJIOTISI IPEIUKATIB CTaTalb-
HUX IHTEHCHBHO-JIOITYCTOBUX KOHCTPYKIIH 31 3HAYEHHAM Mics /
Oxkcana OpiiBHa Mavak // Jlinrsictiysi crymii. 30ipHUK HayKo-
BHUX Tpaib. — JloHenbK: JJOHEbKIIA HAIIOHATBHUI YHIBEPCHTET,
2009. — Ne 18. — C. 80 — 85.

14. TlagyueBa E.B. Bricka3bsiBaHHE U €0 COOTHECEHHOCTH C
JIeHCTBUTENBHOCTEIO (pedepeHIaNbHbIe aCHeKThl CEMaHTHKU
mectroumennit). / E.B. IlagyueBa. — M.: Dmuropuan YPCC,
2002. - 288 c.

15. Ilpusarkuna A.®. Pycckuii a3b1k: CHHTaKCUC OCJIOKHEHHOT'O
npeutokeHus: Yueb. mocobue st By3oB. / A.®. [Ipustkuna. —
M.: Breicmag mxomna, 1990. — 176 c.

www.seanewdim.com

16. Cycos I.II. BBemeHne B TeOpeTHUECKOE SI3BIKO3HAHUE:
OnexkrpoHHbIH yueOHuk [Enexrponnuii pecypce] / U.II. Cycos. —
Pesxum nocrymy: http://homepages.tversu.ru/~ips/LingFak1.htm.
17. @ummop Y. eno o magexe / Y. Gunamop / Hosoe B 3apy-
O6exnoil muareuctuke — M.: IIporpecc, 1981. — Bpm. 10 —
C. 369-495.

18. Yeitd V.JI. 3nauenue u crpykrypa sizeika / Y.JI Yeiid. — M.
IIporpecc, 1975. —482 c.

19. Dryer, Matthew S. Order of Subject, Object and Verb [Elec-
tronic resource] / Matthew S. Dryer, Martin Haspelmath (eds.) //
The world Atlas of Language Structures Online. — Access:
http://wals.info/chapter/81.

20. Frege, G. On sense and reference / G. Frege // Translations
from the philosophical writings of Gottlob Frege. — Oxford:
Blackwell, 1952. — P. 56-78.

21. Karttunen L. Implicative verbs / L. Karttunen // Language. —
Vol. 47, Ne 2. — 1971. — P. 340-358.

22. Russel B. Logic and knowledge / Bertran Russel. —
Routledge, 1988. — 400 p.

REFERENCES TRANSLATED AND TRANSLITERATED

1. Adametz P. Obrazovaniye predlozhenij iz propozicij v sov-
remennom russkom yazike [Formation of sentences from propo-
sitions in modern Russian] / P. Adametz. — Praha: Univ. Karlo-
va, 1978. — 159 s.

2. Apresian U.D. Izbranniye trudi, tom 1. Leksicheskaya seman-
tika. Sinonimicheskiye sredstva yazika [Selected works, vol. 1.
Lexical semantics. Synonymic means of language] / U. Apresian
/I M.: 1zdatelskaya firma "Vostochnaya literatura” RAN, 1995. —
2-ye izdaniye, ispravlennoye i dopolnennoye. — 364 s.

3. Arutunova N.D. Predlozheniye i yego smisl [Sentence and it's
meaning] / N.D. Arutunova. — M.: Nauka, 1976. — 383 s.

4. Bezugla L.R. Verbalizaciya implicitnyh smysliv u nimecko-
movnomu dialogichnomu dyskursi: Monografiya [Verbalization
of implicit meanings in German language dialogic discource:
Monograph] / L.R. Bezugla. — Kharkiv: KhNU imeni V.N.
Karazina, 2007. — 332 s.

5. Bogdanov V.V. Strukturno-semanticheskaya organizaciya
predlozheniya [Structural and semantic setup of sentence] / V.V.
Bogdanov. — L.: 1zd-vo LGU, 1977. — 205 s.

6. Gak V.G. Vyskazyvaniye i situaciya [Utterance and situation]
/ V.G. Gak // Problemy strukturnoj lingvistiki [Problems of
structural linguistics] 1972. — M.: Nauka, 1973. — S. 349-372.

7. Gridniova N.N. Osnovy semantiki sintaksisa. Uchebnoye
posobiye po teoreticheskoj grammatike anglijskogo yazika
[Grounds of semantics of syntax: Theoretical English grammar
tutorial] / N. Gridniova. — SPb.: 1zd-vo SPbGUEF, 2009. — 48 s.
8. Gridniova N.N. Osnovy semantiki sintaksisa. Konstrukcii so
svernutymi predicatnymi aktantami. Uchebnoye posobiye po
teoreticheskoj grammatike anglijskogo yazika [Grounds of se-
mantics of syntax. Structures with contracted predicate actants.
Theoretical English grammar tutorial] / N.N Gridniova. — SPb.:
1zd-vo SPbGUEF, 2009. — 54 s.

9. Katznelson S.D. Tipologiya yazyka i rechevoye myshleniye
[Language typology and thinking-in-words] / S.D. Katznelson —
L.: Nauka, 1972. — 216 s.

10. Kubriakova E.S. (red.) Kratkij slovar kognitivnyh terminov
[Concise dictionary of cognitive terms] / E.S. Kubriakova, V.Z.
Demyankov, U.G. Pankratz, L.G. Luzina. — M.: Fil. f-t MTU im.
M.V. Lomonosova, 1997. — 245 s.

11. Leontyeva N.N. Sozdaniye informacionnogo yazika na baze
semanticheskogo analiza teksta [Creation of informational lan-
guage on the basis of text semantic analysis] / N.N. Leontyeva //
NTI. — 1971, — Ne 8, ser. 2. — S. 8-15.

12. Logicheskij slovar-spravochnik [Logic dictionary- reference
book] / [avt.-sost. Kondakov N.1.]. — 2-ye, ispr. i dopoln. izd. —
M.: Nauka, 1975. — S. 482-484.

13. Machak O.U. Semantyca ta typologiya predycativ statalnyh
intensyvno-dopustovyh konstrukcij zi znachenniam miscia [Se-
mantics and typology of predicates of state intensive-admitting
structures with place mentioning] / O.U. Machak // Lingvistych-
ni studiyi. Zbirnyk naukovyh prac. — Donetsk: Donetskyj
nacionalnyj universitet, 2009. — Ne 18. — S. 80 — 85.

14. Paducheva E.V. Vyskazyvanije i yego sootnesennost s dejst-
vitelnostyu (referencialnyje aspekty semantiki mestoimenij) [Ut-
terance and its correlation with reality (referential aspects of se-
mantics of pronouns] — M.: Editorial URSS, 2002. — 288 s.

15. Priyatkina A.F. Russkij yazyk: Sintaksis oslozhnennogo
predlozhenija: Ucheb. posobiye dlia vuzov [Russian language:
Syntax of complicated sentence: Tutorial for institutions of high-
er education] / A.F. Priyatkina. — M.: Vysshaya shkola, 1990. —
176 s.

16. Susov |.P. Vvedeniye v teoreticheskoye yazykoznaniye: EI-
ektronnyj uchebnik [Introduction to the theoretical linguistics:
Electronic textbook] / I.P. Susov. — Rezhim dostupa [access
mode]: http://homepages.tversu.ru/~ips/LingFakl.htm.

17. Fillmore Ch. Delo o padezhe [The case for case] / Ch. Fill-
more // Novoye v zarubezhnoj lingvistike. — M.: Progress, 1981.
—Vyp. 10 - S. 369 — 495.

18. Chafe W.L. znachenije i stuctura yasyka [Meaning and the
Structure of Language] / W.L. Chafe. — M.: Progress, 1975. —
482 s.

Aptemenko FO.A. CTpyKTYpHBI M YaCTOTHBI aHATM3BI JOMHHAHTHBIX MPOMO3ULHUI BbICKA3BIBAHHUIT ¢ HMILIHKATHBHBIMHI

NMpeInKaTaMu

AnHoTanus: CTaTbs MOCBSIIEHA W3yIEHHIO TTPONO3UINOHATBHBIX CBOMCTB MMIUTHKATYp BBICKA3bIBAaHHI C MMIUIMKATHBHBIMU IIpeE-
JIMKaTaMH B QHTJIOSI3bIYHOM Pa3rOBOPHOM JIMCKYpCE Ha MaTepHalie COBPEMEHHBIX CEPUAIOB M MOJTHOMETPaXHBIX KHHODHIBMOB. [{a-
€TCs OIpe/ieIeHHE TIPOIIO3ULINH U OUePUHBACTCS €€ CTPYKTYpa C MO3UIMI Ma/Ie)KHOH rpaMMaTHKH, MTPEAIaraeTcsl YaCTOTHBII aHaIn3
MaacKHbIX paMOK )IOMHHaHTHOﬁ MPpONO3nIHH P BhICKa3bIBaHMI C UMILIMKATUBHBIMU npeauKaTaMu. B X0€ aHalIn3a SMIIMPUYECKOro
Marepuaia HaMH ObUIO 3aperMCTpUPOBaHO 28 BapHalMii TaKUX PaMOK, JIEBSATh U3 KOTOPBIX UCIOJIb30BAIUCH Hanbonee yacto. 96%
HCCIICIOBAHHBIX HAMH HpOl’lO3PILIHI>’I ABJIAIOTCA aTOMapHbIMHA U MOHOIIPECAUKATHBIMHU. CeMaHTHYECKUN aHAJIN3 NpeaAuKaToB, CHOCOG—
HBIX BO IJIaBE MPOMO3HIMH 3aHATh €IMHCTBEHHYIO OTKPBITYIO IPaBOCTOPOHHIOIO MO3UIIMIO MOCIIE HMIUIMKATHBHOTO TMPEANKATA, 103~
BOJIWJI HaM OOBEIMHHUTh MX B LIECTh OCHOBHBIX Ipymi: 1) mpeaukartsl Aeiictus; 2) mporecca; 3) cocTosHus; 4) MEHTaJIbHOI aes-
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TEJIHOCTH; 5) BOCIIPHATHS; 6) pedeBoi JesTeNnbHOCTH. UTO KacaeTcs MX BAJICHTHOCTH, TO MCCIIEJOBAaHHbIE HAMH IPEIUKATHI SBIIS-
I0TCS OZIHO-, [IBYX-, TPEX- U YETHIPEXMECTHBIMU. [IprHIMast BO BHUMaHHE TOT (haKT, 4TO CEMAaHTHYECKUM SIPOM H NPEIUKATOM J10-
MHHAHTHOH MPOMO3UIMU P BBICKa3bIBAHUS ¢ MMIUIMKATUBHBIM TJIar0JIOM SIBISETCS TIarol-KOMIUIEMEHT, TO TTOTEHIHATbHBIM MIPEAn-
KaTOM B MCCIIEIOBAHHBIX HAMH MaJEKHBIX paMKaX MOXKET CTaTh JIFOOOH T1aroi aHrIHHCKOro sA3bIKa. TakuM 006pa3oM, MBI HE MOXKET
YIBEpXKJaTh, YTO BBICKA3bIBAHMS C HUMIUIMKATUBHBIMHU IPEJHKATAMHU AKCIUTyaTHPYIOT KaKyl0-TO OMNpEIENCHHYI0, CBOHCTBEHHYIO
JIMIIb UM TIIyOUHHYIO CTPYKTYpY. Ba3oBbIMHU mafie:KHBIMU paMKaMy MPOTIO3UINY P SBISIOTCS paMKH, KOTOpBIE OOBIYHO MCHONB3YIOT
aHIJIOTOBOPSIIINE COOSCEIHIKH C OIPABKOH Ha OIpe/elIeHHBIN TPOLEHT B Ty WM IPYT'YIO CTOPOHY.

Kniouesvle cnosa: umniuxamueHvlii npeouxam, UMRIUKAMYPA, NAOlC, NAOEXHCHAS PAMKd, NPORO3UYUS, NPONOSUYUOHATbHbIE
ceolicmea.
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