
 

 

State Establishment "Luhansk State Medical University" 
Corresponding author. E-mail: k.ogijenko@gmail.com 

 

 

Abstract. The article studies the terminology of FSP and its components from the end of the XVIII century to the beginning of the XXI 
century. The actuality of the theme is determined by the lack of the complex linguohistoriographic study of the formation and development 
of FSP in general and its constituents in particular. The aim of the article is to describe and compare the components of FSP linguohistorio-
graphically in connection with different approaches in linguistics taking into consideration the presence of various terms for the same notions 
in different languages in order to provide terminology suitable and universal for all languages. 
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Introduction. Functional sentence perspective (further FSP) 
is no longer so-called as it was defined by V. Mathesius. It is 
widely recognized by the scientists all over the world and has 
received a few names in linguistics: actual sentence division, 
communicative division, theme-rheme division, semantic 
division, contextual division, predicative division, logic-
communicative division, composition-syntactic division, 
speech division, syntagmatic division, communicative sen-
tence perspective, functional sentence perspective, communi-
cative sentence structure, the theory of communicative com-
petence, information structure, topic-comment structure, etc. 
Structural components of FSP also have terminological vari-
ants: logical subject and logical predicate, psychological 
subject and psychological predicate, basis of the utterance, 
nucleus of the utterance, theme and rheme, given and new, 
known and reported, topic and comment, etc. 

Ö. Dahl supposed that the variety of terms may be ex-
plained by the difficulty of creation of acceptable definitions 
for the terms [25, p. 8]. It means that such notional and ter-
minological confusion occurred as a result of different ap-
proaches to the phenomenon of FSP. 

A brief review of publications on the subject. The arti-
cle is devoted to the terminology of the FSP and its compo-
nents from the end of the XVIII century to the beginning of 
the XXI century. Of course, there is a wide range of articles 
and research papers devoted to the development of FSP 
(K.G. Krushelnitskaya, V.Z. Panfilov, O.A. Lapteva, 
I.F. Vardul, T.M. Nikolayeva, A.L. Pumpianskiy, 
I.I. Kovtunova, V.Ye. Shevyakova, V.P. Danilenko, 
A.P. Zagnitko, Yu.Ya. Burmistrovich, etc.). Some linguists 
already gave the review of FSP terminology (O. Jespersen, 
W. Chafe, B.A. Ilyish, etc.). But at the present stage of lin-
guistics they require more precise definition and some addi-
tional information. 

The actuality of the theme is determined by the lack of the 
complex linguohistoriographic study of the formation and 
development of FSP in general and its constituents in partic-
ular. The aim of the article is to describe and compare the 
components of FSP linguohistoriographically in connection 
with different approaches in order to provide terminology 
suitable and universal for all languages. 

Materials and methods. The object of the research is the 
collection of scientific works (on the syntax of Indo-
European languages) viewed linguohistoriographically. The 
subject of the research is the concepts of FSP devised by the 
linguists of the corresponding period. The methodology of 
our research is based on the principles of historicism, causali-
ty, system and general connection of phenomena. Compara-
tive, descriptive and actualistic methods allowed to attain the 
aim of our study in full. 

Results and discussion. The first ideas of FSP can be 
found in the works of the end of the XVIII cent. – the middle 
of the XIX cent. They lead to the appearance of the terms 
artificial subject and artificial predicate in contrast to natu-
ral (=grammatical now) subject and natural predicate 
(J.Ch. Adelung). 

Even though later H. Weil introduced his own terms point 
of departure, initial point (point du dupart, notion initiale) 
and the tail, the tail part of the utterance (l'enonciation, le 
but du discours) (which are very close to present-day theme 
and rheme), G. Gabelenz used the terms psychological sub-
ject (psychologisches Subjekt) and psychological predicate 
(psychologisches Prädikat) which received considerable 
support not only in German linguistics (H. Paul) but in the 
Moscow school (F.F. Fortunatov, A.A. Shakhmatov, 
A.M. Peshkovskiy) as well. 

Logical approach with terms logical subject and logical 
predicate is characteristic for the works of Ph. Wegener, 
F.I. Buslaev, O.O. Potebnia, P.V. Smirnovskiy, 
A.V. Dobiash, L.V. Shcherba. 

The term logic-grammatical division was used by 
V.Z. Panfilov, Yu.K. Shcheglov, A.L. Pumpianskiy even 
after the works of V. Mathesius became popular, well-
known and widely supported. 

It's necessary to mention that some of these researchers 
use not only terms logical subject and logical predicate. For 
example, Yu.K. Shcheglov goes further and distinguishes 
logical subject proper (the part of the sentence which, after 
the transformation of this sentence into a question, becomes 
logical predicate in the question) [18, p. 114]. Not all sen-
tences have logical subject proper because the logical predi-
cate of the question may be a question word which is usually 
not repeated in the answer. 

The linguist also singled out absolute and diffusive logical 
predicate [18, p. 117]. Yu.K. Shcheglov defined diffusion of 
the logical predicate as a common phenomenon meaning that 
it is sometimes difficult to identify the size of the logical 
predicate for sure – whether it is a word or a group of words. 
The author believed that such ambiguity cannot be solved on 
syntactical or intonation level, though some linguistic con-
text or situation may help. Absolute logical predicate is the 
only possible predicate in a certain sentence. The main part 
of the diffusive logical predicate is the part left in the compo-
sition of logical predicate after any sentence analysis, i.e. it is 
the minimal possible logical predicate of the sentence. Be-
sides, diffusive logical predicate may be limited and unlim-
ited (when the whole sentence is diffusive). 

G.A. Veykhman used terms predicative division and logi-
cal-grammatical subject and predicate [3]. 

In addition, some linguists used terms lexical subject (the 
words which denote the subject of the thought of the whole 
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utterance) and lexical predicate (what is told about this sub-
ject of utterance) along with logical subject and logical pred-
icate (A.I. Smirnitskiy). 

O. Jespersen criticized the terms psychological (logical) 
subject and psychological (logical) predicate and believed 
that it is better to preserve traditional terms limiting them to 
their usual sphere [33, p. 119]. 

We cannot but agree with O. Jespersen and B.A. Ilyish 
that some terms are absolutely unacceptable because they 
either foresee the wrong treatment of the phenomenon under 
consideration or are incompatible with the general principles 
of analysis of language phenomena. B.A. Ilyish pointed out 
that adjunct psychological transfers FSP to the sphere of 
individual psychology which lies beyond the boundaries of 
linguistic research: the aim of the research is to study objec-
tive thoughts and not individual treatments of some reader. 
Terms lexical subject and lexical predicate transfer FSP to 
the sphere of lexicology which has nothing to do with this 
phenomenon [32, p. 191]. 

Terms theme and rheme can be first seen in the works of 
H. Ammann. Theme is the topic of the utterance and rheme 
is the new which the speaker wants to tell to the listener 
about the topic [20, p. 141]. The division of the utterance into 
theme and rheme is called theme-rheme division today. 

Some scientists point that terms theme and rheme have a 
number of advantages [26; 32; 17]. Firstly, they do not im-
plicate the meaning of previous mentioning. Secondly, they 
have word building advantage making easily abstract nouns, 
adjectives and verbs (at least in some languages). 

But V.Ye. Shevyakova also pointed the disadvantage of 
these terms. While theme is understood in its usual meaning 
of subject matter, rheme is not always associated with a Lat-
in term meaning verb (even H. Ammann called rheme a 
“Reimwort” for theme [20, p. 141]). Thus, rheme is under-
stood like etc.: theme, etc. 

Ch. Bally used terms theme (thème) and cause (propos). 
The statement contains thought, intention, i.e. cause, and the 
main contents, i.e. theme [21]. Cause is the aim of the utter-
ance. The researcher also pointed out the cases when the 
speech contains only the cause, at least externally. This con-
traction is a result of the tendency for the least effort and 
effectiveness. Such sentences were called monorheme. 

The term actual sentence division (aktuální členĕni vĕtné) 
was introduced by V. Mathesius for the Czech language 
(актуальное членение предложения in Russian translation, 
актуальне членування висловлення/речення in Ukrainian, 
die aktuelle Satzgliederung in German along with Thema-
Rhema-Gliederung). According to V. Mathesius, actual sen-
tence division takes into account the communicative task in 
each specific utterance [37, p. 234]. Such task foresees, on 
the one hand, information which is considered to be known, 
while on the other hand, some information which the speaker 
wants to inform about the known and which is considered to 
be unknown, new. The linguists of the Prague school sug-
gested term functional sentence perspective (along with top-
ic-comment structure) for the English language because the 
word “actual” has a different meaning in English than in 
Czech. 

As V. Mathesius didn’t support terms psychological sub-
ject and predicate, he suggested his own constituents of FSP: 
the basis of a statement (základ, východisko výpovědi) – the 
thing already known in the given situation or the thing that 
can be easily understood – and the nucleus of a statement 
(jadro výpovědi) – what the speaker tells about the basis of a 
statement [36]. 

The doublets of the terms of V. Mathesius were used by 
I.P. Raspopov [13]: the basis of a statement and predicated 
part. I.P. Raspopov considered the terminology of 
V. Mathesius to be the most acceptable (except one draw-
back: the basis and the nucleus are often treated as 
synonyms) due to their semantic capacity comparing with 
the terms given and new, theme and rheme etc. Naming his 
own terms, the researcher wanted to emphasize that the 
components of FSP are at the same time the participants of 
predicate relation. 

Communicative dynamism (CD) of J. Firbas supposes 
gradual division of the sentence: elements follow each other 
according to their contribution to the development of the 
communication starting with the lowest degree and gradually 
passing on to the highest. The elements carrying the lowest 
degree of CD constitute the theme, those carrying the highest 
degrees, the rheme, the element carrying the very lowest 
degree of CD functioning as theme proper, the one carrying 
the very highest degree of CD as a rheme proper. In addition 
to the theme and the rheme, there is the transition, which in 
regard to CD carried ranks above the former on the one hand 
and the latter on the other [28, p. 240] 

Semantic (notional) division foresees the division into 
known and unknown information, i.e. given and new 
[8, p. 55]. Given means something already known to the 
listener and new is something told about the given. It’s nec-
essary to mention that these terms were widely supported by 
M.A.K. Halliday [29] and W. Chafe [22] and western Euro-
pean linguists often refer these terms only to them (for ex-
ample, K. von Heusinger [30]) without mentioning the 
works of K. G. Krushelnitskaya which actually appeared 
earlier. Besides, M.A.K. Halliday named this division infor-
mation structure. 

I.I. Kovtunova described the correlation between theme, 
rheme and given, new [7]. In some cases, the notion theme is 
wider than the notion given, in other cases, it is narrower. 
Given may be known from context or named earlier. 

Theme usually expresses given. But it should be taken in-
to account, that something unknown, new for the reader or 
listener can also be a theme, for example, at the beginning of 
the story, chapter or passage. 

On the other hand, theme is narrower than given. The el-
ements of given in the sentence play an important role in 
FSP in some cases, being unimportant in others. the role of 
given in FSP depends on the place of the elements of given 
in syntactic sentence structure. 

Also, rheme does not always denote something new. For 
example, rheme may denote given completely, because 
communicative aim is to confirm or refute the already 
known fact. Rheme denotes given in those sentences which 
contain the identification of two known persons or objects. 

Terms given and new are convenient for finding subject 
and predicate of the thought when the predicate is expressed 
neither lexically nor syntactically and it must be determined 
with the help of the context. In such case, given is found 
first, because it was mentioned in previous sentences or is 
foreseen by the situation, context itself, and then new is de-
termined by the method of subtraction (that what is not given 
is new). 

Of course this method is not universal. It can be used only 
in two cases of logical connection between sentences – chain 
contact and parallel. In case of linear connection, in mixed 
cases and at the beginning of the story the subject of the 
thought may be unexpressed in previous context and the 
term given, which is literally understood as something 
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known for sure to the speaker and the listener, may confuse 
in case of subject beyond the context. 

The situation is analogical with the term new which is un-
derstood too literally – not as a new connection between 
known notions, but as something absolutely unknown – and 
changes the essence of the nature of the predicate of thought. 

W. Chafe defined given information (given) as the 
knowledge which, according to speaker's supposition, is pre-
sent in listener's awareness at the moment of utterance an-
nouncement. New information (new) is something what, in 
speaker's opinion, he informs the listener of [22, p. 31]. 

Notions known and unknown are close to notions given 
and new. These both groups are connected with foreseen 
knowledge of the addressee, but while given and new deal 
with the activation of the knowledge, known and unknown 
deal with its availability [5, p. 263]. 

O.A. Krylova compared terms theme – rheme, basis – nu-
cleus, given – new and known – unknown. In researcher's 
opinion, each of these pairs “has the right to exist because it 
concentrates on different sides of language and speech reality 
and the volume of the notions they determine does not coin-
cide: theme may be either given or new, either known or 
unknown, either definite or indefinite” [9, p. 8]. 

O.S. Melnichuk [10] used the notion syntagmatic divi-
sion: according to dynamic composition, the sentence is di-
vided into separate word combinations (syntagmas) which 
are separated from each other by a real or imaginary pause. 

Syntagmatic division of each sentence is not invariable, 
only possible. The property of oral speech is a considerable 
variability of syntagma length, which is usually connected 
with the speech rate. Besides, the sentence pronounced by 
different speakers may get different syntagmatic division 
[10, p. 23]. 

The representatives of the modern Prague school (the 
term belongs to K. von Heusinger [30]) (P. Sgall, 
E. Hajičová) introduced terms topic and focus [4]. Topic is a 
part of sentence taken into account contextually, i.e. those 
sentence components which are considered not only known 
to the listener, but present in activated form in his memory as 
well. Focus is a part of the sentence not taken into account 
contextually. Some parts of the focus do not always bring 
new information, because the combination of topic and focus 
itself may be new. Parts of the focus are usually more dy-
namic than parts of the topic [4, p. 58]. 

G. Leech and J.A. Svartvic used terms topic and infor-
mation focus and distinguished three kinds of topic: emphat-
ic, contrastive and given [35, p. 159]. 

Term topic-comment structure is widely used now for the 
English language. Terms topic and comment were introduced 
by Ch. Hocket [31]. He believed that topic should not be 
obligatorily theme or given. It is a part of theme (theme 
proper). Topic is reference: the speaker supposes that the 
listener knows the referent which is meant. Topic is not de-
termined by the verb, the choice of the topic is done inde-
pendently from the verb. Topic is located at the beginning of 
the sentence. 

These terms were also used by N. Chomsky, J. Lyons, 
L. Dezsö, G. Szépe. 

N. Chomsky defined Topic-of the Sentence as the leftmost 
NP [noun phrase] immediately dominated by S [sentence] in 
the surface structure, and the Comment-of die Sentence as 
the rest of the string [23, p. 221]. 

Ö. Dahl noticed some weak points of topic-comment cor-
relation and other aspects of linguistic structure [25, p. 9]. 
Difficulties increase if topic is expressed not by subject but 

by adverbial modifier. The question of presupposition is 
often discussed in generative grammar. Presupposition im-
plies that the whole sentence may be known. Such approach 
does not simply causes difficulties, but shows the impossibil-
ity to divide the sentence into topic and comment, as it does 
not give an opportunity to investigate the deep structure. In 
Ö. Dahl's opinion, the structure topic-comment should be 
considered not a surface phenomenon, but a semantic repre-
sentation of the sentence. It may be viewed as a reflection of 
some fundamental aspects of semantic representation or log-
ic form of the sentence [24, p. 75]. Besides, one should re-
member that there are so-called “sentences without topic” 
[24, p. 76]. 

While the majority of linguists support the idea of sen-
tence bipartition, some researchers use other approaches. For 
example, using terms theme and rheme, O.B. Sirotinina also 
introduced the terms communicative structure of the sen-
tence, communicatively significant part and communicatively 
not significant part [15, p. 173]. 

I.F. Vardul named four components of FSP: thematic, 
new, ascertaining and situational [1]. 

Two-part communications consist at least of two parts – 
thematic and new. Thematic contains the theme of the com-
munication and new contains new information about the 
theme. 

One-part communications consist of ascertaining which 
includes athematically given new information. 

Ascertaining and new coincide in the sense of presenting 
new information, but functionally they are different: new 
foresees the presence of thematic in the same communication 
while ascertaining foresees its absence [1, p. 24]. 

Situational is a part which contains adverbial characteris-
tic of new information. It may be present in both two-part 
and one-part communication, but it is not compulsory. 

Situational coincides with thematic as they both contain 
initial information. But functionally these parts are different. 
The presence of thematic foresees the presence of new and 
vice versa. The presence of situational also foresees the pres-
ence of new or ascertaining. But the presence of new or ascer-
taining does not foresee a compulsory presence of situational. 

I.F. Vardul considered thematic, new and ascertaining to 
be main, and situational to be secondary [1, p. 25]. 

O.V. Vasylyev [2] also introduced more terms. Firstly, he 
classified rhemes into rhemes consisting of one word and 
rhemes consisting of several words. Rhemes consisting of 
several words always have accented nucleus. Secondly, he 
distinguished marked (by the position in the phrase or em-
phatic stress) and unmarked rhemes. 

S.C. Dic used terms theme and tail. Between these two 
parts, there is a predication [27, p. 130]. 

G.O. Zolotova used the term compositional-syntactic divi-
sion [6]. 

E.V. Paducheva singled out not only theme and rheme in 
the communicative structure of the sentence, but also inde-
pendent beginning (the beginning which does not express 
given), notional theme (the subject of utterance), stressed 
notional theme (a special construction which is used in the 
situation when the speaker wants to note that it was told 
about two objects in the previous text, but only one of them 
is in the centre of attention in this sentence), normal rheme 
(the rheme of the sentence with neutral communicative struc-
ture, i.e. the rheme which is naturally determined by the syn-
tactic structure and lexical composition of the sentence), 
shifted rheme (the rheme which is expressed by the group of 
subject and not predicate), contrastive beginning (the initial 
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group with contrastive, not usual secondary beginning), em-
phatic preposition (the group which contains the word with 
the main phrase accent, usual or contrastive, and moves to 
the beginning of the sentence, preserving its accent or in-
creasing it up to contrastive). Moreover, the researcher de-
scribed two transformations: the dislocation of compound 
rheme (the part of rheme which does not enter the composi-
tion of rheme proper and moves on the position before the 
beginning and receives secondary descending accent, and the 
beginning becomes unstressed) and contrastive dislocation 
of the compound rheme (syntactically main component of 
the rheme moves to the beginning and receives contrasting 
ascending accent, and the initial beginning becomes un-
stressed) [11, p. 117–120]. 

O. Yokoyama analyzed communication as a process of 
knowledge transmission from one speaker to another accord-
ing to the rules of cooperation and used the term transac-
tional discourse model [38]. 

O.N. Seliverstova and L.A.Prozorova distinguished two in-
dependent phenomena of “functional-semantic sphere of FSP”: 

communicative perspective and information structure [14]. 
For the explanation of the communicative perspective of 

the utterance the researchers used the notion of proposition 
(relational structure made up of the set of elements (agent, 
patient, locative, predicate) and the net of relations which 
unite them). 

Communicative perspective sets the order of location of 
the elements of proposition, which shouldn’t obligatorily 
have linear character. It determines the vector of relations 
which connect the elements and may change their direction. 
Communicative perspective can also change the field of ac-
tion of semantic relations which connect the elements of the 
proposition. As a result, the implication of communicative 
perspective on the proposition means that the choice between 
possible positions of the elements is made, all semantic con-
nections received the direction and one of the possible vari-
ants of their field of action is realized (if there are several 
variants). 

The elements of proposition built according to communi-
cative perspective were called communicative elements. As 
semantic relations which unite communicative elements 
have vector, these communicative elements may be either 
characterized (elements on which the semantic relation is 
oriented) or characterizing (element which gives some char-
acteristic to this relation). 

Informative structure (M.A.K. Halliday) is determined by 
the relation of given and new and can influence the choice of 
communicative perspective though it is not the same and 
does not determine it definitely. 

T.Ye. Yanko singled out not only theme and rheme, but 
also peripheral communicative components – atonic theme 
and wackernagelic theme. Atonic theme is the component of 
the communicative structure pronounced with even tone in 
allegro and without pauses inside this fragment (according to 

the plane of expression). It locates after the second stressed 
component of the communicative structure. According to the 
plane of content, it is a communicative niche for the infor-
mation which the speaker considers to be not the most im-
portant, which is already known from previous text or at-
tendant to the main utterance. Atonic theme includes speak-
er's remarks, his motional or probabilistic assessments 
[19, p. 42]. Wackernagelic theme is the atonic theme which 
goes after the first notional word in the sentence [19, p. 44]. 

L. Talmy and L.A. Panasenko used terms Figure and 
Ground. The theme-rheme division of the sentence, which is 
a property of the language, is governed by the Figure-
Ground Segregation, which is a property of the conceptual 
system [12]. 

Cognitive anchoring and semantic asymmetry is governed 
by the definitial characteristics of Figure and Ground. In 
simple sentences, the Figure is a moving or conceptually 
moving entity whose site, path or location needs identifica-
tion. The Ground is a reference entity whose setting identi-
fies the Figure’s path or orientation. 

In complex sentences the Figure is an event whose loca-
tion in time needs identification, the Ground is a reference 
event which characterizes the Figure’s temporal location. On 
the level of syntax the Figure-event is represented in the 
main clause of a complex sentence, the Ground-event – in 
the subordinate clause. 

So, terms figure and ground are used in cognitive linguis-
tics to denote the degree of importance of the participants of 
the situation (more for figure and less for ground) 
[16, p. 463]. 

Ya.G. Testelets also pointed the existence of separate 
terms, such as emphase, contrastivity, focus of contrast, fo-
cus of empathy, view, etc. which, of course, have not be-
come popular in FSP [16, p. 463]. 

Contrastivity is usually understood as the emphasizing of 
sentence fragment with the help of special phrase accent, 
word order or special constructions. Viewed notionally, con-
trastivity is close to emphase [16, p. 464]. 

Notion view determines from whose position the event is 
described. In this case, the choice of predicate, description 
and diathesis plays an important role [16, p. 464]. 

Empathy is the acquirement of some qualities of the 
speaker by the participant mentioned in the situation. Focus 
of empathy is the participant that concentrates these qualities 
at the highest degree comparing with other participants [34]. 

Conclusions. Considering all the mentioned terms, we 
cannot but agree with F. Daneš, B.A. Ilyish, I.I. Kovtunova 
and V.Ye. Shevyakova that terms theme and rheme are the 
most convenient in usage. But we must admit that scientists 
and researchers should get acquainted with all variants in 
order to understand better linguistic tendencies and terms of 
the XIX and XX centuries. The perspectives of further re-
searches are seen in adding the data of various languages in order 

to provide terminology suitable and universal for all languages. 
 

REFERENCES 
1. Вардуль И. Ф. Основные понятия актуального синтаксиса// Ис-

следования по японскому языку: сб. статей. М.: Наука, 1967. 
С. 20–29. Vardul I. F. Main notions of actual syntax//The research-
es in the Japanese language.-M.: Nauka, 1967.-P. 20–29. [In Rus.] 

2. Васильєв В. О. Про інтонаційні засоби вираження реми (на 
матеріалі англійської і російської мов)//Інтонація як мовний 
засіб вираження думки.-К.: Наукова думка, 1975.-С. 7–17. 
Vasylyev V. O. On intonation means of rheme expression (based on 
the English and Russian languages)//Intonation as the language 

means of thought expression.-K.: Naukova dumka, 1975.-P. 7–17. 
[In Ukrainian] 

3. Вейхман Г. А. Предикативное членение высших синтаксиче-
ских единиц//Вопросы языкознания.-1977.-№ 4.-С. 49–56. 
Veykhman G. A. Predicative partition of higher syntactic units//The 
problems of linguistics.-1977.-№ 4.-P. 49–56. [In Rus.] 

4. Гаичова Е. Актуальное членение языка и его место в описании 
языка/Е. Гаичова, П. Сгалл//Формальное описание структуры 
естественного языка.-Новосибирск, 1980.-№ 10.-С. 39–60. 
Hajičová E. Actual sentence division and its place in language de-

43

Science and Education a New Dimension. Philology, VI(44), Issue: 151, 2018   www.seanewdim.com



scription/E. Hajičová, P. Sgall//Formal description of the natural 
language structure.-Novosibirsk, 1980.-№ 10.-P. 39–60. [In Rus.] 

5. Загнітко А. П. Теорія сучасного синтаксису.-Донецьк: ДонНУ, 
2006.-378 с. Zagnitko A. P. The theory of modern syntax.-Donetsk: 
DonNU, 2006.-378 p. [In Ukrainian] 

6. Золотова Г. А. Коммуникативные аспекты русского синтакси-
са.-3-е изд., стереотип.-М.: Едиториал УРСС, 2003.-368 с.-
(Монография). Zolotova G. A. Communicative aspects of Russian 
syntax.-M.: Editorial URSS, 2003.-368 p. [In Rus.] 

7. Ковтунова И. И. Современный русский язык. Порядок слов и 
актуальное членение предложения: учеб. пособие.-2-е изд., 
стереотип.-М.: УРСС, 2002.-238 с. Kovtunova I. I. Modern Rus-
sian. Word order and actual sentence division.-M.: URSS, 2002.-
238 p. [In Rus.] 

8. Крушельницкая К. Г. К вопросу о смысловом членении пред-
ложения//Вопросы языкознания.-1956.-№ 5.-С. 55–67. Krush-
elnitskaya K. G. About notional sentence division//The problems of 
linguistics.-1956.-№ 5.-P. 55–67. [In Rus.] 

9. Крылова О. А. Спорные вопросы актуального синтакси-
са//Коммуникативно-синтаксический и стилистический ас-
пекты анализа текста: сб. ст.-М.: УДН, 1980.-С. 3–22. Krylo-
va O. A. Disputable issues of actual syntax//Communicative-
syntactic and stylistic aspects of text analysis.-M.: UDN, 1980.-
P. 3–22. [In Rus.] 

10. Мельничук A. C. Порядок слов и синтагматическое членение 
предложений в славянских языках.-Киев, 1958.-64 с. 
Melnichuk A. S. Word order and syntagmatic sentence division in 
the Slavic languages.-Kiev, 1958.-64 p. [In Rus.] 

11. Падучева Е. В. Высказывание и его соответственность с дей-
ствительностью: Референциальные аспекты семантики ме-
стоимений.-М.: Наука, 1985.-271 с. Paducheva E. V. Utterance 
and its accordance with reality: Referential aspects of adjective 
semantics.-M.: Nauka, 1985.-271 p. [In Rus.] 

12. Панасенко Л. А. Краткий курс лекций по теоретической 
грамматике современного английского языка. Синтаксис: 
Учебно-методическое пособие для студентов IV курса по спе-
циальности «Зарубежная филология» (английский язык).-
Тамбов: Изд-во ТГУ им. Г. Р. Державина, 2005.-74 с. Panasen-
ko L. A. Brief lecture course in theoretical grammar of modern 
English. Syntax.-Tambov: Izd-vo TGU of G. R. Derzhavin, 2005. – 
74 p. [In Rus.] 

13. Распопов И. П. Актуальное членение предложения (На мате-
риале простого повествовательного предложения преимуще-
ственно в монологической речи).-Уфа: Изд-во Башкир. гос. 
ун-та им. 40-летия Октября, 1961.-163 с. Raspopov I. P. Actual 
sentence division (Based on simple statements mainly in mono-
logues).-Ufa: Izd-vo Bashkir. un-ta of 40 years of October, 1961.-
163 p. [In Rus.] 

14. Селиверстова О. Н. Коммуникативная перспектива высказы-
вания/О. Н. Селиверстова, Л. А. Прозорова//Теория функцио-
нальной грамматики. Субъектность. Объектность. Коммуни-
кативная перспектива высказывания. Определен-
ность/неопределенность.-СПб.: Наука, 1992.-С. 189–214. Se-
liverstova O. N. Communicative utterance perspec-
tive/O. N. Seliverstova, L. A. Prozorova//The theory of functional 
grammar. Subjectivity. Objectivity. Communicative utterance per-
spective. Definiteness/indefiniteness.-St. Petersburg: Nauka, 1992.-
P. 189–214. [In Rus.] 

15. Сиротинина О. Б. Об актуальном членении в разговорной 
речи//Papers on Functional Sentence Perspective.-Prague: Aca-
demia, 1974.-P. 172–174. Sirotinina O. B. About actual sentence 
division in informal speech [In Rus.] 

16. Тестелец Я. Г. Введение в общий синтаксис: учебник.-М.: 
Российск. гос. гуманит. ун-т, 2001.-800 с. Testelets Ya. G. Intro-

duction into general syntax.-M.: Russian state humanitarian uni-
versity, 2001.-800 p. [In Rus.] 

17. Шевякова В. Е. Современный английский язык. Порядок 
слов, актуальное членение, интонация.-М.: Наука, 1980.-384 с. 
Shevyakova V. Ye. Modern English. Word order, actual sentence 
division, intonation.-M.: Nauka, 1980.-384 p. [In Rus.] 

18. Щеглов Ю. К. К понятиям логических субъекта и предика-
та//Машинный перевод и прикладная лингвистика.-1964.-
№ 8.-С. 109–124. Shcheglov Yu. K. To the notions of logical sub-
ject and predicate//Machine translation and applied linguistics.-
1964.-№ 8.-P. 109–124. [In Rus.] 

19. Янко Т. Е. О понятиях коммуникативной структуры и ком-
муникативной стратегии (на материале русского язы-
ка)//Вопросы языкознания.-1999.-№ 4.-С. 28–55. Yanko T. Ye. 
About the notions of communicative structure and communicative 
strategy (based on the Russian language)//The problems of linguis-
tics.-1999. № 4.-P. 28–55. [In Rus.] 

20. Ammann H. Die menschliche Rede. Sprachphilosophische Unter-
suchungen.-Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchhandlung, 1974.-
Bd. 2.-XII, 338 S. 

21. Bally Ch. Linguistique générale et linguistique française.-4th ed.-
Berne: A. Franke, 1965.- 440 p. 

22. Chafe W. L. Givenness, Сontrastiveness, Definiteness, Subject, 
Topics and Points of View//Subject and Topic.-New York: Aca-
demic Press, 1976.-P. 27–55. 

23. Chomsky N. Aspects of the Theory of Syntax.-Cambridge 
(Mass.): Cambridge University Press, 1965.-251 p. 

24. Dahl Ö. Topic-Comment Structure in a Generative Grammar with 
a Semantic Base//Papers on Functional Sentence Perspective.-
Prague: Academia, 1974.-P. 75–80. 

25. Dahl Ö. Topic and Comment: a Study in Russian and General 
Transformational Grammar.-Stockholm: Acta universitatis Gotho-
burgensis, 1969.-53 p. 

26. Daneš F. Zur Terminologie der FSP//Papers on Functional Sen-
tence Perspective.-Prague: Academia, 1974.-P. 217–222. 

27. Dic S. C. Functional Grammar.-Dordrecht ; Cinnaminson: Foris 
Publications, 1981.-230 p. 

28. Firbas J. Non-Thematic Subjects in Contemporary English (A 
Contribution to the Problem of Central and Peripheral Phenomena 
in the System of Functional Sentence Perspective)//Travaux lin-
guistiques de Prague.-Praha: Academia, 1966.-№ 2.-P.239–256. 

29. Halliday M. A. K. Notes on Transitivity and Theme in English 
(Parts I, II)//Journal of Linguistics.-London-New York, 1967.-
№ 3.-P. 37–81, P. 199–244. 

30. Heusinger K. von. Information Structure and the Partition of Sen-
tence Meaning//Travaux du Cercle Linguistique de Prague n. s.-
Amsterdam; Philadelphia: Benjamins, 2002.-№ 4-275-305. 

31. Hocket Ch. A Course in Modern Linguistics.-NY.: Macmillan, 
1958.-621 p. 

32. Ilyish B. A. The structure of modern English.-L.: Prosveshcheniye, 
1971.-367 p. 

33. Jespersen O. The philosophy of grammar.-London: Allen & Un-
win, 1935.-359 p. 

34. Kuno S. Functional Sentence Perspective: a Case Study from Jap-
anese and English//Lingvistic Inquiry.-1972.-№ 3.-P. 269–320. 

35. Leech G. Communicative Grammar of English/G. Leech, 
J. A. Svartvic.-London: Longman, 1975.-324 p. 

36. Mathesius V. A functional analysis of present day English on a 
general linguistic basis.-Prague: Academia, 1975.-228 p. 

37. Mathesius V. O tak zvaném aktuálním členění větném//Čeština a 
obecný jazykozpyt.-Praha, 1947.-P. 234–242. 

38. Yokoyama O. T. Discourse and Word Order/Olga T. Yokoyama.-
Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishings, 1986.-361 p. 

 

Актуальное членение предложения: вопросы терминологии 
Е. А. Огиенко 
Аннотация. Статья изучает терминологию АЧП и его составных частей с конца XVIII века – до начала XXI века. Актуальность темы 
обуславливается недостаточным лингвоисториографическим осветлением АЧП в целом и его составных частей в частности. Цель 
статьи – описать и сравнить компоненты АЧП лингвоисториографично на основе различных подходов, принимая во внимание нали-
чие различных терминов для одного и того же лингвистического явления в различных языках, чтобы показать терминологию, подхо-
дящую, универсальную для всех языков. 

Ключевые слова: актуальное членение предложения, основа высказывания, ядро высказывания, тема, рема, топик, комментарий. 
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