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epigram to the special (abusive) type of text. Actuality of our research is related to the presence of non-
uniqueness definition of the term of «enigmatic». Its use is in a wide value, as “anything enigmatic, doubtful,
unknown, stimulating curiosity; an allegory or hint’, allows to extend an idea about the types of work, based
on enigmatic text. Likeness of epigram with the riddle (by classic enigmatic text) shows the single definition
formulated on the basis of the educed identical specific signs: small literary genre with a variant or obliga-
tory anthropocentric constituent, the aim of which is evaluation attribution, realized by means of adequate
of enigmatic language means.
Key words: epigram, riddle, enigmatic text, invective.
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«YES» & «NO»: EPISTEMIC MODALITY OR MEMORY OF MEANING?

Summary. The present investigation focuses on the remarks that express subjective evaluation in com-
munication and contain or do not contain a predication structure in its traditional understanding of a subject-
predicate nexus. The author determines the status of the aforementioned type of utterances with the newly-
suggested term «truth-evaluation remarks» and analyses their role in the process of speech interaction of
the communicants, paying special attention to the utterances devoid an explicit structure of predication.
The whole corpus of truth-evaluation remarks falls into three classes, two of which are polar in their ap-
praising the situation and the third is represented by a class of indefinite remarks. A conclusion is made as
to the predominance of non-predication structured utterances for making a truth-evaluation statement within
the classes of both positive and negative remarks. However, the quantitative ratio of the remarks in polar
classes is not the same, with the positive evaluation utterances cropping by far more often.

From the point of view of information storage and digestion, «Yes» and «No» represent mathematical
absolutes of counter-polarity and function as ready-to-use clichés in speech. The psychological grounding of
such truth-evaluation markers lies in the memory of meaning characteristic of human mind and function-
ing as systemisers of the associations that reflect the object’s most important characteristics as taken in by
the speaker. In fact, predominance of the non-predication structured utterances over those containing a struc-
ture of predication is explained by the absence of necessity to generate new structures of predication with
there already existing non-predication structured remarks. The results of the carried-out investigation leads
to the conclusion about truth-evaluation statements serving as special language units which provide communi-
cants’ feedback and direct the dialogical process, involving mental associations from the memory of meaning.

Key words: truth-evaluation remarks, positive remarks, negative remarks, indefinite remarks, non-predi-
cation structured utterances, predication-structured utterances, memory of meaning.

The last twenty years or so have seen a growing interest in the axiological features of creating
characters’ virtual dialogue. Considering the well-known thesis that «the body of the text is not
exclusively linguistic» [4, p. 67], we believe it to be a complicated creation of inter- and extra-
linguistic factors influencing speech units organisation of the information space within a meaning-
ful unity. The present work looks at the problem of verbalising the speaker’s truth-evaluation of
the interlocutor’s preceding utterance in terms of confirming or denying information. Our inves-
tigation is grounded upon J. Adams’s conception which understands literary dialogue as a trans-
formed form of live speech communication brought to the natural intercourse ad maximum [1].

As a rule, in the process of dialogisation, the speaker tries to make sure that his/her op-
ponent understands the negotiator clearly and in the right way, and verbally probes the listener
so as to clarify whether the information conveyed has been taken at all. As speech is «a multi-
facet model of developing contacts between people, whereas these contacts are conditioned by
the demands of their joined activity» [9, p. 128] one of its functions presupposes confirming or
denying the information transmitted in the message.

Entering a process of speech communication, interlocutors pursue the objective of making an
influence on each other and see the immediate result of it in the interlocutor’s reaction-remark.
It is quite evident that any kind of speech interaction implies a certain result, evidently seen
in the determined change of all the communicants’ inner worlds or at least speech behaviour.
In the process of their dialogue intercourse, participants usually try to find out whether the in-
formation transmitted has been decoded and whether it has been decoded in the right way.
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This paper sets up a task to find out grammatical ways of possible reactions to the statement
made in the dialogue in the aspect of their truth-evaluation. We focus our attention on the non-
verbal (non-structured) remarks operating as verbal signals in the dialogue to show the listener’s
attitude towards the given information. In English, such self-sufficient, maximum-short remarks
are mostly expressed by «Yes», «No» and their derivatives (like «Yeah», «Nay», «Nope» etc) which
are termed «truth-evaluation» remarks in our research works and analysed in the framework of
the expressed modality.

The urgency of the research undertaken is motivated by the general lingual-and-epistemological
topicality of all problems connected with organisation of speech communication, in general, and
by the lack of sufficient information as to the ways of objectivising the truth-evaluation remarks,
in particular.

The corpus for the analysis includes characters’ fictional dialogue from novels of various
genres which, taken in equal proportions, will ensure objective results of the research. The mate-
rial covers over 3,000 examples of original literary adjacent pairs, where reactions to the given
stimulus demonstrate an assessment of the source-remark as holding or not holding any truth
as the addressee understands it.

A reliable form of checking up how a conversation partner takes in the transmitted message
congists in putting the «closed», or «Yes/No» questions [10, p. 45].

E. g.:

1) «You are quite sure Nellie Collins said that?»

«Yes, Frank.» [25, p. 96]

2) — Did I hear you right, Mr Berrett?

— Yes, sir, Dean Thompson. [22, p. 67]

3) «Oliver, is Jemny hurt?»

«No, Phil. No.» [22, p. 89].

The underlined remarks in the mini-dialogues above demonstrate the listener’s taking in or
denying the information conveyed by the speaker.

It is accustomed to believe that the speaker’s attitude towards the action or event repre-
sented in the statement is shown by different ways of expressing modality. Some scholars (like
V. L. Panfilov, 1977 [12]), strictly differentiate between the so-called «objective» and «subjec-
tive» modality. However, such subdivision seems in many a case to be unnatural and inappro-
priate, since any utterance given in a concrete speech situation is believed to express modality
from the speaker’s point of view a priori (N. Belnap & T. Steel, 1981 [3]; L. Progovac, 1993
[6]). Thus, grounding upon there existing open or hidden modality in every remark of the char-
acter’s dialogue, we consider any modality to be subjective, but «giving the speaker’s evaluation
of the degree of awareness of the objectively existing links as to the degree of trustworthiness
of thought appraising the given situation» [12, p. 39] (italics — 1. M.).

Supporting the position suggested by I. Belyaieva [7, p. 36], we believe subjective evaluation
remarks to fall into two classes representing subjective evaluation remarks of two different ranks,
i.e. subjective evaluation remarks of the first rank (SER 1) and subjective evaluation remarks of
the second rank (SER 2). SER 1 here encompass utterances of primary explication, marked as
«positive», «negative,» and «unclear» (the latter occupying an intermediate position on the scale
of modality). SER 2, on the contrary, demonstrate the speaker’s secondary verbalisation of his/
her approval (or disapproval) of the object of speech and are used when the speaker delves into
the core of his/her attitude towards the object under consideration.

Hence, we are bound to say that SER 1 are characterised by their reactionary nature and
operate as part of a replying speech move on the part of the speaker. At the same time, any
speech interaction, after G. Kuchinsky [8], can be brought to the following three types:

1) statement — reaction;

2) interrogative — reaction;

3) imperative — reaction.

As shown by the results of our analysis, SER 1 can function as a replying reaction to any of
the three types enumerated above, defining the character of the addressee’s answer to the given
stimulus.

It is quite clear that very often communicative reactions are likely to differ from those ex-
pected by the speaker. This phenomenon depends upon different factors, both personal and posed
by the circumstances, such as the interlocutor’s disposition at the moment, his/her willingness or
unwillingness to continue the conversation, his / her ignorance or lack of competence ete.

Before putting a question, the speaker tries to foresee the addressee’s reaction in the way
most satisfying or beneficial for him/herself. In fact, the situation of communication, as well as
its efficiency, is frequently predetermined by the initiator of the talk. Hence, if planned psycho-
logically correctly and correspondingly well-verbalised, the dialogue will take place in a friendly
atmosphere and reactionary remarks will satisfy the speaker.
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E. g.:
1) — Hawe you anything else to say?

— Yes [23, p. 68].

2) — You haven’t got meuralgia, have you?

— No [23, p. 43].

3) — Do you mean you want to buy one of our cars?

— Yes [15, p. 45].

If a person initiating a conversation is tactless and violates the norms of he speech etiquette
observed in the given society, if the psychological relations between the interlocutors are hostile,
or if there takes place a hot argumentation in the conversation (and such situations are quite
numerous), the expected reaction to the stimulus is in most cases impossible to obtain. In lots
of such conversational situations, the dialogue may die away, having hardly begun. However,
unfortunately the actual process of thinking does not always go hand in glove with the black-
and-white mathematical logic.

Every time entering a conversation and waiting for the reaction to an informative stimulus,
one faces the following question: what kind of logic is to be chosen to evaluate a thought? We
argue that it depends on the communicants’ intentions, in the first place, and on the speech situ-
ation, in the second.

With the stimulus structured or brought out incorrectly, or with the interlocutor willing to
dodge and to avoid a concrete «Yes» or «No» type answer, there opens a field of multivalent mo-
dality for the reaction remark to be built up. The scale of modality here highlights various shades
of indefinency (uncertainty), starting from remarks like «Most probably» and «Perhaps, yes», and
going on to «Maybe not» and «Quite unlikely». As a side note, it should be mentioned that be-
sides the already mentioned, there also exist epistemic modalities working in the context of ideas:
«I think», «I believe», «I guess» ete, varying from entire certainty to absolute uncertainty [3, p. 79].

The selected corpus of examples demonstrates that not only indefinite reactions can be ver-
balised variously, but also the universally considered definite answers «Yes» and «No». We have
found out that the positive reaction «Yes» correlates with the predication-structured sentences of
the type «I agree», «Settled» (elliptical from — «It is settled»), «All right» (elliptical from — «/t
is all right») etc, and non-predication structured sentences like «Certainly», «Of course», «OK»
[11, p. 248—249].

In its turn, the negative reaction «No» also has its predication and non-predication structured
analogues, i. e. «Nay», «Nope», «Nah» — non-predication structured sentences, and «I disagree»,
«Won’t do» (elliptical from — «It won’t do»), «Newver» (elliptical from — «I will never do it») —
predication structured sentences.

E. g. :

1) Did you mean it when you said she wouldn’t have a job?

— Of course [20, p. 22].

The non-predication-structured remark is communicatively equivalent to the positive «Yes»-
reaction and expresses agreement with the interlocutor.

2) — Has it occurred to you that I may be proud too?

— Nonsense [16, p. 45].

The replying remark «Nonsense» is actually an ellipticised version of the predication-structured
sentence — «It is monsense» and coincides communicatively with the negative reaction «No».

As for the interlocutor’s indefinite position, we have again spotted there both predication and
non-predication structured utterances.

Grounding upon mathematical regularities, J. Lyons deduced the following syntactic formula:

Slf % Sz+,

where S, stands for a negative sentence, and S,, for a positive one. The author claims that if
sentence 1 explicitly or implicitly contradicts sentence 2, then statements 1 and 2 contradict each
other [5, p. 483]. The given formula may serve as a basis for the next two formulas:

1.8, =S,
2.8, =S8,

Hence, «Yes», used as a reply, demonstrates that the other communicant entirely supports
his/her interlocutor’s position, and the whole scheme of question-and-answer talk stipulates
the continuation of conversation.

On the other hand, «No» operates as a negative reaction to the affirmative statement and as
a positive answer to negation. It goes without saying that permanent disagreement with one’s
interlocutor brings a conversation to its logical end, or communicative deadlock.
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Positive answers give grounds to prolonging the information-exchange process and favour
the development of the conversation. Experts on business negotiations even recommend that one
should purposely put questions with the already loaded positive answers when opening a business
talk [10, p. 68]. Taking in the partner’s position in trifles, the interlocutor may count on his/
her support in more complicated situations.

The quantitative analysis of the primary corpus of the actual material demonstrated a con-
siderable prevalence of positive replies to the given stimulus over their negative counterparts
(67.5 % to 21.1 %, correspondingly). Within each of these polar classes, domination of the non-
predication-structured sentences is quite evident (see fig. 1). The latter amount to 2/3 of all
remarks of the type analysed. The situation within the class of «Indefinite Remarks» is just
the opposite. Comprising about 1/5 of the truth-evaluation remarks, they are represented both
by predication-structured and non-predication structured remarks, with the slight overbalance of
the former (6.9 % and 4.5 %, correspondingly).

Truth Evaluation Remarks

+ - ®)
Positive Remarks, Negative Remarks, Indefinite Remarks,
67.5 % 21.1 % 11.4 %
N,OH_. Predication N,OH_, Predication N,OH_. Predication
predication predication predication
structured, structured, structured,
structured, 14.7 % structured, 5.8 % structured, 6.9 %
52.8 % ) 15.3 % ’ 4.5 % )
1 2 3 4 5 6

Fig. 1. Truth-evaluation remarks taxonomy

Examples to figure 1:

1. Non-predication structured positive remarks.

1) — Will you help me?

— Yes, m’am [13, p. 52].

The porter agrees to help a lady carry her suitcase, thus using a non-predication structured
remark.

2) «Was he at the inquest?»

«Certainly» [15, p. 30].

The man confirms the fact that the inspector was present at the inquest in the Bureau, using
an analogue of «Yes», another positive non-predication structured statement.

2. Predication structured positive remarks.

1) «Are you sure he did not know?»

«Sure» [19, p. 18].

The answer is positive and represents an elliptical sentence which can easily be restored from
the context: «Sure.» — I'm sure.

2) — You will be there by moon?

— All right [24, p. 50].

Another elliptical sentence made complete by mere transformational operations: «All right.» —
It is all right.

3. Non-predication structured negative remarks.

1) — Did you sign the cheque for those shares? — Max asked.

— No [21, p. 23].

The underlined remark is a negative answer given by means of a negative truth-evaluation
remark «No», an archetype of its class.

2) — He’s in hospital in Cuzco, I suppose?

— Nope [16, p. 26].
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Being another variant of «No», «Nope» belongs to the same group of non-predication struc-
tured negative remarks.

4. Predication structured negative remarks.

1) «Here, take yours price».

«Rubbish» [14, p. 39].

Contextually-restored to the non-elliptical sentence — It’s rubbish, the answer is a predication
structured utterance and does not express the literal nominative meaning ‘garbage’, but brings
to naught the interlocutor’s initial statement, metaphorically likening its sense to cast things and
nonsense

— Will you try again?

— I won’t [2/0 p. 71].

The underlined sentence is elliptical due to the predicate’s part missing and, restored to —
I won’t try, shows negation.

5. Non-predication structured remarks giving no definite truth-evaluation.

1) «But what about your present member? Is he going to retire?»

«Perhaps» [17, p. 44].

«Perhaps» represents a non-predication structured statement which cannot be ascribed to either
positive or negative truth-evaluation remarks.

2) — Will Uncle Bob come?

— Well. He seldom goes out [19, p. 68].

The non-predication structured «Well» does not give any information as to the interlocutor’s
opinion about uncle Bob’s possible visit, and though furnished with a doubtful «He seldom goes
out», does not provide a negative answer.

6. Predication structured remarks giving no definite truth-evaluation.

1) — Is she a private detective?

— God knows [15, p. 52].

The sentence is non-elliptical and bears a complete subject-predicate nexus, but gives no defi-
nite information as to the listener’s agreement or disagreement with the inference about the girl’s
professional occupation.

2) — Is she your teacher?

— She might be [18, p. 38].

The predication structured sentence expresses doubt, but gives no definite answer to
the question.

The established regularity points to deep psychological processes which take place in hu-
man mind and are reflected not only on the level of cognition, but on the level of language and
speech as well. Taken from the point of view of information storage and digestion, «Yes» and
«No» correspond to absolute values in mathematics. In speech, they function as clichés, ready-
to-use markers psychologically based upon «memory of meaning», generalising and systematising
associations which reflect the most important and essential aspects of the object and the way
it is treated by the speaker [2, p. 54]. Hence, we can claim that meaning relations between
an object of thought reference and its treatment by the speaker are fixed in human mind and
marked, depending on the speaker’s attitude, as (+)/(—).

These mental associations are reflected on the level of language by a special group of posi-
tive/negative reactionary units: «Yes» and «No» and their equivalents. It being so, there’s actu-
ally no practical need to coin up new reactionary clichés on the level of predication structure.
As for the indefinite remarks, it is every time necessary in conversation to formulate the exact
degree of the indefinency (uncertainty) of the statement, which demands a certain creativity of
mind, e. g. «[ don’t know» | «I can’t say» | «I am mot sures | «It depends» etc. Those and
other reactionary remarks of indifference vary in the communicative sense and are represented
by syntactically different sentences.

To conclude, we must say that the results of analysis prove truth-evaluation remarks to serve
as special language units which provide an information-confirming or information-denying feedback
from the listener and direct the dialogical process on the whole by means of involving mental
associations of the memory of meaning.
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«YES» TA «NO»: EIICTEMIYHA MOJAJBHICTh YN CMHUCJIOBA MAM’ATbH?

Awnoranig. Y ¢oryci 3amporoHOBAHOTO MOCHIHEHHA 3HAXOAATHCA BHCJIOBIOBAHHSA, IO BUPAKAITH CYG K-
THBHY OI[iHKY B Tpolieci KOMYyHiKaIlii, Maiodu a6o He Ma0YM TPH I[HOMY CTPYKTYPH mpeaukalii B ii Tpamuiifinomy
PO3YMiHHI AK IiZIMETOBO-IIPUCYAKOBOTO HeKcCyca. ABTOpP BBOIWTH IJA BU3HAYEHHA CTATYCy BKasaHOTo THITy pe-
IUIK TepMiH «iCTHHHO-OIiHHI BUCJOBJIOBAHHA)» i aHaJiBye iX poJb y IIpolleci MOBJIEHHEBOI B3a€MOJil KOMyHiKaH-
TiB, IPUALIAYNA 0COOJHMBY yBary BHCJOBJIIOBAHHAM, II030aBJIeHHM 6e3II0CEPeIHbO BHUPaKEHOI B HUX CTPYKTYpH
npepukanii. Ilizpospaindiodn Kopryc iCTHHHO-OIIHHUX BHCJIOBJIOBaHb Ha TPH KJIAcH, [Ba 3 AKUX € IOJAPHUMU
3a OI[IHKOI0, a OCTaHHifl € KJIaCOM BHCJOBJIOBAHb HEBHU3HAYEHOI OLIHKW, POOUTHCA BHCHOBOK IIPO II€peBaKAHHA
caMe HeTPeIWKATHUX CTPYKTYp IPH BUpPaMeHHI iCTMHHOI OLIHKM CyAsKeHHA y KJacaX fAK IIOBUTHBHO-, Tak i He-
raTUBHO-OI[{HHUX BHCJIOBIIOBaHb. [Ipy 1poMy KinbKicHe cHIiBBiTHOIIEHHS BHCJIOBIIOBAHb y INOJAPHHX KJacax He €
piBHUM, 3 ABHUM IIepPeBUIIEHHAM IIO3UTHBHO-OLIHHUX DeILIiK.

3 Touku 30py 30epiraHHA i mepepolGku iHdopmamnii, «Yes» i «No» BimmoBimaoTh MaTeMATHIHUM a0COJIOTAM
IIPOTHUJIEKHOI MOJAPHOCTI i (YHRI[IOHYIOTH I 4ac PO3MOBH fAK KJiimie, roToBi A BukopucraHHA. Ilcuxosoriuna
OCHOBA TaKMX iCTHHHO-OI[IHHUX MAapKepPiB JEHUTH y BJIACTHUBIl JIOMUHI CMUCJIOBi# mam’aTi, MO CHYMHUTH IJIA CHC-
TeMaTHU3alil acoriarii, fAki BiZOWBAOTH HANHBAMIUBINI XapaKTePHUCTUKU O00’€KTIB Ta iX COPUAHATTA MOBIEM.
®DarTUIHO, NepeBaKAHHA CTPYKTYPHO-HEIPEIUKATHUX BHCJIOBIOBAHb HAJ CTPYKTYPHO-IIPEIUKATHUMU MOACHIO-
€ThCA caMe BiJICYyTHICTI0O HEOOXiTHOCTI MOPO[:KyBATH HOBI NPeJUKATHI CTPYKTYpU IIPM iCHYBaHHI Bike TOTOBHX
CTPYKTYpPHO-HelIpeJUKATHUX. Buxonadm 3 pesyJbTaTiB INPOBefeHOro aHAaJi3y, aBTOP IPUXOAUTH [0 BUCHOBKY,
IO iCTHHHO-OIIHHI BUCJIOBJIOBAHHA CJIy:KaTb OCOOJMBAMH MOBHMMHU OJMHMIAMHU, AKi 3a0e3MeYyTh 3BOPOTHHI
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3B’A30K Mi# KOMyHiKaHTaMH i 3aal0Th [MiaJoTy HeOOXifHWI HAIpAM, 3a4ilalodd MEeHTAJbHI acolialil CMUCJIOBOI
nam’ATi JIIOSMHA.

KaouoBi egoBa: icTUHHO-OIIHHI BUCJIOBJIOBAHHSA, MO3UTUBHI BHCJIOBJIIOBAHHA, HEraTWBHI BUCJIOBIIOBAHHSA, He-
BU3HaUeHi BUCJOBIIOBAHHA, CTPYKTYPHO-HeIIpeJWKATHI BHUCJIOBIIOBAHHA, CTPYKTYpPHO-IpeJUKaTHI BUCJIOBIOBAHHA,
CMHCJIOBa IIaM ATb.

MOPO30BA Hpuna BopucosHa,

IOKTOP (PMJIOJOTMIECKUX HAYK, Ipodeccop Kadeapbl TPaMMATHKM aHTJHACKOro ssbika OfeccKoro HaluOHAJIBHOTO
yuuBepcutera umenu . W. Meunurosa; Opmecca, YkpauHa;

e-mail: morpo@ukr.net; Tex. 4+ 38 050 6572043.

«YES» I «NO»: AINCTEMUYECRAA MOJAJBHOCTD MJN CMBICJIOBAA ITAMATDB?

Annoranmua. B ¢okyce mpemsomeHHOr0 WCCAGOBAHUA HAXOIATCA BHICKABHIBAHWSA, BHIPAKAOINe CyOHEKTHB-
HYI0 OLIEHKYy B IIpollecce KOMMYHHKAIMW, O0GJagad WId He o0Jaajafd HpHU 5TOM CTPYKTYpPO# TNpeaukaiyu B eé
TPAJUIIMOHHOM [TOHUMAHUH KaK IOJJIeKAlIHO-CKa3yeMOCTHOTO HeKcyca. ABTOP BBOJUT JJA ONpeNeJeHHS CTATyCa
YKa3aHHOTO THUIIA PEIIMK TePMHWH «MCTHUHHO-OIleHOYHBIe BBICKA3BIBAHUA» U aHAJIW3UPYeT UX POJb B IIPOIecce pe-
9eBOT'0 B3auUMOJefiCTBHA KOMMYHHUKAHTOB, yJe/ad 0c000e BHUMaHWE BHICKA3HIBAHUAM, JUIIEHHBIM HEIIOCPEICTBEHHO
BHIPAQ:KEHHOW B HUX CTPYKTYyphl npemuranuu. [lompasnensas KopIyc MCTHHHO-OIEHOYHBIX BBICKA3HIBAHUI Ha TpU
Kjacca, [Ba W3 KOTOPHIX ABJAKTCA IOJAPHBIMU II0 BHIpakaeMoil MMM OIleHKe, & IIOCHeJHUN IIpeNCcTaB/AeT CO-
60il KJacc BHICKA3BIBAHWI HEOIIPEIeJEHHON OIEHKHU, NeJaeTCA BBIBOJ, O NPEBAJMPOBAHUU MMEHHO HEIpPeIMKaTHBIX
CTPYKTYp [pH BHIpaeHUU KCTUHHON OLIEHKU CY#JeHHUA B KJaccaXx Kak II0JOMHUTEJbHO-, TaK U OTPULATEJbHO-
OIIEHOYHBHIX BbICKasbiBaHWN. [Ipym 5TOM Ko/sMYecTBeHHOE COOTHOIIEHWE BBHICKA3bIBAHWII B IOJAPHBIX KJaccax He
ABJAETCA PABHBIM, C ABHBIM IIPeBBLIIIEHHEM IOJOMKUTEJIbHO-OI[eHOUHBIX DPeILINK.

C rToukm 3peHMA XpaHeHHA U mHepepaGoTku uHpopMaimu, «Yes» u «No» COOTBETCTBYIOT MaTEMATHIECKUM
a0coqiTaM MPOTHBOTIONOKHON TOMAPHOCTH W (PYHKIMOHUPYIOT B pedd Kak KJUIIE, TOTOBBIE /A WMCIOJb30BAHUA.
Ilcuxosnornyeckas OCHOBa TaKMX WCTUHHO-OLIEHOYHBIX MAapKepPOB JIEKUT B IPHUCYINEHl 9eJOBEKY CMBICIOBON Iia-
MATH, CIy:alleil [NId CHCTeMATHBAIMK ACCOLUAI, OTpAMAIIIUNX BaKHENIINe XapaKTePUCTHKU OOBHEKTOB M HX
BocrpuATHe roBopAmuM. PakTUUECKH, NTpeBaIUpPOBAHNE CTPYKTYPHO-HENPEJIMKATHBIX BBHICKA3BIBAHWI HAJ CTPYK-
TYPHO-TIPEIUKATHHIME OOBACHACTCA MMEHHO OTCYTCTBHEM HEOOGXOAMMOCTH MOPOMIATH HOBBIE MPEIUKATHBIE CTPYK-
TYpbl [IPU HAJWYUU yie TOTOBHIX CTPYKTYPHO-HEIpPeJUKATHHIX. VcXofd M3 pesyabTaTOB IPOBEAEHHOTO aHAJIN3A,
aBTOP IIPUXOJUT K BEIBOIY, UTO MCTUHHO-OIIEHOYHLIE BHICKA3BIBAHUA ABIAIOTCA OCOOLIMU fA3BIKOBHIMU E€JUHUIIAMU,
KOTOpbie 06eCTeIMBAIOT OOPATHYI0 CBASH MEHKIy KOMMYHHKAHTAMH W 3a[Jal0T JUAJOTY HEO0OXOAUMOe HaIpaBIeHWe,
3aTparuBasg MeHTaJbHble ACCOLMALIMA CMBICJIOBOW IIaMATU 4YeJOBEKa.

KiaoueBbie €J0Ba: MCTHHHO-OIIEHOYHBIE BHICKASHIBAHWA, IIOJOKUTEJNbHBIE BBHICKABHIBAHWA, OTPULATEJbHbIE BHI-
CKa3bIBaHUSA, HeOIpeJeJéHHBIe BBHICKA3BIBAaHUA, CTPYKTYpPHO-HeIpeJUKaTHbe BHICKA3bIBAHWUA, CTPYKTYPHO-IIpen-
KaTHBIe BBICKA3bIBAHWA, CMBICIOBaA MaMATh.

Cmammio ompumano 28.10.2014 p.



