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ON BASIC CHARACTERISTIC OF ENGLISH DETERMINATIVES

Dolmatova Olesya Vladimirovna, Ph. D. in Philology, Associate Professor
Pyatigorsk State University
olena.dolmatova2012@mail.ru

The article considers the issue of a basic property of determinatives. Traditionally, such property is definiteness / indefiniteness.
The peculiarities of functioning of some determinatives in real conditions (including by corpus data) make us reconsider this the-
sis and state their neutrality in relation to definiteness / indefiniteness. Deixis is assumed as a basic characteristic, peculiar to all
determinatives constantly and reflecting their essence as operators of communicative situation.

Key words and phrases: determinatives; deixis; definiteness; indefiniteness; operator of communicative situation.

VJIK 81-119

The article discusses the problem of formulating invariant or prototype meanings of language forms including gram-
matical constructions. In particular, English tense-aspect verb forms are in the focus of attention with the so-called
'present simple' and 'present progressive' constructions analysed on the basis of the principles of prototype and bio-
cognitive semantics. The author propounds a semantic prototype of the given grammatical forms which could be used
for interpreting different discourse examples of them either fitting in with traditional explanations or failing to do so.

Key words and phrases: grammatical prototype; prototype semantics; semantic invariant; tense-aspect verb forms;
present simple grammatical form; present progressive grammatical form.
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SEMANTIC PROTOTYPING OF 'PRESENT SIMPLE'
AND 'PRESENT PROGRESSIVE' GRAMMATICAL FORMS

Despite the fact that the theory of lexical prototypes seems to have confidently gained in popularity with cognitivists
and quite a few researchers have been done with a view to formulating lexical prototypes of different words, the problem
of grammar constructions appears to have been left underestimated in this respect. Within the scope of bio-cognitive se-
mantics and bio-socio-cultural approach there have been endeavors to analyse the essence of English grammar phenom-
ena, in particular, but they do seem to partake of excessive theorism, which should have been adapted to the practical
meta-language methodology or, at least, allowed for some universality (similar to lexemes), so vital for the needs
of learners. For example, 1. Arkhipov, E. Zhulina, E. Malutina have convincingly disproved the theory of analytical
grammar forms, such as be doing, have done, have been doing, viewing them as free word combinations used
by the English speaker to refer to specific types of their categorized knowledge and experience (i.e. cognitive structures) [9].
The works of A. Kravchenko and T. Verkhoturova develop the theory of observer and percipient, observation and per-
ception, thus clarifying the epistemic and semiotic character of the word combinations in question [1; 7]. Yet, one
of the most ambitious and challenging tasks, the formulation of prototypical or invariant meaning of grammatical con-
struction (as distinct from grammatical meaning), still faces linguists today. In this article, we will propound a possible
solution and undertake an attempt to define the semantic prototype of the so-called 'progressive' and 'simple’ verb forms.

In the very first place, we should focus on the recurrent formants (schematizing elements) or verb forms
by which we naturally recognize a grammatical construction as a ‘simple’ or a ‘progressive’ one. These are the bare
infinitive (e.g. dance) and participle (dancing) respectively, the latter being part of the combination with the verb
‘be’. These two language forms are “nothing short of a person’s language competence as a body of knowledge they
have to be sure that they can make themselves clear and describe what they have perceived and conceived (i.e. cate-
gorized) in order to be adequately understood” [3, c. 111; 4, c. 3]. Obviously, these two language forms reflect two
distinct types of the languager’s knowledge of the world, thus, referring to two different fragments of reality this
languaging person has cognized [2]. In particular, we should speak here of (/) abstracted actions “beyond time and
space existing infinitely in human’s mind” [8, c. 161], and (2) concrete observed processes in their visualized dy-
namics [6, c. 5]. The infinitive (1), therefore, helps the languager to describe their structural, conceptual, knowledge
shared by other members of the language community [Tam >xe], while the participle (2) reflects the person’s phe-
nomenological knowledge and helps identify the figure of the observer of the action [8, c. 162].

Interestingly, these conclusions may be easily arrived at in English classroom or by an ordinary English learner
with the help of a simple association method. If we try to describe what associations are triggered in our mind when
we hear the contrasted words dance vs. dancing irrespective of their temporal reference, we will probably say that
there is one image out of the two that is easier to conjure up and is seen more vivid or lively (live). Beyond any
doubt, it will be the image of dancing. The ing-form of the verb seems to suggest a higher degree of our involvement
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in the action, it is as if we are eyewitnessing, observing the dance, and were part of it. On the contrary, the picture
of the verb form dance appears to be rather obscure and requires some effort to paint in our imagination. Presumably,
it would probably be a kind of sketch rather than a picture.

When it comes to the domain of the present time, i.e. when temporal characteristics are attributed to what is being
described, it should be mentioned first and foremost that we are beginning to deal with tense-aspect forms. The ‘present
progressive’ form is not already a tense, but aspect “referring not to real, but psychological time — to the speaker’s per-
ception of the temporal quality of the event” [12, p. 85]. In the overview of scientific conceptions of the categories
of tense and aspect, A. Kravchenko maintains that the traditional paradigm has wisely grasped the idea of the figure
of the observer by grouping ing-forms into aspect category, because the term ‘aspect’ itself suggests visual perception
(from Latin aspectus “look at”) and characterizes the way we view the situation being referred to [7]. With regard
to the subject’s cognitive and coordinating activity, these language forms are an epistemic product of the categorization
of time-space relations as distinct from the ‘simple’ forms where the subject’s orientation in space is not signaled. This
very orientation in space implies the focal point around which this space continuum is perceived — the locus, which gets
us back to what has been said about the figure of the observer. It is the observer (the subject) who through their visual
perception can ‘build up space’ and only around themselves as the only figure of locus placed in this spatial continuum.
This ‘placement’ can in other words be called existence, and for a very good reason the idea of existence finds its mani-
festation in the verb ‘be’ featuring in the word combinations known as ‘progressive forms’.

It should be noted that the methodology of prototype analysis applied to grammatical structures has never been
elaborated in its pure form, neither has such an analysis ever been conducted before. Nevertheless we will proceed
from the hypothesis that grammatical prototypes are relevant to the system of language as an epistemic product
of the languager's cognitive and speech activity, existing in their mind in the form of a typified image, idea or other
meaningful mental substance representing this or that schematized routine combination of language forms, and un-
dertake a scientific endeavor to describe them semantically guided by the following prototype semantics methodology:

- the principles of concept analysis [13] based primarily on introspection which could help explore the speaker’s
“language mind” and formalize what one’s intuition knows and what is expressed in the “collective uncons-
cious” [11, c. 286]. This type of analysis relates here to the description of formants as schematizing elements
(participle and infinitive);

- methods of semantic analysis necessary for identifying and representing the conceptual spectrum of each
meaningful fragment associated in the speaker’s mind with the language form [10, c. 178];

- elements of cognitive analysis and cognitive interpretation which enable one to formulate the averaged
and integrated semantic prototype-based description out of the differentiating semes [9; 10].

Thus, initially we should delineate all the distinctive features characterizing and formalizing the mental represen-
tation of the infinitive and participle, ‘present simple’ and ‘present progressive’ forms which have already been
mentioned, and which can be added to the list through the semantic analysis':

(1) known: familiar, accepted, understood;

common: shared, general, relating to many;

general: whole, relating to main features, undetailed, unspecified, abstract;

abstract: existing as an idea, general, theoretical;

(2) observed: noticed, seen, perceived visually;

specific: concrete, exact, specified, relating to one;

aspectual: relating to appearance, visual effect;

dynamic: developing, growing, changing, moving.

The property of dynamics, movement and development should be interpreted through the perspective of the subject's
mind again. In terms of psychology of perception, we cannot speak here of the objective characteristic of the phenome-
non observed, i.e. physical movement. Without delving into the findings of physiologists, we will briefly remark that
the perception of motion is directly linked to and caused by the processes in the sensory organs affected by the outer
stimuli. For example, such phenomena as false, perceived and apparent motion as well as visual or auditory hallucinations
can be explained only by the changes in the activated organs of perception rather than the objective property of physical
objects. That is why the semantic components describing dynamism are to be represented in the concept "fo affect".

By ‘averaging out’ and totalizing the semantic components we can suggest the following extended prototype-
based (invariant) semantic description of the ‘present simple’ and ‘present progressive’ forms respectively:
(1) a present action understood generally on the basis of its main objective characteristics which are actual
in the present, and known to or accepted by an unidentified number of the members of the given community;
(2) a present action perceived immediately by and affecting a concrete subject due to the subject’s specific ac-
tual psychological® state of mind.

The next stage of this kind of grammatical prototyping is the verification of the results in the form of semantic
analysis where the formulated semantic invariant is to be tested on the basis of various more or less prototypical dis-
course examples — situational realizations of the grammatical constructions. This will be discussed in a further article.

! The analysis is based on the contemporary lexicography (Macmillan, Longman, Oxford, Cambridge, Merriam Webster’s dic-
tionaries of the English language).

% The component “psychological state of mind” seems to represent in the best possible way the whole spectrum of perceptive and
existential (space-related) properties of the described phenomenon discussed above.
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MPOTOTUITMYECKHI AHAJIN3 TPAMMATHYECKHAX ®OPM
«PRESENT SIMPLE» 1 «KPRESENT PROGRESSIVE»

Jpy:xunun Angpeii CepreeBud, X. Guion. H.
Mockosckuil 20cy0apcmaenuviil UHCTMUMYM MeXCOYHAPOOHbIX omuoweHuti (YrHugepcumem)
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B cratbe paccmarpuBaetcs mpobiema GhopMyIHpOBaHHUS MPOTOTUIINYECKOTO WIIM HHBAPUAHTHOTO 3HAYEHHUS PA3IIMYHBIX SI3BIKOBBIX
(dopM, B TOM 4HCIIe TPaMMaTHYECKUX KOHCTPYKIMH. B yacTHOCTH, B IEHTpe BHUMAHUSI BUJI0-BPEMEHHBIE TJIaroibHbEIe OPMBI, cpe-
I KOTOPBIX ITOJPOOHOMY aHaIn3y MOABEPraloTCs Tak Ha3bIBaeMbIe «present simple» U «present progressive». ABTOp Ipemiaraer
CEeMaHTHUYECKHH IPOTOTHII JaHHBIX TPaMMAaTHIECKIX (OopM, KOTOPHIH MOXKET HCIIOIB30BaThCS B IEJISIX MHTEPIPETALMHN UX Pa3Ind-
HBIX PEYEBBIX IIPHIMEPOB, NOIAJAOMNX KaK MO/ TPaJHIHOHHOE OOBSCHEHHS, TaK U BBIXOAIINX 33 €r0 PaMKH.

Knrouesvie crnosa u @pasvl: TpaMMaTHYECKUH NMPOTOTHUIT; MPOTOTUIIMYECKAs CEMAHTHKA; CEMAHTHYECKMIl MHBAPUAHT; BHUJIO-
BpEMEHHBIE TTIarojbHbIe (OPMBI; IpaMMaTHYecKas hopMa «present simple»; rpammaruueckast hopma «present progressivey.

VAK 811.161.1 +81°38

B cmamuve paccmampuedaromci npoyeccol np0u360()Hocmu 6 JHCAHPOBOM NPOCMPAHCMEE YAenunius. Hpet)llO]la'
caemcs, 4mo Ha Oepueauuonnble U3MEHEeHUA oKazvblealom eausiHue Mymayuornnvle u MO()ud)uKaL;MOHHble npeo6pa30—
BAHUS pedesoco dcanpda, e2o npouseo()Hocmb umu Henpousgodﬂocmb, a makoce eOUHCMBEHHOCMb U HeeOUHCNEEeH-
HOCmb, HacmudYHocnis U 06WH00mb momusayuu. AHanu3z s1361Kk08020 mamepuaja no3eouiunl asmopy 006veOuHUmMb Oe-
pueayuoHHble npeo6pa303aﬂuﬂ 6 pa3iludHble KOMNJIEeKCHble e()uHuubz, 6bLOCIUMb U ONUCAMb MymaquHHblﬁ u mo-
aud7uKal4MOHHbllZ xapakmep Oepueauum-mbzx nap u Oepugauuom-tbzx yenouexk 6 cucmeme pedessvlx HCaHpoe dyaenu-
mus, umo daem uupokoe npedcma(meyue uo ()epugamwzoeuu, U 0 peuyesvlx Hcanpax 6 Yeiom.

Kniouegvie cnosa u ¢hpasvl: pedeBoii )xaHp; IEpUBATOJIOTNS; KaHPOBOE MPOCTPAHCTBO YACTIMTHS; MOAN(PHUKALIMOH-
HBI€ U MYTAallMOHHBIE MPOLIECCH MPOU3BOAHOCTH; HEEANHCTBEHHOCTh MOTHBALINH; KOMIUICKCHBIE €IMHUIIBI IepHBa-
TOJIOTHH; JEPUBALMOHHAS T1apa; IePUBAIMOHHAS [ETIOYKA.

3aBsa3knna Upuna HukosaeBHa, k. QWION. H., TOIEHT
Cesepo-Kasrasckuil pedepanvHulil yHUepcumen
irina.zavyazkina@yandex.ru

O IPOLHECCAX MPON3BOJHOCTHU U KOMIIVIEKCHBIX EJUHUIIAX JEPUBATOJIOI'HA
B CUCTEME PEYEBBIX JKAHPOB (HA ITPUMEPE )KAHPOBOI'O IPOCTPAHCTBA YAEIIUTHS)

PaCCMOTpeHI/Ie ACPpUBAITUOHHBIX OTHOIICHUH MEKAY TEKCTaMU, TUIIaMH BBICKa3bIBaHUM Ha IpUMEPE KAHPOBOT'O
MIPOCTpPAHCTBA YaeNUTHA (JallHBIN pelenT, YaiiHoe MEHIO, IPUIIAlIcHre Ha 4aif, daifHas Oecena, YallHBIA HATIOP-
MOPT U [IIp.) JaeT BO3MOXHOCTb BBISIBUTH M OIUCATh KOMILUICKCHBIC CIMHUIIBI IEPUBATOJIOIUU B CUCTEME PEUYEBBIX
xaHpoB (manee — PXK). BrickazaHHBIE HIKE yMO3AKIIIOUCHHMS CIICTAHbl HA OCHOBAHUM TEX MCTOYHHUKOB IPaKTHYE-
ckoro marepuana ([1; 6; 9; 10; 11; 12; 13] u ap.), mpuMepsl U3 KOTOPBIX HAMU IPOAHATU3UPOBAHBI B IPEABLAYIIUX
WCCIIeTOBAHUSAX, TJe JaHa WX CUCTeMAaTH3aI¥sl Mo pa3IMyHbIM napamerpam ([2-5] u ap.). B manHo# pabote mpuse-
JIeHBI JIMIIb TIPUMEPBI, Kacaloluecs AepUBATOJIOTHYECKUX IPYIIIMPOBOK B CHCTEME KAHPOB YACTIUTHSI.



