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GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH

Relevance and studying degree of the topic. The issues of the
ontology of negation and especially the logical-grammatical category of
affirmation/negation (CAN) have attracted the attention of researchers
since ancient times. These questions have not lost their topicality even
today, when new aspects of understanding this category are revealed,
due to the development of various semantic-semiotic, formal-
grammatical, logical-philosophical, linguocognitive and other
theoretical schools and scientific paradigms.

There is no special need to prove the layering of the conceptual
concept of negation and its purely linguistic correlate — the category
of affirmation/negation: it is enough to review the scientific literature
available in this area, which indicates how much has been done by
scientists in this area and which issues still require their theoretically
more systematic understanding.

Despite the intensive development of issues related to the
conceptual space of negation in language and the functioning of the
linguistic category of the affirmation/negation is still not fully
developed a number of problematic provisions that have not received
their common solutions:

a) some terminological designations are not different scientific
stability, allowing an objective difference and diverse interpretations,
thus creating the conditions for mixing aspects of interpretation of
negation in general (as epistemological concepts) and as the logical-
grammatical categories in particular;

b) the semantic and grammatical weight of negation in linguistic
units of different levels in the word — lexeme, phrase sentences of
various ranks (simple, complex) is not fully defined. The question of
the logical and grammatical nature of negation (negative meaning) in
nominative units (words, phrases, phraseological units of nominative
structure) and predicative constructions (including phraseological units
of predicative structure) is one of the undeveloped issues that require
their systematic and consistent coverage;

c) the boundaries of mono- and polynegativity — a feature of
the basic unit of language that qualifies a particular language in
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general — are not clearly defined, although this feature is not only an
indicator of the principles of grammatical structuring of propositional
units, but also (which researchers do not pay attention to at all) of
their linguocognitive capabilities in the sense of representing
national-cultural semantics;

d) there are a lot of ambiguities in solving the issue of so-called
implicit/explicit negation, as well as in solving the issue of amplified
and multiple negations;

e) in syntactic theory, unfortunately, it has become a rule to
correlate the so-called category of agreement/disagreement (its
supposedly categorical meaning) with the CAN, despite the fact that
the authors making such attempts are almost unanimous in the
identity of these, in our opinion, categories that are not correlative at
the system level. Agreement/disagreement is a fact of speech
activity, a speech act, and it does not possess obligatory, stable
systemic signs of a categorical linguistic phenomenon;

f) the fact of arbitrarily equating the concept of negation with
CAN also looks not optimal: the latter is opposed to the semantic
field of negation primarily by the fact that it is a semantic-
constructing factor in the space of predicative units, and negation as
a negative semantic feature is characteristic of the entire corpus of
nominative units — lexemes, word forms, word combinations; the
word, no matter how significant a unit it may be, cannot represent the
epistemological dichotomy “true/false”, which manifests itself, “is
linguized” only at the level of propositional (predicative) content: the
so-called “assertive morpheme yes/no” (Kh.Weinrich) can function
only in predicative units;

g) for one reason or another, there is still no single solution to
the problem of the degree of mutual determination of negation in
negative sentences and elements of the actual division of the
sentence;

h) and, finally, the question of the semantic and grammatical
nature of the functioning of the CAN in the structure of the units that
make up the fund of stable predicative constructions-paremia-
phraseological units is quite acute: the qualification of the CAN, its
constructive capabilities adequate both within free syntactic
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structures and in the field of paremiological units, in our opinion,
would not be entirely correct.

The degree of topicality of our research is determined,
therefore, by the above-mentioned provisions and facts. Paremia-
phraseological units have repeatedly become the object of linguistic
research. Even today, they attract research interest in various aspects
— purely linguistic, cognitive, logical-psychological, etc. At the same
time, there is still no special monographic study of the noted
constructions in the context of the functioning in their semantic-
syntactic structure of a particular basic grammatical category, among
which a special place is occupied by CAN.

The object and subject of the research is the regularities of
the semantic-structural organization (structuration) of paremiological
and phraseological units of the Russian language in the space of the
category of affirmation/negation, as well as the issues of the systemic
correlation of the functioning of the marked category in
phraseologically stable and syntactically free constructions of the
language as a whole; the corpus of phraseologically stable
nominative and predicative units of the Russian language, built on
the model of negative sentences and a system of means and ways of
organizing negative meanings in these constructions.

The main purpose of the research is to determine the
specifics of the functioning of the CAN in the paremia
phraseological units of the Russian language, to establish typed
methods and lexico-grammatical means of implementing negation in
these structures, to identify logical and grammatical grounds for the
formation of a particular kind of negation in the studied units. The
objectives of the study are as follows:

- definition of a system of means involved in the formation of
explicit and implicit negation characteristic of paremia
phraseological units and contrasting these constructions with
syntactically free structures;

- the establishment of the fundamental boundaries of
mononegation and polynegation, if possible/impossible varieties of
the latter;



- identification of a set of structural elements that support the
stable reproducibility of the analyzed units;

- to argue with functional parameters the predicative (as
opposed to modal) nature of negation;

- to make public the structure-forming functions of negation
and its role in the formation of atypical models of simple sentences
as part of complex constructions.

Research methods. The work uses the method of observation
and complex-multilateral analysis of homogeneous linguistic
material with the involvement of some provisions of system analysis
(generic-specific  oppositions, identification of syntagmatic-
paradigmatic forms, components of the opposition of one- and two-
part verbal and nominal constructions, etc.)

The following provisions are submitted for protection:

- The categorical essence of ordinary sentences (syntactically
free) and paremiological constructions do not completely cover each
other, therefore, the propositional categories (including CAN) should
be studied differentially: the behavior and nature of these categories
at the level of a free sentence, phraseological predicative structure
(PPS) and paremiological constructions are quite different.

- CAN is a category of predicative order, it is conditioned by
the general grammatical meaning (predicativity) of a sentence: only
the negation before the predicate makes sentences negative in
meaning. All other manifestations of denial are related to the moral
side of the sentence.

- All forms of private, double and other forms of negation are
associated with the modal characteristic of the sentence and therefore
are typed ways of expressing the actual division of the personal
sentence.

- Both sides of the CAN coincide against the background of
assertion, but also differ against the background of presumption:
neither the statement nor the denial are absolutely independent and
self-sufficient semantic structures: the statement is always based on
an implicit negative background (shadow semantics) and, conversely,
negation always has a positive background; therefore, the semantic
structure of the sentence should be determined taking into account
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this dialectic of the unity of the two sides of a single assertive
phenomenon.

- In paremiological units, only units (models) of constructive
syntax are represented, i.e. those that have their own structural scheme.

- Some conjunctions show the ability to have a specific effect
on the structuration of both simple and complex sentences; for
example, the conjunction »u in a simple sentence performs three
functions (negation, strengthening this negation and replacing the
position of the assertive predicate (usually - «aer»), and in a complex
sentence, in addition to these functions, also the function of
prescribing configuration requirements for the structure of the part in
which it enters as part of the double conjunction «uu..., HI».

The theoretical and practical significance of the research is
primarily connected with the clarification of the complex of
controversial issues of syntax through the prism of paremia
phraseological units of negative structure. The predicative nature of
the CAN, its paradigmatic-syntagmatic possibilities are put forward
and supported not only at the level of word combinations
(nominative), but also predicative phraseological units, not only at the
level of simple paremiological structures, but also their complex
constructions. This is especially revealed on the material of
constructions that do not have a counter-term along the line of the
CAN and those collocative units that are not used in their original
morphological forms; primarily due to the possibility of its application
as special courses on the syntax of paremiological units and
phraseological nominative combinations; phraseological units (PU) in
this regard needs some lexicographic corrections, because, as we note
in the work, a number of PU are presented in dictionaries in artificially
“stretched” forms, which are not typical for PU at all, as well as many
cases in lexicographic practice when PU is given as a vocable in an
affirmative form, which is not relevant for this PU, and the illustrative
material includes only negative forms; the material of our research can
be used in work on the compilation of phraseological, as well as
paremiological minimums (reference books).

Approbation and application. The dissertation work was
discussed at the Department of Modern Russian Language of BSU,
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the main provisions of the dissertation were presented at an
international conference, as well as in the materials of scientific
articles published abroad and in our Republic.

The organization where the dissertation work was
performed. The dissertation work was performed at the Department
of Modern Russian of Baku Slavic University.

The structure and scope of the dissertation. The dissertation
consists of an introduction, three chapters, a conclusion and a list of
references. Introduction — 7 pages, 10475 characters, Chapter | — 33
pages, 56164 characters, Chapter 1l — 41 pages, 65607 characters,
Chapter I11 — 39 pages, 61744 characters, Conclusion — 6 pages, 9935
characters. The total volume of the dissertation is 142 pages, 203925
characters.

THE MAIN CONTENT OF THE WORK

The “Introduction” presents the provisions related to the
justification of the degree of topicality of the chosen topic, with the
definition of the object, the subject of research, its goals and
objectives, scientific novelty, theoretical and practical significance of
the research, as well as the provisions that are submitted for
protection.

In the first chapter of the dissertation (“A brief history of the
study of the main aspects of CAN in science”), the issues of the
historical formation of various theories of qualification of the
epistemological essence of the Category of Affirmation and Negation
(CAN) are considered. The latter has been the subject of attention
since ancient times. It has received its scientific interpretation since
the time when the logical-grammatical nature of the sentence began
to be characterized based on the obligatory structuring of this
linguistic unit (a combination of words), and its functional
conjugation with a unit of thought (“... expressing one complete
thought™). The essence of this “complete thought” was determined
within the framework of what the sentence means and denotes
regarding non-linguistic reality — whether facts, states, signs and
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properties, etc. And even then there was an opinion that the entire
above-mentioned series should be considered facts — real or unreal.
The recognition of such a dichotomy (correlation) of reality/unreality
of facts, naturally, led to the recognition of special forms of their
linguistic design — affirmative or negative sentences.

However, if affirmative sentences were only designations of
the existence of a fact, and negative ones, respectively, of their non-
existence (unreality), then, it seems, there would be no special
problems in terms of understanding the referential correlation of the
sentence-utterance: some sentences would be considered a linguistic
expression of the existence of something (affirmative, and others —
its non-existence).

But CAN is distinguished, as we assume, by a special multi-
aspect, which led to the emergence of a number of historical
theoretical schools — purely linguistic, logical-philosophical and
other scientific directions, in which the epistemological nature of
negation was brought to the fore, as evidenced by the terminological
designation “category of negation” developed in science in the
absence of a correlative “category of affirmation”.

The history of the formation of various scientific schools and
trends in the space of CAN and especially the “category of negation”
is well covered in the works of V.N.Bondarenko'. The author
examines the logical foundations of concepts: a) negation in the
understanding of specialists in formal logic who recognize the theory
of “special negative reality”, which has undergone transformations in
the works of Western European scientists (A.Meinong, E.Husserl,
B.Russell, etc.); b) “the concept of reality other than this” (or the
concept of “denial as knowledge of another being”: “The other does
not exist in itself, but exists in relation to another other”.?): c) a
special place in this work is occupied by the consideration of the
concept of negation in the understanding of Aristotle, who believes
that objective non-existence has as many meanings as existence itself

! Bommapenxo, B.H. OtpumaHde Kak JOTHKO-TpAMMATHYECKAs KaTeropms /
B.H.Bonmapenko. — Mocksa: Hayka, — 1983. — 210 c.
? PBommapenko, B.H. OTpumande Kak JOTMKO-TpAMMATHYECKAs KaTeropms /
B.H.Bonmapenko. — Mockea: Hayka, —1983. —¢.10.
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has meanings®. On this basis, Aristotle recognizes both affirmative and
negative judgments as primary; d) another concept of negation was put
forward by representatives of the logical-psychological direction of
formal logic (H.Siegwart, V.Wundt, etc.), denial, according to these
scientists, exists only in abstract thought systems and is used, as a rule,
in terms of marking the infidelity (falsity) of the previous affirmative
thesis-judgment as a whole: In other words, denial is secondary — a
reaction to the prevention of psychological delusion.

And in general, even a cursory glance at the history of the
formation of the concepts of negation convinces that historically
negation (and in general CAN) was interpreted within the framework
of a logical judgment: the sentence was equated in all parameters of a
logical judgment.

The infertility of the mentioned interpretations was
subsequently clearly indicated in the works of Russian scientists M.I.
Karinsky, N.O.Lossky, P.S.Popov, etc., who to a certain extent
managed to translate the principles of interpretation of negation and
CAN in general to a linguistic platform.

According to M.l.Karinsky, any sentence should be considered
semantically bipartite (binomial), since it “consists of a constant idea of
existence, on the one hand, a variable quantity — that which is claimed to
exist — on the other™. Logically, the “constant idea of existence”
necessarily implies the idea of absence. Thus, the question of the
ontological nature of denial by M.l.Karinsky is considered in
inseparable connection with the statement that laid down certain
grounds for the interpretation of this language category within the
dialectic of the unity of both sides of a single language category — CAN.

Our work analyzes the opinions expressed by F.l.Buslaev,
I.1.Davydov, G.Paul, A.A.Shakhmatov, A.A.Potebnja and other
prominent linguists on the formal-grammatical nature of CAN.

Familiarization with the history of the development of CAN
concepts leads to the conclusion that the purely linguistic concept of

® PBommapenxo, B.H. OTpumande Kak JOTHKO-TpAMMATHYECKAs KaTeropms /
B.H.Bonmapenko. — Mocksa: Hayka, — 1983. — ¢.15.

4 Kapunckwii, M.W. Pa3Hornacus B mkosie HoBoro Owmmepusma / M. .KapuHckuid.
—Mocksa, — 1914. —c. 65.

10



understanding CAN, as a rule, includes a logical component of the
structure of this category, CAN is a logical-grammatical category: at
the level of propositional semantics (deep meaning), this category
cannot be devoid of logical semantics. From this point of view, the
designation “negation as a logical-grammatical category” should be
corrected to “CAN as a logical-grammatical category”.

We observe the study of negation as a logical-grammatical
category even in some modern studies. For example, E.V.Paducheva
in the book “Russian Negative Sentence” (2013) relies on the
negative form of the sentence and offers an original semantic
structure of negation with the obligatory reliance on the implicit
meaning of the sentence — presumption:

PeGenok eme He cnutr =~ PebeHok He cmut (assertion) =
Pebenok mo/mkeH ObLT yike craTh (presumption).

Pebenok ere He cruT ~ peOeHOK criuT (assertion) =~ pebeHok
He JOJDKEH craTh (presumption)’.

In itself, such a trichotomous description, as it seems to us, is
not a demonstration of the structuration of negation alone, it is based
on the associative potential of the interlocutors regarding the
inseparable connection of affirmation and negation.

Moreover, such a model of structuring negation (negative)
meaning does not justify itself at the level of consideration of
idiomatized predicative constructions.

Therefore, in our work we give some preference to the concept
of negation, which is presented in the “Russian Grammar”®.

The authors of this capital work proceed from: 1. The
inseparable unity of the parties to a single category of affirmation
/negation. 2. The principle of predicative qualification of the CAN. 3.
The need to classify negative proposals based on a single criterion of
mandatory/optional negation. 4. The legality of dividing proposals
into generally negative and privately negative.

> ITamyueBa, E.B. Pycckoe otpumartenpHoe mnpeioxenue / — Mocksa: SI3biku
craBsHCKO# KynbTypsl, — 2013. —c. 241.

® IlIsenosa, H.IO. Pycckas rpammarika / H.IO.IlIBenoBa. — Mocksa: Hayxa, T. Il
—1980. —c. 402-421.
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Taking into account the noted diverse interpretation of the
nature of CAN, at the end of the chapter we present our following
initial theoretical principles for further analysis and qualification of
the material:

1. The bulk of the controversial provisions, in our opinion, is
due to the frankly undifferentiated attitude (both logicians and
linguists) to a specific linguistic material: when qualifying the logical
and grammatical essence of the CAN, the objective factor of non-
identity, referential correlation and semantic structures of ordinary,
syntagmatically-paradigmatically ~ free predicative units with
predicative structures of the paremia-phraseological fund is not taken
into account. According to I.H.Hamidov, who studied CAN in
axiomatic aphoristic constructions’, the linguistic essence of CAN in
predicative units a) Ha cym moTomcTBa siBKa He 00s3areiibHa
(aphorism), b) A moau Tak u He 3ameuanu mapanos (C.H.Aitmatov;
an ordinary, free sentence), ) Ilox nexaunii KAMEHb M BOJIa HE T€YET
(proverb), d) Tam eme xoup He Bamsuics (phraseology) can not be
qualified frontally, without taking into account the specifics of these
constructions in terms of degrees of semantic abstraction, semantic
generalization.

2. The next important point related to the diverse interpretation
of the nature and mechanism of the CAN is the question of its
predicative or purely modal affiliation. We further adhere, following
the authors of the “Russian Grammar”, to the opinion about the
predicative categorical essence of the CAN. Russian sentence is
based on the following factors: a) the absolute verbocentricity of the
Russian sentence, b) the obligatory participation of the “ma/uer
morpheme” in the sentence structure, ¢) the indisputability of the fact
that only in combination with the predicate the Russian sentence
becomes negative (the so-called “general negative”), the private
negation “does not shake the general affirmative meaning of the
statement” (A.M. Peshkovsky).

3. In this case, we proceed from the fact that if we recognize a
linguistic category within the mandatory unity of the opposing

" Tamumos, WT. ®dunocousi rpaMMaTHKH TapeMHuo (ppa3eonormyeckux emuHuI /
WN.I" T'amuzos. — baky: Myrapmkum, — 2017. —¢. 91-116.
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parties forming a single category, then the terminological designation
“category of negation” should be recognized as not entirely correct:
it is not logical to elevate to the rank of a special grammatical
category one of the correlative members of a single category — only
negation, whereas in none of the existing sources there is a
correlative designation “category of affirmation”. Giving priority to
negation looks as if we recognized the form of the imperfect form of
a verb of a special category, and the forms of the perfect form within
the framework of a single category of the verb form were not
considered as such.

Some researchers justify the use of the designation “category
of negation” by the fact that negation has a whole complex of means
and methods of linguistic expression, and the affirmation (positive
meaning) is not accompanied by these means of expression.

However, we recognize another logic: if negative statements
are materially marked and this marking serves as proof of their
linguistic reality, then the fact of the absence of these means acts as a
means of marking in affirmative sentences, i.e. the factor of the
expression of affirmativeness is a phenomenon that is formulated by
N.A.Panina as “the presence of absence 8 absence, which is
mandatory in these positions.

Taking into account the above and some other related factors,
we decided in the following chapters of the dissertation to consider
the CAN in phraseological units and paremiological units separately.

The main provisions and materials of the first chapter are
presented in the following publications author.®

® Mamuna, H.A. IMIUTHITHTHOCT SI36IKOBOTO BEIPAKEHHS W e& THIIBI // 3HAUeHHe H
CMBICI peueBbIxX oOpazoBanuid. — Kamunun: KI'Y, — 1979. — c. 48-49.

% Tammmu, A.T. Mcrounnku TEOPETUYECKUX PAa3HOTIACUH OTHOCUTEIBHO
KaTErOpPHHU yTBEPXKACHUSI-OTPULIAHUS U HEKOTOPbIC IPHHUMIIBI UX npeoxoeHus //
— Ganca: Ganca Dovlat Universiteti, EImi xabarlor. Fundamental, humanitar vo
tobiot elmlari seriyasi, — 2020. Nel, — s. 283-289.; Kareropusi yTBepxaeHus/
OTpUIIAHUS B JMHIBUCTHYECKUX y4yenusix // — Baki: Baki Dovlot Universiteti, Dil
Vo odabiyyat, — 2020. Ne1(113), —s. 146-151.; TpakTOBKa KATETOPUH YTBEPKACHHUS
(oTpumanmg) B JMHTBUCTHYECKMX YyueHusx // Doktorantlarin  va  gonc
todqiqatgilarin XXIII Respublika elmi konfransin materiallari, — Baki: — 03-04
dekabr, — 2019, —s. 182-184.
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The second chapter of the work “Constructive-semantic
functions of the CAN in phraseological units” is devoted to the
analysis of the functional life of the marked category in the space of
phraseological constructions. Separate paragraphs are devoted to
negation: a) in nominal phraseological units (He axTu Kakoif; He
BEJIMKa BAYKHOCTH; HE OOJIbIIIe, HE MEHBIIIE; uepTy He Opar; 0e3 cydka
U 3aJ0pUHKH; He 0e3 rpexa, HUYero momoOHoro, etc.), b) verbal
phraseological units (Bpemst He TepnuT; He IUIACATh MO AYIKY; HE
6paTB B TOJIK; PBIJIOM HE BBIIIECI; HC BCTAaBJIATH IMAJIKM B KOJIECA, HE
6paTB B I'OJIOBY, H€ BCpUTH CBOUM rIJjiadaM,; OTKyJda HU BO3BbMMUCEH,
CBETa HE B3BUICTH, €fC.); C) phraseological units of the predicative
structure (PUPS) (Gamka He BapuT, KOHb €II€ HE BasIICA; KOT
HaIJIakall; Kpaiie B Tpo0 KiIaayT; rydoa He Aypa; urpa He CTOUT CBEY;
OBYHMHKA BBIJACIIKHN HEC CTOUT, etc.).

The specificity of negation in nominal phraseological units lies
in the fact that a) the participation of the negative «uer» in them is
excluded: the word «mer» as an impersonal predicative word
translates any combination to the level of a predicative, propositional
unit; b) the so-called double negation is not formed in nominal PU,
which thereby proves its predicate status; but enhanced (cumulative)
negation for these structures is quite relevant (ue 6, He M, He B
CTOpOHY; HUuero mnopobHoro, etc.); ¢) the functions of the above-
mentioned means of expressing negation are different. So, for
example, the word «6e3» acts, as a rule, in the role of creating a
negative-circumstantial meaning of phraseology (0e3 3a3penus
COBECTHU=HE CThIIACh HUKOro U Huyero), and the prefix «0e3...» is
assigned to the axiology of subjective evaluation — the absence of
something: 6e3rananHast rOJIOBYINKa, Oe30HHAs O0uKa, etc.

The negative particle «au» (HH..., HH...), in phraseological
units, performs not two functions, as is commonly believed, but three
objectively represented functions — negation, reinforcement of this
negation and, as we believe, the function of neutralizing predicate in
the semantic field of assertion; due to this latter function, these
predicates are usually eliminated: ve 6bpuT0 HU CIyXy, HU JTyXy=HET
HU CITyXY, HU JyXy= HH CIIyXy, HU OyXy (Compare: Hu 6ory cBeuka,
HH 4epTy Kouepra, HH K Celly, HU K Topozy, etc.).
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In conclusion of this paragraph, the need for a more thorough
study of the nature of negation in nominal PU is emphasized, since two
groups of constructions are clearly distinguished among the latter:

1. Nominal negative PU allowing affirmative correlates (ae 6e3
rpexa-0e3 rpexa-0e3rpeliHbiii; 4epTy He OpaT-uepTy OpaT, HE B
CBOCH Tapelike-B CBOEH Tapeike, etc.).

2. Nominal negative PU that do not have affirmative correlates
(He B KOHs KOpM; HH Oeca JIBICOTO; HH TJlaca, HU BO3/bIXaHus, etC.).

As for negation (and in general CAN) in verbal phraseological
units, the latter show a slightly different character. If the nominal PU
CAN is involved within the zero-paradigm and is purely modal in
nature (except for constructions with «um..., Hu...»), then in verbal
phraseological units it has a clear imprint of predicativity. This is
especially noticeable in PU with the personal form of the verb:
... IUISIIIET TOJ YYXKYK IYAKY — HE IUISIIH NoJ 4yxyko ayaky (if
there is an initial, infinitive form as in the negative («He misicath moa
YyXKYI0 AYAKY» M «IUIsicaTh MO 4yXyro aynky»). This group is
distinguished by a potential paradigmatic system. However, there is
another group of PU which do not allow a correlative positive form:
«PbIJIOM HE BBIHICII»-«PbIJIOM BBILICID» «PBIJIOM HE BBIMTHY (9) Here,
apparently, the mechanism of a high degree of phraseologization and
petrification of this combination is triggered in the form of a personal
verb (the infinitive form «pslioM He BeITHY 1 not real).

There are similar PU in the affirmative form, which does not
correlate with the negative form: «... ObU1 1a cCrIbLIY, «BEChH
BeIe», etc. and do not have an initial, infinitive form in the
paradigm (ObITh J1a BCIIBITE; BeCh BhIATH (?).

One more feature of verbal PU should be noted: even in the
presence of a wide paradigmatic series (He BCTaBIATH MAJKH B
KOJ€Ca-BCTaBJIATh..., HC BCTaBJISH .. ., HC CJICAYCT BCTABJIATh..., etc.)
do not enter the oppositional system of general/particular negation
functioning only on the basis of general negation. Multiple (double)
negation is also irrelevant for these constructions. With the
contextual expansion of the verb phraseology, cases of strengthening
negation are possible, but the element of reinforcing negation in
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these constructions is an elective that is not part of the PU structure,
I.e. not being an element of the PU structure:

Hait  Oor TosbKO, YTOOBI KHA3b KyTy30B ... B3I
I[eﬁCTBHTeHBHyIO BJIACTHh U HE IIO3BOJIMI OBl HUKOMY BCTaBJIATb cebe
naiku B kosieca (JI. Toncroi. «BoitHa u Mupy. 1. |, 111 14).

The potential occurrence/non-occurrence of verbal PU in the
correlative series of affirmation/negation, as we believe, depends on
the degree of phraseologization of the entire construction and on the
degree of weakening of the predicate semantics of the verb word. In
other words, if the verb word retains its categorical meaning, its
dominant role in the structure of the PU, then the latter has both
affirmative and negative forms (sepmemwvcs nepeo enazamulmne
sepmemuvcs nepeo enazamu); if the verb word appears with a
weakened categorical meaning, then the PU with this verb is not
included in the correlative series and does not have the original
infinitive form: Beprutcs Ha s3pike — BepreThcs Ha s3bike (?) — He
BEpTHUTCS Ha si3bIke (?); HE B3BUJCTH CBETa — B3BUICTH CBET (?); He
BEPTUTCS Ha KOHYHKE s13b1Ka (?), etc.

In the group of phraseological constructions of the
propositional structure (PCPS), some patterns are revealed, either
common with nominative PU, or specific.

Our observations allow us to believe that the regularities of the
functioning of the CAN in the PUPS should not be sought in the
correlation of the action of the marked category with the type of
sentence expressed by the PUPS. This connection should be sought
in the system of semantic parameters, based on the sign of
equivalence of the PUPS of a particular language unit:

a) PUPS equivalent to the word (kpame B rpo® kmamyt =
UCXYIABIINM, OJICTHBIN);

b) PUPS equivalent to the word combination (kot nHamakan =
OYCHb MaJI0, HUYTOXXHO MAJo, KYPBI HE KIIIOIOT OYCHb MHOFO);

c) PUPS equivalent to the sentence (koub ere He Baysics —
HUKakKas paboTa (HUYero) euie He CAENaHo).

Such a stratification technique makes it possible to fairly
objectively characterize and argue for the entry/non-entry of a
particular instance of PUPS into the correlation of
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affirmation/negation (kyna riasa rasaar # Kyaa riasa He rsaaat (?)
wim Kyna Makap tensar He roustn # Kyna Maxkap tensat ronsun (?);
Wrpa we crout cBeu = Urpa crour cBeu, etc.); inclusions/non-
inclusions into the system of general/particular negation (they are
generally negative, with rare exceptions), as well as participation in
the system of multiple, double negation, which is excluded here.

What has been said gets its material confirmation by the fact
that a) many PUPS are reduced forms of parts of complex syntactic
constructions, parts that have a functional “duty” to express the
phraseological meaning of the entire complex structure: I'yba ue
nypa (I'yba He mypa, sI3bIK HE JIONATKAa. 3HAIOT, /i€ TOPHKO, a TIe
CJIaJIKO, I[eHer KYPbI HC KIIIOIOT (I[eHer KYPbI HC KIIIOIOT U co0aku He
enat; He momunaii muxom (...a 100poM — Kak xouelib, etc.); b) in the
field of FEPS, almost all models of single- and two-part Russian
sentences are presented, which indicates the possibilities of PUPS to
participate in systemic relations with the CAN: PUPS of a negative
structure “duplicate” the main types of negation — general and
private, although the functioning of the latter in PUPS is due to the
property of the prevalence of the model: n36a He 6panbio pyouTCs,
Aylia HE Ha MECTEC, HC C TOU HOTHU BCTaJl, HC K HOYHA 6ynb IMNOMSIHYTO,
etc. (These samples make up a scanty group in the field of PUPS).
Consequently, the particular negation in these constructions marks
that these PU still maintain some living connections with free
propositional constructions, indicates the systemic relations of the
particular and general negation in the typology of the Russian
sentence.

A special place in our work is given to the consideration of
CAN in the model types of PUPS: definitely personal, generically
personal, vaguely personal and impersonal.

Thus, negation in verbal PU plays a special role: it acts as a
concentrate (combination) in these units of the meaning of negation
and hidden predicativity. Verbal FE once again demonstrate the
predicative charge not only of the predicate word «uer», but also of
its semi-functional substitutes — the particle «ne» and, especially,
«HHU..., HH...».
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The main provisions and materials of the second chapter are
presented in the following publications author.™

In the third chapter of the work “The role of the cateqori of
affirmation/negation and means of negation in paremiological
units” the functioning of the CAN in paremiological units is
considered.

In the first paragraph, we are talking about the main aspects of
the linguistic study of proverbs and sayings, about the thorough
works of famous paremiologists, such as G.L.Permyakov, A.Dandis,
Yu.Levin, L.B.Savinkova, etc.

The linguocognitive status of the mentioned units is
particularly noted — in cognitive linguistics, paremiological units are
unconditionally qualified as models of national worldview and world
perception: paremiological units are exclusively anthropocentric and
ethno-psychologically charged like no other linguistic unit. In this
sense, the CAN in paremia units has a special cognitive load.

Let us comment on what has been said: in principle, if we take
into account the indisputable position that proverbs, sayings are signs
of ascertaining (analytical) thinking, then we can say that the
overwhelming majority of negative proverbs, sayings can be
expressed in affirmative constructions: be3 orus meiMa Her = (Her
JAbIMa oe3 OFHH) = Fz[e IObIM, TaM U OI'OHb, Hannune AbIMa TOBOPHUT O
Haanynu oras;, Eciou ecth ObIM, cTaI0 OBITH, €CTH U OTOHb, EXC.

And to the question about the reasons for the fixation of only
negative forms in the language «Her apima 6e3 oras» ... and their
cognitive power, M.A.Cherkassky answers: “... Every paremia
contains, in addition to factual, also evaluative and ethical
information. It is characteristic that in most paremias, “bad”

Y Tammmu, A.T. Kareropust yTBep)kneHUs/OTpULIaHNs B (PPa3eosIOrHUECKHX

eIMHHLAX NpeauKaTHBHOrO crpoeHus // — Ykpanna: Beehi 3ammcku Taspiiicbkoro
HammonansHoro  YuiBepcurery 1meH1  B.l.Beprancwekoro. Cepis:  dinosoris.
Kypnamictuka, — 2021. Ne2, — c¢. 89-94; Orpumanme B DJIAroJbHBIX
(paseornornueckux enunuiax // — Baki: Baki Slavyan Universiteti, Humanitar elmlarin
oyranilmasinin aktual problemloari, — 2022. Ne3, — 5.71-76.; Negation in phraseological
units of the predicative structure of the generalized personal structure //
Interdisciplinary research: Scientific Horizons and Perspectives. Il International
Scientific and Theoretical Conference. — Vilnius: — 6 May, 2022. — p. 40-42.
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situations are treated in one way or another. Apparently, the role of
ethical norms is mainly reduced to correcting social “noises”, and
therefore the norms themselves are not particularly positive
prescriptions, but prohibitions (compare: the biblical «ne youil», «ne
pradu»)”ll.

In general, agreeing with the opinion of M.A.Cherkassky, we
note, however, that not all paremias of negative structure (and
meaning) fit into the framework of the concept of “prohibition™ or
moralizing. The latter are characteristic of units such as «He ymeemns
IIUTh, TaK U He opu», «He pyou nepeBo He mo cedey, etc. But in the
semantic structure of units «bommuBoii KOpoBe OOr por He aaeT,
«Her rpexa 601mBoMy ciiomath poray, etc., there is, as can be seen,
another cognitive charge, another philosophy — the statement of
justice and permission.

Consequently, the power of negation (negative form) is not
only in some ethical norms and their correction, but also in the fact
that a) negation is always formally (with the exception of implicit)
expressed by several means of language; their presence imposes a
certain trace in associative memory (pronounced prohibition is better
remembered) and in the visual-auditory mechanism of a person. This
was one of the actual ways of influencing the minds of medieval
man; b) the affirmative form in this sense looks like a weak cognitive
system: Benp 3anpetusiii/forbidden (a we mo3Bomenusriit/but not
permitted) mmon cmamok; ¢) denial is therefore a strong motor
stimulus in human cognitive systems; therefore, the proverb «mmno B
Mellke He yrauiib» has become a byword in all languages, and the
form «Illuo B Memke Bceraa ckaxercs» is not known to anyone.

Materials of various structural types of proverbs and sayings —
simple, complex — are considered separately.

In the system of simple proverbial constructions of negative
structure, the most widespread use is inherent in the impersonal
predicative word «Het»: Ha npaBny Het cyna; Ha nenprax et Tanru (it
is not known how they are earned); 6e3 TeprieHbs He criaceHbs, etc.

" Yepkaccknii, M.A. OmbIT moctpoernst GyHKIHOHATBHON MOJETH OJHOM YacTHOI
cemuotraeckoit cuctemsl // — Mocksa: [Tapemuosiornueckuii coopauk, — 1978. — c. 38.
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Observations show that negative paremia-constructions represent
a whole complex of synonymic-stylistic forms of negation, for which
the impersonal predicative word «HeT» is still the basic one, with which
all other forms of expression of negation somehow correlate, presenting
it in paradigmatic substitutes (uer, e 66110, He OyeT), OF in its lexical-
morphological substitutes (uu..., HeT, HHU..., HH..., HEIb3s, etC.):
IIpaBna cyna e Oourcs; [Ipaaa He cynuma; Ha mpaBny cyna Het; Ha
mpaBay HeT U cyaa; [IpaBna B orue He ropur ... etc.

The constructive possibilities of the impersonal predicative
word «HeT» are manifested in both simple and complex sentences
(Ha s13bIk HET MONUTHHBI, Y JICHUBOW MPSXH U MPO ceOsl HET pyOaxu
/l Korna Her ceMbH, Tak u aoma HeT, Kak HeT B yib€ MAaTKH, TaK U
Her nopsinky; (Joporu TBom copok co0oJieii), a Ha MpaBIy U ILCHBI
HET).

Both in ordinary sentences and in paremia units, the
combination of two impersonal words «HeT» and «Henb3s» as part of
a simple model is not permissible. Each of these predicative words
can be combined with negative reinforcement formants (Bosce
HEIb3sI; HUKAK HeT, HeT HM T/e, HeT coBceMm). It should be especially
noted that there are no proverbial constructions with double negation:
paremia units of any complexity of the structure do not accept
models of double negation. We see the reason for this in the
following. Double negation represents the area of a somewhat
conditional rhetoric-stylistic arsenal of individual speech, its special
figure. Such a method of assertion is not typical for the structure of
paremia units in which the laws of the conceptual-figurative system
of language, stable laws of structuration of units of analytical
thinking, and not the laws of the invidual-author’s style operate.

Negative particles «He» are included in the system of modeling
tools of the following types of paremia constructions: a) when
combined with a verbal predicate in the form of present and future
tenses: K namemy Oepery ne npusanum xopoiiee nepeBo; Cuactbe
JIETKO Ha TMOMHHE He Owvleaem, €tc. b) in combination with the
nominal part of the compound predicate: Ilpo Hyxay 3aKkoH He
nucan; BenqHOCT He nopoe; 3anac Memiky xe nopua, €tc.; C) in
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combination with the imperative form of the predicate: C 6orarsim
He maeaticsi; OT CyMbl 10 OT TIOPbMBI He OMPEKAticsl.

As can be seen from the examples, the time forms of predicates
in these constructions are strictly designated — the present and the
future. Both forms serve as an expression of the semantics of pan-
chronism (generality of time), which is realized against the
background of the generality of the category of person (pan-
subjectivity) and pan-locality (generalized place). However, the
dominant predicate form in this scenario of generalized negation is
the present tense form — the main base of generalized semantics.

The functioning of the negative «uu..., HW» in paremia IS
realized within the framework of the following models: a) in
combination with nouns: Hu peiba, Hu Msico, HU KOpTaH, HU Psca;
Hu k ropoay, HH K ceny, etc.; in these constructions, the marked
combinations (uu + n.) they act as original impersonal predicative
words that do not need lexical additions and comments in their
phraseologized semantics; b) in combination with nouns
accompanied by a verb (additional) predicate: Hu B 3aTbluku, HU B
MOATBHIYKU He cooumcs; Hu oT kameHs 1jiona, HU OT Bopa J100pa He
oooicoewncs, etc. ¢) in combination with the infinitive: He aats, He
B34Th, He mpojath (i.e. impossible); d) in combination with the
negative actualized element and the negative nominal part of the
predicate: Hu cebe ne 20ic, Hu 11005M He NPU20IC.

In all the examples, the marked negative means performs various
functions — the function of only amplification (block b), amplification
and negation (block d) and combining these two functions with the
function of neutralizing the predicate (blocks a and c).

Consequently, the semantics-syntactic functions «Hwu. .., Hr» mMust
be considered differentially and not to qualify this means of negation
frontally.

In the work, special attention is paid to the functioning of the
so-called partial negation in paremia units.

Private negation in syntactic theory is usually qualified from the
point of view of the actual articulation of the utterance. This point of
view in relation to paremiological units does not seem to us to be
entirely correct: firstly, the actual division for proverbial constructions is
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not relevant, since it (the form of its implementation) in paroemias does
not act as a means of isolating, highlighting a structural element as a
rhyme of utterance (as in ordinary sentences), but serves as a means of
the highest strengthening of the semantic opposition of the elements of
the structure of the paremia interconnected by the allied means «#e..., a
...» (M30a xpacma He yrmamu, a nuporamu); secondly, such a
connectedness of elements in the paremias is “one-time”, permanent,
because the whole construction of the proverb as a whole is constantly,
phraseologically stable and it does not allow another form of
“actualization”: «He u36a KpacHa UPOTaMH; He u30a KpacHa yriamu»
and in meaning and semantic design are not normative. As for the actual
division as a syntactic and logical-semantic phenomenon, it functions in
free sentences on a “sliding horizontal” and is not assigned to any
element of the utterance, which allows the isolation of any structural
element.

Thus, private negation in paremia units, in addition to the noted
structuring role, also performs an evaluative and expressive function in
the sense of a strategy for the qualification of values. After all, it is clear
that the constructions «Bce coBepiiaercss B MUpe HE HallleM YMOM» Of
«Bce coepraercs boxxeum cynom» separately do not have the poetic
and aesthetic power that is inherent in the unit «He rawum ymom, a
boorcvum cyoom Bce coepiuaercsi». As can be seen, in the latter case,
the mentioned axiological strategy is elevated to the rank of dialectical
unity of opposites: C nieuanu we mpym, a coxwym.

Combinations formed by the negative «ue ..., a ...» suggest the
genetic ambiguity of the general construction (Bopsl He poaom
Be/yTCs, a Koro Oec cmspker, etc.), which is often used in a reduced
version, i.e. in the form of a private negation: e ot 100pa nepeBo
JHCThsl poHsieT (a oT 3mol oceHu); borateiii He 30;0TO ect, (a
OcIHBI HE KaMCHb TJIOKUT); benblil cBeT He KIMHOM corescs, (a
...), etc.

In the last paragraph of the chapter, the issues of the
functioning of the CAN in the paremias of a complex structure are
considered. The analysis of the material objectively leads to the
conclusion: the whole system of methods and means of negation
involved in the syntactic-semantic design of complex paremia
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constructions appear in the fund of ordinary sentences. But not the
whole system of these means, characteristic of ordinary complex
sentences, is represented in paremiological constructions. And this is
evidence that paremiological constructions involve those means of
expressing negation that participate in the process of
phraseologization of a common complex construction. These are
primarily negative multiples of «He..., He...», «HH..., HU...», KHET
..., HET...».

The main provisions and materials of the third chapter are
presented in the following publications author.*?

At the conclusion of the dissertation, the general results of the
work done on the systematization of the means of representing
negation in paremiological units are summarized.

Phraseological units of paremiological structures as
phraseological ~units fit into the general system of
paremiophraseological units, firstly, by the fact that they possess all the
properties of phraseological units, and secondly, by the fact that
phraseological units of paremiological structures reveal systemic
connections with the typology of free sentences at the level of
isomorphism: all models (structural schemes) both two-part and one-
part sentences of constructive syntax: phraseological units of
paremiological structures are not based on the model of nominal,
genitive and infinitive sentences. This is another evidence that nominal,
genitive, and so-called infinitive one-part sentences are not independent
models of constructive syntax, but, most likely, the rhematic elements
of full-blooded two- or one-part statements of communicative syntax.

As for the paremiological units analyzed in this work in the status
of negative constructions, as we have already seen during the analysis,

2 Pammmu, A.T. Otpunanue B MOCIOBUIAX, TOCTPOEHHBIX IO MOJAEIH MIPOCTOrO
npemioxenuss // — Baki: Baki Slavyan Universiteti, Humanitar elmlarin
oyranilmasinin aktual problemlori, — 2022. Ne2, — 5.93-100.; YacTHoe oTpULIaHUE B
napeMuoKoHCTpyKimax // Baki Slavyan Universitetinin 75-illiyina hosr olunmus
“Turk diinyasi: geosiyasot vo madani realliqlar” Beynalxalg elmi-praktik
konfransin materiallari, — Baki: — 8 dekabr, 2021, — s.27-31.; K Bompocy o
KOHCTPYKIIMU YTBEPXKICHHUs/ OTPUIIAHUS B pycckoM si3bike // «Advances in
Science and Technology» LVII MexayHapogHas HaydHO-TIpaKTHIECKas
koH(pepenuus, — Poccusi: Mockea, — 15 gexabps, — 2023, — ¢. 262-264.
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their categorical and semantic characteristics do not duplicate the noted
properties of ordinary sentences. The functioning of the
affirmation/negation category in paremioconstructions convinces that
the degree of semantic generalization and generalization of grammatical
categories of person, time, space and modality in these phraseologized
structures far exceeds the degree of generalization of the semantic
structure in syntactically free (ordinary) sentences. Therefore, they
should not be represented in the typological system of ordinary
sentences: they have their own typology of models that are
homonymous with models of ordinary sentences. For clarity of this
idea, it seems that one fact from classification models, for example,
single-part sentences, will be sufficient. In almost all classifications of
the latter, examples from the system of conventional proposed models
are used as illustrative material, except for generalized personal
constructions. For unknown reasons, to illustrate this type of one-part
sentences, proverbial units are referred to, not paying attention to the
fact that in proverbial constructions not only the category of the person
is generalized (which confirms the name of this type of sentences), but
also other categories — time, space and modalities. According to this
logic, these sentences can be qualified as constructions of generalized
temporal or generalized spatial meaning.

The main provisions of the dissertation are reflected in the
following published works of the author:

1. TpakroBka KaTeropuum  yTBEp)KIeHUS  (OTpULIaHUS) B
JUHTBUCTHYECKHX Yy4yeHHMax // Doktorantlarin  vo gonc
todqiqatcilarin XXIII Respublika elmi konfrans1 materiallari, —
Baki1: — 03-04 dekabr, — 2019, —s. 182-184.

2. VICTOUHUKH TEOpETHYECKHMX pPAa3HOTJIACHA  OTHOCHTEIHHO
KAaTE€ropuM YTBEP)KJIECHUA-OTPULIAHHSI U HEKOTOPHIE TPUHLHUIIBI
ux npeoponenus // — Ganca: Ganca Dovloat Universiteti, EImi
Xabarlar. Fundamental, humanitar vo tobist elmlori seriyasi, —
2020. Nel, —s. 283-289.

3. Kateropusi yTBep>KICHUS/OTPUIIAHUS B JIMHTBUCTHYECKUX
yuenusx // — Baki: Baki Dovloat Universiteti, Dil vo adabiyyat,
—2020. Nel(113), —s. 146-151.
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10.

. Kareropus yTBEpXKACHMA/OTPHUAHHA B (PPascoIOrHYECKUX

e[MHULIAX NPEAUKATHBHOIO CTpoeHus // — Ykpauna: Beehs
3anucku Taspiiickkoro HanponaneHoro VHiBepcuTeTy 1MeH1
B.I.Bepuancexoro. Cepia: ®@inonoria. Xypuanictuka, — 2021.
Ne2, — c. 89-94.

. YacTHoe OoTpUuaHKe B MapeMHOKOHCTpYKumsx // Baki Slavyan

Universitetinin  75-illiyina hosr olunmus “Tiirk diinyasi:
geosiyasat va moadoni realliglar” Beynolxalq elmi-praktik
konfransin materiallari, — Baki: — 8 dekabr, 2021, —s.27-31.

. Otpunianye B MOCNOBUIIAX, HOCTPOSHHEIX M0 MOJETH MPOCTOrO

npepoxeHus // — Baki: Baki Slavyan Universiteti, Humanitar
elmlorin &yronilmasinin aktual problemlari, — 2022. Ne2, —
$.93-100.

. OTpuuanue B rnaronsHbIX (ppaseonormyeckux eguHuuax // —

Baki: Baki Slavyan Universiteti, Humanitar elmlarin
Oyrenilmasinin aktual problemlori, — 2022, Ne3, --5.71-76.
Negation in phraseological units of the predicative structure of
the generalized personal structure // Interdisciplinary research:
Scientific Horizons and Perspectives. III International
Scientific and Theoretical Conference. — Vilnius: — 6 may,
2022. —s. 40-42.

. K Bonpocy o KOHCTpYKUMH YTBepXIESHHS/ OTPHUIAHHMA B

pycckom sizeike // «Advances in Science and Technology»
LVII Mexaynapoanas Hay4HO-NpaKTHYECKas KOHpEPeHUHs, —
Poccusa: Mocksa, — 15 gexabps, — 2023, —c. 262-264.

KYO wu cpeactsa OTpulIaHHAd B NapeMHOKOHCTPYKIMAX
cnoxuoii monenu // — MockBa: Pycckuii s3eik 3a pyGexom,
Mex{yHapoHbIH acMPaHTCKHi BecTHHK, — 2023.  Ned,
-¢. 57-61.

5






_ _ 0o
The defense will be held on A ?’ MMM at 75 at

the meeting of the Dissertation council ED 2.13 of Supreme
Attestation Commission under the President of the Republic of
Azerbaijan operating at Baku Slavic University.

Address: AZ 1014, Baku, S.Rustam Street 33.

Dissertation is accessible at the Baku Slavic University Library.

Electronic version of the abstract is available on the official website
of the Baku Slavic University.

Abstract was sent to the required addresses onp?,g A/ Wamgw:zo:axt.




Signed for print: 24.10.2024
Paper format: A5
Volume: 40596 characters

Number of hard copies: 20





