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GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE WORK

Relevance and studying degree of the topic. One-member
nominative sentences represent a special layer in the typology of the
Russian simple sentence. These units are considered in almost all
modern school and university textbooks, analyzed in academic
publications. The material of the one-member sentences (ONS)
became the object of study of several dissertations written in the late
60s and early 70s of the twentieth century. A large number of articles
have been devoted to them, in which certain lexical and grammatical
features and stylistic possibilities have been revealed.

Despite a fairly serious research attention, ONSs are still the
subject of theoretical disagreements, which in practice of teaching
turn into great difficulties in their qualification.

One way or another, unified scientific grounds for determining the
linguistic (systemic) status of ONSs have not yet been developed in
Russian linguistics, which leads either to an unjustifiably narrow
understanding of the grammatical nature of these units, to a narrowing
of their syntactic boundaries, or to their broad interpretation, in which
units are included in the sphere of functioning of the ONSs under
various pretexts, only outwardly — as nouns or substantive combinations
—resembling one-member "substantive", i.e. denominative suggestions.

The current picture of studying and qualifying ONSs is due to the
fact that:

a) many researchers of the system of one-member sentences
proceed from a single, in their opinion, principle of contrasting the form
of expression of the main member in one-member constructions — from
the opposition of a personal verb and a noun, and the latter is distributed
as follows: if the main member of the sentence is a noun in the form of
the nominative case, then this is a denominative (nominative) sentence
(bose. O6Mmopok. bonsruiia), but if this is the form of the genitive case,
then the sentence is considered genitive (L[pmi! Hu 3Byka!); b) some
scientists include in the complex of differential features of ONS the
property of presence/absence of modal evaluation, in which only those
units that are devoid of the semantics of emotional evaluation are
recognized as nominative: such as “Taiira. Beunas mep3nora.”; as for
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units like “Kakast xpacora! IIpocro uyno!”, then they are considered
two-member incomplete, although the presence/absence of a subjective
modal assessment cannot, in our opinion, be a criterion for establishing
the type, constructive model of a sentence as a syntactic unit. In other
words, the units “Becna” and “Becna! Kpacora!™ represent identical
constructive models of ONSs, although they differ in exclamation/non-
exclamation; c) the determination of the special place of ONSs in the
system of one-member sentences by some researchers is subject to a
purely semantic feature — the possibility of naming a certain object, if
present, perceived in concrete terms, visible space-time limits; however,
a purely semantic characteristic narrows the limits of ONS; outside
these limits there are sentences, the meaning of which is not to state
some phenomenon or fact of reality, but in their emotional designation,
expressive qualification [for more details, see 1.1, Chapter I]; d) there
are no studies in the field of ONSs focused on modern theories of
reference (theories of stable correlation of a designation, a linguistic unit
with a concept), which has been intensively developed recently and
which can become a key point in removing the duality of ONSs, when
they are considered in one case predicate, and in others subject. This
state is one of the most complex theoretical assessments, in which the
main member of a constructive syntactic unit is recognized as either a
predicate or a subject; e) in the theory of syntax there are no attempts to
qualify one-member sentences in general and ONSs — in particular from
the standpoint of actualization, i.e. from the standpoint of the actual
division of the proposal; the position of the noun in these sentences in
the context of the topic-rheme opposition is not determined; if the main
member of the ONS can be qualified, as is done in some cases, either as
a subject or as a predicate, then, apparently, this member of the sentence
should also be able to perform the functions of both theme and rheme.
Our preliminary analytical procedures confirm the opposite — ONSs in
the vast majority of cases actualize the rhematic element of the
predicative unit, i.e. they consist of rhema; f) the position of syntacticists
in relation to constructions with adverbial extenders is not entirely clear:
“Jlom 3a pekoit”, “CneBa muchbmeHHbli cton” (like remarks). These
units also receive an ambiguous interpretation — either as denominations



or as two-member elliptical ones — this complicates the process of their
syntactic analysis both in school and university practice.

These and some other propositions (they will be discussed in
Chapter 1), related to the identification of systemic relations in the field
of ONSs, with the establishment of their syntactic status and functional
nature, determine the degree of relevance of the study of nominative
sentences in the Russian language.

The material for our analysis will be units selected from the
classical and modern fiction and journalistic literature of Russian writers
and poets. Due to the fact that we consider ONS units in all their formal
semantic modifications, we have compiled a card index that includes
both ONSs and some constructions similar to them in form, meaning
and function for comparative analysis, and also to establish the scope of
paradigmatic and syntagmatic capabilities of the similar units being
compared. As for attracting material from texts of various genres
(poetry, prose, drama), the question seems to us to be fundamental in the
sense that the linguistic reality of ONSs, if we consider them to be a
special model of the Russian member sentence, must be confirmed and
illustrated in all genres of the living language , in other words, it must be
proven that ONS is not specific to any one sphere of the existence of
language.

The object and the subject of the study. The object of the
study, therefore, is the structure, the systematically organized sphere
of Russian one-member sentences, opposed to each other within the
limits of verbal and nominal constructions, possessing all the
categorical properties of the sentence — predicativity, modality and
syntactic tense.

The subject of the study is the corpus of nominal
(denominative) one-member sentences of the Russian language and
the system of formally and semantically similar denominative units
that reveal the specifics of the “classical” ONS.

The purpose and the objectives of the study. The purpose of
the study is a sufficiently reasoned definition of the semantic-
syntactic parameters that single out ONS in the system of a simple
sentence of the Russian language.



The objectives of the study are largely conditioned to the
general goal of our work: a) establishing the defining properties of
the ONS, opposing them to other types of one-member predicative
and nominative constructions (genitive and vocative); b)
determination of the range of main and peripheral features of the
ONS as a model; c) a systematic description of ONSs and the
development of a logically consistent criterion for their classification
— in terms of semantics, in terms of contextual function.

The main goal of the research is a comparative analysis of
the wedding concept spheres presented in Russian and Azerbaijani
languages.

The following provisions are put forward for defense:

1. ONSs should be considered in the general system of one-
member sentences of the Russian language, not only along the lines
of nominal patterns, but also verbal constructions, since only such a
frontal study helps to determine their specificity as special models of
one-member sentences.

2. ONSs cannot be represented by a single classification: their
semantic-structural and pragmatic properties require the use of
classifications on various grounds.

3. ONSs require the definition of their linguistic status within
the limits of two objectively existing trends in the language —
lexicalization of predicative units (i.e., the process of forming
nominative lexical units on the basis of sentence structures, and,
conversely, the process of acquiring the property of predicativeness
by nominative units: e.g.: tumble-weed (dry weed grass) = Well, a
downpourl!).

4. ONSs are characterized by a special form of entry into the
system of actual division of the sentence — they invariably represent
the rhematic element of the utterance, which is clearly opposed to
verbal one-member sentences.

5. The bulk of ONSs do not have paradigmatic forms, those of
them that allow for a “temporary paradigm”, becoming a two-part
construction, constitute the area of syntactic synonymy.

The scientific novelty of the dissertation lies in the fact that
a) for the first time it raises and solves the issue of semantic-
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structural qualification of the ONS within the framework of the
mandatory consideration of the theme / rhematic systemic
oppositions; b) the syntactic status of the ONS is determined on the
basis of a mandatory set of features: the temporal paradigm of a
given unit, its paradigm on the basis of affirmation / negation and the
representation of its main member by both nouns and pronouns and
substantiated adjectives; c) a position is put forward that ONSs, due
to their diversity, cannot be characterized by a single classification,
they require coverage and qualification within several classifications
that take into account 1) their contextual meaning-function
(pragmatics); 2) their morphological expression; 3) their expressive
appraisal or lack thereof; 4) their functional (according to the
purpose of the statement) heterogeneity.

The theoretical significance and the practical significance.
The theoretical significance of the work is primarily due to the fact
that in it the syntactic problem of verbocentricity / nominocentricity
of the Russian sentence receives its systemic understanding along the
lines of “lexicalization of predicative units”, *— “acquiring the
property of predicativeness by nominative units”. In none of the
existing works on the theory of one-member sentences, the question
is considered in the marked manner; this technique opens up good
opportunities for rethinking the status of syntactic constructions, both
predicative and nominative.

The practical significance of the work is determined by the
possibility of compiling a special theoretical course "The system of
forms of nominative one-member sentences in the Russian
language”, which fits well into the program for undergraduates of the
Faculty of Philology, as well as for magistrants. The results of the
study can be used in compiling part of the methodological
developments for one-member sentences in general.

The approbation and application of the research was carried
out in discussions of its individual parts at meetings of the
Department of the Russian Language of the Baku Slavic University,
the main positions of the work are presented in the form of reports at
republican and international conferences.



Name of the organization where the dissertation work has
been done. The work has been done by the Department of Russian
Language of Baku Slavic University.

The total volume of the dissertation with a sign, indicating
the volume of the structural units of the dissertation separately.

The dissertation consists of an introduction, three chapters, a
conclusion and a list of references. The total volume of the
dissertation is 142 pages, 207705 signs, consisting Introduction — 7
pages, 11591 signs, Chapter | — 36 pages, 58951 signs, Chapter Il —
14 pages, 22702 signs, Chapter Il — 65 pages, 103022 signs,
Conclusion — 7 pages, 11439 signs.

MAIN CONTENT OF THE WORK

In the introduction of the dissertation, the relevance of the
research topic is substantiated, its object and subject, the main goal and
objectives, theoretical and practical significance are determined, the
methods and positions submitted for defense are discussed.

The first chapter is called '"One-member nominative
(denominative) sentences as an object of syntactic analysis™, which
consists of three subchapters: "A brief history of the study of ONS in
linguistics”, "The current state of the study and presentation of ONS",
"Theoretical principles for qualifying the linguistic essence of ONS,
adopted in this work." The third subchapter includes four sections:
"ONP in the light of the theory of actual articulation™, "ONP in the light
of the theory of language nomination and the nominative
(onomasiological) concept of the sentence”, "ONP in the light of the
theory of speech acts” and "ONP in the light of their part-speech
representation”.

One-member nominative sentences have historically attracted the
attention of many syntaxis’s and logicians, despite their stylistic and
functional isolation, characteristic only for colloquial speech and artistic
journalism.

The various theoretical directions that have historically developed
in  Russian linguistics (logical-grammatical, formal-grammatical,
structural-semantic, etc.) differed especially from each other against the
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background of qualification and theoretical coverage of varieties of one-
member sentences. Especially many different interpretations were
observed regarding nominative sentences, in the course of
characterizing which some scientists gave them a broad interpretation,
including in their category both sentence-words and “nominatives’ not
in the form of the nominative case (B aspomopt!) and even a whole
range of titles of works of art, titles of various formats, etc. Other
syntaxists recognized as nominative only those sentences that have the
semantics of presence — being of a phenomenon, a fact and which are
represented by the nominative case of a noun: Omymika sreca. TurmHa.
[Nonpens. (M.IlputiBun).

F.I.Buslaev believed that the existence of non-subjective
sentences (i.e. sentences consisting only of the predicate) is quite
possible — for example, impersonal sentences. “But there is not a single
sentence that would consist only of the subject™. In other words,
F.1.Buslaev denies the existence of a nominal type of sentences, i.e.
verbless (non-predicative) sentences.

K.S.Aksakov took a special position regarding the
presence/absence of one-member (non-predicative) sentences in the
Russian language.

According to Aksakov, the forms «Jloxmp», «bBbuT T0XKIBY,
«bByner noxnpy, etc. should not be considered forms of one nominative
sentence «/loxap», because here, when you say «bbut noxaby», «byaer
noxap», “you do not just call the object by its name — because the
object itself is not in front of you, but you want to indicate the relations
of the existence of the object to the moment you are in: in one case you
remember it, in another you imagine it. The verb here, obviously,
becomes necessary”’. Semantics, or rather the semantic specificity of
the unit «{oxmey, thus, K.S.Aksakov defines as naming a thing, an
object by its own name within the time in which the speaker is.

N.Bogoroditsky considered one-member sentences to be
complete, in which nothing “should be implied”, and “never dare to put
one form instead of another; for in this way it is impossible to make

! Bunorpaznos, B.B. 13 ucropun u3y4denus pycckoro cuarakcuca (ot Jlomonocosa
1o IToreOnu u @opryHarora). M3x. MI'Y, — 1958, — ¢. 232.
? Akcaxos, K.C. OmbIT pycckoii rpammarikn / K. Akcako. — Mocksa, — 1980, — c. 245.
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another from one form™. According to N.Bogoroditsky, techniques of

syntactic analogies and parallels cannot be the basis for understanding
the linguistic essence of a particular syntactic unit. Henceforth, the
qualification of sentences like Winter. Snow. Blizzard, etc. cannot be
subordinated to their so-called "complete analogues”: Beuia 3uma;
Byner 3uma.

Sentences 3uma. Mopos. Ioxcap! A.A.Shakhmatov characterizes
as units “expressing the presence of the named phenomena or objects at
the present time, at the present minute™. Recognizing these units as
one-member, the scientist notes that there are no sufficient grounds for
defining them as two-member sentences "violated (with the omission of
one or another predicate)”. The constructions «bbuta 3umMa», «byaer
mopo3» should, according to A.Shakhmatov, be two-member sentences,
since both main members of the sentence are present in them. “This
circumstance seems to shake the position on the one-member sentences
of 3uma. Mopos. And it gives reason to think about the omission of the
present tense of the verb to be in them™. However, in favor of the
independence and one-member sentences, 3uma. Mopos. [loscap!
A.Shakhmatov puts forward several arguments: firstly, in the present
tense they should be considered as one-member, “for the completeness
of their meaning does not require the insertion of the 3rd person
singular of the verb to be; secondly, the grammatical design of these
sentences, their intonation (“emphasis”) and emphatic pronunciation
“obviously separates them from two-member sentences™®; thirdly, in
some other languages there is no omission of the present tense of the
verb to be, therefore, in Russian they cannot be explained based on the
presence of two-member forms in the past or future tenses.

The issue of nominative sentences is also deeply developed in the
works of A.M.Peshkovsky. Under “nominative sentences”, the author

3 Boropomuukuii, H. ITo Bompocy o pycckoii rpammaruke Kak yueOHuke // JKypnan
Munucrepera Haponsoro npocsenienus, 139 1. — 1843. —c. 232.

* IllaxmatoB A.A. CHHTaKcHC pycckoro s3bika. / A.lllaxmaroB. — JleHuHrpan:
Vunenrus, — 1941, —c. 61.

® IllaxmatoB A.A. CHHTaKcHuc pycckoro s3pika. / A.lllaxmaroB. — JleHwHTrpan:
Vunenrus, — 1941, —c. 51.

® IllaxmaroB A.A. CHHTaKcHC pycckoro s3pika. / A.lllaxmaroB. — JleHwHTrpan:
Vunenrus, — 1941, — c. 52.
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combines “all those sentences in which the predicate is ... the
nominative case of a noun and in which, by their very nature, there can
be neither a subject nor a verbal predicate”7.

For clarity of what has been said, let us recall G.Paul's
interpretation of the ONS. It would seem that for his time he gave a
completely original assessment of the nature of nominal sentences: in
some cases, the sentence IToxkap! is a psychological subject (for a
listener who has not yet seen the fire), and the situation itself is the
predicate, and vice versa, this sentence for the one who reports this is
the subject, and the predicate is the very concept of fire®. From the point
of view of the psychology of speech perception, such an interpretation
may not contradict the nature of the sentence "IToxap!”, as well as its
"associative perception”. But the syntactic problem of one-
memberedness / two-memberedness of denominative and other
sentences should not be solved, as S.D.Katsnelson writes about it, in this
way: “The output proposed by Paul does not have sufficient persuasive
power ... The inclusion of the idea of the external object in the number
of internal elements of the sentence in itself is unacceptable, just as,
from the point of view of Paul himself, it is unacceptable to assume an
ellipsis in the case of an incomplete sentence ... After all, the idea of an
external situation accompanies any act of speech. If the inclusion of an
external situation makes it possible to turn one-membered sentences
into two-membered sentences, then ... as a result of such an operation,
the basic, two-membered type of the sentence will turn into a three-
membered one”™.

The logic of S.D.Katsnelson's reasoning cannot be ignored. He
proceeds from the fact that the involvement of the "structural elements”
of an extralinguistic situation must be common to qualification or all
predicative units, or none: the situation element cannot be included in
the structure of a syntactic unit as a defining element. It is difficult not to

" Temkosckuii, A.M. Pyccknit cuHTakcuc B Hay4YHOM OCBEIICHHH. /

A IlemkoBckuii. — Mocksa: Yunenrus, — 1956. — c. 173.

8 ITayns, I'epman. Ilpuniunel uctopum s3blka. — MockBa: WMHocTpaHHas
guteparypa, —1960. —c. 153.
% Kannenscon, C.J|. OGmiee ¥ THIIONOTHYECKOE S3BIKO3HAHHE. — JICHHHTPAL:

Hayka, —1986. — c. 248.
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accept such an interpretation of one of the basic principles for
establishing sentence structure.

Such facts of explaining the syntactic nature of the ONS testify,
first of all, in our opinion, that in the qualification of the nature of the
formation and functioning of the ONS, much of the traditional,
historically established one still remains. This applies to almost all
issues of semantics and structure of ONSs — their one-memberedness /
two-memberedness, their completeness / incompleteness, their division
into subject / predicate, their semantics of being / non-being, ways of
expressing their main member (noun / pronoun), etc.

ONSs are, as is well known, entirely at the level of the undivided
meaning of a predicative statement, i.e. they are always
communicatively monomial — they represent only a rheme. If we
proceed from the fact that normal, constructively-syntactically fully
organized sentences reveal the obligatory correlation of the topic (basis)
of the statement and the rheme (essence) of the statement, then,
apparently, there is reason to consider the ONS as communicatively
non-articulated units. «Ctenb. beamonBue. TyCKIblil JyHHBIH CBETY,
etc. units, regardless of their lexical composition (from the number of
words presented), act only as a rheme. Such a functional purpose is one
of the characteristic features of ONSs.

From this point of view, i.e. non-occurrence in the theme-
rhematic articulation, ONSs for the most part reveal the meaning of
being an “event name” (in the words of S.D.Katsnelson). “To turn into
sentences, words of this type (IToowcap. Botina. /Jooxcow, etc.) need only
to clarify their grammatical tense. But in some cases this is not required
either, since the situation or the speech context that replaces it makes
such a clarification redundant. Compare: Iloowcap!, where the cry and
intonation indicate the relevance of the event™™.

Therefore, in connection with this, it would be correct to speak
about the syncretism of the concept-lexeme and the word expressing the
“event name” (cf.: dictionary unit “moxkap” and ONS “Tloxap!”). But,
in our opinion, it is difficult to say that ONSs are units of constructive
syntax, i.e. units that have all the systemic properties of a normal

10 Kanmenscon, C.J[. O6liee M THIIONOTHYECKOE S3BIKO3HAHHE. — JICHHHrpai:
Hayka, —1986. — c. 143.
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sentence, which forms the basis of a particular language. ONSs are not
linguistic universals, they are not in all languages in the function in
which they act in Russian. So, for example, this type of nominative
sentences is not typical for our Azerbaijani language (Houb. Yimiia.
®onapp. Anreka (A.biok) = Gecadir. Kii¢adir (?) Fonardir (?) Aptekdir
(?), etc.), although in the system of remarks in dramatic works they are
used as successfully as in other languages. The fact that ONSs are not a
separate type of units of constructive syntax, but represent units of
actual syntax, is also confirmed by the following fact: ONSs are not
represented in their basic forms in the paremiological fund of the
language. There are no proverbs, sayings, signs, riddles, etc. built
according to a scheme, for example, ONSs of a proper existential type
(existential, demonstrative-existential, evaluative existential, etc.). And
it's natural. Paremiological units are constructions representing the so-
called ascertaining thinking. And the latter, as noted by I.H.Hamidov, is
always constructively binomial, bipolar, i.e. corresponds to the
requirements of the logical formulation of the statement™, even if they
are expressed in one-member units. Apparently, for this reason, among
the units of the paremiological fund, neither infinitive (with an isolated
infinitive), nor genitive, nor nominative (nominal) sentences are found.
This fact gives certain grounds to believe that nominative sentences
(including the above-mentioned forms of infinitive and genitive ones)
should be qualified as “rhematic fragments” of sentences that have full
dissection: Hacrynwiaa myramoomias THIIHHA — [OCIMOAHM, Kakas
nyrarorias TuimmHa! — Kakas tummna! — Tummnza!

In our opinion, 1.H.Hamidov's opinion on this issue is quite fair.
He believes that the actualized member of the sentence, its
predicativeness is based in such cases not on the contextual
environment, as is commonly believed, but rather on the
"phraseological” situational structure of the nominative or infinitive
sentence itself (see about this more details)™2.

Y Famupos, U.T. ®dunocodus rpammaTuku adopu3MoB u nociosun / M.I'amuaos.
— Baky: Cab6ax, — 2001, — c. 118-122.

12 Tl'amunos, N.I". K TeopeTndeckuM OCHOBaHUSAM KJIACCU(PHUKAIIMHN OJHOCOCTABHBIX
npemnoxenuit / WU.I.'amunos, A.B. ®ap3amueBa // — baky: YueHble 3amucKu
BakuHCKOTO CiTaBSHCKOTO yHHBepcuTeTa, — 2014, Nel, — c. 28-29.

13



Consideration of ONSs from the standpoint of speech acts is a
new aspect of their study. ONS, just like performative utterances, are
not included in the system of oppositions in the category of affirmation /
negation, ONS, just like performatives, function within the present
tense, ONS, like performatives, are an expression of the subject’s
assessment regarding some phenomena of reality™,

It is known that the main member of the ONS is always expressed
by a noun, substantive combinations. Other parts of speech are not
represented as the main member of the sentence in the ONS.

There are numerous so-called indicative ONSs, presented in
combinations such as «Bot 1 Me», «Bot oH!», «Onsts TEI?», «T0 TO U
oHO», etc. The noted units practically remain without a separate, special
qualification and are not considered either in the field of ONSs or in the
field of incomplete sentences, except for “To To m ono”, which is
considered a sentence word.

Thus, the partial nature of the main member of the ONS should
not be associated only with substantives. Here a special role belongs to
personal pronouns.

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

The second subchapter is called ""The Place of the ONS in the
Typological System of Simple Sentences in the Russian Language.
Here, special attention is paid to the place of the ONS in the system of
one-member sentences, the question of the meaning of existentiality and
the category of beingness, and constructions that coincide in form with
nominative sentences.

3 Borpamos, B.B. [TepdopmaTuBHOE TpEUIOKEHUE W €ro mnapaaurmsl //
IIparmatuyeckue ¥ CceMaHTHUYECKHUE acnekThl cuHTakcuca. — Kamunun, KI'Y,
— 1985, —c.18-27.

¥ Xanpirosa, M.P. 3aMeTKH 10 MCTOPHH M3yYEHHs OJHOCOCTABHBIX HOMHUHATHBHBIX
npemioxennit (OHIT) B s3piko3Hanmm // — Baki: Humanitar elmlorin dyronilmosinin
aktual problemlari, — 2014. Ned. — c.62-68.; OcHOBHBIE HapaMeTpbl CHCTEMHOTO
aHaIM3a OJJHOCOCTABHBIX MPEIOKEeHHH B pycckoM si3bike // — Baki, BSU: Elmi asoarlar.
— 2018, Nel. — ¢.3-9.; CoBpeMEHHOE COCTOSIHHE M3YUCHHS MPEJICTABICHUSI
OJTHOCOCTAaBHBIX HOMHMHATHBHBIX Tpemioxkenuit / — Baki: Dil vo adobiyyat BDU.
Beynalxalq elmi-nazari jurnal.— 2018. Ne2 (106), — ¢. 37-40.
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The place of nominative sentences among one-member sentences
is determined primarily by the opposition of a group of nominal
sentences (nominative, genitive, vocative) to a group of verbal ones
(definitely personal, indefinitely personal, generalized personal,
impersonal and infinitive). Such a distinction is one of the generally
accepted positionsa in the classification of one-member sentences of the
Russian language™®.

However, it should be noted that when establishing the so-called
“paradigm of nominative sentences”, the implicitness (lack of
expression) of the verb element in nominative sentences is allegedly
affirmed: Becna. breuia BecHa. byzer BecHa.

As P.A.Lekant rightly notes, the form of the present tense
characteristic of the ONS is a special present tense, it does not correlate
with the past or future tense (ibid.). Therefore, “the introduction of a
verb in the past or future tense radically changes the syntactic position
of the noun and contributes to the expression of beingness in a lexical
way”, i.e. descriptively (Bbura osous; CHery-to 65010!) ™.

Indeed, the present tense of nominative sentences does not need
morphological expressors and cannot be represented by a verb copula;
this, as K.S.Aksakov pointed out in his time, is the time when the
speaker does not “remember” and “imagines” anything, this is the time
when the speaker “calls things, objects by their proper name” within
that period of time, in which he himself is, a witness of which he
himself is'”. On the other hand, the lack of a paradigm in such proposals
as “Becna. Tanbie cHera”, etc. it is impossible, as we noted in Chapter [
of the work, to explain only from the point of view of the possibility /
impossibility of using the verb word 6eims. Here, in our opinion, the
actualization characteristic of the ONS plays a significant role: they
represent the rheme of the statement and therefore cannot have a full-
fledged paradigmatic system, which occurs only in constructions that

¥ Banruma, H.C. Cunrakcuc COBPEMEHHOI'0 pycckoro si3pika / H.Bamrmua. —
Mocksa, Uzn. 2-oe, — 1978, — 438 c.

® Banruna, H.C. CHHTaKCHC COBPEMEHHOTO pycckoro si3bika / H.Bamrmma. —
Mocksa, U3n. 2-oe, — 1978, — 438 c.

o Bunorpagos, B.B. M3 wucropum wu3ydeHHs pPYCCKOIO CHHTaKcuca (OT
Jlomonocosa 1o ITore6rn u @opryHaroBa). — Mockea: MI'Y, — 1958, — c. 245.
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represent normal, theme-rhematically dissected statements (Hacrymuna
TsDKeJIasi THIIMHA; bblia rirybokast HOYb).

The fact that ONSs represent rhematic elements (i.e., they are
"charged" only rhematically) is also confirmed by the fact that they
cannot have negative forms: Hous — He HOub; Mopo3 — He mopos.
Their negative forms take them out of the realm of the ONS. It turns out
either a one-member impersonal sentence (Moposza He ObLIO), OF @
genitive sentence (Hu eauuoit qymm!).

As can be seen, along the marked two lines (lack of a temporal
paradigm and non-inclusion in the affirmation / negation system), ONS,
firstly, is opposed to both other one-part nominal sentences and verbal
one-part sentences.

Based on our working definition of ONS, we will consider the
following forms of their implementation to be nominative: 1. One-word
expressions — Cymepku. [lpoxmama; 2. Common: Crsimasi Taiira.
Beunas wmep3nora (B.AxaeB. Jlameko ot Mocksbel, u4.21); 3.
Expressively painted: Monomunna! Dxuii momien!4. Expressions like
IMoxxap!, bomba! Tauku! 5. Constructions representing an element of a
Complex sentence: JKeHImHa, KOTOpas IOET; MITHOBEHHUE, KOTOPOE
CTOMJIO KU3HH, EtC.

This is not a classification of ONSs, but a range of forms for their
implementation.

As we have already seen, ONSs of any form and structure are
determined based on this category — the category of beingness
(otherwise — existentiality). In the first chapter of the work, we noted the
formation of a separate syntactic-semantic theory of the sentence, called
the onomasiological theory of the sentence. We noted that this theory
proceeds from the understanding that any sentence (with the meaning of
the presence / absence of something, with the meaning of stating the
actuality or virtuality, etc.) “does not just name something, but also
states that this something exists or, conversely, does not exist’'®.

The main, differentiating feature between the ONS and the
names of books, institutions and other inscriptions on signboards is

18 Jlexant, TI.A. CHcTeMa MMEHHBIX OJHOCOCTABHBIX IIPEJIOKEHUN B COBPEMEH-
HOM pycckoM si3bike // Yuensle 3anuckd MOIIN um. Kpynckoi, 1.163, — Bbi. 12,
1966, — c. 33.
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that units such as «Tuxwuii Jlon», «EBrennii Oneruny», «Temerpady»,
«Jlerckuii mupy, etc. coincide with ONS only in the form of the
nominative case of the noun. The main function of these names is the
name-indication "without the meaning of being™ in its manifestation in
which this meaning is formed in the ONS'°. These names cannot even
be included in the conditional paradigmatic system of a) temporary
forms, b) according to the purpose of the statement (they cannot create
interrogative or incentive forms if they initially represent “narrative”
names), c¢) do not create negative forms if they are framed as
“affirmative”, etc.

The idea that “the nominative representation is an expression of a
weakly divided thought ...” and it expresses a logical-psychological
judgment does little to clarify the issue (ibid.), since in the syntactic
theory there is no phenomenon of “weakly divided utterances”, and it is
in principle indefinable. A.M.Peshkovsky (he is the author of the
designation “nominative representation”) does not recognize a
nominative sentence in the nominative representation, believing that this
“nominative does not denote either address, or existence, or active
subject ..., no object qualifying another object, but only a reminder of
the object, an idea of it*%.

Indeed, the word «uemoBex» ("man™) in the position of a
nominative representation (Yenosek! 1o 3Byuut ropmo! M.I'opbkwii.
Ha nue) can be an element of the previous remark in dialogic speech.
The speaker excludes from the interlocutor's remark the element about
which he expresses his opinion. But this element does not have
independence (communicative), being just a link (even a repetition)
between the two remarks of the interlocutors:

— Jla Bentb OHU 110651m OPYT Apyra. ..

— JI1o0at roBopUllb... J[10606b! CKOJIBKO JIKU U JIHLIEMEPHS
nopol NpHUKpbIBaeTcs smum croeom. CKONbKO cyaed HCKajJeueHO
um... (A.Kynpun. SIma. rin.12).

% Cospemenusiii pycckmii s3pik / ITox pex. B.A.BemomankoBoif. — Mocksa:
Bricmas mkona, — 1981, — ¢. 73.

2 Tlemkosckuii, A.M. Pycckmii CcHMHTakcMC B HaydyHOM OCBEIICHHH. /
A IlemkoBckuii. — Mocksa: Yunenrus, — 1956, —c. 175.
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This element can be contextually prepositive or postpositive, but
it necessarily has its pronominal substitute in the main utterance
(uemoBex is the word — ato; mo6oBs is the word um), which indicates
that the derivation of this word is beyond the limits of the main
statement serves as a linguo-psychological and stylistic device to focus
the attention of the interlocutor precisely on this concept. Therefore, the
nominative representation always appears in its dictionary meaning as a
lexeme denoting something, but not reporting “something” about it.

I1l. Some scholars include units of speech etiquette, greetings as
nominative sentences: Good afternoon, Good morning, etc. “These
constructions, notes E.M.Galkina-Fedoruk, “only outwardly coincide
with the nominative ones. In fact, they refer (as an expression of wishes)
to incentive proposals™*.

Sentences of this type have their own specifics, firstly, in that they
do not have the meaning of being, the existence of a fact, object,
phenomenon: incentive sentences have an unreal meaning that can be
realized or not realized. They are connected with virtual, conceivable
reality. And, secondly, in these constructions, the object, the subject
(ABapwmiinbiit xon!, Kapreus!, etc.) is presented not in the form of the
nominative case, but, as can be seen from the texts, in the form of the
accusative case: ... A omepais HAET CBOMM uepenoM. — Bock,
HOXKHUIIBI! Tox!?,

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

2 l'ankuna-®enopyk, E.M. be3nuuHble NpeanoKeHUsI B COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM
s3bike / E.Tankuna-®enopyk. — Mocksa: MI'Y, — 1958, — c. 130.

2 l'ankuna-®enopyk, E.M. be3nuuHble NpennoKeHUsI B COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM
s3pike / E.Tankuna-®denopyk. — Mocksa: MI'Y, — 1958, — c. 133.

23 Xanbirosa, 1.P. HeKoTOpbIE TEOPETHUECKHE MONOMKEHHS, CBS3AHHbIE C OMPE/ICICHHEM
MecTa HOMUHATHBHBIX NPEJUIOKEHNH B 00IIIel cucTeMe 0IHOCOCTaBHBIX KOHCTPYKIWMIA //
— VYkpanna: Haykosuit Bichu kadempun HOHECKO KuiBcbkoro HarioHaabHOTO
JIHrBiCTHYHOTO yHiBepcuTeTy Dinornorist neparorika crmcxonorist, - 2019. Bum. 38. —
c.149-154.; Kiaccudukarimsi 0IHOCOCTABHBIX HOMHHATHBHBIX IPEIOXKEHUN Ha Oase
crcTeMsbl peueBblx akToB // — Baki, Elm va tohsil, Filologiya masalaleri. AMEA M. Fiizuli
adma Olyazmalar Institutu, — 2019. Nel1. —$.74-83.; Bonpoc 0 KOHCTpyKImsiX, 1o hopme
COBIIAIAIOMINX ¢ HOMUHATHBHBIMH TperiokeHmsivu // Doktorant va gonc todqiqatgilarin
XXI11 Respublika elmi konfranslarinin materiallari, — Baki, Insaat vo Memarliq Institutu,
—03-04 dekabr, — 2019. Il c. —5.185-187.
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The third chapter is called ""Typological characteristics and
classification of ONSs", which consists of two subchapters: "General
remarks” and "Typological classifications of ONSs". The second
subchapter includes nine sections: “Classification of the ONS on the
basis of the dismemberment / non-dismemberment of the structure”;
"Undivided ONS"; "Dismembered ONS"; "Classification of ONSs
based on the system of speech acts”; "One-member nominative
sentences-constatives with a descriptive meaning"; "ONS-constatives
with affective meaning"; "ONS-constatives with demonstrative value™;
"Class of ONS-qualifiers”; "The class of ONS-performatives".

Nominative sentences are considered undivided, in which the
main member of the sentence is expressed as an isolated, independent
noun. These are one-word ONSs: Kwusruns, mapu!.. 3a KOro BBI
nep—kute? (J.Tomcrori. Anna Kapenuna, 4.2, 171.28); — ukaps! —
TOBOPWJI OH HMHOrja BciyX, BcromuHas Humero (M.bynun. Iltuip
HeOecHbIe); MHororonocuna! Mmenno wHororonocuna Ilurepa...
CTajla OCHOBHBIM MOTMBOM M IIPU3HAKOM OKPYKAIOLIEH KU3HU
(b.EBceeB. Ecrurneii, 1i1.24); epa Cgera! I'ne Tbi, nonHHa AHHA? /
Anna! Anna! — Tummna (A.bnok. llarn komangopa).

Historically established opinions about the ONS, as we have seen
by examining the syntactic works, are concentrated around the complex
of morphological and semantic features of these one-member sentences.
Central in this complex are that a) the main member of the sentence in
them is expressed by a noun in the form of the nominative case (hence
the name "nominative™ — from the Latin name of the nominative case of
the noun "nominative"); b) the main member of the nominative sentence
"combines the function of naming an object and the idea of its
existence, being — static being"?*; c) the dominant existential meaning
differs in shades — demonstrative-existential, evaluative-existential,
desirable-existential, etc.; d) ONSs are presented in the language-speech
in their varieties: dissected, non-segmented, "complicated™ by the range
of specific particles, etc.; €) ONSs are "figures™ of colloquial-dialogical
units and special textual forms.

?* Banruna, H.C. CHHTaKCHC COBPEMEHHOTO pycckoro si3bika / H.Bamrmma. —
Mocksa, U3n. 2-oe, — 1978, —c. 186.
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All predicative categories — modality, time, person, space are, as it
were, "pressed” in the material of the word-sentence uttered by the
subject. This property of the undifferentiated ONS was noticed by
A.M.Peshkovsky, “... just such an addition entails the loss of that
existential meaning that is felt with verbalness””. The above is
confirmed by a comparison with another ONS, expressed by the same
noun «IUKapPb»: YIII/IBI/IJ'IO " IOpasujio €0 paBHOAYIIHUEC MOJ'IOI[OI71 K
HeMy, OoibHOMY. «3BEpb, AUKapb!» — Ayman OH M, BCIOMHHAs O
cBaib0e, 31100HO mpudarisit: — M otmmyno! Tak et u Hamo!» (M. byHun.
HepesHs, 111.3).

In this case, the ONS «/lukaps» has the meaning of
"ruthlessness”, the absolute indifference inherent in animals, as
evidenced by the contact use of these words.

And if we take into account that, according to a big account, “...
and the verb names by predicating?®, then it is quite logical to say the
opposite: nouns also predicate by naming. And this will be the essential
definition of the syntactic status of sentences like «3uma. Mopo3bl
Tpeckyune. Houb. OnoBsSHHBIN TUCK JIyHBI», €tC.

These sentences are contrasted with undivided versions of the
ONS in that at least two members of the sentence are distinguished in
them — the main one (the nominative itself) and its distributor (the
secondary member of the sentence):

1) — Muxaun Ky3pMuu AHTOHOB, MpomIy TIOMHHTH! —
npenynpenw oH CaMrusa.

— Kakoii uckycuwiti akmep, — nogyman Camrus... (M.I'opbkuii.
Kuzup Knmuma Camruna, 4.2).

Dissected ONSs are sometimes referred to as "common”. But in
both terminological notations, the essence of these ONSs is reduced to
the possibility of highlighting in them another (or other) members of the
sentence, except for the main one?’.

% Tlemkosckuii, A.M. Pycckuit cuHTakcuC B HAay4yHOM OCBelleHUH [

A IlemkoBckuii. — Mocksa: Yunenrus, — 1956, — c. 174.

% Bymrakos, C.H. ®umocodpust mvmenn / C.Bymrakos. Msx. 2-oe. — CaHkr-
IetepoOypr, Hayka, — 2008, —c. 107.

2" Banruna, H.C. CHHTaKCHC COBPEMEHHOTO pycckoro si3bika / H.Bamrmma. —
Mocksa, 3. 2-oe, — 1978, — ¢. 189-190.
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When it comes to dissected ONSs, all researchers unanimously
note that these constructions are distributed only by the definitive
member of the sentence (either agreed or inconsistent definition):
Mopo3snsiit aenb, konen aekadpst (M.llonoxos. Ilogustas nenuHa,
. 18).

ONS — constatives are units in which the value of the statement of
being, existence is the purpose of this unit. Existential sentences affirm
the presence, existence of a phenomenon, a fact, these are “judgments of
existence without complications with additional shades”?. This type of
ONS is basic among all varieties of nominative sentences both in terms
of its frequency and the number of varieties.

To clarify the semantic structure of ONS-constatives, consider

one example:
— TaTeka! — KpukHy”n neTckuil rojgoc. — A Beap 310 Kamranka!l
— Kamranka u ecth! — moATBEpAMSI  NbSHEHBKUH,

npebezxammmii TeHOpok. — Kawmanka! denroiika, 3To, HaKaXH OOT,
Kamranka! (A.Yexos. Kamranka, ri1.7).

The example quite voluminously illustrates the implementation of
syntactic synonymy in the relations of four units that are adequate in
meaning: A Bexmp 510 Kamranka!; Kamranka u ects!; Kamranka! u
...3TO, Hakaxku Oor, Karmrranka!

The sudden, unexpected appearance of a dog beloved by all is
represented both by two-member constructions (there are three of them),
and by a one-member nominative sentence «Karranka!».

It is this semantic-functional similarity (even identity) that
apparently made it possible to qualify ONSs as incomplete sentences in
which the verb-predicate is allegedly omitted.

The very linguistic possibility of these forms testifies to the fact
that a) ONS-constatives are basic units with wide possibilities of
designing according to various models and modifications. Speaking
about the basicity of models, we mean, first of all, the sphere of
nominative sentences; b) ONS-constatives perform specific functions,
due to their ability to combine predicative meanings with an
emotionally expressive property (connotative meaning), which is

% BaGaiiueBa, B.B. OmHOCOCTABHBIC NPEINOKCHHUS B COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM
si3pIke. — MockBa: IIpocsemienue, — 1968, — c. 126.
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formed by a special intonation; ¢) ONS-constatives are special forms of
predicative expressions, characterized by a high degree of abstraction.

We think that in this regard, the authors of the "Russian
Grammar" adhere to a more objective, purely syntactic (semantic-
functional) principle of defining the ONS; they proceed from a) the
expression of the predicative basis of the ONS (noun in the form of the
nominative case), b) the lexical diversity of their content, c) the breadth
of the semantic structure, which is based d) on the generalized meaning
of being, existence (existential state). The breadth of the semantic
possibilities of the ONS makes it possible to use them "in different
conditions ... in all spheres of the literary language" *°.

And, of course, not always in the form that is presented in the text,
it is possible to establish the exact semantic purpose of the ONS,
especially in cases where they are expressed by an “isolated”
nominative noun.

The ONS of the negative form deserves special attention. These
units are not recognized by all syntactic scholars.

In this regard, | would like to note one not entirely clear fact: the
statement of something does not always correspond to its being,
existence, and, conversely, a negative form, a negative nomination
should not always be perceived as non-being, non-existence of a fact,
property, phenomenon:

— Jla m He TOBOPUT HUYErO BOBce. SIcHOE neno: e gpanyys,
Hemey, HEMOH, cTalio ObITh. 3aT0, Kak HaJIOOHO pHUCOBaTh — MaJleBaTh,
Hemer JioBko mokazeiBaeT (b.EBceeB. Ercrurneit, rm.3. Compare:
"TIpuunna sicHa: naptusansl” from the previous list of examples.

According to the generally accepted definition of the ONS
(especially of constatives), it turns out that the «memen» from the
example is a one-member nominative sentence (just like «mapTuzans»),
but «ae ppaniry3» is not.

Such a position and such a qualification turn out to be unsteady at
the very first stage of the analysis: after all, «ae ¢paniry3» represents an
element of actualization — «ue dpanirys, a Hemeny. Actualization in this
case is complete, in opposition to both sides of the actualized element.

2% CoBpeMeHHEIH pyccKHii s3Ik (B aByX uacTsix) / ITox pex. E.M.Tankunoii-Denopyk,
Y.11. Mopdosorust u curTakcuc. — Mocksa: M3m. MI'Y, — 1964, — ¢. 358-360.
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This, firstly, allows us to speak about the functional integrity of the
construction «ue ¢panirys, a Hemerr», and secondly, that a one-member
nominative sentence is not a single word «ue ¢paniy3», «Hemeny, but
the whole combination as a whole. These units are quite suitable for
their qualification as ONSs, in which “the nominative case of the noun
gives a resultative generalization of what has been said before” or the
reason for the previous judgment is expressed*°.

We are talking about such nominative sentences as Iloowcap!,
Asapus!, Jlasuna! (meaning "save yourself™), Swamp! etc.

“Sentences like 3uma. Mopos. Iloowcap, expressing the presence of
the named phenomena or objects at the present time, at the present
moment, we recognized as one-member and, moreover, complete, since
we have no reason to define them as broken two-member sentences —
with the omission of one or another predicate,” wrote
A.A.Shakhmatov®".

The study of the syntactic literature on this issue allows us to
conclude that the characteristics of these sentences-exclamations are
brought under the general scheme of analysis of all types of ONS-
constatives. There is a general semantic-functional evaluation of the
series Houb. Yiuua; Pacceer. beper mopst; Tummnaa. Omyinka Jeca;
[Moxap! Bena! etc. And it is argued that the main difference between the
groups of this class of units is that one of them is close to two-member,
having a potential paradigm (Hous; Paccger...) in time and inclination,
while others are deprived of this possibility (boxe, 3mes!; Jlapuna!)*.

The impossibility of paradigmatic modifications for the latter is
not their only difference. They have a number of specific characteristics.
First of all, it is that units of the type Iloowcap!; 3mesn! Camonem!
maximally concise, do not tend to spread — crpamnbli moxap!;
oonbiras 3mes! etc. They are a kind of indicators of the general
language trend of economy.

%0 lankuna-®enopyk, E.M. / EM.T"ankuna-®enopyk, K.B.I'oprikosa, H.M.I11aHckuid.
CoBpeMmeHHbI pycckuit si3pIKk. CuHTakcuc. — Mocksa: Yunenrus, 1958, —c. 129.

! laxmatos A.A. CuHTaKcHC pycckoro s3bika. / A.lllaxmaros. — JleHuHrpan:
Vunenrus, — 1941, —c. 51.

% Tonosa N.A. O «IBYCOCTABHOCTH» HOMHHATHBHBIX TIpenoxenuii / Uccneno-
BaHUS TI0 COBPEMEHHOMY pycckoMmy s3bIKy. CO.ct. mocssml. E.M.I'ankunoii-
®demopyk. — Mocksa: MI'Y, — 1970, — ¢.178.
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On the other hand, these ONS-constatives act as not only some
message, but necessarily combine this communicative goal with other
linguo-psychological connotations — a call for help, attracting the
attention of others, a special form of expressing fear, danger or,
conversely, delight, etc. This moment of the semantic volume of these
sentences was very vividly described by G.Paul: “So, for example,
someone met a child on the street and sees that he is in danger; in this
case, he will most likely confine himself to the exclamation-cry
“Child!”’, addressing this to the person who looks after the child 33

To be more specific, these units represent special forms of verbal
reaction to certain objects, which are represented not as objects, but as a
psychological phenomenon that causes an affective reaction to it in the
speaking subject. In this sense, these sentences are verbal, lexical
analogues of interjections expressing a feeling of fear, delight, triumph,
etc.: IlpomenaB emie HECKOIBKO MOAOOHBIX HEBAXHBIX (DOKYCOB,
HE3HAKOMCII BAPYI" CXBATUJL ce0s 3a T'OJIOBY, I/I306paSI/IJ'I Ha JIMIIE CBOEM
ykac u 3akpuyan: — Kapayn! [oxap! T'opum! (A.Yexos. Kamranka).

We decided, on the basis of all that has been said, to designate
these units as a category of ONS with the meaning of an affective
nomination, expressed in notification, warning, call for help, emotional
conclusion.

These are those nominative sentences in which the meaning of
being-existence of something is realized through pointing to it. “The
main meaning of the particle som is in these sentences is an indication
of something that is or is happening in the immediate vicinity or in
general the presence of something,” the authors of the “Grammar of the
Russian Language” note™*.

ONSs of demonstrative semantics express broader semantic
shades, their meaning cannot be reduced only to indicating the
presence of a fact, a state. In these nominative sentences, “the
demonstrative meaning can be weakened and the meaning of the
assessment (ironic, disapproving, etc.) comes to the fore”, as well as

s ITaynp, I'epman. IlpuHumnel wucropum s3plka. — MockBa: MHocTpaHHas
auteparypa, — 1960, —c. 153.

% I'pammarnka pycckoro s3pika / ITox pex. B.B.Bunorpamgosa, 1.2, €.2 (Ipoaoi-
sxerne). — Mockea: Hayka, —1960, — c. 58.
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the meaning of negating the properties “of an object that seem
naturally expected, for example: Bor Bam u rymanHocTh Bes ero; [a,
BOT TeO€ U MpaBbIi cyzl»35.

Among the noted units, two groups are clearly distinguished: 1.
ONSs, in which the “lexical” semantics of particles here, out, etc.
preserved, and they have the meaning of deictic (indicative) marking.

1) — Bor Tebe m Amepuka... Tyr MHOrO HYXHBIX 3Bepei
(A.YexoB. Manpuukn).

2) ...C Tex mop cel HWTaAIbSHEN IIKHUIIEPCKYIO CTOJIUILY
HEB3JIIO0OU. Tenepb B HO,I[MOCKOBHOI71 rIymu B JUBHOM
criokorctBun obperaercsi... Bor um Bcs wucropusi (b.Escees.
EBcturneit. ri.12).

There are numerous examples in which the indication is
oriented towards the designation of an abstract concept, a fact that
develops only within the limits of time. These concepts do not have a
spatial characteristic:

1. Yro xe 310 Takoe? — yxkacHyJcs oH npo ceds. — Ho Benap s
ke ee... moomro win Het? Bot 3agada-To! (A.Yexos. Bepouka);

As our observations show, the phraseologized meaning is
formed in those indicative ONSs that are formed according to the
model of the actual phraseological units «Bot Te (Tebe) Ha!» wim
«BoT Tak HOTYKa».

In this regard, | would like to note one provision:
phraseologized units containing elements Bot tak or Bor tebe u, in
the overwhelming majority, have a negative connotation (a shade of
meaning) — either irony or disagreement with the state of affairs. Cf.:
Bor Tebe, 6abymxka, u lOpneB nenn! (mocnmosuma) = Kak Bce
U3MCHMUJIOCH 3a 3TU IIECCTh-CEMb JICT. HpI/IKa3OB craino Oonbire. Ha
BCSIKOE JIeNI0 — TpuKa3. BoTr tak naps! Bce nepeBepHyn mo-ceoemy
(B.Koctsute. MBan rpo3usiid. u.l, 171.2).

Thus, the so-called indicative constants of the ONS can be
divided into three subclasses: 1. Properly indicative; 2. Indicative-
evaluative and 3. Phraseological constructions that outwardly
resemble demonstrative ONSs (“quasi-indicative” units).

% Banruna, H.C. CHHTaKCHC COBPEMEHHOTO pycckoro si3bika / H.Bamrmma. —
Mocksa, U3n. 2-oe, — 1978, —c. 187.
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The units of all three subclasses are united by one more
property: they are characterized by an uncommon design: Bot Tak
nenek!; Bor u yrpo; Bor Tebe m cropmpus, etc. In rare cases, a
circumstantial word is wedged into these constructions (again):

ONS - qualifications — are those nominative sentences in
which the meaning of beingness, existence is complicated by the
meaning of evaluation, qualification®. Such a complication turns out
to be essential for the semantics of these units, since the meaning of
being something is relegated to the background. The value of
evaluation, the subjective qualification of the existence of some
phenomenon or object, comes to the fore. Therefore, these sentences
are almost always accompanied by an emotionally expressive
intonation:

1. — Kakoe OorarctBo! Ilomanm mnaken OONBIION KYyCOK
KapeHoll OapaHMHBI M MHUCKY C OTypLIaMH, IIOTOM IPUHECIH Ha
CKOBOPO/IE€ KApEHOT0 Iycs, BAPEHOW CBUHUHBI ¢ XpeHOM. (A.UexoB.
CanoxHUK U HeuucTas cuia). 2) — AX, Kakas ciaBHas jomajas! Y
koro Bel ee kymu? (M. Typrenes. J[BopsiHckoe rHe370. T71.3);

ONS-qualifiers have a set of properties that distinguish them
from other types of nominative sentences: a) the basic meaning of
beingness pushed aside by the meaning of qualification, i.e.
assessments from the side of the speaking subject; b) the evaluative
moment is always subjectively designated; the author's similar unit,
in principle, is a rarity; c) an emotionally expressive form is
characteristic of them; d) the predicative meaning is represented
precisely by the “construction” of the assessment; e) the
absolutization of this assessment (estimation) on the part of the
subject of speech.

ONS-qualifiers are usually built according to the “kakoit +
noun” model. The adjective — the pronoun "kakoit" in this model
represents the meaning of the absolute negative or positive, i.e.
enhances the substantive-existential meaning of the noun — the main
member of the sentence, and acts as an intensifying particle, since it
turns out to be deprived of its dictionary meaning of the interrogative

% Banruna, H.C. CHHTAaKCHC COBPEMEHHOTO pycckoro si3bika / H.Bamrmma. —
Mocksa, U3n. 2-oe, — 1978, —c. 187.
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word. Therefore, in some cases, in order to clarify, concretize the
meaning of the particle “kakoii”, another adjective is included in the
model — a word with a specific semantic relation to a noun:

— Okas nodnas wamypuwika! — TOAyMANT S W TPOMOTIAT
(A.ITucemckmii. I1notHnubs aptens); — Kakou ckazoumnslii 20poo! —
WUnews, nnems u BApyr... (M.I'oppkuil. )Kusee Knuma Camruna,
T.3).

A performative statement is a construction equal to itself; to
say means the implementation of the action itself. Such, for example,
«Knsnyces 6orom!» (he said, so he swore), «Cykun ceir!» (he said, it
means cursing), «Jloopsiii myTh!» (Said-pronounced, then the wish
took place), etc.

Observations on the material of this series (see examples)
allow us to think that units like «/Iypak!», «XBana!» (not in the sense
of ascertaining the presence of praise from someone, but in the sense
of “I praise you”), «ITactyx!» etc. different from the "classical” ONS
samples.

Therefore, these utterances have a slightly different purpose
than regular ONS constatives or ONS qualifiers. Their purpose is a
pragmatic goal (the basis of the meaning of speech acts).

The stable symbolism of performative ONSs is also expressed
in the fact that, as a rule, both in semantics and in form they are
associated with the form of the present tense and do not contain
negation or modal words. “... The action in these units unfolds
simultaneously with the moment of speech™"".

The implementation of the action at the moment of speech
here, as can be seen from the examples, should be qualified as a
single act of "action-speech”, as conjugated components of a single
verbal act.

— Ye-ectHoe cnoBo! — 3anen Cepexa, HagaBiIuBasi KapaHjanl u
HaruOasch K pUCyHKY. — Ye-ecTHoe cnoBo!... (A.Uexos. Jloma).

The construction «Hectroe cioBo!» in this case, it is a kind of
oath («Knsiych, Gonbiiie He Oyay KypuTbhy), the pronunciation of

% Borpanos, B.B. WnnokyTtuBHas (GyHKINS BBICKA3bIBAHHUSA U Nep(opMaTHBHBIN
riaroin // CozmepskaTeNbHbIE aCTeKThl npeaioxkeHns u Texcra. — Kanmann: KI'Y, —
1983, — c. 28-29.
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which is functionally equivalent to the content of the oath: I said
«YectHoe cinoso!» — that he gave his word of honor — one and the
same. This property of performative expressions is therefore called
self-referentiality. The latter “manifests itself in the fact that the
statement is both a linguistic fact, since it is pronounced, and a fact
of reality, since it expresses an action, which becomes identical with
a statement about an action. Such statements do not inform about any
facts of reality that are independent of them, but create them
themselves™®.

On the basis of the presence / absence of stable reproducibility,
two groups are distinguished among ONS-performatives:

1) Phraseological constructions and 2) Constructions created
depending on the structure of the situation (based on the figurative
thinking of the speaker).

The group of phraseologized constructions includes
traditionally stable structures with the meaning of scolding, cursing,
swearing assurance or boasting (Cykun cwin!; IlomoHOk!;
Momennuk!; Herogsii!; Conous!; Bot Te kpect!; YUecTHoe cioBo!;
CrnoBo odunepa!; Monoquuna!; Uctuanbii O6or!; YMaUNa! u T.11.).

The group of situationally created units includes such as:
Craperit nypak!; Ocnunas demtocth! Ocnunbiid xBoct! CobOaubst
nopona!; I'mumoe otpedbe! CamosBanen snakuii! Ilbsnas xaps!
[Tesinas moppa!; [IpenectHoe coznanue!; YMuuna kakas! etc.

ONS-performatives, in our opinion, should be defined (because
of their absolute metaphorization) as a set of ready-made predicative
meanings that, to a much greater extent than direct ones, store an
aesthetic emotional assessment ... Figurative meanings, metaphors
are necessary not only as a result of the reflection of the world, but
also as a model, a standard of such reflection.

% PomanoB, A.A. Ilparmarudeckue OCOGEHHOCTH  TephOPMATHBHBIX

BBICKA3bIBaHUI // HparMaTm(a U CEMAHTHUKA CUHTAKCUYCCKHUX CAWHMUII. — Kanmuuun:

KI'Y, - 1984, —c. 88.
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The main provisions and materials of the third chapter are
presented in the following publications author.*

In conclusion, the main conclusions and generalizations arising
from the content of the thesis are presented.

ONSs are included in the system of units representing “rhematic
fragments” of the original two- or one-member syntactic constructions,
which have the ability to thematic division. On this basis, we think, the
class of constructively self-sufficient one-part sentences (definitely
personal, indefinitely personal, generalized personal and impersonal) is
contrasted with the class of actualized varieties of one-member
sentences (infinitive, nominative, genitive).

This opposition of classes of one-member sentences in our work
is illustrated, among other factors, by the fact that in the
paremiophraseological system of the Russian language only models of
constructive syntax units are presented. Units of actual syntax
(infinitive, nominative, etc.) are not represented in this area. This once
again confirms the degree of objectivity of one of our supporting
positions.

In our work, we tried to determine the range of features that
distinguish ONSs from adjacent constructions — from incomplete,
elliptical sentences, as well as from those constructions whose

%9 Xambirosa, W.P. Tumonoruyeckas XapakTepUCTHKA ¥ KIACCH(DHKAIS 0JHOCOCTaB-
HBIX HOMHUHATHBHBIX mpemioxenuii / — MockBa: «MIIMO-YHuBepcurer»,
®dunonoruueckue Haykn B MITTMIMO, OaHoCcOCTaBHbIE HOMUHATHBHBIE TPEIOKEHUS
— KOHCTaTHBbI ¢ adhekTHBIM 3HaueHreM KylibTyposorus, MCKyCCTBOBEICHUE U (DHIIO-
JIOTHSI: COBPEMEHHbBIE B3IJISAABI M HaydwHble uccrnenoBanus // COOpHHK crareit mo
marepuaiam XXXVI HaydHo-npaktudeckoil koHdepenimu, — Mocksa, — 2020. NoS
(32). —5.105-108.; OnHOCOCTABHBIE HOMUHATHBHBIE MPEIJIOKEHHS B CHCTEME PEUYEBBIX
aktoB // «Azerbaycan gorqsiinashigl Serq-Qarb elmi-modani va ictimai-siyasi dialoqu
kontekstinde» movzusunda beynalxalq elmi konfrans, — Baki, BDU, — 14-15 dekabr, —
2022. — s.135-137.; IlepdopmaTuBHBIE BBICKA3bIBAHHSI Ha 0a3ze CHCTEMBI PEUYEBBIX
taktoB // Umummilli lider Heydor Oliyevin anadan olmasimin 100 illiyino hosr
olunmus “Azorbaycansiinashigin  aktual masoalolori (todgiqat, elmi diskurs,
beynalmillosms)” movzusunda XI Beynolxalg elmi konfransin materiallari, — Baki,
BSU, — 4-5 may, — 2023. — 5.328-329.; O HEKOTOPBIX OCOOCHHOCTSIX OJHOCOCTABHBIX
HOMMHATHBHBIX TPeI0KEeHUH-KBATU(PHUKATHBOB // Beropycckuil rocymapcTBEHHBINH
nerarorudeckuii  ynusepcurer uM. M. Tanka. 3Bk M MEXKYJbTYpHBIE
koMMyHHKaIi. COOPHUK HaydHbIX cTaTei, — Munck: — 2023, — ¢.455-4509.
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morphological nature resembles nominative sentences. These are the so-
called nominative representations, headings, inscriptions on signs (the
latter, as we already know, are included by some scientists in the class
of ONS), words and combinations of speech etiquette, as well as
isolated repetition words from the previous replica or context. ONSs
have quite specific properties that distinguish them from the above-
mentioned units.

So, ONSs are syntactic (predicative) one-member sentences with
the main member of the sentence expressed by the original form of the
noun or its equivalents; the semantics of these sentences is outlined by a
circle of statement or indication of the existence of a phenomenon, a
fact that can be qualified or performed by the speaking subject in a
limited egocentric, spatio-temporal segment of speech; the modal
specificity of ONSs is determined by the possibility of realizing their
interrogative and negative forms. All these syntactical and semantic
properties make ONS one of the most active formations that are widely
used in various areas of Russian speech.

The main positions and conclusions of the dissertation are
set out in the following works of the author:

1. 3amerku no HUCTOPUH W3yYCHUS OJIHOCOCTAaBHBIX
HOMHHATUBHBIX mpemiaoxenuit (OHII) B s3piko3Hanwu // —
Baki: Humanitar elmlorin dyronilmasinin aktual problemlori, —
2014. No4. — c.62-68.

2. OCHOBHBIE MapaMeTpbl CHCTEMHOTO aHaJM3a OIHOCOCTABHBIX
npeioxkeHnil B pycckoM si3bike // — Baki, BSU: Elmi osorlor.
— 2018, Nel. —¢.3-9.

3. CoBpemeHHOe COCTOSIHUE W3y4YeHUs MpEICTABICHUS
OJTHOCOCTaBHBIX HOMWHATHUBHBIX mpeioxenuid // — Baki: Dil
va adabiyyat BDU. Beynolxalq elmi-nozari jurnal.— 2018. Ne2
(106), —c. 37-40.

4. HexoTopble TEOpEeTUYECKHE IIOJIOKEHUS, CBSI3aHHBIE C
ompeieJIeHneM MeCTa HOMUHATHBHBIX MPEJIOKEHUNM B 00mIei
CHUCTEME OJIHOCOCTaBHBIX KOHCTPYKIHMH // — VYkpauHa:
HayxoBuit  Bichu  kadpenpu  KOHECKO  KuiBcbkoro
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10.

11.

HaIllOHAJBLHOTO  JIHTBICTUYHOTO YyHiBepcuteTy Dijosoris
nemarorika cuoucxoioris, — 2019. Bum. 38. —¢.149-154.
Knaccudukanus OJTHOCOCTaBHBIX HOMHHATHBHBIX
npeUIoKeHN Ha 6aze cuctembl pedeBbix akToB // — Baki, Elm
vo tohsil, Filologiya maosalolori. AMEA M.Fiizuli adma
Olyazmalar Institutu, — 2019. Nel1. —5.74-83.

Bompoc 0 KoHCTpykuusix, mo ¢GopMe COBIAJAOMMUX C
HOMHUHATHBHbIMU npemnoxenusimu //  Doktorant vo gonc
todgiqatgilarin -~ XXIII  Respublika elmi  konfranslarinin
materiallar;, — Baki, Insaat vo Memarliq Institutu, — 03-04
dekabr, — 2019. Il c. —s.185-187.

. Tumnonoruueckas XapaKTCPHUCTHKA u KJIaCCI/I(i)I/IKaI_II/IH

OJTHOCOCTAaBHBIX HOMWHATHBHBIX IpemioxeHnid // — Mocksa:
«MI'UMO-VHusepcurer»,  Dunomorndeckue  Hayku B
MI'UMO, —2020. Ne 1(21). —s.99-105.

OpHocOoCTaBHbIE HOMHUHATUBHBIE MPEUIOKEHUS] — KOHCTATUBBI
¢ addexTHRIM 3HAUEeHHEM KyIbTypOJOrHs, HCKYCCTBOBEICHHE
U (Quionorus: COBpPEMEHHbIE B3IVl W HAaydHble HCClIe-
nosanus // CoopHuk crareit mo marepuaniam XXXV HayuHo-
npakTuyeckol koHdepeHuuu, — Mocksa, — 2020. Ne5 (32). —
s.105-108.

OnHOCcOCTaBHbIE HOMUHATHBHBIE NPEIJIOKEHHS B CHUCTEME
peueBbix akToB // «Azarbaycan sorgsiinasligi Sorq-Qarb elmi-
madoni vo ictimai-siyasi dialoqu kontekstinde» movzusunda
beynolxalq elmi konfrans, — Baki, BDU, — 14-15 dekabr, —
2022. —s.135-137.

[TepdhopmaTrBHBIE BBICKa3bIBaHUSI HAa 0a3e CHCTEMBI PEYEBBIX
taktoB // Umummilli lider Heydor Oliyevin anadan olmasinin
100 illiyino hoasr olunmus “Azarbaycansiinasligin aktual
mosalolori  (todqiqat, elmi  diskurs, beynolmillogsms)”
movzusunda XI Beynolxalg elmi konfransin materiallari, —
Baki, BSU, — 4-5 may, — 2023. —s.328-329.

O HEKOTOPBIX OCOOCHHOCTSX OJHOCOCTaBHBIX HOMHWHATHBHBIX
NpeUIOKEHU-KBATU(PUKATUBOB // benopycckuit
FOCYJApCTBEHHBIM  IEJarOrMYeCKHil  YHUBEPCUTET M.
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12.

M.Tanka. SI3BIK ¥ MEXKYNBTYpHEIE KOMMYHHKau. COOpHHK
Hay4HBIX cTaTel, — MuHCK: — 2023, — c.455-459.

OHOCOCTABHEIE HOMHUHATHBHEIE NPEJIONEHHS — KOHCTATHREL
¢ yKaszaTenbHbIM 3HaueHHeM // 33-aa rogoeunaa KompaTckoro
rOCyapcTBEHHOro yHuBepcurera. Hayka. O6paszopanme.

KynsTypa. MexayHapoaHas Hay4YHO-TIpaKTHYECKas
koH(pepenna. COopHux crarteif, T.3. — Kompar: — 2024,
—¢.297-300.
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