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THE NOUN, THE SUBJECT, THE OBJECT
(SPECIFICITY OF INTERRELATIONS)

Summary. There is no single classification of parts of speech, no common understanding of the syntactic organization of
Language. There is also no understanding between the interrelation between the “levels” of Language and, in particular, between
such their “representatives”’ as the Noun and the Subject, the Verb and the Predicate, the Adjective and the Attribute, etc. In a word,
the question about interrelations between parts of speech and members of the sentence has not been cleared up yet.

It is our firm belief, that the solution should be searched in the notions “predication” and “predicativity”, insofar
as these notions are the focus of the very essence of the natural language, serving the chain by which it is connected with
thinking, and through it — with objective reality. Only after viewing these “paired” units of Language through the prism of
predication and predicativity, we can come closer to clarifying the nature of their interrelation.

The above analysis, is an attempt to show that Language is a complicated system of subsystems, dialectically
interconnected. It is proved by the relationship of the morphological and syntactic levels of Language — the parts of
speech and the members of the sentence, which, embodying the dialectical oppositions of matter itself — the unity of the
general and the individual, abstract and concrete, static and flow character, provides, alongside with other linguistic
means, “objective” reflection of the material world in the subtlest nuances and in all its most complicated manifestations.

Key words: Language, syntactic organization of Language, “levels” of language, Syntax, Morphology, the Verb, the
Noun, the Subject, the Predicate, the Object.

Stating the problem. It is well-established that Language is an integral entity, in which every element is
subordinated to the whole, and, at the same time it is interconnected with the other elements of the system.
However, the principles of its structure and functioning remain unclear yet.

Thus, up to now there is no single classification of parts of speech, no common understanding of the syntactic
organization of Language. There is also no understanding between the interrelation between the “levels”
of Language and, in particular, between such their “representatives” as the Noun and the Subject, the Verb
and the Predicate, the Adjective and the Attribute, etc. In a word, the question about interrelations between parts
of speech and members of the sentence has not been cleared up yet.

Analysis of the Existing Viewpoints. Modern linguistics offers two main approaches to addressing this problem.

According to the first approach represented by Traditional Syntax, the interrelations between parts of speech
and members of the sentence are built on the ground of isomorphism. Wherein, in revealing the essence
of the latter, the moment of juxtaposition is emphasized. The noun is opposable to the Subject, the Verb — to
the Predicate, the Adjective — to the Attribute, etc .being the units of different “levels” which cannot be mixed
up in practice of analysis.

The other approach, inherent to such trends of modern linguistics as generativizm, descriptivizm, and oth. does
not recognize division into morphological and syntactical subsystems at all and treats them under the common
name “Syntax”. As for such notions as the Noun and the Subject, the Verb and the Predicate, the Adjective
and the Attribute, such unifying terms as “nominative”, “verbal”, “adjectival” phrases (NP,VP,AP) are used
instead. As we see, unlike the traditional syntax, this approach accentuates the unifying and not the adversarial
point.
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But more recently, however, mostly in foreign linguistics, the so called “compromise” approach is being
spread. It goes about the, so called, “mixed-type grammars” [5, p. 8], particularly, A University Grammar
of English by R. Quirk et al [11]. Communicative Grammar of English by G. Leech and J.A. Svartvik [10].
In them, by a neat expression of V. I. Yartseva, the tendency “to unite, wherever possible, form and function”
[ibid.] can be traced.

In this respect, the so called “theory of syntaxemes” by G.O. Zolotova deserves special attention. This theory
is nothing more but an attempt of the author to create a superlevel language unit — a syntaxeme, and, therefore,
to clarify the problem of language structure and functioning [3;4], the basis being the traditional Morphology
and Syntax in connection with semantics of cases.

The Authors’ Approach. And what is the actual relation between the Noun and the Subject, the Verb
and the Predicate, the Adjective and the Attribute?

It is our firm belief, that the solution should be searched in the notions “predication” and “predicativity”,
insofar as these notions are the focus of the very essence of the natural language, serving the chain by which
it is connected with thinking, and through it — with objective reality. Only after viewing these “paired” units
of the language through the prism of predication and predicativity, we can come closer to clarifying the nature
of their interrelations. Especially as, the Subject and the Object are immediate components of the structure
of predication, and the Noun is the part of speech which in the process of speaking is realized in these syntactic
functions.

Let us begin with our first “morphological-syntactic pair”: the Noun — the Subject. It is well known that at the
very beginning of formation of the natural language, the perception of the surrounding world by a primitive
man was non-dispersed, integral. This worldview was realized in the process of sound communication of our
ancestors between themselves — in exclamations, utterances, which reflected certain impressions of the surroun-
ding world, encouragement to common actions, etc.

The outlook of the primitive man, that is the outlook at the level of images corresponds to predicativeness —
the synthesis of subjective and objective in general.

But gradually in the process of its development, the brain of a human being begins to realize the heterogeneity
of matter, extracting from it that part of it which was the most available for observation. Most probable, those
were the substantial components of matter — separate objects, things, since they possess relative duration
of existence in time. They are also the most noticeable to the human eye and tangible. As a result of this
process which took place at the level of subconscious, the first nominations appear — “the ancestor words”. They
already have more or less distinct sound form, are remembered by the community and passed to the following
generations. It is likely that “the ancestor words” denoted some concrete things and Nouns “objects of everyday
life, or surrounding nature. In other words, a class of— “ancestor nouns” appeared. They functioned in language
as “ancestor utterances” alongside with utterance-interjections, undecipherable encouraging utterances, etc.
Gradually, “the ancestor words” of substantial meaning become an organic part of the slurred utterances but
are heard as more or less distinct in their sound form and meaning independent units, which makes them
more intelligible for other people. So gradually in utterances appears the contour of the Subject, and namely,
the utterance begins to get structured. Hence the conclusion: the “ancestor Noun” is the very same “ancestor
Subject but realized in the process of speech. The second stage of development of Language and Speech caused
by the fact that people had the ability of abstract thinking. Observing the surrounding world, and in particular,
some subconsciously selected objects of the material world, the primitive man begins to realize their common
features, their belonging to the same class of units. It means that the concept of substantiality begins to form in his
brain. Of course it could not but reflect on the language. “Ancestor words” with the meaning of substantiality are
now understood as a class of homogeneous units, which is expressed in the first attempts of their morphological
framing. The evidence of existence of the concept of substantiality lies in the fact that this class of language
units is being constantly replenished with nominations the analogues of which do not exist in nature: (various
idols, representatives of the so called "hostile power”, etc.). It is significant that morphologically they were
modeled after the existing units with the meaning of substantiality.

The formation of other concepts, like concepts of such “attributes of matter”, as specificity of its being in
time, its properties followed the concept of substantiality. It means that man begins to think in the abstract
in the fullest sense of the word, that is to make a “cross-sections” of various properties of matter, not just
substantiality, memorize them and give them names. Thus, new words of abstract meanings appear in language.
Some part of them is rethought from the aspect of substantiality, and, accordingly, formalized in a similar way
with already existing class of words of substantive meaning.
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A sort of apotheosis of abstract thinking was emerging of the structure of predication within the bounds
of predicativity. This process became possible as a result of realization by man the existence of matter (the
component of substantiality) in time. The structure of predication whose essence lies in a specific “binding”
of the concept of substantiality to the “ time line” is, actually, nothing more, but conceptual analogue
of the process of the objective world, that is the structure of the Universe proper. And if so, then it is the means
of'its conceptualization (understanding), concentration of what and how man thinks about the surrounding world.
In other words, the structure of predication is the bearer of thought [2:92-100]. Thus, the notion of predication
began to include not only realization of reality on the level of images (historically the first stage of reflection),
but also on the level of thoughts with the help of the structure of predication — the highest, the most perfect stage
(phase) of reflection.

The structure of predication, though being the nucleus of the utterance, its sense-bearing centre, is not
reflected in Language yet, as is not corresponding logical predication.

But the reflection on the level of the developed abstract thinking, is connected with understanding
of various manifestations of the material world, implies not only the process of its analysis (differentiations),
and is accompanied by the process of its synthesizing. It could not but cause a “conflict” between the limited
possibilities of language means of expression and the infinity and uniqueness of the surrounding world, which
man has already begun to realize and tries to express verbally.

The way out of this “deadlock” was found by language with the support of still the same thinking. We will
try to show this process on the example of the class of units of substantive meaning (Nouns).

As we have already noted, this class, increasing in number fully responded to requests of thinking (as well
as speech) of ancient man. In an “ancestor utterance” it played the part of “ancestor Subject”, pointing to this or
that object of the surrounding world. But at some stage it becomes not enough. People begin to bestow indicators
of substantiality on the whole fragments of objective reality and, sometimes, on the processes, the processes
which are impossible to express in one word, being of a flow character and reflecting not so the natural logic but
individual peculiarities of perception nature by Man.

The means of expressing it was found in abstraction from the lexical meaning of Nouns and in using in
the speech process only the grammatical characteristics of the latter. In parallel with thinking Language brings
into operation the mechanism of operations of “algebraic” character on the utterances , so that any stretch
of speech (phrase, sentence, etc.) may be rethought as a substantial element x, and as such — be included into
another utterance.

In the process of speech this stretch is modeled after the Noun — according to its morphological and syntactic
indicators. There are many examples of it in various languages. Let us give a few examples: “ What the girls
of her sort want is just a wedding ring”’[6:32]. “Perhaps this what s-his-name will provide the cocoa” [8:228].

So, the Noun and the Subject are the notions, dialectically interconnected with each other. Thus, the ancestor
Noun emerges out of non-dispersed utterance (predicativeness), the Subject — an element of the structure
of predication — is developed from the class of nouns by abstracting the lexical meaning of the latter.

Common to both notions is the fact that on the level of thinking they correlate with the concept of substantiality,
while the Noun — correlates with the concepts, already established, accepted by the whole Language community
(they are kept in memory and fixed in certain nominations), while the Subject reflects the process of thinking itself —
spontaneous formation of the concept of “substantiality”” under pressure of certain circumstances or real life.

Based on the above indicators, the Noun may be defined as a class of language units, which act as a lexical
and grammatical means of expressing the established, conventional notion of “substantiality” . As for
the Subject — it is a speech unit, which serves a grammatical means of expression of spontaneous, running concept
of “substantiality”, as a subject of thought. The Object is also a grammatical means of expressing spontaneous
concept of “substantiality”, but , unlike the Subject it acts as a complement (the closer) of the thought.

The difference between the Subject and the Object lies in the relative “weight” which the substantial
components of propositions are endowed by our brain in the processes-relationships. The most significant,
“meaningful” from the point of view of perception of Man, the substantial component acts as a subject of thinking
(thought).

Speaking figuratively, this component is a sort of “cornerstone” of thought, for it is refracted through
the prism of time, it is the specificity of its existence that is revealed by means of the Predicate. In a proposition
this substantial component is full-faced, and in a sentence it takes shape of the Nominative case.

As for the Object, in a proposition, it correlates with “substance”, whose role is confined to conveying
the specificity of existence of the main substance, embodied in the subject of a proposition. The specificity
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of its existence in time is characterized as being in a certain relation with another substance. In other words,
the Object semantically “finishes” the process of relationship. The minor, background role of a component
of the proposition which corresponds to the Object is manifested in the fact that the specificity of its existence
in the proposition is not determined. This substance cannot be projected on the time-line, its existence in time
arises from the fact that it is being in certain relations with the main substance. The specificity of this, so to say,
“secondary substance of a proposition” finds its expression in Language as well. It can be compared to the actions
of a man who is turning some subject in different sides while processing it, so , in a proposition, the human
brain, is imitating real forms of communication with the surrounding world, and presents “the substance- object”
towards “ the substance- subject” in various aspects, depending on the specificity of existence of the latter. In
Language it corresponds to one of indirect cases.

Thus, the notions “the Noun”, “the Subject” and “the Object” have a common ontological, and, consequently,
logical nature. They are united by the notion “substantiality”, they differ in representing this notion in Language,
considering the dialectic character of its contradictions — in such oppositional subsystems of Language as
Morphology (static subsystem) and Syntax (dynamic subsystem), and also, in such types of it as, an “established,
conventional character” of perception as running, individual.

In a word, the notions “the Noun”, “the Subject” and “the Object” are dialectically interconnected, both from
the point of view of their historic development, as well as in the plane of synchronic cross-section of Language
(Speech). The fact, that schoolchildren and, sometimes, students perceive these notions as such, is an evidence
of “substantial” common between these notions. They often mix up the Noun and the Subject (or Object). The
common “substantial” nature of these notions was not ignored by the linguists. This idea was clearly expressed
by G. Zolotova, who defines the Subject as: «the Subject of the sentence ...is syntactically independent
“substantial” component of a Subject — Predicate structure which denotes the bearer of a predicative indication.
This definition means the integrity and mutual conditionality of semantic, syntactic and morphological signs
of the subject, implies expressing it by means of a Noun with the meaning of “substantiality”» [3, p. 133—-134].
In expressing her view, she refers to G.Lions and O. Potebnya [ibid.]. The definitions of B. Ilyish are close in
meaning to this one. These notions are linked through the word “thing”(an object) with which, as the author sees
it, they correlate in the real life [9, p. 28, 199, 211].

However, most linguists attribute such property as “substantiality” only to the Noun, which is defined either
as a substance in the broadest sense of this word [8, p. 14], or by means of a list of particular) “substances”, which
it may express (names of things, places, living beings, materials, processes, states, properties, etc. [6, p. 180].
As for the Subject or the Object, their relationship with the concept of “substantiality” remains unnoticed, or
intentionally ignored. The most typical definition of the Subject is, in particular, defining it as an independent
part of the sentence, with which agree in number and person.[8, p. 225; 7, p. 30]. The substantial character
of the Object is also “hidden”.

But no matter how much the authors of the grammar manuals were reluctant to admit it, no matter how
precautionary they were, they could not but avoid the substantial nature of these parts of the sentence. This
fact manifests itself in other parts of the grammar books, particularly in the definitions of the Predicate
and the category of Voice. Thus, defining the Predicate, V.L. Kaushanskaya et al. point to the fact that
this part of the sentence expresses action, state and property of a person or a thing which is denoted as
the Subject [8, p. 229]. In the definitions of active and passive voice the Subject can denote a thing or a person
[ibid. p. 82]. N.A. Kobrina et al., in their definition of voice, also mention the ability of the Subject to express
a person or a non-person, that is a thing.

The above mentioned authors, though subconsciously, recognize the relationship of the concept
of “substantiality”(a “thing” or a “person” in their terminology) with not only the Noun but also dialectically
connected with it members of the sentence — the Subject and the Object. The relations analogous to those
of the Noun, the Subject and the Object can be traced in the relationship of the Adjective and the Attribute.
Similar to the Noun, the Adjective is a lexical and grammatical device. It expresses the established, conventional
concept of “property”.

The Attribute similarly to the Subject and the Object is purely grammatical, and speech means which
serves for the spontaneous, running concept of property. It should be noted that the Noun and the Adjective
which serve as lexical and grammatical means of corresponding concepts, are kept in memory of a certain
language community irrespective of a concrete substance. As for the Subject, Object and Attribute, they are
being formed spontaneously in the process of speaking, and, only grammatical sets of their presentation are
fixed in memory. There is, as we see it, a very interesting regularity in the relationship of the parts of speech
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and the members of the sentence: the more specified on the Language level is this or that means (“cohesion”
of lexical and grammatical components is proper, as it is known, to parts of speech) the less flexible, which
means less “concrete” it is on the speech level, and vice versa, the more a language tool abstracts itself
(is detatched) from vocabulary, the more free, more “concrete” it conveys in speech all the nuances of perception
of the surrounding world by man.

Summing up the above analysis, we should note that Language is a complicated system of subsystems,
dialectically interconnected. Itis proved by the relationship of the morphological and syntactic levels of Language —
the parts of speech and the members of the sentence, which, embodying the dialectical oppositions of matter
itself — the unity of the general and the individual, abstract and concrete, static and running (flow character),
provides, alongside with other linguistic means, “objective” reflection of the material world in the subtlest
nuances and in all its most complicated manifestations.

REFERENCES
1. Tankuna-®enopyk E.M. Cyxnenue u npegnoxenue. M., 1956. 76 c.
JKaboprok O.A. Kareropis craHy B CydacHiil aHIIIMCBKI MOBI Ta iHZOEBPONEHCHKUI CHHTAKCHYHHUI IIpoIeC.
Opneca, 1998. 208 c.

3. 3onorosa I'A. KoMMyHUKaTUBHBIE aCIIEKTHI pyccKoro cuHTakcuca. M., 1982. 368 crp.

4. 3onortopa I'A. CunTakcuueckuii cioBapb.Penepryap aneMeHTapHbIX €IUHUIL pyccKoro cuHTakcuca. M.1988.439 c.

5. Spuesa B.U. Ilpemucnosue. R.Quirk, S. Greenbaum, G. Leech, J. Svartvik. A University Grammar of English. M.,
1982. 4 p.

6. An English Grammar. Morphology / N.A. Kobrina, E.A. Korneyeva, M.I. Ossovskaya, K.A. Guzeyeva. M., 1985.
287 p.

7. An English Grammar. Syntax / N.A. Kobrina, E.A. Korneyeva, M.I. Ossovskaya, K.A. Guzeyeva. M., 1986. 159 p.
8. A Grammar of the English Language / B.JI. Kaymanckas, P.JI. Kosrep, II[.P. KoxxeBnuxosa u ap. JI., 1967. 319 p.
9. Ilyish B.A. The Structure of Modern English. 2-e u3a. JI., 1971. 378 p.

10. Leech G., Svartvik J. A Communicative Grammar of English. M., 1983. 303 p.

11. A University Grammar of English. R.Quirk, S. Greenbaum, G. Leech, J. Svartvik. M., 1982. 390 p.

0. A. ZKaoopwx |, I. A. Kaboprok. Imennuk, niomem i 0o0amok (ocodonusocmi 3acmogionouwens). — Cmamms.
Anomauin. He icnye eounoi knacugixayii wvacmun mosu, 5K i He iCHY€ 3a2a1bH020 PO3YMIHHI CUHIMAKCUYHOT OpeaHi-

3ayii mosu. He icnye i acHocmi w000 numaHHs npo 63a€MO8iOHOUIEHHSL MIDIC KPIGHAMUY» MOBU I, 30KpemMd, Npo 63aEMOBIO-
HOWEHHS MidC MAKUMU iX «penpe3eHManHmamuy, aKki 8 mpaouyitiHii mepminonozii iMenyomuscsa iMeHHUK ma niomem, diec-
71060 Ma NPUCcyOOK, NPUKMEMHUK ma o3HayenHs mowjo. OOHUM CI080M, HeMA€E ACHOCMI 8 NUMAHHI NPO CNIGGIOHOUWEHHS
MidIC OKpeMUMU YACTUHAMY MOBU MA YTEeHAMU PEYEHHSL.

3a nawum enuboKUM nepeKoHaHHAM piuleHHs npobiemy mpeba wykamu 8 ROHAMMAX «NPeouKayisy ma «npeouxa-
musHicmbvy, adxce came yi NOHAMMI POKYCYIOMs Y coOi camy Cymuicmob nPpUpoOOHOi MOGU, CLy2YIOUU JAHYIONCKOM, SKUM
60HA NOEOHYEMbCA 3 MUCIEHHAM, d 4epe3 Hb020 i 3 00 eKmusHum ceimom. Jluwe nponycmusuiu 00cniodxHcy8ani «napHiy
YACMUHU MOBU T peyeHHsl KPi3b NPUusmy npeouxayii ma npeouKxamueHoCmi, M 3MOHCeMO HAOTUSUMUCS 00 3ACYBAHHS CYM-
Hocmi ix e3aemogioHowenns. Tum Ginvuie, wo niomem ma 000amokK € be3nocepeoHiMu CKIA008UMU CIMPYKIMYpU Npeou-
Kayii, a iMenHux € came mi€lo Yacmunoio MO8U, KA 8 NPOYECi MOGILEHHs Peani3yeEMbCs 8 YUX CUHMAKCUYHUX YHKYIAX.

ITiocymosyrouu ananis, 8i03HAUUMO, U0 MOBA — Ye CKAAOHA cucmema niocucmem, OlAIeKMUYHO 3AEMON08 SI3AHUX MIdC
c00010. C8IOUEHHAM YbO20 € 63AEMOGIOHOUEHHS MIHC OOUHUYAMU MOPPONOLTYHO20 MA CUHMAKCUYHO20 PIBHIB MOBU — Yacmu-
HAMU MOBU M YIEHAMU PEeYeHHs, 5iKe, YOCoDmouU 6 cobi OlaneKmuKy cynepeyHocmeti camoi mamepii — EOHICMb 3a2anbHO20
i OKpeM0o20, abCmpakmHo20 i KOHKPEmHO20, CMAo20 i NIUHHO20, 3a0e3NeUye, pa3om 3 IHUUMU 3aco0aMU MOBU, K00 €EKMUBHE»
8I003EPKANEHHSL MAMEPIAIbHO20 CEIMY 8 YCIX 1020 HAUCKAAOHIMUX 6UABAX, HAUMOHUUX HIOGHCAX.

Knrwuosi cnosa: mosa, CuHmakcuuHa opeanizayis Mo8U, «PIBHI» MOBU, CUHIMAKCUC, MOPQON02isa, OIECT080,IMEHHUK,
niomem, npucyook, 000amox.

E. A. ’Kabopwk |, H. A. Kaboprok. Cywmecmeumenvroe, noonexcawee u 0ononnenue (cneyuuka e3aumo-
omuouienuit). — Cmamos.

Annomayus. He cywecmeyem eounoti knaccugurayuu wacmetl peuu, Kak He cyujecmeyem oouje2o NOHUMAaHusl
cuHmakcuieckou opeanuzayuu A3vika. Hem u scnocmu 6 éonpoce 0 63auMOOMHOUEHUY MENUCOY «YPOBHAMUY A3bIKA U, 8
YACMHOCMU, O 63AUMOOMHOUEHUAX MENHCOY MAKUMU UX «PENPe3eHMARMAMU», KOMOpble 8 MPAOUYUOHHOU MEPMUHONOUY
UMeHYIOmcs noonexcawee u ckazyemoe, npuiazamensHoe u m.o.

o nawemy enyboxomy ybesxicoenuro peuieHue npobremsl credyem UCKAmb 8 NOHAMUAX «NPeouKayusy u «npeou-
KAMUeHOCMb», 6e0b UMEHHO DU NOHAMUSA QOKYCUPYIOm 6 cebe camylo Cymb ecmecmeeHHo20 A3biKa, 6y0y4u Yenouxotl,
KOMOopas coOeouHsem e2o ¢ MbllieHueM, d NOCPeOCmeoM e20 U ¢ 00beKMUBHOU pearbHocmyio. Juws nponycmus «napHviey
yacmu pedu u npeodsioNCeHUs: CK803b NPU3MY NPEOUKAYUY U NPEOUKAMUBHOCTIU, Mbl CMOXHCEM NPUOTUSUMBCA K 6bIACHEHUIO
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cywHocmu ux e3aumoomuouienus. Tem bonee, umo noonedcawee u OONOIHEHUE ABTAIOMCA HENOCPEOCMEEHHBIMU COCMAG-
HbLMU CIPYKIMYPAMYU BPEOUKayul, a CywecmeumenbHoe UMEeHHO MOoU Yacmblo peyu, KOmopas 8 npoyecce 2060peHUs ped-
AUZYEMCS 8 IMUX CUHMaKcuueckux gynkyusax. Iloovimoosicusas ananus, ommemum, Ymo A3blK — MO CLONCHAA cucmema
noocucmem OUANEKMUYECKU CEA3AHHBIX MexncOy cobotl. Ceudemenbcmeom Mmoo AGNAEMCs 83aUMOOMHOUEHUE MENCOY
eouHUYamu Mop@onocuiecko20 U CUHMAKCUYecKo20 YPOGHell A3bIKA — YACMAMU pedy U YIeHaAMU NPEONOANCEHUs, KOMOo-
poe, soniowjas 6 cebe OUANEKMUKY NPOMUBOPEYUL CAMOU Mamepuu — eOUHCMB0 00uje20 U OMenNbHo20, AOCMPAKMHO20
U KOHKpEeMHO020, NOCMOSHHO20 U USMEHYUBO20, 0Decneuusaem, 6Mecmu ¢ OpyeuUMu CpeoCmeamuy A3blkd, «00beKmueHoey
ompaoicenue MamepuaibHO20 MUPA 80 BCEX €20 CONCHEUUUX NPOABLEHHBIX, MOHYAUUUX HIOAHCAX.

Knrouegvie cnoea: s3vik, CUHMAKCUYECKAS OP2AHUIAYUS A3bIKA, YPOSHUY A3bIKA, CUHMAKCUC, MOPDONO2USL, 2Na20,
yujecmseumenvHoe, nooiedxcawee, ckasyemoe, OONOIHEHUe.

VK 81°373.46:665.6

B. B. ’Kuzynin

maeicmp ep. I'@ 311m

Hayionanvnuu ynieepcumem «3anopizvbka nonimexsika»
M. 3anopidcoics, Ykpaina

1. B. Ky3ueuoea

ooyenm Kageopu meopii ma npaxmuxu nepexiaoy
Hayionanvnuii ynisepcumem «3anopizvka nonimexmika»
M. 3anopixcocs, Yrpaina

ICTOPISI PO3BUTKY AHIDIOMOBHOI HA®TOTI'A30BOI TEPMIHOJIOITI

Anomayin. Y cmammi pozensioaemocs npodiema eontoyii aneiomMosHol Haghmoeazoeoi mepminonozii. Yemarnos-
JIOIOMbCS N ’1Mb OCHOGHUX NePiodié PO3GUMKY HAGMO2a30801 NPOMUCIOBOCI 8 YbOMY NPOYeCE 32I0HO 3 KIACUDIKayicio
P. @opcema. Beasicacmuvcs, o Kodicer nepiod 8ionosioac nosisi mepminia y Moi, 00CIIONCYEMbCI GNIUE COYIATLHUX, K)lb-
MYPHUX, eKOHOMIYHUX (DAKMOpi8 HA pO3EUMOK HAPMO02a3080i mepminonoeii. Ananizyemoca niocomosuuii eman @Gopmy-
8aHHA HAMO2a30801 MepMIHOCUCMeMU, AKUL NOYA8Cs Habazamo paHiue Hidc nepuiuil. Haeonowyemscs na Heobxionocmi
aHanizy 01 cucmemamusayii mepminie yiel eanysi, CmeopeHHs YimKkoi mepmiHocucmemu ma 6CMAaHOBLEHHs 3AKOHOMIp-
Hocmeu ma cneyu@iKu po3eUmxy.

Jlosedero, ujo ananomosra Hagpmo2azoea MepmMiHOCUCmeMa noOYO0BAHA 3a 2eMEPO2EHHOI0 MOOGIO, MODMO € Pe3yibma-
TMOM 83AEMOOIT KITbKOX 2aty3ell II0OCbKO20 3HAHHS, U0 € NPULUHOIO NOSBU 8EIUKOI KilbKOCmi Midiceany3eux mepminis. OOHicio 3
ocobrusocmelt Hagpmo2az080i mepmioN02H € 8enuKa KintbKicms memagop. 30ammuicmv memaghopu eucsimmosamu HOgi acnekmu
3MICY 36UYHUX NOHAMb OONOMALAE POSKPUMU CYMHICHb HOB020 HAYKOBO20 A8UUYA. 3A3HAYAEMBCA, WO NONOBHEHHS Hagdmoea-
30801 MepMIHONOCIT 8I06YBAEMBCA OOHOUACHO 3 PO3BUNMKOM HAYKOBO-MEXHIUHOT OYMKU I, K HACTIOOK, NOSBO HOBUX CHOCODI8 MA
MEXHONOIUHUX NPULIOMIB HAmMOo2a30680i npomuciosocmi. JJo6edeno, wo 3 ACy8anHts 3a2anbHUX i CHeYUQIMHUX 3aKOHOMIDHOCTEN
opeaHizayii mepmiHocucmemMuy Haghmo2azoe0l RPOMUCTIOBOCMIE HA PI3HUX emandax CIMaHOGIeHH s, AHA3 NPoYecie MEOPeHHsl mep-
MIHIB, QOCTIOJICEH s IXHbORO CKAdY 3 NO2NA0Y NOXOONCEHHS OONOMONCE NPU BNOPSOKYBAHHI 6CiEl mepminocucmemy, ii cman-
dapmu3ayii, 003601UMb NPOSHO3Y8aAMU MEHOeHYIi NOOATBULO20 PO3BUMKY, BOOHOUAC CAPUAIMUME OOCASHEHHIO HANIHCHO20 PIHS
MOBHO020 3a0e3neyeHHs. Hapmo2azo8oi NPOMUCIOBOCHIT, BUOLTUMb 38 SI3KU 3 THULUMU IMEPMIHOCUCTEMAMU.

Knrouosi cnoea: mepmin, mepminocucmema, Hagpmozazoea mepmiHonoz2is, emanu po3eumxy, memagopuuni mep-
MIHU, 3aN03UYEHHS, MIJIC2ATY3€6] MEePMIHU, MEPMIHU-PPA3EoNociZMUL.

Hadrorasopa rajy3s sik rajy3b HayKOBOI'O 3HAHHs BIIPOJOBX OCTAaHHIX POKIB JIO3BOJISE CydacHI LUBLJII-
3ar1ii po3BUBATHCS HAPOCTAIOUYUMU TeMITaMH. Po3BUTOK HaTOTra30BoOi CIipaBu B APyTii MOJOBUHI XX-TO CTO-
JITTS COIPUYMHMB IOCUJICHHS POJi TEPMIHOJIOTI] MIPAKTUYHO y BCiX acmekrax ii BukopuctaHHs. Ha po3BuTok
TEpMIiHOJIOTIT BIUIMHYIM TAKOX 1 Pi3HI BHYTPIIIHBOMOBHI Ta JIHIBICTUYHI NMPOLECH, Y Pe3yabTaTi yoro Bif-
Oymacst iHTepHaLiOHANI3aLlis Ta TApMOHI3aIlisl TEPMIHOCHUCTEM, 3’ SIBIITUCS 0araTOKOMIIOHEHTHI TEPMIHOJIOTi4H1
CIIOBOCIIOTYYEHHsI, CKOpOUCHHS. BUBUEHHS Micls crielialibHOT JIEKCHKH B Ha(hTOra30Bil ramysi cTae Bce OUTbII
poau Oyio MPUCBIYEHO YMMAJIO Mpalb BIIOMUX YKPAiHCHKHUX Ta 1HO3EMHHUX aBTOPIB, cepel AKHX BUIUIAIOTH
posBinku I. B. Tomogscekoi, O. I'puma, C. O. Lapyk,O. B. [ToaBoiicekoi, X. Jliy Ta iHIIHX.
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