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Annomayusn. Ilonsatne GpyHKIMOHAIBHO-CEMAaHTUYECKOTO OJSI — OJMUH U3 OCHOBHBIX
9JIEMEHTOB TeOpHH (YyHKIHOHaNbHOW rpammatuku A. B. Bonnapko. CemaHTH4eckoe moie
JIOKaTUBOB B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE OTHOCHTCS K KJIacCy BapHaHTHBIX ()OPM MOHOIIEHTPHUYECKOTO
(YHKIIMOHAJIBHO-CEMaHTHYECKOTO T10JIsI, KOTOPOE XapaKTepu3yeTcsi HEOJHOPOIHOCTBIO CBOETO
sapa. BaxxHOCTh M3y4eHHUs! JAHHOTO BOIPOCA 3aKJIIOUAETCA B BBIACHEHMM MX IIPEICTABIECHHO-
CTH B BOIIPOCHO-OTBETHBIX eAMHCTBaX. COOTBETCTBEHHO, LIEJb JAAHHON pabOThl — ONHMCAaHHE
CTEP KHEBOT'O BBIPAKECHHSI U €T0 BapuaHTHBIX GopM. Ero npexncrasnenue B exuncTBax Q-A Oyzner
BKJIIOYATh B ce€0sl KaK BOIIPOCHI, TaK M OTBETHL. B Bompocax mosiHas popMa ero 0CHOBHOTO BhIpa-
wenns — Otkyna/Kyna/T'ne+A+B. [Ipu 3ToM cTpyKTypa IOoJBEp)KeHa BapHaHTaM, Ha KOTOpbIE
BIIMSIIOT KOHTEKCTYyalIbHbIE (akToOpbl. B mponecce orBeTa nepBUYHBIMHU NPOSBICHUSIMHA JaHHOTO
CEMaHTHYECKOTO IOJIsI BBHICTYNAIOT Pa3IMYHbIle KOHKPETHBIE BOIUIOLICHUS B aJBepOUaIbHON
MO3UIUY JIOKAaTUBOB, a TO, YTO HaXOJUTCA B MapTHMHAJIBHOM YaCTU JAHHOTO CEMAHTHYECKOTO
0JIsl, — 3TO KOIJa JOKaTUBHAs CEMAaHTHKA BBIPAXKAETCS Uepe3 Apyrue CUHTAKCUYECKUE O3UIUHY,
KpoMe anBepOuanbHoil. OCHOBHBIM METOZOM HCCIIEOBAHMS B JAHHOW pabOTe CIIYKHUT KOPITYCHBIH
aHaJIu3, 4TO CJeJIaeT BBIBOJBI Oosee yoenTeIbHBIMU.
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Abstract. The concept of the functional-semantic field is one of the principal elements
of A. V. Bondarko’s theory of functional grammar. The semantic field of the locatives in Russian be-
longs to a class of variant forms of the monocentric functional-semantic field, which is characterized
by its core heterogeneity. The relevance of studying this issue lies in figuring out their representation
in the Question-Answer unities. Correspondingly, this paper aims at describing the core expres-
sion and the variant forms. Its representation in the Q-A unities would involve both the questions
and the answers. The questions reveal the full form of its core expression as Otkyma/Kyna/I'ne+A4+V.
At the same time, the structure is subject to variants influenced by contextual factors. The process
of answering reveals that the primary expressions of this semantic field are the various embodiments
in the adverbial position of the locatives, and what lies in the marginal part of this semantic field
is when the locative semantics is expressed through other syntactic positions other than the adver-
bial position. The main research method is corpus analysis, which will make the conclusions more
convincing.
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Introduction

none) is one of the main elements of A. V. Bondarko’s (A. B. Bonaapko,

1930-2016) theory of functional grammar. It is characterized by the concept
of a «functional-semantic field», in which means belonging to different linguistic levels
(morphological, syntactic, constructional, lexical, etc.) but having the same semantic
function are considered as a whole (Jiang, 2020, 4-5). There are two basic types of struc-
tures for the functional-semantic fields: the monocentric fields and the polycentric fields.
There are also two types of variant forms of the monocentric fields: the monocentric fields
with a fully grammatical core and the monocentric fields with an integrated (heterogeneous)
core. The polycentric fields are characterized by the fact that they can be divided into several

The concept of the functional-semantic field (pyHKIIMOHATEHO-CEMAaHTHYECKOE

3 This paper is a partial result of the research «On the interaction between Q&A in Russian wh- ques-
tions with interrogative pronouns» (Ne 2020SJA1361), which is sponsored by the Major Project
of Philosophy and Social Science Research in Colleges and Universities of Jiangsu Province.
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sections, each has its own central and marginal peripheral components (TFG, 1987, 34-35).
With regard specifically to the semantic field of the locatives in Russian, on the one hand,
there is no opposition of several centers in this semantic field and therefore it cannot be
classified as a polycentric field. On the other hand, when it comes to achieving the function
of the locatives, the different levels of the linguistic means of expression do not constitute
a complete, homogeneous system. Thus, the semantic field of the locatives belongs to a class
of variant forms of the monocentric functional-semantic fields, which is characterized
by the heterogeneity of the core (TFG, 1996, 5).

The representation of the semantic field of the locatives in a Question-Answer unity
(further as Q-A unity) would involve both the question and the answer. Due to limited
space, this paper will focus mainly on the various means of expressing this semantic field
during the answering process. While in the questioning part, we focus only on the prima-
ry expression of this semantic field, i. e. the questioning structure using the questioning
adverbs as omxyoa, kyoa, 20e. The Q-A unity referred to in this paper is close to E. V. Ra-
khilina’s understanding of the «closed question-a swer pair» (3aMKHyTasi BOIIPOCHO-
orsetHas mapa)'. The question discussed in the unities refers to its original interrogative
function, contains a question word, and is semantically normal. The information is suffi-
cient for the question and does not require afollow-up question to confirm what is asked,
i. e. the answer is successful, complete and direct (Rakhilina, 1990, 9-10). All the examp-
les cited are taken from the Russian National Corpus (HarmoHanbpHBIH KOPITYC PYCCKOTO
SI3BIKA).

Methodology

The primary expression of the semantic field of the locatives

The semantic field of the locatives can be divided into two main categories in terms
of content — the general spatial relationship (o0mue mpocTpaHCTBEHHBIE OTHOLIECHUS)
and the partial spatial relationship (4acTHBIE IpOCTpaHCTBEHHBIE OTHOIIEHHUs). According
to V. G. Gak’s (B. I. I'ak, 1924-2004) point of view, in the general spatial relationship,
any process contains three stages: the beginning, the continuation and the end of the pro-
cess. The main opposition in this relationship is therefore ‘translocation — position’.
While the partial spatial relationship refers to the specific geometric position of an object
reflected in the language form, based on the main concepts of points, lines, or circles
(arcs, spheres) to determine the positional relationship between one entity and another.
The core expressions corresponding to both types of spatial relationships are of the form
A+V+r+L, where A stands for the positioned object and is expressed by nouns or pronouns.
If the active process is indicated, then it acts as the subject in the sentence. In the impe-
rative case, A4 takes the syntactic form of a complement (usually a direct complement).
V stands for verbs, which is a non-essential component and can sometimes be omitted.
In its turn, » represents a spatial relationship between two objects, which is reflected in Rus-
sian as prepositions, word endings, verbs, and verb prefixes. L refers to the locative marker,
which is expressed in Russian mainly through the noun forms with the prepositions (TFG,
1996, 8-11).

According to Gak’s interpretation of the core expression, we consider it necessary
to make certain amendments to it. The reason for this is that » in the expression represents
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a semantic relationship rather than an independent syntactic means of expression. The ex-
pression of this semantic relationship is either reflected in V' (verbs, verbal prefixes),
or in L (prepositions and prepositional phrases, word endings). Therefore, we believe that
it is not appropriate to single out r as a structural component. Combining Gak’s findings
and the features of the semantic field of the locatives, we intend to reduce its core expres-
sion form to A(+V)+adv.(L). The verb in the construction is not an obligatory constituent,
especially when the verb expressing the translocation or positional relationship is a typi-
cal state or conventional attribute of 4. If there is a semantically consistent relationship
between 4 and the verb (i. e. an exclusive correspondence), then the verb is semantically
redundant, it does not have an informative potential, but is merely a grammatical means
of expressing the predicate category (tense and mood), therefore it can be omitted, especially
in the present tense, e. g. Psoom ¢ domom (cmoum) eapaoic. The adv. (L) in the construction
indicates the locative case, which in Russian can be either the noun form with a preposition
or, in some cases, the noun form without a preposition (i. . the word endings as mentioned
above, e. g. the creative case of a noun).

Correspondingly, as far as the Russian Q-A unity is concerned, the complete core
expression for questioning the semantic field of the locatives should be Omkyoda/Kyoa/
ToetA+V,e. g

(1) — A omxkyoda 6wt ux e3sa1u?
— B so0e nawen. [W. I'pexoBa. Ha ncnsirannsx (1967)].
(2) — Kyoa smo onu ece edym? — cnpocuna Jluoa, pasmaszviéasn 2psizse no NOMHOMY
uyy.
— A na cmpoiixy. [W. I'pexoBa. Ha ncnsrranusx (1967)].
(3) «I0e 6bl ux xpanuau?» — noUHMeEPECOBAIUCHL OHU. « ‘B Kopobre uz-nod momammnoeo
cokay’, — nocnedogan omeem. [Enena Kam3osnkuHa. XpaHuTe JCHbIH, HE BBIXOMS U3 KaCChI
(2002) // Beuepusist Mocksa, 2002.01.10].

Nevertheless, in conversations, this expression often appears in variant forms. In some
contexts, since 4 has been mentioned in the preceding context, or it is clearly known to both
parties in the conversation, then 4 can be omitted, and the expression is syntactically expres-
sed as an incomplete clause, such as:

(4) (— Bosbmu oenveu, — senen oupexmop.)
— Omxkyda npuexanu-mo?
— C Anmas. [Bacunuit Ulykmmn. [euku-naBouxu (1970-1972)].
(5) — Kyoa exams, mcoé? — cnpocun wogep.
— B Ilapuoic, — omeemun [ebowupun. [C. loBnaroB. Muas xu3Hb (1984)].
(6) (— A 20e Buxa? Buka yoc komopuitl dens y nee, y Jlapucwi.)
— A panvwe 20e bvira? — cnpocun 5. [A. Bonoc. Henpmwxumocts (2000) // HoBsrid
mup, 2001].

In other cases, the expression also frequently appears as an ellipsis, e.g.

(7) — Omxkyoa oposuwiku? — cnpawiueana mama.
— U3 necy, secmumo, — omeeuan ox. [U. I'pexora. ®azan (1984)].
(8) — Kyoa smo onu?
— Jla 6 Obnunck. [J1. Ynunxkas. Kazyce Kykorkoro. ITyremectsue B ceibMyIo CTOPOHY
cseta // Hosbrit Mup, 2000].
(9) — Mozy cxooums nocmompems, — npeonoscun Cawa. — I 0e y éac I éme?
— He naoo nuuezo cmompems! — psexnyn omey, 6H08b NpuUxo0s 8 pazopadiceHue.
[B. Benoycosa. Bropoii Beictpen (2000)].
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Even cases where only question words occur, e.g.

(10) Hascmpeuy mue wen Jlésa Henamos. — Omxkyoa, kyoa? — cnpocun ox. [[. A. I'parns.
Mecsm BBepx Horamu (1966)].
(11) — A4 6om u nawa Jluxapesxa! — 3axpuuan Cxeopyos.
— [ 0e, 20e? [U. I'pexoBa. Ha ncnsitanusax (1967)].

In the Q-A unity, it can be seen from the above examples that when A4 has the same re-
ferential status, the core expression of the direct answer about the semantic field of the loca-
tives can be summarized as (4+V)+adv.(L), which is a subtle difference from the primary
expression of the semantic field of the lo atives itself. When further clarification of 4
is required, then A4 needs to appear in the answer, e.g.

(12) — T'me >xe BBI BCe pa3sMECTHIINCH?

— Monoodvie — 6 meoetii komname, s — 6 yen0s6ou, ¢ b6ankonom. [U. I'pexosa. Ilepenom
(1987)].

Whether it is a general spatial relationship or a partial spatial relationship, there
is a «translocation — position» opposition within them. Therefore, we propose to study
the primary expression of the semantic field of the locatives in the Russian Q-A unity
from this opposition.

Translocation corresponds to the beginning and the end of a movement process,
and the corresponding question words in Russian are otkyna and xyma respectively. At this
point, if the positioned object 4 is consistent with the subject of the expression, then
this is an active and independent movement, as in (13) and (14).

(13) — Omkyoa sice sbr winu? — cnpocun Kypyep u binyn 3ascueaxy.
— A bvLna y ceoei memxku, 3a nsimv gepcm omciood... [HO. O. lombposckuii. O0e3bsHa
MPUXOIUT 3a cBouM ueperoM. Y. 2 (1943-1958)].
(14) — Ho kyoa srce ebt winu? K mawune unu... Kyoa 8ac npogooums?
— K ITomanosy, — ckazana Coga.

— A xomena docmamo y nezo 010k 0 nocviiku. [F0. O. [lomOpoBckuii. XpaHUTENb
npeBHoctei. Y. 2 (1964)].

If the positioned object 4 does not coincide with the subject of the expression, then
the relationship is subordinate in nature, and its translocation is caused by the action of other
objects. In this case, 4 appears in the form of a direct complement, and transitive verbs are
usually used in the answer, as in (15) and (16).

(15)— Omxyoa docman-mo ezo, nebeos?
— A 60¢e nocnan, da! [[. H. Mamun-Cubupsik. [Tpuemsrmn (1893)].
(16)— Kyoda eco evicnams? — crazana @oxuna. — Ha ynuyy, umo au?
— Iouemy na ynuyy? — omeemuna Kyszaxuna. — Ilepesecmu ¢ mpucma namuaoya-
myio wikony ... [B. Mensenes. bapaunkus, Oynp denosexom! (1957)].

Opposite to translocation is the positional relationship, which primarily indicates
the stationary state of the object. Similarly, this can be either active, such as (17), or passive,
such as (18):

(17) — A 20e wkona bvina, mol novHuws? — cnpocun Kopeimut.
— Bosne knyba, — omsemuna Kamepuna. [b. Exumos. [Tunoder (1999)].
(18) — I'me BBI ero gepxute?
— Ha oonom 3axpuimom nasice, 8 patione Becm Tlanm buua. [A. PoctoBckwmii. Pycckuit
cunaukar (2000)].
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Positional relationships can also include the movement of the objects within a certain
spatial boundary, such as (19):

(19) 4, umobwvr suipyuume ee, a cnpawugaro: — I'ie BB ¢ Hel Tymsere?
— Tym, — noxaswisaem Ha okHO, — 6 ckeepuke. [A. PrioaxoB. Tsokensrit mecok (1975—
1977)].

However, there is an remarkable difference between the movement of an object
in the positional relationship and the movement in the translocation relationship. Trans-
location is a kind of boundary-breaking movement, corresponding to the directional verbs
(maruBHBIE Tnaronsl). In contrast, the movement in the positional relationship is the move-
ment within the spatial boundaries, and the corresponding verb is a static verb (3ccuBHBIE
rnarossl). Of course, there is not a clear-cut distinction between these two types of predi-
cates. The difference in their meanings will be neutralized in a range of cases, such as (20)
and (21).

(20)— Kyoa... nocadunu 6u1? — 0CcmopoicHo cnpocun obcmosmenvHulii Ave.
— Ha csoe mecmo! [A. ABepuenxo. Creriiisl (1912-1914)].
(21)— Kyoa orc mot eco npunsana, eoe nocaduna? — cHpoCula ona, 6CMaeadst U HayuUHas
00e6ambuCs.
— OHu 8 2cocmuHoli-c menepsb, — o06vsachuna 2opuuynas. [A. ®. Ilucemckuit. Memane
(1877)].

In the representations of the semantic field of the locatives, one case in particular
needs to be noted, that is, the adverbs and the locative clauses are used to express this kind
of relationship. Whether this means of expression belongs to the primary or the seconda-
ry expression, the Russian linguists have different perceptions of this. A. V. Bondarko,
M. V. Vsevolodova (M. B. BceBomomosa, 1928—2020) and other linguists believe that
the locatives as a functional-semantic field possess linguistic means of expression of dif-
ferent types. The most typical in Russian are: 1. the combinations of predicates with pre-
positions and case forms of nouns or pronouns, or the combinations of predicates with ad-
verbs-indicators; 2. the complex clauses with locative subordinations (TFG, 1996, 5;
Vsevolodova et al., 1982). Whereas Gak believes that if the adverbs are used to represent
spatial relationships, then L is not specifically expressed, it is provided by the contexts
and the situations. Therefore, the adverbs are a secondary means of expressing spatial rela-
tionships. The locative clauses are also a variant used to express L (TFG, 1996, 19).

However, there is a self-contradiction in Gak’s exposition. On the one hand, he clearly
pointed out that the adverbs and adverb clauses belong to a secondary means of expres-
sing L. At the same time, however, he also believes that structures similar to On men mo3zamu
belong to the primary form of expression of spatial relationships, because L in them takes
the syntactic form of the locatives (TFG, 1996, 21). Moreover, Gak studied the secondary
expression forms of this kind of semantic relationships based on the situation where L occu-
pies other syntactic (non-adverbial) positions (TFG, 1996, 21-24).

We tend to the first view, which classifies the adverbial and the locative clauses
as the primary means of expressing the locative semantic field, since they occupy the syntac-
tic position of the adverbs and are consistent in syntactic properties, as do the grammatical
forms of nouns with prepositions, and the special endings of nouns, as in (22).

(22) — I'0e orc 51 mebe 6o3bMmy memp cemvoecsm? — cnpocun Ilemp Makcumoiu.
— I0e xouewv, mam u 6epu. [FO. Kosanb. Kneenka (1970)].
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The secondary expression of the semantic field of the locatives

According to the concept of the asymmetric dualism of linguistic signs, there is an in-
complete symmetrical relationship between the signifier and the signified. Specifically,
the primary forms in the spatial model that express primary functions (the locatives) con-
stitute the core of the field, and the secondary forms that express these meanings consti-
tute the marginal part of the field. The marginal part of the locative semantic field reflects
the heterogeneity of this semantic field. The heterogeneity refers to the linguistic means
of expressing this semantic field, which belong to different levels of the language system,
such as the morphological, the syntactic and the lexical-grammatical. In the secondary
expressions, L appears in its non-inherent syntactic position, which means that L is no lon-
ger a locative adverb, but occupies the syntactic positions of the complement, the subject,
the predicate, etc.?

L occupies the syntactic position of complement. In this case, the locative relationship
in the answer is expressed by the verbal-nominal construction, such as:

(23)— Omkyoa ona 6epém madbremxu?
— Coceoam poonvie npunocam. Ilo ee npocvbe. Mou moowce pasa 08a npuHocu-
au. [W. T'pexona. Ilepemom (1987)].
(24)— A 20e Abpaxam? — cnpocun Axos, koeda éce, n00asAsA pvldanus u 8300Xu, coopa-
Juce gosne He2o. — Kyoda nodesancsa smom ckpsaza?
— OH pewunt OXpausams céoe xcunuuje, — pasoanucy coasiennvie 2onoca. [Vnbs bosmos.
[Tyts Mypu (2007)].

The meaning of the answer in (23) is actually equivalent to ona 6eper TabieTKn
ot coceneit; while in (24), corresponding to the position and the translocation, the answer
can be understood as similar to oH ceiiuac B cBoeM xkunuiie and OH MOMLIEN K CBOEMY
xunuiy. The case where L occupies the complement position is also ample evidence
of the need for a correction to the core expression A+ V+r+L of this semantic field. Other-
wise, when the spatial relationship represented by 7 is expressed through the verb V, the si-
tuation of L as a complement is also consistent with the core expression, but this case
is obviously not the primary means of expressing the semantic field.

L occupies the syntactic position of the subject. According to Gak, this structure is of-
ten used as a conversion of the adverbial structure or the object structure (TFG, 1996, 22).
The answer in the Russian Q-A unity, when L occupies the subject position, is almost always
a non-animal noun, and it also has the characteristics of a locative marker. As it is shown
in the following examples:

(25) I'opoaues cnpocun: — Omxyoda memann 6ydeme opams?
— V nac 6yoem memannypeus. [YKamObia barmynx: Hacmime He mpuMmersTs (2002) //
[po6aemsr Jamsrero BocTtoka, 2002.12.30].
(26)— Kyoa arce v1? — kpukryn um 6cied KOHOBS30B.
— Ham npedcmoum cetiuac odowuii ooeo. [Jleoann 3opun. ['mac Hapoxa (2007-2008) //
3uams, 2008].
(27)— I0e npoussodumcs HenezanvbHblil cnupm?
— Pecuonvt puck — smo Kabapourno-Banxapus, Cegeepras Ocemus, Mockosckas
obnacme. [Exarepuna Brixyxonesa. Banepuit ['y0anos: «HemoHsaTHO, KTO OymeT 00poThCs
¢ ankorommsMom» (2002) // U3sectus, 2002.12.30].

The answer in (25) expresses the equivalent of the meaning of mb1 6ynem 6patb meman
u3s oyoyweri memanypeuu, the answer in (26) actually expresses the meaning of MbI ceitgac
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uném Ha obumit 00es, and the answer in (27) is also a conversion of the adverbial structure
B PErMOHAX PHCKA.

L occupies the syntactic position of predicate. The answer specifies the locative rela-
tionship through the predicate, which is implied by means of the verb’s semantic pattern.
Since the semantic roles contained in the verb point to the subject or the object, sometimes
to the locative maker, the locative semantics will be of lesser significance, such as:

(28) Kmo-mo cnpawusan: — OmKyoa oHa cmoibKo Koiocbes Habpana?
— C nema 3anacna, — omeeyanu emy, — Kaxcowvilti OeHb 8 Noje 80pO8aAmb X0OULd.
[®@. K. Comory6. Memnkwuit 6ec (1902)].
(29) — Kyoa onu e20? — cnpocuna Hpuna.
— Pabomams, — xmypo omseemuna Cuexcana. [B. Tokapesa. CBost mpasna // HoBerid
Mup, 2002].
(30) — A4 20e mw1 6vLL?
— [ 0e bbi1, 20e 6vin? Poibanun. [B. Acradwes. 3arecu (1999) // Hossrit Mup, 2000].

The examples show that when other syntactic positions than the adverbial position
are filled to express the locative semantics, the meaning of the locatives will be weakened
by the influence of the semantic factors of these positions themselves, and at the same
time it will have other meanings such as the subject, the object, the purpose, etc. Howe-
ver, the deep structure of all these means of expressions is similar in that they all reflect
certain spatial relationships. The secondary forms are characterized by their metaphorical
and metonymical aspects. The initial and primary meanings of the secondary structures will
penetrate into the locative meaning, thus constituting a combination of multiple meanings,
such as the meaning of object-locative, subject-locative, and behavior-locative. Therefore,
in terms of the semantic relationships, these structures will lose their locative meaning
to varying degrees, resulting in a continuum of the locative meaning associated with other
meanings.

Conclusion

This paper analyzes the primary and secondary expressions of the locative semantic
field in the Russian Q-A unity. By incorporating the locative semantic field into the special
context of the Q-A unity, we have found some new features. In the question, the complete
form of the core expression is Otkyna/Kyna/Ime + A + V. At the same time, the structure
is subject to variants depending on contextual and situational factors. While answering,
the primary expression of this semantic field is the concrete manifestations in the adverbial
positions. In this case, all the components of the locative situations are expressed through
independent elements and therefore can represent the maximum variety of the locative
relationship. What is located in the marginal part of this semantic field is when the locative
semantics is expressed through syntactic positions other than the adverbial position.

Based on the theories of functional grammar and the analysis of the examples, this pa-
per combines purely theoretical research with specific contexts, and can provide a certain
reference for subsequent quantitative research. For example, in terms of a particular corpus,
the proportion of the primary and the secondary means of expression of the semantic field,
which methods are used more frequently in the secondary means, and which are only theo-
retically feasible, but rarely used in discourses, thereby establishing a distribution model
of the means of expression of the semantic field.
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Notes

1. E. V. Paducheva (1935-2019) also conducted in-depth research on the relationship between
questions and answers in Russian.

2. Gak also mentioned the attributive positions when discussing the secondary means.
However, this case cannot be included in the Q-A unity for study, because the structure appears
mainly in the form of phrases, and it is most commonly used in the substitution of adjectives
for finite clauses or prepositional phrases, consider the example given by Gak: cpaxenue, xo-
mopoe npouszoutnio noo bopoournom, — cpaswcenue noo Bopoounom — Bopoounckoe cpasicerue.
(TFG, 1996, 23).

Hpumeuyanus

1. E. B. [lagyuena (1935-2019) Takxe mpoBena yriIyOJIeHHOE HMCCIEAOBAHUE B3aUMOCBSI3U
MEX/y BOIIPOCAMH U OTBETAMH Ha PYCCKOM SI3bIKE.

2. Tak TaxKe yHOMSIHYN aTpHOyTHBHBIE TO3UIMHN ITPX 00CYKICHNH BTOPUIHBIX cpencTB. OnHa-
KO 3TOT MAJIEK HE MOXKET ObITh BKJIIOYEH B €JMHUILY BOIIPOCOB M OTBETOB JUIS M3YUEHHUSI, TIOCKOJIBKY
CTPYKTYpa MPOSIBJSIETCS] B OCHOBHOM B BHJIe (h)pa3 U Yallle BCEro OH UCIOJIb3YeTCs P 3aMEHE NPH-
JlaraTeNbHbIX KOHEUHBIMHU NPETIOKEHUSIMH HJIH TTPEI0KHO-KOHCTPYKTOPCKMMHE CJIOBOCOYETAHUSIMHU;
paccMoTpuM mipumep, npuBeneHubit Gak: cpasicenue, xomopoe npousowno noo Bopoounom, —
cpadicerue nod bopoournom — Bopoounckoe cpadcenue. (ITIOIT 1996, 23).
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Hugpopmauusn 06 agmope
31 Cs101310Hb — JOKTOP (DUIIOJOTHYCCKUX HAYK, JOICHT, 3aBEAYIOIINN Kadeapoii pyccKoro
si3bIKa ¥ TUTeparypbl CywKOyCKOrO YHUBEPCHUTETA.
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