
PART I. 
INTRODUCTION INTO THE THEORY OF ENGLISH GRAMMAR 

"Whether we decide to employ, to teach, or to 
avoid worrying about grammar, we need to he 
informed about it." 

Mark Garner 

CHAPTER 1. THE POSITION OF GRAMMAR IN THE 
STRUCTURE OF LANGUAGE 

1. Language as a many-sided phenomenon. The problem of its definition. 
2. The levels of language and the relations between them. The position of 
grammar in the structure of language. 
3. The three aspects in the study of language: syntactics, semantics and 
pragmatics. 
4. General characteristic of the grammatical structure of the English 
language. 

1. Language is a complex, many-sided and many-functional 
phenomenon and therefore not easy to define. Today it is studied by 
linguists, logicians, philosophers, psychologists, anthropologists, 
culturologists and other specialists. As it has been justly pointed out, 
language is "many things - a system of communication, a medium for 
thought, a vehicle for literary expression, a social institution, a matter for 
political controversy, a factor in nation building" [O'Grady & Dobrovolsky 
1993, 1]. Thus language has many aspects, or 'faces' and the definition of 
language depends largely upon which aspect comes into the focus of the 
researcher, upon what becomes the subject matter of research. Even in 
linguistic studies the definitions of language vary considerably. 

Speculating about the so called ostensive (i.e. based on the subject 
matter) definitions of language, linguists point out three main aspects and, 
consequently, three main ways of representing language: 
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- as a result of speech activity of native speakers, presented in various 
kinds of speech products: literary texts, newspapers, recorded 
conversations, interviews, various documents etc.; 
- as a result of linguistic research presented in dictionaries, grammar 
books, monographs and dissertations devoted to various aspects of 
language and aimed at revealing its systemic regularities; 

as lingual competence of a native speaker, the language in the 
speaker's mind, i.e. language "ш potentia", not yet realized in speech 
activity, but ready for such a realization. 

Thus language can be represented in three ways: language as text, 
language as system, and language as competence [Караулов 1999, 8-9]. 
Certainly, these three ways of representing language are, in fact, just 
representations, or ways of viewing one and the same unique and many-
sided phenomenon - language. It remains one integral whole though its 
representations may vary according to the viewpoint of the observer and 
the metalingual means of its description. These three ways of language 
representation are interrelated and interdependent. We can form an idea 
about the systemic peculiarities of a language only by observing speech 
activity in this language in its various forms. Similarly we can judge about 
the lingual competence of language speakers only in the process of 
observing and analyzing their performance in the language. And such an 
analysis is possible only on the basis of our knowledge about the systemic 
peculiarities of the language under study. 

The definitions of language are also directly related to its main 
functions and its internal systemic properties. Viewed from the point of its 
cognitive function (which is now in the focus of linguistic attention) 
language is defined as a means of forming, storing and transmitting 
information (knowledge). Language is actively studied today as a means of 
reconstructing cognitive processes which are not accessible for direct 
observation but can be understood on the basis of analyzing lingual facts. 
Viewed from its social function language is defined as a means of 
communication. It is essential to remember that the aim of any 
meaningful communication is to exchange information from which it 
follows that the two functions of language: cognitive and communicative 
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are closely interrelated - we communicate in order to exchange thoughts 
and information. Viewed from the point of its internal properties language 
is defined as a structured system of signs and thus it is a part of semiotics. 
This system of signs was created by people (and it is one of the most 
wonderful creations of humanity!) to satisfy their need in communication 
- one of the most essential needs of people as social beings. Thus with 
respect to its internal properties and its main functions language may be 
defined as a structured system of signs used for forming, storing and 
exchanging information in the process of human communication. 

2. Now let us turn to the analysis of language from the point of its 
internal properties. The attribute 'structured" in its definition suggests that 
the language system presents a hierarchy and consists of subsystems, or 
levels. The notion of the level presents one of the basic logical notions and 
is widely employed in various spheres of knowledge and practical 
activities of people. In linguistics it is applied to lingual units which form 
hierarchal relations within the language system. Thus the notions of a 
language level and a language unit are interdependent [Блох 2000, 56]. 

A level can be defined as a subsystem of language which 
presents a totality of homogeneous units and a set of rules regulating 
their use and classification (ЛЭС 1990, 539) 

Language structure consists of three main domains: phonetics, 
lexicon and grammar which are further subdivided and form six levels: 
phonemic, morphemic, lexemic, phrasemic, sentential, or proposemic, and 
suprasentential, or dictemic. The terms 'proposemic' and 'dictemic' were 
introduced by M.Y.Blokh [Blokh 1983,15; Блох 2000, 60-61] and seem 
to be quite appropriate as they are in accordance with the emic theory of 
language and are formally correlated with units of the other levels of 
language. On the other hand, the terms 'sentential' and 'suprasentential' 
have the advantage of being traditional and more familiar. 

The lowest is the phonemic level with its central unit - the 
phoneme, the smallest unit of language whose function is to differentiate 
meanings. This level is closed, it comprises a limited set of phonemes and 
it is relatively stable - no sounds are borrowed from other languages and 

7 



phonetic changes, even if they do occur, develop very slowly and embrace 
long periods of time. 

The next level is morphemic and its central unit is the morpheme -
the smallest meaningful part of language. The morpheme may present a 
combination of two or more phonemes, but it may also be presented by one 
phoneme, e.g. —s as in cats. The main difference between the phoneme 
and the morpheme is not in the form but in the function: phonemes are 
used to differentiate meanings whereas morphemes express meanings, they 
are meaningful. The function of morphemes is either to build grammatical 
forms and express grammatical meanings (formbuilding morphemes) or to 
derive new words and express new lexical meanings (derivational, or 
wordbuilding morphemes). As compared to the phonemic, the morphemic 
level is less closed and more subject to changes. In the course of the 
language development its units may change their status and evolutionize 
from words to morphemes (such was the case with the morphemes - dom, 
- hood and some others which developed from notional words. One of the 
most characteristic features of the English language is a limited number of 
form-building morphemes and a great number of homonymous morphemes 
(compare the function of the morpheme -sin the following words: books, 
reads, news, yours). 

Combining morphemes we produce words, which constitute the 
lexemic level with the word as its central unit. The lexemic level presents 
the most open, densely populated and the most changeable domain of any 
language. The vocabulary system of a developed language is enormous and 
comprises thousands of words. It never remains stable: some words fall out 
of use (e.g. brine was used by William Shakespeare in the meaning of 
'ocean" but is almost forgotten now), new words are coined daily (e.g. 
coffeeholic, ecocide, dinks, stoly, netiquette, webliography etc.) or 
borrowed {palimpsest, pampa, rajah, guru etc.), still others acquire new 
meanings (stress, cripple, crib etc.). Words fulfil a nominating function in 
the language, by means of words we give names to various objects of 
reality, i.e. physical phenomena (the world outside us) and to various 
abstract notions, i.e. mental phenomena (the world within us). 
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A combination of words results in the formation of a phrase - the 
constituent of the phrasemic level - which serves as a pre-fab for building 
a sentence. Combining words into phrases enriches the nominative 
potential of the language, e.g. a blue sky, sky blue {her eyes were sky 
blue); a university city, a city university. 

Combining a noun-phrase with a verb phrase we build a sentence, the 
central unit of the sentential, or proposemic level. From the point of view of 
its semiotic nature the sentence presents a complex sign, it names not an 
object, but a situation of reality and forms a judgment (a proposition) about 
this situation. Another essential difference between the sentence and the 
word is that the sentence fulfils not only a nominating function, but a 
communicative one whereas words fulfil only a nominating function. We 
communicate with the help of sentences even if they contain just one word 
(Winter. Night.) A combination of at least two sentences results in the 
formation of a suprasentential unit, or a dicteme which constitutes the 
highest level in the language structure, the level of text, or the dictemic level. 
It must be especially pointed out that semantics does not constitute a level of 
its own, but rather cuts across the levels and is present at all the levels. 

The definition of the level given above points out two aspects of this 
phenomenon. On the one hand, a level is a totality of homogeneous means, 
i.e. a lingual reality; on the other it is a set of rules regulating the use and 
classification of these units, which brings us to the classification of 
linguistic branches that study the language units. These main branches, or 
subsystems of linguistics recognized traditionally are phonetics, lexicology 
and grammar. Grammar includes two parts: morphology, which studies the 
grammatical classes of words and their grammatical categories, and 
syntax, which studies the ways of combining words into phrases, sentences 
and suprasentential structures. And there is no one-to-one correlation 
between the levels as ontological realities and the levels as the subject 
matter of the linguistic branches. Phonetics does study phonemes but not 
only them. It also studies stress and intonation, which means that it deals 
not only with phonemes, but with words, phrases and sentences. Similarly, 
morphemes which include both form-building and word-building types are 
studied correspondingly by lexicology and morphology. Likewise words 
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are studied by all branches of linguistics but from different aspects. The 
subject matter of lexicology is what the words mean and how they are 
created; how they are pronounced is the subject matter of phonetics; 
words as representatives of certain parts of speech that possess certain 
grammatical categories are the subject matter of morphology; how we 
arrange them into sentences in the process of communication constitutes 
the subject matter of syntax. 

Describing the character of relations between the levels in language 
structure the American scholar Dwight Bolinger says: "Sounds, words, 
and grammar are the three great layers - more like the layers of 
atmosphere than the layers of a cake, for it is impossible to cut clearly 
between them" [Bolinger 1980, 25]. This apt simile points at the relations 
between the levels of the language. The boundaries between them are not 
hard and fast, but rather fuzzy. There are a lot of transitional cases 
between a morpheme and a word (e.g. a seaman in which the function of 
the element - man is very similar to the function of the suffix - or in the 
word sailor), and also between an analytical grammatical form and a free 
syntactic combination (e.g. the combination to be going to Inf. which is 
often similar in its function to the grammatical form of the future. E.g. 
What's going to happen to us? 

These relations are also characterized by constant interaction which 
takes place in the process of the language functioning. As soon as the 
language system starts functioning its units begin interacting with one 
another to produce speech. This interaction between the levels is 
manifested in many ways. The interaction between the phonemic and 
lexemic levels follows from the very function of the phoneme - to 
differentiate meanings. Thus the change of a phoneme results in the 
change of a word meaning, e.g. warm - ward - card - cord - cold - the 
distance between warm and cold is just three words long. The change of 
the stress converts a word from one part of speech to another: a ^present -
to pre ^sent, ал record - to re ̂ cord, anл increase - to in ̂ crease. 

The interaction between the phonemic and syntactic levels is 
manifested in the fact that a statement can be turned into a question by a 
mere change of intonation, without changing the word order: "So you are 
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going away?" Pauses as well as logical stress, too, can be crucial for the 
understanding of a message. Compare the following example: 
"Учительница 50 лет ищет работу гувернантки", in which pausation 
plays the main role in understanding the meaning of the sentence. 

The interaction between the lexical and grammatical levels takes 
numerous and various forms because words are the domain of both lexicon 
and grammar. The grammatical neighbours can modify the lexical meaning 
of a word, e.g. the verb cto try" has different meanings depending on 
whether it is followed by an Infinitive, a Gerund or a finite form of another 
verb. E.g. 

1)7 tried to concentrate on the lecture hut soon felt bored. 
2) Have you ever tried growing bananas in Siberia? 
3) Try and behave like a gentleman. 
As we can see from the examples in the first sentence try has the 

meaning of make an attempt, in the second - make an experiment and in 
the third its lexical meaning is somewhat weakened and it carries out an 
intensifying function. 

Likewise, the lexical next door neighbours can modify the 
grammatical meaning of a form. Let us analyze the following examples: 
She is having a party now and She is having a party tomorrow. In the first 
sentence the Present Continuous expresses an action going on at the 
moment of speaking, in the second sentence the same form expresses a 
future action, the grammatical meaning of the Present Continuous is 
modified by the adverb tomorrow which expresses futurity. 

The interaction of the language levels is not an exception, just on the 
contrary, it is one of the main principles of the language system - all its 
levels, or subsystems are constantly interacting with one another thus 
revealing the dynamic character of the language and its ability to 
adequately serve all the needs of communication. 

Each level of language is indispensable and each fulfils its own 
specific function in the language system. Phonemes present the material 
part of language thus providing the conditions for uttering words, words 
give names to various phenomena of the world outside and within us and 
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thus constitute the object of our thought, and grammar fulfills an organizing 
function - it arranges our thought according to the rules of the language. 

Analyzing the role of lexical and grammatical systems of language 
from the cognitive point of view, L. Talmy points out that these systems 
characterize different components of the experience presented in our 
consciousness (he calls this experience 'cognitive representation'). The 
lexical system presents the contents of this experience whereas the 
grammatical system determines the structure of this experience [Талми 
1999, 91]. So we see that the conclusion about the role of grammar in the 
cognitive linguistics does not differ in principle from the traditional 
approach - the role of grammar is to arrange our thoughts, to present them 
in a certain structure. Grammar presents a bridge by which words enter the 
sphere of speech and participate in communication. Words alone, even 
spelt or pronounced properly fail to communicate meanings unless they are 
properly arranged. Let me give an example illustrating the truth of this 
statement. After a visit to the USA a Japanese professor wrote a thank-
you-letter to his American colleague who gave him ajar of honey as a gift 
to take back home. Wishing to sound very thankful and polite the Japanese 
professor wrote: "Thank you for the honey. It is eating my whole family'". 
As we can see, he failed to communicate meaning because he did not 
arrange the words properly, i.e. according to the rules of the English 
grammar. 

This example shows the role of grammar in the language system and 
the importance of grammatical knowledge for mastering a foreign 
language. The British linguist and methodologist Robert Close once said 
that the most sensible way of teaching English is to teach it on a 
grammatical basis. A similar idea was expressed by the prominent Russian 
scholar N.I. Zhinkin who defined communication as an exchange of 
thoughts and grammar as a springboard from which we should start in 
order to find ourselves in the sphere of thought. 

The majority of teachers and methodologists agree that a grammarless 
approach in teaching a foreign language often results in a broken, 
ungrammatical, pidginized form of the learners' performance beyond which 
they seldom progress. Sadly enough, this type of performance often appears 
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as a result of trying to pick up a foreign language very quickly through 
various intensive programmes that sometimes discard grammar, allegedly 
for the sake of communication. Yet it is obvious that an utterance can be 
grammatical without being communicatively appropriate, but it can never 
be communicatively appropriate without being grammatical. The most 
sensible judgement about the role of grammar was pronounced by the 
famous writer George Orwell who said: "Grammar is of no importance so 
long as we make our meaning clear". 

If we travel a short way into history we shall see that for 2,500 years 
the teaching of grammar had been synonymous to the teaching of a foreign 
language. Benjamin Whorf tells a story about an attitude to grammar held 
by ancient Arabians: two princes quarreled over the honour of putting on 
the shoes of the most learned grammarian of the realm; whereupon their 
father, the caliph, is said to have remarked that it was the glory of his 
kingdom that great grammarians were honoured even before kings [Whorf 
1968,41]. 

Another good reason for learning and understanding the grammar of 
a foreign language is the fact that grammar is closest to thought and the 
grammar of any language reflects the mentality of a nation that speaks this 
language. Learning the grammar of a foreign language helps you to 
understand the mentality, the psychology and the whole culture of another 
nation. It is worth remembering that at the Renaissance universities 
grammar was taught as a part of culture. The American scholar Martha 
Kolin says in the preface to her book "Understanding English Grammar": 
"The more we know about the grammar of our language, the more we 
know about ourselves" [Kolin 1982, preface]. We can rephrase her 
statement and say: "The more we know about the grammar of another 
language, the more we know about a nation that speaks this language ". 
For example, a very frequent use of various means of epistemic modality 
in English (such words and phrases as: / believe, I suppose, probably, 
hopefully, perhaps, I am afraid etc.) reveals such a characteristic feature 
of the British mentality and speech etiquette as reserve of opinion, 
tentativeness, lack of assertiveness, politeness. E.g. 
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1) I don't think for a moment that you 're in love with you husband. I 
think you dislike him. I shouldn 't be surprised if you hated him. But I'm 
quite sure you're afraid of him (S. Maugham). 

Each statement in this extract is preceded by a performative phrase 
which serves to make the statements sound more personal presenting them 
as just the speaker's opinion which may not coincide with the listener's. 

2) "I thought it would be such a splendid place for - you or -
someone to build a country-house" (J. Galsworthy). 

In this example the use of the performative phrase / thought, coupled 
with the so called Preterite of modesty makes the statement very tentative. 
June, a character from J.Galsworthy's famous novel is trying tentatively, 
but persistently to realize her pet plan that her uncles should "benifit 
themselves and Bosinney by building country-houses'". 

3. Besides the division of language into levels (vertical division) 
which finds its reflection in the linguistic studies (the level is not only a 
language ontology but also a method of linguistic analysis), there is one 
more approach to the analysis of the language which is also based on the 
many-sided nature of the language. As it was pointed out, first by Ch. 
Morris and later by Y.S. Stepanov, in semiotics language is described in 
three aspects: syntactics, semantics, and pragmatics. Syntactics deals with 
the relations between lingual signs; semantics - with the relations between 
the signs and what they name (objects) and signify (concepts); pragmatics 
studies the relations between the lingual sign and its users, i.e. human 
beings [Степанов 1998, 175]. These three aspects of the language 
constitute the main source of problems for linguistics, philosophy and 
literature. The study of language in linguistics, philosophy and literature 
has been going on along these three dimensions, but not simultaneously. 
The history of humanities shows that at different periods different aspects 
of the language were in the focus of scholastic attention. The structural 
linguistics concentrated its attention on syntactics, i.e the relations 
between the units of the language. The present-day linguistics is mostly 
focused on the semantic and pragmatic aspects of the language. The 
concentration of scholastic attention on any of the three dimensions of the 
language is the feature that lies at the basis of the so called paradigm (i.e. a 
methodological approach, a style of thinking). The present-day paradigm 
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in linguistics is characterized as cognitive-pragmatic in its essence and it 
succeeded (but not ousted!) the systemic-structural paradigm. 

It is essential to underline the fact that these aspects of language can be 
pointed out and presented separately only in the process of linguistic studies. 
In the process of the language functioning as a means of communication 
(i.e. language at work) these three aspects of the language are integrated, 
they come together. Only the integration of these aspects, i.e. the knowledge 
of what to speak about (semantics), what units to choose to make the 
process of communication successful (pragmatics) and how to arrange the 
units in accordance with the laws of a concrete language (syntactics) ensures 
the success of communication. So, we may say that semantics, pragmatics 
and syntactics are the three pillars that make communication possible. 

4. The eminent American scholar Edward Sapir once remarked that 
each language has a special cut, or design. This special cut finds its 
manifestation on all levels of the language, but primarily on its 
grammatical structure. Why do we need to know about the peculiarities of 
the grammatical structure of English? There appear to be at least two main 
reasons for it. First, the knowledge of the general tendencies in a language 
helps to understand the reasons for the speaker's choice of a grammatical 
form. Thus, the use of a phrase to name an action and not a verbal lexeme 
in English (e.g. Let me have a say) can be accounted for by marked 
analytical tendencies of the language. Second, this knowledge is 
indispensable for a foreign language acquisition. In the processes of this 
acquisition the learners constantly compare the grammatical structure of a 
foreign language with that of their mother tongue in order to see points of 
similarity and transfer the knowledge of the mother tongue into the foreign 
language, and what is more important, to discover points of difference 
which are the manifestation of a 'special design' of the language under 
study. The nicely of a language as we know lies not in its similarity to 
another language but in its difference. But it is the difference between the 
languages that serves as the cause of the phenomenon known as 
interference. According to specialists, approximately 70% of all mistakes 
in our performance in a foreign language appear as the result of the native 
language interference. A foreign language teacher should be aware of 
these differences in the grammatical structures of the languages under 
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study and develop various exercises aimed at overcoming the interference. 
This is why comparative linguistics is considered by many methodologists 
as the most reliable methodological basis for teaching foreign languages. 

As we know English has travelled a long way from being a primarily 
synthetical language to becoming a primarily analytical and a largely 
isolating language. This evolution and fundamental typological 
transformation of English has considerably changed its original design. 
So what are the peculiarities of the grammatical structure of English that 
constitute the 'special design' of the English language? They are the 
following: 

1) The present-day English is a very flexible language which is the 
result of a loss of a great number of inflections in the course of its historical 
development. Many words in English have a simple morphological structure 
and no special part-of-speech markers and therefore can be put to any 
variety of uses within a sentence. Words in English are compared to a huge 
collection of beads of all shapes and colours that can be strung on to various 
sentence patterns and express different meanings. E.g. Let's round the 
conversation. They had another round of talks yesterday. Her face was 
round and cheerful. He suddenly turned round. They live just round the 
corner. Due to the morphological simplicity of many words they are easily 
converted from one part of speech into another. E.g. "Darling", he began. 
"Don't darling me, Producer" (I. Shaw); The families oohed and aahed 
(A. Miller); We had a pleasant supper and figs for afters (D. Smith); 
Teachers talk teacher talk. Describing this feature of the English language 
Steven Pinker says: "English is a zany, logic-defying language, in which 
one drives on a parkway and parks in a driveway, plays at a recital and 
recites at a play" [Pinker 1994, 84]. 

2) The two most specific features that penetrate all levels of the 
English language and that are directly related to the simplicity of 
morphological structure of words and the scarcity of form-building means 
are polysemy and homonymy. These two features make the English 
language a very good tool for creating various paradoxes and puns, e.g. 
Then he had tried selling dry sherry. That did not answer; the sherry was 
a little too dry (O.Wilde). The pun is based on the interplay of two 
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meanings of the adjective dry in English: free from sweetness {dry wine) 
and unprofitable. Another example: "Order, children, order!" "OK, a 
coke and a hamburger, please!" This example of punning is based on the 
homonymy of the noun order which means discipline and the verb to 
order, one of the meanings of which is to direct a servant, a waiter (e.g. 
to order a dish in the restaurant). 

The borderline between polysemy and homonymy is often hard to 
draw. As many homonyms appear to be the result of a polysemantic word 
splitting into two (often in the process of grammaticalization) grammarians 
are still arguing about the nature of will in such sentences as: Boys will 
always he hoys. They will always fight. Is will an auxiliary or a modal verb 
here? Do we deal with two homonyms or one polyfunctional verb here? 
Another no less debatable question is the nature of- ing forms: in the case 
of bathing kids and bathing kits do we have one polysemantic form or two 
homonyms - Gerund and Participle? The answer actually depends on what 
you consider to be of primary importance - the form or the meaning. 
Adherents of the formal approach treat such cases as examples of polysemy, 
those who lay emphasis on meaning consider them as homonyms because 
the meanings are mutually exclusive and cannot coexist in one form. 

3) As the grammatical meaning of a word in English often 
manifests itself through its syntactic position in the sentence English is a 
fixed word-order language, and more specifically, it is a Subject-Verb-
Object (SVO) language. In Russian the grammatical relations between the 
words in a sentence are expressed by the morphological markers and 
therefore the word-order is relatively free. Because of this fundamental 
difference between the languages Russian learners of English are expected 
to fumble with the word-order in an English sentence, especially at the 
beginners' level. A specific feature of English which is absolutely 
unthinkable in Russian is the ability of the preposition to be placed at the 
end of a sentence which is directly related to the fixed word-order. Since 
the first word in the sentence is usually the subject it is always 
prepositionless and if the preposition is required it is placed at the end of 
the sentence, e.g. He was taken a good care of. Some grammarians have 
argued against this use claiming that it is poor English to end a sentence 
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with a preposition. Probably the best answer to this would be the witty 
remark ascribed to Winston Churchill. When he was accused of ending 
his sentence with a preposition he retorted by saying: "This is the sort of 
pedantic nonsense up with which I will not puf\ Don Le Pan gives 
another joke on this account: "Where do you come from?" "From a 
place where we don't end sentences with prepositions " "Let me rephrase. 
Where do you come from, you stupid pedant? " (Don Le Pan 2000, 45). 

4) It is a subject-prominent language which means that all sentence 
must have a subject, even if it is a dummy one, as in It's never too late to 
learn; There is no getting away from it. 

5) English has a predominantly analytical character and a limited 
number of inflections whereas the Russian language is predominantly 
inflectional. Most of the tense-aspect forms of the English verb are 
analytical formations. 

6) Speaking in terms of preferences scholars point out that English 
appears to have a marked tendency towards nominalization. For this reason R. 
Lees described it as a nominalizing language and Germans point out that the 
English have a 'noun disease'. An English speaker often prefers a nominal 
form of expression where Russian speakers employ a verb. Compare: Make a 
guess! - Угадай! She gave him a surreptitious look - Она взглянула на 
него украдкой; You should do some more reading - Вам следует еще 
почитать. 

7) English has a more abundant use of the non-finite forms of the verb 
than Russian, therefore sentences in English are often characterized by a 
greater degree of compression. Structures of secondary predication will 
often occur in English where Russian will employ a complex sentence. 
Compare: I've never seen him smile like this - Я никогда не видел, чтобы 
он так улыбался; A lot depends on your being diplomatic enough -
Многое зависит от того, будете ли Вы достаточно дипломатичны. 

With these general remarks about the structural peculiarities of the 
English language we shall proceed to the analysis of basic terms of 
morphology and in the course of our analysis we shall give more 
consideration to the structural peculiarities mentioned here. 
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CHAPTER 2. THE BASIC NOTIONS OF MORPHOLOGY 

1. The morpheme, types of morphemes. 
2. The grammatical meaning, its comparison with the lexical meaning. 
Paradigmatic and syntagmatic meanings of a grammatical form. 
3. The grammatical form, types of form building in English. 
4. The grammatical category, types of grammatical categories. The 
opposition as the basis of the grammatical category and the method of its 
analysis. Neutralization and transposition as two syntagmatic processes 
which take place in the oppositions. 
5. The functional semantic category and its structure. The role of 
functional-semantic approach to the analysis of lingual facts. 

1.Traditionally grammar is divided into two parts: morphology (the 
grammar of words) and syntax (the grammar of the sentence). The role of 
these parts in the grammatical structure of different languages is different and 
depends on the type of a language. In highly inflectional languages like 
Russian the syntactic role of the word in the sentence is manifested primarily 
by the grammatical form of the word and therefore morphology plays a very 
important role in the expression of grammatical meanings of words and their 
role in the sentence, therefore the word order is comparatively free. In 
isolating languages like Chinese the syntactic role of a word is manifested not 
by its grammatical form, but by its position in the sentence and therefore the 
word order is fixed. English has the features of both inflectional and isolating 
languages: words do have grammatical markers of their syntactic role in the 
sentence (e.g. I saw him), but these markers are very few and in most cases the 
syntactic role of a word in the sentence is manifested by its position rather than 
by its grammatical form (e.g. A hunter caught a bear), and therefore the word 
order in the sentence is fixed. 

The central notion of morphology is the morpheme. There exist 
several definitions of the morpheme. The Russian scholar I.A.Beaudoin 
de Courtenay defined the morpheme as the smallest meaningful part of the 
word and this understanding of the morpheme is shared by many scholars. 
Leonard Bloomfield defined the morpheme as the minimum linguistic 
form. This definition fits very well into the context of descriptive 
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linguistics with its emphasis on the form rather than the meaning, yet it 
does not reveal the difference between a morpheme and a one-root word. 

A much wider understanding of the morpheme is presented in the 
works of the French scholar J. Vendryes. He divided all the units of the 
language, irrespective of their level belonging, into two large groups: units 
which express notions and units which express relations between notions. 
The first group was called semantemes and the second - the morphemes. In 
his classification the class of morphemes included all the functional means 
of the language: word- and form-building affixes, function words, prosodic 
means [Вандриес 1937, 76-77]. Root morphemes were referred by him to 
the class of semantemes which invariably blurs the difference between the 
word as an autonomous unit and the root morpheme as apart of a word. 

Thus the interpretation of the morpheme given by Beaudoin de 
Courtenay appears to be most satisfactory as it shows both the function of 
the morpheme (it expresses meaning) and its difference from the word (it 
is a part of a word). Morphemes are prefabs for building words and 
grammatical forms of words but unlike words they are not autonomous. 
Another important point of difference between a word and a morpheme 
lies in the sphere of meaning. Morphemes are meaningful units of the 
language, but their meanings are very specific and differ from the 
meanings of a word. The meanings of grammatical and lexico-grammatical 
morphemes are usually more abstract and wider than the meanings of a 
word. The meaning of a root morpheme also differs from that of a word. 
Words, being autonomous units, name objects of reality or objects of our 
thought. The meaning of words is thus conceptual, words are related to 
concepts (for more detail see: [Солнцев 1977, 256]). The morphemes are 
not autonomous and the meaning of root morphemes is best described as 
associative: it evokes in our mind associations with the words having the 
given root morpheme and with different concepts expressed by these 
words, yet these concepts are not expressed by the morpheme itself, but by 
the words built with this or that morpheme. For example, when we look at 
the morpheme -friend, it evokes associations with many words that are 
built with the help of this morpheme, such as a friend, friendship, to 
befriend, friendly. Unlike the morpheme - friend, the word friend 
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evokes in our minds the concept of a friend (which, by the way, may be 
different in different cultures). 

However, as we shall later on see, Beaudoin de Courtenay's 
definition of the morpheme does not include one type of morphemes which 
is important for analytical languages like English. This is the so-called 
discontinuous morpheme which consists of an auxiliary element and a 
suffixational morpheme and which is used to build analytical forms of a 
word, e.g. he - ing (is doing), have - ed (have disappeared). For this 
reason we consider it possible to stretch the definition of the morpheme a 
little bit and define it as the smallest meaningful unit of the language 
(not a part of the word), which as it appears may be larger than a word in 
the case of analytical forms of words. 

Like the phoneme, the morpheme is always an abstraction and 
presents a sum of its variants which are called allomorphs. Let us take the 
morpheme of the plural of English nouns. It is represented by a number of 
allomorphs: - z (hoys), - s (cats), - iz (classes), - en (oxen), - ren 
(children), 0 (bison), - ae (antennae), - a (sanatoria), - ii (radii) etc. 
Some of the allomorphs are phonetically conditioned, i.e. depend on the 
position in the word, some are historically conditioned and are the result 
of the language evolution or borrowings (words were borrowed together 
with their form-building suffixes). 

Morphemes can be classified according to several principles, such as: 
1) position in the word; 2) function; 3) material form; 4) distribution. 

According to their position in the word morphemes are subdivided 
into central, or root morphemes and peripheral, or affixational morphemes. 
Root morphemes are usually described as free (they are more autonomous 
than affixational) and affixational morphemes are referred to as bound. 

According to their function morphemes fall into two classes: notional 
and functional morphemes. Notional morphemes serve as carriers of the 
material part of the lexical meaning of a word, and functional morphemes 
change either the lexical meaning of a word (derivational, or word-
building morphemes) or the grammatical meaning (form-building, or 
inflectional morphemes). Thus, if we take the word postimpressionists, 
we can see all types of morphemes in it: post-impress-ion-ist-s, impress is 
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a root morpheme, post-, - ion and - ist are derivational morphemes and 
- s is an inflectional morpheme. 

The borderline between the notional and the functional morphemes 
is not rigid and they can change their status in the course of time. Some of 
the word-building suffixes, such as - dom, and - hood developed from 
root morphemes. Such processes are going on in the present-day English 
too. The function of the morpheme - man in such words as a seaman and 
a policeman can be compared to the function of the derivational 
morpheme - or/er in the words sailor and officer. The unit - man 
functions like a suffix which makes possible such phrases as a female 
policeman. 

Usually morphemes evolutionize from notional to functional, but the 
opposite direction is also possible and it can be observed in the case of the 
derivational suffix - teen which acquires the status of a notional 
morpheme in such words and phrases as a teenager, teen problems, teen 
tunes, teen fashion etc. Occasionally suffixes are used as notional words 
for expressive purposes. E.g. "You shouldn 't be against York, you should 
be against the French. Their colonialism ". "Isms and ocracies. Give me 
facts" (G. Greene). 

According to the material form of expressing meaning morphemes 
can be positive and zero. A zero morpheme can be defined as a meaningful 
absence of a morpheme. A meaning is manifested by an absence of a 
formal marker which becomes obvious only in an opposition, as in a 
cloud :: clouds, where - s is the marker of plurality, and - 0 is the 
marker of singularity. Describing the essence of a zero morpheme, J. 
Vendryes aptly compared it with a pause in music which can be as 
meaningful as the music it interrupts [Вандриес 1937, 81]. 

According to distribution, or linear characteristics morphemes are 
subdivided into continuous and discontinuous. A continuous morpheme is 
the one which is not interrupted by other elements, whereas a 
discontinuous morpheme consists of two parts: an auxiliary element and a 
suffix with a root morpheme in-between, e.g. has translat-ed, or will be do­
ing. The recognition of a discontinuous morpheme makes it necessary, as 
we have already mentioned, to slightly modify the definition of the 
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morpheme and consider it as the smallest meaningful unit of the language, 
which in case of analytical forms may exceed the boundaries of a word. 

2. Another basic notion of grammar is that of a grammatical 
meaning. Grammatical meaning (further referred to as GM) is a 
general abstract meaning which unites classes of forms or words and 
finds its expression through formal markers thus placing a linguistic 
unit in a grammatical category or a grammatical class of words (a 
part of speech). Its essential features are best revealed when it is 
compared to the lexical meaning. Let's compare grammatical and lexical 
meanings. The difference between these two types of meanings can be 
summarized according to the following parameters: 1) the degree of 
abstraction; 2) the function in the language; 3) the degree of autonomy; 4) 
an obligatory/nonobligatory character. 

Grammatical meanings are more general and abstract whereas 
lexical meanings are usually more concrete and specific. Compare the 
grammatical meaning of past expressed by the grammatical form of the 
verb and by different lexical means: He fell down and broke his leg (ten 
minutes ago, last week, three years ago etc.). In the process of real 
communication the grammatical expression of the time of action by the 
speaker may appear to be not sufficient for the hearer from the 
informative point of view and needs specification by lexical means. For 
example, if your friend tells you that he is leaving today and you want to 
see him off you need to know the exact time, because the grammatical 
expression of futurity is not sufficient and you ask: "At what time today?". 
Compare also the meaning of thingness, or substance which constitutes the 
general grammatical meaning of nouns and unites them into a class of 
words with concrete meanings of nouns inhabiting this class (an atom, a 
universe, a smile, a country, an idea etc.). 

The typological analysis of grammatical meanings reveals that they 
reflect not the fragments of reality (which is done by lexical meanings) but 
rather the structure of such fragments. As L.Talmy points out, in the 
cognitive representation of our experience grammatical characteristics 
constitute a conceptual frame, the skeleton, or the scaffold for the 
conceptual material, which finds lexical expression [Талми 1999, 92-93]. 
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From the above examples we can see how grammatical meanings of time 
as more abstract and general are specified by lexical means and due to this 
the expression of time becomes more concrete and specific. 

However, the opposition between grammatical and lexical meanings 
based on the degree of their abstraction is not absolute. Grammatical 
meanings need to be named and there are special words in the language 
which serve to name grammatical meanings and these words are as 
abstract in their meanings as the grammatical meanings they name. These 
are such words as thing, do, quality, number etc. They serve to name 
grammatical meanings and various concepts and they are called 
metalexical units [Кнорина 1995]. 

Grammatical and lexical meanings differ in their functions and, 
consequently, in the degree of their autonomy. Lexical meanings constitute 
the contents of our thought whereas grammatical meanings arrange our 
thought. According to L.Talmy, the function of the lexical system of the 
language is to represent the conceptual contents and the function of the 
grammatical system is to represent the conceptual structure, i.e. the 
arrangement of concepts [Op. cit, 106]. 

As lexical and grammatical meanings differ in their functions they 
differ in the degree of their autonomy. Lexical meanings are autonomous 
whereas grammatical meanings are not autonomous and they find their 
expression only in combination with lexical meanings. The much quoted 
examples like Глокая куздра штеко будланула бокра и кудрячит 
бокренка (Л. В. Щерба) or Woggles ugged Diggles (Ch. Fries) which 
illustrate the relative independence of grammatical meanings from lexical 
ones are just interesting linguistic experiments but not examples of 
natural utterances that occur in real communication. 

The lexicon of the language presents an open system: new words are 
coined daily and the number of lexical meanings is unlimited. The grammar 
of the language presents a closed system and the number of grammatical 
meanings is always limited. This is conditioned by the fact that language 
appears to be very particular about choosing concepts for the basis of 
grammatical and lexical meanings. Meaning, according to E.S.Kubryakova, 
is a concept "grasped" by a linguistic sign [Кубрякова и др. 1996, 92]. Any 
concept can be represented lexically, whereas the number of concepts which 
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find a grammatical expression in a language is always limited. Most of these 
concepts are universal and all of them are very general and abstract. Thus 
such concepts as time and number find a grammatical expression in many 
languages whereas such concepts as colour or size find only a lexical 
expression. One and the same concept may find both a grammatical and a 
lexical representation in the language. In such cases the grammatical 
representation is always more general and the lexical is more concrete. E.g., 
the concept of number is presented in the language both grammatically and 
lexically. The grammatical number is presented by the grammatical category 
of number which differentiates only between the singular and the plural (also 
between singular and dual in some languages) whereas the exact number is 
presented lexically by numerals. 

Being limited in their number grammatical meanings have a regular 
and an obligatory character in the language. We cannot use a notional 
word without expressing its grammatical meaning/meanings. For example, 
when we say: It has been raining for hours, the verb rain expresses one 
lexical meaning and seven grammatical meanings (person, number, tense, 
aspect, time correlation, voice, and mood). However, grammatical 
meanings are not always explicitly expressed in the language, they may be 
implicit. For example, in the sentence We have three questions to discuss 
today the grammatical meaning of obligation in the Infinitive is not 
explicit, but implicit, but we can explicate it by paraphrasing the sentence: 
We have three questions that must he discussed today. 

Being essentially different lexical and grammatical meanings come 
into contact in the process of the language functioning and the relations 
between these meanings are characterized by constant interaction. Let us 
consider some cases of this interaction. One and the same concept may 
find a grammatical and a lexical expression in the language, i.e. may serve 
as the basis for a grammatical and a lexical meaning. For example, the 
concept of time can be expressed by grammatical forms of the verb and 
also by numerous adverbs and adverbial phrases denoting points of time or 
periods of time. When grammatical and lexical means of time expression 
are used in the sentence, the grammatical form expresses time in the 
most general way whereas the lexical means carry out either a specifying 
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or a modifying function in relation to the grammatical expression of time. 
Compare: 

X) I will see him tomorrow (next week, in a couple of days, next 
month) - the lexical expressions of time specify the grammatical meaning 
of futurity locating the future action more precisely on the time axis; 

2) / am leaving for Moscow tomorrow (next week, in a couple of 
days) - the lexical expression of time modifies the grammatical meaning of 
present, and as a result of this modification the grammatical form exposes 
its secondary grammatical meaning - an action planned for the near future. 

There are two phenomena in the language that are directly the results 
of the interaction between grammatical and lexical meanings. They are 
lexicalization of a grammatical form and grammaticalization of a 
word. 

In the process of lexicalization a grammatical form acquires a new 
lexical meaning and as a result of it may change its status and become a 
lexical unit, i.e. a word. For example, the plural form of the noun 'arm' in 
English acquired, through the process of metonymic transference, a new 
lexical meaning weapon (arms that hold a weapon —*■ weapon ) and the 
plural form arms split from the paradigm of the noun arm and became an 
autonomous word, i.e. the grammatical form was lexicalized. But the 
'etymological memory' of the noun arms retains this connection with the 
'mother lexeme'. Probably, it was this connection that was masterfully 
exploited by Ernest Hemingway in the title of his famous novel 'Farewell 
to Arms'. The plot of the novel allows us to interpret the meaning of arms 
in both ways, because the central character of the novel says farewell both 
to the weapon (as he comes to hate the war and deserts from the front) 
and to the arms that embraced him as his beloved dies in the end of the 
novel. This deliberate ambiguity is lost in the translation of the title into 
Russian. 

In the process of grammaticalization a word loses its lexical 
meaning and, consequently, the status of a notional word and becomes an 
auxiliary word that carries only a grammatical meaning. 
Grammaticalization is usually a very long process which may take years or 
centuries. That was how analytical forms of the verb were crystallized in 
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the English language. The process of grammaticalization is not only 
history but the present day of the English language as well. At present 
there exist forms which can be treated as half analytical. A good example 
of such forms is the combination to be going. If we analyze the function 
of this combination in such a sentence as This isn 't going to be an easy 
evening for me we may conclude that the phrase to be going has lost its 
lexical meaning of intention (because it combines with the subject 
denoting an inanimate object) and expresses pure futurity, therefore the 
combination to be going - to In/'may be treated as half-analytical. 

Following the ideas of F. de Saussure linguists differentiate between 
two types of relations in the language: paradigmatic (de Saussure referred 
to them as associative) and syntagmatic. Roughly speaking, by 
paradigmatic we mean the relations that exist between lingual units in the 
system of language and by syntagmatic - the relations established 
between the lingual units in the process of the language functioning, i.e. 
in speech. Correspondingly, grammatical theory differentiates between 
paradigmatic and syntagmatic meanings of a grammatical form. The 
paradigmatic meaning is the primary, invariant, context-independent 
meaning of a grammatical form. Syntagmatic meanings are 
secondary, variant, context-dependent meanings. To illustrate the 
difference between these two types of meanings let us take the form 
Present Continuous. Its paradigmatic meaning is "limited duration", it 
denotes an action taking place at the present moment and directly 
perceived by the observer, e.g. He is talking to someone over the phone. In 
various contextual conditions this primary meaning of Present Continuous 
may undergo various modifications and the form express a number of 
syntagmatic meanings, such as: 
- an action planned for the near future, e.g. I am leaving tomorrow 
morning; 
- a permanent action characteristic of a person, e.g. She is always 
gossiping; 
- a temporary characteristic or a state, e.g. You are being rude; 
- a certain degree of tentativeness, e.g. I am hoping I'll manage. 
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In teaching the use of grammatical forms it is advisable to start with 
the paradigmatic meaning and then introduce the syntagmatic meanings in 
appropriate contexts. 

3. The grammatical meaning finds its expression in a grammatical 
form which is a means of expressing a grammatical meaning. There are 
several types of form-building in English. The main subdivision of form-
building types is into synthetical and analytical. In a synthetical type a 
grammatical meaning is expressed within a word, in an analytical type a 
grammatical meaning is expressed with the help of auxiliary words (plus 
suffixes). The synthetical types of form-building in English include 
affixation (reads, shown, hooks, theirs etc.), sound interchange {take - took 
, shine - shone) and suppletivity (go - went, be - was, good - better -
best). The only productive type in the present-day English is affixation, but 
the other two types are no less important, if only because they occur in 
words which are most frequently used. The analytical type of formbuilding 
occupies a very important place in the grammatical structure of English as 
the language has evolutionized from being mainly synthetical to becoming 
more and more analytical, and analytical tendencies in the present day 
English are very strong. There exist the so-called half-analytical structures 
(e.g. be going - to Inf. mentioned above) and the analytical tendencies find 
their reflection in many spheres of the language. Thus, the habit of 
expressing lexical and grammatical meanings separately finds its reflection 
in the fact that very often speakers of English express adverbial meanings 
not with the help of adverbs but with the help of adverbial phrases Adj. -
way where the component way serves as a marker of the adverbial meaning, 
i.e. fulfils the function of an adverbializer, e.g. Let's do it (in) a different 
way. Such structures are sometimes referred to as analytical adverbs. 

4. We stated above that grammar provides a conceptual structure for 
arranging our experience. This is done through the process known as 
categorization, which is a way of organizing our experience and presenting 
it in an orderly way, in a system. Grammatical meanings and grammatical 
forms are not piled chaotically in the -language but are arranged into 
grammatical categories which present a unity of grammatical form and 
grammatical meaning. M.Y. Blokh defines the grammatical category as 
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"a system of expressing a generalized grammatical meaning by means 
of paradigmatic correlation of grammatical forms" [Blokh 1983, 28]. 

The forms united into a grammatical category possess a common 
general meaning that gives a name to the category and each form 
possesses its own meaning that presents a specification of the general 
meaning and differentiates the form from the other form/forms within the 
category. E.g., the forms lives - lived- will live are united on the basis 
of the common general grammatical meaning of tense and constitute the 
grammatical category of tense. Within this category each form has its own 
specific meaning of tense: present, past and future. 

As language is a specific reflection of objective reality perceived 
and conceptualized by the human mind and the grammatical system of 
language provides a conceptual structure for categorizing our experience, 
most of the grammatical categories express different relations between 
phenomena of reality reflected in our minds in the form of concepts 
and therefore they are conceptual in their nature. For example, the 
grammatical category of tense presents a specific lingual expression of 
objective (ontological) time, the grammatical category of case presents 
various relations between the action and its participants, the grammatical 
category of number in nouns reflects the quantitative relations between 
homogeneous objects of reality, the grammatical category of mood 
presents the relations between the action and reality as they are presented 
by the speaker etc. Such grammatical categories may also be called 
inherent. Conceptual grammatical categories are universal, they exist in 
most of the languages though their volume and their scope may vary 
considerably in various languages. The grammatical category of number is 
the most universal grammatical category, all speech communities have 
linguistic means of encoding number, though these means differ greatly in 
different languages. The complexity of conceptual grammatical categories 
is determined by the importance of the underlying concept in the culture 
of the nation (compare, for instance, the grammatical category of tense in 
English where it has a very developed system of tenses and in Burmese 
where time has no grammatical expression at all [Comrie 1985, viii, 48]). 
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Apart from these, there are grammatical categories that have a 
formal character and reflect not the relations between phenomena of reality 
but the grammatical features of a particular language and those categories 
differ from language to language. Let us compare the grammatical 
categories of number in nouns and in verbs. In nouns this category 
expresses the quantitative relations between homogeneous objects of 
reality and therefore it is conceptual in its nature, and in verbs it has a 
formal and reflected character - it is imposed on the verb by the 
grammatical rule of concord (agreement) between the subject and the 
predicate in the structure of the sentence. The verb acquires number 
characteristics only within the structure of the sentence whereas nouns 
may have number characteristics outside the sentential structure, which 
proves the reflected character of this category in the verb. Such are also 
the grammatical categories of number, gender and case of adjectives in the 
Russian language; they are imposed on the adjective by the rule of 
agreement between the head noun and the attribute to it. 

In the process of the language functioning different grammatical 
categories come into contact within the sentence and the relations between 
them are characterized by various forms of interaction. The meanings of 
language units expressed in the sentence always present the result of 
interaction between several grammatical categories as well as the 
interaction between the grammatical and lexical meanings in the sentence 
and various types of contexts, both linguistic and extralinguistic. As it has 
been justly stated, the so called 'pure' grammatical meanings, free from 
intercategorial interaction are nonexistent [Межкатегориальные связи в 
грамматике 1996, 3]. 

Linguistics has traditionally studied the interaction between such 
'neighbourly' categories as tense and aspect, tense and mood which are 
very close conceptually and formally, being syncretically expressed in a 
verb form. But it is not only these categories that come into interaction in 
the process of speech production. Observation of these processes reveals 
the interaction not only between the categories of one part of speech but the 
interaction between the categories of different parts of speech as well as 
between the morphological and syntactic categories. E.g., the categories of 
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tense and order interact with the category of definiteness/indefiniteness. 
The use of the adverb then in the text and the Past Indefinite form are 
usually correlated with the use of the definite article in the subject position, 
e.g. Then the man decided to try again. Such a type of interaction between 
grammatical categories can be called harmonization. The categories of 
definiteness/indefiniteness interact with the communicative perspective of 
the sentence: the definite article is usually used with nouns in the thematic 
position and the indefinite - with nouns in the rhematic position. 

Another type of interaction is observed in the cases when a 
grammatical form of one category expresses a grammatical meaning of 
another category. For example, in sentences with Oblique moods which 
have no tense forms, the forms of the time correlation category express 
temporal relations: If he were here now he would help us (present) -If he 
had been here yesterday he would have helped us (past). 

We stated above that a grammatical category is constituted on the basis 
of contrastive grammatical forms which share a certain grammatical meaning 
correlated to some general concept (time, number etc.) and differ in more 
concrete meanings within the scope of the same concept. Such contrastive 
grammatical forms are called oppositions and all grammatical categories are 
based on oppositions. The method of oppositional analysis was introduced 
by N. Trubetskoy who applied it to the study of phonemes. Now the method 
of oppositional analysis is widely used in lexicology and grammar. 

As we know from N. Trubetskoy's theory oppositions may differ 
according to the number of their members and according to the character 
of relations between the members. According to the number of their 
members oppositions can be binary, ternary, quarternary and 
polynominal. According to the character of relations between their 
members oppositions are subdivided into privative, equipollent and 
gradual. The members of a privative opposition are characterized by the 
presence or absence of one and the same feature (+A:: - A). The member 
that possesses the feature of the opposition is called the strong, or the 
marked member and the other member is referred to as the weak, or the 
unmarked one. 
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The strong member is marked both formally, by a grammatical 
morpheme, and semantically, by a clearly defined grammatical meaning. 
The weak member usually has a zero grammatical morpheme and its 
meaning is best defined negatively, e.g. non-passive, non-plural etc. The 
members of an equipollent opposition are contrasted on the basis of 
different features (A::B::C::D); a gradual opposition unites members with 
a different degree of the same feature (A1::A2::A3 etc.). The majority of 
oppositions in grammar are binary privative, but equipollent oppositions 
also exist in grammar, e.g. the opposition between parts of speech. Gradual 
oppositions are differentiated on the phonological level. Such is the 
opposition between the English vowel phonemes contrasted on the basis of 
the degree of openness: closed :: half-open :: open. 

On the syntagmatic level, when grammatical meanings start 
interacting with lexical meanings and various types of contexts, 
oppositions undergo two very important processes: neutralization and 
transposition. In certain contextual conditions an opposition can be 
reduced to one member, namely to the weak one which is used in the 
position of the strong member. This becomes possible when the meaning 
of the strong member is expressed by some element of context which 
makes the grammatical expression of the same meaning unnecessary. This 
syntagmatic process is called neutralization and the elements of context 
that make neutralization possible are referred to as neutralizers. Let us 
have a few examples of neutralization. 

1) She was very happy while the fortnight lasted (R. Kipling). 
The Past Indefinite form is used instead of the Past Continuous. This 

is possible because the meaning of duration is expressed lexically by the 
conjunction while which serves as neutralizer, and duration is also present 
in the lexical meaning and the aspective character of the verb last. These 
factors make the grammatical expression of duration redundant. 

2) Well before he arrived he knew he had not wasted the journey 
(J.Fowles) 

The Past Non-perfect form is used instead of the Perfect form 
because the meaning of priority is expressed by the conjunction before. 
Neutralization reveals one of the most essential principles of the language 
organization - the principle of economy. It is stylistically unmarked and 
does not add to the stylistic potential of the language. 
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The process of transposition consists in the use of the strong member 
of a privative opposition or any member of an equipollent opposition in the 
sphere of the other member. Unlike neutralization, transposition is always 
(though to a different degree) marked stylistically as the transposed member 
expresses a secondary, figurative meaning. As for the primary meaning of the 
grammatical form, it does not disappear completely but is shifted to the 
background of the semantic structure of the grammatical form. It is this 
interplay of meanings that creates the so called 'effect of transposition' 
[Blokh 1983, 94 - 95]. This is why transpositions are usually referred to as 
grammatical metaphors. Like lexical metaphors grammatical metaphors may 
have a different degree of expressiveness: some have become regular and 
trite and some are still perceived as fresh and expressive. A typical example 
of transposition in grammar is the so-called 'dramatic present', i.e. the use of 
the Present tense in the past-time context which creates the impression of the 
reader being an immediate observer of the events described, e.g. 

Then I heard this chap talking to me. Very sombre. Immaculate 
English. Christ, I thought, new guests at this hour. 'Some things are 
necessary evils, Mr. Barley. Some things are more evil than necessary', he 
says. He's quoting me from lunch. Part of my world-shaking lecture on 
peace. I don't know who I was quoting. Then I take a closer look around 
and make out this nine-foot-tall bearded vulture hovering over me, 
clutching a bottle of vodka, hair flipping round his face in the breeze (J. le 
Carre). 

It is noteworthy that in the process of transposition it is not the 
direction (which member of the transposition is used instead of which) 
that matters but the effect created. Let us turn to the following example: 

/ went into the biggest shop on the main street. Mama always 
shopped there (E. О 'Brien). 

From the previous context we already know that the girl's mother is 
dead. In accordance with the rules of grammar the Past Perfect form seems 
to be more appropriate here. The deliberate use of the non-perfect form, 
i.e. the weak member of the opposition carries out a very important 
stylistic function: its use suggests that the girl will not think of her mother 
as dead, the mother remains alive in the girl's mind. For this reason this 
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unconventional use of Past Indefinite should be treated as a case of 
transposition. 

The study of transpositions in grammar takes us on a very exciting 
journey into the world of expressive grammar and helps us to discover the 
creative potential of grammar. Mark Garner writes: "The very best 
grammars of every age have been concerned with aiding people to use 
English creatively: to exploit the language's resources to their maximum 
for clear, fresh and elegant expression" [Garner 1989, 3]. The use of 
transpositions is one of the means of using the language creatively. 

5. There are two ways of analyzing language facts: from form to 
meaning, often referred to as formal, semasiological and it has been 
traditionally used in linguistic descriptions. This way is related to how we 
perceive speech, i.e. to the grammar of the listener. The opposite way of 
analyzing language facts is from meaning to form and it is related to how 
we produce speech, i.e. to the grammar of the speaker. It is referred to as 
functional, or onomasiological. 

If we start analyzing lingual facts in the direction from meaning to 
form we shall see that one and the same semantic contents or concept can 
be expressed by units of different linguistic levels. For example, the 
meaning of time can be expressed by the following means: 
- the grammatical forms constituting the grammatical category of tense, e.g. 
Aspect lived, lives and will live - an epigraph to a software program for 
American learners of Russian on the use of aspect forms of the Russian verb. 
- numerous nouns denoting various stretches of time and points in time: 
millennium, epoch, century, year, month, week, day, season, hour, second etc. 
Besides standard means of measuring time speakers of the language often 
use various nouns, denoting activities related to time ( e.g. after the lesson, 
before dinner etc.) as well as other nouns used by the speakers as 
occasional landmarks in time. These landmarks of time may be very 
unusual, they reveal the speaker's individual perception of time as well as 
the ability to use the language creatively. Such uses are usually the results 
of metonymical transference: the name of an object associated with a 
certain activity or state taking place within a certain period of time or at a 
certain point in time is used by the speaker as a measure of time, e.g. 
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1. When I was a young man - two wives ago, 250 OOP cigarettes 
ago, 

3 OOP quarts of booze ago ... (K. Vonnegut). 
2. He put on an apron and began to peel. One potato later, Sheila 
mentioned: "Evelyn called" (E.Segal). 
3. A thousand doors ago, when I was a lonely kid... (A. Sexton); 

- adjectives and adverbs with different temporal meanings: present, past, 
future, last, previous, forthcoming, former, latest, now, then, yesterday 
etc; 
- conjunctions and prepositions denoting temporal relations: when, after, 
before, while, in, through etc.; 
- syntactic phrases with temporal meanings, e.g. his would-be mother in 
law; In Russian the meaning of the Present in the link verb "быть" is 
manifested by the ellipsis of the verb, i.e. syntactically, e.g. Он - великий 
актер; 
- word-building prefixes with temporal meanings: pre- (prewar), post- (the 
post communism era), after- (an aftereffect), ex (an ex-friend, an ex-
husband). 

As we can see from the list, the concept of time can be expressed 
by the word-building, morphological, lexical and syntactic means of the 
language. All these means can be organized into a certain system. Such 
systems of heterogeneous means of the language constituted on the 
basis of common semantic contents or a common semantic function 
are called functional-semantic categories. 

The theory of functional-semantic categories (further on referred to 
as FSC) goes back to the ideas of the Danish scholar Otto Jespersen and 
the Russian linguist I.I. Meschaninov who wrote about conceptual 
(notional) categories which belong to the domain of thought and find their 
expression in language. Unlike notional categories, the functional-
semantic categories belong to the domain of the language, they are built on 
the basis of linguistic semantics, which is certainly connected to thought, 
yet it forms a domain of its own. This differentiation became possible only 
after linguists came to recognize the existence of other types of thinking 
side by side with verbal thinking. From this recognition it follows that 
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language has a semantic contents of its own which is inalienable from a 
linguistic form and lies at the basis of the 'language picture of the world'. 
The ideas of functional-semantic categories (or fields) were developed by 
E.V. Guliga and E.I. Shendels on the material of the German language, 
A.V. Bondarko and his school on the material of the Russian language, 
J.N. Vlasova and the Rostov-on-the-Don linguistic school on the material 
of the English language. B.Russel did not study especially the problem of 
functional-semantic categories, but he made a very important remark 
underlying the semantic proximity of language units that belong to 
different levels. He stresses the idea that, though before is a preposition 
and to precede is a verb, semantically they are very close [Рассел 1999, 
41]. This remark appears to be very important as it gives ground for 
systematization of different lingual units which are semantically (and 
conceptually) close. 

Functional-semantic categories have a field structure, i.e. they have a 
centre and a periphery. The centre of a FSC is taken up by a grammatical 
category or a grammatical class of words that express the given semantic 
contents in the most specialized and clear-cut way. The other components 
of a FSC occupy the periphery at a different distance from the centre. 
Their position in the periphery is determined by two factors: 1) how 
frequently they are used to express the given semantic contents; 2) how 
clearly they express it. 

Functional-semantic categories form a semantic continuum very 
similar to the conceptual continuum. It means that the borderlines between 
different FSCs are not rigid and clear-cut but rather fuzzy. Peripheral 
zones of different FSCs overlap and their units share the features of two or 
more overlapping categories. Let's consider the following examples: 

1) I'll arrange it if it is arrangeable (H. Wouk). 
The adjective arrangeable is characterized by a syncretic 

grammatical semantics. Being a representative of the class of adjectives, it 
expresses the meaning of quality, but the suffix - able adds to this 
meaning two more grammatical meanings: the meaning of modality and 
the meaning of passivity which can be explicated by means of 
paraphrasing the sentence: I'll arrange it if it can be arranged. The 
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presence of these meanings in the semantics of the adjective arrangeable 
proves that it actually belongs to three overlapping FSCs: quality, 
modality and voice. 

2) Her eyes were so forger-me-not blue (D.H. Lawrence) 
The noun forget-me-not expresses the meanings of intensity (very 

blue) and also the meaning of comparison (as blue as a forget-me-not) 
which means that it belongs to the peripheries of two FSCs: intensity and 
comparison. 

The relations between the central and peripheral components within 
a FSC can be of different kinds. Peripheral elements can specify or modify 
the meanings expressed by central components as we observe in the case 
of temporal relations expressed by grammatical forms of the verb and 
lexical expressions of time. Peripheral elements may be synonymous to 
central (in such cases we deal with a cross-level synonymy), e.g. He used 
to be my friend. He is my former friend. He is my ex-friend. He is my 
once-friend. The choice for using the most adequate means for rendering 
the identical semantic contents is determined by various structural and 
pragmatic factors: the position of the lingual unit in the structure of the 
sentence and the text, the desire of the speaker to make the statement more 
expressive (compare: She was very beautiful. She was heart-stoppingly 
beautiful). 

The theory of functional-semantic categories and the systematization 
of lingual facts in the form of functional-semantic field have a great 
theoretical value. It actually helps to understand the choices the speakers 
of a language have to make in the process of verbalizing their thoughts and 
the factors determining their choices. And the ability to make conscious 
choices refers to one of the most important cognitive abilities. The 
functional-semantic approach forms the basis for developing the 
grammar of the speaker (as examples of such grammar see: [Норман 
1994; Караулов 1999]). It also has a practical significance for learning 
foreign languages: it supplies the learners with a variety of means for 
expressing identical semantic contents and as well the ability to choose the 
most appropriate means in each case. Yet it is necessary to remember that 
the functional approach should not ignore the formal approach completely, 
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because the knowledge of form is no less important for language 
competence in a foreign language as well as in a native language. 
According to O.Jespersen, an exhaustive grammatical description of a 
language system is possible only on the basis of a two-ways approach: 
from form to function and from function to form [Есперсен 1958, 39]. 
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PART II. 
ENGLISH MORPHOLOGY 

CHAPTER 1. THE PROBLEM OF PARTS 
OF SPEECH AND THEIR INTERACTION 

"Parts of speech are metaphors because the 
whole 

nature is a metaphor of a human mind" 
R. W.Emerson 

1. The position of parts of speech in the system of the language. 
2. The criteria of classifying the lexicon into parts of speech. 
3. The cognitive-discursive approach to parts of speech. 
4. The system of parts of speech in English. Notional and functional 
words. The borderline between notional and functional words. 
5. The field (prototypical) structure of parts of speech. Interaction between 
parts of speech. Syntactic transposition as a means of parts-of-speech 
interaction in English. The functions of transposition. 

1. Earlier we stated that considered from the aspect of its internal 
systemic properties language presents a structured system of signs. It is a 
huge system and it consists of many subsystems. One of the most 
important subsystems in any language is the system of parts of speech 
which reflects the categorization of words into classes. The necessity for 
such a categorization was understood from the early days of linguistics. 
The first classification of vocabulary into groups, or classes was made by 
ancient Greeks and this system of classification has come to be known as 
"parts of speech" ("parts orationis"). The term "parts of speech" came to 
stay, though theoretically it is not very precise because in fact we deal with 
the classification of words on the level of language and not speech, but the 
term has survived, partially through tradition and largely due to the great 
respect for ancient scholars and their contribution to linguistics. We shall 
use the terms "parts of speech" and "classes of words" as synonyms. 
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The ancient Greeks believed that there exists a basic correlation 
between the way the world is organized and the way language is 
organized. Thus, they supposed that the world consists of two basic parts: 
entities or things and processes which relate these entities to one another, 
i.e. things and what these things do. This relationship was reflected in the 
two main parts of speech first pointed out by Aristotle: the Name and the 
Verb (to which he later added the Adjective and the Adverb). The present 
day linguistics however is more focused not on the world outside us, i.e. 
the physical environment but rather on the world inside us, i.e. the 
reflection of this world in the human mind (the picture of the world), the 
conceptualization and categorization of the world by the human mind. 
This new focus has important consequences for the further development 
of parts-of-speech theory, consequences which we shall discuss later in 
this chapter. 

Parts of speech occupy the central position in the language system 
as they present the meeting point of the two main domains of the language: 
its lexicon and grammar. Therefore they are indispensable for both the 
theory of the language and the language acquisition. It is impossible to 
present a word in a dictionary without placing it into a certain part of 
speech. Nor is it possible to explain the meaning of a word in the process 
of teaching a language, especially a foreign language without identifying 
its part-of-speech belonging. As for a native language such an explanation 
is not always necessary just because the parts-of-speech classification is 
actually a part of language competence which is partially innate (many 
scholars believe in the existence of the so-called language instinct in 
human beings [Pinker 1994]). This language instinct prompts native 
speakers, at least in the case of prototypical representatives of parts of 
speech), that "a doll" is a noun and "to play" is a verb. This 
supposition was made by L.V.Scherba who said that children have 
intuitive knowledge of the grammatical categories of their native language 
and it is just enough "to put labels", i.e. to give names to these categories 
thus turning this language intuition into conscious knowledge [Щерба 
1957, 83]. Experiments conducted with deaf-and-dumb children also give 
evidence to the fact that these children differentiate between generalized 
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meanings of thingness, action and property (cited from: [Леонтьев 1969, 
171]). However, in case of less prototypical representatives of parts of 
speech ( e.g. such nouns as generosity or refusal which name not objects 
but qualities and actions) language intuition alone may turn out to be 
insufficient and we need more reliable principles of classification. 

2. How is the classification of the vocabulary into parts of speech 
carried out? It is possible to classify words either on the basis of one 
criterion (the so-called monodifferential approach) or on the basis of 
several criteria (polydifferential approach) [Блох 2000, 66]. Grammatical 
theory has known both the approaches. Let us analyze some examples of 
the first approach. Taking the morphological (formal) principle for the 
basis of his classification of the Russian vocabulary F.F. Fortunatov 
divided all the words into changeable and unchangeable, and changeable 
words were subdivided into words with declension (i.e. nouns, adjectives) 
and words with conjugation (i.e.verbs) [Фортунатов 1900, 88, 238]. This 
principle is rather vulnerable because such Russian words as пальто, 
кашне etc. are not declinable, and yet they are nouns because they name 
things. A similar classification was made by H. Sweet on the material of the 
English language, but probably realizing the inadequacy of the 
morphological criterion alone, Sweet completed his classification by 
adding the syntactic criterion to it [Sweet 1955]. 

The American scholar Ch. Fries built his system of word classes on 
the basis of syntactic criterion. He started from the assumption that words 
could be classified adequately only on the basis of their syntactic position 
in the sentence. To carry out such a classification he used the following 
three sentences with most typical syntactic structures: 

1. The concert was good (always). 
2. The team went there. 
3. The clerk remembered the tax (suddenly). 

These sentences were used by him as diagnostic frames. For his field 
material he used fifty hours of recorded conversations. With the help of 
substitution test he divided all the notional words into four classes. All the 
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words that can occupy the position of concert, clerk and team in sentences 
1, 2, and 3 and the position of tax in sentence 3 were referred to class 1; 
the words that can occupy the position of remembered and went were 
referred to class 2; the words that can occupy the position of good in 
sentence 1 and can be put in between the and words of class 1 were 
referred to class 3 and, finally, the words that fitted the position of there, 
always, suddenly were put in class 4. Ch.Fries did not use the traditional 
terms for these classes, he just numbered them, but in fact his classes 
correspond to the traditional nouns, verbs, adjectives and adverbs. The 
remaining 154 words of his field material that did not fit in the positions 
of the four classes were referred to function words with further 
subdivision, on the basis of the same substitution test, into 15 subclasses 
for which he did not use the traditional terms either, but just named them 
alphabetically (class А, В, С, ...О) [Fries 1961]. His classification appears 
to be very simple, workable, convenient for practical purposes but it 
ignores one very important aspect of the parts-of-speech phenomenon - the 
dynamic character of the parts-of-speech system, i.e. the ability of parts of 
speech for interaction, for an exchange of their syntactic functions in the 
process of speech production. Besides their primary syntactic functions, 
typical of their part of speech, words may also be used in their secondary 
syntactic functions and yet remain within their class. E.g. The concert was 
a treat. According to Fries's classification the word treat must be referred 
to class 3, yet we know it is a noun used in the position typical of 
adjectives. 

The word, like any unit of language, possesses three main aspects: 
meaning, form and function. None of these three aspects taken isolatedly 
from the other two appear to be sufficient. The most adequate 
classification should be based on the combination of these three aspects of 
a word, therefore most of the classifications presented by grammarians are 
poly differential. 

Words belonging to one part of speech possess a common categorial 
meaning. Categorial meanings are such generalized abstract meanings as 
substance, or thingness for nouns, action for verbs, property for adjectives 
and property of property for adverbs. 
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These generalized grammatical meanings present lingual 
representations of the most important concepts (units of the mental 
world). The human mind has an ability to conceptualize reality in a variety 
of ways. It can construe as substance not only objects of reality but also 
other phenomena (actions, properties and relations), thus imparting to 
them the categorial meaning of thingness. Therefore linguists differentiate 
between the so-called ontological objects (which correspond to real objects 
of the physical world) and gnoseological objects (other phenomena of 
reality conceptualized as objects, these are "objects in the mind", i.e. in the 
conceptual picture of the world). 

There is certainly a correlation between the real world and parts of 
speech (which was pointed out by the ancient Greeks), but this correlation 
is not always one to one because one and the same phenomenon of the 
world can be construed differently by the human mind and thus find a 
different representation in the system of parts of speech. This ability of the 
human mind to construe reality in different ways was first pointed out by 
A. I. Smirnitsky [Смирницкий 1959, 102]. Nouns are typically used to 
name things and verbs - to name actions, but just because the human 
mind can construe reality in a variety of ways, nouns and verbs are not 
limited to those cases only. A noun can name a thing (a book), an action (a 
ride), a property (kindness), a relation (friendship) etc.; a verb can name 
an action (do), a state (sleep), a property (widen), a display of emotion 
(admire). This absence of one-to-one correlation between reality, its 
conceptualization by the human mind and its representation in the system 
of parts of speech actually determines the structure of parts of speech (the 
existence of central and peripheral units, or, in other terminology, 
prototypical and less prototypical units) and the interaction between parts 
of speech which will be discussed later in this chapter. 

General grammatical meanings find their manifestation in the formal 
(morphological) properties. Therefore morphological properties of words 
(both derivational and inflectional) are also important markers of their 
parts-of-speech belonging. Words belonging to one part of speech possess 
common derivational affixes and common grammatical categories. 
Sometimes these formal morphological markers help us to identify the 
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word's class even if we do not know its meaning, e.g. the word 
deforestation is a noun because it has a noun-building suffix - tion, and 
upped {The government upped the customs tax) is definitely a verb, 
because it has a tense marker. 

The semantic properties of words are projected into their functional 
(syntactic) properties. Words denoting substance are best suited for the 
syntactic positions of subject and object, words denoting actions are used 
in the position of the predicate etc. Thus words belonging to one part of 
speech are characterized by the common syntactic functions in the 
sentence. Here we mean primary syntactic functions only. These primary 
syntactic functions are: subject, object and predicative for nouns, predicate 
for verbs, attribute and predicative for adjectives and adverbial modifier 
for adverbs. Realizing their secondary syntactic functions words actually 
leave the territory of their own class (from the point of view of their 
syntactic behaviour) and function on the syntactic territory of other parts 
of speech thus making the borderlines between different parts of speech 
not closed but rather penetratable. 

The role of these three criteria varies for different parts of speech 
within one language. For adverbs in English the morphological criterion 
is not so important (only adverbs of manner have the grammatical category 
of degrees of comparison) and adverbs form a class of words on the basis 
of their categorial meaning (property of property) and their syntactic 
functioning (adverbial modifiers of various types). The role of these 
criteria also differs considerably across languages. For highly inflectional 
languages like Russian and German the morphological criterion plays a 
more important role than for isolating languages like Chinese and 
Vietnamese where parts of speech are differentiated mostly on the basis of 
their syntactic positions in the language [Яхонтов 1968, 73]. Thus parts 
of speech are large lexico-grammatical classes of words differentiated 
on the basis of their semantic, morphological and syntactic properties. 

In English some words have clear morphological part-of-speech 
markers and their status can be identified on the basis of these markers 
(e.g. a runner, beautiful to identify etc.). But a lot of words have a simple 
morphological structure (and English certainly likes short words!), besides 
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there are a lot of homonymous suffixes (e.g. the suffix - s), many words 
are easily converted from one part of speech into another (a mother - to 
mother; to say - a say etc.) and therefore the part-of-speech status of such 
words can be identified only on the basis of their syntactic position in the 
sentence. E.g., what part of speech is the form "eyes'? The usual answer 
of students is: "It is a noun in the plural form". But it can also be a verb as 
in the following sentence: "She always eyes strangers suspiciously". So 
very often the functional criterion in English plays a decisive role in the 
part-of-speech identification of a word. 

3. The development of cognitive linguistics which regards lingual 
phenomena as representations of cognitive structures and which states that 
language as the totality of all its elements reflects the conceptual picture of 
the world brought about the necessity to analyze the parts of speech from 
the cognitive point of view. Viewed from this aspect, parts of speech are 
considered to be the main vectors through which the humans perceive, 
cognize and verbalize the world and their place in it. The cognitive 
approach to the analysis of linguistic fact is closely related to the 
communicative approach, as the cognitive function of language is correlated 
with its communicative function - language is a means of forming, storing 
and transmitting information (knowledge) in the process of communication. 

The cognitive approach to parts of speech, at least in this country, 
came as the further development of the onomasiological approach which 
focused on the correlation between parts of speech and the phenomena of 
the world (words were treated as entities reflecting the objective world) 
[Кубрякова 1978]. The object of analysis in cognitive linguistics is 'the 
world in our minds', i.e. the conceptual picture of the world. Analyzed 
from the cognitive point of view, parts of speech are treated as linguistic 
units, which are correlated with certain structures of knowledge and which 
reflect this knowledge in their categorial semantics. On the other hand 
parts of speech are created for their further participation in the process of 
communication. Cognitive linguistics treats parts of speech as special 
cognitive-discursive units which represent the two main aspects of 
language - cognitive and discursive (communicative) that are closely 
correlated and have a deep conceptual basis. The attribute 'cognitive' 
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implies that parts of speech are related to psychic, mental and cognitive 
processes and primarily to certain structures of knowledge and present the 
projection of the conceptual picture of the world into the system of 
language. The term 'discursive' implies the other main aspect of parts of 
speech: they are created to participate in the process of communication 
and therefore are projected into certain positions in the structure of the 
sentence as the main unit of communication (for a more detailed analysis 
see [Кубрякова 2004, 189-252]). 

As you can see from the previous analysis made mostly along the 
traditional lines the cognitive approach to parts of speech does not reject 
the traditional approach but adds to it considerably. The traditional 
approach built the parts-of-speech classification on the basis of the inner 
properties of language; the onomasiological approach has at its basis the 
correlation between the real world and its representation in the system of 
parts of speech; the cognitive approach is focused on the way the 
conceptual picture of the world is reflected in the language and parts of 
speech appear to be the main tools of representing this picture. 

The cognitive approach to parts of speech with its emphasis on the 
mental processes participating in the classification of vocabulary is 
concerned with the analysis of relations between concepts as components 
of the mental world and their representation in the system of parts of 
speech. This analysis shows that the relations between concepts and their 
linguistic representation are not always one-to-one, but very often they are 
more intricate and complicated. There is a basic parallelism between 
concepts and their representation in the parts of speech: when we construe 
reality in the system of parts of speech the concept of an object is often 
represented in the form of a noun, the concept of an action is represented 
by a verb and the concept of a property is represented by an adjective. Yet 
this fundamental parallelism is often broken as our mind has an ability to 
represent as nouns not only objects but other phenomena of the world: 
actions (a race), qualities (kindness, forgetfulness) and states (delirium), 
or to present not only actions but both actions and their participants in the 
form of the verb (to kidnap), or actions and their characteristics (to 
shuffle). Thus one and the same part of speech may unite words 
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representing various concepts and on the other hand one and the same 
concept may be represented by different parts of speech. This fact accounts 
for the complexity of the parts-of-speech structure. 

4. The first stage of classifying the vocabulary into parts of speech is 
the division of words into notional and functional. The two subsystems are 
differentiated on the basis of the same criteria. The semantic difference 
between the notional and functional words is that the former have a full 
nominative value, i.e. they name objects, actions of the real world and their 
properties as they are conceptualized by the human mind and the latter are 
not correlated directly to objects or actions. They express relations between 
objects and actions (they are also called relationship words) and also 
attitudes and thus have a partial nominative value. Their specialization in 
expressing relations brings them very close to grammatical affixes, which 
becomes very obvious in the cross-linguistic analysis: most meanings of 
Russian case forms of nouns correspond to prepositions in English 
(написано Байроном - written by Byron). Notional words present an open 
class - the more we learn about reality the more words appear in the 
language to name new phenomena, therefore the number of notional words 
is theoretically limitless. The number of function words in any language is 
limited, they are basically a closed class (though few function words were 
added to English in the course of its development and occasionally notional 
words may function in the positions of functional ones). 

The two classes also differ morphologically: notional words have 
grammatical categories and functional words have none. The functional 
difference between the two classes is also very distinct: each class of notional 
words is primarily designed for a certain syntactic position in the sentence 
which becomes its primary syntactic function. Functional words have no 
syntactic functions of their own. They either accompany notional words and 
are used in the syntactic positions together with them (articles and 
prepositions), or accentuate certain parts of the sentence (particles), or 
connect parts of the sentence and/or sentences (conjunctions), or stand 
outside the sentence structure and form a kind of projection on the information 
presented in the sentence expressing the speaker's emotional or judgmental 
attitude to this information (interjections, particles and modal words). 
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Both the notional and the functional words are indispensable for the 
language structure, but they fulfil different roles in it. Metaphorically 
speaking, notional words present the bricks of the language and functional 
words are the cement that keeps the bricks together in the process of 
constructing a building (the sentence). Functional words exist in all 
languages but their number and their significance vary across languages. 
As S. Pinker points out, functional words "capture the grammatical look 
and feel of the language" [Pinker 1994, 118]. E.g., the number and the 
frequency of particles is considered to be one of the characteristic 
typological features of a language. According to some scholars [Coseriu 
1980; Heinrichs 1981], Russian, German and Greek are the so-called 
"particle" languages. Most particles present language-specific words and 
have no parallels in other languages. Therefore they are most difficult for 
translation and some linguists suppose that generally particles are 
"untranslatable" ( e.g. try to translate into English "Приехатъ-mo я еряд-
ли приеду, а уж написать-то напишу"). 

In highly inflectional languages where syntactic roles of words in the 
sentence are expressed by the grammatical form of words functional words 
appear to have a less significant value. In analytical languages like English 
the role of functional words, especially prepositions, is very significant 
because they often manifest the syntactic and the semantic role of a word 
in the sentence. 

In spite of the clear-cut difference between the notional and 
functional words the borderline between them is not absolutely rigid but 
rather gradual. Some functional words were derived from the forms of 
notional words ( e.g. the conjunction provided was derived from 
Participle II, the preposition notwithstanding goes back to the form of 
Participle I); adverbs may be occasionally used in the function of 
conjunctions (Once you said it you are committed) and modal words 
(Luckily, he escaped), function words are occasionally converted into 
notional ( But me no buts! There is a bigjfto it), or serve as the basis for 
deriving new notional words (The question is very iffy) 

The group of notional words in English comprises nouns, verbs, 
adjectives, adverbs, numerals, and pronouns. The class of functional words 
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includes articles, prepositions, conjunctions, particles, modal words, and 
interjections. Here we present the traditional, most widely recognized 
parts-of-speech classification. However there is no unanimous opinion 
about the number and the belonging of some parts of speech. B.A.Ilyish 
considers the so called statives (words like asleep, awake, ablaze etc.) as 
a separate class of notional words [Ilyish 1971, 74-76]; M.Y.Blokh points 
out the synsemantic character of pronouns and refers them to functional 
words [Блох 2000, 74-75]. 

Indeed, semantically the class of pronouns differs considerably from the 
other notional classes because they do not name objects or properties but just 
point to something already named. A.A.Reformatsky aptly compares them to 
paper money which functions, for the sake of convenience, thanks to the 
existence of gold fund. This "gold fund" of pronouns is the notional words 
without which the pronouns are devalued [Реформатский 1967, 70]. Indeed, 
in their categorial semantics pronouns are closer to functional words. Yet their 
morphological properties (the categories of person, number and case in 
personal pronouns, the number in demonstrative and reflexive pronouns) and 
their syntactic features (the ability to function as parts of the sentence, e.g. The 
pleasure is mine) prevent us from referring them to functional words 
unreservedly. A similar argumentation may be used about the class of 
numerals which do not name objects but just add a quantitative characteristic 
to the class of nouns. The class of numerals is comparatively closed, which is 
not characteristic of notional classes, they have no grammatical categories of 
their own, neither do they have syntactic positions of their own (except cases 
like Two and two makes four) and functionally they are characterized as pro-
adjectives. This specific character of numerals in the class of notional words 
was pointed out by V.G.Admoni who said that numerals should be placed at 
the periphery of notional words [Адмони 1968, 98 -106]. The marginal 
position of numerals finds reflection in their presentation in dictionaries. 
Some dictionaries present them as a separate part of speech, others - refer 
them to the class of adjectives. 

5. The parts of speech are characterized by a field, or a prototypical 
structure. The term 'field structure" is not new. It appeared within the 
functional analysis of language and was first introduced by the Czech 
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linguists. The term 'prototypical" is relatively new. It was borrowed into 
linguistics from cognitive psychology [Rosch 1973, 1975] and became very 
popular almost ousting the term 'field structure". However, these two terms 
are very closely related. Both accentuate the fact that categories as not closed 
but open and have fuzzy boundaries with a continuum space between them. 
Both presuppose the existence of the centre and a periphery within a category. 
The centre is represented by units which possess the maximum number of 
categorial features. These units are called prototypes, or prototypical members 
of the category. The peripheral units may lack some features of the given 
category and have, at the same time, some features of other, intersecting 
categories. The prototypical approach to the analysis of linguistic categories 
appears to be more elaborated because it has been supported by the 
psychological and linguophilosophical studies [Wittgenstein 1953]. 

The field structure of parts of speech has a double manifestation. First, 
analyzing the notional parts of speech we can speak about the central, or 
cardinal, and peripheral classes. The cardinal parts of speech are the noun, 
the verb, the adjective and the adverb [Блох 2000, 74]. Their central 
position in the system of parts of speech is determined by the fact that they 
present a projection of the real world and its properties conceptualized by 
the human mind and presented by the language. They may be considered as 
linguistic correlates of the objective world i.e. matter and its properties 
reflected by the human mind. They may be presented as a three-level 
hierarchic structure. The upper level is taken up by the noun as the language 
analogue of matter itself in all its forms; the second level is occupied by the 
verb and the adjective that present the properties of matter, dynamic (the 
verb) and static (the adjective). The lowest level in this structure is taken up 
by the adverb which expresses secondary properties (properties of 
properties) of matter discovered, or established by the human mind on the 
basis of the primary properties. These secondary properties are qualitative, 
temporal, locative, causative, conditional and other characteristics of the 
action which have linguistic correlates in adverbs of time, place, manner 
etc., and gradation of quality which is correlated with adverbs of degree. 
Graphically it may be presented in the following diagram: 
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The world conceptualized by the The system of parts of speech 
human mind 

matter N 

properties of matter: 
dynamic (actions) static (qualities) V Adj 

properties of properties Adv 
Thus we may conclude that the most important components of the 

conceptual picture of reality are projected into the four parts of speech, 
which explains their central position in the system of parts of speech. 

Their central position is also supported syntactically: these four parts 
of speech "cover" the positions of all parts of the sentence (the subject, 
predicate, object, attribute and adverbial modifier). The notion of the lexical 
paradigm of nomination [Блох 2000, 75-78] which presents a four-member 
paradigmatic set of nominal, verbal, adjectival and adverbial representation 
of the same stem ( e.g. silence - to silence - silent - silently) also proves the 
"privileged" position of these four parts of speech. The notion of the lexical 
paradigm of nomination is also very important in the cross-linguistic aspect. 
One and the same concept may be 'packed' into different parts of speech in 
different languages which results in numerous cases of cross-linguistic 
asymmetry in parts of speech and which may lead to mistakes caused by the 
interference of the mother tongue, e.g. English: / agree - Russian: Я 
согласен; English: She was late - Russian: Она опоздала. 

The other two classes: numerals and pronouns as we have already 
pointed out form the transitional zone between the notional and functional 
classes. 

Secondly, within each notional part of speech there exist central and 
peripheral units. The central units are characterized by the presence of all the 
features of their class and thus - by a certain symmetry of semantic, 
morphological, and syntactic properties. E.g., the noun man presents an 
example of a prototypical noun: it denotes a human being (i.e. a living thing), 
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has the grammatical categories of number and case and is primarily used in the 
syntactic positions of subject, object and predicative (in its classifying 
function). Thus, it occupies the central position in the class of nouns. 

Peripheral units include words of the so-called mixed categorial 
semantics, i.e. words whose lexical semantics is not isomorphic to their 
categorial semantics and this asymmetry finds manifestation in their 
morphological and syntactic properties. (We share the opinion of scholars 
who suppose that the syntactic behavior of a word is determined more by 
the peculiarities of its lexical semantics than by its part-of-speech 
belonging). E.g. the noun simplicity presents an example of a word with a 
mixed categorial semantics; it denotes a quality represented in the form 
of a substantive, its lexical meaning is asymmetrical with its categorial 
meaning. This asymmetry is manifested in its morphological and syntactic 
characteristics: it has no plural, it is generally not used in the Possessive 
case and it is regularly used in the position of the predicative in its 
qualifying function thus becoming a functional synonym of adjectives e.g. 
Her one evening dress, reluctantly packed at Annette's half scornful 
insistence, was simplicity itself (Ch. Lamb). For this reason the noun 
simplicity, like other names of qualities, must be placed in the periphery of 
their class which intersects with the class of adjectives. 

Another example of peripheral nouns is the so-called adverbial 
nouns. Such nouns as fashion, manner, way, style denote not things, but 
manner of action, the concept which constitutes the categorial meaning of 
adverbs of manner. As a consequence these nouns are characterized by a 
regular use in the adverbial positions and thus become functional 
equivalents of adverbs of manner. E.g.: Being in no haste, Indian fashion. 
he hunted his dinner in the course of the day's travel (J. London). 

One more peripheral zone is constituted by verbal nouns, i.e. nouns 
denoting actions. They may sometimes replace verbs in discourse, taking 
upon themselves the nomination of events and thus carrying out the 
function of progression in the text usually performed by verbs. E.g.: Then, 
a short, quick run forward, a fault, a check, a try hack, and then a slow, 
steady, confident advance (K. Grahame). 
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Such peripheral zones exist within each of the cardinal parts of speech 
and with the help of these peripheries parts of speech interact with one 
another. Graphically the structure of parts of speech and the relations the 
relations between parts of speech can be presented in the following way: 

The most common way of functional interaction between parts of speech is 
the syntactic, or functional transposition. (There may be other ways of 
interaction between parts of speech. Thus derivation of one part of speech 
from another may also be treated as a kind of interaction which embraces 
not only peripheral but central zones as well). Functional, or syntactic 
transposition is a syntagmatic process which consists in the use of a 
word belonging to one part of speech in the syntactic function 
characteristic of another part of speech. 

In the process of syntactic transposition words expose the secondary 
syntactic functions of their part of speech and thus extend the syntactic 
"territory" of parts of speech. Let's have examples of syntactic 
transpositions: 

1) She sings it very Dixieland (J.Salinger) - NAdv 

2) "You look very tired. - A hard day? " - "A nothing day, Herr 
Ritter " (J. Carrol) - PrnAdJ 

3)At last he turned and started walking slowly down the now 
deserted corridor (E. Segal)- AdvMh 

4) There is a round table ... and various other pieces of furniture 
including a grandfather clock (D Smith)- Nadj' 
5)... both children and adults stretch the language a bit to express 
causation; adults are just a tiny bit more fastidious in which verb to 

stretch (S.Pinker). -Nadv-
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Syntactic transposition carries out two important functions in the 
language. First, transposition often makes up for certain constraints in the 
sphere of word building. Thus nouns are often used attributively to make 
up for the absence of an adjective, e.g. a shadow cabinet, a platinum 
chain, vacation time etc. The adverbial nouns way and manner are often 
transposed into adverbial sphere to make up for the absence of a 
corresponding adverb, cf. After a week we all served ourselves Chinese 
style, standing and stretching across the table one after another 
(L.Hobbs); 

This function of transposition may be called compensatory. 
However, syntactic transpositions often occur even if there is a word 

within this or that part speech to render the necessary meaning. Yet 
speakers of the language often resort to transposition to find a different, 
more unconventional way of expressing the meaning. E.g. He has a lot of 
deep, if practiced, sadness. And as I meet this brown-eyed spaniel 
expression I realize that Alejandro Stern, one of this town's finest defense 
lawyers has heard these ardent proclamations of innocence too many times 
before (S.Turow). Indeed, a spaniel expression appears to be more 
expressive than a sad expression, because it invokes the image of a spaniel 
in the speaker's and the listener's minds. This second function of 
transposition may be called expressive. Exploiting this kind of transposition 
the speakers of the language reveal their ability to use the language 
creatively and this is what grammar has always been concerned with how to 
exploit the resources of the language to express their thoughts in a fresh and 
unconventional way. 

So we may conclude that syntactic transposition reveals the dynamic 
and creative potential of the language, its ability to satisfy the 
communicative and expressive needs of the speakers. The processes of 
interaction between parts of speech are essential for understanding their 
nature and their functioning in the language. A description of parts of 
speech without the processes of their interaction would be incomplete. 
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Primary predication establishes subject-predicate relations and makes the 
backbone of the sentence. It is expressed by the finite form of the verb. 
E.g.: Cranes are flying. Secondary predication is contained in gerundial, 
infinitival, participial constructions, detached parts of the sentence. Such 
structures name an event but do not place it in time, e.g. / saw cranes 
flying. Structures of secondary predication cannot function as autonomous 
sentences and they are related to the objective reality only through the 
main predicative line of the sentence. From the point of view of their 
derivational history these structures are the result of syntactic 
transformation of two simple sentences and joining them into one. E.g.: / 
saw cranes. The cranes were flying. —*■ I saw cranes flying. Therefore 
sentences which have, besides the main predicative line, a structure of 
secondary predication (an infinitival, participial or a gerundial structure) 
cannot be treated as simple, they are semicomposite by their structure. 

Predication expressed by the finite form of the verb and by the 
structures of secondary predication is explicitly presented in the sentence. 
Implicit predication is contained in sentences which are structurally simple 
and yet name not one but two events of reality. This is usually found in 
sentences which contain event-nouns, e.g. I was late because of the rain. 
This sentence presents information about two events: 1) I was late; 2) It 
rained. (There was rain). In fact any noun or a personal pronoun may 
function as an event-noun. E.g. I was late because of the train (my leg, my 
dog, my wife, her etc.). 

b) The second sentential category is modality. It is one of the most 
complicated linguistic categories which has various forms of its expression 
in the language. It also has a lot of various definitions and interpretations. In 
the Linguistic Encyclopedic Dictionary modality is defined as a functional-
semantic category which expresses different types of the relations between 
the utterance and reality as well as different types of subjective evaluation 
of the information contained in the utterance [ЛЭС 1990, 303]. As we can 
see from the definition, modality expresses two types of relations and 
consequently includes two levels. For this reason scholars usually 
differentiate between two types of modality: objective, or primary and 
subjective, or secondary. These two types of modality were first introduced 
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on the material of the Russian language by V.V.Vinogradov [Виноградов 
1975]. However the differentiation of modality into subjective and objective 
appears to be very conventional, because modality in fact presents an 
operation of the speaker (the subject of the utterance) over the utterance, so 
the subjective component (the speaker) appears to be relevant for both 
types of modality. For this reason the terms primary and secondary modality 
appear to be more precise. Even the definition of the so called objective 
modality includes the speaker: it expresses the relations between the 
contents of the sentence and reality as stated by the speaker. The consistent 
differentiation of the two types of modality was also stimulated by the 
studies of Ch. Bally who considered that each utterance consists of two 
parts, the part which presents information ( he called it 'dictum') and the 
part which presents the speaker's evaluation of this information (he called it 
'modus') [Балли 1955]. Modus and dictum as components of the utterance 
can be best presented by the structure of a complex sentence with an object 
clause, e.g. / think he is going to be late, in which the principal clause is 
the modus and the subordinate clause is the dictum. 

The primary modality expresses the relation of the contents of the 
sentence to reality as established by the speaker who, choosing the 
appropriate form of the mood, presents the event as real, unreal or 
desirable. It is expressed by the grammatical form of mood and thus it is a 
component of predicativity and as such it always finds a grammatical 
expression in the sentence. E.g. You are my wife. Be my wife. I wish you 
were my wife. Thus, primary modality as a component of predicativity is an 
obligatory feature of the sentence - we cannot make a sentence without 
expressing primary modality, i.e. without establishing the relations 
between the nominative contents of the sentence and reality. 

Secondary modality presents another layer of modality, built over the 
primary modality. It does not always find an explicit expression in the 
sentence. Secondary modality is not homogeneous. It contains two layers 
and therefore we can differentiate between two types of secondary modality. 
The first type expresses the relations between the subject of the sentence and 
the action. The action may be presented as possible, permissive, obligatory, 
necessary, desirable or unnecessary for the subject. In syntactic linguistic 
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studies this type of modality is called action modality [Jacobs 1995, 225] and 
it is expressed by the modal verbs in their predicate-oriented meanings: 
ability, possibility, permission, necessity, obligation etc. E.g.: Children must 
be seen but not heard. I can jump puddles. You may be free for today. This 
type of modality is contained within the dictum of the sentence and cannot be 
presented outside the dictum. The second type of secondary modality 
expresses the attitude of the speaker to the contents of the utterance or the 
speaker's evaluation of the likelihood of the event presented in the utterance. 
This type of modality is called epistemic modality [Jacobs 1995, 226]. This 
type of modality has various means of expression in the language. It can be 
expressed by: modal words, modal adverbs and modal particles: maybe, 
probably, certainly, of course, perhaps, sure, evidently, supposedly, 
allegedly; presumably, luckily, fortunately etc. (e.g. This is probably the best 
chance you have ever had); by modal verbs in their sentence-oriented 
meanings: probability, doubt, supposition, certainly, disbelief (e.g. If she 
went out Wednesday night someone may have noticed. She couldn 't have 
done it alone); by modalized verbs seem, to appear, happen, chance (She 
appeared to be holding something back from him); by the so called 
performative verbs and phrases which name speech and mental acts: think, 
suppose, presume, guess, doubt, be certain, be sure etc. (e.g. / guess you 
are right; I am afraid this is true); by special syntactic structures like 'tag 
questions' (This is true, isn 't it?), as well as by intonation and word order 
(compare in Russian: До ближайшей станции километров десять 
будет where uncertainty is expressed by the word order in the phrase and 
also by the use of the future tense). As we can see the modal verbs 
participate in the expression of two kinds of secondary modality: action 
modality and epistemic modality. It is noteworthy that participating in the 
expression of these two types of modality, they display different grammatical 
characteristics. When the modal verbs function as means of expressing 
action modality the meaning of tense is expressed by the change of the form 
of the modal verb (can - could, may - might) and if there is no required form 
in the paradigm of the modal verb they draw into their paradigm the so called 
modal verb equivalents be, have, be able, be permitted, be allowed. When 
the modal verbs function in the sphere of epistemic modality, the difference 
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between the forms can and could, may and might is not temporal, but modal 
whereas the temporal meanings are expressed by the forms of the Infinitive 
(e.g. He must be here now. He must have been here yesterday). The 
sentences ' This might be true' and 'This may be true' differ in the degree of 
the speaker's certainty about the truth of the proposition. Note also that the 
modal verb must expresses negation differently when functioning in the 
sphere of these two types of modality. When it expresses action modality, it 
combines with the negative particle 'not' (You must not do it); when it 
functions in the sphere of belief modality negation is usually expressed 
lexically (He must have failed to come in time). 

When modal verbs are used in their sentence oriented meanings they are 
formally placed inside the dictum, but semantically they belong to the modus 
of the sentence. This can be verified by the possibility to replace a modal verb 
in the sentence-oriented meaning by an equivalent modal word, a performative 
verb or a phrase. E.g.: He may have forgotten about it - Perhaps, he has 
forgotten about it. He couldn't have done it - I don't believe he did it. 
However the differentiation between these two types of modality is very 
complicated and the use of modal verbs in the two types of modality appears to 
be a problem not only for learners of English, but for English speaking 
children too. Special research has shown that English speaking twelve-year-
olds have not mastered the full semantics of the modal verbs [Major 1974]. 

Modality is one of the most culture-sensitive categories and the 
specific feature of English is the abundance and the frequent use of 
various means of expressing secondary modality which reflects such an 
important cultural concept as personal space. When making different 
statements about various events of reality speakers of English tend to 
present it as their personal point of view on the event thus not intruding 
into the hearer's personal space. The frequent use of various modal means 
is also related to the principle of politeness characteristic of British speech 
etiquette. This principle includes the following maxims: 1) Don't impose. 
2) Give options. 3) Make the hearer feel good - be friendly [Brown, 
Levinson 1978]. In accordance with this principle which is a component 
of a wider category known as indirectness, the English speech is 
characterized by an abundant use of various means of subjective modality 
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which make the speech more tentative / less assertive. Sometimes these 
means are piled in the sentence as in the following example from 
S.Maugham: "I don't wish to seem spiteful but I am afraid I do not think 
she can have been a very nice woman". The Russian language as 
compared to English appears to be more direct and categorical and this 
difference should be taken into consideration in learning and teaching 
English. We must learn to overcome the stereotypes of our mother tongue 
and try to sound less assertive in English. 

Modality is also gender-sensitive and there are obvious differences 
between men's and women's speech in their use of modal means. The 
American linguist R.Lakoff points out that female speech usually lacks the 
assertiveness of male speech as women use various means of expressing 
subjective modality that impart a more tentative character to their speech, 
e.g. M. - This is better. W. - This is better, isn't it? ( don't you think?) 
[Lakoff 1975]. 

c) The next sentential category is negation which shows that the 
relations established between the components of the sentence do not exist 
in reality, from the speaker's point of view ( A.M.Peshkovsky) , or that 
the speaker denies the truth of the proposition (Ch. Bally). The definition 
of the essence of negation appears to be rather difffcult because, as it is 
justly pointed out by E.V.Paducheva, negation belongs to one of the 
universal, basic, semantically indivisible conceptual categories (semantic 
primitives - L.K.) which cannot be defined through more simple semantic 
components [ЛЭС 1990,354]. 

Usually negative sentences appear in speech as a reaction to an 
affirmative statement, e.g. "We can have a good time tonight. " "No, no. I 
couldn't" (G.Greene). Affirmation may not be presented explicitly but may 
be contained in the presupposition to the utterance. (Presupposition here 
denotes a state of things in the real world that makes the sentence 
appropriate). This is the case with general questions and imperative 
sentences. A general affirmative question does not contain a negation but it 
always presupposes it as an alternative to affirmation which becomes explicit 
in a negative answer to an affirmative general question, e.g. "Seen the 
news?" - "No" (G.Greene). For this reason general questions are treated as 
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hand, the processes of transposition reveal the flexibility and dynamism of 
the language and the absence of hard and fast lines between its various 
subsystems. Taking this into consideration it is possible to point out 
intermediate types of communicative sentences (declarative- interrogative, 
declarative - imperative etc.), as it was suggested by M.Y.Blokh (for 
detailed treatment see: [Блох 1976]). 

The dynamic character of relations between a communicative type of 
sentence and its ability to actualize both its primary and its secondary 
communicative functions is presented in the following scheme where the 
straight lines correspond to the primary functions and the dotted lines - to 
the secondary functions: 
Communicative function Type of sentence 

1. Statement ~" ^ - ^ - . ^ ^ , , - ^ ^ ~ Declarative 

sentence -.--^^""У^'*'--
. "^ '— 

-_„ —' •— 

—* ' — 
2. Question *--'^_ ___,,. -"-^ 

Interrogative sentence----""~~~~~~-~~~^__ 

3. Inducement Imperative 
sentence 

The phenomenon of transposition on the level of communicative 
types of sentences can be correlated to the theory of speech acts where it is 
described in terms of direct and indirect speech acts ( for more detail see: 
[Серль 1986]). 

4. In the process of communication one and the same sentence may 
be used for making different utterances. Thus the sentence William 
Shakespeare was born in Stratford-upon-Avon may produce three 
utterances. If it is used as an answer to the question "Where was William 
Shakespeare born?" it is pronounced with the logical stress on the 
adverbial modifier and the other parts of the sentence may be deleted. If it 
is used as an answer to the question "Did William Shakespeare live all 
his life in London?" it is pronounced with the logical stress on the 
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predicate, or the particle only is introduced before the predicate. And 
finally, if it is used as an answer to the question "Who was born in 
Stratford-upon-Avon?" it has the logical stress on the subject, and the 
other parts of the sentence may be deleted. These utterances, though 
identical in their syntactic and semantic structures and their 
communicative functions (all of them are declarative), carry out different 
functions in the process of communication. They differ in their informative 
value. This aspect in the sentence analysis is known as the actual division, 
or the functional perspective of the sentence. The study of this aspect of 
the sentence is historically connected with the traditional logical analysis 
of the sentence. H.Paul and F. F. Fortunatov opposed the psychological 
subject and predicate to their syntactic counterparts; A.I.Smirnitsky 
differentiated between lexical and grammatical subjects and predicates. A 
consistent and thorough study of this phenomenon was carried out by the 
Czech scholar V.Mathesius who is considered the founder of the theory of 
actual division. A great contribution to this theory was made by the Czech 
scholars J. Firbas, B.Trnka and the Russian linguists O.Lapteva, 
N.Slyusareva, M. Blokh and some others. 

Analyzed in the aspect of its actual division most of the utterances 
may be divided into two parts that have been given different names: the 
topic and the comment, the starting point and the nucleus, the given and 
the new and, finally, the theme and the rheme, which are most widely 
accepted. The theme is defined as the part of the utterance that 
contains given, familiar information which serves as the starting point 
of the utterance. It denotes an object or a phenomenon about which 
something is stated. The rheme is accordingly defined as the part of 
the utterance that presents new information for the sake of which 
the utterance is made, it is the focus of the utterance, its 
communicative centre. The information contained in the rheme may not 
be objectively new, but it is the most important for the speaker. E.g. "If 
you want a divorce, it's not very wise to go on seeing her. " "I haven't 
made up my mind yet. " "She has" (J. Galsworthy). 

How can we identify the rheme? As Professor T.P.Lomtev pointed 
out, the rheme is the part of the utterance which presupposes a question or 
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negation. This may serve as a formal test for identifying the rheme. 
Another formal test for identifying the rheme was suggested by 
M.Y.Blokh. It is the so called logical super-position. It consists in 
transforming the utterance in such a way as to place the rheme in the 
position of the logically emphasized predicative, e.g. It was Shakespeare 
who was born in Stratford-upon-Avon. The theme is the part of the 
utterance that may be deleted or substituted by pronouns. 

It must be taken into consideration that in most cases the transition 
from the theme to the rheme is not abrupt, but gradual and the parts of the 
sentence that form the transitional zone possess different degree of 
informative value. E.g.: 

The man listened to the conversation with a hardly visible 
smile, the theme proper — transitional zone -— the rheme proper 

The majority of utterances contain both the components of actual 
division and such utterances are called dirhemic. But there are also 
utterances that contain only the rheme and they are called monorhemic, 
e.g. Don't do it. It's late. 

5. The system of any language possesses various means of expressing 
the components of actual division. They are numerous and may be 
expressed by units of different lingual levels: phonological, morphological, 
syntactic, and lexical. These means are generally used not isolatedly but in 
combination with one another. The most universal means is the logical 
stress with the help of which the speaker accentuates the focus of 
information. It should be treated as the primary means if only because the 
primary form of the language existence is its oral form. With the help of 
logical stress the speaker may accentuate any part of the utterance, both 
the notional and functional words, e.g. But accidents, he said, will 
happen. In written speech logical stress is often represented by italics. 
Among the morphological means the most important role in actual division 
belongs to the articles. The definite article is usually identified with the 
theme and the indefinite - with the rheme. The change of the article 
serves as the signal of the change in actual division, e.g. He bought a 
new house. The house is small but comfortable. The use of the Passive 
voice is also often caused by the need to make the doer of the action very 
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prominent, e.g. The conference was attended by the President and his 
wife. 

Syntax also plays an important role in the actual division of the 
sentence. The components of actual division are first of all accentuated by 
the word order. It has long been noticed that the word order generally 
corresponds to the order of our thoughts. When we are calm, not agitated, 
our thoughts proceed from the familiar to the new. When we are emotional 
or agitated this usual order may be broken. This finds its reflection in two 
types of word order: objective and subjective. In the former the theme 
precedes the rheme, and in the latter the rheme comes first. Thus the 
emphatic inversion serves to accentuate the rheme of the sentence. E.g.: 
On this subject Norah could utter only blasphemies. And utter them she 
did (I.Murdoch) Besides inversion there are also special syntactic 
structures in English that serve the needs of actual division. The rheme is 
introduced by the emphatic construction It-be - Rheme - who/that, e.g. 
It's the silences that hurt (R. Kipling) ; by the construction There is/are... 
e.g. There was no doubt a rational explanation for the sudden return of 
his rational faculties (E. Segal). The theme is introduced by the structures 
'as for, as to', e.g. As for the debt, just forget about it. 

Among other syntactic means of expressing the rheme we find 
repetition, e.g. You and only you can make me happy, ellipsis, when the 
thematic part is deleted thus making the rheme or the peak of the rheme 
very prominent, e.g. What is it you want? - The truth: parcellation which 
often introduces a secondary rheme, e.g. "Sam, could I have a word with 
you? Privately. Outside" (F. Forsyte). 

Among the lexical means an important role in the promotion of the 
rheme belongs to emphatic particles which do not have a fixed position in 
the sentence and are usually placed before the rheme. E.g. Only he came 
yesterday. He came only yesterday. 

6. Each communicative type of the sentence is characterized by its 
own peculiarities in the expression of actual division. The majority of 
declarative sentences and general questions are dirhemic and the rheme is 
identified with the help of the tests mentioned above. In special questions 
the position of the rheme is open and they present a request for 
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information about the rheme. Imperative sentences are mostly 
monorhemic. 

If a sentence is analyzed in isolation from the context it is rather 
difficult to identify the components of actual division. Let us analyze the 
following example. "I am Dr Manson." If we look at the sentence taken 
isolatedly from the context, we will most probably think that the rheme is 
Dr Manson and will accentuate it by logical stress. "I am Dr Manson" In 
the context from which the sentence is taken, the rheme of the sentence is 
the link verb to be and the sentence reads cAs a matter of fact I am Dr 
Manson'. Thus we may conclude that the actual division of the sentence is 
always context-bound and can be best studied in the frame of the 
sypersyntax. It carries out a very important text-forming function. The text 
as a unit of sypersyntax is characterized by communicative integrity which 
is created by the components of actual division. The theme promotes the 
communicative cohesion of the text whereas the rheme introducing new 
information promotes its communicative progression. 

CHAPTER 5. THE PARTS OF THE SENTENCE 

1. The general characteristic of the parts of the sentence. 
2. The relations between parts of the sentence and parts of speech, parts of 
the sentence and semantic actants. 
3. The system of parts of the sentence in English. 
4. Borderline cases in the system of parts of the sentence. 

1. Analyzing the sentence from the point of view of its constituents 
we come down to the minimal units of syntactic analysis. These minimal 
syntactic units distinguished on the basis of their formal features 
(morphological forms and position in the sentence) are called parts of 
the sentence. A part of the sentence, in fact, is the realization of a notional 
word in the sentence, a syntactic form of a notional word. The theory of 
parts of the sentence has a long history, its basic positions were worked out 
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