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ation is the use of the emotionally painted units in the poems of the Russian bard. In this issue the inductive and descriptive
methods, as well as methods of accentuation, spelling, word formation and semantic analysis were used. The results of
the study of this problem are a revealing and systematization of phonetic and word-formation facilities of emotionality
expression by V. S. Vysotsky.

Conclusions. The author of this article considers the expression of emotionality by means of metatony and the
replacement of the morphological principle of spelling by the phonetic principle as phonetic features of the idiostyle of
Vladimir Vysotsky in his poetic works. The author of the article considers the use of synonymous suffixes and the
replacement of underlying stems in potential words, as well as the inclusion in the text of authorial occasionalisms based
on the substitution of underlying stems, by the word-formative means of expressing emotionality in V. Vysotsky’s poetic
speech. The stated facilities serve not only to express emotionality in the speech, but also to downgrade the stylistic level
of poetic speech, plugging the elements of vernacular speech in it.

Key words: emotionality, emotiveness, potential word-formation, occasionalisms, idiostyle of V. S. Vysotsky.
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CATEGORICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ENGLISH NOUN FROM THE POINT
OF VIEW OF THE PROTOTYPE THEORY

Summary. The object of the study of this article is the formation of the prototypical categories in human mind and
analysis of the process of development of prototypical grammatical categories The subject of our investigation is proto-
typical characteristics of the English nouns. Its purpose is to try to find adequate criteria for prototypical classification
of nouns in Modern English. Methodologically our research is based upon the laws of cognition, on the theory of the
logico-grammatic dynamics (0. A. Zhaborjuk), on such psychological categories as conceptual category, prototype. The
descriptive analysis and comparison were used. The findings of our work include principles of prototypical classification
of nouns in Modern English. Practical value of our research consists in possibility of acquiring its results in the course of
teaching English as a foreign language and in possibility of their use in fundamental cognitive investigations of the parts
of speech of the English language. Results of our work are: human way of expressing the thought is based on the structure
of predication, verbal expression of the constituents of this structure is subconsiously morphologically and syntactically
connected with prototypical concepts created in human mentality and language in the process of evolution. Thus, the defi-
nitions of the parts of speech have to include all their prototypical characteristics: semantic and formal.The prototypical
semantics of the English noun is substantiality. Basic prototypical formal characteristics of the noun are: case, ability to be
determined by the definite article and to be combined with a preposition; syntactically it functions as a subject, predicative
and attributive modifier of other nouns.

Key words: noun, concept, prototype,part of speech, substantiality, category, mentality.

Problem justification. Many a scientist investigated peculiarities of functioning of the English nouns
in speech, but still there is no commmon point of view on their categorial characteristics, they are usual-
ly defined differently by the representatives of different scientific trends due to the differences in general
principles they use to classify words into the Parts of Speech [1; 2; 5; 7-13; 19-2; 24; 25; 27; 28; 33].
With prescriptivists the leading criterion was form, which they treated as morphological and syntactic
characteristics of a word, and they united noun and adjective into one group [17, p. 15—-28]. Non-struc-
tural descriptivists spoke about three principles of classification: form, meaning and function. Though,
each separate representative of this trend understood those principles differently and gave preference
either to form or to function, usually completely neglecting meaning. With them the noun was either a
member of a «noun-words group» (together with noun-pronoun, noun-numeral, infinitive, gerund) or
belonged to the group of «substantives» (words which function as nouns) [15; 16; 19]. Structuralists
classified words according to their position in a sentence, but the slots for nouns in their substitution
frames could be taken by other parts of speech, which means that the criteria for parts of speech divi-
sion are not sufficient [9]. Transformational generative grammarians did not concern themselves with
classification problems at all. That is why they did not work out any distinct approach to the definition
of the noun [12]. In post-structural linguistics parts of speech are descriminated on the basis of three
criteria: semantic, formal and functional. Though, the scientists differ in their evaluation of the role of
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the each of them, which leads to diversity of the poins of view on the categorial peculiarities of the noun
[2; 45 5; 7; 10; 24; 25; 33].Contemporary linguistics understands parts of speech as discourse-cogni-
tive classes, taking into consideration psychological and antropological peculiarities of the process of
cognition. The theory considers each element within a certain class to be a «variant» of its ideal rep-
resentative (prototype) [1; 8]. In our opinion such approach can give possibility to find the solution of
the problem of parts of speech definition in general and to define basic semantic and formal prototypical
characteristics of the English noun, though the work in this direction is far from being finished. There
is still no unique understandending of the notion «prototype» itself, prototypical descriptions of parts of
speech are not systemic, the sufficient prototypical classification of the nouns have not been worked out.
The topicality of our work is explained by the above mentioned facts. Its object is the formation of the
prototypical categories in human mind. The subject of our investigation is prototypical characteristics
of the English nouns. The purpose of our work is to try to find adequate criteria for prototypical classi-
fication of nouns in Modern English.

The basic material presentation. Acoording to sign systems theory the physical world is reflected in
human psyche due to the ability of the brain to get sensor input and possibility to buid symbolic struc-
tures in the memory, denoting objects of the outer world and their relations.Both abstract and concrete
notions can be represented in human mind by certain patterns of neuron activity [8; 22; 26].

It means that in the process of the objective reality cognition a human mind creates groups of men-
tal constructs, corresponding to certain concepts, which are the products of categorization, they are
arranged in our memory toxonomically, the basic level of this toxonomical structure is formed by the
prototypical concepts — prototypes.

Prototype is understood by modern scientists rather differently. L. V. Barsuk and G. N. Kolodkina
think it is a real representative of a category which is the best one because it possesses the greatest
number of properties common for the majority of the members of the category [3, p. 35; 14, p. 59].
For R. L. Solso, prototype is an abstraction, a set of stimuli, constituted by a totality of common forms
structured according to one and the same pattern [26, p. 96]. In his turn I. E. Vysokov experimentally
proved that the prototype reflects a totality of basic and more fundamental effects in the system of the
knowledge presentation, one of which is the effect of the categorial dominance [30, p. 77]. H. Rosh
states that the basic level of categorization is the most important level for human categorization because
it is the most inclusive and thus most informative level [8, p. 143]. Here belong prototypical members of
the category [ibidem, p. 145]. According to H. Rosh’s investigations they were found to exhibit a large
number of attributes common to many members in the category, while less prototypical members were
found to exhibit fewer attributes common to other members of the category [ibidem, p. 147].

In psychology category is understood as a totality of objects and phenomena of the objective world,
their analogues in our conscience are concepts [22, p. 53]. In grammar category can be seen as ex-
pression of certain grammatical meaning by means of a corresponding grammatical forms paradigm.
Grammatical meaning is the result of the process of generalization of mental concepts reflecting certain
fragments of objective reality and their lingual presentation in thinking and speech. Grammatical (cate-
gorial) meaning is common to all members of the grammatical category, that is why we can consider it
to be prototypical meaning.

Taking into consideration the above mentioned facts we can conclude that establishing of prototypical
categorial characteristics of the English noun must start with the analysis of its prototypical semantics
and corresponding prototypical grammar forms paradigm. Grammarians define the semantics of the
noun in different ways. Thus, E. S. Legget states that the noun points to «a person, a place or a thing»
[16, p. 34]. Some other scientists think that the noun is associted with objects [17, p.45; 25, p.101].
D. Biber et al. write that nouns commonly refer to concrete entities, such as people and things in the
external world (e. g. book, girl), but they may also denote qualities and states (e. g. freedom friendship)
[4, p. 43]. The definitions mentioned above try to connect the part of speech under analysis with cer-
tain phenomena of the objective world, but they do not explain such cases as «examination», «concert»,
these words point neither to a person, a place, a thing (even in philosophical understanding as «an
independently existing part of the objective world»), nor to an object. They also cannot be completely
associated with qualities and states [20, p. 197].

H. Leech et al. say that nouns typically are associated with physical phenomena: people, objects,
places, substances ete. It is evident that nouns point not only to concrete things and phenomena but also
to abstract concepts which are not connected with anything tangible in our reality [15, p. 122].

In this case the question arises about prototypical in categorial semantics of the noun. For A. V. Scher-
ba it is «thingness», «substantiveness» [24, p. 78]. This point of view is shared by many grammar-
ians, for example N. F. Irten’eva [11, p. 103], A. I. Smirnickij [25, p. 74], M. Y. Blokh [5, p, 22],
T. A. Barabash [2, p. 111]. L. M. Volkova mentions that the noun possesses the grammatical meaning
of thingness, substantiality [29, p. 37]. In her turn I. O. Alexeyeva explains the categorial meaning of
the noun as «substance»or «thingness» [1, p. 103]. In I. K. Kharitonov’s point of view the noun pos-
sesses the general implicit lexico-grammatical meaning of «thingness (substance)» in the wide sense of
the word [13, p. 37].
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However, the category of thingness, substantiveness, substantiality is a conceptual category and
does not correspond to any concrete thing. In this respect V. M. Zhirmunskij, explained that when
speaking about noun pointing to a thing, one must keep in mind that thingness is understood as a
philosophical, logical category [33, p. 28]. At the same time D. Katz declares that a lot of nouns are
not connected with the notion thingness or substantiality (truth, pain).In his opinion such nouns have
nothing in common in their semantics [12, p. 224]. Concerning this statement we would like to mention
that no word points directly to anything in the outer world.Each component of an utterance, of a sentece
is a sign, a denotement, a name of a fragment of thought of a speaker, which only indirectly reflects a
certain fragment of the objective world including the speaker.

Thus, the noun is associated with certain concept in the conscience of a language user and through
it is correlated with objects and phenomena of the objective world.

Now we will compare the overt forms of the nouns boy and concert:

boy, boys, boy’s; the boy, about the boy;

the boy was (the boys were) good; we saw this boy (object);

concert, concerts, concert’s; the concert, about the concert; concert was (the concerts were) interesting;
we liked this concert (object).

As far as we can see their overt forms are similar, conceptually the noun «boy» is associated with a
substance, though the noun «concert» conceptually does not point to a substance it is treated in speech
as if it did.It means that the representatives of the language community perceive it as having substan-
tivity qualities. I. O. Alexeyeva explains that «thingness» is a grammatical meaning that permits names
of abstract notions, actions and qualities to function in the same way with names of objects and living
beings [1, p. 32]. I. K. Kharitonov says that the noun denotes things, objects and abstract notions
presented as substance [13, p. 28]. Everything mentioned above leads to the conclusion that human
mentality categorizes phenomena of the objective world in accordance with certain scheme which cor-
responds to predication structure in our thinking and speech. As soon as this structure has strict places
for its members pointing to matter (substances) and their attributes (characteristics of its existence in
time and space), then grammatical units occupying these positions will semantically and formally corre-
spond to prototypical representatives of the parts of speech with the help of which the members of the
predication structure are verbally expressed.

Speaking about the development of human thinking, language and speech, O. A. Zhaborjuk states
that concepts and notions as units of thinking appear in the human conscience as a result of processing
of the impressions taken from the outer world on the basis of predication (the construct of thought) and
predicativeness (perceiving with senses and emotions) [31, p. 7]. Gradually the associative connections
between the objective phenomena are polished, they start to reflect nature more accurately, coming
closer to its essence.There appear conditions for formation of such general concepts as being, substan-
tivity, quality, property, etc. [32, p. 11]. This directs structuring of the natural language — words
subconsciously are distributed between conceptual groups, getting certain morphological shape, parts
of speech are conceived [ibidem].

Conclusions. As far as we can see human way of expressing the thought is based on the structure
of predication, verbal expression of the constituents of this structure is subconsiously morphologically
and syntactically connected with prototypical concepts created in human mentality and language in the
process of evolution. That is why the scientific definitions of the parts of speech have to include all their
prototypical characteristics: semantic and formal (morphological and syntactic).

From here it follows that the prototypical (categorial, grammatical) semantics of the English noun
is substantiality. Unlike pronouns the nouns are associated with specified substances or notions which
are presented as substances in our conscious [18, p. 43]. We understand substantiality as a prototypical
mental ?gtegory which reflects in our mind all possible instances of manifestation of matter in surround-
ing world.

Coming from the statement that prototypical elements «exhibit a large number of attributes common
to many members in the category», then the common attributes must be distinguishing in establishing
the prototypical grammatical forms paradigm. Concerning the noun, the results of our analysis showed
that the most common categorial morphological and syntactic characteristics of the noun are: case,
ability to be determined by the definite article and to be combined with a preposition; syntactically it
functions as a subject, predicative and attributive modifier of other nouns [17, p. 54; 18, p. 43].
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YACTUHOMOBHI 03HAKH AHTJITICHLKOT0 IMEHHUKA Y CBITJII TEOPIi IPOTOTHIIIB

Awnorania. 06°ekToM 1pOTO OCHIIKEHHA € Mpollec POPMYBAaHHA TPOTOTUIIYHUX KATETOPill y JIOACHKifl cBimoMocTi Ta
3aKOHOMIDHOCTi POBUTRY IIPOTOTHIIYHUX TPaMaTHIHUX KaTeropiil. IIpejqmerom HayroBoI PO3BIIKY € IIPOTOTHUIIIYHI XapakKTe-
PHCTHEY aHTJIificbKuX iMeHHUKIB. Mera po60TH 3BOIeHa 10 BUSHAYEHHSA aJJeKBATHUX KPUTEPIIB I0JI0 CTBOPEHHSA MIPOTOTHUITI4-
Hoi kiacuiranii iMeHHUKIB y cyuacHill anrdificbkilt MoBi. Merogo1oriano e mocifHeHHsa 6a3yeThesA HA BaKOHAX IMi3HAH-
HA, HA TAKUX [ICHXOJOTIYHUX KATEropiAXx AK KOHIENTYalbHa KaTeropis, IPOTOTHUI, Ha Teopil JOTiko-IrpaMaTHIHO] JUHAMIKK
(0. A. JRat6opiok). Byo 3acTocoBaHO MeTOAM IeCKPUITUBHOTO aHAJIBY Ta 3icTaBieHHA. Pe3yrbTaTH po6oTH IPOIOHYIOTH
HPUHIUITE TO0Y/I0BH MPOTOTHIIYHOI KaIacu(ikaii aHrificbkux iMeHHUKIB. IIpakTHUHe 3HAYCHHA OCIHiFHEHHSA TIOJIATAE Y
MOKJIMBOCTI BUKOPHUCTATH il BUCHOBKY Y IIPOIIECi BUKJIAIAHHA aHIVINCbKOI MOBU AK iHO3€MHO{, & TaKo#® y pasi IpoBeeHHA
(yHIAMEHTAJbHUX KOTHITHBHUX JOCJI/[{eHb YACTUH MOBY B aHTJICTUI. BHCHOBEH HayKOBOI PO3Bi/IKYM OJATAIOTH § BU3HAH-
HI HACTYIHUX IOJOMEHB: JIOJChKA TyMKA CTPYKTYypOBaHa AK MpeJUKAIlid, BepOasisallid KOHCTUTYEHTIB Takoi cTPYKTypu
HiJICBiOMO TI0B’A3aHA i3 TIPOTUTHITIYHUME KATETOPIAMHE JIOJCHKOTO MUCIEHHA Ta MOBJIEHHSA, IO PO3BHHYIINCH § TIPOIIECi €BO-
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Jolii, OTi#e, BUBHAYEHHA YACTHH MOBU Mae 6asyBaTHCA HA IIPOTOTUMIYHAX CEMAHTUYHUX i (POPMAJBLHUX XapPAKTEPUCTHKAX.
IIporoTumiuna ceManTHEA iMEHHUKA — CYGCTAHIIOHAILHICTD, 6A30Bi IPOTOTHUITITHI (POPMATBHHI XaPAKTEPHCTURY — BiIMiHOK,
3IiGHICTD CIIOTYYATHCH i3 03HAYEHUM apTHKJIEM, IPUAMEHHAKOM, CHHTAKCHIHO (PYHKITIOHYBATH AK IiIMET, TOJATOK, IIPe/H-
KaTHB, aTPUOYTUBHUI MOAU(piKaTOD iHIINX IMEHHHUKIB.

RiouoBi eJoBa: iMeHHUK, KOHIIENT, IPOTOTHII, YACTHHA MOBH, Cy(CTAHIIOHAJIbHICT, KATETOPiA, MEHTAJLHICTb.
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YACTEPEYHBIE IPU3HAKN AHTJIMCKOT0 MMEHHU CYIECTBATEJIBHOTO B CBETE TEOPUN
IIPOTOTHUIIOB

Annoramusa. Q05eKET TAHHOTO UCCIeOBAHIA — MPOIECC (POPMUPOBAHUA IPOTOTHUITMIECKUX KATETOPHIl B 1€I0BETECKOM
COBHAHWHU W BaKOHOMEPHOCTH Pa3BUTHUA MPOTOTUIUYECKUX I'PAMMATHYECKUX Kareropuii. IIpegmer Haliero mccieIoBaHUA
COCTABJAIOT MPOTOTUNNIECKNE XAPAKTEPHCTUKY AHTIMHCKUX CYIIeCTBUTEJNbHBIX. I]eb paboThHl CBOMUTCA K OIPEIeNeHHIO
aJIeKBATHBIX KPUTEPUEB CO3JaHUA MPOTOTUNNIECKON KIACCHYURAIMU CYNIeCTBUTEJIbHBIX. MeT010.10rnIeckn TaHHOe HCCIe-
JlOBaHUe OCHOBHIBaeTCA Ha 3aKOHAX MO3HAHUA, Ha TaKUX IICUXOJOTMIeCKUX KaTeropuAX Kak KOHIeNTyaJbHad KaTeropusd,
MIPOTOTHII, HA TeOPHUH Joruko-rpammarndeckoit nunamuru (E. A. fHaGopiok). Beuin npuMeHeHB METOIBI 6CKPUIITHBHOTO
aHaJu3a W ConocTaBieHus. Pegyiapraramu viccieloBaHUA ABJAETCA BHIEJIeHNE [TPUHIUIIOB IOCTPOSHUA IIPOTOTUIINIECKON
KJIacCU(DMKAINY AHTJINACKUX CyNeCTBUTeJbHbIX. IIpakTHaeckoe 3HageHHe paboTh BaAKII0YAETCA B BOBMOMHOCTH HCII0JIB30-
BaTb €€ BHIBOJIB B X0/l IIPeIoJJaBaHusA aHIIMICKOTO A3BIKA KaK HHOCTPAHHOIO, & TaK#ke IIPU NPOBeleHUN (PyHIaMeHTalbHBIX
KOTHUTHMBHBIX MCCJEI0BAHNI YacTeil peyr B aHIMIMIACKOM A3bike. BbIBOJBI HaY4IHOT PabOTHl CBOAATCA K CJIELYIOIMM HOJ0KE-
HuAM. YesoBeueckas MBICJAb CTPYKTYPUPOBaHA KAk IMpefukanud. BepOaausaiis KOHCTUTYEHTOB Tako# CTPYKTYpPH IIOACO-
3HATEJbHO CBA3aHA C IPOTOTUIINIECKUMYU KaTerOPUAMY 4eJ0BeYeCKOI0 MBIILIEHUA U Pedl, KOTOPbIe Pa3BUJIUCH B XOJi€ 3BOJII0-
mun. CJie[0BaTeIbHO, OIPe/ieeHIe YacTell pedn JOMKHO OCHOBEIBATHCSA HA MTPOTOTUIINIECKUX CEMAHTHIECKHUX 1 (DOPMATBHBIX
XapaKTepUCTHKAX A3BIKOBHIX euHHUIl. IIpoToTHINYecKas ceMAHTHKA UMEHH CYIIECTBUTEJIbHOTO — CYOCTAHIMOHAJIBHOCTS,
6a30BEIe TIPOTOTHIIMYECKHE (POPMATBHEIE XaPAKTEPUCTHRNA — TaJeiK, CIOCOGHOCTD COUETATHCA € OMPEIeTEHHBIM APTURIEM,
IIPEJIIOTOM, CHHTAKCHIECKU (hYHKIMOHUPOBATH KAk IOJJeMmaliee, TOTOJHEHNe, TPeJINKATUB, aTPHOYTHBHBIA MOIU(UKATOD
JPYTUX CYyIIeCTBUTEJIbHBIX.

RuawoueBbie coBa: nMsA CyMeCTBUTEJIbHOE, KOHIIEIT, IIPOTOTHUIL, YACTh PEUH, CyOCTAHI[MOHAJILHOCTh, KATETOPUA, MEHTAIb-
HOCTb.
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THIIOJIOTIA IIPEINKATIB (HA MATEPIAJII TE®IHIIIIA TEPMIHIB XAPY0BOI
INTPOMUCJIOBOCTI B ACTY)

Awnorania. Mera craTTi — npoaHaJisyBaTH i CHCTEMATH3YBATH TUIH MPEUKATIB Y HeQiHimiaX TepMiHiB XapI0BOi Mpo-
mucaoBocti B [ICTY, 8’acyBaTu iXHIO pOJIb y CTPYKTYPHO-CeMAHTHYIHIfl opraHisalil BifIOBITHUX pedeHb. 3a 00°6KT 06paHO
IIPeJIUKAT AK OCHOBHUII CEMAHTWYHUI KOMIOHEHT JIOTIKO-CHHTAKCHYHOI CTPYKTYpH mediniuiil. IIpegmerom nocrifxeHHs €
BCTaHOBJIEHHA BiJTIOBIHOCTI Misk TUIIaMU CEMaHTUIHUX IPeJUKATIB i TUIIAMU pPedeHb, y AKAX BOHU (DYHKIIOHYIOTh, B 4CIIeKTi
CeMaHTHYHOI'0 CHHTAKCHUCY Ta iXHbOI (pOpMaJbHO-TpAMATHYHOI CTPYKTYPU Ha MaTepiaJi mediHiniili TepMiHiB Xap4oBoi mpo-
mucaoBocti B [ICTY. Pe3y.IpTaroM npoBeleHOT0 NOCHiMeHHA € BUBHAUCHHA OCHOBHUX THIIIB CEMAHTHYHUX IIPEJUKATIB i
3icTaBieHHA iX i3 THIIAMHU pedeHb 38 CEMAaHTHIHOW Ta (OPMAIbHO-IPAMATHIHO0 03HAKAMU. 3p0G/IeHO BHCHOBOK MO0 IOMi-
HyBaHHA [I6BHOT'0 THITy CEMAHTHIHOIO IPEINKATa Y CTPYKTYPHO-CeMaHTHIHIll opraHisalii pedeHb-penpe3eHTaHTIB JeQiHimii
TepminiB xapgosoi nmpomuctoBocti B [ICTY. Ilpakrnana spagymicts pesynbraTis 1iel HaykoBoI PO3BiJKU II0IATAE B TOMY,
II0 BOHU MOKYTb BUKOPUCTOBYBATHUCH ¥ TEOPETHUYHUX Kypcax JEKCHKOJOTII Ta JeKcurorpadii, a Takos Iij 9ac yRIaiaHHA
TePMiHOJIOTIYHUX CTAHJAPTIB i Taay3eBUX CJAOBHUKIB.

RiouoBi cioBa: mpeukar, ceMaHTHIHUIN IPEIUKAT, TUIU CEMAHTUIHHUX IPEAUKATIB, THUIN PEeUeHb, MOHOIPEIUKATUBHI
CTPYKTYPH, HOIINPEIUKATUBHI CTPYKTYPH.
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