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PREDICATIVE ADVERBIAL WORD-COMBINATIONS OR INCOMPLETE MONONUCLEAR
IMPERSONAL SENTENCES?

Summary. The purpose of this article is to show the fallacy of the opinions about the functioning in the
Russian language of predicative adverbial word-combinations in the Russian language and to prove that segments
of mononuclear impersonal sentence, containing the principal member in its structure — impersonal-predicative
word — are contextual incomplete mononuclear impersonal sentences. The object of study is multiword segments
of mononuclear impersonal sentences, including an impersonal-predicative word (a word of the category of state).
The subject of this research is the syntactic mechanisms of functioning of the segments under analysis in the
Russian language. The method of structural and semantic analysis of language units and descriptive method have
been used in the work. The purpose is fully achieved as a result of the study. The function of the principal
member of impersonal mononuclear sentence is only possible syntactic function of impersonal-predicative words;
impersonal-predicative words do not change in form. Consequently, all impersonal-predicative words can’t perform
other syntactic functions and can’t be the components of any word-combinations. Our findings allow a number of
contradictions that arise in the recognition of studied language units for word-combinations including impersonal-
predicative words. Our point of view is fully consistent with the requirements relating to the word-combination,
incomplete sentence, mononuclear sentence, impersonal sentence and its models, impersonal-predicative word,
autosemantic word in the structural and semantic syntax. During the study of the problem, some trends were
also observed. Thus, the correlative relationship between the concepts of «autosemantic word» and «key word of
a word-combination» is incomplete and asymmetric due to restrictions on the grammatical and lexical distribu-
tion of autosemantic parts of speech, first of all, impersonal-predicative words, adverbs, pronouns and adjectives.
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GRAMMATICAL STATUS OF PRONOUNS IN MODERN ENGLISH

Summary. The object of the study of this article is the points of view of the linguists on grammatical
status of pronouns in Modern English. The subject of our investigation is cognitive characteristics of pronouns
in Modern English and possibilities of their representation in classifications of pronouns. The purpose of our
work is to try to find adequate criteria for classification of pronouns in Modern English. Methodologically our
research is based upon the laws of cognition, on such psychological categories as conceptual category, archetype.
The descriptive analysis and comparison were used. The findings of our work include principles of classification
of pronouns 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: 1) the prototype theory
can be very effective in helping to classify the miscellaneous group of pronouns according to the conceptual
categories they reflect, it can also help to explain the cases of hypostasis within the subgroups of pronouns;
2) pronouns can be united on the ground of their common function — to point to a certain phenomena of
the objective world without identifying it, they are associated with different conceptual categories (substance,
possession, location, temporality, quality, quantity) which explains differences in their formal characteristics.

Key words: pronoun, part of speech, substance, conceptual category, prototype.

Problem justification. In modern linguistics in general, and in anglistics in particular there does
not exist a unique point of view on categorial status of pronouns. The difficulties of its definition
are closely connected with the general problem of definition of the parts of speech which remains
topical since the time of Aristotle [9; 13; 15; 32; 33]. There exist a number of grammatical clas-
sifications of Parts of Speech, based upon different criteria [1-6; 8-35; 37—-39]. The question
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of the criteria is decisive when one deals with classification of the words of any language into
certain groups. Depending upon the criteria such groups of words can be called «lexical» [11; 17;
18; 36], «grammatical» [4; 12; 19; 23; 38], dexico-grammatical» [1; 2; 6; 20; 27-29].

The definition of the pronoun as a part of speech has been a problem in linguistics for about
100 years since the time of appearance of the first scientific grammar book [26, p. 11], this
fact can be explained by a couple of reasons.

One reason is that the division of words into lexico-grammatical groups of parts of speech is
based upon different criteria with different authors [1 — 39].

Another reason is that the lexical units, united in the group of pronouns, have quite different
syntactic and semantic characteristics. It leads certain linguists to the conclusion that there can't
exsist a separate part of speech called pronoun, that the words which constitute this group must
be distributed between other groups of words [6, p. 84].

It is clear that the problem of grammatical status of pronoun is still unsolved. The topicality
of our work is explained by this fact. Its object is the linguists’ points of view on grammatical
status of pronouns in Modern English. The subject of our investigation is cognitive characteristics
of pronouns in Modern English and possibilities to use them for classification of pronouns. The
purpose of our work is to try to find adequate criteria for classification of pronouns in Modern
English. Practical material for analysis constitutes 1500 examples of actual use of pronouns in
modern English taken from modern British and American literature by consecutive selection and
by random selection from the English explanatory dictionaries.

In 1926, academician L. V. Scherba analyzing the system of parts of speech in the Russian
language doesn't distinguish the pronouns as a separate part of speech at all. He refers them
partly to a «special group of pronominal noun», partly to adjectives [cit. from 26, p. 40]. B. Haj-
movich and B. Rogovskaya, for example, do not refer pronouns to a separate part of speech.
«Summarizing, — they conclude in a theoretical course of grammar, — we can tell, that they
can be united neither by any morphological categories, nor by any syntactic functions. Therefore
they cannot be considered as separate parts of speech» [17, p. 116]. In 1959 A. I. Smirnitsky
emphasized that «a question what pronouns represent and whether they are treated as a special
part of speech, is difficult and disputable» [cit. from 26, p. 21].

E. Gordon and I. Krylova write: «Pronouns include a miscellaneous group of words which
function in the sentence as noun pronouns or adjective pronouns. To define the meaning of pro-
nouns is difficult. Unlike nouns and adjectives, they do not name things or qualities but only point
to them. In other words, they are deprived of a concrete lexical meaning. Instead they possess
the generalized meaning which becomes clear only in a context or a situation» [14, p. 168]. As
far as we can see the authors underline the nounal and adjectival functions of the pronouns, their
generalized meaning; according to these criteria, in their opinion, these lexical units can belong
to one and the same part of speech.

In her turn O. Seliverstova thinks that pronouns have quite a definite meaning because they
bear information that does not depend upon the context [34, p. 45] O. Revzina and S. Chlenova
also do not connect the pronominal meaning with the context, they call it «distinct and clearly
felt» [cit. from 26, p. 64]. Though D. Biber et al . consider that pronouns are used instead of
full noun phrases. The scientists call them the «economy devices», in their opinion they do not
give detailed specification, they serve as pointers, requiring the listener or reader to find the exact
meaning in the surrounding (usually preceding) text or in the speech situation. As far as we can
judge from this definition its authors speak more about the function of the pronouns and what
concerns their meaning he suggests looking for it not among some mental concepts of a reader or
a speaker «but in the surrounding (usually preceding) text or in the speech situation» [5, p. 42].
For S. Ullmann pronouns do not have their own, independent meaning [cit. from 26, p. 48].

Speaking about the meaning we would like to mention that each word is connected with a cer-
tain mental space or even mental construction in a human conscience, coming from this statement
we can state that there are no empty lexical units and words in a language. If we take the noun
«examination» we can see that it is not associated with any concrete substance, it correlates with
a certain abstract notion, the same can be said about the nouns «idea», «thing». These lexical units
have a rather abstract meaning, especially the noun «thing», it can point to quite different notions
in different contexts but its not deprived of its own lexical meaning. In our opinion it is also pos-
sible to define some special wide meaning for pronouns which they can actualize in different context.

In this connection Dwight Bolindger wrote: «Our mistake was that we wrongly identified the
generalization of meaning with the absence of meaning» [7, p. 85].

Concerning functional characteristics of pronouns we can mention that a lot of linguists point
to their ability to operate as substantive pronouns (Noun-Pronouns) and adjective pronouns
(Adjective-Pronouns), L. S. Barhudarov and D. A. Shteling [3, p. 39], V. N. Kaushanskaja and
co-authors [24, p. 53], E. Gordon and I. Krylova [14, p. 268], M. J. Blokh are among them
[6, p. 39]. E. Izrailevich and K. Kachalova define a pronoun as «a part of speech which is used
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instead of a noun or an adjective» [22, p. 67]. The use of these lexemes is illustrated by them
in the following way:

I want some paper. Please give me some.

I want some matches. Have you got any?

Have you got any interesting books? [ibidem, p. 89].

Sometimes the function of pronouns is understood in a wider sense, they are said to 'deputize’
for other parts of speech: nouns (he, she, it we, they); adjectives (his, her, its, their; this/these,
that/those); numerals (many, much, few, several, some), and adverbs (here, there, thus) [38,
p. 42]. Etymologically, the word pronoun means "a word used instead of a noun". That is the
reason why some English grammarians, such as J. C. Nesfield, G. Curme, A. M. Clark, define
the pronoun as a word used instead of a noun only [cit. from 26, p. 7 — 8].

The basic material presentation. In our opinion the statement that pronoun is used instead of
a noun is based upon a wrong grammatical interpretation of the word «name». The word «no-
men» in Latin grammars and «onoma» in Greek grammars were used to point to the names of
substances, qualities and quantities [cit. from 26, p. 41].

American structuralist, professor W. Francis refers to pronouns only the words I, we, you,
he, she, it, they, who. Other words traditionally classified as pronouns he refers to the nouns:
full nouns (somebody, nobody, something, nothing; anybody, anyone, anything, everybody, everyone,
everything, someone, no one) and function nouns (all, any, both; enough, his, more; much, several,
some; mo, my, our, your, her, their; none, mine, ours, yours, theirs) [10]. F. Palmer thinks that
the pronoun should be possibly considered as a subclass of the noun because its functions are,
to a certain extent, the same. To his opinion it is difficult to unite pronouns according to their
morphological categories [cit. from 26, p. 28].

In connection with this we have to mention that it is possible to speak of morphological
categorization only concerning personal pronouns within a wider system of pro-units in Modern
English [6, p. 65]. In traditional grammar words are classified into parts of speech according
to their meaning, form and syntactic function. The peculiarity of pronouns as a class of words
is that they cannot be united by the above mentioned features. Their only common feature is
a specific reflection of objective reality. It can be illustrated by the references of the personal
pronoun she. She points to a female human not directly but through other notions grammatically
expressed by a noun or a noun phrase: a female human(a girl, a woman) — Mary — a human.

The woman wore a fashionable wrap. She wore a fashionable wrap.

He approached a young woman. He approached her [5, p. 346].

As far as we can see in the given examples she is associated with a concrete, known female
human, and her points to the unknown young female human.We can also state that the meaning
of the pronouns ske and her in our examples include not only reference to substances, but also
to their qualitative characteristics «known, unknown, young». Let’s consider another example.

I looked around for toilet paper, but there was mot any. [45, p. 8]

It’s a puzzle that any intelligent child could solve. [41, p. 230]

Lexeme any is associated with each one or all members of the group, doesn’t matter which,
but it points to the concrete phenomena of the objective reality through the noun phrases «toi-
let paper», «intelligent child». In the first example it stands not only for a single name of some
substance but for the whole notion «any toilet paper»

From here we can conclude that variant meanings of pronouns are contextually dependent.
What concerns their invariant meaning it proves to be a very general one and in our opinion
should be defined within the frames of other classes of words.

Thus, such lexemes as my, your, his, function as adjectives (You should take my advice), some
may function as a noun (I’ve made a pot of coffee. Would you like some?), adjective (That was some
party last night! means very good, impressive) or adverb (Would you like some more cake?) [41].

Traditionally, pronouns are divided into: 1) personal (I, you, he, she, it; we, they); 2) pos-
sessive (my, your, his, her, its; our, their — mine, yours, his, hers, its; ours, theirs); 3) reflex-
ive (myself, yourself, himself herself, itself; ourselves, yourselves, themselves); 4) demonstrative
(this | these, that | those, here, there, now, then, the same, such); 5) interrogative-relative (who,
what, which, when, where, how, that); 6) reciprocal (one another, each other); 7) indefinite-nega-
tive (some, somebody, any, anybody, anyone, anything another, other — mno, mo-one, one, nobody,
nothing); 8) generalizing (all each every, everything, either, both); 9) quantitative (much, many,
few, several, some) [1, p. 45; 2, p. 28; 4, p. 25; 12, p. 55; 16, p. 101; 20, p. 56; 21, p. 38;
23, p. 101; 24, p. 35; 25, p. 51]. As far as we can see the division into subgroups is based
upon a certain semantic feature. Formally and semantically they reveal substantive, adjectival
and adverbial characteristics:

Whenever she sees something that she likes,she goes and buys it. [48, p. 6]

Something and it possess substantive characteristics, syntectically they function as objects and
point to substances.
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The students borrowed each other’s notes [45, p. 100]. Each other’s has substantive charac-
teristics, it is used with formant ‘s , functions as an attribute of a noun, points to a substance.

There must be some reason for her behaviour [46, p. 21]. Some has adjectival characteristics,
it functions as an attribute of a noun and is associated with a certain quality.

Why are you so angry this morning? [45, p. 73]. So has adverbial characteristics. It func-
tions as an adverbial modifier, points to the degree of a quality.

. Frﬁm everything mentioned above we can conclude that pronouns differ both conceptually and
ormally.

Analysis of actual use if pronouns in speech shows that they are associated with the follow-
ing conceptual categories: substance (I, you, she they, some, somebody, any, anybody, anyone,
anything, no-one, mobody, mothing, everything, each other, ome another); possession (my, your,
his, her, its; our, their, mine, yours, his, hers, its, ours, theirs); location (here, there, where, this,
that); temporality (now, when, this, that); quality (some, any, both, certain, such, the same, either,
neither, so); quantity (some, any, several , much, many, little, few, a few, a little).

Peter and I will do the cooking [41, p. 236]. (I points to a speaker)

Anything made of wood needs to be protected from the weather [45, p. 20] (anything points
to some objects).

He can’t sell the house. It isn’t his, it’s mine [47, p. 76] (his and mine point to the owners).

We ‘ve lived here for over 20 years [46, p. 61] (here points to a place).

He gave me this diamond ring [48, p. 22] (this points to a substance which is nearest to
the speaker).

Benson was late again this morning [42, p. 34] (this is associated with the events connected
with some present situation).

The children used to love those old Charlie Chaplin films [ibidem] (those describes something
connected with past experience).

Hello, is that Robert Hoffman? [41, p. 15]. (points to a person who is far away)

She married some guy she met on the boat [47, p. 21] (some points to a non-identified quality).

I am feeling some better [41, p. 79] (some has a quantitative meaning).

As far as we can see the pronouns can be divided into a number of well distinguished groups
of words reflecting some definite conceptual category. Their only common feature is to point to
a certain phenomena of the objective world without identifying it.

We think that analysis of this group of words from the point of view of conceptual struc-
tures they reflect: substance, relations, quantities, qualities, locations, dimensions, and so on can
help in solving the problem of their grammatical status. Coming from the fact that each con-
ceptual structure has the mental archetype in its core which functions as a category prototype
[36, p. 45], in our opinion we have to connect the lexical units under analysis with a certain
prototypical category, in this way we will get a number of groups of words united on the basis
of prototypical similarity.

As soon as the language units we are investigating function as substitutes of grammatically
different elements we have to assume that their categorial meaning may be rather flexible. The
suggestion that categorial meaning is flexible receives an initial expression in prototype theory
[36, p. 121; 42, p. 628].

According to D. Geeraerts, features that are frequently mentioned as typical of a prototype-
theoretical conception include the following:

a. Prototypical categories exhibit degrees of typicality; not every member is equally represen-
tative for a category.

b. Prototypical categories are blurred at the edges.

c. Prototypical categories cannot be defined by means of a single set of criterial (necessary
and sufficient) attributes.

d. Prototypical categories exhibit a family resemblance structure, or more generally, their se-
mantic structure takes the form of a radial set of clustered and overlapping readings [36, p. 139].

Analysis of pronouns on the basis of the above mentioned principles show that these lexical
units can be united on the ground of their common function — to point to a certain phenomena
of the objective world without identifying it, they are associated with different conceptual cat-
egories (substance, possession, location, temporality, quality, quantity) which explains differences
in their formal characteristics.

Conclusions. Summing up everything mentioned above we can state that the problem of gram-
matical status of pronouns in Modern English hasn’t been solved yet. The attempt to classify
them on the basis of traditional criteria: semantic, morphological and syntactic leads scientists
to controversial conclusions about these words ability to be united into one lexico-grammatical
group. Structural approach to this problem narrows the class of pronouns only to substitutes of
the nouns, not taking into consideration their wider semantic potential and leaving aside a great
number of other lexical units having the same function to point to a phenomenon of the objective
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world without identifying it. In our opinion the prototype theory can be very effective in helping
to classify the miscellaneous group of pronouns according to the conceptual categories they reflect,
it can also help to explain the cases of hypostasis within the subgroups of pronouns.
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TPAMATUYHUN CTATYC 3AMMEHHUKA B CYYACHIN AHIVIICBHEKIA MOBI

Anorania. 00’¢kT HAIMIOrO MOCTIIHEHHA CKJIANAOTH TOUYKMA 30Dy JIHTBICTIB CTOCOBHO TPAMATHYIHOTO CTATYCY
3aliMeHHUKIB y cydacHiil aHruificbkiit mMoBi. IIpegmeromM HayroBOI PO3BiIKM € KOTHITHBHI XapaKTePUCTHRH B3a-
AMEeHHMKIB y cydacHifl aHruificbkiii MoBi Ta MoJauBOCTI iX pempeseHTalili y kiaacudiramiax safimenHukis. Mera
Hamoi po6oTH SBOAUTHCA MO BUBHAUEHHA aJEKBATHHX KPHUTEPIiB MOA0 BUILIEHHA 3aiMEHHWKIB y YaCTHHOMOBHI
rpynu cuaiB. Merogororigno Hame JociifeHHA 6a3yeThCA Ha 3aKOHAX Ii3HAHHA, HA TAKUX IICUXOJOTIYHHX KaTe-
ropifix Ak KOHIENITyaJbHa KaTeropis, apxerun. Pesy.pbrarn Hamol poGOTH NPONOHYIOTH NMPHUHIUNK KJacu(ikallii
3aiIMEHHUKIB y CydYacHifl aHrmiiicbkii MoBi. BoHM MosyTh OGyTH 3aCTOCOBaHI IIpM BUKJIAJAHHI aHTJIifiCbKOI MOBU
AK iHO3eMHOI, a Tako:k IPHU IIPOBeJeHHI (yHAAMEHTAJbHUX KOTHITUBHUX [OCJi/iHeHb YaCTUH MOBM B aHIIiCTHII.
BrcroBrn namoi po60TH 3BOJATHCA N0 HACTYIHUX IOJOMEHb: 1) Teopis HpOTOTHIIB Moske OyTH e(eKTUBHOI
TIpU POBMOALIL Takol Pi3HOMAHITHOI IPyNH CJIiB fAK 3aliMeHHUK Ha KJACH 3TiHO i3 KOHIETNITyaJbHUMH KaTeropiaMu,
Axi BOHM BimmsepramioloTh. Ila Teopif Tarom MosKe JOIOMOITH IOACHUTH BUIIAIKY TillOCTacHca y Iifkgacax 3sa-
HiMeHHUKIB; 2) 3afiMEHHMKNM MOMYTh GyTH 00’€fHaHI B OJHY IpYIy CJIiB Ha mifcrasi 3arajbHOi BKasiBHOI (yHK-
mii: BOHM BKa3ylTh Ha IeBHe fABUINE 06’ €KTUBHOI [ificHoCcTi 6e3 foro imeHTu(ikaii, cmiBBigHOCATHCA i3 pisHUMU
KOHIIENITyalbHUMH KaTeropiamu (cyOcTaHIif, BOJOMIHHA, JOKATHUBHICTH, TEMIIOPAJbHICTH, KBaJdi(ikaTHBHICTH Ta
KBAHTUTIBHICTB), WO ¥ BYMOBJIOE BiIMiHHICTH iX (OpPMAJbHUX OBHAK.
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TPAMMATHYECKUI CTATYC MECTOUMEHUII B COBPEMEHHOM AHTJINVICKOM A3BIKE

Annoranua. OGbeKTOM HAIIero HCCIeOBAaHUA ABJIAITCA TOYKH 3PEHUA JUHTBUCTOB OTHOCHTEJHLHO I'DaMMaTH-
YeCKOTO CTATyCa MECTOMMEHWIl B COBPEMEHHOM aHIrJmiickoM asbike. IIpemMer Haimero ucciaeqoOBaHUA COCTABJAIOT
KOTHUTUBHbBIE XapaKTEePUCTHKH MECTOMMEHHWHl B COBPEMEHHOM AHTJIMICKOM f3HIKE M BOSMOMKHOCTH WX PpeIpe3eH-
TaIud B Kjiaccuuranuax MecroumMmeHuil. Ileab paGoTH CBOOWTCA K OIPeNEJeHHI0 aJeKBATHEIX KPUTEPHEB MIJA
pacrpefieleHUs MeCTOUMEHMI 110 YacTAM pedr. MeTo0/0rnueckn Hallle HCCJeJ0BaHUe OCHOBBIBAETCA HA 3aKOHAX
MO3HAHKSA, HA TAKUX IICHXOJOTHIECKUX KATErOpUAX KaK KOHIENTyaJbHAfd KaTeropus, apxerun. PesyabraTsl Ha-
IIero MCCHeIOBAHUA CONEPIKAT IIPUHIUIIL KJIACCHPUKAIMY MECTOMMEHHUIl B COBPEMEHHOM aHriauiickoM asbike. OHE
MOTyT HafiTW IpuUMeHeHUEe B XOJe IIpeloJaBaHUA AHTIUICKOrO A3blKa KAk WHOCTPAHHOIO, a TaKike IIPU IIPOBeZe-
HUM (PYHAAMEHTAJbHHIX KOTHUTHBHBEIX HCCIEIOBAHUA YacTeil pednm B aHTJIHMIACKOM fsbike. BBIBOABI Halme#t paGOTH
CBOLATCA K CJAEAYIONNM IOJOKEHUAM: 1) TeopHua NPOTOTUIOB MOKET OBITH 9(P(PEKTUBHON IpU pasmeSeHUN TaKOMN
PA3HOPOJHOM T'PYIIE CJIOB KAK MECTOMMEHHA HAa KJACCHL B COOTBETCTBUY C TeMH KOHIENITYAJbHBIMHU KaTerOpUAMH,
KOTOpHIe OHH OTPaiKaloT, 9Ta TEOPHUA TaKike IIOMOMKET OOBACHUT CIydad I'HIIOCTACHCA B IIOAKJIACCAX MECTOMMEHH;
2) MecTOMMEHMA MOTYT OBITH OObeIMHEHH HA OCHOBaHWW OOIIe#l (YHKINM YKA3HBATH Ha OTpeIeJeHHbIe ABICHUA
00BEKTUBHOW IEHCTBUTENbHOCTH, He HISHTUQUIUPYA WX, OHU COOTHOCATCA C PABJIUIHBIMU KOHIENTYAJbHBIMU
raTeropuamu (cybcraHuudA, obJajaHue, JOKATUBHOCTb, TEMIIOPAJbHOCTb, KBAJU(UKATHBHOCTH U KBAHTH()UKATHB-
HOCTb), 4TO W OHIpeJeadeT UX (HopMasbHbIe PaBIUYUA.
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