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Summary. The objective of the present paper is twofold:
(1) to describe functional semantics of the hedge expressed
by the pseudo-performative clause with the personal pronoun
“I + verb (mental)” in the ST within the framework of Func-
tional Semantics and Discourse-Analysis and, second, to speci-
fy its transformation and transposition into the TT in the frame-
work of contrastive semantics. The analysis of the corpus
of 114 text fragments retrieved from the novel “The Firm” by
John Grisham and the think verb distribution, i.e. its lexical-gram-
matical and lexical-semantic combinability gives us a possibility to draw its
definition “to have as an intention” which points to the transposi-
tion of the [ think — performative matrix into the / think —in-
formative matrix and therein the speaker’s information (idea,
point of view) turns the matrix into the / think- deliberation or
approximation. Thus the lexical meaning of the verb think in
the 7 think speech act undergoes a functional-semantic shift.

Key words: hedge, functional semantics, discourse, trans-
lation, polisemantic, polifunctional.

Introduction. A hedge is a marker of uncertainty in language
and draws scholars’ attention to the information that encoded in it:
G. Lakoff, 1972; ].G. Zuck, 1986; / P.G. Meyer, 1997; R. Rabadan,
2005; M.R. Ataei, L.Sadr, 2006; Gomez Fortanet, 2010; Gunther
Kaltenboeck, 2010; Isabel Verdaguer, 2010; F. Salager-Meyer,
2012; O. Yagiz, 2014; M. Samaie et al., 2014; D. Sipka, 2015;
Ronza Abu Rumman, 2015 and others).The purpose of this paper
is to discuss hedging within the framework of functional semantics
and discourse-analysis. The origins of the term “hedge” go back
to 1970s and to G. Lakoff who first introduced the term in 1977 to
denote independent lexical items with the capacity to make things
'fuzzier' [15, p. 195]. Primarily, hedging referred only to expressions
such as kind of, sort of or rather which could be used to, for exam-
ple, modify a degree of membership [15, p. 195-6]. As G. Clemen
points out, G. Lakoff was mainly concerned with the logical rela-
tionships of words and the semantic aspect of hedges and did not
consider context to be important for hedges to reveal their meaning
but saw hedges as independent lexical items with the capacity to
make things “fuzzier” [4, p. 236-238]. A number of linguists de-
veloping G. Lakoff's ideas have generally adopted a broader view
on hedging in the pragmatic semantic framework [Mauranen, 2004,
R. Rabadan, 2005; M.R. Ataei, L. Sadr, 2006; G. Fortanet, 2010;
F. Salager-Meyer, 2012; O. Yagiz, 2014; M. Samaie et al., 2014;
D. Sipka, 2015 and others)].

Hedging is used by speakers to convey certainty or doubt to-
wards a statement and show the degree of their confidence. By
using hedges, speakers allow their addressees to evaluate the truth
value of the assertion. This study examines the type and frequen-
cy of hedges expressed by the “pseudo-performative” matrix
“[ think” and its functional semantic structure in the ST and the TT
[20, p. 357]. A corpus of 114 text fragments was selected from
the novel by John Grisham “The Firm” and its Russian translation
by Yuriy G. Kiriak.
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The objective of this study is twofold, first, to see how “pseu-
do-performative’ sentences as hedges functioning in the Source
Text and, second, to define their transformation in the Target Text.

State of the art. G. Lakoff [15, p. 213] paved the way to the in-
troduction of hedges into pragmatics by stating that obviously hedg-
es interact with felicity conditions for utterances and rules of con-
versation and mentioning the possibility that hedges may act on as
performatives. B. Fraser developed the concept of “hedged per-
formative”, i.e., that performatives may be hedged by modal verbs,
as in English “I must advise you that...” [9, p. 187-190]. Hedging
is a communicative strategy which enables speakers to, for exam-
ple, soften the force of their utterances [22, p. 188], in order to make
them more acceptable to the interlocutor. Over the years, hedging
has been studied from various viewpoints which mostly emphasize
the pragmatic aspects of hedging in interpersonal communication,
V. Namsaraev suggests a functional classification of hedges which re-
flects various language levels — a word, a sentence, a communicative
marker, an illocutionary device, a protection unit, etc. [21, p. 68—69].
Our research is based on the assumption that the “pseudo-performa-
tive” matrix “/ think” is a functional semantic unit which meaning is
polisemantic with the hedging component is primary.

The limited numbers of studies undertaken in the area of con-
trastive studies have shown that there are some variations in the use
of hedges across languages [10, p. 109-110]. Hedging is most
commonly expressed by lexical verbs (e.g. appear, believe), epis-
temic adverbs (e.g. possibly, apparently), epistemic adjectives (e.g.
likely, possible), and modal verbs (e.g. may, should). The surface
forms of hedges can range from single lexical items to 6 syntac-
tic structures. Hedges also may appear alone or in clusters and get
their meaning from context and therefore it is not possible to make
any “lists of hedges” [4, p. 243; 22, p. 190]. There are two types
of hedges: those that affect the truth-conditions of propositions —
approximators, and shields, which do not affect the truth-conditions
but reflect the degree of the speaker's commitment to the truth-val-
ue of the whole proposition, cf.: Hiibler’s comprehensive analysis
of understatements and hedges both used for expressing 'indeter-
mination' [1]. In this study, the analysis is based on the comparison
between the “pseudo-performative” sentences as hedge in the ST
and its transform in the TT. Hedges are also studied within discourse
analysis which enables the investigation of the context as well.

Investigation. Hedging has come to designate a manifestation
of language by means of which speakers take precautionary measures
to protect themselves from the negative effect of their sayings or to
protect themselves or their interlocutors from any harm to the concept
of face caused by their utterances.. Explicit performative utteranc-
es are those whose illocutionary force is made explicit by the verbs
appearing in them. The first-person pronoun and present tense verb
form represent a performative matrix, while others cannot.

One way of conveying interpersonal messages in spoken inter-
action is hedging, a communicative strategy which enables speak-
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ers to, for example, soften the force of their utterances [22, p. 188].
Lexical verbs with modal meanings, mainly the so-called speech
act verbs used to perform acts like evaluating, assuming or doubt-
ing rather than merely describing: the epistemic seem and appear,
also believe, assume, suggest, estimate, tend, think, argue, indi-
cate, propose, speculate, suppose, etc. [7, p. 63]. Mental verbs in
the performative matrix act somewhat differently than active verbs.
Some of the main differences are: (1) most of them are not used in
progressive tenses; (2) when they (for instance, see, hear, smell)
are used in the progressive, their meanings may be different from
when they’re used in the simple tenses; (3)while mental verbs can
be used with —used to to talk about past habits, they cannot be used
with would to talk about past habits; (4) they are usually used with
the present perfect rather than the present perfect progressive to
talk about states that started in the past and continue to the present.
The definition of the Dominant lexeme “THINK” of the Semantic
domain of “Mental verbs” in the English language, for instance,
the Cambridge Dictionary reveals its definition: (a) to believe
something or have an opinion or idea; (b) to have a low opinion
of someone or something (think + not); (c) to use the brain to decide
to do something; (d)to use the brain to plan; () something, solve
a problem, understand a situation, etc.; () to think very carefully
about something; (g) to automatically say what you are thinking. Cf.
Merriam Webster derails it: (a) to form or have in the mind; (b) to
have as an intention; (c)to have as an opinion; (d) to regard as:
consider; (¢) to reflect on: ponder; (f) to determine by reflect-
ing; (g) think what to do next; (h) to call to mind; remember;
(i)to devise by thinking — usually used with up; (j) to have
as an expectation: anticipate; (k) to center one’s thoughts on;
(1) to form a mental picture of; (m) to subject to the process-
es of logical thought; (n) to exercise the powers of judgment,
conception, or inference: reason; (o) to have in the mind or
call to mind a thought; (p) to have the mind engaged in reflec-
tion: meditate; (q)to consider the suitability; (r) to have a view
or opinion; (s) to have concern — usually used with of; (t) to
consider something likely: suspect. They all can constitute
the Semantic domain of “Mental verbs” in the English language
where they are classified into micro domains according to their defi-
nitions: (1) to think or think about carefully and at length: chew
on (or over), cogitate, consider, contemplate, deliberate, entertain,
excogitate, meditate,

mull, muse, ponder, reflect, revolve, ruminate, study, think out,
think over, think through, turn over, weigh; (2)to use the powers
of the mind, as in conceiving ideas, drawing inferences, and making
judgments (cerebrate, cogitate, deliberate, ratiocinate, reflect, spec-
ulate); (3) to view in a certain way: believe, feel, hold, sense; (4) to
regard in an appraising way): believe, repute, suppose; (5)to have
an opinion; believe, consider, deem, hold, opine. (Informal) figure,
judge; (6) to renew an image or thought in the mind): bethink, mind,
recall, recollect, remember, reminisce, retain, revive; (7) to form
mental images of conceive, envisage, envision, fancy, fantasize,
image, imagine, picture, see, vision, visualize (Merriam Webster).
When used epistemically as hedging elements these verbs express
the speaker’s strong belief in the truth of the utterance or, on the con-
trary, the speaker’s unwillingness to vouch for understanding the ut-
terance as more than a personal opinion. The analysis of the cor-
pus of 114 text fragments retrieved from the novel and the think
verb distribution, i.e. its lexical-grammatical and lexical-semantic
combinability, gives us a possibility to draw the definition of think:
“to have as an intention” which points to the transposition

of the I think — performative matrix into the / think —informative
matrix and therein the speaker’s information (idea, point of view)
turns the matrix into the [ think — uncertainty or approximation.
Thus, the lexical meaning of the verb think in the I think speach act
undergoes the a functional-semantic shifts.

In the process of the discourse analysis we have selected
“I think — speech acts and their functional-semantic variants,
the I-position can be also filled with We inclusive, cf.:

1. I think Milligan's there now, probably scuba diving and call-
ing it business. «/lymato, Mummran ceifqac Tam, ckopee BCEro,
Pa3BIEKACTCS MOJBOJHBIM IUIABAHHEM M HA3BIBAET ITO CBOMM
Om3HECOM».

2. "I'think I've seen him," Mitch said. «ITo-mMoemy, 5 ero Bumem.

3. If you think you can take your million and ride into the sun-
set, you're a fool.

«Ecmu THI pemmn, 4TO MOMKENb TMPUXBATUTH ¢ OO0 CBOM
MHUJUTHOH 1 PACTBOPUTHCS B 3aKaTe, TO Thl IBHO COIIEN C YMa.

4. There was some kind of an explosion on a boat, and we think
they drowned. «Ha ux nojike 4t0-T0 B30pBANOCH, M MBI [yMaeM, 4To
OHH yTOHYJIN.

5. We suspect that most of the associates know, but it's hard to
tell. «Mpl cunTaeM, 4TO OONBIIMHCTBO COTPYIHHKOB TOKE B KYpCE,
HO 00 3TOM CYIUTb TPYITHEE).

Think is one of the six primitive mental predicates in the Nat-
ural Semantic metalanguage theory [10, p. 109-110] and thinking
is a basic mental concept [8; 29, p. 105-105]: “All the world’s lan-
guages would appear to have at least one word referring to general
mental activity unavailable to external observation, such as English
think” [8, p. 15]. Think is the most generally used mental verb with
the most general meaning. Verbs which refer to mental process-
es usually involve a human participant, which is the “Cognizer”
and the object of the mental process, the “Phenomenon” or “Topic”
to report one’s or somebody else’s opinion [11]. All these sentences
express ‘uncertainty’, or vagueness, or approximation, or “doubt*
The I-speaker is Singular, the We-speaker, despite its plural form is
Singular representing a group of speakers. The verbs believe, feel,
guess, hope, imagine, suppose suspect, understand, wonder used
in the slot of “Think” can form the Semantic domain of “Mental
verbs” in John Grisham’ s discourse, e.g.:

6. | think we'll all live ten years longer. «/lymato, Bce MbI
TIPOKMBEM TETEpb JIeT Ha AECATH OOMbIIIE).

7. You guys catch them occasionally, about one percent
of the time, [ believe. «Bamm 1ot TOBAT UX YKCTO CITyYaiHO, T1Ie-
TO TIPUMEPHO OJHH TPOLEHT OT OOIIEro YKcia, Kak MHE KaKeTCs».

8. 1 feel like I've known you for years. «Y MeHT Takoe
BIIEYATJICHHE, YTO MBI YKE JaBHO 3HAKOMBI).

9. I guess he told you about me. «Bummmo, 1 Bam pacckasan
000 MHEY.

10. I hope you’re right. «Hanetoch, 9to ThI OKaKelIbCs TpaBy.

11. I don’t imagine Western Kentucky is much of an academic
school, — Lamar blurted with a stupid grin, and immediately wished
he could take it back. Lambert and McKnight frowned and acknowl-
edged the mistake. «He mymaercst mue, uto xommemk B KenTykkn
OBLT W3 pa3psna JYUIINX, — HEOCTOPOKHO BRIpBANOCh y Jlamapa
BMECTE C IIpeHeOpeRuTeNnbHON yeMerkoil. OH TyT e Toxkanen 00
3TOM, HO OBLITO TTO3/1HO. Ero Kommeru Heono0puTenbHO MeBeTbHYITH
OpoBsivMH, 1aBas MOHATH, YTO 3aMeTwIn mpomaxy». Here the speak-
er’s personal opinion expressed by a hedge: | don’t imagine caused
a negative abrupt reaction on the part of the addressee as well as
the committee members.
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12. And I suppose the lawyer would be severely punished. It
might cost a partnership. «He xymato, uto Haiimyres xemnaomme
BBISCHATD 3TO Ha COOCTBEHHOM OIIBITE)).

13. I suspect I'm being watched very closely. «lymaro, ato 3a
MHO¥{ BHEMATENBHO CIIEIATY.

14. Good morning. [ was kinda wondering if you folks were
still here. «Jlobpoe yTpo. S, Toro, pemui MOCMOTpeTh, He yexaiu
BBl emie?y

15. I don’t understand, Mitch. Why are they so generous? «He
TNoHAMAt0, MUTY, TIOUEMY OHH TaK IIEapbIT»

The given “I think” pseudo-performave matrix introduces
the speaker’s vague or uncertain personal opinion [33, p. 597-600;
9, p. 187-188] aimed at providing his/her personal interpretation
of some shared information.

In the present paper we intend to investigate the lexical
equivalence of the English mental verb ‘think’ -- the Russian
verb ‘mymarts’ in the parallel corpora [27, p. 297]. It will help us
to further specify the differences in the bilingual dictionaries. In
the Russian encyclopedic dictionaries the verb ‘mymars’ is defined
as (1) oOmymbIBaTh YTO MM O YeM, MBICTUTD, CYIUTb, 3aKII0YaTh
npo ceOsi; Monararh, BEIBOIUTh, OKHJIATH; HAMEPEBATHCS, XOTETh,
3a00THTBCS, TIEUbCs; AyMaTh C KeM, COBETOBAThCA COOOMA HITH
3aMpIIATh ([anb); (2) monarath, Aep:KaThes KAKOro-H. MHCHHS;
CYMTATh BHUHOBHBIM B YEeM-H., TOJ03PEBATh (NPOCT.); MMETh
Hamepenne (Oxkeros); (3)MBICTHTD, 0OTYMBIBATh, TPETIONAraTh,
nomarath, Hajesthesi(Edpemona); and (4) «xymarb», momarars,
cynutb (Dacmep). Among the given constituents we do not find any
direct nomination common with the English ‘uncertain, approxi-
mate, doubt’ which could function as true hedging. In the Russian
semantic domain «rymars» we can distinguish four basic micro
domains: (1) momarark, cYMTaTh, YasTh, MHUTH, MBICIHTD UMENb
MHenue; (2) pasMBIIILIATh, MBICITUTh, Pa3TyMbIBATh, TOMBIIILIAT;
(3) HamepeBarbcs, COOMpAThCA, MPEANONATaTh, pacroiarath,
PACCUMTBIBATh, MBICTHTH; (4). TI0/[03peBaTh, kakercs. At first sight,
English and Russian micro domains closely correlate, however,
the constituents consider «monarars», deliberate «o6aymbBaTh,
intend «namepesathesy» can be relative equivalents. Henning Wei-
gand call it ‘isomorphism’ of the SL and the TL polysemic lexemes
[32, p. 1-10]. Although the first meaning of think that comes to mind
is that of mental activity or cogitation, but English think has a broad-
er semantic coverage than the Russian verb «xymarby with various
components which are not always easy to delimit, since they have
fuzzy boundaries. The corpus analysis of the data shows the polyse-
my of think. The range of its components may need to be identified
by means of contextual cues or extra-linguistic knowledge. Think
is a highly polysemous verb, see: English and Russian dictionary
entries, its components can be classified into two main classes:
(1) expressing cogitation and (2) expressing opinion. Thus, the in-
vestigation of the meaning of the verb thin «aymars» has brought
us to the dead alley — a registered definition and fixed classifica-
tions which unable to pinpoint meaning of the verb think nymats’
in the context. 53 cases of think are registered in the corpus he
English and some of the entries are ‘inextricable from the Russian
cultural context (6 cases of think are omitted in the Russian text
[32, p. 119-120].The translator used the Russian mental verbs like
Obimb Y6epeHHbIM, Ka3ambCs, COMHe8AMbCs, OOAMbCS, CUUMAND,
Oblimb NOXOXMCUM, HAOEAMbCA, 3HANY, HPEONONALAMb, etC.

Finding the right Russian equivalents for the English mental
verb “think” is a challenging activity. Likewise to get into the au-
thor’s choice of the verb to express his/her intention is next to im-
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possible without its context. From our point of view the parallel text
analysis, in our case the Source Text and the Target Text is the way
out. Though, the authenticity of the author’s intention much depends
on the translator’s proficiency level of Language and Culture — in
the original and translated texts. We have suggested considering
the lexical meaning of the verb to revealing its componential struc-
ture in ST and the TT [28, p. 59]; then modeling a semantic domain
in the both languages to search for equivalents. Equivalence is com-
monly established that the ST and TT words supposedly refer to
the same thing in the real world, i.e. on the basis of their referential
or denotative equivalence. The ST and TT words are considered to
be equivalent when they cause the same or nearly the same asso-
ciations in the minds of the native speakers of the two languages
(pragmatic equivalents), their connotative meanings are used in
the same or nearly the same contexts (text-normative equivalents)
[3,p.96-99; 17, p. 3-5], e.g.:

16. Plus, I think it costs more to entice the top people to Mem-
phis. «Ilotom, s mymaro, 3amManHATh TpodeccHonama B Memdruc
JICHCTBUTENBHO CTOMT JIOPOIKED.

17. I don’t think my wife would understand either. She's out
of town, though. «He mymaro, 9t0 U MOs JK€HA C TOTOBHOCTHIO
TpUHsLITA OBl 9Ty CHTYAIHION.

18. 1 still don't believe it. I'm numb, paralyzed. I shudder
at the thought of seeing Marty’s wife and the kids. I'd rather be
lashed with a bullwhip than go over there.

«MHe no-npexuemy He Beputcs. CTonOHsk Hanas. CTaHoBUTCS
HEXOPOLLIO, KaK TIOLYMAIO O €r0 JKEHE H JICTAX).

19. T guess you want me to believe you boys can protect me for
the rest of my life.

«Kax st mOHUMat0, BBI XOTUTE, YTOOBI 5 TOBEPHI TOMY, U4TO BbI
CMOXKETE MCHS 3alIUTHTh Ha BCIO MOIO OCTABIIYIOCS KI3Hb

20. T hope you’re right. “Hazeroch, 9To THI OKaKEMIHCS PaB”.

21. T don’t understand. If they were talking serious, why
the boy? Why have another set of ears around? «He nonumaro. Ecru
Y HHX CEpbE3HBIH PasroBop, T0 3a4eM uM eme napens? Jlns vero
napa JUIIHAX YIIei.

These examples (16-21) illustrate the traditional lexical equiva-
lence of the English verb think — Russian dymams; English believe
— Russian éepums, English guess — Russian nonumams; English
hope— Russian nadesmscs; English understand — nonumame.
Some variations appear either due to the translator’s resorting to
the semantic domain, or intra- and extra-context, or his/her profes-
sional flair, in some complicated cases the translator’s profession-
al flair and experience take the upper hand, for instance: [ think /
I don't think — no-moemy, where one can see the transformation
of the clause syntactic structure into the adverb used as introductory
or parenthetical word, however, the functional-semantic component
of the personal deliberation or uncertainty is retained.

At present in translation theory there is a turn of focus from
language system to text or discourse. This shift resulted in narrow-
ing the scope of the term of equivalence to intertextual relation
[32, p. 119-120].There are also several cases of lexical transforma-
tion, see: (1) think — mpenmounTars, 60ATHCS, 3HATH, HATEATHCS,
CUMTATh, KA3aThCs, PEIIaTh, COMHEBATLCS, BEPHTD, OBITH TOXOXKIM;
(2) believe — xazarbes; (3) feel—> umets Brieuatenue; (4) suspect
— Ka3aThCs, IyMaTh, CYUTaTh, OBITh yOexnEHHbIM; (5) wonder—
pemars. There are cases of morphological transformations when
amental verb is substituted by the modal adverb: guess — BepHo, Bu-
MO, SUPPOSE — BUJIMMO, gUESs — BEPHO, BUIUMO; o by the modal
verb think — mommaro OBITh; or the indicative form is substituted by
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the subjunctive one: I think — I mpenmoden 6v1; As for syntactical
transformations the subject in the original matrix I think” — my-
Maro is omitted due to its redundancy—the flexion of the Russian
verb refers to the 1 person singular present; I think — mo-moemy;
[ think — jymato; [ think — moxoxe; [ think— 6otoch; 1 think —
nomkHo Oatb. Hedging allows speakers to manipulate both factivity
and affect inviting readers to draw inferences about the reasons their
use” [29, p. 107], cf.: Coates’ assumption that “epistemic modality is
always a hedge” [5, p. 49] Our analysis has identified the epistemic
modality feature in the semantics of / think with the dominant hedg-
ing feature n the English text. V. Namsaraev says that hedges differ
from epistemic modality in their close correlation in “pragmatic di-
mension of language” [21, p. 66-67]. Here is again a philosophical
question; “What is primary — modality or hedging?”” Our assumption
is that it depends upon the focus of research and its end-goal, for our
paper a hedging component is primary and modal is the secondary
one, though in the long run we must admit the expansion of the func-
tional semantics of hedging units.

“I think” and its synonyms in John Grisham’s discourse are
clear-cut hedging devices revealing the speaker’s personal vague
opinion which contradicts the present state of affairs shared by
others. Our findings prove the fact that the registered mental verbs
denote personal view which draws the attention of interlocutors to
the matter under discussion; see the illustration (11) as an infallible
evidence of the given inference.

Conclusion. The use of hedging, sometimes also called a tenta-
tive language or a vague language, is the most complicated to interpret
out of its discourse. The functional semantic structure of the pseu-
do-performative [ think as a hedge includes the component of epis-
temic modality which together with components of pragmatic soft-
ener, communicative cooperation and approximation make the unit
polisemantc and polifunctional. It also softens or reduces certainty /
probability of the event under discussion. In the ST and the TT this
hedge functional semantics is mostly equivalent, expressing the same
degree of certainty. In the rest of cases it is more personalized and de-
gree of vagueness is much stronger in the TT.

Our research has identified that in the English text pseu-
do-performative / think and its synonymic structures are used in
the hedging role retaining their secondary component of an epis-
temic modality feature and revealed the common and differentia-
tive means of expression in the English Text and the parallel Rus-
sian Text. Think and dymams are generally considered to be direct
equivalents and two-thirds of the occurrences of think have been
translated as dymame.

We have also attempted to determine whether English hedging
strategies are rendered by equivalent hedges into Russian. The anal-
ysis has been carried out on a corpus made up of John Grisham’s
novel and its translated counterpart.

The pseudo-performative I think has to be further considered in
greater detail due to its frequency (41312 occurrences in the BNC)
which needs its functional semantic mapping.
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Muxaiisiienko B. B. [Ipo noaidpynkuionaiasny npupony
NMepPCOHAIBHOIO0 AUCKYypc-aMILTidikaTopa

Anoranis. [lepcoHanbHuil nuckypc-amrutipikarop, abo
XeIDK-MapKep HEBU3HAYEHOCTI, IPUBEPTA€E yBary MOBO3HABLIIB
3aB/IsIKK THQOpMAIlil, 3aK0I0BaHOT y HhoMY. MeTa 1€l crarTi —
onucaty (QPyHKIIOHATBHY CEMAHTHKY «IICEBIO-TTep(hOpPMaTHB-
HOI» MaTpHLi 3 0co0oBUM 3aiiMeHHuKOM “T + verb (mental)”
y MOBI JDKepesa Ta MOBI HepekiIany 3 HO3ULiT (yHKIIOHAIBHOT
CEMaHTHKHU Ta JUCKypC-aHalizy. BU3Ha4CHO, 10 MCEBIO-Mep-
¢dopmarus | think Ta #10ro CMHOHIMIYHI CTPYKTYpH BUKOHYIOTh
TOJIOBHY pOJIb TMEPCOHATIBHOIO JUCKypc-amInTipikaropa, mpu
opoMy 30epirae npyropsiiHy (QYHKIIIO emiCTeMiYHOI MOJAITb-
Hocti y MJI 1 MII ta Bupi3Hsie cBoi 3araibHi Ta JuepeHiiHi
(byHKLIT B aHITIHCEKOMY Ta POCIHCHKOMY NapasielbHUX TeKCTax.

Kurouosi cioBa: xemx (ocobuctuit nuckypce-amrntidika-
TOp), PyHKIIOHATIEHA CEMaHTHKa, TUCKYPC, IEPEKIIa/, Toice-
MaHTHYHUH, T0Ji(yHKLIIOHAIBHUH.

Mpuxaiinenko B. B. O nonndpyskuuonanasHoi npupoae
MEePCOHATBHOIO IMCKYPC-aMIIMUKATOPa

AHHoTauusi. [lepcoHaANBHBIA AUCKYpC-aMILUTU(PHKATOD,
WK XeJK-MapKep HEOIPENEeICHHOCTH, NIPUBIEKAET BHUMAe
SI3bIKOBEIOB Oarogaps UHGOPMALUY, 3aKOAUPOBAHHON B HEM.
Ilenb naHHOM cTaThy — OMKCaTh (DYHKIHOHAIBHYIO CEMaHTH-
Ky TceBIo-Tiep(opMaTHBHOI MaTPHUILBI C TMYHBIM MECTOHME-
nuem “I + verb (mental)” B IO u I ¢ no3unuu GyHKIKO-
HaJIbHOM CEMaHTUKU U AUCKypc-aHanu3a. OmpenesneHo, 4ro
ncesno-nepdopmarus / think 1 ero 5KBUBaNIEHTbI BBIIOIHAIOT
OCHOBHYIO POJIb II€PCOHAIBHOIO IUCKypC-aMIUTH(HUKATOpa,
IIPU 3TOM COXPAHSIOT BTOPUYHYIO POJb (YHKIUM Mapkepa
smucTeMudeckoil MopanpHocTH B SIM 1 SII1 u nmeror obrue
n muddepeHnraibabie QYHKIMU B aHTIIUHCKOM H PYCCKOM I1a-
paJuIeNIbHbIX TEKCTaX.

KiroueBblie ciioBa: xe/k (NEPCOHANBHBIA JTIUCKYpC-aM-
idukarop), (QyHKIOHAIBHAS CEMaHTHKa, JUCKYpC, Tepe-
BOJI, TIONIUCEMAaHTHIECKUI1, TOMH(YHKIIMOHATBHBI.




