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YBoa

Ta3u nzcnenoBarencka paboTa uMa 3a 1€ Ja pa3Kpre OCHOBHUTE
MEXaHU3MH, KOUTO YIPABJISBAT CHHTAKTHYHUTE U300pH, KOraTo Xopara
npenaBat HHPOpPMAIIUS HA aHIVIMHCKH €3UK, XBBPJISIKU CBETIMHA BHPXY
HIOQHCHpPAaHUTE HAYMHH, IO KOWUTO AaKIEHThT M 3HAYEHUETO ca
u3pabOTEeHH 4Ype3 CHUHTAKTUYHM CTPyKTypu. UM3crenBanero Ha
MH(POPMALIMOHHOTO TAaKeTHpaHe B €3MKa HE caMoO JOoNpuHacs 3a
JUHTBUCTUYHATA HayKa, HO CHIIO TaKa MMa M MPAKTHUYECKU MPHUHOC 32
X0para, KOUTO U3y4yaBaT €3UIIH, IPETIOIaBaTeNINTE U Te3H, KOUTO ThPCAT
Mo-3a16J10049€HO pa3dupaHe Ha MEKIYKYIATypHaTa KOMyHUKaIus. Ypes
pPa3sKpUBAaHETO Ha THHKOCTHTE HAa CHHTAaKTHYHHUTE YCTpPOWCTBa ce
HaJsBaM Jia IpeJyiokKa IEeHHU MPO3PEHHsI B U3KYCTBOTO Ha e(peKTUBHATA
KOMYHUKAaI[sl Ha AaHIJIMHCKU €3WK, HAJAXBBPJSIMKKM OOWKHOBEHATa
MeXaHMKa Ha TpaMaTHKaTa M HaBIU3alKH B Ooratata Mo3aiika OT TOBa
Kak nH(POpMAIHATA € MPEJCTaBeHa CTPATEIrMYECKH.

SlcHorata M pa3dupaHETO ca OCHOBOMOJATAIM EJIEMEHTU B
epeKTHBHATa KOMYHHKalUs, a MPaBUIHOTO IaKeTUpaHe Ha
nH(pOpMaLKUATa CIYKH KaTO OCHOBEH KOMIIOHEHT 3a MOCTUTaHEeTO Ha
Te3n uend. VHPOPMAMOHHOTO TMaKeTUpaHE € CsKall BHUMATEITHO
U3rpajiecHa paMKa, B KOSITO ca MOJPEJCHH HJIeH U KOHIIETIUH, TTOA00HO
Ha 700pe OpraHM3vpaHa KHHUTa, KOATO BOJW YHTATEIUTE IUIABHO Ipe3
najieH paskas. [locturanero Ha siCHOTa B MHOPMALIMOHHOTO MMaKTEPHHE
€ MoJ0OHO Ha Ch3JIaBaHETO Ha Jo0pe neduHUpaHa MbTHA Kapra 3a
ayJUTOpuUsATa, KaTO C€ rapaHTHpa, Ye BCSKA 4acT OT MHpopMauusaTa e
BHUMATEIHO NIOCTaBeHa, KOETO MO3BOJISIBA JIOTUYECH U TOCIIE0BATEIICH
notok. Korato mHdopmanusiTa € opraHu3upaHa Mo SCE€H U JIOTHYEH
HAYWH, TA JEeCcTBa KaTo pajap 3a ayJAuTOpHsTa, HACOUYBAWKH S TPE3
OOMHCIICHO M3TpajieHa MOCJIEIOBAaTEIIHOCT OT HAed. Ta3u yMHILUIeHa
nmojapenda cBexna A0 MHHUMYM BB3MOKHOCTTa 3a OOBpKBaHE U
3HAYUTEITHO HaMaJIIBa PUCKA OT MOTPEIIHO ThIKYBaHE.

3HAaYeHWETO Ha SCHOTaTa B MH(POPMAIMOHHOTO MaKETHpaHE ¢
0c00€HO OYeBHHA, KOTaTo CTaBa BBIIPOC 3a CIOXKHA TeMa Ha pa3roBop.
HezaBucumo pnanu mpenaBa CIOKHU HayYHM OTKPUTHS, MOJAPOOHU
OM3HEC CTpaTerud WM pPa3IMYHU COLMAIHM KOHIIeNIUHU, J00pe
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OTIAaKOBAaHOTO CHOOIIECHUE ylIecHsBa pazOupaneTo. Tol Tpanchopmupa
MOTEHIMAIHO CJIOXKHA YacT OT HH(pOpMaIMATa B JIECHO CMHJIAEM
dopmar, KOETO YJEeCHsSBAa ayJWTOPHATa Ja CXBaHE M aCHUMWIIHpA
KeNaHoTo 3HaueHue. [IpaBUIHOTO HGPOPMALMOHHO IAaKETUpaHE HE
3aBBPIIBA CaMO C MPEJCTaBSHE HA ChABPKAHUETO MO SICEH HAYUH — TO
B3€Ma MpEABHUJ U KOTHUTHBHMTE mpolecu Ha azapecara (Kaltenbock
2020: 461-462). Upe3 cTpaTeruvyecKOTO  OpraHM3WpaHe  Ha
nHpOpMaNKATa TOBOPEIIUAT Bb3IPHEMa €CTECTBEHUSI HAYMH, 110 KOHTO
Xopara ycBosiBaT u o0OpaborBar mH(popMarusaTa. ToBa MOTBBPKICHHE
no100psiBa KOTHUTHBHATA IJIABHOCT HA a/ipecaTUTe, KaTo UM MO3BOJISBA
Ja CleABaT TPEABHICHOTO CBHOOLICHHE C TMO-TOJIsIMa JIGKOTa U
CBIJIACYBaHOCT.

Xanposere, kakTo TBBpAM Bacuiesa, ca GpopMu Ha coruaiHoO
B3aMMOJICHCTBHE, W3pa3eHH Ype3 e3uKa M ce (popMupar OT COLMAIHH,
KyaTypHu u e3ukoBu ¢akropu (2000: 163). B chepara Ha roBopumus
KaHp, KBJAETO KOMYHHKAIUATa CE pasrpbllla B peaHO BpEME upes3
W3rOBOPEHUTE JIyMH, BaXXHOCTTa HAa H(POPMAIMOHHO TaKETHPAHE
npuao0MBa TUHAMHYHO M HETOCPEACTBEHO 3HAYCHHE. 3a pasihKa OT
MUCMEHATa KOMYHHUKAIIUs, TOBOPUMHUST €3HMK pa3dyuTa JI0 rojIsiMa CTeIeH
Ha BPEMEBOTO HM3MEpEHHE, KOETO TpaBH SICHOTaTa M pa3OMpaHETO OT
pelaBailo 3HaueHHe 3a e(PEeKTHMBHOTO B3aumoaeicTBue. IIpaBuiaHOTO
HOpPMAIIMOHHO TAKeTHpaHe B YCTHATa KOMYHHUKAaIUs € KaTo
xopeorpadus Ha A00pe peneTUpaHo NpeACTaBIE€HUE, KBAETO BCSIKa
IyMa, TOH W Tlay3a JONPUHACIT 3a ISUIOCTHOTO BB3ACHUCTBHE HA
JEACTBUETO.

EnuH x1r0uoB acnekT Ha MH(POPMAIMOHHOTO TAKEeTUpaHE B
TOBOPHUMHMS JKaHp € apTUKYJIUPAHETO HA UJACH IO SICEH M OpraHu3upaH
HauuH. MI3rOBOPEHOTO CIIOBO MMa MUMOJIETHO KauyeCTBO M CIYIIATEINTE
TpsiOBa 1a 0O6paboTBar HH(OpMaUATa UMITPOBU3UpPaHO. Clie0BaTETHO
no0pe OmakoBaHOTO CHOOIIEHUE C€ TPEACTaBs IO HAa4YWH, KOWTO
ChOTBETCTBA HAa €CTECTBEHHsS PUTBM Ha Pa3roBOpa, MO3BOJISBAWKH Ha
CIlymaTensi Jla clie[iBa XOJa Ha MHUCIIHTE Ha TOBOpemus, 0e3 aa ce
qyBCTBa npeToBapeH. [lo chUIMs HauuH HeBepOaTHUTE 3HALM Karo
WHTOHAIIMS, yJapeHUe W Tay3HW CTaBaT HEPa3/eNIHW KOMIIOHEHTH OT
MH(POPMAIIMOHHOTO MaKeTHpaHe B pa3rOBOPHUS KaHp. Te3u eneMeHTH
JTOTIPUHACST 32 ISUIOCTHOTO TpeJaBaHe Ha MHQOpMAIUs, KaTo moMarar
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3a MpeIaBaHeTO Ha HIOAHCH, EMOIIMHU U aKIIEHTH, KOUTO MOXeE Ja He ca
OUEBUIHM B MHUCMEHUTE TEKCTOBE. [IpaBMIHO HACTPOEHUTE TNay3H,
HarpuMep, TO3BOJISIBAT Ha CIIYIIATEIIUTE J1a yCBOSAT HH(POPMAIIHATA, KATO
MOJICUJIBAT KJIFOUOBM TOYKH M MPEAOTBPATSIBAT MPETOBAPBAHETO C
nHpopmarus.

Memoouxa, yeau u 3a0auu

IlenTa Ha mucepramnusTa € Ja Mpoyda W H3CIIEABaM H30paHH
CHUHTAaKTUYHU CPCACTBA 3a OIIAKOBAHC U MOJCIIMPAHC HA I/IH(l)OpMaI_II/ISI B
ChBPEMEHHUS aHJIMHACKH e3uK. KOHCTPYKIIMUTE, KOUTO ChM H30pal, ca
lefts, existentials, extrapositions, passive voice structures, u subject-
dependent inversions. IIpuunHaTa, Iopaau KOATO U30pax TAX, € HE CaMO
3apagd TAXHATa MONMYJIAPHOCT M pasIpoCTpaHEHUWE, HO MU IIOpaaud
OPOTUBOPCUMBHUTE  €3UKOBH,  CEMAHTHYHH W [parMaTHYHH
MMpeaAU3BUKATCIICTBA, KOHUTO IIOCTaBAT 110 OTHOILIICHUC Ha
HHPOPMAIIMOHHOTO MakeTHpaHe. POKyCHT 11e ObJIe BbPXY aCHEKTUTE Ha
JIMHI'BUCTUYHOTO M3IIOJ3BAHC HAa TC3M KOHCTPYKIHWH B PaMKUTC Ha
MHOXECTBO KOHTEKCTH - MOJEIUTE Ha KOHCTPYKIHATA, KAKTO W
IMPUIIOKCHUTE TICPCIICKTUBHU. Hpe[UIO)KCHI/ITC KOHCTPYKIOHMH HMaT
CIICJIHUTE OTJIMYUTEITHUA XapPAKTCPUCTUKH:

® TC Ca HEKAHOHWYHU KOHCTPYKILIHH,

® UMaT CUHTAaKTUYHO IO-IIPOCTH JIBOWHHULIUA U

e 3armas3BaT 3HAYCHHUETO Ha IPOCTUTE CU JABOWHMIIM, HO NTAKETUPAT
nH(popManu[Ta o pa3InyeH HauuH.

N36panuTe KOHCTPYKLUH IPUTEKABAT XapaKTepHU YEPTH, KOUTO
T'Y IpaBsT UHTEpECEH O0EKT Ha u3cinenBane. [Ipeacrosmusar aHanus He
camMO 1€ pa3Kpue IrpaMaTHYECKUTE THHKOCTU Ha T€3M CHHTAaKTUYHU
CPEZACTBAa, HO ChIIIO TaKa IIe WIOCTPUPA KaK T€ C€ U3I0JI3BAT B PA3IMUHU
€3MKOBH KOHTEKCTH B PAMKHUTE HA yCTHATa KOMYHHUKALUs1, OCUTYPSIBAKU
IUIOCTHO pa30upaHe Ha TEXHUTE pPA3HOOOPa3HH MPUIIOKEHUS U
JIMHTBUCTUYHU MOCIIEIULIN.

CrnenoBaTenHO OCHOBHATA LIEJI HA MOATa Te3a € Ja JeQUHHUpaM,
OIIpEAEIAM U aHATM3UPaM FOpeCIIOMEHATUTE KOHCTPYKIIMU B KOHTEKCTA
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Ha TeopusATa 3a MH()OPMALMOHHOTO MakeThpaHe. Merogosjorusita Ha
U3CIIEABAHETO BKJIIOUBA JIBOEH MOJXOJ — KaKTO KOJMYECTBEHO, Taka U
KauecTBEHO wu3cienBaHe Ha JjaHHuTe. OcHOBHaTa 3ajaya Ha
KOJIMYECTBEHUS aHAIM3 € Ja chOepe W MOIy4H JaHHU 3a 4ecToTaTa Ha
aTecTalMuTe Ha cTpoexkuTe. KauecTBeHUSAT aHaiIM3 Ile MO3BOJM IIO-
3aqp004YeH0  pa3dupaHe Ha  cHenUHUUHUTE  ynoTpeOdu  Ha
KOHCTPYKLHHUTE 32 UHPOPMAITMOHHOTO MaKeTUPaHe.

OcHoBHaTa 11eJ1 Ha HaCTOAILOTO U3CJIEIBAHE € Ja IIPOBENE KAKTO
KOJMYECTBEH, Taka M KadeCTBEH aHajh3 Ha CIOMEHATUTE I0-rope
doxycupamu KOHCTpYKIuu. Upe3 mozoBaBane Ha XpuctoB (2019) u
Mamnoga-I'eopruesa (2023), ToBa U3cieIBaHe UMa 3a IIEJT Aa TMPEIT0XKHI
ISUTOCTHO M3CJeIBaHe Ha (POKYCHUPALINTE KOHCTPYKIIMH B ChBPEMEHHATA
ynotpe0a Ha aHIJIMICKH €3UK U U3ThKBa, ue kopnychT COCA (Kopmyc
Ha CbBPEMEHHMS aMEPUKAHCKU aHTJIMMCKH) CIIy>KH Ha 3a LEJIUTE Ha TOBa
U3CcleIBaHEe TOpaaud HEroBaTa TI'bBKABOCT 3a pa3HOOOpa3eH aHau3.
NznomsBaiiku COCA 3a KOJWYECTBEHO H3CIJIENIBAHE, MPOYYBAHETO CE
nH(pOpMHpa OT U3BAKU, U3BJICUCHH OT aBTEHTUYHATA yIIOTpeda Ha e3UK,
KaTo ce M305TBaT MPEABAPUTEIHO ONPEACICHH XUMOTE3!, 0a3upaHu Ha
CHILIECTBYBAILIM JIMHTBUCTUYHU u3cienBanus. [lo3unusra, npeanoxeHa
or McEnery u Hardie, 4ye xapakTepu3mpaHeTO Ha KOpIyCHaTa
JIMHTBUCTHKA KAaTO METOJ € HEMOJAXOJAI0, U3CIEABAHETO YTBbPKIaBa
camus KOPIyC KaTo OCHOBA 3a TeHEepUpaHe Ha XUMOTe3H 3a e3uka (2012).

KonnuecTBeHUAT aHANM3 111€ CE€ ChCPENOTOUN BHPXY CIy4YauTe Ha
chIylacyBaHe, KbJETO C€ M3MO0JI3Ba U3CleBaHaTa KOHCTPYKIIHS, KaTo ce
U3I0JI3BAT (PYHKLMOHATHOCTUTE 3a ThpceHe, KouTo koprnychT Ha COCA
MO3BOJISIBA Ja THPCHM HAa CHHTAKTMYHO HHUBO. TO3M MOAXOJ CBHILO
pe3oHHpa ¢ JUCKycuATa Ha JSIHKOBa OTHOCHO XMIOTe3aTa 3a
U3MOJI3BaHETO HAa KOXE3HMOHHU CpEICTBa B HOPMATHUBHOTO IHCaHE,
MoAYepTaBaiki >KaHPOBO-CHEUPUUHUTE OdakBaHUS. [lo-KOHKpETHO,
SlHkoBa mojauyepTaBa OYAKBAHUATA, CBBP3aHU C JIGKCUKAJIHUTE
MOBTOPEHUS], CHIO3UTE M CHENM(PUUHHUTE 32 €3UKa OCOOEHOCTH KaTo
yrmoTpedaTta Ha TPENpaTKd B AHTJIMMCKH U OBIATApCKHM HOPMATHBHU
tekctoBe (2006: 192-194). Korato pasriexjgame JEKCUKaTHUTE
€IMHUILIY, € TO-TIOJXOAIIO Ja TH aHaJTu3UpamMe B KOHKPETEH KOHTEKCT.
To3un monxon TmMO3BONSABA TMO-ISUIOCTHO pa3OupaHe Ha TEXHUTE
KOHOTATHBHHU 3Ha4Y€HUS U PYHKIINH, KaKkTo oadyeprasa baramesa (2023:
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11). M3mon3Bad KaTo OCHOBEH MHCTPYMEHT 3a U3CJICIBAaHE HAa KOpITyca B
toBa mpoyuBaHe, kopnycbT COCA e u30bpan mopaau pedepeHTHHs
XapakTep Ha HEroBUTE JaHHHU, IOJIY4YEHH OT CTpPaHH, KbIETO
AQHIJIMUCKUSAT C€ TOBOPH KaTO POJACH €3UK.

Crnen ToBa MpOydYBAaHETO ILE C€ 3aAbJI00YM B KauyeCTBEHO
u3cieaBaHe Ha MACHTH(PULIMPAHUTE U3BAAKH, U3MOI3BANKY paMKaTa Ha
Lambrecht or nBere My mnpom3BeieHHs BBPXY IIaKETHPAaHETO Ha
undopmarms — “Information Structure and Sentence Form: Topic, Focus,
and the Mental Representations of Discourse Referents® (1994) kakto u
“A Framework for the Analysis of Cleft Constructions (2001).
W3cnenBanero 1me ce Qokycupa BbpPXY €AMH 000cO0eH >XKaHp —
TOBOPUMHUAT €3uK. KaTo ce KOHIEHTpupa BBPXY TOBOPUMHSI JAUCKYPC,
U3CJIEIBAHETO CE CTPEMHU /12 YJIOBU JUHAMUYHUSA U KOHTEKCTYaIHO 6orar
XapakTep Ha HM3MOI3BAHETO HA €3MKa B €XeIHEBHATa KOMYHHKAIIWS.
To3u cnenuduyen 3a ’xkaHpa NOAXOA WIe MPEIOCTaBU HOAPOOHO
u3cieBaHe Ha TOBAa KaK (DOKyCHpALIUTEe KOHCTPYKIUH CE€ MPOSBSBAT B
TOBOPUMHS €3UK, XBBPJSHKU CBETJIMHA BBPXY TIXHATa pojis B
NpeJaBaHeTO Ha AaKUEHT, HarjlaCk W KOMYHHKAaTHBHO HaMepeHHe B
M300MITHNS KOHTEKCT Ha TOBOPUMMUSI TUCKYPC.

Hpyra o0ocHOBKa 3a M300pa Ha YCTHHUS >KaHpP C€ KOpPEHHU B
HaOmozeHueTo, noakperneHo or Biber et al., ue emdaruunure
KOHCTPYKIIMM Ca TO-Pa3MpOCTPaHEHH B aKaJICMUYHHS, OTKOJKOTO B
ropopumus auckypc (2003: 397-426). CrenoBaTelHO PpEIIEHUETO €
MOTHBHUPAHO U OT JKEJIAHUETO Ja Ce M3CleABa KaK Te€3H KOHCTPYKIUU
paloTAT B KOHTEKCT, KBbJIETO YECTOTATa UM € CPAaBHUTEIIHO MO-HHUCKA, U
Ja ce OTKpUAT HsAKakBUM ocobeHoctH. Karto ce ¢oxycupa BBpXY
TOBOPUMHUSI €3MK, M3CIIEBAHETO MMa 3a Iiel Jla pasrajgae pa3IndHuTe
HAYMHU, IO KOUTO TOBOPEIINTE M3IOJI3BAT eM(PATUIHH KOHCTPYKIIUH B
©XeJHEeBHATa KOMYHMKallUs, KBJAETO €3MKOBUTE H300pH YECTO ce
oQOpMAT OT HEE3UKOBH, KaTO HEMOCPEACTBEHOCT, €3UK Ha TSIOTO U
xecroBe. ToBa yMHUIIJIEHO OTKIOHEHHE OT aKaJeMHYHUS PETUcCTbp
MO3BOJISIBA MTO-BHUMATEITHO M3CJIE/IBAHE HA NMparMaTHYHUTE QYHKIUN U
KOHTEKCTyaJIHUTE BapHalluy Ha eM(paTHUYHUTE KOHCTPYKIMH B PAMKHUTE
Ha TMHAMHYHHUS TTeH3aK Ha TOBOPUMUS AUCKYPC.

KayecTBeHOTO WH3cnenBaHe Ha TOpecloMeHaTHTe eM(paTuyHU
KOHCTPYKIIMU CE€ CTPEMH JIa pa3Kkphe THHKOCTUTE KaKTO Ha €3MKOBHTE,
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Taka ¥ Ha HEE3MKOBHUTE €JIEMEHTH, BIPaZCHU B TOBOPUMHS IHCKYPC.
AHaNU3BT HE CaMo 1Ie Ce 33AbJI00YU B IPAMaTHUECKUTE, CHHTAKTHUYHHUTE
U CEMaHTUYHUTE AacCleKTH Ha Te3W KOHCTPYKUMH Ha HHBOTO Ha
MaKeTHpaHeTo Ha MHPOPMAIUATA, HO CHIIO TaKa e pa3uIupH GoKyca Cu
BbPXY HEE3MKOBH €IIEMEHTH, BKJIIOUUTEIHO (OKYCHHS ICHOTAT,
BB3IPHUET OT ciaymiarens. To3u BCeoOXBaTeH MOAXOJ MMa 3a LeN Ja
OCUTYpH BB3MOXHO pa3OupaHe 3a ToBa Kak Te3d eMQpaTu4yHu
KOHCTPYKIMHU (DYHKIIHOHHPAT B TOBOPHUTE B3aUMOJICHCTBUS B pEATHUS
CBSIT, KaTO CE B3eMaT MPEIBU KAKTO CTPYKTYPHHUTE CIOKHOCTH, TaKa U
KOTHUTHBHHTE ACHEKTH, BKIIOUYEHH B KOMyHHKAIIMOHHUSA Tpouec. Upes
U3CIJIe/IBaHEe Ha HEJMHIBHCTHYHHUTE M3MeEpeHHs, kato perceived focus u
presupposed focus Ha caymiaresst, H3CIeIBAaHETO UMa 3a eI Ja YJIOBH
XOJIMCTUYEH TOTJIe]] BBPXY POJIATa U Bh3ACHCTBHETO Ha (DOKYCHpAIUTe
KOHCTPYKIIMU B TOBOPHMHS €3HUK.

Enna or Haii-Ba)KHHTE 3a/1a4¥ € IATSTHUAT U300 Ha MOIXOISII
KOpITyC 3a aHajau3. BHUMAaTenHO MOoAOpaHUSAT KOPITyC UTpae KI4oBa
poJIs IpH OOPMSIHETO HA MOCOKATa U BaJIMIHOCTTA Ha H3cieBaHeTo. B
To3u cMuchI koprychT COCA ce ouepraBa KaTo 1mMo-1006p u300p mpen
apyrurte ornuuu kato koprmyca BNC (BpuTtancku HanmoHaneH Kopiryc).
Pemenuero 3a uzdbopa Ha COCA ce ocHOBaBa Ha OIPOMHHUSI My pa3Mep
(moBeue oT 1 mMuiMapj 3amuca 70 MocjenHaTa My akTyalu3alus Mpes
Mapt 2020 r.) u GoraTtoTo pazHooOpa3ue OT )KAaHPOBE, KOUTO 3aETHO
OCUTYpSIBaT CTAa0MJIHO M LSAJOCTHO TIpEACTaBSiHE Ha ChBPEMEHHUS
aMepuKaHCKU aHrMicku e3uk. OOmupHusT xapakrep Ha COCA,
oOXBamial pa3iMyHU PETUCTPH U €3UKOBH KOHTEKCTH, IOBHILIABA
M3CIIEIOBATENICKAS TIOTEHIMAN 32 WM3BEXKIaHE Ha TPABAONOJOOHH U
NPEJCTaBUTEIIHN 3aKIIOUEHMs. YHMKajJHaTa KOMOMHALUs OT pa3mep,
aKTyaJIHOCT M aHpPOBO pa3HooOpasue ominyaBa kopmyca Ha COCA
KaTo €JAMHCTBEHMs aHTJIMHCKM KOpIyC, OTrOBapsIl Ha KpUTEpUHTE 3a
OOIIMpPEH, aKTyaJIeH ¥ BKJIFOYBAII IIUPOK HAO0Op OT )KaHPOBE.

CrenBaiiara OCHOBHA 3a/1a4a € Jla ce KOHCTpyHpaT HauYuHHTE 3
ThpCEHE, KOUTO YJIECHSBAT M3CIEIBAHETO HA CHHTAKTHYHO HHUBO. Tasn
METOOJIOTMYHA CTBIKA € OT PEeIIaBallo 3HaYeHHE 33 W30JIMPAHETO Ha
NpUMEpH Cpel IeNeBUTe eM(paTHYHU KOHCTPYKIIMM B PaMKHTE Ha
KopIyca, 3a Ja C€ KOMIIWJIHUPAT ChOTBETHUTE ChHIVIACYyBaHUS.
CHHTaKTUYHUAT QOKYC JAaBa Bb3MOXKHOCT 32 pa3HOOOpa3HO U3CIIeIBaHE
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Ha CTPYKTYpHUTE OCOOEHOCTH M CHeUU(PUKH HA Te3W KOHCTPYKIIUHU,
OCUTYpsIBallKM OCHOBA KaKTO 3a KOJIMYECTBEHH, TaKa U 3a KA4ECTBEHU
aHanu3u. C Mperu3Ho U KpeaTUBHO NMPOEKTUPAHU 3asBKH 33 ThpCEHE,
creaBamara (haza BKIIOYBA M3BBPIIBAHE HAa THPCEHUS B PaMKHUTE Ha
kopryca Ha COCA. To3u npoliec BKJIFOYBa HABUTHPAHE TIPe3 OOMTHPHUS
€3UKOB IeH3aXK, 3a J]a ce U3BJIEKAT CIy4and Ha eM(aTHUYHU KOHCTPYKIUH
Bb3 OCHOBA HAa CUHTAKTUYHUTE KPUTEPUH, YCTAHOBEHHU MO-paHo. Pa3aTa
Ha TBPCEHE C€ M3IBJIHABA CUCTEMATHUYHO, KAaTO BHHUMATEIHO Ce€
pasriiexaar MOTeHIMATHUTE MPEIU3BUKATENICTBA U BBH3MOKHOCTH 3a
IpeUU3UpaHe Ha MapaMEeTpUTe 3a TbPCEHE MOpaad OrpaHUYECHUTE
CUHTAKTHUYHU MapaMeTpu 3a ThPCEHE, C KOUTO KOPIyChT pasmoJara.
OcBeH ToBa Mpe3 NOCIAENAHUTE TOAMHU c€ HaOJ0JaBa HapacTBalll
MHTEPEC KbM OPUEHTUPAHU KbM CHOUTHS MPUIIOKEHHS B OOIIHOCTTa Ha
NLP (Natural Language Processing), kouTo oOxBamiatr 3ajavd Karo
OTKpUBaHE Ha CHOUTHS, M3BIMYAaHE U MPOoQUIUpaHE, aKTUBUPAHU OT
Hamnpebka B TEXHOJIOTMUTE U HAIMYUETO Ha pa3InYHU HA0OPU OT JaHHU
(OcenoBa u 1ip., 2019: 3491-3492).

Jlpyra 3ajia4a Ha U3CJIEIBAHETO € J]a CE U3I10JI3Ba CUCTEMaTUUEH
[OJIXO0/]T 3a MpecsBaHe Ha n3Biaedenute concordance lines. Tosa Bkito4YBa
BHUMATeEJIEH Mperiie]], 3a 1a ce rapaHTUpa, ye u30paHuTe NpuMepu ca B
CbOTBETCTBUE C U3CIENOBATENICKUA (OKYC BBPXY BBIPOCHUTE
koHCTpykuuu. [IpouechT Ha mpecsiBaHE € HepasJenHa YacT OT
MOAIBPKAHETO HA IEJOCTTa HAa Habopa OT JaHHHU W rapaHTUPaAHETo, ye
UACHTU(UIMPAHUTE KOHCTPYKIIMH OTTOBAPAT HAa KPUTEPUUTE, TIOCOYCHU
3a aHanu3a. M3nmon3Baiiku cCTeMaTH4eH MOAX0/I, U3CJIEeIBAHETO UMa 3a
1en Ja MoAIbp’Ka CTPOr CTaHAApT, KaTO MO TO3W HAYMH IOBUIIABA
HAJEKTHOCTTA, MPaBAONOJOOHOCTTa M TOYHOCTTa Ha OTKPHUTHSATA,
CBBbp3aHM CbC CHHTAaKTUYHUTE cCpelacTBa. V3mom3BaHero  Ha
npexncraBuTenHd npumepun ot koprmyca Ha COCA  cimyxu karo
OCHOBOTIIOJIaraiia METOJIOJIOTHS 3a ONpeNesiHE Ha JIMHIBUCTHUYHUTE
TeHaeHMH. Ype3 moxbop Ha NpPUMEpPH, KOHUTO  KarcyJupar
npeo0iiaaBaliuTe TEHACHIINY B PAMKUTE Ha KOpITyca, TOBA U3CIIeABaHe
Ce CTPEMH Jla OCUTYpPHU IUIOCTHO pa3z0OHpaHe Ha MO-IIMPOKHUS €3UKOB
neizax. TpsaOBa nma ce oTOenexu, ye BCEKU MPEACTABEH MpPUMEP €
BHHUMATETHO M30paH KaTo Hai-HOBOTO MPOSIBICHUE Ha ChOTBETHATA MY
KOHCTPYKLIKS B Koprmyca. To3u cTpaTernyecku MojAxojl TapaHTHupa, 4e
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aHaIM3bT  OOXBalla  Hal-HOBUTE  JIMHITBUCTHYHM  pa3paboTKH,
JOTIPUHACSIKY 32 HAyYHUS JUCKYpC OTHOCHO M3IMOJI3BAHETO HA €3MKa.
Upes matenHo u3cieBaHe Ha TE3U NMPUMEPH, Ta3U JUCEpTalMs UMa 3a
Len JAa u3cnenBa npeoOiasaBaliuTe JMHTBUCTUYHHU TEHJIEHUUU U Ja
JOIIPUHECE C LIEHHU IPO3pEeHus B 00acTTa.

JIBy(a30BUSAT aHAIM3 3all0YBa C KOJMYECTBEHO H3CJIEIBAHE.
M3nom3Baiiku Habopa oT gaHHHW, u3BjiedeH oT kopmyca Ha COCA,
[IPOYYBAHETO AHAJIU3Mpa KOJMYECTBEHO IPUMEPU 3a TOBA KbJE CE
nosiBsiBaT (POKyCHpaLIUTe KOHCTPYKUMH. TyK aKkUeHTBT € BbpPXY
pa3bupaHero Ha 4dYecToTaTa M MOJEIUTE Ha pPa3NpPOCTpaHEHHE,
NpPEJOCTaBsIMKM II€HHAa MpeJcTaBa 3a  pa3lNpOCTPaHEHHUETO Ha
eM(paTUYHUTE KOHCTPYKLUU B PAaMKUTE Ha JIAHHUTE OT Kopmyca. To3u
aHAJMTUYEH MOAX0J HE CaMO XBBPJIs CBETJIMHA BbPXY YMCTaTa YECTOTa
Ha Te3W KOHCTPYKIMM, HO CBILO Taka ouepTaBa TEXHUTE MOJEIU Ha
pasnpocTpaHeHUWe B pPaMKUTE Ha Kopryca. TakuBa KOJMYECTBEHU
HaAOJIOACHNUS UTPAST OCHOBOIIOJIAralla pojisi B yCTaHOBSIBAHETO HA I0OPO
pa3bupaHe Ha H3BECTHOCTTAa M KOHTEKCTYaJHOTO 3HAYCHHE Ha
eM(paTHIHUTE KOHCTPYKIMH B aHTIMICKUS €3UK.

Crnen ToBa aucepranysaTa ce BIyCKa B KauyeCTBEH aHAIU3,
U3NOJ3BAKM M HaArpaxkmaiku pamkatra ©Ha Lambrecht 3a
nHpOpMallMOHHO mMakeTupaHe. Ta3u ¢a3a ce aKIeHTUpa pa3IUuHHUTE
acreKTH Ha WACHTU(ULUpPAHUTE KOHCTPYKIUH, U3CIEABAKU HE camo
TEeXHUTE TPaMaTUYeCKH, CUHTAKTUYHH U CEMAHTUYHU HU3MEPEHHUs, HO
ChII0O Taka pa3lupsiBaiiku aHajau3a [0 HAKOM HEJIMHTBUCTUYHU
eJIeMeHTU. Bb3npruemaiiki XoIUCTHYEeH MOJXO0/, KaYeCTBEHUAT aHAIIN3
uMa 3a Led Ja paskpue MHOTOCTpaHHaTa IpHpoja Ha eMpaTHUYHUTE
KOHCTPYKLIMM, KaTO B3€Ma MpeABHJ KaKTO TsIXHaTa CTPYKTypHa
XapaKTepUCTHKA, TaKa U CIIEU(PUKN U KOTHUTHBHH aCIIeKTH, BIPaJICHU
B pPeaHUsl TOBOPEH KOHTEKCT. KauecTBeHUAT aHamu3 1m1e Obae o0XBaHaAT
B TpU eTama — OOWl TMperjea Ha pasriexjgaHara emdaruyHa
KOHCTpYKIMA, 00o0OIIeHne Ha HEWHUTE Hal-Ba)KHU CHHTAKTUYHU
XapaKTepUCTHKU M 0OCHXJAaHe Ha 0COOEHOCTHTE Ha CBOWCTBaTa il 3a
MH(POPMAIMOHHO MaKkeTupaHe. TO3M MHOTOCTPaHEH MOJXOJ] Ce CTPEMHU
7la pa3KpHUe JIMHTBUCTUYHNTE THHKOCTH B yCTHaTa KOMYHHKAIIUS, KaTo ce
OIUTBA JIa OYepTae AMHAMUYHUS U KOHTEKCTyallHO HAaTOBAapEH XapakTep
Ha M3I0JI3BAHETO Ha €3MKa B €KEJHEBHATAa KOMyHHUKALUS.
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Cmpykmypa na oucepmayuoHHus mpyo

JlMcepTallMOHHUAT TPYJ BKJIIOYBA PE3IOME, BBHBEACHUE, IIECT
OCHOBHH TJIaBH, 3aKJIIOUYEHHE, KOETO ChAbpiKa MPUHOCH U HU3BOJIU 3a
Obaemm um3cnensanus. OOmmsT oOeM Ha muruioMHaTa pabora e 187
CTpaHUIM U ChABPKa JOBe (UTYpH, IBE TaOIMULIM, JBE AUArpamMu H
enMHajzeceT  mnpwiokeHus.  buOmmorpaduara  BkmrouBa 117
oubnuorpadcku 3amuca cBbp3aHu ¢ THHOPMAIIMOHHOTO MaKeTHPaHE.

[IepBaTta rnaBa € mperjien Ha JUTEparypara, KOWTO ChAbpPKA
XpOHOJIOTUYEH  TMperjeJ Ha MOpou3XoJa U Pa3BUTHETO  Ha
MH(POPMALMOHHOTO NaKETHPaHe, KAKTO U MperJie] Ha TEPMUHOJIOTHTA,
W3MOJ3BaHa OT Pa3MYHHUTE IIKOIU 32 WHGOPMAIIMOHHO IMMaKETHpaHE
1pe3 rOJMHHUTE.

Bropara riiaBa e mocserena Ha tpute tuma clefts — IT-clefts, WH-
clefts u reversed WH-clefts. I'maBata 3amo4Ba ¢ mperyien Ha oOIIUTe
CBOMCTBA Ha KOHCTPYKIIMH, CJ€J TOBa OOCHKIAa HSKOM OT TEXHHUTE
CHHTAaKTUYHU OCOOCHOCTH B JOI'BIIHEHNE KbM KOJIMYECTBEHUS aHAIIU3 OT
kopnyca Ha COCA wu BcekM pasliel Ha Ta3u TIJlaBa 3aBbpLIBA C
00CBHXK1aHe Ha MH(POPMAITMOHHOTO IMAKETHPaHE OTHOCHO CBOMCTBATa Ha
T€31 KOHCTPYKIIUH.

Tperata rnaBa mpezcraBs existential “there” wm presentational
koHcTpyKImu. Existential “there” ce pa3aesnsiT JOMbIHUTETHO Ha bare u
extended existentials. OOcwxkmar ce oOmuTe CBOiicTBA €
pasrpaHMYeHHETO Ha JIOKaTUBHO U existential “there”, kakTo mu
CHHTAaKTUYHUTE CBOWCTBA 3a€HO C KOJIMYECTBEHUS aHAIIN3 Ha KOPITyca
COCA, a crneny TOBa BCEKM pasfel MpeacTaBsd aHAIA3 Ha
WH(POPMAIMOHHOTO TTAKETHPAaHE Ha KOHCTPYKIIHHTE.

YerBppTaTa T[NIaBa mOpemiara aHanu3 Ha - extraposition
KOHCTPYKIIMUTE C OOL[ Tperjen Ha KOHCTPYKIUSATA, CIEJ TOBa
CUHTAaKTUYHUTE OCOOEHOCTH 3aeHO C KOJMYECTBEHHUS aHallu3 Ha
kopnmyca Ha COCA wu 3aBbpHIBAa C KayeCTBEHUsS aHalW3 Ha
MH(OPMALIMOHHOTO MaKEeTUPaHe.

[lerara rmaBa € mpeaHa3HAa4YeHa Ja JOKJIAlIBa 3a CTpajaTelicH
3amor. IIppBO TrnaBara mpeanara oOII Mperied Ha ACSITeTHUS U
CTpa/IaTeITHUs 3aJI0T, CJe]l TOBa OOCHKIa CHHTAaKTUYHUTE OCOOCHOCTH
3aeIHO C KojuyecTBeHus aHanu3 or kopnyca COCA u 3aBbpuiBa C
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KOJIMYECTBEHUS aHAJIM3 HAa KPAaTKUTE H JBJITUTE CTPajaTelIHU
KOHCTPYKIIUH.

[llecrata riaBa € IIOCBETEHa Ha KOHCTPyKHusATa nhegative
INVersion ¢ HsAKOM OO0IIM 3a0e/Ie)KKH OTHOCHO BHJIOBETEC MHBEPCHHU B
AHTJIMHACKHS €3MK M CJIeJ TOBa C€ 3aaba00YaBa B CHHTAKTHYHHTE
cBoiicTBa Ha negative inversion. OOcwkXIaT ce JBE OTPHLATCIHU
KOHCTpYKIIUHU — 3anoyBamnuTe ¢ “little“n “under no circumstances.”

[Tocnemnata r1yaBa € JUCKYCHATa, KBICTO OOSICHSIBAM
KOHCTAaTallMMTE  OTHOCHO AHAIM3UPAHOTO  HMH(OPMALMOHHOTO
MaKkeTHpaHe B PAMKHTE Ha ChILECTBYBAIIIO H3cieaBane. [lOCBETHX ChIIO
4acT OT 3aKIIOYCHHETO, B KOCTO Jia M3BeJa IPHHOCA Ha Te3aTa M
MPEMOPHKUTE 3a MO-HATATHIITHO U3CIICIBAHE.

I'nmaBa l
IIpersaen Ha auteparypara

3a muoHep B Ta3u 00JIACT ce CMATA CHHOJIOTBT M OOLI JIMHTBUCT
Georg von der Gabelentz (1840-1893). [IpocnensBaiiku ucropusira Ha
TepMHHA HHPOPMAIIMOHHO TTaKeTHpaHe obaye, ce 0Ka3Ba, ue € MMaio
apyru yuenu kato Hendrik Laurenszoon Spieghel (1549-1612), kouto
ca JaJii HAyaJlloTO Ha WAEsATa, 4ye HEe BHHATU € Taka, NMPEeIMEThT Ha
rpaMaTHKaTa ChBIaja ¢ JedcTBUTENHUS peameT, kakto Elffers (2019)
CIIOMEHAaBA B IJ1aBaTa Ha CBOATA KHUTA. [10-KbCHO Te3M UJieH 3a CIIOBOPE]
ce MpeHacsT u Jopa3BuBar B TpyaoBere Ha F. Becker (1775-1851) u S.
Herling (1780-1849), u neamara BasxuossiBar H. Weil (1818-1909),
KoiiTo mpeaxoxaa von der Gabelenz B pa3sutueTo Ha cBOMTE UIEH 3a
cTpykTypupane Ha uH(popmanumsata. M Bce mak von der Gabelentz
BEPOSITHO € MbPBUSAT, KOWTO pa3lo3HaBa CHHTAKTU4HUS SUbject cperry
daktuueckust  subject. Toil chIIO Taka HM3MON3BA  TEPMHHA
ncuxoyioruuecku Subject, 3a ma ce mo3oBaBa Ha TOBa, KOETO ,,& OWIIO
qyTO,* M MICUXOJIOTUYECKU MTPEUKAT 3a TOBA, KOETO C€ ,,04aKBa jJa 0bJe
gyTo*“ (2019: 27-28). ToBa 1BOIHO pa3rpaHHUEHuUE U3TIIeKIa pabOTH, HO
HE € HEJIBYCMHUCIIEHO, Thil KaTo, HalpuMmep, HM3IJeXkaa, 4e CBbp3Ba
npeaMeTa TICHXOJIOTHS ¢ TIpeIMeTa rpaMaTHKa, KOETO He BUHATH € Taka.

PaGorara na Paul (1891 r. u cien ToBa) oboraTsiBa paboraTta Ha
von der Gabelentz (1881 r. u ciex ToBa), KaTO HaATpaXaa KOHTpacTa
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MEXKIy TCHXOJIOTHUECKH SUDJject M mcuxonoruyeckd mNpeauKaT upes
pasrpaHMyaBaHe Ha JUXOTOMHSTA OT FPAMATHUYECKUTE U CHHTAKTHYHHUTE
acnektn. Umerno Amman (1928 r.) mo-xkbcHO mpomeHs (okyca Ha
TICUXOJIOTUSATa KbM TO-JIMHTBUCTUYEH U BbBEX/IA JBE MMOHATUS — TeMa U
pema. ITo ToBa Bpeme uemkust auarsuct Mathesius (1929) usmonssa
CBUINTE TEPMUHHU, 3a Ja JepUHHMpa SBICHUSNTA HA CJIOBOpEAa B
CIIABSTHCKUTE €3UITH U MO-CIEIIMATHO B YSIIKHUS e3UK. TepMHUHUTE TeMa U
pema, BbBeneHH OT [Ipakkara IIKOIa MO JMHTBUCTHKA, Ca CBBP3aHU C
pasTpaHHMUYCHUETO MEX/Iy BaKHA CpPEIly MO-MAJIKO Ba)KHAa MH(MOpMAITHS;
C JOpyrd JAyMH, T€ CBBpP3BAaT CTAapH 3HAYCHUS C HOBM 3HAYCHUS B
KOHTEKCTa Ha (DYHKIIMOHAIHUS IMOAXOJ] KbM C€3UKOBHUTE H3CIJICIBAHMUS.
Hemro noseue, [Ipaxkara mkona BbBex1a Tepmrnaa Functional Sentence
Perspective (FSP). Crnopen uemkute junrsucta Mathesius (1975) u
Firbas (1992) mpenparkara Tema-pema Ie NMOMOTHE Ja C€ CBBPKE
U3JI0KEHOTO C BEYe H3JIOKEHOTO. ABTOpHTE OOSCHSBAT Ta3H JBOWHA
IMXOTOMHMSI/TIONX0J], KaTO KOHIENTYyaJIN3UpaT CIIOMEHATUTE TEPMUHU
kato (Mathesius 1975 u ciien ToBa; Firbas 1992 u cnen ToBa):

* €JIEMEHTHT Ha M3PEUYCHUETO, KbM KOHTO Ce Ka3Ba HEIIo, € TeMa
(WM ocHOBA) U

* CJIEMEHTHT Ha M3PEUYCHUETO, OPUEHTHPAH KbM TEMara, € pemMa
(wu s71po).

ToBa TpsiOBa 7a ce OTOENEKU KAaTO MBPBOCTETIICHEH MPUHOC Ha
[TpaxkaTa mkoja 3a UHPOPMALMOHHO MakeTHpaHe, Thil kaTo FSP ce
CUMTa 32 KJIFOYOB KaKTO 3a €3WKa, Taka W 3a Mpoleca Ha KOMYHHUKAIHS.
Firbas (1992: 14-16) Bwxaa Ta3u Teopusi pa3pabOTeHa BBPXY TPOCH
CHHTAaKTUYEH TIOAXOJl — CEeMaHTHYHO HUBO, HMBO Ha TpaMaTuka H
KOHTEKcTyanHa opraHuzanusd. Cropea HEro AyMHTE ChIIECTBYBaT B
W3pEUCHHSITA, a U3PEUYCHUSNTa B PAMKHUTE Ha KOHTEKCTa. [10 To3M HaunH
€/IHO M3Ka3BaHE BUHArW 1€ JieicTBa B paMKHUTE Ha JAJ€H KOHTEKCT U
TOBa TOHATHE TOM CYMTA 3a ILEHTpPaJIHO 3a u3ywyaBaHeTo Ha FSP.
OmnpeneneH acmeKkT/yacT OT M3PEUYEHHETO MOXKe Ja ObJe OpUEeHTHpaH
KbM JpyT, 3a Ja C€ YJIECHH DPa3BUTHETO Ha KOMYHHUKausATa. Ta3u
Npe3eHTaTHBHA opueHTanus Firbas Hapuua mepcnekThBHA, a aKThT Ha
OpPHECHTHpaHE Ha CIIOMEHaTHs (EHOMEH TOH Hapuda MEepCreKTHBA.
PasmnpeneneHneTo Ha CMUCIIEHUTE €IeMEHTH Ha U3PEUEHUETO B PAMKUTE
Ha JaJleH KOHTEKCT CE paslo3HaBa KaTO KOMYHHKATHBEH ITWHAMH3EBM.
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Bceku e3ukoB enemeHT (0T MopdeMara 10 MpOoCTO U3PEUCHHUE) MOXKE Ja
HOCH M3BECTHA CTETIEH Ha KOMYHUKAaTHBHA JJUHAMUKA U J1a OBb/Ie 4acT OT
KOMYHHKAI[MOHHOTO pa3BUTHE, IMpPU YCIOBHE Y€ HMa 3HAuCHUE.
EnemeHThT, KOWTO HOCH HaW-BHCOKAa CTEIIEH Ha KOMYHUKATHBHA
IMHAMHKA, II€ C€ CUMTa 33 Hal-TUHAMHYHUAT €JIeMEHT B PaMKUTE Ha
U3PEUYECHUETO (I1aK TaM).

EcrectBeno Firbas (mak tam) mocraBst 0] BBIIPOC CIEMEHTHUTE,
KOUTO HE 3aBbPIIBAT KOMYHUKALUATA IO CBOSI HAYMH M MHTEH3UBHOCT.
Toli pasrpannuaBa Ba THUIA TaKHBa €JIEMEHTH — TaKUBa, KOUTO HOCST
uHpopManusi, KOATO € BB3CTAHOBUMA, M TaKUBa, KOHTO HOCAT
uH(popMalusg, KOSATO € HeBb3CTaHOBMMA. J[pyr MHTepeceH ciydail e
ornpezaeneHocTra, obsicHeHa upe3 FSP kato undopmanus, koaro e
W3BECTHA WM HeU3BecTHA. B ciyyas Ha najeHa unopmanus eleMeHThT
Ha M3PEYCHHUETO MOXKE jJa ObJe KaTeropusupaH wid karto retrievable
(3aBHCHM OT KOHTEKCTa) HIM KaTo non-retrievable (mezaBucum oT
KoHTeKcTa). [locieqHoTO O3Ha4yaBa, 4Ye €JIEMEHTHT Ha H3PEUYCHUETO
MoO3Ke J1a Ob/e pa3OpaH B KOHKpETHHS KOHTEKCT. [IbpBOTO mpeamnonara,
4e eJIeMEHTHT Ha U3PEUCHHETO HE MOXKE Ja Ob/ie peMa, T.e. He MOXe Ja
u3passBa MHPOpPMAIUS, CIPSIMO KOSTO HM3PEUCHHETO MOXKe na Oble
MEPCIIEKTUBUPAHO (I1aK TaM).

OctaBa BBIIPOCHT KOM €IeMEHT Ha U3PEUCHUETO J1a CE CUUTa 3a
W3BECTCH W/WIM HewsBecTeH. llpakkaTa IKOJa MO JIMHTBHCTHKA
pasriiek/ia BhIIPOCa 3a TeKECTTa Ha EIIEMEHTUTE Ha n3peueHueTo. Firbas
(1992: 6-11) BpBek/Ia KOHIICNIIHUATA 32 KOMYHHKATHBHA JUHAMUKA KaTO
Bapualus Ha HaOJsraHe Ha MH(opManoHHUTe equHULU. Criopen Hero
BCEKHU €JIEMEHT Ha HU3peueHuero (Iopu u mMopdemara) Moxe na Obe
HOCHUTEJI HAa KOMYHUKaTHUBEH JUHAMU3BM, CTUTa J1a HOCH HH(pOopMaIus U
CMHCBHJI Ha W3Ka3BaHETO. B 3aBHCHMOCT OT WHTEH3WBHOCTTa Ha
uHpopManuATa, KOSITO €IeMEHThT HOCH, TOM ce cuMTa 3a JUHAMHYECH
ememMeHT. [lo TO3W HaYMH TmepcreKTHBaTa Ha (QYHKIMOHAIHOTO
u3peueHue ce epuHrpa KaTo pasnpeieieHue Ha JMHAMUYHU eJIEMEHTH
B u3peueHnero. OT Mos TJelHa TOYKa TOBA pa3lpeseieHne TpsOBa 1a
BKJIIOYBA M OPraHM3MPAHO pPA3Npe/eieHrne Ha JUHAMHYHHU eJIEMEHTH,
ThI KaTo BCHYKM W3PEUYCHHS CIIEeBAT IpaBHJaTa 3a TpaMaTHKa WU
crpykrypa. CTOWHOCTTa Ha CTENEHTa Ha JAMHAMHYHOCT € HauCTHUHA
TpyAHA 32 UAeHTH(GHUIMPaHe, Thid KaTO €IMH U CHIIl €JIEMEHT, TIOCTaBEeH
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Ha pa3juyHa MO3UILIMS B U3pPEUEHHUE, MOKE Jla IOHECE pa3linyHa CTEeIeH
Ha guHamudHocT. Cruepoparenno Firbas (1992: 7) BbBexda
KOHIEMIUATa 32 OTHOCUTENIHA CTOMHOCT, 3a Jla C€ I030BaBa Ha TE3H
HEeNpe/CKa3yeMH sBIICHUSI U JeUHUPA CTCIIEHUTE HAa KOMYHHUKATHBHA
nuHamuka B pamkute Ha FSP. Toit (mak Tam) mnpeamosara, d4e
KOMYHHKATUBHUSAT TUHAMHU3BM € HEIll0, KOETO UBa ECTECTBEHO 3a HAC U
B 3aBHCHMOCT OT CUTyallUATa HUE OUXME KOHCTPYHPAIHU U MOAPEAUIN
€JIEMEHTH T10 Pa3NMYHHA HAYWHU, TaKa Y€ J]a M30CTPUM YCEIIaHeTO 3a
3HaueHue. EneMenTuTe Morart J1a ce OTHAcsT He caMo 110 (hakTh4yecKa, HO
U 10 mpo3oandHa nHpopmanus, Harnp. HHPOpPMAIKs, OTHACSIIA Ce 10
eMolMd W 4YyBcTBa. Ha Te3u enmemMeHTH Moke na Objae mpumucaHa
OTHOCHUTEIIHA CTOMHOCT, KOETO O3Ha4yaBa, 4€ €JIEMEHTUTE HE MoraT Ja
ObJaT W3MEPEHHU MO OTHOILIEHHWE Ha HHQOpMAIUATa, KOATO HOCHT.
[To3urusaTa cpel OCTaHAIMTE SIIEMEHTH IIe MMOMOTHE Ja Ce ONpPeIeiH
OTHOCHUTENIHATa IMHAMUKA, KOSTO JaJIeH €JIeMEHT HOCH KbM Pa3BUTHETO
Ha KOMYHHUKAIUATA, T.C. €3UKOBHUAT €JICMEHT MOXE Jla Ce JOOIFKA HITH
JOpU J1a TOCTUTHE LeATa Ha MNpeNaZeHOTO choOleHue. TepMHUHBT
,pasButue’, TBpau Firbas, ne Bunaru ce otnacs jo nuneiinoctra (1992:
12-13). Ako eneMeHTHUTE Ha MU3PEYCHUETO MOraT Ja ObJAT MOJPEACHH
JIMHEWHO OT HaW-MajaKo KbM Hail-IUHAMHUYHO, TOBA IIE OBIE HMIcaIEH
CIIy4aii, HO B peaHUs €3MK TOBAa HE BUHATH ce cyuBa. Besko uzpeueHue
MOXKE Jla C€ pa3riexkiaa OT IJIeJHAa TOYKa Ha HOCHTEIUTE Ha
KOMYHHKaTHUBHATa JUHAMUYHOCT — OT T€3H, KOMUTO HOCST Hail-HHUCKA /10
TEe3U, KOUTO HOCAT Hal-BUCOKa AuHaMu4HOCT. OTTYyK Firbas pasmo3nasa
7IBa THMA TOA0Opea0H — TMHEHHN U HHTEpIpeTaTuBHE (mMak Tam). Adam
(2013: 45-46) unTepHpETHPA JINHEHHOTO MOJAPEKIAHE KATO MEXaHU3MA,
KOWTO IIIe MOAPEAN eIEMEHTUTE Ha U3PEUECHUETO OT EJIEMEHTHUTE C Hali-
HUCKa JI0 Te€3W C HaW-BUCOKa WH(GOpMAIMOHHa CcToiHOCT. Jlokaro
WHTEPIPETATUBHOTO TMOAPEKAaHEe € IIOCTEIIEHHOTO HapacTBaHe Ha
KOMYHHKATUBHUS JTUHAMH3BM W MOXKE Ja CHBIAJHE C JUHEHHOTO
nojpexaane (KOeTo ChbOTBETCTBA HA CIOBOpEAa OT rpaMaThyHa IiieaHa
TOYKa), BBIIPEKH Ue TOBA HE BUHATH € TaKa.

Mathesius (1975 u cnen Toa) u Firbas (1992 u cnen ToBa) cbiio
YTOYHSBAT, Y€ aKO €JICMCHTHTE Ha U3PEUCHUETO ca IMOAPEACHH IO TeMa-
pema, ToBa € 0OEKTHBEH pel, a ako peabT € O0BpHAT, Te IO HapuyaT
cybexTuBeH pen. [Ipu Tsx cyOeKTUBHUAT pen € Oensi3aH ¢ eMOTHBHOCT,
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HO CIIOpe] MEH HE BHUHArW € Taka. Ta3um MapKUpaHOCT HE YCIIsiBa Ja
npu3Hae Jpyrn (aKTOpd KAaTro CEHTCHLUMOHAIHATa IPO30AMSL.
CrnenoBaTenHO UXOTOMHATa MOXKE Ja ObJe MpeAcTaBeHa M 4pes3
BHCOYMHATA HA MHTOHAIMATA B Hali- M MO-MaJIKO WH(POpPMATHBHATA YacT
Ha u3peueHueTo (pasrpanndeHue Goxkyc-GoH).

[IpaBeliku  u3cneABaHMA  BBPXY  T'OBOPHUMHUS/PA3TOBOPEH
anrmiicku, Halliday (1967) npwsB roBopu 3a (oOHOIOrHYHATA
peanu3aiys Ha WHOPMALMOHHUTE CTPYKTYPH Ype3 M3MOJI3BAHETO Ha
TepMHHA ,,TOHAJHOCT.“ 3a HEro €JHO H3peueHue Moxe Ja Oble
paszgeneHo oT M Ha (pa3H, BCSIKAa OT KOMTO MOXKeE Ja IOKa3Ba CBOS
coOCTBEHa BBTpEIIHA CTPYKTypa U Ja OblIe MapKupaHa 4pe3
WHTOHAIIMOHHO  pasmpeneneHue. Toil  mpu3HaBa  ¢akra, ue
MH(OPMALIMOHHHUTE CTPYKTYPHU CHIIO Ca 3aBUCUMHU OT (POHOJIOTHSITA HE
caMo OT CHHTAKTHYHO-CEMaHTH4YHA Bpb3Ka (mak tam). [To To3n HaumH
TePMHUHBT HH(OPMALIMOHHA CTPYKTYpa € POJICH U BbBeeH mnpe3 1967 1.
ot M. Halliday B Heropara cratus “Notes on Transitivity and Theme in
English: Part 2.” B Ta3u nHayuna pabota Toil uaeHTudUIIrpa TPU BaKHU
KOHIICTIIMY, CBBP3aHM C TEepMUHA HH(POPMAIIMOHHA CTPYKTypa:

[Ipexonnoctra e ,»€3UKOBO Ipe/ICTaBsHE Ha
eKCTPAIIMHTBICTUYHO TPEKUBSIBAHE , KOETO MOXXE JOPH Jla BKIIOYBA
€MOIIMH, MUCIH U BB3NpuATUsA. [0 OTHOLIEHHE Ha U3PEUYEHUETO KaTo
nomeiin, Halliday pombeiaHuTenHo aeduHMpa NPEXOAHOCTTa KaTo
,TpamatukaTa Ha onuta“(1967: 199).

. Haknonuero e TtoBa, xoero Halliday npennara karo
OCHOBHA pOJIs Ha TOBOPEIINS — TOM MOXKE WM Ja 3asBsiBa, a OTpUYa, 1a
ce KOH(POHTHpA, J1a 3a7aBa BHIIPOCH, Ja TIOTBBPKIABA MM Ja MPAaBH
HEILO IPYTo, CBbP3aHO ¢ MOTEHIMATHOTO €3UKOBO B3auMoJeiictue. 1o
OTHOIIIEHWE Ha u3pedeHuero kato nomeinH, Halliday nombaauTenHo
oTpesieNisi HACTPOSHUETO KaTo ,,rpaMaThkara Ha (QyHKIUATA Ha pedra’
(max Tam).

. Temara e ocHOBHaTa Tpuka Ha HHPOpPMAIIMOHHATA
CTPYKTypa M C€ OCHOBaBa Ha TIOHSTHETO, pa3pabOTEHO OT YEIIKHUS
muHTBHCT Danes (1964: 225-240) karto ,,opranu3aius Ha U3Ka3BaHETo.
Temara ce mo3oBaBa Ha U3PEUEHUS ,,KATO KOMIIOHEHTH Ha ChOOIICHUE",
KaTo TOBa, KOETO € Ka3aHO BBB Bpb3Ka C TOBAa, KOeTo ce ka3pa. Ilo
OTHOIIIEHWE Ha NPOCTOTO u3pedyeHue kato obmact, Halliday
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JOI'BJIHUTENHO JAe(pUHUpa TeMaTa KaTo ,pamMaThkara Ha AMCKypca
(1967: 199).

ITo-kbCHO TepMUHBT Ha Temara ¢ pa3padoren ot Erteschik-Shir,
3a J]a BKJIIOYM HJEsTa 32 HAaCOYBAaHE HA BHUMAHUETO HA CIyIIAIIUS OT
rosopemus (2007: 38). HeszaBucumo ot ToBa uaesra Halliday 3a
OpraHu3alysITa Ha TEKCTa € Ta3W, KOSATO ce OCHOBaBa Ha (opmaTa Ha
»AH(pOpMaMoHHN equHULU. Pa3snpeneneHueTo Ha Te3U €JUHHULU €
TOBAa, KOETO CIIOMAara 3a OpraHu3MpaHeTo Ha JUCKYPCa U B TO3U CMUCHII
aBTOPBT TBBP/IH, Y€ T€ Ca 3aJbJDKUTEIIHA YacT OT TeKcTa. Brrpeku ToBa,
n300pbT 1a ObJAaT MOCTABEHHU B HAYAJIOTO MJIM B Kpas Ha U3PEUYCHUETO,
T.€. BBTPELIHATA OpraHU3alis Ha HU3PEUEHHUETO, M03BOJIABA MSCTO 32
anrepHatuBHa ynotpeba (1967: 200). ['oBoputensaT TpsiOBa na uma
cBoOojara Ja opraHu3upa UH(GOPMAIMOHHUTE €AMHUIM, KAKTO JKelae,
3a J1a TIOCTHTHE KOMYHHMKAaI[MOHHATa CH Iiel. BCHYKO 3aBUCH OT TOBa
KaKBO M Kak Jia rpejajie choOI1eHnero Ha ciaymarens. [Ipeanosxxenuero
Ha Halliday e, 4e oparopure B wuIeanHus ciay4ail H3MOJ3BAT
HEMapKUpaHaTa M0CJIe0BaTeTHOCT OT MH(POPMALMOHHU €IMHUIIHU, T.€.
3alloYBaliki OT CTapara W 3aBbpIIBAiKM C HOBAa WH(pOpPMAaIHSL.
I'oBoputenute o6aue 0OTHOBO UMAT cBOOOAaTa Jja n30upar ,,BbTpelIHara
opraHuzanus’ 3a moApexaaHe Ha HMHPOPMAINOHHUTE CIUMHUIIN.
CrnenoarenHo, MH(GOpMaIMOHHATa CTPYKTypa TpsiOBa /1a ce pasriexia
OT /IBa Pa3JINYHU aCTIEKTa:

* uMHGOPMALIMOHHUTE TpaHUIM HAa W3Ka3BaHETO (TeMaTU4YHa
CTPYKTypa) U

* BBTPEUIHOTO pa3npesaeseHne Ha MHPOPMAIMOHHUTE E€IMHULIU
(mamenoct) (mak Tam).

ACHeKThT Ha TeMaTHYHAaTa CTPYKTypa ce OTHAcCs JI0 JMHEeHHaTa
opraHu3zanys Ha HHPOPMALMOHHUTE €AMHUIN U € CBhP3aH C UAeATa 3a
3ao0ukasnsHe. Ta3u Teopus nmpuianya Ha pena Ha FSP no otHomenue Ha
pasnpeneneHneTo Ha MHPOPMAIMOHHUTE SIWHUIIM Ha TeMa-peMa, T.C.
TeMaTU4YHaTa CTPYKTypa € CBCTOSHHUETO Ha CbHOOLICHHETO Ha
W3pEUeHHSITA U [IeNITa € J]a CE MPHUBJIEYe BHUMAaHUETO KbM Hail-Ba)KHATa
YacT OT Ta3W CTPYKTypa Ha ChOOIIEHUETO. ACHEKTHT Ha JaJIEHOCT ce
oTHacs 10 uHGopMalmoHHUs (OKyc, KOWTO TpsiOBa Jla ChAbpkKa HOBA
uHpopManus, KosSTo Beue He € popMmyirpaHa miu cnomenara (Winkler
2012).
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3a Halliday (1967) undopmanronHara cTpyKTypa C€ CYMTa 3a
IUI0 M3pEeUeHHe, KOETO HE YTOYHSABAa BBTpELIHATa MOTHUBALUS Ha
WH(POPMAIIMOHHUTE EJIEMEHTH 332 TOBAa KAaKBO, KbJE M KaK TpsOBa na
ObJaT MOCTaBeHW B JaJieHOTO u3pedeHue. llo-kbcHO mpe3 1976 r.
TepMUHBT MH(POpPMAIIMOHHA CTPYKTypa € Omn ocnopeH ot W. Chafe B
Herosara cratus ,, “Givenness, Contrastiveness, Definiteness, Subjects,
Topics, and Point of View.” B pa6orara cu Chafe o6¢wxna HaunHa, 1Mo
KONTO UCKYPCHT € OpraHU3MpaH OT IJIeIHa TOUYKA Ha ChIIIECTBUTECITHUTE.
HeroBoro mpexamosniockeHue e, Ye AUCKYpChT TpsiOBa na Oble
OpraHU3UpaH CIOPEJ TOBAa, KOETO TOBOPELIUSAT BSIPBA, Y€ CIYIIATEISAT
3Hae win npeanonara. Chafe npenacsi CeMaHTUYHOTO 3HAUCHKE HA 3aJICH
IUTaH, KaTo 10 TO3W HAYMH aKTyalu3upa uH(OpMaIOHHATa CTPYKTypa
70 MTHPOPMAITMOHHOTO MAaKETUPaHE KAaTo MOHITHE 33 OpraHu3MpaHe Ha
ChABPXKAHUETO Ha u3peueHuero (1976: 28).

C teopusita Ha Chafe nHpOpManMOHHUTE SIUHUIIN, BBBEICHH OT
Halliday (1967), mMorar ma ObIaT pa3wICHEHH W OIPEACICHH OT
MOTHBAIUATA M XapaKTePUCTUKATa Ha ynorpebara. Karo muoHepu B Tazu
obnact Ha u3cneaBane, nocryiarute Ha Halliday u Chafe npeamonarar,
4e KaTo IUI0 MOo-MH(pOpMAaTHBHATA YacT OT M3PEUYCHUETO CIIE/BA IO-
MaJIKO WHPOpPMATHBHATA, Taka Y€ U3KAa3BaHMATA JaBaT 3HAYMMa
CTOMHOCT Ha pa3roBopa. CrefoBaTenHoO, TSIXHATA AUXOTOMHUS MOXE Ja
ObJie pasKpHTa M 4pe3 M3CcieBaHe Ha OpTaHU3aIMATa HA M3PEUYCHUSITA
M0 OTHOIIIEHUE Ha MH(POPMAIIMOHHUTE €AMHUIIN, KOUTO Ca U3BECTHU U
Hero3Hatu Ha cwhOecemnunute. Chafe (1976) u mo-kscHo Lambrecht
(1994) TBBPIAT, ye TpsiOBa /1a B3eMeEM I10]1 BHUMAaHKE KaKBO Ce€ CIIy4yBa B
CH3HAHMETO Ha CITyIIaTelIs, KAKTO ¥ KOJIKO TOW MJIH T € HasiCHO MJIH 3Hae
KaKBO C€ CITyuBa B TeKyIaTa cuTyamus. [1o To3u HauuH Te pa3mupsaBaT
Ta3d JUXOTOMHS, 3a Jla BKIIOYAT TEPMHUHA AaKTHBHpaHe. 3a TsIX
KOTHUTHBHATa aKTUBAallMs € B TMpsKka Bpb3Ka ChC CH3HAHUETO Ha
chOECeHNKa, T.€. 1aau pedepeHTHT ChIIECTBYBA B Ch3HAHUETO UM HIIH
He. OcBeH TOBa Te TPEACTAaBAT TPUCTpPaHHA pa3paboTka Ha
AKTUBHPAHETO B 3aBUCHMOCT OT MPHCHCTBUETO WJIH OTCHCTBUETO HaA
pedepentuTte B ch3HaHuero Ha cbOecemnunute (Chafe, 1987: 22;
Lambrecht, 1994: 93-94).

CbCTOSIHMETO HA aKTUBHpaHE MMa KadyecTBOTO Ha MPEXOHOCT,
T.e. AaKTUBHHAT pedepeHT wu3ue3Ba OOpaTHO B CHCTOSHHETO Ha
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MOJIyaKTUBHOCT C HalpeBAHETO Ha KOMyHUKalusATa. ToBa Hanogo0sBa
70 W3BECTHA CTENEH IUXOTOMHUSTa HOBa M CTapa HHQpOpMauus ¢
100aBsIHETO Ha TpeTa KOHIeNnuus. Ta3nu KOHLENIMs € Ouiia npeylokeHa
no-pano ot Prince (1981) ¢ tepmmna evoked. Tyk TpsOBa na ce
orbenexwu, ue Chafe (1976) nmpeacrasst CbCTOSHUATA HA AKTUBUPAHE KATO
CBOWCTBa Ha MOHsATHATA, JokKaro Lambrecht (1994) ru obcwxaa karo
CBOHCTBA Ha pe(epeHTH WIM TEXHUTE MEHTAJHU penpe3eHTalHH.
Langacker (1999) wusmoms3Ba Mallko TO-pa3iU¥eH MOAXOJ KbM
aKTUBUPAHETO II0 OTHOILEHHE Ha pedepeHTHAa TOUKa, KOSATO JelcTBa
kato (oxyc Ha BHHMMaHHeTo. Langacker (mak Tam) AOIBIHUTEIHO
pasimiupsiBa CBOS aHAIU3 KbM MeTOHMMHUATA (,,(urypa Ha peura,
CBCTOSIIA CE OT U3IOJI3BAHETO HA UMETO Ha €IHO HEMIO 3a TOBa Ha IPYTO,

Ha KOETO TO € aTpHOYT WIIK C KOETO € cBbp3aHo”, Merriam-Webster).
OueBUAHO [1BE XapaKTePUCTUKA HAa YOBEHIKHS yM ca
HEOOXO/MMH 32 aKTHUBHPAHETO HAa KOHKpETEeH pe(epeHT - MUCIH U
koHnenuuu. Cropex Leino (2013), Te3n Mucanm W KOHIENIHHU IIE
IIOMOTHAT Ha yMOBETE€ Ha ChOECETHHMIIUTE J1a aKTUBUPAT KOHLEMIINH,
KOUTO TPOEKTUPAT UACU MEXKAY TiX. Te3M MpOeKIUH ca TPpaJUBHHUTE
€JIEMEHTH, Ype3 KOUTO C€ TMpexXBbpis HHPOpMaLUs MEexay
cbOeceqHUIMTE, 3a Jla C€ YCTAaHOBH fCHA W HEABYCMHCICHA
KOMyHUKanus. Hskon JMHIBUCTHYHM €JEMEHTH, KaTo Hamnpumep
OTIPENICNIUTENIEH W/WIA HEONpeAeTeH UIeH, MOraT Jia ChAbpXKaT
uHbopMalMs 3a Te3W MNPOCKIUM M Ja ONUCBAaT pedepeHTa Aaiu e
u3BecTeH Wik He. OT TJIeHa TOYKa HA TEOPHATA 32 aKTUBUPAHETO Ha
Chafe (1976) u Lambrecht (1994), craTychT Ha HeakTHBEH pedepeHT
MOX€E Ja C€ TBJIKYBa Karo JWIca Ha pedepeHT B HM3Ka3BaHETO Ha
TOBOpeIIrss KbM IpPOEKIUATa B Ch3HAHMETO Ha ciuymamus. JlokaTo
aKTUBHUTE W  TIONyaKTHBHUTE peQepeHTH Ime 3aBHCAT  OT
MPENOI0KEHUETO Ha TOBOPELIHS AT CIIYIIATENAT MOXKE UM HE MOKe
Ja TOJTyYd JOCTBI J0 pedepeHTa B Ch3HAHUETO CH. B moakpemna Ha
KOHIIenuusTa 3a npoekuuara Leino (2013) naBa mpumep c pesysiraTure
ot u3cnenBaneto Ha Happe (1994), cBbp3anu ¢ MpOEKIIMUTE, HAIPABEHH
OT ayTHUCTH M HOPMaJIHU MHIMBHIU. EXCepuMeHTHT mpeamnosara, 4e
XOpara ¢ ayTU3bM UMaT WU Pa3lINdHa, K TPOCTO HUKAKBA MTPOEKITUS
BBPXY CJIEMEHTUTE, Tienanu ot rosopemus (1994: 38-44). Chankova
(2016) pasrnexna KOHCTPYKIIMHM, KOHWTO TOJYEpPTaBAT OIpPEACIICHU
17



EJIEMEHTH, TIOJIXOKJAMKH KbM TeMaTa OT CpaBHUMa TEOPETHYHA TIIeTHA
Touka. Berpeku ToBa, TS M3cienBa pa3IMyH Olepaly Ha N3MECTBaHE.
HeitHuAT 10IX0/1 MHTETpUPAa WHCTPYMEHTH OT TEOPHSITA 332 OIMAKOBaHE
Ha nH(popMays B o0iara paMka Ha KbCHUSI MUHUMAITU3bM.

Lambecht (1994) BeBexka apyra paMka Ha pa3rpaHMYaBaHe Ha
TeMa-QOKyc, Karo BKJIIOYBA MPE3yMOIHs W  TBBbPJACHHE HAa
npono3unusATa. Hamupam ToBa pasrpaHudeHHe 3a MO-700po 1O
OTHOIICHHE Ha WH(GOPMAIMOHHOTO HATOBapBAaHE M OpPTaHU3ALUS, ThH
kato crnopea Lambrecht nenta Ha mparmaruyHata OpeArnocTaBKa |
NParMaTUYHOTO TBHPJACHUE € JIa CBhPKAT MH()OPMAIIMOHHHUTE €IMHULIU
B €/IHO M3PEUCHHE MO SCCH HA4YMH. Te3W MparMaTHYHU MHCTPYMCHTH
moMarar Ha choymareias JAa pasdepe M HMHTEpIpeTHpa HoBara
uHpOpMaIUs 0-JIeCHO, 0e3 J]a MPEeKbCBa MOTOKA Ha pa3roBopa.

Lambrecht u3Bexaa Ha HOBO HUBO KOHIICMIIMATA 3a OI[CHKATa Ha
TOBOpEIIHs 32 HATMYHOCTTA HA ChbXpaHEHHE W ObP3MHATA 33 IOCTBII JIO
uH(popManus B Ch3HAHMETO Ha ciaymatens (mak Ttam). Cien karo
TOBOPEIIUAT IMPOU3HECE HENo, e CE TMOSBU CIElU(pHUYHA €3UKOBA
eIMHUIIA, 32 J1a aKTUBUPA aHA(POpPHYHA TIPENpaTKa B PAMKHTE Ha Ja/ICHHS
KOHTEKCT Ha quckypca. Ta3u korautuBHa Kateropus Lambrecht napuua
identifiability (1994: 74-113). Toii TBbp/aH, Y€ TAKKUBa MPETIPATKA MOTAT
na ObJaT ChbXpPaHEHW B CH3HAHUETO Ha CylIaTels B MHBEHTapa Ha
JTUCKypca U TO-KbCHO Ja ObJaT 100aBEHU NPYyTy peepeHIny, Taka ye
Ja Morar Aa ObJaT M3MO0J3BaHU B ObJEIl KOHTEKCT. ToBa MOHATHE €
nocra noaooHo Ha uzaesta Ha Chafe 3a u3BecTHa 1 mo3Hata MHPOpPMAIHS
(1976), Ho TOBa, KOoeTo Lambrecht uma mpenBun noyp identifiability, e, ge
CIyIIATENSAT € B ChbCTOSTHHE Ja M30epe M uIeHTH(UIIMpa cpell BCHUKH
NoJOOHM €3MKOBM M3pa3u TO3M, KONTO TOBOPEUIMAT UMa HpPEIBHI.
WnentupuuupyemMu  uiaM  HEUJIEHTUGHUIUpaHW (MJIM  TIOHSAKOra
HeUJIeHTU(GULIMPaHU) pedepeHTH ca MO ChIIECTBO pPEJIEBaHTHU 3a
MParMaTUIHUTE TIPE3YMITIIUN ¥ IPAarMaTHYHU TBBPIACHHS.

Asserted proposition e, koraro caMmo roBOpeIIMsiT Ma YMCTBEHO
3HaHWE WIH MPECTaBSIHE Ha N3Ka3BAHETO 10 BpeMe Ha KOMYHUKAIHITA.
Presupposed proposition e TakoBa, 3a KOETO c€ Mpeiroiara, 4Ye
TOBOPEIIMAT M CIYIIANUSAT HMMaT CIIO/CICHO 3HaHWE WM 00pas.
CrnenoBarenHo, HeuAeHTUOHUIMPYEM pedepeHT e, Koraro camo
TOBOPEIIUAT UMa MIPEICTaBSIHE Ha N3Ka3BaHETO B Ch3HAHHETO CH, JIOKATO
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UACHTUDUIIHPYEM pedepeHT €, KOraTo M TOBOPEIIUAT, W CIYIIAIIHASAT
CIIOJICNISAT B3aUMHO TPEJICTaBsHE, KOETO € B Ch3HaHueTo uM. Lambrecht
(1994: 77-79) maBa nO0OBp HMpHMEP C JIMYHUTE U JIEMOHCTPATHBHHUTE
MECTOMMEHHSI, KOTaTO TE CE U3IOJI3BAT KaTo Npe/rnoiaraeMu pedepeHTn
Ha JMCKYpCa U CITy)KaT KaTO apryMeHT B JIpYyT KOHTEKCT. [1o-HaTaThK ToM
TBBpAM, 4e Presupposition u identifiability cwmo ca npusnatu ot
¢dunocopuTe Ha e3MKa Ype3 ,,eK3UCTEHIIMATHA TPEANOCTaBKa ™, H3pa3eHa
upe3 ,,onpeaenenu onucanua’ (Lambrecht 1994: 53). JlamOpexT obaue
oyepTaBa rpaHUIa MEXKIY CEMAHTUYHUS BB3TJIE/ HA CK3UCTCHIIMAIHUTE
Ope3yMIIIMM W BB3IJeda Ha WHPOpMAIMOHHATa CTPYKTypa Ha
identifiability. Be3npustuero na Lambrecht 3a npesymmnuusta ¢ TICHO
CBBP3aHO C JPYrd MOJIXOJH, BBIIPEKH HW3MOJI3BAHETO HA PA3IMIHU
TepMHuHH KaTo “‘common background belief” (Stalnaker 1974), “speaker
presupposition” (Kempson 1975, Stalnaker 1978), “common ground”
(Stalnaker 1978), u “antecedent” (Clark and Haviland 1977).

[MporuBHo Ha FSP pamkara na [lpaxkara mkona, Lambrecht
(1994) npuema pasnu4Ho 3HaYeHUE OT TepMuHa theme. 3a Hero Temara
HsiMa MHOT0 001110 ¢ Temara FSP kaTo eixeMeHT Ha M3Ka3BaHe, KOHTO €
MOJIPE/ICH ITbPBU B M3pEUYCHUETO. Tol MOCOYBa, Y€ MbPBUAT CICMCHT B
U3pedYeHueTo Moxke na Obae wiu theme, unu focus. Lo ce otHacs mo
aHaJM3MPAHETO Ha TOBa KaKBO ¢ W KakBo He e theme, Lambrecht (mak
TaM) IUTHpa uaesTa Ha Apuctoren 3a 3ao0ukansHero. CienoBaTeHO
nebunuimaTa Ha Lambrecht 3a Tema e TO3u eleMEHT Ha U3PEYCHHETO
KaTO YacT OT MPEJI0KEHUETO, 33 KOeTo ce ka3Ba Herro (1994: 117-205).
Baxwo e ma cnomenem, ye Lambrecht o6¢exma Tepmuna topic riaaBHO
Ha HUBO M3peUcHHe, a He Ha JUCKypc. Pragmatic assertion karo wact ot
npeayoKeHueTo TpsiOBa nga Obae UWHPOPMUPAHO OT TeMara.
CrefioBaTeIHO € OT TOJIIMO 3HAUCHHE TMCUXUYECKOTO ChCTOSHHE Ha
ciymiarens aa Ob/ie B3€TO 101 BHUMaHUE, JT0KaToO y4acTBa B pa3roBopa.
Hawuctrna nHGOpMaMOHHOTO aKeTUpaHe 00CHkK/Ia KAaKBO 3HAC MM HE
3HAe CIYIIAIUAT U KaKBO CE€ O4YakBa Ja 3Hae. ['OBOpHUTENSAT OT CBOSA
CTpaHa MmpezcTaBs HHPOPMAIIUATA B ChOTBETCTBHE C MPEIIIONAracMHUTE
3HaHUs Ha ciymaress. Lambrecht Teepau, e theme nonsikora e Tpyana
3a uaeHTuuIMpane, Thil KaTo MOKe U300110 J1a He ce criomeHaBa (1994:
137-145). Tasu anadopuuna ymorpeba mpenmonara, de theme na
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W3pEUEHHETO W TMparMaThyHara MpearnocTaBka MOKe Ja He ca
UJICHTUYHHU.

CerMeHTHpaHUAT IMOAXO0J] Ha WH(POPMAIMOHHOTO TaKeTHPaHE
U3IJIeXK 1A ce IpoBaJisi, ocobeHo Ha HuBO focus criopen Lambrecht (1994).
Borpeku de mpusHaBa MpeIuINHK BHIHH JUHTBHCTH Kato Chomsky
(1970; 1972) u Jackendoff (1972), kouto npeamnonarar, e focus tpsosa
1a ce cuyuTa 3a HoBaTa MH(opMmarus B u3pedeHuero, Lambrecht (mak
TaM) 3asBsiBa, Y€ HE BUHATH CJIEMEHT HAa M3PEUCHUE CHOTBETCTBA HA
npejroiaracMa MPOMEHJIMBa B OTBOPEHOTO TpeIocKeHne. Bb3 ocHOBa
Ha TeOpHUsATa 3a aKTUBUpaHeTo U theme, Toil TBbpAM, Ye BCUUKU BUOBE
presupposed  CTpyKTypd  Morar Jga  I[OCTHUTHAaT  (POKYCHO-
MIPECYNO3UIIMOHHO pa3npezeneHue. [lo To3u HaumH uHpopMmanusaTa ce
npeaBa 4Ype3 YCTAHOBSIBAHE Ha BPb3Ka MEXIY JCHCTBHTEIHO
CHIIIECTBYBAIIUTE OOCKTH W TPEIJIOKCHUATA, a HE 4Ype3 OTICITHH
CJIEMCHTHU Ha MU3PECUYCHUE, KATO JICKCUKAITHHU eqUHHUIH. CBHIIOTO MOXE J1a
ce mpueMe W 3a rpamatudeckusi Gokyc. Tyk maBa paszaukara MExXIy
nparMaTHYHUTE OTHOILCHUS U MparMaTudHuTe cBoicTBa. 3a Lambrecht
(mak TaM) TpaMaTHYHUTE CIUHHMIIA CaMO MapKUpaT pas3juKaTa B
identifiability u activation na pedepenTure Ha AUCKYpca W MO TO3U
HA4YMH MOTAT Jla MapKHUpaT JAJCH SJIEMEHT KaTo HOB B AMCKypca. Karo
npeanonara, ye focus touno karo theme e pemanuoHHa mMparMaTHYHA
kateropus, Lambrecht mocousa, ue fOCUS mpaBu Bpb3Kara MEXIy
JNEHUCTBUTENHO OOCHKIaHUS 00EKT W mpeuiokeHuero. CiaemnoBaTeNHO
nedunuimsaTa Ha Lambrecht 3a focus e oH3u ,,ceMaHTHYEH KOMITOHEHT
Ha MparMaTHYHO CTPYKTYypUPAHA MPOIO3UIIHS, YPE3 KOSTO TBBPACHUETO
ce pasnuyaBa oT mpesymnimsara™ (1994: 213). Axo u3peueHHUeTo He
W3BEX/Ia TMpeanocraBka, toraBa fOCUS W TBBpIEHHETO IIE Ce
MPUIOKpUBAT (Harp. 3aMpb3Ba.).

[IparMaTHYHOTO OTHOIICHHE MEXIY ICHCTBUTEIHUS OOCKT W
MPEUTOKEHUETO € M3BECTHO KaTo ,,0THommeHue Ha focus®. Heromara
GYHKIHS € 1a MapKupa Bpb3KaTa MEXJIy €IeMEHT B MPEII0KCHUETO U
CaMOTO TPEUIOKEHUE, a HEe JIa CUTHAIU3Wpa 3a HOBa HHQOpMAIIHS.
CUHTaKTHYHUST TOMEWH, KOWTO BKJIOUBa fOCUS, KaKTO ce ThIKyBa OT
OparMaTHYHO CTPYKTYPHPAHOTO MPEIIOKEHHE, € U3BECTeH Kato ,,focus
nomeit. FOCUS oOmacth ca ChCTaBHM YacTH, KOUTO MOrar Ja
MpOM3BEAaT NpParMaTHYHU TBBPACHHUSA, KOraro ce JJ00aBAT KbM
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npesymmniuure. B ropumata gumams Lambrecht  TtBBpam, ue
WH()OPMALIMOHHOTO TAKeTUpPaHEe HE u3y4daBa IyMHUTE H TEXHHUTE
3HA4YCHUs, a MO-CKOPO ,,IPAarMaTHYHOTO THIKYBaHE HAa OTHOIICHUATA
MEXIy TOJJIora W CBHCTOSHHUS Ha Helmara B JaJICHU JUCKYPCHUBHU
cutyaruu® (1994: 215). Te3u 00eKTH U ChCTOSHUSI HE Ca CHHTAKTUYHO
MOTHBHPAHU Upe3 JIEKCUKAJIHH €AUHUIIM, HO Ca U3Pa3eHU BbB (pazoBU
KaTeropuu KaTo ChIECTBUTEIHU (Dpa3u, MPEIUIOKHU (pas3H, TIIAroJIHU
¢pasu u 1.H. CregoBareaHO (OKYCHHUTE OOJACTH HE Ca JICKCHKAITHU
KaTeropuHu.

Morar na ce HaOJOAaBaT yCHJIHMS 32 CMECBaHE Ha Pa3IMYHU
€3UKOBM HUBA, KaKTO € MOKa3aHO B IrpaMaTHKaTa Ha (DYyHKIIMOHAIHUS
miackype (Hengeveld u Mackenzie, 2008), rpamaTikaTa Ha pOJUTE U
cupaBoununute (Van Valin u LaPolla, 1997) u nmo-ckopo B rpamMaTukara
Ha KoHcTpyKuusta (aamp. Goldberg , 1995, Croft, 2007, Hoffmann and
Trousdale, 2013). B Te3u JUHTBUCTUYHU paMKH MOP(POCHHTAKCUCHT,
CeMaHTHKaTa M MparMaThkara ce TPEeTUPaT KaTro B3aMMOCBBP3aHH
KOMIIOHEHTH B PAMKUTE Ha TPAMAaTUYECKUTE KOHCTPYKITUH.

I'naBa 2
Clefts

2.1 OcHoséHu XapaKkmepucmuku

Cleft xkoHCTpYKIMUTE NPUINYAT HA JAUCIOKAIWH, ThU KaToO Te
dbokycupaT 4YacTH OT M3PEUYCHHETO, KaTO pa3JesIT OCHOBHO
JeKIapaTUBHO U3pEUYCHHE Ha JIBE YacTu. Bblpeku ue ca MHOTO MOA00HU
Ha fronting xouctpykumu, clefts wmarmexxaar mo-maako pEeTOPUUHO
HaTpam4uBH, T.€. TOBOPEUIMAT WJM TMHCATENAT HE € MPEKAIeHO
(dhokycupaH BbpPXY HU3MOJ3BAHETO HAa PETOPUYHH CPENICTBA, a MO-CKOPO
BBPXY TMpeJaBaHETO Ha TMOCIAHUETO cU sicHO u edexTuBHO. Cpen
oTnuuuTenHUTe 4YepTH Ha Cleft u3peuenwsita e, ye Te BuHArM ca
JBY4WICHHH U BUHaru umar monoclausal exsusanent. 1o npunIum ToBa
ca IPOCTH JIeKJIapaTUBHU U3PEUCHHUS, B KOUTO €/HA OT YaCTUTE IMOKa3Ba
BAKHOCT Ype3 3aBbpTaHe HAa CBhCTAaBHA ,lEMKA“ B M3PEUCHUETO.
Pazrnepnaiite cneqHuTe IBOVKHA MPUMEPH:

1. Peter started the fight. — It is Peter who started the fight. (IT-cleft
construction)
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2. Peter wants a vacation. — What Peter wants is a vacation. (WH-cleft
construction)

3. Peter wants to say that. — That is what Peter wants to say. (reversed WH-
cleft construction)

[Mpuunnara, mopamu kosito Clefts pasmenat nexknmapaTuBHUTE
M3PEUCHHUS Ha JIBE YaCTH, € a BHECAT KOHTPACT, Taka ue (hoKycupaHara
YacT Ja MOXe Ja ObJe NpOeKTHpaHa Ha BHIHO MsCTO. To3u
JTOIBIHUTEITHO (POKyCUpaH eeMEeHT MoXe J1a ce nosiBu paHo (¢ IT-clefts
u reversed WH-clefts) wnmm mo-kscuo (¢ WH-clefts). Or texuuuecka
rJeHa TOYKa, (OKYCHPAHUST CJIEMCHT mie ObJe O3HAYCH Karo ,,Ha
npejieH MiaH™, 10KaTo HeOKYCHUPAHHSAT SJICMEHT Iiie O'b/ie 0O3HAYEH KaTO
,,Ha 3aJICH IIJIaH"".

2.2 Cunmaxkmuuna cmpykmypa na \WH-clefts

WH-clefts (wmu pseudo clefts) ca mo-manko rsBKaBH, KOraro
CTaBa BBIPOC 32 PETHCTPUPAHE HA pa3JIMYHU PA3HOBHIHOCTH Ha
OCHOBHH JICKJIAPATUBHU M3pa3u. EJeMEHTHT Ha MpeneH IiaH MOXe Ja
opne NP, kosiTo € momamor WM JONBIHEHHE B JAEKIApaTUBHOTO
uspedyenue. CtpyBa cu na ce otOenexwu, 4e 3a pasnuka ot IT-clefts,
pseudo cleft cebp3Ba HOHOBUS €IEMEHT 4pe3 M3MOJI3BAHETO HA CIIATA
OTHOCUTEITHA KOHCTPYKIIHS, T.€. TyiaBata Ha NP € cisita ¢ OTHOCUTETHHS
eJIEMEHT B OTHOCHUTENIHATa MpOCTO u3peueHue. Jpyro pazmuuue, KOETo
TpsiOBa Ja ce HampaBd, € TOBAa MEXAy YyTOYHsBam@a (Win
uACHTUGUIMpAIla) U acKpUNTHUBHA (WM omnMcBailia) ynorpeba Ha
rimarona ,,be“. YrouHsBamata ymorpeba ce MpOsABsSBa, KOrato dpe3
ChILlECTBUTENHA (h)pa3a OMUCBaMe ChUIECTBUTEIHOTO B MOAJIOTA, T.€. ,,0e
+ CBIIECTBUTENHO™, a aCKPUITUBHATA yIOTpeda — KoraTto neuHUpaMe
Ka4eCcTBO Ha CHIICCTBUTEIHOTO B MOUIONA, T.€. ,,0€ + mpuiaratenno™.B
JOIbIHEHHE, TO3H Tl Cleft uma crnemHuTe XapaKTepUCTUKY:

e ['pamatuyno u3pedeHue, BbBeaeHO OT WH-1yMa, 0OMKHOBEHO
,,what*;

e (opma Ha raroja “be” ¢ yrouHsBaIo 3HAYCHHE;

¢ (okycupaHHAT €IEeMEHT ce HaMHpa B Kpasi Ha U3PEUYECHUETO; U

e (doKycUpaHUAT HOMHUHAJICH eJeMeHT Moke f1a 0b1e NP mmm
complement clause.
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2.3 Ocobenocmu na ungpopmayuonnomo naxkemupane na \WH-
clefts

CnepBamuar orkbe or COCA Corpus € B3€T OT HOBUHHUTE Ha
CBS: 60 munytu, B kouto Peit Jlammo, emmH oT Haif-OGoraTtute
WHBECTUTOPH B CBETAa, TOBOPU 3a CBOUTE NPOBAJIM, KOUTO €a IO JOBEIU
70 HEeroBaTa MCTOpHUS Ha ycrmexa. B mpoabinkeHue Ha BajeceT M HeT
TOJIMHA TOW CbOWMpa ypolM M HEyCleXu B KHHWrara cu ,llpuHIunum,
KOATO OuepTaBa HAesATa My 3a MEpUTOKpauusara. lnenaiiku Ha ToBa
MPEeKUBSIBaHE KaTo Ha TpaHC(POPMUPAIIO, BIABXBAIO CMUPEHHE, KOETO
OajaHcupa CbC CMEJOCT, TOW € TIOBJHSH IO OTHOIICHHWE HAa HETrOBUS
MOAXOJl MpU B3eMaHe Ha pemieHusa. Dalio ce ctpemu kbM cucrema, B
KOSITO TIpeoOsiaziaBar Hal-I0OpUTE WaeH, HAONSATrallku Ha pajuKaiHa

UCTUHHOCT U IIPO3PaYHOCT:
RAY-DALIO: Yeah. And it was one of the best things, really, that ever
happened to me because it changed my whole approach to decision-
making. It gave me the humility that | needed to balance with my
audacity.

BILL-WHITAKER (voiceover): He took note of his failures and other
lessons over the next twenty-five years and wrote “Principles,” published
by Simon and Schuster, a division of CBS. Two million copies of the
book have been sold worldwide. It’s Dalio’s recipe for creating what he
calls an idea meritocracy.

RAY-DALIO: So, what I mean is that | want a system in which the
best ideas win out. And | would describe it as tough love, and | want to
get there through radical truthfulness. In other words, people say what
they honestly mean, and radical transparency allows people to see things
for themselves.

BILL-WHITAKER: So does this get rid of the office backstabbing —
RAY-DALIO: Oh, yeah. The —

BILL-WHITAKER: -- politicking?

RAY-DALIO: There's a rule here that you can’t talk behind anybody’s
back. You do that three times, you’re out of here.

BILL-WHITAKER (voiceover): Everybody at Bridgewater is monitoring
everybody else almost all the time. We saw it at this meeting where
workers and managers gave each other grades in real time. What sort of
grades do you get?

RAY-DALIO: You can see. Like, | get blasted a -- a lot.

(CBS News: 60 Minutes, The Principles of Ray Dalio, 2019 (19-07-28))
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OcHoBHara ymorpeba Ha yaebenenuss WH-cleft ¢ ga 3amosnae
xopara ¢ ¢popmynara Ha Dalio 3a ycrex B cBeta Ha OusHeca. Upes ToBa
M3peueHre TOW Bb3HaMepsiBa Ja HHGOpMUpa 3pUTEIUTE 32 TOBA, KOETO
CMsTa 3a BaKHA CTHIIKA B CKIIOYBAHETO Ha J00pa chenka. ' mackT Ha
WHTEPBIOUPALLNS [IOMAara Ha 3pUTENUTE Ja HaABIA3AT B TeMara BbPXY
KakKBo 11e ce chepenoToun Dalio ¢ nerosata WH-cleft. Upes ¢popmara Ha
OTrOBOpa HAa HMHBECTHUTOpAa TOM H3pa3sBa MPEANOI0KEHUETO, KOETO
HWHTEPBIOUPAIIMAT 3HAE, WK BIPBA, WX MOAABPKA UPE3 UIEATa, YE UMa
perenTa 3a ycrex U TBbPIU, Y€ HIMa KOHKpeTHa (popmyiia, a mo-CKOpo
HEroB CTpeMexX Jia paboTH 3a MOCTHUTaHETO Ha ycreX. J[eHoTaTyMbT Ha
the focus karo mobGaBka Ha MPEAIOKECHHETO pasKpuBa MH(DOPMAIHATA,
M3UCKBaHAa OT BB3MOXKHUSA BBIOPOC, 3apoOBEHA B IJlaca Ha
WHTEPBIOUPAILNSA U U3JI0KEHA YPE3 OTHOCUTEIHATO IMPOCTO U3PEUECHUE
BIsICHO OT copula rimarosa. To3u IeHOTAT BCHIHOCT MPABU M3KA3BAHETO
Ha TOoBOpemMsS HMHGOPMATHBHO 32  MHTEPBIOUPAIIUS/3PUTEIIA.
CnenoBatennHo, e(eKTHTE Ha IMMAaKeTHpaHe Ha WHQPOpPMAIUS OT TOBA
M3peUeHre MOTar Jia ObJIaT MPEACTABEHU 110 CJICTHUS HAYUH:

e Context sentences: (voiceover): He took note of his failures and
other lessons over the next twenty-five years and wrote “Principles,”
published by Simon and Schuster, a division of CBS. Two million
copies of the book have been sold worldwide. It’s Dalio’s recipe for
creating what he calls an idea meritocracy.

e Sentence: So, what | mean is that | want a system in which the best
ideas win out.

e Presupposition: “speaker means x”

o K-presupposition: “a system in which the best ideas win out”

o C-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition has been
activated”

o T-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition is of
current interest”

e Focus: “I want a system in which the best ideas win out”

e Assertion: “x =1 want a system in which the best ideas win out”

o Presupposed focus: “semi-knowledgeable as the WH-cleft
“It’s Dalio’s recipe for creating what he calls an idea
meritocracy” aims to evoke the focus denotatum and relate
it to the viewer’s knowledge database.”

ToBa 03HauaBa, 4ye MPEIIOKEHUETO 32 OTBOPEHA OTHOCUTEIHO

mpocTo u3peueHue ,.sSpeaker means x“ B ortroBopa Ha Dalio e
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nparMatuyHo presupposed. M3puuaiiku TOBa M3pEUYEeHUE, TOBOPEIIUST
NpaBU NParMaTUYHOTO TBBPJCHHE 3a NPOMEHJIMBATa B OTBOpEHATA
npomno3unus focus denotatum ,,Mickam cucrema, B KOSTO Haii-100puTe
uzaeu neuenat . Moxe aa ce 3akiarouun, ye K-presupposition e B3auMuo
M3BECTHA, TbU KaTo MPHUHAIICKA KbM HACTOSIIUS PETUCTBP Ha
nuckypca. Toa o3HauaBa, ye C-presupposition ceiio ce npearnonara, e
€ aKkTUBHMpaHa B pe3yJTaT Ha [Jlaca 3aJl Kaabp W/WIA TNPEAUIIHO
M3Ka3BaHe/s Ha TOBopemus. ToBa, KOETO TOBOPEUIUAT M3pa3siBa upe3
WH-cleft, e cBBp3aHO ¢ TEKymOTO CBHCTOSHME Ha Hemara W
cienoBaTenHo  T-presupposition e akrtuBupaHa. Bbhopeku ToBa,
presupposed focus Tyk u3riiex/aa € 3apoBeH B MPEAMIIHOTO U3SBJICHHE,
HampaBeHO OT WHTepBloupamys. JKypHAIUCTBT CIOMEHaBa yMUTE
,Fecipe’ u ,,meritocracy”, 3a ma mpeau3Buka Haesra 3a GopMmyia Ha
ycnexa. TBiM Karo He € M3pa3eHO AMPEKTHO Ype3 CpelcTBara Ha
JIEKCUKAITHU EJIEMEHTH, TO Ile CE€ CYHMTa 3a IOJYy3HAeIIo MOpaau
OTBOPEHATO OTHOCHUTEIHO IpocTO u3peueHue ,|l want a system®.
['oBopuTensT 3amo4Ba TOBa MPOCTO U3PEUEHHUE, KaTO U3I0JI3BA PA3IMUEH
CEeMaHTHYEH U CHHTAKTH4YeH moaxoa. Jlymara ,,what* B oTHOocHTeIHATO
MPOCTO HW3pEYeHHE Ha MaTpHllaTa IPHUCBOSBA CEMAHTHYHO Ipa3eH
KOHTEKCTEH Mapkep. B jombiHeHne, HE caMO OTHOCHUTEIHATO IMPOCTO
uspeuenue ,,in which the best ideas win out“ mpunucsa paznuyna
CEeMaHTHYHA POJII Ha OTBOPEHATO OTHOCHUTEIHO MPOCTO M3PEUYCHHE Ha
WH-cleft, Ho nekcukannara eqununa ,,want cpuio npomens focus xa
IIparMaTU4HOTO TBBpAEHHE. [IpexomHuar rmaron ,want* wuspasssa
ujesTa 3a )KeJaHue WIK MoJI0a Helllo J1a ce CIy4YH; TOBAa OT CBOS CTpaHa
npoMeHsi (oKyca KbM aOCTPaKTHOTO MOHSATHE 32 HEIO HE3aBbPIICHO
WK He3aBbpIIeHo. Ta3u npoMsHa Ha mpoMerBara denotatum Ha focus
aHyJIHpa MPEIIOCTABEHOTO OTKPHUTO NPEUIOKEHHE 3a CTOMHOCTTA,
KOSITO € HAIBJIHO OcBeloMmeHa. Ha cuHTakTHYHO HHUBO, Open relative
clause e mocnenBaHa OT OrPAHUYHMTENIHO OTHOCHUTEIHO TPOCTO
u3peueHre, KOeTo MMa 3a Len Ja JAedpuHUpa MpoCTOTO M3peueHHe, B
KOETO € BrpajaeHo. ToBa BOOW 1O BBIpPOCA JaId MOXE Jla HWMa
NparMaTUYHO TBBPJEHHE B JIPyro mparMaTHuHo TBbpAeHue. C apyru
aymu, namu WH-cleft e ¢okycupano kbM TBPBOTO HIH BTOPOTO
oTHocuTeNHO u3pedyeHne? Criopea MeH, IpU YCIIOBHE Y€ BTOPOTO MPOCTO
u3peueHue ¢ 3aBucumo ot mbpBaro, WH-cleft He moske 1a cpmiecTByBa
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camMo 1o cebe CH ¥ CJIe0BaTeIHO He MOXeE Ja MPEJAN3BUKA Pa3IMIHO
nparMatiyHo TBbpAcHue. CIeI0BaTeNHO MPEAInoIaraeMusiT (GOKyc
NpUIIMCBA HA [ParMaTHYHOTO TBBpAcHHE  Semi-knowledgeable
assumption.

B nombiHeHue, HAKOW HEIMHIBUCTHYHHU 3HAIM CBIO MOTAT Ja
MOMOTHAT 3a TpeIaBaHe Ha yCElIaHe 3a U3SICHSABAHEC WM yTOYHSBAHE.
Hampumep, Dalio moxe aa u3mon3Ba 1mo-o0sACHUTENIEH TOH, ChUCTAH C
’KECTOBE, 3a Ja ce yBepH, ue IyOnumkata My pa3Oupa HIOAaHCHUTE Ha
JKEJIAHWETO MY 3a CHCTEMa, B KOSTO IpeobIiaaBar Hail-I00pHUTe HJICH.
HenuHrBUCTUYHKTE 3HAIM MOXeE J1a OTpassBaT yoexaenuero Ha Dalio B
U3sBIICHUETO. Bee mak opMaaHuAT H3pas, KOWTO TOBOPELIMSAT IaBa Ype3
u30paHata rpamMaTHyHa KOHCTPYKIHs, mpaBu cieanute discourse
assumptions 3a HErOBOTO M3Ka3BaHe:

e HEroBUAT ajJpecaT 3Hae WM BSPBA, Y€ OTBOPEHOTO TBBPICHHE

,,FOBOPEILUAT UMa PeABH X, U3paszeHo B relative clause;

e TOBa MMPEUIOKECHHE B MOMEHTA ¢ aKTHBUPAHO B KPATKOCPOYHATA
naMeT Ha aJpecara;
e TOBa TPENIOKEHHE MPEJACTABIABA aKTyaleH HHTEPEC B

pasroBopa; u

e the presupposed focus mpeamer e semi-knowledgeable mopaau
nBere 3aBucuMu relative clauses.

I'maBa 3
Existential and Presentational Clauses

3.1 Ocnoenu nonosxcenusn/ Xapaxmepucmuxu

Ta3u rmaBa uMa 3a 1e7 Ja aHaaM3KMpa creruaieH tun clauses,
KOWUTO ChIBPIKAT MCEBIO MOIIOT ,.there* B koHTekcTa Ha pamkara 3a
uHdopMalmonHo nakerupane. Existential clauses Bxirousar riarona ,,to
be* kato wact ot koHcTpyKIHsTa (€.9. There is someone at the door) u
presentational clauses Bkirouat riarosu, pa3nudnu ot “be” (e.g. There
exist many such other examples). I1ceBnonomiorst ,,there* ve TpsioBa na
ce ObpKa C HAPEYHUSI My aHAJIOT, KOWTO UMa JIOKaTHMBHO 3HaucHue (e.9.
You can find lots of fruit there) it kato Te 3HAYUTEIIHO KOHTpPACTUPAT
Mo 3HaueHue U ynorpeda. JIOKaTUBHOTO 3HaYEHHE HA HAPEUUETO (MU
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MOHSIKOTa HAapU4YaHO HEMpPEeXOJEH Mpelor) ,,raM* MoXe Ja IMpuema
NeWKTUYHY 1 aHapopuvHH yroTpebu karo B: You can find cosmetics here
and drugs for back pain there. — umMa MHOrO BHAHO pa3rpaHHYeHHE
MEXKIy ABETe Hapeuus: ,,nNere* ce orHacs 3a 00eKkTH HaOIM30, TOKATO
othere“ ce orhmacs 3a oOckTH mo-ganed. Bouopeku ToBa, TOBa
pasrpaHUYeHHEe MEXIy NMPOKCHMalHa W JUCTAlHA 4YacT HE BUHATH €
TOJIKOBA SICHO M YECTO MOXKE J]a OBEJIE 10 CyOEKTUBHOCT Ha 3HAYCHUETO
Ha €JIeMEHTA.

e Great Britain gives us many opportunities. For example, you can
learn English there. — Berpexu ye ToBa € THNHMYHA aHAhOPUIHA
yrnorpeba Ha Hapeuuero ,there*, To 3ama3Ba JUCTATHOTO
JNEUKTUYHO 3HAYeHHE, Thil KaTo MOKa3Ba MSCTO, MO-Aalied OT
TEKYIIOTO MECTOIIOJIOXKEHUE Ha TOBOPEIITHSI.

JloxatusHoro u  existential  ,there“ wumar  pasmuuHO
pasmpeesicHIe MEeXKIy PErucTPUTE, KaKTO € oTOeNs3aHo Ha (urypara
no-nony. Jlokaro existential ,there* e cpaBHHTENHO pa3mpocTpaHEHO
Cpe/l YSTHPHUTE THIIA PErHCTPHU, JIOKAaTHBHOTO ,.there* mpeoOianaBa B
Pa3roBOPHHUS PETUCTBP U MO-MANIKO B akagemuyHus. [Ipuunnara 3a ToBa
SBJICHUE MOJXE Jla € BAXHOCTTa Ha (QU3NYECKaTa W MPOCTOpPHA
O00CTaHOBKAa, KOATO TOBOPEHIUAT ¢  CIAYUIAIIUAT CIOACNAT H
CIIEZIOBATETHO  HEOOXOIMMOCTTa  OT  CIHOJENieHa  TO4YKa  Ha
MECTOTIOIOKEHHE.

[IbpBOHAYATHOTO JIOKATHBHO 3HAYCHHE Ha ,,there* mpemMuHaBa ot
Hapeyue B MECTOMMEHHE, KOETO MOK€ JIeCHO Ja c€ KOMOWHHUpa C
nokaTuBHO ,there (u ,here®). Toii ¢pyHKIMOHUpaA KAaTO rpamMaTHueH
Mapkep 3a KOHCTPYKIIUS, B KOSATO 3aeMa MO3UIUATa Ha CyOeKTa, JOKaTo
€JIEMEHTBT, KOWTO OM OWJ MOJUIOrbT B M3PEUEHHETO HAa OCHOBHATa
BepCHsl, € U3MECTEH B cleABepOaiHa MO3UIHMs. XapakTepHa 0COOCHOCT
Ha MECTOMMEHHETO ,,there e, ue To HAMa MPHUCHINO YKCIIO, & TIO-CKOPO
mpueMa 4YHCIOTO Ha U3MecTeHuss mnojior. Ta3su ocobeHoct e
CBIIOCTaBUMa CBC CHOTBETHOTO CBOWCTBO HAa OTHOCHTEITHUTE
Mecroumenus ,,Wwhich” u ,,who”, KouTO CBIIO HIMAT COOCTBEHO YHCIIO U
npUeMaT TOBa Ha CBOUTE TMpENIISCTBEHHUIM (3a cpaBHeHue: the seat
which is occupied vs. the seats which are occupied).
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3.2

Cunmaxmuuna cmpyxkmypa na Existential Clauses

Touno kakto cleft koncTpykiuTe, KoHCTpYKIMsATa eXistential

,there* moxe ma ce onuie kato biclausal mpomo3uius, KOsATO CHIIO HMa
monoclausal ananorus. Mecroumenuero “there“e HapeueHo B HIKOM
rpamatuks Karo ,, dummy there* wm ,, fictitious subject, wmm ,,pseudo
subject®, wu ,,expletive there*, mo chius HaYMH KATO MECTOMMEHHUETO
it B clefts u extrapositions. Korato nMa JOIBIHUTEICH €IEMEHT CIIE
u3MecTeHus nozor, existential clause ce kareropusupa kato extended
existential. Huddleston and Pullum nedunupar yetupu Tra pa3mmupeHu
eJIEMEHTH, KOUTO MOTrar Jia ce nosBsAT BbTpe (agantupano or Huddleston
and Pullum 2007: 250):

Locative: There is a stray dog in the garden. — to3u Tum
pasIIMpeHus ca MOMmyJIsIpHE KakTo mpu existentials, taka u mpu
non-existentials. Tlouskora nmparmaTHyHUTEe (GaKTOPH MOratr Ja
HANpaBAT HAKOS OT BEPCUUTE HEMOAXOIAIIA 32 U3OI3BAHE;
Temporal: There was a school sale yesterday. — pa3mmpenuero
o003HavyaBa ChOUTHE WM HACTHIIBAHE HA ONPEAETICHO SBJICHHE.
Cpmio Karo JIOKaTWBa, TEMIIOPAJTHHUTE pa3MIMPEHHS ca
npHeMJIMBH KakTo B eXistentials, taka u B non-existentials B
3aBHCHUMOCT OT IparMaTHYHUTE HYXKIW Ha TUCKYPCa;

Predicative adjective: There are still some entry-level job
positions offered. — mnpunararenauTe, kouTo 0003HAUABAT
BPEMEHHHU CHCTOSIHHS, MOTAT Ja C€ HM3MOJI3BAT NMPEANMHO KaTo
paslIMpeHys B paMKHUTE Ha eK3UcTeHluanuTe. Jpyru Buumose
NpUIaraTelIHd He MOrat Ja moemat Ta3u (yHKuus (cpaBHETe
*There are some students diligent vs. Some students are diligent);
and

Hollow infinitival: There is so much to bear in mind. — Tyk
CbOOpaKEHUETO € CBBP3aHO C ,,TOJIKOBA MHOTO" U CJIEI0BATEIHO
“Ma JIMIICBAlIO JONbIHHE B paMkutre Ha VP ,nma ce uma
npeaBua’, KOeTo JBaMaTa aBTOpU OTOENsA3BaT KaTo IMpa3HUHA
BbB (QYHKIUATa HA BhTpemHOTO Aonbinenue (Huddleston and
Pullum 2007: 250). JluncBammsT ejgeMeHT ce pa30upa
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Omaromapenue Ha NP, KoiTo ro nmpenxox/a nmopaau ¢akra, ue €
Brpa;[eH B HpeZ[I/IKaTI/IBHOTO JOITBbJIHCHHUC.
B mo-kbcHa myOJMKamMs aBTOPUTE 00OTaTsBaT MPEIIOKCHHUS

CIIUCHK, KaTO HACHTH(UIMpAT Ol JBa BHAA PA3IIMPEHH CICMEHTH,
KOMTO Morar jga ce mosiBaT B existential clauses (amamrupano or
Huddleston and Pullum 2016: 1394-1396):

Participial: cunTakTMuHO participial clause moxe na Obae
pasmigpeHa II0 JBa Ha4dYWHA. E,Z[I/IH METOA € Oda C€ BKJIKOYH
MOIUGUKATOP HAa MOAYMHEHOTO HU3PEUCHHE B paMKUTE Ha
displaced subject:

There are payments comprising one-third of the total income. —
upe3 CCrallHu Ipu4yacTus; 1

There were special Christmas presents given to the employees’
children at the company’s party. — 9pe3 MUHAIN TPUYACTHS..
Hpyr Meron e 06e3 BKJIIOYBAHE HA MOAYMHEHOTO U3PEUYEHUE B
pamkure Ha displaced subject:

There are some students talking in the corridor. — upe3 gerund-
participial koHCTpyKIHS.

There was a possible disease outbreak prevented. — wupes
KOHCTPYKIUA CBC CTPAAATCIICH 3aJI0T .

Relative clause: cunraktiuuno the relative clause cbio moxe na
ObJie pa3lIupeHa 1o JBa HauYnuHa!

There are senior students that scored higher than that. — upes
Moauduxatop B pamkute Ha NP. To3u npumep He Moxe aa
HaIllpaBu CbhllaTa HUHTCPHPCTALUA KATO OCHOBHUA CHU aAHAJIOT,
t.e.Senior students that scored higher than that. 3nauenuero e
HeCB’bpSaHO.

There was one kid that kept misbehaving. — upe3 yapkaBane Ha
relative clause. To3u mnpumep JecHO Moxe Jmga Objae
nepudpasupan Ha One kid kept misbehaving u uma chuoro
3HA4YCHUC.

3.3 Ocobenocmu na ungopmayuonnomo nakemupane Ha
Existential Clauses
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CrnenBamusT OTKBC OT pasroBOp OOCHXKAA TOcoKaTa Ha
npenn3OopHaTa KaMIaHusl Ha MapTUATa Ha JleMokpaTnyeckaTa mapTus u
UMIMHYMBbHTA HAa OMBIIMS aMepukaHckd mpesuzeHt Donald Trump.
[Ipouenypara e onpenenena kato orroBopHoct Ha Konrpeca na CAILL, a
HE KaTo OCHOBHA OCHOBA Ha mpean300opHa Kammanus. YVette-Simpson,
KOSATO € Ouia TIIaBeH W3MBIHHUTENEH aupekTop Ha Democracy for
America mipe3 2018-2022 1., oTroBaps Ha BBIIPOCH OTHOCHO KMETa Ha
Hio Wopk, Bill de Blasio, no genoro 3a umnuitaumbaT Ha TpbMIT

GEORGE-STEPHANOPOULO (OC): So how do Democrats walk this

line now that we just heard Bill de Blasio talking about? Many are for

impeachment, but they don’t want to be obsessed by it, they don't want it

to overtake the entire election debate, perhaps backfire?

YVETTE-SIMPSON (CEO): Right. Well, I think you have to proceed,

and I think you proceed the way you are. | mean, | think the issue with

now doing all of this work and not moving forward is, people now know

that he did things. And if you don’t go after it, there’s no

accountability. It is literally Congress’s job to hold this President

accountable. And we were talking earlier about the election and the fact

that there were a lot of folks in the wave of this’ 18 election who were

specifically elected because the public, the American public wanted

Trump held accountable. And so | think you have to move forward. | do

think it was a mistake to have Mueller testify. And | the second mistake

was making it sound like it was going to be a movie. It was never going

to do that. If we’re going to produce a movie, let’s get, you know, Lin

Manuel Miranda, let’s get Shonda Rhimes on that right now, two-hour

special, right? So it was not going to be that. But | do agree with what

Matt said. Look at the report.

(ABC News: This Week, 2019 (19-07-28), The Powerhouse

Roundtable)

M3nomn3BaneTo Ha existential clause B komOuHamms ¢ HeGporMo
CBILIECTBUTEIIHO BUHATHY € YCIIEIIHA B CPABHEHUE CHC CIIyYauTe, KOrato
Ce M3MOJ3Ba ¢ OPOUMO ChHINECTBUTENHO. V3Mon3BaHeTO HA aOCTPAKTHO
oOpa3yBanue m3ucKkBa existential, mokaro B ciyuait Ha oOpa3yBaHue,
KOETO H3pa3siBa Hemlo (PU3NYECKO, KAKTO EK3UCTEHI[MAIHOTO, TaKa W
HEEK3UCTCHIIMATHOTO MOXke Jna Obae ycnemed. (CrenoBaTenHo
W3MOI3BaHETO Ha KOHCTPYKIUATA C yAeOeneH mpu(T B U3SBICHUETO Ha
TJIaBHUS M3ITBJIHUTENICH AUPEKTOp e ompasaano. The displaced subject
obaye HE COYM KOHKpETHO muIile Wi 00ekT. KoHTekcThT mpenu
W3SBIICHUETO Je0aTupa OTHOCHO WMIHMHYMBHTA Ha MPEAUIITHHSI
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npesuneHt Ha CALLl u nanu Te TpssOBa Aa MPOABIKAT ¢ TO3W aKT WIIH HE.
ToBa H3MCKBAa YCIIOBHATa 4acT OT HYJIEBOTO YCJIIOBHO YCIOBHE Ja
M3I10JI13Ba AEHKTUYHOTO JIMYHO MECTOMMEHHE ,,it” KaTo mpernparka KbM
MPOTUYAHETO HA JCHCTBHETO, NMe()UHUPAHO TO-PaHO B Pa3roBopa.
PesynraTHara 4acT OT yCJIOBHATO MPOCTO HM3PEUEHHE CIIEIOBATEIIHO
BBBEK/Ia HOBa MH(pOpManus 3a agpecara. The bare existential clause
MOJKE J1a TTOJTYYH CJICTHUSI aHAJIW3 Ha HH(POPMAIIMOHHOTO MaKeTHpaHe:
e Context sentences: | think you have to proceed, and | think you
proceed the way you are. | mean, I think the issue with now doing all
of this work and not moving forward is, people now know that he did
things.
e Sentence: And if you don’t go after it, there’s no accountability.
e Presupposition: “there is x”

o  K-presupposition: “there is x”

o C-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition has not
been activated”

o T-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition is of
current interest”

e Focus: “no accountability”
e Assertion: “x = no accountability”

o Presupposed focus: “unknowledgeable as the existential
clause does not evoke anything (relatable) in the addressee’s
knowledge database”

OuyeBUIHO OT JUCKYyCHsTa MO-TOpe €, Y€ KOMYyHHUKAaTHBHaTa
¢bynkius Ha existential clause e ma yTBBpauM nmricata Ha OTYETHOCT.
[lenra Ha MPOCTOTO HU3pPEUYEHUE HE € Ja MOAYEPTAE OTCHCTBUETO Ha
KaKBaTo M Ja OWJI0O OTYETHOCT BBB BCEKH CIIy4ail, a IMO-CKOpO Ja
¢dboxycrpa BHUMAHHETO Ha CIyIIaTels BbPXY KOHKPETEH BBIIPOC Ha
JUCKypca B paMKWATE Ha JaJeHa MPOCTPAHCTBEHA MpemnpaTka.
CruenoBaTelHO, MCTUHCKATA 11e]1 Ha existential clause e na BpBene n/unmn
MPEJICTaBM MOJIJIOTa B CIEHATA HA JMCKYpCa, TaKa 4e Ja MOXKE Ja BII€3e
B CHh3HAHWMETO Ha CIymaredas W Ja 3abaBiisiBa HOBa WAES W/UIU
koHuenuus. [Ipoctara nurca Ha HAJIMYKME HA OTYETHOCT HE € OT 3HAYEHUE
B TOBa u3Kka3BaHe. [IpuMepbT mMOTBBpKIaBa TOBa, koero Hertzron
TBBP/AHM 3a TUCKypcuBHata GyHkims Ha existential clauses (1975: 374):

06pbu4aue HA cneyuairtHo 6HUMaHue Ha eoun enemenm om
uspedeHuemo 3a npunomHsHe 6 I’lOCJl@@@ClWUﬂ 0ucz<ypc uiu cumyayusi.
Toesa NPUNOMHAHE MOJHCe ()a e H€06X0()MMO, 3awonmo ejiemennmvn uje
O6v0e U3NOoN36aH, NPAKO UIU KOCBEHO, 6 MNOCAe08anusl OUCKYPC,
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3awjomo moea, Koemo uje b6voe Kazamo NO-KbCHO, UMAa HAKAKedA
6PB3KA C B6BNPOCHUS €eleMeHm - UWiu 3aujomo mo3u ejlemeHm e
pejiesanmen 3a moed, Koemo e we ce Caydu uiu uje ce ciydu 6
peailHocmma.

Brrpeku ue Hertzron He u3mon3Ba akTuBHpaHe U pedepeHTHA
MPOMOILUSL B CBOSITA NIEUHHIINS, TOW SCHO IMOCOYBA M3IIOJI3BAHETO Ha
existential clause 3a mpurnoMHsiHE Ha HEIO B IMTOCIEIBAILUS JUCKYPC WU
curyanus. [1o To3u HaYMH peepeHTsT ,,0€3 OTUETHOCT Ce M3MOI3Ba OT
NPE/ICTABUTEIIS HA TJIABHHS W3IBIHHUTEIICH TUPEKTOp B MpUMepa Io-
rope, Taka dYe Ja MOXE Ja ObJe MNparMaTHyHO AaKTHUBUpPaH 3a
W3Ka3BaHMsITA, KOUTO Ie rociensar Toa. C ornesa Ha NeUHUIMATA HA
Hertzron, ToBa BbBEJICHHE € HEOOXOIUMO, 3a JIa MOTaT ChOCCETHUIIUTE
JIMPEKTHO (WM JOPU KOCBEHO) Ja JOpa3BUAT Bh3NpueTaTa ujaes. Tosa
NOTBBPKAaBa KoHIenmusara Ha Lambrecht, ge existential clause ce
U3M0JI3Ba 32 BBBEXKIAHE HA CHBCEM HOB WIIM MPOCTO MPEAMIICH
HEaKTHBEH pe(epeHT, KOUTO MOXKe Ja ObJie MPUIIOMHEH MO-KbCHO B
cnenpamute uzpedeHus: (1994). Jlornyno ciaeaBaniuTe TBBHPIACHUS IIIE
pa3BuAT uWaedaTa 3a HeakTuBHUSA pedepeHT. [lo TO3M HauWMH
CBIIOCTABEHOTO TBBPJICHHE TOYHO CJIEJ CK3UCTCHIMANa CIYXH 3a
NoKa3BaHe 4us € paborata na appoku npesugenta Ha CAILL otroBopen
3a gedcTBusATa My. [IpumepuTe, KOUTO U3MIBIHUTEIHUAT TUPEKTOP JaBa
MO-HATaTBK, CIYXKaT KaTo JOKA3aTeJICTBO 3all0 MPe3uACHTHT TpsOBa aa
HOCH OTroBOpHOCT. CIie/IOBaTeIHO BHBEJACHUIT HEAKTHBEH peepeHT
(GYHKIIMOHMpa KaTO NpeIuKalys B CIENBAIIUTEe TBBPACHHSA, 3a Ja
MOBUIIIM CaMO OCh3HABAHETO B Ch3HAHUETO HA CITYIIATEIS.

[To-koHKpETHO, roBopeluAT n3dupa presentational clause, 3a na
MOCTHTHE CIICIHUTE TPENOI0KEHUS B AUCKYypCa:

e [OJyyaTeJ AT HE 3HAae WM Ce CMmsTa, ye He 3Hae - (Open)
proposition “chiiecTByBa/ UMa X~ NpPEJU3BUKAHU B PAMKHUTE Ha
YCIOBHOTO U3PEUYCHHUE;

e TOBa TMpPEIJIOKCHHE B MOMEHTa € JIC3aKTUBHUPAHO B
KpaTKOCpOYHaTa IaMeT Ha aJipecaTa, Thii KaTo ce ClIOMEeHaBa 3a
I'BPBU IIBT;

e TOBa TMpEIOKEHHE TMpPEACTaBIsABA aKTyalleH WHTepeC B
pa3roBopa, MpeAn3BUKaH OT BHIPOCUTE HA HHTEPBIOUPAIIIHS; 1
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® CIEMEHTBHT C mpepnonaraeM Gokyc e unknowledgeabl, it kaTo
€ JICKCHKAJICH eJIEMEHT, KOWTO He ¢ OMJI IPEAN3BUKAH U CBbP3aH
C HelIo KOHKPETHO B Ch3HAHMETO Ha ajipecara.

I'naBa 4
Extraposition
4.1 OcHo8HU NON0NHCEHUA

Extraposition konctpykumutTe cbmo BriIouyBar  bi-clausal
sentence, koero Moxke nga mma Mmono-clausal anamor. OOHKHOBEHO
MO3MIIMATA Ha [TOJIJIOra Ce 3abJiBa oT ,, dummy it “ (moHsKora HapuYaHO
ormie ,, introductory it “ um ,, anticipatory it « nm ,, expletive it <) u mosxe
1a ObJie MOCIEABAHO OT Pa3IMYHK KOHCTPYKIIMU KaTO:

1. To argue with him is pointless. — It is pointless to argue with him. (infinitival
clause)

2. That he didn’t come to the party is a shame. — It is a shame that he didn’t
come to the party. (declarative clause)

3. How she came back home is unclear to me. — It is unclear to me how she came
back home. (interrogative clause)

B mpumepure mo-rope mpocToTo H3peYeHHE B KypCUB CE€ CUMTa 3a
crapaTta HH(OPMAIMOHHA ChCTAaBHA YACT, JIOKATO YaCTTa OT U3PEUCHUETO
IIpey Hes ce CUMTa 3a HoBaTa MH(pOpMallMOHHA ChCTaBHA. MoTHBaLMATA
3a TOBa CbCTAaBHO PA3IIpee/ICHUE Ce TeHEpUpPa OT HEOOXOIMMOCTTA /1a ce
n305TBa 3alI0YBAHETO HAa U3PEUYEHUE C BUCOKOMH(pOpMaTHBHA YyacT. ToBa
1IOMara Ha BUCOKOTOBOPUTEIS Aa 00JIEKYU TEXKECTTA Ha IIOCTABSIHETO HA
HEII0 HOBO B ITbpBOHAYaIHA No3uLMs. He BUHaru enHo n3pedeHue Moxe
na ObJie eKCTparlOHUPaHOo 3a MOCTUTaHe Ha TaKWBA HYKJIU Ha TUCKypca.

4.2  Cunmaxkmuuna cmpykmypa na Extrapositions

[Tog06HO Ha JsIcHATa AUCIIOKALNS, KOHCTpYKIHsTa extraposition
M3MeCTBa TOAJIOKHATA ChCTaBHA YacT HAa OCHOBHATA BEPCHUS HAJSICHO.
[TpoTHBHO Ha JSICHOTO U3MECTBaHEe 00aue, M3MecTeHaTa ChCTAaBHA YacT €
i content clause, uium infinitival clause u npaBu Bb3MOXHa 3aMsiHATA
ype3 anticipatory it subject. Extraposition uspeueHusiTa ChabpKaT JBa
mojjora — notional (t.e. moaora, KOMTO € OTJIOXKEH) 1 anticipatory (t.e.
the dummy subject it). Quirk u ap. uaeHTHGHUIEPAT CEIEM THITA TPOCTH
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u3peueHwus, mocueaBanu ot postponed subject (amantupano ot Quirk et
al. 1987: 1392):

Type SVC: It is a great advantage to speak two foreign languages.

Type SVA: It was announced on the radio that the airplane is to be delayed.
Type SV: It matters what you say.

Type SVO: It shocked me to learn that he has committed this crime.

Type SVOC: It makes Tony happy to see others excel in their careers.

Type SVass: It is believed that speaking more than one foreign language is a
big asset.

o Type SVpassC: It is proven possible for students to cheat in exams.

4.3 Cneyughuku na ungopmayuonnomo nakemupane Ha
Extrapositions

Crnensanusar oTkbe € u3Bajgka oT CNN u o0ChXkaa Bpb3KaTa
MEXJY CIYKUTEI Ha NIPaBOIlpUIAraliuTe OpraHu U IIPOKYypop IO
OTHOILIICHHE Ha BB3MOXHOTO OTCTpAaHSABAaHE Ha JbpKaBHUS IJIaBa.
IIpoxypop®sT € pelleH 1a nas3u TaiHa:

LEMON: So this will -- and he’s known not as a leaker because I know
you know him.

BASH: Robert Mueller.

LEMON: So basically -- Robert Mueller. So we won’t hear, probably
won’t hear anything about the investigation until it is concluded.
JEFFREY-TOOBIN: And that’s one of the things that people need to
keep in mind. Is that, you know, he has a mission of determining whether
any crimes were committed and then prosecuting them if he does. But in
the meantime, he’s going to be sealed up tight as a drum and a lot of what
might otherwise have come out will remain secret. Comey -- | mean, it
is true that Comey and Mueller are very good friends but Comey
being the responsible former law enforcement official that he was,
would certainly say that whoever the prosecutor was, do you want
me to go public or do you want to proceed with your investigation
without my -- without my testimony being out in the world.

LEMON: So what is the scope of this? Can the president be deposed?
Because remember we saw there was a Bill Clinton deposition, correct?
(CNN Tonight 10:00 PM EST, 2017 (17-05-17), No Pause for Russia
Investigation; Special Counsel Invoked. Aired 10-11p ET)

Bepcusra Ha uzpeueHrero extraposition e 3a mpeamoynTane mpes
OCHOBHATa BEpCHs Ha ChINOTO M3peueHHe. OCHOBHATA BepCHs Ha TOBA
uspedenue, i.e. That Comey and Mueller are very good friends is true, e
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BSIpHA, CBIIIO0 MMa OylaronpusiTeH eheKT U OM Ce CUUTAIIO 33 IMOIXO IS0
KaTo TBBPJACHUE; BCE TAK OCOOEHOCTUTE Ha HH()OPMAIMOHHOTO
[MIAaKETUPAHE Ha TOBAa TBBPACHUE TIPaABAT MPOCTO U3PEUYECHUE 3a
extraposition mno-onTuMainieH rpamaTudeH wu30op. ToBa wu3peueHue
MPEACTaBIsIBA CTApO HHPOPMAIIMOHHO ChIBPIKaHKUE, KOETO CE€ CUHTA 3a
MI03HATO Ha BCHMYKU roopeny: haktet, ue That Comey and Mueller are
very good friends, ce TpeTrpa kato oueBHIHO 00mON3BeCTHO. Hence, the
addressees are supposed to treat this piece of information as a shared set
of background assumptions, and they do not need to be familiarized with
it as a new item of information. CnenoBarento aapecarute TpsiOBa jaa
TpETUpaT Ta3u YacT OT MH(POpMAIKATA KaTO CIoIesIeH Ha0Op OT OCHOBHHU
MIPEIIOJIOKCHHS M HE € HEOOXOAMMO J1a OBJaT 3al03HATH C Hes KaTo C
HoBa nH(popmanusa. DakTbT, Y€ ce CIOMEHAaBa, CIY>KU KaTO HAIIOMHSHE
3a TUCKypca KakBU ca oocrositesictBata Ha Komu 1 Kak ToH 11e pearupa
Ha naneHara cutyanus. CieoBaTeslHO YacTTa, KosaTo e extraposed, Ha
ISJI0TO M3PEUYCHHE MOXKe J1a ObJe OTYeTeHA 4pe3 CIICIHUS aHalu3 Ha
MH(POPMAITMOHHOTO MAaKETHUPAHE:

o Context sentences: But in the meantime, he’s going to be sealed up
tight as a drum and a lot of what might otherwise have come out will
remain secret. Comey -- | mean, it is true that Comey and Mueller are
very good friends but Comey being the responsible former law
enforcement official that he was, would certainly say that whoever
the prosecutor was, do you want me to go public or do you want to
proceed with your investigation without my -- without my testimony
being out in the world.

e Sentence: It is true that Comey and Mueller are very good friends.

e  Presupposition: “It is true that x”

o  K-presupposition: “It is true that x”

o C-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition has been
activated”

o T-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition is of
current interest”

e Focus: “Comey and Mueller are very good friends”

e Assertion: “x = Comey and Mueller are very good friends”

o Presupposed focus: “fully knowledgeable as the
extraposition clause fully evokes the focus in the addressees’
knowledge databases”

OTHOCUTETHOTO U3pEeUYCHUE B EXIraposition KOHCTPYKIUATa HOCH
cTapa uWHpOpMAIUS OT JOUCKypca MO CujaTa Ha OYaKBaHUATA Ha
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roBOpelus, Ye CIyIIaTeIuTe ca 3amo3HaTH ¢ Hes. KakTto m3rnexna,
TBBbpAeHUeTo, 4e Comey u Mueller ca MHOTO T0OpH IpHSTENN, U3TIICKIA
HE ce TBBP/H, a BMECTO TOBa CE€ TPETUPA KaTO OCHOBHO 3HaHue. Brrpeku
TOBAa, EKCTPANIOHMPAaHATa YacT He € MparMaTHYHO MPEANOCTaBeHa Ype3
MpuiaraTeTHoOTO M3Moj3BaHe Ha ,irue“. Tosa mnpeamonara, uye
uHpopManuaTa, BbBEJIEHa OT TOBa MPOCTO HM3PEUYCHHUE, MOTBBPXKIaBa
MHOTO J1I00pOTO MPUATEICTBO MEXIy OBamMaTa Mbxe. ToBa OT CBOsS
CTpaHa M3IJIeKJa HE IMOCTaBs IMOJ BBIIPOC YJAYHOCTTa Ha MpocTara
Bepcus Ha ToBa m3peuenue, T.e. Comey and Mueller are very good
friends. Ako Haua0TO Ha U3pEeUYCHUETO OelIe MPOMEeHeHo Ha ,,| Know...*,
OTHOCHUTEIIHATO MPOCTO M3peUYeHHE IIe ObJae 3a/eiicTBaHa KaTO UCTHHA
Mo cujara Ha pa3IMyHUs ynpamisBan] Tiaron. I[lo To3m HaumH
TOBOPELIUSAT IIE Pa3KpHUe MO3HAHUATA CU 32 HHPOpMAIUATA, ChIbpKaIla
ce B TOBA MIPOCTO M3PEYHHE, KOETO 1€ TPOMEHH OTHOCHTEIHATO MPOCTO
n3peueHre BbB (oHOBA MHGOPMAIIUS U ITbpBaTa YacT (T.€. a3 3HaM) IIIe
CTaHe Ha MpEJCeH IUIaH M HeWHaTa MCTHHCKA CTOMHOCT e Oble MoA
Bepoc. CrnemoBaTenHo Tpe3yMiuusaTra Tyk Ou  3ajaelicTBaina
JOM'BJIHEHHUE, YUATO CTOWHOCT Ha UCTHHATA € BAIMIHA, JTOKATO B CITydast
Ha eKCTpalmoHMpaHaTa BepcUs CTOWHOCTTa Ha UCTHHATa HE €
yOeIuTeIHa.

B To3u mnpumep roBopemmaT wu3bupa ToBa extraposition
M3peueHre, 3a J1a IOCTUTHE CIIeTHUTE MPEIIIOI0KEHUS B IUCKypCa:

e [IOoNydaTensAT 3Hae WM Cce CMsATa, 4e 3Hae (OTBOPEHOTO)
npemnoxenne “(it is true) that x”, mocnensana ot the relative
clause;

® TOBa NpEIOKEHHE B MOMEHTa € aKTHBHPAHO B ITaMETTa Ha
azpecara, IpeIN3BUKAaHO OT MPUJIAraTENHOTO “true”;

e TOBa NpEIIOKEHHE € OT akTyalleH HWHTepec B pa3roBopa,
MpEeAN3BUKAH OT JIGKCUKaIHUs ejaeMeHT “I mean”; u

e the presupposed focus ememMeHT ¢ HambJIHO WHPOPMHpPAH, THU
KaTo TOBOPEIIMAT HAMOMHS Ha aJpecaTuTe 3a TEXHHUTE
TIPEIATITHY 3HAHMSI.
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I'maBa 5
Crtpanareien 3ajor

5.1 OcHnoenu nonoyxcenus/ cneyuuxu:

3aj0reT KaTo rpaMaTUyHa KaTeropus pa3riexaa AeHCTBUETO OT
JIBE TJICJHU TOYKH, 0€3 Ja MpoMeHs o0ImaTa uies Ha nH(HOPMAIIMOHHUTE
(10705050005 0
1. Eddy has written two essays today. (desmenen 3anoz)
2. Two essays have been written by Eddy today. (cmpadamenen 3anoe)

[lonnorsT Ha aKkTUBHHUA 3aJOr CTaBa IPEIJIOKHUAT areHT Ha
CTpajaTesieH 3aJ0r, a JOIbJIHUETO Ha aKTUBEH 3aJI0T CTaBa MOAJIOr Ha
crpazarerneH 3ajior. [Ipu HeoOX0IMMOCT M3BBPIIUTENAT Ha ICHCTBHETO
ce BbBexIa upe3 PP, oriaseHo ¢ npeiora ,,0y” 3a xopa u ot npeiora
,With” 3a mHCTpyMeHT Ha neiicTBreTo. CeMaHTUYHUTE (GYHKIMH Ha
CTpa/IaTeNIHUS 3aJI0T OOMKHOBEHO Ca ChIVIACYBAHU ChC CUHTAKTUYHUTE U
KOHTpAacTUpaT Ha M3pEeueHHusiTa ¢ aKTUBEH 3ajor. B moBeuero ciyuyau
3HAYEHUETO Ha U3PEUCHHUETO CE 3ara3Ba:

John broke the window. (nesrenen 3aor) — The window was broken by
John. (ctpanarenen 3anor)

B wuspeuenmero ¢ aktuBeH 3amor ,John“ e Temara Ha
U3PEUCHUETO U € B ChOTBETCTBUE C aKTUBHATA pouis (areHT), T.e. John e
W3BBPIIMI  JE€WCTBUETO. B JBOMHMKA Ha CTpajgareieH  3ajior
,IPO30PEIBT € B ChOTBETCTBHE C TACHBHATA POJISl MIIK poJisita Ha patient
B U3PEUYEHUETO, T.€. MPO30PEUbT € HEUIO0TO, BbPXY MJIIU C KOETO Ce €
CIIy4MJIO HEUIO.

[IpomsHata Ha mno3uLUATa Ha TMPSAKOTO JIOMBJIHEHHE Ha
aKTUBHOTO M3PEUYECHHE aBa U3BECTHOCT, KOTaTO CE U3II0JI3BA B [TACUBHMSI
aHasior. ToBa HECbMHEHO IOMara Ha OpaTOPUTE WJIM IHUcCATEIUTe Aa
obyiekyaT ompejesieHa KOMyHHMKAallMOHHA CTOMHOCT, aKo TS HM3IJIeXK]a
HEHY’KHa WIM JOpU M3JIHIIHA. AKaJeMHYHOTO MHUCaHE H3IJIeXKIa ce
BB3I10J13Ba OT TO3U (PeHOMEH, OCOOEHO KOTraTo areHThT Ha U3PEUECHUETO
€ OYEBH/ICH WJIM HEXEJIaH..
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5.2 Cunmakmuuna cmpykmypa Ha cmpaoameinus 3ai02

ETO CHHTaKTHYHHTE pa3TUKd MEXIy JBETE BEpPCHUU Ha
BBIIPOCHOTO U3pEUYCHUE:!

e B crpagarennust 3ajgor momiorsT ,,Eddie” ce nammpa kato
JOIBJIHEHHE KBbM IpeJyIora ,,by* B pamMkute Ha PP, cirysxen kato
JIOITBJIHEHHE. .

e JlommorsT Ha  TPOTUBOIIOJIOXKHHUS  CTPAJaTEICH  3aJloT
CBHOTBETCTBA HA IPSIKOTO JOMBJIHEHUE B U3PEUCHUETO B JIEATEICH
3aJI0T..

e (CrpagaTeaHHST 3aJI0T M3II0JI3Ba CIIOMAraTeIHus IIaroi ,,have*,
3a J1a IpeJiajie aCIeKTYaTHOCT B CEramHo NepPeKTHO ChbCTOSTHUE.
Tbii KaTO TOBa CIIOMAraTeIHO yCIOBUE N3UCKBA U3IIOJI3BAHETO Ha
MUHAJI0 TPUYACTUE KATO HETrOBO JOIBJIHEHHE, MAaCUBHOTO
criomMaratejiHo mpuyactue ,.be” ce peanmmsupa kKato ,.been” u
u3nois3Ba non-finite clause 6e3 KOHKpeTeH MpeaMeT, ¢ MUHAJIO
npayacrtue ,,Written“ kaTto Herosa riiaBa

5.3 Ocobenocmu Ha UHGOpMAUUOHHOmMO  naKemupane @
cmpaoameren 3an02

Crnenpamusar nacax, 3aumctBaH oT COCA Corpus, obcwxaa
CIIOKHOCTTa Ha ToauHUTE mpe3 S50-Te TONWHM Ha MUHAIHUS BEK,
OCMOpBaliKM TOMyJIsIpHaTa NpeAcTaBa, 4Y€ T€ C€a HU3KIIOUUTEIHO
HnacTiuBy AHK . Toill moguepTaBa npexoja oT Npe3uaeHT Ailzenxayep
KbM Tmpe3uaeHT KeHenu W mpeMuUHaBaHETO OT penyOiuKaHel] KbM
JIEMOKpaT, CUMBOJIM3UPARKH TPEMUHABAHETO OT CTapara rBapiausi KbM
HoBara rpanuna. Cro3bpH Al3eHXayep pa3ChKIaBa BBbPXY HEIEKOTO
npefaBaHe Ha BJIACTTa, KaTO U3pa3siBa 3arpuKEHOCT OTHOCHO
MOTEHIIMATHOTO HApPACTBAHE HA CTpaxa B HALIMOHAJIHUS KHUBOT 110 BpEME
Ha epata Ha Kenemu. TekcThbT chIIO Taka CHOMEHABa MPEACTOSIIA
nporpama M KHHUTa, o3arjilaBeHa ,,[pu IHUA Tpe3 siHyapu’, B LICHTbpa Ha
KOSITO € mocnenHara mucus Ha [yalt Anzenxayep. IlacaxbT 3acsra
HaKpaTKo pellIeHUATA 3a lepcoHala Ha npe3uaeHTa Jlonang Tpbmi, kaTo
Cce T030BaBa Ha TMOJJAbPXKAHETO HaA TIOAXOJ, OPUEHTUPAH KbM
CEMENCTBOTO:
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SUSAN-EISENHOWER: The turnover, the keys to the closet, probably
gave him some pause. He didn’t know Kennedy very well. There was a
lot of rhetoric during that campaign that led him to be concerned about
perhaps the beginning of a period where fear would play a much bigger
role in national life. (END VIDEO CLIP)

BAIER: This Sunday’s program is called “Three days in January.” It is
based on my new book of the same name, “Three days in January —
Dwight Eisenhower’s final mission” which is out tomorrow. The hour
special debuts 8:00 p.m. Sunday night, the book is available at all
booksellers, as | said, launching tomorrow. President-Elect Donald
Trump makes a big higher. And he is keeping it all in the family. Our
panel in Washington and New York will discuss when we come back.
(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP)

(Fox Special Report with Bret Baier 6:00 PM EST, 2017 (17.01.09),
Deputy Dies in Hunt for Suspect; Award Show Turns Political; President
Obama)

Penoprepsr Bret Baier wusmnomsa kpaThk macuB, 3a Ja
MONYJIAPU3NpPA MPEACTOIA ITIpOorpamMa, KOATO € CBbp3aHa C KHUTa, KOsITO
camusT To e myOnuKkyBai. U mporpamara, u KHUTaTa UMaT €HO U ChIIO
nMe. baliep u3nos3Ba MHOrO IMONYJISAPEH IUIAroji, 3a Ja u3pasu
npeuIokeHuero — ,.based on®, cmnopen Biber et al., e 90 nporenra
MOMyJISIpeH B JkaHpa Ha roBopumusi guckypc (2003:170). Tosa
JOTIpUHACS  3a TMO-JIECHOTO pa3OupaHe Ccpea  3pUTeNuTe Ha
TEJIeBU3MOHHOTO TpenaBaHe. PemopTepsT wu30upa ga 3amoyHe
H3pPCUEHHETO ChC cTapa WH(OpMaIUs B IUCKypca, T.e. ,,it“, 3a ma
HaIpaBH IUIABEH MPEX0] OT O0SBIBAHETO HA MTPOrpaMaTa KbM pekiiamaTa
Ha KHUraTa. To3u mpexo1 yiecHsIBa 3pUTEIUTE Ja CBbP3BaT ABETE YaCTH
uH(popMalus 1o JeceH U siceH HaunH. CIeIoBaTEeNHO CTpaTerusiTa 3a
CTpPYKTypupaHe Ha MHGOPMAIIMOHHMS TOTOK Ha pernopTepa MOXKe Jaa
Obae oOsicHeHa upe3 CcIeAHHMs aHalu3 Ha WHOOPMAIMOHHOTO
[MaKeTUPaHE:!

e Context sentences: This Sunday’s program is called “Three days in
January.”

e Passive voice sentence: It is based on my new book of the same
name, “Three days in January — Dwight Eisenhower’s final mission”
which is out tomorrow.

e Presupposition: “it is based on x”

o  K-presupposition: “it is based on x”
o C-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition has been
activated”
39



o T-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition is of

current interest”
e Focus: “my new book”
e Assertion: “x = my new book”

o Presupposed focus: “fully knowledgeable as the clause
evokes a piece of information that is in the addressees’
knowledge database. Furthermore, the author uses a very
popular verb to perform the act of information evoking”

Kakro e 06sicHeHO no-Tope, MOJUIOT Ha TO3M KPAaThK CTpaaTeeH
3aJI0T € CTap AMCKYPC Ype3 M3IMO0JI3BaHe Ha peiora ,,it“ u 6e3 BKIroueH
PP. HezaBucumo ot TOBa, TeMaTa MOXeE Ja € Oujia U HOBA JTUCKYCHUS U
TOBa OM MOCITY>KUJIO 32 eJITa 3a IIpe/laBaHe Ha OCHOBHOTO MOCTIaHUE, T.€.
¢bakThT, 4e mporpamara € m3rpajeHa BbpXy KHHraTa, myOJHMKyBaHa OT
Baier. Jlpyra npuuuHa, mopaad KOATO MOJJIOIBT € BE3MOXKHO 1a Obae
HOB B JIUCKypCa, €, Y& KPAaTKUAT MOJUIOT He MOXe Ja ObJe CBbp3aH C
MHTEpHAIN3UPaHO nonbiHeHre NP u cienoBarenHo HiMa U3MCKBAHE 3a
CTENEH Ha MO3HAaBaHE HA MHTEPHAIU3UPAHOTO JoMbiiHeHHE NP, KakTo
1€ MMa JABJITHAT nacuB. [lpyra npudnHa, mopaay kosto Baier uznomnssa
KpaTbK CTpajaTelieH 3ajor, € (akThT, Y€ areHTbT € aHapOpUYHO
CIIOMEHAT Ype3 IMPUTEKATEIHOTO NpPUJIAraTeIHO MECTOMMEHHE ,,my*.
Cnymaresst BegHara pa3oupa, ye ToBa, koeto Baier uma npensuz, ¢ ,, It
is based on the book... created by me.* CnenoBarenno, KOHTEKCTyaaIHO U
KOHIIETITYyaJTHO TOBOPEUIMAT HE TpsiOBa J1a M3IMOJI3Ba M3MOJI3BAHETO HA
OABbJIBI' IIaCUB. I/IHTepeCHO € Ja CC IpOoy4dYu NpUYHUHATa, Mopaau KOSATO
TOBOPELIUAT C€ aHTakKHpa € MAaCUBHA, a HE C AKTHBHA KOHCTPYKIUS
(*?My book of the same name bases [?itself on] it). Bemnpeku ue ¢
rpaMaTH4YeCKH IPAaBHJIHO, TOBA M3PEUEHHE MOXKE Ja C€ HYKJIae OT
HU3BECTHA MOI[I/I(i)I/IKaIII/ISI, 3a da NOCTUTHEC CBUIMTEC IMparMaTUiHH LCIIN
KaTO KOHCTPYKLUATA HAa CTPAJATEIIHUS 3aJI0T:

e “My book of the same name is based on it.” — Ta3u Bepcus Moxe

Ja paboTH KaTo MHOro Oim3ka mapadpaza Ha OPUTHHAIHOTO

U3peuyeHrne, HO CHHTAaKTUYHATa KOHCTPYKIIMS BCE OIlle OCTaBa

cTpajarerieH 3aior. M3rmexxmga, ve riaaroasT ,,0ase’ wim

rmaronHata ¢paza ,base something on something“ c

ompenenenuneto ,,if you base a story, painting, or other work on

something else, you use the other thing as the main idea for
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creating the story” (Cambridge Dictionary, online) ce nszmonssa
IJIaBHO B CTPAJATEJIEH 3aJI0T.

e “It serves as the basis for my book of the same name.” —
rpaMaTU4eckd, CAHTAKTUYHO U MPAarMaTUuyHO TOBA U3pPEUCHUE €
TOYHa mapadpaza Ha OPUTMHAIHOTO H3pedyeHue. M Bce mak
[JIaroyIsT ,,0aSe” ce MpOMEHs Ha CBIIECTBUTEIHOTO ,,basis®, 3a
Jla ce TMOCTUTHE LeNITa 32 U3TPak/laHE Ha U3PEUEHUE B JCSITEICH
3aJor.

e “My book, with the same name, draws its foundation from it.” —
OTHOBO TOBa M3PEUEHUE CHOTBETCTBA  IPaMaTUYECKH,
CUHTAaKTUYHO U TMParMaTiyHO HAa OPUTHHAIHOTO H3pEUCHUE.
To3u mbT 00aye riarobT € HabJIHO IPOMEHEH, Taka 4Ye Ja
MOJKE JIa U3Tpak]a U3PEUCHUE B ICATEIICH 3aJI0T.
CrnenoBaTenHo JEATEIHUAT 3aJ10T HA OPUTMHAIIHOTO U3PEUEHUE B

TO3U cloy4yail HE € MparMaTUYHO EKBUBAJICHTEH Ha KOHCTPYKIUSTA B
CTpajaresieH 3ajor. Bb3MOXKHO € /12 MMa OIUTH 3a IPOMEHH Ha 3aJIora,
HO KakKTO MOKa3BaT MPUMEPHUTE IMO-TOpe, U3PEYCHHUETO Ie TpsiOBa na
IPEThPIM 3HAUUTEJIHU NPOMEHH, 3a Ja 3ama3d IIbpPBOHAYAIHOTO
3HAYEHHUE CHIIOTO. YOeIuTeNHa MPUYMHA MOXe Ja Obae (pakTeT, ye
M3IOJI3BAHETO Ha Tjarojia ,,0ase” B CTpajaTeNHUs 3all0T YeCTO Ce
CIIy4Ba, 3a J]a c€ MOoJYepTae pe3yJTaTbT WU MOCIEABAIOTO ChCTOSIHUE,
BMecTO na ce (oKycupa BbpXy areHta wiM jenctBuero. Kakto Oe
CIIOMEHATO TMO-paHO, CTPAJATEJHMUAT 3aJOr C€ M3I0JI3Ba, KOTraTo
(OKyChT € HacO4YeH KbM IIOJydaTesss Ha JEeHCTBHETO WM KOTaTo
U3BBPIIATEAT HA JACHCTBUETO € HEU3BECTEH WIIM MO-MaJIKO BaXX€H OT
camoTo aercreue. Harmpumep:

e | based my decision on the research. (active voice) —
nHQOPMAIMOHHUAT (OKYC TYK € BBPXY BBPIIATENS Ha
JNENCTBHETO, T.€. JINLIETO, KOETO B3eMa penieHuero. ToBa npaBu
SICHO KOH € OTTOBOPEH 3a JIeHICTBUETO, KOETO MOXKeE J1a Obje OT
CbIICCTBCHO 3HAYCHUC B CHUTyallMH, KOTraTO OTYETHOCTTA €
BaXKHA..

e My decision was based on the research. (passive voice) —
MHOPMALMOHHUAT (OKYC TYK € BBpPXY CaMOTO pElIeHHE U
U3CIEABAHETO, HA KOETO ce OCHOBaBa. [lo To3u Ha4uMH BepcusTa
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Ha CTpaJIaTeJICH 3aJI0T MOXKE Jla Ce M3I0JI3Ba 32 CMEKYaBaHEe Ha

BB3/IEHCTBUETO, 0COOCHO B CHTYaI[MH, B KOMTO PUITMCBAHETO Ha

BHHA WJIK OTTOBOPHOCT MOYXeE J1a O'bJIe 1yBCTBUTEITHO.

B 3aBHCHMOCT OT KOHTEKCTa W OTHOIIEHHETO HA T'OBOPEIIHWS,
HCEe3MKOBUTE 3HAIIM KaTO TOpA WM pPa3BbIHYBaH TOH MOXE J1a
NpUAPYXKaBaT aKTa Ha CIIOMEHABaHE HAa HOBAaTa KHHUTa. I OBOPHUTENST
MOXeE Jia H3pa3d EHTyCHa3bM uYpe3 BapHaldd B BHCOYMHATA U
U3Pa3HUTEIHOCTTA. BCe Mak TroBOpEHUsT H30Mpa IMaCHBHOTO IPOCTO
U3pEUYCHUE B H3PEUYCHHUETO ,,basupaHo ¢ Ha MosiTa HOBa KHUTA ChC
CBIIIOTO MME...", 3@ J]a MOCTUTHE CIICJHUTE TPEIIOI0KEHHS B TUCKYpPCa:

e [OJyYaTesAT € HAsICHO WIIK Ce MpHeMa, ue ¢ HascHo ¢ the (open)
proposition “it is based on X”, mocineasano ot a relative clause;

e TOBa MpPEJOXKEHHE B MOMEHTA € aKTHBHUPAaHO B MaMmeTTa Ha
ajgpecara, MPEAN3BUKAHO OT IPHUTEKATETHOTO MECTOMMEHHE
“my”;

e TOBa MpPEAJIOKEHHE € OT aKTyaJeH HHTEpeC B pPas3roBopa,
MIPEIM3BUKAH OT JICKCUKATHHUTE eJIeMeHTH “‘the same name”; u

e the presupposed focus item e HambJIHO OCBEJOMEH, ThH KaTO
M3PEYEHUETO TPEAN3BUKBA 4acT OT MH(POPMAIUATa, KOSITO € B
0a3aTta JaHHU ChC 3HAHHS HA aJpecaTuTe.

I'1aBa 6
HeraTtuBHa unBepcusi

6.1 OcHoenu nonoxicenus

WuBepcusra u fronting ctpykrypute crogenst o0iia HUIIKA B
CIIOCOOHOCTTa CH [Ja MOJ4YepTaBaT €JIEeMEHTH B CTPYKTypaTa Ha
uspedeHnero. M300pspT Aa ce m3non3Ba wiM wHBepcus, uiu fronting,
YecTO Ce PHKOBOIM OT HAMEPEHHETO Ha TOBOPCIIMS Aa IMoguepTae
KOHKpeTHa HH(pOPMAIIUS WK [1a Ch3/1a]I¢ KOHKPETEH PEeTOPUYCH e(eKT.

Korato ce wusmom3Ba fronting, akieHTUpaHHUAT €JIEMEHT Ce
[OCTaBs B HAYalOTO Ha M3PEYCHHETO. ToBa MOXKE Ja 3acerHe
JOMTbIHUEHNE, HAPEYHU MOAU(PHUKATOPU WM APYTU CbCTABKU U CIYXKHU
3a He3a0aBHO TMPHBIMYAHE Ha BHUMAHHETO KbM TO3H CIICMEHT.
CrnenoBarenHo u3mosi3BaHero Ha fronting BBBexaa pasHoOOpasue B
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CTPYKTYpHTE Ha H3peucHHsATa. 1103BONIsIBA HA TOBOPEIIWTE Ja CE
OTKBCHAT OT CTaHIAPTHHUS CJIOBOPE, M00aBSUKH HIOAHC M CTHI KbM
uspasa cu. Fronting e ctumucTuyen u300p, KOWTO MOXKeE Jia IIOMOTHE Ja
Ce Ch3JaJic yCellaHe 3a ApaMaTH3bM, HEOTJIOXKHOCT WJIM Ba)KHOCT Ha
noguepranus eneMenT. ToBa € yHHUBepcaieH HHCTPYMEHT 3a IPOMsIHA Ha
o01IHs TOH Ha u3peueHure. HezaBrcnumo Jam ce U3I0II3Ba B TUCMEH HITH
ropopuM e3uk, fronting mogoOpsiBa KOMYHUKATHBHUTE HIOAHCH, KaTO
[I03BOJISIBA HA TOBOPEIIUTE J[a MO3UIIMOHUPAT CTPATETHUECKH €JIEMEHTH
Bb3 OCHOBA HA TEXHUTE KOMYHHUKATHBHU I€IH M HH(POPMALUATA, KOSTO
uckat na nomueptast (Quirk et al., 1985: 1377-1389; Huddleston and
Pullum, 2016: 1365-1381).

6.2 Cunmakmuuna cmpyKkmypa Ha He2amueHaAma UHEepPCuUs

Otpunarennure aymMud uin ¢pasud, KOUTO Morat na Obaar
BKJIFOYCHU B HCTaTHBHW WHBCPCHUM, O6I/IKHOBCHO nomnagaTr B pa3jiniHA
CUHTAKTUYHHU KaTCTOPHHU. ETo Hakxou O6IJ_[I/I KaTCropun MU IIPHUMCPU
(6asupano Ha u agantupano ot Vince and Sunderland, 2003: 78-79; Side
and Wellman, 2000: 197-209; Folley and Hall, 2008: 323):

e negative adverbs — never, seldom, rarely, hardly, scarcely, barely, etc.:

» Seldom do we get such an excellent service.

e negative determiners — no, none, neither, nor:

» [ cannot attend tomorrow’s college event. — Neither can |.

e negative prepositional phrases — under no circumstances, at no point,
on no account, on no condition, not until, etc.:

» Under no circumstances are students allowed to enter this hall.

e negative conjunctions:  neither..nor, not only..but also,
scarcely/hardly/barely...when, etc.:

> Not only should you submit your exam scores, but you also need to

send your school grades transcript report.
e negative expressions: never before, no sooner, hardly ever, etc.:

» No sooner had | left the room than | realized | had left my laptop

behind.
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6.3 Cneyughuku na ungopmayuonnomo nakemupamne npu
HecamueHa uHeepcus

Crensamuar otkbe oT OrosietriHa Ha ABC News € 3auMcTBad OT
COCA Corpus. B wunrepsroro Julie Koehler, crapmm oOmectBen
3amuTHUK B MinHoiiC, pa3ka3Ba uHuueHT ot 2016 r., korato ocraBuia
TPUTE CH ABIICPU B MHHHUBAH, JOKATO OTHUIILIA Aa cH B3eMe kKade. Equn
MOJIMIIAN ce MPUOJIMKK A0 KojlaTa M pasluTa Jerara i, Kapaku TH Ja
mradat. Koraro ce w3mpaBW cpelly MONHIAs, TOH s OOBHHH, 4e €
n3ocraBmia aenara cu. Koehler, HasicHO ¢ mpaBaTa cu, TBbP/IH, Y€ HE €
Hapyluiia HUKAaKBH 3aKOHH W YBEPEHO IMPEIU3BUKBA OQuIlepa.
Bnocnencteue monumast monaze xaiba cpelly Hes U CIy:KOuTe 3a
3aKpuiia Ha JIETETO MPOBEAOXA MHTEPBIOTA C Jeuara i U MEIUIUHCKA
TIperJie, 3a Ja rapaHTUpaT TSXHaTa 0€3011acHOCT:

JULIE-KOEHLER-ASST-: | saw the police officer walk up to the car and
start questioning my children, and I thought nothing of it until my kids
started to cry. And at that point | walked out of the Starbucks and | asked
the officer what he was doing. And he turned on me and asked me where
I was.

LINSEY-DAVIS-ABC-NE: Little did the officer know this Illinois
senior public defender knew she hadn’t done anything illegal.
JULIE-KOEHLER-ASST-: He accused me of abandoning my children,
and | just laughed at him. He had picked on the wrong mother, because |
actually know my rights and I know that I did not abandon my children.
So | laughed at him. And I told him, yeah, good luck getting those charges
approved because | happen to know what the law is and I did not willfully
leave my child in a position of danger.

LINSEY-DAVIS-ABC-NE: She says the officer filed a complaint against
her and she received a visit from child welfare services, who then
interviewed her children and had a doctor examine them to make sure
they hadn’t been abused.

(ABC News: Nightline, 2018 (18-07-30), Moms under Fire Mommy
Shaming)

To3u Tunm HeraTMBHa WHBEPCHs, 3amoyBamia ¢ ,,Majako®,
OOMKHOBEHO C€ M3MOJI3Ba B )KYPHAIMCTHKATA, pa3Ka3BaHETO HA UCTOPHH
u npyru (opMu Ha pas3kas, 3a Jla aHTaKHUpa ayIUTOPUATA U Ja U3TPaIu
OouakBaHe 3a HMH(popManusTa, KosTo cieaBa. [lomara mga ce cv3ganae
yCelllaHe 3a WHTpPHUTa M MpHUBIMYAa BHUMAHUETO HAa MyOJMKaTa, Kato
npencTaBs HHPOpPMAIIHS [0 HAYMH, KOWTO T'M TTOJIKaHBa Ja IIpepasriieaT
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IIbPBOHAYAJIHUTE CU MPENINOJ0KEHUs 3a cuTyauusra. [lo-crnenuanHo,
Tasd CIPYKTypa Ha H3pEYCHUATA B HOBHUHAPCKUSA pPEHOPTAXK €
CTHJIMCTHYECH M300p, KOHUTO 100aBsl akICHT M JIpaMa KbM HCTOpPHSITA.
HoBunapckure penoprepu 4ecTo 1i€ U3IMO0J3BaT Ta3u KOHCTPYKUUS, 32
Jla Ch3JanaT yCceulaHe 3a WU3HEHAIa WM UPOHUSA, KATO MOAYEPTaBAT
KOHTpacTa MEXJIy TOBa, KOETO HSAKOM € 3Haell WIM O4YakBal, M
JNEHCTBUTENIHATA PEATHOCT HA CUTYAIUsATA.

B To3u cmyuaii m3peuenmero “Little did the officer know...
CIIY’KH 3a IMO4YepTaBaHe Ha MocieaBaiara nHpopMaius, KosiTo Cae/aBa,
T.€. Y€ 3aCETHATOTO JIMIIC € CTApIIM OOIIECTBEH 3aIIMTHUK, KOWTO €
no0Ope 3amo3HaT ¢ IpaBaTa CH W TBBPJW, Y€ HE € HalpaBWJa HHIIO
HE3aKOHHO. TOM Cbhb3JaBa HApaTHBEH KOHTPACT, KOETO IMpeJrojara, 4e
CIIy>KHTEJISIT MOXKE J1a € HalpaBuJjl MPEANOI0KEHUS UM 0OBUHEHUs, 0e3
Jla € HajACHO C MHUHAJIOTO WJIA [paBHUTE IIO3HAHUS HA JIULETO.
HoBunapckusaT penoprax onucsa CUTyanus, B KOATO ITOJIULANA pa3lIUTBa
Jerara Ha JKeHa, KOeTO BOIM 10 KOoH(poHTamus. Ayauropusara e
HaKapaHa J1a IpeanoiaokKu, Ye MOJIULIAsAT MOXKE Ja IMOBIPBA, Ye )KEHATA €
HallpaBWjia HELI0 HEpPeIHO WM HE € HasiACHO C Ipou3Xojaa CH.
N3peuennero C oTpullaTeIHa MWHBEPCHUS BBBEXKIAa 00par, Karo
npeanoyara, 4e uma HHPOpMAIUSA, KOSTO CIYKUTEISAT HE 3Hae.
VYnorpebara na  “Little did the officer know” mpenmonara, ue
CITY)KUTEJAT pabOoTH MPHU OMPEICIICHN MPETONIOKEHUS WM OYaKBaHUS,
KOUTO 1me ObaaT mpenus3BukaHu. CIeIoBaTENHO, TOBA H3PEUYCHHE C
HEraTuBHA WHBEPCUS MOXE Ja MNOJy4Yd CJIEIHUS aHallu3 Ha
MH(OPMAIIMOHHOTO MMaKeTUpaHe:

e Context sentences: And at that point | walked out of the Starbucks
and | asked the officer what he was doing. And he turned on me and
asked me where | was.

e Negative inversion sentence: Little did the officer know this Illinois
senior public defender knew she hadn’t done anything illegal.

e Presupposition: “little did the officer know X”

o K-presupposition: “little did the officer know x”
o C-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition has been
activated”

o T-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition is of
current interest”
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e Focus: “this Illinois senior public defender knew she hadn’t done
anything illegal”
e Assertion: “x = this Illinois senior public defender knew she hadn’t
done anything illegal”
o Presupposed focus: “unknowledgeable as the clause evokes
a new piece of information that is still not in the addressees’
knowledge database.”

Karo ce wMa mnpenBuj W3MOI3BAHETO HA U3PEYCHHETO C
HETraTUBHA WHBEPCHS, JTOKJIATbhT PA3KPHBA, Y€ PA3IUTBAHOTO JIUIIE HE €
IPOCTO OOMKHOBEH YOBEK, a CTApIIU 0OIIECTBEH 3alIUTHUK OT MnuHoiic,
KOWTO TBBPIM, Y€ € J0Ope 3alo3HaT ChC 3aKoHA. ToBa pa3KpHUTHE €
HEOYAKBAHO M CE pa3jindyaBa OT IMbPBOHAYATHOTO IMPEAINOJIIOKCHHE, Ue
MOJIMIASAT MOXKE Ja CH MMa paboTa C HAKOH, KOWTO HE € 3amo3HaT C
MPaBHUTE BBIIPOCH. M3MON3BaHETO HA TOBA M3PEYCHHUE C HETaTHBHA
WHBEpPCUs TPEIU3BUKBA IMPOMSHA B IEPCHEKTHBaTa Ha aJpecaTHUTe.
[lpukanBa TH na mpepasrienar CUTyalusTa W JUHAMUKATa MEXIy
MoJIMIas ¥ pa3nuTBaHaTa >keHa. KoHTpacThT m00aBs CIIOH CIOKHOCT
KBM pa3Kkasa, Thi KaTo IyOJMKaTa Bede € HasCHO ¢ HH(OpMaIIHsi, KOSTO
odunepbT He e. M3pedeHwero ¢ HeraTMBHA WHBEPCHS CIYXH KaTo
pa3ka3HO CPEICTBO 3a Ch3/IaBaHE HA HAMPEKCHHE M MPHUBIMYAHE HA
BHUMaHHETO Ha myOnukata. Tol T MOATOTBS 32 pa3KpUTHE, KOETO
MOCTaBsI MO/ BBIIPOC IIbPBOHAYATHUTE UM TIPEIIOJIOKECHUS U JT00aBs
IBI0OOYMHA KBM HCTOPHSTA, KaTO MOJYepTaBa KOHTpACTa MEX]y TOBa,
KOETO CITY)KUTEJISAT 3HAe WM MPEAIoiara, u JeHCTBUTEIHATA CUTYAIINS.
Ta3u TexHHKa ce M3MON3BA JAOMBIHUTENHO, 32 Ja aHTaXUpa MyOIukaTa
U J1a TOUThpiKa UHTEpeca i KbM pasrphIlamuTe ce chouTns. Jpyr Buj
KOHTPACT, KOMTO Ch37aBa Ta3u KOHCTPYKIIMSI, € MEX]y TOBa, KOETO 3HAE
TOBOPENIUAT W TOBA, KOETO 3Hae (MM HE 3Hae) 3allUTaBallusT ce.
Bcuuko ToBa BOIM 0 3aKIIOYEHHETO, Y€ MPEArojaraeMusit (okyc
TpsAOBa JIa Ce CUMTA 33 HEMO3HAT CIIPSMO MPEITIOKEHUETO ,,TO3H CTaAPIITU
OOIIIeCTBEH 3aIIMTHUK OT MnuHOiC 3Haelle, 4e He € HampaBuia HUIIO
HE3aKOHHO.”

NMa moTeHIMATHN HEJIMHTBHUCTUYHM 3HAIM, CBHP3aHU C Ta3H
KOHCTPYKIIMS Ha OTpHUIIATE]IHA HMHBEPCUS W I[JIOCTHUS KOHTEKCT.
Hampumep, ToBOpemusaT MoOXKe Ja H3I0JI3Ba TOTYSpTaH WIH JIEKO
JpaMaTU4eH TOH, 3a Ja IpeaJe 3Ha4YeHHEeTO Ha TOBa, KOETO opHuiepsT
He ¢ 3Haeln. ToBa MOXe Jla BKJIIOYBA NMPOMSHA HAa BUCOYMHATA HITH
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yIb/DKaBaHE Ha ONpEACICHH JIyMH 3a JIONMBJIHATEJIEH aKIIEHT.
BapuanuunTe B MHTOHAIMATA CBIIO MOTAT Jla CE€ U3IMOI3BaT 3a J00aBsHE
Ha BB3JIEHCTBUE BHPXY (OKYCHHS KOMIOHEHT. [I0BHIIIaBAHETO HA TOHA
Ha ayMmaTta ,, KnOw* wiu kpaTka naysa cien ,, Little did the officer know*
MO’KE J1a JIOTPUHECE 3a ISUIOCTHHS e(eKT, MPUBINIaNKH BHUMaHHETO
KbM HEOYaKBaHOTO pa3KpHUTHE. BBIIpekn TOBa MOXKE J1a CE MPEIAMOIONKH,
Ye OoparopbT € u30pajd HeraTMBHATa HWHBEPCUS OT HOBHHAPCKHUS
pernoprak, 3a J1a MOCTUTHE CIICHUTE MPEAOI0KCHHUS B IUCKypCa:

roBopeuuar e u3bpan ¢pasara ,, little did the officer know*, 3a
Ja ToAuYepTac WPOHHSATA, Y€ IOJUIASAT, KOWTO BEPOSTHO OU
TpsiOBaj0 Ja € 3amo3HaT C MPABHUTE BBIIPOCH, MOTPEIIHO ¢
OOBUHUII HSIKOTO, KOMTO BCBHIIIHOCT UMa IPaBHA €KCIIEPTHU3a,;
koHcTpykuuara “little did the officer know” ne camo
CHTHAJIM3MpPA 3a MPOMsHA B pa3kasza, HO ChIIO TakKa Mpejrosara
CJIEMCHT Ha U3HEHA/IA MJTH OTKPOBCHHE, 3aCUIIBAMKH ISUIIOCTHOTO
BB3JCHCTBME Ha pa3Kaza Ha roBopeuus. Toll CIlyKu KaTo
pPETOpPUYCH HMHCTPYMEHT 3a aHTaXHWpaHe Ha aJpecaThTe Hu
oJ4YepTaBaHe Ha YyHHUKAJHATa IIO3MIMS Ha TOBOpEHIUS B
pasrphIIAIIUTE C€ ChOUTHS;

MPE/UIOKEHUETO € OT aKTyalieH WHTEpeC B Pa3roBopa,
NPEIU3BUKAaH OT OTPHUIATEIIHOTO mpuiaaratento little” B
HOBHMHAPCKHS PEMOPTax, Thil KAaTo BIbXBa HAaBPEMEHHO W
YMECTHO H3MEpPEHHE B MpOJb/DKaBaliara JAUCKycus. ToBa
MPEUIOKEHUE CTaBa 0COOEHO YMECTHO B HACTOSIIHUS Pa3roBOp,
3am[0To J00aBs CJIOW Ha KPUTHYHA OICHKA KbM JCHCTBUATA HA
oumepa. OTpuIaTEeTHOTO MpUsIaraTeIHo TIOJITHKBA
ayJUTOpUsATa Ja TOCTaBH 0] ChbMHEHHME aJeKBaTHOCTTA Ha
3HAHUATA WIK TPEINOI0KEeHUATA Ha ouIepa; 1

the presupposed focus enemMeHT € Hemo3HAaT, 3aIl[0TO TOBOPEITHST
moJyepTaBa JHIcaTa Ha 3HaHWA Ha oduiepa. Tasu yummca Ha
3HAHUS Ce MPEBPBHIINA BbB (JOKYCHA TOUKA HA MPEAOIOKEHHSITA
B JHUCKypca, KOETO TMpeamojiara, dYe JCHCTBHATA WM
OOBHHCHHSATA HA CIIY)KUTENII MOXKE Jla ca OWJIM TOBIUSHH OT
HEIBJIHO MO3HABAaHE HA YacT OT HH(OpMAIIHTA.
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3akao4yeHue

B Tasm nmokTopcka Te3a ce 3aex ¢ M3CIeABaHE Ha Pa3IuYHU
CUHTAaKTUYHU CPE/ICTBA, U3II0JI3BAHU B ChbBPEMEHHMS aHIIMHCKU €3HK 3a
OIMaKOBaHE M MojeNHupaHe Ha uHpopmanus. M30paHuTe KOHCTPYKIHUH,
umenno clefts, existentials, extrapositions, passive voice u negative
inversion, 6sixa u30paHu HE CaMO TIOPAIU TAXHOTO Pa3pOCTPaHCHUE, HO
U TIOpaJii UHTPUTYBAIUTE €3MKOBU U CEMAaHTHUYHU MPEIN3BUKATEIICTBA,
KOUTO T€ MpEACTaBiAT B cepara Ha MHPOPMALMOHHOTO MAKETHPAHE.
[TomuepraBaiiky aCIEKTUTE HAa IMHTBUCTUYHOTO U3MOJI3BaHE B PA3JIMUHU
KOHTEKCTH, 0OCHIUX FOPHUTE KOHCTPYKILIUH, KAaTO ce (OKYCHUPaAX BBPXY
TEXHUTE HEKAaHOHWYHHM XapaKTepPHU YEepTH, TEXHUTE MO-IPOCTU WU
OCHOBHM JBOWHHWIIM M YHUKAJHHUS HAYWH, N0 KOWTO Te MaKeTHpaT
uHpopMalKs, KaTo ChIIEBPEMEHHO 3ama3BaT 3HAuYE€HUETO Ha IIo-
NpOCTUTE ABOWHU (GopMH. 3a 1@ MOCTUTHA TOBA, H3IMOJI3BAX KAaKTO
KOJINYECTBEHA, TaKa M KAuyeCTBEHA M3CJIEI0BATEICKAa METOAOJIOTHUS.
Kopnycstr COCA, koiiTo Gerie n3rosi3BaH 3a U3BIMYAHE Ha IPUMEPH OT
aBTEHTUYHUS T'OBOPUM aMEPHKAHCKHM aHIJIMICKM BapuaHT Ha €3HKa,
Oemie 1EHEH WHCTPYMEHT 32 ChOMpaHe Ha KOJMYECTBEHU MPO3PEHUSI.
KayectBeHOTO H3cnenBaHe ce 3albjI0O0YM B HIACHTU(DUIMPAHUTE
KOHCTPYKIIMH, U3MOI3Baliku paMmkara Ha Lambrecht 3a ananusupane Ha
ocobeHocTuTe Ha uH(MopManMoHHOTO makerupane (1994; 2001).
KagecTBeHusT aHanuM3 wMame 3a TIeT  Ja pa3Kpue  KaKTo
JIMHTBUCTUYHHTE, TaKa U HAKOW HEIIMHTBUCTHUYHU THHKOCTHU B pazjelna
Ha TOBOPHMHS AMCKYypC Ha Kopmyca. JlokaTo ce KOHIEHTpHpa BBPXY
TOBOPUMHUS €3UK, MPOYYBAHETO CE€ CTPEMM J1a YJIOBH JAMHAMHUYHUS U
KOHTEKCTyaJIHO 0orar XapakTep Ha W3IO0J3BAaHETO Ha e€3UWKa B
eXeJHEeBHaTa KoMyHuKaius. CrnenuguuHUsAT 32 JKaHpa MOJIXOA
NpeNoCTaBy  TOAPOOHO HW3CIEABaHE HA HAYMHHUTE, TI0 KOUTO
eMpaTHYHUTEe KOHCTPYKIIMM C€ TpOsBIBAT B TOBOPUMHS €3HK,
XBBPJIIHKA CBETJIMHA BHPXY TAXHATa POJSl B MPEJAaBAaHETO Ha aKIICHT,
Harjaci M KOMYHHMKAaTHBHO HaMepeHue B Ooratusi KOHTEKCT Ha
TOBOPUMHSI TUCKYPC.

[IpeioskeHata cxemMa 3a aHaIUM3 Ha KOHCTPYKLHMH 32
nH(OPMALIMOHHO MaKeTUpaHe B Ta3u AucepTanus (context sentences;
presuppositions: K-presupposition, C-presupposition, T-presupposition;

48



focus; assertion; presupposed focus) mma 3a 1en ga 06001H Kak paMKara
32 HTH(POPMAITMOHHO TAKETUPAHE MOXKE J1a CE TIPUIIOKHU KATO MHCTPYMEHT
1a ce 00sICHHM M3Ka3BaHE B pAMKUTE HA J]aJICH TEKCT U KaK acleKTUTE Ha
edeKTUBHATA KOMYHHKAIUs, CIIOMEHATH IO-paHO, MoOrar na ObaaT
nocturuatd. Tasu cxema o6oOmaBa (yHkiuure, kouto Lambrecht
(2001) nmpennara, xkorato jaaBa IMpeJCTaBa KaKBO MOXE Jia MOCTHTHE
nHpOpPMAIIMOHHATA CTPYKTypa 3a MojoOpsiBaHe HA pa30MpaHETO Ha
NpeIIOKEHUsITA B M3pEUYCHHSITa. ENWH OT TPHHOCUTE Ha Ta3u
adcepranuss e, 4e TS pa3paboTBa TOHATHSATa H  KAaTETOPUHTE,
npeiokeHu ot Lambrecht B enna ot mo-pannute My pabdotu (1994).
Tyk aBTOPBT MpeNOCTaBs ISUIOCTHO U3CIICIBAHE HA B3aMMOJICHCTBHETO
Mexay (opmaliHaTa CTPYKTypa Ha U3PEUCHUATA U KOMYHHKATHBHUS
KOHTEKCT, B KOWTO Te mpemaBaT propositional wuupopmarms.
IlenTpamHaTa KoHIENuMs 3a HHDOpPMAIMOHHATA CTPYKTypa €
MpeJCTaBeHa KaTO KOMIIOHCHT Ha IpaMaTHUKaTa, B KOSTO MPETIOKEHHSTA
MPETHPISABAT MPArMaTUIHO CTPYKTYPUPAHE Bh3 OCHOBA Ha JTUCKYPCHUTE
CUTYyallud, B KOUTO c€ KOMYHUKUpAT. CTPYKTYpPUPAHETO CE€ BIUSE OT
MIPEIITOJIOKCHUSITA Ha TOBOPEIIHS 32 ChCTOSTHUETO Ha YMa Ha CITYIIaTeNs
1o BpeMe Ha M3Ka3BaHeTo. MHpopMalmoHHaTa CTPYKTypa ce OTIryYaBa
oT o0II1aTa mparMaTHKa Ha Pa3roBopa, Thid KaTO BKIIFOYBA TPaMaTHICCKH
XapaKTePUCTHKH, CIELUUATHO MpeJHAa3HAYeHH 3a CHUTHAIM3MpaHe Ha
pa3nuuus B CTPYKTypUpaHETO Ha WH(popManusaTa. /[Ba OCHOBHUM THIIA
KaTeropuH B paMKUTE Ha KOMIIOHEHTa Ha MHPOPMAI[MOHHATA CTPYKTYypa
Ce OTHACIT JO MEHTAJIHHUTE PENpe3eHTAIlM Ha OOEKTH B JHCKypca,
MOBJIUSIHA OT (PaKTOpPH KaTo 3HAHUE W Ch3HAHUE. APryMEHTHT €, 4e
nH(OpPMAIMOHHATA CTPYKTypa € 4YacT OT TpamaTHKaTa, Oeis3aHa OT
pa3nu4yHd  MOP(OCHUHTAKTHUYHU,  TPO3OJAMYHU M JIEKCUKAIIHU
XapaKTepUCTHKHU, a HE acleKT Ha oOmjara YoBelmka KOMYHHKAaTHBHA
KOMIIETEHTHOCT.

KonTekeTsT urpae neHTpaiHa poss B u30paHara pamka, Thil KaTo
3HAYUTEIIHO BIUS€ BBPXY MPArMaTidHOTO CTPYKTypUpaHe Ha
MpeJUIOKEHUsATAa B paMKATE Ha KOMIIOHEHTa 3a IaKeTHpaHe Ha
unpopmanua. To3M KOMIOHEHT BKIIOYBA OpPraHU3WPAHETO Ha
KOHIIENTYaJTHH TPEACTaBSIHUS Ha CBCTOSHHMSI Ha HemaTra WIu
MPENJIOKEHUSI B CHOTBETCTBHUE CBC CHEHUDUIHUTE JTUCKYPCHUBHU
CUTyalldd, B KOHWTO T& Cc€ KOMyHHKUpaT. KOHTEeKCTyaTHHTE
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OOCTOSITENICTBA CIIY)KM KaTO HacouyBallla CHJa, II03BOJIsBalla Ha
rOBOpEUIMTe Ja MNpaBiT HMHOOPMHPAHU  NPEANOJIOKCHUS 32
MICUXUYECKOTO CBHCTOSHUE HA CIyIMIATSIUTE 10 BpeMe Ha W3Ka3BaHE.
ToBa B3auMMOJEHCTBUE MEXAYy KOHTEKCTa U  IIParMaTu4HOTO
CTPYKTYpHUpaHE € OT CHIIECTBEHO 3HAUCHHE 3a MPHCIIOCOOSBAHETO HA
€3UKOBHUTE M3Pa3H KbM HIOAHCHTE Ha KOMyHHMKaTuBHaTa cpeaa. OcBeH
TOBAa C€ TBBPAM, Y€ HIKOM OTIUYUTCIHU  TIPaAMAaTUYCCKU
XapaKTEPUCTUKH, KATO MOP(HOCUHTAKTUYHU, IPO30AUYHHU H JICKCHKATHH
€JIEMEHTH, Ca CIEIMATHO MPOCKTHPAHH Jla CUTHAIU3UPAT PA3IUKUTE B
nHpOpMaIMOHHATA CTPYKTypa B paMKuTe Ha rpamarukara (Lambrecht
1994). Ilo TO3M HAYWH KOHTEKCTHT HE caMO O(GOpMS IMparMaTHIHHUSI
MpoIec Ha CTPYKTypUpPaHe, HO CHINO TaKa CIy’KU KaTo KIFOYOB (HaKTOp
npu nenmdpupaHeTo Ha Bpb3KaTa MEXIY (GopmaiHaTta CTPyKTypa Ha
U3PCUYCHUAITA U TEXHUTC KOMYHHKATUBHH (DYHKIIMH B PaMKHUTE Ha IIO-
[IMPOKATa €3UKOBA PaMKa.

Lambrecht uznon3sa repmuna “knowledge presupposition” (vu
K-presupposition) B3aumo3zameHsieMo ¢ pragmatic presupposition,
MoT4epTaBaiiki OCHOBHATA KOHIIETILIUS 3a pedepupane Ha HHPOpMaLus,
nmo3Hara Ha anapecata (2001). IIparmaTM4HOTO TBBpJCHUE Ha
TOBOpEIHs, OMHUCAHO Karo ,,eQEeKThT, KOUTO MMa NPOU3HACSHETO Ha
U3PEUCHUETO BbPXY 3HAHUSTA WM BsipBaHuUsTa Ha ciymarens™ (ibid.),
ce pa3KkpuBa 4pe3 BbBEXIaHe Ha QoKyca B mpeiokeHuero. Lambrecht
nojuepTaBa HEOOXOIMMOCTTa OT KOHTEKCT IpH H3IMOJI3BaHE Ha
HEKaHOHMYHA CTPYKTypa, OTOeNs3Baiiku, ye oO0ChkaaHeTo Ha (okyca
0e3 mpemocTaBsHE Ha TIEPCIEKTHBA WIM 3aKIIOYCHHE OTHOCHO
[parMaTU4YHOTO TBBpAEHHE Ou Ouino HeyaoOHo. Ta3u KOHKpeTHa
uHpOpMaIKs € TperHa3HaYeHa /1a Ob/e aKTHBHpaHa B Ch3HAHUETO Ha
ajzipecarta 4pe3 MoJUIekallyd Ha U3BexaaHe pedepeHtd. B pesynrar Ha
tToBa Lambrecht BeBexx1a TepmMuHa “consciousness presupposition” (C-
presupposition), karo TBBPIU, Y€ ,,CHIHOCT KM MPOMO3MIHUSI Ce
pasriexaaT Karo mnpeanoiioxkeHue 3a ch3Hanue (C-presupposition),
KOTaTO TOBOPEIIHAT IIPUEME, Y€ HEHHOTO YMCTBEHO MIPEJICTaBsSHE € OMII0
aKTHBHPAHO B KPATKOCPOUYEH CPOYHA ITAMET Ha ChOSCEAHUIMTE IO BpeMe
Ha u3kaszBaneto” (2001: 475).

Pedepentst mim C-presupposed proposition moxe na 0Obe win
HAIBJIHO AKTHBHPAHO, WK TMPOCTO JIOCTBIIHO, TPUBSKIANKH Ce B
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CHOTBETCTBUE C MOHATHATA HA Prince 3a ,,discourse-old*“ u ,.inferable*
(1992). ToBa obaue camo o cebe cu He rapaHTupa MBIHO pa3dupane,
ThH KaTO TBBPIACHHETO TpsOBa Ja mpeAaBa yMecTHa HHGpOpMalus,
CBBp3aHa C TEKYNIOTO MPEJIOKCHNUE, YCTAHOBSIBAHKH BPH3Ka C TEKYIIHS
AMCKypc. 3a 1a ce crpasu ¢ ToBa, Lambrecht BpBex1a qpyro perasario
MPEIOI0KEHNE, OTHACSIIO CE 10 TOBOPEILHS — TOBA 32 IPEANOCTaBKaTa
3a aktyanHoct (T-presupposition). ToBa o3HauaBa, 4Ye T'OBOPEIIHAT
OYaKBa, Y€ CIYIIATENAT CMATA KOHKPETCH €JIEMEHT 32 YMECTEH U BaXKCH
3a TEeKYyLIUsl JUCKYpC, pasriexIailku ro KaTro BeposiTHA TeMma 3a I0-
HaTtaThIIHO oOchxkaaHe. Jlepunummsra wa Lambrecht cwmo Taka
Moa4YepTaBa, Ye TEeMAaTUYHUSAT ACHOTAT, IPEAMETHT Ha MPE3YMITLHUATA, €
M0 CBIIECTBO PAa3yMHO TMPEABUIANM KOMIIOHEHT B pPaMKHTE Ha €IHO
npeaioxeHue. ToBa 03HauaBa, ye KaTo ce UMa MPeIBU]I KOHTEKCThT WU
CMOAETICHOTO 3HAHWE, aJpecaTbT MOXKE pa3yMHO Ja OdYaKBa
BKJIFOYBAHETO Ha TO3W elleMeHT B pasroBopa (2001: 476). JloruuHo,
W3IBITHCHHETO Ha TIPEIIONOKEHUETO 3a T-NpearmocTaBKka H3HMCKBa
OTNpeeNICH0 HUBO HAa aKTUBHpPAaHE B CH3HAHMETO HA YYAaCTHUIUTE B
IMCKypca; ¢ Apyru aymu, C-presupposition ciry>ku Kato mpeanocTaBKa
3a T-presupposition.

JIumcBamoTo 3B€HO, KOGTO OTKPUX B M3UEpIIaTeIHATA CXeMa Ha,
Lambrecht 3a obsicHuTeTHaTa paMKa Ha MTaKETHPAHETO Ha HH(OpMAIIHs,
€ CBBP3aHO C KPUTUYHOTO HW3CIICJABAHEC HA TPUTECPUTEC B PaMKHTE Ha
JoMeliHa Ha TBBP/CHUATA, KOUTO ChOTBETCTBAT HA JIeHOTaTa Ha (pokyca.
W3cnenBaHeTo Kak TOBOPEUIMSIT YCTAaHOBSBA MPEINOIOKEHHUETO 3a
uHpopMalusa, TapaHTHpailku pa3OupaHeTo WM TNpPUEMaHETO Ha
M3Ka3BaHe OT CTpaHa Ha ajpecara, ce MPeBbpHA B yOeIUTeIHA TOYKA Ha
u3cnenBaHe B Tasu aucepranus. Korato Obae u3BajeHa OT HEHHUS
KOHTEKCT, JIMIcara Ha aKTUBHPAaHW pedepeHTH, BOJCIIH IO
npennonaraemust  ¢Gokyc, TmpaBu  WHGOpPMAIMOHHATa  €IWHUIA
He3a0ene)kuMa KaTo HOBa. TO3HM CIIOXKEH IpOIeC M3UCKBA HE CaMo
pedepeHTr, KOUTO MoraT Aa ObJaT W3BENEHU WM CBHP3aHU, HO CHIIO
TaKa pa3yuTa Ha KOJICKITHS OT MPEJIUIITHU OOIITMPHU ITO3HAHUS 10 TEMaTa.
Ta3u xonekuus e ToBa, KOETO Hapyu4yaMm 0a3za JaHHU WK 0a3a JaHHU ChC
3HaHWsA. ToBa 3HAHWUE CE€ MPOCTHpPA OTBB] CHCIHATU3UpaHATa WU
npodecroHaiHa eKcrepTr3a, HabIAraiiku Ha IIMPOKO pa3dupaHe, KOETO
MOXe J1a ObJ1e TeCHO TOCTHIHO. CIe0BaTEeIHO ChIECTBYBALUTE MPEIU
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TOBa OOINM 3HAHHWS Ha ajpecaTa Ce OdYepTaBaT Karo OCHOBHH IPH
OIIpEICJITHETO Ha U300pa Ha TpaMaTuka U CTPyKTypa. [lo3oBaBaiiku ce
Ha KoHIenusaTa Ha , Lambrecht 3a nenpenckasyemoctra (2001: 474), a3
W3IOJI3BaM CIICTHUTE TPH KaTerOpHH, 3a JAa pa3padboTs mo-moapobHo the
presupposed focus:

fully knowledgeable — B T0o3u crieHapuii GOKyCHHIT KOMIIOHEHT
ce HaMHpa U3IUT0 B 0a3ara JaHHU ChC 3HAHUS Ha ajpecara. Tosa
O3HAuaBa, 4e CIIyNIaTes ST MPUTEXKaBa sII0CTHA HHPOPMHUPAHOCT
3a TeMaTa ¥ MOXE JICCHO Jla M3BUKA WIIH Ja MOIYYH JOCTHII 0
ChOTBeTHaTa HMH(MOpPMAIMA BBB BCEKH CIMH  MOMEHT.
CBhCTOSHHUETO Ha ITHJIHO 3HAHUE [TOJYEPTaBa CHIIHO MIO3HABAHE HA
(oxyca, yIeCHABAWKHN 331bJI00UYEHO pa30MpaHe U HHTETPUPAHE B
TEKYILHSI AUCKYPC.

semi-knowledgeable — ToBa chcTosiHue 03Ha4YaBa, e POKYCHUST
KOMIIOHEHT ChIIIECTBYBA B 6a3ara JaHHH ChC 3HAHUS Ha ajipecara,
MaKap ¥ ¢ HIOAHCHPAHO WK JOpH (HUHO pasrpaHudeHue. Jlokaro
UH(OPMAIMATA € HAITUIIE, TS HE MOXKE Jia ObJie JIECHO M3BHKaHa
WM Hai-MaJKOTO HAIThJIHO HM3BHKAHA B TOYHHS MOMCHT Ha
W3Ka3BaHeTO. ToBa CBHCTOSIHHE BBBEKIAa €JIEMEHT Ha
OTPaHUYCHHUS HA JOCTBITHOCTTA, U3UCKBAIIl OT CIYIIATENS J1a Ce
AHTaXXHUpa ¢ KOTHUTUBHH YCHJIMS, 32 Jia M3BJIEYe M OCMHUCIH
CbOTBETHUTE MOAPOOHOCTH, JONPHUHACIMKH 3a THO-CIOXKEH
npoiec Ha pasbupane. HeoOxomaumu ca moBevye KOHTEKCT H
00sICHEHHE, 3a J1a Ce MPEXBBPIIN TO3H MpeanoaraeM GoKyc KbM
fully knowledgeable. OcHoBHata nH(poOpMaIHs € OT CHIIECTBEHO
3HAUCHHUE 3a MIOCTHTaHe Ha ITHJIHO pa3OupaHe.

Unknowledgeable — upe3 Hero ce oTOensi3Ba ICHO OTCHCTBHE Ha
xoMnoHeHTa focus B 6azarta naHHU che 3HaHHS Ha aapecara. [Ipu
TOBa 00CTOSITENCTBO wWH(pOpManusaTa, cBbp3aHa c focus, e
HAIBJIHO HEMO3HaTa 3a chymarens. Ta3u Jumnca Ha
IpeBapuTEelIHA OCBEIOMEHOCT Hajlara MO-TOJEMH YCHJIHS OT
CTpaHa Ha TOBOPEIIHs Ja Ch3/aJe OCHOBA MM KOHTEKCT, 3a Jia
MOJKE CITymaTessT 1a pazoepe BbBeaeHus focus. Toii moguepraBa
CIIy4auTe, KOraTo MpeAMEeThT € U3ISUI0 HOB MM U3BBH 00XBaTa
Ha ChINECTBYBAIaTa 6a3a OT 3HAHH Ha aJpecaTa.
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Konmenmusra 3a presupposed focus e nepasgemHa yact ot
ananu3a Ha Lambrecht nmo Hskonko npuunnu. [IbpBO, TON CITy’KH Kato
pelaBaiia Bpb3Ka, KOSITO TOJ00psiBa U3UepIaTeTHOCTTa Ha aHAJIN3a Ha
Lambrecht Ha xoHCTpYKIIMUTE 3a MakeTupane Ha uHopmanus (2001).
Upes 3a1ps1009aBaHe B 00JIACTTa HA TBHPJICHUATA, KOUTO ChOTBETCTBAT
Ha (OKYCHHS JCHOTaTyM, aHanu3bT Ha Lambrecht wmznmza orTBBJ
OOMKHOBEHaTa TIpaMaTHKa WM CHHTAKCHUC, H3CICIBAWKUA PA3IUYHUTE
IMHAMUKUA Ha TOBa Kak HMH(popMamusTa ce mpuema u o0paboTBa B
KOMYHUKanusaTa. PascienBaHeTo Ha Ha4yMHA, O KOWTO TOBOPEIIMTE
Ch3/1aBaT MPENIONIOXKEHH 3a HH(OpMaIus, ce MpeBpblla B EHTpaIHA
TOUKa Ha u3cienBaHe. ToBa Mpoy4BaHe ce€ PHKOBOIMU OT NMPU3HABAHETO,
4ye KOTraTo C€ M3BaJu OT HETOBHA KOHTEKCT, JIUTICATa Ha aKTUBUPAHU
pedepenTn, Bomemu g0 presupposed focus, mpaBu uHbOpMaIMOHHATA
eIMHUIIA HEBB3MOXXKHO Ja ObJae ompeleneHa Karo HOBa. ToBa
HaOJII0ICHUE TIOUEPTaBa CIIOKHUS TPOIIEC, Ype3 KOWTO HH(POpMAIIHTA
HE caMo Ce MPEJICTaBs, HO ¥ ce 0YaKBa Ja ObJie mory4eHa u pa3opana ot
azjpecara.

BaxxHocTTa Ha presupposed focus e HombIHUTEIHO MOuepTaHa
OT HEroBaTa 3aBUCUMOCT OT KOJICKIMsSI OT IMPEIBAPUTEIIHU OOUIMPHH
MO3HAHUS, KOWTO C€ TPOCTUPAT OTBBJA CHENHATH3HpAHATa WIH
npodecroHanHa ekcreptusza. ToBa MO-IIMPOKO pa3dupaHe, YecTo
Hapu4aHo 0a3a JIaHHU ChC 3HAHMSA, C€ NMPEBpPbBINAa B OCHOBATA, BBPXY
KOSITO ce wusrpaxnaa mnpennoiaraemuar focus. IlpusnaBaneTo Ha
MIPEBAPUTEITHO CHINECTBYBAIIUTE OOINM MO3HAHUS Ha ajpecara Karo
OCHOBHHU TIpU OMNpEAeNsSHEeTO Ha u30opa Ha TpamMaTHKa M CTPYKTypa
100aBsi CIIOM CIIO)KHOCT KBbM JIMHTBUCTHYHHS aHAJIHM3, MpPU3HABANKU
JUHAMHYHOTO B3aHMOJICHCTBHE MEXIYy €3MKa U KOTHUTUBHUTE PECYPCHU
Ha ajpecara.

W3nos3Baiiku 1 yChbBBPIIIEHCTBAHKH KOHIIEIHATa Ha Lambrecht
3a HempeJcka3yeMocT, Tpute kateropuu Ha presupposed focus (fully
knowledgeable, semi-knowledgeable, and unknowledgeable)
MPEOCTaBAT paMKa 3a pa30oupaHe Ha pa3IMIHUTE CTEIICHH Ha TIO3HATOCT
U JIOCTBIHOCT Ha uH(popmanuara. Te3n KaTeropuu MoayepTaBar, ye
epeKTHBHATa KOMYHHMKAIlMs pa3ynuTa HE CaMO Ha sCHOTaTa Ha
u3paszsiBaHe, HO © Ha CHOTBETCTBUETO MEXKAY MpPEIBAPUTEIIHO
CBIIECTBYBAIIUTE 3HAHWS W KOTHUTHBHOTO CBHCTOSHUE Ha ajpecara.
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ITpexoasT ot semi-knowledgeable kM fully-knowledgeable, manpumep,
nmoaucpraBa poJjidTa Ha KOHTCKCTA U AOIBJIHUTCIIHUTEC 0o0sICHEHHS 3a
HOCTUTaHEe Ha IUIOCTHO pasdupane. [1o TO3M HAYMH MPEANnoIaraeMusT
dokyc oborarsBa ananuza Ha Lambrecht, kato npeosonsBa npa3HuHaTa
MEX]ly €3MKOBaTa CTPYKTypa M KOTHHTHBHHTE IMPOLECH, BKIIOYCHH B
pUEeMaHeTo U pa3OupaHeTo Ha HH(POPMAIIHSL.

Ozpanuuenus u uoeu 3a 6voewyu HAYYHU U3C1E08AHUA

Kopnycsr COCA cnyu KaTo LIEHEH pecypc 3a JUHIBUCTUYHO
u3cieiBaHe. Brpekn ToBa, HACTOAIIOTO MPOYyYBaHE Oemle W3IPaBeHO
npen GyHIaMeHTaTHA TPeAU3BUKATENICTBA, CBbP3aHH C HETOBUS TN3alH
U (QyHKIMOHATHOCTH, OCOOEHO KOraTo ce CTpeMH Ja ce 33aJbJI004u B
CHHTAaKTUYHUTE BapHanud. EQHO OT orpaHuueHwsTa € Jurcara Ha
CIIEIMAaJIHM WHCTPYMEHTH 32 CHHTAKTUYHO THPCEHE B DPAMKUTE Ha
Kopiryca. BbIIpekn 4e KOpIyChT IMO3BOJISIBA ThPCEHE BH3 OCHOBA Ha
KJIIOYOBH JayMH H (pa3u, TOW HE TIPEeNoCTaBs CIEHUATHU3UPAHU
(YHKIMOHATHOCTH 32 CHHTAaKTHYEH aHaiuu3. ToBa oOrpaHuueHHE
BB3NPEMSTCTBA U3CICIBAHETO Ha CIICIIM(UIHU CHHTAKTUYHU CTPYKTYPH,
KOETO TpaBU NPEAU3BUKATEICTBO MNPOBEKIAHETO HA 33aTbJIOOYCHU
U3CIeBaHUs Ha THHKOCTUTE HAa KOHCTPYKLMATA Ha HM3pEUCHHATA U
CHHTAaKTUYHUTE MOzenu. ToBa momuepTraBa HEOOXOTUMOCTTa OT
NpeanasiuBocT Mpu 00o00IIaBaHE Ha KOHCTATallUUTE OTHOCHO
CHHTAaKTUYHHUTE  MOJIEIHM, Karo IMOoJ4YepTaBa  BaXHOCTTa  Ha
pasriaexIaHeTo Ha MOTEHLMAIHY MPOITYCKH B MOKPUTHETO HA KOpITyca.

E3umure ce pa3BuBaT W MO TO3W HAYMH MOTaT Ja BH3HHKHAT
IIPOMEHU B CHHTAaKTUYHUTE CTPYKTYpPHU € Te4eHue Ha BpemeTo. KopmychT
COCA, mnocnenno aktyanusupan mnpe3 mapt 2020 r., Moxe 1a He
00XBaHe HAITbJIHO MOCJIEIHUTE CHHTAaKTUYHN UHOBAIMH UM IPOMEHH B
W3IIONI3BAHETO Ha e3uWka. ToBa BpEeMeBO OrpaHMYEHHE HacouyBa
BHUMaHHMETO KbM TOBA, Y€ KOPIIYCHT OTpa3siBa MOMEHTHAa CHMMKa Ha
€3UKOBH MOJICIIH B OTPENENICH NEepHoJl OT BpeMe, KaTo MOTSHIIMAIHO
JIMTICBAT BH3HUKBAIIM CHHTAaKTUYHU TEHCHLIUH.

Pemennero ma ce chcpenoToda BBPXY TOBOPUMHSI €3HMK KaTo
OCHOBEH JKaHp BBBEXJa JPYyro OrpaHHYEHHUE B H3CIIEIBAHETO.
FoBopuMHAT  €3WK  YeCTO  TpOSBSIBA  XapaKTEPHUCTHUKH  KaTo
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He(POPMAITHOCT, KOJIeOaHHsI U HEITbJIHU M3PEUYCHUs, KOUTO MOTaT Ja ce
pasnuuaBar oT mnucMmeHute Qopmu. Karo ce KOHIEHTpupa BBPXY
TOBOPUMHS €3WMK, HW3CJICJIBAHETO MOXKE Jla HE YJIOBH TBHHKOCTHTE,
IIPUCBHCTBALM B IIMCMEHHUS AMCKYPC, MOTEHLHMAIHO OIPaHUYaBalKH
o0XBara Ha aHAJTM3UPAHUTE €3UKOBU XapaKTepPHCTHKHU. [1o-1sI0CTHO
pa3bupaHe MOXKe Ja Ce TOCTUTHE upe3 ObJCIHIM U3CICABAHUS, KOUTO
U3CJIeBaT KAKTO YCTHHUTE, TaKa U MIUCMEHHUTE J)KaHPOBE, KaTo MPHU3HABAT
YHUKaJIHaTa JUHAaMUKa, IpUChIla Ha BCCKU OT TAX.

Jlpyro orpaHuYeHHEe Ha TOBa IPOYYBAHE € PA3YMTAHETO Ha
AdHaJIN3 HA JaHHU OT €ANH U3CIICI0BATCII. HOTGHI_[I/IaJTbT 3a MMpUcCTpacTuc
Ha W3CJIEJIOBATENsI BBBEXJ/a M3BECTHA CTEIECH HA CYOCKTHMBHOCT, ThH
KaTO TBJKYBaHHATA W NPCUCHKUTC, HAIIPABCHU IO BPEMC HAa aHAJIM3a4,
Morar Ja ObJaT MOBJIMSHH OT WHAWBUIYAIHU TJICTHH TOYKU, OIUT U
npenayOexaenus. ToBa Moke Ja TMOBIHMsSIC HA HAISKIHOCTTA H
OOCKTHUBHOCTTa Ha PE3YJITATHTE, Thil KAaTO PA3JIMYHUTE aHAIU3ATOPH
Morar Jga CTUIrHar OO0 pas3JIMdHU 3aKIHOUYCHUS. 3a Ja CMCKYH TOBa,
HACTOSIIHUAT U3CIIC0BATEI TOJIOKH YCHIIUS Ja MOAIbPKA MPO3PAUYHOCT
U CTPOroCT II0 BPEME Ha LENHU AaHAIUTHYEH IIPOLEC, JOKYMEHTHPANKU
IIATEJTHO PEIICHUATA U HHTEPIIPETAIUUTE.

ITo chiecTBO Ta3u Te3a MMAIIE 3a IIeJ Jia U3CJIe/IBa ThHKOCTUTE
Ha (OKyCcHpaHUTE CTPYKTypH B oOjactta Ha WH(POPMAIMOHHOTO
nmakeTupaHe 4pe3 paspaborBaHe Ha oOocHOBKata Ha Lambrecht 3a
M3II0JI3BAHE HA PA3JINYHU IPAMATHUECKU CTPYKTYPH U U300 HA PEUHUK,
XB’I)pJ'IﬂI\/'IKI/I CBCTJIMHA BBHPXY OCHOBHUTC MOTHUBAIIMU 3a M3IIOJI3BAHC Ha
emphatic koHcTpyKIiK. BhBexkaaneTo Ha npemnonaraeMus GoKyc € oT
CBHIIICCTBEHO 3HAYCHHUE 3a 3aBBPIIBAHETO Ha cxemara Ha Lambrecht, Toii
KaTo Cce OTHACS IO KpUTHYCH aCIeKT Ha MaKETHPAHETO Ha HHpOpMaLus,
KOWTO HaJaXBbpisl OOMKHOBEHaTa IpaMaThka M cHUHTakcuc. Jlokaro
aHanu3bT Ha Lambrecht mpenocrass moxpoOHa pamka 3a pa3dupaHe Ha
B3aUMO/ICVICTBUETO MEXJy  JIMHIBUCTMYHATa  CTPYKTypa |
MparMaTUYHUTE TPOIIECH, KOHIIETIIHITa 3a presupposed focus Hu momara
na pazbepeM 3all0 M KaK TOBOPEHIMTE Ch3AaBaT HHGOPMAIMOHHU
JIONTyCKaHUs M KaK aJipecaTHTe pa3Oupar Wi MprUeMaT U3Ka3BaHe.

I/I3CJ'Ie)1BaHeTO Ha pasindHu CUHTAKTUYHHN CpeacTna,
BKIrounTeHO Clefts, existentials, extraposition, passive voice, u negative
iNversion, ciy)kar KaTo OCHOBa 3a TOBa H3Cie[BaHe. HekaHOHMUYHHST
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XapakTep Ha Te3W KOHCTPYKIMH, B CPaBHEHUE C TE3H IO-TIPOCTH
JIBOWHUIIM, 100aBs CIOXKHOCT KbM H3CJEIBAHETO, Mpelaraiku 0orat
Ha0Op OT €3WKOBU U CEMAaHTUYHH NpEIU3BUKaTeICcTBa. M3ciaenBanero Ha
pressuposed focus e ot pemaBaio 3HaueHue B cxemarta Ha Lambrecht,
3alI0TO TPEOJOJsiBa Tpa3HWHATA MEXIy €3WKOBaTra CTPYKTypa |
KOTHUTHUBHHTE ITPOIIECH, BKIIFOUBAHETO B IPUEMAHETO U pa30MpaHeTo Ha
uHpopmanusaTa. Toll mpusHaBa, 4e ePeKTHBHATA KOMYHHUKAIUS HE €
CaMo B TOBa KaK Ce MPeICTaBs MHPOPMAIHITa, HO M B TOBA KaK CE 0YaKBa
T 1a ObJIC TTOJTyYeHa U pa30OpaHa OT CIIyIIaTels.

Upes3 wu3cienBaHe Ha TPUTEPUTE B paMKHTE Ha JOMEiHHA Ha
TBBPJCHHUSTA, KOUTO CHOTBETCTBAT HAa (DOKYCHUS JCHOTAT, aHAJIHU3bT
HAJIXBBPJISI CHHTAKCHCA, 32 Jla W3CJe/lBa HIOAHCHUpaHaTa JAMHAMHUKA Ha
TOBa Kak MH(poOpMalMsiTa ce mpuemMa U 00paboTBa B KOMYHHUKAIIHUITA.
ToBa wu3cnenBane momoOpsiBa W3YEpHATETHOCTTa Ha aHalW3a Ha
Lambrecht, npegocraBsiiku mo-1sI0CTEH MOTJIEA BbPXY MAKETUPAHETO
Ha wuHpopMmammsara. [IpoyuBaHeTO Kak TOBOPCIIUTE Ch3/aBaT
MPEIOI0KEeHUsT 32 MH(OpMAIHMSI Ce MPEBPbhIa B OCHOBHA TOYKA Ha
npoyuBade. Presupposed focus e ot perraBamio 3HaueHHE 3a
NPEeBpPbhIIAHETO Ha HH(pOpMAIMATa B Bb3IpHEMacMa KaTo HOBa |
HCHOTO aKTUBUPAHE Pa3uUTa HE CaMO Ha TOJIC)KAIIM Ha W3BEXKIAHE
WIH CBbp3BaHe peEepPeHTH, HO U Ha KOJEKIUS OT MPEAUIIHNA OOITUPHU
3HaHHMsA MO Temarta. Tpurte kateropuu Ha presupposed focus (fully
knowledgeable,  semi-knowledgeable, and unknowledgeable)
OCUTYpSIBAaT CIIOKHA paMKa 3a pa3OupaHe Ha pa3IMYHHUTE CTENECHH Ha
MO3HATOCT M JOCTBITHOCT HAa MH(opmarusaTa. Ta3u pamka mpu3HaBa
AJUHAMHUYHOTO BSaHMOHeﬁCTBHe MCKAY €3UKa N1 KOTHUTUBHUTC PECYPCHU
Ha ajpecara, Karo TIOJYepTaBa BaXXHOCTTA HAa KOHTEKCTa U
JOMBJIHUTETHOTO 0OSICHEHHUE 3a TTIOCTUTAHE Ha ISUIOCTHO pazOupaHe.

Hayuen npunoc na oucepmayuama

e Pasrnexnaiiku CHHTaKTUYHUTE KOHCTPYKIIMHM HAa HUBO aHAIIU3 Ha
uH(pOpMallMOHHATa  CTPYKTypa, HACTOSIIOTO  H3CIEeABaHe
o0eMHsABa METOIU oT pa3InYHU JUHTBUCTUYHH
M3CIIEI0BATENICKH 00JIaCTH B €IMHEH TOJIXO/.
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e 3nmon3Baliky TMHIBUCTUYEH KOPILYC, TOBA U3CIIEBAHE IIPOYYBa
JUHAMUKAaTa Ha )KMBUS €3UK, KaTO U3I10J13Ba MHOBATUBHU 3asBKU
3a TbPCCHC HA CHUHTAKTUYHO HHUBO, 3a Ja HU3BJICUC ILICHHU
IPO3pEHUS.

e DBpBexnaillku HOBa XapaKTepUCTHKa KbM ChILECTBYBALIOTO
TEOpeTHYHO npeaioxenue Ha Lambrecht (1994; 2001), tasu
HayyHa paboTa ce (okycupa BbpXy presupposed focus, kato
npeajgara TpU  BB3MOKHM  HeroBu  m3mepenus:  fully
knowledgeable, semi-knowledgeable, u unknowledgeable.

e Karo mpeiara cioMeHaTHTEe TPU M3MEpEHHs Ha Presupposed
focus, HacTOSIMAT aHANM3 HAATpaXIa W JIOpa3BUBA
ChIIECTBYBAIllaTa TEOPETUYHA PAMKa, MPH KOETO IOJIyYEHUST
AQHAINTUYEH MHCTPYMEHT MOXKE J1a C€ M3I0JI3Ba 32 U3BbPIIBAHE
Ha U3CJIE/IBaHUS HA PA3JIMUHU APYTH €3UKOBHU SIBJICHUS.

e [lpenocTaBsiiku pa3inyHo 00ACHEHHE 3a TOBA KaK TOBOPELIUTE U
CJIyIIAIINUTE YCTaHOBSIBAT pa3dupaHe, U3CIEABAHETO JONPUHACS
3a Mo-mIrMpoOKa MEPCIICKTUBA BBpPXY TBHKOCTHUTC Ha
MHTEpIpeTalysaTa Ha U3Ka3BaHUATA.

e OpueHTHpaHUAT KbM JAMCKypca CTPYKTypUpaH aHaju3,
NpeJUIOKEH B Ta3W JUCEpTalus, JaBa CUCTEMATHYEH MOJXOJ 3a
pasKpHBaHE Ha TMPEANOJIOKEHHs B JUCKypca, BIpPajJE€HU B
Ch3HAHUETO Ha TOBOpEHIMS 10 BpPEME Ha HU3rPaXKIAAHETO Ha
M3Ka3BaHE.

e PasmpocTtupaiiku ce OTBBJ TpaHMLUTE Ha JIMHIBHCTUKATa,
HACTOALIOTO U3CJIEIBaHE pa3KpHBa HIKOU LIEHHU MEPCIIEKTUBU 3a
HAUMHUTE 32 IOCTUraHe Ha e(peKTUBHA KOMYHHKAIIHS

H3Tounnnu

1. Adam, Martin. “Samuel Brassai and Jan Firbas: The Concept of the Sentence.”
Argumentum, vol. 15, 2019, pp. 47-61.
https://argumentum.unideb.hu/2019-
anyagok/special_issue_l/adamm.pdf

2. Ammann, Hermann. Die Menschliche Rede. Sprachphilosophische
Untersuchungen. 2. Teil: Der Satz. [Human Speech. Studies in the
Philosophy of Language. Part 2: The Sentence]. Wissenschaftliche

57


https://argumentum.unideb.hu/2019-anyagok/special_issue_I/adamm.pdf
https://argumentum.unideb.hu/2019-anyagok/special_issue_I/adamm.pdf

Buchgesellschaft. [Reprint Lahr im Schwarzwald: Moritz
Schauenburg], 1928 [1968].

3. Biber, Douglas, et al. Student Grammar of Spoken and Written English. Pearson
Education Limited, 2003.

4. Cambridge Dictionary. “Base  Something on  Something.” n.d.
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/base-on

5. Chafe, Wallace L. “Givenness, Contrastiveness, Definiteness, Subjects, Topics,
and Point of View.” Subject and Topic, 1976.

6. Chafe, Wallace L. “Cognitive Constraints on Information Flow." Tomlin, 1987,
pp. 21-52.

7. Chankova, Yana. Aspects of the Theory of Scrambling. South-West University
Press, 2016.

8. Chomsky, Noam. “Remarks on Nominalization.” Readings in English
Transformational Grammar, edited by Roderick A. Jacobs and Peter S.
Rosenbaum, Ginn, 1970, pp. 184-221.

9. Chomsky, Noam. “Deep Structure, Surface Structure, and Semantic
Interpretation.” Studies in General and Oriental Linguistics Presented
to Shiro Hat Tori on the Occasion of His Sixtieth Birthday, edited by
Roman Jakobson and Shigeo Kawamoto. TEC Co. Ltd., 1971, pp. 52-
91. Reprinted in Chomsky, Noam. “Studies on Semantics in Generative
Grammar.” Mouton, 1972, pp. 62-119.

10. Clark, Herbert H., and Susan E. Haviland. “Comprehension and the Given-New
Contract.” Discourse Production and Comprehension, edited by Roy
O. Freedle, Ablex, 1977.

11. Croft, William. “Construction grammar.” The Oxford Handbook of Cognitive
Linguistics, edited by Hubert Cuyckens and Dirk Geeraerts, Oxford
University Press, 2007, pp. 463-508.

12. Danes, Frantisek. “A three-level approach to syntax.” TLP, vol. 1, 1964, pp.
225-240.

58


https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/base-on

13.

14,

15.

16

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Elffers, Els. “Georg von der Gabelentz as a Pioneer of Information Structure.”
Gabelentz and the Science of Language, edited by James McElvenny,
Amsterdam University Press, 2019, pp. 27-56.

Erteschik-Shir, Nomi. Information Structure: The Syntax-Discourse Interface.
Oxford University Press, 2007.

Firbas, Jan. Functional Sentence Perspective in Written and Spoken
Communication. Cambridge University Press, 1992,

. Folley, Mark, and Diane Hall. Longman Advanced Learners’ Grammar.

Pearson Education Limited, 2008.

Gabelentz, Georg von der. “Ideen zu Einer Vergleichenden Syntax” [Ideas for
Comparative  Syntax].  Zeitschrift fur Voélkerpsychologie und
Sprachwissenschaft, vol. 6, 1869, pp. 376-384.

Gabelentz, Georg von der. Chinesische Grammatik: Mit Ausschluss des
niederen Stiles und der heutigen Umgangssprache [Chinese Grammar:
With the Exception of the Lower Style and Today’s Colloquial
Language]. T.O. Weigel, 1881.

Goldberg, Adele E. Constructions: A Construction Grammar Approach to
Argument Structure. Chicago University Press, 1995.

Halliday, M. A. K. “Notes on Transitivity and Theme in English: Part 2.”
Journal of Linguistics, vol. 3, no. 2, 1967, pp. 199-244.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4174965.

Halliday, Michael. “Notes on Transitivity and Theme in English. Part 17
Journal of Linguistics, vol. 3, 1967, pp. 37-81.

Happe, Francesca. Autism: An Introduction to Psychological Theory. UCL
Press, 1994,

Hengeveld, Kees, and J. Lachlan Mackenzie. Functional Discourse Grammar:
A Typologically-based Theory of Language Structure. Oxford
University Press, 2008.

Hoffmann, Thomas, and Graeme Trousdale, editors. The Oxford Handbook of
Construction Grammar. Oxford University Press, 2013.

59


http://www.jstor.org/stable/4174965

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

3L

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

3r.

Hristov, Bozhil. Grammaticalising the Perfect and Explanations of Language
Change. Brill, 21 Nov. 2019. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004414051.

Huddleston, Rodney, and Geoffrey K. Pullum. 4 Student’s Introduction to
English Grammar. Cambridge University Press, 2007.

Huddleston, Rodney, and Geoffrey K. Pullum. The Cambridge Grammar of the
English Language. Cambridge University Press, 2016.

Jackendoff, Ray. Semantic Interpretation in Generative Grammar. MIT Press,
1972.

Kaltenbock, Gunther. “Information Structure.” The Oxford Handbook of
English Grammar, edited by Bas Aarts, Jill Bowie, and Gergana
Popova, Oxford University Press, 2020, pp. 461-482.

Kempson, Ruth M. Presupposition and the Delimitation of Semantics.
Cambridge University Press, 1975.

Lambrecht, Knud. A Framework for the Analysis of Cleft Constructions.
Linguistics, vol. 39, no. 3, 2001, pp. 463-516.

Lambrecht, Knud. Information Structure and Sentence Form: Topic, Focus,
and the Mental Representations of Discourse Referents. Cambridge
University Press, 1994,

Langacker, Ronald W. “Semantic Representations and the Linguistic Relativity
Hypothesis.” Foundations of Language, vol. 14, 1976, pp. 307-57.

Leino, Jaakko. “Information Structure.” The Oxford Handbook of Construction
Grammar, edited by Thomas Hoffmann and Graeme Trousdale, Oxford
Academic, 2013, pp. 329-344.

Manova-Georgieva, Yana. Multifaceted Mappings of Chractonyms in Terry
Pratchett's Works. South-West University Press, 2023.
Mathesius, Vilém and Josef Vachek. A Functional Analysis of Present Day

English on a General Linguistic Basis [reprinted]. De Gruyter Mouton,
2013.

Mathesius, Vilém. “Zur Satzperspektive im Modernen Englisch” [On sentence
Perspective in Modern English]. Archiv fir das Studium der modernen
Sprachen und Literaturen, vol. 155, 1929, pp. 200-210.

60


https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004414051

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

48.

Mathesius, Vilém. A Functional Analysis of Present Day English on a General
Linguistic Basis. Publishing House of the Czechoslovak Academy of
Sciences, 1975.

McEnery, T., and Hardie, A. Corpus Linguistics: Method, Theory and Practice.
Cambridge University Press, 2012,

Meriam-Webster. “Metonymy.” n.d. https://www.merriam-
webster.com/dictionary/metonymy

Osenova, Petya, et al. “The Bulgarian Event Corpus: Overview and Initial
NER Experiments.” Proceedings of the 13th Conference on Language
Resources and Evaluation (LREC 2022), edited by Nicoletta Calzolari
et al., European Language Resources Association (ELRA), 2022, pp.
3491-3499. http://www.Irec-conf.org/proceedings/lrec2022/L REC-

2022.pdf.
Paul, Hermann. Principles of the History of Language, translated by H. A
Strong. De Gruyter, 1891.

https://archive.org/details/cu31924026442586/page/n17/mode/2up

Prince, Ellen. “The ZPG Letter: Subjects, Definiteness, and Information-
status.” Discourse Description: Diverse Linguistic Analyses of a Fund-
Raising Text, edited by William C. Mann and Sandra A. Thompson,
Benjamins, 1992, pp. 295-326.

Prince, Ellen. “Toward a Taxonomy of Given—New Information.” Radical
Pragmatics, edited by Peter Cole, Academic Press, 1981, pp. 223-255.

Quirk, Randolph, et al. A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language.
Longman Inc., 1985.

Spieghel, Hendrik Laurensz. 1962 [1585]. Ruygh-bewerp vande redenkaveling.
Twe-spraack: Ruygh Bewerp: Kort begrip: Rederijckkunst, edited by
J.H. Caron Willem, pp. 65-158. Groningen: Wolters.

Stalnaker, Robert C. “Assertion.” Pragmatics, Syntax and Semantics, Vol. ix,
edited by Peter Cole, Academic Press, 1978, pp. 315-332.

Stalnaker, Robert C. “Pragmatic Presuppositions.” Semantics and Philosophy,
edited by Milton K. Munitz and Peter Unger, Oxford University Press,
1974, pp. 197-213.

61


https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/metonymy
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/metonymy
http://www.lrec-conf.org/proceedings/lrec2022/LREC-2022.pdf
http://www.lrec-conf.org/proceedings/lrec2022/LREC-2022.pdf
https://archive.org/details/cu31924026442586/page/n17/mode/2up

49,

50.

51

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

Vassileva, Irena. Who’s the Author? A Contrastive Analysis of Authorial
Presence in English, German, French, Russian and Bulgarian
Academic Discourse. Asgard, 2000.

Van Valin, Robert D. Jr., and Randy J. LaPolla. Syntax: Structure, Meaning and
Function. Cambridge University Press 1997.

. Vince, Martin, and Peter Sunderland. Advanced Language Practice: English

Grammar and Vocabulary. Macmillan Education, 2003.

Winkler, Susanne. “The information Structure of English.” The Expression of
Information Structure, edited by Manfred Krifka and Renate Musan,
Mouton de Gruyter, 2012.

“Deputy Dies in Hunt for Suspect; Award Show Turns Political; President
Obama.” Fox Special Report with Bret Baier, 09.01.2017, 6:00 PM
EST. Retrieved from COCA Corpus.

“Moms under Fire Mommy Shaming.” ABC News: Nightline, 30.07.2018.
Retrieved from COCA Corpus.

“No Pause for Russia Investigation; Special Counsel Invoked.” CNN Tonight
17.05.2017, 10:00 PM EST. Retrieved from COCA Corpus.

“The Powerhouse Roundtable.” ABC News: This Week, 28.07.2019. Retrieved
from COCA Corpus.

“The Principles of Ray Dalio.” CBS News: 60 Minutes, 28. 07. 2019. Retrieved
from COCA Corpus.

62



Iyoiukanum HA aBTOpa B Hay4YHaTa cdepa HA TUCePTAIMOHHUSA
PYA

“The Presupposed Focus — Some Remarks on the Analysis of English It-Clefts,” 2024,
cratus kpM I1Y , [laucnii Xunennapcku™ 3a cOopHuKa oT roOmieitHaTa
koH(pepeHuus ,,Ilancuesn yerenus.” (ISSN 0861-0029)

Chankova, Y, and Spasov, K. “On the Use of Focussing Constructions by Bulgarian
Students of English.” Foreign Language Teaching, vol. 50, no. 3, 2023, pp.
231-43. ISSN 0205-1834. DOI: https://doi.org/10.53656/for23.3010nth

Spasov, K. “Error Analysis of Five Information Packaging Constructions Produced by
Bulgarian Learners of English.” In Linguistics Problems, edited by B.
Todorova, L. Perchekliiski, M. Bagasheva, M. Nakova-Petrova, and N.
Ivanova, Blagoevgrad, vol. 3, no. 3, 2023, pp. 321-28. ISSN 2682-9673

Spasov, K. “Packaging Information or Information Packaging: The Bulgarian
Experience of Good Educational Practices at the University Level.” In
EDULEARN 21 Proceedings of the 11th International Conference on
Education and New Learning Technologies, Spain, 2021, pp. 4315-23. ISBN:
978-84-09-31267-2, ISSN: 2340-1117. DOI: 10.21125/edulearn.2021.0910

JApyru nyGaukanumn

Spasov, K. “Co-designing and Beyond: The Evolution of the AUBG Information
Literacy Program as Inspired by the ACRL Framework.” Faculty-librarian
Collaborations: Integrating the Information Literacy Framework into
Disciplinary Courses, edited by M. Stdpel, et al., ACRL, 2020, pp. 131-141.
ISBN 9780838948521.

Stopel, M., et al. “Insights into Faculty-librarian Collaborations around the
Framework: Findings from the 2018 Co-design Survey.” Faculty-librarian
Collaborations: Integrating the Information Literacy Framework into
Disciplinary Courses, edited by M. Stopel, et al., ACRL, 2020, pp. 21-34.
ISBN 9780838948521.

Spasov, K. “The Era of Critical Digital Literacy.” In EDULEARN 21 Proceedings of
the 11th International Conference on Education and New Learning
Technologies, Spain, 2021, pp. 4324-29. ISBN: 978-84-09-31267-2, ISSN:
2340-1117. DOI: 10.21125/edulearn.2021.0911

Cmamusma

63



Spasov, K. “The Era of Critical Digital Literacy.” In EDULEARN 21 Proceedings of
the 11th International Conference on Education and New Learning
Technologies, Spain, 2021, pp. 4324-4329. ISBN: 978-84-09-31267-2, ISSN:
2340-1117. DOI: 10.21125/edulearn.2021.0911

e yumupana 6:

Vladimirova, Beatris. "University-based hospitality centers: popularity and effective
advertising models." International Conference on Tourism Research. Vol. 15.
No. 1. 2022.

Kiryakova-Dineva, Teodora, and Beatris Vladimirova. "University-Based Hospitality
Centers: Popularity and Effective Advertising Models." Hosted By The School
of Hospitality and Tourism, 2022.

Zdravkova, Evelina, Kamelia Planska-Simeonova, and Svetoslava Dimitrova.
"Culture of Sharing, Critical Thinking and Prosumation of Media
Content.” INTED2022 Proceedings. IATED, 2022.

Prasad, Anjana, and J. P. Kanoje. “Unravelling the Link between Technosavviness, IT
Awareness and Learning Outcomes: A High School Level Investigation.”
International Journal of Futuristic Innovation in Arts, Humanities and
Management (IJFIAHM), vol. 2, no. 2, 2023, pp. 131-141.
https://journal.inence.org/index.php/ijfiahm/article/view/91

64


https://journal.inence.org/index.php/ijfiahm/article/view/91

SOUTH-WEST UNIVERSITY “NEOFIT RILSKI”

FACULTY OF PHILOLOGY

Department of Germanic and Romance Studies

Dissertation Summary

Some Syntactic Devices of Information Packaging and Modelling in
Modern English

A dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment of
the requirements for acquiring the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
in higher education field 2. Humanities,
professional field 2.1. Philology,
scientific specialty English Language

Krasimir Spasov Assoc. Prof. Yana Chankova, Ph.D.
Ph.D. Candidate Academic Advisor
2024

Blagoevgrad



The PhD thesis was discussed and suggested for a public
defence by the Department of Germanic and Romance studies of

the Faculty of Philology at the SWU “NeofitRilski” held on 11
March 2024.

The defence of the PhD thesis will take place on 13 May 2024 in

room 1412 at the South-West University “NeofitRilski” -
Blagoevgrad.



Table of Contents
List of Abbreviations

.............................................................................. i
L1 00 U od o] o PRSP 1
Methodology, Objectives, and Tasks.........cccecervereerieenieeneeneeneeeeen 2
Structure of the THESIS. ..o 8
Chapter 1. Literature REVIEW ..........cccccveveeieiieieeie e 9
Chapter 2. CIeftS......covie e 19
2.1 General PropertieS/OVErVIEW. ..........cccvvviieieieniese e 19
2.2 Syntactic Structure of WH-CIefts.........ccccooneviiiniiiiens 20
2.3 Information Packaging Peculiarities of WH-clefts............... 20
Chapter 3. Existentials and Presentational Clauses..............cccccceu..... 23
3.1 General PropertieS/OVEIVIEW............coeieeieeiieiie e, 24
3.2 Syntactic Structure of Existential Clauses...........cccccvevvenneee. 25
3.3 Information Packaging Peculiarities of Existential Clauses 26
Chapter 4. EXrapoSItioNS..........c.ccvveveiieiieiiieieese et 30
4.1 General PropertieS/OVEIVIEW ........ccccveveevereerieeeeseeneeeneenns 30
4.2 Syntactic Structure of EXtrapoSitions..........cccceevveceerveriennnnne. 30
4.3 Information Packaging Peculiarities of Extrapositions ....... 31
Chapter 5. PaSSIVE VOICE.........ccoouiiiiiieie e 33
51 General PropertieS/OVEIVIEW .........cccveeveecieerieeieecieecvee e 33
5.2 Syntactic Structure of Passive VOICE.........cccceevveeviverveereennen. 34
5.3 Information Packaging Peculiarities of Passive Voice ........ 34
Chapter 6. Negative INVersioN.........cccocveiieiieeiie e 38

6.1 General PropertieS/OVEIVIEW ........ccceevueevereerieeieseeseeeneens 38



6.2 Syntactic Structure of Negative Inversion............cccccevueneee. 39
6.3 Information Packaging Peculiarities of Negative Inversion 39

(001101 [V 1] o] o 43
Limitations and Implications for Future Research.............c.cccceouenee. 48
Contributions Of the TNESIS .....vvveecveeeeeeeeee e 51

] = (T o= 52

Author’s Publications in Relation to the Dissertation Topic................. 55



List of Abbreviations

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Adverb (Adv.)

Adverbial (A)

Auxiliary (Aux.)

British National Corpus (BNC)
Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA)
C-presupposition

Functional Sentence Perspective (FSP)
K-presupposition

Noun (N)

Noun phrase (NP)

Number (Num.)

Prepositional Phrase (PP)
T-presupposition

Verb (V)



Introduction

This research work seeks to uncover the underlying mechanisms
that drive the syntactic choices individuals make when conveying
information in English, shedding light on the nuanced ways in which
emphasis and meaning are crafted through syntactic structures. The
exploration of information packaging in language not only contributes
to linguistic scholarship but also has practical implications for language
learners, educators, and those seeking a deeper understanding of cross-
cultural communication. By unravelling the intricacies of syntactic
devices, | hope to offer valuable insights into the art of effective
communication in English, transcending the mere mechanics of
grammar and delving into the rich mosaic of how information is
strategically presented and emphasized.

Clarity and understanding are foundational elements in effective
communication, and proper information packaging serves as the
cornerstone of achieving these objectives. Information packaging seems
to be a carefully constructed framework within which ideas and
concepts are arranged, much like a well-organized book that guides
readers smoothly through a narrative. Achieving clarity in information
packaging is similar to creating a well-defined roadmap for the
audience, ensuring that each piece of information is meticulously
placed, allowing for a logical and coherent flow. When information is
organized in a clear and logical manner, it acts as a radar for the
audience, guiding them through a thoughtfully constructed sequence of
ideas. This deliberate arrangement minimizes the potential for
confusion and significantly reduces the risk of misinterpretation.

The significance of clarity in information packaging becomes
particularly evident in talking about complex or intricate subject matter.
Whether conveying intricate scientific findings, detailed business
strategies, or various social concepts, a well-packaged message acts as a
facilitator of understanding. It transforms a potentially complex piece of
information into a digestible format, making it easier for the audience to
grasp and assimilate the intended meaning. Proper information
packaging does not merely end with presenting content in a
straightforward manner — it also considers the cognitive processes of the
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addressee (Kaltenbdck 2020: 461-462). By strategically organizing
information, the speaker acknowledges the natural way in which
individuals absorb and process information. This acknowledgment
enhances the addressees’ cognitive fluency, enabling them to follow the
intended message with greater ease and coherence.

Genres, as Vassileva claims, are forms of social interaction
expressed through language and are shaped by social, cultural, and
linguistic factors (2000: 163). In the realm of the spoken genre, where
communication unfolds in real-time through spoken words, the
importance of information packaging takes on a dynamic and
immediate significance. Unlike written communication, spoken
language relies heavily on the temporal dimension, making clarity and
understanding crucial for effective interaction. Proper information
packaging in spoken communication is like choreographing a well-
rehearsed performance where each word, tone, and pause contributes to
the overall impact of the act.

One key aspect of information packaging in the spoken genre is
the articulation of ideas in a clear and organized manner. The spoken
word has a fleeting quality, and listeners must process information
impromptu. Therefore, a well-packaged message is presented in a way
that aligns with the natural rhythm of the conversation, allowing the
listener to follow the speaker’s train of thought without feeling
overwhelmed. Likewise, non-verbal cues such as intonation, emphasis,
and pauses become integral components of information packaging in
the spoken genre. These elements contribute to the overall delivery,
helping convey nuances, emotions, and emphasis that may not be
evident in written texts. Properly timed pauses, for instance, allow
listeners to digest information, reinforcing key points and preventing
information overload.

Methodology, Objectives, and Tasks
The objective of my thesis is to explore and investigate selected
syntactic devices of information packaging and modeling in modern
English. The constructions | have chosen are clefts, existentials,
extrapositions, passive voice structures, and subject-dependent
inversions. The reason why | have picked those is not only because of
2



their popularity and prevalence, but because of the contradictory
linguistic, semantic and pragmatic challenges they pose in terms of
information packaging. The focus will be on the linguistic use aspects
of these constructions within a plethora of contexts - the construction
models as well as the applied perspectives. The proposed constructions
have the following distinctive features:

o they are non-canonical constructions,

o they have syntactically simpler counterparts, and

o they preserve the meaning of their simple counterparts, but they

package information in a different way.

The selected constructions possess distinctive features that make
them an intriguing object of investigation. The forthcoming analysis
will not only unravel the grammatical intricacies of these syntactic
devices but will also illustrate how they are employed in different
linguistic contexts within the spoken discourse, providing a
comprehensive understanding of their varied applications and linguistic
implications.

Therefore, the main aim of my thesis is to define, determine, and
analyze the aforementioned constructions within the context of
information packaging theory. The methodology of the research
includes a dual approach — both quantitative and qualitative
investigation of the researched data. The main task of the quantitative
analysis is to collect and obtain data for the frequency of the
constructions’ attestations. The qualitative analysis will allow a deeper
understanding of the specific usages of the information packaging
constructions.

The primary objective of the current study is to conduct both
quantitative and qualitative analyses of the previously mentioned
focusing constructions. By integrating insights from Hristov (2019) and
Manova-Georgieva (2023), this study aims to offer a comprehensive
and robust examination of focusing constructions in the contemporary
English language usage and signifies that the COCA corpus (Corpus of
Contemporary American English) serves the purposes of this research
better due to its flexibility and suitability for nuanced analysis. Utilizing
the COCA for the quantitative exploration, the study is informed by
excerptions extracted from the authentic language use, avoiding
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predetermined hypotheses based on existing linguistic studies.
Embracing the stance proposed by McEnery and Hardie that
characterizing Corpus Linguistics as a method is inappropriate, the
study asserts the corpus itself as the exclusive foundation for generating
hypotheses about language (2012).

The quantitative analysis will focus on concordance instances
where the studied construction is employed, using the search
functionalities that the COCA corpus allows to search on the syntactic
level. This approach also resonates with Yankova's discussion of the
hypothesis regarding the usage of cohesive devices in statutory writing,
emphasizing genre-specific expectations. Specifically, Yankova
highlights expectations related to lexical repetition, conjunctions, and
language-specific features such as reference usage in English and
Bulgarian statutory texts (2006: 192-194). When examining lexical
items, it is more appropriate to analyze them within a specific context.
This approach allows for a more comprehensive understanding of their
connotative meanings and functions, as highlighted by Bagasheva
(2023: 11). Employed as the primary corpus research tool in this study,
the COCA corpus has been chosen for the referential nature of its data
derived from countries where English is spoken as a native language.

Following this, the study will delve into a qualitative
examination of the identified excerptions, employing Lambrecht’s
framework from his two works on information packaging -
“Information Structure and Sentence Form: Topic, Focus, and the
Mental Representations of Discourse Referents” (1994) as well as “A
Framework for the Analysis of Cleft Constructions” (2001). The
investigation will focus on one distinct genre — the spoken language. By
concentrating on the spoken discourse, the study seeks to capture the
dynamic and contextually rich nature of language use in everyday
communication. This genre-specific approach will provide a detailed
exploration of how focusing constructions manifest in spoken language,
shedding light on their role in conveying emphasis, attitudes, and
communicative intent within the abundant context of the spoken
discourse.

Another rationale for selecting the spoken genre is rooted in the
observation supported by Biber et al. that emphatic constructions are
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more prevalent in the academic rather than the spoken discourse (2003:
397-426). Hence, the decision is also motivated by a desire to
investigate how these constructions operate in a context where their
frequency is comparatively lower and find out any peculiarities. By
focusing on the spoken language, the study aims to unravel the distinct
ways in which speakers employ emphatic constructions in everyday
communication, where linguistic choices are often shaped by non-
linguistic ones such as immediacy, body language, and gestures. This
deliberate departure from the academic register allows for a closer
examination of the pragmatic functions and contextual variations of the
emphatic constructions within the dynamic landscape of the spoken
discourse.

The qualitative examination of the aforementioned emphatic
constructions seeks to uncover the subtleties of both linguistic and non-
linguistic elements embedded in the spoken discourse. The analysis will
not only delve into the grammatical, syntactic, and semantic aspects of
these constructions at the level of information packaging but will also
extend its focus to non-linguistic elements, including the focus
denotatum perceived by the listener. This comprehensive approach aims
to provide a feasible understanding of how these emphatic constructions
function in real-world spoken interactions, considering both the
structural intricacies and the cognitive aspects involved in the
communication process. By exploring the non-linguistic dimensions,
such as the listener’s perceived focus and presupposed focus, the study
aims to capture a holistic view of the role and impact of focusing
constructions in the spoken language.

The most important task involves the meticulous selection of an
appropriate corpus for the analysis. The carefully chosen corpus plays a
pivotal role in shaping the direction and validity of the research. In this
context, the COCA corpus emerges as a superior choice over the other
options such as the BNC corpus (British National Corpus). The decision
to opt for COCA is grounded in its unparalleled size (more than 1
billion entries by its latest update in March 2020) and a rich variety of
genres, which collectively provide a robust and comprehensive
representation of contemporary American English. The extensive nature
of COCA, encompassing diverse registers and linguistic contexts,
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enhances the research potential to draw plausible and representative
conclusions. The unique combination of size, recency, and genre
diversity distinguishes the COCA corpus as the sole English corpus
meeting the criteria of being extensive, up-to-date, and inclusive of a
broad array of genres.

Having established COCA as the corpus of choice, the next
essential task is to construct search queries that facilitate exploration on
the syntactic level. This methodological step is crucial for isolating
instances of the targeted emphatic constructions within the corpus in
order to compile the relevant concordances. The syntactic focus allows
for a nuanced investigation into the structural peculiarities and specifics
of these constructions, providing a foundation for both quantitative and
qualitative analyses. With the search queries meticulously and
creatively designed, the subsequent phase involves the performance of
searches within the COCA corpus. This process involves navigating
through the vast linguistic landscape to retrieve instances of emphatic
constructions based on the syntactic criteria established earlier. The
search phase is executed systematically, with careful consideration
given to potential challenges and opportunities for refining the search
parameters due to the limited syntactic search parameters that the
corpus holds. Furthermore, recent years have seen an increasing interest
in event-oriented applications within the NLP (Natural Language
Processing) community, which encompass tasks such as event
detection, extraction, and profiling, enabled by advancements in
technology and the availability of diverse datasets (Osenova et al.,
2019: 3491-3492).

Another task of the study is to employ a systematic approach to
sift through the retrieved concordance lines. This involves a
conscientious review to ensure that the selected examples align with the
research focus on the constructions in question. The sieving process is
integral to maintaining the integrity of the dataset and ensuring that the
identified constructions meet the criteria set forth for the analysis. By
employing a systematic approach, the study aims to maintain a rigorous
standard, thereby enhancing the reliability, plausibility and accuracy of
the findings related to the syntactic devices under scrutiny. The
utilization of representative examples from the COCA corpus serves as
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a foundational methodology to illuminate linguistic tendencies. By
selecting examples that encapsulate prevalent tendencies within the
corpus, this research seeks to provide a comprehensive understanding of
the broader linguistic landscape. Notably, each presented example is
carefully chosen as the most recent instantiation of its respective
construction within the corpus. This strategic approach ensures that the
analysis captures the latest linguistic developments, contributing to the
scholarly discourse on the language usage. Through a meticulous
examination of these examples, this dissertation aims to investigate
prevailing linguistic trends and contribute valuable insights to the field.
The dual-phase analysis commences with a quantitative
exploration. Leveraging the dataset retrieved from the COCA corpus,
the study quantitatively analyzes examples of where the focusing
constructions appear in. The focus here is on understanding the
frequency and distribution patterns, providing valuable insights into the
prevalence of the emphatic constructions within the corpus data. This
analytical approach not only sheds light on the sheer frequency of these
constructions but also delineates their distribution patterns within the
corpus. Such quantitative observations play a foundational role in
establishing a good understanding of the prominence and contextual
significance of the emphatic constructions in the English language.
The dissertation then embarks on a qualitative analysis, employing and
elaborating on Lambrecht’s framework for information packaging and
distribution. This phase delves into the nuanced aspects of the identified
constructions, exploring not only their grammatical, syntactic, and
semantic dimensions but also extending the analysis to some non-
linguistic elements. By adopting a holistic approach, the qualitative
analysis aims to unravel the multifaceted nature of emphatic
constructions, considering both their structural characteristic and
specifics and cognitive aspects embedded in real-world spoken
contexts. The qualitative analysis will be covered in three stages — a
general overview of the considered emphatic construction, a summary
of its most important syntactic features, and a discussion of the
peculiarities of its information packaging properties. This multifaceted
approach seeks to uncover the linguistic intricacies within the spoken
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discourse by capturing the dynamic and contextually loaded nature of
language use in everyday communication.

Structure of the Thesis

The dissertation thesis includes an abstract, an introduction, six
main chapters, conclusion which contains contributions and
implications for future research. The total volume of thesis is 187 pages
and contains two figures, two tables, two charts, and eleven appendices.
The bibliography includes 117 entries on information packaging from a
variety of authors.

The first chapter is the literature review that contains a
chronological overview of the origins and development of information
packaging as well as an overview of the different terminology different
schools of information packaging have been using throughout the years.

The second chapter is dedicated to the three types of clefts — the
IT-clefts, the WH-clefts, and the reversed WH-clefts. The chapter
begins with an overview of general properties of the aforementioned
constructions, then discusses some of their syntactic peculiarities in
addition to the quantative analysis from the COCA corpus, and each
section of this chapter finishes with information packaging discussion
on the properties of these constructions.

The third chapter presents the existential “there” and
presentational constructions. The existentials are further divided into
bare and extended existentials. The general properties with the
distinction of locative and existential “there” are discussed as well as
the syntactic properties together with the COCA corpus quantitative
analysis, and then each section presents an information packaging
analysis of the constructions.

The fourth chapter puts forward an analysis of the extraposition
constructions with first a general overview of the construction, then
syntactic peculiarities together the COCA corpus quantitative analysis,
and finishes with the information packaging qualitative analysis.

The fifth chapter has been designed to report on the passive
voice construction. It first offers a general overview of active versus
passive voice, then discusses the syntactic peculiarities together with



the quantitative analysis from the COCA corpus and finishes with the
quantitative analysis of short and long passives.

The sixth chapter is dedicated to the negative inversion
construction with some general remarks on the types of inversions in
English, and then delving into the syntactic properties of negative
inversion. Two negative constructions are discussed — the ones starting
with “little” and “under no circumstances.”

The final chapter is the discussion, where | explain the findings
about the analysed information packaging within existing research. |
have also dedicated a part of the conclusion in which to elicit the
contributions of the thesis and the implications for further investigation.

Chapter 1
Literature Review

The sinologist and general linguist Georg von der Gabelentz (16
March 1840 — 11 December 1893) is considered to be the pioneer in
this sphere. Tracking down the history of the term of information
packaging, though, it turns out that there were other scholars such as
Hendrik Laurenszoon Spiegel (1549-1612), who gave a start to the
contemplation of the notion that it is not always the case that the
grammar subject coincides with the actual subject, as Elffers (2019)
mentions in her book chapter. Later these ideas of word order and
prominence are transferred and further elaborated in the works of F.
Becker (1775-1851) and S. Herling (1780-1849) both of whom
inspired H. Weil (1818-1909) who preceded von der Gabelentz’s in
developing his ideas of information structuring. Still, von der Gabelentz
is probably the first to recognize the syntactic subject versus the factual
subject. He also uses the term psychological subject to refer to what
“has been heard,” and psychological predicate as to what is “expected
to be heard” (2019: 27-28). This two-fold distinction seems to work but
not unequivocally as, for example, it seems to relate the psychology
subject to the grammar subject, which is not always the case.
Paul’s work (1891 and beyond) advances von der Gabelentz’s
(1881 and beyond) by building on the contrast between psychological
9



subject and psychological predicate by differentiating the dichotomy
from the grammar and syntax aspects. It is Amman (1928), who later
changed the focus of psychology to a more linguistic one and
introduced two concepts — theme and rheme. Around that time, the
Czech linguist Mathesius (1929) used the same terms to define word
order phenomena in the Slavic languages, and more specifically in the
Czech language. The terms theme and rheme as introduced by the
Prague School of Linguistics are related to the distinction between
important vs. less important information; in other words, they connect
old meanings with new meanings in the context of the functional
approach to language studies. Moreover, the Prague School introduced
the term Functional Sentence Perspective (FSP). According to the
Czech linguists Mathesius (1975) and Firbas (1992), the theme-rheme
reference will help link what is being stated with what has already been
stated. The authors explain this two-fold dichotomy/approach by
conceptualizing the mentioned terms as (Mathesius 1975 and beyond;
Firbas 1992 and beyond):

o the sentence element towards which something is stated is theme (or

the basis), and
o the sentence element oriented towards the theme is rheme (or the
nucleus).

This should be noted as the paramount contribution of the
Prague School of information packaging, because FSP is seen crucial
for both the language and the communication process. Firbas (1992: 14-
16) sees this theory developed on a three-fold syntactic approach — the
semantic level, the grammar level, and the contextual organization.
According to him, words exist within sentences, and sentences within
contexts. Thus, an utterance will always operate within a given context
and this notion he considers central to the study of FSP. A certain
aspect/part of the sentence can be oriented towards another one to
facilitate the development of communication. This presentative
orientation Firbas calls perspectived and the act of orienting the
mentioned phenomenon he names as perspective. The distribution of
the meaningful sentence elements within a given context is recognized
as the communicative dynamism. Any linguistic element (from the
morpheme to the clause) can carry a degree of communicative
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dynamism and be part of the communication development, provided it
has meaning. The element that carries the highest degree of
communicative dynamism will be considered the most dynamic element
within the sentence (ibid.).

Naturally, Firbas (ibid.) questions the elements that do not
complete the communication in their manner and intensity. He
distinguishes between two types of such elements — those that carry
information that is retrievable and those that carry information that is
irretrievable. Another interesting case is definiteness explained through
FSP as information that is known or unknown. In the instance of given
information, the sentence element can be categorized as either
retrievable (context-dependent) or as non-retrievable (context-
independent). The latter means that the sentence element can be
understood within the particular context. The former assumes that the
sentence element cannot be a rheme, i.e. it cannot express information
towards which the sentence can be perspectived (ibid.).

The issue about which sentence element should be considered
known and/or unknown remains. The Prague School of Linguistics
addresses the question of sentence elements’ weight. Firbas (1992: 6-
11) introduces the concept of communicative dynamism as the variation
of prominence of the information units. According to him, any sentence
element (even a morpheme) can be a carrier of communicative
dynamism as long as it brings information and meaning to the utterance.
Depending on the information intensity the element carries, it is
considered as a dynamic element. Thus, the Functional Sentence
Perspective is defined as the distribution of dynamic elements within a
sentence. From my point of view, this distribution should also include
the organized distribution of dynamic elements as all sentences follow
grammar and structure rules. The degree of dynamism value is indeed
hard to identify as the same element placed in a different position in a
sentence can bring a different degree of dynamism. Hence, Firbas
(1992: 7) introduces the concept of relative value to refer to these
unpredictable phenomena and defines degrees of communicative
dynamism within FSP. He (ibid.) suggests that communicative
dynamism is something that comes natural to us and depending on the
situation, we would construe and arrange elements in different ways so

11



as to sharpen a heightened sense to our meaning. Elements could relate
not only to factual, but also to prosodic information, e.g. information
referring to emotions and feelings. These elements may be assigned a
relative value, which means that the elements cannot be measured in
terms of what information they carry. The position among the rest of
the elements will help determine the relative dynamism an element
carries towards the development of communication, i.e. a linguistic
element may approach or even attain the goal of the message delivered.
The term “development,” Firbas claims, does not always refer to
linearity (1992: 12-13). If the sentence elements can be arranged in a
linear fashion from least to most dynamic, it will be an ideal case, but in
real language this does not always occur. Each sentence can be viewed
in terms of the carriers of the communicative dynamism — from the ones
that carry the lowest to the ones that carry the highest dynamism.
Hence, Firbas recognizes two types of arrangements — linear and
interpretative (ibid.). Adam (2013: 45-46) interprets linear arrangement
as the mechanism that will arrange the sentence elements from the
elements with the lowest to the ones with the highest information value.
Whereas interpretative arrangement is the gradual rise of the
communicative dynamism, and it can coincide with the linear
arrangement (which corresponds to word order from grammatical point
of view) though this is not always the case.

Mathesius (1975 and beyond) and Firbas (1992 and beyond)
also elaborate further that if the sentence elements are arranged in a
theme-rheme manner, this is an objective order, and if the order is
reversed, they call that a subjective order. For them, the subjective order
is marked with emotiveness, but, in my view, this is not always the
case. This markedness fails to acknowledge other factors such as
sentential prosody. Hence, the dichotomy can also be presented through
the pitch value of the intonation on the most and less informative part of
the sentence (focus-background distinction).

By doing research on spoken/conversational English, it is
Halliday (1967) who first talks about the phonological realization of
information structures through the use of the term “tonality.” For him, a
clause can be divided by and into phrases, each of which can exhibit
their own internal structure, and be marked by intonation distributions.
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He acknowledges the fact that information structures are also dependent
on phonology not only on a syntactic-semantic connection (ibid.). Thus,
the term information structure was born and introduced in 1967 by M.
Halliday in his paper “Notes on Transitivity and Theme in English: Part
2.” In this work, he identifies three important concepts related to the
term information structure:

e Transitivity is “the linguistic representation of extralinguistic
experience” that could even encompass emotions, thoughts, and
perceptions. In terms of the clause as a domain, Halliday further
defines transitivity as “the grammar of experience” (1967: 199).

¢ Mood is what Halliday suggests as the main role of the speaker — he
can either state, negate, confront, question, confirm, or do anything
else related to the potential linguistic interaction. In terms of the
clause as a domain, Halliday further defines mood as “the grammar of
speech function” (ibid.)

e Theme is the main concern of information structure and is based on
the notion developed by the Czech linguist Danes (1964: 225-240) as
“organization of utterance.” The theme makes reference to clauses “as
components of a message,” as what has been said in relation to what is
being said. In terms of the clause as a domain, Halliday further defines
theme as “the grammar of discourse” (1967: 199).

Later the theme term is elaborated by Erteschik-Shir to include
the idea of a speaker’s direction of the hearer’s attention (2007: 38).
Nonetheless, Halliday’s idea of the text organization is one that builds
on the form of “information units.” The distribution of these units is
what helps the discourse be organized and in this sense the author
claims that they are a mandatory part of the text. However, the choice of
placing them at the beginning or end of the sentence, i.e. the internal
organization of the sentence, allows room for alternative usage (1967:
200). A speaker should have the freedom to organize the information
units as he/she wishes so as to achieve the communication goal. It all
depends on what and how to deliver the message to the hearer.
Halliday’s suggestion is that speakers ideally use the unmarked
sequencing of information units, i.e. starting from old and finishing
with new information. However, speakers have again the freedom to
choose the “internal organization” of ordering the information units.
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Hence, information structure should be viewed from two different
aspects:
o the informational boundaries of the utterance (thematic structure), and
e the internal distribution of the information units (givenness) (ibid.).

The thematic structure aspect refers to the linear organization of
the information units and is connected to the idea of aboutness. This
theory resembles the FSP account in terms of the distribution of the
information units of theme-rheme, i.e. the thematic structure is the
message status of the clause, and the purpose is to draw attention to the
most important part of this message structure. The givenness aspect
refers to the information focus that should contain new information that
has not already been phrased or mentioned (Winkler 2012).

For Halliday (1967), information structure is considered to be a
whole sentence which does not specify the internal motivation of
information elements as to what, where, and how they should be placed
within the given sentence. Later in 1976, the term information structure
was challenged by W. Chafe in his paper “Givenness, Contrastiveness,
Definiteness, Subjects, Topics, and Point of View.” In his work, Chafe
discusses the way discourse is organized from the point of view of
nouns. His assumption is that the discourse should be organized
according to what the speaker believes the hearer knows or supposes.
Chafe brings the semantic meaning to the background, thus updating
information structure to information packaging as the notion of
organizing the content of a sentence (1976: 28)

With Chafe’s theorization, the information units that Halliday
(1967) introduced can be dissected and determined by usage motivation
and characterization. As pioneers in this field of study, Halliday’s and
Chafe’s postulates suggest that generally the more informative part of a
sentence follows the less informative one so that utterances bring
meaningful value to the conversation. Hence, their dichotomy can also
be revealed through the exploration of sentence organization in terms of
information units being known and unknown to the interlocutors. Chafe
(1976) and later Lambrecht (1994) argue that we should take into
consideration what is happening in the hearer’s consciousness as well as
how much he or she is aware or knowledgeable of what is happening in
the current situation. Thus, they extend this dichotomy to include the
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term activation. For them, the cognitive activation is in a direct relation
with the interlocutors’ consciousness, i.e. whether the referent exists in
their minds or not. They further present a three-fold elaboration on
activation depending on the presence or absence of the referents in the
interlocutors’ minds (Chafe, 1987: 22; Lambrecht, 1994: 93-94).

The activation status has the quality of transience, i.e. an active
referent fades back into the state of being semi-active with the
progression of the communication. This resembles to an extent the new
versus old information dichotomy with the addition of a third concept.
This concept was previously proposed by Prince (1981) with the term
evoked. It must be noted here that Chafe (1976) presents the activation
states as properties of concepts while Lambrecht (1994) discusses them
as properties of referents or their mental representations. Langacker
(ibid.) further extends his analysis to metonymy (“a figure of speech
consisting of the use of the name of one thing for that of another of
which it is an attribute or with which it is associated”, Merriam-
Webster).

Obviously, two features of a human’s mind are necessary for the
activation of a specific referent — thoughts and concepts. According to
Leino (2013), these thoughts and concepts will help the interlocutors’
minds activate concepts that project ideas between them. These
projections are the building blocks through which information is
transferred between the interlocutors to establish clear and
unambiguous communication. Certain linguistic elements such as the
definite and/or indefinite article may contain information about these
projections and describe the referent as to whether it is known or not. In
terms of Chafe’s (1976) and Lambrecht’s (1994) theory of activation,
the status of an inactive referent could be interpreted as the lack of a
referent in the speaker’s utterance towards the projection in the hearer’s
mind. Whereas the active and semi-active referents will depend on the
speaker’s assumption of whether the hearer can or cannot access the
referent in his or her mind. In support of the projection concept, Leino
(2013) gives an example with Happe’s (1994) research findings
associated with the projections made by autistic and normal individuals.
The experiment implies that autistic people have either a different or
simply no projection on items perspectived by the speaker (1994: 38-
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44). Chankova (2016) examines constructions that emphasize certain
elements, approaching the topic from a comparable theoretical
standpoint. However, she incorporates formal syntax insights into her
analysis, specifically exploring diverse displacement operations. Her
approach integrates tools from the information packaging theory within
the overarching framework of late Minimalism.

Lambrecht (1994) introduces another framework of a topic-
focus distinction by including presupposition and assertion of the
proposition. | find this distinction more fine-grained and feasible in
terms of information load and organization, as according to Lambrecht
the purpose of the pragmatic presupposition and pragmatic assertion is
to connect the information units within a sentence in a clear manner.
These pragmatic tools help the hearer understand and interpret the new
information easier without interrupting the conversation flow.

Lambrecht brings to a new level the concept of the speaker’s
assessment of the storage availability and promptness for access
information in the hearer’s mind (ibid.). Once the speaker utters
something, a specific linguistic entity will appear to activate an
anaphoric reference within the given discourse context. This cognitive
category Lambrecht names identifiability (1994: 74-113). He claims
that such references may be stored in the hearer’s mind within the
discourse inventory and later other referents be added so that they can
be used within a future context. This notion is pretty similar to Chafe’s
idea of known and familiar information (1976), but what Lambrecht
means by identifiability is that the hearer is able to choose and identify
among all similar linguistic expressions the one the speaker has
particularly in mind. Identifiable or non-identifiable (or sometimes
unidentifiable) referents are essentially relevant to pragmatic
presuppositions and pragmatic assertions.

An asserted proposition is when only the speaker has a mental
knowledge or representation of the utterance at the time of
communication. A presupposed proposition is one of which presumably
the speaker and hearer have a shared knowledge or image. Hence, a
non-identifiable referent is when only the speaker has a representation
of the utterance in his/her mind, whereas an identifiable referent is
when both the speaker and hearer share a mutual representation that is
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in their minds. A good example Lambrecht (1994: 77-79) gives with the
personal and demonstrative pronouns when they are used as
presupposed discourse referents and serve as an argument in another
context. He further claims that presupposition and identifiability have
also been acknowledged by philosophers of language via “existential
presupposition” expressed through “definite descriptions” (Lambrecht
1994: 53) However, Lambrecht draws a line between a semantic view
of existential presuppositions and an information structure view of
identifiability. Lambrecht’s perception on presupposition aligns closely
with other approaches despite the use of different terms such as
“common  background belief” (Stalnaker 1974), “speaker
presupposition” (Kempson 1975, Stalnaker 1978), “common ground”
(Stalnaker 1978), and “antecedent” (Clark and Haviland 1977).

Contrary to the Prague School’s FSP framework, Lambrecht
(1994) takes on a different meaning to the term topic. For him, topic has
little to do with the FSP theme as the utterance element which is
ordered first in the sentence. He points out that the first element in a
sentence could be either a topic or a focus. As for analyzing what is and
what is not a topic, Lambrecht (ibid.) cites Aristotle’s idea of aboutness.
Therefore, Lambrecht’s definition of topic is that sentence element as
part of the proposition towards which something is said about (1994:
117-205). It is essential to mention that Lambrecht discusses the term
topic mainly on the level of sentence rather than discourse. The
pragmatic assertion as part of the proposition should be informed by the
topic. Hence, it is of great importance that the mental state of the hearer
is taken into consideration while participating in the interlocution.
Indeed, information packaging debates what the hearer knows or does
not know and what he or she is expected to know. The speaker on
his/her side presents the information in accordance with the hearer’s
presupposed knowledge in mind. Lambrecht claims that the topic is
sometimes difficult to identify, as it might not be mentioned at all
(1994: 137-145). This anaphoric use suggests that the topic of the
sentence and the pragmatic presupposition might not be identical.

The segmentational approach to information packaging seems to
fail, especially at the focus level according to Lambrecht (1994). Even
though he does recognize previous prominent linguists such as
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Chomsky (1970; 1972) and Jackendoff (1972) as suggesting that focus
should be considered the new information in the sentence, Lambrecht
(ibid.) states that not always does a sentence element correspond to a
presupposed variable in the open proposition. Based on the theory of
activation and topic, he claims that all types of presuppositional
structures can achieve a focus-presuppositional distribution. Thus,
information is conveyed through the establishment of a relationship
between the actually existing objects and the propositions, and not by
individual sentence elements, such as lexical items. The same could be
assumed for the grammatical focus. Here comes the difference between
pragmatic relations and pragmatic properties. For Lambrecht (ibid.),
grammatical entities only mark the difference in the identifiability and
activation of the discourse referents and, thus, can mark an element as
new in the discourse. By suggesting that focus just like topic is a
relational pragmatic category, Lambrecht points out that focus makes
the connection between the actual object discussed and the proposition.
Therefore, Lambrecht’s definition of focus is that “semantic component
of a pragmatically structured proposition whereby the assertion differs
from the presupposition” (1994: 213). If the sentence does not bring
forth any presupposition, the focus and assertion will then overlap (e.g.,
It is freezing.).

The pragmatic relation between the actual object and the
proposition is known as “focus relation”. Its function is to mark the
connection between an element in the proposition and the proposition
itself, not to signal new information. The syntactic domain that includes
the focus as construed by the pragmatically structured proposition is
known as “focus domain.” Focus domains are constituents which can
produce pragmatic assertions when added to the presuppositions.
Along the above lines, Lambrecht claims that information packaging
does not study words and their meanings, but rather “the pragmatic
construal of the relations between entities and states of affairs in given
discourse situations” (1994: 215). These entities and states are not
syntactically motivated through lexical items, but are expressed in
phrasal categories such as noun phrases, prepositional phrases, verb
phrases, etc. Hence, focus domains are not lexical categories.
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Efforts to blend various linguistic levels can be observed, as
exemplified in the Functional Discourse Grammar (Hengeveld and
Mackenzie, 2008), the Role and Reference Grammar (Van Valin and
LaPolla, 1997), and more recently, the Construction Grammar (e.g.,
Goldberg, 1995, Croft, 2007, Hoffmann and Trousdale, 2013). In these
linguistic frameworks, morphosyntax, semantics, and pragmatics are
treated as interconnected components within grammatical constructions.

Chapter 2
Clefts

2.1  General Properties/Overview

Cleft constructions resemble dislocations in that they focus parts
of a sentence by splitting a basic declarative sentence into two parts —
hence the name “cleft.” Though they are very similar to fronting
constructions, clefts seem to be less rhetorically obtrusive, i.e. the
speaker or writer is not overly focused on employing rhetorical devices,
but rather than on conveying their message clearly and effectively.
Among the distinguishing features of cleft sentences is that they are
always bi-clausal and they always have a mono-clausal equivalent.
Basically, these are simple declarative sentences in which one of the
parts indicates importance by turning a constituent “cleft” within the
sentence. Consider the pair of examples:

1. Peter started the fight. — It is Peter who started the fight. (IT-cleft
construction)

2. Peter wants a vacation. — What Peter wants is a vacation. (WH-cleft
construction)

3. Peter wants to say that. — That is what Peter wants to say. (reversed

WH-cleft construction)

The reason why clefts break declarative sentences into two parts
is to bring contrast so as the focused part can be projected to
prominence. This extra focused element can appear early (with IT-clefts
and reversed WH-clefts) or later (with WH-clefts). In technical terms,
the focused element will be labeled “foregrounded” while the non-
focused element will be labeled “backgrounded.”
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2.2 Syntactic Structure of WH-clefts

The WH-clefts (or pseudo-clefts) are less flexible when it comes
to registering different varieties of basic declarative statements. The
foregrounded element can be a noun phrase that is either the subject or
the object in the declarative sentence. It is worth noting that in contrast
to the IT-cleft, the pseudo-cleft links the backgrounded element through
the use of a fused relative construction, i.e. the noun phrase head is
fused with the relative element in the relative clause. The fused relative
construction can ambiguously be mistaken for an interrogative clause,
as in the example: What we should not do is a mystery. However similar
the two clauses seem to be, they are different and so need not to be
mismatched. Another distinction to be made is the one between the
specifying (or identifying) and ascriptive (or describing) use of the verb
“be.” The specifying use is made manifest when through a noun phrase
we describe the noun in the subject, i.e. “be + noun,” and the ascriptive
use — when we define a quality of the noun in the subject, i.e. “be +
adjective.” It is the former use that pseudo-clefts employ. In addition,
this type of cleft has the following characteristics:

e aclause introduced by a WH-word, usually “what”;

e aform of the verb “be” with a specifying meaning;

o the focused element is located at the end of the sentence; and

e the focused nominal element can be a noun phrase or a
complement clause.

2.3 Information Packaging Peculiarities of WH-clefts

The following excerpt from the COCA Corpus is taken from the
CBS News: 60 Minutes, in which Ray Dalio, one of the richest
investors in the world, talks about his failure/s that has/ve led him to his
success story. Over the period of twenty-five years, he compiled lessons
and failures into his book “Principles,” which outlines his idea of
meritocracy. He viewed this experience as transformative, instilling
humility that balanced with courage and influencing his decision-
making approach. Dalio aims for a system where the best ideas prevail,
emphasizing radical truthfulness and transparency:
20



RAY-DALIO: Yeah. And it was one of the best things, really, that ever
happened to me because it changed my whole approach to decision-
making. It gave me the humility that | needed to balance with my
audacity.

BILL-WHITAKER (voiceover): He took note of his failures and other
lessons over the next twenty-five years and wrote “Principles,”
published by Simon and Schuster, a division of CBS. Two million
copies of the book have been sold worldwide. It’s Dalio’s recipe for
creating what he calls an idea meritocracy.

RAY-DALIO: So, what | mean is that | want a system in which the
best ideas win out. And | would describe it as tough love, and | want to
get there through radical truthfulness. In other words, people say what
they honestly mean, and radical transparency allows people to see
things for themselves.

BILL-WHITAKER: So does this get rid of the office backstabbing —
RAY-DALIO: Oh, yeah. The —

BILL-WHITAKER: -- politicking?

RAY-DALIO: There's a rule here that you can’t talk behind anybody’s
back. You do that three times, you’re out of here.

BILL-WHITAKER (voiceover): Everybody at Bridgewater is
monitoring everybody else almost all the time. We saw it at this meeting
where workers and managers gave each other grades in real time. What
sort of grades do you get?

RAY-DALIO: You can see. Like, | get blasted a -- a lot.

(CBS News: 60 Minutes, The Principles of Ray Dalio, 2019 (19-07-28))

The main use of the boldfaced WH-cleft is to introduce people
to Dalio’s formula for success in the world of business. Through this
sentence, he intends to inform the viewers of what he considers as an
important step in clinching a good deal. The interviewer’s voiceover
helps the viewers get into topic of what Dalio will focus on with his
WH-cleft. By the form of the investor’s reply, he expresses the
assumption the interviewer knows, or believes, or entertains through the
idea that there is a recipe for success and asserts that there is no specific
formula, but rather an aspiration of his to work for achieving success.
The focus denotatum as a proposition addition reveals the information
demanded by the possible question buried within the interviewer’s
voiceover and exposed through the relative clause to the right of the
copula. This denotatum actually makes the speaker’s utterance
informative for the interviewer/viewer. Hence, the information

packaging effects of this sentence can be presented as follows:
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e Context sentences: (voiceover): He took note of his failures and
other lessons over the next twenty-five years and wrote “Principles,”
published by Simon and Schuster, a division of CBS. Two million
copies of the book have been sold worldwide. It’s Dalio’s recipe for
creating what he calls an idea meritocracy.

e Sentence: So, what | mean is that | want a system in which the best
ideas win out.

e Presupposition: “speaker means x”

o K-presupposition: “a system in which the best ideas win
out”

o C-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition has been
activated”

o T-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition is of
current interest”

e Focus: “I want a system in which the best ideas win out”

e Assertion: “x =1 want a system in which the best ideas win out”

o Presupposed focus: “semi-knowledgeable as the WH-cleft
“It’s Dalio’s recipe for creating what he calls an idea
meritocracy” aims to evoke the focus denotatum and relate
it to the viewer’s knowledge database.”

This means that the open relative clause proposition “speaker
means X in Dalio’s reply is pragmatically presupposed. By saying this
sentence, the speaker makes the pragmatic assertion for the variable in
the open proposition the focus denotatum “I want a system in which the
best ideas win out.” It can be inferred that the K-presupposition is
mutually known since it belongs to the present discourse register. This
means that the C-presupposition is also assumed to be activated as a
result of the voiceover and/or previous utterance/s of the speaker. What
the speaker expresses through the WH-cleft is relevant to the current
state of affairs and, hence, the T-presupposition has been activated.
However, the presupposed focus here seems to be buried within the
previous statement made by the interviewer. The journalist mentions the
words “recipe” and “meritocracy” to evoke the idea of a formula for
success. Since it is not expressed directly through the means of lexical
items, it will be considered semi-knowledgeable due to the open
relative clause “that I want a system.” The speaker begins this clause
utilizing a different semantical and syntactical approach. The word
“what” in the relative clause of the matrix assigns a semantically empty
context marker. In addition, not only does the relative clause “in which
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the best ideas win out” assign a different semantic role to the open
relative clause of the WH-cleft, but the lexical item “want” also changes
the focus of the pragmatic assertion. The transitive verb “want”
expresses the idea of a desire or a request for something to happen; this
in turn changes the focus to the abstract notion of having something
unfinished or incomplete. This change of the focus denotatum variable
voids the presupposed open proposition of the wvalue fully
knowledgeable. Syntactically speaking, the open relative clause is
followed by a restrictive relative clause which aims to define the clause
it is embedded into. This brings the question of whether there can be a
pragmatic assertion within another pragmatic assertion. In other words,
is the WH-cleft focused towards the first or the second relative clause?
In my view, provided the second clause is dependent on the first one, it
cannot exist on its own and, hence, cannot evoke a different pragmatic
assertion. Consequently, the presupposed focus assigns a semi-
knowledgeable assumption to the pragmatic assertion.
In addition, some non-linguistic cues may also help convey a
sense of clarification or elaboration. For example, Dalio might use a
more explanatory tone, combined with gestures, to make sure his
audience understands the nuances of his desire for a system where the
best ideas prevail. The non-linguistic cues may reflect Dalio’s
conviction in the statement. Still, the formal expression the speaker
gives through the chosen grammatical construction renders the
following discourse assumptions for his utterance:
e his addressee knows or believes the open proposition ‘speaker
means X’ expressed in the relative clause;
e this proposition is presently activated in the addressee’s short-
term memory;
e this proposition is of current interest in the conversation; and
e the presupposed focus item is semi-knowledgeable because of
the two dependent relative clauses.

Chapter 3
Existential and Presentational Clauses
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3.1  General Properties/Overview

This chapter aims to analyze a special type of clauses that
contain a pseudo subject “there” within the context of the information
packaging framework. Existential clauses include the verb “be” as part
of the construction (e.g. There is someone at the door) and
presentational clauses have a verb other than the verb “be” (e.g. There
exist many such other examples). The pseudo subject “there” should not
be confused with its adverbial counterpart that has a locative meaning
(e.g. You can find lots of fruit there) as they contrast significantly in
their meaning and use. The locative meaning of the adverb (or
sometimes called intransitive preposition) “there” can take deictic and
anaphoric uses as in:

e You can find cosmetics here and drugs for back pain there. —
there is a very prominent distinction between the two adverbs:
“here” refers to objects nearby while “there” refers to objects
further away. However, this proximal vs. distal distinction is
not always that clear and can often lead to subjectiveness of the
element’s meaning.

e Great Britain gives us many opportunities. For example, you
can learn English there. — even though this is a typical
anaphoric use of the adverb “there,” it retains the distal deictic
meaning since it indicates a place further away from the
speaker’s current location.

Locative and existential “there” have a different distribution
among registers as noted in the figure below. Whereas existential
“there” is relatively common among the four types of registers, locative
“there” 1s prevailing in the conversation register and less so in the
academic one. The reason for this phenomenon might be the importance
of the physical and spacious setting which the speaker and hearer share
and thus the need to have a shared point of location.

The original locative meaning of “there” has been bleached from
an adverb into a pronoun that can readily combine with locative “there”
(and “here”). It functions as a grammar marker for a construction in
which it takes the subject position whereas the element that would be
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the subject in the basic version sentence is displaced to post-verbal
position. A prominent peculiarity of the pronoun “there” is that it does
not have its inherent number, but rather adopts the number of the
displaced subject. This peculiarity is comparable to the corresponding
property of the relative pronouns “which” and “who” which also do not
have their own number and take on the one of their antecedents
(compare the seat which is occupied vs. the seats which are occupied).

3.2  Syntactic Structure of Existential Clauses

Just as the cleft constructions, the existential “there”
construction can be described as a bi-clausal proposition which also has
a mono-clausal counterpart. The pronoun “there” is named in some
grammar books as “dummy there” or “dummy subject” or “pseudo
subject” or “expletive there”, same way as the pronoun “it” in clefts and
extrapositions. When there appears an additional element after the
displaced subject, the existential clause is categorized as an extended
existential. Huddleston and Pullum define four types of extended
elements that can occur within existential clauses (adapted from
Huddleston and Pullum 2007: 250):

e Locative: There is a stray dog in the garden. — this type of
extensions is popular with both existentials and non-existentials.
Sometimes, pragmatic factors can make either of the versions
inappropriate to use;

e Temporal: There was a school sale yesterday. — the extension
denotes an event or an occurrence of a certain phenomenon.
Same as the locative, temporal extensions are acceptable in both
existentials and non-existentials depending on the pragmatic
needs of the discourse;

e Predicative adjective: There are still some entry-level job
positions offered. — adjectives that denote temporary states can
predominantly be used as extensions within existentials. Other
types of adjectives cannot take this function (compare *There
are some students diligent vs. Some students are diligent); and

e Hollow infinitival: There is so much to bear in mind. — here the
consideration is related to “so much” and hence there is a
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missing object within the VP “to bear in mind,” which the two
authors mark as a gap in the internal complement function
(Huddleston and Pullum 2007: 250). The missing element is
understood thanks to the NP that precedes it due to the fact that
it is embedded within the predicative complement.

In a later publication, the authors enrich the proposed list by

identifying two more types of extended elements that can occur within
existential clauses (adapted from Huddleston and Pullum 2016: 1394-
1396):

3.3

Participial: syntactically, the participial clause can be extended
in two ways. One method is to incorporate a modifier of the
subordinate clause within the displaced subject:

There are payments comprising one-third of the total income. —
through present participles; and

There were special Christmas presents given to the employees’
children at the company’s party. — through past participles.
Another method is without incorporating the subordinate clause
within the displaced subject:

There are some students talking in the corridor. — through a
gerund-participial construction.

There was a possible disease outbreak prevented. — through a
passive voice construction.

Relative clause: syntactically, the relative clause can also be
extended in two ways:

There are senior students that scored higher than that. —
through a modifier within the NP. This example cannot make
the same construal as its basic counterpart, i.e. Senior students
that scored higher than that. The meaning is non-relatable.
There was one kid that kept misbehaving. — through a relative
clause extension. This example can easily be paraphrased to One
kid kept misbehaving and have the same meaning.

Information Packaging Peculiarities of Existential Clauses

The following extract from a conversation discusses the direction

of the Democratics’s party election campaign and the impeachment of
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the former US President Donald Trump. The procedure is set to be a
responsibility of the US Congress, not the main foundation of an
election campaign. Yvette-Simpson, who served as the CEO of
Democracy for America during 2018-2022, responds to questions
regarding the New York City’s mayor, Bill de Blasio, addressing
Trump’s case of impeachment:

GEORGE-STEPHANOPOULO (OC): So how do Democrats walk this

line now that we just heard Bill de Blasio talking about? Many are for

impeachment, but they don’t want to be obsessed by it, they don't want

it to overtake the entire election debate, perhaps backfire?

YVETTE-SIMPSON (CEO): Right. Well, I think you have to proceed,

and I think you proceed the way you are. | mean, | think the issue with

now doing all of this work and not moving forward is, people now know

that he did things. And if you don’t go after it, there’s no

accountability. It is literally Congress’s job to hold this President

accountable. And we were talking earlier about the election and the fact

that there were a lot of folks in the wave of this’ 18 election who were

specifically elected because the public, the American public wanted

Trump held accountable. And so | think you have to move forward. | do

think it was a mistake to have Mueller testify. And | the second mistake

was making it sound like it was going to be a movie. It was never going

to do that. If we’re going to produce a movie, let’s get, you know, Lin

Manuel Miranda, let’s get Shonda Rhimes on that right now, two-hour

special, right? So it was not going to be that. But | do agree with what

Matt said. Look at the report.

(ABC News: This Week, 2019 (19-07-28), The Powerhouse

Roundtable)

The use of an existential clause in combination with an
uncountable noun is always felicitous compared to the cases when used
with a countable noun. The use of an abstract entity calls for an
existential clause while in the case of an entity that expresses something
physical, both the existential and non-existential could be felicitous.
Hence, the use of the bold-faced construction within the CEO’s
statement is justifiable. The displaced subject, though, does not point to
a specific person or object. The context prior to the statement debates
about the impeachment of the previous US President and whether they
need to proceed with this act or not. This demands the condition part of
the zero conditional to use the deictic personal pronoun “it” as a
reference to the proceeding of the act defined previously in the
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conversation. The result part of the conditional clause hence introduces
addressee-new information. The bare existential clause can be given the
following information packaging analysis:

Context sentences: | think you have to proceed, and | think you
proceed the way you are. | mean, | think the issue with now doing
all of this work and not moving forward is, people now know that he
did things.
Sentence: And if you don’t go after it, there’s no accountability.
Presupposition: “there is x”
o K-presupposition: “there is x”
o C-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition has not
been activated”
o T-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition is of
current interest”
Focus: “no accountability”
Assertion: “x = no accountability”
o Presupposed focus: “unknowledgeable as the existential
clause does not evoke anything (relatable) in the
addressee’s knowledge database”

Evident from the discussion above is that the communicative
function of the existential clause is to assert the lack of accountability.
The purpose of the clause is not to highlight the absence of any
accountability whatsoever in any case scenario, but rather to focus the
hearer’s attention to a specific discourse matter within a given spatial
reference. Hence, the true purpose of the existential clause is to
introduce and/or present the entity into the discourse scene so that it can
enter the hearer’s consciousness and entertain a new idea and/or
concept. The mere lack of existence of accountability is of no concern
in this utterance. This example confirms what Hertzron states about the
discourse function of existential clauses (1975: 374):

calling special attention to one element of the
sentence for recall in the subsequent discourse or
situation. This recall may be needed because the element
IS going to be used, directly or indirectly, in the ensuing
discourse, because what is going to be said later has
some connection with the element in question,- or
because that element is relevant to what is going to
happen or be done in the reality.
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Though Hertzron does not utilize activation and referent
promotion in his definition, he clearly indicates the use of the existential
clause to recall something in the subsequent discourse or situation.
Along these lines, the referent “no accountability” is used by the CEO
representative in the example above so that it can be pragmatically
activated for the utterances that will follow this one. In view of
Hertzron’s definition, this introduction is necessary so that the
interlocutors can directly (or even indirectly) elaborate on the
entertained idea. This confirms Lambrecht’s concept that the existential
clause is used to introduce a brand-new or simply a previously
discourse inactive referent that could be recalled later in the subsequent
sentences (1994). Logically, the subsequent statements will develop the
idea of the inactive referent. Thus, the juxtaposed statement right after
the existential serves to feature whose job it is to hold the US President
accountable for his actions. The examples that the CEO further gives
serve as evidence of why the President should be held accountable.
Hence, the introduced inactive referent functions as predication in the
following statements to merely raise awareness in the hearer’s mind.

Specifically, the speaker chooses the presentational clause to
achieve the following discourse assumptions:

e the recipient does not know or is believed not to know the
(open) proposition “there is x” evoked within the conditional
clause;

e this proposition is presently inactivated in the addressee’s short-
term memory as it is mentioned for the first time;

e this proposition is of current interest in the conversation evoked
by the interviewer’s questions; and

e the presupposed focus item is unknowledgeable as it is a lexical
item that has not been evoked and associated with something
concrete in the addressee’s mind.
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Chapter 4

Extraposition
4.1  General Properties/Overview

Extraposition constructions also comprise a bi-clausal sentence
which can have a mono-clausal counterpart. Commonly, the subject
position is filled by a “dummy it” (sometimes also called “introductory
it” or “anticipatory it” or “expletive it”), and can be followed by a

variety of constructions such as:
1. To argue with him is pointless. — It is pointless to argue with him.
(infinitival clause)
2. That he didn’t come to the party is a shame. — It is a shame that he didn’t
come to the party. (declarative clause)
3. How she came back home is unclear to me. — It is unclear to me how she
came back home. (interrogative clause)

In the examples above, the italicized clause is considered to be the old
information constituent while the part of the sentence prior to it is
considered the new information constituent. The motivation for this
constituent distribution is generated by the need to avoid starting a
sentence with a highly informative part. This helps the speaker relieve
the weight of placing anything new in an initial position. Not always
can a sentence be extraposed to achieve such discourse needs.

4.2  Syntactic Structure of Extrapositions

Similar to the right-dislocation, the extraposition construction
shifts the subject constituent of the basic version to the right. Contrary
to the right-dislocation, though, the shifted constituent is either a
content clause or an infinitival clause and it makes the substitution
possible through the anticipatory it subject. Extraposition sentences
contain two subjects — the notional one (i.e. the subject that is
postponed) and the anticipatory subject (i.e. the dummy subject it).
Quirk et al. identify seven clause types followed by a postponed subject
(adapted from Quirk et al. 1987: 1392):

e Type SVC: It is a great advantage to speak two foreign languages.
o Type SVA: It was announced on the radio that the airplane is to be delayed.
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4.3

Type SV: It matters what you say.
Type SVO: It shocked me to learn that he has committed this crime.
Type SVOC: It makes Tony happy to see others excel in their careers.

Type SVass: It is believed that speaking more than one foreign language is a

big asset.
Type SVyassC: It is proven possible for students to cheat in exams.

Information Packaging Peculiarities of Extrapositions

The following extract is excerpted from the CNN and discusses
the relationship between a law enforcement officer and a prosecutor
regarding the possible deposition of the head of state. The prosecutor is

determined to be secretive:

LEMON: So this will -- and he’s known not as a leaker because I know
you know him.

BASH: Robert Mueller.

LEMON: So basically -- Robert Mueller. So we won’t hear, probably
won’t hear anything about the investigation until it is concluded.
JEFFREY-TOOBIN: And that’s one of the things that people need to
keep in mind. Is that, you know, he has a mission of determining
whether any crimes were committed and then prosecuting them if he
does. But in the meantime, he’s going to be sealed up tight as a drum
and a lot of what might otherwise have come out will remain secret.
Comey -- | mean, it is true that Comey and Mueller are very good
friends but Comey being the responsible former law enforcement
official that he was, would certainly say that whoever the
prosecutor was, do you want me to go public or do you want to
proceed with your investigation without my -- without my testimony
being out in the world.

LEMON: So what is the scope of this? Can the president be deposed?
Because remember we saw there was a Bill Clinton deposition, correct?
(CNN Tonight 10:00 PM EST, 2017 (17-05-17), No Pause for Russia
Investigation; Special Counsel Invoked. Aired 10-11p ET)

The attested extraposition version is preferable compared to the
basic version of the same sentence. The basic version of this sentence,
i.e. That Comey and Mueller are very good friends is true, has also
felicity and would be considered appropriate as a statement; still, the
information packaging peculiarities of this statement make the
extraposition clause a more optimal grammar choice. The that-clause
represents old information content which is considered familiar to all



speakers: the fact that Comey and Mueller are very good friends is
treated as obvious common knowledge. Hence, the addressees are
supposed to treat this piece of information as a shared set of background
assumptions, and they do not need to be familiarized with it as a new
item of information. The fact that it is mentioned serves as a discourse
reminder of what Comey’s circumstances are and how he will react to
the given situation. Hence, the extraposition part of the whole sentence
can be accounted for through the following information packaging
analysis:

e Context sentences: But in the meantime, he’s going to be sealed up
tight as a drum and a lot of what might otherwise have come out will
remain secret. Comey -- | mean, it is true that Comey and Mueller
are very good friends but Comey being the responsible former law
enforcement official that he was, would certainly say that whoever
the prosecutor was, do you want me to go public or do you want to
proceed with your investigation without my -- without my testimony
being out in the world.

e Sentence: It is true that Comey and Mueller are very good friends.

e  Presupposition: “It is true that x”

o  K-presupposition: “It is true that x”

o C-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition has been
activated”

o T-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition is of
current interest”

e Focus: “Comey and Mueller are very good friends”

e Assertion: “x = Comey and Mueller are very good friends”

o Presupposed focus: “fully knowledgeable as the
extraposition clause fully evokes the focus in the
addressees’ knowledge databases”

The relative clause within the extraposition construction brings
discourse-old information by virtue of the speaker’s expectations that
the hearers are familiar with it. As it appears, the statement that Comey
and Mueller are very good friends seems not to be asserted but is
instead treated as background knowledge. However, the extraposed part
is not pragmatically presupposed by means of the factive adjective use
of “true.” It suggests that the information being introduced by the that-
clause asserts the very good friendship between the two men. This in
turn seems not to question the felicity of the simple version of this
sentence, i.e. Comey and Mueller are very good friends. If the
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beginning of the sentence were changed to “l know...,” the relative
clause would be triggered to be true by virtue of the different governing
verb. This way the speaker would reveal his knowledge of the
information contained in the that-clause which would change the
relative clause into backgrounded information and the first part (i.e. |
know) will become foregrounded and its truth value will be at issue.
Hence, the presupposition here would trigger a complement whose truth
value is valid while in the case of the extraposed version, the truth value
is not cogent.
In this example, the speaker opts for this extraposition clause to
achieve the following discourse assumptions:
e the recipient knows or is believed to know the (open)
proposition “(it is true) that X followed by the relative clause;
e this proposition is presently activated in the addressee’s memory
evoked by the adjective “true”;
e this proposition is of current interest in the conversation evoked
by the lexical item “I mean”; and
e the presupposed focus item is fully knowledgeable as the
speaker reminds the addressees of their previous knowledge.

Chapter 5
Passive Voice

5.1  General Properties/Overview

Voice as a grammatical category views an action from two

perspectives without changing the general idea of the information units:
1. Eddy has written two essays today. (active voice)
2. Two essays have been written by Eddy today. (passive voice)

The active voice subject becomes the passive voice
prepositional Agent, and the active voice object becomes the passive
voice subject. If necessary, the doer of the action is introduced by
means of a PP headed by the preposition “by” for people and by the
preposition “with” for the instrument of the action. The semantic
functions of passive voice are commonly aligned with the syntactic
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ones and contrast the active voice sentences. In most cases, the meaning
of the sentence is retained:

John broke the window. (active voice) — The window was broken by
John. (passive voice)

In the active voice sentence, “John” is the subject of the sentence and is
aligned with the active role (Agent), i.e. John performed the action. In
the passive voice counterpart, “the window” is aligned with the passive
or Patient role in the sentence, i.e. the window is the thing on or to
which something happened.

Changing the position of the direct object of the active sentence
gives prominence when used in the passive counterpart. This
undoubtedly helps speakers or writers alleviate a certain communication
value if it seems unnecessary or even redundant. Academic prose seems
to take advantage of this phenomenon, especially when the Agent of a
sentence is obvious or unwanted.

5.2  Syntactic Structure of Passive Voice

Here are the syntactic differences between the two versions of
the sentence in question:

e In the passive voice, the subject “Eddie” is found as the
complement of the preposition “by” within a PP serving as a
complement.

e The subject of the passive voice counterpart corresponds to the
direct object in the active voice sentence.

e The passive voice employs the auxiliary verb “have” to convey
the present perfect aspectuality. As this auxiliary requires the
use of a past participle as its complement, the passive auxiliary
“be” is realized as “been” and it uses a non-finite clause without
a specified subject, with the past participle “written” as its head.

5.3 Information Packaging Peculiarities of Passive Voice

The following passage borrowed from the COCA Corpus
discusses the complexities of the years in the 1950s, challenging the
popular notion of them being exclusively “happy days.” It highlights
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the transition from President Eisenhower to President Kennedy and the
shift from a republican to a democrat, symbolizing a move from the old
guard to the new frontier. Susan Eisenhower reflects on the uneasy
transfer of power, expressing concerns about the potential rise of fear in
national life during Kennedy’s era. The text also mentions a
forthcoming program and a book titled “Three Days in January,”
centered on Dwight Eisenhower’s final mission. The passage briefly
touches on President Donald Trump’s staffing decisions, with a
reference to maintaining a family-oriented approach:

SUSAN-EISENHOWER: The turnover, the keys to the closet, probably

gave him some pause. He didn’t know Kennedy very well. There was a

lot of rhetoric during that campaign that led him to be concerned about

perhaps the beginning of a period where fear would play a much bigger

role in national life. (END VIDEO CLIP)

BAIER: This Sunday’s program is called “Three days in January.” It is

based on my new book of the same name, “Three days in January —

Dwight Eisenhower’s final mission” which is out tomorrow. The

hour special debuts 8:00 p.m. Sunday night, the book is available at all

booksellers, as | said, launching tomorrow. President-Elect Donald

Trump makes a big higher. And he is keeping it all in the family. Our

panel in Washington and New York will discuss when we come back.

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP)

(Fox Special Report with Bret Baier 6:00 PM EST, 2017 (17.01.09),

Deputy Dies in Hunt for Suspect; Award Show Turns Political;

President Obama)

The reporter Bret Baier uses a short passive to promote an
upcoming program that is tied to a book he himself has published. Both
the program and the book share the same name. Baier employs a very
popular verb to express the proposition — “based on,” as per Biber et al.,
is 90 percent popular in the spoken discourse genre (2003: 170). This
contributes to the ease of understanding among the TV show viewers.
The reporter chooses to begin the sentence with discourse old
information, i.e. “it,” to make a smooth transition from announcing the
program to the book advertisement. This transition facilitates the
viewers to relate the two pieces of information in an easy and clear
manner. Hence, the reporter’s information flow structuring strategy can
be explained through the following information packaging analysis:
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e Context sentences: This Sunday’s program is called “Three days in
January.”

e Passive voice sentence: It is based on my new book of the same
name, “Three days in January — Dwight Eisenhower’s final mission”
which is out tomorrow.

e Presupposition: “it is based on x”

o  K-presupposition: “it is based on x”’

o C-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition has been
activated”

o T-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition is of
current interest”

e Focus: “my new book”

e Assertion: “x = my new book”

o Presupposed focus: “fully knowledgeable as the clause
evokes a piece of information that is in the addressees’
knowledge database. Furthermore, the author uses a very
popular verb to perform the act of information evoking”

As mentioned above, the subject of this short passive is
discourse old by means of using the preposition “it” and having no PP
included. Nevertheless, the subject could also have been discourse new
and that would have served the purpose of communicating the main
message, i.e. the fact that the program is built upon the book Baier has
published. Another reason why the subject is possible to be discourse
new is that the short subject cannot be associated with an internalized
complement NP and hence has no requirement for a degree of
familiarity with the internalized complement NP as a long passive will
have. Another reason why Baier uses a short passive is the fact that the
Agent is anaphorically referenced through the possessive adjective
pronoun “my.” The hearer immediately recognizes that what Baier
means is “It is based on the book... created by me.” Therefore,
contextually and conceptually the speaker does not need to employ the
use of a long passive. It is interesting to investigate the reason why the
speaker engages with a passive rather than an active construction (*?My
book of the same name bases [?itself on] it). Even though
grammatically correct, this sentence might need some modification to
achieve the same pragmatic purposes as the passive voice construction:

e “My book of the same name is based on it.” — this version
might work as a very close paraphrase to the original sentence,
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but the syntactic construction still remains passive voice. It
seems that the verb “base” or the verb phrase “base something
on something” with the definition of “if you base a story,
painting, or other work on something else, you use the other
thing as the main idea for creating the story” (Cambridge
Dictionary, online) is mainly used in the passive voice.

“It serves as the basis for my book of the same name.” —
grammatically, syntactically, and pragmatically this sentence is
an exact paraphrase of the original sentence. Yet, the verb
“base” is changed to the noun “basis” to achieve the goal of
building an active sentence counterpart.

“My book, with the same name, draws its foundation from it.” —
again this sentence corresponds grammatically, syntactically,
and pragmatically to the original sentence. However, this time
the verb has completely been changed so that it can build an
active voice sentence.

Hence, the active voice of the original sentence in this case is

not pragmatically equivalent to the passive construction. There might be
attempts of voice changes, but as the examples above show, the
sentence will need to undergo significant changes in order to keep the
original meaning the same. A compelling reason might be the fact that
the use of the verb “base” in the passive voice often occurs to
emphasize the result or the ensuing state rather than to focus on the
Agent or the action. As mentioned earlier, the passive voice is used
when the focus is perspectived on the recipient of the action or when the
doer of the action is unknown or less important than the action itself.
For example:

| based my decision on the research. (active voice) — the
information focus here is on the doer of the action, i.e. the
person taking the decision. This makes it clear who is
responsible for the action, which can be essential in situations
when accountability is important.

My decision was based on the research. (passive voice) — the
information focus here is on the decision itself and the research
that it was based on. Thus, the passive voice version can be used
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to soften the impact of a statement, especially in situations
where assigning blame or responsibility may be sensitive.
Depending on the context and the speaker’s attitude, the non-
linguistic cues such as a proud or excited tone may accompany the act
of mentioning of the new book. The speaker may convey enthusiasm
through variations in pitch and expressiveness. Still, the speaker
chooses the passive clause in the sentence “It is based on my new book
of the same name...” to achieve the following discourse assumptions:
e the recipient knows or is believed to know the (open)
proposition “it is based on X” followed by a relative clause;
e this proposition is presently activated in the addressee’s memory
evoked by the possessive pronoun “my”’;
e this proposition is of current interest in the conversation evoked
by the lexical items “the same name”’; and
e the presupposed focus item is fully knowledgeable as the clause
evokes a piece of information that is in the addressees’
knowledge database.

Chapter 6
Negative Inversion

6.1  General Properties/Overview

The inversion and fronting structures share a common thread in
their capacity to emphasize elements within the sentence structure. The
choice to employ either inversion or fronting is often driven by the
speaker’s intention to highlight a specific item of information or create
a particular rhetorical effect.

When fronting is used, the emphasized element is placed at the
beginning of the sentence. This can affect objects, adverbial modifiers
or other constituents, and it serves to draw immediate attention to that
element. Hence, the use of fronting introduces variety to the sentence
structures. It allows speakers to break away from the standard word
order, adding nuance and style to their expression. Fronting is a stylistic
choice that can help create a sense of drama, urgency, or importance to
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the emphasized element. It is a versatile tool for altering the overall tone
of a sentence. Whether used in written or spoken language, fronting
enhances communicative nuancing by allowing speakers to strategically
position elements, based on their communicative goals and the
information they wish to emphasize (Quirk et al., 1985: 1377-1389;
Huddleston and Pullum, 2016: 1365-1381).

6.2  Syntactic Structure of Negative Inversion

The negative words or phrases that can be involved in negative
inversions typically fall into different syntactic categories. Here are
some common categories and examples (based on and adapted from
Vince and Sunderland, 2003: 78-79; Side and Wellman, 2000: 197-209;
Folley and Hall, 2008: 323):

e negative adverbs — never, seldom, rarely, hardly, scarcely, barely, etc.:
» Seldom do we get such an excellent service.
e negative determiners — no, none, neither, nor:
» I cannot attend tomorrow’s college event. — Neither can I.
e negative prepositional phrases — under no circumstances, at no point, on no
account, on no condition, not until, etc.:
» Under no circumstances are students allowed to enter this hall.
e negative conjunctions: neither...nor, not only...but also,
scarcely/hardly/barely...when, etc.:
> Not only should you submit your exam scores, but you also need to send
your school grades transcript report.
e negative expressions: never before, no sooner, hardly ever, etc.:
» No sooner had | left the room than | realized I had left my laptop behind.

6.3 Information Packaging Peculiarities of Negative Inversion

The following excerpt from the ABC News bulletin is borrowed
from the COCA Corpus. In the interview, Julie Koehler, a senior public
defender in Illinois, recounts an incident from 2016 when she left her
three daughters in a minivan while she went to get coffee. A police
officer approached the car and questioned her children, leading them to
cry. When she confronted the officer, he accused her of abandoning her
children. Koehler, aware of her rights, asserted that she had not violated
any laws and confidently challenged the officer. Subsequently, the
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officer filed a complaint against her, and child welfare services

conducted interviews with her children and a medical examination to

ensure their safety:
JULIE-KOEHLER-ASST-: | saw the police officer walk up to the car
and start questioning my children, and | thought nothing of it until my
kids started to cry. And at that point | walked out of the Starbucks and |
asked the officer what he was doing. And he turned on me and asked me
where | was.
LINSEY-DAVIS-ABC-NE: Little did the officer know this Illinois
senior public defender knew she hadn’t done anything illegal.
JULIE-KOEHLER-ASST-: He accused me of abandoning my children,
and I just laughed at him. He had picked on the wrong mother, because |
actually know my rights and | know that I did not abandon my children.
So | laughed at him. And I told him, yeah, good luck getting those
charges approved because | happen to know what the law is and I did
not willfully leave my child in a position of danger.
LINSEY-DAVIS-ABC-NE: She says the officer filed a complaint
against her and she received a visit from child welfare services, who
then interviewed her children and had a doctor examine them to make
sure they hadn’t been abused.
(ABC News: Nightline, 2018 (18-07-30), Moms under Fire Mommy
Shaming)

This type of negative inversion starting with “little” is
commonly used in journalism, storytelling, and other forms of narrative
to engage the audience and build anticipation for the information that is
to follow. It helps to create a sense of intrigue and captures the
audience’s attention by presenting information in a way that invites
them to reconsider their initial assumptions about the situation.
Particularly, this sentence structure in the news report is a stylistic
choice that adds emphasis and drama to the story. News reporters will
frequently use this construction to create a sense of surprise or irony by
highlighting the contrast between what someone knew or expected and
the actual reality of the situation.

In this case, the sentence “Little did the officer know...” serves
to underscore the subsequent information that follows, i.e. that the
individual involved is a senior public defender who is well aware of her
rights and asserts that she has not done anything illegal. It sets up a
narrative contrast, suggesting that the officer may have made
assumptions or accusations without being aware of the person’s
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background or legal knowledge. The news report describes a situation
where a police officer questions a woman’s children, leading to a
confrontation. The audience is led to assume that the officer may
believe the woman has done something wrong or is unaware of her
background. The negative inversion sentence introduces a twist by
suggesting that there is information the officer is not aware of. The use
of “Little did the officer know” implies that the officer is operating
under certain assumptions or expectations that will be challenged.
Consequently, this negative inversion sentence can be given the
following information packaging analysis:

e Context sentences: And at that point | walked out of the Starbucks
and | asked the officer what he was doing. And he turned on me and
asked me where | was.

o Negative inversion sentence: Little did the officer know this
Illinois senior public defender knew she hadn’t done anything
illegal.

e  Presupposition: “little did the officer know X”

o K-presupposition: “little did the officer know x”

o C-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition has been
activated”

o T-presupposition: “the K-presupposed proposition is of
current interest”

e Focus: “this Illinois senior public defender knew she hadn’t done
anything illegal”

e  Assertion: “x = this Illinois senior public defender knew she hadn’t
done anything illegal”

o Presupposed focus: “unknowledgeable as the clause evokes
a new piece of information that is still not in the addressees’
knowledge database.”

Considering the use of the negative inversion sentence, the
report goes on to reveal that the person being questioned is not just any
ordinary individual but a senior public defender from Illinois who
claims to be well-versed in the law. This revelation is unexpected and
differs from the initial assumption that the officer might be dealing with
someone unfamiliar with legal matters. The use of this negative
inversion sentence prompts a shift in the addressees’ perspective. It
invites them to reconsider the situation and the dynamics between the
officer and the woman being questioned. The contrast adds a layer of
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complexity to the narrative, as the audience is now aware of
information that the officer is not. The negative inversion sentence
serves as a narrative device to create suspense and capture the
audience’s attention. It prepares them for a revelation that challenges
their initial assumptions and adds depth to the story by highlighting the
contrast between what the officer knows or assumes and the actual
situation. This technique is additionally employed to engage the
audience and maintain their interest in the unfolding events. Another
kind of contrast that this construction sets up is between what the
speaker knows and what the defender knows (or does not know). All
this leads to the conclusion that the presupposed focus should be
considered unknowledgeable towards the proposition “this Illinois
senior public defender knew she hadn’t done anything illegal.”

There are potential non-linguistic cues associated with this
negative inversion construction and the overall context. For instance,
the speaker may use an emphasized or slightly dramatic tone to convey
the significance of what the officer did not know. This can involve a
change in pitch or an elongation of certain words for an added
emphasis. Variations in intonation can also be used for adding impact
on the focus constituent. A rise in pitch on the word “know” or a brief
pause after “Little did the officer know” can contribute to the overall
effect, drawing attention to the unexpected revelation. Nonetheless, it
can be proposed that the speaker has opted for the negative inversion
clause from the news report to accomplish the following discourse
assumptions:

o the speaker has chosen the phrasing “little did the officer know”
to underscore the irony that the officer, who presumably should
be knowledgeable of legal matters, wrongly accused someone
who actually has legal expertise;

e the construction “little did the officer know” not only signals a
shift in the narrative but also suggests an element of surprise or
revelation, enhancing the overall impact of the speaker’s
account. It serves as a rhetorical device to engage the addressees
and emphasize the speaker’s unique position in the unfolding
events;
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e this proposition is of current interest in the conversation evoked
by the negative adjective “little” in the news report, as it infuses
a timely and pertinent dimension into the ongoing discussion.
This proposition becomes especially relevant in the current
conversation because it adds a layer of critical evaluation to the
officer’s actions. The negative adjective prompts the audience to
question the adequacy of the officer’s knowledge or
assumptions; and

e the presupposed focus item is unknowledgeable because the
speaker emphasizes the officer’s lack of knowledge. This lack of
knowledge becomes a focal point for the discourse assumptions,
suggesting that the officer’s actions or accusations may have
been influenced by an incomplete knowledge of a piece of
information.

Conclusion

In this thesis, | have undertaken an exploration of various
syntactic devices employed in modern English for information
packaging and modelling. The selected constructions, namely, clefts,
existentials, extrapositions, passive voice structures, and negative
inversion constructions, were chosen not only for their prevalence but
also for the intriguing linguistic and semantic challenges they present in
the realm of information packaging. Emphasizing the linguistic use
aspects within diverse contexts, | discussed the above constructions
focusing on their non-canonical characteristic features, their simpler or
basic counterparts, and the unique way they package information while
retaining the meaning of the simpler counterpart forms. To achieve this,
I employed both quantitative and qualitative research methodology. The
COCA corpus, which was used to extract examples from the authentic
spoken American English variety of the language, was a valuable tool
for collecting quantitative insights. The qualitative examination delved
into the identified constructions, utilizing Lambrecht’s framework to
analyze information packaging peculiarities (1994; 2001). The
qualitative analysis aimed to uncover both the linguistic and some non-
linguistic intricacies within the spoken discourse section of the corpus.
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While concentrating on spoken language, the study sought to capture
the dynamic and contextually rich nature of language use in everyday
communication. The genre-specific approach provided a detailed
exploration of the ways emphatic constructions manifest in spoken
language, shedding light on their role in conveying emphasis, attitudes,
and communicative intent within the rich context of spoken discourse.
The suggested scheme for reading information packaging
constructions in this dissertation (context sentences; presuppositions: K-
presupposition, C-presupposition, T-presupposition; focus; assertion;
presupposed focus) aims to summarize how the information packaging
framework can be applied as a tool to explicate an utterance within a
given text and how the aspects of effective communication mentioned
earlier can be achieved. This scheme recapitulates the features that
Lambrecht (2001) proposes when providing insight into what
information structure can accomplish in enhancing the comprehension
of propositions within sentences. One of the contributions of this thesis
is that it elaborates on concepts and categories Lambrecht suggests in
one of his earlier works (1994). Here, the author provides a
comprehensive exploration of the interplay between the formal structure
of sentences and the communicative contexts in which they convey
propositional information. The central concept of information structure
is presented as a component of grammar in which propositions undergo
pragmatic structuring, based on the discourse situations they are
communicated in. The structuring is influenced by the speaker’s
assumptions about the hearer’s state of mind at the time of utterance.
Information structure is distinguished from general conversational
pragmatics, as it involves grammatical features specifically designed for
signalling distinctions in information structuring. Two fundamental
types of categories within the information-structure component relate to
the mental representations of entities in discourse, influenced by factors
such as knowledge and consciousness. The argument is made that
information structure is part of grammar, marked by distinct
morphosyntactic, prosodic, and lexical features, rather than a facet of
general human communicative competence.
Context holds a pivotal role within the chosen framework as it
significantly influences the pragmatic structuring of the propositions
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within the information packaging component. This component involves
the organization of conceptual representations of states of affairs, or
propositions, in accordance with the specific discourse situations in
which they are communicated. The contextual background serves as a
guiding force, enabling speakers to make informed assumptions about
the mental state of the hearers during an utterance. This interplay
between context and pragmatic structuring is essential for tailoring
linguistic expressions to the nuances of the communicative
environment. Moreover, certain distinctive grammatical features, such
as morphosyntactic, prosodic, and lexical elements are argued to be
specifically designed to signal information-structure distinctions within
grammar (Lambrecht 1994). Thus, context not only shapes the
pragmatic structuring process but also serves as a key factor in
deciphering the relationship between the formal structure of sentences
and their communicative functions within the broader linguistic
framework.

Lambrecht uses the term “knowledge presupposition” (or K-
presupposition) interchangeably with pragmatic presupposition,
emphasizing the core concept of referencing information familiar to the
addressee (2001). The speaker’s pragmatic assertion, described as “the
effect the utterance of the sentence has on a hearer’s knowledge or
belief state” (ibid.), is revealed by introducing the focus to the
proposition. Lambrecht highlights the necessity of context when
employing a non-canonical structure, noting that discussing the focus
without providing perspective or inference on the pragmatic assertion
would be awkward. This particular piece of information is intended to
be activated in the addressee’s mind through inferable referents. As a
result, Lambrecht introduces the term “consciousness presupposition”
(C-presupposition), claiming that “an entity or proposition is regarded
as consciousness presupposed (C-presupposed) when the speaker
assumes that its mental representation has been activated in the short-
term memory of the interlocutors during the utterance” (2001: 475).

The referent or proposition C-presupposed may be either fully
activated or simply accessible, aligning with Prince’s notions of
“discourse-old” and “inferable” (1992). However, this alone does not
warrant a complete understanding, as the assertion must convey
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pertinent information related to the current proposition, establishing a
connection to the ongoing discourse. To address this, Lambrecht
introduces another crucial assumption referring to the speaker — that of
topicality presupposition (T-presupposition). It means the speaker
anticipates that the listener considers a particular element as pertinent
and significant to the ongoing discourse, viewing it as a probable topic
for further discussion. Lambrecht’s definition also highlights that a
topical denotatum, the subject of the presupposition, is essentially a
reasonably foreseeable component within a proposition. This implies
that, considering the context or shared knowledge, the addressee can
reasonably expect the incorporation of this element within the
conversation (2001: 476). Logically, the fulfillment of the T-
presupposition assumption requires a certain level of activation in the
minds of the discourse participants; in other words, C-presupposition
serves as a prerequisite for T-presupposition.

The missing link that I have found in Lambrecht’s
comprehensive scheme of the information packaging explanatory
framework is related to the critical examination of the triggers within
the assertion domain that correspond to the focus denotatum.
Investigating how the speaker establishes the information assumption,
ensuring the addressee’s comprehension or acceptance of an utterance,
has become a compelling point of inquiry in this dissertation. When
removed from its context, a lack of activated referents leading to the
presupposed focus renders the information unit imperceptible as new.
This intricate process necessitates not only inferable or relatable
referents but also relies on a collection of prior extensive knowledge on
the subject. This collection is what | refer to as a database or knowledge
database. This knowledge extends beyond specialized or professional
expertise, emphasizing a broad understanding that can be readily
accessed. Therefore, the addressee’s pre-existing general knowledge
emerges as pivotal in determining the grammar and structure choice.
Drawing upon Lambrecht’s concept of unpredictability (2001: 474), 1
employ the following three categories to elaborate on the presupposed
focus:
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fully knowledgeable — in this scenario, the focus component
resides entirely within the addressee’s knowledge database. This
implies that the hearer possesses a comprehensive awareness of
the subject and can readily evoke or access the relevant
information at any given moment. The full knowledge state
highlights a strong familiarity with the focus, facilitating a
thorough understanding and integration into the ongoing
discourse.

semi-knowledgeable — in contrast, the semi-knowledgeable state
signifies that the focus component exists within the addressee’s
knowledge database, though with a nuanced or even subtle
distinction. While the information is present, it cannot be easily
evoked or, at the very least, fully recalled at the precise moment
of the utterance. This state introduces an element of accessibility
constraints, requiring the hearer to engage in cognitive efforts to
retrieve and make sense of the relevant details, contributing to a
more intricate comprehension process. More context and
explanation are needed to transfer this presupposed focus to
fully knowledgeable. Background information is fundamental to
achieve full comprehension.

Unknowledgeable — the unknowledgeable state marks a distinct
absence of the focus component within the addressee’s
knowledge database. In this circumstance, the information
related to the focus is entirely unfamiliar to the hearer. This lack
of prior awareness necessitates a more extensive effort on the
part of the speaker to establish a foundation or context for the
hearer to comprehend the introduced focus. It highlights
instances where the subject matter is entirely new or beyond the
scope of the addressee’s existing knowledge base.

The concept of presupposed focus is integral to Lambrecht’s

analysis for several compelling reasons. Firstly, it serves as a crucial
link that enhances the comprehensiveness of Lambrecht’s analysis of
information packaging constructions (2001). By delving into the
triggers within the assertion domain that correspond to the focus
denotatum, Lambrecht’s analysis ventures beyond mere grammar and
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syntax, exploring the various dynamics of how information is assumed
and processed in communication. The investigation into how speakers
establish information assumptions becomes a central point of inquiry.
This inquiry is driven by the recognition that, when removed from its
context, a lack of activated referents leading to the presupposed focus
renders an information unit impossible to be defined as new. This
observation emphasizes the intricate process by which information is
not only presented but also expected to be received and understood by
the addressee.

Moreover, the importance of the presupposed focus is further
accentuated by its reliance on a collection of prior extensive knowledge,
which extends beyond specialized or professional expertise. This
broader understanding, often referred to as the knowledge database,
becomes the foundation upon which the presupposed focus is built. The
recognition of the addressee's pre-existing general knowledge as pivotal
in determining grammar and structure choices adds a layer of
complexity to linguistic analysis, acknowledging the dynamic
interaction between language and the addressee’s cognitive resources.

Utilizing and refining Lambrecht’s concept of unpredictability,
the three categories of presupposed focus (fully knowledgeable, semi-
knowledgeable, and unknowledgeable) provide an elaborate framework
for understanding the varying degrees of familiarity and accessibility of
information. These categories highlight that effective communication
relies not only on the clarity of expression but also on the alignment
between the addressee’s pre-existing knowledge and cognitive state.
The transition from semi-knowledgeable to fully knowledgeable, for
instance, emphasizes the role of context and additional explanation in
achieving a comprehensive understanding. Thus, the presupposed focus
enriches Lambrecht’s analysis by bridging the gap between linguistic
structure and the cognitive processes involved in information reception
and comprehension.

Limitations and Implications for Future Research
The COCA corpus serves as a valuable resource for linguistic

exploration. However, the present study was confronted with
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fundamental challenges related to its design and functionalities,
particularly when aiming to delve into syntactic variations. One notable
constraint is the absence of dedicated syntactic search tools within the
corpus. While the corpus enables searching based on keywords and
phrases, it does not provide specialized functionalities for syntactic
analysis. This limitation hinders the exploration of specific syntactic
structures, making it challenging to conduct in-depth investigations into
the intricacies of sentence construction and syntactic patterns. This
underscores the need for caution when generalizing findings about
syntactic patterns, emphasizing the importance of considering potential
gaps in the coverage of the corpus.

Languages evolve, and thus changes in syntactic structures may
emerge over time. The COCA corpus, last updated in March 2020, may
not fully capture recent syntactic innovations or changes in language
use. This temporal restriction calls to attention the importance of
acknowledging that the corpus reflects a snapshot of linguistic patterns
at a particular time span, potentially missing emerging syntactic trends.

The decision to focus on the spoken language as the primary
genre introduces a specific limitation to the study. Spoken language
often exhibits characteristics such as informalities, hesitations, and
incomplete sentences that may differ from written forms. By
concentrating on the spoken language, the study may not capture
subtleties present in written discourse, potentially limiting the breadth
of linguistic features analyzed. A more comprehensive understanding
could be achieved through future research that explores both spoken
and written genres, acknowledging the unique dynamics inherent in
each.

Another notable limitation of this study is the reliance on works
by a single researcher for data analysis. The potential for researcher bias
introduces a degree of subjectivity, as interpretations and judgments
made during the analysis may be influenced by individual perspectives,
experiences, and preconceptions. This could impact the reliability and
objectivity of the results, as different analysts might arrive at different
conclusions. To mitigate this, the current researcher made efforts to
maintain transparency and rigor throughout the analytical process,
documenting decisions and interpretations meticulously.
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In essence, this thesis aimed to explore the intricacies of focused
structures within the domain of information packaging by elaborating
upon Lambrecht’s rationale for employing distinct grammatical
structures and vocabulary choices, shedding light on the underlying
motivations for using emphatic/focusing constructions. The
introduction of the presupposed focus is essential for completing
Lambrecht’s scheme because it addresses a critical aspect of
information packaging that goes beyond mere grammar and syntax.
While Lambrecht’s analysis provides a detailed framework for
understanding the interplay between linguistic structure and pragmatic
processes, the concept of presupposed focus helps us understand why
and how speakers establish information assumptions and how
addressees comprehend or accept an utterance.

The investigation of various syntactic devices, including clefts,
existentials, extraposition, passive voice, and negative inversion, served
as the foundation for this investigation. The non-canonical nature of
these constructions, in comparison to their simpler counterparts, adds
complexity to the study, offering a rich scope of linguistic and semantic
challenges. The exploration of the presupposed focus is crucial within
Lambrecht’s scheme because it bridges the gap between linguistic
structure and the cognitive processes involved in information reception
and comprehension. It recognizes that effective communication is not
only about how information is presented but also about how it is
expected to be received and understood by the listener.

By examining the triggers within the assertion domain that
correspond to the focus denotatum, the analysis goes beyond syntax to
explore the nuanced dynamics of how information is assumed and
processed in communication. This exploration enhances the
comprehensiveness of Lambrecht’s analysis, providing a more holistic
view of information packaging. Investigating how speakers establish
information assumptions becomes a central point of inquiry. The
presupposed focus is crucial in making information perceptible as new,
and its activation relies not only on inferable or relatable referents but
also on a collection of prior extensive knowledge on the subject. The
three categories of presupposed focus (fully knowledgeable, semi-
knowledgeable, and unknowledgeable) provide a complex framework
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for understanding the varying degrees of familiarity and accessibility of
information. This framework acknowledges the dynamic interaction
between language and the cognitive resources of the addressee,
emphasizing the importance of context and additional explanation in
achieving a comprehensive understanding.

Contributions of the Thesis

e Examining syntactic constructions on the information structure
level of analysis, the present study encompasses methods from
various linguistic research areas in a unified approach.

e Utilizing a linguistic corpus, this research investigates the
dynamics of the living language, employing innovative search
queries at the syntactic level to extract valuable insights.

e Introducing a new feature to Lambrecht's existing theoretical
proposal (1994; 2001), this account focuses on the presupposed
focus, suggesting three possible dimensions of it: fully
knowledgeable, semi-knowledgeable, and unknowledgeable.

e By proposing the mentioned three dimensions of the
presupposed focus, the current analysis builds upon and
elaborates on the existing theoretical framework, whereby the
resulting analytical tool can be used to carry out research on
various other linguistic phenomena.

e Providing a nuanced and fine-grained understanding of how
speakers and hearers establish comprehension, the study
contributes to a broader perspective on the intricacies of
utterance interpretation.

e The discourse-oriented structured analysis proposed in this
account yields a systematic approach to unravelling discourse
assumptions embedded in a speaker's mind during the
construction of an utterance.

e Extending beyond the confines of linguistics, the present
research reveals some valuable perspectives on the ways of
achieving effective communication.
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