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EXPLANATORY CONSTRUCTION IN TERMS OF SEMANTIC SYNTAX

The article examines the explanatory structure from the standpoint of semantic syntax, which allows, understanding the
explanatory structure as a combination of modus and dictum with the participation of the technique of their combination, to expand its
boundaries, on the one hand, going beyond the limits of a complex sentence and to recognize as explanatory simple and
conjunctionless sentences of explanatory semantics, on the other hand, see all the explanatory constructions. The concept of its
representations is proposed, which are created by changing the form of the modus predicate and its derivational capabilities, as well as
the technique and form of the dictum. Such representations of an explanatory construction allow it to be included in the semantic
structure of other statements in the role of a predicate, including a secondary one, an attribute, an actant. The proposed concept is
illustrated by real statements of their media texts and the National Corpus of the Russian language. It is argued that it is significant for
the study of the semantics of elucidation in the Russian language and semantically complex expressions.
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emantic syntax as a direction of syntactic science developed in native Russian studies in the mid-1970s,

starting with the works of N.Yu.Shvedova, N.D.Arutyunova, V.G.Gak, E.V.Paducheva. As early as in the next decade,
the study of the semantic side of the sentence was introduced into the courses of the modern Russian language for
universities, see, for example, [1, 2]; this aspect of the sentence found a place in the later educational literature [3, 4].

It would be an exaggeration to say that all questions are resolved in semantic syntax, but a number of the most
important concepts have been formed and demonstrated in different types of Russian utterances, see, for example, [5, 6]
and others. Without setting the task here to assess the current state of semantic syntax, it should be noted that the
developed concepts are sufficient to consider explanatory sentences in Russian from such positions.

The main of these concepts are dictum and modus, known from the famous book of Charles Bally, who, in turn,
referring to medieval scholastics, claims that these are obligatory components of the meaning of the utterance, where
dictum is the objective content of the utterance, and modus is subjective, including a number of relations and estimates
of the author [7, p. 44]. A peculiarity of modus is a tendency to express using grammar and official vocabulary, as well
as to implicitly manifest in a sentence. Later, the meanings of the modus were calculated, which includes the meta-
aspect and the actualization, qualification, social aspects, and the means of expressing the modus meanings were also
described [2, p. 28-41].

The concepts that allow one to describe and explore the semantic structure include proposition, understood as a
“model of a “state of affairs” called a sentence, as the objective content of the sentence, considered in abstraction from
all accompanying subjective meanings and from the projection that one or another formal organization of the sentence
gives it”[1, p. 481].

A proposition can be perceived as an elementary particle of the semantics of a sentence, while it is essential to
note that modus and dictum are positions in the semantic structure, and some meanings can only occupy the positions of
dictum, while others — of dictum and modus; thus, the proposition of knowledge can appear in a dictum, as in the
sentence, On 3uan smom mexcm Hauzycmo [He knew this text by heart], and in a modus, as in the phrase, On 3ran, umo
amom mekcm nooaunnvlil [He knew that this text was original].

Speaking about the designs of a proposition in a statement, it should be noted that it can be embodied in a
predicative construction, or maybe in the form of an adverbial participle, participle and a noun that occupies the
positions of an actant, a predicate and even a sirconstant, and finally an infinitive, for example: Mwv eynanu ¢ necy;
Tynasn, mol 3amemunu 3atya,; I'yiswowue nedanexo om nac moogice ysudenu e2o; Ilpozynka sanomuunacy Ham HAdoa2o;
T'yname 6 Hawem necy — o00Ho yoosonvcmeue [We were walking in the forest; While walking, we noticed a hare;
Those walking not far from us also saw it; We will remember the walk for a long time; It's a pleasure to walk in our
forest] 1t is proposed to call these formal variants of the design of a proposition its representations [8], they rely on the
grammar of the verb and its derivational capabilities, they can be used in one text when changing the view of the
proposition (for example, the given list of examples can be perceived as text), but more often they can be found in
different texts, in general they constitute the potential for the design of a proposition in a sentence.

The greatest attention of syntaxists was attracted by the representation of a proposition in the form of a
substantive, known under the term nominalization [9, p. 63-66], considered as one of the cases of re-nominating an
event in the text along with the grammatical forms of the verb and pronominal substitution [10]. Substantive
representation is characteristic of many propositions and in their first appearance in the text, as competition,
devaluation, self-isolation, etc.

In this work, we propose the concept of representing an explanatory structure as a modus-dictum unity. The
material for such a consideration was made up of utterances from various texts, primarily fiction and media discourses.

An explanatory construction within the framework of the structural-semantic approach is defined as a type of
complex “sentences, the structure of which is determined by the semantic nature of the reference word”, while the
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reference words are “words of certain lexical groups, of which the most extensive are groups of words with meanings:
1) of speech, thought, perception, feeling; 2) of estimation; 3) of being, detection, and the means of communication are
conjunctions umo, kax, 6yomo (kax 6yomo), umoobuwl, kax 6wl [that, as if (as if), so that, as it were] ” [4, p. 701-702]. At
the same time, observations were expressed that made it possible to think about expanding the boundaries of clarity. So,
the equivalence of the explanatory subordinate and dependent word form was pointed out in [11, p. 701], from here it is
one step to consider a simple sentence like On cosopun o ceoem omveszode [He spoke of his departure] as explanatory.
Later, it was proved that explanatoryness is expressed in a conjunctionless sentence [12].

Expanding the boundaries of the explanatory structure is consistent with its interpretation within the framework
of semantic syntax. This understanding allows, considering a complex sentence to be the main means of expressing
explanatory semantics, to see its embodiment in a series of options that are linked by common explanatory semantics,
but differ in the embodiment of modus and dictum with the technique of their conjunction. These variants can be
classified as three paradigms — technical, modus and dictum, which is proved in a special work [13].

Further observations on the manifestations of the semantics of explicability in the text allow one to talk about
another range of its variants, for which the term representation in a sentence is chosen by analogy with the concept of
representation of a proposition. The substantiation of this concept is the content of this work.

Having such an authoritative source of information about complex explanatory sentences as the dictionary [14],
where about 3000 "lexico-syntactic models of a complex sentence" are presented and thousands of real utterances from
fiction texts and Internet resources are used as illustrative material, it is logical to start the research with this source.
Looking through the illustrations of the dictionary with attention to the explanatory part of the statements, we find the
variability of the modus predicate. Moreover, in some cases, these variants do not go beyond the morphological
paradigm of the verb, which means that the actual explanatory part can be an independent complex sentence. In other
cases, the explanatory part does not reveal such a possibility: [edywixa npocryncs uacy 6 namom nonoiyonu u nocjie
cmyOenoll OpadicKu, HeCMOmMps HA RATAWULL 3HOU, CKOPO 3aXOMeN HAKYWAmbCsl 4aio, 6epys, YMmo 2opsyee Numve
ymenvuiaem msecocmo dtcapwi (C. T.AxcakoB) [Granddaddy woke up at about five o'clock in the afternoon and after a
cold home brew, despite the scorching heat, he soon wanted to have a lot of tea, believing that hot drinking reduces the
burden of the heat (S.T. Aksakov)]; Huumo ne mocio evioumv y HAC U3 20106bl, YmMO Hawiu 0eObl KOHYUIUCH
(H.AI.Mangensiuram) [Nothing could knock it out of our heads that our troubles were over (N. Ya. Mandelstam)];
Ooicuoancs noesd; yoice ObLI0 NoryueHo useeuwjenue, umo on eviuien co cmanyuu (A.CepadbumoBud) [A train was
expected; a notice has already been received that it has pull out of the station (A. Serafimovich)].

Semantic analysis of these sentences allows one to conclude that

an explanatory construction in the form of a gerunds denotes a secondary proposition which is mainly associated
with causal connections: ...3axomen nakyuiamscs uaio, eepys, Ymo 3mMo YMeHbuidem msacocms dxcapul [..wanted to
have a lot of tea, believing that hot drinking reduces the burden of the heat]; compare 3axomen..., nomomy 4mo
seposan [wanted..., because he believed];

an explanatory construction in the form of an infinitive appears in conjunction with modal vocabulary: ne moeno
6b1OUmMD Y HAC U3 207108bl, UMO... [could [not] knock it out of our heads that...];

an explanatory construction in the form of a substantive is used as an actant: noryueno uzeewienue [a notice has
been received].

This kind of embodiment of explicability is what constitutes its representation. Their purpose is to act in non-
predictive positions, responding to the needs of the structure of the text, to "embed" explicity into other types of
sentences, reducing it to an element of the semantics of the utterance.

In addition to the three found in the dictionary, the number of representations of the explanatory structure
includes the participle form, which allows one to “translate” the explanatory into the position of the attribute, for
example, Vcenewnviti yuHoGHUK, 3aHUMAIOWUIICS NOTHOCTBIO NPOBANEHHOU CEpPOli 20CYOaPCMBEHHbIX Oell, — YUCTMO
cogemcKull (@ makdice POCCULCKUL) (DeHOMeH, O0eMOHCHPUDPYIOWUT, YMO HOMEHKIAmypa OeucmeumelbHO
beccmepmua (Hosas razeta. 23.01.2003; HKPS) [A successful bureaucrat who deals with a completely failed sphere of
state affairs is a purely Soviet (as well as Russian) phenomenon, demonstrating that the nomenclature is truly immortal
(Novaya Gazeta. 01/23/2003; RNC)]. In addition, it is worth emphasizing that the substantive representation can take
the position of not only an actant, but also a predicate, which is no less typical for a substantive in the form of the
corresponding cases: A manadenue Ha Mawuny — OEMOHCMPAYUS MO20, YMO HENPUKOCHOBEHHOCHb 30€Cb Helb3s
eapanmupogams oavice unocmpanuvim scyprarucmam (Lenta.ru. 11.03.2016; HKPS) [4nd the attack on the car is a
demonstration that even foreign journalists cannot be guaranteed immunity here (Lenta.ru. 11.03.2016; RNC)].

Thus, the representations of the explanatory structure constitute four variants with the potential to include a more
complex utterance in the semantic structure. This row can also be called a paradigm, but of a different property than the
three considered earlier, which correspond to each of the structural elements — dictum, modus and the technique of
their connection; the paradigm of representations unites the variants of manifestation of this entire semantic complex,
providing its various inclusions in the semantic structure of the utterance.

It is important to note that in this paradigm, along with a change in the form of the modus predicate, sometimes
the communication technique also changes; so, when a modus predicate is transformed into a substantive, there is a
need for the pronoun mo [then], there are at least 90 such substantives, as shown in [15, p. 129]: C camoeco nauanra rema
5 CLIUAT PA32080PBL 0 MOM, WHIO HAO0 nodpydams eemku smomy kawmany [From the very beginning of the summer [
have heard the talks about the need of chopping off the branches of this chestnut]; compare: s civiuian, Kax 2060punu,
umo... [I heard it said that ...].
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Representations can be combined with variants that make up the dictum paradigm of an explanatory
construction, for example, an explanatory construction in the form of a participle can be combined with a folded
dictum: JKypnan National Geographic onyb6auxosan ponuk, 0eMOHCHPUPYIOWUEL NoJem KOAuopu 8 YCKOPEeHHOM
peacume cvemku (Lenta.ru, 13.07.2017; HKP) [National Geographic magazine published a video demonstrating the
flight of a hummingbird in accelerated shooting mode (Lenta.ru, 07/13/2017; RNC); compare: demoncmpupyrowuii, kax
nemaem konubpu [demonstrating how a hummingbird flies].

So, there is reason to attribute to an explanatory construction from the standpoint of semantic syntax not only a
complex sentence as its initial means of expression with a predicative embodiment of modus and dictum, but also
representations that differ in the form of the modus predicate and convolution of explanatory semantics, which allows
for such representations to take different positions in the semantic structure of a sentence — a secondary predicate,
attribute, actant and adverbial modifier. The convolution of a proposition and modus is known from syntactic works, the
most interesting of which is [16], and attention is paid to the possibility of a reduced presentation of the explanatory
complex for the first time. These facts convince that explication as a complex semantics is not "monopolized" by a
complex sentence; if necessary, during text-building it can be folded and built into sentences of different structures,
playing different semantic roles.

This seems to be important for the study of both the clarity and semantics of the Russian utterance in general. In
particular, it should be clarified that when considering semantic roles in the semantic structure, it should be borne in
mind that they can be distributed not only between word forms and predicative units, but also between such complex
complexes as modus-dictum connection.
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WveneBa T.B. W3bscHUTenbHasi KOHCTPYKUMSA C MO3ULMIA CEMaHTMYECKOrOo CUHTakcuca. PaccmartpuBaetcs
N3bACHUTENbHAS KOHCTPYKUMSI C NO3ULMIA CEMaHTUYECKOro CUHTaKCcKca, YTO MO3BOSSET, NOHUMAs U3bSCHUTESNbHYIO KOHCTPYKLMIO Kak
coeaMHeHVe Moayca U AUKTYMA MpY y4acTUM TEXHUKM UX COEAMHEHUS, PacLUMPUTL ee rpaHuLbl, C OOHOW CTOPOHLI, BbINASA 3a npeaernb
CINOXHOMOAYMHEHHOTO MPEAIOKEHNS U MPU3HATb U3bSACHUTENbHLIMU MNPOCTbIE U GECCOH3HblE NPEANOXEHUS W3bACHUTENBHOW
CEeMaHTUKW, a C ApYroli CTOPOHbI, YBUAETL BCE BapUaHTbl U3bACHUTENbHON KOHCTPYKUMKM. MpeanaraeTcs NOHATUE ee penpe3eHTauun,
KOTOpblE CO34al0TCs 3@ CYET U3MeHEeHUs hpopMbl MOAYCHOMO MpeavkaTa U ero AepuBauMOHHbIX BO3MOXHOCTEN, @ Takke TeXHUKU 1
hopMbl AnKTyMa. Takue penpeseHTauum N3bACHUTENBHON KOHCTPYKLMM NO3BOMSIOT BKIOYATL €€ B CEMAHTUYECKYO CTPYKTYPY APYruxX
BbICKa3blBaHW B ponu npeavkata, B TOM YucCne BTOpOCTeneHHoro, atpubyTa, akTaHTa. MNpeanoXeHHOe MOHSATUE WNMICTPUpYyeTcs
peanbHbIMW BbICKa3blBaHUSIMW UX MeaMaTekcToB M HaumoHanbHOro kopryca pycckoro sidblka. YTBEpXOaeTcsi, YTO OHO 3HauMMO Ans
N3YYEHUS CEMaHTUKN U3bSICHUTENBHOCTM B PYCCKOM SI3bIKE Y CEMAHTUYECKN CMOXHBIX BbICKa3bIBaHWIA.

Knrodeenbie crnoea: pycckuii $3blK, CUHTAKCUC, CEMaHTUKA, W3bSICHUTEMNbHAsi KOHCTPYKUMS, CBEpPHYyTas CceMaHTu4eckas
CTpYKTypa.
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