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Abstract: The paper discusses a complex problem of modern syntactic science - the
structural and semantic organization of the Russian sentence; this determines the
relevance of the research. The paper aims at considering the peculiarities of the
semantics and functioning of simple one-component sentences traditionally regarded as
indefinite-personal. The semantic and formal features of the main member of these
structures, as well as their mandatory components, predetermine a wide range of
internal meanings; indefiniteness here does not play the decisive role. The functional
analysis is the dominating principle of the research; transformational and
contextological analysis and methods of semantic and pragmatic interpretation are
actively used as well. The resulting conclusion is as follows: the simple sentence of the
aforementioned type possesses complex internal structure and complex system
organization.
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The complex and multidimensional problem of the semantic organization of the
sentence leads to a deeper research of the seemingly well-studied language phenomena
and reveals the ambiguity of those provisions that are considered generally accepted
and well established. Such are the structural-semantic types of one-component
sentences, as their study has a long history (A.A. Shakhmatov, V.V. Babaytseva, A.G.
Rudnev, V.S. Yurchenko et al.). Both the system of one-component sentences in general
and the individual types of such structures in particular are well investigated (E.M.
Galkina-Fedoruk, K.A. Timofeev, Yu.T. Dolin et al.). A more detailed research into the
structural organization and the internal content of these sentences indicates their
complex systemic arrangement.

The authors of the present study believe that the systemic internal organization
of indefinite-personal sentences such as B deepb nocmyuaau; MHe 06 smom yxce
pacckazaau has little in common with an expression of indefiniteness.
Definiteness/indefiniteness as a lexico-grammatical category has long been in the field
of focus - famous works include those by V.G. Admoni, N.D. Arutyunova, A.V. Bondarko,
V.V. Vinogradov, V.G. Gak, B.A. Serebrennikov, M.P. Alekhin, V.V. Gurevich, T.M. Nikolaev
and many more (see the review in the article by I.N. Efremova and T.M. Belkova, where
methods and means of expressing indefiniteness in Russian and French are analyzed
[Efremova, 2017, p. 27-30]).

The traditional approach to the above-mentioned sentences emphasizes that “the
subject is thought of as indefinite, and the predicate is expressed by a verb in the 3rd
person plural of the present or future tense or the past tense of the indicative mood”
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[Babaytseva, 1968, p. 34]. This description of expressing the main member is quite
exact; however, the author further clarifies various instances expressing the action of an
“indefinite person” and indicates that the actor may be: a) “unknown to the speaker, yet
this does not seem important for the message”; b) “may be known to the speaker but is
not named for various reasons”; c) “cannot be accurately indicated by the speaker”; d)
“the actor themselves is the speaker” and e) “in some cases the actor is indicated in the
context, yet the refusal to name a particular actor contributes to the expression of
indefiniteness and generality” [Babaytseva, 1968, p. 35-37].

Let us consider the definition: “Indefinite. 1. Not exactly identified. 2. Vague,
unclear. 3. Expressing nothing” [SAD, Vol.2, 1986, p. 460] and a number of synonyms
“Indefinite. 1. vague, imprecise, not concrete, fuzzy; streamlined (new coll.); indefinable
(obs.), extensible (about a concept)...” [Alexandrova, 1998, p. 217]. In this case, one can
hardly speak of an unidentified, unclear subject in the following sentences: 4 3a cmo.siom
y Hux eocmam Hocuau 6at00bl no yunam (A.S. Pushkin); Iuwym mue, ymo mol, mas
mpesozy, 3azpycmu.a wubko 060 mHe (S.A. Yesenin); Ha 6pamckux mo2u1ax He cmassam
kpecmos (V.S. Vysotsky). Here, one should rather speak about the general concentration
on the action but not on the subject known to the author (the second example), not
important for the author (the first example) and is generalized in case of the widely
accepted state of affairs (the third example); there is no vagueness, lack of clarity or
indefiniteness in these cases. Moreover, none of these examples allows using a subject
represented by characteristic ways of expressing an undefined figure(s): stranger(s),
an/the unknown, secret/mysterious (lexical means); someone, they (morphological
means); someone mysterious, unknown, unnamed, unspecified, etc. (lexical and syntactic
means).

The authors of the present study believe that the semantics of the third person, as
a whole denoting a person who does not participate in the conversation, is much wider
than the semantics of the first person (the speaker themselves) and the second person
(the immediate interlocutor). The third person’s plural form and the past tense plural
(they speak, they spoke, they will speak) provides even more opportunities. In this case,
the idea of a subject, an active doer is necessarily present, in contrast to the singular
form, where the formants -em, -um and -s10 can also point to a specific person: Masivuuk
yumaem; CoaHye ceemusio (besides, these forms imply mandatory indication of the
person - they are not present in personal one-component sentences. Indefiniteness
takes place exactly when the subject is absent in these forms and is ‘made up for’ the
context or situation, hence the usage of such forms in riddles: Ceemum, Ho He 2peem, and
this one presupposes the answer ‘who’), and to impersonality (complete detachment of
the action from activity): Cmepkaemcsi; Mopo3um; Beuepesao. The formants -am/-am, -
ym/-tom (endings) and -au (suffixes and endings) obviously represent the person, a
particular active doer(s) and are able to express the semantics of the first person:
BepHucw, mebe 2oeopsim! (the speaker themselves), of the second person: Cabiwuwsy,
umo mebe 2o80psim, ecau MHe He gepuib? (the second and third direct participants are
quite possible), the semantics of a person participating in a regular, constantly recurring
situation: Buepa daesasiu cmunenduio, and the semantics of a generalized person: JHu
nosdHell oceHu 6paHam o6vikHogeHHO (A.S. Pushkin). In addition, a person may be
known, obvious from the situation or not indicated materially but necessarily present in
the context or situation; it is not possible to imagine impersonality in these cases.

In these cases, one cannot speak of an indefinite person either Indefiniteness of
the person: in the first example, the construction BepHucs, 1 mebe 2o8opto, not kKmo-mo
mebe z2oeopum is synonymous. In none of the examples, indefinite pronouns or

Turismo: Estudos & Praticas (UERN), Mossor6/RN, Caderno Suplementar 02, 2020

EM LAZER, TURISMO E TRABALHO . i i 1 1 -
SLAZER TURISWO £ ToAsAL http://natal.uern.br/periodicos/index.php/RTEP/index [ISSN 2316-1493]



GRUPO DE PESQUISAS

Pagina |3

constructions (such as someone mysterious, a certain person, someone unknown and even
well-known cannot be used instead. Next, let us consider the specific semantics of the
sentences named indefinite-personal in both the scientific and educational literature.
The first group includes constructions that exclude non-subjectiveness both by the form
of the main member and by the required structural components that extend the
structural scheme, or, in another interpretation, by context data.

The subject is well defined, known, but not named:

a) 3amoavu, mebe 2o0eopsam - most likely the subject is the speaker, or the
presence of several persons is possible, but they are quite known to the speaker, as the
speaker is in any case a participant in the situation.

b) Mue 2oeopsim... Mens cnpawusawm... MHe / HaM nuwym... etc. - very
common constructions where the subject is undoubtedly known.

c) Meus / me6sa ycdym; Ko mHe / k Mame d04cHbI npuiimu; MHe / TambsHe
6ydym 3eoHumb and the like - the subject is also known to the speaker but for some
reason is not named.

Note that the mandatory structural component in the considered constructions is
pronominal and nominal forms in indirect cases denoting the object of action. In
addition to the independent position of the verb-predicate in the plural form of the third
person and the past tense plural, the object component - the target object (personal
pronoun or proper noun in the dative or accusative case, less often other cases are
possible) is semantically and structurally obligatory. The authors of the present research
believe this target object to a certain extent removes the indefiniteness of the subject: if
the object of action is designated, then its subject is completely clear or is quite clearly
guessed; there is no need to define it. The structural scheme and semantic model of the
considered structures can be summarized in the following formulas:

Vpi3 - N3.40bj

P-0.

Cf.: in the artistic text: U BoT cablily s: 3a MHOU udym - OmKpbwLIU 08epb U COHHOZ20
nodHsiau - U eom cetivac, eom npam celivac meHs Kyda-mo nogesym - A eom kyoda -
onsime, nackyowl, He cka3zaau! (V.S. Vysotsky) - if the author does not see who is coming,
yet he clearly seen the ones who opened the door and woke him up to take him
somewhere (he may not know them, not be familiar with them, which is most likely, but
he sees very specific people, knows their position and occupation, so there is no need to
name them in such situation). In sum, there is no need for the author to indicate who
speaks, writes, waits or will them; even the quantity is not important here - the author
either deliberately does not name these people, or they are unknown, or the author for
some reason cannot name them. In any case, the situation is framed so that the action
itself is relevant, while the actors are unimportant.

d) We can speak about some indefiniteness (in the meaning of vagueness,
unidentifiedness, lack of clarity) in interrogative constructions of the type Mue He
380HUMU? MeHa He cnpawueaau? Ko mHe He npuxoduau? Here, we can replace the
subject with ‘no one’ (negative pronoun) in the first sentence and ‘no one’ along with
‘someone’, ‘anyone’ (indefinite pronouns) in the following examples - cf.: Mne Hukmo He
380HU/1? MHe kmo-HU6GYdb 360HUA / HUKMO He 380HU1? MeHsi kKmo-HUbyds cnpawusan /
Hukmo He cnpawugas? The situation has a twofold interpretation: the speaker does not
know whether anyone called or asked for them the question is about the event, not the
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actors, or the speaker is waiting for a call from someone they do not or cannot name (in
this case, we can talk about indefiniteness). Importantly, all the constructions are
negative. It may be noted that the interrogative form and negative particles are
structurally required in these models.

These constructions can be summarized as:
Neg Vpi — N3.404?
Neg P - O0?
The second group is represented by constructions with a subject conditionally
designated by a group of persons or a location of a person/group of persons.

The subject is conditionally defined and indirectly named:

a) B_becedke muxo paszzoeapueaau; Y HeaHo8blX 3moll HOYbH He chaau; B
epynne ez2o Hedoawo6ausaau. As the researchers note, in such constructions “some
secondary members can indirectly ‘hint’ at the subject with their specific content. ... An
indication to the sphere of the subject usually contains circumstances if, together with
the spatial meaning, they contain a ‘hint’ at the probable doer. This is especially
characteristic of word forms denoting a group of persons, a collective, an institution”
[Lekant, 2004, p. 139]: Y llemposbix 2pomko cnopuau. A ‘hint’ at the probable doer may
be contained in those adverbial modifiers of place that have the additional meaning
“those who are here (there)” [Lekant, 2004, p. 139-140]: 3a cmeHoli 80py2 3amoa4anu.

Cf.. Mens euepa ommemuau g npukase: 0ce0600uau paHvbwe Ha nsime sgem. - H
noonucs: “Bopomuos, 'eopraase”. (V.S. Vysotsky). The context includes the word form
8 npukase; besides, the author points to specific individuals (historical figures in this
text). It is clear that it was not Voroshilov or Georgadze who specifically freed the
storyteller - specific people / particular person who made this order cannot be named
(most importantly, this is not necessary), however, the circle of persons involved (taking
into account the institution that is understandable to all) in giving the order is, in fact,
designated.

b) The authors of the present study believe such constructions are used for the
purpose of mitigation: when they say ‘the group’, it can be assumed that not the whole
group is meant: cf. I'pynna ezo nedoswb6auseana and B epynne ezo Hedoarbausanu. When
they say: Y HeaHosbvix He chasau, we can assume that at least someone was asleep;
besides, there is an extension of the subject: the Ivanovs themselves were not asleep
and, quite possibly, someone else who was at that time in the Ivanovs' house was also
awake. From this point of view, one can note the indefiniteness of the subject, yet this is
not important here: in these structures, the fact itself, the situation itself are important
and not the subject of this action: it is generally indicated (for mitigation, expansion,
contraction), but a certain person / persons are unimportant in this case, otherwise the
phrase would have been structured as follows: Ilempos u Cudopoeé k Hemy Hens10xo
OMHOCU/IUCL, OCMAJ/IbHASL YACMb 2pynnbl / 0CMaAJibHble Y/eHbl 2pyNnbl e20 He J6UlU,
and the subject’s indefiniteness would look like this: Hekmo / koe-kmo e epynne ezo
Hedoswb6.ausa; this is not at all the same as B epynne e2o Hedoarobausanu.

Cf.: in the artistic text: Mow gamuavio — umsa - omuecmeo IlpekpacHo 3Haau 68 KI'b; A
umo y Hac 8 yacmu edsam?! ...Beepx makux He 6epym u mym [Ilpo makux He noiom (from
the works by V.S. Vysotsky).

In these constructions, the determining object-adjective component (most
often nouns in the genitive or prepositional case) is structurally obligatory - it removes
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the indefiniteness and introduces additional semantic nuances in terms of the subject's
representation; here, the action is important. The structural scheme and semantic model
of the considered sentences can be summarized in the following formulas:
1. Vpiz - Nzgloc/Advloc
P - Adverbial;
2. Vpi3 = Ngodi — N gloc/Advloc
P - O - Adverbial.

The third group is represented by the constructions where the action itself, and

not the subject, is actualized.

The subject is unknown and is not named:

a) B deepb nocmyuaau (in a situation when those who are in the room truly do
not know who is knocking and how many people are there). Let us note that in this case
we do not observe expressions of indefiniteness either, otherwise the phrase would be B
deepb kmo-mo nocmy4as, which focuses on an unknown doer. Our example, not
synonymous to the construction with the pronoun ‘someone’, emphasizes the fact itself,
the action itself which is the causative factor for the situation - the door must be opened,
it is necessary to react to the situation one way or another, the doer is not interesting to
anyone at least at first, and is not important yet. The sentences B deepb cmyuyam and B
deepb kKmo-mo cmyuum represent different situations and are representations of
different forms of thought, where in the first case the action is relevant, and in the
second an unknown person, an unidentified person. The doer(s), the person(s) are
obligatory in both cases, but in the first example they are irrelevant, just as the degree of
their indefiniteness - here, it does not matter at all who they are. Since in these cases the
action is relevant, and the person is not relevant, a more successful definition of such
structures will be ‘irrelevant-personal’. The authors of the present study believe this
term is more successful than the generally accepted ‘indefinite-personal’, since it more
accurately determines their semantics and functional significance.

b) Often, regularly repeated actions are presented in this form: Buepa dasaau /
daau cmuneHduw; Cezo0Hsi daiom cmuneHduto; 3aempa dadym [ 6ydym dasamb
cmuneHduio. Is it important who exactly distributes the scholarship? Constructive-
obligatory are adverbial and objective determining members of the sentence. It is
important to use the present tense form of the predicate, while in case of other forms,
lexical (lexemes) and syntactic means (introductory or comparative constructions) with
certain semantics are used: Ce2odusa 8 boavwom darwom «Tpaguamy»; Y HUx, Kak 0ObIYHO,
damam npenodHecym ysembl; Y Hac 8 byxzasamepuu 3my npob.ieMy peuluau, Kak Bcerja,
6vIcmpo.

c) The following announcements can be presented in the form of the
aforementioned constructions: [Io 2a3oHam He xo0dsam; Y Hac He Kypsam; 3decb
npuHumaiom nocydy, as well as the headings in the ads: IIpodaiom; Meusiom;
IIokynatom, etc. There may be no obligatory structural components here: the situation
itself presupposes an independent action that is carried out regularly, constantly by
persons who do not interest anyone, they are irrelevant.

Interestingly, these constructions are synonymous not to two-component
sentences with the main member which is the representative of an indefinite person(s)
(here someone unknown accepts dishes). The first two examples are synonymous to two-
component sentences with negative pronouns as subjects: [To 2a3oHam Hukmo He xodum;
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Y Hac Hukmo He Kypum. Structurally mandatory is negation expressed by negative
particles.

The following examples are more synonymous to two-component passive
structures: /Jom 803800umcs 8 yeHmpe 2opoda - cf. [lom 803800am 8 yeHmpe 20poda;
Cmambsi npuHsama k neyamu - Cmambl npuHsaau k neyamu and regular action:
Maza3uH 3akpwieaemcs 8 22 vyaca - Maza3zuH 3akpsieatom e 22 yaca. The actor(s) are
present in all cases: the house is not built by itself; the article is accepted by quite
specific persons; the shop is closed by persons who are obliged to do this. None of the
cases cited shows indefiniteness of the person(s) - the fact itself is important, the action
itself is actual or regularly repeated. It can be assumed that structural components are
objective components (nouns or pronouns in the accusative case), less often adverbial
(here, at our place, etc.)

The structural scheme and semantic model of the considered sentences can be
summarized in the following formulas:

1. Vpi3 - N4obj
P-0;
2. Vpiz — N4odj - Nloc/Advloc
P - O - Adverbial.
Cf.: in the artistic text: Kpacusbix 1106am yawe u npusexcHell, Becéavbix A10651m meHbule,
HO 6bicmpeli, U M014a1U8blx AK06S1M, MOAbKO pedxce, 3amo yic ecau AK6s1m, mo cuasHell
(V.S. Vysotsky).

These examples show a high degree of generalization of ordinary situations, so
many indefinite-personal sentences become semantic generalizations / semantically
generalized. If we recognize the generalized-personal sentences as an independent type,
then these examples will be included in it. The meaning of the third person thus includes
a generalization.

Therefore, the specific semantics and semantic-structural organization of
sentences, traditionally defined as indefinite-personal, testifies to the diversity of the
internal meanings embedded in them, and often they are not connected with the
indefiniteness of the person. In most cases, the person(s) are known or conditionally
designated: intentionally not named or not really known and cannot even be known; this
is not important. The fact itself, the action itself, the situation itself which can be single,
unique, regular, common or generalized is important. Thus, a more accurate name for
the indicated constructions is irrelevant-personal. The person(s) are mandatory but
for various reasons not important (relevant). The semantics of an unnamed person
includes the widest range of meanings, from specific to generalized. Together with the
3rd person form of the plural (with inflections -at/-aT, -yT/-10T for present / future
tense and past tense formants (suffix and ending -nm)), the obligatory object and
circumstance components (considered above with an indication of specific
morphological forms) actively and consistently participate in the representation of these
meanings. The authors of the present study believe this is the peculiarity of the
semantic-structural organization of this kind of constructions and of their uniqueness as
a language structure.
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