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Functional and semantic characteristics of the words in the text

This paper discusses specificity of the functional and semantic realization of the word in the text. Modern lin-
guistic studies of words in the functional and semantic plan make it possible to establish the dependency of
the semantic connections of words in a text, mainly, by their meaning. This explains the appearance or emer-
gence of connotative, potential, probability components in the semantic structure of the textual meaning of a
word, and that their realization in texts depends on their type, style, and author's intent. Text actualizes in its
meaning_one of the components, thereby determining the choice of the nearest context partner from a certain
type of lexical paradigms. The same component of the meaning of the word, as a component of its semantic
structure, in the construction (or creating) of coherent texts implement the organizing functions for each of
them. The text, in addition, is able to somehow modify the meaning of the word, giving it special personal in-
dividual meaning. In other words, contextually-conditioned meanings are detected in the'word:

Keywords: context, textual meaning of the word, semantic components of words meaning, paradigmatic and
syntagmatic relationship, actualization and modification of the textual meaning of the word.

It is generally accepted that there are two types of functional analysis of the meaning of words: lexico-
graphical and textual. In the first case, the study of words and their meanings is based on their dictionary
meaning; in the second, on the comparison of usual and occasional (textual) meanings. Revealed here is the
specificity of the word in the text, the core and connotative components of its meaning, and the semantic and
syntagmatic connections of the word, for a certain segment of the text.

The context can predetermine which of the meanings of the polysemous word appears in the text. The
text, in addition, is able to modify the meaning of the word, giving it a specific personal or individual mean-
ing. That is, word meanings are contextually-conditioned meanings. This, in essence, means that in the
text, words concretize their meanings in virtue of their connection and correlation with other words, they en-
ter into meaningful relationships with other words around them, and more, the influence of context can com-
pletely change word meaning.

Lexis gains practical significance due to interaction with the syntactic. Consideration of the word in
functional and semantic terms involves identifying the relationships that characterize lexical units which are
used in the text.

To identify the factors/that lead to the choice of a lexeme for the specific text, it is important to study
this textual meaning of the word in the paradigmatic and syntagmatic aspects. What is decisive in the choice
of words that allows one to create'a coherent text?

In past research dedicated to the functional-semantic characteristics of words in text more attention has
been paid to thedefinition of meanings (literal and figurative); however, the mechanism of interaction be-
tween words as «context partners» has remained little studied. It seems that the paradigmatic and syntagmat-
ic relationships. between single words in certain kinds of text should be judged not just on the basis of their
meanings, but alsoon the composition of components of these meanings. After all, when we use words, we
choose those kinds of semantic components (explicit and implicit, indicate and / or ones not registered in the
meanings defined in dictionaries) that are subject to updating according to the particular context in which
they are used, or which vary according to the intention of the speaker (or writer).

In this regard, a noteworthy aspect of the structural-semantic analysis of word meaning in the interpre-
tation of E.I. Dibrova. The lexical meaning consists of a main core (20po), a core environment (adeproe
okpyacerue) (connotations) and the periphery (nepugepus) (potentials and probabilities of meanings). Com-
ponential structure of the lexical meaning of polysemous words or lexical-semantic variants of polysemous
word includes the following types of components: 1) core specific component (cunepcema, apxucema, uiu
pooosas cema), indicating the class of objects (plants, flowers, verbs of motion); 2) species components (eu-
nocemul, udogvle cemwl), which represent distinctive features of the object, process and distinguish objects
of the same class; 3) connotative components (konHomamusHwie cemst), expressing additional substantive
and stylistic meanings (emotional, evaluative, and expressive); 4) potential components (nomenyuanvrvie
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cemwt) manifested in a specific text; 5) probability components (seposimnocmusie cemot) found in the specific
text with occasional (individual) word combinations. Thus, a word's meaning is hierarchically organized as
redundant structure.

Based on the set of linguistic data about connections and relations of words in the text, as well as on
represented characteristic of the structure of lexical meaning, we try to analyze specific examples. In particu-
lar, we consider the case of modification of the meaning of the word blind (czenoir) through the actualization
of components used in the text. It is important to see how the dictionary meanings of a word are implement-
ed in different types of texts, which elements are the base of its semantics, which are complementary ele-
ments, which one specifies and which one are «mutedy, etc.

1. [la kmo orce evr makou, obwvsacuumecs! Ilocmotime, s 002adviealocs: y 8ac, 8epHo, ecmv badyUIKa,
kax u y mens. Ona cienas u om yoice Yeaylo HCU3Hb MeHsl HUKYOd He NycKaem, max 4mo s NOHmu pasyyu-
Jacy coécem 2080pums. A K020a A HAWATULA MOMY HA3a0 200d 084, MAK OHA GUOUM, YMO MeHs He yoep-
JHCUUD, 635114 NPUBALA MEHS, 04 U NPUWNUIULA DYIABKOU MOe NIambe K C80eMYy — U MAK Mbl ¢ mex nop u
CUOUM NO YenbIM OHAM, OHA YYJOK 85CEN, XOMb U CIends; d 5 nooie Hee Cuou, uietl Uy KHUICKY 8CIyX el
yumat — Maxou CMpauHblil 00vlyal, ymo om yoce 06a 200a npuuwinuienuas... (. JlocroeBckuii. «benbie
HOYW»).

2. Ilo ympam, ecnu connye npuenauiano mems, s e30ul 3a 20po0 Kynamvcs. Y KOHeUHOU OCAaHO8KU
Mpameas, Ha 3e1eHOU CKAMbe, NPOBOOHUKY — KOPEHACMbIE, 8 0ZPOMHBIX MYNbIX 'Can0eax.— OmovIXauu, 6Kyc-
HO NOKYpUSas, 1 NOMUpanu upeoka msiceivle, NPONAXHysuile Memaiiom pyKu, easiods, Kak psaoom, 800.b
CAMBIX PeNbC, Yel08eK 6 MOKPOM (hapmyKe noaugaem yeemyuwjutl wunoBHUK, KaK-600a CepeOPsIHbiM cUOKUM
6eepom xnewem u3 oaecmaueld KUK, mo j1emas Ha COHYe, MO HAKIOHAACH NIAGHO HAO Mpeneuyuumu
Kycmamu. A npoxooun MUMoO HUX, 3axicas N00 MbIUKOU CEePHYIMOE. NOJOMeHYe, ObICMPbIM WA20M HANPAG-
JSICSL K ONYWIKe Jlecd;, mam 4acmole U MOHKUE CIMBOIbl COCEH, Wepox08amo-0ypole 6HU3Y, MeNeCH020 Yyeemda
noeviule, ObLIU UCHEWPEHbL MEIKUMU MEHAMU, U HA YaXIO0U_MpPage noo HuUMU 8ANSAIUCH, KAK Obl OONOMHAS
opye Opyaa, JOCKYMKU COAHYA U JOCKYMKU 2azem. Brezanno mebo 8eceno pazosuzano cmeouvl, no cepvlm
B0IHAM NeCKA 51 CNYCKAACS K 03epy, 20e GCKPUKUBAIU Od NOEHCUBAIUCH 20]10CA KYNABGUIUXCSL U METbKAU HA
ce6emaoll en1adu memHvle NONAAeKU 20106. Ha nonocomrcxame nag3Huyb u HUYKOM JedHCanu mena 6cex om-
MEHKO8 CONHEYHOU MACTU — UHble ewje Devle ¢ PO308amblM Kpanom Ha JONAMKAX, UHble Jice JcapKue, KaK
MeO Ui yeem Kpenkozo Koghe co causkamu. H 0€0002icoancs om pyoawiku, u cpaszy co Clenok HeHCHOCMbIO
Hasanusanocs Ha mens connye (B. Habokon. «llpakay).

3. Ooduaxo, Kak padocmv u cuacmue 0enarom 4ei08eka Npekpackuvim! Kaxk xunum cepoye 10606b10!
Kaowcemes, xouewn uznums 6ce ceoe cepoye 8 opyeoe cepoye, xoueuib, ymobd ece OvlIO 6eceno, ce cMes-
nock. U kax 3apazumenvra sma padocmuv! Buepa 6 ee ciosax OuL10 CMONLKO Heau, CMOAbKO 000pOmbl KO
MHe 6 cepoye... Kak ona yxascugana 3a MHOll, KAK 1ACKANACH KO MHe, KaK 0000psna u nexcuia moe cepoye!
O, cxonvko kokememea om cuacmusi! A ... A npunuman éce 3a yucmyio MoHemy, s OyMai, Ymo OHd...

Ho, 60dice moti, xak ace Moz s1 9mo oymams? KaK dice Moz 51 Oblmb Max cien, Koeod yoice 8ce 631mo
opyaum, 8ce He moe, Ko20d, HAKOHEY, 0adice dMa CaMas HeNCHOCMb ee, ee 3aboma, ee 1100086b... 0d, 110006b
KO MHe, — Oblia He Umo uHoe, KaK padocmsv 0 CKOPOM C8UOAHUU ¢ OPY2UM, JHCeanue HaABsA3amb U MHe C8oe
cuacmue?.. Kozoa on'He npuuien, Koe0a Mvl BPOJICOATU HANPACHO, OHA JHCe HAXMYPULACH, OHA dice 3apobena
u cmpycuna. Bee 08ugicenust ee, 6ce cl106a ee yoice Cmau He mak aeaku, uepuewl u geceivl. M, cmpannoe de-
JI0, — OHA YOBOUNA KO MHe C80€e BHUMAHUe, KaK OYOmMO UHCIUHKMUBHO JHCeNdsl HA MeHsl U3IUMms mo, 4e2o ca-
Mma dncenand cebe, 3a.umo cama bosnacs, eciu 6 ono He coviiocw (®. JloctoeBckuid. «benbie HOUNY).

4. Yecovrboumecs? 3auem 6ol Opocunu Mo pyky? — ckazana ona, nooasas mue ee onams. — Hy, umo
Jice? Mbl 6cmpemum e2o emecme. A xouy, ymob oH suden, Kak Mol 10OUM Opye opyeaa.

= Kax mwl m06um opye opyea! — saxpuyan s.

«0, Hacmenvka, Hacmenoxa! — nooyman s, — kax smum cio8om mul MHo2o ckazanra! Om smaxoii 1106-
6u, Hacmenvia, ¢ unoii yac xonooeem na cepoye u cmaHogumcs msiceio Ha oywe. Teos pyka xonoouas,
Mos eopsdasn kak ozons. Kaxas caenas muvi, Hacmenvka!l.. O! xax necnocen cuacmaugvlli 4eno8ex 8 uHyro
munymy! Ho st ne moe na mebs paccepoumvocs!..» (®.M. JloctoeBckuii. «benpie HOUM»).

5. JOBPBIH COBET

Jlasaiime nums u 8ecenumocs,

Jasaiime stcusnuro uepams,

Ilycmwb uepnv crenasi cyemumcs,

He nam 6esymnoi noopascams.

Ilycmov nawa sempenas Maadocms
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Tlomonem 6 neze u sune,

Ilycmo usmenaowasn padocms

Hawm ynvibnemces xoms 6o che.

Koeoa sice onocmsv neckum ovimom

Yumuum secenvs onwvix Onetl,

Toeoa y cmapocmu omvimem

Bce, umo omvimemcs y ueil.

(A.C. Ilymkun).

6. Ympo 0sadyame 0esamozo cenmabps copok nepgozo 200a 8 Mockse ynvino, Hexoms. Houvio coinan
HYOHUBIU, CUPOMCKULL 00IHCOUUEK, PACC8EM HUKAK He MO2 NPOOUMbCS CKB03b HU3KUe, paszdyxuiue odiaka, pa-
302HAMb GNANCHBIL CYMPAK. 3auimopenHvle OKHA He NPONYCKANU C8em, KA3anuch cienviMu. Liyxo emyyanu
canozu nampynetl, 8 H00be30ax Cymyauaucsy ueypul xcuibyos — oedxcypuoix no IIBO, ¢ 6yaveapos u Habe-
DENCHBIX MAHYIUCH K YePIOMOMY HeOy mpocsl aspocmamos 3azpadicoenus (V. CtapuHOB. «3amucku AuBep-
CaHTay).

7. AMYP U THMEHEH

Ceeco0Hs1, 006pvie Myucha,

Tlogecenio sac nooti ckasKoii.

3uasanu 1o 6vl, Mou Opy3vs,

Cnenozo manvyuxa c nosasxkou?

Cnenoeo?.. Bom? Iomunyu, @eb!

Amyp coecem, Opy3vs, He cen:

Ho wanyny npuwina sc oxoma,

Ymob, 1100m Ha cmex U Hasio,

Ezo bezymue seno.

besymue sedem Spoma:

Ho 60pye, ne 3uaro nouemy,

OHo Hackyuuno emy.

B3snca 3a nogyto 3ameio:

Ilosa3ky ¢ muavix cHAg ouell,

Hoem npoxaznux x I'umenero...

A umo maxoe 'umeneii?

OH cvin Bynkana monuanuswil,

XonooHvlil, OpAXablll U 1eHUBbL,

Bopuum u Opemnem yenvlii gex,

A eénpouem, 006wl uenogex

a npas umeem omn peshusblil.

Om pesnocmu neyanvHwlli 002

Cnokotino noopemams He Mo2;

Bce mpycun manenvkoco bpama,

3a Hum nooemampusan matikom

U kapaynun.cynocmama

C ceoum 0oKyuHbIM (hOHADEM.

Bom manvuux moii k Hemy nooxooum

U peun kosapnyio 3aeooum:

«Pa3zeecenucs, I'umeneii!

Hy, nomupumcs, 6y0v ymneii!

3abyos, mosapuiy moti 10be3nblil,

Paszoop cmewmnoii u becnonesnuiii!

Jla monvko nascezoa, cmompu!

Bosbmu oic nossazky 6 namsamo, Muasii,

A mue ghonape ceoii nooapu!»

U umo oc? Iosepun boe yHuliblil.

Amyp om padocmu npulenyi,

U na enasza co eceti o1 cunvl

Obnosy bpamy 3amsHyL.
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T'umena cxyumnvie 0o30pul

C mex nop npecexnucs no Howam,

E20 3asucmausvie 630pui

Teneps He cmpawiHvl KpAcomam;

Cnoxoen oH, HO bpam Ko8apHbill,

Lllyms nao wecmoio u Hao HUM,

Boiiny éedem, nebnrazooapmulii,

C c80UM COIO3HUKOM CenbIM.

Jluws con Ha cmepmubix Halemaem,

Amyp 6 monyanuu HOUHOM

Donapw 1106068HUKY 6pYyUaEm

U cam cuacmausya nposodxcaem

K ycnyswiemy cynpyey 6 dom;

Cam om becneunozo 'umena

OH oxpausiem matiny 08epbo...

Lotimu mens, moti opye Enena,

U myopoii nosecmu nosepu!

(A.C. [lymkun).

As the analysis of these fragments of texts using the word csenoii (blind) show, there is more infor-
mation than a dictionary meaning revealed by that analysis. The study of communicative behavior allows us
to establish that a word’s use is governed by linguistic relationships, systematically manifested in a certain
text. It is clear that the core component, carrying the dictionary meaning of the word blind, «1. Jluwennuiii
3penust, CROcoOHOCmU 8udemy, He3pauull. 2. IepeH. be3paccyoHulil, Oeticmeyiouuil Uil cosepularouuiics bes
PAazymMHo20 ocHosanusy, is in most texts «uncharged» (nesapsoxennbli) (V.L. Chekalina), inactive, and there-
fore does not affect processes of ‘entry’ for text words in any lexical paradigms and it does not participate in
the selection of its «text partners». Projecting the word blind in certain textual situations (situational utter-
ances) shows that connotative, probability and potential.components of meaning are quite relevant and that's
why they constitute the text structure for that text.

It is known that the main component of the textual meaning of the word is always true when the word is
in literal use, although some of its components can be strengthened or weakened [1; 106-120]. But already in
the first text, which realizes the direct’meaning of the word blind, there are potential components
'helplessness, selfishness, fear of loneliness' that weakens the significance of the main component ‘unsecing’
(‘Hesudswuil’).

Meanwhile, if in the first text the main meaning of the word blind is active, then in the second text -
not the main component 'reckless acting or done without reasonable cause' (‘Oe3paccyonuiii, Oeticmgyowuil
unu cogepuwiaiowuticss bes pazymnozo ocnosanus’), but the potential component 'indiscriminately’ (‘Oe3 pasz-
bopa’) becomes important, essential for its semantic compatibility. Absorbing the semantic features of the
words tenderness, freed (nescrocmo, oceoboancoancs), the word blind enters into the contextual synonymous
paradigm with the .words all-embracing, warm. Here we can say that the word is losing its «separateness»
(otmenbHOCTh) (V. V.. Stepanova) and autonomy, and enters into communications and relations with other
units of the text, which significantly alter its quality.

Comparative analysis of the third and fourth textual fragments shows that, using structurally identical
sentences, the word blind has its own (different in each case) set of modifications of meaning: if in the first
case, the component 'unseeing' (‘HeBuzasmmii’) of textual meaning «does not see that happening behind him,
takenat face value») is not relevant (actual are peripheral component ‘jealousy’, 'suspicious', 'despair’, but it
is present, then the blind in the second text is «seeing», but «sees what he wants to see, what he is thinking
about». Entered in «antonym context» («aHToHMMH4eckuid koHTekcT») (V.D. Chernyak), the word blind
from the second text actualizes in its meaning the opposite probability components 'what wants to see' - 'what
is in reality' and potential components 'sorry' - 'irritation'. Highlighted in the text components, are aimed at
solving certain communication problems, that in turn, requires that the partners have common components:
grows cold heart, cold hand, sick at heart, and a sort of love unbearable, angry (xomoxeer Ha cepaie, X0101-
Has pyKa, TSDKEJIO Ha JIylle W 3Takas Jro00Bb, HecHoceH, paccepauTbes). Therefore, in the first case, the
word blind will match the textual synonym naive, trusting, and in the second, being in the non-acquaintance.

As we can see, the word blind has a relatively broad combinability, and its meanings are not limited by
phraseology and by syntactic connectedness. However, this word can be noninformative itself, above all
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without the nearest contextual partners. This we see, in particular, in the fifth text. Here we explain the close
semantic coherence of combination blind mob (cienas depus) by phraseological-bound meaning of its lexi-
cal items. Therefore, identifying their meaning was made possible mainly thanks to a textual ratio of this
combination with the antonym life (life - blind mob (death)). At the same time we should not underestimate
the role of the textual semantic features bustling (cyerurcs), crazy (6e3ymuas), old age — youthfulness (cta-
pocTh — MIIaoCTh), take away (oTeiMeM), which not only actualize word meaning «blind - indiscriminate»,
but also highlight the evaluative components of its meaning.

The sixth text, relating to the publicistic style, could serve as another indicator of the extension of
collocational ranges of word blind. The peculiarity of the use of words in the text is due to the so-called «vi-
olation of conceptual compatibility of word forms» («HapymeHHeM MOHSATHIHOW COYETAEMOCTH
cioBoopm») (N.S. Valgina). In fact, if the free compound words blind curtains (cnenblie mwTopsl) iS'consid-
ered incorrect, although the components of their dictionary meanings overlap, are combined in the compo-
nent mot seen', then in the sixth text such combination is justified, to some extent predictable, and even
markedly: as the next «contextual partners» to the analyzed word blind are the words sadly, reluctantly, te-
dious, orphan, dusk, curtained, hollowly, stooped, dragged, sullen (yHBUIO, HEXOTS, HYIHBIA, CUPOTCKHIA,
CYMpakK, 3allTOpEHHbIE, TIIyX0, CYTYJIHINCh, TSHYJIUCH, YTPIOMOMY), containing connotative meanings. Se-
mantic features 'closed’, 'indifferent’, 'closed to others' are the central organizing element of these words. It is
these charged components require a presence of the word blind as their «contextual partner». Thus, thanks to
its collocational properties this word with a high probability predicts. the appearance not only it’s direct,
«closest» (B.J. Norman) contextual partner, but also through it other members of the utterance. In short, we
can explain and predict the choice of a lexical unit through the component composition of a single word.

A striking example of the manifestation of the duality of the.word in the literary work is the seventh
text. Here the world blind has the same meaning as in the dictionary, but at the same time it gets additional
meaning as a result of being associated with particular cultural contexts and full content of the literary work
[2; 196]. Indeed, at first glance, the same word as in everyday speech, the word blind in the art text has a
wider semantic capacity. This can be explained partly by the peculiarities of the semantic structure of the
textual meaning of a word. Semantic structure of the'world blind, along with the main component of ot
seeing’, contains a significant (for this text) component ‘ca/m" here blind is not only a «blindfoldedy, but
also «having no opportunities, and most importantly, «the desire to poach in other people's businessy, «non-
interferingy.

The author's intention can be revealed this way. The text is constructed using the word meaning probabili-
ties (that is, by embedded components (HaBeaennem cem), by I.A. Sternin terminology): Cupid as he is blind
(blindfolded), «occupied only by his business and not interfere in other people's business,» and Hymen - with a
lantern - «sees all that prevents him to live peacefully», and that's why he is jealous, envious, sad and restless.
But as soon as they tied a blindfold over Hymen eyes, he ceased to interfere in the affairs of others. Therefore,
here the core of meaning of ‘not seeing' is the «unnecessary element» (HenyxHas netainb) (E.S. Kubryakova),
which can be eliminated easily as a matter of course, and the probability components, included by the author in
the text to create an artimage, come to the fore.

Naturally, the.analyzed examples are not exhaustive. Other correlations of word with coherent text are
possible. Nevertheless, the'examples demonstrate that there is a close, interrelationship between components
of meaning and the well-organized coherent text, because «relations between words are as important as what
is in the word» [3; 113].
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M.Ba3zaHosa

Morinaeri co3aepaiH GyHKIHOHAIABIK KIHE CEMAHTHUKAJBIK CHIIATTAMAJIAPbI

Makana MoTiHIHIETI ce3i (YHKIMOHAIIBIK-CEMAaHTUKAJBIK iCKE achlpy epeKIIeNiKTepi KapacTHIPBUIABL
DyHKIHOHAI/IBIK JKOHE CEMaHTHKAIIBIK JKa3bIKTHIKTAFbI CO3/i Ka3ipri 3aMaHFbl JMHIBUCTHKAIBIK 3EPTTEyre
IIAKBIPY CO3/IEPAiH CEMAaHTHKAIBIK KOCBUIBICTAPBIH Oip MOTiH/E, HEri3iHEeH, OJap/blH MarblHACBIHA LIAPTThI
TYpZe OpHaTyFa MyMKiHIIK Oeperi. By, apuHe, MoTiHAED TypiHe, CTHIIIHE, COiiey KaHPBIHA )KOHE aBTOPIIBIK
oiffa OaiflTaHBICTBI TYpJI KAaThIHACTAPIBI JKY3€re achIpbUIATHIH OPTYpPJi KaTbHACTApAarbl MOTiHAEPAl
KOJIIaHBIJIATIH KOHHOTATHBTI, BIKTUMAJIJIBIK CEMAaHTHKAChIHA TYCIHAIpinai. MoriHae Oyi1 ce3iH MarbIHACHI
©3ekTi OONbIn TaOBUIAABI, OCHUIANINA JIEKCHKAIBIK-CEMAHTHKAIBIK MapagurMaHbelH Oenrimi Oip TypiHeH
OpiNTeCTiH KaKblH KOHTEKCTIH TaHIAyAbl aJlIbIH aja aHbIKTaiipl. Ce3/iH MarblHACBIH COJI CEMAaHTHKAJBIK
KYPBUIBIMHBIH Kypamzac 0ediri perinae OaiaHbICTEIPEIUTFAaH MATiMAEMeNepai Kypy OObIHIIA YHEIMIAaCTRIpY
GbyHkuMsIapbH opbiHAaiapl. COHBIMEH KaTap MOTIH CO3/iH MarblHACBIH ©3repTyre MYMKIHIK TYFbI3albl,
OFaH epeKile jkeke MarblHa Oepeni. backamia alTKaHa, KOHTEKCTTE aHBIKTAIFaH MOHIEP CO3[e KepiHic
Tabaspl.

Kinm ce30ep: KOHTEKCT, CO3IIH MOTIHAIK MaFbIHACKI, CO3/IH JICKCUKAJIBIK MaFbIHACBIHBIH KOMIIOHEHTTEPI,
napajurMaiblK JKOHE CHHTAarMaTHKAJbIK KaThIHACTAp, CO3MIH MOTIHAIK MOHIH ©3eKTEHIIpy IKoHEe
Mo U UKANHSIIAY.

M.Ba3zaHoBa

(I)YHKHI/IOHaJ'H)HbIe U CEMAHTUYICCKHUE XaPAKTEPUCTUKH CJI0OB B TEKCTE

B cratbe paccMOTpeHBI 0COOCHHOCTH (YHKIIMOHATIBHO-CEMaHTHYECKOM peanu3anuu ciaoBa B Tekcre. OOpa-
IeHre K COBPEMEHHBIM JINHIBHCTHIECKUM HCCIICIOBAHUSAM CIO0BA B (DYHKIIMOHAIBHO-CEMaHTHYECKOM IUIaHE
TI03BOJISIET YCTAHOBHUTH 00YCIIOBICHHOCTh CEMAHTUUECKHX CBSI3€H CIIOB B IpE/ieslaX OMHOTO TEKCTa, TIIaBHBIM
00pa3oM, UX 3HaYeHHEM. DTUM OOBSACHSETCS, B CYIIHOCTH, TIOSIBICHHUE WM INPOSBICHHE B UX CEMaHTHKE
KOHHOTATHBHBIX, IIOTCHIHAIBHBIX, BEPOSTHOCTHBIX CEM, KOTOpPBIE PEATN3yIOTCS B TEKCTaX B PAa3HBIX COOT-
HOILIECHMAX B 3aBUCHUMOCTH OT THIIA, CTHJIS, JKaHPa PEYM M aBTOPCKOT0 3aMbIcia. TeKCT aKTyalu3upyeT B 3Ha-
YEHMH CJIOBA TY WM UHYIO CEeMy, TIPEIONpeensis TéM caMbIM BBIOOp OimkalIlero KOHTEKCTIapTHEepa U3 Oll-
PEAENICHHOTO THIIA JICKCHKO-CEMAaHTHYeCKoH napaaurmbl. OfiHa M Ta JKe ceMa 3Ha4YeHMS CJIOBA, KAK KOMIIO-
HEHT €ro CMBICJIOBOIl CTPYKTYpBI, BBINOJIHACT TIPU IIOCTPOCHNHN CBS3HBIX BbICKa3bIBAaHMII pa3nyHbIe 1S Ka-
JKJIOTO M3 HUX OpraHusyronme GyHKIuu. TeKCT, KpoMe TOTo, CIIOCOOCH KaKUM-TO 00pa3oM M3MEHUTH 3Hade-
HHUE CJIOBA, NPUJIAaB €My OCOOBI HHAUBHIYAJIbHBIH CMBICT. J[pyruMu clIoBaMH, B CIOBE OOHAPY>KHBAIOTCS
KOHTEKCTHO-00YCIIOBIICHHBIC 3HAUCHHUSL.

Knrouegvie cnosa: KOHTEKCT, TEKCTOBOC 3HAYCHUE CJIOBA, KOMIIOHCHTBI JICKCUYICCKOI'O0 3HAa4YC€HHUs CJIOBA, I1apa-
JAUTMAaTU4YECKUE U CUHTAarMaTU4€CKUE€ OTHOLICHUSA, aKTyallhu3alus Hn MOZ[I/I(i)HKaIII/IFI TEKCTOBOI'O 3HAYCHUSA
CJIOBA.
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