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“MOTIVATED SIGNS”: SOME REFLECTIONS
ON PHONOSEMANTICS AND SUBMORPHEME
THEORY IN THE CONTEXT OF DEMOCRITUS’

AND EPICURUS’ TRADITIONS

In the monograph “Ancient theories of the origin of language”
Alexander Verlinsky' analyzed two fundamental traditions in the
theory of language origin that are similar to one another in their
“realistic and evolutionist nature”:2 “The fi rst one represented in the
works by Diodorus, Vitruvius, and Lactantius, proceeds from the thesis
about an arbitrary connection between a thing and a word and thus ...
is close to ... the ideas of Democritus. The second one that refl ects
the ideas of Epicurus, on the contrary, puts forward a thesis about the
necessary correlation between things and words...”.3 Although the
Epicurean tradition eventually goes back to the Democritus’ one,* this
discrepancy highlights Epicurus’ intention to justify as natural his own
laws and principles of life as being opposed to extreme manifestations
of modern civilization.’

Interestingly, it is from the ideas of Democritus that all modern
linguistics evolved, since many centuries after Democritus, Ferdinand
de Saussure put forward his thesis regarding the arbitrary (non-iconic)
character of a language sign.

In comparison to Democritus, the Epicurean tradition has led merely
to repeatedly reproduced “onomatopoeic” hypotheses about the origin of
the language, which even forced the Société linguistique de Paris — for
the lack of evidence in such hypotheses — to stop considering articles
on this subject as early as in 1866. Modern linguistics addressed the
problem of the origin of language only at the end of the twentieth century,
when the accumulated knowledge both in linguistics itself and in related

I Verlinsky 2006 [A. JI. BepnuHCKUiA, Anmuunble yuenus: 0 603HUKHOGEHUU SI3bIKA].

2 Verlinsky 2006, 372.

3 Verlinsky 2006, 372-373.

4 Verlinsky 1997 [A.JI. Bepiunckuii, “BO3HUKHOBEHHE peud B SIMHUKYPEHCKOM
teopun’], 83.

5 Verlinsky 2006, 375.
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sciences triggered considering this problem in the framework of such
areas as cognitive linguistics, neuro-linguistics, language acquisition,
etc.® The Epicurus’ idea about the motivation of the words by properties
of the denotata turned out to be resilient, encouraging linguists to look
permanently for the traces of initial correlation between words and
objects which in the course of historical development could become
more complicated, but still discoverable within the framework of “sound
symbolism” or “phonosemantics”.

The focus of phonosemantics is on the idea that sounds have inherent
meanings. As R. E. Butler argues, this “small, but growing branch of
linguistics lies at the opposite end of the spectrum from Swiss linguist
Ferdinand de Saussure’s Theory of Signs. This theory states that a word
and the object to which it refers are arbitrarily related. This, de Saussure
explained, is why languages have such variety in words referencing the
same object. The work of de Saussure has informed much of linguistics
research; however, recent studies in phonosemantics ... have begun to
challenge the ‘arbitrariness of signs’”.7 It is possible to point out that the
differences between phonosemantics and de Saussure’s Theory of Signs
are similar to those between Democritus and Epicurus. In spite of the
fact that de Saussure’s theory is the mainstream in modern linguistics,
a number of works concerning iconicity in language, sound symbolism,
and phonosemantics is actually quite large.® It is worth stressing that
in many of these studies, the idea of the arbitrariness of signs remains
unchallenged. For example, a recent study in which a statistical computer
analysis was used to test a non-random connection of form and content
in 106 languages, proved that “approximate effect size (measured in bits)
is quite small — despite some amount of systematicity between form and
meaning, an arbitrary relationship and its resulting benefits dominate
human language”.’

Indeed, it is the non-iconicity of the language sign and its ability to
“break away” from the denotatum that makes human language a unique
universal sign system. At the same time, it seems improbable for language
to completely exclude the use of iconicity in those cases when it allows
creating signs in as simple way as possible.

¢ The overview of modern concepts on the origin of language see in Burlak 2011
[C. A. Bypnax, IIpoucxoscdenue azvika. Paxmsl, UCCIEO08ANHUL, 2UNOMESDL].

7 Butler 2017, 2.

8 See inter alia: Hinton—Nichols—Ohala 1994; Magnus 2001; Voronin 2006
[C. B. Boponus, Ocrossi ¢honocemanmurxu], and the extensive bibliography in these
volumes.

 Pimentel-McCarthy—Blasi—Roark—Cotterel 2019, 1751.
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The creating of ideophones (or onomatopoeia), for instance, is natural
for language: if a certain denotatum itself is a sound form, and any
linguistic signifier is also a sound form, then a complete separation of one
sound form from another would be unmotivated.!?

At the same time, we can point out that although animals of a certain
species make the same sounds regardless of the geographical area of their
habitat, each particular language uses its own phonology to express the
respective animal sounds. For instance, the rooster cries differently in dif-
ferent languages, often preserving only a sequence of unvoiced velars,
which in most phonological systems are the closest correlates of natural
sounds resembling the glottal stop.

In human languages, reduplication is found to be used for expressing
plurality of nouns, iterative action or intensity of attributes. However, the
language is not “obliged” to use only iconic reduplication to express such
values, and in many cases other (non-iconic) means are used for this.

It is also natural that languages tend to push “old” information (topic)
to the beginning of the clause, while “new” information (focus) is normally
brought closer to the end of the clause.

In this case, the linear character of language is iconic for the ordering
of information blocks.

Nevertheless, languages have the opportunity to “get away” from such
iconicity, if necessary.

Regarding the motivation of language signs, the work by Roman
Jakobson is of special interest, and it is this author whose works on the
topic are most widely represented in the volume on phonosemantics edited
by S. V. Voronin.!! Jacobson does not contrast the two trends under obser-
vation, but attempts to find the proper niches for both non-iconicity and
motivation of sign: “It is not the presence or absence of similarity or
contiguity between the signans and signatum, nor the purely ... habitual
connection between both constituents that underlies the division of signs
into icons, indexes, and symbols, but merely the predominance of one of
these factors over the others”.!2

Interestingly, Jacobson anticipated a statistical or probabilistic
approach to the interpretation of the phenomena of sound symbolism: “If
we ask somebody what is darker — /i/ or /u/ while considering, for example,
phonological opposition of front/back vowels, some of the respondents

10 About state of the art, see Dingemanse 2012.
11 Voronin 1990 [C. B. Bopouun, @onocemanmuueckue uoeu 6 3apyOesicHom
S3bIKOZHAHUL].

12 Jakobson 1965, 26.
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may answer that this question seems senseless to them, but hardly anyone
will say that /i/ is darker than /u/”.13

Despite these observations, a significant part of the phenomena con-
sidered in the context of this branch of linguistics, including some of the
Jacobson’s studies, seems to belong to the Democritus’ tradition rather
than to the Epicurus’ one.

Building on the assumption that human language is organized as
a system of oppositions, we consider that language can semantize any
formal opposition even without an explicit correlation between a sign and
its denotatum, i.e. in the absence of motivation for the very form of signs
in the world of denotata.

Such cases include the phenomenon of “clustering”!4 or “phonesthe-
mes”,’5 which represent some sound (not morpheme) combinations:
“These are submorphemic and mostly unproductive affixal units, usually
flagging a relatively small semantic domain. A classic example in English
is /gl-/, a prefix for words relating to light or vision, e.g. glimmer, glisten,
glitter, gleam, glow and glin”.!¢ In this case, we are dealing with the
motivation of the sign, but this is not the motivation associated with the
denotatum, because we can hardly assume that the idea of “vision” is
indeed contained in the sound combination /gl-/. We interpret such cases
as rather intralingual motivation: it seems natural for a language to label
both differences and similarities. Thus, if a certain basic concept related to
“vision” has /gl-/, the language may use this element to mark a particular
meaning, adjusting by analogy the words that pertain to the same semantic
zone. The process of “analogical changes” is well-known in historical
linguistics, which supports our argument.

It is to be stressed that the idea of clustering or phonesthemes is as old
as Plato’s Cratylus. One can refer to the well-known Socrates’ observation
on the symbolism of Greek character rho whose immanent idea, in
Socrates’ opinion, is movement:

70 8¢ obv pd 1O oToygiov, Momep Aéyw, KaAdv E5ofev dpyavov sivar
TG KWNoems T@ Ta OvOpaTo TIOEUEVE TTPOG TO GPOUOLODY Tf QOpd,
TOMOY0D YOOV ypfiTat adT@® €1 DTV TPMTOV HEV €V AT T@ “peiv”
Kol “pofi” 10 TovTOL TOD YPAUMATOC THY QOpav Musital, sito &v Td
“TPOU®”, elta &v TG “Tpéysy”, ETL 8¢ €v TOIC TO10iGdE PHUACTY OlOV

13 Jakobson 1975 [P. O. SIxo6coH, “JIMHIBUCTHKA U TIO3TUKA”, CmpyKmypanusm:
“3a” u “npomus’’], 223-224.

14 Magnus 2001.

15 Pimentel-McCarthy—Blasi—Roark—Cotterel 2019.

16 Pimentel-McCarthy—Blasi—Roark—Cotterel 2019, 1753.
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CEINNTY LEINT3 9% ¢

“kpovewy”, “Opavev”, “Epeikev”, “Opimtev”, “keppatilev”, “poppeiv”,
TavT ToDTO TO TOAD Amekdlet S1d Tod P@. EDpa Yap olpat T YAGTTOV
&v 100t fiKiota pévovoayv, HAAoTo 0¢ GElOpEVV: 010 QaiveTai pot
TOVT® TPOG TadTa Kotakeypfobat. (Plat. Crat. 426 d—e).

Well, the letter rho, as 1 was saying, appeared to be a fine instrument
expressive of motion to the name-giver who wished to imitate rapidity,
and he often applies it to motion. In the first place, in the words peiv
(flow) and pofj (current) he imitates their rapidity by this letter, then in
tpopog (trembling) and in tpéyewv (run), and also in such words as
Kkpovew (strike), Opavew (break), peikev (rend), Opvmtewy (crush), kep-
patifewv (crumble), poppeiv (whirl), he expresses the action of them all
chiefly by means of the letter 7ho; for he observed, I suppose, that the
tongue is least at rest and most agitated in pronouncing this letter, and
that is probably the reason why he employed it for these words (transl. by
H. N. Fowler).

It seems of great importance that the correlation between a sound
cluster and a meaning is not obligatory the same in different languages,
since Socrates associates the sound combination /gl-/ in Greek with
something glutinous, sweet or gluey, while in English this sound combi-
nation has quite a different semantic value of “vision”:

7 8¢ dMcBavovong Thg YAGTING dvTidapBavetor 1 Tod yaupo SHvapic, to
“yYAioypov” dnegpupuncato Kol “yAvkd” kol “yAoiddec” (Plat. Crat. 427 b).

Where the gliding of the tongue is stopped by the sound of gamma he
reproduced the nature of yAioypov (glutinous), yivkv (sweet), and
yhoudodeg (gluey) (transl. by H. N. Fowler).

There is another concept that can be treated as “intralingual” (or “intra-
paradigmatic”): this is the concept of submorpheme, or submorphemic
neutralization which also dates back to R. Jacobson!” and was further
elaborated in the work of K. Pozdniakov.

Pozdniakov has drawn a considerable distinction between the mor-
phemic and submorphemic neutralizations.'® As regards the morphemic
neutralization, there are many examples of this phenomenon in the world

17 Jakobson 1985 [P. O. SIko6coH, “Mopdonornueckie HaOIIOCHNS HA Clia-
BSIHCKUM CKJIOHeHUEM”, HM36pantble pabombi].

18- Pozdniakov 2003 [K. U. TTo3ausikoB, “Mukpomopdosiorust win Mopdosrorus
napaaurMel?”, zvik u peuesas oesmenvrocms); Pozdniakov 2009 [K. U. [To3aHsKOB,
“O npupoze 1 GpyHKIUAX BHEMOPPEMHBIX 3HAKOB”, Bonpocel A3bIKO3HAHUA).
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languages. Thus, in Swahili, the object case in the pronominal paradigm
has the same form wa for the second and the third person plural pronouns.
The German personal pronoun sie is used for the third person singular
feminine, the third person plural and the second person plural honorific.
The English personal pronoun you is used for both the second singular
and the second plural. Such phenomena are often treated as homonymy or
syncretism, but Pozdniakov considers them as morphemic neutralizations.
It is worth stressing that the neutralization is not a destructive process
which could eliminate meaningful differences between elements of a pa-
radigm, nor is it an occasional realization of “the language economy
principle”. On the contrary, a neutralization that reduces the opposition
in a given semantic feature may, in turn, create another semantic feature,
which can be very important for the language.

As for the submorphemic neutralization, the concept was first intro-
duced by Jackobson who called this phenomenon “primeta” (npumema,
‘mark’ in English) and applied it for the analysis of Russian declension.
According to Jacobson, the dative, instrumental and prepositional cases
in Russian adjectives are marked with a special semantic feature of
“peripherality” that distinguishes them from all other cases. The formal
marker of “peripherality” in the surface structure of adjectives can be seen
in that all inflections in the dative, instrumental and prepositional cases
(and only in these ones) in the singular forms of masculine gender have
a common formal feature [m]: -omy [-omu] in the Dative, -siv [-ym] in
the Instrumental, -om [-om] in the Prepositional.'® Thus, we are dealing
with a sign: there is a meaning — “peripherality”, and there is a formal
carrier of this meaning — [m], and there are no other ways to express the
semantics of peripheral cases. Most intriguingly, the carrier of this value is
formally (segmentally) smaller than a morpheme, which, therefore, loses
its status of a “minimal linguistic sign”. These considerations open up an
opportunity to introduce a new level of linguistic description, although the
intra-paradigmatic “motivation”, or marking the semantics of peripherality
with the nasal sonant is in a crucial contradiction with the traditional
viewpoint that the meaning (semantics) cannot show up in the segments
which are smaller than morphemes. For this new level K. Pozdniakov
has coined a term ‘“submorpheme”, with the process of neutralizing the
semantic differences of the dative, instrumental, and prepositional cases
under the common meaning of “peripherality” being called “submorpheme

19 The same feature can also be observed in the singular masculine forms of the
numerals as well as of the demonstrative, possessive and anaphoric pronouns (but not
in the noun declension or in the plural number).
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neutralization”, a labial nasal sonant [m] being the formal carrier of this
meaning.

This approach was applied by Pozdniakov to various languages and
allowed him to conclude that submorphemic neutralization is used for
“gluing” together the elements with a common component of meaning
in the same way as morphemic neutralization does, but the former seems
to be more convenient for language than the latter, since submorphemic
neutralization allows to preserve the distinctions between the elements of
a paradigm that cannot be preserved in case of morphemic neutralization.
Pozdniakov points out the two important generalizations concerning
these phenomena: first, elements of a certain paradigm may undergo
both morphemic and submorphemic neutralization, while elements of
other paradigms may keep their distinction without being affected by this
process; second, the morpheme and submorpheme neutralizations tend to
be in a complementary distribution.20

Another important issue discussed by Pozdniakov is the relation of the
submorphemic neutralization to the notion of iconicity of linguistic sign
and sound symbolism. He believes that the submorphemic neutralization
and iconicity have nothing in common. Indeed, the fact that [m] expresses
the common meaning of “peripherality” for several cases in the singular
adjectival paradigm of masculine gender has nothing to do with iconicity.
This common feature is meaningful only in a certain linguistic paradigm
and has no reference in reality. This can be proved by the fact that in
another paradigm, [m] may have no meaning at all or absolutely different
one.

The submorphemic level as an instrumental device for linguistic
analysis was also supported by W. Dressler who presented Latin pronoun
system as a sort of morpheme-submorpheme continuum.?! In Dressler’s
opinion, “submorphemes can be classified as signs on signs, which
can be operationalised as minimal meaningful elements within another
sign”.22 The scholar contributes greatly to the theory of submorphemes,
in particular, by distinguishing between inflectional submorphemes that
have very precise meanings and phonaesthemes whose meaning is usually
rather vague.?

As regards Latin personal pronouns, Dressler ascribes a submorphemic
status to the elements no-/vo- in the personal pronouns nos/vos and
nobis/vobis, and also makes an important remark about the fundamental

20 For more detail, see Pozdniakov 2009.
21 Dressler 2016, 55-65.

22 Dressler 2016, 59.

23 Dressler 2016, 59.
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difference between the first and second person pronouns, on the one hand,
and the third person pronouns, on the other: the stems of the former begin
with consonants (e.g., me, te, nos, vos), while the stems of the latter — with
vowels (illum, istum, hunc etc.).2*

Building on these findings and drawing upon our own observations,
we will demonstrate to what extent the submorphemic level is involved in
the Latin paradigms of personal pronouns.

Indeed, the submorphemic neutralization of the first and second person
pronouns both in the singular and in the plural marks the semantic feature
“locutor +” (i. e. speech act participant + someone else) and occurs in
various pronominal systems, for example, in French pronouns nous [nu] /
vous [vu], notre [notr] / votre [votr], Russian pronouns mst [my] / 6bt
[vy], rac [nas] / eac [vas], etc. We also observed a similar submorphemic
neutralization in a number of pronominal paradigms in Latin, i.e., not only
in nos/vos forms, but in the whole paradigm of personal pronouns in plural
(nostri/vostri, nostrum/vostrum, nobis/vobis).

Another feature — “locutor only”, in our opinion, can be also expressed
by means of the submorphemic neutralization, but in the Accusative and
Ablative only: me/te (cf. Russian mens [menia] / mebsa [tebia], French
moi/toi, German mir/dir).

To sum up, the submorphemic level is an observable linguistic phe-
nomenon that is effectively used to express such an important semantic
opposition as “locutor vs. non-locutor”. Importantly, it is the sub-
morphemic neutralization that allows to combine the speaker and the
addressee and thus to contrast locutors and non-locutors in the languages
which are lacking inclusive/exclusive opposition in the “overt” prono-
minal morphology.25

It is worth noting that in two cases (the Genetive and the Dative), in
addition to submorphemic neutralization of the first and second person
pronouns, there is also submorphemic neutralization of the second and
third persons (fui/sui, tibi/sibi) which marks the semantic feature “speaker

24 Dressler 2016, 61. Zheltov 2008 [A.IO. XentoB, A3viku Hucep-koHeo:
CcmpyKmypHo-Ounamuyeckas munoiozus], 135 points out a similar pattern for Russian
pronouns in the nominative case: the syllable structure CV (s, mat, mul, 66t [ja, ty, my,
vy]) is a marker of the feature “locutor is included”, and VC (o, ona, onu [on, ona,
oni]) — “locutor is excluded”.

25 There are languages (e.g. some languages of the Niger-Congo family) that
express the opposition “locutor vs. non-locutor” by means of the “overt” morphology,
i.e. they have the opposition “inclusive pronoun vs. exclusive pronoun” in the overt
morphology. The inclusive pronouns, in turn, are the first person plural pronouns that
obligatorily “include” the second person singular pronoun in their semantics as well,
while the exclusive pronouns do not have such semantics.
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is excluded”, and it is with this means that the Latin language contrasts
the addressee and non-locutors to the speaker. Importantly, this opposition
can be expressed by no other means except for this one.

It is also possible to observe a certain submorphemic adjustment in the
verbal inflections which are segmentally even much shorter than those of
the pronouns: [m] in the inflections of the first person singular and plural
(-m and -mus) creates the semantic feature “speaker is included”, [s] in the
second person singular and plural (-s and -fis) — “addressee is included”,
and [t] in the third person of both numbers (-# and -nf) — the semantic
feature “non-locutor(s)”.

One can see that [-s] is found not only in the second person singular
and plural inflections (-s and -tis), but also in the first person plural
(-mus), that at first glance is in conflict with our assumption about [-s] as
a marker of the feature “addressee is included”. In fact, it can be assumed
that [-s] in the endings (-mus) and (-tis) creates the feature “addressee
is not excluded”, which means that the ending (-mus) allows inclusive
interpretation and, being the morphological correlate of the pronoun nos,
indirectly indicates the possibility of inclusive use of the first person plural
pronoun in Latin.

Comparing the meaning of the verb vivamus in Petron. 72. 3 to that in
Catull. 5. 1, one can see two different meanings of the ending (-mus): when
saying vivamus, Trimalchio addresses the whole company of his guests
in which the speaker is included too, while in the Catullus’s vivamus,
only Lesbia may be the addressee of the poet that implies “inclusive”
interpretation of (-mus):

Immo iam coeperam etiam ego plorare, cum Trimalchio ‘ergo’ inquit
‘cum sciamus nos morituros esse, quare non vivamus?’ (Petron. 72. 3)

I had even begun to lift up my voice myself, when Trimalchio said,
“Well, well, if we know we must die, why should we not live?” (transl.
by M. Heseltine)

Vivamus, mea Lesbia, atque amemus... (Cat. 5. 1)

Let us live, my Lesbia, and let us love! (transl. by L. C. Smithers)

To sum up, the common element [-s] in the endings (-mus) and (-zis)
creates the feature “addressee is not excluded”.

To conclude, the arbitrariness of signs as one of fundamental language
properties which was discovered by ancient philosophers and confirmed
by modern linguists, dominates indeed human language. Nevertheless, the
linguistic signs of each particular language possess various techniques of
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intralingual “motivation” based on the oppositional nature of the language
system that seeks to mark both semantic differences and similarities.
Therefore, although Democritus’ trend in linguistics is evidently greatly
influential and productive, Epicurus’ interest in “the motivation” of lan-
guage signs is not senseless: the search for such a motivation is still alive,
although the most productive findings in this field seem to belong to the
“intralingual motivation” rather than denotatum-oriented motivation.
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The article attempts to trace how the difference in approaches to the question of
language origin in the Democritus’ and Epicurus’ traditions is reflected in modern
linguistics. According to the monograph by Alexander Verlinsky (2006), De-
mocritus insisted on the arbitrary connection between objects and words, while
Epicurus insisted on a necessary correlation between them. At first glance,
Democritus’ tradition has ultimately won, being reflected in the ideas of Ferdinand
de Saussure that remain of crucial importance for modern linguistics. If looking
further, however, the research on motivation or iconicity of language sign is still
quite alive, with a number of relevant studies. This paper argues that the majority
of studies on the motivation of language signs still follow the Democritus’ tradition
rather than Epicurus’ one. They tend to find the motivation based on purely
intralingual data rather than in the “world of denotata”, the works by Roman
Jakobson being of especial importance in this sense. Jacobson offered the idea of
paradigmatically motivated signs that are segmentally smaller than morphemes,
and this idea was further developed by Konstantin Pozdniakov and other linguists
into the theory of submorphemic signs and submorphemic neutralizations. In
support of this theory, this paper illustrates how the submorphemic level of the
language can be used for the description of Latin personal pronouns.

B crarbe nenmaercst MOMBITKA MPOCIIEANTD, KAKMM 00pa3oM pa3jinyue B MOJX0/ax
K BOIIPOCY O IPOUCXOXKJIECHUU SI3bIKa B JIEMOKPUTOBCKOM U SNUKYPEHCKOU Tpaju-
LUSAX OTPAKAETCsl B COBPEMEHHOHN IMHIBUCTHKE. Kak yka3blBaeT B CBOEH MOHO-
rpaduu A. JI. Bepnunckuii (2006), JleMOKpUT HacTauBaj Ha IPOU3BOJIBHON CBS3N
MEXAy NpeaMeTaMHd M CIOBaMH, B TO BpeMsl KaKk ONHKyp — Ha HEOOXOAMMOMH
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KOppeJSIIUY MeXAy HUMHU. Ha mepBbIif B3nIsa, Tpaaunus JleMOKpHUTa IOITHOCTHIO
nobeaniIa, 4To Hamulo orpaxkenue B uaesx PepanHanga ne Coccropa, KOTOpbIe
MO-TIPEKHEMY MMEIOT PEIIalolee 3HaYCHHE TSI COBPEMEHHOM JINHTBUCTHKH. B TO
JKe BpeMsI HHTEpEC K MCCIIECI0OBAHUIO MOTHBAIMU U MTOUCKY WKOHHYHOCTH SI3BIKO-
BOTO 3HAaKa BCE €I€ aKTyaJeH, YTO HaXOAUT OTPAKCHHUE B TOCTATOUHO OOJIBIIOM
KOJIYECTBE padoT 1O 3TOW TeMaTHKe. B MaHHON cTaThe MPUBOIATCS apryMEHTHI
B IMOJIB3Y TOI'0, YTO 3HAYUTCJIbHas 4YacTb I/ICCJ'Ie,HOBaHI/Iﬁ MOTHBAIIUU SI3BIKOBBIX
3HaKOB CJIEyeT CKopee Tpaauuuu JleMokpuTa, a He DnuKkypa. X aBTOpHI CKIIOH-
HbI HAXOAUTbh MOTHUBALIMIO, OCHOBAHHYIO Ha BHYTPHUA3SBIKOBBIX JaHHBIX, 4 HE CBI-
3aHHYIO C “MHPOM JIeHOTaToOB”. B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE 0c000e 3HAYCHNE MMEIOT pado-
1ol P. O. SIk0OcoHa, MPEATIOKUBILETO HJICIO MapaJnTMaTHUYECKH MOTHBHPOBAHHBIX
3HAKOB, KOTOPHIE CETMEHTHO MEHBIIIe MopdeM. DTa uaes Molyduia JanbHeinee
pas3BHUTHE B TPyJax 110 TEOPUN CyOMOP(EMHBIX 3HAKOB M CyOMOp(eMHBIX HeHTpa-
mu3arwii K. U. Tlo3naskoBa n qpyrux TUHTBUCTOB. OMpasich Ha 3TH HJIEH, aBTOPHI
JIEMOHCTPUPYIOT, KaK CyOMOp(EeMHBIN yPOBEHB SI3bIKA MOXKET UCIIOIB30BATHCS JIIS
ONMCAHUS JJATUHCKUX JTUYHBIX MECTOMMEHUM.
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