Tunonoria Ta yHKLUiT MOBHUX OOMHULb

aHaJM3UPYETCs] KOMMYHUKATHMBHAsi MHTEHLMS B KOHTEKCTE AaHTPOIMOLEHTPUYECKHUX
KaTerOpui MOJAIbHOCTH U YCTAHOBKH, OTMEYAETCS, YTO MOJAIBHOCTh UMEET MPSAMOE
OTHOULIEHUE K MaTEepPUAIIbHOMY BBIPOKCHHIO MHTEHIIMOHAIBHBIX MOTPEOHOCTEN SA3bI-
KOBOM JIMYHOCTH, 4 YCTAHOBKA ACCOLMHUPYETCA CO CTPYKTYPOM MPEIIIOKEHUS, C
MOTEHIUAIBHOW CIMOCOOHOCTHI0O CHUHTAKCHMUYECKONM KOHCTPYKIHMHM BBIPAXKaTh TO WIH
JIPYyroe peueBOo€ HaMEpeHHE; OOOCHOBBIBACTCS JOMHUHUPYIONIUN KaTeropuaabHBII
CTaTyC MHTEHLMH, €€ Ba)KHAasl pOJb B OPraHU3ALMHU LEJIOCTHOTO IIPOLECCa KOMMY-
HHUKAIIMY; PACCMATPUBAETCS MHTEHIIUS T'OBOPAIIETO B PAKYpCE TEOPHUU AKTYAIbHOTO
WICHCHHWs] W TEM BBICKA3BIBAHMS; MPOCIEKbIBacTCS AuddepeHuanis MOHATAN
«KOMMYHUKATHUBHAsI UHTCHIUS» U «PYHKIIHS.

KarwudeBble c10Ba: KOMMYHUKATHBHAs WHTEHLHS, TOBOPAILINNA, CUHTAKCHUYEC-
Kasi KaTeropusi, MOJIaJIbHOCTh, YCTAHOBKA, 11€J1b, YHKIIHS.

Shabat-Savka Svitlana. Communicative Intention in the Context of Catego-
rical Scope of Syntax. Interpretation of communicative intention as an interlayer
conceptual category in which plane of content (the speaker’s intentional needs) and
plane of form (different-rank linguistic units representative of specific intentions) are
clearly explicated assumes its comparison with the term scope of some syntactic
categories determined by the subjective factor and associated with the speaker as a
carrier of various psycho-mental different states. The article, in particular, analyzes
communicative intention in the context of anthropologically oriented categories of
modality and attitude. It is indicated that modality is directly related to the material
expression of the speaker’s intentional needs while attitude is associated with
sentence structure and with the potential of a syntactic construction to express a
specific speech intention. The higher categorical status of intention and its important
role in the overall process of communication are established; the speaker’s intention
is viewed from the perspective of the theory of actual division and purpose of
utterance, the concepts of «communicative intention» and «function» are surveyed.

Key words: communicative intention, speaker, syntactic theory, modality,
attitude, purpose, function.
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MICROFIELD «BAD SMELL» IN ENGLISH

The article deals with the lexical units that belong to the microfield of «bad
smell»; the results of lexicographical analysis was given and the semantic markers
which we can find in the literature. The material of our investigation we took the
dictionary entries of five explanatory dictionaries (Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dic-
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tionary of Current English, MacMillan English Dictionary for Advanced Learners,
Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English, Collin’s English Dictionary,
Merriam-Webster’s Unabridged Dictionary), as well as the British and American
works or art (XVII1-XX cent.). In the process of the research work we have found
out that in the entries, of the explanatory dictionaries, mainly denotes only the
presence of the appointed semantic feature, but the information about the possible
reference and the source of the unpleasant smell is not given. In this lexico-semantic
field also we have found out that the quantity of the lexical units that denote unple-
asant smells prevails over the quantity of the lexical units that mark pleasant smells.
Key words: microfield, semantics, lexical unit, semantic marker.

Stating of the scientific problem and its meaning. Nowadays lin-
guistics is mostly anthropothentric. Anthropo-oriented research work
realizes through the study of the human existence’ peculiarities in the
certain language, social and cultural space. It is also indicates the cultural
peculiarities, national character and mentality in the immediate connection
with the human being, its world-view and inward practical activities.

In such an aspect we can examine units that form the lexico-semantic
field «smell». In the process of nomination of certain phenomena, human
being manifests his/her relation towards this phenomenon. This gives us
the grounds to say that the assessment given by the individual is subjective.

Taking into consideration the importance of the microfield descrip-
tion, united by the same semantic feature (but with the different types of
the assessment), we decided to analyze the microfield «bad smell», which
IS the part of the semantic field «smell».

One considers the assessment to be the qualification, which demon-
strates the relation of the human being to the certain object or event
towards society norms as well as the assessment that is related with the
opposition «good/bad» [3, p. 392].

N. D. Arutiunova divides specific assessments into 3 types: 1) senso-
rial assessments, those that are related with the sensations, sensual expe-
rience (pleasant — unpleasant); 2) sublimate assessments, are those which
contain moral and aesthetic assessments (beautiful — unattractive); 3) ratio-
nal assessments, are those which contain utilitarian, normative, theological
assessments (useful — harmful, normal — abnormal, successful — unsucces-
sful) [1, p. 77-78].

On the assessment scale one distinguishes such assessed zones: 1) po-
sitive assessment; 2) neutral (zero) assessment; 3) negative assessment.
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Positive assessment provides that of the certain object must have not
only these or those properties, but also that their general «weight» prevalil
over the weight of negative properties. Negative assessment points out not
only to the certain existing drawbacks of the object, but also to the positive
qualities which the object has, though are not sufficient in order to
compensate them.

The object’s negative assessment, as usual, points out to the indiffe-
rence of the subject of consciousness towards the given object. In the
semantic field «smell» in English, to the neutrally assessed units belongs
the word smell. It is the most general word by its meaning and it shows
only the availability of some objects to have smell. We consider the word
smell to be unidentified unit of the lexico-semantic filed. This lexeme is
semantically unidentified only if it is concretized with the help of the
attribute. In this case it acquires negative as well as positive assessments.

Lexical units which form the structure of the lixico-semantic field, are
usually related to each other or to the direct oppositions, or associatively.
Consequently the boundaries of the field are rather «washed out» and the
structure of the field constantly changes. O. Akhmanova assigns «the
semantic field is the part of the reality, which is theoretically, has the
reflection to the language in the form of certain microsystemy [2, p. 334].
The main characteristics of the semantic field are shown in the work by
P. Denysov. H. Ibsen assigned the field (the semantic field) as the totality
of the words, which have general meaning.

The analysis of the recent research works. In the recent years the
quantity of the linguistic research works concerning the studying of the
semantics of the lexical units, which denote processes sand results of the
human being sense perception. In the linguistic literature there exist lots of
research works that deal with the conceptualization and verbalization in
such spheres of sense perception as hearing and eyesight (A. Vezhbitska,
N. Arutiunova, G. Kustova and others). As far as the lexical units with the
semantics of eyesight and hearing perception were investigated rather
wide, so the words that denote olfactory perception are to be investigated.

The aim and the target of the article. The aim of our work is the
lexicographical analysis of the lexical units, which form the microfield
«bad smell», and the detection of those semantic features, which realizes
through the context, though are not fixed in the dictionaries.

The main material exposition and argumentation of the received
results. Bad smell in English is marked by the units of three synonymic
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rows, which belongs to the different parts of the speech: 1) substantive
synonyms with the dominant lexeme whiff; 2) verbal synonyms to smell,
to stink, to reek; 3) adjective synonyms reeking, stinking, noisome,
putrid, fetid.

First of all let us take a view at the synonymic row with the dominant
lexeme whiff. In English, bad smell is represented by the following nouns:
whiff, odour, stench, stink, reek.

According to the explanatory dictionaries of English (OALD, LDCE,
MEDAL), the noun odour can denote smell, that is very unpleasant: a
distinctive smell, especially an unpleasant one [OALD, 877; LDCE, 1136;
MEDAL, 1032].

Stench is interpreted like this: a strong and very unpleasant smell
[OALD, 1271; LDCE, 1625; MEDAL, 1465].

Stink — a strong unpleasant smell [OALD, 1276; LDCE, 1631;
MEDAL, 1471].

Reek — a strong offensive smell [OALD, 1066; LDCE, 1376;
MEDAL, 1244].

Whiff — very slight unpleasant smell: an unpleasant smell that is only
smelt briefly or faintly [OALD, 1475; LDCE, 1880; MEDAL, 1700].

As the analysis of the lexicographical sources shows, the system of the
parameters, according to which this units are opposed, requires the detailed
research, because in the dictionaries the description of the word’s
semantics often is not full.

According to the parameter of the feature intensity this synonymic
row can be divided into two subclasses: 1) whiff (according to the para-
meter of the smell intensity it denotes weak smell); 2) stench, odour,
stink, reek, shows rather extreme measure of smell intensity. The reality of
such opposition illustrates the following examples: 1) After a while a whiff
of smoke drifted round to where he sat (Joseph Conrad «An Outcast of the
Islandsy); 2) The pitch was bubbling in the seams; the nasty stench of the
place turned me sick; if ever a man smelt fever and dysentery, it was in
that abominable anchorage (Robert Louis Stevenson «Treasure Islandy).

The nouns we are talking about also can be opposed by the parameter
of measure prevalence in space. Let us take a look on the following exam-
ples: 1) A narrow winding street, full of offence and stench...(Charles
Dickens «A Tale of Two Citiesy); 2) «How clumsy of me» he mumbled
very vexed, while the pungent odour of spilt alcohol enveloped us
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suddenly with an atmosphere of a low drinking-bout in the cool, pure
darkness of the night (Joseph Conrad «Lord Jim. A Tale»); 3) A horrible
odour filled the place (Oscar Wilde «A House of Pomegranatesy»). This
examples denote that the words odour and stench mark the situations,
when the smell fills the whole apartment or space. The word stink denotes
the situations when the source of the smell finds itself in the certain place
and fills it, for example: ...they had brought along a provision of hippo-
meat which went rotten and made the mystery of the wilderness stink in
my nostrils (Joseph Conrad «Heart of Darkness»). On the contrary, reek
and whiff, usually come out from the certain point (from the smell bearer),
but do not fill the space, which envelope the experiencer. For the
illustration: 1) ...Billy Budd was like a young horse fresh from the pasture
suddenly inhaling a vile whiff from some chemical factory, and by
repeated snortings tries to get it out of his nostrils and lungs (Herman
Melville «Billy Budd, Sailor»); 2) A reek of beer floats from the public-
house and a loud clatter and rattle of voices (Katherine Mansfield «The
Garden-Party»). It is worth to note, that the parameter of measure preva-
lence in space is not fixed by lexemes stink and stench. These units totally
can denote that the smell that is spread from some certain source doesn’t
fill the space: 1) ...and enveloping himself in clouds of smoke and raising
a composite stink that made the castle next to unendurable, and could be
smelt in heaven (Mark Twain «No. 44, The Mysterious Stranger»); 2) ... that
though the stench he complained of, did not flow from the steward’s own
body ... (Tobias Smollett «The Adventures of Roderick Randomy).

We consider that the lexical units of the field we analyze, have the
parameter of the volumeness. The next examples show us the reality of
such conclusion: 1) ...He that follows his Nose always, will very often be
led into a Stink (William Congreve «Love for Love»); 2) Then in that
volume of stench would he discern the sullen yellow eye of malice (George
Meredith «The Egoist. A Comedy in Narrative»); 3) A horrible odour
filled the place (Oscar Wilde «A House of Pomegranates»). From the
above examples we can see that stink, stench and odour are the smells,
which can fill the space, for example apartment. So, these are not simply
the smells which escort any thing or object (like whiff and reek).

Unlike stink, stench and odour, lexeme reek can denote not only bad
smell but also a smoke: Mrs. Lespel led the way to the deserted smoking-
room, where the stale reek of tobacco assailed the ladies... (George Mere-
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dith «<Beauchamp’s Career»). Such a feature we can find also in the entry
in Merriam Webster’s Unabridged Dictionary: «A4 strong or disagreeable
fume or odor.

Stench — very often is the smell of rotting or decaying, for example:
...I say, I must be allowed to believe, that no one in this whole Nation ever
receiv’d the Sickness or Infection, but who receiv 'd it in the ordinary Way
of Infection from some Body, or the Cloaths, or touch, or stench of some
Body that was infected before (Daniel Defoe «A Journal of the Plague
Yeary).

In the lexical definitions the given semantic feature is shown only in
one dictionary, MacMillan English Dictionary. It is important to note a
very interesting fact: in the rest of the explanatory dictionaries only the
examples illustrate this feature. In the Oxford American Dictionary for
Lingvo X3 in the entry about stench there is an example: the stench of
rotting fish.

According to the semantic feature «smell of the rotting or decaying»
lexeme stench is very close to the word odour, which is very often shows
the smell of rott or mould. For example: ... but from certain constellations
of small yellow spots upon it, and a mouldy odour about it suggestive of a
damp clothes-chest ... (George Eliot «The Mill on the Flossy). In certain
cases lexeme stink also shows the smell of something rotten: And, after
all, they did not eat each other before my face: they had brought along a
provision of hippo-meat which went rotten and made the mystery of the
wilderness stink in my nostrils (Joseph Conrad «Heart of Darkness»). We
have to mention that even today in lexicographical sources the fact of this
semantic feature presence is not reflected.

It is important to underline that stink, stench and odour are not only
became closer by their semantic feature «the smell of the rotting or de-
caying», but also are opposed. Stink and stench denote foul, strong smell,
while odour denotes strong, suffocating, long-lasting smell. Let us illustra-
te this by the following examples: 1) My uncle was complaining of the
stink ... (Tobias Smollett «The Expedition of Humphry Clinker»); 2) As he
crossed the suspension bridge a strong stench of fennel and decayed refuse
streamed from the gully... (Katherine Mansfield «In a German Pensiony);
3) A choking odour reminded her that she had not extinguished the lamp...
(Robert Gissing «Born in Exiley).
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Lexical units stench and odour admit strengthening of their seman-
tics: strong stench/odour. Stink doesn’t admit such strengthening. We
didn’t happen to find the construction strong stink in the literature.

Now let us take a look at the verbal synonyms with the semantics of
bad smell.

According to the explanatory dictionaries the verb to smell means that
something emits bad smell: to emit an unpleasant odour [OALD, 1218;
LDCE, 1561; MEDAL, 1410]. Lexeme to stink denotes that something is
distributing strong unpleasant smell: to emit a strong and very unpleasant
smell [OALD, 1276; LDCE, 1631; MEDAL, 1471]. The word to reek
denotes that something is distributing bad smell: to emit a strong,
unpleasant smell [OALD, 1066; LDCE, 1244; MEDAL, 1032].

In the given microfield the synonyms to smell, to stink and to reek, as
well as the nouns are opposed to each other by the semantic feature of the
smell intensity. According to this parameter verb to stink and to reek are
used in order to denote more weak smell. The verb to smell is used to
show rather strong smell. For example: 1) ... next, they stink of fish, and
leek-porridge miserably... (Ben Jonson «Every Man in His Humour. A
Comedyy); 2) The house simply reeked of grilled bloaters (David Herbert
Lawrence «Lady Chatterley’s Lover [First Version]»).

While opposing nouns and adjectives of the given field we have found
out that synonymic adjectives also differ from each other according to the
parameter of «smell intensity». To denote strong unpleasant smell one uses
the adjective stinking. If we want to denote the very strong unpleasant,
even offensive smell, we use the adjectives reeking, stinking and rank.
Strong unpleasant bad smell, which makes us sick, we denote by the word
fetid. For the nomination of the nasty smells we usually use lexemes
reeking, stinking, noisome, fetid and rank. Nasty, offensive smell one
denote by the adjective mephitic. Smelly denotes strong, unpleasant and
disgusting smell. Stated above adjectives we refer to the lexical units with
the high measure of smell intensity, and only one unit malodorous we
state to have low measure of smell intensity.

The conclusions and perspectives of the following research. The
microfield «bad smell» consists of three synonymic rows (according to the
part of the speech). The exception of the word smell, these units contain
the semantic component «unpleasant offensive smell». For its fixation in
the dictionary enties one uses such lexical units as: bad, strong, foul,
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unpleasant, offensive, rank, nasty, nauseating. In the dictionaries there is
mainly denotes only the presence of the appointed semantic feature, but
the information about the possible reference and the source of the unplea-
sant smell is not given. This fact complicates the adequate perception of
the semantics of these or those units of the microfield. The conducted
analysis shows that the units of the microfield «bad smell» differ from
each other according to the semantic parameter of intensity and
volumeness, as well as according to the character of the source of the
smell. In this lexico-semantic field we can see the vividly lined assessed
asymmetry — «the shift to side with the negative meanings» [4, p. 61]. In
other words units which denote unpleasant smell quantitatively prevail
over the positively marked units.

The presence of the considerable quantity of the lexemes which form
the given microfield affirms the relevance of the bad smells for the native

speakers.
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Maprunwok AnboHa. Mikponijie «HenmpueEMHUM 3a1ax» B AHIVIINCLKIH MOBI.
VY crarTi po3riHYTO JIGKCUYHI OJWHUII, K1 BXOASTH 10 Mikpornoss «Henpuemuuii
3amax»; MNPEACTaBICHO pe3yJbTaTH JIEKCUKOrpalyHOrO aHami3y JEKCEM JaHOro
MIKpOTIOJIs, BUSIBJICHO CEMAaHTHUYHI O3HAKH, SIKI TIPOSIBISIOTHCS B TEKCTaX XYAO0KHBOI
miTepatypu. MartepiaioM JOCTIIKEHHSI BUCTYIWJIM CIOBHUKOBI CTaTTI ISTH TIIy-
MayHUX CJIOBHUKIB aHrmicekoi MoBu (Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary of
Current English, MacMillan English Dictionary for Advanced Learners, Longman
Dictionary of Contemporary English, Collin’s English Dictionary, Merriam-Webster’s
Unabridged Dictionary), a TakoX XyJI0>XHI TBOpH OpPUTAaHCHKOI Ta aMEpPUKAHCBHKO1
miteparypu (XVIII-XX ct.). ¥ xoai gochipkeHHs: Oyino BUSBICHO, 110 Y CIOBHH-
KOBUX CTaTTAX MEPEBaKHO BIJ3HAYAETHCA JIMIIE HAsBHICTh BKAa3aHOI CEMAHTUYHOI
O3HAaKH, MPOTE HE MOAAEThCA 1HGOPMAIlS MPO MOXKIUBY pedepeHIiito Ta JKepeno
HENPUEMHOTO 3amaxy, 110 YCKJIaHIOE aIeKBaTHE CIIPUIHSATTSI CEMAHTUKH THUX YU TUX
OJIMHUIIL MiKponoJisi. B gaHOMy JEKCHMKO-CEMaHTUYHOMY IIOJII BHUSIBJICHO, IO
KUTBKICTh OJWHUIIb, SIKI TTO3HAYAIOTh HEMPUEMHUN 3alax MepeBa)ka€ HaJl KUIbKICTIO
JICKCUYHUX OJUHUIIb, K1 MAPKYIOTh IPUEMHI 3allaxu.

KurouoBi ciioBa: mikpornoJie, ceMaHTHKa, JIGKCMYHA OJUHUIISA, CEMaHTUYHA
O3HaKa.
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MapreiHIOK AJiéHa. MukpomnoJsie «HENPUATHBIN 3amax» B AHIVIMHCKOM
si3bike. B cTaThe paccMOTpeHBI JEKCHYECKHE EAMHHIBI MHUKporoiis «HenpusTHbid
3amax», MOKa3aHbl Pe3yibTaThl JEKCUKOTPaUIeCKOro HMCCIEA0BaHUS JIEKCEM JaH-
HOTO MUKPOIIOJSI, OOHAPY)KEHBI CEMaHTUYECKUE MPHU3HAKU, KOTOPHIE COIEp)KaTcs B
TEKCTaxX XyJ0’KECTBEHHOW JHUTEpaTyphl. MeTepralioM HCCIeNoBas BBICTYIHIN CIIO-
BapHbIE CTaThbU MSATU TOJKOBBIX clioBapei anrimiickoro szbika (Oxford Advanced
Learner’s Dictionary of Current English, MacMillan English Dictionary for Advan-
ced Learners, Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English, Collin’s English Dic-
tionary, Merriam-Webster’s Unabridged Dictionary), a Takxe Xy105KeCTBEHHBIC ITPO-
M3BEACHUS OpUTaHCKOW U amepukaHckoil urepatypsl (XVII-XX B.). B xone nccne-
J0BaHUA OBIJI0O OOHAPYXKEHO, UTO B CIOBAPHBIX CTaThsIX MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO OTMEYa-
€TCsl TOJIbKO Haluyue OO0O3HAUEHHBIX CEMAHTUYECKUX IMPU3HAKOB, HO HE IOAAHO
MH(POPMaLIMI0O O BO3MOXKHOM pedepeHIMN M MUCTOYHHMKE HEMPUSATHOrO 3amaxa, 4To
YCIIO)KHSAET a/IeKBaTHOE BOCHPUATUE CEMAHTUKH T€X WJIM UHBIX €AMHUI] MUKPOIIOJSL.
B naHHOM JI€KCHKO-CEMaHTUYECKOM MO0JI€ ObLIO TaKKe OOHAPYKEHO, YTO KOJIUYECTBO
JEKCUYECKUX EAMHMII, KOTOphle O0003HAYAIOT HEMPHITHBIC 3amaxu, MPEBOCXOIUT
KOJIMYECTBO JIEKCUYECKUX €UHHII, KOTOPHIE MAPKUPYIOT IPUATHBIEC 3aMaXH.

KitoueBble c¢ji0Ba: MUKpPOIOJE, CEMAaHTHKA, JIEKCHYECKasl eIUHHUIIA, CEMaHTH-
YECKUM NPU3HAK.
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