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INTRODUCTION

The present work has emerge as an attempt to @re seasonable
explanation of the puzzling diversity and kaleidwg®c variability of numerous
senses traditionally ascribed to verbal combimatiof the typdo go out, melt
awaywhich are sometimes termetirasal verbsin special studies.

The main purpose of this work is toand trace the way to what seems
to be an inexhaustible source of numerous diffesemises of a single pair of
words liketo put out, set up, break ofgtc. We also try to find some ways and
means of deducing the right sense of any syntactigbination used in speech
or choosing the combination to be used in the nidgate.

Perhaps the best way to begin the dssonf the problem will be to see
what the pioneer and expert in this matter A.G.Klynhas to say about it.
“The use of the verb-adverb combinations has de@eeloso gradually in
English, and over so long a period of time, thamynahilologists fail to
appreciate even yet how important a place it haamed in Modern English.
Indeed, there has been much sputtering about isapdrficial criticism of the
so-called parasitic preposition. But in order tpragse these many combinations
in a satisfactory manner, it is necessary to unmdeds them, and such
understanding can result only from a careful artditbel examination of various
aspects of the usagg2,297].

For many decades “the verb-adverb coatlnins” have been the subject
of protests and controversies on the part of thekse watch the use of the
English language. While discussing the combinatiossd in speech most of
critics attempted to show that certain combinatiavese either colloquialisms
not yet justified by general usage, or else thatmany cases the second
component was a mere verbosity, an unnecessameargarasitical preposition
[1,5]. The zeal of protests, however, seems to be abatmg For, as V.H.

Collins remarks, deprecation of some particulagasadoes not imply that all
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such combinations are bad. On the contrary, irdéhe&lopment of the language
such formations have introduced innumerable vatiabtditions to the
vocabulary[3,101] .

One of the possible ways to discuss the combinsticould be to analyse
them along the lines of the two problems just staliedeed, the exact individual
meanings of the two combining components —\édd (noun, adverb, etc.), on
the one hand, and tiparticle (relative), on the other , would be easily traoed
all syntactic combinations. This would be enabkgtudent to see whether each
of the components expresses its individual invamas@aning to produce various
general senses or whether the two components rmalige together in a phrasal
verb to express a single semantically indivisildea. In the former case the
regularity of combining the individual meanings tproduce various
predetermined senses would readily present itgelf ia the latter case, it would
serve as a reliable linguistic criterion to check all the “phrasal verbs” — the
fossilized set combinations with fixed irregulanses.

The combinations of verbs are termedpmmmd or phrasal verbs. And
their second components are usually given vari@mses, namelyadverbs”,
“adverbial particles”, “postpositions”, etc.

The purpose of this work is to provite tstudent of English with the
knowledge of théexact idea” expressed by each of the relatives discussed as
well as to show how those ideas, that is, theirmmgs “work” in the system of
the language, namely, how the meaning of eachveais used in composing a
phrase or a wider utterance with a certain intengwedetermined by the
speaker, on the one hand, and how the same meafiitigs components should
help the hearer (reader) to deduce the exact sgntee phrase or utterance
intended by the speaker, on the other.

Our work is largely based on the eigiatives, namelyaway, back,
down, in, off, on, outand up. The reason for their choice is that it is just éhes

relatives that have been pointed out by H.E.PalandrA.S.Hornby as “the most
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important and typical in the clas#l]. It is supposed therefore that the general
principles and regularities governing the use amdctioning of the above
relatives in speech, once established as theirctgefeatures, can easily be
extended to cover the remaining relatives suabvas, through, roundgtc.[5].

The combinations likgo off, break out, die awayetc. have gradually
developed over a long period and have assumed portamt place in Modern
English.

In language studies there are two elgirly—-marked tendencies that the
learner should never lose sight of, particularlyewhlealing with the problem of
phraseological unit. They are the analytical tewglenvhich seeks to dissever
one component from another and the synthetic terydehich seeks to integrate
the parts of the combination or units into a stainle.

These two tendencies are treated in different swayd in different
sciences, as we have mentioned in our bachelor papeve, in lexicology, for
example, the parts of a stable lexical unit maydeparated in order to make a
scientific investigation of the character of waraimbination or phraseological
unit and to analyse the components . In stylistves analyse the component
parts in order to get at some communicative efemight by the writer or
speaker. It is this communicative effect and themseemployed to achieve it

that lie within the domain of stylistics.



CHAPTER 1.
PARADIGMATIC MEANINGS OF RELATIVES.

1.1. The Linguistic Essence of Meaning.

It is natural that we started our study of phrasgchl units from their
lexical combinability, individuality, originality n the choice of component
words.

Speaking of individuality, originality and creaty in the metasemiotic
sphere leads us to the notion that praseologiaéd amostly used in colloquial,
scientific, publisistic styles. As has been repaigtestated above it is not
possible to analyse semantic combinability of pbossgical units without
prosodic analysis which objectively, linguisticabiyyd scientifically help us to
understand the actual linguistic structure of ploasgical unit. Another aspect,
which is chiefly interesting for us, is definitiaof phraseological units, their
stability and ideomaticity. We also focused ouremtion on Kunin's
classification of forming phraseological units. Ugtural classification of
phraseological units worked out by A.l. Smirnitskgs compared in our paper
with 1.V. Arnold’s classification. We compared amaaalysed the criterion of
distribution in the classification of word —groupayestigated the difference
between free word- groups and phraseological utms¢ched upon different
interpretations of the term ‘idiom’.

We shall state our definition of meaning as a meseking hypothesis and see
whether it will help us to find out the regulaggi governing the use of the word
in speech.

We shall discuss the problem of meanimgerms of opposition by
distinctive features and see if distinctive feasuian do for meaning in
semantics what they do for sounds in phonologyhds been argued until
recently that this method is wholly inapplicabletih@ analysis of meaning, the

possible reason being that the structuralists densd meaning to be “not a
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linguistic question”, while in the traditional lingstics it was identified with
extralinguistic objects of reality. In recent yeal®wever, some linguistics,
notably I.V. Arnold in this country, have made sessful attempts in applying
oppositions as a tool of research in semanticserstitautiously admit its
applicability by saying that “on a reduced scaleist good for showing
relationships in a limited semantic fielf8,227].

The meaning of a word is assumed hesebet a minimum invariant
semantic content. This either does or does notcmen with the whole concept,
with all its essential features, to which the wealind form is referred. In the
former case it is always invariant and identicalhbia language and speech, as
in hypotenuse, while in the latter it is invariantly in the language semantic
system, being variable in speech; foot is rithe foot of the mountain”, now
“the foot of the page”, or “a measure of length” equal to 12 inchesgtc. The
minimum variable semantic content of a word in gpes termed here “sense”.
Thus, while the “meaning” is an objective paradigmavariant component of
the system, the “sense” is, to a certain extesylgective, purely syntagmatic
variable creation.

The above sense variability in speecly b&explained as follows. The
original concept referred to safpot — “lowest part of leg beyond ankle-joint”
was gradually generalized with only some of itgidetive features having been
singled out and abstracted from it as the modtisyrifeatures to be used for the
communication purposes. Once singled out, genedhlend abstracted from its
original, “maternal” concept, this new semantic temh can no longer be
identified un ambiguously with any one concepttatotality, not even with “its
own” original concept, because it is now equalkely to refer to each of the
concepts within the set covering its semantic rarigeus, while we always
know what hypotenuse is referred to, we can nof@agertain what exactly the

word foot denotes, for it is now “the lowest part of thenan body”, now “of



a mountain”, then “of a page”, or “of an accoumtw again “a unit of length
equal to 12 inches”, etc.

It is easy to see that the original @etic content of foot — “the lowest
part of the human body” with all its essential teas has become more general,
that is to say, that only a few of its essenti@tdiees have been singled out,
abstracted and retained in the new-born semantitenbwhile the rest of them
were discounted and dropped out. In fact, theirlmemmas been reduced to two,
namely, its relative position — “the lowest partida‘“its length”-12 inches.
These features have, no doubt, been chosen forithiediate communicative
relevance and importance. It is these featureshhat become invariant and
constitute what we have termed “the minimum invareemantic content” — the
meaning proper of the wordot in the language semantic system. Since these
and the like distinctive features constitute theglaage semantic system, they
are said to be “semantic distinctive featurddie semantic distinctive feature
iIs the smallest indivisible invariant semantic ufiihe meaning, then, is the
smallest independent invariant semantic unit. Where than one semantic
distinctive feature constitute the meaning they tad up and held together
within the same word by its sound form as theiryamiaterial support outside
the speaker’s mind.

In most dictionaries the relatives aoamtcasted in pairs it will be more
reasonable to examine their meaning just as theegiaen in the dictionaries in
contrast to each other, namelyg — down, in — out, on — off, away — badkn a
close examination, the meanings of the above vektias defined in the
dictionaries reveal one common feature, that iy #re asserted to denote either
the direction of motion to a specific relative pgmsi or this specific relative
position of an object in space although this pplecis not strictly adhered to.

Relativesaway, backseem to be illegally married because the latter may
be equally well contrasted almost with any of thiatives. Therefore, we should

treat them separately.



Away denotes the relationship between two objects inespae of which
Is “at a distance” from the other, “not at or ne#y"as shown in Figure 1. The
distance may be actual, Be is away from home now or resulting from the
motion, asThe boy ran away to sedleft home to become a sailor). With the
distance being equal, the difference betwaesy and off lies in the specific
relationships between the two objects related &esatkabove -off is no longer

on whereaswayis notat or near.

O —

Figure 1.

The next pair of the relationships todicussed isip anddown. In the

New English Dictionaryip has been split into two homonyms to denote the two
different senses dsip I” denoting actual movement or direction in space and
“up II” denoting position in space. The relationship obbject higher in space
to some other object which is lower is denotedhi®/wordup and the reverse
relationship of an object lower in space to anotbee which is higher is
denoted by the wordown.
Examples:

1. Oliver awoke with the fear, and started up.(OauBep mpocHyscsS U

BCKOYMUJ Ha HOFI/I).
(Ch.Dickens).

2. And then the old house was pulled dowr(M toraa crapsrii JIOM

CHECJIN).
(Ch.Dickens).
The next pair of the relationships to be discussad-out. The model
space relationships of this kind may be definedfai®ws: in denotes the

relationship between two objects one of which ishimi or inside the other
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implied, that is, “within a certain space” or amtdosed place”Out denotes the
relationship between two objects one of which isydnd the bound of, or not

within”, the other implied, as shown in Figure 2.

in

Figure 2.

Examples:
1. He had _crept inby the glass manhole and had been screwed in.(Ou

IIPOKPAIBIBAJICS B CTCKJISTHHBIH JIIOK M 3aCTPSIICS).
(H. Wells).
2. The stars_went outone by one.(3Bé3nbl ucue3anu oaHA 3a  APYroi).
(H. Wells).

The last paimway-backseems to be illegally married because the latter
may be equally well contrasted almost with any loé trelatives discussed.
Therefore we should treat them separately.

Awaydenotes the relationship between two objects isespae of which
Is “at a distance” from the other “not at or neiar”

Andbackas “the part of the body which is behind” in itkatere position
with respect to the front part seems to have serasdthe model for

generalization of its particular relative positida the typical relationship
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between any two objects with one occupying sucdttived position with respect

to the other.

Examples:

1. Get awayfrom the house at all costs(Youpaiitech u3 1oMa, BO 4TO OBI TO

HH CTaJjo). ( J.Lindsay)

2. Becky clung to his side in an anguish of tear antried hard to keep back
the tears, but they would come(bekkn npmxumManacek kK HeMy €O clie3aMu U
[IbITAJIaCh CACPKHUBATDH CIE3BI , HO HE CMOFJ'Ia) .
(M.Twain).

Trying to classify the lexical unitn, off, in, back, awaywithout an
accurate knowledge of their invariant (paradigmatneanings are faced with
the above difficulties. And the result is that geme units with their invariant
meanings are variably classed and termed accowdipgépositions, adverbs,
prepositional adverbs, adverbial prepositions, gmstions, adverbial particles,
etc. A purely syntagmatic approach seems to bensdple for this uncertainty,
as exemplified by the following explanatioRarticles that form the most
typical phrasal verbs are the ones that functiomw ras adverbs, now as
prepositions. One can frequently add a prepositidnaction by simply
repeating a noun already in the con{@x23]. Example:

He came to the end of the bridge and jumped off.

The implication of such explanations is that aneatial function is just
as frequently added to these units by simply dmgpghe noun that, once
mentioned, has lost its contextual valbie: came to the end of the bridge and
jumped off the bridge He came to thend of the bridge and jumped
off. —

It is quite obvious that if the grammatical meanaighese units were not
discounted altogether they would not be sent shgttlso easily from
prepositions to adverbs, whose grammatical mearangentirely different: the

former denoterelationships betweethings and phenomena while the latter
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indicate various circumstances or properties abast As a matter of course, it
IS not enough to reverse the syntagmatic oriemtatif a lexical unit that it
could refer to some other lexico-grammatical cldssdo so it should change its
grammatical meaning.

The problem of meaning is of paramountpartance in modern
linguistics. There are 2 main trends in studying giroblem: the referential and
the functional approaches. The former seeks #abksh relationships, where as
the latter to study the word-to-word relationshipgontext with much the same
aim in view. The functional approaches prevailsiodern linguistics. It uses its
technique to describe the meaning of a particulandvin connection with other
words, thus depriving the word of its independewtvidual meaning because
with different words it is said to have differeneamings.

Every word by definition is assumed avé its own individual meaning
which is stable and invariant both in language apdech, and if added to
consecutive different concepts named in speegbroduces different senses.
The individual meaning of a given word may be Edgout by opposing the
word to the “next of its kin”, i.e., a noun to oth@uns, a preposition to other
prepositions, as-out, on-off, up-down,etc. If different contexts with the same
word are opposed, the sense difference may be maisxbtor by other words, as
in The fire went out. The fire is out.

The second components of the combinations lkeak out denote
various relationships therefore they are termedtixegls. These denote their
respective specific relationships now between twfeds in spac€He went
out), now between the subject and its particular stateme (The fire went
out). Relatives differ from similar prepositions only time way of functioning,
namely, they are used without the following nounachhs always impliedPut
your hat on the shelf; Put your hat on). Thus, the term relative stands both for
the preposition and for what is usually called adwar adverbial particle similar

in form, as in, on, off,etc.
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1.2. The General Rciples Tested.

It would not be unreasonable now to reatéhe scope of our study and
analyze some other relatives, especially those fthattion “now as adverbs,
now as prepositions”, namelgbout, (a)round, by, oveandthrough.

Before proceeding any further it is a@le to remind the student that
the general principle to be tested is this. Certapecific relationships
recognized as typical and existing between twecediffit objects in space were
taken as models for correlating various consecugtaees of the same object in
time. The result of this shift from space to tingethat the same relatives,
namely, in, out, on, off, etc. through their respective specific relatiopshi
denote now respective relative positions of thegesil(object) in space, now
respective state of the subject (object) in tinseha andhis homein He is in=
“at home”;He is out= “not at home”;

It remains to be seen whether this [pleds equally applicable to other
relatives.

We shall now pass over to testing thiiagiple at work with the above
relatives.

About. This relative denotes the specific relationshipween two
objects in space implying, first, the specific diste between two objects so
related, that is, “near to”, “in close proximity”teach other and, second, the
specific order of arrangement of one (or more) wabpect to the other, that is,
“in circuit, around”, “on all sides”. Now, just as the case of each of the
relatives discussed above the numerous differargeseof the phrases with the
relative about are accounted for by the different objects relaredxactly the
same way, that is, one about the other.

1. A continuous object about the reference objectnipta:

Bind chains about him./Iep:xuTe ero B mensix.

14



2. A discontinued object or several separate objebtsutathe reference
object. Example:

There were several men lying about on the gras€emepo My:kunH

BAJIAJIMCH HA TpaBe€.

3. Quantities, qualities, etc. about, that is, onezithide of, and “in close
proximity to”, the reference quantity, quality, etceate the sense “nearly,
almost”. Example:

John is about as tall as | am/I;kon mo4TH TaKoii ke BLICOKHH KaK 1.

Following the general principle to bsté&zl the relativabout is expected
to denote the same relationship between the sudettts consecutive states in
time, that is, from “about the reference objecspace” to “about the reference
state in time”.

Round (sometimes around). This relative is almost synamysn to
about according to the Advanced Learner’'s DictionaryCafrrent English by
A.S.Hornby[8]:

1. “In a circular direction”;
ExampleA wheel goes round(Komeco Bpammaercs).
2. “By a longer way”;
Exampleif you can’t jump over the hedge you must go  nond. (Eciu
TBI HE MOKEIIb MPBITATh Yepe3 3a00p, Thl TOJDKEH 00XOIUTD).
3. “To or from a place where the speaker is or lefl;
Example:Come round and see me this evening3aiinu ko MHe ceroaHs
BEYECPOM).
4. “In the neighbourhood”;

ExampleAll the neighbours for a mile round. (Bce cocenu psiaom).

According to the general principteund in reference to some object in
space should also denote “round” the reference sftiathe subject in time. The
same phras€ome roundis susceptible of two distinct senses depending on

whether the relationship is between the subjeal (ah the reference object in
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space or (b) the reference state in time&@ne round and see me this eversng
come to my house; lome round= become conscious after fainting;

By. The relationship denoted by this relative implies @nspecified
immediate space proximity of one object to anotkiat is, “near; to or at the
side of”. Numerous various senses of phrases litdepend on the objects so
related and the character of the relationship:

1. Space static relationship (a) between two poinéabj the sense is “near,
at the side of” somebody, the fire, etc. astmsit, stand,etc. by; (b)
between two continuous objects, hence the senSdasg”, “through”,
“across”, “over”, as ira path by the river;

2. Space dynamic relationship (a) between two poirjeats, hence the
sense “past, beyond”, as irgo by his house every dafh) between a
point object and a continuous object. Since a dyngmint object is
identical to a static continuous object, the sengexiuced are also
identical. Cf.a path by the riveandl went to Japan by Siberia;

3. Time relationship between the time point of a ipatar state of the
subject and (a) the “inside” reference time-poinénce the sense is
“before” as inCan you finish the work by tomorropénd (b) the outside
time-point, as inYears have gone bynd (c) a specific time period,
accordingly the sense is “at, in, during”, aslidon’t like to travel by
night.

Over.This relative denotes the relationship betweendimects in space,
one of which is “above” the other “from one sidetlie other”, touchingor not
touching)the upper surface of the other. Exact senses of thaspkrcontaining
this relative are, of course, determined by the t@cts understood to be in the
relationship discussed.

The typical possibilities are as follows:

16



1. One continuous object over the other: a) in thacstaelationship, as ia rug
lying over a sofa; a bridge over a rivep) in the dynamic relationship, as in
Pull a blanket over me.

2. A continuous object over a point object: a) in stetic relationship, as ifhe
clouds over one’s headb) in the dynamic relationship: 1) one object oWer
other, as irto climb over a wall;2) one outside point of an object over the
central point of the same object, astm:fall over, to knock something over,
to turn, roll over;

3. A point object over a continuous object. Since pant object cannot span a
continuous object “from one side to the other’gan only be over the other
side of the continuous object, that is, “on thesotfide of something from the
speaker or from the side first referred to”: 1}he static relationship: a) on a
horizontal line, as iMhe house over the way; the tree over the rib¢ron a
vertical line, as inThe balloon was directly oveAny quantities or qualities
are related in this way to produce the sense “abavenore than, the object
or the amount compared to”, as Angeneral is over a coloneR) In the
dynamic relationship the sense exactly coincides,imato go over the
mountains.

Through. The specific relationship denoted by this relaivsimilar to
the one just discussed with the only differencd thlaen over, one object is
above the other “from one side to the other” an@énvthrough, it is inside the
other “from one end to the other” or “from end tadeside to side”. And if the
“inside” implies within the surface plane from oside to the other, the relatives
are mutually replaceable. Gb travel over the countrgndto travel through a
country; “to pass through or over in traveling”; “to trawarough the length and
breadth of the country”.

The exact senses of phrases wuhitough depend, as above, on the
specific objects correlated and the character ef rblationship — static or

dynamic, namely:
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1. one continuous object through the other: a) instaéc relationship, as in
A paththrough the woods; A wound passing through thekchegin the
dynamic relationshipto hammer a nail through the lid of a box; He
struck his enemy with his spear right through;

2. one point-object through a continuous object: ahastatic relationship
which is evidently impossible between these twoesymf objects in
space. b) in the dynamic relationship typical fus tspecific relationship
with the point-object “entering at one side or aad and coming out at
the opposite side” of the continuous object, asdrget a bullet through
the head; flying through the air, sailing throughet water, walking
through the woodstc.

Summing up, we might as well say now that the ramgirelatives, no
doubt, follow the same general principle in theeamings and functioning as
those just tested. The second components of théinations likebreak out
etc. denote various relationships therefore they termedrelatives. These
denote their respective specific relationships metween two objects in space,
now between the subject (object) and its particsiate in time. Relatives differ
from similar prepositions only the in the way oh@tioning, namely, they are
used without the following noun which is always ired (Put your hat on the
shelf; Put your hat on Thus, the termrelative stands both for the preposition
and for what is usually called adverb or adverpaticle similar in form, am,

on, off,etc.
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CHAPTER II.
RELATIVES IN TIME AND SPACE RELATIONSHIPS.

2.1. Space-Time Difference in Functioning of Relates.

Before proceeding to discuss the fumatig of the relatives denoting the
same respective relationships between two stati@®ménit seems to be advisable
to discuss the difference between the two waysimétioning.

It has already been pointed that treeafghe relatives to denote various
relationships between two states in time was hdsdtly conditioned by the
objective necessity to denote certain limits ofaation not only in space but
also in time, on the one hand and by the lack leéolinguistic means within the
English verb system, on the other. Although theedibye relationships are
practically the same they are not as readily rezeghbetween two states as
between two objects in space. Besides, the sama@orehips differ in some
aspects of their practical application to statesinre, in comparison with that
two objects in space, as will be shown in detdible
a) Arbitrary and fixed relative positions. We shall try to explain this point
proceeding from the space relationships. Any negaposition of an object in
space is not determined in the sense that thendistaetween the object named
and the other implied is actually unknown: the ferrmay be in an immediate
vicinity of the latter, just on the outside, oralong distance from it. And in
case of necessity the distance may be specifiad; as

And they take the sea and put it two ek out.

(dene K. Jerome).
Thus the words denoting the distance are indeedhtaral syntactic
extension to the relatives. Example:

Hampstead'’s too far out (R. Aldington).

If the relatives denoting their respective relasioips between two states

combined with space adverbs suchfas there, hereegtc., they would at once
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be understood as denoting their relationships letwebjects in space.
Examples:
The fire went out = “no longer burning”;
The fire went far out = “ran far beyond certain limits in space”;
b) Independent and dependent relationshipsThe relationships between any
two objects in space are immediately perceptiblacasally existing irrespective
of the actions resulting in any particular relasibips between the two objects
involved. As the consequence of this independemawds denoting space
relationships are independent of the verbs andcetber may be used in any
position with respect to the verb and, as has lsbenvn above, even without
verbs at all. Example:

Leaves fluttered past windows, up and away (K.Marigeld).

The same relationships between the subject angréseding state in
time, however, cannot be immediately perceivedufdike two objects, the two
states do not exist at the same time to be dirpettgeptible.

The relative resultant states and the relationdbgbween states appear to
be entirely dependent on the actions causing tkeifgp relationships between
the two states involved in the sense that (1) tteynot actually exist otherwise
than effected or caused by the proper action, a8hthey sometimes cannot be
even understood without the action “prompting” arig¢he two states implied.
The phraseThe supper is upnay only be understood in terms of space
relationship, i.ecarried upstairs andis there, whereas the proper action at once
makes the sense cledihe supper is warmed ughat is the resultant state with
its temperature higher comes into being aftgr warming as its natural result.
c) Independent positions and dependent state$his paragraph is in fact the
extension of the preceding one. In the previousdigeussed the independence
of the relationships of the actions in generaltha present we shall examine
particular dependence, that is to what extentt ibla any particular relative

resultant position or state depends on a particaldion resulting in the
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respective position or state. As for resultanttretapositions in space, they are
entirely independent of the actions, as a resulbref and the same action the
same object may be in various relative positionspace and for this reason the
relatives denoting the space relationships enjoyfepe freedom of co-
occurrence with verbs in the sense that one andaime verb may be followed
practically by every relative, e.g., one mgy up, down, in, out, off, on, away
and back.We may alsqgut somethingup, down, in, out, on, off, asidetc.
Examples:
1) We poked our heads out of the cotton-wood thickeand looked up and
down, and across; nothing in sight.

(M. Twa.
2) And a lantern was seen waving in a strange manné& and fro and up
and down.

(H.MsL

On the other hand, quite a number of verbs maytewed by one and
the same relative, as one gamp out, go out, creep out, fall out, walk out,
run out, etc.

The peculiar feature of the time relationshipshis prevailing one-to-one
correspondence between a particular resultant atatéhe action causing it, that
IS to say, one action of a particular quality magate, as a rule, only one
relative resultant state of the object, while arotlsubsequent state may only be
the result of another action different in qualigs And | do colour up so

hot...that | hardly cool down again (Th.Hardy).
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2.2. Patterns of Phrases with the Relatives.

While denoting their respective relasibips between two successive
states in time the relatives appear to have deedl@pactically the same phrase
patterns as in the relationships between objectpate though some of them
should perhaps be regarded only as the thin etttkoiedge.

|. Co-occurrence with verbs.These are divided into two major groups

made up of verbs denoting:

A. various changes of states;

B. specific relative states of existence

The term “state” is used here to mean any aygtwitthe subject that
does not cause any radical or essential changbeottiate of the subject or
object, ago walk, to smileetc.

A. Verbs denoting various changeskour main groups of changes are
easily discerned, namely, those resulting from:

a) the transition of the subject from one state tatlaeg

b) the partial change of the state;

c) the complete distruction of the essential featuoésthe subject

(object);

d) the creation of new essential features;
a) Verbs denoting mere transition from one state totla@r in time.Just as it
denotes the same quality of motion from one pasitm another in space, the
verb to goin The lights went up ten times brighter(J.Lindsay) denotes the
way of transition of the lights from the precediagthe resultant state and the
up denotes the relationship of the resultant stateeé@receding one. Examples:
1. You won't be the first who has run upa bill here (D.Carter).

Bbl He Oyaere mepBbIM, KTO OBBIIIAET LHEHbI 3/1€Ch.

2. Her failure was sendinghis temper_upagain (A.Cronin).

Eé HemocTaTKy onsIThH pa3Apakajiu ero.
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3. Outside, the wind had gone dowiD.Carter).
Ha yauue Berep yTHX.

Within the verb denotes the transition of the subject th& resultant
state, whereas witbut the transition out of the preceding state, the saiiie
on andoff respectively. Examples:

1. Three days and nights ran ou{Ch.Dickens).

(ITporwty Tpu THS U TPH HOYEH).
2. Now calving-time was _coming oiiTh.Hardy).

(Ceifuac HacTynaroT X0JI0/a).
3. The alarm-clock went off jerking Martin out of sleep (J.London).

(Pa3mancs OyauibHUK, pa30yauB MapTuHa OTO CHA).
4. That's where the clockwork comes irfH.Wells).

(BoT re BBITYyCKAETCs 4aCOBOM MEXaHM3M).
b) Verbs denoting partial respective changBsis is the mosthumerous group
made up of various verbs marked out by one commeatufe — they denote
corresponding changes prompting, at the same time of the two states, thus
making the general sense cldgarthin down (a stout person), to fatten up (a thin
one), to rest up (if tired), to try out somethingknown);
Examples:
1. She had stirredJon up so fearfully (J.Galsworthy).
2. Anna Nelson’s anger _boiled ugD.Carter).
3. Go to a public-house tg get upis strength (Th.Hardy).

In each of the above examples the verotés the way or manner of
changing the preceding state, such as stirringinigpietc. Theup indicates that
the resultant state is higher in its respectivdityuas opposed to the preceding
state. If someone considers his present strengttegquate, or “low”, he goes to
a public-house to get it up.

c) Verbs denoting complete distruction.such casegp may be used only with

its feature neutralized to denote the complete gha the previous state, as in:
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1. So we _torethe list up (Jerome K.Jerome).

2. She made him_ use up lot of money (R.Aldington).

3. The fire died downwhen the balsam finished (J.Aldrifge).

d) Verbs denoting creatioixamples:

1. And Jon made marks on the paper and _rubbedhem out and wrote
them in again (J.Galsworthy).

2. And then I'll make out a list (Jerome K.Jerome).

3. She forced outa little laugh (J.Galsworthy).

B. Verbs denoting existence in a relatvstate.This group is made up
of a small number of verbs of being and keepingaibject in a certain relative
state. The co-occurrence of the relatives withvddos of existence is possible
in two cases:

a) when the specific features of the subject aedréfationships can reveal the
sense of the phrase. Examples:

1. The temperature is up (down).

2. The fire is in (out).

3. The light is on (off).
b) when the resultant state is explicitly specifig¢tius, the phrasele was off
again cannot be understood otherwise than in space ae$dtips. And if the
relationship between states is meant the resutai is usually expressdde
was off laughing again; and he did it so drolly tha Emmy laughed too
(W.Thackeray).

ll. _Co-occurrence with adverbs. Sometimes there may arise the

necessity to specify the extent or measure of Hange of the state or just to
emphasize the relationships between the stateselika objective necessity for
the relatives under discussion to combine with dalvechiefly with those of
measure and degree as well as of emphasis. Examples

1. Your fancy-man was _saip about it (Th.Hardy).

2. It came_moreand morein upon her (Ch.Dickens).
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3. The whispers died whollyout now (M.Twain).

The emphasis of an abrupt and suddemgehaf the state in time
(straight, right off or away) made it possible fbese combinations to acquire
the sense of “at once, without deld$; right] and extend their use accordingly.
Examples:

1. He stood up right away (H.Wells).
2. I've told the man to get the trap ready right avay (St.Leacock).

lll. Co-occurrence with prepositional plhiases. It has already been

mentioned that the combinability of the relatives time- relationships is
restricted to a great extent because the exaa camplete sense of a phrase is
wholly determined by the factors defined abovas Ihot always, however, that
the process of change of the state may contintieetoery end. It may well be
interrupted somewhere on the way to it, hence theessity to indicate the
extent or limit of the change or even the ultimagsults achieved in the case of
a complete change. This limit is regularly denobsdprepositional phrases,
hence the co-occurrences, as My lady’s income has dwindled_away to a

very small sum(W.Thackeray).

V. Co-occurrence with nounsExamples of this pattern, though not so

numerous, are in fact ample proof that such usepassible while their actual
realization is evidently determined by the rare rspaf the moment. The
relatives used in combinations with nouns perfolne function of a subjective
or objective predicative, as i@hildren played and clamoured so gaily there,

day in, day out(J.Galsworthy).

V. Absolute occurrence of the relativesThis pattern of usage is

represented by a couple of examples illustratinth ibe possibility and the
scarcity of chances for its realization in elliglicitterances, as in:

1. What have you got to say? Out with it, lad! (CiDickens).

2. | have only one misgiving about it all. Out withit (B.Shaw).
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We have thus traced the use of the relatives wheg tlenote their
respective relationships between two different cisjen space and between two
successive states in time and can say for certaih the functioning of the
relatives in time-relationship largely follows theise in space-relationships as
its model pattern, for the human mind in its cogeitefforts perceives various
successive states correlated in time just as v@pbjects are correlated in space
with due consideration for each specific relatiopsand the states to be so

correlated.
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CHAPTER 1l
THE LEXICOGRAPHIC DEFINITION AS A KIND OF VARIETY OF
PHRASEOLOGICAL UNITS

If we take a unlingual dictionary we shall fincaththe words which form
the separate entries are normally explained eityemeans of monolexemic
synonyms, or by a special kind of phraseologicdl, wvhich bears the name of
‘lexicographic definition’. Definitions are clearlphraseological units of a
special kind. They are quite specific in the seihse they do not form part of
utterances. Normally, phraseological units are wesfjuivalents and they
function within a sentence in the same way as wadads

In dictionaries, the definitional phraseologicaits are, in a sense, also
equivalents of words. Standing, as they do, sidesidg with monolexemic
synonyms, they can naturally be assumed to funatidhe same way a separate
word (a monolexemic synonym) does. At the same,tafithough there does
seem to be a certain similarity between the funatip of a phraseological units
in a dictionary , and the functioning of a unitamormal utterance — for in both
cases they are word equivalents — there is alseeat difference between the
two , because a word (as well as its complex etgmtan a normal utterance )
iIsthe ultimate syntactic unit , thambhte unit of syntactic analysis . In
the dictionary neither the word (when used to erpta clarify the meaning of
the main entry), nor its complex equivalent (orgsg@ological unit) are ultimate
units of syntactic structure,-the ultimate furtmeeducible units into which a
sentence as a sentence can be segmented.

It follows from what has just been said that agskological unit when
used as a lexicographic definition is no longemgudistic unit in the ordinary
sense of the word, buta semiotic .uffts being the case ,it must be
studied and analysed in an altogether differentfn@y the way phraseological
units are normally analysed in the body of a teSpecific, general-semiotic
methods have to be applied to it this case —inraotloeds, those methods which
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are normally applied to the study of definition,gaeneral, beginning with the
definitions of the basic (academic unilingual datry and ending with the
strict scientific definitions of terminological dionaries).

But whatever the deviations from the basic prilcipyvhatever the
particular situation created by this or that peaity of the morpholexical
structure of the ‘vocable’ ,the main principle ausly remains valid .The
linguistic nature of phraseological unit ,the waysi constructed as well as the
way it functions in language cannot be fully urseod without at least a short
note on the specific character of those units whidhl the very important
specific function of lexicographic definitions.

As we have mentioned above in our thesis mostymtoce in English is
the formation of phraseological units by meansrahdferring the meaning of
terminological word-groups , For example: in costeichnique we can point out
the following phrases: ‘launching pad’-in its tenmlogical meaning is
‘craproBasi Twiomazaka Lin its transferred meaning -ernpaBHoil TyHKT. A
number of phraseological units formed from free dvgroups by transforming
their meaning, For example: ‘granny farm’ raticnonar s npectapeibix .
Phraseological units can be formed by means dferdlion 'a sad sack’ —
‘cuacTiuBBI caywaii ¢ ; by means of expressiveness, especially it is
characteristic for forming interjections: ‘my auritiey can be formed by means
of distorting a word group: ‘odds and ends’; thean be formed by using
archaisms: ‘in brown study’ means ‘in gloomy metido’ where both
components preserve their archaic meanings,; thaybe formed by using a
sentence in a different sphere of life: ‘that ceodn’t fight' can be used as a
free word — group when it is used in sports.

Phraseological units can be formed by usingresgions of writers or
polititions in everyday. Secondary ways of formpigaseological unit are those
when a phraseological unit is formed on the basenother phraseological unit,

they are [termin]:
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a) Conversion;

b) Analogy;

c) Contrast;

d) Shortening of proverbs or sayings;

e) Borrowing phraseological units from other languages

Phraseological units can be classified accordingthte degree of
motivation of their meaning, as we mentioned abduads classification was
suggested by acad.V.V.Vinogradov for Russian plmlagéal units. He pointed
out three types of phraseological units:

1) fusions where the degree of motivation is véow ,we cannot guess
the meaning of the whole from the meanings of ai:jgonents ,they are highly
idiomatic and cannot be translated word for wortb inther languages, for
example: “on Shank’s mare” — (on foot) , “at sia® sevens” — ( in a mess),
etc. Phraseological fusions are such units whiehcampletely non motivated
word groups; for example: “to kick the bucket td gae’s goat”, “to show the
white feather”. In these word groups the meaninthefwhole expressions is not
derived from the meaning of components.

2) unities where the meaning of the whole can besged from the
meanings of its components, but it is transferradtéphorical or metonymical),
for example: “to play the first fiddle” (to be aa@er in something), “old salt”
(experienced sailor) etc. Phraseological unitshe: tneaning of such word-
groups can be perceived through the metaphorioakning of the whole
phraseological unit or the meaning of which mayseen as a metaphorical
transference of the meaning of the word group, efample :” to show one’s
teeth “ ,"to know the way the wind blows” ,” to sthto one’s guns” ,"to take
care of”.

3) collocations where words are combined in tbeiginal meaning but

their combinations are different in different laages ,for example: “cash and
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carry”- (self- service shop) , “in a big way “-(great degree) etc. Praseological
collocations include motivated relatively stable rdvggroups. They have a
certain degree of stability; for example:"to take interest” ,"to fall in love”
,"to look through one’s fingers”, “ meet the darda etc .

So, the term “phraseological unit” is usually usedt to all set
expressions but only to those which are complaielyartially non —motivated.

Prof. N. Amosova (gives two categories of phrasgichl units
depending on whether just one component or bothused in phraseologically
bound meaning .If all the components have idiocnaheaning such
phraseological units are called “idioms “for exdengto toe the line’(to do
exactly as one is told ), “a free lance” (a peratio acts independently ).If one
of the components has bound specialized meaningendient on the second
component she called “phrasemes”. For exampletctdeourage” (courage
given by drink) , “to bring to book” (to bring tastice) , “small years” (in the
childhood) , “small bears” (weak beer).

Prof. A.l. Smirnitsky worked out structural cldgsation of
praseological units, as we have mentioned in duoduiction, comparing them
with words. He points out one —top units which benpares with derived words
because derived words have only one root morphétaepoints out two-top
units which he compares with compound words beceausempound words we
usually have two root morphemes.

Among one-top units he points out three structiyaes:

1) units of the type “to give up” (verb + postgam type), for example:
“to art up”, “to back up”, “to drop out”, "to noseut”’, "to buy into”, “to
sandwich in”, etc.

2) units of the type “to be tired “. Some of theamits remind the
Passive Voice in their structure but they hav#edint prepositions with them,
while in the Passive Voice we can have only prepos "by” and “with” ,for

example: “to be tired of” ,"to be interested in*to be surprised at” etc. There
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are also units in this type which remind free wegtoups of the type “to be
young”, for example: “to be a kin to”, “to be awa® etc.

The difference between them is that the adjectwaufig” can be used
as an attribute and as a predicative in a sentevitke the nominal component
in such units can act only as a predicative. lis¢hanits the verb is the grammar
centre and the second component is the semantiegen

3) prepositional- nominal phraseological units e3& units are
equivalents of unchangeable words: prepositionsjyocations ,adverbs ,that is
why they have no grammar centre , their semaitre is the nominal part
Jfor example : “on the doorstep” (quite near), ‘e nose” (exactly), “in the
course of”, “on the strike of”, “in time”, “on #point of” etc. “In the course of
time” such units can become words , for exampglEmo6rrow”, etc.

Phraseological units the same as compound woatklshave more than
two tops (stems in compound words), for exampletdke a back seat”, “a peg
to hang a thing on” , “lock , stock and barrel'to ‘be a shadow of one’s own
self”, “at one’s own sweet will”.

Thus, to sum up the investigations we followed um bachelor thesis
we may say that phraseological units in modern iEhglonsist of two or more
words whose combination is integrated as a unit &ispecialized meaning of
the whole. Stability of such units or word-groupswed in terms of statistical
probability of co-occurrence for the member words heen offered as a reliable
criterion helping to distinguish phraseological taniset expressions from free

phrases with variable context.
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SUMMARY

The problem of meaning is of paramountpartance in modern
linguistics. There are two main trends in studyiing problem — the referential
and the functional approaches. The former seelkstablish regularities in the
word — thing relationships, whereas the latter setedstudy the word-to-word
relationships in context with much the same aimview. The functional
approach prevails in modern linguistics. It usesté@chnique to describe the
meaning of a particular word in connection withestlwords, thus depriving the
word of its independent individual meaning, becawgé@ different words it is
said to have different meanings.

Every word by definition is assumed avé its own individual meaning
which is stable and invariant both in language apdech, and if added to
consecutive different concepts named in speecprodluces different senses.
The individual meaning of a given word may be seagbut by opposing the
word to the “next of its kin”, i.e., a noun to oth@uns, a preposition to other
prepositions, etc., ag-out, on-off, up-down, etc. If different contexts with the
same word are opposed, the sense difference macdminted for by other
words, as inrhe fire went out. The fire is out.

It is very important to know the indedent individual meaning of each
word to deduce the exact sense of a regular syntautase. Yet the knowledge
of separate meanings is insufficient to produceembrsentences unless we learn
the right way of combining the word meanings inespe Learning separate
words is a very small and the easiest part of legra foreign language. To
learn how to combine words in speech is both diffiand important.

Since the relatives denote relationsbigtsveen two objects, the isolated
combinations likefall out, cannot have any definite sense unless we know the
two objects so related, as ifte fell out -“left the rank”, He fell out -

“quarreled”;
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The relationships denoted by the reéstimnay be represented as actual or
resultant. Accordingly, the relatives are used wifle verbs of stationary
position and with those of motion. The motion ofembs may be denoted by its
various striking features denoted by the correspmnderbs, asThe train
steamed in,i.e. came in (to the station) steaming. Apart fnmrbs, the relatives
co-occur in speech with adverbs, prepositional s$#8a nouns and are
sometimes used alone. Relationships between objesisace are independent
of the actions causing such relationships, theeetbe relatives enjoy perfect
freedom of combinability and position with respxtverbs.

The relatives which are discussed ins thvork denote specific
relationships not only between two objects in space also exactly the same
relationships between the subject (object) andsjiscific state in time thus
indicating various aspects (limit, duration, ettf. actions in time.

Unlike the relationships between twoeaks in space, the relationship
between the subject and its specific state in tieygends on the action, because
it is the very action that produces this particustaite. Thus, as a result of
warming the temperature of the object warmed ggeshenceto warm up
supper. It is utterly impossiblgo warm it down, in, out, back, etc., because
each subsequent relationship implies a new relatate in time and every new
state is produced by its respective action, hdieesupper cooled downThis
difference in the relationships between the sulg@ct its consecutive states in
time as compared to the same relationships betweenobjects in space is
reflected in the combining power of the relatiwglsen they denote specific
relationships between two consecutive states ia.titherefore the difference in
their contextual “behaviour” in both cases cannetdonsidered as sufficient
evidence of the change of meaning or their linguistatus in the language.
They develop the same patterns of co-occurrencén abe case of space

relationships.
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In most cases words are used in speettteir individual meanings and
the linguistic tradition of combining them in syoti@ phrases and structures
with regular senses. Sometimes, however, a ceghmse may acquire an
irregular (=idiomatic) sense, which makes a seaghmwith a fixed sense. This
happens when (a) a regular sense is gradually giezezt to produce another
sense of a new quality (at hand = “near”) or (bjraegular sense arises due to
improper naming of the object involved. Phraseghaf (a) type are termed
diachronic, those (b) type synchronic.

The position of the relatives in a saenteis determined by the emphasis
laid (or not laid) on them which involves oppogttiof different relatives or
objects of two sentences or a relative to an objétttiin one sentence. The
syntactic function performed by a relative depermas whether it denotes
relationship between (a) two positions in spacéptwo states in time. In (a) it
is an adverbial modifier of place, in (b) it is ee@icative with respect to the
subject (object) or performs various aspectual tions with respect to the
action denoted by the verb.

The main theoretical statements made by promirlgmuists such as
V.V. Vinogradov ,A.l. Smirnitsky, O.S. AhmanovayIl.Arnold, A.V. Koonin,
Ter-Minasova, G. Gvishiani, I. Magidova, V. Wiern&. Muminov etc. were
followed by us. Scientific postulates and reseascalibich were put forward by
prominent scholars in their works on the subjectfed the basis of ‘minor
syntax’ as opposed to ‘major syntax’ (the syntaxhefsentence) and further on,
‘hyper- syntax’, the syntax of greater —than —secee or ‘supraphrasal’ unities.
This theory is being investigated by linguists.

It is natural that we started our study of phrasgchl units from their
lexical combinability, individuality, originality n the choice of component
words.

Speaking of individuality, originality and creativ in the metasemiotic

sphere leads us to the notion that praseologiagd umostly used in colloquial,
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scientific, publisistic styles. As has been repaigtestated above it is not
possible to analyse semantic combinability of pbobsgical units without

prosodic analysis which objectively, linguisticabiyd scientifically help us to
understand the actual linguistic structure of pboszgical unit. Another aspect,
which is chiefly interesting for us, is definitiaof phraseological units, their
stability and ideomaticity. We also focused ouremtion on Kunin's

classification of forming phraseological units. Ugtural classification of

phraseological units worked out by A.l. Smirnitskgs compared in our paper
with I.V. Arnold’s classification. We compared amaaalysed the criterion of
distribution in the classification of word —groupayestigated the difference
between free word- groups and phraseological utwisched upon different

interpretations of the term ‘idiom’.
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