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Abstract

The article is devoted to the study of theories and examples in which the meaning and argument
relations of the verb are fully reflected in the compositional analysis of the functional-semantic
field of English verb predicates. Accordingly, the verb is the semantic beginning of the sentence,
the element that determines the basic semantic structure of the sentence. The central meaning of
the ditranzitive construction is related to the meaning of the successful transfer of an object to
the recipient, and the referent of the subject causes this transfer to be influenced by agens. The
recognition of subtle semantic discrepancies between coherent syntactic (lower categorical)
frameworks is also focused on the existence of a strong correlation between the meanings of
verbs and the syntactic frames in which they can occur.
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Introduction. A number of theories similar to compositionalism have been put forward. In
particular, in recent fusion-based grammars such as LFG-Lexical Functional Grammar, GPSG-
Generalized phrase structure grammar and HPSG- Head-driven phrase structure grammar
(Schiber 1986) have implemented, they assume that the semantic features of the argument are
studied at the phraseological level. It can be observed that this approach to the principle of
composition is insufficient. It is known that these mentioned theories do not have specific
principles regarding the compositionality under consideration. The fact is that the requirements
for the construction concept must be different from the requirements for the predicate concept.
Also, the formation of definite and indefinite ratios of predicate forms and their meanings,
arguments and predicate dependencies are also taken into account.

Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1992), Marantzlar (1992) have pointed out that the method of
compositionality is only related to non-ergative verbs. At the same time, they noted that the
verbs of movement, which mean the direction, are accusative. (Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1992).

The main part. There is a discrepancy between the lexical semantics of verbs and the meaning
of lexical units in the form of syntactic frames. All verbs involved in this construction should be
considered as directional action verbs, as they indicate movement along a certain defined
direction. It follows that such verbs are both non-ergative (because they come in the form of
construction) and accusative (because they are verbs of directional action). Alternatively, the
means expressed in this construction are lexical - takes a meaning depending on the semantics of
the participating verbs without obeying the semantic rule. It can be assumed that only non-
ergative verbs cannot form constructions. But it seems that it is necessary to pay attention to the
type of restriction related to the semantics of the verb, but also to the fact that the verb is
accepted in a certain way. This raises the question of whether it occurs in a syntactic form. In the
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general plan, if the verb corresponds to the result of a certain lexical expression, it is activated as
a predicate. (Pinker 1989). Rather, given the more complex constraint required, it is important to
determine whether the directional construct can participate in the argument structure.
Recognizing the existence of constructions with a certain context, we can recognize
compositionality as a special device: The meaning of the construction is the result of the
integration of the meanings of the lexical units into the meanings of the construction. Thus, we
think that the syntax and semantics of the sentence should be considered based on the features of
the main verb. If the potential range of verb classes that can be associated with a construction
can be delimited a priori, it can be argued that constructions play a more important role in the
acquisition of verbal semantics. In fact, there seem to be several ways to connect the verb
meaning and the constructive meaning. It is known that it is possible to determine the
constructive properties of a group of verbs. Because the meaning of the verb can be connected
with the meaning of the construction in a small number of cases. It is assumed that several
methods can be used. Importantly, the meaning of the verb need not directly reflect the meaning
associated with the construction.

Constructions are usually associated with a family of closely related meanings rather than a
single, abstract meaning. Given that no strict separation between syntax and vocabulary is
expected, this creates polysemy. Because it is recognized by many scientists that studying the
linguistic principles of morphological polysemy is the norm. (Wittgenstein 1953; Austin 1940;
Bolinger 1968; Rosch J973; Rosch et al. 1976; Fillmore 1976, 1982; Lakoff 1977, 1987; Hyman
1978; Brugman 1981; Lindner 1981; Switzer 1990; Emanatian 1990). These authors treat
constructions as the same basic data type as morphemes, and argue that they have as many levels
of value as morphemes. There is a need to discuss a specific example of such a constructive
ambiguity.

Ditransitive expressions in English usually mean that the argument of the agent causes the object
to be transferred to the recipient. As noted below, this actual successful transfer case is
considered a key feature of the construct.

At the same time, it is generally accepted that many ditransitive expressions enter into a potential
relationship with the verb argument, although it is characteristic of fixed units. For example, a
phrase called "friendship" such as Chris baked a cake to Jan does not mean that Ian actually took
the cake. Maybe the cake was stolen by thieves while Chris was on his way to Ian's. In general,
expressions involving verbs of creation (e.g., cook, make, build,) and verbs of reception (e.g.,
receive, catch, win, win) refer to the fact that the agent actually receives the object from the
potential recipient. does not necessarily mean that it is the cause. The information delivered
should be more related to the result. "Chris baked a pie for Ian" means that Chris baked the pie
with the intention of giving it to Ian. In fact, it can be seen that many verb classes related to the
construction give slightly different interpretations.

For example: verb phrases with a pragmatic content indicating that the Representative
undertakes the obligation (promise, guarantee, obligation) do not mean that these aspects are
clearly conveyed. For example, the fact that Bill promised his son a car does not mean that Bill
actually gave his son a car, or even that Bill intended to give his son a car. Rather, transference is
represented by the "conditions of satisfaction" associated with the action specified by the
predicate (Searle 1983). A fulfilled promise, for example, "promise" means that you get
everything that is promised.

Phrases that contain future possessive verbs (eg, bequeath, leave, send, transfer, allot, allot,
assign) indicate that the agent will change the referent of the first object to the reference of the
second object at some point in the future. means that it acts to cause its signifier to accept. This
class differs from the last two classes in that no purpose or obligation of future action is implied
by the referent of the subject; the role of the agent in transfer is performed by the action
indicated by the predicate.
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Phrases with permissive verbs (eg allow, allow) mean that the agent permits the transfer without
preventing it, not that the agent actually causes the transfer. For example, Joe let Billy have a
Popsicle means that Joe allowed Billy to eat a Popsicle or didn't prevent him from having a
Popsicle, not that Joe forced Billy to eat a Popsicle.

Phrases related to denial verbs (eg refuse, refused) express the denial of transfer, for example,
Joe refused to give Bob a lift and his mother refused to give Billie a birthday cake. Here the
transfer is relevant in the sense that an opportunity has arisen for a successful transfer, but the
agent is understood to have refused to act as a reason for this.

Due to these differences, constructional semantics can be noted as a phenomenon that
illuminates the scope of meaning. That is, the ditransitive form is associated with a set of
systematically connected meanings. Thus, ditransitive can be considered as a case of
constructive polysemy: the same form is combined with different but related meanings.
Considering these differences in terms of constructive polysemy, for example, as opposed to
postulating a set of lexical rules, we can naturally capture the relationship between different
meanings. In particular, the polysemantic analysis allows to recognize the central meaning of
constructions in a separate state.

It can be said that the central meaning of the ditransitive construction is related to the meaning of
the successful transfer of the object to the addressee, and the referent of the subject causes this
transfer under the influence of the agent. There are several reasons for taking this view. The
central meaning suggested here involves concrete rather than metaphorical or abstract (here:
potential) transference, and concrete meanings are diachronic (Traugott 1988; Sweetser 1990)
and synchronic (Lakoff and Johnson 1980). shown to be primary in values. In addition, most of
the metaphorical constructions are based on this rule.

For example: Consider (8) and (9):
(8) Mary taught Bill French.

(9) Mary taught French to Bill. (8) means that Bill learned French, the metaphorical transfer was
successful. This differs from (9), where no such inference is required. Similarly, compare (10)
and (11):

(10) Mary showed her mother the photograph.
(11) Mary showed the photograph to her mother (but her nearsighted mother could not see it).
(11) Mary showed a photo of her mother (but her mother could not see it).

(10) implies that the mother actually saw the photograph, whereas (11) is not given this meaning
in most cases in formal speech. If we really accept the successful transmission of information as
the central meaning of the construction, it becomes possible to explain these arguments. can be
done. It is necessary to focus on these central meaning units as the starting point of
constructions. Finally, the central meaning in a successful transformation is seen in the construct.
Because other classes of meaning can be economically expressed as derivatives of this meaning.

At the same time, it is noticeable that the various meanings of linguistic structures cannot be
predicted and must be conditionally related to the construction. For example, it is not predictable
that verbs of creation in English are primarily ditransitive constructions; In addition, ditransitive
expressions with verbs of creation imply a target transformation. Therefore, different possible
opinions can be put forward. Here, the meanings belonging to separate classes of verbs are taken
into account in order to provide the specific central meaning of the construction. As a result,
adaptation of the meaning of the verb to the agent allows to complete the semantics of the verbs.
This meaning is determined by the lexical meaning of the verb. This approach makes it possible
to classify similar forms in terms of meaning and structure.

The main part of the semantics of frames related to the verb includes the tasks of the participants
of the context. The role of the participant in the context is different from the roles related to the
construction. Because, in the constructions, the function of the argument is taken into account.
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The distinction is made to understand that verbs are related to frame-specific tasks, while
constructions are related to general tasks such as agent, goal. To determine the main meaning of
the verb, it is useful to pay attention to the following frame gerund form of the verb "occur".

No_ ing happened.

The number and type of participant tasks directly understood in the interpretation of this phrase
corresponds to the number and type of participant tasks in the frame semantics associated with
the verb. For example:

(26)
a. No kicking occurred. (two-participant interpretation
b. He sneezing occurred. (one-participant interpretation).

c. No rumbling occurred. (one-participant [sound emission] interpretation) . There was no noise.
(interpretation of one participant [sound emission])

d. No hammering occurred. (one-participant [sound emission] or two-participant [impact]
interpretation) There is no impact. (one-way [sound emission] or two-way [impact]
interpretation).

e. No painting occurred. (two-participant interpretation-either creation or coloring interpretation)
Coloring was not done. (double interpretation — or coloring interpretation

f. No giving occurred (three-participant interpretation) In some cases, the verb is not used in this
frame unless it is accompanied by a specific object complement.

a. No putting occurred. No putting of cakes into the oven occurred. (27) a. It did not pour. The
cookies were not put in the oven.

b. No devouring occurred. No devouring of cupcakes occurred. Eating did not happen. The
cupcakes were not eaten. In such cases, imperative objects are used to match the participants
associated with the verb. In some cases, the verb is not used in this frame unless it is
accompanied by specific objects: Note that some of the examples above have multiple
interpretations, indicating more than one meaning of the same verb. Within this polysemy,
missing elements are usually associated not with a single abstract meaning, but with a set of
related meanings (Austin 1940; Wittgenstein 1953; Bolinger 1968; Roche 1973; Roche et al.
1976; Fillmore 1976; 1982; 1919). Lakoff). 1977, 1987; Hyman 1978; Brugman 1981, 1988;
Lindner 1981; Sweetser 1990). Therefore, the presence of two, three or more unrelated but
connected meanings of the verb is observed. These multiple meanings can be clearly linked by
referring to the frame semantics associated with each of them. However, the new meaning for
each new syntactic configuration is not subject to an unlimited level of analysis.

Summary. According to the constructive approach to the structure of arguments, the semantics
of verb classes and the semantics of constructions are combined. In this case, if you give the
semantics of specific expressions, it raises the question of which series of verb classes can be
associated with a given construction. Any verb class usually means lum can be conditionally
associated with a construction. For example, if we accept that the ditransitive construction is
directly related to certain semantics, for example, "X CA USES Y to RECElvr Z", it is not
possible in principle for mood verbs such as sadden, rectiger, anger. When these verbs are used
in the ditransitive construction, they indicate the resulting emotional state. Joe angered Bob the
pink slip. ("Joe gave Bob a pink slip, causing Bob to become angry.")

Obviously we want to rule out such a possibility. Joe hurt Bob, joke. (Joe gave Bob a layoff
notice, which angered Bob).

In order to describe the possible types of verb classes that can be associated with certain
constructions, we need to consider in detail the types of relations that verb semantics can have
with construction semantics. The event type represented by 1 is an example of a more general
event type represented by the construction. For example, She handed him the ball. Hand "hand"
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lexically indicates a type of transfer event. At the same time, transfer also creates semantics
related to ditransitive construction. For example: While causative action is semantics related to
transfer ditransitive construction. She put the phone on the table. Lexically, put means the event
type of the causal action, and the causal action is definitely the semantics related to the formation
of the causal action.
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