Cepist «Dinonoriunay. Bumnyck 61 5

Or they for ony money do take or tell.

Synfull preestes gyueth

the synners example bad:

Theyr chyldren sytteth by other mennes fyres, I haue harde;

And some haunteth womens company

With vnclene e, as lustes of lechery.

These be with synne made blynde [9, p. 5].

As for the linguistic means, it would be instructive to have a look at the passage concerning the lecherous life of the priests. The
author decided to use two images to concretize the abstract situation of fornication — one of children brought up by foster-parents,
and the other of priests haunting women to win pleasure [3, p. 25].

One more important strategy concerning the structure of this passage is addition of particular motifs. There is a reminiscence
on the first epistle of Saint Peter, where it is written: Knowing that you were not redeemed with corruptible things, as gold or sil-
ver, from your vain conversation of the tradition of your fathers: But with the precious blood of Christ, as of a lamb unspotted and
undefiled [3, p. 25].

Thus, both the linguistic and structural peculiarities of «Everyman» seem complicated and inaccessible to modern audience
because of the socio-cultural attitudes of the age encoded in images, allusions and symbols. But we clearly see that the structure
and the language of the play fulfil a didactic function — to teach a reader a lesson about the Christian idea of salvation and make
him realize his sinfulness.
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FUNCTIONAL SEMANTICS OF APPOSITION IN THE AUTHOR’S DISCOURSE:
CONTRASTIVE ASPECT

This paper first defines the notion of apposition and the state of the art in linguistics. The fact is that its etymology reveals
vagueness which comes from Latin apponere ‘to put aside’ and it is still retained in the Modern English definition ‘a syntactic
relation in which an element is juxtaposed to another element of the same kind, especially between noun phrases that do not
have distinct referents’ (P.H.Mathews, 1987). Our aim is to investigate apposition constructs --their formal, syntactic, distri-
butional, semantic and pragmatic characteristic— as for its status in language system and discourse structure. The contrastive
analysis of the data shows in English (SL) and Ukrainian (RL) that close appostions are mainly retained in the process of
translation, loose apposition structures are frequently changed due to the difference in the grammatical structure of the two
languages. The semantic relationship between units in apposition functioning in various registers of discourse can be de-
scribed in a variety of ways. The two units of an apposition can be characterized by the semantic relations existing between
them — either referential or non-referential. These issues can be set as a perspective of our further investigation.
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®YHKI[IOHA/IbHA CEMAHTHKA ITPHKJIA/IKH B ABTOPCBKOMY JIHCKYPCI: KOHTPACTHBHHH ACIIEKT

Cmamms mae Ha memi U3HAYUMU NOHSAMM NPUKIAOKU Y NPOYeci Kpumuuno2o ananizy nimepamypu. Hawa mema —
docnioumu ano3umueri KOHCMpPYKmMypu — ixXHi (popmanvHi, CUHMAKCUYHI, OUCMPUOYMUBHI, CEMAHMUYHI A NPASMAMUYHI
Xapakmepucmuxu — wjodo it cmamycy y cucmemi Mosu ma cmpykmypi ouckypcy. Konmpacmuenuii ananiz gpaxmuunoco ma-
mepiany ceiouums npo me, wo 6 aneniticokitl (MJ]) ma ykpaincoxiu (MI1) ¢pikcosana npuknadka 3a3euuail He 3MIHIOE CB0€EL NO-
3uyii'y npoyeci nepexaady, mooi ik HeQhikco8ana NPUKIAOKA MONCe 3MIHIOBAMU NO3UYIIO MA DYHKYIIO NiO 6NIUBOM BIOMIHHUX
PUC 2PAMAMUYHOT CIPYKMYPU 00UOB0X MOE.

Kniouosi cnosa: npuxnadra, cmpykmypa, (yHkyis, ceManmura, npasmamurd, Oucmpuoyyis, agmopcbkuti OUCKYpC.

OYHKITHOHAJIbHAA CEMAHTHKA ITPHJIOJKEHHA B ABTOPCKOMY JIHCKYPCE: KOHTPACTHBHHH
ACIIEKT

Lenv Oannoli cmamvu — onpeodenenue NOHAMUA NPUTLONCEHUS 6 Npoyecce KPUMUYecko20 AHAIU3A cyujecmeyioujen
Jumepamypel, a maxice e2o opmanvivle, cuHmakcuueckue, OUCmMpudymuenvle, ceManmuyeckue u npazmamuieckue xa-
paxkmepucmuku 01 onpeoeneHus eé cmamyca 6 cucmeme A3blka u cmpykmype ouckypcad. Konmpacmuenbvli ananus gpaxmu-
4eCKO20 MAMEPUANy ceuUOemeibCmeyem o mom, ymo 6 anenutickom sizvike (AHU) u ykpaunckom ssvike (A1) ¢huxcuposannoe
npunodicenue KaK npasuio He MeHsem ceoell no3uyul y npoyecce nepeeood; moz2oa Kak 6 YKpauHCKoOM s3blke NPUNodceHue
MOdHCem MeHAMb NOUYUIO U QYHKYUIO 8 NPEONIOHCEHUL NOO 6IUAHUL PAMMAMUYECKUX PA3IULULL 000UX A3LIKOE

Knrouesvie cnosa: npunodicerie, cmpykmypa, QYHKYus, CeManmura, npazmamura, Oucmpudyyus, agmopckuil OUCKypc.

© Valery V. Mykhaylenko, 2016



6 Hayxosi 3annckn HarionansHoro yHiBepentety «OCTpOo3bKa akaaeMis

INTRODUCTION

With every new interpretation of the category of apposition it becomes more and more vague [see: 13]. The term comes from
Latin apponere ‘to put aside’ which bears some vagueness [25, p. 121— 123]. Divergences of opinions have emerged when deciding
what is or is not an apposition. Primarily there is a formal criterion of apposition in the clause: A noun which explains or character-
izes another is placed alongside to fit and from its position is accordingly called an appositive [8, p.129]. Cf.: Otto Jespersen con-
siders that apposition is a structure without any explicit coordination [14, p.13]. To make opposition more complicated O. Curme
and O. Jespersen refer other linguistic units like phrases, clauses, and sentences to the appositional structures in English [see: 18,
p- 195—211]. Besides, O. Curme differentiates between close and loose types of apposition that he names loose apposition: (1) an
apposition is a construction consisting of two or more adjacent units that have identical referents; (2) an apposition is a grammatical
construction in which two typically adjacent nouns referring to the same person or thing stand in the same syntactical relation to
the rest of a sentence [23, p.83— 95]. Apposition is best defined as a grammatical relation realized by constructions having specific
syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic characteristics [19, p.1-9]. Apposition is a kind of syntactic relationship where two units, which
carry out the same syntactic function, have the same status and the same referent in the external world Abruneiras [2, p.122-123],
for instance, the subject and its apposition are co-referential because both refer to the same person in the external world, and neither
is dependent on the other. Both Ch. Fries [10, p.187] and W.N. Francis [9, p.301] restrict the category of apposition to coreferential
noun phrases that are juxtaposed and there are appositions proper which can be loose or close and apposition as a grammatical
relation and appositive adjectives [9, p. 93; 11, p. 25-60].

A survey of the literature from A.J. Brill (1852), H. Poutsma (1904), O.Jespersen (1909-49), O. Curme (1947), J. Bitea (1977),
C.F. Meyer (1991), J.C. Acuna-Farifia (1996), Javier Garcia Ruano (2011) to Hermanus Heringa (2012) shows that «grammarians
vary in the freedom with which they apply the term ‘apposition’...» [24, p.:1302]

DISCUSSION

Traditionally, apposition has been considered a relation consisting of two units that are coreferential [cf.: 10, p.187; 12, p.101;
24, p.1301; 6, p.405f.]. However, as is argued in C.F. Meyer (1987) that not all apposition constructions consist of coreferential
units, therefore we must refer the relation of apposition to only those constructions whose units are coreferential, consequently, it
severely limits the number of constructions that can be admitted as appositions. At present morphological, syntactical, functional,
and semantic features of the sentence including an apposition have found their adequate description in English. However, the cor-
relation of apposition and other parts of the sentence in reflecting a referent needs a more thorough study [1].

Unlike B. Roberts [6, p. 389— 419] only the surface structure of apposition will be taken into account when applying integral
criteria. H. Sopher was the first to define apposition as a relation with specific formal, syntactical and notional properties. Later,
H.Sopher's notion of apposition was expanded [26, p/401f., see also: R.Quirk et al, 1985, and C.F. Meyer, 1987, 1987, 1991]. The
authors distinguish between degrees of apposition and include within apposition members appearing in unjuxtaposed position.
However, the main novelty of both R. Quirk et al.'s and C.F. Meyer's theories is the expansion of semantic relations and, according-
ly of apposition markers. In Quirk's view, apposition comprises not only co-reference but also synonymy and attribution. To these
C.F. Meyer would add the relation of hyponymy. Apart from the semantic expansion, C.F. Meyer also stands out for the pragmatic
constraint in terms of which he defines apposition. We put forward a hypothesis that the apposition as the adjunct of the NP has to
supply new information about the head word of the NP.

INVESTIGATION

Appositions become a useful tool in discourse, namely in interactive registers or genres for the provision of additional in-
formation for readers. Since these genres are aimed at readers of various levels of cultural knowledge, and the amount of shared
knowledge must be different. Therefore, in order to supply the knowledge needed to follow the flow of written discourse, the author
includes information in the second member of the apposition which may be more, less or equally specific as that provided in the
first member, e.g.:

1. Maximilian Kohler, director general of CERN, was known behind his back as Knig—King. The NP including the apposition
underwent the following structural transformation in the TL: [SL] NP + APP —[TL] — APP + NP, see: «I enepanbHOro aupexropa
Maxkcuminiana Kosepa 3a cninHoro Hasuaian Kopomem.»

In the TL the apposition moved into the preposition to the subject — the translator stresses the importance of the man’s ranking in
the institution, however, the author stresses the man’s personal character. This apposition belongs to a group of ‘close’ appositions,
which are not bounded by commas therefore both units constitute an overt NP with the Adjunct + Head Word Structure where the
adjunct agrees with the head word in number, case and gender as Russian is as a flectional language.

The subject of the sentence is expressed by the proper name Maximilian Kohler (NP) which correlates contensively with the
apposition (APP) expressed by the noun phrase (NP) both nominal phrases are co-referents of the same person. There are no other
syntactical relationships between these phrases, the SL APP is bounded by commas, the TL APP is not punctually marked, that
also proves the close unity of the subject and apposition. P.H. Mathews gives a very vague definition of apposition as ‘a syntactic
relation in which an element is juxtaposed to another element of the same kind, especially between noun phrases that do not have
distinct referents’ [12, p. 22] which requires a more detailed analysis on the syntactic level. The head words (or anchor) of both units
refer to the same lexical-grammatical class of nouns. Syntactically the apposition director general of CERN is neither coordinated
with nor subordinated to Maximilian Kohler. The presence of the singular verb ‘was’ points out that there may be a grammatically
single subject. Though by its position apposition — as an adjunct of the subject —I s structurally independent and can itself function
as subject of the sentence, cf.:

1.1.* Maximilian Kohler was known behind his back as Knig—King.

1.2. *The director general of CERN was known behind his back as Knig—King.

Without change of meaning we may rewrite the sentence may be re-written.

The two noun groups Maximilian Kohler— Kohler and director general of CERN— director are syntactically equivalent: either
can function as the subject, cf. (2-3):

2. A sharp beeping sound cut the air, and Langdon looked up. Kohler reached down into the array of electronics on his wheel-
chair. He slipped a beeper out of its holder and read the incoming message. «PanToM mocs pizko 3anumiaio. JIeHr ToH 3ApUrHYBCSL.
Kosep BuTATHYB 13 QyTisspa nemkep 1 moynTaB MOBIIOMICHHS

3. The director propelled his wheelchair back into the fog-filled living room.

«JIMpeKTOp PyLINB HA3a/1 10 BiTaJbHi, HAMOBHECHOI KPHIKAHUM TYMaHOM).

On the notional level Kohler and director due to their single referent are interchangeable. These nouns are therefore notional
equivalents, i.e. of equal rank [5, p. 113—130]. Though, in the same sentence they are interchangeable but not equal.
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The fact is that Subject (S) and Apposition (APP) are notionally equivalent when any of the following conditions is satisfied: S
and APP are interchangeable; APP can replace S. Pragmatic features of APP provide new information about S, thus contributing to
the flow of discourse. The piece of information provided may be more, less or equally specific that supplied by S. It is worth empha-
sizing that apposition only refers to non-restrictive or loose apposition [20, p.122-123]. APP provides some additional information
by the Speaker. Cognitively, the Hearer or the Reader interprets the apposition as an informational complement of the subject, for
instance: [SL] NP (Italy's most enlightened men) + APP (physicists, mathematicians, astronomers) — [TL] NP (maityuenimm mysxi
Itanii)+ APP (¢i3uku, MaTeMaTHKH, aCTPOHOMH), €.2.:

4. Some of Italy's most enlightened men--physicists, mathematicians, astronomers--began meeting secretly to share their con-
cerns about the church's inaccurate teachings. «/lesixi Hattydeninm Myxi Itanii — i3nku, MaTeMaTHKH, aCTPOHOMU—TIOYAITH TAEMHO
3ycTpiuarucs i OOMiHIOBaTUCS AyMKaMH PO XUOHICTh yueHHs LlepkBu.»

Apposition is a relation in which the second unit of the apposition either wholly or partially provides new information about
the first unit. In (4) the author expresses a positive evaluation of the referents with the help of post-positional apposition, see also:

5. But now, in keeping with the sacred tradition, fifteen days after the death of a Pope, the Vatican was holding Il Conclavo —
the sacred ceremony in which the 165 cardinals of the world—the most powerful men in Christendom — gathered in Vatican City
to elect the new Pope. «/loTpuMyrounch CBAIICHHOI Tpajwilii, 4Yepe3 M'STHAALATh NHIB mmichs cMmepti [lanmm Barukan ckivka
KOHKJaB. Ll maBHS LepeMoHis, CyTh SKOi MOJISATaE B TOMY, 110 BCi 165 kapAuHaIiB — HAWBIUIMBOBILII JIIOAN Y XPUCTUSHCHKOMY
CBIiTI — 30uparoThest y Barnkani, mo6 odparu Hosoro ITamy.»

The translator transforms the complex sentence into a sequence of a simple sentence and a complex sentence — the first apposi-
tion of SL is transformed into a subject of the first clause but the second pair of NP + APP is retained, see:

[SLICLAUSE 1 — NP1 +APP 1 + CLAUSE 2 —NP2 + APP2— [TL] S1—NP1 + NP2 /S — CLAUSE1 + CLAUSE2 — NP + APP.

Traditionally, restrictive and nonrestrictive appositions are differentiated: a restrictive appositive is necessary to maintain the
meaning of the sentence and does not require commas. There must be a communicative need for some new information to be pro-
vided about the first unit of the apposition. Usually, a restrictive appositive is a single word closely related to the preceding word.
It restricts or narrows the meaning of the word it modifies, e.g. (6-8):

6. A moment later, the phone on Camerlegno Ventresca's desk began to ring. The camerlegno rammed his finger down on
the speaker-phone button. It retains its structure in TL: [SL] APP + NP » [TL] APP + NP, e.g.: «3a mMuth Ha croii B Kamepapis
BenTpecku 3an3BonuB TenedoH. Kamepapiii HaTHCHYB Ha KHOTIKY «InHaMik». The proper name restricts the general meaning of
‘camerlegno.’

7. Vittoria looked surprised by his question. — Of course. Proposed by a Catholic monk, Georges Lematre in 1927. «--3Buuaiino.
Ii Bucynys y 1927 pori moHax xaromuk Ha im’s XKopx Jlemetp.

8. But, I thought... he hesitated. Wasn't the Big Bang proposed by Harvard astronomer Edwin Hubble? «--A s nymas... — Xiba
aBTOp IIi€1 111e1 He rapBapAckkuil actponoM Ensin ['a661?»

The meaning of the head words in the function of the indirect object in (7) the apposition a Catholic monk, Harvard astronomer
in (8) is restricted by the appositions expressed by proper names Georges Lematre in (7), Edwin Hubble in (8). See the transforma-
tion: [SL] NP (Indirect Object)+ APP — [TL] (Indirect Object)+ APP.

Approximately three-quarters of these appositions were evenly distributed among the written samples of British and American
English. A much smaller percentage occurred in the spoken samples [15, p. 389—419; 4, p. 173-181; 7; 25, p. 121-123].

The semantic relationship between units in apposition can be described in a variety of ways. The two units of an apposition
can be characterized by the semantic relations existing between them, relations that are either referential or non-referential [see: 3,
p-59— 81]. In addition, appositions can be classified into various semantic classes, depending upon whether the second unit of the
apposition provides information about the first that is more specific less specific or equally specific. In appositions containing first
units that are noun phrases, the apposition can be categorized according to whether or not the second unit of the apposition restricts
the reference of the first unit. And finally, appositions form semantic gradients, with some appositions being semantically more ap-
positional than others. Due to the thematic characteristic, appositions can be better suited to some contexts than to others and were
therefore distributed differently across the genres of the corpora [15, p. 389-419; 16, p. 113-130; 22].

CONCLUSION AND PERSPECTIVES

We have carried a descriptive comparative analysis of apposition based on a corpus from syntactic, semantic and pragmatic
points of view. While appositions are of interest in their own right, such investigation is also relevant to broader questions con-
cerning their relationship with discourse register. The semantic relationship between units in SL apposition functioning in various
registers of discourse and its transference into TL and can be described in a variety of ways. The two units of an apposition can be
characterized by the semantic relations existing between them — either referential or non-referential. These issues of the apposition
semantic classification can be set as a perspective of our further investigation.
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PRAGMATIC POTENTIAL OF OCCASIONAL INNOVATIONS IN MASS MEDIA DISCOURSE

The article deals with the study of pragmatic potential of occasional innovations in mass media discourse. It was found out
that media texts are the richest sources of occasional innovations. The conducted research defines the features of functioning
of occasionalisms, their inseparability from the context, existence in speech in a certain speech situation, restriction of further
spread. The ways of occasional innovations coining were determined, as well as the reasons of their creation.

Key words: mass media discourse, occasional innovations, communicativeness of the text, pragmatic potential, word-
formation derivation.

HPATMATHYHHH ITOTEHIIAJI OKA3IOHAJbHHX IHHOBALIH Y IHCKYPCI 34COFIB MACOBOI IH-
DOPMALIT

Cmamms npucesuena 6u84eHHI0 NPazMamuyHo20 NOMeHYiany OKA3IOHAIbHUX IHHO8AYIL Y OUCKYPCI 3ac00i6 MAcoB0I iH-
Gopmayii. byno 3’sicosano, wo mexcmu 3aco6ié Macoeoi inopmayii € 00HUMU 3 HATOA2aMUWUX 0HCepel OKAZIOHAIbHUX THHO-
sayiil. IIpogedene 00CiOHCeH s 6USHAUAE OCOONUBOCTNI (PYHKYIOHYBAHHS OKA3IOHANIZMI6, IX HENOOIIbHICHb 3 KOHIMEKCHOM,
ICHYBAHH3L 8 MOBJICHHI 8 NeBHIU MOBIEHHEBIN cumyayii, oomedcenicms nowupenns. byno eusnaueno cnocobu ymeopenns oxa-
3I0HAbHUX IHHOBAYI, NPUYUHU IX NOABU.

Knrouosi cnosa: ouckypce 3acobie macosoi ingopmayii, okazionanvbui iHHO8AYil, KOMYHIKAMUBHICTI MEKCY, Npazma-
MUYHULL NOMENYIA, CIOBOMBOPUA OePUBAYISL.

TTPATMATHYECKHH ITOTEHIITHA/I OKKA3SHOHA/IbHBIX HHHOBAI[HH B JIHCKYPCE CPEJCTB MAC-
COBOH HH®OPMALIHH

Cmamus nocesuena uzyHenuio nPazmamui4ecko20 NOMeHYUaId OKKA3UOHAIbHbIX UHHOBAYUI 8 OUCKYPCe CPeOCcme Mdac-
cosotui ungopmayuu. beino evisicneno, umo mexcmol cpeocme Macco8ol UHGOPMayUlL AGIAIOMCA OOHUMU U3 CAMBIX OO2AMbIX
UCIMOYHUKO8 OKKAZUOHAIbHBIX UHHOSAYUlL. B npoyecce ucciedosanust bviiu onpedenetst 0co6eHHOCIU QYHKYUOHUPOBAHUSL OK-
KA3UOHAUIMOB, UX HEOMOCTUMOCMb OM KOHMEKCMA, CYWeCmBOGAHUe 6 peyll 8 OAHHOU Peue6oll CUNyayuu, 02PaAHUYeHHOCHb
danvretiue20 ucnonb3oéanus. beuiu onpedenenvt cnocobbl 06paz08anus OKKA3UOHAIbHbIX UHHOBAYULL, NPUYUHBL UX NOAGIEHUSL.
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The society is always in motion as well as the language. Lexis is constantly changing, new words appear and are being coined,
old words are revived. At various times language looks different. The most clearly we can observe the processes of this change in
the texts of mass media. Radio, television, newspapers respond to the language change nearly immediately. Mass media activates
language features, and derivational, in particular, in full scale.

A lot of Ukrainian and Russian linguists, namely: N. H. Babenko, M. A. Bakina, H. A. Vinokur, O. A. Habinska, L. B. Hat-
salova, V. S. Himpelevich, L.I. Ploshikova and others focus their research interest on occasionalisms studies.

Despite a significant number of scientific papers, an interest to the study of occasional innovations is growing every day. It is
stipulated by the fact that occasionalism coining is a continuous process that requires thorough consideration. From the pragmalin-
guistics perspective occasional innovations in mass media discourse still do not have complex character and this fact determines
the relevance of this work.

The subject area of this study is the pragmatic peculiarities of occasional innovations in mass media discourse. The specific
topic is English mass media discourse.

Discourse (French. discours, Eng. discourse, from Latin. discursus ‘running back and forth, movement, cycle, conversation,
talk’) is the process of speech activity, way of speaking. This term has many meanings and is used in a number of sciences, the
object of which directly or indirectly involves the study of language functioning, that is linguistics, literary criticism, semiotics,
sociology, philosophy, anthropology and ethnology [1, p. 438].

An important feature of a discourse is the concept dynamics, that gradually unfolds over time. The theme of discourse is its
content, which is concentrated around the so-called reference concept. The theme largely relates to the social world, feelings of
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