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OI[Ha U3 KIIIOYEBBIX 3aJa4 KOTHUTHUBHOM JIMHT'BUCTHKH — HN3YUCHHUEC CEMAHTUYCCKNX KOMIIOHCHTOB KaK
YHUBEPCAJIbHBIX CAWHMUIIL, 06nana}01u1/1x SA3BIKOBbIMU U BHESI3bIKOBBIMH (MeHTaHBHBIMI/I) XapaKTCpUCTUKaMHU.
Ocgewaercst OMbIT UCCIEAOBAHMUS, 00BEKTOM KOTOPOTO SBISIIOTCS MacCUBHAs (OpMa B AHTIIMHICKOM SI3bIKE U
HEOTPeIeNICHHO-TMYHOE NPEJIOKEHUE B PYCCKOM sI3bIKE. TeopeTudeckoi OCHOBON HCCIIEI0BAHUS OCTYXKHU-
T CUTyaTWBHas ceMaHTnka Y. OmuiMopa, KOHIENTyanbHas ceMaHThHueckas Teopust Y. Ueiida u KOrHUTHB-
Has tunosiorus A. E. Kubpuka. AHanu3 CMHTaKCHYECKOW CEMAaHTHKH OXBAThIBACT YETHIPE CHEpHI: POJICBYIO
(Y4acTHHKH CHTyalliH), KOMMYHHKATUBHYIO (TeMa-peMaTHYecKoe WICHEHHE), peepeHInAIbHYIO (YeOBeK
/mpeaMeT/ )KMBOTHOE) M AEUKTHUYECKYHO (YYaCTHHKM KOMMYHHUKATHBHOTO aKTa), YTO TIO3BOJSET HE TOJIBKO
OOBSICHUTH U30MOPGHBIN XapaKTep COMOCTABIISIEMBIX KOHCTPYKIMH, HO M BBISIBUTH TOHKUE Pa3Inuusl MEXKIY
HuMH. Oco0oe BHUMaHHE yAEIseTCs ToMy (akTy, YTO HAIMYME MOJIEKAIIEro /areHca XapakTepu3yeT IJ1aB-
HBIM 00pa30M HOMHMHATHBHBIC SI3BIKU U HE SIBIISIETCA SI3BIKOBOM yHMBepcanued. Kak cienyer u3 crateu, usy-
YeHHWE TIYOMHHOW CEMaHTHUKH «0E3areHTHBIX» CTPYKTYP B COINOCTaBHTEIHLHOM ACIEKTE 3acTaBlisieT IO-
HOBOMY B3IJISTHYTbh Ha O€3JIMYHbIE U HEONPEIEICHHO-IMYHbIEC TPEATIOKECHUS B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE, a TAKXKe BBI-
SABUTH UX TOYKH COIIPUKOCHOBCHUA B JTUAXPOHNYCCKOM ACIEKTEC, YTO €CTCCTBCHHBIM 06pa30M MIPpUBOAUT HAC K
podieMe 3praTUBHBIX SI3bIKOB.

KiroueBble c/10Ba: KOTHUTHBHAS TUIIOJOTHSA; CUHTAKCHUECKas CEMAHTUKA; IIIyOWHHAs CTPYKTypa
Hpe/IOKEHNs]; NTACCUBHAs KOHCTPYKIIMS; HEOIPEIeICHHO-INYHOE MPEIJIOKEHNE; MaleHC; aJpecar; Jpra-
TUBHAsI KOHCTPYKLHSL.
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Cognitive linguistics deals with the semantic units as elements of the language structure which un-
derlie the mental process. A considerable progress has been made lately in the field of lexical semantics,
whereas the cognitive approach to syntax remains a less investigated area. The article presents the results of
the analysis of the deep semantic structure, namely the passive form in English and the generic construction
(with a dropped subject) in Russian, which greatly differ in their abstract structure of configuration.
Ch. Fillmore’s case grammar, W. Chafe’s semantic theory and A. Kibrik’s cognitive typology can be re-
garded as a base for investigation of the “underlying” semantic relations from a contrastive point of view.
The investigation comprises 4 levels: thematic relations, topic-comment structure and pragmatic factors —
reference (person / animal / thing) and deixis (the speaker /the third person). The first level shows the seman-
tic roles of the participants, which can be either a patient or a recipient but in both cases can be characterized
as “non-agent”; in Russian it is represented by the syntactic position of the object in the form of any objec-
tive case. Level 2 describes the information structure; the initial position of the “non-agent” — a subject in the
passive sentence and an object in the Russian generic construction — corresponds to the communicative func-
tion of the topic or theme. The pragmatic factors help to highlight subtle distinctions between the passive



form and the generic construction from a contrastive point of view as well as within the Russian language,
including the sentences with so called “impersonal” modal verbs. Special attention is paid to the fact that
neither subject nor agent can be considered language universals as they correlate mainly with nominative-
accusative languages. The problem of “non-agent” constructions is closely connected to ergative languages,
in which the single argument behaves like a patient. Therefore, the contrastive linguistics approach brings to
light 1) the similarity of the “non-agent” constructions, which greatly differ in their surface structure; 2) the
subtle distinctions in pragmatic factors between them; 3) their connection to the “ergative past” of Indo-
European languages, Russian preserving its rudiment features to a greater extent than English.
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