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Aunotanua [TpHHATO CUHTATD, UTO J4MEHA HOMHHUTHBY HA FTCHHTHB NPH OTPHLAHHH CBOf-
CTBEHHY ObITHAHBIM NPEANOKEHHAM, TO €CTb NPEAIOKEHHAM C HepepepeHTHRM cyfnek-
ToM. H B 9TOM Caiyyde reHHTHBHINA cyOBEKT NOKATMBHOTO NPELNCKEHHA, TUKOTO Kak fTemu
Hem Gomd, TPEICTABAACTCA CEMAHTHUCCKH HE MOTHBHPOBAHHMM. B paboTe noxasano, uto
FEHHTHE Cy0BeKTa MOPORAAETCA HE TOJbKO CEMAHTHKON CYIMECTBOBAHHA, HO H BOCTIPHS-
THA, B NOKATHBHOM OPEMIOKEHHH TEHHTHB BBIPAKAET NPHCYTCTBHE HUOMIORATENA: AUbIK
MPHPUBHHBAET OTCYTCTBUE B MOJE JPEHHA HaDAKOATENA K HECYWECTROBUHHIO, TEM CamMbln
BLABMAETCA CYWECTREHHAA OOMHOCTD B CEMIHTHKE FEHHTHBA CYOBEKTa H TEHHTHBA 00b-
CKTAd.

1 Locative and existential sentences

The problem of locative vs. existential BE was discossed in Lyons (1968). Sentences (1a)
and (1b) have different structures, but differ only slightly from one another semantically:

(Ih a. Coffee will be here in a moment.
*Koipe Gyner znech uepes MHHYTY.
b. There will be coffee here in & moment.
‘Yepes MHHYTY anech Oyaer Kode.

However, this semantic opposition is crucial for Russian (as well as for some other Shavic
languages), for it is connected with the use of genitive vs. nominative subject in negative
sentences. The genitive of negation is claimed to be correlated with existential sentences:
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(2) a. 34aech ecTb 0K
“There are wolves |Nom| here.

b. Boaxoe 30eCk HET.
4
*There ure no wolwes |Gen| here.

(3)  a. ¥ HEX BOIHHEAH JAMPYOHEHUS.
(== Before them stood difficuities.)
‘Difficulties |[Nom| confronted them.’
b. 3ampyduenuwi y HHX HE BOSHHKNO,
(7= Difffcufries didn’t stand before them.)
*Difficulties |Genl didn’t confront them.’

However, sentence (4a), expressing location, has (4b) (presumably also expressing location)
#ts its negative counterpart, with the genitive of negation:

{4y a.  flema poma.
‘Petfa [Nom| is at home.'
b.  Henu wer poma.
“Petja |Gen| is not at home.'

N. D. Aruatjunova (1976} and L. Babby (1980, 101} associate the genitive of negation with
existentiality: “it is only the subject NP of existential sentences that is regularly marked
genitive when negation is introduced”. Referring to N. D. Arutjunova, Babby (1980, 124)
says that for existential Soune genitive marking is semantically motivated, while “genitive
marking in sentences with the verb byr™ is an automatic syntactic rule [, ..} if thé sentence
contains a locative adverbiul”.

I shall demonstrate that the genitive of negation is not limited to existential sentences,
and the genitive construction in a locative sentence, such as (4b) Hemu wem doma, is
semantically motivated as well.

Sections 2 and 3 below deal with formal differences between (non-negative) locative
and existential sentences. Section 4 is devoted to the general semantics of existentiality.
In Sect. 5 contextual semantic differences between locative and existential sentences are
explored. After that (in Sect. 6) I return to semantic sources of the genitive (vs. nominative)
of negation, existentiality being one of them, but not the only one, Section 7 deuls with
borderline cuxes.

2 Formal markers of an existential sentence

Following V. Borschev and B. Partee (Boritev and Parti 1998), | call the two semantic
arguments of Gsime—both in its existential and locative meaning—Thing and Location.

A) Morphology

Existential sentences have ecimo as the present tense form (Sa), which is opposed to the
zero form in locative sentences (Sh):

(3) a. Tenedon ecime Ha Kyxue.
‘There is u telephone in the kitchen.
b. Tsoit MOBMALHHK (*ecnib) Ha KyXne,
“Your cellphone is in the kitchen.'
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B) Referential status of the NP Thing

In locative sentences the argument Thing can be, and usually is, definite; in particular, it
can be a proper name (6a). However, in existentiyl sentences the Thing is indefinite or
even non-referential (Arutjunova 1976; Babby 1980, 67, 144; Chvany 1975, 48) (6b):

6) a. Koas Oun B Jlonaone.
‘Kolja was in London.’
b. B marasune, HECMOTPA Ha paHHBR yac, DbK ROKYRAIMEAN.
“There were clients in the shop despite the early hour.”

In the context of the present tense form ecmie the NP Thing is interpreted as indefinite— -
even if according to its structure it could refer to a unique object (referential prerequisites
of the verb are stronger than word order):

(1) a. B Tlepencnkuno ectb myself Hacmepraxa,
‘In Peredelkino there is & museum devoted 10 Pasternak’

b.  Myseit flacmepnaxa ecte B [epenensuno.
‘There is a musewm devoted to Pasternak in Peredelkino.’

Examples that allegedly violate thix restriction on the NP Thing will be discussed in Sect. 4.
Existential sentences are to be distinguished from ‘introductory existentials” (Arutjunova
1976, 221-223); for the latter 4 referential and definite NP Thing is not prohibited:

{8) Ectb oa rpannucit konmopa Kyka. (Mapuiak)
"There is a Cook’s office abroad.”

C) Taxonomy of the NP Location

For prototypical existential sentences, namely those that function as presuppositions of
existence, Location is the world as a whole:

(9)  EcTb pexu, KOTOPHIE NETOM NMEPECHIXAOT,
*There are rivers that dry out in summer.’
|there are such rivers in the world|

On the other hand, for a locative sentence the world cannot be a Location, In fact, the
modifier ¢ smipe does not co-occur with the verb ravodumecs, which vnambiguously de-
notes location; the National corpus of Russian {www.ruscorpora.ru) gives only impossible
co-0ccurrences:

(1) a. H3BecTHO, YTO MO HEHWCIBLITAHHMM OAR HaC CYApOuM BowHHM,
pAHEIA & Mupe Haxodamcs BEPH, H BCAKOH HApOd K BEpe
ECTECTBEHHYIO HMEET NPHEAZHHOCTD. {[TnatoH (Jlewnh),
apxuennckon Mockopckui u Kwtyxcxkui. Cnoeo npu
AcAICTBHH CEATAIO MHponoMasaHHs, 1773)

b. Ceepx sanacos, sapukcHpoBannbix JIBM 1 MHA (Jlonnon),
8 mipe Haxodwmes Gonee 4 MAH TOHH WIIOMHHHA, KOTOPSLIE
B OCHOBHOM HHrIe He 3achHKCHPOBAHBI.
(Merannw Eppasuu, 2(04)

However, an NP denoting a definite part of space can be a Location in an existential
sentence:
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In example (21), the locative sentence (21a) with its specific Topic-Comment structure
gives rise to the EXHAUSTIVE LIST interpretation (Sgall and Hajidova 1977; for the Russian
examples cf, Padudeva 1985, 118)—which is absent from the existential sentence (21b):

(21) a. B nomepe NHCbMEHHBLIA CTOR ¥ KPOBATE.
“There are a table and a bed in the room.”
Inothing else; no chair, for example; locative meaning|
b. B HoMepe ecnit MUCHMEHHBIF CTOA H KPOBATS,
*“There are a table and a bed in the room.’
lexistential meaning; a hope remains that the chair, for example, is
just not mentioned)

In the context of sentence {22), where the NP is bounded by a universal quantifier, locative
und existential constructions are opposed in the same way as in (21), Sentence (22a) is
understood as an exaggeration, natural for universal quantifiers in ordinary language: ‘only
swindlers everywhere’, while (22b) has an existential and less pessimistic meaning—'there
are swindlers among other kinds of people’:

(22) a. Bcoay myMHKM.
“There are |only| swindlers all over,’
b.  Bceuoay ecims KyAHER,
‘Swindlers may be anywhere,'

Sentence (23a) is locative, but semuntically almost indistinguishable from existential (23b):

(23) a. B sTom aBope cTopokepan cobaka. |locative|
‘A watchdog is in this yard.
b. B otom aeope ecms ctopoxenas cobara, |existential|
*There is a watchdog in this yard.

Sentence (23b) has the meaning of avaaBiLiTy (more explicitly expressed by the verb
umeniecs, PaduCeva 2004, 433-436; see Benveniste 1960 on the semantic proximity be-
tween “be” and ‘have’; Clancy (forthcoming) on ‘be’ und ‘have’ in Slavic). The meaning
of availability in (23b) is engendered by the fact that the NP Thing has the semantics of
FUNCTION! it presupposes some definite utilization (cf. Partee and Borschev 200r7).

Sentence (24) employs a locative construction. It does not acquire the EXHAUSTIVE LIST
interpretation, because it has the INTRODUCTORY meaning:

(24) B oropone counes.
*A pig is in the garden.’
I possible implication: some measures should be taken|
An existential construction, as in (24°), does not yield deviance strictly speaking, but it is

correct only in a context in which the pig in the garden is useful for something; in fact,
an unambiguously existential construction produces the avalLaBILITY meaning:

(24} B oropone ecme coumbA.
‘There is a pig in the garden,

Sentence (25a) is existential as 1o its meaning. However, the verb 6eime can only have the
zero form. In fact, (25b) is ungrammatical or at least non-preferred. The fact is that the
NP Thing contains a quantity marker:

& Rnrinasr
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(23) 4. B aTofi peke macca [ MHOz0 [ MuodCecmay pibur
‘In this river there are a lot of fish’
b. *B 9T0l pexe eCcTb maccad [ MO0 [ MROJICECMOO pribor,
¢. B aTOM peke ecTb potiia.
“There are fish in this river.”

The ungrammuaticality of (25b) can be explained by the fact that in the context of a quan-
titative subject NP the substitution of the zero form for existential ecms is syntactically
obligatory. With this reservation, ¢cme becomes a reliable marker of the existential mean-
ing.
Sentences where the Thing is u predicative noun will not be considered:
(26) a. B keaptupe (*ectn) Gecnopagok.
*The flat is untidy.
b. B sane (*ecTs) cobpaHue.
“There ix a meeting in the hall”
¢. B xayGe (*ecTb) TaHuUbL
“There are dunces in the club.

6 Existentiality and the genitive of negation

How, then, does existentiality intluence the choice between genitive and nominative in a
negative sentence? The use of the genitive in the context of the locative Seuns cannot be
reduced to a syntactic rule (as was suggested in Babby 1980, 124): the genitive construction
has a direct semantic basis. The fact is that existentiality is not a unique semantic source of
the genitive subject. The genitive construction can express not only negation of existence,
as in (27a), but also regation of perception, as in {27b);

(27 a. Hapywenni ne Ooiao.
*There were no violations |of the rule].’
b. Huapyuenni ne sadurcuposano.
‘No vialations [of the rule| were tesrified.

There is no less than a dozen of classes of genitive verbs (i.e. verbs that can have a
genitive subject), including verbs of EXISTENCE, COMING INTO EXISTENCE, AVAILABILITY,
APPEARANCE, MANIFESTATION, DISAPPEARANCE, DISCOVERY and some others. Lists presented
in various papers, e.g.. in Babby (1980, 128-129), usually end with an enumeration of
semantically heterogeneous verbs not belonging to any definite class.

However, only verbs of Existence and avarLabiLiTy (as well ax passives of creation
verbs; nyGauxosamecs |for a text| for example, entails ‘coming into existence’) are really
existential; all the rest contain the semantic component *perception’. Purely perceptional
verbs, such as Jorocumecs, castiamecs, HAOAOIUMBER, OMMEMAMLER, PEIUCpupo-
saMecR, PUKCHPOLAMBER, OKAIAMBLA, OBHAPYHCUIMLCR, CHMLCR, waifmucs license the
genitive construction, see lckovi¢ (1982, 54},

Thus, not only negated existence licenses the genitive but also negated perception.
In other words, absence in the field of perception, along with non-existence, belongs to
the set of semantic components providing the semantic basis for the genitive of negation
(Paduceva 1997). These two components may enter different conligurations in the semantic
representations of genitive verbs:

@ Springer
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(28) a. X-a we sosmucao,
‘X didn’t start 10 be,'
b.  X-a ne mpebyemces.
‘It is not necessary for X to be’
¢.  X-a He nonanocs | we scmpermunoce.
"X didn't emter the field of perception [of the observer]|.’

Thus, the alleged biunique connection of the genitive of negation with existentiality is
the result of pure misconception. Existence and perception both allow for the genitive of
negation,

Insisting upon the difference between these two components 1 do not want to ignore
the fuct that language treats them us cognates: there is a semantic derivation rule which
accounts for a shift from one to another. These two components merge, for instance, in the
semantics of such verbs as nossumscs, ucuesnyms, OKASAMBLR, OcmAmees. Appearance
and coming into existence alternate in the semantics of JAMARYNL, 3anoaxms and many
other verbs of the ‘spray/load’ class, see Padudeva and Rozina (1993),

Tuke, e.g.. the verb nossumeca which may mean both ‘come into existence’ (294) and
‘appear’ (29b):

(29} a. He nossuaoce wyxmoro npenapara,
“The necessary medicine didn't come into existence.”
b.  He nosisiaocs romos na ropusone.
‘Houses didn’t appear in the field of perception [of the observer].

In general, what counts, is not the semantic class of the verb but the component *perception’
or ‘existence’ in its meaning in the given context. As noted in Levin and Rappaport
Hovav (2005, 16), there are increasing arguments supporting the thesis that “it is the
elements of meaning that detine verb classes that are most important, and that verb classes
themselves are epiphenomenal [...]—even if they might be useful in the statement of
certain generalizations™. A verb of motion, for instance, becomes a genitive verb if it
means ‘appearance in the tield of perception of the observer (examples (30, (31) are
from Babby 1980, but his analysis is different from mine);

30y Hu oduoi nodaodxu ve Bembuio,
‘Not a single submarine [Gen] uppeared on the surface.’

(31) Y Mena OTKA3AH rOAOCOBHE CBAIKM, MpoGoBan kAuMKHYTH
HEHY—HU OFUH J6YK HE BUIPBANCA W3 FOPTAHH.
.. . J—not a single sound {Nom| went out of my throat.’

(32)  Hu odroeo seyxa we BHPBIBAROCD H3 €10 FOPTaHH,
‘Not a single sound |Gen| went out of his throat.'

In (31) the observer, in fact, the speaker, perceives the situation from the inside of his
throat; sentence (32), with the 3rd person subject, corresponds to a more natural situation,
with an external observer—and this observer legitimately manifests him/herself in the
genitive of the subject,

Other genitive engendering semantic components are not excluded. For example, in
cuse of oxcudmnsen (Mawu 8 Mockse ne oxcudaemes) the genitive may be substantiated
by the semantics of expectation—in fact, oxcudame is an intensional verb that governs
the genitive case in Russian independently of negation.

@ Springer

Let us now return to the verb Germs, In Padudeva (1992) the semantic diﬂ'ercn‘m betyvecn
the genitive in (33a) and the nominative in (33b) was explained by meauns of the figure
of the observer, Utterance (33a) is naturally made by a speaker who is at school (or has‘
his/her representative there). However, (33b) conveys no information about the place of
the speaker:

(33) a.  Bauu weT B WKONE.
‘Vanja |Gen| is not \ at school.

b. Baus He B WKOAE.
‘Vanja [Nom| is not at school .

In Apresjan (1986) the observer is thought of as the subject of (semlldar).r} deixis, tc
as a kind of substitute for the speaker. The observer in this sense reveals hlm,z‘her.well. in
restrictions concerning the interchangeability of the Ist and the 3rd person and dependmg
on the register of interpretation (i.e. the opposition of speech, Inarralwe and hypolacnc
registers ax they are defined in Paduceva 1996). One of Apresjun’s examples gives the
following triad:

(34) a. Ha nopore nokasancs BCafHHK.
“The rider appeared on the road.
b. *Ha popore nokasanca .
(== 1 appeared on the road.)
¢. OH rOBOPMT, UTC HMEHHO B 3TOT MOMEHT Ha Jopore I'IOI(a’JilJIf?ﬂ A,
‘He says that exactly at that moment | appeared on the road.

Sentence (34a), with the 3rd person subject, is normal; but if we substitute the |st person
pronoun for the NP scadnux, we get a deviant sentence. In I'act,‘the verb nRoKa3ancs
semantically presupposes the subject of perception. In the speech register (34b) the Subje?t
and the object of perception coincide in one person, hence the anou.naiy; in a hypotactic
context as in (34c) the st person ceases to be the object of perception, and the anomaly
disappears. N ) .

The same triad can be constructed for a sentence with the genitive of aegation:

(35) u.  Baxu wer noma.
‘Vanja |Gen| is not at home.”
b. *Merns Het aoMa.
(= |Gen| am not at home,)
¢.  EMy cKasanu, 4TO meHst HET AOMA,
‘He was told that J |Gen) was not at home.”

Consequently, there is secondary deixis in (35a), as well as in (34a). If the ob.x‘crvelj is
not present in the context of the ‘sitwation of absence’ and the speaker does. not think
of himself as being present, then the nominative construction will be used, which has no
deictic meaning:
{36) A, K cqacTbi, He Op B Maxaukane, KOTAd TaM HAYANACH INHASMHA i
‘Fortunately, 7 [Nom| was not in Maxackala when the cholera epidemic begun
there.'2

- . I S by
2 : < uf this ki Vilimit Borschev and the sendinar on the genitive of negation ran
1 owe examples ul this kind to in e !
Ba:bard P'.:rlel-l and Viadimir Borschev (project “The Russian Genitive of Negation: [mcgmnun of Le_xlu:l
andt Compositional Semantics”, 2004-2007). [ am gratetul to wiber participants ol this seminar—Katia
Rakhilina, Jakov Teselec, lgvr Yanovich—for helplul comments and sugpestions,
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Here instead of = it is possible to say met, on, Hear Hearosuu—and whoever else.
The genitive is out of place in the context of sentence (37). which is assessed as
ungrammatical by native speakers of Russian.

(37) |Context: A woman is standing in the queue in the bank. Her mobile telephone
rings. She answers the call—appurently she works at some office and thix is her
client calling. She explains to the client why she cannot give him the information
he needs.|
*Mens ner B opuce,

(= {Gen} ain not at office.)

On the other hand, the genitive of negation is correct in the context of example (38), where

it expresses the presence of the observer in the situation of absence:

(38) a.  Baguu der B wKone.
*Vanja |Gen| is not at school,’
[it is not true that Vanja is at school, and [ see it—being at school or
having my representative there|
b. Bans we B wkone.
*Vanja |Nom| is not at school.’
lit is not true that Vanja is at school|

One more example in favor of the presence of the observer in a locative sentence with the
genitive subject, now in a sentence with the quantitied Location (Germe in quantified sen-
tences has been studied by Partee and Borschev 2002 within the framework of perspectival
structure):

(39) a. Bawu WHrie wer.
“Vanja [Gen| is nowhere to be found,
b. ’Baus nurae.
*Vanja [Nom| is nowhere.

Sentence (39a) is interpreted along the same lines as (38a):

(39) a.  Bawu uurge wer.
[*] couldn’t see Vanja in any of those places where | attempted to
see him’|

As for (39b). according to its form, it should have meant (39'b); but (39'b) violates
Axiom 1, s0 (39b) is deviant:

(39) b. Baus nurpe.
| ‘there is no place such that Vanja is in that place’|

Example (40) (from Padudeva 1985, 107) appeals to Axiom 2, which explains why (40b)
strictly satisfies the norm, while (40a) is deviant:

(40} a. 'Tezvcueansnst et B Hukaparya.
‘Tegucigalpa [Gen) is absent from Nicaragua,
b. Tezvcuzanona we 8 Huxaparya,
‘Tegucigalpa |Nom| is not in Nicaragua,’

Sentence (40a) cannot be interpreted literally (in fact, in its literal sense it presupposes
that Tegucigalps cannot—at the moment—be observed in Nicaragua, in the same sense
as Vanja cannot be observed at school). But (404) may make sense, e.p., in the context of
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jooking for Tegucigalpa on a map. The explication for (40u) will then be the same as for
(38a): ‘T couldn’t see Tegucigalpa on the mup of Nicaraguw’.

Thus, I see no chance for a syntactic rule that would predict a genitive subject of Bsnne
in one syntactic context und the nominative subject in unother. In Fuct, there are contexts
where the genitive is not obligatory and the choice between genitive and nominative is
conditioned semantically, see (36); moreover, there are contexts where the genitive i out of
place in a locative sentence, see example (37), Thus, we come to an important conclusion:
language treats non-observed location in the same way as non-existence—not only on the
level of words but also on the level of constructions.

7 Location and existence as semantic compoenents of verb meaning

Existence and location tend not to be distinguished. Alan Timberlake, discussing the
problem of the genitive subject, speaks about existence in the field of perception of the
observer—although, at least from the Russian point of view, the object is located in the
field of perception, and does not exist there: “With perceptuals, existence is determined
relative to the field of perception of an observer” (Timberlake 2004, 303-304; emphasis
E. V. P.).

Levin and Rappaport Hovay (19935, 244} claim in connection with sentences like (41):
“[...) the verbs are used statively to describe the existence of a physical object at a
particular location™ (emphasis E. V. B.):

'(41} The railway tracks run along the stream.

In fact, there are cases where the ditterence between non-existence and absence almost
disappears:

(42y a. # nowen B KHOCK 34 rajeTamu. {asemst HE ROCTYNHIN,
(cf. Boridev and Parti 2002, &)
b. S nowen B KHOCK 3a FaseTamH. Tasem He nocTynuno.

The opposition of genitive vs. nominative in example (42) can be given the following
two interpretations. For the nominative in (422} only a locative interpretation is possible:
zazemul we normymitay 7 ‘newspapers didn’t move to the shop’. The nominative case pre-
serves the movement component in the semantics of nocrivnume. However, the genitive
in (42b) can be treated in two ways. Either it expresses only partitivity (with the move-
ment component of the verb preserved) or it expresses negation of availability, i.e, of the
existential component: 2azem He nocmyatiao = ‘newspapers didn't become available’.
Thus, there are such combinations of communicative structure, referential type and
taxonomy of arguments when a sentence cannot be unambiguously tdentified as existential
or locative. But in the majority of cases existence and location can be distinguished—in
spite of the fact that both predicates license the genitive of negation in a suitable context.
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Annotauna TIpHHATO CYHTATh, YTO TPHAATATENBHLIE PAIMEP2 OPHCHTHPOBAHEL Hi TOU-
Ky pedieperiniH B USHTPE rpajauHONHON wkanw. B vactoamen ctatee wecnenyetca pons
3O {patMepoOR YENOBEUCCKOTO TeNa) KaK HOTIONHHTENBHON TOUKH peDepeHLHH NS HH-
TEPHPETALHH DPHAATATENBHBX pasMepd, KpPHTHUECKOMY aHAAHIY NIOAREPracTCcA THNOTES
E. B. Paxunnnoit (2000) o tom, yro 30 onpepenset aHCTpHOYUHID NPHAATATENbHBIX
ResbICOKI W RUIKHIE B PYCCKOM stublke. XOTA pesy/ibTaTel KOPNYCHOTO HCCREAOBUHHA M
AHKETHPOBIHHA HE NOATBEPKAAKT THNOTETY B 0CONOTHOM CMBICAE, OHH ABHO YKIIHBAIOT
Hd TEHACHUNIO HCIOMBIOBATE HesbICOKII ONA ONHCAHHA pediepeHTOR BHIILE YENOBEYECKO-
ro pocTd, d HUIKHIF—OAR XUPAKTEPHCTHKH OOBEKTOB HIKE 4EJIOBEYECKOro pocta. Pe-
JYNbTATHL TUKKE FOBOPAT 00 OTCYTCTBHH KOMMIEMERTUPHBIX CEMAHTHYECKUA OTHOWEHHA
MEN(TY AAHHBIMH MpunaraTenbibiMH. HabnoaaeTca SHAYHTENBHOE COBNRACHHE HX CeMuH-
THUCCKHX chep NpH COXPAHCHHM paanHutblX (okycHbix Touek. Hedbicoxull JanMcTBYeT
¥ TIPHIATATEABHONO SoheOKINT OPHEHTAHIO Ha AHTPONOMOPPHYI0 BCPTHKIAL, B TO BPEMA
K4K €I0 KBASHCHHOHHM RUGKEE OPHEHTHPOBUH Ha BEPTHKWIL B CAMOM LIHPOKOM CMBICHE
STOrO CAOBA. PE3yNbTaTht HACTOAIMETO HCCAEAOBAHHA CBHIETCNLCTBYIOT O HELOCKBATHOUTH
uﬁmenpnuu‘mro NOAXO0AE, COTAACHO KOTOpPOMY INPHITATATEABHLIC paiMEpd HMEKT TOALEO
OJHY TOUKY pedepedliHH, NOCKOABKY 3TOT MOAXOA HE MOXKET O0BACHHTE O0CODEHHOCTH
DHCTPHOYLHE KEAIHCHHOHHMOB H CEMAHTHUECKHE PAHUHA MEKAY HHMH,

1 lontreduction

1t is widely assumned that the interpretation of relative adjectives, such as farge, foud. ot had,
consists in identifying the subject’s position on a relevant dimension vis-it-vis a reference
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