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CORRELATION OF THE INTENDED AND REFERENTIAL MEANINGS

The focus of study is the correlation implicative meaning (intention) of the speaker in the event of statements and inferential value
of listening, which is formed in the course of his “perception” of this statement. Verbs “manage” and ‘'fail” serve as an indicator

of the interaction.
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Introduction. Dynamic semantics of natural lan-
guage can be seen as part of a larger construct: the
study of how information in general is structured and
exchanged. Such a study brings together results from
diverse fields such as computer science, cognitive
psychology, logic, linguistics, and artificial intelli-
gence. The dynamic viewpoint has considerable mer-
it here, and employs results that have been developed
with an eye to other applications. This paper explores
the interplay of conventional and interactional factors
in the interpretation of utterances. It develops a for-
mal framework, dynamic pragmatics [19], in which
pragmatic inferences arise as contextual entailments
in a dynamic system in which information states are
updated with information about the occurrence of
utterance events (in contrast to dynamic semantics,
where information states are updated with the con-
tent of linguistic expressions). In this way, the frame-
work is able to faithfully model Gricean pragmatic
inference as interlocutors’ reasoning about each oth-
er’s utterance choices. The framework of dynamic
pragmatics sheds a new light on the nature of con-
versational implicature, and language use in general
[18, p. 6]. Grice (1975) presented his theory of con-
versational implicature, he had in mind the speak-
er-meaning-as-intention. The speaker means some-
thing by uttering X when s/he intends the addressee
to produce a response, recognizing that this pro-
duction of a response is what the speaker intends
[11, p. 147-177]. This view is further supported by
Grice’s account of rational communicative behavior.
It is reflected in his cooperative principle and max-
ims of conversation which capture the predictabili-
ty of speaker’s meaning, some aspects of which are
context-free and some context-bound. The fact is that
grammars seek to describe the structure of a sentence
in isolation [10] from its possible settings in linguis-

tic discourse (written or verbal) or in non-linguistic
contexts (social or physical) [17, p. 173—-175], how-
ever it may lead to establishing pseudo-semantics of
the sentence. This research is an attempt to capture
the meaning of one of implicatures expressed by the
phrase or composite predicate [3, p. 99—103] with
implicative verbs manage or fail in discourse typol-
ogy selected from the British National Corpus and
W. Somerset Maugham’s discourse represented by
the novel “The Moon and Sixpence”.

The “implicative predicate”, according to
Yu.O. Artemenko, is a unit of different structures
functioning as a “predicate complicater” in the sen-
tence [1, p. 1]. On the grammatical level it is a part of
the compound modal verbal predicate, where the first
constituent is a semantically bilateral construct. We
agree that, on the one hand, it is an implicative indica-
tor for the speaker [1, p. 5], but, on the other hand, we
suggest, it is an indicator of the addressee’s inferen-
tial meaning. The notion of” “intention” introduced by
S. Levinson (1983) is perfected as a pragmatic style
that helps communicators to mutually understand each
other [20]. Consequently, implicature may be consid-
ered as a universal linguistic phenomenon. If we can
prove that inference of implicature exists in the text
fragments chosen for the investigation, then we can
assume its universal existence, see the author’s latest
publication [25]. There is a gap between the author’s
intended meaning and the reader’s inference initited
by the scholars [8, p. 335-359]. The reader’s abili-
ty to understand the author’s intended meaning from
his/her linguistic expression requires a certain inves-
tigator’s approach to interpret a particular case in dis-
course. The approach suggested is based on the focus
change in the complex predicate analysis, that is in
all the preceding papers the predicate semantics was
described as a unity, while we believe that pragmatic
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semantics is concentrated in the first constituent that
muse be a pivot of the reader’s inference description.
Ahmet Mustafa, for instance, describes the hearer’s
ability to interpret a discourse written or spoken in the
framework of pragmatics [24, p. 37].

Discussion. A pragmatic inference (also known as
an inductive inference) is one which is likely to be
true because of the state of the world. According to
the Cognitive atlas inferences are made when a per-
son (or machine) goes beyond available evidence to
form a conclusion. On thecontrary, we set an objec-
tive to prove the addressee’s grounds. Unlike deduc-
tive inferences, pragmatic (inductive) inferences do
yield conclusions that increase the semantic informa-
tion over and above that found in the initial premises.
J. Austin [2] made the first more concrete step towards
the explanation of pragmatics impact on communica-
tion by introducing the concepts of speech act and of
illocutionary force developed later by Searle. In the
meantime H.P. Grice [11, p. 147—-177] concentrated
on discrbing the difference between “what is said” by
the author and “what is meant” by the reader discussed
in the works by P. Cole, J. Morgan, 1975 [9]. He re-
alized that full understanding an utterance the inter-
locutors must share general knowledge of the world,
contextual knowledge, knowledge of communicative
principles. These principles can be described as com-
mon expectations in a given communicative situation
between rational human beings. S. Levinson (1983)
states that the notion of implicature provides some ex-
plicit account of how it is possible to mean more than
what is literally expressed in the conventional sense of
the linguistic expression uttered [20; 14, p. 515-521].
K. Bach and J.M. Saul reveal what components
of the speaker’s meaning are not components of
what is implicated [5, p. 1-23; 27, p. 347-372].
We dare to express the following hypothesis “the
grammatical meaning of the sentence with the giv-
en predicate is declarative — the constant value; the
speaker’s intended meaning is failure (fail): success
(manage); the addressee’s inferential meaning (try);
and the pragmatic sentence meaning is perfective
(can/could): imperfective (cannot/couldnot)”’. We
shall further concentrate our attention primarily on
revealing and interpreting the addressee’s meaning.

Investigation. The componential analysis reveals
that lexemes that have a common range of meaning
constitute a semantic domain — we may say that a se-
mantic field or domain is a tool to categorise the world,
see: the Whorf hypothes [31, p. 25-37] or the theory
of linguistic relativity, the notion that the diversity
of linguistic structures affects how people perceive
and think about the world has been a canonical topic
of American linguistic anthropology. Such a domain
is characterized by the distinctive components that
differentiate individual lexemes in the domain from
one another, and also by features shared by all the
lexemes in the domain, for instance the lexeme man-

age shares a common component “administer” with
lexemes run, handle, rule, direct, conduct, command,
govern, administer, oversee, supervise, preside over,
superintend, organize, use, handle, govern, regulate.
Though if we select another componet like “succeed”
then the lexeme manage together with lexemes cope,
get on, carry on, get through, make out, perform, do,
deal with, achieve, carry out, undertake, cope with,
accomplish, contrive, finish off, bring about or off,
control, guide, handle, master, dominate, manipulate
can organize another semantic domain. Likewise the
component of the lexical meaning of the verb fail “in-
ability” relates the following lexemes to one seman-
tic doman: fall flat, break, break down, conk (out),
crash, cut out, die, decline, fade, weaken, deteriorate,
dwindle, sicken, degenerate, give out, stall, collapse,
crater, flame out, flop, flunk, fold, founder, miss, strike
out, tank, wash out, collapse, neglect, desert. And the
component “let down” can be the dominant one of
another domain. disappoint, break one's promise to,
dash someone’s hopes, fall short of someone'’s expec-
tations; neglect, desert, abandon, betray, be disloy-
al to, be unfaithful to, break faith with, flunk , screw
up, wash out, underperform, not make the grade, not
come up to scratch, underachieve, not come up to the
mark. Similiarities in componential representations
of different words determine their semantic relations
to one another [23, p. 49]. In the 1930s, the structural-
ist notion of paradigmatic sense relations was applied
to an approach called a lexical field theory. Based on
research in historical semantics, J. Trier (1931) in-
troduced the term “lexical field” (or semantic field)
that he defined as a set of semantically related words
whose meanings delimit each other [29, p. 417-427].

Evidently, the numder of possible domains (man-
age — 6; fail — 9) depends on the number of common
components in the lexical meaning shared by the
given verbs. The question arises whether the verbs
manage and fail are polysemantic words or they can
be classified into separate units according to the dif-
ferential features of the lexical meaning of each verb.
They have been analyzed through this method in
terms of a number of distinct elements or components
of meaning. Names of J.J. Katz and J.A. Fodor are
prominently associated with Componential Theory
[17,p. 170-210] who tried to describe words in terms
of relatively small sets of general elements of mean-
ing which some are also called “Universals”.

The componential structure of the lexeme fail
meaning is based on its definition registered in Ox-
ford English Dictionary. First, we shall start with the
etymological analysis of the lexeme fail to outline its
semantic structure in dynamics development comes It
was borrowed from OF faillir “to be wanting”, “miss”
Modern French faillir “to miss”, falloir impers. “to be
wanting”, “to be necessary”), see: Portugese faillir,
falhir, Old Spanish fallir (in Modern Spanish replaced
by the derivative form fallecer, Latin. type fallescere),
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Catalonian, Old Portugese falir (Modern Portugese
falecer), Italian fallire developed from vulgar Latin
fallire (for classical Latin fallere “to deceive”), used
absolutely in sense “to disappoint expectation”, “be
wanting” or “defective”. The Old French verb was also
adopted by Middle High German vélen (Modern Ger-
man “fehlen”), Dutch feilen, Old North feila (Etymo-
logical Dictionary). So the original Old English mean-
ing of fail is “to be / become deficient or be absent
or wanting”. In Middle English the meaning of “to be
wanting / to complete a specified quantity” prevails,
though a component “to fall short in performance or
attainment” began to develop. In Early Modern En-
glish this meaning stabilized into “to be inadequate or
insufficient”; now only of something necessary or de-
sirable (coinciding with sense 5); often in present and
past participle with noun or pronoun, as failing this “in
default of this” (see: failing). Since its borrowing the
lexeme fail has developed the following components
due to its functioning in various distributions and dis-
course registers: fo fall off in respect of vigour or ac-
tivity; to come short of obtaining or meeting with (an
object desired), or of accomplishing or attaining (a
purpose, etc.) (1225); to be at fault; to miss the mark,
go astray, err (1290); to be abortive or unproductive
(1297); not to render the due or expected service or
aid; to be wanting at need (1300); to have a deficiency
or want,; to lack (13006); to be unsuccessful in an at-
tempt or enterprise; to come short of performing one’s
duty or functions (1340); to be or become deficient; to
prove deficient upon trial; to come short of; to miss,
not to obtain (1375); to be wanting or deficient in (an
essential quality or part) (1389); to leave undone,
omit to perform, miss (some customary or expected
action) (1393); to come to an end, expire of a period
of time (1399); to become extinct; to die out, lose vi-
tality, pass away (of odour, sound) (1400); to deceive,
cheat (1590); to die(1613); to disappoint (expectation)
(1634); to cease to speak of (1650); to become insol-
vent or bankrupt (1682); to fall ill (1875); to be unsuc-
cessful in (1884); to fail safe: of a mechanical or elec-
trical device or machine, aircrafi, etc. (1948; 1971).
Componential approaches reduced complex meanings
to a finite set of semantic “building blocks” [23, p. 49].
We can differentiate two nuclear components “to be
wanting” and “to fall short in” whch are able to form
two microfields in the macrofield “failure”.

In the discourse typology based on the British Na-
tional Corpus analysis the following distributional
formulae of the lexeme fail can be revealed, e.g.:

a) NP+ VP (SOMETHING + FAIL + to + VERB);

b) NP + VP (SOMEBODY + FAIL + to + VERB);

¢) NP +Neg + VP (SOMEBODY + NOT + FAIL +
to VERB).

H.P. Grice (and others) has offered an analysis of
speaker-meaning and a reduction of sentential mean-
ing to speaker-meaning [13, p. 213-223]. In the pro-
cess of the content-analysis we shall try to differen-

tiate between the speaker’s meaning with the help of
the verbs fail in the preposition to Vinf and the recepi-
ent’s meaning with the help of the verb ¢y as a tool of
semantic interpretation, e.g.:

1. Either no insulin is produced (Type 1 diabetes)
or the muscle, liver, and fat cells fail to respond to
insulin (Type 2). A3Y 130. — The muscle, liver and
fat cells [try but] do not manage to respond to insulin.

2. Too many people fail to report crimes because
they consider the police inefficient; we need to restore
police efficiency in order to increase the reportage
rate. CHL 82. — Too many people [tried and] did not
manage to report.

3. When she did not come, he became angry, re-
membering the last time she had failed to arrive, on
her wedding day. B7C 2153. — She [tried but] did
not manage to arrive.

4. If an architecture fails to take over the main-
stream computer market in its first ten years, it’s not
likely ever to do so. CTV 124. — An architecture
[tries but] does not manage to take over the main-
stream computer market.

5. Of course, some people fail to comprehend all
four process aspects.B2F 1388. — Some people [do
not try and] do not manage to comprehend.

6. This, of course, caught the attention of many
journalists, and St Mary’s did not fail to provide them
with information. ARF 344. — St Mary’s [tried and]
managed to provide.

Thus we have decomposed the semantics of the
predicate into (1) the sentence meaning: declarative
or fact, (2) the speaker’s (implicative) meaning: fail-
ure/success, (3) the recepient’s (inferential) mean-
ing: trial, and (4) pragmatic meaning “perfective/
imperfective action” [14, p. 515-521; 15, p. 21-31;
28, p. 439-460]. Using the lexeme fail the speak-
er expresses his failure, and the hearer can poit out
whether the speaker tried or did not. The quantitative
analysis of the fail used in the literary fragments in
the British National Corpus reveals its high frequen-
cy: failed/has failed/had failed (9129); fail (3328);
failing (2221); fails (1843).

In W. Somerset Maugham’s discourse the predi-
cate includes a Neg constituent to underline the im-
perfective aspect of the action in the following distri-
butional formulae can be:

a) NP + Neg + VP (SOMETHING + COULD +
HARDLY/NEVER + FAIL + to VERB;

b) NP + Neg + VP (SOMETHING + NEVER/
NOT + FAIL + to + VERB);

c) NP + Neg + VP (SOMEBODY [NEVER] +
FAILED + to + VERB).

7. 1 thought it could hardly have failed to strike
them that there was something incongruous in him.
(Ch. 15). — If it tried it could manage.

8. I smiled, for his appearance, so rotund and yet
so startled, could never fail to excite a smile, and then
as I came nearer I noticed that he seemed singularly
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disconsolate. (Ch. 27). — It [tried and] managed to
excite.

9. I have never failed to read the Literary Supple-
ment of The Times. (Ch. 2). — I [tried and] managed
to read.

The obligatory distribution of the lexeme fail is
its combinability with the Vinf [7, p. 39—70]. Thus, in
the context the recipient reveals two components in
the lexeme semantic structure of #y and manage. The
speaker’s intended meaning actualizes the sentence
presupposition of success, see history of the point
[1, p.4-5;21;22,p. 371-388].

We consider the verbs fail and manage may con-
stitute a pair of semantic conversive opposition — neg-
ative constituent: positive constituent. Therefore we
can interprete fail as “negative manage”, and manage
as “positive manage”.

The next part of our investigation will be focused
on the semantics of the composite predicate ex-
pressed by the VP — Manage + Vinf in the declara-
tive sentence. In order to intergrate the lexical mean-
ing with the phrasal meaning J.J. Katz and J.A. Fodor
introduced the notion of projection rules by which a
semantic components of a lexeme “project up” the
phrasal tree to give the meanings of phrases and, even-
tually the meaning of the sentence [17, p. 170-210].
Such approach helped us to reveal four types of the
sentence meaning with the composite predicate under
study.

According to the OED entry the original French
verb lexeme manage was borrowd into Late Middle
English with the meaning “handle”: recorded earli-
er than the cognate “manage” noun, and probably
directly Italian maneggiare “to handle”, especially
“to manage” or “train” (horses) = Spanish manejar,
French manier: vulgar Latin type manidiare, Latin
man-us (Italian, Spanish mano, French main) “hand”.
Although the etymological form manege appears in
the earliest example, the ending was, as in -n., already
in the 16th c. assimilated to the common suffix -age.
The form menage in early examples is taken from
the noun; but in the late 17th and early 18th c. it was
chiefly used where the sense closely approaches that
of the French ménager “to use carefully, to husband,
spare”, French ménage household. This French verb
certainly influenced the sense-development of the En-
glish word: there are frequent instances of manage
(as well as of menage) which can only be regarded
as conscious Gallicisms (Oxford English Dictionary).

Words are used in context and a substantial part
of the meaning is derived from the context in which
it is used. Due to the lexeme manage use in various
genres and distributions it began to develop or rather
actualize the following components which are record-
ed in the texts: direct (1561), conduct (1579), han-
dle (1586), operate (1591), control (1594), govern
(1609), work out (1627), succeed in accomplishing
(1638, 1722, 1854), administer (1649), deal (1649),

could (1655), move (1695), bring somebody to con-
sent (1706), take care of (1715), equip (1720), tackle
(1722, 1825), organize, act as (1928), carry (1997).
Here you can see the dynamic semantics of the verb
lexeme manage where the year of its record is de-
fined.

All the referred components of the lexeme se-
mantic structure in the language system are repre-
sented in discourse by their corresponding lexemes
which can be classified into various lexical semantic
fields or domains. S. Wyler (1992) makes a very sub-
tle distinction: a lexical field is “a structure formed
by lexemes” while a semantic field is “the under-
lying meaning which finds expression in lexemes”
[33, p. 19-21]. The theory of the lexical field or
word-field theory was initiated by J. Trier, 1931 in
his research; the main idea is that words acquire their
meaning through their relationships to other words
within the same word field (“Bedeutugsfeld” or
ein “Sinnbezirk”) — and extending the sense of one
word narrows the meaning of neighboring words.
The words which are part of a lexical field enter into
sense or meaning relationships with one another
[29, p. 417-427]. Each word delimits the meaning of
the next word in the field and is delimited by it; that
is, it marks off an area or range within the semantic
domain. We believe that a redistribution of semantic
components of the lexemes in the field occurs. Their
semantic structures are verified in discourse wherein
components undergo shift: nucleus — periphery and
periphery — nucleus due to the author’s intention,
lexeme distribution, and discourse register. L. Witt-
genstein expressed the idea that language must decide
how to express an underlying concept so that it can be
shared by both a speaker and a hearer [32, p. 5]. The
concept “dealing” can be verbalized by the lexemes:
“to deal with (something) usually skillfully or effi-
ciently”: to deal with (something) usually skillfully or
efficiently, address, contend (with), cope (with), field,
grapple (with), hack, manage, maneuver, manipulate,
negotiate, play, swing, take, treat, engineer, finesse,
jockey, bring off, carry off; carry out, get off, pull;
command, direct, guide, steer; control, micromanage,
regulate, run, react (to), respond (to) which can orga-
nize the Lexical-semantic field “succeeding (deeling)
successfully”. The term “semantic domain” or “se-
mantic field” has always been closely linked to com-
ponential analysis. A semantic domain is defined by
E. Nida as a group of meanings which share a number
of semantic features or components [26, p. 174]. In
linguistics a semantic domain is defined as a lexical
set with related meanings, which form a conceptual
network or mosaic, which can be analyzed in terms
of componential analysis into distinctive features.
A lexical semantic domain corresponds to what cog-
nitive linguistics describes as a cognitive category.
The minds of human beings tend to assign everything
that is perceived in the world around us to categories.
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Most of this categorization process happens automat-
ically and unconsciously. Lexical semantic domains
deal with the paradigmatic relations between a lex-
ical item and other members of the same category.
We consider the components “to deal with” and “to
carry” to be dominant and are able to form two micro
lexical-semantic fields within the macro lexical-se-
mantic field of ‘management.

Further on we shall select the text fragments with
the composite predicate which includes manage and
combines with the infinitive. Look at the examples ex-
tracted from the text fragments (The British National
Corpus) which mirror the following distributions:

a) NP1 +Neg+ VP+ NP2 (SOMEBODY + MAN-
AGE + to VERB + SOMETHING);

b) NP1 + Emph + VP + NP2 (SOMEBODY + DO
(emphatic) MANAGE + to VERB + SOMETHING);

¢) NP1 + Mod + VP + NP2 (SOMEBODY +
COULD + MANAGE + to VERB +SOMETHING).

10. Sometimes she even manages to go for a drink
or meal with friends. ADR 1007. — She [tries and]
does not fail to go for a drink.

11. Despite a few mechanical mishaps, loyal
George manages to overcome the challenge and de-
liver the family to Rome. ABE 432. — George [tries
and] does not fail to overcome the challenge.

12. None of the defendants cleared on appeal have
managed to find new jobs in the City, and Mr Reed,
who at 45 should be at the height of his career, says
he has not tried. CBX 924. — None of the defendants
[tried and] failed to find new jobs.

13. They never manage to engage the reader at any
level except the cerebral. CAG 2114. — They [try
and] fail to engage the reader.

14. During the early months of the season I catch
my breath a bit, but the body is wonderfully adaptable
and I do manage to reach parts of the loch others nev-
er cover. AS7 888. — I [try and] do not fail to reach.

The combination of Neg + Vmanage is interpret-
ed by “fail” as coversives have a common semantic
component “successful: unsuccessful event”. There is
a sufficient number of cases illustrating interchange-
ability and interdependency of the conversives “fail:
manage” in the discourse typology as well as the au-
thor’s discourse. The quantitative analysis of the use
of the lexeme manage in the text fragments registered
reveals its lower frequency: the managed (7320),
manage (3958 + could manage (277)), managing
(3411), manages (646) than that of fail in The British
National Corpus. In the process of the content-anal-
ysis of the sentences with the composite predicate
manage + Vinf we could differentiate between the
speaker’s meaning with the help of the verbs manage
and the recepient’s meaning with the help of the verb
try as a tool of semantic interpretation.

A contextual semantic domain corresponds to
what cognitive linguistics describes as a cognitive
frame or cognitive context. Whereas lexical seman-

tic domains deal with the paradigmatic relations be-
tween a lexical item and other members of the same
category, contextual semantic domains focus on the
syntagmatic relationships between a lexical item and
other lexical items used in the same context or cogni-
tive frame. In W. Somerset Maugham’s discourse the
lexeme manage occurs in the following distributions:

a) NP1+ VP+ NP2 (SOMEBODY + MANAGE +
to VERB + SOMETHING);

b)NP1+VP+ NP2 (SOMETHING + MANAGE +
to VERB + SOMETHING).

15. She asked me what [ had been doing with my-
self during the summer, and with this help I managed
to make some conversation till tea was brought in.
(Ch.8). — I [tried and] did not fail to make some con-
versation.

16. The experience of life shows that people are
constantly doing things which must lead to disaster,
and yet by some chance manage to evade the result
of their folly. (Ch. 33). — People [try and] do not fail
to evade.

17. Their life in its own way was an idyl, and it
managed to achieve a singular beauty. (Ch. 23). — It
[tried and] did not fail to achieve.

The concept “successful event” is expressed by
the perfective manage representing the speaker’s in-
tended meaning, the hearers’ referential meaning is
represented by “not fail” because the speaker tried.
Another problem with J. Katz’s approach and classi-
cal approach in general became clearer in the 1970s
when a series of experiments showed that word
meanings are not usually as precise as “necessary and
sufficient conditions” make them out to be. Instead
meanings are often imprecise and “context specific”.
J. Katz and J. Fodor were also interested in such prop-
erties of “readings” as synonymy, analyticity, anom-
aly, and truth conditions, as well as the actual content
of the “reading” [18, p. 170-210]. Word meanings
may have fuzzy “boundaries”, meaning that a word
denotation may be hard to specify exactly [23, p. 51].

Consequently, the hearer inferes his/her “reading”
of the phrase of the type manage to achieve when “the
subject tried much and did not fail to operate”, that is
mperfective manage or “could”, and fail fo cooperate
when “the subject tried much but did not manage”,
that is imperfective manage or “could not”.

Research conclusions and perspectives. The
hearer inferes his/her “reading” of the phrase of the
type manage to operate when “the subject tried much
and did not failto operate”, that is “could”, and fail to
cooperate when “the subject tried much but did not
manage”, that is “could not”). The composite (mod-
al) predicate manage/fail + Vinf helps to differentiate
four types of meaning: sentence meaning, speaker’s
(intended) meaning: manage/fail, reciepient’s (refer-
ential) meaning #ry and sentence pragmatic meaning
(perfective “can/could”: non-inperfective “cannot/
could not”). The grammatical meaning of the sen-
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tence remains a contant value: declarative which can  predicates, for instance, in the English and the au-
be differentiated in terms of J. Austin — J. Searle. thor’s second language to prove the validity of the

The given investigation cannot be complete with-  implicative verb notion and the suggested analysis of
out a contrastive analysis of the referred composite its meaning.
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