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This article offers a linguistic commentary on the verse Verg. Aen. 9. 427 me, me, adsum qui
feci, in me conuertite ferrum, in which the personal pronoun in the accusative needs interpre-
tation. Since the time of Servius and Donatus, the opinions of commentators have been divid-
ed. Servius and his followers believe that the pronoun in the accusative is a direct complement
that depends on an implied (omitted) verb like interficite, occidite, or petite, and consider this
place as a rhetorical figure of aposiopesis. Donatus, on the other hand, argues that the accusa-
tive me, me is independent, while discontinuous intonation with which the whole verse must
be uttered emphasizes the extreme degree of despair of Nisus, who cannot prevent the death of
his beloved friend Euryalus. A review of the commentaries on the Aeneid shows that there are
slightly more supporters of Donatus’ hypothesis than that of Servius), but all of their reasoning
is intuitive and does not explain why it is the syntactically independent accusative that gives
the agitated sounding to Nisus’ last words. The author of the article applies the pragmatic ap-
proach to the interpretation of this place, analyzing similar examples of “non-syntactic” use of
the accusative and considering both traditional and modern views on this phenomenon. As a
result, the author comes to the conclusion that the verse under consideration corresponds to
what in modern linguistics is called “cleft construction”. Such constructions exist in different
languages and serve to express the focus of contrast. At the end of the study, the author at-
tempts to answer the question of why Latin employs the accusative as a tool to express intense
emotions.
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The daring night raid of the young friends Nisus and Euryalus in the ninth book of
the Aeneid is one of the most dramatic episodes in Virgil's poem. After having slaughtered
several Rutulians, both friends die heroically — unwilling to leave his beloved friend alone
on his dangerous mission and volunteering to accompany him, Euryalus falls into the
hands of the enemy, while Nisus, already out of danger, is killed at the moment he returns
to rescue Euryalus. In the climax scene, when the Rutulians are about to massacre Eury-
alus, Nisus, feeling guilty for engaging his friend in the adventure, rushes from his shelter
shouting out his final words of sadness and despair:

(1) ... tum uero exterritus, amens,
conclamat Nisus nec se celare tenebris
amplius aut tantum potuit perferre dolorem:
‘me, me, adsum qui feci, in me conuertite ferrum,
o Rutuli! mea fraus omnis, nihil iste nec ausus
nec potuit; caelum hoc et conscia sidera testor;
tantum infelicem nimium dilexit amicum. (Verg. Aen. 9. 424-430)

... Loud shrieked Nisus, of reason reft, who could not bear such horror, nor in sheltering
gloom of night longer abide: “T'is I, ‘t is I!” he said. look on the man who slew them! Draw
on me your swords, Rutulians! The whole stratagem was mine, mine only, and the lad ye slay
dared not, and could not. O, by Heaven above and by the all-beholding stars I swear, he did
but love his hapless friend too well”” (Transl. by Th. C. Williams)

These tragic words attracted the attention of Servius and Donatus, who both focused
on the emotionally reduplicated personal pronoun in the accusative (9. 427), but treated
it quite differently. Servius regards “me, me” as direct complement depending on the verb
like interficite ‘to kill, which is not expressed overtly but implied by the author:

(2) me me subaudis ‘interficite’: et est interrupta elocutio dolore turbati. (Serv. Aen. 9. 427).
‘Me, me implies interficite, and this is a broken utterance of a man disturbed by grief’

The grammarian also suggests that “me, me” should be considered an aposiopesis
similar to the famous quos ego! uttered by Neptune in Aen. 1. 135,! which does not seem
convincing because “me, me” has continuation in subsequent “adsum qui feci’, unlike
“quos ego” pronounced without syntactic connection to any constituent in the line.

In contrast to Servius, Donatus emphasizes the emotional tension and the discon-
tinuous nature of Nisus’ agitated speech. As for the repeated “me, me”, Donatus argues that
its accusative form does not depend on the implied interficite, but rather functions as the
subject of an incomplete clause:

(3) Nisus contra ait ‘me me adsum qui feci, in me convertite ferrum, o Rutuli!’ deficientis vox
fuit per nimium dolorem. Denique quod animus tenebat non potuit semel effundere. Ait
ergo ‘me’ et, cum deesset continuatio verborum sequentium, ait iterum ‘me’, tertio, ubi
coepit paulatim sese colligere, adiunxit adsum qui feci’, quarto ‘in me convertite ferrun’.
Cum igitur haec pronuntiantur, separanda sunt, ne coniuncta minuant intellectum ma-

! “Quos ego deficit hoc loco sermo; et congrue, quasi irati et turbatae mentis, ut alibi “me me, adsum”

<..> Quos ego subauditur ‘ulciscar’ ergo anoowwnnoig est, hoc est, ut ad alium sensum transeat, ideo abrup-
tum et pendentem reliquit” (Serv. Aen. 1. 135).
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gna subtilitate dispositum. Quod autem duplicatum est me, infra conpletum est adiectione
facta verborum quae inter initia secuta non fuerant. (Claud. Donat. Verg. 9, 427).

‘And Nisus, in turn, says: “Me, me, it's me, who have done this, turn your weapon on
me, Rutulians!” — this was the voice of the man who was losing his vigour because of
the excessive sorrow. He could not pour out in one go all that his soul embraced. There-
fore, he says “me” and as he is unable to utter words that he is intending to speak next,
he says “me” again, and the third time, when he begins to gather his thoughts little by
little, he adds “me, who have done”, and the fourth time — “turn your weapon on me”
While being pronounced, these parts should be pronounced separately because if you
merge them together, you will distort the meaning arranged with great elegance. As for
the double “m¢”, it is further supplemented by the addition of the words that were not
spoken next to what was said in the beginning’

Since Servius’ and Donatus’ time, two lines of interpretation of this accusative have
emerged, which are also supported by 19"- and 20"-century commentators. I will try to
decide, from the standpoint of modern linguistics, which one is more valid.

Frieze (1862, 564), Aubertin (455), Chase (1884, 384), and many other scholars sug-
gest supplying interficite, occidite or petite as implicit governing verbs for “me, me”, and
thus follow Servius’ interpretation. Sidgwick (1890, 395) argues that “the verb is obvious
and needless”, because Vergil “supplies the place later with a new structure, in me conver-
tite ferrum”. Frieze and Sidgwick join Servius’ view on “me, me” as aposiopesis with the
omitted verb like convertite but do not take into account that in this case, the pronoun
must have a preposition with it.

Henry (1889, 895), in his turn, compares the passage under discussion with Lucan
2. 315 me solum invadite and concludes that the explicit governing verb in Lucan’s verse
makes it “as unlike the dramatic action of our text as anything could possibly be”? There-
fore, Henry is closer to Donatus than to Servius. In the same vein, Page (1914, 277) claims
that “to supply a verb to govern the accusative would spoil the living passion of the line”.
Hardie (1994, 149) underlines that “the repeated me, me is given greater emphasis through
having no grammatical dependence within the sentence” In Hardie’s opinion, the pas-
sion is lost in the case of grammatical dependence, like in Seneca’s imitation in Phaedra
1159-1161: me, me, profundi saeue dominator freti, inuade et in me monstra caerulei maris
emitte. Hardie also insists that in mouth of Euryalus’ mother (Aen. 9. 493-494 — the epi-
sode following the death of the two heros) “the challenge to the enemy’s weapons becomes
mere emotional rhetoric: figite me, si qua est pietas, in me omnia tela conicite, o Rutuli, me
primam absumite ferro” (Hardie 1994, 149). Actually, there are quite a few occurrences of
reduplicated me, me in late Latin poetry, closely reminding of and probably modelled on
the Vergilian line, e. g., Sen. Tr. 680 me me sternite hic ferro prius; Sen. Herc. 110 me me
sorores, mente deiectam mea, versate primam; see also Sil. Pun. 4. 798; Stat. Theb. 1. 651.°
In all these examples, the constituents in the accusative are mere direct objects of the ex-
plicit verbs, which seems to reduce the expressiveness of these passages compared to Aen.
9.427.

2 “Lucan is always the rhetorician, never the poet; a commentator on the action, never the actor”

(Henry 1889, 895).
3 I am grateful to Michael Pozdnev for these parallels as well as for the careful reading of the first ver-
sion of this paper and for helpful and valuable advice.
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Evidently, both Servius and Donatus have enough followers, with Donatus’ opinion
having a slight preponderance over that of Servius. But unfortunately, none explains why
“having no grammatical dependence within the sentence” gives greater emphasis and “liv-
ing passion” to the line, while adding the governing verb Kkills all this.

In attempt to answer this question, I will address some other examples of syntactically
independent uses of the accusative case. They are not abundant but still occur in Latin,
more frequently in the language of the Roman comedy (4-6) but not restricted to it (7-9):

(4) Sed istum, quem quaeris, ego sum. (Plaut. Curc. 419)
‘But the one you are seeking is me’

(5) Naucratem, quem convenire volui, in navi non erat. (Plaut. Amph. 1009)
‘Naurates whom I wanted to come — he was not in the ship’

(6) Eunuchum, quem dedisti nobis, quas turbas dedit! (Ter. Eun. 653)
‘(As for the) eunuch whom you have given us — how much turmoil he has made!”

(7) Agrum quem uir habet tollitur. (Cato. Orat. 114)
“The field which a man owns is taken away’

(8) Urbem, quam statuo, vestra est. (Verg. Aen. 1. 573)
‘And the city that I build, it is yours’

(9) Hunc adulescentem, quem vides, malo astro natus est. (Petron. 134. 8)
‘But the young man you see, he was born under the unhappy star’

In traditional grammars, such cases are either not explained at all (Bennett 1908;
1914; Stolz, Schmalz 1910; Kithner, Stegmann 1912; Woodcock 1959; Menge 2009) or re-
ferred to as Attractio casus (Ernout, Thomas 1953, 24; Hofman, Szantyr 1972, 29), which
hardly seems sufficient to answer our question, why independent accusative imparts
greater emphasis than the dependent one.

In modern literature on Latin linguistics, the problem is addressed and treated in
different ways. Thus, Olga Alvarez Huerta (2005) equates the syntactic function of such
accusatives as in ex. (4-9) with that of the nominatives which are traditionally coined as
Nominativus pendens, cf. (10):

(10) Nunc adeo tu, qui meus es, iam edico tibi... (Plaut. Pseud. 855)
‘And now, you, who belongs to me, to you I say!’

Alvarez Huerta has proposed a new term Accusativus pendens for these and some
other instances of the accusative case. She believes that Accusativus pendens is a kind of
“left-dislocation” (or, to put it another way, “New Topic”), which conveys a piece of new
information and, thus, performs the pragmatic function of focus (Alvarez Huerta 2005,
435).4

Grounded in the traditional idea of attraction, Anna Pompei (2011, 468) came up
with the idea that instances like (7) and (8) are nothing but Attractio inversa, or regressive
attraction. This means that “a (pro)nominal head is not in the case required by its func-
tion within the matrix clause, but rather in the same case as the relative pronoun. In all

4 Alvarez Huerta considers these and some other examples including Aen. 9. 427 as Acc. pendens.
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instances of this phenomenon, the lexical head is immediately before the relative pronoun,
and as a rule the relative clause precedes the matrix clause”. Pompei does not analyze spe-
cifically the cases with pronominal head in the accusative but only mentions them, and,
therefore, does not help us solving the problem.

The phenomenon of left-dislocation and regressive attraction in the context of his-
torical development of the Latin language has been analyzed in detail by Hilla Halla-Aho
(2016, 384). She discussed the question of whether the regressive attraction in the accusa-
tive was characteristic of either archaic or spoken language and to what extent the histori-
cally changing status of the accusative could affect this phenomenon. Halla-Aho argues
that the regressive attraction is “at no period a mechanical process but certain conditions
have to be met for the attraction to happen”. Insufficient data, however, have not so far al-
lowed us to single out such conditions (Halla-Aho 2016, 386).

It is to be stressed that Aen. 9. 427, albeit somewhat similar to examples analyzed by
Anna Pompei and Hilla Halla-Aho, cannot be treated as regressive attraction because the
relative pronoun (qui) is in the nominative while the pronominal head (e, me) is in the
accusative.

It is clear that neither traditional nor modern works answer our question. Mean-
while, instances like 4-9 as well as Aen. 9. 427 can be regarded within the framework of
the pragmatic function that is wide-spread cross-linguistically and has been studied quite
sufficiently. As one can see, all these examples demonstrate a more or less similar syn-
tactic structure which consists of a main clause with the first argument in the accusative
(marked in bold in the examples analyzed) and a subordinate relative clause that modifies
the accusative subject of the main clause. Such structure corresponds perfectly well to
what is referred to as cleft construction or cleft sentence.

Actually, there are different opinions concerning cleft constructions in Latin. For ex-
ample, Gualtiero Calboli believes that for Latin, in contrast to the Romance languages
which developed from it, cleft constructions are not specific and used very rarely: “In
Latin it was impossible to give special emphasis (“Hervorhebung”) to some words through
the ‘cleft’ because of the language’s greater freedom of word order compared with that
of the Romance languages” (Calboli 1996, 431; 2005, 238). On the contrary, Olga Spe-
vak (2010, 55), Eugenio Goria (2013), Roland Hoffmann (2016), Harm Pinkster (2020,
644) among others, hold the view that cleft constructions are pretty common in Latin.
Hoffmann even proposed a detailed synchronic and diachronic classification of cleft sen-
tences. But the vast majority of the examples in Hoffmann’s article as well as in the other
works contain the first argument in the nominative rather than in the accusative and only
one may be compared to ours.?

Taking into account the paucity of examples, let us address the classical description of
cleft constructions to check, if Aen. 9. 427 is really a relevant case.

On the example of the English sentence “It was John’s watch, that Peter found in the
garden”, Simon Dik (1997, 293-294) proposed the following description of the prototypi-
cal Cleft: “It is an identifying construction, in which some entity, described by means of
expressions such as the thing that Peter found in the garden is identified as being nothing
else than another entity, described by such expressions as John’s watch. The identifying ex-

5 Epidicum quis est qui revocat? (Plaut. Epid. 201). ‘And who exactly is calling Epidicus?” (Goria 2013,
154, ex. 15; Hoffmann 2016, 206, ex. 29). To my mind, this is not a cleft construction proper, but rather the
example of Accusativus prolepticus which will be discussed below.
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pression (John’s watch) constitutes the Focus of the Cleft predication; the other term (what
Peter found in the garden) is the Given Topic of the construction. The Given Topic pres-
ents an entity presupposed to be available to the Addressee; the Focus presents the most
salient information, usually that which is supposed to be new to the Addressee. Thus, in
the prototypical case, the pragmatic import of the Cleft construction can be represented as
follows: I assume you already know that Peter found something in the garden. Well, I can
now inform you that the something was nothing else than John’s watch?”

We can now apply this description to Aen. 9. 427. In the sentence me, me, adsum qui
feci, in me conuertite ferrum, the relative clause qui feci is typical Given Topic, since the
enemies who captured Euryalus are already aware of the slaughter of their fellows, while
me, me is Focus of the Cleft predication. Certainly, one may notice small deviations from
the prototypical cleft construction, such as the absence of the expletive pronoun like It in
English, which brings about the verb (i. e. adsum) in the 1% instead of the 3'¢ person. But
deviations from the prototypical construction are not uncommon and have been suffi-
ciently described in literature (Dik 1997, 291-330; Lambrecht 2001), and besides, the ab-
sence of cleft pronoun in languages such as Latin is considered the norm (Hoffmann 2016,
208). Concerning the verb adsum, it’s no matter that it does not perfectly fit in the defini-
tion of copula verb. As Goria points out (2013, 150), “the elements working as copulae or
subordinators in one language are not necessarily of the same nature as their equivalent in
another language”, therefore I suppose that in Aen. 9. 427, adsum is likely to functions as
both a copula and a meaningful verb signifying “it’s me who did it, and here I am”®

Importantly, cleft constructions are only one morphosyntactic means to convey fo-
cus, and to be more precise, the contrastive focus which introduces opposition between
the two elements, one of them being expressed explicitly or implicitly. Personal pronouns,
in particular, are often contrastive (Spevak 2010, 45-46), and this is the case of “me, me”
shouted out by Nisus: it implies that Nisus is opposed to Euryalus as the true culprit of the
incident.

As regards the question, why the subject with focus function takes the accusative
case instead of the nominative, I dare to suppose that the reason is that the accusative
cross-linguistically marks constituents with focus function, including that of contrastive
focus (see Calboli 1996, 434; 2005, 238; Alvarez Huerta 2005, 438; Zheltov, Zheltova
2008, 139, among many others).

Let us consider several examples from Ancient Greek and some modern languages.

In ex. (11) from “Odyssey”, Athena first tells Telemachus about the suitors and then
switches to the new topic — his mother. Noteworthy, the constituent untépa is in the ac-
cusative which is syntactically independent, but from the pragmatic point of view, it is in
the position of left-dislocation, i. e. performs the focus function. The adversative connec-
tor § highlights the contrast and gives the considerable emphasis to untépa:

(11) pvnotipag pev émi opétepa okidvacOal dvwyot,
untépa &, €l oi Oupog épopudrtat yapéeobal,
ay Ttw &g uéyapov matpog péya duvapévoto. (Hom. Od. 1. 274-276)

‘Let the suitors go to their homes, but as for the mother, if she has a heart for marriage,
let her go to the home of her powerful father’

¢ Cf. Goria 2013, 157.
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In ex. (12) from Sophocles, Adiov is in the so called proleptic accusative (Accusativus
prolepticus)” which performs the function of focus by taking the fronting position in the
main clause rather than in the subordinate one.

(12) "Ootig o0’ bu@v Adiov TOV AaPddkov katotdev &vdpog ¢k Tivog StAeTo. ..
(Soph. OT 224-225)
‘Whoever among you knows Laius, the son of Labdacus, by whom he was
slain...

In the next example from Sophocles (13), Creon interrogates Antigone as to whether
or not she has committed the ritual burial of Polinicus:

(13) X& 81, ot v vevovoav eig médov kdapa,
oNe f katapvi un dedpakévatl tdde; (Soph. Ant. 441-442)

‘But you, you, bowed head, do you say or refute that you did it?’

The accusative Z¢ 0r), o¢, though formally the subject of Acl, is separated from the
infinitive eSpaxévar by the embedded clause (v vebovoav eig médov kapa)® and the
governing verbs (@1, §j katapvij) and thus acquires a greater emphasis. In my opinion,
this example is very close to the Latin one observed above and can also be considered left-
dislocation with focus function. In addition, the highly emotional sounding of this line is
complemented by the expressive reduplication.

No less interesting is ex. (14) from Demosthenes, in which the syntactically inde-
pendent extraclausal element’ in the accusative Tov 88 Mdavny is in the position of left-
dislocation and clearly functions as contrastive focus:

(14) Tov 6& Mavnyv, Saveioag apyvptov Apxemohdt 1@ Ietpatel, Emetdi| ovy 010G T AV adT®
anodovvat 6 ApxénoAig obte TOV TOKOV 0UTE TO dpXaiov dmay, évameTiunoev avtd.
(Dem. 53, 20)

‘As for Manes, who lent money to Archepolis... since Archepolis was unable to pay
him either interest or principal, he paid him off differently..

In some modern languages, the pronouns in the accusative with untypical syntactic
functions can also be given the additional emphasis and thus perform the pragmatic func-
tion of focus. In English, for instance, one can answer the question “Who is the winner?”
as follows (15):

(15) The winner is me.

The syntactically independent extraclausal elements like in (16) are also marked in
the accusative:

(16) Us, the Browns, we never do such things.

7 About Accusativus prolepticus as focus see, in particular, Alvarez Huerta (2005, 439).

8 Tt is worth noticing that the attributive construction consisting of the participle t1v vebovoav with
its dependents is functionally similar to relative clauses in cleft sentences.

° In modern literature, such extraclausal elements are referred to as “Theme’, see more in Pinkster
2020, 647.
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And finally, the focal pronouns in cleft constructions are commonly marked in the
accusative in English (17) and French (18):1°

(17) It is me who did it.
(18) Cest moi, qui la fait.

It is to be underlined again that such accusatives are syntactically independent, which
was spotted by Donatus and some later commentators on Verg. Aen. 9. 427. This brings
us back to our principal question: why “the repeated me, me is given greater emphasis
through having no grammatical dependence within the sentence” (Hardie 1994, 149)
while “supplying a verb to govern the accusative would spoil the living passion of the line”
(Page 1914, 277).

To solve this issue, let us address another construction in which the syntactically
independent noun phrases (NP) in the accusative is used, that is Accusativus exclamatio-
nis. It is employed to express a whole array of emotional connotations (joy, indignation,
despair, unbelief, surprise efc.), as, for example, in (19):

(19) O hominem lepidum! (Plaut. Pseud. 931)
‘Oh, what a nice man!’

There is an extensive literature on the question how to explain the use of the accusa-
tive in exclamations, and Harm Pinkster (2015, 367) points out that “proposals to explain
it as a normal object with a verb of saying or a verb to be supplied from the context are
unconvincing’!! What seems to me really convincing, is the attempt to compare the ex-
clamative accusatives with other focus-marking constructions (including those discussed
above) and to show that they share some crucial syntactic and pragmatic properties (see
Garcia 2018). This way of focus marking may indicate the presence of different emotions
and affectations, in particular, of non-fulfilled speaker expectations and concomitant sur-
prise, which belongs to the domain of mirativity (see Zheltova 2018, 230-232).12 One can
hardly deny that the emotional potential of the accusative, be it part of an exclamative con-
struction or a cleft sentence, may also encompass fear for the beloved friend and despair
in the face of the imminent demise.

In sum, I would suggest that the common syntactic behaviour and the ability to con-
vey vivid emotions bring together the exclamative accusatives and other focus-marking
constructions in the accusative, to which the cleft sentence “me, me adsum qui feci” be-
longs, too. What makes the enigmatic Vergil's verse truly unique is the rare combination
of several focus strategies in a single line, i. e. the combination of left-dislocation, cleft con-
struction with pronominal subject in the accusative, and expressive reduplication. With

10 The similarity of cleft sentences in French and English as possible result of the supposed pragmatic
borrowing is discussed in literature, cf. Trips, Stein 2018.

11 This view goes hand in hand with the idea that the accusatives in question depend on the omitted
governing verb (Bennett 1914, 256; Ernout, Thomas 1953, 24; Hofman, Szantyr 1972, 290). Bennett, though
mentions this oppinio communis, is far from being sure about its plausibility: “The elliptical theory of origin,
therefore, while sufficiently plausible in itself and probably worthy of provisional acceptance, cannot be
regarded as proved by the extant literature” (Bennett 1914, 256).

12 Interestingly, exclamative clauses usually have overtones of surprise and new and/or unexpected
information and vice versa, miratives can be used as markers of rhetorical questions in some languages
(Aikhenvald 2012, 474-475).
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all these in mind, I propose to translate the line as follows: “It's me, me, who did it, and
here I am! Draw on me your swords, Rutulians!”
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Verg. Aen. 9. 427: B3T1A] TUHTBUCTA*

Enena Bnadumuposna XKenmosa

CankT-IleTep6yprckimii FOCyRapCTBEHHBI YHIBEPCUTET,
Poccuiickasa @enepanns, 199034, CaHKT-HeTep6ypr, YHuBepcurerckas Hab., 7-9;
e.zheltova@spbu.ru, elena.zheltova@mail.ru

s murupoBanusa: Zheltova E. V. Verg. Aen. 9. 427: A linguist’s perspective. Philologia Classica 2023,
18 (1), 139-148. https://doi.org/10.21638/spbu20.2023.112

B crarbe npepnaraeTcs IMHIBUCTUYECKMIT KOMMEHTapuii K ctuxy Verg. Aen. 9. 427 me, me,
adsum qui feci, in me conuertite ferrum, B KOTOPOM JIMYHOE MECTOMMEHJE B aKKy3aTyBe
HyXJaeTcs B TonkoBanuyu. Co BpeMeH aHTUYHBIX rpaMMaTykos Cepsus u JJonara MHeHUs
KOMMEHTATOPOB pasfenunuch. CepBuil 11 ero Moc/nefoBaTeNN IONaraloT, YTO MeECTOMMEHNE
B AKKY3aTUBE ABJIAETCA IPAMbBIM JOIOTHEHMEM, KOTOPOE 3aBUCUT OT IOAPa3yMEBAeMOTro
(ommywieHHOro0) IIIaroja Bpoge interficite, occidite W petite, M 4TO paccMaTpUBaeMOe MeCTO
IpefCTaB/IAeT COO0I PUTOPNYECKYI0 GUIYPY alOCHOIe3bl. [IOHAT, HAIIPOTUB, MPUMIEPIKI-
BA€TCA MHEHMA O HE3aBUCHMOM XapaKTepe aKKy3aTuBa M CUMTAET, YTO IPEPhIBUCTasA VH-
TOHAIMA, C KOTOPOJ JJO/DKEH IIPOU3HOCUTHCA BECh CTUX, IIOJYEPKMBAET KPAIHIOK CTENEHb
orvasHysa Huca, KOTOPBIT He MOXeT IPefOTBPATUTb IMOeNb M06MMOro Apyra JBpuaia.
AHanu3 HeCKONMbKMX KOMMEHTUPOBAHHDBIX M3JaHUIT «DHEeUIbI» MOKAa3bIBAET, YTO CTOPOHHMU-
KOB I'MIoTe3bl JJoHaTa HeCKO/IbKO Oorblile, 4eM CepBIis, OBHAKO BCe UX PACCY>KAEHUA HOCAT
VHTYUTVBHBI XapaKTep M He OODBACHAIOT, IOYeMy VIMEHHO CUHTaKCUYeCKM He3aBUCUMBbII
AKKY3aTUB IIPUIaeT B3BOTHOBAHHDIN OTTEHOK ITOC/IESHUM cnoBaM Huca. ABTOp cTaThy pu-
MeHs€eT IParMaTUYECKIIT IOAXO0/, K TONKOBAaHMIO JaHHOTO MeCTa, aHAIM3UPYET aHATIOTYHbIE
MIPUMEPDI «HECMHTAKCUYECKOTO» MCIONb30BaHNMA aKKy3aTHBa U B3IJIAMIBI HA TAHHYIO MPO-
67eMy KaK aBTOPOB TPafYILIMOHHBIX IPAMMATHK, TaK ¥ COBPEMEHHBIX JTMHIBJCTOB Pa3HBIX
HaIlpaB/IeHWi1. B pesynbraTe aBTOp IPUXOAUT K BBIBOAY, YTO TOJIKYeMO€e MeCTO 60jiee BCero
COOTBETCTBYET TOMY, YTO B COBPEMEHHOJI IMHIBUCTYIKE Ha3bIBaeTCA KIedT-KOHCTPYKLNEIL.
ITono6HbBIe KOHCTPYKLUM CYIIECTBYIOT B Pa3HBIX A3bIKAX U CIY>KaT JJIA BhIpakeHuUA Qokyca
KOHTpacTa. B KoHIle ncciefoBanus pelaraeTcsl OTBET Ha IIOCTaB/IEHHbIN B CTaThe BOIIPOC,
II0YeMY B Ka4eCTB€ MHCTPYMEHTA I BBIPA>KEHNS CU/IbHBIX SMOLMI IATUHCKMIL A3BIK UC-
II0/Ib3yeT MMEHHO aKKy3aTUB.

Kniouesvie cnosa. Beprummit, dneuda, maTMHCKNI A3BIK, IParMaTyKa, aKKy3aTHB, POKYC KOH-
TPacTa, KINeQT-KOHCTPYKLVIAL.
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