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The article describes a method of working with text on specialty at the
sentence level. Two ways of the sentence analysis are suggested — «from
the form — to the meaning» and «from the meaning — to the form». The first
direction is understanding of the sentence meaning through a model. De-
pending on the communicative task, different meaning-speech situations
are created in the scientific text, which are expressed by certain structural
and semantic models. The second way — «from meaning» — is identification
of the sentence semantic content with the help of question. The author
suggests the following method of work: to find subject and predicate in
the sentence; to determine what part of speech expresses the predicate; to
formulate a grammatical question to the main word of the combination,
which is after the predicate; to write the question down; moving in the
opposite direction, to fix the predicate in the question; to fix the subject;
to write the question completely and give a brief answer to the question,
which will be a semantic center of the sentence.

Key words: semantic organization of the sentence, structural and se-
mantic model of the sentence, communicative task of the sentence, mean-
ing-speech situation, semantic center of the sentence.

Makarapa MamaHAbIK, 6OMbIHLIA COMAEM AEHIeMiHAEr MOTIHAEPMEH
JKYMbIC >Kacay aaici cypetteAreH. CeiaeM TaAAQYAbIH €Ki XKOAbI YCbIHbIA-
FaH — «MilliHHEH — MafblHaFa» )XKoHe «MaFbIHAAAH — rilliHre». bipiHiwi 6arbIT
— BYA MOAEAb apKbIAbl COMAEMHIH, MafFblHACbIH TYCiHY. KOMMYHMKaTMBTIK
MiHAeTTepre GaiAaHbICTbl FbIAbIMA MOTIHAEPAE HaKTbl KYPbIABIMAbIK-
CEMaHTMKAAbIK, MOAEAAEPI aHbIK, OaiKaAaTblH TYPAI MafbiHaAbl CelAey
>KafAaMAapbl >KacaAblHaAbl. EKiHWI 6afblT — «MafFblHaAaQH» — CypaKThiH,
KOMEriMeH COMAEMHIH MaFbIHAAbIK Ma3MYHbIH aHbIKTay. ABTOP KeAeci
SAICTEMEHI YCbIHaAbI: COMAEMHEH GacTaybill neH GasHAaybiWTbl Tady;
6asiHAQYbILITbIH Kai €3 TabbiHaH GOAbIN TypPFaHbIH aHblKTay; 6asiHAQYbILL-
TaH KeMiH TypFaH Ce3 TipKeCiHiH rpaMMaTMKaAbIK >KaFblHaH peTTey; cypak,
>Kasy; Kapama-Kapcbl 6arbITTa XXbIAXW OTbIPbIM, 6AHAQYbILITbI aHbIKTAY;
6acTaybllWTbl aHbIKTay; CYPaKTbl TOAbIFbIMEH >Ka3blil, OFaH COMAEMHIH Ma-
FbIHAABIK, OpTacChbl GOAATbIH KbICKALLIA >Kayar 6epy.

Tyiiin ce3aep: MarbiHaAbl COMAEM KYPaCTbIPY, COMAEMHIH, KYPbIAbIM-
AbIK-CEMAHTUKAABIK, YATICi, COMAEMHIH KOMMYHMKATMBTIK MaKcaTtbl, Ma-
FbIHAAbI COVMIARY >KaFAaMbl, COMAEMHIH, MaFblHAAbIK, Heri3i.

B cratbe onucaHa mMeToaMKa paboOTbl C TEKCTOM MO CreuraAbHOC-
TW Ha YpOBHe npeaAoxKeHus. [peaaaraeTcs ABa MyTU aHaAM3a MPeAAO-
KEHUS — «OT (POPMbI — K CMbICAY» U «OT CMbICAQ — K hopme». [NepBoe
HarnpaBAeHWe — 3TO MOHWMAHME CMbICAQ MPEAAOXKEHUS Yepe3 MOAEAb. B
3aBMCMMOCTM OT KOMMYHMKATMBHOM 3aAa4M B HAyUYHOM TEKCTE CO3AQI0T-
C9 pa3AMUHble CMbICAO-peYEBble CUTyalMK, KOTOPble BblpaXkaloTCsl Or-
PEAEAEHHDBIMU CTPYKTYPHO-CEMAHTUUYECKUMK MOAEAsIMU. BTopoit nyTb
— «OT CMbICA@» — BbISIBAEHME CMbICAOBOrO COAEP>XKAHWMS MPEAAOXKEHUS C
MOMOLLbIO BOMpPOca. ABTOP MpeAAaraeT CAEAYIOLLYIO METOAUKY PaboTbl:
HalTU B NMPEAAOXKEHMM MOAAEXKALLEee U CKa3yeMOe; OMpPeAeAnTb, KaKomn
4aCTbiO peun BbIpa>keHO ckazyemoe; C(OOPMYAMPOBATb rPpamMMaTUYeCKmii
BOMPOC K OMOPHOMY CAOBY CAOBOCOYETaHMUS, KOTOPOE HAaXOAMTCS MOCAE
CKa3yemoro; 3anucatb BOMPOC; ABMIascCb B MPOTMBOMOAOXKHOM Harpas-
AeHWUM, 3apMKCMPOBaTb B BOMpPOCe ckazyemMoe; 3ahnMKCMpoBaTh MNOAAEXKA-
LLlee; 3anMcaTh BOMPOC MOAHOCTbIO M AaTb KPATKMI OTBET Ha BOMpPOC, KO-
TOPbIN 1 BYAET CMbICAOBBIM LIEHTPOM MPEAAOXKEHMS.

KAtoueBble cAOBa: CMbICAOBAs OpraHM3aLmsl MPEAAOXKEHUS, CTPYKTYp-
HO-CeMaHTMYecKast MOAEAb MPEAAOXKEHUS, KOMMYHUKATMBHAS 3aAa4a NpeA-
AOYKEHUSI, CMbICAO-PEYEBAst CUTYaLMSl, CMbICAOBOI LIEHTP MPEAAOSKEHMS.
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In the methodology of teaching Russian as a second
language, recognized basic teaching units are sentence (minimum
communicative unit) and text (the highest communicative unit). In
teaching practice, as shown by the analysis of programs, textbooks
and tutorials, the teaching of language means is conducted at the
level of sentence, and kinds of speech activity, communication are
taught on the basis of texts.

Formal organization of the sentence determines its meaning,
the type of informative content — its semantic organization within
certain limits. [1, 414] Semantic organization of the sentence is
hierarchically integrated from the meanings of individual words and
the relationships between them. Dominant and peripheral meanings
are formed in the sentence. In the methodological aspect, the process
of understanding can be represented as a process of identifying
logical-semantic relations in the sentence, their hierarchy,
determination of the semantic center and communicative task.

The first step in working with the text on the specialty is
its interpretation and semantic perception, or understanding.
Unfortunately, we cannot see the occurrence of the process: the
very process of reading the text as a complex multi-level activity,
the product of which is understanding of the text, is not available
for direct observation and therefore causes endless disputes and
ambiguous interpretations [2, 153]

Working with the specialty text at the sentence level can be
carried out in 2 directions — «from the form — to the meaning» and
«from the meaning — to the formy.

The first direction is understanding of the sentence meaning
through its model. The model (Fr. modele from Ital. modello —example)
is a scheme or a sample of a linguistic unit showing the sequential
arrangement of its constituent parts, e.g. derivational model, model
of the sentence [3, 182]. In Russian sentences (in the two-compound
sentences and some one-compound ones), the semantic center is
a predicate. The predicate is unchanged in the model. Subject and
predicate extenders are replaced by symbols — grammatical questions
(the number indicates the number of case). For example, bacteria and
fungi cells have no plastids. WHAT? (Cells of fungi and bacteria)
HAVE NO WHAT? (plastids). The final model of the sentence is as
follows: WHAT (1) HAS NO WHAT (2).
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In the sentence model, coordination of the
subject and predicate in the number and gender (in
the past tense) is as follows: what (1) is regarded
as a neuter singular noun — what (1) has what (4),
what (1) had what (4); who (1) is considered as a
masculine singular noun — who (1) subdivides what
(4) into what (4), who (1) subdivided what (4) into
what (4). An exception is the sentence model, in
which the subject and predicate are in nominative
case of the noun. In this case, the model is as
follows: what (1) is what (1); what (1) — what (1).
For example: Plastids are organelles specific for
plant cells and absent in animal cells.

Depending on the communicative task, different
meaning-speech situations are created in scientific
text, which are expressed by certain structural and
semantic models. For example, if the text considers
whole and its parts, its communicative task is to
show the structure or composition of the object
or phenomenon. In this case, in the text there will
sentences built by the models: what is a part of what;
what is contained in what; what is a constructive
part of what, what consists of what;, what includes
what and so on. If the text items are distributed by
classes, types, categories, the communicative task of
the text is the classification of objects with frequency
models what is divided into what; what is divisible
by what; who classifies what (on what basis); what
is distinguished; who shares what by what.

This is a very productive way, although having
some difficulties in realization. Where we are
working at the level of sentence built by the model
or typical text, the results can be achieved and are
achieved successfully; if we use an authentic text
as didactic material, the result is achieved with
additional efforts. Some models, «anchored» to
a particular «actual meaning» in the mind of the
student can express completely different semantic
essence in the text. For example, we work on
the SDE «definition»: Zoology is the study of
animal organisms. Students readily assimilate the
connection between SDE values and models, can
formulate a question, make transformations within
the studied models, but in the presentation of
sentences «Zoology is an experimental science» and
«Zoology examines the animal organisms» students
have difficulties in qualifying these sentences: the
first one is built on the model relating to the SDE
«definition», but not expressing the meaning, the
second one, on the contrary, is a semantic invariant
of this, but the model, on which it is built, is not
specified among the SDE «definition» models.

For the representation of SDE, structural and
semantic model is used, which is conceptualized

due to its abstract nature, i.e. it becomes a part
of the individual conceptual system, with great
difficulty in a foreign language. Perhaps it depends
on many factors, and above all on the starting level
of the student’s language ability, which includes
language competence, strategic competence and
psychophysiological mechanisms. The latter ones
form individual cognitive style of the learner, which
is not to be ignored by any trainer if the goal is
to teach. So it makes sense to talk about flexible
approaches to training appropriate to different
cognitive styles of students.

The second way is identification of the
sentence semantic content, 1i.e. determination
of its communicative task using a question, as
«communication tasks can be reduced to questions»
[4, 154]. The reasoning in this case may be as
follows: to find the subject and predicate of the
sentence; to determine what part of speech expresses
the predicate; to formulate a grammatical question
to the main word of the combination, which is after
the predicate; to write the question down; moving
in the opposite direction, to fix the predicate in the
question; to fix the subject; to write the question
completely and give a brief answer to the question,
which will be a semantic center of the sentence.
Therefore, the question determines the semantic
center of the sentence. For example: Living beings
have a built-in self-regulation system.

The subject — living beings; predicate — have;
the predicate is expressed by the personal form of
the verb; the main word — system — is a noun in the
instrumental case, the question is — what?

— What do the living beings have?

— A built-in self-regulation system.

This is the easiest option of formulating the
question to the sentence semantic center. In some
cases, a refinement of the grammatical question
is required. For example: Pigments are divided
into those soluble in water, soluble in alcohol and
insoluble in water and alcohol. In this sentence,
the question formulated in a predetermined pattern,
will have a conversational tone: What pigments are
divided into? The semantics of the verb «divide»
implies «to allocate parts grouping them according
to some criteria». Let’s introduce the word «groups»
into the question and formulate it in a new version:
What groups the pigments are divided into?

In the case when the subject and the predicate
are expressed by nouns in the nominative case,
the question is formulated depending on the type
of information contained in the sentence: What is
...2 What is called ...? In the sentences of general
qualifications, a specific concept is defined by a
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generic term. For example, the skin is the body’s
defense from harmful environmental influences.
The skin is a specific concept, and protecting
of the body is a generic term, since the organs of
the body protection may be the liver, bones, eyes,
ears, etc. The questions correlated with this type of
information are What is ...? What is called ...?

In the sentences of terminological qualification,
the subject and the predicate match completely.
For example: explantation is culturing of
isolated organs and tissues. In order to define the
explantation, one must fully read the second part
of the sentence (predicate with dependent words).
To determine this concept, the following wording
is not enough: explantation is cultivation. The
question is of what? Or explantation is culturing
of organs and tissues. Which organs and tissues?
Only after reading the full sentence, we can
understand the meaning of this biological term —
the cultivation of isolated organs and tissues. The
questions for this type of information are What is
.7 What is called ...?

If the predicate is at the end, the question is
formulated directly to the predicate. For example:
Since the mid 50-ies, the value of ecology and
the scope of its applications became much wider.
The predicate is expressed by the phrase became
much wider. The semantics of the verb to grow is
associated with the «change of certain parameters
in the direction of increasing». Let’s consider the
meaning of the verbs fo grow and to change as a
particular manifestation in relation to the general
and formulate a question to this sentence by
using the verb change: How has the meaning of
the environment and the scope of its application
changed since the mid 50-ies? — They began to
expand significantly.

The method of work proposed above is
applicable to a simple sentence. At the level of a
complex sentence, the setting of communicative task
with a question should be based on the definition of
logical-semantic relations taking into account the
amount of information in the subordinate clause of
the complex sentence.

The originality of the CS semantic organization
is that it is fundamentally oriented towards the
expression of not one proposition, but a complex
of propositions meaning the ratio of the situations,
while the simple sentence in its elemental form is
intended to express one proposition, in other words,
the CS is polypropositional and the simple sentence
is monopropositional.

For example: After eliminating all the possible
options for the water pollution, scientists have come
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to the conclusion that the bacteria detected in the
water are absolutely unique and not similar to any
form of life known and described in the world. In
this complex sentence with attributive relations, the
information is specified through a clarifying question
formulated to the word located immediately after the
predicate: What conclusion have the scientists come
to? — Bacteria detected in the water are absolutely
unique and not similar to any form of life known and
described in the world.

In the sentence with attributive relationship:
Scientists have fixed the role of MX2 gene in the
inhibition of human immunodeficiency virus that
causes acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (A1DS)
for the first time — the formally dependent part refers
to the noun «gene» since the gene causes immune
deficiency syndrome, but the main part of the
sentence indicates that scientists have fixed the role
of MX2 gene. Therefore, the question is formulated
specifying the information not only about the gene,
but also about its role: What role of MX2 gene in
the inhibition of human immunodeficiency virus
the scientists have fixed? — To cause the acquired
immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS).

In the sentences with causal, explanatory,
temporal, spatial relations, formulation of the
question is usually not difficult. The range of
questions is limited: Why...? For what reason...?
What...? When...? Where...? etc. For example: The
development of drugs that stimulate the body’s
natural inhibitors is very important because
it allows running a natural process and thus
eliminates the problem of drug resistance. — Why
is the development of drugs that stimulate the
body’s natural inhibitors very important? — It allows
running a natural process and thus eliminates the
problem of drug resistance. Or: Endocrinologists
are currently unable to assess the results of stem
cells application as clinically proven results of the
operations are absent. — What are the reasons for
the endocrinologists to be currently unable to assess
the results of stem cells application? — Clinically
proven results of the operations are absent. Or:
In the description of the experiment it is clearly
demonstrated that vascular wall cells give rise to
blood cells. — What is shown in the description of
the experiment? — that vascular wall cells give rise
to blood cells. Or: The development of a new science
(nanotechnology) began after the Americans
accidentally discovered the possibility of creating
tiny particles composed solely of carbon atoms in
a laser discharge. — When did the development
of a new science begin? — After the Americans
accidentally discovered the possibility of creating
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tiny particles composed solely of carbon atoms in a
laser discharge.

It is much more difficult to identify the
communicative task with a question in sentences
with concessive relations: Though using existing
drugs people with HIV can extend the life, these
agents are toxic to the body, and in the case of long-
term use there is a problem of drug resistance. It is
impossible to formulate a question to the semantic
center of the sentence following the models of the
complex sentence parts and using only the language
features that are involved in the construction of the
sentence. Formulating a question to the semantic
center of the sentence, we have to go beyond the
sentence in terms of linguistic resources, while
remaining within it semantically. — What are the
side effects of the drugs long-term use for people
with HIV? — These agents are toxic to the body, and
in the case of long-term use there is a problem of
drug resistance.

With the help of the question, an opposite effect
can be achieved — extension of information contained
in the semantic category. For example, let us take
the category of «meaningy. In the conceptual system
of any native speaker (who studied the principles of
science in the volume of secondary school) there is
a stereotypical set of questions corresponding to a
certain semantic category. For the given semantic
category of «meaning», this set will consist of the
following questions: 1. What is the meaning ...7 2.
What meaning has the ...? 3. What is the meaning
of .7

This direction of work is related to the
categorization of a reality fragment reflected in the
meaning of the text. Categorization is division of
the outer and inner world of the person according
to essential characteristics of his or her functioning

and existence, orderly presentation of various
phenomena through their reduction to a smaller
number of classes or associations, etc., as well as
the result of the classification (taxonomy) activity
[5, 42]. The terms and terminological combinations
may be specific (highly specialized vocabulary),
i.e. belonging to one science, while the meaning
categories belong either to all sciences or to a
number of sciences. To identify and describe the
most important semantic categories is an important
task and it is quite doable. For example: Physiology
and anatomy are biological sciences, as living
organisms are examined. Physiology studies the
processes of life, functions of the body, its systems,
organs, tissues and cells. Anatomy studies the
structure of the organism and its component systems
and organs. In this microtext, the categorical word
that sums up its semantic content is the combination
«matter of studies», to which we can formulate
the following questions: /. What is the subject of
studying for anatomy and physiology like? 2. What
do anatomy and physiology study? 3. What is the
subject of studying for anatomy and physiology?
4. What does the subject of studying for anatomy
and physiology represent? With all the variety and
diversity of information contained in scientific texts,
formal means of expression of the self-interrogative
meanings are rather narrow and stereotyped.

A very common way of «catchingy» the meaning
is its paraphrase [6, 170]. It is assumed that one
meaning can be expressed by different language
means, same as the listener can identify different
forms of expression. «Hence, the meaning is the
common sense present in all various statements
that are recognized and used by native speakers as
equivalent, or, in short, the meaning is an invariant
of synonymous transformations — paraphrases [ 7, 7].
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