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PRESUPPOSITIONAL AND LOGICAL ARCHITECTURE
OF THE TEXT

The paper is an attempt to shed light on one ofbet interesting issues on the
crossroads of pragmatics and text linguistics —spppositional and logical structure
of the text. The relevance of this study is deteedhiby the fact that it unveils text
architecture from a new angle — its micro-/macrguppositional content. The
research outcomes allow of the following staterreiiite semantic structure of the text
largely owes to and depends on the macro-/micreygpositions of the text
underlying it. The paper also clarifies the diffeces between the notions of micro-text
and macro-text on the one hand and micro-presugipasand macro-presupposition
on the other as these phenomena play a crucial iolgext composition and
progression.
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The presuppositional structure of the text is titerisional of the elements of
the text which relies on the quantity of the therokthe text, its semantic nuclei. |
label them micro-presuppositions of the text. lis tiespect it is pivotal to note the
difference between micro-presuppositions and mpoesuppositions of the text.
The first ones represent a single unit of informatinainly incorporated within one
logic and actualized via one sentence/ utterante Jecond ones set up and
develop after two and more micro-presuppositionmeaogether within one
logically connected stream of thought.

The text is a system of complex meaningful unita Hre united in a semantic
structure by a single concept. The macro-struadfithe text is shaped by denser
and more complex information blocs — micro-presitimns. The semantic
mapping of micro-presuppositions is actualized padication, thus contributing
to text cohesion and global coherence.

From the recipient’'s perspective the text is a mptdé outcome of the
recipient’s subjective activity and knowledge scopee semantic structure of the
text is reduced to the hierarchy of his/ her pressjfiion base. In this respect van
Dijk puts it “Macrostructures have a cognitive matuMacrostructures have a
subjective nature since different language useng find different information in
the text more important" /van Dijk, 1988: 33/. Bk, upon comprehension a
reader performs an act of interpretation of theesees, constructs a set of macro-

30



L6R4ULULNKME-3NRL

structures, which transform the highly complex infation to a manageable size,
which works as the formula on which comprehensierbased /van Dijk and
Kintsch, 1983/.

The semantic wholeness of the text is actually ohédts most important
characteristics, yet it is subjective. The semantimleness of the text has both
micro- and macro-structure, the latter can be Ereed as a hierarchy of semantic
blocs of various values — predications. In thistipalar case predication is the
realization in the text of the semantic links whiahe indispensable for the
actualization of the main semantic motive of thessage Apremckas, 1989: 164/.

It should be mentioned that the same idea has faliffefent interpretations by

different scholars, in some cases quite categoticalgh. Namely, Kulikov states

that the most important feature of the text thattidguishes it from all other

linguistic formations is the semantic super-streetof the text. (I claim it to be the

macro-presupposition of the text as it is the fattat functions as a nucleus for all
minor predications, smaller information blocks, mipresuppositions.) Hence, the
minimal unit of the text is the minimal unit of tlygdven semantic super-structure
/Kynukos, 1983: 6/.

The central thesisof this article is the claim that the marco-prgsagition of
the text is composed of smaller chunks of infororvativhich are the micro-
presuppositions of the utterances of the given, téwis creating an immediate
connection between the presuppositional structfiteeotext and its logical one. In
the article | clearly single out that the lineangmsition of the utterances, i.e. their
logical sequence is preconditioned by the micraipppositions of the utterances
and ultimately the macro-presupposition of the.text

There is an abundance of works on the hierarchigeo€lements of the text on
the one hand and the delimitation of the macro-téitt a complex inner structure
on the other.

A micro-text contains only a micro-presuppositidghat's to say only one
single concept unfolds in it. In this respect Zlingtates that “In any text, if it is
relatively accomplished and consistent, there iy one thought, one thesis, one
statement uttered”Munkun, 1956: 250/. | find this approach most approprfate
defining the micro-text. Further Gak puts it thiaé tsemantic organization of the
text in its denotative perspective is its significa (nomination) which signals the
connection between the linguistic unit and its a&fitnguistic designatum,
signification I'ak, 1974: 6/, that's to say predication. The micretthas been
labelled in a number of ways. For example, Blokbsuthe terndictemeto signify
the minimal text segment that is formed by sentereal has its own thenlenbx,
1987: 17/.

Interestingly, this view is quite close the onebelated by Chafe — the main
unit of oral discourse is intonation unit (IU) whican be compared with one
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predication. 1U is the reflection of the focus @insciousness, the focus constantly
(not evenly) moving from one fragment of realityaonother. Each IU can contain
no more than one element of information, one newaidnamely, one
presupposition) which stands for a certain referenevents, states or their
participants. Following Chafe’s ideology, there t&® main phenomena, better to
say, two constituents — IU and discourse. Notabétween these two the scholar
differentiates a third intermediate unit as wethe sentence which Chafe identifies
with the super-focus of consciousness /Chafe, 1994/

It is pivotal to draw some parallels between thaception outlined in this
article and that of Chafe, the most important bemy following — one minimal
unit of the plane of expression (in this case mtexd) contains only one unit of
the plane of content (in the given case, microygopssition). The combination of
the minimal units of both planes generates highwre complex units — macro-
ones (in my terminology) or super- (in Chafe’'s temtogy) which is not the
simple sum of the lower linguistic units. And filyalaccording to Chafe, all units
are summarized in discourse, in a certain linguigiructure which in my
conception is nothing else but the text itself.iBes, | think that each minimal unit
(micro-text) contains only one predication whiclm dse supposedly understood as
the correlation of the presupposition of the tekhveome extra-linguistic reality
which comes forth when the idea, theme or, in nignieology, presupposition is
verbalized.

The logical structure of the textis the sequence and structure of representing
the semantic elements in the process of the dew&lopof the text.

Now let's consider theommunicative and structural wholenesf the text.
The communicative wholeness of the text is predarddd by the communicative
intention of the speaker of the text. In this respke text is a speech segment with
a certain illocution and a system of ways of variag) it. In other words, the text,
as the main unit of communication must exert aageréffect on the interlocutors.
Nevertheless, the exerted effect may be differemditioned by the author’s
communicative intention and the concept of the.texicase of communicative
effect the author wants to inform or get information. @iosly, the
communication takes place for transfer/ acquisitiexchange of information. In
other words, the aim of the communication is tol daith mental-verbal or
physical reaction on the part of the interlocutior.the case of aesthetic effect
(which is especially topical in terms of fictioet aim of communication is to
exercise influence on the recipient and call foris/ her mental-emotional
reaction. Actually, such delimitation can hardlyeexcome up in a clear, sterile
way. Such an isolation of the categories is donimignfor the purpose of analysis
which in the scope of this research is quite tiseca
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It is noteworthy to say that nowadays dteuctural wholenessof the text
Is perhaps its most profoundly studied aspéeip?, 1978; bennepr, 1978;
Givon, 1979; van Dijk, 1988; Crompton, 2002; Takoxa, 2009; Cornish,
2010, etc./, which is conditioned by the fact tlitathas its proper formal-
signemic expression through language means thatbeamnventorized and
categorized.

Now let's consider théext-forming categories, componentandelements
Proceeding from the above-mentioned, the studyhefpresuppositional and
communicative wholeness of the text actually deals with the -fextning
categories, namely, the concept of the text, itsspppositional and logical
structure, communicative and aesthetic impact. @e evel of structural
wholeness, the text-forming categories (namely &tnt, lexical and
phonological) correlate with the text-forming compats that are represented by
diverse language means which in their turn have tteerelates by way of text-
forming elements. The text-forming components ateaized in these elements
in the process of creating of a certain text. FHestance, the phonological
categories can be represented by such componenistasation, pausation,
syntagmatic segmentation, timbre, tempo, voice ityalegister, etc. As such
text-forming elements are the only means of actirali the above-mentioned
components. Likewise, the same process of deliortatof text-forming
components and elements can be spotted on lexidadyntactic levels.

As is known, there are two main features of the tiext manifest its structural
and semantic ties — cohesion and coherence. Caeererfils the following
functions 1) secures the semantic connection betvdééerent parts of the text
necessary for the detection of the theme of the(te&cro-presupposition, micro-
presupposition), 2) prepares the recipient for ddequate comprehension of the
text, 3) secures the integrity of “text memory” Wy of retrieving the previous
parts of the text via repeating them.

In the present paper | do not pose on cohesiorcanerence as central textual
categories but rather put forward a new cognitippraach to the notion of text
generation and perception.

There is a great difference, distinct connectionsl @ertain dependence
between the text-forming categories if observedftbe addresser’s or perceiver’s
view, better to say, at the moment of its productio perception.

The starting point for any text production is thencept/ the macro-
presupposition that actually preconditions the seimatructure of the text and the
latter in its turn preconditions its logical strud. Besides, the macro-
presupposition reflects the author's intentions asdin fact the indirect
embodiment (through intentions) of the motive abdarction of a certain text. As
such the macro-presupposition of the text specifiesommunicative orientation
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which is central in any text production. Obvioustiie choice of the language
means of a text is preconditioned by its logicalaure and communicative
orientation. These two vital text-generating congras are a priori conditioned by
the macro-presupposition of the text.

It is noteworthy that at text production level thethor goes from the deep
structure of the text, namely its macro-presuppmosito the surface structure,
that’s to say its verbal “tissue”. Though, obvigusit text perception the recipient
goes in the reverse direction — from the verbalybedied text to its macro-
presupposition.

The discussed two levels of processing of verbalmanication are: at first,
we decode the perceived linguistic units on théaser(grammatical) level, further
we observe the decoding of deep structures, that'say their presuppositional
content that lies beyond the perceived messags. prbcess also brings into play
cognitive structures — both linguistic and phenoohegical.

Therefore, in an adequate perception of the testr(fits verbally embodied
plane of expression to its deep level plane of@uint macro-presupposition) there
is a crucial aspect — consituation — that embreglations of both surface and deep
levels. For the recipient to be able to perceiwe téxt, he/ she must be able to
understand both the signemic order of meaningsrelade the text to reality, his/
her knowledge and perceptions of reality, that'sag his/ her presupposition base.

Interestingly, on the one hand, text perceptiorthis restoration of the
extralinguistic information, reality, the structuséthe communication via the text
itself, on the other hand it is impossible to ske meaning in the text itself.
Instead, they can bhbuilt, set up, created.To perceive the meaning does not
simply imply to understand it — it rather suppog®$ng, assigningmeaning to it.

Thus, text perception is a psychological procebg. dssence of this lies in the
idea that the recipient actually creates an imdgbeocontent of the text which is
always dynamic. By saying dynamic | mean it is blage the presupposition base
of the recipient. In this respect each recipiersaigl to create their own image, idea
of the text. That's why no single text is decodéehntically by at least two people.
In other words, it does not exist as such, it ia fpermanent process of creating its
identity. In fact, the real issue of text perceptis not the text itself as a linguistic
entity but its content in the broadest sense. Ngntake content that will later
circulate in larger dimensions, i.e. convert inteuppositional base for decoding
other texts.

Analyzing the process of text perception (undeditay) interpretation), many
scholars note the importance of the recipient'orpexperience. Hence, text
perception and understanding take place when twopooents come together,
namely 1) semantic organization and structure eftéixt, and 2) what is contained
in the recipient’s cognition and memory, and emésahis/her level of linguistic
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competence and stock of knowledge on the givenctdpitesa, 1982: 67;
Ky6psikoBa, 1987;Hukudopos, 1982/. Nevertheless, to understand and perceive a
text, the recipient's individual cognitive framewas not enough. There is another
aspect which is more important than any other faottext perception — that is the
general background knowledge of the participantthefcommunication relevant
for the present act of communication — presuppmmsitiase. And though many
scholars speak about it indirectly emphasizingrétegpient’s language competence
only, yet the existence of presupposition basessimed which actually allows of
the existence of social knowledge.

Obviously, text perception is not so much the cahpnsion of its meaning
but rather decodification of the recipient's intentand motive of the received
message.

As for the adequacy of text perception and compreioa, | mean a certain
correspondence between the interpretations ofetktegiven by the author and the
recipient. It means that the presupposition basehefauthor and that of the
recipient must coincide. And though | accept thabd is poly-presuppositional, as
Zvegintsev terms it, nevertheless, there is a icepiesuppositional invariant that
maximally fully and precisely corresponds to theteot of the text. The given
invariant is preconditioned by the wholeness ofkhewledge and views proper to
an average speaker of the given language and megaistic system on the one
hand and a certain sign system that serve fordpeession of the given knowledge
and views on the other hand. In other words, tlesypposition base preconditions
the “presuppositional invariant” which allows ofetlperception of the preceding
text as well as the existence of the potentialriawé of perception of any text as
the presupposition base specifies a certain sysfeindices into which all new
texts are fit and through which they are perceed evaluated.

So, a text is a discourse unit which manifestsuisiic and extra-linguistic
phenomena which in their turn display the lingaistonsciousness and linguistic
identity of the interlocutors.

Before passing on to the gist of this section, ulddike to pose on some
essential textual terms and notions that | willrapewith here.

The first is thesituation which is a fragment of objectively existing reglit
made up of both extralinguistic and linguistic pber@na. The situation, provoking
a certain mental reaction, forces to some actiomerbal or non-verbal. The
reaction “shapes” into motive which in its turn can embody into tih@ention of
the verbal outcome/ reaction to the external s@mid- situation. To me the verbal
reaction to the situation, the output of some Vieniental activity is actually the
text itself.

Nevertheless, it should be mentioned that the atfiorebetween the text and
motive is not so straightforward. The motive asgtimulus for speech production
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(text) is embodied into the concept of the generédgt. The concept of the text is
the mental clot, the maximally unfolded deep stitgtits macro-presupposition,
which is unfolded in the very process of text getien. The concept or
presupposition is the immediate starting pointtéxt generation and in some way
is correlated with the inner dynamic scheme ofutierance or with the inherent
meaning of the utterance which is actually the emseéd inherent equivalent of the
outer (generated) text. In contrast to the outeesp it lacks grammatical shape, a
certain semantic order and sound form. Obviouglys ithe presupposition that
embodies the inner programming of the future utteea namely the unconscious
structure of some scheme on the basis of whichenutterance is generated. The
macro-presupposition of the text is something thatot lexically, grammatically
and phonetically shaped yet. Interestingly, it depe non-linearly, namely at text
generation a scanning of the developing semantictsire takes place which can
be simpler or more complicated, can develop in onanany directions, can
actualize in micro- or macro-text via verbalizatiah the micro- or macro-
presupposition.

As has been mentioned earlier th@cro-presupposition is a minimal,
indivisible semantic nucleus, atomic theme. Theacro-presupposition is
respectively a combination of micro-presuppositioifie outcome of such a
combination is a phenomenon of a different rangeis-also a semantic nucleus
but it has a more complex structure.

There is only one micro-presupposition in one attpcedication, one
correspondence of the presupposition of the téxtidea actualized via a speech
act with the extra-linguistic reality which takedage in the process of
verbalization of the idea. Macro-text is a combimatof several predications
respectively.

It is noteworthy that text analysis proceeds inftiilowing order — from the
form (of text-forming categories) to content (mapresupposition). In other
words, we proceed from the comprehension of words their meanings to the
motive of the utterance.

To make it clear, let's consider a maximally simfg&t — a micro-text as a
logical unity.

Situation 1: A and B are going camping and are half way th&pproaching
the filling station, B tells A: (text 1) There is lang way ahead. Take this
(stretching out some money) and fill up the car.

(text 2) There is a long way ahead, take this f&treg out some money) and
fill up the car.

Situation 1 has provoked B'’s verbal reaction, ngnexts 1 or 2 which by the
way can go even without verbal reaction, as formga, if B drives into the filling
station, stretches out the money and points afiltke Texts 1 and 2 are micro-
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texts as they have all the 3 differential featuorea text — thematic, communicative
and structural. These three features are actualizext-forming categories:

1. at the level of thematic unity (the text-formingtegories are: macro-
presupposition, presuppositional structure andchdgstructure of the text) — the
parts of the text can easily change places thats wexts 1 and 2 are synonymic
the only difference being in the actual divisiortloé sentence,

2. at the level of communicative unity (the text-fongicategory in this case
is the communicative impact) — motive, illocutiopdorce,

3. at the level of structural unity (the text-formicgtegories are syntactic,
lexical and phonological categories) — texts 1 @ndre represented by one
utterance; though the parts of it are connectedidetically the cause-and-effect
relations are easily detected and reconstructed the context, the texts are two-
syntagm but they compose one single utterance, rneide the single
communicative intention and thematic wholenes$eftéxt are lost.

Let’'s observe a more complex text.

Situation 2; A and B are going camping and are half way th&pgroaching
the filling station, B tells A: (text 3) There islang way ahead. (text 4) Take this
(stretching out some money) and fill up the car.

Situation 2 called B’s verbal reaction (texts 3 @dvhich can equally have
no reaction at all (only text 4 is meant here).t§ékand 4 are independent macro-
texts. Their fundamental difference from the teixeand 2 is in the following:

1. at the level of thematic unity (the text-formingtegories are: macro-
presupposition, presuppositional structure ancckdgstructure of the text) — texts 3
and 4 cannot change places as such a change wij bbout the complete
destruction of logic and distortion of meaning,

2. at the level of communicative unity (the text-fongicategory in this case
is the communicative impact) — text 3 is a statdnoéra fact while text 4 is the
motive. Hence, the communicative value, illocutignéorce of the texts 3 and 4
are basically different,

3. at the level of structural unity (the text-formicgtegories are syntactic,
lexical and phonological categories) — texts 3 4rade articulated as independent
utterances, the pause between them being muchrl@mge stronger than in the
case of texts 1 and 2.

Overall, differences between texts 1 ad 2 on tleeland and texts 3 and 4 on
the other are accounted for by the two “upper”-fexining categories (thematic
and communicative unities) and phonological categor

At the same time being micro-texts texts 3 and rhpase a text of a more
complex structure — macro-text. The reasons fon susupposition are as follows:

1. one single situation that calls forth a multitudengcro-texts that later
come together into one macro-text, that's to sag, and the same situation caused
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a more complex reaction — the macro-text is deesloga scanning-development
of two micro-themes,

2. a certain logical order of development of microtéex one serves as a
logical motive for the other,

3. the cause-and-effect relations existing betweenst®& and 4 can be
exposed at the lexical-syntactic level via convesti

Summing up, the analysis carried out in the artisheds light on the
presuppositional and logical structure of the téds. is clearly exposed in the
article, the text is shaped and its utteranceslagieally ordered on the surface
level only due to the macro-presupposition of te.tThe macro-presupposition
of the text is the basic “driver and regulator” foe further generation of the text
and its respective semantic and logical structli® macro-presupposition in its
turn embraces a wide range of cognitive, socialgdistic and extra-linguistic
knowledge — presupposition base — which allowsnaf tundamental processes —
text generation and its adequate perception.
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<. NYUUU3UL - Stpuipph Juupubtupuwnpniypuyhti b pppuwdwpwiiwu-
qwt yunmgywdpp. - <nnjwdnd wpdwndynid b gnpdwpwuntpjwu U inbipu-
nh |Ggupwunigjwt hwwndwu nhpnypend gunuynn hGwnwppphp dh pGdw.
nbpunh Ywupubupwnpnipwiht b wpwdwpwuwlwu Junnigwdpp: Cun
nwunwiuwuhpniejwlu wpryniupubph' wbpunh Ywufubupwnpnipwiht Yunnig-
wépp dtdwwbiu wwjdwuwynpywsd £ npw hhdpnid puywé dhypn/ dwypnpb-
dwjhg Ywd dhypn/ dwypnywufubupwnpnyrehg: <nnwdnid twl hunwy nw-
pwugwwnynid Gu dh Ynndhg dhypn/dwypnuntipunn, huy djnw Ynndhg dhy-
pn/dwypnywulubupwnpnye hwulwgniejniutbpp, pwuh np wju Gplnypubpu
wnwugpwjht nbpwlywwwpnd niubu nbupwnh duwynpdwtu b Swywdwu
dbg: Nwnwiuwuhpnigjwt wnwugpnid tu bwl nbpuwnh puywdwu, hwuywg-
dwtu b Jveyudwu dbjuwuhquubpp hwnnpnwygynnubiph Ywufubupwnpniew-
Jhu hGuph nGuwuyyniuhg:

Pwtiwh pwnbip. ywufubupwnpnyp, wbkpuwn, Yunnigjwdp, dhypn-/dwy-

pnuntipuwn, dhypn-/ dwypnywufubupwnnpnye, wbpunh puywind, hwulwgnid
L dayunud, wufubupwnpnipwihu htup
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I'. TOBMACSH — Ilpecynno3uyuonnoe u 102udecKkoe Cmpoenue mekcma. —
B cratee paccmarpuBaeTcs OJHA U3 CaMBIX AaKTyaJbHBIX MHPOOJEM Ha CTBIKE
IIParMaTHKY U JIMHIBUCTUKU TEKCTA. NPECYIIO3ULMOHHAS U JIOTUYECKAs CTPYKTYphI
TekcTa. CorynacHo pe3ynabTaTaM HUCCIENOBAHUS, IPECYNIO3UIUOHHAS CTPYKTypa
TEKCTa 3aBHCHUT OT €ro0 MUKPO-/MaKpoIpecynno3uuuii. B craTbe Takke HaeTcst yeTkoe
pasrpaHHYeHUe MEXAY MOHATHUSIMH MHUKPO-/MaKpOTEKCT, C OJJHOH CTOPOHBI, U TAKUMH
TEKCTOOOPA3yIOUMMH  MOHATHAMHM, Kak MHKpO-/MakpoTeMa H  MHKPO-/MaKpo-
NPECYNNO3ulys, ¢ ApYroil. JleranbHO paccMaTpUBAIOTCS MEXAHU3MBI BOCIIPHATHS,
NOHMMaHUS ¥ MHTEPIPETallid TeKCTa C MO3MIMH HPEeCyIO3UIHOHHON 0a3bl
KOMMYHUKAaHTOB.

Knioueevle cnoea:. TPECyNIoO3ulMs, TEKCT, CTPYKTYpa, MHUKPO-/MaKPOTEKCT,
MHKpPO-/MaKpONPECYNIO3ULHs, BOCIPHUATHE, MOHUMaHHEe W WHTEpPIpETalus TEeKCTa,
NPECYNIIO3UIMOHHAs 6a3a
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