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The term “procedural" means that it is associated with the designation of a
process opposed to substance and qualification. The term “process" is a more
accurate name for the concept denoted by a verb than the word "action®, since the
latter is also used to name what is denoted by a verb noun. Procedural syntaxems
may have non-categorical signs of activity and stativeness, the differentiation of
which presents a number of difficulties.

The lexical base of procedural syntaxes in the NP2 position is verbs of various
semantics. “A verb is usually considered to be that part of speech which, by its
semantics, expresses an action or state, and by its form conveys a person, time,
voice, type, mood” [1]. Some grammarians, in particular A.Khozhiev, believe that
gdagol expresses action, state, mental state and biological process [2].
L.S.Barkhudarov and D.A.Shteling propose to distinguish verbs expressing states
from verbs expressing actions depending on their transitivity and intransitivity [3].
F.Miller determines the stativeness of verbs in English sentences by the following
criteria:

1) stative verbs, like most adjectives, are not used in an imperative sentence;

2) stative verbs are not used in a progressive form;

3) stative verbs are not used with some types of “mode adverbs” [4].
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A number of verbs can convey a sign of activity or stativeness, depending on
the context, namely on compatibility with other elements in the sentence. So,
M.Leach gives two sentences with the verb “remember”, in one of which a sign of
activity is realized, and in the other — a sign of stativeness:

1. Suddenly, I remembered a letter.

2. I shall remember that until I die [5].

These proposals suggest that the procedural active and stative syntaxems
differ in distributive properties and compatibility.

The differentiation of the procedural stative syntaxeme from the procedural
active one is not the immediate task of our study. This problem requires special
attention. We will confine ourselves only to identifying signs of activity and
stativeness in relation to explicitly unexpressed (zero) procedural syntaxes in the
NP2 position.

The factual material indicates that procedural syntaxems in the NP2 position
will prevail over such non-categorical features as activity, negativity, modality,
stativeness, etc., which will be discussed below.

The sign of activity (from Lat. actio “action”) is associated with the designation
of the action. The zero procedural active syntaxeme in the structure of the following
incomplete sentences is allocated in the NP2 position.1. Who told you? 1.

Hasoun. Kum antan?

June (GWM, 88) — XanonunpavH. Maxnagaund (YH, 365)
June told me. — Ma)xuaavH anTam.

2. Who told you to steal? 2. MaBnoH. KaHua ogam kennban?
She (DSC, 197) — CanTtanat. Kynunnuk (AK, 161)
She told me to steal. —> Kynuunuk kennbam.

3. What brings you here? 3. — Hera 6yHgan cypasncus?

Good nature (DS, 205) - Y3um (CMB, 110)
Good nature brings me here—> Y3um cypasnman.

In sentences (1-3), the syntaxeme expressed by the verb forms “tell, brings”;

“antamn, kennbau, cypasntn” is endowed with signs of procedural and activity. The
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presence of a sign of activity is proved by the fact that, on the basis of a nuclear
predicative connection, the investigated syntaxeme is combined with an agentive
(producer of action) syntaxeme. This syntaxeme in the structure of incomplete
sentences in response replicas is implemented on the basis of transitive and
intransitive verbs in the personal form of a valid voice, which denote actions
performed by the subject. Therefore, the elements “June; Majiddin; she; kynunnuk;
nature; y3uM” in the position of the subject (nuclear predicated component — NP1)
are defined as means of expression of the agentive syntaxeme. The procedural
active syntaxeme in English can be explicated by:
a) transitive and intransitive, marginal and non-marginal verbs in personal
form:
4. Who goes to the attack?
Bersaglieri (EHFA, 35— Bersaglierigoes to the attack.
5. What ever made you to come here?
My sins (GFS, 19— My sins made me to come here.
b) analytical forms of the verb, partially expressed predicate:
6. You haven 't made any promise?
Yes, I have (ShP, 48—  Yes, I have made some promise.
7. Are you going up by train this morning?
Yes, I am (OBS, 160—> ... I am going up by train ... .
8. You ought to come out.
I will (EHFA, 126> 1 will come out.

c) a combination of a verb-bundle with a prepositional group:

9. Who was in command?

Dave Nelson (CFS, 328—  Dave Nelson was in command.

10. Who was in charge here?

Miss Van Campen (EHFA, 62) — Miss Van Campen was in charge here.

In sentences (9-10), the procedural active syntaxeme is determined by the

transformation of verbalization:
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(9) Dave Nelson was in command—> Dave Nelson commanded (cr.: be in
command of regiment—>  to command regiment) (BARS)
(10) Miss Van Campen was in charge—> Miss Van Campen charged.
In the Uzbek language, the procedural active syntaxeme can be explicated by:
a) transitive and intransitive, marginal and non-marginal verbs in personal
form:
11. — Kum antgun?
— MytaBanu (AXK, 121y—>  MyTaBanu autaw.
12. Akuka. bypryT xam HadcumaaH unmMHap sMuLL.
Acunzona CanaxoH. Xucop Kysudorn oérmaaH (CAIO, 143) —Rucop
KY3U4OFM OEFMAAH UIMHAOW.
b) a combination of the adverbial participle with service verbs or analytical
forms:
13. — bynapHu kuMm onunb kengun?
— AkaHr kaparau (LLUKO, 1965, N11, 46)—> AkaHr kapafrau onunb kengw.
14. XanuruHu wy yuHuHr 6up 6onacn MMHNG KeTaw.
— KaHaka 6ona?
— YH eTT!, YH TyKKu3 siwap umrut (CMB, 82— ... YH TYKKM3 siLuap

UUMNT OTHU MUHUE KeTaw.

15. — KuM yHu 1016 unkaam?

— WtangaHunap (3XAK, 313)—>  UtanaHnap 1otnb ymkaam.

c) participle + person ending or participle and verb copula:

16. — MexMoHMap KenraHMuan?

— Ep-6upopapnap (LI, 1964, 9, 57 Ep-6upopapnap kenraHau.

17. ApcnoH. MagasnMHN KUM OTraH?

MapkoB. CyntoHbek (KS, 149)— CynTtoHbek MagasvMHu OTraH 3au.

On the basis of the nuclear predicative connection , the zero procedural active
syntaxeme of the English and Uzbek languages can be combined

a) with an agentive syntaxeme:

18. Who gave you that? 18. CeHun by epra kum onmb kengn?
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Soams (GFS, 66) — MyTasanu (AXK, 121)

Soamsgave me that—> MyTaBanu onvb kengu.

b) with an agentive negative syntaxeme, which are expressed by a negative
pronoun, in this case, the procedural active syntaxeme in the Uzbek language has a
sign of negativity;

19. What ' s ailing you? 19. Huma 6ynau, Ketpun?

Nothing (GFS, 179) — Xeu HuMa (3XAK, 210)

Nothing is ailing me. —> Xey HuMa 6ynmaau.

In the Uzbek language, an explicating procedural active syntaxeme in the
position of a nuclear predictive component based on a nuclear predicative
connection can be combined with a qualificative-quantitative syntaxeme, which is
not found in English:

20. KaH4ya nynuHr Konau?

CakcoH ettmcym (. ., 72— CaKCOH eTTV CyM KOonau.

In common incomplete sentences of the English language, the procedural
active syntaxeme in the position of the nuclear predictive component (NP2) on the
basis of a subordinative connection can be combined:

a) with an object syntaxeme:

21. Who told you?

June (JG, 88—  June told me.

b) with an indirect object syntaxeme:

22. Who told you that?

Miss June Forsyte (GFS, 1517 Miss June Forsyte told me that.

c) with an object-agentive syntaxeme:

23. Who told you to steel?

She (DSC, 1977  She told me to steel.
d) with an object syntaxeme of the state carrier:
24. What makes you think?

Nothing (SGW, 116)— Nothing makes me think.

25. What made you laugh?
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Your answer (GWM, 46)—>  Your answer made me laugh.
e) with a locative syntaxeme:
26. Answer up, who goes there?

Riley Hinderson (DTH, 59—  Riley Hinderson goes there.
f) with a temporal syntaxeme:
27. Weren " t you going away for the weekend?

I was (PAP, 427)— I was going for the weekend.

g) sociative system:

28. Who was going with you?

Mannie Watson (PAP, 68)— Mannie Watson was going with me.

The sign of sociativity (compatibility) is most clearly manifested in
combinations with compound prepositions “together with", “along with". Therefore,
the possibility of replacing the prepositional combination “with me” with a
combination with the preposition “together with” or “along with” can be a
convincing proof of the presence of a sign of sociativity. Cf.: (28) Mannie Watson

was going with me Mannie Watson was going along with me.

h) with the syntaxeme of the method:

29. Are you going up by train this morning?

Yes, I am (CFS,1600—> Yes, I am going up by train.

k) with an attribution system:

30. Has anything happened to you?

Nothing (JG, 118  Nothing has happened to me.

In the Uzbek language, the procedural active syntaxeme in the position of the
nuclear predictive component (K2) on the basis of a subordinative connection can
be combined:

a) with an object syntaxeme:

31. — Cv3HM MeH TaHuraHgamn 6ynamaH, — gean XoTuH.

— MeH xam (IT., 262—>  MeH xaM CU3HM TaHUraHaan bynamaH.

32. XycanH. ANMLLEPHN KUM XaNoK KUIIMOKYMN 3KaH?

Fynn. Cus (YH, 404>  Cn3 AnnIepHn XanoK KUIMOKYM SKAHCU3.
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b) with a temporal syntaxeme:
33. A3amart. MeH x03up TynianMaH.
Camcok oTa. MeH xam (K4, 209>  MeH xaM x03up TynaanMaH.
c) with a locative syntaxeme:
34. — TypBaHraaru gapBeLiMmn, HuMa 6op?
— Kyn (CAO, 90—  Typsaga Ky 6op.
d) with an indirect object syntaxeme:
35. Foinb. Cusra ONTUHCOMHUMHI HUMAcK EKnb Konau?
Fynio3. Ogamnapu (KY, 1965—> MeHra ONTUHCOMHUHI oaamnapu ékmb
KONAW.
e) with a temporal-a priori system:
36. — DpTara Kan Maxanaa Kenam?
— TywpaaH kenuH (IT., 433y  TywpaaH KeWuH Ken.

f) with an object-agentive syntaxeme:
37. — Kum 6ynnb mwnamokaacaH?
— MeH xamMa 6ynnb (IT., 374)>  MeH xaMMa 6ynnb mwnamokaamaH.

g) with a definitive object syntaxeme:
38. — bynapHu knum onunb kenam?
— AkaHr kaparau (LUO, 46— BynapHu akaHr kaparan onvub kenau.

In the examples given, the syntaxeme in the position of the nuclear predictive component (NP2) is
active, without any other additional syntactic-semantic feature. Variants of the active syntaxeme in English
are expressed by the verb in the personal form (Vf) and the combinations “shall” or “will Vi”, “have Vp2”,
“be Vp1”, “be prS". In the Uzbek language, the explicating active syntaxeme can be represented in the
personal form (Vf) by combinations of the adverbial participle (Va) + service verbs "kesimok, 3MOK, smuLL,
ketmoK, Ynkmok”: verbs (V) + "p+3kaH, agu”V + “raH+3MoK, (34uM, 34GUHI, 344, 4MK, S4MHIN3, IKaH,
3kaHcu3)” verb forms of the imperative mood (Vimp) + Mokum, +3mok, with words "60p” Some of them,

represented by various tense forms of the verb, are connotative or shade variants of the active syntaxeme.
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