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Do punctuation marks facilitate sentence readability? Tasks consisting of sentences with syntactic
ambiguity are suitable for experimental studies. In such studies the subjects deal with a specific
pragmatic problem of relative clause (RC) attachment with complex noun phrase (NP) and choose
early (NI modification) or late (N2 modification) closure of ambiguous constructions in Russian. Our
experiment showed that the presence or absence of a comma on a RC boundary had different effects
on individual interpretation strategies of a certain sentence as well as speech tempo in reading. The
experiment showed that the role of the punctuation factor in reading sentences in Russian with late
closure prime was negligible. Null prime generally facilitated early closure preference, but there
were no significant differences in tempo pronouncing of sentence segments. In addition, there was no
correspondence between a pause and a comma on a RC boundary. Comma absence in the sentence
with early closure prime caused tempo slowing in pronouncing N1 and reducing preferences of early
closure from 100% to 80%. The experiment revealed gender differences in tempo pronouncing of N1
depending on the punctuation factor: females tend to read N1 slower than males. This effect becomes
stronger when a comma precedes a RC.
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Introduction

It is known that linguistic determinants of
syntactic ambiguity in a Russian sentence are
grammatical word forms, variants of lexical
compatibility, omission of some sentence parts,
word order, punctuation and other factors. The

punctuation factor was studied in previous works

© Siberian Federal University. All rights reserved

on the material of Russian and English ambiguous
sentences (Vlasov, 2008).

Syntactical disambiguation in languages
of different structure is one of the most topical
psycholinguistic problems. For example, such
type of syntactic ambiguity as relative clause
(RC) attachment (Someone shot the servant [N1]
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of the actress [N2] who was on the balcony) has
been studied in a number of languages (Fodor,
1998, pp. 285-319), (Fedorova et al., 2007),
(Hemforth et al., 2015). It has been proved that the
speakers of Russian, Polish, Japanese, Afrikaans,
Greek, Dutch, German and French prefer early
closure (N1 modification: the servant stood on
the balcony). On the contrary, the speakers of
English, Arabic, Norwegian, Romanian, Swedish
usually prefer late closure (N2 modification: the
actress stood on the balcony).

Initially, the choice of RC attachment (N1
vs. N2 modification) was explained by universal
parsing principles. It is assumed that the speakers
of different languages interpret syntactically
ambiguous sentences with one strategy (Fodor et
al., 1974). Subsequently, Cuetos & Mitchell (1988)
disproved this and showed that the speakers of
different languages used different strategies in
RC attachments. The universal parsing principle
was rejected and a new idea was put forward:
the mental process of a RC attachment depends
on the language. In addition to these two
hypotheses, one more hypothesis was proposed:
the choice of a RC attachment strategy depends on
subjects’ individual characteristics (Pearlmutter,
MacDonald, 1995). Thus, there is still no single
point of view on this problem.

Exploring the priming effect in a RC
attachment, Iudina (2010) admits a number of
factors, influencing RC attachment preferences
in Russian (with statistically high early closure
preference). They are as follows:

1. The RC length factor implies that a short
RC usually modifies N2, but when a RC is long its
attachment preferences depend on other factors.

2. Linguistic Tuning Hypothesis, firstly
proposed by Mitchell (Mitchell, Cuetos, 1991). In
Russian the basic idea is that, when faced with RC
attachment ambiguity, readers employ statistical
preferences based on the most frequent solutions

in general language (Tudina 2010). According to

(Fedorova et al, 2009), a Russian RC prefers early
closure as the statistically significant tendency.

3. Animate noun factor implies that if a
complex NP contains both animate and inanimate
nouns, readers tend to choose animate nouns in
any position.

4. Context effect: if the previous information
is biased towards N1 modification, the readers
prefer early closure. According to Iudina (2010)
if the context is biased towards N1 modification,
91% of Russian readers prefer early closure, but
if the context is biased towards N2 modification,
only 60% of subjects choose early closure.

5. Syntactic priming effect predicts 57%
of NI

closure prime and only 46% of NI modification

modification preferences after early

preferences after late closure prime (Fedorova,
2009).

6. Predicate type effect implies that sentences
with verbs of sensory perception and verbs of
motion will have more percentage of early closure
in reading while sentences with verbs of thinking
and intelligence will have more percentage of late
closure) (Tudina, 2010).

7. Perceived or unperceived ambiguity
recognizing can also determine RC attachment
(Fedorova et al., 2007).

The analysis of recent works on other
languages revealed that prosodic and intonation
effects should be considered as the possible
predictors of RC attachment. This paper studies
the role of prosody and punctuation in RC
attachment in Russian, since there are no special

works on this topic.

The Role of Prosody and Punctuation
in RC Attachment

Traditionally, punctuation and intonation
strongly interact in reading sentences with
syntactic ambiguity (Fodor, 2002).

Prosodic early closure

cues to (N1

modification) tend to be robust across languages
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(Ibid., 2002; Jun, 2003). There are a number of
recent works on the role of prosodic boundaries
in syntactic disambiguation in RC attachment
(White et al., 2012; Jun, Bishop, 2015; Bishop et
al., 2015; Cruz-Pavia, Elordieta, 2015), but we
cannot find any studies of this topic in Russian.
The only work of Podlesskaia (2011) proved
structural and prosodic autonomy of a Russian
RC from its heads, so we can assume that role of
prosody and punctuation could be robust in RC
attachment.

On the material of English, Lee & Watson
(2011) tested the role of prominence of NI vs.
N2 attachment by holding boundary placement
constant. The subjects read the sentences where a
boundary occurred late (after N2) and the accent
status of N1 and N2 was manipulated. However,
prominence patterns (N1 vs. N2 attachment)
cannot be held constant when boundary locations
vary: in English, the phonological prominence
of a head noun is closely related to the boundary
location (Bishop et al., 2015).

In written speech, in reading aloud tasks the
experimenter can control the boundary locations
with punctuation marks. According to the
Russian punctuation standard, a comma before
RC is obligatory and it reflects the syntactic
structure as well as the prosodic boundary.
If we admit that prosody and punctuation
interact in syntactic disambiguation process
in reading (according to Implicit Prosody
Hypothesis - [IPH), we can answer the following
questions: what is the role of punctuation in
RC attachment in Russian? How do Russian
speakers disambiguate these sentences under
different punctuation conditions? Do the comma
and prosodic boundary facilitate early closure
preference in Russian?

Our

punctuation factor (comma vs.

experimental study verifies the
no comma
condition) in RC attachment in Russian in reading

aloud tasks.

The Present Study

Material

Taking into account several studies on RC
attachment (early / late closure) in Russian,
we try to reveal the role of punctuation and
prosody in RC attachment preferences. The
questionnaire and the reading aloud task were
used in the experiment. Six sentences of equal
structure were constructed for the experiment,
including three ambiguous (test items) and three
unambiguous sentences (fillers). The sentences
were presented in two experimental conditions:
a) comma condition and b) no comma condition
(before RC). The null hypothesis was that there
wereno differences in RC attachment preferences
in choosing N1/N2 answers and tempo strategies
in reading, depending on punctuation factor.
Experimental block is presented below, where
(a) — is comma condition list and (b) — is no
comma condition list (N1 and N2 in test items
are underlined):

@

1. Na polu bylo mnogo vody, kotoraia
postoianno pribyvala i pribyvala. Ha nony oviio
MHO20 600bl, KOMOPAS NOCMOAHHO NPUOLIEANd U
npubvieana.

2. Prestupnik zastrelil sluzhanku aktrisy,

kotoraia otkazalas® pustit ego v kvartiru.

Hpecmynnuk 3acmpenun CIAYHCAHKY AKmMpUuchsl,

Komopdas omkas3auiacsv nycmums eco 6 Keapmupy.

3. Mal chik shvyrial v vorob'ev_kamniami,

kotorye razletalis’ vo vse storony. Manvuuk

wevlpsil 6 80p0OLES  KAMHAMIU, Komopbvle

PA3IeMAnUCch 80 ¢e CHOPOHDLL.
4. Eto byla derevnia, v kotoroi ia tak liubil
byvat' v detstve. Dmo 6vina depesns, 6 Komopou
5. max aooun bvleams 6 demcmae.
5.Zasedanie

bylo posviashcheno

rassmotreniiu  zaiavlenii _rabochikh, kotorye

postupili za poslednii mesiats.3acedanue 0Ovin0

NnOCBAWEHO paAcCMOmMperuro 3as61enuil padboyux,

Komopble nocmynuiu 3a nocneoHul mecsy.
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6. Na perron pribyl poezd, kotoryi zhdali
uzhe dvoe sutok. Ha neppon npubvin noeso,

KOMOPWILL #cOanu yice 080e CYymox.

(b)

1. Na polu bylo mnogo vody kotoraia
postoianno pribyvala i pribyvala. Ha nony 6vLio
MHO20 800bl KOMOPAsi NOCMOIHHO NPUOLIEALA U
npubvigand.

2. Prestupnik zastrelil sluzhanku aktrisy

kotoraia otkazalas® pustit® ego v kvartiru.

HpecmynHuK sacmpenusl CAYIHCAHKY AKmMPUcsbl

Komopas omkasajiacsb

Keapmupy.
3. Mal chik shvyrial v vorob'ev_kamniami

nycmumos eco 6

kotorye razletalis vo vse storony. Manvuuk

wevlpsil 6 60p06bLES  KAMHAMU Komopuvie

PA3Nemanuch 60 6ce CopoHbL.

4. Eto byla derevnia v kotoroi ia tak liubil
byvat v detstve. Omo Ovlna depesns 6 KOmMoOpoli 5
mak no6un bvieams 8 demcmse.

5.Zasedanie

bylo posviashcheno

rassmotreniiu  zaiavlenii _rabochikh _kotorye

postupili za poslednii mesiats.3acedanue 0Ovin0

NOCBAWEHO pACCMOMPEHUIO 3a5a61eHUll_ padoyux

KOMOpble NOCMYNUNU 3d NOCAEOHUL MECSY.

6. Na perron pribyl poezd kotoryi zhdali uzhe
dvoe sutok. Ha neppon npubwsin noezo0 Komopuiii
Jlcoanu ysce 080e Cymok.

The test items were: 2, 3, 5. The fillers were:
1,4,6.

The Test
priming effect (statistically high preference to

items had different semantic

one of the two types of closure). This effect is
well known in a number of RC attachment studies
(Scheepers, 2003), (Iudina, Fedorova, 2009),
(Traxler, 2014).

In sentence 2, the RC tends to attach N1
(sluzhanka) in 62% and N2 (aktrisa) in 48%
of cases (Tudina, 2010), i.e. there is no robust
semantic priming effect in this sentence (null

prime).

Sentence 3 admits late closure semantic
priming effect (late closure prime): the Russian
verb razletat'sia is combined more often
with inanimate nouns (kamni). According to
the Russian National Corpus there are 1879
occurrences of such combination of words with
a distance from 1 to 3 items, but the combination
withanimate nouns (vorob'i) has 504 occurrences
only. Such preferences distribution confirms our
introspective hypothesis (kamni are combined
with the verb razletat'sia more often than
vorob'i). This N2 modification preference with
late closure semantic priming effect is proved
for the Russian language in 60% of all cases
(Ibid., 2010).

Sentence 5 has early closure semantic
priming effect (early closure prime) with N1
modification preference (zaiavleniia). Under
these conditions Russian speakers prefer this
modification in 91% of cases (Ibid., 2010).

Participants and Procedure

Twenty adult Russian speakers, without
(n=20,
females=10) were asked to read all the sentences

philological  education, males=10,

aloud (without any training reading) and
then answer the questions on RC attachment
preferences.

Six sentences were presented to the subjects
one by one, including three ambiguous items
and three unambiguous fillers. The fillers were
needed to inhibit syntactic priming effect, i.e.
subject’s self-adjusting to N1 or N2 modification
as described in (Tudina, Fedorova, 2009).

All the subjects were divided into two
groups: 10 subjects received the sentences with
comma condition and 10 subjects - with no comma
condition. The latter condition was implicit for the
subjects: the second group was not informed that
the sentences contained punctuation errors (they
were asked to read all the sentences without any

training). In the reading aloud task the subjects

— 127 —



Mikhail S. Vlasov, Elena B. Trofimova,.. Comma Effect in Reading Russian Sentences with Syntactic Ambiguity

of all groups didn't know about the syntactic
ambiguity of the sentences.

The tasks were presented one by one:

1) read the sentences aloud in your ordinary
speech tempo;

2) answer the questions on three ambiguous
sentences:

Prestupnika otkazalas’ vpustit’ v dom:
aktrisa (N2), b) sluzhanka (NI). I[Ipecmynnuxa
omxkasanace enycmums 6 0om: a) akmpuca (N2),
b) cnyscanka (NI).

V raznye storony razletalis’: a) vorob’i (NI),
b) kamni (N2). B paznvie cmopomsl pasiemanicsy:
a) eopoowvu (NI), b) kamuu (N2).

Za poslednii mesiats postupili: a) rabochie
(N2), b) zaiavleniia (N1). 3a nocnednuii mecay
nocmynuau: a) pabouue (N2), b) 3asnenenus
(NI).

For the subjects'
used Philips digital recorder (bit rate 384 kbps,
sample rate 24 kHz, WAV format). For speech

speech recording we

visualization and analysis we used WaveSurfer
software (Beskow, Sjolander, 2000-2011). We
recorded the following acoustic data:

1) individual speech tempo (in syllables per
second);

2) absolute and relative N1 vs. N2 tempo, the
difference between these variables;

3) duration of pauses before RC and between
the sentences.

As a result, we received 120 interpretations
of all the sentences, including 60 interpretations

of the test items.

Table I. The results of interpretation task (questionnaire)

Results and Discussion

Early vs. late closure preferences and
punctuation effect

The results of the interpretation task,
when the subjects answered the questions
about RC
presented in Table 1.

attachment preferences, are

The hypothesis about semantic priming
effect was confirmed: we found moderate early
closure preference for sentence 2, moderate late
closure preference for sentence 3 and robust early
closure preference for sentence 5.

In the second task (reading aloud), as other
dependent variables the following acoustic

characteristics of subjects’ responses were
registered: 1) N1 tempo (in syllables per second);
2) N2 tempo (in syllables per second); 3) the
difference between N1 and N2 tempo values (AN
tempo, in syllables per second); 4) NI relative
tempo to sentence tempo (%); 5) N2 relative
tempo to sentence tempo (%); 6) the difference
between N1 and N2 relative tempo (AN relative
tempo, %); 7) duration of the pause before the
sentence (in seconds); 8) duration of the pause
before RC (in seconds).

The punctuation factor was tested
using SPSS

nonparametric procedures. The rates of early

as an independent variable,
vs. late closure responses in comma Vs. no
comma conditions were verified by Mann—
Whitney U—test. There was no significant main
effect of the punctuation factor in all test items.

There were no differences in speech tempo for

Sent N Comma Condition No Comma Condition
entence No
(test items) Early closure (N1 Late closure (N2 Early closure (N1 Late closure (N2
modification), % modification), % modification), % modification), %
2 60 40 90 10
3 40 60 30 70
5 100 0 80 20
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Table I1. Punctuation effect on N1 tempo in sentence 5

. Nonparametric Values
Comma No comma condition
Speech Parameter diti ~10 ~10
condition(n=10) (n=10) U W 7 »
NI average tempo, syllables per 8.65 7.33 250 | 80.0 | -1.89 | 0.059
second
Table I11. Gender differences in reading test sentences
Nonparametric Values
Speech Parameter Males Females
U w VA p
N1 average tempo, syllables per second 6.78 5.81 314 779 | -2.011 | 0.044
N2 average tempo, syllables per second 6.36 5.74 259 724 | -2.824| 0.005
AN average tempo, syllables per second 0.42 0.07 400.5 | 865.5 | -0.732 | 0.464
Sentence average tempo, syllables per second 7.01 6.50 299.5 | 764.5 | -2.225 | 0.026
N1 relative average tempo to sentence tempo, % 0.96 0.89 381.5 | 846.5 | -1.013 | 0.311
N2 relative average tempo to sentence tempo, % 0.92 0.89 416 881 |-0.503| 0.615
AN relative average tempo, % 0.04 0 394.5 | 859.5 | -0.821 | 0.412
Duration of the pause before the sentence, seconds 0.63 0.48 358 823 | -1.361 | 0.174
Duration of the pause before the RC, seconds 0.09 0.04 428.5 | 893.5 | -0.441 | 0.659

early vs. late preferences in sentences 2 and 3.
Perhaps, the results stem from a low number of
sample sentences.

Sentence 5 showed strong preference to
early closure (N1 modification), as expected.
This confirms the hypothesis of semantic priming
and early closure preference in Russian. The
strong punctuation factor was revealed in this
sentence parsing: N1 was read faster in comma
condition with average tempo at 8.65 syllables
per second, but slower in no comma condition
with average tempo at 7.33 syllables per second.
This difference was quasi-significant (Z = -1.89,
p = 0.059).

According to the this

sentence has robust early closure preference

questionnaire,

in two conditions. But there is also robust
punctuation effect in reading aloud. We assume
that N1 tempo tends to be slower in no comma
condition and it is caused by parsing difficulty
of this ambiguous sentence, i.e. RC attachment
difficulty.

Gender factor and punctuation effect on RC
attachment strategies

In the interpretation task, gender preferences
for early and late closure were distributed in equal
proportions: males as well as females had 50 % of
each type of closure.

In the reading aloud task, we found gender
differences in reading all the test sentences. They
are presented in Table 3.

Mann—-Whitney =~ U-test  for
independent samples (males vs. females) we

Using

revealed significant gender differences in N1
average tempo of all test items. Males tend to read
N1 with the average tempo at 6.78 syllables per
second, but females — at 5.81 syllables per second
(Z=-2.011, p=0.044). N2 average tempo differs
to a greater extent: 6.36 syllables per second for
males and 5.74 syllables per second for females
(Z=-2.824, p=0.005). The average sentence tempo
was statistically different between genders: 7.01
syllables per second formales and 6.5 syllables
per second for females (Z=-2.225, p=0.026).
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Table I'V. Gender differences in reading test sentences (no comma condition)

No Comma Condition Nonparametric Values
Speech Parameter
Males Females U /4 VA P
N1 average tempo, syllables per second 6.37 5.88 90.00 | 210.00 | -0.933 | 0.351
N2 average tempo, syllables per second 6.40 5.78 59.00 | 179.00 | -2.221 | 0.026
AN average tempo, syllables per second -0.03 0.10 110.50 | 230.50 | -0.083 | 0.934
Sentence average tempo, syllables per second 6.92 6.65 87.50 |207.50 | -1.037 | 0.300
N1 relative average tempo to sentence tempo, % 0.91 0.89 99.50 |219.50 | -0.540 | 0.589
N2 relative average tempo to sentence tempo, % 0.94 0.87 89.50 [209.50 | -0.955 | 0.340
AN relative average tempo, % -0.02 0.01 108.50 | 228.50 | -0.166 | 0.868
Duration of the pause before the sentence, seconds 0.73 0.44 83.50 |203.50 | -1.204 | 0.229
Duration of the pause before the RC, seconds 0.10 0.03 108.00 | 228.00 | -0.287 | 0.774

Table V. Gender differences in reading test sentences (comma condition)

Comma Condition Nonparametric Values
Speech Parameter

Males Females U w VA P
N1 average tempo, syllables per second 7.18 5.73 67.00 | 187.00 | -1.888 | 0.059
N2 average tempo, syllables per second 6.32 571 69.00 | 189.00 | -1.804 | 0.071
AN average tempo, syllables per second 0.86 0.03 85.50 | 205.50 | -1.120 | 0.263
Sentence average tempo, syllables per second 7.10 6.35 61.00 | 181.00 | -2.136 | 0.033
};il relative average tempo to sentence tempo, 1.00 0.89 8550 | 20550 | -1.122 | 0262
};12 relative average tempo to sentence tempo, 0.90 091 112,50 | 232.50 | 0000 | 1.000
AN relative average tempo, % 0.10 -0.02 80.50 | 200.50 | -1.328 | 0.184
Duration of the pause before the sentence, 0.54 0.51 96.00 | 216.00 | -0.634 | 0.494
seconds
Duration of the pause before the RC, seconds 0.07 0.06 98.00 | 218.00 | -0.773 | 0.440

Apparently, these differences reflect different
semantic and syntactic processing speed of these
test sentences: females tend to parse and choose
RC attachment slower than males.

Tables 4 and 5 show punctuation effect on
reading strategies of males and females.

Thus, there were no gender differences in
NI average tempo in no comma condition (6.37 in
males vs. 5.88 in females). In comma condition,
quasi-significant difference appeared: men read
NI at 7.18 syllables per second, women — at 5.73
syllables per second (Z = -1,888, p = 0,059). That
is the comma before RC facilitated faster N1

reading (25%) in males compared with females.

The most significant gender differences
revealed in average tempo of all test sentences
in comma condition: males tend to read them
faster (at 7.1 syllables per second) than females
(at 6.35 syllables per second). That is, females
preferred slower reading of the test sentences.
This difference had a high statistical significance
(Z =-2.136, p = 0.033). In no comma condition,

no such effect was observed.

Conclusion

The comma on Russian RC boundary with
two possible NPs can influence sentence tempo

in certain conditions.
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According to our experiment, there was
negligible punctuation effect in sentence 3 (with
late closure prime). In sentence 2 (with null
prime), no comma condition facilitated early
closure preferences, but there were no tempo
differences in reading N1, N2 and the whole
sentence. There was no congruence between
commas and pauses on RC boundary in reading
aloud. Inotherwords, noprosodicdisambiguation
cues depending on the punctuation factor were
revealed.

Taking into account the early closure
preference in RC attachment in Russian (proved

by O. Fedorova), in sentence 5 we revealed that

no comma condition has an inhibitory effect on
NI average tempo and reducing early closure
preferences from 100% to 80%. Such effect was
not revealed in other sentences.

There were gender differences in N1 average
tempo depending on punctuation factor. Females
tend to read N1 slower than males. This difference

increases in comma condition.
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«IPpPexT 3anATOIN
IpH YTCHUH HpeI[J'IO)KeHI/Iﬁ
C CHHTAKCHYeCKOH HEOJHO3HAYHOCTBIO
HA PYCCKOM fI3bIKe
M.C. Baacos, E.b. Tpopumosa,
Y.M. Tpodumona
Anmatickuii 20cy0apcmeennvlii 2yMaHUmMapHo-neoda2oeutecKull

yuusepcumem umenu B.M. [[lykwuna
Poccus, 659333, buiick, yn. Koponenxo, 53

Brusitom au nynkmyayuonnvle 3Haxu Ha y0oo0ouumaemocms npednoxcenusn? Jis sKcnepumenmans-
HO20 UCCNe006aHUsi OAHHO20 8ONPOCA YeAeCO0OPA3HO UCNONb308AMb NPEOOJNCEHUs C CUHMAK-
cuyeckoll HeoOHO3HayHocmblo. Hanpumep, ucnvimyemviym npeoiazaemcsi peuiums KOHKPEMHYIO
KOMMYHUKAMUBHO-NPALMAMUYECKYI0 NPOOIEMY — BbISAGUMb GEPUUHY ONPEOeIUmenbHO20 Npuod-
MOYHO20 NPU €20 OMHECEHUU K OOHOMY U3 UMEH CILOJNCHOU umennotl epynnol (M) 6 enasnoil knayse.
B oannom cayuae 603mooncuvl 06e cmpamezuu: npeOnoymenue paHnezo 3aKpulmus (npuoamoyHoe
npucoeounsiemcsi Kk nepsomy umenu M) u nozonezo 3axpvimusi (npudamoynoe npucoeouHsencst Ko
emopomy umenu UI'). Haue sxcnepumenmanvhoe ucciedosanie no3601u10 yCmanogums «d¢h@exm
3anamouy (Ha epanuye 21a6HOU U NPUOAMOYHOU KAAY3bl) HA YPOSHE UHOUGUOYAIbHBIX CMpame-
2ull uHmepnpemayuy U memna npoYmenus: NPeO0NCEeHUN 8 PA3ZHBIX KOHMPOIUPYEMBIX YCILOBUILX
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cemanmuyeckozo npaumunea. Tax, nokazano, 4mo «d¢hpghexm 3anamoiy npu YmeHuu NPeovLoNCeHUs.
€ NPAatMoM nO30He20 3aKPbIMUs OKA3ALCSH HEZHAYUMENbHbIM. B npednosicenuu ¢ omcymcemeyouum
npaiuMuHe-3ppexmom nyHKmyayuoHHull Qaxmop 6 yeiom nosausii Ha yCuieHue npuopumema pau-
He20 3aKpblmus (XapakmepHozo 8 Yeiom OJis PYCCKOSA3bIUHbIX HOCUMeRell), HO 3HAYUMBIX PA3TUYULL
6 memne NpoOYMeHuUsl PA3HLIX Ce2MEeHMO8 NPedNodceHUs 6blsigieno He ovlio. [lomumo smozo, no
Pe3VIbmamam IKCnepumMeHma He Ovlio YCmaHOBIeHO COOMBEMCMBUL MeNHCOY HATUYUEM NAY3bl U
3anamou neped npudamoyHoU Kiay3ou. «dpgexm omcymemaust 3anamoiy 6 npedyloAHCeHUl ¢ nPati-
MOM pAHHE20 3aKpblMusi NPOAGUILCS 8 3HAUUMOM 3AMEOLCHUU MeMNnd NPOYMeHUs nepeoco UMeHu
cnodcnou M u crnudcenuu npeonoumenust pannezo 3akpvimust Ha 20 %. «dpgexm 3ansmotiy nposi-
BUJICSL U HA YPOBHE 2EHOEPHLIX PAIUYULL 8 TNeMNe NPOYMeHust nepeoco umenu cioacnou Ul Yema-
HOBIEHO, YMO MYICUUHbL YUMAIOM NePEoe UM 3HAYUMO Oblcmpee, YeM HCeHWUNbL, NPU IMOM NpU
HAIUYUU 3anAmou Ha 2panuye 2iasHol 1 NPUOAMOYHOU K1ay3bl OAHHbIU d(PpeKm ycurusaemcs.

Kuiouegvie cnosa: pycckuil sA3viK, CUHMAKCUYECKAS HEOOHOZHAYHOCTb, NPUCOCOUHEHUe Onpedeni-
MENbHO2O NPUOAMOYHO20, PAHHee 3aKpblimue, NO30Hee 3aKpblmue, NPAuMUHe, YmeHue 6CyX, memn
npoumenus, 3¢pghexm 3anamou.

Hccnedosanue gvinonneno npu gpunancosou noodepacke Munucmepcmea oopasosanus u Hayku PD
pamkax epanma Ilpesudenma Poccuiickoul @edepayuu 015 20cy0apcmseeHHol No00epHCKU MOA0ObIX
POCCULICKUX YUeHbIX — KAHOUuO0amos Hayk, npoexm Ne 5819.2016.6 (pyxkosooumens — M.C. Bracos).
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