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Abstract

The article is devoted to the structure of the general type of interrogative clauses in European languages (Russian, Polish,
English, German, French, Spanish, Bashkir and Turkish), which goes a long way to building a theory of language in general
and syntactic typology in particular. The study aims at establishing common and distinctive features which determine the
structure of general questions in the languages of contrast. Such components include inversion of the basic word order, an
interrogative particle or/and an auxiliary verb, as well as position of the interrogative word. Variation of such components
causes syntactic models of the general type of interrogative clauses. An ideal model with full absence of question-building
devices stands for a language etalon. The involvement of such devices of composing the structure of the interrogative clause in
a concrete language brings some “tension” to this structure. The hypothesis of the study is an assumption of the dependence of
the word autonomy on the degree of syntactic structure tensity. This hypothesis is verified on the basis of optional sampling of
equivalent interrogative clauses of the general type in each of the contrasted tongues.
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AHHOTaI M

CraTbsl NOCBsIleHAa CPaBHUTE/JLHOMY aHalW3y BONPOCUTEILHOTO IIpefIoKeHHsI OOIero TUIa B eBPONEMCKUX s3bIKax
(PycCkoM, TMOJILCKOM, AHIJIMMCKOM, HEMELKOM, (paHIly3CKOM, WMCIAHCKOM, OAallIKMPCKOM, TYPELKOM), UTO HUMEeT Ba)KHOE
3HaueHue [/l TEOPHH sI3bIKa B 11eIOM U JIJIs1 CUHTaKCHYeCKOl TUIIOJIOTUU B YacTHOCTH. VccienoBaHue MPOBOJUTCS C Iie/bio
YCTaHOBJIEHUSI OOIIMX U CrieLU(pUIeCKUX KOMIIOHEHTOB CTPYKTYphI OOLIero BOMpOCa B CPaBHUBAEMBIX si3blKaX. K Takum
KOMIIOHEHTaM OTHOCSITCSI WHBEpPCHsl OCHOBHOTO TIOpSiAKAa CJIOB, HCIIO/Ib30BaHWE BOTIPOCHTEbHOM UaCTHLbI  W/WIH
BCTIOMOTATe/IbHOTO I71arofa, a Tak>Ke MO3ULsi BOTIPOCUTEILHOTO MecTorMeHus1. OT BapbHPOBaHHUS 3TUX KOMITOHEHTOB 3aBHCHUT
CHHTaKCHYeCKast MOJIe/Tb BOPOCUTETLHOTO TIPeIJIOXKeHUsT 0011ero Tura. B KauecTBe s3bIKa-3TanoHa UCTO/b3yeTCs UeasbHast
Moziesib Oe3 crelyanbHbIX CpefCTB IIOCTPOEHHs BOIpoca. BK/loueHHWe TakuX CpPEeJCTB B CTPYKTYPY BOIIPOCHUTEILHOrO
TIPEe/IJIO’KEHUST KOHKPETHOTO $13bIKa TMPUBOJWT K OTpe/ie/IeHHON «HAaIpsDKeHHOCTH» 3TOW CTPYKTYphl. ['MIIoTe3a uccie[oBaHus
COCTOUT B TIPeJTIo/IKeHUH O 3aBUCHMMOCTH CUHTAKCHUeCKOH aBTOHOMHOCTH C/I0Ba OT CTelleHH HalpspkKeHHOCTH CTPOs
nipegyiokeHusi. [IpuHATas TUmoresa MPOBEPSeTCS C IIOMOIIBIO TPOM3BOJIBHON BBIOODKHM SKBHUBA/IEHTHBIX BOINPOCUTETbHBIX
TMpeJ/IO’KeHUI O0IIIero TUMA B Ka>KAOM U3 SI3bIKOB CDABHEHHUSI.

KiroueBble cj10Ba: BapHaTMBHOCTb, BOINPOCHTE/ILHOE MECTOMMEHHe, BOIPOCHTeNbHasl YacTHIlja, WHBEpCHs, MOJeb,
CHUHTAKCHUYeCKas TUTIOJIOTHsI, CJIOBOTIOPSIZIOK, THUTIO/IOTHS, SI3bIK, S3bIK-3TasI0H.

Introduction

This study is conducted within the framework of linguistic typology that applies the typological method [10] to contrast
language systems irrespective of their genetic or structural affinity. The aim of such a contrastive inquiry is revelation of
linguistic universals, i.e. phenomena inherent in all natural tongues.

Admittedly, the modern stage of linguistics does not yet allow for conducting a large-scale research into all languages of
the world. Normally, the researcher is usually limited to a small number of languages in order to establish the so-called
potential (possible) universals. In so doing, the research is usually reduced to one level of language hierarchy. For example, on
the basis of only 30 languages, J. Greenberg establishes 6 structures of the basic word order according to the arrangement of
the major sentence members, such as “subject” (S), verb-predicate (V) and object (O) [13]. What makes them possible
universals is their possibility to be extrapolated to all languages of the world.

Contrastive studies of the sentence level have long attracted the attention of scholars; a prominent place in these studies is
occupied by the interrogative clause. It is accounted for, practically, by the role of questions in interpersonal communication
and, theoretically, by the function of interrogative clauses to represent the category of questioning in communicative acts [3, P.
231].
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Studies in interrogative clauses based on one concrete tongue are sufficiently covered in scholarly discourse (see, for
instance, [2], [8], [12]), while contrastive studies occur infrequently (see, for instance [4], [6]). In the meantime, expanding
research on interrogative structures in a number of languages is a real challenge and a major undertaking that contributes to the
theory of cross-cultural communication and the theory of language.

Methodology and data

In the course of linguistic evolution, syntax may change by transforming its archaic “quiet” sentence structure into a more
“tense” type due to fixed word order [1, P. 20-25]. The fixed word order structure points to the analytical type in a language,
while the archaic free word order structure denotes the synthetic type [5, P. 88-89].

The hypothesis of this study is based on the following assumption: the syntactic structure of the interrogative clause
depends on the degree of word autonomy in a sentence. An inquiry into word autonomy based on the material of several
languages shows this effect scaling down in the following way: (Polish, Turkish, Bashkir) — (Russian) — (Italian) -
(German) — (French) — (English) [11]. It looks that the “quieter” the syntactic structure due to word autonomy, the less a
language needs special devices to build a question. Unlike languages with “quiet” syntactic structure, languages with “tense”
structure on account of fixed word order need such devices. Such a device may have the form of inversion of the major
sentence members (S + V - V + S), or an interrogative particle, or an auxiliary verb. In a sentence, such a device may
function either separately or in combination with other such devices.

In different languages, the interrogative structure tension varies, and one may measure the degree of this variation by
“weighing” question-building devices cf., for instance, the interrogative particles in Russian, Polish and English: uacmo au
amom compyOHUK ona3obigaem Ha pabomy? = czy ten pracownik czesto spoznia sie do pracy? = does this employee often come
late for work? These clauses seem, prima facie, equivalent semantically and by way of syntactic tension, but such is not the
case. The Russian particle au is quite optional; it is emotively charged with uncertainty and may occur anywhere in the
sentence; cf.: onazobieaem Au 3mom compyOHUK Ha pabomy? 3mom Au compyOHUK 4acmo onasobleaem Ha pabomy? ecezda Au
amom compyOHUK ona3obieaem Ha pabomy? (change of meaning in accordance with the functional perspective). Its Polish
equivalent czy is not quite optional, as it may be dropped in colloquial speech (cf.: czy chcesz sie ze mnq ozenic? = chcesz sie
ze mnq ozeni¢? “do you want to marry me?”), but this particle is less autonomous as compared to its Russian counterpart. The
English auxiliary do/does is obligatory.

Owing to the increasing relevance of the analytical element in an interrogative structure, cross-linguistic tension scales up
in the following way from left to right: Russian — Polish — English. With the Russian particle accepted as the minimal etalon
of tension (1), its counterparts in the contrasted languages equal (2) in Polish and (3) in English.

Thus, it is expedient to apply a language-etalon [9, P. 95] as “the ideal structure”, in aliis verbis, a yardstick to measure all
the objects contrasted. In this study, such an etalon is Russian, as it can do without any question-building devices.

The linguistic material under analysis includes interrogative syntactic structures in a number of European languages: the
Russian language (R.L.), the Polish language (P.L.), the English language (E.L.), the German language (G.L.), the French
language (F.L.), the Spanish language (S.L.), the Bashkir language (B.L.) and the Turkish language (T.L.) (all in all 8
languages). These languages represent the Indo-European linguistic family in three groups (Slavic, Germanic and Romance),
as well as the Turkic family, each group being presented as a pair of representatives (R.L. + P.L.; E.L. + G.L.; F.L. + S.L.; B.L..
+T.L.).

This method of selecting linguistic material is both representative and compact enough to establish probable universals
based on the general type of interrogative clauses in genetically and structurally variegated linguistic systems.

The results of the study

Traditional English grammar distinguishes 4 types of interrogative structures: general, special, alternative and disjunctive
[14, P. 179]. Yet, it seems more logical to admit only two types: the general and the special questions, with subtypes
representing these major types.

The major subtype of the general question is traced back to an appropriate affirmative clause as its semantic basis.

Cf. the following equivalent clauses with actional verbs in the contrasted languages: R.L. s3mom compydHuk uacmo
ona3zobigaem Ha pabomy — (pazee) smom compyOHUK uacmo onasodbieaem Ha pabomy? = P.L. ten pracownik czesto spoznia sie
do pracy — czy ten pracownik czesto spoznia sie do pracy? = E.L. this employee often comes late for work — does this
employee often come late for work? = G.L. dieser Mitarbeiter kommt oft zu spcit zur Arbeit — kommt dieser Mitarbeiter oft zu
spdt zur Arbeit = F.L. cet employé est souvent en retard au travail — cet employé est-il souvent en retard au travail? = S.L.
este empleado a menudo llega tarde al trabajo — ;este empleado llega tarde a menudo al trabajo? = B.L. 6bu1 xe3mamkap
liblw KbIHA 3wk hyyaali — 6bu1 xe3mMamKap Ublw KbiHa 3WK2 hyyaalimbl = T.L. bu ¢alisan genellikle ise ge¢ kalmaktadir —
bu calisan ise sik sik ge¢ mi kaliyor?

Cf. the following equivalent clauses with stative verbs in the contrasted languages: R.L. 8bl cepdumechb Ha meHa? = P.L.
czy pan jest na mnie zty? = E.L. are you angry with me? = G.L. sind Sie wiitend auf mich? = F.L. étes-vous en colére contre
moi? = S.L. gestds enojado conmigo? = B.L. he3 muHa acbiynanbiebizmbl? = T.L. bana kiztyor musunuz?

The peripheral subtype of the general question is represented by two variants:

1) negative-interrogative questions;

2) disjunctive-interrogative questions.

The negative-interrogative question is traced back to an appropriate negative utterance as its semantic basis; it may change
its pragmatic component: R.L.. 5mom uenogek He 6e30apeH — He Ge3dapeH au 3mom uenogek? Pragmatically, this question
suggests lack of talent of the person in question. The Russian particle pasge / Heydcenu complicates the question by the
connotations of mistrust, uncertainty, doubt, surprise, bewilderment [7, P. 390].

Cf. the following negative-interrogative equivalents: R.L. Haw mpyd He HanpaceH — He HanpaceH au Haw mpyo? = P.L.
nasza praca nie jest daremna — czy nasza praca nie jest daremna? = E.L. our work is not in vain — isn’t our work in vain? =
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G.L. unsere Arbeit ist nicht umsonst — ist unsere Arbeit nicht umsonst? = F.L. notre travail n’est pas vain — notre travail
n'est-il pas vain? = S.L. nuestro trabajo no es en vano — ¢no es en vano nuestro trabajo? = B.L. 6e33eH xe3mam 10KKa myeaen
- be33el xeamam rokka myeeame? = T.L. isimiz bosuna degil — isimiz bosuna degil mi?

With a verb of volition as predicate, this type of question may express genuine or ironic politeness: R.L. He y200Ho au Bam
cpasumbcs co mHoli? = P.L. czy chciatbys ze mnq walczy¢? = E.L. would you mind fighting me? = G.L. wollen Sie mich nicht
bekdmpfen? = F.L. voulez-vous me batter? = S.L. ;quieres pelear conmigo? = B.L. MuHeHy MeHaH Kepawep2ad
menamaiiheze3me? = T.L. benimle savagmak ister misiniz?

The disjunctive-interrogative question contains affirmation or negation in the initial part of the utterance and inquiry in the
final part to verify this affirmation or negation; this is marked by a pause or a comma. The whole sentence becomes either
dffirmatively imperative or affirmatively exclamatory.

Cf. the following affirmatively imperative equivalents: R.L. ebl @binonHume ceoe obewjaHue, He mak au? = P.L. pan
dotrzyma obietnicy, prawda? = E.L. you’ll fulfill your promise, won’t you? = G.L. du erfiillst dein Versprechen, oder? = F.L.
vous tenez votre promesse, n'est-ce pas? = S.L. cumplirds tu promesa, ;verdad? = B.L. 8aga3aze33e ymoiiheze3me, wynaii
6um? = T.L. soziintizii yerine getiriyorsunuz, degil mi?

Cf. the following affirmatively exclamatory equivalents: R.L. kakas npekpacHas noezoda, He npaeda au? = P.L. jaka
piekna pogoda, prawda? = E.L. it is fine weather, isn’t it? = G.L. was fiir ein schénes Wetter, nicht wahr? = F.L. quel beau
temps, n'est-ce pas? = S.L. qué hermoso clima, ;no? = B.L. HuHOall mamyp haya mopowo, wynaii bum? = T.L. hava ne giizel,
degil mi?

It would be wrong to presume that this type of a question is typical of English only, because it is English that is
characterized by strict regularity in framing two variants of such a question:

1) affirmation at the beginning and interrogation at the end;

2) negation at the beginning and interrogation at the end.

No regular structural pattern may serve a diagnostic criterion for this question type. What is diagnostic is a pragmatic
model expressed by a judgement followed by a brief question demanding either affirmation or negation. Such a model with
affirmation or negation in the main part is universal, at least in the languages of contrast.

Cf. the following equivalent questions with affirmation in the main part: R.L. @bt pabomaeme & noauyuu, He npagda au? /
He mak au? / pasge He mak? / mak 8edb? / eepHo? / da? = P.L. pan pracuje w policji, prawda? = E.L. you work for the police,
don’t you? = G.L. sie arbeiten fiir die Polizei, nicht wahr? = F.L. vous travaillez pour la police, n'est-ce pas? = S.L. trabaja en
la policia, ;no? = B.L. he3 nonuyusiaa swnaiiheze3, wynati 6um? = T.L. polis igin ¢alistyorsunuz, degil mi?

Cf. the following equivalent questions with negation in the main part: R.L. ebl He pabomaeme & noauyuu, max eeob? /
eepHo? / da? = P.L. pan nie pracuje w policji, prawda? = E.L. you don’t work for the police, do you? = G.L. sie arbeiten nicht
fiir die Polizei, oder? = F.L. vous ne travaillez pas pour la police, n'est-ce pas? = S.L. no trabajas en la policia, ;verdad? =
B.L. he3 noauyusina swnamatiheze3, wynati 6um? = T.L. polis i¢in ¢caligmiyorsunuz, degil mi?

There is one more type of interrogative structures — the alternative type — that stands in between the general and the special
questions. It is based on asking a participant of a situation to choose one of the two alternatives. On the one hand, it stands
closer to the general question owing to its syntactic pattern, on the other hand, it stands closer to the special question owing to
the concrete answer it demands.

Cf. the following equivalent questions in the languages of contrast: R.L.. mbI Xouew Kynumb 0omM wiu apeH0o8amsb e20? =
P.L. chcesz kupi¢ dom lub go wynajq¢? = E.L. do you want to buy or to rent a house? = G.L. willst du ein Haus kaufen oder es
mieten? = F.L. tu veux acheter une maison ou la louer? = S.L. ;quieres comprar una casa o alquilarla? = B.L. liopm hambin
anblpeambl, 2/1/12 yHbl Kypmbimea anbipeambi? = T.L. bir ev satin almak mi yoksa kiralamak mi?

Contrastive analysis allows to distinguish common and specific question-building devices. These devices vary according
to the degree of fixed word order depending on:

1) variety of such devices;

2) location of interrogative particles that may be in principio (“at the beginning”) or in fine (“at the end”) of the clause.

In Russian with its fully free word order, the general question may or may not include the interrogative particle au, as it is
optional, as well as the optional particles pa3se and Heydiceau localized in principio to express emotion (surprise, incredulity,
indignation, etc.). Unlike intonation, the question structure does not change as compared to an appropriate affirmative clause:
R.L. (mbi) xouews ucnpasasimb ceou owudKu — (Mbl) xouewb UCNPABGIAMb CE0U OWUOKU ?

In Polish with its relatively free word order, the general question may be built by means of the standard particle czy in
principio: czy starasz sie poprawiac swoje bledy? “do you want to correct your mistakes?” Like in Russian, the particle may be
dropped, only the intonation changes; the question retains its structure of the affirmative clause: P.L. (ty) chcesz poprawiac
swoje bledy “you want to correct your errors” — (ty) chcesz poprawiac swoje bledy? “do you want to correct your errors?”

In English with its fully strict word order, the general question is built by means of the analytical structure [V-aux + S + V-
inf] that includes the auxiliary verb (V-aux), subject (S), the infinitive verb (V-inf): does the boy want to play football?

In German with its relatively strict word order, the set-up of the general question requires inversion of the main sentence
members: G.L. wir gehen zum Mittagessen ins Restaurant “we are going to the restaurant to have dinner” — gehen wir zum
Mittagessen ins Restaurant? With a compound verbal predicate its variable part stands in principio, while its invariable part is
placed in fine: sie sind gerade ins Restaurant gekommen “they have just come to the restaurant” - sind sie gerade ins
Restaurant gekommen? “have they come to the restaurant yet?”

In French with its relatively strict word order, the general question may be built by two patterns:

1) by means of an interrogative particle (est-ce que) in principio; the word order of the affirmative clause is retained: est-
ce que tu veux acheter un nouvel ordinateur? “do you want to buy a new computer?”;

2) by means of inversion of the main members of the clause, inversion being either simple (with a pronominal subject): lit-
il le journal? “is he reading a newspaper?”, or compound (with a substantive subject); in compound inversion the subject in
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principio is reiterated after the predicate as a personal unstressed pronoun: les nétres sont-ils venus? «have ours (“our people”)
come?».

In Spanish with its relatively strict word order, the structure of the general question requires inversion of the main sentence
members, like in German: {(tti) vives en Madrid} “you live in Madrid” — {gvives (ti1) en Madrid?}; the in principio location
takes place either with a simple verb or with the variable part of a compound verbal predicate: (el) quiere comprar una pelota
“he wants to buy a ball” — ;quiere (el) comprar una pelota? “does he want to buy a ball?”

In Bashkir the structure of the general question requires an interrogative suffix-morpheme represented by a variety of
allomorphs -mbl/-me/-mo/-me that may be joined to any sentence member, for example the verb: (hux) xamanapbiebiHHbi
me3amep2a mbipbiluahbiHMbI? “are you trying to correct your mistakes?”; this structure retains the word order ([S + O + V]
typical of agglutinative tongues.

In Turkish the structure of the general question requires an interrogative particle represented by a variety of forms (-mi / -
mi / -mu / -mii) that may be joined to any sentence member, for example the verb: hatalarini diizeltmeye mi ¢alistyorsun? “do
you try to correct your mistakes?” (literally: “mistakes + your + try + {question particle} + to correct + you”).

In terms of componential analysis each meaningful question-building device may be regarded as a differential seme (DS)
which may combine other such semes to compose a model (a pattern) of the interrogative structure inherent in a particular
language. DS stands for a semantic invariant represented by its variants as semantic components (SC) in various types of
oppositions. For example, DS “inversion of affirmative structure” in contrasting English and Russian shows a binary
opposition: SC 1 «+» (E.L.) & SM 2 «—» (R.L.), while contrasting English and French shows a privative opposition: SC 1 «+»
(E.L)) o SC 2 «+—» (F.L.); this seme is neutralized in French due to a variety of models; cf. the various French ways of
expressing the meaning of the sentence “are you going to the cinema?”: F.L. a) est-ce que tu vas au cinéma? b) eu vas au
cinéma? c) vas-tu au cinéma?

Ranking semes according to their significance in the linguistic system, it stands to reason to rank grammatical semes (like
inversion, or auxiliary verbs) higher than lexical ones (like particles).

The table below shows distribution of DS to structure the general question in the languages of contrast (see table).

Table 1 - Structural patterns of the general question in the languages of contrast

DOI: https://doi.org/10.60797/RULB.2025.61.7.1

interrogative inversion of the
semes particle affirmative word auxiliary verb variety of models
order
R.L. +— - - 2
PL. +— - - 2
E.L. - + + 1
G.L. - + - 1
F.L. +— +— - 4
S.L. - + - 1
B.L. + - - 1
T.L. + - - 1

In the table, the index (+ or —) shows presence or absence of a particular pattern to build the general question; the index
(+-) shows variation of models, i.e. linguistic ambivalence in relation to a particular pattern due to its optional or recurrent
character.

The structure of the general question falls into 5 models each represented by the languages of contrast in the following
way:

1)R.L,PL;

2)B.L,TL,;

3)G.L, S.L;

4) FL,

5)E.L.

This distribution of the contrasted languages may be extrapolated to other languages which opt for one of the established
variants in the way similar to the basic word order patterns established by J. Greenberg (SVO, SOV, VSO, VOS, OSV, OVS).
Thus, contrasting equivalent structures in the Norwegian language (N.L.), the Italian language (I.L..) and the Czech language
(C.L.), it becomes evident that Czech is in the same group as Russian and Polish (group 1), as their interrogative structures are
of the “quietest” nature, while Norwegian and Italian opt for a tenser syntactic structure, like German and Spanish (group 3);
cf. the following equivalent examples: (R.L. mbt notyuaews s3xkoHomuueckyto nomown?) = N.L. fdr du gkonomisk hjelp? = 1.L.
ricevi assistenza economica? / ricevi aiuto economico? = C.L. dostane$ ekonomickou pomoc?

Conclusion

To summarize, one may conclude the following:

1. The distinguished syntactic models are regarded as variants of the syntactic structure of the general question to represent
probable universals that may be extrapolated to other languages.
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2. The contrastive analysis shows the following levels of decreasing autonomy of the word: the first level is occupied by
the Slavic languages with the only question-building device (interrogative particle) that is quite optional in Russian and not
quite so in Polish owing to a tenser syntactic structure in the latter language; the second level is occupied by the Turkic
languages on account of the obligatory interrogative element; the third level is occupied by German and Spanish on account of
the obligatory inversion of the basic word order; the fourth level is occupied by French with its diversified system of building
questions that includes optional interrogative particles, direct and indirect word order; the fifth level is occupied by English
with obligatory auxiliary verbs and inversion of the main members of the clause. Thus, the contrasted tongues may be lined up
as follows by way of increasing fixity in the word order: (Russian, Polish) — (Bashkir, Turkish) — (German, Spanish) -
(French) — (English).

3. The hypothesis related to the dependence of the question structure on the word autonomy degree is verified through the
contrastive analysis: languages with a low autonomy ranking are liable to apply special question-building devices which
increase syntactic structure tensity.

4. The degree of syntactic structure tensity does not affect variation of linguistic models; the contrasted languages may be
ranked as follows, with model variation diminishing from left to right: 4 (F.L.) - 2 (R.L., PL.) - 1(E.L,, G.L,, S.L.,, B.L.,
T.L.).

KondiukT naTepecos Conflict of Interest
He yka3zaH. None declared.
Penjensus Review

Cnucok sinreparypsbl / References

1. Apgmonu B.T". VicToprueckuii ciHTakcucC HemMeLIKoro si3bika / B.I. Aamonu. — Mocksa : Boicias mikosa, 1963. — 338
c.

2. BunanToBa 11.B. Knaccudukaryst KOCBeHHBIX PeUeBbIX aKTOB, BRIDKEHHBIX B BOTIPOCHUTENIBHOM opMme (Ha Marepuare
aHI/IMICKOrO si3bika) / VI.B. BuHanToBa / Becthuk Yenl'yY. — Yensibunck : Yenl'y, 2009. — C. 31-34.

3. Koebacko FO.M. CuHTakcUYecKWi acrekT pa3jenuTenbHbix BompocoB / FO.U. Koebacko / BectHuk Camapckoit
rymMaHuTtapHo# akagemuu. Cepusi «®unocodusi. dunonorusi». — Camapa : Camapckasi TymMaHuTapHas akajemus, 2008. — C.
231-237.

4. JIu 1. BoripocuTesnbHbIe TIpe/I/IOXKEHNUs] B PYCCKOM U KuTaickoMm si3pikax / L. JIu, .M. Tpudonosa // [Inanoru KynsTyp
— JYajor 0 MUpe U BO UMs Mypa. @uionornyeckde Hayku. — Beoin. 2. — Komcomonbck-Ha-Amype : AMITIT'Y, 2014. — C.
97-103.

5. MeukoBckass H.B. OOuiee s3biko3HaHWe. CTPYKTypHasi U coLManbHasi THonorus si3bikoB / H.B. MeukoBckas. —
Mockga : ®nunra, 2001. — 312 c.

6. Oropozmoea K.A. Kmaccudukaiiysi BOIIPOCUTENTBHBIX TIPEJIOKEHUN B aHIVIMIICKOM M HEMEIIKOM sI3bIKaX: CXOJCTBA U
pasmuuust / K.A. OropogoBa, M.B. Makcumoga // BectHuk nesiarornveckoro onsira. — 2012, — Ne 33. — C. 16-18.

7. Cesrorop W.I1. BonnpocurenbHble npeaiokenus / V1.I1. Cearorop // Pycckas rpammarvka. — Mocksa : Hayka, 1980. —
C. 386-396.

8. CrpenbijoB A.A. O Tumax BompocuTeNbHBIX mpeyioxkeHnid / A.A. CrpenbiioB // Bectnuk ITHUITY. TTpo6semsr
SI3bIKO3HAHUS U negaroruku. — 2016. — Ne 3. — C. 38-51.

9. [Madukos C.I'. Turosorys 1eKCHYeCKUX CHCTEM U JIeKCHKO-ceMaHTHuecknx yHuBepcanuit / C.I. [lladukoB. — Ya :
Bamkupckuii rocygapcTBeHHblN yHUBepcuTeT, 2004. — 224 c.

10. IMadukoB C.I. Tumosoruueckuit Metof, W JuHTBUCTHUecKas Turosiorus / C.I. I[adukoB // DaeKTPOHHO-
Ooubmoreunass cucrema bamlyY. — 2022. — URL: https://elib.bashedu.ru/dl/local/ShafikovSG_Tipolog.metod i
lingvist.tipolog_mon_2022.pdf (nata obpamenus: 02.11.2024).

11. IMa¢ukoB C.I. ABTOHOMHOCTH CJIOBa KaK KOMIIOHEHTAa COCTABHOTO CKa3yeMoro B eBporeickux s3bikax / C.I.
[Madukos // BectHuk Yenry. — Bbin. 135. — YensiouHck : Uenl'y, 2024. — C. 44-52.

12. IlIeemosa H.FO. Ouepku no cuntakcucy pasrosopHoi peur / H.1O. [IIBegoBa. — Mocksa : U3a- Bo AH CCCP, 1960.
— 377 c.

13. Greenberg J.H. Some Universals of Grammar with Particular Reference to the Order of Meaningful Elements / J.H.
Greenberg // Universals of Human Language. — 1963. — Ne 1. — P. 73-113.

14. Quirk R. A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language / R. Quirk, S. Greenbaum, G. Leech [et al.]. — London
: Longman, 2000. — 1779 p.

CHucoK JiMTepaTypbl Ha aHInickoM si3bike / References in English

1. Admoni V.G. Istoricheskij sintaksis nemetskogo jazyka [A Historical Syntax of the German Language] / V.G. Admoni.
— Moscow : Higher School, 1963. — 338 p. [in Russian]

2. Vinantova I.V. Klassifikatsija kosvennyh rechevyh aktov, vyrazhennyh v voprositel'noj forme (na materiale anglijskogo
jazyka) [A Classification of Indirect Speech Acts in Interrogative Form] / I.V. Vinantova // Vestnik ChelGU [Bulletin of
ChelSU]. — Cheljabinsk : ChelSU, 2009. — P. 31-34. [in Russian]

3. Kovbasko Ju.I. Sintaksicheskij aspekt razdelitel'nyh voprosov [The Syntactic Aspect of Disjunctive Questions] / Ju.l.
Kovbasko // Vestnik Samarskoi gumanitarnoi akademii. Seriya “Filosofiya”. “Filologiya” [Bulletin of the Samara



Russian Linguistic Bulletin = Ne 1 (61) = January

Humanitarian Academy. Series ‘Philosophy. Philology’]. — Samara : Samara Humanitarian Academy, 2008. — P. 231-237. [in
Russian]

4. Li Ts. Voprositel'nye predlozhenija v russkom i kitajskom jazykah [Interrogative Questions in Russian and Chinese] /
Ts. Li, G.M. Trifonova // Dialogi kultur — dialog o mire i vo imya mira. Filologicheskiye nauki [Dialogues of cultures — a
dialogue about peace and for peace. Philological Sciences]. — Iss. 2. — Komsomolsk-on-Amur : AmSPSU, 2014. — P. 97—
103. [in Russian]

5. Mechkovskaja N.B. Obschee jazykoznanie. Strukturnaja i sotsial'naja tipologija jazykov [General linguistics. A
Structural and Social Linguistic Typology] / N.B. Mechkovskaja. — Moscow : Flinta, 2001. — 312 p. [in Russian]

6. Ogorodova K.A. Klassifikatsija voprositel'nyh predlozhenij v anglijskom i nemetskom jazykah: shodstva i razlichija
[Classification of Interrogative Questions in English and German: Similarities and Differences] / K.A. Ogorodova, M. V.
Maksimova // Vestnik pedagogicheskogo opita [Bulletin of Pedagogical Experience]. — 2012. — Ne 33. — P. 16-18. [in
Russian]

7. Svjatogor I.P. Voprositel'nye predlozhenija [Interrogative Sentences] / I.P. Svjatogor // Russkaya grammatika [Russian
Grammar]. — Moscow : Nauka, 1980. — P. 386-396. [in Russian]

8. Strel'tsov A.A. O tipah voprositel'nyh predlozhenij [Types of Interrogative Clauses] / A.A. Strel'tsov // Vestnik PNIPU.
Problemi yazikoznaniya i pedagogiki [Bulletin of PNIPU. Problems of Linguistics and Pedagogy]. — 2016. — Ne 3. — P. 38—
51. [in Russian]

9. Shafikov S.G. Tipologija leksicheskih sistem i leksiko-semanticheskih universalij [A Typology of Lexical Systems and
Lexico-semantic Universals] / S.G. Shafikov. — Ufa : Bashkir State University, 2004. — 224 p. [in Russian]

10. Shafikov S.G. Tipologicheskij metod i lingvisticheskaja tipologija [The Typological method and Linguistic Typology]
/ S.G. Shafikov // Bashkir State University Publ. — 2022. — URL.: https://elib.bashedu.ru/dl/local/ShafikovSG_Tipolog.metod
i lingvist.tipolog_mon_2022.pdf (accessed: 02.11.2024). [in Russian]

11. Shafikov S.G. Avtonomnost' slova kak komponenta sostavnogo skazuemogo v evropejskih jazykah [Autonomy of the
Word as the Component of a Compound Predicate in European Languages] / S.G. Shafikov // Vestnik ChelGU [Bulletin of
ChelSU]. — Iss. 135. — Chelyabinsk : ChelSU, 2024. — P. 44-52. [in Russian]

12. Shvedova N.Ju. Ocherki po sintaksisu razgovornoj rechi [Essays in the Syntax of Colloquial Speech] / N.Ju.
Shvedova. — Moscow : Publishing House AS USSR, 1960. — 377 p. [in Russian]

13. Greenberg J.H. Some Universals of Grammar with Particular Reference to the Order of Meaningful Elements / J.H.
Greenberg // Universals of Human Language. — 1963. — Ne 1. — P. 73-113.

14. Quirk R. A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language / R. Quirk, S. Greenbaum, G. Leech [et al.]. — London
: Longman, 2000. — 1779 p.



	ЯЗЫКИ НАРОДОВ ЗАРУБЕЖНЫХ СТРАН (С УКАЗАНИЕМ КОНКРЕТНОГО ЯЗЫКА ИЛИ ГРУППЫ ЯЗЫКОВ) / LANGUAGES OF PEOPLES OF FOREIGN COUNTRIES (INDICATING A SPECIFIC LANGUAGE OR GROUP OF LANGUAGES)
	The Structure of the General Question in European Languages
	Shafikov S.G.1, *
	Структура общего вопроса в европейских языках
	Шафиков С.Г.1, *

