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The key element presented in this research is the distinction between surface structure and deep structure, which is
the main line of the linguistic conception of N. Chomsky. In his theory of Transformational-generative Grammar, Chomsky
points out that there are two levels of syntactic structure in every sentence. The first level is called deep structure, which is
formed of lexicons and phrases. Deep structure plays an important role in the interpretation of sentences. The second level
is called surface structure, which is formed by applying appropriate transformations for the deep structure of sentences.
The set of dependencies between words in a sentence makes up the dependency structure of the sentence. There is a
correspondence between constituent structure and dependency structure, meaning that the dependency based syntactic
surface structure is always a tree. In a sentence the syntagmatic division occurs with the help of the intonation and the shift
of the place of the stress. In sentences the deep structure has a more complicated character than the surface structure,
which is proved by means of the examples from different literature
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KnioyeBbIM 3n1eMeHTOM, NpeacTaBneHHbIM B AaHHOM WCCREAoBaHUW, SBMASETCA pasnuune mexgy CTPYKTYpow no-
BEPXHOCTU 1 rMyOUHHON CTPYKTYPOW, KOTOpas SIBNSETCH OCHOBHOMW YepTON NIMHIBUCTUYECKOW KoHuenuun H. Xomckoro.
B cBoeii Teopumn TpaHchOpPMaLMOHHO-NOPOXAAIOWEN rpaMMaTkKM XOMCKUIA YKasbiBaET, YTO B KaXAOM NPEeAnoXeHuu
€CTb [1Ba YPOBHSI CUHTAKCUYECKOW CTPYKTYpbl. [epBbIii ypOBEHb Ha3bIBAETCS MYOUHHOW CTPYKTYPOK, KOTOpasi COCTOUT
N3 NEKCUYECKMX BbIPAXEHUI U hpas. [nyBuHHasa CTPyKTypa Urpaet BaxHyo posib B MHTEpPNpeTaLmMmn NpeanoxeHun. Bro-
POV ypOBeHb Ha3blBAeTCH MOBEPXHOCTHOW CTPYKTYpPOW, koTopash hopMupyeTcs nyTemM NpYMEHEHUs COOTBETCTBYIOLLMX
npeobpasoBaHnin Ans ryOUHHOM CTPYKTYpbl NPeaioKeHnn. MHOXECTBO 3aBUCMMOCTEN Mexay CroBaMu B Npeanoxe-
HUW COCTaBMSIET CTPYKTYPY nNpeanoxeHnsa. Mexay CoCTaBHOW CTPYKTYPON U CTPYKTYPON 3aBUCUMOCTEN CyLLECTBYET CO-
OTBETCTBME, O3HavaroLLee, YTO OCHOBaHHAs Ha 3aBUCMMOCTSX CTPYKTYpa CUHTaKCMYeCcKon NOBEPXHOCTH BCerga sBnsieTcs
AepvBaTvBOM. B npeanoxeHun cuHTarmMatyeckoe AeneHue npOUCXOAUT MpW MOMOLLM UHTOHALUMW U CMELLEHUS MecTa
yaoapeHusi. B npegnoxenusix rmybuHHas CTpyKTypa nMeet 6ornee CroXHbIN XapakTep, YeM CTPYKTypa NOBEPXHOCTU, YTO
NOATBEpPXAaeTcs npumepamun U3 apyrov nutepartypbl

KnioueBble cnoBa: npeanoxeHue, TpaHCHOPMaLMOHHAs rpammaTiika, COBOKYMHOCTb, CTPYKTypa MOBEPXHOCTH,
rnyGuHHas CTPYKTypa, KOHTEKCT, BblCKa3blBAHUE, MOAENb MPEeANOoXKeHUs.
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Knto4oBMM eneMeHToM, NpeacTaBneHM y AaHOMy AOCHIAKEHHI, € BiAMIHHICTb MiX CTPYKTYPO MOBEPXHi | rMUOUHHOK
CTPYKTYPOHO, sika € OCHOBHOI PUCOIO MIHIBICTUYHOT KoHLenwuii H. XoMcbkoro. Y cBoil Teopii TpaHcopMaLiiHO-rpaMaTukm
XOMCbKUiA BKa3ye, LLO B KOXKHOMY PEYEHHI € iBa PiBHS CUHTAKCUYHOI CTPYKTYpW. [epLunii piBeHb Ha3MBaeTbCs MUOUHHOIO
CTPYKTYPOIO, iKa CKINaAaeTbCs 3 JIEKCMYHMX BUpasiB i ppas. MMnbuHHa CTpyKTypa rpae BaxnmBy ponb B iHTeprnpeTaLii npo-
nosuuin. Jpyrui piBeHb Ha3MBAETLCA NOBEPXHEBOK CTPYKTYPOIO, O POPMYETLCA LUMSAXOM 3aCTOCYBaHHS BigMnOBiAHNX
nepeTBOpeHb ANS MUOUHHOI CTPYKTYpW Npono3uuin. besniy 3anexHocTen Mixk CnoBamu B PpeYEHHi CTaHOBUTb CTPYKTYPY
npono3uuii. Mixk CKnagoBoOK CTPYKTYPOIO i CTPYKTYPOK 3anexHOCTEN iCHye BiAMOBIAHICTb, LLO O3HAa4Yae, WO 3aCHOBaHa
Ha 3aneXHOCTSAX CTPYKTypa CUHTAKCUYHOI MOBEPXHi 3aBXAW € AepuUBaTMBOM. Y pEYEHHi CMHTarMaTu4HW po3nogin Bia-
OyBaeTbCs 3a JONOMOTOH IHTOHAUIT | 3MILLLEHHS Micus Haronocy. Y Npono3unuisx MunbuHHa cTpykTypa mMae BinbLu cknagHun
XapakTtep, HiXX CTPyKTypa NOBEPXHi, WO NiTBEPMAXYETLCA NPMKNagamMu 3 iHWOI nitepaTypu

KntovoBi cnoBa: nponosuuis, TpaHcopmMaLiiHa rpamaTtuka, CyKynHiCTb, CTPYKTYpa NoBepXHi, rMMMbuHHa CTPYKTypa,

KOHTEKCT, BUCIOBIOBAHHS, MOAEMb NPOMO3MLii.

1. Introduction

At the beginning of the linguistic research,
N. Chomsky who separated the grammar from
semantics under the influence of L. Blumfield’s
theoretical ideas, later abandoned this position and
preferred to take grammar and semantics closely
together. N. Chomsky, who considers a sentence as
creative outcome of its author, writes: “... the most
impressive aspect of the language competence would
more appropriately be termed as “creativity of lan-
guage”. The speaker has got the ability to form
sentences, the sentences that can be understood by
other people, however there is no similarity between
them and those sentences that are considered to be
well-known. Since the normal usage of the language
resembles to those heard before, then we can say that
they are formed according to the rules of generative
grammar” [7, p. 103].

As can be seen, Chomsky places great emphasis
on the creativity of the language in his conception:
“It is a fact that a man doesn’t keep ready sentences
in his mind. He/she forms new sentences for the con-
crete situations and then joins the communication.
It gives him/her the chance of capturing the oppor-
tunity that can be changed any moment, reacting to
the dynamics of life by means of the language and
joining the communication more comfortably. Every
sentence that is used by the speaker is unique, and
it is not repeated. In spite of being used for thou-
sand times the sentence “Glad to meet you” sounds
as new and unique. It means that the formation of
the sentence is a creative activity. The main problem
that each important linguistic theory tries to answer
is this: if necessary any adult speaker can form a sen-
tence in his/her native language, and the speakers of
the same language can understand him/her though it
is a new sentence or thought” [17, p. 321].

The main line of the linguistic conception of
N. Chomsky is the theory of syntactical structure of
the surface and deep structures. He evaluates speak-
ing and comprehension as natural human capacity
as well as complex intellectual process. Stating that
the deep surface is formed of lexicons and phrases,
N.Chomsky perceives it, i.e. the deep surface as the
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basis for the surface structure. “...all the structural-
ly-semantically chosen sentences are formed in the
deep structure, mental processes occur on the bottom
of the sentence. The sentence being pronounced pho-
netically in the surface structure is transformed into
the phrase. Every sentence changed into the phrase is
formed as a result of transformation from deep struc-
ture into surface structure. Every phrase we express
is exposed to syntactic transformation depending on
our communicative intent, and it sounds morphopho-
nemic in the surface structure. The structural-seman-
tic formation of the sentence takes place in the deep
structure, and phonetic sounding takes place in the
surface structure” [15, p. 47].

Chomsky speaks of internal (semantic) and exter-
nal (phonetic) sides, i.e. surface and deep structures
of the sentence being differentiated. “The former
defines the semantic comment and abstract structure
that is the basis of the sentence, the latter the formal
organization of the elements, i. e. their phonetic com-
ment, everything that can be heard or meant about
the physical formation of any actual phrase. In these
terms we can define the second important feature of
the Cartesian linguistics and that is the identification
of surface and deep structures” [8, p. 47].

The structural peculiarities of the language based
on limited schematic rules are expressed in the sen-
tence. The sentence model expresses the features of
the language system in phrase during the process of
speaking, actualizes it and provides the communica-
tion between the participants of the communication
process, i. e. the speaker and the listener. We must
note that syntactic schemes in the language are prim-
itive, and only on their basis the lexical (semantic)
filling of the syntactic tree takes place in the act of
speech [5; 6].

The process of formation and understanding of
the sentence is based on information coding and
decoding mechanisms. This is as if the disturbance of
discrete on the surface structure of the sentence and
the phrase becomes permanent, and this serves to its
comprehension, but on the deep structure there goes
a different segmentation. The deep structure of the
sentence consists of chains of different components.
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The deep structure of the sentence represents the core
(nucleus) meaning, semantic concentrate that defines
the program of expansion of the statement [13, p. 30].

Method

For the investigation of the topic some methods
have been used. The main method applied here is
linguistic analysis method, which is used to analyze
the collected data and express the viewpoint of the
author. In this research work sentence is analyzed
by using Transformational Generative Grammar by
Chomsky (1965). The analysis begins with Phrase
Structure Rules which break the sentence down into
its constituent parts (also known as syntactic catego-
ries) namely phrasal categories in order to find out
the deep structures of the sentence. Then, it is con-
tinued by Transformational processes which involve
the application of Transformational rules to reach the
surface structures.

The finding of the research is presented both
with formal and informal methods. Formal method
is in form of sentences while informal method is in
form of sign and symbol. In informal way, the data
are presented in verbal language, especially for data
analysis. In formal way, the sentences are presented
in tree diagram along with the category labeling the
node to describe the deep structure. The nodes are the
symbols for category/string such as S (sentence), NP
(Noun Phrase),

VP (Verbal Phrase).

Research problem

In the structural classification of the sentence,
the functional features associated with its struc-
ture should be taken into account, but it is incorrect
to take the structure of the sentence out of context
and ignore its meaning, because each sentence must
also be distinguished on its attitude to the reality. As
G.A.Zolotova writes, “Regardless of its composi-
tion and structure, predicativity, i. e. the attitude to
the realty is characteristic to each sentence, and it
changes the phrase into the form of expression and
formulation of the idea [19, p. 138]

Hence, the modality and its concrete meaning
expressed in the structural classification of the sen-
tence should be in the centre of attention.

According to N.Chomsky, “The surface struc-
ture is not enough for mentioned purpose, because
despite the fact that /John is easy to please// (Conu
razi salmaq asandir) and /John is eager to please//
(Con hamini raz1 salmaga c¢aligir) have both the same
surface structures, in the deep structure they are
quite different structures. In English /John is easy to
please// (Conu raz1 salmaq asandir) and /John is eager
to please// (Con hamini razi salmaga calisir) have the
same grammatical structures.: N+V+Adj. +Inf. But
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though they are the same in the surface structure,
in the deep structure they are quite different. In the
first sentence the word /John/ in the relation with the
word /to please/ performs the function of the object,
but in the second sentence it is the subject.

In this case if we can express the sentence /John is
eager to please// like /John's eagerness to please// the
sentence /John is easy to please// can’t be expressed
as /John's easiness to please// [10, p. 9].

These two sentences with the same syntactic
structure express different meanings. As A.Veysalova
writes, “In the first sentence, (a) / John is the subject
of the action, and the object in the second sentence.
Thus, if in the first sentence John is eager to please
somebody, in the second sentence it is John who is to
be pleased. Thus, it turns out that the sentences with
the same surface structure can be different in the deep
structure and grammar should consider such cases”
[15, p. 75]. N. Chomsky notes: “The structural theory
of language is unable to explain the structural ambi-
guity of the sentence. For example, let’s have a look
at the English phrase “the shooting of the hunters is
terrible”. The sentence may have both the meaning /
the fact that hunters shoot is terrible // or / the fact
that hunters are shot at is terrible/”” [10].

According to F.Y. Veyselli, “With the collision of
the deep and surface structures, N. Chomsky moves
farther away from the taxonomic structuralism by
accepting and listening to the surface structures
only on their purely physical and functional crite-
ria” [17, p. 169]. Structural ambiguity of the sen-
tence provided the basis for for taking into account
the structural grammar and transformational rules
of the phrase. For example, “Shut the window, will
you?” / We can comment this sentence according
N. Chomsky’s conception like that: — /Y ou will shut
the door//.

In the given sentence the surface and deep struc-
tures are interconnected and transformation can
show the difference between them. The surface and
the deep structures are closely connected and they
depend on each other. Here the deep structure is
important for the meaning, the surface structure for
oral and written forms. Hence, the deep structure is
defined by the surface structure and the surface struc-
ture is defined by the deep structure. According to
F.Y. Veyselli, “the connection is that every sentence
(in the surface structure) in some sense expresses the
abstract meaning — the deep structure” [17, p. 170].

Structural ambiguity

Studying the relationship between the deep and
surface structures allows the statement to be inter-
preted correctly. For example, without commenting
the deep structure of the sentence /I disapprove of
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John’s drinking// we can’t escape commenting ambi-
guity in its meaning: the negative response of the
subject to drinking (I don’t approve that John drinks)
and it is not possible to escape from the acceptance of
that drinking (I don’t approve the way John drinks).

In subsequent changes of the generative grammar
simple and absolute transformtions that fulfill only
the function of defining the chains of the deep and
surface srtuctures appear. Differences between the
deep and surface structures did not lead to distinct
sentences on both levels. The limitations of voice
and meaning are carried out by means of syntactic
transformations. The deep structure of the sentence
is described by the well-known structural rules of
the phrase. The formal differences between the deep
and surface structures depending on the kinds and
number of transformations may be different, they
may exist as simple and short sentences. The formal
differences between the two levels may slight. For
example , /Jack loves Marie// [17, p. 171]. We can
imagine this sentence like this: [NP + Aux + V + VP].

In the given sample Aux means the third person
singular and the present simple tense form. With
the help of transformations the auxuliary means “s”
is added to the stem of the verb. In the past tense
we can add “ed” to the stem of the verb. For exam-
ple, in English /lov+ed/. But for the present tense in
Azerbaijani /Ohmad Sevili sevir/, in the past /sev-
ir+di/ [NP+NP+V+Aux] must be [17, s. p. 171].

In English the deep structure of the sentence /Wash
yourself// will be : /You wash you// In English the
objective case of the personal pronoun together with
reflexive transformation in the surface structure
becomes /yourself/ and the subject /you/ with the help of
deletion transformation disappears. In some cases, how-
ever, there are two or more than two surface structures
in the sentence and from the point of view of the deep
structure it is received by the native speaker as identity.
In this case such kind of sentences are close to one of the
deep structures, and other sentences differ from those
sentences. For example, /She took off her coat// or /She
took her coat off// (O, 6z jaketini gotiirdii).

The semantic factor doesn’t take into considera-
tion the surface structure ,once retains the verb and
the particle connected element with the deep struc-
ture, the next time it doesn’t do it. For example,
1) /The dog, which was brown, sat on the carpet//
2) /The dog sat on the carpet//; /The dog was brown//

With the help of the following rules we can add
such formal transformations:

1) /The dog sat on the carpet//;

2) /The dog was brown//;

3) /The dog, the dog was brown — sat on the
carpet//.
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Using substitution we replaced NP, i.e. /the dog/
with /which/ and here is the sentence: /The dog which
was brown sat on the carpet//. In the end, putting the
correct puctuation marks in the oral and written levels,
separating attributive clauses we can clarify signifi-
cant information, which in turn creates a distinctive
semantic interpretation of the sentence. Comp: /The
dog, which was brown, sat on the carpet// (Rangi
gohvayi olan it xal¢a tizerinds oturmusdu).

In English while commenting the sentence /The
brown dog sat on the carpet// with the help of dele-
tion transformation we can have such a sentence
structure : /The dog-brown-sat on the carpet//. As a
result of permutation of adjective we can have such
kind of sentence: /The brown dog sat on the carpet//.

In N. Chomsky’s concept, language acquisition
takes place through the adoption of a system of rules
that shapes the notion of language, rather than on the
basis of separate language elements. Here, it should
be better to talk about the important feature of the
Chomsky-Miller psychoanalyst school — about the
universal rules of the procedure through language.
The essence of this idea is that these rules are the
basis of congenital abilities of the language, not in
the explicit form of expression.

One of the points that attracts attention in transfor-
mation-generative grammar is theoretical analysis of
the process of derivation of two or more multiplicity in
syntax. N. Chomsky tried to explain the mechanism of
the occurrence of the phenomenon of multiplicity from
the same syntactic structure by applying transforma-
tional-generative methods to sentences. Different inter-
pretation of the same phrase can be found in all laguage
levels. According to U.L Chafe, “The theory claiming
that the sentence must have not only the deep structure
but also the surface structure has been designed to deter-
mine ambiguity and multiplicity of the sentences in the
active form and in their corresponding pasive form
like in these samples: for example, in English /John
admires sincerity// and /Sincerity is admired by John//,
also /Flying planes can be dangerous// [3, p. 78].

Syntactic ambiguity can also be observed in
the languages with different syntactic structures.
For example, /The following of tigers ended in
failure// — /IlpecnemoBanue THIpa 3aKOHYHIIOCH
Heynaueit//  (Polonglorin  toqibi  ugursuzluqgla
noticolondi) depending on the variable syntactic
relationship between the word expression / The fol-
lowing of tigers / can be interpreted in two differ-
ent ways: 1) /The tigers unsuccessfully followed //;
2) /The tigers were unsuccessfully followed //. The
first sentence in the first variant is in the active voice,
in the second variant being used in the passive voice
expresses quite different meaning.
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We come across with the syntactic ambiguity in
the asymmetry of the deep and surface structures. The
phenomenon of asymmetry is regarded as a violation
of the content of the expression and content of the
plans in the linguistic aspect. In order to eliminate this
kind of ambiguity, we have to confront it with some
other expression, which in some sense expresses its
true meaning. According to F.Y.Veyselli, "superseg-
ment units play an important role in the completness
and meaningfulness of the idea expressed in the sen-
tence. ... these means play an extremely important
role in the phonetic organization of the idea, its divi-
sion into meaningful groups, and the actual member-
ship of the sentence. For example, /O/ qoca atliya
yaxinlasib nase dedi//—/O qoca /atliya yaxinlasib
naso dedi// [17, p. 28].

The syntagmatic segmentation has an excep-
tional role in the realization of different mean-
ings in the same lexical sentences. For example, In
Azerbayjani the simple sentence /Cavan atli qocaya
yaxinlagdi // while being pronounced has realiza-
tion chances : 1) /Cavan atli /qocaya yaxilasdi// vo
2) /Cavan/atli qocaya yaxinlasdi//.

Syntagmatic segmentation in the sentence occurs
with the change of intonation and stress. This fac-
tor, in its turn, leads to the change of the syntactic
function of the components within the sentence, as
a result of it the listener understands two different
meanings of the sentence with the same lexical struc-
ture: 1) /Cavan ath (subject) (NP) / qocaya (object)
(NP) / yaxinlasd1 (pedicate) (VP)//; 2) /Cavan (sub-
ject) (NP) /athh qocaya (object) (NP) /yaxinlasdi
(predicate) (VP)//.

The change in the syntax of the members inside the
sentence, despite its constant remaining in the surface
structure , being represented by two sentences in the
deep structure as well as the second meaning hidden
in the lower layer, creates conditions for the creation
of syntactic stability. K.M.Abdullayev tries to clarify
the problem on the basis of the following sentence:
“..depending on the speaker’s or communicator’s pur-
poses a sentence may have some different realization
chances of deep srtuctures. All these chances depend
on speech situations, speaker-resepient relations.... ...
the overcoming of obstacles is realized at the expense
of factors such as macrotext and situations” [1, p. 58].

To the different sentences with the same meaning
in the surface structure we can give examples used in
the active and passive voices in English. For example,

/The dog chased the cat// — /The cat was chased
by the dog//

According to E.V.Shkurko, “the double-sided
connection on the basis of the syntactic ambiguity,
in other words, may be subject to several dominant
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entries in the same word or phrase combination. For
example, in the Russian language the sentence //
Conpara Harpaanin Meaaibio 3a xpadpocts// (The
soldier was awarded a medal for bravery ) the com-
ponent “3a xpabpocts” is the subject to two compo-
nents: 1) /marpamumm 3a xpabpocTts/ (was awarded
for bravery ) vo 2) /mMenans 3a xpadpocts/ (medal for
bravery)” [14, p. 311].
Scheme 1
/ Conpara HarpaJuiii MeAalbio 3a XpadpocTh//

/ Conpnara 3a xpaOpocts / Conpgara / 3a XpaOpocTb

Harpajguii Meaajiblo //  Harpaauid MeJanbio /

We understand homonomy or ambiguity of a stae-
ment as two or more than two discrete meanings cre-
ated at the same time or in a sequence. In another
sample selected from English the problem is quite
different. For example,

a) /John is eager to please// Scheme 2

s
/_,_ﬂ'—\-\.\_\_\_x
NP h's
_.'"_-—h_________
/\ B
/John is to please//

eager

b) /John is easy to please// Scheme 3

5
NP VP
/Tohn is easy o please//

To the sentence /The lamb is ready to eat// the
ambiguity is characteristic. The ambiguity expressed
in this sentence can be explained as the homonymy
created as a result of substitution of the active and
passive voices each other. In English in the sentence /
The chicken itself is ready to eat// it is the chicken that
wants to eat. But in the passive voice /The chicken is
ready to be eaten//). The elimination of ambiguity in
this sentence, that is, the precise understanding of its
meaning depends on concrete realization of the action.

Results and conclusions

In explaining the syntactic ambiguity, N. Chomsky
writes that "such events arise from the grammatical
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structure formed on the deep structure of the sen-
tence, irrespective of the intention and will of the
speaker, and the sentence with the same lexical com-
ponents is understood in two or more different ways,
and the syntactic equivalence of the expression it is
inevitable” [4, p. 26]. The author calls the phenome-
non that appears depending on the character of gram-
matical sequence between words “constructional
homonymy” [4, p. 28]. For example, 1) /I persuaded
John to leave// 2) /I expected John to leave// Both
of the sentences have the same surface structures ,
while their deep structures are quite different. This
difference defines their semantic interpretation. In the
given samples the similar transformations of the first
and second sentences give the following results:

1) (a) /I persuaded a specialist to examine John;

(b) /T persuaded John to be examined by a
specialist//;

(c) /T expected a specialist to examine John//;

(¢) /I expected John to be examined by a
specialist//.

In the samples given above the first two sentences
are not synonyms, but the last two sentences have
the same meanings. As a sample to the “ambiguity”
N.Chomsky gives the following sentence: /Flying
planes can be dangerrous//// [4; 12; 11]; We can
describe this sentence as a tree:

Scheme 4
s
~NP vP
Flying planes can be dangerrous//

As seen from the samples, it is possible to prove
that these sentences are different from the nuclear
clauses. N. Homski compares the deep and surface
structures like this: [9, p. 39-40].

Deep structure : /a man man is wise is honest/

S [NP [aman S [NP [man] NP VP [is wise] VP] S]
NP VP [is honest] VP] S.

Surface structure: /a wise man is honest/

S[NP [a wise man]NP VP [ is honest] VP] S

Here (a) shows the deep structure, (b) shows the
surface structure. We can show these structures like
a tree.

In the samples given above we can see that com-
pared with the surface structure, the deep struc-
ture is much more complicated. In the sentence in
English /A wise man is honest// the deep structure
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of the sentence consists of two sentences: /a man is
honest/ vo /a man is wise/. N. Chomsky substantiates
this with the fact that the deep structure has meaning,
but the surface structure is closely connected with
phonetics [9, p. 39].

Scheme 5.
a) Deep structure:

s

~nP vP
man S honest

| N

is honest

i7-N is

Scheme 6
b) Surface structure

S

T

NP VP

TN I

‘A wise man is honest/

The surface structure expresses grammatical
function that helps to define the interpretation pho-
netics of the sentence, the deep structure expresses
grammatical function that defines the semantic inter-
pretation of the sentence. However, certain aspects of
the surface structure may also be involved in deter-
mining the meaning of the sentence, According to
N.Chomsky, “different grammatical models come in
different ways (or they can not) with the problem of
syntactic diversity, the ability to reflect the ambiguity
of the expression in several versions of the phoneme
chains at any level can be considered as the criterion
of grammar’s adequacy” [9, p. 86].

Thus, in the above sentences in one case the
action passes on the object, in other case it passes on
the subject. The syntagmatic segmentation of the sen-
tence (the changes in the surface structure) causes the
change of the syntactic function of the components of
the sentence, and as a result of it the character of the
information transmitted by it is changed completely.
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IEPBBIE PETMOHAJIbHBIE T'A3BETHI ASEPBAMIJKAHA
FIRST REGIONAL NEWSPAPERS OF AZERBAIJAN

MawmenoBa I'onaii Came/ KbI3bl,
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HAYUHbI COMPYOHUK HAYUHO-UCCTIe008AMENbCKOU 1aD0PAmMopuL No HCYPHATUCTUKE
baxunckozo eocyoapcmeennozo ynueepcumema

(baxy, Pecnybnuka Azepbaiioxcan)

B ctatbe paccmaTpuBaloTCa BONPOCHI U34aHUs ras3eT U ApYrMx CpeacTB MaccoBomn MHdopMaummn B AsepbangxaHe.
BaxHol npeacTaBnsieTcs XxpoHonorus nyonukauuin opraHoB neyatu. Torom NpoBEAEHHOrO0 MCCredoBaHWs cTan ToT
dhakT, 4To ObIna ycTaHOBMNEHA NOCNeA0BaTENBLHOCTb BbiNycka OTAENbHbIX PErMOHanbHbIX raseT B AsepbarigkaHe. Kpome
TOro, PacCMOTPEHbI OCHOBHbIE TEMbI U HaNpaBneHns 4esaTenbHOCTM ra3eT. bbino onpegeneHo, YTo 34ecb 40 CBeOEHUS
yuTaTenen A4OBOAMNUCL odULManbHaAs XPOHUKA, a Takke pasnnyHbie COObITUS M3 XMU3HW perMoHa. aseThbl Takke Obinu
OPVEHTUPOBAHbI Ha OTAENbHbIE TPYNMbl HACENEHUSI C YYETOM UX MHTEPECOB M NOTPEOHOCTEN.

KnioueBble cnoBa: nepuognyeckas nevatb, 20-30-e rogpl XX Beka, AzepbangxaH, 0CO6EHHOCTM NeYaTHbIX U3gaHum,
NepVOANYHOCTb U CoepKaHue.

Y cTaTTi po3rnsigatTbCs NUTAHHA BUOAHHS raseT Ta iHWKX 3acobiB MacoBoi iHchbopMmalii B AsepbaigxaHi. Baxnmsoto
ybadaeTbecs xpoHonoris nybnikauin opraHis apyky. INigcymMmkom npoBegeHoro AOCniAKEeHHS cTaB Ton (akT, wo byna BcTa-
HOBIEHa NOCMIZOBHICTb BUMYCKY OKPEMUX perioHanbHux raset B Asepbavigkani. KpiM TOro, posrisiHyTO OCHOBHI TeMU i
HanpsMu ignbHOCTI ra3et. byno BM3HayeHo, WO TyT A0 BiOMa YMTadiB JoBOAUIMCS OiLiiHa XPOHiKa, a TakoX Pi3Hi
NoAii 3 XWTTA perioHy. [a3eTn Takox Gynu OpiEHTOBaHI Ha OKPEMI rpynn HAaCEeNEeHHs 3 ypaxyBaHHSAM iX iHTepeciB i NoTpeo.

KnrouoBi cnoBa: nepiognyHa npeca, 20-30-i pokn XX ctonitts, AsepbangxaH, ocobnmBoCTi APYKOBaHUX BUAaHb,
NepioanyHICTb i 3MICT.
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