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Abstact: The study of stylistic functions of verb units is impossible without typological study vocabulary, which is designed to
explore the most significant structural signs and trends in the formation of the lexico-semantic system. The author emphasizes the
following ideas that are used in the linguistic literature: names of lexical associations of words: lexical-semantic field, lexico-
semantic group, thematic group (thematic series), synonymous series. However, the research obtained in the article proves that
there is still no single point view of the differences between these associations. The author considers the ratio of the field and
lexico-semantic group as the ratio of general and particular. Lexico-semantic field is represented by such a union of lexical units,
which, in turn, is divided into lexico-semantic group.
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INTRODUCTION

Since in each of the named lexical paradigms the units are combined based on the commonality of semantic parameters, and their
clear distinction for the purposes of this study is irrelevant, in the work the terms "lexico-semantic field" and "lexico-semantic
field" are used in semantic group. The specificity of verbal semantics is manifested in the fact that, as A.A. Ufimtsev, “the
meaning of verbal lexemes is revealed, first of all, in implicit syntagmas determined by categorical semantics combining verbal
and nominal lexemes, thanks to which the latter act as members of potential syntagmas, and the correlation of verbs lexemes with
a subject series “manifested in models of subject-object localization of the verbal action" [12, 223].

E.V. Rakhilina rightly notes that "almost all the semantic properties of the verb ... are reflected in its main syntactic constructions
- management models. Verbs whose meaning is object-oriented are called object [9, 34]. The expression of the object relations of
the verb is in the language sphere related to the most essential, and in the system of each language a subsystem associated with the
expression of object relations - "object subsystem”. The object subsystem of the Russian language is characterized by the division
verbs into two lexico-grammatical subgroups: transitive and intransitive verbs, while the difference of transitivity / intransitivity is
transmitted in a lexical and grammatical way - by compatibility or incompatibility with the accusative case of the direct object.
Category transitivity / intransitivity is a very important abstract lexical grammatical feature of the verb, necessary to characterize
its values.

Transitive verbs that govern the accusative Yu.D. Apresyan's observations, represent the largest in Russian language class of
verbs, and this class of verbs has the most diverse semantics. Therefore, transitivity by most scientists considered as one of the
most relevant categories of this lexical grammatical unit. Since, according to Yu.D. Apresyan, [2,21] transitive verbs make up
more than 50% of the total number of verbs in Russian, and their compatibility with the noun naming the object is obligatory,
consideration object lexical compatibility of transitive verbs of the Russian language appears to be extremely promising in terms
of isolating certain types of similar compatibility.

MAIN PART

When studying compatibility as a linguistic phenomenon, most authors comes from understanding it as the ability of elements to
combine with each other friend in speech. It is customary to distinguish grammatical (syntactic) and lexical compatibility. When
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distinguishing between lexical and syntactic compatibility, all researchers proceed from a single premise that, as points out D. N.
Shmelev, “the syntactic compatibility of a word is determined its lexical and grammatical characteristic, lexical compatibility — its
individual meaning” [11, 76]. Mandatory orientation of the called action or process on an object expressed in the accusative case
without a preposition is an important grammatical feature and a group of destructive verbs.

In recent years, the emphasis in the study of units of the language (and the verb in this regard is no exception) has shifted from
system characteristics to functional. In this regard, the concept of discourse comes to the fore. If the text is considered as a
complex of statements related to each other another on the basis of criteria of textuality, then the discourse appears as an
integrative set of texts addressed to one common theme and functioning within the same communicative sphere (political
discourse, advertising discourse, artistic discourse, etc.).

Discourse research thus focuses on what features of communicative speech activity and to what extent affect one and not another
use of the language as a whole and a particular language unit in particular in a text system, through text characteristics of the
discursive level are found culturally historical, social, ideological, cognitive forms interaction between the author of the text and
the reader (6, 231 - 232).

According to Yu.S. Stepanov, discourse exists first of all and way in texts, but those that are followed by a special grammar, a
special lexicon, special rules of word usage and syntax, special semantics, - ultimately a special world [10, 23]. Therefore, in
modern linguistics, discursive-oriented analysis becomes relevant lexico-grammatical units of the language. In the second chapter
"Verbs of destructive influence in the system modern Russian language” presents a general description lexical grouping formed by
these units and considered types of object lexical compatibility of units included in it. Second is devoted to the consideration of
the systemic characteristics of the verbs of the destructive impact. These verbs are distinguished on the basis of the integral feature
“by physical impact, change the structure of an object, violating it integrity”. In terms of lexical and semantic features, one can to
assert that the verbs united by the archiseme "destructive impact”, form in the lexical system of the Russian language lexical
semantic field consisting of three parcels with the following nuclear tokens:

1. damage, that is, violate the integrity of the object, affecting on the surface microstructure (11 scratch, scratch, knock off, chip,
tear, etc.);

2. destroy, that is, violate the integrity object, affecting its macrostructure (break, tear, destroy, cut)

3. destroy (burn, kill, demolish). At the core of the differences between these three groups, probably lies the logical-conceptual
category of measure. If the item is destroyed partially and it can be restored - this is damage.

If destructive the impact is accompanied by a change in the structure of the object - this is destruction. If, as a result of a
destructive impact, an object ceases to exist, is destruction. The main attention in the work was paid to the verbs of the second and
the third group. An analysis of the object lexical compatibility of these verbs showed that that, the range of nouns that can be
combined with that or another destructive verb, can vary considerably. Depending on how many lexico-semantic groups nouns are
included in the range of object lexical compatibility destructive verb, we can talk about three types of such compatibility [1, 40].

The most frequent within the framework of the material under study is polygroup object lexical compatibility, in which the verb
can be combined with nouns of several lexico-semantic groups. Such compatibility has, for example, the verb “pa3pymuts”, direct
the meaning of which is "demolish, destroy, break." Due to its semantics, this verb is used primarily for destruction process
designations:

- various kinds of buildings, structures (construction, building, house, hut, saklya, house, castle, bastion, church, temple,
monastery, museum, school, hospital, mine, power plant, factory, market, etc.), for example:

B Hpake paspywensvr mHocue npomviuLieHHble RPeOnpUsmus, aOMWmcmpamugtsie 30anus, WKOIbl U OOIbHUYbLL, JcUIble doMa
(Argumenti i Fakti (AiF), Ne 12,2008).

Ho passe muniuonwvl nooeii, cooamu ne 8KI1a0bl8AIU C8OU MPYO...8 Me 3a600bl, NEKMPOCMAHYUY U WAXMDBL, KOMOPble NPUULLOCH
paspyuums (Chakovsky. Blockade).

- parts of buildings and structures (wall, furnace, partition, ceiling, bell tower, fence);

Opuenmupamu 6 e2o noiéme CyxucuiU 4YépHole neneruwa, paspyuiertsie koroxkoavru (M. Matusovsky. Family album).

Topul pazbumozo kupnuua, paspyuennvie obxcuchvie neuu, nagoouru mocky (N. Ostrovsky. How steel was tempered)

- communications {water supply network, railway tracks, road, bridge, tunnel).

3eecunyes 2060pus 0 Mom, Ymo GunHbL NPU OMX00e paspyuiunu 3a coboii ece mocmol u 0opo2u (Chakovsky. Blockade)

- settlements (city, village, settlement, village):

Tonvko na meppumopuu CCCP 6vino paspyweno 1710 copodos u nocénkos, 6oaee 70 OO0 cén u depesens (AiF, Ne25,2008).
-water and irrigation facilities {dam, breakwater, water park, berth):

Hexuii npedcedamens cenvbcosema npumsal «myopetiuiee» peuienue paspywums niomuny u cnycmumo 600y (V. Soloukhin.
Vladimir Country roads).

Pasbop 3as6anos na mecme paspyuiennozo axkeanapka 3axonuer (Au®, Ne 8, 2004)
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- vehicles (aircraft)

Bspuisnas eonna paspywuna camoném Llecmarxosa (1.Kodgedub, Fidelity and Fatherland).

B oonom kypeane pacnonaeauuce dée opegrue mozunvl. Ho oona uz nux ovina paspywena (1.Kodgedub, Fidelity and Fatherland).
-burials and monuments {grave, stele):

MpaKmopamu 80 8pems cenbckoxosticmeennvix pabom (KP, 4 okt. 2009)

Cmenvl 61U paspyuiensl, He Ha Y3KOM Y4acmKe, a Ha docmamoyuno 6oavuoi meppumopuu kiaobuwa (KP, 16 nov. 2008)

- natural objects {coast, island, rock, mineral):

MomopHvle 100KU HAHOCAM HENONPABUMBILL 8Pe0 HAuieMy 8000XPAHWUU’Y, 3A2PA3HASA 800V HepmenpoOykmamu u paspyuids
bepeea (Commune, 7 Apr. 2009).

Ho eom pexa ¢ secénoii apocmwio 6pocaem 800vl na ocmpos, noomwisas u paspyuias ezo (G. Konovalov. Origins).

Ha npoyecc evieempueanust gnusom ... MUKPOObI, KOMOPble HeNOCPEOCMBEHHO PA3PYUAION 20PHbIE NOPOObL U CIALAIOWUECS U3
Hux munepanwt (Science and Life, No. 5, 1985, p.94).

Combined with nouns naming chemicals and materials {plastic, metal, drugs, carcinogens, toxic substances, caffeine, vitamin,
carotene) semi structure of the verb semi is modified, actualizing the semi "violate the integrity”:

Cpedu baxmepuii u 2pubos na Kocmuueckol cmanyuu «Mupy Oviiu u maxue, komopwvie paspyuwiaiom niacmux u memannot (AiF,
MNe 50,2008)

Dmom epmenm paspywiaem mMHo2ue 1eKapcmed, Kanyepozenul, mokcuieckue seuwpecmaa u ...kogeun (AiF, Ne 4, 2009)

Based on the direct meaning of this verb, a series arises portable. So, it can be used to refer to the process destruction of any socio-
political or economic systems: to destroy the country, economy, industry, economy, infrastructure, business, government, market,
etc. For instance:

B Upaxke paspywena u pazepabaena ungppacmpyxkmypa 2ocydapcmesa (AiF, Nel9, 2009)

Ipuuuna, Komeuno, coscem He 6 MOM, YMO 310KO3HEHHbI KAMOIUYECKUl 3anad NAAHOMEPHO pa3pyulal IKOHOMUKY
npasocaasnou Buzanmuu (AiF, Ne22, 2010)

In addition, this verb is widely used in a figurative sense for the nomination of destructive processes in the biological sphere:
Ankozons nHeymonumo paspyuwaem neuens (KP 21 march, 2005).
Xumuueckue eewgecmaa, 0obasiennvie 6 600y baccetina, paspyuaiom 6enox awronvt (Vesti, Ne 10,2004).

It is possible to use this verb to denote a destructive process in relation to phenomena - mental sphere (plan, idea, argument,
concept, word meaning, performance, illusion, fantasy) For example:

On (Hsan) coz0an u paspyuiun melcsadu nianos, Ho max Huyezo u we npuoyman (Boris Vasilyev. Were and were not).

Tyoepuan osice ceoumu crnogam paspywian oowy u3 unnosutl, ¢ komopvimu [ umaep ne xomen paccmasamocs (A. Chakovsky.
Blockade)

- spiritual sphere (morality, moral principles, faith, religion, culture, personality, talent

Tonyuaemcs, Henb3si KO20-MO O2PAHUMUBANTb, A PASPYUAML 8CE, MO Y200HO - MOPANb, POOHOU 04a2, POOHVIO KVAbMYDY -
mooicro. (AIF, Ne21, 2008).

Penueus 6vina paspywiena ne pacuémauebiMu HUSUTUCMAMY, A GbICWMUIWL KIAccamu, nepevimu, nomepsswumu eéepy (Literature,
Ne9, 2007)

- emotional (impression, feeling):
Ipu nepeoti sice 6cmpede 3Mom Yenoeexk paspyuiul nevamienue, komopoe cioicunroce o ném (AiF, Ne49,2006).
Ho uyscmesa enobnénnvix wyme ne paspywun gymoon (KP, 26 June 2008)

The verb destroy is also used with nouns, denoting a certain way or state of affairs (established order of things, idyll, way of life,
discipline, harmony):

Mauvuux nonyuun cemetinoe obpasosanue, Ho eolina paspyuuna cemetinyio uounauio (Lit. newspaper, 17 January, 2004).

Ho ecmecmeennulii X00 6ewjetl, eCmecmeenuyio 2apMoHuio npupoosvl paspyuiaiom cozoamenu ouyepeonoil cmpotiku eéexa (AiF, Mo
7, 2005).

The verb destroy is also used with nouns that call relations between people and between states (marriage, love, friendship,
partnership, unity):

Omu paznyku u paspywunu nauty roboew (AiF, Nel9, 2006).
Taxue ucciedo8anust MO2ym paspyulums u 6e3 mozo xpynkoe eourcmeo ciassanckux napooos (KP, 26 March, 2008)
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In such phrases, the semantic structure of the verb loses specific semes, and it appears in the status of sememe. And in
combination with nouns that call associations of people or states {family, alliance, army, opposition, group) verb to destroy
acquires a secondary denotative meaning:

Ilymun paspywun éce aubsHcvl U ZpPYRNbL GIUAHUS, KOMOpble CHOpMUposanucy Kk oxkonuanuio ezo npesudenmcmea (AiF, Ne
29,2008)

Cynpyau mo2ym He 0CmMaHOSUMbCs mexcoy kougauxkmamu, paspywarowumu ux cemwvro (M.Matskovskiy. Family for your
wellbeing).

Attention is drawn to the fact that some combinations with this the verb are perceived as occasional, although the nouns are
semantically related to the nominal components of the usual combinations. For example, to destroy friendship is usual, to destroy
partnership is occasional.

Thus, the range of object lexical compatibility of a given the verb includes a large number (at least 16) of lexico-semantic groups
of nouns and acts in 3 statuses of sememes.

The analysis showed that among the destructive verbs related to polygroup type, there are those whose compatibility range is
extremely wide and can include from lexico-semantic group nouns to an extremely large number of them, the absolute value of
which defined and limited mainly to extralinguistic and stylistic factors (destroy, burn, break, etc.). Compatibility similar verbs
tends to further expand, tends to become free, limitless. This feature allows you to distinguish it in a special subtype. [7, 84]

Other destruction verbs of the polygroup type are not have a pronounced tendency to expand object compatibility, and the number
of lexico-semantic or thematic groups of nouns, capable of entering into combinations with them does not exceed 10. This, for
example, verbs such as shoot, bomb, exterminate, etc.

Depending on the maximum number of lexico-semantic groups of nouns that can combine with one or another the verb of
destructive influence, two subtypes can be distinguished polygroup compatibility:

1) polygroup A - range over 10 lexico-semantic group;

2) polyfunctional B - range from 2 to 10 lexico-semantic group. Here are some examples of verbs belonging to the specified
subtypes.

The following verbs have polygroup compatibility destructive impact:

1. Verbs with a generalized meaning of destruction (violate, destroy);

2. Indicating the mode of action (pressure, burn, break, crush, crush, break, burn, break).

1. Verbs with a generalized meaning of destruction: smash, destroy, exterminate, crush, smash, ruin, kill, lay down, slay);

2. Verbs indicating the method of destruction (hang, hack, blow up, knock out, squeeze out, burn out, break out, cut down,
corrode, knock out, finish off, choke, score, fill up, crush, stab, close, slaughter, hack, shoot, flood, trample, beat, break, cut, chop,
mow, cut off, cancel, poison, kill, cut, shoot, saw, beat, extinguish, suppress, set fire to, break, sink, interrupt, slaughter, knock
down, break through, break through, bombard, ruin, unravel, untie, break up, smash, dismantle, cut, saw, untwist, rip, tear,
trample, shoot, tear down, tear down, erase, drown.

For verbs of a specific action, in general, a narrower range of compatibility than for verbs denoting a generalized process
destruction. A monogroup is understood as such a type of object lexical combinability, in which a transitive verb is able to form
combinations with nouns of only one lexico-semantic group, that is the associative potential of this verb is limited by the totality
lexemes united on the basis of an integral semantic component. For example, the verb to execute is combined only with nouns,
calling people, fall asleep - with nouns calling recesses in the ground, cure - with nouns combined the semantic component
"disease"”, drain - a reservoir, etc.

The monogroup type can be attributed to the object lexical compatibility of the following verbs of destructive influence: shave
(beard), weed (weeds), trample (crops), bury (pit), fill up (trench), execute (criminal), uproot (forest), heal (disease), drain
(swamp), shoot (dogs), disperse (crowd), melt (ice), disband (squad), cut down (tree), torpedo (ship), extinguish (fire).

An extreme, degenerate (term by M.M. Kopylenko) case monogroup compatibility is monolexemia, in which a transitive verb can
only be used with one noun, that is, the range of this verb is limited to one lexeme. So, the destructive verb to pierce is combined
only with the noun eye. It has special semantic and syntagmatic properties. Verb to destroy, naming a process to which one may
be subjected any object of the surrounding reality, which allows it to be combined with almost any noun.

Such a wide range of compatibility of this verb is due to the extreme simplicity of its semantic structure that includes only one
seme "cause not to be." The stylistic restrictions on the compatibility of the verb can be destroyed so insignificant that they can be
neglected. Therefore, the object lexical the combinability of this destructive verb can be interpreted as free.

Thus, we can talk about the existence of three types of object lexical compatibility of transitive verbs. The most common of these
is polygroup, less common - monogroup. Free compatibility is a rare type. The emergence and existence of isolated within the
framework of the material under study types of compatibility due to the following factors.

1. Extralinguistic - for any object lexical compatibility, the following pattern will be valid: than the more specific the process, the
fewer objects it can have subjected to, the same object lexical compatibility, naming given verb process, and vice versa.
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2. Extralinguistic factors are extrapolated to the area linguistic, in particular semantic, relations and determine impact on the
object lexical compatibility of the following regularities:

a) the number of seme-specifiers is inversely proportional to latitude compatibility of a given verb, that is, the more differential
semes contains its semantic structure, the narrower the range of compatibility, and vice versa (for example, the verb to destroy
contains only one seme, and the semantic structure of the verb to pierce includes the following semantic components:

1. cease to exist

2. by pressing

3. sharp object

4. having made a hole

5. for the outflow of intraocular fluid.

b) the number of semis expressed by the verb lexeme, directly in proportion to the breadth of compatibility, that is, the more semis
represent a verbal lexeme, the wider the range of its compatibility;

c) the compatibility of the verb is influenced by stylistic factors, which may limit its range to certain groups nouns.

These are the systemic characteristics of the verbs of destructive influence. At reviewing the texts of print media reveals a number
of features functioning of destructive verbs in them. In particular, there is an increase in the frequency of the use of certain lexical
units. Analysis of the relative frequency of the use of destructive verbs in media discourse within the framework of the studied
material, it is shown that the following verbs have the highest frequency: destroy (violate), destroy, kill, beat (smash, knock
down), destroy, blow up, break.

The high particularity of the use of the first two verbs is quite justified, since these lexical units call the process destruction,
without specifying its method, therefore, can be used with a large number of nouns naming objects of various character. The
frequency of the verb is explained as extralinguistic factors (used in reports of crimes and military actions), and actually linguistic
- the absence in semantic structure of differential semes indicating the way actions, which determines the breadth of combination
possibilities. Verbs to beat, break and their derivatives are often called destructive actions, which accordingly determines the
frequency of their use in speech practice.

As for the verb to blow up, it used to not belong to the number frequently used destructive verbs because it matters "to make an
explosion, destroy with an explosion™ and was used mainly for designation of destruction processes associated with the
maintenance of large-scale military operations or construction work. Usual is objective lexical compatibility of this verb with the
following semantic noun groups: - buildings, structures, structures for various purposes military-industrial facility, school,
hospital, headquarters, hut, house, palace, temple, church, factory, power plant, hydroelectric power station, mine, bunker,
bunker):

Tosapuwy matiop, neyacenu I'IC e3pvieams 6yoem? (A.Chaykovskiy. Blokade)

U ecnu 0ns 95mo2o nonadobumest xpam 83opsams, mvl u xpam e3opeém... (B.Vasilyev).

Bouiu u nebwviiu) Ymo amo? Kmo esopsan 6yuxep! (A.Chaykovskiy. Blokade)

-parts of buildings and structures {entrance, gate, wall).

Ipu Cmauune 6xo0wt 8 kamenono.muu ezopeanu (KP, 20 March, 2008)

K cenmsbpio dondcnwi 630psame cmenwl... (4. Tolstoy. Peter 1).

- vehicles {fuel tanker, train, echelon):

Juna-2 espwisaem swenon (S.Gladisheva)

-weapon {mine, mortar, battery):

Mopmupxu e3opeu, a mpéxortimosyio eedu crooa (M. Sholokhov. Quiet Don)

CosemcKkum Mopsikam nPUuLIocs, 830peaes bepezogvle bamapeu, nepebpamvcsi Ha noiyocmpog Xanko (A.Chaykovskiy. Blokade)
-communications (road, railway track, railway) and (especially often) crossings (bridge):

Vorce monvko comnu mempog omoensiuu e2o (mamnk) om e3opeanno2o yuacmia oopozu (A.Chaykovskiy. Blokade)
Cogemckue wacmu ne ycneau e3opsams mocmol. (A. Chaykovskiy. Blokade)

- settlements (city)

T'opoj 1en, ero He yCrenu HU Ckeub, Hu B3opBath (B.Polevoy. From Belgorod to Karpat)

- natural objects (rock, mountain, cave):

Tlycmb HOGbLM CMBICIOM HOBYLUL 8EK YEEHUAH, 83PbI6Asl CKAbL, cmpost u mpyos (A Berunckuii. B Enabyme)
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Emy (Coxonosy) npuswiuno 0o npokiadsieams nymsv no 3emie — 83pbléambv 20pbl, 3ACbiNams 60J0Ma, NOKPLLEAMb ACHaAUbMO.M
npocénxu (A.Yaxoeckuil. bBrokaoa)

- People (soldiers):
Pyccrue condamul, nuwénnvle 603modxcHocmu npoooaxcams 6ot, gzopeanu ceds camu (A.Chaykovskiy. Blokade).

The increase in the frequency of the verb to explode is associated with extralinguistic factor - the spread of terrorism and the fact
that the media constantly reports explosions, organized by terrorists both abroad and in our country:

THocnednuii nooapox nrodumenam 83pbi8ams 00Mda, dNEKMPUUKU, ROe30d 8 Mempo, MAWUHBL C MUTUYUOHEPAMU - 00CYHCcOeHUe 8
Esponapramenme «nnana Macxadosay (Argumenti i facti Ne6, 2004).

A large number and variety of objects that become a victim explosion, led to the expansion of the compatibility of this verb. For
instance:

Tosopsim, umo 6 Mockeée nolmManu CMEPMHUKOS, KOMOpble COOUPANUCL 630p8amb s0ephblil peakmop 6 Hucmumyme um.
Kypuamosa (AiF Ne33, 2003).

Paxema-nocumens omxnonunace om mpaekmopuu cpdasy HOcie cmapmd, u nosmomy eé peuiero 6owviio ezopsamv (KP, 21
February, 2007).

Attention is drawn to the fact that if before the distribution terrorism, the object lexical compatibility of this verb with nouns that
call people was sporadic, now such frequency combinations. For instance:

Toxa nHem oghuyanbbix NOOO3PEBACMBLX, MONCHO JULUb 2A0AMb, KO.MY 8bI200HO 83pbléams jiodeli (AiF, Ne6, 20042.).

Cnocobna iu 81acms NPOMUEOCMOSING CMEPMHUKAM, 63pbléalowum ceos 6 moane' (AiF Ne33, 2004)

Ynenvl nanecmunckoil op2anuzayuu «Xe30011a» eiceOHesHo 83pblealom emecme coboll oecsamiu uspaunomsan (AiF, Ne23, 2003)
Buouww cnpasa pecmopan «A6oyanar? Tam nede.uio nazao meppopucmol e3opsanu ceaovdy (AiF, Noll, 2009

This verb has become so firmly established in the Russian linguistic consciousness that began to be widely used in a figurative
sense (although modern dictionaries figurative meanings are not fixed in it), and this, according to Sperber's law, testifies to the
importance of the lexical unit for the linguistic community!

Here are examples of such use of the verb to blow up in journalism:

Xy0ooicHuK - OH Jice, KaKk pa3eeouux, 6HeOPUICs U PYMUHHYIO dicuszib e3opsean (AiF, Ne28, 2003).

«Hae30» npoxypamypul na FOKOC mooicem ucnyeamo gecb Kpynuwitl busmec, «3opeams cmabuivhocmey (AiF, Ne29,2003).
He g30psym nu muepanmol xpynkuii mexcnayuonanvhviii oanranc! (AiF, Ne47,2003).

Voaroxueanu 6razocmuvie persyuu npasumensscmea 0 MeMnax pazeumus, 0 pocme O1a20CoCMosHus. 3auem dice 63puleams
cumyayuio? (AiF, Ne45,20032.).

Memoo onno3uyuu - noIUMUYECKU WAXUOU3.M. B3pbieamb nOIUMUYECKYIO HCUSHD — IMO eOUHCMBEHHDIL 2eHePaAdbHbII MEemOoO
peauvnoil norumuyeckou onnozuyuu (AiF, Ne7, 2004).

In all the examples given, the use of the verb to blow up creates bright expression and enhances the elocutionary effect.
Occasional meanings in media discourse can also acquire other verbs, for example, kill, burn, chop, tomp, etc.:

The emergence of occasional combinations in the media discourse, due to the desire of the producer to create expression, is the
basis for changes in the usual characteristics of the verb lexeme.

Thus, the analysis showed that the features of the use of verbs destructive impact in media discourse are due to its target settings.
The need to bring to the attention of the recipient a certain information leads to an increase in the frequency of the use of those
verbs, which reflect the most significant aspects of the period information field. And the need to evoke a certain attitude towards
the information presented determines the use of expressive funds.

When analyzing the use of destructive verbs in artistic discourse against the background of a typical object lexical compatibility,
occasional combinations of these units are revealed. For example, consider the features of use in artistic discourse verbs to break
and tear. The verb to break - to break has the following seminal structure - “cause not to be, violating the constructive
organization, bodies with a rigid structure, bend, press, acting on two or more multidirectional forces. The number of nouns
entering into language in combination with this verb is large, and they may belong to various lexico-semantic groups.

So, you can break various tools, tools (shovel, drill, knife, blade, pencil, pen, etc.), plants and their parts (tree, branch), parts
bodies (leg, arm, neck, back), buildings (house, barn), mechanisms (fanners, threshers), furniture (chair, table, chest). In such
combinations, the verb used in its primary denotative meaning. are systemic and some combinations in which the verb in question
has a meaning “drastically, abruptly change” and acts in the status of the semi (breaking habits, character, etc.). However, against
this background, as occasional are perceived such combinations:

Hesouka pacckaszvieaem: Kocozop nonzem, iomas oopozy... (G.Konovalov).
In this combination, the sememe of the verb loses the seme "body", “multidirectional forces” , actualizing the meaning "destroy".
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Hopoza cnomana cmenws nanononam (V.Visotskiy).

In this context, all the above named semes and the semantic signs "divide" and "sharply" are updated, and the sememe acquires
D2 status, but with a different set of semes than in the previous example.

OOBIYHOE CIOKOMCTBHUE TMOKHHYJIO €TO. Jlomass B cebe BHE3AIHO BCPHYBLICCCS YYBCTBO 6OH3HI/I, OH T'OBOpHI ‘-Iy6aTOMy...
(M.Sholohov)

AxuM oTKa3wIBaJICS. - MBI He MOKeM JioMats penrerus. [Toiimu xe, [aBmyma, uro 3to amst Tedst myurre (N.Ostrovskiy).
Crnoman obvrunslil, npugbiunbiil nopsaook scusnu...! K.Chakovskiy.

In the given examples, the semes “destruction” are actualized in the verb and “effort”, the rest are lost, which causes the transition
of the semi.

Ilpospaunas eéecna nao ueproro Hesoii /

Crnomanacw, 8ock beccmepmos maem.

O, ecnu mul 36e30a, - [lempononw, 20po0 meoil.

Teoti 6pam, Ilempononw, ymupaem\ (O. Mandelshtam)

In this context, through an unusual combination, figurative picture: transparent spring air over the dark water of the Neva loses its
transparency, acquiring a dark color, and, as it were, shifts, changing the outlines, which causes an association with a violation of
integrity, fracture.

CONCLUSION

Thus, the occasional use of this verb by different artists of the word and in different contexts show the mobility of his semantic
structure, which is modified in the context in accordance with the specifics of the individual-author's perception of the destructive
process applied to different objects.

The examples provided clearly show that non-standard compatibility should be considered as one of the properties artistic text.
Since in the process of generating artistic speech is carried out and the communicative and aesthetic function of the language. It
seems absolutely indisputable that in a literary text syntagmatic relations are determined by the patterns of formation holistic
speech unity, aimed at the implementation of the author's design and ensuring the corresponding impact on this design the
recipient of the information. Two trends are combined in a literary text: on the one hand, striving for clarity, and consequently, for
the regularity of the means, which is manifested in the usual word usage and the usual compatibility (this is how the
communicative function is carried out), on the other hand, to expressiveness, figurativeness (this is how aesthetic and pragmatic
function of language).

Expanding the combinational possibilities of lexical units in context is a means of creating an image. The meaning of words in
literary text is enriched, acquires the ability to enter into various semantic connections and associations for a more complete
expression the thoughts of the author, his feelings, individual worldview. This is carried out as a result of expanding the
combinational possibilities of words, and also a specific, individual-author's organization of their semantic structure. Presence of a
particular lexeme in the semanteme. Semis of various types enables the author by creating various contextual conditions to update
some and neutralize others in order to creating an artistic image. The frequency of individual combinations, their functional load
determine the originality of idiostyle and reflect the specifics of the individual picture of the world of the artist of the word.

The results of the study show that functional characteristics of destructive verbs have differences from their system settings. The
nature of these differences is due the type of discourse and the purpose of the author. Within a discourse based on occasional uses
can form a speech system, which becomes the basis for fixing this neoplasm in the system language.
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