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OYHKHIOHAJIBHI OCOBJNBOCTI AHI'JIOMOBHHUX EJIEKTPOHHUX HAYKOBHUX TEKCTIB
INEPCOHAJIBHUX IHTEPHET-CTOPIHOK CYYACHUX JIIHI'BICTIB

Cmammio npucesiyeHo UABIEHHIO MAa ONUCY PYHKYIOHATbHUX 0COOAUBOCIEN AHIOMOBHUX €LEKMPOHHUX HAYKOBUX
meKcmig nepcoranbHux Inmeprnem-cmopinok cyyacnux ninegicmis. Ilpudineno ygazy ocobausocmam QyHKYioHy8aHHs.
KOHCMamayiv, meepodiceHs ma npunyujetb 8 ei1eKmpoHHUX MmeKcmax 00CIioNHCy8an020 muny.

BypxuBuii po3BuUTOK 3ac00iB Ta BUIIB KoMyHiKamii Ha pyoexki XX ta XXI| crT., HosiBa KOMI' IOTEPHOTO CEpeloBUIIa —
BcecBiTHBOT Mepeski [HTEpHET — BUKIIMKAJIH MOSIBY HOBUX 3ac00iB ClijKyBaHHs Ta iH(opmanii. OnHUM 3 HalmomyJsip-
HILIMX Ta HABPYUYHILIMX Y KOpUCTYBaHHI iHpopMauiitHux 3acobiB € BeGcaiiT (web site)Bcecritaboi naBytunu (World
Wide Web — WWW) Koxuuii 3 Takux BeOCaiTiB Mae Tak 3BaHy IepcoHaibHy cropiky (home page)la takux mepcona-
JTHHUX [HTEpHET-CTOpiHKax 3’ IBUBCS 1 HAOYB BEIMUYE3HOTO IMOIIMPEHHSI HOBHM Pi3HOBH MHUCEMHOTO TEKCTY — EJIEKTPO-
HHUH TEKCT.

EnexTpoHHMIT TEKCT K HOBHI TEKCTOBUH 00’ KT MiJIsTAE TIIMOOKOMY JIIHTBICTUIHOMY TOCIIKEHHIO. SIK HACIiIOK
Jleqalti gacTimie 3’ SBJISIOThCS Tparlli, B SKUX JTOCHTIKYIOThCS [HTEpHET-TUCKYPC, a TAKOXK TEKCTH, 3a TOTIOMOTOIO STKHX
3MIHCHIOETHCS 30UpaHHs, aHalli3, 30epiranas Ta mepeaaBaHHs iHGopMaIlii B CydacCHHUX 3aco0axX MacoBOi KOMYHIKaIlii,
30kpema y Beecsithiii mepexi Iurepuer [1; 2; 3; 4; 5; 6; 7; 8; 9].

CyuacHi JIHI'BICTH, CTBOPIOIOYM BJacHI [HTEpHET-CTOPIHKM 1 BMILIYIOUM Ha HHUX €JICKTPOHHI TEKCTH, IEpelaloTh
NeBHY HayKoOBy iH(opMalito, 1o crpusie i MojaiblIOMy HOIIMPEHHIO cepes cBoix Kouer. IlommpeHHsT HaykoBoOl
iHpopmanii y BcecBiTHili Mepexi IHTepHer, o € HaiicyyacHimMM 3aco00OM MacoBOi KOMYyHiKallii, BinOyBaeTbcs 3a
JIOTIOMOTOI0 SIK BJIaCHE aHIJIOMOBHHUX €JEKTPOHHHMX HAayKOBUX TEKCTIB, TaK 1 aHTJIOMOBHHMX EJICKTPOHHHMX TEKCTIiB
aHOTAIliil HAYKOBHX TEKCTiB. Taki aHTJIOMOBHI €JEKTPOHHI TEKCTH, PO3TAIIOBYIOUHCh HAa TEPCOHAIBHUX I[HTEpHET-
CTOpiHKAaX Cy4YaCHMX JIHTBICTIB, HaJeXaTh JO CJICKTPOHHUX TEKCTIiB HAyKOBOTO OJOKYy IHTepHET-CTOpiHOK
JIOCITIKYBAHOTO THITY.

Cepeq eNeKTPOHHHUX TEKCTiB HAYKOBOTO OJIOKY IepCOHaIbHUX [HTEepHET-CTOPIHOK CYYaCHHX JIIHTBICTIB Y il CTATTi
MH aHaJIi3yBaTUMEMO JIUIIIE BJIACHE aHTJIOMOBHI €JIEKTPOHHI HAYKOBI TEKCTH.

3a MeTy y CTaTTi MOCTaBJICHO 3aBIaHHS BUSBHUTH Ta ONMUCATH (QYHKIIOHAIBbHI OCOOJUBOCTI €IEKTPOHHUX TEKCTiB
JIOCIIPKYBAHOTO THITY.

Amnani3 nepcoHajJbHUX [HTEpPHET-CTOPIHOK CyYacHUX JIHIBICTIB IIOKa3aB, I10 BEJIMKY ITUTOMY Bary aHIJIOMOBHHX
CJICKTPOHHHUX TEKCTIB HAyKOBOTO OJIOKY, PO3TallOBaHMX Ha LMX I[HTEpHET-CTOpiHKax, CKJIAJaloTh caMe BIAacHE
€JICKTPOHHI HaYKOBI TeKCTH. Taki TEKCTH MICTATh y c001 KOHCTATAIllI0 IEBHUX HAYKOBUX (aKTiB.

Koncrarauii B misloMy icHyroTe [uisi TOro, 1100 IepeiaTH agpecaToBi BCTAHOBJICHI 3HAHHS 3 TOTO YH IHIIOTO
NUTaHHS HAayKd. [CTHHHICTH TakWX 3HaHb 3a3BMYall BU3HaHa BciMa. Came TOMY KOHCTaTamii, 110 NepeJaloTh 3HaHHS
TAKOr0 BHY, HAAISAIOTHCS EBHOK (HAKTONOTIUHO0 cuiIoko BBy [10: 80]

IlepenaBaHHs B aHTJIOMOBHHMX €JIEKTPOHHHUX HAyKOBHUX TEKCTaX IEPCOHANBHUX [HTEPHET-CTOPIHOK CyYacHHUX
JIIHTBICTIB, 3arajJbHOBH3HAHOCTI HAYKOBUX BiIOMOCTEH BiJIOYyBAE€ThCSI Y MOBHOMY IIIaHi 3a JOTIOMOTOI0 TAKMX BUPA3iB:

. is (are) well known; there is (are) the well-knowrfact(s) that...; increasingly known as...; ...has long ben
known to be...; it has been known for many years that.; is (are) known to show...; ... is (are) (not) thoughto
have taken place;...is(are) considered...; one of theidely accepted conclusions is that..(The genitive we are
discounting here since, as it is well kngvaxists almost nowhere in the dialects or in tb#oquial forms of the
language closest to the dialectdtp://www.siu.edu/cwis/ departments/cola/lingfglépgfative.html) The merging of
cases is not thought to have taken place independently in America
(http://www.siu.edu/cwis/departments/cola/ling/glapgbative.html) It was somewhat surprising to me to find that
the "subjectivity" characteristic of middle clagseskers_is considered positive quality by therapeutically oriented
writers, and people who do not report their emogiam narratives of bereavement, for example, amsiteredto be
suffering from an impairment of normal and desimhbilities(http://www.ling.upenn.edu/~wlabasfs.html)).

Ha 06a3i mpoaHaTi30BaHWX AaHTJIOMOBHHX €IIEKTPOHHHX HAyKOBUX TEKCTIB IEPCOHAJIBHUX I[HTEPHET-CTOPIHOK
CydacHUX JIIHTBICTIB poOMMO BHCHOBOK TpPO T€, IIO KOHCTATAaIlil, SIKi MICTATECA B TaKUX EJIEKTPOHHUX TEKCTaX,
areNioIoTh JI0 1HTEJICKTY aipecaTa-cIieliagicTa.

KoHcTaTamii € HalxapaKTepHIIIMMH U1 TaKoi CTPYKTYPHO-KOMIIO3HMIIHOI JTAHKKW aHTJIOMOBHHX EJEKTPOHHHX
HAYKOBHX TEKCTIB IIEPCOHAIBLHUX [HTEPHET-CTOPIHOK CYYaCHUX JITHTBICTIB SIK BCTYII.

Po3risiHeMO ypHBOK 3 aHIVIOMOBHOT'O €JIEKTPOHHOTO TEKCTY HAyKOBOTO OJIOKY IEpPCOHAJBbHOI IHTEpHET-CTOpiHKM
npodecopa KanidopHiiicekoro YHIBEpCHUTETY oxeddpi Enmena (http://crl.ucsd.edu/~elman/Papers/
dynamics/dynamics.htl

Language as a dynamical system

I ntroduction
Despite considerable diversity among theories ablmodv humans process language, there are a number of
fundamental assumptions which are shared by madt theories. This consensus extends to the veig basstion
about what counts as a cognitive process. So afthanany cognitive scientists are fond of referriaghe brain as a



'mental organ' (e.g., Chomsky, 1975) — implyingrailarity to other organs such as the liver or ke&s--it is also
assumed that the brain is an organ with specialpprties which set it apart. Brains 'carry out cortgtion' (it is
argued); they ' entertain propositions'; and theypport representations’. Brains may be organs,thay are very
different than the other organs found in the body.

Obviously, there are substantial differences betwkrins and kidneys, just as there are betweenekis and
hearts and the skin. It would be silly to minimihese differences. On the other hand, a cautiomatg is also in
order. The domains over which the various organsrage are quite different, but their common biotadisubstrate is
quite similar. The brain is indeed quite remarkabded does some things which are very similar tomdwormade
symbol processors; but there are also profoundedifices between the brain and digital symbol premss and
attempts to ignore these on grounds of simpliftcatr abstraction run the risk of fundamentally mmiderstanding the
nature of neural computation (Churchland & Sejnow$R92). In a larger sense, | raise the more gaherarning that
(as Ed Hutchins has suggested) "cognition maybeotvhat we think it is". Among other things, Ilwilggest in this
chapter that language (and cognition in general)ynt@e more usefully understood as the behavior dffrramical
system. | believe this is a view which both ackadgés the similarity of the brain to other bodilgans and respects
the evolutionary history of the nervous system]emiliso acknowledging the very remarkable properpessessed by
the brain...

The remainder of this chapter is organized as fedlo In order to make clear how the dynamical apptoa
(instantiated concretely here as a connectionigtvoek) differs from the standard approach, | begin summarizing
some of the central characteristics of the traditib approach to language processing. Then | shaaibe a
connectionist model which embodies different opegatprinciples from the classical approach to sytitbo
computation. The results of several simulationsgighat architecture are presented and discusseédally, | will
discuss some of the results which may be yieldedibperspective.

Sk 6aurMo, HaBeACHHH YPUBOK 3 QHIVIOMOBHOTO €JIEKTPOHHOTO TEKCTY HAyKOBOI'O OJIOKY € BCTYIIOM J0 HayKOBOI
cratTi, Hanucanoi Jxedpdpi Enmenom. BimzHaunmo, mo aHami3oBaHUN YpHUBOK MICTUTh y €00l psJl KOHCTaTaIlil.
30kpemMa, aBTOp MiIKpeCTIoe (aKT HAsIBHOCTI MEBHOI KUTBKOCTI (hyHIaMEHTAJIbHHX MPHUIYIICHb, IO BHU3HAIOTHCS
OUTBIIICTIO PI3HOMAHITHUX TEOPiH, sSKI JOCTIIKYIOTh MPoOIeMy BHU3HAYEHHS TOTO, SIK JIIOAWHA CTBOpIOE MOBY. [lami
BHIUIETBCS OCHOBHE MWTAHHS, BUPIMIEHHSAM SKOTO 3aliMaloThCA 3a3Ha4deHi Teopii, a caMe. IO BBAXKAETHCS
KOTHITHBHUM TpOIiecoM. [IpOTIOHYIOTECS TaKOX 1 Pi3HOMaHITHI MiAXOH, IO ICHYIOTh Y KOTHITHBHIM JIIHTBICTHIN, 10
BU3HAYCHHS POJII MO3KY SK JIFOJICHKOrO opraHa. [ligKpecioeTscst BIAMIHHICTH MO3KY BiJl IHIIMX OpraHiB JIIOJWHH.
OKpiM TOTO, BiI3HAYAIOTHCS SIK CXOXKICTb, TaK 1 BIAMIHHICTD JIFOJJCBKOTO MO3KY Ta IIU(POBUX CUMBOJIIYHHUX MPOLIECODIB.
Jani aBTOp 3ayBaxye, mo MoBa (i KOTHILiS B LIIOMY) MOXYTb PO3YMITHCS SIK MOBEHiHKA AWHAMIYHOI CHCTEMH.
Hanpukinni BeTynmy A0 CBO€i CTaTTi aBTOp NPOIOHYE NPOrpaMy BIACHHUX [iif, sIKi € HEOOXiTHMMH JUIsi BHUPIILCHHS
MOCTABJICHUX Yy HAYKOBiIH cTaTTi mpoOseM i 3amad. € TakoX 1 3a3HAYCHHS SIK Y)K€ HAsBHUX, TaK 1 MOTEHIIHHUX
Pe3yIbTATIB, IO MOXKYTh OYTH OTPUMaHI B XOJIi AOCIHI)KCHHS.

TakuM 4MHOM, 32 JOMOMOTOI0 KOHCTATAIlii NepenacThest iHGopMaIlisi Ipo METOIHM, 110 BUKOPUCTOBYIOTHCS, Ta TIPO
KOHKPETHI pe3yibTaTH IOCIiPKCHHS, BiTOOpakaloThCs PI3HOMAHITHI MiAXOMW JO BHUPINICHHS MMEBHUX HAYKOBUX
npo6IIeM, BUCBITIIIOETHCS MPOOIEMaTHKa T0CiKyBaHoi TemMu Tomio [10: 80].

Crnenndixy aHTIIOMOBHHX €JIEKTPOHHHUX HAYKOBHUX TEKCTIB MEPCOHATLHUX [HTEpPHET-CTOPIHOK CydacHHX JIHTBICTIB
CKJIaJIal0Th TBEP/IKCHHS Ta MpuylleHHs. HasBHICTH TBEp/KEHb Ta MPUIYIICHb B aHANI30BAHUX AHTTIOMOBHHUX
EJIEKTPOHHUX TEKCTaxX TMOSCHIOETbCS THM (AKTOM, IO TBEP/DKCHHS Ta MPUIYIICHHS BimoOpakaioTh 0COOIMBOCTI
HAaYKOBOT'O IMi3HAHHS Ta HAYKOBOTO MHUCJIEHHS.

Po3risiHeMo, SIKUM YHMHOM TMIPEACTAaBJCHI INPHUIYLICHHS B AaHIVIOMOBHUX €JICKTPOHHHX HAayKOBUX TEKCTax
NepCOHaJIbHUX [HTEPHET-CTOPIHOK Cy4acHWX JIHrBICTIB. JIsl LbOTO, SIK MPHKIIAJA, HABEAEMO YPUBOK 3 €JIEKTPOHHOTO
TEKCTy HayKOBOro OJIOKYy mHepcoHajbHOi IHTepHeT-cTopiHku noueHra Pouecrepchkoro yHiBepcurery JxeHHidep
Apnounz (http://www.cis.upenn.edu/~jarnold/diskapter3.html):

The hypothesis that | investigated with the cormoalysis was that both subjects and the focuseffschignal that
there is a high likelihood that their referents lle mentioned again in the subsequent discourkat &, both
constructions may be pointers to the topic offtiilowing utterance. In a "normal”, nonclefted utteranceg thest bet
for the topic of the following utterance is theitopf the current one, since speakers usually #dl&ut the same thing
for extended periods of time. On the other hand|efted utterance is a marked construction that speaker may
employ to indicate that the topic will shift to theferent of the focus. This hypothesis is consistgth Sgall et al.'s
proposal (1986:58) that the focus of one utteraisceslated to the topic of the next. If this is ttese, |_expectethat
after nonclefted utterances, speakers would refehé referent of the subject more often than keioelements in the
utterance, but that after clefted utterances, spesalould refer more often to the focus of the.clef

To investigate this hypothesis | conducted a cogmelysis, using the Aligned-Hansard Corpus fron86.9The
Aligned-Hansard corpus is a collection of transtsifrom the Canadian Parliament, so the discoutsepresents is
natural and communicative, albeit formal. The disse is spoken, although one might imagine thatspieakers may
have had prepared notes at their disposal. Howetleg, transcripts are doubtlessly edited, as thepta@io no
disfluencies or partial sentences, and some segnmeay be translated from French.



3.3.1. Method

| analyzed the 1986 Aligned-Hansard corpus by eting two types of utterances: wh-clefts (also gomes called
"pseudo-clefts") and nonclefted sentences. To \iheclefts | searched for "What" (with a capital Wat was not
followed by a question-mark. | only considered éhatterances that clefted the object or object-Bf-Because | was
interested in the comparison between the embeddgdct and the focused NP. | also discarded caseserthere was
no following utterance, or where the following usiece belonged to another speaker. This methodigiell46 total
examples of wh-clefts. The comparison set of dammawandom sample of non-clefted sentences, Wkiskembled by
opening each file from 1986, scrolling down threges, and taking the utterance where my cursorddnth this set |
excluded questions, sentences with dummy subjentmeeferential subjects (like the generic "onetiid cases where
there was no following sentence by the same spe@kir method resulted in 263 examples.

Sk 6aunMo, HaBEACHHUI YPUBOK 3 EJIEKTPOHHOTO TEKCTY MICTHTh y cO0i SIK BHCIIOBIIEHY HAYKOBIIEM-JIIHTBICTOM Ti-
1oTe3y, TaK 1 ONKUC METO/IB, SKUMH BiH KOPUCTYBaBCS IS MiATBEP/)KyBaHHs Y CIIPOCTOBYBAHHS 11i€i rinore3u. Takum
YUHOM, ueﬁ YPHUBOK 3 €JICKTPOHHOI'O TECKCTY CBiL['{I/ITL Inpo 1€, Mo "3a JA0NOMOTI'010 MpUNyHUICHb SILiﬁCH}O€TLCﬂ BUCJIOB-
JICHHSI TINOTE3, aKTUBI3YEThCS poOOTa IyMKHU aJipecaHTa i ajpecara; po3ayM ajpecaTa BEAETbCs y IEBHOMY HarpsMKy'"
[10: 81].

Haromicts HpeL[CTaBJ'IeHiCTL TBCPJAKCHb B aHITIOMOBHHUX CJICKTPOHHUX HAYKOBHUX TCKCTAaX NEPCOHAIbHUX IHTepHeT-
CTOpiHOK Cy4daCHUX JIIHTBICTIB MOKHA TaKOXK MPOCTCIKUTHU, HAIIPpUKIIAL, iB TaKOMY YPUBKY 3 aHI'TIOMOBHOI'O CJICKTPO-
HHOTO TEKCTY HAyKOBOTO OJIOKY MepcoHaIbHOI [HTepHET-CTOPiHKYU golieHTa PouecTepebkoro yHiBepcuteTy JxeHHibep
Apnoin (http://www.cis.upenn.edu/~jarnold/diss/chapterdli

3.3.2. Results

The Reference Continuation patterns for Clefts Biodclefts are presented in Figure 4, illustratidgat the most
frequent type of continuation for nonclefted utteres is with reference to the subject-referent, fout clefted
utterances it is with reference to the focus-refer@he percentages of each bar do not add up @84d.Mecause they
were calculated out of all references in each catggHowever, here | am only showing referencethésubject or
object in nonclefted utterances or the embeddepksubr focus in clefted utterances.

Figure 4: Reference Continuation for clefted and
nonclefted utterances
oy % Nonclefts Clefts
E‘ 50%
=2
A oao%
L]
§ 30%
E 20%
E 10%
=
=3 0% . - +
subject object embedded focus
(n=115) (n=46) subject (n=81)
(n=25)
Grammatical Function in S1 of NP whose referent is
referred to in S2

This figure shows that wh-clefted and nonclefteerahces are associated with quite different patén discourse.
For nonclefted utterances, the subject-referentdlly the first-mentioned referent) has a much kigprobability of
being mentioned in the following clause than arheoteferent, whereas for clefted utterances, this focus-referent
(usually not the first-mentioned referent) that tls highest probability of being mentioned in following clause.
The corpus analysis thus parallels the experimeshiowing a similarity between the categories stttged focus.

VY HaBeJeHOMY YPHBKY 3 €JIEKTPOHHOI'O TEKCTY IO/IaHO pe3y/bTaTu eKCHepUMEHTY, poBeaeHoro Jxennipep Ap-
HOJIJ] JIJIs1 IEPEBIPKH BUCIIOBJICHOT y IOCIiKEeHHI TinoTe3n. Sk 6a4yumo, 1iel YpUBOK 3 €IeKTPOHHOTO TEKCTY, SIKUH Mic-
THTH y COO0i psiZl TBEPIKEHB, € CBIAYEHHSAM TOTO, IO "TBEP/HKCHHS HECYTh y COOi JIOKa3HW iCTUHHOCTI BUCIIOBJICHHX Ti-
note3 Ta te3" [10: 81].

OTxe, TBEPKCHHS Ta MPUITYIICHHS CIPAMOBYIOTHCS Ha peaizaiito 3aja4 iHpopMyBaHHs Ta BIUIUBY Ha ajpecara.
Cuna 3a/1a4i BIUIMBY Ha aJpecaTa IoJiarae B TOMY, HACKUIBKH JIOKQ30BHMH € apTyMEHTH, [0 HABOJASATHCS aBTOPOM, Ha-
CKIJTBKH JIOT14HO, 3pO3YMIJIO Ta 4iTKO BUKJIAACHO 3MicT moBigomieHus [10: 81].

3ayBaxxuMo, 110 KOHCTATAIlii, TBEPPKCHHSI Ta MPUITYIICHHS, SKi MICTATHCS Y BIIACHE aHIIIOMOBHHUX CJIEKTPOHHHX
HAYKOBHX TEKCTaX NMEPCOHAIbHUX [HTEPHET-CTOPIHOK Cy4acHMX JIHIBICTIB, BIIIIpalOTh BaXKJINUBY POJib y (DYHKLIOHY-
BaHHI TaKUX €JIEKTPOHHHUX TEKCTiB. AJKE Yy MpoIleci CTBOPEHHS BJIaCHE aHTJIOMOBHHX €JICKTPOHHUX HAYKOBHUX TEKCTiB
nepenaBaHHs HayKoBOi iH(popMallii BiZOyBa€eThCs caMe 3a JOTIOMOTOI0 KOHCTATallild, TBEP/DKCHb Ta MPHUIYIICHb, K1
3MIHCHIOIOTH YIUTHB HA ajpecara.

Kaxxyun mpo mepcrnekTHBH MOJAIBIINX PO3BIMOK Y JOCHTIKEHHI (QYHKIIIOHATEHUX OCOOIUBOCTEH aHTIIOMOBHHUX
EJIEKTPOHHMX TEKCTiB HAYKOBOTO OJIOKY TIEPCOHANIBHHUX [HTEPHET-CTOPIHOK CYYacHHX JIIHTBICTiB, MU BBa)XKaEMO 3a JI0-
LJIbHE 30CEpEeIUTH yBary Ha OCOOJMBOCTAX (PyHKIIOHYBaHHS aHIJIOMOBHHUX €JICKTPOHHHMX TEKCTIB aHOTALliifl HAYKOBHX
TEKCTIB, SIKi, IOPSII i3 BIIACHE aHTJIOMOBHHMU CICKTPOHHHUMH HAyKOBUMH TCKCTaMH, HAJICKATh IO AHIJIOMOBHUX CJICK-
TPOHHUX TEKCTIB HAYKOBOTO OJIOKY NEPCOHAIBLHUX [HTEpHET-CTOPIHOK CyYacHUX JITHTBICTIB.
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,ZlaHquIOK C.C. @yHKl(uOHaJleble 0COOEHHOCHU AH2TI0A3bIUHDBIX INIEKMPOHHBIX HAYUHBIX MEKCH 06 NePCOHAIbHbIX
Plnmepuem-cmpanuu COBPEMEHHDBLX JIUHCBUCM O0B6.

Cmamus nocesuena 8viA8NeHUI0 U ONUCAHUIO COOMEEMCMBYIOWUX PYHKYUOHATLHBIX 0CODEHHOCMEN AH2N0A3bIYHbIX
INEKMPOHHBIX HAYHUHBIX MEKCINO8 NEePCOHATbHLIX Mnmepuem-cmpanuy co8pemenHbIx TUH2BUCO8. YOeneno eHumanue
0COOEHHOCMAM (DYHKYUOHUPOBAHUSL KOHCTNAMAYULL, YMBEPIHCOCHULL U NPEONOLONCEHUL 8 JNEKMPOHHBIX MEKCMAX UC-
credyemoeo mund.

Danilyuk S.S. Functional Peculiarities of Written in English Electronic Scientific Texts of Modern Linguists
Internet Home Pages.

The article deals with defining and describinge ttorresponding functional peculiarities of Englisritten electronic
scientific texts of modern linguists Internet hgmages. Attention is paid to the peculiarities afdiioning of
verifications, affirmations and suppositions inafenic texts of the investigated type.



