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Abstract

The Liar Paradox and its strengthened version are traditionally viewed as a problem of truth. This
paper puts forward an alternative hypothesis: the source of the paradox is a structural conflict within
the sentence itself. The subject and the act of truth-value ascription compete for a single resource—the
completeness of the proposition. This competition is unresolvable: the sentence never reaches the
logical stage at which the question of truth can be raised. The paradox is resolved without prohibiting
self-reference, without a hierarchy of languages, and without introducing extra truth values.

AHHOTaLMA

[Mapagokc JDkerla W €ro ycCuleHHass BepcUsi TPAAWIMOHHO pPAaCcCMaTpPUBAIOTCS Kak TpobseMa
HUCTUHHOCTH. B cTaThe TipeAjiaraeTcss WHasi TUMOTe3a: WCTOYHWK TMapaZlokca — CTPYKTYPHBIN
KOH(UIUKT BHYTPU caMoro mpezaokeHus. CyObeKT M aKT MPUMKMChIBAHUSI UCTUHHOCTHOTO 3HAUeHHUs
KOHKYDHDYIOT 3a e[IWHCTBEHHBI pecypc — 3aBepILIEHHOCTH TMPOTO3ULUH. [laHHasi KOHKYPeHLUs
HepaspelMa: Mpe/yiIokKeHHe He JI0CTUraeT JIOTUUeCKOH CTajluK, Ha KOTOPOM BOMPOC 00 UCTUHHOCTU
MOXKeT OBbITh MocTaBseH. [1apaiokc ycTpaHsieTcs: 6e3 3anpeTa camopedepeHLH, 6e3 nepapXuu si3bIKOB
1 6e3 BBe/IeHUs JOTIOTHUTETBHBIX HICTUHHOCTHBIX 3HAYEHHH.
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1. Two Formulations of the Paradox
The Classical Liar (L):

| (L) Sentence L is false.
The Strengthened Liar (L"):

| (L") Sentence L' is not true.

The strengthened version is more destructive: it blocks any escape through the gap of “neither true
nor false.” If L' is neither true nor false, then it is not true—but that is precisely what it claims,
thereby becoming true. The paradox returns.

2. The Implicit Assumption of Standard Solutions

All approaches—from Tarski to Kripke—take it for granted, without proof, that L. and L' are fully-
fledged sentences. The default assumption is: if the grammar is satisfied, logic is obliged to deliver
a truth value. It is precisely this assumption that is called into question here.

To see what exactly is being assumed, it is necessary to distinguish the present approach from
superficially similar solutions.

The idea that a paradoxical sentence fails to attain the status of a full-blooded statement has been
voiced before. However, each time it has turned either into a prohibition or into a degradation of the
very concept of truth. It will be useful to outline three key positions in order to pinpoint the point of
divergence.

Tarski (1936): the hierarchical prohibition. Tarski was the first to demonstrate rigorously that a
semantically closed language generates paradox, and he proposed a solution: the predicate “true”
belongs to the metalanguage and cannot be applied to sentences of the same level. Self-reference of
the form “this sentence is false” is simply ruled out as syntactically ill-formed. The drawback is
well known: harmless self-reference is banned along with the paradox, and natural language is
declared “inconsistent”—a price not everyone is willing to pay.

Kripke (1975): groundedness as a condition. Kripke constructs a partial model in which sentences
receive truth values not all at once, but as they become grounded from “founded” statements.
Paradoxical sentences, including L', fall into the class of the “ungrounded”—neither true nor false.
Kripke, however, retains classical logic at the level of grounded sentences, while adopting a three-
valued scheme for the ungrounded ones. This is elegant, but the Strengthened Liar shows that the
“gap” of ungroundedness itself becomes a truth value: L' asserts that it is not true—and if it is
ungrounded, then it is indeed not true, which makes it true. The circle is not broken, only deferred.

Priest (1979): dialetheism as acceptance. If Tarski forbids the paradox and Kripke postpones its
resolution, Priest takes a radical step: he acknowledges that paradoxical sentences are both true and
false. This is an honest solution, but it demands a reconstruction of logic itself—rejecting the
principle of explosion (ex contradictione quodlibet) and adopting a paraconsistent logic. Truth
ceases to be two-valued not merely at the level of the model, but at the level of the theory of truth
itself.



Closest to the present approach is the line according to which the Liar expresses no proposition at
all (Goldstein, Armour-Garb). If there is no proposition, the question of truth dissolves by itself. Yet
this position is vulnerable to a simple objection: why does a grammatically correct sentence,
composed of perfectly intelligible words, suddenly lack propositional content? Is this not merely
relabelling the problem? To say “the Liar expresses no proposition” is to issue a final verdict
without explaining at what point, and for what reason, the proposition failed to take shape.

A close but distinct position is developed by Kearns (2007), who, within illocutionary logic, shows
that the Liar utterance fails to be performed as a speech act. Even closer is the recent work by
Salhab (2025), who diagnoses the paradox as a category error: a truth predicate is applied to a term
(type E) rather than to a proposition (type P), and the implicit coercion that converts the term into a
proposition cancels out. However, neither Kearns nor Salhab explains why this failure occurs: the
former speaks of an unperformed speech act, the latter of a static type mismatch. Neither offers a
mechanism showing at what point and for what reason the sentence fails to reach propositional
status. It is precisely this mechanism—a conflict of two logical acts competing for the single
resource of completeness—that constitutes the contribution of the present hypothesis.

For all their differences, Tarski, Kripke, and Priest converge on one point: they accept that sentence
L' is already a truth-bearer—and argue only about which value to assign to it, or how to forbid its
construction. Tellingly, even Goldstein and Armour-Garb, in denying the Liar propositional content,
likewise speak of the result—there is no proposition, full stop—without uncovering the mechanism
by which it failed to take shape. They argue about the outcome of the act of ascription, without
asking whether the act itself took place.

The present hypothesis takes precisely this step. It asserts that L' never reaches the stage at which
the question of truth can even be raised. It is not false (as with Tarski in the object language), not
ungrounded (as with Kripke), not true-and-false (as with Priest)—but neither is it devoid of
propositional content in the sense of a final verdict (as with Goldstein and Armour-Garb). It is a
sub-sentence. Its defect is not semantic but structural: there was not enough resource for the
sentence to take shape as a proposition.

3. The Resource That Is Lacking

For a sentence to serve as a truth-bearer, two logical acts must be completed:
* Act 1: identification of the subject (what exactly is being talked about).
* Act 2: ascription of a truth value to that subject.

Let us call propositional completeness the state of a sentence in which both acts have been
performed. Completeness is a logical resource consumed in the process of a sentence's coming into
being. This resource is not infinite: within a single propositional structure, it is unique.

This move echoes the Aristotelian distinction between actuality and potentiality, but applied not to
the ontology of things, but to the ontology of logical form. A sentence does not exist as a completed
entity prior to its constitution—and if constitution breaks down, what we have is not a false
statement about the world, but an uncompleted act.



4. The Conflict

In correct sentences, Act 1 and Act 2 are separated: the subject is available prior to ascription.
Example:

| Snow is white.

Snow exists and is identifiable independently of whether we call it white or not. Act 1 is completed
before Act 2 begins.

In L', the situation is different. The subject is “sentence L'’—but which sentence, exactly? The one
that will result after the predicate has been applied. Act 1 requires the completeness of the whole.
Act 2 also requires the completeness of the whole. Both acts demand the same resource, and neither
can be completed first.

This is not a vicious circle of truth—it is a conflict of logical acts: two necessary steps compete for
a single resource, and the competition is structurally unresolvable. Sentence L' “does not have time”
to become a subject before it must receive a predicate—and it cannot receive a predicate without
having become a subject.

Here the similarity with the “Liar expresses no proposition” position is easy to see, and the
difference is equally apparent. Proponents of that view would say: there is simply no proposition,
end of discussion. But such an answer leaves it unclear how L' differs from, say, “Colorless green
ideas sleep furiously”—and there is a difference, and it is a significant one. A meaningless sentence
does not set off a logical cycle; L' does set one off, but cannot bring it to completion. Non-collapse
is not an absence but a hang-up. The sentence is not empty; it is overstrained: two acts demand the
same thing and neither yields to the other. This is precisely why we can meaningfully discuss L',
analyze its structure, and diagnose the breakdown—unlike genuinely meaningless expressions,
about which there is nothing to say.

Importantly, the problem is not self-reference as such. Self-reference is a powerful and legitimate
instrument of language. The problem is simultaneous self-reference, in which the act of identifying
the subject and the act of ascribing a semantic predicate loop into each other within a single logical
step. “This sentence contains five words” is self-referential, but Act 1 is completed before Act 2,
and no conflict arises.

5. The Result

L' does not reach the stage at which the question of truth can even be raised. It is not false, not true,
and not “neither true nor false.” It has simply not collapsed into a truth-bearer.

The Strengthened Liar is defused: from the non-collapse of L' it does not follow that L' is true,
because the predicate “true” applies only to collapsed sentences. More precisely: the statement “L’
is not true,” uttered inside L', is not equivalent to an external statement about the status of L'. The
internal statement has itself not collapsed—and cannot serve as a premise for inference.



6. Differences from Existing Approaches

B Not a prohibition. Self-reference is permitted. “This sentence contains five words” is
correct: Act 1 (counting the words) is completed before Act 2.

H Not a third value. Non-collapse is a property of the sentence, not a truth value. Truth itself
remains two-valued.

B Not a hierarchy of languages. The conflict arises within a single sentence, not between
levels of language.

B Not an absence of proposition. Non-collapse is not emptiness but structural overload: the
sentence is not devoid of content; it has failed to complete its own coming into being.

B Not merely a typing error. Unlike Salhab (2025), who diagnoses a static type mismatch,
the present hypothesis describes a dynamic conflict: the sentence is not merely ill-typed — it
becomes ill-typed in the process of its failed constitution.

7. Testing the Hypothesis

The hypothesis proposes that an unresolvable conflict of acts arises when two conditions are jointly
satisfied: (i) the subject of the sentence is the sentence itself in its final, completed form; (ii) the
predicate ascribes to the subject a semantic property that depends essentially on the outcome of Act
2. L' satisfies both conditions: the subject—“sentence L'”—is constituted only together with the
ascription of a truth value, and the property being ascribed (“is not true”) refers directly to the result
of that very ascription. A structural loop emerges, in which the two acts cannot become separated
within the span of a single logical step.

If this diagnosis is correct, then any other paradoxical case should reproduce the same logical figure
—or reduce to it, or else fail to generate a conflict at all. And indeed: two-sentence cycles (“A: B is
true; B: A is false”) realize the same loop, only distributed between two bearers—the resource of
completeness remains shared across the cycle and cannot be consumed sequentially. Curry’s
paradox (“If this sentence is true, then Q”) also falls under the diagnosis: the conditional
construction offers no escape, because the antecedent requires the completeness of the very
sentence of which it is a part.

On the other hand, self-referential sentences without a semantic predicate (“This sentence contains
five words”), or with a semantic predicate that does not refer back to the subject’s final state,
generate no conflict—and are indeed non-paradoxical.

Thus, the hypothesis predicts: paradoxicality arises exactly when Acts 1 and 2 cannot be serialized.
This prediction is falsifiable: it suffices to produce a sentence with the same structural loop that is
nevertheless a correct truth-bearer—or to show that the distinction between collapsed and non-
collapsed sentences provides no empirically better description of the known cases than existing
alternatives. So long as no such counterexamples have been found, the hypothesis holds.



8. Conclusion

The Liar Paradox is not a defect of truth but a defect of construction: an attempt to force a sentence
to consume the same resource twice. Logic is not obliged to assign a truth value to something that
has not completed its own coming into being. Propositional becoming is not a given, but a process
—and this process can break off before a subject about which anything could be said has even
emerged.

References

1. Tarski, A. (1956). The Concept of Truth in Formalized Languages. In Logic, Semantics,
Metamathematics (pp. 152-278). Oxford.

2. Kiripke, S. (1975). Outline of a Theory of Truth. The Journal of Philosophy, 72(19), 690—
716.

3. Priest, G. (1979). The Logic of Paradox. Journal of Philosophical Logic, 8(1), 219-241.

4. Kearns J. T. An illocutionary logical explanation of the liar paradox // History and
Philosophy of Logic. — 2007. — Vol. 28, No. 1. — P. 31-66.

5. Salhab N. The Liar as Category-Error: On Implicitness, Typing, and the Collapse into a
Term // Preprint. — 2025.

6. Aristotle. Metaphysics, Book IX. [On the distinction between actuality and potentiality. ]



1. 'Z[Be d)OpMy.]II/IPOBKI/I InapagoKCa
Knaccuueckuii Jhxer (L):

| (L) Ipenyioxxenue L 0>XKHO.
Ycunennsi Jhxer (L'):

| (L") Ipegnoxxenue L' He siBNsieTCS UCTUHHBIM.

YcuneHHast Bepcus paspyluWTe/ibHee: OHa He MO03BOJISIeT CIacTUCh yepes3 3a30p «HU WCTHUHHO, HU
J10)kHO». Ecnii L' HU MCTUHHO, HU JIO)KHO, TO OHO He SIB/ISIETCSI UICTUHHBIM — HO UMEHHO 3TO OHO U
yTBep>K/laeT, CTaHOBSACh UCTUHHBIM. [TapaZioKC Bo3BpalliaeTcs.

2. HessBHas NnpeanocCbl/yiKkd CTAHAAPTHBIX pEI].IEHI/Iﬁ

Bce noaxoast — ot Tapckoro so Kpurike — npuHUMaroT 6e3 sioka3aTesbCTBa, uto L u L' aBistoTcst
TIOJTHOLIEHHBIMU  TIPeJJIOKeHUssMA. [10 yMOJIYaHHIO CUMTAEeTCs: eC/M TpaMMaThKa CoOsIofieHa,
JioruKa o0si3aHa BbI/JaTh UCTUHHOCTHOE 3HaueHre. VIMeHHO 3TO 0MmylljeHre CTaBUTCs T10/] BOTIPOC.

Yrobbl TMOHATb, O KakOM WMEHHO [IOMNyIIeHWH UAET peub, HeoOXOAMMO pa3rpaHUYUTh
Tripe/ijlaraeMblid TIOAX0/, U BHELLIHEe CXOHbIEe pellleHus.

Wpess o ToM, UTO Tapa/ioKcajbHOe TMpeJJjIoKeHHe He JOCTUraeT CTaryca TIOJHOLEHHOTO
BBICKa3bIBaHMsI, BbICKa3bIBaiach U paHee. OfHAKO KaXKAbIA pa3 oHa obopaurBasiack MO0 3arpeTom,
b0 Jerpajaryieli CaMmoro MoOHSTHS UCTHUHBL. [10/1e3HO 0003HAUNTE TPU KJTFOUEBbIE MTO3ULIUU, UTOObI
3a(DMKCUPOBATh TOUKY PaCXOXKEHUSI.

Tapckui (1936): nepapxuyeckun 3anpet. TapcKui MepBbIM CTPOro IOKasajl, YTO CeMaHTUYeCKU
3aMKHYTBIM SI3bIK IIOPOXKJAET TapajoKC, U TMpeAJIOKWI pelleHre: TNpeAuKaT «HACTUHHO»
NIPUHAJJIEKUT MeTasA3blKy W He MOXKeT IPHUMEHATbCS K IIpeJJIKeHHUsIM TOTO ke YpPOBHS.
CamopedepeHLMsi BUJiA «3TO TpeJJIO)KeHHe JIOKHO» IPOCTO HCK/IHYaeTCsl KaK CUHTaKCUYeCKU
HekoppekTHast. HezmoctaTok oOImen3BecTeH: BMeCTe C TapaJiOKCOM 3aripelnaeTcs W Oe300uaHast
camopedepeHLsi, a eCTeCTBeHHBIN SI3bIK 00bSBISETCS «HETOCIe0BaTe/TbHBIM» — 1[eHa, KOTOPYIO
He BCe rOTOBBI I1/1aTUTh.

Kpurike (1975): 060CHOBaHHOCTh KakK ycjioBUe. KpUIKe CTPOUT YaCTHUUHYIO MO[ie/ib, B KOTOPOU
TIpe/IJIOKEeHHsI TIOJy4aloT WMCTUHHOCTHOE 3HaueHWe He cpa3y, a 1o Mepe OOOCHOBaHHUS OT
«(pyHIUPOBaHHBIX» BbICKa3biBaHUU. [lapajjoKcanbHble TpejioyKeHWsl, BK/Iouas L', momagaroT B
pa3psi, «HeoOOCHOBaHHBIX» — He HWCTMHHBIX W He JIokKHbIX. OpHako Kpumke coxpaHsieT
K/IaCCUYeCKyl0 JIOTUKY Ha YpPOBHe OOOCHOBaHHBIX TIPeAJIOKeHHH, a /i HeoOOCHOBaHHBIX
WCTIO/b3yeT TPEX3HAUHYIO CXeMy. DTO U3SILIHO, HO YCHIeHHbIN JDKell 1eMOHCTPUPYET, UTO «3a30p»
HEeO0OOCHOBAHHOCTA CaM CTAaHOBUTCS WMCTMHHOCTHBIM 3HaueHWeM: L' yTBep)KJaeT, UTO OHO He
WUCTUHHO, — W eCJId OHO He0OOCHOBaHHO, TO OHO KaK pa3 He UCTUHHO, UTO ZieJlaeT ero UCTHHHBIM.
Kpyr He pa3opBaH, a 0TCpOYeH.

[Mpuct (1979): muanarensm Kak npuHsaThe. Eciu Tapckuil 3aripelrjaer mnapajiokc, a Kpumke
OTK/Ia/IbIBae€T €ero paspeleHvde, TO [IpucT JenaeT pajAvKaabHbIA 1lIar: TPU3HAET, YTO
rapafioKcaJibHble MpeJyiIoKeHUs] OJHOBPEMEHHO UCTUHHBI U JIOXKHBI. DTO UeCTHOe pellieHre, HO OHO
TpebyeT repecTpoOrKY CaMoi JIOTMKW — OTKa3a OT MpUHIIKIIA B3pbiBa (ex contradictione quodlibet)



Y TIDUHSTHS TIAPAHeTIPOTUBOPEUHBOM JIOTHKH. VICTHHA TiepecTaéT ObITh ABY3HAUHOW He Ha YPOBHE
MO/eJi1, a Ha ypOBHe CaMOM TeOpUH UCTHHBI.

bmke Bcero K TipejjiaraeMOMy TIOZXOJy CTOWT JIMHUSI, COIVIaCHO KoTopol JDkell BooOie He
BeIpakaeT mpornosuiuu (FongctuH, Apmyp-I'ap6). Ecnmu mporo3uiiiyd HeT, TO U BOMpPOC 00
WCTUHHOCTH CHUMaeTCsi caM coboit. OHaKo Takast MO3ULUs ysi3BUMa JIjIsi TIPOCTOTO BO3PaKeHMUsI:
royeMy TrpaMMaTU4YecKu TpaBWIbHOE TIpeJjioKeHWe, COCTOsiiiee W3 TIOHSATHBIX CJIOB, BAPYT
JIUILLIAeTCs TMPOTIO3ULIMOHA/ILHOTO cofiep>KaHusi? He siBsieTCss M 3TO MPOCTHIM TleperMMeHOBaHHeM
npobieMbl? Cka3aTh «JDKel] He BbIpa)kaeT TPOTMO3ULIMKM» — 3HAuWT BBIHECTH OKOHUaTesIbHbIM
BeP/JUKT, He 00BSICHUB, B KAaKOW MIMEHHO MOMEHT 1 TI0 KaKOl MPUUYKHE MPOTO3ULIUS He CJIOKUIACh.

biu3kyro mo Ayxy, HO OTIMUHYIO MO MexaHW3My no3unuio pas3BuBaeT KepHc (Kearns, 2007),
KOTODbIM B PaMKax WIJIOKYTUBHOM JIOTUKM MOKa3bIBaeT, UTO BbICKa3biBaHHe JDKella He COCTOS/IOCh
Kak peueBod akT. Emé Ommke — HemaBHsii pabora Canxaba (Salhab, 2025), rme mapamokc
JIMArHOCTUPYEeTCsI KaK KaTeroprasabHasi OIMOKa: MpeIuKaT UICTUHHOCTH MPUMEHSIETCS] K TepMy (THIT
E), a He Kk mpono3uliuu (tun P), U HesBHasi KO3pLMs, IpeBpaljaroljasi TepM B IIPOIO3ULIMIO,
ormensieTcsi. OHako HU KepHc, Hu Casixab He 0ObSCHSIOT, TTI0UeMy TTPOMCXOJUT 3TOT COOM: TIepBhIi
TOBODUT O HECOCTOSIBILIEMCSI peUeBOM aKTe, BTOPOM — O CTaTHUYeCKOM HeCOOTBeTCTBUM TUIIOB. Hu
OZIMH U3 HUX He TIpejjlaraeT MexXxaHW3Ma, KOTODPbI TOKa3biBa/ Obl, B KAKOM UMEHHO MOMEHT U TIO
KakoW TpHUYMHE NpeJJIOKeHUe He [JOCTUraeT CTaTryca MpOMo3uLUU. VIMEHHO 3TOT MeXaHW3M —
KOH(IMKT [BYX JIOTUYECKHX aKTOB, KOHKYDUPYIOIIMX 3a €JUHCTBEHHBIM pecypC 3aBepllIéHHOCTH,
— U COCTaBJIsIeT COJiepKaHue Mpe/ijlaraeMoi TUIoTe3bl.

ITpu Bcex pasmnuusix Tapckuy, Kpurnke u IIpucT cxXopgarcs B OAHOM: OHM TPUHUMAIOT, 4YTO
rpejiyiokeHye L' y)ke eCTb HOCUTe/Ib UCTUHHOCTH, — U CIIOPAT JIMIIL O TOM, KaKOe 3HaueHue emy
TIPUITHUCATh WM KaK 3alpeTUTh ero rnocrpoenue. ITokasarensHo, uto gaxe Tonactud, Apmyp-Iap6,
oTKasbiBasg JDKelly B IIPOMNO3ULMOHA/ILHOM COJEp)KaHUuM, Takxke TIOBOpPAT O pesyiabrare —
TIPOIIO3ULIUM HeT, U TOYKa, — He BCKpbIBasg MexaHU3Ma, 10 KOTOPOMYy OHa He CJ0Kujaacb. OHU
CIIOpAT O pe3yJ/ibTare akTa IPUITMCHIBAHUS, He CIIpallyBasi, COCTOSUICS JIA CaM aKT.

IIpepnaraemas ruroresa fesnaeT UMeHHO 3TOT wwiar. OHa yTBepkjaet: L' He mocTturaer cragvu, Ha
KOTOPOU BOMPOC 00 UCTUHHOCTH BOOOIIle MOXKeT ObITh rocTassieH. OHO He JIOKHO (Kak y Tapckoro
B 00BHEKTHOM sI3bIKe), He He000CHOBAHHO (Kak y Kpurike), He HICTUHHO-U-TIOXKHO (Kak y [Tpucra) —
HO OHO U He JIMIIeHO MPOIO3UL[MOHATLHOTO CO/IeP)KaHHUsl B CMbIC/Ie OKOHUYATeTbHOTO BepAUKTa (Kak
y Tongctuna u Apmyp-I'apba). OHo — HepomnpeasioxkeHue. Ero fnedekr He ceMaHTUYeCKUH, a
CTPYKTYPHBIN: He XBaTHJIO PECYypPCa, YTOObI TIPe/I0XKEeHHEe COCTOSTIOCh KaK TMPOTIO3UIIHSL.

3. Pecypc, KOTOpPOro He XBaTraeT

Yrtobbl TIpessiokeHre MOIJI0 ObITh HOCUTENeM WCTMHHOCTH, HeoOXOJMMO 3aBepIlieHHe JIBYX
JIOTUUECKHX aKTOB:

* AKrT 1: ugentudukaius cyobekra (UTo UMEHHO 00CyK/1aeTcs).
* AKT 2: NpUIMchiBaHNe CyOBeKTy HCTUHHOCTHOTO 3HaYeHHusl.

Ha30BéM 3aBepIIéHHOCTHI0 NPOMO3UIMM TO COCTOSIHUE IIPe/JIOKEHUs, B KOTOPOM o00a akra
BBINO/IHEHBI. 3aBepIIEHHOCTb — 3TO JIOTUYeCKUM pecypc, ToTpelsisieMblii TP CTaHOB/IEHUU
nipezyioxkeHusi. OH He GeCcKOHeueH: B TIpeZiesiaX OZ/HOM MPOTO3ULIMOHA/TLHOM CTPYKTYPhI OH e/IvH.



[laHHBI XO7 MepeK/INKaeTCs C apUCTOTeNeBCKUM pa3uuyeHreM [eliCTBUTEbHOIO U BO3MOXKHOTO,
HO TPUMEHsIeTCSl He K OHTOJIOTWH Belllei, a K OHTOJIOTMM JIoTUYecko ¢opmel. [IpeanoxeHue He
CyILeCTBYeT KaK 3aBeplIfHHOe 00 CBOEro KOHCTUTYWPOBaHUSI — W eC/IM KOHCTUTYHPOBaHHe
CpBIBaeTCsl, Mbl IMEeM He JIO)KHOe BbICKa3bIBaHHE O MUpe, a He3aBepIIEHHbIN akKT.

4. KoHpuKT

B KOppeKTHBIX TIpezyIoKeHUsIX AKTbI 1 U 2 pa3fesieHbl: CyObeKT ZOCTYIeH /0 TIPUITUCHIBAHMS.
IIpumep:

| CHer Gen.

CHer cymiecTByeT U UleHTU(GUIMPYeM HE3aBUCUMO OT TOTO, Ha30BEM MBI ero OesbIM UK HeT. AKT
1 3aBep1éH 10 Hauasna AKra 2.

B L' cutyarusi uHasi. CyObeKTOM SIBJISIETCS «IpefiokeHue L'» — HO kakoe umeHHo? To, KoTopoe
TIOJTYYUTCS TIOCJIe TIpUMeHeHUs1 TipeiukaTta. AKT 1 TpeOyeT 3aBepIIEHHOCTH 1[e/or0. AKT 2 Takxke
TpebyeT 3aBepIIEHHOCTH 1jeioro. Oba akra TpeOyIOT OFHOTO M TOTO K€ pecypca, U HM OJUH He
MOJKeT 3aBepLINTHCS [TePBbIM.

OTO He MOPOYHBIA KPYr UCTUHHOCTU — 3TO KOH(WVIMKT JIOTMYECKHX AKTOB: /[BA HEOOXOAUMBIX
1ara KOHKYDHUPYKOT 3a €QUHCTBEHHbI peCcypC, W KOHKYpeHLUsi CTPYKTYPHO Hepa3pellrMa.
[Tpennoxxenve L' «He ycrieBaeT» CTaTh CyOBEKTOM [0 TOTO, KaK JO/DKHO TIO/IyUMTh TIPEeAUKaT, — U
He MOXKeT TIOJTyUUTh TIPeIUKaT, He CTaB CyOLeKTOM.

34ech J1IerKo yBUZIETb CXOJCTBO C To3uLuel «JDkel| He BbIpa’kaeT MPOMO3ULIMU» U OZHOBPEMEHHO
MOHATh pa3Hully. CTOPOHHMKHM TOW TO3WIMK CKasaau Obl: TIPOTIO3WI[MM TPOCTO HET, pa3roBOP
OKOHuUeH. Ho Takoi OTBeT OoCTaB/sieT HesICHbIM, 4yeM L' oT/vuaeTcs, CKaXkeM, OT «3eJiéHble Ujeun
SAPOCTHO CIAT» — a pasHULlA eCTb, U OHa CyllecTBeHHa. beccMbIC/ieHHOe TMpefjioKeHue He
3arycKaeT JIOTMUeCKUM LMK/; L' 3amyckaeT, HO He MOXeT ero 3aBepiinTb. Hekosnarnc — 310 He
OTCYTCTBHe, a 3aBUCaHUe. [Ipe/ijiokeHHe He TTyCTO, OHO TePeHanpsDKeHO: /1Ba akTa TPeOyIoT OfIHOTO
U TOTO Ke U He YCTYTMaloT APYT Apyry. VIMeHHO MO3TOMY Mbl MOXXeM OCMBICJIEHHO 00Cy»Kaath L,
aHa/IM3UPOBaTh €ro CTPYKTypy U [JWAarHOCTUPOBaTh cOOM — B OTIWYME OT IOJTMHHO
0eCCMBIC/IEHHBIX BBIPaXKEHUH, O KOTOPBIX ¥ TOBOPUTh-TO HEUETO.

BaxHo: mpobsema He B camopedepeHLMH Kak TakoBoil. CamopedepeHIMsT — MOIIHBIA U
JIOTTyCTUMBI WHCTPYMEHT si3biKa. IIpobsieMa B ofiHOBpeMeHHOU camopedepeHLNH, TIPU KOTOPOi
aKT WJeHTU(UKAMU CyObeKTa W aKT TIPUITMCHIBAHUS CeMaHTHUYeCKOTo TpeAuKaTa 3aMbIKATCS
JpYyT Ha Apyra B Ipejeiax OJHOTO JIOTUYeCKOro Irara. «JOTO TpeJIoKeHre COAEePXKUT TISITh CII0OB»
— camopedepeHTHO, HO AKT 1 3aBepiiiaeTcs 10 AKTa 2, U KOH(IUKTA HeT.

5. Pe3ynbTar

L' He mocTuraer CTajyd, Ha KOTOPOM BO3MO)KHA ITOCTaHOBKa BOIpoca 00 MCTUHHOCTH. OHO He
JIO)KHO, He UCTUHHO, Y He «HW UCTUHHO, HU JIO)KHO». OHO MPOCTO He KOJI/IANICMPOBAJI0 B HOCHUTE/Ib
VICTUHHOCTH.

Ycunennsiii JDker; o0e3BpexkeH: W3 Hekosuiarica L' He ciepyet, uto L' ucTuHHO, MO0 TpeAuKaT
«UCTUHHO» TIPUMEHUM TOJIbKO K KOJIJIalICUPOBAaBILIMM TpeyiokeHUsiM. TouHee: yTBepkJeHue «L.' He
SIBJISIeTCSI UICTUHHBIM», TIPOU3HECEHHOe BHYTPU L', He 5KBMBA/eHTHO BHELLIHEMY YTBEPXKAEHUIO O



craryce L'. BHyTpeHHee yTBepK[eHHe CaMO He KOJIIAIICUPOBAaJ0 — U He MOXeT CJIY)KUTb
MIOCBIJIKOM /IJIS1 BBIBOZA.

6. OT/IMUMe OT CYLIeCTBYHOLIMX I10JX0A0B

B He 3anper. CamopedepeHiiys pa3peliieHa. «3JTO MpeoyKeHre COAEePKUT TISATh CJIOB» —
KOppeKTHO: AKT 1 (moAcuéT c0B) 3aBepiiaercs 10 AKra 2.

B He Tperbe 3HaueHue. Hekonmanc — CBOWCTBO TMpeJ/IOKeHUs, @ He WCTHHHOCTHOE
3HayeHre. CaMa UCTUHHOCTh OCTaéTCsl [IBY3HAYHOM.

B He uepapxus s361K0B. KOH()IMKT BO3HMKAaeT BHYTPU OJHOIO MpeJIOKeHHs], a He MEXY
YPOBHSIMU SI3bIKa.

B He orcyrcrBue mnpomno3unuu. Hekormmaric — 3To He IyCTOTa, a CTPYKTypHas
rieperpy3ka: Tpe[jioKeHWe He JIMIIeHO CO/ilep)KaHWs, a He CMOIJVIO 3aBepIlUTh CBOE
CTaHOBJIEHUE.

B He npocro TuUnmosoruveckass ommbka. B ommmume or Canxaba (2025), KOTOpbIi
JTMarHOCTUPYeT CTaTUyeCcKoe HeCOOTBETCTBHE TUIIOB, Mpe/jlaraeMasi TUIoTe3a OMuChiBaeT
JMHaAMUUeCKUi KOHGIMKT: TIpe/i/ioXKeHre He SIB/sSIeTCsSl HelPaBW/IbHO TUMMU3UPOBaHHBIM —
OHO CTAaHOBUTCSI TAaKOBBIM B TIPOL[eCCe CBOeM Hey/aBlIencsi KOHCTUTYI[UH.

7. IIpoBepka

'unoTe3a mpezrnosiaraeT, 4YTo Hepa3peLIMMbI KOH(JIMKT aKTOB BO3HUKaeT IMPU OAHOBPEMEHHOM
BBITIOJTHEHUHU JIBYX yC/IoBUH: (i) CyOBEKTOM TIpe/IOKeHHs! SIBJISIETCSI CaMo 3TO TIPeAIJIOYKEHNEe B €ro
WTOTOBOM, 3aBepIIEHHOM Buze; (ii) NMpeauKaT NPUMKMCHIBaeT CyObEKTYy CeMaHTHYeCKOe CBOMCTBO,
CyLI[eCTBEHHO 3aBHCsillee OT ucxofa AKra 2. L' yzoBrneTBopsieT 000MM YCIOBHSM: CyObeKT —
«TipefyiokeHre L'» — KOHCTUTYUpPYeTCS TOMbKO BMeCTe C TPUMMChIBAHWEM HWCTUHHOCTHOTO
3HaueHwusl, a PUMKICbIBaeMOe CBOMCTBO («He SIB/ISIeTCsSl UCTUHHBIM» ) TIPSIMO CChI/IaeTCsI Ha pe3y/ibTaT
3TOrO ’Ke MPUMNKChIBaHUS. BO3HUKaeT CTPYKTypHas NeT/is, B KOTOPOW JjBa akTa He MOT'YT Pa30HMTHUCh
BO BpeMeHH JIOTMYeCKOro I11ara.

Ecrm 3Ta auarHocTvka BepHa, TO JIFOOOM ApYyrol mapaloKCanbHbIA — C/Iydaid  JOJDKeH
BOCITPOM3BOZIUTH Ty JKe JIOTHUecKyto ¢urypy — mmbo CBOAWTHCS K Hel, MO0 He TOpOXKAATh
KoH(MKTa BOBce. UM gAelicTBUTeNBbHO: LIMK/ILI U3 ABYX TpeijokeHuit («A: B uctunHo; B: A
JIOXKHO») peanu3yloT Ty JKe MeT/IH0, TOJILKO pacIipe/ie/IéHHYI0 MeXX/y AByMsl HOCUTe/SIMHU, — peCcypce
3aBepIIEHHOCTH OCTaéTcsi OOMMM Ha LMK/ U He MOXeT ObIThb TOTpeb/éH ToCIemoBaTe/bHO.
[Tapagokc Kappu («Ecimm 3To mpepnokeHne HWCTMHHO, TO Q») Takke MonajaeT IOJ AWAarHo3:
yC/IOBHasi KOHCTPYKL[MSI He CIlacaeT, MOCKOJBKY aHTellefieHT TpeOyeT 3aBepIIEHHOCTH TOTO >Ke
TIpe/IJIO’KeHNs], YaCTbI0 KOTOPOIO SIBJISIeTCSl.

C [1pyroii CTOpoHbI, camopedepeHTHbIe TpeAIOKeHUsT 0e3 CeMaHTUUYeCKOro TipeAukara («3JTo
TIpe/IJIOYKEHHEe COJIEPKUT TISITh CJIOB») WM C CEMaHTHUECKUM TIpeJUKaToM, HO 0Oe3 oOpaiieHus: K
WUTOTOBOMY COCTOSIHUIO CyOBeKTa, KOH(M/IMKTa He TIOPOXKAAIT — U JeWCTBUTENBHO He
rapa/i0KCaibHbI.

Takum o0Opa3om, rurore3a Tpe/CKa3biBaeT: TMapaJloOKCaTbHOCTh BO3HHMKAeT POBHO TOT/Q, KOrja
AxTbl 1 ¥ 2 He MOTYT OBITh CepHa/M30BaHbL. DTO TpecKa3aHue (haabCUUIIMPYyeMO: JOCTAaTOUHO



NIpe/IbsSIBUThL TIpeJJIoKeHWe C TaKOW ke CTPYKTYPHOM MeT/iél, KOTOpoe TeM He MeHee SIBJ/ISeTCs
KODPEeKTHBIM HOCHTe/IeM WCTUHHOCTH, — /00 T0Ka3aTh, YTO pa3/iMueHre KOJIIaliCUPOBABLINX U
HEeKOJUIalICUPOBABIIMX TpeJ/IKeHNHA He [aéT SMIUPUYeCKd JIy4lllero OINKWCAaHWS H3BEeCTHBIX
C/lyyaeB, UeM CYILeCTBYIOIIWe anbTepHaTuBbl. [loka Takue KOHTPIpUMepbl He OOHapy>KeHbl,
TUIOTe3a yAep>KUBaeTCs.

8. 3ak/1roueHue

[Mapagokc Jhkea — He JedeKT WCTUHBIL, a JedeKT KOHCTPYKLMU: TIOMbITKA 3aCTaBUTh
npe/i/IoKeHre TOTpeOUTb OAWH W TOT K€ pecypc ABaxibl. Jlornka He o0si3aHa TPHUIMCHIBATh
VCTUHHOCTHOE 3HaueHWe TOMY, UTO He 3aBepLIMJI0 COOCTBEHHOTO CTaHOB/eHUsi. CTaHOB/eHHe
MPOMO3ULUM — He J[JaHHOCThb, a TpOLIeCC; W 3TOT MpoLecC MOXeT 00OpBaTbCsl paHblile, YeM
BO3HUKHET CYyOBEKT, 0 KOTOPOM MOXHO OBI7I0 ObI UTO-TO CKa3ath.
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