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Among the arduous tasks of modern linguistics one of the leading ones is a
comprehensive study of text as a maximum unit of language activity. This global problem
cannot be solved successfully without conducting research on different text components —
their structure, semantics, pragmatics, function and regularities in their connections. Among
the most important text units there are two that stand out: composite sentences and adjoining
constructions (AC) with adjoining connective words (CW), which are homonymous to
coordinating and subordinating conjunctions. These composite sentences and AC sare the
object of our research.

Despite the great interest of scholars in textual problems, there is a great lack of
papers dedicated to the study of ACs and the criteria for their dissociation from composite
sentences, the different types of adjoining that exist, and, especially, parcelling.
Nevertheless, modern linguistic research in that direction has made it possible to learn (with
the help of atext) those functions and regularities of a language that can only be revealed by
the studying of linguistic units in textual segments that are bigger than a sentence [16, 17].

For this paper research was conductedon common features of formal structures of
ACs and composite sentences so as to be able to determine the peculiarities of their
functioning. The comparison of a formal arrangement of an AC and a composite sentence
will mainly be based on complex sentences (CS), which are more demonstrative for our
study because theyare much more diverse in structural terms than compound sentences.

The similarity in terms of form, semantics and executable functions between CSs
and ACs led to the fact that some researchers did not see much difference between them.
Linguists hold widely differing views on ACs. We call an AC a two-component text unit
divided by an external punctuation mark (that divides sentences) into two parts that have a
fixed position — an autosemantic base utterance (BU) and synsemantic adjoined part (AP).
And that AP forms a separate sentence that is connected with a BU by a CW, which
determines the ease of an AC’s syntactic singling out in a text. For example:

(1) Tu noguHHa sulimu Ha cuyeHy — mam meoe micyeBl. ACW gce iHwe Ha HbOMYAP
[26].

In this paper, an AC with CW and CSs are considered as variable units at various
syntactic levels (text and sentence levels respectively). In this article, “variability” is
understood in broad terms to mean the ability of language units to change, but not
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necessarily keep an identical meaning [3, 4].

When considering grammatical principles of ACs and CSs, linguists have pointed out
certain external isomorphism of the syntactic structures of their models, which include:
1) the presence of two parts in their composition (BU + AP) in an AC and a main
clause / clauses and a subordinate clause / clauses in a CS that can be characterized by a
contact representation, a direct or an inverted word order; 2) primary function of one part (a
BU anda main clause) in relation to another, dependent one (an AP and subordinate clause;
3) the existence of predictable / unpredictable connections in CSs and two classes of ACs
that are related to them — “shifted”, the parts of which are incompatible in content and
cannot form a CS, and those in which an AP is compatible with a BU in the plane of content,
and its transformation into a CS is possible; 4) the simplicity of identification of an AP and a
subordinate clause in the text due to the presence of an AC in their initial position; 5) the
possibility of the existence of both units in the form of elementary and non-elementary
structures.

The differences between an AC and a CS are seen in: 1) the different types of
syntactic relations between the parts of an AC and a CS (adjoining and subordinate
respectively). The use of an AP after a long pause focuses attention on it and thus
significantly increases both the role of the pause and pragmatic effect of an AP, which
results in: a) a vividness of intonation and an abruptness of an AP; b) the acquisition of new
meanings and expressiveness by an AP that are not characteristic of a subordinate clause;
2) the impossibility for a CS to have a syntactically dominant or dependent word in the other
composite sentence, while such syntactic relations exist between the components of an AC,
similar to those relations that exist among formally independent sentences; 3) the existence
of both free and fixed part order in a CS and a strictly fixed order in an AC (a BU + an AP)
that does not deny (unlike in a CS) the possibility of an existence of distant grammatical and
semantic relations between the parts of an AC and 4) the impossibility for an AC to be
included in the structure of a CS and vice versa, the possibility for a syntactic unit similar to
a composite sentence to be part of an AC structure; 5) punctuation marks between their
parts: a comma, a dash, a colon, a semicolon or no punctuation in a CS, and a period, a
question mark, an exclamation mark and a stage direction in an AC. The common
punctuation mark for both units is three dots. A CW that has strong connecting and
anaphoric properties helps to distinguish an AC from other types of adjoining at the
sentence level as well as from other units at a text level.

We support the idea that some communicatively important information can be
transmitted by both a subordinate clause of a CS [lLynbxyk] and an AP in anAC [7, 10;
10, 57; 14, 40], and that makes them equal in significance to a main clause / BU. For the
first time we have singled out these kinds of APs that are equal in importance to Bu’s) not
only semantically but also formally, i.e. they are structurally integral elements of an AC. For
example:

(2) pasdy He nopaxyew sidcomkamu, momy eoHa abcomomBY. A ob6'ekmusHicmb
nuwe KpumepitinP, Biomak dpyay sumipsitome, a nepuly sidcmorooms [24].

The attempt to eliminate the AP (A 06’ekmueHicmb nuwe kpumepiti) from the AC
leads to asemantic inconsistency of the BU in the following (after the AC) sentence (Ipasdy
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He nopaxyew eidcomkamu, momy oHa abcomom... Bidmak Opyay sumipsroms, a hepwy
8i0CMOMb).

The researchers studying ACs in many languages agree that the lower bound of a
BU and the upper bound of an AP are always easy to identify due to the mandatory formal
indicator — a CW. As far as a BU is concerned, all scholars are in agreement that it is
autosemantic as well as structurally and intonationally complete [5, 11, 19; 15, 13], which
can be seen in syntactic structures of different sizes. When analyzing APs no one denies
that separate words and word combinations can be joined to a BU, but the statement that
they are members of the previous sentence (a BU) [6, 9-14; 11, 85; 17, 15] has attracted
constructive criticism. For example, according to Vira Rinberg, an AP resembles a sentence
part, but in accordance with its syntactic and communicative purpose an AP does not have
its distinctive characteristics, among which are semantic and intonational independence
[15, 18].

There is a genuine difference of opinion among scientists as to the naming of APs
that are larger in size than a word combination: a sentence (step / complete / incomplete /
distinguishing / simple / composite) [1, 57-58, 6, 9-14; 8, 200-202], a subordinate clause
with a correlate, a specific incomplete sentence of a transitional type (from a sentence part
to an incomplete sentence [12, 122], and a predicative unit of a different structure [11, 85].
In our view, such an assessment of an AP is not justified because any sentence must be
notable for an external autonomy and be able to act outside a context as a complete
segment of speech [4, 14]. Comparing this definition of a sentence with a universally
recognized provision that concerns AC’s (an AP semantically depends on the previous
component (a BU) since it is generated by it and cannot exist without it), we have reached
the conclusion that they are complete opposites. While classifying an AP it can only be said
that according to its formal features it may coincide with a composite sentence, however it
cannot be a composite sentence per se.

The interpretation of an AP as a predicative unit has also been justifiably criticized
because a predicate relationship can exist among predicative units only within a sentence,
and within an AC the relations between its parts can only be adjoining ones [4; 15; 17, 24].

Observations made with the help of text material in Ukrainian reveal both a linear
(consecutive) and a parallel adjoining of an AP. A linear adjoining takes place when a BU is
closely connected by its content with an AP that consists of one part. At a sentence level we
can draw an analogy with a CS with an elementary structure (with one subordinate clause). A
parallel adjoining, which is more characteristic of multicomponent APs, correlates to non-
elementary CSs (with two or more subordinate clauses). This type of adjoining is sometimes
contrasted with a consecutive one as a widening by a syntactically homogeneous component
as opposed to a widening by a syntactically dependent component [13, 145-146; 18, 9-10]. It
should be noted that we do not fully share this view since an AP is in any case syntactically
dependent on a BU.

Taking into consideration the size of the added component (an AP) linguists single
out the following variants of it: a) simpleones - word forms (example 3), word combinations
(example 4), units structurally similar to elliptical predicative units (example 5), complete
predicative unit (example 6) and b) complexones — with several predicative units in the form
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of a CS (Example 7) or a sequenceof sentences:

(3) Bona niditide do meHe i kaxe: “TNidu noobidall, a nomim CKirbku Xo4ew Oylcs Ha
meHeBY, Anie noobioal™AP [27].

(4) Biomak yepe3 “€OHaHHS” MU empamunu yHiKanbHy MOXugicmb nofimu4YHo20
nepe3asaHmaxeHHsBY.

Ane 0ocumb npo MUHyneA? [24].

(5) Omaka, Opy3i, OypHsi Ha 8UCOKOMY pigHBY. A Ha HUX4oMy — e3azcasi nogHa
wusyxahrP [BuHHnuyk 2012 6].

(6) Bu odpa3y noba4ume, Hackinbku pocmume Baw petimuHe, 8i0 006pux cnpas, a
He cnekynauiti ma maHinynsauid Ha mogHul 6amanisixsy.

Anie noi30 yxe niwogA? [25].

(7) Hi; cneujanbHo Ha mol po3npodax Mu He ixanu, ane npoixdxaryu Henodarik,
3abicanu i yikasurnucs, wo X mym makozo 006po20 3a nig uiHu MoxHa npudbamuBl, Ane
wopasy 8usiensnocs. me, Wo 3a nisyiHu, yxe npodanocs, 3ame we dilomb 3HUXKU Ha b i
Hagimb — sika padicmb! — 7%"P!!! [22].

Researchers point to the possibility of adjoining being possible after a BU in
a syntactic unit of any size up to a composite syntactic unit [2, 2; 8, 13, 200-202; 9, 35-48].
Developing this idea, we offer a more detailed classification of multicomponent APs,
arranging ACs that have such APs according to the classification of CSs with several
subordinate clauses and composite sentences with various types of syntactic relations. ACs
with  multicomponent APs can have (similar to non-elementary CSs and composite
sentences) various types of syntactic relations of different sizes (the number of “sentence
parts”) and depth of structure (the number of levels of division into parts). Thus, we single
out basic ACs (elementary, formally indivisible: BU + CW + AP) and derivative ACs (non-
elementary, compound: (BU + CW1 + AP1 + CW; + APz + CW3 + AP5 ... + CWn + APn).
Among derivative ACs, we single out the following: 1) APs similar to the consecutive (stage)
subordination, 2) APs similar to collateral subordination (homogeneous, heterogeneous and
mixed), and 3) ACs with relationships among their different parts similar to those that exist
in a composite sentence with various types of syntactic relations. At the same time, the
dominant part in relationships between a BU and an AP is the adjoining relationship, and all
the other possible ones “overlap” it. For example:

(8) A supic 8 onepHomy meampi, 6ambKu MOI cnigarnu i ecs poOuHa chiganadl. A
goHa — banepuHa*Ps. | mu cobi mak cudOumo, 062080PHEMO PI3HUX MeEHOpIg | Meyo-
CONPaHo, i Kaxemo, Wo Mu, Moxe, U HedapeMHO NPOXUru Ui 44 poku i He po3bianucshPs.
Xo4ya Ha nodyamky Xumms Mu | 3as8y nodaseanu Ha po3iyqyeHHsIAPs. Ane, craea boey,
gucmayurio posymyAP, [27).

In this example the relations between the BU and AP+ are manifested with the help
of CW1A (external level of division), between AP1 and AP. with the help of CWa/ (internal
level of division), between AP2 and AP;— CW3 Xoua, and between AP3 and APs— CW, Ane.
Close lexical and semantic relations of the complex structure components eliminate the
attempts of their transformation (we cannot remove any of the APs from the AC or change
their order without loosing internal semantic coherence among them. We have correlated
this consecutive adjoining at a textual level with the CSs that have stage (consecutive)
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subordination (at a sentence level).

The ACs in the following examples are similar to the CSs with homogeneous,
heterogeneous and mixed subordination.

(9) (a) 4 ue pobro momy, wo e meHe doma € OpyXuHa, sKa 8i0 MeHe Ub020
gumazaeBl. LlJo 8 meHe doma € mpoe Oimel, SKi 8 MeHe cnumaromb. “Tamo, a YoMy mu
Ub020 He 3pobus?™P [28].

(b) 5 6ys 20mosuti npobayumu im yceBY,

| HenpudemHicmb 00 uiei KpaiHUAPy. | HebaxaHHA PO3MOBNSIMU il MOBOIAPy, |
be3KkoHeYHe nompansisiHHA 8 no3aghymboribHi HOBUHU 3 YCINSKUMU “Ma3epami’ma HiYHuMU
KrnybamuAPs [20].

The relationships between components of the BU and AP in (9 a) - wo ....LJo ... and
among the APs in (9 b) - /... I...I... are of the same syntactic type. The reduction of any of
the APs ((9 b) is the most demonstrative here) does not destroy the ACs semantically. It
only with draws information partially. It is possible to change the syntactic position of the
APs in the AC without changing its semantics significantly. Among the clauses of a CS of
this type coordinating relationships with the same functional load (in this case -
enumeration) exist at an internal level of division. But such relationships cannot exist in
structures with heterogeneous (parallel) collateral subordination among their parts due to
the fact that several APs are in several different semantic and syntactic relationships with a
BU. The analogue of a CS of this type is the AC in (10).

(10) Hasiwo makiti KkpaiHi MixHapoOHi aeponopmuBy?

Omox g8apmo nimamu, noku nimaemscs”P. [loku Hogull aeponopm He no4as
cunamucs*P,. Tomy 5 i peoHys 3HeHaubka 0o bapcenoHuAPs[21].

All the APs are introduced by the CWs of different syntactic types: AP is introduced
by Omox (the equivalent of a consequenceclause), APz — by lMoku (the equivalent of atime
clause), AP3 by Tomy (the equivalent of apurpose clause). APz is formally connected to APa,
but its content correlates not only with AP but also with AP. It is even possible to change
the places of both AP1 and AP3 without losing the semantic coherence of the whole AP. In
addition, it is even possible to exclude any AP from the AC. In this case, the AC will only
lose some additional information that does not significantly affect its adequate perception.

Another piece of evidence for the existence of universal relationships at different
syntactic levels is the example below of anAC with these kinds of relationships among its
parts which are the functional equivalent of those in a multicomponent composite sentence
with different types of syntactic relationships. For example:

(11) ‘Uymaro, sce! 3apas noyHembcsBY. | mym eoHa kaxe: " 6ydy 3a mebs
2onocosamb!"™ Py, | @oHa MeHi nosicHuna, Yomy 6yde 3a MeHe eonocysamurt,. bo s €
nepedbayysaHum ™3 [28].

AP+ and AP are introduced with the help of CW | homonymous to the coordinating i.
APz — with 5o homonymous to the subordinating 60. The components are so closely linked
together (both grammatically and semantically) that they are not interchangeable; even AP
and AP, which have an analogous coordinating relationship.

To sum up, we can come to the conclusion that non-elementary ACs with CWs can
realize practically all the models of arrangement and all the semantic and syntactic relations
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that are characteristic of non-elementary CSs. ACs with SWs and composite sentences
have equivalent structures, but in the text hierarchy they are on different syntactic levels — a
textual and a sentence level respectively.
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AHoTaUifA

Y poboTi po3rnsHyTi Cxoxi W BigMIHHI, 0BriraTopHi 1 dhakynbTaTUBHI puck hopmasnbHOI opraHisavji
NPUELHYBANbHUX KOHCTPYKLUIN | CKNagHUX peyeHb. POo3WMpeHo Knacudikauito npueaHyBaHUX YacTUH
NpWeSHYBanbHUX KOHCTPYKLIN, 3anponoOHOBaHO KpUTEpIl BigMEXYBaHHS NPUELHYBaNbHUX KOHCTPYKLIN Bif
HLUMX CKNaOHWX CUHTAKCUYHWX OfWHMUbL. 3pobneHo BWUCHOBOK MPO  EKBIBANIEHTHICTL  PIHOPIBHEBMX
OOMHULb — NPUESHYBANbHUX KOHCTPYKLLiY | CKIagHUX peYeHb — 3 MOrnsgy X CTPOMOBKX OCHOB.

KnioyoBi crnoBa: npuegHyBanbHa KOHCTPYKLUis, ©a3oBe BMCMOBMEHHS, MpUEHYBaHa YacTuHa,
NpUELHYBAbHUIA CNONYYHUIA 3aCiB, CKNagHe peyveHHs.

AHHOTaLMA

B paboTte paccMOTpeHbl CXOXWe W OTNMYHble, ObnuratopHble M akynbTaTUBHLIE YepTbl
(bopMansHOM OpraHu3au NPUCOEAMHUTENbHBIX KOHCTPYKUMA M CIIOXHBIX NpeanoxeHunid. PaclumpeHa
KnaccuuKaLmus NPUCOEANHEHHBIX YacTel MPUCOEOUHUTENbHBIX KOHCTPYKUMIA, MPeasioXeHbl Kputepumn
OTMEXeBaHUS MPUCOEAUHUTESbHBIX KOHCTPYKUMIA OT APYrUX CIIOXKHbIX CUHTakcuyeckux efuHuy. Cpaenad
BbIBOA 00 3KBMBANEHTHOCTW Pa3HOYPOBHEBLIX €AWHWUL, — NPUCOEAMHUTENbBHBIX KOHCTPYKUMA U CIIOXHBIX
NPEANOXEHUIA — C TOYKW 3PEHUS UX CTPOEBLIX OCHOB.

KntoueBble cnosa: npucoeanHUTENbHAs KOHCTPYKUMS, 6a30Boe BbiCkasbiBaHWe, NPUCOEANHEHHAS
YacTb, NPUCOEANHUTENBHOE CO3HOE CPEACTBO, CIIOXHOE NPEANOXEHNE.

Summary
The paper focuses on similar and distinctive, obligatory and optional peculiarities of the formal
organization of adjoining constructions and composite sentences. The classification of adjoined parts in
adjoining constructions is expanded. Structurally, the adjoining constructions and composite sentences are
considered to be equivalent units at different syntactic levels.
Keywords: adjoining construction, base utterance, adjoined part, adjoining conjunction, composite
sentence.
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