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edukacji orazze warto$¢ systemu edukacyjnego nie moze by¢é wieksza niz
kwalifikacje nauczycieli, ktérzy w nim pracujg. Badania pokazujg, ze jako$¢
przygotowania zawodowegonauczycieli ma wiekszy wptyw na wyniki ucznidw niz
inne czynniki, takie jaknp. wielkos¢ czy sktad osobowy klasy. Zdaniem Reynoldsa 13
wiedza, przekonaniai system wartosci nauczyciela sg decydujgcymi czynnikami w
kreowaniu inkluzjiedukacyjnej.

Zakonczenie. Czy przygotowanie nauczycieli do pracy z kazdym uczniem, jak
postuluje siew analizowanych dokumentach europejskich, nie ma jednak charakteru
pewnejutopii? Czy takie przygotowanie nie powinno byC¢ bardziej sprofilowane w
kierunkupracy z jednorodnymi grupami uczgcych sie, tj. o jednorodnej specyfice
czytypie zaburzen? Trudno da¢ jednoznaczng odpowiedz, ale wydaje sie, ze
jednymz elementéw dobrego ksztatcenia nauczycieli szkdt ogdlnodostepnych
powinno byckorzystanie z dorobku pedagogiki specjalnej, w ktérej indywidualizacja,
akceptacjadla jednostki i bazowanie na jej mocnych stronach od dawna sg punktem
wyjsciado pracy z drugim cztowiekiem.

Warto zauwazy¢ jednak, ze zarbwno w zagranicznej, jak i coraz czesciej w
polskiejliteraturze 56 spotka¢ mozna daleko posunietg krytyke (czasem
uprawniong,czasem zas bardzo niesprawiedliwg) tradycyjnej pedagogiki specjalne;j i
pedagogowspecjalnych jako przedstawicieli systemu opresji wobec milczacej dotad
grupyosob, ktorym dopiero teraz Swiatli "reformatorzy" udzielajg gtosu badz
wypowiadajgsie w ich imieniu. Wydaje sie, ze mamy tez coraz czesciej do czynienia
z probamizideologizowania kwestii pomocy osobom ze specjalnymi potrzebami
edukacyjnymi.

Zresztg nie jest to najczesciej ukrywane przez osoby postulujgce
potrzebezmian w Swiadomosci spotecznej. Na przyktad Peters i Reid 57 proponujg
odejscie odmodelu opartego na deficytach, wyrostego, ich zdaniem, z medycyny i
pedagogiki.
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COMPLEX SYNTACTIC UNITS V.COMPOSITE SENTENCES:
THE PROBLEM OF CORRESPONDENCE

Among the most important text units there are two that stand out: composite
sentences and adjoining constructions (AC) with the adjoining connective words
(CW), which are homonymous to coordinating and subordinating conjunctions. These
composite sentences and ACs are the object of our research.

The subject of this research is common and distinctive features of formal
structure of ACs and composite sentences for the purpose of determining the
peculiarities of their functioning. For illustrative purposes, the comparison of a formal
arrangement of ACs and composite sentences will mainly be based on complex
sentences (CS) which are more demonstrative for our study because they are much
more diverse in structural terms than compound ones.

A comprehensive study of text as a maximum unit of language activity is an
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increasingly important area in modern linguistics. This global problem cannot be
solved successfully without conducting research on different text components — their
structure, semantics, pragmatics, function and regularities in their connections.

Despite a considerable amount of literatureregarding textual problems, to date,
there are few studies that have investigated the criteria for dissociation of ACs from
composite sentences, different types of adjoining that exist, and, especially,
parcelling. Nevertheless, modern linguistic research in that direction has made it
possible to learn 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 [8, 17].

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). The 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) "Not long after Vayden left, there was a big rain, and a flood BY. Because W
the creeks and rivers are choked off, the water is diverted to other runoffs AP(John
Grisham).

The ACs with CWs 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
necessarily keep an identical meaning.

Considering grammatical principles of ACs and CSs, linguists point to certain
external isomorphism of the syntactic structure of their models, which include: 1) the
presence of two parts in their composition (BU + AP) in an AC and the main clause(s)
and subordinate clause(s) in a CS that can be characterized by a contact
representation, direct or inverted word order; 2) primary function of one part (a BU
and main clause) in relation to the other, dependent one (an AP and subordinate
clause; 3) the existence of predictable / unpredictable connection 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 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) a different type 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 a pragmatic effect of an AP,
which results in: a) the vividness of intonation and 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 always strictly fixed order in an AC (a BU + an AP) that does not deny
(unlike in a CS) the possibility of existence of distant grammatical and semantic
relations between the parts of an AC and 4) the impossibility for an AC to be included
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in the structure of a CS and vice versa, the possibility for a syntactic unit similar to a
composite sentence to be the 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 adjoining at the
sentence level as well as from other units of the text level.

We support the idea that some communicatively important information can be
transmitted by both a subordinate clause of a CS and an AP in an AC [4, 10; 5, 57; 6,
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 BUs not
only semantically but also formally, i. e. they are structurally integral elements of an
AC. For example:

(2) Plus, with the built-in multimedia capabilities of the PowerBook computer,
salespeople can show videos and animations, making a normal sales presentation
more persuasive than ever BY. All of which can give your salespeople a new power,
too AP. The power to be more responsive, more productive, more effective (Business
Week, p.120).

The attempt to eliminate the AP (All of which can give your salespeople a new
power, too) from the AC leads to a semantic inconsistency of the BU with the
following (after the AC) sentence (The power to be more responsive, more
productive, more effective).

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 [2, 11, 19; 7,
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) [3, 9 — 14] 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 [7, 18].

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.

Observations made with the help of text material 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 [9, 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) simple ones - word forms, word
combinations, units structurally similar to elliptical predicative units, complete
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predicative unit and b) complex ones — with several predicative units in the form of a
CS or a sequence of sentences.

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 [1, 2]. 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 + CW2 + AP2 + CW3 +
APs3 ... + 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:

(3) Stand here, Dear one — do not be afraid for yours is the noblest role off all in
Smoosh BY. Because your voice has not changed like the others and is still high and
squeky AP1. Because you have sort of a pin head with a small ears and eardrums AP».
Becauseof that, you and you alone heard the bat that was admitted to this Great Hall
as a test APz (H. Harrison, J.C. Haldeman).

In this example the relations between the BU and APs are manifested with the
help of adjoining CW Because (homonymous to the corresponding subordinating
one) — between the BU and AP1 (external level of division), between AP1, AP2 and
APs3 (internal level of division).

The ACs in the following examples are similar to the CSs with homogeneous
(example 4, heterogeneous (example 5, and mixed subordination (example 6).

(4) The raiders didn’t know — could not have known — that their target was not at
large in the village when they struck BY. That their target had nothing to do with the
village AP1. That their ashes would be dust on the wind before the night was out
AP,(C. Davidson).

The relations among the BU and APs in (9) — That .... That ... are of the same
syntactic type. The reduction of any of the APs does not destroy the AC semantically.
It only withdraws information partially. It is possible to change the syntactic position of
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 (10) and mixed
subordination (11) among their parts due to the fact that several APs are in several
different semantic and syntactic relationships with a BU.

(5) The second the tape recorder was off, Smith took Thornton aside and
pitched a comedy he thought the two of them should do BY. Which is great AP1. As
long as we get 10 per cent AP» (Newsweek).

(6) A sentence is what the speaker means it to mean BY. What he secretly
means it to mean AP1. Which may be quite opposite AP>. What he doesn’t mean it to
mean #P3. What it means as evidence of his real nature AP4. (J. Fowles).

All the APs are introduced by the CWs of different syntactic types: (5) AP1 is
introduced by Which (the equivalent of an adjoining clause), APz — by As ... as (the
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equivalent of atime clause); (6) AP2 — by Which (the equivalent of anadjoining
clause). APs is formally connected to APz, but its content correlates more with AP1
and APa. It is even possible to change places of AP1, AP3, and AP4 without losing the
semantic coherence of the whole AP. In addition, it is even possible to exclude any of
them 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 an AC 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:

(7) The next part will be a rave BY. She looked at him, both persuading and
estimating. "And on the other hand they live in cynical open worlds #P1. Bitchy ones
AP,. Where no one really believes anyone else’s reputation — especiallyif they are
successful AP3. Which is all rather healthy, in a way" AP4 (J. Fowles).

AP1 is introduced with the help of CW And homonymous to the coordinating
and. AP: is joined asyndetically and APs and AP4 are introduced with the help of
CWs Where and Which homonymous to the corresponding subordinating ones.

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 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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