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.у, у. Bogdan

THE SIMILARITY OF FORMAL ARRANGEMENT OF ADJOlivu 
CONSTRUCTIONS AND COM POSITE SENTENCES ^

, TWsarticle addresses the question o f common and distinctive"^ "1 ' 
of formal structure, p f  adjoining constructions (AC) and composite 65 
for the purpose o f: determining the peculiarities their functioning ^  | 
illustrative purposes, the comparison o f a formal arrangement of ACs I 
composite, sentences .will mainly be based on complex, sentences 
are more demonstrative for our>,stil ly- »because they are much more diver« ̂  
structural terms thmcomooundtQ nes^fy  v  эщц B B S

Among the arduous fas^s. of modem linguistics one of the leading 0 j
is ,a comprehensive^study of text as,a maximum unit o f language activity j 
global problem cannot be solved .successfully without conducting research $ 
different text components -  their structure, semantics, pragmatics, ftmctj0ri I 
and regularities in their connections. Among the most important text і 
there are two that stand out: composite sentences and adjoining construction̂  
(AC) with adjoining connective words (CW), which are homonymous to 
coordinating and subordinating conjunctions. These composite sentences and- 
ACs are the object research.

Despite the great interest of scholars in textual problems, there is a* 
great lack of papers dedicated to the study o f ACs and the criteria for theii>. ] 
dissociation .from composite sentences, the different types of adjoining that.: I 
exist, as well as parcelling. Nevertheless^ modem linguistic research in that#] 
direction has made it possible to learn (with the help o f a text) those functions j 
and regularities of a,language that can only be revealed by the,studying of j 
linguistic units in textual segments that are bigger than a  sentence [1, c. 17]/ y 

The similarity in terms of form, semantics and executable functions 
between GSs and ACs led to the fact that some researchers did not see much 
difference between them. We call an AC a two-component text unit divided by 
an external punctuation mark into two parts that have a  fixed position -  an 
autosemantic base utterance (BU) and synsemantic adjoined part (Afl). The 
AP forms a separate sentence that is connected with a BU by ajG^which 
determines the ease o f  an AC’s syntactic singling out in a text: ^

-"They're here ви?:№м!^ ,ypu .want to ask them anything 
Щ . Towles). ^

t The ACs with CWs and CSs are considered as variable units at various 
syntactic , levels (text and sentence levels, respectively). In *fhis > article, 
‘variability’ is understood in broad terms to mean the ability  , o f language units 
to change, but not necessarily keep an identical meaning.

Considering grammatical principles o f ACs and CSs^linguists point 
out certain external isomorphism of the syntactic structure of their models
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Êj&ç. 64r- 70; 3, c. 13 -  17], which include: 1) the presence o f 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 iinverted.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; 

j )  the existence of predictable / unpredictable connection in CSs and two 
classes of AGs that are related to them -  «shifted», the parts o f 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 o f 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 o f both units in the form of elementary and nôn- 
elementary structures.

The differences between an AC and a CS are seen in: 1) a different 
type of syntactic relations between the parts o f 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 o f an AP, which results in: a) the vividness of intonation and 
abruptness of an AP; b) the acquisition o f new meanings and expressiveness 
by.̂ an AP that are, not characteristic o f a subordinate clause; 2) the 
impossibility for avCS. to have a syntactically dominant or dependent word in 
the other.composite sentence, while such syntactic relations exist-betwéen the 
bompofients of an AG, similar to those relations that exist among formally 
independent sentences; 3) the existence o f both free and fixed part order in a 
CS and always strictly fixed order in an AG (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 

M  H®lfflduded in-the structure of a CS and vice versa, the possibility for a 
syntactic, unit similar to a?composite sentence to be. the part o f an AC structure;
5) punctuation marks between their parts: a comma, a dash, a colon, 
a semicolon or no punctuation in a >GS, and a period, a question mark, an 
exclamation Mark and a stage direction in an AG. 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 o f the text level.

Wej»support the -idea that some communicatively important information 
can be transmitted by both a subordinate clause o f a CS and an AP in ân 'AG

and that makes them equal in significance to am ainclausei j l l  
Fopthefirst time we have singled out these kinds of APs that are equal in 

importance to >BUs| not onl semantically but also formally, i. e. they -are 
structurally integral elements'Of an AC (We in.the BU and IFe; after the AP Me 
differentreferents so we cannot remove the AP from thé Context): 

m !^ii0i:àavé^0m d’etepnal war agpinstythè abominations ÿoït mention 
andûeifcdark inhstets

«As «have <mv own people. We have our .witch-hunts and our laws»

njrnHKJAMis  iiwctii xapaca meBHeHKa jib "*• --------------
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(W.King).
Observations made with the help o f text material reveal both-a lfo 

; (consecutive) and a parallel adjoining of an AP. A linear adjoining takesipij  ̂1 
when a BUfis closely connected byljts content with an AP that' consistsrof 0ne 1 
part. At a sentence level we can draw an analogy with a^GS ^ith an I 
elementary structure (with one subordinate clause). A-parallel adjoining I 
which is more characteristic of multicomponent :AP%- correlates to-<non. 1 
elementary GSs (with two or more subordinate clauses).

Talcing into consideration the size o f  the’added component,(an ДР) 1 
linguists single-out the following variants o p t ;  - a) simple* ones -  word forms I 
(example 3)„ word combinations* (example -4), units structurally similar to 
elliptical predicative units (example 5), complete predicative unit (example^) 1 
and b) complex ones -  with several predicative units in the form of a<ig$ 1 
(Example 7) or ̂ sequence of sentences:

(3) Fine BU. Whatever AP. I  ju st wish I  knew, what you were talking about I 
(J. Grisham).

(4) «As soon as possible», Jeffrey saidBU. «As early as tonightAP» (R. Cook).
(5) «А great pilot.» Max smiledBU. « Almost as good as me AP» (J. Higgins), |
(6) The Lord God tested men BU. A s He was testingnow AP (R.Ludlum), I
(7) It was o f the many skills he wouldn ’t have acquired had he been a I  

better shot at a sixteen Bu. I f  his shaft hadn’t m issed the deer and pierced I  
W olf’s shoulder... APi I f  Cicatrice’s band hadn’t  chosen to lay waste the von я  
Mecklenberg estate... AP2 I f  old Baron had em ployed more men like Vubtish, Я 
and less like Schunzel, his then-steward... AP3 If... ap4 (J. Yeovil).

Researchers point to the possibility o f  adjoining being possible after а Я 
BU in a syntactic unit of any size up to a composite syntactic unit. Developing Я 
this idea, we offer a more detailed classification o f  multicomponent APs, j 
arranging ACs that have such APs according to the classification of CSs with Я 
several subordinate clauses and composite sentences with various types'bf Щ  
syntactic relations. ACs with multicomponent APs can have (similar to non- I  
elementary CSs and composite sentences) various types o f syntactic relations Я 
of different sizes (the number of «sentence parts») and depth of structure (the Я 
number of levels of division into parts). Thus, we single out basic-ACs Я  
(elementary, formally indivisible: BIX + CW + AP) and derivative ACs (non- fl 
elementary, compound: (BU.+ CWj + APi + CW2 + AP2 A CW3 + AP3 Щ щ  
CWn + APn). Among derivative ACs, we single out the following: 1) APs fl 
similar to the consecutive (stage) subordination, 2) APs similar to collateral 1  
subordination (homogeneous, heterogeneous and ■ mixed), and 3) ACs with f l 
relationships among ftheiifc different parts similar to those that exist in a fl 
composite?sentence with various types of syntactic relations. At the same tinte, Я 
the dominant part in relationships between a BU and an A P |s  the adjoining Я 
relationship, and all the other possible one's only- overlap’ it.

r  The ACs in the following examples are -similar to the CSs with fl 
homogeneous (example 9),; heterogeneous (example 10), and mixed I  
subordination (example 11). -
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W^^iMitfraidersMidn't know —. could not have known — that their target 
ww MfWlmge in4heviilagemhemheyisp!uck ви.Ш аШ еіг targethad, nothing 
п ф ^ Ш 1Ш 0 ^еМ ^Ш т Ш пт Ь ш т т М  be dust Щ the ritndvbefoneaihe 
night was oM^2s(Cjj©avidson). ' tu

щ ЩїШШШсдШ чЬе tape recorder-was. off,-Smith took.Thorntonjaside 
• Wdlpitehed a comedy hedhought the two^of them should do BH: Which is great 
^ / .  As long as We-'get '10per centAP2 (Newsweek!).; r*.

{?:Щ)гАsentence is what the speaker means it to meanBU. What he secretly 
means iWo fnean'Wp'Whickmby be quite opposite Ar2.What he doesn’t mean it 
tomeanAP3 .Whatitmeans as^evMenemfhisrealnature^ii. Fowles)^:*'

Another piece of evidence for the existence of universal relationships at 
different syntactic levels is the example-below of an >A<3 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.

Н в д б Б Ш  next part will be a rave B.. She looked at him, both 
persuading andWstimating. "And on'the -other hand they live in cynical open 
тгШШіЖВисЬу ones Ari$ Where потопе really believes' anyone else’s 
reputation ^Specially i f  they are successful 3 . Which is all rather healthy, 
Шмау" ^.(bFow les).

eteaTo^sum up, we can come to the conclusion that non-elementary AQs 
withr CWs can realize practically all the models o f arrangement and all the 
semantic andrsyntactic relations that are characteristic of non-elementary GSs. 

fM#iti<'SMs and^eomposite sentences have equivalent structures, but in the 
texfehiefarchy they .are юп different'syntactic levels £jjatextual and a sentence 

'fedllre^peetiyely.
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союзное

Bogdan V. V. The Similarity of Formal Arrangement of 
Constructions and Composite Sentences

The paper focuses on sim ilar and  d istinc tive , obligatory and optional«? 
peculiarities o f  the formal organization o f  ad jo in in g  constructions (with the parts; 
(the base utterance and the adjoined p art) co n n ec ted  by  the adjoining* 
conjunctions that are hom onymous to  su b o rd in a te  ones)) and composite 
sentences. O n the material o f  M odem  E n g lish  th e  c rite ria  fo r dissociation of 
adjoining constructions from com plex sen tences a re  offered; formal and 
syntactic properties of-fhej adjoining constructions a re  ad d ed  and specified; the 
classification o f  their adjoined parts is expanded . T h e  ad jo ined  parts similar to 
the consecutive (stage) subordination, co lla teral su b o rd in a tio n  (homogeneous, 
heterogeneous and mixed) and w ith re la tionsh ips am o n g  the  parts similar to 
those; that exist in  a composite sentence w ith  v a rio u s ty p es o f  syntactic relations 
are  singled out. Structurally, the adjo in ing  co n stru ctio n s and composite 
sentences are considered to be equivalent un its a t d iffe ren t syntactic  levels. • 

Key words: adjoining construction , b a se  u tte ran ce , adjoined part, 
ad jo in ing  conjunction; |
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з̂ ЕрШ&З = 1 ІІФЙр
І. А. Г онта

АВІАЦІЙНІ ПОЛІКОМ ПОНЕНТШ  ТЕРМ ІНИ 
З АГЕНТИВНИМИ ФОРМАНТАМИ -ER, OR, -ANT, -IST

^А ктуальність дослідження зумовлюється його спрямованістю на 
інтеграцію функціонального'підходу до аналізу номінативних одиниць із 
формантами -er; ör, -änt, -ist, як найпоширеніших агентивних суфіксів в 
англійській мові. Це в Свою чергу дозволить визначити шляхи перекладу 
щюго об'ємного пласту лексйки.

; у Метою дослідження є дослідження функціональних характеристик 
термінологічні номінативні одиниці з формантами -er, or, -ant, -ist на 
рійні складних, сйладнопохідних утворень та сталих словосполучень та 
виявлення найпоширеніших способів їх перекладу українською мовою.

^ Ь б ’єктом"дослідження є термінологічні номінативні одиниці з 
формантами -er,1̂  -ant, -ist'Ha рівні складних, складнопохідних утворень 
та' 'ЙІййх слЬвОсполучейь. Предметом дослідження є особливості їх 
перекладу* українською мовою. Фактичний матеріал дослідження -  це 
49І терміни ^суф іксам и -er, or, -ant, -ist, вибрані методом вибірки із 
Щ іе^^аїнських термінологічних словників. Теоретичне значення 
дослідження ^полягає в' ‘тому, що його результати становлять внесок у 
розвиток Теоретичних аспектів перекладознавства, зокрема способів 
перекладу термінів загентивним суфіксами.

1‘^іШвність в авіаційній термінологічних системах англійської та 
української мов великої кількості полікомпонентних Номінативних одиниць 
зумовлена*1'-' екстралінгвістичними чинниками, а  саме, розвинутою 
інфраструктурою авіаційної галузі та складністю літальних апаратів.

рМ ^ретичною  базШо дослідження є роботи вчених, що досліджували 
утворення та '’"функціонування термінів: А. В. Суперанської І [1],
В. І, Карабана [2], С. В. Гріньова [3], Р. І. Кобріна [4], Д. С. Лотге [5], 
Ф!Ш|йткіної [6] та інших.

На нашуідумку, властивості терміна чітко були сформульовані 
ÜB. Ґріньовимі цІл С пецифічність вживання» і ' «Змістовна точність». 
Під першою властивістю терміна С. В. Гріньов розуміє використання 
терміна ДляЩ |зивання ; ронять1, ’ііід  ‘другою «чіткість; обмеженість 
значення терміна, що встановлю ються дефініцією» [3* с. 29].

Агентивнийусуфїікс в англійській м Ь й  ^досить частим елементом 
словбтйорення. Варто згадали, що агентивним в англійській мові 
вважається суфікс, як и н  ’додається до дієслівної основи, утворюючи 
іменник за значенням <<хтось або щось що виконує ’дію 1 виражейу 
ДіеслоВом;1 об’єкт на який Спрямована дія виражена дієеловЬм».' Сербд 
Дослідженого к орп усу-ірап ляється  багато номінативних одинййь,
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