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EKBIBA/IEHTHICTb PIBHOPIBHEBUX OAVHWLIb: ®OPMAJIbHW
ACTIEKT NMPUEAHYBAIbHNX KOHCTPYKLIN | CKJTAOHUX
PEYEHb B CYYACHIN YKPATHCbKI MOBI

Banepin borgaH

(YkpaiHa)

Y pob0Ti po3rnsaHyTi CXOXKi W BiAMiHHI, 06niraTopHi ¥ (hakynbTaTMBHI
pucu dhopmanbHOT opradisauyii  npuegHyBaNbHUX KOHCTPYKLUiA | CKnagHux
peyeHb. Po3wwmpeHa knacudikayis NpueaHYBaNbHUX YacTWH Y NPUELHYBATbHUX
KOHCTPYKLifX, 3anponoHOBaHi KpuTepii BifME>XyBaHHA MpPUEAHYBANbHUX
KOHCTPYKUiI Bif, IHWMWX CKNagHWX CUHTAKCUYHWUX OAMHMLbL. 3p06EHO BUCHOBOK
NPo eKBiBaNEHTHICTb Pi3HOPIBHEBNX OANHULL —TPUEAHYBANbHUX KOHCTPYKLIfA i
CKNafjHUX peyeHb —3 NOrnsgy ix CTPON0OBMX OCHOB.

KniouoBi cnoBa: nMpueaHyBanbHA  KOHCTPYKLis, 6a30Be  BUCMOBMEHHS,
NpUeAHYBaNbHA YaCTUHA, MPUEAHYBANbHWIA CMONYYHWUKOBMIA 3acib, CKnafHe
peyeHHs.

THE EQUIVALENCE OF UNITS AT DIFFERENT SYNTACTIC
LEVELS: FORMAL ASPECT OF ADJOINING CONSTRUCTIONS AND
COMPOSITE SENTENCES IN MODERN UKRAINIAN

Valeriy Bohdan

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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Among the arduous tasks of modem 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 ACs are 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 a text) 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 (Typaesa 1999, 17).

For this paper research was conducted on 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 they are 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) lu noBMHHa euumu Ha CUeHy —Tam TBOE Micue .A  BCe iHLWE Ha HbOMY
AP (CeHiukiH 2012).

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 necessarily keep an identical meaning (bensiesa 2004, 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 and a 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
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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 (LUynbxyk 2004) and an AP in
an AC (OAmuTpeHko 2002, 10; Kouto6oBcebka 2002, 57; MycToBap 2006, 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) MpaBgy He nopaxyew BigcoTKamu, TOMy BOHa a6conoT BJ A
00'eKTWBHICTb /MWe KpuTepin AP. BigTak pApyry BuMIpslOTb, a nepLly
BigcTOTH (B’ATpoBuy 2012).

The attempt to eliminate the AP (A 06'eKTWBHICTb nuwie KpuTepiit) from the
AC leads to a semantic inconsistency of the BU in the following (after the AC)
sentence (MpaBgy He nopaxyew BigcOTKaMu, TOMY BOHa abconoT .. BigTak
LAPYry BUMIpAOTb, a nepuly BigCTOTD).

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
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are in agreement that it is autosemantic as well as structurally and intonationally
complete (borgaH 2011, 11, 19; Pun6epr 1987, 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) (Fambosa 1973, 9-14;
Manaxos 1985, 85, LLlanumoBsa 1971, 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 (PnH6epr 1987, 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) (ba6aiiueBa 1997, 57-58,
Mambosa 1973, 9-14; Ayaguk 1973, 200-202), a subordinate clause with a
correlate, a specific incomplete sentence of a transitional type (from a sentence
part to an incomplete sentence (Monosa 1953, 122), and a predicative unit of a
different structure (Manaxos 1985, 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
(Bwopaw, 1972, 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 (bwogw, 1972; Punbepr 1987; Lanumosa 1971, 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
(MpoHb 1971, 145-146, Wadupo 1965, 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 (example 3),
word combinations (example 4), units structurally similar to elliptical
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predicative units (example 5), complete predicative unit (example 6) and b)
complex ones - with several predicative units in the form of a CS (Example 7)
or a sequence of sentences:

(3) BoHa niginge go meHe i kake: "Tlign noobigai, a NOTIM CKinbku XxoveLl
Ayiics Ha meHe BJ Ane noob6igain ACTynka 2012).

(4) BigTak uyepe3 "efHaHHA" MW BTPaTWUIM YHIKaNbHYy MOXK/MBICTb
NOAITUYHOrO nepe3aBaHTa>KeHHs .

Ane gocnTb Npo MuHyne AP (B’aTpoBuny 2012).

(5) OTaka, Apysi, AypHsa Ha BUCOKOMY piBHI BU A Ha HM>KYOMY —B3arani nosHa
wnsyxa AP (BnHHMYYK 2012 6).

(6) B ogpasy nobaunTe, HACKiNbKM pocTuMe Ball peATuHr, Big A406pux cnpas,
a He cnekynsaLiid TamaHinynsauii Ha MOBHUK GaTanisx

Ane noi3gy>ke niwos AP (KopumHcbknii 2012).

(7) Hi, cneuianbHO Ha TOI po3npofja>k MW He Txanu, ane NPOKA>Kaum
Henoganik, 3abiranu i uikaBuamucs, WO >X TYT Takoro fobporo 3a nis LiHW
MO>KHa npugbaTun BU Ane wopasy BusSBANOCA: Te, WO 3a MiBUiHW, Y>Ke
npoganocs, 3aTe We Ail0Tb 3HMKKN Ha 5 i HaBiTb —AKa pagicTb! —7% AR
(BuHHUUYK 2012 a).

Researchers point to the possibility of adjoining being possible after aBU in a
syntactic unit of any size up to a composite syntactic unit (batanosa 1974, 2;
Oyank 1973, 13, 200-202; Ko63es 1969, 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 + CWj + APj
+ CW2 + AP2+ CW3+ AP3 .. + 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) £ Bupic B onepHomy TeaTpi, 6aTbku MOT cniBanu i BCA pognHacnisana BU
A BoHa —6anepuHa AF. | My cobi Tak cmgumo, 06roBOPHOEMO Pi3HUX TEHOPIB i
MeL0-CONpaHo, i Ka>Kemo, L0 MW, MOXKE, i HeaapeMHO NPOXKUN Ui 44 poku i
He po3birnncs ap2 Xoya Ha MoYaTKy >XUTTA MW | 3asBy nofaBanm Ha
po3snyuyeHHs AP3 Ane, cnasa bory, BucTauuno posymy A4 (Ctynka 2012).

In this example the relations between the BU and APj are manifested with the
help of CWj A (external level of division), between APj and AP2with the help



54

of CW21 (internal level of division), between AP2 and AP3- CW3Xoua, and
between AP3and AP4- CW4Ane. 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) subordination (at a sentence level).

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

9) (@) A ue pobno TOMy, LIO B MEHE AOMa € APY>KMHA, AKa Bij MeHe LbOro
Bumarae BJ LLLo B MeHe gomMa € TpoOe fiTeld, fKi B MeHe cnuTaloTh: "TaTo, a
4YOMY T LbOro He 3pobus? AP (TArHn6ok 2012).

(b) A 6yB roToBMiA NpobaunTK imyce BU

| HenpuyeTHICTb 4O Li€l KpaiHn APL | Heba>KaHHA po3mMoBnsTK Ti Moo AR2 |
6e3KOHeYHe NoTpannsHHs B no3adyT60MbHI HOBUHK 3 yCinsikumu “"masepaTi”
Ta HiyHumu knybamu A3 (AHapyxosuy 2012 a).

The relationships between components of the BU and AP in (9 a) - wo ...
Wo .. and among the APs in (9b) - /... /... /... 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 withdraws 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) Hagiw,o Takiin KpaiHi Mi>kHapogHi aeponopTu BU?

OTO>K BapTO niTaTKH, NOKM NiTaeTbes APL MOKKM HOBWIA aeponopT He noyas
cunaTuncs A2 Tomy 9 i pBOHYB 3HeHaubka Ao bapcenoHn A3 (AHApyxosuy 2012

6).
All the APs are introduced by the CWSs of different syntactic types: APj is
introduced by OTo>k (the equivalent of a consequence clause), AP2- by Moku
(the equivalent of a time clause), AP3 by Tomy (the equivalent of a purpose
clause). APs is formally connected to APz, but its content correlates not only
with APz but also with AP:. It is even possible to change the places of both AP:
and AP3without 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 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
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relationships. For example:

(11) "Oymawo, Bce! 3apa3 nouHeTbecs BU | TyT BOHa kadke: "HA 6ygy 3a Tebs
ronocosaThb!" APL | BOHa MeHi nosicHuna, Yomy 6yae 3aMeHe ronocysaTwn A2 bo
A € nepegbayvyBaHnm AP3 (TarHm6ok 2012).

AP1 and AP2 are introduced with the help of CW | homonymous to the
coordinating i. AP3 - by Bo homonymous to the subordinating 60. The
components are so closely linked together (both grammatically and
semantically) that they are not interchangeable; even AP1and AP2 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 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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