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SEMANTIC FUNCTIONS OF ADJOINING CONSTRUCTIONS IN ENGLISH
LITERATURE OF THE 16TH AND 17TH CENTURIES (BASED ON
WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE’S WORKS)

The revival of interest in the study of “History of the English Language” is due
to a new perspective on its importance in the training of Germanic philologists.
Original texts are the main source of information about the state of a language and
the linguistic processes that took place in it at the time of their creation. William
Shakespeare is the most researched author in English literature. However, despite
the enormous interest, virtually no one has studied the semantic relationships
between the parts of text units of expressive syntax in his works in general and
adjoining constructions in particular, which makes our research relevant. The goal
of our research is to study the peculiarities of semantic relationships between the
parts of adjoining constructions in William Shakespeare's works. [The following
methods were used in the study: descriptive and analytical; methods of comparison,
contrasting, synthesis and transformation; contextual analysis and quantitative
analysis. The study shows that in adjoining constructions, the types of relations
typical of complex sentences (copulative, disjunctive, adversative, adverbial, object
and attributive) transform, and meanings of additional information and evaluation
become predominant. The analysis of the semantic relationships between the
components of adjoining constructions in has led to the following conclusions:
examples of a wide variety of semantic relationships have been identified — additional
information, precise definition, hypothesis, conclusion, cause, consequence, contrast
and enumeration. The most productive adjoining connectives were found to be
“and”, “but”, “which”, “because” and “if”. Given the fairly large number of

adjoining constructions, it was concluded that these expressive textual syntactic units



could be attributed to the nomenclature of characteristic features of the individual
authorial style of this putstanding master of imaginative writing.
Keywords: adjoining construction, base utterance, adjoined part, adjoining

conjunction, propositional meaning, William Shakespeare.
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17 croniTh (Ha npukiaai TBopiB Binbsima lllekcmipa). Akmyanvhi numanms inozemHoi
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CEMAHTUYHI ®YHKIIIT MPUETHYBAJTBHUX KOHCTPYKIINA ¥V
AHTJIHCBHKIA JITEPATYPI 16 — 17 CTOJITH (HA IIPUKJIAII TBOPIB
BIJIBAMA IIEKCIITPA)

Hoowceasnenns inmepecy 00 GUBHEHHS OUCYUNIIHU «Icmopis aneniticbkoi
MOBUY, 3YMOBNEHO HOBUM HO2TA0OM HaA ii eadciugicme y cucmemi ni020moeKu
Ginonozcie-eepmanicmie. OpucinanbHi mMmeKCmu € OCHOSHUM Odcepenom ingopmayii
npo ninesicmuyHi npoyecu, sIKi 8i00Y8aNUCH Y MOGI HA MOMenm ix cmeopeHHs. Binbam
Llexcnip — Haubinvw OocniodceHuti agmop 6 auenilicvkiu nimepamypi. OOHax,
He36a2ICcaroyu Ha HAOBUCOKUL iHmepec 00 1020 MEOpi8, GUEUEHHAM CEMAHMUYHUX
BIOHOUWIEHb MIDIC HACUHAMU MEKCMOBUX OOUHUYb EKCNPECUBHO20 CUHMAKCUCY Y
11020 meopax 63azani ma NPUEOHYBATLHUX KOHCIPYKYIL 30KpeMa NpakmuyHo HiXmo
He 3amascs, wo i CmaHosums aKmyaibHicms i HAYKO8Y HOBU3HY HAULOL PO3BIOKU.
Memoro Hawioi cmammi € usueHHsA 0COOIUBOCMEN CEMAHMUYHUX GIOHOUEHb MIdIC
YACMUHAMU RPUEOHYBATILHUX KOHCMPYKYIll ¥ meopax Binvsama lllexcnipa. ¥ pobomi
3aCmMOCco8aHO MAKi MemoOu: Onuco8O-AHALIMUYHUL, NOPIGHAHHA Ma cunmesy (O
NOSACHEHHSI  CMPYKMYPHO-CEMAHMUYHUX | (OYHKYIOHANbHUX — 81acCmugocmell
NPUEOHYBATILHUX KOHCMPYKYIl), KOHMEKCMONO2IUHO20 aHani3y (01 YMOUHEHHS
ixuvoi popmu ma cemanmuxu) i KinbKiCHO20 aHanizy (0N GUAGIEHHS CMYNEHIO
npeocmasieHocmi 8 MmeKcmi NPUEOHYBALHUX KOHCMPYKYIU, CROIYYHUX 3ac00i8 y
ixHboMy cKaadi i 00epoicanHs 00 ekmusHUX pesyrvmamis). JJochiodNcenHs noKasye,
WO y NPUEOHYBATILHUX KOHCIMPYKYIAX 36UUHI Ol CKIAOHUX peyeHb Munu 6i0HOUleHb
(eOHanvHi, po30inoei, NpomMuUcmaewi, aosepOianvhi, 00 '€kmHi 1 ampudOymueHi)
3a3HaOmMb  mpancopmayii i 6 HUX Yoce NPesanioiomb 3HAYEHHS 000A8AHHS
iHopmayii 1t oyinku. AHAN3 CEMAHMUYHUX GIOHOWIEHb MIJIC YACMUHAMU
NPUEOHYBANILHUX KOHCMpYKYil Y. 1 ecax B. Llekcnipa 003601us 3pobumu maxi

B6UCHOBKU. BUABIIEHO npumadu 8eIUKO20 pi3H0/waHimm}z CeMAHMUYHUX BiaHOLlleHb,



AKI MU po3dunu Ha maki Kiacu — 000amkoeoi ingopmayii, ymounenns, zinomesu,
BUCHOBKY, NPUYUHU, HACTIOKY, HpoOmucmaseienuss ma nepenivenns. Hauibinow
NPOOYKMUBHUMU NPUEOHYBATHUMU CROIYYHUMU 3acobamu eussuiucy and, but,
which, because, if. 3 ypaxysanusm Oocumb GeauKoi KilbKOCMI NPUEOHYBAILHUX
KOHCMPYKYIll 3p00IEHO BUCHOBOK NPO MONCIUBICMb BIOHECEHHS YUX eKCHPEeCUBHUX
CUHMAKCUYHUX OOUHUYL MEKCHOBO20 PIBHSA 00 HOMEHKIAMYPU XAPAKMEPHUX O3HAK
IHOUBIOYAbHO-ABMOPCHKO20 CIMUTIO Yb020 BUOAMHO20 MAUCPA X)YO0HCHLOO CNI08A

Kniwouosi  cnosa: npuconysanrvna KoHCMpyKyis, 6a3zo8e  GUCNO6TEHHS,
NPUEOHYBAHA YACUHA, NPUEOHYBANLHUL CROAYUHUL  34cib, NPONO3UYIOHATbHE

sHauenns, Binvam [llexcnip.

The relevance of the research. Recently, there has been renewed interest in
the discipline of “The History of the English Language,” driven by a fresh
perspective on the importance and role of this educational component in the training
of Germanic philologists (Crystal, 2022;  Khalabuzar O., Dubrova, 2025). The use
of a diachronic approach demonstrates how language has developed, serves as a tool
for analysing contemporary processes occurring in a language, and outlines prospects
for possible further research (Kocmena, 2020; Curzan, 2020).

In studying the history of the English language, original texts are of undeniable
importance, as they are the primary sources of information about the language’s state
and the linguistic processes occurring at the time of their creation. So, the bulk of our
knowledge comes from scientific study of extant texts. It is well known that the most
researched, cited and analysed author in English literature is William Shakespeare,
whose oeuvre has been studied for over four centuries, with the volume of scientific
articles, dissertations, and literary criticism surpassing that of any other English-
speaking (and not only) master of imaginative writing. Despite this high level of
interest in his literary works, virtually no one has studied the textual units of
expressive syntax ifl'general, or adjoining constructions in particular. That is, [NGELe]

e reB IS eCCiVea oI AtonNNAENESEAICAIEEIatEe  \vhich underscores the

relevance of our study and the scientific novelty of our research.



Review of recent studies and publications. All the latest trends in linguistics
are largely based on the study of texts, their modes of functioning, structural features,
semantics, and stylistic devices. Solving these complex problems cannot be
successful without studying textual units (text components that extend beyond one
sentence), their structure, semantics, pragmatics, functioning, and the regularities of
their connections. Among such textual units, the adjoining constructions (ACS)
occupy a prominent place. A detailed study of these textual units was made possible
thanks to the linguistic research of D. Barannyk, 1999 (textual components), V.
Bohdan, 2011 (syntactic features of ACs), V. Dmytrenko (Samokhyna), 2002
(semantics and functions of ACs), N. Ivkova, 2007 (expressive units in journalism),
H. Kotsiubovska, 2002 (functional and textual aspects of ACs) and many others (for a
detailed bibliography, see V. Bohdan, 2011, pp. 207-244). However, several
important issues remain unresolved, for example, the criteria for distinguishing
between adjoining and parcelled constructions.

The basis for our study is that the semantic relationships between the parts of
these expressive textual units in William Shakespeare’s works have not yet been the
subject of a specialised, comprehensive comparative study.

]Thus\, the object of our research is adjoining constructions in William
Shakespeare's plays, and the goal is to examine the peculiarities of semantic relations
between the parts of adjoining constructions. This goal involves solving the following
key tasks: analysing the semantic relations between the parts of ACs, identifying the
most frequent connective words used to realise these relations, and drawing
conclusions about the potential to include adjoining constructions in the
nomenclature of characteristic features of William Shakespeare's individual authorial
style.

Research methods and techniques. Based on the tasks set and the research
material, the following methods were applied in the study: descriptive and analytical
(to inventory, compare and explain the structural, semantic and functional properties
of the adjoining constructions); methods of comparison, contrasting, synthesis and

transformation (to establish structural, semantic and functional characteristics of

Aopnano npumitky [OD1]: Vci HoBiTHI HanpsMK JTiHTBiCTHKI
3HAYHOIO MipOIO IPYHTYIOTCS Ha BUBYECHHI TEKCTY, CIIOCOOiB iioro
(yHKIIOHYBaHHSI, 0COOIMBOCTEHN CTPYKTYPH, CEMAHTHKH Ta
CTHIIICTHYHHX 3aC00iB. BUPIlIeHHS X KOMIUIEKCHUX 3a1a4 HE
MOsKe OyTH yCIilHUM 6e3 JOCIIiHKEHHs TEKCTOBUX OJMHHIb
(KOMITOHEHTIB TEKCTY, SIKi BUXOSTh 32 MEXKI PEUCHHS), iXHBOT
Oy/10BH, CEMaHTHKH, NParMaTHKH, (yHKI[iOHYBaHHS Ta
3aKOHOMIpHOCTEH 3B’ 3Ky MiXk HUMU. CepeJt TAKUX TEKCTOBUX
OJIMHHMIIb YiJbHE MiCIle 3aliMa€ NpueIHyBaNbHa KOHCTpyKis (ITK).
JleTanbHHMi IIMX TEKCTOBHX OJMHHIIb CTAB MOJKITHBHM 3aBJISKN
ninrBicTudHuM po3siakam JI. bapanuuka, 1999 (cknanosi tekcry), B.
borpana, 2011 (cunTakcnysi ocodmusocri I1K), B. JImurpenko
(Camoxinoi), 2002 (cemantuka i ¢pynkuii [1K), H. IBkoBoi, 2007
(excrpecuBHi oxuHuLi B my6minmernni), I'. Korroboseskoi, 2002
(yHKiionamsHo-TekcToBHIt acnekT ITK) i 6araThox iHIMX
(neranbHy 6iGmiorpadito us. y B. Bornana, 2011, c. 207-244), xo4a
1 I0C1 psiji BasK/THBHX ITHTaHb 3QJIHIIAECTHCS BUPIIICHIM HETOBHICTIO,
HaIpUKJIaJl, KPHTEPil PO3Pi3HEHHs IPHEHYBAIBHHX i
MapLeTbOBaHUX KOHCTPYKIIiH.

ITizicTaBOO JUIst HALIOT PO3BIJKH € T, 110 CEMAHTHYHI BiJHOIICHHS
Mi’K YaCTMHAMH LIUX €KCIPECHBHHUX TEKCTOBHX OJMHHIb y TBOPAX
Binbsima Illekcnipa 1e He Oy MpeaAMETOM CreLiatbHOro
KOMIIJIEKCHOTO 3iCTABHOTO JIOCIiKCHHSI.

AopaHo npuMiTky [OD2]: Takum unnOM, 06’€KTOM HAIOT
PO3BiJIKH € NpHEIHYBANbHI KOHCTPYKIIii y 1m’ecax Bimbsim Illekcripa,
a MeTOI0 — PO3IIITHYTH OCOOIMBOCTI CEMAHTHYHUX BiTHOMIEHD MK
4aCTHHAMH NPHEAHYBAIBHUX KOHCTPyKiit. [TocTaBieHa mera
nepedayae po3p’A3aHHA TAKHX 3aBAAHb: IPOAHAIII3yBaTH
CEMAHTHYHI BiIHOIICHHS MiXK YaCTHHAMH IPHEIHYBAIBHAX
KOHCTPYKIii, BA3HAYNTH HAaHOIbII YaCTOTHI NPHEIHYBAIbHI
CIIOJTy4Hi 3aCO0H, 3a JIONIOMOT0IO SIKHX Peali3yloThCs AaHi
Bi/IHOIICHHS, 3pOOMTH BHCHOBOK I[0JI0 MOXKIHBOCTI BiiHeceHHs ITK
JI0 HOMEHKJIATypPH XapaKTEPHUX O3HAK iHIMBiTyalbHO-aBTOPCHKOTO
crumo Binbsima [llekcnipa.

[Aon.auo npuMiTky [OD3]: list




adjoining constructions); contextual analysis (to clarify the structure, semantics and
definition of the functions of adjoining constructions in the texts), and quantitative
analysis (to identify the degree of representation in the text of certain classes of
adjoining constructions, connective words, which are parts of their structure, and to
obtain objective results.

Presentation of the main research material. The intricate network of
semantic links and relationships among lexical units has been emphasised repeatedly
in the linguistic community (Ierucosa, 2011). Therefore, to maximise the semantic
objectivity of our research while addressing the issue of semantic peculiarities of
ACs, we consider it essential to rely not only on logical categories. Instead, ACs
should be examined in the dialectical unity of their structural and semantic criteria,
particularly with respect to the means of connection and the sentential correlation of
their components.

In our research, an AC is understood to mean a two-component textual unit,
divided by an external punctuation mark into two parts with fixed positions: an
autosemantic base utterance (BU) is followed by a synsemantic adjoined part (AP).
The AP is formalised as a separate sentence, connected to the BU by an adjoining
connective word that facilitates singling out an AC in a text (JImutpenko, 2002).

Since the study analyses the semantics of textual units, special attention is
given to the proposition as a semantic model of these structures, as well as to the new
propositional meanings they acquire in context while reflecting a given situation.

Scholars generally agree that formal connectors (connective words) play a
decisive role in establishing semantic and syntactic (propositional) relations among
the parts of complex sentences.

The identification of propositional relations within the formal frameworks of
ACs is based on the observation that formal connectors perform a broader range of
functions when linking parts of syntactic structures extending beyond the sentence
level than when connecting predicative units (borman, 2011). Our findings indicate
that relations typical of composite sentences (such as copulative, disjunctive,
adversative, adverbial, object, and attributive ones) undergo transformation in



coordinate and subordinate adjoining clauses, where meanings of additional
information and evaluation become predominant. In ACs, these relations, atypical of
composite sentences, fully prevail.

The study demonstrates that ACs with connective words, which are
homonymous with coordinating and subordinating conjunctions, commonly express
propositional relations of additional information, precise definition, hypothesis,
conclusion, cause, consequence, contrast, and enumeration.

Despite the significant role of connective words in shaping the formal,
semantic, and syntactic structure of ACs, the surrounding lexical context exerts a
crucial influence on their semantic interpretation. Only within context can the precise
meaning of dependency markers be determined. For instance, the conjunction that
may function as a subject, a predicate, an object, or an attribute (in the latter case
becoming a connective pronoun); similarly, the connective pronouns who and which
may serve as a subject, an object, or an attribute, and why may function as a subject, a
predicate, or an object. Therefore, the claim that connective words “express their
semantic meaning independently of the lexico-semantic content of predicative units”
(Borman, 2011, c. 103) appears unfounded. The absence of an explicit dependency
marker in asyndetic sentences does not prevent the differentiation of relations
between clauses.

Another important extralingual factor influencing the appropriate selection of
propositions in AC parts is the communicative situation. For example, the lexical
meaning of the word captain varies depending on whether the context involves the
army, a merchant ship, or a sports field.

The functional potential of ACs overlaps with and is reinforced by their
semantic potential, allowing the inherent “range of probability” of syntactic units
(their implicit systemic possibilities) to be realised in context. Many scholars
studying propositional and semantic relations in composite structures argue that truth
and meaningfulness reside not in sentence-like forms themselves but in the

propositions that reflect a denotative situation (Ziff, 1964, c. 118-119). However,



some linguists point out that not all propositions are verifiable as true or false
(Mpokomuyk, 1990, c. 110-111).

A substantial analysis of propositional meanings in the dependent clauses of
compound sentences and coordinate ACs was conducted by V. Dmytrenko who
classified them into semantically related pairs: (1) additional information —
specification; (2) hypothesis — conclusion; (3) cause — consequence; (4) contrast —
enumeration. She rightly observed that semantic proximity does not imply identity
and identified both shared and distinguishing features within these pairs (Imurpetko,
2002). In addressing the issue of defining propositional relations, we extend this
approach to subordinate ACs and proceed with our analysis accordingly.

By applying this approach (in a manner similar to that adopted by V. Bohdan
[1:116]) to our study of the semantic relations between the components of the ACs in
William Shakespeare’s plays, we have established that adjoining constructions,
whether using coordinating or subordinating connective words, are also characterised
by the same pairs of basic propositional relations.

Finally, it is important to emphasise that ACs are characterised by the two
dominant meanings: additional information and evaluation. All other meanings may
be regarded as contextual variants of these core meanings, sometimes “attenuated”
(Buxosanerip, 1993, c. 67), yet still identifiable within discourse.

1) The meaning of additional information and a precise definition. The
meanings of additional information and a precise definition are semantically close.
What unites them is the shared seme of doubt or uncertainty, which may be conveyed
in the dependent component of ACs.

(1) “ACHILLES If not Achilles, nothingBY.

AENEAS Therefore Achilles”?.” (Troilus and Cressida)

The structural parallelism between form and content further reinforces the
closeness of these two meanings. Both are typically realised through syntactically
parallel constructions, characterised by temporal correlation between their parts and a
clear logical connection, which significantly reduces the likelihood of rearranging the

components, particularly when modifying elements reinforce the meaning.



In principle, both meanings can be expressed by any adjoining connective
words that are homonymous with coordinating or subordinating conjunctions (with
which, because, and, but being the most frequent markers of additional information).

Although additional information and precise definition share a common
semantic foundation, their differences in ACs are also evident at the semantic level.
The meaning of additional information is consistently conveyed through declarative
utterances (example 1), whereas a precise definition is typically expressed through
interrogative structures.

(2) “The gallows does well®Y. But how does it well?A” (Hamlet).

Another distinction lies in the gradability of additional information, which may
vary in terms of precision or reliability. By contrast, the need for a precise definition
invariably signals uncertainty or doubt.

A third significant difference concerns syntactic positioning within a composite
syntactic unit. When a precise definition is expressed as a question, it prompts a
response from an interlocutor and invites clarification. For this reason, ACs
conveying this meaning cannot occupy a postpositional (final) position within a
composite unit, as the communicative act remains incomplete.

2) The meanings of hypothesis and conclusion. Clear semantic parallels can
be observed between the meanings of hypothesis and conclusion. Despite their
inherent semantic affinity, important distinctions separate them. As with additional
information and precise definition, the difference is determined not only by semantic
content but also by a more reliable formal criterion — their position within the
composite syntactic unit.

The AC expressing hypothesis typically appears at the beginning of a
composite structure or in its medial position, leaving room for subsequent
confirmation or refutation. Conversely, structures that convey a logical conclusion
occupy a closing or (pre)terminal position.

(3) “Well said, adversity®Y. And what need these tricks?*™ (Troilus and

Cressida).



Furthermore, the ACs expressing conclusion are characterised by confidence
and categorical judgment, often supported by corresponding lexical markers.
Hypothesis, on the other hand, reflects partial certainty and openness to
reconsideration. This tentative nature may become evident in subsequent discourse
where the assumption can be challenged or revised.

(4) “CRESSIDA Why, Paris hath color enough®BV.

PANDARUS So he has”?.” (Troilus and Cressida)

3) The meanings of cause and consequence. The meanings of cause and
consequence share one component of their semantic structure with conclusion. They
are relatively easy to identify in subordinate constructions because, unlike most other
syntactic relations examined here (except additional information), special semantic
classes of determinant complex sentences exist specifically for cause and
consequence.

Thus, these meanings may dominate both paratactic and hypotactic
constructions. Clauses of cause are introduced by connective words such as as,
because, for, now that (= since), since, each conveying particular nuances of causality
(justification of the main clause, indication of favourable or unfavourable reason,
etc.). Clauses of consequence, in contrast, are introduced primarily by so that (or
simply so in colloquial usage).

As noted by R. Vykhovanets, the propositional meaning of consequence is
often accompanied by semantic features of additional information and adjoining
syntactic structure (Buxosanens, 1993, c. 327).

(5) “I believe you should have prayed for them rather than been prayed®’. And so
I leave all such to be prayed for, for the states of their wits’ healths, that will not praise it
AP (Hamlet).

Linguists commonly distinguish two structural patterns: 1) cause— consequence
(with variants such as reason—result, condition—effect, explanation—effect, motive—
effect) and 2) consequence—cause.

So, as we can see, the direction of conditionality of these structures is directly

opposite. Some scholars believe that in these syntactic structures the dominant



meaning of cause—consequence is modified into consequence—cause (borman 2011, c.
129).

4) The meanings of enumeration and contrast. The meaning of enumeration
is generally easy to identify in discourse. In linguistic research, syndetic enumeration
or repetition is primarily associated with coordinating conjunctions, especially and
(Kyxapenko, 2004, c. 63). Complex sentences often display homogeneous
polysyndetic constructions, which create rhythm and produce an effect of spontaneity
typical of oral speech due to their “open” structure, potentially allowing unlimited
extension (borman 2011, c. 130).

(6) “Well, well, ’tis done, ’tis past®¥. And yet it is not*?.” (Troilus and
Cressida).

Complex sentences with homogeneous subordinate clauses may become highly
complex both formally and semantically. As scholars observe, in context they can
acquire meanings not inherent in the language system itself, thereby forming unique
background composite syntactic units (TTpokomayk, 1990, c. 61-62).

In English subordinate constructions, there is no dedicated connective word
exclusively expressing contrast (unlike coordinate constructions, where but fulfils
this function). However, the absence of a specialised marker does not eliminate
contrastive relations in ACs and complex sentences. In examining contrast within
composite sentences, H. Karpenko notes that but may semantically approximate
connective words such as if, that, unless, where, whereas, when, which, while, and
who (Bormam 2011, c. 132). Other connectors—including although, though, unlike,
and while—may also convey contrast alongside their primary meanings of concession,
manner, or comparison.

(7) “HAMLET ... for yourself, sir, shall grow old as I am, if, like a crab, you
could go backward.

POLONIUS, aside Though this be madness, yet there is method in’t®Y.”
(Hamlet).

Our analysis further demonstrates that subordinate ACs frequently express

opposition between the general and the particular. This contrast may be reinforced by



temporal incongruity between components or by modifying elements. When
contrastive relations are present, either explicitly or implicitly, they often generate a
“denial-of-expectation” or “contrary-to-expectation” effect (Lang, 1984, c. 168;
Rudolph, 1996, p. 205). As M. Liapon observes, adversative relations operate
according to two principles: antithesis and the combination of non-antagonistic
contradictions (bormau 2011, c. 132).

(8) “T’ll make my match to live,
The kiss you take is better than you giveBY.
Therefore no kiss*".” (Troilus and Cressida)

Therefore, in constructions expressing contrast, ACs perform a clear
progressive and regressive function. To interpret the author’s pragmatic intention, the
addressee must refer to both the preceding and the subsequent context. The study
indicates that contrastive relations occur across all functional styles. However, they
are less typical in scientific discourse, where the selection of connective words is
guided by the author’s aim of ensuring unambiguous interpretation.

]Conclusions\ and prospects for further research. The analysis of the
semantic relations performed by APs in ACs in William Shakespeare's works has
shown that they play an important role in reproducing the author's modality,
reinforcing, clarifying, and nuancing their lexically weakly expressed functions in the
text, thereby creating necessary conditions for the correct (from the point of view of
the addresser) perception of the message by the addressee. We found examples of a
wide variety of semantic relations — practically all that APs can express: additional
information, precise definition, hypothesis, conclusion, cause, consequence, contrast
and enumeration.

The most productive connectives in APs were ‘which’, ‘because’, ‘if’, and
‘but’. Given the fairly large number of ACs (on average 2—3 units per page of text),
we can conclude that these expressive syntactic constructions at the textual level can
be attributed to the nomenclature of characteristic features of the individual authorial

style of this outstanding master of imaginative writing.

AopaHo npumiTtky [OD4]: Ananis ¢ysxuiii, Bukorysanux I14 y
TIK y tBopax Binbsima [llekcripa, nmokasas, 10 BOHU BifirpaioTh
BaKJIMBY POJIb y BiATBOPEHHI aBTOPCHKOI MOJAIBHOCTI,

T ICHITIOIOYH, YTOUHIOKOUH, BIATIHIOKOYH iXHi IEKCHYHO CadKko
BUpaXeHi (PYHKIIT y TEKCTi, CTBOPIOIOYM THM CAMUM HEOOXiHi
YMOBH JIs IPABHJIBHOTO (3 TOYKH 30py aJPECAaHTa) CPHAHSTTS
TOBiZIOMJICHHS aJpecaToM. My 3HAHIILIH NPUKJIaTH BEHKOr0
Pi3HOMAHITTs CEMAHTHYHHX BiIHOIICHb — IPAKTHYHO YCiX, sKi
MOKyTb OyTH BupaxeHi IT4: nonatkoBoi iHpopmarii, yTOYHCHHS,
riloTesH, BACHOBKY, IPUYHHH, HACIIJKY, IPOTHCTABJICHHS Ta
feperiYeHHs.

Haii6ibur mpolyKTHBHUMH CTIOTYYHHMH 3aco6amu y ckiami ITH
6y which, because, if, and, but. 3 ypaxyBarHsM 10cHTb BeIUKO1
kinbkocti ITK (B cepenrbomy 2 — 3 0JMHHMLI HA CTOPIHKY TEKCTY)
MO’KHa 3pOOMTH BUCHOBOK PO Te, IO 11i eKCIPECHBHI CHHTAKCHYHI
KOHCTPYKIIiT TEKCTOBOI'O PiBHS MOXKHA BiJHECTH /{0 HOMEHKJIATYPH
XapaKTepHHX O3HAK iHJMBILyalbHO-aBTOPCHKOTO CTUIIIO LIbOIO
BHJIATHOTO MaficTpa Xy/I0KHBOTO CIIOBA.

TlepcneKTHBH NOJANBIINX JOCIIUKEHb BOAYAIOTHCS Y BCTAHOBJICHHI
BIUIMBY €KCTPAIHIBAIbHUX YNHHUKIB (HAPUKIAL, MOAH(IKATOpiB,
CIIEHIYHMX PEMapOK) Ha CEMaHTHYHi BiTHONIEHHS MiK YaCTHHAMHI
TIK, a Takosx aHaIi31 MUX BIAHOIICHD 3 MO3HUIIN FeHACPHHUX 1
CTaTYCHO-POJIBOBHX Bi{HOIICHb KOMYHIKaHTIB.




Future research could focus on exploring how extralingual factors (such as
modifying words and stage directions) influence the semantic relationships between
the parts of an AC, as well as analysing these relationships from the perspectives of

gender, status, and role relationships among communicators.
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