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SEMANTIC AND PRAGMATIC FUNCTIONS OF ADJOINING CONSTRUCTIONS AND
COMPLEX SENTENCES

The complexity of semantic ties and relations among the lexical elements has been repeatedly stressed in
linguistic works. Therefore, in order to maximize the semantic objectivity of our research while solving the issue
of semantic variation of adjoining constructions (AC) [1; 5] and complex sentences (CS) we consider it
necessary to use not only logical categories but to examine the ACs and CSs in the dialectical unity of their
structural and semantic parameters (means of connection and sentential correlation of their parts).

As far as we analyse the semantics of the two units at different syntactic levels — ACs and CSs — this
study will focus on a proposition as a semantic model of these structures and the new propositional meanings
that ACs and CSs acquire in the context in the process of reflection of a sentence situation, which supports the
relevance of our study.

There is a consensus among scholars that formal connectors (connective words) are of paramount
importance in determining semantic and syntactic (propositional) relationships among the parts of CSs.

The definition of propositional relations in the formal framework of ACs and CSs is based on
academician V. Vynohradov’s observation on the fulfilment by formal connectors of a wider range of functions
when they join the parts of syntactic structures that go outside the framework of the sentence compared to the
finctions when they join predicative units [3, c. 552-553]. Our study shows that the usual for CSs relations
(adverbial, object and attributive ones) in the subordinate adjoining clauses are transformed, and the meanings of
additional information and evaluation prevail in them. In the ACs these atypical for the CSs relations of
subordination completely dominate, and these changes are a forcible argument supporting our idea that there is a
§ernantic variability between ACs and CSs. This study has found that the propositional relations of additional
information, precise definition, hypothesis, conclusion, cause, consequence, contrast and enumeration are
characteristic of the ACs with the subordinate connective words.

However, despite the importance of the role of connective words in the formal, semantic and syntactic
structure of the ACs and the CSs, the surrounding lexical content has an extremely important influence on their
Semantic load. It is only in the context that we can accurately determine the meaning of these markers of
dence of syntactic parts (e.g. the conjunction that can function as a subject, a predicate, an object and an
Altribute (in the latter case, it goes to the category of connective pronouns); the connecting pronouns who and

Which— as a subject, an object and an attribute; the connecting pronoun why — as a subject, a predicate, an object,
€lc.). Therefore, in terms of our research the assumption that the connective words "express their semantic
Meaning .. by themselves without the taking into account lexico-semantic content of predicative units"
S€ems unjustified [11, ¢. 67].
. The functional potential of ACs and CSs is overlapped and reinforced by the semantic one [2, c. 30],
?’hm-h makes it possible for the "range of probability” of syntactic units (implicit, systemic possibilities inherent
P th‘?m)to realize in the context. According to many researchers of propositional and semantic relations of
. ‘““‘*@POSitc units, the existence of truth in meaning and meaningfulness in language can be observed not in the
- Ge-hke structures but in the propositions that reflect a denotative situation [13, c. 118-119]. However,
3 ;‘«’:mesm linguists clarify this statement by the observation that not all the propositions can be checked for
Uhfulness / untruthfulness [10, c. 110-111].
, _ A significant analysis of propositional meanings in the second parts of compound sentences and
S00rdingte ACs was presented by V. Dmytrenko. She justly divided these meanings into the pairs on the basis of
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of them in the language system, creating unique background composite syntactic units [10, c. 61-62].

The characteristic feature of subordinate constructions in English is the absence of a special connective
word 10 express the meaning of contrast (unlike coordinate constructions, in which such a function is performed
by but)- However, the qbsemc of such a marker with specific functions does not mean that there is a complete
absence of relations ollu?ntrasl and comparison in the ACs and CSs. When investigating the variability of
contrasting structures within the framework of compasite sentences, H. Karpenko pointed to a semantic variation
of the conjunction but when it can draw nearer in meaning with such connective words as if; that, unless, where,
whereas, when, which, while, who [9, ¢. 127, 130, 134-139]. A number of other connectors can be added to
them, for example, although, though, unlike, which, along with the main meaning of admissibility, manner and
comparison also may have an additional seme of contrast,

Another important finding of our analysis of contrast relations within the subordinate ACs and CSs is that
it is within such structures the oppasition of the peneral and partial can be very often found that can be further
strengthened by bolh_lcmpora] unconformity in their parts and the presence of modifiers. That is, when the
relations of contrast in the parts of composite structures exist in an explicit or implicit form, then the “the
wmrar)'-lﬂ-cxpﬁcm"ﬂﬂ" effect [12, c. 205] is ofien created in them. As regard this, M. Liapon states that "in the
sphere of adversativeness two principles are realized: the principle of an antithesis and the principle that can be
theoretically designated as the combination of nonantagonistic contradictions” [7, ¢. 152].

Thus, in the structures with the relations of contrast the progressive-regressive function of ACsand CSsis
explicitly performed because an addressee in order to interpret author's pragmatic message needs both to retum
to the pre-text and o address the post-text. The findings of this study suggest that the relations of contrast can be
found in all the functional styles, although they are less characteristic of the scientific style because the choice of
an adjoining conjunction is always subject to author's strict pragmatic goal — monosemantic perception of the
information communicated by them,

Taking into account the new functions of connective words in ACs (not only formal and syntactic, but
semantic and syntactic ones), formal, lexical and grammatical structure of the constituent parts joined by them
and modifier words, the pivotal in the ACs semantic meanings of additivity and assessment are specified in such
propositional meanings as: additional information, precise definition, hypotheses, conclusion, cause,
consequence, enurmeration and contrast.
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2 CATEGORIA ASPECTULUI VERBAL
N LIMBA RUSA §1 CEA ROMANA: ASEMANARI §1 DEOSERBIRI

. Categoria gramaticali a aspectului verbal §i modalititile de reprezentare a ¢i in diferite limbi constituie
obiectul unor numeroase analize — deseori in contradictoriu — care vin sa confirme sau §3 infirme existenta el
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