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нашій мові її національну специфіку. Процес перерозподілу варіантних 

закінчень місцевого відмінка -у /-і триває, що й визначає перспективу 

подальших наукових досліджень.  
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ON THE ISSUE OF THE LINGUISTIC STATUS OF ADJOINING 

CONSTRUCTIONS AND DIALOGICAL UNITS 

 

A comprehensive study of the relationship between systemic and linguistic 

as well as speech regularities of text organization within the processes of 

discretization and syncretization of its components requires a clear differentiation 

among text units. The attempts to identify composite syntactic units – an adjoining 

construction and a dialogic unity (a question and answer unity) encourage us to 

write again about the procedure for their distinction, which determines the 

relevance of this work. The term adjoining construction is generally understood 

to mean a two-component text unit divided by an external punctuation mark (a 

period, an exclamation mark, or a question mark) into two parts – an autosemantic 

base utterance and a synsemantic adjoined part. At the same time, the second 

(adjoined part), which is formalized by a separate sentence, is connected to the 

first base utterance with the help of an adjoining connecting word that is 

homonymous to a coordinating and subordinating conjunction that facilitates 

syntactic singling out of an adjoining construction in a text. [1, c. 6; 2]. Despite a 

significant number of works dedicated to adjoining constructions [1; 2; 3; 6], even 

in the latest modern studies, there continues their identification with the structures 

that, in our opinion, have nothing to do with adjoining constructions. First of all, 

we mean a dialogic unity. In the literature, the term dialogic unity tends to be used 
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by linguists to refer to “a pair of remarks belonging to different interlocutors and 

form a unitary whole in terms of a structure and meaning. It is only in total that 

they represent a finished elementary statement. In other words, these are two or 

more adjacent remarks that are combined semantically, lexically and 

grammatically” (here and hereinafter the translation is ours – Valerii Bohdan). So, 

according to the researcher H.A. Kotsiubovska, the syntactic units like: «А знаєш, 

чому не милиться? Бо з петлюрівським воно душком»(О. Гончар) (“Do you 

know why doesn’t it form a lather? Because it has Petliura’s musty smell” 

(O. Honchar) are adjoining constructions [4, c. 113, 118, 122, 131, 128–129]. In 

order to understand this issue, we suggest recalling generally accepted provisions 

regarding an adjoining construction, which practically do not cause disagreements 

among linguists: a) the appearance of its (second) adjoined part is not determined 

by anything and is often unexpected; b) there exist semantically correlative 

adjoined parts that semantically correlate with the content of the base utterance 

(predictable adjoining) and semantically non-correlative adjoined parts that 

semantically are not included in the content of the base utterance (unpredictable 

connection). 

Considering dialogic units from this point of view, we can state that they 

do not correspond to these provisions, namely: 1) dialogic units cannot be 

adjoining constructions with an unpredictable connection since an answer to a 

question is not unpredictable, but on the contrary is expected (we mean the answer 

itself is expected, not its content); 2) we cannot attribute dialogical units to the 

predictable connection either because, in this case, the parts of the adjoining 

construction must easily semantically merge into one structure, forming a 

complex sentence. Let us try to do it with the above-mentioned dialogic unity: А 

знаєш, чому не милиться? бо з петлюрівським воно душком (Do you know 

why doesn’t it form a lather? because it has Petliura’s musty smell). As we can 

see, the grammatical and semantic well-formedness of the statement is ruined: a) 

the question mark is not a common phenomenon on the border of two predicative 

units in one and the same sentence; b) the question and the answer to it cannot be 

within the limits of one complex sentence, otherwise the communicative purpose 

of communication disappears (it is well-known that a complex sentence is already 

fully formed at the moment of its speech, forming a unitary whole; so there is no 

need to ask a question when you already know the answer to it. 

Therefore, it seems that H. A. Kotsiubovska’s understanding of the above 

problem of distinction of the composite syntactic units is questionable. On 

balance, taking into account what was said above, we conclude that a dialogic 

unity (a question and answer unity) does not accord the status of an adjoining 

construction. 
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INTERACTIVE TECHNOLOGIES 

AND LOGICAL-CREATIVE THINKING. 

 

The reform of the education system of Ukraine, connected with the global 

integration into the European educational space, the introduction of a person-

oriented, humanistic paradigm, the implementation of distant professional 

training, leads to an increase in the requirements for the professional thinking of 

future teachers. Modern teacher’s personality mist be characterized by the 

independence, flexibility, reflexivity, creativity, systematicity, criticality, 

openness, etc., which will make it possible to successfully solve both life and 

professional tasks, create favorable conditions for learning, education, 

comprehensive harmonious development of students in accordance with today’s 

demands, which must be guaranteed during the processes of distant learning. 

Certain aspects of this problem were considered by V. G. Ivanov, 

N. B. Lavrentiev, A. K. Markova, S. E. Matushkina, N. G. Morozo-va, 

V. D. Semenov, M. I. Tsvetkov, G. I.Shchukin and others, who believe, that 

modern teacher encounters a large amount of information that needs to be 

carefully sorted and then applied. Computer technologies have become part of 


