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e desls wilh the reliable (germanic), according fo the author, etymology of thg
i :}.ﬁ:?,?;?mwl. geographical and finguistic entity by the annalistic “trade royte ngm:t
; i1 Greeks”, They are "OypATS, BapATh, EHTA3b, aNd KhABAML. The aulhy
ariicle is a consistent follower of the Norman origin of the name Rus and an antagonist of jig It
o Slavonlc etymologies that conradict he historical truth. -
" Keywords: suific Aing, Rus, etymology, and antinormanism.

W Cmamma Haditwna do pedxoneai 10.09.2017

 YIKB1-115367.335:(811.161.24811.111]
Bogdan V. V.
Candidate of Philological Sciences,
Berdyansk State Pedagogical Universiy

- THE CORRELATION BETWEEN ADJOINING CONSTRUCTIONS AND COMPOSITE
SENTENCES AT DIFFERENT SYNTACTIC LEVELS
i ;UE}BGW research of this paperis common and distinctive features of form
imimh-;-}.mf“"g. constructions (AC) and composite sentences for the purpose ¢
ofa fm-magl _Efrgem"?"“es_ of their functioning. For illustrative purposes, the comparsot
aurnp!e;(-gémém:gergﬂsm °f, ACs and composite sentences wil mainly be based o
S e (CS) which are more demonstrative for our study because they
S gﬁ-i:r-:imcmfal terms than compound ones.
a comprefiensiye studf?c;jfst t:fks of modem linguistics one of the leading ones ®
problem cannot be slyeq : 8 a maximum unit of language activity. This 9o
components ~ their siryogr uccesstully without conducting research on different &
Sk i 1< SEMaNtics, pragmatics, function and regularities in 1%
At ngt € most importg ttext U ' 0N and reguiar "
Sentences and agjoining FOMEnttext units there are two that stand out: compos

16 homar .o Ming construction e, :
o omanymoLs fo 00rdinafing asn{AEL},w“h adjoining connective words (CW), W1

e it A adj . :
oo Dés::tg'&?gire?gt:biectm & resﬁgiﬂ;?a““g conjuncions. These compes®
DADEIS dedicatad ooy METESt of Sehoare iy f
- Compos Jed fo o of A s i fexual problems, there is a great lack’

te s e S
sentences, fhe different ty:e:ngf the criteria for their dissociation

adioining  that exist, and, especiaily.
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inquistic research in that direction has made it possible
N evenhelfsifrgigigtlhoie functions and regularities of a language that can
‘hafgﬁ Es ?he studying of linguistic units in textual segments that are bigger

only be reve
thai a sentence L '17]térms of form, semantics and executable functions between CSs

L bk Ifn t that some researchers did not see much difference between
and ACIs !efj 0 lhﬁ \;;d differing views on ACs. We call an AC a two-component text
tem. L85 b t rna‘{ unciuation mark (that divides sentences) into two parts that
IO : n gutosemantic base utterance (BU) and synsemantic adjoined
neve e e porimto F\F:f?)rms a separate sentence that is connected with a BU by a CW,
art AP}{ ﬁ:?n:asathe ease of an AC's syntactic singling out in a text. For example:

o d(?}e"Yes, thanks to you,” Zec said BV, “Whoever cw you are” f‘P (Higgir)s, p. 399). .

The ACs with CWs and CSs are considered as vgnab?e ”,”“F_’.at, various syntact]c
Jevels (text and sentence levels respectively). [n this article, ‘variability’ is unc}leriiood in
proad terms to mean the ability of language units to change, but not necessarily keep an
identi aning [3, 4].
|dentlcacl:$;deri2g[ gra}mmatical principles of ACs and_ CSs, ringuist; pqint out certain
external isomorphism of the syntactic structure of !helr models, which '|nc|ude: 1) the
presence of wo parts in their composition (BU + AP) in an AC and the main clau_se(s) and
subordinate clause(s) in a CS that can be characterized by a contact representation, direct
or inverted 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; 3) the existence of predictable /
unpredictable connection in CSs and two classes of ACs that are 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
m}dugt to t?ﬁ pfresen:;,eiof an AC in their initial position; 5) the possibility of existence of

units in the form of elementary and non-elementary structures.

The differences between an AC and a CS ;yre seen in: 1) a different type of
Egg;i?; rielahons between the parts of an AC and a CS (adjoining and subordinate
significa fﬁl”{n The use of an AP after a long pause focuses attention on it and thus
Mo el 5;} ;rsi:?qz both the role of the pause and a pragmatic effect of an AP, which
ey meaﬁings = {;\:Xness of intonation and abruptness of an AP; b) the acquisition of
dlause; 2) the im ‘pressiveness by an AP that are not characteristic of a subordinate
in the. other POSSi_bIhty for a CS to have a syntactically dominant or dependent word
components 0?‘;“1928“8 sentence, while such syntactic relations exist between the

N AC, similar to those relations that exist among formally independent

Semence . 5
xedior d:rl i:r? a‘:EA{g(Istence of both free and fixed part order in a CS and always strictly
eXistence of istan iy an AP) that does not deny (unlike in a CS) the possibility of

the impUSSibility ?rammatlcal and semantic relations between the parts of an AC and

oran AC to be included in the structure of a CS and vice versa,
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o a composite sentence to be the par of
B s between their parts: @ COmMMa, a dagh any |

n rm; s, and 2 period, a question mark, an gy 01
P on i an AC. The common punctuation mark for bo‘?ah‘}n
mﬂiat has strong connecting and anaphoric Properties iy
do . g‘mm adjoining 2t the sentence level as well as from other UnitsD; |

icatively important informati
{hat some communicatively : mation ¢q
'baﬁlaéumnate dause of aCS [19]and an AP inan AC [7, 10, 1[? 5b;
LY mekes them equal in sinifiance to a main ciause / BU. For the y |
i haye singld out these inds O

f APs that are equal» in importance to BUSlmi
bt lso formely i, e, they are structurally integral elements of ap, A
jut st H

s, il the butin muimedia capabilities of the PowerBook compuy |
can show videos and animations, making a normal sales presentation mcn
Jasive than ever®. All of which can give your salespeople a new power, too A, T, 'I
be more fesponsive, more productive, more effective (Business Week, p.120). |
" The aempt o eliminale the AP (Allof which can give your salespeople a new pove |
) fomihe AC eads o semantic inconsistency of the BU with the following (after the AG
 (The poer o be more responsive, more productive, more effective).
The researchers studying ACs inmany languages agree that the lower bound ofa
and the upper bound of an AP are always easy to identify due to the mandatory |
.._I_mbf--f_a OW. As far as a BU is concemed, all scholars are in agreement thal |
We;ﬂeﬂ;:na; \:52 gzﬁ in:;;tulgaﬁy and intonafionally complete [5, 11, 19; 15, 3] ‘
t"geparata A ures of di_ffergnt sizes. When analyzing APs no 0 |
(s ;‘; word combinations can be joined to a BU, but the
s mnsm?iTe '?ﬁﬂ_f the previous sentence (a BU) (6, 9-14; 11, 85i 1
1 h?l‘l oism. For example, according to Vira Rinberg, af # |
PUDOSE an AP does not haye itslgj accordance with its syntactic and communicati |
Wﬁ"ﬂt%aﬁmm Independence (15 158“1“%‘.re characteristics, among which are semarlt
. B1E 15 & gentine difforanee of s |
hat are farger in sﬁ"ﬁndgﬁif:;% of opinion among scientists as to the naming o oS
 ditinguishing | simple, | cor combination: a sentence (step / complete / incomp!
lause Wi a corels Mposite) [1, 57-58, 6. 9-14- 8 200-202], @ subordinété
Eentence et to i E.. a specific inmmplete Slentre et i [ e (fmm i
5'fl'.Uth.|_rg.[1.1'-35] mm“?p'ehsmtence [12, 122 i tlran_smcnal tyPp differen
el i OUTView, Sch an asgpss , and a predicative unit ofa a
St De Notah ssment of an AP is not justified because

S Efﬁrane
j'hi:épr:anﬁple;e-s_‘egmﬂnt.of sp_eech);iema} autonomy and be able to act outside @ ¢
Jrevibus'-:zormgn%d Son thg 'conllé Compzring this definition of a sentence wit?
PONEN (8 BU) singg jy 1o €S AC'S (an AP semantically depends O
9eNerated by it and cannot exist without
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reached the conclusion that they are complete opposites. While classifying an AP it
have be said that according to its formal features it may coincide with a composite
ce, however it cannot be a composite sentence per se.
= Thle interpretation of an AP as a predicative unit has also been justifiably criticized
quse a predicate relationship can exist among predicative gnlits only within a sentence,
4 ithin an AC the relations between its parts can only be adjoining ones [4; 15; 17, 24].
et Observations made with the help of text material reveal both a linear (consecutive)
and a parallel adjoining of an AP. A linear a_djoining takes place when a BU is closely
nected by its content with an AP that consists of one part. At a sentence level we can
E?gw 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-
clementary CSs (with two o more subprdmate clauses). This type of adjoining is
sometimes contrasted with a consecutive one as a widening by_ a syntactically
homogeneous component as opposed 10 @ widening by a syntactically dependent
component [13, 145-146, 18, 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 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) FineBY. Whatever®®. | just wish | knew what you were talking about (Grisham, p. 352).

(4) Honestly, | was a bloody mess Y. As a student2? (Fowles, p. 65).

(5) But did he realize what it meant? 8 Because if he didn't, I'm lost!A? (Fowles, p. 122)

(6) Well, you are not alone BV, Because for more than 40 years, people have been
losing sleep over Corvettes AP (Fortune, p. 108).

I{?) It was of the many skills he wouldn’t have acquired had he been a better shot
at a sixteen BY. If his shaft hadn't missed the deer and pierced Wolf's shoulder... 4% If
Cicatrice's band hadn't chosen to lay waste the von Mecklenberg estate... 4% If old Baron
fﬁ“&’;"é’lﬁ“ﬁ"ﬁ;g;e men like Vukotish, and less like Schunzel, his then-steward... s f...

Researchers point to the possibility of adjoining being possible after a BUin a

syntactic unit of any si g e ;
) G th'y‘suze up to a composite syntactic unit 2, 2; 8, 13, .200‘202' 9, 35—
it AFE: gth is idea, we offer a more d_etalled classification _of mulhcompqnent APs,
SUburdin%te T at have such APs according to the classification of CSs with several
ACu it murfﬁauses and composite sentences with various types of syntactic relaions.
sentences) va component APs can_have (smilar to non-elgmentary CSs and clomposﬂe
parts) and q ”%US types of syntactic relations of different sizes (the number of 'sentence
out basic Acip of structure (the number of levels of division into parls}: Tr_wus, we single
919m6ntary ] (elementary, formally indivisible: BU + CW + AP) and derivative ACs (non-
» compound: (BU + CWj + APy + CWz + APz + CW3 + APy .. CWn + APn).
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e single out the following: 1) APs similar to e o
APs similar to collateral subordination (ho ns o,
), and 3) ACs with relationships among thejr diﬁefez?%'
vist in a composite sentence with various types of g Pt
e ime, the dominant part in relationships between a gy an?n:_lam

n, and all the other possible ones ‘overlap' it. For exarnmgaf]“ .

r one - do ot be afraid for yours is the noblest rojg off 4l
r voice has not changed like the others and is sj| high a':
have sort of a pin head with a small ears anqd eardrum &
u alone heard the bat that was admitted to this Great Ha ;
ample the relations between the BU and APs are manifested with
Ing CW Because (homonymous to the corresponding subordinating on-
and AP+ (external level of division), between APy, AP, and AP (intemd

n the following examples are similar to the CSs with homogeneaus
0 (example 10), and mixed subordination (example 11).
Know  could not have known — that their target was not a
©¢. That their target had nothing to do with the village 4%, T
the wind before the night was out 4%, (Davidson, p. 41).
the BU and AP in (9) ~ That .... That ... are of the sam
1 ofany of the APs does not destroy the AC semantcaly
rially. Itis possible to change the syntactic posiion
semantics significantly. Among the clauses of a C3¢
_ ith the same functional load (in this cas-
mal level of division, By such relationships cannot exst
S (parallel) collateral suborgination (10) and Mt
RIS due to the fact that several APs are in s
hips with a BU, :
ST Was off, Smith took Thomton aside and pil
Id do . Which is great APy, As long as We

_neans itto mean 8, What he secretly wiﬁf
® ¥2. What he doesn't mean it to mean ™
- (Fowles, p, 261),
different syntactic types: (10) %g
g dlause), AP, — by As . @\
! (the equivalent of an adjoining 9@ s
. Comelates more with APy and AP
over ™ AP: without losing the SO g
#Y80 possible to exclude any of the

E’-_‘ : SS i
b

the
sign

syniacﬁC |
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AC. In this case, the AC will only lose some additional information that does not
iﬁcénﬂy affect its adequate perception.

Another piece of evidence for the existence of universal relationships at different
evels is the example below of an AC with these kinds of relationships among

« parts which are the functional equivalent of those in a multicomponent composite
gzn?ence with different types of syntactic relationships. For example:

(12) The next part will be a rave 8. She looked at him, both persuading and

estimating. “And on the other hand they live in cynical open worlds A%y. Bitchy ones 47,,
Where no one really believes anyone else’s reputation — especially if they are successful
#p; Which is all rather healthy, in a way” 474 (Fowles, p. 225).

APy is introduced with the help of CW And homonymous to the coordinating and.

AP is joined asyndetically and AP3 and AP4 are introduced with the help of CWs Where
and Which homonymous to the corresponding subordinating ones.

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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AHoTauif
p—" cxoml A BiAMIHH, obniraTopHi # hakynbTaTHBHi puch hopMankHoi
y poboti P KOHOTPYKUIH | CKIBAHUX peyeHb. Poswupena  knacudikauia

sauil  pHenHyBansHIb i NpONOHOBaHI KpuTepli Bi
ppraHisa X SACTHH Y npveaHYBanEHNX KoHCTpYKLiAX, 3anpon PUTEDIL BIOMEXYBAHHA
b

npHenHyE Lu1x KOHCTPYKLi Bif IHLLIMX CKNBAHIX CHHTAKCUHHIX oOMHULb. 3poBreHo BIUCHOBOK Npo
MNbi R =
"pn-i':;ﬁmimb plaHOpIBHEBUX oaVHHUE — MPHEAHYBATEHIX KOHCTPYKUIH | CKMapHMX peveHsb
efel 2
orAgy X CTROAOBHX OCHOE. ia. GajoBe BMCTIOBMEHHS, NpHEdHYBa
an KniowoBi  CrIOB: npueAHyBanbHa KoHCTpyKLiA, ©Oas BUCTO . NpWELHYBaNbHA
acTiHa npuarquyaanbﬂlr"ll;l cnony4HUKOBMI a3acib, cknagHe peyeHHs.
yac 1
AHHOTaUMA
bl CXOMWME W OTMMuHble, OBNMraTopHble W thaKynbTaTHBHEIE YEpThl
wankHoll  opraHusalii rpMcoeanHMTENBHBIX xonc'[pymmﬁ W CTOKHBIX  MPEANOKEHNH.
g’;ﬁmnpman KracCHGMKALMA NPHCOBAMHUTENBHBIX yacTeit B NMPUCOBAUHNTENbHBIX KOHCTPYKUMAX,
npeanoKeHsl KpUTepHi oTrpaHuYeHHs  MPMCOBAMHUTENBHEIX KOHCTPYKUMH OT [pYruxX  CROKHBIX
cEmaxcnqecrmx enunl,  Cpenad  BbIBOA 06 aKEMBANEHTHOCTW PasHOYPOBHEBLIX eouHWL| —
MpHCOEMHHTENbHBIX KOHCTPYKLMIA 1 CTIONKHBIX npeanokeHnin — ¢ TOHKK 3pEHNA UX CTPOEBEIX OCHOB.
Knioyeskle cnoBa:  MPUCOEANHUTENBHAR KOHCTpYKUMs,  GasoBoe  BbiCKa3biBaHMe,
AUHWTENLHOE COIO3HOE CPEACTBO, CIIOKHOE NPEAnoKeHVe.

B pabote paccMoTpEH

npnwenHHH'reanan YacTb, NPUCO!

Cmamma Haditiwna do pedkoneaii 10.09.2012 p,

TEOPIAl TA NPAKTUKA NEPEKNALY

YOK 81'255.4:[82-311.4+82-312.1]
ComkmH A, A.,
npenofiaBarerb,
HayuHo-1ccnienoBarenbekui

MopaosckHil rocyAapCTBEHHLIA YHHBEPCUTET
umeHu H. I. Orapesa

COAT CEMAHTUKO-CTUNUCTUYECKOE CBOEOEPA3UE
bHO-®UNOCOBCKUX TEKCTOB U OCOBEHHOCTM UX NEPEBOAA

G
npmsou;agoz"e““e A36IKa  COUMAnLHO-UNOCOMCKMX TEKCTOB Kak 0coboro CTuns
Xapak'repumke cpady. MMoatomy, npexpe YeM NPUCTYMMTL K €r0 COBPEMEHHON
Hay4Hor, €, Heobxogumo oBpaTiTeCA K BOMPOCY O MPABOMEPHOCTU AEneHus
B Selka Ha MOABALIM.
bife
“DHHnmagcgegze HayyHoro ctums (B8 ToM WnM WHOM Buae) 0e30rOBOPOHHC
1 Haep, A H{)IL:}%UJHHCTBOM uccnepnosateneit (0. J. Bacunses, B. H. Kommccapos,
1 . e
© €10 MOHOMUTHOGTH PT, J1. K. Yukura 1 ap.). OpHaKo HeT eQMHOTO MHeHHs No Bonpocy
OgHu ;
M.H. Kowuna WS'T:""T HEBO3MOXHbIM ero anbHediwee unenenve (P.A. byparod
» O-AJlanTesa, E. C. TposiHckast U ap.), Apyrve npeanonaraiot B Hew
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