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The complexity of semantic ties and relations among lexical elements has been
repeatedly stressed in linguistic works [5]. The main aim of this study is to investigate
similar and distinctive features of semantic and pragmatic organization of adjoining
constructions with the parts connected by the adjoining conjunctive means that are
homonymous to subordinate ones compared to complex sentences. Therefore, in
order to maximize the semantic objectivity of our research while solving the issue of
semantic variation of adjoining constructions (AC) with adjoining connective words
(CW) that are homonymous to coordinating and subordinating conjunctions [1; 6] and
composite 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). The similar
and distinctive features of semantic and pragmatic organization of ACs are the object
of our research. The comparison of a formal arrangement of ACs and CSs will mainly
be based on complex sentences that are more demonstrative for our study because
they are much more diverse in structural terms than compound sentences.

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 Victor 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 functions when they join predicative
units [3, 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 semantic 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
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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 dependence of syntactic
parts (e.g. the conjunction that can function as a subject, a predicate, an object and an
attribute (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, etc.). 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” seems unjustified [14, 67], because the lack of a dependence marker in
asyndetic sentences does not preclude the differentiation of relations among their clauses.

Another important extralingual factor affecting the adequate selection of propositions
in the clauses of the ACs and CSs is the situation of speech (e.g. the word captain is often
given as an example; it has different lexical content, depending on where the events occur:
in the army (a warship or ground forces), aboard the merchant ship or on the sports ground).

The functional potential of ACs and CSs is overlapped and reinforced by the
semantic one [2, 30], which makes it possible for the “range of probability” of syntactic
units (implicit, systemic possibilities inherent in them) to realize in the context
[10, 126]. According to many researchers of propositional and semantic relations of
composite units, the existence of truth in the meaning and meaningfulness in the
language can be observed not in the sentence-like structures but in the propositions
that reflect a denotative situation [17, 118-119]. However, domestic linguists clarify
this statement by the observation that not all the propositions can be checked for
truthfulness / untruthfulness [13, 110-111].

A significant analysis of propositional meanings in the second parts of compound
sentences and coordinate ACs was presented by V. Dmytrenko. She justly divided
these meanings into the pairs on the basis of their semantic proximity: 1) additional
information — precise definition; 2) hypothesis — conclusion; 3) cause — consequence;
4) contrast — enumeration. In doing so, she justly noted that such proximity of
propositional relationship does not mean their identity and pointed to their common
and distinctive features [6]. In analysing the problem of propositional relation definition
we found it possible to extrapolate this approach to CSs and subordinate ACs and
conduct our research in this direction.

In addition, it is important to put special emphasis to the fact that ACs have two
dominant meanings — those of additional information and evaluation. All the rest are
their varieties, although “muted” ones [4, 67], but those that can be identified in a context.

1) The meaning of additional information and precise definition. These
meanings are similar in their semantics, and the basis of their generality is the seme of
doubt and uncertainty, which the second part of the ACs and CSs can express.

(1) “I might have stuck there till | died”, the idiotic thought being in keeping with
my frame of mind and my environment. For | should hardly have died before morning,
when my boy and the coolies would have come (P. C. Wren).

The structural parallelism of the form and content also contributes to close
similarity of the meanings of additional information and precise definition [3; 7]. Both of
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them are characterized by syntactically parallel constructs that assume temporal correlation
of their parts, logical connection among them and, therefore, low probability of interchange
of their parts especially when those meaning are supported by modifying words.

In principle both the meaning of additional information and precise definition
can be reflected by any adjoining connective words, which are homonymous to coordinating
and subordinating conjunctions (the undisputed “leader” for the first meaning is which).

Despite the fact that the semantics of the meanings of additional information
and precise definition provides a real basis for their generality, the distinctive features
of ACs and CSs are clearly manifested in semantics too. If the former meaning is always
represented by the narrative type of utterance, then the latter — by the interrogative one.

(2) “Is that why you haven't called? Because | smoke?” (J. Grisham).

(3) “Maybe Il talk it over with one of my, how would you put it
contemporaries?” (M. Sharmat).

Another distinguishing feature is the possibility of a certain gradation of the
meaning of additional information (indication of varying degree of its accuracy), while
the meaning of precise definition is always a signal of uncertainty and doubt.

The third main difference between the meanings is different syntactic position
that they occupy in a composite syntactic unit. The precise definition in the form of a
question always induces another interlocutor to answer and is aimed at obtaining necessary
information. Therefore, the postpositional location of ACs and CSs with this meaning in a
composite syntactic unit is impossible because the act of communication is not yet complete.

2) Certain semantic parallels can be traced between the meanings of hypothesis
and conclusion. But despite the really existing similarity, deeply embedded in the
semantics of these meanings, there are a number of important differences between
them that cannot be missed as they (as well as the meanings of additional information
and precise definition) are not largely based solely upon the content, but upon a more
reliable formal criterion — their location within the framework of a composite syntactic
unit. The syntactic unit with the meaning of hypothesis must either open a composite syntactic
unit or be located in the median position, giving space for the expression of an opinion
in order to confirm or refute it. Accordingly, for the structures with the meaning of conclusion
it would be logical to close a composite syntactic unit, i.e. (pre)terminal position.

(4) Purpose-Centered Education® encourages you to use what you learn to
champion new ideas within your organization, and discover new opportunities for
yourself. Because there is no better way to prepare for a changing world than to be
the entrepreneur who makes innovation and change happen (Working Woman).

Moreover, in the ACs and CSs confidence and categorical character of
judgment are inherent in the meaning of conclusion (which is reflected in the relevant
lexical content) while the meaning hypothesis has such characteristic features as
partial clarity and the possibility of revision of one’s point of view in the process of
thinking it over, which can be seen in the post-text where the assumption may be
challenged and wholly or partially rejected.
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(5) [*You'll still be able to fix the autopilot, won’t you?” asked Tootsie anxiously.]
“Maybe, he muttered. As long as | don’t have alien flashback. | get the creeping
horribles when | remember what happened” (H. Harrison, C. Haldeman).

3) The meanings of cause and consequence. They coincide with the meanings
of conclusion by one of the components of their seme structure. It is fairly easy to
identify them in subordinate units because unlike the other syntactic relations that are
being studied by us (except for that of an additional information), there are special
semantic classes of determinant CSs - those of causes and consequence. Thus, the
meanings of cause and consequence can be dominant not only in the parataxis but in
hypotaxis too. It is known that the clauses of cause are introduced by means of such
connective words as as, because, for, now that (= since), since that implement various
nuances of causal relations (substantiation of that expressed in the main part, an
indication of favourable / unfavourable reason, etc.), whereas the clauses of consequence
are introduced by the only so that (in colloquial speech — often just so). Besides, as noted
by R. Vykhovanets, the propositional meanings of consequence “is often accompanied
by the semantic features of an additional message and an adjoining syntactic unit” [4, 327].

(6) The editors waste no time scarfing it up, either, since we hold the contest just
after most of the staff have returned from their noontime workout (Runner’s World).

(7) You sweetest thing, oh God, listen — you're life and death to me, you're my
whole existence. That's why I've come. So that we can talk about it, and trust each other
(J. Fowles).

Linguists usually divide the structures with the meanings of cause and
consequence into two groups: 1) cause — consequence (with different nuances of their
realization: reason — effect / 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. According to M. Liapon, in these syntactic structures the dominant meaning
of cause — consequence is modified into consequence — cause [9, 116].

4) The meanings of enumeration and contrast. There is no difficulty in identifying
the former of the two meanings in the text. In the research literature, when it comes to
the syndetic connection during the enumeration or repetition, first of all they have been
associated with the coordinating conjunctions (mainly and) [8, 63; 11, 143-146].
However, as a rule, it is characteristic of the CSs to have homogeneous polysyndetic
constructions which make the whole utterance rhythmic and “create the spontaneity
effect that is inherent in oral speech because of its "open" structure that is potentially
capable of unlimited extension” [12, 35].

(8) However, when | saw how much my students learned from each other, how
much they interacted and learned English, how much they seemed to enjoy it, and
how successful they felt about the activity, | was glad that | had taken the risk (English
Teaching Forum).

(9) It was of the many skills he wouldn't have acquired had he been a better shot
at a sixteen. If his shaft hadn’t missed the deer and pierced Wolf's shoulder... If Cicatrice’s
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band hadn't chosen to lay waste the von Mecklenberg estate ... If old Baron had employed
more men like Vukotish, and less like Schunzel, his then-steward ... If... (J. Yeovil).

Such CSs with homogeneous subordinate clauses can get complicated both
formally and semantically to such an extent that, as linguists point out, they gain in the
context some new meanings that are not characteristic of them in the language
system, creating unique background composite syntactic units [13, 61-62].

The characteristic feature of subordinate constructions in English is the absence of
a special connective word to express the meaning of contrast (unlike coordinate
constructions, in which such a function is performed by but). However, the absence of
such a marker with specific functions does not mean that there is a complete absence
of relations of contrast and comparison in the ACs and CSs. When investigating the
variability of contrasting structures within the framework of composite 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 [12, 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 opposition of the general and partial
can be very often found that can be further strengthened by both temporal unconformity in
their parts and the presence of modifying words. That is, when the relations of contrast
in the parts of composite structures exist in an explicit or implicit form, then the “denial-
of-expectation” [15, 168] or “the contrary-to-expectation” effect [16, 205] is often 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” [9, 152].

(10) Well, you are not alone. Because for more than 40 years, people have
been losing sleep over Corvettes (Forbes).

Thus, in the structures with the relations of contrast the progressive-regressive
function of ACs and CSs is explicitly performed because an addressee in order to interpret
author’'s pragmatic message needs both to return to the pre-text and to 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 modifying 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, enumeration and contrast.
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Summary

The paper explores similar and distinctive features of semantic and pragmatic organization
of adjoining constructions with the parts connected by the adjoining conjunctive means that are
homonymous to subordinate ones compared to CSs. The semantic classes of the adjoining
constructions are determined and their peculiarities are revealed. Propositional meanings, in which
the informative function performed by the adjoined part is concretized, are established.

Keywords: adjoining construction, base utterance, adjoined part, adjoining conjunction,
complex sentence, propositional meaning.

AHoTauis
Y poboTi po3rnsHYTO CXOXi W BiAMIHHI PUCM CEMaHTWUYHOI OpraHidalii NpueaHyBanbHUX
KOHCTPYKLii 3 YaCTUHAMM, NOESHAHUMU NPUELHYBANbHUMM CNOMYYHUMI 3aco6amm, OMOHIMIYHUMM
NiGPSOHUM Yy MOPIBHAHHI 3 CKNAZHOMIAPSAAHAMU  peyveHHAMU. Bu3HauyeHo CeMaHTWYHI Knacu
NPUEQHYBANbHUX KOHCTPYKUiA | BMABMEHO iXHi 0CcOBAMBOCTI. BcTaHOBNEHO MPOMO3MLiOHasbHI
3HAYEHHS, Y AKX KOHKPETU3YETLCS iHPOPMATUBHA (DYHKLLiS, BUKOHYBaHa NPUELHYBAHOK YaCTUHOH.
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KntoyoBi cnoBa: npueaHyBarnbHa KOHCTPYKLis, 6a30Be BUCMOBNEHHS, NPUEAHAHA YaCTWHa,
NPUEHYBaNbHUIA CNONYYHMIA 3aCiB, CKnagHoNiapPsAHE PEYEeHHs, MPONO3uLOHaNbHE 3HAYEHHS.

AHHOTaUuA

B paboTe paccmoTpeHbl CXOXME W OTNMYUTENbHblIE OCOBEHHOCTU CEMAaHTUYECKOM
OpraHu3aLm NpUcoeUHUTENbHBIX KOHCTPYKLMIA C YaCTAMM, COEAUHEHHBIMW NPUCOEANHUTENBHBIMA
COHO3HbIMU CPEACTBAMM, OMOHUMMYHBIMA MOOYUHUATENBHBIM, B UX CPABHEHWM CO CTIOXHOMNOAYMHEHHbIMM
npeanoxeHuamn. OnpefeneHbl CEMaHTUYECKMe KnacChbl MPUCOEAMHUTENbHBIX KOHCTPYKLUMA W
BbISIBNEHbI WX OCOBEHHOCTW. YCTaHOBIEHb! MPOMO3NLMOHANBHBIE 3HAYEHMS), B KOTOPbIX KOHKDETU3MPYETCH
WHhopMaTUBHAS PYHKLIUS, BbINOSTHAEMAs NPUCOEANHEHHOMN YaCTbio.

KntoyeBble crnoBa: npucoeanH1TENbHAs KOHCTPYKUMS, 6a30B0€ BbiCkasbiBaHUe, MPUCOEOVHEHHAS
4acTb, MPUCOEAMHUTENBHOE COO3HOE CPEACTBO, COXHOE MPEATIOXEHe, MPONO3NLMOHATbHOE 3HAYEHME.

YK 81°373
laBpunosa B. B.,
acnipaHTka,
BepasHCbKM AepXaBHUA NeJaroriyHuiA yHiBepeuteT

TEOPETWYHI 3ACALN BUBYEHHSA MAPEMIN

Crinki Bucnosw BigirpatoTe 0cOBNMBY ponb Yy nepedadi JOCBIAY Bif NOKOMIHHA
[0 NOKOMiHHS, afpKe napemii y cTUCAin MICTKi ¢hopMmi BiZoBpaxaloTb HanBaKMMBILL
ONs niogen igei Ta € oparMeHToM MOBHOI KapTuHK CBITY. [apemil MatoTb Cy6’eKTMBHUI
XapaKkTep, afpke BOHW He NULLIE ONUCYH0Tb CBIT 3 TOYKM 30pY IHAMBIZA, @ ¥ IHTEPNPETYIOTb,
OLiHIOKTb, BUPaXatTb CY6'EKTUBHE CTaBMEHHS 4O HBOTO.

Y cucTemi xaHpis HapOAHOMNOETUYHOT TBOPYOCTI napemii NocigarTb NPOMKHE
CTaHOBWLLE MDX OOQMHMLAMY MOBY | dporbkriopy. Lii ctani BUCNIOBY — BaXIMBUIM acnekT
LYXOBHOTO XMTTSH HApOAiB K KOMYHIKaTUBHWIA, iLEONONYHNIA Ta €CTETUYHUN eNTEMEHT
X KynbTyp. [pypoaHa 3Ha4eHHEBICTb NapeMii LWiNbHO NoB's3aHa i3 POHOBUMM 3HAHHSMY
HOCIiB MOBM, i3 CUCTEMOI) L{iHHOCTEN, MOpasibHUX YCTOIB, 3 KYIbTYPHO-ICTOPUYHUMM
TpaauLisiMu, WO CKNamch y NeBHOMY COLiyMi.

Y cyyacHii HayLi HaykoBe OCMUCIIEHHS NPMCIIB’iB, NPUKA30K, NPUMOBOK TOLLO
NPOBOAMUTLCA K Y 3aranbHOTEOPETUYHOMY acmekTi, Tak i B acnekTi KOHKPETHOro
BMBYEHHSI OKPEMUX MapeMionoriYHnX )oHAIB Ta IXHIX B3aEMO3B s3KiB. OCKirbkM TEOPETUYHI
y3arafnibHEHHA MOXIMBI NWLe Ha OCHOBI [OKMNA4HOrO BMBYEHHS HaLiOHAmNbHOMo
napemiiHoro matepiasy, y4eHi, NPeACTaBHUKN PI3HUX HANPAMIB, IHTEHCUBHO JOCTIIXYOTH
eTHocneundiYHi 0co6NMBOCTI NapeMi CBOIX HapodiB. TEOPETUYHI NMUTaHHS CBITOBOI
Ta CNOB’AHCHKOI Napemionoril 3HanwnM BigobpaxeHHs y npausx 6araTbox MiHrBICTIB:
0. 0. MNotebHi, LW. banni, .M. Cmita, 1. A. bynaxoscekoro, B. M. MokieHka,
M. ®. AnedipeHka, J1. . CKpUnHuK Ta iH.

[poTe, He3BaxatouM Ha 3HaYHi pesynbTaTi Y LbOMY HanpsMKy, roBOPUTH Npo
BCcebIYHE BUBYEHHS TaK 3BaHUX NPUCHIB'IB | MPUKA30K Le 3apaHo. Y BUBYEHHI NapeMiit
3annwaeTbCs HU3Ka NPOBEMHMX MUTaHb, CynepeunnBIX TBEPIKEHb, 30KpeMa 1 TUX,
O CTOCYHTbCA HE NULEe NMOXOMKEHHS, CTPYKTYPHO-CEMAHTUYHMX, (DYHKLOHAmNbHO-
CTURNICTUYHKX, NparMaTUiHKX ocobrBocTeir. Cepen BYEHMX OOCI HEMaE OOHOCTaNHOCTI
LLOAO0 CcTaTycy Ta Micus napeMin B iepapxiyHiin ByaoBi MOBY; BIigCYTHI YiTKi, YHIBEpPCAmbHI
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