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The article is devoted to the analysis of structural, semantic, cognitive and communicative features of com-
pound sentences. A complex sentence is a structurally and informationally integrated construction formed from
synsemantic units, where subordinate elements complement, reveal the main clause or each other. The for-
mal-grammatical structure of the CS is based on the processes of syntactic derivation: expansion (deepening
of the syntactic perspective), expansion (due to various connections between subordinate blocks and framing
of adjacent blocks), inclusion (introduction of secondary predicative constructions, parenthetical elements),
simplification (reduction of elements syntagms), derivation of a connection marker (asyndization), collapsing
(replacing a clause with a verboid), crossing the main SPR models.

Mental schemas are higher-level abstractions that underlie the clauses in the CS, including schemas: being
an object (existence), existence of a sign (identification, identity, sign relation, degree of manifestation of a sign),
independent movement of the subject (where, from where, who goes, where there is no one); action of the subject
(linguistic and thinking activity of objects), the state of the subject (logical-emotional state, modal state); impact
on the object (impact on the patient, change of affiliation, condition or ability to perform an action). Conceptual
grids of hypotaxis are built with the help of five basic frames — subject (schemes of the existence of the object
and the state of the subject); action (action schemes of the subject and independent movement of the subject),
possessive (scheme influence on the object); identification and comparative (schema of the existence of an object
feature). In each frame, mental schemes are combined into conceptual matrices or multi-situational frames, the
specifics of which are determined by the state of the mental scheme).

The theme-rhematic structure of the CS is a thematic progression that is incorporated by a rhematic multi-
plicity. The macrotheme is the denotative core of the hypothetical whole, and the microtheme is the referent of the
statement or the modifier of the main clause. A communicative SPR model of interface entry into the text is being
Sformed using the types of topical division: linear, linear-step, multi-step. The theme-rhematic organization of
information determines the semantic highlighting of the elements in the sentence. Selected information (rheme)
creates a profile against the background of previously known information — the background for its perception
(theme). The background is the mode of the sentence (its main part), which creates the topic of the message and
is necessary for understanding the figure — the dictum sentence. The degree of communicative tension, which is
formed mainly in the dependent clause, forms an accent domain.

Keywords: complex sentence, construction, clause, proposition, argument-predicate structure, mental
scheme.

Statement of the problem in general form ever, many problems remain open and controver-
and justification of its relevance. Modern syn-  sial, a certain stagnation of syntactic research in
tactic theory is in the stage of relative order, how-  modern linguistics can be traced. “The explosion
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of interest in syntactic developments in the second
half of the 20th century, which led to the formula-
tion and solution of many problems in this field,
gave way to a crisis state of syntax” (Selivanova,
2008, p. 15). And although the syntax of a complex
sentence was in the field of view of researchers, a
holistic analysis of this type of sentence, aimed at
establishing its models (structural, semantic, cog-
nitive and communicative), has not yet been car-
ried out. It is on the basis of establishing a con-
structive model of a sentence, the quality of its
typical sentence (semantic model) and the mental
scheme that contains the cognitive shell of a syn-
tagm (cognitive model), that it is possible to repro-
duce the grammatical organization of the language
as a complete system, its parameters, taking into
account the orientation of all aspects of the sen-
tence to implementation the most important func-
tions of language — communicative and cognitive.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
The systematic interpretation of the syntax of a
complex sentence is represented by the provisions
of the structural (L. Yofik, S. Grinbaum, R. Quirk),
semantic (V. Vyhovanets, Y. Testelets), generative
(N. Chomsky, J. Ross, F. Newmeyer), cognitive
( S. Zhabotynska, I. Shevchenko, A. Prykhodko)
and functional syntax (M. Matezius, F. Danesh,
T. Givon). Developments in cognitive linguistics
(M, Dirven, J. Fauconnier), syntactic field theory
(L. Weisberger, V. Porzig), reference-role grammar
(U. Foley, R. van Valin), frame semantics ( C. Fill-
more). Different concepts of the sentence enriched
the general theory of syntactic units and contrib-
uted to the clarification of the multidimensional
nature of the sentence. However, these approaches
could not answer the question about the status of a
complex sentence and its functioning. The issues of
identification of a complex sentence and its bound-
aries, predicativeness, propositions, semantic roles
of elements of the argumentative-predicative struc-
ture, not finally resolved within the traditional sys-
temic-structural approach, are currently one of the
most relevant in the study of sentences (O. Seliva-
nova, A. Prikhodko, A. Zagnitko, N. Huyvanyuk,
R. Lenecker, L. Telmi, T. Givon).

Formulation of the purpose and objectives of
the article. The goal is to establish the status of a
complex sentence through a comprehensive study
of the semantic-syntactic, cognitive and commu-
nicative aspects of the hypotaxic construction in
the language and speech system. Achieving the set
goal requires solving the following tasks: 1) char-
acterize the principles of the structural organiza-
tion of the CS; 2) distinguish the types of mental
schemes of SPR; 3) highlight the functional char-
acteristics of CS.
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Presentation of the main research material.
The current state of linguistic research brings cog-
nitive and communicative studies to the fore, and
therefore emphasizes the importance of cognitive
analysis of a complex sentence in the system of its
interrelated aspects: syntactic, semantic, cognitive
and communicative. Such research is based on the
interpretation of language accepted in cognitive
linguistics as an ordered information system sub-
ject to cognitive operations. In addition, the syn-
thesis of cognitive and communicative approaches
to the phenomena of syntax gives reason to con-
sider the formal organization of a sentence as a
special way of encoding information. At the same
time, the syntactic side of information character-
izes the internal features of the structure and orga-
nization of the object displayed by it.

The interpretation of the formal-syntactic orga-
nization of the sentence is based on the understand-
ing of the latter as a formal model (scheme, con-
struction), as an elementary abstract sample, as a
minimal, typified and simple configuration of the
plan of expression, which represents the essential
features of complex phenomena. In this direction,
the CS is interpreted as a grammatically and infor-
mationally designed integral construction with
external and internal features, composed of syn
semantic units, while one of them — the main one —
acts as a structural core (axis) of the whole, and
the other (others) — dependent units — are grammat-
ically subordinated to the main one through sub-
ordination and, at the same time, complement or
reveal it. Subordination, or subordination, appears
here as the mutual dependence of one component
of the sentence on another. At the same time, a sub-
ordinate clause can depend not only on the main
one, but also on another subordinate clause, which,
however, without turning into the main clause,
acquires some features of the latter and becomes
leading.

One of the fundamental issues of syntac-
tic semantics is the question of the relationship
between the structure and the components of its
content. The syntactic structure of the sentence
is determined by the projection of the qualities of
the lexical units from which it is built, so the prob-
lem receives two angles of analysis: from the point
of view of the construction and from the point of
view of the lexical characteristics of the words
included in it. According to R. Lenneker, a scheme
is an abstract categorization that is fully compati-
ble with all members of a certain category, it is an
integrated structure that represents the commonal-
ity of members of a category that are distinguished
through in-depth detailing and serve for the fur-
ther development of the scheme . The integrated
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nature of schemas explains that they are perceived
holistically as gestalts, and although they can be
described in terms of individual components, sche-
mas are not reduced to the simple sum of their com-
ponents. The ontological character, the maximum
abstraction of the mental schemes of the clause
determines the preference of the term scheme in
the use of conceptual analysis of a hypothetical
whole compared to the term prototype or syntactic
concept.

The process of syntactic derivation is the basis
of the complication and simplification of the for-
mal-grammatical structure of the CS. Syntactic
derivational processes include expansion (deepen-
ing the syntactic structure of a sentence), expan-
sion (expansion due to subordinate and consec-
utive blocks connected both synthetically and
asyndetically), inclusion (introduction of second-
ary predication constructions, parenthetical ele-
ments), simplification (removal of some element
from the composition of the clause (reduction),
elimination of the conjunction from the CS struc-
ture (asyndization), replacement of the dependent
clause with a verboid (collapse of the SPR), cross-
ing of models (alignment of the main models with
expansion, expansion and with different centers of
subordination) (Huddleston, 2022). The main prin-
ciple, a permanent element of CS is the principle
of connection of its components. The latter can be
of three types: homogeneous subordination — sub-
ordination of dependent clauses to the same cen-
ter of subordination in the main clause; heteroge-
neous subordination — subordination of dependent
clauses to different centers of subordination; con-
secutive subordination represents a hierarchy of
clause levels, where one clause, subordinating to
another, forms a continuous gradation. In general,
complex syntactic constructions with expansion
make up 13%; CS with expansion — 48%; con-
structions with crossing —21%; CS models with
inclusion —10%; simplified CS models — 8%.

The corpus of verbs can be divided into two
classes: action and non-action and, accordingly,
into fourteen subclasses: 1) verbs of physical
action with further gradation into lexical-semantic
groups of specific impact on an object or on the
surface of an object (beat, bite, cut, drill, knock
etc.), creation (assemble, bake, build, cook, knit,
make, produce etc.), destruction of an object
(break, crack, crush, smash, tear etc.), mental
action verbs (count, learn, recollect, select, study,
etc.), verbs of movement, incl. directed (arrive,
climb, cross, descend, reach, etc.), and undirected
(santer, crawl, glide, roam, wander, etc.), inde-
pendent (come, go, run, trot, walk, etc.) or using
transport means (cart, drive, ferry, fly, truck, etc.),
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verbs of verbal (ask, answer, say, talk, tell, write,
etc.) and non-verbal communication (clap, nod,
point, shrug, wave, etc. ), changes of ownership
(buy, give, lend, pass, pay, steal, etc.), etc. As can
be seen from the very names of the classes and
lexical-semantic groups, their distinction is based
on thematic features aimed at reflecting the fea-
tures of extra-linguistic realities.

By the same sign, as a rule, non-action verbs are
also grouped: verbs of location (hang, lie, rest, sit,
stand, etc.), of mental state (dream, guess, know,
mean, realize, understand, etc.), mental and emo-
tional state (amaze, amuse, bore, confuse, delight,
distress, disturb, excite, impress, inspire, interest,
irritate, relieve, etc.), feelings (admire, believe,
despise, hesitate, like, love, respect , etc.), sensa-
tions (feel, hear, see, smell, taste, etc.), thoughts
(assume, consider, think, etc.), possession or
belonging (belong, contain, have, include, remain,
reside, wait, etc.).

The units for analysis should be chosen: a) type
of dependent clause; b) predicate verbs in both parts
of the CS; ¢) nouns used as both external and inter-
nal arguments in the main and dependent clauses;
d) subordinate conjunctions (Diessel, 2021).

The general meaning of a sentence appears as a
complex network of interacting lines, not directly
perceived by either the speaker or the listener, but
objectively present in a specific statement. This
phenomenon is caused by the complexity and mul-
tidimensionality of the paradigmatic system, the
multifacetedness of linguistic categories, which
can be characterized as an integrative principle of
the implementation of a linguistic sign, which is
a sentence . Constructiveness of a sentence is the
ability of a specific scheme of thought deployment
to actualize the syntagmatic function of speech and
to contribute to the semantic plan of the entire sen-
tence. Schemes are a cognitive representation of
thought, which, containing elements of prototyp-
icality, can be used in the production and under-
standing of linguistic expressions.

The separation is based on four logical-gram-
matical principles: 1) relation of existence; 2) the
relation of identification and identity; 3) the rela-
tion of nomination or naming; 4) the relation of
characterization or predication in the narrow sense
of this term. The ontological schemes of the clause
as a component of the hypotactic construction are,
in a way, prototypes in the sense that they are reg-
ularly repeated, frequent, isolated in the process
of both production and perception of speech and
serve as a starting point for the processes of syntac-
tic development of the sentence. Argument posi-
tions of clause constituents correspond to seman-
tic roles: subject (agent, experiencer, etc.), object
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(patient, addressee, objective, benefactor). The
basic mental schemas of clauses identified in the
process of cognitive analysis model the informa-
tion of the ontological plan about objects, their
properties, and relations. The proposed mental
schemes of clauses generalize the positional and
structural models of the clause based on the seman-
tics of the predicate verb. Nodes of mental schemas
correspond to the elements of the semantic struc-
ture — action or state, object or subject. Thus, we
single out the following mental schemes of clauses
as components of SPR, which organize the seman-
tic space of the language, model the information of
the ontological plan about objects, their properties
and actions, relations, movements: 1) scheme of
being an object with varieties: non-existence of an
object, place the existence of the object, the time of
the existence of the object; 2) scheme of existence
of the object's sign with varieties: identification,
identification, sign relation, comparison, degree of
manifestation of the sign; 3) scheme of the state of
the subject with varieties: psycho-emotional state,
modal state; 4) scheme of the action of the subject
with varieties: effective action, causation of object
change, causation of object movement, speech-
thought action; 5) scheme independent movement
of the subject: movement of the subject, destruc-
tion, creation, conjugation of actions of the sub-
ject; 6) the scheme of influence on the object with
varieties: influence on the patient (beneficiary),
change of ownership, condition (compulsion, tol-
erance, performance) of action by the object, ref-
erential influence.

The mental schema of the object's existence is
realized by CS with subordinating subjects, pred-
icates, adverbials with locative and temporal. In
sentences denoting the being of an object in the
English language, verbs of existence, verbs of
location, and existential verbs act as a constructive
core.

The mental scheme of the existence of the
object's sign is a cognitive manifestation of the
significant situation of evaluating the object, that
is, assigning it a certain sign: who, what is what,
which realizes three meaningful nodes in speech:
object (who, what) — being (is) — sign (which).

Mental scheme of the subject's state: types of
psycho-emotional state, modal state. This men-
tal scheme "the subject undergoes a certain state"
with the subject expressed, as a rule, in the indirect
case, reflects a situation in which a being, under
the influence of circumstances, undergoes one or
another state — physical, physiological, psycholog-
ical, but most often intellectual-modal.

The mental scheme of the subject's action is a
thought-speech imprint of the situation “the agent
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affects the object”. The corresponding proposal
contains at least three meaningful nodes — agent,
action, patient, organized according to the model
(who does what), and this model has varieties dis-
tinguished by structural and cognitive-semantic
criteria.

Mental scheme independent movement of the
subject (agent) — who goes where or from where;
who either destroys or creates — differs from the
model of causation of movement by independent
movement of the subject, which is embodied in the
semantics of verbs of the action node. Movement
is understood as both the independent movement
of the subject and the causation of the movement
of the object.

The mental scheme of influence on an object is
represented by the structure of who or what is influ-
enced. Its mandatory nodes contain an action, an
object that changes its state as a result of an influ-
ence, and a source — an actant that plays the role
of an initiator or an instrument of influence. This
scheme is closely related to the subject's action
mental scheme through common nodes: action,
object, but they have different configurations.

CS is a complex nominative unit of the high-
est level, which is a structural implementation of
the system-categorical values of the construction,
while in its primary meaning, the construction is
designed to actualize the relationship between the
agent and the patient. The semantic division of a
complex syntactic whole, which corresponds to its
communicative task, is realized in the language by
following the semantic constituents of the action —
subject — object clause.

Multicomponent CS is characterized by a mul-
tifaceted functional perspective. The configuration
of information in CS depends on the perspective
of'its presentation and perception and, accordingly,
can be explained using the theory of focusing. The
latter involves the selection of the content to be
marked with a sign, as well as the organization of
this content by placing its components in the fore-
ground and background, which corresponds to the
concepts of “background” and “figure” known in
psychology. The result of focusing is the topic-rhe-
matic organization of information, which is repre-
sented by complex syntactic constructions.

Conclusions and prospects for further
research. A complex sentence is a structurally
and informationally coherent construction formed
from synsemantic units, where subordinate ele-
ments complement and reveal the main clause.
The formal-grammatical structure of the sentence
is based on the processes of syntactic derivation:
expansion (deepening the syntactic perspective of
the sentence), expansion (due to the various types
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of connection between subordinate blocks and
separate consecutive blocks), inclusion (introduc-
tion of secondary predication constructions, par-
enthetical elements), simplification (reduction,
asyndization, folding), crossing the main SPR
models. We consider the construction of seman-
tic models of both complex and simple sentences

based on the material of other languages accord-
ing to the proposed method, the formation of cog-
nitive and communicative models of other types
of CS in English from the point of view of focus-
ing and perspectivization both in synchrony and
in diachrony, to be a promising direction for fur-
ther development of the topic.
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CKIAJHOOIAPAAHE PEYEHHS B AHFJIIPICLKIFI MOBI:
INPOBJIEMHU ITEHTU®IKAIII

JunumieBa CiTiiana MukoJiaiBHa
Kanouoam QinonocivHux Hayxk, 0oyexm,
ooyenm Kagpeopu iHO3eMHUX MO8 | NepeKiady
Hayionanvnozo asiayiunozo ynisepcumenty
npocn. Jlvwbomupa I'y3apa, 1, Kuis, Yxpaina

JumuieBa 'anna BoronumupiBua
BUKIA0AY Kagheopu iHO3eMHUX MO8 3a (haxom
Hayionanvnoco asiayiiinozo ynieepcumemy
npocn. Jlrobomupa I'yzapa, 1, Kuis, Ykpaina

XmxkyH SApociaaBa Bosogumupisaa
KaHouoam inonociyHux Hayk, 0oyexm,
ooyeHm Kageopu iHo3eMHUX MO8 3a NPOGeCIUHUM CIPIMYBAHHAM
Vkpaincvroeo oeparcasrnozo ynieepcumemy imeni Muxaiina /Jpacomanosa
eyn. Ilupozoesa, 9, Kuis, Ykpaina

Cmammio npucesyeHo auaiizy CMmpyKmypHUX, CeMAHMUYHUX, KOSHIMUGHUX [ KOMYHIKAMUGHUX O0COOIUBOCMEl
CKNAOHONIOpAOHUX peyerb. CKIaoOHONIOpsoHe peueHHs — ye CMPYKMYPHO ma HOOPMAyiliHo YiliCHA KOHCMPYKYIs,
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cghopmosana 3 cuHceMaHmMUUHUX OOUHUYDL, Oe CYOOPOUHAMUBHI elleMeHni O0ONOGHIOIONb, POKPUBAIOMDb 2010GHY
Kkaaysy abo ooun 0onozo. Popmanvro-epamamuuna cmpykmypa CIIIT 6asyemocs Ha npoyecax CUMMAKCUiHol
Oepusayii: poseopmanta (RO2NUGIEHHA CUHMAKCUNHOT NEPCREKMUBL), POSUUPEHHA (34 PAXYHOK DISHOMUNHOZ0 36 A3KY
Midie niOpAOHUMU ONOKAMU MA 0OPAMIEHHS CYPAOHUMU ONOKAMU), GKIIOYECHHS. (666()€HH}1 KOHCMPYKYIU 8MOPUHHOT
NPeouKamueHoOCmi, NApaHMemuyHux eleMenmis), cnpowents (Deoykyis eneMenmie CuHmazmu), 8ueeoeHHs mapkepa
36’A3KY (acunoe3ayis), 320pmaHHa (3aMina Knay3u 6epboioom), cxpewsysanus ochoerux moodeneti CIIP.

Menmanvhi cxemu — abcmpaxyii 6uujo2o pisus, ki 1excams 6 0cHosi ka3 y ckaadi CIIP, oxonmoroms cxemu: 6ymms
06’exma (exsucmenyis); 6ymms o3Haxu (I0eHmughikayis, MmomoNCHICMb, 03HAKOBA PeNAYis, CMYNiHb NPOsSBY O3HAKIL);
camocmiiine nepemiwents cyo 'exma (Kyou, 36i0Ku, xmo tioe, 0e K020 HeMae),; 0is cyd ekma (MOBHO-MUCTEHHERA OIATbHICY
00’exmig);, cman cy0’ekma (102iKo-eMOYIiliHULL CMaH, MOOAIbHULL CINAH), 6NIUG HA 00 €Km (8NU6 HA NAYIEHC, 3MIHA
NPUHALEHCHOCT, YMOBA Uil MONCIUBICMb BUKOHAHHSA 0ii). KonyenmyanvHi cimxu einomaxcucy 6y0yomscsa 3 00noM0o20kH0
n’amu 6az06ux Qpetimie — npeomemnozo (cxemu 6ymms 06 ’exma i cman cyd 'ekma); akyionanbHo2o (cxemu 0ii cy6 exma
i camocmitine nepemiujenust Cyo '€Kma); nocecusHo2o (cxema 6naus Ha 00 'exm); i0eHmuikayitinoeo i KOMRApaAmueHo20
(cxema 6ymms o3naxu 00’ ekma). Y kodcHoMy Qpeimi MeHmanbHi cxemu 00 €OHYIOMbCA 8 KOHYENnmyaibHi Mampuyi aoo
HC noni cumyamueHi peiimu, cneyupixa AKUX USHAUAEMbCA CIAHOM MEHMATbHOL CXemu).

Tema-pemamuuna cmpykmypa CIIP € memamuunoio npozpecieto, sika IHKOPROPO8aHa peMamuyHoI0 MHONCUHHICIIIO.
Makpomema — ye Oenomamugne A0pO 2INOMAKMUYHO20 YiN020, d MIKpomema — peghepenm GUCI06I06AHHSA dAbO
mooughixamop 2onoenoi knaysu. Popmyemoca xomynikamusua modenv CIIP inmepgheticnoco 6x00diceHHs y meKcm
3a 00NOMO2010 PI3HOBUOIE AKMYANbHO20 YlEeHYBAHHA! NIHIlIHO20, NIHIlIHO-CcIynenegozo, bazamocniynenegozo. Tema-
pemamuyne YieHy8aHHs iHpopMayii 00YMOBNIOE CMUCLO8E BUCBIMYBAHHS NEMEHMIE pequHi Buoinena inghopmayis
(pema) cmeoproe npodine Ha (oui 3a30ane2iov eioomoi ingopmayii — gony ons it cnputinamms (memu). Pon — moodyc
peuenHs (uoeo 201106HA uacmuna) AKULL CMBOPIOE MeMy NOBIOOMIEHHA | HeOOXIOHULL ONA OCMUCTEHHSA (i2ypU — OUKMYMHOI
npono3zuyii. Cmyninb KOMyHiKamueHoi Hanpyeu, KA POPMYEMbCS, 8 OCHOBHOMY, Y 3ANEAHCHIN KAAY3i, YMEOPIOE AKYEHMHUL
domeH.

Knrouogi cnosa: cknaononiopsone peuens, KOHCMPYKYis, Kiay3d, nNpOno3uyis, apeymMeHnHo-npeOuKamnad Cmpykmypd,
MeHmanbHa cxema.
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