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Abstract. The article presents an analysis of the structural organization of dividing
structures with a conjunction uau: considered the ratio of modal and temporal plans of predictive
units, as well as modeling their components; a quantitative method of studying the linguistic
material was carried out, which made it possible to draw conclusions regarding the features of
the construction of the analyzed sentences.
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The term "structure parallelism” is ambiguous. In some cases, structural parallelism is
understood as the similarity in the construction of the predicative parts of a complex sentence,
manifested in the same arrangement of their members, in the use of the same words, phrases, in
the repetition of conjunctions or particles, in the ratio of demonstrative and relational pronouns,
in other cases parallelism is considered, firstly, as the formalization of all predicative units
according to one structural scheme, and secondly, as the identity of modal-type-temporal plans
of predicative units (parallelism of the morphological characteristics of predicates).

The article adopted a broad understanding of the term "structural parallelism”, including:

1) modeling predicative units according to one structural scheme (the same arrangement of
the main members);

2) the identity of the type-time plans of predicative units;

3) identity of modal designs of predicative units.

Purpose of the study: to characterize the predicative units of a compound dividing
sentence in terms of their type-temporal and modal relationships and to establish whether
structural parallelism is a defining property of the analyzed structures.

The material of the study is a card index of polypredicative constructions with
conjunction wau (nu... wau) with a volume of about three thousand examples, extracted by
continuous sampling from the texts of oral folk art (epics), from works of classical, Soviet and

modern fiction, from articles of modern periodicals, as well as from scientific texts.



The work uses those research methods that, in our opinion, give the maximum efficiency
and ensure the reliability of the conclusions:

1) descriptive-analytical method, which involves the description of the facts of the
language, subjected to observation, analysis, comparison and typological generalization;

2) the method of linguistic experiment with methods of transformational modeling
(exclusion, addition of any elements);

3) method of quantitative analysis.

The same arrangement of the main members in the predicative units of dividing structures
with conjunction uau is typical for 80% of the structures from the total number of illustrative

material we have collected (mono-subject dividing structures were not analyzed in this case):

MHOOUMO20 KOHS, (hanmasuio, Wil KOHb 0cedaden e20 U MYUMCs OH 8 NpPOCMmpancmee, cpeou

ceoux mupos u oopaszos (Goncharov); <...> 3aweserumes KUCEHAs 3aHA6ecKd 8 OKOUIKe U U3-3d
2epaHu BbleIAHen YUHOBHUYA, WU 80pY2 HAO 3A00POM, 8 CAOY, MCHOBEHHO 8bICKOYUNL U 8 M) JiCe
MuHymy cnpsuemcs ceedcee auyo Ooesywiku (Goncharov); <...> eom omkyoa-mo OdoHocumcs
OMPBIBUCMBLI, MPEBONCHBIL KPUK HEYCHYGULET NMUYbl, AU PA30Aemcsi HeONpeOeleH bl 36VK,
ROXOXCUL HA Yeli-mo 20710¢, 8pode youeiennozo «a-a!y (Chekhov).

However, the same structure of the parts of a sentence connected by conjunction wau, is
not always observed.

1. The structure of predicative units in constructions with conjunction wau can be
characterized by an unequal arrangement of the principal members in predicative units: /7
U3peoKa pazee NOKANCEMCs HeYKII0NHCAs CEHONNABKA <...>, UL KAMOPICHDIL Opedem no KojleHd
6 600e u mawum 3a coborw na sepeske bpesno, — som u éce kapmunsl (Chekhov); <..> u
uspeoxka auub QuIPKAIU Cblmble KOHU WU OXOMHUK HPOUSHOCUL 80 CHe bOecceésasHbie Closd,
nosopauusascy Ha coiome nod menivim noayulyoxom (Lermontov); Beinadanu cpedu 3umol u
menJivle OHU, K020a CHe2 MAsLL UJIH ULTU NPOTIUBHbLE Q024cOU, HO Mapuu e ObL1o om 2moz2o niecye
(Zakrutkin).

2. Multiple predicative units constructed according to the schemes of one-part and two-part
sentences can also be combined into a single construction: [Toxa, oymaio, onacnocmu nem.

Beposimno, cpunn unu gviseumcs gocnanenue jaeekux, — ckazana Bepa (Babenko);

Tosnakomunuce Ha decax. On — Oenveu nomepsn unu — svikpaiu (Gorky); Ho eom npuxooum
Anoprowa unu ezo npusedvm (Goncharov).
As you can see, parallelism in the meaning of the same composition and order of the main

members within the framework of constructions with conjunction wau is not their absolute



structural feature: 20% of constructions are characterized by a non-parallel structure of
predicative parts.

Type-time plans of predicative units connected by conjunction uzu, can be either the same
(predicates have the same form of time and type) (I), or different (II).

1) 1. Buouww, nanpumep, kax cmoum OVmMvliKa, Wan uoem 00xNCOb, WU e0em MYNCUK Ha

meneze, HO O 4e20 2ma OYMbLIKA, UIU 00HCOb, UIU MYHCUK, KAKOU 8 HUX CMbIC], CKA3aMb He
moxceur (Chekhov); 2) Koeoa-mo on (copoo — O.I1.) uepan 3snauumenvhyio poiv 6 MeCmHOU
ucmopuu, He pas e2o 0caicoaiu, KaKk capanyd, 3a20Hvl mamap, NOCbLIASUUX Yepe3 CIeHbl Mydu

ceoux cmpei, I’lOpOlZ necmpole omp;z()bz NOJIAKO6 OMYAAHHO J1€3]1UW HA CMEHbl UJIU, Ha060p0m,

kazaxku oypro kudamuce Ha npucmyn (Korolenko); 3) Cmapwiii 0okmop cxonacmuxu nonpocun
C08a U, Ko2oa emy 0alu e20, 3aMemul, 4mo Cnop 8e0emcs: HenpasuIbHO, UOO OOHO U3 O8YX:
uiu eonpoc 00 ucKonaemvlx JHCUBOMMHBIX ngguﬂadﬂemcum HUuswemy 3HAHUIO, HnyCOOMy
Memaqbus*uke, uiu oice omrHocumcia K UCMUHHOM)Y 6blcutem)y 3HAHUN — K ouanexmuke
(Merezhkovsky).

In sentences (1-3), the predicates of both components are represented by the imperfective
forms of the present (1, 3) and past (2) tense verbs. It is well known that imperfective verbs are
used to express the simultaneity of events (“long series™). However, this provision needs to be
clarified when it comes to dividing structures: the phenomena described in the components of
these structures are carried out either alternately, at different time intervals (1, 2), or the
implementation of one of them actually excludes, in the speaker's opinion, all the rest (3). In the
first sentence, the parallel structure of predicates (wau uoem, unu eoem) contributes to the
creation of a general verbal picture of possible events, which are based on procedural features
with an internal dynamic structure of the course of each of them in time. Predicates of this type,
according to AV Bondarko, express the process value [1, p. 383]. In the second sentence,
predicates (ocaowcoanu, nesnu wunu kudamucy na npucmyn) represent different-temporal,
alternately performed in the past, but regularly repeated actions of the same nature, also not
limited by a limit. In the third sentence, imperfective verbs in the generalized present tense (uzu
npunaonexcum, uau omuocumcsi) Serve as a means for expressing scientific laws that reflect
active connections and relationships. But these connections are recognized by the subject of
speech as mutually exclusive: if the question belongs to the lower knowledge, then it does not
belong to the higher, and vice versa.

Perfect predicates denote completed actions bounded by a limit: 1) Moowcem, y nezo scena
nomepia, uau ewe Kakoe 2ope cayuunoce, a s pocy (Astafiev); 2) Mapuanna uymo-uymo
C6UXH)1ACD, C()@tuJlaCb. Eu Kasaiocvy, Ymo HAHbKA ymonum pe6em<a 6 6AHHE, 6bIPORUM 6 OKHO,

HeuasnHo, koneuno. Mnu pebenok cam 3axiedonemes 6o cne (Tokareva).



The symmetry of the perfect type of predicates in components 1 and 2 of sentences
indicates that the events characterizing the situation as a whole are perceived by the speaker as
supposedly accomplished facts in the past (1), or as possible in the future, equally unpleasant and
terrifying for the subject of speech (2). The verbalized processes are of a complete nature, they
represent holistic actions, limited by the limit, not divided into phases. The difference lies in the
timing of their implementation: in the first construction potential events that have occurred in the
past are verbalized, and in the second - possible in the future. The use of perfect predicate verbs
in these sentences makes it possible to describe a situation with completed, time-limited actions,
which, however, represent not a "chain™ of consistently realizable events, but a number of
potential phenomena, any of which can be real.

The function of the grammatical categories of predicate verbs, subject to their symmetry
(92.4% of the number of examples of the entire sample) in the structure of the construction, is to
create equivalence of the listed phenomena, which are perceived as alternative to each other. All
the above propositions, characterizing any one denotative situation, reflect the speaker's general
idea of a given situation located in a certain time plane and having certain boundaries for the
flow of potential actions, correlated, as a rule, both in appearance and in time.

I1) Cases of "non-parallel” type or type-temporal semantics of predicates are much less
common (7.6% of the number of examples of the entire sample).

The discrepancy between the type-temporal characteristics of predicates in predicative
units is explained by a number of factors.

1. The reason for the "non-parallelism" of predicates in the type plan may be the absence of
a perfect form in one of the verbs: Ecau s 0oneo ne npuessican 6 2opoo, mo, snauum, s 6vL1 60aen
unu ymo-HubyOb CIVYULOCH CO MHOU, U OHU 00a cunbho becnokounucy (Chekhov).

2. The choice of "non-parallel" forms may be associated with the "competition" of type
meanings, in which it is possible to replace one type form with another without prejudice to the
meaning of the statement [1, p. 59]: Ho neymviuirenno, kocoa on ne Oenan HUKAKUX 1H0O0BHBIX

npentooutl, a npocmo Opall ee 3a pyKy, ona 0asana emy pyKy, bpana cama e2o pyKy, onupanach

eny 0086}?%1460 Ha njevyo, no360JiAj1a neperocumab cebs uepes 1yocu u daofce, wans, epowiura emy
sonocel uau, nanpomus, sosbmem (Mid. 6pana) epebenxy, wemxy, 6auzko nodotidem (Mid.
nooxoouna) k Hemy, coeraem (Mid. derana) npobop u, noxcanyii, hanomadum (Mid. nomaoura)
eonosy (Goncharov). The first part of the structure (before conjunction wau) conveys the
measured course of events; it uses imperfect verbs with the meaning of repeated use of actions in
reality. In the second part, information is introduced that is opposite to the previous one in
semantic fullness (mid. epowuna éonocer — 6o3omem epebenky, etc), which is supported by the

introductory word "nanpomus” and a change in the view-time plan. The future simple tense of



perfective verbs, presented in predicates after the separative conjunction, denotes actions related
to the past tense, and indicates the brevity and completeness of episodically repeated actions.
The designation of repetitive actions, atypical for the perfect form of verbs, brings them closer,
makes them synonymous with the verbs of the past imperfect form.

3. The reason for the discrepancy between the type values of the predicates may be the
need to convey differences in the way actions occur in the real space-time world: On nucan o
HHawe 6 Mockey, ee cecmpe Examepumne /[[mumpuegne, HO nucoma He 00XQ00Ulu, WU C Hell
NPUKIIOYUIOC, modice umo-Hubyow Heooopoe (A. Tolstoy). In this sentence, the predicate of the
first component (nucar) indicates the repeatability of the described writing process. Accordingly,
it is natural to formulate the predicate of the next part, which informs about the possible fact that
the addressee did not receive all letters sent to him, in the form of an imperfect verb (e
ooxoounu). The third predicate (npuxnouunocs) has the form of a perfect form, its choice is
conditioned by the speaker's ideas: the supposed "unkind™ is perceived by him as something one-
time, already accomplished, having a limit. For comparison, an example can be given, which
also lists the hypothetical reasons for the silence of the addressee, which, however, are
verbalized by the addressee using verbs of the same kind: Hu na oono on omeema ne nonyuun.
Hnu moeapuuy Kupoe He cuumaem HYJICHbIM omeedantb, Wi nucomda 00 moeapuuia Kupoea HE
0oxoosam (Rybakov).

Modal plans for separating sentences with conjunction uau find their expression in the
mood forms of predicate verbs. The modal meaning of reality is based on the forms of the
indicative mood (hereinafter IM), the meaning of unreality is based on the forms of the
subjunctive (SM), conditional mood (CM). The general meaning of unreality, presented in more
specific meanings of potential modality (will, desirability, necessity) is expressed in the forms of
incentive (hereinafter IM), desirable (DM) and obligatory (OM) moods.

Components of dividing structures with conjunction uzu are characterized by both real (r.)
and irreal (ir.) modality. Within the same construction, predicates can have either the same or
different modal characteristics.

Ham MaTcepurajl IMO3BOJIMII BbIABUTH CICAYHOIIUC COOTHOHICHUA MOAAJIbHBIX IIJIAHOB
npeaukatuBabix exuaui: 1) [r. /r.], ) [ir. /ir.], 1) [ir. / r.], IV) [r. [ ir.], which in this work,
taking into account its tasks, we will consider rather quickly, since a more deep and detailed
analysis is presented by us in the article "Modal designs of predicative units of dividing
sentences with conjunction uwau" [2, p. 191-193].

) [r./r]: 1) <..>ee (Oyoxu — O.I1.) nepenusbt max Hepaz0eibHO CAUBAIUCH C MUXUMU
8300XaMU cmenu, 4nio nopoﬁ Hempbe cam He Mo2 omoams cebe om4yema, eemep Jiuh Haeesaem

uzoaneka cmMymuvle OyMbl, WIH MO OH cam ussilekaem ux us ceoeti ceupenu (Korolenko); 2)



Xnunuyna 600a — uau JONHYI NAABABWIUL C 8eHepa NY3blpeK, U COOPOSHYIACL, YMUPAs, pbloa:
no mpase npobexcana u yoedxcana y3Kou noiockou Hesnaxkomas psaoe (Rasputin); 3) A nocuden
Ha meppace, nodofcudaﬂ, umo eom-eom 3ad UBENHUKOM HA nﬂomadke UMY Ha OOHOU U3 ajleu
nokasicemes XKens unu donecemes ee 2onoc uz komuam (Chekhov). In the above sentences, in
each of the predicative parts, there is a modal plane of reality, represented by the forms of the
indicative mood of the present (1), past (2) and future (3) tense, forming a syntactic indicative.

I1) model [ir. / ir.] is less common than the correlation of real ones, and finds its
expression in a limited range of syntactic mood combinations.

A.Jir. IM [ ir. IM]: 1) Mue naooena sma onunnas yepemonus. — Iociywatime, — ckazai
A, — Hnu sacmpenuntecsb, Uil noeecobme nucnioent Ha npesicHee mecmo, u notioemme cnamo

(Lermontov); B. [ir. CM [ ir. CM]: Ecau 6 nam omdanu oemeii! Eciu 6 ona omoana ux, eciu 6 y

HAC X8AMUILO JHCECMOKOCHU OMHAMb Y Hee WU eCu Obl OHU CaMUu QCMABULU ee padu HAC... MpU
“ecnu”, u nHu 0ono uz nux ne ocywecmsumo (Nikolaeva); C. [ir. SM [/ ir. SM]: 1) Conus, ona
(Hamawa — O.11) 3nana, co ceoum cmpoeum u yeibHuIM 6321500M, WU HUYe20 Obl He NOHAIA,
unu vacacuynacw ovl ee npuznanuio (Tolstoy); D. [ir. DM / ir. DM]: 1) Xoms 661 umo-nu6yow
Hosoe! Xomw 0bl (hpanyy3vl npuuiiy u pazopunu Munaw, uau noHomaps eulyoul puldy, uau 0103

Hawel 3010mo...booce moiu, kaxas ckyrka! (Merezhkovsky); E. [ir. OM / ir. OM]: Cumyayus

00IICHA UBMEHUMbCsL K ayuuiemy. Tol uau nomoeu eii no 0OMy, UAU C800U pebeHKA 8 NAapK.
Constructions with the obligatory mood of predicative units, the content of which "incorporates
the obligation, the compulsion, the prescription of the implementation of something with the help
of the forms of the incentive mood of the verbs" [3, p. 116], are extremely rare and typical only
for colloquial speech.

1) The ratio of various modalities — [ir. / r.] — is observed in constructions with
conjunction uau, in the prepositive part of which the predicate is used in the form of the
impulsive mood, and in the postpositive part - in the form of the future indicative mood: /7 s

sakpuuan. — Omeeyatl, unu s yovro meos! (Andreev); Tol cxodu medy 603bMu, UAU 51 HEMYIO

nouwiro (Tolstoy).

In these constructions, when considering the modality of the related parts, one cannot
ignore the implicit logical link that has its own modality. A non-verbalized semantic link

manifests itself during transformation: 1) Omseeuaii, eciu ne omeemuuwiv, mo s1 mebs yowio;2)

Cx00u medy 803bmu, eciu He novdewnb, s Hemyio noutno — [ir. IM /1. IM / r. IM].

IV) The collision of two different-modal plans — [r. / ir.] — is observed in constructions
with an interrogative second part attached by a conjunction particle wau: Kax mensemcs

yenosex! Omsoicenen no0bOPoOOoK, a 106 CI06HO YOABUILCA, — WU DO KOCmep uzcpaem meHamu?



(Andreev); Beow onu dice HUKAKUX MOIUME XPUCIMUAHCKUX, 4all, HE 3HALU, WU 8bl UX SbLYYUIU?
(Leskov).

Asymmetry of the structure of components in terms of modal characteristics of predicates
[ir. /1], [r. /ir.] is typical for an insignificant amount (3.75%) of proposals collected by us, ie.
most of the constructions (96.25%) have a unidirectional modality of predicative units: either
real or surreal. Moreover, the number of constructions with a parallel ratio of real modal plans in

general is 85.6%, and with a ratio of unreal plans - 10.65% of the analyzed language material.

Table
Parallel modal plans Non-parallel modal plans
for PE for PE
[r./r] [ir. /ir.] [ir./r], [r./ir]
85.6 % 10.65 % 3.75%

Due to the fact that the overwhelming number of predicates in the components of sentences
with conjunction wu are represented by indicative forms representing the real modality, the
predominant structural feature of the named structures is the identity of modal plans of
predicative units.

Taking into account the results of the study regarding the parallel (identical) / non-parallel
(different) structure of the predicative units of the analyzed structures at the level of the ratios of
their components, temporal and modal plans, we will clearly present what has been said in the

form of the following diagram:

The diagram of the ratio of the frequency of manifestation

parallelism in the structure of constructions with conjunction wu
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So, the results of the study indicate that parallelism, as the uniformity of the components of
the dividing sentence connected by conjunction wau, is not all-encompassing: in 20% of
structures there is an asymmetric arrangement of the main members, in 7.6% of structures we
record cases of "non-parallel” type or temporal semantics, 3.75% of constructions are
characterized by a different ratio of modal plans. However, as we can see, the dominant formal
feature of the organization of sentences with conjunction wau is still the symmetry of the
structure, which determines the grammatical equality of the components.

The structural parallelism of predicative units serves as an additional confirmation of their
close interaction and determines the semantic equality of the content of the parts: the reflected
events are presented as equiprobable, potential in a certain case, which are alternatives to a real
denotative situation.
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