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Lexical and grammatical means
of communication between text components

Leksykalne i gramatyczne srodki
komunikacji miedzy sktadnikami tekstu

Abstract

The article discusses the means of communication between the components of the semantic structure of
English language text. The structural and semantic features of sentences that make up a complex syntactic
whole are especially highlighted. Special attention is paid to the problem of the interrelation of sentences in
the compositional and semantic structure of a complex syntactic whole. The semantic connection between
the previous context and subsequent sentences of the text is carried out by lexical and grammatical means of
communication. Proper use of these means of communication plays an important role in text formation. The
text as a whole speech product and its separate units are treated of only through the concept of coherence.
Researchers certainly emphasize this feature of the text, focusing on external means of creating coherence.
As arule, linguistic communication signals of sentences sequences are considered within the framework of
a single whole. However, the concept of coherence presupposes not only the presence of external signs of the
cohesion of sentences, but also the presence of an internal, semantic, deep connection of all the meanings (or
most of the meanings) that make up a text fragment. The linguistic approach to the text is aimed at revealing
the typical structure of any text in general, its linguistic, structural and compositional formality.

Keywords: text components, cohesion, complex syntactic whole, means of communication, retro-fact, intro-
fact, anaphor, cataphor

Streszczenie

W artykule omowiono $rodki komunikacji migdzy sktadnikami struktury semantycznej tekstu w oparciu
o materiat jezyka angielskiego. Podkreslono cechy strukturalne i semantyczne zdan, ktore sktadaja si¢ na
ztozong calos¢ sktadniows. Szczegdlng uwage zwraca si¢ na problem wzajemnych powigzan zdan w strukturze
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kompozycyjnej i semantycznej ztozonej catoéci sktadniowej. Semantyczne potaczenie migdzy poprzednim
kontekstem a kolejnymi zdaniami tekstu odbywa si¢ za pomoca leksykalnych i gramatycznych srodkow ko-
munikacji. Wtasciwe wykorzystanie tych srodkoéw komunikacji odgrywa wazna rolg w tworzeniu tekstu. Tekst
jako cato$¢ produktu mowy i jego oddzielne jednostki sa traktowane tylko przez pojecie spojnosci. Badacze
podkreslaja te ceche tekstu, koncentrujac si¢ na zewnetrznych srodkach tworzenia spojnosci. Z reguty sygnaty
komunikacji jezykowej sekwencji zdan sa rozpatrywane w ramach jednej catosci. Pojgcie spojnosci zaklada
jednak nie tylko obecnos¢ zewngtrznych znakow spdjnosci zdan, ale takze obecno$¢ wewngtrznego, seman-
tycznego, glebokiego polaczenia wszystkich znaczen (lub wigkszosci znaczen), ktore sktadajg si¢ na fragment
tekstu. Podejscie jezykowe do tekstu ma na celu ujawnienie typowej struktury kazdego tekstu w ogole, jego
formalnosci jezykowej, strukturalnej i kompozycyjne;j.

Stowa kluczowe: sktadowe tekstu, spojnosc¢, ztozona catos¢ sktadniowa, $rodki komunikacji, retrofakt, in-
trofakt, anafora, katafora

Introduction

The recognition of a text as a unit of the highest level of the linguistic system directs all
efforts of linguists to search for the common ground that forms the foundations of certain
texts, the formulas and rules by which they are built. For the text theory, the crucial task
seems to be “not the creation of an integral construct, but the differentiation of text types,
the accumulation of knowledge about their properties and the construction of a typology
of text on this basis” (I'ypeBuu/Gurevi¢, 2007). Highlighting the categories of text and
considering their functioning in texts of various communicative orientations will greatly
help clarify the status of the text as an object of linguistic investigations.

Various differential features, or “grammatical” categories, are proposed as the basis
for the typology of the text; attempts are being made to propose a classification of text
categories (Abdullayev, 1998; Aonymnaes/Abdullayev, 1983; INanenepun/Gal’perin,
1977; Hukonaesa/Nikolaeva, 2012; TypaeBa/Turaeva, 1986). Despite the diversity of
opinions of linguists about the structural organization of the text, it should be noted the
absolute unity of researchers is observed on the point that coherence is the main feature
of the text. Actually, the linguistics of the text originated from the analysis of the types
and means of communication between independent sentences. However, as an object of
research, the category of coherence has recently attracted the attention of linguists rela-
tively (Fanbriepun/Gal’perin, 1981; Kpyunanna/Kruchinina, 1982; Hoznpuna/Nozdrina,
1981; Halliday, 1976).

The category of cohesion is closely related to the concept of text structure. It should
be noted that the structure is a way of interconnection, interaction of its constituent com-
ponents (Bunorpanos/Vinogradov, 1963). There is no consensus on the problem of the
component structure of the text. Nevertheless, most linguists recognize Complex Syntactic
Whole (CSW) as “directly composing” the text.

It was the great interest in the types and means of communication at the supra-phrasal
level that led linguists to identify cohesion as a formal semantic category of text. The term
»cohesion” in this sense expresses the process of text unfolding in its entirety and reflects
both the substantive and structural aspects of its organization. If the study of the content
of the cohesion category involves the analysis of the logical and semantic relations be-
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tween the correlated components, then the consideration of the expression of this category
involves the identification of linguistic means that are “signals in terms of expression”
of the cohesion category (Kpyunnuna/Kruchinina, 1982). As Halliday notes, “cohesion
is a part of the system of a language. The potential for cohesion lies in the systematic
resources that are embedded in the language itself” (Halliday, 1976).

It was Halliday, together with Hassan, who first attempted to identify a system of formal
means of cohesion based on modern English texts. It should be noted that the author uses
the term “cohesion” in a narrow sense, actually extending it to a group of sentences, that
is, within the CSW. Meanwhile, it seems quite obvious that a wide variety of linguistic
means can be used at the textual level, capable of expressing a semantic connection between
correlated CSW. On the other hand, even traditional, “systemic” means of communication
can acquire additional or new meanings and perform unusual functions in the text, which
is explained by the special nature of the system inherent in the text as a speech product
(Tampniepun/Gal’perin, 1977; Kyxapenko/Kuharenko, 1988; Hukonaesa/Nikolaeva, 2012).

Findings

Atthe CSW level, semantic-syntactic contact between sentences can be achieved through
different types of cohesion: conference, anaphora, cataphora, substitution, determination,
and connection. Our focus is on connection, which is carried out by various lexical and
grammatical means of communication. Not only individual lexeme can act as a means of
communication, but also stable expressions can perform a union function.

To determine the means of communication, we will use three criteria: 1) semantic,
2) structural, and 3) functional.

Semantically, means of communication are a class of words that have one common
denominator —a relation, or a connection. Structurally, they have an invariant form (in rare
cases, limited variability). At the same time, we exclude from consideration cases of free
word combinations, as well as such predicative units as “that is why”, “that is (to say)”,
“I assume (mean)”, which can allow a wide variability, despite their apparent structural
stability. In addition, functionally, they should probably be interpreted as main parts of
complex sentences. As for the means of communication, they function either parenthet-
ically or autonomously in relation to the members of the sentence. Relevantly, we note
that for some means of communication, the initial position in the sentence is obligatory
(for example: and, but), and for others it is optional (for example: however, though, etc.).

Among the formal means of communication, it is possible to distinguish the following
groups:

1) conjunctions — and, nor, neither, or, but, though, for, so, then, etc.;

2) adverbs — still, then, then, so, also, before, however, yet, meanwhile, instead, more-
over, beside, anyway, nevertheless, etc.;

3) modal words and expressions — surely, fortunately, sadly, true, of course, certainly,
undoubtedly, etc.

4) quantitative numbers — one, two, three, etc.
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5) adverbs formed from ordinal numbers — firstly, secondly, etc .
6) introductory phraseological units — in fact, at least, for instance (example), above all,
in particular, in contrast, on the one (other) hand, etc.

As you can see, the first five groups of means of communication are distinguished
based on their belonging to a certain part of speech. If we take into account that we are
talking about the same functional feature of means of communication, then it remains to
assume that the existence of some homonym forms in the first and second groups — “then”,
“s0” — is explained by their semantic differences.

Meanwhile, Potebnya also pointed out the unreasonableness of interpreting the same
lexeme as two parts of speech, “the same word cannot be an adverb and a conjunction at
the same time, and if they say that the difference between these words consists only in
the syntactic meaning, then this is only a mistake. It appears to be small, but in essence it
contains all the difference that can exist between words in a formal relationship” (IToreOHs/
Potebnya, 1958).

No less difficulties arise when differentiating modal words and adverbs, since both
contain a sign of modality. It is not by chance that they distinguish: 1) proper modal words:
“certainly, indeed, surely, maybe, perhaps, perhaps, of course” and 2) adjunctive modal
words: “moreover, nevertheless, still, however, therefore, first, secondly”, etc. [['ypeBuu/
Gurevié, 2007; Wnpum /11'18, 1971).

Occupying a borderline position between old and new information, the means of com-
munication is determined by both the preceding content of the utterance and the content
of the subsequent utterance introduced by it. Otherwise, the dependence of the value of
the means of communication on the retro-factum can be called an anaphoric vector, and
the dependence on the intro-factum can be called a cataphoric vector. Both vectors are
oppositely directed, interdependent, and represent a unity of opposites.

In the pragmatic aspect, communication between the addressee and the recipient of
information is carried out through the value of the same means of communication. An
indicator of addressing, or an address vector, is an implicitly or explicitly expressed by
the modality of a means of communication. Consequently, a triple vector complex is fixed
in the semantics of the means of communication — anaphoric, cataphoric and address-
able. In this regard, it should be emphasized that the address vector is irrelevant for the
semantics of the neutral means of communication “and”. The research notes that “and”
performs only the syntactic function of connecting words or sentences, “which should be
considered together” (I'ypesuu/Gurevic, 2007).

Discussion and results

Now let’s define the possible types of semantic relationships between narrative sentences,
which are fixed by means of communication in text formation. The means of communica-
tion “so”, “therefore”, “subsequently” express the causal relationship between statements.
The anaphoric vector of these means of communication is directed to the cause — retro-fact,

and the cataphoric vector is directed to the effect — intro-fact. In this case, the address
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vector can be expressed implicitly. “With her attitude it is certain things are not going to
get better for us, the people who exist at the bottom end of the scale. So we are going to
need our Morning Star more than ever.” (DBRS..., 2014).

The second type of semantic relationship between the retro-fact and the intro-fact of
statements is called successivity. Communication tools of this type perform logical and
factual functions, reflecting the sequence of events, facts, and logical operations. The in-
dicator of successivity in the text is usually the means of communication with the meaning
of enumeration — “one”, “two”, “first”, “secondly”, etc., which serve to divide the CSW
into parts depending on the degree of their significance for the author. The logical con-
nection between statements organized in this way undoubtedly facilitates the recipient’s
perception of information. “It is worth noticing that there are two kinds of explanation
here. First, the scientist explains the objects of his study by producing scientific expla-
nations for them. Secondly, the philosopher explains how the scientific explanations can
themselves be understood.” (Palmer, 1976).

The peculiarity of the “one” and “first(-ly)” means of communication is that anaphori-
cally they imply the presence of a retro-fact, while cataphorically they indicate the initial
stage in a series of successive facts of a prospective plan.

For a literary text, an important category that ensures the concreteness and realism of
the description is the temporal and spatial continuum. The realization of this category is
achieved by various means, one of which is the means of communication that transmit
the sequence of events, phenomena, and actions of the characters.

So, “already”, “before”, “earlier”, “so far” indicate that the events of the intro-fact
precede the events of the retro-fact. The group “to begin with”, “at first”, etc. emphasizes
not only the connection of the intro-fact with the retro-fact by the succession of events, but
also the fact that the intro-fact can be two-stage, i.e. structurally represented by a complex
sentence or a sequence of sentences, the parts of which are connected by means of com-
munication “and then” / “but then”. For example: “Stella’s face went cold and stern for
a moment as he weighed the boy up. At first he thought it was a more subtle attempt at
ridicule but then he realized that this black faced young lad was genuine.” (Parker, 1978).

The next group of means of communication of the “then” type is united by the com-
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mon semantic feature “then, later”. These include “then”, “later”, “afterwards”, “soon”,
“suddenly”, “immediately”, “now”, “here”. At the beginning of the sentence, these means
of communication have an indefinite and generalized meaning. “Sidney had been shout-
ing out the tale and one by one the tavern was listening. Suddenly the place erupted into
shrieks of laughter.” (Parker, 1978).

And the last group of communication tools that establish a successive relationship
between components includes “finally”, “at last”, “in the end”. They usually introduce
an intro fact of a resultant nature in relation to the events of the retro-fact.

The third type of semantic relationship between the components implements can be
called a contra-fact, since in this case the means of communication “but”, “yet”, “on the
contrary”, “conversely”, “on the other hand” explicate various kinds of oppositions be-
tween retro-fact and intro-fact. “I do not wish to imply by this that all stressed syllables

in an utterance are perceived as equally prominent. On the contrary, stressed syllables

75



Gunel Imran Eyvazli

that are produced with moving pitch or high pitch will be perceived as more prominent
in general than stressed syllables produced on mid or low pitch.” (Brown, 1977).

The following series of communication tools: “also”, “moreover”, “in addition™, etc.
establishes an additive relationship between the components. The cataphorical vector of
these means of communication indicates that the intro-fact is an addition to the retro-fact.
“The FSO range starts at £ 2, 849 for the 1300 saloon. The includes a year’s car tax and
VAT. In addition there is a 1500 saloon model which retails at £3, 049.” (DBRS..., 2014).

The fifth type of semantic relations between connected sentences are expressed with
the following expressions like “in particular”, “at least”, “for instance” (example), etc.
This type of relationship is determined as a specifying, or determining.

“Linguists are not the only scholars who have been interested in semantics. In partic-
ular the subject has been of interest to philosophers and psychologists.” (Palmer, 1976).

Here, the cataphorical vector of the communication means indicates the clarifying,
more private nature of the intro-fact compared to the retro-fact. In other words, the means
of communication implements one of the sides of the general and private relationship,
namely from the general to the particular.

The other side of the relationship between the general and the particular — from the
particular to the general — is reflected in the sixth type of communication of the narrative
sentences of the CSW, performed by means of communication “in general”, “generally”,
“all in all”, “overall”, etc. In this generalizing type of communication, the retro-fact is
a detail, a particular factor that underlies the result or generalization expressed in the in-
tro-fact. “Less likely in terms of meaning is the common origin of guest and hostile, until
it is remembered that strangers might be treated either as friend or enemies. Generally
the less obvious identifications of meaning are well supported by the evidence of sound
laws.” (Palmer, 1976).

The seventh, alternative, type of communication between the components of the CSW
is determined by the means of communication “o7”. Alternative character can be of two
kinds, since the choice between objects can be made either on the basis of their identity
or on the basis of their differences. Let’s compare the examples: “... It is not at all clear
that the word is a clearly defined unit. ... In Arabic the definite article is written as part of
the word; in English it is not. There are no clear criteria for deciding which of these is the
more appropriate. Or let us compare greenhouse with White House (in the White House).”
(Palmer, 1976). On the one hand, in this example, we are talking about a retro-fact and
an intro-fact about non-identical objects of linguistic research (article + word and word +
word), and the difference between the objects is emphasized in the meaning of the means
of communication. However, on the other hand, the essence of the problem remains the
same for both objects. The choice between them is based on the identity of the problem.

The following eighth form of semantic relationship between the given components
is called comparative. Here, in the form of a connective part the following words are
observed “similarly”, “likewise”, “likely”, “equally”, etc. Here these words are used to
point to analogy of similarity of retro-fact and intro-fact. For example: “To say this is
a tulip entails this is a flower, and this is scarlet entails. This is red. Similarly, there are
two boys entails. There are two children.” (Palmer, 1976).
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A type of semantic relationship between the components of the comparative type is
the communication carried out by means of communication “nor”, “neither”. In this case,
the analogy is drawn in a negative way.

The last type of semantic relationship between components is called modal-evaluative.
It is installed by four groups of communication facilities:

LR INT LRI

a) hesitative — “perhaps”, “probably”, “maybe”, etc.;

b) assertive — “yes”, “certainly”, “indeed”, “of course”, etc.
¢) negative — “no”;

d) qualitative-evaluative — “sadly”, “lucky”, etc.

These groups of means of communication have a pronounced address vector, as they
differ in the communicative and pragmatic nature of their semantics. The anaphoric factor
is expressed in their implicit scheme of connection “and”, “a”, “but”, which is confirmed
by the possibility of their substitution by means of communication “and”, “but”. “A so-
called «safe» limit will always be regarded as a minimum rather than a maximum by those
people who imagine that drinking impairs other drivers performance but not their own.
Sadly, that includes most drivers.” (DBRS..., 2014).

As Gurevich notes, the modality of introductory words can be, perhaps, probably “al-
ways turns out to be controlling, so that the main composition of the sentence becomes, as
it were, a dictatorial subordinate part. [...] in terms of deep semantics, a simple sentence
with an introductory modal word is equivalent to a complex sentence with a modal main
part [...]” (l'ypeBuu/Gurevic, 2007).

So, the means of communication of the modal-evaluative type have a three-vector
meaning and mainly perform an actual function in communication. It should be noted
that the function of cohesion as a textual category is to create a logical and semantic con-
tinuum of the text. “Cohesion is a category of a logical plan, it is linear” (XneOHukoBa/
Hlebnikova, 1983). It is natural to assume that in terms of cohesion, the category of the
logical plan, the share of allied means of communication will be quite high. After all,
the nature of the communication carried out by unions is to convey the “logical turn of
thought” of the author of the text (ILlaxugposuy/ Sahifovig, 1991).

The analysis of the linguistic material allows us to draw a number of preliminary con-
clusions about the specifics of the functioning of unions as formal means of cohesion in
an artistic prose text. Of all the conjunctions, the most significant are the compositional
conjunctions “and” and “but”, which is probably due to the fact that the connective rela-
tion is the most general, broad relation covering all syntactic “levels”. The frequency of
conjunctions as linguistic means of cohesion is very low compared to their frequency at
lower syntactic “levels”: phrasal and inter-phase. In the vast majority of cases, the seman-
tics of conjunctions at the super-phrasal level does not undergo any significant changes.
However, in general, it should be noted that the syntactic function of conjunctions at this
level becomes more flexible, “elastic”: for example, the repetition of some conjunctions
in the initial position in distantly correlated CSW contributes to the implementation of
the integration category; in turn, the factor of repetition of the union in the nomination
position affects the semantic “volume” of such a union, inducing one or the other of these,
introducing some nuances into its semantics.
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The specifics of the functioning of the allied means of cohesion in a literary text are
mediated by the functional features of the style of artistic speech, in which “the aesthetic
and cognitive function transforms all other functions of language” (I'anpnepun/Gal’perin,
1977). The nature of a literary text is such that practically any elements of the language in
it can acquire stylistic labeling, that is, realize the potential to carry additional super-linear
information (Omuanos/Odincov, 1980). This fully applies to allied means of cohesion.
Let’s illustrate this point with two of the most illustrative examples from the works of
D.H. Lawrence.

In D.H. Lawrence’s novel “The Prussian Officer”, one can note the high frequency of
the connective conjunctions “and” and “but” at all syntactic “levels”. These conjunctions,
“scattered” throughout the text of the novel, connect larger or smaller segments of the text
that coincide with the sentence or CSW. This distribution of conjunctions contributes to
the realization of the category of integration and sets a rhythm that creates the effect of
slowness and monotony of narration, especially at the beginning of the novel. The some-
what slow rhythm of the novel is explained by its thematic feature: the events described
by the author unfold against the background of strictly regulated, unremarkable everyday
army life. However, the very fact of the “diversity” of the text segments connected by the
conjunctions “and” and “but”, as well as the irregularity of their alternation (especially in
the second and third parts) introduces some disruption to the rhythm of the narrative. The
rhythmic glitch turns out to be not indifferent to the content of the novel. The incipient
hostility between the central characters of the work, the Captain (an arrogant Prussian
aristocrat) and his orderly (a simple village guy), which grows into an irresistible hatred
throughout the story, is manifested, in particular, by this malfunction. By the end of the
novel, the frequency of using the conjunctions “and” and “buz” is gradually increasing;
the segments that they connect are getting shorter. All this creates a certain “tension” in
the syntax, which expresses, along with other formal means, the build-up of emotional
tension in the relationship between the characters. The peculiar arrhythmic “pulsation”
of the conjunctions “and” and “but” in the text of the novel prepares the denouement and
thereby implements the category of prospect. In this literary text, the conjunctions “and”
and “but” perform rhythmic and emotive stylistic functions.

Of great interest is an excerpt from the second part of the novel, which describes the
actions and feelings of an orderly soldier who killed his commander. “Every now and then,
a man harrowing on a strip of fallow shouted to his oxen, at the turn. The village and the
white-towered church was small in the sunshine (CSW1). And he no longer belonged to it
— he sat there, beyond, like a man outside in the dark. He had gone from everyday life into
the unknown and he could not, he even did not want to go back.” (CSW2) (Lawrence, 1977).

As we can see, in this segment of the text, the compositional conjunction “and” and
“but” performs syntactic communication at the phrasal, inter-phrasal and supra-phrasal
levels. However, if we analyze the meaning of the union “and” and the functions it per-
forms in this extended context, we can see the fundamental difference between “and”,
which is a means of cohesion between CSW1 and CSW2.

An interesting example of the stylistic use of the compositional conjunction “but” is
found in the short story England, My England by D.H. Lawrence. In this work, the con-
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junction “but” is not only one of the leading linguistic means of expressing meaningful
and conceptual information, but also undergoes deep semantic transformations. The
story is based on the contrast of the features of the main characters, representing almost
incompatible types both in terms of their social roots and temperament. The contrast,
expressed by various linguistic means (of which the conjunction “but” plays the most
active role), is like a counterpoint to the whole story. In the passage below, the role of the
conjunction “huf” in expressing the meaningful and conceptual information of the text
is demonstrated, in our opinion, especially vividly. “Egbert was out it. Without anything
happening, he was gradually, unconsciously excluded from the circle. His wife still loved
him, physically.” (CSW1).

“But, but — he was almost the unnecessary party in the affair. He could not complain
if Winifred. She still did her duty towards him. She still had a physical passion on which
he had put all his life and soul.”(CSW2).

“It was a long and ever recurring but.”(CSW3).

“And then after the second child, another blonde, winsome touching, little thing, not
so proud and flame-like as Joyce — after Annabel came, then Egbert began truly to realize
how it was.” (CSW4).

“His wife still loved him. But — and now the but had grown enormous — her physical
love for him was of secondary importance to her. After all she had had it, this physical
passion, for two years now. It was not this, that one lived from. No, no — something
sterner, realer.” (CSWY).

“She began to resent her own passion for Egbert — just a little she began to despise it.
For after all there he was, he was charming, he was lovable, he was terribly desirable.”
(CSWo).

“But — but — oh, the awful looming loud of that but: — he did not stand firm in the
landscape of her life like a tower of strength, like a pillar of significance...” (CSW7)
(Lawrence, 1977).

In the first four CSWs, the conjunction “but”, repeated many times in the nomination
position, constructively belongs to Egbert’s speech party. Accumulating these oppositions,
the conjunction “but” gradually acquires a self-sufficient meaning: it loses the grammat-
ical status of a service word and undergoes a process of substantiation (a long while and
ever recurring but in CSW3). Since CSWS5, the union “buz” has been part of the speech
party of Egbert’s wife Winifred, fulfilling the function of implementing the integration
category. At the same time, the “but” alliance helps to identify meaningful and conceptual
information not only in this section of the text, but also in the story as a whole: family
drama is inevitable, because Egbert and Winifred’s socio-historical roots (social origin,
upbringing, cultural traditions, etc.), differing to the point of incompatibility, are stronger
than physical love. The subsequent events in the story seem to illustrate the deepening
discord in Egbert and Winifred’s family, in which “centrifugal” forces prevail over family
attachment to the hearth and children. Special mention should be made of the role of other
formal means, which in this case play a subordinate role compared to the “bu#” union.
These are graphic means of expression: “but, — but” in CSW2 and CSW3, where it signals
a vague premonition of trouble (loss of love, understanding between spouses), which has

79



Gunel Imran Eyvazli

not yet turned into confidence; in CSW3 and CSW7, the conjunction “buz”, which has
undergone substantiation, is italicized, which further enhances its stylistic labeling. The
lexical means of expression include epithets: “a long while and ever recurring” to the
substantive “but”, signalling that a vague sense of trouble and alienation between spouses
has become quite familiar.; the metaphorical epithet in the last CSW (the awful looming
cloud of that but!) expresses not only the heroine’s subjective and evaluative attitude to
the disorder in her family, but also indicates a kind of informative “progression” in the
semantics of the union “buz”, which in this text, being the leading means of implementing
intra-textual connections, acquires a special, a textual meaning that gives it an almost
symbolic significance on the scale of the entire work.

Conclusion

As the analysis of examples shows, even at the super-phrasal (super-segmental) level,
allied means of cohesion can acquire stylistic labelling. This primarily applies to the
compositional conjunctions “and” and “but”. The aesthetic and cognitive function of
a literary text allows these unions, along with some other linguistic means (primarily
lexical), to realize the conjugation of certain text categories, in particular the categories
of integration, informative content of conceptual information and prospectus.

Special textual consistency can transform the usual functions of conjunctions as service
words, as well as make changes in their semantics. In an artistic prose text, conjunctions can
perform a number of stylistic functions, such as emotive, rhythmic, and expressive-excre-
tory. A close interaction is established between the function of the union in the text and its
meaning. On the one hand, the categorical meanings of conjunctions as grammatical means
of communication determine their functions in the text. On the other hand, the functions
performed by conjunctions in a particular speech work, in turn, affect their semantics: they
identify, recreate, form and generate shades of meaning or even new meanings.
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