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Abstract. This article deals with coherent text questions; analyzing discursive
sayings, which are classified as a text unit, in which there is a communicative
implementation of the grammatical sentence. The basis for the allocation of a discursive
utterance in a separate communicative unit is the coreference (communicative-
functional equivalence) to a grammatical sentense. Discourse statements with the
actualized prepositional interrogative component and their relation to the grammatical
formal-elementary (simple) sentence are studied in detalil.
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Introduction. For a long time a sentence has been considered the most important unit
of a language and speech. However, this approach did not provide any theoretical study of
the process of speech communication, nor the implementation of practical tasks to improve
the culture of speech. In recent decades, the attention of linguists is increasingly drawn by
coherent speech, the mechanism of the emergence of syntactic units both in the field of a
language and in the field of live communication, as well as the nature of the interaction and
dynamics of both fields.

Many linguists try to explain syntactical units in terms of sign language theory. This
attempt is interesting and promising, but it requires further refinements. In particular, the
relationship between the sentence and the statement should be more clearly defined. The
guestion of the nature of the sentence belongs to one of the most controversial syntax
problems. Therefore, the sentence, occupying a central place in the syntactic system, has
so far not been widely accepted interpretation.

The treatment of discourse as one of the variants of the communicative implementation
of the grammatical sentence made it possible to elucidate a number of syntax problems in
a new way.

Analysis of recent researches and publications. An in-depth analysis of the
formal-grammatical and semantic nature of syntactic units studied in Ukrainian linguistics
V.M. Rusanovsky, I.R. Vychovets, K.G. Gorodenska, N.V. Guywanyuk, S.Ya. Yermolenko,
V.D. Shynkaruk and others. taking into account the functional and communicative
characteristics of linguistic means, as well as the referential and denotative conception of
the semantics of the sentence, is presented in the writings of T.P. Lomtyev, V.G. Gak, O.V.
Paduchevoy, N.D. Arutyunova, V.l. Kononenko and others, have put on time the need to
reflect in a new way the problem of text combinations of sentences - discourse statements.
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I.P. Vykhovanets correctly states that "the description of language samples of syntactic
units in their systemic relationships is a primary task of syntax. Comprehensive justification
of the functional features of syntactic units in a linguistic plane testifies maturity of syntactic
theory and its orientation to the explanation of the most complex syntactic phenomena. The
high level of abstraction of the linguistic sphere does not ignore the indicators of the spheres
of speech, but, on the contrary, allows for a deep explanation of all speech modifications of
syntactic units "(underline ours - V.Sh.) [4, p. 20]. A known position on the duality of the
definition of language units of the level of the sentence is revealed, on the one hand, in the
correlation of such units with a certain situation, and on the other - in their interpretation
within the limits of specific discourse [6, p. 13-21].

The purpose of the article is to research and highlight the features of discursive
statements of the actualized segmented preposition of the questioning component and their
correlation of a grammatical formal elementary (simple) sentence.

Results. O. S. Melnichuk believes that the sentence should be studied in a special
linguistic science that is only created. For this science, he gives an interpretation of the
sentence, defining it as "the main sign unit of speech, which is formed from lower-order
verbal signs - lexical, phraseological and syntactic - and is noted by internal integrity and
external autonomy, speaking out of context in the role of the finished segment of speech
and being allocated to context at a single level of division "[12, p. 14]. Traditionally, the
sentence is understood as a syntactic construction "from point to point® [11, p. 36].
Expressions are defined against the background of the sentence. "The statement is a unit
of speech communication, depending on the various theoretical approaches, the difference
in the expression from the sentence scientists see in the volume of these units, in the
formally syntactic, semantic-syntactic and functional plans” [3, p. 154]. Communicative
features of the sentence are manifested in the speech situation, in the text. "The sentence,
which is considered from its communicative side, is called the statement” [9, p. 30]. The
communicative organization of the sentence is associated with its actual categorization. This
actual, communicative aspect relates to the topic-strain relations in the statement.
Consequently, for the transformation of the sentence (abstract linguistic unit, sentence
scheme) into a statement (the linguistic unit) becomes a large weight semantic division,
essential for a certain situation, for the corresponding communicative task.

Due to the distinction between aspects of syntax, linguists mostly do not focus on the
specifics of the expression, but interpret it as a communicative aspect of the sentence
structure itself. Therefore, there is no apparent tendency to oppose the sentence to the
statement. Linguistic text is now primarily interested in linguistic features of the connection
of two or more sentences (statements) among themselves [10, p. 19]. The text is often
defined as a set of sentences, the product of the integration of sentences [13, p. 321]. It is
emphasized on the need to describe the text in connection with the typology of sentences -
a unit of the previous level [7, p. 113]. It is noted that the sentence, being a dialectical-dual
unit, is the highest unit of the structure of the language and the lower (initial) unit of the
structure of speech, hence the text [5, p. 24].

In the language of artistic works and journalism, syntactic constructions are very
common, which are dissected into two or more parts of the sentence. These parts are
formalized in the text as separate sentences, that is, "from point to point," meaningful and
grammatically closely linked with each other, and can easily be combined into one
communicative unit - a simple or complex sentence.

Introduction to the scientific circle of the concept of discursive speech solves this
problem. A discursive statement is a holistic communicative unit of coherent speech (text),
which is a combination of several sentences or their parts and has clearly defined
parameters [14, p. 3].

Discourse statements in coherent speech are syntactic units of higher order than formal-
elementary (simple) sentences. These are segmented expressions with updated
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components punctuated from the rest of the basic part of the statement. Their actualization
is carried out by means of intonation and punctuation mark on the letter, that is, in other
words, by means of parsing and connecting communication. VA Beloshapkova regards
parclusion primarily as a "functionally significant deviation from the typical relationship
between constructive and communicative organization of the sentence" [2, p. 162]. At the
heart of parsing as a syntactic process in general is the objective ability of the language
"with the help of the division of the text to implement the communicative task" [8, p. 111].
However, the syntactic category of parsing is, first of all, in the allocation of a certain segment
of a holistic statement into a separate relatively independent part, which, however, does not
break the syntactic and structural connection with the base part of the statement.
Consequently, parceling is directly related to the structure of the text, with the so-called
arranging of "meanings"” or the modification of the functional perspective of expression.

Updating of the connecting connection is observed also within the structure of the
grammatical sentences, in particular, when it is necessary to open the thought, clarify,
explain, express your attitude to the above, give an estimate, etc. In discursive statements,
the connecting link is used primarily in the parsing of the final components, which contain
an addition to the main message after its expression. Under this condition, the informative
significance of the connecting components is intensified.

Due to the attachment as a special type of actualized semantic-syntactic connection, as
well as through the correlation of segmented expressions with grammatical sentences, a
discursive statement can be considered a separate syntactic unit. A discursive statement
with a parsed actualization component is a complex semantic, structural and intonational
unity with an actualization pause for the allocation of components that are especially
important in the information plan, a coherent one with an integral unit - a simple sentence -
a statement.

The main means of expressing the actual division of the expression, as well as the
actualization of individual components, is, as is known, the order of words and intonation.

Partial components of a simple sentence are mostly combined with unbound
communication. For example: [Wind] Started the rally. Immediately with a light dance ... (O.
Kobylianska) // [Wind] Started the gulmu with a light dance at once ...; Cruiser? Where did
he go from? (O. Gonchar) // Where did the cruiser take? But then there should be
cleanliness! In all. (O. Gonchar) // But here still should be cleanliness in all !; I'll send you
radiographs. Often. (O. Gonchar) // 1 will send you often radiograms.

The general essence of the discursive statement is that it is divided into two (or
sometimes more) interrelated and at the same time structurally and functionally delimited
parts for the purpose of expressive, mainly expressive their sounding. The first component
of the discursive statement is the theme. This is the starting point of the statement, What is
given at the initial stage of the wording of the expanded idea and requires specificity in the
reed. For example, in a discursive statement from two components: There Vasily. Sitting in
the woods under the old oak (O. Kobylyanska) there are two segments: There, Basil - the
theme (in the center - the subject); Sitting in the woods under the old oak tree - the dragon
(in the center - a predicate).

I. R Vakhovets analyzes the theme and problem in Ukrainian linguistics: "The theme is
the initial part of the statement, the basis of the statement, given, known, due to the previous
context. Remus - the main content of the message, the communicative center of expression,
its core, new, that is, those that report the topic (the initial) part of the statement [3, p. 148].

A discursive statement, correlative with a simple grammatical sentence, may have a
prepositive or postpositive segmented, updated component.

The actual division corresponds to a communicative task, that is, focused on the actual
(important at the moment) information which is the essence of the corresponding
communication and for the communication of which (information) this communication should
take place. Consequently, the actual division applies only to speech and reflects the nature
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of speech acts, which in speech are marked by the intonation of completion, and in the
written speech - a point, a question mark, or a sign of exclamation.

A kind of discursive expression is also the expression with the initial parsed component
of questioning constructions. These statements contain a question that motivates the
interlocutor to answer; their communicative task is not the transmission of information, but
the motivation to obtain the necessary information.

The main component, as well as the distributing members of the sentence, can be a
substantial component. Example:

a) Substitutes: Son? How could he find her? (. Chendei) // How could a son find her ?;
Hairy fur cap? // In that smooth lady on the head? (O. Pchilka) // In that smooth lady he's on
the head?

b) the sentences: was silent? How could he? (R. Ivanychuk) // How could he be silent
?; Will you wait? Why do you (B. Kharchuk) // Why will you wait?

c) proverbial propagators of the object type: Children? Picked up with you? (A.Golovko)
/l Having taken children with me ?; Cow Selling Vasilina? (L. Martovich) // Selling the cow to
Vasilini ?; Dignity? What horde did we trample on? (3 presses) // What horde damped us?

d) Circumstances of the spread of time: [Chaban was alert]. See you tomorrow ? Why
tomorrow (O. Gonchar) // [Chaban is alert] By tomorrow, why till tomorrow? Well, now? Why
are you losing people? (M. Kotsyubinsky) Il Well, now why are you losing people?

e) Circumstances of distributor of places: To the tomb? What is the tomb (M.
Kotsyubinsky) // To what tomb?

e) Proverb propagators of the predictive type: Fatherland? [Order] Could not forget it?
(From the press) // Could not he forget the parental order?

Not every question-sentence can be part of a discursive statement, for example:
Already? So close? (M. Kotsyubinsky). As we see, the question-word sentence can not be
part of a discursive statement, since it is not co-referential with a grammatical informative
sentence.

For the division of the expression on the subject and the rime, such stability is not
characteristic as for the allocation of morphologised members of the sentence. The actual
division often allows for variations. A clear distinction is made between the topic and the
rheum in question-answer dialogues. According to the type of question and the expected
answer, the statements are divided into general and partial economics. General subjects
are oriented either to the affirmative, or to the negative answer or to other modifications of
these responses. Partly the same statements are aimed at obtaining some new partial
information. In general statements, nutrition is expressed by particle or intonation, and in
partial - the questioning of pronoun words, example : Well, now? Why are you losing people?
(M.Kotsubinsky) // Why do you lose people now? As you can see, the actualized
circumstantial distributor of time, standing in the preposition, is amplified by a cry.

Actualized prepositive questioning components in discursive statements may have
different degrees of emotional coloration. Some statements are pronounced with the usual
guestioning intonation, others are reinforced. Punitive discourse pronouncements
pronounced with ordinary intonation are emotionally neutral. Emotionally stained,
guestioning statements that are pronounced with an intensified, intense intonation are
emotionally colored.

A special kind in the language of artistic works are discourse statements, which at the
beginning are formalized by questioning patrticles, pronouns or adverbs:

a) the questionable particles, except (with a tint of uncertainty), really (with a tint of
surprise), etc., eg: Is it an offensive? Tomorrow? (O. Gonchar) // Is it tomorrow's offensive?
Has he died? Opanas? (L. Martovich) // Has Happened Opanas ?;

b) who are the informal pronouns? what? which? whose? which? how many ?, for
example: who is there? Sit sad over water (V. Stafanik) // Who is sitting there sad over
water?;
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c) helpful adverbs where? When? where? where?, eg: Where are you going? With
collages (JI. Martovich) // Where do you go with the collages?; When will they come? At
Javan's Wedding (Jl.Martovich) // When will they come to Yvan's wedding?

A discursive statement forms a questioning tone, quite varied in its sound. An increase
in the tone falls on the updated component, which contains the content of the question. If
such a word stands at the beginning of a discursive statement, then the voice gradually
decreases, although it never reaches a recession equal to a grammatical narrative sentence.

A separate kind of discursive statements with an actualized segmented presentation of
a questioning component is the expression of a recipe inherent in oral speech; they begin
with a repetitive, informative pronoun or adverb: someone, something, something like, when,
etc., for example: Where to go? Tomorrow at midnight (L. Martovich) // Where to go
tomorrow at midnight? How did you die? Heifer chip? (JI Martovich) // How is the heifer
chevron dying?; Where lives? Widow of Stepan Kiitsuka? (L. Martovich) // Where is the
widow of Stepan Kischuk living?

The communicative task of discursive expressions with a segmented input component
is not the transfer of information, as in narrative statements, but the motivation to obtain the
necessary information.

Conclusions and research prospects.

The existence of discursive statements testifies to the high level of development of the
syntax of the Ukrainian language. This is due to the fact that the sphere of syntax specifically
includes those linguistic units that are directly intended to communicate with people and
directly correlate the reported to the real reality.

In order to update the questioning component in discursive statements, the following
means are used: questioning intonation, which manifests itself in raising the tone on the
word related to the question; the order of words, which mostly consists in moving the word
related to the beginning of the statement; question particles are, if not, etc .; questioning
pronouns who, what, who, who, how, where, from, from, how, when, how, why, why and
under.

An analysis of discursive statements makes it possible to gain a deeper understanding
of the originality of the system organization of syntactic units, to find out the features of
grammatical semantics, potential functional and stylistic possibilities, and in terms of the
national specificity of the Ukrainian syntax.
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ANCKYPCUBHI BUCJTOBJIEHHA
3 AKTYANI3OBAHUM NPENO3UTUBHUAM NMUTAJIbHAM KOMIMOHEHTOM
B.0. WuHkapyk, O. M. [ly6oBuk
AHomauia. Y cmammi po3ansadarombCs nuUmMaHHs CUHMAaKkcucy 38’s13H020 MOBJIEHHS;
aHani3ytomscsi OUCKYPCUBHI 8UCIOBIIEHHS, WO KeasiiKyrombCs K OOUHUUSS meKcmy, 8
SKil  8i0bysaembCsi KOMyHIKamueHa pearni3auis 2pamamu4yHo20 pedyeHHs. B ocHosy
8UOINeHHs OUCKYpPCUBHO20 BUCIIOB/IEHHSI 8 OKPEMY KOMYHIKamueHy OOUHUUK MoKIadeHo
KopegbepeHmMHicmb (KOMyHikamueHO-byHKUiOHaIbHy eKgigasieHmMHICmb) 3 2paMamuy4yHuMm
pedyeHHsaM. [emarnbHO OO0CiOXyombCsi OUCKYPCUBHI 8UCII08/IEHHS 3 akmyarsi3oeaHum
rpeno3umueHUM nNuUMarnbHUM KOMIOHEHMOM | Crie8iOHECEHICMb IX 3 2paMamuy4yHuMm
opmarbHO-efieMeHmapHUM (MPOCMUM) PeYEHHSIM.
Knroyoei cnoea: cuHmakcuc 38’13HO20 MOBJIEHHS, OUCKYPC, MeKcm, OUCKYypCUBHE
8UCII108/1EHHS, KOpegepeHmMHIicmb, rpocme peyvyeHHs, numarsbHUl KOMIOHEeHM

OUCKYPCUBHbIE BbICKA3bIBAHUA C AKTYAITUSBUPOBAHHbLIM
NPENO3UTUBHbLIM BONMPOCUTEJIbHbIM KOMNOHEHTOM
B.A. WuHkapyk, E.H.[ly6oBuk

AHHOMauyus. B cmambe paccmampugatomcsi 80MpOChl CUHMaKcuca c8s13H020 mekcma,
aHasnusupyromesi OUCKYPCUBHbIE 8bICKa3bl8aHUsl, KOmopble Keanuguyupytomcsi Kak eOuHuua
mekcma, 8 KOmopoU rpoucxooum KOMMYHUKamueHas peanu3ayusi epaMmamuyeckoz20
npednoxeHusi. B ocHogy e6bldesieHUs OUCKYPCUBHO20 8bICKa3blaHUsi 8 OmOesbHYI0
KOMMYHUKamueHaro  eOUHUUYy  [OJfIoKeHa  KopeghepeHmMHoOCmb (KOMMYHUKamueHo-
QYKHKUUOHarnbHasi 3KeusasieHmMHOCmb) ¢ epaMMmamuyeckum rpedrnoxeHuem. [emarbHo
uccniedyromcsi OUCKYpPCUBHbIe 8bICKa3bl8aHUsi C aKkmyanu3upo8aHHbIM [Perno3umueHbIM
goripocumeribHbIM KOMIMOHEHMOM U COOMHOWEHUe UX C epaMmamuyeckuM ¢hbopmaribHO-
aneMeHmapHbIM (MpocmaiM) rPeoIoXeHUeM.

Knroyesble crnoea: CUHMAaKCUC CB853HO20 Bew,aHusi, OUCKYpC, meKkcm, OUCKypCcUBHOe
8bicKa3blgeaHue, KopeghepeHmMHoCmb, npocmoe npedrioxeHue, 80NPocUMesibHbIU KOMIOHEHM
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