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Sitko A. V., Struk 1. V. The Principles Of English And Ukrainian Interrogative Sentences Classification. The
present article discusses some aspects related to the contrastive typology of the English and Ukrainian languages
aiming at structuring the interrogative sentences. The main isomorphic and allomorphic structural, semantic and
pragmatic peculiarities of languages under investigation serve as a basis for the interrogative sentences classification

taking into account the constructive nature of this process.
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Defining the problem and argumentation of the top-
icality of its consideration. In resent years the study of
syntax and interrogative sentences has undergone a con-
siderable shift of interest away from prescriptive towards
more descriptive, scientific positions. One of the conse-
quences of this shift of interest has been the increase in
empirical research towards the comparative analysis.

The interrogative sentence and answer to make it is one
of the most used forms of the lingual communication; in
such a way the communicative function of the language
is distinguished in its all complete sense. According to
the data of the sociological and psychological researches,
the interrogative sentence happens in the common speech
approximately every 40 words.

Setting the goals and tasks of the article. Our main
objective in presenting this paper is to outline similar gen-
eral features of English and Ukrainian interrogative sen-
tences serving as a basis for their classification as well as to
identify and classify accordingly the main isomorphic and
allomorphic structural, semantic and pragmatic peculiari-
ties of languages under investigation.

Syntax as the part of grammar deals with sentences and
combinability of words. The core of syntax is the study of
the sentence, its components, their structure and relations
between these components and on the other hand structural
and communicative types of sentences. The sentence is a
minimal unit of communication. From the viewpoint of
their role in the process of communication sentences are
divided into four types: declarative, interrogative, imper-
ative and exclamatory ones. These types differ in the aim
of communication and express statements, questions, com-
mands and exclamations [6].

The outline of the main research material. An attempt
to revise the traditional communicative classification of sen-
tences was made by the American scholar Ch. Fries who first
classified them as a deliberate challenge to the «accepted
routine» not in accord with the purposes of communication,
but according to the responses they elicit [7].

In 1976 article entitled “The Classification of Illocu-
tionary Acts”, the philosopher John Searle, one of Aus-
tin’s former students, pointed out that there is a seemingly
endless number of illocutionary acts. There are state-
ments, assertions, denials, requests, commands, warnings,
promises, vows, offers, apologies, thanks. Condolences,
appointments, namings, resignations and so forth. J.Searle
treated questions as a subcategory of directives [9] but
L. Bulatetska supposes them as a separate category [1, 92].
A question is an utterance used to get the listener to provide
information. This class includes acts of asking, inquiring,
requesting and so on.

Grammatical meaning and form of interrogative sen-
tences as well as their pragmatic characteristics may vary.
Therefore, one may say that interrogative sentences are
distinguished only on the ground of the most general for-
mal and semantic properties. We fully subscribe 1. Alex-
eyeva’s words indicating the essential formal properties
such as specific interrogative intonation, inverted word
order, interrogative pronouns each of which is distributed
differently in different types of interrogative sentences
[5, 242]. As to their content, interrogative sentences are
characterized by the idea of an informational lacuna
expressed structurally: Where shall I put it up? (18, 29).
The formal properties mentioned above may occur in var-
ious combinations: cf. When are your folks coming here?
(13, 63) (inversion, interrogative verb form, interrogative
pronoun); Whatisit? (14, 196) (inversion, interrogative pro-
noun); How? (13, 106) (interrogative pronoun); / suppose
you re not strong enough to bring the raft to this side, are
you? (13, 159) (tag question attached); Have you seen Oz?
(14, 97) (intonation, inversion, etc.). This linguistic para-
digm is represented in works of such prominent theorists of
grammar as L. S. Barkhudarov, E. A. Kruisinga, P. H. Mat-
thews, H. A. Poustma, O. Espersen, O. H. Pocheptsov,
N. A. Kobrina and others.

The problem of the interrogative sentences classifi-
cation has always been interesting to the scientists. The
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first principle of interrogative sentences classification is
the syntactic one. Interrogative sentences contain ques-
tions. Their communicative function is asking for informa-
tion. They belong to the sphere of conversation and only
occasionally occur in monological speech. Our approach
shared by L. Barkhudarov, 1. Alexeyeva, N. Kondratenko
and I. Korunets’[2; 5; 8] is that all varieties of questions
may be structurally reduced to two main types — general
questions (also called «yes —no» questions) and pronomi-
nal questions (otherwise called «special» or «why» — ques-
tions). Both are graphically identified by a question mark.
The two main types have a number of structural and com-
municative modifications, the most conspicuous of which
are alternative, disjunctive and suggestive questions. They
are in both languages, practically, the structural and com-
municative modifications of these two structural types.
Sentences of interrogative modality, however, possess
a common communicative function and mostly identical
structural forms in both contrasted languages. General
questions in English start with an auxiliary, modal or link-
ing verb followed by the subject, whereas in Ukrainian —
with any part of the sentence. The most used English and
Ukrainian general questions which obtain isomorphic fea-
tures refer to the following models: Vmod n’t + S (N, Pr
pers n) + P (V, Adj, N)... ?; (cnj + )V aux n’t + S (N, Pr
pers n) + P (V, Adj) ...(+ O) ...7; Vaux + S (N, Pr pers
n) + V...(+ N)...? ; do +Pr pers n + think +...?; (Adv +)
S+ Vaux + V...7: Will they not know me for a king if
I have not a king’s raiment? (17, 102); Heeoxce e oye
mama 6yoymu 6umu HeCIyXHsIHO20 2NeUUKd, Wo po3ouUecs?
(11, 207); Do you think Tinker Bell was grateful to Wendy
forraising her arm? (12, 69). The allomorphic singularities
in general questions structure of languages under research
refer to the following structural modifications: 1) in Eng-
lish—Vmod + S (N, Prpers n) + P (V, Adj, N)...?; Vmod +
S (N, Pr pers n)...?; Vmod + S (Pr pers n) + not + V...?;
Vaux + S (N, Prpers n)?; Vaux n’t + S (N, Pr pers n) +
Adj+N...?; Vaux + S (N, Prpers n) + not + V+O...7;
to be + there + N (Pr)...?; V+ Prpersn; to be + S (Pr
pers n) + not + Adv ...?7; to be +Pr pers n ...( + N / Part
11/ Adj)...7; to be +Pr dem =+ Pr pers ...7; Pr dem + N (,
intj)?; S + V aux n’t + Predicative..., [ hope?; S + to be +
not + V...?: Could we not kidnap these boys’ mother and
make her our mother? (12, 90); “He is in danger; I hope?
7 said the old lady (15, 263); Isnt it beautiful picture?
(16, 119); 2) in Ukrainian — cnj + to be + not + O...7; Adv/
N/V?2,tobe+S (Prpersn) +V...2; S(N, Prpers n) +
to be + Adj...?; to be + it+ N prop...?; Listen, V aux n’t +
S (Prpersn) + V...?; N’s + S?; to be + not +S + Pr poses
indep...?; (prep, cnj + ) Prpers ?...; to be + S (Pr persn) +
O (Prneg)+ V...?7; S (Pr pers n) + Vmod + not...?: Xiba
oyi keimu 6i1s xamu, oyi s01yHI 6 CAOKy MINbKu OJis HAC
ysimymo? (10, 15); Cnyxaii, — HacTOpOXUIacst BOHA, — d
mu mym nooau3y Hikoeo He cmpiuag? — 1 TIsHY/a T0BKOJIa
(10, 82),; Awipuun xeicm? — nepermran 3aenp (10, 10).
Structural identity is observed in disjunctive (tag) ques-
tions consisting of an affirmative or negative statement
followed respectively by a negative and affirmative ques-
tion-tag [3, 42]. Therefore English and Ukrainian disjunc-
tive questions which obtain isomorphic features refer to the
following models: S + V aux + V..., V aux +not + S (Pr
persn) ?and S+ V aux +not + V+ O, V aux + S (Pr pers n)
?: Now, you are a nice young fellow, ain t you? said Sower-

berry; giving Oliver a shake, and a box on the ear. (15, 44);
Tasnux 6pas, a meri xiva He moxcna, uu wo? (10, 167).

Allomorphism is observed, however, in the ability
of some Ukrainian tag-questions to be transformed into
general questions. For example: "You are all right, aren't
you?" "V mebe éce eapaso, uu He max? or Ilpasoa i, y
mebe 6ce eapaz0?”. Allomorphic features refer to the fol-
lowing models 1) in English— S +Vaux + V..., V aux +
S (Prpersn) ? and S+ V aux + not + V..., V aux +not +
S (Pr pers n) ?: You'd never have me anything else, if
you had your will, except now, - the humour doesn't it?
(15, 165); 2) in Ukrainian — Let’s + V, shall we ? and Pr
pers n + to be + Adj, to be + not + Pr pers n ?: Jasaii i
cnpagodi nokamaemocs na ceunax! Ia? (11, 72).

Alternative questions are characterized in both lan-
guages by isomorphic features. The beginning of these
sentences presents a general question. The latter manifest
themselves in the existence of a semantically and structur-
ally common alternative conjunction or corresponding to
the Ukrainian conjunction un. The introductory part in these
sentences coincides in both languages and may be either a
general question or a special question by its structure. The
very existence of alternative questions, however, is regarded
by some grammarians as disputable today. Despite this, the
alternative questions can not be denied specific semantic and
structural peculiarities of their own. Thus, the introductory
part, whether a general or a special question by its form, is
always pronounced before the alternative conjunction with
a rising tone [3, 339]. The allomorphic singularities in the
structure of questions of the languages under research refer
to the following structural modifications: 1) in English —
Vaux + S (Pr) (+ V) +Adj (O) or Adj (O)...?; Vaux+ S+
VorVaux+S+V...2,Vaux + S+ N or N...?; What +
V aux / mod + S+ V+ O or O...?7: What have papers to do
with soul or spirit? (15, 85); 2) in Ukrainian — Which one +
V aux + S+ Adj or Adj...?; to be + S+ P + that + O or O?;
Who + needs + prep + O (Pr pers) or + prep + O (Pr pers)?;
Who + to be + Adj + O or O?; Pr pers n + think: to be +
Prpers nor +not ?; Vmod + S + V or + not ?: Axi mobi —
yopHi, uepeoi uu icosmi? (10, 280).

Special/Pronominal questions are characterized in the
contrasted languages by generally common if not pre-
sumably universal features. English and Ukrainian special
questions which obtain isomorphic features refer to the
following models: (cnj) Why (Where, When, What, How,
How long /ago (often) + V aux + S (N, Pr pers n) + V,...
(N)...? How/many / much (What) (+ O (N)* Vmod + S
(N, Prpersn)+ V...? What + N (Pr)...? (cnj) Why (What/
else, Which one) + Vmod + S +V...? (part) How (What)?
How(Why) + V aux + not + S (N, Prpers n) + V...? How
dare + S (N, Prpersn) + V...? Why + not...? How (What,
Where) + to be + S (N, Pr pers n) ...(prep)? What + to be
+Prdem/N... ?: What did he see? (17,49); What are you
thinking of, Trot? (13, 117); Lo sic meni menep poboumu,
incaue? (10, 9); HYomy orc ni? (10, 229).

They are started with an interrogative pronoun or
adverb which may sometimes be preceded by prepositions,
particles or interjections. Allomorphic is the use of prepo-
sitions in the final position in English: What do we need a
raft for, Cap’'n? (13, 58).

Semantic structure of interrogative sentences.

As to the second principle of classification it is the
semantic one. Talking about the semantic structure, the
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interrogative sentence includes two components: the com-
petence inquiry (a question concerning the presence of
information about a composing situation or about a situ-
ation in the whole) and the subject of the inquiry. Basic
for this approach are the ideas of O. H. Pocheptsov [4, 9].
Thus, the following two types of interrogative sentences
are found: 1) those with the question itself: How was it that
you appeared to me as a great Head? (14, 156); 2) those
with the judgement: Be quiet, sir! Cant you see these are
strangers and should be treated with respect? (14, 197).
According to the possible combinations of the addresser’s
knowledge about the answer character to the competence
inquiry and about the meaning of an answer to the question
itself, four cases are distinguished [8, 10]: 1) an addresser
knows neither the fact whether an addressee can answer
the question, nor the answer to the question: How far is it
to the Emerald City? (14, 24); 2) an addresser knows the
future answer character but he doesn’t know the meaning
of the answer: What is your name? (15, 42); 3) an addresser
knows not only the future answer character but also the
answer itself: Are you lonesome because you're a magi-
cian? (13, 144); 4) an addresser doubts the addressee’s
ability to answer the question but he knows the answer
himself (this situation takes place when the teacher asks
the student).

The third principle of interrogative sentences classifica-
tion is the pragmatic one. It points out the main pragmatic
characteristic of the interrogative sentence, which is the
intention of the inquirer. The intension is subdivided into
starting intension (the filling of the informational lacuna)
and final intention (the fulfillment of an act) [4, 19]. The
study of the final intention character suggests two follow-
ing types of the interrogative sentences: those, whose final
aim is the linguistic act and those, whose final aim is the
paralinguistic act.

Depending on whether the question is connected with
the physical act or with emotions paralinguistic questions

are subdivided into: 1) those, whose final aim is to arise
emotions: But suppose you haven t the right key with you.
What then? (13, 158); 2) those, whose final aim is to show
some emotions: ‘Dear me!’ she exclaimed in surprise.
‘Have YOU been here all night, too?’(14, 13).
Concluding remarks. The work presented above is
a piece of research endeavouring to bring together devel-
opments and experiences both in the field of pragmatics
and contrastive typology of the English and Ukrainian lan-
guages. Its main objective is to contribute to the principles
of English and Ukrainian interrogative sentences classifica-
tion. We have proposed, so far, an outline of main isomor-
phic and allomorphic structural, semantic and pragmatic
peculiarities of languages under investigation. Thus, Eng-
lish and Ukrainian interrogative sentences may be classi-
fied not only by a syntactic principle, but also by semantic
and pragmatic ones. To know them all is very important
especially in the process of translation. We believe that,
despite so much criticism of the lack of validity in this
kind of methodology, this research methodologically has
been shown to provide a very promising framework for the
investigation of the pragmatic aspects of translation, a field
of study that could either be only tackled speculatively.
In the last few years substantial effort has been put in this
area of research, resulting in a large amount of very val-
uable insights about the pragmatic and contrastive typol-
ogy affective factors involved in translation. The validity
of the results comes from the contrast and convergence of
the data obtained with different methodologies. Our line
of empirical research is based on this general approach.
The ultimate goal of this work has obviously been to shed
light on the comparative analysis of English and Ukrainian
interrogative sentences structure, semantic and pragmatic.
The obtained results draw from the common or divergent
features respectively the isomorphic regularities and the
allomorphic singularities in the languages contrasted.
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