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AHHOTAUHA

B nanHO# cTaThe paccMaTpUBAIOTCS CEMaHTHYECKHE OTHOIICHHS, BHIpAXKEHHBIE COr030M “but”. Beibop 3TOorO Coro3za He
CIIy4aeH, TaK KakK SBJIAETCS OIHUM W3 HamOoJiee yMOTPEOUTENbHBIX COUMHUTEIBHBIX COI030B B AHIIMIICKOM SI3BIKE M YXOAUT
KOPHSIMH B JIPEBHEAHTJIMHCKUHA Tepuos. AnBepcaTuBHBI co03 “but” oOpa3yeT HpPOTOTHUIIMYECKOE SJIPO CEMaHTHKO-
CHUHTAKCUYECKOTO TIOJII COYMHUTENIBHBIX CBsi3ed. OTOT COM03, KakK IIOKa3ajl aHalu3, MOXET pealn30BBIBATh Kak
KOHBEHIIMOHAJIbHBIE, TAK U CUTYaTHBHBIC CBS3M M OTHOLICHUs. KOHBEHIIMOHANBHBIE CBSI3U M OTHOIICHHMS, aKTyaJIu3upyeMble
9THM COIO30M, IPOM3BOAHBI OT CEMAHTHKH IHCKYypCHOro (peiiMa, KOTOpbIH cHOpMHpOBaH Ha 0a3e COEAMHHUTEIBHBIX
COYMHHTENIFHBIX OTHOIIEHHH. B anBepcaTuBHOM OGOPMIIEHHHM 3TH OTHOIICHHS MaHH(ECTUPYIOTCS KaK YCTYNHTEJbHBIE,
MPOTUBUTENIBHO-CONIOCTABUTENBHBIC U JPYTHE.

KiouyeBble c€10Ba: KOHTPapHOCTb, KOHTPAIUKTOPHOCTH, KOHIIECCUBHOCTB, KOHTPACT, CEMaHTHKa «OOMaHyTOTO
OKHJaHUS», aJIBEPCATUBHBINA, CPABHUTEIbHBIH.
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Abstract

This article discusses the semantic relations expressed by conjunction “but”. The choice of this conjunction is not
accidental, since it is one of the most common coordinative conjunctions in the English language and is dated back to the Old
English period. The adversative conjunction “but” forms the prototypical core of the semantic-syntactic field of coordinative
relations. This conjunction, as the analysis has shown, can realize both conventional and situational relations. The conventional
relations actualized by this conjunction are derived from the semantics of the discourse frame, which is formed on the basis of
coordinative conjunctive relations. In an adversarial form, these relations are manifested as concessive, adversative-contrastive
and so on.
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Introduction

The English coordinative conjunction “but” is one of the most common coordinative conjunctions. According to the
information presented in The Oxford English Dictionary [9, P. 152], it was used in the language since the Old English period.

As a typical coordinative conjunction, through which opposition relations are realized in the language, “but” is positioned
in all English grammars. So, Barkhudarov L.S. and D.A. Shteling in their “Grammar of the English language” [3, P. 192],
along with copulative and disjunctive conjunctions, base conjunctions and resultative conjunctions, they also note the presence
of adversative conjunctions in the language, realizing in speech the relationship of opposition between concepts. In addition to
the “but”, the grammar authors also include the “yet” conjunction here. These conjunctions are more often used in literary art
works, in which this means of communication provides the logic of the development of the narrative, the relationship, or, on
the contrary, the delimitation of specific judgments. In this case, adversative conjunctions are similar in their functions to units
such as moreover, however, nevertheless. The differentiated semantics of the coordinative conjunctions is considered in the
grammar of B.A. Ilyish [4, P. 262]. According to author, the “but” conjunction has a clearly expressed unambiguous
adversative semantics, which practically cannot be implemented in a sentence by other means. The same point of view on the
meaning of the conjunction “but” is also shared by the group of authors of “Grammar of the English language” consisting
of E.A. Korneeva, M.I. Ossovskaya, K.A. Guzeeva [6, P. 179]. However, they add that as an adversative, this conjunction can
express the semantics of contrast or contradictory.

First of all, one should turn to the relationship of contrary, that is, comparison or contrast between judgments, in which the
truth of the previous statement is not refuted by the next one. Contradictory (opposite) is a logical relationship between two
simple comparable judgments, which excludes their simultaneous truth, but does not exclude their simultaneous falsehood.

The statements “all trees are red” and “no tree is red” are contrary statements, since both exclude each other, and the
statement is “only some trees are red”.

The achievement of such an effect becomes possible due to the specific nature of contrary concepts, which are species of
the same genus, however, one of them has certain characteristics, which the second does not deny, but instead they are
replaced by others, contrasting. A situation arises when the semantics of contrary concepts includes extreme and mutually
exclusive species characteristics, which, nevertheless, are conditioned and predetermining each other. The whole complex of
contradictory concepts is in a relationship of contrary (Latin contrarius — opposite), that is, in relations arising between
opposed or completely opposite statements in meaning (or concepts), the truth of which, like falsehood, cannot manifest itself
simultaneously (if one thing is true, then the other is false). If the statement is known to be true, then, accordingly, the contrary
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judgment will be false; however, the true falsity of a judgment does not imply a certain truth or falsity of a contrary statement,
since it can be equally true or false.

It should also be noted that there is no general unity in the views of linguists on contrary relationship. So, V.N. Zhigadlo,
I.P. Ivanova and L.L. Iofik define relations of this type as adversative-contrastive [10, P. 179]; R. Kwerk and S. Greenbaum
include them in a number of contrastive ones, together with relations of contradictory [7, P. 217]; and the representative of
London structuralism M.A.K. Halliday differentiates the relations of contrary, contradictory and concessivity and places them
in the group of adversive relations [3, P. 152].

Contrary relations implement the semantics of comparative opposition, that is, the basis of a message that includes
contrary is the presence of a difference or even contraposition in a pair of similar phenomena. At the same time, often the
relations of contrary opposition, expressed by the conjunction under consideration, are combined with various kinds of
conditionality relations, which will be discussed below.

Let’s analyze the example below with the “but” conjunction:

The Richards were grown-up and old and don't count. But the Greys had some small children.

In this sentence, “but” acts as a means of communication between autonomous sentences, which, nevertheless, are in a
relationship of contrary, the basis for which here is the presence of relations of antonymy, which are seen in the lexical content
of the parts (grown up and old — on the one hand, and children —on another).

[ went to work, but she went to the cinema.

I wish I could go but I am too busy.

Here is the contrastive conjunction is used to express the relations of opposition, inconsistency and difference.

The next type of relations of the contrary type, for the expression of which the conjunction “but” is used, are contrary-
concessive. According to R. Lakoff, syntactic complexes containing relations of this type carry a certain hidden
presupposition. Opportunities for the use of the conjunction “but” provides the compatibility between the functioning of the
statement and the presupposition, and such examples are qualified by R. Lakoff as the denial of expectation “but” [8, P. 134].

Mercedes can go fast, but Opels are safe.

Mercedes can go fast, but Nick will never get a ticket for speeding.

In the first sentence, an oppositional meaning is realized through the conjunction but, since the characteristics of two cars
are considered and compared here (Mercedes has one positive quality, Opel has another). In the second example, the semantic
content of but is considered as "refuting the expected together with the presupposition and the conclusions that follow from
it": 1. Nick is a Mercedes driver. 2. It is assumed that if you have the opportunity to go fast, then you will do so. 3. But in this
case, you may also be subject to a fine for impermissibly exceeding the established speed limit.

Following him, the semantics of “contrary to expectations” in the conjunction “but” (the contrary-to-expectation “but”) is
also noted by another linguist L. Carlson [5, P. 277], and from his point of view, this is the most frequent meaning of this
conjunction, it is synonymous meaning of the conjunction “yet” and can also be implemented using the
words although, despite, which combine two fragments in a sentence. In our examples, the first part of the sentence includes an
argument of an inductive nature, which is opposed to the semantic content of the second part, which is expressed by the word
“but” with the semantics of “contrary to expectations”.

1. I love this, but I cannot afford it.

2. Ann is intelligent, but she is ugly.

3. He tried, but he failed.

The whole set of the mentioned relations can be realized by means of a connection of this type, in which one can be
realized through the other. Reverse causality is the inner essence of the concessive type of communication, it manifests itself in
the fact that the first phenomenon, from which the non-verbalized second naturally follows, does not negate the third, which is
opposed to the previous (second). The concessive meaning encloses the semantics of the previous fragment in a certain
framework by recognizing the simultaneous existence of the opposite thought, action, fact along with what contradicts it,
which has already been reported earlier. This is possible if in the subsequent fragment it is said about a changed condition,
about some obstacle, or an amendment (counterargument, correction) is given here, causing doubts about the veracity of what
is reported in the first part, or making it false at all. This, in our opinion, is the specificity of concessivity relations, distancing
them from the relations of contrary and contradictory, we note, however, that the semantics of concessivity is closely
interrelated with the oppositional relations, which also act in turn as an obligatory component of concessionary semantics.

Thus, the concessionary meaning can manifest itself only when comparing a pair of opposing facts or phenomena, and one
of them will exist regardless of the degree of opposition of the other, but the judgment expressed in the second part will be
opposite in meaning to what was a natural consequence of the first part.

Conclusion
All of the above allows us to conclude that there is a special complex of conditioning relations, expressed through the
conjunction “but”, which can be classified as contrary-causal.
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