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INTRODUCTION

Correlatives are rare constructions in natural languages. They appear/appeared mainly in
Sanskrit, Latin, Greek and Indo-Aryan languages (Liptak 2009), but research from the last
decades demonstrates that these constructions are also observable in Indo-European languages
(Quirk et al. 1972, Downing 1973, De Vries 2002, Citko 2009, Arsenijevic 2009, among others).

The object of this research is the correlative constructions (CC) in the contemporary
Romanian language (LRC), whose specific feature is the ratio of mutual and symmetrical
implication between the constituents. More precisely, the way in which this relationship is
achieved at the semantic, syntactic and pragmatic level is analyzed, thus presenting the
distinctive features of CC at the LRC level, which have either a coordinated structure through
repetitive conjunctions, or a subordinate relative, pronominal or conjunctional structure.

The complexity of these constructions and the importance of studying them from a
synchronic point of view will be proven, thus, through the proposed monographic study.

Moreover, correlative constructions represent a niche of grammar, at the level of which
in-depth research has not yet been carried out. These structures are too little targeted/treated in
the specialized works in the Romanian bibliography, the research so far having, rather, a
preliminary character. This lack therefore motivates the need for research on correlative
structures in the context where the subject has been treated with regard to other languages
(German, Hungarian, Norwegian, Korean, English, Turkish, etc.): Liptak (2009), Fery ( 2016),
Meinunger (2016), Schwabe (2016), Chung (2004), Johannessen (2005), Hendriks (2004),
Hofmeister (2008), Hoffmann (2019), Demirok (2017), among others. The position adopted in
this paper therefore has a complementary character, the intention being to combine the tools of
generative grammar with the studies carried out on the subject of CC.

The contribution of the mentioned authors is, above all, the attempt to frame correlatives
in structural and semantic typologies, to highlight the semantic-syntactic mechanism underlying
the generated statement and to explain the effects created by the use of correlatives at the
pragmatic level, depending on the purpose communication. Using the models proposed in the
international bibliography, it is resorted to the adaptation to the linguistic material extracted from
contemporary Romanian language texts. Thus, a detailed analysis of the correlative constructions
in LRC is proposed, based on a rich corpus of texts and using concepts specific to modern
grammar.

A relevant aspect, highlighted through the work, is the fact that the correlative pattern of
the Romanian language is varied, with numerous formal, semantic, syntactic and pragmatic

peculiarities.



The premise is that these constructions have a bipartite structure, and between its
constituents (between the correlative and the head of the relative or other connectors/between the
repetitive conjunctions) a relationship of semantic and structural symmetry is achieved (Bittner
2001, Den Dikken 2005, Liptdk 2009, Mignon 2009, Hoffmann 2019). Starting from this
premise, the aim is to describe a whole series of features of CC. For example, at the formal level,
the homogeneity/heterogeneity of the constituents is illustrated, respectively their obligation
within the CC. At the semantic level, a typology of CC is made, these being classified into
oppositional, temporal, causal constructions, etc. From a syntactic point of view, the syntactic
ratio at which the correlation is made (coordination vs. subordination) is highlighted,
respectively the relevance of the position of preposition/postposition to the regent. Regarding the
pragmatic aspects, the emphatic role that correlatives can have is highlighted and the status of
Topic and Focus, the process of focusing, topicalization, grammaticalization and
pragmaticization is analyzed.

With the help of a nuanced theoretical apparatus and through a rich inventory of
examples from both the written and the spoken language, the universal aspects of these
constructions are verified and also specific aspects of CC in the Romanian language are
highlighted, respectively the trends in their current use.

The most important aspects captured in the description of correlative constructions in
LRC are the following: semantic, structural and discursive-pragmatic features, syntactic
organization, the frequency of these constructions in the corpus of LRC, their variety, trends in
their current use, respectively the rich inventory of used connectors. The questions to be
answered are:

Q) Are all CC semantically and syntactically symmetric structures?

(i)  To what extent and in what sense does CC modify the complex statement?

(1i1)  What are the main classification criteria of CC?

(iv)  Are correlatives just emphatic elements?

(v)  Arethere any trends in the use of CC in current language (spoken and written)?

The specific objectives in mind are:

(1 Selection and classification of all CCs from the compiled corpus;

(i) Highlighting common/particular aspects of CC in written and spoken language;

(ili)  Realization of a typology of CC in LRC;

(iv)  CC analysis from a semantic, syntactic and pragmatic point of view;

(v)  Relief of some pragmatic issues by administering a questionnaire to native

speakers of the Romanian language.
So, these are the aspects through which they contribute to the complex study of CC in LRC,
presenting an extended perspective on correlatives.
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The main objective of the present paper is to create a description of CC in LRC, starting
from a rich corpus, which includes both written and spoken Romanian language samples.

In the description of CC, | started, of course, both from the earlier and more recent
descriptions, such as the works of Rizescu (1962), Constantinescu-Dobridor (1972), Bejan
(1979), Neamtu (1982), Bitea (1987), Stan (1989), Diaconescu (1989, 1995), Brasoveanu (2008),
Chircu (2008), Bilbiie (2008, 2024), Croitor (2013, 2016) and Gheorghe (2004, 2018).

The results of this analysis are highlighted through the prism of an integrative theoretical
model (targeting the syntactic, semantic and pragmatic levels) and reveal a perspective to
typologically frame the correlative constructions®. From a methodological point of view,
therefore, the descriptive-interpretive perspective is approached, not just a quantitative one.
Beyond the descriptive perspective, we also had in mind a comparative perspective between the
spoken language and the written language, respectively between the Romanian language and
other languages (Romance languages, English, German and Hungarian).

The bibliography consulted is in particular that related to correlatives: Bittner 2001,
Zitterbart 2002, Borsley 2004, Hendriks 2004, Mouret 2004, Citko 2009, Den Dikken 2009,
Liptak 2009, Progovac 2009, Davison 2009, Mignon 2009, Zhang 2010, Sachs 2016 , Hoffmann
2019, Belyaev & Haug 2020, among others.

In the semantic field, most works particularly focus on comparative correlatives, which
express the idea of successive cyclicity and are based on a conditional value (McCawley 1988,
Cullicover & Jackendoff 1999, Borsley 2004, Den Dikken 2005, Meinunger 2018, Hoffmann
2019) . At the same time, Arsenijevic (2009) insists on the relative structure of conditional CC,
and Leung (2009) establishes semantic criteria for matching the two constituents (eng.
matching). Zitterbart (2002) semantically classifies German CCs into conditional, causal,
consecutive, modal and proportional.

From a syntactic point of view, the focus falls on the position of the two constituents of
CC (Downing 1973, Srivastav 1991, Den Dikken 2005), on syntactic symmetry (Zhang 2010,
Sachs 2016), on the difference between interrogative relative, free and correlative relative (Citko
2009) and on issues related to the left periphery (Demirok 2017, Meinunger 2018).

From a pragmatic perspective, Kéantor (2008) highlights the Focus status of correlatives
and the property of generating contrastive sentences.

In the specialized bibliography, synchronic studies about CC predominate. For example,
Hoffmann (2019) proposes the Dynamic Model, through which he analyzes CCs that do not

allow the inversion of constituents. Rebuschi (2009) presents the CC features in the Basque

The importance of this integrative theoretical model encompassing all three linguistic domains is highlighted by
Langacker (1987, 1991), Sportiche (1996), Hannay & Machtelt (1998), Chierchia & McConnell-Ginet (2000),
Jaszczolt (2005), among others.



language, explaining their role in the development of the Northern Basque language. Davison
(2009) describes the situational value of CC in Sanskrit and Hindi, analyzing them contrastively.
Zitterbart (2002) carries out a classification of CC from a semantic point of view, highlighting
the correlative associations made through adverbial expressions.

Among the few diachronic studies are the work by Cable (2009), which describes the
syntactic evolution of correlatives in Tibetan, and the monograph by Hoffmann (2009), which
takes not only a synchronic but also a diachronic perspective on correlatives in English.

In the present paper, linguistic phenomena related to CC are addressed in the
contemporary period of the Romanian language, thus being a synchronic research, where
possible, some diachronic observations are also made.

The corpus of LRC that is the basis of the work is created by the author and is organized
into two microcorpora: LRC1 (written language) and LRC2 (spoken language).

The corpus of the written Romanian language is formed with the help of the Sketch
Engine and CoRoLa programs and includes examples from the literary, scientific, publishing,
administrative register. Each example provided in the paper has its source specified (the site
from which it was taken).

The corpus of the spoken Romanian language is made up of texts that focus on verbal
interaction, extracted from the following volumes:

e LVO1 - Hoarta Carausu, Luminita, 2013: Corpus of current non-dialectal spoken
language, Alexandru loan Cuza University Publishing House, lasi.

e LV02-Pop, Liana, Corpus in Romanian — forums.

e LV03 - lonescu-Ruxandoiu, Liliana, 2002: Verbal interaction in the current
Romanian language. Selective corpus. Typology sketch, Bucharest University
Publishing House.

e LVO04 - Dascalu Jinga, Laurentia, 2002: Corpus of spoken Romanian, Oscar Print
Publishing House, Bucharest.

e LV05 - Reference corpus for current Romanian: CoRoLa (http://racai.ro)?.

LVO01 contains religious, didactic, advertising, media and spontaneous speech. LVO02 is
made up of comments posted on various forums. LVO03 contains different forms of verbal
interaction: free and controlled direct interaction, free and controlled mediated interaction,
monologic interaction. LVV04 is based on approximately 65 hours recorded by the authors in the
period 1993-2001. Also, LVO05 includes different recorded contexts that can be listened to
depending on the search phrase.

2Both written texts and sequences of verbal interactions can be found within CoRola.
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In a total number of 320 sites, respectively in the spoken language corpora mentioned
above, we identified all the contexts in which CC appear, thus obtaining a total number of 6000
correlative constructions. In order to obtain relevant results, we opted for the distribution of an
equal number of 3000 constructions within each microcorpus.

| ordered the selected constructions in Word and Excel programs, in order to obtain a
"database" of the CC, useful in making statistics and diagrams for the semantic, formal, syntactic
and pragmatic analysis of the constructions. Also, using the Sketch Engine program, we created
an internal "database" with the help of the filters and tools provided by the program, which
allowed returning to the identified examples whenever necessary (see Appendix 2).

I have included the most important quantitative data in chapter 4, subsection 4.2. Corpus
analysis — Quantitative data, where we highlighted by a diagram the distribution of CC in
coordinating and subordinating correlatives and the distribution of CC in different stylistic
registers.

Table 1 of chapter 4, subsection 4.2. presents an inventory of the linguistic material
provided by the corpus. In this table, I have entered all 122 correlative patterns identified in
LRC1 and LRC2, mentioning the kind of syntactic relationship at which they appear
(coordination/subordination), the type of construction (copulative/disjunctive/opposite, etc.), the
occurrences in LRC1, the occurrences in LRC2 and total occurrences in LRC.

Other quantitative data also appear in subchapter 5.3., 6.3., respectively 8.3., with the role
of illustrating the occurrence of CC at the level of coordination/subordination and within the
preferences of native Romanian speakers.

In subchapter 5.3., we highlighted the distribution of coordinating correlatives according
to the homogeneity/heterogeneity of the constituents in both LRC1 and LRC2. In Tables 5 and 6
we have reviewed all the coordinating correlative patterns, noting the type of construction they
are part of.

In subchapter 6.3., | included quantitative observations regarding the subordination ratio
and illustrated by diagrams the distribution of CC in non-circumstantial, relative circumstantial
and conjunctive circumstantial.

In sub-chapter 8.3., we quantitatively analyzed the answers given by the participants to
the questionnaire in Annex 1 and made different diagrams to illustrate the current trends in the
use of CC.

For the identification of CCs from LRC2, we chose the classic, manual analysis of the
corpus to avoid ambiguous constructions, which are not actually CCs.To avoid this ambiguity,
the exact understanding of the grammatical and semantic relations between the constituents of

the correlation is necessary.



For the texts within the Sketch Engine and CoRolLa programs (related to the micro-
corpus LRC1), we opted for the automatic CC analysis, generated by the search engine of these
two programs. Sketch Engine's features and search engine made it easy to search for CC,
especially through Word Sketch commands and Concordance, both commands being useful for
identifying both CC constituents.

At the same time, setting the filters (keep lines containing/not containing..., hide sub-hits,
collocations) contributed to a fast, efficient and secure CC search. The keep lines containing/not
containing filter helped to identify the contexts in which both terms of the correlation appear, the
hide sub-hits filter removed identical contexts in which CCs appear, and the collocations filter
strictly identified the situations in which both constituents appear you have CC, along with a
possible restrictive operator.

Regarding the search program within CoRolLa (Reference Corpus for the Contemporary
Romanian Language), we used the advanced search which allows searching by the current form,
by the lemma and/or the morphosyntactic description (MSD). Pressing the + sign generated as
many fields as needed for the advanced CC search, making it possible to identify both
constituents within the CC, just like Sketch Engine searches.

Also, the 24 statistics and diagrams made on the basis of this rich linguistic material
complete the descriptive/qualitative interpretations, having a complementary character within the
analysis and revealing the main tendencies of Romanian speakers regarding the use of CC.

In order to obtain relevant and illustrative statistics for the LRC, we resorted to the
creation of a corpus as rich as possible (with 6000 CCs in total) and to a stratified and
systematized sample. The two main samples are: one based on the distinction between written
language and spoken language and another based on the registers to which the written texts
belong (fictional, scientific, journalistic, administrative).

In order to organize the analysis part of the paper, we approached the following criteria in
the creation of statistics, because they correspond to the objectives already indicated:

(i) The syntactic ratio at which CC appear - coordination vs. subordination;

(1) The syntactic position in relation to the regent — preposition vs. postponement;
(111) The formal aspect — homogeneity vs. heterogeneity;

(iv) Type of subordinate — circumstantial vs. non-circumstantial;

(v) Connector type — relative/conjunctive/pronominal;

(vi) The pragmatic aspect — Focus vs. Topical.

In appendices 2 and 3 we have included one sequence from the CC sample from LRC1
and LRC2, respectively.

Since CC is being followed in the current state of the Romanian language, | decided that
it is extremely useful, in addition to the careful and detailed analysis of the examples from the
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corpus, to administer a questionnaire related to CC to native speakers of the Romanian language.
This questionnaire (see Appendix 1), consisting of eight questions, includes the most frequently
used CC (those that have a high occurrence in LRC1 and LRC2) and expresses their function
within the transmission of a message (clarification of logical relationships, structuring the
phrase, connecting ideas, highlighting some aspects).

The eight questions addressed to the 100 participants were formulated starting from the
following aspects/trends often found in the current use of the Romanian language:

(i) highlighting/focusing on a certain part of the message sent via CC;

(i1) the tendency to preposition/postposition of the correlative and the meaning of a
certain positioning;

(iii) the need to introduce a restrictive operator within the CC;

(iv) removing CC in order to simplify the message.

We note that between point (i) and (iv) there is no contradiction, but it is about certain
contexts in which, as we will see in the analysis of the questionnaire in subchapter 8.3. CCs used
by native Romanian speakers — a pragmatic perspective, speakers are inclined to introduce or, on
the contrary, remove CCs. Also in this sub-chapter I have synthesized, based on each answer, the
specific tendency of each context in which CC appear.

The paper is organized in two large parts (with a total number of eight chapters),
structured as follows: in the first part of the paper the aim is to present the theoretical
benchmarks that will be used in the CC analysis, and in the second part we present the corpus
analysis at the formal, semantic, syntactic and discursive-pragmatic level.

In the first part, concepts and theories relevant to the study of CC are presented,
respectively their main particularities and functions within the complex statement. First, |
defined concepts such as complex statement, syntactic relation, connector, etc., then moving on
to classification criteria and distinctive features of CC. We also carried out a review of the
international and Romanian bibliography regarding CC, highlighting the main directions of
interpretation.

The second part includes the actual analysis of the corpus, through which the syntactic,
semantic and pragmatic features of CC are highlighted, respectively the deviations from the
literary norm and the semantic/categorical incongruities that produce asymmetrical CC.

Both parts contain an introductory paragraph (preliminary remarks) and a final
paragraph, which summarizes the most important remarks from the respective chapters.

In the first chapter | described the concept of complex statement — an important concept
in research because correlation itself involves a type of complex statement. We highlighted the
peculiarities of the organization of the complex statement, with emphasis on the two types of
syntactic relationship: coordination and subordination.
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The second chapter deals with the connectors of the complex statement from a
morphological, syntactic and semantic perspective. An important distinction we made, at the
syntactic level, is between complementizers and circumstantial conjunctions, respectively
between coordinating and subordinating connectors. At the morphological level, | mentioned the
polyfunctional status of some relationship elements (for example after, which can be a
preposition, subordinator or adverb of time). At the semantic level, we reviewed the prototypical
semantic values that connectors can have (causal, temporal, adjunctive, etc.). Also, also in this
chapter, | introduced correlatives among connectors (in addition to complementizers,
subordinators and relatives), classifying them according to the syntactic relationship to which
they contribute and mentioning the role of the restrictive operator within CC.

Chapter 3 is a review of the international and domestic bibliography, supplemented by
the history of the concept of correlative and the main features/functions of CC and the
phenomenon of correlation (complex structure, lexicalization of the antecedent trace, anaphoric
character, double correlation and focus function) . Within the international bibliography, we
presented theoretical benchmarks from the Anglophone space (McCawley 1988, Den Dikken
2005, Hoffmann 2019, among others), Hungarian (Kiss 2002, Kantor 2008, Liptak 2008, 2009,
Bacskai-Atkari & Dékany 2014, 2015), German (Bittner 2001, Zitterbart 2002, Axel-Tober
2002, Sachs 2016, Meinunger 2018, etc.) and from the Romance linguistic space (Mouret 2004,
Abeillé et al 2006, Bilbiie 2008, Mignon 2009, Sanchez Lopez 2017). Regarding the Romanian
bibliography, I mentioned his studiesStan (1989), Brasoveanu (2008), Chircu (2008), Bilbiie
(2008), Croitor (2013, 2016) and Gheorghe (2004, 2018), among others,which represented solid
starting points of the present research.

Chapter 4 includes preliminary observations regarding the criteria for classifying CC
from a formal, semantic and syntactic point of view (classification into symmetrical and
asymmetrical constructions, homogeneous and heterogeneous constructions, disjunctive,
oppositional, alternative constructions, etc.) and relevant quantitative data within the corpus
analysis regarding the distribution of coordinating and subordinating correlatives, respectively
the distribution by stylistic registers.

Chapter 5 focuses on the coordination report, and chapter 6, the subordination report. |
have covered CC, in both chapters, starting from the bibliography presented above and providing
examples from both written and spoken language. | supported the analytical and descriptive
aspects through quantitative data, thus combining the two types of analysis. CC classifications
and interpretations are original, since, at the moment, there is still no unified classification of CC
structures.

In chapter 7 | exemplified semantic and categorical incongruities among "asymmetrical”
constructions, quite common in LRC. | have recorded numerous situations in which, for
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example, relative adverbs become temporal adverbs (How did he come, how did he get to work).
Starting from such examples, we interpreted and exemplified the concepts of desemanticization
and resemanticization (Brasoveanu 2008b).

In chapter 8 | analyzed CC at a pragmatic level, through concepts such as Focus and
Topic, emphasis mark/emphasis, focus, grammaticalization, pragmaticalization. The
administration of the questionnaire in Annex 1, through which we evaluated the extent to which
native speakers resort to CC, respectively the purpose of their use, allowed the completion of the

analysis with the pragmatic perspective.
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Part |. THEORETICAL AND CONCEPTUAL DELIMITATIONS

The first part of the paper is devoted to the presentation of the theoretical framework used
in the analysis of structures with correlative in LRC. This presentation includes detailing the
concepts and phenomena specific to modern grammar relevant to CC research (complex
statement, predicative verbal center, adjunct, left periphery, correlation/correlation, etc.). At the
same time, the bibliography of the topic (both domestic and international) is reviewed, thus
establishing the current state of research on CC and highlighting their relevant features/functions.

Chapter 1 — Theoretical and methodological framework

The purpose of this chapter is to present the theoretical concepts related to the complex
statement, since the statements containing CC are themselves complex statements.

Briefly, CC utterances consist of two semantically and categorically symmetric/congruent
constituents. The following utterances contain the CC either... or, not only... but also, therefore...
in order to, which express, in turn, disjunctive, cumulative, and goal semantic values:

1. Whetherchildren have taken over the reins of the planet, or the need for fantasy has

increased in direct proportion to the economic crisis.(http://www.diversbucuresti.ro/)

2. | discovered not only flower names, but also legends related to some of

them.(https://amfostacolo.ro/)

Becausethey turn you outward so that you depend on them and give them

energy.(http://www.spiritus.ro/)

Chapter 2 — Complex Statement Connectors

The connector, the linguistic element responsible for the integration of subordinate
elements within the utterance, is "the one that must submit to the constraints of the center”
(Gheorghe 2009: 42). For the present work, both the connectors that ensure the connection at the
propositional level (1) and the connectors at the phrasal level (2) are relevant, because in the
corpus we have identified CCs corresponding to both levels:

(1) Neither distance nor time calculation shall drive the payment display device.

(http://www.conta.ro/)

(2) Neither bite nor sting. (http://www.aztekium.ro/)
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In this chapter, the features of the connectors are presented, and in the next chapter the
explicit transition to CCs containing connectors of the type presented in the two examples above

will be made.

Chapter 3 - Correlative constructions in the specialized bibliography - the

current state of the research

Before the actual analysis of the enunciative contexts in which correlatives appear, a
review of the definitions attributed to the term correlative, appearing in various dictionaries and
linguistic works, is proposed, highlighting their main directions of interpretation.

The study of correlatives at the level of the Romanian language is a fragmentary one,
without a unitary and complex perspective on CC, but which traces the main directions of
interpretation and facilitates research in this field. That is why the present work represents an
attempt to present the constructions with correlative from the LRC from a point of view that
differs, to an appreciable extent, from the perspective approached in the specialized works so far,
especially by the fact that it has see the multiple realizations of correlatives (both coordinating
and subordinating ones) at the formal, semantic, syntactic and pragmatic level.

CC represents some complex syntactic phenomena in the different languages of the world
(English, German, Hungarian, Korean, Turkish, Norwegian, Dutch, Romance languages, etc.)
and, most of the time, a set of common features can be highlighted. In principle, the basic
features of CC are (Downing 1973, Srivastav 1991, Liptak 2008, Mignon 2009, Zhang 2010,
Sachs 2016, Links et al 2017):

(i) the peripheral position of the relative clause;

(ii) the possibility of embedding the nominal group in both the relative and the correlative
clause;

(iii) the demonstrative requirement regarding the correlative;

(iv) the availability of several relative clauses.

Among the main features of CC are:

- lexicalization of the antecedent trace;

- complex structure;

- the anaphoric character — the function of resumption;

- focus function.
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In the CC classification, we took into account the following criteria related to the

proposed integrative theoretical model:

(i) The semantic criterion— from the semantic point of view, CC expresses values of

temporality (when... when), modality (so... how), causality (therefore... because) etc.
and thus I classified them into temporal, modal, causal, etc. CCs. At the same time,
we highlighted the semantic incongruities within the CC, analyzed in chapter 7,
without a high frequency, but important to achieve a complete systematization from

the semantic point of view.

(i1) The syntactic criterion— we classified the CC according to the syntactic ratio of

(iii)

coordination and subordination, thus structuring them in two parts — chapter 5,
respectively chapter 6;

The formal criterion- based on this criterion, we made the distinction between
homogeneous constructions (with the two identical constituents) and heterogeneous
constructions (with the two different constituents), respectively between isolated
constructions (with the subordinate isolated from the correlative, being in preposition
or postposition) and non-isolated constructions (with the correlative in the immediate

vicinity of the connector);

(iv)The structural criterion— from a structural point of view, correlatives are obligatory (the

presence of both constituents is obligatory — for example, not only..., but also;
either..., either, etc.) or optional (the structure can be non-correlative — for example,

or ... or, then... when etc.);

(v) The pragmatic criterion- at the pragmatic level, we highlighted the anticipatory and

repeating correlatives (integrating in the analysis the concepts of anaphora and

cataphora), respectively the correlatives with the role of focus and topic.

In making the inventory of CC we started from the narrower classifications of Bilbiie

2008, Chircu 2008 and Iliescu 2008 which include coordinating, temporal and some subordinate

correlatives. The own contribution consists in adding several patterns of CC present in a certain

type of utterance, respectively in identifying the CC at the level of the additional predicative, the

predicative complement of the object and the secondary complement.
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Part Il. CORRELATIVE STRUCTURES IN THE CONTEMPORARY
ROMANIAN LANGUAGE - CORPUS ANALYSIS

Chapter 4 — Classification of correlatives from a formal, semantic, syntactic
and pragmatic point of view

CC are generally "symmetrical” constructions, in which the terms of the correlation are
congruent under the categorical and semantic aspects, although there are also constructions "in
which either syntactic asymmetries or semantic shifts are manifested” (Gheorghe 2018: 167). We
will treat the "asymmetric” constructions especially under the aspect of de-semanticization, a
process that involves the loss of the primary meaning of the correlatives. This distinction
between "symmetrical” and "asymmetrical constructions is not relevant from a theoretical point
of view (Gheorghe 2018: 167), but we want to mention it, because in descriptive terms we will
thus note the variety of patterns identified in the selected corpus.

Semantic, syntactic and structural variety is illustrated through examples taken from the
corpus. For a clear, concise and comprehensive view, | have structured the interpretative process
in several sub-chapters, starting first of all from the syntactic phenomenon of coordination and
subordination. Thus, the analysis includes two large parts: the first part — the interpretation of the
CC that appear at the level of the coordination report, respectively the second part — the
interpretation of the CC that participates in the formation of the subordination relationship.

At the level of the coordination relationship, we will describe the correlation achieved by
means of the conjunction and adverbial system, with homogeneous elements (or... or, ba... ba,
nor... nor, etc.) and with heterogeneous elements (not... but, not only... but also, not only... but
also, both... and etc.). We will also highlight the semantic relationship achieved between the
coordinated sentences, as well as the obligation of the terms in correlation (for example, the
doubling of the disjunctive conjunction either is mandatory, while or/or may also appear as non-
correlative elements). At the same time, we will analyze the belonging to a certain
morphological class of some structures that have given rise to contradictory interpretations at the
level of specialized literature (the inclusion of coordinating correlative structures in the
conjunctional vs. adverbial pattern).

At the level of the subordination relationship, we will emphasize the position of
heterogeneous constituents, describing the correlative patterns in constructions with relative
propositional adjuncts, introduced by the conjunctions where, when and how, etc. and in
structures with conjunctive propositional adjuncts, introduced by the circumstantial conjunctions

although, because, in order to, etc. We will also analyze pronominal correlation within non-
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circumstantials. In this endeavor, we will differentially describe the positions of correlative
versus subordinate and interpret (i) non-isolated correlative constructions, (ii) double-correlative
constructions, and (iii) isolated correlative constructions. From a semantic point of view, we will
exemplify and describe the temporal, modal, local, concessive, final, causal, consecutive,
conditional correlatives, also presenting the situations in which semantic incongruities are
manifested, called by Brasoveanu (2008: 132) "de-semanticizations”. From a pragmatic point of
view, we will approach the concepts of Focus and Topic, considering the entire communication
situation in which CCs appear. At the same time, we will analyze the context in which the
speakers feel the need to resort to a certain correlative pattern and the purpose of using that
pattern.

Therefore, through this approach, we will complete the lack of unitary classifications
regarding the CC and refute the succinct classifications, such as the one made by Avram (1960),
according to which "in contemporary Romanian, correlatives are used quite rarely. They are of
two kinds: correlatives of insistence (therefore) and correlatives of connection (then, then)"
(Avram 1960: 93).

From the analysis of the LRC corpus, the following amounts of CC were retained:

e LRC1 -atotal of 3000 CC,;
e LRC 2-atotal of 3000 CC.

In order to obtain relevant results and quantitative data, we created the two micro-corpora
(LRC1 - written language and LRC2 - spoken language), with an equal number of
constructions.

We note that some constructions do not appear at all in LRC2 (not only ... but also, not
only ... but also etc.), being thus specific to the written language, and some constructions appear
rather in LRC2 (for example, ba... ba, when... when), being specific to the spoken language.

At the same time, major differences are noted in the case of CCs that introduce non-
circumstantials, as they are very rare in LRC2.

In terms of their position, some subordinating correlatives can be both prepositioned and
postpositioned (as, for example, in the case of the modal circumstantial the forms so... as and
as... s0):

We also observe identical correlative patterns in the case of the modal circumstantial and

the additional predicative (CC as ... occurs in both cases).
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Chapter 5 — Correlative Patterns in Coordination

Coordination presupposes the presence of an (extra)conjunctional marker and the
interpretation of multiple events with the help of this marker (Dik 1968, Payne 1985, Schachter
1985, Progovac 1999, Haspelmath 2000, Skrabalova 2003, de Vries 2005, Bilbiie 2008, Zhang
2010).

Repetitive coordinating correlatives do not have a common pattern with other linguistic
elements in every language. In Dutch, for example, the repetitive correlatives be, and and nor
have no quantifier role and cannot be used to modify a non-conjoined nominal group (Hendriks
2003: 38). In Romanian, instead, they can have a quantifier role and can modify both nominal
groups and propositional constituents (we analyzed this aspect in subchapter 5.4.).

Also, some conjunctions are optionally/compulsorily repetitive (Zhang 2010: 303). In
Romanian, at the level of coordination, the most well-known obligatory correlative pattern is
either... or, the other correlative pairs being optional.

In order to provide a structured and clear view of coordinating correlatives, we will treat
them differently, classifying them into homogeneous constructions and heterogeneous
constructions.

A concluding observation is that, on the one hand, simple coordination involves a single
event without any distributive meaning, and compound coordination, on the other hand, has the
role of focus (and... and) or distributive value (both... as well as) (Tanase-Dogaru 2021: 2).

In the contemporary Romanian language, correlative patterns are present both at the
intra-sentential and at the inter-sentential level. They are characterized either by the homogeneity
of the terms (and... and, nor... neither, either... either, or... or, times... times, when... when, ba...
ba etc .), or their heterogeneity (not only (that)...out and/but and/but and, no...but, not
only...but/but/but and, both...as well as etc. .). These constructions have an emphatic character
and contribute to the realization of the following types of coordination: copulative, oppositional,
disjunctive, cumulative and alternative coordination. Within these correlative constructions, the
first term is the correlative, anticipatory, and the second is relational.

Also, the phenomenon of double correlation is noted in the case of the construction
neither... nor, which is associated with the negation no, a mandatory constituent within the CC.

In the case of constructions such as... and, or... or, or... or, there are semantic differences
between their non-correlative and correlative use. The correlative use emphasizes the idea of

cumulation/exclusion.
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Regarding disjunctive constructions, | highlighted the fact that they can only be
homogeneous, since heterogeneous/hybrid constructions of the type *either... or do not
correspond to the literary norm.

A problematic aspect regarding these constructions is the inclusion of terms in the
adverbial class vs. conjunction, presented in section 5.4.5. Presenting several meanings in this
sense and taking syntactic aspects into account, we opted for the inclusion of terms from
homogeneous constructions in the adverbial class.

At the same time, in order to illustrate the current trends of the Romanian language, we
also reviewed some erroneous uses of CC, most deviations deriving from CC both... and
("reinterpreted” in the form as... both and, both ... but, both... and).

Chapter 6 — Correlative patterns in subordination

At the level of inter-sentential subordination, two types of correlative constructions can
be noted with regard to the introduction of propositional adjuncts.

First of all, we are dealing with constructions made up of a conjunction (relative
adverbial connector: when, where, how) and a temporal, spatial or modal adverb, which are part
of relative propositional adjuncts. Secondly, the presence of constructions made up of a primary
or locutional adverb and a subordinating conjunction is observed, which appear in the
introduction of conjunctive propositional adjuncts (consecutive, concessive, conditional, final
and causal adjuncts).

Constructions with isolated correlative (called by Chircu 2008: 24 "discontinuous
relations™) are constructions in which the subordinate is isolated from the correlative and is either
in antecedent or in postposition. Depending on the position of the correlative, Chircu (2008: 24)
describes anticipatory and reluent correlatives. The anticipatory correlatives stand before the
regent, being some "signalizers" (Neamtu 1982: 507), and the repeating correlatives stand after
the regent, resuming the semantic information and representing a mark of insistence, an idea also
expressed by Diaconescu (1995: 216): "At the syntagmatic level , a basic unit is resumed by a
correlative, when it is preceded by the regent, and the speaker wants to insist on its syntactic
position™.

Bejan (1979: 47) states that this type of correlation is made between the same adverbs or
between different adverbs, and correlatives can be optional or obligatory. In the present case, the
correlatives have an optional status, their use being relevant only at the level of maintaining the
relationship between the subordinate and the regent. Chircu (2008: 24), for his part, supports the

optionality of these constructions: "In general, they are optional, but often their use is imposed
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by what we call the atmosphere of the statement." There are situations where correlatives are
mandatory (in the case of CC comparatives as much as... as much as, as much as... as much).

Through the following examples, we want to illustrate both the optionality of correlatives
and their double use (as anticipators and as repeaters). Our examples will contradict Avram's
(2007: 235) statement: "correlatives are used only when the subordinate precedes the regent".
We will see, therefore, that they are either before or after the regent.

Within the correlative constructions, the constructions with the non-isolated correlative,
placed in the vicinity of the connector (as we will see in the given examples, are most often
placed in the immediate vicinity of the connector), as Gheorghe also observes (2018: 225 ).

This phenomenon is viewed by Vasilescu (2012: 721) as a tendency to merge into a
single grammatical unit. Also, some linguists consider these structures welded, because the
correlative and the connector become close, they take the form of adverbial locutions (GA 1966
I: 386).

The interpretation of non-isolated constructions can be done from the perspective of
focus, the correlative lexicalizing the result of the relative adverbial group or being an appositive
element. "we opt for treating the correlative from non-isolated constructions as a focusing
constituent, which lexicalizes the result of the relative adverbial group, or as an autonomous
constituent, appositive base for relative, while the non-isolated correlative is considered a special
type of "antecedent™ of the adverbial relative (a specifier of the empty head to which the relative
is attached). From the point of view of the function of the correlative within the informational
organization, it is a marked, emphatic constituent” (Gheorghe 2018: 170).

In the examples from the contemporary Romanian language, these constructions are
made up of pairs of relative adverbs and demonstrative adverbs, being thus compatible at a
categorical level, like the isolated constructions described in the previous point. These two types
of adverbs are semantically congruent, referring to temporal, spatial or modal aspects.

Subordinating correlatives are syntactic constructions that connect the subordinate
clauses with the governing ones, clarifying the semantic and syntactic relations between them.
Correlative elements can be relative pronouns, relative adverbs, or various conjunctions. First of
all, subordinating correlatives contribute to textual coherence and cohesion by establishing
logical and semantic relations between sentences, most of them expressing the
circumstances/context in which a certain event takes place.

Most of the time, propositional adjuncts are co-current with correlative elements inserted
in the governing clause. In some situations the presence of correlatives is optional, but there are
also situations where correlatives are mandatory in certain structures (in consecutive ones, for

example).
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Subordinating CCs (regardless of whether they appear at the level of non-
circumstantials/circumstantials) are essential grammatical structures in expressing the
interdependence relationship between sentences. Some constructions (such as comparatives)
allow the creation of statements that not only convey certain information, but also establish
logical information between the different elements of communication.

Through these constructions, speakers can express comparisons, proportions and other

complex relationships, which contribute to the expressive diversity of the language.

Chapter 7 - Semantic and categorical inconsistencies. '‘Asymmetrical'

constructions

Constructions that present semantic incongruities are "asymmetrical” constructions
(Gheorghe 2018: 165), which appear both within the adverbial system and within the
conjunctional system.

In some cases, as Gheorghe (2018: 171) states, the "semantic slide™ of the correlative
leads to the recategorization of the relative connector into the conjunctional connector.

Also, syntactic connectors often relate to semantic correlatives (for example, Chircu
(2008: 25) states that, in the case of syntactic connectors that introduce a temporal subordinator
of antecedence, some relate to semantic correlatives, such as and, on the spot, where, how,
quickly, just because), situations in which they are de-semanticized and re-semanticized
depending on the connector.

Classifying temporal correlatives, Chircu (2008: 25) claims that, in addition to proper
adverbs, there are also adverbs (locutions) that have changed their primary meaning (in place,
how, where) and notes that these are no longer elements of interpropositional connection.
Subordinates containing the temporal correlatives how and where appear mainly in writers who
capitalize on "structures specific to popular and familiar speech” (Chircu 2008: 24). The two
relative adverbs become correlative and de-semantic becoming adverbs of time and keeping the
primordial morphological value (the adverbial one). Philippide (1897: 114), for his part, observes
- based on a corpus made up of the literary works of Ion Creanga and Petre Ispirescu - in the
chapter related to conjunctions that where "sometimes has the meaning of an adverb".

Semantic/categorical incongruities refer especially to temporal, causal, conditional,
measure modal and oppositional constructions and appear at the level of asymmetric

constructions, less in LRC than symmetric ones. This can be summarized as follows:
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(i) Temporal constructions— how...how, how...immediately, how...just here,
how...once, how...immediately, if...immediately;

(ii) Causal constructions— how... since what, why... since what;

(ii)Conditional constructions — when... then;

(iv)Modal constructions of measure — why... why, why... that's why;

(v) Oppositional constructions — if... on the contrary, while... on the contrary, where...

instead.

Chapter 8 — Pragmatic particularities of constructions with correlatives

The interpretation of correlatives from a pragmatic point of view complements both the
one-sided view of them and the succinct classifications. Among these classifications, we note the
one made by Avram (1960: 93), according to which "in contemporary Romanian, correlatives
are used quite rarely. They are of two kinds: correlatives of insistence (therefore) and
correlatives of connection (then, then)". By means of the term "insistence™ - also mentioned in
GBLR (2010: 350) -, from a pragmatic point of view, the emphasis is placed on the instance of
the speaker/speaker, who intends to highlight a certain aspect of the transmitted message, using
"units of resumption” (Diaconescu 1989: 174).

At the discursive level, correlatives of the type in the first place, in the second place, on
the one hand, on the other hand are observed, which contribute to the coherence of the text and
to the orientation of the reader.

On the other hand, the interpretation of non-isolated constructions can be done from the
perspective of focusing, the correlative lexicalizing the result of the relative adverbial group or
being an appositive element: "we opt for the treatment of the correlative from non-isolated
constructions as a focusing constituent, which lexicalizes the result of the relative adverbial
group, or as a constituent autonomous, appositive base for the relative, while the non-isolated
correlative is considered a special type "antecedent” of the adverbial relative (a specifier of the
empty head to which the relative is attached). From the point of view of the function of the
correlative within the informational organization, it is a marked, emphatic constituent”
(Gheorghe 2018: 225).

Also, depending on the position of the correlative, Chircu (2008: 24) distinguishes
anticipatory and repeating correlatives. The anticipatory correlatives stand before the regent,
being some "signalizers" (Neamtu 1982: 507), and the repeating correlatives stand after the
regent, resuming the semantic information and representing a mark of insistence, an idea also

expressed by Diaconescu (1995: 216): "At the syntagmatic level , a basic unit is resumed by a
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correlative, when it is preceded by the regent, and the speaker wants to insist on its syntactic
position”.

A special situation is the double correlation phenomenon. In this case, “the correlative is
also associated with a restrictive operator, without constraints regarding the order of the
constituents" (Gheorghe 2018: 226). The order of the constituents is not influenced by the
occurrence of this operator. The following example illustrates the double correlation
phenomenon resulting from adding the restrictive operator only.

Thus, the restriction, on a pragmatic level, becomes a special type of insistence and focus,
the effect being that of delimiting the informational content.

Bilbiie (2008), on the other hand, considers constructions with correlatives at the phrasal
coordination level and presents conjunctive correlatives, noting that they are relevant at
syntactic, semantic, discursive and prosodic levels. At the discursive and prosodic level,
omnisyndetic coordination is (also) emphatically marked. At the same time, these structures are
compatible with the terms focus and topic, but - given the fact that the two constituents are
repeated by doubling - the structure automatically receives a contrastive interpretation.

The contexts in which correlative constructions appear show a wide range of
morphosyntactic and discursive uses, and there are also confusing situations, in which the
morphosyntactic or discursive status of the correlative construction cannot be delimited.

In this sense, it is necessary to approach the notion of pragmaticalization and interpret the
utterances in the corpus from the point of view of this process.

From the perspective of Dostie (2009: 203) (apud Bodoc 2016: 232), pragmaticalization
is the process of linguistic modification through which a lexical unit (noun, verb, adjective or
adverb) or a grammatical item (coordinator, subordinator) changes its category or status and
becomes a pragmatic item, that is, an element that is not completely integrated into the syntactic
structure of the utterance and that has a textual and interpersonal meaning.

The term pragmaticalization, in the present paper, will be used to describe the situations
in which correlatives become pragmatic items, also taking into account the fact that
pragmaticalization "involves the transition from one propositional status to another extra-
propositional one and the reinterpretation of meaning from relational to communicative” ( Bodoc
2016: 189).

From a pragmatic point of view, the head of the relative functions as "a pivot to relaunch
the statement™ (Gheorghe 2004: 183), i.e. the subordinate constituent does not refer to spatial,
temporal or modal aspects, but continues the action started in the regent, being a continuous
relative (Gheorghe 2004: 118).

Regarding CC, pragmaticalization can be analyzed in several ways.
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First, CCs can acquire additional functions. For example, CC the more... the more can
evolve from expressing a simple relationship of proportionality to emphasizing a contrast or
intensifying a statement.

Second, through pragmaticalization, certain CCs may become fixed and standardized
within the language, losing their original flexibility. For example, in LRC, the construction so...
that it is used almost exclusively in a certain type of structure, being limited to the expression of
extreme degree.

Also, pragmaticalization contributes to the development of CCs that serve to link the
parts of a speech more closely, improving textual coherence. For example, CC neither... nor is
used to express total exclusion, thus clarifying the relationships between the elements of the
sentence.

CC evolves through pragmaticalization from simple syntactic structures to essential
elements of pragmatic communication, acquiring additional functions and specific roles in
textual cohesion. This process reflects the dynamics of language and its continuous adaptation to
the communicative needs of the speaker.

For a broader analysis at a pragmatic level, we administered the questionnaire in
Appendix 1 to native Romanian speakers with different sociolinguistic variables (100
participants in total).

The questions refer to speakers' intention to use a particular utterance depending on the
purpose of communication. Among the given answers are both CC and non-CC variants, so that
we can establish to what extent and for what purpose native speakers opt for CC/non-CC
formulations. Also, some answers contain the same type of CC (disjunctive constructions, for
example), to establish which are more commonly used in spoken language.

From a pragmatic point of view, there is no question of a variety of correlative patterns,
the few research directions being given by dichotomies such as topic-focus, anaphora-cataphora,
focal constituent-autonomous constituent. The fundamental concepts of pragmatics cannot be
illustrated by the examples given from the corpus of the contemporary Romanian language.
Rather, we observe a variety of discursive and emphatic use of correlatives that mark the trace of
the relative and are focal constituents of it. The purpose of using these constructions is, therefore,
the insistence, i.e. highlighting the informational content within the correlative, and "the two
constituents function, from a pragmatic point of view, as an anaphoric or cataphoric of the
relative clause (depending on the topic)" (Bodoc 2016: 57).

It can also be stated that a relevant and substantiated classification of correlatives is
achievable especially at the structural, semantic and syntactic level. Thus, at least quantitatively,

the formal, semantic and syntactic features precede the pragmatic ones.
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FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

RESEARCH CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we have presented a complete view of CC, the analysis being carried out at
the semantic, syntactic and pragmatic level. We therefore analyzed the semantic, syntactic and
pragmatic values of the constituents and used the data provided by the quantitative analysis as a
basis for the qualitative analysis.

The paper is organized in two parts, the first part being a presentation of the theoretical
and methodological benchmarks used later in the corpus analysis, in part Il. In the analysis, we
treated coordinating and subordinating CCs differently, taking into account their formal and
morphosyntactic characteristics.

From a formal point of view, we have shown that CC are homogeneous/heterogeneous
constructions, with the correlative isolated/non-isolated by the connector. At the semantic level,
we highlighted the prototypical semantic values, those of opposition, cumulation, disjunction,
etc. (in the case of coordinating correlatives) and those of causality, conditionality, temporality,
etc. (among subordinate correlatives). Regarding subordinating correlatives, in addition to the
usual, symmetrical constructions, | also noticed certain semantic/categorical incongruities that |
analyzed and exemplified in chapter 7 of this paper.

From a syntactic perspective, the focus was placed on the syntactic relationship at which
CCs appear and on the syntactic autonomy/non-autonomy from which appositive or emphatic
constructions result. In LRC, the subordinating relation is characterized by a variety of
construction patterns through a rich system of connectors with which correlatives are associated.
An important observation was related to the position of the relative relative to the correlative
which is not relevant, as correlatives can move, topicalize without affecting their syntactic
nature.

At the pragmatic level, we highlighted certain particularities (also) through the
questionnaire administered to native speakers of the Romanian language. Both the questionnaire
and the examples from the corpus show that CCs can be pragmatic connectors due to the
cohesion provided to the utterance of which they are a part, contributing to highlighting the
Focus and Topic type pragmatic projections.

At the same time, | also insisted in the analysis on aspects of the written language and the
spoken language, offering for each linguistic phenomenon addressed examples from both micro-
corpora. In order to illustrate the current trends of the Romanian language, | also highlighted
certain mistakes of expression in the use of CC, explaining the possible causes that led to the

occurrence of these deviations.
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OWN CONTRIBUTION AND ELEMENTS OF ORIGINALITY

The own contribution stands out, first of all, through the theme of the work that has not
been addressed exhaustively, the research so far only deals with certain aspects regarding CC.

A first important contribution is the classification of CCs according to their formal,
syntactic, semantic and pragmatic features. In the analysis, to illustrate each particularity, we
have provided examples from both written and spoken language precisely to provide an
overview of current trends in LRC.

In addition, all qualitative observations are accompanied by quantitative data, which
shows that the observations made in the paper are not superficial or exaggerated.

Another important contribution is the contrastive-comparative approach of the
contemporary Romanian language with phenomena from the English, German and Hungarian
languages. Where it was possible, | pointed out certain similarities/differences regarding CC
from the Romanian language and these three languages, reaching the conclusion that however
the Romanian language has a specific system of CC, with significantly more
semantic/categorical incongruities than the mentioned languages.

Finally, another original element in the work is the application of the questionnaire in
Appendix 1 to identify pragmatic aspects that have not been explored before. The analysis of the
recorded answers confirms and complements the results obtained in the corpus analysis, thus

"strengthening™ the observations made.

DISSEMINATION OF RESULTS

The results obtained through the corpus analysis were disseminated during the doctoral
studies. One means of dissemination is the publication of articles (Prosan 2022a, 2022b, 2023a,
2023b) in specialized magazines. | also presented three scientific papers (Organization of
complex sentences in Romanian, Structures with correlative in contemporary Romanian,
Pragmatic particularities of constructions with correlative in contemporary Romanian) and
participated with papers in the following international conferences: International Conference of
Doctoral Students (Bucharest , October 28-29, 2022), 22nd International Colloquium of the
Department of Linguistics (Bucharest, November 18-19, 2022), Romanian Language, Literature
and Culture International Conference — challenges and perspectives (Belgrade, May 25-26,
2023), LINGBAW International Conference (Lublin, October 12-13, 2023).

The research internship at the Ludwig Maximilian University in Munich in October 2023
was a productive experience regarding the theoretical part of the work, especially regarding the
extensive German bibliography on correlatives. Since the Romanian bibliography in terms of
correlatives is quite limited, specialized works in German compensated for this deficiency. A
prestigious event that | participated in is The 51st Edition of the Romance Linguistics Seminar
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(Trinity Hall, Cambridge University, January 4-5, 2024), with the paper "Comparative
Correlatives in Romanian: the syntax of cu caut... cu cantul”. At the same time, thanks to the
novelty represented by the topic addressed, we also consider the publication of the present work

at a Romanian publishing house.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS OF RESEARCH

Being an extensive undertaking, the research of correlatives cannot be limited to a single
work, but requires a thorough approach on several levels. In this sense, we propose in the future
an expansion of the corpus so that we also consider the constructions from the LRV, in order to
create a history of the correlatives and to approach them contrastively according to certain
periods. Thus, we can complement the present synchronic work with a diachronic work on
correlatives. We also propose a research of CC from the perspective of language registers.

Another direction of research is the approach of correlatives from the perspective of
Romance languages, in order to establish possible similarities/differences between correlative
patterns. Although we pointed out these aspects in the coordination report, the vision should also

be extended to the level of the subordination report.
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