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The inner motivation of our work is the fact that some phenomena and syntactic units are
ignored, as it happens with the syntagm, which still proves to be 'old-fashioned’, but very useful
to demonstrate some facts. Therefore, our main goal is to 'rehabilitate’ this unit as it covers
evident linguistic facts.

Both the phrase and the syntagm were treated from a synchronic perspective and also a
diachronic one. The synchronic perspective merged with the pragmatic one, more precisely with
the literary aspect of the language, as we tried to analyze very frequent structures in Romanian
language.

The theoretical and scientific support of our work lies on the investigations and results
from the general linguistics, morphology, syntax, semantics and those related to them, belonging

to Romanian and foreign linguists.

The bibliography contains four sections: Reference books and lectures, Dictionaries,
Studies and articles, Electronic sources.

As far as it regards the Sources, these cover both Literary, publicistic and philosophical
sources and Sites. (e.g. www. adevarul.ro), by which we tried to give as many examples as

possible of 'live language'.

The term ‘phrase’ is used especially in GTG and Functionalist grammar works and
studies, while the term 'syntagm’ is more often used in the Structuralist syntax works and studies.
The last one was first used by the Russian linguists (V.V. Vinogradov, L. Scerba, S.I. Karcevski
etc.) and then by the French linguists (Ferdinand de Saussure, L. Tesniére etc.). In the Romanian
linguistics, the first to have given an adequate definition was Sorin Stati in his well-known works
Teorie si metoda in sintaxa (1967) and Elemente de analiza sintactica (1972), as well as his

many articles and studies.

But the most clear and persuasive definition was offered by D.D. Drasoveanu in his
famous work Teze si antiteze in sintaxa limbii romdne (1997) and in his articles that preceded it.
Therefore, the syntagm is a segment in the chain of the speech formed of two lexemes and the

relation between these (Drasoveanu, 1988-1994) and also a maximal and minimal unit of the



syntagmic, its general category, which has as particularizations the sentence and the clause.
(Drasoveanu, 1997: 40)

The theoretical value of our work is proved by the way we tried to analyzed and compare
the two 'units' one with the other one and also with other syntactic units.

The applicative value is based on the way we exemplify and sustain our arguments, but
also on the models of analysis on phrases and syntagms. Moreover, this value is also sustained
by the problematic situations we revealed and the sollutions we offered.

Our PhD thesis contains four chapters: Chapter | Preliminaries, Chapter Il Phrase in
contemporary Romanian language, Chapter Ill The tipology of syntagms in contemporary
Romanian language and Chapter IV Normative and stylistic aspects.

In the first chapter, Preliminaries, we presented the principles and the methods of the
linguistic Structuralism, as well as his basic concepts, seen as dihotomies (language — speech,
syntagmatic — paradigmatic, variant — invariant etc.) As for methods used by the linguists we
discussed about the immediate constituent analysis, substitution, distribution etc.

After Structuralism, a new linguistic was about to emerge which put great emphasis on
the creativity of language, and not on the descriptive and analytical one, and that is
Generativism, which offers a synthetical perspective upon the language. In this respect, we
defined some of its basic concepts: competence, performance, transformations, surface structure,

deep structure etc.

Then, we revealed the main features of originality of the two main linguistic schools, i.e.
Bucharest School, represented by Gabriela Pand Dindelegan, Valeria Gutu Romalo, Rodica
Zafiu, Mihaela Gheorghe, Alexandru Nicolae, Adina Dragomirescu etc., and the Cluj School,
represented by D.D. Drasoveanu, followed by his disciple G.G. Neamtu and his disciples, young
researchers and PhD students: Daiana Cuibus, Stefan Gencarau, Adrian Chircu, Maria Aldea,
Luminita Chiorean etc. The most important ideas of this last linguistic school are to be found in
Teze si antiteze in sintaxa limbii romane (1997 and also by G.G. Neamtu's works, studies and

lectures. (for example, Studii si articole gramaticale, published in 2014) In order to understant



and give evidence for its originality, we added a glossary of the most frequently used terms: case

1,23, contraction, reduction etc.

In the second chapter, The tipology of syntagms in contemporary Romanian language,
we presented the definitions of the phrase as they appear in the academic treatise Gramatica
limbii roméne. | Cuvéantul si Il Enunzu/ (2005/2008) and Gramatica de baza a limbii romdne
(2010). Therefore, these treatise define the phrase a sequence of constituents organized around a
head/centre (verb, noun and his substitutes, adjective, adverb, preposition and interjection),
realized by the combinatory disponibilities of the head. (GBLR, 2010: 662-662) This term is a
fundamental concept of the modern syntax and is viewd as a projection of a head/centre of the
phrase. (Ibidem, p. 16)

The two treatise identify the following phrases: verbal phrase (VP), nominal phrase
(NP), adjectival phrase (AP), adverbial phrase (AvP), interjectional phrase (IP) and
prepositional phrase (PrepP). As we may see, these phrases are classified according to the
head/centre. However, from the defintions and the specific features of them, we might admit that
the head of the phrase and its determinants corresponds to those of the syntagm. Therefore, we
have strong reservations about the existence, in contemporary Romanian language, of a syntactic
unit called 'phrase’. An entity called so might be seen only at the discoursive and pragmatic level.
A phrase may be 'cut into' binary syntagms, as minimal intelligible structure of constituents. In
fact, all analytical structures may be seen as syntagms.

Then, we do not think that a PrepP might be sustained, as a preposition is not able to
function as a head of a phrase. A preposition has only a relational meaning, and not a semantic
one. As for IP, it might be attached to the VP because the ‘predicative interjections' (hai, haide
etc.) might be parts of the verbal paradigm.

We also offered a model of analysis on phrases. From the analysis itself an isufficent
stability of the phrase in the syntactic system and a lack of transparency of the syntactic relations
might be seen. Therefore, a new syntactic unit does not solve a controversy, but produces
disorder in the syntactic system and induces ambiguity.

In the third chapter, The tipology of syntagms in contemporary Romanian language, we
aimed at presenting the evolution of the term 'syntagm’, from the Russian linguists to the
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Romanian ones (Sorin Stati, Nicolae Draganu etc.). As part of the Cluj linguistic School, based
on the neotraditional and relational syntax, Nicolae Draganu was the first linguist to have defined

the syntagm in his works Elemente de sintaxa a limbii romane (1945) and Istoria sintaxei (1945).

The relation, a fundamental concept when defining the syntagm, is defined by
Drasoveanu as a solidarity between a relational meanind and an expression of it (conjunctions,

prepositions etc.) (Drasoveanu, 1997: 29 sqq.)

As for the difference between the syntagm and the phrase, we demonstrated that the first
one is a relational unit (i.e. based on a relation), while the phrase is more like a comunicative
unit, rather than a syntactic one. While the syntagm is an abstract and formal representation, the
phrase is to be found at the discorsive level.

Regarding the inventory of the syntactic units, we admitted that there is not a unique
perspective, as they differ from a grammarian to another one.

One controversy about the syntagm is the syntactic relation inside it. Therefore, we
identified three opinions: (a) only suubordination, (b) subordination and coordination and (c)
subordination, coordination and apposition. As far as we concern, we took into consideration
only the second one, hence we identified two great types of syntagms: subordinative and

coordinative.

Another important issue that we discussed is the so called ‘ternal syntagms' in the case of
the subjective predicative complement and the objective predicative complement. In fact, here
we are dealing with the so called 'conditioning syntagms'.

As for the criteria of classification the syntagm, we admitted that there are different
points of view and we that there is not necessary to have many criteria, but to cover all the
possible phenomenalizations and most frequently used structures.

Therefore, in our wok we took into consideration the following criteria: (a) according to
the expression of the relation (R), in which situation we discussed about subordinative syntagms
and coordinative syntagms; (b) according to the level R places its terms: intraclausal syntagms
and interclausal syntagms.



The first subordinative syntagm we discussed about is the nominal one, whose head is a
nominal (noun, pronoun and other conversions of these). In this symtagm, we identified the
following subsyntagms: nominative subsyntagm (N1) (Raul Somes trece prin Cluj.), accusative
subsyntagm (Ac;) (Invidia pe rezultatele sale era mare.), genitive subsyntagm (G;) (alocarea
unor sume de la buget in aceasta directie (Ziarul financiar, 5 septembrie 2013)), dative
subsyntagm (D1) (Preot desteptarii noastre, semnelor vremii profet. (Eminescu, 2005: 39)),
prepositional subsyntagm ACs, G, D3) (iatd cateva solutii la problemele cu care ne confruntam.
(Adevarul, 30 iulie 2013)), which also includes the partitive subsyntagm (o parte dintre oameni),
concord subsyntagm (case,): (invatamdntul universitar este intr-o goand nebuna pentru a-si
asigura finansarea [...]. (Adevarul, 31 iulie 2013)) and the adherent subsyntagm (case @) (Pomi
gemand de roade insotesc drumul.), and a subtype of the nominal syntagm — the possessive
syntagm, which includes the phenomenalizations with al + possessive/G; (Normalul national, al
valorilor traditionale, al satelor noastre [...] (Curierul national, 1 martie 2013) and subsyntagm
possessivedative (Soarele in rasarit-de sange-si spala-n mare/ lancile, cu care a ucis in goand

noaptea... (Lucian Blaga, 1982: 14).

In the adjectival syntagm, we took into consideration the participle with an adjective
value, too.The identified subsyntagms are the following: complement subsyntagm (indirect
object subsyntagm (Uite fragi, tie dragi [...] (Barbu, 1973: 66), prepositional object subsyntagm
(Cer plin de rodul toamnei imi flutura — tartane [...] (Blaga, 1982: 88)) and adverbial

subsyntagm (sumar instruigi, prost informati, lesne manipulabili [...] (Adevarul, 8 iulie 2013)).

In the verbal syntagm, different from the predicative one, we made a difference between
the verbal syntagm with a finite verb form as head and the verbal syntagm with a non-finite verb
form as head and the identified subsyntagms are the following: complement subsyntagm
(accusative complement subsyntagm (leri I-am intalnit pe Mihai.), indirect object subsyntagm
(the nominal satisfies the dative valence (D;) of the head): se adreseaza credinciosilor [...]
(Dilema veche, 2 septembrie 2013) and prepositional object subsyntagm (the nominal satisfies
the prepositional valence of the head — Acs, D3 si G3): Cu rime si cu strofe nu se incdlzeste soba.
(Eminescu, 2005: 166)) and adverbial subsyntagm: Ma wuit in mine, ca-ntr-o chilie,/Ma uit n
ceruri, in Impardtie [...]. (Arghezi, 1972: 163). These subsyntagms are the same for the verbal
syntagm with a non-finite verb as head, too.

10



In the verbal syntagm, we also discussed about the syntagms with reflexive and the verbal
locutions. As for the last one issue, we admitted that any analytical structure may be divided into
syntagmes.

We also differentiate between the verbal syntagm and the predicative syntagm, in which
the predicate is the modifier of the subject. In the verbal one, as we have already mentioned, the
verb is the head of the syntagm.

In the predicative syntagm, we discussed about predicative syntagms with a finite verb
form as modifier (La obarsie, la izvor/nicio apd nu se-ntoarce,/decat sub chip de nor. (Blaga,
1982: 243) and predicative syntagms with a non-finite verb form as modifier (Nu poate [el/ea]
veni [pro-S] maine.), in which the verbal form functions as a propredicate. Therefore, these non-

finite forms are, in fact, clauses (infinitival clause etc.).

We also mentioned about an adverbial syntagm, with the following subsyntagms:
indirect object subsyntagm (Te comporyi asemenea copiilor.), prepositional object subsyntagm
(sfaturile date clientilor inainte de criza (Curierul national, 10 iulie 2013) and adverbial
subsyntagm (Invaza mai bine decéat fratele sau.) and an interjectional. Its subsyntagms are the
following: accusative complement subsyntagm (Uite fragi, tie dragi [...] (Barbu, 1973: 66),
indirect object subsyntagm (Vai mie.), prepositional object subsyntagm (E vai de capul lui.) and

an adverbial subsyntagm (Hai maine pe la mine.).

As for the coordinative syntagms, we chose to include all the syntagms and subsyntagms
based on coordination, both at an intraclausal level and an interclausal level. According to the
types of coordination, we identified the following syntagms: copulative (Imi plac gramatica si
literatura.); adversative (Vrea 0 masina noud, dar nu scumpd.) and disjunctive (Va veni azi sau

maine.).

According to the level R places its terms, we discussed about intraclausal syntagms and
interclausal syntagms (Lectia invdtatd cind trebuie nu se uita.) In the first category, we
included almost all the phenomenalizations, except for the predicative syntagm, whose modifier
generates a sentence. As a consequence, in the second category we included only the predicative
syntagm.

11



Besides the syntagms and subsyntagms in which the modifier or the head is present, we
also took into consideration a category of syntagms called elliptical syntagms, with a special

reference to the coordination with ci (N-am vrut sa te deranjez, ci \*™"™

sa te vad.), the so called
‘cumulative relatives' (Cunosc pe cine a participat la concurs.), syntagms with a term
intonationally realized (Masina!, Sanda!.), syntagms with a zero term (Plouda., Ninge., Tuna) and

the argumentative adevrbial of cause (4 plecat, ca nu (mai) era acolo.).

All these were considered problematic syntagms  Here, we also mentioned about the
interjection problem (Pleosc., Zbrrr), the problem of the vocative case (O, mamd, dulce mama,
din negura de vremi/Pe freamatul de frunze la tine tu ma chemi. (Eminescu, 2005: 228) and also
the problem of the so called ‘compound/complex predicate' (Au inceput sd vina invitazii.). In this
respect, we demonstrate that, in fact, in this kind of structures two typical predicative syntagms

are realized.

At the end of the chapter, we included some models of analysis on syntagms and we
observed that all units are syntagms, some syntagms are sentencee and some are clauses.
Therefore, the analysis proved to be a 'no change' one, as it showed all the syntactic relations (i.e.

subordination and coordination).

In chapter 1V, Normative and stylistice aspects, we discussed about the normative and
stylistic implications of the syntagms, with special reference to those lacking of head (41 nu
circula astazi. (head = tramvaiul); Am plecat la o plimbare prin Polus. (head = centrul
comercial/magazinul) or preposition (Amplasarea scutului va costa 400 [de] milioane [de]

dolari, in cursa s-au inscris 105 de persoane.).
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