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Abstract: Complex sentence constructions—consisting of coordination, 

subordination, and conditional structures—are fundamental units of natural language 

communication. While syntactic and semantic aspects of such constructions have been 

studied extensively, their pragmatic functions remain underexplored. This paper 

investigates how complex constructions operate pragmatically in spoken and written 

English discourse. Drawing on authentic data from two major corpora, the study analyzes 

the use of complex sentences in relation to politeness, implicature, coherence, and 

information management. The results show that complex constructions are pragmatically 

multifunctional: they structure discourse, support indirectness, frame context, and convey 

speaker attitude. These findings have implications for discourse analysis, language 

education, and cross-cultural pragmatics. 
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  Introduction: Complex constructions in English, encompassing multi-clause 

sentences formed through coordination (e.g., “and,” “but,” “or”), subordination (e.g., 

“although,” “because,” “if”), and conditionals (e.g., “if-then” structures), are  pivotal in 

constructing syntactic meaning. However, their pragmatic roles—how they shape 

interaction, infer meaning, and structure information—are just as critical but far less 

studied. In everyday communication, speakers often rely on complex sentences to adjust 

tone, create coherence, and avoid face-threatening acts. For instance, compare “Give me 

the file” with “If you have a moment, could you give me the file?” The latter employs 

subordination and politeness strategies, achieving the same aim while preserving 

interpersonal harmony. This indicates that complex constructions are not mere syntactic 
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artifacts but intentional communicative tools.The present study focuses on the pragmatic 

functions of complex constructions in both spoken and written English. It explores how 

such constructions contribute to speaker goals, listener interpretation, and discourse 

coherence. By combining corpus-based data with pragmatic theory, this research aims to 

answer: What are the primary pragmatic features of complex constructions, and how do 

they function in different discourse contexts? 

  Literature Review: Traditional grammatical approaches treat complex 

constructions as syntactic units composed of main and subordinate clauses (Quirk et al., 

1985; Huddleston & Pullum, 2002). These approaches prioritize structural relations but 

rarely consider communicative function. However, linguistic pragmatics—particularly 

speech act theory (Searle, 1979), Grice’s cooperative principles (1975), and politeness 

theory (Brown & Levinson, 1987)—provide tools to assess how grammar serves 

communication. Biber  (1999) noted that complex structures are more frequent in academic 

and formal writing, but they also serve important interpersonal functions in speech. 

Subordinating conjunctions such as “although,” “since,” and “if” frequently introduce 

backgrounding, mitigation, or contextual framing. In pragmatics, these are not neutral 

choices but deliberate strategies for  indirectness,  emphasis, or face-saving.Sperber and 

Wilson’s (1995)  Theory also highlights the role of structural complexity in creating 

**inferential meaning. For example, contrastive conjunctions such as “but” or “however” 

often carry unstated assumptions or implications.Despite these insights, a comprehensive 

pragmatic categorization of complex constructions across multiple genres remains limited. 

This study addresses that gap by examining real-life corpus data for pragmatic trend. 

  Methods: British National Corpus (BNC) Used to access naturally occurring spoken 

interactions, such as conversations, interviews, and public dialogues. Data were extracted 

from two corpora to capture variation in spoken and written usage: Corpus of 

Contemporary American English (COCA): Provided a  wide range of written texts, 

including fiction, news, and academic prose. A total of 500 complex constructions  were 

randomly sampled: 250 from spoken texts and 250 from written texts. Only clearly multi-

clausal sentences containing coordination, subordination, or conditionals were selected. 

Analytical  Framework: Each sentence was analyzed manually and coded based on: 
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Syntactic type: Coordination, subordination, or conditional. Pragmatic function based 

on:Politeness/Mitigation** Implicature  Generation Discourse Coherence: The 

categorization was informed by frameworks from Grice (1975), Brown & Levinson 

(1987), and  Biber  et al. (1999). Descriptive and interpretative analysis methods were 

applied to identify dominant patterns and frequencies 

Results: Distribution of Complex Constructions: 

| Construction Type | Spoken (%) | Written (%) 

| ----------------- | ---------- | ----------- | 

| Coordination      | 40%        | 30%         | 

| Subordination     | 35%        | 45%         | 

| Conditional       | 25%        | 25%         | 

Subordination was more prevalent in written discourse, likely due to its role in 

elaboration and explanation. Coordination was frequent in speech, often reflecting 

spontaneous discourse  patterns. Subordinate clauses were regularly used to soften 

directives:Such constructions align with Brown and Levinson’s negative politeness 

strategy, reducing imposition. 

B. Implicature and Contrast: 

Contrastive conjunctions (e.g., “but,” “although”) introduced subtle inferences: 

 “He said he would come, but he hasn’t shown up.” 

 This generates an implicature that the speaker doubts the person's reliability. 

Discourse Coherence:Complex constructions structured logical relations between 

ideas:“Because the experiment failed, we had to revise our hypothesis.” 

 The subordinate clause sets up causality and context. 

 Information Packaging: Subordinate clauses often carried  given  information, while 

main clauses carried “new” or emphasized content: 

 “While we appreciate your offer, we must decline.” 

 The use of “while” allows a polite rejection by foregrounding appreciation. 

Speaker Attitude: Conditional clauses frequently framed evaluations or tentative 

claims: “If you ask me, this isn’t going to work.”This serves as hedging, distancing the 

speaker from direct criticism. 
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Discussion: This study demonstrates that complex constructions serve a wide range 

of pragmatic functions, beyond their syntactic definitions. These functions vary according 

to context and communicative intent: Subordination  is especially useful in polite or 

academic contexts, enabling  backgrounding, mitigation, or explanation. Coordination  is 

frequent in casual speech, supporting narrative flow and adding emphasis or contrast. 

Conditionals  allow speakers to express uncertainty, formulate hypothetical scenarios, or 

signal indirectness. Moreover, these constructions reflect Gricean   maxims  in action—

particularly the maxims of manner  (clarity) and  relation  (relevance). Speakers 

strategically use complex structures to ensure that utterances are coherent and informative 

while maintaining social appropriateness. The study also supports previous findings that 

pragmatics is genre-sensitive. For example, academic writing relies heavily on 

subordinating constructions for argumentation and clarity, while casual conversation uses 

coordination to reflect spontaneity and rhythm. Finally, these findings have pedagogical 

implications. English language learners often struggle with using complex structures 

pragmatically. Teaching complex constructions through a pragmatic lens —not just a 

grammatical one—can enhance communicative competence 

 Conclusion: Complex constructions in English are pragmatically multifunctional. 

They shape not only the structure of discourse but also the  tone,  intent, and interpersonal 

dynamics  of communication. By using coordination, subordination, and conditionality, 

speakers and writers manage face, signal nuance, create coherence, and influence 

interpretation.This study enriches our understanding of the interplay between syntax and 

pragmatics and advocates for broader inclusion of pragmatic analysis in grammar 

instruction and discourse studies. Future research might investigate how these pragmatic 

features vary across languages, proficiency levels, and digital communication platform. 
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