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Summary

The article deals with the topical issues associated with the formation of the category
of specification, examines various aspects of the study of specifying syntactic constructions,
describes their structure, meaning, functions, characterizes differential features, typological
manifestations. It has been established that specifying syntactic units are in the system relations
with other types of explanatory constructions (self-clarification, concretization). The author has
found out the difference between specifying and self-explanatory syntactic units. Specifying
constructions should be distinguished from self-explanatory as the former realizes clarifying
semantics through narrowing, scope limitation while the latter designates the same concept,
phenomenon, feature but denotes it in diverse ways. The meaning of specification is pecu-
liar to one of two, commonly, one-level syntactic unit, integrative in content. The availability
of “the whole to part relation” within the specifying constructions doesn’t require relevant
conjunctions for their expression, and thus, they are characterized by asyndeton. It has also
been marked other, less expressive means — intonation separation close to intonation of listing
and parenthesis, specifiers (TouHime, npaBuiIbHIIIE, Kpaile) in combination with word forms
(ckazaru, kaxxyuu) or without them. Specifying constructions have been classified according to
the morphological manifestation of a root component (substantive, adjective, adverbial, verbum
finitum). The research has proved that the above constructions can be used as any part of a sen-
tence (they usually act as an adverbial modifier of time and place).
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1. Introduction

The concept of specification is used in linguistics, at least, in two meanings. In a broad
sense, this is any information which implements additional characteristics. V. H. Admoni
regards specification in a semantic-syntactic link (Admoni, 1964). In such a context, every sub-
ordinate part enlarging a sentence always clarifies its content, enriches semantically, increases
options of explicit expression of a particular idea. It essential to draw the line between a broad
sense of specification, which takes place among different formations (for instance, word com-
binations, complex sentences, formations with specifiers, appositions) (Selivanova, 2008: 134;
Kadomtseva, 1972: 231; Vykhovanets, 1992: 351), and specification in the terminological
sense, which is mainly associated with the constructions under analysis (traditionally — with
the specifying parts of a sentence). In a narrow sense, specification is a special category of the
semantic-syntactic character. M. M. Shanskyi was a pioneer who introduced the concept of
specification as a syntactic phenomenon in linguistics emphasizing that “specification as an
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explanatory part acts in a sentence as...separated, usually after a member which it explains or
defines, and can be attached to any member” (Shanskyi, 1958: 92). Over a short period, the con-
cept of specification has taken roots in the scientific use as a kind of separation in the structure
of'a simple complicated sentence. Scientists differ over the interpretation of this concept: “spec-
ification” (Shanskyi, 1958: 87), “detached specifying parts of a sentence” (Kulyk, 1961: 162),
“explanatory detached phrases” (Shvedova, 1980: 181), “explanatory-specifying phrases”
(Shynka, 1994: 363), “intermediate syntactic link” (Rozental, 1972: 26-27; Kobchenko, 2018:
18-26), “syntactic specifier” (Vintoniv, 2018: 71-74) etc. However, at the moment, there is no
clear definition of this concept.

The purpose of the article is to analyze the structural and functional characteristics
of specifying constructions in the modern Ukrainian language. To achieve the purpose, it is
incumbent to solve the following tasks: to find out the structure, semantics of specifying syn-
tactic units, to determine their functional and stylistic peculiarities in the texts of the modern
Ukrainian literary language.

2. Analysis of the recent research and publications

The following philologists dealt with the study of specifying constructions: I. M. Arib-
zhanova, T. A. Aleksandrova, M. D. Akhmedkhanova, 1. R. Vykhovanets, A. P. Zahnitko,
B. M. Kulyk, M. Ya. Oleniak, A. F. Pryiatkina, 1. I. Slynko, N. S. Fomina, T. B. Funtova,
V. I. Chuhlov et al. The authors examined different aspects of the above syntactic units, includ-
ing their typology, functions, structural-semantic features etc. Nowadays, the issue of semantic
and grammatical differentiation of specifying and explanatory syntactic constructions remains
contradictory to scientific literature. Some of researchers don’t mark the distinction between
the concepts of explanation and specification, but unite them into one group (Moisiienko, 2009;
Shvedova, 1980, Huivaniuk, 1994). “Russian grammar” dated 1980 designates such construc-
tions by a broader term — explanatory detached phrases, because the specification is one of the
types of explanation —the whole to part relation (Shvedova, 1980: 181).1. 1. Slynko, N. V. Huiva-
niuk, M. F. Kobylianska use the concept of explanatory-specifying phrases which treat as
detached constructions associated with different parts of a sentence by the special explanatory
or specifying link (Slynko, 1994: 364). A. K. Moisiienko also considers explanatory and spec-
ifying constructions to be of the same type and ascribes them to one type — self-explanatory
syntactic units (4. K. Moisiienko, 2009: 26). However, there are papers which consistently
confirm the idea of the need to draw the line between these two concepts (Aribzhanova, 2011,
Vintoniv, 2018; Oleniak, 2011; Pryiatkyna, 1990, Funtova, 2002; Chuhlov, 2012).

3. Explanatory syntactic units

Self-explanation emerges between two parts of a sentence which designate the same
concept, phenomenon, feature but denote it differently (self-explanations is based on identity),
e.g.: Haoeseuip i1, ceomo Conomii, nouyscs oum (M. Kotsiubynskyi). Specification is a seman-
tic and syntactic category which realizes specifying semantics through narrowing, limitation
of information scope of two syntactic units compared in content (the second member of a line
more precisely defines what the first member denotes) (Shvedova, 1980: 176). Specification
always includes additional information, e.g.: Hanepeooodni, 29 aucmonaoa, €nrvyun Hadcuiae
«opyey binnyy nucma (Holos Ukrainy, 12.10.2019). As opposed to explanation, specifica-
tion is not associated with an undetermined meaning of a specified word (cf.: Hanepedooni,
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29 nucmonada, €nvyun Haocurae «opyey binnyy aucma «— Hanepedooni €nvyun nadcunae
«opyey Binnyy nucma + 29 aucmonada Envyun naocunae «opyey binnyy» nucma — specification
(period identity is not marked, information scope is limited); Haoseuip iit, ceobmo Conomii,
nouyscs oum «— Haoseuip iii nouyscs oum + Haoseuip Conomii nouyscs oum — self-explanation
(identity is emphasized and rendered using cebmo that confirms explanation). Specifying and
specified components don’t double each other in terms of syntax position — they are not inter-
changeable.

Specifying construction is a syntactic unit which contains specified and specifying com-
ponents and acts as a syntactic form realizing the semantics of specification of a particular part
of a sentence. Specification provides for a more thorough scope of information mentioned in
the above context in order to reach a bigger correspondence of content of a phrase with real-
ity and communicative tasks. It functions as a means of concretization (limitation) of content
(the whole to part relation), which has already been expressed grammatically, and semantically
formed unit by changing information scope.

Specifying parts don’t realize their meaning outside a syntactic construction. The mean-
ing of specification is peculiar only to one of two, usually one-level, syntactic unit integrative in
content. At the same time, the meaning of specification emerges solely in case of relevant syn-
tactic relations and requires special structural arrangement. A specifying component is always
in postposition and detached, e.g.: ¥ nac 6acamo manenvkux wikin, 30e6inbuozo cinbcokux
(Dzerkalo tyzhnia, 07.12.2019); 4 ocb 00 2010-20 — uinux sicim pokie — s npayiosana came 8
Yxpaincoxomy oomi (Holos Ukrainy, 12.10.2019), Ha scanw, konekmug y Hac dysice MaaeHbKuil,
ympuui meHwuii 6i0 Heodxionozo (Dzerkalo tyzhnia, 07.12.2019).

4. Structural expressions of specifying constructions

The availability of “the whole to part relation” within the specifying constructions
doesn’t need special conjunctions for their expressing as they would be redundant. Thus, spec-
ification as a syntactic category is characterized by asyndeton, e.g.: [lonana ys, noozvobana
CMPYXIAGIIUMU NEHbKAMU, GUKPYJICULACs Kpall ocudnsaka, mpoxu na 32ipky (Ye. Hutsalo);
Ha mpbox nonammsax — ceodooa, 2ionicme i pignicms — nodyoosaro écto €gpony (Uriadovyi
kurier, 23.10.2019).

A relative independence is usually inherent in specifying constructions that explains their
intonational transformation into the constructions without clarification, e.g.: Ile 6ys senuxuii
36ip 3 wupokumu 2pyovmu (Ye. Hutsalo); Boenw 3abicanu gynuuni ncu, obHoxysanu 6ci yi caiou
1100061 1l 3aK10n0mano gubicany Hazad na yenmpanwvhi eynuyi micma (S. Zhadan). Reading
of such sentences is possible both with separating intonation and without it. O. M. Pieshkovskyi
paid attention to an alternative of such use in his day: “we can just say o0rozo pa3y eocenu
ein 3axeopiey (Pieshkovskyi, 1956: 420). O. M. Hvozdiev has stressed that adverbial modifi-
ers of place may be a combination of two individual notions of place: «... Ha cmoni é cady
8oHce CMos6 KOWUK 3 abnykamuy. Such constructions can represent “close combination” without
expressing their (conditions) relations” (Hvozdiev, 1968: 124).

As syntactic units with conjunctions as syntactic units involving asyndeton — in this case,
it refers to specifying syntactic constructions — are characterized by less expressive means:
first of all, intonational separation close to intonation of enumeration and parentheses, and
specifiers mouniwe, npasunviiuie, kpauje in combination with word forms cxazamu, kascyuu
or without them, e.g.: 4 21 qucmonada cmanu 8ioomumu pe3yrbmamu KOHKYPCY HA 3A3HAYEHY
nocady, mouniwe — ix éiocymuicmo (Dzerkalo tyzhnia, 07.12.2019); Hawum 3a60anusm 6yno

62



SCIENTIFIC JOURNAL OF POLONIA UNIVERSITY 40(2020) 3

3ab6e3neuumu ymosu, mouniwie — 3naiimu inancysanna (S. Zhadan); llaxmapi 0o xinys
POKY OMpUMaromsv HAOAHi ypsioom zpouti, moutiuie 0odamrosi 322,6 minviiona zpusens Ha
noeauienus 3abopeosanocmi i3 3apnaamui (Uriadovyi kurier, 21.12.2019); 3natiuna éona 060x
nonsxie y 0ionocmi, mouniwte ckazamu — y cmpawnux 3a1uonax (O. Honchar). As well as
other categories of explanatory constructions, these formations have their peculiarities of dou-
ble denotation of a subject.

5. Classification features of specifying constructions

The classification of specifying constructions according to the morphological
manifestation of a root component has become widespread in modern linguistic theory
(Shvedova, 1980: 181; Slynko, 1994: 365—374). It is conventional to differentiate the following
types of specifying syntactic units:

— substantive, e.g.: Ha momy ooyi, 2en nio oopiem, npumocmunocs ceno (Ye. Hutsalo),
Moro xara ctosina Kpaii cena, na nazop6i (Ulas Samchuk); A mam, na Yxpaini, B XonoHyunx
cajax IIe CBITATHCS XKOPXKUHU 3 KprkuHKaMu B ouax (M. Kotsiubynskyi); IHepeo dyniom,
Ha nopo3i c8o€l Xudici, cuy cmpychys iz cebe Kpanii 0owy I NOSIIbHO, 8ALLY8aAMo NPoOPaAsCs.
Ha nocmine 3 nip’s ma cyxoeo aucms (H. Tiutiunnyk); Tak, we 3a wacu nawux npawypis,
nanpuxinyi XVII cmonimms, y 0okymenmax 3 ’sensemocs ciogo «3axony (Dzerkalo tyzhnia,
12.11.2019); ¥ cmeny, kinomempis 3a 0éaduyams 6i0 Koemozo Apy, modxcna nobavumu yo
icmopuuny nam ’smky (Uriadovyi kurier, 23.10.2019).

— adjective, e.g.: JIvonik yoce mepcsi KONO XOMOOUTbHUKA 6 CB0EMY KOCHIIOMI,
cmapenbvKomy, cmapanno eunpacysanomy (S. Zhadan); 3 yvoco, niedennozo, 60xy exonomis
mana ue 3o06cim npusabnrueuu euenad (O. Honchar);.Lfiei' sumu depesa 63acani ocobnuei —
uymauei, CnOJI0Xami, MO MEAPUHU, 30PUSAIOMbCIL HA KOJNCEH UOYX, mMpumaroms y codi ceoe
menio, He BUMEP3AI0Mb, NPO2PIBAIOMb O0BKONLA cebe YOPHI TYHKU, 8 IKUX MEMHO 3e/leHie cmapa
mpasa (Ye. Hutsalo); A 3a num ioe Opyzuii, 306cim Moa00uii, conaueuii AKUICy, i3 4ePEOHUMU,
snumu i npunyxaumu oyuma (S. Zhadan); Ha orcane, konekmug y Hac 0yoice MaaeHbKuil, ympudi
Menwuii 8i0 neooxionozo (Dzerkalo tyzhnia, 07.12.2019); e soice Oyn0 wjoco Hose, Heuysane
ona kaxoecvkozo apmapky (O. Honchar);

—adverbial, e.g.: 4 3a siknamu decsimku oueli MAK Camo, NO-RMAUUHOMY — RPUPEUEHO
Il RPUCKINAIUBO, — NUTLHYIOMb 34 KONCHUM 1I020 PYXOM, 30 KOMCHUM tio2o kpokom (S. Zhadan);
Ane il ye 8 Hb02O BUXOOUNO AKOCH 0cobnueo, no-naucvkomy (O. Honchar); I ocv cbozooni
epewmi-pewim, yeeuepi, 6cima uneHamu Komicii 6yno nionucano yeu 0062004iKYE8AHULL
xonmpaxm (Uriadovyi kurier, 11.10.2019); 3¢iomu, decv 36ucoxa, énano na Hb020 c8im.o,
po3spidaicene, ckyne (O. Honchar); Yuopa, oecov onienoui, nputivios 3 kinomu cmapuwuti €nuceis
cun, maxooic Bacuns (Ulas Samchuk);

— verbum finitum, e.g.: Bocmanne Ilawa ixaeé na makci miciyb momy — nH0BEPMABCs
3 micma (S. Zhadan),; Paniwe ¢ nonimuyi, y 0y0b-aKiil ceptio3uiu cnpasi, j#CiHKam He 0asanu
Moxcausocmi peanizysamu cebe — poounu im na koxcHomy kpoyi nepenonu (Dzerkalo tyzh-
nia, 11.10.2019). /lani 10opbu po3pueanucs — 36epmanu 6 nposyixKu i RPORAOAIU 8 MEMPIEL
(A. Holovko); Apmem nocnyxae ye moguxu ii 3n06 cmae kaenamu — poeaya Opuci cnpaenane
(A. Holovko).

Scientific studies focus on limited use of specifying constructions within the syntactic
functions of the parts of a sentence. In particular, “Directory of linguistic terms” emphasizes:
“adverbial modifiers of place and time usually fulfil a clarifying role, and specifying adverbial
modifiers of manner are less widespread”, “constructions which indicate a size, color, form and
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other object features also act as specifying members” (Rozental, 1972: 459). Admitting the first
part of the characteristics, in the context of the second, the author states that specifying con-
structions can be used in terms of any part of a sentence as well, for instance, as subject: Keimu,
mouniwe — nanvmu i acnapazycu, 6iopa3sy Haegisu scumms y mepmei ximuamu (Liuko Dash-
var); object: Bin 36epHy6 yeacy Ha niamanu, mouHiuie Ha IXHE TUCMA, NOHULWEHe 2YCIHHIO
(O. Honchar); I conoc tioeo wupum gioeykom 3a0punie y CeNAHCbKUX CepuAx, mouHiuie 6
cepuax monooi (M. Stelmakh) etc.

One of the significant features of the analyzed constructions is an option to have a
range of consequent specifications realized in speech as a range of specifying components,
e.g.. ¥V memacgopi, y it 3nauenui, mouniwe Kaxcyuu — y camiii 0OCHO8I il 3HAUeHHA — mpu
enemenmu (from a book); IImawxa cudina na depesi, na Kpemesnomy 0yoi, Ha 31aMaAHil
2inyi (Ye. Hutsalo); I wocv mam, 3a eopomamu, npocmo Ha 3emii, Mixc noOepmumu
Komoinezonamu i nepemawienum 2anyip’am (S. Zhadan); 3ycmpinemocs 6 ynieepcumemi,
y bioniomeyi, y uumansuii 3aui, 3a ocmannim cmonom (S. Zhadan). The mentioned feature
of specifying constructions is not just specific to the analyzed syntactic units, it is expressed in
semantics and, particularly, in the structure of double (sometimes triple etc.) designation of an
object. In the semantic framework, it is expressed by a differing degree of semantic distance
of a specifying component from specified, cf.: (3ycmpinemocs) 6 ynisepcumemi, y o6ioniomeyi
i ... 8 yHigepcumemi, 3a ocmanHim cmonom y yumanwvitl 3ani. This is the way for determining
both the consistency and certain conceptual and syntactic coherence, “involuntary nature” of a
double meaning.

6. Functional expression of specifying syntactic units

Linguistic papers attribute the functions of concretization and limitation as well as the
function of additional clarification to the primary functions of specifying constructions (Pryiat-
kyna, 1990: 76-77; Zahnitko, 2011: 568—569). In the author’s opinion, the function of clarifi-
cation is insufficiently substantiated, and thus, it should be attributed to the competence of the
relevant kind of explanatory constructions (concretizing syntactic units). It is obvious that the
function of limitation differs from the function of additional clarification by a degree of expres-
sion. The third function, which represents a wide semantic diversity of specification, deserves
a particular attention because as A. F. Pryiatkina rightly notes “... a specified component is
always different, new, additional” (Pryiatkyna, 1990: 75-76).

7. Conclusions

Specifying syntactic constructions are in the system relations with other kinds of explan-
atory constructions (self-clarification, concretization). Specifying constructions should be dis-
tinguished from self-explanatory as the former realizes specifying semantics through narrow-
ing, scope limitation while the latter designates the same concept, phenomenon, feature but
names it differently. The meaning of specification is peculiar to one of two, commonly, one-
level syntactic unit, integrative in content. The availability of “the whole to part relation” within
the specifying constructions doesn’t require special conjunctions for their expression, and thus,
they are characterized by asyndeton. Specifying constructions have been classified according
to the morphological manifestation of the root component (substantive, adjective, adverbial,
verbum finitum). It has been proved that the analyzed constructions can be used as any part of a
sentence (they usually act as an adverbial modifier of time and place). The primary function of
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the constructions under study is the function of additional clarification, which represents a wide
semantic diversity of specifications. Directions for future research involve studying special
aspects of the functioning of concretizing syntactic units as a kind of explanatory constructions
at the level of a simple complicated sentence.
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