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THE SUBJECTIVE MODALITY IN MODERN UKRAINIAN:
THE LINGUAL-PRAGMATIC DIMENSION

The article touches upon the problem of subjective modality as one of the ultimate representations
of national specificity of Ukrainian. The lingual-pragmatic nature of the universalia under proof
was systematically investigated. As a result, chosen theoretical-methodological integration basis
revealed a further possibility of the semantic field subjective-modal stratification as well as persistent
delimitation of its epistemic, volitive, and axiological constituents. In fact, the epistemic unit bares
the function of core semantic fragment of subjective modality. Its semantic modelling process,
categorical / problematic reliability in particular, involves the broad range of pragmarelevant
explication resources, i.e. parenthetical words and clauses, comparative-hypothetical particles,
modal verbatives, adverbatives, etc. This article also represents the intense disquisition
of the modality of will two-component (voluntative and optative) structure, being the vivid
background of versatility, diversity, multi-functionality, lack of clear boundaries between objective
and subjective modes of attitude, contextual, and situational pragmatic conditionality as immanent
traits of the category. It was proved, the successful differentiation of volitive concretising semes
partly requires the entanglement of intra-/external-lingual factors as follows: lexical-grammatical
peculiarities of a certain explicators of motivation / desirability, pragmatic presuppositions, intentions
of the speaker, contextual and situational parameters, etc. Actually, the application of this approach
to the above-mentioned problems solution has its profound base in theoretical-methodological
integration fundamentals, enabling a modal inventory of estimating subjective semantics disposed
between two self-sufficient categories of modality and axiology. In conclusion, both rational
and emotional estimations, ascertained in succession, undergo a number of concretising subsemes,
parameterised on a scale “comparability / absoluteness”, “reclamation / pejorativeness”.

Key words: modality, subcategory modal meaning, epistemic modality, volitive modality,
axiological modality.

The core problem of the issue. The integration
of Ukrainian linguistics to global scientific sphere pre-
determines thorough philologists interest to the uni-
versal categories — locativity, temporality, concessive-
ness, persuasiveness, predicativity, modality, etc. The
latter amongst defined above universalia takes special
place at the pertaining to the humanities knowledge
paradigm. It has not been being parametered yet on
the methodological system basis, despite of the great
amount of scientific studies on the problem.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
The syntactic nature of the modality as well as its
semantic structure and paradigmatic connections with
other categories formed the object of grammatical
studies of many linguists. They are famous
Ukrainian scientists I. Vykhovanets, K. Horodenska,
A. Hryshchenko, O. Melnychuk, A. Zahnitko,
M. Mirchenko, M. Stepanenko, V. Shynkaruk,
N. Kostusiak, etc. The modus-dictum conception
of the prominent Swiss Ch. Bally correlates with
generative-transformative grammars ideas. The
text-centrism principle of W. Dressler, 1. Halperin,
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I. Smushchynska modality researches claimed to
be dominant. The investigations of N. Arutiunova,
O. Bondarko, A. Vezhbytska, V. Vynohradov,
H. Zolotova, T. Alisova, N. Shvedova, V. Kasevych,
L. Yermolaieva are the ponderable contribution
to subcategory modal meanings taxonomic
aspects logical qualification. Different nuances
of the category under proof have been closely
examined in V. Tkachuk (the subjective modality
functional-semantic exposition, based on valuation
category integration component), O. Dotsenko
(the peculiarities of subcategory modal meanings
representations via objective-ascertaining utterances),
T. Teletska (the comparative analysis of objectivity
and veracity modal semantics in Ukrainian, Russian,
French and English), A. Matskevych (the typological
parameters of modality means of realization
on the base of Ukrainian and Arabic publicistic
texts), S. Bernatska (the possibility and necessity
modal meanings on the formal grammatical level
ofthesentence),and S. Skomarovska (the verbalization
of modality of desirability) dissertations.
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The idea of impossibility of cognition of the nature
and the essence of any linguistic unit without
applying for human factor was dominant in the past-
decades global linguistics. The whole spectrum
of representatives of the defined factor is embraced
at the linguistic pragmatics, one of the newest
pertaining to the humanities knowledge dynamic
branches, science, originating at boundaries of other
sciences. Nowadays Ukrainian linguistics requires
for integral system of the subjective modality as
wide-content filling semantic-pragmatic category,
so far as the subjective constituent of the defined
universalia is that to signify the synergetic correlation
of three parts of semiotics (F. de Saussure, Ch. Peirce,
Yu. Stepanov), which are semantics, syntactics,
and pragmatics.

Aim of the research. The aim of the article is to
identify the spectrum of subcategory subjective modal
semantics dominant types in Modern Ukrainian,
focusing on their distinct pragmatic centrism.

Results and discussions. Most of scientists agree
onthepointthatmodality contentbackgroundisformed
by two closely interdependent components — objective
and subjective. The logical-grammatical modality
interpretation platform exponents [6; 8] comment
the first component as modality de re, testifying
certain peculiarities of the certain object (e.g. Cepeiti
0y6 suxosanum xaonyem). The second component is
determined as modality de dicto, realized in “modus-
dictum” structures, i.e. in sentences with explicated
subjective modality (e.g. 3daemwvcs, wo Cepeiti —
BUXOBAHULL XTONEYD ).

The objective (primary, predicative, ontological,
object, deontic) modality characterizes connection
between information content and extra-linguistic
actuality, regarding to the speaker estimation of the first
defined on the base of reality / irreality (its possibility /
impossibility, desirability / undesirability, necessity /
veracity). The subjective component is more complex
than objective one as for the nature; therefore it has
no definite determination in the theory of linguistic
modality. The so-called narrow interpretation,
specifying that the speaker treatment of information
content is delimited by epistemic (persuasive,
mental) semantics, is of priority. The subjective
modality semantic spectrum, however, is much more
extensive, compared to the objective one. Meanings,
constituting this spectrum, are not homogeneous,
requiring for systematization. Some of them have
no direct connections with grammatical system.
Thus, 1. Nahornyi makes representatives of mental
semantics the object of the investigation, elaborating
the modal-persuasive qualification concept as

the crossing-point of different aspects of utterances-
to-actuality correlation. The logical (the ascertainment
of judgment as relatively true unit), functional-
semantic (the ascertainment of fact with reference
to information trustworthiness / untrustworthiness),
situation (the ascertainment of speech situation on
the base of its correlation to actuality), presupposition
(the ascertainment of premises regarding to their
speech situation correspondence / disparity), semantic
(the ascertainment of proposition in accordance with
its verity / fallibility), communication-pragmatic
(the ascertainment of fact in compliance with its
speech influence on the addressee) are the most
consequential among them [12, p. 384]. This fact is
a certain confirmation of some linguists traditional
modality dichotomous idea negating, so far as
any type of modality, especially the objective one,
explicates first and foremost the attitude of the speaker
(producer, author, addresser) to the utterance
content. The subjectivity is modality immanent
characteristic feature. It extrapolates modal semantics
to the linguistic pragmatics subject field, making, on
the other hand, a prospect to further formulations
of the subjective modality as «semantic-pragmatic
factor of communication unit and communication in
general» [1, p. 191], modus category of the discourse
type [13], specific meanings of which as well as their
verbal actualization multi-level means form complex
functional-semantic fields with identifying core
and differential, partly syncretic, peripheral zones.

It is of no doubt that epistemic component is
obligatory constituent of the semantic spectrum
of the defined modality, though it is also correct, in
our opinion, some linguists [11; 5; 7; 6] to concretize
other types of its meanings. The subjectivity
of utterance, according to V. Hak, can be displayed
by such three ways:

1) regarding to the character of information
(declarative or performative modality);

2)regarding to the character of actuality knowledge
(epistemic modality: trustworthiness, probability);

3) regarding to the character of attitude
(deontic modality: desire / unwillingness, consent /
disagreement) [5, p. 118].

The subjective modality, in compliance
with R. Mrazek, is to be divided into two
dimensions, they are 1) the meaning delimited
by intention — necessity — possibility (voluntary
modality); 2) the degree of the information content
trustworthiness, the speaker confidence in predicate
dictal core actuality (persuasive modality) [11,p. 181].

Basing on the subjective modality lingual-
pragmatic and communication specificity likewise
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Ukrainian past-decades scientific studies corollaries
[9; 20; 19; 15; 6; 1], we consider the defined category
semantic structure accumulates the three constituents:
1) epistemic, revealing objective connections
trustworthiness degree valuation of the subject
of'notion; 2) volitive, indicating the speaker intentions
to the sentence / utterance propositional content
necessity or desirability; 3) axiological, explicating
the speaker valuation characterization of environment
facts, represented in dictum part of the sentence.
Disquisitional studies on the problem contain
wide enough subjective modality epistemic
component nominating spectrum; it is “hypothetic
modality” (O. Drahomyretskyi), ‘“comparative
modality” (L. Prokopchuk), “modality of seeming”
(N.Arutiunova), “modalityofveracity” (V. Berezenko),
“re-relating” (A. Zahnitko), “modality of doubtful
valuation” (O. Seleznova) in particular. The epistemic
modality essential peculiarity, we reckon, identifying
with scientists majority, is to be expound by opposition
on the “ordinary trustworthiness — categorical
trustworthiness — problematic trustworthiness” scale.
The neutral (ordinary) trustworthiness manifests fact,
phenomenon or occurrence stating; the categorical one
affirms intensified (accentuated) speaker confidence
in the information trustworthiness. The problematic
one (untrustworthiness, possibility) is concentrated
on disclosing of different degree possibility of the fact,
phenomenon or occurrence accomplishment from
the point of view of the speaker; it also is grounded
upon insufficient erudition of the subject of speech
or assumption of the author, comp. Oxcana noixana
0o mimku, Okcana, 0e3nepeuno, noixara 00
mimxu; Oxcana, Hanesne, noixaia 00 MIiMKU.
The problematic trustworthiness represents one
of the most important subjective-modal meanings,
which participates in general predicative semantics
forming. On the conceptual level it correlates with
category of persuasiveness, semantic dimension
of which is indicated by the information veracity
certitude / incertitude degree marker, e.g. Borce
nouanocey, madbymoe, matoymue (L. Kostenko); Ha
bepesi wocv Hnave eosopuro (M. Vinhranovskyi);
Meni 30aecmocsa, mamo, wo eam He 8apmo HiU020
kasamu 3a Mupona (V. Vynnychenko). The
epistemic modality, apparently, is partly represented
by grammatical modal forms (parentheses,
modal verbs, comparative-hypothetic particles,
etc.). The defined subjective-modal qualifiers, in
J. Holmes [21] authoritative opinion, fulfill two
functions in such the succession: epistemic (the
explication of the speaker confidence degree about
the information) and affecting (the aspiration
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of the addresser for benevolent communication
interaction establishing and maintaining). Formally
actualized uncertainty is always aimed at taking
down the responsibility of author for not entirely true
information representation or obviating the categorical
aspect, e.g.

— boorce, ma s nouamu mne cnaro <...> Tinvxu
npo ye! Madymes, mpeda Cepeisi okpyuyeamu. Yce
orc Tamapyun cun. Kiock marome <...> Byode meni
dynoamenm.

—Tu <...> tioeo <...> nobuwi?

— 30aemuen <...> Ak tioeco nobauy <...> cauna
y pomi. Yu nasnaxu — nepecuxac.

— e i € 11060867

— A 1 cama ne 3nar. 30aemocsa, max <...> (Liuko
Dashvar).

The producer sets the pragmatic tasks up: to
explain his own sight on the situation, to report his
point of view to the addressee, to require its adequate
comprehension by the recipient appointing him on
the correct interpretation of situation.

The wvolitive subjective modality likewise has
distinct pragmatic orientation to extra-lingual
actuality transforming, ascertaining the position
of the subject of speech on the problem of proposition
constituents certain objective connection necessity
or desirability. Fundamental semantic dimensions
of the modality under proof are voluntary (directory)
and optativity. Traditional grammar specifies
the first meaning as incentivity. It is qualified as
request to interlocutor to operate the way, which
secures actuality of the phenomenon defined by
the sentence [17, p. 134], will of the speaker,
transforming at certain communication situation to
modal nuances of direction, order, appeal, caution,
advice, desire and so on [16, p. 419]. The spectrum
of voluntary explicit realizations fluctuates from
insistent categorical to polite requesting, e.g. Bu o
3Hacme, wo s eauia oouxka <...> He eybimv mene!
(I. Bahrianyi); IIpouumatime, npowy s eac! A eam
oco i kpawanox npunecaa! (Ostap Vyshnia); Hexail
Ou cnogicmug JIUCMIBKOI0 uU nepekazag mobdoio
(V. Symonenko); [{o6podito, 000podiio, wu ne moenu 6
eu mei oumunu cxosamu? (Folk work); Ta wo6 600aii
mobi xicmka 6 ecopno! Kaxu-kax! (O. Dovzhenko).
The second mentioned above meaning (optativity)
is viewed by Ukrainian category grammar scientists
as grammeme of the desirability mood, the latter is
contamination of imperative and subjunctive moods
[3, p. 262] or transformation of the subjunctive mood
to the imperative [2, p. 98], e.g. [losepuymu 6 mux,
K020 3abpano sHcadione nebo (porogy.zp.ua); Komu 6
MeHi omux dimetl Haumu 0e-ne6yow (T. Shevchenko).
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Pragma-linguistics focuses on the voluntary on
the basis of speech act theory (J. Austin, J. Searle), in
conformance with which there are five traditionally
ascertained means of the speaker to achieve
certain aim using word, i.e. types of illocutionary
acts: representatives, directives, commissives,
expressives, declarations. The inducement correlates
with the directive speech act, intentionally centered
on the addressee and his desirable to the speaker act
performance. On the other hand, it causes the voluntary
situation double-subjectivity — the producer as speech
act subject and the recipient as causal act subject-doer
obligatory actualizations. Besides, most of scientists
point out that interlocutivity, contractor conduct-
programmingcentrism, direct/mediated manipulating,
mainly attended by emotional marker, conversational-
stylistic coloration, and diverse subjective-modal
nuances stratification, are the characteristic features
of the imperative utterances.

Nowadays the question of the correlation
of subjective modality with valuation category still
is opened to discuss. Axiological category, firstly,
is being interpreted as the hypercategory; it engulfs
the category of modality and at the same time
integrates multi-level linguistic units, which explicate
positive or negative attitude to the information
content [15]. The valuation, secondly, represents
one of the modality types, which supplements
the descriptive content of the utterance [4]. It
effectuates the social-pragmatic function, partly
expounding multi-layered implicit modal meanings.
V. Teliia defines the axiological modality as
connection, formed between the producer / recipient
valuation marker and the defined reality, estimated
either positive or negative on any ground according
to normal “standards of things existence” in a certain
picture of the world [18, p. 22-23]. The mixing
of these two category universalia, in our opinion, is
entailed first and foremost by the fact that majority
of “modality” notion definitions contains the term
“valuation” (the speaker valuation of the information
content as real / unreal, trustworthy / untrustworthy,
possible / impossible, etc.). The subjective-modal
meanings realizations are functional doublets;
at the certain context conditions they partly bear
the axiological modus explicator or intensifier
function, e.g. Ak dobpe me, wo cmepmi ne 6010CH
A i me numairo, yu maxckui mit xpecm (V. Stus);

Bona cxpiswe i 3a601c0u Oyna cipwioro, Hisic 2 ya6nas it

i meopus (0. Dovzhenko). This fact doesn’t contribute
to these categories distinct demarcation.

Suppose that modal meanings of valuation focus
at the two self-sufficing categories delimitation.

Subject obligatory manifestation as well as
its attitude to the information, and valuations
specificity, determined by the objective actuality, are
the modality and axiological category integration
features, contact zones, signifying partial, peripheral,
transposition of valuation semes to the subjective-
modal ones. Rational and emotional valuations
function as the only linguistics modal operators.
The status of the emotional valuation has not been
being set up definitely yet. Most of investigators are
not unanimous on the point. Some of them eliminate
the defined valuation from the modality [20], others
state modal the wide spectrum of speakers emotional
reactions on the occurrences and environmental
phenomena [7; 10]; the third ascertain modal only
the structures with emotional valuations, verbalized as
comprehended (logically adapted) categories of good
and evil (fortunately, out of spite, etc.) 6], e.g. Mama,
SK  HAGMUCHE, NOBLIbHO 005l2aembCsl 1, 30a€mbCs
Cmenanuoi, noginouo tide (O. Ivanenko); 3a munyny
000y 6 30HI O0oll06UX Oill, Ha Wacms, 3a2UbIUX Hemae
<...> (Patrioty Ukrainy, 10 chervnia 2016).

Axiological  category wide interpretation
predetermined the “emotional-expressive valuation”
term appearing. The meaning of the defined above
qualification, obviously, fills up the so-called syncretic
zone too, adjoining to the category of valuation. It
also assures the universally recognized linguistic
idea there are no “pure” linguistic phenomena, free
of the inter-category interaction. The expressiveness
constitutes the semantic structure of modal
utterance. It is the pragmatic component of the latter,
the main task of which is to actualize certain element
of the content, relegating the direction of the recipient
attention. Correspondently to logical ones, we classify
linguistic axiological modal meanings to comparative
(explicated by “better” / ‘“‘equivalent” / “worse”
formulae) and absolute (“well” / “indifferently” /
“bad”, the comparison is not represented), e.g. Vci
MU XOUeMO CMamu Kpawumi, Hidc MU € HACNpaeoi
(O. Chornohus); Vowce u Ilpam i3 eemvmarom,
00 ’ixasuiu datipax, npuckouuay 00 mo2o 6ouosuwyd,
a iu batidysce;, 80oHa niaye, 80HA BOUBAEMbCA HAO
ceoim [lempycem (P. Kulish). Emotional-expressive
and rational valuations are positive (meliorative) or
negative (pejorative) as for its content, moreover
the content frequently can be determined by
the context.

Conclusions. Thus, subjective modality is interpreted
as wide-content filling semantic-pragmatic category
(epistemic, volitive, axiological constituents), multi-
level actualizations of which are typical representatives
of the Ukrainian national identity. ~Modemn
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Ukrainian linguistics requires for the direct semantic
meanings embranchment classification of this part
ofthemodal paradigm. Likewise itexacts the concretizing
of universalia under proof symmetrical / asymmetrical
connections with other categories, and subjective-modal
semes multi-level materialization means qualifying
simultaneously to their extrapolation into the functional-
pragmatic dimension.

The subject of the pragmatics, according to
Yu. Stepanov, is coherent dynamic text, correlated to
the main subject, the “Ego” of the whole text, i.e. its
author. Taking into consideration the defined object

ontological and paradigm specificity, we perceive
further scientific studies prospect in the subcategory
modal meanings realizations regularity ascertainment,
and their multi-level transmitters semantic-
functional conduct peculiarities research on the base
of discourses of the dissimilar stylistic nature. The
widest category of lingual code (discourse) specific
structuring is perspective, in our opinion, on the point
of'succeeding research oflingual-pragmatic relevancy,
polyfunctionality, and semantic-syntactic mobility
of the majority of explicators of the subjective
semantics nuances, differentiated above.
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Heguenxo C. 0. CYB’EKTUBHA MOJIAJIBHICTD Y CYUACHIN YKPAIHCHKIN MOBI:

JIHT BOIIPATMATUYHWI BUMIP

Y emammi tioemuvcs npo cy6’exmueny MoOanbHicms sIK 00UH i3 HAUACKPAGIUUX BUS8I8 HAYIOHATLHOL Che-

yughiku yrpaincovkoi mosu. Ocobaugy ysazy 30CepeidtceHo Ha NIHSBONPASMAMUYHINL NPUPOOi 00CIIONCYSAHOT
yHigepcanii. 3anpononosani inmeepayilini meopemuKko-memoo0oa02iuti 3acaou 0ai 3mMocy aemoposi cmpa-

102 | Tom 31 (70) N2 4 4. 12020



Ykpaincbka MOBa

mughikyeamu cy6’ €EKMUBHO-MOOAIbHE 3HAUEHHESE NOAE, GUOKPEMUMU & 1020 CKIa0l enicmemiyHull, 60.i-
MUGHUL i aKcionoziunull ceemenmu. HoepHum 3micmogum Gpazmenmom cyo eKmuenoi MooarbHoCmi i0eH-

mughikosano enicmemiyHuil, MOOENOBAHHA CEMAHMUKU K020, 30KpeMa Kame2opuuHoi / npoonemamuyHoi

00CcmogipHOCMi, 8I00YBAEMbCA 13 3ANYUEHHAM UUPOKO2O KONA NPASMAPENe8aHMHUX eKCHAIKAYIUHUX pecypcie
(6cmagni i 6cmasieni KOMNOHeHMU, NOPIGHANbHO-INOMEMUYHT YaCMKU, MOOAIbHI 6epbamusu, aosepbamusu
mowo). Y po3sioyi maxodic YOOKIAOHEHO CXAPAKMEPU308AHO OBOKOMNOHEHMHY CIMPYKMYpPY (80IHOHMAMUS
i onmamug) MoOAIbHOCHI 80NEBUAGNICHHS, HA ML K0T HAUBUpasHiule 8I00UBAIOMbC MAKI IMAHEHMHI O3HAKU
00CAI0IHCYBAHOI Kame2opil, K YHIBEePCAIbHICMb, PI3HOACNEKMHICMb, NOLIBYHKYIIHICMb, 8i0CYMHICMb YIMKUX
KOPOOHIG MidC 00 €KMUSHUM i CYO EKMUBHUM MOOYCAMU, KOHIMEKCMHA Tl CUMYAMUBHA NPASMAMUYHA 3VMO6-
nenicmy mowjo. Jlogedeno, wo po3medcy8anHs KOHKPemuU3yeaibHux cem GONimueHocmi nompeoye novacmu
BDAXYEAHHSA GHYMPIUHBO- | 3068HIUHBONIHE6ANLHUX YUHHUKIG, A caMe. IeKCUKO-ePaMamuiHol cneyuiku KoH-
KPEMHUX eKCHIIKAMOPI8 CNOHYKANbHOCMIE / OAdCAIbHOCII, NPASMAMUYHUX NPeCyno3uyill, iHMeHyil MOo8ys,
KOHMEKCY ANbHO-CUTTY AMUSHUX napamempie mowo. 3peanizosanuil nioxio 00 3a0exnaposanoi y cmammi
npobaemu, 0a306aHULl HA THMESPAYIUHUX MEOPEMUKO-MEMOO0N0TUHUX 3ACAOAX, YMONCIUBUE MOOATbHY THEEH-
mapuzayiro oYiHHUX YO EKMUBHUX 3HAUEHb, WO 30CEPEONCEH] HA NOKOPOOHHI 080X CAMOOOCMAMHIX Kame-
eopii (ModanvHocmi Ul akcionoeiynocmi). Buokpemnerni 6 3anpononoganiti cmyodii payianaivHa i eMoyiuHa
OYIHKU MAKONC MAIOMb HUZKY KOHKPEMU3Y6albHUX 3HAYEHb, Napamempu3oeanux 3a WKAiI00 KOMRapamue-
Hicmb / AOCOMOMHICMb, MELIOPAMUBHICMb / NEUOPAMUBHICTb.

Knrouosi cnosa: mooanvhicmov, cyoxamezopitine MOOAIbHEe 3HAYEHHS, eniCmeMiuHa MOOAIbHICb,
BONIMUBHA MOOANLHICINb, AKCLONO2TYHA MOOANbHICb.

103



