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Abstract: This article is dedicated to the differentiation between parcellation and
separation. The article contains an analysis of the relevant literature and the current
theoretical approaches. The general characteristics of parcellation and separation as
well as their specific features are described, allowing a clear distinction between
these two phenomena.
Keywords: parcellation, parceled constructions, separation, connecting
constructions.

Parceled constructions represent the division of a sentence into two or more
segments (parcels), which are separated from each other by final punctuation marks -
period, question mark and exclamation mark.

The main grammatical features of this construction are the following: 1) the
presence of the base part and the parcel (one or more) in the parceled constructions;
2) Separation of each significant component (base part, parcel) with a final
punctuation mark; 3) the presence of syntactic independence (both of the base part
and the parcel) and at the same time maintaining a grammatical connection between
them, which allows the parcel when tested «deparcellationy, i.e. artificial restoration
of a whole sentence, to stand in its composition as a member (main -, subordinate
clause) or part of a complex sentence.

Although parcellation has been of interest to linguists for many years, the
problem of distinguishing parcellation from segregation is not entirely clear. It has a
long history, a large number of studies are dedicated to studying these phenomena.
However, there is still no consensus among scientists as to whether parcellation and
segregation are independent constructs and, if so, which structures they should
include.

The understanding of separation, reflected in the works of Russian linguists of
the 1950s and 60s, especially in the works of V. Sherba [8], V. Vinogradov [5] and
found in some modern studies, is ambiguous. Thus, it is noted that separation is based
on a different type of connection than association and subordination, and connect
such constructions in which phrases often do not immediately fit into one semantic
level, but form an associative chain of attachment. Separation is considered either as
a special method of combining meanings, their unexpected juxtaposition and
collision, leading to sharp breaks and shifts of expression within a syntagma or
sentence, or as a principle of constructing an utterance, in which one of the parts has
an independent receives communicative meaning and is appended to the main article
in the form of additional information. As far as the connecting means of separation
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are concerned, it turns out that, without exception, all coordinating and subordinating
conjunctions can act «in the connecting functiony.

The problem raised is very relevant to the study of parcellation, since all types
of parceled structures could be grouped under the definition of displaced structures;
In addition, most detached segments have a «shadow of separationy, especially when
there is a conjunctive connection with the basal part. The «associative-additive»
nature of such constructions has allowed many linguists to relate them to the number
of secretion constructions. In the 1960s of the 20th century, the term «parcel» was
introduced into linguistic circulation, and from the 1970s of the 20th century, two
terms were used simultaneously in linguistics — «parcellation», «separation». The
lack of a differentiated approach to the concepts under consideration has led some
researchers to prefer to abandon both terms altogether.

Since the indistinguishability of parcellation and «parcellationy, «separationy
is still observed in a number of studies, it can be stated that the problem of their
differentiation has not lost its relevance to this day.

In the study by P. V. Kobzev [10], parceled constructions often appear as
illustrative material, in which both parts of compound sentences and members of
simple sentences are contained in the parcels. The author classifies such «connecting
constructions» as incomplete sentences.

N. S. Valgina is one of the few researchers who adhered to a broad
interpretation of attachment in earlier work but later abandoned it. In the book
«Theory of the Text» [4, 245] the author prefers to use the term «parcellation» and
does not count the parceled constructions as similar structures such as «separation».

However, the confusion of terms still persists: so far, the phenomenon that we
understand by «parcellation» is considered by some authors in a number of other
cases of binding, interpreted differently, and mostly as a special type of syntactic
connection, different from association and subordination. Even today, some linguists
still adhere to a very broad understanding of binding that includes various
constructions, including parceled ones. The question of the possible status of parceled
constructions as independent structures is not addressed in the studies mentioned
above. Accordingly, their inherent differentiating features and features of their
functioning are not studied.

«Parcellation» and «separation» are independent phenomena. The need to
distinguish between «Parcellation» and «separation» led to the search for
compromise solutions to justify the right to exist. Works began to emerge in which
«Parcellation» and «separation» and their constructive variants were viewed as
independent phenomena. However, the reluctance to abandon the study of connecting
structures as syntactic constructions and the inability to identify clear criteria for
distinguishing them complicated attempts to distinguish them. A similar situation is
observed in the work of V. V. Babaitseva [2].

O.P. Karkoshko also mentions other differences in his dissertation research: the
connecting construction («separation») has the meaning of additional information,
and the «Parcellationy is not an additional thought, but a detached part of an already
existing structure [9, 11].


https://sciencesage.info/index.php/jasr/index

Journal of Advanced Scientific Research (ISSN: 0976-9595
Vol.5. Issue 5 page 13

An interesting attempt to solve this problem was once made by linguists who
studied parcellation in French. In these studie there is an uncharacteristic situation of
«expansiony of the concept of «Parzelle». So, two types of parceled constructions are
distinguished: separated (parceled construction fits into the logical-grammatical
scheme of the sentence) and connecting (the isolated syntagma does not correspond
to any member of the sentence, but is only semantically connected to this sentence
through the spontaneous association). However, it should be noted that if the
separated part is not identified as a member of the set or part of the complex, in the
vast majority of cases it cannot be attributed to the «Parcellationy.

The authors of the studies listed in this section neither specify the criteria by
which one could consider connecting constructions as independent syntactic
constructions, nor do they reveal their structural features that make it possible to
distinguish them from a number of other syntactic constructions. The examined
works do not indicate in which cases the structures should be classified as parceled
and in which - as connecting.

L. Yu. Already in 1936, Maksimov [13] represented a position that until
recently was shared by some linguists, namely: the term «parcellationy arose together
with the term «separation» («connective construction») only in connection with the
attempt to understand the constructions differentiated according to their structure and
function. They only differ functionally. Parcellation is part of book language, and
separation is a phenomenon of living, oral language.

The result of this approach has been the emergence of a significant number of
studies in which the parceled constructions appear as illustrative material when the
term «separation», is used. Thus, M. E. Shafiro [16], who relies on the traditional
definition of connection construction by L. V. Shcherba [8], and builds the theoretical
part of his work in accordance with his concept, nevertheless cites typical parceled
constructions as actual examples. We believe that these terms reflect different aspects
of a phenomenon: a point can mean an intonational fragmentation of a single
organizational structure - a phenomenon called parcellation in linguistics; If one
approaches this phenomenon from the point of view of synthesis, one can call it a
communicative connection.

G.Ya. Solganik (2006) also uses the term «separation», when examining
parceled constructions. Particular attention should be paid to the attribution of the
constructions under consideration to «chopped prose», i.e. prose with a violation of
syntactic connections in a sentence, strongly intoned and, as it were, broken into
pieces in comparison with classical prose, where the sentence is presented as a single,
well-organized alloy becomes. In addition, the researcher includes the connecting
constructions under the title «<New developments in modern syntax», which deal with
expressive constructions that fragment a sentence.

Scientists study the structural and semantic features of the parceled
constructions, the peculiarities of their functioning in texts of different genres. The
peculiarity of their position is reduced only to the fundamental preference for the
term «separationy, over the term «parcellationy.

«Parcellationy is a technique of expression syntax, «separationy is a semantic
connotation of means of communication.
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The widespread use of new expressive means in the syntax structure has
significantly changed the structure of texts, which did not go unnoticed by specialists.
A new terminology has appeared, new, modern classifications of such structures. And
again the need for a clearer definition of «separation» and, above all, its
differentiation and parcellation (especially considering that the latter is currently
recognized by most researchers as an independent phenomenon, as a technique of
expressive syntax with its own characteristics) has emerged.

In 1967, a monograph by V. A. Beloshapkova [3] was published, in which the
author convincingly proves that parcellation belongs to the communicative-functional
(dynamic) plan of the sentence, and separation belongs to the constructive (static)
plan of the sentence (which logically- expressed in grammatical relations). This was
the first time that the position was formulated that «separation» should be viewed as a
semantic connotation of means of communication, but not as a construction. A
similar view is held by A.P. Skovorodnikov [14, 15] and others.

Comparison of these syntactic phenomena makes it possible to draw the
following conclusion: «parcellation» is a phenomenon of the communicative-
functional plan of a sentence (dynamic aspect), while «isolation» is a phenomenon of
the static aspect of a sentence and relates to one of the types of logical -grammatical
relationships.

0. V. Aleksandrova also notes in her work the similarity of parcellation and
connection structures «due to the similarity of their structures, intonation, nature of
communication, information richness and expressiveness» [1]. However, it does not
distinguish between these concepts and does not provide explanations for these
phenomena.

A parceled construction has its own distinctive features: a two-component
structure (consists of two parts: base part and the parcel) (regardless of the number of
parcels); the dependent part is intonationally isolated and separated from the base in
writing by a punctuation mark at the end of the sentence; both simple and compound
sentences can be divided; unchanging postposition of the isolated element,
intonational independence of the plot with close grammatical and semantic
dependence on the base part; the presence of conjunctions and related words at the
absolute beginning of the plot when dismembering complex structures; the plot is a
new rhema center; the main function of the plot is the function of expressive
highlighting, which ensures greater expressiveness of the statement; Plots should not
be mixed with connecting structures (separations); the inability of the plot to function
independently.

Therefore, we note that parcellation and separation are two different
phenomena that have their own distinct characteristics and belong to different levels
of language.
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