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Abstract

The relevance of the proposed study arose from the necessity to define the correlation between the
morphologic and syntactic categories of the verb; disclose the functional characteristics of this part of speech
that defines the structure of the sentence, the implementation of word formation intentions of the word and
construction of the text as an integral unit of the communicative syntax. The article observes the major types of
predicates, existing in Modern Greek. The author has coined the lexical content, morphological arrangement
as well as the syntactic behavior of objective syntaxemes. At the semantic and syntactic level, the objective
syntaxemes hold the position of right-sided strongly controlled member of the sentence. Prototype objective
syntaxeme is the causative with a categorical seme expressing motivation of occurrence of the signs of
substances. In Modern Greek, causative verbs are represented by the verbs of one lexeme; the verbs of
different lexemes; the verbs created using word-formation instruments. Causatives represented by the verbs of
one lexeme are interpreted by author as verbs with the variable valence. Verbs with the variable valence
include those in which the morphological form itself creates the transitive and intransitive constructions
without changing its voice affiliation Word-formation transformative of verbs with the variable valence is
represented by the adjective-based and noun-derived verbs. This description enables the preparation of the
functional grammar of Modern Greek, which is an urgent task of Modern hellinistic. In common language
sense, the interpretation of the study results is important to identify the correlation between the semantic and
syntactic structure of the sentence, to determine the semantic types of predicates and to classify the objective
syntaxemes.

Keywords: structure of the sentence, communicative syntax, predicate, objective syntaxeme, functional
grammar.
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1. Introduction.

The long-term scientific studies of the linguists on the analysis of sentence as a unit of
language system (V. Admoni, Y. Andersh, O. Bondarko, I. Vykhovanets, A. Zahnitko,
G. Zolotova, G. Helbih, S. Katsnelson, T. Masytska, M. Stepanova, L. Tesniere) indicate the
presence of controversial issues, including the prominent problem of determining the
relations of the sentence components. In the sphere of problems of the sentence theory, the
theory of valence, the inter-level category determined with the semantic of the verb and
closely connected with syntactic and morphological levels of the language, is actual.

The verb that serves as predicate in a sentence connects objects, signs, location, time,
actions, processes, occurring in the surrounding reality into one. “Syntagmatic field of the
verb” (a range of subject-object, subject-object-recipient relations etc.) covers categorical
values of transitive / intransitive property, active/passive, reciprocity, reflexive, the whole
complex of the sentence structure that implements semantic potencies of the verb (Zahnitko,
1990: 10-11). At the semantic level, arguments (semanteme components) fill semantic slots
of the verb-predicate, which on the syntactic level is an organizing member of sentences with
actant that differ in their functions (Zahnitko, 1993: 9; Zahnitko, 1996: 8). Thus, the verb
qualifies the role status and hierarchy of participants of the situation and programs a
positional model of the sentence. The predicate certainly is the organizing center of an
expression; however, the predicate itself determines the type of situation and a set of its
arguments, and while in the proposition, its participants to some extent influence the type of
predicate.

Hellenistic still has many unresolved issues relating to qualification of the sentence
structure in different tiers, that demonstrate the topicality of the research. This necessitates
an in-depth study of the Modern Greek verbs in order to determine the correlation between
components of the sentence structures with objective reality. Multidimensional analysis of
the verb is in line with the triple criterion of linguistic unit interpretation (Zolotova, 2001:
19), proposed in Modern linguistics, in which semantics, syntax and morphology are in
seamless interaction. This description will enable the preparation of the functional grammar
of Modern Greek, which is an urgent task of Modern hellenistic.

2. Aim and Objectives.

The aim of the article is to detect the predicate and objective syntaxeme in the
semantic and syntactic structure of a sentence in Modern Greek.

The interpretation of the results, based on Modern Greek material, is important to
identify the correlation between the semantic and syntactic structures of the sentence, to
determine the semantic types of predicates and to classify the objective syntaxemes in
general. The illustrative material of the study consists of 5245 verbs selected with continuous
sampling method from the Modern Greek dictionaries: Dictionary of Modern Greek (Ag&ikod
g Néag EAMvikng yAdooag), Modern Greek Dictionary; Dictionary of Modern Greek
Demotic (N€o eAAnviko Ae€ikd. Ae&ikd g oOYYpovNg EAMANVIKNG ONUOTIKNG YADGGOG).

3. Levels of a Sentence Structure.

In Modern Ukrainian linguistics, sentences are analyzed on four levels: proper
semantic (reflecting the logic (predicate-argument) structure and common to all languages);
semantic and syntactic (reflecting the content of the expression, based on syntactic relations
between parts of the sentence); formal grammatical (proper syntactic) (includes syntactic
relations between parts of the sentence, and parts of the sentence distinguished on the basis
of syntactic relations); proper communicative (reflecting the dual nature of the actual
sentence division, helps a three-tiered language structure of the sentence to adapt itself to the
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speech conditions, communicative orientation of the text, main purpose of the expression)
(Vykhovanets, 1983: 7-8, 57, 125-130).

Each semantic and syntactic structure of the verb is correlated to a certain logical-
semantic structure. Creating sentences, the speaker relies upon a positional semantic-
syntactic model.

Lomtev mentioned that “Positional model of a sentence is a finished unity, it is
reproduced in speech, not created, so the sentence is a unit of the language, not speech. The
one, who knows words, their forms and morphemes, does not know the language yet. Units
of language are not only words, their forms and morphemes, but also positional models of
the sentence. The sentence is a unit of the language exactly because it is a ready positional
model, positional structure” (Lomtev, 1958: 125).

Just as Katsnelson and Meshchaninov, Lednei mentions that the subject-predicate
structure of a judgment, which combines different logical options of the propositional
function has different formal means of the verbal expression (Lednei, 2003: 5-6).

Kibrik (2004) believes that material of a cognitive structure is a notion of the situation
and participants. The researcher differentiates between the following types of situations with
participants: 1) process (Processant); 2) action (Agence, Patience); 3) thought (Speaker,
Content); 4) feeling (Experience center, Stimuli); 5) possessivity (Possessor, Owning);
6) localization (Localized, Place); 7) description (Essence, Descriptor); 8) existence
(Existing); 9) identification (Identifier, Identified); 10) name (Identifier, Identified). The
prototype basis of a situation in most languages is action with nuclear participants: Agence,
Patience (p. 14-15).

When speech acts are studied from the viewpoint of generative semantics, three
components of the sentence model are distinguished. The first component, “external
situational”, is associated with the value correlated with the situation and information
transmitted to the recipient. On the semantic-syntactic level, the situation is reflected by a
proposition consisting of a predicate and its actants. The most important are actants of a
predicate correlated with its valence. The second component is act and speech one,
determined by pragmatic factors. Its essence is that the participants of communication known
specifics of a situation in which an act of communication takes place. The difficulty in
defining this component is that it is usually not expressed materially. The third component is
communicative, associated with the recipient's strategy, his attitude to the message (Kibrik,
2004: 14-15).

Judgment as a propositional function is expressed on the syntactic level in parts of the
sentence, and its subject-predicate structure — in the logical and grammatical structure of the
sentence. This shows national and language specificity and life subjectively expressive
speech colors of the sentence.

In Modern Greek researches, as a rule, block diagrams of sentences are given only on
the formal grammatical level: Y-P, Y-P-A, Y-P-EA, Y-P-IIA, Y-P-EA-A, Y-XP-K, where Y
— vmokeipevo, P — pfuo, A — dqueco avtikeipevo, EA — éupeco avtikeipevo, A —
TPOTAGLOKO avTikeipevo, P — cuvoetikd pnua, K — katnyopodpevo (Zapagpioov, 2003: 37—
43).

Analysis of the literature shows that Greek (especially domestic) Hellenistics lacks
integrated researches of the functional-categorical apparatus of the verb in general. There is
only one in-depth study of morphological categories of the verb: functional grammar by
Kleris and Bambiniotis (I'poppotiky g Néoag EAMnviknc. AopoAeitovpyikn —
Emkowoviokn (I To piua g Néag EAAnviknc. H opydvmon tov unvouatog), where the
researchers single out predicates of action (o mvpfvag mov dniwver mpdén) denoting an
action changing in time, and predicates of state (o mvpnvog mov dmAdvel kotdoToon)
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denoting an unchanged state (KAaipng, 2005: 168—169). However, it should be noted that the
semantic and syntactic-semantic tiers of the sentence in this paper are identified. This, in our
opinion, is due to the fact that researchers rely solely on the theory by L. Tesniére, who
presents one-tier model of the sentence without differentiating between the formal and
semantic aspects (in contrast to the two-tier model (Silnickij, 2006)).

Certain aspects of analysis of the syntactic structure of the sentence are disclosed in
articles, which methodological framework is based on transformational analysis
(Giannakidou, 1997; Lascaratou, 1985). In theses of speeches at conferences Alexiadou and
Anagnostopoulou present analysis of sentences with pronouns duplicated using the method
of direct components (Alexiadou, 1997; Anagnostopoulou, 1995; Anagnostopoulou, 1997;
Theofanopoulou-Kontou, 1985; Avayvoctornovlov, 1992). The issue of types of alternations
with morphological load, specifically, morphemes of the verb status are reflected in the work
of D. Brian (Mnpduav, 1992: 91).

Zombolou classifies predicates depending on the type characteristics of the verbal
action: 1) Awdwkaotikd (procedural): ExnAnpwong (action-completion) — denoting action
with a specific purpose that continues and ends when the purpose is achieved (yti®m éva
oniti, avolyw to mapdbvpo); Apdong (action-action) — denoting action not limited in time
(tpéyw, mepmatd); 2) Mn dwdikaotikd (non-procedural): Emtédeong (action-resultative) —
denoting non-continued action (Bpiockm, ydvw); Katdotaong (action-state) — denoting being
in a certain state (eipon Gppwotn, epotevpévn) (Zéumorov, 1997: 235).

In Greek scientific literature, there is no finally defined term to interpret the concepts of
“argument”, “actant”; it should also be emphasized that these terms are generally not
recorded in reference works and encyclopedic literature (Mdavtoc, 2006; ITavAidov, 2005).
Based on the reference analysis, the term “petéywv” (argument) is used to indicate “a person
or object involved in the action or being in a certain state” (KAaipng, 2005: 383). A criterion
for determining semantic roles of arguments in the functional grammar by Kleris and
Bambiniotis is the degree of interference between the argument and the action. Theoretical
difference between actants and arguments is not substantiated in the paper. The researchers
established three kinds of arguments:

1) arguments that influence the predicate-core of the communication: cause, define,
perform an action. These are such roles as an actor, cause, instrument;

2) arguments influenced by the action. These are such roles as object, creation, being,
recipient;

3) arguments that neither influence the predicate nor are influenced by an action. These
are roles such as neutral actant, place (KAaipng, 2005: 200).

The term “O6piopa” is used by some scientists to denote actant “semantically dependent
on verbs” (KAaipng, 2005: 384; Zapagioov, 2003: 35), and by others — as a component of the
logical structure of the sentence (Zetdtog, 1997: 204). The term “copumAnpouc” is
interpreted as “denotion of all actants except subject” (Kiaipng, 2005: 389; Xapapidov,
2003: 33; Xot{nPoaocireiov, 1995: 122), although some researchers (C. Charalambakis,
M. Setatos) treat all elements dependent on the semantics of the verb as actants, including the
subject (Xetdtog, 1997: 204; Xaparoumdrkng, 2001: 110). It should also be emphasized that
some scientists (I. Malahardi) define compulsory (dpeco copminpodpata) components of the
sentence — actants, and optional — circonstants (nepipepelakd copminpodpota) (Moioyopdn,
1995: 373).

4. Predicate as a center of the positional model of a sentence.
In Modern linguistics, we observe unequal interpretations of types of predicates and
number of substantial syntaxemes. Classifications are based on different criteria:
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1. Tesniére distinguishes actants and circonstants in the sentence structure. Actants
represent three participants of a situation: “the first actant is the subject in traditional
grammar — the one that performs the action”, “the second actant is the one that feels the
effect of an action — the object”, “the third actant is the one, for / against which an action
takes place — the indirect object”; the ratio between them may vary. The “first” and “second”
actants, according to L. Tesniére, are equal structural disseminators of the verbal semantics,
in contrast to the traditional concept, which includes the subject to primary parts of the
sentence, and the object — to the secondary ones. Circonstants are adverbial modifiers (of
time, place, and method) (Ten'er, 1988: 123—124).

2. According to Chafe, in the English language predicates are classified into four
groups: predicates of state, process, action and process-action, and the absence of arguments
— an ambient state and an ambient action. The seven arguments: agent, patient, experiencer,
beneficiant, instrument, complement, and location are characterized by semantic relations to
the type of the predicate (Chejf, 1975: 114-121).

3. Fillmore, the founder of case grammar, proposes to introduce the concept of depth
cases in the analysis of the semantic and syntactic structure of a sentence (Fillmor, 1981a,
19816). The term “case” is used by the researcher not in its traditional meaning, but to
denote different semantic roles of structures dependent on the verb. At an in-depth level the
sentence is represented with a modus and proposition consisting of a verb and nominal
phrases connected with it, with basic case functions: agentive (A), instrumentalis (I), dative
(D), factitive (F), locative (L), objective (O) (Fillmore, 1981a: 400). The continuation of the
“case grammar” was a combination of semasiological and cognitive research in prototype
semantics (Vezhbicka, 1985).

4. Arguments of the predicate in Bondarko’s functional-grammatical theory are lexical-
semantic categories that can be characterised by a certain set of semantic roles (agence,
patience, recipient, etc.); subject and object are syntactic-semantic categories that are
realized at the level of the content plan of a sentence (Teorija funkcionalnoj grammatiki,
1992: 12-14). Depending on the availability of the subject and object, predicates are
qualified as subjective and objective. Actant-subject names a carrier of the state or is a
source of action; actant-object names the object, to which the action (resulting in a change of
the object or change of its attitude to the subject) is directed (Teorija funkcional'noj
grammatiki, 1992: 104). Some researchers define the object as a part of sentence, indicating
an object external to the subject (specific or abstract), or an event that is placed in the
semantic structure of the predicate and is “the sphere of distribution of signs of the predicate,
or causator or stimulant” (Sheljakin, 2001: 22).

5. Sylnytskyi defines syntactic attributes of the verb as its tendency to combine itself
with syntactic surrounding of a certain positions. According to the researcher, the list of
syntactic attributes includes: 1) combinability of the verb with a direct object; 2) property of
the verb to be used without a direct object; 3) combinability of the verb with an indirect
object; 4) combinability of the verb with an adverbial modifier; 5) combinability of the verb
with a secondary predicate; 6) combinability of the verb with an additional compound;
7) combinability of the verb with a postposition. Paradigmatic features are determined by
comparing the dictionary definitions of the verb (“physical characteristic”, “physiological
characteristic”, “form”, “structure”, “spatial characteristic”, etc.). Syntagmatic semantic
features are defined by a certain set of semantic actants of the sentence consisting of verb
meanings: “operational” (causative-stipulating state, which reflects the effect of one actant
(subject) on another (object), and “terminal” (result of the previous operational condition).
According to Sylnytskyi, the main types of semantic actants of the sentence include: the
object — the main carrier of the terminal state; the subject — the carrier of the operational
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state; the conject — the auxiliary carrier of the terminal condition, which serves for
orientation in space; the adject — the auxiliary actant to implement a terminal state
(possessive adject, instrument, material, semiotic adject) (Sootnoshenie glagol'nyh priznakov
razlichnyh urovnej, 1990: 39—43). Semantic classes of the verb are defined by the researcher
with regard to simulated situations: 1) simple (implicit simple (non-projective implicit
simple, projective implying simple); explicit simple (non-relational — relational simple,
convergent — divergent simple, prospective — retrospective)); 2) complex (causative,
semiotic, causative-semiotic) verbs; 3) projective — non-projective verbs (Sootnoshenie
glagol'nyh priznakov razlichnyh urovnej, 1990: 272-391).

6. Depending on the width of arguments semantics, Kibardina distinguishes between
the single-argument and multiargument verbs, respectively: single-subject (at the level of
specific names) and multisubject (at the level of classes of names); single-object and
multiobject (Kibardina, 1982: 33).

7. As determined by Kasevich, the verb-nucleus as a part of a syntactic structure serves
as a nuclear syntaxeme; other syntaxemes, such as mandatory — actants, optional —
circonstants, syntaxemes-definitions, connected with actants or circonstants, depend on the
nucleus or are determined by each other (Kasevich, 1988: 105).

8. Apresjan’s theory as to determination of the types of predicates was formed in
stages. At the first stage, the researcher identified semantically homogeneous classes of verbs
with the same syntactic behaviour (Apresjan, 1964; Apresjan, 1967); the second stage is
connected with the development of Melchuk’s model “Content-Text”: types of the predicate
government are established based on an analysis using a special semantic language with
variables denoting participants of a situation. Government is effected at three levels:
semantic, syntactic, lexical and morphological. At the third stage the researcher concluded
that the type of government is established on the basis of the predicate inclusion in a
fundamental classification of predicates and defined classes of predicates (action, activity,
occupation, etc.) and fifty roles of actants (audience, date, value, etc.) (Apresjan, 2007;
Apresjan, 2006; Jazykovaja kartina mira i sistemnaja leksikografija, 2006).

9. According to Vykhovanets and Zahnitko, Ukrainian scientists, the verb-predicate has
the proper semantic and syntactic-semantic statuses. A proper semantic predicate predicts the
number of arguments and their role-based functions based on semes of agency,
instrumentality, patiency. A semantic-syntactic predicate determines a set of actant
syntaxemes with the relevant syntactic functions. In the Ukrainian language, Vykhovanets
distinguishes predicates of action, predicates of process, predicates of state, predicates of
quality, locative predicates, predicates of quantity and thirteen types of arguments
(arguments having the meaning of an actor, recipient, experiencive, object, resultative,
instrument, means, a carrier of physical condition, a carrier of comprehensive physical
condition, identificative, componentive, compositive, locative). The concept of an action
covers such attributes as “activity, causativity” and is directly linked to the existence of an
object (Vykhovanets, 1992: 93-111). Nazarevych believes that the action of actional
predicates is focused, depending on the will and intentions of a man or being; that a certain
objective makes it act consciously or unconsciously (Nazarevych, 2008: 356). Predicates of
process are characterised by an attribute of dynamics. In contrast to them, the verbs of state
are characterised by typically “internal” attributes, properties that do not require expression
of object relations. The verbs of state have an elementary semantic structure, as they denote
processes within the scope of the subject. Predicates of quality denote a permanent attribute
of an object. Locative predicates evidence the static nature of initial locativity. Predicates of
quantity act to specify quantitative determinancy of objects (Vykhovanets, 1992: 93-111;
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Vykhovanets, 1983: 40—42; Vykhovanets, 2002: 70; Vykhovanets, 1988: 90; Zahnitko, 1990:
16).

10. Bacevich believes that in onomasiological terms the verb in a sentence predicts its
participants' actions, including dynamic signs. In some cases, a verbal lexeme “keeps in its
memory the outlines of the previous situation”. The researcher qualifies these verbs as
“retrospective”. Verbs modelling a future situation are defined as “prospective”.
“Prospective predicates” model dynamic situations (action, process, event) and static
situations (existence, quality, property, attitude, state, location, possessivity) (Bacevich,
1990: 49-53).

In our current research project specifics of implementing verb valence in the Modern
Greek language was determined at the semantic and syntactic level. At the syntactic level,
predicates of sentences with objective syntaxemes were analysed. This is due to the fact that
the sentence as the basic syntactic unit fully reflects functional peculiarities of syntactic units
(minimal syntactic unit, expression). Predicates in Modern Greek are classified as predicates
of action and predicates of state, based on the assertion that “by their semantic parameters
predicates are divided into two most generalized classes: predicates of action and predicates
of state” (Vykhovanets, 1983: 34). Predicates of action are associated with an active object,
actor; predicates of state — with a passive object, a carrier of state, to whom the
corresponding state belongs or is attributed. Only constitutive (obligatory) components of the
sentences in Modern Greek are established, as non-constitutive (optional) ones are not
relevant in terms of informativeness; their elimination does not cause loss of the semantic
status of the sentence.

5. Object Syntaxeme as a Minimal Semantic and Syntactic Unit.

Compatibility of a verb and a relevant actant is regulated by valence of the verb: a
complex of syntagmatic semes that form the predicate structure of the sentence (Lander,
2010). The number of arguments is much more, which is motivated by a more complex
frame of thought compared with its speech realization (Zahnitko, 1990: 14). In the Ukrainian
language, left-sided valence of the verb at the semantic-syntactic level is represented by a
subject (actor or carrier of a process or state) syntaxeme (minimal semantic and syntactic
functional unit) (Vykhovanets, 1992: 58). Right-sided valence — by an object (subject to
which an action or process is directed), recipient (person, to which an action is intended),
instrumental (designation of specific specialised subjects), and locative syntaxeme (initial
and end locative) (Vykhovanets, 1992: 58; Zahnitko, 1993: 63). Masytska specifies subtypes
of the instrumental (“instrument of action™ function and “means of action” function) and
locative syntaxemes (dynamic locative syntaxemes (locative syntaxemes in the meaning of
the starting point of movement; locative syntaxemes in the meaning of the end point of
movement; locative syntaxemes indicating the path of movement and static locative
syntaxemes) (Masytska, 1998: 41-42).

Object relations belong to the category of semantic concepts represented in any
language (Jarceva, 1972: 15). According to Vykhovanets, “Semantic segmentation of
objective syntaxemes just as other substantial syntaxemes is primarily due to the semantic
nature of the predicate: the most central syntaxeme in the semantic-syntactic structure of the
sentence, whose valence creates a simple sentence, which is elementary from the semantic
and syntactic point of view” (Vykhovanets, 1992: 118). As defined by Arutjunova, semantic
relations between the object and predicate are significantly influenced by the object that
determines the type of an action, aimed at creating the object, its modification or destruction
(Arutjunova, 1976: 126).

The objective syntaxeme in the sentence structure indicates the object to which the
subject's action is aimed. Signs of an objective syntaxeme as an abstract minimal semantic-
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syntactic unit include: 1) substantiality; 2) semantic simplicity; 3) valent bond with the
predicate; 4)semantic differentiation depending on the type of the predicate;
5) morphological variation (case and preposition-case); 6) ability to appear in certain formal-
syntactic and communicative positions of the sentence (Mezhov, 2005: 18). Unlike address,
instrumental, locative syntaxemes, an objective syntaxeme is a part of the vast majority of
elementary sentences, has the largest number of morphological variants and serves as a
compulsory element of the sentence. The main differential features of objective syntaxemes
are: 1) substantiality (object nature); 2) valent link with dynamic / static predicates; 3) right-
sided valent position in relation to the predicate (in the language system); 4) passivity
(Mezhov, 2005: 18).

According to the nature of the predicate, the objective syntaxemes are divided into
semantic variants: object of action, object of process, object of state, object of qualitative
attribute of relation, object of the locative predicate of action (classification by Vykhovanets)
(Vykhovanets, 1992: 118); object of action (object of action, object of intellectual activity,
object of speech activity, object of communication, targeting information to the recipient in
transitive verbs; object provided with motion (object of motorics), object of help, gratitude in
intransitive verbs); object of state (object of sense perception, object of intellectual status,
object of emotional and evaluative attitude, object of positive-negative attitude, internal state
and feeling, object of possession / non-possession, object of mental state, physiological
processes, and sudden reactions as their expression, object of existence; object of locative
predicate of action (object of relocation in space, object of motion); object of process; object
of qualitative attribute of relation (classification by O. Lednei) (Lednei, 2003: 8—11); object
of action (object of specific physical action, object of action-locativity, object of intellectual
activity, object of speech activity, object of mental activity (perception)); object of process;
object of state (object of emotional and mental state, object of intellectual status, object of
state-relation, object of emotional and evaluative attitude, object of possession/non-
possession (deprivation), object of resultative state); object of quality (object of proper
qualitative attribute, object of quality-relationship (comparison); object of qualitative-modal
relation); object of quantity-relation (comparison) (classification by O. Mezhov (Mezhov,
2005: 19-29)).

The choice of syntaxemes is largely affected by the communicative situation
(Vykhovanets, 2004: 272). At the semantic level Zahnitko distinguishes between the
following types of subject-predicate-object relations: 1) transformative relations: the subject
changes the state or location of the object; 2) creative relations: the subject creates,
reproduces or destroys the object; 3) address relations: the subject addresses the object;
4) factitive relations: the subject affects the will, feelings, mind of the object; 5) perceptual
relations: the subject perceives the object through its sense organs; 6) cognitive relations: the
subject knows the object as a result of mental activity; 7) emotional relations: the subject has
a certain feeling to the object; 8) instrumental relations: the subject uses the object; 9) private
relations: the subject needs the object (Zahnitko, 1990: 31-32).

It is determined that verbs with objective syntaxemes in Modern Greek form the
following types of models:

1) predicate with the objective syntaxeme in the accusative case;

2) predicate with two syntaxemes;

3) predicate with variants of objective syntaxemes: a duplicated pronoun, a subordinate
part.

The objective syntaxeme of a predicate expressed by a transitive verb is
morphologically represented by:
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1) noun: Olot uépa étpifav ghiéc yio va Pyatovv éva doyeio Aadr (Kpuapdc, 1995:
1369). Nouns that serve as objective syntaxemes are characterized according to categorical
signs of opposition of being / non-being, person / non-person, singular / plural;

2) pronoun: Tov katacrapalayv ot Avkor (Kpwapdag, 1995: 686);

3) substantivated adjective: Emace v kain (Kpuapdg, 1995: 646);

4) substantivated participle: Ei0o’ o tpeAog 1o ueBvouévo kou pofnlnke (Kpropdg, 1995:
851);

5) substantivated exclamation: Apyice wddi ta oy ko o oy (Kprapdg, 1995: 227);

6) substantivated verb: Eireg evyapioraw otnv kvpio, (Kpapdg, 1995: 93);

7) subordinate part: Zépw, o Aéer wéuoro (Kpuopdg, 1995: 973).

6. Prototype Objective Syntaxeme in Modern Greek.

Objective syntaxemes in the accusative case are common in the Modern Greek
language. It should be noted that the main function of the accusative without a preposition is
the object one. The accusative case is defined as a prototype case of the object (1 xate&oynv
TTOOMN Yo T ONA®o™ Tov cvunAnpdpatog). However, in Modern Greek the accusative case
may also function as the nominal part of a composite predicate: 2e kabiotw vredbvvo yia 0,71
ovupei or acquire adverbial meaning: [law ormiti. In Modern Greek, accusative is used with
prepositions to denote different attributive relations: definitive accusative: Eva yoll oéka
wetpo. papdog, accusative of quantity: Ayopace déxa miyes doaoua, accusative of object:
Lpoooyn ta yépio oog, accusative of content: To mwotnpi givou yeuaTo vePO.

The differentiation of the type of syntaxeme expressed by the accusative in Modern
Greek represents the intersection of paradigmatic and syntagmatic semes of the noun and
verb.

Predicates with objective syntaxemes account for a high percentage (82%) in the
Modern Greek language; these are causatives denoting the cause of action or state of another
subject. In Modern linguistics, causatives are defined as verbs with a categorial seme of
causativity. These are verbs of the active action, which is the cause of a state, quality or
feature of another person or subject (Kil'dibekova 1984: 9). Components of a “causative
situation” are two micro-situations interconnected by a causative relationship (Tipologija
kauzativnyh konstrukeij, 1969: 5).

Classifications of causatives are based on various parameters, specifically:
morphological (morphological causatives, lexical or suppletive causatives, analytic
causatives), semantic (factitive causation/permissive causation, distant causation / contact
causation), syntax (causatives from intransitive verbs, causatives from transitive verbs)
(Ufimceva, 1986: 5-19, 28-29). According to semantic features, there are proper causative
verbs (factitive proper causative verbs — an agence-causator requires from a patience
unconditional fulfillment of its will with the unconditionally subordinate caused object to
implement the conditions set by the causator or with the unconditionally subordinate caused
object to implement certain actions; permissive proper causative verbs, meaning causation
for voluntary fulfillment of the agence's will: to the benefit of the causator-agence or the
patience itself), and latent causatives — verbal lexemes, which mean causation of the physical
change of something (Mozghunov, 1997: 144, 176). According to the componential
composition, there are verbs with causation as the only semantic property; verbs with
additional meaning of the methods of causation; verbs with characteristics of the caused
action (Chudinov, 1981: 58-59; Chudinov, 1982: 63).

If we agree with the idea that by grammatical characteristics verbs are divided into the
verbs of action and the verbs of state, the question arises as to the causes of the
characteristics inherent to the verbs of state, namely: stay in a particular state, designation of
relationships, features. It is believed that in most cases these properties are the result of a
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certain action knowingly initiated by an actor. The seme expressing the motivation of the
signs’ occurrence of substances is interpreted in linguistics as causation. Thus, causative
verbs are characterized by a complex semantic structure: a combination of the seme of action
and seme of state (Kil'dibekova,1984: 9). Y. Apresjan believes that causative verbs have one
valence more compared to non-causative. Causative verbs are mostly transitive, but unlike
non-causative verbs, semantically related to the subject and object of action, at an in-depth
level they take actants in the functions of the subject of causation and the subject of caused
state (Apresjan, 1974: 46). Golab, following Kurylowicz, analysed the opposition causative
/ non-causative and defined causative as a transitive verb created by way of ablaut,
suffixation, etc. from a non-transitive one with the same lexical root and a common abstract
meaning. According to the researcher, the main function of ‘“causativization” is regular
transitiveness of non-transitive verbs (Krinickajte, 1978: 30). Norman also points out that the
grammatical nature of causation is represented by the opposition transitive/intransitive verb.
Causative verbs always add a direct object unlike causated verbs (Norman, 1972: 120-121).
There is an opinion that causative verbs are derived from non-causative, connected with
them by content derivation (Holodovich, 1979: 91).

Setatos identifies in Modern Greek factitive causative verbs (petapipactikd) denoting
the orientation of the verbal action to change of the object: mozi{w, and proper causative
verbs denoting the cause of a state: fpouilw. A test for determination is a transformation:
xavew va — for the factitive verbs and yivouou aitioc va — for the proper causative verbs
(Zetdrog, 1997: 205).

Results of the analysis show that in Modern Greek language causative and non-
causative verbs can be represented by:

1. Verbs of one lexeme (“syntagmatic opposition” (Tipologija kauzativnyh konstrukeij,
1969: 21), “syntactic causative” (Chudinov, 1984: 21), “symmetrical type of opposition”
(Kil'dibekova, 1984: 17)): ['valilw ta émmio / [valilel o moTwua (Kprapdg, 1995: 320). Me
Tovoaroudyioce avto 0 paynto | Epayo toco ypnyopa. to poi wov movoaroudyiaca. (Kpropdg,
1995: 1136). 2rAnypaiver wp otoon s n ovumoiitevon oty Bovln / Me ti¢ kakovyies n woxn
toug arxAnpove (Kpropdg, 1995: 1238).

2. Verbs of different lexemes (“correlative-root opposition” (Tipologija kauzativnyh
konstrukcij, 1969: 21)): Hotiler kabe uépo nc yraorpes (Kprapag, 1995: 1141) / ivew yala
(Kpuapdg, 1995: 1109). dev taroa axoun to uwpo (Kpwapac, 1995: 1329) / Tpaoue kpéag dvo
popég v gfooudoo (Kpuapbg, 1995: 1378).

3. Verbs formed by word creation means (“correlative-affix opposition” (Tipologija
kauzativnyh konstrukcij, 1969: 21)):

— suffix —alw:_Avefalw kamoiov aro dévipo (Kpapdac, 1995: 98) / Avefaivew oo fovvo
(Kpwpdg, 1995: 99). Karefalw xamorov amo to oévipo (Kpwapag, 1995: 691) / Katefaivw ta
oxaiia (Kpwapdac, 1995: 691). Me kodpaae avty n mopeia (Kprapdg, 1995: 754) / Kovpalouai
ota talioto (Kplapdg, 1995: 754);

— suffix —i{w: Mov Bvuioe to. yeyovora (Kprapag, 1995: 599) / Ovuduar t pvoioyvauio
tov (Kpuapdc, 1995: 599). Me kabioe oro wici tov (Kpuapdg, 1995: 628) / KdOouou otnv
kopério. (Kpapac, 1995: 629). Kowilw 1o uwpo (Kpwpdg, 1995: 726) / Kowauou fobod
(Kpuapdc, 1995: 726). O mpitavys Jpkioge tovg mroyiovyovs (Kpwopdg, 1995: 1014)
/ Opxiotnke oto Evayyéiio (Kpuapdg, 1995: 1014). Me gofiler n extetouévny ypnon g
rmopwvikng evepyeias (Kpapdg, 1995: 1446) / My pofdoai! Eyad eiuor eow (Kpapdg, 1995:
1916).

The peculiarity of the Modern Greek language is that semantic-word forming
attributability is inherent also to the irregular verbs that are not used without affixes -pat (so
called reflexiva tantum).
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Simple models formed by causative verbs have correlated complicated models, where
syntactic means discover the meaning of causation: axovi{w 70 payaipt — kavw to poyoipt
roptepo (Kprapdc, 1995: 43). A certain group of causative verbs has correlative verbs in the
passive voice (“reverse-postfix type”) (Kil'dibekova, 1984: 16). By semantic features, these
verbs can be described as follows: a causative verb in active voice has the meaning: “to
provide someone or something with a state, sign”: Amokovpaive (Kdve KAToov evielmg
Kovpo): llaye ma. Mog oamoxobdpoves ue tis aypiopwvapes cov (Kpapag, 1995: 154).
levikevo (kv Kdtl amd pepwcd Kowo): [evikevw évav kovove, (Kpuapdg, 1995: 288).
Edpatove (kave kdtt edpaio, otabepd): Edpaiwvew t Géon uov (Kpiapdg, 1995: 414).
ZoAlo (mpokai®d og Kamowov CaAn): Tov {dligav o1 avaboudaoeis g feviivng (Kplapdg,
1995: 553). Zapvidlo (tpopdlm xamoiov): Me Capviaoec étor mov ue paovades (Kpapdg,
1995: 961); a correlative verb in the passive voice has the meaning: “to be the bearer of a
sign, to be in any state”: Amokov@aivopat (Yévew tnv akon pov): Hrav Alyo kovpog omo mpiv,
aAld tapo. amoxovpavyke (Kpuapdc, 1995: 154). I'evikevopon (yivopor Kowoq): [ evikedtnke
n xpnon niextpovikwv vroloyiotav (Kpuopdg, 1995: 288). Edpardvopar (yivopar otabepdo):
EdpaiaOnke n memoibnon tov (Kprapdg, 1995: 414). Zoahilopor (viowbw {adAn): Oa fyw Alyo
éCw yati LadiCouon (Kprapdg, 1995: 553). Eapvidlopan (tpopdlm): Zapvidotnka mwov ot gida
oty yroptn (Kpwapag, 1995: 961).

This is the essence of decausative transformation, in which subject-object relationships
of the active verb are broken and a new kind of the situation with the subject-bearer of sign is
formed. By losing components of action, the verbs acquire semantics of state; this discloses
the dialectical unity of action and state. Decrease in the degree of action (actionality) causes
a proportional increase in the degree of state. Of special importance in this respect are
causative and non-causative verbs represented by one lexeme, which we define as verbs with
the variable valence (VVV). The transformation ‘causative — non-causative verb’ in VVVs
occurs without morphological changes of state.

7. Verbs with the Variable Valence as a Special Type of Causative Alternation.

According to our definition, verbs with the variable valence comprise verbs with dual
functioning: both transitive and intransitive (cf. approach by Zaika, where the variable
valence implies change of the verb’s valence following change of its morphological forms
(Zaika, 2006: 53)). In our opinion, changes associated with modification in grammatical
forms belong to the phenomena of lexical derivation). According to Petryk (2001), ergative
(intransitive) meaning in the verbal lexeme is formed due to the valent shift and reframing of
the hierarchy of participants that reflects “correlations between natural, cognitively selected
and structured language situation and its verbal embodiment” (p. 8). As exemplified by verbs
of the English language, the researcher distinguishes between ergative verbs using the
following criteria: 1) object of transitive structure and subject of intransitive structure,
expressed by the same lexeme; 2) in both of these syntactic positions the actant has the status
of patience; 3) the transitive meaning of the verb is formally and semantically transitive, and
intransitive meaning — formally and semantically intransitive (Petryk, 2001: 8). Letuchij
interprets these verbs as “labile” and believes that in systems with numerous labile verbs,
lability serves as a causative marker (Letuchij, 2004).

We believe that the variable valence of the verb enables to substitute the seme of action
with the seme of state and vice versa without morphological changes: acknyuaivw: xovw
Kamoiov coynuo: To ytévioua avto ty acknuaivel / yivouol Goyniog, Yove Tty opop@io. Lov:
Aoxnuvve topa wov ueyalwoe (Kprapac, 1995: 192). Verbs with the variable valence are
common in Modern Greek. Klymenko points to the ability to “a large number of Greek verbs
in the active voice to have both transitive and intransitive meaning depending on the context,
i.e. beyond the form of one word, which provides the relative ease of transition of many
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verbal semes from the category of syntactically expressed in the category of latent at the
level of word formation and represented only through semantics of the noun” [Klymenko,
2001: 70].

Setatos defines the following types of “diathesis transformations” in Modern Greek,
which occur without any change of state:

— transitive verbs as intransitive: avoiyw tyv mopto (active diathesis) — avoiyer n mopra
(medium diathesis);

— intransitive verbs as transitive: appaotnoe (passive diathesis) — ' oppwotnoe ue
plvapia tov (active diathesis=u éxave v oppwornow);

—verbs of active diathesis as self-reflexive: xridovv omitt (w¢ epyareg) — kriovv omit
(¢ 1010KTHTES);

—verbs of active diathesis as reciprocal reflexive: mod fo tovg avrauwoovv, — mod Ga
OVTOUDTODY;

— verbs of active diathesis as verbs of passive diathesis: (7 (éotn/0 uaysipog) Aicover to
Podtopo — to fodtopo lidvet,

—verbs of passive diathesis as verbs of active diathesis: iler 70 mwarwuo aro o
Pruaza — tpier ta dovtio Tov;

—verbs of reflexive diathesis as verbs of passive diathesis: Eupilopor (o idtoc) —
Eupilopan (amd Tov kovpéa) (Zetdrog, 1997: 206).

In Modern Greek linguistics, the views on the problem classification of these verbs
vary. Kleris and Bambiniotis interpret them as ergative and causative constructions
[Khaipng, 2005: 283]. According to the researchers, verbs of the 1% group are ergative
(epyaotikd pripota) (Charalambakis defines them as gpyatwcd [Xaporapmdkng, 2001: 116];
Theofanopoulou-Kondou — as causative structures (petafifactikeég dopég) or causative pairs
(netapipaoctikég evarhayéc), which have the meaning of change of state (oAAaynq g
Katdotaong) [®sopavoroviov-Kovtov, 2003: 237]), functioning mainly as transitive:
KATT010G OVOLYEL KOTI — KATL OVOLYEL.

Constructions with the ergative Modern Greek verbs used in transitive meaning have
two actants: the actor (subject) and the object. In intransitive use of the verb, the object
performs the syntactic function of the subject, which approximates these constructions to
ergative languages. If the ergative verb is used as intransitive, it is impossible to indicate the
doer, while in verbs that have passive voice it can be expressed only with the aid of woiytixo
aitio: O I'ovvis avoile v mopta/n mopta avoile / (nesipno) n mopta avoile omo tov Liovvny
/ n wopto. avoiytnke amo tov Liavvny (moiptiko oitio) (Khaipng, 2005: 285). With ergative
verbs, it is only possible to indicate the cause, i.e. the actor which is a non-being: To ytoznuo
avoile v mopta/n wopro. avoile omo to yromnue (Khaipng, 2005: 286). However, as is
known, ergative languages have two cases: nominative and ergative. The nominative case
functions as the subject of an intransitive verb and object of a transitive one; the ergative
case — as the subject of a transitive verb. Transitive verbs in ergative constructions are
always active (Klimov, 1973; Hrakovskij, 1974; Bendini, 1985). There is no such special
case in the Modern Greek language, so the term “ergative” is questionable. Verbs of the 2™
group are causative ones (petafipactica prjpata) with mainly intransitive usage: xdmoiog
OQvucwver — xarnt Gouwver kamoiwov denoting action with an actant undergoing a certain
influence. Transitive verbs of this group are used with actants denoting causes of action or
doer implementing an action:_l épage Tp1v TS OPog TOL Ao TIS OKOTOVPES / 01 GKOTOVPES TOV
yépaoay mprv s wpag tov (Khaipng, 2005: 287). Ciupy believes that sentences with ergative
verbs: H mopto. avoile resemble structures of reflexive diathesis (Aopég péong o1éBeong):
Avto 10 mpofinuo. Abverou edxoia. The similarity of these sentences is that the object can
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operate as a subject. However, according to the researcher, these sentences are not identical;
it is confirmed by several criteria determining the construction as ergative, specifically:

1) the argument of sentences with an ergative verb is only patience; arguments of the
sentences with reflexive verbs on the in-depth level are both agence and patience. This can
be tested by adding a phrase “and povo tov” — himself, herself, itself. While a sentence with
an ergative verb allows for the use of this phrase: H mopra avoie amo udvy g, a sentence
with a reflexive verb becomes incorrect if this phrase is added: To pifiiio dwafoletau
(impossible: and uovo tov);

2) constructions with ergative verbs convey the meaning of the completed action, while
constructions with verbs of reflexive diathesis imply incompleteness, even in the past tense:
To movkouioo oioepwvotoy evkolo, 3) constructions of the reflexive diathesis allow
transformation with the verb pumopd: To @opeua umopei vo wAvbei edxoia [Xrovmm, 1996;
21007m,1997; Ziwovmn, 1999]. Therefore, the researcher defines constructions of reflexive
diathesis as non-ergative (avepyaotikd) [Xovnn, 1999: 447].

According to another opinion, verbs with the variable valence are united into two
groups:

1) indirectly intransitive and transitive (causative) verbs (pnuota péco apetdforto —
petopatikd (petaPipooctikd)). It is believed that these verbs can be used both in transitive
and intransitive meaning: H adeppn pov dvowe wn ewud. H pwta dvaye. The main
peculiarity of this group of verbs is that the construction ‘Subject — Predicate — Object’ can
change, namely the object of transitive verbs can function as the subject of the relevant non-
transitive verbs without changing the state of the verb. Verbs included in this category enable
to describe an action from the perspective of its causator (agence (dpdotng), cause (ortia),
instrument (6pyavo)) and the perspective of the one influenced by it. The selected
perspective determines the transitive or intransitive functioning of the verb associated with
the speaker’s intention: if the meaning of causator is accentuated, a construction with a
transitive verb is used; if the result is important — with an intransitive one: H fpoyn eixe
afnoel ) pwuo/n powtia giye ofrnoer.. In terms of semantic-syntactic characteristics, this
group includes verbs denoting:

—active doer — subject of the transitive verb and object of the verbal action of the
intransitive verb, thematic groups: change of location (yvpvdw, xvidw, opifw, avefoivo,
katefaivw), change of state (aildlw, avoiyw, aodeidlw, Poviialw, Ppouilw, yivkoivo,
opooilw, Kieivw, Avyilom, Hadw®, Aove, moayove, payilw, teviove), change of color
(aompilw, povpiw, kitpvim);

— active doer — subject of the transitive verb and object of state of the intransitive verb,
thematic group: mental state (aypeievw, anoidlw, ayavaxta, olaokedalw, Bouvve, novyal,
poualw, ckvOpwmidlm),

— causative verbs with object-non-being of the intransitive verb (Oniialw, polaive,
Pook®).

2) verbs with dual functioning (pnuota pe owAn Aertovpyia). These verbs are used
both in transitive and intransitive meaning: O [1avvng podokwaoe to umolovi. O liévvyg
povokwoe kai Covopovokwae (Awtunpatikd, 1998: 37, 40-41). Verbs of this group are used
in a metaphorical sense in one of two cases.

There is an opinion that the change of valence and diathesis is a stylistic means, i.e. a
pun.

A functional analysis of 493 verbs with the variable valence, selected by continuous
sampling from the dictionaries of the Modern Greek language allows dividing them into the
following groups: VVV in the active voice: VVV in the active voice with mainly transitive
functioning, VVV in the active voice with mainly intransitive or implicitly transitive

102



Bunyck 719’2019 Cepia 9. CyuacHi menoenyii po3eumky Mo

functioning; VVV in the passive voice; VVV in the active and passive voice: VVV in the
active and passive voices with the variable valence in the active voice with mainly transitive
functioning, VVV in the active and passive voices with the variable valence in the active
voice with mainly intransitive functioning.

Word-formation transformative of VVVs is represented by the adjective-based and
noun-derived verbs. Adjective-based verbs allow for varying substitution of the right-sided
position with an actant expressed by a being or an actant expressed by a non-being: Tn
navpioe o nitog. Mavpioay tov toiyo ¢ ToAivkaTolKiog ypdapovias ocovinuotoe / Kot povpilet
mépo. oo opouo (Kpupdg, 1995: 844). In the Modern Greek language, there is a
morphologized and semantic stage of transformations: the adjective becomes a verb, which
in certain context selectively acquires either the semantics of state, or the semantics of
action. Changing the correlation of semantic and syntactic actants is accompanied by a
“systemic shift” [Apresjan, 2006: 17] in the meaning of the lexeme and is fixed
lexicographically.

8. Conclusions.

The research materials have shown that during the generation of speech as one of the
types of cognitive activity, the specific data of the speaker's experience (notions of things,
objects, people, etc.) affect the pre-speech stages of division of the initial plan,
categorization, propositioning and construction of a superficial structure with stable valence
models (Bergelson, 1981). The verb encodes “procedural knowledge about the world and
ways of being, and interactions of objects in time and space” (Kubrjakova, 1997: 249),
correlates a certain form of the speech sign with the existing structure of consciousness at the
stages of “internal cognitive and psychological planning” (Selivanova, 2000: 42).

Valence of the verb plays an important role in the formal semantic organization of
phrases and sentences. Nature of the verb determines the structure of a sentence, semantic
and syntactic specifics of nouns that will accompany the verb and their relationship (Chejf,
1975: 115), so the verbal nomination is a complex ratio of one, who calls, to a subject, object
of an action, process, and state. Interrelations of primary and secondary functions of case
forms, modifications of subject-object framework of the sentence are connected with
specialization of the verb as predicate and pertain to the proposition-oriented predicate-
verbal categories.

The objective syntaxeme implements the valence predetermined by the semantics of
the predicate at the semantic and syntactic and formal grammatical levels of the sentence.
Modification of subject-object relations determined through the change of valence of the
verb causes significant changes of the structure of the sentence and is manifested through the
verb's ability to form transitive/intransitive reflexive forms, etc., which present the
appropriate type of a syntactic model of the verb and act as components of the semantic
structure of the verb.
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Anomauisn

AxmyanvHicms nponoHo8aH020 O0CAIONCEHHS 3YMOBNEHA HeOOXIOHICMIO 8UBUEHHS 83AEMO38 SI3KY Midic
MOPDONO2IYHUMY | CUHMAKCUYHUMU KAMe2opiamu OIi€cio8d; pO3KpUMMms QYHKYIOHATbHUX XAPAKMEPUCTIUK
yiei yacmunu Mo8U, WO SUHAYAE CIPYKIMYPY PEeYeHHs, peanizayilo Cl080MGIPHUX IHMeHYIl c108a i no06y008y
yinicnoco mexcmy 5K OOUHUYI KOMYHIKAMUBHO20 cummaxcucy. B cmammi posersnymo cemaHmuxo-
CUHMAKCUYHY CIPYKIYDY PEYEeHHsl HO802PeYbKoi MOBU, BCIMAHOBIEHO MUNYU NPeOUKamis Ho8ocpeybKoi MO,
3’C0BAHO JIeKCUYHe HANOBHEHHS, MOppoaociune O0@pOpMIeHHs MA CUHMAKCUYHY NOBEOIHKY 00 €KmHUX
cunmaxcem. Ha cemanmuxo-cunmaxcuuHomy pigui 06 €kmua cunmaxcema nepebysac 8 no3uyii npasooiuHo2o
CUbHOKEPOBAHO20  ulleHa peudeHHA. [Ipomomunnoro 00 €KMHOI0O — CUHMAKCEMOIO €  KaAy3amue i3
Kame2opianbHOI0 CeMoio, WO BUpAX’CAE MOMUBAYII0 NOSGU O3HAK cybcmanyit. Y HosocpeybKill Mogi
Kay3amueHi 0ieciosa penpeseHmoB8aHo: Oi€Ccio8amu OOHIET 1eKceMu, OIECTIO8AMU PISHUX JeKceM, Oi€CIo8aMi,
VMBOPEHUMU 3a OONOMO2010 CLO80MBOpHUX 3acobis. Kayzamusu, npedcmasneni dicciosamu 0OHi€el nekcemu,
MAYMAUUMO K OIECNI08A 3 8apIAMUBHOIO 8aieHmHuicmio. [Jo Oiecis i3 8apiamueHo 8aleHMICMIO 8IOHECEHO
diecnosa, y sKux ma cama mopghonocivna ghopma 6yoye nepexioni ma Henepexioni KOHCmpyKyii, He 3MIHIOYU
ceoei’ cmanoeoi Hanexcnocmi. Crnogomegipruti mpauwcgopmamuse Oi€ciie i3 6apiamusHON GALeHMHICMIO
npedcmasneno  6idad ‘ekmusHumu ma  giocyocmanmusHumu  diecnogamu. Taxkuti  onuc  YMONCIUBTIOE
ni02omosKy (QYHKYIOHAILHOL 2pamMamuKky HOB02PEYbKOI MO8U, WO € aAKMYAIbHUM 3A60AHHIM CYYACHOL
eLNIHICMUKY. Y 3a2an1bHOMOBO3HABUOMY ACHEKMI THMepnpemayis OMmpUMAHUX pe3yabmamié O00CAi0HCEHHs
sadiciuea 0N GUAGNEHHS GIOHOWIEHb MiIdC CEeMAHMUYHOIO U CUHMAKCUYHOIO CMPYKMYpAMU pedeHHs,
BU3HAYEHHS CEMAHMUYHUX MUNI@ npeouxamie ma Kiacugikayii 06’ eKmuux cunmaxcem.

Knrouoei cnoea: cmpyxmypa peuenHs, KOMYHIKAMUSHULL CUHMAKCUC, npeouxam, 00 €xm,
@yuxyionanrsHa cpamamuxad.
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