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EXPRESSION OF THE PREDICATIVE
CENTRE OF SENTENCES WITH
PRONOMINAL-INFINITIVE COMPLEX
(ON THE MATERIAL OF THE UKRAINIAN
LANGUAGE)

Anotacija

Straipsnis skirtas sakiniy su predikatyviniu ir infinityviniu kompleksu predikatyvinio cen-
tro raiSkos priemoniy tyrimui semantiniu-sintaksiniu ir formaliniu-gramatiniu lygmenimis.
Isvardyti egzistuojantys lingvistinéje literatiiroje pozitiriai j minéty konstrukcijy sintaksinio
charakterio interpretacija; parodyta, kad bendratis néra jy gramatinio branduolio dalis.
Nustatytas visy tipy (dvinariy ir vienanariy) sakiniy su pronominatyviniu ir infinityviniu
kompleksu predikatyvinis centras, aprasyti jo iSplétimo btdai (struktarinis-semantinis ir
semantinis) ir priemonés (modalinés ir fazinés leksemos).

PAGRINDINIAI ZODZIALI: sakinys su pronominatyviniu ir infinityviniu kompleksu, ben-
dratis, pronominatyvas, dvinaris sakinys, vienanaris sakinys, predikatyvinis centras, predi-
katas, valentingumas, modalinis veiksmazodis, fazinis veiksmazodis.

Abstract

The paper deals with the studying of means of expression of the predicative centre of
sentences with pronominal-infinitive complex on the semantic-syntactical and the formal-
grammatical levels. Different approaches to the determination of syntactical matter of such
constructions are defined, the fact of non-belonging of the infinitive to their predicative
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centre is revealed. The predicative centre of every type of sentences with pronominal-
infinitive complex (two-member and mononuclear) is determined, the ways (structural-
semantic and semantic) and means (modal and phasal lexemes) of their complication are
described.

KEYWORDS: sentence with pronominal-infinitive complex, infinitive, pronominal com-
ponent, two-member sentence, mononuclear sentence, predicative centre, predicate, va-
lency, modal verb, phasal verb.
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Sentences with pronominal-infinitive complex, distinguished by their
specific structure and semantics, are rather wide-spread in the Ukrainian
language. Pronominal noun or pronominal adverb and infinitive are the
permanent members of their syntactic organization. They don’t subordi-
nate to one another, but are joined with particular syntactical connections.
Such constructions are characterized by the modality of impossibility/
possibility.

The scientific studies, devoted to this problem (Mpasek 1972; ITore6-
us 1958, 407-413), and our own observations point to the usage of such
constructions in many Slavic languages. But the Ukrainian language has
its own specifics: between sentences with pronominal-infinitive complex
there are phenomena of syntactic variance, for example: Meni nemae xosu
sidnowusamu — Meni nikostu éidnouusamu, and of syntactic synonymy, for
example: Meni nemae konu eidnouusamu — A ne maro konu eidnouusamu
(Kobuenko 2013). This point makes such constructions the object of
research which is especially interesting.

The aim of our paper is to reveal the question about the predicative
centre of sentences with pronominal-infinitive complex. The realization
of this aim intends to accomplish the following set of tasks: 1) to define
approaches in linguistic literature to the determination of the predicative
centre of these constructions; 2) to prove the non-belonging of the infini-
tive to their predicative centre; 3) to determine the predicative centre of
such sentences on the semantic-syntactical and the formal-grammatical
levels; 4) to describe ways of complication of the predicative centre of
analyzed constructions.

In spite of the existence of a number of researches, devoted to sentenc-
es with pronominal-infinitive complex, there is no systemic description
and clear qualification of these constructions among scientists. Mainly
linguists focus attention on the constructions of two formal-structural
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models — nemae + Pron + Inf and Pron_ + Inf, for example: Hema uozo
npueodumu do xamu ceoix Opysxkié (FO. Bununuyk. Bikna sacturioro
vacy. — JIsBis, 2012, c. 163); Hasimv nHema de npucicmu (€. Kononenko.
Bes myxuxka. — JTssis, 2005, c. 126); IIpo noesiio, kpim FOpu Cadoscvkozo,
Taeny 2060pumu ni 3 kum (IT. Bonssau. Kisica. — Xapkis, 2010, c. 356);
Cxosamucs nide. A 6ixy nid dowem (M. Bpunux. Enexrponnuti mmac-
tunin. — Kuis, 2007, c. 47). Different scientists determined the predica-
tive centre of such sentences in different ways and so interpreted them in
different ways, such as: 1) impersonal sentences with the principal part of
the sentence expressed by negative pronominal component with stressed
morpheme wi-, that can “come apart to negation and pronoun” (Kymuk
1961, 95) and infinitive (I'eopruesa 1971, 217; I'ysksa 1981, 744; CV/IM
1972, 254); 2) impersonal-infinitive sentences with the principal part of
the sentence expressed by negative pronominal component with stressed
morpheme wui- (or predicative word memae and pronoun) and infinitive
(Babariiera 2004; Ikinpka 2004); 3) impersonal sentences with the prin-
cipal part of the sentence expressed by predicative word nemae or by nega-
tive pronominal component with stressed morpheme wui- (Iymuk 2010,
151; Marsisc 1962, 98—99; ITemkorckuu 2001, 359-361); 4) infinitive
sentences with the principal part of the sentence expressed by infinitive
(Buxosanens 2004, 201; Mcauenko1965, 164—165; Osepora 1978, 49);
5) infinitive sentences the principal part of the sentence (infinitive) of
which is compounded by negative pronominal component with stressed
morpheme wi- or predicative word remae; 6) two-member sentences with
infinitive as the subject and negative pronominal component with stressed
morpheme Hi- as the predicate (JTymait 2010, 168; Tumodees 1950, 291);
7) syntactical phrasemes (Bpurnua 1990, 182; JTuuyk 2001). Some linguists
considered sentences of mentioned formal-structural models in separat-
ed spheres: constructions of formal-structural model nemae + Pron + Inf
as impersonal sentences and constructions of formal-structural model
Pron, -+ Inf as infinitive sentences (Apmonenko 1982). Yuriy Apresyan’s
approach to the interpretation of these sentences deserves particular at-
tention. Although the scientist points out phraseological character and
peripheral role of these units in the language system, he thinks that their
analysis is very important in the view of methodology (Amnpecsu 2010,
84). With the help of the technique developed by Igor Melchuk Y. Apre-
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syan represents syntactic structure of these sentences as a tree of sub-
ordinations and determines five syntactical junctions (positions) — actor,
element ne* (conform to combination ne €/ ne icnye), K-word (pronominal
component), verb-copula and infinitive (Ampecsr 2010). This view, of
course, has the same preferences in comparison with formal-grammatical
analysis and allows reaching the peculiarity of the union of researched
constructions deeper, but it doesn’t give irrefragable explanation of their
syntactical organization.

Therewith the question about affirmative sentences with pronominal-
infinitive complex is almost uncovered, there are single remarks concern-
ing this fact in linguistic literature (PT" 2005). The constructions with
predicate mamu/ ne mamu turn out of scientists’ attention. The unsatis-
factory state of working out this problem is caused by non-typicality of
syntactical structure of analyzed sentences, difficultness of grammatical
matter of their components, uncomprehensiveness of the researched lan-
guage material and orientation of classic linguistic towards morphological
marks. Taking into account these points the topicality of researching such
constructions is evident. It’s necessary to revise old approaches, to use new
methods for the analysis and to renovate illustrative base qualitatively and
quantitatively.

The orientation to formal marks only creates “insuperable restric-
tions to the appropriate understanding of the syntactical structure of a
language”, as Ivan Vykhovanets precisely noticed (Buxosauens 1975, 36).
That’s why the methodological dominate of our research is the syntacti-
cal approach, according to which the function of a definite component
is determined not by its morphological form, but by its position in the
structural scheme of a sentence (Buxosanenp 1992; JTomres 2006, 28—66).
Also taking into account the tendency to symmetry between formal-syn-
tactic and semantic-syntactic structures of a sentence, the method of com-
bined usage of these two aspects to researching the structural organization
of syntactic units seems to be effective. Semantic-syntactic structure of a
sentence is considered as components’ combination on the ground of their
valence and unvalence union and semantic-syntactic relations. Formal-
syntactic structure of a sentence is considered as the combination of the
components on the ground of their syntactic connections. The function
of a definite component on the formal-syntactic level is the projection of
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its position on the semantic-syntactic level. Also for deeper reaching the
grammatical matter of the researched units we use the method of deriva-
tion analysis, which contains identification of correlation between deriva-
tive and basic syntactical units and also revealing changes, which are got
in the result of transformative processes.

While studying the constructions with pronominal-infinitive complex
it should issue of the point that they aren’t semantically elementary (Ko6-
genko 2010). It’s the result of derivative transformations of a complex
sentence with subordinate clause of purpose, compare: Hemae 6oixicdis, He-
mae komy dosipumucs (Ykp. tixgens. — 2012, — Ne ) «— Hemae srodell,
wob im dosipumucs. The basic complex sentence reformates to a formally
simple one with the determinant. The infinitive, which was the predicate
of the subordinate clause, doesn’t belong to the predicative centre of the
derivative sentence after the transformation, but it gets the unvalence po-
sition of the adverbial syntaxeme of purpose. This position corresponds to
the role of the adverbial modifier on the formal-syntactic level. Moreover,
the particularity of these constructions is that the predicate of subordinate
clause, moving to the determinant zone of the derivate sentence, pulls
over the dependent syntaxeme. And since this syntaxeme misrelates with
the same denotatun as the object syntaxeme of the predicate of the main
clause they interflow in one lexeme. In the derivate sentence the predicate
is Hemae, that’s why the innovated syntaxeme gets the position of the ob-
ject of absence, but its form has the influence of the infinitive.

The analogical transformations take place in the formation of affir-
mative sentences with pronominal-infinitive complex. The difference is
only that the valency of the affirmative predicate € opens the position not
for the object syntaxeme, but for the subject. That’s why the innovated
syntaxeme, expressed by the pronominal component, gets the position of
the subject, for example: Ilpoxypamypi € Had wum nonpayroséamu |...|
(ITonrosanus Ha «Bampmmuenar. Poscekpeuennit Mukona XBunboBuil. —
Kuis, 2009, c. 35) < € peui, wob Had HuMu npayroéamu npokypamypi.
So, it’s impossible to interpret such constructions either as impersonal, as
infinitive, or as two-member with the infinitive as the subject, whereas this
component doesn’t belong to the principal part of the sentence. Our pre-
vious researches show that in spite of the sympathy of the organization and
common semantics, these units don’t appertain to one structural-semantic
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type of simple sentences. They are characterized by grammatical multi-
plicity and divided into affirmative and negative, two-member and mono-
nuclear (definite-personal, general-personal and impersonal), extended
and non-extended, complete and incomplete, etc. (Kobuenko 2012).

Therefore we suggest using the term “sentences with pronominal-
infinitive complex” for their definition. It means the composition of a
pronoun or a pronominal adverb and an infinitive of such type, in which
pronominal component takes the place of the object syntaxeme beside
predicates nemae and (ne) mamu or takes the place of the subject syn-
taxeme beside predicate 6ymu, but without its proper form (genitive or
nominative case). It has the same form as syntaxeme, which is situated in
the valency frame of the infinitive, and the infinitive takes the place of an
adverbial syntaxeme of purpose.

Another noticeable trace of sentences with pronominal-infinitive com-
plex is the functional capacity of the pronominal component. It’s known
that the common meaning of the analyzed constructions is absence/
presence of the generalized condition (which is expressed by pronomi-
nal component) for the realization of the purpose (which is expressed by
the infinitive). And since the pronominal component is unable to con-
cretize the absent/present condition because of its semantic peculiarities,
this function changes over to its morphological manifestation. The case
form of the pronominal noun points out a type of absent/present condi-
tion: dative case means subject or addressee, genitive and accusative cases
mean object, etc, for example: He 6ysro komy iiozo ceped 3umu 3 kHatinu
dodomy sanecmu, ma i sameps (1O. Bunnnuyk. Tanro cmepri. — Xap-
kiB, 2012, c. 120); /Jobpe xou decv kozocv mamu. Xoua 6 diust mozo, wob
6ys10 komy poskasamu icmopiio Oust, sKkuil 6apmo 3apadu ybo2o NPoONCUMU
(T. TIpoxacsko. Hempocri. — Ipano-®pankiscek, 2002, c. 137); I nesna 6
odnomy: 6 byuaui Hema wozo wyxamu (€. Kononenxo. XXeprsa 3abyroro
Mmatictpa. — Kuis, 2007, c. 106); Tak, nomvcokum duniomamam 6yxo wum
sakamu csitl ypso [...] (B. Koxensuko. litu 3acroro. — Yepnisni, 2012,
c. 255). Thus, we have the ground to say that in such constructions the
morphological form of the pronominal component is the semantic mark,
but not means of formal-grammatical subordination.

Describing these constructions it’s also important to indicate, that the
infinitive and the pronominal component do not belong to their predica-
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tive centre, but they are obligatory constituent elements of the sentence.
Without infinitive or pronominal component analyzed structures lose the
main feature of the sentence — to be a communicative unit and to express
information, compare: Ha xainv, st He mato 3 kum nopadumucs (10. Bu-
HHuuyK. ['pymi B Ticri. — JIseis, 2010, c. 252) — *Ha sxanw, s He maro 3
kum; Bonu 3aexcdu nisno enseanucs i pano écmasaiu, Meni He 6yJT0 KoJTu
nocnamu (€. Kononenko. Bes myxuxka. — JIssis, 2005, c. 117) — *Bonu
3a6xc0u nizHo 6JIsTeaTucst I paHo 6cmasasu, MmeHi ne 6yJIo KoJu.

The role and function of the word 6ymu require individual explana-
tions. Dualism of the grammatical matter of this lexeme (the possibility
to function as a content word and as an analytical word-morpheme — the
copula) is the reason for discursive qualification of its role in sentences
with pronominal-infinitive complex. In particular, some scientists insist
on the auxiliary character of this word in analyzed sentences and deter-
mine it as the copula (Bab6aiinesa 2004 305; T'eopruesa 1971). But this
approach does not seem to be argumentative due to a set of reasons: 1) in
the researched sentences the word 6ymu has clear existential or possessive
meaning; 2) the valence of the word 6ymu forms a structure of a sentence
and opens necessary positions for actants; 3) it can’t have implicit mani-
festation in affirmative constructions in present tense, compare: ¥ mene €
KHuea — *Y mene knuea; Y mene € wo wumamu — *Y mene wo uumamu. It is
right to speak about the auxiliary function of the word 6ymu only as for
negative sentences with the lexical predicate which render the situation in
the past or future, for example: Pozdymysamu 6yso nikosnu (O. Ipsaners.
XBopoba JTibenkpadra. — Xapkis, 2010, c. 165); Csimaso, pobumu 6ys10
Hiuoz0, Jowkyise xon00, ocv 5 Ui npucieé Ha coneuxy (J3epKamo TYKHI. —
2009. — Ne 44); Bci 3akonu dpyscHo npuiimymo, kosiu diszumu eéxce 6yde
Hiuozo ([Ozepkano tuxus. — 2007. — Ne 29); Miyna o6opona — ocrosHe. Ges
Hel Ham Hivozo 6yde npomucmaeumu natikpawum 36ipnum Eeponu — Ic-
nanii, Himeuuuni, Hideprandam (Kpaina. — 2011. — Ne 35). In such cases
the word forms 6ysr0 and 6yde are really lost of the meaning and play the
role of the mark of grammatical categories of manner of verbal action and
tense.

From the aforesaid considerations it follows that the predicative centre
of sentences with pronominal-infinitive complex is represented by two

kinds:
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1) predicate mamu/ ne mamu and subject, expressed by nominative
case, for example: Y mpasni 1975, konu Osrez e maé de sxcumu, st
3a6pas tiozo do cebe (10. Bunnnuyk. I'pymi B Ticti. — JIssis, 2010,
c. 252); Koposte i mym ne mae kydu nodimucs (F0. Augpyxosud.
Jlexcukon intumunx mict. — Kuis, 2011, c. 270); Tamko mae wum
miwumucs (Post TToctym. — 2012, — Ne 1),

2) predicate 6ymu and subject, expressed by pronominal component,
for example: Y koxcnuiii Hayii € 610 wozo 360xcesorimu (J1. Kocren-
KO. 3anuckm ykpaincpkoro camaremmoro. — Kuis, 2011, c. 118);
Cnpaedi, samucrumuce € Had yum (Hens. — 2012. — Ne 33-34);
Yexanuyxk 3aexcdu nidkpecirosas, wo 3apobus cobi keapmupy 6 Ku-
€6l, a He ompumas y cnadok, sk Odeski. bysxo 6 wum nuwamucs
(€. Kononenko. Imiranis. — JIssis, 2001, c. 63); ¥ domi menep 6yde
komy kyxoeapumu (JI. Hepem. T'omosa Axosa. — Xapkis, 2012,
c. 112).

Mononuclear sentences, as for formal-grammatical approach, — def-
inite-personal and general-personal — are derivative constructions from
two-member sentences with predicate mamu/ ne mamu and they are the
result of the reduction of subject syntaxeme (T'opomencska 1991, 69).
That’s why their predicative centre is expressed only by predicate mamu/
ne mamu, for example: Y3aeani maemo wo poszeéusamu (JIbsiBchka rase-
ta. — 2010. — Ne 41); Tomy noku He Ompumas c60€ Humms 'y pyku, He 3Ha-
ew, xmo mu, He maew Ha ywomy pocmu (Kpaina, 2011 — Ne31).

In the Ukrainian language impersonal constructions with pronominal-
infinitive complex, as it has been mentioned, are represented by two for-
mal-structural models — nemae + Pron + Inf and P1r0nneg + Inf, for exam-
ple: ¥V sac nema uum duxamu (B. Jomourosuu. Tokrop Cepadikyc. — Kuis,
1999, c. 50); [...], omoce — xodnoi Hebesneku, Hema w020 nawikyeamu
(TT. BombBau. Knsica. — Xapxkis, 2010, c. 426); Ha sysuyi memnepamypa
maibice 40 epadycis, nivum duxamu, a é cayoni we zipwe ([I3zepkano Twx-
us1. — 2009. — Ne 26); Hiuozo mam meninamucs! (I1. Anenko. ITosepuenns
mpumypkis. — JIsgis, 2004, c. 154). We have every reason to consider such
construction as syntactical variants, whereas they have identical general
semantic and grammatical meaning and are kinds of the same syntactic
structure, which only differ in formal expressing of its components.
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As for sentences of formal-structural models Pron  + Inf the gram-
matical matter of pronominal words with stressed morpheme wi- should be
cleared up first of all. We support the scientists which use the diachronic
method for solving this problem and reveal that these pronominal compo-
nents are the result of lexicalization of the negative particle wm, verb ecmo
and pronominal noun or adverb (Ba6atiriesa 2004, 305; Bpunpsa 1990,
187; I'eopruesa 1971, 219-225; Jlomres 1948, 45; Ilemkosckuu 2001,
361). It causes their hybrid character and function as the contaminated
syntaxeme with the predicate-object meaning. However, we do not con-
sider the statement of some linguists that pronominal words with stressed
morpheme ni- are divided into negation and pronoun, as such uikomy —
HeMae KOMY, HiU020 — HeMae 4o2o, Hide — nemae de (ynuk 2010, 151; Kynux
1965, 95), to be correct, because these pronominal words aren’t the result
of incorporation of predicative word nemae and noun. The question about
correlation of sentences of formal-structural models nemae + Pron + Inf
and Pron, -+ Inf can be solved with the help of Olexander Potebnya’s and
Valentina Georgiyeva’s works, which are full of the illustrative material
from ancient chronics of XI-XIV centuries (ITorebus 1958; T'eopruesa
1971). The detailed analysis of many examples of constructions with pro-
nominal-infinitive complex in ancient chronics leads to the thought about
two ways of their formation. The sentences of formal-structural model
Pron  + Inf came from ancient sentences with the predicate (nm) ecmo,
for example: 6vicmy mourv Houu mensio u doxdb pamsaHy, U He bbicmb UMD,
kyda nepebxamu, V., 127 (the example is from TTorebus 1958, 409);
JTtodue se xpucmuanvcmuu, cywuu 6o zpade, bezarowe no yaIuyams cemou
osamo... Hecmb 20e usbasienue obpecmnu, u Hecmo 20e cmepmu ybesca-
mu, u Hecmb 2de om ocmpua meuto ykpormucs (Huk. X1, 77 — the exam-
ple is from I'eopruesa 1971, 221). And the sentences of formal-structural
models nemae + Pron + Inf evidently came from ancient sentences with
the predicate umamu, for example: He umam®, weco nosroxcumu nprodv
Humb, ib., JIyk., 11, 6 (the example is from ITorebus 1958, 408); Covinv
uesno6rnUeckyll He UMamy, kvde 2nasvl nodvkaonumu, O. es., Mart., 8,
20 (the example is from ITorebus 1958, 408); Yvmo 2mazonewiu 6pame
anacmace sKO He UMAmM® Yumb koynumu 6pamuu mpebosanus (JKur.
Deoyi. Yeu. ¢6, 68 — the example is from T'eopruesa 1971, 219). It may
be the explanation of the fact that there are more structural kinds of sen-
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tences with the pronominal-infinitive complex in the Ukrainian language
than in Russian. On the ground of the Russian language the verb umamu
lost the possibility to organize sentences of possessive meaning, compare:
A maio dim — Y mens ecmov dom (*A umero dom); A ne maio sivnozo uacy/ Y
MeHe HeMae 8LIbH020 uacy — Y MeHst Hem c60600H020 spemenu (*A He umero
c60600H020 spementr). That’s why in Russian there aren’t two-member sen-
tences with predicate mamu/ ne mamu and impersonal ones with predicate
Hemae.

Y. Apresyan’s view as for the formation of pronominal components
with the stressed morpheme ni- seems well-grounded and interesting. The
linguist suggests the term syntactical agglomerates, understanding it as
“the combination of words which does not have inner syntactic structure,
but is always uttered as a single whole” (Anpecsn 2010, 73). Accord-
ing to this conception the basic traces of syntactic structure are the ab-
sence of the direct syntactic connection between the components as well
as “masking to words, which they cannot be in reality” (Anpecsa 2010,
73). They mainly become content words during the process of historical
development, and the term syntactical agglomerate urges to fix the start
of the convention of a word combination into a word (Ampecsu 2010,
62—74). This solution of the problem doesn’t vary conceptually from the
previous one and permitting to look into the matter of pronominal com-
ponents with stressed morpheme wi- from another side, confirms their
hybrid character. That’s why this approach can coexist with the diachronic
conception, supplementing with it.

Therefore, the predicate nemae or the contaminated predicate-object
syntaxeme, expressed by pronominal components with the stressed mor-
pheme ni-, forms the structural scheme of impersonal sentences with pro-
nominal-infinitive complex.

The observations over speaking actions reveal cases of using analyzed
constructions with complicated principal part of a sentence. According to
the conducted research we can mark out three ways of complication of the
predicative centre of sentences with pronominal-infinitive complex:

I. Modal verbs complete the predicative centre of every type of con-
structions with pronominal-infinitive complex on structural and semantic
level as well. As for the structural level an added component — modal
verb — appears in the sentence organization. Semantic complication im-
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plies its meaning in the expansion of the sentence in the way of creating
one more plan of modality — the general meaning of such sentences can
be determined as: 1) the necessity of possibility/ impossibility to achieve
the purpose — these constructions express unappealable necessity of exist-
ing/ non-existing of the required conditions, for example: Omoice, o6
ckracmu makuii konmpaxm, mpe6a mamu wum mopzysamu (M. Vo-
raucer. Ak Oynyerscs omoBimanms. AHamiza Ipo30BuX 3paskiB. — Xapkis,
1928, c. 29.); Ta nacamneped mpeba mamu Ha womy moll xjuib 3acis-
mu... (I. Binsge. Cectpu Piumnceki. — Kuis, 2004, Ku. 1, c. 97); 2) wish
for possibility/ impossibility to achieve the purpose — such sentences ex-
press a person’s desire for owning conditions or not, which guarantee the
realization of the purpose, for example: He dymaiime, mamy, npo me, wo
munyso. bo s we xouy mamu 9o kozo nucamu (M. Marioc. Apmaresion
yke Bimbyscsa. — JIbsiB, 2011, c. 62); 3) opportunity of possibility/ impos-
sibility — these sentences express the possibility of such a situation, when
a person has/ hasn’t conditions which are required to achieve the purpose,
for example: 4 xomina ckasamu, npouty nama, Wo Mill Mamo MOMCYIMb He
mamu éam uum zansamumu (1. Binsge. Cectpu Piumncwki. — Kuis,
2005, Ku. 2, ¢. 163); ¥ 2012 poyi Ykpaina simkuemocst 3 6pakom zpouteti —
dasamu Kuesy kpedummni pecypcu moxce 6ymu nikomy (Csit y 2012,
c. 130).

II. Phasal verbs complete the predicative centre of constructions with
pronominal-infinitive complex on structural and semantic level or on se-
mantic level only. They point to the stage of the situation i.e. they ex-
press appearance or disappearance of conditions, which are required for
the realization of the purpose. Phasal verbs structurally and semantically
complicate impersonal sentences with the contaminated predicate only,
for example: [...] Tezko 6yno sopozam nodosame Kpaii Iydeiicokuil, tiozo
6oponumu nikomy cmaso |[...| (Jlecs Vkpaiuka. Camcon); Hosi modu
6 CNIJIKY He LW JTU, cmapi — 6 npsMoMy po3yMiHHI yboeo cosal — umenu 6i0-
Xo0usru npupodHUM WITSIXOM, | HACY6ATUCh YaCU, KOJIU OepICA6HI KOulmu, siKi
sudinsromv Ha ympumanuss HCITY, oceoroeamu cmame npocmo Hikomy
(Post IMTocTym. — 2012. — Ne 2). Other types of sentences with pronominal-
infinitive complex can be complicated by phasal verbs on the semantical
level only. Phasal lexemes displace predicates mamu/ ne mamu, 6ymu and
nemae, filling their position, for example: A tiomy snaiiuwza 6 wo ckxa-
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samu (Kpaina. — 2011. — Ne 18); € na ceimi 6cski «-icmu», 3aexcdu 3naii-
dem kozo 3icmu! (M. Jlykam. Ilourauku. — Kuis, 2003, c. 75); Hame
0Cb MO0 wanky, xo0im, 3sminime éyca ma eatida do mene. 3naitidemocst Oe
nepe6ymu (M. Voraucen. Bubpani teopu. — Kuis, 2001, c. 204); Ipouty
mebe, ne pobu sukpymacis, mam 3uaiidemuvcst komy ye pobumu 6e3 mebe
(M. Marioc. ®ypurer. — JIssis, 2002, c. 146); [...] i ”amuadysmumemposa
20pa ceesol TABUHU 3a Ni6200UHU 3MeTIa 3 JTUYSL 3eMJT Yirull MIKpOpatioH,
noxosasuiu nid coboro commi rodetl, IKUX Medxi He 3HATWIIOC KOMY nid-
cmpaxysamu (O. 3abyxko. Myseli nokunytux cekperis. — Kuis, 2009,
c. 686); Axc do mozo dus, konu éxce He cmasto 3 kum zosopumu (O. 3a-
6y>xko. Mysel nokunyTux cexkperis. — Kuis, 2009, c. 444). Such displac-
ing of mamu/ ne mamu, 6ymu and nemac is possible, because their function
in the sentence becomes overabundant because semes “ownership”, “non-
ownership” and “absence” are in the semantics of these phasal lexemes. In
particular snaxodumu (to find) — “2. to get, to have, to obtain somebody,
something” (CYM III, 646); snaxodumucs (to be found) — “2. to be in
stock, to turn out” (CYM 111, 647); cmasamu (to get) — “17. with negative
particle me, impersonal not to be in stock; to disappear”, “18. with negative
particle me, impersonal to stop existing to die; to perish” (CYM IX, 627)
etc.

III. For the precise description of the ways of expressing the pred-
icative centre of constructions with pronominal-infinitive complex we
should mention cases of its complication with homogeneous parts of the
sentences, for example: 3a makux ymos nesabapom 6yde nikomy ii Hide
docitidncyeamu cxiadwi mexrnonoeii i npoyecu (sepramo tvxus, 29.09—
5.10.07); IIpocmo 6 micmi cmoimv Hadmo eeuka cneka, i 6i0 yiel cneku 6
mene ocnabitu nepsu. Ilpocmo meni nema kydu ii womy iimu (B. Jomon-
tosuu. JiBumna 3 Begmenukom. — Kuis, 2000, c. 49).

So, the science studies analysis of the problem of the sentences with
pronominal-infinitive complex and our own observations point to:

1. The linguists used the morphological approach to interpretate the
grammatical matter of the constructions with pronominal-infinitive
complex. But this approach has insufficient inexplaining power in
qualification of intricate syntactic phenomenon. According to this,
the traditional grammar looks at the infinitive as an integral part of
the predicative centre of such sentences.
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2.

Using the method of derivational analysis we can see that the sen-
tences with pronominal-infinitive complex are the result of deriva-
tion transformations of compound sentences. During these trans-
formations subordinating part with semantic of aim changes, its
predicate moves from central position to peripheral and transforms
to determinant, expressing by infinitive. So, the infinitive isn’t a
part of the predicative centre, but is the adverbial syntaxeme with
an aim semantic.

The predicate centre of the constructions with pronominal-infin-
itive complex is formed by the predicates mamu/ ne mamu, 6ymu,
nemae. The two-member sentences break down to 2 types — with
predicate mamu/ ne mamu and with predicate 6ymu. The both pred-
icates open left-handed valency for subject syntaxeme. Nominative
(direct case) takes this valency-place in the sentences with predi-
cate mamu/ ne mamu. And substantivized form of indirect case of
pronominal noun or substantivized pronominal adverb takes this
valency-place in the sentences with predicate 6ymu. Mononuclear
personal constructions come from proper two-member ones with
the predicate mamu/ ne mamu, that’s why they have the same predi-
cate centre, but without a subject syntaxeme. Mononuclear imper-
sonal sentences with pronominal-infinitive complex break down to
2 types also — the one with unlexical predicate (nemae) and the one
with lexical predicate (pronominal words with stressed morpheme
ni-). They are syntactical variants.

The predicative centre of sentences with pronominal-infinitive
complex can be complicated by modal verbs (such as xomimu, moe-
mu, mpeba — want, can, may, must) and phasal verbs (such as cma-
JI0, He CMaJio, 3HAtIIocst He 3Hatiwtocst — become, disappear, find,
not find). Modal verbs function in both two-member and mono-
nuclear sentences with pronominal-infinitive complex and com-
plicate these sentences on structural as well as on semantic level.
Phasal verbs complicate only mononuclear impersonal sentences
with the lexical predicate on structural and semantic levels. They
complicate two-member sentences and mononuclear impersonal
sentences with the non-lexical predicate on the semantic level only.



Natalia Kobchenko
Expression of the Predicative Centre of Sentences with Pronominal-
Infinitive Complex (on the Material of the Ukrainian Language)

Literature

Amnpecsan 2010 - 0. . Anpecsan, WM. M. borycnasckui, /1. JI. Momaun, B. 3. CanHukos.
Teopemuueckue npobiremvl pycckozo cunmaxkcuca: Bzaumodeticméeue epammamuku u cjio-
saps. Ots. pen. 10. [I. Anpecan. — Mocksa: fI3bIK1 CTaBIHCKUX KYIBTYP.

Apnonenko 1982 — In¢inimueni peuenns. In: I'. II. Apnonenko, B. I1. 3abenxina. Cmpyk-
mypHo-cemanmuuna 6ydosa peuenst 6 cyuachill ykpaincokiti mosi. Kuis: Haykosa mymxa,
5-65.

Babariesa 2004 — B. B. Babatiriesa. Cucmema o0Hococmastvix npedioxiceHuil 6 cospemen-
Hom pycckom sisvike. Mocksa: [lpoda.

Bpunuu 1990 — B. M. Bpursin. Cunmakcuc u ceManmuka UHUHUMUEA 6 COBPEMEHHOM
pycckom sisvike. Kues: Haykosa mymxka.

Bunorpagos 1975 — B. B. Bunorpagnos. Hs6pannvie mpydel. Hccrnedosanus no pycckoil
epammamuke. Mocksa: Hayxa.

Buxosanenps 1975 — 1. P. Buxosauernp. CuHTaKCUUHi 3B’43KM i CEMaHTUKO-CUHTAKCHUYHI
sigpomenns. In: Cunmaxkcuc crosocnosyuenns i npocmozo peuenns: (Cunmakcuuni Kka-
mezopii i 36 si3ku). Kuie: Haykosa gymka, 29—45.

Buxosarens 1992 — 1. P. Buxosanens. Hapucu 3 QpyHKYIOHATIBHO20 CUHMAKCUCY YKPAIHCOKOL

mosu. Knis: Hayxosa mymka.

Buxosarens 2004 — I. P. Buxosarens. Teopemuuna mopoozis ykpaincvkoi mosu: Akade-
Miuna epamamuka ykpaincokoi mosu. 3a pen. 1. P. Buxosanrisa. — Kuis: Yuisepcurercoke
BuaBHuUITBO , Ilynscapu’™

T'eopruesa 1971 — B. JI. 'eopruesa. O nmpupojie ¥ UCTOPUU OTPUI[ATEIBHBIX KOHCTPYKI[UI
THIIA <HEUETO JIe/IaTh», «HEKyIa UATH» (B COOTHECEHUN C yTBepauTenbHpiMu). HMccmedo-
6aHus no pycckomy Asviky, Tom 451, 212-227. Jleaunrpan: JIT'TIN umenn A. W. T'ep-
I[eHa.

Toponenceka 1991 — K. T'. Toponencska. Jepusayis cunmakcuunux odunuyy. Kuis: Hay-
KOBA JIyMKa.

T'yxxsa 1981 — @. K. T'yxxBa. TpydHuoie sonpocvt cunmakcuca u nynkmyayuu: Cnpasounuk 0st
yuumesns. Kues: Pajisircpka mkoa.

Hynuk 2010 — I1. C. Oypux. Cunmakcuc ykpaincokoi mosu: niopyunuk. Kuie: BII «Axane-
Misy.

3aruitko 2004 — A. Il. 3arnirko. Ochosu ykpaitcbkozo meopemuunozo cunmakcucy. 4. 1.
T'opniska: I'JITIIM.

Hcauenko 1965 — A. B. HMcauenko. O cuHTakcuuecKoi mpupoge mecroumeruid. [Ipobire-
Mbl cospementoll pumonozuu (cb. cmameti k cemudecsimunemuro akad. B. B. Bunozpado-
6a). Mocksa, 162—166.

Ko6uenko 2010 — Harans Kobuenko. yukiiis indinitusa B peueHHsx GpopManTbHO-CTPYK-
TypHHUX Mojieniei Hemae + Pron + Inf ta Pron, + Inf. Ykpainucvka mosa y XXI cmosim-
mi: mpaduyii i Hosamopcmeo: Teszu donosideil Beeykpaincvkozo siHeéicmuunozo ¢popymy
mostodux yuenux, Kuis, 21-23 keimus 2010 p. Kuis: IALL «Cuetic-Tudopmy»; @OIT T'y-
numenko, 80—82.

Ko6uenko 2012 — Haransa Kobuenko. CTpyKTypHO-CEMaHTHYHA TUIIOIOTisI peUeHb 3 IIPO-
HOMIHATHBHO-iH(IHITUBHUM KOMIUIEKCOM B YKpPAlHCBKiA MOBi. Ykpaiucvka mosa. 1,
39-51.

Ko6uenko 2013 — Harans Kobuenko. Cunonimiiini BiiHOIIIEHHS pedYeHb 3 IPOHOMIHATHB-
Ho-ininiTuBHUM KOMIUTeKCOM. Internationale virtuelle Konferenz der Ukrainistik «Dialog

121



122

Natalia Kobchenko
Expression of the Predicative Centre of Sentences with Pronominal-
Infinitive Complex (on the Material of the Ukrainian Language)

der Sprachen — Dialog der Kulturen. Die Ukraine aus globaler Sicht» Reihe. Internationale
virtuelle Konferenz der Ukrainistik. Bd. 2012. Herausgegeben von Olena Novikova,
Peter Hilkes, Ulrich Schweier. Verlag Otto Sagner, Miinchen — Berlin, 187-203.

Kynuk 1965 — B. M. Kymux. Kypc cyuacnhoi ykpaincvkoi rimepamyphoi mosu. Y. 2: Cunrak-
cuc. Kuis: Pajgucpka mkooa.

JTekant 1974 —I1. A. Jlekaut. Cunmakcuc npocmozo npedioxieHus 6 CO8PEMEHHOM PYCCKOM
asvike. Mocksa: Bricimas mkorra.

Muayx 2001 — M. L. JTuuyk. Cmyneni ¢paseonozizayii pevenv: Apropedepar nucepranii Ha
3006yTTsI HAYKOBOTO CTyIeHs KaHaunara ¢inonoriunnx Hayk. Kuis.

JTomren 1948 — T. II. Jlomres. O6 OmHON KOHCTPYKI[UM OTPUI[AHUS B COBPEMEHHOM PyC-
ckoM s3bike. JJokadvl u coobwenust Quroozuieckozo ¢axymvmema, BHITyCK 5, 42—45.
Mocksa: MI'Y.

JTomres 2006 — T. I1. JTomreB. OcHo6bl cunmakcuca cospemerHo20 pycckoeo ssvika. Vzmanue
2, ucnpasnenHoe. Mocksa: KomKnura.

JTyman 2010 — B. B. Jlymaii. 3anosHenue no3uyuoHHo20 cocmasa npediodierus no npuHyu-
ny ¢yHKYUuoHaIbHOU IK6UEATEHMHOCITU: UHMPOCNeKMUEHbLI AHATIU3 6 PYCle IKCNITUKA-
yuonuot epammamuxu. Jouenk: [JJoHeIK NI HAIIMOHAIBHBINA YHUBEPCUTET.

Martsisic 1962 — I. I'. Matsisc. Cunmakcuc 3atimennukis 6 ykpaincvkiti mosi. Kuis: Bumas-
uuritso AH YPCP.

Mpasek 1972 — P. Mpasex. CnaBsHcKuN cUHTaKCHYeCKui Tul Mue Heuero nenarts. Shornik
praci filosofické fakulty Brnénské university (Rada jazykovedna). A—20, 97—-105.

Oseposa 1978 — H. I'. Oseposa. Cpedcmea vipasceHus ompuyanusi 6 pycckom U yKpauHCKoM
sasvikax. Kuis: Haykosa mymxa.

[Temxosckuit 2001 — A. M. Ilemxosckuit. Pycckuil cunmakcuc 6 HaydHoM océewjeHuu. 8
usnanue, nononHeHoe. Mocka: fI3bIKY CIaBSIHCKON Ky/IbTYPBL.

Moo 1976 — A. C. TTonos. ITIpo6rema npuHaie>kHOCTH NHPUHUTHBA K IIOJIEKAIIEMY
nunn 0e3NMIHO-3aBUCHMOMY KOMIIOHEHTY B HEKOTOPBIX THIAX IPEIIOKEHUN COBpe-
MEHHOT'O PYCCKOTO f3bIKa. Bonpocsl cunmakcuca u cmuiucmuku pycckozo A3bIKd, BBIITYCK
2, 24-38. VIbsaHOBCK.

[MTorebus 1958 — A. A. IMorebus. M3 sanucok no pycckoti epammamucke. T. 1-2. Mocksa:
Vunenrus.

PI" 2005 — Pycckast epammamuka. T. 2. Penpunrnoe uzganue. Mockaa.

Cnunpko 1994 — 1. I. Cinunsko Ta in. Cunmakcuc cydacHoi ykpaincokoi mosu. IIpo6remui
numannst. Kuis: Buma mikorna.

CVJIM 1972 — Cyuacna yxpaincvka nimepamypua mosa: Cunmaxcuc. 3a 3ar. pex. I. K. bi-
nopaina. Kuis: Haykosa gymka.

CYM III, IX — Crnosnuxk ykpaincokoi mosu. Kuis. Haykosa nymxa, 1972, 1978.

Tumodees 1950 — K. A. Tumodees. O6 ocHOBHBIX TUIIAX MHGUHUTUBHBIX IIPE/IOKEHUIH B
COBPeMEHHOM PYCCKOM JIUTepPaTypHOM s3bIKe. Bonpocvl cunmakcuca cospemennozo pyc-
cko020 s3vika. Mocksa: Yunemarus, 257-301.

Mlxinsxa 2004 — 1. FO. Hlxinska. Pearizayist cy6’ ekmu6H0-M0O0aIbHUX 3HAUEHD Y CMPYKMYPi
6€30c06060-iHPIHIMUBHUX peueHb cyuacHol ykpaincvkoi mosu. Iuceprauis Ha 31006yTTS
HAyKOBOTO CTYIeHs KaHauzaara ¢inomoriunnx Hayk. Xapkis.



Natalia Kobchenko
Expression of the Predicative Centre of Sentences with Pronominal-
Infinitive Complex (on the Material of the Ukrainian Language) ] 23

Natalia Kobchenko

SAKINIU SU PRONOMINATYVINIU IR
INFINITYVINIU KOMPLEKSU
PREDIKATYVINIO CENTRO RAISKA

Summary

Straipsnyje analizuojami sakiniai, kuriy sintaksinéje organizacijoje pa-
grindinj vaidmenj atlieka daiktavardzius atstojantys jvardziai arba prie-
veiksmis ir bendratis.

Sios studijos tikslas — nustatyti sakiniy su pronominatyviniu ir infi-
nityviniu kompleksu predikatyvinio centro sudétj ir aprasyti jo iSplétimo
budus ir priemones.

Dél analizuojamy konstrukcijy strukturiniy komponenty gramatinio
nevienareikSmiskumo, faktinés medziagos neiSsamuno ir jiems analizuoti
formaliniy metody taikymo egzistuoja jvairiy sakiniy su daiktavardzius
atstojanciais jvardziais arba prieveiksmiu ir bendratimi sintaksés interpre-
tacijy. Todél Siandien labai svarbi uzduotis — nustatyti ir argumentuoti vie-
noda sakiniy su pronominatyviniu ir infinityviniu kompleksu kvalifikacija
atsizvelgus j dabartinés kalbotyros pasiekas ir taikant efektyvesnius tyrimo
metodus. Visa tai parodo $io straipsnio aktualuma.

Pagrindiniai tyrimo metodai — sintaksinis metodas, kuris presupo-
nuoja, kad komponento funkcija lemia ne jo morfologiné forma, o pozicija
sakinyje, ir derivacinés analizés metodas, kuris nustato sgsajas tarp baziniy
ir iSvestiniy vienety ir atseka transformacijos etapus. Taip pat buvo atlikta
kompleksiné sakinio analizé dviem lygmenimis — semantiniu-sintaksiniu
ir formaliniu-gramatiniu.

Moksliniai darbai, kuriuose tiriamos Sios problemos, taip pat autorés
pastebéjimai liudija, kad analizuojamos konstrukcijos funkcionuoja dau-
gelyje slavy kalby. Ukrainy kalbos ypatumas — tai, kad Siuose sakiniuose
galima pastebéti sintaksinés variacijos (formalinio ir struktiirinio mode-
lio nemae + Pron + Inf ir Pron —+ Inf sakiniai) ir sintaksinés sinoni-
mijos (formalinio ir struktiirinio modelio nemae + Pron + Inf ir N +
(ne) mamu, + Inf sakiniai) reiskinius.

Nepaisant tokiy vienety bendro formalaus pozymio ir jy bendros reiks-
més, vargu ar galima tokias konstrukcijas priskirti vienam strukttriniam ir
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semantiniam vientisiniy sakiniy tipui. Siems sakiniams badinga gramatiné
jvairové, t. y. skirtumas tarp teigiamuyjy ir neigiamyjy, dvinariy ir vienana-
riy (asmeniniy apibréztyjy, asmeniniy apibendrinamyjy, beasmeniy, infi-
nityviniy), iSpléstiniy ir neiSpléstiniy, pilnyjy ir nepilnyjy sakiniy ir pan.
Todél sitilome tokioms konstrukcijoms pavadinti vartoti termina ,,sakiniai
su pronominatyviniu ir infinityviniu kompleksu® Vartodami §j terming,
turime omenyje tokj daiktavardzius atstojanciy jvardziy arba prieveiksmio
ir bendraties junginj, kai pronominatyvinis komponentas yra objektinés
sintaksemos pozicijoje su predikatais nemae ir (ne) mamu arba subjekti-
nés sintaksemos pozicijoje su predikatu 6ymu. Taciau Sis komponentas
iSreikstas ne laukiama forma (kilmininku arba vardininku), bet forma, ba-
dinga sintaksemai, iSreikstai valentiniu infinityvu, o pats infinityvas yra
prieveiksmiskos tikslo sintaksemos vietoje.

Straipsnio autoré iSvardija ankstesnius pozitirius j analizuojamy sakiniy
predikatyvinj centra. Lingvistinéje literattiroje jie buvo kvalifikuojami kaip
1) beasmeniai su pagrindiniu nariu, iSreikstu neigiamu pronominatyvu su
kir¢iuotu ui- (arba predikatyvu memae ir jvardziu) ir bendratimi; 2) beas-
meniai ir infinityviniai su pagrindiniu nariu, iSreikstu neigiamu pronomi-
natyvu su kir¢iuotu ui- (arba predikatyvu remae ir jvardziu) ir bendratimi;
3) beasmeniai, kuriy pagrindinis narys isreikstas predikatyviniu zodziu
Hema arba neigiamu pronominatyvu su kir¢iuotu ui-; 4) infinityviniai su
pagrindiniu nariu, iSreikStu bendratimi; 5) infinityviniai, kuriy pagrindinis
narys (infinityvas) iSpléstas neigiamu pronominatyvu su kir¢iuotu ui- arba
predikatyvu nemae; 6) dvinariai, kuriy veiksnys — infinityvas, o tarinys —
neigiamas pronominatyvas su kir¢iuotu ri-; 7) sintaksiniai frazeologizmai.
Kai kurie mokslininkai sias konstrukcijas dalija j skirtingus tipus, interpre-
tuodami formalinio ir struktarinio modelio Hemae + Pron + Inf sakinius
kaip beasmenius, o formalinio ir struktturinio modelio Pronncg + Inf saki-
nius — kaip infinityvinius.

Pritaikius derivacinés analizés metoda buvo parodyta, kad konstruk-
cijos su pronominatyviniu ir infinityviniu kompleksu yra prijungiamo-
jo sakinio su tikslo priklausomu démeniu transformavimas j formaliai
vientisinj sakinj. Bendratis, kuri yra prijungiamosios dalies predikatas, po
transformacijy nepriklauso padaryto naujo sakinio predikatiniam centrui,
o atsiranda valentiskai neapibréztoje prieveiksmiskos tikslo sintaksemos
pozicijoje, bet formaliai ir struktariskai atlieka aplinkybés vaidmenj. Ta-
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Ciau jis yra butinas sakinio komponentas, nes be bendraties tokios kons-
trukcijos netenka svarbiausiy sakinio pozymiy — teikti informacija ir bati
komunikaciniu vienetu.

Straipsnyje atskirai analizuojama dvinariy ir vienanariy sakiniy su pro-
nominatyviniu ir infinityviniu kompleksu predikatinio centro raiska. Dvi-
nariy sakiniy predikatinj centra sudaro predikatas mamu/ ne mamu arba
6ymu ir substantyvu iSreiksta subjektiné sintaksema. Tie patys predikatai
funkcionuoja vienanariuose asmeniniuose apibréztuosiuose ir asmeni-
niuose apibendrinamuosiuose sakiniuose su pronominatyviniu ir infinity-
viniu kompleksu.

Ukrainy kalboje, kaip jau buvo minéta, beasmenéms struktiiroms bii-
dingi sintaksiniai variantai — su nekontaminuotu (iSreikstu leksema nemac)
ir kontaminuotu (iSreik$tu pronominatyvu su kiréiuotu ui-, pvz., nikozo,
HI1020, HIKOMY, HikoJiu, Hide ir pan.) predikatais.

Kalbinés medziagos analizé rodo, kad tiriamyjy konstrukcijy predi-
katyvinis centras gali buti iSpléstas semantiskai ir struktariskai arba tik
semantiskai. Modalinés leksemos isplecia visy tipy sakiniy su pronomi-
natyviniu ir infinityviniu kompleksu predikatyvinj centra ir formaliai, ir
semantiskai. Fazinés leksemos iSplecia ir struktariskai, ir semantiskai tik
beasmenius sakinius su leksikalizuotu predikatu. Dvinariuose ir beasme-
niuose su neleksikalizuotu predikatu sakiniuose pastebétas tik semantinis
iSplétimas. Faziniai komponentai iSstumia predikatus mamu/ ne mamu,
b6ymu ir nemae, uzima jy pozicija, nes jy reikSme sudaro ,turéjimo®; ,,ne-
turéjimo®; ,,egzistavimo* arba ,,neegzistavimo® semos.
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