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THEORETICAL PROBLEMS OF VERB COMBINATORICS

Borisenko T.I, Kudinova T.I., Mikeshova G.P.
Odessa National Polytechnic University

The description of the concept and subject matter formation of one of the most important branches of
linguistics, combinatorics, is presented. To this end, combinatorics in general and verbs in particular were
considered in terms of the «language and speech» dichotomy. Simultaneous involvement of these two
aspects has contributed not only to a correct understanding of the function of combinatorics but also to the
formation of a system of terms necessary for its study. The article demonstrates that in many cases it was
contradictions in term usage that led to the numerous disputes. That is why the authors offer in analyzing
combinatorics to clearly differentiate the terms referring to the language system and ones used for the

description of verbal links in speech.
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roblem statement. At the present stage of
the development of linguistics, preference is
increasingly given to study of patterns of linguistic
units compatibility in the course of their functioning
in texts than to individual speech units.
According to scientists the analysis of these
patterns will contribute to a more effective solu-
tion of some applied problems, namely, intensifica-
tion of teaching a foreign language for achieving
communicative and sociolinguistic purposes, creat-
ing programmes for automatic text processing in
the corpus linguistics framework, etc.
Indeed, the latest methodological literature
used in the English teaching process has shown
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that, in the increasing number of lexicographi-
cal studies, phrases or word combinations are
considered to be more preferable as units than
just single words [1; 2]. Thus they confirm that
word combinations are of primary importance for
memorizing.

We can also mention some dissertation research,
as well as journal publications relating to such an
important for linguistics and lexicography direc-
tion as the compatibility of various text units [3; 4].

So, the subject of compatibility is of current
impotance.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
The issue of combinatorics, i.e. connecting the lan-
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guage elements in speech, was the subject of study
of many linguists.

So, the well-known scientist L. Tesniere within
the framework of his grammar of subordinations in
the structural analysis of sentence began to proceed
from the ability of the verb to accept and retain a
certain number of «actants». As we see L. Tesniere
compared this ability with the known property
of the atom in chemistry and called it «valence»
[5, c. 4]. Thus, the concept of valence appears.

Analysis of the literature on the background
showed that since the very emergence of this con-
cept, it was treated from different points of view.
However, if L. Tesniere, followed by H. Brinkman
[6], focusing on the functional and semantic fea-
tures of the verb, distinguish only three «partici-
pants», namely, the subject, objects in the accusa-
tive and dative cases, then Erben, guided by the
principle of sense obligation of the verb-subordi-
nated words and highlighting the basic structural
models of a simple sentence in the German lan-
guage, no longer limits the sphere of valent con-
nections of the verb to the presence of only a sub-
ject and two objects, but extends this sphere by
adverbial modifiers of different types [7]. And it
was only after J. Erben that this view was firmly
rooted in theoretical grammars.

Later on, a more detailed study of valency was
due to the fact that the question about the appli-
cation of this concept to all parts of speech, and
not only to the verb [8] was raised. Currently, this
approach to valency is shared by most linguists.

H. Helbig makes an attempt to take into ac-
count the selection, valence properties of the verb
in compiling the Dictionary of the Valence and
Distribution of German Verbs, where a qualitative
description of the obligatory verbal ties is given [9].

Determining the previously unresolved parts
of a general problem. So, the concept of valence
(combinatorics) was interpreted in the most gen-
eral sense as the ability of the verb (and later, of
other parts of speech as well) to attach subordinat-
ed words to itself.

It should be noted that, despite the fairly de-
tailed study of the combinatorics of the verb, a
number of issues remained unresolved.

First of all, it concerned such topics as:

1) the volume of the verbal environment de-
termined by valence, and hence the problem of
separating those units in which valence was man-
ifested: the grammatical connection of the verb,
the verbal word combination, or it should have
been a whole sentence;

2) the volume of the verb attributes that deter-
mine its valence;

3) the number of verb attributes that deter-
mine its valence (combinatorics), i.e. whether the
meaning of the verb is necessary or the data about
its syntactic properties will suffice.

However, the most pressing issue for the cor-
rect description of the combinatorics of both the
verb and other parts of speech was, as it often
happens in linguistics, the ordering of terminology
and the formation of the necessary terminology
system for the purpose of its further use in theo-
retical and applied research. In the process of solv-
ing the terminological questions, the very concept
of combinatorics was crystallized.
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The lack of certainty in this issue has shown
that the problem of combinatorics or, in the termi-
nology of French and German linguists — valence,
requires further theoretical development.

Formulating the aims of the article. The aim
of the article is to analyze various theoretical ap-
proaches to the terminology used in the combinat-
orics of language units.

We would like to stress the overview nature
of this article. It is a description of the foundation
on which further theoretical as well as practical
developments of such important phenomenon in
linguistics as combinatorics will be based.

Presentation of the basic material. One of the
theories in modern linguistics, which is necessary
for the further development of the concept of
combinatorics, is the requirement to distinguish
between language and speech. This theory was a
prerequisite for a new approach to the study of
combinatorics of linguistic units in general, and
verbs in particular. It allows researchers to ap-
proach the phenomenon of combinatorics taking
into account the aforesaid dichotomy, singling out
the language and speech aspects of this phenome-
non, and substantiates the legitimacy of their sep-
arate consideration as a prerequisite for further
in-depth study of the interaction of these sides of
combinatorics existing in unity.

Numerous works on structural and semantic
analysis show that all researchers have the same
approach to the question of the need to take into
account the condition of the language and speech
differentiation as it is applied to the problem of
combinatorics.

Study of this problem was complicated by the
absence of a single terminology, which led to the
fact that the language and speech aspects of com-
binatorics, as well as the phenomenon itself, can
be found under different terms. On the one hand,
combinatorics as a phenomenon of language is cor-
related exclusively with the concept and term «va-
lence», but as a phenomenon of speech it manifests
itself only in the concept and term «compatibility».

Thus, according to A.P. Klimenko, one should
distinguish between «valence and compatibility
as two categories related to different spheres: va-
lence reflects the internal, semantic nature of the
word, and the compatibility reflects it as external,
formal one. Valence as a semantic opportunity, the
potential, is realized by language (grammatical)
means» [10, c. 118-119].

An indication of the need for distinguishing be-
tween valence and compatibility as phenomena of
language and speech with the corresponding ter-
minology for this approach is also found in the
work of Tugujekova: «The difference between va-
lence and compatibility is the difference between
the potential ability of language element to be as-
sociated with other elements and the realization of
this ability. Valence is possible in language insofar
as there exists its speech realization — compatibili-
ty» [11, c. 18]. The same point of view is shared by
many other linguists [12-18].

On the other hand, there are cases when to
both aspects of combinatorics, as well as the phe-
nomenon itself, are given one name. But some lin-
guists use the term «valence» herein, while others
use «compatibility». Thus, delineating the aspects
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of combinatorics and separating the latter from
the same phenomenon, the researchers do not dif-
ferentiate the terms used.

Thus, M.D. Stepanova, making an attempt to
generalize the existing definitions of wvalence,
writes: «..here we will consider valence as a poten-
cy and as its realization, ie. at the same time as a
factor of language and as a factor of speech» [19].
AP. Gribanovsky uses the term «compatibility» in
an analogous case, considering that «..it (compati-
bility) exists and is realized only in speech, because
compatibility is potentially inherent in the basic
unit of language — the word» [20, c. 93]

V.I. Perebeynos [16, p. 111] uses the term «com-
patibility» in much the same meaning.

In addition, very often each of the two aspects
has both names — «valence» and «compatibility».
In this case, these concepts are identified, and the
terms are used as synonyms. Thus, S.D. Katznelson
understands valence as «the property of a word
to be realized in a certain way in a sentence and
enter into certain combinations with other words»
[21, p. 132]. O.S. Akhmanova defines «the ability of
elements to connect with each other in speech» as
compatibility [22, p. 445]. V.A. Abramov, consid-
ering the syntactic potencies of the verb, notes in
one of his works: «The study of the compatibility
of words, i.e. their syntactic potencies is one of the
actual tasks of syntax..» [23, p. 34]. In V.V. Raskin’s
works we find another name for the potencies of
language elements, namely, «valence»: «Valence in
linguistics, the potential compatibility of linguistic
elements (phonemes, morphemes, words, etc.), a
determinant ability to combine with other linguis-
tic elements, mainly of the same level» [24, p. 259].

As you can see, there is no single approach to
such an important issue as the formation of a uni-
fied terminological system among linguists. This to
a certain extent indicates the complexity of the
problem facing the authors.

But, recognizing the fundamental necessity of dis-
tinguishing the terminology on aspects of language
and speech in such a problem as combinatorics, in
the authors’ opinion it is necessary to define valence
as a phenomenon of language, and compatibility as
a phenomenon of speech, fixing this distinction in
terms of «valence» and «compatibility», respectively.

At present, however, the words «valence» and
«compatibility» denote an inhomogeneous range of
concepts. In order to clarify the terms, two interre-
lated phenomena should be distinguished: first, the
phenomenon of combinatorics in the broadest sense,
which includes both its language and speech sides.
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This view of the problem is characteristic, mainly
for domestic linguists. Second, the reflection of the
dichotomy «language-speech» with reference to the
phenomenon of combinatorics should be expressed
by the words «valence» and «compatibility».

Therefore, these terms should have a strictly
differentiated use. The first is to denote the lan-
guage combinatorics, the second is to name its
speech aspects.

Conclusions and prospects of the research. The
undifferentiated use of these two terms leads both
to their identification and to the identification of con-
cepts they designate. However, the above analysis
allows us to conclude that, despite operating with
the terms «valence» and «compatibility» in different
plans, all the authors mean the same thing, namely,
the ability of words to connect with each other.

The authors should say here that while study-
ing this phenomenon, some linguists, mainly Czech
[25-27] use the term «intention», but are actually
dealing with the same problem.

In the issue concerning various aspects of com-
binatorics and their terminological designation, the
authors share the point of view of those scien-
tists-theorists who believe that valence is a poten-
tial property of any unit of language, in particular,
of a word, and compatibility is the actualization in
speech of this property of the same language unit.

Consequently, compatibility and valence, rep-
resenting, in fact, two different sides of the same
phenomenon, combinatorics of language units, do
not allow to put an equal sign between them.

We have already mentioned in this connection,
that it seems inappropriate to confuse these two
concepts and the terms that denote them, as some
linguists do.

With the use of the terms «valence» and «com-
patibility» to denote the «sum» of the language
and speech aspects of combinatorics, that is, for a
generalizing concept of this phenomenon, we can
say that they probably could satisfy researchers if
they did not involuntarily prompt the association
by contrast of «valence» / «compatibility», ie. the
discrimination of potency and actualization.

To indicate the «sum» of the concepts «valence»
and «compatibility» it would be more preferable to
use the word «combinatorics».

Further analysis will cover such theoretical
issues as various kinds of combinatorics, an ap-
proach to the study of grammatical links, models
of grammatical links and word combinations, and
others that are directly related to combinatorics
and explain its nature.
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Bopucenko T.I, Ryninosa T.I, Mikemosa I'.Il.
OpecbKMil HALIOHAJILHNUI ITOJIITEeXHIYHNMII YHIBEpCUTET

TEOPETUYHI ITPOBJEMII KOMBIHATOPURN AIE€ECJTOBA

Amnoranisa

IIpencraBieHo omyc CTAHOBJIEHHA HOHATTSA i IpeIMeTy OJHOTO 3 HaMBaKJMBIIINMX PO3IiJiB MOBO3HABCTBA —
koMbiHaTOPUKM. 3 Ii€l0 MeTOI KOMOiHATOpMKA B3araJsi, Ta JiecjoBa — 30KpeMa, PO3IJIAaJacd 3 TOUYKU 30py
IMXOTOMii «MOBa Ta MOBJEeHHA». OIHOYacHe 3aJIydeHHS IMX ABOX ACIEKTiB CIPUAJO He TiJIbKMU IIPaBUIbHO-
My PO3yMiHHIO (PYHKILiI KOMOIHATOPMKY, aJje TaKoK (POPMYBaHHIO CHCTEMM TePMiHiB, AkM HeoOXimHi misa ii
JOCJIJIPKEHHA. Y CTaTTi II0OKa3aHo, 1110 B 0araTboxX BUIIAJKAX caMe IPOTUPIYYA y BUKOPMCTAHHI TEPMIiHIB IIpu-
BOAWJIN JI0 UMCJIEHHUX AVICKyciit. ToMy 1y1d aHaJjisy aBTOPY MPOIOHYIOTH UiTKO PO3MEIKyBaTy TEPMiHM, AKU
BiJHOCATBCA O MOBY, Ta TePMiHM, AKM INPMU3HAYEH] JJIA OIMCYy 3B’A3KIB Ji€cjOBa B MOBJIEHHI.

KarouoBi ciioBa: BaJIeHTHICTD, 'paMaTUYHI 3B’ A3KM, 3aJI€KHI CJI0BA, MOJI€JIb CJIOBOCIIOJIYYEHHS, CIIOJyIyYBaHICTb.

Bopucenko T.JI., Kyaquuosa T.JI., Mukemiosa I'.IL
Opnecckuil HaIMOHAJBHBIN OJUTEXHNYECKNUI YHUBEPCUTET

TEOPETUYECRKHNE ITPOBJEMbI KOMBITHATOPURN T'JTATOJIA

AnHOTanUA

IIpencraBieHo onucaHye CTAHOBJIEHNUA IIOHATUA U [IPeJIMeTa OJHOTO M3 CAMbBIX BasKHBIX Pa3/eJioB A3bIKO3HA-
HuA — KoMOuHATOpPMEN. C BTOM 1[eJbI0 KOMOMHATOPMKA BOODIIE, I IJIarojia — B YaCTHOCTY, pacCMaTpuUBaJach
C TOYKV 3PEHUA AUXOTOMUU «A3BIK U pedb». OMHOBPEMEeHHOe IIPUBJIeYEeHEe 3TUX JIBYX aCIIEKTOB CII0COOCTBO-
BaJIO HE TOJIBKO MPABMJILHOMY MTOHMMAHNUIO (DYHKIUM KOMOMHATOPUKH, HO TaKKe U (DOPMUPOBAHUIO CUCTEMBI
TEPMMHOB, HEOOXOAMMBIX JIJIA €€ MCCJeNOBaHNuA. B cTaTbhe IOKasaHO, YTO BO MHOTMX CJIyYasaX MMEHHO IIpO-
TUBOPEYMA B JMICIIOJIb30BAHNY TEPMMHOB IIPVBOIMIY K MHOTOYMCJIEHHBIM AVcKyccuaM. [loaToMmy asa aHamsa
KOMOMHATOPUKM T[JIAT0JIa aBTOPBI IMPEAJIaral0T YeTKO PadrPaHUYMBATBL TEPMMUHBI, OTHOCAIIMECA K A3BIKY, U
TEPMUHBI, IIpeJHa3HaYEeHHbIE JJIA OIMCAHUA CBA3EN IJIaroja B pedn.

KaroueBble cjioBa: BaJEHTHOCTDb, TpaMMaTUYECKME CBA3Y, 3aBUCUMbIE CJIOBA, MOJ[€JIb CJIOBOCOYETAHUS, CO-
YeTaeMOCTb.
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