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SEMANTIC POTENTIAL OF REPRESENTATIVES OF DOUBT IN
EXPRESSING IRREAL STATES

NATALIYA MIAGAS

Abstract. The research examines ways of expressing doubt as one of the communicative acts in
correlation with the opposition of reality and irreality in the Ukrainian language. Nowadays the
research of doubt and its representatives takes a peripheral place in works on modality, most often
being observed in comparative works, regardless of the fact that the integral means of its
representation are at the same time indicators of irreality at the lexical, syntactic and pragmatic
levels. This is primarily explained by the semantic diffuseness and synsematicity of the expression
of doubt in the Ukrainian language, which affects the difficulty of typologizing its representatives
in the structure of the semantic category of irreality. Doubt as a syncretic emotional and evidential
modus component, on the one hand, is an intellectual search impulse, that leads to the subject's
verification of a certain extralinguistic situation depending on its correspondence to the real or
irreal, which allows it to be considered in the plane of evidential semantics; on the other hand, the
extensive ways of representing doubt and their aspectual characteristics point out its potential in
expressing other irreal meanings in specific cases.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of the study is to determine and describe the peculiarities of irreal states
expression by representatives of the ambiguous sentence structure in the contemporary Ukrainian
language. The research is focused on certain meanings of irreality, which are most productively
are found in doubt representation: prognosticity, counterfactuality, evidentiality, and deonticity;
certain cases of syncretic expression of the meaning of irreality, which depends on the specificity of
doubt as a category, are determined in the polemic with previous studies of doubt.

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The subject of research is doubt as a modus category. The representatives of doubt in the scope
of the opposition of reality and irreality in the sentence structure are the object of research.
Features of the communicative situation of doubt are its performativity, connection with pro-
positive expressions (preliminary characteristics of the situation) in interactions, positivity,
negative expression, subjectivity, a high share of emotional modality, semantic diffuseness with
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situations of probability, suspicion, surprise and denial; as well as systematic representation using
various linguistic means of expression in the communicative act, with the exception of direct
nomination through the verbs «cymuiBaTucs», «Baratmucsa» in a separate type of explained
evidential doubt (Dotsenko, 2006, p. 225).

It is important to clarify that doubt is most often verbalized in interaction, or is an element of
the subject's internal discussion, and its integral parameter is opposition to the existing description
of the real situation. Thus, the main semantic potential of any means of verbalizing doubt is the
formation of the opposition «reality/irreality», that was not observed before. As a result, there are
not many specific lexical and syntactic means of expressing doubt in the Ukrainian language, and
for its representation as part of a certain communicative situation, various linguistic means can be
included in systemic relationship.

As being indicated, modern linguistic studies focus on doubt in comparative dissection, or
peripherally define its aspects when studying modality. Among the main works in Ukrainian
linguistics devoted to doubt can be found the research papers of O. Krasnenko (in a comparative
analysis of the means of expressing doubt and close modal categories in Ukrainian and French
discourse), O. Dotsenko (defining doubt as one of the manifestations of evidential modality) and
others.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

To demonstrate the potential of the representatives of doubt in expressing irreal meanings, it is
necessary to distinguish the integral and peripheral means of expression of this modus category.
The verbs «cymuiBatucsi», «Baratucs» are integral representatives of the communicative situation
of doubt, where the verb «cymHiBaTics» mainly refers to the situation of an alternative choice that
appears to the subject. In this case, the opposition «reality/irreality» arises only as a consequence of
the communicator's reflection, belongs to the prognostic category of irreal meanings, therefore, in
our study, we will not pay attention to this representative. Thus, for example, in the sentence
Kopomuue, sazascs cepedniii Opam, 6azaecs, nposoous Heabusiky eHympiuinio yxo6Hy pobomy i3 camum
coboro - 1 3pemsmotro maku cmae... cesujernrocayxkumerem (T. Autosuenko), the verb of the
imperfective aspect in the past tense «Barascsi» introduces the opposition: to be or not to be a
clergyman (according to the example in Ukrainian), that in the end is presented as real, that is, in
the end the subject made a decision, the irreal became real, because the subject was not a priest
before.

The verb «ragaem» in the prepositive position at the beginning of an interrogative sentence is
also important for expressing the emotion of doubt in the Ukrainian language. With its help, the
subject of communication characterizes the opposing opinion as unlikely or false, indicating doubt
in the source of the information: I'adaew, soru mamumymo docmamuoo 36poi, uod damu pady 1bomy
noxudvky? (O. Cybuak). Tu zadaew, wo Mmeni Opakye 6oAi i 1 He MoOxy Oymu cidsaxrum? (M.
Xsuanosuii). The subject expresses doubt about the ability of the source of information to correctly
assess a possible situation, and also interprets the latter as irreal. Hence, we underline a syncretic
representation of the deontic-evidential meaning of irreality in the communicative situation of
doubt, since the denial is aimed at both the communicator and the model of the proposed
situation. In the sentence I'adaew, docmamnwvo 30poi the introduced proposition docrmammvo 30poi is
irreal, that is, in reality there are not enough weapons. Or in [adaeu, ... a1 ne moxy Oymu
sidsaxrum? where the proposition is introduced by the predicate «ragaem» also conveys a non-
actualized state, that is, the subject may or may not be brave, which is also perceived as irreal until
the subject's courage is fully manifested, if it happens. Typical representatives of doubt, in addition
to the syntactic model, where the situation is characterized in a regular sentence, are also negative
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predicative constructions and adverbs of the qualitative-denotative and quantitative-denotative
type: docmamtvo, Hesdaro, He dyxe, etc.

The Ukrainian language is also characterized by the representation of doubt with the adverb
«HareBHO». As in the previous cases, doubt is manifested by the subject of communication or
determined from the point of view of a third person. Its specific feature is the expression of the
emotional-expressive component, which indicates not the logical understanding of a certain
situation as irreal, false from the subject's point of view, but the emotional state of the
communicator or the source of information about reality: Cayxaii, ue ne sanadmo?... — neneéo
cmuxHye tiozo 3a pyxas Bapgoromiiiosun. (M. I'pumna). In the same way, this representative is
realized in the irreal meaning of prognosticity, where the subject simulates an imaginary situation,
being defined by him/her as unlikely, false or impossible: Moxe, 6idibpamu ¢ Jidycsa nicmorem? —
Hene6Ho cka3as Haul MOAOOULL 2epoil, OCKIADKU HISAK He Miz cKoHyenmpysamuca Ha onosidi (M. I'pumny).

Peripheral representatives of doubt are the following linguistic means (Krasnenko, 2013, p.
176):

1. Modal particles xi6a, resxe, Hasps0, naspso wu, Hawedmo, wu ve, madymeo.

2. Adverbs cymnistio, Henesto, HedoGIPAUE0.

3. Modal words moxauso, 30aemvcs, no-moemy.

4. Modal phrases sx na metne.

5. Interrogative constructions with idiomatic particles at the beginning of the sentence resxe,
xi0a, wu, a AKuL0, 4 panmom, Have, Haue i He.

The most common situations of doubt are the following four:

1) The subject does not have sufficient information about certain signs or features of a real
situation, as a result of which he/she interprets it as completely or partially irreal (counterfactual
meaning of irreality).

2) The subject is faced with a choice between two opposite and equal characteristics of the
situation, not knowing which of them is real and which is irreal (evidential meaning).

3) The subject has an oppositional point of view on a certain situation, which contradicts its
existing characteristics.

4) The subject verbalizes a hypothetical model of the situation opposite to the existing one.

As a result of the analysis of the corpus of means of representation of doubt in the
contemporary Ukrainian language, the following types of situations of doubt are manifested
depending on certain categories of irreality:

1. Doubt-assumption, which involves modeling a hypothetical situation: Bce nauedmo spoOaetio
éxe (A. T'oa0BKO).

2. Doubt-possibility, which is aimed at the destruction of a potential situation: Hasp:10 uu deco
10 THUUX KPaATHAX CNisaromb max 2apHo i zoaocucmo, ax y Hac Ha Yxpaii (O. JOB>XKeHKO).

3. Doubt-probability, in which a situation is modeled that, from the point of view of the subject
of the statement, has more in common with reality than a prepositive one: Axe sk sudro, mo éxe i
modi He nepeduparu sacobamu norimuyutoi 6opomvou... (Bcecsit. Nol).

4. Doubt-evidentiality, which involves doubting previous or existing inferences and favors
further logical analysis of the subject: Ile, ouesudro, momy, w0 cmape Mmucmeymso NpuUnYcKaro
MomeHm cnozasidanns? (M. XBuAbOBUIA).

5. Doubt-expressant aimed at expressing the emotional state of the subject of speech or
represents doubt and mistrust of one's own condition or the ability to draw logical conclusions:
Hesxce 51 00xesorito?.. — dymara éora (O. bepaHuUK).

6. Doubt-clarification, which represents mistrust of a separate part of the hypothetical situation
and is aimed at overcoming the opposition «real/irreal» during the interaction: Xioa suxuse /asp, —
sacymnisascs krasv (C. barypun).
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7. Doubt-evaluation, in which the evaluation is also represented from the point of view of
possibility/impossibility and the degree of irreality of a certain situation or meaning: 3doposuro!
Xiba s 6 cuAi iozo nooopomu? (O. bepanux) Bin??? Bopuc nenestio 6ionosie: — Maro cxoxuil. (A.
IBanoOB).

The two main types of doubt, depending on the representation of one or another subcategory
of irreality, are prospective doubt and retrospective or counterfactual. The first is characterized by
the subject's formulation of an alternative model of the future, which differs from the existing
assumption or is opposed to the pro-positive component of speech, often with a negative
expressive characteristic: Xioa suxuse Aasp, — sacymnisasca knsasv. (C. barypun). The second is
characterized by a complete or partial denial of a real situation that happened in the past: Xmo iiozo
60u6? Kpuminaronuwu? Cymuisno. ITidpo3dir Opdery? Mozo ne mozau 66umu 6e3 00360y Kommodopa (B.
€mxiaes). Accordingly, the most representative doubt will be explicated in the following semantic
subcategories of irreality:

Predictability

The prognostic meaning of irreality appears in the communicative situation of doubt, when the
subject of the speech models a hypothetical situation, which, from his/her point of view, is the
opposite of reality and cannot be realized in the future: Hasps0 uu Oxec Pubarka 6yde npocumucs
nasad, npuide 3 MirviloHom nypnyposux mpoand i eénade 6 wozu. (A. Kokorioxa). The main
representatives of this meaning will be the particles hardly, hardly and the conditional future tense
of verbs: Axe pecmopanniii Jisyi Haeépad uu Jdowkyrumo maxa iponid. (I1. Bexxmnos). A specific
feature of the realization of this meaning of irreality with the help of sum representatives is its
certain communicative redundancy and self-reflective destruction: the subject of speech models a
situation that cannot happen in reality, and at the same time denies it. With the help of the given
representatives, as well as words with a negative expression, an ironic effect is also created. The
central syntactic representatives of doubt in the prognostic type of semantics of irreality are
complex ordinal sentences of various types, in which the model of the future is characterized as
irreal in the ordinal part: Xomie 6u nobauumu, ax mo0i ye édacmocsa, — sacymmieascsa IAumcokuil

(B. PytkiBchkuin). In addition to the above-mentioned typical representatives of doubt, lexemes
with a negative expression, as well as linguistic units in voluntaristic expression, etc., are used to
form a negative, irreal situation. The peculiarity of such representatives of doubt is that they are
completely devoid of an evidentiary, i.e., logical component, as they express only the subjective
point of view of the communicator regarding the reality of a possible (irreal) situation
characterized by the opponent.

Counterfactuality

Unlike the prognostic type of irreality in a situation of doubt, the counterfactual meaning of
irreality is based on the denial of a certain situation of reality or its individual features, which from
the point of view of the subject of the statement do not correspond to reality. Thus, it is possible to
divide the expression of this meaning in the communicative situation of doubt into full/complete
and partial/incomplete counterfactuality. In the first case, the subject of the statement questions the
part of reality that is expressed in a positive statement in the interaction or denies a specific fact or
situation: ITidxoduut do disuuru, sxa mobi cnodobaracs, numaeus i1, uu 3200HA 60HA Sulimu 3a mebe, — i
éce. — A u0, koAU 6oHa 2apOysa dacmv? — sacymnisascs Jemxo (B. Pytkiscbkmit). In this type, doubt
is expressed mainly by interrogative sentences that begin with particles a4, a wo which form a
complete opposition to the previous statement. As already mentioned, interrogative sentences in
the communicative situation of doubt are one of the integral markers at the syntactic level; the
subject of speech does not intent to a total denial of a certain statement, but models a negative,
irrealistic situation for its further clarification or destruction.



Semantic Potential of Representatives of Doubt in Expressing Irreal States 75

With partial/incomplete counterfactuality, the subject of communication denies only a certain
aspect of reality: Jaeno é6xe ne oyau y nac 6 maemxy. — Xiba daeno? — syiixo Bimoavd saxoco
nenesto 2asanys Ha teboxa (H. I'ypamunbka). In such cases, the marker of doubt is the clarifying
particles used as a deixis, which denotes exactly that part of reality that is defined by the subject as
incomplete. Interrogative sentences with prepositive particles nesxe and xida express negative
prognosticity, characterizing the previously proposed situation as irreal: Hesxe 6oru moxymo
0abaxnymu? — sacymnisasca I'owa. (FO. €pmoaaes). The peculiarity of the representative of doubt
is its close functional and syntactic connection with the qualifiers of various parts of speech, which
indicate a certain part of reality, which the subject of speech characterizes as unreliable, irreal
according to its qualitative, quantitative and other characteristics: Heéxe X mo0i max e
énododarucs eipuii, Kpaxeo? (I. Kouepra), Heexe ue max npocmo? (O. bepanux) Heexe moii camuii?
(C. XKaaan).

Special attention should be paid to the idiomatic combination «ra sxe Tam» in the Ukrainian
language, that depending on the linguistic-pragmatic situation, can express both doubt and denial;
since it can be used both independently to express doubt: Ta saxe mam... — sint 6ocmaritie 6ce 36axus
i niwos 6a- Oarx (I. ITaBaiok), as well as with an adjunct denoting a certain aspect of reality that
causes doubt in the subject of speech: Ta axe mam sznamxo: vyiruii Oapan... Tlasuy! Ta axuil
cmpawnuil! (I1. I'nenenko). Ta ske mam «30aA0C5», KOAU 1O HOUAX 1i) MOIMU SIKHAMU 0066aHIIOMDb
axico memni $izypu (I1. Tamna). In the second case, as can be seen from the example, the situation
of doubt requires an urgent solution from the subject, that is, the irreal sixe mam 3darocs = real ne
30arocs, which is expressed at the level of clarifications or coherent sentences that explain objective
reality. Because doubt is an emotion that provokes the subject to create an irreal, hypothetical
model of reality or define the existing reality as irreal. A peculiarity of doubt at the
communicative-pragmatic level is the need to determine «objective» reality, that is, the destruction
of the «real/irreal» opposition that arose as a result of doubt. Analyzing the central and peripheral
linguistic ways of representing doubt, we came to the conclusion that some stable lexical and
syntactic expressions involve both the formation of such an opposition and its subsequent leveling
within one sentence.

It is in these two varieties that the general opposition of «real» and «irreal» is preserved,
although in certain cases the oppositional opinion expressed by doubt refers to another
hypothetical assumption: — Bzadas, xnasio, — eidxasas Ademim. — Cam Oauuut, uyo moi xAonui udymo
niwku. To 4 3a KoXKHY 3 yux 2apd xouy ompumamu 0 Hux 600aii no odromy xomesi. — Xomie ou
nobauumu, ax mobi ye 6dacmocs, — 3acymuieasca I'auncokuti (B. Pytkiscpkuir). The opposition of
«real» and «irreal» is expressed using the appropriate tense of verbs, particles and other system-
functional markers of irreality.

The third semantic category of irreal meaning, where representatives of doubt are found, is the
category of evidentiality. Some researchers, for example, O. L. Dotsenko, referring to the paradigm
of formal-logical studies of modality, define evidential semantics as the main one for doubt as one
of the communicative situations of expressing irreal meanings. So, from this point of view, doubt is
defined as a corpus of non-performative statements, the purpose of which is to indicate the
complete or partial incorrectness of someone else's statement by the speaker; the linguopragmatic
feature of which is «the presence of antonymic connections with sentences of knowledge and
synonymous connections with constructions of relative subordination (including indirect
interrogative sentences)»: s cymniearocs y momy, uo...He oyMaio, wio... He MOXKY ckasamu, ui00...
(Dotsenko, 2006, p. 51).

However, this approach is too narrow and focuses attention only on the opposition
«truth/untruth», which conveys only one of the properties of the semantic category of irreality as a
linguopragmatic phenomenon. Nevertheless, an affirmative statement directed at the source of
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information is one of the most widespread varieties of the linguistic situation of doubt and
deserves a separate detailed consideration.

The central representative of evidentiality, which introduces an irreal meaning, is the part
hardly/unlikely in sentences constructed as a sequentially logical representation of objective
reality: fI posnosidato mo0i npo me, uo Haépad mu suaniuios ou 6 mamepiarax eéauioi “3ema-aroxc” (O.
Tecaenko). In this case, only this part indicates the expression of doubt and the positive nature of
the entire statement; and can be used as an indirect negation. A combination of these particles with
a conditional method is also common: Haéps0 uu ¢ niti saxonano napauwym; mpasy i Keimu Hide He
npum’amo, maiop HeoOMiHHO no6aAUUE O6u A0JCOKI CAidU, — ma 11 4020 OUEePCAHINOB] 6UX0OUMU Ha
siokpume micye? (P. CamOyk), which is used to simultaneously simulate an irreal situation and
deny it as unreliable and not belonging to reality: Ta mirvku i, — nposadus dari mumap, — Haéps0
uy 611 3aide: Xi0a Maro 6 Hvozo ceoix cnpas? (M. Crapuiipkuii).

Thus, when expressing evidentiality as one of the meanings of irreality, such lexemes denoting
doubt appear as expressions of evidential irreality. Doubt appears as one of the elements of the
logical analysis of reality and is often characterized by the denial of certain conclusions that arise
as a result of this analysis. A feature of this type of irreal meaning is the possibility of self-denial,
which some researchers define as "self-destructive reflection” of the subject of speech (Pietrandrea,
2012, p. 137). A clear example is complex syntagms with parcellation, where doubt is represented
by interrogative sentences indicating a certain sign of reality: Xmo iioz0 66us? Kpuminaronurxu?
Cymnisro. ITidpo3din Opdeny? Mozo te moeau 66umu Ges 00360ay Kommodopa. (B. €mikiaes). In this
case, the logical and consistent reasoning of the subject is aimed at rejecting a number of
hypothetical situations; and doubt here acts as an intellectual productive impulse. In the structure
of the interaction, there is also a way of representing doubt through a partial repetition of the
previous statement in order to negate it: 2Kodrozo eumoxy nasosni. — 2Kodnozo sumoxy? Cymmisto,
opame, cymmisto...(B. €mikiaes).

In works on irreal meanings, the direct expression of doubt through a performative verb in the
corresponding explicit expression of the subject of doubt «/I cymnisarocs, uio...» with further
explanation is defined as belonging to the category of "problematic credibility" (Dotsenko, 2006, p.
256). This category also includes the expression of doubt due to a similar syntactic construction
with the adverb I neenesnenuii, ujo... . From the semantic point of view, these two constructions
represent an equivalent meaning, however, the use of an adjective allows the subject of
communication to define as irreal/unlikely not so much the situation itself, but the ability to
correctly assess it.

Expressing the semantics of doubt with the help of interrogative sentences that begin with the
constant combination of the particles a and panmom is characterized by syncreticity with the
semantics of probability, since it mainly depicts a specific hypothetical situation, equal to similar
ones: A panmom Jsipruvuxa dauuia ii ado iuje xmocv? (/1. Kammn). The following judgment conveys
the semantics of doubt, the interrogative sentence is characterized by the presence of a negative
expression and an affirmative character in relation to prepositive expressions, as well as other
situational linguistic markers of evidentiality: A panmom miii con — mo max, npocmo HACHUAOCS 1
niaxa e npasda? (H. Sroaxuuceka). In this case, the subject of speech models a full-fledged
hypothetical situation, which completely or partially denies the existing objective-logical signs of
reality or the previous situation.

Such syncretism allows us to attribute this permanent syntactic representation of doubt to the
prognostic-evidentiary meaning of irreality. This type of expression of doubt is also characterized
by hyperbolization or simulation of an absurd hypothetical situation, since one of the markers of
doubt as a specific communicative act is a high emotional component: I cnouamxy cmpaxdara,
nepexusara — Ax 6iH 00 MeHe CHasumvCs, oMY MU HeUaAcmo 3ycmpiuaemocs, K Meti 0ymu, a panmom 5



Semantic Potential of Representatives of Doubt in Expressing Irreal States 77

iiomy 306cim e nodobatocs...(O. Lapuenxo). In this case, the model to express irreality is based on
the subject's selection of only a certain sign of reality while ignoring others.

4. CONCLUSIONS

As a result of the conducted research, we determined the main meanings of irreality, which are
realized with the help of the main representatives of doubt in the Ukrainian language:
prognosticity, counterfactuality, evidentiality, as well as certain specific meanings of a deontic-
evidential and prognostic-evidential nature, which are associated with the specificity of the
expression of doubt and its syncretic nature. Hence, it may be assumed that doubt as a modus
category is assigned exclusively to the evidential meaning of irreality, significantly narrows the
real semantic potential of this modus category. Doubt is represented as an intellectual-emotional
impulse, which is not only related to the subjective analysis of the prepositive situation by the
communicator from the point of view of its correspondence to reality or irreality but is also the
impetus for the formation of the basic opposition of the real and the irreal, which was not
previously observed. A high degree of emotional component in the communicative situation of
doubt leads to the formation of «auto reflective destruction», where the subject of speech
deliberately models hyperbolized irreal situations that contradict both reality and his subjective
attitude towards it. The irreal meanings defined by us are approximate and limited, which allows
us to expand the typology in further research, by reminding it of larger semantic subcategories of
irreality, and to expand the view existing in modern linguistics both on this category and on
representatives of irreality in the contemporary Ukrainian language.
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Marac Haraaig. CemaHTHM4YHMIT TIOTeHIliaa pelpe3eHTaTUBiB CYMHIBY y BMpa’keHHi ippealbHMX 3HadeHb.
Kypnana Ipuxapnamcvoiozo yrisepcumemy imeni Bacuas Cmegparnuxa, 9 (2) (2022), 71-78.

Y aocaia>KeHHI PO3ras4alOThCSI CIIOCOOM BUPa>KeHHSI CYMHIBY K OJHOTO 3 KOMYHIKaTMBHMX aKTiB y
KOope/slil 3 OIIO3MIIIE€I0 peaAbHOCTI Ta ippeaAbHOCTI B YKpalHCbKili MOBi. Y AIHTBICTMUHIX PO3BigKax
BUBUEHHSI CYMHIBY Ta JIOTO peIIpe3eHTaHTiB 3aiiMalOTh IepudepiliHe Miclie y BMBYEHHI MOAAABHOCTi,
HalfJacTillle po3rAs4aounch y KOMIIapaTUBHMX pOOOTax, He 3Ba>kKalodl Ha Te, IIIO iHTerpaapHi 3acodu 1oro
penpeseHTallil SBASAIOTBCA BOAHOYAC IIOKasHMKaMM ippeasicy Ha A€KCMYHOMY, CHMHTaKCHMYHOMY Ta
nparMatnaHoMy piBHsx. Lle mepeayciM IOSCHIOETBCSI CEeMAHTUYHOIO AMQPY3HICTIO Ta CHMHCEMATHYHICTIO
BUPa>kKeHHSI CyMHIBY B YKPaIHCBKill MOBi, 110 BILAMBAE i Ha CKAaAHICTh TUIIOAOTi3allil JIOTO pellpe3eHTaHTiB y
CTPYKTYypi ceMaHTM4HOI KaTeropii ippeaapHocTi. CyMHiB SK CMHKpeTMYHMII eMOLINHMII Ta eBiAeHIiHMi
MOAYCHUI KOMIIOHEHT, 3 O4HOTO OOKY, IIOCTa€ iHTeAeKTyaAbHUM IIOIIYKOBUM IMITyAbCOM, IO IIPU3BOAUTD
A0 Bepudikariii cyd’€KTOM IeBHOI eKCTPaAiHIBICTYHOI CUTYallil 3a1€KHO Big 11 BiATIOBiAHOCTI peaabHOMY UM
ippeaabHOMy, IIIO JO3BOASE PO3TrAsfgaTv ii B IIAOIIMHI eBiAeHIIIHOI ceMaHTUKM; 3 iHITOro OOKY,
posraly>keHi cIrocobM peIllpeseHTallil CyMHiBy Ta iX acleKTyaAbHi XapaKTepUCTMKM BKa3ylOTh Ha ix
MOTeHIliaA Y BUpa’keHHi iHIMX ippeaabHIX 3HadeHb B KOHKPETHMX BUITagKax.

Karo4oBi caoBa: Kareropis ippeaapHocTi/peaabHOCTi, MO4aABHICTH, €BiAeHIIINHICTD, ippeaaic.



