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“perfectivity indicates the view of a situation as a single whole, without distinction
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Greek were tested on the comprehension of a number of subjunctives by means
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distinction is a matter of negative transfer from the mother tongue, but this is not
always the case.
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2. Objectives

The subjunctive is usually considered to be a problematic area in
Greek as an L2 or as a foreign language. This is confirmed by various
studies concerning Greek and non-native speakers of different linguistic
background (Natcomoviog & Ilavayomoviov, 1985; BaietdmovAog,
2001; HMomadomovrov, 2005; IMomaeirinmov, 2017; Kovtov, 2017).
For instance, Anastasiadi- Symeonidi et al. (Avactaciéon-Zopewvion,
BX\éton et al., 2008) underline the difficulty of L2 learners of Greek to
choose the perfective or the imperfective when forming the subjunctive.
& Zrouourg, 2018), Serbian students of Greek exhibited errors in oral
and written tasks during exams; errors in the usage of the right form in
specific communicative situations and linguistic context. This triggered
our curiosity to study further this grammatical area and, for this reason,
the examples used in our questionnaire were taken from students’ essays,
meaning they were based on instances of erroneous sentences which were
2018). Our intention is to attest how these instances of the subjunctive
would be perceived by other students, native speakers of Serbian, and
whether they would make similar mistakes employing the wrong form
of the subjunctive (perfective or imperfective). On the whole, we aim at
finding out how Serbian learners of Greek would conceptualize the notion
of perfectivity in Greek.

2. Introduction

2.1. Teaching Greek as a second/ foreign language and the notion
of perfectivity

In the various textbooks for learning Greek as a second/foreign
language, the grammatical phenomena are graded intuitively according to
their degree of difficulty and based on the stages of acquisition of Greek
as a mother tongue® (Mooyovdc, 2006). The subjunctive is introduced

2 Among the textbooks which are used in the classroom are: Taksidi stin Ellada
[Tacior ompv EAdada] (A to B level/ CEFR), Klik sta Ellinika [Klix ota elAnvika] (A to
Cl1 level/ CEFR) and Kaleidoskopio [Kaleidookomio] (B to C2 level/CEFR). Grammar
books: TpravtaguAkiong, M. Neogldnviky Ipouuotixy (tns Anuotikng) [1dpopa M.
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at the beginners’ level since it is frequently incorporated in simple
communicative tasks such as talking about personal preferences, habits
and everyday routines.

As Varlokosta and Triantafyllidou assert (Boplokmwota &
TpravraguAiioov, 2003: 152), the use of the subjunctive preceded by
the particle na is quite productive at the beginner’s level and it does not
cause any difficulty in terms of conceptualization. For instance, beginners
do form examples such as: va doviéww - ‘to work’, va gmovddow - ‘to
study’ etc. Or resort to small talk forming utterances such as example
(1), (Baprokwota & Tprovtapuididov, 2003: 152-153), where we come
across the imperfective:

(1) Ti oov apéoer va Kaveig peta to ayoleio;
‘What do you like doing after school?’
Mov apéoel va fAErw thicopaon.

‘I like watching TV.

The same applies for constructions with the impersonal can/could
plus the subjunctive; a form which expresses potentiality (ibid.).

(2) Edw uropet va givau kaldtepo.
‘It could be better here.’

However, learners encounter problems when they have to employ
mediopassive voice (ibid.):

(3) Oa nbela va yives mrodoopoipioTig.
“I would like to become a footballer.”

In terms of the subjunctive, the textbooks do not expand on the way
aspect and perfectivity are theoretically approached in Modern Greek
grammar, although, as Moschonas stresses (Mocyovdg, 2006: 10), teaching
Greek as a second/foreign language follows similar practices to teaching
Greek to native speakers at school. The latter is true especially when
the lesson is adult oriented. Textbooks for adults do use metalanguage,
since metalinguistic information regarding grammatical phenomena

TpuavtaevAidion], Holton, D., Mackridge, P., ®iunndxn-Warburton E. I pouuozicy e
EXnvikng [aocoog [Tatdknc], Mrourvidtng, I. & Kiaipng, X. Ipouuazixn tne Néog
Elnvirng [EXMnvica Tpappotal]
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can be better processed and understood by them. However, in the case
of the subjunctive due to its complex nature and subtle nuances, further
clarification and exemplification is usually provided by the instructor.
For instance, the notion of perfectivity is usually the subject matter of
discussion when grammar is taught at advanced levels (B2 and C2).

More specifically, perfectivity is presented as the medium which
indicates the view of a situation as a single whole, without distinction
of the various separate phases (Comrie, 1967). On the other hand, the
imperfective is expressed by an ongoing or repeated action. Moreover,
the semantic features related to the perfective/imperfective distinction in
Greek include [+/-bounded] and [+/-iterative] (Mozer ,1994).

2.2. The subjunctive in Greek

In Modern Greek, the mood involves the indicative, the subjunctive
and the imperative (TCaptlavog, 1946; TprovtapuAriong, 1941; Joseph &
Philippaki-Warburton, 1987; I[TavAidov, 1986; Pavlidou, 1987 and 1991).
Joseph & Philippaki-Warburton (1987: 180) state that:

The formal difference between indicative and subjunctive
correlates with a fundamental semantic distinction between
sentences which present an action or state as factual and thus
locate it in time - present, past, or future - and sentences which
express the attitude of the speaker (in main clauses) or of the
higher subject (in subordinate clauses) to an event or state which
is not presented as a fact (either of the present, past, or future), but
which could become a fact.

The subjunctive is introduced by means of particles, that is, the
particles na (‘to’) and as (‘let’s’, ‘let him/her’, etc.) which precede a
verb stem, either in the imperfective aspect or in the perfective and it
can be employed both in dependent and in independent clauses with the
corresponding co-occurrence restrictions on the set of subjunctive particles
(Pavlidou, 1991: 13). As a rule na-clauses stand for a possible state of
affairs (Rouchota, 1994). More specifically, in the subjunctive mood the
same verb has the following forms (Pavlidou, 1991: 13):
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» as/na trexo (imperfective aspect)

(4) Mov apéoet va Tpéym.
“I like running.”

» as/na trekso (perfective aspect)

(5) Armogpdoioe va Tpééer atov uapobavio.
“He decided to run in the marathon.”

The notions that characterize the subjunctive vary and depend on
the speaker’s attitude towards the content of the sentence s/he utters
(TCaptlavoc, 1946: 299-316; Behovdng & dunndkn-Warburton, 1983).
According to Smith (1991), aspect, or else, viewpoint aspect has to do
with the way the speaker chooses to present a situation or an event. The
personal point of view when narrating events is determining in using the
perfective or the imperfective: the perfective, or else, the aoristic aspect,
presents an action as a simple whole, or else a telic event, whereas the
imperfective aspect describes a continuous or habitual (repetitive) action,
independently of whether that action takes place in the past, the present, or
the future. To put it differently, the perfect subjunctive is connected with
an end point of the action, whereas the imperfect subjunctive is connected
with duration. Similarly, Kitis and Tsangalidis (2005) relate the distinction
between perfective and imperfective with the semantic features of the
verb. Veloudis (BeloOdng, 2010: 123) and Sampanis (2012) also stress that
the subjunctive is semantically conditioned. For instance, the subjunctive
can also be used in rhetorical questions which have a phatic function
(example 6, Pavlidou, 1991: 22), or in indirect requests for permission to
do something, as in example (7):

(6) Mopia: ['era oov. Ti kaveig,
Maria: ‘Hi. How are you?’
Awpo: Ti va kavo; (imperfective)
Dora: ‘How should I be?’

(7) Na inow, (perfective)
‘Could I talk?’

Moreover, the subjunctive is used in non-interrogative independent
clauses expressing a wish, a curse or exhortation:
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(8) Na pwg¢ kala! (imperfective)
“You should eat well’!

The subjunctive involves other uses, yet, we will not expand
in all cases since the scope of the present work is to examine students’
performance by means of specific examples.

2.3. The subjunctive in Serbian

Unlike Modern Greek, Serbian does not have the category of the
subjunctive mood, but its functions are realized by using the particle da +
present tense. Traditional grammars of Serbian language do not mention the
category of subjunctive (see CreBanoBuh, 1981; Cranojunh & Ilomosuh,
2000; ITunep, Antonuh et al., 2005). The reason for this may be the fact
that in some languages subjunctivity may be expressed at a morphological
level, while in some other languages it is expressed at a semantic level. For
illustrating this claim, we should mention the category of verbal aspect,
which is also one of the grammatical categories expressed in different ways
in various languages. For instance, in Serbian language the subjunctive is
a semantic category, while in Modern Greek it is a morphological one,
which is not the case with the category of verbal aspect. Namely, while the
category of verbal aspect in Serbian is grammaticalized, in Modern Greek
it can be observed at a syntactic level.

It may cause confusion when comparing and contrasting these two
languages, but the key to this comparison is not the subjunctive mood itself,
but the notion and expression of the category of aspect. Therefore, in order
to understand the main similarities and differences in the verbal systems
of the two languages, it is important to emphasize that all verbs in the
Serbian language have their own aspect (perfective/imperfective), while in
Modern Greek, the verbs get their aspect in context. It does not mean that
because of that specific nature of Serbian verbs the situation in the context
is not complicated; sometimes both the perfective and the imperfective get
various specific contextualized meanings (ITunep & Knaju, 2017: 175).

As a rule, perfective verbs cannot be used in the present tense in
independent clauses. An action that is happening at the moment of
speech is expressed by the present tense and, therefore, it is expressed by
imperfective forms:
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(9) Citam knjigu. (imperfective)
(I) read PRESENT a book.
(10) Procitam knjigu*. (perfective)

There are only two exceptions to this rule:

The perfective present tense may be used:
1. in dependent clauses and it refers to the future (relative present
tense):

(11) Oni traze da procitam knjigu.
‘They ask me to read a book.’

2. in order to express habitual actions:

(12) Svaki dan dode, pogleda robu, ali nista ne kupi.
‘Every day s/he comes, looks at the clothes, but does not buy
anything.’

From the morphological point of view, the formation of verbal aspect
in Serbian differs a lot compared to the Modern Greek language. More
specifically, aspect in Serbian can be expressed by the following means:

1. suffixes (-a-, -ava-, -iva-)
ii. prefixes (pro-, pre-, o-, na-)
iii. stem change (e.g. reci-govoriti)
iv. accent change (pOgledati-poglEdati)
v. description (by using aspectual verbs) (ITunep & Kunaju, 2017: 177).

2.4. The acquisition of aspect by L2 learners

Taking into account that different languages may follow a different
morphological and syntactic realization of the subjunctive, the acquisition
of aspect and the discrimination of the two forms of perfectivity are areas
that appear to be challenging for L2 learners of Greek. The current study, as
mentioned, examines how Serbian learners of Greek treat the subjunctive
and whether they encounter difficulties in using the correct form.

In general, aspect is an area that can create confusion even at an
intermediate or advanced level i.e. A2 or B1/B2 level (ITamadomoviov,
2005; BaAietomovroc, 2001). The question that arises is what exactly causes
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difficulty in applying the notions of the subjunctive and perfectivity. Based
on a previous study (Aaumpomodiov & Zrditorrg, 2018), Serbian learners
who have reached an A or B level seem to have acquired aspect but not
fully mastered it; they are mostly based on context and less on syntax or
grammar rules in their choice of the perfect or the imperfect subjunctive.
Additionally, there is a tendency to use more the imperfective, probably
due to the negative transfer from their mother tongue, yet, their overall
performance is considerably good (ibid.). In their paper, Natsopoulos
and Panagopoulou (Natcénoviog & IMavayomodrov, 1985), focusing on
telicity, note that learners of Greek (of a European and Arabic linguistic
background), who studied at School of Modern Greek, were able to use
perfective and imperfective forms rather satisfactorily. However, in contrast
noted that they tend to use more the perfective instead of the imperfective
and overgeneralize the use of the perfective forms when a habitual event is
communicated. These remarks also agree with other studies of non-native
speakers of Greek related to aspect (MatBatovddkng, Kitoov et al., 2011).
Along with aspect, other errors in verbal morphology are usually observed
(i.e. tense, agreement).

Two factors could be responsible for this differentiation in the
above studies. Firstly, it could be the different linguistic background of
the participants, that is, their mother tongue. Anastasiadi-Symeonidi et al.
(Avaoctaocidon-Zopewvion, BAEton et al., 2008) assert that errors in aspect
depend on the students’ native language. In their study (Avooctocidon-
Yvpemvion, A., BAéton, E. et al., 2008), they found that Russian learners of
Greek made more mistakes in the use of the perfective, whereas the Albanian
and the Swedish learners had difficulty in using the imperfective. Secondly,
certain cases could be problematic due to their difficulty to be classified
in terms of their grammatical function in the target language. For instance,
according to Tsangalidis (Toayyoiidng, 2015: 563), subjunctive is analyzed
focusing solely on the verb and neglecting the elements that contribute to its
formation i.e. the subjunctive particle na. There is no unanimity as to whether
this Modern Greek construction, which consists of the particle na (vd) plus
a verbal form constitutes a genuine mood or is merely a kind of predicate
complement (ibid.). Thus, the way several constructions are classified might
affect the way they are presented to adult L2 learners of Greek.

398



INTERPRETATION OF THE SUBJUNCTIVE IN MODERN GREEK ...

3. Experimental part
3.1. Design

The empirical part involves the completion and analysis of a
questionnaire and it was carried out during the spring semester of 2018.
The questionnaire was administered in all four years. Students were
presented with sentences in Serbian and their equivalent translation
in Greek in two versions and they were asked to underline the correct
equivalent translation. In fact, they were given the possibility to choose
one equivalent translation in Greek either with a perfect subjunctive form
or a second one where the verb expressed the imperfect subjunctive, one
of them being ungrammatical. The questionnaires were handed back in
approximately 15 minutes.

3.2. Material

More specifically, the questionnaire enumerated 20 sentences: 10
fillers and 10 items. All the sentences were in Serbian followed by their
equivalent translation in Greek in two versions, one being ungrammatical,
as mentioned previously. The questionnaire was completed by 78 students
anonymously and at a voluntary basis, thus, the research is characterized
by random sampling. It has to be noted here, that the sentences constitute
cases that L2 learners of Greek find challenging and confusing in terms
of deciding what is the appropriate subjunctive form, the perfective or
the imperfective. In fact, the items were based on erroneous instances
that L2 Serbians learners of Greek had produced at a written task
(Aapmpomovrov & Zrtourorrg, 2018). An item and a filler are presented
indicatively, below:

Item 5%:

CBaky yYeHHMK JuIeja Tpeba Ja 3Ha IITAa KeJH J1a CTYIMpa

(perfective/imperfective).

- O k60e pabntmg Avkeiov mpémel va E€pet T BELEL va omovddlet
(imperfective).

- O kdaBe podntg Avkeiov mpémer va Eépet T BELeL va omovddcet
(perfective).
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‘Every high school student should know what he would like to

3

study

The correct answer is perfective.

Filler:

CaB[ZGMeHI/I YOBCK TPIIM BCJIUKH CTPEC.

- O obyypovog dvBpwmog Brdvel TOAD GTPEC.

‘The contemporary man experiences a lot of stress.’

- O o0yypovog vBpwmog Bravetar TOAD GTPES.

‘The contemporary man is experienced a lot of stress.*’

Table I shows the form of the subjunctive that the Serbian sentence
bears and the form of the subjunctive required in the correct translated

version of it.

As seen, only the 4", the 5" and the 8" item differ in terms of

perfectivity.

3 The difference in meaning cannot be attributed in English, thus, there is a single

equivalent example.
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Items to be examined Serbian sentence Greek equivalent
s Perfective perfective
2nd Perfective perfective
3 Perfective perfective
4t Imperfective perfective
St perfective/imperfective perfective
6 Imperfective imperfective
7h Imperfective imperfective
gt Imperfective perfective
gt Imperfective imperfective

10t Imperfective imperfective
Table 1
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3.3. Participants

The subjects were 78 undergraduate students of Modern Greek
Studies, a rather satisfactory number of participants since the total number
of students currently enrolled at the Department of Modern Greek Studies
at the University of Belgrade reaches a number of 200 approximately.
More specifically, the questionnaire was filled in by 15 students from the
It year, 26 students from 2™ year, 13 students from 3™ year and 24 students
from 4™ year.

3.4. Hypotheses

There is a high possibility for students to choose the wrong
form where the two languages differentiate in terms of the perfective/
imperfective distinction. And in addition to this, it is expected that students
may resort more frequently to the impefective rather than the perfective,
based on previous findings of Lampropoulou and Stojici¢ (Aapnpomodiov
& Zrouorg, 2018).

3.5. Results

Table 2 shows the percentages of correct responses, that is, how
many students overall chose the right form of the subjunctive in Greek.

students correct responses
sentences/ items 1st year 2nd year 3rd year 4th year
in Greek (15 students) | (26 students) | (13 students) | (24 students)
1. perfective 80% 81% 92% 100%
2. perfective 53% 58% 62% 58%
3. perfective 40% 50% 62% 67%
4. perfective 73% 85% 85% 88%
5. perfective 27% 27% 54% 46%
6. imperfective 73% 78% 77% 83%
7. imperfective 53% 78% 77% 92%
8. perfective 13% 12% 38% 29%
9. imperfective 53% 58% 62% 46%
10. imperfective 60% 69% 62% 63%
Table 2
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We could say that students’ performance was satisfactory. Mistakes
were made in those items where the two languages differentiate®. And this

can also be seen clearly in the following two tables®.

Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item S
Serbian | perfective | perfective perfective | imperfective | imperf/perf
Greek | perfective | perfective perfective perfective perfective
1**year | perfective | perfective | imperfective perfective imperfective
2" year | perfective | perfective Perfective perfective imperfective
3 year | perfective | perfective Perfective perfective perfective
4™ year | perfective | perfective Perfective perfective imperfective
Table 3
Item 6 Item 7 Item 8 Item 9 Item 10
Serbian | imperfective | imperfective | imperfective | imperfective | imperfective
Greek | imperfective | imperfective perfective imperfective | imperfective
I**year | imperfective | imperfective | imperfective | imperfective | imperfective
2" year | imperfective | imperfective | imperfective | imperfective | imperfective
3 year | imperfective | imperfective | imperfective | imperfective | imperfective
4™ year | imperfective | imperfective | imperfective perfective imperfective
Table 4

4. Discussion

As mentioned earlier, the current study, examines how Serbian
students of Greek treat the subjunctive and perfectivity in Greek and
whether they encounter difficulties in using the correct form. Taking
into account the results, it is interesting fact that the level of language
mastery does not seem to play a role on the choice of the right form of
the subjunctive. In terms of aspect in Greek, learners who have reached
an A or B level (1* and 2™ year) appear to be able to acknowledge the

4 See the items in grey.

5 The columns in grey indicate the items where Serbian students did not use the
correct form of perfectivity.
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function of the subjunctive successfully. On the other hand, students of
more advanced levels —B2 or C1 level (3™ and 4™ year) - also applied the
correct form in the majority of items. For instance, in item 6, all groups
indicated the imperfective:

Item 6™:
[ocne nocra BexxOe, HayuHo je j1a yuTa. (imperfective)
- Metd and moAAn edoknon, £pade va dwufdlet. (imperfective)
- Metd and moAin e€hoknon, énade va dafdoet. (perfective)
‘After a lot of practice, he learned to read.’
The correct answer is the imperfective.

Even in the following item (2), where beginners of Greek as an
foreign language usually form the wrong type of the mediopassive voice
of the verb pivouar ‘become’, when they refer to their plans over their
future occupation (Bapiokmwota & Tprovtaguiridov, 2003: 164-165),
our participants indicated the correct equivalent in Greek, which is the
perfective. Semantically, there is no difference in the two languages, the
focus in Greek and in Serbian is on the endpoint, that of “achieving in
becoming a doctor”, expressing telicity, and not on the state, that of “being
a doctor”. The participants of the current study did not encounter any
difficulty with this item:

Item 2"
[ToTpeOHO je MHOTO yuera Jia OMX MOCTAa0 JIOKTOP. (perfective)
- Xpetdletat oAy dwdPacua yio va yivopor yotpog. (imperfective)
- Xpewaletar modd daPacpa yo va yive yuorpog. (perfective)
‘It takes a lot of studying to become a doctor.’
The correct answer is the perfective.

4.1. Problematic cases due to differences in the two languages

As seen in the previous section, the discrimination of aspect in terms
of the subjunctive mood is not quite challenging for Serbian students of
Greek. The few points where students of all levels encountered difficulties
are the points where the two languages diverge semantically. Those
instances are explicitly presented below.
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In item (3), students’ choice, that is, the perfective complies with the
Greek equivalent. Only students from the 1% year pinpointed the imperfective
probably based on the assumption that getting sick and not being able to
protect ourselves implies a periodic event. However, students from the
second, the third and the fourth year interpreted the sentence with the perfect
subjunctive attributing an epistemic modality to it: “cannot protect”.

Item 3

IlTa ce pemaBa kajga CMO TOJHMKO OOJECHHM Ja HE MOXKEMO Ja

3amTuTuMo cebe? (perfective)

- Tv yiveton Otav gipoote 1660 APPOGTOL TOV OV UTOPOVUE VO
TPOCTOTEVGOVLE TOV €0VTO Lag; (perfective)

- Tt yivetan 6tav elpoocte 1060 AppOCTOL TOV eV PTOPOVUE VO
TPOGTATEVOVUE TOV E0VTO pog; (imperfective)
‘What happens when we are so sick that we cannot protect ourselves?’
The correct answer is the perfective.

In item (5), Serbian students’ responses diverge from the equivalent
sentence in Greek, most probably being influenced by their mother tongue.
All groups indicated the imperfective. In Serbian, both the perfective and
the imperfective are acceptable in this sentence. In fact, the speaker in
Serbian by means of the imperfective highlights the process of studying,
or else, the period of studying. In contrast, in Greek, the verb orovdalw -
‘to study’ in this context requires the perfective displaying the result and
the intention, and not the process. Semantically the use of the verb Géilw -
‘want’ (would like in English) along with the perfective va erovddow - ‘to
study’ depict the choice of a discipline for future studies. In Greek, it is the
will or the ability to study that is manifested.

Item 5™:

CBaky yyeHHK Jjwieja Tpeba Jla 3Ha IITa JKeIW Jia CTYIUpA.

(perfective/imperfective)

- O ka0e pabnmc Avkelov mpénet vo Eépet 1 BéAel va omovddlet.
(imperfective)

- O k60e padnmge Avkeiov pémetl va E€pet T1 BEAeL va omoVOdoEL.
(perfective)
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‘Every high school student, should know what s/he would like to

study’
The correct answer is the perfective.

In item 8™, the majority of students pinpointed the imperfective,
probably due to negative transfer from the mother tongue because in Serbian
the duration and the repetition of an activity, especially when talking about
sports or doing sports play a primary role. On the contrary, in Greek, the
interest lies in the intention, or else, the will to get involved with sports, or
else, the intention to achieve this will. For this reason, in Greek the correct
equivalent is the perfective. This item constitutes a characteristic example
of a semantic difference in the two languages.

Item 8™
ITocae nuneja Oux Bosieo a ce 0aBuM crioproM. (imperfective)
- Metd 1o Avkeo Ba MBeha va oaoyoroduor pe Tov 0OANTIGUO.

(imperfective)
- Metd to Avkeo Bo MBesho va aoyolnbod pe tov abAnTicuo.
(perfective)

‘After high school, I would like to get involved with sports.’
The correct answer is the perfective.

Finally, for item (9), the majority of students provided the correct
answer: the imperfect subjunctive, which is the correct interpretation
in Greek. However, fourth years students distinguished the perfect
subjunctive version emphasizing habituality. This last case could be
indicative of overgeneralization; the subjects did not even pay attention to
the time adverb xafe ypovo - ‘every year’ that could provide them a clue
of the type of the subjunctive they could employ®. In spite of this group of
participants (64%), the rest of them (46%) acknowledged the implication
of a repetitive activity, that of attending various linguistic seminars (see
Table 2).

6 The presence of adverbs of time is not always helpful in the formation of the
right type of the subjunctive -perfective or imperfective- (Avactaciddn-Xvpemvion,
BAéton et al., 2008).
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Item 9™:
CBake TonMHE WMaMO IPWIMKY Jia MIeMO Ha pa3He CeMUHape O
je3uky. (imperfective)
- KéBe ypdvo &xovpe v gukaipio vo TOUE GE SIAPOPO CEUVAPLOL
Y T YA®oca. (perfective)
- Ké&Be ypovo €yovpe v evkapia va mnyaivovue ce odpopa
ocepvapla yio ) yAoooa. (imperfective)
‘Every year, we have the chance to attend various seminars about
language’.
The correct answer is the imperfective.

In those limited erroneous cases, there is a tendency to use the
imperfective, probably due to the transfer from their mother tongue,
(Aapumpomovrov & Xrortoire, 2018). Overall, we can see that context is a
significant factor that affects the perfective/imperfective distinction.

5. Concluding remarks and suggestions for future research

The present research was an attempt to examine how Serbian students
of Greek understand the notion of the subjunctive in terms of the perfective/
imperfective distinction. Independently of their level, the participants
performed satisfactorily, showing that it is not the different formation of
the subjunctive in the two languages that affects their performance, or
the fact that in Serbian some verbs are characterized by two aspects, both
the perfective and the imperfective. It would be worthy to keep in mind
that even in Greek, there are verbs that express both the perfective and
imperfective. Concluding, the subjects’ wrong choices are related to the
way they interpret the speaker’s attitude in specific circumstances.

More specifically, the findings revealed that confusion can be created
when students have to choose between focusing on the execution of the act
or the result and the process of it. This leads us to the importance of the
context and the speaker’s intention since it determines the choice of the
right form of perfectivity.

In order to enhance students’ understanding, an effort is made,
especially at the third and the fourth year of studying Greek, to exemplify
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the notions of mood, the subjunctive and perfectivity, as well as to explain
the role of modality in Greek. In cases where the two languages divert,
a juxtaposition is made between the grammatical system in Serbian and
in Greek. As Repousis (Pemovong, 2000: 141) suggests, tutors of Greek
as a foreign language should be aware of the differences and similarities
between L1 and L2 in order to help learners to develop the ease to apply
the correct form. Therefore, we believe that by exemplifying the semantic
differences in terms of the function of the subjunctive in the two languages,
adult learners would have a better understanding of grammar. It should be
added here, that metalanguage is not overused in the teaching process.
Based on Moschonas (Mocyovag, 2006: 25-27), the goals of grammar
of a foreign language are the conquest of the linguistic system and its
use. Taking this into account, the provision of a meta-lingual analysis is
appropriate for the moment when the widespread use of a grammatical
phenomenon has been achieved. This means that the learner will have
reached that consciousness, which involves automatic and unconscious
use of the phenomenon (ibid.). In order to enrich our knowledge of the
way students cognitively internalize the function of the subjunctive, further
research on the semasiological aspect of the subjunctive mood is required.
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Bojkan b. Crojuuuh
Mapra I1. JlamOponyay
Anka M. JankoBuh

TYMAYEBE KOHJYHKTHUBA Y MOIEPHOM I'PYKOM KAO CTPAHOM
JE3UKY: CTYAUJA CIIYYAJA CA CTYAEHTUMA U3 CPBUJE

Caxerak

KoHjyHKTHB MOXeE MpeACcTaB/baTH MPOOIEMAaTHYHO TIOJBE Y YCBajamy
MOJICpPHOT TPUYKOT je3WKa Kao CTpaHOr 300r Tora INTO jeé HeroBa ymorpeda
HEPaCKUIMBO MOBE3aHa Ca aCMEKTyaJIHOIINY, Koja Ce y TPYKOM je3UKy HCKazyje
Ha CHHTaKCHMYKoM HHBOy. C 003MpOM Ha TO /1@ je acmeKTyaJHOCT CeMaHTHYKa
rmojaBa y KOjy CIIafa IJIarOJICKH AacCHeKT, 3a HM3BOPHE TOBOPHHUKE yHOTpeba
nep(eKTUBHOT WM UMIIEPPEKTUBHOT aCIIEKTa j€ IPHPOIHA CTBAP, 0K 3a CBE OHE
KOjY y4e MOJICPHH T'PUKH je3MK OH NPEJCTaBJba BEIUKH H3a30B. Y IIPUIIOT OBOME
roBopu Behu Opoj cryamja, y Kojuma je ymoTpeba KOHjyHKTHBA aHAJTH3UpaHa
KaKo KOJ XelIeHO(OHNX TOBOPHHKA, TAKO M KOJ TOBOPHHUKA IPYTUX je3WKa KOjH
yde MOJEpHU TPUKM Kao cTpaHM je3uk. OBaj paj MpencTaBiba MOKYINAj Ja ce
JeTaJbHHUjE MCTPAXKM CEMAHTHYKH acHeKT KaTeropHje IVIaroJICKOr aclekTa u y
YTHIA] aCHEeKTyaJHOCTH Ha omabup mepeKTHBHOT/MMIEP(HEKTUBHOT aCIeKTa.
VY uctpaxuBamy je yaectBoBaso 78 cryneHara Kareape 3a HeoxeneHCKe CTyauje
Guonomkor ¢akynrera BY koju cy MONMYHWIM YNIUTHHK Y KOM Cy IJIaroiH y
peyeHHIIaMa Ha CPIICKOM jE€3HKY MPEBEICHU Mep()EeKTUBHIM U UMITEP()EKTHBHUM
acIieKTOM Ha TPYKOM je3uKy.  VcTpakuBame je IIOKa3alno [a CTYACHTH
HEOXEJICHNCTHKE NMajy 100po pa3BHjeH je3ndkn ocehaj kana Tpeda ymoTpeOuTn
neppeKTUBHU WIN MMITEP(GEKTUBHU aCIIeKT, ajli Jia HUBO ydYerma je3WKa HeMma
YTHIIaj HAa HCTIPAaBHOCT oabmpa. Pan ce ociama Ha MPEeTXOTHO HCTPAKUBASE KOje
cy crposenu Jlam6pomyny u Crojuunh (2018), a xoje ce ogHOCH Ha Kopurrheme
MIPaBHJIHUX OOJIMKA KOHjYHKTHBA y CBAKOJAHEBHIM KOMYHHUKATHBHUM CHTYyalljaMa
(aHanm3a MICaHOT U TOBOPOT AUCKYpCA).

Kibyune peun: xowjyxitiug, inaioncku aciexiu, aciekilyaiHocii, MogepHu
IPYKU KAO ClUpanu.
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