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Problem setting. Differentiation of predicates has long time tradition. By
establishing criteria for this or that group of attribute words the linguists refer to the
classification of Aristotle. The Greek philosopher distinguished three basic categories
describing the relations in the real world: essence, state and relations — in logical and
linguistic interpretation the researchers equate them to predicate signs. Logical field of
‘state of things’ is universal for all the languages, but is filled with real meaning only in a
specific linguistic cover. Therefore, classification of predicate units, being of general
character, appeals to specific linguistic content. Predicative meanings show close relations
between linguistic functions and notion categories. The latter ones are expressed in lexical,
morphological and syntactic systems.

Predicate groups are subordinated to specific requirements: every class of these
units should have semantic features that would clearly delineate the field of certain
grammatical notions and would be present in syntactic rules. According to the principles of
semantic identification to such attributes belong non-substantive (paradigmatic approach)
and substantive (syntagmatic approach) components. Non-substantive semes within the
structure of a predicative sign determine morphological and lexical peculiarities of the units
connected with time. Such attributes of physical time as linearity, length, vector,
segmentation, etc. are reflected in attributes which are grouped by categories of temporality
and aspectuality. If the first category includes ‘external’ characteristics of general time,
then the second one reflects ‘internal’ temporal peculiarities of the action. One of such
internal features of verbal predicates is binary opposition dynamics / statics, the
characteristic of which is an aim of the research.

Topicality of the research is stipulated by the necessity to conduct deeper
structural and semantic analysis of different types of predicates, which, apart from their
semantic universality, in every language have their grammatical and lexical peculiarities.

Analysis of latest researches and publications. In Ukrainian linguistics the issue
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of predicate system is studied by many scholars. In particular, the scholars study structural
and semantic and grammatical peculiarities of sentences forming different types of attribute
words [4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 15, 24, 27]. In recent years researchers of grammar address secondary
units, transposition processes, semantic complications of sentences due to the reduction of
complex structures [13, 16]. Linguistics, in particular, Ukrainian one, clearly identifies
semantic differential attributes of predicates [6, 7, 14, 19, 20, 27], however, despite the fact
that there are a lot of publications on this topic, research of dynamics / statics as key
semantic peculiarities of predicates of state and quality, as well as locativity and quantity
have not been analyzed as yet.

Main part of the research. Classifications aimed at analysis of predicate internal
features are often defined by morphologized approach, as the key means of expressing an
attribute word is a verb. Close relations of lexical, morphological and syntactical fields can
be traced in the process of analysis of the verb and predicate. Thus, in some works of the
researchers of syntax classes of verbs are likened to the classes of predicates, and predicates
— to the types of situations reproduced by semantic models of the sentence [4, 29, etc.].

Traditionally predicates are divided into two generalized classes — ‘action’ and
‘state’, or ‘process’ and ‘state’. Such differentiation reflects ontology of dynamic (action,
process) and static phenomena (state). As it is known, such a division is related to the deep
hierarchical division of verbs: “Grammar books all the time attempt to show the difference
between the meanings of the verbs expressing ‘action’ from those expressing ‘state’
(mechanical movement and state in which a person or an object can be)” [18: 322].

When it goes about distinguishing types of predicates, Ukrainian grammar
includes both temporal and substantial characteristics, with latter being taken as the basis.
Such an approach is convincing one, as non-predicate words are more characterized by
paradigmatic semes, while predicate ones — by syntagmatic, as those that potentially
determine a valent model of the sentence. The article is based on the variant of predicate
typology developed by I. Vykhovanets [6]. Following him and other Ukrainian linguists [7,
17, 19, 20, 27] we distinguish action, process, state and quality as key functional and
semantic types of predicates and also quantitative and locative predicate syntaxemes
[6: 256]. These units differ according to the content-related oppositional features: dynamics
/ statics, temporal locality, stage, activity / passivity of the subject. Large number of
categorized semantic features present in the predicate structure reveals complexity of this
linguistic sign. Functional and semantic field of the predicate is a macrostructure which is
formed by the grammar elements of the language in combination with lexical and word-
building ones. Attribute word combines in itself universal and idioethnic, and its meaning is
related to a number of linguistic levels.

Within the aspect of grammatical semantics, dynamics / statics is defined as one of
the differential features of a predicate that is related to its temporal characteristic.
Philosophy of language rightly binds time to the image of the predicate-verb, and associates
space with the substantive characteristics of the model of reality: in the consciousness of a
man objectivity is associated with the spatial and qualitative and quantitative parameters of
objective reality, while procedural — with the existence of material bodies in the flow of
time. The analyzed opposition is based on the physical concepts of statics and dynamics of
action. Its main substantive opposition concerns the temporal interpretation of the
predicate. Selected categorical opposition is a powerful semantic parameter of the
predicate, subordinated to the conceptual foundations of the attribute word — existence in
space and time. The categorical component of dynamics (statics) is also distinguished at the
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lexical level of the predicate word. That is why, following this dichotomous feature
traditional grammar has identified the axiomatic notions for the verb such as ‘action’ and
‘state’. The division associated with such a distinction of verb vocabulary also covers the
predicate signs. According to the categorical features, units that denote action in a broad
sense qualify as dynamic. Static are those that have a stable, absolute temporal nature.
Therefore, predicates of action and process are characterized with an attribute of dynamics,
predicates of state and quality are characterized with that of statics.

In the Ukrainian language verbs are lexicalized by the analyzed opposition:
dynamics / statics has no morphological indicators, native speakers mostly determine the
degree of activity of the verb-predicate a priori, based on knowledge of the semantics of the
unit, which gives grounds to consider it to be a hidden category. Hidden categories have
different meanings to characterize a predicate unit. Usually ‘concealment’ is a characteristic
feature of the lexical level. Lexical attributes serve as distinguishing features, as they are
constants for the predicate and semantic model of the sentence. However, those features,
which depend on the external factors of the utterance, have a modifying character. They
arise in certain actualized situations and for the predicate play the role of speech
concretizers, pointing to the possibility of combination with different adverbial modifiers.

Oppositional features of dynamics/ statics are related not only to the lexical
peculiarities of the verb, but also grammatical ones — they are related to the semantics of the
aspect-related meanings of the verb, therefore, they can be considered in the plane of
aspectuality [15: 59]. In particular, verbal predicates can be analyzed at the background of
‘internal threshold” which is an aspectual feature characterizing temporal limit of the action
and is correlated with aspect semantics. According to this feature, boundary (limiting) are
those verbs the meaning of which includes time restrictions; non-boundary (non-limiting) —
where this restriction is absent [21: 11]. Internal threshold is present in all the verbs of the
perfective aspect, as in such verbs this feature is expressed grammatically, and selectively —
in those of the imperfective aspect: this feature in such verbs has lexical expression.
Regarding the latter ones, this feature is present only in those imperfect forms, the action of
which is aimed at the result shown by the corresponding perfect form. According to such
interpretation, we consider that to the boundary verbs belong such verbs as posysicmu,
nobirniwiamu, cnopyoumu, pozoyoumu, as they indicate the result expressed in the form of a
perfective aspect, as well as such verbs as posysimamu, 6Giriwamu, cnopydscysamu,
byoumu, as their semantics is result-oriented. Non-boundary verbs are éauwamu, scnimucs,
MepsHymu, Henasudimu, cymyeamu, as their semantic structure does not include the
component ‘oriented at completion’. Thus, the feature of internal threshold is peculiar for
those verbs that are morphological expressions of dynamic predicates — action and process;
it is absent in those verbs, which express static predicates — state. This classification of the
predicate words shows correlative character of dynamics and statics features.

The opposition under analysis also correlates with other categorical attributes of
the predicate, for example, with activeness / passiveness of action. Thus, dynamic
predicates ‘require’ from the subject ‘the flow of energy’, while static ones do not. Relation
with stage-related attribute lies in the fact that dynamic situations presuppose change of
different, in terms of their character, stages (6iemu, namanosamu, eiopocmu,
uepeoniwamu), While static ones — identical (smamu, eucimu, mobumu, euowimucs).
Dynamics of action and process predicates on the one hand, and statics of state and quality
on the other hand, are revealed in peculiarities of temporal localization.

Within the category under research the scholars mainly focused on the attribute of
statics, which is present in the predicates of state [5: 32], [8: 55], [9: 16], [12: 15], [22: 5],
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[24: 65], [25: 74], [29: 488]. Such focus is not accidental, as these predicates, irrespective
of elementary sense structure — concentration of an attribute in a subject, are complex ones
regarding their functionality. In linguistic literature apart from the term ‘static’ there are
also such terms as ‘stative’, ‘statal’, ‘statual’, °‘state’. The popular idea about
interchangeability of these notions is not always justified, as it allows overlapping of
aspectual and generic features. The notion of ‘stativeness’ is a general attribute of a
category; ‘states’ and ‘statives’ have narrower meaning; ‘statality’, ‘statuality’ are more
frequently used in the meaning of ‘mode of action’. Philosophical understanding of static
character as quietness provides for its adequate interpretation in the language. This notion
includes two attributes of the predicate regarding time: 1) static feature of the subject
regardless of time; 2) attribute that can include time characteristics. On this basis we
differentiate between predicates of state and quality: one can virtually imagine the
beginning or the end of a certain state, but not the attributes the object has. Nominative
predicates of quality (properties) are ‘panchronic’ ones; they are beyond temporal
characteristics. Statics of predicates of quality is an inseparable feature of a being or an
object, indicating their peculiarity, difference from other beings or objects: Cyxus oosza.
Vci oisuama 6ynu npayvosumumu. Ilapyook epoonueuit. Ilec netimosipno 3nui. I annycs
epoonueiwa 6io cecmpu.

Statics of predicates of state is ambiguous as they, contrary to dynamic predicates
of action or process, can be expressed, apart from verbs, also by adverbs, nouns with
prepositions and sometimes by adjectives, compare: Xzonuux cnumso. Meni cymno. Bin y
eiouai. Mapis cymna.

State-related features of a verb can depend on the will of the subject (Kinxa
cmoims) Or not (4 mepsny). Regarding functionality the former are related to actions, as
there is a possibility to paraphrase certain structures with such predicate words into passive
constructions, compare: Ynopsokysamu noosip’s (action). bauumu ceim (State) —
Ynopsokosarne nodegip 's. bauenuii cgim.

In linguistics there is differentiation between temporal or physical states — cnamu,
eopimu; stable (mainly psychic) — mwobumu, nenasudimu; irreversible (unchanged) —
oymu cmadicenum, 6ymu oopocaum [26: 6], [10: 16]. The latter ones can be considered
within the category of the predicates of quality as they do not have temporal relations and
are inseparable features of the subject. Predicate models Xroneyv conoonuir. [Hieuuna
oopocia. Kypra cmaocena indicate the features of subjects which are beyond temporal
relations.

An inseparable component of verbal state is a feature of procedurality expressed
by the imperfect aspect. The state does not have signs of internal threshold and it is
expressed in aspect-related peculiarities — absence of a pair (perfective) form. Formation of
a perfective form requires changes in the lexical and grammatical structure of the verb: the
static balance of a subject is “ruined”, consequently, the meaning of the predicate situation
is changed: A xsopito — static situation; 4 saxsopir. S nepexsopie — change of state,
dynamic situations.

Dynamics of verbal predicates is a complicated and multi-functional phenomenon
which differs from static attribute, but has dialectic relations with it: formation of linguistic
meanings transforms static features into dynamic ones, which different stages are related to
certain stages of predicative situations. In general dynamics is a perceptive attribute:
evaluating an event we estimate with the help of our senses the likelihood of action of
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process. On the one hand, such evaluation is related to the temporal prospect of a predicate,
and on the other hand, — with the abilities of a subject-doer.

Dynamics is a major semantic attribute of action predicates and less important
attribute of process predicates. The verbs in first predicate function have the meaning of
actionality: their subject is an active doer. Action-related predicates are given broader
functional possibilities than other types of predicates. They have better valent potential and,
consequently, more extended valent frames, which can be illustrated by the sentence that
apart from subject syntaxemes, have also object or addressee syntaxemes: Illymis 3enenuii
aucm, a 2010¢ Mou kKoxanuii npo_ oo soaomy chieas meni (Lesia Ukrainka). Hisuama
oapysanu xnonyam nucanxu (D. Pavlychko). The highlighted predicates have features of
causality and determinativeness related to the characteristics of the active subject-doer. A
clear marker of “action” is conscious and determined character of the feature bearer.

Predicate units with the meaning of process are characterized by moderate
expression of dynamics which in terms of its character is uncontrolled. Dynamic process is
arbitrary, even spontaneous. This attribute is marked by the absence of active beginning in
the situation reflected by these predicates. Its dynamics is motivated by objective factors of
existence. It is shown in gaining or losing features of a subject. It can be external or internal
changes that are perceived by visual, audial and tactile receptors and are related to certain
properties of the environment, development of flora and fauna, physical and physiological
states of people, etc.: Bowe naosopi eewopino, soce i cmepkanocs (I. Nechui-Levytskyi).
Bueon i yeummap cnycmie (1. Nechui-Levytskyi). ...Byra-60 eecna, aucms minbku
npopocio... (V. Shevchuk). O6auuus iiozo we Ginvue nowopnino (V. Shevchuk). Dynamics
of process predicates is a contradictory feature in a sense that it is not the result of subject’s
will.

It is the aspectual trait of dynamics aimed at indicators of aspect-related meanings
which makes it possible to differentiate between “unlocked’ character of this feature (in the
imperfective forms) and ‘locked’ (in the perfective units), which is well-correlated with
division of predicates into ‘processes” and ‘actions’. This division is imposed on notions of:
1) duration — A Caxynuxa npu momy 2anvbienni cmosiia we céos, i uepeonina, u éinina, i
cipina, i wopnina, i 3enenina...(\. Shevchuk); 2) instantaneousness of the predicate action
(process) — Bin [Banabyxa] 36ni0, nomim nouepeonie, nomim snosy 36mi0 (I. Nechui-
Levytskyi).

As the analyzed attribute does not have grammatical indicators in the language,
native speakers intuitively feel what is hidden behind the notion of dynamic or static
attribute, how much the action process) is result-oriented. However, such subjective
evaluation is partially supported grammatically. In linguistics there have been developed
certain methods to identify these categorical attributes of the predicate. One of such means
is ‘elimination rules’ [2:88], which are based on the basis of logical disjunction
(exclusion). Using these rules one can identify the character of predicate dynamics (active
or passive), i.e. identify whether predicate belongs to action or process. It is identified that
process predicates require the question What has happened (or is happening) to the
subject?, while those of action do not take this question [28: 119], compare: Jlioouna
cmapie / nocmapina” — What is happening to a person?; Jisuuna uumac/ npouumana
knuxcky” — What is the girl doing?

Also widespread is the distributive method or ‘inclusion in the context’ [23: 41],
[10: 22]. Its initial statement— ‘the meaning of the words is identified through its
combinability’. Remark of H. Zolotova that statics is a constant unchangeable attribute with
a generalized, not actual meaning [11: 246], has been supported by those scholars that
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researched combinability of different predicates. To differentiate between dynamic and
state predicates (evaluating the former as the attribute with temporal restrictions, and the
latter one — without is) T. Alisova suggests the test question When? [1: 87]. According to
the researcher, the question will be answered only with a dynamic predicate localized in
time. This idea can be taken into consideration, but with some restriction: temporal states
also can be extended by adverbial modifiers of time, compare: Hasecni sonu nocisnu mym
KyKypyo3y — action; Jluye mooi nonosnimano i nokpawano (1. Nechui-Levytskyi) —
process; Yuoui ¢in cnums miyno — temporal state. Presence in a dynamic action of such
integral semes as ‘development’ or ‘movement’ also is reflected in the combinability with
adverbial determinants. Thus, verbal states cannot be combined with the words weuoxo,
noginwro as they are incompatible with the idea of speed. One can say /lepesa wguoko
acoeknyms, but the utterance Xnoneyws weuorxo cnadye will be incorrect. The more
‘concentrated’ is the attribute of dynamics in a predicate, the higher is syntactic connection
with the aforementioned adverbs. Exemplary from this point of view are ‘process states’,
expressed by such verbs as eopimu, kunimu, eapumucs, 6auwamu. Even minor attribute of
dynamics in such units allows combinability with adverbial modifiers with the meaning of
speed: FOwrka sapumwvcs weuoko. In this sentence predicate attribute is perceived as
generalized one, deprived of the meaning of actuality and clear temporal localization. The
change of the state of the soup is a regular process of existence, that is why it can be
considered as general attribute of the subject.

Among the methods of semantic modeling an efficient one is paraphrasing of
utterances. Yu. Apresian states that transformation method is also a tool to identify
semantic classes, and to distinguish meanings of polysemantic units [2: 543]. Thus,
dynamic predicates of action aimed at the object can be transformed in passive forms
(causative — caused form): Xzonuux namaniosae depeso — Jepeso namanvosane, Mamu
seapuna xyrniw — Kyniw 3sapenuii. Predicates, where action(process) are subject-oriented,
do not have these attributes: Xzonuux Giscums. [epeso posysimac.

Conclusions. Thus, attributes of dynamics / statics projected at predicate typology
are reflected in the peculiarities of each type of predicates. According to the analyzed
attributes predicate system of the Ukrainian language is divided into two planes — dynamic
(action and process) and static (quality and state). Within these planes predicates are
differentiated according to their features. Thus, action is characterized by active, conscious
dynamism on the part of the subject; process is arbitrary, passive with a feature of passive
subject. In the field of structural and semantic analysis dynamics and statics can be
considered separate microfields with a nuclear and periphery. The fact that the language has
predicate units of syncretic character as to the identified features shows that the fields in
question exist not in an isolated way, but overlap.

Results of the research of semantic attributes of dynamics / statics for primary
predicates can be further used for the analysis of secondary units; in particular, when it
goes about syncretic manifestations of such attributes.
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Po3rnsiHyTO OHTOJIOTIUHY OiHApHY OIO3UIII0 CTATUYHOCTI / JUHAMIYHOCTI SIK OJHY 3
OCHOBHHUX JU(EPEHIIHHUX O03HAK MPEAUKATHOT TUIIONOTII, KA OXOILUIFE TaKi OCHOBHI CEMaHTHYHI
TUTIH OPEANKATIB, K dis, CTaH, MPOLEC Ta SKICTh.

JlnHaMiYHUMH MO>KHA BBaXKaTH Ti OJMHUII, II0 MO3HAYAIOTH IO B ITUPOKOMY PO3YMiHHI,
CTaTUYHAMH — IIO MAlOTh CTaOUIbHHN, a0CONIOTHHH YacOBHH Xapakrep. Biarak, y KOHTEKCTi
NpeAUKaTHOT TUHONOTIi mpenukatu nii (A uyumaro) ta mupouecy (Horosik mydpiwae) HaaiiaeHi
BJIACTUBOCTSAMH JTHHAMIYHOCTI, a crany ([Jieuama cymyioms) Ta skocti ([Jieuama epooausi) —
CTaTHMYHOCTi. B yKpalHCBbKii MOBI JieciioBa JEKCHKATi30BaHI 32 aHAIi30BaHOIO OINO3HUIIEIO: T03asK
BOHa He Mae MOP(OJIOTIYHHUX TMOKA3HHKIB, HOCIT MOBH 37¢OLIBIIOT0 BU3HAYAIOTh TUHAMIYHICTh YU
CTaTHYHICTh alpiopHO, Ha OCHOBI CEMAaHTHKM OJWHHIL, IO Ja€ IiJCTaBU BBAXATH ii MPUXOBAHOIO
KaTeropielo. AHaji30BaHa O3HaKa CTOCYEThCS HE JIMIIE JICKCHYHHUX, a H rpaMaTHYHUX 3HAYEHb: Y
KaHBI JTIECTIBHOTO BUPAXXECHHS MPEINKATa PO3TIIAEMO il B TICHOMY 3B’S3KY 31 CEMAHTHKOIO BUIOBHX
3HAa4YCHB — aCMEKTYaIbHICTIO.

O3Haka CTATHYHOCTI SK piocodcbke PO3yMiHHS CHOKOIO OXOILUIIOE IBi O3HAKH: 1) cTamy
BJIACTHBICTh Cy0’€KTa OE3BIIHOCHO IO 4acy; 2) O3HaKy i3 YacCOBHMH BJIacTHBOCTAMH. O3Haka
CTaTMYHOCTI HEOJHOPiTHA MOP(]OJIOTiYHO: HAIPHUKIIAM, IPEAUKATH CTAaHy BHPaXAIOThCS JIECIOBaMH,
NPUCITIBHUKAMH, TPUKMETHUKAMH, iMeHHHKaMH. CTaTHYHI NpeIuKaTH MOXKYTh MAaTH Pi3Hi O3HAaKH y
(YHKIIOHATBHO-CEMAaHTHYHOMY AacCIIeKTi: 3aJieXaTH 4YM Hi BiJ BOJi Cy0’ekTa; OyTH YacOBUMH UM
HE3BOPOTHHMMH; BOHH HE Ha/IJIEHI 03HAKOIO BHYTPIIIHBOTO ITOPOTY.

O3zHaka AUHAMIYHOCTI, BITaCTHBa JisM 1 IpoliecaM, MEpLENTHBHA 03HAKA: BOHA ITOB’A3aHa 3
YacoOBOIO TIEPCIIEKTHBOIO TIPEIUKaTa, a TaKoX 13 MOXIHMBOCTAMH Jissda-cy0’ekta. O3Haka
IUHAMIYHOCTI IS PI3HUX THITB NpPEAUKATIB Mae€ CBOiI OCOONMBOCTI: MpEeAWKATH Jii aKmioOHaJIbHI
(cy0’eKT — aKTUBHHMH BHKOHABEIb), Kay3aTHBHI, YacTO IIJIECIIPSIMOBAHi; JJsI MPEIUKATIB MPOLECY
JMHaMi3M TOMIpHUH, HEKepOBaHWH i3 OOKy cy0’eKTa, MOTUBOBAaHMH 00 ’€KTHMBHUMU YMHHUKAMU
OyTTs. [IMHaMIUHICTh KOPEITIOE i3 YaCOBOIO TPHBANICTIO YM MHUTTEBICTIO, BiJ3HAYAETHCS PEATBHUM UM
MOTEHLIHUM 3HaYCHHSIM YacOBOTO TIOPOTY.

VY BCTaHOBJEHHI MPUXOBAaHHWX 3HAYEHb IMHAMIYHOCTI / CTATHYHOCTI 3aCTOCOBAHO Ta
NPOLTIOCTPOBAHO TpPaMaTHYHI NPUIOMHU: ‘TIPaBWIIO  3aKpeciioBaHHs’® (Ha OCHOBI JIOTiYHOI
I3’ FOHKIIIT), AUCTPUOYTUBHHUN METO]| (BKIFOUSHHS B KOHTEKCT), METOJ] TPaHCPOpMAIlii.

Knrouogi cnosa: TAHAMIYHICTB, CTATUYHICTD, TIPEIUKAT, CTaH, Hisl, IPOLEC, SKICTh.
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