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VERBS IN UKRAINIAN AND ENGLISH: MARKERS
OF SYNTAGMATIC CORRELATION

Ivanytska N. B., Tereshchenko L. Ya.

INTRODUCTION

Current comparative linguistics is considered to be a complex area of
study comprising different fields (comparative and historical®,
typological?, universal linguistics, cognitive linguistics®). The importance
of identifying universals and conceptual distinctions in languages have
been mentioned by well-known linguists*. Cross-linguistic studies from a
contrastive perspective® have great advantages over other approaches to
language comparison®. On the other hand, the contemporary linguistics
focuses deeply on the syntagmatic relations between words’.
Traditionally, syntagmatic processes are viewed as linear, “horizontal”,
in contradistinction to paradigmatic processes, which deal with “vertical”
or alternative substitutions in a phrase®. The relations of coexistence and
sequence have a long linguistic history. The works of Ferdinard de
Sasussere, Baudouin de Courtenay, M. Krushevskyi started the structural
approach to the language. European scholars (the Geneva School of
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Albert Sechehayle and Charles Bally, The Prague School of Roman
Jakobson and Nikolai Trubetkoi, the Copenhagen School of Louis
Hjelmslev, the Paris School of Algirdas Julen Greimasand) as well as
American linguists (Leonard Bloomfiels, Charles Hockett, Noam
Chomsky) were challenged by the key points of structuralism. It should
be noticed that syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations provided the
structural linguists with a tool for categorization the language items.

Combinability is concerned to be a key point for syntagmatic
studies®. The approaches of using this notion are rather different and
each of them has its own methodological framework. For example,
Western linguistics tends to use a notion of valency as a crucial stage for
revealing syntagmatic relations. The invention of valency if often
associated with French linguist Lucien Tesnie’re, whose Esquisse d’une
syntaxe structurale appeared in 1953,

Tesnie’re’s notion of valency has been studied and developed in
continental Europe, especially Germany, since the 1960’s. They say that the
idea of valency is close to the “dependency theory” (J. Ballweg, U. Engel,
B. Engelen, H.-J. Heringer, J. Kunze, H. Schumacher, H. Vater) and was the
basis for developing Case Grammer of Ch. Fillmore!*. The latter highlighted
the fact that syntactic structure was predicted by semantic participants (an
agent, a patient, purposes, locations, and so on). These participants called
“cases” are corresponded with semantic roles (thematic relations) and have
identify with theta roles of generative grammar.

London School of Linguistics (L.R.Firth, W. Sidney,
M.A K. Hallidey) contribute the linguistic studies the situational theory
of meaning in semantics. The terms “collocation” and “colligating” are
used there to describe the co-occurrence of lexical items (in contrast to
the notion of essential semantic relations by B. Portsyhe and lexical
solidarity by E. Koseriu).

American descriptive linguistics point out the concept of distribution,
or the environment of a linguistic unit, as an implemented linear series
without taking into account the paradigmatic aspect?2. Theories of
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compatibility have found an active development in linguistics??.
The contemporary theories and concepts attempt to indicate the key
factors determining the combinability of the word, and to differentiate
syntactic, semantic and lexical syntagmatics®®.

Syntactic syntagmatics is a relatively new field of study, reflecting
the functional approach to language, i.e. the description of connected
speech, or discourse. Syntactic syntagmatics focuses on the regularities
of the syntactic combinability of formal, positionally determined units.
The rules of syntactic syntagmatics are built on the combination of
grammatical classes of words in speech in the aspect of their formal
expression®®. The scholars who work in this field use such concepts of
syntactic syntagmatics as syntactic relationships and syntactic links.
These notions are believed to be basic units for the syntagmatic syntax?6.
Syntactic syntagmatics is qualified as a set and conditions for the
implementation of the syntactic links of a word, the combinability of
certain grammatical categories of words.

The main achievement of semantic syntagmatics is the creation of the
law of semantic agreement (iterations of the semes, imbrication,
extension of a seme). The theoretical qualification of this law is built on
the works of Western European and American as well as Eastern
European linguists!’. The scholars give the grounds of semantic
combinatorics (semantic agreements). They backed up their conclusions
and presented the rules of semantic composition (Ch. Osgood), borrowed
from the theory of grammatical pleasanism, compulsory repeatability of
meanings (M. Masterman), doubling of meaning and semantic
compression (N.M. Leontieva), semantic synthesis (Yu.D. Apresian,
1.0. Melchuk), the syntagmatic interaction of meanings, the
identification of the so-called iterative semes as a formal way of
organizing syntagma and semantic agreement (V.G. Hak), etc.
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The subject of lexical syntagmatics is mostly considered to be “lexical
syntax”, that is, the lexical compatibility of words in a linear series, in
contrast to the “grammatical” syntax®®. In this context, a detailed
description of the syntagmatic characteristics of units at the level of word
in the is developed in the theory of 1.0. Melchuk “Meaning <«>Text %,
The lexical syntagmatics also relates to the realized ability of a word to
be combined in a text with a limited number of words without special
emphasis on common semantic signs, a concrete realization in the speech
of the valence of a word, a combination in the text of semantically
related words, the ability of a word to combine with other words in the
text?©,

Contemporary linguistic works tend to a complex, level-to-level
study of syntagmatic properties of linguistic units in general and verbs in
particular. In this way, scholars argue that the functioning of language as
a system is possible only under conditions of close interaction and
coexistence of all its elements. In this context, more and more emphasis
is placed on the syncretic nature of syntagmatic relationships, especially
within verbal classes. The scholars point out that it is necessary to
combine the semantic and grammatical aspects of combinability and
bring into use such definitions as semantic-syntactic, semantic-
grammatical, lexico-syntactic, lexico- grammatical combinability,
etCZl, 22, 23_

It should be noted that there is coexistence and sometimes undif-
ferentiated use of a number of notions, in particular, “combinability”,
“combinatorics”, “combination”, “communicative clutch”, “semantic
potency”, “syntagmatics”, “collision and collocation”, “semantic or
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lexical selectivity”, “context”, “valency”, “distribution”, “intention”,
“configuration”, etc. Despite the different theoretical basis all these
notions reveal the general property of the notional words — the
contextual opportunities of combinability. At the same time,
contemporary linguistics tries, on the one hand, to distinguish the notions
and attempt to synonymize them, on the other hand.

We stick the opinion that such notions as “valency / combinability”,
“valency / distribution”, “combinability / distribution”, “valency /
intention” are believed to be contiguous, but not identical in their
essential and functional capacity. In particular, traditional distinction
between valency and combinability is based on the distinguishing
between potency / realization (language / speech)®. The distinction
between valency and distribution is based on the ratio of the typical and
concrete (situational) semantic environment®. In other words, the
potential character of valency is opposed to the breadth of distribution,
that covers the syntactic function of the word, its position in a sentence,
using in a context, that is, outside the sentence. The differentiation
between such definitions as “combinability” and “distribution” is based
on the distinguishing between limited / unlimited realization of a word’s
semantics. “Valency” and “intention” are supposed to be relevant, but
not identical. The valency has syntactic character while intention has
semantic one. O.l. Leuta, having examined in detail the distribution
theory, followed by Y.F. Andersh, undoubtedly points out that the
valency-intentional potential of the verb, which in his concept appears as
one of the ways of describing the verb sentence, encompasses the totality
of all functional-syntactic (valency) and functional-semantic (intentional)
positions of the verbal lexical-semantic variant.

1. The problem’s prerequisites emergence
and the problem’s formulation
Our research focuses on the typology of the formal markers of
syntagmatic correlation that seems promising for revealing isomorphic
and allomorphic characteristics of the Ukrainian and English verbs. The
aim of our study emphasises such controversial issues as: identification

2 Aarts B., Meyer C. The verb in contemporary English: theory and description.
Cambridge University Press, 2006. P. 328-329.
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5



the notion “marker of syntagmatic correlation” from the cross-linguistic
perspective; giving proofs for using the markers of correlation as special
tool for building the syntagmatic series in the comparable languages; to
demonstrate the ability of markers of syntagmatic correlation to be
tertium comparationis for cross-linguistic study of the verbs.

Our study is believed to suggest a new approach to the verb’s
syntagmatics from the cross-linguistic perspectives. We propose the
bilateral way for estimation the syntagmatic correlation between
Ukrainian and English verb’s systems. The methodological framework of
our study has grounds for revealing formal markers of syntagmatic
correlation of the contrasted Ukrainian and English verbs. The typology
of the markers of syntagmatic correlation is based on the contemporary
syntax approach that comprises combinability and valency theory.

In the context of our research we are close to the concept of valency
according to which valency is viewed as the ability of a word to determine
the quantity and quality of dependent words, due to its semantic and
grammatical properties. The notion of valency appears relevant to the
solution of the above problems in the field of cross-lingual analysis of
syntagmatic parameters of comparable verb’s systems. We stick to the
opinion that potential combinability of a word is an essential factor that
determines the specificity and regularity of the syntagmatic relationships that
arise in the process of functioning the verb’s systems in the Ukrainian and
English languages.

The contemporary interpretation of verb’s valency is based on the
Western European, in particular, French and German, linguistic theories
of narrow (that is verbal) study, traditionally connected with the verbal-
centric theory of a sentence. This theory was widespread in the concepts
of East Slavic linguists®’. English linguists also discussed the problems
of the valency potential of a verb?-2°, Explaining the notion of valency,
which was originally correlated with the grammatical (formal) level and
the definition of the quantitative set of participants in the situation, the
researchers also emphasize the semantic (lexical, semantic-logical)

2 Abraham W. Language universals. Universals of language / ed. M. Kefer,
J.V.D. Auwera. Brussels : Editions de I’Université de Bruxelles, 1989. P. 9-25.

2 The Verb in Contemporary English: Theory and Description / ed. by Bas Aarts and
Charles F. Meyer. Cambridge : Cambridge University Press, 2006. 328 p.
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language. International Journal for Advanced Researches. 2017. Ne 5 (4). P. 944-947.
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aspect of valency, defining the obligatory and optional, external and
internal, content and formal valency.

It is also important for our study the thesis that valency as
systemically predictable combinability (in particular, verbal) is
represented by a subordinate syntactic connection as one of clause-
generating connection®. Such a connection is a formal factor that
enables to make the syntagmatic parameterisation of verb’s systems. The
syntagmatical classification of the verb is based on the number of
factors: predictability / unpredictability, obligation / optionality,
expediency / inexpediency, sufficiency / insufficiency, etc. The
distinction of these factors is connected with the valency potential of the
verbs. The force of this subordinate connection has become a criterion
for the classification of the verbs into the units with mandatory / non-
mandatory complements and distinguishing between autosemantic /
synsemantic units. Comparison of the autosemantic / synsemantic verbs
can show their correlation in capability to nominate procedural
denotations.

Thus, the syntagmatic parameterisation of the Ukrainian and English
verb’s systems can have several dimensions: syntactic, semantic, lexical.
There are attempts to combine these aspects of syntagmatic
measurements.

The research is based on the patterns from dictionaries, fiction and
national corpuses. We used online service of British National Corpus
(BNC) (https://lwww.english-corpora.org/bnc/) that contains samples of
text from a wide range of genres (e.g. spoken, fiction, magazines,
newspapers, and academic). Ukrainian patterns were selected from
«Kopmyc ykpaincekoi moBm» (KYM) (http://korpus.org.ua/).

2. Discussion

2.1. Markers of syntagmatic correlation in the Ukrainian

and English Verb’s Systems: cross-linguistic perspectives
To start a cross-linguistic comparison of syntagmatics of the
Ukrainian and English verb’s systems we are consistent with some key
guidelines. Syntagmatic correlation can be revealed by formal
expressions. These formal verb’s characteristics can be non-verbalized
(zero) and verbalized (non-predicative / predicative / semi-predictive,

% Ipanuupka H.B. JliecniBhi chcTeMM YKpaiHCBHKOi Ta aHIJIHCHKOI MOB: Mapajur-
MaTHKa i cuHTarmMatuka : MoHorpadis. Binauns : CI1/] ['maBambka, 2011. 636 c.
31 Leech G. Meaning and the English Verb. Pearson Education, 2004. 141 p.



synthetic / analytic, simple / complicated, one-position / multi-positional)
units that form the corresponding paradigmatic series in the comparable
languages.

To start a discussion, it is necessary to point out that in our study we
use the term “marker” in the meaning “a sign that something exists or
that shows what it is like” (https://www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com/
definition/english/marker?q=marker). It should be noticed we differen-
tiate narrow and broader (generalized) meanings of the term in the
context of our study. The narrow meaning of the notion “marker” is
estimated and does not go beyond the expressive means (formal
representations, formal reproduction, formal expression) of the
corresponding categories or their semantic variants of a particular
language. Within the verbs of a particular language, the interpretation of
the term “marker” has variation due to the number of the verbs. For
example, the Ukrainian informatively insufficient verb «mortu» has a
specific marker — infinitive form of the verb that completely
accompanies this verb. This is believed to be a syntagmatic unambiguous
morphological form-marker of the informative insufficiency verb
(moemu). This marker of the verb’s meaning is considered to be a formal
marker of a specific verb. The higher degree of abstraction is inherent in
markers of the corresponding categorical meanings, which are based on
the plurality of verbs’ variants (in a specific language). Thus, we can
assume that in Ukrainian the exploratory of informatively insufficient
verbs is their absolute syntagmatics, which is manifested in the
syntagmatic series of combinations of corresponding verb variants with
infinitives: moemu, mycumu, 36omumu, nepecmamu + (infinitive form).
Such markers cover the formal meanings of intra-language categories
and can be used in the study of one language.

We stick to the opinion that markers always reflect denotata
characteristics. In our study they are oriented on a procedural denotata.
The reproduction (naming) of a procedural denotata by the means of a
particular language is an exploratory paradigm of the language, its
lexical-grammatical resource capability, that has a theoretical value. For
example, Ukr. pyxamucs denotes procedural denotata by the explicated
system of specific phonemes. The Ukrainian verb xsazumu does not have
enough strength to express the procedural denotata; it needs some more
language means for it and predict the obligatory substantive
complements (xsamumu xozo-n.. mosapuwia, opyea, 6pama etc.). The
substantive units expressed by the indicative case form serves as a formal
marker of verbal synsemantics of the Ukrainian verb xearumu.
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The term “marker of syntagmatic correlation” has got a specific
meaning from the cross-linguistic perspective. In the regard of
contrastive study of syntagmatics of the Ukrainian and English verb’s
systems the essence of the notion “marker (marker = “form of
expression” = “the way of representing something”) is sustained in the
complex term “marker of correlation”. Yet we consider it a rather bit
differently. We expand (distribute) it on the similar units of the
comparable languages (Ukrainian and English). In this regard, the term
“marker” gets another interpretive status. We use it as a specific tool that
helps to reveal “formal expression (formal representation) of something”
that can be absolutely identical (isomorphic), partly shared or missed in
the comparable languages. In this sense, the “marker of syntagmatic
correlation” can be a tertium comparationis.

The markers of syntagmatic correlation from the cross-linguistic
perspective are based on the comparison of the syntagmatic indexes of
the verbal forms. This approach focuses on the valency of a verb and
theories of combinability, and syntagmatic dependencies. To start a
comparative analysis, it is necessary to put attention on such notions as

9% ¢

“obligatory formal-syntactical component”, “compensator of semantics”,
“necessarily component determined by a verb”, “obligatory distributor”,
which generally identify the identity with the term “marker”.

Ukrainian studies use a notion “verb-determined, obligatory
constructive element of the formal-syntactic sentence structure”. This
obligatory component is considered to be a non-predicative unit (a word,
a combination of words, a phrase) when we analyse a simple sentence. If
we focus on the complex sentence this component is viewed as a
predicative unite.

Taking into account various formal-grammatical (formal-
morphological and formally-syntactic) means of explication that are
relevant to the comparison of verbs’ systems of the Ukrainian and
English languages, we regard them as formal markers of correlation. The
basic classification parameter of the analysis is the presence / absence of
obligatory components, that makes it possible to reveal syntagmatic
correlations from the cross-linguistic perspective. This parameter allows
us to distinguish between verbs with zero distribution, or the verbs with
zero markers and the verbs with verbalized (expressed) markers.



2.2. The markers of syntagmatic correlation: autosemantic verbs

Zero markers are pertained to the Ukrainian and English
autosemantic verbs. To consider specific sentence structures for the
purpose of distinguishing verbs with zero forms of distribution, we
adhere to the principle of strict separation of obligatory / optional
adverbial components determined by verbs in the formal-syntactic
sentence structure. We analyse unextented verbal sentences like Ukr.:
Bimep ywyx; Bin xoue emupamu. Bin xoue socumu (M. KomroouHncbkuit);
Eng.: | shall never recover (R. Stevenson); He was laughing (M. Scott);
I should have died (C. Dickens); I'm not joking (J.K.Jerome). We
analyse also extended sentences with optional verb-determined
components: Ukr.: ITepeo esikmamu wyminu Oepesa, cnaniaxyeanu
xopomxi  6auckasku (10. Mymiketauk); Hao Coromuncokum sapom
PO3MAary8 OCManHitl npomins, y aici nouano memuimu (M. XBHIBOBUR);
Eng.: Weeds have risen overnight; New building are rising every day;
Once more, the two spectators started <...> (C. Dickens); After supper
you cannot smoke (J.K. Jerome); Here he walked even faster than before
(C. Dickens).

The contrastive analysis proves that zero markers of cross-linguistic
syntagmatic correlation specifies three major categorical meanings of the
verbs. To prove the idea there are examples.

Ukr.: Ilanyeu emitoms 2o6opumu —
Eng.: Parrots can talk; subcategory

UKr.: Ha eynuyi cnisanu nmawixu — “process-action”
Eng.: The birds were singing outside;

J\.

UKr.: Koneepm He 3aKneoemucs —

Eng.: The envelop will not stick; . subcategory
UKr.: Xeopi cmpasicoaroms — “process — state”
Eng.: Sick people suffer;
{
subcategory
UKr.: Booa i macno ne 3’€OHyrombcs — | “process —
Eng.: Water and oil will not unite relation”

J/

We find most correlative structures in the field of the autosemantic
verbs that denote the following microcategories:
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1) “action-sounding”: Ukr.: 3azaskano cobaua (O. I'onuap); Komu
3bienucs 36i0yciny i iouatioywno naskanu (B. Manux); Ilec mpugosicro
6 0y0i ckaeynie (I'. Uybau); Bopor kpymixnye yopyee (O. JloHUEHKO);
THonvosi konuku o3uzkominu ¢ cmepui (I'. TIOTIOHHVK);, A 6iH Mmie
mineku omo U Oe3cuno easkamu ma rtapdatn (KYM); 3’ixamu 3
nazopba, ecopi kKypaukae ocypasiunuti xmou (KYM); Tpusoowcno
036enie xkommpoavHuii cuenan iHouxamopa (KYM); Hecv Odanexo,
ouesuoHo 6 ceni, mvoxkae conoseii (KYM); Ha bepesi 6ins camoi 600u
Keakanu dxcabu, ueipuanu yuxaou (KYM); Eng.: Another dog began to
bark, this time inside the house (R. Black); The dogs snharled and
cowered about his ankles (A. Ellis); The piping stopped abruptly and a
horse neighed (N. Bawden); Acat, black and fat, mewed softly
(L. Alcott); The lion was roaring (A. Grey); Bells ring, or warble, or
bleep, almost everywhere: on aircraft, in cars, in trains, in the street, in
restaurants, even in concert halls (G. Landley); When your dog barked,
the other dog will bark again (BNC); The word roared over a row of
Henley Heselteenies and reverberated in the gods (BNC);

2) “state — physiological state”: Ukr.: V nei 6otina 2on06a (1. Jle),
Ilpage naeue necmepnno nuno (1. Urona); Cepye Oonsue 3aujemino
(B. Migmornnerwmit); Y nvoco mpacauca pyku (KYM); Hoeo nuye
nocmitiHo cinanoca, oui Hepeoso suuyKysanu yepeogy scepmsy (KYM);
Oui tomy 3amacaunucs, i opuxcano 2iadke niooopioos (KYM); Xoua
NPUMOPOdICEHT 11020 WOKU He 3a20LMUCb, weMinu i ampunucs, Gin
supiuiug neeaiino oocuioysamu epom 6ins nomoca (KYM); Buiiwos moii
OCKOJIOK I3 KicmKu, [ pama 3amazinaca, i ejce He 2uoinacsa, i mot
Yon08IK — 5K Ha ceim 3ano8o Hapoouscs (KYM); Eng.: My head aches
all the time (N. Williams); He began to sob and then shudder under the
weight of his grief (K. Dayus); Her stomach ached dully but distractingly
(BNC); She was tired out now, her eyes ached from lack of sleep and jet-
lag (BNC);

3) “state being (existence)”: UKr.: Mu xouem scums! (b. Jlenkuii);
Ak nouye mosapucmeo, He yncusomimu mooi meni (Ilanac Mupuuii);
Hy sk oice moscna mamepi emupamu, Konu xcumms 6 Hei He 0VI0
(A. UyOuHCBKHI); A 5K nicas cbo2o Hezabapom emep iy nei 6amvko, a
mam i mamu (KYM); Illoobknadaé mou KHA3b yci cenra maxumu
nooamkamu, wo noou Jnedge-ntedge ducueominu (KYM); [lepoa
cnpobysana 30picHmy8amucs, 3acikmu mapkepu xKopaonie eopoea, ane
oosxona namnyeae cnpasycriii xaoc (KYM); Eng.: Without oxygen, the
heart will fail and the brain will die (R. Black); She walked to work,
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hoping that the troubles of the day before had vanished with the night
(A. Ellis); They had existed long before it: they were to exist long after it
(A. Grey);

These records just vanished (BNC); Fear of death had vanished once
and for all (BNC);

4) “state — optical quality”: Ukr.. Ceped cmeny 6Oauwgas dninpo
(O. NoBxenko); Ickpunuca expumi cuicom yszeip’a (L. Jle); Bruusy,
6UOUBAIOYUCH [3 PACKU, AUCHINO Ha conyi 6pyone nieco (€. I'ynamo);
Eng.: <...> the moonlight sparkles on the snow (M. Connel); They
glinted in the torchlight (J. Yeovil); <...> her eyes glittered terribly (G.
Cross); The summer pipers have flickered (A. Ellis);

5) “state — movement”: Ukr.. On npoi3dumse xonrona manxie
(I. Binbne); Jlemums xomema (J1. Koctenko); Ilnueyms eycu (Octamn
Bumns); Iiyxo woezae eapmosuii (b. Xapuyk); Eng.: He walks round
the streets that first morning (M. Frayn); Next morning I limped (D.
Francis); Besides, if it looks right, it will fly right, and this machine
looked right (M. Falk).

At the same time, we notice that when we have elliptical sentence the
non-verbalized (zero) markers are rather relative. They can be verbalized
easily due to the substantial semes in the semantic structure of the verbs:
UKr.: Jumuna cnums? A nioy nepesipro (B. Kaniseup) / Eng.: Is the
baby asleep? I’ll just go and check (P. Pope) (nepesipio + wo? =
nepesipio, uu oumuna cnumo, check + what? = check if the baby is
asleep); Bonu orc nosunni o6yau npuiimu. A ne posymiro (O. [lecHsk) i
aurn. Where is the water? | do not understand (ke posymiro + wo? =
posymiro, womy eonu ne nputiwiu (to not understand + what? = to not
understand where the water is).

Thus, the markers of autosemantics correlation have unverbalized
forms, which is due to the closed nature of such verbs. If the
autosemantic units denote the correlative denotative features within the
subcategories “process-action” and “process-state”, zero markers of
correlations formalize the correlation between the verbal units being
compared, or their classes, which indicates the isomorphism of the
syntagmatic parameters in the pair of correlates.

2.3. Typology of markers of syntagmatic correlation:
synsemantic verbs
Syntagmatics of Ukrainian and English synsemantic verbs in verbal
phrases and semantic unions reveals various markers of verb’s
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synsemantics. Qualitative and quantitative indicators of these markers
can be corresponding parameters of contrastive study of verb’s systems.
The typology of markers of correlation in the systems of the synsemantic
Ukrainian and English verbs is based on the following intra-language
formal characteristics: 1) non-predicative / predicative / semi-predictive
constructive elements as compensators of verbal synsemantics;
2) synthetism / analytism; 3) uncomplicated / complicated; 4) the number
of expressed strong verb’s positions; 5) morphological status.

2.3.1. Non-predicative / predicative markers
of syntagmatic correlation

The basic criterion “non-predicative / predicative / semi-predicative”
allow to reveal the constructive components that can be compensators of
verbal synsemantics. Thus, we can distinguish non-predicative,
predicative and semi-predictive markers of correlation in the field of the
synsemantic verbs. The first and the second markers pertain to the verbal
systems of the two comparable languages, and the latter serves as a
specific feature of the English verbal system. Non-predicative markers of
verbal synsemantics are lexical-grammatical formal means, that are
strongly determined by the verb in semantic units and create mainly
“actual verbal phrase” in the structural syntax (the term of
I.R. Vychovanets), or “semantic unity” (the term of N.L. Ivanytska):
UKr.: suxonysamu (mo0?) naan, posmauwosysamucs (ne?) na zansaeumi,
smunysamucy (Hajy xum?) Had nomepninum,; nozdasumucy (40ro?)
Heoonikie 1 non.; Eng.. to shine (what?) boots, to shock (whom?)
everyone, to sign (what?) a document, to sing (what?) a hymn, to
remember (what?).

Predicative markers are also used in complex sentences. They are
combined with synsemantical verbs. These predicative “compensators”
of verbal semantics have significant differences in comparison with non-
predictive obligatory distributors in terms of the expression of procedural
denotations in both languages. Predictive markers are supposed to be not
nominees of substantive denotata, but express the whole situation in
naming the denotata.

We can reveal some types of the predicative markers of syntagmatic
correlation:

1) subordinate clauses of compound sentences that function as
compensators for verbal synsemantics: Ukr.: Xomis 6u s snamu, (110?)
HPO WO MO CHPYMOYOK Yy MPIAX C60IX 20MOHUMb MidC mMPAGoIo
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(T1. Tuumna); Eng.: Sister asks (what?) if you will come to help
(M. Ripley); Now could I ask (what?), if there are any term matters on
there where you have found and error (BNC); Jervis, let me ask
(what?), if he can stoop to like such a poor girl as me (BNC); Tell your
boyfriend (what?), if you can bring yourself to (BNC); Sellafield
officials normally insist (what?) that everything is safe (BNC); The
parents have no right to insist (what?) that the councillor should get
involved (BNC);

2) subordinate clauses of conjunctionless complex sentences: UKkr.:
Ak 10y nomiow sac, uyro: (1107) Kpuna pocmyms 3a nieduma i oyuia 0as
noavomy ¢ neszsidane ix poskpuesac (H. I'natiok); Eng.: I though (what?)
you would come by this train (W. Maugham); <...> but we insist
(what?) he must stay awake to eat (D. Lodge); But we still insist (what?)
we’ve got this special relationship (BNC); They insist (what?) she puts a
blanket over her knees to damp down the chief rabbi’s blood (BNC);
His country still insist (what?) he must turn out in an African Nations
Cup qualifier against South Africa (BNC);

3) sentences with direct speech: Ukr.: «Tu monoouii, womy ac mu
He nionimews moi 36poi, wio damvkoei 3i cmapeuux pyKk ynana?» —
saxauxana (mo 4oro?) eona (Jlecs Ykpainka); Eng.: “Oh! Will you open
it (the little) and put my mind at rest, father?” — she implored (what?)
(A. Cronin).

Semi-predicative markers of synsemantics are specific for the English
verbal system, eg: Eng.: Everybody expected her to marry him? Ukr.:
Bci cnoodisanucs, wio 6ona oopyscumocsa 3 num. The essence of the term
“semi-predicative” in our study is somewhat different from Ukrainian
linguistics. The Ukrainian scholars use it for the qualification of
structures that are not part of the positional and syntactic sentence
structure. Within the framework of this study the semi-predicative
markers are considered to be the specific units that contain formal means
of expressing semantic content in comparison with the corresponding
subordinate clauses. The formal features of the semi-predicative markers,
in particular, the inconsistency of subjective-predicate relationships in
the structure, are associated with the phenomenon of secondary
predication, the revealing predicate’s actants, sentential complement, etc.
English scholars consider the structures of secondary predication as non-
finite clauses™®? or “subjectless non-finite clauses and non-finite clauses

3 palmer F.R. Grammatical roles and relations. Cambridge : Cambridge University
Press, 1994. DOI: 10.1017/S00222267000163.
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with the subject”, without distinguishing between the semantic non-
elementality and structural (formal) complication, but not the complexity
of such sentences.

The functioning of semi-predicative structures as a kind of
compensators of synsemantics from the cross-linguistic perspective is
determined not only by the synsemantic nature of a verb, but also by the
typological features of the language. While the Ukrainian language
doesn’t use semi-predicative markers of synsementics regularly English
takes advantage of these markers and examines them as peculiar
superstitious complement of the so-called original predicate-synsemantic
verb.

The formal expression of this sententious complement, that is
traditionally named Comlex Object, or Nexus Object is based on the
combinability of substantial and verbal non-finite (infinitive, participle)
forms: She wanted him to suffer as much as possible (N. Bawden);
Philip wanted her to go (M. Connell); I heard her carriage arriving
(G. Cross); |watched my fingers fade before my face (R. Elliot);
He wanted him to stop inventing strategy (BNC); They wanted him to
like this house (BNC).

The complexes that are forms can be rather complex due to structural
or communicative purposes. The obligatory or optional distributors of a
non-finite verb can take the position of latent, implicant, predicative
actant: He wanted me to pass on a message to the police (A. Ellis); She
heard him climb out of bed, and go to his own room (M. Falk); Just
then they noticed a woman walking towards them (M. Frayn);
| desperately wanted him to see the right “way to go” (A. Hassall); In
fact we expected them to solve the problem for us (M. Binchy); She
wanted him to be someone she could love and idealised the future in
her head (BNC); She turned and noticed a family moving towards the
doorway (BNC); One might have expected him to seek less damaging
alternatives (BNC); She expected him to take the opportunity to cross-
question her about the murder (BNC); But I never really expected him
to understand and sympathize (BNC); We half expected them to come
back a few days later (BNC).

2.3.2. Synthetic / analytical markers of syntagmatic correlation

The criterion “synthetism / analytism” classifies the markers of verbal
synthemantics into synthetic (one-word structure) and analytical (some
words structures).
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In most cases, both Ukrainian and English verb’s systems possess
synthetic markers of synsemantics that is represented by a substance
(including substantiated) nomination: Ukr.: Po3znogiob mopsika 3axonuia
xnonuukie; ManopisHux po3nogioae npo ceoi npuzoou; Bimpsxu 3
oumsauux aim npusabmosanu Xpucmuny (M. Crenbmax); /lopyuenus
sauie BUKOHAG: JIKAPA BUKIUKAS, JIIKU KYNUs8, MPYHY 3aMO6U8 I Hd
kaaoosuuji amy suxonas (KYM); A konu na moeunyi 6yp’anu nonona ma
KeimKu noaueana, mo 4acom He molia empumamu C6020 HCAlo <..>
(KYM); Mewrxanyi €puxona supowiyeany AYMIiHb i RULEHUYIO | 3060AKU
eaprum ypoocasm dcunu samoxcno (KYM); Eng.. Bella married a
butcher who displayed her photographs while she charmed the
customers in the same way she had charmed the stars (D. Vernon).

The correlation capacity of the markers in analytical constructs in
both languages is based on the common properties of notional words that
function as components of semantic unities in strong verb-determined
positions. They lose their meaning and accumulate a quantitative
measure of the expression of a substantive denotate denominated by a
determined word, often a noun: Ukr.: FOuuii opyorce, uepes xnuzy mu
nisHacw 6azamo H08020, He3suuainozo i npexpacruozo (1. Lona);
Yyorcuil 2onoc ysipeascs 8 Kono tiozo oymok (Jlecs Yxpainka); Xaszsiika
cnexna wimyk 3 n’ams kapmonaun (A. XuwxHsk); Lle nebecna puba, saxa
mauopye 8 3opanomy okeaui nedbec (KYM); I 6ci yi icmomu, 3a 6iporo
epeKis, empyuanucs 8 cnpasu aooell I Mo NOPYuLysamu 36utaiine
ascumms npupoou i meopumu uydeca (KYM); Tamrxo Onveu 06’i30us
c8020 uacy mpoxu He éecv 3nanuil ceim (KYM); Eng.: Richard saw a
flood of wagons, trucks, cabs, vans and street-cars (O. Henry); Mary
gave him a tin basin of water and a piece of soap (M. Twain); He
opened a small can of apricots (E. Hemingway); | stayed but two
months with my wife and family (J. Swift); | spent many days alone in
my room (J. Escott).

The Ukrainian and English synsemantic verbs contain specific
(peculiar) analytical markers of verbal synsemantics. English has
nominal phrases with prepositions while Ukrainian uses nouns without
prepositions in generic case. The interconstructive relations are based on
the dependence of the noun forms of these unities. The analyticity of
such markers is determined by the formally dependent component of
semantic unity. It also manifests itself in the structural-semantic nature
(structural-semantic or informative insufficiency of the first element of
unity). In such cases, the content of unity is shifted from the first element
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to the second (dependent): UKr.: V 6eskpatiomy okeani 36yKie
HenoemopHo 368yuums menodis pionoi mosu (A. Kosans); Eng.: Clearly,
it’s time someone gave you a bit of advice (J. Rose); | think it’s possible
to make a bit of money (BNC); We all need a bit of light relief and the
whole country could be bankrupt by Christmas (BNC).

It should be noticed that the English markers that are expressed by
semi-predicative non-finite complexes (Complex Object) are supposed to
be specific to compare with the Ukrainian language: They asked me to
tell you this (E. Hemingway); |expect Father has written to you
(W. Maugham).

2.3.3. Uncomplicated / complicated markers
of syntagmatic correlation

The criterion “uncomplicated / complicated structure” classifies the
syntagmatic verbs into simple and complex. We emphasise on the closed
formal and semantic nature of the obligatory distributor (in most cases
non-predicative and semi-predicative). To prove the idea there are
example. The predicative markers expressed by autosemantic verbs are
believed to be simple (they don’t need to be distributed by obligatory
components): Ukr.. Cmapuii eéeuepamu npocums (Mapko BoBYOK);
Hosesnu dida emupamu 6 ceoe ceno (A. M’actkiBebkuii); Eng.: He
remained late to chat and drink (L. Alcott); She has gone to cry outside
(R. Blackmore); We come here to live and not going to leave (R. Green).
While the markers of synsemantic verbs in the following sentences need
obligatory components for fulfilment the utterance: Ukr.: ¥ mamu sonu
npocams oamu im ceoi wovomu (Y. Camuyk); Mozymni Ceamozopu ma
Muxynu euxoosms eHyKa 3 kocmocy cmpiuams (A. Manumiko); Eng.: He
promised to abstain from smoking (M. Twain); Some English boys and
girls are coming to see me tomorrow (L. Alcott).

The complexity of the markers appears when non-predicative
obligatory verb-determined components are expressed by infinitives:
UKr.: Ta 3axopdon we npuide 0o eac, npuioe NOOUSUMUCA HA 6auLy HiY
nio nebom <...> (0. Noexkenko); Eng.: Finally, she decided to come to
Greece again (D. Lodge); One day he arrived to give a new-born filly
post-foaling antibiotic and tetanus cover (D. Vernon); They failed to
achieve their objectives (J. Hook).

The markers of synsemantics have tendency to be complex when they
are expressed by a synsemantic noun (in Ukrainian) and the Gerund
(in English): Ukr.: Ocmposvka Bibnis nonognuna wucienty KoaeKuilo
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cmapoeunnux nepuioopykie (3 raz.); Huui 6 100unu uHuKae npupooua
nompeba ybesneuumu maiuOymHi NOKOJIHHA 6i0 NOMUNOK MUHYI020
(3 ras.); Eng.: She avoided looking at him (T. Vicary); She risked
putting the lamp on (E. Blair); | mostly enjoyed staying with my friends
away from home (R. Butters).

The English language has complex markers of synsemantics in the
semi-predicative structures with non-finite verbs if the latter are
synsemantic: He expected her to trust him (R. Kee); | have heard him
criticising his players (P. Holton); Icould not understand what they were
shouting, but I heard them throwing things (A. Grey).

2.3.4. One-positon / multi-position markers
of syntagmatic correlation

The criterion “the number of expressed strong verb’s positions”
classify the markers of synsemantics into the one-positon and some-
position.

One-position markers of correlation of the Ukrainian and English
verbs are non-predicative or predicative constructions (synthetic or
analytical, simple or complex) that fill only one strong verbal position in
the structure of two-component sematic unions for balancing verb’s
synsemantics.

The markers of correlations between the Ukrainian and English
synsemantic verbal systems in two-component semantic unities are
rather revealing, first of all, in terms of the manifestation of their
guantitative representations in the comparable languages. They are
nouns, pronouns and adverbs that marker synsemantics.

It is essential to consider that the synsemantic verbs (both Ukrainian
and English) have obligatory compliments expressed by non-prepositional
noun clusters: Ukr.: Buecomosnsimu npodykyiio, po3pobisimu niam, po3e s-
s3yeamu npobdaemy, nekmu X0, ecomysamu CHIOAHOK, GI0CMON6aAmMu
nesanexcnicmo, ENQ.: To make machines, to love a woman, to learn
English, to lead a demonstration, to know literature, to kill one’s enemy, to
interrupt the speaker, to improve the situation, to hold a spoon.

Two-component semantical units have a fixed position for the
markers of verbal synsemantics. The post-verb position is believed to be
typical for the contrasted languages: UKkr.: Bescmepmui eci: moil
eupocmue OumuHy, moi RICHI0O HAnUCAas, xoy i couny. A moi, xmo He
3YMI8 Yybo2o 3pobums, 6ins dopoeu nocaoue kanuny (J1. IlaBmudko);
Knybox «kynv npoiimioe Kpisb came cepue i PpO3K0a08 11020
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(M. Crennmax); Eng.: People played polo (F. Fitzgerald); A wise man
changes his mind, a fool never will (Prov.); It contained clear
guidelines (R. Black).

Multipositional markers of syntagmatic correlation can be both non-
predicative and predicative by grammatical nature (synthetic and
analytical expression, simple and complex structure). They fil up two
strong verb positions in the structure of three-element semantic units.

There are synsemantic verbs (Ukrainian and English), the
syntagmatics of which include not one (as in two-element semantic
units), but at least two constructive elements necessary for the realization
of the meaning of a synsemantic verb such as UKr. npunocumu
(I10-H. KOMY-H.) — HpUHOCUMU CeCMPi ROOAPYHOK, DPO3MAUL08Y8aAMU
(mo-H. Jie-H.) — posmawiogyeamiu HPUNAOOA HA CHOAL; 3Mauyeamu
(Io-H. YuM-H.) — 3mauwysamu mopm Kpemom, npueonyeamu (II0-H.
J0 YOro-H.) — HpucoHysamu yuuauwje 00 iHcmumymy Tomo; Eng.:
To combine (smth. with smth.) — to combine good taste with real skin,
theory with practice; to count (smth. smb., smth.) — to count him the
best writer; to deal (smb. smth.) — to deal the boy a blow; to choose
(smb. smth.) — to choose smb. a good apple; to declare (smb. smth.) —
to declare him an invalid.

The ontology of such markers is generally identical for verb
nominations of both languages. All verbs of this type nominate
dismembered procedural denotations. The specific nature of such verbs,
in contrast to synsemantic verbs in two-element semantic units, in
relation to their ontological-denotative nature is that the nominations of
procedural denotations involve synsemantic verbs together with two
obligatory constructive (syntactic) elements of dismembered denotation.

The multiposition of markers of the syntagmatic correlation can be
realized by a combination of non-predicative and predicative compo-
nents. In such cases, predicative structures, expressing individual
situations, in a way “fit” into the syntactic paradigm of a complex sentence
in the role of a subjunctive. The expressive (linguistic) features of the
dismembered procedural denotation are based on “clarity”, the core
element in the corresponding constructions of which is a synsemantic verb.

Analysis of verbs (they are all synsemantic) of Ukrainian and
English, which showed the ability to form three-element semantic units,
shows that Ukrainian and English verb systems have a set of formal
features that can serve as formal markers of the syntagmatic correlation
of such systems.
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2.3.5. Morphological classes of the markers
of syntagmatic correlation

The criterion “morphological status of the marker” is relevant to the non-
predicative markers. One-position markers can be expressed by nouns,
pronouns (with or without prepositions), adverbs, infinitives and Gerunds
(in English): Ukr.: Céim ocsisae conye, a moouny 3nanns (H. t8.); Conye
8oice mopKanocy 3emai i sucisano Ha cmen uepsonuil nunok (I'. TroTioH-
uuk); Eng.: Theard a noise behind me (J. Swift); I admired the man’s
ingenuity (R. Stevenson); Then we lit the candles (M. Twain).

Both languages contain markers expressed by nouns without
prepositions: Ukr.: Ceim ocsasac conye, a moouny snanns (H. TB.);
Conye 6dice mopkanoco 3emui i 8UCi6AN0 HA CMeNn 4ep8oHUll NUTIOK
(T'. Trotronnuk); Eng.: I heard a noise behind me (J. Swift); 7 admired
the man’s ingenuity (R. Stevenson); Then we lit the candles (M. Twain).

Frequently used prepositional-noun word-forms were also relevant
for revealing correlative relations in the system of synsemantic verbs of
contrastive languages: UKr.: Xmo nepecmynae uepes modeit, uepes ixmi
Mozunu, yepe3 ixXHi CAbO3U, MOl Nnepecmynums i uepez ysecb Ceim
(I1. 3arpebenbuuit); A ousmoca na mpasu, a 8 HUX — C1bO3U, A 8 CIbO3AX
mux — conye (B. Cocropa); Eng.: The couple returned to Malawi in 1981
(A. Hassall); 7 walked towards the nortlleast coast (J. Swift); I now stood
in the empty hall (C. Bronte).

Pronoun markers of synsemanticism, forming two-element semantic
units with verbs, which traditionally qualify verb-pronoun combinations,
correlate with the corresponding pronoun names, revealing some
differences that are determined by the grammatical structure of each of
the compared languages. Within the pronoun categories, the correlative
abilities of verb synsemantism explicators in prepositional forms of
pronouns, in particular personal and reflexive, interrogative, relative,
indefinite-personal, negative, definite.

The pronoun makers expressed by personal pronouns (UKr.: mere,
mHuor, mebe, tio2o, im, i, nero, nac, namu, éac, samu, ix; Engl.; me, you,
him, her, it, us, them) in general makes it possible to define them as
correlative. Ukrainian and English are seemed to be specific in the field
of personal pronouns (UKr. sono / Eng. it). Like other personal pronouns
in indirect cases, the English pronoun it serves as a correlative marker in
strong adverbial positions: Xmo 636 moio knuey — A 6iodas it cmyoen-
mam. — ENg. Who has taken my book? — I've given it to the students. In
addition to indicating the subject (replacing its subject nomination with a

20



noun), the English pronoun it can serve as a substitute for the whole
situation, often grammatically (structurally) not defined: English. I count
there was his father and mother; that was the worst of it.

In such cases, the English pronoun it corresponds to the Ukrainian
pronoun ye in strong adverbial positions: Sk oce mu ue mpaxmyew y
meoemy yaconuci? (3 ras.); Jlimepamypa euums dxcumu. I mucmeymeo
nasuae ubozo (3 ras.); Eng.: I wish you may get it; I wish many happy
returns (of the day) — 1do it too. Iwon’t have it; Iwon’t do it till next
time. English pronoun it with missing lexical meaning also functions in
the so-called impersonal constructions, correlating in such cases with
zero explicators in the Ukrainian language: A esaorcaio nemooiciusum
<..> — Eng.: I consider it impossible. This phenomenon can be exp-
lained by the breadth of the semantic structure of the English pronoun it.

Correlative ability is shown by makers expressed by adverbs (Ukr.:
Ipaywu yoapuo, owcumumew eapno (H. TB.); I[locmynueé oodpe,
cmopuyero sepremvcst (H. t8.); Eng.: I'll come here again (R. Ste-
venson); My little, girl stood there, stood and dreamed of something
(J. Swift); For example, we can all sing perfectly in tune in our heads
(S. Storm)) and infinitives (Ukr.: JKinxa xpuxuyna i kunyrace pamysamu
Invka (B. Bunanuenko); Eng.: The boys are learning to sail; She knew
that I loved to walk (P. Holton)).

The markers of correlation of synsemantics expressed by three-
component structures are the following:

a) two nouns (without prepositions): UKkr.: Cmyodenmcokozo 6opzy
He ecmue 6in nogepuymu Cmycy (M. Kamenrok); I 6ir po3nosie 1wHaxkoei
npumuy npo nmuyro (B. IlleBuyk); Eng.: He gave the child only one
apple (M. Binchy); I gave David a book;

b) a noun without preposition + a noun with preposition: Ukr.: Om
noixana 8oHA HA po32neOuHuU, GUNPOCUIA Y Cycioa Kooumy Ui CaHKu
(. Trotronnuk); Eng.. Ireleased this man from the tomb
(M. Hodkinson);

€) a noun without preposition + a pronoun without preposition:
Ukr.. Y9um s maio npusepwymu cepue munoi, — ne 3uaro (Jlecs
Vkpainka); Eng.: In my younger my father gave me some advice
(F. Fitzgerald);

d) a noun without preposition + a pronoun with preposition: UKr.:
Bin wocunu xunys kamentoxy ¢ nux ma 1 mikamu (O. Jlonuenko); Eng.:
Ithrew the ball to him and he caught it; 7applied my face to him
(J. Swift);
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e) a noun with preposition + a pronoun without preposition: Ukr.:
Hoopyacorca i eadxku He mano 3anpowysamu ix 0o xamu (B. Manuk);
Eng.: Iwill add it to the account when you leave,’ he murmured
(S. Stormy);

f)  two pronouns without prepositions: Ukr.: ITepeoaiime ue im ma
u mixaime (B. UleBuyk); Eng.: I've heard the Reason, and I'll tell it you
(R. Greene);

g) a pronoun without preposition + a pronoun with preposition:
UKr.: Tooi 2ocnoow 6iosie mene 6id nvozo (1. Heuyii-JIeBunpkuii); Eng.:
He endeared himself to everyone; He kept me with him all the time
(M. Twain);

j)  anoun without preposition + an infinitive: Ukr.: Ha opyeuii denv
bamvko npocus cuna eusezmu xocapsim 06io (1. Heuyii-JleBUIIbKHIA);
Eng.: Dare I ask the man to explain (Ch. Dickens).

CONCLUSIONS

To sum up, the system of differential criteria presents the basis for
typology of markers of verb’s syntagmatics. This typology seems
relevant for revealing correlation in the Ukrainian and English verb’s
systems. It also helps to reveal full, partial or missed correlation in the
subcategories or microcategories and the whole verbal systems.

It is not without a reason that markers of syntagmantic correlation
of the whole verb’s systems are rather generalized, primarily due to the
originality and uniqueness of the semantic content of each constituent
of a given microcategory. However, our contrastive study presents one
of the way we can use to reveal syntagmatic correlation in the
contrasted verbs systems. The framework of our study allows to
identify the most typical isomorphic and allomorphic tendencies
concerning the formal explication of synsemantics and get particular
general conclusions. In particular, such microcategories as “action-
location (object)”, “action-speech”, “action-mental activity” are the
most isomorphic in the implementation of synsemantics, formalized by
the markers of syntagmatic correation.

Thus, we stick to the opinion that the syntagmatic correlation of the
verb’s system is revealed by help of the specific tool that is known as
“the marker of syntagmatic correlation”. This marker can be identified
and classified according to the specific explicit (formal) characteristics.
The most promising parameters for creating the typology of marker of
syntagmatic correlation are: 1) non-predicative / predicative / semi-
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predictive constructive elements as compensators of verbal synse-
mantics; 2) synthetism / analytism; 3) uncomplicated / complicated
structure; 4)the number of expressed strong verb’s positions;
5) morphological status (Picture 1). Each of them is believed to be
specific for its realization and can provide a scientifically grounds for
verbs classification from the syntagmatic cross-linguistic perspective.
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Picture 1. Markers of Syntagmatic Correlation:
cross-linguistic typology

SUMMARY

The paper focuses on the syntagmatic dimension of the Ukrainian and
English verbs. The syntagmatics of the verbs is analysed from the cross-
linguistic perspective. The approach to the bilateral contrastive study of the
verbs is based on the essential notions of contemporary contrastive
linguistics. The key factors determining the combinability of the word are
analysed. The work contains a brief overview of the theories that
differentiate syntactic, semantic and lexical syntagmatics. The factors
proved that syntagmatic relations are of syncretic nature, especially within
verbal classes. It is necessary to combine semantic and grammatical
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aspects of combinability. The work focuses on the concept of valency
which is believed to be relevance for cross-linguistic analysis of
syntagmatic parameters of the verbal systems. It was found out that the
combinability potency of the verb determines the specificity and regularity
of the syntagmatic relationships that arise in the process of functioning of
the verbal systems of both the Ukrainian and English languages. The
authors present typology of the formal markers of correlation that seems
promising for revealing isomorphic and allomorphic characteristics of the
contrasted verbs. The marker of correlation is believed to be an effective
tool for building syntagmatic paradigm of the verbs from the contrastive
perspective. The typology of the markers of syntagmatic correlation
contains non-verbalized (zero) and verbalized (non-predicative /
predicative / semi-predictive, synthetic/ analytic, simple / complicated,
one-position / multi-positional) units that form the corresponding
paradigmatic series in the comparable languages.

References

1. IllmpokoBa A.B.ComocTaBuTeNbHAs THITOJOTHS Pa3HOCTPYK-
TYpHBIX A3bIKOB | DoHeTnka, Mmopdonorus. Mocksa : Jloopocser, 2000.
196 c.

2. Defrancq B. Contrasting contrastive approaches. Language in
contrast, 2015. Ne 15. P. 1-3. DOI: 10.1075/lic.15.1.01def.

3. KopomsoBa A.B. KorHitTiBHa JIIHTBOKOMITAPATHBICTUKA: BiJl
PEKOHCTPYKIII MpaMOBHUX (OPM JO PEKOHCTPYKINT CTPYKTYp CBizO-
MocTi. Bicuux Kuigcbkoeo HayioHanvHo2o NiH2BICMUYHO20 VHiGep-
cumemy. Cepisa «@inonociay. 2017. T. 17. Ne 2. C. 94-101.

4. Fathy Khalifa M. Contrastive Analysis, Error Analysis,
Markedness Theory, Universal Grammar and Monitor Theory and their
Contributions to Second Language Learning. International Journal of
Linguistics. 2018. Ne 10. P. 12-41. DOI: 10.5296/ijl.v10i1.12479.

5. Filipovic L. Applying typological insights in professional
practice. Language in contrast. 2017. Nel. P.255-278. DOI:
10.1075/lic.17.2.05fil.

6. Koning E. Contrastive linguistics and language comparison.
Language in contrast. 2012. Ne 2. P. 3-26. DOI: 10.1075/lic.12.1.02kon.

7. Cruzo O., Hansen-SchirraS. Crossroads between contrastive
linguistics, translation studies and machine translation: TC3-1l. Berlin :
Language Science Press, 2016. 134 p.

8. Croft W. Syntactic categories and grammatical relations.
Chicago & Lindon : University of Chicago Press, 1991. 331 p. DOI:
10.1017/ S0022226700015164.

24



9. BowersJ. Arguments as relations : linguistic Inquiry Mono-
graphs. Cambridge : MIT press, 2010. 239 p. DOI: 10.1017/S0022
226711000417.

10. Tesniere L. Esquisse d’une syntaxe structurale. Paris, 1953.
254 p.

11. Fillmore C.J., Kay P. Construction grammar course book.
Berkeley : University of California, 1992. 113 p.

12. Hartmann R.R.K. Contrastive linguistics and bilingual lexicogra-
phy. Woerterbuecher Dictionnaires. International Encyclopedia of Lexico-
graphy / ed. by F.J. Hausmann. De Gruyter, 1991. Vol. I1l. P. 2854-2859.

13. Syleymanova K. Text Forming Potentials of Verbs. International
Journal of English Linguistics. 2015. Ne5. P.153-155. DOI:
10.5539/ijel.v5n5.

14. KyOpskopa E.C. SI3bIk 1 3HaHUE: Ha MyTH MOJYYEHUS 3HAHUH O
s3e1ke: Yactm peun ¢ KOTHUTHUBHOM TOYKH 3pCHUA. Ponv sazvika 6
noznanuu mupa. Mocksa : SI3p1ku cnaBssHCKON KynbTypsl, 2004. 560 c.

15. Ivanytska N.B., lvanytska N.L. Ukrainian and English verbs:
bilateral contrastive cross-linguistic perspective. Advanced Education.
2008. Issue 9. P. 213-218. DOI: 10.20535/2410-8286.13275.

16. 3arniTko A.I1. TeopeTnyHa rpamMaTHKa Cy4acHO! YKpaiHChKOI MOBH.
Mopdororis. Cuarakcuc. Jlonenpk : TOB «BK® «BAO»», 2011. 992 c.

17. Ampecsan 1O.[. O cemaHTHYeCKOW HENMyCTOTE W MOTHUBUPO-
BaHHOCTH TJIATOJIBHBIX JIEKCHUECKUX (PYHKUUH. Bonpocwl A361K0O3HAHUA.
2004. Ne 4. C. 43-44.

18. Youmnera A.A. Jlekcudeckoe 3HadeHWe: [IpWHIUIBI CEMHO-
JIOTUYECKOI'0 OIMHWCAHHUS JIEKCHKH. 2-€ n3n., CTEpeoT. Mockaa :
Enuropuan YPCC, 2002. 240 c.

19. Menpuyk n.A. OrmbIT JIMHTBUCTHYECKHUX Mozeiei
«Cwmpicn~Texcr». Mocksa : Hayka, 1974. 260 c.
20. Kucenesa C.B. IIpenukarsl HapTUTHBHOM CEMaHTHKHU B COBpe-
MEHHOM aHTJIMHCKOM S3bIKE : AWC. ... Kaua. ¢wmron. Hayk . 10.02.04.

Cankr-IlerepOypr, 2000. 193 c.

21. BuxoBanenps [.P.Hapucum 3 (yHKIIOHATBHOTO CHHTaKCHCY
ykpaiHcbkoi MmoBU. KuiB : Hayk. nymka, 1992. 224 c.

22. Deshors S. Zooming in on Verbs in the Progressive: A Collo-
structional and Correspodence Analysis Approach. Journal of
International linguistics. 2017. Ne 45. P. 260-290.

23. Haspelmat M. The Serial Verb Construction: Comparative
Concept and Cross-linguistic Generalizations. Language and Linguistics.
2016. Ne 17 (3). P. 291-31. DOI: 10.1177/239700221562689.

25



24. Aarts B., Meyer C. The verb in contemporary English: theory
and description. Cambridge University Press, 2006. P. 328-329.

25. Jleyra O.L CtpykTypa 1 ceMaHTHKa JIi€CIiBHHX peEYeHb B
YKpalHChKii miTepaTypHiid MoBi. KuiB : Taki cipasu, 2008. 208 c.

26. Anzepm M.®. Tumonoris IpocTHX JieCTiBHUX pedeHb y 4echKiii
MOBI B 3ICTaBJIEHHI 3 yKpaiHcbkoro. KuiB : Hayk. nymka, 1987. 192 c.

27. Abraham W. Language universals. Universals of language / ed.
M. Kefer, J.V.D. Auwera. Brussels: Editions de I’Université de
Bruxelles, 1989. P. 9-25.

28. The Verb in Contemporary English : Theory and Description /
ed. by Bas Aarts and Charles F. Meyer. Cambridge : Cambridge
University Press, 2006. 328 p.

29. Mukhalad Malik. The significance of the use of lexical relations
in English language. International Journal for Advanced Researches.
2017. Ne 5 (4). P. 944-947.

30. Ieanmupka H.B. [liecmiBHi cucremu ykpaiHCBHKOI Ta aHTIIHCBHKOT
MOB: TlapaJMrMaTHKa 1 CHHTarMatuka : moHorpadis. Bimaumg : CIIJ
I'maBampka, 2011. 636 c.

31. Leech G. Meaning and the English Verb. Pearson Education,
2004. 141 p.

32. Palmer F.R. Grammatical roles and relations. Cambridge :
Cambridge University Press, 1994. DOI: 10.1017/S00222267000163.

Information about the authors:

Ivanytska Natalia Borysivna,

Doctor of Philological Sciences, Professor,

Head of the Department of Foreign Philology and Translation,
Vinnytsia Institute of Trade and Economics of Kyiv National
University of Trade and Economics,

87, Soborna street, Vinnytsia, 21000, Ukraine

Tereshchenko Liliia Yakivna,

Candidate of Philological Sciences,

Associate Professor at the Department

of Foreign Philology and Translation,

Vinnytsia Institute of Trade and Economics of Kyiv National
University of Trade and Economics,

87, Soborna street, Vinnytsia, 21000, Ukraine

26



