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Parts of speech: how many?

Since the early days of digitalising Slavic language resources and attempts at organising grammatical information in them, scholars in different countries have been approaching the question of classifying lexical-grammatical categories in varying ways.  Most adhere on the whole to the traditional division into Aristotle’s ten parts of speech, predominant in academic and school grammars: 10 in the Czech National Corpus, about 14 (depending on the status of some subcategories) in the Ukrainian Linguistic-Information Fund corpus of Ukrainian, 16 in the Russian National Corpus.  In some cases much further granulation is provided: in the Czech National Corpus the 10 parts of speech are divided in turn into 75 sub-parts of speech, each with its own code.  A different approach to classification was used in the IPIPAN corpus of Polish, where 29 so-called flexemes
 are recognised (see also Kotsyba et al. 2008).

The only attempt known to us to create a common morphological tagset for numerous languages including several Slavic ones was made within the frame of the project MULTEXT-East (Multext-East 1998), where altogether 14 parts of speech were differentiated.  This tagset does not, however, include East Slavic languages or Polish, which differ considerably in their present, independent corpus presentations.  As we could see from the relatively simple example of derogatory nouns in Polish, even if categories coincide in their names, they do not necessarily cover equivalent sets of words.  It is clear that we need compatibility and coherence (within each language and between languages) in order to present grammatical information in a consistent way, both for theoretical comparative studies of Slavic languages and even more so for multi-language morphosyntactic tagging, corpus construction and lexicography.

Predicatives: a problematic category

The so-called predicatives constitute one of the categories where descriptions of Slavic languages differ conspicuously.  They appear in Polish, Russian and Ukrainian electronic resources.  They can be recognised by a common set of core words, although they are called by different names from grammar to grammar and from language to language: improper verbs (czasowniki niewłaściwe) or predicatives (predykatywy) in Polish, adverbialised words (адвербіалізовані слова) or predicative words (присудкові слова) in Ukrainian, category of state (категория состояния), impersonal predicative words (безлично-предикативные слова), non-verb predicatives (неглагольные предикативы) or predicative adverbs (предикативные наречия) in Russian.  Some Bulgarian and Czech grammars talk of predicative adverbs or of predicatives as a subset of adverbs.  Contrariwise, corpora and treebanks of Bulgarian, Czech, Slovak and Slovenian recognise no such category at all.
Part-of-speech status of predicatives and part-of-speech hierarchy

As suggested by the various terms used for the category under scrutiny (we will provisionally call it predicative further on), its placement in the part-of-speech hierarchy also varies.  It can be either listed among other parts of speech (as does Yury Maslov for Bulgarian and Vladimir Vinogradov for Russian), or considered a variety (a so-called syntactic derivative, a sub-part of speech) of the adverb (BgAcGr 1983), the noun and the adverb (RuAcGr 1970), the noun, the adverb and the participle (RuAcGr 1980), or the verb (Vykhovanets 1988), on its own or together with the copula (when used).

The coverage of predicatives

The unclear status of predicatives is probably the reason for which the coverage of this category differs so much from language to language and from one author to another.  The IPIPAN corpus of Polish numbers a total of 26 predicatives, but in the Ukrainian Grammatical Dictionary there are 176, and in Yefremova 2006 and the Russian National Corpus (RNC) about 1200.  In order to understand where the difference comes from, we need to see what words are in fact classified as predicatives in each case.  To this end we compared evidence from grammars, dictionaries and corpora for four Slavic languages: Russian, Ukrainian, Polish and Bulgarian.

The relative
 core of predicatives is constituted by modal words such as Pl trzeba, Ua треба, Ru надо ‘necessary’, Pl można, Ru можно, Ua можна ‘possible’, Ru нельзя ‘impossible’.  Also commonly, though not universally, included are words for:

· physical properties and sensations and states of the environment: Bg студено, Ru, Ua холодно ‘cold’, Pl zimno;

· mental states and sensations: Ru, Ua, Bg весело ‘joyful’, Pl wesoło;

· evaluations of events or situations: Bg, Ua добре, Pl dobrze, Ru хорошо ‘well’.

Most such words can also be used as adverbs of quality (if listed in the dictionary as predicatives, they are said to be homonymous to adverbs of quality).  Some of them can be considered as belonging to more than one of these semantic classes, sometimes with minor differences in syntax.

Some predicatives are derived from nouns expressing states and emotions going, according to many authors, through the stage of adverbs (e.g., Ua жаль, шкода ‘pity’, гріх ‘sin’, сором, ганьба ‘shame, disgrace’, страх ‘fear’, охота ‘wish’, час, пора ‘time’, кінець ‘end’).  Many scholars include a group derived from infinitives (Ua видати, Ru видать, Pl widać ‘seen, one sees’, Ua чути, Ru слыхать, Pl słychać ‘heard, one hears’, etc.) and, in the case of Ukrainian, the corresponding impersonal participles in -но/-то (видно ‘visible’, чутно ‘audible’).

The remaining predicatives in each mentioned language include different groups of words, which we will try to analyse further.  In various sources we can find mention of: short (predicative) forms of adjectives, participial predicatives, negative proforms with sentential value, comparative degree forms of adverbs and adjectives, figurative (deverbal or onomatopoeic) words with semelfactive semantics (Ua бух ‘bang!, thud!’, цвірінь-цвірінь ‘chirp-chirp’), diminutive verbs, performatives (‘thank you’, ‘yes’, ‘no’), invariable foreign words (Ua каюк ‘all up, over’, негліже ‘in undress, in dishabille’, пас ‘pass’), collocations, etc.

The table on the following page presents a summary of the coverage of the category in different accounts.  A black circle means that lexical items of this group are by and large included into the principal predicative category, whatever its name and status are; a shaded cell means that the group doesn’t exist in this language.  Some special cases are explained in the notes following the table.
Where does the difference come from?

Some differences in treatment are due to languages’ specific features, lexical items and constructions restricted to one or a few languages, such as the Bulgarian
 expressions of feelings and sensations with a noun as a predicative and an accusative experiencer (e.g., яд меAcc е ‘I am vexed’).  More often, however, the differences are due to the dissimilar approaches chosen by schools and scholars.  For example, Polish to ‘(this) is’ in To książka ‘This ‹is a› book’ is traditionally called a predicative, although its counterparts то, це in Ukrainian and это in Russian are usually treated as pronouns.  In Russian forms of the comparative degree, common to adjectives and adverbs, are listed among predicatives, as well as numerous collocations.

There are also instances of discrepancies regarding predicatives and their place in the part-of-speech hierarchy within one author’s work, or even within the same text, so that in different chapters the same or similar phenomena may be treated in different ways.
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	Legend:

1. A word with a modal meaning (Ru надо, надобно, Ua треба ‘need’).

2. A word having the form of a deadjectival adverb, denoting a state of nature, a mental or physical state, etc.

3. A negative adverb (Ru невдомёк ‘unknown, unbeknown’, Ua невтямки, невдогад dto.).

4. An adverbial form of a participle.

5. A citation form of a word which is also in use as a noun.

6. A citation form of a noun no longer in use in the language.

7. A negative proform with predicative value (Ru нечего as in нечего пить ‘there is nothing to drink’).

8. A comparative degree form of an adjective or adverb.

9. A deverbal or onomatopoeic word with semelfactive semantics.
10. An invariable foreign word (Ua пас ‘pass’).
11. A performative expression, which may be a verb (Ua дякую ‘{I} thank [you]’), a particle (Ua так ‘yes’, ні ‘no’), etc.
12. The copulative pronoun Pl to, Ua то, це, Ru это.

13. A diminutive formed from a verb (Ua спунькати, спатки < спати ‘sleep’, ходитоньки < ходити ‘walk’).

14. An infinitive of a verb of perception (Ua чути, Pl słychać ‘heard, one hears’).

15. Pl stać (lit. ‘stand’) as in stać mnie na to ‘I can afford it’.
16. An adverb used as a predicate with a noun phrase subject (Ru навеселе ‘tipsy’, Bg добре ‘well’).
17. A prepositional phrase used as a predicate with a noun phrase subject (Ru в состоянии ‘in a position ‹to›’).
18. A short (predicative) form of an adjective from a closed class (Ru рад, Pl rad ‘glad’).
19. A short (predicative) form of an adjective from the open class (Ru весел ‘merry’).
20. A noun in the instrumental case, contrasting with the same noun in the nominative.
Notes:

a: predicative adverb (RuAcGr 1980), adverb which arguably is one no longer (Šerech 1951).

p: predicative form of participle (RuAcGr 1970), participial predicative (RuAcGr 1970), special form of verb (Šerech 1951).

s: only those with secondary meanings (Ru нечего as in нечего пить ‘no sense in drinking’: Yefremova 2006).

ﬂ: separate flexeme (IPIPAN corpus).


Predicatives in history

Russian

There is a general tendency throughout the history of Russian linguistics towards increasing the status of the class of predicatives.
  Introduced very tentatively by Lev Shcherba and promoted by Vladimir Vinogradov, it was been constantly ‘gaining in weight’.  But this is not a strict tendency.  In one of the most recent lexicographic works – Sharov 2002 – no such category is mentioned at all.  Most of its instances are listed as adverbs, and some of them are listed within the category ‘other’ (the latter includes a total of 85 items, which is far fewer than the number in Yefremova 2006).

As CtRuLg 1964 reports, grammarians have manifested interest in these words since the early 19th century.  Alexander Vostokov and Aleksey Shakhmatov classified these words with the verbs (глагольные слова).  Konstantin Aksakov treated them as short (predicative) forms of adjectives.

Shcherba 1928 focussed on such invariable words as нельзя ‘may not’, можно ‘may’, жаль ‘pity’, which function exclusively as predicates, and on adverbs such as холодно ‘cold’ in predicate position.  He argued that these were not adverbs or adjectives, since they modified neither verbs (or adjectives, or adverbs) nor nouns.  Considering that their stative meaning was their most distinctive property, he noted that there was, perhaps, a separate part of speech in the making here, one that could be described as a category of state (to contrast with adjectives and verbs, which can also denote states, but present them as qualities and actions).  Yet he acknowledged that the range of words which can function as stative predicates (or rather as their complements) in Russian is much wider, including short forms of adjectives (я весел ‘I am joyful’) and even nouns in the instrumental case (я был солдатом ‘I was a soldier’).
  For this reason he stopped short of stating that there was such a part of speech in the language already.  Notwithstanding he thought that, if there wasn’t one, words such as пора ‘(high) time’, холодно ‘cold’, навеселе ‘tipsy’, as they couldn’t be called adverbs, should remain part-of-speechless.

Later authors have argued for a more or less autonomous class with somewhat varying coverage.  The general consensus is that modals (можно ‘may’, надо ‘must’, нужно ‘need’) constitute the nucleus of the class.  Words of state having the form of adverbs of quality, for the most part doing double duty as short singular neuter forms of adjectives
 (e.g., весело ‘jolly’), are regularly included as well, although Meshchaninov 1945 suggests that short forms of adjectives and participles are better candidates for being set off as a separate part of speech, since they are restricted to predicate position.  The list is commonly extended to cover nominative singular forms of nouns (e.g., грех ‘sin’, охота ‘wish, inclination’; also the word жаль ‘pity’, which has practically gone out of use as a noun) and some other terms.

Most authors define the category so as to include only words that function as predicates in impersonal sentences, but Maslov 1975 relaxes the criteria to also cover predicates with noun subjects, as in Shcherba 1928’s proposal, though only such where the predicative word has no other use with the same meaning—that is, invariable words (начеку ‘alert’) and short forms of adjectives with no corresponding long forms, thus no possible attributive use, but inflecting for number and gender to agree with the subject (рад ‘glad’, намерен ‘intent’).

The status of the category and the associated terminology vary also.  To RuAcGr 1970 and 1980 predicatives are a syntactic derivative within the categories of adverb and noun
 (and participle, in the later work), that is, the part of speech to which such a word belongs depends on its morphological structure, although its syntactic behaviour does not.  To CtRuLg 1964 the impersonal predicative word is a separate part of speech (although the words themselves may be homonymous to adverbs or to citation forms of nouns), as is the non-verb predicative to Maslov 1975 (a part of speech intermediate between the verb and the adverb, represented in English by such words as asleep, awake, afloat, alive).

Shcherba 1928’s expression category of state is also used—a troublesome term, as Maslov 1975 points out, because its structure ill fits into the set of names of parts of speech, among other reasons.  It appears, however, that Shcherba himself did not intend it to be a name of a part of speech, but rather a description of one; he wrote that the category of state, ‘for want of a better term, might be called a predicative adverb’ (even though none of these words are adverbs in his view).  The term predicative adverb is applied to all predicatives affiliated to adverbs in RuAcGr 1970; in RuAcGr 1980, as we shall see, it excludes words expressing necessity or possibility (‘predicatives proper’) but covers the rest (including some that have no adverbial use).

The choice of status assigned to these words has one more implication.  If they are deemed to constitute a separate part of speech, this part of speech is claimed to possess the categories of tense and mood, so that было тихо ‘it was quiet’ is an analytic past tense form of тихо ‘(it is) quiet’, and стало тихо ‘it became quiet’ must be one too (somewhat of a problem for this analysis).  Otherwise these are phrases consisting of an inflecting copulative verb and its invariable complement.

CtRuLg 1964 constructs a detailed classification of all impersonal predicative words on the basis of their semantics, as follows:

· mental and physical states of live beings, states of nature and the environment:

· mental states of a human being (боязно ‘frightened’, грустно ‘sad’),

· physical states of live beings (больно ‘painful’, тошно ‘sickening’),

· states of nature and the environment (ветрено ‘windy’, уютно ‘cosy’);

· modal states (necessity, possibility);

· evaluations of states or positions:

· extent in time and space (поздно ‘late’, время ‘time’, далеко ‘far’),

· psychological or moral and ethical evaluations (плохо ‘bad’, легко ‘easy’, позор ‘disgrace’),

· sensory perception (видно ‘visible’, слышно ‘audible’).

A separate classification divides them into words with adverb and noun origin, and the former group into such as are adverbs and such as are not.  Conversely, it is pointed out that circumstantial adverbs are more likely to give rise to impersonal predicative words than attributive adverbs are (было рано ‘it was early’, but not *было быстро ‘it was quick’, *было длинно ‘it was long’).

RuAcGr 1970 and 1980 merge the two classifications.  RuAcGr 1970 recognises

· predicatives affiliated to the noun;

· predicatives affiliated to the adverb alias predicative adverbs:

· words that are adverbs:

· emotional states,

· physical states,

· states of the environment,

· words that aren’t adverbs (modals as well as internal states such as стыдно ‘ashamed’, любо ‘lief’);

· negative terms (недосуг ‘no leisure’, некогда ‘no time’, невдомёк ‘no idea’).

In RuAcGr 1980 predicatives affiliated to the adverb and predicative adverbs are separated, the former comprising modals and the latter everything else.  Participial predicatives (short singular neuter forms of past passive participles: закрыто ‘closed’, запрещено ‘forbidden’) are also singled out.  Negative terms, however, are no longer treated as impersonal predicative words.  Thus in both works a semantic classification is only applied to predicative adverbs.

All semantic classifications place each word in one class only, although some words have different meanings depending on the construction (e.g., мне плохо ‘I am unwell’ expresses a physical state, whereas воровать плохо ‘it is bad to steal’ is a moral evaluation).
Ukrainian

In Ukrainian grammars predicatives were particularly ‘fashionable’ in the 1950-60’s.  The only direct mention of them as a full-fledged part of speech, called category of state (категорія стану), can be found in Zhovtobryukh & Kulyk 1965.
  The authors divide them into such as denote

· mental or physical states of human or any other beings,

· states of nature,

· states of the environment, their subjective assessment, their extent in time or space,

· modal states.

Kulyk 1961 is more circumspect.  He describes the impersonal predicative word (безособово-предикативне слово) in terms of its syntactic function and presents a classification, but refrains from specifying its part-of-speech status.

The prominent Western linguist of Ukrainian origin Jury Šerech (Shevelyov), whose works were not known in Soviet Ukraine, discusses adverbial impersonal sentences with stative semantics and a null or overt copula plus

· an adverb,

· a modal or a denominal, called a predicative word,

· a negative pronoun or adverb such as нікому ‘no one to … (to)’, нічим ‘nothing to … with’, ніде ‘nowhere to …’, etc.,

in predicate position.  Regarding the status of these words the author’s attitude is tentative.  Pointing out that adverbs ought to serve as adverbial modifiers of verbs, adjectives or other adverbs, he suggests that it would be more correct to have a special term to refer to them in those cases when they act as predicates, and mentions that the Russian linguist Vinogradov has proposed calling them category of state; however, whether he accepts this strategy is not completely clear (Šerech 1951:92).  Later on he also uses the term adverbialised word along with Vinogradov’s category of state.

Leonova 1983 calls these words predicative adverbs as opposed to attributive adverbs.  They include modals, states proper, and denominatives.  Predicative adverbs are likened to verbs because they can govern cases.

In the 1990’s Ukrainian scholars preferred writing about syntactic functions.  Consider for example the accounts of Ukrainian morphology by Bezpoyasko et al. 1993 and of Ukrainian syntax by Vykhovanets 1993, published as a set.  The first part of the grammar does not mention predicatives at all, and it is not clear which part of speech words like треба, можна (the most uncontroversial representatives of the class) belong to; можливо ‘(it is) possible’ is referred to as a modal adverb.

In the second part predicatives are described in terms of their syntactic role (Vykhovanets 1993:253-254):

The core group of predicates of state is composed of invariable words that are referred to the so-called category of state or to predicative adverbs.  These words have verbal forms of tense and mood and function as the principal member of impersonal sentences, corresponding to a predicate.  Tense and mood are expressed analytically with the help of the analytic syntactic morpheme-copula бути ‘be’ or of analytic syntactic semi-morphemes such as ставати, робитися ‘become’. […] They are usually univalent, or bivalent at most (Дідусеві видно гори ‘Grandpa can see the mountains’, Дівчині жаль пташини ‘The girl is sorry for the bird’).
The author mentions pairs of denominal predicatives that preserve the form of nouns and counterparts of the adverb variety derived from them: гріх—грішно ‘sin’, досада—досадно ‘annoyance’, жаль—жалко ‘pity’, кривда—кривдно ‘offence, injustice’, сором—соромно ‘shame, disgrace’.  In this work he does not seem to adhere to any position on the status of the category, only saying that predicatives are a separate part of speech according to some scholars, while others refer them to a subclass of adverbs, viz., predicative adverbs.  In his other, earlier work he is confident in referring to such words as verbs transposed from adverbs (Vykhovanets 1988: 119–122).

The Ukrainian Grammatical Dictionary (UGD) is modelled upon Andrey Zaliznyak’s Grammatical Dictionary of the Russian Language, and treats predicative words in the same way.  As we can see from the table and the statistics, however, their coverage is much poorer in UGD.
Polish

The Polish grammatical tradition varies considerably in its approach to predicatives.  The popular ‘rigorous’ description of Polish in Saloni & Świdziński 1985 mentions only the modals trzeba and można, calling them improper verbs with a ‘minimal verbal paradigm’: indicative present można ‘(it is) possible’, past było można; conditional present można by, past byłoby można (Saloni 1974:66).

The most comprehensive and consistent overview of the category is presented in PlAcGr 1998.  The authors single out predicatives as a separate part of speech, dividing them into personal (deadjectival) and impersonal (deverbal, denominal, deadverbial) ones.  This division is purely morphological, as in fact some impersonal predicatives express person by oblique arguments (see examples below).  Personal predicatives (traditionally ‘short’, predicative adjectives) are opposed to full adjectives as they don’t inflect for case.  Such are (po)winien ‘indebted, owing’, rad ‘glad’, kontent ‘content’, wart ‘worthy’, which have no full forms, and also ciekaw ‘curious’, godzien ‘worthy’, gotów ‘ready’, pełen ‘full’, pewien ‘certain’, łaskaw ‘kind’, syt ‘satiated’, świadom ‘aware’, wesół ‘joyful’, zdrów ‘hale’.

The authors point out that most predicatives are impersonal.  They include modals (trzeba, można etc.), words of perception (widać, słychać etc.), mental states.  Many of these are homonymous to citation forms of nouns: czas, pora ‘(high) time’, grzech ‘sin’, szkoda, żal ‘pity’, wstyd ‘shame’ (PlAcGr 1998:129).  It is said that they are treated differently because of their ‘morphological peculiarities’, as they only have analytic forms, whereas verbs proper have both synthetic and analytic forms (PlAcGr 1998:60).  Lexemes that ‘are traditionally treated as adverbs’, but can function as predicates, are also included:  nudno mi ‘I am bored’, Dziecku zimno ‘The child is cold’, Ależ tu cicho! ‘Oh but it’s quiet here!’, Duszno dzisiaj ‘It is stuffy today’.  They are opposed to adverbs on the basis of their syntactic function of a predicate; they require a dative noun phrase and/or a locative expression: Jemu w Krakowie jest zimno ‘He is cold in Cracow’.  And, as the authors point out, while the majority of adverbs formed from adjectives end in -o and a minority end in -(i)e, about a dozen adverbs which have forms with both endings, the first form being predicative and the second attributive: gwarno vs gwarnie ‘noisy’, rojno vs rojnie dto., mglisto vs mgliście ‘foggy, nebulous’, nudno vs nudnie ‘boring’; the words pochmurno vs chmurnie ‘gloomy’ are also usually counted, although they differ by a prefix as well (PlAcGr 1998:61).  The term ‘predicative’ is sometimes used interchangeably with ‘impersonal predicators’ (predykatory nieosobowe) in this work.

The IPIPAN corpus of Polish language adopts the approach of PlAcGr 1998 with some changes.  All adverbs of state are classified simply as adverbs, with no distinction between those ending in -(i)e and in -o, even if they constitute pairs.  Predicative adjectives are listed as a separate flexeme called winien by its only
 actual representative in the corpus of 300 million tokens.  The short adjectives listed in the grammar seem to be obsolete as they cannot be found in the corpus or are erroneously classified as nouns.

Bulgarian

Among the characteristic traits of Bulgarian which have a bearing on the constructions at hand are the obligatory use of the copula in all moods and tenses
, the obligatory marking of focussed objects by cliticised pronouns, the lack of an opposition of short and long forms of adjectives, the use of the indefinite singular neuter form of most adjectives as an adverb
 (as in Russian, but unlike Ukrainian and Polish), the prevalent use of verbs of necessity and possibility rather than adverbs, and the absence of an infinitive, which is replaced by analytic forms of the so-called conjunctive.

BgAcGr 1983 singles out under the name predicative adverbs a class of adverbs which occur as complements of a third person singular neuter form of the verb съм, бъда ‘to be’ or стана, ставам ‘become’ and denote states rather than properties of actions, qualities or entities.  By far most of these have the form of adverbs derived from adjectives, though some differ from the corresponding adjectives in their meanings (e.g., драго ‘pleasant’ from драг ‘dear’).  There are a few, of various origin, which have no other use (блазе ‘blessed, lucky’, an obsolete adverb from the adjective благ ‘gentle, mild, sweet’; еня ‘concern, care’, a negative polarity item, from the Greek noun έγνοια).  Words in active use as nouns (such as яд ‘anger; worry, trouble’) are not included in this group.  The grammar classifies all items on the basis of their meaning:

· states of nature and the environment (тъмно ‘dark’, уютно ‘cosy’);

· physical and mental states of a human being (зле ‘bad’, опасно ‘dangerous’);

· ethical and emotional estimates (грешно ‘sinful, wrong’, мило ‘pleasant’);

· intellectual or modal states (нужно ‘needed’, лошо ‘bad’);

· miscellaneous estimates of a state or situation (късно ‘late’, далеч(е) ‘far’).
To Maslov 1981:290–293 the non-verb predicative (alias ‘category of state’) are a separate part of speech comprising three syntactic subclasses:

· words of noun origin, most (though not all) active in the language as nouns, but set apart in this function by several circumstances:

· they appear in an unchanging form (indefinite singular),

· they can’t be modified by adjectives, only by adverbs,

· their gender no longer matters,

· most subcategorise for an obligatory or optional experiencer expressed by a cliticised personal pronoun, chiefly accusative (яд меAcc е ‘I am vexed’), less frequently dative (жал миDat е ‘I am sorry’);

· words of adverb origin, mostly usable as adverbs, but set apart in this function by appearing in a position atypical for adverbs and by the fact that many subcategorise for an obligatory or optional experiencer expressed by a dative clitic (добре е ‘it is well’, добре ми е ‘I am fine’);

· a sparse group of non-impersonal non-verb predicates (добре съм ‘I am well’).

Non-verb predicatives inflect for tense and mood; that is, the verb съм, бъда ‘to be’ or стана, ставам ‘become’ (the latter only with words with adverb origin, e.g., стана тъмно ‘it became dark’) is part of the analytic word form.  This implies that вечер е ‘it is evening’ and късно е ‘it is late’ are entirely distinct constructions (a noun plus a verb and a non-verb predicative, respectively), which is rather unexpected.  The relation between the two is similar to the one between лъжец е ‘he is a liar’ and лъгал е ‘he has lied’ (a verb in the perfect tense), but is more complex in view of the opaque status of става късно ‘it is getting late’, which has no counterpart in the analytic part of verb paradigms.

Criteria for singling out predicatives.  Discussion

Considering the similarity in the syntactic behaviour of the words under consideration regardless of their origin, a unified treatment is certainly desirable.
CtRuLg 1964 and Maslov 1981 stress the fact that such words, even when they are nouns in appearance, seem to lose their gender, because the copula is always in the neuter (when it is in a tense in which its form expresses gender).  But agreement ought to take place if the predicative word were a subject.  This, however, is not so (cf. Ru Не время бунтовать ‘It is not time to revolt’: normally the negative particle precedes the subject only if the negation has narrow scope, as it were, ‘It is not time, but something else, to revolt’).  Also, predicatives affiliated to adverbs have the same distribution, and adverbs are even less likely subjects than they are complements of copulative verbs.

On the other hand, in Russian the non-zero copula in the past or future tense can have an instrumental complement (as said above, in stative sentences rather than statements of identity), but *Охотой было идти ‘(One) felt like going’ (instead of Охота было идти) is ungrammatical.  This can be explained if охота here is not a noun but an adverb, and by virtue of this invariable.

What prevents these words from being counted as adverbs is a more complicated question.  Those authors who consider them a separate part of speech say that many of them are homonymous to adverbs (though the sameness of form, so common across languages, is certainly not fortuitous).  They are said to be confined to the predicate, a position inaccessible to their homonyms.  Yet this is effectively equivalent to saying that the same words may appear both in the predicate and outside it, though frequently with an accompanying difference in meaning.

This leads us to draw an analogy between adverbs and adjectives.  Adjectives can be modifiers of nouns or complements of copulative verbs.  By far most English adjectives have both uses, but some are exclusively attributive (main reason, undue pressure, future lawyer) or exclusively predicative (glad, afraid).  As we saw, in Russian too there are exclusively predicative adjectives, morphologically marked by having no long (attributive) forms (рад ‘glad’) or semantically marked by having recognisably different meanings depending on the form (должен [short form] ‘obliged, owing’, cf. должный [long form] ‘due, owed’).  It is more difficult to find exclusively attributive adjectives in Russian, but there are adjectives whose long forms must be used even in predicative position.  Compare:

1) a. *Эта причина главна.
b. Эта причина — главная.
2) a. *This reason is main.
b. This reason is the main one.
Notwithstanding adjectives are treated as a single part of speech in nearly all accounts.

Adverbs modify verbs, adjectives, other adverbs or, less commonly, nouns; this is their attributive function.  But many of them (e.g., locative or temporal ones) can be complements of copulative verbs (The building is here, The debate was yesterday).  Let us admit that adverbs of manner can be too.  It is more common for adverbs to be restricted to one of the two functions than it is for adjectives, but this is a difference of quantity, not of quality.

Semantic criteria

The semantic criterion, viz., the stative semantics of predicatives, has been a major part of the case for singling them out as a class since the outset.  But already Shcherba 1928 encountered the problems associated with it.  Denoting states is not a prerogative of predicatives: there are stative verbs and verb forms (even if the verb is generally regarded as a category of action), as well as stative sentences with adjectives or nouns as the complement of the copula.

A general problem with all attempts to define a part of speech on the basis of semantic criteria is that the same meaning can often be expressed by various means.  For example, CtRuLg 1964 states that ‘an impersonal predicative word is a stranger to the meaning of a feature (a feature of an entity is an adjective; a feature of an action or a feature is an adverb)’.  This seems to miss the fact that Жить хорошо and Жизнь хороша ‘Life is good’ mean the same thing, as do Мне весело and Я весел ‘I am joyful’, and if one sentence expresses a feature, so should the other.  Nor is the difference between a state and a feature made clear in most accounts.
Morphological criteria

We mentioned the morphologically marked opposition of predicative forms in -o and adverbial forms in -(i)e that characterises a few lexical items in Polish (PlAcGr 1998).  However, if we look up these items in the corpus, we can see that the speakers’ intuition does not support this difference, or at any rate it is not followed strictly.  Corpus examples show predicative use in 11 cases out of 17 for gwarnie:
W miniony weekend było gwarnie i kolorowo ‘The last weekend it was noisy and colourful’
wiedziałem jedynie, że jest wesoło, gwarnie ‘I only knew it was merry, noisy’
Since kolorowo and wesoło end in -o, the choice of the form in -(i)e is not motivated by analogy.  The same can be seen in the case of rojnie, 2 out of whose 3 uses are predicative.
  Neither does the choice of one of the two endings by those items that only have one form correlate with their use in any way.  What were paronyms before seem to have become unstable variants.

The argument that non-verb predicatives possess the categories of tense and mood seems an unnecessary artefact of the analysis.  The verb phrase does, being headed by a copulative verb (perhaps a zero one).  This is no different from any other verb phrase consisting of a copula and a complement.

Syntactic criteria

The syntactic criterion is another important argument for singling our predicatives.  The fact that they can appear in predicate position (and some are restricted to it) is often brought up as a claim for part-of-speech status.  However, this function is not unique to them: adjectives and nouns can be complements of copulative verbs too, so can some classes of adverbs, and of course the verb is the predicative word par excellence.  Meanwhile the adverb is far from being syntactically uniform: for instance, those adverbs that can modify nouns (Ru яйца всмятку ‘eggs soft-boiled’, совсем ребенок ‘altogether a child’; examples from Maslov 1975) have just as good a reason for forming a subclass.

The employment (or omission) of the copula is sometimes brought up as an argument for classifying predicatives as verbs (Vykhovanets 1988).  In fact the use of the copula varies across languages (and grammatical contexts) from Russian, where it is regularly left out in the present indicative, to Bulgarian, where it is obligatory in all tenses and moods.
  The other languages fall in between.  For example, Ukrainian, unlike Russian, employs the copula in negated present-tense sentences: Читати цю книгу не є цікаво ‘To read this book is not interesting’.  Again, the omission of the copula is not restricted to sentences with predicatives.

This said, the syntactic part of the ‘identity’ of predicatives is a highly interesting matter that requires further investigation.

Conclusions

We have seen that the words classified as predicatives vary considerably in their morphology, etymology and syntactic behaviour.  There is no criterion that would keep them together in one group and oppose them to all remaining parts of speech, which suggests that they should rather be treated as a subclass of one of the existing parts of speech.  Classifying most of them as adverbs doesn’t make the adverb more diverse than it already is, or than the adjective is in most accounts.  It is commonly taken for granted that adjectives can function as both attributes and predicates, whereas adverbs can only be attributes (Maslov 1975:208–215).  But given that there are attributive-only adjectives and predicative-only adjectives, why shouldn’t it be the same with adverbs?

This refers to the core of the category.  What about the periphery?  Polish to (as in To książka ‘This ‹is a› book’) can be treated as a pronoun, as Ukrainian то or це and Russian это.  The shared comparative degree forms of adjectives and adverbs in Russian ought to be classified as adjectives or adverbs, disambiguating them depending on the function they perform.  The Ukrainian and Russian diminutive verbs are verbs even if they have a super-defective paradigm only including an infinitive.  Semelfactives can be classified as interjections (or perhaps as invariable verb forms).
There may be an advantage in introducing an attribute of predicativity for various parts of speech with values ‘predicative’, ‘non-predicative’ and ‘either’ for each lexeme, but this issue needs additional research.

Further research

The notion of predicatives and the whole ongoing discussion around it brings up at least three topics for further research:

1. Whether we dispose of predicatives as part of speech altogether dissolving them among parts of speech where they came from or leave them as subclasses of each, we are still left with the phenomenon of the exclusive predicativeness of certain words.  This feature certainly brings important information for the theory of language in general and its applications for automatic language generation, and should be explored in depth.

2. It seems important to describe the syntactic features of ‘predicatives’ in detail, in order to clarify and justify their status from the syntactic point of view.

3. One more eminently worthwhile task is to align other categories in present tagsets of Slavic languages and work on a common pattern for them.
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� The category of flexeme was introduced by Janusz Bień in the 1960’s as a class of words with uniform morphosyntactic characteristics.  For example, a subclass of derogatory nouns (masculine nouns denoting human beings but pluralised as non-human nouns to express disparagement, e.g., derogatory profesory vs neutral profesorowie ‘professors’) was singled out as a separate flexeme different from the noun as characterised by a unique plurality patterns, different from common nouns.  From the traditional grammar point of view, flexemes are often a purely technical class, which is however convenient for automated language processing, as those classes are comparatively strictly defined.  


� This reservation is due to the fact that Bulgarian prefers modal verbs—mostly impersonal ones: трябва ‘must’, може ‘may’.


� Actually Balkan (shared with Serbo-Croat and Slovenian, as well as some non-Slavic languages of the region).


� In Russian secondary schools predicatives have been recently introduced as a part of speech into the syllabus in Russian language.


� As opposed to the full form of the adjective and the nominative case of the noun.  One should note the contrast between я весел (a temporary state) and я весёлый (a permanent quality), cf. Spanish estoy alegre vs soy alegre, and between я был солдатом (a temporary state) я был солдат (an identity), cf. French j’étais soldat vs j’étais un soldat (Shcherba’s example), Irish bhí mé im shaighdiúir (glossed ‘was I in:my soldier’) vs ba saighdiúir mé (glossed ‘was soldier I’ with a different copulative verb).


� Occasionally the two differ, as in ранне (adjective) but рано (adverb) ‘early’, or больно ‘ill, painful’ with stress on the stem when an adverb and on the ending when an adjective.


� Modal words and expressions, such as правда ‘indeed’, словом ‘in a word’, в частности ‘in particular’, к сожалению ‘unfortunately’, are another syntactic derivative of the noun.


� The very choice of terminology is evidence of the powerful influence of Russian upon Ukrainian linguistics.


� Other terms used for ‘predicatives’ are non-inflecting verbs (czasowniki niefleksyjne, Jodłowski 1971), improper verbs (Saloni 1974).  Those accounts, however, include only modals.


� Together with its variant powinien.


� This is often the case with rad ‘glad’, recognised by the morphological analyser as the genitive plural form of the noun rada ‘advice’.


� There is a small number of adverb-based constructions that don’t involve a copula (Добре че дойде ‘Good that you came’, Чудно как е избягал ‘One wonders how he escaped’, Жалко за парите ‘Shame for the money’, Край на болестта ‘The malady is over’, Блазе му ‘Happy he’), which BgAcGr 1983 brings up as showing that the adverb is the bearer of the semantics of the predicate.  However, the paucity of adverbs that admit such use, the syntactic deficiency of the constructions (they require certain types of complements, allow neither negation nor interrogation, etc.) and their specific semantics all argue that this is not a case of a copula being omitted in the present tense, but a different kind of construction, one that might be called an attitudinal, anchored to the present situation and insensitive to the category of tense.


� Among the exceptions are добре ‘well’, зле ‘ill, badly’, рано ‘early’ (adverbs), but добро, зло, ранно (singular neuter forms of the corresponding adjectives).


� The statistics of the use of these adverbs is quite interesting.  One can clearly see a preference for using the predicative form of some of them and the attributive form of the others, which correlates with their semantics: nudno vs nudnie 146::13, mglisto vs mgliście 28::78 (mgliście wiem ‘I have a dim idea’, lit. ‘I know nebulously’), gwarno vs gwarnie 78::17, rojno vs rojnie 18::3.


� It also varies in history; it was used with greater regularity in Old Russian writing: Се ми есть ближе, к тому поиду переже ‘This one is closer to me; I will go to that one first’ (Hypatian Chronicle 1908:400).





