SLAVISTICA
No. 29

P. KOYALIY

PARTICIPIAL ADJECTIVES IN THE
SLAVIC LANGUAGES

Winnipeg 1957

=~ Published by the Ukrainian Free Academy of Sciences




SLAVYISTICA
MPAUIIHCTUTYTY CANOB’AHO3HABCTBA
YKPATHCBKO! BIJIbHO! AKAJEMIT HAYK
3a pexakuierw Sp. Pyauuubkoro
4. 29

I1. KOBA/JIIB

MPUKMETHHRYH 3 MIENPHKMETHHKIB
Y GROB’AHCBKHX MOBAX

Binniner 1957

Hakmagom Ykpaincbkoi Binmbroi Axamemii Hayx



SLAYISTICA

PROCEEDINGS OF THE INSTITUTE OF SLAVISTICS OF THE
UKRAINIAN FREE ACADEMY OF SCIENCES
Editor-in-Chief — J. B. Rudnyc'kyj
No. 29

P. KOVALIY

PARTICIPIAL ADJECTIVES IN THE
SLAVIC LANGUAGES

Winnipeg 1957

Published by the Ukrainian Free Academy of Sciences



This Issue Of

SLAVISTICA

Is Dedicated To

PROFESSOR OLAF BROCH

University of Oslo, Norway

On Occasion

Of His 90th Anniversary in 1957.

—The Editor.

Printed by

National Publishers Limited, Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada



I

In Slavistic literature we encounter an almost invariable state-
ment to the effect that participles in the living language are in a
stage of decline. and that some are artificially created in the book
language1). (Concerning participles of the active present tense in
particular, in practically all Slavie languages one can notice either
their complete decline, or their transformation, in certain syntactical
functions. into gerundives, or adjectives 2).

Forms of participles of the active present tense have, since a
long time, been created on bases of verbs in the present tense with
the aid of the noun suffix -nt. Verbs with a thematic o/e (I and 1I
cl.) ended in -ont, those with a thematic jo/je (III cl.) in -jont,
with a thematic i (IV ¢l.) in -int. E.g.: vedont-, dvignont-, znajont-,
chvalint- 3).

Originally, partiriple forms belonged to nouns, with a stem in
the consonant. By the way, a trace of this old noun variety (strictly,
nominal) of participles has survived in the form of the nominative
plural masc. gender ending in -e: vedgte (old-Slav. veduste), as well
as: kamene. In the old Bulgarian, like in other Slavic languages,
there was in the mase. and neutr. nominative singular a form
ending in -y: vedy (*vedonts) *). In old Eastern Slavic literature
there was a form ending in -a: veda, nesa, moha. It has survived as
such to this day in the Czech language: veda, nesa; also in the Uk-

1) O. Ogonowski. Studien auf dem Gebiete der rutheinischen Sprache.
Lemberg, 1880, pp. 146-147; B. L. Beaulieux. Grammaire de la langue
bulgare. Paris, 1933, p. 190; A. Mazon. Grammaire de la langue tcheque,
1931, p. 230; A. Leskien. Grammatik der serbo-kroatischen Sprache. Hei-
delberg, 1914, p. 522, ff. 558; W. Taszycki. Imiestowy czynne terazniejszy i
przeszly w jezyku polskim. Krakéw, 1926 (Rozprawy wydz. Fil. Pol. Akad.
Um. XI,;-5); Jurij Serech. Participium universale im Slavischen. Sla-
vistica, No. 16, 1953, p. 5; L. Bulaxovskij. Istorideskij kommentarij russk.
liter. jazyka. 1950, p. 206.

2) A. Potebnja. Iz zapisok po russkoj grammatike. I-II. Xar’kov, 1888,
p. 182; F. Travnilek. Historickd mluvnice Ceskoslovenski. V Praze, 1935,

343.

3) H. Ilinskij. Praslavjanskaja grammatika, NeZin, 1916, pp. 87-90,
318; M. Hrunskyj ta P. Kovaliv. Istorija form ukrajins’koji movy. Xar’-
kiv, 1931, pp. 304-305. .

4) A. Leskien. Grammatik der altbulgarischen (Altkirchenslavischen)
Sprache. Heidelberg, 1919, p. 205.



rainian language, in the word “moha” (“jako moha SvydSe”). The
Bulgarian dialects went through a similar stage3). The form was
also known to the old Polish language. Comp.: old-Bulg. nesy, old-
Czech bera, old-Pol. czeka, old-East Siav. moha 6),

The subsequent process of development of participles of the
active present tense in Slavie languages, as a distinet morphological
category, the process of the development of their structural pecu-
liarities was closely related to their syntactic functions. The syn-
tactic functions of participles of the active present tense deter-
mined not only their form, but their meaning as well. And because
syntactic functions of words in the process of the historical de-
velopment of Slavic languages changed, like the syntactic structure
of these languages itself, forms and meanings of participles as
parts of sentences, changed correspondingly 7). This is vividly il-
lustrated by the history of Slavie languages.

A new grammatical category came into being against this
background, the category of indeclinable participles, or the so-
called gerundives. Gerundives originated from short participles
during a certain historical period 8). Already A. Potebnja emphasized
the fact that “all Slavic gerundives permit a nominal form of parti-
ciple. A pronominal participle, says he, never becomes a gerundive;
it either ceases to be used altogether, or remains a participle, or
changes into an adjective” 9).

The same kind of statement regarding the origin of gerundives
is made at present by L. Bulaxovsky: “DejepriCastije vo vsex

185 75) See A. M. Selisev. Staroslavijanskij jazyk. II. Moscow, 1952, pp.

6) N. van Wijk. Zur Entwicklung der partizip. Nominativendung -onts
in den slav. Sprachen. Zeitschrift f. sl. Phil. Bd. I, 279.

7) See P. Kovoliv. Do pytannja pro wyznalennja i rozvytok hramatydnyx
katehorij. Ukrajin. zasiv. 1943, No. 4.

8) M. Kolosov (Oc&erk po istoriji zvukov i form russkogo jazyka s
XI po XVI v., Warsaw, 1876, p. 99) placed the beginnings of the transforma-
tion of active participles into gerundives at the 13th c¢. A. Potebnja (Iz za-
pisok, 182) wrote on this occasion: “Kazetsja nesomnennym, ¢éto v konce
XIV st. pricastija dejstvit. zaloga apozitivnyje byli uZe tolko v kniZnom
jazyke, i dejeprilastije, kak vpolnje opredelivSajasja &ast’ redi, uZe sus$-
destvovalo, xotja i otlialos’ koje-Cem ot nynesSnego.” Comp. M. Hruns'kyj
and P. Kovaliv. Istorija form ukraijinskoji movy. Xarkiv, 1931, p. 307.
Also 3L. P. Jakubins'kij. Istorija drewnerusskogo jazyka. Moscow, 1953.
p. 253.

9) A. Potebnja. Iz zapisok, I-II, 181.



slavjanskix jazvkax, kak 1 v drugix indojevropejskix jazykax, —
kategorija novaja, razviviajasja otnosite’no pozdno v osoboj Zizni
etix jazykov. Po svojemu proisxozdeniju dejepricastija splo§ vos-
xodjat k pridastijam” 10).

What kind of syntactic function did the short participles have
to perform in order to be able, thanks to such function, to change
their categorical meaning, and turn from parvticiples into gerundives?

In all such instances the participles were in an appositive
function. Only in this function they appropriated a meaning of
conditional words, gerundives. In this function the participle,
uniting itself with the subject, gravitated at the same time to the
predicate, and as a result the unity was disjoined, and the participle
transformed into an adverbial word11l). E. g.: povele Olha mov
stvoriti, rbkuSte sice Lavr. L. 24.12). Ne povéduéi nikomuZe SedSe
ubijte brata mojeho Borisa Lavr. L. 13). Comp. old-Polish: A jakoz
sie drzewiej Pan nad nami radowal, dobrze wam czynie, a was
plodze: takez sie wesclié hedzie, zatrace was. BZ 151a 13-16. Deut.
XXIX, 63; Przerzeczona wina piesnadzieScia bedzie powmszezon
nieddzacy ciazej alibo gwattem odbijajacy alibo wypuszezacy wzieta
ciaze . . . (Swietost. II, 26. Arch. X. Pr. III, 236. 14),

Interesting data on the old-Czech language are contained in
E. V. Neméenko’s dissertation “Iz istoriji kratkix prifastij dejstvi-
teliogo zaloga v deS§skom jazyke.” He maintains that in the forma-
tion of the category of gerundives in the Czech language, as in-
dicated by monuments of the 13th and 14th c., a decisive role was
played by “the usage of short participles in the predicate funection.”
The predicative usage of short participles came about, according to
him, by their rendition also of the meaning of the conditions sur-
rounding the main aetion which is given by a verb. It determined

10) L. Bulaxovskyj, IstoriCeskij kommentarij, 340. See in detail: D. N.
Kudrjavskij. K istorii russkix deepricastij. Jur’ev, 1916.

11) “Omne may say, — wrote Zytec’kyj, — that even at their coming
into existence the forms -jaéy, -u¢y had the meaning of so-called gerundives:
in old-rus’ky monuments we have not encountered these forms as de-
clinable” (Narys literat. istoriji ukrajin. movy v XVII st. Lviv, 1941, p. 93).

12) A. Potebnja. Iz zapisok, I-II, 183.

13) E. Koschmieder. Nauka o aspektach czasownika polskiego w za-
rysie. Proba syntezy. Rozprawy i materjaly Wydzialu i Towarzystwa przy-
jaciél nauk w Wilnie. 1934, vol. V. zeszyt 2, p. 169.

14) A. Potebnja. Iz zapisok, I-II, 269, 274.



o1 its part, so to say, their transition into the category of adverbial
predicative words, i. e. gerundives. Nemienko connects the process
of forming gerundives with the gradual change in the function of
short participles. At that, the means of creating gerundives in the
literary Czech language and the living vernzcular differ from each
other. In the literary language which, during the period of the
formation of gerundives, reflected the process of mingling their form
according to gender and number, in the further course a tendency
prevailed of differentiating gerundives according to gender and
number. In the folk dialects (as well as in old-Pol., old-Eastern Slav.
and other Slavie languages during the early period of their de-
velopment) the forming of gerundives was connected with a non-
differentiation of short participles according to gender and number,
and a subsequent introduction of gerundive forms only according
to the category of aspect and time. 13)

Nemcenko emphasizes the syntactic role of short participles
which provided an opportunity to “better understand the reason for
their transition into gerundives.” He stresses that ‘“‘short parti-
ciples were used in them (in monuments of Czech literature—P. K.)
in the function of predicative and adverbial words. The usage of
short active participles in the attributive function during this period
(13-14 ¢.) was improper. In the attributive role pronominal forms
of active participles came into being” 16). We shall discuss par-
ticiples of the active present temnse in their attributive function
later, here we shall only indicate that Nemdenko’s statement is
worthy of notice, and that the results of his studies of monuments
of the Czech language only confirm the thought expressed earlier
on the significance of the syntactic function in the development
of participles.

On the other hand, we can state after A. Potebnja that both
in the Russian, as well as in other Slavie languages at an early
period of their existence, the usage of participles was much more
widespread, and a participle could possess such a degree of inde-
pendence and predicativeness which, in modern languages “is pos-

15) Voprosy slavjanskogo jazykoznanija. Ak. Nauk SSSR. Institut
slavjanovedenija. Kratkije soob3éenija. Moscow, 1952. No. 7, p. 66.
16) ibid. p. 61.



sible only in the personal verb, and partially in the infinitive” 17},
Old monuments are replete with numerous examples of predicative
usage of short participles with the verb buty. E.g. in old-Eastern
Slavie monuments: I jest’ cerki ta stoja$éi v Korsuné hradd Lavr.
L. 47: .. .1 tajulde jesmy BoZija blahodati Ip. L. 135,/H; budesi
stenja i trjasasja do Zivota svojeho Lavr. L. 38. 18). In old-Czech:
duch svaty od otce a od syna ne u¢inén, ani stvolen, ale jest
pochdzeje Tom. ze Stirného. XIV ct.; a postyTi byli v té krajiné
ponocujice Bibl. bratski (XVI). In old-Polish: Oblozenie dawnosei
jim obrzeczono niemoze by¢, alizby polieciech byli omiaszkajaei
(ey?). 1449, Ks. Ustaw. 51. In old-Serb: budi upbvae vbsémb
srbdbcemb na Boha, 1222-8, Mikl. Monum. Serb. 9; asce kto libo
budets prétvarae, anatema emu budi ibid. 19)

In modern Slavie languages these participle-predicative con-
structions have obviously not survived. Having a tendency, in this
function, to transform into verbs (az jesm tvorjaj Cudesa), they
later transformed into them (ja tvorju éudesa). These participles
of the active present tense which were in an appositive funection
transformed in virtually all Slavie languages into gerundives with
a function of a subsidiary predicate, and with a shade adverbial
meaning. In other words, they signify, according to the apt ex-
pression of L. Bulaxovskyj, “a chronological relation to the first” 20).

But here also, a certain role was played by the sentence
structure. Especially in the Russian literary language, short par-
ticiples changed into gerundives only in such instances, where the

17) A. Potebnja, op. cit. I-II, p. 534.

18) 1ibid. p. 129. The frequent use of participle-predicative construc-
tions in old East. Slav. language monuments gave some authors the idea
(Sornyj. Grelesk. sintaksis, §146, 8) to consider them imitations of the
Greek language by reason of their similarity to Greek phrases, with which
Potebnja disagreed (op. cit. 133-34) on the basis that they were widely
known also in other old Slavic languages: Czech, Pol., Serb., ete.

19) ibid. p. 133.

20) L. Bulaxovs’kyj. PoxodZennja ta rozvytok movy. Xarkiv, 1925, p. 78.
In the Russian language, since a long time, the greater predicative force
of gerundives brought about a tendency to use them as sui generis equival-
ents of hypotaxis sentences with a possible independent subject, a ten-
dency also known to the vernacular. E. g.: I tolko videli molodca sjada-
judi, i ne videli jego projeduéi.” See L. Bulaxovskij. Istorié. kommentarij, 340-

Comp. in the old-Croat.: I vijaSe Zena vla$fega muZa paduéi mrtva od
glada (Korizmenjak fratra Ruberta. 1508, 46). E. Koschmieder, op. cit. 170.
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sentence structure was such that the same subject possessed both
the main predicate (verb) and the subsidiary predicate (participle).
E. g.: “On itajet knigu, sidja na divane”, or: “Vziav karanda§, on
nacal pisat.” But where the sentence was so built structurally that
second predicate (participle) gravitated not to the subject, but to
the object, and formed along with it, as if a separate sentence, in
such instances the short participle quite naturally, preserved its
categorical meaning, only in a pronominal adjective form 21). This
explains why the contemporary Russian language is so consequential
in preserving active participles in an appositive function. E. g.: “Ja
viZu studenta, $itajuifego knigu.” In other Slavie languages, par-
ticularly in the Ukrainian, in these instances a construction with a
dependent clause was introduced. E.g.: “Ja badu studenta, $éo
¢ytaje knyhu.”

II

Participles in the attributive function formally acceeded to
simple adjectives with pronominal form. In this function the par-
ticiples likewise lost their original verbal meaning: functioning in
a new function of attribute they categorically became similar to
adjectives. In such instances the participles in large measure lost
their verbality and acquired an immutable meaning, peculiar to
adjectives in general, a meaning of action taking place (xorujuéa
ludyna, virujulyj narod). 22)

In this funection participles, as a category of grammar, have
hardly survived in Slavie languages, and particularly in their
vernaculars. Only in literary languages (in some more, in some
less) has this form survived in some degree, as a form of artificial
construction following old book tradition 23).

Among Slavic languages this form is best preserved in the
Russian language which, as has been indicated, remained under a

21) A. Potebnja. Iz zapisok. I-II. p. 182.

22) See P. Kovaliv. Ukrajins’ki aktyvni dijeprykmetnyky. Nas§i Dni.
Lviv, 1943, p. 12.

23) Obviously, in later formed literary Slavic languages which are
now closer to the vernacular, as e. g. the Slovak, and partly the Serb,
Byelorussian and Ukrainian, participles have survived less often. Comp. Ju-
rij Serech. Participium universale im slavischen. Slavistica, No. 16,
Winnipeg, 1953, p. 6.
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string influence of the old book language. In the language of old
Iastern Slavic literature, swwhich had not yet felt a strong influence
of the Church Slavie, the use of participles of the active present
tense did not oceur in the attributive function at all. Of course, the
frequency of the use of such participles in simple or pronominal
form depended upon the genre of this or the other work.

The latest studies of S. Obnorskij2+) of thie language of such
famous literary monuments as: “Rus’ka Pravda”, “Tvory Volo-
dymyra Monomaxa”, “Molinnja Danyjila Zatoényka”, and “Slovo
o polku Thorevim” bring to light a complete picture of the use of
participles.

In its genre relation, “Rus’ka Pravda” is outstanding by its
complete absence of Church Slavie influences; the same can be
also said of “Slovo o polku lhorevim”. Separate works of Volodymyr
Monomax bear unequal testimony to Church Slavie influence on
language: this influence is noticeable in “Povennja”, very in-
significant in Monomax’s letter to Oleh, and almost completely ab-
sent in his autobiography 25).

S. Obnorsky) has the following to say on the use of participles
in “Rus’ka Pravda”: “Prifastuye formy so storony svojego obrazo-
vanija ne vyzyvajut zamecanij. V otnoSenii samogo upotreblenija
pricastij dejstvitelnogo zaloga sledujet podéerknut’, ¢to oni neiz-
vestny v sklonjaemyx formax, poetomu postojanny v otpravnoj
forme imenitelnogo padeZa, buduéi svjazany s glagolom-skazuje-
mym. Sr. “a$§ée ne boudet’ kto Ibstja to . . .”, “da asle boudet’
obidja ne dal®..”26). So much on participles in “Rus’ka Pravra.”
It seems that participles in an attributive function are not used
there at all.

In “Slovo o polku Ihorevim” undeclinable forms of participles
are also used almost exclusively. This provides the basis on which S.
Obnorskyj considers these forms a rule of the old Eastern Slavie
language. Finding that this monument “uses widely . . . participles
of the active”, Obnor§kyj notes at the same time that “active par-
ticiples are not used in declinable form, they, being connected with

24) Ocerki po istoriji russkogo literaturnogo jazykx starSego perioda.
Akad. Nauk SSSR. Moscow-Leningrad, 1946.

25) S. Obnorskij, Ocerki, p. 7.

26) ibid. p. 21.
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the subject, have a semi-adverbial meaning”. . g.: “o dalete zajde
sokolb ptyes Lbja kb morju”, “malo i ti bjasets horb podb ob-
laky véjati leléjuéi korabli na siné moré” 27).

In “Tvory Volodymyra Monomaxa” S. Obnorskyj finds “Siro-
koje ispolzovanije prilastij”, but these “priCastija upotreblajutsja
preimusCestvenno v kratkoj forme.” Regarding examples with a
pronominal form, they occur “poéti iskluditel'no na vyderzki iz
cerkovnyx istodnikov,” and ‘“pridastija v netlennoj forme poéti
postojanno sluZzat v roli predikativnogo nareéija, naxodjas’ v so-
glasovaniji s verba finitum osnovnogo predloZenija 28).

In “Molinnja Danyjila Zatoinyka” participles are also ‘“‘used
very widely”. At that, simple forms undoubtedly predominate. S.
Obnorskyj writes: “Pridastija dejstvitel'nogo zaloga nastojaséego i
proSedSego vremeni wupotrebljajutsja preimuSlestvenno v smysle
deepritastij, a krome togo, v nemnogix primerax v funkeiji predi-
kata”. E.g.: “byx mysliju parja aki oreld po vozduxu” 29).

The monuments cited span a period of close to two centuries,
from the 11th to the end of the 12th. Quoted facts indicate that
during this period participles of the active present tense (the past
tense included, as a matter of course) lost the original categorical
meaning almost completely, and were used mostly in the meaning of
gerundives.

1. The contemporary Russian vernacular has not preserved par-
ticiples of the active present tense either, substituting for them the
use of dependent clauses and gerundives30). The Russian literary

27) Obnorskij, op. cit. pp. 161-162.

28) ibid. pp. 51-52.

29) ibid. pp. 103-104.

30) M. Kolosov (Obzor zvukovyx i formalnyx osobennostej narodnogo
russkogo jazyka. Warsaw, 1878, p. 258), wrote: “V sovremennom russkom
pri¢astija djestvit. zaloga podti ne upotrebitjelny. Dejepriéastije (drevneje
pridastije) nastojas. vremeni destv. zaloga na -a isCezlo. Dejepricastije
togo Ze vremeni i zaloga na -ja slySitsja redko, upotrebljajas’ pri tom inogda
v znaleniji proSedSego vremeni: polonja jeje, za muz’ vydali TI. K. VIIL
pr. 195. napoja konja, stal dumu dumati, ibid. V, 126. Upotrebitjelnjej dla
nastojasé. wremeni okonéanije uéi: pered batjuskoj stojuél, pered batjuskoj
plakuéi Vd. H. Sb. II, 158.” Comp. also Karcevski: “La langue parleé ne se
sert guére des participes, excepte le participe passé passif dans les phrases
assives, le plus souvent impersonelles du type: Skazano—sdelano.” Serge
Karcevski, Systéme du verbe russe. 1927, Prague, 161.

This has been found in the latest dialectological studies: “Mestoimennyx
pridastij, dejstvitel'nyx i stradatel’nyx, v sisteme govora net.” V. G.

12



language, however, under the subsequent influence of the Church
Slavie, develped for general use, pronominal particciples in the
attributive function, and even in the Church Slavie, ending in
-§¢ij, -Scaja, -ceje. 31).

There is no doubt that these participles in the Russian
language are artificial. Even Saxmatov wrote: “‘Pricastija nasto-
jasdcgo vremeni voob3fe predstavlajutsja splos’ cerkovnoslavjan-
skimi obrazovanijami, sr. formu jix okonlanij -a8¢ij, -uSéij” 32).

L. Bulaxovskyj writes: “Upotrebljajemyje v russkom litera-
turnom jazyke sklonjajemyje prilastija, t. e. otglagol’nyje prilaga-
telnyje, xarakterizujuséijesja specialnymi sintaksiCeskimi otnoSeni-
jami, jedva li ne splos’ predstavljajut zaimstvovanija iz cerkovno-
slavjanskogo jazyka™33).

In his time, even Lomonosov stressed in his grammar (§§ 435,
437, 439, H42) the unproductivity of Russian participles. As examples
of “quite improper Russian participles, which are unknown to Slavs’
he offers such as: “hovorjaséij, c¢avkajuséij, brjaknuvsij, nyrnuv-
§ij” and characterizes them as “quite unacceptable” 34). Of course,
participles were completely strange to A. Puskin when he noted:
“Pricastija voobSée 1 mnozZestvo slov neobxodimyx obyknovenno
izbegajutsja v razgovore. My ne govorim: kareta, skacustaja po
mostu, sluga, metuséij komnatu; my govorim: kotoryj skacet, ko-
toryj metet 1 pr.” 35),

But with all that, this grammatical category imported by the
Russian literary language from the outside, not only survived as a
sul generis syntactical way of abbreviating dependent clauses 36),
but developed further against the background of Russian literature,
introducing into the Russian literary language a series of at-

Orlova. O govore sela Permas Nikol’'skogo rajona, Vologodskoj oblasti.
Materjaly i issledovanija po russkoj dialektologiji. Tom I, 1949, p. 70. An-
other scholar writes: “Pridastij dejstvitelnyx v govore net Jesh ne séitat’
neskol’kix zaimstvovannyx slov na -8aj — kniznogo proisxoidenija e
(zavedsaJ, nastaJasaJ) ” R. Avanesov. Ocerk dialektologiji rjazanskoj mes-
Cery. Materialy i issledovanija po russk. dialektologiji. Tom. I, 1949, p. 199.

31) See: Iz trudov A. A. Saxmatova po russkomu Jazyku Moscow,
1952, pv. 83-84.

32) 1ibid. p. 264.

33) L. Bulaxovskij. Istorié. ko'nment 1952, p. 206.

34) L. Bulaxovskij. Op. c. p. 210.

35) See “Atenej”, kn. I-II, 1924, pp. 6-7.

36) L. Bulaxovskij, Op. cit. v. 210.

13



tributive-semantic shades, and coming into closer relations with
adjectives not only formally, in simple declinable form, but also
semantically with certain qualitative shades.

V. Vinogradov distinguishes participles as a category, wherein
“glagolnost’ oboznatajetsja kak okaestvlennoje dejstvije, pripi-
sannoje predmetu i opredelajus¢eje jego napodobije imeni prilaga-
tel'nogo.” He says further: “Jestestvjenno, ¢to v strukture prifastija
soxranjajutsja osnovnyje leksikomorfologiteskije priznaki glagol-
nosti, t.e. vid 1 zalog. A tak kak formy priastij dvojstvenny, i cta
dvojstvennost’ morfologideski opredelajetsja ne tol'ko suffiksami
i vidovymi razlidgijami, no i otlid¢ijami osnov nastojasfego vremeni
ot osnov proSedSego vremeni (sr. peku-§éij i pek-§ij; piSuscij i pisav-
§ij), to v strukturje pritastij vystupajut i vremennyje ottenki.”” And
further: “Itak, so storony glagola vxodjat v grammaticeskoje stro-
jenije priCastij formy vida, zaloga i vremeni. So storoni Ze imen
prilagatelnyx prisojedinjajutsja sjuda formy soglasovanija v rode,
gisle 1 padeZe, vyraZajemyje affiksami -yj, -ij, -aja, -jaja, -oje, -jeje i
soprjaZennoj s nimi sistemoj sklonenija. Tak kategorija katestva.—
continues Vinogradov, — stalkivajetsja s kategorijej dejstvija pro-
cessa. Ix bor’ba i vzaimodestvije privodjat k raznym grammatices-
kim tipam priastnyx obrazovanij”37).

It can be stated in genecral that in the Russian literary language,
in a majority of cases, participles in an attributive function pre-
serve a double categorical meaning, depending on the sentence
structure and the character of the attributive word: once they are
used as participles with a prepouderance of the verbal element, and
then again as adjectives, with a loss of the verbal element. This
dualism of the categorical meaning manifests itself equally in
participles of transitive and intransitive verbs. In the examples
cited below, participles which, under different structural conditions
preserve their original categorical meaning as participles, have here
lost this original categorical meaning, and acquired a meaning of an
adjective. Such participles no longer indicate the time of action,
only a sign of process38), as an immutable sign. E.g.: zvuca$tij
(zvudaSdeje tjelo Us. I, 1087) 39), p’juséij (Celovek p’juséij ni na Cto

37) V. V. Vinogradov. Sovremennyj russkij jazyk. II, 1938. p. 248.
38) Vinogradov, Op. cit. pp. 251-52.
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ne goden Pudk. Us. IIL, 1037), padajuséij (Padajuscaja basnja v go-
rode Pizje Us. III, 15), prixodjadcéij (Posle obxoda palat natalas’
prijemka prixodjaséix bolnyx Cexov Us. III, 875) and others.

The participle loses its verbality most frequently for the reason
that it is used in the transitional meaning as an immutable sign
thing which contains that processual sign as an immutable sign
which is the result of a process that can be acted out by the
acting person, or a live being in general. E. g.: blestja§¢ij (Blestjas-
taja rjed) 40), vjazuséij (Vjazusieje veSéestvo Us. I, 530), krasjaséij
(Krasjastije vedtestva US. I, 1503), lajuséij (Iz vnutrennostej jego,
slovno iz pustogo prostranstva . . ., vyletel gromkij lajuséij golos
S. 'S¢edr. Us. II, 30), mysljascij (Govoril Nikolaj Petrovi¢, imeja
vid zadumdcivyj i mysljaséij M. Gork. US. II, 289), napravljajuséij
(Napravljajnstaja sila R.-Ukr. Sl 273-274 41), nedremljuséij (Ne-
dremljusieje oko materinskoj ljubvi Us. II, 503-4), obodrjajuscij
(Obodrjajusdij vzgljad Us. II, 680), ottalkivajuséij (Ottalkivajuséaja
vneSnost” US. II, 997), oSelomlajuséij (Oselomlajuséeje vpecatle-
nije TS, II, 1037), perexodjas¢ij (Perexodjaséeje znamja Us. III,
IITI, 291), podavljajuséij (Podavljajusceje bol'Sinstvo golosov TUS.
111, 358), razdirajuséij (Razdirajuséije sceny US. ITI, 1150), razla-
gajuséij (Razlagaju$ieje vlijanije US. III, 1158), refajuséij (ReSa-
jus€aja pobeda US. III, 1354), rukovodjaséij (Rukovodjaséije uka-
zanija US. III, 1402), svistjaséij (Svistjaséij zvuk US. IV, 94),
streljajuscij (Streljajustaja bol’ R.-Ukr. Sl. 684), striguséij (Stri-
uséij lisSaj R.-Ukr. Sl. 682), tancujuséij (Tancujusiaja poxodka
Us. 1V, 652), tekuséij (Tekuséij remont US. IV, 668), torzestvujuséij
(Torzestvujuséij vzglad US. IV, 750), uzasajuscij (UZasajusdeje zre-
lis¢e TS. IV, 905), umoljajuséij (Umoljajuséij vid US. IV, 946),
unictozajuséij (UnidtoZajuséij ogon’ artilleriji US. IV, 953), caru-
juséij (U njego Garujuséaja ulybka USs. IV, 1236).

The participles whieh acquired a meaning of adjectives are, by

39) Abbreviation: Prof. D. N. Usakov. Tolkovyj slovar’ russkogo ja-
zyka, 1935, I; 1938, II; 1939, III; 1940, IV.

40) Sovremennij russkij jazyk. Morfologija. Izd. Mosk. Univ. 1952,
p. 168.

41) Abbreviation: Russko-Ukrain. Slovar’. A. N. Ukr. SSR. 1948.

42) See V. Vinogradov. Russkij jazyk. 1947, p. 214.
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this meaning of theirs, close to adjectives of verbal derivation with
suffixes -atel'nyj, -itel'nyj: spasatel'nyj (spasaju$éij), vozmutitel'nyj
bditel'nyj, nabludatel'nyj, Zivitel'nyj, odobritel'nyj, zakluditel'nyj,
proxladitel’'nyj, prezritel'nyj, ubeditel'nyj, golovokruzitel'nyj, and
others 42).

In a different sentence structure the very same participles
might keep their original categorical meaning, i.e. with a larger
element of verbality. Comp.: “VjaZuséij snopy Celovjek” and “Vja-
7u8éeje vestestvo.” But the Russian literary language knows in-
stances where participles are used mostly in a sentence structure
with a preponderance of adjectivity. E.g: nezaxodja$éij (solnce)
(R.-Ukr. SI. 294), nep’juséij (U nas xoroSaja nep’juséaja sem’ja
Nekr. Us. II, 542), nerZavjejuséij (Nerzavejustaja stal’ US. I1, 547),
potrjasajuséij (R.-Ukr. Sl 486), odurmanivajuséij (ibid. 343),
opjanjajuséij (ibid. 355), otrezvljajuséij (ibid. 376), and others.
In all these instances the participle loses its original meaning en-
tirely, and acquires the meaning of an adjective.

The adjective nature of pariiciples appears in the forced ten-
dency of the book language to create complex participial forms with
the basis of a noun or othcr category in the first part. I. g.: blizle-
7a3Cij (BlizleZaStije strany US. 1, 154), boleutoljajuséij (Boleutolja-
juddije sredstva) 43), vsevedu$éij, vsevedjaséij (US. I, 399), duseraz-
dirajuséij (DuSerazdirajustij krik) ++), Zivorodjascij (Vse wmleko-
pitajuséije -Zivorodja¥tije US. I, 866), Zivotvorjascij +3), zvukoza-
pisyvajuséij (R.-Ukr. Sl. 134), ognedysas¢ij (OgnedySaséaja gora
Us. I, 748),pal’cexodjaséije (R.-Ukr. SI 388), pervoprisutstvujuséij
R.-Ukr. Sl. 365), svobodomysljaséij (US. IV, 98) 46),

Regarding refletiva participal forms ending in -sja, V. Vinogra-
dov says of them the following: “Ix rezkoje morfologi¢eskoje ot-

43) V. Vinogradov. Sovrem. russkij jazyk. II, 1938, v. 252.

44) ibid.

45) It is indicated in USakov's dictionary that this is a “priast. dejstvit.
nast. vrem. ot Zivotvorit’.” In reality this is an adjective which can compete
semantically with “Zivotvornyj” given alongside by USakov: “Zadno glotat’
zivotvorjadcij vozdux, razlityj v uséel’jax” (Lerm.) and “Derevenskij vozdux
Zivotvorno (adverb) vezdejstvova! na bol’nogoe.” US. I, 866.

46) This is an adjective created not from the verb “svobodomyslit’,”
because there is no such verb, only from “svoboda” and “myslit’.” This con-
taminatively created lexime acquired the appropriate meaning of a person,
who thinks freely, i. e. the equivalent of “volnodumnyj.”
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licije ot prilagatielnyx (t. je. koneénoje -sjaj, ix zalogovyje znace-
nija sluZat prepjatstvijem ix okalestvleniju. Li§’ polnaja gramma-
ticeskaja izoljacija takogo pri‘astija ot drugix form togo Ze gla-
gola, vkljulenije jego v krug ¢istu kalestvennyx znacenij moZet
povled za soboju nejtralizaciju jego glagolnyx’ svojstv” 47).

In reality in a sentence structure, such purported verbal forms
change completely into the category of adjectives. B. g.: iskrjascijsja
(R.-Ukr. SL 174), losnjaséijsja (ibid. 229), neb’juséijsja (Neb’jusca-
jasja posuda US. II, 480), penja$éijsja (R.-Ukr. Sl. 394), peremeZa-
juséijsja (Molnija . . . vzdragivajuséim, pjeremjeZajuséimsja svetom
osvetila Isanku Veres. UsS. III, 156), preryvajuséijsja (Preryvajus-
¢imsja golosom on rasskazal mne svezuju novost’ US. III, 749),
trudjaséijsja (Trudjasdejesja naselenije US. IV, 815).

In the Russian language, participles of the active present tense
in short form, have not survived precisely because of their at-
tributive funection 48). In this function they have structurally come
near pronominal adjectives in the later pronoun form. Nevertheless,
we find instances of the use of short form participles in the
predicative function. These instances become more frequent in
styles of artistic language. E. g.: $tyk jego ostr i predosteregajusc
(A. Tolstoj), Jevgraf Zmakin, uditel’ tancev, byl neizmjenno vesjel i
letajusé (Leonov, Barsuki), and others 49).

2. In the Ukrainian literary language, participles of the active
present tense in pronominal form, are quite frequently used in mo-
numents of the 14th c., as well as in writs of the 14th and 15th e.
E.g.: “My Aleksandrb, abo Vitovtb, znamenyto Cynymd tymb
na$ymdb lystomd nyni$nim i potomd buduéimp” “zakazujuéiji vynu
namb majuts zaplatyty.” P. Zyteékyj says that “these forms do not
find support in the folk language, only in monuments of the South-
rus’kyj (Ukrainian—P.K.) literature which reflect the folk language
composition, they are a common occurence 30), This is found to be
the case with Ukrainian writs of the 14th and 15th c¢. according to

47) V. Vinogradov. Russkij jazyk. 1947, p. 273.

48) See L. P. Jakubinskij. Istorija drevnerusskogo jazyka. Moscow,
1953, p. 253.

49) V. Vinogradov. Sovrem. Russkij jazyk. 1938, p. 249.

50) P. Zytec’kyj, Narysy literaturnoji istoriji ukrajins’koji movy v
XVII st. Lviv, 1941, p. 93.

17



V. Dem’janduk: zemlja lezagaja, o bélku leZadiju, buduséiji (plur.),
ouméjuéyx, buduiéimb (buduéymb), promynuiymy, tekulymy,
stojalymy ete. 51). Also in the 16th and 17th c.: burmistrom na totb
¢as bududim i napotom kotoryje budut. Akt. I1,92 32) ; majuéij Hal.
M. 161, movjadoho Hal. Kaz. III, majudomu Sl. o bezd., movjadij
Pam. Berynda, 163, bududij ibid. 169, é&injagij ibid. 182, and
others 33). Later in the works of some writers of (alicia, especially
of the poets comprising the “Rus’ka Trijeja” group in the first part
of the 19th c., according to sdudies of Prof. W. Lew, participles of
the active present tense are used “in temporal and relative dependent
clauses in place of the conjunctive and verbum finitum”, e. g.: §¢ob
raduvav sja sijuéyj vkupi iz Znuséymy S. I, 79; zadlja besidy Zeny
posvidéajusfoj S. I, 7§; v tyx leZala mnoZin’ bolijuséyx, neduZnyx i
slipyx ... 8. I, 79; sered zvizd merkotjudyx mrije V. Ph. 142 (Wasyl’
Lew. Mova poetiv Rus'koji Trijei. Zap. Nauk. Tovarystva im. Sev-
¢enka, t. CLXI. Zb. Filolohiénoji Sekeiji, t. 24. New York—ParyZ,
1953, p. 82).

In the contemporary Ukrainian language participles of the
active present tense have not survived either in the attributive, nor
in the predicative function 3¢). In the literary language there is a
tendency to use them sometimes, but only in the attributive function,
and without dependent words 35). In the Ukrainian literary language
they are mot used in the appositive function at all: in their place
desecriptive-veerbal forms are used. 56)

In the attributive function, participles without dependent words

51) Vasyl’ Dem’janéuk. Morfolohija ukraijins’kyx hramot XIV i per-
Soji polovyny XV viku. Zap. Ist.—I'il. Viddilu UAN, 1928, kn. XVI,
pp. 107-108.

52) F. Miklosich. Vergl. Synt. p. 819.

53) Z. M. Veselovs’ka, Mova “Leksykonu” Pamvy Beryndy. Zap. Ist.-
Fil. Viddilu UAN. 1927, kn. XIII-XIV, p. 329. See prof. P. Buzuk in
“Visnyk Odes’koji Komisiji Krajeznavstva” for the year 1925.

54) P. Zytec’kyj (O perevode jevangelijo na malorusskij jazyk, 24)
noted: “Cto kasajetsja do pridastij dejstvitel’nogo zaloga, to oni soverSenno
otsutstvujut v narodnom jazyke.”

55) Ses P. Kovaliv. Ukraijins'ki aktyvni dijeprymetnyky. Nasi Dni.
Lviv, 1043, Mo, 12.

36) O. Ohonovskyj wrote long ago: “Die Participium werden im
Rutheinischen tberhaupt nicht liufig gebraucht. Statt des Part. praesent.
act. und praet. act. I, wird gern ein Relativsatz eingeleiten mit €O oder
KOTRYJ angewendet” (Studien, p. 146).
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lose their verbal meaning, and by their categorical meaning become
almost assimilated with adjectives. E. g.: Treba nam pracjuvaty v
tyx blahoslovennyx zemljax, de nad mysljagoju holovoju ne stojit’
iz dovbneju bezholovyj cenzor P. Kul. VI, 583 57) ; Ostanni slova Za-
xara . . . pryhludyly v udax sluxajucoji hromady Sum vodopadu L.
Franko; kryéa$éoju superecnistju S. Jefremov; otoéujulyj svit R.-
Ukr. Sl 349, and others.

It can be stated in general that in the contemporary Ukrainian
literary language pronominal participles are of a sporadic nature;
they are used in restricted instances, and under circumstances in-
dicated above. In other instances they are transmitted by des-
criptive verbal forms. E. g.: “Ja badu sydjacoho na stil’ci éolovika.”
This construction is inappropriate to the Ukrainian language. The
proper way is: “Ja badu Golovika, $¢o sydyt’ na stil’ei.”

3. In the Byelorussian language participles of the active present
tense changed into gerundives, acquiring the immutable form ending
in -uéi, -aéi: sédzjuéi Sejn. M. I, 14 Borys., rydajuéi Rom. I-II, 36
Hom. and others, 58). Even in old monuments, according to E.
Karskij, similarly “preobladajusdej formoj javlajetsja na -&i (udi,
all, jadéi = adti bez udarenija), no rjadom s neju vstreajutsja i e
dlja vsex rodov™99).

E. Karskij also notes the fact that these participles “inogda
sklonjajutsja, prinimaja okonéanije imen prilagatjel’'nyx polnyx”.
We have found a few such examples in Nosovié’s dictionary : nastu-
pujucij (V nastupujuéij dzen’ 320), trivajicij (Trivajuij remen’
639, trivajucaja verovka ibid.) 60). But, as we can see, even in these
few examples the participle has already lost its original categorical
meaning and appears in the meaning of an adjective.

4, In the Polish language, according to T. Florinskij, participles
of the active present tense have survived in one immutable form
ending in gc, which is used in the meeaning of geerundives: idac,
znajac, bojac, and others. Regarding declinable participles in pro-
nominal form, they are, as stated by Florinskij, “at the present time

57) 0. Kurylo. Uvahy do sucasnoji ukrajin. liter. movy. Kiev, 1920, p. 13.

58) E. Karskij. Obzor zvukov i form belorussk. reéi. Moscow, 1885.
Also: K istoriji zvukov i form belorussk. rei. RFV. 1893, XXX, p. 76.

59) E. Karskij, Op. cit.

60) N. Nosovic. Slovar’ belorusskago nareéija. St. Peterburg, 1870.
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rare; e. g.: bijacy, -a, -e; they occur more frequently in the old
language” 61).

Jan Lio§ writes the following: “Deklinacja dzisiejszego imiestown
odmiennego pozostala niezmieniona od najdawniejszego okresu je-
zyka piSmiennego, jak to stwierdzaja prayklady zebrane z naj-
starszych zabytkéw: z Kazan swietokrzyskich: sto (wa) sy(na) bo
(ze)go wabigcego, lezacy sa, mo (wi) siedzacym, lezacym; z Psalterza
tlorjahskiego: eczlowiek nieslyszacy, woda ciekaca, od strzaly la-
tajacej, ludu przyblizajacemu sie, czynisz slugli twe ogniem za-
zegjaeym, . . . nie cheiej usitowan byé we ztoczyniacych. 62).

But even in the old-Polish language participles of the active
present tense in the attributive function began to lose their original
categorical meaning, and acquired a meaning of adjectives. I. g.:
Modlgey FL. Ps. 89, 15; Czasu radzacego (radnego, czasu rady) BZ
Num. 16, 2; Watpiacemu czasowi XV w. Rozpr. XXTI, 29. 63).

In the contemporary Polish literary language participles of
the active present tense in the attributive function almost invariably
lose their original categorical meaning, and appear in the meaning

of adjectives. E. g.: wrébel nalezy do ptakéw skaczacych nie

61) T. Florinskij. Lekeiji po slavjanskomu jazykoznaniju. Kiev. 1897,
No. II, p. 479. W. Taszycki gives the following general characteristic of the
development of Polish participles: “Od starej wielobarwnosci formalnej i
funkcyjnej doszto do stanu dzisiejszego: 1) do imiestowu terazniejszego na
-3¢, tworzacego sie tylko od stéw niedokonanych i majacego funkcje
przystéwkowg; 2) imiestowu przeszlego I. na -szy, tworzacego sie tylko od
stéw dokonanych i majacego funkcje przysléwkowa, i 3) imiestowu te-
razniejszego odmiennego na -acy, -aca, -ace o funkeji jedynie przydawkowej,
niezdolnego juz wyrazaé stosunkéw w czasie.” Witold Taszycki. Imiestowy
czynne, terazniejszy i przeszly w jezyku polskim, Polska Akademja Umiejet-
noséi. Wydzial Filologiczny. Rozprawy, tom. LXI, No. 5, p. 59). E. Ko-
schmieder finds, in the old Polish language, very frequent cases of the
creation of participles of the act. pres. tense from perfective verbs: “Das
Part. praes. wurde im Altpolnischen noch hidufig vom perfectiven verbum
gebildet. Es hatte dan meist praeteritale, zuweilen aber auch futurische
und seltener noch rein praesentische Bedeutung.” (Erwin Koschmieder, Der
Einfluss des Aspekts auf den Formenbestand des polnischen Verbums. Ar-
chiv f. sl. Philol. Bd. 41, 1927).

62) Jan Lo§. Krétka gramatyka histeryczna jezyka polskiego. Lwéw,
1627, p. 157.

63) Jan Los. Syntaktyczne uzycie form gramatycznych. Jezyk pol-
ski. I1, 1915, p. 171.

64) Dr. Tadeusz Lehr-Splawiniski. Nowy stownik jezyka polskiego.

1, 355.
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chodzacych 94), wdole kupka domkOw z jarzacymi Swiatlami w ok-
nach 83},

It participles of hte active present tense do occur in the Polish
literary language in the attributive function here and there, in the
folk language they disappear altogether. W. Taszycki writes: “Ge-
nerally speaking, our participles are, in folk dialects, in a stage
of decline. All Northern Poland, with the exception of Kaszuby,
does not have them in living form at all.” 66) Polish dialects in East
Prussia also lost participles of the active present tense 67). In this
respect the most conservative region is Malopol'ska, “although even
here the people use our participles very rarely, substituting de-
pendent clauses for them” 68).

5. In the Czech language, according to a statement of A. Mazon,
participles of the active present tense, “ne sont plus que des formes
purement livresques, étrangéres a la langue parlée” 69). This means
that in the written language participles of the active present
tense are still distinguished by gender and number (-a, -ouc, -ouce,
-e, -¢, -ice) but in the vernacular they arc not distinguished by
gender and number and are used in the meaning of gerundives 70).
F. Travnicek writes that “v ludové vluvé dne$ni participia nt-ovd
jsou typ meZivy, ustrnuly v adverbia, jak se to nékdy pozoruje i ve

65) ibid., I, 1281.

66) Witold Taszycki. Imiestowy czynne, teraZniejszy i przeszty w
jezyku polskim. p. 60.

67) K. Nitsch. Dialekty polskie Prus Wschodnich, MPKJ. III, 1903,
pp. 457-458: “Imiestowy na -ac, -gcy, -8y nie istnieja.” S. Kulbakin (Morfo-
logija svaZenskogo govora. Izv. ORJAS, 1904, IX, 130) also states that
‘part, praes. obyéno ne upotrebljajetsja v narodnoj rje¢i v SvaZendze.
Mnene prixodilos‘ etix form otmecat’.” S. Nikel. Die polnische Mundart des
oberschlesischen Industriebezirks. Berlin, 1908, p. 39: “Das Participium
praes. ist als Verbalform ausser Gebrauch. Wenn es noch gebildet wird,
so hat es, wie auch das Participium praes. pass., adjectivische Bedeutung,
z. B. goraci (heiss), spaci (schldfrig), svecaci (glédnzend). Folgende Reste
existieren noch von dem alten Participium praes. act. — merkwirdig in der
Femininform — stojeci (stehend), leZeci (liegend), klenéeci (kniend), xoZeci
(hin und her gehend), ideci (gehend), seZeci (sitzend).”

68) W. Taszycki. Op. cit. p. 62. Researchers of particular dialects also
find the usage of participles of the active present tense in the meaning of
adjectives. E. g. I. Ostrembs’kyj. Serbovicko-dzvonovickij movor. RFV.
1913, LXIX, 420. J. Los. Gwara opoczynska. Rozpr. X1, 1836, p. 174.

69) André Mazon. Grammaire de la langue tchéque. Paris, 1952,

p. 265.
70) T. Florinskqij. Lekeiji, II, p. 164.
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spis. &es., kde se nase participia drZi v platnosti prechodnikové, napi.:
taki'ka, nehledic, pocinajié”. 71)

6. Similarly in the Slovak language forms in -ic or -iac have
swrvived in the meaning of gerundives: nestc, nesiac. From participles
in -de, -iac, gerundives in -ci have been formed in accordance with
the adjective form: nestci, chvalaci. 72).

7. In the Kashubian language participles of the active present
tense have survived in the meaning of gerundives in -gce and
adjectives in -aco, -gce: plocacé, plocaci. 73).

8. In the Serbo-Wend language: in the Upper-Wend participle
forms in -cy are always declineable; contrariwise in the Lower-
Wend they are not deeclined and are used in the meaning of gerun-
dives: duSa buZo chvalecy a zékujucy spiwas 74). '

9. In the Bulgarian language participles of the active present
tense have gone out of use almost completely, both in the literary
and folk language 75). Only some distinct participle forms are the
exception, such as: suStij, sudt, sulta, susto; nastojastij, -a, -e;
budustij, budust, -a, -e; slddujustij 76). In addition, Prof. S. B.
Bernstejun in his article “Kratkij grammatifeskij oferk bolgarskogo
jazyka” 77), indicates some borrowings from the Russian language,
e. g.: pifedd, ufess, organiziradd 78). But he finds an absence of such
participles in the vernacular. “Redko pol'zujutsja imi xoroSije stil-
listy. Casde vsego oni upotrebljajutsja v nauénom jazyke, ispytavsem
sil'noje russkoje vlijanije”. 79)

71) F. Travniéek. HistorickA mluvnice ¢eskoslovenska. V Praze, 1935,
p. 385.

72) T. Florinskij, op. cit. II, p. 308.

73) ibid. p. 578.

74) 1ibid. p. 655.

75) R. Brandt, in his “Kratkaja fonetika i morfologija bolgarskogo
jazyka” (U¢&. zapiski imper. Moskov. un-ta. Otd. ist.-fil. Vyp. XXX, p. 22)
says that the participle even “v vide napricastnika vstredajetsja 1i$ v oblastnoj
reéi.” See S. Mladenov. Geschichte der bulg. Sprache, p 264.

76) T. Florinskij. Lekeiji. I, pp. 128-29. See L Beauheux et S. Mla-
denov. Grammaire de la langue bulgare, Paris, 1950, 195.

77) Bolgarsko-russkij slovar. Moscow, 1947, pp. 491-92.

78) In the opinion of S. Bernstein this causes some variations in the
\vriiten forms of the particip}e: to wit, in some cases they are trans-
cribed with the peculiarities of Russian phonetics, in others borrowed forms
reflect the rules of Bulgarian phonetics. Thus, e. g. along with -eS¢, we
find -a8¢, -jas¢, -us, -jusé: rabotesé (but also: rabotjas¢), pisesé (but also:

pisas€), cvetusé, upravljajusé. Ibid.
79) ibid.
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10. In the Serbo-Croatian language former participles of the
active present tense have survived only in the meaning of gerundives
i -6i: plétusi, vidééi, noséci 30}, T. Florinskyj indicates only three
forms: vrué, mobué, drZeé, which, in his opinion, are to be con-
sidered participles, but he is neverthcless compelled to admit that
“po znadeniju i upotrebleniju oni nastojaséije prilagatelnyje i kak
takovyje izmenjajutsja po rodam, &islam i padezam’81). A. Meillet
and A. Vaillant state without any qualification that “il n’y a pas des
participes actifs” in the Serbo-Croatian language. 82).

Even these 1solated examples of the use of participles of the
active present tense which are encountered in monuments from be-
fore the 16th e, as was noted even by Danici¢ (Ist. obl. s. 363), are
not specifically Serbo-Croatian: they arve of Church-Slavie origin
and have nothing in common with the folk language. In the Dal-
matian monuments of the 16th c. declineable forms of participles
are encountered mainly in Latin constructions. E. g.: travu noseéu
sjeme $3). F. Francev maintains that all Serbo-Croatian participles
still existed in the 16th c., and of those the active of the past tense
had disappeared entirely, and of the present tense have been pre-
served in separate remnants. 84)

It is to be understood that they are all phenomena of the
literary language of the period, but in the vernacular they did not
exist in the 16th c. any more. It is very doubtful whether, as Francev
maintains, they existed in the Kajkavian dialect “in the not too
distant past” in the same meaning as they appear in Serbo-Croatian
monuments, and for the most part under the influence of Church-
Slavic sentence structure. E. g.: na Synuchega brata Perg. 67;

E=}

imaiuchemu Vram. Post. II, 45a; i disechega z mertuih 1. 99b. 85).
11. In the Slovenian language participles of the active present

80) R. Brandt. Kratkaja fonetika i morfologija serbskogo jazyka.
Udenye zap. imper. Moskov. un-ta. Otdel. ist.-fil. Moscow, 1896, XXIII, 32.

81) T Florinskij. Lekciji. I, p. 317.

82) A. Meillet et A. Vaillant. Grammaire de la langue serbo-croate.
Paris, 1924, p. 191.

83) A. Leskien. Grammatik der serbo-kroatizchen Sprache. Heidelb.
1914 pp 553-554.

84) F. Francev. Beitrdge zur historischen serbo-kroatischen Dia-

Iektologle lﬁ{dl f. sl. Ph,, 1911. Bd. XXIII, pp. 353-355.

85) ibi
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tense have disappeared entirely 36). Obviously such examples as:
gorea svéta, noseéa gcravida, skele€a rana, stojefa, tekoda voda
_ ete. 87), also beged “fugax”, bleskeé “splendens” 88), can hardly be
tied with participles even genetically (see next Chapter).

I1I.

Adjectives constitute an entirely separate group genetically, in
spite of the same participial formant: -udyj, judyj, adyj, jadyj (also
rarely: uséyj, juséyj, asdyj, jaSCyj): revulyj, koljucyj, lezalyj,
zahrebuslyj, and others. A methodologically erroneous idea has
been dominant in seience so far, according to which these adjectives
have their origin in participles: allegedly through their loss of in-
dication of time they acquired the meaning of common adjectives.
But thus far, nobody has indicated the criteria of such formations,
being satisfied merely with the formal characteristies of using the
above mentioned participial formants in the creation of such
adjectives.

Thus, even Ohonovs'kyj wrote: “Einige Participia, welche die
Form der zusammengesetzten Deklination annehmen, wie tjamuscyj,
mohudyj, trudjaséyj, treffen als Adjectiva auf, und geben somit
den Begriff einer Handlung auf.” 89) E. Karskij wrote: “Otgolosok
cerkovnoslavjanskogo jazyka predstaviajut priastija-prilagatelnye
na -8Cij: spljuscij, voéi zavidjuséija, ruki zagrebuséija Zap. I, 2747
90). A Saxmatov also wrote that “pridastija nastojastego i profedSego
vremeni v funkeiji atributivnoj ¢ast’ju isc¢ezli sovsem iz upotreblenija,
a Cast’ju prevratilis’ v prilagatel'nyje: sr. takije pridastija, kak
horjaéij, sidjagij, letudij, paxuéij, zhucij, tjahuéij, polzuéij, kolju-
¢ij” 91). As we see, Saxmatov calls these adjectives participles 92).
V. Simovy¢ also wrote in his grammar: “We also have adjectives in
-jadyj, -uéyj, (-us€yj) which formerly constituted a separate form of
the verb (participles), but after-a feeling for this form had been lost,

86) T. Florinskij, Lekeiji. I, p. 473.

87) F. Miklosié. Vergl. slav. Syntax. 821.

88) W. Vondrak. Vergl. slav. Grammatik. 1906, I, p. 493.

89) 0. Ogonowski. Studien auf dem Gebiete der rutheinischen Sprache,
1880, pp. 146-147.

90) K. Karskij. Obzor zvukov i form bjelorusskoj reéi. Moscow, 1885,
p. 146. -
91) Iz trudov A. A. Saxmatova po russkomu jazyku. Moscow, 1952, p. 86.
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they remained adjectives: harja€yj, nezrjadyj, tjamuéyj (and tja-
mulfyj), pekulyj, slipudyj, nevmyrusdyj, nevsypuidyj..93). Thus
Simovye also treats these adjectives as remnants of former par-
ticiples. Prof. I. Ohienko also considers the forms “tjamus€yj, nevsy-
pus€yj” to be “the last of” participles. 9¢) Likewise Prof. P. Buzuk
writes that adjectives in -8y “‘come from corresponding participles of
the present tense” and cites examples: pekudyj, revudyj, terplja-
¢yj. 93).

This explanation of the genesis of these adjectives became
traditional in science: it even penetrated into school grammars 96},
Later a similar explanation was given by: M. Hrunékyj and P. Ko-
valiv 97}, 0. Synjavskyj98), L. Bulaxovskij99), Ju. Serech 100), and
others. In the modern university course of the Russian language we
read: “otprifastnymi po svojemu proisxoZdeniju javlajutsja prila-
gatel'nyje s osnovoj i suffiksami -ué, -jud, -ag, -jag, istorideski
vosxodjaSéimi k drevne-russkim suffiksam dejstvitelnyx pricastij
nastojastego vremeni . . . : gorjuéij, dremuéij, zgudij . . .101). The

92) Similarly also Miklosié‘(Verg.WSynt. 8%2} erroneously included
such forms as: horjuyj, kypuéyj, vyduslyj, lezadyj, and others, in par-

ticiples.
93) V. Simovyé. Praktyéna hramatyka ukrajins’koji movy. Rastadt,
1918, p. 147.

94) Prof. I. Ohienko. Narysy z istoriji ukrajin. movy. Warsaw,
1927, p. 83. See also: Ilarion (Dr. Ivan Ohienko). Ukrajins’ka literaturna mo-
va. 1931, § 227. Also W. Taszycki, op. cit. p. 34.

95) Prof. P. Buzuk. Narysy z istoriji ukrajin. movy. Kiev, 1927, PD.
84-85. I. Verxrat§kyj (Howir batjukiv. Zb. F. Seke. NTS. XV, 1912, p. 40)
also understood the meaning of such adjectives to be that of participles, and
he wrote that participles of the active present tense “are used rarely, and
sometimes they have the meaning of an adjective: koljuscyj (“koljuséa ko-
rova”), stojascyj (“stojasa voda”), sxodjaS€yj (‘sxodjasca voda”), vy-
duséyj (“vydu$éa jama”), huljaséyj (“rodu huljasdoho”), robotjuséyj.”

96) See Prof. V. Katran. Hramatyka ukrajin. movy. Mainheim, 1946,
p. 135. O. Panejko. Hramatyka ukrajin. movy. Augsburg, 1950, p. 143.

97) M. Hrunskyj i P Kovaliv. Istorija form ukrajin. movy, X. 1931,

age 308.
P g98) O. Synjavskyj. Normy ukrajin. liter. movy. Xarkiv, 1932, 2d ed.
Lviv, 1941, p. 95. .

99) L. Bulaxovskij. IstoriCeskij kommentarij k resskomu literat. ja-
zyku. Kiev, 1950. p. 207. .

100) Jurij Serech, Participium universale im slav. Slavist. No. 16, p. 8.

101) Sovremennyj russkij jazyk. Morfologi.ja. Izd. Mosk. Univ. 1952,
p. 169. Yet in another place: “Eti prilagatel'nyje (Zguéij, lezatij) Do pro-
isxoZdeniju javlajutsja priéastijami” (p. 358).



latest academic grammar of the Russian language102), also con-
siders these adjectives “participal by their origin.”

All such explanations cannot be accepted by scholarship today,
being explanations based on methodologically erroneous founda-
tions. These adjectives cannot structurally be placed in one order
with participles as such, nor with participles which, in certain
syntactical functions lose the meaning of participles and acquire
the meaning of adjectives. The latter (e.g.: sluxajucéa hromada,
mysljaa holova) undoubtedly belong to participles. But such ad-
jectives as: havkuda sobaka, ciljusa voda, ete. do not, and never
did belong to participles at all, because structurally they have an
entirely different meaning, and an entirely different genesis.

0. Kurylo was probably the first to call these adjectives ad-
jectives of verbal origin. In her “Uvahy do suasnoji ukrajins’koji
movy” (Cracow-Lviv, 1942) she even gave a special title: “Pry-
kmetnyky dijeslivnoho poxodZennja na -€yj.” (p. 13)103). Never-
theless O. Kurylo is inclined to believe that these adjectives be-
longed to one group with participles in the past, as we can surmise
from the first paragraphs of her explanation: “In the vernacular
former participles in -Cyj, entered into the category of adjectives
both by their meaning and functions” (p. 13).

Henece it is clear that O. Kurylo confused here adjectives of
verbal original with adjectives which genetically belong to the order
of participles. This is particularly clear from the following statement:
“The examples cited (kusjuéyj, plodjucyj, robotjaséyj, robuséyj,
and others) indicate that adjectives of verbal origin have com-
pletely lost the shade of time. Only in one instance has the time
element been preserved: pryjSov vin do sp’jaéoho boha Such. Z.”
(p. 18). In this case the element of time has been retained predisely
because the adjective “sp’jadoho” structurally belongs to the group
of purticiples (comp.: mysljaca holova). But O. Kurylo classifies it
in the order of the adjectives of verbal origin of the same type as
“kusjuéyj.” It can be stated in general that O. Kurylo has given this

102§) Grammatika russkogo jazyka. Akad. Nauk SSSR. Moscow, 1953.
vol. T, § 496.

103) Vinogradov V. (Russkij jazyk, 1947, pp. 319, 242) also later
called such forms as: hulja8éij, zavaljas¢ij, rabotjasiij “otglagol’nye.” He
clearly distinguishes accented suffixes -usé, -jusé, from participial suffixes.
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chapter a methodologically erroneous construction: she states that
adjectives of verbal origin in -€yj (i. e. of the same type as “hav-
kudyj”) “have lost their shade of time completely” (p. 18}, whereas
in reality they structurally belong to adjectives of verbal origin
which, according to the nature of their formation never had any
shade of time, only a constant sign.

Therefore, we must clearly distinguish adjectives which are
derived from participles through the loss of their verbal clement.
The former belong to a group of adjectives of verbal creation, i. e.
to the same group as other adjectives of verbal origin (comp.: bala-
kuéyj and balaklyvyj). These adjectives, although they originate
from verbs, do not possess such constructive features in a sentence as
verbs and participles, 1. e. they cannot have alongside such dependent
words, as can verbs or participles. A clear illustration of such ecases
is given by O. Synjavékyj (Normy, 95-96). He states: “The verb
“okuvaty” can have such additions: dobre, kruhom (“okuvaty do-
bre”, “okuvaty kruhom”), as well as the simplest combinations
“dobre okovanyj”, “okovanyj kruhom” (with a participle), “probyty
naskriz’,)” “probyty spysom”, and “probyty] naskriz’)” “probytyj
spysom’ ete. But we do not observe the same on examples of koloty
and koljuéyj, tjamyty and tjamuscyj, ete.: simple combinations are
in order, e. g. “koloty holkoju,” but “koljucyj holkoju” is quite im-
possible, similarly “tjamytyme ce do novyx vinykiv” and “tjamuséyj
ce do novyx vinykiv” ete. These, and other similar verbal out-
growths can now only be simple adjectives, hence in approproate
combinations “koljuéyj drit,” koljuce slovo,” “tjamu$éa ljudyma”
ete.”.

Structurally these adjectives are of an entirely different type,
and they cannot, under any circumstances, be genetically tied with
participles, which is what researchers have been doing. Genetically
they are tied with participles only by suffixes -ué, -jué, -aé, -jaé (-usg,
-jusé, -asé, -jas¢) which come from the original formant of the par-
ticiple of the active present tense -nt, and in this structural order,
together with the verbal stem, they form an entirely different
sematic group from the structural order of truly participal forma-
tions. This semantic group, as a group of structurally different
adjectives, assumes a supporting meaning.
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This has been noted by R. Smal-Stoe’kyj in his work “Zna-
Cennja ukrajinskyx prykmetnykiv® (Warsaw, 1926). Relating
these adjectives verbal origin with the participial formant -nt, he
nevertheless does not mention anywhere that these adjectives are
of participial origin. All the more surprising, since according
to him this formant of the participles of the active peresent tense
has a broader function, embracing not only verbal roots (pekty-
pekudij) but also adjective stems (dobryj—dobrjalyj), endowing
the latter with the very supporting meaning, an increase of at-
tribute. 104),

Thus, a separate group of adjectives was created as a separate
semantic group, although at the basis of their creation lie stems of
two different types: the participial and the adjective. These two
different stem types are so closely tied by a common supporting
meaning that they are hard to distinguish at first glance (comp.
skrypucyj from: “skrypity”, and “skupucyj” from: “skupyj”).

Iven the principle of the creation of adjectives of verbal origin
1s entirely different. Whereas participles of the actlive present tense
in their creation ave tied with the form of the third person plural
active voice (sydjat’ — sydjalyj, vykonujut’ — vykonujudyj),
adjectives of verbal origin with the same suffix do not necessarily
tie with the third person plural; the have a different basis. Comp.:
peut’ — pekuéyj, letjat’ — letjulyj, terpljat’ — nesterpucyj 105).
In other words, there is a violation of the principle of conjugation,
a principle clearly observed in the creation of participles 106), What

104) Ju. Serech (Narys ukrajins’koji literaturnoji movy, 235) evaluates
the appropriate suffixes as having a “meaning of a creator of action” with
“a shade of constant attribute.” Prof. S. K. Buli¢ (Litografirovannye lekciji
po morfologiji russkogo jazyka. Kurs 1903-4 g. pp. 70) assumed that forms
in -a8Cyj, -jaslyj” could get a supporting meaning easily from the addition
of a magnifying suffix, like e. g. -iS¢a, -§ée: rucis¢a, domisde.

105) See O. Synjavskyj. Normy ukrajins’koji literaturnoji movy, p. 96.

106) V. Vinogradov (Russkij jazyk, 1947) even gives some nor-
mative indications: “Vybor togo ili drugogo suffiksa (-ué ili -jag) zavisit,
preZde vsego, ot togo, na kakoj soglasnyj okanlivajetsja kornevoj element
proizvodjaséego glagola. Jesli on okanéivajetsja na gubnoj ili zadneja-
zyényj, to k nemu prisojedinjaetsja tol’ko suffiks -ué (gremudij, Sipudij,
sypucij, paxudlij, Zgucij, tol . drugix poleZevijax vpotreblenije suf-
fiksov -ué¢ i -jac opredelajeisjc takim pravilom. Suiitks -jag, (-aé) soleta-
jetsja 1i§ s kornevymi elementami (okanéivajuS¢imisja na gubnoj i ne na
zadnejazyényj) tex glagolov, kotorye obrazujut formy 38-go lica mno3.
¢isla na -jat (t. j. prinadleZzat ko vtoromu sprjaZeniju), napr.: lezaéij, bro-
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is more, they are sometimes created from such verbal stems, from
which simple participles were never created and are not created;
and if created, then with different suffixes. E. g.* kusjulyj sobaka
(the participle of the actives present tense should be: kusajudyj
sobaka), spivuda divéyna (participle: spivajuéa diviyna), robotjas-
&yj (participle cannot be ecreated), robodyj (participle: robljacyj)
ete. 107),

But what mostly demands our attention, is the meaning of
adjectives of verbal origin with the formant -nt. We have said above
that this is a separate, structurally entirely different semantic
group with a supporting meaning. In his time R. Smal-Stoc’ky]
analyzed this problem in the work quoted, and we shall now
recall some of it.

R. Smal-Stoc’ky] explains the meaning of these adjectives by
the cause of their origin. First of all, the derivation of these
adjectives was caused by a strong intensity of action, performed by
a person or thing: havkuéyj sobaka (having the attribute of barking
1 lot, spivuéa divéyna (has the attribute of singing well not just
singing), tekuca voda (has the attribute of flowing without inter-
ruption), rostjuce derevo (has the attribute of growing well) and
others 108), But in the opinion of R. Smal-Stoc’kyj the main cause
of a development of this supporting meaning is “the characteristie
meaning of a whole series of verbs from which adjectives are
created, and noun consociations of such newly created adjectives.”
R. Smal-Stoc’ky] borrowed the term ‘“consociation” from Sper-
ber 109) with the following meaning: from a whole mass of words
the given word chooses a certain group with a certain meaning and
content of feeling, with which it has a constant relation. Through
this relation one word influences another. E. g.: revufyj hrim, pe-

djacu, sidjaéij, xod]acu, stojacij i t. Vo vsex ostalnyx slucaJax pnmenja—
JetSJa sufflks -ué¢ (-jué¢) Napr.: paducu, polzuéij, vomjudij, prostoreénoje
pristavudij i t. d. ). (p. 219).

107) The university course of the Russian language (op. clt p. 169)
indicates that some of these adjectives, which have “jarko vyvraZennoje ka-
estvennoje znalenije” can ereate short and combined fozms of degrees of
comparison: “boleje paxuéij, samyj mogudéij” etc.

108) op. cit. pp. 69-70.

109) Dr. Hans Sperber. Einfihrung in die Bedeutungslehre. Leip-
zig, 1923, p. 50.
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kuce sonce, koljuée ternja, paxudyj sad, boljuda rana, séipuéa horil-
ka, etc. Here every word acts on the emotinns of man, on his
soul, ear, nose. taste, skin110). Finally, an important role is also
played by the accent on suffixes -ug, -jug, -aé, -jag, (-usé, -juss,
-a8¢, -jas€111). The accent assumes a functional meaning: the
accent not only favors stressing the meaning of invariably accent-
uated suffixes (robucyj, balakicyj) but in addition, it also changes
the meaning of the word 112), E, g.: badudyj (participle) and badi-
¢yj (adjective), mdjulyj (participle) and majidyj (adjective)
ete. 113),

Furthermore, in combination with the adjective stem the suf-
fixes of Old Slavonic origin -u$é, -jusé, -a3¢, -jasé give the newly
created adjectives the meaning of the highest degree (superlative):
biljuséa sorolka, bahatjuiéa baba, pohanjuida divka, zljuidyj soba-
ka, wainjuSéa persona, ete. At that, R. Smal-Stockyj does not be-
lieve that Old Slavie forms with -$¢ had any significant role in this
process 114) All the more so, since such creations very frequently
have Eastern Slavic suffixes -ué, -jué, -a¢, -ja¢: hladkuéa korova,
tverdjufyj kulak, tovstjuéa svynja, skupucyj did, dobrjadyj &olo-
vik, §¢yrjaca ljudyna, sytjuca viveja115). One way or another, even
these creations of an adjective derivation acquire that supporting
meaning or, according to R. Smal-Stoc’kyj, “a meaning of coarse
pejorative superlatives”. 116),

Thus the basic characteristic of adjectives of verbal origin with
the formant -nt is the preservation of the semantic meaning of that
verb from which the adjectives is derived, acquiring a meaning of an
invariable feature of a subject of action, and losing its reference
to time entirely. Accentuated suffixes, in addition to their purely
word-creating role (they, together with the verbal root are precisely

110) R. Smal-Stoc’kyj, op. cit. p. 71.

111) See Ju. Serech, Narys, p. 235.

112) See Ja. Rudnyc kyj. U'kraJms’kyJ naholos jak funkcijna problema.
Praha, 1944. Also: P. Kovaliv. Do problemy ukrajins’koho naholosu.. Ukr.
Dijsnist’, Praha, 1944, No. 16.

11)) This is also noted by V. Vinogradov (Russkij jazyk, 1947, p. 242):
“Ot etix ada'JaJem* suffiinov s, -3u ¢, -jas¢, koneéno, neabvodlmo otli-
éat’ suffiksy pricastij i razvivsixsja iz nix kacdestvennyx prilagatelnyx.”

114) R. Smal Stoc’kn, op. cit. pp. 71-72.

115) ibid.

116) R. Smal Stoc’kyj, op. cit. p. 22.
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responsible for that invariable feature in the new basis), favor an
even greater intensiveness of that feature. This intensiveness ap-
pears in greater or lesser degree, depending on the nature of the verb
from which the adjctiv is created. But to us the matter of main
concern and of principle is not a greater or lesser intensiveness of
the feature, but the very fact of the creation of this structurally
separate group of adjectives which came about according to an
entirely different principle than the creation of participles, and of
those adjectives whiech developed from participles. The latter are
especially abundant in the Russian language, as indicated by fairly
numerous examples cited above.

Adjectives of verbal origin exist in greater or lesser degree
almost in all Slavie languages, and they are best known in the Uk-
rainian language.

1. This group of adjectives is quite numerous in the Ukrainian
language, particularly with accentuated suffixes -ué, -jué, (-use,
-jusé): balakuéyj (Tam taka pryjazna ta balakufa Zinka Kob. p.
Hr. I, 66,117), bacuscyj (Daj, Boze, SCob dytyna bula bacuséa,
vydjuséa i pam’jatjuséa Myl 27. Hr. I, 76), bihudyj (Tut vodycja
bihuéaja — troxy pokupajsja Hr. I, 129), blyskulyj (Oé&i ponoéi
blys¢at’ blyskuéi MV. Hr. I, 147) and blySCayj (Sju ni¢ u sni
badyv ja na nebi xrest zolotyj niby to blys¢alyj Kam. p. Hr. I, 117),
boljucyj (Jaku velyku i boljuéu nosu u serci ranu K. Psal. 210. Hr.
I, 127. — Boljuséi zuby H. Barv. ibid.), brjazkucyj (Hr. I, 145),
valjuséyj (Vin p’janyj, aZ valjudéyj Zmijiv. p. Hr. I, 167) and
valjaséyj (H. Barv. 439 ibid.), vbyruséyj (H. Sab. 40) 118) vezudyj
(Kobyla xo¢€ i §pakuvata, ta prote vezuéa Niz. p. Hr. I, 172), vydjucyj
and vydjuséyj (Koly meni slipomu kurka, to tobi vydjuséomu i
dvi Nom. e. 984. Hr. I, 200), havkucyj (Ce v nas havkudyj sobaka.
B€enia havkule K. Dz. 49. Hr. I, 305) and havkuséyj (Otary stere-
zat’ brovky kudlati, havkuséi, zljuséi KMB. II, 119. ibid.), hnudyj
(Muzy¢a pravda jest’ koljuca, a pans’ka na vsi boky hnuéa Kotl
En. VI, 53. Hr. I, 337. — I stanom hnulym, i krasoju preneporoéna
molodoju stariji ofi veselju Sevé. 425. ibid.), hoverjulyj (Molodyj

117) Abbreviation: B. Hrinéenko. Slovar ukrajins’koji movy. Berlin,
1924. Photoprint ed. of 1909, Kiev ed.

118) Abbreviation: H. Sabaldyr. Praktyényj rosijs’ko-ukrajins’kyj
slovnyk, 1926 roku.
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hovorjuéyj Radjuk Lev. Pov. 154 Hr. I, 333), homonjudyj (Ho-
monjulyj Colovik Xark. p. Hr. I, 349), horjudyj (Jasen — horjuce
derevo Miussk. okr. Hr. I, 359) 119), hrymudyj (Oj ni, ne tatary,
—Xrystyjans’ka syla, mov xmaramy hrymuéymy, tabor obloZyla K.
Dosv. 7. Hr. I, 370, Vik na§ bombamy hrymudyj Man. Bajk. 16 =
Ivan Manylo. Bajkar. 1953), hudjudyj (Hudjulyj ljutyj zimnyj vi-
ter Lev. I, 35. Hr. I, 378), dymuséyj (Dymuséa pid) 120), Zyvljuséyj
{Tilky de ne de zostajet’sja pam’jat’ Zyvljuséa MV. III, 41. Hr.
I, 524), zZyvueyj (-8¢yj) (Nevhamovani, zyvuéi dity Izrajilja i v
vodl ne tonut’, i v ohni ne horjat’ Lev. I, 92. Hr. I, 524.—Use tin’
mynus¢a, odna ri¢ ZyvuSéa; svit z Bohom Nom. No. 3930. Hr. I,
525) 121), zavydu$Cyj and zavydjusfyj (Zavyduséi odi Hr. I, 552),
zahrebus€yj (0% zavydjusdi, ruky zahrebu$éi Prysl. Hr. I, 566),
zapaljus€yj (II. Sab. 121), kvitnjudyj, kvitudyj, kvitjuéyj and kvi-
tuséyj (vesna pryjsla teplaja, sviZaja, kvituséa Hr. I, 769. — Kvitjuda
luka Myr. XVR. 65. ibid. — Sumily vySen’ky kvitu¢i Man. Bajk.
9), koljuéyj (Burjan koljulyj ta budjak . . . v jaru dornije Sevé.
— MuzyCa pravda jest’ koljuca, a pans’ka na vsi boky hnuda Kotl.
En. Hr. I, 809, — Ja zla, a ty koljudyj Man. Bajk. 73), kotjucyj
(Kotjulyj viter nyzavsja pomiz derevom bezlystym MV. II, 113,
Hr. I, 829-830), kraducyj (Rody, BoZe, na trudjaséoho i na kradudoho
Nom. No. 10134. Hr. I, 834) and kradjascyj (Urody, BoZe, na trudjas-
toho, na ledaSfoho, na prosjaséoho, na kradjaséoho i na vsjakuju
dolju Hr. II 16), kusjufyj (Kusjudi muxy Cyhyr, p. Hr. I, 868),
lysnjucyj (R.-Ukr. Sl AN, 229) 122), ljakucyj (Levé. 133. Hr. I, 928),
majufyj (Kam. p. Hr. I, 950) 123), meljuéyj (Meljulyj mlyn Vas.
72. Hr. 1, 952), nevmyruscyj (Ja vinyj obraz va§, ja dux va$ ne-
vmyruséyj K. XII. 75. — NaSa syla nevmyruséa K. PS. 31. Hr.
T, 1077), nevterpucyj (V nevterpufyx mukax stohnaly Stor. MPr.
129. Hr. I, 1077-78), nemynudyj (-S¢yj) (Bidu pobadyv nemynudu
Kotl. En. IV, 12. Hr. I, 1087.—Smert’ nemynus§éa doroha Pr. ibid.),

119) Comp.: Dast’ tebé Hd' srdca horjusée Vtz. XXVIII, 65 accord.
XIV ¢. Srezn. I, 562. — B ubo zlatica horjuséa Kozm. Ind. ibid.

120) F. Miklosich. Vergl. Stammb. der sl. Sprachen, 1875, p. 203.

121)  Hrindenko creats the two forms: Zyvljndéyj and Fyvulyj (-38yj)
as identical.

122) Abbr.: Rosijs’ko-Ukrajins’kyj slovnyk. Ac. Sc. 1948.

123) See K. Myxalduk i A. Krymskij. Programma dlja sobiranija go-
vorov malorusskogo naredija. Sb. ORJaS. AN. XXXVII, No. 4, 1910, p. 153.
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nevsydjudyj (Fr. 1, 1077), neposyduséyj and neposydjuséyj (Nihde
miscja ne zahrije, takyj neposydjuscyj 124), nevsypuséyj (Xozjajko-
ju zrobylas’ nevsypuséoju na vse selo Rudé. Sk. I, 179. Hr. I, 1077),
nepam’jatuiéyj (Hr. I, 1089), nepytus€yj (Poobidavsy, staly krui-
laty horilku, a Ivasko, jak nepytustyj, vyjSov z xary Stor. 162. O.
Kurylo. op. cit. 16), neprosypuscyj (I movyla vona, neprosypuséa
zljuka Man. Bajk. 8), orufyj (U mene pluh orudyj Vové. p. Hr. II,
68), paljucyj (Paljuéa horilka N.-Vol. p. — UZe na koni 1 xvist
obhoriv, takyj to paljuéyj toj zmij Rud¢. Sk. IT, 118, Hr. I, 94 —
Polky polky! V paljudim poli byti, idut’ 1 padajut’, nesamovyti
Man. Bajk. 10), paxnuyj, paxnjudyj, paxnuifyj and paxnjuscéyj
(Paxnjuéyj peree’ N.-Vol. p. — 0j ty, divéyno, ty paxnjusée zillja
Cub. V, 391, — Cebrec’ — zillja paxnuiée Polt. p. Hr. II, 10),
pekudyj (Pekulyj viter N.-Vol. p. — Zurba pekuéa MV. I, 13. Hr.
I1, 109), prahnulyj (-5¢yj) Buv jem prahnuséyj, -— ne napojelyste
mene Hn. II, 81. — Ja na horilku ne prahnuéyj Skvyr. p. Hr. II,
1909), revucyj (S€ob lany Syrokopoli i Dnipro, i kruéi buly vydni,
bulo Zuty, jak reve revudyj Sevé. Hr. II, 520), rodjudyj (-5¢yj)
{Mak rodjuéyj buv XS. I, 75. — Rodjuéa zemlja. Rodjuée derevo
Myl 172, — Iz nevoli na rodjuséu zemlu vyseljaje K. Psal. 150. Hr.
11, 539), rostjudyj (Mius. okr. Hr. II, 591 — ja dobryj i rostudyj
Man. Bajk. 73), smerdjucyj, smerdjadyj (Hryzemsja, mov sobaky,
za maslom smerdjuéym Sevé. Hr. 11, 666), spivuéyj (Holosok tyxyj,
spivuéyj 0. 1862. IX. 69. Hr. 11, 687), spljus€yj (Spljuséyj pes ne
uhonyt’ zajeja Nom No. 7205. Hr. II, 690), tonucyj (Tonulyj i bryt-
vy xopyt’sja Nom. No. 9784. Hr. II, 783), tjahudyj (Vové. p. Hr.
IT, 812), tjamulyj (-$¢yj) (Vin &olovik tjamulyj, ne zopsuje dila
Polt. p. — Pavlo Pidduben’ duze tjamuséyj Colovik K. DS. 31. Hr.
IT, 313), xapuséyj (U pohano zamykanyx bojkivs'’kyx xatax niséo
ne bulo pevne pered jiji xapusymy palcjamy I Franko 123),
ciljuséyj (R.-Ukr. SI. AN. 764) and sciljuséyj (¥. Sab. 141), Séypucyj
(Hr. 11, 1036).

Adjectives with suffixes -a, -jac, (-as¢, -jaS¢) are relatively
less widespread and, as can Le noticed. less productive in the TUk-

124) F. Miklosich. Vergl. Synt. p. 819.
125) See Ju. Serech. Narys sulasnoji ukrajins’koji literaturnoji movy.
Minchen, 1951, p. 235.
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rainian language 120), II. ¢.: blaha8dyj (Ne zavvazyv i ne &uv slova
Jiji blahas€oho MV. IT, 117. Hr. I, 112), and blahu$éyj (Ibid., 114),
bludjasCyj (Bludjasiyj syn Hr. I, 119), bohobojaséyj (Jaki ljudy
staly nebohobojaséi Lebed. p. Hr. I, 121), boljasyj (Boljaida stohna-
la Myr. Pov. II, 99.—Kateryna z boljasdoji i olej ne zvodyt’ Sevd.
115. Hr. I, 127), hodjasdyj (Koly hodjasdtyj z joho kin’ — jid’ na
njomu u si¢ Star. I, 122. — Ni soroletky, ni odeZynky hodjastoji
MV. I, 52. Hr. I, 340), huljadCyj (Huljaséa skotyna. Colovik huljas-
¢yj Cub. V, 672. Hr. I, 381), zarobljaséyj (Ja zarobljaséyj &olovik
N.-Vol. p. Hr. I, 626), krydadéyj (Krytasloju superetnistju Jefre-
mov) 127), ljub’jadyj (Takyj vin buv ljul’jalyj do mene MV. I, 2.
Hr. I, 923), nezdoljasdyj (Jij materi Zal kydaty, §¢o taka vona duZe
nezdoljaséa Cern. p. Hr. I, 1084), nemovljaéyj (Hr. I, 1087), pro-
pastyj {Vona z toboju bude propasta Rudé. Sk. I, 62. Hr. II, 479),
prosjas¢yj (Urody, BoZe, na . . . prosjaséoho Hr. II, 488), slu-
xa$éyj (Usim holovam sluxa$éym na mnohi lita) 128), terpljacyj
(Boh velykoterpljadyj Vas. p. Hr. I, 174), trudjaséyj (A trudjasce,
a Cepurne, a robotjaste Sevé. Hr. II, 799).

Some adjectives of doubtful derivation are rather to be con-
sidered of participial origin, as, e. g.: lezalyj (Pid leZalyj kamin’
voda ne tece Nom. No. 7204), nezrjacyj (Znovu Skuru derete z bra-
tiv nezrjadyx, hreékosijiv Sevé. 211. Hr. I, 1085), letjacyj (Letjacu
ptycju b’je Kaniv. p. Hr. I, 892-3). Hrindenko gives alongside the
latter, an example of the same meaning: letjuéu (Z pystolju kuleju
letjuéu ptycju b’je Stor. II, 222. Ibid.). This example, taken by
Hrinéenko from StoroZenko is incorrect, because the form “letjucyj”
(e.g. letjula mys§) is of verbal derivation and cannot be used in this
meaning. Also obviously of participial derivation is the form:
kruhoiduéyj (Nad hlybokym kruhoiduéym jarom stojit’ u rujinax
kolys’ pySnyj zamok K. (0. 1861. IT. 234) (Hr. I, 848-9).

It has been said above that adjectives of verbal origin belong
structurally to the order of adjectives of general verbal derivation.

126) Comp.: O. Kurylo “Suffixes -ué, (-jué), -usé (-jud¢) dominate as
against suffixes -aé, (-jaé), -a8¢ (-jas@), regardless of the nature of the
root (stem of the present tense in the verb from which the adjective of
this category is derived” (Op. cit. p. 17).

127) See P. Buzuk. “Visnyk Odes’koji Komisiji Krajeznav.”, 1925.

128) See 0. Kurylo. Uvahy, p. 13. i .
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This means that structurally they are not clese to participles, but
to adjectives created from verbs with different saffixes: -lyvyj, -nyj,
kyj, ete. All these suffixes introduce their peculiar shade into the
meaning of adjectives. The most widespread of them in the Uk-
rainian language is the suffix -lyvyj denoting an internal character-
istic, also of suitability or tendency: zadumlyvyj, pokirlyvyj, bun-
tivlyvyj, balaklyvyj, zradlyvyj, vertlyvyj, v'jidlyvyj, drimlyvyj,
zZurlyvyj, tuzlyvyj, ete. also (infrequently) the suffix -yvyj with the
same meaning: plaksyvyj. 129).

Indicative of the structural proximity of these adjectives is the
fact that suffixes sometimes compete with each other. Thus, with the
suffixes -ufyj (-juéyj) the following suffixes may compete:

-lyvyj: balakuyj and balaklyvyj (Pannocka taka vesela, balak-
lyva MV. 0. 1362. TIL. 48.. Hr. I, 66), brykuéyj and bryklyvyj (Hr.
I, 141), hovorjuéyj and hovorlyvyj (Hovorlyva, jak horobérk Kb.
Hr. I, 338 130), homonjudéyj and homonlyvyj (Hr. I, 349), drimuéyj
and drimlyvyj (Vitrec’ drimlyvyj jaky)s’ pade MV. TL. 78. Hr. I,
487), drjapuyj and drjaplyvyj (Hr. I, 493), zavydjudyj and za-
vydlyvyj (Divéata zavydlyvi O. 1861. X. 57. Hr. I, 552) 131), pam’ja-
tuSéyj and pam’jatlyvyj (Xyvrja pam’jatlyva, ne zabula nioho
Myr. Pov. I, 132, Hr. 11, 95) and a few more: blyskulyj — blyskotly-
vyj, kusjudyj — kuslyvyj, plodjuéyj — plidlyvyj (also: plidnyj),
robotjascyj, robuséyj — robitlyvyj (also: robitnyj), skrypuéyj =
skryplyvyj, spivuéyj — spivlyvyj, berudyj — berlyvyj, ete. 132).

-nyj: zapaljuiCyj and zapalnyj (H. Sab. 121), ljakuéyj and
ljaényj (Zelex. Hr. I, 930), pam’jatuséyj and pam’jatnyj (Hr. II,
95) and others.

-kyj: hovorjuéyj and hovirkyj (Stari ljudy hovirki H. Barv.
316. Hr. I, 338), homonjudyj and hominkyj (TorZy$ta hominki K.
Dz. 6. I, 349), p’janjufyj and p’jankyj (R.-Ukr. SI. AN. 355) and
others.

129) O. Synjavs’kyj. Normy ukrajins’koji literaturnoji movy, Lviv,
1941, p. 13.

130) Comp. in Georg. Amart. XI c.: o rééi ne hovorlyvs. I. Sreznevskij.
Materijaly dla slovarja dr.-russkogo jazyka, I, 520.

131) Comp. in Hryhor. Nazijanz. XI c¢. and Zb. 1073: zavidliva i
rop’tiva ouma suste. Sreznevskij. I.

132) See O. Kurylo, Uvahy, p. 18.
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These adjectives of verbal derivation tempted some scholars
to assemble them under the term ‘“participium”. This was done
by A. Noreen 133), and R. Smal-Stoc’kyj followed him in the above
cited work. Moreover, under the term “participium”, Noren as-
sembles also participles with these adjectives. He only distinguishes
two orders among them: the temporal and the modal. Among the
temporal he specifically includes participles of the active present
tense, and among the modal adjectives of verbal derivation. R.
Smal-Stoc’kyj calls them “modal participia” and divides them into
four groups:

1) Participium possibilitatis: ponjatnyj, platnyj (Germ. dank-
bar, fassbar).

2) Participium habilitatis: tancjurystyj, zapalystyj (Germ.
haltbar, redegewand).

3) Participium necessitatis: verwerflich, tadelnswert, wiin-
schenswert,

4) Participiuin tendentiae: xytkyj, hovirkyj (Germ. gefiigig,
gesprichig).

The Ukrainian language has only three groups out of those
four: possibilitatis, habilitatis and tendentiae. 134).

But all these assumptions of Noreen are built on erroneous
methological foundations, as forms of entirely different structure
cannot be mechanically jeined under a common term “participium”,
a term whose direct object is to signify forms which have exclusively
a temporal meaning.

2. In the Russian language this group of adjectives is also
known mainly with accentuated suffixes -ug, -ju¢ (-us¢, -jusé):
begudij (Beguéij kon’ H. Sab. 13), dremuéij (Cto, dremudij les,
prizadumalsja? A. Kole. Us. I, 800) 135), zgufij (Zgudije ludi solnca
US. 1, 849), zaviduséij (Popovskije ruki zagrebustije, glaza zavi-
dustije Posl. US. I, 901), zagrebuséij (US. I, 918) 136), imuséij
(Imuséije klassy naselenija US. I, 1198; H. Sab. 138) and neimu$éij

133) A. Noreen. Einfthrung in die wissenschaftliche Betrachtung der
Sprache, p. 409.

134) R. Smal-Stoc’kyi, op. cit. pp. 81 82,

135) Abbrev.: Tolkovyj slovar’ russkogo Jazyka pod. red. D. UsSakova.

136) Adjectives ‘“zavidus¢ij”, “zagrebuséij”’ are classified by USakov

“prostoreé”. Comp. Ukrainian: zavyduséyj (-judéyj), zahrebuséyj.
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(Neimuddeje naselenije US. II, 510137), koljutij (Koljuéij kust Si-
povnika. Figuratively: Koljudije glaza. Koljuéij jazyk. Us. I, 1413),
letudij (Luna osvjeidajet snjeg letudij US. II, 52), linjuéij (Linju-
daja kraska US. II, 66), lipucij (Vot lipuéij, privjazalsja, kak pes
k molcku Ognev. US. II, 67), moguéij (Moguéij dub Us. II, 240),
paduéij (Padudaja zvjezda US. III, 16), paxufij (Paxudaja trava.
Jest’ u nas myla paxuéije. Nekrasov. US. III, 73)138), plakuCij
(Plakuaja bereza R.-Ukr. Sl. AN. 420), plovuéij (Plovuéij most.
Plovudij material US. III, 301) and plyvuéij (Plyvuéaja glina US.
111, 311; H. Sab. 274), ploduséij (Volki poéti so vsemi porodami so-
bak dajut plodjustije pomjesi US. III, 303), polzuéij (Polzudije
rastenija US. III, 518), tekucij (Tekudije tjela. Figuratively: Teku-
¢aja rabolaja sila US. IV, 668), tolkuéij (Only in the spoken expres-
sion: “Tolkulij rynok” US. IV, 729), treskucij (Treskuéie drova US.
1V, 789. — Treskuéij moroz. R.-Ukr. S1. AN. 708), tjagucij (Patoka
tjaguta. Figuratively: Medljenno tekli slova tjagulije Nekrasov.
Us. IV, 847). We are not quoting here numerous derivations from
adjective stems with an augmented-superlative meaning, as e. g.:
z1juséij, Zadnjuséij, tolstjuscij, xudjuséij, and others 139). We have
discussed this category of adjectives above.

Forms with the suffix -jasS¢ (also with an emphasized meaning):
guljaséij, zavaljascij, rabotjaséij, and some others are not produective
in the Russian language. 140)

In the Russian language all these adjectives belong to the same
structural order as some other adjectives of verbal creation, as e. g.:
some adjectives with the suffix -livyj (like in the Ukrainian language) :
bojazlivyj (H. Sab. 26), vorclivyj (H. Sab. 49), govorlivyj (H. Sab.
77) and others. Also some adjectives with the suffix -itelnyj: celi-
telnyj 141), (H. Sab. 141). But these are only separate adjectives.
The basic mass of adjectives, however, in particular those with
suffixes -itelnyj, -atelnyj, belong to the same structural order as
adjectives of participal origin (“okadestvlennyje prifastija” ac-
cording to the term of V. Vinogradov, op. cit. 214). E. g.: spasi-

137) The adjective “imuséyj” is classified by USakov as “kniZn.”
138) Comp. Ukr.: paxulyj and paxuséyj Hr. II, 107.

139) See V. Vinogradov. Russkij jazyk, 1947, p. 241.

140) ibid. p. 242.

141) Comp. Ukrainian: ciljuséyj, sciljusdyj.
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telnij (spasajuséij), vozmutitelnyj (vozmuiajuiij), podgotovitelnyj
(podgotovljajuséij) and others.

3. In the Belorussian language there is also a preponderance of
adjectives with accentuated suffixes -ué, -jud: boljudij (Xvaciv za
boljucij palec 30) 142), viduséij and viduéij (Zdorovyj i vidudij, a
po xod’be xodzie’. Casom i vidu8ij ne vidzie’ 57), neviduéij and
neviduséij (S nevidudoho nema pomodi. Podarice miloscinki mne
neviduséemu 328), Zivudij (Berezka) (nastojka na berezovyje pu-
S$inki) Zivuéa, zali proreh, zaraz zaZivee’ 155), ¥ihudij (Krapiva #-
huda, ibid.), zabijuéij (Zabijuéaja horelka. Zabiju$éij med 159), li-
nuéij (Linudij koler 268), nejduéij (Nejdudaja voda hniec’ 332),
neminuséij (Neminu$daja hrozic’ beda 333), neumirudéij (Neumi-
ruléij starik 338), xodzjuéij (Xodzjuéij pomer 681). Some examples
have been graciously given us by the Belorussian scholar Prof. Ja.
Stankevi¢ (quoted according to his orthography) : bliskudy (Bliskudy
gudzik), lovuéy (Lovuly kot), njasu$dy (Njasuitaja kuryca), Ze-
bruify (Zebruidy dzed) 143). From the XVI manuscript “Alkitab”
analyzed by Prof Ja. Stankevi¢: paxu$éy (Paxudéymi paxami
njuxaeju).

Forms with suffixes -aé, -jaé occur less frequently: zavaljaséij
(Zavaljaséuju dav kosu 161), pohulja$éij (Vozmi hetu kosu ena u
mene pohuljaséaja 438), posluxacij (Xlopee vo vsem posluxadij 480).

4. Some traces of these creations are also found in the Polish
langunage: cierpiacy (Ulica szed jaki§ cierpiaey), grzmiacy (Glos
miat niski, grzmiacy) 144), bolagcy (Stronie bol cej wolno tego do-
gladaé, jako i gdzie wiezien siedzi). 145)

5. Traces of these creations are also preserved in the Czech
language : kvetouci strom, trpici Zena 146)

142) Examples are from N. Nosovié. Slovar belorusskogo nareédija St.
Petersburg. 1870.

143) Prof. Ja. Stankevi¢ explains that forms “bliskuéy, lovuséy” can-
not be derived from participles because “the plural is “lovjac’, bli§éac’, and not
lovuc’, bliskuc’.” On the other hand although the 3rd pers. plural of “ne-
susca” is nesuc’, yet, says Ja. Stankevi¢ “it is impossible that there could
be Church Slav. influence in the language of a common peasant.”

144) T. Lehr-Splawifiski. Nowy stownik jezyka polskiego. I, 415, 1106.

145) J. Karlowicz, I, 102.

146) Dr. F. Travniéek, Historicka mluvnice é&esko-slovenska. Rada
spisit duchovédnych. Svazek 2. 1935. V Praze, 342-43.

See J. Mazon. Grammaire de la langue tchéque. Paris, 1952, p. 165.
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6. Also in the Bulgarian language: letjasé’ iITetjaséa zvezda.
Vidjat’ mnoho letjadCy zvezdy L.D. 1569. 39). Djuvernua translates
it with the corresponding Russian adjective form: “paduéaja
zvezda.” 1:7)

7. These creations are also known to the Serb language: vrué,
mégié, t'ekiéa véda, 148) plovué, jmué, and others. 149)

8. In the Slovene language: tekofa voda, skeleéa rana, and
others. 150)

In resuming of what was said, we can state in general outline
the following:

1. Participles of the active present tense as a seperate verbal
category are not peculiar to living Slavic languages. They have sur-
vived, in some to a greater, in some to a lesser degree, as, to a
certain extent artificial creations which developed mainly under
the influence of the old book language of South Slavic literature.
Of all Slavic languages, the Russian literary language, which,
during the process of its formation was under a strong influence
of the Old Church book Slavic language, has probably preserved
most participles of the active present tense.

2. In its development this group of participles underwent con-
siderable categorical changes. The main cause of this was their
syntactical function. a) Thus, in the apositive function participles
in their short form became transformed into a new grammatical
category: gerundives. Every Slavic gerundive comprises a form
of a short paticiple which, having lost the designation of gender
and number, acquired the meaning of an adverbial word. b) On
the other hand, in their pronominal (short) predicative function,
participles of the Slavie languages formerly had more of a pre-
dicative force with more independence (I jest’ cerki ta stojasi vb
Korsuné hradé” Lavr. 1.). Having, in this function, a tendency
towards the verb (“Az jes’'m tvorjaj CGudesa”) they later trans-

147) A. Duvernois. Slovar bolgarskogo jazyka po pamjatnikam na-
1-odnoJ6 slovesnosti i proizvedenijam novejSej pecati. Moscow, 1886. IV-VI,
p. 111

148) A. Leskien. Grammatik der serbo-kroatischen Sprache. Heidel-
berg, 1914, p. 554.

149) 'F. Miklosich. Vergl. Stammbild 1875. p. 203.

150) F. Miklosich. Spntax. p. 821.
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formed into verbs (“Ja tvorju ¢udesa”). e) In the atributive fun-
tion, having formally acceded to pronominal adjectives, participles
of the active present tense lose their verbality and accede categorically
to adjectives (virujucyj narod, xorujuéa ljudyna). In this function,
participles of the active present tense have hardly survived in any
Slavie folk languages. Only in literary languages (in some more,
in others less), they have survived following old book traditions.

Even the Russian vernacwlar has not preserved participles of
the active present tense¢ in the attributive function, but the Rus-
sian literary language developed these forms to a large extent
under the influence of the Church Slavie. It can be stated in general
that in the Russian language participles of the active present tense
have preserved a double categorical meaning, depending on the sen-
tence structure: of participles (ja vizu pladuSCego rebenka), and
of adjectives (on imjejet pladuséij vid).

Participles of the active present tense have not survived in the
Ukrainian language. In the literary language there is some tendency
to use them in the attributive function, but in all such cases they
assimilate with adjectives (virujuda ljudyna). Neither have they
survived in other Slavic languages: Belorussian, Polish, Czech, Bul-
garian, Serb, Slovene. They are occasionally used in the Polish
language, but mainly in the literary language.

3. Adjectives of verbal derivation with participial formants: -udyj,
-jucyj, -alyj, -jadyj (-us€yj, -juslyj, -aséyj, -jasfyj (paxu-
€yj, koljucyj, tjamusCyj, huljaSéyj) are in an entirely different
category. This group of adjectives stems not from participles as has
been erroneously explained heretofore; structurally these adjectives
cannot be classed in the same order with participles (placuséyj re-
benok), nor with adjectives which developed from participles di-
rectly (sluxajufa hromada). These adjectives are not structurally
close to participles, but to other adjectives of verbal derivation, as
those, e. g. with suffixes -lyvyj in the Ukrainian language (bala-
kuéyj — balaklyvyj), and with the same kind of suffixes -livyj in
the Russian language (bojazlivyj, vorélivyj).

This structurally separate group is a very old ecreation; it is
present in almost all Slavie languages: Ukrainian boljucyj, Russian
vonjuéij, Belorussian lovus€y, Polish cierpiacy, Czech kvetouci,
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Bulgarian letjasca zvezda, Serb tékuéa véda, Slovene skeleda rana.
At that, the most productive are creations with suffixes -ug, -jug,
(-usé, -jusé); less productive are those with suffixes -ag, -jag, (-asé,
-jase).

From this, a proper scientifically substantiated terminology
can be determined: participle (Citajuséyj ucenik), adjective of
participal derivation (virujuéyj narod) and adjective of verbal de-
rivation (havkulyj sobaka, spivuéa diviyna).
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