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Abstract. The systematic description of the verb across morphological, semantic, and syntactic levels remained
a theoretical challenge in Germanic linguistics, given the typological divergence between English — an analytically
structured West Germanic language —and German, which preserved a fuller inflectional paradigm. The aim of this study
was to analyse the English verb within the context of the Germanic languages, specifically examining its tense, aspect,
person, mood, verb paradigm (finite/infinite), and its role in sentence structure, particularly in terms of its predicative
and valency properties. Drawing on academic grammars of English and German, reference terminological dictionaries,
and theoretical works of classical and contemporary scholars, the study employed comparative-typological, descriptive,
and conceptual-synthesis methods alongside diachronic-synchronic analysis and syntactic valency analysis. Verbal
theory was traced from Panini’s analysis of Sanskrit verbal roots and the Alexandrian doctrine of mood through the
foundational contributions of A.A. Potebnya and V.V. Vinogradov to current phylogenetic and corpus-based research.
A comparative analysis of finite and non-finite paradigms revealed a core typological asymmetry: while morphological
person marking had been reduced to the third-person singular Present Simple, English developed sixteen tense-aspect
forms across four aspectual groups and three temporal planes, including four Future-in-the-Past constructions whose
diachronic origin and modal-temporal semantics remained theoretically contested. The notional-structural distinction,
examined through three competing classification frameworks, proved gradient rather than categorical, shaped by
grammaticalisation pressure and functional frequency. The dominant role of the verb-predicate was confirmed through
the theory of centripetal potency and cross-linguistic valency data, establishing that the verb’s argument-opening
capacity was a typologically stable feature of the Germanic family. These findings were applied to university courses in
theoretical grammar, Germanic typology, and the history of the English language, providing a basis for lexicographical
and corpus-based descriptions of verbs
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Introduction

The linguistic parameters of diachrony and synchrony
were introduced into scholarly usage at the turn of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, providing a founda-
tional methodological basis for any comprehensive analy-
sis of the verb. N.S. Qobilova et al. (2021) defined diachro-
ny as the path through time that every linguistic element
follows as part of the linguistic system; the historical de-
velopment of the system as a whole, viewed as an object
of linguistic study, whilst synchrony was understood as
“the conventional identification of a particular state, a
particular historical stage, as an object of linguistic study”.
In diachronic investigation of the verb, its development is
examined from the standpoint of historical time — specif-
ically, by establishing which theories have addressed the
question, which scholars have made the most substantial
contributions to its study, and what forward-looking sig-
nificance those inquiries have carried. Synchronic inves-
tigation, by contrast, entails examining the verb within
a “frozen” integral language system at the current stage
of development, without regard to who studied or de-
scribed it in the historical past. Drawing on the definitions
provided by Y. Deng et al. (2022), the verb is defined as a
part of speech (a) denoting action or state as process (the
semantic criterion); (b) expressing this meaning through
the categories of aspect, voice, tense, person, and mood
(the morphological criterion); (c) functioning in the sen-
tence primarily as the predicate (the syntactic criterion).
Central to the analysis is the morphological division of
verbs into finite and non-finite forms, each of which pos-
sesses a distinct set of grammatical categories within the
Indo-European languages. Particular attention was given
to the predicative function of personal forms and to the
special status of the infinitive as a “verbal nominative”, as
E. Laporte et al. (2025) noted.

At the semantic level, classifications of verbs of be-
ing and the distinction between dynamic and stative lex-
emes were investigated. At the syntactic level, the valen-
cy properties of the verb and its role as the constitutive
centre of the sentence, capable of opening various act-
ant positions, were examined. In addition, semantic-syn-
tactic oppositions — personal versus impersonal, transi-
tive versus intransitive — that determine the structure of
the utterance were considered. Within the scope of Ger-
manic linguistics, the English verb was analysed through
the prism of its analytical development and typologi-
cal divergence from the inflectional German language.
In the investigation of the complex system of 16 tense
forms and the category of Future in the Past, questions
surrounding the inter-categorial relationships of person,
number, and tense were addressed. The work rests on
the theory of centripetal potency, which, as W.K. Asri et
al. (2024) argued, supports the dominant position of
the verb in the hierarchy of parts of speech and syntac-
tic structures. The verb is universally acknowledged as
the syntactic and semantic nucleus of the sentence, yet
the mechanisms by which it acquired and maintains this
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position across the Germanic language family remain
subjects of active scholarly inquiry.

Among the West Germanic languages, English pre-
sents a particularly revealing case: having undergone the
most radical morphological simplification in the family,
it simultaneously developed one of the most intricate
periphrastic tense-aspect systems in the Indo-European
group. This structural paradox makes the English verb an
ideal test case for theories of grammatical change and ty-
pological comparison, and recent advances in digital cor-
pus analysis and phylogenetic modelling have made its
systematic re-investigation both timely and methodolog-
ically well-supported. The diachronic dimension of verbal
morphology in Germanic has attracted renewed interest
through computational approaches. The syntactic behav-
iour of the finite verb — its positional constraints within
the clause — has been revisited diachronically by S. Har-
chaoui & P-Y. Modicom (2025), who examined verb-third
phenomena in Germanic verb-second languages. Their
analysis demonstrated that Old High German permitted
substantially greater flexibility in pre-finite clause struc-
ture than present-day German does, establishing that the
rigidity of the verb-second constraint is itself a historical
development rather than an invariant Germanic property.
For the study of English, where verb-second movement
was lost during the Middle English period, this result con-
firms that synchronic accounts of verbal syntactic behav-
iour require explicit integration of diachronic evidence.

From a typological perspective, the impact of inflec-
tional complexity on verbal constructional networks was
investigated by K. van Goethem & N. Koutsoukos (2022),
who applied a corpus-based constructionist analysis to de-
nominal verb formations in English, Dutch, and German.
The study found that while all three languages share the
same inventory of morphological construction types —
conversion, prefixation, and suffixation —a Germanic cline
exists in preferences for non-overt versus overt word-
class marking, with English favouring conversion most
strongly owing to its reduced inflectional morphology.
This finding establishes a direct relationship between a
language’s typological profile and the shape of its verbal
constructional system. Semantic evolution at the Eng-
lish-German cross-linguistic interface has been addressed
by W.K. Asri et al. (2024), who used digital text corpora
and historical archive data to map mechanisms of seman-
tic change in both languages. They found that metaphor-
ical extension accounts for approximately 30-40% of new
verbal and lexical terms in each language, while external
historical factors — wars, industrialisation, and globalisa-
tion — contribute a further 20-30% of semantic evolution.
Despite shared West Germanic ancestry, the two languag-
es diverge in the frequency and preferred pathways of
change: English exhibits a higher rate of lexical borrowing,
while German relies predominantly on compounding as its
primary mechanism of semantic expansion. Despite the
large number of studies devoted to the verb in Germanic
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languages, a comprehensive analysis that fully integrates
diachronic and synchronic approaches while considering
its morphological, semantic, and syntactic characteristics
within the broader context of Indo-European typology
remains lacking. The present study aimed to provide an
integrated diachronic and synchronic analysis of the verb
in Germanic and English linguistics, examining its morpho-
logical, semantic, and syntactic parameters as an intercon-
nected system situated within the broader framework of
Indo-European typology.

Literature Review
The study of the verb as a grammatical category has a his-
tory spanning more than two millennia, beginning with the
early theoretical reflections of ancient Indian and Greek
scholarship and extending through the classical tradition of
Russian linguistics into the contemporary descriptive and
theoretical frameworks. The earliest systematic treatment
of the verb is found in ancient Indian grammatical thought.
As R.H. Robins (1967) documented, Indian grammar of the
IV century BC typically distinguished four parts of speech,
singling out the verb and noun as the two principal classes
and describing the verbal system in careful detail, includ-
ing the categories of tense, mood, and person. The author
noted, that the ancient Indian grammarians — and Panini
in particular — held that all Sanskrit words derived from
indivisible verbal roots, which served as the productive
base for the word-formation system, generating denom-
inal structures of the type root + primary suffix. Ancient
Greek scholarship developed the tradition in a comple-
mentary direction. As V.N. Kodukhov (1974) observed in
his textbook on general linguistics, scholars of the Alex-
andrian grammatical school — Aristarchus of Samothrace,
Dionysius Thrax, and Apollonius Dyscolus — produced in
the Il century AD a doctrine of eight parts of speech as a
properly grammatical classification of words, positioning
the verb in second place after the noun. At the same time,
R.H. Robins (1967) noted that it was with the verb that
these scholars associated the newly developed doctrine of
mood, distinguishing indicative, optative, indefinite, and
imperative varieties and thereby establishing the verb as
the leading element of syntax. The theoretical legacy of
antiquity was substantially elaborated in the Russian-lan-
guage tradition of general linguistics. In his work, A.A. Po-
tebnya (1958) analysed the verbal categories of tense,
mood and voice In his work, A.A. Potebnya addressed the
views of his contemporaries who denied the independent
grammatical status of tense and mood, attributing these
categories instead to syntactic structures. He critically
examined the nature of these categories in the Russian
language, questioning their existence and independent
function within its grammatical system. This insistence
on the morphological integrity of the verb established
a foundation for all subsequent Russian verbal theory.
The semantic characterisation of the verb was ad-
vanced most comprehensively by V.V. Vinogradov (1947).
Author demonstrated that the semantic structure of the
verb is broader and more flexible than that of any other
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grammatical category, a property attributable to the domi-
nant role of prefixes in verbal morphology. V.V. Vinogradov
further showed that “action” and “state” are subsumed
under the neutral category of “process”, unifying tradi-
tionally opposed verbal classes. Of particular importance
is V.V. Vinogradov’s characterisation of the infinitive as
the “verbal nominative” — the unmarked base form of the
verb — a concept further developed by E.M. Galkina-Fedo-
ruk (1957). N.Yu. Shvedova et al. (1989) identified the se-
mantically coherent class of “verbs of being”, whose lexical
content traverses the existential continuum from anticipa-
tion through emergence and realisation to disappearance
along a scale that shifts the expression of process in rela-
tion to the moment of actualisation. C. Fehringer (2019)
showed that German and English deploy their own char-
acteristic sets of these verbal subtypes, a finding of direct
relevance to any comparative Germanic analysis.

The further distinction between dynamic and stative
verbs, examined by Yu.S. Maslov (1975) and F. Glinther et
al. (2019), results in a matrix of semantic types that is
essential for the description of the English and German
verbal lexicon. M. Parrott (2010) extended this analysis,
demonstrating that syntactic markers are assigned to sen-
tence constituents and transferred to whichever part of
speech occupies the predicate position. The relationship
between verbal frequency and syntactic valency was ex-
plored at a typological scale by S. Tao et al. (2024), who
analysed data from 79 languages and demonstrated that
more frequent verbs consistently display greater valency
frame diversity, a pattern interpreted as evidence that the
verbal lexicon is organised according to principles of com-
municative efficiency at the lexicon-grammar interface.
The valency dimension was investigated comparatively by
Sh.M. Iskandarova & Sh.A. Ganieva (2024), who showed
that the verb’s capacity to open actant positions for one to
four nominal dependents makes it the constitutive struc-
tural centre of the sentence — a conclusion reinforced by
0. Oreshko (2009) for Russian and by A.K. Kashyap (2019)
for typologically diverse language systems.

The interaction between morphological, semantic,
and syntactic mechanisms was theorised by R.H. Rob-
ins (1989), who emphasised that linguistic levels are mutu-
ally conditioned and systematically interdependent. This
interdependence underlies the semantic-syntactic clas-
sifications of the verb. The aforementioned V.V. Vinogra-
dov (1947) argued that impersonal verbs are historically
secondary formations — originally all verbs were person-
al, and the loss of explicit person reference occurred dia-
chronically, leaving the third-person singular as a residual
form whose personhood remains present only in poten-
tial — a view supported by E.M. Galkina-Fedoruk (1957)
and N.Yu. Shvedova et al. (1989). A. Craevschi et al. (2025),
working with 107 cognate verbs across 14 archaic and con-
temporary Germanic languages, demonstrated through
a hierarchical phylogenetic model that the distribution
of morphological irregularity in strong verb paradigms is
functionally motivated: verbs preserving the ABB alterna-
tion — distinct preterite and past-participle stems — do so



because this allomorphy encodes a semantically signifi-
cant binary opposition between present and past.

This findings establish that irregular morphological
patterns in the Germanic verb system are functional as-
sets maintained over historical time by the pressure to
preserve semantically useful distinctions, directly inform-
ing any account of verbal restructuring in the history of
English. This finding is particularly pertinent to English,
where high-frequency verbs combine exceptional valen-
cy flexibility with the role of constitutive structural cen-
tre of the clause. The literature review demonstrated the
long-standing and multifaceted development of the study
of the verb, tracing its evolution from ancient Indian and
Greek grammar to modern Russian linguistics. It highlight-
ed key contributions to the understanding of the verb’s
grammatical, semantic, and syntactic roles, revealing how
its morphology, function, and relationships with other
grammatical categories have been systematically explored
over time. The analysis also underscored the interdepend-
ence of these levels of linguistic structure, particularly in
the context of Russian and Germanic languages.

Materials and Methods

The research is grounded in two categories of materials,
each selected based on distinct criteria. The theoretical
and descriptive foundation of the study includes works by
prominent scholars in the field of world linguistics, such
as V.V. Vinogradov (1947), A.l. Smirnitsky (1959), A.A. Po-
tebnya (1958), and others. These sources provided a com-
prehensive framework for the analysis, drawing on both
classical and contemporary linguistic scholarship. Sources
were selected based on four criteria:

» disciplinary authority — inclusion of works by schol-
ars whose theoretical contributions are recognised across
the Russian-language and Western European linguistic tra-
ditions;

> level coverage — the corpus was assembled to pro-
vide adequate theoretical grounding for each of the three
levels of analysis (morphological, semantic, and syntactic);

> genre representativeness — the corpus combines
theoretical monographs, normative academic grammars,
and terminological reference works, thereby ensuring
both interpretive depth and descriptive precision;

» and typological contrast — sources about both Eng-
lish and German were included to illuminate the analyt-
ical-inflectional typological divide within the West Ger-
manic sub-group.

The linguistic material for analysis, consisting of ver-
bal paradigms and syntactic constructions from English
and German, was exclusively selected from normative ac-
ademic grammars, specifically R. Quirk et al. (1982) and
M.Y. Blokh (1994). These sources were chosen for their au-
thoritative and comprehensive treatment of the grammat-
ical structures under investigation. The selection criterion
for linguistic data was attestedness in standard descrip-
tive sources: only paradigmatic forms and construction
types documented in the cited academic grammars were
admitted to the analysis, thereby excluding colloquial,
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dialectal, or non-standard usage. By contrast, the syn-
chronic component of the analysis is based exclusively on
modern normative grammars describing the contempo-
rary state of the English and German verbal system. The
methodology rests on a systemic approach to language as
an integral object in continuous historical development.
The study employed a set of general scientific and spe-
cialised linguistic methods. The comparative-typological
method was applied to identify convergent and divergent
features in the verbal systems of English and German;
the analytical procedure comprised selecting verbal par-
adigms, comparing morphological categories (person,
number, tense, voice, mood) according to a uniform de-
scriptive scheme, identifying typological divergences, and
interpreting those divergences from the perspective of an-
alytical versus inflectional language type. Diachronic and
synchronic analyses were used, respectively, to trace the
evolution of verbal theory from ancient Indian and Grae-
co-Roman grammar to modern linguistics and to describe
the current state of the language system as a structural
cross-section. The descriptive method supported the in-
ventorying and classification of finite and non-finite verb
forms. Syntactic analysis and the method of communica-
tive sentence division were applied to study valency prop-
erties and the constitutive role of the verb in sentence
structure. The method of conceptual synthesis made it
possible to integrate the morphological, semantic, and
syntactic levels to construct a multidimensional classifica-
tion of the verb as a bearer of processuality. The concepts
of centripetal and centrifugal potential of linguistic units,
as proposed by Z. Ospanova (2023), were applied, which
underpin the central position of the predicate verb within
the semantic-syntactic space of the utterance.

Results and Discussion

The Germanic language family encompasses all languag-
es descended from Proto-Germanic; in the present study,
the focus falls on English and German as typologically
contrasting representatives of the West Germanic sub-
group. Modern English, whose foundations were laid by
the tribal languages of the Angles, Saxons, Jutes, and Fri-
sians who migrated to the British Isles in the V century
AD, absorbed extensive phonetic, lexical, and grammat-
ical elements from Norman, Middle French, Norwegian,
Danish, and other languages, moving decisively away from
the inflectional type and losing many features of both ex-
ternal and internal inflection (Qobilova et al., 2021). This
diachronic trajectory produced a structural complexity
in which different aspects of the language developed in
ways that appear outwardly autonomous yet remain sys-
tematically interconnected — a property that V.N. Yartse-
va (1968) identified as the fundamental methodological
challenge of English-language diachrony, while P.M. Arka-
diev (2020) observed that the question of accounting for
these connections in synchronic versus diachronic analysis
remains unresolved. Contemporary comparative research
has confirmed and refined this typological divergence.
K. van Goethem & N. Koutsoukos (2022) demonstrated
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that within the West Germanic cline, English shows the
strongest preference for morphologically unmarked, con-
version-based verbal constructions precisely because
its reduced inflectional morphology removes the formal
barriers to zero-derivation, while German retains overt
affixation as the dominant strategy. W.K. Asri et al. (2024)
further showed that despite shared West Germanic an-
cestry, English and German have diverged in the mech-
anisms of verbal semantic change: English exhibits a
higher rate of lexical borrowing, while German relies on
compounding — a divergence traceable to the contrasting

morphological profiles of the two languages. At the defini-
tional level, this typological divergence is also reflected in
verbal semantics: C. Fehringer (2019) defined the verb as
an independent part of speech denoting action or state,
while G. Leech et al. (2010) subsumed both meanings un-
der the single concept of process, which more accurately
captures the semantic breadth of the verbal category. A
systematic comparison of the finite and non-finite verbal
paradigms of German and English reveals both structur-
al parallels and significant typological divergences, which
are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Grammatical categories of German and English verbs: A comparative overview

Form type | Grammatical category German English
Person 1st, 2nd, 3d 1st, 2nd, 3rd
Number Singular; plural Singular; plural
Conjugation scope All persons x 2 numbers 3 person sg. only (Present Simple)
Finite verbs Tense 6 forms: Présens; Prateritum; Perfekt; 16 forms: 12 logical-grammatical (4 groups x
Plusquamperfekt; Futur I; Futur Il 3 temporal planes) + 4 Future in the Past
Voice Active; Passive Active; Passive
Mood Indicative; Imperative; Subjunctive Indicative; Imperative; Subjunctive
Person / Number /
Mood / Tense B B
Infinitive Voice Active; Passive Active; Passive
6 (4 active: Simple, Continuous, Perfect,
Total forms 2 . :
Perfect Continuous; 2 passive)
Person / Number /
Mood - -
Participle Tense Partizip I; Partizip I Participle | (Indeﬁnite:);' Participle Il; Perfect
Participle
Voice Active; Passive Active; Passive
Total forms 2 3
Status Absent Present
Gerund Tense - Present; Past; Future
Voice - Active; Passive

Source: compiled by the authors on the basis of R. Quirk et al. (1982), M.Y. Blokh (1994), C. Fehringer (2019), H. Camp (2020)

Asthe Table 1 demonstrated, both languages converge
in their basic inventory of grammatical categories for finite
verbs but diverge sharply in the scope of morphological
realisation. German conjugates all personal verbs across
three persons and two numbers, while in English, person
marking has been reduced to the third-person singular of
the Present Simple. Most strikingly, where German de-
ploys six tense forms, English operates with sixteen, con-
stituting a tense-aspect matrix without a direct equivalent
anywhere in the West Germanic sub-group. In the domain
of non-finite forms, English exceeds German both in the
variety of non-finite categories — the gerund has no equiv-
alent in German — and in the formal differentiation of the
infinitive (six forms versus two) and the participle (three
forms versus two). In English and Germanic linguistics,
the structural centrality of the verb has been theorised
through the framework of centripetal and centrifugal po-
tency. Any linguistic unit possesses two complementary
capacities: centripetal potency (zentripetale Potenzen) —
the capacity to attract other units and to extend its gram-
matical properties over them — and centrifugal potency
(zentrifugale Potenzen) — the tendency to gravitate toward
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units with stronger grammatical properties (Fedulenkova
& Basova, 2020; Ospanova, 2023). W.L. Chafe (1975) ar-
gued that the entire conceptual world of the human being
divides between the sphere of the verb — covering states,
conditions, and events — and the sphere of the noun,
covering things, and concluded that the verb occupies a
central structural position while the noun is peripheral.
The EU Horizon VALGER project by the European Commis-
sion (2024), which reconstructs proto-Germanic valency
frames across seven ancient and modern Germanic lan-
guages, further confirms that this valency-based centrality
has been a stable feature of the Germanic language fam-
ily since the proto-language stage. Additional evidence is
provided by the verb’s capacity to reduce the subject to
purely formal representation — as in “it has been raining
since three o’clock” — and by its ability to open the max-
imum number of actant positions simultaneously (Halli-
day, 1994; Morozova & Pozharytska, 2025).

A competing theoretical position holds that subject
and predicate stand in a relationship of structural equipol-
lence. J. Lyons (1978) and R. Quirk et al. (1982) ground-
ed this view in the analysis of immediate constituents,



arguing that the binary division of the sentence into two ob-
ligatory, mutually conditioning elementsimplies theirequal
structural standing. A.l. Smirnitsky & V.V. Passek (1957),
A.A. Reformatskiy (1998) and E. Skvayrs (2022) developed
this position, demonstrating that subject and predicate
are semantically independent yet mutually complemen-
tary: only in the configuration S+ P can they constitute
the minimal sentence-utterance. A structurally instructive
asymmetry exists between English and Russian: where
Russian freely tolerates subjectless constructions, English
strongly resists constructing a sentence without a formally
expressed subject (Close, 1975). Within this framework,
V.N. Yartseva (1968) argued that the direct object occupies
a structurally distinct position from other secondary con-
stituents, ranking closer to the principal sentence constit-
uents in the S+ P+ 0 schema characteristic of English and
the Germanic languages (Blokh, 1994).

Several fundamental questions in the grammati-
cal description of the English verb remain unresolved.
A.l. Smirnitsky (1959) identified the most foundational:
the relationship between person, number, and tense in
a language where personal morphology has been re-
duced to the third-person singular Present Simple — rais-
ing the question of whether person can be regarded as
a productive grammatical category for the full paradigm
(Radford, 1988; Hogg & Denison, 2008). A second cluster
of unresolved questions concerns the internal organisa-
tion of the sixteen-form tense-aspect system. It remains
theoretically unclear why the English indicative active
distributes its forms along two independent axes — the
logical-temporal plane (past, present, future) and the as-
pect-phase plane (Indefinite, Continuous, Perfect, Perfect
Continuous) — rather than along the simple three-term
temporal axis of most Indo-European languages. The
four Future-in-the-Past forms raise additional outstand-
ing questions regarding their diachronic origin, frequen-
cy of use across registers, and the structural relationship
they encode between future temporal reference and
retrospective modal framing. The historical loosening of
pre-finite clause constraints in the ancestor languages
of English appears to have created structural conditions
conducive to the development of complex periphrastic
verbal constructions, including retrospective modal-tem-
poral composites, suggesting that the resolution of these
issues lies at the intersection of historical syntax and syn-
chronic tense-aspect theory. One of the more persistent
difficulties in English verb grammar is the disconnect be-
tween morphological and semantic classifications — they
frequently fail to map onto each other, and their termi-
nological labels vary considerably from one tradition to
the next. Three criteria are in play when linguists classify
verbs: morphological, semantic, and syntactic. The prob-
lem is that researchers tend to treat one as primary and
sideline the others, which explains why the resulting clas-
sifications look so different depending on who you read.
This tension between criteria is not unique to English, but
it becomes especially acute here. In a language exposed
to contact-induced change on a historically unusual scale,
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this instability affects practical classification — a verb list-
ed as notional in one grammar may function semi-notion-
ally in another corpus context.

Three classification approaches dominate the tradi-
tion. The first, associated with I.P. Ivanova et al. (1981)
divides all English verbs by functional-syntactic usage into
notional, semi-notional, and structural verbs. Notional
verbs are full-meaning words that independently express
a definite action in a simple predicate. Semi-notional
verbs — modals, aspectual phase verbs like “keep”, and
copular-type verbs like “feel, remain, continue” — function
as markers of the predicative relation between a feature
or action and another notional word rather than as in-
dependent semantic units. Structural verbs — auxiliaries,
link-verbs, substitute and intensifying verbs — serve purely
grammatical functions (lvanova et al., 1981). This tripar-
tite division is conditioned by the analytical typological
structure of English, in which functional-syntactic role is a
more stable diagnostic than morphological form (Biber et
al., 2021; Hlykhovtseva & Hlykhovtseva, 2022).

The second classification, developed by
H. Camp (2020), foregrounds the constitutive-combinato-
ry aspect of the syntactic criterion, distinguishing notional
from structural lexemes by their capacity for modifica-
tion — verbs by adverbs, nouns by adjectives, and so on.
Structural verbs, within this framework, function along-
side inflection, word order, and intonation as grammat-
ical means, marking relations between notional words
rather than independently encoding semantic content.
M.R. Manzini & L.M. Savoia (2011) extended this posi-
tion by arguing that the functional-syntactic capacity of
structural words is precisely what defines their role in the
analytical syntax of the Germanic languages. Additionally,
M.R. Manzini & L.M. Savoia (2011) questioned the validity
of the traditional full-meaning versus structural distinc-
tion, arguing that in many cases the boundary between
these categories cannot be clearly established. Their po-
sition is based on two main assumptions: first, structur-
al elements are inherently linked to specific grammatical
functions and operate as markers that classify or constrain
a referent; second, lexical (full-meaning) items may be re-
garded as such only insofar as the phenomena they de-
note constitute independently conceptualised entities.
The operative criterion, therefore, lies squarely in func-
tional syntax — a position that more recent corpus-based
work has independently confirmed. The traditions of clas-
sification and the aforementioned studies converge on a
key point: no single criterion — morphological, semantic,
or syntactic — is sufficient in itself for the classification of
English verb forms, and the boundary between lexical and
structural categories is better understood as gradient rath-
er than categorical. Consequently, any classification based
solely on static synchronic criteria is likely to encounter
difficulties in accounting for the full range of verbal behav-
iour in English; an adequate account must therefore treat
the lexical-structural continuum as a dynamic property of
the linguistic system, rather than a boundary that can be
definitively established by a single criterion.
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Conclusions

The findings of this study confirm that the English verb
occupies a distinctive position within the West Germanic
language family, and that this distinctiveness cannot be
reduced to a single defining feature. Rather, it emerges
from the interaction of morphological, semantic, and
syntactic parameters, which have consistently consti-
tuted the foundational criteria of verbal theory across
different linguistic traditions. What varies across these
traditions is not the criteria themselves, but the relative
priority assigned to each and the theoretical implications
derived from that prioritisation. The comparative analy-
sis of English and German verbal paradigms has revealed
a structural paradox at the core of the English verb sys-
tem: morphological reduction and analytical expansion
proceed in parallel rather than compensating for one an-
other. While inflectional marking has been significantly
reduced, particularly in the domain of person, the sys-
tem has simultaneously developed a highly elaborated
tense-aspect framework. This asymmetry between a
simplified inflectional structure and an expanded analyt-
ical system constitutes a key typological feature of the
English verb and helps to explain the persistence of unre-
solved issues in its grammatical description. The analysis
of verb classification further demonstrates that no sin-
gle criterion — morphological, semantic, or syntactic — is
sufficient in isolation. A comprehensive account requires
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AHHOTALMS. Mopdonornanbik, CEMaHTUKaNbIK KaHa CUHTAKCUCTUK LAEHI33N4EepAe 3TULLTU CUCTEMAyy CypeTTee
repMmaH TUA UAMMUHAE TEeOPeTUKasblK Kelren 60MA0H Kanyyaa, aHTKEHU aHIINC TUAW — aHAIMTUKANbIK TY3Yy/yLIKe
93 6aTbll repmaH TUAM — mMeHeH GNeKTMBAYY Napafurmachl Kblia TONYK CaKTaAraH HEMMUC TUAMHWH OpPTOCYHAa
TUNONOTUANBIK ablpMayblNbIKTap 6ap. byn M3nnaeeHyH MakcaTbl—repmaH TUNAEPUHUH KOHTEKCTUHAE aHTNC TUAIMHAETU
3TULWITW TaNA00, aTan aliTKaHAA aHbIH YaK, TYP, XaK, bIHFal KaTeropuANapbiH, STULWTUH NAPAAUIMacbIH (KaKTyy/>KaKcbi3
dopmanapbiH), OLIOHAOM 3/1e CYWNemAaery PoyH, apbikia NpeauKaTUBAMK KaHa BaSIeHTTYYIYK KacMeTTEPUH U3UNAee
6onay. AHIIUC KaHa HeMWUC TUNAEPUHWUH aKafeMUANbIK rpaMmmaTUKanapbiHa, TEPMUHONOMMANBIK MaanbiMaama
CO3[YKTOPre aHa KAaCCUMKaNbIK ¥aHa 3amaHb6an OKymyLUTyynapAblH TEOPUABIK SMreKTepUHe TafaHbIN, U3nnaeene
CaNbIWTbIPMA-TUNONOTUANDBIK, CYPOTTOOYY aHa KOHLENTyanAblKk CUHTE3 blIKMafiapbl, OWOHAOW 3/1e AMAXPOHAOYK-
CUHXPOHAYK TaNA00 ¥KaHa CUHTAaKCUCTUK BaNEHTTYY/IYK TaNA00CY KONZOHYAAY. DTULL TEOPUACBIHbIH OHYTYLY MaHWHUHWUH
CaHCKPWUT 3TUL TaMbIpAapblH Taff00CYHaH XaHa ANeKcaHApUA MeKTEOMHUH bIHrail XeHyHAery oKyycyHaH 6awTan,
A.A. NoTebHA meHeH B.B. BUHOrpasoBayH HEMM3 canyydy IMrekTepu apKblayy asblipKbl pUAOreHeTMKasbIK KaHa Kopnyc
HerMsuHAEern n3nnaeenepre YenH Kapangbl. akTyy »KaHa KaKcbl3 NapagmMrmanapabl CanbiWTbipMa TaAf00 Hernsrm
TUNONOTUABIK aCUMMETPUAHDI aHbIKTaZbl: MOPGONOTUANBIK ¥KaK KaTeropmaAcbl aHINC TUANHAE Present Simple YaKTbIH
YUYHUY XKaK Kekennk GopmacbiHa YeWMH KbiCKapraHblHa KapabacTaH, TUA TOPT aCNEeKTTUK TOM KaHa Y4 yOaKbITTbIK NaaH
60t0HYa 6enyLWTYPYAreH OH anTbl YaK-acneKT GOpManapbiH, aHbIH MYUHAE ANAXPOHAYK KENUM YbITbILLbl }KaHa MOAANAbIK-
yb6aKbITTbIK CEMaHTUKAChl TanawTyy 60MA0H KanraH TepT Future-in-the-Past KOHCTPYKLUMACBIH OHYKTYPreH. Y4 aTaaHaaLw
KnaccudUKauMANbIK MOAENAMH anKarblHAA@ KapanaraH TYLWYHYK-CTPYKTYpanblK aMblpMaybliblK KaTeropuasibliK IMec,
rpagyangyy MyHes3re 33 sKeHM aHbIKTanabl, 6yn rpammaTtukannsaums 6acbiMmbl }aHa GYHKLUMOHANABIK XKbIWTbIK MEHEH
WapTTanraH. ITUW-NPeAUKATTbIH YCTOMAYK POy LEHTPOCTPEMUTENAMK NOTEHLMA TEOPUACHI KaHa TUAZEp apanblk
BaJIGHTTYY/IYK Maa/ibiIMaTTapbl apKblyy TacTbIKTaAbIMN, STUWTUH apryMEHTTUK NO3ULMANAPAbI auyy XeHAemMy repmaH
TUNAEPUHE MYHO34YY TUMNONOTUANBIK TYPYKTYY Benrn skeHaurn KepceTynay. ANbIHTaH KbIMbIHTBIKTap TeOpeTUKasbiK
rpaMmaTuKa, repmaH TUAAEePUHUH TUMONOFUACHI KaHa aHIIUC TUAUMHUH Tapbixbl 6OIOHYA YHUBEPCUTETTUK KypcTapaa
KO/ILOHYNYM, OWOHAOM /1€ STULITU NEKCUKOrPadUANDIK KaHa KOPNyc Herm3MHAern cypeTree yuyH Herms 6on0 anat

Hernsr ce3Aep: pnaxpoHus; xaktyy dopmanap; LEHTPOCTPEMUTENAMK MOTEHUMA; BANEHTTYYIYK KacueTTepw;
rpaMmaTuKanmnsauna; nepndpactnkaiblk KOHCTPYKLUANAP
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AHHOTALMS. CucTemMHOe onucaHue rnarona Ha MopdosorMYeckom, CEMaHTUUECKOM M CUHTAKCUYECKOM YPOBHAX
OCTaeTcA TeopeTMyeckol Npobaemolt B repMaHCKOM A3bIKO3HAHUM, YTO 0OYC/I0BAEHO TUMOOTMYECKMMWU PA3ANYUAMM
mexay AHMIUUCKMM — aHaNUTUYECKHU OpraHM3oBaHHbIM 3anagHOrepPMaHCKMM A3bIKOM — U HeMeUKUM A3bIKOM,
COXpaHMBLLIMM 6onee nosHylo GAEKTUBHYIO napagurmy. Llenbto AaHHOro uccnenoBaHuA Obll @HaAM3 AHIIMICKOTO
r/1aroNa B KOHTEKCTE rePMaHCKUX A3bIKOB, B YaCTHOCTM PACCMOTPEHWNE €r0 KaTeropuin BpemMeHu, BUaa, 11ua, HakoOHeHUs,
rNaro/bHOM Napagurmbl (MnUHbIE/HEeNMYHbIE GOPMbI), @ TaKKe ero PosiM B CTPYKTYpPe MPeasoKeHUs, NPexae BCero
C TOYKM 3peHnAa npegukaTuBHbIX U BaNE€HTHOCTHbIX csoictB. Ha ocHoBe aKageMUn4yeCKnUX rpaMmaTuk aHIIMNCKOTO U
HEMEL,KOro A3bIKOB, CMPABOYHbIX TEPMUHONOTMYECKMX C/IOBAPEN U TEOPETUYECKUX PAabOT KTAaCCUYECKUX U COBPEMEHHbIX
nccneposatenelt B paboTe MCNob30BaHbl CPABHUTENbHO-TUNONOTMYECKUI, ONUCATENIbHbIN U METOZ, KOHLENTYa/IbHOTO
CMHTE33, a TaKXe [AMAXPOHHO-CUMHXPOHHbIM aHaAM3 W aHa/IM3 CUHTAKCMYECKOW BaneHTHOCTW. TeopuA rnarona
Npoc/ieXxXnBanacb OT aHaM3a CAHCKPUTCKUX I1Aro/ibHbIX KOpHel y MaHMHM M aneKkcaHAPUNCKOTO Y4eHUA O HaK/TIOHEeHMAX
00 dyHpoameHTanbHbIX Tpyaos A.A. MotebHn u B.B. BMHOrpagoBa, a TaKKe COBPEMEHHbIX QUIOreHETUYECKMX U
KOpPNYCHbIX Mccne,qosaumﬁ. CpaBHMTEHbeIVI dHa/IN3 INYHbIX U HEZIMYHbIX MapadurmMm BbiABUA KTIOYEBYO TUNONOINYeCKyto
ACMMMETPUIO: B TO BPeMsi KaK MOpPdONOrMyecKan KaTeropma nvua B aHIIMIMCKOM A3blKe peayuupoBaHa o Gopmbl
TpeTbero AMUA eAMHCTBEHHOro 4yucna B Present Simple, A3blK pasBua WecTHAaAUATb BPEMEHHO-BUA0BbLIX GOpPM,
pacnpeaeneHHbIX No YeTbipemM aCneKkTya/ZibHbIM rpynnam U Tpem BpeMeHHbIM N1aHaM, BKIOYaA YeTblipe KOHCTPYKUUKN
Future-in-the-Past, auMaxpoHWYecKoe NPOUCXOKAEHME W MOAANIbHO-BPEMEHHAA CEMAHTMKA KOTOPbIX OCTalTCA
npeaMeToM TEOPETUYECKUX AUCKYCCUIA. TMOHATUMHO-CTPYKTYPHOE pasrpaHUYeHune, PacCMOTPEHHOe B pamMKax Tpex
KOHKYPUPYIOLWMX KNAaCCUPUKALUMOHHBIX MOAENEN, OKA3aN0Ch rpasyanbHblM, @ HE KaTeropuasbHbiM, YTO 006yC0BAEHO
OaB/IeHMEeM TpaMMaTMKanmMsaumMm M QyHKLMOHANbHOM YacTOTHOCTbIO. JJOMMHMpPYOWAA pPo/b narona-npeaukaTa
noATBeEPXKAEHA TeopMel LLeHTPOCTPEMUTENBHON NOTEHLMM U AaHHBIMU MEXKDbA3bIKOBOW BAaIEHTHOCTW, YTO NO3BONAET
YyTBEPXKAATb, YTO CMOCOOHOCTb F1arosia OTKPbIBATb APTYMEHTHYIO MO3UUMIO ABAAETCA TMMNOJIOTMYECKU YCTOMYMBOM
XapaKTEPUCTUKOM repPMaHCKMX A3bIKOB. Moly4eHHble pe3ynbTaTbl MOTYT ObITb MCMO/Ib30BaHbl B YHUBEPCUTETCKUX Kypcax
Nno TEOPETUYECKON FPaMMATHKE, FTepMaHCKOM TUMOIOTMU U UCTOPUMN aHIIMMCKOTO A3bIKA, @ TAK)KE C/IYXKaT OCHOBOM A4
NIeKcuKorpadpmuyeckoro M KOPNycHOro onucaHma rnarona

KAlOUEBbIE CAOBQ: AMaxpoHUsA; iMdHble GOPMbl; LEHTPOCTPEMUTENbHAA MOTEHUMA; BaNEHTHOCTHblE CBOMCTBA;
rpammaTmnKanmsaums; nepudpacTmyeckme KOHCTPYKLUN
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