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[MpoeKT «InHamunyeckme mogenn B aHa/IMTUYECKOM
meTapusnke n dunocodun A3bikar»

LLIkona ¢punocodpun HAY BLLU3

OHTONOMMA N CeMaHTUKA
cobbiTun



CobbiTne Kak punocodpckana npobnema

AHann3 TOro, 4To nNpeacTaBAAldT cobor cobbiTMA KaK
OHTONOTNYECKUN GEHOMEH, a TaKXe Hawwux crnocobos
AymaTtb UM roBoputb 0 cobbituax (peHomeHOB
KOTHUTUBHbIX M CEeMaHTUYeCKUX) CTaBUT nepen Hamu
HeobxoaMMOCTb NPOACHEHUS CBA3U Mexay
NEeNCTBUTENbHOCTbIO,  MbILIEHMEM W 3HAKOBbIMMU
cmctemamun.  PeweHne  npobnem,  CBA3AHHbIX  C
OHTONOTMEN U CeMaHTUKOU cobbiTuM, cNOCOBHO BHeCTuU
CYLLEeCTBEHHbIX BKNa4 B MOHMMaHUE 3TOU CBA3U B LLENIOM;
OAHAKO aHann3 npobsiemaTuku cobbiTUN B CBOKO o4vepeb
OONMKEH OCHOBbLIBATbCA Ha YETKO apTUKYAMPOBAHHbIX
6a30BbIX NPUHLUMNAX, ONPeaenAloWnX OTHOLLEHNA MEKAOY
OHTO/I0TMEN N 3HAKOBBIMU CUCTEMAMMU.



OnpeaeneHuna?

ObcyaeHne dmnnocoPpckom npobnemol yaobHO HAYNHATD
C onpeaeneHna coaepKaHma TePMUHA, BOKPYr KOTOPOro
OHa pa3BopauymBaeTcA. OaAHakKO Ana TOro 4Tobbl
cbopmyIMpoBaTb NO/IHOUEHHOEe onpeaenexHue,
Tpebyetca y4uTbiBaTb pPe3y/bTaTbl, HaA MNOJyYEHUe
KOTOPbIX N HanpaBAEHO uccieaoBaHne npobaemol. Takoe
onpeaeneHne OKaXKeTCa TeOPEeTUYECKU HaArpyXKeHHbIM,
cPOPMYINPOBAHHbBIM Ha OCHOBE OAHOU n3
KOHKYPUPYIOLLKUX TOYEK 3peHUs Ha npobnemy.

[MosTOMy B KayecTBe OTMPABHOM TOUYKU ANA 06Cy»KAeHUS
Jy4yllle  UCNOo/b30BaTb  MMHUMANbHO  TEOPEeTUYECKM
Harpy*eHHble bOpPMYNNPOBKMY, cBoAsLLMeECH K
OCTEHCMBHOMY YKa3aHuUIo.



JKcno3uuua npobaematuku: 138UACOH

«Things change; but are there such things as changes? A
pebble moves, an eland is born, a land slides, a star explodes.
Are there, in addition to pebbles and stars, movements,
births, landslides, and explosions? Our language encourages
us in the thought that there are (...) If we take this grammar
literally, if we accept these expressions and sentences as
having the logical form they appear to have, then we are
committed to an ontology of events as unrepeatable
particulars (‘concrete individuals'). It is to such events that we
refer, or purport to refer, when we use descriptions like 'the
death of Monteverdi’, 'his second interview after the trial’,
'the storm in the hills last night'» (Donald Davidson. Events as
Particulars [Davidson, 2002 a (1970): 181]).



JKkcno3uuua npobnematuku: CraHpopacKasn
IHUMKAONEeaUn

«Smiles, walks, dances, weddings, explosions, hiccups, hand-waves,
arrivals and departures, births and deaths, thunder and lightning:
the variety of the world seems to lie not only in the assortment of
its ordinary citizens—animals and physical objects, and perhaps
minds, sets, abstract particulars—but also in the sort of things that
happen to or are performed by them (...) Indeed, there is little
guestion that human perception, action, language, and thought
manifest at least a prima facie commitment to entities of this sort
(..) It is, however, unclear to what extent such prima facie
commitments add up to an integrated phenomenon» (Roberto
Casati, Achille Varzi. Events // The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy [Casati, Varzi, 2015]).
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OcHoBHbIe NPobs1embl OHTONI0TMU COObLITUMN

YHUBEPCaNmn3m vs NapTUKYIAPU3M.
Peannsm vs aHTUpPeanmnsm.
Nuavsuayaumna/maeHTMdumKauma cobbiTU.
Knaccndunkauma cobbitun.
Mepeonorusa cobbiTUM.



YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

[MpobnemaTtnka YyHUBEPCANIMM W NAPTUKYAAPUN  ABAAETCA
OAHON N3 TPAAUUMOHHbLIX M Hambonee WU3BECTHbIX TeM
OHTONOTNN, BOoCxoaa K démnnocodun MNMnatoHa n Apuctotensa. B
COBPEMEHHOM aHANUTUYEeCcKon ¢uaocodpmm 3T TEPMUHbI
aKTUBHO WMCMONb3YIOTCA B KOHTEKCTE ee aKTyaNbHbIX 3aaad.
HekoTopble aBTOpPbl KPUTUYECKN PACCMATPUBAIOT AUCTUHKLMIO
YHUBEPCANNN N NAPTUKYAAPUM KaK «A0rMYy meTadusnkm», Ho
HMUKTO He CNOPUT C TEM, YTO 3TN TEPMMUHDbI ABNAKOTCA OAHMMMU
n3 6a30BbIX 31eMeHTOB PMAO0COPCKOro c10BapA.

OaoHaKoO TOYHOEe onpeaesnieHne CoAep)KaHuss TepMMHOB
yHUBepcanuu W nNapmukyadapuu, Kak U N03ULUMA
VHUBEpPCaAM3ama U NAPTUKYAAPU3MA B OTHOLUEHUM
onpeaeneHHblX (poaos) cywHocTer (MAM CeMaHTUKKM CNoB),
camo no cebe npeacrtasnseT npobaemy.



YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

Tema  yHuUBeEpCcaAMM M NAPTUKYIAPUN  MMeeT  KakK
OHTOJIOTMYECKUN, TaK N A3bIKOBOM acneKkT u, bonee Toro, BO
MHOIFOM W COCTOUT MMEHHO B HEObXOAMMOCTM MPaBUAbHOIO
pPa3rpaHUYEeHna 3TUX acnekToB. B oHToONOrMyeckom acnekre
yHU8epcanusm B OTHOWEHUN HEKOTOPOW CYWHOCTU —
ybexxgeHne B TOM, YTO 3Ta CYLWHOCTb ABNAETCA yHUBsepcanuel;
napmuKynapu3m B OTHOLUEHUM HEKOTOPOM CYLHOCTU —
ybexxpeHne B TOM, 4YTO 3Ta  CYWHOCTb  ABAAETCA
napmukynsapuel. OagHaKo Aaneko He Bce pnnocodbl COrNacHbl
C Tem, 4YTO KaxkAblh U3 3TUX KNACCOB BKAOYaeT B cebs
NENCTBUTENbHbIE CYLLHOCTMW.



YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

OTpuuaHue AenCTBUTENbHOIO CYLLECTBOBAHMA YHUBEPCANINMN U
peaykuma AUCTUHKUMM YHUBEPCANNUN WU MNAPTUKYAAPUM K
A3bIKOBbIM CTPYKTYpPam MPUHATO MMEHOBATb HOMUHAAU3IMOM
(B oTHOWEHUN yHuBepcanuni). MNMpusHaHme AeNCTBUTENBHOTO
CYLLLeCTBOBAHUA YHUBEPCaNuUn — peaau3m (B OTHOLWIEHUMU
VHUBEPCanni); B paaunKkasabHbix GOopmax peasin3ma BO3MOXKHO
OTPULAHME AENCTBUTENbHOIO CYLECTBOBAaHUA MAaPTUKYNAPUN
[MacBride, 2005: 566)].

Takmm 06pa3om, A3bIKOBOWM aCNEKT CBA3aH C MOHUMAHUEM
CEMAHTUKMN £A3bIKOBbIX BbIpa*XeHUN, KOTOpble Ha nepBbln
B3r1A4, COOTBETCTBYIOT YHUBEPCAIMAMU U NAPTUKYNAPUAM, U
npeanosiaraet aHa/lnM3 TOro, B KAKOM Mepe OHTOJIorMYeckue
npeacTaBAeHMA ABNAIOTCA NPOEKLMEN A3bIKOBbIX CTPYKTYP.



YHuBepcanunsm vs NnapTUKyAApuUsm
dopmMmynmnpoBsKa 6e3 «IULWHUX» YTOYHEHUN:

«Most of us would unhesitatingly grant that there
are particulars: everyday things such as people,
horses, or tables. But are there, in addition to
these, such things as the species man, the species
horse, the property of being a table, the color red,
or the relation being taller than? These latter
entities (supposing them to exist, which is one of
the main points in dispute) are what philosophers
have called universals» [Staniland, 1978: vii—uviii].




YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

CywiectByeT TOYKA 3PEHUA, YTO MOHUMAHME
VHMUBEPCAAUN W NaAPTUKYNAPUN B  PUIOCOPUMU
ApUCToTena He TOXKAECTBEHHO WX MOHUMAHUIO,
XapaKTepHOMY ANA COBPEeMeHHOU dunocodun.
ApuctoteneBckoe NOHMMaHWe, npeacrtaBieHHoe B
TpaKTaTte «Kateropum», obbegmnHAET AUCTUHKLUMUIO
VHUBEPCANNUN WU NAPTUKYNAPUN C AUCTUHKUUEN
CyOCTaHUMM U aKUMOEHUMW U  MOXKeT ObiTb
Bblpa*KeHO B BUAE «APUCTOTENEBCKOTIO
OHTOJIOFMYECKOro KeaapaTa».



YHUBEPCANN3M VS NAPTUKYNAPU3IM

Aristotle’s ontological square
[Schneider, 2009: 25—26]

Substrates Characters

Types Kinds (e.g. Man) Attributes (e.g. Wisdom)

Tokens | Substances (e.g. Socrates) | Modes (e.g. Socrates’ wisdom)

Characterisation

Kinds «—— Attributes

Instantiation [} [} Instantiation

Substances «— Modes

Characterisation



YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

Aristotle’s ontological square
[Schneider, 2009: 25—26]

«Substances, i.e. common-sense objects such as organisms
and artifacts, are tokens of kinds, e.g. Man or Chair. The
characters or features of substances are modes (often also
called moments), such as states (e.g. the wisdom of Socrates
or Mary’s love for Sam), events (e.g. Nelson’s victory at
Trafalgar), powers or dispositions (e.g. the brittleness of a
glass or Mary’s fickleness), and spatial boundaries (such as
surfaces and edges)... Modes in their turn are tokens of
attributes such as Wisdom or Brittleness which (may) be
generic characters of certain kinds like Philosopher or Glass».



YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

Aristotle’s ontological square

[Smith, 2005]

Substantial

Accidental

Second substance

Second accident

this cat
this ox

) man headache
Universal
cat sun-tan
ox dread
First substance First accident
) this man this headache
Particular

this sun-tan
this dread




YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

Barry Smith «against Fantology»

«For the classical fantologist, all generality belongs to the
predicate, all particularity belongs to the name. From this
it follows that analytical philosophers were until relatively
recently reluctant to admit into their ontologies tropes or
individual accidents or events or actions or other entities
falling outside the two privileged categories of property
and object. Of the four corners of Aristotle’s ontological
square... the classical fantologists have accordingly
admitted only two» [Smith, 2005].



YHUBEPCANN3M VS NAPTUKYNAPU3IM

«Classical fantological» square
according to [Smith, 2005]

Substantial

Accidental

Second accident

this cat
this ox

) headache
Universal
sun-tan
dread
First substance
. this man
Particular




YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

Ontological sextet

[Smith, 2005]

Independent
Continuant

Dependent
Continuant

Occurrent
(Process)

Second substance

Second quality

Second process

: man headache copulation
Universal .
cat sun-tan walking
ox dread thinking
First substance First quality First process
: this man this headache this copulation
Particular . . : :
this cat this sun-tan this walking
this ox this dread

this thinking




YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

Relations in the ontological sextet
[Smith, 2005]

Substantial universal (

A

instantiates

differentia of

Quality universal Process universal

A A

;

Substantial

particular

exemplifies
1 PR ;
roly PO tiCTprolil \



OHTONOrMA AN CeMAHTUKA?

Y10 ecTb cybcTaHUMA?

«Hebo — paspexeHHaa 3emA, HO TaKXKe WU
3eM/1I1 — CryleHHoe Hebo. N ecnm A BUIKY, KakK
bexXut cobaka, TO Bedb TakXKe u bez cobayum»
[Nenipuc M. Ctuxm wmn acce // WNHocTpaHHas
nutepatypa. — 2002, Ne 6.].



YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

YHMBEPCaNmM3m u NapTUKYAAPU3M B OHTONOTMU COObITUN,
cornacHo [Pianesi, Varzi, 2000]:

«The main criterion is whether a theory categorizes
events as universals (things that can recur or be
instantiated at different places and times) or as
particulars (things that occur at a specific place and time).
This is an absolute distinction, not a matter of degree. We
may, moreover, classify a theory according to whether it
treats events as "thick" (concrete) or as "thin" (abstract)
entities, and this is a matter of degree. An event is thick
to the extent that it prevents other events from occurring
in the same place at the same time» [Varzi, Pianesi, 2000:
5].



YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

YHUBEPCANN3IM U NAPTUKYNAPU3IM B OHTONOTUMU
cobbiTnK, cornacHo [Pianesi, Varzi, 2000]:

* VHUBEPCANN3M:

e «TOHKMM» (P. MoHTerto, P. Ynusxonm);
* NAPTURYNAPUSM.

e «toncTbin» (Y. B. KyaliH);

* «TOHKUMN» (K. Kum).



YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

Pnuyapa MoHTerto:
cobbimusa — ceolicmea MomMmeHMO8 U UHMepeasnos epemMeHuU

«Possibility... that seems to be the only reasonable suggestion, is to
take as the event corresponding to a formula the property expressed
by that formula. Thus the event of the sun's rising will be the property
of being a moment at which the sun rises, and events in general will
form a certain class of properties of moments of time. (...) There are
inexpressible properties; and two properties are identical just in case
they are coextensive in every possible world, not simply if they are
coextensive in the actual world. What | have had in mind so far are (...)
instantaneous generic events. There are other kinds, for instance,
protracted generic events like the American presidential campaign.
Such events should be identified with properties of intervals... of time»
[Montague, 1974 (1969): 149—150].



YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

MoHTerto, cornacHo [Pianesi, Varzi, 2000]

«Montague's account is... reductionist. Events are not entities of a
kind; they are... a kind of property, and to say that a certain event P
occurs at a moment t (in a world i) is simply to say that the property P
is exemplified by t (in /). Naturally, this is meant as a characterization of
what Montague called generic events (what some authors would call
event types). A generic event such as the sun's rising recurs every
morning (...) In fact, Montague also recognized particular events, such
as the rising of the sun that we witnessed this morning. But for
Montague the distinction between generic and particular events is not
categorical. Particular events are not tokens of a type. They... are
properties... of a very restricted sort, 'properties of a great degree of
particularity’... Particular events are properties of such a degree of
particularity as to be exemplified only once» [Pianesi, Varzi, 2000: 5—
6].



YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

PoaepuK Yusxonm:

cobbimusa — Knacc nonoxeHuli eewjeli, UCMUHHOCMb BbICKA3bI8AHUU O
KOMOopbIX KOHMUH2eHMHd

CornacHo [Chisholm, 1970], cobbimus ABnAOTCA NOAKNACCOM 10/0MEHUU
gewell, APyrMMm MNOAKNACCOM KOTOPOro ABAAKTCA nporno3uyuu. NonoxeHun
BeWeN — 3To Ntobble 06bEKTbl MHTEHCUMOHANbHbIX YCTAaHOBOK («ECTb 4TO-TO,
YTO OH 3HaEeT M Yyero He 3Haem MbiI»; «OH BEpPUT B TaKUe Belln, B KOTOpPble He
NOBEPUT HU OAMH APYrON PaLMOHANbHbLIA YENOBEK» U T. A.); 3TN OOBEKTHI
npeacTaBnAloT cobor HeYTo MHOoEe, YeM UHAUBMAbLI U aTpubyTbl. Mpono3nunmn
NNBO NUCTUHHbBI, MO0 NOXKHbI; COOLITUA e KOHTUHIeHTHbI. Hanpumep, Jx#oH
2ynAan 8 5 vacos OHA Mo cesepoamMepuKkaHCKOMY 80CMOYHOMY 8pemMeHu 5
gespana 1970 eco0a — npono3nuusa, a [xoH eynan — cobbitne. CobbiTnA
o0b6napatoT cBOMCTBOM MOBTOPATLCA (recur); noBTopeHue cobbiTMA O3HAYaeT,
YTO CHa4yana npowucxoamno (occur) p, 3aTem — He-p, a 3aTeM BHOBb p.
CyliecTByOT CODObITMSI, KOTOpPble MNPOUCXOAAT ANMLIb OAHa*KAbl (YACTHbIN
Cy4Yal Yero — BCEraa), 0HaKo NOTEHLMAIbHO OHU TOXKE MOTYT NOBTOPATLCA.



YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

Yunnapa KyauH:

cobbimua — ¢pusuyeckue nPoOCMPAHCMEBEHHO-
8pemMeHHble cywHocmu

«Physical objects, conceived... four-dimensionally in
space-time, are not to be distinguished from events
or, in the concrete sense of the term, processes.
Each comprises simply the content, however
neterogeneous, of some portion of space-time,

however disconnected and gerrymandered»
'Quine, 2013 (1960), 156].




YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

[1XKersoH Knum:
cobbimusa — 3K3emnaugpukayuu ceolicme

«Underplaying the differences between changes and
unchanges, and we naturally arrive at a conception of events
and states as exemplifications by substances of properties at a
time. This account can be called 'the property-exemplification
account' of events; it has also been called a theory of events
as "structured complexes”, since it attributes to an event a
complex structure: an event (or state) is a structure consisting
of a substance (an n-tuple of substances), a property (an n-
adic relational attribute), and a time. This in essence is the
view of events | have advocated» [Kim, 1976].



YHUBeEpCcaansm vs NapTUKyAApuUsm

Kum
[Kim, 1976]

Existence condition:

event [x, P, t] exists just in case substance x has property P
at time t

Identity condition:

X, P, t] =(y, Q, t'] justincasex=y,P=Q,andt=1".



Asnaerca v noboe cobbiTe U3IMEeHeHuem?

Kak KoHcTtatupyeT K. Kum B npmBeaeHHOM Bbille UMTaTe,
cam TepMuUH  cobbimue  3a4acTyr0  CBA3blBaeTca C
npeacraBneHmem 06  M3MEHeHMsX; COrMaCcHO  TaKomy
NMOHMMaHUIO, CODbITMEM ABNAAETCA WU3MEHEHME HEKOTOopM
cybcmaHyuu (BCMOMHMUM npumepbl [13BUACOHA: 0r10/13€eHb
r1o4ebl, 83pbi8 38e30bl, poxcdeHue aHmusonsl). OgHaKo B
aHa/IMTUYECKON OHTONOIMMMU COObITUM NPUCYTCTBYET TOYKA
3peHnsa, COrMacHO KOTopon, cobbiTne HeobaAsaTesnbHO
npeanosiaraet U3AMeHeHMe; UMeHHO ee npuaeprkmsaetca .
Kum. dopmynupya 3TO NOHMMAHME, MOXHO CKa3aTb, 4TO
cobbiTe — 3TO MNPOCTO COAEPHMMOE  HEKOTOPOMU
npocmMpaHcmeeHHo-epemeHHou obsaacmu. C 3TOM  TOYKMU
3peHua, OTCYTCTBYeT pasHuUa Mmexay cobbitmem u
COCTOAHUEM (4TO TaKKe IKCNANUUTHO apTUKkyaupyet Knm).



Peannsm vs aHTUpeanmsm

Mo3nums peannsma/aHTMpeanMsama B OTHOLUEHMU COObLITUN
onpeaenaeTca AByma GaKTOpPaMu:

1. K Kakomy Knaccy CyLHOCTen aBTOP OTHOCUT CObbITUA.

2. Kakon no3mumm OH npuaepXuBaetcs B OTHOLUEHUU
CYLLECTBOBAHUA CYLWHOCTEN U3 3TOrO Kaacca.

Hanpumep, ecnm aBTop OTHOCUT COObLITUA K YHUBEPCANUSAM U
npM 3TOM NPUAEPHKMUBAETCA aHTUpPeasM3Ma B OTHOLLUEHUM
YHUBEpCcanmm (HoMMHann3ama), TO OH NONXKEeH
nPUaepPKMBaATbCA aHTUpPEaIN3Ma B OTHOLWEHUN CODbITUN.

OTMeTUM, YTO No3uuUmMa HOMMUHAAM3MA cama no cebe OTHIOAb
He BAeYeT aHTUpPeau3M B OTHOLWEHUU CcobbiTui, ecnu
coObITUA NOHUMAIOTCH KaK NAaPTUKYISPUMN.



UHauBuayauma/maeHTudumKauma cobbitTmif

[asnacoH «first introduced in print... a puzzle
that has since come in for a good deal of
discussion: if A kills B by poisoning him, it seems
hard to deny that there must be a killing that is
identical with a poisoning. But a killing implies a
death, and the death may occur long after the
act that caused it. How then can the poisoning
be identical with the killing?» [Davidson, 2002 b
(1980): xviii].



UHauBuayauma/maeHTudumKauma cobbitTmif

bpyT yaapun Lle3apa KUHXKaiom
BpyT ybun LUe3aps

Baca npogan aBTomobunb BaHe
BaHAa Kynun aBTomobunb y Bacu

3emnAa Bpalwaetca BoKpyr ConHua
3emna BpallaeTca BOKPYr CBOEN ocu



UHauBuayauma/maeHTudumKauma cobbitTmif

Tpu ocHoBHble Bepcun (no [Cleland, 1991])
Donald Davidson

«Two events are the same event if and only if they
have exactly the same causes and effects».

«Davidson's definition looks circular. Nevertheless it
isn't formally circular, since there isn't an identity
sign in the definiens. Rather, as Quine has recently
noted, it is circular as an individuation; for it
individuates events by quantifying over causes and
effects which are, themselves, events».



UHauBuayauma/maeHTudumKauma cobbitTmif

Tpu ocHoBHble Bepcun (no [Cleland, 1991])
John Lemmon

«Two events are the same if they occupy exactly the
same spatiotemporal regions».

«It faces a serious problem. Unlike physical objects,
different events seem to be able to occupy exactly
the same spatiotemporal region. As an example,
consider a sphere... simultaneously rotating and
changing color».



UHauBuayauma/maeHTudumKauma cobbitTmif

Tpu ocHoBHble Bepcumn (no [Cleland, 1991])
Jaegwon Kim

«ldentity conditions for events are formulated in terms of
sameness of properties, times and physical objects».

«The problem is that some events can be identified without
reference to any physical object (e.g., that shriek, this flash,
that desire)... Indeed it is not at all obvious that fluctuations in
gravitational and electromagnetic fields always involve the
exemplification of properties by physical objects. Moreover
even if they did, it still wouldn't follow that events can be
universally individuated in terms of physical objects».



Knaccudpumkauma cobbiTUnM 1 COCTOAHUM

Cyw,ecTBYHOT pa3/inyHble NOAXOAbl K COOTHECEHUIO MeXK Ay COBOM MOHATUM
cobbimue (event) n cocmosHue (state) n nx knaccupurkaummn. OaHNM 13
Hanbonee obLWENPUHATBIX ABNAETCA Noaxoa, socxoaawmm K [Vendler, 1957],
npn KoTopom events (cobbimus) paccmaTpMBatOTCA Kak 0bLWmiA Knacc,
BKItOYAtOW MM B cebs yeTblipe nogKnacca ABAEHUN:

activity (3aHAmue) — oaHopoaHoe cobbiTue, cocTaBAoWME KOTOPOro
YA0B/IETBOPSIOT TOMY e onpeaeneHnto, YTo U cobbiTue B LLEeIoMm, U
KOTOpOe He npeanosiaraeT «ecTecCTBeEHHOro» 3aBepLieHua uau

Ky ibMUHauUnu ([x#oH eynaem);

accomplishment (8binonHeHue) — HeogHopoaHoe cobbiTue, obnapatollee
KyibMUHaunen (3 oH noOHAACA Ha 20py);

achievement (docmuxceHue) — camo cobbiTue KybMUHaLUMK, BCeraa
ABNsoLWEeecs MrHOBeHHbIM ([ oH ocmue 8epuwuHbl);

state (cocmosiHue) — ogHOPOAHOE U NPOTAXKEHHOE BO BpeMeHU cobbiTue,
[N KOTOPOro TEM He MeHee HepesieBaHTHbI KpUTePUM 3aTpayeHHoro
BPEMEHU U HANNUUA KyNbMUHaUWK (xOH 3Haem Kopomkuli myms).



Knaccudpumkauma cobbiTUnM 1 COCTOAHUM

B [Bach, 1986] cobblTs M COCTOAHMA PACCMATPUBAOTCA KaK MNOAKAACChI
OZHOrO K/1acca ABNEHWUIN, KOTOPbIM NPeanoXKeHO MMeHoBATb eventualities.

eventualities
stal.es/\rmn—states
dynamic (a)  static (b) processes (c) events

protracted (d) mormentaneous

happenings (¢)  culminations (f)

a) sit, stand, lie + LOC

b) be drunk, be in New York, own X, love X, resemble x
¢) walk, push a cart, be mean (Agentive)

d) build x, walk to Boston

¢) recognize, notice, flash once

f) die, reach the top



HemHoro mepeonoruu cobbitum

KymynaTnBHOCTb M KBaHTOBAHHOCTb [Krifka, 1998].

«We can define two types of predicates, cumulative and quantized».

«Examples of a cumulative predicates are water or apples: If x and y fall under
apples, then the sum of x and y falls under apples as well. Examples of
quantized predicates are three liters of water or three apples: If x falls under
three apples, then it cannot have a proper part y that also falls under three
apples».

«lt is misleading to think that particular events can be called “telic” or “atelic”.
For example, one and the same event of running can be described by running
(i.e., by an atelic predicate), or by running a mile (i.e., a telic, or delimited,
predicate). Hence the distinction between telicity and atelicity should not be
one in the nature of the object described, but in the description applied to
the object. This is similar to the way how we refer to objects: One and the
same entity can fall under the predicates apples and two apples».
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