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Chapter 1 - Introduction
l. Outline

This dissertation considers a topic that is fundamentally meaning-based in nature, namely
that we are interested in identifying how the expression of the event conceptualized as the name
of the action, the process, or state it describes in Contemporary Standard Russian (CSR) is
achieved. As this meaning of abstract event is frequently realized in a variety of ways in Russian,
morphological explanations will likely prove relevant, but insufficient in providing an answer.
Furthermore, it will prove useful here to distinguish between the meaning and message. Per the
Columbia School, a meaning is that which is attached to a specific signal (i.e. word) and is a
purely linguistic unit, while a message is a notion unencoded.! The investigation is therefore
undertaken with the purpose of clarifying the status of such a message in CSR. It is expected that
such a clarification could be beneficial to the greater institution of Russian and foreign language
study, especially as concerns pedagogical approaches in languages where the meaning abstract
event can be largely encapsulated by a single form, not the least of which is English via the so-
called gerund.?

It is further thought that some information regarding the historical development of the
expression of this concept in Russian as well as comparison with its expression in other Slavic
languages will provide a more comprehensive view of the issue, although such information is
considered in no way necessary to a synchronic understanding of the problem. While the topic is
on the one hand abstract in that it inherently posits that there exists a message that can

approximately be termed event as name, process, or state, it is not without more concrete

! Huffman, 33-34; this distinction is drawn at the suggest of my committee member, Ellen Contini-Morava.
2 It should be noted that the author is a native speaker of English and it is his perspective as such that prompted the
initial investigation into the topic.



manifestations, as this message-category is commonly given expression in many of the
commonly studied and spoken western languages, as in Spanish (trabajar), French ((de)
travailler) via the infinitive, and in German ((das) Arbeiten) via a neuter noun made from the
infinitive, all of which mean approximately working and share many syntactic features and
function as: subject: trabajar aqui es dificil - working here is difficult, direct object: j'aime
travailler ici - I love working here, prepositional object: ich habe mich an das Arbeiten hier
gewohnt - I've gotten used to working here etc. Whether or not abstract event expression can be
said to be universal or tendency among the languages of the world is beyond the scope of this
study, but such message expression is by no means exceptional. The complicating factor that is
the impetus of the present investigation (and the basis of perhaps the majority of those studies
that constitute the body of the field of linguistics) is that different languages use different means
to express what we assume to be the same, or at least very similar, messages.

A brief outline of the organizational approach I have taken is as follows:

e Chapter 1 will provide an overview of the problematic status of what has at least
historically been the Russian deverbal substantive — the noun in -ije.> Here we will

compile a variety of sources, from the works of respected linguists to less formal,

3 The term substantive is in many ways preferable to noun as the less ambiguous, as Matthews tells us that the
former is defined as “an older term for a noun. Originally ‘noun substantive’, from Latin nomen substantivum
(roughly ‘independent noun’) as opposed to nomen adiectivum ‘noun adjective’ (roughly ‘dependent noun’)” (361),
by which can be seen the potential ambiguity of the term noun. Nonetheless, the common synonymous use of noun
will not be avoided. Jespersen, in The Philosophy of Grammar (1924), happens to take the following approach: “I
shall use the word noun (Lat. nomen) for the larger class of which substantives and adjectives are subdivisions”
(1965, p.72) but in his Essentials of English Grammar (1933) he does the opposite: “Many grammarians use the
term noun for this class; but substantive seems preferable” (1965, p.66). Furthermore, I have attempted to observe a
terminological distinction such that verbal noun be used only in relation to forms related to the regular conjugation
paradigm of a given language, while deverbal noun be used in the sense of a derivational morpheme not part of the
regular conjugation paradigm. As it will my position that the Russian form in -ije is deverbal (this understanding is
reflected in the Russian: omenaconvnoe cywecmeumenvroe) and the English form in -ing is verbal, both terms will
be used with some frequency. Where both such terms need be referred to collectively, verbal noun (nomina actionis)
will be used (as the unmarked term). A final point is that many Russian grammars in English use the term verbal
noun to refer to Russian nouns in -jje. I find this use inappropriate and contributing to the larger unwarranted
equivalation of -ing with -ije.


https://www.oxfordreference.com/view/10.1093/acref/9780199675128.001.0001/acref-9780199675128-e-2265

anecdotal insights in order to show that the one constant surrounding this form is its
ambiguous position in the modern language: some grammarians include it with verb
conjugation, others with nouns, a third group in both sections, a fourth in neither etc. The
ambiguity of the place of this form in the larger Russian linguistic system is apparently
further corroborated by the rise in occurrence of borrowings into Russian from English of
gerunds (verbal substantives in -ing) as well as the particularly curious instances of
attaching this foreign morpheme -ing directly to Russian words.

e Chapter 2 will describe the relatively unproblematic state of affairs as it stands in
Common Standard English (CSE), especially as concerns the English gerund.* In other
words, very little of what is described in chapter two will be seen to be applicable in
Chapter 3 — the situations are quite different, which, again, provided the primary
motivation for this investigation.

e Chapter 3 will detail the complicating factors for positing the existence of a form
comparable to the English gerund in Russian. That is, Chapter 1 provided evidence for
how the situation in Russian is problematic for a speaker of a language like English and
Chapter 3 seeks to determine why this is so.

e Chapter 4, the bulk of the dissertation, will feature two analyses: 1) a comparative
analysis of the grammatical expression of a series of messages (primarily through
grammatical relations) in the two languages focusing on points of relative convergence
and divergence, 2) a comparative analysis of literary translations across three languages

(Russian, English, German) to see to what degree verbal nouns (or other grammatical

* While there is no equivalent regulating body for Common Standard English as there is for Common Standard
Russian (i.e. PAH — Poccuiickas akademus nHayk, the Russian Academy of Sciences), I will seek to take a similar
approach to both languages, that is one that is indicative of descriptive rather than prescriptive language study.



structures in Russian expressing a similar meaning) are seen by translators to correspond
to one another.

e Chapter 5 features a survey of native Russian speakers as to their linguistic preferences in
the expression of such meanings. The development of the survey, all of its questions and
results are discussed in this chapter.

e Chapter 6 will analyze the complicated nature of so-called mo, umo constructions that I
have renamed as mo-subordinates to more accurately comprise all such constructions,
rather than just those featuring the conjunction umo.> Their relevance to the investigation
will become clear in Chapter 4, as they too, it will be seen, contribute to the expression of
abstract events. This will conclude the synchronic analysis of the primary question of the
dissertation. The remaining chapter will provide predominantly, though not exclusively,
tangential information that very well may prove relevant in answering related questions.

e Chapter 7 offers a brief comparison of the situation as it stands in other Slavic languages.
As Russian is an East Slavic language, representatives of both the West and South Slavic
branches will be used for comparison in order to determine the degree to which Russian
is anomalous (or not) in Slavic and to provide linguistic perspective that may further
yield insight into typological studies of how the presence/lack thereof of such a single
form affects the larger linguistic system.

e Chapter 8 will bring the discussion to a close and summarize its findings as well as

propose answers to tangential questions.

> In addition to leaving out many of the possible subordinating conjunctions used together with the dummy To, the
traditional means of referring to such construction as mo, umo ignores (as do most textbooks and reference
grammars) the fact that umo can be the conjunction of a noun clause (in which case it is unstressed and undergoes
reduction: [§to]) or a relative pronoun (in which case it is stressed [§to]).



2. Overview of the Problem
2.1.  Word Formation, Use, and Classification of Nouns in -ije®
The status of what is traditionally referred to as the Russian deverbal substantive, i.e.
nouns with the suffix -ije derived from verbs, is in question. While Townsend (1975) claims that

such forms are “readily created by Russian speakers,”’

many such forms are not found in the
dictionary and are never included in the conjugation paradigms of verbs.® This then begs the
question as to their status in the modern language. However, the question is not a new one.
Meillet in le Slave commun (1965) discusses the form as it is reconstructed for Common Slavic,
the unity of which is thought to have existed until the early parts of the second millennium, both
as a verbal and nominal construction. While other derived verb forms in CSR such as
imperfectives of certain verbs, especially such iterative (mrocokpamusie enazonwvr) imperfectives
as xaocusams (to tend to walk about) or coeapusamy (to tend to say) or the vast majority of
verbal adjectives and adverbs commonly referred to as participles (npuuacmus) and gerunds
(0eenpuuacmus) respectively, similarly may or may not be found in the dictionary, their status,

when formed, as verbs, adjectives, or adverbs, is nonetheless, never in question. The same cannot

be said for the deverbal substantive, as the type of noun it forms is not predictable: “the meaning

% The suffix -ije, in addition to the nomen actionis formed other nouns, such as concrete place/time names: 3apeuse
(land beyond the river), bezdopoarcve (time of year when dirt roads are unusable due to their muddy state) and
compound abstract forms: ciabodywue (lack of willpower, forthrightness), 6ecnpasue (state of affairs such that
individuals are deprived of their rights). Nevertheless, I chose to refer to the suffix in this manner, as [ deemed it
preferable to citing the two consonants to which it is attached to form verbal nouns, # and n. Furthermore, I chose to
cite it with the vowel preceding jot, despite the fact that the Old Russian reflex did not vocalize what was a front jer.
This is reflected in the spelling -be. Old Church Slavonic did vocalize these so-called tense jets and it is that spelling
of -ue which became dominant in CSR.

" Townsend, 155

¥ The process of their dissociation from the verb paradigm apparently took place in the 19th century per Vinogradov:
“B XIX B. pa3BuTHE CII0BOOOPA30BaHMS UMEH JICHCTBUS Ha -Hue, -eHue, -mie TIPOUCXOIUT IO/ BO3ICHCTBHEM
oOmeit 15t BceX OTIIIarobHBIX MIMEH TEHJICHIINH K CHI)KEHHIO CTENICHU MX IJIaroibHOCTH. IIposBisercs B camom
o01meM Buje cTpeMIeHHe K cokpateHnto npoayktusHoct Mozenn” (In the XIX century the development of the
formation of nouns of action in -nue, -enue, -mue takes place under the force of the general tendency for all verbal
nouns towards the lowering of the degree of their verbalness. There is manifested a most general movement towards
the reduction of the productivity of the model) Bunorpanos, 89



of the verbal noun in -u-€ is usually the name of the action, process, or state denoted by the
verbal stem (here an English word in -ing often corresponds) and/or the result or product of the
action (in which case another English word is often used).” The key part of this statement is the
unpredictability — usually...and/or — of the meaning. This becomes more apparent as Townsend
then goes on to note the problematic nature of their formation, stating that “for all their
abundance,” such forms “are very rarely formed from at least two verbal types (O stems [these
are in reality consonant stems extended through pleophony (nonnoenacue) - AM], HY stems) and
are not formed from a great number of other verbs as well.”!° He eventually concedes that “for
practical purposes it is best to state that one cannot assume formation of such a noun from a
given stem.” In fact, Pchelintseva (2016) estimates that only one in six verbs in Russian forms a
deverbal substantive.!!

English speakers do not face the same ambiguity when deriving the -ing form indicating a
given action, process, or state, which creates a potential for difficulties for native speakers of
English (or any other language the conjugational paradigm of which includes such a form)
learning Russian.!? Offord and Gogolitsyna (2005) indirectly point out just this problem in their
section on “Translation of English forms ending in -ing”, as sometimes the English gerund is
rendered with an -ije form, other times with an infinitive.!* Although his presentation is not

careful to distinguish the various types of nouns (and other parts of speech for that matter) the

? Townsend, 156

' Townsend, 155

' Compared to one in three in Ukrainian and such forms being a regular feature of Polish verbs (ITueuniera
(2016), 16)

'2 While such a verbal substantive in English is generally called the gerund, in Russian language study a gerund
typically refers to the verbal adverb, deenpuuacmue, in -5 or -e(uuu(cv)). All further reference to a (de)verbal
substantive in either language is to be understood as referring to the noun formed from the verb yielding the
meaning “the name of the action, process or state” to use Townsend’s terminology. The term gerund, nonetheless,
will be used to refer to the English verbal noun, as is typical.

13 Offord and Gogolitsyna, 160
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English -ing can express (a topic we will discuss later), the single form in English juxtaposed to
the multitude of morphological and syntactic forms in Russian is enough to make clear the
problem inherent in stating that both languages possess a verbal substantive.

A presentation of the type that has the potential to be misleading is found in
Bogojavlensky’s Russian Review Grammar (1981), where the author states that “Neuter ‘Verbal
Nouns’ express the process of an action; this corresponds to the gerund ending ‘—ing’ in
English” after which several examples are included accompanied by a note: “These ‘verbal
nouns’ are mostly formed from the infinitive of the imperfective aspect of the verb.”!* This kind
of oversimplification may prove functional in a limited number of instances, but, as the present
investigation will show, is in fact a false analogy that will often yield 1) unlikely syntactic
constructions if not 2) non-existing forms and 3) ungrammatical constructions by the student.
The first can be seen in translating the sentence After looking for our dog, we returned home,
which, using the author’s suggestion that the following are equivalent “uckaunue - (the)
searching”, one might render the sentence in the following manner: Ilocre uckanus nawetl
cobaxu, mol gepHyaucs domoti. While the sentence is grammatical, the student is likely to hear
the frustrating and unhelpful response that it does not sound very Russian (36yuum ne ouens no-
pyccku) and be corrected to using noce nouckog or a nociie mozo, kaxk construction instead (the
latter of which would traditionally be referred to as a mo, ymo construction, despite it clearly
being mo, kax). The second might occur when the student attempts to translate 7 try to avoid
spending too much money on the weekends with a deverbal noun *mpauenue from the
imperfective mpamums, only to find out that such a noun does not exist and that if they want to

express the abstract concept of spending, there simply exists a separate noun that must be

' Bogojavlensky, 209



11

memorized, mpama, the definition of which does indeed contain the two elements that we will
later see are essential to a Russian word’s being at least nominally equivalent to an English
gerund: 1) it occurs only in the singular (mozsxo eo. as the dictionary will state) and 2) is defined
as the action according to the verb (deticmsue no 2nae.). The third instance might occur when a
form in -ije does indeed exist, but it does not satisfythe above two criteria. Such a sentence as
After asking questions, we proceeded to the discussion portion of the conference is a case in
point. An ungrammatical rendering would be: *I1ocne 3adanus éonpocos, mvl nepeuinu K
ouckyccuonrou wacmu kongepenyuu. The student here will find that 3adanue is in fact only a
concrete noun, what one may call a substantive nominalization (nomen acti), restricted to the
meaning of assignment, task, and not the abstract meaning, also referred to as action
nominalization (nomen actionis).'®> Thus, such blanket statements equating nouns in -ije with the
English gerund and similarly applying the term verbal noun to the former when it applies only to
the latter are overt misrepresentations to be avoided at all levels of description and instruction. It
is one of my primary goals in writing this dissertation to demonstrate and make this point clear
and, in so doing, reduce confusion in the classroom.

An additional factor to consider is terminology. Though seemingly obvious, Cruise
(1993) makes an important observation in noting that the deverbal noun in Russian has no
special name, as all the other parts of speech do.'® The term omenazonvnoe cywecmeumenvroe

(deverbal substantive) does not exclusively refer to nouns in -ijje. This is in fact the very first

1 Tt should be noted that, while Ushakov (1974) only lists the concrete definition, Wiktionary does cite a secondary
definition of “setting (of parameters, etc., as a process)” with ycranoBka as a synonym,; the terms substantive and
action nominalization come from Nilsson (1972), 10

16 Cruise, 154; though providing a very brief overview and offering few solutions to this problem, does make the
student aware of the issue; several of her remarks are worth noting, such as that “there is no gerund or verbal noun in
Russian. The gerund is most often translated by an infinitive,” but that it “also may be translated by a noun...but [it
is] unlike a gerund in that it is not freely formed from any verb and is not called by a special name in Russian”;
compare to Macedonian, another Slavic language, where the verbal substantive is regular part of the conjugation and
is called the enaeoncka umenka.


https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/setting
https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/parameter
https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/process
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thing Pchelintseva (2016) points out in chapter one of her book Om enacona k umenu:
AcneKmyanibHOCMb 8 PYCCKUX, YKPAUHCKUX U NONbCKUX umenax oelicmeus (From Verb to Noun:
Aspect in Russian, Ukrainian and Polish nouns of action): “TepMUHBI OTTJIATOJILHOE UMSI, UM
JEUCTBHS TPAKTYIOTCS B IMHTBUCTUYECKOW JINTEPAType Pa3IUYHO...0TIIar0JIbHBIC UMCHA B
CIIaBSIHCKUX sI3bIKaX HE BCET/Ia aKTYaJH3HPYIOT 3HAYCHUE MPOLECCYATLHOCTH, Y HUX MOTYT
pasBuBathcs npeamMerHbie 3Hauenus.”!” The other terms for verbal forms, npuuacmue, the verbal
adjective, and deenpuuacmue, the verbal adverb, do not exhibit such ambiguity. Further evidence
for the unpredictable nature of these forms is found in the dictionary where nouns in -ije abound.
If they were as predictable as is often claimed, there would be no need to define them.
Conversely, truly predictable forms, again, like the verbal adverbs and adjectives, are only found
in the dictionary when they are no longer felt to be a part of the verb conjugation and, therefore,
require definition.!'®

Indeed, at every turn one finds ambiguity. Some grammars list the form as an abstract
noun suffix, likely the more appropriate synchronic categorization as we will see. This is the
approach Townsend takes, while Wade calls them “verbal nouns,” but discusses them in his
section on the noun and, furthermore, does not unite them as nouns in -ije, but rather lists
separate suffixes depending on the verb they are derived from, such that he presents verbal nouns
in -anie, -enie, -ovenie, -tie etc. While Wade makes no claims to be providing a morphological

analysis of CSR, the presentation here is nonetheless noteworthy for its division of forms. In

7 “The terms deverbal noun, noun of action are interpreted in linguistics literature in various ways...verbal nouns in
the Slavic languages do not always actualize the meaning of process, they may develop concrete meanings.”
[Muenmanesa (2016), 26

'8 This may occur when the verb is no longer in use, as is the case with npedwvrdywyuii, clearly originally a present
active participle, the verbal source of which (*npedoiimu/npedviomu) no longer exists, or when the verb is still in
use, but a particular form of its conjugation has become semantically specialized, as with credyrowuii, the meaning
mom, kmo/mo, umo ciedyem (that which follows) needs not be defined, as it can be derived from the modern
infinitive credosams, but its nonverbal, now purely adjectival meaning of next (in line), not inherently verbal in
meaning, has to be included.
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other grammars one encounters a section entitled “verbal noun” typically following the past
passive participle and reflecting a historical/morphological approach to organization rather than a
synchronic one. This is the presentation provided by de Bray (1969) and Entwistle and Morison
(1964)."° Dictionaries are also not devoid of contradictions, as some include particular forms,
even those that are archaic, while others fail to include those that native speakers profess to exist.
The more resources one consults, the more muddled the situation becomes.

2.2.  -unzosvle cywecmeumenvhuie (-ing nouns) and their Status?’

Yet further evidence for this problematic status of the deverbal substantive in Russian is
seen in the growing number of uneogwvie cywecmsumenvhsie (-ing nouns) in the language. While
such borrowed words as mpenune have been included in dictionaries since at least the 1970s, the
prominence of such uneogvie cywyecmsumenvhwie, as kacmune, Oyanune, puwune, just to list a
few of the 214 Wikipedia lists under “pycckue cnoBa ¢ cydduxcom -unr”, is constantly on the
rise.2! Compare this number to the approximately 20 entries in Zalizanjak’s 1977
I'pammamuueckuil cnosaps pyccrkoeo asvika (Grammatical Dictionary of the Russian Language)
and the increasing importance of the form is immediately apparent. Comrie, Stone and Polinsky
in 1996% noted the increasing prominence of -une in CSR in the conclusion to their book, in
which they attempted to note current trends in the language:

In word-formation, a new suftix, which happens to be an English borrowing, is becoming

very frequent: -uHr (from -ing)...Though the ending -1k is not typical for Russian,

numerous borrowings from English retain the suffix -unr in Russian and have become
declinable, which is a sign of adaptation, cf. noroBop cenunra ‘selling contract’...It still

Pde Bray, p.59, Entwistle and Morison, p. 220

29 While I have chosen to refer to Russian deverbal nouns in Roman italics -ije, the borrowed suffix -une I have left
in cyrillic so as not to confuse it with the gerund forming suffix in English, represented throughout as -ing.

21 ru.wiktionary.org/wiki/Kareropus:Pycckue cnosa ¢ cyddurcom -uHr

22 We should note that the 1978 edition of the book The Russian Language Since the Revolution makes no mention
of the suffix, despite it already being present in Zaliznjak’s 1977 grammar
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remains to be seen whether -unr will undergo the same assimilation as -u3m, which in the
second half of the twentieth century began occurring with Russian stems®

Three years later, Ryazanova-Clarke and Wade (1999) also discussed the suffix, but were careful
to qualify any seeming prominence the form possessed:

although -uHr is not a Russian suffix in the true sense of the word, since it appears

exclusively in loans from English and shows no sign of affixation to native Russian roots

(an exception may be coepOaHKHHT ‘savings banking’..., references to ‘-ing forms’ (“*-

uHrossie popmer”...) imply that it can be interpreted as a bound morpheme...there were

about 180 forms in -unr, by comparison with only 22 in Ushakov’s dictionary (1935-

40).*
In the quarter century that has passed, it does indeed seem as though not only has the prominence
of -une in the language only increased, but at least one qualitative jump has also taken place.

While the majority of such words continue to be straightforward borrowings, some have
the added factor of expressing a primary meaning in the borrowing language, which was a
secondary, lesser or even only tangentially related meaning in the language-originator.?> Such is
the case with ghuwune, which in Russian is not a synonym for psi6onosns (i.e. fish-catching), but
rather the homophonous phishing. Comrie et. al. cite the 1923 borrowing of dancumne, even more
peculiar for its meaning of ‘dance-hall’.2® However of real significance are the forms such as the

more recent yryuwatizune (bettering, improvement)’’ or napmusanune (being a partisan,

supporting),?® which present a further development in which a foreign grammatical morpheme

23 Comrie, Stone, Polinsky, 312; note that, to the best of my knowledge, the spelling -ux in the quote is made to
represent the pronunciation typical in Russian, not the spelling, which is always -une.

2 Ryazanova-Clarke, Wade, 222-223

25 This third instance, where the word takes on a new, but obviously related meaning is referred to by Comrie et. al.
as semantic concretization (195); this type of concretization from a borrowing is exemplified in the usage of
Oancune cited below.

26 Comrie, Stone, Polinsky, 193

27 Kpomnrays, 217; the word, meaning improvement, is made from the imperfective infinitive yayuwames (to improve)
28 [Muennunesa (2014), 14; this form, which I myself have never heard, is apparently built not from a verbal stem,
but from the noun stem napmuszan (a partisan, guerilla fighter) to which -une has been added to yield the apparent
meaning of acting as a partisan/guerilla fighter, indicating an understanding of the abstract event expression
function of the suffix, even when added to words not initially expressing an event.
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(two, in fact, in the former: -ize and -ing) has been borrowed and suffixed to a Russian stem,
precisely what Ryazanova-Clarke and Wade point to as a critical restraint on the adoption of the
form in the way that suffixes like -uzu have been adopted..?® This is further evidence yet for the
unclear status of the morpheme -ije, as, if this form was indeed fully productive, there would
seem to be little reason for speakers to borrow a foreign morpheme identical in meaning,
especially considering the relatively rare situation morphological borrowing presents.°

Because this increasing occurrence of -uxe in Russian is a phenomenon taking place in
the present and some passage of time will be required to determine whether it is a passing fad or
truly an attempt by native speakers to fill what is felt to be a morphological (and perhaps
therefore semantic) gap, we will consider the reflections of a few native speakers on the subject.
The contemporary Russian linguist Maksim Krongauz devotes a section of his 2017 book,
Pycckuii azvix na epanu nepsroeo cpuisa (The Russian Language on the Brink of a Nervous
Breakdown), to this very word, yryuwaiizune, which he introduces as a “cMerHoe cioBo, 3Takoe
CII0BO-IIAPOIMS Ha TO, YTO IPOMCXOIMT B pycckoM s3bike.”! Surprisingly, however, he steers the
discussion entirely in the direction of form, discussing how words with such suffixes are spelled
and devoting little to no attention to their function, which is the truly peculiar aspect of this
phenomenon, because, as we noted above, the application of a foreign suffix to a native root
would imply the productivity of such a suffix. While it may appear to be a somewhat ridiculous,

singular neologism, the 86,300 results it yields when searched in Google would suggest the

2% If we continue with Comrie ef al.’s parallel with -uz, this is equivalent to the initially rejected Gorbuesuzn;
bonvuesuuecmso eventually lost out to the form with the borrowed morpheme (Comrie ef al., 139).

30 Assuming -ije remains a divisible meaning unit in the minds of native speakers, something Wade’s presentation
seems to dispute.

3ep funny word, a sort of parody word for what is happening in the Russian language.” Kponrays, p. 217
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opposite.’? Pchelintseva, in her 2016 book, Om anazona k umenu, noted Krongauz’s book chapter
as well and conducted a similar search for yzyuwaiizune in the Russian search engine Yandex,
which yielded 4,000 results; I conducted a similar Yandex search in Spring 2022 which yielded
18,000 results. Krangauz’s own search in 2007 yielded 2,000 results. The increasing popularity
of this word (and perhaps also its suffix) is obvious.

Further internet evidence for the increasing prevalence of nouns in -uxe in Russian can be
found on YouTube. Virginia Beéowulf is the name of a popular (with over 375,000 subscribers as
of January 2023) YouTube channel in Russian predominantly about English. In a video
published Sept. 7, 2021 titled “UYTO HA CAMOM JEJIE O3BHAYAET -ING” (What in Fact -
ING Means), the video’s author, Arno Tali, discusses various aspects of the English gerund, from
its proper pronunciation (standard American English pronounces [in], the velar nasal /y/ being
absent in the Russian phonemic inventory, however it is undoubtedly alloponically present in the
typical Russian spelling pronunciation [ink], with final consonant devoicing) to meaning and
historical information. This is not the significant part, however, in terms of the present
discussion, but rather some of his commentary as a native speaker and the existence of the video
itself that are worth our attention. At the start of the video, the author recalls seeing a Soviet-era
poster in Uzbek that read “Ilymkun BaTanuMuzauHr ¢pypypuaup” and that the final string of
letters on the second word, namely -une/-ing caught his eye, as he wondered, had -ure not made
its way into Uzbek as well? The answer is no (at least in this instance), but what is significant is

the rather overt admission that -une is a common feature of CSR.*3 His further comments, though

32For a further idea of the relative significance of this number, consider alternatively the yields of supposedly
theoretically existing deverbal substantives of common verbs like dasarue (36,000), 6ecanue (118,000), cuumarue
(15,500)

33 The Uzbek suffix here is apparently not -une, but -nune, which indicates the possessor, so that the poster reads
approximately “Pushkin (is) our country’s pride”
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anecdotal in a sense, will be immediately confirmed by anyone who has interacted with the
current form of the language in the past several years. Talking about the suffix, he says “3t0 yxe
JaBHO, 110 CYTH, U PYCCKUN HApOJIHBIN cydPUKC, U 5 1axe HE PO Ta3NAUTHHT ¢ OYIUTUHIOM, U
HE Mo MeHCTIpEénuHT. JIaaHo, eciu BhI ceiiuac Tymaere, 4To «s y’Ke TOUHO HE M3 3THX,» TO 5 BacC
YBEpsI0, Y BaC B CBOEH peun «MHTW» Toxke HaayTes. [lycts Oyaer caiiaunr ¢ monguarom. Hy,
nu6o cnappurr.”** Such examples not only point to the apparent common occurrence of such
forms in the language, but also their ability to be inflected for gender, number and case, as seen
in the masculine, singular, instrumental ending -ox in “c 6ymuurom”. The rest of the video
concerns the various grammatical functions -ing serves in English. While two of the forms
mentioned (catioune - siding, monroune - molding) are strictly speaking not gerunds, being of the
more concrete type we will discuss in Chapter 2, these observations only confirm the growing
influence of -une in Russian.

Similar confirmation can be found on Russia’s popular late-night talk show Beuepruii
Vpeanm (Evening Urgant),*® on which the show’s host, Ivan Urgant, opens each evening’s
program with a monologue recounting the latest national and international news stories. In a
broadcast from Feb. 9, 2021, Urgant talks about a new project from the Moscow transit
authorities: coyuanvuwviii kapnyaune (social carpooling). After describing what was meant by
kapnyaune, he notes that “coBo, yecTHO roBops, HHOCTpaHHOE. B pycckoii rimyOuHKe...HaC

ceituac BooOIIE He TOMMYT. ECTh %e HCKOHHOE PYCCKOE CIIOBO, KpacHBoe: moaobpocunr.”® The

3% “This, in essence, has already for a long time been a folk Russian suffix, and I’m not even (talking) about
gaslighting with bullying, and not about manspreading. Ok, if you are thinking right now that “I am definitely not
one of those people,” then I assure you, ings in your speech will also turn up. Let’s say siding with molding. Or,
well, sparring.” https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LpAI12Y7IrA, 0:45

35 During the writing of this dissertation, Russia invaded Ukraine on February 24, 2022; as a result, Urgant’s show is
no longer on the air.

36 «“The word, if we’re being honest, is foreign. In the Russian backwoods...we won’t be understood right now.
There is, after all, the primordial Russian word, a beautiful one: podbrosing.”
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cHtl OliHeE&list=WL &index=6, 1:38



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LpAI12Y7lrA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cHtl_OIiHeE&list=WL&index=6
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latter is yet another instance of a Russian word, here the colloquial usage of the verb
noobpacvieamv/nodbpocumy, literally meaning zo toss, but used to mean to give a ride/lift,
suffixed with the foreign -une. The humorous effect is in the latently understood contrast
between Western-looking, fashionable Moscow where such urcoswie cywecmeumensvuwvie abound
and the non-metropolitan Russia, where the meaning of such words is likely to be as foreign as
their origin. In light of what Ryazanova-Clarke and Wade said in 1999, these examples become
especially intriguing: “Unlike English forms in ‘ing’, the Russian forms have no verbal
associations. With motivation supplied by context rather than a verbal underlay, the potential for
-uHr to be adopted as a genuine suffix is seriously inhibited.”” It is true, a few, largely humorous
i.e. stylistically marked forms cannot be presented as signs of a linguistic revolution. However, it
would seem to be a mistake to ignore the ability of native speakers to use it in word formation
with native roots and dismiss the phenomenon as a fad limited to a small demographic in a single
city.

Further evidence that this is a trend not limited to marginal societal groups is evident in
the fact that Russian linguists themselves have begun to notice the preponderance of the form.
Djakov and Skvoretskaja wrote about the growing influence of -une in Russian in their 2013
paper “Cyddukc —uHT 3aBOEBBIBACT CBOM MO3UIMU B pyccKoM ciioBooOpasoBanuu’ (The Suffix -
ing is Conquering its Position in Russian Word Formation). Even ten years ago, in 2013, the
suffix was the most frequently encountered of all the affixes borrowed from English into
Russian, accounting for 1,500 of the 12,600 borrowings from English the authors analyzed.*®

The article contains what will likely be a surprisingly long and variegated list of words in -une

37 Ryazanova-Clarke, Wade, 225

3% Other affixes from English being actively borrowed to varying degrees include (citations are slang forms) -able
(matizo06n - an especially interesting formulation the authors cite consisting only of English morphemes), -er
(anexkmpuukep), -ment (Opodicemenm), -tion (mycetiun) etc.
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(both borrowed and newly created) even for many Slavists and argues that the case for -une as a
“crmoBooOpa3oBaTesibHas €IUHHIIA, BHIICIAIONIAACS B UMEHHU CYIIECTBUTEIIEHOM MYXCKOTO POAa,
KOTOpOe 0003HavaeT AeHCTBHE MO TIaroily, Ha3BaHHOMY MOTHUBHPYIOLIMM CJIOBOM™ 1S a strong
one.*® While the article serves an important purpose in the fixation of these new creations as they
appear, it does not approach the issue in terms of the larger system of the language and what the
motivating factors for this borrowing might be. The same can be said of the rather bizarre
musings on the future of -une forms in Russian by Viktor Grigorjev. While the talk given at a
2005 Russian Academy of Sciences conference is titled “CBETJ/IOE BY/[VII[EE "MHI OBbBIX
DOPM" ¢ pycckom nosmuueckom azvixe,”*? the content is a wide-ranging collection of
speculations on the potential uses of such a suffix in Russian should it become fully productive.
Here again the larger linguistic impetus for the use of the suffix is either unnoticed or ignored. It
seems clear to me that the rise in such borrowings is directly related to the problematic nature of
the suffix -ije in Russian.
2.3.  Summary

We have seen thus far that the general presentation of the status of Russian nouns in -ije
in terms of the systematic organization of the language is far from being either uniform or clear.
This is because, as will be shown, the suffix -ije, if productive, is not predictable in application
or in meaning, resulting in a situation in which, knowing the verb, one cannot confidently predict
what the noun which refers to the event described by the verb will look like. To test this
hypothesis one need not be a linguist — a reliable dictionary will provide the answer. If we take,

for example, the verb zeaxcams and attempt to form a noun in -ije we find that Ushakov cites

39 “word-forming unit, observed in nouns of masculine gender, which means the action according to the verb named

by the motivating word” (Djakov and Skvoretskaja, 183)
40 «“The Bright Future of ING Forms” in Russian Poetic Language
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nedcanue and, more importantly, defines it as the cocmosinue no enae. nescams (state according
to the verb to lie). This would seem to argue in favor of the predictability of the meaning yielded
by the suffix. On the other hand the verb 1adums, while being of a similar semantic nature to
Jedlcamu, as in its primary meaning it describes a state (i.e. being in harmony, 6s1ms 6 1a0y)
similarly with no clear perfective form, it is unclear what the noun describing this state would be,
as *naocoenue (formed after the model cyoums — cyacoenue) does not exist. Nor is the situation
any clearer for such verbs as garums or caoums: the dictionary cites no *gazenue (formed after
the model of corums — conenue) nor *cascoenue. Then there are such verbs as zeamo to lie,
which also would appear to have no such noun describing the action, though this role is largely
(if not entirely) fulfilled by the noun zoorce. Consider again the verb yryuwams and its processual
yayuwatizune to complete the confused state of things. These are merely a handful of examples
selected more or less at random provided here to illustrate that 1) -ije is in no way the universal
suffix for making abstract nouns from verbs that many present it to be and 2) the creation of such
nouns is unpredictable not only in terms of what the form will look like and its meaning, but
whether or not it even exists. This is all apart from the fact that, even when available, Russian
speakers tend not to use nouns in -ije with anywhere near the frequency of the gerund in English.
We will return to a more detailed analysis of this aspect of the problem in Chapter 3. The charts

below provide an approximate visual summary of the problem to be investigated.*!

41 “Other nouns” in English are those such as disarmament which do in fact represent a process related to the verb
disarm, but which will not be discussed due to 1) the fact that their existence does not negate that of the gerund (here
disarming) and 2) they are neither great in number nor predictable in formation.
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English Abstract Event Expression
® -ing
@ infinitive

@ other nouns

Russian Abstract Event Expression

other nouns infinitive

nouns in -ije 10 subordinate

While not exact in their proportions,*? these charts are intended to provide some sense of 1) the

degree to which such expression in English is dominated by a single form (probably even more

*2 The graphics are primarily meant to provide a visual aid in conceptualizing the nature of the difference between
Russian and English in abstract event expression. That the English chart is in broad strokes an approximate, if not
exact description, I think, will find confirmation in the functional analysis of the gerund in Chapter 2. That the
Russian chart is similarly broadly representative is most evident in the data presented in Chapters 4, 5 and 6. The
reader may wish to return to these illustrations after reading the relevant chapters.
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so than the chart depicts), 2) the relatively numerous means Russian possesses*® and their
variety, and 3) the obvious difficulty in translating from one language to the other. This
incongruence is one of the focal points of the investigation.

3. Methodology and Matters Beyond the Scope of Investigation

3.1.  Approach

As has already been stated, my goal here is to determine the manner in which CSR
expresses actions conceptualized in the abstract; that is, we will be dealing exclusively in
observable phenomena, or, in generative terminology, in surface structure. The fact that both
Russian, English and many other languages do in fact allow for abstract event expression is one
of the primes to this investigation. The discussion of nominalization** in terms of generation
from deep structure and underlying forms and the debate between the transformationalist and
lexicalist positions seen in the works of Lees (1960) and Chomsky (1965, 1970) and countless
others are topics that are beyond the scope of this investigation.*® It is true that evident in the title
of the dissertation is the assumption of the primacy of the action over its abstraction (i.e. the
finite forms of 7un being primary to the abstracting running, not necessarily morphologically, but

in meaning), but the degree to which other languages may derive concrete action meanings from

3 other nouns includes both nouns with a zero suffix, the suffix -ka (to be discussed in the Chapter 3) and those in -
umHe.

*In terms of meaning, this investigation is dealing with nominalization so much as it be understood as abstraction,
as we will not be bound by morphological or syntactic concerns — all means, at least a priori, being deemed viable,
should they express the message being investigated i.e. an action, process, or state conceptualized outside of its
actual unfolding in time. The degree to which the term nominalization overlaps with this meaning will be discussed
further in Chapter 3.

3 In short, the argument concerns whether or not action nouns are stored in the mind as nouns (lexicalist position) or
whether they are the result of a transformation from an entire sentence (transformationalist position).
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a more primal abstract action (i.e. the reverse of English) and which of these processes is more
prominent in language, while a topic of great interest, will not be discussed.*®

As I try to demonstrate in the following chapters, there has been no comprehensive
analysis of abstract event expression in CSR and, therefore, before any further analysis or theory
application may take place, we must first establish the facts. However, some discussion of
transformational derivation will occur in the following two chapters as the scope of the analysis
is more precisely defined. While such a detailed, generative analysis of abstract event expression
is apparently lacking for CSR, Nilsson (1972) has conducted one for nouns in -ije in Old
Russian. We will return to further considerations and questions regarding abstract event
expression in the concluding chapter, where the findings of the present study will be
summarized. Furthermore, we will also attempt to more broadly suggest the nature of the
implications of these conclusions for our understanding of the motivating mechanisms of abstract
event expression in CSR and, therefore, those of other languages, primarily English. In other
words, the question is why it is that English so readily and succinctly expresses events abstractly,
whereas languages like Russian prefer the expression of finitely encapsulated actions. What
motivates these differences in typological structure?

At the risk of being too cautious and contending too little, I have decided to stay largely
within the confines of what may be termed traditional grammar. The terms and concepts used in
the following discussion hardly go beyond parts of speech and semantic categories and should,
therefore, be accessible to a wide readership. The only exceptions to this seem to me to be the

brief discussion of distinctive features as applied to semantic categories and markedness,

% In Russian, and perhaps many or all languages, it seems that if there is one part of speech that can claim
diachronic primacy to all others, it would in fact be the noun and not the verb. This was one of the pet topics of
Potebnya.
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particularly as a +/o relationship (further discussion in Chapter 2). Even then, I make every effort
for transparency in my thought processes and my application of concepts.

The reason for what may be perceived to be a sort of conservatism in approach primarily
rests in the fact that generative grammar, particularly in Chomsky’s universal grammar (UG), in
addition to originating primarily through the study of a single language — English — seems to me
to be predicated on the assumption that there exists a likely metaphorically named, but
nonetheless aptly termed language organ, significantly autonomous from what may be more
generally termed human behavior, at least in its nascent form in the newborn child.*’ Everything
else that has occurred in the seemingly ever broadening and transforming field of generative
linguistic analysis appears to me to be secondary to this assumption of the existence of the
autonomous language organ. The result is that the processes involved in the subsequent theories
of language need not reflect any other part of human behavior once the practitioners of
generative analysis have taken for granted, consciously or otherwise, that there exists just such a
language faculty.

Despite obvious differences, there seem to be ways in which the descriptivist school of
Bloomfieldian linguistics and that of Chomskyan UG are in fact similar. First and foremost,
among these similarities is an unsatisfactory, in my estimation, treatment of meaning.
Bloomfieldian linguistics excluded meaning on the basis of our inability to observe and
empirically define it. Chomskyan linguistics includes meaning, but places it in the language
organ — also, as of yet, an unknown. In other words, the crucial difference is that Bloomfield
(1933) limited the scope of study to only that part of language that could be physically observed,

stating that “we have defined the meaning of a linguistic form as the situation in which the

47 Cook and Newson, 46
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speaker utters it and the response which it calls forth in the hearer.” Bloomfield himself
recognized the shortcomings of such an approach, but, unwilling to make untestable
assumptions, he saw this as unavoidable: “the statement of meaning is therefore the weak point
in language-study and will remain so until human knowledge advances very far beyond its
present state.”*® Chomskyan linguistics, rather than exclude the mental aspect of language, has
focused entirely on it, and, while the statement is overly general, has attempted to describe these
mental processes without having any true proof of their validity. In other words, Bloomfield
deemed meaning unknowable, while Chomsky deemed it knowable, but assumed its
organization. The Russian linguist Vladimir Zvegintsev noted this similarity to Bloomfieldian
linguistics in stating,

B KOHCYHOM CYCTC, CBOJUTCA BCE K TEM K€ ONMCATECIbHBIM mnpoucaypam u CTaBUT CcBOCH
OCJIBIO AaTh OIIMCAaHUC a6CTpaKTHOI>i CTPYKTYPhI JIMHTBUCTUYCCKOM KOMIICTCHIIMM — B
nacc, Ho HE B UCIIOJTHCHHU N B3aI/IMO,Z[€I>’ICTByIOIL[6ﬁ C ApyruMu BUJaMU IICUXOJIOTUICCKOTO
IIOBCACHUA ‘leJ’IOBCKa49

As Davis (1973) described the study of language, there are two approaches, “language-as-
knowledge, as a property of the nervous system, and language-as-behavior, as activity of human
beings in an environment.”>° Bloomfield confined himself to the latter, Chomsky to the former,
but while Bloomfield was limited by what could be observed, Chomsky was not. Of course, his
theory is by no means nonsense, but its vision of the mental organization of how language is
organized remains untestable. The result is that so long as the theory is integrated, does not

contradict itself, and does indeed produce the correct result, i.e. a form recognized as belonging

* Bloomfield, 22-23

49 «at the end of the day, everything comes down to the same descriptive procedures and it places as its goal
providing a description of an abstract structure of linguistic competence — in conception, but not in execution co-
iglteracting with other types of the psychological behavior of humanity” (3Berennes cited in Anmnras, 45)

30 Davis, 90
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to the competence of a speaker of the given language, any organizational structure has validity,
so long as it meets the rather vague notion of simplicity.”!

What strikes me as most problematic with universal grammar is the current impossibility
of testing the hypothesis of the existence of such a language organ, i.e. of testing whether or not
such an organization and set of organizational principles and procedures are actually at work. It
is true, we can test whether the systems proposed by generative analyses of individual languages
produce the correct results, but we have no way of knowing how the brain is coming to those
results. It may very well be that UG will one day be proven to be correct, but until that day
comes, I think it important to remember what the assumptions are that are being made in taking
this approach to linguistic analysis. It is easy to be impressed and, indeed, intimidated by the
analyses and accompanying terminology provided under UG, but it is important not to lose sight
of the fact that the complexity of analysis by itself is no argument. One may make one’s way
from point A to point B through a dazzling series of flips and somersaults, but one may also
simply walk the stretch in standard fashion no less effectively.

We would also do well to keep in mind that a hypothesis is by definition testable. UG,
therefore, as I see it, is as of yet an assumption, not a hypothesis. This might seem an unfair
assessment for a means of linguistic assessment that is so empirically strict, so completely
systematically integrated and explanationally powerful to the point of often leaving no anomalies

or exceptions unintegrated.>? Indeed, it is difficult not to wonder at the ingenious nature of the

>1 On the one hand, the generativist notion of simplicity is clearly defined: that description which entails the fewest
rules, while explaining the most information is the simplest. In reality, however, one must often first accept layers of
abstract, non-occurring data (see, for example, x-bar theory in syntax, lexical phonology in phonology) before the
resultant simple solution can be provided. The extreme reliance on non-occurring data, in my own view,
significantly problematizes the purported simplicity of the resulting analysis.

32 The drive for exceptionless systems is particularly evident in so-called extrametricality, according to which
underlying syllables are added or removed from a given construction so as to produce, for example, the desired
stress pattern at the surface (see Roca and Johnson (1999), 323; additionally note that in this three-page introduction



27

observations and the solutions provided to seemingly unexplainable phenomena, but all of this
has no bearing on the nature of the initial assumption.>* Those who accept this initial assumption
and work within its framework are engaged in what Kuhn calls normal science and describes as
“the activity in which most scientists inevitably spend almost all their time, [which] is predicated
on the assumption that the scientific community knows what the world is like.”>* We can also
state that acceptance of this assumption need not lead to stasis, but most often is accompanied by
an internal dynamism. We have seen this in the steady development of Chomskyan theory, from
its early transformationalist approach, to government and binding and now its latest minimalism
instantiation. While there is clearly room for change within the theory, questioning whether or
not this is not all too abstract is questioning the fundamental assumption of the theory. This,
generally, is not accepted. Moreover, “much of the success of the enterprise derives from the
community’s willingness to defend that assumption, if necessary at considerable cost.”> This
need to validate their assumption is most evident in the word choice of generative authors, who
leave not a page (sometimes not a paragraph) without assuring the reader that their solution is not
only simple, but exceedingly natural.>® The cost of this kind of approach is that the scientific
community continues to pursue a notion based on an assumption that may turn out to be invalid.

This indeed is a disturbing notion to someone whose life’s work is predicated on that assumption

to the topic, the words simply, commonly, common sense, obviously, and clearly are all used to apparently
counterbalance the high degree of abstraction).

>3 The fact that this is indeed an assumption, not a hypothesis, seems to be the primary source of most of the vitriol
from both sides of the aisle, as, entering into this debate, one is taking a stance akin to the adoption of a religion.
Religions, too, offer explanations for all that happens in life, as UG does for language.

54 Kuhn, 5

> Ibid

> As an example, in Kenstowicz and Rubach’s 1987 paper The Phonology of Syllabic Nuclei in Slovak published in
the journal Language, in 30 pages of text, the authors use the words simple and simply 18 times and the word
natural 9 times. The paper itself contains 33 pages of text, but the first three recount past approaches to the problem
and contain 0 instances of the words simple, simply or natural. This manner of assurance by the authors, at least in
my own case, elicits more doubt, however, than belief. I invite the reader to conduct their own such analyses.
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being true. It seems to me, then, that much of this can be avoided if we take a sober account of
what we know and what we do not; when we are arguing about assumptions and when about
matters stemming from those assumptions; and, importantly for this analysis, when we are
arguing about the content of the analysis and when about the means of analysis. The last point is
made especially pertinently by Comrie, in warning that
reliance on overly abstract approaches to linguistic description substantially increases the
possibility that what will be compared are not languages but linguists’ conceptions (or
misconceptions) of languages...adoption a priori of a particular explanation (especially a

largely untestable one such as innateness) serves only to blind the linguist to the
possibility of alternative explanations®’

One could, it seems to me, aptly apply Kuhn’s conception of the paradigm to the now already
decades long dominance of generative analyses.>® Whatever one calls it, of utmost importance,
however, remains separating hypothesis from assumption and recognizing that labeling a theory
as ‘outdated’ is not a legitimate point of criticism.>® Kuhn reminds us that “out-of-date theories
are not in principle unscientific because they have been discarded.”®® Chomsky himself, after all,
bemoaned that the work of Humboldt and Panini were too little studied.!

I bring up the latter point, because attempts indeed have been made to avoid grand
assumptions and rather than claim that language is a domain unto itself, attempt to find those
observable points of overlap between language and every other aspect of human behavior, as
Pike did in his 1967 Language in Relation to a Unified Theory of the Structure of Human
Behavior; in other words, to make an attempt to integrate what Davis described as language-as-

knowledge and language-as-behavior. Pike reasoned that “the activity of man constitutes a

37 Comrie (1989), x
58 Kuhn, 23

59 Rubach, ix

60 Kuhn, 2-3

o1 Chomsky (1965), v
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structural whole, in such a way that it cannot be subdivided into neat ‘parts’ or ‘levels’ or
‘compartments’ with language in a behavioral compartment insulated in character, content, and
organization from other behavior.”%? Greenberg (2005) too, in his attempt to describe the
universal traits of language, stated that “such invariants would serve to specify in a precise
manner the notion of ‘human nature’ whether in language or in other aspects of human
behavior...the search for universals, therefore, coincides on this view with the search for laws of
human nature.”®® Whether one agrees with Pike’s emic-etic analysis or Greenberg’s scale of
tendencies and true universals is one matter, but they do not ask the reader to make a priori
assumptions on the existence of a language organ capable of infinite abstraction. Which theory is
closer to reality we may never know, but we should know from the start what primes are taken as
faith when comparing the merits of various analyses. Pike’s analysis did not initiate a Kuhnian
paradigm shift in the manner that Chomskian UG did. That is all we can say at present.

In addition to many of the terms and concepts of traditional grammatical analysis,
Wierzbicka’s (1988) notion of ethno-grammar applies aptly to what I have attempted here. She
described an ethno-grammarian approach to linguistic analysis as one in which

we can reveal areas of special elaboration, areas that a given language seems to be

particularly ‘interested in” and which it seems to regard as particularly important. Just as

the lexicon of a language may be particularly rich in the area of cultivation and

consumption of rice, or in the area of kinship, the grammar of a language may be

particularly elaborated in the area of deliberate causation, or in the area of voluntary,
uninhibited emotions, or again in the area of kinship.**

Or in the area of event abstraction, I would add. It seems clear that this is the case in English, as

the essential role the gerund plays in the language and the large amount of literature devoted to

62 pike, 26
63 Greenberg, 9
64 Wierzbicka, 13
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its analysis would indicate. In this light, I have tried not only to describe how CSR expresses
abstract events, but also fo what degree this type of message is something the language is, to use
Wierzbicka’s terminology, “interested in”.

What I have tried to make clear here are the reasons I had for taking the approach that I
have. It is my goal to clarify the way in which abstraction is achieved in the overt realm of
language expression in CSR. I have further attempted to point out some of the potential pitfalls
in adopting a generative analysis of the data presented here. Finally, I would be remiss to
overlook the irony present in my criticism of the extreme abstractness of generative theory in the
introduction to a discussion of the importance of abstraction in language! Abstraction in some
form or another, after all, is taken to be a semantic prime to human language, and indeed, one of
its defining factors.%® I am not by any means, therefore, reluctant to admit the importance of
abstraction in language, but the extreme abstraction and organizational system seen as largely
autonomous from other aspects of human culture which are the hallmark of UG do not seem to
me to be tenable, at least as of yet.

3.2.  Methodology

The data provided and analyzed in this and following chapters comes from a variety of
sources. First and foremost, these are scholarly publications, grammars, and textbooks. A second
resource has been my intuition as a native speaker of English and my intimate knowledge of
Russian, having not only spoken and taught it for several years, but also having spent several
years living on both Russia’s east and west coast. That being said, every Russian sentence has
been confirmed with at least one, but generally multiple native speakers as to its acceptability.

Additionally, there is a native speaker of Russian, Anna Borovskaya-Ellis, serving on my

%5 Hudson, 10
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committee. The help of native speaker friends and colleagues has been a very important third
source of material. Because I am dealing with a topic that is not easily conveyable in CSR, some
or maybe even many of the formulations provided might not be equally acceptable to all native
speakers. However, such an eventuality must be seen as in some degree inevitable when dealing
with a cultural phenomenon, such as language, that is not homogenous from speaker to speaker
(hence the term idiolect). Nowhere is this more evident than in Chapter 5 where native speakers
often expressed entirely opposed views as to the acceptability of various formulations. The
survey conducted provided a fourth source of data. A fifth source of data was internet searches,
primarily in the form of Google searches, as one means to determine the frequency with which
various formulations occurred in the language. The sixth and final source of data was literary
translations. While each of these sources has both its strong and weak points, which are
addressed more thoroughly as they are cited in the body of the dissertation, it is hoped by having
a varied source bank, the shortcomings present in any one type of source materials will be if not
erased, then somewhat ameliorated by the diversity of approach.

A final matter I would like to address is why I have chosen to include discussions of
English at all when the dissertation is first and foremost an analysis of Russian. The reasons are
many. The first reason is that it was through English, specifically the teaching of Russian to
predominantly native speakers of English, that the topic for the dissertation originally arose. I
noticed that matters of abstract event expression were largely absent from textbooks and syllabi,
with the unsurprising result that students were making mistakes both not knowing why or how to
correct the errors. Thus, in inception the topic was very much a one-way analysis of English into
Russian. However, as my interests and expertise were primarily in the second of the two

languages and I wanted to investigate more than merely how to translate -ing nouns into
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Russian, 1 decided to conduct an analysis of the function that is fulfilled primarily (but not
exclusively) in English by nouns in -ing: abstract event expression.

The second reason for using English is what has just been stated: of the languages I am
familiar with, English provides a special situation in possessing a single form (nouns in -ing)
utilized in the majority of cases to express abstract events. This high degree of identity between
the message and form provided a convenient point of reference that I found preferable to
analyzing Russian in isolation. A third reason was noting the conspicuous number of -une
borrowings in Russian, their increasing number, and even the at least occasional tendency for the
suffix to be attached to Russian roots. The fourth and final reason, which has already been stated,
is that I am a native speaker of English. This is particularly important because I am dealing in
matters of meaning and my knowledge of Russian as an L2 speaker will never be that of English
as an L1 speaker. I could be much more sure that I first correctly identified abstract meaning in
English, before comparing the means with which Russian conveyed a similar message. As
should be clear from above, attempting an analysis of forms in -ije without a point of comparison
would have been hindered most immediately by the dearth and unclear nature of the material on
the form.

Using English as a starting point has meant that, while my primary goal has been to say
something about Russian and how it expresses events conceived of abstractly, there have been at
least two other byproducts of the analysis. The first is that, particularly in the first three chapters,
the reader may get the impression that this is primarily a contrastive analysis. While I certainly
acknowledge this aspect of my analysis for its great practical potential in language instruction
and beyond, I am confident, however, that the remaining chapters will be convincing enough that

this is not the principal goal of the dissertation, that being how abstract events are expressed in
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CSR. The second is a result of the first in that such a contrastive analysis is particularly useful in
the classroom and so many teaching materials (predominantly textbooks) have been included in
the body of the analysis. Because 1) I myself am a teacher of Russian and the topic arose in
teaching, 2) I find the most exciting part of scholarly investigation to be its pragmatic
application, and 3) it strikes me as a highly likely that my readership will also find or have found
themselves on one side or the other of the teaching/learning of Russian, I did not shy away from
including discussions of these materials, even when they could not, strictly speaking, be seen as
scholarly analyses. In the end, I recognize the importance of contrast as central to all meaning in
human culture and so welcomed the opportunity to enrich my analysis of Russian by having at

least one point of comparison in the form of English.
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Chapter 2 - The English Gerund and Abstract Event Representation in CSE
1. Overview
1.1.  Formal Questions and Part of Speech

The verbal substantive in English is a form which is the part of the conjugation of all
verbs generated by suffixing the infinitive with -ing and is commonly referred to as the gerund.®¢
In addition to creating the gerund, however, -ing additionally generates verbal adjectives and
adverbs in English, which are commonly known collectively as the participle and further plays
an important role in expressing the progressive aspect in compound verb phrases. As depicted

below, it is only the first of these meanings/functions (i.e. that of the gerund) that is of present

relevance:
Relevance Designation Example
4 verbal noun 1 enjoy walking the dog.
X verbal adjective I purchased a new walking stick today.
X verbal adverb Walking home yesterday I saw a friend.
X progressive 1 am walking home right now.

The fact that verbal adjectives in English can very often be shown to be the same (or very
similar) to the gerund (walking stick with a verbal adjective as equivalent to a stick for walking
with a verbal noun) is a property primarily of English syntax. As such instances of -ing as

observed in walking stick function adjectivally, they will not be included in the analysis.

% Excepting several auxiliary verbs like may, might, can, should etc. which do not form gerunds. While for the
purposes of my discussion here I will not discuss alternative interpretations holding that shared forms of the verbal
adjective, adverb, and noun say something about their shared meaning, the arguments are important. After all, it
would not seem coincidental that the word good in the good of the nation, a good job, and the nonstandard, but
common ?I’'m doing good, thank you share much of the versatility of forms in -ing. However, such digressions
would take us too far afield, so that I will confine myself to acknowledging the possibility and validity of other
interpretations.
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Additionally, because this is not an investigation into form, but function, any morphophonemic
changes (and all the more so their spelling) in the stem that might occur to accommodate this
suffix are presently taken to be irrelevant.
1.2.  The English Gerund and its Meaning
In its broadest sense, the verbal substantive denotes the act of or the process of the verb
from which it has been formed.®” In his 1964 Essentials of English Grammar Otto Jespersen
describes the gerund as a

“nexus-substantive®®. . [that]...can be formed in the same way, through the addition of -
ing—from any verb (with the exception of may, shall and a few other auxiliaries of the
same type). And then it has taken over certain syntactic characteristics of the verb which
are not found in other nexus-substantives: it may therefore be termed a hybrid between
these two word-classes, and as such has become an extremely supple means of combining
and subordinating ideas®’

Jespersen’s evaluation of the form as “extremely supple” bears emphasis, as the two-word
classes the English gerund unites, verb and noun, are the two primary parts of speech from which
sentences in English (and in the majority of languages, if not all) are formed. As Matthews
(1997) states, “nouns and verbs have been seen since antiquity as two ‘principal’ parts of speech,
without which a sentence could not be complete.””® Tt should come as no surprise that the ability
to merge these two macro-elements of syntax is of (at least potential) great consequence for the

grammatical organization of any natural language.

57 While it may be argued that a similar function is fulfilled by nouns in -tion, their limited systematic productivity
(create > creation but eat > *eation) and semantic relation to the verb is less predictable than that of -ing,
sometimes generating nouns of a concrete nature (nomina acti), evidenced most simply by the presence of an
indefinite article (an election), sometimes one of abstraction, most simply evidenced by the inability to use an
indefinite article with or pluralize the form (consumption). It is this unpredictable nature that led me to not include
them in the present analysis.

58 This is the term J espersen used to refer to a noun (substantive) of predication (nexus)

69 Jespersen (1964), 320

" Matthews (1997), 248; while the parts of speech and their definitions are highly disputed (especially in regards to
universals), the present perhaps somewhat simplistic terminology is used in an attempt to see the forest for the trees
and not provide all-encompassing definitions, but rather highly functional ones, which it is thought event and
participant (whether concrete or abstract) to be.
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Huddleston (1984), in his treatment of the form, notes that this hybrid relationship of
part-verb, part-noun is not equally stable across all such verbal nouns. In some instances, the
verbal nature of the form is more or less prominent in comparison to its nominal function. The
key to distinguishing the predominance of one or the other, he claims, is in syntagmatic relations,
or how the form relates horizontally in space or sequentially in time to the other members of the
clause. Forms that take a nominal object (She likes writing letters), are modified adverbially (He
was accused of driving dangerously), are auxiliaries (She regretted having told him the truth), or
are part of the predicate complement (She disapproved of his being so extravagant) are said to
function more verbally and are therefore, in his conceptualization, not properly termed gerunds.
Those that function nominally, and truly are gerunds, are modified by articles or adjectives (He

was accused of dangerous driving), or prepositional phrases (The hunting of wild animals for

sport should be banned). In some instances, the potential for ambiguity in differentiating the two
arises due to a lack of syntagmatic counterparts. / like singing, he states, can be either, as it has
the potential to be a noun according to the criteria stated above (/ like good singing, the singing
of songs etc.) or a verb (I like singing loudly, singing songs etc.).”! Harman and House (1950) in
this regard also use syntagmatic relations, but in their absence revert to an introspective,
semantic analysis, stating that sentences like “Singing is a good developer of the lungs, are
generally regarded as mere nouns, not gerunds. Where the noun in -ing represents a general act
rather than an individual one, and particularly where it is unmodified and takes no object, it is
best not to call it a gerund.”’> While these distinctions are important, for the purpose of the

present discussion what is most important is the capacity of this form to function as a noun

"' Huddleston, 313-314
2 Harman and House, 233-234
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grammatically, regardless of whether its meaning is more verbal or more nominal. More will be
said on this below.
1.3, Functional Analysis Model and Criteria

As a basis for the analysis of the functional use of the verbal substantive in English we
will use the eight Harman and House have identified.”® The first use they describe is that of 1)
subject: His accepting too much for his services was the cause of his downfall. The second is as
2) predicate nominative: Kingsley’s favorite occupation was helping lame dogs over stiles.
Next is given that of 3) explanatory modifier: Bless me! This is pleasant, riding on a trail. The
fourth is 4) object complement: The children enjoyed feeding the bears not to be confused with
the 5) objective complement: / call that taking candy from babies. The gerund also appears as
the 6) principal term of a prepositional phrase: He makes his living by grinding scissors.
Before continuing, it bears discussing the explanatory note included by the authors regarding the
word /iving in the above sentence as well as some extrapolation to Russian.

The authors point out the importance of not confusing form and function. While /iving in
the example given does indeed end in -ing and is formed from a verb, as all gerunds in English
are, it is not a gerund, because it does not describe the process of or the act of the verb to live
from which it was derived. As is suggested, however, one may use a sort of litmus test of form to
determine function: “The test of pluralizing in many cases brings out its noun character, as in
writings and shavings, writings being the equivalent of books or manuscripts, and shavings

meaning strips of wood or metal”.”* This is the method we will use in determining whether an -

73 These examples were chosen as they provided the broadest interpretation of usage that conforms with the further
criteria cited below. Curme (1965) cites five uses, because he combines all of the objects differentiated here;
Huddleston (1984) cites nine sentences, but not all are unique and some he is reluctant to classify as gerunds, as
already discussed; Jespersen (1964) cites perhaps the most uses, but he is not careful to define them clearly.

4 Harman and House, 233
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ing be included as a gerund in the present analysis. As noted by Townsend in the introduction,
we face the same problem when confronted with a form in -ije in Russian, as there is a potential
for it to indicate the result of the action rather than the process. This point will be addressed more
thoroughly later, but it may be stated now that a similar exclusion of plural forms will be helpful.
It also should be kept in mind that Jespersen noted precisely this sixth use of object of a
preposition as being “very important” as will become particularly evident when we look more
closely at Russian.

The final two uses provided are 7) adverbial objective: The book is worth reading aloud,
and finally as a 8) compound gerund: He was congratulated on having been honored by his
neighbors and having attained his chief ambition. In addition to these eight functions, I have
provided a ninth means of abstract event expression that in English is limited to the infinitive. I
have termed this function to be that of a post-positive adnominal modifier and it will be
described in greater detail below. As Russian presents no such predictable form on which a
similar analysis could be conducted, in Chapter 4 we will conduct a comparison of the
expression of the above-described meanings in Russian, endeavoring to observe the highest
degree of grammatical integrity possible throughout. However, let us first consider the function
of the gerund further, as it is not the only means available in English of expressing the action
conveyed as a process.

2. Gerund vs. Infinitive as Direct Object/Verbal Complement

Returning to the fourth use provided above of gerund as the direct object of a transitive
verb, one might propose an even simpler example, such as [ like running. Compare this with the
sentence / like to run and, in my experience, even an insightful native speaker of English will

struggle to put their finger on what, if any, is the difference between the two. The seeming
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interchangeability with preservation of a similar message of gerund and infinitive demands
further analysis, as semantically synonymous grammatical structures are not the rule, but rather
the exception. One would therefore expect that where replacement is grammatically permitted,
some semantic difference will result. Bolinger asks just this question of “whether two things
different in form can ever be the same in meaning” in his paper “Entailment and the meaning of
structures” (1968). He concludes decisively, that “a difference in syntactic form always spells a
difference in meaning.””>

If this is not the case, and we are witness to a meaning duplicated in form, one would
then expect one form or the other to be, or be in the process of becoming, the more dominant and
the other eventually ceasing to be accepted as grammatical. Jespersen (1964) comments on this
grammatical overlap, stating that “as the spheres of utility of the infinitive and the gerund are
about the same, it is not to be wondered at that there is a good deal of overlapping,” further
noting the example of the type provided above, stating “in some constructions, in which zo has
more or less the meaning of direction towards an aim, either the infinitive or the gerund may be
used.” In other instances, the replacement of one term by the other seems to result in a slightly
different message, but Jespersen modifies the sentences he uses in comparison such that they are
not truly minimal for the gerund/infinitive comparison. He does this in providing the following
examples with parenthetical explanations:

Al. I remember seeing him (past happening).

A2. You must remember to call on him (future act).

B1. I hate lying (the vice in general).

B2. I hate to lie (myself, in this particular case).

> Bolinger, 121, 127



40

CI1. I don’t like smoking (I object to the habit; cp. with the substantive: I don’t like

tobacco-smoke).

C2. I should like to smoke now. (thus always after I should like, would you like?)’¢

D1. In his distress he tried praying, but that did not ease his mind (made an attempt with

praying).

D2. In his distress he tried to pray, but he could not concentrate on it (made an attempt at

praying).”’
Examples A and C seem to indicate that using one or the other form does yield a difference in
message. However the exact difference at the very least cannot obviously be generalized to a
single difference, as in examples A the difference, per Jespersen’s parenthetical citations, seems
to be one of tense and in examples C one of generality/particularity. In C1 Jespersen uses
paradigmatic substitution of the gerund for a concrete noun to further support his claim that the
gerund lends itself to greater abstraction or impersonalization than the noun. These observations
are complicated, however, by the fact (already stated) that the examples are not minimal, as in
both examples the second variant that uses the infinitive also includes an auxiliary verb.
However, all four of the variants can be made minimal. Let us examine whether such minimal
oppositions, once created 1) fit into the patterns of relationship already proposed (tense,
particularity/generality), 2) whether new relationships arise, or, most importantly, 3) whether or
not all of these relationships can be explained in terms of a single factor i.e. we will attempt a
feature analysis to unite these surface messages via an invariant underlying meaning-bearing

feature. As Jespersen is pre-structuralist in its historical movement sense, it is unclear whether or

® While he oddly provides no parenthetical explanation for examples C here, in the fourth of his eight volume 4
Modern English Grammar (Copenhagen, 1940, p.193) he provides the exact same examples, but with explanations.
I have included them here.

7 Jespersen (1964), 346-7
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not he was unconcerned with providing a more comprehensive explanation for the differences in
meaning yielded by these substitutions, or if he simply determined the matter to be primarily one
of selectional properties (some verbs allow a nominal and/or verbal complement, some do not)
and only secondarily dependent on the part of speech of the complement. He does, however, in
another work, Growth and Structure of the English Language (1905), come close to such a
feature (the term being anachronistic in its application here) analysis in stating that

a noun does not admit of any indication of tzime...similarly the ing had originally,
and to a great extent still has, no reference to time: ‘on account of his coming’
may be equal to ‘because he comes’ or ‘because he came’ or ‘because he will
come’ according to the connexion in which it occurs. ‘I intend seeing the king’
refers to the future, ‘I remember seeing the king’ to the past, or rather the ing as
such implies neither of these tenses.”

It seems a fair interpretation of the above that Jespersen holds the gerund to be devoid of
the category of tense i.e. it has no tense marker. It may appear that this is solely due to the
isolated, fragmentary, and decontextualized nature of the statement. However, were we to place
the prepositional phrase into a tense-marked finite clause, the ambiguity as to its tense remains:
we are all upset on account of his coming could mean that said individual has already arrived
(past), is entering now (present) or will arrive tomorrow (future), all despite the clearly present
tense marked finite verb phrase are upset. I have not been able to recreate a similarly tense-
ambiguous statement with the infinitive. Utterances such as we are upset to go are distinctly non-
past. While it would be difficult to state that the infinitive expresses tense, because it has no
tense-marked morphology, there does seem to be either a tense dependency or relative tense
marker inherent in the infinitive or some other factor affecting tense secondarily. Bolinger (1968)

comes to different, but seemingly compatible conclusions, in noting the potential quality of the

78 Jespersen (1924), 199
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infinitive, while the gerund presents a reified i.e. more concrete, instantiated version of the
action.

While Jespersen’s observation about tense is doubtlessly true, it is incapable of
explaining the difference in meaning between examples B1 and B2 see above. It would appear
that Bollinger’s explanation is more insightful. However, it should be kept in mind that his
primary task in that article was to contest the early generative notion that so-called surface forms
were of less consequence than their underlying deep structure. Bollinger contended that surface
forms are in no way accidental and are always indicative of a message distinction. In doing so,
he chose English complement structure as a means of exemplifying his point and posited
distinctive meanings for the infinitive and the gerund as verbal complements. Wierzbicka (1988)
notes his contribution, but, I think, points to an apt limitation in his criteria. She states that “in
every concrete case he considers, he is able to come up with a suggestive and illuminating
explanation for the contrast [in message]. It must be said, however, that his explanations are
offered on a somewhat ad hoc basis.””® She continues to state that she finds the explanation to be
“not rigorous enough to be fully verifiable”. I am not sure what exactly is meant by “not rigorous
enough”, but I agree that there is a somewhat ad hoc nature to the argument, as how does this
explanation fit into the larger verbal and/or linguistic system of English? Where else are
reification and potentiality relevant in the system, or is this an isolated incidence? If there is a
systematic explanation, it was not stated. If the latter, then it would seem that a more
systematically relevant explanation be sought. I have attempted such an explanation below.

If we truly wish to understand the difference in the two forms, we must minimize the

variables being examined. Such minimal sentences include:

7 Wierzbicka (1988), 25
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A2a. You must remember to call on him.

A2b. You must remember calling on him.

Cla. I don’t like smoking.

C1b. I don’t like to smoke.

C2a. I should like to smoke.

C2b. I should like smoking.
The examples in A2 are once again noteworthy for the apparent tense distinction (A2a. —
future/non-past, A2b. — past), despite the fact that the only overt indicator of tense, the verb
phrase must remember is identically conjugated for the non-past in both examples. However,
while the sentences are morphologically minimal, there are two potentially complicating and/or
interfering factors that should be considered: the modal must, which we will return to shortly,
and the semantics of the verb remember, while A2b (where a nominal complement is present)
inherently involves recovering past information that is in the past relative to the point of
orientation of the speaker, while, in A2a (where an infinitival complement is present) involves
recovering past information that is in the past relative to a time point in the future. Therefore it is
likely a combination of the inherent semantics resulting from the verb and type of complement in
combination with the inherent feature of the verbal noun or infinitive that account for the varying
messages resultant here. Thus these examples seem not to be truly minimal.

Examples C2a and C2b provide a similar problem as the primary verb in both examples
is a modal. Because, as Huddleston (1984) states, “the semantics of the modal auxiliaries is a
highly complex matter,” and this is not a discussion of modality, we will not consider such

examples that rely entirely on modals any further at present.®® Examples Cla and C1b provide

80 Huddleston, 165
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what is as close to a both grammatically and semantically minimal pair as I have been able to
construct with the critical concomitant distinction that the messages between the two do differ.
We will now examine this pair, positing a set of features that distinguish the two terms we are
analyzing (the verbal noun and the infinitive), and then testing the legitimacy of these features on
further such examples.

The explanations provided by Jespersen for the difference in meaning between B1 ({ hate
lying) and B2 (1 hate to lie), in my opinion, can just as well be applied to the differences between
Cla (I don'’t like smoking) and C1b (I don'’t like to smoke). This difference might be defined for
the moment as particularity: the infinitive can express an individual, particular character of the
action that the gerund cannot. In terms of a structural feature analysis, however, such
explanations are devoid of system. Where does particularity fit into the larger scheme of
English? The same problem was pointed out above concerning Bollinger’s terms of potentiality
and reification. In order to provide the distinctive feature that is relevant here, several
grammatical categories will be used, some of them perhaps newly devised for the present
analysis.

The first category proposed is that of finitude.®' We will understand it in the present
analysis to mean the capacity for the form to express at least gender, number and tense. Marked
forms in this category possess the feature [+ finite], while unmarked forms do not; that is, while
usually meaning nonfinite, in fact they possess no marking and are contextually free to appear in
both nonfinite and finite situations. Here the infinitive and the three verbal forms
(morphologically all in -ing) — the verbal noun, adjective, and adverb — are united in not

possessing a marking, while all other inflected forms of the verb possess the feature [+ finite].

81 The proposal for using such a category was suggested by my advisor, Mark Elson.
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Within the former group not possessing this feature, we will further posit the relevance of the
category of taxis. As defined by Jakobson (1984), “TAXIS characterizes the narrated event in
relation to another narrated event and without reference to the speech event.”®? As the verbal
adjective and adverb are inherently subordinate in creating adjectival and adverbial clauses
respectively, they possess the feature [+ dependent], while the verbal noun and infinitive do not
inherently subordinate and so exhibit its absence. These dependent terms will now be divided in
terms of the category of aspect. Forsyth (1970) paraphrases Vinogradov in stating that a
“perfective verb expresses an internal limit set to the action—it may be the point of completion or
of beginning, or may refer to performance within a given time [emphasis added].”®* The
distinction posited, thus, is that the infinitive possesses the feature [+ perfective] in its reference
to a point in time at which the named action takes place, while the verbal noun makes no such
inherent reference. The word inherent here is emphasized, as the gerund may make reference to a
point when context demands it, so that if we return once more to A2a (You must remember to
call on him) and A2b (You must remember calling on him), where the gerund in the latter does
seem to refer to a specific point in the past, this is a result of the semantic context provided by
the verb as discussed above. The context may even be made more explicit, so that the sentence
reads You must remember calling on him yesterday at five in the afternoon. If we recall that a
markedness relationship in Jakobsonian terms states that the marked member possessing the
feature (here the infinitive) possesses the so-called Hauptbedeutung (or primary meaning), the

unmarked member (here the verbal noun) says nothing about it.3* In other words, context

82 Jakobson (1984), 46
8 Forsyth, 2-3
8 Jakobson (1984), 1



provided, the gerund may reference a point, but the infinitive must always reference a point. A

visualization of the posited category/feature hierarchy is provided below:

Finitude

0 [+ finite]

infinitive all inflected
verbal noun verb forms

verbal adjective
verbal adverb

Taxis
(0] [+ dependent]
infinitive verbal adjective
verbal noun verbal adverb
S ect
[+ perfective]
Verbal noun infinitive

In Palmer’s 4 Linguistic Study of the English Verb we find further confirmation of the

above analysis, only presented once again in non-systematic terms similar to those seen in
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Jespersen and Bollinger. The author comments on the sentence [ hate doing this by stating that it

“would normally be used not to refer to a specific action but to suggest that I often do it.
There is, however, no complete clear-cut contrast here; both structures may be used for
either purpose. We may note for instance:

1 hate telling you this but ...
and 1 hate to swim in the sea.
But there is a greater likelihood of structure 2 where there is a reference to a specific
action in the future [emphasis added].®

85 Palmer, 165
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While Palmer hesitates to make any definitive statements, preferring to state the difference in
terms of likelihood, these likelihoods align exactly with the features proposed above, as the
gerund is “normally used not to refer to a specific action” i.e. names the action in general,
abstractly, the infinitive is more common “where there is a reference to a specific action.” We
also see here a similar reference to a time element as suggested in Jespersen, but this is again
likely a result of the context and the non-past form of the primary verb; that is, because the
infinitive refers to a specific action and the verb (hate in the example provided by Palmer) is in
the non-past tense, the action referred to (here swim) can not be happening at the present time
and must, therefore, occur in the future. Curme (1965) too provides a very similar interpretation,
noting that the gerund has “descriptive force, representing the resultant activity as proceeding
steadily. When it is desired to state a bare result, the infinitive is used.”®® This “bare result”
correlates well with the above “point” of focus resultant from the feature [+ perfective]. Let us
now further test this explanation in a context where just such a dilemma is commonly discussed.
In TESL circles, verbs such as the one used in Cla and C1b, like, are often referred to as
expressive verbs, and include such additional verbs as hate, love, prefer etc. They are singled out
by English instructors for their selectional properties, as they all permit both a verbal noun and
an infinitive as their complement. As they are both grammatical, this creates an obvious problem
for learners of English as a second language. Various internet resources will cite the
predominance of using one or the other complement in American vs. British English while
simultaneously providing semantic explanations. See the following chart from Cambridge

Dictionary’s website:

8 Curme, 278
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I like making jam. emphasis on the
He likes telling jokes. experience/action
They don’t like sitting for too long.

We have a lot of fruit in the garden. I like to make  a habit or preference
jam every year.

I prefer to sort out a problem as soon as I can.

If you prefer not to go camping there are youth

hostels nearby.

The -ing form is more common than the to-infinitive form after hate and love:
I hate decorating. I’d rather pay a professional to do it.%’

It should first be noted that the explanations of meaning provided in the right hand column could
be replaced by the aspectual-point terms proposed above, so that the first row would feature the
definition need not make reference to a specific point, which allows for emphasizing the action
in general, while the second row would be defined as inherently refers to a point, or, series of
points i.e. habituality. The footnote might also be explained in these terms, as stronger emotions
such as hate and love are emotionally marked in relation to (do not/dis-) like and are, therefore,
perhaps less likely to be used together with the marked term of the gerund/infinitive opposition
and produce an overly marked construction. However, the sentence I would hate to be him right
now is standard and in agreement with the features provided, whereas  would hate being him
right now is significantly less likely, in my own estimation, due to the overt reference to point.
We might also reconsider the example provided by Palmer of I hate to swim in the sea. It would

seem to me that / hate swimming in the sea is a much more likely construction, while, if one

87h‘[tps:// dictionary.cambridge.org/ru/rpammaruka/british-grammar/hate-like-love-and-prefer
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wanted to express reference to a future action, as Palmer purports / hate to swim in the sea does,
one would be much more likely to include an auxiliary and periphrastically reference the future
as done above: I would hate to swim in the sea tomorrow with all those storms rolling in.

While these are complicated issues that, among other things, often rely on the intuition
and introspection of a native speaker, it can now be seen that the original problem of the meaning
associated with the paradigmatic relationship of running and to run as the complement of the
verb phrase / like can be neatly described by affirming that there is indeed a difference in
message, and that this difference can be explicated by feature theory, and in this case, ultimately,
by the category of aspect and the feature [+ perfective]. Moreover, this seems to me to be a more
systematically viable explanation than Jespersen’s or Bollinger’s, as verbal aspect is a widely
recognized category overtly expressed in several verbs.®® Furthermore, there are productive
constructions of the type have/take/give a + infinitive that are distinctly perfective.?” There is,
therefore, good reason to believe that aspect may be playing a decisive role here as well.

While it is true that the infinitive, in its capacity to represent the action abstractly, is not
limited to the position of the direct object or verbal complement and can also be the subject of
the sentence, such constructions can hardly be said to constitute a significant position in the
language, as they often have the air of an archaic aphorism: to learn is to live. As I consider them
to be marginal if not impossible in neutral CSE, I will not consider their significance here.
However, the infinitive can occur in such constructions as his intention to go and its bare form in
I watched him play the violin. The first example, which will be discussed further in Chapter 4,

where I refer to this usage of the infinitive as a post-posed adnominal modifier, can be

88 Wierzbicka (1988), p.77-97 includes a detailed discussion of the relationship between aspectual verbs like stop,
cease, begin, start etc. and their complements.
%9 We will return to a discussion of these in Chapter 4.
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juxtaposed (though not minimally) with a gerund in his intention of going. The second example
in which a bare infinitive can be used as the complement of a verb of perception can be
minimally juxtaposed to the same construction with a gerund: I watched him playing the violin.
In both comparisons it seems to me that the infinitives, whether bare or otherwise, necessarily
conceptualize the activity as a complete whole ([ + perfective]), and while the gerund can
contextually do the same, it generally focuses on the action itself, its internal unfolding. While
this explanation in terms of the feature [+ perfective] needs further analysis to determine the
extent of its explanatory capacity, I think it representative of a more systematic approach to the
problem.
3. Summary

As it stands, Contemporary Standard English possesses in the gerund a comprehensive
form for expressing the idea of action as name, process, or state. The limits on its formation only
affect the modal verbs and its competition with other forms is only relevant when functioning as
the direct object or verbal complement. However, even here, where both the infinitive and
gerund are often possible, it is the gerund that is less restricted by selectional restrictions and is
the unmarked member of the relationship. If we are then to see the diachrony in the present
synchrony, one would presume that in the future the gerund will expand its occurrence in this
position at the cost of the infinitive (as appears to have happened in the position of subject),
should the significance of the perfective aspect here not be strengthened, or the infinitive acquire
a new, more significant feature. We will now move on to our examination of the situation in

CSR.
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Chapter 3 - The Russian Deverbal Substantive in -ije
1. Overview

Before proceeding to discuss the rendering of the provided examples from the previous
chapter from English into Russian, we must make some further remarks about some of the
peculiarities of the situation in Russian. As we mentioned previously, particularly in regard to
English, the verbal substantive presents a hybrid form of nominal and verbal features. It is
particularly the latter component that may give pause when dealing with Russian, as the
fundamental category of aspect that is present in nearly every verb is one that is generally
reflected morphologically. If we are to entertain the notion that the Russian deverbal substantive
is consistently formed, or at least hypothetically can be formed from some verbs, then
determining the degree to which the aspectual division formally obtains here is essential. I will
take the position that, unlike the English gerund, the Russian deverbal noun has far fewer verbal
characteristics and is best understood as an unsystematically derived form and not a part of verb
conjugation.

2. Meaning and Nouns in -ije

The general inability of the perfective aspect in Russian to be used to describe an action
in progress would seem sufficient reason to conclude that the deverbal substantive of the type
with which we are concerned here, that which denotes the action as name, process or state,
would be formed exclusively from imperfective verbs.”® Similarly, it would seem reasonable to
suggest that the capacity of the perfective aspect to indicate the result of the action would appear
to lend itself more readily to the expression of deverbal nouns of a concrete nature. Recall the

division made here in English by way of the pluralization test: pluralized buildings is a concrete

% Borras and Christian, 117
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result of the action fo build, while the singular-only (singularia tantum) building at least has the
potential to indicate the process of the verb. This difference might be assumed to be indicated by
the aspectually inflected structure of the verb. As Khokhlacheva (1969) expresses it, “cunrtaercs,
4T0 00pa30BaHHBIC OT OCHOB COB. BHJIA CYIIECTBUTEIbHBIC BBIPAXKAIOT 3aKOHYCHHOE JICHCTBHE,
00pa3oBaHHBIC OT OCHOB HECOB. BUJIa — HE3aKOHYCHHOE, JUTUTEIILHOE, KPATKOE T. €. 4TO B
MMEHAX HaXOIAT OTpaKeHHE NepPEKTUBHBIC H UMITEP()EKTUBHBIC 3HAYCHHS IPOU3BOASIINX
riaronoB.”! The question we, therefore, seek to answer is whether the noun pairs of the type
cmpoenue and nocmpoenue from the aspectual pair cmpoums/nocmpoums mirror this division
and, if so, how consistently such a division holds throughout the language. Khokhlacheva
expresses the commonly held notion that imperfective stems are more conducive to the sort of
abstract noun with which we are dealing here, but asks the question whether such verbal
categories are important (or even supportable (npuemnemo)) in such nominal forms. Before
attempting to answer this question, however, it should be noted that the occurrence of a form in -
ije is not enough for it to be classified as a deverbal noun of the type we are interested in. Just as
a rather simple pluralizing test was used with -ing forms in English, we will use a similar test
here. As in English, the noun must occur in the singular only, but the added criteria of a
dictionary citation reading deiicmsue no 2nae. (action according to the verb...) must be met for a

form to be relevant. Sometimes a single word may possess both potentialities:

Relevance Designation Example
4 deverbal noun (abstract) | Pewenue s3moeo sonpoca 3aHs10 MHO20 8peMEHU.
X deverbal noun (concrete) | Ou nocmosnHo npunumaem maxue Heg38euleHHblE
peuleHus.

! “It is considered that nouns formed from perfective stems express a finished action, those formed from
imperfective stems — an unfinished, enduring, short [action] that is, that in the nouns perfective and imperfective
meanings of the deriving verbs find reflection” (Xoxmauesa, 50).
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3.  Background

Pchelintseva has dealt rather extensively with this question of the “rubpuanas narypa” of
the deverbal substantive in CSR. She is a native speaker of Russian working in Ukraine, who
confirms what we have already stated, that “ata KkaTeropus cJoB B pyCCKOM SI3bIKE HE SIBIISETCS
perysipHoit popMoii 1 o CpaBHEHHIO ¢ IPOU3BOISAIINMU TIIarojaMu CEMaHTUYECKH U
¢ynkumonansHo orpannyena.”? However, this is not the point that seems to concern the bulk of
her work, so much as the question of how the remaining operative forms function in the
language. It, therefore, bears repeating that what we observe today is not a clearly regulated
system with a predictable paradigm, but only perhaps remnants of such a system, so-called
linguistic junk that is in the process of being repurposed, even if in a very similar way to its
original function.

Pchelintseva’s most relevant claim for the present discussion is that the Russian deverbal
substantive loses almost all of its verbal material in derivation: “npu TpaHCIIO3UIIUH PYCCKOTO
IJ1arosia B MMsl YTPAuMBAKOTCSA [JIarojibHbIe KATErOPUK BPEMEHH, BUIA, 3a10ra u T. 1.”°° Comrie
(1980) provides a similar affirmation, stating that “many typically verbal categories — aspect,
tense, voice, negation — have no systematic expression in the verbal noun.””* Furthermore,
transitive verbs lose their transitivity, i.e. now take an object in the genitive (GEN), not the
accusative (ACC): zasoesams kyook (ACC) — 3agoesanue kyoka (GEN). Launer (1974) makes

the same observation, noting further that if the verb takes both direct and indirect objects, the

92 This category of words in the Russian language is not a regular form and in comparison with their deriving verbs
is semantically and formally restricted. (Acnexmyansuvie npusnaxu (2016), 109)

%3 Upon the transposing of the Russian verb into a noun the verbal categories of tense, aspect, voice etc. are lost
(Ibid)

%4 Comrie (1980), 213
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deverbal substantive does retain the latter: npenoodasams szvix unocmpanyam (ACC, DAT) —
npenooasanue sazvika unocmpanyam (GEN, DAT).”> While he makes no further comment, we
might propose here that the ACC is not permitted in Russian, because the deverbal form is not
felt to be sufficiently verbal. As Jakobson (1984) states, “the accusative always indicates that
some action to some extent affects, is directed at, or is manifested on, the stated entity.”*® So
while the accusative direct object implies action, the same cannot be said of the dative, as one
need look no further than such uses as mue xonoomno (to me it is cold) to see that the dative need
not imply action.

The English here differs in its retention of transitivity (winning the championship), the
use of a so-called genitive object®’ being possible, but generally additionally requires a definite
article or possessive adjective (the winning of the championship). As Jespersen (1964) pointed
out long ago, “the most usual construction, however, is for the gerund to take an object without
of°% Curme (1965) emphasizes the “strong passive force” of the gerund with a genitive object,”
while Huddleston (1984), not treating all gerunds equally, as previously discussed, classifies the
forms with an object and no preposition as being more verbal gerunds, those with a complement
in the form of a prepositional phrase as more nominal.!°® What need be noted here is the
potential for an accusative object in English, a potential the Russian form lacks. The retention of
this verbal quality of transitivity is supported by the gerund’s presence in the paradigm of

English verb conjugation. The lack of this verbal category in the Russian equivalent is similarly

95 Launer, 70

% Jakobson (General Meanings), 66

7 English no longer has overt nominal case inflection; it is tradition, however, in many of these grammars to refer to
post-posed prepositional of and apostrophe s complements as genitives and prepositionless post-posed nominal
complements as accusative objects, despite the clear anachronistic nature of the terms in CSE.

%8 Jespersen (1964), 323

9 Curme, 123

100 Huddleston, 313
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supported by its absence in Russian conjugation. Though by no means proof of the absence of a
true deverbal substantive in Russian, Jakobson’s latent non-recognition of the category in
Shifters does provide yet further support for this notion.!°! As already stated, however, the most
significant category that dominates the Russian verbal system is aspect, and so there is perhaps
no better place to look in order to answer the question of whether these forms in -ije are still
verbal in nature, or whether they have become semantically detached from the verbal system
entirely and have taken up a more idiosyncratic role in the language.
4.  Aspectual Pairs and Nouns in -ije

The first thing that becomes apparent when analyzing the deverbal substantives of
aspectual pairs in CSR is that they cannot be everywhere consistently formed. Leaving their
meanings aside, we do find aspectual pairs the likes of nonumamo/nonsme'*? represented in the
forms nonumanue/nonamue. However, as Pchelintseva observes, “yTpadensl perynspHble
«BUOBBIC» TAPhI (Pa3yKpalIuBaTh — pa3yKpamruBaHUe, HO pa3yKpacuTh — ?, 3aBOEBaTh —

»103 Here it can be seen that these forms cannot be

3aBO€BaHUE, HO 3aBOCBLIBATH — 7).
consistently made in order to reflect the category of aspect. What then do such pairs of the
nonumanue/nonamue type tell us? Pchelintseva’s findings here are particularly informative in
this regard.

Comparing the use of 250 pairs of deverbal substantives formed from verbal aspectual

pairs using the National Corpus of the Russian Language (HayuonanvHuiii kopnyc pycckozo

azvika (HKP)), a large online database of Russian usage in Modern Russian (early XIX century

101 <A1 verbal categories are dealt with except participles, a hybrid class which grammatically pertains both to the
verb and to the adjective” (Jakobson (1984), 48). No mention is made of a deverbal substantive as a hybrid of verb
and noun.

102 Aspectual pairs will consistently be presented in the order of impf./pf.

103 «Such regular aspectual pairs as...are lost” (Poabs umnepgexmuenvix (2015), 15); Yrakos (1974) does not even
list pazyxkpawusanue, while Bukucnosaps lists both it and even 3aBoéBbiBanue
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— present), she discovered that, while there was a tendency for imperfective deverbal
substantives to be used in contexts that emphasize the process of the action and for perfective
deverbal substantives to be used where the emphasis is on the outcome of the action, two
additional important observations are relevant: 1) these are tendencies not presenting an
overwhelmingly clear division 2) one form of the pair was consistently more variable in its usage
than the other.!%* It is clear then that aspect in these forms has been significantly weakened (if
present at all) relative to its prominence in the verbal system. However, as some difference in the
usage can be seen in these tendencies, one might expect that as it is the imperfective which is the
unmarked member of the opposition, it would be the form that shows the greater semantic range,
being able to encompass both process as well as result meanings. However, Pchelintseva’s
findings indicate the opposite:

COXpaHEHHE IIaroJIbHOr0 HMIEP(HEKTUBHOTO cyPduKca B OTTIIArONbHBIX IMEHAX
JEWCTBUSI B COYETAaHUH CO 3HAUCHUEM CaMOro Tiaroja 0e3yCclIOBHO CIIOCOOCTBYET
YCHJICHUIO acleKTyaJIbHOM CEMaHTHKH JUIUTEIHHOCTH U CHI)KAET BEPOSITHOCTD UX
yHOTpeOIeHUsI B KOHTEKCTaX C BBIPAKEHHOH MepPEeKTUBHON CEMaHTHUKOM
3aBEPIIEHHOCTH, pPe3yIbTaTUBHOCTHU AECUCTBUSA. B TO ke BpeMst OTCyTCTBHE
umneppeKTUBHOro cy(dukca B UMEHAX JEHCTBU, 00pa30BaHHBIX OT MAPHBIX [JIAr0JIOB
CB, B OONBIIMHCTBE CIy4aeB HE MPEIMATCTBYET UX YIOTPEOJICHUIO B UMIIEPPEKTUBHBIX
KOHTEKCTaX — TaKHe OTTJIArOJIbHBIE CYIECTBUTENLHBIC IEMOHCTPUPYIOT OOJBIIYIO
aCTeKTyaIbHyI0 YHUBEPCATLHOCTD B peun. '

An example of this is usyuenue «— uzyyums, which corresponds both to a study (uzyuenue smoeo

gonpoca nokazano, umo.../a study of this question showed that...) and studying (uzyuenue

tisa commonly, though not universally accepted notion that aspect in Russian is a +/¢ markedness relationship
(Forsyth 1970 p.6) and the positively termed definitions provided for each member of the opposition here are used
simply for convenience. More discussion of this is available above in section 2.2.

195 The conservation of the deverbal imperfective suffix in deverbal nouns of action in combination with the
meaning of the verb itself unconditionally facilitates the strengthening of the aspectual meaning of duration and
reduces the likelihood of their use in contexts with an expressed perfective meaning of completion, result of the
action. At the same time the absence of the imperfective suffix in nouns of action formed from perfective pair in the
majority of cases does not hinder their use in imperfective contexts — such deverbal substantives demonstrate a
greater aspectual universality in speech (Pors umnepgexmusnoix (2015), 18)
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UHOCMPAHHO20 A3bIKA 3AHUMAem MHO20 epemeHu/studying a foreign language takes a lot of
time).'° What might at first appear to be an instance of markedness reversal likely will find its
answer elsewhere, as we have stated above that the Russian noun expresses a weakened (if not
absent) reflection of the category of aspect. One possible explanation for this broader semantic
field of the deverbal substantive of the perfective verb may lie in the fact that presently, the
highly productive secondary imperfective suffix in -iva is also anomalous in its high
compatibility with the suffix -ije.!?” This is significant because -iva is the only verbal suffix
marked for aspect (here, imperfective). If this marker is to some degree retained after derivation,
it would make the partner of the aspectual pair (i.e. the noun formed from the perfective verb)
the unmarked member. However, it is likely that historical developments have also played a role
in yielding the present state of things.

To summarize the conclusions drawn thus far, one matter is that it can be stated that the
deverbal substantive cannot be consistently formed from both verbs of an aspectual pair.
Pchelintseva has found that only 15% of verbs can make deverbal substantives from both verbs
of the aspectual pair, but even then their aspectual status is unclear, with only 8% displaying an
observable aspectual difference. By observable aspectual difference is meant that both derived
forms continue to refer to the name of the action, but one retains imperfective characteristics in
focusing on the internal space of the action, while the other focuses on a specific point of the
action: its initiation, completion, result etc. An example that seems to retain these aspectual
differences is cpasnusanue/cpasnenue (from the verb cpasnums — compare). A second is that in

those instances in which both forms are found, the noun formed from the perfective verb is more

106 Example taken from Dickey (237) citing Dulewiczowa
107 Schupbach, 46
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universal in usage.'®® Beyond formal-aspectual considerations, however, in her paper
“AcrekTyaibHasi XapaKTEPUCTHKA OTIIIAr0JbHBIX UMCH JICHCTBHUS B PyCCKOM, YKPAUHCKOM U
MOJIbCKOM si3bIKax’’ (Aspectual Characteristics of deverbal nouns of action in the Russian,
Ukrainian and Polish Languages) Pchelintseva has further analyzed the formation and use of
such deverbal substantives in terms of the aspectual categories of iteration (kpamrocmy),
duration (drumenvrnocmy), intensivity (unmerncusnocms), phasality (¢pazosocmy) i.e. denoting
the beginning, middle, or end of an event, attenuation (zumumamuenocmo), perfectivity
(neppexmusnocmy) as well distinctions between action (deticmsue/akyuonanpbHocms), state
(cocmosnue/cmamansnocmy) and relativity (omuowenue/penayuonnocmy).'*® Her findings
indicate that such aspectual categories are relevant in a Russian speaker’s ability and/or
likelihood to form deverbal substantives. We will not look in great detail at the results of her
analysis, pointing out primarily those semantic categories that restrict nominalization, as such
instances again confirm the tenuous status of the deverbal substantive. Those interested in a more
detailed semantic description of such constructions should consult the paper directly.!!°

5. Aspectual Categories in Nouns in -ije

The first category Pchelintseva examines is intensivity, defined as a quantitative marker

on a scale of attenuation at the low end (nooxpawusams - nooxpawusanue) and

strengthened/intense actions at the high end (racor00ameca — @ [form absent]). Both examples

1% 4cnexmyanvuasn xapaxmepucmuxa (2015), 390; in fact, in the example just provided: cpasnenue from perfective
cpasnumy is defined as being the action according to both perfective cpaguums and imperfective cpagrusams,
whereas many dictionaries do not even list cpasuusanue, as it must be inferred from the verb. Those that do,
however, cite the meaning as the action according to only imperfective cpasuusams. Presumably the aspectually
marked suffix -iva- is responsible for its more restricted meaning.

109 Here, it is important to note, she is examining all deverbal nouns, not just those in -ije, nevertheless, it is assumed
that as the particular type of deverbal substantive we are dealing with here is a subclass of the broader category of
deverbal nouns in general, the findings presented in the paper will prove relevant to our discussion as well.

10 Such analyses of aspectual categories in Russian scholarship constitute a significant number. An overview of all
the various analyses conducted is present in Pchelintseva’s 2016 book cited in the bibliography.
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feature characteristically representative affixes, with pod- commonly attenuating and na--sja
indicating the fullness, or excessive extent of the action. Her findings are such that the greater the
intensive nature of the action, the less likely the formation of a deverbal noun. Nominalization, in
other words, is incompatible with high intensity events. The second category of iteration is also
quantitative, opposing single actions (oonoxpamnocms) with repeated actions
(mHo20Kpamnocmy). The former are not discussed, while the latter are further subdivided into
different groups. Pchelintseva finds that, while the majority of these categories do permit
deverbal substantives, such subtypes, those of the distributional-summary category
(oucmpubymusHno-cymmapuuie enaeonst) with the prefixes nepe- and no- yielding meanings of
totality of the coverage of the action (nepenpobosams ece rexapcmea — to try all the medicines,
noHajdcumams Ha ece KnHonku — to press all the buttons etc.) do not permit deverbal substantives
of the type we are interested in here, nor do those prefixed with na- indicating a large yield
(Haxocums mpaswvl — to cut/harvest a good amount of grass, Haderamsv Kyuy ouudoK — to make a
lot of mistakes), what Pchelintseva calls cumulative verbs (kymynamusnuie enazonwt). The third
category examined is that of duration and, as above, some subclasses do permit nominalization,
however many do not. Among those that do not are verbs which delimit the temporal range of
the verb via the prefixes no-, npu-, npo-, 63-, and nepe- (nocuoemsw — to sit for some amount of
time, nepexycums — to have a nibble of, a small snack etc.) and those that express stative, finish-
oriented or extraordinarily long actions (cmamuensie, gpunanvro-ompuyamenvhvie u
CBEPXHOPMAMUBHO-OIUmMeNbHble deticmeus): donaakamuvcs (to bring oneself to a certain state by
crying) — @, doneaxcamucs (to bring oneself to a certain state by crying) — @, npoeonums (to
howl out for some duraction) — @, npossenems (to resound/ring out for some duration)— Q.

Fourth is the category of phasality within which she first examines inchoatives (nayunamenvroe
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snauenue), which she further subdivides into those that indicate a period of initiation
(260momusnwiil) and those with a point of initiation (nessorromuensiii). The former permit
nominalization (3asxcueams (to light on fire) — 3aoicucanue), the latter largely do not
(sanpvieams (to begin to jump)— @). Those that indicate the initiation of the action via the prefix
no-, as is particularly relevant for the so-called verbs of motion, admit no nominalization
(nobeacams (to being to run) — @, nockaxkams (to begin to gallop/hop) — ©@). A similar division
is seen in finite verbs (gpurummsie enazonwi) i.e. those which indicate the conclusion of an action,
as they too can be subdivided into those expressing the process of ending and permitting
nominalization (omyeemams (to finish blooming) — omysemanue; doneeams (to finish singing)
— oonesanue) and those expressing the end of the action as a point incapable of subdivision,
which do not permit nominalization (om3gyuamo (to finish resounding, fall silent) — @). The
fifth and final category of attenuation is subdivided into the categories of resultative limit
(pe3yromamusensiii npeden), quantitative-temporal limit (koruuvecmeenno-epemennoii npeden)
and semulfactives (oonoaxmusiii npeden). The first type freely forms deverbal substantives, the
second type does not, at least not of the type we are concerned with here, while the third category
is that accredited to M. A. Shelyakin and is said to comprise those groups that we have seen to
not readily permit nominalization. In other words, the paper sums up prior approaches to the
problem of how aspect models can account for the reality of derivational processes and proposes
the presence of a single semantic category as being a fundamental determiner of the possibility
of nominalization — or, in this instance, of its impossibility. She finds further support for such a
conclusion in Stephen Dickey’s work on comparative Slavic aspect, which also deserves
discussion. Let us turn now to Dickey’s analysis and the proposed single underlying factor that

unites the above limiting factors.
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6. Aspect in East and West Slavic

In Parameters of Slavic Aspect Stephen Dickey takes a comparative look at the formation
of deverbal substantives of the type with which we are here concerned — those describing the
action or the process of the verb in -ije — a topic we will return to in Chapter 7.''! However, what
presently concerns us is the explanation he offers for the clearly differing tendencies for verbs in
East Slavic languages to form these verbal substantives as opposed to the Western group. His
explanation lies in the supposedly inherently differing nature of the category of aspect as it
operates in the East Slavic group as opposed to the West. Providing an explanation for this
observation is clearly important, but it does not directly affect the outcome of the current
investigation, which is primarily concerned with how events are expressed as a process, action,
state etc. Dickey’s analysis is concerned with why verbal substantives of the -ije type differ in
their productivity amongst Slavic languages.

Dickey describes his approach and primary hypothesis in stating:

Utilizing principles of Cognitive Grammar, a theory of aspect is constructed which can
account for these differences [in aspectual use amongst the various Slavic languages]. It
is argued that there is a subtle yet crucial difference between the semantics of aspect in
the two groups. In particular, the meaning of the western pv aspect is totality, the
meaning commonly ascribed to the pv in all of Slavic. On the other hand, aspect in the
east is in fact a verbal definiteness category, and the meaning of the eastern pv aspect is
temporal definiteness.''?

In other words, he is positing that the dominating feature of the perfective aspect in East Slavic
is that of temporal definiteness and it is this trait that inhibits the verbal aspectual pair being
consistently converted into a nominal pairing. He proceeds to claim that the imperfective verbs

of all Slavic languages are dominated by the feature of temporal indefiniteness, which is largely

" Dickey, 236
12 Dickey, 5
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compatible with nominalization (hence the already discussed high productivity of such
formations from verbs in -iva).

Temporal definiteness, he argues, is incompatible with nominalization, while temporal
indefiniteness is not. The reason provided for this difference we find in Chapter 8 of his book,
which focuses on the verbal noun. In Dickey’s work, nouns in general are defined as being time
stable or temporally indefinite, whereas verbs are inherently defined in time, are dependent on it,
and, therefore, are time unstable. He exemplifies this by considering the verb explode, which
“designates a process in time” and the noun explosion, which “construes the phases of the
process designated by the verb atemporally...Thus a verbal noun construes a process as an
entity.”!!® East Slavic aspect, he continues, is defined by its temporal definiteness, which would
make it (in the terminology of the author) time unstable or temporally definite. Thus the inability
of the perfective aspect, the marked member of the opposition, to be reflected in nominalization
(even when morphologically represented) due to this semantic incompatibility has caused the
breakdown in the system, removed these nouns from the conjugation paradigm and left the
remaining forms in -jje in a complicated state with many idiosyncrasies.!!'* This is a compelling
argument that has been described here in only the broadest and briefest of terms.

As with all matters of meaning (for we are here dealing with the meaning of aspect),
proving the veracity of one hypothesis or another is not an easy task. However, should this
explanation prove operable, one must ask, how, if at all, it explicates Pchelintseva’s findings

about the broader semantic coverage of the deverbal substantive from the perfective verb when

'3 Dickey, 235
4 West Slavic perfective aspect is not defined by a temporal semantic feature, but rather a spatial one, totality,
which in no way conflicts with the time stability feature of nouns.
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such forms are made from both verbs of the aspectual pair.!'> This would only seem to further
confirm the possibility of the explanation provided above for the markedness of -iva: because
deverbal nouns in -ije, according to Dickey, cannot express the verb’s semantic marker of
temporal definiteness, when added to the already morphologically unmarked perfective stem,
they additionally become semantically unmarked due to the incompatibility of East Slavic’s
temporally definite aspect of verbs and the temporally indefinite aspect of nouns. The result is a
word unmarked for aspectual meaning and form, making them compatible with both process-
and result-type meanings. With forms in -iva, on the other hand, the resulting word still
possesses an overt formal aspectual marker, which presumably is what restricts its use in
comparison with those derived from morphologically unmarked forms.
7. Questions of Usage

The next question is when these forms, idiosyncratic as they may be in their creation, are
used and why. This will likely prove the most challenging question to answer satisfactorily, as
even if the differences in their formation have been shown to be a product of the semanto-
aspectual makeup, this still does not tell us when they are used in general. We are not, in other
words, so much interested in what inclines a Russian speaker to say Mat ece arcoem e2o
eviz00posnenus (we are all waiting for his healing, where the noun is derived from the perfective
verb gv1300pogemy) rather than Mai ece sicoem e2o evizoopasnusanus (ibid, where the noun is
derived from the imperfective verb ssi300pasiusams), but rather what inclines them to say Ma:

gce atcoem e2o gviz0oposnenus rather than Mot éce ocdem (moeo), koeda on evizooposeem (We

'3 Despite the fact that Ukraine appears to have a more productive deverbal (if not verbal) noun, it does still seem to
be fundamentally constrained by the temporal definiteness marker. Dickey notes that Uk perfective deverbals also
display wider semantic application than imperfective counterparts (where such morphological pairs exist): “It is
evident...that [Uk] pv verbal nouns may occur in both v and impv contexts, but impv verbal nouns cannot occur in
pv contexts.” (Dickey, 250)
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are all waiting for when he will heal) or vice versa. We will begin with Pchelinsteva’s
assessment of the situation before proceeding to my own in the sections to follow.

In a 2014 article on the “appropriateness of the use of deverbal substantives in
(contemporary standard) Russian”,!!'¢ Pchelintseva asks a question the exact opposite of the
primary impetus of this dissertation: “ass dyero s3pIKy nHoHagoouIMCh Takue rudpuae? [louemy
TOBOPSIIIHIA, IMes B PACTIOPSDKCHUH TTOHATHBIH TIaroJl ¢ HOHSATHBIMU KaTeropuabHBIMU
3HAYECHUSIMH, B OTIPE/ICTICHHBIX CUTYaLUAX OTACT MPEANOYTEHUE OTTIaroJIbHOMY HUMEHH
neiicTBus — 06pa3oBaHmIo ¢ 6osiee pasMbIToi ceManTHKon?”!!” As noted by Jespersen
previously, the hybrid nature of the English gerund is what invests it with its peculiar value. He
particularly emphasized the form’s ability to be used as the object of a preposition as one of great
importance. The value of this form becomes apparent when compared with a language where it is
lacking, as in Russian. However, as we know languages to be finely integrated systems, what
may be an integral part of one language, may seem an aberration in another: “ITouemy MbI yacTo
TOBOPHM. ..«HU3-32 OIMO3/AaHU» BMECTO «M3-32 TOTO, YTO ono3aam»? Yem Tak nmpuBieKaTeIbHa
Tpancno3unusa? Beab 3Ta hopMa BeIpayKeHHsI MBICTIH YacTO OKa3bIBaeTCs 6osiee TPOMO3AKON U
TpeOyeT AOMOIHUTENIBLHBIX KOTHUTUBHBIX yeuiuid.” 18 Tt just so happens that in describing the
apparently unwieldy nature of the deverbal substantive in Russian, one of the author’s examples

involved its use as the object of the preposition: u3-3a onozoanus (because of being late).

116 The full title reads: O BBIIHIIE [IBETOB 1 BEIJIEPTE TPABHI WITH CITOP 00 YMECTHOCTH YIIOTPEOICHUS B PYCCKOM
s3bIKe OTrIIaroibHEIX nMeH (On the pinching off of flowers and the pulling up of grass or the argument about the
appropriateness of the use in the Russian language of deverbal substantives)

"7 For what reason has the language come to need such hybrids? Why does the speaker, in possession of an
understandable verb with understandable categorical meanings, in certain situations prefer the deverbal substantive —
a form with a more blurred meaning? (ITuenunnesa (2019), 9)

18 Why do we often say “because of being late” instead of “because of [the fact] that I was late”? In what way is
this transposition attractive? After all, this form of expression often turns out to be more unwieldy and requires
additional cognitive strain. (/bid)
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It is curious (at least from the author’s point of view as an English speaker) that the
structure involving only two words is interpreted as more cumbersome than that involving four,
two of which (moeo and umo in this instance) carry no lexical content and are used solely to
satisfy the condition that prepositions everywhere in Russian require case.!!” Pchelintseva is by
no means alone in this preference for finite verbal expression. For the early 20th century Russian
linguist, Alexandr Peshkovski, the question of nominal or verbal predication was clearly an
emotional one, decrying that the verb “Bcskuii pa3 naet 6osee mpocroe, 6osee sicHoe U Ooree
CHJIbHOE BhIpakeHHe. OTIIIaroibHOE CYIIECTBUTEILHOE BCET/Ia OKAa3bIBACTCS XYJOCOYHBIM
MOTYTOM Ha KHIXKHOCTB, PE3YJIbTaTOM CTPEMIICHHS «00pPa30BaHHOCTh CBOIO MTOKA3aThy ... YeM-TO
3amyTaHHbIM, OeaHbIM, BsuibiM.” 12 While it is difficult to grant much scientific weight to the
rest of his article, Peshkovskij’s inveighing tone underlies the bookish nature of such forms for
Russian speakers already a century ago. The subjectively cumbersome nature of such forms may
well, therefore, be not a matter of grammar, but one of register, as Offord and Gogolitsyna
(2005) state, associating a “predilection for verbal nouns, especially with the suffix -aue” with
scientific/academic style and/or official/business style.!?! The Russian linguist Vinokur even
goes so far as to call their use in the literary language a cmunucmuyeckuii degpexm (stylistic
defect) and thus, in Vinogradov’s conceptualization “crienuanbHble ke chepsl S3bIKa CO3AAI0T

CBOM COOCTBEHHBIE YCIOBHSA 1/ (PyHKIIMOHUPOBAHUS ITUX UMEH B KAYECTBE TEPMUHOB. 2

"9 In colloquial speech this rule is occasionally broken, as in om nevezo denams (i.e. om mozo, umo neuezo
denamv) (because (of the fact that) there is nothing to do) though apparently not with all prepositions. It is also
unclear to what degree such examples are simply elliptical or whether such a distinction is really important. A
question of this type is included in the survey, the findings of which are presented in Chapter 5.

120 every time gives a more simple, more clear and more strong expression. The deverbal noun always turns out to
be a thin, vain attempt at bookishness, the result of a drive to “show one’s own education”, something confused,
pale, limp (IlemkoBckuii, 142)

121 Offord and Gogolitsyna, 49, 52

122 “gpecial spheres of the language create their own conditions for the functioning of these nouns in the capacity of
specialized terms” Bunorpanos, 100; Vinokur cited here as well.
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I have found, if anecdotal, confirmation of this in the speech of the contemporary literary
critic Galina Yuzefovich in her podcast Knuorcnwiti 6azap where her rather frequent usage of
forms in -ije is supported by the nature of the podcast (literary criticism). She shows an obvious
linguistic awareness and penchant for otherwise marked constructions (ex. the use of the non-
occurring infinitive mous ‘to be able’) and the frequent usage of theoretically underlain terms
(mapruposan(nocmy) being one of her favorites) etc. A similarly significant example can be
observed in Garry Kasparov’s 2023 interview with the popular Russian YouTube journalist Yuri
Dud’. While discussing machine learning, Kasparov searches for a way of expressing the
abstract concept of thinking and reluctantly chooses the form “mymanus”, putting it in air quotes
and qualifying the usage in stating “HasoBem B kaBbrukax” (in quotes let’s say).'*> Such marked
usage of the abstract forms in -ije of such seemingly mundane concepts as speaking and thinking
further support the notion that, if abstract events are regularly expressed in CSR, there must be
other means for doing so.

This association of deverbal nouns in -ije with particular styles is not so much an
explanation, however, as it is further confirmation that the deverbal substantive is a stylistically
marked form, whose prominence cannot be said to be a feature of CSR. What is most
remarkable, however, is that Jespersen (1923) describes the exact same situation as the one
Pchelinsteva just did, but comes to the opposite conclusion for English from that which she drew
for Russian: “the ing has clearly become a most valuable means of expressing tersely and neatly
relations that must else have been indicated by clumsy dependent clauses [emphasis added].”!?*
If we assume that the reasons for these opposing views are not anomalies and do represent the

relative bias for and against this form in English and Russian respectively, then we are faced

123 Kacnapos, 18:30
124 Jespersen (1923), 201



67

with the question as to why this is so. Even if we leave aside social/psychological/cultural'®
explanations and focus on the language as a fully autonomous, enclosed system, the potential
explanations remain so numerous that it cannot be the task of the present analysis to thoroughly
investigate the issue. One possible explanation, however, will be offered here briefly and
returned to in the conclusion, perhaps not even so much as a highly probable resolution to the
problem in its details, but at the very least one that is exemplary of the type of solution that
should be sought: a systemic one.
8.  Why English and Russian Differ in Relation to Verbal Nouns

In his book on the Linguistic Circle of Prague, Josef Vachek devotes special attention to
what would later prove to be an important contribution to syntactic theory made by the circle’s
founder, Vilém Mathesius, known as functional sentence perspective.!?¢ A specialist in English
syntax, Mathesius begins his analysis with a single surface-level incongruence between, in this
case, Czech and English, and proceeds to seek an underlying reason for this apparent discord.
The pertinent passage warrants I believe citation in its entirety:

ModE almost completely lacks subjectless sentences denoting physical or psychical
feelings both pleasant and unpleasant, while in Czech and other Slavic languages such
subjectless sentences are abundant. English regularly expresses these feelings by two-
member sentences containing the subject as well as the predicate—see, for instance, [ like
it, I am sorry, I am cold, [ am warm. In Czech, corresponding sentences are formed on
the pattern (non-existent in ModE) *me likes, *me is sorrow, *me is cold, *me is warm
(Libi se mi, Je mi lito, Je mi zima, Je mi teplo), i.e., by means of a subjectless clause
employing the dativus commodi (or, incommodi). The most interesting point here,
however, is that the same pattern as is found in Czech used to be common in Old English
(cf. mé liciad, me is ceadle, etc.) and that this pattern only gradually ceded to the pattern
now prevailing in ModE (in Chaucer we can still find, even if as an archaism,
constructions like me lyketh). It appears, thus, that the change of pattern may have been

125 The artificial exclusion of these factors for the time being is suggested to determine first whether or not the
answer to this question might lie somewhere in the structure of the language itself. However, the possibility that
these factors do indeed play a role in this difference between the two languages is seen as a very real one.

126 Here and the following - Vachek, 88-93; the original Czech funkcni vétna perspektiva is commonly referred to as
topic-comment structure, or theme-rheme analysis in English, akmyansnoe uienenue npednoscenus in Russian etc.


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Voiced_dental_fricative
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due to the abandonment by the subject of the function of agent (which is still upheld in
Czech) and to the acquisition by it of the thematic function as its principal task.

While one can never assume identity between any two Slavic languages, it does seem here that
“Czech” could be replaced by “Russian” while maintaining the conceptual integrity of the
author’s primary point. If it is true that the Russian grammatical subject has a stronger agency
marking than that of the English subject, one might draw an otherwise seemingly
counterintuitive conclusion: the relatively frequent absence of a grammatical subject in Russian
(as compared to English) is a sign of the subject’s semantic importance.'?’

As we noted above, the capacity of the verbal noun to imply a subject without naming
one overtly is what provides it with the “strongly passive force” that Huddleston (1984) notes.
Pchelinsteva makes a similar observation for the Russian deverbal noun, referring to this effect
as “3amMayuMBaHue yuacTHUKOB cutyanun.” 2% Because of this purported weakened sense of
agency in the English subject, the absence of an overt subject in the verbal noun as compared to
an entire clause is not so acutely felt as is the absence of the overt subject in the Russian deverbal
noun. That is, Russian has specialized a number of constructions to be subjectless (cf. footnote
126) and conveying finite, agentive acts passively may be felt to be a sort of miscategorization

by the speaker.!?” This is but one possible meaning-based!'*? hypothesis as to why, as

27 A large number of constructions in Russian do not allow a nominative subject: impersonals in predicate adverbs:
xonoono (it’s cold) impersonals in -cs: xouemcs cnamo (I feel like sleeping); so-called natural phenomena in the
third person singular inanimate of verbs: memrneem (it’s getting dark); passives in the third person plural: mens
308ym Muwa (I'm called Misha); infinitival sentences with modal meaning: mue e2co ne nonsme (I can’t understand
him), modals with an infinitive (+ dative): nam re npusvikams (we don’t have to get accustomed i.e. we 're
experienced in this matter), infinitival predictions: re 6bims 6oiine (there will be no war) etc.

128 “silencing of participants of the situation” ITuenunnesa (2016), 47

129 1t has been pointed out to me by my committee member, Ellen Contini-Morava, that the explanation may be in
the deverbal noun in Russian being a derivational rather than inflectional category. I am certainly arguing that it be
treated as such, but I also am curious as to whether there might not be some broader typological differences between
the languages that also play a role here.

130 As with the feature analysis conducted above, a meaning-based, invariant explanation attempts to provide a
single factor (i.e. feature) that explicates the apparent disparate usages (i.e. functions) of a given form. The majority
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Pchelintseva states, “HocHTENIM PyCCKOTO S3bIKAa BOCIPUHUMAIOT (DOPMBI HA -Hue KaK KHI)KHBIE,
«CIMILIKOM JIMTEPATYyPHBICY», TSHKEIbIE U HEMOAXOIAIINE ISl CUTYalluy KUBOTO
3MOIMOHAIBHOTO OOIIEHNS, A3BIKOBOM MIPBI, [M] OITOMY cTpemsTes yiiTu ot Hux.”!*! While it
is thought that the result — the language we see today — should be explained primarily in terms of
meaning within the bounds of the language, the factors that led to such a state, be they historical,
societal, political etc., may very well have played a role.

9.  Summary

Having discussed some of the primary issues that will arise when converting English

sentences into Russian, particularly in relation to aspect, we will now examine the possible
Russian constructions that most precisely approximate the meaning of the English original
without significantly modifying the grammar. After doing so we will then consider the
similarities and differences between the two languages in this regard and attempt to draw some

larger conclusions from this material.

of the analyses one encounters on this topic are in-depth, and often extremely perceptive, analyses and/or
descriptions of all the variegated usages of these nouns without an attempt to provide a single motivating force for
the apparent surface variety.

B native speakers of Russian interpret forms in -nije as bookish, “too literary”, heavy and inappropriate for living,
emotional conversation situations, word play, [and] therefore strive to avoid them. ([Tuenmamnesa (2016), 52)
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Chapter 4 - Comparison and Analysis

This chapter will use a variety of comparative methods to determine whether the
predominantly theoretical conclusions drawn from the previous chapters coincide with more
concrete usage data. The first comparison involves attempting to render English sentences that
demonstrate the maximal functional breadth of the English gerund into grammatically acceptable
Russian variants. All such Russian sentences have been confirmed as grammatical by at least one
native speaker of Russian. Issues of register, style or any other factors that might affect the actual
likelihood of such sentences being produced will be dealt with in Chapter 5. The second
comparison will involve textual analyses of prose translated from English to Russian, Russian to
English, and German to both Russian and English. A third language, German, was introduced
here as a sort of neutral control group. Of course, it is much closer to English structurally than to
Russian, but the wide availability of translations and my own linguistic abilities were further
factors considered. Special attention will be paid to the number of abstract verbal nouns in -ing, -
ije, and -en (in German) in each text and their relative correspondence in the translated works.
The third and final analysis will consist of a survey of Russian native speakers, in which
respondents choose from a variety of sentences both with and without forms in -ije indicating
acceptability and preference where possible. In summation, Part I will set the grammatical
boundaries of -ije by describing its potential usage, while parts two and three will reflect more
contextualized usage.

1. Functional Comparison and Analysis!3?

1. As the Subject: His accepting too much for his services was the cause of his downfall.

1321 remind the reader that the exemplary sentences for the first eight functions are all taken from Harman and
House (1950).
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The use of the gerund as subject of the sentence in English and the example provided will
be immediately complicated by an attempt to provide a similar construction in Russian.
However, it is a well-known fact that the Russian infinitive can be used as the subject of the
sentence: /Ipunumamo u3IUWHIOI0 HA2Pady 3a NPOOENAHHYI0 UM pabomy ObLIO0 NPUHUHOT €20
nadenus (Accepting excessive payment for the work done by him was the cause of his
downfall).!*3 Timofeev in his article on infinitival clauses in Russian refers to this usage as
“nominative independent infinitive”: “He3aBucumplii ”HOUHUTHB, YIIOTPEOICHHBIN B KaUeCTBE
MOJIEKAIIET0, MOXKHO OBUIO OBl Ha3BaTh HOMUHATUBHBIM HE3aBUCUMBIM HH(OUHHUTHBOM,
YUYUTBIBAsI IPU 3TOM MPeodiIaJaHne B €0 CEMAaHTUKE HAa3bIBHOTO (HOMUHATUBHOTI'O)
snauenus.”3* As the English gerund demands a singular verb form in the predicate, so too does
the Russian infinitive. However, the Russian is complicated by the necessity of indicating gender
in the past tense of the predicate. As is typical in such situations in Russian, forms that must
indicate grammatical gender (adjectives, verbs and their derivatives etc.) in the absence of a
case-bearing form to provide this information, default to a neuter singular form, as apparent in
many substantivized adjectives (camoe enasnoe — the main/most important thing) and subjectless
constructions (mens mownuno — I felt sick, mne xomenocw — I felt like/wanted).'>>

These factors are not what complicates the rendering of the sample sentence, however, as
the primary complication arises as a result of the presence of the modifier attributed to the

gerund: his accepting. The Russian infinitive, like the English, does not permit a modifier.!3¢ Ezo

133 Wade, 126

134 “One could call an independent infinitive used as the subject the nominative independent infinitive, at the same
time considering in its semantics a predominance of the naming (nominative) meaning.” (Tumodees, 261)

351t is important to note here that the Russian infinitive is not a neuter singular form — it does not possess the
categories of gender or number, but is rather a “zero form” (Jakobson (1984), 4); the singular and neuter agreement
one must conclude are the result of markedness relations: the singular is unmarked for number and the neuter is
unmarked as non-feminine and marked as non-animate per Jakobson. (/bid, 141)

136 However the question of why it cannot is a good one, because, as we just saw, when the subject of a sentence is
the infinitive, the verb is conjugated for singular neuter, categories which a modifier likewise indicate; perhaps,
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npuHAmMuUe U3UUHel Hazpaosl 3a NPOOEIAHHYIO UM pabomy ObLIO0 NPUYUHOU e20 nadeHus may be
acceptable, but the citation of the form npunamue as kuusicnoe ogpuyuanvroe (bookish, official)
makes the likelihood of the use of such a construction in everyday parlance suspect.!’” Even
more questionable would be the rendering E2o npunumanue uznuwmnen Hacpadsl 3a npoOeIaHHYIO
um pabomy 6wi10 npunuHol e2o nadenus though it too is found in the dictionary. Precisely these
questions of which construction a Russian speaker is more likely to use in CSR will be the object
of our analysis in future sections. Of course, one can further insert a nominative subject and
convert the gerund phrase into a verb phrase (and consequently dependent clause) in saying Cam
gaxm, umo oH NPUHAI UBTUWHIOI HAZPAOY 3d NPOOEIAHHYIO UM PAOOmMY ObLIO NPUYUHOU €20
naodenus, but this is too much of a paraphrasis to be considered at present.

2. As the Predicate Nominative: Kingsley’s favorite occupation was helping lame dogs

over stiles.

Just as the Russian infinitive can serve as the subject of the sentence, so too may it be the
primary constituent of the predicate. Jlro6umoe 3anamue Kuneciu 6vi10 nomozams cobaxam-
kanexam [npvieams] uepes nepenasvi. However, the analysis of such a sentence in terms of
grammatical relations is potentially ambiguous. As Borras and Christian (1971) point out, “it is
often difficult to choose between the nominative and instrumental case to translate a predicative

noun after the verb 7o be...”!3® While it is true that subject-verb-object (SVO) is the standard

then, it is the necessity to additionally indicate case in the modifier that prevents such a combination; here too, we
must remark, that should such a modification be possible, one would expect it to be in the nominative case, the
unmarked case form (Jakobson (1984), 68). One then is forced to draw the conclusion that while the infinitive can
function as the subject of the sentence in Russian, this does not mean that it becomes a noun in such instances as the
impossibility of *ezo npunumams (his accepting) elucidates. To what degree this usage is influenced by the
historical providence of the infinitive (it being a verbal noun in PIE - Schenker (145)) is another question entirely.
Furthermore, there are several linguists who hold that even in Slavic the infinitive was still a nominal element with a
simplified declension, such that -#6 was the nominative and -# the oblique cases (Horalek, 265-6).

137 ru.wiktionary.org/wiki/npunsatue; Ymakos, vol. II, 828; note also the use of the noun derived from the perfective
verb in the processual (i.e. imperfective) sense.

138 Borras and Christian, 14
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word order for CSR, it is by no means non-standard for the order to be reversed and reorganized
any number of ways, so that there is nothing grammatically inhibiting one from claiming that in
fact it is the VP with the head nomoeams that is the subject, the verb in the predicate agreeing
with it as discussed in the previous example and the NP ro6umoe deno appearing as part of the
predicate in the nominative case. This ambiguity is due to the fact that the otherwise supposed
subject — the NP — is a neuter form. If we look at a sentence with a non-neuter subject, however,
this ambiguity evaporates: 9mo 6vi1a e2o uoes uepams konyepm 6 s3mom 3ane. The NP ezo uoesn
is clearly the subject here, as evidenced by the agreement in gender and number with the verb,
while the VP 6b11a uepame xonyepm is the predicate.!>® In such a way we can confirm the
infinitive’s capacity to function not only as subject, but also as predicate. As there are no
deverbal nouns in -jje derived from the aspectual pair nomoraTs/momous, no other variants
appear possible for this sentence.!*’ While nomows is defined as “oeiicmsue no znae. m1omMmo4n-
nomorath”’, we are not concerned with such non-systematic meanings/relations here.

3. As an Explanatory Modifier: Bless me! This is pleasant, riding on a trail.
This usage, equally well described as an appositive, does not appear to present much
complication in Russian, as, once again, the infinitive’s naming of the action function allows it to
function nominally to the extent that no oblique case is required by the grammar. boarce moti!
Omo (mak) npuamno, kamamwcs no mpone. The dictionary does include kamanwe as “oeticmsue

no enae. xatatb u karatecs”, however the likelihood of such a form being used in an appositive

13 Russian identificatory constructions (9mo + nominative/clause) never allow the demonstrative pronoun to be the
subject. In fact, it in many ways functions as a particle, such as when it can be attached to an otherwise independent
clause without any further modifications: s emy ckazan (I told him) vs. smo s emy ckazan (I'm the one who told him).
Note the need for a separate clause in English.

140 Apart from the overtly archaic nomooicenue
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is suspect. One might suppose that this is due to the significant degree of nominalization (i.e.
dissociation from the verb) these forms have undergone.
4. As Direct Object/Object Complement: The children enjoyed feeding the bears.

In the three prior examples dealt with here, the Russian infinitive has proven to be a
relatively malleable form in performing the functions that the gerund does in English. All of
these instances, however, have been united in that oblique cases were not involved. In the
instance of the direct object, the accusative case is required. However, in Russian, as in all Indo-
European languages, there is no morphological distinction between the nominative and
accusative of neuter nouns.'*! Because the infinitive, while it does not become entirely nominal
(as evidenced by its inability to take a modifier), is able to function as a subject and agrees with
the verb as though it were a neuter singular noun, it is not surprising that it can also function as
the direct object, where no morphological change would be required, were the verb capable of
nominal inflection.

This particular example provided by Harman and House (1950) is interesting in Russian
as the verb for o enjoy i.e. nacrascoamucs is not transitive and requires an instrumental
complement. In such instances, the non-nominal status of the infinitive is clear as */Jemu
Hacaaxcoanucs kopmums medgedell is clearly ungrammatical. However, if we replace the verb
with a transitive verb of comparable meaning such as r06ums (love), then the infinitive once
again is possible: Jemu nobunu kopmume meoseoeii. The noun kopmaenue does exist, which
would permit the formulation Jemu nacrasxcoanucey xopmnenuem meoseoeii. If we put questions
of style aside for the time being, this particular rendering is notable for the impossibility of the

Russian form in -ije to take a direct object, as previously noted. While it so happens that the

141 Lyons, 293
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genitive plural is morphologically identical to the accusative plural due to the animacy of the
noun, the form here is in the genitive plural, making it more precisely the translation of the
sentence The children enjoyed the feeding of the bears. This point could be unambiguously made
by a parallel structure with an inanimate noun, such as /lemu nacnascoanuce umenuem xnue (The
children enjoyed the reading of the books), where knue is the genitive plural only. It seems that
both the Russian and its English translation in this case are equally unlikely stylistically, though
both are grammatically acceptable.

A separate question is to what degree the proposed feature distinction between gerundial
and infinitival direct objects in English is approximated respectively by imperfective and
perfective infinitival direct objects. If we compare the two Russian sentences 4 106110 xopouio
ecmw and A 06110 xopowio noecms we have identical sentences, but for the aspect of the
infinitives. As Forsyth states, “the imperfective infinitive is also characteristic of sentences in
which the type of action is presented in an abstract, generalised manner with no reference to
specific circumstance for its actual performance.”'*? One could substitute “the English gerund”
for “the [Russian] imperfective infinitive” with little to no modification and the statement would
hold true for the grammatical relation of direct object. We might then propose 7 love eating well
to be a highly faithful translation of 4 o6n0 xopowo ecmo. The perfective infinitive, on the
other hand, “presents the action as a singularised totality...the meaning of the perfective

infinitive is specific and related to concrete circumstances.”!#?

If the aspectual features proposed
in Chapter 2 for the English gerund and infinitive were identical to those defining the Russian

imperfective and perfective infinitives, the translation / love to eat well, we could say, best

equates that of the Russian 4 106110 xopowo noecms. However, as a rule in English, overt

142 Forsyth, 285
13 Ibid, 288-9
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perfective aspect can only be achieved through paraphrasis. Some of the most clearly perfective
(in terms of the Russian definition of the concept) verbal forms in English are compound
constructions consisting of delexicalized verbs the likes of have, take, give etc. and a bare
infinitive. While 7 like to eat well is more perfective than [ like eating well, in that it points to a
single instance, whether iterated in time or not, / like to have a bite (to eat) is overtly perfective.
In other words, because the aspectual relation imperfective/perfective as present in Russian is not
an overt feature of the English verbal system, the difference in message Russian achieves by
differing the aspect of the infinitive as direct object can only be approximated by purely verbal
forms in English. If one wishes to capture the overt perfective message of perfective infinitive
direct objects, one must resort to paraphrastic constructions of the type described above. This
means of expressing Russian perfectives in general with delexicalized verbs with objects in
English is especially productive with Russian infinitives circumscribed in time via the prefix no-,
so-called delimitatives'*: mozy mebs nobume (I can give you a beating); nonpobyii! (give it a go,
have a try!); nocmompu! (take a look!); mobaro eéewepom 6 mope noxkynamwcs (I love having a
swim in the sea in the evening); ne nobosncs u npuwén (he didn’t take fright and came) etc. It is
not surprising that Wierzbicka (1982), a native Polish speaker, noticed the overt aspectual
marking present in such constructions: “One clear semantic difference between simple-verb and
have a V constructions is aspectual:the periphrastic construction presents the action (or the
process) as limited in time.”'*> As Wierzbicka also points out, it should be noted that in English
this type of periphrastic construction is generally typical of a more colloquial register, while the
Russian perfective infinitive construction does not seem to be overtly stylistically marked.

5. As Objective Complement: / call that taking candy from babies.

144 Dickey and Hutcheson, 23
145 Wierzbicka (1982), 757
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While the example here may not seem to be of much significance, this is an impression
created largely by its lexical content. One can just easily present a more every day, non-idiomatic
example: You call that teaching a lesson? The Russian verb required here is nazvieamuv/nazsamo,
which takes a direct object in the accusative and the second predicate takes the instrumental,
although colloquially, the latter is often left in the nominative, particularly where proper nouns
are concerned.!*® The latter allowance is likely what permits the formulation: 5 omo nazwisaro
3abpams kongemky y peoénxa. The verb zabupamu/3a6pame does not form a noun in -ije, so no
other variant is possible here without changing the verb or significantly altering the sentence’s
grammatical structure. The second example provided is different in that the verb here,
npenodasams/npenodams, forms a rather commonly used noun in -ije, npenoodasarue, so that
both Te1 5mo nazvieaewiv npenooasanuem ypoxa? and Tet 5mo Hazviéaeut npenooasams ypox?
are possible.

From the sentences examined thus far, the role of the infinitive in Russian is perhaps
broader than one might expect. Not only can it (at least sometimes) stand in for a noun in the
nominative, but even for one in the accusative. If what has been observed were stated formally, it
could be said the infinitive functions nominally where 1) there is no other word in attributive
position 2) a neuter noun would have nominative/accusative case morphology i.e. no oblique
inflection. The extent to which this observation is true and its significance (if any) will be borne
out in further analysis. It would appear significant, however, that answering the question of how
the Russian infinitive is used is not a question reference grammars generally seek to answer,
despite their general organization in terms of parts of speech.

6. As Principal Term of a Prepositional Phrase: He makes his living by grinding scissors.

146 Second predicate is Comrie’s terminology as in Comrie (1974); Wade describes it as “predicate to the object of
transitive verbs which denote appointment, naming, considering” (127)



78

This is undoubtedly the most striking difference between English and Russian syntax
with which we will be dealing. First of all, however, it should be stated that the fact that many
prepositions in English can take entire clauses as their objects (after we ate dinner, before he
went to bed, I thought about how to get there etc.) is a marked difference from Russian, where all
prepositions require objects with case, as stated above. As a clause cannot be inflected for case,
prepositional phrases such as *nocie mut noyscunanu, * neped on nowen cnams or *s dyman o
Kkax myoa nonacmy are impossible in Russian. While in this kind of usage such temporal
prepositions (before, after) in English will generally be referred to as conjunctions, the primary
status of these forms as prepositions would not seem to be in question.'*” The Russian nocze
presents an interesting case, as it is listed in the dictionary primarily as an adverb (rapeuue) and
only secondarily as a preposition (npeonoe). If it were interpreted in the former light, the above
nocne mol noyxcunanu (afterwards we ate) is acceptable, but its meaning is entirely different
from the meaning of the preposition/conjunction in after we ate dinner.'*®* Wade (2011) notes
four such prepositions that can also function conjunctionally in English (before, after, until,
since), pointing out that the same does not apply to their Russian equivalents (0o, nocze, oo,
¢).'* While significant, this difference only applies to a small group of prepositions in English.
The vast majority are like those in Russian in that they demand a nominal object, which brings us
back to the importance of the English gerund.

The ability to nominalize clauses in English goes hand-in-hand with the prominence of
prepositions in syntax. One might even speculate that the prominence of word order and

prepositions in defining grammatical roles in English, compared to that of case in Russian, might

147 See Curme p.178 where he refers to “clause of time”, for example.

1% One wonders to what extent the adverbial status of nocze is not really just an elliptical construction the likes of
nocue (3mozo).

' Wade, 498
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be directly related to the relative prominence of the English gerund. It will be noted, in fact, that
the English gerund rose to prominence as the language lost much of its case inflection over the
period that witnessed the transition of Old English into the Modern version we speak today.
Regardless, the synchronic difference is clear: where English can reformulate the clause and
combine the two elements because of and they interceded into because of their interceding,
Russian cannot. /73-3a and on ecmynuncsa/3acmynuncsa cannot be so reformulated without 1) the
use of an abstract noun that may or (as in this case) may not be in -ije or 2) inserting the dummy
word mo to fulfill the case requirement manifested by the preposition. Discussion of what are
commonly referred to as “mo, umo constructions,”!>° but what I will refer to as mo-subordinates,
whether the mo is present (Ora cosopuna o mom, umo Huxko2o mam He 6v110) or not (Ona
2060puna, wmo nukozo mam re 6u110)"! or relative clauses, again, whether mo is explicitly
expressed (Ow pacckazviean o mom, ymo emy Hpagumcs) or not (Ou pacckazviean, umo emy

npaeumcs),'>?

will be taken up more thoroughly in Chapter 6. As has already been observed by
Pchelintseva, such constructions are often felt to be the more natural expression of the process of
the action in CSR, particularly, but not exclusively, as the object of a preposition. Let us return to
the topic at hand.

In the example we began with here, He makes his living by grinding scissors, we have a
situation where the meaning expressed in English by a preposition i.e. that of means, manner

etc., does not require a preposition in Russian, as such a meaning is expressed by the

instrumental case alone. In effect, such a sentence presents a similar dilemma as that observed in

150 Launer, 82

51 Discussion will further include whether or not the inclusion of To has any effect on the meaning.

152 Noun clauses in Russian will have a subordinating conjunction, here the unstressed umo, while relative clauses
feature a relative pronoun, here the stressed umo, but in principle any of the so-called question words, whether
pronominal (ymo, kmo), adjectival (kaxotl, ueii), or adverbial (20e, xyda) can act as a relative pronoun, despite the
inability of such adverbial forms to express any pronominal inflection.
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the English use of a gerund as an objective complement. There, however, a colloquial
substitution of the nominative for the instrumental provided a simple solution. There is no such
case-substitution possible here. The Russian verb for to grind in the present context is
(om)unugposams and while Ushakov lists no wughosanue, Buxucnonaps does, making possible,
though unlikely, the rendering On 3apabameieaem (cebe) na sncusnv/xned uwinugosanuem
noocruuy. Any other rendering would require the dummy mo, to be discussed in the coming
chapter in its own right.

7. Gerund as Adverbial Objective: This book is worth reading aloud.

This is a rather peculiar (to English it seems) example for a number of reasons, the first

being that while Harman and House (1950) define worth as an adverb, Curme (1965) states that

“worth is the only adjective that takes an accusative object”!>?

and Jespersen (1964) simply states
that “a gerund is very frequent after worth”, adding that such a construction yields a passive
message.!>* Whether this is an adjective or adverb for the purposes of the present discussion need
not be determined, as neither are case-governing forms (verbal adverbs and adjectives aside) in
Russian. Translating such a sentence into Russian will, however, as a matter of fact require an
oblique case, which is, as we have seen, when the most common means of expressing the name
or process of the action in Russian, namely via the infinitive, cannot be implemented. For this
reason, we will consider the example, despite it otherwise presenting a situation essentially
nonexistent in Russian.

To express the meaning of worth found in the present example, Russian uses the verb

cmoumw which governs the genitive case, therefore nullifying the possibility of the infinitive in

Russian in place of the English gerund. As we have proceeded before, the next solution to be

153 Curme (42)
154 Jespersen (1940), 91, 113
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considered is that of a noun in -ije. Such a form from the verb vumams (*uumanue) is neither
found in the dictionary nor cited by Wikipedia. There is, however, the word umenue, which is
cited as being the action according to the verb unraTs, though its derivational origin is the now-
archaic vecms.!>® Nonetheless, there would then seem to be nothing grammatically preventing
the formulation ?9ma knuea cmoum umenus ecyx, although the native speakers consulted
rejected or accepted with hesitation such a sentence. There is also the form npoumenue from the
perfective npouecms, which, when used to render the original English as 9ma xknuea cmoum
npoumenus ecyx was considered acceptable by all native speakers consulted. This, it may be
recalled, yet again reflects the general tendency described by Pchelintseva for the noun formed
from the perfective verb to be unmarked in terms of aspect when both deimperfective as well as
deperfective forms exist. Nevertheless, it is doubtful whether one is likely to hear any such
variants in CSR, as a To-subordinate construction tends to be implemented in such instances
where an oblique case is required.

There is also the possibility for an infinitival complement, such that the sentence is
rendered: 9my knuey cmoum npouecms. The differences in meaning rendered by infinitives
differing in aspect alone here is not considered pertinent. This is perhaps the most likely
rendering of such a sentence, as it is more than common for cmoums to take an infinitival
complement in CSR. However, we have now even further strayed from the original, as smy

knuey is now the object of a subjectless construction: it is worth reading this book.

153 In the survey conducted by Dickey (2000) in chapter 8, native speakers of Russian provided the forms ctenie and
proctenie as a set of derived deverbal nouns. While the verb npouecms may still cooccur to some degree alongside
the more common npouumame, the verb vecms in the meaning of yumams cannot be supported in CSR. The forms
are erroneously assigned to uumamus/npouumams because of their semantics; however, the purpose of both his and
my own analysis concerns both semantics and morphological derivation.
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8. Compound Gerund: He was congratulated on having been honored by his neighbors
and having attained his chief ambition.

The numerous and at times cumbersome English compound verbal constructions (often
referred to as “tenses”, though in reality reflecting a complex mixture of tense and aspect) very
apparently differ from the relatively few compound forms remaining in the Russian verbal
system (namely the passive voice with a short form past passive participle in the past and future
tenses: dom 6w nocmpoer; dom 6yoem nocmpoen and the compound imperfective future: onu
b6yoym cmpoums dom). In the present example we are dealing with two (of the same) instances of
a present perfect construction being nominalized by a gerund (assuming a transformational
interpretation), converting he has been honored and he has attained his chief ambition into (his)
having been honored and (his) having attained his chief ambition respectively. While, as Comrie
explains, it is recognized that the use of a past passive participle in the present tense (i.e. without
an expressed form of 6simy) yields a passive perfect meaning, such that dom nocmpoen would be
comparable to the/a house has been built, such an unambiguous expression of perfectivity is only
apparently possible in the passive voice and present tense.!>® In the English original we are here
dealing both with a passive and an active construction respectively. However, both constructions
present the same problem in Russian, as the nominalization that takes place in English does so
via the auxiliary have, an equivalent of which is completely absent in Russian. If the deverbal
forms consistently did reflect the aspectual division inherent in the finite verb forms, then such
forms would presumably approximate the nominalized perfective constructions we are dealing
with here. Even then, though, there would remain the issue of differentiating passive from active

voice.

156 Comrie (1976), 54; he does seem to imply that a past passive perfect can be formed periphrastically, as in dom
nocmpoen 6 npoutiom 200y, but this could hardly be construed so as to influence the present argument.
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Let us consider the first compound gerund in this regard: He was congratulated on
having been honored by his neighbors. If we take the verb noumums to be of comparable
meaning to the verb honor, the deverbal noun would be noumernue, homophonous and perhaps
largely synonymous with that of the verb nouecms. This issue aside, one might present the
following renderings: ?E20 nozopasuiu ¢ noumenuem e2o cocedsimu or ?OH 6b11 n030pasieH ¢
noumenuem ceoumu coceoamu. These formulations are problematic for several reasons. Firstly,
the noun noumenue is no longer cited in dictionaries as deverbal. It has solidified as a noun
meaning deep respect (ezybookoe ysascenue). Secondly, even were this not the case, it is difficult,
if not impossible, to determine whether the second ezo in the first rendering is a
possessive/genitive modifier reflecting an implicit subject, as in o noumun or an accusative
direct object, as in eco noumunu, or whether it is simply a possessive modifier of cocedsimu. The
inclusion of the agent in the instrumental eliminates the former possibility in the present
instance, but in the absence of the instrumental the ambiguity would technically remain. In such
a case, perhaps word order would take over the neutralized case function in this instance,
yielding the interpretation of it being a possessive modifier of cocedsmu.'>” A third issue is the
inability to use the reflexive possessive adjective, cgotl, in the first rendering, as eco nozopasunu
in the predicate is a subjectless construction and the meaning of céoii is bound with that of the
nominative subject. The result is that the use of e2o to modify cocedsmu is unclear as to whom it
is referring to — the same eco as the direct object in the predicate, or a different, third person. To
avoid the first issue, which is clearly the most significant here, we will use the verb
(no)uecmeosamu, as in *Ezo nozopasunu ¢ uecmeosanuem e2o coceosamu or *Owu OvL1

nosopaenen ¢ yecmeoganuem ceoumu coceoamu. Neither Ushakov nor BukucnoBaps cite

157 Much like Jakobson’s example of mame ni06um douw, in which the normally free word order takes on the ability
to make a difference in meaning where case morphologically fails (Jakobson (General Meanings), 63).
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*nouecmeosanue, though both cite uecmsosanue. The main issue now, however, is that the
perfect and passive meanings from the English are lost completely, so that even if such
constructions are marginally permissible, the meaning will necessarily be different from that of
the English.

The second clause, and having attained his chief ambition, is a nominalized present
perfect active construction that might be translated as u ¢ oocmuorcenuem eco/ceoeti enagnoti
yenu. Here we do not have the issue of expressing a passive, but it is unclear to what extent the
perfect meaning is contained in the form docmuorcenue.

9. Post-posed Adnominal Modifier

I have encountered at least one more instance of how abstract events can function in the
sentence both in English and in Russian. It is the only function I am aware of in which the
gerund can never replace the infinitive in English and is in that way unique compared to the
above eight functions. This usage was discovered through the translation analysis presented
below and so I will refer to an example taken from the analysis of the translation of 4 Tale of
Two Cities. It should be noted that it was not initially the English original that gave pause, but

the Russian translation. The fragment and its translation look as follows:

7. with the mutinous intent of taking [6] | 7. ¢ sBHBIM HaMepeHHEM OTBE3TH €€ 00PaTHO B
it back to Blackheath bikxus

While in the English we indeed have a gerund as the object of a preposition, the Russian looks
quite different. Here we find the infinitive seemingly modifying the noun, namepenue, answering
the question xkaxoe namepenue. However why an infinitive can answer a question that most often

will elicit an adjective or, in any case, modify a noun in any way is less straightforward. While
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one may wish to see the construction as a transformation of s namepusaroce omsesmu... (I intend
to take away...), this would 1) fly in the face of the notion that forms in -ije are not part of CSR
verb conjugation, and more importantly 2) would do nothing to explain such instances as une
Heoxoma omee3mu... (I don’t want to take away...) for which no equivalent finite verb form
exists, and 3) imply that nouns in Russian can in fact take accusative objects, although all
evidence points to the opposite. The common denominator between these two examples (mre
Heoxoma omee3mu, ¢ HamepeHuem omeezmu) might appear to be that both verbs and nouns of
desire permit infinitival complements/objects. In reality the situation is more complicated, as can
be seen in eco cnocobnocms uepame Ha cumape (his ability to play the guitar). Here we have a
noun that does not fit in the above-proposed semantic class. As it turns out, the defining factor
seems neither to be purely semantic or syntactic, but rather one of both grammatical roles and
semantics. Mepamo na cumape in the previous phrase modifies and defines eco cnoco6nocme.
Words that can modify nouns without formal agreement are referred to as necoenacosannvie
onpeoenenus (unagreed modifiers) in Russian grammatical terminology: “HecoriacoBanubie
OIpeIeIICHUS, BRIPOKCHHbIC HHOUHUTUBOM, CITY)KaT JUISl PACKPBITUS COJIEPKAHUS MpeIMeTa,
0003HAYEHHOTO YaCTO OTBJICYEHHBIM UMEHEM CyIecTBUTENbHBIM.” 98 The infinitive in ¢
HamepeHnuem omeesmu, therefore, is apparently acting much as a genitive of attribution would,
i.e. as an adnominal modifier. Furthermore, as noted, the nouns that do permit such modification
have all (thus far at least) been omaneuennvie umena cyuwecmeumenvuoie (abstract nouns):

Hamepenue, cnocobrocme, neoxoma etc.'>® However, not all such examples feature such nouns,

158 Banruna, 114

159 It has been pointed out that these are not simply abstract nouns, but nouns morphologically related to verbs that
permit an infinitival complement. The problem with such an interpretation is that the supposed verbal expressions
would feature copular short form adjectives, s namepen yiimu (I am determined to go) and ona cnocobuna uepamo
(she is able to play) as well as finite verbs, here with the loss of the prefix from oxoma: s ne xouy uepams (I don’t
want to play), complicating the relationship between the forms. There must be some deeper underlying semantic
markers-categories motivating these selectional properties.
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as examples like eracmu oanu npuxas ne oxazvieamos conpomusnenue (the government gave the
order not to resist) show.

Russian is not alone here, because while English can use a prepositional phrase and a
gerund, as in with the intent of taking, it too can use the infinitive. Here we have a situation
reminiscent of the discussion in Chapter 2, in that again we see that English uses both of +
gerund (with the intention of taking) as well as an infinitive (his ability to play),'*® both post-
posed, whereas Russian has recourse only to the infinitive (¢ ramepenuem yiimu, cnocobnocmeo
uepamy). While the Russian infinitive’s apparent ability to modify is surprising for its lack of
morphological markers, we have already seen it function nominally several times before (despite
its lack of nominal morphology). The difference here, however, is its apparent use where an
oblique case would normally be required.

Comirie et al. note the increasingly analytical nature of nouns and perhaps this usage of
the infinitive is part of that trend, the post-nominal position becoming one marked for
modification. “The most distinctive feature of grammatical change in the twentieth century has
been the growth of analyticity—the increasing tendency for the grammatical meaning of words
to be expressed by their context rather than their form...An obvious aspect of this tendency is the
growth of indeclinability among nouns.”!%! Most consequential, however, for the matter at hand
is the apparent conflict between morphology and function. While the infinitive in its meaning
presents the action uninflected and (at least potentially) in the abstract, its function here is one of

modification.'®? Therefore, based on the previous evidence of the CSR infinitive behaving

160 Some nouns in English seem to have stricter sectional restrictions, only allowing an infinitival or gerundial post-
posed modifier, while those which allow both (Ais idea to go to the store and his idea of going to the store), it is
assumed, will have the same feature markings that motivate the selection of the infinitive or gerund as discussed in
Chapter 2.

161 Comrie, Stone, Polinsky 117

162 Otherwise we must recognize a more verbal character in these nouns.
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nominally, I will argue that here we are dealing with a post-posed adnominal noun (which would
otherwise be in the genitive) rather than an infinitive acting in the role of an uninflected adjective
or as an accusative complement. While it is true that undeclined adjectives do occur, they
predominantly (if not entirely) consist of foreign borrowings: uac nux, cmuis mooepH,
kapmowxa ¢pu etc.'®> While this does indeed add to the list of how events conceptualized
abstractly can function in a sentence — in the form of the infinitive (both in English and in
Russian) they can function as post-posed adnominal modifiers — the means are still the same:
the infinitive in Russian, both the infinitive and gerund in English.

This anticipates another similar issue that arose through the textual analysis below.
Prepositional phrases with gerundial objects in English are often translated into Russian with
present and past verbal nouns. This is not surprising, as prepositional phrases often function
adverbially both in CSE and CSR. I would like to nonetheless maintain that the two — English
prepositional phrases and Russian verbal adverbs — cannot be said to be equivalent. That is,
stating that the formulations of the type presented in the following example are equivalent is not
a tenable position. The difference lies in the fact that a prepositional phrase with a gerund is not a
predication. It is not a clause, but rather a phrase, and one that deals in things not events. The
verbal adverb is a predication and therefore is centered around an event. Let us examine just such

an example from the same text:

6. families were publicly cautioned not | 6. B1acTu COBETOBaIN CEMEWHBIM JIIOISIM HE

to go out of town without removing [6] | Bele3xkaTh U3 Topoja, He C1aB MPEABAPUTEIHLHO
their furniture to upholsterers’ CBOE JIOMAIITHEE UMYIIIECTBO B MEOEIbHBIC CKIIAbI
warehouses for security

163 Comrie, Stone, Polinsky 133; we might further note these also being post-posed, whether as a result of foreign
(in this case French) syntax, or that being a marked modificatory position in Russian, one cannot be sure without
further investigation.
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Note that removing may be replaced with a noun phrase the likes of all of their belongings
without affecting the integrity of the syntax. He coas, on the other hand, can only be replaced by
another clause (eciu onu ewe ne coanu...). Furthermore, English too can create a verbal adverb
(using a perfect to achieve the relatively prior tense meaning the so-called past verbal adverb in
Russian yields): having not first removed. The English in its original, therefore, features a level
of verbal abstraction that Russian conjugation does not permit and so an identity of function
cannot be said to entail an identity of meaning. Once again we see here the predilection for
English to deal in things and Russian to deal in events.

If there is one conclusion to be drawn from the above, it is that the Russian deverbal
substantives in -ije are not the equivalent of the English gerund. Their formation is sporadic and
their meaning is inexact in relation to the verbs they are derived from. Although they can at times
provide the action conceptualized as entity definition we are interested in, the morphology alone
is not the deciding factor in whether or not this will be so. The infinitive too can perform several
of the functions of the gerund and, in that regard, is much more predictable a means for
abstraction. It is true, there remain large gaps where it is syntactically and morphologically
limited, such as the object of a preposition and in nominalizing perfect constructions.
Nevertheless, while forms in -ije may be less restricted syntactically, the infinitive is more
flexible than its part of speech classification would lead one to believe. This is because

the basic function of the infinitive appears to be to name the type of action in general,
without reference to any specific reality—i.e., from the grammatical point of view,
without the expression of person, number, or tense. The analogy between the infinitive
and the nominative form of the nouns as the ‘neutral’, ‘dictionary’ form has often been
drawn, and in traditional grammars the infinitive is frequently called a ‘verbal noun’.
This term implies the dual function which is indeed characteristic of the infinitive—its
ability to act in sentences either as a verb or as a noun. The grammatical category which
is expressed by the infinitive in Russian is aspect. It is naturally the imperfective
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infinitive which serves to give the most completely abstract denotation of a type of

action, and which can be immediately equated with a noun.'®*

We find a similar description in Horalek (1962) on comparative syntax in Slavic, noting that it
“se n€kdy funkéné sblizuje se slovesnym substantivem nebo adjektivy (participii) a adverbii,
jindy zase s urCitymi tvary slovesnymi. Infinitiv byva nékdy rovnopravnou nahradou substantiva,
které vyjadiuje d&j nebo stav (napf. &es. chiize ho unavovalo // chodit ho unavovalo).”'%® The
infinitive’s lack of grammatical categories apart from aspect is what provides it with its
plasticity. Particularly versatile is the imperfective infinitive, because it is the unmarked member
of the aspectual pair, meaning it need not indicate even aspect. It is this minimal amount of
grammatical information that permits it to be used virtually anywhere a neuter noun in a direct
case might. It is no surprise that even such forms as ne xouy nuuezo denams kpome cnamo (1
don’t want to do anything except sleep) are common in colloquial CSR. This syntactic spread of
the infinitive to be used where oblique cases are traditionally required is likely the result of a
combination of several factors: 1) the unmarked nature of imperfective infinitives, 2) ellipsis'®¢
of the type in s 60r0cv 6bicmynams neped ceoumu konnecamu (I'm afraid of presenting in front of
my colleagues) where the pronominal dummy mozo and conjunction umoo6w are frequently
omitted (cf. 52 6oroce mozo, umobsl 8bicmynamo neped ceoumu konnecamu), 3) the increasingly
analytical nature of the language as a whole, and 4) the influence of foreign languages, most
prominently of which is English at present, which may or may not be connected to the previous

point. It will be interesting to see to what degree the infinitive, the foreign syntax of English and

te4 Forsyth, 283

165 «sometimes functionally approaches the verbal noun or adjective (participle) and adverb, elsewhere with finite
verb forms. The infinitive is also at times an equal substitute for a noun, which expresses an action or state (e.g. Cz.
the walk tired him // walking tired him).” (Horalek, 265); note that the same structures hold true in Russian:
npoeyaka e2o ymomasaa and eyasimos e2o ymomasio.

166 Whether or not this is truly elliptical or if there is a difference in meaning between the constructions with and
without To and a subordinating conjunction will be discussed in Chapter 6.



the suffix -une further their expansion and productivity respectively in the coming decades.
While it would seem that the stylistically marked -ije representing so many fully nominalized
forms in the language already would prohibit its resurgence as a means of abstract event
expression, one can never be sure what factors will prove most prominent in the long run.
Schupbach (1984), however, sees any future resurgence as a most unlikely eventuality. In his
section entitled “The Decline of -nie in the 20th Century” he notes that the last morphological
domain in which such nouns remain entirely productive and predictable are the so-called
secondary imperfectives in -iva. Even here, though, the situation is unsure:

As long as its competitors cannot convey this [abstract] meaning, -nie will retain a level

of productivity in these styles at least, and in so doing will probably continue to support

the neuter. But the emergence on a regular basis of verb government with, for example -

ka, as in kritika kogo kem, might be sufficient to seal the fate of the model and the gender
with it.'®’

As is apparent, Schupbach not only questions the continued longevity of nouns in -ije, but the
entirety of the neuter gender along with them. His reasoning is that the neuter is the least
numerous of the three genders with a very few suffixes constituting the vast majority of the

occurrence of the gender and its distinct declension is limited to the nominative and accusative

90

(which are one and the same in this case). While a compelling conjecture, it seems unlikely that

this will occur within the lifetime of anyone now living, as the denominal abstract-noun forming

suffix -stvo remains productive and, even were we to suppose that -ka or -une or some other
means were to cause the obsolescence of nouns in -ije, they still remain a large part of the
lexicon. As it stands, however, gaps (from the point of view of English) do remain in abstract
event expression if one considers forms in -ije and the infinitive alone. We might therefore

expect that the so-called mo, umo constructions at least theoretically fill in these gaps and,

167 Schupbach, 46
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therefore, play a significant role in the greater syntactic system of Russian and its expression of
abstract events. However, because this is a deceptively complicated topic, we will cover it in the
Chapter 6 devoted entirely to what I will call rather To-subordinates.

There is yet a fourth way of expressing events in the abstract. As noted above, some
verbs permit derived nouns with a zero morpheme or the suffix -x(a) that provide just such a
meaning. The former is an older and less productive means than the latter.!®® These are such
nouns as 6ee (from 6ecamw), pazius (from paziuseams), nepedenxa (from nepedenams), nobenxa
(from nobenums) etc. Though less numerous in occurrence than those nouns with the suffix -ije,
the overall picture is much the same, as one cannot be sure a) whether such a form exists and b)
what it will mean, should it exist. As with forms in -ije, many nouns with such a zero morpheme
or one in -x(a) will be concrete in nature, and not abstract event conceptualizations. One of the
two, or perhaps the foreign -une, would, therefore, need to undergo grammaticalization if they
are truly to supplant nouns in -ije. A more likely outcome would seem to be the continued
distribution of abstraction to the various derivational suffixes already discussed, i.e. the
infinitive, and other paraphrastic and syntactic means such as To-subordinates. All of these trends
seem to align well with the already noted increasingly analytical nature of the language.

2. Textual Comparison

We will now analyze the translations of abstract actions from English into Russian, from
Russian into English and from a third language, German, into both. As explained before, a third
language was chosen as a sort of control group.'®® For each of these comparisons, three texts

were chosen, more or less evenly spaced in time from the beginning of the 19th century to the

168 Schupbach, 45

19 The many shortcomings of translational analysis will be addressed following the analysis. While there are many,
the method is not without its advantages as well. There is also a strong precedent for translational analysis as a
legitimate means of study in linguistic scholarship.
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present. This was done to see whether there seem to be any obvious diachronic tendencies in the
recent past in regard to abstract event representation.

The bracketed numbers occurring next to verbal nouns refer to which of the above eight
functions any given form is fulfilling.!”® Other means of conveying abstract actions have been
underlined. This includes Russian verbal adverbs, which, while not abstract, are consistently
used to translate prepositional phrases functioning adverbially (as discussed previously) in
English in which a verbal noun is present (ex. We left after eating dinner; cf. noyscunas, mot
).

2.1.  English to Russian

The first texts analyzed were Charles Dickens’ 1859 4 Tale of Two Cities'’" and its
Russian translation, [Tosecmw 0 08yx 2opooax. The translator, Elizaveta Beketova, was a
contemporary of Dickens.!”? The first eleven instances of English gerunds in the body of the
novel are compared with their renderings in Russian. Verbal nouns are cited in bold. Other forms
of interest in the translations will be underlined. It should further be noted that no such -ije

forms in the same amount of text were identified in the Russian translation.

1. some of its noisiest authorities 1. camble ropsacThle €ro MpeiCcTaBUTENHN YKE U
insisted on its being [8] received, for Tora TpedoBau, 4ToObl 0 HEeM — OyIb TO B
good or for evil, in the superlative XOPOIIIEM WU B TypHOM CMBICJIE — F'OBOPHIIH HE
degree of comparison only WHaYe, KaK B MPEBOCXOHOMN CTETICHU

170 Because this section is primarily an analysis in how verbal nouns are dealt with, the ninth function will not be
discussed, as it has been addressed separately above.

171 All primary sources for this analysis may be found in the bibliography.

1721 was unable to determine the exact date of the translation.



2. a prophetic private in the Life Guards
had heralded the sublime appearance by
announcing [6] that arrangements were
made for the swallowing [6] up of
London and Westminster
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2. HEKOEeMYy psI0BOMY JIeiO-TBapany,
HaJEIEHHOMY TIPOPOYECKUM J1apoM, OBLIO
BUJCHHE, YTO B OHBIM 3HAMEHATEIbLHBIN JCHb
TBEPAb 3€MHAas Pa3BEP3HETCA U MOIOTUT JIOHIIOH ¢
BectMuacTEpOM

3. even the Cock-lane ghost had been
laid only a round dozen of years, after
rapping [6] out its messages

3. 1a ¥ KOKJIEHHCKUI NpU3paK yTOMOHMIICS BCETO
JUIIb KAKUX-HUOYIb IBEHAIATH JIET, He OOJBIIIE,
IIOCJIe TOTO KaK OH...MPOCTyYal BCe, 4YTO eMy OBLIO

ITOJIOXKCHO

4. she entertained herself, besides, with
such humane achievements as
sentencing [6] a youth to have his hands
cut off

4. oHa, KpOME TOTO, H3OIIPSIIACH B
BBICOKOYEIIOBEKOTIOOMBBIX MOBUTAX; TAK,
HaIpUMep, OJHOTO MOIPOCTKA MPUTOBOPUITH K
CIIeyFoIIel TO30PHOM Ka3HU: eMy oTpyOuin 06e

pPyKu

5. In England, there was scarcely an
amount of order and protection to justify
much national boasting [4]

5. AHTIIUS TOpPAMIIACh CBOUM TIOPSIIIKOM H
O1aroJeHCTBHEM, HO Ha CAMOM J€eJe ITI0XBACTaThCs
OBLIO HEYEM

6. families were publicly cautioned not
to go out of town without removing [6]
their furniture to upholsterers’
warehouses for security

6. BIIACTH COBETOBAJIM CEMCHHBIM JIIOISIM HE
BBIE3)KATh U3 TOPOJIa, HE C/IaB MPEIBAPUTEIBHO
CBOE JIOMAIITHEE UMYIIIECTBO B MEOEIBHBIC CKIIAIbI

7. with the mutinous intent of taking [6]
it back to Blackheath

7. ¢ IBHBIM HAMEPEHHEM OTBE3TH €€ 0OpaTHO B
bipkxuz

8. in those days, travellers were very shy
of being [6] confidential on a short
notice

8. Te BpeMeHa IyTEeIeCTBEHHUKH H30eraiu
BCTYIIAaTh B Pa3roBOPHI C HE3HAKOMBIMU JIIOJIbMH

9. he would have put himself in a fair
way of getting [6/8] shot instantly as a
highwayman

9. ero, BEpOSTHO, TYT e MPUCTPETHIN Obl, KaK
pa30oiiHrKa
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10. even the emphatic leader pricked up | 10. u naske KpacHopeunBasi KOpeHHas1, TOBEPHYB

his ears and looked back, without rOJIOBY ¥ HACTOPOKUB YIIIM, CMOTpEJIa Ha3ajl, He
contradicting [6] BCTyIlasg HUA B KaKHUE NIPEPEKAHUS

Of the eleven English examples, the overwhelming majority (82%) feature a gerund as the object
of a preposition — one of them (9) being a compound gerund. The Russian renderings are largely
grammatically altered to such an extent that no comparison can really be made. However, we
might note that sentence 3 is translated with a To-subordinate construction, 6 and 10 are rendered
with past and present verbal adverbs respectively (i.e. cdag and ecmynas) and 7 and 8 use
infinitives. While sentence 8 features an infinitive as the direct object, number 7 is more
interesting and was discussed extensively above. Returning to the primary matter, however, the
utter lack of deverbal nouns of the type we are dealing with here in the Russian translation
appears too overt to be accidental. Our sample size, in any event, is as of yet too modest to draw
any far-reaching conclusions.

The second text moves us forward in time to John Steinbeck’s 1939 The Grapes of
Wrath. The Russian version, / po30vs cnesa, is the 1986 translation by Natal’ja Volzyna. As
before, the first eleven examples of a verbal noun in the original English are cited alongside their
translations. Not only is Steinbeck chronologically distant from Dickens, but stylistically his
prose possesses none of the propriety of Dickens’. Whether it is Steinbeck’s more
straightforward narration, less prone to the use of abstract nouns or some other factor, we will
not here speculate, but it is worth noting that such -ing forms in Steinbeck occur with far less

frequency than they did in Dickens.

1. the dust was long in settling [6] back again | 1. mbuIb JONTO CTOSATA B BO3AYXE, IPEXKIIE UeM
CHOBA OCECTh Ha 3EMJII0
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2. the waitress, without looking [6], reached
behind her and shut it off

2. opuumaHTKa, HE M/, IPOTAHYJIA HA3a]
PYKY U BBIKJIKOYHIIA €T0

3. then he put on the cap, and by pulling [6]
started the future ruin of the visor

3. 4eoBeK...CHOBA HAJIEN €€ U MOTSAHYJI 32
KO3BIPEK, TEM CaMbIM I10JIO’KUB HAYaJIoO €ro
rubenu

4. she was trying to see it in a mirror behind
the counter without letting [6] the truck driver
know

4. oHa mBITAJIaCh PA3TISAETh €r0 B 3epKaie,
BHUCEBIIIEM HaJ CTOMKOM, HO TaK, YTOObI
modep HIYEro He 3aMETHI

5. his face was red and his blue eyes long and
slitted from having [6/8] squinted always at
sharp light

5. 1o y Hero ObIIO KpacHoe, Tiia3a ronyosie
U Y3KH€, KaK [IeJIOYKH, OT IPUBBIYKH
IIYPUTHCS HA IPKOM CBETY

6. with each opening [6] of his mouth his
tongue could be seen flipping the gum over

6. KaXKablil pa3, KaKk OH OTKPBIBAJ POT, MEXTY
ry0aMu y HEro BUIHEIICS SI3bIK, TOHSIOMINN C
MECTa Ha MECTO PE3NHOBYIO JKBAUKY

7. why, I'm thinkin' of takin'[6] one of them
correspondence school courses. Mechanical
engineering [6]

7. X04y HOCTYIIUTh Ha 3a04HbIE KypChl. M3yuay
MEXaHUKY

8. Joad waved his hand without looking [6]
around

8. JI)xoyn, He 000paunBasCch, MOMaxai pyKou

9. now the going [1] was easy

9. Tenepb UATH OBLIO JIETYE

10. when Joad heard the truck get under way,
gear climbing up to gear and the ground
throbbing under the rubber beating [6] of the
tires

10. ycaslmas, 4TO Ipy30BUK TPOHYJICS C
MecTa U, Habupasi CKOPOCTb, MOKATUI IO
110cce, MIyX0 OTKJIMKAaBIIEMYCS Ha LUJIETIKU
PEe3UHOBBIX IIMH, /[Xoyx

What stands out here, again, is the preponderance of the verbal noun as the object of a

preposition: this time in ten of the eleven examples. Sentence 9 provides us with the first

instance of the gerund as subject and sentence 5, as with Dickens, includes a compound gerund.

The translations present a similar picture as before, as three times an infinitive is used (numbers

1 ocecms, 7 nocmynums, 9 uomu) and two present verbal adverbs are used (2 - 22205 and 8 -

obopauusascy). The infinitive appears as the primary member of the predicate in a dependent
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clause with the conjunction npesicoe uem in 1,'"3 as the direct object in 7 and as the subject in 9.
The main point of concern, however, is the total lack of deverbal nouns in -ije, as, here again, we
see further proof that any kind of equation of the verbal noun in the two languages is not
supported by usage. The growing impression is a general preference for verbal predication in
Russian compared to relatively greater focus on nouns in English sentence structure. Unlike the
previous comparison, the Russian text here does feature abstract -ije forms in the pages that were
considered (up to the beginning of the fourth chapter) - they total four: wypwanue,
ooicecmouyerue, acydicocanue, nepedsudxcerue. None of them, however, were translations of
English gerunds.

Before proceeding with an analysis of Russian texts translated into English we will look
at a third text, Chuck Palahniuk’s 1996 Fight Club and its Russian translation by Ilya

Kormil’tsev from 2009, bouyoeckuii k1y6.

1. this isn’t about love as in caring [6] 1. TyT peub He O JIF0OBH, KaK O IPUCTPACTUH

2. erying [1] is right at hand in the smothering | 2. 310 TO, 4TO HamO — MJIaKaTh B
dark OKYTBIBaIOLIEH TEOS TEMHOTE

3. this is as close as ['ve been to sleeping [6] [ 3. 3T0 uTO-TO Bpoj€ TOTO, KaK €cliv ObI 5

in almost a week npocan HeAeo Kpsiay' '

4. the only woman here at Remaining [1] 4. eTMHCTBEHHA KEHIIINHA 3]1€Ch, B

Men Together, the testicular cancer support «OcTtaHeMcsl My>)KYMHAMH BMECTE», B TPYyIIIE
group TICUXOJIOTHYECKOM MOACPIKKH JUIs1 OOIBbHBIX

pPaKoM SIM4eK

5. worse than that, I can’t cry with her 5. ¥ 4TO elle XyKe — 5 HE MOT'y IUIaKaTh,
watching [6] KOrJla OHa IISJIUTCS

173 In subordinate structures dislocated in time where the implied subject is that of the main clause, infinitives rather
than finite forms are often preferred. The same can be said of English, only the gerund is used where Russian has the
infinitive. cf. IIpeacoe vem manyesamov/mor manyesanu, mvi cxoounu 8 pecmopau... and Before dancing/we danced,
we went to a restaurant...

174 Here and in other places there are objectively incorrect translations of the original, however, locating ‘the best’
translation is an objective that is simply beyond the scope of the present dissertation. The only criterion used in
selecting translations here and elsewhere was that the publisher be well known.
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6. this should be my favorite part, being [3/8]
held and crying [3]

6. 3TO, HaBEpHOE, OBLIIO MOE JIFOOUMOE
3aHATUC — I1IJIAKATh B OG'IJSITLHX

7. see the cancer patients getting [5] by

7. yBUAETH COOpHINE OOJTBHBIX PAKOM

8. all this dying [1] had started with Chloe
being a little tired

8. Bech MyTh yMUpaHus [4] Havancs 11
Knoywu ¢ HeOomnbI110#1 ycTanocTu

9. screwing [1] passed the time

9. «TpaxHET» — 3TO YK€ yCTapeio

10. Chloe talked us through opening [6] each
door

10. Knnoyu paccka3zbiBajia, Kak Mbl OTKPbIBa€M
KaX]IyI0 U3 HUX

Palahniuk’s prose provides us with several instances of the gerund as the subject of the sentence,
two of which are particularly noteworthy. Sentence 2 features a translation of the gerund crying
with the infinitive niaxameo, as discussed in the functional analysis portion of the chapter, but of
greater significance is sentence 8, as this presents the single instance in the thirty examples so far
examined, where a gerund is translated with a noun in -ije: yumupanue for dying. This yet again
provides further confirmation that comparing the use of English gerunds to Russian nouns in -ije
is extremely misleading. Sentences 6 and 7 also provide the first examples of a gerund acting as
an explanatory modifier and an object complement, respectively. Perhaps somewhat
unexpectedly, however, in addition to the instance already enumerated, there are a further nine
abstract -ije forms in as many pages: pacuupenue, nonumanue, Mbluanue, 61a0eHue,
npumeHeHue, 8blocusanue, Heooceinanue, cmpaoatue, and revenue. The only explanation we
will offer here is that, the original text being highly stylized prose, the translator made a similar
attempt to use marked language, one of the features of which happened to be this noun in -ije.
Despite this preponderance, the significant point remains that only once has the usage coincided
thus far. We will now perform a similar three-part analysis, though now in the opposite direction:

from Russian to English.
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2.2.
The first text analyzed here is the 1887!'7> Maude translation of Leo Tolstoy’s 1859

Russian to English

Family Happiness (Cemeiinoe cuacmwe). As was stated in the previous chapter, a simple
analytical approach has been used here that requires that 1) the dictionary define the form as
Oeticmsue no enazony... (action according to the verb...) and that 2) the form in -ije only occur in
the singular for it to qualify as an abstracted action of the type with which we are concerned. As

with English, pluralization of the form disqualifies it from consideration.

1. BOT BTOpYIO 3UMY JapoM, B yeAMHEHH U™
[6], yOuBato B nepeBHe

1. I was wasting a second winter in the
solitude of the country

2. 1 XWJIa He TaK, KaK B HA4aJIe 3UMBI, a
3aHuManach 1 CoHel, U My3bIKOil, 1 YTeHHeM

[4]

2. I read and played the piano and gave
lessons to Sonya

3. s YCUJIMBAJIACh UCHIOJHATDL TOJIBKO IO
CO3HaHMIO* [6] moira

3. I forced myself to go through from a sense
of duty

4. u 5 c crapaTeNbHBIM CMUpeHueM™ [6]
cTapajach OTBEYATh HA UX MOKJIOHBI

4. I returned their bows with studied humility

5. ewe ciare Obl OBLIO JUIS MEHS
packasinue® [1]

5. my repentance would be all the sweeter

6. Te TITyOMHBI YYBCTBA U MBICITH, KOTOPHIE S
Haxo/ujia B €ro yueHum [6]

6. the depths of thought and feeling I found in
studying [6] it

7. HOBas KU3Hb OcylecTBIeHus* [6]176
MOUX HAJEKI

7. 1s a new world, that will realize my hopes

8. He OBLIO 3TOTO CTPOTOTO TPY/IA,
ucnoJHeHusn* [1] gonra

8. there was none of that hard work,
performance of duty

9. B mogaBJjieHun™* [6] 3TOrO YyBCTBA

9. in the task of overcoming [6] these feelings

10. xak OyJTO COBECTSCH MPU3HABATHLCS TIEPET
TOJINOO B 00Jaganum [6] MmHOIO

10. as if ashamed to confess his ownership of
me in public

* Forms thus marked are defined in the dictionary as the action according to both members of the aspectual pair

175 1 was not able to confirm with absolute certainty the accuracy of this translation date.
176 As the original functional analysis did not take into account Russian case, attributive genitives in Russian will be
equated to post-nominal of attribution in English.
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This analysis presented several complications. There are many forms the exact status of which is
difficult to determine. Words such as swcenarnue, nonoscenue, yousnenue, cocmosmue, packasmue,
cyuecmsoganue etc. are undoubtedly now what I have referred to as concretized nouns; i.e. those
expressing a single act or state no longer associated (at least derivationally) with the verb.
Nevertheless, several of these were included, as had they not been, it is unlikely that ten forms of
the kind sought would have been found in the entire text. This includes examples 1, 3,4, 5,7, 8,
9, 10. In other words, only examples 2 and 6, the only forms derived from imperfective verbs
(with the exception of 10), present a clear abstraction of the verb. It is no surprise, then, that
number 6 is only one of two examples where the form was translated with an English gerund. It
should also be noted that seven of the ten items are derived (or at least theoretically would be
derived) from perfective verbs, confirming what we noted in the previous chapter: forms in -ije
derived from perfective verbs are no longer aspectually marked. This allows them to be used
both in a resultative sense (i.e. perfective) as well as processual (i.e. imperfective), as noted in
the chart’s footnote. It should be further kept in mind, however, that the majority of such forms
are translated simply as nouns: solitude (yeounenue), sense (cozuanue), humility (cmupenue),
repentance (packasinue), performance (ucnoanenue). Number 7 (ocywecmenenue) is translated
as if it were a participle, though the general rendering would be realization, and while number 9
does include a gerund, overcoming for nooasnenue, the more literal translation in the present
context would be suppression (or perhaps suppressing), another noun. This is pointed out in
support of nouns in -ije not being considered in any significant way analogous to the English

gerund, but rather in support of their status as unpredictable derived nouns.!”” A final point to be

177 As discussed in detail in the previous chapter, when this suffix is used is dependent on a complicated set of
morphological, aspectual, syntactic and semantic qualities at least. Further discussion as to why I have chosen to
label them as largely unproductive can be found in the final chapter.
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made is that almost the entire novella (over 200 pages in its original publication) was utilized in
order to identify these ten forms.
The second text analyzed is Mikhail Bulgakov’s 1940 Master and Margarita (Macmep u

Mapzeapuma) in translation by Pevear and Volokhonsky.

1. npencenarens mpaBJjaeHus [6] ogHoit U3
KPYIMHEHIIUX MOCKOBCKUX JIMTEPATYPHBIX
accoluanumi

1. chairman of the board of one of the major
Moscow literary associations

2. camyeHue* [1] ux HE MOXET HE BbI3BATh
M3YMJICHUS

2. a comparison of them cannot but cause
amazement

3. ¥ BOT Baile ynpaJjieHue* [1] 3aKkoHUHIIOCH

3. and so your governing [1] is over

4. Ha KpBILIKE €r0 IIpY OTKPBIBAHUH [6]

4. as it was opened

5. B IpeAbABJIECHUHN* [6] TOKYMEHTOB HET
HaJ00HOCTH

5. there was no need to show papers

6. TyOBI €ro MEeBEIUINCh YyTh-UyTh IPU
npousHeceHnu™ [6] cios

6. only his lips moved slightly as he
pronounced the words

7. npu oTipaBjaeHun® [6] va JIsicyro I'opy

7. as they were transported to Bald Mountain

8. mpu npuObITUN* [6] Ha HEee BOWUTH B
BEpPXHEE OLICTIIEHUE

8. on arrival was to join the upper cordon

9. OCTpBIM CIIyXOM YJIOBUII
IIPOKYpaTop. . . HU3Koe Bopuanue [4]

9. the procurator’s sharp ear caught...a low
rumble

10. U B ucnpaBiaenuu* [6] 3Toii ommoOKku
pUMCKasi BIacTh, KOHEYHO, 3aMHTEPECOBaHA

10. and this error Roman authority is, of
course, interested in correcting [6]

Once again, the majority of the Russian forms (70%) here are made from perfective verbs whose
status as abstract rather than concrete nominalizations is open to debate. Two of the ten forms
were rendered with English gerunds (3 and 4), bringing the present correspondence rate from
translations in either direction to 5/53 or 9%. There was one instance (number 5) in which the

Russian form was expressed with an infinitive in English. This text is also noteworthy for the
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stylistically marked prepositional phrases 6/npu + noun in -ije.!”® Such constructions would be
replaced with infinitival or clausal constructions in neutral speech: e naoo
npeovasIAmy/nokasvieams 0okymenmul instead of 6 npedwvsasienuu doxymenmos nem
Ha0ob6HOCmL, 2Y0bl €20 WeGenUIUCh YYMb-4ymb, K020a OH npousHocul cioea instead of 2yowi eco
WEeBENUNUCH YYMb-YYMb NPU NPOUSHECEHUU CO8; PUMCKASL IACTIb XOYen, KOHEUHO, UCIPAGISmMb
amy owu6bky instead of 6 ucnpasnenuu smoii owubKU pumckas 61acmos, KOHEUHo,
3aunmepecosana etc.

The third text analyzed is Sergej Dovlatov’s 1986 The Suitcase (Yemoodar) in the 1990

translation of Antonina W. Bouis.

1. Benukomy ydenuro [6]177 — xurs 1. Long live the great teaching [1]

2. Bcepbe3 IIaHUPOBaJ orpadieHue™ [4] 2. I seriously planned holding [4] up a
IOBEJIMPHOT'O Mara3uHa jewelry store

3. 3a MupHOe yperyJjJupoBanue Cy>31KOro 3. to the peaceful resolution of the Suez crisis!

kpusuca! 3a npucoequHenue* [4] Dnp3acau | To the annexation of Lotharingia
Jlorapunrun

4. Bpy4enue* [1] mo4eTHbIX rpaMoT U 4. Handing [1] out of certificates and awards
Harpan

5. BBIHYJWJIO 3aTauTh AbIXaHHe [4] 5. made me gasp

6. TpU CTAaThH LIMPOKOTO OOIIECTBEHHO- 6. three articles with broad socio-political
MOJIMTHYECKOTO 3BY4YaHus [6] resonance

7. naBaii HHTEJUIUTEHTA, THOO0 cdhepy 7. give me an intellectual or someone from the
o0cary:;kuBanus [6] service sector

8. Jlenun u 31paBooxpanenue [1] 8. Lenin and health

9 . mpubepeys uX I METUITTHCKOTO 9. save it for the medical examination

o0caenoBanud [6]

178 Offord and Gogolitsyna (2005), p.49, cite such constructions as emblematic of academic/scientific writing.
17 This singular instance of a Russian deverbal in the dative (here in an impersonal) will here be treated like the
attributive genitive as it too would require the preposition fo in English in a literal translation: /¢ is to the great
teaching to live.
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10. orTyna nonecnocs ryaenue [1] 10. a hum followed by a slight click

Here we find the greatest preponderance of -ije to -ing correspondence, as three of the ten
examples exhibit. This brings the total correspondence to 8/64 or 13%. While these sample sizes
and their status as confined to a single literary genre (prose fiction) preclude the results from
being construed as representative in absolute terms, the trend of a low correspondence rate is
clear. Perhaps most significant, however, is the consideration of a further factor that skews the
data gathered. If we analyze the English-to-Russian data, it is even more striking: 1/33 or 3%.
The converse Russian-to-English data with a 7/31 correspondence, or 23%, is a result of the
selection process. Whereas the English-to-Russian data were collected in a matter of pages, the
Russian-to-English examples could only be gathered after examinations of entire chapters
(sometimes close to the entire work). There is also the great difficulty of determining the status
of the -ije form in Russian. My concerns in this matter have already been expressed and it is
likely that, had a more stringent analytical technique been applied to the Russian-to-English
examples, even fewer truly verbal nouns would have been found in the Russian texts.
Furthermore, if such truly verbal nouns are found in Russian, they can doubtlessly be rendered
by -ing in English, as evidenced by the relatively high correspondence rate of the Russian-to-
English analysis. However, the reverse is not true, as was shown initially in the part I of the
chapter, the functional analysis, and here in the low correspondence rate in the English-to-
Russian analysis. It is also significant that second only to no abstract correspondence was the use
of the infinitive. It is becoming ever clearer then that it is the infinitive that is one of, if not the
most, dominant means of abstract event expression in CSR.

We will now move to part II, section C, where German verbal nouns (neuter nouns made

from the infinitive) will be analyzed as they are translated into both Russian and English. The
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expected result will be that the English correspondence rate with translations in -ing will be

significantly higher than those of Russian in -ije. A similar selection of works spanning the past

two centuries will be presented.

2.3.  German to Russian and English

The first text analyzed will be Johann Wolfgang von Goethe’s 1795 Wilhelm Meister’s

Apprenticeship (G: Wilhelm Meisters Lehrjahre R: I'00vl yuenus Bunveenoma Meticmepa). The

English translation is that of Thomas Carlyle and the Russian that of Natalja Kasatkina.!8°

1. Mit welchem
Entziicken [6] sprech ich
zum erstenmal diese Worte
aus

1. With what rapture do I
now, for the first time, speak
the word

1. C kakum ynoenuem!'?!
BIIEPBbIE IPOU3HOIIY I 3TH
CJI0Ba

2. allein nicht wie sonst zum
Hin- und Widerlaufen [6]

2. not, as formerly, to let us
pass and repass

2. He I TOTO, YTOOBI MOKHO
OBLIIO, KaK OOBIUHO, OeraTh
B3a/I-BIIEpe]T

3. so war zum zweiten Male
die Wollust des Aufmerkens
[6] und Forschens [6] grof3

3. I enjoyed on this second
occasion the pleasure of
examining [6] and
scrutinizing [6]

3. TO BO BTOpOM IIpPEBBILIE
BCETO MEHS YBJIEKJIO
Hadmoaenue [1] u
no3HaBanue [1]

4. horte inwendig am
Klappern [6]

4. heard, by the rattling [6]
within

4. 1o cTyKy U3HYTpH
yCIIBIIIAT

5. man mit Aufridumen [6]
beschiftigt sei

5. the people were packing up
some articles

5. TaM 3aHATHI IPUOOPKOH

6. Ich verlor mich in tiefes
Nachdenken [6]

6. I sank into deep meditation

6. s IOTPy3UJICS B TTTyOOKHE
Pa3MBIILICHUS

7. der von so wenigem
Zuhoren [6] so mancherlei
habe behalten konnen

7. that had retained so much
from only two recitations

7. KOTOPBIN CTOJIBKO
3aIIOMHUJI U3 TOT'O, YTO
CJIbIIIAJI CYUTAHHBIC PA3bI

&. wo es an ein Totstechen
[1] ging

8. where the cutting and
stabbing [1] lay

8. Tae Aemo JOXOIUT 0
CMEpPTOYOUICTB

180 Both translation dates are unknown, though the Russian version accessed was published in 1978.

181 While the verb ynoums from which the present form is clearly historically derived does still exist, no dictionary
cites ynoenue as being “the action according to the verb...” and so the word is now completely nominalized and
synonymous with other nouns like socmope (delight, rapture).
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9. Arbeiten [1], bei denen die
Bedienten im Hause

9. undertakings in which such
of the servants...of the house

9. K TaKUM TpyAaM ObUIH
MIPUBJICUCHBI CBEIYIUE B
MOPTHSKECTBE CIIYTH

10. erlangten mehr
Geschmeidigkeit im
Sprechen und Betragen [6]

10. and acquired more
dexterity in speech and
gesture

10. MbI mpro6penu Gostblie
CHOPOBKH B pe4ax 1 MaHepax

Perhaps the most striking feature of the German text here is the almost exclusive use of the
verbal noun as the object of a preposition; only two instances (numbers 8 and 9) diverge from
this trend and are both the subject of the clause. The English translations do not feature a very
high rendering correspondence, with only % (4 out of 12) of the examples translated with a
gerund, though still higher than that of the Russian translation, where ' (20f the 12) German
forms are rendered with deverbal nouns in -ije. Even this, however, is likely high for CSR, as
such forms were of a greater frequency in the 18th and 19th century: “B s3p1xke X VIII — Hayana
XIX B. 00pa3oBaHue CyIIECTBUTEIBHBIX [OTIIaroJbHBIX| M YHOTpeOIeHHE UX B PEUH. ..ObLIO0
Gosiee CBOOOIHBIM 110 CPABHEHHIO C SI3bIKOM BTOPOii 11010BUHBI XIX B. U COBpeMEHHBIM. 182
Whether or not there have been similar or differing trends in German and English I cannot say.
One can also not know to what degree the translator was consciously stylizing their translation,
to what degree grammatical veracity was observed, and other similar questions. Rather than
speculate on these questions, however, let us move to the next text.

The second work we will consider is Thomas Mann’s 1901 Buddenbrooks (G:

Buddenbrooks R: Byooenopoku) in the 1909 English translation by John E. Woods and in

Russian by Natalia Man.'#3

182 “in the language of the 18™ and beginning of the 19" century the formation of deverbal nouns and their use in

speech was more free in comparison with the language of the second half of the 19" century and the modern
language” (Xoxuauéna, 74)
183 Translation date unknown, a 2011 publication accessed.
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1. Essen und Trinken|[4],
Haus und Hof

1. meat and drink, hearth and
home

1. nuiy v nuthe [4], 10M U
JIBOP

2. in sein helles, verkniffenes
Kichern [6]

2. a high, pinched giggle

2. XUXUKHY

3. daB3 Christian Schreiben,
Rechnen und Singen [4]
gehabt hatte

3. Christian had had lessons
in writing, arithmetic, and
singing [6]

3. nocneAHUMHU ypOKaMu
OBLIN YHCTOIHMCAHUE,
apu¢pmeTrka 1 nenue [1]

4. Heute abend vielleicht,
vorm Zubettegehen [6]

4. this evening, perhaps, right
before bed

4. MOKeET OBITb, ITO3/1HEE
BEUEPOM, KOIJa BCe
pa3ouyTCs. ..

5. Ich bin baff, aber ich
verschlucke mein Lachen [4]

5. I am dumbfounded, but I
managed to choke back my
laughter

5. 4yTb HE NPBICHYJI, HO
OBJaJel cO00t0

6. Lebrecht Kroger tibernahm
das Tranchieren [4]

6. Lebrecht Kroger took
charge of the carving [6]

6. pe3aTh BETUUHY BbI3BAJICA
Jle6pext Kperep

7. und ihrem ferneren
Wachsen, Blithen und
Gedeihen [6] 84

7. that it might grow,
blossom, and flourish

7. 3a ee NalpHEUIIUN POCT U
npouseranue [6]

8. nach einigem Leiden [6]

&. after he had suffered

8. mocie HeaoJIron 0OJIE3HU

9. im entschlossenen
Ergreifen [6] des Vorteils

9 . when it came to seizing [6]
the advantage

9. mpeBOCXOIUII €T0
PELIUTEIBHOCTBIO IEUCTBUN

10. das dritte Zimmer des
Zwischengeschosses zum
Schlafen [6] benutzten

10. down to the mezzanine,
and for the time being his
father and mother were
sleeping in the third room

10. ycrponnu cebe cranbHIO
B TPETbEU KOMHATE
aHTpecoJen

Here it would seem that the Russian translation made a greater attempt at grammatical accuracy

than that of the English, even utilizing one of the few remaining purely Russian deverbal

nouns'®® in CSR. The German use is largely split between prepositional and direct objects, with

184 A similar problem arises here as with the genitive of attribution in Russian: dative indirect objects will be treated
as the equivalent of the prepositional phrase fo... in English.
185 Deverbal nouns in Russian are primarily OCS in form, ending in -ue and, in the rare occasion that the stress falls
on the final syllable, one will hear the vowel [e], not reflecting the Russian sound change of [e] to [o] which took
place in absolute final position (among others) (see Kiparsky p.112, Kuznetzov and Borkovskij p.128 etc.), such as
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seven instances of each and a single instance of a verbal noun used as an indirect object. All four

of the English gerunds were prepositional objects, while only one of the Russian deverbals

functioned as such (number 7), the remaining two being subject (number 3) and direct object

(number 1). Nevertheless, we again do not see the expected disparateness between English and

Russian that the grammatical status of each language would suggest. We will move now to the

final text of our analysis and see whether this trend continues.

The third German text analyzed will be Herta Miiller’s 1994 The Land of Green Plums

(G: Herztier R: Cepoye-36epo) translated into English by Michael Hofmann in 1996 and into

Russian by Galina Vladimirovna Snezhynskaja in 2010.

1. vom Sitzen [6] waren
meine Beine eingeschlafen

1. My legs had fallen asleep
from sitting [6]

1. y MeHs 3aTeKJIM HOTU

2. das Heu war vom Sitzen
[6] zusammengepref3t

2. the hay was flattened from
being [6/8] sat on

2. CEHO CIUTIOIIUIOCH

3. gesungen im Stehen [6]

3. sung while standing

3. [form not translated]

4. als wiren die Finger zum
Wegwerfen [6]

4. as if she meant to throw
them away

4. kak OyATO eil HaJo UxX
BBIOPOCHUTH

5. beim Regen [6], bleibt
etwas auf der Zunge liegen

5. as she speaks, something
gets stuck her tongue

5. TOBOPHUT, a Ha A3bIKE YTO-
TO BEPTUTCS

6. Aste im Wachsen [6] jedes
Jahr diese groe Verspitung
hatten

6. branches took a long time
before blooming [6]

6. BETKU KaXKIbIl r0J CUILHO
OTCTaBAJIM B POCTE

7. im Kreischen [6] der
Schienen

7. To the squealing [6] of the
rails

7. OT CKpeXeTa peabCoB

8. er sah sich im Liegen [6]
die rotlichen Wolken an

8. as he lay, he would look up
at the reddish clouds

8. Jlexan-nonexusan u
CMOTpEJ Ha pbDKUE 00saKa

in orcumué (life usually referring to the literary biographies of the lives of saints) and 6simué (existence in its
philosophical sense), both of which have Russified variants that did undergo the sound change, are differentiated in
spelling, and generally express a more every day, non-abstract meaning; these even make an oft-hyphenated saying:
arcumué-ovimué, or the everyday life/existence. [Tumwé also has a doublet in numué, which is simply an archaic

variant of the former.
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9. dies ist zum Sterben [6] 9. this will kill me 9. 3TO UTOOBI YMEPETh
10. wir zum Essen [6] nur 10. given only spoons to eat 10. HaM ArOT TOJIBKO JIOXKKHU
Loftel bekommen with

Only in this third three-way analysis do we see results more in line with those expected on the
basis of the first two sets of analyses: of the 10 German verbal nouns, 4 were rendered with
gerunds in English and none were translated with deverbals in -ije in Russian. The final ratio
then for the three way comparison of German:English:Russian is 38:13:5. In terms of
percentages, English used gerunds 34% of the time and Russian 13%. If we further recall that the
English to Russian correlation was 3% and the Russian to English correspondence 23%, we can
make an attempt to draw some tentative conclusions. However, it bears stating the obvious
limitations of such an analysis: 1) translations vary greatly amongst themselves, even those of a
single text, and, while controlling for this variation (if even possible) would undoubtedly
produce interesting results, it is beyond the scope of the present analysis 2) using such a small
number of texts placed an increased value on 1) the selection of each translator ii) their
translation of each item; the analyzed texts would have to be greatly increased in number to
control for this inflated item value and 3) we have only considered a single genre: prose fiction; a
much greater variety of genres would be needed to make any conclusive statements.
Nonetheless, there do seem to be apparent trends. They are enumerated below.

2.4.  Summary

Of the 37 Russian deverbals presented, 14 are the object of a preposition (predominantly
6 and npu), 10 are subjects, 7 are direct objects, 5 are attributive genitives and 1 is a dative in an
impersonal construction. Of the 38 German gerunds, 29 are prepositional objects, 7 direct

objects, and 2 are subjects. Of the 57 English gerunds, 37 are prepositional objects, 10 are
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subjects, 5 are compound gerunds, 2 are direct objects, 2 explanatory modifiers, and 1 is an
objective complement. In agreement with Jespersen’s assessment of the use of the gerund as the
object of a preposition as very important is the data: 61% of deverbal nouns in all three
languages acted in just such a role. English showed the greatest variety in its use of the gerund;
however, it also contained the largest sample size. The German gerund was most restricted,
being used primarily as the object of a preposition (76% of usage). The Russian data, as noted
before, is likely inflated in terms of the number of actual deverbal nouns. As the criteria for what
qualifies was merely that one of the dictionary entries for the given words be the action
according to the verb..., many of these words are likely not deverbal, but rather simply nouns
existing in their own right, such as is the case with many deverbal adjectives in Russian: 6s16uuii
can be the past active participle of 6sims, meaning he who was, however, one predominantly
encounters it simply as a substantivized adjective meaning ex-, former. In this latter meaning, the
word is only a participle in form and is not part of the verbal paradigm. Such examples abound in
Russian. The same is likely true for many (if not the majority) of the Russian items included.
These results are all more or less within the realm of what was expected in the light of what has
already been said.!®¢ Two results, however, are of particular interest for what it would seem to
say about a Russian speaker’s inclination to express events abstractly.

The first is that the infinitive in Russian turned out to be a very important means of
abstract event expression, as predicted by the functional analysis. The second is that, proceeding

from the functional analysis that began the chapter, I expected that To-subordinate constructions

186 pchelintseva notes a similar translation analysis conducted by Fyodorova, analyzing the translation of Polish
verbal nouns to Russian and found a much higher correspondence of 47.4% (ITuenunneBa, Om enazona k umenu, 13)
However, considering the significantly closer genealogical/spacial/cultural relations of Polish and Russian, a
correspondence of only one half further supports our claim that the Russian deverbal noun is not a highly
productive, nor highly utilized feature of the language.
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would play a more significant role in signifying abstract events in Russian. The data from the
above translation analysis, however, did not provide confirmation of this expectation, as only a
single instance of such constructions occurred. As has been stated before, one must be hesitant to
draw far-reaching conclusions from such limited (in scope and in genre) analyses, but one might
also speculate that in instances where the structure of English and Russian permit abstraction,
Russian simply does not make use of such a means, but rather opts for either full nominalization
of the event or, more likely, its verbal representation in a separate clause. As stated before, one
might sum this up as English’s propensity for centering its focus on things and Russian on
events. Mathesius noted (particularly in comparison to Czech) the “predilection of English for
nominal expression of verbal action, owing to its tendency to conceive action as a mere fact.”1¥
Comirie et al. note an opposing trend for Russian. While they are specifically talking about the
grammatical role of object, it seems likely that the tendency is not restricted to this role. They
describe an “increasing tendency to avoid nominal objects governed by a number of nouns, most
of them abstract; such nominal complements are replaced by infinitival objects or clausal objects
introduced by a conjunction.”!®® However, rather than further speculate on the incongruencies of
forms in our analyses, we will approach the issue not from the absence of these To-subordinates,

but from their presence. Chapter 6 will treat these complicated constructions in detail. Let us

now move on to the survey and the analysis of its results.

87 Mathesius, 105
188 Comrie, Stone, Polinsky, 152
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Chapter 5 — Survey Regarding Abstract Event Expression: Results and Analysis

A survey'®® of 10 multiple choice questions was created to assess in which
grammatical/syntactic roles Russian speakers today are apt to use a deverbal noun in -ije and to
what degree infinitival constructions and/or To-subordinate structures were or were not preferred.
The survey was completed by 115 respondents, all of whom confirmed their first language to be
Russian. Two respondents failed to state their hometowns, two are from Ukraine (Priluki,
Odessa), one from Belarus (Minsk), one from Uzbekistan (Tashkent), and the remainder from
Russia. While this latter group spanned the entire expanse of the country, from north-eastern
Magadan and the capital of the Far East Vladivostok, to the Siberian cities Chita, Novosibirsk
and Krasnoyarsk, north-central Norilsk and southwest Kazan, Ulyanovsk, Saratov and Rostov on
Don, the majority of respondents were from the two capitals Moscow (17%) and St. Petersburg

(23%). The age distribution is shown in the graph below:

189 developed the sentences used in the survey, but they were finalized only after much consultation with two
native speakers. The questions were presented in the order they are discussed here. The survey was created via
Google Forms and distributed online over the course of the month of July 2022 as the ongoing Russian invasion of
Ukraine has made any possible on-site surveying temporarily impossible. I distributed the survey 1) amongst my
own contacts and 2) through my own social networks. In both instances I asked that the survey be further distributed
to acquaintances, particularly those older than myself and my acquaintances to help ameliorate the age bias that I
knew would otherwise result. The bias remained, but to a lesser degree than it might have been.
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Ckonbko Bam net?
115 responses

15

13 (11.3%)
11 (9.6%)
10 (8.7%)
10 : 9 (7.8%)
7 (6.1%) 7 (6.1%)}
6 (5.2%)0 6 (5.2%)
5(4.3%) 5(4.3%) 5 (4.3%)
5 % (3.5%) 4! (3.5%)
2 (1.7%) 2(12@M7%)0 2 (1.7%) 2(1.7%2 (1.7%)
1(0.9%) K (0.9%) (0.9%}1 (0.0(0:1(0:9%)1 (0.9%}1 (0:(0:D(0:H(0}9°

0

As can be seen, the results are heavily skewed in favor of a younger demographic, with the
average respondent age being 28.!°° In order to minimize any further age-bias in the results, any
significant pattern in responses according to the criteria of age will be noted for each question.
There was no such skewed distribution in the gender category, as 56 males responded and 55
females, with only 4 respondents choosing the option not to indicate their gender. The

distribution can be observed in the graph below:

190 This is one of the unfortunate side-effects of conducting the survey virtually: the majority of my contacts are
younger. Conducting the survey on the ground in Russia would undoubtedly have achieved a more equal age
distribution. However, there are also significant advantages to virtual surveying, as respondents were located all
over the Russian Federation and beyond. There is the further factor (that should not be underestimated) of the
reluctance of people to divulge any personal information on the streets, which would appear to be at a relative high
in light of the significant degree of internal repression within the country at present.
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Ykakute Bawu non.
115 responses

@ Myxckon
@ Kenckui
He yTouHio

In the first nine questions (the final question was qualitatively different and will be
treated separately in the following chapter), the respondent was confronted with anywhere from
two to four sentences expressing the same message, but each doing so with slightly varying
grammatical constructions. The respondent was asked to evaluate each of the sentences
intuitively, not basing their decisions on rules or prescriptive norms to the best of their ability.
The possible responses to each sentence were: i. 38yuum ecmecmeenno (sounds natural) ii.
odonycmumo (permissible) iii. neonoycmumo (impermissible). The forms in -ije included in the
survey were selected according to the following criteria: 1) the forms were cited in the dictionary
and, as before, the entry included the definition deticmsue no anae... (action according to the
verb...) and 2) this definition was not preceded by a different definition i.e. it was the primary
entry. These criteria are important as they were chosen with the aim of avoiding false positives,
in which a sentence would be selected as sounding natural or permissible, because the word was
one commonly used in other grammatical contexts (as a concrete noun, as with uckrrouenue
meaning exception rather than excluding). This approach, of course, could lead to the opposite

effect of such sentences being marked as impermissible due solely to the low frequency in
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occurrence of the deverbal noun. However, were the nouns in -ije part of the conjugation
paradigm, their frequency would be irrelevant. The questions and their respective responses will
now be analyzed individually. They are organized and labeled in accordance with grammatical
relations as in the functional analysis above.

1. Subject of the Sentence (Part I)
Sentence 1 featured a simple present copula sentence with an infinitival subject. It was largely
accepted as sounding natural or permissible:

WrpaTb Ha CKpUMKe — A0 CNOXHOE.

115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO

@ [onyctumo
Heponyctumo

This is precisely as expected per the preceding functional analysis.
Sentence 2 used the -ije form of the verb, which is not cited in most contemporary
dictionaries (apart from Bukucnosaps), rather than the infinitive. I would like to repeat that, were

these forms truly part of the verbal paradigm, this would be irrelevant. The results demonstrated
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the highly questionable nature of such a formulation:

Vll'paHVIe Ha CKpUnke — Aeno CJZI0XKHOoe.
115 responses

@ 3ByunT ecTecTBEHHO

@ [onyctumo
Heponyctumo

This too is in line with our present argumentation. What is perhaps more interesting, however, is
the apparent relatively recent normal usage of the word, as cited by Evgenij Vojtik in his book on
the development of language surrounding sports in Russia:

...B 1790e rr. B «CnoBape Akanemuu Poccuiickoit» nenaroTcst nepBbie MOMBITKI
TOJIKOBaHUS, UTO TAKOE UTPay...Urpa — 3TO UTPaHKE BO 4TO-In00...B maHHOM ciioBape

JacTCA 0OBSICHEHHE U CJIOBY «UT'PAaHUCH — Oeticmeue ueparweco uiu

ueparowux.. UIrpaiuc Ha CKpUIIKE, UT'paHuc I[I/ITSIIQ1

As can be seen, exactly this type of example is cited in the not-so-distant past. One does wonder,
however, at the 6 respondents who evaluated the sentence as sounding natural. As their average
age was 22 years old and it is precisely the younger generations that are typically in greater
contact with foreign languages, the most prominent of which being English encountered online,

it could very well be that this is the result of the influence of foreign syntax.

1in the 1990 in the Dictionary of the Russian Academy the first attempts are made at explaining what is
“play”...play is playing something...In this dictionary there is given the explanation to the word “playing” - action
of the player or players...playing on the violin, the playing of the child (Boiituk, 45).
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Sentence 3 contains a bare-stem noun of the type mentioned in Chapter 3. Such nouns
often create abstract nouns of the type we are interested in (see also xpux but not *xkpuuanue), but
the degree of their productivity would appear entirely unpredictable.

Mrpa Ha cKpurKe — Aefio CNOXHOe.
115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBEHHO

@ [Jonyctumo
Heponyctumo

@ 34yBUT ecTecTBEHHO

Interestingly, this form was preferred not only over uepanue, but also over the more predictable
infinitive uepamo. I would like to again here emphasize the challenge -ing forms present for L2
Russian instruction with English speakers. However, even if it is not always the most preferred
form of expression, one might propose, based on this data, advising the learner to use an
infinitive to express abstract actions when they are the subject of the sentence, as this will be a
highly productive means of producing sentences of general syntactic acceptability.

2. Subject of the Sentence (Part II)
Here we have a similar question to the previous one, but in this instance a verb was chosen that
has produced nouns in -ije for each aspectual partner. Sentence 1 featured the noun npunamue
(from perfective npunamu) as the subject modified by the possessive adjective ezo. This latter
factor precluded the use of an infinitive in this instance, otherwise widely used as the subject of

the sentence as seen above.
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Ero npuHaTMe 3TOro nogapka MeHs yaueuio.
115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO

@ [Honyctumo
@ Heponyctumo

The sentence was largely rejected as unacceptable, although not by a large margin: 54% against
to 46% for its acceptability. There was no strong correlation according to age.
Sentence 2 was structurally identical except for the fact that the noun used was originally
derived from an imperfective verb (npunumanue being from the perfective npurnumams):
Ero npuH1MMaHue 3Toro noaapka MeHs yauBuo.
115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO
@ [Honyctumo
@ Heponyctumo

-~

Despite the fact that both nouns are cited as the action according to the meaning of their
respective verb forms, sentence 2 was nearly completely rejected. Here we see further supporting
evidence for the claim in the preceding chapter that when aspectual doublets in -ije exist, it will

be the perfective member that has broader semantic range and tends to encapsulate the notion of
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abstract action. However, even still, such sentences with abstract -ije nouns as their subjects
would appear to be largely marginal in neutral registers of CSR. This is evidenced by the
somewhat grammatically altered, but much more accepted variant in sentence 3:

CaM aKT, 4TO OH NPUHSN ITOT NOAAPOK, MEHS YAUBUIL.

115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO

@ [onyctumo
Heponyctumo

Sentence 3 reformulates the subject as a noun clause (of the content type to be discussed in the
following chapter) modifying the stand-in subject cam ¢paxm (the very fact). While, importantly,
the English gerund does predictably permit such sentences as His accepting the gift really
surprised me, a more natural formulation, to my ear, would emulate the Russian: The fact that he
accepted the gift really surprised me.

3. Predicate Nominative
Our third question examines the expression of an abstract action as the predicate of a copula
sentence. In the first sentence it is an infinitive with a nominal complement acting as the

predicate.
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Ee no6umoe 3aHATUE 6bINIO CMOTPETb TeNeBU30p.
115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO

@ [Honyctumo
@ Heponyctumo

While such a formulation was widely accepted, there was no correlation between age and/or
hometown for those who rejected it as impermissible.
The second sentence replaced the infinitive with a noun in -ije:
Ee nto6rMmoe 3aHATUE 6bISIO CMOTPEHME TENEBU30PA.
115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO

@ [Honyctumo
@ Heponyctumo

We see a similar reaction to this form as we did to uepanue as the nominative subject in the first

question. We might note here that, once again, there does exist the zero suffix abstract noun
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npocmomp. Despite the fact that it is clearly derived from the perfective, it is defined as action
according to the verbs npocmampusams, npocmompems.'?

4. Explanatory Modifier
The fourth question examined the, if infrequent, nonetheless interesting instance of an abstract
action being used to modify a preceding clause. The example we examined in the functional
analysis was This is pleasant, riding on a trail! The first sentence featured an infinitive as
modifier:

Kak »xe aTo NPUATHO, F'YNATb HOYbIO NO ropoay.
115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBEHHO
@ [onyctumo
Heponyctumo

This was the second most agreed upon example in terms of it sounding natural. While not a
particularly frequently occurring sentence type, it does provide further support for the infinitive
being the most versatile and predictable word form unit in expressing abstract events.

Sentence 2 replaced the infinitive with a noun in -ije, which was largely rejected:

192 In hindsight, an example such as Ezo srobumoe 3ansmue 6vi1 npocmomp menesusopa would have been
interesting to include.
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Kak e ato NPUATHO, HOYHOE ryndaHue no ropoay.
115 responses

@ 3ByunT ecTecTBEHHO

@ [onyctumo
Heponyctumo

Again here we encounter a significant (41%) percentage of respondents’ outright rejection of the
formulation alongside 10% finding it natural. Here the average age of those accepting the
formulation as natural coincided with the average age of respondents as a whole, 28.
Furthermore, those who rejected the sentence were also on average 28. If nothing else, then, such
results show the enigmatic nature of such forms: their widely recognized existence, but sparse
occurrence in unmarked CSR.

5. Direct Object
The fifth question examined the role of direct object. Verbs take a direct object in Russian if they
govern the accusative case directly and do not feature the suffix -cs. We already noted the
infinitive’s ability to function as a nominative subject, but here we see it in a role typically

marked by the accusative. This was the most agreed upon sentence of the survey.
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Letun nobaT KOPMWUTb XXUBOTHbIX.
115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO

@ [onyctumo
@ Heponyctumo

The second sentence replaced the infinitive with a verbal noun in -ije and was rejected by 75% of
respondents, despite featuring a case-bearing form.

[.eTn No6AT KOPMIEHME KUBOTHbIX.

115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO
@ [Honyctumo
@ Hepgonyctumo

What is most interesting about this sentence is that Google searches of the strings kopmienue
arcusomuwvix and kopmums scueomusix yielded 268,000 and 267,000 hits respectively, suggesting
that the former is even slightly more common! Whether it is the role of direct object or the high

style of the -ije form that motivates its rejection in the current survey one cannot say, however.
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6. Objective Complement
Objective complements occur in so-called double accusative constructions in which a verb
governs two complements, neither of which is an indirect object. In English these are generally
considered to be verbs such as consider or think, which are, however, problematic for the ability
to insert/delete to be: I considered him (to be) crazy; I thought him (to be) a lunatic etc. Verbs
such as call, however, feature no such ambiguity, as the insertion of zo be is not possible:  call
that a good time! Russian, interestingly, does not differentiate between the two, though the
second object goes in the instrumental: s cyuman eco 6e3ymuvim (I considered him crazy), s 5mo
Hazwvleaio xopouwium epemanpenpogoxcoenuem! We may note, however, that in recent decades a
noted increase in analyticity is observable in the second object of the verbs 36amo,
nazvieamv/nazeéams, particularly in relation to proper nouns.!*®> Namely, there is an all but
solidified trend to leave the second object in the nominative: mens 308ym Anexcandp, Ho ce
30eco mens Hasvigarom Cawa (my name is Alexander but everyone here calls me Sasha). Our
sixth question considers just such a situation:

Tbl 37O Ha3biBaeLb "BecTy ypok"?!

115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO

@ [onyctumo
Heponyctumo

193 Comrie et al., 265
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What not so long ago would have been impossible for the strict selectional restrictions of the
verb taking the instrumental case is now not only possible, but widely approved of as natural. We
can again see the infinitive’s ability to function nominally in instances where the direct cases
may be used. What is perhaps more striking, however, is that the above formulation was
preferred to one in which a noun capable of morphologically expressing the instrumental is
present:

Tbl 9TO Ha3blBaeLlb BeieHNeM ypoka?!

115 responses

@ 3ByunT ecTecTBeHHo

@ [onyctumo
Heponyctumo

While these results are in a way surprising, when we specify that the noun is one in -ije, they are
actually in line with our expectations. Indeed, grammatical roles aside, a Google search of the
string “sedenue ypoka” produces approximately 69,000 results, while that of “secmu ypox”
produced 490,000.1°4

7. Principal Term of a Prepositional Phrase (Part I)
As stated before, the role of object of a preposition is fulfilled in Russian in a much different way
than it is in languages where the action can succinctly be conceptualized by a verbal noun or

infinitive. It is indeed here that Russian manifests this difficulty in a host of empty forms I refer

19 Such results are not supposed to be taken to be absolute in their proportions. However, this is a fairly exact
comparison, as gederue could be either the nominative or accusative case of the noun, the only two grammatical
roles that the infinitive overlaps with.
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to as To-subordinates to be discussed in more detail in the following chapter. In short, however,
they are clauses modifying the dummy word mo (nominally, the distal demonstrative pronoun).
Part I examines various verbal, nominal and To-subordinate structures in conjunction with the
preposition nocze (after). Part II will do much the same, but features a different preposition,
kpome (apart from, except for), and an additional question, gauging something I myself have
heard on a number of occasions, that is, the use of an infinitive as the object of the preposition
Kpome.

In the first question in Part I of the seventh question of the survey the object of the
preposition is a noun in -ije, becanue from the verb 6ecams (to run) which, together with the
preposition, functions adverbially describing the action in the main clause: on nouyscmeosan
cebs ycmaswium (he felt himself tired i.e. he was tired):

Mocne 6eraHus oH NoYyBCTBOBAS CE65 yCTABLUMM.
115 responses

@ 3ByunT ecTecTBEHHO

@ [Jonyctumo
Heponyctumo

This formulation was widely rejected despite the word dezarnue being common enough to
produce 60,000 hits in a Google search, thus yielding a perfectly grammatical sentence by the
rules of grammar.

The second question replaced the noun with a To-subordinate featuring a noun clause:

nocie moeo, kak on nobezan, where moeo is the lexically empty dummy in the genitive case and
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the subordinating conjunction xax is the expected form with prepositions of time (further
discussion of this in the following chapter):
Mocne Toro, Kak OH no6erasn, OH NoYyBCTBOBas Ce65 yCTaBLUMM.

115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO

@ [onyctumo
@ Hepgonyctumo

This construction was much preferred to the previous. It may be argued that this is not an entirely
fair comparison, as 6ecanue derives from an imperfective verb, while in the second question a
perfective was used and that it is really the aspect that is preferred rather than the subordinate
construction itself.

The third question would seem to dispel the aforementioned concerns, however, as here

an abstract noun with a zero morpheme 6ez was used as the object of the preposition:

Mocne 6era oH NOYyBCTBOBAJI CE6S YCTABLUUM.
115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBEeHHO
@ [Honyctumo

@ Hepgonyctumo
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This in fact turned out to be the most preferred of the three constructions, pointing once again to
the idiosyncratic nature of event abstraction in CSR, as there would seem to be nothing either
semantically or morphologically peculiar to 6ecams that permits such a formulation, but which
blocks a similar derivation in verbs such as dezams (do, *oen, oenanue), nonzamo (crawl, *nons,
nonzanue) etc.'
8. Principal Term of a Prepositional Phrase (Part II)

As in question 7, here again we examine the expression of events as the object of a preposition.
Here the preposition kpome was chosen, as it is one that I have personally heard used with an
infinitival complement. Question 8 additionally considers a purely abstract event i.e. one that has
not nor necessarily ever will take place. Question 7 considered a past event now conceptualized
abstractly. Such semantic factors would also seem to play a role in the means of expression
preferred by native speakers.

The first question presented an infinitive as the object of the preposition. We recall that
the rules of Russian grammar forbid such a construction, as an infinitive is a non-case bearing

unit and all prepositions require a case-bearing unit.

195 Historically speaking, it is often the other way around, as many such verbs with abstract nouns in a zero
morpheme were derived from the noun either directly or indirectly, through another verb derived from the noun.
However, we assume that such information cannot be known to a speaker of CSR and, as such, is irrelevant in the
present discussion.
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Kpome 6eraTb, OH eweun no6un nnaearb.
115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTeBHHO
@ [Honyctumo
@ Heponyctumo

The results are largely in agreement with the grammar. The average age of the five respondents
who considered the formulation natural was low even for this survey: 23.

The second question presented a To-subordinate in ymo6si, to be discussed more in the
following chapter, but which is in fact more a phrase than a clause. This proved one of the more
enigmatic questions in terms of its responses, as there was nearly an equal three-way division:

Kpome Toro, 4tobbl 6eratb, OH eLle 1 1tobun nnaBaTb.

115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO
@ [Honyctumo
@ Heponyctumo

40.9%

We take such significant disagreement amongst native speakers to again be the sign of the

current instability of abstract even expression.
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The third question again offered a noun in -ije. Knowing now the results of question 7,
this question could likely have been omitted in retrospect. Nevertheless, it did find some
modicum of approval:

KpoMe 6eraHus, oH eLue 1 ntobun nnasatb.
115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO

@ [onyctumo
@ Heponyctumo

The final question utilized the noun with a zero morpheme and was yet again the
overwhelmingly preferred variant.
Kpome 6era, oH eLue 1 1obun nnaeathb.
115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO

@ [Honyctumo
@ Hepgonyctumo

We may note however that its assessment as natural sounding was 15% lower than in question 7.
While this may be attributable to perhaps general awkwardness of this latter formulation, it may

also be significant that here we see a semantic parallel (as one understands from the sentence that
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oH 10bun becams u niasamv) not given parallel morphological expression. In other words, the
acceptability of *owu 106un 6ee u nrasams seems highly suspect.
9. Object in the Genitive

The final question of the survey to be considered here concerns the verb cmouma (to be worth ,to
cost), while to some degree, this question did not test any radically different expression of
abstract events. It is true that cmoums governs the genitive and grammatically, therefore,
presents a similar set of circumstances as those present in the previous two questions with
prepositions governing the genitive. We may consider, then, whether or not the governing word
play a role, i.e. whether preposition or verb. There is also the matter of the genitive government
not being absolute, but rather reminiscent of the instrumental government of 36ams, as numerical
values are never expressed in the genitive in my experience: pydawxa cmoum namoscom pyonei
and not ?’pybawxa cmoum namucom pyoneti. We also here examine the acceptability of the
commonly occurring noun in -ije umenue as well as a similar form derived from the perfective
partner of vumameo, i.e. npouumams, that is the noun npoumenue.'*®

The first question presented a formulation of the type nominative subject + finite verb +
genitive object in which the verb has the meaning of worth undertaking, a good choice rather
than having a monetary value of. While this is a seemingly simple instantiation of the selectional
properties of the verb, in fact the verb is most frequently encountered in the following
construction: infinitival subject with or without a complement + finite verb. In this latter

formulation there is also the ability to personalize the otherwise impersonal construction by

196 Recall from above that yumamw/npouumams do not allow forms in -ije morphologically, as this role has been
assumed by umenue/npoumenue, themselves morphologically deriving from the largely archaic (in the meaning of
read) uecmv/npouecms, though the latter is still met with some frequency.
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including an experiencer. The verb again features its non-monetary interpretation. The first two
questions feature the former construction, the third the latter, and the fourth a sort of hybrid.
The responses to the first question are as follows:
9Ta KHUra CTOUT YTEHUS BCIIyX.
115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO

@ [onyctumo
@ Heponyctumo

Here the mixed results are not particularly surprising when we consider that, while grammatical,
the full realization of SVO is primarily limited to asking for and stating monetary values of
things. There is also the question of the ability of the noun in -ije to express this verbal,
processual meaning.
The second question is the same as the first, but replaces umenue with npoumenue:
9Ta KHWUra CTOUT NPOYTEHUS BCIYX.
115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO

@ [Honyctumo
@ Hepgonyctumo
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Here we find further confirmation of the noun in -ije derived from a perfective verb is not only
more flexible in its meaning, it is more likely to express a processual meaning, as the adverb
scyx (outloud) necessitates. The not insignificant number of rejections of such a formulation can
likely be attributed to the reason provided for the previous question.
The third question is in the form of an impersonal with an imperfective infinitive in the

form of SV as described above:

9Ty KHUIY CTOUT YMTaTb BCAIYX.

115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO

@ [onyctumo
' HeponycTtumo

This formulation was the most widely accepted of them all.
The final question returned to the structure of the second, but rather than a nominal object

in the genitive, utilized a perfective infinitival object and a dummy mo:
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9Ta KHWUra CTOUT TOro, YTO6bI npo4YnTaTb ee BChyX.
115 responses

@ 3ByuuT ecTecTBeHHO

@ [onyctumo
Heponyctumo

The high degree of approval of such a formulation would seem to provide further evidence of the
general preference for verbal forms over nouns in -ije.

3.1.  Summary

This concludes the fifth chapter which, in conjunction with the fourth chapter, presents
the primary analysis of the dissertation. In drawing conclusions, several distinctions must be kept
in mind. One, however, stands out as being of particular importance: what grammatically can be
said and what in reality is said need not overlap. Nouns in -jje present a form of great
grammatical potential and yet it is often a verbal form (infinitival or finite), much more
grammatically constrained, that is preferred. Because a grammatical analysis will, therefore, be
insufficient, the answer to why this is so must lie in the realm of the historical development of
the language, the particular semantics of various forms, cultural factors and stylistics. Some
discussion of why we observe this preference for verbal forms has already been proposed in
Chapter 3 (cf. Why English and Russian Differ). We will leave further discussion of the matter
for the remaining chapters and the conclusion.

We now move to the issue of the already much alluded to To-subordinates and what their

role, if any, in expressing abstract events in CSR is.
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Chapter 6 — To-Subordinates and Abstract Noun Clauses
1. Overview

The previous two chapters focused on the systematic ways through which CSR expresses
events conceptualized as abstractions. These means were primarily the infinitive, which is
syntactically limited, and various deverbal forms (primarily in -ije), which are morphologically,
semantically and stylistically limited. The former, while being morphologically and semantically
predictable, is primarily limited to the non-oblique cases, while the latter, not limited
syntactically, is highly unpredictable in terms of its formation (whether or not a deverbal in -jje, -
k, or some other suffix exists), semantics (whether the suffix will yield the interpretation of
process, result, state etc.) and generally recognized to be a feature of scientific prose not
appropriate in everyday speech. A third means, however, was avoided due to its internal
opaqueness. This third means, namely the so-called mo, umo construction, will be discussed
here.

Consider the following sentences: his coming arriving late upset me; I thought about
them walking down there by themselves; before giving up, I tried one more time etc. All of these
examples include abstract actions in the form of English gerunds. The two methods discussed
thus far that are commonly used for event abstraction are nouns in -ije, which are problematic for
their unsystematic formulation and meaning and the infinitive, which is problematic for its
syntactic limitations. In fact, in none of these sentences could the infinitive be used in Russian.!®’
While -ije forms (or zero nouns) may be possible, we might ask whether there is not some more
systematic way of conveying in CSR these very everyday sentences in CSE. Indeed, there is: mo,

Umo OH NO30HO NPUEXAasl MeHs paccCmpouo; s OYyMail 0 MoM, KaK OHU UOym myoa camu, nepeo

197 In the first the gerund features a modifier (infinitives can be modified by possessive adjectives and in the second
and third the gerunds are objects of prepositions (about, before).
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mem Kax coamwcs, s ewje pas nonpobosan. What unites all of these sentences in Russian is that
they use To-subordinates. The remainder of the chapter will be dedicated to determining exactly
what these structures are, how they work and how exactly, as these examples exemplify, they
contribute to event abstraction.
2. Terms

We will begin with the term used to refer to the phenomenon. Just like so many other
terms, a name once applied can give the illusion of comprehension — what has been given a
name is known and need not be further questioned. However, again as happens with so many
names, the name falls short of accurately describing the phenomenon in question. The commonly
used name mo, umo construction is no exception. It is problematic for at least two reasons. The
first is that, as the title of this chapter is meant to indicate, the subordinating conjunction
following the dummy mo is not limited to ymo, but depending on the type of clause following,
can in fact be any of the so-called question words (at least in the case of a following relative
clause) or replaced altogether by the question forming particle zu. This chapter, therefore, has
been titled mo-subordinates in an attempt to account more fully for all of these possibilities. The
second issue is that textbooks and reference grammars alike are careless in their description of
the clause types these constructions entail, if they do not avoid their discussion entirely, relying
on similarities with English where possible and ignoring specific discussion of the differences.
Without clarifying what exact factors are at work here and how they find expression in CSR, the
student is left without any indicator of why different conjunctions are used and what is achieved
by this varying usage.

Several more syntactic concepts will be needed in the following analysis and a brief

discussion of their meaning here will be of benefit. First of all, we are dealing here with various
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dependent clause types. I take a clause to be a predication with both a subject and finite verb (or
word with the force of such a verb). The subject may be simply implied. A dependent clause,
then, is one which cannot under normal circumstances stand alone. One type of dependent clause
to be discussed is the relative or adjectival clause: such clauses modify a single nominal form,
which is commonly referred to as the clause’s antecedent. Furthermore, such clauses feature a
relative pronoun, that stands in place of the antecedent in the relative clause. Compare the
following: I see the blue house and I see the house that is blue (s 6uoicy cunuii dom and s guorcy
oom, komopwiti cunuti). The latter features a dependent clause (underlined) acting in the manner
that resembles the semantic role of an adjective i.e. a relative clause that characterizes the noun
head. However, some relative clauses do not formally co-occur with an antecedent, or do so via
the dummy mo. I will refer to such relative clauses as headless relatives, as they are lacking a
clearly referenced head, or antecedent. Compare the following: I know the place where you live

and do you know where I live? (1 3uaio mecmo, 20e moi srcusewiv and moi 3uaeus, 20e s 2cusy?).

All of the relative clauses have been underlined. The first in each of the languages features an
overt antecedent (place/mecmo), but the second example in each language does not and, in that
regard, is referred to as a headless relative. A second type of dependent clause to be discussed is

the noun clause. Whereas the relative clause describes the noun, the entirety of the noun clause

stands in place of a noun. Compare: I know this story and I know that it happened (s 3uaio smy

ucmopuio and s 3uaro, umo smo cayuunocs). In both instances a dependent clause without a
relative pronoun (underlined) can stand in place of a noun, and in so doing, functions nominally.
3. Existing Presentations
In Wade’s section entitled “Subordinating Conjunctions”, he first uses the translation

method, stating that “arto should not be omitted in such contexts, cf. English: ‘I think (that) he’s
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out’ and Russian 5 gymaro, uto ero Het noma” before citing several noun clauses in Russian,
where the subordinating conjunction would be the unstressed umo. Below this he includes a note:
“To, KaK; TO, I1€; TO KOIAa etc. are also possible with some verbs e.g. 3aBuceTb: 3TO 3aBACUT
OT TOr'6, YTO OH CKAKET/TJIE OH KUBET/KAK OH ce0s1 4yBCTBYET/Koraa o konuur.”!*® Here he is
clearly talking about relative clauses in which the relative pronoun is always stressed, though he
makes no attempt to visually differentiate the unstressed subordinating conjunction umo and the
stressed relative pronoun ymo. If the reader has elsewhere learned the difference between a noun
and adjectival clause, then this presentation will leave them with the idea that whether one uses
one of the clauses or the other is a function of the selectional properties of the verb. While it is
true that selectional properties can play a role here, if we consider the sentences below, only the
first is acceptable. Compare:

1. Dro 3aBucut ot Toro, urd on ckaxer (headless relative)!”’

2. ?7DTO0 3aBUCHUT OT TOTO, YTO OH CKaxeT “1a” (noun clause)
The selectional properties disqualifying the second sentence are likely a result of the verb’s
semantics: dependence on in CSR requires that some potential variation be possible, as in the
first sentence where we do not know what he will say. The second sentence allows only one
outcome (his saying yes) and so is not acceptable.?”” We may, however, use a noun clause, but it
must contain the question particle su:

3. DTO 3aBHCHT OT TOTO, CKaXKET Jik OH Ja (1 HeT) (noun clause)

"% Wade, 490

199 To my knowledge, this is the only standard unambiguous interpretation of this sentence, as cxkazams normally
requires an expressed object, such that interpreting it as a noun clause with an implied direct object would not seem
standard to me. The only such instance of cxazams without an object seems to be the so-called keyword
responses/confirmations that are standard in Russian: -Tet emy amo ckasan? -Craszan. (Did you tell him? I did.)

290 English interestingly does not appear to exhibit such a restriction, It depends on his/him saying yes, being an
acceptable formulation
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Nevertheless, in many cases, if not most, the selectional properties allow any of the above three
types. Such is the case with the verb snams:

4. S me 3naim, urd on ckaxeT (headless relative)

5. 51 He 3HaJI, 9TO OH CKaXkeT Aa (noun clause)

6. Sl He 3Hau, ckaxeT 1 OH Aa (Wi HeT) (noun clause)
Therefore, the motivating factors are two-fold: on the one hand there is the matter of selectional
properties, but for most verbs both clause types will be possible. On the other hand, choosing one
clause type over the other is purely a semantic distinction: if one wishes to emphasize the clause
in its entirety, a noun clause will be needed; if, rather, one is emphasizing one aspect of the
clause (the what - umo, who - kmo, how - kax etc.), a headless relative will be implemented.

Offord similarly makes no distinction between clause types following the dummy mo and
limits himself to a discussion of register, as several prepositions/set phrases will often feature a
noun or headless relative as their complement.?°! Timberlake does indeed refer to “headless 10>,
but does not go into any detail about such clauses differing from noun clauses in any way.?%?

The second year textbook V puti is slightly better in this regard, as the topic is introduced
as “Complex sentences with dependent clauses introduced by TO”. The first thing we notice is
that the authors have seemingly recognized the deficiencies in the traditional mo, umo name and
opted for a less laconic, but more accurately descriptive title for the section. While here too we
find the translation method and no discussion of noun or relative/adjectival clauses, the writers

are careful to distinguish unstressed from stressed umo. Once again, however, the verb zasucemuw

201 Offord, 377; issues of register will be more thoroughly discussed in the following chapter.

292 Timberlake, 238; he does state, however, on p-209 that “Russian does not have “headless relatives”, but provides
no explanation of how he defines the term or why he does not wish to apply it to Russian clauses; the present
discussion does recognize their existence in Russian according to the definition provided at this chapter’s outset.
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is used (here it is given a separate section) with an array of complements but lacking any

explanation.

Bcé 3aBrcur ot moroasbi.

OTO0 3aBUCHUT OT TOr0, YTO OHI CKAXKYT.
Bcé Oyner 3aBiceTh 0T TOrd, Kak (sic!) Bbl
CHAJNTE SK3AMEH.

Hame peniénue 3aBACHT OT TOT0, 3aX0TAT
JIM OHU TIOMOYb

1t all depends on the weather.
1t depends on what they have to say.

1t will depend on how you do on the final.

Our decision depends on whether or not
they’d be willing to help.**

Sentences 1, 2, 3, and 4 feature respectively as complements 1) a noun 2) a headless relative 3) a

headless relative (the xax should be stressed) and 4) a noun clause featuring the question particle

qu. However, the student is provided only with a translation, not an explanation. On the next

page the authors suggest a syntactic distinction in dividing the use of such pronouns as 0o,

nepeo, and nocaze as either “prepositions” or “conjunctions”.?’* Whether or not such a distinction

is warranted must be determined by syntacticians. Regardless, the fact remains that

grammatically there is not a clear distinction, because regardless of whether these words are used

prepositionally or conjunctionally, they have case requirements that must be met. In other words,

they govern case and when they feature a nominal complement, the nominal form appears in the

appropriate case. However, when they feature something other than a case bearing form as a

203 Kagan, Miller, Kudyma, 181-2

294 The student here is instructed to take care to distinguish conjunction from preposition, but is not told how to do
so. Offord, makes a similar distinction, but provides a note on p.375 on how one might make such a distinction.

Adverbial usage of such forms is not considered here.
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complement, such as a clause (i.e. a noun clause), the dummy mo is inserted and declined to
provide a case marker.

A further complication arises, however, when the student discovers that with these forms
in particular, the preferred subordinating conjunction is not the unstressed umo as before, but
rather the unstressed xax. This fact is left unaddressed and the student’s confusion is further
compounded when they inevitably encounter such sentences as Ilocie mozo, umo on mHe 3mo
ckazan... where unstressed umo has been used rather than the more regular xax.2%> While
slightly more informative than Wade, the reliance on the translation method and the failure to use
any sort of universal grammar concepts (adjectival/relative clause, noun clause) in the
explanation provide the student with little opportunity to truly grasp why certain constructions
are permitted in some instances and not others — an understanding that breeds true creative
communicative competence — and leaves them to mimic mindlessly, an approach that is bound to
fail.

The third year textbook Panorama also points out the existence of such constructions but
does not provide any real explanation for their form and/or use. Rather, in their review of each of
the cases, the student is instructed to “use the words T0, uTo, KOTOpHI in the [given case] case to
construct complex sentences with subordinate clauses...”?% Such a pattern is reproduced for the
genitive (p.180), accusative (203), dative (228-9), and instrumental (254) cases. In each of these
instances noun and adjectival clauses are both present in the examples but are in no way
distinguished. This is all the more strange when one considers that many of the dummy words

and relative pronouns provided in the example sentences have their stress indicated, but where it

295 What, if any, is the difference in meaning when switching between unstressed umo and xax as noun clause in
subordinate conjunctions will be addressed below when we undertake a more in-depth analysis of noun clauses
206 Rifkin, Dengub, Nazarova, 154
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is of true import (in distinguishing the subordinating conjunction from the relative pronoun),
both instances of umo are left unstressed. The second year companion to Live from Russian,
entitled Welcome Back! offers even less explanation as the student is simply instructed to
“guraiite u ananmsupyire" (read and analyze) sentences featuring dummy to-subordinates.?®’
We should point out that while the authors were clearly careful in this presentation to use only
noun clauses in their examples, they did not draw the reader’s attention to this fact in any way.
Such explanation-deficient presentations as those described above were not always the
rule for Russian textbooks. It is with the onset of the trendsetting communicative method and the
methodological emphasis on using task-based learning to intuit grammar through inductive
means rather than encounter overt explanations that informative grammatical presentations have
been pushed to the margins or out of textbooks altogether. The latter have been replaced by
various activities meant to simulate experiences one might have while living abroad and using
the language in an everyday manner. The student’s understanding of the mechanisms at work is
left in the hands of a sort of osmosis, whereby the student hears these forms so much that they
are able to subconsciously abstract the grammar at work and then implement it in their own
speech. This shift in focus has been evident in the explanations provided above which
themselves range between minimal to entirely absent. The fact that this was not always the case
is most easily seen by opening a textbook from a few decades ago. To examine this particular
issue of To-subordinates Townsend’s 1970 Continuing with Russian has been taken as typically
representative of presentations that antedate the current trend of communicative pedagogy.
While it should be noted that, in my judgment, Townsend’s presentation is also at times

wanting in clarity and organization, the content provided and the manner in which it is organized

207 Dolgova, Martin, 349
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are indicative of a college course that aims to foresee the particular problems that the student
whose L1 is English is likely to encounter. In fact, his is the most in-depth discussion of these
constructions I found in any synchronic textbook or reference grammar. These are, in other
words, observations that not any native speaker of Russian is equipped to make (nor native
speakers of any other language of course). The vast majority of the formulaic presentations
presented earlier provide little to no analysis and hardly offer any more insight than your average
native speaker might. With the overwhelming opportunity to interact with native speakers at
little, if any cost that the internet now offers to everyone, university courses and their textbooks
must offer something that the internet is less likely to be able to. It seems to me that a competent
analysis and presentation of the language is the best way to ensure that the students who receive
a university-level education are at a significant advantage to those who simply study online. Let
us examine what just such a presentation may entail.

199

Townsend introduces the topic as “Equational (16, urd) constructions” (beginning in
Lesson III and concluding in Lesson IV). What sets Townsend’s presentation apart is that not
only does he distinguish between noun and relative clauses (although he is not careful to define
them as such), he in fact proposes a further third distinction as of yet undiscussed. The resulting
division is as follows: 1) relative clauses with a dummy antecedent (what I have referred to
above as headless relatives) ex. Mol 2o6opunu o mom, kmo npuwen (We talked about who came),
(p.172-3), 2) noun clauses that function appositively modifying the dummy mo ex. Mot 2co6opunu
0 mom, umo ecmpeya yoaracs (We talked about how the meeting was a success), and 3) noun
clauses that are reported questions ex. Huxmo ne 6bi1 ysepen 6 mom, kmo npuuien (No one was

sure who had arrived). The author purports headless relatives, which he describes as being “fact-

oriented,” be distinguished from embedded questions, what he calls the “interrogative type”, by
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the degree of stress on umo, the former being less stressed than the latter. He provides three
examples of supposed minimal sentences in Russian that differ only in stress. For two such
sentences he provides varying English glosses that are intended to illustrate the variant meanings.
I believe that my identification of the glosses as either a headless relative [HR] or an embedded

question [EQ] is in line with his own stance, but as he did not label them, I cannot be entirely

sure.

1. MBI criopuiy 0 TOM, KTO TPHUIIIET. [EQ] We argued about which one came. Or:
[HR] We argued about the one who came.?*8

2. 51 uaTEpECYIOCH TEM, UTO BBl UNTAECTE. [EQ] I’'m interested in what it is you’re
reading (in the fact of what it is).
[HR] I’'m interested in what you’re reading (in
the actual material).2%

3. 51 momHIO, 4TO OH cKa3a’ (To, interr) I remember what he said.

The first sentence most clearly demonstrates the inherent semantic ambiguity in these
constructions, though it does seem that many of them can be interpreted as embedded questions
or as headless relatives. If we take the first sentence, it is unclear whether 1) we know who
arrived and we are arguing about them (HR) or 2) we do not know who arrived, and we are
arguing about their possible identity (EQ). This is clearly conveyed in the glossing. It should be
noted that in the more standard English translation of We argued about who came there exists the
exact same ambiguity of interpretation. The glossing in the second sentence I found less
insightful and did my best with the absence of labels in the original. However, there do seem to

be two interpretations possible: 1) in which we know what the person is reading and we are

208 My committee member Anna Borovskaya-Ellis pointed out to me that this could also be interpreted as referring
to a group of people.

299 We might note that this sentence could also be interpreted as featuring a noun clause with the unstressed
subordinating conjunction, yielding the meaning I am interested in that fact that you are reading (i.e. as opposed to
not reading/doing something else)
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interested in it and 2) where we do not know and we are interested in knowing what they are
reading. The third sentence, in which Townsend identifies as an embedded question,
semantically cannot possibly be so: remembering and not knowing what was said are
semantically incompatible.?!? The author’s claim that the inherent ambiguity in sentences one
and two can be distinguished by stress seems unlikely, as this would necessitate a three way
stress distinction in ymo: unstressed as a subordinate conjunction, stressed as a headless relative,
and some degree of increased stress as an embedded question.?!! It would also obviously limit
the distinction to the spoken language.?!?

In order to come to a better understanding of whether or not the degree of stress in such
headless relative clauses does indeed play a role in distinguishing embedded questions from
statements, a question addressing the matter was included in the survey, whose results were
analyzed in the previous chapter. Because the form in which the question was presented was
problematic in that it asked native speakers with no linguistic training to assess their own speech,
significantly increasing the possibility of bias, it would not be wise to consider the results it
produced as definitive. It is nonetheless hoped that these results support one answer over another
and provide impetus for further, more nuanced investigations into the topic.

Question 10 of the survey and the results are as follows:

219 1 auner (86) too notes the potential ambiguity of such subordinates as to their status as embedded question or
headless relatives, but he grants the embedded question interpretation the status of default (83). This will cause
problems when the main clause consists of a predication that semantically precludes the possibility of an embedded
question interpretation, such as 4 3naro... or as in the sentences provided by Townsend 5 nomnio.... For this reason
it would seem more prudent to assume that such sentences are by default headless relatives and only markedly
embedded questions.

21" One could alternatively argue that the same two-way phonological stress is present and that an embedded
questions is distinguished through shifted sentence stress.

212 The same point regarding ambiguity can be made, however, in simply distinguishing noun and relative clauses.
Historically there has been a tendency to use the grave accent on urd when there is a relative clause and the potential
for its confusion with a noun clause. The fact that this usage does not seem to be strictly observed and provides no
way of overtly indicating a noun clause points to the fact that , as with so many other theoretically potential
ambiguities, context very often precludes confusion.
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MO>HO MHTepnpeTMpoBaThb cneaytoLlee NpeanoXxeHne ABOSKO: Mbl COpUaN o ToMm,
KTO npuwen. MNepBas MHTepnpeTauus: Mbl 3HaeM KTO NpULLEN, U Mbl O HEM CMOPUM.
BTopasi MHTepnpeTauus: Mbl He 3HaeM KTO MpULLEN, U COPUM O TOM, KTO 3TO MOXeT
6bITb. Bonpoc cToMT B TOM, pa3nuyaeTcs Nu cuna yaapeHus/rpoMKoCTU Ha cnoBe
"KTO" B 3aBMCUMOCTM OT UHTeprnpeTauumn?

114 responses

@ Korga "MbI cnopunu o ToM, KTo npuien”
= [NepBas UHTEpNpeTauus: Mbl 3Haem
KTO MpULLEN, U Mbl O HEM CMOPUM, TO ...

@ Korga "MbI cnopunu o Tom, KTo npuwen”
= Bropas nHTepnperauus: Mbl He 3HaeM
| KTO MpULLIEN, U CNOPWUM O TOM, KTO 3TO...

YpnapeHve He MeHsieTCsi B 3aBUCMMOCTH
OT UHTepnpeTauunun.

@ 3atpyaHsiock ckasatb.
@ He noxvmaro Bonpoc.

It asks: “May one interpret the following sentence in two ways: We argued about who arrived.
The first interpretation: we know who arrived and we are arguing about them. The second
interpretation: we do not know who arrived and we are arguing about who it might be. The
question is whether the force of the stress/volume on the word “who” is dependent on the
interpretation?” The response indicated in red affirmed a stronger force on the EQ interpretation
in agreement with Townsend’s proposal. It received the most votes, but not overwhelmingly so.
The response in blue indicated a stronger force on the HR interpretation, directly contradicting
what Townsend proposed. While receiving only 14% of the responses, it is still surprising that so
many respondents seemed to hear a directly opposing stress pattern. This, of course, could very
well be a result of their misunderstanding the question to begin with, as 8% admitted to, indeed,
either “finding it difficult to say” (3ampyousioce ckazams — indicated in green) or not
understanding the question (ne nonumaio éonpoc — indicated in purple). 33.3% (indicated in

orange) claimed to not distinguish the two interpretations in stress.
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There is the possibility that I have misinterpreted Townsend. His explanations appear to
me at times inexact — perhaps as a result of this being a textbook for students. Irrespective of
such issues, however, no other modern textbook approaches the depth of his analysis and
presentation. What is intended to be a more comprehensive, though necessarily brief analysis is
offered below. While a considerable amount of space has been committed to To-subordinates in
general, such a step was necessary in order to clarify which of these subordinate clauses have the
capacity to express abstract events.

3. Analysis

As we have stated above, what have commonly been referred to by a single name, “mo, yumo
constructions”, represent what are in fact a variety of clause types. Consider the following
sentences:

7. To, umo on smo cxazan, mens ocopuuno. (The fact that he said that distressed

me.)

8. To, umo on ckazan, meus ocopuuno. (What he said distressed me.)

9. To, kax on smo ckazan, meus ocopuuno. (How he said it distressed me.)
Each of these sentences can be united in that they feature a dummy as the grammatical subject of
the sentence. However, what is semantically the cause of the distress differs in each example as a
function of the clause type in the To-subordinate. Sentence 7, semantically, features a clause (ox
amo ckazan) as the cause, while 8 and 9, again semantically, feature a noun (umo) and an adverb
(kax) as the cause, respectively. In other words, it is the fact that he said it that upset me in
sentence A, in B is what he said upset me and in C it is sow he said it. Stated another way yet,
sentence A features a noun clause, while B and C feature relative clauses. It is clear then that the

term relative clause is insufficiently precise for the present discussion. However, we will return
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to this below. One can further complicate the situation by inverting the word order, at which
point the dummy mo may be dropped:?!3

10. Mens ocopuuno (mo), umo ox 5mo cKazai.

11. Mens ozopuuno (mo), umo ow cxazai.

12. Mens ocopuuno (mo), kax oH 5mo cKaza.
There are, then, two important categories that must be considered to analyze these constructions:
their grammar and their semantics. Furthermore, it can be seen that we must first subdivide these
dummy subordinates into two broad categories: noun and relative clauses. It is recognized that
further subdivisions may prove necessary. We will first analyze relative clauses, as they will not
turn out to be pertinent in the primary goal of our investigation — to determine how abstract
events are signified.

3.1.  Relative Clauses
A typical definition of a relative clause (npudamounoe npeonosicenue) can be found in

Launer: “it is clear that a relative clause functions adjectivally: it modifies an NP and answers the
question “Which [one]?”. While there is nothing wrong with such a definition, it does little to
explain what exactly such a clause can look like. We will take a closer look in this regard. Thus,
a relative pronoun combines the syntactic functions of a pronoun and an adjective. In Russian,
the relative word even has adjectival endings: koTOpbIii/koTOpas/koTdpoe/kordpsie.”?!* Such a
definition, however, fails to explain sentences 8/11 and even more so 9/12 above, in which no
adjectival relative pronoun is present. As was mentioned above, the term relative clause would

seem to fail to point out that the relative pronoun need not itself be an adjective. In order to be

213 1t does appear that sentences 8 and 9 can drop the To in initial position when highly colloquial; sentence A does
not appear to conform here
214 Launer, 88
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more precise in our discussion here, it is necessary to draw a clear distinction between semantics
and syntax, as syntactically sentences 8/11 and 9/12 are similar in not being adjectives, they
differ semantically, 8/11 answering the question umo, 9/12 the question xax. In this sense,
Matthews’ less syntactically dependent definition of a relative clause is better suited: “a clause
which modifies the head of a noun phrase and typically includes a pronoun or other element
whose reference is linked to it.”?!> Such a definition, though more semantically inclusive than
Launer’s, simultaneously runs the risk of being overly syntactically vague. Valgina (1973)
similarly favors a semantic definition in stating that “sta npucyO6cTaHTHBHAsi OTHECEHHOCTD U
OIpeessieT OCHOBHbBIE (DYHKIIMU OTNPEIEIUTEIbHBIX YAaCTEH: OHU COACPKAT XapaKTEPUCTHKY
HpeaMETa MM PacKphIBaIOT ero npusHak”,?!¢ although she does proceed to define the syntactic
elements of such constructions in some detail, for example noting that the role of relative
pronoun may be fulfilled not only by the question words komopwiii, kaxoti, kou (ycrap.), uetl,
umo, 20e, Kyoa, omkyoa, ko2oa, but also by several conjunctions: umoosi, kax c106Ho, Kak
byomo, kax, eciu ovl. The relative applicability of these words as pronouns is defined in terms of
both syntax (kaxoti is used “00bIYHO IPY HATMYMU YKa3aTEIbHbIX CIIOB B IJIABHOM [dacTH
npemioxkenns]|”?!”) and semantics (“coro3Hble Cl0Ba 20e, Kydda, 0mKyda BO3MOKHBI TOJBKO ITPH
MMEHAX CyLIECTBUTEIBHBIX 3AKII0YAIOIIHMX B ce0€ NPOCTPaHCTBEHHOE 3HaueHue >!%),
Matthews’ and Valgina’s definitions work particularly well when the relative clause

modifies a clearly defined antecedent. However, what happens when the antecedent is undefined

or entirely absent? Such a formulation of the question, however, supposes the unlikely instance

215 Matthews, 316

216 «guch relativity in the presence of a substantival antecedent circumscribes the primary functions of these defining
parts: they contain the characteristics of the object or bring to light its quality” (Banruna, 304).

217 “usually in the presence of demonstrative words in the main clause” (Banruna, 307).

218 «“The conjoining words 2de, kyda, omxyda are possible only with nouns containing a spatial meaning” (Banruma,
308).
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where the speaker first conceptualizes an empty form (absent antecedent) and then seeks to
define it via a clause. The reality is surely the opposite, as it is first the clause (particularly one
aspect of it apart from the action itself, usually a pronoun or adverb) that is conceptualized and,
due to the grammatical and syntactic properties of CSR, an empty form (here, the dummy mo) is
inserted. It is precisely such instances that I am referring to as headless relatives.*'* However, as
we have already seen, the dummy is not always present; more precisely, it is often deleted. The
scale according to which the dummy may be deleted is apparently twofold: 1) deletion is more

common where the dummy fulfills the role of subject or direct object??°

or, stated differently,
deletion is more common when the dummy is in the nom. and acc. cases, particularly when the
latter is not the object of a pronoun and 2) deletion is more common for some verbs than for

others, all other things being equal. Let us exemplify:

Dummy To deletion in relation to case and grammatical role:

Case of Dummy Example Deletion of To

Nominative/Subject MeHns uHTepecyer (T0), YTO OH JeNaeT. Likely
What he is doing interests me.

Genitive Omna Bcerna 100MBaeTCs TOTO, 4TO XOYET. Unlikely to
She always strives for what she wants. Impossible??!
Dative MpI pagyemcsi TOMy, YTO OH JIENAET. Unlikely to
We are glad about what he is doing. Impossible
Accusative/Direct Object S Bugen (To), 4TO OH JieNaeT. Likely

1 saw what he was doing.

21 Huddleston calls them fissed relative constructions (402) while Jespersen, perhaps overly influenced by the word
forms themselves, sees them simply as reported questions, calling them “interrogative clauses” (Essentials, 351). A
newer analysis by Nelson calls them “nominal relative clauses” (140).

220 Note the overlap of the significance of these grammatical roles with the use of an infinitive nominally/abstractly,
as discussed in the Chapter 4. The tendency for these roles to be places where otherwise constant grammatical
restrictions do not obtain is indicative of an analytical, rather than the synthetic type language that Russian is
generally classified as. This seems to be yet another instance of the increasing analyticity discussed by Comrie et al.
cited above.

22 Such a formulation was chosen where some native speakers rejected the dropping of To and some saw it as
unlikely, but possible.
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Instrumental Onu Bceraa noib3yrTCs TEM, YTO IOKYIAKOT. Unlikely to

They always use what they buy. Impossible

Prepositional BrbI roBopute 0 TOM, YTO OHU JIE€NAIOT. Impossible
You are talking about what they are doing.

These examples are very limited in scope and are in no way meant to exhaust what appears to be
a very interesting topic with, at least at the surface level, a significant degree of verb dependent
idiosyncrasies. First of all, these examples only include headless relatives with umo as the
relative pronoun. Noun clauses have not been considered here. Furthermore, with the exception
of the prepositional case (which must occur with a preposition), no verbs were used that govern
prepositions. While it is impossible in such instances to delete the mo, as exemplified above, it is
by no means exceptional for the entire prepositional phrase to be deleted: Mot 6epum (6 mo), umo
ecé nonyuumces (We believe everything will work out). It might also be added that increased
deletion correlates well with increased colloquial style. Let us now consider the third point: verb
dependent deletion.

If we restrict ourselves to imperfective verbs with the suffix -cs, denoting feelings and/or
emotions, and governing the genitive case, that is, verbs parallel in morphology, semantics, and
selectional properties, it will nonetheless be seen that the likelihood for the dummy complement
to be deleted varies. Consider the following:

Dummy To deletion in relation to lexical item only:

Example Deletion of To
51 6010Ch (TOT0), UTO OH CJIETIacT. Likely
41 onacaroch TOro, 4TO TaM CIyYUTCS. Unlikely

S Teneph CTBDKYCH TOTO, UTO S CKa3aj BUepa. Unlikely
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With these three parameters (i.e. grammatical role, case, and lexical item), it seems, one can fully
describe the likely of headless relative clauses in CSR occurring without the dummy mo.
However, per our definition of headless relatives, namely, those in which there semantically is
no antecedent, but rather a dummy mo formally acts as such and it is a pronoun (umo), adjective
(kaxotr), or adverb (kax)??? that is both the relative pronoun and the semantic focus (revealed by
its sentence stress) of the clause, it can be seen that these clauses cannot contribute to our
primary goal of explicating the expression of abstract events in CSR. This is a result of their
referring to only a single, concrete aspect of the clause (i.e. the who, what or how of the event
and not the event itself). Rather it is in those instances when the entire clause or the event in
particular is the semantic focus that we can speak of events conceptualized abstractly. Such
clauses are generally referred to as noun clauses and we will turn to them now.
3.2. Noun Clauses

As with relative clauses, it seems the best way to define a noun clause (donoirumensroe
npeonoxcenue) is not via its function (a relative clause functions as an adjective, a noun clause
functions as a noun), but rather in its semantics and syntax: a noun clause is a dependent clause
whose semantic focus is the entirety of the clause. If we were to define them functionally,
problems arise in these constructions as, generally speaking in CSR, an adjective (relative
clause) and a noun (noun clause) cannot stand in the same relationship to a noun (dummy mo).
However, if we consider the relationship between adjective and noun to be one of +, as the
meaning of the former contributes to the latter and they now constitute a united whole, the

relationship between two nouns in apposition is one of =, where there the two nouns do not

222 1t should be noted that there is a tendency to separate adverbial relatives (o6cmosmenscmeennoe npednosicenue)
from adjectival relatives, however this would not seem necessary syntactically as both modify/restrict a
(pro)nominal head. The only true difference, at least in CSR, appears to be grammatical or semantic (relating to
time, place, cause etc.).
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combine to make a greater whole, but simply are equated with one another.??* This is reflected in
morphology, as an adjective takes on the categories of the noun (gender, number, case), but
features its own endings, while nouns in apposition have no such subordinate set of endings.
Such morphologically expressed equality is seen also in the nominal declension of short-form
adjectives in copulative sentences. In this way a functional definition too seems permissible. In
English, such constructions in which a noun clause redefines a noun (The fact that I was there
annoyed him, where the noun clause that I was there redefines the fact) are commonly referred to
as content clauses.***

Such clauses in fact, it could be argued, constitute a// of CSR noun clauses and that the
mo is simply deleted along similar lines as the rules proposed for its deletion with headless
relatives. This does not seem to be entirely the case, however, if we consider the following
sentences:

1. A oymaro, umo 3mo npasgoa.

2. A oymaro o mom, umo 3mo npagoa.

3. 2?4 oymaro mo, umo amo npasoa.

4. A oymaro, (umo) smo npasoa.
Sentences 1 and 2 are not the equivalent of each other; i.e. sentences 1 is not sentence 2 with o
mom deleted. Sentence 1 expresses the speaker’s subjective view, while sentence 2 does not
reflect the speaker’s viewpoint, but rather indicates that they are pondering a fact (that this is

true). Sentence 3 is rejected by educated native speakers as being a common mistake, but one

22 There are admittedly problems with considering adjectives to be in a + relationship with nouns, but the main
point here is that they are not in an = relationship
224 This is J espersen’s term (349) that Huddleston also uses (120), while Nelson refers to it as a complement phrase

(109). Banruna refers to their occurrence in Russian as npudamounsie uzvsachumenvruvle npednodicenus (explanatory
clauses) (310).
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that can be heard with some frequency.??> Sentence 4 points out that the subordinate conjunction
can be omitted, though is generally identified as highly colloquial, a fact confirmed by the
universal censure of its omission by textbooks for English speakers, for whom such omission is
normal: [ think (that) it’s true. To ensure that the modal nature of the verb in sentence 1 is not
obscuring our understanding, let us consider a similar set of sentences with the verb cogopumsu:

5. A 2060pio, umo smo npasoa.

6. A 2o60pio 0 mom, umo 3mo npasoa.

7. 24 2osopro mo, umo smo npasoa.
Little, if anything, seems to be gained by having used a different verb. Sentence 5, like sentence
1, seems once again to inject the speaker’s view, sentence 6 shows a more objective relationship
between the speaker and the statement.??® Sentence 3 is again unacceptable (at least by
prescriptive norms). The situation changes though if we consider a transitive verb that does not
take prepositional complements, such as nonumams:

8. A nonumato, umo smo npagoa.

9. A nonumatro mo, umo 3mo npasoa.
Here both of the sentences are accepted by native speakers, although the difference (if any) is not
readily explained. Regardless of what the difference is, such instances point to the fact that, at
least synchronically and on the surface level, not all noun clauses in CSR are content clauses.
However, all mo-subordinates that are noun clauses are content clauses. Those of the type in

sentences 1 and I work the same in both English and Russian (and many other IE languages) and

225 The typical response to the question of the acceptability of sentences 3 and 7 are that they are “common
mistakes”, a statement that would seem to speak more of prescriptive norms than saying anything about the true
nature of the language itself. In fact, the key word in the response is not mistake, but rather common; that is, such
sentences are frequently created instinctively by native speakers, a fact that stands in favor of the argument that,
prescriptive norms aside, all noun clauses in Russian are in fact To-subordinates.

226 1 should point out that not all native speakers agreed with this evaluation, one even contending the opposite, that
it is sentence 6 that expresses more the subjective viewpoint of the speaker.



153

will not be elaborated on here. However, this does not mean that such clauses are unimportant in
the abstraction (here nominalization) of events — quite the opposite — but because of their relative
transparency and similarity to English, we will take them for granted here and focus more on the
less common ways CSR employs noun clauses; in particular, those that we have specified as
content clauses. A further question as to why dymams and co6opums do not (at least
prescriptively) allow the dummy mo to be included, but nonumams does is also in need of an
answer.

A final question that arose earlier in this chapter as to the difference between xax and
umo as subordinating conjunctions of noun clauses is answered by Semeonoff by first providing
an example from Furmanov’s 1923 Yanaes: “Yepes dse munymor @edop ysuoen, Kak 00uH u3
eocmetl pazsanuics y Heeo Ha nocmenu” and commenting that “the conjunctive word kak is used
in preference to the conjunction uto because in this clause not only is a fact stated but the
manner of the action is described.”??’ It is not surprising, then, that verbs of
observation/perception like sudems (see), crviuams (hear), nabarooams (observe) generally
feature xax as the subordinating conjunction in noun clauses, although ymo is in no way
precluded, rather it simply observes a result or the general confirmation that the action took place
and xaxk observes the action unfolding. In English these differences are conveyed through the
gerund indicating observation of unfolding and a subordinate clause indicating result: / heard
him playing®®® (A caviwan, kax on uzpaem) vs. I heard that he plays (A civiwan, umo on

uepeam). This distinction is not exclusively rendered via the conjunction, nor is it limited to such

227 Semeonoff, 103
228 For discussion of the difference between I heard him play and I heard him playing, refer back to Chapter 2
section 2. It has been excluded here so as not to convolute the discussion.
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a semantic verb class as verbs of observation. Mathesius states the following in his discussion of
types of verbal aspect:

The second aspectual difference concerns the conception of verbal action as a fact or
a process. In the former case the conceptioniscom p lex, in the lattercursive.

Compare, for example, the difference between Pamatuji se, Ze jsem ti tu knihu piijcil
[ remember having lent you the book] and Pamatuji se, Ze jsem ti tu knihu piijcoval

[I remember lending you the book].?*

The first example is cursive, or action as fact, while the latter is complex, or action as process. In
Czech the author states the difference to be one of verbal aspect inherent in the verb form —
perfective in the first, imperfective in the latter. English, as before, uses nonfinite vs. finite verb
forms and Russian conjunctions: 5 nomuto, umo s emy smy kuuey omoan and A nomuio, kax s
emy amy knuey omoasan.”** Why such prepositions as nocze (after), nepeo (right before), and 0o
(before) almost always feature the subordinate conjunction xax rather than ymo seems in some
way to be related their temporal semantics, but this is hardly an explanation. A final type of noun
clause involving the subjunctive subordinate conjunction umo6wu: will now be considered.

While most noun clauses are introduced by the unstressed and reduced subordinating
conjunction umo or kax (the latter particularly with verbs of observation and prepositions of
relative tense as discussed above), some seemingly similar sentences will feature the subjunctive
conjunction umo6er. While I do not wish to discuss in any depth matters relating to mood here, it
should be pointed out that, at least from an English speaker's point of view, such constructions in

umo6wi do contribute to the expression of abstract verbal objects. Consider the sentence: He

229 Mathesius, 69

B0 may be, however, that Russian does not differ from Czech and aspect alone would suffice: 5 nomnro, umo
omoan emy kuuey (fact) vs. A nomnro, umo omoasan emy knuey (process). Informants expressed reluctance as to the
complete nature of 7 nomnuio, kak omoasan emy kuuey, commenting that the action seems incomplete, no doubt as a
result of the imperfective’s capacity to express the so-called two-way action (Forsyth, 5), also referred to as
cancelation of the action and here were attempting to focus on the action’s internal space. Perhaps a truly accurate
rendering may only be achieved through further description: 5 nomuo mom momenm, kocoa omoasai...
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prepared to take the exam. Such a sentence would have been analyzed as featuring an infinitival
direct object within the framework of the grammatical analysis conducted in part one of the
previous chapter. In Russian we can translate this nearly word-for-word and produce the
grammatical sentence: On comosuicsa coasams sx3amen. Here, however, one is immediately
struck by the fact that coasams cannot possibly be interpreted as the direct object of
2omosumucs, as verbs in -¢s do not permit such objects. The true structure of such a sentence
does in fact feature a preposition and the case-bearing element mo, as seen before. What is
interesting here, however, is not that mo can be omitted, but that 1) the conjunction must be
umoobwl and 2) it too can be omitted: Oun comosuncs (k momy, umobsi) coasams 3x3amen. Let us
examine this type of sentence further.

Consider the sentence: On mens nayuun niasanuro u uepe Ha cumape (He taught me to
swim [lit. swimming]| and play [lit. playing| guitar). First must be noted differing selectional
restrictions between the Russian yuums/nayuums, which permits an accusative and dative object,
and the English zeach, which also permits two objects, but neither can be a gerund, but rather
only a noun or an infinitive. This presents the somewhat rare situation in which Russian would
seem to permit a verbal noun and English does not. However, if we keep in mind that CSR forms
in -ije are much more nominal than English gerunds, there in effect is little if any difference at
all. We might also note that there is further confirmation of what has been said thus far, in that,
while one of the nouns is a form in -ije from the verb niasams, the other is parallel in function,
but not form: uepa, a verbal noun with a zero morpheme which has replaced ueparnue. Returning
to the issue at hand, such sentences with yuums/nayuums just as often, if not more so, feature an
infinitive rather than a dative complement. Indeed, in this sentence too, we may perform such a

transformation: Ou mens nayuun niagame u uepams Ha cumape. However, as it cannot be said
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that the infinitival forms express the dative nor that the verb spontaneously loses its dative
government, such a sentence must be an elliptical realization of On mens nayuun momy, kax
naasams u uepame Ha eumape. While this does not present anything new from the point of
syntax, consider the following similar, though significantly different example.

Consider the sentence on mens nayuun bvime mepnenusvim (he taught me to be patient).
Here too we have the same issue in terms of case government, but the resolution looks different:
OH MeHsl Hayyun momy, umodwsl bvime mepneausvim. What is then most peculiar in this situation
is that the presence or absence of umo6s would not seem to affect the overall interpretation.
Because umoouw! is generally associated with the subjunctive mood (alternatively referred to as
irrealis and then juxtaposed to the indicative, or realis), one would expect that it could not be
omitted without a concomitant alteration of meaning. In Timberlake (2004) we find the
following: “Irrealis mood is expressed not by inflectional morphology, but by means of the
particle 6s1...The particle has long been used together with the conjunction umo ‘that’, resulting
in a univerbated irrealis conjunction umo6wr.”?*! It does seem, in fact, that umo6er does not
always express irrealis: “infinitives are used in FINAL constructions, to name the intended result
of an activity. Final infinitives are normally preceded by umo6si or the more explicit dzs mozo,
umo6wr.”*3? One could then either conclude that not all uses of umo6er need be recognized as
subjunctive (although this would prompt the diachronic question of how the 6» came to lose its
subjunctive meaning). Alternatively, one can see the irrealis in Timberlake’s definition of final
constructions as expressing an expected result. As this is a tangential issue, we will be satisfied to

leave the question of the ability to omit umo6s1 unanswered at present.

21 Timberlake, 373
232 Timberlake, 369
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As a result, it seems that such final constructions initiated by umo6w: are less noun
clauses than they are noun phrases, as they express no overt prediction, but rather simply name
an action. This explains the parallel meaning between Ou mensa nayuun mepnenusocmu (He
taught me patience) and On mensi nayyun (momy, umodwt) 6vims mepnenusvim. The fact that
Russian orthographic norms seem to ‘recognize’ the clausal nature of these constructions by
offsetting them with a comma is of no consequence and inevitably stems from seeing them as
parallel to so-called purpose clauses of the type: On xomen, umobwi 5 6611 mepnenugvim (he
wanted me to be patient), which do indeed feature a subordinate clause.

As a means of summarizing what has been said about noun clauses in mo subordinates,
consider the following examples:

10. Omo cnyyunoco uz-3a moeo, umo ou ckazan “oa’.

11. Hawe pewenue 3a8ucum om moeo, 3axomsam ju OHU HOMOUb.

12. To, umo oH 3mo cKkazan, MeHs 020PYUTIO.

13. Mvt1 6ce yenyio munymy npocuoenu 8 oyeneneHuu nepeo mem, KaKk 6Cmams u

novmu.

14. Mot comosumcs k momy, umoowvl cOa8amv IK3AMEH.
Sentences 10 and 12 present no analytical difficulty as one features a noun clause as the subject
(12), and the other as the object of a preposition (10). Both feature the dummy mo and the
unstressed subordinating conjunction umo. This is presumably the most common type of noun
clause one encounters with such constructions. Sentence 11 is perhaps the only instance in which
an embedded question in a To subordinate structure is overtly distinguished. It seems apparent
that the question of whether or not the To may be dropped depends on the same criteria as

discussed in relation to headless relatives, meaning that the type of clause that follows is not a
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factor. Once again, it is the third criteria point of those discussed, which delineates a seemingly
idiosyncratic likelihood of deletion based on the strength of the selectional properties of the verb,
that causes the most problems. Assuming that there is an explanation, one might look for it in
semantic features of the verb or in its frequency of occurrence, where those verbs that occur
more frequently permit greater ellipsis. We may note here that 3asucems will often forego the
prepositional phrase entirely, as in 9mo 3asucum (om mozo), kmo npudem. English in fact shows
parallel ellipsis here: That depends (on) who’s coming, although the apparent at least semi-
systemic nature of the deletion in Russian would necessitate the interpretation that, if we are
dealing with the influence of language contact here, it would be of a syntactic order.?3

Sentence 13 is much like sentence 10, apart from the temporal preposition requiring the
conjunction xax rather than umo.?** Sentence 14 is again an example of a so-called final
construction in which an infinitival phrase (coasamw sx3amen) is introduced by the conjunction
umo6sl where we would otherwise expect a noun phrase. In effect, this is then a noun phrase
redefining the pronoun mo, i.e. a noun modifying a noun. We might refer to this in fact as a type
of apposition. Of 10-14, only the last sentence (14) cannot be said to feature a noun clause. Such
constructions do, however, provide yet another means of conceptualizing events abstractly as a

goal or object of the primary verb in the sentence.

233 Other such instances of possible syntactic borrowing is in the DO and infinitival complements of the verb
npocums (as in English: to ask DO + inf.) rather than a subjunctive in umo6ws: and, especially among emigres,
reported yes/no questions in eczu as in A e 3uaio, ecau... after the English formation I don 't know if...

234 The sentence could just as easily read Muw1 6ce yenyro munymy npocudenu neped mem, KaK Mvl CMAIU U NOULTU,
but in sentences with such temporal prepositions it is typical to use infinitives in the subordinate clause when its
subject is identical to that of the independent. In addition to preferring the subordinate conjunction xax, this
flexibility of allowing both finite and non-finite constructions to alternate would seem to point to the special status
of these semantically temporal pronouns.
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4. Summary

The goals of this chapter were to first point out the simultaneously overly general and
overly narrow aspects of the commonly used label of mo, umo constructions. As was pointed out,
not only are there two types of clauses represented by the unifying label (overly general) — noun
and relative/adjectival — but the subordinating conjunction in the first type and the relative
pronouns in the second need not be umo. Rather than subdividing the label into two more
accurately named constructions such as mo noun clauses and mo relatives, the unity provided by
the presence of the dummy 1o was observed in providing the collective term of mo subordinates.
The second matter addressed was determining which of these constructions (if any) present a
means for abstract event expression. It was concluded that finite noun clauses and infinitival
noun phrases (introduced by the conjunction ymo6wt) are both central to abstract event
expression in CSR.2*

We will now move on to the tangentially related comparative analyses of verbal nouns

before drawing final conclusions.

25 An important distinction could be made here in that such To-subordinates that feature noun clause are really only
nominalizations/abstractions in form (via To) or from the point of view of English and that Russian, in fact, simply
does not permit abstraction of the act in these circumstances.
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Chapter 7 - Verbal Nouns and Abstract Event Expression: A Comparative Perspective
1. Overview
The Common Slavic nature of -ije noun is apparent in their ubiquitous presence in all of
the daughter languages. Before discussing the history of the development of this form in its
function of deriving nouns from verbs in Russian in particular and all of Slavic in general, I
would like to examine the presence and usage of not only such nouns in other contemporary
Slavic literary languages, but of the larger set of abstract event expression means we have
encountered in the preceding chapters, including infinitives, noun clauses and phrases, further
deverbal affixes etc. Because I will be examining these further criteria and not only the nouns in
-ije, this analysis builds on the thorough presentation of the data for deverbals in -ije in Dickey
(2000)%%%, the numerous works by Pchelinsteva, and Schupbach (1984). After providing a brief
discussion of the status of these nouns in two East Slavic languages (Ru and Uk), two West
Slavic languages (P and Cz), and two South Slavic languages (BCS and B), I will conduct a
translation analysis of J. R. R. Tolkein’s The Hobbit or There and Back Again (1937). This story
was chosen for 1) the wide availability of its translations in many languages and 2) the English
original which was translated into all of the above languages.
2. Nouns in -jje in Slavic
Relevant sources to the following discussion will be Dickey’s Parameters of Slavic

Aspect (2000) for all of the languages considered and Pchelintseva’s Om enacona k umenu (2016)
for Russian, Ukrainian, and Polish. The former is particularly valuable for the previously cited

survey in which native speakers were asked to form verbal nouns when possible from aspectual

236 Here the author surveyed native speakers of Polish, Czech, Slovak, Slovenian, Serbo-Croatian, Bulgarian,
Ukrainian and Russian. Further discussion of these languages will reference them respectively as P, Cz, Sl, Sn, BCS
(to use the now more conventional representation of Bosian-Croatian-Serbian), B, Uk, Ru.
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pairs of 20 verbs. While the test has important caveats,?” it provides a good relative measure of
how the languages stand at least in comparison to one another. Pchelintseva’s is much more
thorough (an entire book devoted to the question compared to a single chapter in Dickey’s
primarily aspectual analysis), though it is limited to only three languages.

2.1.  East Slavic (Ru and Uk)

According to Dickey, the East Slavic aspectual system is defined first and foremost by
temporal definiteness, which, as was discussed in Chapter 3, is largely incompatible with the
inherently temporally indefinite nature of nominalization. This is purported to be the primary
reason for the relatively low production of verbal nouns in East Slavic. Secondary, but
nonetheless very important matters, are those concerned with morphological and stylistic
constraints. A final factor that could be of importance here is language contact and the influence
of foreign forms and models (cf. the discussion of -une in Chapter 1 for a contemporary example

of such a process).

2.1.1.  Russian

As we have seen, deverbals in -ije do not play the dominant role in the expression of
abstract events in CSR that is often attributed to them, but rather share this role with the
infinitive (mre upasumcs cavuame mysviky — I like listening to music), nouns with no suffix
(30ecwb Oeticmeyem 3anpem Ha 108 pvibwl — there is a ban on catching fish here), those in k

(ocmanoska npoyecca ne npousovidem cpasy — the halting of the process will not occur

27 Such weaknesses are primarily the unknown number of respondents and who they were (apart from their status
as native speakers of a given Slavic language), as no other demographic information was provided and, most
importantly it seems to me, the reliance on their ability to understand what is being asked of them and the total
artificiality of the situation. While all questionnaires are artificial, here we do not even have language in context, but
simply isolated forms. For the author’s purposes that very well may have sufficed, but for the present study, this
type of analysis could artificially inflate numbers for a language like Russian, where the possible formation of such
forms far outstrips their usage in neutral speech circumstances.
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instantaneously), and mo subordinates (msi 1eeiu cnams nocie mo2o, KAk NOYICUHAIU — We Went
to bed after eating dinner). While nouns in -ije abound, their meaning is unpredictable (abstract:
noayuenue — receiving; resultative/concrete: nodospenue — a suspicion) due to the large number
of factors involved (see Chapter 3 for dependency on morphology, semantic categories, verbal
aspect, stylistics etc.). Dickey’s survey results support our conclusions in that of the languages he
compared (Cz, Slovak, P, Slovenian, SC, B, Ru, Uk), Russian formed the fewest deverbals total
(22/40) and the fewest number of formal pairs, i.e. deverbal nouns created from each of the two
aspectual pair members. Pchelintseva summarizes the situation well in stating that

B PYCCKOM S3BIKE O6pa3OBaHI/IC HUMCH I[CﬁCTBI/IiI, BO-TICPBLIX, HCPLETYJIAPHO, BO-BTOPLIX,

COMMPOBOKIAACTCA HeﬁTpaJ'[I/I3aL[I/Ieﬁ n KOH,I[CHC&L[I/ICﬁ BaXHBIX CCMAaHTHUYCCKUX

KOMIIOHCHTOB, U JaK€ JIMHTBUCTBI, 3aHUMAIOINUEC PAAUKAIbHYIO ITO3UIHUIO U

MPUIUCIAIOIINC pYCCKI/Iﬁ I[eBep6aTI/IB K (bOpMaM rjiaroJia, Ipu3HarOT OTCYTCTBUC Y HCTO

rpaMMaTrui4eCKOro BpEMCEHU U MOJAJIbHOCTH. . .CCMAaHTHUKAa BUAA U 3aJI0ra B PYCCKUX

OTrJiIar0JJbHBIX HMCHAX TAaKXC CHJIIBHO HCfITpaJ'IPIBOBaHa. . .238

2.1.2.  Ukrainian

Ukrainian presents an interesting situation in that it is genetically the closest relation to
Russian of the languages considered here. However, the status of the deverbal noun
(6i0oiecnisnuti imennux) in CSU?* would upon first glance appear to be far from that of the
Russian. This is most apparent in Dickey’s survey results, as 30 forms were produced to 22 in Ru
and 12 formal pairs compared to 3 in Ru. The primary contributing factor to this current
divergence would appear to be the significant influence of Polish, where verbal nouns are an

important member of the conjugation of nearly all verbs. This is not surprising when one

238 «“the formation of action nouns in the Russian language is, first of all, irregular, second of all, is accompanied by

the neutralization and condensation of important semantic components, and even linguists who take the radical
position of counting the Russian deverbative amongst verb forms admit its absence of grammatical tense and
modality...the semantics of aspect and voice in the Russian deverbal nouns are also significantly neutralized”
(Pchelintseva 2016, 11-12)

239 The same abbreviations will be used here as were above noted in the previous footnote with CS in each case
indicating contemporary standard.
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acknowledges that the separation of Ukrainian history and its geographical boundaries from
those of Poland is practically impossible, the two being so inextricably bound to one another.
The linguistic influence is most easily seen in the large number of lexical items borrowed from
Polish. In the estimation of Shevelov, the most prominent Ukrainian scholar of the 20th century,
“Modern Ukrainian is still closer in its word-stock to Polish than to any other Slavonic
language.”?*® Our current topic, however, involves first and foremost the systematic grammar of
the language and not borrowed lexical items. One need look no further than English to
understand that lexical borrowings are not by themselves indicators of grammatical influence.
English features a significant percentage of French, Latin and indeed many borrowings from still
other languages and yet its core grammar (as seen in function words, sentence structure, the
ablaut of strong verbs etc.) has remained indisputably Germanic. The question is whether or not
Ukrainian, historically an East Slavic language like Russian, has been influenced by Polish on a
deeper level than lexical borrowings.

As stated by Pchelintseva and observable in Shevelov’s article and numerous online
dictionaries, it is not typical for verbal nouns?#! to be included in the conjugation of the verb
itself but they are more regularly included in descriptions of derivation. However, as with
Russian, many dictionaries do not typically include them either. This ambiguity in organization
representation is reflected in what Pchelintseva describes as being a npeomem ouckyccuu (an
object of discussion).?*? The problem seems to be in that while there is a significant number of
formal pairs of nouns derived from each member of an aspectual pair (12 to 3 compared to Ru in

Dickey), the pairs are not semantically representative, i.e. do not retain the category of aspect. In

240 Shevelov, 991

241 Morpheme boundaries aside, formally these feature the string -#us or -mms, in which the the digraph represents a
long, palatalized consonant and the final vowel [a] from the Common Slavic [e] in -ije.

242 pchelintseva, 196
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fact, Dickey determined that of the 12 formal pairs, none were semantic pairs.?** This is
observable in the apparent aspectual neutrality of nouns derived from perfectives, seen in their
ability to represent the results of actions (the domain of perfective verbs) and the action as
process (the domain of imperfectives). Meanwhile nouns derived from imperfective verbs are
restricted to procedural meanings. This is precisely what we observed in Russian as well. It
would then appear that deverbal nouns in Uk play a more prominent role than in Ru simply
because they are formed with greater consistency. However, there does not seem to be a
significant qualitative difference. In fact, the commentary provided by Ukrainian author and
translator Boris Antonenko-Davidovich in his short article “BigaieciiBHi IMEHHUKH, TIECTIBHI
cioBocnionykn” is highly reminiscent of that of Peshkovsky in Chapter 3. As with Peshkovsky,
the author here takes examples from journalistic prose and critiques them for their supposed
overuse of deverbal nouns:

Bizsmimo ¢pasy 3 razeru: «3aBaaHHs JiKBiganii OyAb-sKUX HOpYUEHb CTATYTIB 1

HACTaHOB, PIIIy4Oro 3MiyHeHHs TUCUUILTIH BUMAraloTb JOKOPIHHOTO NOIiNueNHs

KOHTPOJIIO 32 AISUTBHICTIO MiUIETIINX, PO3YMHOTO 8UKOpUCIAHHS TACTUILTIHAPHUX MIPaB,

YCyHeHHs TIOMUJIOK B poOOTi». Yci cioBa B 1iid ¢ppa3i — yKpaiHCBKi, a pa3oM i3 TUM

3BYYHTh BOHA HE MO-yKkpaiHcbkoMy. Yomy? Tomy 1m0 ii mepeoOTsKeHO BiAie€CIiBHUMH

IMEHHUKAMHU: MOpYyLICHHA, 3MiI_IHCHH$I, HOJ'IiHH_ICHHH, BUKOPHUCTAaHHS, YCYHCHHA. Taxke

HarpoMaJKeHHs 1X 3 OJHOMaHITHUMH 3aKiHUCHHSMH MOPYIIYE METOAINHICTD 3ByYaHHS
MOHOTOHHHM «HSKaHHSAMY, YCKIAIHIOE (hpasy — ak cTa€ BaKKO 3pO3yMiTH ii 3micT.**

28 pchelintseva estimates roughly half of all verbs make such formal pairs, though she too describes a “functional
aspectual universality” (245) in their usage.

244 «Let’s take a phrase from a newspaper: «The task of eliminating any kind of violations of the statutes and
attitudes, [and] of the resolute strengthening of discipline demands a fundamental improvement of control over the
activity of subordinates, of the reasonable use of disciplinary laws, the elimination of mistakes in work». All of the
words in this phrase are Ukrainian, but at the same time it does not sound Ukrainian. Why? Because it is
overburdened with deverbal nouns: violating, strengthening, improving, using, eliminating. Such an amassment of
them with uniform endings disrupts the melodic nature of the sound with a monotone «inging», it complicates the
phrase such that it becomes difficult to understand its meaning.” (AnToHeHK0-/{aBHI0BNY, 83)
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Once again we find the complaint regarding the deficiency and inexactness of such forms in
comparison to their verbal counterpart, providing further evidence, if anecdotal, that despite
possible appearances, the Ukrainian system here differs little from that of Russian.

The question remains as to the prominence of nouns in -k (opanxa — plowing) and -o
(nepexio - transition), the infinitive (epamu na ckpunyi sasicko — playing the violin is hard), and
To-subordinates (nicis moeo, sk mu noodioanu — after we ate dinner), all of which are also found
in Uk. Finally, as with all the other Slavic languages discussed here, there are borrowed nouns in
-ine (kemninz — camping), whose significance will only be apparent with the passage of time.*°

2.2.  West Slavic (P and Cz)

In West Slavic we find a highly productive system of verbal noun formation and use.
Verbal nouns are commonly included in the conjugation of verbs. In addition to formal noun
pairs existing for most (if not all) aspectual pairs, there is a high degree of semantic retention
relating to aspect, through which verbal nouns derived from imperfective verbs emphasize the
action itself or its habitual nature, while those derived from the perfective verb are more
concrete, often denoting the action’s result or simply a singular instance of the action.?*¢ Of the
two languages considered here, it appears that Czech features the more thoroughly developed

system of verbal nouns.

245 1n Bevzenko’s (1985, p.79-80) backwards dictionary approximately 30 forms in -une/-inz are cited. Pchelintseva
(2016, p.205) cites the form as -iur, however internet searches indicated the prominence of spelling ¢ (generally
representing the voiced glottal fricative [fi]) over that of r (representing indeed what is likely pronounced, a voiced
glottal stop [g], as CSUk does not have final obstruent devoicing like Ru). The spelling of u/i/i indiciating [y], [i],
[ji] respectively is largely a function of the preceding sound (hard consonant, soft consonant, vowel respectively).
24 Dickey, 242-243


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Voiced_glottal_fricative
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2.2.1. Polish

Robert Rothstein in “Polish” (2002) comments on the deverbal noun (rzeczownik
odczasownikowy), stating that

verbal nouns (nomina actionis) can be formed regularly from most Polish verbs...in their
primary meanings as names of states, activities or the like they preserve aspectual
distinctions, can occur with si¢ [the so-called reflexive particle], and permit the
expression of the subject and objects associated with the verb**’

In addition to the general preservation of aspectual divisions already mentioned, further verbal
categories and selectional properties are also overtly retained, including those of voice,
transitivity and reciprocity expressed via the particle sig, and the ability to clearly distinguish
between an agent (expressed via the preposition przez + acc) and a patient (expressed in the
genitive case) when both are present (pisanie listu przez prezydenta — the writing of the letter by
the president). In his Polish grammar (2002) Swan calls special attention to the fact that, while
“the frequent use of verbal nouns is characteristic of heavy academic, journalistic, or
bureaucratic style,” common occurrence of verbal nouns is an essential part of neutral and even
colloquial speech.?*® Not only are they commonly found as the objects of temporal prepositions
(po przyjsciu — after arriving in which the verbal noun przyjscie is derived from the perfective
verb przyjs¢; przy przychodzeniu — while arriving in which the verbal noun is derived from the
imperfective verb przychodzic¢ etc.), but also as adjectival complements (trudny do wykonania —

difficult to execute).** Despite the high degree of formation and significant semantic retention in

247 Rothstein, 720

248 Swan, 309-310; in other words, this is a matter of proportion. It seems to me one could say the same of English —
their use is an integral part of neutral speech (again, particularly after temporal prepositions), but because of their
passive/agentless nature, a high number of them is particularly characteristic of stylistically marked prose
(journalistic, scientific etc.).

249 Both of these uses significantly differ from Ru, in which To-subordinates are implemented with temporal
prepositions and adjectival complements, though the latter often feature noun phrases introduced by umo6wi: cf. on
2omoe, ymobwl gvriimu and on jest gotowy do wyjscia (he is prepared to exit)
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Polish verbal nouns, there are apparent limitations in their use, if we once again take English as a
point of reference. For example, the ability to express otherwise subordinate clauses nominally
via the gerund is generally not observed in Polish, where a finite clause is preferred: / was
surprised at his/him not showing up but zdziwitem sie, Ze nie przyszedt.

Pchelintseva opens her chapter on Polish by stating that the system of verbal nouns
differs significantly from that of Ru and Uk not only in its formation of nouns in the
“overwhelming majority” of instances, but also in the frequent use of these forms in everyday
language, citing a phrase of the type discussed above, nie mam nic do jedzenia (I have nothing to
eat), and comparing it to the infinitival constructions in both Ru and Uk: uwe neueco ecms and
meni nema wozo icmu.>>° Dickey’s survey results provided further confirmation of the highly
systematic nature of verbal noun formation, as they were formed in 38 of the possible 40
instances and semantic and formal noun fairs reflecting the aspectual division were created for

18 of the 20 verb pairs.

2.2.2. Czech

The Czech verbal noun (podstatné jméno slovesné) and its discussion in various
grammars presents a less than clear picture of its place in the language. One the one hand, David
Short (2002) makes no mention of it neither in his discussion of verb conjugation nor that of
derivational morphology, and in his 77-page article commits only two lines to remarking on the
contraction of the sequence /ije/ yielding /i:/, represented as 7 in CSCz (ex. the perfective verb for

educate > educating: vzdélat > vzdélani).>>' Harkins makes the comment that “verbal nouns

230 [Tuenmunesa (2016), 247

21 In the process of contraction (several sounds reducing to fewer), one often observes what is known as
compensatory lengthening, in that, while the result of the contraction might be fewer sound units, one or more of
them may be long to compensate for the lost sounds. Such a process is observed in /ije/ > /i:/.
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should not be formed indiscriminately, as their use is rather limited.”?>? In what way or
compared to what they are “limited” he does not say. If one takes this to mean that they are used
less than in English, then both Naughton and Mathesius are in agreement.?>3

On the other hand, Heim and Townsend note the general formability of verbal nouns in
Cz and their retention of aspect, particularly noting that this fact significantly differs from what
is seen in Russian.?>* Havranek and Jedli¢ka confirm this and further note the retention of all
case government (with the exception of genitive in place of accusative objects), although the
reflexive particles se (from the accusative reflexive pronoun sebe and si from the dative reflexive
pronoun sobé) are only retained in the noun when there could be ambiguity between whether the
nominal form is representing the purely transitive form of the verb (without the particle) or one
of the many meanings (simply intransitive, reflexive, reciprocal, passive etc.) expressed via the
reflexive particle, slightly differing from the Polish situation described above.?>> In Dickey’s
survey, only Czech formed nominal pairs from all 20 verbs and in each instance the expected
aspectually-based semantic relationship obtained.

2.3.  South Slavic (BCS and B)

According to Dickey, the South Slavic aspectual system, like that of East Slavic, is
dominated by temporal definiteness, a category largely incompatible with nominal constructions,
which are generally construed as temporally indefinite (cf. Chapter 3 for further discussion). It is

expected, therefore, that this will have a significant limiting effect on the formation and use of

292 Harkins, 201

253 Naughton, 258; Mathesius, 105, where the author sees this is a general “predilection of English for nominal
expression of verbal action”.

234 Heim, 117; Townsend (2000), 210

255 Havranek and Jedlicka, 116
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verbal nouns, particularly as concerns the retention of the category of aspect. As will be recalled,
temporary definiteness and nominalization are mutually incompatible.

Another significant difference that sets South Slavic apart from North (collectively both
East and West), is the restricted occurrence and/or use of the infinitive. Of the languages
considered here, Bulgarian has lost it entirely, while in BCS it occurs on an increasing spectrum
as one moves westward from Serbia into Croatia. For those languages without an infinitive, it is
largely replaced by a finite subordinate clause, where there would have otherwise been a
predicative infinitive: cf. English: [ like to play the violin Russian: A 06110 uepame na ckpunke
Croatian: Volim svirati violinu Serbian: Boaum oa ceupam suonuny (lit. I like that I play the
violin) Bulgarian: O6uuam da ceups na yueynxa. For Serbian and Bulgarian, however, there
arises the issue of how abstract events as the subject of the sentence are conveyed, because here a
subordinate clause is not possible. This is one of the few instances in which infinitives are said to
commonly occur in Serbian, so that one may say mewxo je ceupamu euonuny (it is hard to play
the violin).?>® While the infinitive, therefore, in Serbian is severely restricted in its use, in
Bulgarian it does not exist. In order to render such a general statement, in which the action is the
subject, one must use a subordinate clause with either a finite third person singular form of the
verb with the reflexive particle, or a generalized second person singular (respectively): Tpyono e

0a ce ceupu Ha yueynka or Tpyono e da ceupuw Ha yuzcyKa.

2.3.1. Bosnian-Croatian-Serbian

Ronelle Alexander has several lengthy discussions of verbal nouns in her grammar of

BCS. On the one hand, she states that the meaning of verbal nouns “corresponds roughly to that

236 Alexander, 251
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of the English gerundial form in -ing”, but also notes that they are “used much more frequently
than the English gerundial forms.”?” However, the reason for this disparity seems to be that
many of these derivationally deverbal nouns are not in fact verbal in meaning, just as in East
Slavic. BCS verbal nouns, it is true, are more regularly formed than in East Slavic, particularly
from imperfective verbs, where their formation appears to be entirely regular. Indeed, it is
common to include verbal nouns (glagolska imenica/znaconcka umenuya) in the conjugation of
imperfective verbs. Browne himself does the same when discussing the language’s verbal
morphology.?*® Alexander does note that formal/semantic pairs of verbal nouns do exist (radati
> radanje; roditi > rodenje). However, such instances are sporadic and not readily
predictable.?>® Dickey’s survey supports this conclusion: verbal nouns were formed for all 20
imperfective verbs, a further 6 were formed from perfectives, 2 of which made aspectual pairs.
Furthermore, there appears to be a similar situation to that of Ru in that verbal nouns from
perfective verbs are prone to expressing both process and concrete meanings, while those from
imperfective verbs only the former. I would like to note here that this “chaotic state” (in
Dickey’s words) that is seen also in Russian was one of the primary reasons for all of the

preceding analysis and discussion.?¢?

2.3.2. Bulgarian

The formation of verbal nouns in Bulgarian would appear similar to that of BCS.
Nicolova and Stamenov as well as Scatton state clearly that the verbal nouns formed from

imperfective verbs belong to the paradigm of the verb.?! Nicolova and Stamenov also take issue

27 Ibid, 167

238 Browne, 333

9 Ibid, 183

260 Dickey, 247

261 Nicolova and Stamenov, 612; Scatton, 216


https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/ra%C4%91ati#Serbo-Croatian
https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/ra%C4%91ati#Serbo-Croatian
https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/ra%C4%91ati#Serbo-Croatian
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with the commonly held view that CSB verbal nouns formed from imperfective verbs all feature
the string -#e, whereas those in -#ue, made from verbs of both aspects are in fact borrowings
from Russian.?%? They claim (and cite support for their claim) that nouns in -rue are actively
created alongside those in -#e, though only the latter produce the predictable meaning of the type
we are concerned with here: kazeam > rkaszeane (to say > (the act of) saying).”®> The authors
further describe a situation otherwise very reminiscent of that of Russian: verbal nouns made
from perfective verbs are unpredictable in meaning and their frequent use is generally a marker
of “scientific and official style. One matter of note is that occasionally pairs seemingly reflecting
aspect in terms of process versus result nouns are both produced from imperfectives, but with the
suffixes -ne and -nue, respectively: niicane (the process of writing) and nucanue (a written
work). However, as the latter is neither a readily predictable form nor meaning, the authors insist
on it belonging to word formation and not conjugation.

When consulting Dickey’s findings, we find 24 of the potential 40 verbal nouns were
created, including forms for all 20 imperfectives. While, as with the other non-West languages
considered here, verbal nouns from perfective verbs do not retain the category of aspect, Dickey
cites Andrejcin, who claims that verbal nouns from imperfective verbs are commonly used to
express both process (the domain of imperfective aspect) and result (that of perfective).?*

3. Translation Analysis

Here I will conduct much the same kind of analysis that was used in in part 2 of Chapter

4: using a widely available and translated work, I will examine how the expression of abstract

events is conveyed in each of the languages analyzed above. I have already expressed the

262 Such views are stated in Dickey (2000), where he includes supporting references.

263 As Bulgarian lacks an infinitive, the standard citation form for verbs is the 1st sg. non-past tense, as provided
here.

264 Dickey, 248
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advantages and drawbacks of such an approach, and so will not repeat them here, as they are no
different in this instance. The work I have chosen is J. R. R. Tolkein’s The Hobbit. 1 will use the
original English to determine which sentences to examine in the remaining six languages. It is
expected that infinitives, To subordinates, and verbal nouns will make up the majority of the
translations, but other means may appear as well.

Verbal nouns will be indicated in bold and cited as to their function in the sentence, as
established in Chapter 4. Those functions are [1] subject, [2] predicate nominative [3]
explanatory modifier, [4] object complement, [5] objective complement, [6] principal term of a
prepositional phrase, [7] adverbial objective, [8] compound gerund, [9] post-positive modifier.?63
Other means of conveying abstract actions and typical means of their translations (particularly
verbal adverbs for original prepositional phrases; verbal nouns in other suffixes will be ignored)
will be underlined.

3.1.  East Slavic (Ru and Uk)

3.1.1. Russian

The Russian translation used is by Natalia Rakhmanova.

1. No going [1] upstairs for the hobbit. 1. X0o00uT He mpu3HaBaT BOCXOXKACHHUN 1O
JIECTHUIIAM.

2. This is a story of how a Baggins had an 2. Ho MBI BaM 1I0BE1a€M UCTOPHIO O TOM, KaK

adventure, and found himself doing [S] and OJIHOTO U3 BATTHHCOB BTSHYIM-TAaKU B

saying [5] things altogether unexpected MPUKITFOYCHUS U, K COOCTBEHHOMY

YAUBJICHHUIO, OH Ha4YaJI TOBOPUTL CaAMBIC
HCOKHUAaHHBIC BCIIU U COBCPUIATL CAMBIC
HCOKHNIAHHBIC ITOCTYIIKH.

3. Not the Gandalf who was responsible for so | 3. Heysxenu BbI ToT camblii [ 3H121160), 1O
many quiet lads and lasses going [6] off into | Ubeit MMIIOCTH CTOBPKO TUXUX IOHOIIEH U
the Blue for mad adventures? Anything from | neBymiek mpomnanu HEBeCTh Ky/a,

295 This ninth category will only prove pertinent in the Slavic translations, as its equivalent in English will always be
a prepositional phrase.
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climbing [6] trees to visiting [6] elves—or

sailing [6] in ships, sailing [6] to other shores.

OTIIPABUBIINCH HA MIOMCKH MPUKIIOYCHUN?
Jt00BIX — OT J1a3aHbA 110 IEPEBBSIM 0
BU3UTOB K 3n1b(pam. OHM JaXke yIUIbIBAIU HA
KOpalJIsix K yyXuM Oeperam!

4. ...he managed to say after taking [6] a
deep breath.

4. ...yXUTPHIICS OH BBIJJABUTH HAKOHEII,
HaOpaB BO3IYXY B JIETKHE.

5. Besides, we saw them coming [5] along
behind us in the distance.

5. Jla MBI UX BUACIH — 3a HaMU CJICIOM IILIU
YETBEPO.

6. ...who was not at all pleased at falling [6]
flat on Bilbo’s mat

6. ...0H ObLI yKacTHO?®® HeOBOJIEH TEM, UTO
€My IIPHUIIIOCH PACTAHYTBCSA Ha MOPOTe

7. ...who was wagging his mouth in protest at
being called [6/8] audacious

7. ...OH IIEBeIUI ry0amHu, IbITasICh
OIIPOBEPTHYTH CJIOBA «JI€P3HOBEHHBIN»

8. ...this is what he called being [5] on his
dignity

8. ...BCE 3TO OH HA3bIBAN «IEPKATh CeOs C
JIOCTOUHCTBOM)

9. ...or go back to digging [6] coal.

9. ...A He XoTUTE — CTyIaNTE 1OMOH,
KOIIalTe yroJis!

10. ...certainly not after devouring [6] so
many of the dwarves and men of Dale.

10. ...a Tem Gonee Tenepb, KOTaa OH MOKpa
CTOJIbKO THOMOB U JtofeH u3 [leina.

11. The washing-up [1] was so dismally
real...

11. [absent]

12. ...they made a deal of rustling [6] and
crackling [6] and creaking [6] (and a good
deal of grumbling [6] and dratting [6])

12. ...Bce paBHO 1IOPOXa, TPECKA U CKpUIa
(paBHO Kax BOPKOTHH U YepThIXaubs [4]267)

13. With sacks in their hands, that they used
for carrying off [6] mutton...

13. Jlep>ka HaroToBe MEIIKH, B KOTOPBIX
Tackanu 0apaHoB...

14. ...they had not at all enjoyed lying [4]
there listening [4] to the trolls making plans
for roasting [6] them and squashing [6] them
and mincing [6] them.

14. Emte 651! Pa3Be mpuatHO JexkaTh U
CIIyIIaTh, KaK TPOJLIH 00CYKIAI0T —
3aKapUTh TEOS, pa3AaBUTh WU UCKPOLIUTD?

15. Also I was anxious about replenishing [6]
our small stock of provisions.

15. Mens Takke 6€CIOKOMI BOIIPOC, TE
MIOMNOJHUTB HAIll CKYAHBIN 3amac IPOBUAHTA.

266 Here and in other places throughout the translations, there appear to be spelling errors in the various languages,
however, no corrections were made to any of the translations in this regard and they were left as found.
271 will keep with the norm established prior of oblique case verbal nouns in Slavic being identified as

prepositional objects.
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In the original English, 15 excerpts were analyzed, each featuring at least one instance of
a verbal noun. Many of the examples, however, included strings of gerunds, a stylistic measure
of which Tolkien seemed fond. The total number of verbal nouns, therefore, considered here was
28. As in the previous translation analysis, the vast majority of them (20/28, 71%) were objects
of prepositions, 4 (14%) were objective complements, 2 were object complements/direct objects
(7%), 2 subjects (7%) and there was a single instance of a compound gerund (4%), though it was
also a prepositional object (hence the percentages amounting to over 100%).

The Russian translation of these forms was as follows:

Russian Translation

Verbal Adverb
4.0%
Verbal Noun

6.0%

. NA
Infinitive

36.0%

Of all the translations considered here, Russian featured both the highest number of infinitives
and the fewest number of verbal nouns. Only the South Slavic languages featured a higher rate of
translations via methods other than nonfinite verbal and deverbal forms. This is precisely what is
expected per Horalek (1955): “Proti jazyktim, kde infinitiv zanikl nebo je zachovan jen ve

zbytcich (bulharstina a makedonstina), jsou jazyky, na prvnim misté rustina, kde se infinitivy
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uplatiiuji ve velmi Sirokém rozsahu.”?® Of particular interest in these translations was the usage

of the infinitive in 8 as an objective complement. Despite the inability of the infinitive to express

case (and here the second object of the verb razsisams requires the instrumental case), both the

functional analysis and survey from Chapters 4 and 5 supported this use of the infinitive in this

situation and here in the tranlsations we find further confirmation of this. This again provides

further support for the increasing analyticity of the language and/or expansion of the syntactic

properties of the infinitive.

3.1.2.  Ukrainian

The Ukrainian translation is by Olen O’Lir.

1. No going [1] upstairs for the hobbit.

1. HigifimaTrcs cxonaMu — 11e Oyso He I
rooira.

2. This is a story of how a Baggins had an
adventure, and found himself doing [5] and
saying [5] things altogether unexpected

2. I1s x icTopist — came mpo Te, ik Topoun
YCTPSATHYB-TAKU y MPUTOAY 1 K oMy, Ha
HOT0 BJIACHUH TIOJIUB, TOBEIOCS POOUTH i
Ka3aTH pedi HIJTKOM HECTIOAiBaHi.

3. Not the Gandalf who was responsible for so
many quiet lads and lasses going [6] off into
the Blue for mad adventures? Anything from
climbing [6] trees to visiting [6] elves—or
sailing [6] in ships, sailing [6] to other shores.

3. Yu He Toii ne [anpansd, KoTpuii
3BOPOXOOUB CTUIBKOX CYMHUPHHX FOHAKIB 1
JiBYAT, IKi BUPYLIMIU KYIUCh 32 HEOOKpai Ha
MOTIIYKH O0XKEeBUTHHUX TpUro? Y cilsKi
apsna”Hs [1] mo nepeBax y rocti 10 enbQiB
gy niaBaHHs [1] mix BiTpuiiaMu, nJiaBaHHs
[1] mo uyxux Geperis.

4. ...he managed to say after taking [6] a
deep breath.

4. ...TUIBKM ¥ CTIPOMITrCsi BAMOBHTH BiH,
ITHOO0KO 3ITXHYBIITH.

5. Besides, we saw them coming [5] along
behind us in the distance.

5. Kpim Toro, mu 6aumiiu, Sk BOHU WIIUTH
CHIJIOM 3a HaMHU.

6. ...who was not at all pleased at falling [6]
flat on Bilbo’s mat

6. ...skuii OyB HE HAATO BIOBOJICHHIA,
TCNHYBIIUCH Ha KWIMMOK 017151 1Bepeit binbn0o

2% 1n contrast to languages where the infinitive disappeared entirely or is retained only in remnants (Bulgarian and
Macedonian), are languages, above all Russian, where infinitives are used on a very broad scale. (Horalek, 226)
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7. ...who was wagging his mouth in protest at
being called [6/8] audacious

7. ...sKuil po3TynuB OyB poTa, 1100
3alpOTECTyBaTH MPOTH TUTYILY «I0OICCHUI

8. ...this is what he called being [5] on his
dignity

8. ...1Ic BiH Ha3UBaB «TPUMATHCS 3 T1THICTION)

9. ...or go back to digging [6] coal.

9. ...a00 moBepHeTECSA AOAOMY KONATH
BYT1JLIS.

10. ...certainly not after devouring [6] so
many of the dwarves and men of Dale.

10. ...a Tenep, KOJIU BiH MOXKEP CTIIBKU
THOMIB 1 mofeit 13 [lomy, — i moroTis.

11. The washing-up [1] was so dismally
real...

11. [lepcnexktuBa nepemuBatu [9] 1e Bce
nocrana nepea bins60o B yciii rHiTIOUIN
peabHOCTI1

12. ...they made a deal of rustling [6] and
crackling [6] and creaking [6] (and a good
deal of grumbling [6] and dratting [6])

12. ...HaBci014 JIyHAJIH LIENECT, TPICK 1
XPYCKIT (a mie Oinbine — Oypuyanus [1] Ta
peMcTBYBaHH4 [1]).

13. With sacks in their hands, that they used
for carrying off [6] mutton...

13. Tpumarouu B pykax JaHTYXH, B IKHX IM
HE pa3 JI0BOJIWIIOCS HOCUTH OapaHiB. ..

14. ...they had not at all enjoyed lying [4]
there listening [4] to the trolls making plans
for roasting [6] them and squashing [6] them
and mincing [6] them.

14. ...iM 30BCIM He 0H00aI0Cs JICHKATH,
CIIyXal04H, SIK TPOJIi TNIAaHYIOTh 1X 3aCMaKUTH,
PO3YABUTHU YN NOKPUIIINUTH.

15. Also I was anxious about replenishing [6]
our small stock of provisions.

15. Takox MEeHE HEMOKOIIIO, K IIONOBHUTU
Hallll HeBEJIMKI 3aMacH MpoBi3ii.

The Ukrainian translation of these forms was as follows:

Ukrainian Translation

Verbal Adverb

Verbal Noun
17.09

NA

Infinitive
12.0%
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Here we see a significant increase in the use of the verbal noun (from 6% in Ru to 17% in Uk)

and the lowest percentage of all the languages analyzed where none of the above means for

translation were utilized. Translation 11 featured the only instance of an infinitive used as a post-

posed adnominal modifier. Uk, like Ru, shows broad application of the infinitive (translation 8).

Of further note is the fact that all of the verbal nouns are nominative forms, indicating perhaps a

restricted syntactic tendency on their use.

3.2.  West Slavic (P and Cz)

3.2.1. Polish

The Polish translation is by Maria Skibniewska.

1. No going [1] upstairs for the hobbit.

1. Hobbici nie uznaja schodow.

2. This is a story of how a Baggins had an
adventure, and found himself doing [5] and
saying [5] things altogether unexpected

2. W tej historii opowiemy o Bagginsie,
ktérego spotkata przygoda i ktory zrobit oraz
powiedziat wiele rzeczy niespodziewanych.

3. Not the Gandalf who was responsible for so
many quiet lads and lasses going [6] off into
the Blue for mad adventures? Anything from
climbing [6] trees to visiting [6] elves—or
sailing [6] in ships, sailing [6] to other shores.

3. Czyzby ten sam Gandalf, z ktérego
namowy wiele spokojnych chtopcéw 1
dziewczat ruszyto w §wiat po szalencze
przygody, zaczynajac od lazenia [6] po
drzewach, a konczac na podrézowaniu [6] na
gape statkami plywajacymi mi¢dzy tym a
Drugim Brzegiem?

4. ...he managed to say after taking [6] a
deep breath.

4. ...zdotal wyjakaé, nabrawszy tchu w piersi.

5. Besides, we saw them coming [5] along
behind us in the distance.

5. Zreszta idac tu widzieliSmy ich daleko na
drodze za nami.

6. ...who was not at all pleased at falling [6]
flat on Bilbo’s mat

6. ...nie zachwycony, ze przydarzyto mu si¢
pas¢ plackiem w sieni Bilbo

7. ...who was wagging his mouth in protest at
being called [6/8] audacious

7. ...Bilbo Baggins daremnie poruszat
wargami, zeby zaprotestowac przeciw
nazywaniu [6] go zuchwalym hobbitem
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8. ...this is what he called being [5] on his
dignity

8. ...tak si¢ wyrazil, bo chciat wystapi¢ z
wielkg godnos$cia

9. ...or go back to digging [6] coal.

9. ...albo wracajcie do kopalni wegla.

10. ...certainly not after devouring [6] so
many of the dwarves and men of Dale.

10. ...a tym bardziej teraz, po pozarciu [6]
tylu dziewic z doliny

11. The washing-up [1] was so dismally
real...

11. Zmywanie [1] bylo tak niewatpliwg i
przykra rzeczywistoscig. ..

12. ...they made a deal of rustling [6] and
crackling [6] and creaking [6] (and a good
deal of grumbling [6] and dratting [6])

12. ...szelestow, skrzypienia [6], trzasku
gatezi pod stopami (a takze stekania [6] i
przeklenstw pod nosem)

13. With sacks in their hands, that they used
for carrying off [6] mutton...

13. Z workami, ktérych uzywali do
przenoszenia [6] porwanych owiec...

14. ...they had not at all enjoyed lying [4]
there listening [4] to the trolls making plans
for roasting [6] them and squashing [6] them
and mincing [6] them.

14. Niewielka to przyjemnos¢ leze¢ bezsilnie i
stuchaé, jak trolle naradzajq si¢, czy ci¢ upiec,
czy posieka¢, czy zemle¢.

15. Also I was anxious about replenishing [6]
our small stock of provisions.

15. Myslalem tez o uzupelnieniu [6]
konczacych si¢ zapasow.

The Polish translation of these forms was as follows:

Polish Translation

Verbal Adverb
4.0%

Infinitive
21.0%

Verbal Noun

NA
13.0%
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As expected, Polish equalled Czech (results below) for the highest percentage of verbal nouns

(each had 32%). Of the 9 verbal nouns, 2 of them were derived from perfective verbs (10.

pozarcie < pozrec, 15. uzupetnienie < uzupetnic) to signify the totality/completion of the action.

The translation further contained the common construction for expressing ability: do + verbal

noun discussed above in 2.2.1.

32.2. Czech

The Czech translation is by FrantiSek Vrba.

1. No going [1] upstairs for the hobbit.

1. Hobit si nepotrpél na zadné chozeni [6] do
schodt.

2. This is a story of how a Baggins had an
adventure, and found himself doing [5] and
saying [5] things altogether unexpected

2. Nas ptibéh vypravi o tom, jak se jeden z
Pytlikti do dobrodruZzstvi ptece jen zapletl a
shledal, ze d¢la a tfika véci naprosto
neocekavané.

3. Not the Gandalf who was responsible for so
many quiet lads and lasses going [6] off into
the Blue for mad adventures? Anything from
climbing [6] trees to visiting [6] elves—or
sailing [6] in ships, sailing [6] to other shores.

3. Snad ne ten Gandalf, ktery zpisobil, Ze
tolik poklidnych mladencii a dévcat se vydalo
do modravych dalek za spoustou bldznivych
dobrodruzstvi? Od Splhani [6] do korun
stromi na navstévu k elfim - az po plavby po
mofi, v korabech k cizim biehtim!

4. ...he managed to say after taking [6] a
deep breath.

4. ...vypravil ze sebe konecné, kdyz se
zhluboka nadechl.

5. Besides, we saw them coming [5] along
behind us in the distance.

5. Ostatné jsme je zdalky zahlédli ptichazet za
nami.

6. ...who was not at all pleased at falling [6]
flat on Bilbo’s mat

6. ...nijjak se mu nelibilo, Ze se natdhl na
Bilbové prahu

7. ...who was wagging his mouth in protest at
being called [6/8] audacious

7. ...mlel sty na protest proti tomu, Ze byl
oznacen za odvazného

8. ...this is what he called being [5] on his
dignity

8. ...to povazoval za projev své dastojnosti

9. ...or go back to digging [6] coal.

9. ...nebo se vratit ke kopani [6] uhli.
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10. ...certainly not after devouring [6] so
many of the dwarves and men of Dale.

10. ...a rozhodn€ uz ne potom, co sezral tolik
trpaslikt 1 lidi z Dolu.

11. The washing-up [1] was so dismally
real...

11. Spinavé nadobi svou zoufalou skute&nosti
pfinutilo Bilba uv¢tit. ..

12. ...they made a deal of rustling [6] and
crackling [6] and creaking [6] (and a good
deal of grumbling [6] and dratting [6])

12. ...s naramnym Susténim [6] a prasténim
[6] a vrzanim [6] (a taky s ndramnym
brucenim [6] a nadavanim [6]).

13. With sacks in their hands, that they used
for carrying off [6] mutton...

13. Popadli pytle, ve kterych nosili skopové...

14. ...they had not at all enjoyed lying [4]
there listening [4] to the trolls making plans
for roasting [6] them and squashing [6] them
and mincing [6] them.

14. ...viibec je netésilo lezet tam a poslouchat,
jak se je zlobfi chystaji upéct a rozmackat a
rozsekat nadroboucko.

15. Also I was anxious about replenishing [6]
our small stock of provisions.

15. Taky mi délalo starost dopInéni [1] naSich
malych zasob.

The Czech translations of these forms are follows:

Czech Translation

Infinitive
22.0%

Verbal Noun

32.0%

NA

We may note here that all but one of the Czech verbal nouns are derived from imperfective

verbs, the only perfective form being that of doplnéni < doplnit. Of interest here, and a feature

apparently limited to Czech among the Slavic languages, is the use of the infinitive in dependent

clauses where a verb of perception constitutes the predicate of the independent clause. We
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should recall that a common feature of several Slavic languages is to mark such dependent
clauses with a special subordinating conjunction (in Ru xax rather than umo; in Uk s« rather than
wo; in P jak rather than Ze; B xaxk rather than ye etc.). Czech too, often uses jak rather than Ze,
however, it also uses an infinitival object of what is then a single clause, as seen in translation 5.
This type of construction is apparently the older one, as Horalek states that “v rustiné prestalo
uzivat infinitivll po slovesech vnimani (verba sentendi), napft. za Ces. vidim ho odchadzet je v
rusting suoicy, kak on yxooum. V rusting neni také obdoby k ¢eskym infinituviim typu byli jsem
zvat.”*% One cannot help but notice parallels shared with English (I'm watching him go), in
which English uses the bare infinitive, and German, which similarly permits an infinitival object
(Ich sah ihn gehen - I saw him go) and, consequently, wonder whether language contact
(particularly in the case of German and Czech) played a role in the retention of this
construction.?’® The same could be said of the second construction, byli jsme zvat, only here the
verbal noun must be used in both English and German (to the best of my knowledge): we were
calling and wie wurden eingeladen.

3.3.  South Slavic (BCS and B)

3.3.1. Bosnian-Serbian-Croatian

The BCS translation used here is stokavian (reflecting the question word used for whar)
and ijekavian (reflecting the reflex of Proto Slavic long €, known as jat’), the most common

dialect spoken in Croatia. The translator is not cited.

1. No going [1] upstairs for the hobbit. 1. Hobit se nigdje nije morao penjati.

2. This is a story of how a Baggins had an 2. Ovo je prica o tome kako se

269 «in Russian the infinitive was no longer used after verbs of perception (verba sentendi), ex. for Cz....there is in

Russian... In Russian there is no correlary to the Czech infinitives of the type...”Horalek, 269
270 Naughton, 232
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adventure, and found himself doing [5] and
saying [5] things altogether unexpected

edan Baggins upustio u pustolovinu i nasao u
situaciji da ¢ini 1 govori posve neocekivane
stvari.

3. Not the Gandalf who was responsible for so
many quiet lads and lasses going [6] off into
the Blue for mad adventures? Anything from
climbing [6] trees to visiting [6] elves—or
sailing [6] in ships, sailing [6] to other shores.

3. Niste vi valjda onaj Gandalf koji je kriv $to
su se mnogi mirni momci

1 djevojke otisnuli u bijeli svijet u potrazi za
ludim pustolovinama? Sto su svasta radili, od
veranja [6] podrvecu do posje€ivanja [6]
vilenjaka — do otiskivanja [6] ladama,
plovidbi do drugih obala!

4. ...he managed to say after taking [6] a
deep breath.

4. ...uspio je izustiti posto je bio duboko
udahnuo zrak.

5. Besides, we saw them coming [5] along
behind us in the distance.

5. Osim toga, vidjeli smo ih iza nas dok
smodolazili ovamo

6. ...who was not at all pleased at falling [6]
flat on Bilbo’s mat

6. ...kome nije bilo nimalo drago Sto se
opruzio po Bilbovuotiracu

7. ...who was wagging his mouth in protest at
being called [6/8] audacious

7. ...koji je odmahivao ustima u
znakprosvjeda §to je nazvan neustrasivim

8. ...this is what he called being [5] on his
dignity

8. ...ovoe smatrao obranom svoga
dostojanstva

9. ...or go back to digging [6] coal.

9. ...ili se mozete vratiti u ugljenokop.

10. ...certainly not after devouring [6] so
many of the dwarves and men of Dale.

10. ...a pogotovo ne moze posto se nazderao
tolikih patuljaka i ljudi iz Dolja.

11. The washing-up [1] was so dismally
real...

11. Pranje [1] posuda bijase tako zalosna
¢injenica...

12. ...they made a deal of rustling [6] and
crackling [6] and creaking [6] (and a good
deal of grumbling [6] and dratting [6])

12. ...poprili¢no su Suskali, pucketali i
Skripali (i mnogo gundali 1 psovali)

13. With sacks in their hands, that they used
for carrying off [6] mutton...

13. Uzevsi u ruke vrece koje su im sluzile za
nosenje [6] ovaca...

14. ...they had not at all enjoyed lying [4]
there listening [4] to the trolls making plans
for roasting [6] them and squashing [6] them

14. ...nimalo nije bilo ugodno lezati u
vre¢ama i slusati gdje se trolovi
dogovarajukako da ih ispeku, zgnjece 1
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and mincing [6] them.

isjeckaju.

15. Also I was anxious about replenishing [6]
our small stock of provisions.

15. Osim toga, bio samzabrinut kako ¢emo
popuniti ove nase skromne zalihe.

The Croatian translations of these forms looked as follows:

Croatian Translation

Infimtive
14.0%

Verbal Noun
18.0%

NA

As was predicted in the grammatical analysis above, verbal nouns in Croatian were limited to

imperfective verbs focusing on the process of the action. Their syntactic occurrence was limited

to subject and prepositional object positions. As is typical of western BCS dialects and Croatian

as a whole, the infinitive was used where one would otherwise expect an object, that is as a

verbal complement. This usage comprised all such instances of the infinitive.

3.3.2. Bulgarian

The Bulgarian translation is by Krasimira Todorova.

1. No going [1] upstairs for the hobbit.

1. T'opeH erax y xo0uTa HAMAILIE.

2. This is a story of how a Baggins had an
adventure, and found himself doing [5] and
saying [5] things altogether unexpected

2. B Tazu HUCTOpUA CC paslipaBd KaK CAUH
berunc MMPCIKUBS NPUKITIOYCHUC U KAK
H3BBPIIN U Ka3a HAKOU Hali-HeO4YaKBaHHU
HCIIa
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3. Not the Gandalf who was responsible for so
many quiet lads and lasses going [6] off into
the Blue for mad adventures? Anything from
climbing [6] trees to visiting [6] elves—or
sailing [6] in ships, sailing [6] to other shores.

3. Huma i cu cpmust onsu ["anmandg, Kkoito
€ MoJAMaMBaJl TOJIKOBa MHOTO KPOTHYKH U
THXW MOMYETa U MOMMYETA J1a CE BIIyCKAaT B
Hail-pa3nuyan 6e3yMHu npukmoueHus? Karo
CE 3all0YHE HAIpUMED OT KaTepeHeTo [6] no
IbpBETAaTa Ha TOCTH MIPU TOPCKUTE endu, Ta
710 THTEIIECTBUATA C KOpabu KbM HEMO3HATH
Operose!

4. ...he managed to say after taking [6] a
deep breath.

4. ...ycns na u30p0pu TOM, Clie]] KaTo CH T0e
IIBJIIOOKO JIBX.

5. Besides, we saw them coming [5] along
behind us in the distance.

5. Brpouem Hue ru BUAsSXME Ja ce 3a7aBar
MOJYp HaC B aJIeYMHATA.

6. ...who was not at all pleased at falling [6]
flat on Bilbo’s mat

6. Toli kumene oT 511, 4e ce € NPOCHAI BbPXY
u3TpUBajKaTa Ha buinbo

7. ...who was wagging his mouth in protest at
being called [6/8] audacious

7. Camo MBpaallie yCTHU, OMUTBAWKH Ja
Bb3pasu, 4e ro HapuyaT roHaJara

8. ...this is what he called being [5] on his
dignity

8. ...C TOBa TOI UCKAIIIE A 3aIHUTH
JIOCTOMHCTBOTO CH

9. ...or go back to digging [6] coal.

9. ...unmu na ce npubepete 0OpaTHO U Aa
MNPOABILKUTEC Ja KOIMACTC BBIJIMIIA.

10. ...certainly not after devouring [6] so
many of the dwarves and men of Dale.

10. ...xamo I cera, clie]l KaTo € MOr'bJIHAI
TOJIKOBA MHOTO JIXKYJDKETA U XOpa OT
JIOJIMHATA.

11. The washing-up [1] was so dismally
real...

11. IIpeacrosmoro muene [1] u uncrene [1]
0e Thil OTHaBAIIO peatHo. ..

12. ...they made a deal of rustling [6] and
crackling [6] and creaking [6] (and a good
deal of grumbling [6] and dratting [6])

12. ...HAOKOJO ce HOCEIIE CTPALLIHO
mymodiene [1], ckbpuane [1] u npamene [1]
(a ¥ HEMAJIKO KJIETBU U pyTaTHN)

13. With sacks in their hands, that they used
for carrying off [6] mutton...

13. CrucHanu 31paBo TopoUTE, B KOUTO
OOMKHOBEHO HOCEXa OBHEIIKOTO MECO...

14. ...they had not at all enjoyed lying [4]
there listening [4] to the trolls making plans
for roasting [6] them and squashing [6] them
and mincing [6] them.

14. ...He e MPUATHO /1A JEXKUIII 3aBbP3aH U Ja
CJIyIIAII KaK TPOJOBETE CE IBOYMSIT JTATH Ja
Te U3IEeKaT, JajIX 1a T€ CMAdyKaT Ha IMHUXTHS,
WM A T€ HAKBILAT Ha CUTHO.

15. Also I was anxious about replenishing [6]
our small stock of provisions.

15. OcBen TOBa UCKaxX U 1A MOIIBJIHI MAJIKU
HU 3amac OT IPOBU3HH.
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The Bulgarian translations of these forms was as follows:

Bulgarian Translation

Verbal Noun

21.0%

NA
79.0%

Bulgarian, as with BCS, utilized verbal nouns derived entirely from imperfective verbs. While
they were largely limited to subject position, one did occur as the object of a preposition in
translation 3. This particular translation included a further curiosity as it seems the translator
misinterpreted the English, because what was two distinct ideas — “anything from [first idea]
climbing trees to [second idea] visiting elves” — seems to have become one in the Bulgarian:
“HampuMep OT KaTepeHeTo 10 IbpBeTaTa Ha roctH npu ropekure engu”. This literally reads, “for
example from climbing about the trees as guests at the mountain elves” and only later does the
second component appear, starting “mo mpremecTBusTa...”, the Bulgarian om...0o reflecting the
English from...to.

4. Summary

This chapter was intended to fulfill two functions. The first was to demonstrate where

Russian stands compared to major representatives of the three Slavic branches regarding
primarily the verbal noun in -ije but also other means of abstract event expression; namely, the

breadth of application of the infinitive. As Horalek (1962) surmises, this is yet another area in
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which CSR reflects the strong influence of OCS, as he states that “tento rtst frekvence infinitivii
v cirkevni slovanstin¢ nezustal bez vlivu na rustinu. Ve spisovné rustin¢ byl tento vliv posilovan
v 18. stol. Jeste latinou a jazyky zapadoevropskymi.”?’! The second was to provide a general
overview of how Slavic as a language family in unity and in its at times significantly varying
daughter languages expresses abstract events, particularly regarding each language’s tendency to
do so via a nominal form. The clearest division, in this regard, is the one Dickey drew regarding
aspect, contending that the defining feature of the perfective aspect in the West (here Cz and P)
is that of fotality, which combines well with nominalization, while the remaining groups, South
and East, feature a perfective defined by temporal definiteness, a feature that does not lend itself
to nominalization (because of the inherently atemporal nature of nouns). This is, indeed, what is
observed when the results are compared:

Relative Percentage of Means of Translating English Gerunds

Verbal Noun Infinitive Verbal Adverb NA
Russian 6 36 4 54
Ukrainian 17 42 10 31
Polish 32 21 4 43
Czech 32 22 0 46
Croatian 18 14 0 68
Bulgarian 21 0 0 79

West Slavic is most notable for its use of the verbal noun. Second here is South, due to the high

regularity of the formation of the noun from imperfectives and third is East Slavic. The other

271 «This growth in the frequency of infinitives in Church Slavonic did not remain without effect on Russian. In
literary Russian this influence was strengthened in the 18th century further by Latin and West European languages.”
(Horalek, 268)
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significant trend is the frequency of the infinitive in East Slavic compared, at the other extreme,
to its severe restriction (Croatian) or non-existence (Bulgarian) in the South.
5. Historical Excursus

It is difficult not to note that this dichotomy in aspect, the defining category of the Slavic
verb, which presumably drives this difference in abstract nouns, and the cultural-religious
isogloss (or isopol, perhaps) separating the culturally Western-European looking West and the
culturally Eastern looking East. This manifests itself most clearly in the religions adopted in the
respective areas, with Western Christianity spread through Latin in the West, and the ideas of
Eastern Christianity promulgated in Old Church Slavonic (OCS) in the East (here and below
understood as South Slavic inclusive). The profundity of the influence this had on the two
collective groups is hard to overestimate. Latin began its influence in Poland from the time it
accepted Christianity in 966 AD.?’> The Western Christianity tradition in Bohemia might be
conservatively dated to the founding of the Bishopric of Prague in 967.273 The majority of the
other Slavic peoples would remain under the sway of Eastern Orthodox Christianity and,
therefore, had as their language of letters OCS. This division has held true largely up to the
present day. Following the collapse of the Soviet Union, Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia
(initially, Czechoslovakia) and Slovenia (South Slavic linguistically, but largely Roman Catholic
and/or Protestant historically) quickly integrated into Western European society, while the rest of
the Slavic nations remained largely under the influence of Russia, as it made claims to being the
modern center of Eastern Orthodox Christianity. Unsurprisingly, this is also where we see the
greatest linguistic influence of OCS, particularly in CSR. The effects of this religious division on

all aspects of culture, language being a part of culture, could provide the material for several

272 Vlasto (1970), 117
273 Ibid, 99
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volumes of analysis, but in the interests of brevity and not straying too far from the topic at hand,
I would like to point out a single factor that could have had a pivotal influence on the divergent
developments of West and East Slavic in terms of aspect and abstract even expression.

The languages of East Slavic in their written form remained up until the very recent past
a tool in the hands of a select few for a select few purposes.?’# In the case of Russia, with the
exception of government officials and court poets, the written word was primarily the domain of
the clergy in the form of liturgical texts, sermons, and hagiography. We must additionally note
that from the outset the language of these religious works was not so much Russian as a russified
OCS. This state of a written language that differed from the vernacular (diglossia or dsyssuue)
was exacerbated by the influx of Southern Slavs (predominantly Bulgarians and Serbs fleeing the
Ottoman invasion) beginning in the 14th century (the so-called Second South Slav Influence)
who brought with them a reinforced belief in the inviolability of the OCS word and the
impermissibility of vernacular encroachment on it. The result was that “an unbridgeable gulf had
opened between the ChSl. and Russian languages and writing in them.”?’> This gulf would not be
bridged until Peter the Great set the stage for integration by simplifying the writing system,
introducing the so-called civil script (epascoanckuii wipughm) in 1708.27¢ His reign is also known
for the unprecedented influx of foreign culture and language, particularly of Dutch and German
origin. While new customs and terms were introduced, translated works continued to be written
in OCS and during this period, as “the language of literature stands still.”?’” Further came the

delineation of the three styles (low, middle, high) by Lomonosov, which did more to identify the

274 The situation in the so-called Balkan sprachbund is much more complicated, but the domination of the Orthodox
Church, particularly in Serbia and Bulgaria, remained an extremely significant factor in the developmental trajectory
of this part of Slavdom.

273 Vlasto (1986), 360

276 Vinogradov, 47

277 Vlasto (1986), 285



189

problem, in the end, than it did to solve it. The attempts of his students, however, to use more
Russian in the discussion of learned matters were considered groundbreaking: “korma B 1755 r.
yueHuk M. B. JJomonocosa H. H. ITonoBckuii Hauan ynutate Kypc Gpunocopun B MOCKOBCKOM
YHHBEPCHUTETE Ha PYCCKOM SI3bIKE. ..3TO MPEACTABISIOCH COBPEMEHHUKAM CBOETO POJa HAyYHBIM
noasurom."?’8 It was not until Pushkin’s time in the early 19th century that the styles had been
significantly merged and a more democratic language arose. He too, however,
“HEeI0OCTaTOYHOCTh COBPEMEHHOTO «METa(hU3NYECKOT0 S3bIKa», OTHOCS 3TO 0000IICHNE K TAKHM
00J1aCTsIM, KaK «y4eHOCTh, TOJUTUKA U (osocodusn».?’” Even then, however, when this hurdle
began to be overcome, the written word still carried immense weight and so continued to be
closely censored by the tsarist government for decades to come. Despite the obvious irony, the
language was only truly democratized in the Soviet period.

The history of the Polish literary language, on the other hand, is striking for its
differences from the history of Russian. Vlasto (1986) dates its “first important (secular)
literature” back to the 15th century, when the Polish vernacular benefited under the Renaissance
movement (that would not affect Russia to anywhere near the same extent) and its principle of
the democratization of knowledge. The Polish vernacular came to be seen as being equally fit for
the written word as Latin and the so-called golden age of Polish poetry was begun. Most
prominent among its authors were Mikotaj Rej and Jan Kochanowski, both writing in the early to
mid-16th century.?®® The Russian golden age of poetry, by comparison, was still 300 years away.

This is in addition to the fact that the language or learning for Polish speakers remained Latin. It

278 “when in 1755 the pupil of Lomonosov Popovskij began to conduct a course on philosophy at the Moscow

University in the Russian language...this was seen to his contemporaries to be a type of scientific feat of heroic
proportions.” (Becemurckuid, 6)

2 Ibid, 7

280 Cf. Mitosz, p.59 for the influence of Renaissance thought on Rej’s 1568 Zwierciadldo (The Mirror), written in
Polish, but featuring many quotations in Latin, exemplifying the viewpoint that the two languages were seen as
equals at least to some degree.
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was, first and foremost the language of religious texts and rites, like OCS for Russians. However,
unlike OCS, Latin was also the language of science that connected Polish speakers with so much
of western society for centuries. For those cultures where Eastern Orthodox Christianity
predominated, Latin texts largely remained a mystery until the more recent past.

Czech’s connection with the West is even more obvious. Prague, after all, was the center
of European society in the 14th century (when so much of the city’s current form took shape)
and the seat of the Holy Roman Empire under Charles the Fourth (Cz. Karel ctvrty). Charles was
himself known for his love of education, founding the Charles University in 1348, and for his
international and interlingual interests: “at his cosmopolitan court, French, German, Italian,
Latin, and Czech mingled as languages of refinement and education.”?®! A significant element in
the works of Jan Hus was writing in Czech as well as Latin to broaden his readership, not to
mention his spelling reforms (the likes of which would not happen in Russia for another 300
years with Peter the Great).?®? Even when the Czech lands were to be dominated by a foreign
power following the 30 Years War and the loss at the battle of White Mountain (Cz. Bitva na
Bilé hore), it was a western language (German) that would come to dominate the upper spheres
of society for the next two hundred years until the Czech National Revival (Ceské ndarodni
obrozeni) would return Czech its status as national literary language.

I include the above discussion to underline the degree to which languages like Czech and
Polish interacted in many ways on an equal footing with the prestige languages of Latin and/or
German, such that the gulf that developed between the written language and vernacular in Russia
described above, did not occur in West Slavic. These languages, rather, were used for all walks

of life, including, what seems to me to be critically important for the present discussion,

281 Thomas and Wallace, 2
282 Fudge, 39
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discussions of education and science. As we have seen, to the degree that science and learning
were promulgated in Russia, the linguistic medium was OCS, not the vernacular East Slavic.
What this meant is that the abstract language that is such a hallmark of scientific discourse (recall
remarks in Chapter 1 as to a high number of -ije forms being indicative of scientific/journalistic
prose in CSR) was overtly OCS. We see the remnants of this today in Russian, as the verbal
noun in CSR is the OCS reflex (with a vocalized so-called tense jer: vje > ije (-ue)) and not the
expected East Slavic (with a nonvocalized jer vje > je (-be).2®* The result is that the language
people spoke and the language of science remained two distinct entities for centuries. It seems to
me that this could have played a role not only in the development of these forms in the opposing
West/East groups as discussed here, but even in the aspectual system that we have seen is likely
the primary synchronic reason for this difference:?** the West developing an aspectual system
concerned primarily with the totality of the action and the East developing one based on placing
the action in time. The former became more adept at envisioning the event outside of time,
whereas the latter focused on the event in its narrative, finite capacity.

The degree to which the need to talk about events abstractly influenced these
developments or was in fact rather one of their consequences will likely prove impossible to state
for sure. However, the coincidence of these factors provides a compelling question in this regard,

and one whose answering will require as much linguistic knowledge as cultural and historical.

283 Refer to footnote 183 for details.

28 The Slavic aspectual system we know today (in which actions are consistently represented by aspectually
differing verbal pairs) was still in development in the first written testaments of OCS and so, consequently, during
the period of differentiation of the Slavic dialects.
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Chapter 8 - Conclusion

The general goal of this dissertation was to determine the means available in CSR to
express events represented abstractly. Just as important, however, was determining what methods
are actually used by speakers and when. The first task, while difficult enough, was more readily
achievable and exhibits a more mechanical character, reflected in my analysis of the grammatical
system of CSR and the forms and constructions available for representing events abstractly,
including first and foremost the infinitive, nouns in -ije, nouns with a zero-morpheme, and an
increasing number of nouns in -uwne, as well as To-subordinates in as much as they form noun
clauses and noun phrases. The second task was complicated by the fact that what a language can
do and what speakers choose to do with the language are two different matters. Nowhere is this
more apparent than in the relatively high degree of formal productivity of nouns in -ije, but their
relatively low occurrence in neutral CSR. As the survey in Chapter 6 showed, if on a necessarily
limited scale, speakers consistently choose infinitives and To-subordinates and to a lesser degree
fully nominalized forms. I find this contrast between the possible forms discussed in the opening
chapters and the actual preferences of native speakers, even if it is in such an artificial situation
as a survey, to be one of the more compelling.

A key component of this analysis was using my native language, English, as the starting
point of comparison. English provided an example of a language that regularly permits events to
be expressed abstractly, most prominently through the English gerund in -ing. While English was
used primarily as a means of analyzing Russian, the reverse also occurred, as the analysis caused
me to take a deeper look at those instances in which not only a gerund can occur in English, but
also an infinitive. This was one of the more theoretically oriented aspects of the dissertation, in

that [ attempted a markedness analysis of the two forms, primarily as objects/verbal
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complements. I saw markedness as an appropriate means of theoretical analysis as it seems to me
to be a manner of thinking that is ubiquitous at all levels of human culture, and if we are to
continue to consider linguistics a social science, then linguistic analysis, even its more theoretical
aspects, should reflect this awareness. The other interesting result of involving English is of a
more typological nature.

As the quoted passage from Wierzbicka in the opening chapter implied, a particularly
informative type of linguistic comparison and typology might not only be concerned with the
shared universal traits of languages, but also with those sounds, forms, constructions, notions etc.
that make languages different. One of the pertinent findings, in this regard, would seem to be that
CSR simply is not interested in (to use the terms of Wierzbicka) event abstraction to the same
degree as English. As Chapter 7 showed, Russian in fact shows the least propensity for
nominalizing actions amongst the six Slavic languages considered. The high degree of infinitival
usage and To constructions with a finite verb form indicate that the language in many ways
prefers finite over abstract event expression. In the historical excursus to Chapter 7, I attempted
to indicate possible historico-cultural factors that might have influenced the apparent aspectual
division proposed by Dickey to be driving the differing nominalization patterns. As this was
based purely on observations and not on analysis, I think it should stand as more of a question
than a claim: could the history of the Russian literary language and the vernacular, the extreme
situation of diglossia, the writing culture, in which only a select few (namely religious men and
government officials and poets) were permitted and/or able to partake, have contributed to the
developments of if not the East Slavic aspectual system in general, then in the more specific

branch of verbal abstraction? Might the role of the subject as a stronger marker of agent in
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Russian than in English also be a relevant factor? These and other questions are further important
results of the analysis.

Looking back now, with the knowledge hindsight provides, I can also see that portions of
the analysis could have been strengthened by altering and/or supplementing the type of analysis.
Rather than strictly literary text analysis, analysis of a broader range of CSR texts in their own
right might also have been revealing as to the tendency of the language to express events
abstractly. More direct speech analysis of the type included anecdotally in the first chapter might
also have provided further compelling evidence. The survey could doubtlessly have been
improved upon as well, however, I was reluctant to expand it any more than I already had as
your average respondent will only have so much time and attention for such a task. Thus, while
there is certainly room for improvement in this type of analysis, I think the above also presents a
solid precedent on an original topic. I asked the questions what does it mean to talk about events
abstractly? what tools does CSR possess for doing so? what tools does it use? how does this
compare to historically related Slavic languages and much more distantly English? 1 am also
curious as to what fate the future holds for -ure in Russian: will it prove a passing fad or become
a regular derivational morpheme? The answers to these questions I hope will prove not only
relevant to linguists, but also to both teachers and students of Russian, and language in general.
As I stated at the outset, abstraction is one of the defining factors of human language. I think it is

important, therefore, that we know how it is achieved in the languages of the world.
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