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Abstract

It has been claimed that Russian cuous ‘be able, manage (to)’ has a number of unusual
properties relating to its expression of aspect and tense. A number of new kinds of data are
brought to bear in this debate. This article compares cmous with its purported aspectual
partner verb mous using overall and longitudinal corpus data. It also compares the distribution
of forms of cmous with those of other Russian verbs and report on an experiment in which
native speakers of Russian rated the acceptability of past tense cmoe in contexts where moe is
attested. In addition, parallel corpus data is used to compare forms of Russian cuous with
their translation equivalents in both Czech and Spanish. Collectively this data shows that
cmous 1s arguably the most deviant purportedly perfective verb in Russian, and that it has
shown a dramatic increase in frequency over the past century. However, it is not easy to
identify the cause of this increase, nor to find strong support for the hypothesis that this is due
to the expansion of nonpast forms of cmous to contexts where it merely expresses futurity.
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1. Introduction

This article presents new evidence concerning the status of the Russian verb cuous ‘be able,
manage (to)’, which seems to be an aspectual anomaly. This verb attracted some attention in
the scholarly literature 15-20 years ago, but today there is more data available that can be
brought to bear on this question.

Modality in Russian is peculiar because it is usually expressed by constructions involving
adjectives and adverbs (like donorcen ‘should’, naoo ‘must’, uyocrno ‘necessary’, 603M0AHCHO
‘possible’) or impersonal verbal constructions (like npudemcs ‘will have to’, nonadobumcs
‘will be necessary’, naoneaxcum ‘has to’, ne cnumcsa ‘can’t sleep’). Aside from doarcen, these
means of expressing modality identify an experiencer marked in the Dative case, which may
indicate a bias toward description of modal forces as externally imposed (but note that such a
bias is difficult to prove, cf. Janda & Divjak 2008). In effect, Russian has only one modal
verb that can take a nominative subject: mous ‘be able’ (Divjak 2010: 76). This sets Russian
apart from other Slavic languages which typically have, in addition to verbs derived from
*mokti ‘be able’, other modal verbs related to *imeti ‘have’, *morati ‘must’, and/or a loan
verb cognate with modern German miissen ‘must’.

Furthermore, Russian mous appears to have a perfective partner verb, cuous, with even more
peculiar properties. Cmous was the topic of a series of works by Choi (1994, 1999) and
Barentsen (2002), who advanced numerous claims about the behavior and status of this verb.
Choi (1994) makes the following statements about cmous:
e non-past forms are used “to express future time of the situation of possibility, rather
than to express its ‘perfectivity’” (p. 169);
e past forms are “used to express the discourse function of sequentiality, rather than
again to express the ‘perfectivity’ of the state of affairs” (p. 169);



e past forms are “combined exclusively with the perfective infinitive” (pp.170-171),
although this combination is possible if the imperfective is an aspectually unpaired
verb (imperfectivum tantum) or the conditional 6w is present (p. 225);

e non-past forms are “used to express what the would-be future tense form of [mous],
which does not exist in Russian ([ *6y0y mous)), is supposed to convey” (p. 171, cf.
217);

e while mous doesn’t usually occur in the infinitive, cuous can occur in the infinitive
(with some restrictions) (p. 175).

Choi casts doubt on the assumption of “most dictionaries” (1994: 220) that cmous is the
aspectual partner verb of mous. He reasons that the use of non-past forms to express future
due to the exclusion of *6ydy mous from Russian grammar is motivated by the fact that
modals are inherently state verbs and therefore it is “inconceivable” that cuous could express
the boundedness or totality that would be required of a perfective verb. Subsequently Choi
(1999) amends this conclusion by claiming that cmous is a procedural semelfactive perfective
in which the prefix c- has the same function as in verbs like cenynums ‘do one foolish thing’.

Barentsen (2002), writing in reaction to Choi, presents different findings. Barentsen does not
find it “inconceivable” that a modal verb might express perfective aspect since this is found in
other languages, for example French pouvoir ‘be able’ appears in both perfective (je pus) and
imperfective (je pouvais) past tense forms. Barentsen provides a couple of corpus examples
that disprove Choi’s claim that past forms of cmous occur only with perfective infinitives
because in Barentsen’s examples the verbs in question are neither aspectually unpaired nor
collocated with 6s1. And Barentsen reports some further peculiarities of cvous:

e the frequency cmous of has grown remarkably (a ten-fold increase) in the past two
centuries, and most of this gain comes from the use of non-past forms

e the only potential cognates in Slavic are Ukrainian smoemu, Bulgarian cmoena,
Macedonian cmozre and Czech zmoci,! but it is not clear to what extent these correlate
to cmous

e translation equivalents of cmous in other Slavic languages tend to use imperfective
equivalents of mouw

e while mous has no future forms in Russian, it does have future forms in Polish, Czech,
Serbian, and Croatian

Barentsen’s conclusion is that cvous does indeed occupy a special position, but these are not
just random facts. Instead these facts collectively point to systematic peculiarities of the
meaning of Russian aspect, which is more categorical than in other Slavic languages.

While both Choi and Barentsen illustrate their claims with authentic examples, and, in the
case of Barentsen, also with some corpus statistics, both the quantity of data and the means to
analyze it have advanced dramatically in the intervening years. In particular, both the Russian
National Corpus (RNC, ruscorpora.ru, accessed November 2017) and the ParaSol corpus
(Parallel Corpus of Slavic and Other Languages, Waldenfels 2011, parasolcorpus.org,
accessed November 2017) have become available in the meantime. It is therefore worth
revisiting the behavior of cmous in light of these new data sources. In Sections 2-4 T will test
and extend claims made by Choi and Barentsen by means of modern corpus data and also

! Note that this overview neglects cognates in other languages such as BCS, Slovene, and
Polish.



some experimental data, beginning first with data pertaining just to Russian (Section 2),
followed by comparisons with the Slavic language that likely differs most from Russian in
terms of aspect, namely Czech (cf. Dickey 2000, Section 3), and a comparison with a non-
Slavic language that expresses aspect, namely Spanish (Section 4). I will not, however,
engage in a detailed semantic analysis of individual examples.

2. Language-internal evidence: Russian corpus and experimental data

I present three types of evidence documenting the behavior of cvous from the internal
perspective of Russian. The first two types of evidence are based on data found in the Russian
National Corpus (RNC), both of which examine the behavior of cmous in comparison with
other Russian verbs. In these two studies, the measure of behavior is the grammatical profile,
which is the relative frequency distribution of the inflected forms of a lexeme. In other words,
we look at how often the verb cmous appears in all of its forms (cmozy, cmoorcews, ete.) and
compare that frequency distribution with the frequency distribution of other verbs. In section
2.1 this comparison is made specifically with mous, and additional RNC data is cited in
relation to specific claims that have been made about cmous. Section 2.2 reports on a study
done on the grammatical profiles of hundreds of high-frequency verbs across three genres, in
which cuous was consistently found to behave in an aspectually anomalous fashion.
Experimental data is presented in section 2.3, where we see how native speakers of Russian
react to the use of cmoe vs. moe in the context of a narration.

2.1. The grammatical profile of cuous (compared with mous)

What can grammatical profiles and longitudinal statistics tell us about the relative
distributions of inflected forms of mous and cmous in both modern Russian and its recent
history? Does this data corroborate claims made by Choi and Barentsen?

Table 1 presents data on the distribution of examples of mous and cmous in the Russian
National Corpus. This table shows both the raw numbers of attestations for each form (“# of
examples”), as well as the percentage that each form represents in relation to the whole verb.
The latter distribution of percentages is the grammatical profile of the verb.

Form # of Percent | Form # of Percent
examples examples

infinitive MOUb 537 | 0.06% | cmouw 40 | 0.09%
I'sg nonpast Mo2y 81785 | 9.34% | cmocy 4282 | 10.00%
2sg nonpast MOodHCeulb 15386 | 1.76% | cmoorceus 1400 | 3.27%
3sg nonpast Modicem 383 082 | 43.73% | cmoorcem 8900 | 20.79%
1pl nonpast ModHcem 23778 | 2.71% | cmoorcem 2305 5.38%
2pl nonpast Modceme 20 138 | 2.30% | cmoorceme 1845] 4.31%
3pl nonpast mo2ym 83653 | 9.55% | cmocym 4492 | 10.49%
masc past Mo2 130 552 | 14.90% | cmoe 10 082 | 23.55%
fem past moana 46 563 | 5.31% | cmozcna 3685| 8.61%
neut past MO2110 28842 | 3.29% | cmoeno 392 0.92%
pl past Mmoanu 57535 | 6.57% | cmoenu 5348 | 12.49%




2sg imper Mmozu 251 | 0.03% | cmozu 7> 1 0.02%

2pl imper Mocume 11 | <0.01% | cmocume 1] <0.01%

present active participle Mo2yuuil 3576 | 0.41% | [NA]

past active participle Mo2uiuu 210 | 0.02% | cmocwuii 321 0.07%

gerund Mo2uiu 200 | 0.02% | cmoewu 8| 0.02%
Total 876 099 | 100% | Total 43719 | 100%

Table 1: Forms of mous and cmous attested in the Russian National Corpus

For both verbs, indicative forms predominate. For mous, 99.45% of all forms are indicative
(69.38% nonpast, 30.08% past), while for cuous, 97.74% of forms are indicative (53.12%
nonpast, 44.62% past). Imperatives are quite rare for both verbs, as are gerunds and
participles, aside from the present active participle mozywuii.

Recall that Choi claimed that mous is extremely rare in the infinitive form, whereas cmous is
less rare. The RNC data, on the contrary, shows no appreciable difference in the frequency of
infinitives for these two verbs.?> Choi (1994: 175) mentions that there are restrictions on cmous
as an infinitive form, but offers only one concrete type, the umo6ws: clause. However, while
many examples of cuous do occur in umo6wi clauses, there are also many that don’t, as in:

(1) Use of infinitive form emous in 0oro deno + infinitive construction:

Jlerko cka3atb, OJTHO J€JI0 UCIOJIb30BaTh JTUYHOE MECTOMMEHHS, a IPYToe JeNo,
NEeWCTBUTENEHO, CMOYb MBICIUTh OT COOCTBEHHOTO «s1» (€CIIM ThI PaHbIIIE ITOrO HE Jea).
[B. A. Tlonopora. IIpoekt u onsit (2004)]

‘It’s easy to say that it’s one thing to use a personal pronoun and another thing to be really
able to think about one’s own “I”” (if you haven’t done this before).™

(2) Use of infinitive form emous in infinitive-to + 1pl construction with reduplicated verb:
CM04b-TO CMOXKEM, HO 3TO Oy/I€T HE CIIMIIKOM OOJBIION KOMIIEHCAIMEH 3a TIOpaKEeHHE
ymHubIX. [FOnuit Annpees, Banepuit Jlebenes. Mopanbsusiit ym? (2003) / HTepHeT-anbMaHax
«JIebeap», 2003.10.19]

‘Well, we can do it, but there won’t be much compensation for defeating the intellectuals.’

Therefore I do not find support for Choi’s claims concerning the distribution of the infinitives
of mouw and cmous.

Recall also Choi’s claim that past tense forms of cuous can be followed only by perfective
infinitives, except in cases where the verb is an imperfectivum tantum or is collocated with
conditional 6w:. To contest this claim, Barentsen (2002: 9) provides two corpus examples of
cmoe followed by imperfective infinitives of aspectually paired verbs that are not collocated
with 6. Today’s RNC gives more support to Barentsen’s argument. There are 701 examples

2 There were actually 9 attestations, but one was for the plural of cmoe ‘smog’ and another
was a part of another word written out with hyphens in a song: I1o-cmoeu-ums, kmo 6 6oea
supye-e... from Makcum ['opekwii. [TecHs o cinembix (1901).

3 A chi-squared test comparing the number of infinitives to the total number of forms for each
verb yields the following result: X-squared = 5.5767, df = 1, p-value = 0.0182, Cramer’s V =
0.003. In other words, the effect size (Cramer’s V) falls two orders of magnitude below that
of a reportable difference.

4 Examples are from the RNC and ParaSol corpus, cited with their passports. All translations
are mine.



of past tense forms of cmous immediately followed by an imperfective infinitive in the RNC -
- hardly a rare occurrence as claimed by Choi. This is as opposed to 9 803 occurrences of past
tense forms of cmous immediately followed by a perfective infinitive. In other words,
approximately 7% of sequences with past tense forms of cuous followed by an infinitive
involve an imperfective infinitive, and it is easy to find examples that do not follow Choi’s
stipulated restrictions, such as in:

(3) Use of emous + imperfective infinitive of an aspectually paired verb and without ow::
OpHako, K C4acThIO, CUIILHOTO 33/ILIMIICHUS TaM HE HAOI0JaIachk [sic], 1 caMONEThl CMOTJIH
B3JIETaTh U CaaUThCs CTporo 1o rpaduky. [una Jleut. [loxap Ha [LIMMAKHHCKOM MONUTOHE
(2002) // «Beuepusst MockBay, 2002.04.11]

‘However, fortunately, no heavy smoke was observed and the airplanes could take off and
land precisely according to schedule.’

Now recall Barentsen’s (2002: 26-27) claim that there has been a dramatic increase in the use
of cmous in all its forms over the past two centuries. This claim is based on a rather small
sample of 5 000 pages of text for each half century and a total of 411 forms of cmous spread
across the four time periods. The graphing functions available on the RNC page allow us to
test this claim on the basis of much more data over the same time period, as shown in Figures
1 and 2. Both figures measure the frequency of forms of cmous per million words (the scale of
the y-axis).
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Figure 1: Frequency of non-past forms of cuous per million words 1800-2010
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Figure 1: Frequency of past and infinitive forms of cmous per million words 1800-2010

While Figures 1 and 2 confirm the overall gist of Barentsen’s claim, they also give us much
more detail. We see that the rise in frequency comes only in the 20th century. Furthermore,
contra Barentsen, the difference in frequency growth is not related to the distinction of non-
past vs. past, but rather to specific forms: cmoorcem and cmoe have shown the strongest
growth, followed by (in decreasing order) cmoenu, cmoeym, cmoena, and cmoey. The
remaining non-past forms have also made robust gains, but cuous and cmoeno have remained
rather infrequent.

This trend begs the question of how it was motivated. Could it have something to do with
changes in what cuous expresses, particularly in the forms cmoorcem and cmoe? Choi states
that mous lacks a periphrastic future, a fact which is confirmed by modern corpus data. Could
it be that cmoorcem has moved in to take over uses previously expressed by a periphrastic
future of mous? This does not seem to be the case. Paduceva (2001) states that there was no
use of forms like *6y0y mous at Pushkin’s time (early 19" century) either, and the RNC lists
only four rather marginal examples, all from a very narrow time period (1894-1898).> In

> These four examples are:

(1) TpeBOKHBIE MBICIIH, YTO Sl HE OYAy MO4Yb, YTO MHE MPETPAISIT JOPOTY, YTO HE NATYT
BO3MOKHOCTH IIPUHECTH €My MaJIeHIIyI0 O3y, Opocanu MeHs B riryookoe yHbiHHe. [B. I1.
Asenapuyc. Yem Obu1 st [oronst [Tymkun (1895)]

‘Alarming thoughts that I will not be able, that they will block me, won’t give me a chance to
assist him at all, threw me into a deep depression.’

(i1) D10 yKe CToNb BechbMa 000JIbCTUTEIBHO CIENANOCh B (PaHTA3UM MaMEHBKH, YTO OHE JIaXKe
3aIIaKaliy OT CYaCTHs BUAETh MEHs B 00JIa4YeHUH B TAPYOBOM CTHXape, HaBEPHO BOOOpaxas
MEHS YK€ MaJIbIM YeM yMaJICHHOTO OT aHTell U B IPUOJIIKEHUH K HauBbIcIeMy HeOy, OTKy1a
yke 0yay MO4b KO€-4TO M CPOJICTBEHHUKAaM CBOMM CKONMHYTh Hazemuto. [H. C. Jleckos.
3asunit pemus (1894)]

‘It had already become so tempting in mother’s mind that they even wept for joy when they
saw me dressed in a brocade vestment, probably imagining me as a lesser angel approaching
the highest heavens, from whence I will be able to kick something down to my relatives on
earth. ’



other words, there is no substantial use of a periphrastic future in the 19" century that could
have been taken over by nonpast forms of cmous in the 20™ century. However, Paduceva
(2001) also observes that the use of past tense forms of cmous was very rare in the early 19th
century, and in contexts where today we use cmoe, the form moe appeared instead. Paduceva’s
observation is supported by Figure 3, where we see that the frequency of moe (and other past
tense forms) has indeed dropped over the same time period. Thus we find some hints about
the rise in use of past tense of cmous, where it seems to be taking over some of the uses of
Mmouw, but no corresponding explanations for expansion of nonpast tense forms.
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Figure 3: Frequency of past and infinitive forms of mous per million words 1800-2010

Nonpast forms of mous (not pictured) have, by contrast, remained rather steady in their
frequency over time. I have more to say about the behavior of cmoe in Sections 2.3, 3, and 4.

2.2. The grammatical profile of cuous compared with other verbs

How does the grammatical profile of cvous compare with other verbs, particularly in relation
to verbal aspect? Can such data corroborate Choi’s (1994) claim that cmous does not really
mark perfective aspect, particularly in its nonpast forms?

Janda & Lyashevskaya (2011) documented a stark difference in the grammatical profiles of
perfective vs. imperfective verbs based on a sample of 6 million verb forms from the Modern
subcorpus of the RNC (1950-2007), visualized in Figure 4. The grammatical profile of
imperfective verbs is dominated by indicative nonpast forms (comprising 47.43% of their
profile), while the grammatical profile of perfective verbs is dominated by indicative past

(ii1) Ckopo Jin THI IPOJEPEIIbCs CKBO3b BEKCEIIs, OTUYETHI, Pa3/ielibl U T. I. U OyA€IIb MOYb
IyMaTh 0e3 BBIKJIAJIKM HA CUETaX U MUCATh TaK, YTOOBI HE MEPEIIWIICS IBYTIABBIA Opei B
3arnaBuu qucra? [b. H. Unuepun. Bocnomunanus (1894)]

‘Will you soon get through all the bills, reports, clauses, etc. and you will be able to think
without making calculations and write without a two-headed eagle looming at the head of the

page?’
(iv) ABOCH HE 3KWIIHT, a TOTIaTUTCs, Koraa oyaer moub. [C. T. CemeHoB. Anekceit

3aBoauuK (1898)]
‘Maybe she won’t just take it, but will pay when she will be able to.’



forms (comprising 62.67% of their profile). Janda & Lyashevskaya (2011) showed the
grammatical profiles in aggregate, which smoothed over individual differences between
verbs. In other words, this study showed that it is possible to distinguish a group of perfective
verbs from a group of imperfective verbs based on their grammatical profiles. However, it
remained to be seen whether the grammatical profiles of individual verbs could be used to
predict their aspect.
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Figure 4: Aggregate grammatical profiles of 6 million imperfective vs. perfective verb tokens
from the Modern subcorpus of the RNC, based on data in Janda & Lyashevskaya 2011.

Eckhoff et al. (2017) addressed the question of whether grammatical profiles can predict the
aspect of individual verbs. They report on a study of the grammatical profiles of high-
frequency (>50 attestations) verbs from the manually disambiguated Morphological Standard
of the Russian National Corpus (approximately 6 million words) representing the years 1991-
2012. This study is stratified across three genres (journalism, fiction, scientific and technical
writing) with same-sized samples (0.4 million words) for each. There were 185 verbs that
crossed the frequency threshold in the journalism sample, 225 verbs that crossed the threshold
in the fiction sample, and 172 such verbs in the scientific-technical sample. The grammatical
profiles of the verbs in each sample were fed into a correspondence analysis, which treats
each grammatical profile as a vector of numbers (a row with the relative frequencies of the
forms) and then calculates the distances between the rows by constructing a multidimensional
space defined by mathematically constructed dimensions called “Factors”. These Factors are
arranged according to their strength in accounting for the variance in the data, such that Factor
1 is the mathematically constructed dimension that is most powerful in sorting the data (in
this case, verbs) into two groups: verbs with a positive value for Factor 1 vs. verbs with a
negative value for Factor 1. The main finding of this study is that Factor 1 turns out to be
interpretable as aspect: Factor 1 consistently sorts the verbs according to aspect, with about
93% accuracy. In other words, given only the grammatical profile of a verb (which is the only



information that the correspondence analysis has access to), it is possible to distinguish
perfective verbs from imperfective verbs. Remarkably, the accuracy of this prediction of
aspect via grammatical profiles is statistically indistinguishable from the accuracy of
prediction via aspectual morphology (prefixes and suffixes). Both grammatical profiles and
morphology predict aspect with over 90% accuracy and a chi-squared test comparing the two
means of prediction gives a p-value of 0.95, meaning that there is at least a 95% chance that
there is no difference between the two.

However, prediction of aspect from grammatical profiles is not fool-proof. A small number of
verbs in each of the three samples get misclassified: a few imperfective verbs get wrongly
classified as perfectives, and a few perfectives get wrongly classified as imperfectives. This is
always due to some strong preference of a verb for a form that is more typical of the opposite
aspect. For example, in the fiction sample the imperfective verb npodoasxcams ‘continue’
patterns with perfective verbs because of its strong affinity for the past tense: 76.1% of its
attestations in that sample are past tense forms. There is only one verb that is consistently
misclassified across all three samples: cvous always patterns with the imperfective verbs. In
every sample, this deviation of cmous is motivated by the fact that it is very frequent in the
nonpast, and high relative frequency of nonpast forms is otherwise characteristic of
imperfective verbs. In all three samples, cuous appears only in indicative forms (no
imperatives, infinitives, gerunds, or participles), with the following breakdown, which we can
also compare to the numbers for the whole RNC cited above in Section 2.1:

Journalism: 63% indicative nonpast vs. 37% indicative past

Fiction: 56.4% indicative nonpast vs. 43.6% indicative past

Scientific-Technical: 58.8% indicative nonpast vs. 41.2% indicative past

Whole RNC: 53.12% indicative nonpast vs. 44.62% indicative past

In terms of its grammatical profiles and how they align with aspect, cmous is arguably the
most deviant verb in Russian. It seems to be masquerading as an imperfective verb, or at least
not behaving like a typical perfective verb. This data lends support to Choi’s (1994) claims
that cmous is not the perfective partner of mous.

2.3. Native speaker reactions to use of cmous vs. mous compared with other paired verbs

If cmousn does not truly function as a perfective partner verb of mous, how do native speakers
react to the choice of forms of these two verbs in context? Is the aspectual distinction clear
enough so that native speakers make categorical decisions about their use, or are they to some
extent interchangeable? We saw in Section 2.1 that Paduceva (2001) found that past tense
forms of these verbs showed a stronger preference for moe as opposed to cmoe in Russian two
centuries ago than today, and this observation is corroborated by longitudinal data from the
RNC. If cmoe is indeed gradually replacing moe, can we find evidence for this in the behavior
of native speakers?

Janda & Reynolds (under submission) conducted an experiment in which over 500 native
speakers of Russian logged their reactions to aspectual choices for verbs in extended authentic
contexts. Each participant was randomly assigned to one of six texts of approximately 1100-
1600 words each. Participants read the whole text, so all test items were presented in the
complete context of the entire text (not just individual sentences). Each test item pair involved
a verb for which both a perfective and an imperfective form are morphologically possible, and
participants rated both the perfective form and the corresponding imperfective form as
“Impossible” = 0, “Acceptable” = 1, or “Excellent” = 2. Participants did not know what the
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aspect of the verb was in the original text. There was a total of 673 test item pairs in the
experiment.

One of the texts contained four sentences with test items relevant to this article, cited in
examples (4—7.) This text is an unedited transcript of a guided oral narration videotaped in
2014 at the Multimodal Communication and Cognition Laboratory at Moscow State
Linguistic University (MSLU), used by permission from Alan Cienki and Olga Iriskhanova.

4
B npunnune, s Mory paccka3aTh 00 OJHOM CiIydae, KOrjia s He [ ¢cMOr / Mor | yCHYTb.
‘For example, I can tell a story about a situation when I couldn’t fall asleep.’

(5)

S He [ eMor / MoOr | yCHYTb, TOTOMY YTO IPUMEPHO JIBA-TPH roJla Ha3a]l y MEHsS HOUYbIO Oblia
KYTKast AJICPTHUsl, )KYTKHH TPUCTYII KAILIs, ¥ S IOCTOSIHHO KallUISLI , 51 HE MOTY YCHYTh H 3TO
MIPOUCXOIUIIO BEUHOCTb.

‘I couldn’t fall asleep because about two or three years ago I got an acute allergic reaction in
the night, a terrible coughing fit, and I was coughing constantly and I can’t fall asleep and it
lasted for a long time.’

(6)
S [ emor / Mor | OBITH CBHJIETEIIEM ITOTO.
‘I was able to witness that.’

(7)

[TockonbKy 5 01031aJ Ha AIIEKTPUUKY, ObUT ABYXYacOBOM MepephIB U sl HAOIIOAAT 32 BCEM
STUM HEMOCPEICTBEHHO B HEMOCPEACTBEHHOM OJIM30CTH U BCE [ CMOT / MOT | 3TO BHUJETb.
‘Since I was late for the commuter train, there was a two-hour wait and I witnessed all that up
close and was able to see it all.’

The test items are presented in (4—7) in square brackets, and the task was to rate the
acceptability of both cmoe and moe. In the original versions of all four sentences, the form was
moe (but this information was not available to participants). Seventy-eight participants
completed the ratings for the MSLU text, and their ratings are tallied in Table 2, where the
ratings for the non-original form, which is for these test items cmoe, are in shaded boxes and a
weighted average is calculated over all the ratings for each item.

omauuHo | donycmumo | Hegozmodcro | weighted
Context Form =2 =1 =0 average
4 cmo2 19 45 14 1.06
Moz 63 14 1 1.79
(5) cmo2 15 46 17 0.97
Moe 65 13 0 1.83
(6) cmo2 20 16 42 0.72
Moz 48 17 13 1.45
(7) cmo2 36 24 18 1.23
Moe 54 17 7 1.60

Table 2: Ratings of cmoz and moe by native speakers in contexts where moe is the originally
attested form. Ratings of omiuyno scored 2 points, donycmumo scored 1 point, and
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nesozmoxcro scored 0. These numerical ratings are used to calculate the weighted average.
The ratings reflect the acceptability of the two forms in sentences (4)-(7).

The top two rows of Table 2 can be read as follows. These two rows pertain to the test item
pair from the sentence in (4). In the top row, we see ratings for cmoe in sentence (4), where 19
participants rated it as “excellent”, 45 rated it as “acceptable”, and 14 rated it as “impossible”.
When these ratings are converted to numerical scores, they yield the weighted average of 1.06
= ((19*2)+45)/78. For the same sentence (4), moz was rated “excellent” by 63 participants,
“acceptable” by 14 participants, and “impossible” by 1 participant, yielding a weighted
average of 1.79 = ((63*2)+14)/78.

We see that in all four sentences the native speakers rated moe (which also happened to be the
form in the original sentence) more highly than cmoe. However, cmoe also enjoys fairly high
ratings and is rated as “excellent” by 15-36 participants. When we compare these results with
those for all the other verbs in our experiment, we see an unusually high degree of
equivocation for cmoe and moe. In our experiment overall, 83% of test pairs received
relatively categorical ratings, meaning that one verb form has a weighted average of 1.0 or
higher and the other form (of the opposite aspect) has a weighted average of less than 1.0. The
cmoz/moe test items in (4)-(7) on the contrary receive high ratings for both forms. For two
sentences, (4) and (7), both forms received a weighted average over 1.0, and the weighted
average of cmoe in sentence (5) is very close to 1. Only the rating of forms in sentence (6)
resembles that for the majority of test pairs in our experiment, and even here the results are
rather equivocal, since the distance between the two ratings is less than 1. In other words,
native speakers seem to find both forms cmoe and moe acceptable in this set of sentences, and
this level of acceptability is somewhat unusual, since in most contexts native speakers have
rather strong preferences for one aspect over the other. In effect, cuoe and moe seem to be
more similar and interchangeable than other aspectually related pairs of verb forms.

3. Language-family evidence: Czech translation equivalents

To gain some perspective on the behavior of Russian cmous, it could be useful to compare
cmoub with another Slavic language that has inherited the same lexical item. Czech is perhaps
the most ideal comparison because it has the etymological equivalent verb, zmoci ‘achieve’,
and because the aspect system of Czech provides a contrast as well (cf. Dickey 2000, who
finds that Russian and Czech are on opposite ends of the spectrum of Slavic aspectual types).
This comparison will give us evidence about the extent to which Russian cuous expresses
futurity as well as the extent to which the Czech cognate zmoci inhabits the same conceptual
space as cmoub.

The ParaSol corpus contains 410 relevant Russian-Czech translation equivalents, 388
obtained by querying for forms of Russian cymous, and 22 obtained by querying for Czech
(ne)zmoci.® This data is visualized in Table 3 and Figure 5.

¢ Because Czech orthography requires that the negation be written together with the verb, it
was necessary to query for both zmoci/moci and nezmoci/nemoci forms.
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Czech Czech Other Czech Totals
perfective imperfective equivalents
(ne)zmoci (ne)moci
Russian 0 79 87 166
perfective
nonpast cmoey,
etc.

Russian 0 91 131 222
perfective past
cmoe, ete.
Russian 2 NA NA 2
imperfective
MOUb

Other Russian 20 NA NA 20
equivalents
Totals 22 170 218 410
Table 3: Results of queries for Russian cuous and Czech (ne)zmoci in the ParaSol corpus.
Shaded boxes contain data that is further disaggregated in Figure 5.

The most frequent translation equivalent of Russian cmous in Czech is a form of the
imperfective verb (ne)moci. Other Czech verbs or phrases that appear often include forms of
(ne)dokazat ‘(not) manage’, (ne)umet ‘(not) know how (to)’, (ne)podarit se ‘(not) succeed’,
(ne)byt schopen ‘(not) be capable’, (ne)byt s to ‘(not) have the capacity’, as well as sentences
in which the modality is not overtly expressed. All of these alternatives to (ne)moci are
represented by the column marked “Other Czech equivalents” in Table 3. The data on
translation equivalents of Czech (ne)zmoci is scanty, with nearly half of the examples
showing no specific equivalent, and the only items appearing more than once are Russian
beccunen ‘helpless’, mous ‘be able’, and pewumsca ‘decide’.

In the first row of Table 3 we see that no Russian nonpast forms of cvous have Czech
equivalents of (ne)zmoci. Instead, 79 examples of the Russian nonpast forms appear in Czech
as imperfective forms of the verb (ne)moci ‘(not) be able’, and a further 87 examples show
other translation equivalents in Czech. In the second row which displays equivalents for
Russian past forms of cmous, again we see no equivalents of (ne)zmoci, but 91 equivalents
using Czech imperfective (ne)moci, along with 131 other equivalents. The next two rows of
the table show the Russian equivalents for Czech perfective (ne)zmoci, two of which are
rendered by forms of Russian mous, while the remaining 20 have other equivalents. The other
cells in these rows contain “NA” because the queries were only for Russian cuous and Czech
(ne)zmoci (no queries were conducted for Russian mous or Czech (ne)moci or for any other
forms).
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Figure 5: Breakdown of distribution of Czech (rne)moci as translation equivalent of Russian
nonpast cmoey, etc. and Russian cuoe, etc. across Czech indicative conditional, future, past,
and nonpast.

Figure 5 gives a breakdown of the data in the shaded cells of Table 3, where Russian cmous is
aligned with the Czech imperfective verb (ne)moci as its translation equivalent. We see that
the equivalents for Russian cmous nonpast and past forms include all four types of indicative
forms of Czech (ne)moci: conditional, future, past, and nonpast. Examples (8)-(12) illustrate
those types that appear more than 3 times.

(8) Russian nonpast form of cmous parallel to conditional form of Czech (ne)moci:
Translations from Umberto Eco. Il nome della rosa. 1980

WHaye KaxpIii CMOZKET BBI3bIBATh BUJICHUS U JyPHUTH JIIOJCH 3enbsMu. [ Mms posvl. Enena
KocrrokoBuy|

jinak by lehkomyslné osoby mohly chodit po svété a hldsat lidem sva vidéni, neboli lhat s
pomoci bylin. [Jméno ruze. 1985. Zdenck Frybort]

‘otherwise anyone could go around announcing their visions and confusing people using
herbs.’

(9) Russian nonpast form of cuous parallel to future form of Czech (ne)moci:

Translations from Stanistaw Lem. Pamietnik znaleziony w wannie. 1961.

B Oynymiem s caenaro Asis Bac, 4To eMOry. [/[nesnux, naudenusiil ¢ anne. 1994. K.
Hymienxo. |

V budoucnu udelam, co budu moci, samoziejmé sluzebnim postupem. [Denik nalezeny ve
vane. 1999. Pavel Weigel.]

‘In the future I will do everything I can, of course with professional detachment.’

(10) Russian nonpast form of cmous parallel to nonpast form of Czech (ne)moci:
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Translations from Stanistaw Lem. Pokdj na Ziemi. 1987.

Jleno B TOM, UTO HUKTO, BKJIIOUas M BaC, HE CMOKeT YCTAaHOBUTD, JI'YT OHU WJIA TOBOPSIT
npasay. [Mup na zemne. 1990. E. Hesikun. |

Jde o to, ze nikdo, ani vy sdm, nemiiZe fict, jestli 1zou, nebo jestli mluvi pravdu. [Mir na zemi.
1989. Helena Stachova.]

“The point is that nobody, not even you, can tell whether they are lying or telling the truth.’

(11) Russian past form of cmous + 6w parallel to conditional form of Czech (ne)moci:
Translations from Stanistaw Lem. Fiasko. 1987.

51 KecToK , KOrJa Ha/lo OBITh KECTOKUM, B IPOTUBHOM CITy4ae TOXKE HE CMOT Obl €CTh MsCa.
[Duacko. 1991. K. IymieHKo. |

Jsem bezohledny, kdyz je tfeba byt bezohledny, jinak bych mimo jiné nemohl jist maso.
[Fiasko. 1990. Pavel Weigel.]

‘I am cruel when it is necessary to be cruel, otherwise I wouldn’t be able to eat meat.’

(12) Russian past form of cuous parallel to past form of Czech (ne)moci:

Translations from Stanistaw Lem. Pamietnik znaleziony w wannie. 1961.

S1 mombITANICS IPUIIOAHATHCS, XOTS ObI BHIIPSIMUTBCS, HO HE CMOT ¥ TOJILKO TIOBTOPHII. ..
[Anesnux, naiioennsiii 6 sanne. 1994. K. Jlymenko. |

Pokousel jsem se vstat, trochu se narovnat, ale nemohl jsem, jen jsem opakoval...
[Denik nalezeny ve vane. 1999. Pavel Weigel.]

‘I tried to stand up, to stretch out a bit, but I couldn’t and I just repeated...’

The ParaSol data makes it abundantly clear that Czech (ne)zmoci is unlikely to share the
semantics of Russian cuous, although it has some association with Russian mous, thus
bringing more clarity to Barentsen’s (2002) suggestion that Russian cuous tends to have
imperfective translation equivalents in other Slavic languages. However, we find only partial
support for Choi’s (1994) claim that nonpast forms of cmous primarily express futurity in
order to compensate for the lack of *6ydy mous in Russian. Although budu moci is perfectly
grammatical in Czech, as we see in example (9), and although this type of future is the most
common single translation equivalent for nonpast forms of cmous, the majority of Czech
parallels do not use the future, using mostly conditional and nonpast forms of (ne)moci
instead, as in examples (8) and (10). These examples show that Russian cuous is often used
in the nonpast without reference to any specific time at all, in what could be called a
“gnomic” sense.

4. Language-external evidence: Spanish translation equivalents

Spanish can give us an even more distant perspective on Russian cmous. Although both
Russian and Spanish of course belong to the same Indo-European language family, they are
only distantly related and there are no etymological cognates of Russian cmous that could
translate that verb. Spanish has an aspectual distinction in the past tense, with the indicative
imperfect in some ways similar to the Russian imperfective (and translated as imperfective
past in 66.9% of cases), and the indicative preterite similar to the Russian perfective (and
translated as perfective past in 85.8% of cases).’”

7 These percentages are from Janda and Fabregas forthcoming, a study of verb
correspondences in a comparison of the Spanish original of La Sombra del Viento by Carlos
Ruis Zafon with its Russian translation 7ens éempa. This data does not include examples
where the Spanish original does not correspond to any verb in Russian.
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The RNC has a parallel corpus of Russian and Spanish texts, the great majority of which are
translations into Russian from Spanish (for the purposes of our data, it so happens that all of
the relevant examples are from Spanish to Russian translations). This corpus contains 154
examples of forms of Russian cymous and their original Spanish equivalents. In 33 of these
sentences there is no Spanish verb that serves as the parallel to cuous, leaving 121 examples
for analysis: 60 of these involve nonpast forms of cmous, 60 involve past forms of cmous, and
one contains the infinitive form cmous (which corresponds to the Spanish infinitive poder ‘be
able’). Spanish poder(se) ‘be able’ is by far the most common verb equivalent (85 examples =
70.25%), alongside other verbs such as lograr ‘manage (to)’, saber ‘know (how to)’,
alcanzar(se) ‘achieve’, and conseguir ‘get’. Table 4 is a confusion matrix of the
subparadigms of the original Spanish verb forms that correspond to the 120 examples of
nonpast and past forms of Russian cmous in this corpus. Examples (13)-(16) illustrate the

most common uses of Russian cuous to translate forms of Spanish poder boldfaced in Table
4.

Spanish verb forms | Nonpast cuoey, etc. | Past cuoe, etc.
Conditional 11 6
Future 14 1
Imperfect 5 0
Present 10 1
Preterite 2 43
Infinitive 2 0
Perfect (Present, 2 6
Past, and

Subjunctive Past)

Subjunctive 6 2
Imperfect

Subjunctive Present 8 1

Table 4: Subparadigms of Spanish verbs translated as Russian cmous

(13) Spanish poder conditional translated as nonpast of cmous

No podria, todo me huele a cebolla. [Camilo Jos¢ Cela. La Colmena (1951)]
51 He cMory, MHE BCE MTaxXHET JIYKOM.

‘I can’t, everything smells like onion to me.’

(14) Spanish poder future translated as nonpast of cmous

Mi pobre hijo, que se esta poniendo muy delicado de salud, no podra trabajar. [Benito Pérez
Galdos. Doria Perfecta (1876)]

BenHbIii ManmbuuK B MOCIIEIHEE BPEMS TaK OCJIa0ell, 9TO CKOPO COBCEM HE CMOIKET padoTaTh.
“The poor boy has gotten so weak of late that soon he won’t be able to work at all.’

(15) Spanish poder present translated as nonpast of cvous

Pues me lo dice y yo, si puedo, se lo arreglo. [Camilo José Cela. La Colmena (1951)]
CkaxuTe MHE, U 51, €CJI CMOTY, TIOMOT'Y BaM.

‘Just tell me, and if I can, it will be arranged.’

(16) Spanish poder preterite translated as past of cuous
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Los mandos eran cargos politicos y el solo un jefe inferior, asi que no pudo hacer nada.
[Manuel P. Villatoro. «El corsario espafiol Antonio Barcel6 machac6 el nido de piratas de
Argel sin tener apenas bajas» [www.abc.es] (2016.12.20)]

Omnepanueld pyKOBOJHMIN BBICOKHE YMHBI, 8 OH ObLIT BCETO JIMIIb MECTHBIM KOMaHIUPOM,
MIO3TOMY HMYETO HE CMOT C/IeNaTh.

‘The commanders were high-ranking politicians, and he was just a junior officer, so he
couldn’t do anything.’

The frequencies in the right-hand column of Table 4 show that the majority of Spanish
preterite forms (43) are translated as Russian past tense forms of cmous, suggesting that the
past tense forms of cmous do indeed behave like perfectives according to this measure. As
concerns the nonpast forms of cmous, this distribution very much resembles the distribution
of Czech translation equivalents with forms of (ne)moci: the largest number of forms
correspond to future tense (34 forms, which is 43% of the Czech data for translation
equivalents of nonpast forms of cvous), but future does not make up a majority and is
outweighed by the combination of conditional and present tense forms (17 + 27 = 44 forms in
Czech). Again, we find only weak support for Choi’s hypothesis concerning the expression of
futurity by nonpast forms of cmous; however this comparison is compromised by the fact that
the datasets are small and reflect different directions of translation.

5. Conclusion

I have presented a variety of corpus and experimental data documenting the behavior of
Russian cmous in comparison with mous, with other Russian verbs, with Czech cognates, and
with Spanish translation equivalents. There is no evidence that Russian cmous shares any
semantic overlap with Czech (ne)zmoci. There is ample evidence that cuous is a peculiar
verb, particularly when we compare its grammatical profiles to those of other Russian verbs:
nearly all of its forms attested in corpora are indicative, and nonpast forms comprise the
majority, despite the fact that past tense forms normally predominate for perfective verbs.
Native speakers are more equivocal in their rating of the acceptability of past tense cmous in
contexts where past tense mous is used, when compared with acceptability ratings of other
aspectually paired Russian verbs, where the results tend to be more categorical. However, past
tense forms of cmous behave very similarly to other past perfective forms that serve as
translation equivalents of Spanish preterites. We also find that cuous has become
significantly more frequent in Russian over the past century, but that it is not possible to
connect this rise in frequency directly to an expression of futurity that would make up for the
lack of forms like *6y0y mous.
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