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Summary, part 1

1. This paper is addressed the distribution of Russian
constructions expressing the SLP semantics and introduces a
distinction of internal SLP (SLP-INT) vs external SLP (SLP-INT).

2. The semantics of SLP-INT is expressed in Russian by a large
class of lexical predicatives selecting a dative subject and by
a different class of indeclinable lexical predicatives selecting
a nominative animate subject.

3. The semantics of SLP-EXT is expressed in Russian by two
different ways: 1) by a class of lexical predicatives that
neither license dative nor nominative subjects; 2) by
agreeing nominal elements in the position of the primary
and secondary predicate.



Summary, part 2

4. The distribution of short and full adjectives is no
longer triggered by semantics, while the assignment
of the instrumental case to the predicative
complement serves as a marker of SLP-EXT.

5. There is a correlation between the syntax of Russian
argument small clauses with the INSTR marking on
the secondary predicate and the SLP-EXT meaning.

6. However, the absence of INSTR in argument small
clause does not necessarily signal the ILP meaning.



INTRO
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Russian and general linguistics

* Russian linguistics is part of general linguistics.
General linguistics is based on semantic theory
and shared conventions concerning the language
structure.

* |n 1920-s, S€erba and Peskovskij put forward
important ideas that anticipated predicate
taxonomies of the 1970-1980-s. However, they
lacked explicit semantic theories: some of their
claims must be critically assessed and revised.



Metalanguage

* Linguistic terminology is elsewhere redundant. E.g.
scerbian states are largely equivalent to SLP predicates
in the tradition of Greg Carlson.

* At the same time, similar terms can be misleading. E.g.
SCerbian/davidsonian states are different from kimian
or vendlerian states.

* The term predicative in the Russian tradition
established by Issacenko (1955) refers to a class of
words, while the homonymic term in the western
syntactic line primarily refers to a class of grammatical
forms. | therefore add an extra word and speak of
‘lexical predicatives’ in the sense of Issacenko.



1. DAVIDSONIAN STATES



Spatiotemporality

* In 1960-s, Donald Davidson defined states as a kind of
spatiotemporal things that hold during a time interval
[Davidson 1980]. If p is a state and holds in some locus
during an interval starting from t, and ending in t_, that
means p is true in this locus for every time point t,
{t,-.-1,}, so that p consists of homogeneous phases, cf.
[Maienborn 2007].

e Later predicate taxonomies rooting in Davidson [Bulygina
1982] add to the distinction of spatiotemporal vs non-
spatiotemporal things another dimension — the distinction
of dynamic vs static situations [Vendler 1957.

v’ Davidsonian states consist of homogeneous phases, while
dynamic predicates do not [Seliverstova 1982: 126-127].



Vendlerian and Davidsonian
classifications

*»* Vendler aims at classifying verbs according to their
aspectual semantics: three types of dynamic predicates —
a) activities, cf. run, drive, b) accomplishments, i.e.
incremental or gradual predicates, cf. build a house, c)
achievements, i.e. predicates of an instantaneous
transition, cf. notice — are opposed to a single class of
statives.

¢ Davidsonian taxonomies leave a possibility of classifying
statives into different types. This is done in [Bulygina 1982:
82 — 85] and [Seliverstova 1982: 93 — 97], who distinguish
spatiotemporal vs non-spatiotemporal stative situations:
the latter, called ‘cBoncTBa’ or ‘kKayecTtBa’ are analyzed as
names of properties abstracted from any referential
situations.



ILP and one-place nominal predicates
iIn NOM

[ In the Russian linguistic tradition, it is customary to illustrate
properties with one-place nominal predicates (nouns or full adjectives

or NPs) in the nominative case, cf. (1a-c).

1. Rus. a. OHzss pmnom — MYKUMHAGE NoM.se.M-
‘He is a man.
b. OHis6 mnoOM — CUNBbHbIUAR; NOoM.SG.M*
‘He is strong’
C. OH — [yp CMJIBHBIM MYXXUYNHA]\omse.Mm -

‘He is a strong man.



SLP (- full agreement)

O Spatiotemporal statives are illustrated by sentences without full agreement. While
myxcyuHa and cunbHbell can be used in argument or attributive position, short
adjectives (2a) or the predicative instrumental (2b) are used only as part of the
predicate.

O The idiomatic meaning confirms that they denote referential situations. (2a)
actually tells that X was not dumb except for some situation where he kept from
talking, while (2b) implies that X not only was a man, but also behaved as a real
man during his life.

2. Rus. a. OH356.m.n0m OBWIpsts6 HEMap) pr. NOM.sG.my KAK PBIOA.
‘He was dumb a fish’ i.e. ‘X kept from talking’.

b. OHzss.mnom OBWTpstass sg MYHKUNMHOM \sTR pRED:

‘He was a <real> man’



Séerbian states

 The idea that the absence vs presence of agreement on a
nominal predicate encodes the distinction of
spatiotemporal vs non-spatiotemporal stative situations in
Russian was first introduced in 1928 in Lev Séerba’s paper
“On parts of speech in Russian” [S€erba 1928].

[ S¢erba bluntly called spatiotemporal predicates cocmosHus
i.e ‘states’ and non-spatiotemporal predicates kauecmea
i.e. ‘properties’.

1 The same distinction under the cover terms ‘stage-level

predicates’ (SLP) vs ‘individual-level predicates’ (ILP) was
reintroduced 50 years later by Greg Carlson [Carlson 1977].

| use the tags SLP and ILP for S¢erbian states and
properties, respectively.



2.SLP AND THE CATEGORY OF STATE



Special non-agreeing word forms

« S¢erba and his followers [Vinogradov 1947;
Issacenko 1955] believed that the core of the
Russian SLP predication is represented by
special non-agreeing word forms selecting an
animate subject and either licensing dative-
predicative structures (DPS) or a structure

with a nominative subject, cf. Hasecene ‘tipsy’,
‘half drunk’, ‘half of the bag’ in (4).



ILP vs SLP

3. Rus. a. A< noMm BecenblMp, nomsem- (ILP)

‘I am cheerful.
b. MHe g BECENOppep. (SLP)
‘Il am having fun/
4. Rus. [,p Baca n Kata] 6binuyersp HaBecenepgep. (SLP)

‘Bazil and Kate were half in the bag.”’
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Parts of speech and SLP

 [S&erba 2008: 91; Vinogradov 1947; Issaéenko 1955]
argued that Russian has a new class of indeclinable

words in the making, so called Category of State (CatS)
which stands for SLP.

* Neither Russian INSTR nor Russian short adjectives are
good candidates to be listed in CatS, since they are part
of declension paradigms.

» However, the semantic side of Séerba’s hypothesis is
reliable. True indeclinable SLP predicates like those in
(3b) and (4) invariably select animate semantic subjects
in Russian, while presumable SLPs linked with
declension paradigms like those in (2a—b) do not.



Tab.1 Two classes of Russian SLPs

SLP
+ Animate (= Animate)
Declension NO YES
paradigm
Syntactic Npar — Vunk — | Nnom — Ven —
schema PRED N/ADJnsTR

Nnom — Vink —
PRED

I\lNOM _ VFIN -

NACC —
N/ADJINSTR

Nnom — Vink —
ADJ.PRED




3. INSTR AND SHORT ADJ AS
PRIMARY PREDICATES



Short adjectives

J The idea that INSTR on the nominal predicate is
semantically motivated and the choice of INSTR vs
NOM case encodes the SLP vs ILP distinction in Russian

goes back to S€erba’s contemporary Alexander
Peskovskij [PeSkovskij 1928: 316].

 This author (b. 1878) claimed that Russian short and
long adjectives are always non-synonymic in the
predicative position [ibid., 262—263], although he
admitted that short adjectives are absent from
colloquial Russian [ibid., 264].

¢ In the later generations the contrast of short vs full
adjectives is degraded.



Expansion of Russian full adjectives

d In some contexts, the short forms of many adjectives
are not used, and in different group of contexts, where
the short form survived, the full form is licensed.

dIn some contexts the SLP meaning can be expressed by
three ways — by using the short and full forms of the
adjective in NOM, cf. (5a—b) and by the INSTR form of
the same adjective, cf. (5¢).

dIn the older usage, full adjectives do not take
complements, so the combination 0obpsil Ko mHe
‘kind to me’ is ill-formed, but even this constraint is
violated in Modern Russian, cf. (5a).



Variation

5.Rus. a. OH bblnyer 04EHb A06PbIViAL nom ((KO MHE) Ha 3K3ameHe.
‘He was very kind to me at the exam.”’
b. OH bblngg 04eHb A00PAp prep. Nom (KO MHE) Ha 3K3ameHe.

‘the same.’

C. OH 6blNper LO6PBIMp, inTsr (TKO MHE) HA 3K3aMeHe.

‘the same.

v" The variants (5a—c) have SLP semantics: they indicate that the
event ‘X was kind to Y’ took place in some locus during the period
of time ‘at the exam’ in some referential situation in the past.
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ldioms

O Idiomatic expressions with short forms, cf. ecomose [y, Ha 6ce] ‘ready for
anything’, 2omos [ ., cmoame 3a desno mupa] ‘ready to stand for the cause of peace’
are resistant to the expansion of full forms. Cf.Ex. (6) from the song by Alexander
Galitsch is a parody mocking illiterate speech.

6. Non-stand. Rus. *Ho A c€TOATb,,; rotoBas,p, vom.scr 3@ Aeno mupa. (A.Galitsch,

1970) (SLP)

‘But I-fem. am ready to stand for the cause of peace’.

* In (6), the speaker declares her (actually — his, since a man is reading out the
wrong text) will to stand for the cause of peace from now on. The full form
2omoesas does not fit here — not because it brings an ILP meaning but because
the cliché 2comosa cmoame 3a deno mupa does not license the replacement

2omoea — 20maoeas.



Predicative Instrumental on primary
predicates

O Another Peskovskij’s hypothesis that the case-marking with INSTR vs NOM on the

predicative complement encodes the SLP vs ILP distinction remains popular, see
[Nichols 1981; Kosta 2014; 2020; Pitsch 2017; Zhuravleva 2018].

d The search must be narrowed with predicative adjectives and participles, since
the semantic opposition OH bbin,sr UHMEHED o) ‘HE Was an engineer’ (ILP) vs OH
bbi,cr UHHEHEPOM \s1r ‘HE Was an engineer’ (SLP) presumably valid in the early XX

century seems to be lost [Guiraud-Weber 2007; Krasovitsky et alii 2008].

v' With adjectival and participial complements, the main problem is that while
every use of INSTR conforms to the SLP meaning, not every use of NOM signals the

ILP meaning. In many contexts INSTR and NOM alternate without any clear contrast,
cf. (7a—b).
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Synonymy of short and full forms

7. Rus.
a.  OHyomssem OblNpsr e yXKe COBCEM
60bHOM \p, NoMm.sG. v KOTAQ Mbl Npuwan.  (SLP)

‘He was already quite ill, when we came.’

b.  OHyomsewm OblNpsr e yXKe coBCEM

BONbHbBIM pp) |NsTR sG.M KOTAE Mbl MPULIAN.
(SLP)

‘the same.



4. THE PREDICATIVE INSTRUMENTAL,
ADIJECTIVES AND ADVERBIALS AS
SECONDARY PREDICATES



Predicative adjectives in NOM

Short adjectives in ACC, cf. *0H3¢c m.nom YB8UOEMbst o v E€3s6.F ACC
cepoumy o, prep.accse.r INt. ‘He saw that she was angry’ are no longer used.
Short adjectives in NOM are licensed as secondary predicates but are
bookish. There is no contrast between (8a) and (8b), both of them convey the
SLP meaning ‘X was in an angry mood when he came’, but (8b) is neutral,
while (8a) sounds archaic or ironic.

8. Rus.  a. OHyg6 \ NPULWEN 6156 v CEPANT AR prep se.m Y 30140 presc.ve (SLP)

‘X'came in angry and in malicious temper.

b. OH3g6 .\ MPUWEN g1 560 CEPANTBIV AR, prep.se.m Y 310 b preD 56

(SLP) ‘the same!



Intransitive and transitive clauses

[ The productive types are linked with full adjectives in NOM and
INSTR.

O In intransitive clauses, NOM is the standard option. INSTR with
npuwesn ‘came in’ — ° oH npuwesn cepouMbIM,ycrr U 3AbIM\srp — IS

not completely out, but is rated lower than (8b).

d In transitive clauses with object control, cf. ygsudems koe2o-1. ‘to

see anyone’ ACC and INSTR alternate, but INSTR is more frequent.



Small clauses with adjectival
predicates

 Russian small clauses are construed both with ACC/NOM and INSTR.
In contexts like (9a—b), there is no semantic contrast between the
construction with the second ACC and the construction with INSTR, both
of them meaning ‘1 am hoping that you will be alive when | see you’, but
not ‘I am hoping to see you live’.

9.Rus. a. Aisenom  HAAEWCbpges 16 YBUAETb:  [sc  BaCxccpL
WMUBbIXyccpl-  (SLP)
lit. ‘l hope to see you-pl living’
b. A1sc.NnoM HaEt0Cbpres 15 YBUAOETDb |\ [BaCccpL
MUBbIMU \srrpl-  (SLP)

‘the same’



Clauses with adverbial predicates

v' In order to express the meaning ‘1 am hoping to see you live, not in the
internet’, one has to change the construction and use an adverbial
secondary predicate. This can be done by inserting either exusyro or
Husbem.

10. Rus. a. A1se.nom HAACKOCbpges 156 YBUAETb e BACcC p HKUBBEM ppy pRep-

‘I am hoping to see you live.
b. A156.n0m HAAGIOCbpres 156 YBUAET r BACacc p BXXMBYIOApy pRep:
‘the same’

s It is unlikely that either (10a) or (10b) contain a small clause: both »cusbem
and excusyto are oriented here towards the matrix subject, i.e. the person
who is hoping to see somebody, not towards the object of the embedded
infinitive.

s The reading ‘*I am hoping that you will be alive, when | see you’ for (10a)
is excluded.



To catch the crove alive

v With noilimame ko2o-n.to catch smb. the picture is different: »usvem is
associated with the embedded object. The sentences (11a—b) have small clause
syntax and SLP semantics. The non-agreeing predicative adverbial »#usbem proves
synonymic here to INSTR.

11. Rus. a. Ays5 nom HAACIOCpges 15 MOMMAThy; [sc KPOKOAMNA c s6.m HMBBEM Dy prep -
(SLP)
‘I am hoping to catch a crocodile alive’.
b. A5 now HaZeCh NOMMaThye [sc KPOKOAMNA csgm HMBBIM nsTR sG.m)-
(SLP)

v" Both (11a) and (11b) force the SC analysis and the SLP reading ‘I am hoping that
the croc will be alive, when | catch it’, but not the matrix reading *’| am hoping to
be alive, when | catch the croc’, see above (10b) for the contrast.

v' The adverbial exusyto is always associated with the matrix subject and does not

license small clause readings like (11a). Finally, the variant with the second accusative

— Haderocsk nolimame [ KPOKOOUAA y- HUB020,.] — is possible but less natural.



Preliminary conclusion

(d The correlation between SLP and the choice of INSTR is
better preserved by secondary predicates, notably in the

transitive clauses.

(d The small clause syntax generally implies SLP semantics in
argument clauses, but Russian argument small clauses with
the SLP meaning do not necessarily include an INSTR element
and are construed by more than one way, both with

adjectives and with predicative adverbials.



5. THE PREDICATIVE INSTRUMENTAL
WITH A ZERO COPULA



Syntactic control

( Standard accounts of Russian grammar explain the
INSTR case-marking on the predicative complement as
an instance of the subject control. It is controlled by an
overt clausal subject — either the matrix subject or the
small clause subject — in the presence of a non-zero
verbal head: NP,...v%... NP,/ADJINSTR ~ NP1, .v%..NP,

....NP;/ADJINSTR [Baylin 2011].

(J However, on special occasions the predicative INSTR is
assigned in the absence of an overt verbal head orin a
structure without a nominative subject. One of the
exceptions is described in [Zimmerling 2018c].




Russian-B: subject raising of
sententional complement
12. Russian-B

[enapTameHTyp,r NOANLMU CTaNOpsr 3¢y U3BECTHBIM yorr, [cp UTO
Bbl nepecnanu kKakoe-to nucbmo otctoaal. (G.Gershuni, 1908)

‘The police department got to know that you have sent
some letter from the prison.

13. Russian-B
MHep r CTaNOpsrsc y U3BECTHBIM\sr, [cp UTO 1. A. CTOnbINUH
yaoctoun . H. AypHoso nucbmom.]( V.Shul’gin, 1971)

‘I got to know that Stolypin had honoured Durnovo with a
letter.



Raising of sentential arguments and
dialectal variation

(J The matrix verb cmaso in (12) u (13) stands in 3Sg.N, which
is the default agreement form, i.e. a non-agreeing form in
terms of traditional grammar. The matrix clause has no
subject DP in the nominative case, so the only available
type of case controller is the raised that-clause [, ymo P],

which fills in the vacant position of the matrix subject.

J Standard Russian, i.e. Russian-A lacks raising of sentential

arguments.



Absolutive constructions with INSTR

L INSTR is optionally assigned to the extracted attribute [Kosta 2014]

14. Rus.

a. XONOAHbIM)\strsev Lpp  OTOT  YaW]yomsem HEBKYCHBIN o 56w
(SLP)

‘This tea is tasteless when cold.
b. XONOAHbBIN oM sq.v [9TOT Hal] HEBKYCHbIM o\ sg M- (SLP)

‘the same.

v" Most speakers prefer the option (14b) with NOM, but (14a) is a licit structure. The
underlying SLP sentence fixing the fact that the tea was cold at the moment it was
consumed is either (15a) or (15b).

15. Rus.

9/22/2021

a. Halyom.se.m BblNpsr 56 XONOAHbIM\s1r s6.m/ XONOAHbIA o\ 561
(SLP)

‘The tea was cold.
b. MTbe ¢ Yalpccsgm  XONOAHDIM ystr sg.m/ XONOAHBIN o\ s6.m-)
(SLP)

‘to drink the tea cold.
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Absolutive constructions lack a
generalized resultative meaning

It can be speculated that the predicates (14) — (15) have the
resultative meaning and denote the change of the state. Indeed, the
sentence The tea was cold implies that the tea had initially been hot,

but got cold.

e But this conclusion is hasty, since the change of the state
implicature is brought in by the pragmatic context, not by the
construction itself. With the adjective coipol ‘raw’, ‘fresh’” the sentence
certainly does not add the implicature that the mushrooms initially
had been cooked but then turned fresh, cf. (16a—d).



To eat the mushrooms fresh

16. Rus.
a. CbIPbIMU ctr pL Lpp 3TV TPUBBI]\opm.pL HEBKYCHBIE o pL-
(SLP)
‘These mushrooms are tasteless when fresh.’
b. Coipbleyomp. lpp 3TU TPUBbI]yomp. HEBKYCHBIE oM pL-
(SLP)
C. [op ITH rpmnbbI ] \om pL BbINNperpL
CbIPbIMWU,\s1r L/ CBIPBICN oM - (SLP)
‘These mushrooms were fresh.’
d. eCTbpe  [sc TPMBbIaccp  CHIPBIMW g pi/ChIPbICACC py]

(SLP)
‘to eat the mushrooms fresh.
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Argument clauses and their
paraphrases

R/

** In Russian argument clauses, the complement marked with INSTR agrees
in number and gender with its controller, i.e. the clausal subject. Cf. (17),
where the agreeing adjective coipbimu ‘fresh’ is replaced by the synonymic
non-agreeing adverbial 8 cbipom sude ‘in the fresh form’.

17. Rus. eCTbyyr [sc TPUOBI B CbIPOM BUAE s\ prep]- (SLP)
‘to eat the mushrooms fresh.

** The same option is available in the absolutive construction.

18. Rus. B cbipom BUAEyyprep lse [pp 3TV rpubbllyompe. |

HeBKYCHbleyoum pL- (SLP)
‘In the fresh form, these mushrooms are tasteless.’



6. RESULTATIVE SMALL CLAUSES
AND SLP



The default form of INSR

o Resultative small clauses denote the change of the state,

which requires a different morphosyntax.

o The predicative [INSTR takes the default form

(Instr.Sg.M/N) and lacks a lexical controller, see (19).

o The resultative meaning is also expressed by adverbial
predicatives, mostly with prefixes Ha- and do-, cf. Hacmepmeo
‘to one’s death’, Hacyxo ‘to the dry condition’, docyxa ‘the
same’, cf. (20) — (21).



Resultative clauses (default form of
the secondary predicate)

19. Rus. OHazsqp MOKPaCWNApsrsgr CTEHblaccp  CMHUM sTR s6.Mm/N

(*CMHUMW \sTr-pL)- (Res)
‘She painted the walls blue!
20. Rus.a. OHsei v PA3OMACAL o (g HACMEPTb Apy PRED: (Res)

He crashed to his death.

b. OHzsg.m 3a0UNLgr 56 COCEAKY A sgr HACMEPTb Ly prED:
(Res)
‘He beat his neighbor to death’

21. Rus. OH356.m BbITEPpsrs6.m CTOMNacc.s6 AOCYXappypren:  (ReS)
‘He wiped the board dry.



Resultatives vs statives: summary

 Resultative predicates entail SLPs in the logical sense. If p (X beat Y to death) is
true from the moment t, cf. (20b), then q (Y is dead) is also true from t: ~q... t... g.
O However, resultatives denote a single time point, not an interval. Despite the
event p (act of killing, wiping the board etc.) takes some time in the real world, in
the perspective of predicate taxonomy it is just a single point marking the
transition from the state ~q to the state q.

[ Another relevant feature of resultatives is that the final state q is triggered by
some preceding activity or involuntary process p — e.g. the window is open (q),
since X or a puff of wind caused it to open (p), while true SLPs like ‘X is sad’, ‘X is
wet’ etc. and not determined causally by any external factors and denote
situations which are conceptualized as underived. Such underived SLPs are indeed
projected by the event structure of Russian argument small clauses, cf. (8) — (9),
(11) — (18), but not by the event structure of Russian resultative SC.



7. INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL SLP



Internal SLP vs External SLP

O The basic subcategorization of SLPs in Russian and in general is the
distinction of internal vs external SLPs [Zimmerling 2018a]. There are three

relevant criteria:

(i) Internal SLPs denote situations with a priority semantic argument
(semantic subject), external SLPs lack it.

(ii) External SLPs can be quantified on the basis of their spatiotemporal
characteristics, internal SLPs can be only quantified on their semantic
subjects.

(iii)External SLPs denote sensually (visually or audially) perceived situations,

internal SLPs do not.



Indeclinability, agreement and ILP

J Russian lexical predicatives pattern into two classes — indeclinable
forms, cf. Hasecene ‘X is tipsy’ vs lacking agreement, cf. 60a3H0 X is
afraid’.

 Their grouping in one shared word class, CatS in the S¢erbian line is
not felicitous, since the elements from the first class actually show
gender-and-number agreement, cf. the phi-features on the copula:
BacAyom.se.m 0bMpsts6.m HOBECENME e ~ KAMAN o 56 O6M sy s ¢
Hageceneprep ~ [cop Baca u Kamalyom pL 6bMUpst p. HOBECENE 1, CE.
(4) above.

1 Contrariwise, the elements from the second class, which license
DPS structures in Russian and case-mark their semantic subjects
with the dative case — Bacep,; 6b110pg; g OOA3HORep ‘B. Was
afraid’— completely lack agreement morphology. This conclusion
was first made by Nikolaj Pospelov in 1955 who claimed that DPS
are totally incompatible with subject-predicate agreement
[Pospelov 1955].



Pospelov’s analysis from a modern
perspective

| find Pospelov’s hypothesis correct, though he

1) made an unnecessary concession to the traditional linguistics and
excluded DPS realizations with sentential arguments (finite clauses or
infinitives): in accord with the theories of his day, he assumed that
sentential arguments always take the subject position by DPS

predicatives (which is dubious, see [Zimmerling 2009])

2) analyzed such arguments as agreement controllers (which is

wrong).



Predicative vs indeclinable secondary
predicates

PRED
22. Rus. a. MHep,r O6bIN0pcrsc y HE MO cunam, [inip PEWNTD ¢ [pp 3TH

3aa4M] pccpl-

‘I was unable to handle these tasks.
ADJ
b. MHepur ObINVperp HE MO cunam, P! [53Tn 3a8a4n]\opm pL-

‘These tasks were too much for me.’
23. Rus. a. [op 9T 32834M] \opy pL OBIMVpst pp MHEp AT/ BNA MEHA Ly pREP
HEeNOCUNbHDbI ,p; NoM.PL®
‘These tasks were too much for me.”’
b. [op 3TV 33884M] o pL OBINMpsTp ANA MEHAGEN pRep
HEeNOCUNbHbIMMW 4 \NSTR PL*

Russian grammar 5. Potsdam, 22 -

9/22/2021 25.09.2021

49



Morphosyntax and semantics

v’ (23a) is a structure with case copying: the adjectival complement
HerocunbHbl (a short adjective) copies all phi-features of its controller, the
subject DP samu 3ada4u and shows the Nom.Pl form. The experiential
argument can be expressed here both with DAT and with the prepositional
genitive.

v' In (24b), the predicative adjective gets INSTR and the experiencer is
preferably marked with GEN.PREP: prepositionless DAT Imu 3a0a4uyop pL
bbiU MHep,; HernocusnbHbIMU st p. Was early an option but is ackward
now. The assignment of INSTR to the indeclinable adjectives like He no

cunam, is impossible, since they lack morphological case.



Dative-nominative-structures are
external SLP

1 Both non-agreeing predicatives like He no cunam, and indeclinable
elements like He no cunam,, HenocunbHbIyG\, p, HEMOCUABHBIMU \\sTR pL
in (22b) and (23a—b) are SLPs and do not express ILP, as S&erba
correctly predicted.

** The relevant distinction overlooked by the S¢erbian line is while He
no cunam, and all other DPS predicatives have the meaning of
internal ILPs (SLP-INT) and identify a priority semantic argument, He
no cunam,, HeriocusobHbl and all other elements licensing DNS denote
a configurational relation between two arguments — the experiencer
marked with DAT and the subject marked with NOM.

s* Neither DAT nor NOM has the features of the priority semantic

argument, which makes it possible to analyze all Russian DNS

sentences as external SLPs (SLP-EXT).



8. CONCLUSIONS



Conclusions, Part 1

J We followed the distribution of Russian constructions
expressing the SLP semantics and introduced a distinction
of internal SLP (SLP-INT) vs external SLP (SLP-INT).

1. The semantics of SLP-INT is expressed in Russian by a
large class of lexical predicatives selecting a dative subject
and licensing dative-predicative structures and by a
different class of indeclinable lexical predicatives selecting
a nominative animate subject.

2. DPS predicatives lack agreement, while NOM predicatives
are adjective-type elements with defective morphology.
A general feature of all Russian lexical predicatives is that
they do not produce ILP sentences, which is captured by

S€erba’s hypothesis.



Conclusions, Part 2

3. The semantics of SLP-EXT is expressed in Russian by two different ways: 1)
by a class of lexical predicatives that neither license dative nor nominative
subjects; 2) by agreeing nominal elements (nouns, full and short adjectives)
in the position of the primary and secondary predicate.

4. The distribution of short and full adjectives is no longer triggered by
semantics, while the assignment of the instrumental case to the predicative
complement serves as a marker of SLP-EXT.

5. There is a correlation between the syntax of Russian argument small
clauses with the INSTR marking on the secondary predicate and the SLP-EXT
meaning. However, the absence of INSTR in argument small clause does not

necessarily signal the ILP meaning.
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