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A Stranger in the Lexicon: The Aspectual Status of
Russian cMoyb ‘be able, manage (to)’

Laura A. Janda

Abstract: It has been claimed that Russian cmouv ‘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 cmouv with its
purported aspectual partner verb mouv using overall and longitudinal corpus data.
It also compares the distribution of forms of cmouv with those of other Russian verbs
and reports on an experiment in which native speakers of Russian rated the accept-
ability of past tense cmoz in contexts where Moz is attested. In addition, parallel corpus
data is used to compare forms of Russian cmouv with their translation equivalents in
both Czech and Spanish. Collectively this data shows that cmouv is arguably the most
deviant purportedly perfective verb in Russian, and that it has shown a dramatic in-
crease 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 cmouv to contexts where it merely expresses futurity.

1. Introduction

This article presents new evidence concerning the status of the Russian verb
cmoub ‘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 con-
structions involving adjectives and adverbs (like doa>xen ‘should’, nado ‘must’,
HYXKHO ‘hecessary’, 60smoxHo ‘possible’) or impersonal verbal constructions
(like npudemcsa ‘will have to’, nonadodumcs ‘will be necessary’, nadrexum ‘has
to’, ne cnumcs ‘can’t sleep’). Aside from doasxet, these means of expressing mo-
dality 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 and Divjak 2008). In effect, Russian
has only one modal verb that can take a nominative subject: moub ‘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

Stephen M. Dickey and Mark Richard Lauersdorf, eds. V zeleni drZeli zeleni breg: Studies in Honor of
Marc L. Greenberg. Bloomington, IN: Slavica Publishers, 2018, 105-26.
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verbs related to *iméti “have’, *morati ‘must’, and/or a loan verb cognate with
modern German miissen ‘must’.

Furthermore, Russian Mmoub appears to have a perfective partner verb,
cmoub, with even more peculiar properties. Cmouv 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 fol-
lowing statements about cyouo:

* non-past forms are used “to express future time of the situation of
possibility, rather than to express its ‘perfectivity”” (p. 169);

* 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);

* past forms are “combined exclusively with the perfective infinitive”
(pp. 170-71), although combination is possible if the imperfective
is an aspectually unpaired verb (imperfectivum tantum) or the
conditional 0vi is present (p. 225);

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

¢ while mouv doesn’t usually occur in the infinitive, cmouv can occur
in the infinitive (with some restrictions) (p. 175).

Choi casts doubt on the assumption of “most dictionaries” (1994: 220) that
cmoub is the aspectual partner verb of mouv. He reasons that the use of non-
past forms to express future due to the exclusion of *6ydy mouv from Russian
grammar is motivated by the fact that modals are inherently state verbs and
therefore it is “inconceivable” that cmouv could express the boundedness or
totality that would be required of a perfective verb. Subsequently Choi (1999)
amends this conclusion by claiming that cmouv is a procedural semelfac-
tive perfective in which the prefix c- has the same function as in verbs like
ceaynumo ‘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 pou-
vais) past tense forms. Barentsen provides a couple of corpus examples that
disprove Choi’s claim that past forms of cmoub occur only with perfective in-
finitives because in Barentsen’s examples the verbs in question are neither
aspectually unpaired nor collocated with 6bi. And Barentsen reports some
further peculiarities of cmouw:
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e the frequency cmouv 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 smozmu,
Bulgarian camozia, Macedonian caozie, and Czech zmoci,' but it is
not clear to what extent these correlate to cmouv;

e translation equivalents of camoub in other Slavic languages tend to
use imperfective equivalents of mouv;

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

Barentsen’s conclusion is that cmouv 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 cate-
gorical than in other Slavic languages.

While both Choi and Barentsen illustrate their claims with authentic ex-
amples, 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, last accessed November 2017) and the ParaSol corpus (Parallel
Corpus of Slavic and Other Languages, Waldenfels 2011, parasolcorpus.org, last
accessed November 2017) have become available in the meantime. It is there-
fore worth revisiting the behavior of cmouw in light of these new data sources.
In Sections 2-4 I will test and extend claims made by Choi and Barentsen by
means of modern corpus data and also 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 cmouv 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 cmoub in comparison with other Russian verbs. In these two stud-
ies, 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

1 Note that this overview neglects cognates in other languages such as BCS, Slovene,
and Polish.
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look at how often the verb cmouv appears in all of its forms (camozy, cmoxeutv,
etc.) and compare that frequency distribution with the frequency distribution
of other verbs. In section 2.1 this comparison is made specifically with aouv,
and additional RNC data is cited in relation to specific claims that have been
made about caoub. Section 2.2 reports on a study done on the grammatical
profiles of hundreds of high-frequency verbs across three genres, in which
cmoub was consistently found to behave in an aspectually anomalous fashion.
Experimental data is presented in section 2.3, where we see how native speak-
ers of Russian react to the use of camoz vs. moz in the context of a narration.

2.1. The Grammatical Profile of cMoyb (Compared with moub)

What can grammatical profiles and longitudinal statistics tell us about the
relative distributions of inflected forms of amouv and cmouv 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 amoub and cmouo
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. For both verbs, indicative
forms predominate. For mouv, 99.45% of all forms are indicative (69.38% non-
past, 30.08% past), while for cmouv, 97.74% of forms are indicative (53.12% non-
past, 44.62% past). Imperatives are quite rare for both verbs, as are gerunds
and participles, aside from the present active participle mozyujui.

Recall that Choi claimed that moub is extremely rare in the infinitive form,
whereas camoub is less rare. The RNC data, on the contrary, shows no apprecia-
ble difference in the frequency of infinitives for these two verbs.? Choi (1994:
175) mentions that there are restrictions on cmouv as an infinitive form, but
offers only one concrete type, the umoou clause. However, while many exam-
ples of cmouv do occur in umobw clauses, there are also many that don't, as in:

(1) Use of infinitive form cmoub in 0dHo dero + infinitive construction:

/lerko ckasarh, OAHO AeA0 UCIO0Ab30BaTh AMYHOe MeCTOMMeHNs, a
Apyroe AeAao, AeMICTBUTeAbHO, CMOYb MBICAUTDL OT COOCTBEHHOTIO «s1»
(ecau THI paHbllle BTOTO He Aeaad). [B. A. ITogopora. IIpoekt 1 omsIT
(2004)]

2 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 mag-
nitude below that of a reportable difference.
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Table 1. Forms of moub and camouw attested in the Russian National Corpus

Form exam]flgi Percent Form exam}fl:: Percent
infinitive MOUDb 537 0.06% CMOUD 40  0.09%
1sg nonpast MozYy 81785  9.34% cmozy 4282 10.00%
2sg nonpast  Mmoxkeuiv 15386  1.76% | cmoxeuiv 1400 3.27%
3sg nonpast moxem 383082 43.73% | cmoxem 8900 20.79%
1pl nonpast MoxKeMm 23778  2.71% | cmoxem 2305 5.38%
2pl nonpast MoxKeme 20138  2.30% | cmoxeme 1845  4.31%
3pl nonpast Mozym 83653  9.55% cmozym 4492 10.49%
masc past moz 130552  14.90% cmo2 10082  23.55%
fem past MOZAQ 46563  5.31% cMozAa 3685  8.61%
neut past MOZAO 28842  3.29% CMOZAO 392 092%
pl past MOZAU 57535  6.57% CMOZAU 5348 12.49%
2sg imper Mozu 251 0.03% cmozu® 7 0.02%
2plimper Mozume 11 <0.01% | cmozume 1 <0.01%
E;iifcri‘;fwe Moyumuii 3576 0.41% [NA]

E:i:iiic}?l‘e/e MozuLuLT 210 0.02% | cmozmui 32 0.07%
gerund MOZuLU 200 0.02% cMoziLu 8 0.02%
Total 876099 100% Total 43719 100%

(1) ‘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 cmouw in infinitive-mo + 1pl construction with

reduplicated verb:

CMOYB-TO CMOKeM, HO 9TO OyeT He CAMIIKOM OOABITION
KOMIIeHcaIyel1 3a nmopakenne ymMusIx. [[Oami Anapees, Baaepnii

3 There were actually 9 attestations, but one was for the plural of cmoz ‘smog’ and an-
other was a part of another word written out with hyphens in a song: Ilo-cmozu-umo,
Kmo 6 60za supye-e... from Maxcum Toppxuit. [Tects o caenvix (1901)

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



110 Laura A. Janda

/lebeaes. Mopaasnsiit ym? (2003) // VinTepHeT-aabpMaHax «/lebean,
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 moub and cmouw.

Recall also Choi’s claim that past tense forms of catoub can be followed only
by perfective infinitives, except in cases where the verb is an imperfectivum
tantum or is collocated with conditional 6ui. To contest this claim, Barentsen
(2002: 9) provides two corpus examples of cmoz followed by imperfective in-
finitives of aspectually paired verbs that are not collocated with 6vi. Today’s
RNC gives more support to Barentsen’s argument. There are 701 examples of
past tense forms of cmouv 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 cmouv immediately followed by
a perfective infinitive. In other words, approximately 7% of sequences with
past tense forms of cmouv 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 cmouwb + imperfective infinitive of an aspectually paired verb
and without 6vi:

OaHaKoO, K CYaCThIO, CILABHOIO 3abIMAEHIST TaM He HaDA104a41ach [sic],
U CaMOAETHI CMOTAM B31€TaTh U CAAUTLCs CTPOro 1o rpaduky. [VHHa
Aesurt. Iloxap na HnvsaxkuackoM oanrone (2002) // «Beuepsisa
Mocksa», 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 camoub 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 cen-
tury and a total of 411 forms of cmouv 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 camouv per million
words (the scale of the y-axis).

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 spe-
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Figure 2. Frequency of past and infinitive forms of cmouo
per million words 18002010

cific forms: cmoxem and cmoz have shown the strongest growth, followed by
(in decreasing order) cmozau, cmozym, cmozaa, and cmozy. The remaining non-
past forms have also made robust gains, but cmoub and cmozro have remained
rather infrequent.

This trend begs the question of how it was motivated. Could it have
something to do with changes in what cmouv expresses, particularly in the
forms cmoxem and cmoz? Choi states that mouv lacks a periphrastic future,
a fact which is confirmed by modern corpus data. Could it be that cmoxem
has moved in to take over uses previously expressed by a periphrastic future
of mouwv? This does not seem to be the case. Paduceva (2001) states that there
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was no use of forms like *6ydy mouv at Pushkin’s time (early 19th century)
either, and the RNC lists only four rather marginal examples, all from a very
narrow time period (1894-98).° In other words, there is no substantial use of
a periphrastic future in the 19th century that could have been taken over by
nonpast forms of cmoub in the 20th century. However, Paduceva (2001) also
observes that the use of past tense forms of cmoub was very rare in the early
19th century, and in contexts where today we use cmoz, the form moz appeared
instead. Paduceva’s observation is supported by Figure 3, where we see that
the frequency of moz (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 cmouv, where it seems to be taking over some of the uses of amouv, but no
corresponding explanations for expansion of nonpast tense forms. Nonpast
forms of mouv (not pictured) have, by contrast, remained rather steady in their
frequency over time. I have more to say about the behavior of cmoz in Sections
2.3, 3, and 4.

5 These four examples are:

(i) TpepoxkHBIE MBICAN, UTO 5 He OYAY MOYb, YTO MHe IIPerpagsir AOpOry, YTo He
AaAyT BO3ZMOXKHOCTU ITPMHECTY €My MaAeIIyIo IoAb3y, Opocaan MeHs B
rayookoe yHbiHMe. [B. IT. Asenapuyc. Uem Ob1a 44 Toroas Iymxun (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.

(ii) Oro y>ke cToAb BechMa 000ABCTUTEABHO CAeAaA0Ch B paHTa3UN MaMeHBKI,
9TO OHe Ja’ke 3all1aKaA¥ OT CIACTILA BUAETh MeHs B 001a4eHUN B TapIOBOM
CTIXape, HaBepHO BOOOpa’Kasl MeHsI y>Ke MaAbIM 4eM YMaJAeHHOIO OT aHTel
U B IpUOAVKeHNN K HaMBBICIIIeMy HeOy, OTKy4a y>Ke 0yay MOYb Koe-

YTO I CPOACTBEHHMKAM CBOMM CKOIHYThb Hazemato. [H. C. Jeckos. 3asunii
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. ’

(iii) Ckopo a1 TBI IIPOAEPEIbCsI CKBO3Db BeKCeAsl, OTUeThl, pasAeAbl U T. II. U
Oyaemn MOYDL AyMaTh Oe3 BRIKAaAKM Ha cdeTax J IICaTh TaK, ITOOLI
He MepeInACs ABYIAaBblil opea B 3araasum Aucta? [b. H. Ungepun.
Bocriomunanmst (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) ABocCb He 3aKIANT, a To1LAaTuTCs, Koraa 0yaet moub. [C. T. Cemenos.
A aexcert 3aBoaunk (1898)]

‘Maybe she won't just take it, but will pay when she will be able to.
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2.2. The Grammatical Profile of cMoubr Compared with Other Verbs

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

Janda and 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 on the following page. The grammatical profile of im-
perfective verbs is dominated by indicative nonpast forms (comprising 47.43%
of their profile), while the grammatical profile of perfective verbs is domi-
nated by indicative past forms (comprising 62.67% of their profile). Janda and
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. How-
ever, 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 and Lyashevskaya 2011.

Eckhoff et al. (2017) addressed the question of whether grammatical pro-
files can predict the aspect of individual verbs. They report on a study of the
grammatical profiles of high-frequency (> 50 attestations) verbs from the man-
ually 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 grammat-
ical 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 ac-
counting 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
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grammatical profile of a verb (which is the only information that the corre-
spondence 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 gram-
matical 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 npodorxamov ‘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: camoub always
patterns with the imperfective verbs. In every sample, this deviation of cmoub
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, cmoub 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, cmouo
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 cmouv is not the perfective
partner of mouo.

2.3. Native Speaker Reactions to Use of cMoub vs. Mo4yb Compared with
Other Paired Verbs

If cmouv does not truly function as a perfective partner verb of moub, how do
native speakers react to the choice of forms of these two verbs in context? Is
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the aspectual distinction clear enough so that native speakers make categori-
cal 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 moz as opposed to cmoz in Russian two
centuries ago than today, and this observation is corroborated by longitudi-
nal data from the RNC. If camoz is indeed gradually replacing moz, can we find
evidence for this in the behavior of native speakers?

Janda and Reynolds (under submission) conducted an experiment in
which over 500 native speakers of Russian logged their reactions to aspec-
tual 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 com-
plete 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 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 mpuHnuIe, 51 MOTy pacckasaTb 00 O4HOM CAyuae, KOraa s He [ cMor /
MOT | yCHYTb.

‘For example, I can tell a story about a situation when I couldn’t fall
asleep.

(5) ‘1 me [ cMor / MOT | yCHY TS, IOTOMY 4TO IIPMMEPHO ABa-TPU TOAa Ha3as
y MeHs HOYBIO Oblaa >KyTKas aAAeprus, XXyTKII IPUCTYI KaIllas,
U 5 ITOCTOSIHHO KalllAsIA , 5 He MOTY YCHYTb M 9TO ITPOMCXOAMAO
BEYHOCTb.

‘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) 5[ cmor /Mor | ObITH CBUAETEAEM DTOTO.

‘I was able to witness that.”
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(7) IlockoabKy s OIIO34aA Ha ®AEKTPUUKY, OblA AByX4acOBOI IIepephIB I
51 Ha0AI0Aa 3a BCeM BTIM HeIlOCpeACTBEHHO B HeIIOCpeACTBEHHOM
©Amn30CTI 1 BCe [ CMOT / MOT | DTO BUAETb.

‘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 cat0z and amoz. In the original versions of all four
sentences, the form was moz (but this information was not available to partic-
ipants). 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 cmoz, are in shaded boxes and a weighted
average is calculated over all the ratings for each item.

Table 2. Ratings of cmoz and Moz by native speakers in contexts where Moz is
the originally attested form. Ratings of omauuto scored 2 points, donycmumo
scored 1 point, and nesosmoxto 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).

OMAUYHO Jdonycmumo  Heéo3moxHo weighted
Context Form =2 =1 =0 average
@ cMO02 19 45 14 1.06
M02 63 14 1 1.79
) cMo02 15 46 17 0.97
M02 65 13 0 1.83
© cmoz 20 16 42 0.72
MO2 48 17 13 1.45
) cmoz 36 24 18 1.23
MO2 54 17 7 1.60

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
cmoz 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, “ac-
ceptable” by 14 participants, and “impossible” by 1 participant, yielding a
weighted average of 1.79 = ((63*2)+14)/78.
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We see that in all four sentences the native speakers rated moz (which
also happened to be the form in the original sentence) more highly than cmo.
However, cmoz 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
cmoz and wmoz. 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/moz 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 camoz 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 cmoz and aoz 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, caoz and Moz seem to be more similar and in-
terchangeable than other aspectually related pairs of verb forms.

3. Language-Family Evidence: Czech Translation Equivalents

To gain some perspective on the behavior of Russian cmouy, it could be useful
to compare camoub with another Slavic language that has inherited the same
lexical item. Czech is perhaps the most ideal comparison because it has the et-
ymological 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 camoub
expresses futurity as well as the extent to which the Czech cognate zmoci in-
habits the same conceptual space as cmouo.

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

6 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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Table 3. Results of queries for Russian cmouv and Czech (ne)zmoci in the Para-
Sol corpus. Shaded boxes contain data that is further
disaggregated in Figure 5.

Czech Czech Other

perfective  imperfective  Czech

(ne)zmoci  (ne)moci equivalents Totals
Russian perfective 79 g7 166
nonpast cmozy, etc.
Russian perfective 0 91 131 299
Ppast cmoe, etc.
Russian imperfective 5 NA NA 5
MOUD
Othgr Russian 20 NA NA 20
equivalents
Totals 22 170 218 410

The most frequent translation equivalent of Russian cmouv in Czech is a form
of the imperfective verb (ne)moci. Other Czech verbs or phrases that appear
often include forms of (ne)dokdzat ‘(not) manage’, (ne)umét ‘(not) know how (to),
(ne)podatit 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 equiva-
lents 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
Oeccunren ‘helpless’, mouv ‘be able’, and peuumocsa ‘decide’.

In the first row of Table 3 we see that no Russian nonpast forms of cmouv
have Czech equivalents of (ne)zmoci. Instead, 79 examples of the Russian non-
past 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 cmouv,
again we see no equivalents of (ne)zmoci, but 91 equivalents using Czech im-
perfective (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 mouv, while the remaining 20 have
other equivalents. The other cells in these rows contain “NA” because the
queries were only for Russian cmoup and Czech (ne)zmoci (no queries were
conducted for Russian mouv or Czech (ne)moci or for any other forms).
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Figure 5. Breakdown of distribution of Czech (ne)moci as translation
equivalent of Russian nonpast camozy, etc. and Russian cmoz, 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 cmouv is aligned with the Czech imperfective verb (ne)moci as
its translation equivalent. We see that the equivalents for Russian cmou non-
past 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 camouv parallel to conditional form of Czech
(ne)moct:
Translations from Umberto Eco. Il nome della rosa. 1980

VHave Ka>XkABliT CMOXKeT BBI3BIBATh BUAEHUS U Ay PUTD AI0AE
3eapaMu. [Mms posvi. Eaena KocTrokosny]

jinak by lehkomysIné osoby mohly chodit po svété a hlasat lidem sva
vidéni, neboli lhat s pomoci bylin. [Jméno riize. 1985. Zden€k Frybort]
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®)

©)

(10)

1n

12)

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

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

Translations from Stanistaw Lem. Pamigtnik znaleziony w wannie. 1961.
B Gyayimem s caeaaio 44 Bac, 4TO CMOTY. [AHesHuk, HailderHuiil 6
sanne. 1994. K. Adymenko.]

V budoucnu udélam, co budu moci, samoziejmeé sluzebnim
postupem. [Denik nalezeny ve vané. 1999. Pavel Weigel.]

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

Russian nonpast form of cmouv parallel to nonpast form of Czech (ne)
moci:

Translations from Stanistaw Lem. Pokdj na Ziemi. 1987.

/lea0 B TOM, UTO HUKTO, BKAIOUas 1 Bac, He CMOYKeT YCTaHOBUTD, ATYT
OHU MAM TOBOPAT 1pasay. [Mup na semae. 1990. E. Hesaxum.]

Jde o to, Ze nikdo, ani vy sam, 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’

Russian past form of camoub + 6t parallel to conditional form of Czech
(ne)moct:
Translations from Stanistaw Lem. Fiasko. 1987.

5l 5KecTOK , KOorda Hago OBITh KeCTOKNM, B IIPOTUBHOM CAy4dae TOXKe He
cMor 05l ecTh Msca. [Duacko. 1991. K. Ay1ienxo.]

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.

Russian past form of camoub parallel to past form of Czech (ne)moci:
Translations from Stanistaw Lem. Pamigtnik znaleziony w wannie. 1961.

51 monpITaAcs HPMHOAH}ITBCSI, XOTs 6])1 BIJIHp}IMI/ITbC}I, HO He CMOT 1
TOABKO HOBTOPUA... [AHesnuk, natidennwiii 6 6arire. 1994. K. dymenko.]

Pokousel jsem se vstat, trochu se narovnat, ale nemohl jsem, jen jsem
opakoval... [Denik nalezeny ve vané. 1999. Pavel Weigel.]
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(12) ‘Itried 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 un-
likely to share the semantics of Russian cmoup, although it has some associa-
tion with Russian moup, thus bringing more clarity to Barentsen’s (2002) sug-
gestion that Russian camoub 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 cmouv primarily express futurity in order to
compensate for the lack of *6ydy mouv in Russian. Although budu moci is per-
fectly 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 cmouv, 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 cmouv 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 cmouv. Al-
though both Russian and Spanish of course belong to the same Indo-European
language family, they are only distantly related and there are no etymologi-
cal cognates of Russian cmouv 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).”

The RNC has a parallel corpus of Russian and Spanish texts, the great ma-
jority 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
cmouv and their original Spanish equivalents. In 33 of these sentences there is
no Spanish verb that serves as the parallel to cmouv, leaving 121 examples for
analysis: 60 of these involve nonpast forms of camouv, 60 involve past forms of
cmouv, and one contains the infinitive form camoub (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

7 These percentages are from Janda and Fébregas forthcoming, a study of verb corre-
spondences in a comparison of the Spanish original of La Sombra del Viento by Carlos
Ruis Zafén with its Russian translation Tenov gempa. This data does not include exam-
ples where the Spanish original does not correspond to any verb in Russian.
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‘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 camouo in this corpus. Examples (13)-(16) illustrate the most common
uses of Russian camoub to translate forms of Spanish poder boldfaced in Table 4.

Table 4. Subparadigms of Spanish verbs translated as Russian cmouo

Spanish verb forms Nonpast cmozy, etc. Past cmoz, etc.
Conditional 11 6
Future 14 1
Imperfect 5 0
Present 10 1
Preterite 2 43
Infinitive 2 0
Perfect (Present, Past, 6
and Subjunctive Past)

Subjunctive Imperfect 6 2
Subjunctive Present 8 1

(13) Spanish poder conditional translated as nonpast of cmouw

No podria, todo me huele a cebolla. [Camilo José Cela. La Colmena
(1951)]

A He CMOTY, MHE BC€ ITaXHEeT AYKOM.

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

(14) Spanish poder future translated as nonpast of catoub

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

Be,ZI,HBIIZ Ma/b4lIK B ITIOCA€AHee BpeMsI TaK OC/la6e/l, 9TO CKOPO COBCEM
He CMOXKeT pa6OTaTb.

‘The poor boy has gotten so weak of late that soon he won’t be able to
work at all”
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(15) Spanish poder present translated as nonpast of cmouv

Pues me lo dice y yo, si puedo, se lo arreglo. [Camilo José Cela. La
Colmena (1951)]

Ckaxkure MHE€, 11 51, eCA CMOTY, IIOMOT'Yy BaM.

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

(16) Spanish poder preterite translated as past of cmouo

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 machaco el nido de piratas de Argel sin tener apenas bajas»
[www.abc.es] (2016.12.20)]

Orepariueit pyKoBoAMAN BEICOKVIE YMHEI, @ OH OBl BCETO AMIIID
MECTHBIM KOMaHAMPOM, IIOSTOMY HMYETO He CMOT CAeAaTh.

‘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 major-
ity of Spanish preterite forms (43) are translated as Russian past tense forms
of camouw, suggesting that the past tense forms of cmouv do indeed behave like
perfectives according to this measure. As concerns the nonpast forms of camouv,
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 equiva-
lents of nonpast forms of cmouv), 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 hypothe-
sis concerning the expression of futurity by nonpast forms of camouv; 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 camouv in comparison with mous, with other Russian
verbs, with Czech cognates, and with Spanish translation equivalents. There
is no evidence that Russian cmouv shares any semantic overlap with Czech (ne)
zmoci. There is ample evidence that cmouv 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
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acceptability of past tense cmouv in contexts where past tense mouv is used,
when compared with acceptability ratings of other aspectually paired Rus-
sian verbs, where the results tend to be more categorical. However, past tense
forms of cmouv behave very similarly to other past perfective forms that serve
as translation equivalents of Spanish preterites. We also find that cxouo 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 mouv.
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