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‘TENSED’ AND ‘NON-TENSED’
PREDICATIVES IN RUSSIAN'

Letuchiy A. B. (alexander.letuchiy@gmail.com)

National Research University Higher School of Economics,
Russia, Moscow

Inthe article, | focus on tense marking in Russian constructions with predic-
atives, such asxolodno ‘(itis) cold’ and ploxo ‘(itis) bad’. Statistical data from
the Russian National Corpus show that the frequency of past tense forms
(e.g., combinations with the form bylo) is much greater for some predica-
tives than for others. This difference results both from semantic and formal
factors. On the one hand, some predicatives denote evaluation (e.g. ploxo
‘bad’). Evaluation can be applied to events that have finished or have never
been realized. What is relevant is that the evaluation is made at the moment
of speech, and this is why the present tense (= the zero copula verb) is used.
On the other hand, it is important that the present tense is unmarked with
predicatives, while with verbs, it is marked with special verbal affixes. The
unmarked present tense form of a predicative can get the temporal mean-
ing from the embedded verb. Interestingly, this phenomenon is in a sense
opposite to the well-known phenomenon of relative tense marking. While
the latter presupposes that the tense assignment in the embedded event
is anchored to the tense meaning of the main event, the tense value of the
construction with evaluation predicatives is assigned by ‘agreement’ with
the embedded verb.

Keywords: predicatives, tense, evaluation, emotion, copula verb, the Russian
language
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1. Introduction

In Russian, a special type of units called ‘predicatives’ exists. These units are
mostly homonymous to short adjectives and / or adverbials and tend to be found in
the predicate position. Here belong, for instance, xolodno ‘(it is) cold’, ploxo ‘(it is)
bad’, stranno ‘(it is) strange’, though some go back to nouns (vremja ‘time’). The group
of predicatives includes the following semantic classes:

* Modal predicatives: nado ‘(it is) necessary’, nuzno (it is) necessary’, mozno (it is)
possible’, vozmozno (it is) possible’

e Physical state: tesno (it is) crowded’.

* Mentalstate: interesno ‘(it is) interesting’, legko ‘(it is) easy (e.g., to do something).

* Emotions: radostno ‘(it is) joyful’, neprijatno ‘(it is) unpleasant’.

e Characteristics of a situation in terms of its properties: stranno ‘(it is) strange’,
glupo (it is) silly’.

e Characteristics of time: pozdno (it is) late (e.g., to do something)’, rano ‘(it is)

(too) early (e.g., to do something)’, vremja (it is) time (e.g., to do something)’.

* Ethical evaluation: neeti¢no (it is) immoral’, Zestoko (it is) cruel’, blagorodno

‘(it is) generous’.

* General evaluation: ploxo ‘(it is) bad’, xoroso ‘(it is) good’.

In the article, I consider tense marking of predicatives. I will show that the pres-
ent tense in constructions with predicatives sometimes has a non-standard interpre-
tation. The analysis is based on data taken from the Russian National Corpus (www.
ruscorpora.ru), as well as some elicited examples.

Tense is not expressed morphologically in predicatives. It is marked in the form
of the auxiliary verb ‘be’, which is used with the predicative as a finite element. When
a predicative has to be marked for present tense, no overt predicate is used (Testelets
2009 and Letuchiy 2015 show that the question whether these cases are instances
of zero copula or do not contain any verb at all is not trivial, and the answer is differ-
ent for different types of constructions).

(1) Mme xon00HoO.

It turns out, however, that in some contexts, the present tense (the zero copula)
is used, though the meaning seems to require past or future.

(2) Xomen ckazamvb—HO UMO-MO 0CMAHO8UNO0. F XOpoulLo, umo He cKasa.n.
[AHaromuii A3onbckui. Jlonyuiok // «HoBeit Mup», 1998]

(3) [Jla som smom eu3um 3aHA 8ecb 8eyep U HANPOUb pa3py i Cmob Jbumoe
uM yygcmeo oduHouecmaed. B koHue KOHUY08, MOJcem, U XOPOULO, UMO PA3PY WU
... [Bacunb BeikoB. Beguble troau (1998)]

(4) Ocmaswuiics kKupnuy sexcan noo Ha8ecom U CMPAHHO, UMO 808Ce
He npoodagaJcs. [B. A. ConoyxuH. CMex 3a JieBbIM 11e9oM (1989)]

(5) Boobuye 8036ycieHUe 803pacmaro, U HeU38eCMHO, 80 UMmo 6L 8¢é 3mo
8bLIUNOCH ... [M. A. BynrakoB. Mactep u Mapraputa, gacTb 1 (1929-1940)]

Now I will consider these contexts in detail.
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2. Present tense for present vs. past meanings

Examples (2) through (5) are heterogenous in that present tense can refer either
to a moment in present or in past. Below I term the interpretation where the zero
copula refers to a moment in present ‘standard interpretation’.

For instance, in (5), the interpretation can be standard. While the whole context
describes a situation in past, the predicative neizvestno remains unmarked for tense
(or combined with a zero copula). This can result from the fact that the answer to the
indirect question is unknown to the author at the moment of speech (in this case, the
moment when the text is written or read).

This interpretation seems to be incompatible with example (3). A broader con-
text apparently describes the hero‘s (and not the author’s) attitude to the events:

(3)  JKena Ckeapwluid c BHYKaAMU MOdike 81Uepa yexasd Ha 0awy, a OH 0CMaJcs
8 20podckoll K8apmupe, ckasas, ecms desio. Xomsi 0esid y He20 He ObL0
HUKAK020, NPOCMO X0Me0Cb N0ObIMb 00HOMY, HaeOuHe co c8oero 6edotl.
/Jla som amom 8u3um 3aHs1 8ecb 8euep U HANPOUb PA3PY WU CMOJb AH6UMOE
uMm yygcmeo oduHouecmad. B koHue KoHY08, MOJcem, U XOPOULO, Umo
pa3pywusL: 00uUHOUeCcmao0 moce ¢ KAKUX-mo nop nepecmasno 6uims 015 Hez2o
cnaceHuem, Kak He 6bL10 UM U MHO201100be. Hacmaugo spemsi, kozda atooell
80KpY2 Hez20 CMAHOBUJIOCL BCE MeHblLLe, d NOPOI OHUL U 80BCE UCUe3AL,
0cobeHHO u3 uucaa 0pyseil, COCTYHCUBLE8; 00UHOUECMBO PA3PACMATIOCh,
3aKII0UASL €20 8 NIOMHDLU 2JLyXO01l NY3blpb. OMO ObLNO HENPUBLIUHO, 1Y2d0,
U OH He 3HaJ, 20e emy ayuute: doma 6e3 atodell UNU HA JIH00LX 8He 0oMd.
To, umo wysxcux asmomobuieil BHU3Y He ObLI0, HECKOTILKO €20 YCNOKOUNO,
Xxoms, no0ymaJsl OH, MAWUHA MO2JA YIice U OMBEeXAMb, NOKA OH NPOWAICs
¢ Kpacnanckum. [Bacunb BeikoBs. Beguble moau (1998)]

The hero perceives the situation in past, so its attitude is also situated in past
(we do not know anything about the hero’s state in present).

Interestingly, all constructions with verbal predicates in (3) (uexala, ostalsja, zan-
jal) are marked for past, while the predicative is not accompanied with a past tense form
of the copula verb byt‘’be'. The insertion of bylo makes the example stylistically poor:

(6) ?B KOHUe KOHU08, MOJcem, U XOPOULO 6bLIO, MO PA3PYUWLLUL.

The same interpretation seems to be valid for examples (2) and (4). In (4), for in-
stance, the evaluation stranno ‘strange’ is made by the heroes at the reference time, rather
than at the moment of speech. Below I refer to examples like (3), (4) and (5) using the
term ‘non-standard construction’ and ‘non-standard interpretation (of the present tense)’.

3. Statistical distribution: percentage of past tense

Statistics, based on the Russian National Corpus, shows that predicatives differ
from each other in respect of tense expression. Table 1 below contains percentages
of examples with past tense marking with several predicatives in the whole sample
of examples for the same predicatives. Of course, the verb byt' can be separated from
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the predicative. However, here I counted only those contexts in which the form bylo
is situated immediately before or after the predicative.? To count the percentage in the
last column, the number of contexts with bylo was divided to the whole number of ex-
amples with the predicative and the complementizer ¢to or an interrogative pronoun
(kto ‘who’, kogda ‘when’ and so on).?

bylo + PRAEDIC | PRAEDIC + bylo

+ complemen- | + complemen- Percentage
Predicative Total | tizer / pronoun | tizer / pronoun | of past
HeNOHAMHO + KMo 1,991 154 133 14.4
| kax | umo | 20e
| k020a | nouemy |
CKOJILKO
CMPAHHO + umo 1,777 118 79 11.1
nJsoxo + umo 559 7 3 1.8
npusmHo + umo 980 237 49 29.2
8aJCHO + umo 1,425 29 20 3.4
06udHO + umo 796 104 44 18.6
Xopowo + umo 6,745 38 18 0.8
UHMepecHo + Kmo 4,566 121 32 3.4
| kax | umo | 20e
| k020a | nouemy |
CKOJIbKO

The percentage of contexts where the predicative is marked for past apparently
differs from one predicative to another. Predicatives associated with emotions, such
as prijatno and obidno, show the highest percentage of past. For those marking cogni-
tive activity, stranno and neponjatno, the proportion is a little lower. Finally, gener-
alized properties and evaluation predicatives, namely, vazno, ploxo and xoroso, are
rarely marked for past.

Of course, this difference can result from different factors:

(1) rarity of past contexts. It may be the case that generalized properties and

evaluation are mainly described as belonging to the present time.

(2) difference in interpretation. Perhaps, the statistical difference results from
the fact that the three predicatives of the evaluation group are formally dis-
tinct from other groups: they are used without past marking, even if they
denote a situation in past.

2 This condition is imposed on the search results to avoid contexts like Bylo interesno i pri-

jatno ‘(It) was interesting and pleasant’, where bylo is syntactically connected with two pred-
icatives: interesno and prijatno. Another type of contexts I would like to sort out in this way
is Bylo li prijatno ‘whether it was pleasant’ with an interrogative / indirect question particle
li: interrogative contexts can differ from affirmative ones in many respects.

3 The site www.ruscorpora.ru was accessed on 08.02.1017.
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In fact, both factors appear to be relevant. On the one hand, the evaluative com-
ponent can be applied to a situation as a whole (without a temporal localization). A sit-
uation as such can be regarded as ‘good’ or ‘bad’ theoretically, even if this situation has
never taken place or if we speak about a class of situations.

On the other hand, we have seen that even for evaluative predicatives, the spe-
cific interpretation is also possible: very often the same evaluative predicatives denote
single definite events, as in (2)—(5) above. This is where the second factor (formal
properties of predicatives) is relevant. In the next section I will describe the group
of predicatives that tend to remain unmarked for tense.

4. The relevant group of predicatives

As mentioned above, the relevant group of ‘non-tensed’ predicatives includes
mainly predicatives of evaluation (‘good’, ‘bad’) and other predicatives that denote
continuous properties of events (‘important’). At first glance, the fact that they can
be used without tense marking does not seem very surprising. To be characterized
as ‘good’ or ‘important’, an event should not obligatorily be directly related to the pres-
ent state of affairs—moreover, it can be the case that an event has not been realized.

On the other hand, two more things are to be explained:

1) why for other predicatives, the non-standard interpretation of present tense

is impossible or strange;

2) why the standard marking of tense with the form bylo sometimes sounds awk-

ward for this group of predicates, as in (7), contrary to non-standard construc-
tion (8), which sounds normally:

(7) *BwLno xopowo, umo ITems 8o8pems npubexican u nomoz Ham.

(8) Xopowo, umo ITems 8ogpems npubesxcan u HaAM NOMoe.

4.1. Impossibility / awkwardness of the non-standard
construction with other predicates

Why is the non-standard interpretation of the present tense unacceptable with
predicatives of emotions and many other classes? I shall explain it on the example
of emotional predicatives. The reason seems to be that emotions are linked to the time
of event much tighter than evaluation meanings.

For instance, example (9) is non-canonical semantically, while (10) is standard:

(9) Mame npusamHo, umo eocmu el cedst 8eHCUBO.
(10) Mawme 6bL10 npusmMHO, UMo 2ocmu 8edym / el cebs 8eHCAUBO.

Of course, both (9) and (10) are perfectly grammatical. What is unusual about
(9), is that the emotion is described in present, while the event took place in past.
Contexts like this occur in the RNC, but in a special situation when the past situation
is relevant for the moment of speech. For instance, this is the case with ‘resultative
events’
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(11) Ouens npusimuo, umo 8vL ocmanucs ¢ Hamu. [O MOANIMCKe Ha BTOPOe MOIyToAye
2007 roga // «Hayxka u xu3Hb», 2007]

In (11), the stimulus situation is relevant for the moment of speech: the ad-
dressee is currently with the speaker. This is not the case in (9), where (in the absence
of a broader context) the embedded situation does not seem to be relevant.

In (10), the emotion is described as occurring simultaneously to the stimulus.
This variant seems to be more canonical.

4.2. Awkwardness of the standard construction
with evaluation predicates

Contrary to emotions, evaluation meanings are not linked to the time when the
situation occurs. The description of a situation as ‘good’, ‘bad’, or ‘strange’is not related
to the individual instance of the situation. If we say something like ‘It was raining, and
it is good that Peter took his umbrella’, this evaluation results from the general logic
(‘If it rains, an umbrella is necessary’). Also contrary to emotions, evaluation mean-
ings are not sensitive to the relevance of the situation: we can evaluate even a situa-
tion that is completely irrelevant to the moment of speech: in (12), for instance, the
evaluation constitutes a part of the description of the author's childhood. The events,
which are described, are not necessarily relevant for the current time:

(12) Za, 5 poduncs 8 Cogemckom Cor3se U 20piucycb smum. Bce demcmeo omovixan
8 NUOHepdzepsx U HA 6bazax ¢ podumensamu. M camoe unmepecHoe,
Mbl 8ce OblU cuacmausbl—o6e3 nAMu38e3004HbLX ANAPMAMEHMO8, MHUMOU
9IK30MUKU U 06HCUPANOBKI NO cUCMeMe «8Ce BKAHOUeH0». XOpouLo, umo mozoa
MEPUNIOM HCUBHU He ObLIL HUL 2AAMYDHbLI 81O, HU UHOMAPKA, HU 0PUCHAS
paboma, Hu 06513amenbHblll 0mobLx 3a pybexcom ... [EBrenutt PYMSAHIIEB.
Typenkue Bpauu He pasrafeny y 9-1eTHero pocCUAHUHA [IepesIoM PYKU //
Komcomonbckasd npasga, 2013.07.11]

The fact that life used to be different when the speaker was child does not have
much to do with the moment of speech. However, this fact is really important for the
way of speaker’s life in that period.

Yet, the present tense is used because the evaluation meaning ‘good’ is applicable
even to events which are no longer relevant. If it is changed to prijatno, it is necessary
that the event should be relevant for the speech act time.

If a predicative like xoroso was used with bylo, it would imply that the evaluation
predicative refers to past in the sense that the situation is evaluated in past. However,
the evaluation like ‘good’ by default refers to the general state of affairs. The hypo-
thetical meaning ‘it was good that ..." presupposes that the evaluation changed from
the reference time, which is highly non-canonical (‘in my childhood it was good, but
it is no longer good’). To make the standard construction with bylo possible in (12),
a subjective component should be included in the sentence. For instance, (12’) sounds
good with bylo, because the PP dlja menja ‘for me’ is added: the situation might be good
for the speaker in past, and then the speaker might have changed his opinion.

(12)  /[ns meHs GbLIO XOPOULO, UMO MEPUJIOM HCUSHU M020a He bbL 1AMy PHbLLL 8UO.
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In other words, evaluation predicatives tend to choose a non-standard inter-
pretation, because evaluation tends to be regarded as objective and constant in time
(though in fact, this is not necessarily the case).

4.3. Pragmatic motivation for not marking past: speech act markers

There is another group that typically does not take the past tense marker bylo:
it includes the predicative interesno. We have not mentioned it, but note that the pro-
portion of past for this predicative is as low as for evaluation predicatives. It seems,
however, that it is semantically different from the evaluation group: the fact that
something is interesting for someone is not a constant property, it rather changes from
one period to the other.

If we have a look at the data, it turns out that interesno can be combined with
bylo, but only if the dative-marked experiencer is expressed in the sentence (16). Con-
structions with bylo but without an experiencer sound a bit strange (14):

(13) HnmepecHo, kmo amom uesio8ek—xo0um, cnpawlugaem gcex o0 UéM-mo.

(14) ?Kakoii-mo uesnogex Xo0UJN U cCnpawiuean ecex o uém-mo. boLiio unmepecHo,
KMo amom uesiosex.

(15) MHe unmepecHo, Kmo 3mom uenogex.
(16) MHe 6bL10 UHMeEPECHO, KIMO 3MOM Yel08ex.

I think that for interesno, the rarity of past results from the discourse function
of the predicative. When used without an explicit experiencer, interesno either marks
the question or the relevance of the information. Since the predicative is used here
as a discourse marker?, it is natural that usually it does not refer to the past: discourse
meanings tend to be used deictically, with reference to the speech act time and loca-
tion. In contrast, when the experiencer is mentioned, as in (15)-(16), the predica-
tive interesno expresses the usual meaning of the cognitive state of the experiencer
(‘something is interesting for the experiencer’). Not surprisingly, this meaning allows
transposition to past contexts, as well as emotional meanings like ‘surprise’.

Contrary to evaluation predicates, interesno does not allow the non-standard in-
terpretation of present tense. In general, the use of this predicative without an expe-
riencer is rare if it refers to past.

Notably, for interesno, the possibility of the non-standard interpretation depends
on the strategy of complementation. The standard interpretation is possible if an in-
direct question is used (13)-(16), but almost impossible if the verb hosts a ¢to-clause:

(17) MumepecHo, umo HUKMO He 3aMemu N0OMeHbL JOKYMEHMO8.

(18) *BovLno uHmepecHo, umo HUKmMO He 3amMemuJi noOMeHbl 00KYMEeHMO8.

4 Note that, contrary to verbs like kaZetsja, that are often used as parentheticals, the predica-

tive interesno does not lose the properties of the head predicate in constructions like this: its
function of a discourse marker does not lead to a change in the syntactic position.
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5. Factors of the choice of the strategy

Although the standard and the non-standard strategy appear to be free variants,
some factors are statistically relevant for their distribution. The probability of the
standard marking increases if the sentence contains a nominal subject-like pronoun
(éto, odno), a dative-marked expriencer or the complement clause is an infinitive
construction.

5.1. The pronoun éto

Zimmerling (2009) shows that in constructions with predicatives, the pronoun
éto can be used pleonastically. It is coreferent with the clausal complement (note that
the precise syntactic position of éto and the clausal complement, their identity or non-
identity are irrelevant for the present work).

What is relevant, is that the use of éto makes the standard use of tense more
probable.

(19) 1 amo 6bL10 XOpOULO, UMO YPOKU KOHUANUCL paHbule pabomst. [AHApel BuTOB.
Caz (1960-1963)]

Example (19) with the past tense is acceptable, though in general, past sounds
strange with the predicative xoroso ‘good’. The reason seems to be that the clause
includes 1 amo 6sL10 xopowto, while the complement clause umo ypoku xoxuanucs
parbute pabomut is added afterwards, and the syntactic position of the complement
clause is unclear. If the initial form does not include an embedded clause, marked for
tense, the clause /1 amo 6vL10 x0pouto cannot be assigned the tense value if the past
tense is not expressed.

5.2. Infinitive vs. finite clause

Another relevant feature is the strategy of complementation, chosen in the par-
ticular construction with a predicative. The variant without tense-marking and the
past interpretation in the main clause is only possible if the embedded clause is finite.
If infinitive is chosen, the tense value must be marked on the predicative. For instance,
in (20), with the predicative prijatno, and (21), with the lexeme xoroso, omission of the
tense form of byt‘ will change the interpretation: the speaker’s perception will refer
to the moment of speech.

(20) MHe 6bL710 NPUAMHO CABLULAMb IMU CN08A.

(21) Tax xopowto 6bLIO cudems 30ech, nuMs Kode, CLyUaAmMb MOpe, CMOMpenbd
8 s1ackosble enasa leopeusi Bacunvesuua... [[Imutpuii BeikoB. Opdorpadus
(2002)]

Some rare examples with a non-standard construction with infinitive are not
fully acceptable and semantically unclear.

(22) Ha Hekomopbix Kpblulax 8UOHbL ObLAU 00U, HO HEU38ECMHO, KAK K HUM
dobpamucs. [AHatonuii KysHeroB. babuii sp (1965-1970)]
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This opposition reveals an important thing about the nature of the non-standard
interpretation. The non-standard (past-like) interpretation of the present tense ap-
pears to result from the fact that tense is marked in the finite complement clause.
In this case, the past interpretation of the predicative is clear from the interpretation
of the embedded clause. If the embedded clause contains infinitive, which does not
distinguish tense values, the non-standard interpretation is impossible.

This mechanism is rather close to the relative tense-marking, which was de-
scribed by Barentsen (1996), Schlenker (2003) Khomitsevich (2007), Say (2016),
Letuchiy (2016). The notion of relative tense-marking covers cases when the tense
form of the embedded verb denotes the temporal localization of the event with respect
to the main situation. For instance, in (23), the present tense form rabotaet ‘works’
does not mean that the subject works in a bank at the moment of speech. The point
is that he worked there at the time when the main situation (dumal ‘thought’) takes
place:

(23) 4 oyman, umo ox pabomaem 6 6amke.

In contrast, under the absolute interpretation, the tense form in the embedded
clause describes the localization of the event with respect to the speech act: before,
after or simultaneously with .it.

(24) A sowén, ko20a sce obedau.

The relative interpretation is characteristic of Russian complement clauses, while
the absolute one tends to occur in adjunct clauses, though both tendencies know some
exceptions (see, for instance, Paducheva 2014 on the non-standard behaviour of the
adverbial subordinator poka).

The situation with predicatives is almost opposite to the relative tense marking.
The tense value is marked in the embedded clause, while the time of the main event
is understood from the embedded clause. The difference is that relative tense mark-
ing does not presuppose that the tense value of the embedded verb coincides with that
of the main verb (the latter is just counted from the former). By contrast, in the case
under analysis, the tense value of the clause with a predicative coincides with the
value of the embedded clause.

In other words, we can treat the non-standard (past-like) interpretation of pres-
ent tense with predicatives as a case of ‘accommodation’ of the tense value in the main
clause to the one in the embedded clause. Under this analysis, it becomes clear why
this non-standard interpretation is mainly observed in cases, where the main clause
is headed by a predicative, rather than a verb. Past tense remains unmarked with
predicatives, this is why accommodation of the present tense value in the main clause
to the past tense value of the embedded clause does not create any grammatical con-
flict between present tense and past tense markers. In contrast, if the main predicate
is verbal, it is explicitly marked for the present tense, which makes accommodation
to the past tense value very difficult.
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5.3. The expression of experiencer

The expression of the experiencer is also relevant for the choice of the standard /
non-standard marking. If the experiencer is expressed, the standard variant becomes
better. Not surprisingly, a significant part of examples of tense-marking with the pred-
icative xoroso (11 out of 56) contain a dative-marked experiencer.

(25) U mHe 6bL10 X0powLo, umo s 8udes cuacmaugyto sceHwury. [®aszunb VickaHzep.
CroxeT cymjectBoBaHuA (1965)]

(26) U ewe emy 6b110 X0pouto, umo, obudes E20pogHy, OH y3HAN ee NO-HACMOSULeMY.
[Bragumup XKenesnukos. [Tocneauutt napaz (1985)]

The relevance of the experiencer expression can result from the degree of syn-
tactic complexity of the main clause (this factor has been mentioned before, where
we discussed the presence of a pronominal element). However, the same link can
be addressed in semantic terms. If the experiencer is expressed, the interpretation
of the situation changes: while the predicative stranno or xoroSo without an experi-
encer is interpreted as denoting a general property of the situation, if the experiencer
is included, the main clause denotes experiencer's perception, and, thus, its meaning
becomes more subjective. The experiencer’s state is linked to the precise temporal lo-
calization, whereas the generalized property, as mentioned above, characterizes the
situation as such, with no link to the particular time or space. If something is strange
or good, this is true even the situation has never occurred, or, on the contrary, has oc-
curred and ended much time ago.

6. Coordination with past tense descriptions

The fact that the construction under analysis is interpreted in a special way is ev-
ident from its behaviour in coordinate constructions. In examples (2) and (4), for-
mally present tense predicative constructions are coordinated with past tense verbal
constructions. The same is shown in the example below:

(27) Cemen cmompesn mo Ha meHs, mo Ha Havto, U Heu3gecmHo, KMo 8bl3bl8AJL Y He20
6onvwee yousnerue. [Cepreii JlykbssHeHKo. HouHOH 030D (1998)]

Recall that the non-standard interpretation is awkward or impossible if the expe-
riencer is expressed. Not surprisingly, coordinate constructions of the same type also
become strange in presence of the explicit experiencer, as in (28) and (30):

(28) ?4 e20 He tOOUN, U MHe NPUAMHO, YMO NPUX00UN OH pedko. (example (28)
becomes fully acceptable if mne prijatno is changed to xoroso):

(29) A e20 He 06UM, U XOPOULO, UMO NPUXOOUN OH PeJKO.

(30) ?CeméH cmompen mo Ha MeHS, Mo HA Hnvio, U MHe Heu38ecmHo / HeNOHAMHO,
KMo 8bl3bl8AN Y Hez20 Ooibllee onaceHue.

An interesting question is whether the acceptability of coordinate constructions
like (27) shows that predicatives like neizvestno are grammaticalized in contexts
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with a non-standard interpretation and are syntactically modal markers, and not
matrix predicates. Currently I do not have any reliable data to answer this question.
In any case, it is important that in examples like (27), predicatives retain their syn-
tactic pattern: they host an embedded clause with ¢to and not, for instance, occur
as parentheticals.

Conclusions

In the paper, I claimed that Russian predicatives fall into two groups. This division
is based on their tendency to be marked or unmarked for tense in past contexts. The
first group includes predicatives of various semantic classes, for instance, predicatives
of emotion, physical perception, and so on (‘unpleasant’, ‘cold’, ‘hot’, and so on). The
other group includes the evaluation class and similar meanings (‘good’, ‘bad’, ‘strange’).
Importantly, not only does the second group allow the past tense value to be unmarked,
but sometimes the hypothetical past tense marking even looks awkward.

The facts under analysis can be accounted for both by semantic and by formal fac-
tors. On the one hand, evaluation is semantically possible even for those situations that
are finished, have not been realized or simply are not highly relevant for the moment
of speech. Thus, even in past contexts, the evaluation predicative can be used in pres-
ent (= with a zero copula), because evaluation is made by the speaker at the moment
of speech. On the other hand, this phenomenon is mainly characteristic of constructions
with predicatives, and not with verbs. I supposed that this results from the fact that
present tense remains unmarked with predicatives, but is morphologically marked with
verbs. This is why the tense value of the unmarked form of predicatives can be accom-
modated to the tense value of the embedded verb. The same is impossible for synthetic
and explicitly marked present tense forms of verbs. I showed that this case of accom-
modation is in a sense parallel to relative tense marking in Russian subordinate clauses.

The problem which has been discussed has theoretical implications lying beyond
the domain of predicatives. The situation under analysis shows that classes of matrix
predicates (evaluation predicates, emotion predicates and so on) differ in their pref-
erence to combine with a specific instance of an event (emotion predicates) vs. with
a generalized event (evaluation predicates).

The future research perspective can include testing Russian verbs of emotion for
their combinability (in the present tense) with different tense forms of the embedded
predicate. This can constitute an important empirical test for the type of event (e.g.,
concrete / abstract, realized / non-realized) that the main predicate is compatible
with. For instance, as shown before, evaluation predicatives can characterize an event
irrespectively of whether it was realized and whether it is regarded as an abstract
event or as a concrete instance of the situation.

Another theoretical conclusion is that the range of strategies of tense marking
depends on the part of speech (and, perhaps, other properties) of the main predicate.
This makes us doubt the parallelism of constructions with lexical verbs vs. zero copu-
las. Other syntactic features, which are said to characterize the Russian complex sen-
tence, are to be tested against constructions with predicatives.
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