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The bare Dative radial category in Old Church Slavonic and Modern Russian

FEkaterina Voloshina

1. Introduction

In this paper, I will describe the radial categories of the bare Dative case in Modern
Russian and Old Church Slavonic based on the scholarly literature and corpus data. As
the data show, the radial category of the Dative case has changed since Old Church
Slavonic in two ways. Firstly, the radial category has become smaller; it includes only 6
subcategories instead of the 8 subcategories attested in Old Church Slavonic. Secondly,
the prototype has changed from the semantic role of Goal to the semantic role of Recipient.

Old Church Slavonic (OCS) is not a direct ancestor of Russian, as Old Church Slavonic
1s often regarded as a South Slavic language. Nevertheless, Old Church Slavonic is close
to Late Common Slavic. Both Old Church Slavonic and Old Russian, which is more closely
related to Modern Russian, are descendants of Common Slavic. For this paper, I chose Old
Church Slavonic as my source of data, since it has a larger collection of available texts
than Old Russian. Therefore, the comparison of OCS and Modern Russian can be seen as
an approximation of a comparison of Common Slavic and Modern Russian.

I will discuss what meanings the bare Dative used to have in Old Church Slavonic and
will compare those meanings with the Modern Russian meanings of the Dative case. I will
examine the type frequency of the predicates that govern the Dative case both in Old
Church Slavonic and in Russian. I limit my research to the meanings of the bare Dative,
as my main purpose is to explore the semantics of the case. The semantics of the
preposition might influence the general meaning of the construction. Therefore, if the goal
is to explore the pure meaning of a case, it is reasonable to exclude examples with
prepositions. Moreover, constructions with a bare case and with a preposition are not
interchangeable. As several researchers (Abraham 2006, Philippova 2017) have shown,
the constructions differ with regard to their frequency and their distribution in a corpus.

For my research, I adopt the theoretical framework of Cognitive linguistics. In this
framework, the focus of studies is on the meaning, and linguistic phenomena are explained
with cognitive mechanisms. The goal of Cognitive Linguistics is to discover motivations
behind different meanings and concepts. One of the most prominent themes within this
framework is research on polysemy. Lakoff (1987:12) suggests that “related meanings of
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words form categories and that the meanings bear family resemblances to one another”.
Resemblances have a radial character, therefore, they can be modelled with a radial
category. A radial category is a structured network that consists of a prototype and
peripheral subcategories. Lakoff (1987:83) illustrated the idea of a radial category with
the polysemy of the word mother. Other researchers have used radial categories to
represent prefixes in Russian (Enderson 2019), grammatical case in Czech (Janda 1990),
and the development of the semelfactive in Slavic (Nesset 2013).

The prototype is the most representative member of a radial category, “a central
category member or a more abstract (default) schema, representing the core category
elements” (Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk 2007:17). The prototype can be selected on the
basis of the following criteria:

e In comparison with abstract meanings, spatial and embodied meanings tend to
be more prototypical;

e  The prototypical meaning should provide motivation for other members of a radial
category, and be the meaning that is most connected to other meanings in the
category;

e The prototype of a radial category is usually the most frequent member in terms
of type frequency or token frequency. Token frequency is the total number of
attestations of one entity in a corpus of texts. Type frequency is the number of
individual entities that belong to one subcategory. In this paper, type frequency
means a frequency of unique constructions with the Dative case in each semantic
role. As I will show later, semantic roles describe participants of different
situations, and situations are usually described with verbs. So, I compare the
frequency of semantic roles expressed with the Dative case.

These criteria can yield different results for prototypes, and one can postulate more than
one prototype. Apart from that, the prototype does not have to meet all of these criteria,
and they are not sufficient criteria but features that prototypes tend to have.

A radial category is not the only way to present polysemy. In typological linguistics, a
semantic map illustrates connections between different meanings of polysemic categories.
Although the idea of a semantic map is similar to a radial category, semantic maps are
based on data from different languages. On a semantic map, categories are connected only
if they have the same morphosyntactic expression in any language. In contrast with radial
categories, a semantic map does not directly imply that one category semantically
motivates another one (for further discussion see Malchukov, Haspelmath & Comrie
2010). However, a meaning that a grammatical or lexical category shares across languages
1s considered a prototypical meaning of this category. Sometimes semantic maps show how
meanings were diachronically developing from other meanings, and this is similar to the
idea of motivation in a radial category.

Haspelmath (2003) first suggested the idea of a semantic map on the example of the
Dative case in English and French. He used the inventory of semantic roles to describe
meanings of the Dative case. Semantic roles were proposed by Fillmore (1968) as “deep
cases”.

A semantic role is a linguistic model that unites similar participants of different
situations on the basis of their similar morphosyntactic behavior. There exist different
approaches to semantic roles and cases, especially to the issue of case universality
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(Sigurodsson 2003). Chomsky (1981) argues that every language has an overt or covert case
system, though typological research (Nichols 1992: 90) indicates that half of the languages
have cases, 45% are caseless, and 5% of languages, such as English and French, are case-
poor. Both Russian and Old Church Slavonic belong to languages with a morphological
case.

Although a case is not a typologically universal category, semantic roles show that
functions of cases or prepositions are universal. The set of semantic roles is the same
across languages, although their expressions depend on a language. Moreover, in a wide
sense, cases could be considered as labels for core semantic roles. For instance, the Dative
case 1s used as a label for the grammatical function of an indirect object (Recipient-like
participant) in ditransitive constructions. This meaning is often treated as the prototype
of the Dative radial category. For Haspelmath’s map is based on French and English data,
which are poor-case, Haspelmath describes the Dative case in a wide sense, with Recipient
placed in the center of the map (Haspelmath 2003).

Predicative External

Possessor Possessor
Direction Recipient Beneficiary Judicantis
Purpose Experiencer

Figure 1: The semantic map from Haspelmath (2003)

In order to make my research comparable to other works about case, I do not use a “fine-
grained” set of semantic roles (the term first used in Dowty 1991). Therefore, I prefer an
inventory of semantic roles based on cross-linguistic data. The typological criterion to form
a set of semantic roles is “the existence of case marking solely dedicated to that semantic
role in at least one language” (Luraghi & Narrog 2014:14). I chose Haspelmath’s work
because it is one of the most authoritative works in this field, and it used an approach to
data presentation similar to a radial category.

I will give a brief description of typologically possible meanings of Dative-like
grammatical categories in accordance with Haspelmath’s model. Here and later, I will
provide examples from the Russian National Corpus! for each function. The bare Dative
case in Russian that I am interested in does not have some of the functions identified by
Haspelmath, such as Goal, dativus judicantis?, and Purpose. I will illustrate these
functions with examples of the Dative or Genitive case and a preposition.

1 https://ruscorpora.ru/
2 This is the only function on Haspelmath’s map that is not a semantic role at the same time.
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Recipient in Haspelmath’s semantic map has the most connections to other functions,
which is one of the prototype’s criteria. Diachronically, Recipient is usually derived from
Beneficiary or Goal (Direction in Haspelmath (2003)), and the latter could be a better
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Recipient:

ITetp mas kuwury acepy Jmurpuro.

‘Petr gave a book to the SR Dmitry’. [Bepu monosuuy akmmit y @opma — u ou
cpaay samnoet «MuTepuanmonam // «HHusus HarmmonaapHocTei», 2002.10.14]

Beneficiary:

HenmaBHo s1 Kymui ceIHY 1ady...

‘Recently, I bought a dacha for my son’. [Komnermua amexmoros: Bpaun (1970-
2000)]

Experiencer:

W mHe kaseTcs, A 3HAI0, IIOUEMY 9TO IIPOUCXOINT.

‘And it seems to me that I know why it is happening’. [Mapusa Bapnenra.
lNanuua Troruaa. ®parmenTtsl 0esoro cruxa // «lomosoin, 2002.02.04]

Predicative Possessor:
A Bam He cuin.3
‘I am not your son’.[Anexcaunp Bammumos. Craprmii cera (1965)]

External Possessor:
[TocTtpuru mue HorTH!
‘Clip my nails!” [Aunpeit Bosoc. Hegsusrumocts (2000) // «Hossrit Mup», 2001]

Purpose:

MHue kasxeTcss, MbI OBLIIN CO3JAHBI APYT JJIS ApyTa.

‘It seems to me that we were made for each other’. [B. II. Karaes. Anmasusrii
moii Bererr (1975-1977)]

Goal:
Ep1110B B351 OTIIyCK M IT0€XaJI K OTILY.

‘Ershov took a vacation and went to his father’. [Bacuamit I'poceman. Husus u
cynnba, u. 1 (1960)]

judicantis:

9to 6bLT0 TPy AHOE M1t Muxauia JleomoBrmya Bpemsi.

‘It was a difficult time for Mikhail Leonovich’. [Bagum Baesckwuii. lltpuxu &
moprperty // «3uams», 2012]

prototype for a radial category, since it has a spatial meaning.

However, the prototype of a radial category could change over time, as shown by Dickey
(2003) for the Russian prefix po-. My hypothesis is that the semantic role of Goal used to
be the prototype of the Dative case in Old Church Slavonic, whereas in Modern Russian
Recipient is the best candidate for the prototype. I will discuss the meanings of the Dative
case proposed in the scholarly literature (Section 2 for Modern Russian and Section 4 for
Old Church Slavonic). I will furthermore present the type frequency based on corpus data

3 This context is very rare in colloquial speech and it is usually expressed with the preposition ms.
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(Section 3 for Modern Russian and Section 5 for Old Church Slavonic) to compare how the
category of Dative has changed (Section 6).

2. Dative functions in Modern Russian

In this section, I describe the meanings of the Dative case in Modern Russian based on the
dative functions proposed by Martin Haspelmath. One of the methods that I use to
distinguish different semantic roles of the Dative was to compare semantic groups of verbs
they are used with. To make this analysis possible, it is required that in all the examples
the case is assigned by a verb, and not by a preposition or an adjective. Therefore, I limit
the discussion to meanings expressed by the Russian Dative case when it is governed by
a verb.

I start with Recipient, and I will discuss whether it provides enough motivation for
other semantic roles. Recipient in Russian is introduced by verbs of transfer, as gats ‘give’

or orapaBuTh ‘send’:

(9) Ilerp masx xHUTY acepy Jmurpuro.
‘Petr gave a book to the SR Dmitry’. [Bepu mosoBuny axiuit y @opna — u on
cpaay samnoet «MuTepHanmonam // «HHusus HarmmonaasHocTei», 2002.10.14]

The verb mats ‘give’ assigns a different semantic role to a noun in the Dative if it is used
metaphorically. For instance, in example (10) Dative expresses Addressee because the
verb i1s used in a construction denoting a speech act:

(10) Ho s maro Bam yecTHOE CJIOBO, UTO S He KyPHAJKMCTKA U CTATHIO JeJIaTh He
co0MparIoCk.
‘T give you my word, I am not a journalist, and I am not going to write an
article’. [Anekcarmgpa Mapunnna. My:sxckme urpst (1997)]

It is controversial if Addressee (example (11)) is a separate semantic role or a subtype of
Recipient. Daniel (2014) considers it as a separate role on the basis of a typological
criterion. Janda and Clancy (2002) include examples with verbs of speech into the category
of Recipient, as speech can be a metaphor of transfer of words. I regard Addressee as a
separate role following typological criteria.

(11) { crasxy Tebe ceifuac 4YTO-TO OUEHb BAKHOE.
‘T will tell you something very important’. [Muxawns [llumkwusa. [TucemoBHmK
(2009) // «Bmams», 2010]

In addition, Janda and Clancy (2002) consider contexts of “giving the self” as a subtype of
Recipient. In these examples a subject and an object of transfer refer to the same object:

(12) TssresbIit BOIIPOC OBLII: KOMY JOJIZKHBI JJOCTATHCS [ OJTUITBIHCKIE UMEHUS?
‘There was a difficult question: who will inherit Golizyn’s estate? [C. M.
losmuein. 3amuckn yiesnesinero. Ilpenuciosue (1989)]

On Haspelmath’s semantic map, Recipient is connected to Beneficiary, Experiencer and
Predicative Possessor. Beneficiary receives benefit or harm? from the situation.

4 This semantic role is sometimes called Maleficiary.
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(13) OdwmrmanT HaAJKMI MHE HEMHOTO BUHA JJI ITPOOHL.
‘The waiter poured me some wine to taste it’. [[I. A. I'parmu. Mecsair sBBepx
Horamu (1966)]

The semantic shift from Recipient to Beneficiary is an example of metonymy: if transfer
is profitable for Recipient, the benefit becomes more important than the idea of transfer.
Therefore, the participant expressed by the Dative case becomes Beneficiary. It is a
separate role because in many languages it has a morphosyntactic expression different
from the expression of Recipient.

Janda and Clancy (2002) consider the role of Beneficiary as a subtype of Experiencer.
The argument for merging Recipient, Beneficiary, and Experiencer is that benefit can be
seen as a subtype of experience. However, they are two different roles because Beneficiary
and Experiencer differ in their prototypical constructions. Beneficiary is a part of
ditransitive constructions (see example (13)), whereas Experiencer is the only argument
of a predicate (example (14)).

(14) Mmue upasurcsa Nuaus.
‘T like India’. [Buxrop Ilenesun. HKemnras crpesa (1993)]

According to Janda and Clancy (2002), Experiencer also includes the subtypes “having

and needing”, “age, environment and emotions”, and “modal meanings”. These meanings
of the Experincer are the most frequent in Russian:

“having and needing”:

(15) Korrems mpunagiexuT mpodeccopy u3 Ilommrexa.
‘The cottage belongs to the professor from Polytech’. [Cepreit Tapamos.
Mecrurenu (1999)]

“age, environment and emotions”:
(16) Mue MuHYJIO IITECTHAIIIATE JIET...
‘I turned sixteen’. [M. I'perosa. Ilepemom (1987)]

“modal meanings”:

(17) MyssIka rpeMUT CIIMIIKOM IPpoMKO. Eif MprXoguTCa KpUYaTh.
‘The music is playing too loud. She has to scream’. [Aunpeit 'estacumos. @oxc
Mangep moxosx Ha cBuHbL0 (2001)]

Example (15) can also be interpreted as the Possessor, though the prototypical Possessor
is expressed by the Genitive in Russian. However, the Dative case is frequently used in
contexts of External Possessor (Eckhoff 2007), which is a peripheral type of Possessor, as
in example (18):

(18) Bsb6osrammoe mammnanckoe BHe3arHo 0beT CeMeHy B JIUIIO.
‘Stirred champagne hits Semen in the face’. [. ®. Craguok. Kmouwn ot Heba
(1956)]

This example is equal to the following sentence: BabosrrarnHoe mmammnarsckoe BHE3aIrHO ObeT
muio Cemena ‘Stirred champagne hits Semen’s face’, though the example with the
Genitive is ungrammatical for some native speakers of Russian.

External Possessor is directly connected to Recipient through the idea of possession.
After an act of transfer, Recipient becomes the possessor of the object of transfer. If the
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verb does not express transfer, it still can have the meaning of possession. Therefore, some
peripheral contexts of Possessor are expressed by the Dative case. Apart from that,
External Possessor is linked to Experiencer, as the latter can be interpreted as a
“possessor” of experience or emotions. It is also connected to Beneficiary as External
Possessor 1s the victim of harm (example (18)).

One more semantic role of the Dative case in Russian is Counteragent:

(19) Koummonsa mpoboBaj moapaskaTs OTILY.
‘Kolunya tried to imitate his father’. [Anerceit Bapnamos. Kymasua // «HoBbrit
Mup», 2000]

This semantic role is not included in the semantic map by Haspelmath. Counteragent
(“Competitor” in the terminology of Janda and Clancy (2002)) is an agentive participant,
which is different from proper Agent. This semantic shift can be explained through the
position of Recipient on the scale of agentivity. Recipient is situated in-between Agent and
Patient. Recipient is not a participant, which commits an act, as the Agent, and it is not a
participant, which is an object of an act. Therefore, if the second participant of a
ditransitive construction, which is prototypically Recipient, becomes more agentive, its
functions will extend. It will be compared to the Agent, and comparison with the Agent is
the main characteristic of Counteragent.

In Janda and Clancy (2002), Competitor has two subtypes: “matching forces” and
“submission to a greater force”. In the first subtype, participants are compared and
considered to be equal.

(20) Dywur crepauuros pasusaercsa 20 IIMIIHAHTAM.
‘A pound sterling is equal to 20 shillings’. [II. JI. Kamuma. Tpunmare gsa roma
cryers (1966)]

The second subtype describes the situation when the Agent follows or submits to
Counteragent or repeats its actions:

(21) A Jlepsibumy He ITOTUHUHSIOCE.
‘I do not obey Deryabin’. [Cepreit Jlonaros. Hamru (1983)]

As seen from the analysis of the dative functions discussed in the literature, which is
summarised in schema 2, Recipient as the prototype of the category explains all the
meanings of the Dative. None of the subcategories has a spatial meaning but Recipient
can provide motivations for most of the members of the category.
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Beneficiary Addressee
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Experiencer Recipient

External

Counteragent
Possessor

Figure 2: The radial category of the bare Dative case in Modern Russian

3. Type frequency in Modern Russian

In this section I will examine the constructions that include an argument expressed by the
Dative case and the type frequency of these constructions for every semantic role discussed
in the previous section.

For the corpus-based analysis I will use FrameBank, which is a type of FrameNet-like
resource. Its approach to semantic roles is different from the typological one. FrameBank
describes the lexicon of Russian in terms of “frames”. Frames are formalized schemas of
usage of words and constructions (Kashkin & Lyashevskaya 2015). The lexical information
about every frame includes annotation of semantic roles. Roles are “fine-grained” (Dowty
1991). In FrameBank, 91 semantic roles are used (Kashkin and Lyashevskaya 2015), and
they are united into bigger families, for example, the family of Agent, or the family of
Patient.

I extracted all the frames with a participant in the Dative case for further analysis, and
for non-frequent semantic roles I used the label of a family to make the data more
comparable: for example, for the role of “cyonexTt dpmsmosorunueckoit peaxiun” (‘subject of
physical reaction’), which is included in the family of Experiencer, I used the label
Experiencer. Some of the roles have a different label in FrameBank, for instance,
Recipient is called “wxomeumsrii moceccop” in the FrameBank annotation. For these
examples I will use the labels discussed in the previous section and avoid FrameBank
labels.

Moreover, FrameBank has more semantic roles for the Dative case than are included
in the radial category I propose, such as Background situation, Reason, Agent, Stimulus,
Purpose, Place, Parameter, Sphere. These examples were excluded for two reasons: a) they
are not frequent; and b) they can be analyzed with the inventory of the semantic roles
proposed in Section 2. For example, Parameter is illustrated with the following example
in FrameBank:

(22) JIBaskawl 1Ba paBHSIETCS YeTHIPEM.
‘T'wo by two is equal to four’. (example from FrameBank)

However, this example can be analyzed as a peripheral example of Counteragent subtype
“matching forces”.
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Therefore, I will focus on the following semantic roles: External Possessor, Addressee,
Recipient, Experiencer, Counteragent, Beneficiary. The type frequency of the
constructions with these semantic roles is shown in Table 1:

Semantic role Type frequency
Addressee 101
Recipient 79
External Possessor 67
Experiencer 60
Counteragent 57
Beneficiary 51

Table 1: The type frequency of the semantic roles of the Dative case in Russian

Judging from the frequencies reported in Table 1, Addressee might be analyzed as the
prototype. However, this seems illogical, considering that Addressee cannot provide
motivations for the other semantic roles (see Section 2) and it is highly abstract. I will take
a closer look at the correspondence between the constructions and the semantic roles.

With 101 contexts attested, Addressee is the most frequent semantic role. However, all
the uses of Addressee can be divided into two big groups: verbs of communication and
verbs of giving with a direct object referring to speech. The latter use of Addressee can be
illustrated with the following examples:

(23) Kax-to pas B lllepbakoBoM mmepeyiike eMy HATPYOMJI BOOUTEIb I'PY30BHUKA.
‘Other day, in Sherbakov alley, the driver of a van was rude to him’. [Cepreit
Hosiaros. Ham (1983)]

The class of verbs of speech and communication is very wide, and the fact that Addressee
can be used with a large number of these verbs indicates that this role is productive and
therefore not peripheral. The contexts with a verb of giving and a noun of speech act
emphasize the direct connection between Addressee and Recipient.

Recipient, in contrast with Addressee, has a heterogeneous inventory of constructions
it 1s used in. By “heterogeneous inventory or class” I mean that the constructions in which
the semantic role i1s used do not constitute a natural semantic class, and I would use
“homogeneous” to refer to a class of constructions with similar meaning that can be united
into one semantic class. In this paper, a classification of semantic classes is based on
semantic annotation for the Russian National Corpus (Kustova 2011) where a semantic
class is defined as a lexeme’s thematic class.

For most verbs that govern constructions with Recipient, transfer is not the main
meaning and Recipient is not an obligatory valency of these verbs. Compare examples (24)
where transfer is the main meaning and obligatory with (25) where it is not:

(24) Omna pgajsia MHe OeHBI'W M IIMCBMO, M TAK S IIpHeXaja CIoaa.
‘She gave me money and a letter, and that’s how I came here’. [Oabra
Tumodeena. Hesuaiira cremur Ha momornb // «Pycckuit permoprep», 2013]
(25) Mumr OyzmeMm Bcerzia BMecCTe, U ST pOsKY TeOe JTeTeil.
‘We will always be together, and I will give birth to your children.’ [Bacummit
Axcenos. Ilopa, moit gpyr, mopa (1963)]
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In example (24) Recipient is an obligatory argument of the verb marte ‘to give’, and the
omission of Recipient makes the sentence ungrammatical. On the other hand, example
(25) will still be acceptable without the Recipient argument because the verb is not
primarily ditransitive. So, it does not have a special valency for the Dative-marked
participant. However, the usage of Recipient adds a meaning of transfer to the
construction: the subject will not only give birth to children but give them to Recipient.
Therefore, Recipient can be added as an argument to all verbs that are potentially
compatible with a transfer meaning, in other words, all verbs denoting creation. When the
Dative case coerces verbs to behave as ditransitive verbs, the argument in Dative receives
the role of Recipient. This fact suggests that Recipient role is at least one of the central
subcategories.

In constructions with External Possessor, the direct object has the semantic role of
Patient, which is one of the most frequent semantic roles in general. The verbs in these
constructions usually express the effect that one participant has on another participant,
which is the description of the prototypical relationship between Agent and Patient. The
role of External Possessor is not obligatory, and most constructions can overtly express
only two arguments. In contrast with Recipient, adding External Possessor does not
change the general semantics of the constructions. The only difference between the
following examples is that in the first context (26) the boy seems to be more important for
the situation, and this is the reason why it becomes a verb argument, instead of a noun
argument, as in the second sentence:

(26) oxTop, BEIpBUTE MHE 3Y0.

‘Doctor, pull out my tooth’. [Komnexmma anexmoros: Hapkomansr (1970-2000)]
(27) HoxTop, BEIpBUTE MO 3y0.

‘Doctor, pull out my tooth’. (constructed example)

Not all constructions with External Possessor have a patient as a direct object. Sometimes
the patient can be expressed as the object of a preposition but even in these constructions
External Possessor is marked by the Dative case:

(28) Torma Harama kuuynace Ha mero Maprapure.
‘Then Natasha threw herself on Margarita's neck.” [M. A. Byarakos. Macrep u
Maprapwura, gacts 2 (1929-1940)]

Experiencer is used in constructions with modal verbs and with verbs of feeling. These
contexts have a very specific syntactic expression, The Dative case is used for the so-called
“logical subject” and the number of these constructions is limited: not every verb of feeling
has this specific syntactic construction, compare aw06uts ‘to love’ and mpasurbea ‘to like’
(examples are constructed):

(29) *Mmue moour Ilersa. A b0 [etro.
‘T love Petja’.
(30) Mue upasurcsa Ilers.
‘I like Petja’.
While Recipient can extend its usage and change the syntax of transitive constructions to
ditransitive, Experiencer is limited in the number of its constructions, and this makes it
more peripheral.
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Counteragent and Beneficiary are limited in the contexts in which they appear.
Counteragent is used when the meaning of the construction is connected to comparison of
two participants and submission to a greater force. Beneficiary is used in constructions
with verbs of creation, benefit and harm. For both semantic roles, the class of the
constructions they are used in is homogeneous.

As seen from the type frequency and the analysis of types of these constructions,
Recipient is the best prototype by the criterion of type frequency. Only Addressee has a
higher type frequency but it has a limited number of semantic classes of verbs, and
Addressee is furthermore a metaphorical Recipient.

Besides that, Recipient meaning can appear even in the constructions which do not
have a free valency for the Dative case. This argument structure is similar to the argument
structure of sentences with External Possessor, which is also an additional argument of a
verb. But External Possessor does not add any new meanings to the construction but
changes the importance of participants. Therefore, External Possessor changes the syntax
of the constructions but it does not have any effect on the semantics. For the Dative case,
this means that the semantic role that will be represented in the constructions with no
valency for Dative is Recipient, which makes it the prototypical semantic role in Modern
Russian.

4. Dative functions in Old Church Slavonic

I will compare the functions of the bare Dative case in Modern Russian with the dative
meanings in Old Church Slavonic. Old Church Slavonic, which belongs to the South Slavic
group of languages, played an important role in the development of literary languages of
Orthodox East and South Slavs; the manuscripts in Old Church Slavonic were written in
the 10th and 11th centuries. In this section I will illustrate my arguments with examples
from these manuscripts taken from TOROT®. I will discuss TOROT in greater detail in
Section 5. English translations of Bible examples come from the King James Bible.

Referring to the semantic map proposed by Martin Haspelmath, the following functions
of the Dative case were attested in Old Church Slavonic: Goal, Recipient, Experiencer,
Beneficiary, External Possessor and Purpose. Goal is the semantic role which denotes the
endpoint of a movement. Therefore, Goal is the only semantic role on this list which has a
spatial meaning. So, it meets the criterion that a prototype should have an embodied
meaning.

Now I will look at the examples of these semantic roles and the motivation that Goal
can provide for other semantic roles. In this section I will not repeat any connections
between Recipient and other semantic roles described in Section 2. Instead, I focus on the
differences between the radial categories in the two languages. Other semantic
connections are still relevant for this category, but I will compare the connection between
Goal and other semantic roles to the motivation that Recipient provides for other
subcategories.

5 https://nestor.uit.no/
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For Old Church Slavonic it is difficult to decide which semantic role should be assigned
in each example as this language does not have any native speakers, and their intuition
cannot be used to distinguish between semantic roles. Therefore, for some examples there
are two or more possible analyses. Apart from this issue, Old Church Slavonic is a
collection of manuscripts, and it is not clear if it had any speakers at any moment and if
it reflects the speech of any speech community. In this section I will follow the analysis
that is provided in the papers I cite, but I will also mention alternative analyses where it
is relevant.

Goal appears in a limited number of contexts with the bare Dative case because the
construction with the preposition ¥p and the Dative case is more frequent (Lunt
2010:148):

(31) ce 1icp® TBOUM rpALeTh TeOh
‘behold thy King cometh unto thee’ (Matthew 21:5)

The following example can illustrate the usage of Recipient in OCS:

(32) wmmbre u BBI B BUHOTPAH MOH. | €2Ke ORIETH IIpaBbIa J1aMb BaAMb.
‘Go ye also into the vineyard, and whatsoever is right I will give you.” (Matthew
20:4)
According to Heine et al. (1991:11), semantic roles can extend from the space domain to
the domain of human relations but not vice versa. Transfer can be considered as a
causation of movement of an object in space, and Recipient as a final endpoint of this
movement. However, Recipient, in contrast to Goal, tends to be animate.
The role of Addressee is expressed by the Dative case in OCS:

(33) wu cipima To MeHeJIae IPh - U cKa3a 0paToy CBOEMOY araMeHoy LPIo -
‘and the king Menelaus heard that and told his brother Agamemnon’
(TposirickaTa mpuTYa)

Addressee can be considered a metaphor of Goal or a metaphor of Recipient: speech can
be understood as a movement of words into a space or a transfer of words.

Beneficiary is not limited to the contexts of verbs of creation as it is in Modern Russian
and can be used in the contexts where in Modern Russian one would find a construction
with a preposition, for example:

(34) cBMOTPH e MU 3BJIOTBUCTBO XD
‘consider [for me] their crime!” (example is taken from (Lunt 2010:149))

According to Lunt (2010:149), the meaning of benefit in the examples, such as (34),
“sometimes verges with the idea of possession”. This context can be also considered to be
the example of Ethical Dative in Old Church Slavonic. Ethical Dative is a form of pronouns
in the Dative case, which is used for a person who has an interest in the situation or the
activity described by a predicate.

Beneficiary can be found in the contexts typical for this semantic role in Modern
Russian:

(35) 1tc e peue He OpaHHTE MOY.
‘Jesus said: Don’t scold him’ (Mark 9:39)
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The previous example can be also analysed as the example of the semantic role of
Addressee. The choice of the Dative case in this sentence is motivated by multiple factors
at the same time: the meaning of the noun phrase in the Dative case has both the
submeanings of Beneficiary and Addressee.

In Section 2, the role of Beneficiary was motivated through a metonymic shift from
Recipient. However, a metaphorical shift from Goal can also explain this semantic
extension. Luraghi (2016:344) provides schemas for Goal and Beneficiary.The motion
towards Goal is described as “a trajector moves along a path toward a landmark” (schema
3), and Beneficiary can be described as “an agent (trajector) performs an intentional action
(path) targeted at a beneficiary landmark)” (schema 4).

O

Agent Energy flow Beneficiary

’

Mover Trajectory Goal

Figure 3 Figure 4
Figures are taken from Luraghi (2016)

Therefore, for the role of Beneficiary, as for Addressee, both Recipient and Goal can be
sources of semantic shift.

The Dative case in OCS is used in limited contexts to express Purpose because these
contexts should include an inanimate object:

(36) OyOMIEHMIO HOKE HAOCTPH *
‘sharpen the knife for murder’ (Codex Suprasliensis)
Purpose can be described as a metaphorical goal of an action, but it does not have a direct
connection to Recipient.
As shown in Section 2, the role which is directly connected to Beneficiary is
Experiencer. In Old Church Slavonic Experiencer can be illustrated with the following
example:

(37) nOBHU e OBIBBIIIO. POKILCTBA LPOAOBA. IJIACA JBIITH tpogubauna mocpbmb. 1
OyTOIH 1POIOY.
‘But when Herod’s birthday came, the daughter of Herodias danced before the
company and pleased Herod’ (Matthew 14:16)

In Section 2, I described Experiencer through Beneficiary to connect Experiencer and
Recipient. However, I can explain this semantic shift in the functions of Dative with Goal,
following the ideas proposed by Rice & Kabata (2007) for the typology of allative meanings.
Experiencer is a target of movement of emotions; hence, it would be an abstract metaphor
of Goal into the perceptual domain.

External Possessor was widespread in Old Church Slavonic (Nomachi 2016: 462,
Eckhoff 2007). An example of this semantic role can be found in Savva’s book:
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(38) ...videtws lice otbcu mi...
‘behold the face of my Father® (Matthew 18:10) (example taken from Nomachi
2007)

In ditransitive constructions Recipient gets something from Agent and, hence, becomes a
new possessor. Recipient can be described as a final possessor, which can motivate the
semantic shift from Recipient to External Possessor. There is no direct motivation that
Goal can provide for this semantic role.

The semantic role of Counteragent, which was not included in Haspelmath’s semantic
map, can be found in the manuscripts of OCS:

(39) ammrre peuems b Hebece. peueTh II0 UTO 0y00 He BbpoBacTe emMoy.
‘If we say, ‘From heaven,” he will say, ‘Why then did you not believe him?’
(Matthew 21:26)

Both types of Counteragent described in Section 2 are presented in OCS. “Submission to
a greater force” can be illustrated with the following example, where Dative is governed
by the verb ‘“follow’:

(40) oyuure o BUITBXOMB €IMHOTO UMEHEMb TBOMMbB M3TOHAIITA ObCBI. 1iKe He
XOJIUTH TI0 HACH. 1 Bh30paHUXOMD eMoy. bKo He mocrbIoBa HAaMb.
‘Teacher, we saw someone casting out demons in your name, and we tried to
stop him, because he was not following us.” (Mark 9:38)

Contexts with so called Dative of price (Lunt 2010:150) can be considered to be examples
of the “matching forces”-subtype of Counteragent (example is taken from (Lunt
(2010:150)):

(41) ne pets li pptics vénits se pénezema dpvéma
'are not five sparrows sold for two farthings?' (Luke 12:6)

I cannot motivate Counteragent directly through the role of Goal, because Counteragent
tends to be animate and, as mentioned above, one of the most important differences
between Recipient and Goal lies in the fact that Goal tends to be inanimate and Recipient
tends to be animate. Both the animacy and agentivity of Recipient makes it the best source
for semantic shift to the role of Counteragent.

6 In this example ‘the father’ is External Possessor of ‘the face’, but the pronoun ‘me’ is also used in the
Dative case and can be analyzed as External Possessor of ‘the father’ or as Ethical Dative, since it denotes
the person who has a general interest in the situation.
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Possessor /
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Figure 5: The radial category of the bare Dative case in Old Church Slavonic

I have described the functions of Dative, which can be found in Old Church Slavonic
(summarized in Schema 5) and discussed two possible prototypes for the semantic roles of
Dative: Goal and Recipient. Some roles, such as Addressee and Beneficiary, can be
motivated by both Goal and Recipient. External Possessor and Counteragent cannot be
explained with a spatial metaphor, but Recipient provides a natural motivation for these
roles. However, Experiencer and Purpose cannot be directly connected to Recipient, but
Experiencer can be motivated through a spatial metaphor. The most important argument
for Goal as the prototype of the radial category of Dative in OCS is the fact that Goal can
be a source for the metaphor of Recipient but not vice versa, as the meaning of Recipient
1s more abstract than the meaning of Goal, and it is believed that abstract meanings tend
to develop from spatial ones.

5. Type frequency of Dative in Old Church Slavonic

In this section I will describe semantic roles of the bare Dative in Old Church Slavonic
from the perspective of type frequency. I will base my analysis on the data from the Tromseo
Old Russian and OCS Treebank (TOROT). TOROT is a corpus of annotated texts in a few
languages, including Old Russian and Old Church Slavonic. I am interested in the nouns
in the Dative case from the OCS subcorpus of TOROT that are governed by a verb. In total
I found 141 unique constructions of a verb and a noun phrase in the Dative case and
annotated them manually. In the sample I worked with, examples of Purpose were not
attested. Therefore, this meaning is clearly not frequent. The frequency of the other
semantic roles is shown in Table 2:

Semantic role Type frequency
Beneficiary 44
Addressee 27
Counteragent 26
Recipient 19
External Possessor 13
Experiencer 10
Goal 1

Table 2. The type frequency of the semantic roles of the Dative case in OCS
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The texts presented in this corpus for Old Church Slavonic are biblical texts. It makes the
data from Modern Russian and Old Church Slavonic less comparable as the frequency of
words can depend on the genre of a text. However, other genres of texts in Old Church
Slavonic are not available.

I will start my analysis with Beneficiary, as this is the semantic role with the highest
type frequency. This semantic role is close to Recipient, and in the present study the
Dative argument was annotated as Beneficiary only if the construction does not have any
meaning of transfer; otherwise, this argument is regarded as Recipient.

The two main classes of the constructions in which the role of Beneficiary is used
include verbs of religious acts (example (42)) and work progress (example (43)). Other
constructions with Beneficiary cannot be united into natural semantic classes:

(42) amrre ke cerpbimuTs Ted0h OpaTph TBOM 3ampbTH MOy U allTe ITOKAaTh CA
OTBIIOYCTH €MOY
‘If thy brother trespass against thee, rebuke him; and if he repents, forgive him.’
(Luke 17:3)

(43) 1 amrre KT0 MBbH'B CIIOYEHTE II0YBTETSH 1 OTITD
‘if any man serve me, him will my Father honour.” (John 12:26)

Addressee is one of the most frequent semantic roles in Old Church Slavonic. However, its
frequency is much lower than the frequency of Beneficiary. All the contexts contain verbs
of speech; hence, the distribution of this role is similar to the distribution of Addressee in
Modern Russian:

(44) 1cb sKe CJIBINIIABD peve UMb
‘But when Jesus heard that, he said unto them’ (Matthew 19:13)

The constructions with the semantic role of Counteragent can be described as “submission
to a greater force” and they fall into two classes: following the participant and physical
actions, such as in example (45), or description of emotions caused by a participant
(example (46)), which also can be interpreted as Stimulus. In this work I do not separate
the semantic role of Stimulus from other meanings because the aim of this paper is to use
the minimal required set of semantic roles and keep the data from the two languages
comparable.

(45) wu cpHHOE Cb HUMA U IPHJe Bh HAa3aperThb | 0b IIOBUHOYIA CA ©Ma
‘And he went down with them, and came to Nazareth, and was subject unto
them’ (Luke 2:51)

(46) 1\ mpuIileqb BB OTBULCTBHE CBOE OydAallle A Ha ChbHBMUINTAX'E XD BKo TuBIbXA cA
eMoy U TIIX&
‘And when he was come into his own country, he taught them in their
synagogue, insomuch that they were astonished, and said’ (Matthew 13:54)

The frequency of the semantic role of Recipient is low: there are only 19 constructions with
this semantic role attested in this corpus. Recipient in OCS occurs only in the contexts of
transfer (example (47)) and rarely coerces other constructions. Example (48) was the only
example that was found in our data:
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(47) owHD ke He X0ThIle HE BeIh BHCAIN U Bh TEMBHHUILR JOHBIEHKE Bh3IaACTh €MOY
BeCh IJIBI'b
‘And he would not: but went and cast him into prison, till he should pay the
debt.” (Matthew 18:30)

(48) wHe Oou ca 3axapue 3aHe OYCJILIIIAHA OBICTH MOJUTBA TBOh 1 sKeHa TBob
eJIMcaBeTh POOUTH CHB TeObh 1 Hapeuelrn UMA eMOy HoaHD
‘Fear not, Zacharias: for thy prayer is heard; and thy wife Elisabeth shall bear
thee a son, and thou shalt call his name John.” (Luke 1:13)

External Possessor appears in constructions where the verb has the meaning of damage
and the direct object denotes a body part. These contexts are very limited in their
distribution:

(49) OpbHBE IIOJIOKK MBbH'B HA OUMIO M OYMBIX'D CA U BHKIR
‘He put clay upon mine eyes, and I washed, and do see.’ (John 9:15)

The constructions with the meaning of perception or the proper behaviour are the only
classes of constructions where the semantic role of Experiencer is used in Old Church
Slavonic:

(50) uTO TH CA MBEHUTE CIMOHE
‘What thinkest thou, Simon?” (Matthew 17:24)

In the previous section, the role of Goal was proposed as the prototype because of its spatial
meaning and the motivation it provides for other semantic roles. However, Goal occurs
only in one context in the corpus:

(51) TpPUOAMEKARRTE CA MBHb JILRIBE CH OYCTHI CBOMMHM UM OYCTHHAMHU YbTATH MA 4
Cp/rie UXb Jajieye OThCTOUTH OT MeHe
‘This people draweth nigh unto me with their mouth, and honoureth me with
their lips; but their heart is far from me.” (Matthew 15:8)

There is one context which does not fit into my classification of semantic roles, which is
presented as example (52). However, it was not mentioned in the scholarly literature, and
I do not include this example in the final analysis.

(52) MWMIIOCTHIHHU XOIIITA 4 HE KPBHTBL
‘I will have mercy, and not sacrifice’ (Matthew 12:7)

The possible explanation for the usage of the Dative case in this example is that the objects
are metaphorized as purposes: the subject wants something to be done for mercy and not
for sacrifice.

Overall, Beneficiary is the best candidate for the prototype by the criterion of type
frequency, and neither Recipient nor Goal meet this criterion.

6. Comparison of Dative in Modern Russian and Old Church Slavonic

In the previous sections, I examined the meanings of the bare Dative case based on the
literature about semantic roles and their type frequency in Modern Russian and Old
Church Slavonic. In this section I will compare the radial categories of bare Dative in
Modern Russian and Old Church Slavonic.
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The inventory of semantic roles is similar, except the role of Goal and Purpose, which
are not expressed in Modern Russian by Dative without a preposition. However, Goal
differs greatly from the other roles postulated for Dative in this paper. Whereas the other
semantic roles belong to the domain of abstract meanings, Goal is a spatial semantic role,
and spatial and embodied semantic roles tend to be prototypes of radial categories.

The second criterion for prototypes is how they can motivate other semantic roles. In
Modern Russian, Recipient seems to be the best candidate for the prototype because it can
motivate all the roles. Goal provides more natural explanations for other roles in OCS
than Recipient does, as shown in Section 5. According to the first two criteria, Goal is the
best prototype in OCS, while in Modern Russian Recipient fulfills only the second
criterion.

At this point, we must ask the following question: how did the prototypical meaning
disappear? I will compare the type frequency of the two prototypes to try to answer this
question.

In Modern Russian, Recipient is a semantic role with high frequency and, apart from
that, it is able to coerce constructions which primarily do not have the meaning of transfer.
Coercion is not expected to be a feature of non-prototypical subcategories.

In contrast, in the data for Old Church Slavonic only one example of coercion was
attested. Recipient is limited to the contexts of transfer, and for this reason it has low
frequency. However, Goal has only one example in the data I collected. I suggest that at
that moment this semantic role started to be more peripheral. So, at the next stage of
development of the bare Dative case, Goal disappeared. Despite that fact, Goal may still
be postulated as the prototype of the category, as it might have had more contexts in the
past stage of the language evolution, which is not fixed in texts, and it might lose its
prototypical context with time.

The main argument for considering Goal as the prototypical member is the way lexical
meanings evolve in general. No examples of spatial meanings derived from abstract ones
are attested but there are plenty of opposite examples. As Goal is the only spatial meaning
in the category, it is the only member that cannot be motivated by other subcategories.
Therefore, it leads to a suggestion that earlier it had had more prototypical contexts that
became a basis for a transfer from Goal to other meanings of the Dative case.

The reason why Goal role disappeared is not clear. However, I suggest that the less
frequent Goal was, the more prototypical Recipient became. This shift from one prototype
of the category to another impacted the category structure.

To summarize, the radial category in Modern Russian has fewer subcategories than the
radial category in Old Church Slavonic. Besides Goal, the semantic role of Purpose is not
attested in Modern Russian. Recipient cannot provide motivation for this semantic role,
and Purpose disappeared when the prototype changed. The prototype shifted from Goal to
Recipient because the latter has connections with other semantic roles.

7. Conclusion

In this paper, I discussed the radial categories of the bare Dative case in Modern Russian
and Old Church Slavonic, the written language of the Slavs in the 10th-11th centuries.
The radial categories were described in order to find the best prototype for the category.



Ekaterina Voloshina 31

Three criteria were taken into consideration: if a semantic role has abstract or spatial
meaning, if it can motivate other semantic roles, and if it has high or low frequency.

Recipient in Modern Russian meets two criteria, but it has an abstract meaning. For
Old Church Slavonic it is logical to postulate Goal as the prototype, because Goal has
spatial meaning and it motivates more semantic roles than Recipient does, although Goal
has the lowest frequency.

Using the example of the radial category of the bare Dative case in Modern Russian
and Old Church Slavonic, I illustrated how the prototype of a radial category changes and
how, with the change of the prototype, the radial category gets smaller.
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