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1. Introduction

The research presented in this paper follows the method of collostructional analysis, introduced
in [Stefanowitsch, Gries 2003] and [Gries, Stefanowitcsch 2004], which distinguishes subtle
semantic differences between a pair of grammatically and lexically close word forms. This
semantic difference is revealed in the behavior of lexemes that contribute to the constructions
and demonstrate strong preference for one of the pair. This research considers the two verbs of
volition that coincide in their lexical root, but differ in their morphosyntactic structure: the verb

xomemo and its derivative xomemoca.

The main Russian volition verb xomems ‘want’ forms a derivative with the help of
reflexive/passive affix -ca. The nominative subject receives dative marking, while the object

mainly keeps the same marking of partitive genitive:

1. A xouy xneba.

2. Mne xouemcs xneba.

How do the two constructions differ in meaning? What is the basis for the choice that the
speaker makes between these two? This paper gives a data driven answer to these questions.
Section 2 formulates the hypothesis that there is a connection between the semantic
characteristics of the volition verb and its infinitive. Section 3 defines the research methodology
using a collostructional analysis of corpus data. Section 4 considers closely the contextual
meanings of the infinitives which are attracted to one of the desiderative constructions in order to

determine some semantic invariants of the two constructions.

2. The hypotheses of Russian desiderative semantic distribution

There are three possible ways to interpret the semantic processes accompanying the verbal
derivation and agent demotion of xomemuwcs. | will call them the De-agentive Hypothesis, the
Experiential Hypothesis, and the Modal Hypothesis. Though tightly interconnected, each of them

profiles a specific semantic property in the opposition of the two constructions:

a) De-agenitve derivation: due to the valency decreasing derivation, the nominative subject
receives dative marking, and the situation denoted by the verb is interpreted as
uncontrolled by the main participant [Guiraud Weber 1984], cf. for example verbal pairs
in (3) and (4)



3. Owu xopowo paboman.

4. Emy xopowo pabomanocs.

b) Experiential construction: the —cs derivation is used to form a dative subject experiential
construction, where dative is used for semantic coding of the experiencer, the participant
that experiences psychological or emotional state. Most of dative experiential verbs in
Russian possess the —csa affix, even those which cannot be related to nominative pairs, cf
Hpasumscs ‘like’, kasamovca ‘seem’. This interpretation focuses the experiential role of
the undergoer of the desiderative state [boru-Ocmomnosckast 2003].

c) The scope of modal meanings: the basic form expresses intentional volition (plans and
intentions) while the derived form with -cs is used to denote deontic modality, when the
desire is caused by the need of the protagonist to change its current state [Khanina 2008].

Let us consider some examples where the same infinitives follow both the desiderative forms®.

5. A xouy cnamv, mHe 3a6mpa ¢ ympa na pabomy. [Tameana Mocnan. Iloouym]

6. Bcem xomenocv cnamo, dadice Kone, xoms emy u ObL10 YHCACHO HCATKO MPAMUMb 8PEMS
Ha coH. [Bepa Benoycosa. Kun na ceeme puiyaps 6eonwiii]

7. Iloonec ee ko pmy u xomen numo. [Eecenuii Ilonos. Ompuyanue sxcunemal

8. Konmonuuxy ouenv xouemcsi numov, OH 001U3bl8AEM nepecoxuiue 2yovl, MUXO CIMOHem U
oxazvieaemcs 6 méMHoU KomHame ¢ becpopmenuvim cyuwecmeom. [Anexceii Bapnamos.

Kynasnal

The context of the matrix verb in (5) and (7) gives evidence for its intentional
interpretation: the subject has a rational plan to accomplish some activity, while xomemscs in (6)
and (8) expresses subject’s inner desire for the action, denoted by the infinitive, whether or not

there is the possibility of carrying it out.

In (1-4), the participant, marked with dative as a result of the derivation, loses its
property of control, thus two kinds of volition are opposed: the “controlled” one, being
understood as active intention, and the non-controlled volition which is understood as inner
necessity. So far, the examples (5-8) illustrate both the De-agentive and Modal Hypotheses

revealing the ways they are connected. It is more difficult to exemplify the experiencer

* All the examples have been taken from the National Corpus of Russian Language (www.ruscorpora.ru)



hypothesis, as both desiderative forms do express an inner state. Xomemscs is not used with

inanimates while xomems allows metaphoric and metonymic extensions:

9. Ho 6edv saw meamp ee He xouem uepamov, 3auem dice eéam ona? [M.A bByreaxos.
Teampanvusiii pomar]

10. ?? Ho 6e0b awemy meampy He XOUemcs ee uspams, 3a4em dce 6am oHa?

The examples above are given to demonstrate the semantic difference between the two
constructions. At the same time they are insufficient to understand whether we are dealing with
specific diagnostic contexts which reveal the semantic opposition, or whether this distinction is
realized in a much broader way. It is hard to say whether the opposition of the two types of
desiderative meanings is relevant only for some particular class of verbs (for example verbs of
physiological needs, such as sleep or drink) or it appears one way or another with different types
of predicates. The notion of a control parameter used for verbs of volition is a separate issue.
How does the overall meaning of the construction rely on the semantic properties (e.g. control)
of the dependent infinitive? Are there any semantic constraints on the construction if the matrix

and dependent predicates differ in control parameter?

It seems that the core semantic parameter of the infinitive which influences its
compatibility with one of these constructions is the possibility of its main participant controlling
the initiation of the action. So far, the active intent construction would be possible only with
those predicates which can be started by the agent, while volition as an inner state would
introduce an event that begins irrespective of the will of its protagonist. These relations are

summarized in Table 1:



Table 1: Compatibility of control parameters of volition verbs and infinitives

INF INF [-control]
[+control]
XOTETh [+control] ?
[+control]
XOTEThCS ? [-control]
[-control]

The filled cells of the table reflect the hypothesis that there is an impact of the +/- control
parameter of the dependent infinitive on the choice of the desiderative construction. The value of
the parameter is, presumably, preserved if it coincides with the same value of the matrix verb. If

not, there could be several strategies to resolve a semantic conflict:

a) the compatibility of infinitives and desideratives which have the opposite control
parameter is constrained or very limited,;
b) the meaning of the dependent verb is reinterpreted so that its control parameter
matches the semantic properties of the matrix verb
c) the meaning of the desiderative verb is reinterpreted so that its control parameter
matches the semantic properties of the dependent verb;
d) the entire construction gets a different non-desiderative meaning.
The core strategies can be identified with the help of an analysis of the infinitive
distribution with both desiderative constructions. For this purpose a statistical model based on

the corpus material was created.

3. Methodology

A selection of the Russian National Corpus (about 9,5 m tokens ) was used for the research. The
selection was formed by two searches: 1) xomems + inf and 2) xomemuwcs +inf. The maximum
distance between xomems(csz) and the infinitive was 2 tokens, and the phrases with infinitives
preceding desideratives of infinitives did not get into the selection. The sample contains 6839

instances: 4998 xomems and 1391 xomemuwcA.



The lists of infinitives were extracted out of the sample, the usages of the each infinitive with
each desiderative verb were counted and a threshold 15 instances was set, i.e. only infinitives
with frequent usages were considered. Thus the data consisted of the overall frequency of the
both desiderative constructions with an infinitive and the frequencies of the each infinitive in the

each construction.

We used binomial distribution to calculate distributions of the infinitives. The expectations were
calculated as the probabilities of each construction:

The probability of xomems construction is 0,78:

_ 4998 _ g
6839
and the probability of xomemwcs is 0,23
1-P=0,23

Let us claim independence of the infinitive choice from the semantic characteristics of the
desiderative construction as a null hypothesis. In other words we would expect that any infinitive
from our list will be used with xomems with a probability of 0,78 and with xomemuwscsa with
probability of 0,23. For each infinitive on our list, we test this hypothesis at a significance level
of 5% to find the actual distribution of desiderative structures is compared to the predicted one.
If the probability of the observed or a greater deviation turns out to be over 0.05, then the null
hypothesis stating that the use of infinitive is not related to the construction type cannot be

rejected. Otherwise, the frequency of the given infinitive does depend on the construct.

The null hypothesis was tested by evaluating the tails of the binomial distribution:

P= (2) p(1 —p)" 7k

where n is the number of times the infinitive was used in a desiderative construction; k is the
overall number the infinitive was used in both desiderative constructions; and p is the probability
of xorers and 1 - p is the probability of xomemwscs. Table 2 illustrates the calculation for three

infinitives®.

* The following legend is used in table 2:
inf: infinitive
dat: number of occurrences with xomemscs,
nom: number of occurrences with xomemeo



Table 2: Distribution of three infinitives with desiderative constructions

inf dat | nom | total observed | expected | bi Result
KHTh 12 |24 |36 0,770 0,78 0,827 equal
JaTh 3 36 |39 0,923 0,78 0,032 nom
yBugets | 24 | 36 60 0,600 0,78 0,002 dat

The model determines three groups of infinitives:

1. the nominative group: infinitives which are attracted to the nominative

desiderative construction: ckazame ‘say’, smams ‘KNOW’, owcenumvcs ‘marry’,
oasamv ‘give’, nomozcame ‘help’, nonumams ‘understand’ ().

2. the dative group: infinitives which are attracted to the dative desiderative

construction: eepums ‘believe’, ysuoems ‘see (get sight of)’, nums drink’,
naakamo ‘shed tears’, oerumocs ‘share’, ecms ‘€at’, cname ‘sleep’, kpuxuymo
‘shout’, oymame ‘think’

3. the normal group: infinitives whose distribution corresponds to the distribution of

the desiderative constructions: 6eims ‘be’, 6pams ‘take’, ocums ‘live’, oeramo
‘make’, cosopums ‘talk’, umems ‘have’, cmams ‘become’, cmpocumsv ‘ask’,
yervuuams ‘hear’.
The three groups are heterogeneous: each involves verbs of different lexical classes and of
different values of the control parameter. This leads us to conclude that the control parameter
may not be the crucial property which defines semantic compatibility with one or other
construction. Below | suggest that a semantic analysis of the contexts of occurrences for each

infinitive of the nominative and dative groups. The main objective of this analysis is to reveal the

total: number of occurrences of the infinitive in both constructions,
observed: observed probability of occurrences with xomeme
expected: expected probability of xomemes with any infinitive,

bi: p-value of observed probability

result: inference on the type of infinitive behavior:

equal: normal distribution

nom: infinitive is attracted to xomemeo

dat: infinitive is attracted to xomemeocsa



semantic properties of each construction and to identify any subtle semantic contrast which

distinguishes the use of the two constructions in the normal group as well.

4. Semantics of desiderative constructions

4.1. Verbs of the nominative group
Four of the six infinitives in the nominative group occur mainly with xomemo, their usage
with xomemuwcs IS rare: these are the verbs dasamw ‘give’, scenumocs ‘marry’, nomoecame ‘help’
and nonumams ‘understand’. There are no examples of the verb scenumocs ‘marry’ with dative
desiderative constructions in our selection, and in the Russian National Corpus there are only 11
occurrences of xomemuwcs orcenumocs. This fact points to some specific semantics of ocenumoca

which makes its usage within dative desiderative construction unlikely.

The aspectual class of the verb srcenumucs is classified as an achievement. At the same
time this lexical item usually refers to much more complicated sequence of events (which
includes “preparing for the marriage”) which lasts for some time. These pre-events are not
defined lexically but they are determined by socio-cultural frame. The verb of volition is used in
this case in the function of immediant/inchoative marker and marks the beginning of the
preliminary “preparation” period. Indeed if we consider the marriage frame, the declaration of
intent (X wants to marry Y) is regarded as a first performative act which essential to realize the
event (11).

11. — Xopowo, — ckazana 5. — Tvl xomen scenumvcsa na mue. A coenacua. [Anexceui

Cnanosckuii. 100 nem cnycms. Ilucvma nepodcoennomy colny]

Thus, the desiderative nominative construction is interpreted in this case as a point of
initiation of the preliminary scenario, which is initiated by the subject and may lead to a change
of state to be married. The preliminary scenario idea is also valid for other verbs of the

nominative group, for example the verb nomous ‘help’ (12).

12. — Ecnu xouewb nomous, yesxcai HemeoneHHo. [Bopuc Bacunves. /Jom, xomopwiii
nocmpoun /ed]
13. Twvl pazbepeoun mue oyuty. M s ouenv xouy nomous mebe. A dice 8UHCY MEOIO X8AMKY.

[Banvmep 3anawmnsiii. Puck. bopvba. JIto606b]



The micro events of which the help event consists can be absolutely different, but what is
important is that the scenario of the “help” accomplishment begins only at the moment the agents
fixes the point of its initiation (i.e. the agent regards actions he is going to perform as help). The

desiderative construction is used to designate the starting point of agent’s involvement.

The verb oams “give’ also has this interpretation. ‘To give’ is broadly used as a light verb
in desiderative nominative construction: odame oyenxy, Oamv HECKOILKO CEeKYHO, 0amb
nouumams, 0ams 1080, 0ams Konyepm, oams nousms, Where it functions as an initiation point
of the event itself. The volition verb functions as an inchoative marker, emphasizing the starting

point of this initiation.

When used in the past tense, nominative desiderative constructions usually express an
avertive meaning: the action started but did not end successfully so that no change of state
occurred, (14-15):

14. Onez xomen nomousb, HO MOM YHce HAXHCAT KHONKY 360HKA. [Buxmop Macnukos. Booka]
15. V Jlenu bvisanu cmpacmmuoie 611001eHHOCMU, U KAXCObLU paA3 OH XOmeil dHceHumvcs. [30s

Macnenukosa. bauskue bopuca I[lacmepuaxal

In the avertive meaning, the agent initiated the preliminary scenario but then failed to
complete the action. Avertive semantics are consistently associated with nominative desiderative

constructions.

Two experiential verbs, one of them a state verb, also belong to nominative group: snams
‘know’ and nonumamos ‘understand’. These predicates refer to non-controlled events and at first
sight their attraction to nominative construction is quite unexpected and they behave differently

in the nominative desiderative context.

Though the verb snams ‘know’ represents a prototypical example of a state verb, the state cannot
be attained without a consequence of activities. Although some information is possible to know
accidentally, it is important that knowledge is perceived as the result of directed activities. The
activities depend mainly on the subject of the verb, and may have (reading, interrogating,
investigating) or may have not lexical denotation. Still as in the cases analyzed above the
construction xomems snames ‘want to know’ initiates a scenario of actions that have to be

performed to attain a certain state of knowledge.

10



16. Ha moti 632]1}10, €Cliu Mbl XOmMuUuM 3HamMb ceo0e npoutioe, eciu Ham He 6e3pa3fzutma Hauia
ucmopus, mo mbvl OO0IJCHBL 3HAMb U CHOMUHAMDb /ziodeﬁ, 0CMABUBUIUX 68 IO ucmopuu

c601l ceo.

The desiderative construction with szame is often used with a logophoric function, being

a marker of a question content:

17. Owu svikamun enasnoe: — A xouy 3nams, kmo ux youn. [Anexcandp Tepexos. Kamennwiii

mocm]

Nominative constructions with nonumams “understand’ occur mainly with negation. Only

3 examples from the 17 instances of the sample are used in a positive context.

18. Ho on npocmo He xomesl NOHUMambs, 4mo Mocyni ObImb  KaAKUe-mo (])aHmcwuu, He
npusraeanl HUKAKUX OMKIIOHEHULL Om moeo, 4Ymo cam cdumdai HOpMOZZ. [B/zadwwup

Bounosuu. Monymenmanvnas nponazanoal

Negation of the nominative desiderative resolves the discrepancy of control parameter in
the matrix and dependent predicate. An experiencer’s refusal to understand is interpreted as a
controlled event: the experiencer deliberately does not initiate any scenario that can cause
understanding as a result. This construction is often used as a rhetoric manipulative expression

that imputes responsibility for event to the experiencer.

19. K CooHCalleHur, 9moco He Hnorumarm Uuiu He XOomiAim NOHUMAamb HeKomopble

pykogooumenu- «cunosukuy. [I'ennaouti Tpowes. Mos sotinal

The negative semantic impact of the nominative desiderative is often used with other
experiential predicates, such as szams ‘know’, or sepums ‘believe’ (the latter being an infinitive

of the dative group).

11



20. Aémopvr HX He 3Harom unu He XOmsam 3HAMb, YMO Yydce 08ecmu jem CYyuecmeyem
HAYYHas OUCYUNIUHA, pa3padamvléaowas Memoovl OMIAUYeHUs. POOCMBEHHBIX C108 OMm
CYYAHO CO38VUYHbIX, — CPABHUMENbHO-UCMOpUYecKoe sA3viko3Hanue. [A. A. 3anusnusx.
Jlunesucmura no A. T. Domenxo]

21. Hosuukamu msi, pabomasuiue 6 CHOPMUBHBIX OMOeNAX, He XOmenu epums, K020d
sepHysuiuiics ¢ nianepku Tapacoe KOpomko nepeoasan Ham cooepiucanue pedaKmopCKux
peyel u coobwan, Kakue u3 HAWUX Mamepuailos 6bIKUObIBAIOMCs U3 HOMepd, d Kakue

CcoKpawaromcsi.

Finally, the nominative desiderative construction with the verb ckazamo ‘say’ can express
two meanings which have been already considered above. This is first of all logophoric meaning:
announcement of intention to say serves as a discourse marker which is used to introduce the

content of the speech:

22. Xouy ckasamv, 4mo KAKUM Y200HO — HO CMEWHbIM 8 3mot noesoke Buvicoykuii He Obln
Hu munymesl. [/lasuo Kapanemsn. Braoumup Bvicoyxuii. Bocnomunarusi]

23. A xouy ckazamb — 006CmMoAmMeNbCMBA CAONCUIUCL MAK, YMO OH HUKO20 He )YOul,
NOCKOILKY e20 onepeounu... [Bepa Benoycosa. Bmopoii evicmpen]
Secondly it can be used in the avertive meaning in the past tense: the agent initiated the

action but could not accomplish it because of some external reasons:

24. Ta umo-mo xomena ckasamv, HO éMewlancs Hey2oMoHHbulli 2ocmb: [Poman Connyes.
Ionypacnao. U3 scuznu A. A. Jlesyukuna-Anexcanoposa, a makaice anek0omsl 0 Hem|
25. A xomen cxazamv umo-mo, HO y MeHs nepexsamuio 6 2opne. [Muxaun [lluwkun. Bcex

ooicudaem 0OHA HOUb]

Finally, it can be used both as a logophoric expression and an avertive construction, when

the speaker suggests some alternative wording to an inaccurate or anticipated utterance:

26. Ilouemy-mo s cpa3zy nousn, ymo oH umeem 6 8udy. — Tol Xouewb ckasamv, YmMo OH...

ommyoa? U3 opeanos? [Bepa benoycosa. Bmopoii evicmpen]

12



27. Ona ué-mo xowem cKazamv u He MOJNCem, — 3aKTOYUL CMAPUIUL HAO 3eMIEeKONAMU,
Tonux Aporcanos. — OHa xouem ckazamv,—muxo Mo6ul 0505 Bacs, — umo nomunamo

HOKOUHO020 He20e u He Ha ymo. [Bukxmop Acmaghves. [Iponemusiii 2ycv]

The semantic analysis of the nominative desiderative construction rests on cases of
infinitives which show deviant behavior and co-occur with this construction more frequently
than a stochastic distribution would predict. It can be assumed that this deviation is the result of a
perfect match between the semantics which the construction implies, and the lexical properties of
the infinitive predicate. The basic meaning of the nominative construction is the initiation of the
preliminary scenario that sets the conditions for the event to occur. This construction is often
used with those verbs which semantically accord with the idea of a discrete point of initiation but
at the same time this point is lexically unspecified. The logophoric, avertive and negative
meanings of the nominative desiderative constriction expand the basic concept: the volition verb
Is used to introduce a logophoric event, or to mark either its start in spite of further failure or its
not-starting in spite of the speaker’s intentions. These constructional meanings are also exploited
within the ‘normal’ group of verbs and the dative group, though in the latter case the choice of

the dative desiderative construction will dominate.

4.2. Verbs of the dative group
The infinitives of the dative group consist of three experiential verbs—eepums ‘believe’,
oymamo ‘think’, yeudems ‘see, catch sight of’, four verbs of the physiological sphere, which
differ in control parameter—ecmo ‘eat’, nume ‘drink’, niaxams ‘shed tears’, cnamo ‘sleep’, and
also two unexpected agentive verbs nooerumocs ‘share’ and xpuxnyms ‘shout’. The scope of
possible meanings of the dative desiderative construction with each of these infinitives is

considered below.

The dative desiderative construction is used with the verbs ecms ‘eat’, nume ‘drink’,
naaxamo ‘shed tears’, cnamo ‘sleep’ to denote the specific state of the subject, which should be
overcome by the action denoted by the infinitive. This state is physiological in the sense that it
occurs not because of the agent’s will but as a result of some natural reaction to the agent’s being
short of food, drink or sleep or undergoing emotional stress. The fact that the state which causes
the action of the infinitive is not initiated by the agent makes the control parameter of the action

itself irrelevant: it may be controlled by the agent (eat, drink) or not (sleep, shed tears):

28. Mue ouenv xomenocob cnamo u 608ce He XOMenA0Chb Kawu, a Jlena ena u xeanuna.

13



29. B Mockee, na eok3ane, nac npomawuiu uepe3 Jo0CKOU 800080pom, U Mbl 0020 cUdelu
8 KAKOM-MO CIyHceOHOM nomewjenuu u xcoaru omya. Ham ¢ 6pamom xomenocv ecmo.
[Coos [unssckas. [ pycmuas knueal

30. Eu xomenocov npucecmo. Eii xomenoce numoe. Eti xomenocy 6blopamovcs u3 3aKpwvimoco
HA2YyX0 nomewieHus — 0ObIYHOU, HUYeM He NPUMeUamenbHOU KOMHAMbL C 8bIYGemMUUMU
000AMU U NAPKEMHBIM NOJOM, KOMOpAsi mem He MeHee 6blelisl0end O4eHb 3106euye.
[Mapuanna baxonuna. Llxona 06otinukog]

31. A cuoen obeccunenmnwiii: 00 cmepmu xomenocsy cnams. [/lasud Kapanemsn. Braoumup
Buvicoykuti. Bocnomunanus]

32. I10s Ha Hee, MHe 6ce20a XOMeNOCh NIAKAMb, He 3HAI0 NOYeMY, MOACEm, OMm CUACMbS

sudemn ee kpacomy. [Jlroomuna I’ ypuenko. Annooucmenmot]

Nevertheless these infinitives also occur within the nominative desiderative construction,
though less frequently than expected. The nominative semantics follow the scope of meaning
defined in (4.1). The construction is used to denote immediate future, as in (33), see also (1):

33. Tonvko menepv oH owymui, umo Hecmepnumo xouem ecmov. Onu yeosopunu c Ilemsegot
noumu 08e OYMuLIKU B00KU, HO CLIMHOU 3AKYCKOU XO3AUKA YEeHMPAa 3HAKOMCME e20 He
nobanosana. Yepez HeckoibKO MUHYm noo 0000pAOWUM 6321500M NOACUTLIOU HCEHUUHDL
OH 3aNUXUBAL 8 POM NOJHbIE JONCKU THOUMO20 01H00a, 3A00PHO XPYCmel K8AueHOU

kanycmoi. [Cepeeti Pomanos. [lapramenm/

or in the avertive meaning: (34-35):

34. Yepes uac 6 bonvruye 3asmpax. Ilonumaro, umo xouy ecms. ¥ umo eowvi y meHs ¢ coboii
nem. [Onee [nados. JIo606b cmpamezuueckoeo HazHaveHus]

35. MHue yoice sma ucmopus u3psoHo HA0oeNd, s yMUpaia Xomenda cnams, — NOJHOYU YULLO
Ha coopvr Cawu u e2o0 omwve30 HA B0K3AL, d MHE CAMOU NpedCcmosio uepes
HecKonbKouacos yiemams 6 V3pauns, u y meHs ewje o6vi10 noano oein. [Huma Bopouens.

be3 npuxpac. Bocnomunanus]

or in the context of denying the necessity of the action (36-37):

14



36. A He xouy ecmb, 5 MOAbKO umo noeia... ¢ oubauomexe. [Bepa benoycosa. Kun na ceeme
polyaps 6eonbiii]

37. Kaccuo doneo omuexusaemcs, He xouem numes — emy 0OCMYNHul U 601ee 8036blUleHHble
VO0BONLCMBUSL HCUSHU, — HO U OmKa3vleaemcs HeyeepenHo. [B. Heanos. «Omenno» Ha
nepekpecmke 2nox (3amemku 00 UCMOIKOBAHUU 2epos U HeKOMOPbIX NpoOIeMax

peaxcuccypol A.D¢poca)]

The nominative desiderative is also used if the verb has a slightly different meaning, not
denoting a physiological need, for example, ecms ‘to have means of maintenance’ (38), nums ‘to
consume alcohol’ (39), nums ‘to drink one chosen drink of many’ (40). This interpretation also
implies a set up scenario which the agent has to carry on to arrive to success:

38. Ha eepande cuden 6opooambvlii HUWUL CO CEOPOL NPUNCABUIUXCS Opye K Opyey
MaNenbKux 2pA3HbIX COOaK U 8bICMABNIEHHOU neped HUMU KAPMOHKOU ¢ mekcmom: «Muvl
mooice xomum ecmvy. [Braoumup Bounosuu. Mouymenmanvnas nponazanoal

39. OH cnpocun, Yymo s X04y numv, HO 5 eujé He OPUEHMUPOBAIICS 8 HA3BAHUAX HANUMKO8, 0a
u 6v11 8 OonvUIOM Hanpsidcenuu. [Braoumup [onaxoeckuil. Pycckuti dokmop 6 Amepuxe]

40. [louemy 6vi e nveme, cocnooun Ilacmyxos? He xomume numo 3a ¢awucma? Hnu e

xomume nums ¢ Heyoaunukom? [Buxkmop Jlesawios. 3aco6op nampuomal

The usage of the nominative construction with the verb cnams seems symptomatic. In
(41) the meaning of cnams is not an actual physiological state but the idea of sleeping in a

special way which is understood as the subject’s deliberate intention:

41. A monvko Xouy cnanib, Kak cnajl 6 Oemcmee, npoceulinasicb U CHoea 3acovlnasl eympeHHeLY
ucmome, noo 009fcab, memellb, 6 Hazpemod COJIHYem nocmeiu, 630[?6121/!661}2 pecHuyamu u
zacoelnasd, — 60m mMaxK HaAy4umbsvCsl He 6CKAKU6ANtb, KAK noOJbKO ceent pasienum 2iasd, u

mbsl MUSCOM 6CNOMHUULL, YMO C moboti CKOpo coenarom.

It can be assumed in general that the reinterpretation of an uncontrolled event as an action
which is performed in a specific way is a core semantic strategy that allows the usage of the
nominative desiderative construction with patientive verbs. Let us consider a few examples with

the verb ymupams ‘die’, which showed a normal distribution between the two constructions:
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42. — A xouy ymepemsv 3a udeanvl, s 20MO8... 51 XOUy yMepems... 3d... uoeanvl... [/lasuo
Kapanemsan. Braoumup Bwicoykuu. Bocnomunanusi]

43. A omeemun Hpume pesxko: — A xouy ymepemwv xupypeom. Ilycmv s nyuwe ceantoco
3aMepmeo  803ie ONEPaAyUoOHHO20 CMoad, Yem 0y0y MeONeHHO 3deHUBAMb HAO
MUKPOCKONOM UTU MOMUMbCA 8 ONUHHBIX becedax ¢ ncuxamu. [Braoumup [onsaxosckuil.

Pycckuit 0okmop 6 Amepuxe]

In other words, though it is difficult to initiate and control the event of sleeping or death,
the subject pretends to control the conditions or the intrinsic spirit of the event: this meaning is

expressed by the choice of the verb xomemeo.

In much the same way the nominative desiderative is used with the verb ysudems, which
is an infinitive of the dative group, i.e. occurs with xomemoscs more frequently. The dative
volition verb emphasizes the idea of an accidental event, while the nominative construction
denotes the idea of the experiencer’s influence on the circumstances that stipulate the event, see
examples (44-46):

44. Komy u3 nac ne xomenocw ysuoems HAnonuio?

45. — U a nowen myoa, nomomy umo mMHe OblI0 UHMEPECHO NOCMOMPEMb HA UX JUYd, Mbl
nonumaewv? A xomen ysudemv ux enasa! A nomom ecex npocmun, ecex! [Muxaun
Huwixun. Beex ooxrcuoaem oona nHouw]

46. Jlenouka nocmasuna 6azy Ha cmoia u muno yavionyrace Cepeero, kak 6bl 0asas NOHAMD,
umo 002a0vl8aemcs: NpuUxo0 K HA4aIbHUKY — aub npeonoe, Cepeell xomen ygsuoems

umenHo ee... [Anamonui Menvnuk. Asmopumem|

The experiential verbs sepums and oymams, which also fall into the dative group, have a
valency for a complement clause. Sentences with these verbs in a desiderative construction
consists of three clauses: [xomemu(cs)[sepumovloymams,[umo P]]]. The nature of the semantic
relation between the volition verb and the dependent clause of the infinitive is interesting. The
verbs sepums and oymams do not imply the truth value of the proposition P of their complement.
At the same time from the subject’s point of view the proposition of the dependent clause is true

with very high probability.
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47. U s padom c Hum, nooaeas emy c 3eMau RNAiKy, abcomromuo eepuna, umo Onez
deticmseumenvho Huwezo e suoum. [Jlroomuna I'ypuenko. Aniooucmernmoi]

48. Te, kmo exan 6 agmodyce, Oymany, Ymo oHa 6 MawuHe, a exasuiue 8 MauluHe, 4mo 8
asmoobyce, u auUWb K020ad yepe3 NOImopa yaca, npomopuyas 8 npooxax, 000paIucs 00
0aéK020 U HENPECMUNCHO20 [[oM00e008CK020 KNaobuwa, 0OHAPYHCULOCH, YMO e€ Huz2oe

Hem. [Anekceti Bapnamos. Kynasual

The dative desiderative construction decreases the probability of P for the subject of

sepums and oymams. The situation P is viewed as a possible and desirable but not mandatory.

49. OHu 013 MeHs u nocie AHHbL ocmanucy pOOHLIMU II0ObMU, XOUEM(Csl 6epUmb, Ymo u s 0
Hux mooce. [Tamvsina Tapacosa, Bumanuii Meaux-Kapamos. Kpacasuya u uyoosuwe]

50. 4 xouemcs 6epumv, umo OH YOO0GIEMBOPUMCS IMUM peuleHuem U He 3axodem
yempausams ckanoan. [Bukmop Jlesawos. 3azoeop nampuomal

51. Xouemcs oymams, umo Bepa ¢ ee boeamvimu npupoOHbIMU OAHHBIMU NONAOEm K020d-
HUbYOb 6 00Wecmso 6blCOKOHPABCMBEHHBIX N00el, KOMopble NOMO2Ym el pa3sumbs

nonoxcumenvHvle Kavecmea ee Hamypwl. [Anexcanop Mopo3os. Ilpesxcuue cnosal

The meaning of the dative desiderative could be described in this case as follows:

X Beput/aymaer, uro P — Pr(P)=1

X-y xo4ercsi BepuTh/mymath, 4uro P— Pr(P)>0

The verb xpuxnyms stands apart in the dative group, as it is neither experiential, nor a
verb of physical state—it denotes a controlled action. The frequency of its occurrence in the
context of the dative desiderative construction is much higher than expected. The analysis of the
contexts shows that xomemwcs kpuxnyms expresses an irrealis modality. In contrast to the
avertive meaning of xomemuw, which denotes cancellation or failure of the action of the infinitive,

the action of xomemwcs kpuxnyms cannot even start to perform in the given world. (52-53):

52. U Kkadxcovli pa3 6cied MOMOYUKIUCTLY XOMENOCh KPUKHYMb HOYeM)-MO MOAbKO OOHO

cnoso: «Mepzasey!» [©@aszunv Hckanoep. [lonemnoey o mrozom]
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53. Koeda mens 3amamuleaem JHcu3Hb, K020a HAYUHAEWb KISACMb 6Ce U 8CeX, mepselb 8epy
6 nt0del U mebe Xouemcs KpPUKHymv, KAk O0OHANCObL 51 YCAbIXANL BONJIb OOHO20 OYeHb
u3gecmHoz2o uyenogexa. «A me xouy ovims c 1100bMu, 5 X04y 6bims ¢ cobaxkamu! [Buxkmop

Po3zos. Yousnenue nepeo scusuvro]

The action, (kpuxnyms), controlled by the agent is interpreted as a desirable but
impossible event in the actual circumstances, which are beyond the agent’s control. The same
meaning is realized in dative desiderative constructions with other verbs of the non-dative group,

for example with speech verbs ckazams or cnpocume:

54. Kame ouenv xomenocv cnpocums, omkyoa Tamape uzeecmno npo Jlunvkosa u npo
nucmonem, Ho oHa He ocmenunacs. [Tamvana Mocnan. Iloouym]

55. B nepsyio munymy MmHe xomenocv ckazamv: «A He oOHa, i ¢ myxcem». M eopye mens
yoapuno — uouomxa cmapas! On ocmancs 8 mauiune ¢ 08yMs. OamoHamu, a ANOWIA ¢
cymoukou, 8 komopou napudxcckoe uzoanue I'VJIAI'a! Koneuno, s Huueco ne ckazana o

myaxce. [Huna Boponenv. bez npukpac. Bocnomunanusi]

Finally, the last verb of the dative group nooerumuscs has, in all examples, a meaning to

share information:

56. Bepa Anexceegna, uucmo 8bIMbIMAs XO3AUCHMEEHHbIM MbLIOM YUUmelbHuya-oesd, ovlia
nepenoHena seieHuemM HO80U POOHU, el XOMenr0Ch NOOeIUMbC HOBOCMAMU C KeM-mo,
pacckazamo npo Acmpy («MOI00eHCHAsE CMPUIICKA, KAK-MO 0ddice HEN0BKO, K020d
omKpulmas wiesi npu Haauyuu opsabrocmuy), npo Hexyw Jlunuro Heanosny («monodas
6006a, ocmanacb 6 0OALWIOU Keapmupe, NOMOJIKU mpu namvoecamy). [l anruna

L]epbaxosa. Bocxoocoenue na xoam yaps ConomoHa ¢ KOJIACKOU U 8e10CUNEOOM

The event nooerumwvcsa would be successful if there is one more participant— the receiver
who the agent does not control. Even if the event takes place, the agent may not be sure that he

has succeeded in sharing:
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57. Buoumo, enodcuna 6 poab Heumo OpazoyeHHoe, Hem XOmeloCb HOOeIUmbCs CO

spumenem. [Buxmop Po306. Youenenue nepeo scusnvio]

At the same time, the nominative desiderative construction with this verb is used mostly

to denote logophoric, immediant or avertive meaning.

58. U mym xouy nooeaumscsi 0OHOU C80€l MbICIbIO, KOMOPAs He Nepecmaen Myuums MeHs u
no ceti oenw. [Anamonuti Adockun. ckyccmeo, Komopoe He npekpamumcs Huko2oa]

59. CopuH cHauana paccmpouics, NOCKOIbKY XOmel N00eIUmsbcs ¢ N0OpPY20ll HeOHCUOAHHO
OMKPLIBUUUMUCA HOBLIMU 0OCMOAMENbCMBAMU, OOHAKO NOMOM YCNOKOUICS U pPeulul,

umo noovims 00HOMY emy mooice He nomewaem. [Ilemp I'anuykui. Llena llacanal

We have considered all the infinitives that fall into the dative group. Ultimately the basic
meaning of the dative desiderative construction is the lack of subject’s control over the situation
which immediately precedes the event described by the infinitive. In other words unlike xomemeo,
xomemvocsa emphasizes the idea that the subject’s will is insufficient to start the event of the
infinitive: there are some circumstances—external/non-controlled by the subject—which
determine the initiation of the event. This is the core idea for verbs of physiological actions, the
properties of the preliminary state may be set lexically, as for the verbs ecms, nums, or may rest
unspecified as in nraxams, cnams. Verbs of propositional attitude, such as eepumso, dymams, are
used within dative desiderative construction to convey the same idea by changing the subject’s
attitude to the probability of the events denoted by the complement clause. Finally, the case of
kpuxnyms Shows that a controlled action can be interpreted as socially impossible in the current

situation and the dative construction as a whole is used as a shift to irrealis modality.

5. Discussion
Several hypotheses on the semantic bases of the opposition between the two forms
xomemwb and xomemuwcs were made in section (2): the De-agentive Hypothesis focused on the
control parameter of the volition situation, the Experiential Hypothesis defined xomemucs as an
inner state which the subject undergoes, and the Desiderative Hypothesis opposed two types of
volition: active volition (intentive) and modal volition (possibility). The analysis of the sample
showed that all the three hypotheses in fact complement each other, although an important
distinction should be made: the desiderative constructions are focused on the time span which
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starts at the moment of the beginning of intent and lasts till the beginning of the event or state
itself. The details of this pre-event are determined by the lexical semantics of the infinitive—it
may rest unspecified or presuppose some definitive scenario which prepares the event of the
infinitive. The de-agentive, experiential and desiderative semantics characterize the degree of the
subject’s participation in the preliminary situation which precedes the event denoted by the
infinitive. The verb xomems marks subject’s active involvement in this pre-event, while
xomemucs excludes the subject as an active participant emphasizing that the preliminary time
span does not depend on the subject’s activity. As a result the meaning of xomems is close to
phasal verbs, while xomemuwvcsa refers to modal estimation of the probability of the event.
Therefore the control parameter of the event itself is an important, although not crucial,
characteristic. Controlled agentive actions such as eating and drinking can be initiated only by an
uncontrolled preliminary state. While the stative experiential predicate know may imply the

subject’s previous deliberate activities to reach this state.

Turning back to the assumption on the possible ways to solve the conflict on the value of
the control parameter between the desiderative predicate and the infinitive, | propose the

following analysis:

1. There are no restrictions on the compatibility between the two desiderative constructions.
Although some infinitives occur within one of the constructions very rarely. Still the
limitations are not directly related to the parameter of control, we do have examples of
very frequent desiderative constructions where the matrix predicate opposes the infinitive
on this parameter. It is more likely that the soft restrictions can be explained by the
lexical properties of the infinitives, in particular whether the event denoted by the
infinitive is a direct consequence of preliminary external event’s or deliberate subject’s
actions, c.f. a “very nominative” infinitive orcenumocs vs. a “very dative” nzaxams. The
two verbs denote events that occur not “by themselves” but as a result of preceding
events: in case of owcenumncs—active deliberate subject’s actions, in case of niakams—
some external independent events that influence the subject’s emotional state. At the
same time many verbs allow both interpretations of the properties of preceding time

period.

2. There is no basis for concluding that there is a specific lexical meaning which the
infinitives derive in the context of desiderative constructions, but there are different
examples of semantic reinterpretation of the construction as a whole. For example speech
verbs used in the context of nominative desiderative construction function as pragmatic
logophoric markers which denote a start of a discursive period. The usage of nominative

20



desiderative in the past gets aspectual avertive reinterpretation: the action failed to occur.
Finally, dative desiderative constructions with experiential predicates of propositional
attitude introduce the experiencer’s attitude to the probability of the proposition in the

complement clause.
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