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This paper describes the Old Russian construction involving verbs of percep-
tion, thought, and communication. In this construction, a single semantic ar-
gument corresponds to two syntactic constituents: a direct object and a finite
subordinate clause, the subject of which is coreferential with the direct object
of the main clause. The Old Russian construction is seen as an instantiation of
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a cross-linguistic option in the argument structure of these verbs (above all, of
the perception verbs), that is, to take the subject of the subordinate clause as the
direct object.

Key words
verbs of perception, thought, and communication; subject of subordinate clause
as object of matrix verb

Verbs of perception, thought, and communication occur in different syntactic
constructions. These verbs take some predication as a main argument, but the
subject of the predication may also be attached to them as a direct object, in
which case the predication is expressed by a nominal or non-finite verb form.
The resulting constructions are double accusative, accusative with participle
and accusative with infinitive (accusativus cum infinitivo). The alternative
model is one in which the subject of the subordinate clause is attached directly
to its subject position. The model with subordinate finite clauses has the ten-
dency to displace constructions with non-finite verb forms [3Anu3HsK 1981:
25; COLEMAN 1985: 327; HARBERT 1977: 136].

In Old Russian, perception verbs most often require subordinate fi-
nite clauses, cf. the Kievan Chronicle: Takgs ke oyzpn wike HAETH Ha Hb
Mecrrcaars ‘Gleb saw Mstislav coming against him’, lit. ‘Gleb saw that Ms-
tislav is coming against him’ [TICPJI II: 363.27-28]; cABIUAR WiKE HAETH
ceaTh € Atopru & Pycw ‘having heard that his co-father-in-law Yuri was going
to Rus’ [TICPJI II: 455.22] and many others. The subject of the perceived ac-
tion in these cases is the subject of the subordinate clause.

Quite often, verbs of perception in Old Russian texts govern the accusa-
tive with participle:

oygphuia IToaoBUH HAYLHI

see.3PL.PAST Cuman.NOM.PL come.PARTC.PRES.ACC.SG
MOAKs APHCTPOHWIACA  MPOTHRY
regiment.ACC.SG  poise.3PL.PAST against

‘The Cumans saw the regiment coming, and are poised against

it’ [IICPJI I: 172.3-4]. See further examples in [[IOTEBH4 1958:
308-316].

More rarely, a double accusative is observed with verbs of perception:

a  HulHe CHblUI0 Gonenoy  cecmpoy
and now hear.1sG.PRAES sick. ACC.SG  sister.ACC.SG

‘I hear that my sister is sick’ [3Anu3Hsk 2004: 158].

The use of the accusativus cum infinitivo was alien to medieval Slavic lan-
guages. At the same time, in Old Church Slavonic as well as in Old Russian texts,
primarily chronicles, one encounters a peculiar construction, similar in part to
the accusativus cum infinitivo. The construction involves a verb of perception,
thought, or communication; its single semantic argument corresponds to two
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syntactic constituents: a direct object and a finite subordinate clause, the subject
of which is coreferential with the direct object of the main clause.?

Several examples of the construction in question have been found in the
Old Church Slavonic translation of the Gospel:

cxekan Ke H  HXKE H
neighbour.NoM.PL PRTCL and this.NoM.PL he.Acc.sG.cL
gHARAH gkaxxs npkxkpe  kko
See.PARTC.PAST.PL be.3PL. PAST.COP before that.comp
caknt &k

blind.NOM.SG. be.35G.PAST

oL o0V yeltoveg Kal ol OewEoLVTEG AVTOV TO TEOTEQOV OTL
tupAog 1v ‘the neighbours therefore, and they which before had
seen him that he was blind’ Gospel of John 9: §;

BHAKRRBWA  mapHiR kKo AAPO  B'RCTA
see.PARTC.PAST.PL Mary.AcC that.comp quickly  rise up.3sG.PAST
1 HZHAE

and £0.0Ut.3SG.PAST

ovTes TV Maolap 6t taxéws avéortn kai €éEnABev ‘having
seen Mary that she rose up quickly and went out’ Gospel of John
11:31;

ic Xe  BHARBTI- H. kKo

JESUS.NOM PRTCL See.PARTC.PAST.NOM.SG he.acc.sG that.comp

ChMBICABHO  0ThRERIpA
intelligently answer.3PL.PAST

Kat 6 Tnoovg 1wV adtov OTL vouvexws amekiOn ‘and Jesus,
seeing that he answered intelligently’ Gospel of Mark 12: 34
[TPkOBUE-MEjIIOP 2010: 192].

In all three places cited here, the Slavonic translation follows the Greek
text closely, rendering all the words in their original order.

But the construction under consideration is attested not only as syn-
tactic borrowing in translations. It occurs in original Slavic texts as well. In
Old Russian texts, constructions with the subject of the subordinate clause

2 The defining property of accusativus cum infinitivo is precisely the presence of two
syntactic arguments (a direct object and an infinitive) corresponding to a single
embedded predication, in contrast to predicates such as fo force/encourage/ask
somebody to do something, which have two distinct semantic roles [HARBERT 1977:
123-136; BOLKESTEIN 1979: 20-22; 3AnU3HAK 1981: 16-24; PINKSTER 1990:
126-128; ScHOOF 2004: 71, 105, 149-150, 162-163].

The verb of perception can govern simultaneously a direct complement and a
subordinate clause, the subject of which differs from the direct object: kizn e
SZPERB PAAD HXD - 0XKE XOTATH KPRIBKO XKHBOT'H CBOH WAATH - H He nokexa ‘the
prince having seen their formation that they would fight hard for their lives, did

not ride out’ Novgorod First Chronicle, f. 93v. Here, the direct object realizes the
object of immediate perception, whereas the subordinate clause expresses the mental
conclusion: the prince had seen the formation of the men of Novgorod and concluded
that they would fight hard.
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as the direct object of the main verb are rare. Most often the construction
is used with verbs of visual perception. Here is an example from the Kievan
Chronicle:

Ce Ke RHAHXOM'®  MOAKH Ioaor kupkuu.
PRTCL  PRTCL see.1PL.PAST regiment.ACC.pPL  Cuman. ACC.PL
WKe MHOZI’I CO\("I'I:

that.Comp numerous.NOM.PL be.3PL.PRAES

‘we saw that the Cuman regiments were numerous’ [[ICPJI II:

640.16].

The subject of the perceived action or state in such a construction typi-
cally is not overtly explicated in the subordinate clause. Being attached as the
direct object to the main verb, it becomes thematized, while the subordinate
clause is the focus component of the utterance. This may be shown, for ex-
ample, in the context of the Galician Chronicle:

BHAHBh ARAH CROIA. Ko
See.PARTC.PAST.NOM.SG  subordinate.Acc.PL  REfl.POSS.ACC.PL that.coMP
HCMHAHCA

were.drunk

‘[Daniel of Galicia] saw that his subordinates were drunk’,
lit. “saw his subordinates that [they] were drunk” [TICPJI II:
758.24].

The meaning of the proposition is not that Daniel of Galicia saw his sol-
diers, but that he saw that they were drunk. The focus of the speaker is not the
subject, but rather his condition, yet nonetheless the subject is placed in the
main clause. Similarly, in the context of the Primary Chronicle:

CBrAAAAXD KOAOANHK™.. WKE CYTh BCH

see.1SG.PAST convict. Acc.PL that.Comp be.3PL.PRAES all.Nom.PL
X

g canozk

in boots

‘I made out that all the convicts are in boots’ [TICPJI I: 84].

It is important that the convicts were shod in boots: on this basis the
speaker concluded that they can not be forced to pay tribute.

The direct object of the verb enakTn can serve not only as the subject
but also as the object of the subordinate clause predicate. However, the only
reliable example, from the Galician Chronicle, is observed in an impersonal
subordinate clause, and the object depends on the infinitive, which does not
refer to directly observable actions:

BHAHB'H Ke Kpemankun H rpagt
see.PARTC.PAST.NOM.SG PRTCL Kremenets. AcC and City.ACC.SG
AAHHAOR™. 1AKO HEROZMOKHO MPHIATH  eMOY
Danilov.Acc.sG that.comp impossible take.INF he.DAT.SG

‘having seen that he can not take Kremenets and Danilov city’
[TICPI IT: 786.12].

2012 Nel

| 55



56 |

Subject of Subordinate Clause as Object with Verbs of Perception,
Thought, and Communication in Old Russian

Apparently, in the following context of the Kievan Chronicle according
to the Hypatian codex, the direct object of the main clause also refers to an
object, but not the subject of the predicate of a subordinate clause, whilst the
subject of the subordinate clause is indefinite-personal (Izyaslav’s enemies):

—
H BHAHELLE Hzacaagun KHZA

and  see.PARTC.PAST.NOM.PL Izyaslav’s.supporter.NOM.PL prince.ACC.SG
CROEr0 H AOro>KAHRL. W2KE REC
REFL.POSS.ACC.SG  and habitants.of.LogoZsk.Acc.pL  that.comp without
MNAKOCTH C\(’Th ﬂEpEMAH. H AalacA

harm be. 3PL.PRAES.COP  take.PARTC.PAST.PL  and surrender.3PL.PAST

‘and Izyaslav’s supporters, having seen that their prince and the

habitants of LogoZsk were taken unharmed, surrendered’, where ¢y

nepeman is a predicate in active voice, that is “took” [TICPJI II: 292.25-

27]. However, in the same context, in the Laurentian Chronicle the di-

rect object refers to the subject of the subordinate clause: n enpkewH

HZACAABLH KHAZA CROKMO. H LOroxKansl. e (e is not in the

Radzivilovskii and Academy codices) gec nakocTH Cy'Th nepemTH.

t pautaca [TICPIII: 298.19-20]; here ma:ke seems to be a secondary re-

placement of the original w:ke, but the participle passive neperaTn may

be original, and the reading of the Hypatian codex a corruption.

In the Teachings of Vladimir Monomakh — a ce 81 nogkpat - aykrn mom
TPYAD CBOH - WIKE CA €CMb TPYKaas - myTH Ak n aorwt [TICPII I: 247] — the
direct object Tpya® may not be the subject of the predicate ca ecmb Tpyzkaas if
the clauseis attributive (‘Iwill tell you about those works that Thave undertaken’)
or specifying (‘I will tell you about the works, namely, those I undertook’).

In oblique case with an adjective denoting quantity, the coreferential sub-
ject is overtly expressed:

BHAHBLLE IToaoBLH CTOPOXKH Hzacaagan
See.PARTC.PAST.NOM.PL  Cumans.NOM.PL guard.ACC.PL of.Izyaslav

X
WiKe Mand H €CTh

that.comP  few.NEUTR.NOM.SG  they.GEN  be.3sG.PRAES
‘The Cumans, having seen that the guard detachment of Izyaslav
was of small number’ [TICPJT II: 425.20-21].

The above-considered construction is also used with the verb creimamu,
cf. in the Galician Chronicle: cabiuag e Aanuas gEuH HY'h KO MOAN®I COV'Th
ancTh ‘Daniel, having heard their speeches <and having felt> that they are
tull of lies’ 790.28. Here, the verb cannuaTn is semantically complex, implying
both auditory and mental perception: Daniel had perceived the speeches by
ear and realized that they were false (cf. footnote 2 above).

The specificity of the construction comes through clearly in comparison
with apparently similar contexts, where the direct object points to the i{n\lmediate
source of information, as in an example from Péela: Gu caniuagm zaa *akuniia
[AKO rALlE REAHKY CHAOY HMK 1 pe <...> NuKokAfG KakoD Tivog iatgod Aéyo-
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vtog, Ot €xet dvvapwy (var. Aéyovtog €xewv dUvauw), ‘he heard a bad doc-
tor, how he said that he had great strength, and answered’® Archive codex 93.1
[[T4ENA: 799]. Here, the predicate of the subordinate clause does not disclose
new unpredictable information. This context indicates only the direct percep-
tion of the action-process. In contrast to the construction described above,
such contexts are possible in modern Russian, and the subordinate clause is
introduced with the conjunction xax ‘how’ (crsiuman epaua, xax ox zogopu....
‘Theard how the doctor spoke..."), while the construction under discussion has
no exact equivalent in modern languages, and in translation the clause is in-
troduced with the conjunction umo ‘that’ (see examples above). The same dis-
tinction is observed in German, cf. the example cited by Potebn’a [1958: 299]
from the Deutsche Grammatik of J. Grimm: “ich hore den vogel, wie er singt
(audio avem canentem),” ‘I hear the bird singing’ — the direct perception of
the speaker is implied (in the ancient and some modern European languages
the accusativus cum participio is used in such situations) and “ich hore, dasz
der vogel singt (audio avem canere)”, ‘I hear the bird sing’ — the immediate
perception by the listener is not implied (in the ancient and some modern Eu-
ropean languages the accusativus cum infinitivo is used in such situations).

With verbs of auditory perception and communication in Old Russian, the
direct object can denote not only the immediate but the remote object of per-
ception [IIOTEBHS 1958: 295-299; KPBICEKO 2006: 161-162]: caniiaas ecmn
mkecTrO Bawe ‘T heard about your bravery’ Pskov Third Chronicle (ITckos.
Jler. II: 83-84), etc., see [CPEZHEBCKUM III: 438]; i mko oyrkaawa wkmun
HOBFOPOALCKBIH MOAKS. Moskrowa za pkkoy ‘When the Germans learned of
the Novgorod regiment, they ran across the river’ Novgorod First Chronicle,
f. 147; nanncaa maanya. ko TOH OYEH Wita moero ‘he wrote about Malik that
‘he killed my father* History of the Jewish War of Josephus, 355d 34-35 (dif-
ferent in the Greek original) [IVB: 86], etc. As A. A. Potebn’a has pointed out
[[ToTEBHS 1958: 299], the accusative of distant object is a necessary precondi-
tion for the emergence of the accusativus cum infinitivo construction. Analogi-
cally, it is a prerequisite for the use of the direct object denoting the subject of
the subordinate clause:

a  MhieTHCAARA  noRRAAIA.  WiKE MOWIEA™.
and Mstislav.acc tell.3PL.PAST that.comp £0.3SG.PAST
¢ Teaegoyrow Ha AROR®

with Telebuga.INSTR to Lvov.Acc

‘they told about Mstislav, that he was gone with Telebuga to Lvov’
Volyn Chronicle [TICPJI II: 900.2-3].

. P M .
3 The accusativus cum infinitivo geanx®’ cnaoy nmk ~ seems to render the reading of
certain Greek copies Aéyovtog €xewv dovapy.

4 The conjunction rako here introduces not a subordinate clause, but rather direct speech,
i.e., it performs the function of an opening quotation mark.
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This same construction may depend on verbs of thinking:

MHALJE HPOAA H BOA €ro.
think.PARTC.PRAES.NOM.PL  Herod.Acc and  soldier. Acc.PL he.GEN
Ko OY)KACOU.IACA C'I"pAXOM'h
that.comp were afraid fear.INSTR.SG

‘thinking that Herod and his soldiers were afraid” (different in
the Greek original) History of the Jewish War of Josephus, 361b
26-27 [IVIB: 99];

MHACTA MA [ 1NV ChIAK

think.3DUAL.PAST me.AcC that.comp sleep.1SG.PRES

‘they thought that I was asleep’ Lobkovskii Prologue from the
13th century [CO A XI-XIV, 5: 93].

But the remote object often becomes the indirect object of the matrix
verb, cf. in the Kievan Chronicle: n cahiia w BpaTHH CROEH WiKE WAH COYTH
ta IToaoru ‘and he had heard about his brothers that <they> had come forth
against the Cumans’ [TICPJI II: 645.6]; in the Galician Chronicle: cabiua w
BPATE CH H W AETE. H W FHAPHHH CROEH. KO B'bILUAH COVTh HZ Poyckoe Zemak
g Aaxw ‘having heard about his brother and children and his wife that <they>
had left the Rus’ land for Lyakhs’ [TICPJI II: 787.19]. In contrast to the con-
struction with the direct object, such contexts are possible in modern Russian:
OH YCBLUAT O CBOUX Opambsx, 4umo oHu nowau Ha ITonosyes, etc.

The subject of an indirect question may also be in direct subordination to
the main verb:

e  BRaaxoy KHZA ph kak  ecTh
not know.3PAST.PL  prince.ACC.sG  Jurii.AcC where be.3PRAES.SG

‘they did not know where prince Jurii was’ Novgorod First
Chronicle f. 161.

Exactly the same construction is found in ancient languages, inasmuch
as the use of the accusativus cum infinitivo, typical with the verb meaning ‘to
know,’ is not possible with an indirect question, cf. ancient Greek: 6otig 06’
VHOV_AdoV TV AaPBdAKoL KATOWEeV &vdoc ék Tivog diwAeto ‘Every one
of you who knew because of which man Laius, the son of Labdacus, perished...
Sophocles, Oedipus Tyrannus 216 [JKENTOBA, JKENTOB 2007: 101].

In Old Russian the construction with the subject of the subordinate clause
as the direct object of the main verb was not bookish: it is found primarily
in chronicles, usually with the Eastern Slavic conjunction w:e (only in the
Galician Chronicle, in which the author stylizes his text under the influence
of Church Slavonic, is the literary conjunction rko used in this construction).

The Old Russian construction with the subject of the dependent predica-
tion as the direct object of the main verb resembles the accusativus cum infini-
tivo in living European languages not only in structure but also in function.
It also often occurs after verbs of perception, above all with the visual. This
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resembles the situation in German [HARBERT 1977: 121-122], French, and
Spanish; in Italian the accusativus cum infinitivo is used most often without
any restriction after the verb videre ‘see, while its use after verbs of auditory
perception is stylistically limited [ SCHWENDENER 1923: 8, 12] and the use in
other positions is specific to literary language. As in Old Russian, in colloquial
Italian the subject of the accusativus cum infinitivo is in explicit dependence
on the main verb as its object, while in Latin the object of the main verb is the
entire accusativus cum infinitivo [SCHWENDENER 1923: 3].

Old Russian material confirms that a characteristic feature of verbs of
perception, thought, and communication in Indo-European and some non-
Indo-European languages was the ability to subordinate the subject of the de-
pendent predication as a direct object [ CEPnoBONIBCKAA 2005]. This feature
had different manifestations, including the described Old Russian costruction.
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