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1. Introduction

In Part One (this volume) we reviewed the history of the controversy over
whether Old Church Slavonic (OCS) byti ‘be’ is a single verb (the single-verb
hypothesis) or an aspectual pair of verbs (the two-verb hypothesis). We pre-
sented a grammatical profiling analysis of byti in comparison with other OCS
verbs. While there were fewer problems with the single-verb analysis (since
it did not entail positing a verb with no imperative, infinitive, or past partici-
ple), both the single-verb hypothesis and the two-verb hypothesis found mod-
est support in the grammatical profiling analysis. In this article we follow up
with an analysis of the grammatical constructions of byti. On the basis of cor-
pus data and statistical analysis we argue that byti is best represented as a sin-
gle, though complex, verb.

The structure of our argument is as follows. In section 2 we present the
forms and Greek correspondences for byt and discuss what these mean for
the controversy concerning the status of this verb. Section 3 situates this study
with respect to the use of radial categories in cognitive linguistics, as well as
the use of cognitive linguistics in both Slavic and general linguistics. In that
section we also introduce the method of constructional profiling. We detail
our study of the constructional profile of byt in section 4 and close with con-
clusions in section 5. All the data and statistical code used in this analysis are
available at: hdl:10037.1/10074.

2, Byti: forms and Greek correspondences

OCS byti has a particularly rich set of forms, largely due to its history (see de-
tails in Part One). Table 1, which summarizes these forms, is here reproduced
from Part One for the reader’s convenience. The terms presented in this table
(es-group, bi-group, etc.) are used to identify the relevant forms in the re-
mainder of this article.
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AHHOTaLHA
Xaunue M. Dxxodd, Jlopa A. Anga u Type Heccer
CrapocnaBsHckuii raron 6eimu (4acTh NepBas: aHAIN3 IrPaMMaTHYECKHX
npoduneit)

B craree o6cyxaaeTcs COpHEIH BOpoC 0 TOM, ObLT M CTapOCIaBIHCKHH I1aron
6bimu OOHUM ITIAr0JIOM HECOBEPLIEHHOTO BHjA ¢ HEOOBIYHO OONBIIMM KONHYECTBOM
cnoBo)opM, WM JKE MBI HMEEM €0 C BHAOBOH NapoH, oTpaaromed [ABe 3TUMO-
JIOTHYECKHE OCHOBEI (es- U bii-). [Ipennaraercs o6bEKTHBHOE SMIIMPUYECKOE UCCIEA0-
BaHHE BOIPOCA, OCHOBAHHOE HA CTATHCTHYECKOM aHanuse 2428 mpumepoB ymoTpe-
Gnenus marona 6uimy B COMOCTaBAeHHH ¢ 9694 npumepaMu 129 apyrux rarosnos.
MpeanaraeMbiii aHaau3 crocoOGCTBYET TOYHOH JIOKAIM3AlLMH Goimu B TNAroibHOM
JIEKCMKE CTapOCJIaBIHCKOr0 #3blka. IIpM CONOCTaBIECHHH HCIONB3YETCS METOL
«TPaMMaTH4eCKOTO NpO(HINPOBAHHAY, OMMCHIBAIOMIMH YAaCTOTHOE pacHpeneneHHe
cnoBo¢opM KaxKIoro rnarona. AHajiM3 NMpoBeAeH B ABa 3Tana. Ha nepsoM aTane Mul
HCXOIHIM U3 TOTO, YTO Hbimu ABIAETCS SAWHBIM INIArojoM, B TO BpeMs KaK Ha BTOPOM
sTane 6uimu paccMaTpuBaics kak riaroneHas napa. O6a BapuaHTa aHainM3a JaloT
npaBaonogo0HbIe Pe3yNbTaThl, # HECMOTPS Ha TO, YTO OJZHOTO IpaMMAaTHYECKOro
Ipo¢UIHPOBaHHA HENOCTaTOYHO I TOTo, 4TOOBI pa3speIINTh BEIINICHA3BAHHOE
NPOTHBOpEYHE, Takoe npodunipoBanue hopMupyeT 6a3y Ui NaNbHEHIIETO aHATH3a,
KOTOpGIii GyIeT NpeAcTaBieH BO BTOPOi YacTH HCCIIENOBaHuUA, Ie Obimu NpeIcTaBlIeH
KaK OJIMH IJarol.
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Table 1: The byri paradigm organized according to stem and morphology

Morphological subparadigm  es-group  bii-group

“duplicate” forms for present Jjestv bodetv
es-group and bii-group imperfect béase *bodease!
aorist bé by(stv)
present participle spSt- bodpst-
unique forms subjunctive bi?

“shared” forms past participle byve
imperative bodi
infinitive byti
I-form byly

Van Schooneveld (1951) argued, on the basis of the “duplicate” forms in
the first three rows of Table 1—the present, imperfect, and aorist, that OCS
byti is actually an aspectual pair of verbs. As detailed in Part One, this claim
has proven highly influential, and is repeated in most subsequent works on
OCS grammar. However, the argument itself is not very substantial, and we
argue that it does not stand up to a rigorous empirical analysis.

Although on the face of it van Schooneveld’s claim finds support in the fact
that OCS byti is typically rendered by two different verbs in Greek, closer in-
spection shows that the relationship is more complex than a simple one-to-
one mapping. Table 2 shows the Greek correspondences to attestations of byt
in our corpus data (see section 4), with the forms that are most frequently
used to render eimi ‘be’ toward the top of the table and those most used to ren-
der gignomai ‘become’ toward the bottom, and others arranged according to
percentages. Table 2 includes only by#i occurrences that correspond to either
eimi or gignomai in Greek, and all of these are from the Codex Marianus.
Note that OCS auxiliaries very rarely have Greek correspondences, which
means that the subjunctive is almost absent from Table 2. Also absent from
Table 2 is the bi-present participle, which usually renders Greek melld ‘in-
tend, think of, be about to (do)’.

Table 2 shows that the division between the es-group and the bii-group in
Table 1 is perhaps not so clear. It works well for the es-group “duplicate”
forms which all have nearly perfect correspondence to Greek eimi, and it also
works well for two of the bii-group duplicate forms, namely the bi-aorist and
the bi-past participle. If we look at the es-aorist, for example, we see that
there are 230 examples that render Greek eimi, accounting for 99.1% of rele-
vant examples, as opposed to only 2 examples (0.9%) that render gignomai.

1. Not attested in canonical Old Church Slavonic.

2. We follow the convention of Shevelov (1965: 96) and Rix (2001: 242) here, who suggest
that the imperfect, aorist, and subjunctive listed in this column in Table 1 all belong to the es-
group, but have incorporated an initial 5- from the biz-group.
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Table 2: Distribution of eimi and gignomai as source lemma across byti
subparadigms

eimi # of percent gignomai # of percent

examples eimi examples gignomai
es-present 670 100.0% 0 0.0%
es-aorist 230 99.1% 2 0.9%
es-imperfect 46 97.9% 1 2.1%
es-present participle 45 97.8% 1 2.2%
I-form 16 84.2% 3 15.8%
subjunctive 3 75.0% 1 25.0%
bii-present 145 74.0% 51 26.0%
infinitive 26 61.9% 16 38.1%
imperative 11 42.1% 8 57.9%
bii-aorist 4 2.8% 140 97.2%
bii-past participle 0 0.0% 49 100.0%

But both the /-form and the bii-present are mostly used to render Greek eimi,
and the infinitive and imperative are clearly “shared” forms with no strong
preferences. These data comport fairly well with most of Dostal’s (1954:
146-154) aspectual description of byti: he lists the es-aorist, es-imperfect,
es-present participle, and the /-form (where eimi dominates) as imperfective;
and he lists the bi-present, the imperative, and the infinitive as mostly im-
perfective. However, he finds the bi-aorist and bi-past participle (where
gignomai dominates) to be evenly divided across perfective and imperfec-
tive uses.

These Greek correspondences serve as rough semantic tags indicating the
relative share of stative versus change-of-state meanings for the various byti
subparadigms. We refer to the Greek correspondences throughout our analy-
sis (see section 4), because the Greek gives us an approximate independent
measure of semantic differences.

Beyond its unusual inventory of forms and Greek correspondences, byti is
also special in terms of its behavior in grammatical constructions. Byti occurs
in a particularly wide range of constructions, some of which are unique to this
verb, which appears as a regular auxiliary in the perfect tense, and plays an
auxiliary-like role with other participles as well. Our analysis in section 4 is
based on the behavior of byti in its various constructions.

3. Theory and methods

This section presents the concept of the radial category from the perspective
of cognitive linguistics (in 3.1), as well as the method of constructional pro-
filing (3.2). For more on profiling methods in general, see section 4 of Part
One.
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3.1 Radial categories and cognitive linguistics

A major finding of this article is the radial category of grammatical construc-
tions for byti that emerges from our corpus data. The radial category is a cen-
tral concept in the framework of cognitive linguistics, which has attracted
considerable attention among linguists, particularly in the US (cf. Lakoff
1987, Talmy 2000, Croft 2001, Fauconnier and Turner 2002, Goldberg 2006,
Langacker 2013) and in Europe (cf. Geeraerts 1987, Tomasello 2003,
Dabrowska 2004). Slavists figure prominently among adherents to this frame-
work, among them Dickey (2000), Divjak (2010), Fried (2010), Rakhilina
(2010), Plungian (2011).

The linguistic concept of the radial category is motivated by research in
psychology (Rosch 1973a and b, 1978) and neurobiology (Churchland 1986
and Churchland 1995) that human beings store and access knowledge in cat-
egories with a specific structure. Unlike the Venn diagrams of set theory,
human cognitive categories are organized around a prototypical member, to
which all other members ultimately bear some relationship. Other members
of a category need not share any feature with the prototype, but are linked
through chains of relationships that give the category a radial structure and
hence the term “radial category.”

Cognitive linguistics is founded upon the principle that linguistic cognition
is not fundamentally different from human cognition and thus should use the
same basic mechanisms. Therefore it is reasonable to assume that linguistic
categories, which are typically polysemous, are also radial categories. Lakoff
(1987) and Taylor (1995) present classic examples of radial categories and
their structure. Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk (2007) gives an overview of the
role of prototypes in motivating and structuring radial categories.

The structure of radial categories has typically been deduced by re-
searchers, combining insights from data with intuitions about relationships
among the members of a category. The present study is innovative in that the
entire radial category of constructions for byti emerges objectively from the
data, including the identification of nodes (sets of constructions that pattern
similarly) in the category and the relationships among them.

3.2 Constructional profiling

Constructional profiling examines the relationship between the frequency dis-
tribution of the grammatical constructions a word appears in and its meaning.
As with grammatical profiling, this method focuses on the uneven distribu-
tions of forms found in language and the fact that any given word has a “sig-
nature,” a unique distribution of forms. Any given word can potentially appear
in a large range of grammatical constructions, but when we look in a corpus
we find that the actual range of attested constructions is smaller and unique to
that word. Constructional profiling is a prominent component of relevant stud-
ies of synonymy, such as Geeraerts 1988 (on Dutch verbs meaning ‘destroy’),
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works by Divjak and Gries (Divjak and Gries 2006, Gries and Divjak 2009 on
Russian verbs meaning ‘try’), and Glynn 2010 (on the English near-synonyms
hassle, bother, and annoy). Constructional profiling is related to collostruc-
tional analysis (Stefanowitsch and Gries 2003, 2005), though the latter ap-
proaches the form-meaning relationship from the opposite end, taking the con-
struction as the point of departure and asking what words appear in it. Another
related strategy is metaphorical pattern analysis, which examines the
metaphorical uses (typically embedded in certain constructions) that near-syn-
onyms can appear in (Stefanowitsch 2006 a and b; Svanlund 2007).

The second hypothesis in this study can be restated in terms of synonymy,
since an aspectual pair consists of verbs that are lexically synonymous but
differ only in aspect. Thus it is reasonable to use constructional profiling to
determine whether the overall similarity of byti is greater than differences
found between the near-synonyms of the paired verbs proposed in hypothesis
2. The fact that Kuznetsova (2013: Chapter 5) has shown constructional pro-
filing to be useful in sorting out the relationships between members of a verb
pair is a further argument for using constructional profiles also to look for ev-
idence of the aspectual distinction claimed in hypothesis 2. However,
Kuznetsova challenges the famous Maslov (1984) criterion for the identifica-
tion of aspectual pairs, according to which one expects the perfective and im-
perfective partners of a pair to be interchangeable in grammatical construc-
tions. Kuznetsova shows that the degree of overlap in constructional profiles
between imperfective verbs and their perfective partner verbs is in reality a
complex issue presenting a continuum rather than a discrete choice.

In section 4 we apply grammatical profiling (introduced in Part One) in
conjunction with constructional profiling to discover how the grammatical
forms are distributed across the constructions that byt appears in. In addition,
correspondence analysis (also introduced in Part One) is useful to sort out the
relationships among the various grammatical constructions that by# is found
in, supporting the radial category analysis we propose.

The comparisons of byti’s behavior across different constructions give us a
more nuanced and complete picture of this verb’s status. Unlike the grammat-
ical profile analysis in Part One (in which some data had to be excluded), in

3. Janda and Solovyev (2009) used constructional profiling to discriminate among near-syn-
onyms for ‘happiness’ and ‘sadness’ in Russian, showing that while these nouns selected the
same overall set of preferred [preposition + case] constructions (showing that they were indeed
close synonyms/antonyms, as opposed to other words that had entirely different sets of pre-
ferred constructions), there were stark differences in the distribution of individual preferences
within that set of constructions (showing that each synonym/antonym had a unique construc-
tional profile). The Janda and Solovyev study shows that constructional profiles can give us in-
formation both about overall similarity of meaning and about fine-grained distinctions in cases
of near-synonymy.
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the constructional profile analysis we can represent all of the data and dis-
cover which constructions involve subparadigms that present possible con-
trasts in meaning and/or aspect. These possible contrasts can then be strategi-
cally targeted for closer analysis in order to see whether they support a
one-verb or a two-verb interpretation.

4. Constructional profiling of by#

Our constructional profiling analysis of byti is based on data from the Old
Church Slavonic portion of the PROIEL corpus (http:/foni.uio.no:3000/; see
a more detailed description in section 3 of Part One), supplemented by addi-
tional tags labeling the grammatical construction added via the methods de-
scribed in section 4.1. We examined 2,428 attestations of byti in a dataset ex-
tracted from Codex Marianus, Codex Suprasliensis, and Codex Zographensis,
as described in Part One. Our dataset and the code used to analyze it are pub-
licly available at: hd1:10037.1/10074.

We use the constructional data to further explore the one-verb vs. two-verb
hypotheses. The analysis enables us to discover whether forms purportedly
belonging to a particular stem are specialized with respect to individual con-
structions. We provide a comprehensive description of the constructions in
which byti occurs, and use a statistical approach to measure the relationships
among constructions with respect to the distribution of subparadigms in each
construction.

We first use objective means to define and cluster constructions and then go
deeper by breaking down byti’s behavior by construction. We then proceed
construction by construction to address the issues unresolved in the grammat-
ical profiling analysis in Part One. For each construction, we focus on the be-
havior of both the shared forms and the possible contrasts.

If byti is indeed a verb pair, we would expect there to be at least some con-
structions in which the competing “duplicate” aorist and present forms could
both occur, and that they should show aspectual contrast in those constructions,
as per the Maslov criterion. In other words, we would expect to find some over-
lap in the constructional profiles of the es-group and the bi-group, and this ex-
pectation is borne out by the facts. While Kuznetsova (2013: Chapter 5) has
shown that the degree of overlap in the constructional profiles of aspectually
paired verbs in Modern Russian can vary greatly, her study does not deny that
there is aspectual contrast in the constructions where overlap is observed.

4.1 Extracting constructions

We did not want our construction inventory to be based on a priori assump-
tions or individual examples, but rather to let the constructional patterns
emerge from the data. We therefore arrived at a set of constructions by aggre-
gating information from several annotation layers in the PROIEL corpus to
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find patterns.? In order to arrive at these patterns, we used syntactic and part-
of-speech information from the annotation. Syntactic information included the
function of by#i as an auxiliary, a matrix verb or a dependent verb form, along
with argument structure information, including presence/absence of oblique
arguments, predicative complements and adverbials, augmented by informa-
tion on the part of speech and case marking appearing on the arguments. Fur-
ther hand sorting made it possible to separate personal from impersonal con-
structions and to group constructions with similar patterns. This process,
which relied upon the objective features of the byti data, yielded ten construc-
tions, and unsurprisingly these largely match the kind of constructions usually
associated with ‘be’ verbs cross-linguistically. Thus our construction inventory
is based on the PROIEL syntactic analysis and morphological information, not
on semantic analysis, although we use semantic labels for mnemonic reasons.
In this section we present an overview of the ten constructions, which will be
analyzed in greater detail in subsections 4.3 through 4.7. The frequency of the
constructions in the dataset is visualized in Figure 1.

The x-axis in Figure 1 displays the names of the ten constructions, and the
y-axis gives the number of examples found in the dataset. The bars give the
result for each construction. Thus, for example, the aux (= auxilliary) con-
struction is represented in 212 examples in our dataset, the auxiliaroid con-
struction is represented in 361 examples, etc.

4.1.1 Auxiliaries (aux) and possible auxiliaries (auxiliaroid)

The only usage recognized as a “proper” auxiliary in the PROIEL analysis is
the use of byti in forming perfect tenses with the I-form (example 1). We iso-
lated this construction under the label AUXILIARY. There were 212 such occur-
rences in the dataset.

(1) pravé sodilv esi
‘you have judged rightly’ (Mar. Luke 7:43)

There are, however, uses that superficially resemble auxiliaries: byti is used
with passive participles (example 2), and also in a construction with the pres-
ent active participle (example 3) that could be interpreted as a progressive.
Since we do not know a priori whether these uses belong with the AUXILIARY,
we have assigned them to a separate construction labeled AUXILIAROID. There
were 361 such occurrences in the dataset.

(2) pisano estv
‘it is written’ (Mar. Matt. 21:13)
(3) bé uce vov crkve
‘he was teaching in the temple’ (Mar. Luke 19:47)

4. For full documentation on the PROIEL syntactic analysis, see http://folk.uio.no/daghaug/
syntactic_guidelines.pdf



Old Church Slavonic byti Part Two 505

800 -

600 —

400 —

200 —

o
|
!
|
|

aux

auxiliaroid

copula
copular_benefactive
copular_impersonal
copular_possessive
existential
existential_impersonal
existential possessive
position_goal

Figure 1: Frequency of the ten constructions in the dataset

4.1.2 Copulas

We found four main patterns that serve as variations on a basic copula con-
struction. The COPULA construction is the most frequent pattern in the entire
dataset, with 921 occurrences. The label is given to regular, personal con-
structions with a predicative complement, which may be a noun (example 4),
an adjective (example 5), or a clause.

(4) vy este solv zemi
‘you are the salt of the earth’ (Zogr. Matt. 5:13)

(5) snw tvoi Zive estv
‘your son is alive’ (Mar. John 4:50)

The COPULAR POSSESSIVE pattern is like the COPULA pattern, but also in-
cludes a nominal in the dative analyzed as an oblique argument, which is the
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convention for constructions meaning ‘have X as Y’, ‘be X’s Y’ (example 6).
There are 26 such occurrences in the dataset.

(6) kako emu estv synw
‘how can he be his son?’ (Mar. Luke 20:44)

The COPULAR BENEFACTIVE pattern is like the COPULA pattern, but includes
a dative nominal analyzed as an adverbial (example 7). These occurrences
usually have an infinitive or clause as the subject, and the dative is clearly
benefactive. There are 47 such occurrences in the dataset.

(7) unée estv vamv da azv idp
‘it is better for you that I should go’ (Mar. John 16:7)

The COPULAR IMPERSONAL pattern is like the COPULA pattern, but has no ref-
erential subject (example 8). This analysis was used for properties ascribed to
the topic time— ‘it was morning’, ‘it became late’ and similar constructions.
There were 45 such occurrences.

(8) bé ze nostv
‘it was night’ (Mar. John 13:30)

4.1.3 Existentials

This cluster of constructions lacks a predicative complement. The most com-
mon construction in this cluster is the EXISTENTIAL, with 290 occurrences,
where byti has a referential subject and often one or more adverbials (exam-
ples 9-11). Byti in this pattern means ‘exist’ (example 9), ‘come into being’,
‘happen’, or even ‘come’ (example 10). The pattern also includes presenta-
tional ‘be’ (example 11).

(9) vv domu otca moego obitéli mvnogy spts
‘in my father’s house there are many mansions’ (Mar. John 14:2)

(10) gis» bystv iz oblaka
‘a voice came from on high’ (Mar. Luke 9:35)

(11) bé clvéky tu
‘there was a man there’ (Mar. Luke 6:6)

The EXISTENTIAL POSSESSIVE construction has the same basic structure, but
also includes a dative nominal analyzed as an oblique argument (example 12).
This analysis was chosen in the PROIEL annotation to indicate the typical
Indo-European predicative possessive construction exemplified by Latin mihi
est ‘I have’. There were 52 such occurrences.

(12) ne bé ima ceda
‘they had no child’ (Mar. Luke 1:7)

In the EXISTENTIAL IMPERSONAL construction byti has no referential subject,
but frequently an adverbial or a complement clause (example 13). The con-
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struction has a strong correlation with the Greek egeneto ‘it happened’ con-
struction.® There are 47 such occurrences in our dataset.

(13) i bystv egda séase
‘and it happened as he was sowing’ (Mar. Mark 4:4)

4.1.4 Byti as a positional verb

Our final construction is POSITION/GOAL, which involves personal occurrences
of byti with prepositional phrases or adverbs, usually indicating position,
source, or goal (examples 14-15). In these occurrences byti has a behavior
reminiscent of position verbs (like sit, stand), or even motion verbs.® The con-
struction is very common, with 427 occurrences.

(14) otcv moi iZe estv na nebesoxs
‘my father who is in heaven’ (Mar. Matt. 16:17)

(15) néstv svde
‘he isn’t here’ (Mar. Mark 16:6)

4.2 Clustering constructions according to the grammatical profiles of byti
Our next task is to make comparisons across the constructions in order to test
our two hypotheses. If the one-verb hypothesis is correct, although we may
find variation across the constructions, it should be possible to relate them to
each other in a radial category network that reflects the syntactic behavior and
semantic expression of byti in a holistic way, with core uses closely associ-
ated with each other, and less prototypical uses at the periphery. If the two-
verb hypothesis is correct, we should find evidence of more dispersion. On
the one hand, we can expect that there might be some constructions that are
strongly or exclusively used for only one of the stems, given that there is ev-
idence of such specialization among aspectually paired verbs in Russian
{Kuznetsova 2013: Chapter 5). On the other hand, we also expect some con-
structions to be used by both stems, and in such cases the forms of the two
stems should be used contrastively as imperfective vs. perfective verbs.

We test the two hypotheses (the single-verb and the two-verb hypotheses)
by comparing the grammatical profiles of byti across the ten constructions.
This makes it possible to plot the relationships among the constructions and
also to target constructions where there is potential for contrastive overlap in
use of es- and bii-forms. This study includes all of the attestations of byt
arranged according to the following subparadigms:

5. The Greek correspondence for example (13) is:
kai egeneto en toi speirein
and happen.AOR.3sG in the.N.DAT.SG SOW.PRS.INF
‘and it happened as he was sowing’
6. In the PROIEL analysis, these prepositional phrases and adverbs were conflated with reg-
ular predicative complements for the sake of simplicity.
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Figure 2: Correspondence analysis of by#i constructions by grammatical profile

e From the es-group: es-present, es-present participle, es-imperfect, es-
aorist, subjunctive

o From the bii-group: bi-present, biz-present participle, bi-aorist, past par-
ticiple, /-form, infinitive, imperative’

With the grammatical profile of byti for each of the constructions as input,
we can use correspondence analysis to discover the relationships among the
constructions (for a description of correspondence analysis, see section 4.1 of
Part One). The resulting plot is presented in Figure 2.

Like the plots of the correspondence analyses in Part One, Figure 2 can be
read as a map of the distances between the constructions.

The plot in Figure 2 has been adjusted by removing the subjunctive from
the calculation. The reason for doing so is that 96% of all examples of sub-

7. The bi-imperfect was not attested in our dataset.
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junctive forms are found in the AUXILIARY construction,® and including the
subjunctive skewed the plot, causing nearly all of the other constructions to
be lumped together. By removing the subjunctive from the plot we make it
possible to see the relationships among the remaining constructions, but we
must remember that this plot has been distorted and that the AUXILIARY con-
struction is in fact the one that is most different from the others. The subjunc-
tive is, however, included in our study and represented in the grammatical
profile of byti for the constructions in sections 4.3—4.7. Inspection of the re-
sults suggests that Factor 1 in the correspondence analysis largely reflects the
relative frequency of the bir-aorist (the only form in the grammatical profile
for the EXISTENTIAL IMPERSONAL construction, which has the highest Factor 1
value; see section 4.4) as opposed to all other subparadigms.®

Five clusters of constructions emerge from the correspondence analysis,
listed in Table 3 together with their frequencies. This table breaks down the
distribution according to es-group, biz-group, and shared forms (see Table 1).
The percentages add up to 100% in each row.

Table 3: Clustering of OCS byti constructions and distribution of forms

shared
cluster construction es- group percent bi- group percent forms percent
Cluster 1  auxiliary 203 95.8% 9 4.2% 0 0%
Cluster 2 existential 0 0% 47 100% 0 0%
impersonal
Cluster 3 copula 746 81.0% 121 13.1% 54 5.9%
copular 22 84.6% 4 15.4% 0 0%
possessive
copular 28 59.6% 15 31.9% 4 8.5%
benefactive
Cluster 4  existential 124 42.8% 147 50.7% 19 6.6%
existential 22 42.3% 24 46.2% 6 11.5%
possessive

auxiliaroid 201 557% 134 37.1% 26 7.2%
position/goal 326 76.3% 77 18.0% 24 5.6%

Cluster 5 copular 22 48.9% 23 51.1% 0 0%
impersonal

8. There are 96 examples of subjunctive forms in total, 92 are in the AUXILIARY construction,
3 are in the AUXILIAROID construction, and one is in the EXISTENTIAL construction.

9. Factor 2 in Figure 2 is harder to interpret. There seems to be some influence of tense in-
volved, and perhaps some relationship to stative vs. change-of-state readings (note the corre-
spondence to the forms at the top and bottom of Table 2), but this is inconclusive and not very
relevant to our analysis.
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Clusters 3 and 4, which are adjacent to each other, form the core of the distri-
bution, both in terms of their relative placement and their frequency; each of
these clusters accounts for more than 40% of the total data. In terms of their
profiles, the es-present is the most frequent form in both clusters 3 and 4, fol-
lowed by the bi-present and es-aorist. Only 12.5% of the data is distributed
across the three more peripheral constructions in clusters 1, 2, and 5. Of the
three peripheral constructions, the most idiosyncratic are the AUXILIARY con-
struction (with most of the attestations split between the es-present and the
subjunctive) and the EXISTENTIAL IMPERSONAL (for which the bif-aorist com-
prises all of the data).

The AUXILIARY and EXISTENTIAL IMPERSONAL are by far the most distinct
constructions in terms of grammatical profiles. Apart from that, we see sev-
eral expected clusterings: most of the copular constructions constitute a clus-
ter, and so do the personal existential construction variants (but not the EXIs-
TENTIAL IMPERSONAL). What is less expected, however, is that the
POSITION/GOAL construction does not cluster with the copular constructions,
but lands in a middle position closer to the existentials. Even more unex-
pected is the fact that the AUXILIAROID construction is not at all similar in
grammatical profile to the AUXILIARY construction—in fact it clusters with the
personal existentials. It is also interesting to note that the COPULAR IMPER-
SONAL construction appears to be much more similar to the personal existen-
tials than to the other copular constructions.

The correspondence analysis plot in Figure 2 can be interpreted as a radial
category of byti constructions, with a prototype vs. periphery structure. The
prototypical high-frequency uses of the copular constructions in cluster 3 and
the EXISTENTIAL, POSITION/GOAL and AUXILIAROID uses in cluster 4 are central
in this structure. Clusters 3 and 4 thus form the conceptual core of byti’s ra-
dial category. The AUXILIARY and impersonal uses in clusters 1, 2, and 5 are
at the periphery.

This outcome supports the one-verb hypothesis in that it yields a mostly co-
herent center-periphery structure. However, it is still possible that we will find
evidence in favor of the two-verb hypothesis, so it is necessary to look more
deeply at the constructions.

In the following subsections, we examine the five construction clusters
with respect to the grammatical profile of byti and the light this may shed on
our two hypotheses. We are particularly interested in finding whether any
construction has specialized to use with one of the groups of forms (es- or
bii-) as opposed to the other, and whether there is evidence of contrast in con-
structions where the “duplicate” forms are represented.

In each of the following subsections we present a graph of the grammatical
profile of byti in the given construction or cluster of constructions (see Figures
3-7). The bars on the graph are arranged to reflect the groups of forms and
morphological subparadigms as given in Table 1. The first five bars from the
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left represent the subparadigms particular to the es-group: es-present, es-
imperfect, es-aorist, es-present participle, and subjunctive. The next three bars
represent the subparadigms particular to the bii-group: biz-present, biz-aorist,
bi-present participle. The remaining four bars represent the “shared” forms,
all of which belong to the bii-group: bii-past participle, imperative, infinitive,
and /-form. In order to show all the grammatical profiles on the same scale, the
y-axis for each graph is the percentage of forms in the profile. For example,
Figure 3 shows that the es-present and the subjunctive each account for over
40% of the forms of byti in the AUXILIARY construction, with the remainder of
the profile distributed across the es-imperfect, es-aorist, and biz-aorist.

4.3 The AUXILIARY construction

The use of byti as an auxiliary to /-forms turns out to be the most distinct con-
struction of all. Its main differentiating feature is the use of subjunctive forms,
but even when we exclude this subparadigm (as in Figure 2), this construc-
tion is clearly set apart from the others.

80

60 —

40 —

20 -

es-pres
es-ipt
es-aor
es-pres-part
subj

bi-pres
bo-aor
ba-pres-part
bi-past-part
imper

inf

I-form

Figure 3: Grammatical profile of byt in the AUXILIARY construction
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In Figure 3, the x-axis represents the subparadigms of byti (see Table 1),
and the y-axis is the percentage of forms that appear in the given subparadigm
for this construction. The es-present and the subj (=subjunctive) forms each
account for over 40% of the forms of by#i in the auxiliary construction, there
is less representation for the es-imperfect, es-aorist and bi-aorist, and the re-
maining forms are not found.

With regard to our two hypotheses, it is particularly interesting to note that
the AUXILIARY’s grammatical profile is limited almost exclusively to es-group
forms —the construction is not even attested with infinitives, /-forms or imper-
atives in our dataset, the “shared” bi-group forms that are clearly not strongly
tied to any particular aspectual meaning.!® The only exceptions are nine exam-
ples of the biz-aorist. However, these aorists appear to have the same function
as the subjunctive form bim, bi ... with which they sometimes even co-occur
(example 16), and as such do not contrast with the es-aorist. Note that most ex-
amples are third person singular aorists with the form by. The usual third sin-
gular byst» form of the aorist does not occur in this construction in our dataset.

(16) aste otv sego mira bi bylo cstvo moe. slugy ubo moje podvizaly se byse. da ne prédanv
bims ijudéomv

‘If my kingdom were of this world, my servants would have been fighting, that I might
not be delivered over to the Jews’ (Mar. John 18:36)

The AUXILIARY construction occurs with both the es-imperfect and the es-
aorist. However, they seem semantically indistinguishable, and are in near-
perfect complementary distribution, as shown in Table 4. A similar distribu-
tion is found also for the cluster 5 constructions, but not for cluster 3.

Table 4: Person and number distribution of es-imperfect
and es-aorist in the AUXILIARY construction.

es-imperfect es-aorist
3sg 0 11
3pl 6 1

The single third person plural attestation of the es-aorist (example 17) is
found in exactly the same context as one of the third person plural es-imperfect
attestations (example 18).

(17) jeZe béaxp prisvly sv nims

who be.ES-IMPF.3pl come with him ‘those who had come with him’ (Mar. Luke 23:55)
(18) iZe béSe sv nejp prisli

who be.ES-AOR.3PL with her come ‘those who had come with her’ (Supr. 3)

10. But note that attestations with biz-present forms are found as auxiliaries in Old Russian.
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Since the es-aorist is semantically indistinguishable from the es-imperfect,
there is nothing to suggest that it could contrast with the bi-aorist either, even
if the latter had had regular aorist semantics.

Thus, we see that the AUXILIARY construction is in sharp contrast with the
other constructions. With its strong preference for es-forms, the AUXILIARY
makes the strongest claim for the existence of a separate es-verb. The few at-
testations of the bi-aorist in this construction appear to be in free variation
with the subjunctive, and the distribution of the es-imperfect and the es-aorist
suggests a close relationship between these two subparadigms, confirming the
view that they functioned as a unit (see section 2.1 of Part One).

4.4 The EXISTENTIAL IMPERSONAL construction

This construction is also clearly distinct from all other constructions. As
shown in Figure 4, the EXISTENTIAL IMPERSONAL construction occurs exclu-
sively with the biz-aorist in our dataset (example 19).

(19) i bysts egda svkonvéa isv pritvde sije.
‘And it came to pass when Jesus had finished these parables’ (Mar. Matt. 13:53)

Among the ten constructions byti appears in, this construction makes the
strongest case for the existence of a separate bii-group verb.

4.5 Personal copular constructions

The COPULA, COPULAR POSSESSIVE and COPULAR BENEFACTIVE constructions
are very different from the two previous constructions in that nearly all forms
of both groups are represented in the grammatical profile, although it is dom-
inated by the es-present subparadigm. These results do not strongly support
the two-verb hypothesis.

Let us first turn to the bi-present attestations. If the bi-present is really a
perfective present, we expect it to have a change-of-state meaning. However,
the distribution of Greek source lemmas does not support this interpretation.
The majority of attestations (54) translate the stative eimi rather than the
change-of-state gignomai (18 attestations).!! When we examine the examples
more closely, we find that the eimi translations are either clearly stative (20)
or ambiguous.

(20) i aste ubo bodetv domw dostoinv. pridetv mire vase na no
‘And if the house be worthy, your peace will come upon it’ (Mar. Matt. 10:13)

The gignomai translations, on the other hand, include both clear change-of-
state attestations (21), as well as a number of ambiguous ones.

11. The R script available at hdl:10037.1/10074 prints out all the OCS examples of eimi and
gignomai translations.
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Figure 4: Grammatical profile of byti in the EXISTENTIAL IMPERSONAL construction

(21) aste snv esi bzii reci kameniju semu da bodetv xlébv
‘If you are the son of God, tell this stone to become bread’ (Mar. Luke 4:3)

The examples therefore suggest that, at least in this construction, the bi-
present subparadigm is not a perfective present, but rather an aspectually neu-
tral future tense form that can express both states and changes of state.'?

In this cluster of constructions we also find both the es-imperfect and the
es-aorist. As we see in Table 5, these forms contrast in third person singular,

12. Note, however, that the bii-present is not established as a future tense auxiliary in OCS;
cf. Chvany (1975: 248-249) for discussion and references.
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Figure 5: Combined grammatical profile of byi in the personal copular constructions

dual and plural. In other words, there is no clear division of labor as observed
for the AUXILIARY construction. In fact, this is the only environment where we
might find a semantic contrast between these two forms that could support the
two-verb hypothesis, by providing evidence that the es-aorist could be dis-
tinct from the es-imperfect. If it is distinct, the es-aorist might also be able to
contrast aspectually with the bii-aorist.

The es-imperfect examples generally provide background information and
explanations to a past-tense narrative (example 22).

Table 5: Distribution of es-imperfect and es-aorist in
the personal copular constructions

es-imperfect es-aorist
3sg 8 62
3du 6 3

3pl 4 7
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(22) (Jesus saw Peter and Andrew casting nets into the sea)
béasete bo rybaré
‘for they were fishermen’ (Mar. Mark 1:16)

However, we find exactly the same kinds of examples with the third person
es-aorist examples.

(23) (But the boat by this time was a long way from the land, beaten by the waves)
bé bo protivens vétro
‘for the wind was against them’ (Mar. Matt. 14:24)

Since there are more es-aorist attestations, there is naturally also a greater va-
riety of examples, including examples where byti denotes a delimited past
state.

(24) (You should rejoice)
€ko brativ tvoi se mrotve bé i oZive
‘because your brother was dead and has come back to life’ (Mar. Luke 15:32)

Such a delimitative reading is not uncommon with simplex imperfective (or
neutral) verbs in the aorist (Eckhoff and Haug under submission). We have no
such examples with the es-imperfect in our dataset, so there is the possibility
that this may be a real semantic difference between the two subparadigms in
the copuLA construction. There is, however, no indication that the es-imper-
fects indicate simultaneity while the es-aorists do not, as van Schooneveld
claims. At best we can only say that the results are inconclusive and there is
no consistent contrast here.

Table 6: Greek source lemmas of imperatives, infinitives and
I-forms in personal copular constructions

eimi ‘be’ gignomai ‘become’
imperative 3 4
infinitive 15 7
I-form 8 0

The infinitives and imperatives translate both Greek eimi ‘be’ and gignomai
‘become’, whereas the attested /-forms translate only eimi (Table 6). This sug-
gests that these forms do not have a consistent aspectual preference in this
construction, and that stative readings are very common despite the bi-group
origins of these forms (25).13

13. The Greek correspondence for example (25) is:
pos legousin ton Khriston einai Daueid huion
how say.Prs.3PL the.M.ACC.SG Christ.ACC.SG be.PRS.INF David.GEN.SG son.ACC.SG
‘How can they say that the Christ is David’s son?’
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(25) kako gljotv edini xa byti sna dva
‘How is it that they say the Christ is David’s son?’ (Mar. Luke 20:41)

All in all, the behavior of byti in the personal copular constructions mostly
suggests that it is a single verb. However, it is possible that the es-aorist may
have readings that the es-imperfect lacks in this construction, and this could
entail some contrast between the bii-aorist and the es-aorist.

4.6 The COPULAR IMPERSONAL construction

As seen in Figure 2, the COPULAR IMPERSONAL construction does not cluster
with the other copular constructions at all, but rather with the existentials. The
most striking feature of the grammatical profile of the COPULAR IMPERSONAL
construction is that the dominant subparadigm is the es-aorist—this appears
to be what separates it both from the copular constructions and the existen-
tials. Moreover, there are no es-imperfect forms. We should be cautious in
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Figure 6: Grammatical profile of by#i in the COPULAR IMPERSONAL construction
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attaching too much weight to this, however, since the pattern is not very fre-
quent; there are only fifteen es-aorist attestations of this construction.

The subparadigms represented in the grammatical profile are es-present,
bii-present, es-aorist and bi-aorist, in nearly equal proportions, and also the
bii-past participle. It is tempting to think of this as support for the two-verb
hypothesis. However, we find that the bi-present attestations predominantly
translate Greek eimi (six eimi attestations, only one gignomai attestation),
which indicates that in this construction, as we saw in the personal copular
construction cluster, the bi-present subparadigm is not a perfective present,
but regularly expresses states in the future (example 26).

(26) tako bodetv vo svkonsianie véka
‘thus it will be at the end of time’ (Mar. Matt. 13:49)

Thus, the grammatical profile of this construction does not particularly sup-
port the two-verb hypothesis. It is, however, our only example of the es-aorist
apparently specializing with a construction at the expense of the es-imperfect.

4.7 Existential constructions, position/goal and auxiliaroids

As we saw in Figure 2, the AUXILIAROID pattern (byti in passive and progres-
sive constructions) turns out to have a grammatical profile very different from
that of the AUXILIARY construction, but remarkably similar to that of the clus-
ter of personal existential constructions. Likewise, the POSITION/GOAL con-
struction turns out to cluster with the personal existentials rather than with the
personal copular constructions. The grammatical profiles of these construc-
tions are similar to the cluster of personal copular constructions in that the es-
present is generally the most frequent subparadigm, but biz-aorists, bi-pres-
ents and es-aorists are also well represented in this cluster.

Table 7: Greek source lemmas for bii-present attestations of EXISTENTIAL,
EXISTENTIAL POSSESSIVE, AUXILIAROID and POSITION/GOAL constructions.

eimi ‘be’ gignomai ‘become’
EXISTENTIAL 24 20
EXISTENTIAL POSSESSIVE 12 4
AUXILIAROID 21 3
POSITION/GOAL 29 5

Again the distribution of Greek source lemmas suggests that the bi-present
has both stative and change-of-state readings and is thus not a straightforward
perfective present in these constructions either. However, we also see that
while the AUXILIAROID and POSITION/GOAL constructions have a preference for
the stative eimi (example 27), the EXISTENTIAL construction has fairly equal



Old Church Slavonic byti Part Two 519

Existential Existential possessive
80 - 80 —
60 60
40 - 40
20 20
0 i I_II_IH.—-. H[—l [_=- 0 [ [ O
] 2 2 ] 2 2
Position/goal Auxiliaroids
80 - 80 -
60 — 60
40 40
20 20 -
0 f—ll—lﬂ ﬂr"‘l D= o - I—]H I—II_I Ml
¢ 2 3 ] 2 g

Figure 7. Grammatical profiles of byti in the EXISTENTIAL, EXISTENTIAL POSSESSIVE,
AUXILIAROID and POSITION/GOAL constructions

shares of both source lemmas (with eimi for example 28 and and gignomai
for example 29). The similarity between these constructions may therefore be
less than the comparison of grammatical profiles suggests.

(27) vov tg noste bodete dvva na lozZi edinoms
‘on that night there will be two in one bed’ (Mar. Luke 17:34)

(28) tu bodets place i skrezetv zpboms
‘there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth’ (Mar. Matt. 8:12)

(29) nw ne vv prazdenike da ne mleva bpdetv v ljudexv
‘Not during the feast, lest there be an uproar among the people.” (Mar. Matt. 26:5)
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Table 8: Person/number distribution of es-imperfect and es-aorist across
constructions in the existential cluster in OCS

es-imperfect es-aorist
EXISTENTIAL 3sg 9 37
3pl 10 2
EXISTENTIAL POSSESSIVE 3sg 0 4
3du 0 1
AUXILIAROID 3sg 4 59
3du 6 1
3pl 20 2
POSITION/GOAL 3sg 9 56
3du 1 0
3pl 21 4

Most of the constructions in this cluster have both es-imperfect and es-aorist
attestations, but as shown in Table 8, there appears to be a preference for
using the es-aorist in the third person singular and the es-imperfect in the
third person plural (and dual). This distribution is parallel to the one found for
the AUXILIARY construction. This suggests that the two subparadigms were
probably not perceived to differ semantically, and this is what we find when
we inspect the examples.!* In the AUXILIAROID construction we find no differ-
ence between use with the present active and passive participles: both forms
appear with the same person/number preference pattern, and with no obvious
contrast. All in all, this suggests that in these constructions, the es-imperfect
and the es-aorist were perceived as a unit, suggesting that in a semantic sense
there was no es-aorist to contrast with the bi-aorist.

With infinitives, imperatives and /-forms, we recognize the same pattern as
we saw with the bii-present attestations: the EXISTENTIAL and EXISTENTIAL POS-
SESSIVE constructions have attestations that mostly translate change-of-state
gignomai (example 30), whereas the AUXILIAROID and POSITION/GOAL con-
structions mostly have ones translating eimi (example 31). Again, this indi-
cates that the latter two constructions may not be as similar to the personal
existentials as the plot in Figure 2 suggests.

(30) podobaats bo simv préide byti. no ne u abie konscina
‘These things must happen first, but the end will not come right away.’ (Mar. Luke 21:9)

(31) gi aste bi svde bylv. ne bi bratre moi umrvle
‘Lord, if you had been here, my brother would not have died.” (Mar. John 11:21)

14. The third person singular examples of the es-imperfect in the EXISTENTIAL and POSITION/
GOAL constructions are more common in the Suprasliensis than in the Marianus.
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Table 9: Greek source lemmas for imperatives, infinitives and /-forms in the
existential cluster

eimi ‘be’ gignomai ‘become’
EXISTENTIAL imperative 0 1
infinitive 3 9
I-form 1 3
EXISTENTIAL POSSESSIVE imperative 0 4
infinitive 1 0
I-form 0 0
AUXILIAROID imperative 3 0
infinitive 1 0
I-form 0 0
POSITION/GOAL imperative 2 2
infinitive 6 0
/-form 7 0

The preference for change-of-state readings of the “shared” forms with the
personal existentials, and for stative readings with the AUXILIAROID and POSI-
TION/GOAL constructions, suggests that the two latter constructions are actu-
ally more similar to the personal copular constructions.

For this cluster as well, the evidence suggests that a single-verb analysis is
preferable. However, it seems that the personal existential constructions have
a closer association of the bi-group forms with change-of-state semantics
than the AUXILIAROID and POSITION/GOAL constructions, and also than what we
find in the personal copular construction cluster.

4.8 Some generalizations from constructional profiles

In comparing the behavior of byt across the constructions, we can make cer-
tain generalizations. The bii-present looks mostly like a non-aspectual future
tense, rather than a perfective present, but it has a stronger preference for
change-of-state readings in the existential constructions in cluster 5.

The “shared forms” (imperative, infinitive, /-form) seem to be truly shared
between stative and change-of-state readings in most environments, but they
also show a greater preference for change-of-state readings in the existential
constructions. This preference for change-of-state is less characteristic of the
POSITION/GOAL and AUXILIAROID constructions; however, this level of detail is
not captured by the distribution of the subparadigms.

The question of an aspectual contrast between the es-aorist and the bii-
aorist hinges on the independent existence of the es-aorist, i.e. on environ-
ments where it is not in complementary distribution with forms from the es-
imperfect paradigm, and where it has meanings that the es-imperfect does not
have. We see that the only environment where a real potential contrast be-
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tween the es-imperfect and the es-aorist is possible is in the personal copular
constructions, but that the examples themselves do not give conclusive evi-
dence for a semantic contrast. The bi-aorist and the biz-past participle have
predominantly change-of-state semantics in all environments (except in the
AUXILIARY construction), but since these inflectional forms are likely to carry
perfective semantics (Eckhoff and Haug, in submission), this is not evidence
in favor of an aspectual pair.

5. Conclusion

We find that the grammatical behavior of byti is neatly integrated into the
overall picture of the OCS verb inventory, and in this context by#i is best in-
terpreted as a single verb. The use of byti across grammatical constructions is
indicative of a single verb rather than a pair of verbs because the aspectual
contrast we would expect to find with an aspectual pair is lacking. Each gram-
matical construction is strongly attracted only to certain grammatical forms
of byti, these rarely involve possible aspectual contrasts, and even when con-
trasts might be possible, closer analysis of examples does not support posit-
ing a verb pair. We are able to offer a radial category analysis of the grammat-
ical constructions themselves, which gives us a comprehensive yet detailed
picture of how byti is used.

Rather than using a pre-determined set of constructions, we allowed pat-
terns to emerge directly from the data, yielding ten constructions describable
in terms of their syntactic characteristics. A correspondence analysis of the
grammatical profile of byti in each construction shows that there are two cen-
tral clusters of constructions representing personal copular, personal existen-
tial, positional, and “auxiliaroid” uses, and three constructions that are pe-
ripheral, representing auxiliary, existential impersonal, and copular
impersonal uses. We used the Greek correspondences as an approximate in-
dicator of the semantics of byti. The Greek data showed us that some clusters
of constructions were less uniform than subparadigm distribution alone might
suggest.

This center-periphery structure suggests a radial category network of con-
structions for byti. This result is of both theoretical and descriptive value.
From the perspective of cognitive linguistics, we would expect the polysemy
of a verb such as byti to have the structure of a radial category, and the vari-
ous nodes of that category to have different yet related meanings. Given the
relationship between form and meaning, those meanings should then also be
associated with differences in grammatical profiles and constructional pro-
files. Our correspondence analysis of byt constructions by grammatical pro-
file (Figure 2) shows exactly the structure of relationships we would expect
to obtain for a polysemous verb like byti. As far as we know, this is the first
study to show how a radial category network structure can be obtained by
purely objective means. In terms of description, the radial category network
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of this verb makes it possible to clearly identify the prototypical syntactic
uses of byti, which also correspond to a conceptual core. The auxiliary and
impersonal uses are strongly differentiated from the remaining uses, and the
“auxiliaroid” type is far removed from the true auxiliary.

We further inspected each cluster of constructions to seek any evidence that
might support the two-verb hypothesis. Two of the peripheral constructions
are apparently strongly specialized to use with only one of the form-based
groups: the AUXILIARY construction uses es-group forms almost exclusively,
and the EXISTENTIAL IMPERSONAL construction uses bi-group forms exclu-
sively. While these two constructions give credence to the two-verb hypothe-
sis, the remaining constructions do not. These constructions (which also rep-
resent 89% of the data) use forms of both stems and do not provide evidence
of the type of contrast we should find if the “duplicate” forms belonged to
aspectually paired verbs. The bi-present subparadigm does not display the
behavior that we expect from a perfective present in OCS. The infinitive, im-
perative, and /-forms clearly express both stative and change-of-state mean-
ings, despite their bii-group origins. There is no apparent semantic difference
between the es-imperfect and the es-aorist, suggesting that the es-group par-
adigm is more defective than van Schooneveld’s clean separation implies,
and by extension that a contrast between the es-aorist and the bii-aorist is du-
bious. In general, we find that while the es-group forms reliably express sta-
tive semantics, this meaning is also shared by most of the bi-group forms.
The exceptions are the biz-aorist and the bi-past participle, but these subpar-
adigms are likely to be perfective, which would disallow stative readings.

We conclude that it is not plausible to analyze OCS byti as an aspectual pair
of verbs. The data suggest instead that byti is a single, though polysemous,
verb with a rich inventory of subparadigms and constructions. It is important
to recognize that byti is indeed unusual, and to represent its unique features
rather than trying to force it into a pre-determined structure. One could take
issue with the very approach to the description of a verb and its subparadigms
in terms of absolute values on the grounds that this type of analysis is artifi-
cially rigid. Our empirical approach moves beyond structuralism, acknowl-
edging the complexity of the language data at hand and the fact that a verb
can be many things, which is clearly the case for byti,
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AHHOTauusA
Xanune M. Oxxodd, JIopa A. Supa u Type Heccer
CrapocnaBaHCKuii m1aron 6suimu (4acTb BTOpasi: aHAIH3 KOHCTPYKLIMOHHBIX
npoduneit)

CrapocnaBsHckui miaron 6wimu Wcnonb3yercs B HeobeluHO 6oratom Habope
rpaMMaTHYeCKHX KOHCTpYKUHMi. [l pa3peruneHHst BOIpoca O CTaTyce 3TOro rmarona
(OmMH Iaron WM IaroipHas napa), Mbl aHaJM3HPYeM paclpeleneHHe KOHCTPYKIMii
Ha KOpIYCHOM MatepHane. [Ipu3HaBasi BapHaTHBHOCTb H HEONHO3HAYHOCTh JAHHBIX,
Hallle HCCIIEMOBaHHE BEIXOOHT 33 PaMKH CTPOTO CTPYKTYPAIBHOIO MOAX04a K YIOTpe-
6nenuo 6oimu. IlpeanaraeMblii aHaIW3 MHTEPECEH KaK C TOYKH 3PEHHA JHHIBH-
CTHYECKOHM TEOpHH, TaK M C TOUKH 3PEHMS ONHUCAHMSA sA3bIKa. [IoHATHE paguHanbHON
KaTErOpHH SBJSIETCS LEHTPAIbHBIM JUIl KOTHHTHBHOM JTMHIBUCTHKH, M IO HACTOSLLIETO
BpEMEHH paHalIbHble KaTErOpUH MpeAaraiuch Ha OCHOBE KBAJIMTATHBHOIO aHANH3a
KOHKPETHBIX JaHHBIX. MBI IEMOHCTPUPYEM, UTO CTPYKTYPh! KATETOPHH BHIBOAMMEI U3
CTATHCTUYECKOTO pacnpeleieHus JHHIBUCTHYECKHX NaHHBIX. MBI npeanaraemM KoM-
NaKTHOE OMHCAHHe INarojia 6eimi, B KOTOPOM HETKO pa3feNsioTcs LeHTpalbHble W
bonee nepudepuiiHple ynorpebneHHs, a TaKke [OKA3AHBI CBA3H MEXTY HUMH.
HecMoTps Ha TO YTO HEKOTOPhIE NaHHBbIE YKA3bIBAIOT HA MAPHOCTh, HHTEPHpETALHs
6bimu KaK ONHOTO THarona spnseTcs 6osee onpaBRaHHOM.



526 Slavic and East European Journal

REVIEW ARTICLE

RECOVERING KOROLENKO

Mark Conliffe, Willamette University

T. M. Makagonova and I. T. Piattoeva, ed. Neizdannyi V. G. Korolenko. Publitsistika
1914-1916, 19171918, 1919-1921. Moscow: Pashkov dom, 2011-2013. Vol. 1: 352 pp.
300 RUB (cloth); vol. 2: 448 pp. 300 RUB (éloth); vol. 3: 464 pp. 300 RUB (cloth).

27 July 2013 marked 160 years since the birth of Vladimir Korolenko (1853-1921), and
throughout the summer and autumn of 2013, meetings, exhibitions, banquets, journals, and
newspapers in Russia and Ukraine recognized his life and work. The collection under review
also marks this anniversary. For these yolumes Tamara Mironovna Makagonova (1939-2010)
and Irina Taunovna Piattoeva, scholars/and senior colleagues in the Manuscript Division of the
Russian State Library, combed the Korolenko manuscript collection to recover Korolenko’s col-
lected writings from the turbulent years 19141921, and thus in this collection they enlighten
our understanding of the last eight years of Korolenko’s life with rarely republished writings
and previously unpublished matefials and commentaries.

Neizdannyi V. G. Korolenko if the most recent publication in a thirty-five-year push by schol-
ars and publishers in Russia apﬁ Ukraine to recover from relative quietude the less well-known
Korolenko of the WWI, Revglution, and Civil War years. Some of Korolenko’s unpublished let-
ters and diary entries appeared as early as the late 1970s, and this recovery effort, spearheaded
by Aleksandr Venaminovigh Khrabrovitsky, perhaps most famously attracted attention with the
1988 publication of Korglenko’s “Letters to Lunacharsky” in Novyi mir (New World), a note-
worthy cultural occurrefice in its own right that provided readers with their first Soviet edition
of the letters (Korolegko 1988a).! Gathering materials from archives and Soviet and foreign
publications with smAll print runs, Khrabrovitsky, already late in life, worked indefatigably to
set the record on Kfrolenko straight.? Other publications followed, offering a range of materi-
als usually in “collected works” format.3

The “Letters” or discussion of them are the constant entry in most publications that have ap-
peared since-1985, and the compilers and editors of those editions distinguish their own collec-
tions with the particular selection of materials that they choose to accompany the “Letters.”

1. “Letters” was first published as Pis'ma k Lunacharskomu (Paris: Zadruga, zagranichnyi
otdel, 1922). For the 1970s publications, see Khrabrovitskii 1977/1979a, Khrabrovitskii
1977/1979b, Khrabrovitskii 1979/1981, and Korolenko 1977/1979. See also the important 1985
publication by P. I. Negretov and Khrabrovitskii (published in Russia as Korolenko 1990).

2. See Natal'ia Zakirova’s introduction to Khrabrovitsky’s work on Korolenko (Zakirova,
Skopkareva, and Trukhanenko 10-36).

3. See, for example, Korolenko 1988b; Korolenko 1988¢c; volume 3 of Korolenko 1989-91;
Korolenko 1991; Gor'kii 149-92; Levin; Korolenko 2001; Korolenko 2002; Vitruk; and Za-
kirova, Skopkareva, and Trukhanenko.



