Universiteit

U Leiden
The Netherlands

From possibility to necessity: the semantic spectrum of the dative-

infinitive construction in Russian
Fortuin, E.L.J.; Hansen, B.; Karlik, P.

Citation

Fortuin, E. L. J. (2005). From possibility to necessity: the semantic spectrum of the dative-
infinitive construction in Russian. Modality In Slavonic Languages: New Perspectives,
39-60. Retrieved from https://hdl.handle.net/1887/32316

Version: Not Applicable (or Unknown)
License:
Downloaded from: https://hdl.handle.net/1887/32316

Note: To cite this publication please use the final published version (if applicable).


https://hdl.handle.net/1887/32316

Bjorn Hansen / Petr Karlik (eds.)

Modality In
Slavonic Languages

New Perspectives

VERLAG OTTO SAGNER - MUNCHEN 2005



In: Hansen, B. / Karlik, P. (eds.): Modality in Slavonic Languages. New Perspectives. Miinchen: Sagner 2005

From necessity to possibility: the modal spectrum of the dative-infinitive

. . . 1
construction in Russian

Egbert Fortuin, Leiden

e.fortuin@let.leidenuniv.nl

1. Introduction

The dative-infinitive construction in Russian (henceforth: DI) is a syntactic

expression of modality. In sentences with an imperfective aspect it expresses different

shades of (absence of) necessity, ranging from uses that have a deontic character (1-2),

to uses that have an epistemic character (3-4), expressing that the infinitive event will or

. 2
will not occur:

(1)

2)

€)

(4)

Iloe30 3ameonun xo0 neped cmamyuei. Imumpuii Oblcmpo NPOMUCHYACA K
JHCeHWUHe U 1ecko KocHyacs ee nieya. — Ham evixooums, — snoneonoca ckaszan
OH U edga 3amemHO NOOMOJKHYI ee K 6bix00y u3 eacona. (A. MapuHuHa,
[lecTepkn yMHparOT IEPBHIMH)

Iloyemy 6v1 u nem, ckazan on. Beov 3asmpa emy ne uomu 6 wixony, u ow
cmodicem cnamw, ckonvko 3axoyem. (C. Kunr, Cepaua B aTIaHTHIE)

Omo y mebs scuznu ne ocmanocv? Tocoa, nonyuaemcs, MHe YMUPamy 3a6mpa.
(FO. O6opotenn, Komuara)

Imomy ne ovieams! (b. Bacunbes, KaprexHuk u 6petep, UTPOK U Jy3JISIHT)

The DI can also express (im)possibility; this use is restricted foremost to

sentences with negation (#e) and the perfective aspect:

()

Ymo myoxcuune nysicna noopyeaa, scenugunam ne nonams. (10. bezensuckuii, B

cazax JIt0OBH)

I would like to thank the participants of the conference Modality in the Slavonic languages in
Regensburg in 2004 for their useful comments when I presented this paper. I also would like to
thank Adrie Barentsen for his valuable comments on an earlier version of this paper, and
Thomas Daiber and David Pineda for their help interpreting the old Russian data.

In this paper, I will use this more traditional terminology, because it suffices to describe the uses

of the DI. See for example Van der Auwera & Plungian (1998) for more up-to-date terminology.
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In specific contexts the interpretation of possibility occurs without negation,
more specifically with questions with an interrogative adverb (6), in sentences where
there is a contrast between different subjects (7), in sentences with edsa (8) or moavko

or in dependent clauses after the conjunctions (9), neped mem, xax (10) or umo6bwst (11):

(6)  Kax mne myoa nonacms? (Internet)

(7) Yenoseky cosunyms e2o 6e3 npobiem, a nomuparoueii cooaxe nu 3a umo. (L.
[epbakoBa, MaJlbuuK U I€BOYKA)

(8) U pwibax ocmasun 100Ky U NPOHUK & SMY newepy Hayanie makyo y3Kylo, 4mo
eosa npouimu uenogeky. (Internet)

(9)  Hueoe ne ysuoume ocus... Ilo yiuyam nemom cmoum nwlivb, a mpomyapvl max
V3KU, YMO 00OHOMY MONbKO uenoeeKy npoumu. (Internet)

(10)  Tak, umobwvl MHe cmano Kak 661 YMO-Mo NOHAMHO, 5 OOJHCHA ONUCAMb KAXHCOVIO
3MeUuKy omoenvbHo. A nomom onucame, KAK OHU Opye C OpYyeOM 63aUMO-
oeticmeyiom. Paccmompems ux cogoxynHocms. Ho neped mem, kax mue 3mo
coenamsp, HA00 ¢ 0OHOU pazobpamscs, Kax ee onucvisamo. (Internet)

(11)  O6wiuno, umobvt MHe ROHAMbB CMBICT CMUXA 5 YUMAIO €20 HeCKOIbKO pdas.

(Internet)

The DI can express, in very specific contexts, absence of permission:

(12) K nepecmyxusanusm, cosopsm, mym & 20-e 200bl ewé¢ OMHOCUTUCL CBODOOHO.
ewé Kak-mo JCuia d3ma Henenas mpaouyus U3 yapckux mioopem, uYmo eciu
3aKNIOYEeHHOMY He RnepecmyKugamuvca, max umo emy u Oeramsv? (A.

Comxenunun, Apxunenar ['YJIATL)

The interpretation of permission (without negation) does not occur. Besides the
modal uses mentioned above, the DI can also be used to express different shades of
wish and directivity with the particle 6u1 (MHe 6v1 moaivko ecmompems Ha mebs.) and in
specific cases without 61 (e.g. Pacmu emy 6orvuum u 300poguim!). This paper focuses
on the use of necessity, possibility and permission in sentences without 6a1.

An analysis of the specific distribution of use of the DI as sketched above is
interesting because it may provide insights into the interconnection between different
modal ‘categories’, more specifically necessity, possibility and permission. Another
interesting feature of the DI is the association of possibility with negation (and the
perfective aspect) (5), and the exceptions to this rule (6-11). These two issues constitute

the main research focus of this paper.
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Note that both phenomena — interconnection between necessity and (im)possi-
bility, and the association of possibility with negation — are not restricted to the DI, but
occur with other forms and in other languages as well.’ In the literature on the DI (e.g.
Maurice 1995, 1996; Holvoet 2003), these relations are usually explained by modal
logic equations that relate possibility, necessity and permission to each other by means
of modal logic operators and negation. As such, these analyses focus on the ‘referential’
identity of scenes described by different modal expressions. In this paper, I will argue
that an explanation of the above mentioned phenomena solely in terms of modal logic
equations does not suffice. A complete analysis must take into account both the abstract
meaning of the DI and the pragmatics and function of possibility.

This paper has the following structure. In paragraph 2, I will discuss the formal
structure of the DI, and in paragraph 3 I will provide an analysis of the semantic-syn-
tactic structure of the DI. In paragraph 4 I will discuss the relation between the general
meaning of the DI and the ‘meaning’ of modality. In paragraphs 5-7 I will provide an
analysis of the different modal uses of the DI (necessity, possibility and permission).

Finally, in paragraph 8, I will give my conclusion.

2. Formal identification of the DI

The combination of the dative and infinitive as it occurs in sentences (1-12) con-
stitutes a semantic and syntactic unit with a meaning and use that is conventionalised up to
a certain degree.” The unit status of the DI means that one can speak about an abstract con-
struction, in the sense of construction grammar (see Goldberg 1995, 1-5 for a definition).
The DI consists of a dative noun or pronoun, an infinitive and in some specific cases
impersonal use of the verb 6sims in the past (6wv110) or future tense (6ydem). Other ele-
ments that occur in the sentence can be seen as arguments of the infinitive or modifica-
tions of elements in the sentence or of the sentence as a whole. They are therefore not
part of the abstract DI, although they may be part of less abstract constructions that in-
herit all the properties of the abstract DI.

The form 6wi10 has a rather marginal status because its occurrence is very infre-
quent; it only occurs frequently with specific usage types (foremost questions and sen-

tences with partial negation). The form 6ydem is even more restricted and is confined

See for example Hansen (2000, 78-79) for a brief discussion of the German miissen (‘must’) that
was used foremost to express possibility in older stages of German, whereas in modern German it
expresses necessity. Maurice (1995, 281-282) provides a brief discussion of the relation between
possibility and negation with other forms and in other languages than Russian.

Since the DI is an abstraction from different more or less identifiable usage types, the
conventional element of the DI is the array of possible usage types, which cannot be fully
predicted from the combination of the dative and infinitive.
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foremost to language with archaic features (e.g. cka3) or spoken language.” They are,
however, an integral part of the DI, because they can be seen as the past or future tense
markers of the zero ‘element’ as it occurs in the present tense. Another argument why
these forms are part of the abstract DI, is that they show idiosyncratic syntactic
behaviour. Unlike impersonal use of 6sims in constructions with adverbial predicates

like mpyono or epycmmuo they cannot be negated:

(13) Tenepwv svixooa yoice e ObL10, OOMOU MHe ObLIO He RPOUMU, a 8nepéd uomu
cmoiena ne dwvinol.] (Internet)

(14) Muwi npobupanucs, 633a8wucy 3a pyku, Kak oemu. uos 00 pyKy, HaM He RPOUMU
ovL10 u decamu wazos. (Onope ne banb3ak, [Ipama Ha 6epery Mops)

(15)  *Mne ne 6vi10 npoiimu.’

In the DI the dative can be seen as a dative subject, expressing the potential
subject of the situation expressed by the infinitive. The infinitive can be seen as the pre-
dicate of the construction. The forms 6110 and 6yodem can be seen as auxiliaries that
express the tense of the construction.

In the literature (e.g. Russkaja Grammatika 1980) the construction under discus-
sion is usually treated as part of the class of so-called ‘infinitive sentences’ or ‘independent
infinitives’, that is, the class of constructions where the infinitive can be seen as the predi-
cate of the sentence. Another name that occurs in the literature is ‘modal infinitive’ (Mau-
rice 1995, 1996). In my analysis I will use the term dative-infinitive construction, or DI.
The choice of this term is motivated by the formal structure of the sentences given above,
namely the occurrence of the dative and the infinitive.

Although I use the term dative-infinitive construction, it must be noted that some
sentences with an infinitive predicate where no dative is expressed can also be seen as
instances of the DI construction. The absence of a dative in such sentences can in some
cases be motivated by the generic status of the subject of the infinitive situation, for
example 30ecv ne npouimu. This conforms to a more general phenomenon in Russian
that the non-expression of a subject may be interpreted as referring to a generic subject

(‘one’). The formal connection with this type of sentence and the DI is evident from the

In the following sentence taken from a fairy tale we find an example of 6yoem: Tot orcap-nmuyy
603bMU, A 30JI0MYI0 KILEMKY He mpo2dil; edxceiu KIemKy 803bMellb, mo mede ommyoa He yiumu
oydem: mebs momuac noumarom! The same use also occurs in the spoken language, as is evident
from the following example from a chat-session on the Internet:

Pacnpeosan : to[Rc.if] menepo 6 knan?

Pacnpeosan : to[Rc.if] a mne ne npotimu 6ydem.

As such they share similarities with impersonal use of 6s1mes with modal adverbs (moorcro, Haoo)
or adjectives (dosorcen), that can also not be negated in most contexts: Mre He Haoo ObLIO Versus
?MHue ne ObL10 Hado (see Fortuin 2000, 298-312 for an analysis).
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fact that it is possible to insert this sentence type into the paradigm of the DI (Mue ne
npotimu), with preservation of its modal meaning.’

In other sentences the dative is not expressed because the nature of the potential
agent is given contextually, and therefore not formally expressed, for example directive
use Moauams! (subject = addressee); questions Kax doexams 6 yenmp? (subject =
speaker), and wish Ilocuoemw 6u1 (subject = speaker)). In some of these cases a dative
noun may be inserted in the sentence, for example Kax mune noexamo 6 yewmp?
Whereas the sentence without a dative has a more generic interpretation (‘How can
I/one get to the center?’), the expression of the dative pronoun makes the specific
character of the subject explicit. In other cases the expression of a dative subject is not
possible or at least highly restricted, e.g. ?Te6e monuams! The connection between this
construction and the DI is however evident from the possibility of using forms like
Hukmo or ece in the dative (Huxomy ne 6excamsv! Bcem monuams!). In my opinion, the
above mentioned sentences without a dative can be interpreted as more peripheral
instances of the DI.

In some cases the DI occurs with sentences where no infinitive is expressed, but
where the identity of the situation can be inferred from the context, e.g.: Ox.. mue O6v1 Ha
cnexmaxne. The combination of the infinitive with 6s1, the dative, together with the prag-
matic context in which the sentence is uttered, implies that the situation referred to must be
identified with an act of movement, comparable to ‘going’. Sentences like these have an
elliptical character, and are restricted to a limited set of situations, that have a more abstract

character.

3. Semantic-syntactic structure of the DI

In order to describe the semantics and syntactic structure of the DI, it is necessary
to look at the semantics of its constituent parts.

The infinitive expresses the idea of a ‘situation type’ (see also Fortuin 2000 and
2003 for a discussion). I use the term ‘situation’ as a cover term for those phenomena that
are usually expressed by verbs such as states, actions, events, etc. In contrast to finite
verbs, a situation type is abstracted from a specific agent/subject and time. In Russian, the
infinitive does not abstract away from aspect and voice (-cs2). The absence of the gram-

matical categories person, gender, and tense follows from the type character of the

I would like to point out that in the sentence without expressed dative subject, the reference to a
place (30ecw) is an obligatory element, which is not the case in the sentence with the dative
subject. Also note that such generic sentences are restricted to sentences with a possibility
interpretation and negation or other restrictive forms (4 ne sepun ¢ smy mooen» mupa — oua
ObLIA O MeHs. MaKemoM: 30eCb MOAbKO KUHO cHumams, A. butoB, OG0OCHOBaHHAs PEBHOCTB).
Sentences like the following do not occur: * 30ecy xo0ums ocmopoacno (‘Here one has to watch
out while walking’). This issue deserves further analysis.
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infinitive. In order to become an informative unit of linguistic communication, the
infinitive needs to be ‘reconnected’ to the plan of ‘reality’. This may occur when the
infinitive is embedded in a construction as an object, subject, predicate or specification (as

in: Tlaccascupvl umerom ozmodicHocms uepams 8 uiaxmamst). Connecting the infinitive to

the plan of reality also means (with the only exception impersonal verbs such as doocoums
‘to rain’) that the infinitive subject is associated with an agent/subject. The identity of the
infinitive subject is often given in the syntactic context (e.g. A mobno [uepame 6
waxmamosi]i). In those cases where no participant is available for association with the

infinitive subject, the infinitive subject remains unspecified (e.g.: Hepamv 6 wiaxmamoi

ouenb mpyoHo).

The dative in Russian can best be seen as a polysemous complex with a basic
meaning and extensions of this basic meaning (peripheral meanings or uses). These
peripheral uses or meanings show similarity to the basic meaning under a particular
perspective. I would like to propose that the following three interrelated features constitute
the basic meaning of the dative in Russian: (i) There is some force directed at Y
(=participant expressed by dative noun); (ii) Y is potentially affected by this force; (iii) The
potential effect results in a dynamic scene (‘receiving’, ‘coming into -effect’,
‘experiencing’).

For a more detailed analysis of the meaning of the dative, see for example Janda
(1993) and Fortuin (2000, 2003).

In the DI we find a combination of the dative and the infinitive. In combination
these forms express the following: The participant in the dative is the potential
subject/agent of the situation expressed by the infinitive because of the existence of some
unspecified force, which is directed at the coming into being of the infinitive situation by
the dative participant.

As I have already shown in paragraph 1 above, the specific abstract meaning has a
modal character. Besides the above mentioned modal uses (foremost impossibility and
necessity), the DI can also express other modal uses, for example different shades of
wish (especially in sentences with the particle 6s7). Also note that many uses cannot be
clearly classified as expressing a specific modality type, for example because they
express something inbetween necessity or possibility, whereas in other cases the DI
cannot be classified as being modal in the traditional sense at all. These phenomena
have to do with the fact that the modality of the DI is not expressed by a specific form,
but an interpretation that arises as the result of the abstract meaning of the construction
and the context in which it occurs. It should therefore be kept in mind that the DI does
not actually express necessity, impossibility, etc. in the strict sense, but that it expresses
a more abstract meaning that, under specific conditions, can be classified with general

linguistic terms as necessity, impossibility, etc.
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As I mentioned above, a similar modal meaning may also occur in sentences
without a dative such as 3decv ue mpotimu. In my opinion, the occurrence of such
sentences does not imply that in sentences where a dative is expressed, it does not
contribute to the modal nature of the construction. Furthermore, I do not think that
something like a modal meaning should be attributed to the infinitive form. However,
the combination of the meaning of the infinitive and a specific context may yield a
modal interpretation. As the infinitive expresses the idea of a situation ‘type’, it needs to
be connected in some way to the plane of reality in order to become a communicatively
relevant unit. It is no wonder that in constructions where the infinitive figures as the
predicate of the sentence, the construction often has a ‘modal’ character, since the idea of
‘applying’ in itself may be easily associated with the idea of a force, typical for modality in
general. Such is for example the case in sentences where the infinitive figures as a directive
or in sentences that express impossibility with a generic agent. A sentence like 3decs ne
npotimu expresses that the not reaching of the terminus of the situation expressed by the
infinitive is applied to an unspecified agent. If a situation has a general application, it
can be interpreted such that there must be some force that is compelling any agent (or
put differently, the unspecified agent) toward this action, hence the modal interpretation.
As in this case the infinitive action is not initiated by the agent himself, the agent can be

seen as an entity with a status that is close to that of a recipient.

4. DI & modality

In paragraph 1, I have given an overview of some modal uses of the DI. In the
preceding paragraphs I have given an analysis of the formal structure of the DI and its
semantic-syntactic structure. Before I address the question of how the different modal
uses of the DI are related to the abstract meaning of the DI, I will first say something
about modality in general. In my description of modality of the DI, I will use the model
of force dynamics given by Talmy (1985). He describes modality — more specifically
necessity and possibility — in terms of two opposing forces (Agonist and Antagonist) in

the following way:
Necessary X =gef
Subject x = Agonist

Subject x has tendency to inaction (not X) (— Antagonist opposes this tendency)

Antagonist is stronger than subject
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Possible = 4er

Subject x = Agonist
Subject x has tendency to action (X) (— Antagonist opposes this tendency)

Subject is stronger than Antagonist

In this model ‘necessity’ is described in terms of an imposing force, whereas
‘possibility’ is described in terms of an absent potential barrier. The reason why I use
this model, is that it fits the structure of the DI because of the explicit reference to the
idea of a force. This ‘force’ model suits the abstract meaning of the DI better than
definitions of necessity or possibility in terms of possible worlds where ‘necessary x’ is
equated with ‘in all possible worlds x is true’; and ‘possible x’ is equated with ‘there is
at least one possible world where x is true’. The idea of possibility given by Talmy can
therefore not be equated with a logical description like — 0 — x (not necessary not x):
this logical description only points to the result of the modal situation, not to the way it
comes about.®

Now, how can this description of modality — necessity and possibility — be
linked to the DI? Why is it that the DI can express these notions? Proceeding from the
meaning of the DI given above, and the meaning of modality given by Talmy, the two

main interpretations of the DI in declarative sentences can then be modelled as follows:

The idea of a force in the case of necessity (person, rule, norm, etc.) seems more straightforward
than in the case of possibility. It is therefore questionable whether the idea of a force in the case
of necessity is conceptually the same as in the case of possibility, as seems to be claimed by
Talmy. In the case of possibility the idea of a force must be identified with more abstract
phenomena such as external circumstances (e.g. He stepped aside so that I could get through;
that is ‘succeeded’) or internal properties (I can sing very well). It is also questionable whether
the idea of an absent potential barrier can be applied equally well to all sentences that express
possibility. In sentences that express something like ‘succeed’ one can actually speak about the
taking away of blockage (so there is an absent barrier). This is, however, not the case in
sentences like 7 can sing very well. If one really insists on analyzing such sentences in terms of a
potential barrier, this barrier would have to be pragmatic (or epistemic, if you will) rather than
physical in nature. In a sentence like My five year old son can already write the only potential
barrier I manage to see is the presupposition that children that age are not able to write. Finally, I
do not think there is such a thing as a basic (cross-linguistic) category of ‘modality’ or
‘possibility’. Rather, it seems to me that the specific ‘meaning’ of what we call possibility differs
from form to form and language to language. Also note that many ‘modal’ forms are
polysemous, which makes it difficult to describe these different uses in terms of one general
description.
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(Negation of) necessity: imposing

situation (not) INF

EF > DAT]

(Negation of) possibility: blocking or deblocking

situation (not) INF

EF >DAT 4

Figure 1: DAT = dative-participant (‘+’ points at the intention of the potential
agent to fulfill the situation), EF = contextually given external force, INF = infinitive
situation, arrow represents that there is a force directed at the dative participant

The difference between the necessitive interpretation and the possibility inter-
pretation relates to the question of whether the intention or tendency of the subject to do
the situation is taken into consideration.” The specific interpretation is influenced by the
aspect of the infinitive verb, the presence or absence of negation in the sentence, and

presuppositions of the interpreter, as I will explain below.

5. Necessitive uses: an imposing force

In the case of the necessitive interpretation the idea of a force is quite straight-
forward. As such, these interpretations are quite natural for the DI. Necessitive cases
prototypically occur in the imperfective aspect. By using the imperfective aspect, the
focus is not on the possible intention of the dative subject to complete the action, but on
the fact that some action is imposed, and that the force compels the subject to engage in
the action.

As I said earlier there are sentences with a deontic character and sentences with
an epistemic character. In the case of deontic necessity there is some force — a societal
norm, rule, agreement, plan or script — that can be seen as the modal force directed at
the coming into being of the infinitive situation. Linguistic contexts that favor this in-
terpretation are partial negation, contrast, ewé, sice or geow (see also Fortuin, 2000, 343-
344, 351-352): — He mue cyoums, OO0dICHbL U OMBEUAMb 61ACMU 3a NOCIe0CMBUs

mepaxmos, Ho no 3aKoHy epode douicusl. (U3Bectus); Mamov cnumana papmyx, Hacyxo

Note, that in some cases one cannot speak about an actual tendency, but about a potential
tendency. This is for example the case in sentences like A samemun, umo eciu mue, k npumepy,
HYJHCHO umo-mo 3asmpa, mo boz nozabomuacst 06 smom yowce cecoous. To ecmov ewe 00 mozo,
Kak MHe nodymams 00 3mom, nooymai 0o smom boe.
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BLIMUPANA MPANKOU KVYXOHHbIU CMOA U CMABUNA HA He20 NUWYWYIO MAWUHKY. DmMo
3HAYUNIO, YMO MATLYUKY menepb - chams, a el — pabomams. (J1. Pyouna, TepHOBHUK)

If the potential subject is inanimate as in (4), or if the situation is non-controlla-
ble as in (3), the necessity has an epistemic character. These sentences can be said to be
ontic in nature because the force leading up to the realization of the infinitive situation
can be identified with something like ‘the way things go or are’ or ‘fate’. Such sen-
tences express that the infinitive situation will (necessarily) occur, or in the case of ne-
gation as in (4), that it is necessary that the infinitive situation won’t occur. Like the
deontic interpretation they prototypically occur in the imperfective aspect.

Note that the DI is also used to express lack or absence of deontic necessity.
There are two contexts in which the DI expresses absence of necessity.

Firstly, sentences with the conjunction umo6w (‘in order to’). Hacmena mucom
oocmana u3 NOONOabsi 6e0po KAPMOWIKU, C8epXy ombOasuia 6 uycYHOK, Umoovl
Cmapukam He 20HOWUMbBCA, eclu NOHAOOOUMCS 6e4epoM 6apumv, OCMALbHOE
svicvinana 6 opezenmosyto cymky. (B. Pactytun, )KuBu u nomum)

Secondly, examples without umobwr such as (2) or as in 3axkonuus 6ooHvle
npoyeodypul, S NPOPEeSUIUPOBALA COOEPAHCUMOE POOOOMOBCKOU OZPOMHOU CYMKU (0X, U
3anacauswlil dce s XoMaK!), u 6 7 ympa ¢ epoMKum 8300X0M ycenacs Ha Kpo8ambv psioom
C MydceM U nopaoosana e20 coodOueHuem, Ymo Ha pabomy emy ce200Hsi He UOMU.
(Internet).

The interpretation of absence of deontic necessity occurs under specific circum-
stances only. Firstly, the animate subject can control the infinitive situation. If this is not
the case, the sentence has an ontic-epistemic character (e.g. Or cnoxoiino noensaovigaem
nO CIMOpPOHAM, OYOmMO emy He ymupams yepe3 MmuHymsi ..., Internet).

Secondly, the infinitive situation is evaluated negatively. Sentences with con-
trollable situations where the infinitive situation is not evaluated negatively either get an
ontic-epistemic interpretation (Ham HysicHO celuac yace npeodonesamv KPU3UCHbLE
A61eHUsL U paou 3mo2o s npeoiazaio — Buxkmopy Anodpeesuuy IOwenko u mue ne
uomu Ha 8vl00pvl, eciu pe3yIbmamsl 8blOOPo8 0YOym NPusHaHsvl chanrbcuduyu-
posannvimu; Internet), or, if the infinitive situation is evaluated positively and there is
someone who blocks the intended situation, a permissive interpretation (see par. 7).

Note that sentences that express absence of deontic necessity without ymo6ws
cannot be equated with sentences with explicit modal predicates. They differ from sen-
tences with modal predicates because they cannot be used in contexts where it is clear

that the infinitive situation won 't occur:

(16) ?Emy nHe uomu 6 wkomy, Ho OH 8ce-maxu nouodem.

(17)  Emy He HY2ICHO uOmu 8 WKOLY, HO OH 8Ce-MaKu noudem.
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As such, they also differ from non-negative use of the DI. Affirmative sentences
only point at the presence of a force, but they do not express whether the dative subject
will actually give in to this force. Because of this, it is possible to say Mue ewe uomu s
wkony, Ho He 6y0y. Perhaps, this specific feature of the DI can be attributed to the
meaning of the DI, which expresses the idea of a force directed at the coming into being
of the infinitive situation. It may be that this abstract meaning is not in accordance with
the use in (16) because here the idea of a force is explicitly negated (not (necessary x)).
A sentence like (2) we also interpret as expressing that the presupposed necessity is ab-
sent, but here this interpretation occurs via the meaning of ‘the situation won’t occur’.
Sentences with umo6wbr constitute an exception because of the meaning of the conjunc-

tion, which expresses the idea of a force by itself.

6. Uses with a character of (im)possibility

6.1. (Im)possibility: a blocking or deblocking force

As I mentioned above, typical for the interpretation of possibility is that the sub-
ject (potentially) wants the realization of the infinitive situation, or in the case of non-
animate entities, a potential ‘tendency’ to the completion of the infinitive situation is
ascribed to the dative subject: Qobiunoit mawune 30eco ne npoitmu. (Bectn)

Whether the subject will realize the infinitive situation depends on (physical) cir-
cumstances. These circumstances can be seen as a force that blocks or gives way to the
realization of the infinitive situation. Cases that express possibility prototypically occur
in the perfective aspect. The perfective aspect goes well with the possibility interpre-
tation because it focuses on the completion of the infinitive situation, intended by the
dative subject.

As I said before the possibility interpretation occurs foremost with negation, as
in (5). In such sentences there is an ontic force that imposes situation ‘not X’ on the
potential subject; since there is a (potential) intention of the subject to realize the situa-
tion, the force is interpreted as a blocking force. Cases like these therefore both have an
ontic and an alethic character (see Maurice 1995, 149 for a discussion of this term).
They express that it is necessary that the intended situation won’t occur, because of par-

ticular circumstances.

It is interesting that such sentences in fact also occur with modal verbs such as cymems and
cmous: Mue He cymems 06vACHUMb ell Mo, 00 Ye2o cam A 0obpainca ¢ coopanHou kocel. (A.
WBanos, I'eorpad rmo6yc npommn); /[pobs-mo desamouka, menxas. Ilpunac s ewje ¢ npouiniozo
eooa coenan. [yman, Ha eéanvowHena no eecte nouody. Ho kyoa yoc! A na cmeny ¢ mpyoom
KOGbLISAIO, A NO Jiecy, 0d 6 memHome - He cmoub mue meneps. (B. Jlorunos, llarosas ynuia).
This underlines the semantic difference between the meaning of the DI and cases with modal
predicates of possibility.
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In most contexts, an interpretation of possibility is not possible. It is therefore
possible to say Emy ne npotimu but not *Emy npotimu. As I mentioned in paragraph one,
there are, however, a few contexts in which the interpretation of possibility occurs with-
out negation. How can one explain the fact that the interpretation of possibility is fore-
most restricted to negative sentences, and why do the contexts given above constitute an
exception?

To my knowledge the only one who dealt with this question is Maurice (1995,
1996). She remarks that the possibility interpretation only occurs in the context of ne-
gation, either direct, as in the case of ue, or indirect, as in the case of the adverbs
monvko or edsa, which can be seen as indirect cases of negation. Maurice (1995, 152)
claims that all the possibility interpretations in fact express necessity. Cases that express
possibility can also be seen as necessitive cases according to the modal logic rule: not
possible X = necessary not X.

In my opinion, there are a number of reasons why this hypothesis is not correct.
Firstly, not all the uses can in fact be explained in terms of the given rule. For example
sentences with the conjunction umo6uwi; neped mem kax or sentences that express a con-
trast with another situation. Secondly, logical necessity is not the same as deontic or
ontic necessity. In my opinion, it would be preferable to stay closer to the actual mean-
ing and structure of the DI in the explanation of this phenomenon. In my opinion, the
array of uses of the dative-infinitive construction can — at least to a large extent — be
related to the meaning of this construction, especially to the idea of the realization of the
infinitive situation as the result of a force.

In the case of possibility, however, the idea of a force is less evident than in the
case of necessity or impossibility. Here we find an interpretation of possibility only in a
context of deblocking. As I will illustrate below, the idea of deblocking is triggered by
an implicit or explicit contrast or comparison with another situation where the non-
occurrence of the situation is relevant.

The adverb eosa as in (8) is a context for the possibility interpretation. Instances
of the DI with eodsa are closely related to sentences with negation since they express that
the infinitive situation is almost not the case, or put differently, that the situation is just

about the case. A similar context is provided by the adverb monwsxo or auws:

(18) Bpems maxoe? - Hacmpoenue makoe? He 3Haio....... HO XOpOWlo, Ymo MmoabKo
MHe nonams nanucannoe mym.... (Internet)

(19) He oona 6umea u He 00HO20 cmoiemus p8AlU NPOCMPAHCHEO 8 IMOM
apxucmpamezuyeckom mecme. Tonvko 30ecy npolmu u pa3zeepHymscs 60UCKY.

U konnuye, u newe KonouHe, u MupHomy mopeosomy kapasany. (Internet)
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(20) Makosku 3aHeceHHbIX CHe2OM MEpPHO8, WUNOSHUKA, Ooapku. M na ecem
02pOMHOM 6eNoM npocmope, KOMOopblil Jullb 6eMpPY MeEPUmb, eOuHoe 2He300

yejloseuve.

The adverb moavko (nuww) triggers a possibility reading because it focuses on
the possibility of the situation by contrasting it with another (group of) agent(s) that is
not able to realize the situation, or with another scene (for example another place) in
which the agent is not able to realize the situation. Sentences like these are typical for
archaic language (for example skaz) and for the spoken language. In standard written
Russian, often an explicit modal verb is preferred (mous, mooicro, yoamwscs). Neverthe-
less, they may be considered as part of modern Russian.

Contrastive contexts trigger the possibility use in similar ways as the adverb
monvko: Ileme 3ane3ms Ha Oepeso, a Muwe nem. The contrast between the realization
of situation Y by agent x with another agent that is not the potential subject of situation
Y triggers the idea of deblocking.

Constructions with conjunctions of anteriority are also a context for the possibi-

lity reading, although the possibility character is less straightforward here:

(21) Mo moeo, kak uenoseKky cmamov C8AMbIM, €20 ‘“NPEeHCHUU Yel08eK ™ OO0NHCeH

Oovimb  “uzvaAm’”, 9Mo 310 6HYMPU OO0JNCHO YMepemb, MO CeMs 6CeX 2pexos
oondicro noeubHyms. (Internet).
(22) A zamemun, umo eciu MHe, K Npumepy, HYHICHO uymo-mo 3asempa, mo boe

nozabomuncsi 006 smom youce ce200us. To ecmv ewe 00 mMo2o, KaK MHe

nooymams 06 3mom, nooyman o6 smom boe. (Internet).

This construction triggers a possibility reading because it focuses on a situation
where the infinitive situation is not (yet) the case, and the (hypothetical) transition to a
situation where it is. In (21) the completion of the situation occurs under specific cir-
cumstances only, which are mentioned in the main clause. Sentences like these show
similarities to sentences with umo6w: (‘in order to do something, you must do something
else first’). In (22) we find a different context; here the possible completion of the
situation is intervened by another situation.

Questions with an interrogative adverb constitute a very common context for the
possibility interpretation: Kax emepmuomy uenoseky noveoums cmepmov? (OKTOph) A
sentence like this has the following structure. The speaker asks under what circum-
stances the infinitive situation can be realized. In the case of questions one can speak of
deblocking because questions anticipate on an answer by the addressee. As such, an-
swering the question can be seen as deblocking.
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Constructions with the conjunction umo6s1, which expresses purpose, can func-
tion as a context for the possibility interpretation, as is illustrated by (11) or Ymoobuw
pedenKy uzpamy 8 «O0OUKU-Mamepuy UIU 6 «CONOAMUKUY», eMY HYIHCHbL OpY3b.
(M3Bectus) In such sentences it is expressed that in order to remove the barrier blocking
the intended infinitive situation described in the subordinate clause, one has to realize
the situation described in the mainclause. Because of the inherent force semantic of
ymoouwl, sentences like these exemplify quite literal cases of deblocking. They occur
both with the imperfective and perfective aspect.

Rubinstein (1986) argues that sentences with umobwr and a dative subject are
more restricted now than in the nineteenth century. Keijsper (2004) goes even further
and argues that sentences like (11) that express possibility are not part of modern Rus-
sian anymore. This statement is, however, is too strong, as is confirmed by the examples
I have given. They are, however, rather restricted.

As I have shown, the possibility interpretation occurs in the case of negation, in
the case of partial or indirect negation or in the case of special ‘deblocking’ contexts,
that can partly be seen as negative polarity contexts, but partly not, especially umo6si. 1
have argued that the meaning of the DI, especially the idea of a force directed at the
realization of the infinitive situation, explains the character of the contexts in which a
possibility interpretation can occur.

Further evidence for the proposed hypothesis that the abstract meaning of the DI
accounts for the limitations on the possibility use is that the restriction to negative con-
texts or the contexts of deblocking as they are given above is not a requirement of other
predicates that can be interpreted as an expression of possibility such as the perfective
present: B mockee gce Haiideutb, kpome nmuuveeo moaoxa. (Proverb); Eciu pebenky
NOHAMHbL CAMU NPOYECchl Yemvlpex OelCmeUull U OCHOBbL ZDYNNUPOBAHUS, MO C
HOMOWBIO PUCYHKO8 OH pewum ooy 3adauy u3 Havarvhou wxonvl. (Internet) This
suggests that the specific meaning of either the DI or the perfective present must be taken

into account in explaining the distribution of its modal use.

6.2. The (im)possibility use from a historical perspective

Above, I have argued that the restriction of possibility to foremost negative con-
texts can largely be attributed to the meaning of the DI. A good way to verify or refute this
hypothesis or analysis is to have a look at older data of Russian. If the DI could for exam-
ple express possibility in older stages of Russian without negative context (while having
the same constituent parts with the same meaning), than this could be seen as a refutation
of the explanation given.

If we look at historical grammars (e.g. Vinogradov & Svedova 1964, 336; Bor-
kovskij 1978, 278-282; Nikiforov 1952; Vaulina 1988, 135) we can conclude that that the
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specific use of the dative-infinitive construction has changed in some respects, perhaps
partly due to change of oppositional forms and due to change of the meaning of the con-
stituents (for example the function of 6simy), but that infinitive sentences preserve a rela-
tive stability in the course of the studied period. From the discussion of the use of the DI as
a way to express (im)possibility, we can conclude that there are no major differences from
the current contexts for possibility. Like in modern Russian the DI expresses impossibility
rather than possibility (see Vaulina 1988, 53). The three main differences between older
stages of Russian and modern Russian are the following.

Firstly, in older stages of Russian the DI was freely used to express possibility with
verbs of perception such as sudemu, 3pemu (see Borkovskij 1978, 280). The reason why
these verbs constitute an exception probably has to be attributed to the meanings of these
verbs (for example the fact that they are to some extent non-controllable situations that
partly rely on external circumstances such as distance, etc., to be realized).

Secondly, in older stages of Russian, the infinitive was used in sentences without a
dative to express so-called “permanent possibility’ (Vinogradov & Svedova 1964, 337 e.g.
0a 8 Hem dce Kynumu noou uepHule;, ‘there one can buy black people.’). In modern
Russian such cases must be paraphrased with the adverbial predicate moorcro.

Thirdly, Borkovskij (1978, 280) writes that there are a few instances of the DI with
verbs other than eudemu, 3pemu where it expresses possibility rather than necessity. The
examples he gives, however, either occur without dative subject or have a strong ontic cha-
racter, and might also be seen as examples that share properties with both possibility and

necessity:

(23) mecmb 60 uHos Gepuvl yuue Hawtell .... cero DO 8epoI0 AHCUBYUU 2PEX08 U30bIMU U
MYKU BeuHblsl 203HYMU, HO JCU3HU 6euHblsl npuuacmuuky ovtmu. (Borkovskij
1978, 280/Tlocnanus u noyuenuss deogocus [lewepckoro)

(24) Hdusno oace dvicmv Boowcue ycmpoeHue, odce Ha moauye gvicome eo0e dvimu!

(Borkovskij 1978, 280/ITytemectBue urymena Jlanurmia mo CBATON 3eMJie B HaUae
XII'B.)

Since the dative-infinitive construction is a syntactic means to express modality, it
might be expected that some sentences cannot be clearly classified as either expressing
necessity or possibility. A similar phenomenon can also be found in modern Russian. In
older versions of Russian such sentences were probably more common, and also had a
different character.

Although the historical data do not contradict the hypothesis that the specific re-
striction of the use of possibility of the DI to foremost negative contexts is due to the

meaning of the DI, I do not think it is impossible that the DI could ever have expressed
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possibility. In a system where no other or fewer modal forms that express possibility are
available, the presence of a DI can be expected to have a broader use than in modern
Russian. I rather think that the meaning of necessity or impossibility seems more ‘natu-
ral’ if we consider the meanings of the infinitive and the dative. The historical data from
older stages of Russian support this view.

Besides this, there is a more general, crosslinguistic, statistical association of
(im)possibility with negation (see for example Maurice 1996, 281-282). This associ-
ation, I think, has to be explained in terms of the function and pragmatics of possibility.
The basic idea expressed by predicates of possibility such as Russian mous, English can,
or German kénnen of ‘being in the position to realize X’ presupposes something more
than a verbal scene expressed by a normal indicative which just expresses the reali-
zation of the action. In the case of negation, it is expressed that the subject has a ten-
dency to do the action, but that that intended situation is blocked. Such sentences differ
from normal indicative sentences in that the tendency or effort of the subject to do the
action is taken into consideration, stressing that the subject does not attain the intended

‘position’:

(25) I couldn’t understand why she said that.
(26) [ didn’t understand why she said that.

In the case of non-negative sentences the use of can differs from the indicative in
that it is stressed that the subject is in the position to realize the action, presupposing

that attaining or being in the can-situation is not self-evident:

(27) I could understand why she said that.
(28) I understood why she said that.

Contexts that facilitate the use of could in (27) focus on relation between a con-
text where the action referred to by can is the case and a context where the same or

another action is not the case, for example:

(29) Although I could understand why she said that, I didn’t agree.
(30) I wish I could understand why she said that.
(31) By listening very carefully, I could understand why she said that.

These contexts are partly similar to the deblocking contexts of the possibility in-
terpretation of the DI, and partly not. Because of its meaning (specifically the idea of a

force expressed by the DI), the association of possibility with negation or deblocking
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contexts is stronger with the DI than with predicates like can or mous. Further analysis
of the nature of predicates of possibility would have to be sustained by empirical and

statistical evidence. I leave this for further research.

7. Permissive interpretation

There are very few instances of the DI that can be said to express permission, for
example (12), which could be classified as a case of absence of permission, although it
is very close to a possibility interpretation: ... umo eciu 3akaueHHOMY He
nepecmykueamuca, maxk umo emy u derams? Sentences with a permissive character
occur exclusively in the context of negation and as such express lack of permission or
prohibition.

They show similarities both to uses that express necessity and possibility. Like
the possibility-interpretation, a permissive interpretation occurs if an intention to do the
infinitive situation is attributed to the dative participant. The idea of a force expressed
by the DI is interpreted as force which imposes ‘not X’ on the dative participant, as such
blocking or forbidding the realization of the infinitive situation. They differ, however,
from cases that express possibility because the force is deontic in nature. In this respect
they show more similarities to sentences that express deontic necessity. Like deontic
necessitive cases, sentences with a permissive character have an imperfective infinitive
and occur with controllable situations.

There are two types of the DI that can be said to have a permissive character.
Firstly, interrogatives (often with orce or 6u1) where the speaker objects to an interdiction

by asking — in a rhetorical manner — why this interdiction applies to him:

(32) - A sac npouty smozo ne coeopums! - 6ocknuxnyn Typeeneé ¢ pazosuearoumumucs
HO30pAMU.
- Omue2o0 sice MHe He 2080pUmb Mo2o, 6 Yem 5 yoexcoen? - omseuan Toacmotl.

(Internet)

The permissive interpretation occurs because there is a deontic force blocking
the intended situation. Sentences like these may as well be analyzed as expressing ne-
cessity to not do an action. Of course, extensionally speaking the situation of ‘necessity
to not do X’ is identical to ‘absence of permission to do X’. Whether or not one classi-
fies sentences like (32) as permissive therefore depends on the theoretical question
whether or not one takes into account the intention of the subject to do the situation.

In declarative sentences an interpretation of prohibition (or if you will — neces-
sity to not do an action) is very rare. The common interpretation of a sentence with ne-

gation and an imperfective infinitive is either that of ontic necessity or — if the infinitive
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situation is seen as negative — absence of deontic necessity. Maurice (1995) remarks that
an interpretation of absence of permission can, however, occur if an explicit reference is
made to some kind of blocking force. She gives the following example: Emy wue

coasamo s>x3amen. 3anpemunu, max kak... (Maurice 1995, 150). Note, however, that it

is difficult to differentiate between the interpretation of impossibility, ontic necessity
and absence of permission in such sentences. A sentence like Bom u 6abywka
npuexana. 2 nedeiu MHe He Kypums doma (Internet forum), could therefore be trans-
lated with ‘I can’t/won’t/may not smoke at home for two weeks’. The same ontic char-
acter is present in the example given by Maurice above, which is underlined by the fact
that one cannot say ? Emy ne coasamo >K3ameH, 3anpemuiu, HO 8ce-maxu 6yoem e2o
coasams.""

I have not attested sentences that can be seen as clear cases of permission (with-
out negation), although the following sentences with a ‘deblocking context’ (cf. the
contexts for possibility) such as contrast or mozvko may be said to have a permissive

character:

(33) V mac nabnrooamenvroiii cosem (...) Komopwiii 6yoem 2080pUMb HCYPHATUCTY,
ymo emy denamsp u umo emy He oeiams. (Internet)
(34) A, Bepxoswuwvlii, 8ac HazHauanl U MOIbKO MHe ORPeOeNsimb, KOMY U K020d

yxooums! (Internet, journal HoBoe Bpemst)

Nevertheless they are better analyzed as expressing deontic necessity (‘is suppo-
sed to’; ‘it is up to’) than permission. Note, for example that the modal character of
sentence (34) does not differ semantically from sentences with partial negation that ex-
press deontic necessity, e.g. He mMHe onpedensams, komy u kozoa yxooums (‘It ‘s not up

to me to determine..”). Sentences like the following do not express permission:

(35) ? Vpa! Mue c num ecmpeuamunca. Omey paspeuiu.

[does not mean: ‘I may/am allowed to meet him’]

It may be that in older versions of Russian the use of the DI to express prohibi-
tion was more common than it is now. This can for example be concluded from the dis-
cussion by Nikiforov (1952) of the independent infinitive in the sixteenth century. He
argues that “[B] mpaBUTENBCTBEHHBIX TIpaMoOTaxX U “‘yIOXKEHUSIX HUH(OUHHUTHUB

o003HayaeT ACWCTBUS, KOTOpBIE NPaBUTEIHCTBO CBOMX YHMHOBHHMKOB 00s3yeT (a B

1 In (12) the ontic character is less straightforward. This is probably due to the function of the

conjunction. Note, however, that this sentence can be paraphrased with 6ydem. umo eciu
3aKIOYEHHbLI He OYJem nepecmyKkueamoCsl.
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COUETaHWM C He — 3ampemiaer) aenarh (caenarts).” (Nikiforov 1952, 198). An example

of such a sentence with negation is given below:

(36) A 3emckomy OuaKky 6e3 Hux He CYOHbIX Oell U OOBICKHbIX U BCAKUX Oel He

3anucvleamu uy ceos He 0epHCamu HUKOMOoPbiMU Oelbl.

He also notes that “[B] mnpaBUTENBCTBEHHBIX JOTOBOpax C JIPYTUMHU
rocylapcTBaMi WH(GUHUTUBOM BBIpAXaeTcsl JeicTBUE, KOTOpoe 00€ CTOPOHBI
COIJIACWIIUCH  (COTTAIIAOTCs), T.e. MOJDKHBI JielaTh WIM HE JeNlaTh, Ha3BaHUS

JeMCTBYIOIUX JIHII CTOAT B popme aarenbHoro nagexa.” (Nikiforov 1952: 199):

(37) “Taxy npagdy évzamu pycuny y puse u Ha 204kvmb bepesze.” Pycuny ne 36amu
JlamuHa Ha noie OumvCcs y pycKou 3emu.

(38) A mopzoevim n100em mopzosamu y Hux 3 3aMoOpysl camum, Oe3 0ouobl.

Nikiforov classifies sentences like these as expressing necessity. Indeed, a sen-
tence like (37-38) could be paraphrased as the result of an agreement (‘they
will/won’t’). Nevertheless, they have a permissive character. In modern Russian uses
like these would be not acceptable. Instead a predicate expressing permission would be
chosen.

Is there an explanation for the restriction on the permissive use in modern Rus-
sian, and the fact that in Old Russian these uses were more common? In modern Rus-
sian the DI expresses the idea of a force directed at the coming into being of the infini-
tive situation. In the case of an imperfective infinitive we do not conceptualize the in-
tention of the agent to successfully complete the infinitive situation, as is the case with
the perfective aspect. Negative sentences with an imperfective infinitive are therefore
interpreted as expressing necessity not to do an action (‘not supposed to’) rather than as
expressing absence of permission. In declarative sentences, the interpretation of absence
of permission is, however, restricted because in modern Russian the more natural inter-
pretation is that of ontic necessity rather than deontic necessity.

The reason why sentences expressing absence of permission are even more re-
stricted or even absent from the system of interpretations of the DI, has to do be attrib-
uted, I think, to the idea of an imposing force, expressed by the DI. This idea is more
easily interpreted as a case of necessity than as a case of permission. What, then, about
sentences like (38) from sixteenth century Russian, that express something in between

necessity and permission? In order to answer this question, an analysis of more exam-
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ples would be needed. I would suggest, however, to explain the non-occurrence of such
sentences in terms of the ontic character of the modern DI."?

There may be a more general tendency in modern Russian to use the DI in cases
where it has an ontic character, or where the (non)realization of the situation is put for-
ward as evident or where it is stressed. The ontic character is evident in sentences that
express impossibility or ontic necessity. It is less straightforward, but still partly present
in the case of deontic necessity, where the DI expresses that the situation will occur ac-
cording to some script or societal norm. As I mentioned, such sentences often have an
ontic character as well."> The ontic character seems absent in the case of absence of
deontic necessity at first sight, but as I explained, is present in most of such cases be-
cause they also express the situation won’t occur. This is however not the case in sen-
tences with the conjunction umoobw that form an exception, probably because they ex-
press the idea of a force purely because of their meaning.

The ontic character of the DI is, however, absent in the case of sentences that
express possibility or permission. As I showed, sentences that express possibility are
very restricted in modern Russian, with the exception of interrogative questions. Sen-

tences that express permission seem absent in modern Russian.

8. Conclusion

In this paper I have given an analysis of the interconnection between the use of
(absence of) necessity, (absence of) possibility and (absence of) permission of the DI in
Russian; and the association of possibility with negation. I have argued that the specific
semantic distribution of use of the DI can first of all be attributed to the abstract
meaning of the DI, more specifically the idea of the infinitive predicate in combination
with the idea of a force giving rise to the realization of the infinitive situation by the
dative participant. The abstract meaning explains why the DI is foremost used to ex-

press (de)ontic necessity rather than absence of deontic necessity or (absence of) per-

Maurice (1996, 280-283) suggests that the central status of the interpretation of impossibility or
necessity in declarative sentences and the peripheral status of the interpretation of possibility may
be explained in terms of the notion of informativeness. In her view, the DI in declarative
sentences is confined to uses that express the more restrictive modality types (impossibility,
necessity) because these are more informative: if one knows that someone can do something you
do not know whether he will, whereas if you know that someone cannot do something, you know
he won’t. This explanation, however, does not account for the fact that uses that express deontic
necessity are much more frequent and less restricted than uses that express absence of
permission. In terms of restriction, these uses are equivalent.

Possibly, this ontic character is stronger in modern Russian than it was in the past. In older stages
of Russian the range of deontic uses of the DI was larger than is the case now. Nikiforov (1952)
gives a number to types where the DI expresses different shades of deontic necessity. In modern
Russian, in these cases one would not use the DI, but rather a modal verb (dororcen, naoo,
npuxooumacsi, etc.).
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mission, or why the interpretation of possibility occurs foremost in negative contexts. It
also explains the limited set of contexts where the DI can express possibility.

Besides this, I have argued that there may be a more general tendency to use the
DI in contexts where it has an ontic meaning rather than a deontic meaning. Diachronic
data seem to confirm this trend. There are, however, in modern Russian uses that are
clearly deontic rather than ontic. This is possible because the abstract DI is an abstrac-
tion from different more or less independent units or constructions, that have a commu-
nicative function of their own. Because such uses are not really comparable to alterna-
tive expressions, they may have a stable function in the linguistic system.

In this paper I have focused on the unique meaning associated with the DI in the
explanation of its modal meaning. The specific association of possibility with negation,
I therefore attributed to the idea of a force directed at the realization of the infinitive
situation. In addition to this, I have suggested that the idea of possibility as such may be
associated with negation or negative contexts. I leave this specific association for

further research.
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