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Where Grammar Meets Use:
Towards the Normativization of Russian Future
Participles (Or Perhaps Not?)

The scientific debate on the existence of a set of morphologized future participles in the in-
ventory of tempo-aspectual forms of contemporary (standard) Russian has been relevant at
least since Meletij Smotrickij’s Slavonic Grammar (1619). Relying on data gathered from the
General Internet Corpus of Russian, this contribution explores the interplay between norma-
tive grammar and corpus linguistics, addressing the topic from a qualitative point of view,
i.e. whether or not and to what extent future participles are structurally prevalent in the gram-
matical system of contemporary Russian and, consequently, whether prescriptivists should
implement these data into their grammatical (normative) model.

Keywords: future participles, Russian language, normative grammar, corpus linguistics, qua-
litative research

Ha nepexpecTke rpaMMaTHKH M y3yca: K HOPMATUBH3ALMHU T.H. OyIyIIUX NPHYACTHI B
pyccKoM si3bIKe (BepHO Jin?)

Hauwnnast c uccnenoBanuiit M. CMOTpPHIIKOTO, BOITPOC O TOM, SIBJISFOTCS JTH MOP(OJIOT M30BaHHbIC
¢dopMbl TIpHUYAcTHi Oyaylero BpEeMEHH 4YacTbIO WHBEHTAps BHUIOBPEMEHHBIX (OpM
COBPEMEHHOIO PYCCKOTO s3bIKa HE Tepsul CBOIl mepBoBouepeqHON XapakTep. B 1eHtp
BHUMaHHs MCCIIeOBaTeIeH MOMajaeT He CaMmo CYIIECTBOBaHME 3THUX (POPM B S3BIKOBOM
CIIOCOOHOCTU HOCHUTENEH PYCCKOro s3blka (KOTOpOoe yOESOMTENbHO 3aCBUICTENHCTBOBAHO
Kak B PEUeBOM y3yce, TaKk M B MHCbMEHHOM CTHJIE), a CKOpEe BCEro MX IpaMMaTHYECKHUH
CTaryc, T.6. UX CYIIECTBEHHAas MPHHAUICKHOCTh K MapajurMe BHUIOBPEMEHHBIX (HopM
COBPEMEHHOT0 pyccKoro s3bika. Llenblo HacTosimiel paboThl, MPHU KaueCTBEHHOM aHAJM3e
JIAaHHBIX, MOYEPHIHYTHIX Mpexae Bcero u3 HannoHambHOr0 HMHTEPHET-KOPIyca PYCCKOTO
s3bika (TKPA), sBnsieTcs mpeaBapuTenbHbIN OTBET Ha BOIPOC, BCTPAUBAIOTCS JIM IPUYACTUS
Oy/ymiero BpeMeHH, ¥ B KaKOoW CTEIEeHH, B IVIArOJbHYIO MapaJnrMy BHJIOBPEMEHHBIX (HOpM
PYCCKOro s3bIKa U, CJIEI0BATEIEHO, YMECTHO JIM BKJIIOYUTh UX B TPAMMATHYECKYIO0 CUCTEMY
PYCCKOTO sA3bIKa.

KiroueBble cJjioBa: TmpuyacTHs OyOyIIETO BPEMEHH, COBPEMEHHBIH pPYCCKHH S3BIK,
HOpPMaTHBHAsI TPAMMATHKA, KOPITYCHAs JIMHTBUCTHKA, KAUCCTBEHHbIN aHAIN3
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1. The aim of this contribution is to understand how and to what extent cor-
pus linguistics can help in reassessing and widening the parameters of normative
grammar.' In this article the convergence of a set of (already given and well-es-
tablished) grammatical rules and recent insights from qualitative (data-driven)
research will be taken into account with particular reference to electronic sources.
More specifically, in light of some recent studies on the topic — cf. for instance
(Glovinskaja 2010), (Vlahov 2010), (Saj 2017) et al. — we will be focusing on the
long-debated grammatical (viz. normative) status of what has been labelled future
participles (pricastija buduscego vremeni)* in contemporary Russian (henceforth
CR).? This paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, I provide a brief outline of
the status quaestionis, including both diachronic studies and recent work on the
formal and functional status of future participles in CR to outline some possible
reasons for their peripheral position in relation to the grammatical core of the sys-
tem. In Section 3, I present some selected data from the General Internet Corpus
of Russian (GIKRJa)* to show how prevalent this construction is within the CR
grammatical system, and how researchers in normative grammar could take this
into account to integrate electronic data into theory.” In Section 4, some prelimi-
nary conclusions are drawn.

1 The author would like to express his gratitude to two anonymous reviewers for their thorough and challenging
remarks on the first draft of this paper, as well as to James Hartstein for revising the text and checking its internal
consistency.

Given the limited length of this paper, we cannot discuss in detail which issues are to be considered at the core of
norm formation and how, if so, they might differ from language to language. As long as contemporary Russian is
concerned (see right below), throughout this article I limit myself to the sociohistorical definition of norm which is
given and briefly discussed in (Svedova et al. 1980: 10—11).

2 Although this label has been widely adopted in the literature (and used as well in this paper to avoid confusion),
it is worth noting that this formulation is somewhat misleading, for future is only one of the possible — not even the
most — basic semantic functions of these participles. A more suitable definition would be present perfective parti-
ciples (see below).

3 CR is here defined as the standard, literary variant of Russian (sovremennyj russkij literaturnyj jazyk), mostly
based on Moscovian dialectal isoglosses and first codified in Lomonosov’s normative grammar (1755). Besides
those already specified in the main text, the following abbreviations are in use: PF — perfective, IPF — imperfective,
OCS - Old Church Slavonic, NKRJa — Nacional’nyj Korpus Russkogo Jazyka (Russian National Corpus; permalink:
https://ruscorpora.ru/new/; last access November 9%, 2020), GIKRJa — General 'nyj Internet Korpus Russkogo Jazyka
(General Internet Corpus of Russian; permalink: http://www.webcorpora.ru; last access November 9™, 2020).

4 The GIKRJa is a mega-corpus in the making, containing around twenty billion total occurrences. Unlike the
NKRIJa, the vast majority of the texts collected in the GIKRJa is derived from a variety of electronic sources, such
as social networks, the blogosphere, and news agencies, reflecting both current linguistic trends in CR mainstream
sources (e.g. in the language of newspapers) and a number of peculiarities found in less normed language registers
(such as, for example, the multi-layered language used on the Internet).

5 For the sake of clarity, I focus here exclusively on a non-Chomskyian (i.e. non-generative) and non-descriptive
(i.e. prescriptive) concept of “grammatical theory”. I thank one of the anonymous reviewers for prompting me to
address this point in more detail.
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2. It is widely known that CR participial forms are structurally organized among
three discrete sets of binary oppositions, affecting respectively aspect (perfective
vs imperfective), tense (past vs non-past), and voice (active vs passive). The in-
terplay between these oppositions gives rise to a quadripartite model, comprising
present active (e.g. citajuscij™ ‘that is reading’), present passive (e.g. citaemy;"™®
‘that is being read, that can be read”), past active (e.g. (pro)citavsij*™"* ‘that read
/ has been reading”) and past passive participles (e.g. procitanny;** ‘that was / has
been read’).® Along with these forms, which make up the bulk of the grammatical
system, there is a traditional consensus on the presence of the so-called future
participles — that is, a set of (allegedly) sub-standard participial forms in which
present participle suffixes (-(f)usc-, -(j)asc- for active participles, -e (/o, i)m- for
passive participles) are attached to the present stem of PF verbs. The usage of
these forms is presented in the examples below.” In (1), the active participle sume-
Jjuscie (from sumet ™ ‘to be able to’) is used, while in (2), the passive participle
sotvorimyj (from sotvorit ™ ‘to do’, ‘to create”) is used:

(1) On polagal, ¢to sredi zaverbovannyh okazutsja ljudi, sposobnye stat’ krupnymi
agentami, sumejuscie’™ probrat’sja v organy sovestkoj vlasti. [NRKJa: Vadim Kozev-
nikov. S¢it i me¢. Kniga pervaja (1968)]

‘He assumed that between those recruited there will be some units capable of beco-
ming major agents, who will be able to sneak in the bodies of Soviet power.’

(2) Ljuboj greh, sotvorimy,™™ ljud’mi, ne budet takovym javljat’sja, esli samo ego
ubezdenie v lice ispolnenija ne budet takovym. [Sergej Pilipenko. Imperija. Online:
last access November 9™, 2020]

‘Every sin which will be conceived by men will not appear as such, if the very belief
in them upon the act of their committing will not be such.’

Even though such participles had already entered scientific discussion at the be-
ginning of the 17" century with Meletij Smotrickij’s Slavonic Grammar (1% ed.
1619),% it is not uncommon to find relevant occurrences in earlier texts as well. In

6 An additional participial form, which can be sporadically formed by adjoining past participle suffixes to the
infinitive stem of IPF verbs (e.g. citanny/™ ‘that was being read’) and whose grammatical status is even more con-
troversial, will not be taken into account due to the lack of space and relevance.

7  All the examples, unless indicated otherwise, are translated by the author.

8 See a more thorough historical reconstruction in (Vlahov 2010: 35-38). One must always bear in mind, however,
that Smotrickij’s grammar was essentially meant to provide the reader with a reliable source to help translate texts
from Ancient Greek to OCS. As scholars have been heavily debating the existence of a set of autonomous, grammati-
calized future participles in OCS — cf., for instance, (Galton 1976: 262-268) for a detailed report of the then-ongoing
scientific discussion — it goes without saying that future participles were perfectly integrated into the grammatical
system of Ancient Greek and thus it may very well be that OCS future participles were simply calqued from Greek
ones. The only exception which seems to have persisted within the CR grammatical system is buduscij, which is for-
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(3), itis used in an excerpt from a tale by Maksim Grek, where the substantivized
future participle procitajuscih [spisanie sie] ‘those who will read [this text]’ is
used as the direct object of the explicit directive performative molju ‘1 ask’:

(3) Povést’ nékuju straSnuju nacinaja pisaniju predati, molju procitajuscih™ spisanie

sie ne mnéti im” mene Crez estestvenaja 1zuscago. [NKRJa: Maksim Grek. Povest’ o
Savonarole (1515-1525)]

‘Before I begin to commend some haunting story to writing, I ask those who will read
this text not to think that I am telling lies.’

It is quite revealing that the vast majority of scholars who have been working on
this topic do not appear to question the existence of such participles, nor do they
focus on the formal constraints on their general availability to CR native speak-
ers.’ Instead, they argue about their unclear grammatical status in CR with special
reference to their alleged contextual infrequency, as well as their morphological
unsystematic derivation (Glovinskaja 2010: 195-197).'° In the (prescriptive and
descriptive) grammatical tradition, future participles are often mentioned in pass-
ing, mostly as ever-developing forms which, for one reason or another, are still
considered distinct from the standardized language system (cf. Svedova et al.
1980: 665, Vinogradov “2001: 231 et al.). Nevertheless, their likelihood of being
integrated into the CR grammatical system in the near future is often hinted at — if
not explicitly called for (Forsyth 1970: 303).

In more recent years, however, with the rise of corpus linguistics and the upsurge
of formal (e.g. Kir’janov, Sagal 2011) and functional studies on the topic, it has
become clearer that future participles are intrinsic to the CR linguistic system.

med from the present stem (traditionally considered PF) of the otherwise biaspectual byt’ ‘to be” and has completely
ousted the archaic suscij ‘being’. Nowadays however, buduscij is almost exclusively used in adjectival function (e.g.
buduscij prezident ‘the future President”). Moreover, it is still noteworthy that its neuter version buduscee ‘future’ has
long completed its categorical transition towards substantivization, retaining its original participial functions only in
rare and marginal contexts, such as pokolenie, buduscee zit’ posle nas ‘the generation which will be living after us’
(note also that complex verbal phrases such as buduscee [Zit’] are called “analytic imperfective future participles” in
(Krapivina 2009: 24). I am grateful to an anonymous reviewer for suggesting this last example to me.

9 This, however, has been explored as well in recent years: see, for instance, (Krapivina 2009) and (Vlahov 2010: 15-35).

10 Glovinskaja is certainly right in concluding that contextual (relative) infrequency and unsystematic derivation
are valid features of future participles (but see the discussion below). However, these features also extend to other
participial forms which, unlike future participles, are traditionally considered an integral part of the CR grammatical
system. Reference is made in particular to present passive participles which, for reasons that cannot be explored here,
are not usually found in a variety of verbs of different verb classes, including a great number of monosyllabic verbs
(Svedova et al. 1980: 665-666). Another remark by Glovinskaja is also quite revealing: it concerns how CR native
speakers can regularly produce future participle forms given the right context, although they tend to find (at least
some of) them clumsy to listen to, when prompted to judge their grammaticality. This apparent contradiction may
indeed be a sign of the pervasive influence of social biases on norm formation — an influence that is slowly fading
away in the case at hand (see also below and Glovinskaja 2010: 194-195).



ZGODN]I NOVI VEK IN NJEGOVA DEDISCINA V SLOVANSKEM PROSTORU 49

Contrary to the current opinion of normative grammarians, future participles have
been said to display a certain regular morphosyntactic pattern with respect to
their formation (EpStejn 2007), and it has also been stated that their distribution is
much wider than previously thought (Vojvodi¢ 2016: 175—-178). Moreover, on the
grounds of independent syntactic and semantic motivations,'' it has been shown
that future participles are the only option available in certain contexts to CR na-
tive speakers. '

We are thus left with a question: if future participles could be a standard feature
of CR, why are most grammarians still reluctant to recognize their grammat-
ical status? A threefold tentative answer can be outlined here. Firstly, the CR
standardization process’s historically prevalent influence has been exerting its
pressure for centuries, imposing a concrete sociolinguistic bias on all self-per-
ceived sub-standard and dialectal features — often distinguishing them as sep-
arate from the CR grammatical system."> Secondly, revisiting the grammatical
status of CR future participles would be tantamount to recognizing the linguistic
discreteness of the semantic category of “future”'* which, following Jakobson’s
renowned bipartition of the CR tense system into “past” and “non-past” (Jakob-
son 1984), appears to be problematic per se.'> Lastly, the alleged idiosyncratic

11 For instance, it has been proposed that future participles are almost mandatory when the phrasal category in a
relative clause does not dominate the relative pronoun and is therefore not subject to pied-piping (Kir’janov, Sagal
2011).

12 An anonymous reviewer raises the issue of the marginality of such contexts, which can be also successfully
avoided — especially in written language. Although I do not intend to underestimate the validity of this remark, it does
not directly question the grammatical status of CR future participles, nor does it provide a direct explanation for their
(nonsporadic) occurrences in written, stylistically unmarked texts (including translations).

13 Other noticeable tendencies of spoken and written language, such as the iconicity-driven spread of tonic -a
endings to form the nominative plural of hard stem masculine nouns and the loss of cyclic declension in complex
numerals (including fractions), seem to have suffered the same fate, regardless of the fact they came to prominence
over the last decades. With respect to future participles, it has been frequently noticed — see, for instance, (Kir’janov,
Sagal 2011: 97) — that a certain discrepancy between prescriptive grammar and native speakers’ linguistic competen-
ce, prompting them to deem certain utterances featuring future participles not ungrammatical per se but rather sty-
listically undesirable. It should also be remembered that no Russian (historical and/or normative) grammar mentions
future participles as part of the linguistic norm, which may have contributed to their peripheral position with respect
to the core of the CR grammatical system.

14 This, of course, has nothing to do with the cognitive salience of the ‘future’ category, which is naturally present
in the mind of the CR native speaker, despite its not being formalized within the language. As for the imperfective
periphrastic future, the construction is problematic for a number of reasons, none of which can be adequately addres-
sed in this paper.

15 One might wonder whether participial forms like sdelajuscij ‘that will do’ or napisuscij ‘that will write’ raise
further issues in overall analysis once they are linked back to their corresponding PF future forms sdelaju ‘1 will do’
and napisu ‘1 will write’. This intuitively makes sense as long as we treat sdelaju and napisu as true futures, which
I believe is undesirable for several reasons. Firstly, from a morphological standpoint it has been shown that such
tempo-aspectual forms, which are traditionally considered to be of Late Common Slavic origin (Maslov 2004), are
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character of most future participles, which tend to be perceived as spontaneous
creations prompted by native speakers’ linguistic creativity and communication
needs, seems to inhibit their natural integration into the CR grammatical system.'¢
In the next section, however, we will briefly argue for such an alternative, taking
into account a data sample from the GIKRJa.

3. The bulk of recent research on CR future participles makes use of quantitative
approaches to data. On the one hand, in (Vlahov 2010), the productivity of the
construction is tested across all the morphological classes in which the CR verbal
lexicon is distributed, calculating the number of total occurrences for each verbal
form of the respective future participle, while on the other hand, through a more
qualitative-driven approach to data, it is possible to support the hypothesis of a

essentially present perfective forms that have been reinterpreted as aspectual futures in all Slavic languages, lacking
a dedicated paradigm for the future tense (e.g. East and West Slavic languages; hence the label “non-past” as an
umbrella term covering all the temporal properties of verbal forms that do not express “past”). On the one hand, evi-
dence for this comes from the fact that their primary, original reference to the non-actual present — although subject
to several syntactic restrictions — has been retained to varying degrees in East and West Slavic languages (this being
the case, for instance, of the various non-futural meanings of CR non-past forms, such as potencial 'noe ‘potential’,
nagljadno-primernoe ‘visual-exemplary’ and the like). On the other hand, in all Slavic languages that developed a
distinct formal strategy for expressing the future tense (e.g. Balkan Slavic want-periphrastic constructions, licensing
both PF and IPF infinitives), PF non-past forms have not undergone a temporal reanalysis and cannot be found —
except in rare and syntactically motivated cases, such as in factual syntactic environments (e.g. in matrix clauses).
Secondly, addressing this last point, it needs to be said that not all occurrences of CR future participles are linked to
the future tense, as they also lead back to some of the aforementioned modal, non-futural meanings of CR PF non-
past (such as potentiality, the speaker’s mental and/or physical ability, and the like). Moreover, variation in their tactic
functions of (immediate) consequentiality and precedence (for instance, when they are used to denote a future event
which is set to happen before another future event, i.e. fulfilling the semantic functions of a future perfect) have also
been widely explored, see (Epstejn 2007), (Zorihina-Nil’sson 2015). This is one of the reasons why I believe the label
future participles should be replaced with the more straightforward label present perfective participles, although it
is noteworthy that future participles crosslinguistically tend to show such tactic ambiguities (see an excellent recent
overview in Shagal 2017: 118-147).

16 Two distinct observations may contradict this hypothesis. Firstly, as already discussed in much previous work
on the topic (e.g. Vlahov 2010: 17-20; Zorihina-Nil’sson 2015: 74 et al.), not only are some morphological classes,
viz. classes I and 11, distinctively more productive than others when it comes to future participle derivation (a closer
and more thorough examination of the material will be needed to provide a satisfactory explanation of this pheno-
menon, which at the present moment lies beyond the scope of this paper), but also single future participial forms
(e.g. sumejuscij, sdelajuscij and the like, i.e. the so-called “leaders of the process [of the outreach of the innovation,
M.B.]”, following Glovinskaja 2010: 196) frequently recur in certain syntactic chunks [e.g. along with preverbal
negation, especially for verbs of perception such as (ne) uvidjascij ‘that will (not) come to see’] and/or fixed lexical
collocations (in Vlahov 2010: 17 the sole future participle sumejuscij is esteemed to hit more than 4500 token occur-
rences). Secondly, as recognized in (Glovinskaja 2010: 195-196), the productivity of the morphological mechanism
of future participles derivation, which seems to parallel other morphosyntactic models of verbal derivation (cf., for
instance, the upsurge of new preverbed delimitatives with po- which remain largely unattested in vocabularies: on
that point, see Mustajoki, Pussinen 2008), has substantially increased over the last two decades. At the same time,
a great number of future participial forms (such as napecatajuscij ‘that will print out’, opozdajuscij ‘that will come
late’, and the like), which around twenty years ago were rejected by many CR native speakers, have now apparently
become perfectly acceptable grammatically. It may thus be the case that idiosyncrasy, as the most salient conceptual
trigger underlying the mechanism of future participle derivation, is slowly receding in favour of analogical processes.
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structural prevalence of future participles in CR by further studying the actional
characteristics of the predicates involved. It is important to underline that this
kind of research does not aim to reassess the statistics calculated in much of the
previous work on the topic, but rather to provide an overview of its distribution
with an emphasis on predicate semantics and text types. In fact, if we discount
the fact that the general productivity of the model has increased (including its ap-
plication to new lexical items, as already noted by Glovinskaja), their frequency
remains more or less unchanged.

In the following section, I discuss a snippet of the examples collected through the
GIKRJa. The research was first narrowed down to five possible morphosyntac-
tic configurations (i.e. transitive predicates, both natural and specialized perfec-
tives;'” reflexives; unaccusative preverbed motion verbs; semelfactives)'® encom-
passing all four Vendlerian actional characteristics (i.e. states, activities, accom-
plishments, and achievements). For each class, ten representative (i.e. commonly
used) predicates were picked up. For reasons of morphological coalescence I re-
stricted every manual research in the GIKRJa to three specific word forms (i.e.
the nominative masculine singular in -yj/-oj/-ij; the instrumental masculine and
neuter singular and the dative plural in -ym/-im; the genitive, accusative animate,
and prepositive plural in -yh/-ih), taking only the first one hundred results into
account. Every suitable context was judged grammatically by five well-educated
informants, all of whom are native speakers of CR, and preference has been con-
sistently given when possible to the language of newspapers and news agencies,
which is not stylistically marked as much as the variety of registers often em-
ployed on the Internet.

From a morphosemantic standpoint, despite the fact that active forms are much
more frequent than passive forms," it is interesting to note that future participles

17 The terms “natural” and “specialized perfectives” are borrowed from (Janda et al. 2013). Note also that such
future participles can be regularly declined.

18 At first, a number of different atelic Aktionsarten had been tested as well, with special reference to po-delimi-
tatives. However no consistent results were obtained, which still correlates with Vlahov’s previous analysis (Vlahov
2010: 20-22). Note that these configurations, from either a syntactic or an actional standpoint, do not form by any
means a unitary classification (the only exception being, obviously, aspect marking). On the contrary, they have been
chosen in order to test the productivity of future participles (and the possible internal variation in their derivation) on
a variety of different classes.

19 In my sample only the passive future participles sotvorimyj and sdelaemyj ‘that will be done” are attested, albeit
with very low frequencies. In some works (e.g. Krapivina 2009: 25; Vlahov 2010: 23) the existence of such future
passive participles is explicitly called into question, challenging more radical approaches (Epstejn 2007). The reasons
for this discrepancy, which is probably found in the internal syntax of these verbal forms, cannot be explored here. It
is noteworthy, however, that in CR, as already mentioned before, even present passive participles (which share with
future participles the same underlying morphological mechanism of formation) are subject to heavy lexical restraints:
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can be obtained from a variety of predicates. In the following example (4), an
active future participle form from the natural perfective otkryt” ‘open’ is featured
in a newspaper article:

(4) Takim obrazom v Germanii, mezdu Gamburgom i Zemlej Slezvig-Gol’stejn po-
javitsja novyj nauényj centr, otkrojuscij™* soverSenno novye vozmoznosti dlja ekspe-
rimentatorov v razliényh oblastjah nauki. [Online: last access November 9%, 2020]

‘Therefore there will be a new research center in Germany between Hamburg and the
Schleswig-Holstein region, which will open brand new possibilities for experiment-
ers in various scientific fields.’

Examples (5) and (6) are technical descriptions featuring future participle forms
from the specialized perfectives dopisat’ ‘finish writing’ and perezvonit’ “call
back, redial’.?® Note that perezvonjascij in (6) fulfils an adjectival function:

(5) Proekt budet besplatnym s otkrytym kodom, no v zamen kone¢nomu
pol’zovatelju ponadobitsja programmist dopisuscij** (sic!) kod dlja konkretnyh nuzd
i konkretnogo oborudovanija. [Online: last access November 9™, 2020]

‘The project will be free and open source. However, the end user will in return requi-
re a programmer who will finish writing the code for particular needs and specific
equipment.’

(6) Tol’ko perezvonjascij™™ nomer javljactsja vernym dokazatel’stvom togo, ¢to on
dejstvitel’no prinadlezit vyzyvajuséemu abonentu, no daze v etom slucae vazno pro-
verit’ nomer, prosmotrev ego v Internete ili v telefonnoj knige. [Online: last access
November 9, 2020]

‘Only a number that will call back is a valid proof of the fact that it belongs to a speci-
fic user. Even then, however, it is important to check the telephone number, searching
it on the Internet or in a phone book.’

As already hypothesized in previous studies (e.g. Vlahov 2010: 22), the heavy
morphology of reflexive predicates may be attributed to one of the possible reasons
hindering the derivation of future participles, although some sparse occurrences
can be found in both newspaper articles and narrative fiction — including transla-
tions. In the following example (7), i.e. a translation of a science fiction novel by
Larry Niven, the future participle of the reciprocal-reflexive predicate vstretit sja

for instance, while citaemyj is perfectly acceptable, forms such as *b ’emyj ‘that is being beaten, that can be beaten’
(from bit "™ ‘to beat’) or *beremyj ‘that is being taken, that can be taken’ (from brat ™" “to take’) are not.

20 Future participles are also obtained from specialized perfective states and activities, e.g. the perdurative prozit’
‘to live (for some time)’, as in the following excerpt from science fiction (e.g. V' fot tumannyj poluprozracnyj mir,

Zivsij zadolgo do nego i posle nego proZivuscij™™ esce ne odin vek... ‘In that foggy, translucent world, which had been
living long before him and was about to outlast him for many more years...”), but their number is overall negligible.


https://www.rosbalt.ru/main/2009/08/05/660907.html
https://zametki-for-it.blogspot.com/p/blog-page_30.html
https://instagalleryapp.com/internet-bezopasnost/chto-takoe-fishingovaja-ataka/
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‘to meet’ is used. Interestingly enough, the participle is used here as a future-in-
the-past, in contrast to the imperfective active past participle vstrecavsihsja:
(7) Dlja ljudej vne i vnutri Gospitalja, dlja ljudej, nikogda ne vstrecavsihsja i ne

vstretjascihsja®™, eto byla no¢’, kogda vse slucilos’ odnovremenno. (Online: last
access November 9%, 2020)

‘For all those outside and inside the Hospital, for all those who never met and would
never meet, that was the night when everything happened at the same time’

Examples of future participles formed from preverbed motion verbs are both fea-
tured in spontaneous, stylistically neutral texts (see the Christmas greetings in
(8), where the instrumental neuter singular priduscim is synonymous of the more
formulaic imperfective active present participle nastupajuscim) and in contexts
characterized by the presence of some kind of wordplay (as in (9)):

(8) Prezde vsego — s vot-vot priduscim®™ k nam RoZdestvom vseh! (Online: last
access November 9%, 2020)

‘First of all, happy Christmas-on-its-way to you all!’

(9) Vot ja — pojduscij®™ i najduscij*™. Vot ja — dorogu perejduscij™. Ne to v grjadu-
$Cee breduscij, ne to v breduséee grjaduséij. (Online: last access November 9%, 2020)

‘Here I am the one who shall go and find. Here I am the one who shall cross the road.
Sometimes wandering towards the future, some others approaching what is roaming.’

In this respect semelfactives set themselves apart from the other verbal classes.”!
Future participle forms can only be found in isolated, often exceptional examples
— replete with self-expression — that are mostly deemed to be only on the verge
of grammaticality by the native speakers we consulted. Compare the potentially
iterative stuknuscij (from stuknut’ ‘to knock, hit”)* in the example (10) and the
prospective prygnuscij (from prygnut’ ‘to make [a jump]’) in the example (11):

(10) Ponjatno, ¢to ¢elovek, stuknuscij™ sebja molotkom po pal’cu, vskriknet. (Onli-

ne: last access November 9%, 2020)

21 Infixed semelfactives, which make up the bulk of classes III and IV, rarely form future participles, with the
possible exception of (the lexicalized?) vozniknuscij ‘that will arise’ (Vlahov 2010: 18). The reasons of this gap are
to be further addressed, although it is well known that infixed semelfactives pose several formal and functional prob-
lems for the CR aspectual system overall. These considerations should be included in a further, more detailed study.

22 It goes without saying that the low frequency of future participles obtained from semelfactives such as stuknut’
directly correlates with the overall low frequency of these verbs with respect to much more commonly used lexical
predicates, say, sdelat’. Compare in the GIKRJa, for instance, the very low frequency of the 1% p. sing. of the PF
present stuknu (IPM (instances per million): = 0,075) with the correspective sdelaju (IPM: = 4,37), or the 1* p. sing.
of the PF past (masculine singular) stuknul (IPM: = 0,228) with sdelal (IPM: ~ 62,312) or, again, the infinitive forms
stuknut’ (IPM: = 0,167) and sdelat’ (IPM: = 166,423).


https://thelib.ru/books/niven_larri/podarok_s_zemli-read-17.html
https://m.livejournal.com/read/user/eldar_z/12499
http://www.levin.rinet.ru/MORE/Pamyatnik.html
https://talks.by/showthread.php?t=14398995&page=4
https://talks.by/showthread.php?t=14398995&page=4
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‘It goes without saying that every man who will hit himself on his finger with a mallet
will scream’

(11) Rebenok, vot-vot prygnuscij™™ v ogromnuju luzu, i otrazenie emocij — neveroja-
tnogo scast’ja ot predkuvsenija na ego detskom lice i pocti ot¢ajanija na lice roditelja
(Online: last access November 9%, 2020)

‘A kid who is about to jump into a huge puddle and how emotions are reflected —
extreme happiness for the foretaste on his childish face and almost despair on the
face of his parent.’

From a textual point of view, although caution is much needed when trying to
draw generalizations on the base of the language of the Internet,? it is still note-
worthy that in our sample, future participles are found in different kinds of texts,
with a relative prevalence of objective newspaper articles (see examples (4) and
(6)), technical descriptions (as in (5)) and informal exchanges, such as greetings
on message boards (as in (8)). This might hint that future participles are not limit-
ed to a specific register, nor are they dialectically marked or necessarily idiosyn-
cratic in their morphological fashion (see above).

Finally, the grammatical legitimacy of these forms also seems to be attested by
the fact that they can freely co-occur within the same context as other (normed)
participial forms, such as the imperfective active past participle vstrecavsihsja
in (7) and the imperfective active present participles breduscij ‘wandering’ and
grjaduscij ‘approaching’ in (9).** This is an interesting observation, which was
previously pointed out in the literature (Zorihina-Nil’sson 2015) that helps distin-
guish future participles from other sub-standard constructions, mostly belonging
to specific dialectal isoglosses (e.g. the much discussed Northern Russian resul-
tative participial construction in -n(0)/-t(0), as in U lisicy uneseno kurocka ‘A fox
has carried off a chicken’).

4. In this short paper I have explored the interplay between normative grammar
and qualitatively driven corpus linguistics research by taking into account the
peculiar case of CR future participles. After summarizing more recent studies on
the topic (Section 2), I turned to the data to provide some evidence in favour of

23 Although one might wonder that it is not infrequent for non-native speakers and/or speakers with speech disor-
ders to produce this kind of text on the Internet, I find it revealing in this respect that no CR native speaker questioned
the grammaticality of examples (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), and (9).

24 It can be argued that when future participles co-occur with other participial forms, they are used contrastively
to fill a gap in the paradigm that is recognized as such by the speaker (even though they know the choice is not opti-
mal). I believe it is precisely this consciousness that may feed the analogical process at the base of the productivity
of the model (see above). This ever-increasing productivity, in turn, could legitimately call for the inclusion of future
participles in the CR grammatical system.


https://n1.by/news/655013-nadejda-degtyareva-strit-fotografiya-eyto-slovno-igra-so-vremenem
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the structural prevalence of these participial forms, which are present among the
verbal lexicon independently of morphosemantic, actional, and/or textual consid-
erations (Section 3). Although more linguistic work is needed on the formal and
functional constraints to make such forms available, it seems reasonable to state —
judging from the above — that future participles should no longer be labelled as a
sub-standard feature of the spoken language, but instead recognized as an integral
part of the CR grammatical system and treated as such in normative grammar. If
we assume (as we did) that linguistic norm is essentially influenced (and defined)
by socio-historical processes, the important fact that even well-educated native
speakers of CR regularly recognize, derive, and use future participle forms from
a wide variety of predicates (Glovinskaja 2010: 196) could play a crucial role in
the implementation of future participles (or, following what was proposed in this
paper, “present perfective participles’) into normative grammar.
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PE3IOME

[TpenmeroM aHamM3a JAQHHOM CTaTbU SIBISIIOTCA T.H. PYCCKHE Oyayliue IpHYacTHsL.
«BynymmMuy npu4acTUSAMU» MPHUHATO CUUTATh BHITECHEHHBIE Ha Mepu(eprio HOPMATHBHOM
rpaMMaTuK{ NpUYacTHeie (OpPMBbI, 00pa3oBaHHBIE OT MPE3EHTHOH (OPMBI IJIAroyioB
COBEpIIEHHOTO BHJA, K KOTOPHIM TNPHOABISIOTCS OKOHYAHUSI IMPUYACTHH HACTOSIIETO
BPEMEHHU, JICHCTBUTEIBHOTO (-yuy-/-1ouy- WK -auy-/-suj-, HATP. NPOUUMArOWuil, YEUOsuuLL)
WIH CTPAJaTeIbHOTO (-em-/-oM-/-um-, HAIp. comeopumpiil) 3anora. XoTs CyIIeCTBOBAHUC
9THX (OPM JJABHO 3aCBHJIETEIHLCTBOBAHO (OJJHO U3 MX NEPBBIX YIIOMUHAHUI 00HAPYKUBACTCS
yxe B «I'pammaruke» Menetus Cmotpurkoro 1619 ), ux cymecTBeHHas NPUHAIIEKHOCTD K
napaiurMe BUJ0BPEMEHHBIX (DOPM COBPEMEHHOTO PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa JI0 CHX IO OCIIapuBaeTCsl,
MIPEX/IE BCETO 110 COLMOIMHIBUCTHYECKHM U CTPYKTYPaJIbHBIM IPUYHNHAM (B TOM YHUCIIE H3-32
UX HEJJOCTATOUHON PEryIsipHOCTU B TEKCTaX, a TAKXKe UX HeCUCTeMaTU4YecKoil fepuBanun). B
HACTOSIIIEH cTaThe IPU KaueCTBEHHOM aHaJIN3€ Psiia KOHTEKCTOB 13 HalmoHanbHOro HHTEpHeT-
koprryca pycckoro sizbika (I'MKPS) npuBoasiTest HEeKOTOpBIE BOBMOXKHBIE apPI'yMEHTHI B TIOJIB3Y
MHTErpaluy OyaylIMX NPUYACTHH AEHCTBUTEIBHOrO 3aJIora B I'PAMMaTHUYECKYIO CHCTEMY
pycckoro si3bika. Bo-IepBbIX, J0Ka3bIBaeTCs, YTO 3T (POPMBI, XOTS €llle KOHTEKCTYaJIbHO
OTpaHUYCHBI, B COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM SI3bIKE BCE Hallle MOTYT 00pa3oBaThCsi OT CaMBIX
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Pa3IMYHBIX IIIATOJBHBIX KJIACCOB (B TOM YHCIIC OT €CTECTBEHHBIX M CIELHAIM3HPOBAHHBIX
nep(peKTUBOB, OT BO3BPATHBIX INIAr0jOB, OT MPHUCTABOYHBIX INIAr0JOB JABMKEHHS M, XOTS
OoJiee OrpaHUUCHHBIM U HECHCTEMAaTHYECKHM 00pa3oM, OT ceMelb(akTUBOB). Bo-BTOpBIX,
BBISBJISIETCSI, YTO DTH TpHYacTHbIE (HOPMBI OOHAPYKMBAIOTCS B Pa3HbIX TUIAX TEKCTOB
(0cOoOCHHO B HEHTpaNBHBIX MO CTHIIIO JKyPHAJIBHBIX CTAaThSX) M UX YHOTpeOJIICHHE IajeKo
HE CBOMCTBEHO CyOCTaHIAPTHBIM JIMHTBUCTHYECKUM pErucrpaM. B-TpeTbux, mokassiaercs,
410 OyayIine IpUYacTUsi MOTYT CBOOOIHO TOSIBIISITHCS HAPSIy C IpyTUMHU (TpaMMaTHYeCKH
HOPMHUPOBaHHBIMU) MPUYACTHBIMU (hopMmamu. Bce 3T (akThl CBHIETENBCTBYIOT O TOM,
41O Takue (POpMBI ClielyeT BKIIOYHUTH B MEPEUeHb HOPMHPOBAHHBIX BUIOBPEMEHHBIX (HOpM
COBPEMEHHOTO PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA.
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