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PREDICATIVE POSSESSION
IN OLD CHURCH SLAVIC BIBLE TRANSLATIONS

JULTA MCANALLEN
University of California, Berkeley

ABSTRACT

Three different encoding strategies for predicative possession were available
in Old Church Slavic (OCS). The verb iméti ‘have’ was the most frequent and
least semantically and syntactically restricted strategy. Two additional exis-
tential constructions were used to express predicative possession: 1) the da-
tive predicative possessive construction (PPC): a dative possessor, a ‘be’ verb
(may be null), and a nominative possessum (genitive under negation); and
2) the u + genitive PPC: a possessor in the “locative” prepositional phrase u
‘at/near’ + genitive, a ‘be’ verb (may be null), and a nominative possessum
(genitive under negation). The dative PPC is well-attested with a number of
fixed constructions and with a particular set of possessums, e.g. kinship re-
lations and abstract possessums. The u + genitive PPC is only marginally at-
tested for encoding predicative possession, appearing in a few contexts in or-
der to emphasize the transient temporal nature of the possessor-possessum
relationship.

[1] INTRODUCTION

Predicative or sentential possession is the encoding of possession on the level of the
clause. In the majority of (Western) European languages, predicative possession is
simply encoded by a ‘have’ verb. In English, for example, predicative possession is
expressed with the verb have, e.g. Jane has a book. However, in many other languages
(in and outside of Europe), another construction type is used, e.g. an existential con-
struction with the verb ‘be” and the possessor in an oblique noun phrase. Such was
the case in Proto Indo-European (PIE), which used a ‘be’ verb and a dative posses-
sor with the possessum in the nominative case controlling verb agreement (Meillet
1923, 9; Vondrak 1908, 363). This construction was carried over into several PIE
daughter languages, e.g. mihi est in Latin. ‘Have’ verbs developed in the histories of
the independent Indo-European languages: first in Greek, then elsewhere (Isacenko
1974, 44-45).

The earliest Slavic texts include 9th century translations of the first four books
of the New Testament from Greek into OCS (a Bulgarian dialect of Late Proto-Slavic
(LPS)). These texts provide evidence that there were three encoding options for
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predicative possession in OCS, which are shown in (1)-(3). The most frequent con-
struction in OCS is the verb iméti ‘have’ in (1). Two other constructions used in
LPS were existential PPCs with the possessum in the nominative case controlling
verb agreement. In the first of these constructions, shown in (2), the possessor
was in the dative case. Another encoding strategy for predicative possession in
OCS was the u + genitive prepositional construction shown in (3). U is a preposi-
tion meaning ‘at’ or ‘near’, and governs the genitive case.! Though some scholars
(e.g. Veenker 1967) assume that this PPC developed only in Russian or East Slavic,
textual evidence from not only East Slavic, but also OCS (Xodova 1966; Miréev 1971),
0ld Czech (McAnallen Forthcoming), Old Serbian and Croatian (Vasilev 1973), and
Middle Bulgarian (Miréev 1971), demonstrate that u + genitive was already used to
encode predicative possession throughout the dialects of Late Proto-Slavic, though
it was a peripheral construction that was restricted in its usage.

(1)  aStebiste  imé&-li véro €ko zrtino gorjuseno...
if conb.2pL have-prcp.pr faith-acc.sG as  grain-acc.sG mustard-acc.sG
‘if ye had faith as a grain of mustard seed’ (Lk 17:6)*

(2)  aStebodetii  eter-u Elovék-u 100 ovecl...
if  be-FUT.3sG certain-DAT.SG person-DAT.SG 100 sheep-GEN.PL
‘if a man have an hundred sheep’ (Mt 18:12)*

(3) aste bodetli  ou eter-a Elovék-a 100 ovecd...
if be-FUT.3sG at certain-GEN.SG person-GeNn.sG 100 sheep-GEN.PL
‘if a man have an hundred sheep’ (Mt 18:12)*

Both NT Greek and Latin of the Vulgate employ a ‘have’ verb and a dative PPC, i.e.
constructions parallel to (1) and (2) in OCS, for predicative possession. Greek and
Latin, however, have no location-based encoding strategy comparable to u + genitive
in (3).

In many areas of syntax, including predicative possession, OCS Bible transla-
tions preserve the source syntax of New Testament (NT) Greek quite faithfully. Con-
sequently, examples of predicative possession that deviate from the NT Greek source
syntax are not numerous. However, the fact that divergent examples occur and,
perhaps more importantly, that certain consistencies arise among the divergences
shows that the texts were not translated slavishly, and furthermore validates their

[1]  Stassen (2009) puts both dative PPCs and location-based PPCs of the type u + genitive together under the
category “Locational Possessives.” I understand the reason for this grouping for a large-scale typological
survey, but find it necessary to analyze the two constructions separately in a fine-grained analysis of pred-
icative possession within one language.

Codex Marianus; ‘have’ verb also in Greek original, cf. (5a).

— —
w N
[}

Codex Marianus; non-PPC construction in Greek original, cf. (9a).
Codex Assemanianus (Xodova (1966) brought this example to my attention); non-PPC construction in Greek
original, cf. (9a).

—
o~
flamit
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relevance for studying early Slavic semantics and syntax. There is no doubt that
NT Greek influenced early Slavic writing (Mrazek 1963, 243); in the domain of pred-
icative possession, however, Greek influenced the frequency of Slavic constructions
but did not dictate the full range of encoding strategies in OCS. In the cases where
Slavic diverges from the Greek, it is possible to make some determination about the
functional domains of the Slavic constructions as distinct from Greek. As I argue
below, the motivations for the deviations can be attributed primarily to the differ-
ent semantic range of the encoding strategies in OCS versus Greek. That is, OCS
carved out the semantic space of predicative possession somewhat differently than
NT Greek. Not only semantic, but also syntactic differences emerge in the OCS di-
vergences from the Greek original. This is especially clear when Slavic uses a PPC
where Greek does not, which consistently results in an increase in the number of
arguments in the Slavic construction (two in OCS versus one in Greek). This is ad-
dressed in section [2.4] below.

[2] EXAMPLES OF PREDICATIVE POSSESSION IN OCS

The OCS Bible translations used in this analysis are the first four books of the New
Testament from Codex Marianus. Examples from other codices—in particular other
Glagolitic codices: Assemanianus and Zographensis, and the somewhat later OCS codi-
ces written in Cyrillic: the Ostromir Gospel and the Savvina Kniga—are used when they
differ significantly from Codex Marianus. All texts are compared to the NT Greek
source text.

The majority of PPCs in OCS match NT Greek. As (4) shows, there are dative PPCs
in both Greek and 0CS, and OCS iméti ‘have’ corresponds to Greek ekho in (5).°> Note
that for examples in all the tables below, the relevant PPC is underlined, and the
possessum is italicized where relevant. Passages not containing a PPC that correlate
to passages containing a PPC are doubly underlined.

(4) a xal o0k v adToig tékvov ka®éTL v |
and NEG was-IMPF.3sG them-pat.pL child because was-1MPF.35G ART
"EAloGfet oteipa Kal augotepot mpoPePnkdteg Ev
Elisabeth-nom.sG barren-nom.sG and both advanced-pTcp in
Taig Nuépaig  avt®dv foav
the-part.pL day-pAT.PL them-GEN.PL were-IMPF.3PL
b. i ne bé ima Ceda poneze bé elisaveti

and not was-AoRr.3sG them-pat.pu child for ~ was-aor.3sG Elisabeth
neplody i oba zamatoréviisa  vidinexii  svoixil
fruitless-Nom.sG and both advanced-Nom.pu in day-Loc.pL REFL.LOC.PL

[5]  All subsequent OCS examples correspond to Codex Marianus unless indicated otherwise.

[157]
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(5) a.

béasete

were-IMPF.3DU

‘And they did not have a child for Elisabeth was infertile and both were
advanced in their days. [lit. ‘there was no child to them’] (Lk 1:7)

ginev d¢ 0 «kUprog el éxete nioTwv WG
say-AOR.3sG and ART Lord  if have-prs.2pL faith-acc.sG as

KOKKOV OVATEWG gNEyete av

grain-Acc.sG mustard-GEN.SG say-IMPF.2PL PRT ART.DAT.SG

oUKaPive TalTy €kpL{OdnTL Kal Qutevdnt
sycamine_tree-DAT.sG this-DAT.SG uproot-imp.A0R and plant-imp.AOR
AR BaAdoon kal OTMAKovcev  Gv UiV

in ART.DAT.SG sea-DAT.SG and obey-AOR.3PL PRT yOu-DAT.2PL

reCe Ze gl aSte biste  iméli vérg
say-AOR.3sG thus Lord-Nom.sG if ~ conp.2pL have-prcp.pL faith-acc.sc
€ko zrtino gorjusino glali biste  oubo

as grain-acc.sG mustard-acc.sG speak-pPTCP COND.2PL even

stikaminé sei vizderi se i visadi se
sycamine_tree-DAT.sG this-DAT.sG pluck-imp REFL and plant-1mp REFL
vl more i  poslousala bi vasii

in sea-Acc.sG and obey-PTCP COND.3sG you-ACC.PL

‘The Lord said, “If you have faith as a grain of mustard, you would say to
this sycamine tree: ‘pluck yourself and plant yourself in the sea,” and it
would obey you.”” (Lk 17:6)

Table 1 on page 159 gives all occurrences of PPCs in the Book of Luke for OCS Codex
Marianus and NT Greek. Since NT Greek is the source language for the Bible text,
the table is structured to display this directionality: from source text to translated

text.

Despite the large number of constructions in OCS that match the NT Greek source
text, divergences do occur. These divergences fall into one of the following three

groups:

A. Greek PPC — no PPC in OCS

B. Greek PPC — different PPC in OCS

C. No PPC in Greek — PPC in OCS

In sections [2.1]-[2.3] below I discuss examples from each of these three groups

in turn.

0SLa volume 3(3), 2011
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PPC in OCS Codex Marianus
67 Have (+1 ambig.)

9 No PPC

14 Dative (+4 ambig.)

1 Have

1 No PPC

7 Have

2 Dative (+2 ambig.)
1u+gen. (+1 ambig.)

PPC in source text NT Greek
‘Have’ PPC 77

Dative PPC 16 (+4 ambig.)

No PPC NA

N e

TABLE 1: Inventory of PPCs in the Book of Luke

[2.1] Divergence Type A: Greek PPC — No PPC in OCS

In divergence type A Greek uses a PPC, but Slavic does not. There are nine instances
of this type of divergence in Codex Marianus. Five of the nine divergences in Codex
Marianus are accounted for by one systematic replacement: the verb trébovati ‘need,
require’ in OCS for the construction ‘have need’ in NT Greek, as shown in example

(6).

(6) a. kol dmokpibelg 6  ’Inooilg gimev TPOG A0TOVG ov
and answer-PTCP ART JesUs-NOM.SG say-AOR.3sG to  them-Acc.pL NEG
Xpelay £xovoiy ol
need-acc.sG have-prs.3pL the_ones-Nom.pL
vylaivovteg iatpod GAAG ol

being_healthy-prce.nom.pL doctor-Gen.sG but  the_ones-nom.pL
KAKWG EXOVTEG

ill-apv have-prcr.NOM.PL

‘And answering Jesus said to them, “The one who are healthy do not
have need of a doctor, but rather the ones having illness.”

b. i otuvéstavi isi  rece ki nimt ne
and answering-ptcp Jesus said-A0OR.3sG to them-DAT NEG
tréboujott studravii vraca ni

require-prs.3pL healthy_ones-prce.Nom.pL doctor-acc.sc but

bolescei

sick_ones-pTcr.NOM.PL

‘And in reply Jesus said to them, “It is not the healthy that require a
doctor, but the sick.” (Lk 5:31)
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Another systematic replacement is exemplified by the second occurrence of
‘have’ in (6): OCS substitutes the verb boléti ‘be ill’ for Greek kakas ekhein ‘be ill/poor’
(lit. ‘have badly’) (also in Lk 7:2).

[2.2] Divergence Type B: Greek PPC — Different PPC in OCS
Group B is the least frequent divergence type in OCS. The single example from Codex
Marianus is (7), where a Greek dative PPC is translated with the Slavic verb ‘have’.

(7) a. einev 8¢ mpdg adTolg déte a0Toig
say-AOR.3sG and to  them-acc.pL give-imp.AOR them-DAT.3PL
payeiv  Ougig ol 8¢ einav oUk gloiv
eat-INF.AOR you-2pL they-Nom.pPL but say-AOR.3PL NEG be-PRs.3pPL

«

Nuiv mAgiov ] dptot Tévre Kol IxOUeG 8vo el pnu
us-DAT.1PL more than loaf-Nom.pL 5 and fish-vom.pL 2 if not
mopevOEvTEG  MUETS XYOPACWUEV €lg mavta  TOV
g0-PTCP.AOR.PL We-NOM.1PL buy-sBjv.AoRr.1pL for all-acc.sG ART.ACC.5G
Aaov ToUTOV Ppidpata
people-acc.sG this-acc.sc food-acc.rr
‘He said to them, “Give them something to eat,” and they said, “We have
here no more than five loaves of bread and two fish, unless we are to go and
buy for all these people foods.” [lit. ‘to us there is no more than...’]

b. rele ze kinimu dadite imu vy  é&sti oni Ze
said-aor thus to them-part give-imp them you-pr eat-InF they but
réS¢ ne imami stide vgSte peti  xlébi i rybou
saying NEG have-1pL here more 5-Gen bread-Gen.pL and fish-Gen.ou
diivojo asCe oubo ne my Siduise vovise ljudi
two-geN.DUif for NEG we going-prcp in all-acc people-acc
sije koupimti brastina
these-acc.pL buy-1prL  food-acc.pL
‘He said to them, “Give them something to eat,” and they said, “We have
here no more than five loaves of bread and two fish, unless we are to go and
buy for all these people foods.” (Lk 9:13)

[2.3] Divergence Type C: No PPC in Greek — PPC in OCS

In still other examples, OCS uses a PPC where Greek does not, corresponding to type
C in the list above. In Codex Marianus there are ten cases of this type of divergence in
the Book of Luke, most often when iméti ‘have’ in OCS is used to translate a non-PPC
construction in Greek. This type of divergence is exemplified by (8).
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(8) a.

Kai idob  GvOpwmdg  TIg nv UOpWMIKOS
and behold man-NoMm.SG some-NOM.SG was-IMPF.3sG dropsical-Nom.sG
gunpoobev abTod

before him-Gen.sG
‘And behold, a dropsical man was before him.
i se ¢&I'vku edint imy vodiinyi trodii bé

and here person single has-prcp water-acc.sG illness-acc.sG was-Aor
prédi nimf{

before him-ins.s

‘And behold, a man having a water illness was before him’ (Lk 14:2)

The predicate in the Greek example ‘was dropsical’ is translated into OCS using a
PPC with iméti: ‘having water illness’.

This last example and the set of divergences in group C as a whole exhibit an
important point: OCS readily uses iméti ‘have’ in multiple contexts, even in passages
where it is not dictated by the Greek original. This clearly shows that iméti was not
only awell-developed construction for expressing predicative possession in LPS, but
that it was also the most semantically and syntactically flexible PPC in OCS.

In (9), a Greek non-PPC® is consistently translated in OCS with a PPC, but not
always with the same PPC. The rare u + genitive construction appears in OCS Codex
Assemanianus (9b) and a dative PPC appears in OCS Codex Marianus (9c).

9) a.

Ti Ouiv dokel gav yévnrai

What-acc.sG you-par.2pL think-prs.3sG if  happen-sBj.aor.3sG

w1 avlpwnw  Ekatov TpOParta Kal TAavnon
ART.DAT.SG Man-DAT.SG 100  sheep-Nom.pL and wander-sBJ.AOR.35G
v €€ avt@V ovxi d@eig Ta
one-NoM.sG of them-GEN.3PL NEG leave-PTCP.AOR.NOM.SG ART.ACC.PL
EveviikovTa vvea £l T Spn

ninety nine on ART.ACC.PL mountain-acc.pL

TopeLOELC {nrel 0 TAQAVOUEVOV

gO-PTCP.AOR.NOM.SG seek-PRS.35G ART.ACC.SG wandering_one-Acc.sG
‘What do you think: if there happen upon any man one hundred sheep
and one of them wanders away, should he leave ninety nine in the moun-
tains and go look for the one that wandered?’

[6] This interpretation of the Greek syntax is based on published translations and interlinears, e.g. in the
PROIEL database http://foni.uio.no:3000/; that is, nominative ‘sheep’ is interpreted as the subject
of the verb ‘happen/become’ and dative ‘man’ is its object, as opposed to the alternate interpretation with
the verb ‘happen’ as the main verb with a complement clause consisting of the nominative ‘sheep’, dative
‘man’ and a zero copula, or: ‘if it happens that a man has a hundred sheep’.

[161]
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b. (ito se vami minitl aste bodetli  ou etera
what RerL you-DAT.PL think if  be-FuT.3sG at certain-Gen.sG
Clovéka p oveci i zablpditt  edina ot
person-GeN.sG 100 sheep-GeN.pL and lose-PrEs.3sG one  from
nixi ne ostaviti li deveti desetti i deveti na
them-GEN NEG remain-INF Q 9-GEN.SG 10-GEN.PL and 9-GEN.SG in
goraxtl i Sedu iStetd zablozdiseje

mountain-Loc.pL and go-prcp look-prs.3sG lost-one-PTPL.GEN.SG
‘What do you think, if a certain man has one hundred sheep and one of
them is lost, should he not leave ninety nine in the mountains, and go
out to look for the lost one?’ [lit. ‘if by a certain man are one hundred
sheep’])’

c. aStebodeti  eter-u Clovék-u 100 ovec’
if  be-FUT.3sG certain-DAT.SG person-DAT.SG 100 sheep-GEN.PL
‘...if a man has 100 sheep...” [lit. ‘if to a certain man are 100 sheep’]® (Mt
18:12)

These examples suggest that OCS consistently interprets this as a relevant context
for predicative possession, even when predicative possession is not encoded in the
Greek source text.

A frequently reoccurring sub-construction that falls within the realm of the da-
tive PPC is the construction for designating an individual’s name. The dative PPC
for naming is attested in OCS, Old Czech, Old Russian and also in NT Greek and Latin
(McAnallen Forthcoming). Occasionally this construction is used in OCS when a dif-
ferent construction is used in NT Greek, thus falling into group C. Such an example
is (10) where OCS uses the dative naming PPC, but Greek instead uses genitive abtod
for the pronominal “possessor” of the name.

(10) a. lwdvvnc  £otiv 0 Svoua a0tol
John-NOM.SG is-PRS.35G ART.NOM.SG name-NOM.sG him-GEN
‘Tohn is the name of him’
b. ioanii estll ime emou

John-NOM.SG is-PRS.35G name-NOM.SG him-DAT.sG
‘He has the name John’ (Lk 1:63)

All type C divergences display contexts where predicative possession is appropriate
in Slavic even when it is not formally encoded in the Greek original.

[71  Codex Assemanianus.
[8]  Codex Marianus.
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[2.4] Syntax of PPC Divergences
Divergences in the OCS translations of Greek passages reveal both semantic and
syntactic information about predicative possession in Slavic. The semantic space
carved out by each possessive construction is discussed in section [3], focusing in
particular on the two existential types of encoding for predicative possession.
Here [ will briefly summarize the syntactic significance of the divergences. But
first I must introduce Khodova’s idea of “semantic shifts” that facilitate concomitant
syntactic reinterpretations (1966, 107). In particular for predicative possession she
argues that the the u + genitive PPC matches the general meaning of iméti ‘have’,
which prompts a syntactic change whereby the u + genitive prepositional phrase
becomes the oblique subject argument of the impersonal existential construction,
paralleling the nominative possessor of iméti. The change in status from a canoni-
cal prepositional phrase to an oblique subject argument is syntactically important,
since oblique subject arguments often exhibit control properties normally associ-
ated only with direct arguments and never with arguments in prepositional phrases
(cf. Aikhenvald et al. 2001). For the present discussion, this change in status is most
relevant when addressing divergence type C discussed in section [2.3] above. In
most of the cases where a Greek non-PPC is translate with a Slavic PPC, the num-
ber of arguments in the construction simultaneously increases. Most frequently an
OCS PPC with two arguments replaces a Greek copular or comitative construction
with one argument. This suggests that Slavic has come to rely on two-argument
constructions, such as PPCs, where one-argument constructions are sufficient in
the Greek original. Examples are (8), (9), and (10) above and (11) and (12) in section
[3.1] below.

[3] SEMANTICS AND PRAGMATICS OF PPCS IN EARLY SLAVIC BIBLE TRANS-
LATIONS

What can be inferred about predicative possession in LPS from early Slavic Bible
translations? Some information about the semantic environments and pragmatics
of the constructions can be gleaned from the texts by isolating each construction
and analyzing both the contexts in which it occurs and, crucially, where it diverges
from the Greek original. It will be shown that certain semantic consistencies arise
from each encoding strategy for predicative possession.

[3.1] U + genitive PPC

The u + genitive construction—the rarest of the PPCs in the early Bible texts—always
represents a deviation from the Greek original, since a location-based PPC was not
available in Greek. The u + genitive PPC is often tied to its locative origin, appearing
in passages where the sense of possession overlaps considerably with the locative
meaning of the u preposition (u ‘at/near’). In a discussion of u + genitive PPCs in OCS,
Xodova (1966) describes this property of the u + genitive construction as follows:
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The specific situation created by the correlation of lexical components
[i.e. u + genitive and ‘be’ verb] results here in the possibility of adding
to the locative sense the sense of possession, of ownership of the object
situated in the proximity to the person. In some cases, designation of
the person becomes designation of the owner and the locative sense

disappears. (Xodova 1966, 106°)

This fact about the u + genitive PPC can make examples ambiguous and thus
difficult to interpret. In (11) there is a strong locative reading for the u + genitive
prepositional phrase (as opposed to an exclusively possessive reading); the NT Greek
original uses the comitative preposition map’ ‘with’. In (12) there is a somewhat
ambiguous dative PPC in NT Greek, which is translated in OCS Savvina Kniga using
an u + genitive PPC with an ablative shading (12b); cf. OCS Codex Marianus, where
the verb viizimati ‘take/get’ (12¢) is used instead and (12d) where the Ostromir Gospel
stays faithful to the Greek original by using a dative PPC.

(11) a.

€V aUTH] d¢ T oikiq UEveTE

in same-DAT.3sG and ART.DAG.SG house-DAT.SG stay-Imp.2PL

€o0ovteg Kol TVOVTEG e map’ aUT@V
eat-prcp.NoM.PL and drink-prcr.Nom.PL ART.ACC.PL with them-GEN.PL
&&log Yop O £pydng 100

worthy-Nom.sG for ART.NOM.SG workman-NOM.SG ART.GEN.SG

utobod a0ToD un uetaPaivete €€ oikiog €1g
pay-GEN.sG him-GEN.SG NEG move-1mp.2pL from house-GEN.SG to
oikiav

house-acc.sc

‘And stay in the same house, eating and drinking the things with them,
for the laborer deserves his wages; do not go from house to house. [lit.
‘that which is among them’] (Lk 10:7)

vl tom{ Ze domou prébyvaite €doste i

in this-Loc.sG very house-Loc.sG remain-imp eat-prce and

pijoSte  éZe sotll ou nixt dostointi
drink-prcp which-acc.p is-prs.3pL by them-GEn.PL enough-Nom.sG
bo estli délateli mizdy svoeje ne

for is-prs.3sG laborer-Nom.sG reward-GEN.SG REFL.GEN.SG NEG
préxoditeiz  domou vl domti

go-iMmp  from house-Gen.sG to house-acc.sG

‘Stay in the same house, eating and drinking the things they have, for

the laborer deserves his wages; do not go from house to house.!°

[9] 1thank an anonymous reviewer for assistance with the translation.
[10] Xodova (1966, 107).
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(12) a.  xal Aéyovov  a0T® ol padnrat n60ev
and say-prs.3pL him-DAT.sG ART.NOM.PL disciple-Nom.pL whence
Nuiv €V épnuiq &ptot T000UTOL wote

us-DAT.PL in desert-DAT.sG loaf-NoM..pL many-Nom.pL so_that
xoptdoat SxAov TO000UTOV
satisfy-INF.AOR crowd-Acc.sG great-Acc.sG
‘And the disciples said to him, “Whence in the desert have we so many
loaves so as to satisfy a crowd so great?” [lit. ‘are there to us’]

b. i glSe emou oucenici ego ot kiide ou
and said him-part.sG disciple-Nom.pL his-GEN.sG from where by
nasti vil pousté mésté x1ebii toliko  jako
Us-GEN.PL in empty-Loc.sG place-Loc.sG loaf-GEN.PL so_many as
nasytiti  narodi koliku
satisfy-INF crowd-acc.sG such-acc.sg
‘And his disciples said to him, “whence in the desert have we so many
loaves so as to feed such a crowd?” [lit. ‘are there among us’]

c. ..otikedé yizimemi na pousté mésté xleby
from where take-prs.1pL on empty-Loc.sG place-Loc.sG loaf-acc.pr
nasytiti  toliko  naroda
satisfy-INF so_many crowd-GEN.SG
“...“whence in the desert can we get enough loaves to satisfy such a

crowd?”"1!

d. ..otikodou nami vl pousté mésté x1ebi
from_where us-pAT.PL in empty-Loc.sG place-Loc.sG bread-GEN.PL
toliko...
so_many

‘...“whence in the desert have we so many loaves?”...” [lit. ‘to us are so
many loaves’]'? (Mt 15:33)

Owing to its origin the the u + genitive construction exhibits a restricted semantic
range for its possessor and possessum arguments, with the possessor always human
and the possessum typically a concrete inanimate object. Possessor and possessum
arguments for all u + genitive PPCs in OCS Bible translations are in Table 2 on page
166.1

The path of grammaticalization of this construction: location > location/pos-
session > possession, is clear from Khodova’s explanation (and is addressed in mul-
tiple cross-linguistic studies on the grammaticalization of the location type of pred-
icative possession, cf. Heine (1997) and references therein). But perhaps more could

[11]  Codex Marianus.
[12]  Ostromir Gospel.
[13] Highly ambiguous examples discussed by Xodova (1966) and Miréev (1971) are not included in the count.

[165]
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Possessors Possessums

personal pronouns 100 sheep (Mt 18:12, OCS Assemani-
anus)

a certain person (Mt 18:12, OCS Asse- a lot of bread (Mt 15:33, OCS Savvina

manianus) Kniga)

relative pronoun ‘which’ referring to
things to eat and drink (Lk 10:7, OCS
Marianus, Zographensis)

peace (Jn 17:5)

TABLE 2: Semantics of possessors and possessums: u + genitive PPC

be said of the contexts in which the construction occurs in LPS. After all, only four
clear examples of u + genitive PPCs appear in the Slavic Bible texts, with the re-
maining examples too ambiguous to be used in making any determination about
the semantic domain of the construction.

The possessors in the examples are all human, two of which are pronominal.
The possessums are: ‘100 sheep’, ‘a lot of bread’, a relative pronoun referencing
‘things to eat and drink’, and ‘peace’. All examples aside from ‘peace’ are alienable:
food/provisions and livestock. But perhaps more importantly all of these exam-
ples are temporary, even fleeting, indications of possession.!* A particularly suit-
able passage for exhibiting this point is Matthew 18:12 (9), where the translator of
OCS Codex Assemanianus reinterprets the non-PPC in Greek as a case of possession in
Slavic, and uses the marginal u + genitive encoding option. The ‘sheep’ are by their
very nature as mortal creatures impermanent possessions and in (9) their transi-
tory nature is further reinforced by the focus on the stray sheep who may or may
not return to the flock.

Stassen (2009, 19) describes temporary possession as focused on exerting con-
trol over an object for some period of time, where ownership is less of a concern
than having access to to a commodity or having it available to make use of. Stassen
(2009, 25) identifies ‘have’ and comitative or ‘with’ PPCs as regularly originating in
impermanent possession, but it also seems quite probable that this is a common
origin for location-based PPCs as well. After all, location (at least for humans with
respect to objects) frequently changes and is thus inherently impermanent, and so
a PPC stemming from a locative existential phrase would seem to naturally encode
temporary possession before expanding to encode possession more generally. This
accounts for the appearance of ‘peace’ as the possessum in the last u + genitive PPC
from John 17:5 in Table 2. In the passage, emphasis is placed on the transitory na-

[14]  Ananonymous reviewer was instrumental in helping me hone in on this analysis.

0SLa volume 3(3), 2011



PREDICATIVE POSSESSION IN OCS

ture of the ‘peace’ and the fact that it did not previously exist and could quite easily
cease to exist again in the future.

[3.2] Dative PPC

Occasionally examples using the existential PPC types (dative PPC for Slavic, Greek,
and Latin, u + genitive PPC for Slavic) do not unambiguously express predicative pos-
session. Mrazek (1963, 244) asserts that the existential dative (and consequently the
existential u + genitive) construction is sensitive to the number of elements in the
construction, whereas the number of constituents is typically not a concern with
the verb ‘have’. Specifically, Mrazek does not count four-constituent dative exis-
tential constructions as PPCs, preferring to interpret them as a copular construction
with an external possessor. One such example is from the Book of Luke 6:6: I roka
desnaa emou bé souxa ‘he had a crippled right hand’ /‘his right hand was crippled’
(lit. ‘and hand.~nom right.Nom him.paT was crippled.Nom’). In most cases I agree
that these constructions are not examples of predicative possession and that the
dative noun or pronoun is more felicitously interpreted as an external possessor.
However, there are exceptions to this generalization, in particular when a change
in word order can promote a predicative possessive reading (cf. McAnallen Forth-
coming).

In contrast to the u + genitive PPC discussed above in section [3.1], the dative
PPC is typically not found with transient and concrete alienable possessions in OCS.
This may be a result of the different formal encoding of the construction. Instead of
being a location-based construction, the meaning of the dative PPC often overlaps
with the recipient (or goal) reading associated with the Slavic dative case. There-
fore, several dative + ‘be’ constructions can be interpreted in multiple ways: as a
PPC, as a construction where the dative argument is either literally or metaphori-
cally affected by the nominative argument, as a construction where there is some di-
rected purpose or intention to the dative argument, or as a mixture of these senses.

It is instructive to look at examples where the dative PPC occurs in Slavic in or-
der to more precisely determine its range of usage. Table 3 on page 168 lists the pos-
sessors and possessums for dative PPC constructions in OCS (which largely coincide
with Greek). Dative PPC examples are more numerous than u + genitive (sixteen un-
ambiguous dative PPCs appear in the Book of Luke), therefore ambiguous cases are
excluded in the table and fewer details about book and verse are provided. A tally
of each semantic type is given after the possessors and possessums for the Book of
Luke (possessums are counted as a unit, e.g. ‘joy and gladness’ counts as one abstract
possessum). Examples are from the Book of Luke unless otherwise indicated.

The overwhelming majority of possessors are pronominal. Bauer (2000) reports
this same tendency for mihi est dative PPCs in Latin (non-biblical) texts. All of the
possessums in dative PPCs are either human, animate, abstract entities, or places.
The most concrete possessums in Table 3 are places and sheep. But note that the

[167]
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Possessors Possessums

personal pronouns (most frequent by  kinship relations: child, son, daughter,
far): 11/16 sister: 4/16

relative pronouns: 3/16 debtors (Lk 7:41): 1/16

demonstrative pronouns: 1/16 abstract states and concepts, e.g. joy,

gladness, thanks, care, praise, wor-
ship, compassion: 5/16

creditor (Lk 7:41): 1/16 places, e.g. room in an inn (Lk 2:7),
storehouse, barn (Lk 12:24): 2/16
a certain person (Mt 18:12) names (fixed construction): 4/16

sheep (Mt 18:12)

TABLE 3: Semantics of possessors and possessums: dative PPC

example with sheep is the same example (Matthew 18:12) for which Codex Assema-
nianus uses an u + genitive instead of the dative PPC (9).

Thus it can be concluded that the dative PPC in OCS is used primarily with pos-
sessums that are kinship relations and abstract states and concepts, and is avoided
with concrete, countable possessums.!® A particularly suitable passage for exhibit-
ing this point is Luke 9:13, example (7), which contains a dative PPC in both the
Greek and Latin texts, but neither the OCS Codex Marianus nor Zographensis use a
dative in this passage.'® OCS avoided the dative PPC, defaulting to iméti ‘have’. The
reason for this appears to be that OCS resists using the dative PPC in instances where
possession is temporary and the possessed item is concrete and alienable.

[3.3] Iméti ‘have’

The semantics and pragmatics of iméti ‘have’ in Slavic are harder to pin down, since
it was the most frequent, perhaps even default, construction by the latest period of
LPS. This apparent default status of iméti is likely due as much to its syntactic flexi-
bility as to its wide semantic range. That is, iméti was the only Late Proto-Slavic PPC
used in non-finite contexts, such as participles and infinitives. Iméti was also more
often relied upon in constructions with more complex object phrases, e.g. nouns
plus infinitives, such as: ‘have something to say to you’, ‘has the power to forgive
sins’, and ‘had nothing to set before him’. Additionally, as LPS and OCS were pro-
drop languages, there is often no overt subject with iméti. This syntactic flexibility
of iméti is unknown for the existential PPC types in early Slavic.

[15]  Note that dative external possessors in most modern Slavic languages also tend to prefer the same types
of “possessums” as their predicative possessive counterparts, e.g. kinship relations and other inalienable
relations (cf. Cienki 1993 and references therein).

[16]  This passage is missing from Codex Assemanianus and the Ostromir Gospel.
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Furthermore, the verb iméti had a monopoly on a number of frequently occur-
ring fixed expressions in the early biblical language, just as the dative PPC had
a monopoly on the naming construction in (10). Such expressions include ‘have
power’ and ‘if ye have ears to hear, then hear’. These expressions functioned much
like the syntactic flexibility of iméti in that they both reinforce and are reinforced
by the prevalence of iméti in OCS.

[3.4] Summary of semantic range of Slavic PPCs

While there was some semantic overlap for the three different PPCs in LPS, their us-
age was not equivalent. Iméti had clearly gained primary status, with both semantic
and syntactic flexibility not attested for either the dative or u + genitive PPCs. The
dative construction was often used for a possessive meaning that overlapped with
the role of recipient or goal and the u + genitive PPC was often used in contexts
where possession had a strong locative sense.

The rise of ‘have’ as the primary construction for predicative possession was not
only a trend in early Slavic, but also in the histories of other Indo-European lan-
guages. Kulneff-Eriksson (1999) reports that ekho increases in frequency over time,
gradually taking over the territory of the older esti moi construction. This trend
continues into koine Greek of the New Testament where ekho is far more frequent
than the dative.

The situation was much the same in the history of Latin, according to Bauer
(2000) and Lofstedt (1963). Habeo increased in frequency at the expense of the older
PIE dative PPC. Bauer (2000, 186) writes, “...the use of mihi est became more re-
stricted over time as the occurrence of concrete nominative nouns in that context
decreased. Whereas at first only concrete nouns seemed to be no longer used in mihi
est constructions—with the exception of a few poetic archaisms—abstract nouns in
the later period also became less frequent.”

Isalenko (1974) argues that PPC types represent broader language types, i.e.
‘have’ vs. ‘be’ languages. European languages—especially Western and Central Eu-
ropean languages—have typically shifted to become ‘have’ languages in their his-
tories. It then seems that the rise of iméti in Slavic in prehistoric times must be at
least partially attributable to areal pressures. A separate but related question is the
influence of the source texts on PPCs in the early Slavic Bible texts. The source texts
were likely influential in determining the frequency of the different PPCs, perhaps
causing iméti to be over-represented in the texts (in comparison to its status in the
Slavic vernaculars). Nevertheless, it is clear that iméti was the dominant construc-
tion for predicative possession in OCS, based on its syntactic and semantic flexibility
as well as its usage independent of NT Greek and Latin usage.

[169]

0SLa volume 3(3), 2011



[170]

JULIA MCANALLEN

[4] CONCLUSION

0ld Church Slavic employed three encoding strategies for predicative possession.
The verb iméti ‘have’ was the most frequently used and least syntactically and se-
mantically restricted strategy by the time of OCS; the dative PPC was prominent in
anumber of fixed expressions, e.g. the naming construction, and with kinship rela-
tions and abstract possessums; and the peripheral u + genitive PPC appeared when
the focus was on impermanent possession. The u + genitive encoding strategy was
in fact the germ of a potential PPC: its frequency too low and semantic range too
restricted to be called a full-fledged PPC in OCS. Its marginal status in Late Proto-
Slavic is certainly one of the reasons why it was not more successful as a PPC outside
of East Slavic where this peripheral native Slavic construction expanded as a result
of contact influences (McAnallen Forthcoming).

The language of the Bible is strictly codified, making the study of syntactic and
semantic nuances of Biblical examples in the domain of predicative possession a
highly philological problem. However, using a multi-pronged methodological ap-
proach that is sensitive to both textual and contextual factors, I have been able to
use Bible translations to make a number of conclusions about the syntax and prag-
matics of predicative possession in Old Church Slavic, and by extension Late Proto-
Slavic. In this analysis, I have considered the textual traditions that Slavic inher-
ited from Greek, which nevertheless retain inherently Slavic characteristics. There
are a few “quirks” in the Slavic translations that deviate from the original Greek or
Latin usage, and which reveal the native Slavic system of constructions for express-
ing predicative possession. In piecing together information about these quirks—the
few instances where Slavic diverges from the source language—it is possible to make
some determination about the semantics, and occasionally syntax (e.g. where OCS
replaces a single argument non-PPC with a two-argument PPC), of different con-
structions for predicative possession in early Slavic, in contrast to the Greek system.
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