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Transliteration and abbreviations

Note on transliteration

Examples from the Russian National Corpus (RNC) will be given in Cyrillic letters. Russian
names, book titles, etc. in the thesis will be transliterated using the International Scholarly
System. The names listed in the acknowledgements are transliterated according to the

standard (Library of Congress) system of transliteration.

List of abbreviations

ADV — adverb

CL — clause

Conj — conjunction

NPacc — noun phrase in accusative
NPdat — noun phrase in dative
NPgen — noun phrase in genitive
NPins — noun phrase in instrumental
NPloc — noun phrase in locative
NPnom — noun phrase in nominative
V — verb

Vinf — verb in infinitive

vV



1. Introduction

This thesis explores prefix variation in mytats”. Prefix variation is the term used by Janda et
al. (2013) to describe the situation when a simplex verb “can use more than one prefix to
form Natural Perfectives” (Janda et al.: 139). In Janda’s terminology, Natural Perfectives are
those perfective verbs that constitute aspectual pairs with simplex verbs. In most cases of
prefix variation, the simplex verb uses two prefixes to form Natural Perfectives, but, as
shown by Janda et al. (2013: 142), the prefix variation of one verb can involve up to six
prefixes. In the case of myrath™, the simplex verb uses four prefixes to form Natural
ipf

Perfectives: c-, nepe-, 3a- and B-, and thus nmytaTs™ has a relatively high degree of prefix

variation.

In 2013, Janda et al. carried out a large-scale study of 1429 simplex verbs, and they
discovered that prefix variation is a robust phenomenon that applies to 27% of the simplex
verbs in Russian. However, little research has been done to follow up on the findings of these
scholars. My thesis is intended to complement their large-scale study with a detailed

investigation of the prefix variation in one verb.

There are three reasons why I selected myrars™ as “my verb”. First, as mentioned, myrars®
uses four prefixes to form Natural Perfectives and is therefore a good example of a verb with
extensive prefix variation. Second, most of the “nyraTtp verbs” are used frequently, which is
important in a corpus-based study. Third, myTaTs™ has several abstract meanings, which
makes it interesting from a pedagogical perspective simply because experience shows that

abstract meanings are challenging to learn for second language learners.

My thesis consists of three case studies, which will occupy one chapter each. In this
introductory chapter, I will present each case study with special focus on research questions,

hypotheses, methodology and important findings.



1.1 Case study I: The choice of prefix under prefix variation

My first case study seeks to shed light on two questions that are particularly relevant in
second language learning: Can the choice of prefix be predicted when there is prefix
variation? And, if yes: How? 1 will hypothesize that the choice of prefix can be largely
predicted on the basis of two factors, namely (1) the type of construction in which the verb
appears and (2) the semantics of the internal argument (the object in active sentences and the
subject in passive sentences). This hypothesis will be tested by examining the constructions
and internal arguments of 630 randomly selected examples of cmyrath”, nmepemyTaTs”,
sanyTtath” and Bnytats” from the Russian National Corpus (RNC).' I will also carry out a
Classification Tree (cTree) analysis to describe the interaction between the two relevant

factors.

Based on my findings, I will argue that both type of construction and the semantics of the
internal argument are important for the choice of prefix. My statistical analysis shows that the
two factors interact in non-trivial ways, and based on this interaction I will propose six
specific generalizations that motivate the choice of prefix. Importantly, my results lend
further support to the findings of Janda et al. (2013) who observe a relationship between the
meaning of the verb and the meaning of the prefix. In my discussion of myrars™, I will
demonstrate how this relationship manifests itself in the prototypical contexts of crmyrars”,

nepenyTats”, 3anytats” and BroyTath’.

Towards the end of Chapter 2, I will suggest two specific ways that corpus-based case
studies, like my own, can be implemented in second language learning. These methods are
inspired by the ideas of Nesset and Janda (2014), but focus specifically on the use of small-
scale studies of verbs with prefix variation. Using my own analysis as an example, I will
argue that such case studies can help second language learners to discover the relationship
between verb and prefix for themselves and that this, in turn, can give them a deeper
understanding of the language they are working on. The methods will be exemplified with

specific assignments.

' The Russian National Corpus (RNC) is available at www .ruscorpora.ru
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1.2 Case study II: “Aspectual strength’ and the aspectual relations of myratp

Are all Natural Perfectives Natural Perfectives to the same degree? In Chapter 3, I will
explore this question by examining the four aspectual relations of myrars®. My data will
include the database from Chapter 2 in addition to 200 randomly selected examples of
nyTats” from the RNC. To measure the “strength” of the four relevant aspectual relations I
will employ the method proposed by Kuznetsova (2012). My hypothesis is that Natural
Perfectives can be closely, or less closely, connected to the simplex verb, and that the
“aspectual strength” of this relation is motivated by the semantic overlap of verb and prefix.
This hypothesis has already been tested by Kuznetsova (2012) for a number of verb pairs

with npo-, but has not yet been tested on a verb that has prefix variation.

Based on my findings, I will show that the four aspectual relations of nmyrars™ have different
strengths and that there is a relationship between aspectual strength and the semantic overlap
of verb and prefix. This yields support to my own hypothesis as well as the hypothesis of
Kuznetsova (2012), on which my hypothesis is based. My findings also yield support to the
hypothesis of Janda et al. (2013), who, as mentioned above, observe a strong relationship

between the meaning of the verb and the meaning of the prefix in Natural Perfectives.

Traditionally, Natural and Specialized Perfectives have been understood as two clearly
distinct types of perfectives and a given perfective verb has been classified as either 100%
Natural or 100% Specialized. My findings suggest that the relationship between Natural and
Specialized Perfectives is gradual, rather than clear-cut, and I will show that none of the 21
Natural Perfectives analyzed by Kuznetsova (2012) or me are “ideal” (100%) Natural
Perfectives. Like some other researchers (e.g. Janda et al. 2013: 177), I will propose that
Natural and Specialized Perfectives form a continuum with two centers of gravity: One center
of gravity is occupied by perfective verbs that are close to ideal Natural Perfectives, while the
other center of gravity is occupied by perfective verbs that are close to ideal Specialized
Perfectives. I will show that the two centers of gravity are distinct enough to speak of two
different types of perfectives, but that they represent too much inner diversity to be
understood as classical Aristotelian categories. Instead, I will propose that Natural and
Specialized Perfectives constitute two radial categories with prototypical and non-
prototypical members, fuzzy edges and overlap in the peripheral zones. This finding nuances

the way we understand Natural and Specialized Perfectives.



An important methodological question arises from my case study. The idea of Kuznetsova
(2012) is that aspectual strength can be measured by comparing the constructions in which
the imperfective and perfective verbs frequently appear. However, since constructions can be
considered on very different levels of granularity, it is important to find out which level gives
more accurate results. I will measure the aspectual strength of the four relations based on two
levels of granularity and compare the results. I will show that both levels of granularity give
valuable information and that they yield the same relative order of the pairs under scrutiny.
Nevertheless, I will argue that the high level of granularity gives most accurate results, a

conclusion that coincides with the findings of BerdiCevskis and Eckhoff (2014).

1.3 Case study III: IIyraTte and aspectual triplets

Although aspectual triplets consisting of a simplex imperfective, a Natural Perfective and a
Secondary Imperfective have received some attention in recent years (Zaliznjak and
Mikaeljan 2010, Janda et al. 2013, Kuznetsova and Sokolova forthcoming), triplets represent
an understudied area in Russian aspectology. In my last case study, I will use the four triplets
involving myrats® to investigate some of the questions that can be asked. I will base my
analysis on 200 examples of nyTtats”™ and 438 examples of cnyTbBaTh”, epenyThiBaTh”,

sanyThiBaTh? and BiyThBaTh” from the RNC. I consider three hypotheses:

“The Semantic Differentiation Hypothesis” claims that the Primary and Secondary
Imperfective in a triplet appear in different prototypical constructions. Comparing the
Constructional Profiles of myrats™ and the four Secondary Imperfectives in question, I will
show that this hypothesis gives correct predictions for each of the myrars”" triplets.

“The Telicity Hypothesis” builds directly on the hypotheses set forth by several other
scholars (e.g. Veyrenc 1980 and Kuznetsova and Sokolova forthcoming) and claims that
Primary Imperfectives focus on the process of the verbal event itself (“atelic events’), while
Secondary Imperfectives focus on a goal or a result, i.e. are goal-oriented (“telic events”).
Several predictions can be made from this hypothesis, and based on the statistical analyses of
the examples in my database I will show that all of these predictions are correct for the
ipf

nytatb” triplets.



“The Aspectual Strength Hypothesis” follows from my own findings in Chapter 3 and claims
that there is a relationship between aspectual strength and the distribution of the Primary and
Secondary Imperfective in a triplet. Since the four triplets in question involve three levels of
aspectual strength, I will hypothesize that each level involves a different distribution of the
imperfective verbs: High aspectual strength involves frequent use of myrars®, while low
aspectual strength involves frequent use of the relevant Secondary Imperfective. At
intermediate strength, the triplet is expected to be “balanced” with frequent use of both

imperfective verbs. These predictions are confirmed.

In addition to providing new insights about mytats™ and Russian aspect, my analysis of
aspectual triplets has implications for a foundational question in linguistic theory. Does
complete synonymy exist? Do the two imperfective verbs in a triplet display exactly the same
meaning? While the answer to this question hypothetically could be yes, my case study
shows that myrats®™ clearly differs semantically from the four Secondary Imperfectives.
Thus, the data for the myraTts®™ triplets yield support to Goldberg’s “Principle of No
Synonymy”, according to which no (morphological or syntactic) constructions are expected

to display the same meaning (Goldberg 1995).

1.4 Conclusion: A “microperspective’” on Russian aspect

This thesis consists of three separate, yet related case studies. They are different insofar as
they concern three separate questions of aspect in Russian — the choice of prefix, aspectual
strength and aspectual triplets. At the same time, they are clearly united by their focus on
nyTath”, prefix variation and the semantic overlap between verb and prefix. As opposed to
most “macroperspective” studies of Russian aspect, which explore a large number of verbs,
my case studies offer a “microperspective” on Russian aspect, since I provide in-depth
studies of a small number of verbs. It is my hope that “microperspective” case studies of the
type I present in this thesis can bring valuable insights into our understanding of prefix

variation, as well as the Russian verb system in general.



2. Prefix variation and the choice of prefix

2.0 Introduction

This chapter deals with a very practical question: Is it possible to predict the choice of prefix
when there is prefix variation? And, if yes: How? According to Janda et al. (2013: 162)
prefix variation exists because “different prefixes can focus the meanings of a simplex verb
in different ways”. If this is correct, the choice of prefix should proceed quite logically from
the meaning that we want to express. For second language learners, however, it is often
unclear which prefix to combine with a given verb, and more research is needed in order to
gain insight about how to make this choice. This is exactly the goal of the present chapter. On
the basis of the prefix variation of myrars®?, I will examine the frequent constructions and
internal arguments of the Natural Perfectives in question - cyTtaTs”, nepenyTars”, 3amyTaTh”
and BnyTtats”. My hypothesis is that the choice of prefix largely depends on two factors, i.e.
the construction of the verb and the verb’s internal argument. My findings indicate that both
factors are important and that the choice of prefix for this verb to a large extent can be
predicted by six tendencies that I will discuss in detail. Moreover, I observe a clear relation
between these factors and the meanings of the prefixes, and this lends support to the
hypothesis of Janda et al. (2013) mentioned above. Although my analysis does not attempt to
shed light on the choice of prefix for all verbs with prefix variation, my findings still have
practical value for second language learning, since they indicate that Natural Perfectives can
be learned as part of specific constructions. The high degree of overlap between meaning of
prefix and meaning of construction moreover suggests that in-depth case studies of verbs
with prefix variation can help second language learners to gain a better understanding of

verb-prefix overlap and the choice of prefix when there is prefix variation.

The chapter is structured as follows. In Section 2.1, I discuss the place of aspect and prefix
variation in the Russian verb system. In Section 2.2, I describe my methodology, data and the
two relevant factors. In Section 2.3, I present a Classification Tree (cTree) of my results and

discuss each tendency in depth. In Section 2.4, I explore some implications that my findings,

? For the convenience of the reader, aspect will be given in uppercase letters behind each verb in the English
text.
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as well as similar research, can have in second language learning of Russian. In Section 2.5, 1

summarize my findings and suggest some possible venues for further research.

2.1 Aspect and prefix variation in Russian

Aspect can be described as “different ways of viewing the internal temporal constituency of a
situation” (Comrie 1976: 3). Some languages, like Norwegian, do not have morphological
aspect, but, in Russian, aspect is obligatory in every verb form. Imperfective aspect typically
describes states or activities that cannot, or are not yet, completed. Activities, such as 4
macan™ ‘I was writing’, implies a situation with no natural endpoint (completion), while 5
macan™ muceMo ‘I was writing a letter’, implies that the endpoint has not yet been reached.
Perfective aspect typically focuses on the completion of the verbal event, and, consequently,
S mamican® mucemo ‘I wrote a letter’ implies that the letter has been finished. Although

ipf ¢

macan™ ‘was writing’ and manmcan” ‘wrote’ may refer to identical situations, different

aspects involve different ways of viewing these situations.

The idea of “aspectual pairs” has been prevalent in Russian aspectology. According to this
idea, an aspectual pair consists of two verbs, one imperfective and one perfective, which have
the same lexical meaning, but different aspects. The verbs above, mucars”/mamicaTn”
‘write’, exemplify pairs where the perfective is made from adding a prefix to the stem. Other

aspectual pairs are formed via suffixation, such as nepenucars”®/nepenvchiBath” ‘rewrite’.

The most famous criterion for determining aspectual pairs is called “Maslov’s criterion”. This
criterion makes use of a context where the perfective is prohibited, namely praesens
historicum in which past events are described as if they happen in the present (Kuznetsova
2012: 96, Zaliznjak and Smelev 2000: 47, Maslov 1984: 48-65). The man behind this
criterion, the Russian linguist J. S. Maslov, reasoned that if we describe something that
happened in the past as something that happens as we speak, the lexical semantics of the verb
“He JOJKHA TOJBEpPraTthCcsl MpU 3TOM HU Majeiiuemy usmeHeHuto” (Maslov 1984: 53).
Therefore we can be sure that the two verbs, the perfective verb used in the past tense and the
imperfective verb used in the praesens historicum, are aspectual correlates. In the following
examples from Zaliznjak and Smelev (2000: 48), this is illustrated with the verbs oTkpbITE”

ipf <

‘open‘ and otkpsiBaTh” ‘open’. The situation is the same, but the first sentence uses the



perfective verb and past tense, while the second sentence uses the imperfective verb and

praesens historicum.

(1) TIpups 1oMoid, s OTKPBLT® OKHO.
(2) IIpuxoxy s Buepa JOMON, OTKPBIBAIO®" OKHO.

Two other contexts have also been employed as criteria for establishing aspectual pairs:
habituality and negative imperative. These criteria make use of the same logic as the criterion
above. Thus the imperfective and perfective verbs are established as an aspectual pair if they
can replace each other in two parallel syntactic contexts. Kuznetsova (2012: 97) offers the

following illustrations:

(3)  Kaxplit ieHb, IPUXO/s A0MOI, 51 OTKPbIBAIO™" OKHO.
(4) Otkpoir* okHo.
(5) He orkpsiBai™ oxHo.

In all of these sentences, the choice of aspect is decided by the verb’s grammatical context. In

(2) and (3) perfective aspect is prohibited and the verb oTkpbITh” ‘open’ is replaced by its

ipf ¢

imperfective correlate oTkpeiBath” ‘open’. Likewise, perfective aspect is expected in

positive imperative (4), but hardly used in negated imperative forms like (5).

Janda (2007: 609) terms the aspectual partner of a simplex verb, e.g. HamucaTs” ‘write’, a
Natural Perfective, and only this type of perfective has the same lexical meaning as the verb.

She further recognizes three other types of perfectives (ibid):

(6) Specialized Perfectives: The prefix adds a new meaning to the verb, e.g. nepe +
macaTh” ‘write’ = mepenucars” ‘rewrite’. This perfective is thus related to the simplex
verb, but is not an aspectual partner according to Maslov’s criterion.

(7) Complex Act Perfectives: The prefix imposes temporal boundaries on atelic activities,
e.g. o + macath” ‘write’ = momicaTr” ‘write for some time’. The concept of telicity
will become central in Chapter 4, but for now it is enough to say that verbs are atelic if
they lack an inherent “telos”, i.e. goal or endpoint (Dickey 2008: 331). As mentioned
above, the activity of writing has no natural endpoint and is therefore atelic in nature.
When, however, it is followed by a direct object, such as nucbmo ‘letter’, the activity
becomes telic and is completed when the letter has been written.

(8) Single Act Perfectives: The prefix c- or suffix -Hy- points to one instance of a serial
event, €.g. MaxaTb ‘wave’ + -Hy- = MaxHyTb ‘wave once’.



In Specialized, Complex Act and Single Act Perfectives the prefix changes both aspect and
meaning of the simplex verb, which it is added to. In Natural Perfectives, on the other hand,
they only change aspect. Two hypotheses have been proposed to explain the function of
prefixes in Natural Perfectives, “The Emptiness Hypothesis” and “The Overlap Hypothesis”
(Janda et al. 2013: 6), and, as we will see, the predictions made from these hypotheses have

much relevance for the present and the following case studies.

According to the Emptiness Hypothesis the prefix “makes no contribution to the Natural
Perfective” (Janda et al.: 6). Thus Ha- in Hanmucatsb is “empty” of lexical meaning and only
changes aspect. This has been the most widespread theory in Russian aspectology, although it

has been criticized for more than half a century (Kuznetsova 2012: 108).

The Overlap Hypothesis explains the apparent emptiness as overlap, i.e. prefixes combine
systematically with verbs with which they share semantic content. The result is an illusion of
emptiness; the meaning of the prefix coincides with the meaning of the verb. In the verb
nanucate’’, the meaning of Ha-, which is SURFACE (Janda et al. 2013: 100), overlaps with the
meaning of mucatw”, since writing requires a surface. In other Natural Perfectives, the
overlap can be understood via metaphorical mappings, as we will soon see with myrars”. In
2013 the CLEAR group from UiT The Arctic University of Norway presented substantial

empirical evidence in support of The Overlap Hypothesis (Janda et al. 2013).”

If the prefixes in Natural Perfectives were empty, like the Emptiness Hypothesis insists, there
would be no need to have more than one Natural Perfective for any given verb. However, as
mentioned in Chapter 1, 27% of Russian verbs have between two and six Natural Perfectives
(Janda et al. 2013: 162), a phenomenon called “prefix variation” (ibid: 139). The
“macroperspective” analysis of the CLEAR group covered a large number of Russian verbs
and showed a consistent overlap between the meanings of verb and prefix in Natural
Perfectives. They concluded that prefix variation is possible because the prefixes retain their
lexical meanings in Natural Perfectives and can focus the meaning of the verb in different

ways (ibid: 162).

? CLEAR (Cognitive Linguistics: Empirical Approaches to Russian) is a research group at the faculty of
Humanities, Social Sciences and Education at UiT The Arctic University of Norway.



The present chapter offers a “microperspective” analysis of the four Natural Perfectives of
nyTats” and seeks to shed more light on the interaction between verb and prefix when there
is prefix variation. Although much has been found in support of the Overlap Hypothesis,
there are still many things to learn about semantic overlap. As suggested in the introduction
of the chapter, one thing we need to learn more about is how to make the choice of prefix
when the simplex verb has more than one Natural Perfective: The choice of prefix might be
natural to native speakers, but remains challenging for second language learners, even with
the meanings of each prefix “spelled out”. The analysis I propose suggests that the choice of
prefix can be determined on the basis of construction and the semantics of the internal
argument. Moreover, the analysis yields support to the Overlap Hypothesis by showing that
the meanings of the prefixes harmonize with the syntactic and semantic environments in

which they appear.

As already mentioned, myrath® uses four prefixes to form Natural Perfectives: c-, nepe-, 3a-
and B-. According to Janda et al. (2013: 41) the prefix B- has only one meaning, INTO, while
the three remaining prefixes involve networks of related meanings: c- has three meanings
(ibid: 97), 3a- has eight meanings (ibid: 102-103), and nepe- has 11 different meanings (ibid:
66-67). For the purposes of my analysis, it is not necessary to discuss each of these networks.
Instead I will mention those meanings that overlap with meanings in myTaTh”": TOGETHER (c-
), COVER (3a-) and MIX (nmepe-). Like Janda et al. (2013), I will give the meanings of the

prefixes in small caps.*

2.2 Methodology

In order to examine the Natural Perfectives in question, I created a database with randomly
selected examples from the modern subcorpus (1950-2014) of the RNC. In the remaining part
of the thesis, I will refer to this corpus sample as the “modern” subcorpus. In the case of
sanyTtate’, nepenyrats” and cnyrars”, I examined the first 200 randomly shown sentences.
For BnyTtath” there were only 30 examples available in the subcorpus and these were all

included in my database. Thus, my database contains a total of 630 examples.’ The examples

* The meanings of the Russian prefixes are accessible at emptyprefixes.uit.no and in the book Why Russian
aspectual prefixes aren’t empty: prefixes as verb classifiers (Janda et al. 2013).
> All data reported on in this thesis are available at: http://hdl.handle.net/10037.1/10196
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pertaining to a given verb were all from different documents in order to exclude author as a

relevant factor for my results.’

Each example was coded with prefix (B-, c-, nepe-, 3a-), type of construction and semantic
category of the internal argument, and my classification of constructions and semantic
categories is presented below. Finally, I carried out a cTree analysis of my data in the
statistical program R. This cTree revealed six clear tendencies in the choice of prefix, which

will be discussed in Section 2.3.

2.2.1 Factor 1: Constructions

Goldberg (2011: 17) defines constructions as “conventional, learned form-function pairings
at varying levels of complexity and abstraction”, which means that even words and
morphemes can be understood as constructions. In this case study, however, I will only
consider syntactic constructions, i.e. syntactic contexts, in which one of the four relevant
verbs appears. I will use the terms “active/non-passive constructions” about constructions
with an active verb form, and “passive constructions” about constructions with past passive

participles.

As Kuznetsova (2012: 107) points out, most verbs are used in a variety of argument
structures, i.e. constructions. In order to discover statistically robust tendencies, I identified

the four most basic constructional patterns in my database:

(9) Vacc (verb + internal argument in accusative)

Example: — [lo-moemy, s nepenyTan crakansl. [Baagumup BoitHoBuu. Mocksa 2042
(1986)]

(10) V acc s ins (construction a. + prepositional phrase ¢ uem ‘with something’)
Example: Cyranm Bbl MeHs ¢ KeM-To! [H. JleoHoB, A. Makees. I'poccmericTep cbicka
(2003)]

(11) V acc v acc (construction a. + prepositional phrase 6o umo ‘into something’)
Example: bnun, 3auem s I'poma BonyTan B 310? [Anekceit ['paues. SApbiit npotus
BupieonupaToB (1999)]

% As pointed out in a footnote in Section 3.3, I later became aware that the RNC often offers several examples
from the same document even when the “1 example from each document” setting has been switched on. The
examples of myrats™ and the Secondary Imperfectives in Chapters 2 and 3 were therefore checked manually to
exclude cases of several examples from one document.
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(12) Passive (past passive participle)
Example: Bcé B e€ >ku3Hu y>kacHo 3anmyTaHno. [Bsuecnas Conparenko (Cnasa Ca). EBa
(2010)]

I will use internal argument as a cover term for objects in active sentences and subjects in
passive sentences. The three non-passive constructions involve a verb (V) and an internal
argument in accusative. Constructions (10) and (11) involve prepositional phrases. All three
constructions involve a subject, but type of subject did not appear relevant for the choice of

prefix for myTaTs”™ and was not considered in the analysis.

Table 1 shows the distribution of prefixes among the constructions.

B- c- nepe- 3a-
V acc 8 26,7% 54 27% 120 60% 61 30,5%
V acc s ins 0 0% 91 45.5% 52 26% 0 0%
V acc v acc 19 63.,3% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Passive 3 10% 55 27.5% 28 14% 139 69.,5%
Total 30 100% 200 100% 200 100% 200 100%

Table 1. Raw and relative frequency distribution of prefixes in constructions. Shaded cells represent the most
frequent construction for each prefix.

Table 1 reveals that each of the four prefixes is favored in a different construction. The three
prefixes B-, nepe- and 3a- have a frequency of 60% or more in their prototypical
constructions. The frequency of c- in its prototypical construction is slightly lower, but still
much higher than in any other construction, with 45,5%. Thus, each prefix interacts with type

of construction in a unique way.

2.2.2 Factor 2: Semantics of the Internal Argument

In order to discover clear tendencies in my material, I chose to consider only three semantic
categories: (1) animate beings, (2) abstract things and (3) concrete objects. The particular
content of each semantic category was scrutinized in the analysis of each tendency (see
Section 2.3). I also made a category called no object for sentences with ellipsis, i.e. an
internal argument that is understood from context. Thus, I considered only the sentences in
which the relevant verbs appear. By way of example, the following sentence was regarded as

having no object although the assumed object, a conveyed message, is abstract.
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(13) Kopoue, oH cMyTuUJICS, OH CKa3all, YTO MePemyTall, YTO He KaMHeM s Oyy, a
TpaBuHkoil. [Huna Canyp. Hemer (1996)]

Table 2 shows the distribution of prefixes among the semantic categories.

B- c- nepe- 3a-
animate 24 80% 41 20,5% 26 13% 40 20%
concrete 0 0% 68 34% 39 19,5% 14 7%
abstract 5 16,7% 74 37% 101 50,5% 144 72%
no object 1 3,3% 17 8,5% 34 17% 2 1%
Total 30 100% 200 100% 200 100% 200 100%

Table 2. Raw and relative frequency distribution of prefixes in semantic categories. Shaded cells represent the
most frequent semantic category for each prefix.

While B- mostly appears with animate beings, the other three prefixes most often appear in
contexts with abstract things. What Table 2 does not show, however, is whether the prefixes
are used about the same type of animate/concrete/abstract objects or whether they have their
own “domains” within these semantic categories. Furthermore, neither Table 1 nor Table 2
shows how the two factors interact with one another. This is what the cTree is designed to do.
In the remaining part of the chapter, I will present my cTree and discuss my findings. By
using examples from the database I hope to demonstrate how each prefix focuses the

meaning of the verb in unique ways and thus, by and large, can be predicted.

2.3 Classification Tree Analysis

The goal of a Classification Tree (cTree) is to provide optimal sorting of data according to
the relevant factors. Its ability to work with few factor levels and show how these interact
(Baayen et al. 2013: 264, 267) makes it ideal for the present analysis, which involves 630

examples and two factors. My cTree is presented in Figure 1.

A cTree resembles a tree upside-down. The “root” is on the top while the “leaves” are on the
bottom. To make sense of the model, we begin at the top with Node 1, the “root node”, which
contains all the examples in my database. The node itself is labeled Construction, which
explains that the examples in Node 1 can be divided in two groups based on type of
construction. Often, but not necessarily, the first split is provided by the most important
factor (Baayen et al. 2013: 265). In my analysis, Construction provides the first three splits in

the tree, which indicates that this factor is at least very, if not most, important. According to
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Node 2 at the bottom, 19 examples belong to the V acc v acc construction and all of them
involve the prefix B-. This strongly indicates that BnyTaTs” can be learned as a construction:
BryTaTh” yTo/koro Bo uto. The remaining 611 examples are sent further to Node 3, where
the cTree once again predicts that the sentences can be classified in two groups based on
construction, passive and non-passive. This classification process continues until the cTree
has made all the “splits” it can, based on the two given factors. At the bottom of the tree,
there are six histograms that each displays a tendency in the choice of prefix. I will now
discuss these main tendencies and also seek to explain exceptions from the main pattern. The
first two tendencies are based solely on type of construction, while the remaining four takes

the semantic factor into account.
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2.3.1 Active Constructions

Tendency 1: The V acc v acc construction favors B-
(Node 2 = 19 examples)
The strongest tendency in my material is found with the V acc v acc construction, which,

regardless of the semantic features of the internal argument, prefers only one prefix: B-. An

example of this prototypical usage is offered in (14).

(14) Ho Benb 3TUM caMbIM s ByTal0 TeTeprHa B BeCbMa HENMPUSITHYIO HCTOPHIO.
[Bnagumup Tenppsiko. Cyn (1960)]

The strong preference for B- seems logical. According to Janda et al. (2013: 41) the prefix B-
displays only one meaning, INTO, and we often see the prefix combined with the preposition B
‘in(to)’ when used with other verbs: BoiiTu B komHaTy ‘walk into a room’, BIPbITHYTb B
MalMHy ‘jump into a car’. The examples in my database do not provide an opportunity to
explore instances of other prefixes in this construction, although specific searches in the RNC

reveal that they occur. There is one example of this in (15).

(15) Onu omyieTyT MeHs, 3aNyTAKOT B CBOM [ieJ1a, s HUKOITA OT HUX HE OT/eJIaloCh, IOTOMY
YTO HE YMEIO OTKA3bIBATh JIIOJISIM, €CJIA BUKY B HUX XOTb KaKylO-TO cjlabocTsb. [HOpuit
Haru6un. qpyras xussb (1990-1995)]

Tendency 2 (Node S = 143 examples)
The V acc s ins construction favors C-
The second construction allows for two prefixes, namely c- and nepe-. The cTree shows that

c- 1s prototypical in the construction, while nepe- is common, but not quite as frequent. Can

the choice between c- and nepe- be predicted?

Table 3 indicates that both prefixes are possible and frequent in all the relevant semantic
categories and the examples in my database do not reveal any clear domains for either prefix.
The prefix c- is, however, more common. It is probable, but beyond the scope of this study to
examine, that a larger number of examples from the corpus and/or more factors would make
it possible to identify some clearer tendencies for the choice between c- and nepe- in the V

acc s ins construction.
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c- nepe-

animate 39 42 8% 24 46,1%
concrete 19 20.9% 9 17,3%
abstract 26 28.6% 19 36,6%
no object’ 7 7.7% 0 0%

Total 91 100% 52 100%

Table 3. Raw and relative frequency distribution of prefixes in semantic categories in the V acc s ins
construction (Node 5). Shaded cells represent the most frequent semantic category for each prefix

The V acc s ins construction is used in contexts where one thing, or person, is confused with
another. Both c- and nepe- have meanings that overlap with this idea, while 3a- and B- do not.
Thus we see a systematic overlap between meaning in verb and prefix. The prefix c- is
associated with the meaning TOGETHER, which involves a closeness between two or more
things. The prefix nepe- has the meaning MIX, which involves the idea of two or more things
changing place. The unfortunate case in (16) illustrates how two things can be confused with

one another if they are not distinct enough, i.e. far enough apart.

(16) A Bpau cmyTas roHopero ¢ yperpuroM. [Cepreii lllepcTeHHukoB. [IokTop TBOEro
(2002) // «ABronunor», 2002.01.15]

Tendency 3 (Node 7 = 201 examples)

Abstract and concrete internal arguments in the V acc construction favor [IEPE-,
C- and 3A-

Node 7 involves both concrete and abstract internal arguments, and three prefixes appear

relevant, nepe- c- and 3a-. Is the choice of prefix arbitrary or can it be predicted?

I propose that the choice of prefix can be predicted with a fair level of confidence based on
semantic criteria. According to Table 4, abstract objects are more common with all three
prefixes and their relative frequencies for concrete objects are quite similar. An analysis of
the 199 relevant sentences, however, indicates that the three prefixes have their own domains
within each semantic category. I will now discuss these domains. I will begin with the most

frequent prefix, nepe-, and then move on to c- and 3a-.

"In the V acc s ins construction, “no object” refers to sentences where the internal argument in accusative is
understood from context (ellipsis), e.g. — MoxeT, cnyTan ¢ «/IMajJeKTMKOH NPHUPOABI» JHrejbca, —
HeOPesKHO OTBETHII 5, — HO 3T0 MasoBeposaTHO. [Pa3unb Uckanaep. [Toat // «Hosblit Mup», 1998]
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c- nepe- 3a-

concrete 6 11,3% 18 15.3% 3 10,8%
abstract 37 69.,8% 66 55.9% 23 82,1%
no object 10 18.9% 34 28.8% 2 7,1%
Total 53 100% 118 100% 28 100%

Table 4. Raw and relative frequency distribution of prefixes in semantic categories in the V acc construction
(Node 7). Shaded cells represent the most frequent semantic category for each prefix

The prefix nepe- is particularly frequent in two contexts, both of which are connected with
the meaning MIX. In the first context two or more things have been mixed up, i.e. mistaken

for the other. These things may be concrete or abstract, as examples (17) and (18) illustrate.

(17) B TemuHorte Kaiurano nepemytan Kopmyc. Homep joMa oH pasrisijien, HO He 3Hajl, YTO
071 OfAHOM U(PPOI1 YUCIUIIOCH HECKOJIBKO KOPIYCOB: «A», «B», «B» 1 «I'». [Dnbaap
Psa3anoB, DOmunb bparunckuii. Tuxue omyTsl (1998)]

(18) — 4 mpocto penb nmepenyTad. S qyman, cerogust Bockpecenbe. [Cepreit Bonmar.
Camu o cebe (1999)]

The second context for nepe- is found only with abstract internal arguments and I will call
this context “lack of order”. In this context, the focus is not on one thing being mistaken for
another, but on one thing forcing something out of its normal order. Very often (48,9%) the
internal argument in these sentences is 4T0/4TO-TO/4TO-HUOY/AL ‘something’, Huyero ‘nothing’

and Bcé ‘everything’. By way of example, consider the example in (19).

(19) Ocobennas atmocgepa 6eCKOHEYHBIX CIIOPOB, BJIIOOJIEHHOCTH, CMeXa Bee
nepemnyTaja B HauieM u 6e3 Toro 6ecrniopsitouHom iome. [B. A. Kasepun. OcBellieHHbIe
okHa (1974-1976)]

The prefix c- is also used in two contexts. In the first context, of which there are only a few
examples in my database, something is mistaken for something else (like in the V acc s ins

construction, and also like nepe- above). An example of this is given in (20).

(20) Bpope cBoiickuii napeHb, U BCE paBHO... XOuUelllb aHEKAOT Npo Hero? CmyTas no
paccesiHHOCTU KBaApPTHUPY , NOfHsICS Ha ipyroi atax. [Poman Connues. [lonypacnan.
N3 xu3nu A. A. JleByuikuHa-AnekcaHpoBa, a Takxke aHek1oTbl 0 HeM (2000-2002) //
«OKTsI0pb», 2002]

In the second context, something is tangled together. Thus, the choice of prefix is clearly

motivated by the TOGETHER meaning of c-. The only concrete object found in this context in
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my database is Horu ‘feet’. The fixed expression cnyrars” Horu KoMy ‘bind someone’s feet’

is frequently used about hobbling horses, but it can also be used about human feet, as in (21).

(21) DTy BepeBOUKH M CILyTAJIM MHE HAMEPTBO HOTH, Korjia s nepesepHyics. [O. M.
Kygsaes. [1om st 6popsr (1970)]

Abstract objects cannot be tangled physically and can be understood as tangled only via
cross-domain mapping, i.e. metaphor. A metaphor, as it is understood today in cognitive
linguistics, can be defined as “a cross-domain mapping in the conceptual system” (Lakoff
1993: 203) and often involves conceptualizing the non-physical, i.e. abstract, in terms of the
physical (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 59). In my material, all of the abstract objects with c-
pertain to our “inner reality”, i.e. our mind, and I will refer to them as “internal matters”.
Some examples are muianel ‘plans’, mbiciu ‘thoughts’, Bneuarnenue ‘impression’ and
pacuéThl ‘estimation’. Here then, an abstract mental “tangle”, i.e. confusion, is understood in

terms of a physical tangle. I call this metaphor CONFUSION IS A TANGLE.*

(22) Tsopup! nonutuku CIIA ockop6ssiiim Coserckuit Coro3, Tak Kak ObUIO SICHO, YTO
COBETCKUE MpefiokeHus 3(p(PeKTUBHO CMYTAJU IUIAHbI 3aMaHON «IUMJIOMATHN»
okpyxeHus. [[1. Boonukos. Peuensus Ha kaury. Morannec Ctui. «B 3ammury mupa».
N3paTtenbecTBO MHOCTpaHHOM auTepatypbl. Mocksa, 1949. // «Hayka u >xkxusnub», 1950]

The same metaphor motivates the use of c- in the fixed phrase cmyTaTh” KapThl KOMy ‘to

spoil someone’s game/plans’.

(23) Opnako Bce KapThl eMy cryTajg MuTYeJU1, KOTOPbIi, HAPOUUTO HE 3aMeuasi Hey1auu,
HE CTaJj MOKUMIaTh BULIE-TIpe3ueHTCcKoe Kpeco. [[enuc boictpos. Tperuit muimnumii.
[Tpe3upenty Ky3uny He Hauioch Mecta B pykoBojcTBe PMBA (2001) // «3BecTus»,
2001.07.09]

The prefix 3a- is also found in two contexts and in both the choice of prefix appears
motivated by the COVER meaning of 3a-. The first context involves concrete objects and is
very rare in my database. I have a total of three examples. In this context, something is
tangled around something else, thus covering the object. Thus, the kids in (24) find their

faces all covered in spiderweb as they play around in the forest.

¥ Following the practice that has been common in cognitive linguistics since Lakoff and Johnson (1980) I will
refer to metaphors in small caps throughout the thesis.
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(24) 3nakomas OpaTy TpONMHKA MOHUMAJACh O OOPBIBY, YBOAMUIIA B OOp, B30MpATHCs ObIIO
HEJIErko, HO OY€Hb Becello... JIMIo y>xe 3amyTajia nayTHHa, U Mbl B3OMPAIIUCD,
HEemIsisich 32 MoxkeBesbHUK. [JI. @. 3ypos. MBan-na-mapbsi (1956-1969) // «3Be3na»,
2005]

The second context with 3a- is much more frequent and involves abstract objects. Again,
abstract objects cannot be covered physically and this calls for a metaphorical interpretation.
All the abstract objects with 3a- pertain to our “outer reality”, e.g. cuTyauusi ‘situation’,
npobsembl ‘problems’, neso ‘affair’, etc. I will refer to them as “external matters”. Thus, it
seems that c- and 3a- are used in complementary distribution in this construction. The prefix
c- is used about internal matters, while the prefix 3a- is used about external matters. The
source domain of the metaphor for external matters involves something that covers
physically, while the target domain involves something that causes lack of clarity on an
abstract level. I propose the metaphor CONFUSION IS REDUCED VISIBILITY. By way of example,

consider (25) where measures are taken in order to confuse an enemy.

(25) Tam B HUX BHOCWJIMCH HEOOXOIUMbIE U3MEHEHUSI, YTOObI MAKCUMAJILHO 3aIyTaTh
ynpasJjieHHe BOMCKaMM MPOTUBHUKA, TIOCJIE Yero PaUCThI MepeaBaliu UxX
appecaram... [Cepreit TapacoB. Mopckue pa3sequuku (2004) // «Conpat ygaum»,
2004.06.09]

The COVER meaning of 3a- also motivates the choice of prefix in the fixed phrase 3amyTaTn”

crnenbl ‘cover one’s tracks’.

(26) IloaTOoMy Henb3sl, HABEPHO, YTOOBI MUCATENb-PACCKA3YMK OTBIIEKAJICS OT CBOETO
>KUTENCKOrO OIbITa B CTOPOHY YMCTO MPOecCUoHaNbHY0. B cTOpoHe uncTo
NpoecCUOHANILHON JIerye 3anyTaTh CJIefAbl, CKPbITh, YTO Te0e, COOCTBEHHO, HEYETO
paccka3zatb. [Bacunuit lllykimn. Kak st nonumato pacckas (1964)]

Tendency 4 (Node 8 = 42 examples)
Animate internal arguments in the V acc construction favor 3A-
Node 8 shows a clear tendency to use 3a- when the internal argument of the V acc

construction is an animate being, but c-, nepe- and B- are also employed. Why is 3a-

preferred? And in which contexts are the other prefixes used?

I propose that the choice of prefix is motivated by an understanding of confusion as a lack of

clarity. Again, this corresponds with the COVER meaning of 3a-. If CONFUSION IS REDUCED
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VISIBILITY, confusion arises because something hinders us from seeing, or distorts our view.
In the following example, politics is responsible for making someone confused. In
accordance with my discussion of Tendency 3 (Node 7) above, the choice of 3a- appears

logical. People get confused not from being tangled together, but from a lack of clarity.

(27) Ho ™Mbl sroim UCKyCCTBA, ¥ MOJIMTUYECKAs! UTPa MIOCTENEHHO 3aMyTajla MHOTHX U3 HaC.
[Bennamun CmexoB. Teatp moeit namsitu (2001)]

In my material c- and nepe- appear only rarely when the internal argument is animate, but
they are possible. Due to their meanings TOGETHER and MIX they are used in contexts where
one person is mistaken for another. Thus, the V acc s ins construction is clearly favored

(Node 5) to convey that someone has been mistaken for someone else.

(28) WM TyT He B nepBblil pa3 (HO BOEPBbIE B MOJOOHOI CUTYyallMK) B YME €€ BO3HUK 00pa3
Bopuca. O, KcTaTi, XOTh M CTapILIE BBOE 3TOT0 NapHs, HO CTPOEH, TPDEHUPOBAH U
HEMHOTMM €My yCTYNUT. B TeMHOTe MX MOKHO fiaxke cnyTaTh. [Enena benkuna. Ot
mo6Bu 10 HeHaBucTu (2002)]

The few occurrences of B- in Nodes 7 and 8 seem to involve ellipsis of the prepositional
phrase Bo uro ‘in(to) something’, e.g. (29). After all, it is hard to imagine getting tangled into
something that is not. However, it is beyond the scope of this study to examine the greater

context of these sentences to see if they too are examples of the V acc v acc construction.

(29) — Heyxenu Bbl caMM HE IOHUMAETE, YTO HATBOPUIIM? | DTO K€ HEXOPOLLO, HEYECTHO.
[Tporus Bosu! Bbl ByTa/M COBEPIIEHHO MOCTOPOHHETO Yesl0BeKa. .. [Muxaun
Enuzapos. bubauorexkaps (2007)]

2.3.2 Passive Constructions

Tendency S (Node 10 = 159 examples)
Abstract and animate internal arguments in passive constructions favor 3A-
Node 10 displays a very strong tendency to choose 3a- when the internal argument of the

passive construction is abstract or animate. The other three prefixes are used at a minimal
level. In my discussion of the V acc construction above (Tendency 3, Node 7), I pointed out

that 3a- and c- appear to be used in complementary distribution when the internal argument of
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an active construction is abstract. Based on this observation, two questions must be asked.
First, is the same pattern repeated in passive constructions? And second, why is c- so

infrequent?

In answer to the first question, it appears that this pattern is also observed in passive
constructions. The vast majority of the internal arguments with 3a- in Node 10 refer to
external matters and 3a- is used consistently. Frequent internal arguments include
oOcrosiTesibcTBa ‘circumstances’, oTHolleHus ‘relations’ and >xussb ‘life’. This immediately
answers the second question, as well. The prefix c- is infrequent because most of the abstract
internal arguments are external matters and belong to the domain of 3a-. In (30) the internal

argument is the ruling system in Chechnya, an external matter.

(30) CyuectByrolasi cucremMa ynpasiieHus B HUeuHe JOBOJLHO 3amyTaHHast. [AHacTacus
[lIBenoBa. [Tpokyparop. Axman Kaasipos 6yzet ynpasnars Yeuneit eguHomanyHo (2001)
/I «3BecTus», 2001.11.08]

The only example in my database of an internal matter with the prefix c- is the fixed
expression cryTaHHoe co3Hanue ‘mental confusion’.” The choice of prefix is motivated by the

metaphor CONFUSION IS A TANGLE.

(31) CypopoxHsblit cuaapom otmeuancs y 10,5% G6oabHbIX, HApYLIEHUs CO3HAHUSI — Y
36,85%, cnyTaHHOe CO3HAHMe MPOJOJIKUTENILHOCTBIO OT 1 10 8 cyT — y 3,5%, nosHast
ytparta co3Hanust — y 0,2%. [Knunuka u anugemuonorus auxopaaku 3anajgHoro Huna
B Bosrorpapckoii o6mactu (1999 u 2000 rr.) (2001) // «Bonpockl BUpycoJiorum,
2001.07.23]

A few examples with c¢- involve abstract tangles, which are not mental. By way of example,
consider the sentence in (32) where the speaker recalls the sensation of growing taller as a
child, further and further away “or 3enénoii, rycToii, cnyTaHHoOi >Ku3Hu pactenuil”. While
human >xu3nsb ‘life’ is often 3anyrana, the life of plants, with their many interwoven branches

and leaves, may truthfully be described as cnyrana.

(32) 4 nopbiManach BCe BbILLIE U BbILLIE HAJ| 3€MJIeii, HABCEraa MOKU/Iast TPaBbl, OIHAK/IbI
JIETOM BJIPYT Mepepocsa KyCT CMOPOJMHBI U Oy THJIa KYTh COOCTBEHHOI'O pOCTa,

? Mental confusion is the corresponding medical term in English. The literal translation is confused conscience.
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YHOCSILIIETO MEHsI TPOYb OT 3€JIEHOI, I'YCTO!, CIy TAHHOM XW3HU pacTeHuil. [puHa
[Tonsuckas. [Tpoxoxpaenue TeHu (1996)]

The few examples with nepe- are consistent with the MIX meaning of the prefix. In (33) two
abstract things, letters, have deliberately been put in the wrong order, while in (34) the
speaker uses a PART FOR WHOLE'’ metonymy to convey that she feels tossed around
emotionally. Metonymy is traditionally defined as a “cognitive process in which one
conceptual entity, the vehicle, provides mental access to another cognitive entity, the target,
within the same domain” (Peirsman and Geeraerts 2006: 270). Although nerves are physical
and feelings are abstract, they are inseparable parts of our human being and thus close at our
conceptual level too. Consequently, the HepBbI ‘nerves’ in (34) are automatically understood

as a reference to strong feelings, and not to a physical disorder in the neural system.

(33) 3pech HanvcaHbl HA3BaHKSI SKUBOTHBIX . TOJILKO GYKBBI B CJIOBaX MePemyTaHbI.
[TocTaBb X Ha MECTO U OTBEThb Ha Bonpockl. [Mapuna [Ipy>kuHuHa. 3arajiouHblie
>KUBOTHbIE // «Myp3uika», 2000]

(34) Xouercs 1ymMaTh >KaJIOOHYIO MBICIIb, UTO Apyrast Obl JOUb HE OpOCHUila MaTh B COCTOSIHUM
KPpU3a, HO KaK HU MepenyTaHbl MOM HEPBBI, OHU HE C/EJIA/IM U3 MEHS MIOJIHYIO AYpY.
[["anuna lep6akoBa. Mosienue o Ese (2000)]

Tendency 6 (Node 11 = 66 examples)
Concrete internal arguments in passive constructions favor C-
Node 11 in the cTree indicates a strong preference for c- when the internal argument is a

concrete object, but nepe- and 3a- are also possible. Why is c- so frequent? And can the

choice between c-, nepe- and 3a- be predicted?

The answer to the first question lies in the TOGETHER meaning of c-. All of the internal
arguments in my database involve long, thin things that can easily get tangled up and this
idea of entanglement clearly fits well with the idea of TOGETHER. One such thing is hair, and
cnyTaHHble BoJiochl ‘tangled hair’ is responsible for 22 of the 55 examples with ¢- in Node

11.

" In scholarly literature, metonymies are, like metaphors, typically given in small caps, and I will follow this
practise.
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(35) Tena ux pacnucaHbl KpaCHbIMU U O€JIbIMU KPACKaMHU, O>KEPEJIbsi CieJIaHbl U3 3y00B
yOUTBIX KUBOTHBIX, B [JIMHHbIE CIIyTAHHbIE BOJIOCHI BIUIETEHbI IEPbs PaiiCKUX MTHL.
[Anekcanap Mopo3os. [Ipesknue cinosa (1985-2001) // «3namsi», 2002]

Other examples in my database involve more specific forms of hair, e.g. 6opona ‘beard’,
pecuunpl ‘eyelashes’ and the metonymy kyapsiBas rosjosa ‘curly head. The remaining
examples refer to long, thin things that are used for binding items together, e.g. Bep&éBku

‘strings’, HUTh ‘thread’, pemHu ‘straps, belts’ and ynpstxs ‘harness (for horses)’.

In answer to the second question, it appears that both nepe- and 3a- have clear domains,

which can help to predict the choice of prefix with a fair level of confidence.

The prefix nepe- once again appears in two contexts, both of which are connected with the
meaning MIX. In the first context something has been mixed up, i.e. mistaken for something

else. This is the case with the goods in (36).

(36) «... C HUM HEJIb3s1 UMETB JIENO: HAPYLLIEHUE CPOKOB JJOCTABKU, NePeNnyTaHHbIe UK
BOOOILIE HE[IOCTABJIEHHbIE TOBAPBHI, TIOJIHOE HEYBAXKEHUE K TIOKYNATENSIM B 4aCTU
oOpatHo#i cBs3U... [Bacummit Aysan. B2C: Back to College (2001) // «Qxcnept-
Nurepuer», 2001.03.12]

The second context involves lack of order. To the untrained eye, a network of train rails can

seem chaotic and this motivates the choice of nepe- in (37).

(37) Ilporpomsbixai TsI>KEJblil TOBAPHSIK. 3aMETAIUCh, TOYHO OTCKAKMBAs B pa3HbIe
CTOpOHBI, IepenyTaHHble pesbcebl. [Exarepuna Mapkosa. Taiinas Beuepst (1990-
2000)]

The prefix 3a- is used in two contexts as well. The first context involves roads and hallways
that form an intricate network of connections. These places involve lack of sight, since only

parts of the network can be seen. I propose that this motivates the choice of 3a-.

(38) Hasurarop npoBén Hac 1o 3amyTaHHBIM PUMCKHM KBapTajiaM U 6€3 NPUKIFOUYEHUI

nocrtaBud no aapecy. [B. Xopr, C. Tutumuna. Begomele cBbiie // «Hayka u xKu3Hb»,
2008]

The second context that is relevant for 3a- is the use of concrete internal arguments in an

abstract way, like knybok ‘tangle’, in (39). I propose that the metaphor CONFUSION IS
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REDUCED VISIBILITY is relevant for these examples and that this motivates the choice of 3a-.
By way of example, compare the two sentences in (39) and (40). The tangle in (39) is
abstract. It is a confusing puzzle (an unsolved crime) where some of the pieces are still
missing. The tangle in (40) is a physical tangle of worms. The focus on entanglement calls

for the prefix c-.

(39) — Tak, — cka3an He cnaBUIMi YeTBepThie CyTKM Enndanos, — 3amyTaHHbIA KIIYOOK
noJsiyyaercs... [Muxaun Muiuus. Crpatunoe aeso (1978)]

(40) Her koHua u He Haijelb Havasta. CHyTaHHbBIA KIIYOOK YIpPYroi, >KUBOW, KPOBSILLEH
uutu. Kiy6ok uepgeit... [['anuna Ulep6akosa. I'og Anensi (1996)]

The remaining two examples with 3a-, involving Bosioch! ‘hair’ and 3apocnu ‘thicket’, seem
less typical for 3a-. According to my analysis and discussion above, c- should be predicted.
Thus, as a concluding remark in this section, I must emphasize that the six generalizations

discussed above are tendencies, not absolute rules.

2.4 Pedagogical implications

The six generalizations discussed in the previous section are clearly relevant for second
language learners and their teachers. But how can these findings be used in such a way that
the second language learners not only become aware of the tendencies, but get their “own”
understanding of the prefixes and how to choose between them? I suggest that one way of
achieving this goal is to let the second language learners discover the patterns for themselves,
and, inspired by Nesset and Janda (2014) I will propose two concrete ways to do this. In my
discussion, I will use students as a cover term for second language learners at all educational

levels.

2.4.1 Discovering patterns in handpicked examples

Here, the teacher uses the present analysis, or other analyses like it, to single out questions,
which the students must study on their own by considering authentic examples from the
corpus. These examples are handpicked in advance by the teacher and can be simplified in

order to match the level of the students, if needed. I propose that the teacher should
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concentrate on those “problems” which the students will be likely to encounter frequently
when speaking Russian. By way of example, consider the following question: What is the
difference in meaning between 3anymamy” uenosexa and cnymamv” uenosexa? The question
is concrete and is not necessarily answered by a dictionary. Berkov’s Russian-Norwegian
dictionary (2007), for example, suggests forvirre ‘confuse’ as a relevant translation for both
verbs. Furthermore, the teacher knows that the students will find a pattern in the corpus
examples they examine since 3anmyTaTh” yenobeka and cyTaTh’ yenoseka generally point to
different situations, a discovery which can guide the students in the choice of prefix in many

real-life situations.

2.4.2 Discovering patterns in the corpus

The students can be engaged at an even greater level by using the corpus themselves. In their
article, Nesset and Janda (2014) argue that corpus-linguistic methods can be used as part of
assignments at all educational levels and that even small-scale experiments can give
meaningful results. The question above can be suited for such a project. In addition to being
concrete and important for the students, the question limits the type of examples that needs to
be considered to sentences with animate internal objects. This makes the assignment more

manageable and less time-consuming.

A quick search in the RNC for indicative forms of 3amyTaTs + animate being and ciyTaTs”
+ animate being yield at present 49 and 30 examples respectively.'' They reveal the
following, expected pattern. The examples with c- involve a situation when someone has
been mistaken for someone else and frequently contain the prepositional phrase ¢ kem ‘with
someone’. The prefix 3a- is on the other hand used about confusing someone. To take the
students one step further, the teacher can now ask why the two prefixes are used for these two
different semantic functions. By reflecting on this, the students can gain insight not only
about how to predict prefixes for myrars”® but also for other verbs with prefix variation.

In their discussion of how three corpus-linguistic methods can be integrated into the

classroom, Nesset and Janda (2014) suggest how students and teachers, as well as authors of

teaching materials, can use the tools of corpus linguistics for their benefit. I propose that

"' Numbers from the “modern” subcorpus, spring 2015.
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using the simple corpus-linguistic method, which I have discussed in this chapter, can be
valuable for the same categories of people. In the case of prefix variation, the students can
discover the prototypical contexts for a Natural Perfective by considering examples that are,
as opposed to sentences in search engines such as Google, guaranteed to be correct Russian.
Teachers and textbook authors can gain the same insight and this insight can help them to
explain the differences between Natural Perfectives and choose prototypical examples of

verbs in their teaching or books (Nesset and Janda 2014).

2.5 Conclusions

In the beginning of this chapter I set out to answer the questions of whether it is possible to
predict the choice of prefix when there is prefix variation, and if yes, how. I pointed out that
prefix variation poses a challenge for second language learners of Russian and that answers

to these questions can make language learning easier.

In order to shed light on these questions I created a database with examples of the four

Natural Perfectives of myrarn”™

. My database contained 630 randomly selected examples
from the “modern” subcorpus (RNC), which were manually coded for the type of
construction and the semantic category of the internal argument. My hypothesis was that

choice of prefix can be largely predicted by these two factors.

The results of my analysis were displayed in a cTree and can be summarized in the six

following generalizations:

(41) a. The V acc v acc construction favors the prefix B-;
b. The V acc s ins construction favors the prefix c-;
c. Abstract or concrete internal arguments in non-passive constructions favor nepe-, c-
or 3a- depending on the semantic context;
d. Animate internal arguments in non-passive constructions favor 3a-;
e. Abstract or animate internal arguments in passive constructions favor 3a-;
f. Concrete internal arguments in passive constructions favor c-.

This list answers my questions: 1) The choice of prefix can, to a large extent, be predicted
when there is prefix variation, and 2) the choice of prefix can largely be predicted by type of
construction and the semantic category of the internal argument. Furthermore, my results

give support to the Overlap Hypothesis by showing that prefix variation is a systematic

27



phenomenon and that the prefixes do focus the meaning of the verb in different ways (Janda
et al. 2013: 162). From the perspective of second language learning, my results indicate that
it can be helpful to learn the four Natural Perfectives of myrars®™ as part of a construction
and/or with a prototypical internal argument (see the list in (41) above). Furthermore, similar
corpus-based studies of other verbs with prefix variation may help (1) authors of textbooks to
present Natural Perfectives in their most prototypical contexts and thus help second language
learners to keep them apart, (2) teachers to explain in which context a given Natural
Perfective should be chosen, and (3) second language learners to predict the choice of prefix

themselves.
What this analysis does not answer, however, is whether the same factors are decisive for

other verbs and how the overlapping looks with other verbs. This is a question that represents

an interesting opportunity for future research.
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3. Prefix variation and aspectual strength

3.0 Introduction

In the previous chapter, I examined the four Natural Perfectives of mytats™. In the present
chapter, I will expand on this analysis and consider the aspectual relations between the
Natural Perfectives and the simplex verb. Several questions are relevant. Does prefix
variation imply that Natural Perfectives are Natural Perfectives to the same degree? If not,
why are they different? What does it mean that they are Natural Perfectives to a high, or low,
degree? How much do perfective verbs that are Natural Perfectives to a low degree differ
from Specialized Perfectives? What can the answer to this question tell us about the
relationship between Natural and Specialized Perfectives? This case study gives the

opportunity to investigate these questions for myrars™.

In her dissertation, Julia Kuznetsova (2012) introduced a method for how to measure the
strength of aspectual relations. According to her hypothesis, different verb pairs have
different levels of interchangeability and the strength in their aspectual relation can be
calculated by comparing the constructions in which the alleged verb partners appear. She also
presented a study of 17 aspectual relations, which provided confirming evidence for her
hypothesis. In addition, she hypothesized that aspectual strength correlates with the degree of
semantic overlap between simplex verb and prefix, and, for these 17 verb relations, this was
correct. In the present chapter, I use mytaTs” to test Kuznetsova’s method on a verb that has
prefix variation. My study complements Kuznetsova’s: while Kuznetsova considered one
prefix (mpo-) and many verbs, I analyze several prefixes in combination with one verb. My
hypothesis is that the aspectual relations of a verb with prefix variation displays the same
relationship between aspectual strength and semantic overlap, and my findings confirm that
this is true for myrars™. I furthermore argue that Natural and Specialized Perfectives form a
continuum, rather than two clearly distinct categories, and, expanding on this, that their
categories can be seen as radial categories, rather than Aristotelian. Finally, I compare two
ways of employing Kuznetsova’s method: by looking at simple constructional patterns, and

by considering detailed constructional patterns. I suggest that both levels of granularity can

be beneficial, but that the detailed level yields most accurate results.
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I open up the chapter by comparing the ideas of aspectual pairs and aspectual relations
(Section 3.1). Then I move on to describe Kuznetsova’s method (Section 3.2) and the
modifications I made in order to apply the method to my data (Section 3.3). In the
subsections of 3.4, I discuss the strength in each of the four aspectual relations of myrars™,
while in Section 3.5 I specifically discuss the relationship between aspectual strength and
semantic overlap in these relations. Section 3.6 presents the hypothesis of Natural and
Specialized Perfectives as two radial categories forming a continuum, while Section 3.7
addresses the methodological question of granularity. Conclusions and avenues for future

research are suggested in Section 3.8.

3.1 Aspectual pairs vs. aspectual relations

Essential for the understanding of this chapter are the concepts of “aspectual pairs” and
“aspectual relations”. Since the first concept was discussed at some length in Chapter 2, in
the following I will only briefly summarize a few of its main points. Then I will move on to
describe a problem with the traditional criterion for establishing aspectual pairs (“Maslov’s
criterion”) and the alternative approach that has been proposed as a solution to this problem —

the idea of aspectual relations (Kuznetsova 2012).

An aspectual pair consists of two verbs, an imperfective and a perfective, that have the same
meaning, but different aspects. In Chapter 1, I illustrated this idea with the verbs

micaTh”/HamicaTe” ‘write’ and nepenucarth”/mepenuchiBaTh? ¢

rewrite’. These pairs are
formed in different ways (mamicaTn" is derived from the simplex verb by prefixation, while
nepenuchiBath” is derived from the Natural Perfective by suffixation), but both of them
involve one imperfective and one perfective that express the same meaning and can replace
each other in contexts where the use of imperfective aspect is compulsory: praesens

historicum (Maslov’s criterion), contexts of habituality and negated imperative.

Kuznetsova (2012: 98) discusses the use of syntactic criteria as a way of establishing
aspectual pairs and suggests that the most famous criterion, Maslov’s criterion, can be

formulated in two ways, neither one of which gives satisfactory results.

According to the “universal” version of the criterion, an imperfective verb and a perfective

verb form an aspectual pair “if for every example a perfective in past tense can be replaced
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with an imperfective in the praesens historicum” (Kuznetsova 2012: 98). The problem with
this interpretation is that few verbs, if any, are restricted to the exact same argument
structures. In Kuznetsova’s experiment, most of the perfective verbs were found in at least
one context where it could not be replaced by the corresponding imperfective. Here is one of

Kuznetsova’s (2012: 99) examples:

(42) Hy Ha ieHb U3Hb MOS TOYHO HpoxIMaIace”. ..

(43) Hy Ha ieHb KU3Hb MOsI TOYHO * ayuTea™ ...

The “existential” version of Maslov’s criterion states that an imperfective verb and a
perfective verb form an aspectual pair “if there exists one example where a perfective in past
tense is interchangeable with an imperfective in the praesens historicum” (Kuznetsova 2012:
98). According to this version, the verbs nemosath™ ‘kiss’ and mepeuenosats” ‘kiss all
(seriatim)’ can be called a pair on the basis of their interchangeability in (44) and (45). Yet,

we hardly want to call them an aspectual pair because of their different meanings in other

contexts (Kuznetsova 2012: 99).

(44) Ow Buepa IPMIIEN ¥ BCEX HALIMX [IEBYLIEK CMEJIO MepeneIoBat”.
(45) Ow Buepa IPUXOAUT U BCEX HALIMX JIEBYLIEK CMeJIO mesyer *'.

As we can see, both variants of Maslov’s criterion pose a problem for establishing aspectual
pairs. One of them, the universal version, hardly yields any pairs at all, while the existential
version includes too many. Thus there is reason to believe that most pairs have a level of
interchangeability that lies somewhere between “all contexts” and “one context”. This, in

turn, gives reason to redefine our understanding of aspectual pairhood, which is often

assumed to involve a fixed relation between two verbs (Kuznetsova 2012: 100).

As a solution to the problem, Kuznetsova (2012) introduces a method of establishing
aspectual pairs based on the Constructional Profiles of the imperfective and perfective verbs,
and their intersection rate.'” Through an analysis of 17 aspectual pairs in Russian, all
consisting of a simplex verb and a Natural Perfective prefixed in npo-, Kuznetsova shows
that verbs generally participate in several different constructions and that the “strength” of an

aspectual relation can be measured by the number of shared constructions for the

> The concept of Constructional Profiles will be defined in Section 3.2 below (Janda and Solovyev 2009).
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imperfective and perfective verbs. Thus the verbs gmurbes™/npopmurses”™ ‘last’ share three
frequent constructions. Since these constructions account for almost all examples with the
verbs, mmThes?/mpopmuThes ‘last” have a high intersection rate and a strong aspectual
relation. At the other end of the scale, we find the verbs 6urh”/npo6uTs” ‘beat’, which
correlate in only one construction. This construction is very infrequent and accordingly
ouTh”/mpo6ute” ‘beat’ have a low intersection rate and a weak aspectual relation
(Kuznetsova 2012: 122, 138). Kuznetsova furthermore shows that aspectual strength
correlates with the degree of semantic overlap between the verb and the prefix. This is clearly
the case with the two pairs above. The idea of lasting (nmuTbcs™/npopmurecs®™) implies the
idea of THROUGH A QUANTUM, the meaning of npo-."* By way of example, consider sentences
(46) and (47), which both involve metaphorical movement all the way to the end of a time

quantum.

(46) Boii gamacsa™ o nonyHouw.
(47) TIposepka mpoajuTesa” [0 anpens.

Beating, on the contrary, does not in itself involve THROUGH A QUANTUM and thus outp™

‘beat’ does not usually correlate with npo6uts” ‘beat’, as shown in (48) and (49).

(48) MacTtep yacTo OMJI YUCHUKOB.
(49) Macrep *npoomna yUeHUKOB/yUeHUKA.

3.2. Kuznetsova’s method: How to measure the strength of aspectual relations

Seeing constructions as the primary criterion for establishing aspectual pairs, Kuznetsova
measures aspectual strength based on the Constructional Profiles of the two relevant verbs.
Constructional profiling is one member of a larger family of linguistic profiling methods, and
can be defined as “the relative frequency distribution of constructions that a given word
appears in” (Janda and Solovyev 2009: 376). Other profiling methods include behavioral
profiling (Divjak and Gries 2006), grammatical profiling (Janda and Lyashevskaya 2011) and
radial category profiling (Nesset, Endresen and Janda 2011). Kuznetsova offers an analysis of
17 verb pairs (34 verbs) and argues that two verbs have a strong aspectual relation if they are

frequent in the same constructions, but a weak relation if their frequent constructions are

" As mentioned in Section 2.1, the meanings of the prefixes will be given in small caps throughout this thesis.
The meanings of npo- are discussed in Janda et al. (2013: 106-111). See also Kuznetsova 2012: 109.
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different. Her database consists of 3400 randomly selected sentences from the RNC
(17x2x100), which are coded according to type of construction. If a construction is attested in
at least five examples of a given verb, it is referred to as “frequent” and is included in the
verb’s Constructional Profile. If a construction is used less than five times with a verb, it is
regarded as “infrequent” and is left out of the verb’s Constructional Profile. In this way,

Kuznetsova focuses on the typical uses of the verbs.

Table 5 shows how Kuznetsova measured the aspectual relation of konTponuposath”/
npokonTponuposaTs” ‘control’. The first column shows the constructions in which one, or
both, of the verbs are frequent. The second and third columns present the number of times the
given verb is found in the given construction. In the fourth column we see the minimum
number of times, which the verbs intersect in each construction. When these numbers are

added together, we receive the total intersection rate of the verbs: 86.

ConstrPattern KOHTPOIMPOBATL”  MpOKOHTposupoBath” Min. att. ex.
NPnom V NPacc 89 80 80
NPnom V 6 7 6
NPnom V {Conj + CL/CL} 0 10 0
Intersection rate 86

Table 5. Intersection of the Constructional Profiles of konTponuposath®/ npokonTponposaTs® ‘control’
(Kuznetsova 2012: 117, 225).

The intersection rate of konTpomposaTh” and npokonTponuposats” tells us that the verbs
have an aspectual relation (are interchangeable) in at least 86 out of 100 contexts. An
intersection rate of 100 would imply complete interchangeability for the two verbs, while an
intersection rate of O would imply that they are not interchangeable in any of their frequent
contexts. In Kuznetsova’s analysis, 86 was the highest observed intersection rate. Three pairs
had an intersection rate of 0, while the results of the remaining pairs were found somewhere

inbetween.
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3.3 Methodology

In order to use Kuznetsova’s method of measuring aspectual relations, I had to carry out

some adjustments of the database I used in the previous chapter.

First, my database was expanded to include 200 examples of the simplex verb myrarn”'.
These examples were randomly selected from the “modern” subcorpus'® in the same way as

the examples of the four Natural Perfectives (Section 2.2).

Second, all past passive participles were removed from the database. Since imperfective
verbs normally do not form past passive participles, it was necessary to exclude such forms in
order to measure aspectual strength based on constructions that are available for both aspects.
This reduced the number of sentences in my database from 627 to 401. The last column of

Table 6 shows the number of sentences that were removed for each verb.

Verb Total Active forms Passive forms
cryTars” 200 147 53
nepenyTars’ 200 170 30
3amyTaTh” 200 60 140
ByTaTh” 27 24 3

Total 627 401 226

Table 6. Distribution of active and passive verb forms in the database for Chapter 2.

In order to work on as equal numbers as possible for each verb, I replaced the 226 passive
constructions with active verb forms from the corpus. When the data was gathered in
November 2014, there were 1172 instances of 3anmyrtars” in the “modern” subcorpus. Of
these, 379 contained active forms, but only 143 of them were from different documents."”
The number of examples with BnyTaTs” remained the same as in May 2014: 24. Thus I

received a database of 767 examples in total (Table 7).

' Texts in the RNC that are created in the years 1950-2015 (see Section 2.2).

"% According to the RNC, 305 of the sentences with 3anyrars” were from different documents. A manual
examination of these sentences showed that 162 of them came from already attested documents. These
sentences were removed from the database and a similar examination was made of the data for the other verbs.
The given inconsistency in the RNC search monitor has been reported to the RNC developing team.
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Verb #Exx

nyTaTh” 200
cryTars” 200
nepenyTtats” 200
3anyTaTe’ 143
BIyTaTh” 24
Total 767

Table 7. Distribution of verbs in the database with active verb forms.

The fact that I had fewer examples with 3anyrtars” and BmyTaTh”, made it reasonable to
calculate intersection rates based on percentages of their total number of examples, rather
than raw figures. By way of example, consider the distribution of nepemyrarn” and
sanmyTaTh” in the V acc construction. ITepenyrars” appears in this construction a total of 142
times, while the number for 3anyTaTs™ is 136. If we look at raw numbers, nepenyTaTs” seems
slightly more typical than 3amytats” in the given construction, but when we turn these

numbers into percentages, 3amyTath” has a much higher frequency.

Verb Frequency (raw) Frequency (%)
nepenyTars’ 142 71
3amyTaTh” 136 95

Table 8. Distribution of nepenyTaTn® and 3anyrats” in the V acc construction.

In the present chapter, I will discuss the four aspectual relations presenting both types of
frequencies. When the intersection rates of two verbs are compared, I will use the intersection

rates that are based on percentages.

Finally, I modified the names of my constructions. In Chapter 2, I needed a database that
would be suitable for a cTree-analysis. Since this statistical model works best with few
factors, I had to work on the most basic types of constructional patterns that were attested in
my database: the active constructions V acc, V acc s ins and V acc v acc, and past passive
participles, which I referred to as passive. Thus, I was not able to distinguish between such
sentences as the two offered in (50) and (51). In the first one, the verb is followed by a direct
object in the accusative, while the second sentence in addition involves an indirect object in

the dative.

(50) Moaoaplie apTHCTBI HAYAIU HEPBHUYATD, IBAXK/IbI CIyTaJIN MU3aHcUeHbl. [Opuit
Hukynun. [Iens kioyHa (1979)]
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(51) PbIOak-KOPMILMK CTOSIT Y CTEPHA, BETEP CIYyTaJ] eMy BOJIOCHI, pbl0aK CMOTpEJ BAaJlb, B
HEMnorojy, x/iaj yaapa pazbspentoit 6ewieHoit cruxuu. [FO. I1. ['epman. Poccus
Mouopasi. Hacte Bropas (1952)]

In the updated database, I decided to code the sentences according to Kuznetsova’s model
(Kuznetsova 2012: 110-111), which is more detailed and considers such arguments as
subject, indirect object and conjunction.'® In this system, the two sentences above are referred
to as NPnom V NPacc and NPnom V NPacc NPdat, respectively. Moreover, Kuznetsova
recognizes that polysemous verbs, and their aspectual correlates, can have different meanings
in the same construction. By way of example, consider the NPnom V NPacc construction,
which is frequent with all five verbs in this study. In (49) above, the verb ciyratn” describes
a situation where two things, Mu3aHcueHbl ‘stage settings’, are mixed up, while in (52) the
same verb is used in the same construction to describe the act of spoiling (confusing)
something, kapth! ‘here: plans’. When the other verbs are used in this construction, they can
mean the same thing as cnyTaTs", e.g. mixing up two things (53), or something different, like

making a tangle (54).

(52) ByxkBasibHO 3a HECKOJIBKO JIHE 10 CPOKa BO3BpaTa NEPBOI CyMMBbI POU30LLIO
HECKOJIbKO COOBITH, Bpa3 CMyTaBIIMX KapThl. [AHapeii PoctoBckwuii. [To 3akoHam
BoJsrubert ctan (2000)]

(53) — Tam npoxogHO¥ MOIbE3, €11 OJUH JIBOP, TOXKE CKBO3HOI, NOTOM apKa... Bbliflelb
NpsIMO K FOBEJIMPHOMY , HANIPABo, 51 OyAy Tam, B Maiune. Bee, momen! He nepenyTait
asop! [Cepreit Ocunos. Ctpactu no ®ome. Kuura tpethsi. Knura [lepemen (1998)]

(54) Bor u pbIOy J10BUTB, BCE JIOBST, a 51 IaK CeTh 3alyTalo, NIOpBY, U Bce TOJIKY HeT. [FOpwuii
Kazakos. benbie Houn (1963)]

When encountering this type of polysemy, Kuznetsova adds the meaning of the verb in
parentheses after the name of the construction. Let us look at the three sentences above.
Following Kuznetsova’s model, we can label the first sentence NPnom V NPacc (confuse).
The second sentence can be called NPnom V NPacc (mix up), while the third sentence can be
given the name NPnom V NPacc (tangle). Due to the high polysemy of myrars™ and its

Natural Perfectives, the constructions in this analysis are labeled according to both syntactic

'® Kuznetsova’s system of naming constructions is largely based on the methodology of Apresjan and Pall
(1982). Since Apresjan and Pall in their entries for myrats™ appear to name both Konrox myran koust and
XKepebsat MoxHO He myTaTh as examples of the construction NPnom V NPacc, 1 have used the label NPrnom in
some constructions without an overt subject in the nominative.

"7 In my database, the meaning ‘spoil’ is included in the semantic category ‘confuse’. This is explained below.
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arguments and meaning of the verb. Note that in the case of myrars™, this way of labeling
involves a certain degree of subjectivity. First, I have had to limit the number of potential
meanings in the verbs to a few broad categories. Based on the observed tendencies in my
database and Berkov’s dictionary entries for myrats® (Berkov 2007), I selected six broad
categories of verb meaning: ‘mix up’, ‘confuse’, ‘cover’, ‘tangle’, ‘stammer’ and ‘tangle
into’. This means that some of the categories involve a network of related meanings. By way
of example, the category ‘confuse’ refers to verb events where someone is made confused,
something (e.g. a story) is made complicated, something (e.g. a situation) is made unclear or
something is spoiled (e.g. plans). Second, native speakers sometimes suggested more than
one way of understanding the verb meaning in a given example. In these cases, I had to
choose. However, most examples could be associated with one of the mentioned categories,

and the six categories should be distinct enough to reveal tendencies in the verbs’ behavior.

As the reader will see, the databases in Chapters 2 and 3 were tagged according to very
different levels of granularity. Since most of my data already existed with simple
construction tags, I decided to calculate two intersection rates for each aspectual relation —
one based on Constructional Profiles with simple constructions (low level of granularity), and
the other one based on Constructional Profiles with fine-grained constructions (high level of
granularity). This dual approach facilitated testing Kuznetsova’s method on both levels of
granularity to see if the results would be considerably different. The 366 new active
constructions were thus coded with both simple and detailed types of construction. In Section
3.7 I use my findings to discuss the choice of granularity for constructions when employing

Kuznetsova’s method.

3.4 The aspectual relations of myratb

The two levels of granularity produced very different intersection rates for each pair, but the
“pair hierarchy” remained the same. Regardless of granularity, the relations involving c-
nepe- received the highest intersection rates. The relation involving 3a- received much lower
numbers, while the relation with B- had the weakest relation of all on both levels of
granularity. In 3.4.1-3.4.3 I will discuss each aspectual relation. The two strongest relations,
nyTath”/ciyTats” and mytarh”/nepenyrtath”, have almost similar strengths and will be

discussed together. I then move on to mytats”/3anyTarts”, and finally myrats®/BmyTaTs’.
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34.1 Ilyrats/cnyTtats and nyTaTts/nepenyTaTb

The two pairs nyrtats®/cnyrars” and myrarsh”/nepenyrtath” have remarkably similar
intersection rates on both levels of granularity. Simple constructions yield a difference of
between 86 and 87 (in favor of myrars®/nepenyraTs’), while detailed constructions give a
difference of between 59 and 57,5 (in favor of nmyrars™/cnyrare’). These are the highest
intersection rates in my analysis. In Tables 9 and 10, I present the intersection rates based on

simple constructions.

Construction nyTaTh "’ cryTars” Min. attested exx.
Raw % Raw % Raw %
V acc 116 58 88 44 88 44
V acc s ins 84 42 112 56 84 42
Intersection rate 172 86

Table 9. Intersection rates for myrars”/ciyrars™, simple constructions.
y y

Construction nyTaTh™ nepenyTarb’” Min. attested exx.

Raw Y% Raw % Raw %
V acc 116 58 142 71 116 58
V acc s ins 84 42 58 29 58 29
Intersection rate 174 87

Table 10. Intersection rates for myrarsP/nepenyrars?, simple constructions.
y peny p

As the reader will notice, myrats™ and nepemyrtath” are most frequent in the V acc
construction, while cnyrars” is preferred with the preposition ¢ ‘with’. Despite these
differences, we see is that both pairs have high intersection rates and that they are typical in

the two attested simple constructions of myTaTs"".

When the constructions are broken down into several more specific constructions, cimyTaTh”
shares four frequent constructions with mytats”™, while nepenyraTs” shares three (Tables 11
and 12). Notice that the numbers are different for the V acc s ins construction above and the
NPnom V NPacc ¢ NPins (mix up) construction below. This difference is caused by the
presence of sentences such as (55) in which nyrars® follows another verb and is used in the
infinitive. I have labeled this construction NPnom V Vinf NPacc ¢ NPins (mix up). The
NPnom V (mix up) construction refers to sentences where the object is omitted, but the
meaning of the verb is ‘mix up’. An example of this is offered in (56) where the object, yait

‘tea’, can be understood from context and the speaker wants to make sure that he gets the
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right kind. Other examples of the NPnom V construction have other meanings, for example
‘tangle (together)’, and must therefore be distinguished as another type of construction.

‘Tangle’ is the meaning in (57), which comments on the birth of an unanticipated child.

(55) A nompocui He myTaTh Jy4mmi oresb [letepoypra ¢ npudpexHbIM
pecTOPpaH4YMKOM B MepTBbIii ce30H. [[ImuTtpuit Kapamuc. Poman ¢ repouneit //
«3Be3na», 2001]

(56) — Bor Te6e yepBonen. Kynuub agBectu rpamm Koadackl, 6aToH U navky yasi. CMoTpu,
He mepenyTtai — 6epu «KpacHopmapckuii» vait. [FOpuit Azapos. [Too3peBaeMblii
(2000)]

(57) Kak roBopsit, He J1t0O0OBb CBEJIET, Tak AuTe cnmyTaeT. [bopuc Ekumos. B crenu (1998)]

In Tables 11 and 12, I present the intersection rates of myrars”/cnyraTs” and
nyTaTh”/nepenyrars” based on fine-grained constructions. Although the intersection rates
are lower than in Tables 9 and 10 above, the slight supremacy of myrtats®/cnyTrars” over

nyTaTh”/nepenyTtats” is so small that it is not likely to represent a robust tendency."®

Construction nyTaTh”' cryTars” Min. attested exx.
Raw Y% Raw % Raw %
NPnom V NPacc ¢ NPins (mix up) 71 35,5 106 53 71 35,5
NPnom V NPacc (mix up) 39 19,5 14 7 14 7
NPnom V NPacc (confuse) 18 9 21 10,5 18 9
NPnom V (mix up) 18 9 15 7.5 15 7.5
Intersection rate 118 59

Table 11. Intersection rates for myrats?/cnyrats”, detailed constructions.

Construction nyTath?' nepenytats”  Min. attested exx.
Raw % Raw % Raw %
NPnom V NPacc ¢ NPins (mix up) 71 39,5 58 29 58 29
NPnom V NPacc (mix up) 39 19,5 96 48 39 19,5
NPnom V (mix up) 18 9 33 16,5 18 9
Intersection rate 115 575

Table 12. Intersection rates for myrars?/nepenyrars”, detailed constructions.

"® This is confirmed by a simple chi-squared test. When the intersecting and non-intersecting constructions on a
high level of granularity (118 vs. 82 and 115 vs. 85) are compared, Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’
continuity correction (X-squared = 0.0411, df = 1) yields a p-value of 0.8393. When the intersecting and non-
intersecting constructions on a low level of granularity (172 vs. 28 and 174 vs. 26) are compared, Pearson’s chi-
squared test with Yates’ continuity correction (X-squared = 0.0214, df = 1) yields a p-value of 0.8837.
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3.4.2 IlyraTts/3anyTaTh

Table 13 shows that myrars™ and 3anyTtats” only have one frequent construction in common,
V acc, but this construction is by far the most frequent construction for both of them.
Although its intersection rate of 58 is considerably lower than for the two pairs above,

nyTaTh”/3amyTaTh” appear to have a relatively high level of interchangeability.

Construction nyTaTh "’ 3amyTaTh” Min. attested exx.

Raw % Raw % Raw %
V acc 116 58 136 95 116 58
Intersection rate 116 58

Table 13. Intersection rates for myTats™/3anyTars”, simple constructions.

When the constructional patterns are broken down into a larger set of more specific
constructions the intersection rate of mytats”/3amyrtarts” is reduced drastically from 58 to 9.
This difference in numbers is due to the heterogeneous nature of the V acc construction,
which I already commented on above. The aspectual relation of myTaTh™/3amyTtats” is thus

sharply limited to contexts of confusing, the NPnom V NPacc (confuse) construction.

Construction nyTaTh "’ 3amyTaTh” Min. attested exx.

Raw % Raw Y% Raw %
NPnom V NPacc (confuse) 18 9 82 41 18 9
Intersection rate 18 9

Table 14. Intersection rates for myrats?/3anyTars”, detailed constructions.

In reality there is one more context in which both verbs are attested, the construction NPrnom

V NPacc (cover) (58 and 59 below), but this construction is too infrequent to be included in

ipf

their Constructional Profiles (4 examples with mytats™, 3 examples with 3amyTaTs™).

(58) Cepblil XMIIHUK KY/Ia XUTpee MyTaeT CBOM CJIe[bl, KPOME TOTO, OH 00JIajaeT
NOpPa3UTEJIbHON BBIHOCIIMBOCTBIO — CIIOCOOEH B TEYEHUE IHS Mpo0eKaTh OoJiee cTa
KWJIOMETPOB. [AJiekceit YrapoB. 3a cepbiMu rHasuch Ha «bypanax» (2003) //
«Beuepnsa Kazanp», 2003.01.11]

(59) Dto0 oHa roBopuia il TOro, 4TOObI 3aMyTaTh CJIeAbI, 00epeyb CbiHA OT KUHPOB — OT
3nbIX gyxoB. [Yunruz Aittmartos. [leruii nec, 6eryumii kpaem mopsi (1977)]
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3.4.3 IlyraTs/BOyTaTh
Table 15 shows that myTaTs”/BnyTaTh” have the weakest aspectual relation of the four pairs.
According to the intersection rate based on a low level of granularity, they have an aspectual

relation when the accusative object is not followed by a preposition, such as ¢ ‘with’ or B

‘into’.

Construction nyTaTh”' BIyTaTh” Min. attested exx.
Raw % Raw % Raw %

V acc 116 58 8 27 8 27

Intersection rate 27

Table 15. Intersection rates for myTats?/BnyTats”, simple constructions.

The more granular way of representing constructions makes it possible to consider the
meaning of the verb as it is understood in context, and we have already seen that this is
particularly important with the semantically diverse construction V acc. The eight examples
with Bnyrats” in this construction all resemble the NPnom V NPacc (tangle into)
construction where the preposition B ‘into’ is understood from context. By way of example,
consider the situation in (60) where the Russian authorities are accused of involving the army

in the election of the new St. Petersburg governor.

(60) TIlo peiicTByrOLLIEMY 3aKOHOJATEILCTBY BOCHHOCIIY3KAILME TOJIOCYIOT MO MECTY CBOEM
MOCTOSIHHOM IUCIIOKALMH. ... BCE MPUOBIBIIME HA YYEHUS] BOEGHHOCITY Kall|e MOy YaroT
NpaBo roJIocoBaTh Ha BbIOOpax ryoepHaropa [letepOypra... oxxupaercs npuObITUE 10
200 TbIC. BOEHHOCIYXKAIMX». ... HOBOCTB ... NMOMyTHIIa pa3yM MHOTHX FOpPOXKaH.
JIN4HO MHE 3BOHMIIM YETBEPO KOJIJIET, BO3MYILIEHHO co0011ast OfHO U TO Ke: «Her, Tbl
npefcTaBsiellb, 10 Yyero OHu JOKaTUIUCh, caTpanbl! Apmuio Bnytanu!...» [EBrenuit
3y6apes. Bbl cabiumte: rpoxouyT uypaku? (2003) // «IletepOyprekuit Hac nuk»,
2003.09.24]

The examples with nmyTaTs”® in the V acc construction are on the other hand attested with the
meanings ‘mix up’, ‘confuse’, ‘spoil’, ‘stammer’ and ‘tangle’, and, accordingly, a high level

of granularity yields an intersection rate of O for myrars”®/BnyTaTn®.

It is important to keep in mind that Kuznetsova’s method is based on the relationship of the
verbs in their frequent constructions and thus O does not imply that the verbs are not
aspectual partners at all. In the following example from the RNC, the simplex verb myTtats”

is used in the prototypical construction of BnyTtats”, NPnom V NPacc ¢ NPacc (tangle into).
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(61) Kak nuko 6b1710 MyTaTh B HALHU [¢ My>KeM] OTHOIIIEHHS €r0 JII000Bb, €ro KyJbT (ThI

CTpalLHO BEPHO 3aMeTuia) k cemve. [I'ennaguii I'openvk. Annpeit Caxapos. Hayka n
cBobopa (2004)]

3.5 The relationship between aspectual strength and semantic overlap for nyratp
In the beginning of this chapter, I pointed out that Kuznetsova observed a relationship
between the strength of a given aspectual relation and the degree of semantic overlap
between verb and prefix. The past section showed that myTats™ has two relatively strong
aspectual relations and two much weaker aspectual relations. It is now time to ask if the
intersection rate values of these relations are motivated by semantic overlap. In order to
discuss this question, I will first present the meanings of the simplex verb in terms of their
frequency in the database. Since Chapter 2 explored the contextual domains of the four
Natural Perfectives, this survey of myrats”™ makes it possible to explain the strength of each
aspectual relation based on the frequencies of the contexts in which the imperfective and the
given perfective verbs concur. I then compare these frequencies with the intersection rate of
the given aspectual relation and show that aspectual strength is motivated by semantic
overlap for myrats™, as well. Since different pairs exhibit differences in aspectual strength, it
may appear tempting to consider some pairs “better” than others. However, at the end of the
section, I will argue that we should resist this temptation. I will argue that it is not the pairs,
but rather the contexts that are “good” and “bad”.

In order to measure the distribution of meanings for the unprefixed verb nyrats”™, I tagged
each sentence in the database with one of the following semantic categories: ‘mix up’,
‘confuse’, ‘cover’, ‘stammer’, ‘tangle’ and ‘tangle into’. Five of these meanings are listed in
the entry for myrars™ in Berkov’s Russian-Norwegian dictionary (Berkov 2007)." The
meaning ‘cover’ was included based on its relevance for 3amyrtats” and thus possibly for
ipf

nytats” too. The distribution of lexical meanings for the verb is presented in Figure 2. The

raw numbers are given above each frequency.

" Berkov’s Norwegian translation of these meanings: ‘forveksle’, ‘forvirre’, ‘samme usammenhengende’, “filtre
[floke] sammen’ and ‘blande noen opp i’ (Berkov 2007: 776).
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Figure 2. Distribution of meanings for the simplex verb myTaTs™".

As we can see, there is one dominant meaning for mytats"™, namely ‘mix up’. The meaning
‘confuse’ is dramatically less frequent, yet its frequency is considerably higher than the
frequency of ‘cover’, ‘stammer’ and ‘tangle’. ‘Tangle into’ is not attested at all in my
database, but (61) above has already illustrated that myTaTh™ appears with this meaning. If
Kuznetsova’s hypothesis is correct and aspectual strength in fact correlates with the degree of
semantic overlap between verb and prefix, we can expect a high intersection rate if the given
prefix overlaps with the idea of mixing up, and a much lower intersection rate if the prefix
does not. As we will see in the following, these expectations are met remarkably well for

nyTaTh”'.

In Figure 3 each aspectual relation is “attached” to its appropriate meaning(s). Ovals
represent prefixes. The figure shows that two prefixes, nepe- and B-, are restricted to one
meaning — the most frequent meaning and the least frequent meaning, respectively, while c-
and 3a- are used in three contexts each. The meaning ‘stammer’ involves an activity (atelic
situation), which can only be expressed by the imperfective verb, as explained in Section 2.1.

Intersection rates are provided in the top right corner.
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Figure 3. Intersection rates and semantic overlap of meanings between simplex verb and prefixes.

Figure 3 shows that there is a clear relationship between aspectual strength and semantic

overlap in the aspectual relations of myrars”. Recall from Chapter 2 that the meaning of

nepe- is MIX. Although nepe- only overlaps with one of the meanings of myrars®, ‘mix up’,
the aspectual relation of myrars®/nepenyTaTs® is very strong, since ‘mix up’ is so much more
frequent than the remaining five verb meanings. The prefix B- is, on the other hand,
associated with the least frequent meaning of myrars®; B- has only one meaning in the
Russian verb system, INTO, and thus overlaps with the specific situation of tangling
(involving) someone into something. The meaning of c- is TOGETHER. Just like MIX,
TOGETHER is compatible with the idea of mixing up. The prefix c- can also overlap with
‘confuse’ and ‘tangle’ since tangles, both physical and mental ones, involve bringing things
together in an unorderly sort of way. Thus the intersection rate of myrars®/ciyraTs® is high
because the prefix is compatible with the most frequent meaning of the verb and additionally
overlaps with two less frequent meanings. Finally, 3a- is attested with the meaning COVER.
This meaning overlaps with myTtats” in the contexts of confusing (recall the metaphor

CONFUSION IS REDUCED VISIBILITY), covering tracks and tangling in the sense of entangling

(surface is covered). Although 3a- can overlap with more meanings of myrars” than the
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prefix nepe-, none of these meanings are frequent, and this produces a low intersection rate

for myTaTn”/3amyTaTh".

Summing up, then, all of these four prefixes form aspectual relations that exhibit a
relationship between aspectual strength and semantic overlap of verb and prefix. They all
perfectly overlap with the verb in their appropriate contexts, but these contexts have very
different frequencies, which, in turn, yield different intersection rates. This lends support to

Kuznetsova’s hypothesis.

Before closing this section, I will address the question of whether this discussion gives reason
to speak of “good” and “bad” pairs; a “best” pair and a “worst” pair. Is it reasonable to
submit that a strong aspectual relation equals a “good” pair, and a weak aspectual relation
entails a “bad” pair? Can second language learners benefit from focusing on the “best” pairs
and avoid the “bad” ones (especially when encountering prefix variation)? This case study of
one verb can hardly yield a single answer, yet it reveals at least one problem with the idea of

good and bad pairs.

The discussions in the previous and present chapters show that (1) the prefixes overlap with,
and thus are used in, different contexts, and consequently (2) the prefixes can in general not
be replaced by each other. This implies that each pair is “good” (even “best”) in their
appropriate contexts. Just like nepe- cannot be replaced by 3a- in the sentence OH nepenyTan
crakanbl ‘He took the wrong glass’, 3a- cannot be replaced by nepe- in the sentence OH
3anmyTan nosmuenckoro ‘He confused the policeman’; each context requires the use of one
particular prefix. Based on this, then, it seems more appropriate to speak of “good” and “bad”
contexts for a given pair, rather than rating the pairs themselves. For second language
learners, the most efficient (and least confusing) might be to focus on the meanings that they

encounter most frequently, i.e. on the most frequent contexts and constructions.
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3.6 Natural Perfectives vs. Specialized Perfectives: Separate categories or
continuum?

As mentioned in Section 2.1, “Natural Perfectives” and “Specialized Perfectives” are the
terms that Janda uses to distinguish between perfectives that are the natural equivalents of the
simplex verb, such as namicatw® ‘write’, and perfectives that have a different meaning than
the simplex verb, such as nepemucarn” ‘rewrite’ (Janda 2007). Although Janda’s terms are
fairly new, Russian aspectology has always paid attention to the difference between these two
types of perfectives and has assumed that a given perfective is either Natural or Specialized.
Natural Perfectives form pairs with simplex verbs, while Specialized Perfectives do not. In
traditional terms, a given perfective cannot be both Natural and Specialized at the same time,
and a given prefixed perfective either forms an aspectual pair with the corresponding simplex
imperfective, or it doesn’t. In the present section, I will use the four intersection rates for
nyTats”, as well as the 17 intersection rates from Kuznetsova’s study, to argue that the
boundary between Natural Perfectives and Specialized Perfectives is less clear than what has
often been assumed. I will also propose that Natural and Specialized Perfectives can be either
prototypical or non-prototypical, which, in turn, indicates that they can be seen as two radial
categories, rather than two Aristotelian categories. Each of these points bring in important

nuances to the way we understand Russian perfectives.

Figure 4 shows the intersection rates for the 21 relevant pairs on a scale from 100% (left) to
0% (right). An intersection rate of 100% indicates full overlap between simplex verb and
Natural Perfective, and thus the Natural Perfective is ideal. An intersection rate of 0% means
that the imperfective and perfective verbs do not share any frequent constructions. This
criterion yields an ideal Specialized Perfective. The white circles represent the intersection
rates of Kuznetsova’s verb pairs, while the four black circles denote the four aspectual

relations of myTtarn”™".
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The scale above suggests several things about the relationship between Natural and

Specialized Perfectives in Russian. Let me comment on four important issues.

1. Natural and Specialized Perfectives are different types of perfectives

The scale in Figure 4 has two centers of gravity: one between 86% and 50%, and one
between 33% and 0%. The first center of gravity involves Natural Perfectives that overlap
with the simplex verb in the majority of contexts, while the second center of gravity involves
perfectives that can be used as Natural Perfectives to a very limited extent. Most of them
belong to simplex verbs that have prefix variation, and, according to Kuznetsova (2012),
many of them function primarily as Specialized Perfectives, and only exceptionally as
Natural Perfectives. Thus it makes sense to distinguish between perfective verbs that are

mostly-100% Natural and perfectives that are mostly-100% Specialized.

2. Natural and Specialized Perfectives are not classical categories

Figure 4 challenges the traditional understanding of Natural and Specialized perfectives as
two classical Aristotelian categories. In the words of Rosch and Mervis (Lewandowska-
Tomaszczyk 2007: 144), membership of a classical category is an ‘“all-or-none
phenomenon”; membership depends on the presence of a given set of features and is only
factual if all of these features are in place. Thus there are no degrees of membership. As we
can see from Figure 4, the two categories of Natural and Specialized Perfectives in Russian
do not conform to this strict category definition. Although some of the verbs exhibit more

similarity than others, they are rarely Natural or Specialized to the exact same degree.

3. Natural and Specialized Perfectives form a continuum

In the figure we observe a gradual relationship between the two types of perfectives, and,
interestingly, the “distance” between the lowest number in the first group (50) and the highest
number in the second group (33) is smaller than the distances between the highest and lowest
numbers within the groups (86-50 and 33-0). In recent years, several researchers (e.g. Janda
et al. 2013: 177, Kuznetsova and Sokolova forthcoming, Dickey and Janda forthcoming)
have argued that Natural Perfectives and Specialized Perfectives form a continuum, and my

findings lend support to this hypothesis.

0 The intersection rate of 33 belongs to the verb pair Bectu™/nposectu® ‘lead’. In Kuznetsova’s database, the
two verbs only appeared in the same contexts when used as light verbs, and Kuznetsova argues that their real
intersection rate is 0 (Kuznetsova 2012: 132-133).
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4. Natural and Specialized Perfectives as radial categories

Given the strong emphasis on radial categories in cognitive linguistics, it may seem very
likely that Natural and Specialized Perfectives constitute two radial categories in Russian and
my analysis gives empirical support to this idea. As opposed to classical categories, radial
categories involve fuzzy edges and degrees of membership (Taylor 2003: 53). The members
of the category are united by “family resemblance” (ibid: 42), but while some members share
many attributes (features), other members share few (ibid: 53). Their place in the category
depends on their level of similarity with the most typical representative of the category, the
prototype. By comparison, the categories of Natural and Specialized Perfectives also have
fuzzy edges and the “distance” between them appears gradual. The members have different
degrees of membership, some being closer to the “ideal” category representative than others,
yet all members of the categories are united by their tendency to function primarily as Natural
or primarily as Specialized perfectives. A prospective and interesting avenue for further
research is the question of prototypicality in these categories; what is the prototypical
intersection rate of Natural Perfectives and the simplex verbs? And also: what is the structure
and prototype of Specialized Perfectives? The current study involves verbs that are known to
function as Natural Perfectives, but what happens to the category of Specialized Perfectives if
we include so-called Specialized Perfectives as well? Will the category still involve a great
level of variation? These and other questions can be answered by surveying a larger number

of verbs.

3.7 The choice of granularity level when measuring aspectual strength

As the reader will remember, “aspectual relations” and “aspectual strength” are fairly new
terms in Russian aspectology and little research has been carried out to follow up on
Kuznetsova’s experiment in 2012. Since Kuznetsova’s point is that aspectual strength
correlates with the degree to which two verbs, a simplex verb and a Natural Perfective,
appear in the same constructions, one of the important questions to address is the choice of
granularity level for the constructions. In the present chapter, I have measured aspectual
strength based on two levels of granularity: a low level of granularity with simple
constructional patterns, and a high level of granularity with fine-grained constructional
patterns according to Kuznetsova’s model. I am now in a position to discuss the pros and

cons of these two approaches.
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The major advantage of using simple constructional patterns is that we receive a small
number of frequent constructions, which apply to most of the sentences with a given verb. By
way of example, consider the pair myrarw*/cnyrats”. These verbs are attested in two
constructions, V acc and V acc s ins, both of which are frequent. Among their sentences we
certainly find a lot of inner diversity, but we do not find other prepositions than ¢ ‘with’.
Neither do we find many syntactic arguments that seem important enough to consider them
part of a different type of construction. Most of them, such as the conjunction 4to6bI ‘in
order to’ (62) or the presence of an auxiliary verb (63), can be expected with any of the five

verbs in question.

(62) A BupxxuHYMK cupiena psiioM, ynTtana noj poHapem AnpreHoepra wim lltuprepa u
TOJILKO MPOCHJIA 3apaHee el CKa3aTh, I7ie Mbl HbIHUE HAaXOUMCS1, YTOOBI yKe HaBepHOe
He cnyTaTh Ha cerofusinuii Beuep llornanamio ¢ reiickum mopem. [H. H.
Bepo6eposa. Kypcus moit (1960-1966)]

(63) MpI yxe ymoMUHAII O TOM, YTO OH MOT CIIyTaTh Bellll, 04€BU/HbIE [JIsl JTI000T0
IIKOJIbHUKA. [ Aniekcansip JIackuH. AHren, JeTsiuuii Ha Besiocunene // «3se3na», 2001]

The first drawback of this method is that potentially significant differences in meaning within
one single construction are hidden. Let us once more consider the two examples above. As
we can see, the constructions are different, V acc s ins vs. V acc, but the situation is the same:
one thing is mistaken for another. Now, let us look at the sentences below. In the first
example, the V acc construction involves the same verb, cnyTaprf, but describes a different
situation, namely that of spoiling something.”' In the second sentence, myrars” is used in the
fixed phrase myTtaTh™ cnembl ‘cover one’s tracks’. While the contexts of mixing up and
confusing are possible for both myrats® and cnyrars”, mytats™ only correlates with
samyTaTh” in the context of covering tracks. This important observation cannot be made if we

work with very simple constructional patterns (a low level of granularity).

(64) K cuacTbio, 3TOro s He BUIAJ; 3PeJIMIIE TAKOr0 rpyooro HAaCUJIMs, BEPOSITHO, MEHSI
BO3MYTUJIO Obl U CIyTAaJIO Obl Bce BreyatTaeHue. [B.A. Maknakos. Y3 BocnoMyHaHUii
(1954)]

' In my database, examples of the verb meaning ‘spoil’ are included in the category ‘confuse’. Many of these
examples involve the fixed phrase cyrats” mianbl/kapThl KoMy ‘spoil someone’s plans’. In other examples, the
direct object is an “internal matter”, like BneuaTnenue ‘impression’ in (64), which can be spoiled, or distorted,
via confusion.
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(65) a. Cepslil XHIIHMK KYy/ja XUTpee MyTaeT CBOU cJielibl... [Anekceil YrapoB. 3a cepbiMu
rHamich Ha «Bypanax» (2003) // «Beuepnsis Kazaub», 2003.01.11]
b. Cepblii XUILIHUK Ky/ia XUTPee 3anyTaj CBOU CJIEbl. . .
c. Cepblil XMIHKK Ky/a XUTpee ~'CIyTajl CBOM CIE/pbL. ..

The second drawback of this method becomes particularly clear when we look at verbs with
prefix variation. As we have already seen, prefix variation exists when different prefixes can
be used to focus on different meanings in a polysemous verb and thus the choice of prefix is
not arbitrary. If several of the verb’s aspectual relations have high intersection rates,
however, it must be inferred that the prefixes (Natural Perfectives) in many contexts can be
used interchangeably. In the case of myrats™, a low level of granularity yields 87, 86, 58 and
27. The highest intersection rates involve mepenyrtars” and cnyrarts”, which in fact can be
used in the same contexts to a certain extent. 3anytarts” and BiyTaTs”, on the other hand, are
not interchangeable with these two verbs, or each other, but the intersection rates of 58 and

29 indicate that they often occur in the same constructions, a result that is misleading.

The fine-grained approach used by Kuznetsova, enables us to detect important syntactic and
semantic variations within one constructional pattern. Its downside is that we risk finding
each verb scattered across a high number of infrequent constructions which do not make it
into the verb’s Constructional Profile. This risk is particularly high with strongly polysemous
verbs, such as verbs with prefix variation (Kuznetsova 2012: 120, 138), and can make
statistical analysis infeasible. Due to the number of infrequent constructions we can also get
the impression that an aspectual relation is weaker than it actually is. Consider, for example,
the verbs myrars”/BnytaTs”. While Bnytath” does function as a Natural Perfective of
nyTtath® in certain constructions, none of these constructions are frequent enough to be part
of the simplex verb’s Constructional Profile, if we assume a high level of granularity. The
intersection rate of 0 can easily be understood as no aspectual relation at all, in which case
BryTath” must be treated exclusively as a Specialized Perfective. This danger shrinks if we
consider more inclusive (less granular) constructions, which can often “include” several more

fine-grained constructional patterns.

In their recently published article, Berdicevskis and Eckhoff (2014) test the reliability of
verbal Constructional Profiles and their conclusions about granularity largely agree with
those above. Their goal was to find out if randomly chosen Constructional Profiles for one

verb (1) match (receive a high intersection rate), and (2) are able to distinguish each other
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from the profiles of other verbs. In order to shed light on these questions, Berdicevskis and
Eckhoff made a large number of Constructional Profiles for a selected number of verbs. Each
profile involved a certain level of granularity: simple constructions, partly enriched
constructions or fully enriched constructions. When the intersection rates of two non-
intersecting, but otherwise randomly chosen Constructional Profiles of one verb were
calculated, the experiment showed that a low level of granularity produced the highest
intersection rates. This corresponds with my results for nyTaTbipf where, as we have seen,
each aspectual relation likewise appeared much stronger when the constructional patterns
were simple. When Berdicevskis and Eckhoff calculated the intersection rates of profiles
across the verbs, they oserved that fine-grained constructions most accurately could detect
which two profiles belonged to the same verb, and which profiles belonged to different verbs.
This also corresponds with my findings for myrars”®": the fine-grained constructions could
more accurately describe the syntactic (and semantic) environment of a given verb and were
consequently better suited to detect when, and to which degree two verbs are partners. Thus,
my study of myrats”™ and the analysis proposed by Berdi¢evskis and Eckhoff both indicate

that all levels of granularity can be useful, but that a high level of granularity provides most

accurate results.

To recapitulate, the present study gives us the following insights in the question of
granularity. First, the two levels of granularity yield the same aspectual “hierarchy”:

1. nyrars?/cnyrats” and myraTts”/ nepenyraTs’;
yratb™/cry y

2. mytartb”'/3anyTarh”;

3. nyrarth®/BnyTaTn’.

Second, my study shows that finer constructional patterns can be needed in order to detect the
specific contexts in which two verbs have an aspectual relation. Thus, simple constructions
reveal the “order” of the pairs, while more fine-grained constructions let us measure their
relations more accurately. This shows that Kuznetsova’s method gives valuable insights on
both levels of granularity, but that relatively fine-grained constructions give more precise
results. However, it must be emphasized that these conclusions are based on limited

evidence, so more research is necessary in order to conclude with more confidence.
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3.8 Conclusions

This chapter makes use of Kuznetsova’s recently introduced method for measuring the
strength of aspectual relations. While Kuznetsova herself measures the aspectual strength of
17 verb relations, all from different verb clusters, my analysis examines the aspectual
relations within one such cluster, shedding light on the nature of overlap and aspectual

pairhood when a verb has prefix variation.

My study shows that strength in the aspectual relations of a verb with prefix variation can
vary, and that it is governed by the degree of overlap between verb and prefix. This conforms
with the findings of Kuznetsova. The verb myrats™ has two relatively strong aspectual
relations and two very weak aspectual relations. The prefixes in the two strong relations, c-
and nepe-, both have contents that overlap with the prototypical meaning of the simplex verb,
‘mix up’. C- has the meaning TOGETHER and goes well with the meaning ‘mix up’ when
followed by the preposition ¢ ‘(together) with’. Ilepe-, with the meaning MIX, overlaps
precisely with the verb and produces a strong aspectual relation. The meanings of 3a- and B-,
COVER and INTO, are compatible with the least frequent meanings of the verb, ‘confuse’,

‘cover tracks’, ‘tangle’ and ‘tangle into’.

When presented together, the intersection rates of myrarh™ and Kuznetsova’s 17 pairs
indicate that Natural Perfectives and Specialized Perfectives are two radial categories, which
form a continuum. Traditionally, Natural Perfectives and Specialized Perfectives have been
presented as two classical categories in the Russian aspectual system, indicating that
perfectives are either “fully” Natural, or “fully” Specialized. Together with Kuznetsova’s
study, this chapter suggests that Natural Perfectives are “Natural” to varying degrees and that
this variation can be found in the category of Specialized Perfectives as well. The 21 relevant
intersection rates suggest that there is no clear boundary between Natural Perfectives and
Specialized Perfectives and that the peripheral examples of each category intersect. A greater
survey of the structure and prototypes of these categories presents an interesting array for

future research.

Kuznetsova’s method makes it crucial to code the constructions according to the “right” level
of granularity. In this chapter, I have used two levels of granularity in order to compare the

results. The two levels produced very different intersection rates, but the same relative
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“order” of aspectual strength. Thus, simple constructional patterns were equally able to reveal
the strongest and weakest aspectual relations for myrars”. Simple constructions also make
statistical analysis easier since we receive few frequent constructions instead of many
infrequent. Nevertheless, a high level of granularity appeared crucial in order to accurately
detect the contexts where the simplex verb intersected with a given Natural Perfective. The
most problematic of the simple constructions was v acc, which contained all the meanings
available for mytats”™, while the v acc s ins and v acc v acc always expressed one meaning,

namely ‘mistake A for B’ and ‘involve someone into something’.
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4. Prefix variation and aspectual triplets

4.0 Introduction

This chapter explores the relation between Primary and Secondary Imperfectives in the four
aspectual triplets involving mytats”. Over the past years, aspectual triplets have been studied
by several scholars, who have expressed different views on the phenomenon. In the present
chapter, I will focus on the hypotheses set forth by the CLEAR group in Tromsg (Janda et al.
2013: 163-177, Kuznetsova and Sokolova forthcoming), but I will also comment on the
hypotheses of Zaliznjak and Mikaeljan (2010). What all these researchers seem to agree on is
that aspectual triplets are a regular and systematic phenomenon in Russian and that aspectual
triplets involve considerable diversity. However, it remains unclear in what sense triplets are
regular and systematic and what kind of diversity we observe. If these questions can be
illuminated by case studies of individual triplets, then triplets with the same simplex verb is a
good place to begin, since here one factor remains constant — the verb. Using the “nyratb
triplets” as my case study, I will test three hypotheses concerning the relation between
Primary and Secondary Imperfectives: (1) the Primary and Secondary Imperfectives in a
triplet appear in different constructions, (2) the Primary and Secondary Imperfectives differ
with regard to telicity, and (3) the distribution of Primary and Secondary Imperfectives in a
triplet depends on the aspectual strength of the Primary Imperfective and Natural Perfective.
Although my data set is too small to facilitate strong conclusions, I will show that the
predictions of the hypotheses match my results for the “nytats triplets”. Finally, since my
data for Secondary Imperfectives are not restricted to the RNC “modern” subcorpus (1950-
2015), I will discuss a few diachronic changes that appear to have taken place for some of
these verbs. Seen together, my analysis shows that each of the five imperfective verbs under

scrutiny has a unique meaning and role in the Russian verb system.

The chapter is structured as follows. In Section 4.1, I summarize some main points in the
scholarly literature on triplets and state my hypotheses. In section 4.2, I discuss my
methodology, while in Sections 4.3-4.6 I describe my findings. In Section 4.7, I share some
observations that I have made by comparing the “old” and “modern” uses of the four
Secondary Imperfectives. The last section, 4.8, gives a summary of the chapter and some

ideas for future research.
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4.1 Theory and hypotheses

An “aspectual triplet” involves a set of three verbs — a simplex verb, a Natural Perfective and
a Secondary Imperfective — where both imperfective verbs function as aspectual correlates of
the Natural Perfective, e.g. MHOXUThCA™/yMHOXUTBCA”/yMHOKaTheA™  ‘multiply’.  As
explained in Section 2.1, Russian verbs have traditionally been presented as “pairs”
consisting of one imperfective verb and one perfective verb that can replace each other in
“contexts of compulsory imperfectivization” (Zaliznjak and Mikaeljan 2010: 130).*
However, a few verbs have been known to form triplets instead of pairs. Usually, this
phenomenon has been assumed to involve a very limited number of verbs, but recent studies
have shown that triplets, on the contrary, are very frequent (Janda et al. 2013).” As pointed
out by Janda et al. (2013: 163), the existence of triplets poses a challenge to the traditional
“pair model” of Russian verbs, and, since the opinions about pairs are strong and varied in
scholarly literature, so are the views on triplets. As promised in the introduction above, I will
concentrate on two approaches that have been argued for in recent years. First, I will
summarize the main points in Zaliznjak and Mikaeljan’s article from 2010. Then, I will move

on to the hypotheses of the CLEAR group in Tromsg.

According to Zaliznjak and Mikaeljan, two factors are relevant for aspectual triplets. First, in
Russian it is in principle possible to derive a Secondary Imperfective from nearly any
perfective by means of the productive suffix —biBa-/-uBa—. For Natural Perfectives that do not
correlate with a simplex verb, e.g. onosuats” ‘be late’, this mechanism creates a “pair”, e.g.
ono3nars”/onaznpiBate” ‘be late’. For Natural Perfectives that already correlate with the
simplex verb, e.g. HamaszaTtb” ‘smear’, this mechanism creates a triplet, e.g.

P ‘smear’. In the view of Zaliznjak and Mikaeljan (2010:

Mazath”/HamaszaTh”/HaMa3bIBATL
131), aspectual triplets are just as regular and systematic as the mechanism by which they are
created.” Thus, triplets can be expected, since Russian offers a way of forming Secondary

Imperfective of nearly any perfective.

22 “KOHTEKCTBI 00bsi3aTeNbHOI nMnepdekTuBusanun’ (Zaliznjak and Mikagljan 2010: 130).

¥ In the large-scale study of Janda et al. (2013), 37% of all hypothetical Secondary Imperfectives were attested
in the RNC and 77% of the same Secondary Imperfectives were attested in Google.

24« .BUJOBbIE TPONKU NPEACTABJISIOT cO6O0ii He mepuhepuilHOe, a B BBLICIIEN CTENeHU PEerylspHOe SBICHUE,
onpefessllee 00JMK pPyCCKON acMeKTyalbHON CUCTEMbl, IOCKOJIbKY OHM BO3HMKAIOT B pe3yJibTaTe JeMCTBUS
TOrO K€ MEeXaHU3Ma, KOTOpblil obecrneyuBaeT Haluyue WMNEepQEeKTUBHOIO KOppessTa MOYTH AJsl JH060ro
rinarosia coB.Buja...” (Zaliznjak and Mikaeljan 2010: 130-131).
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The second factor is the problem of synonymy, which Zaliznjak and Mika¢ljan describe as
quite extensive in Russian. They note the existence of triplets where the two imperfective
verbs are synonymous, e.g. MHOXHThCS"/yMHOXHUThCA"/ymMHOKaThcs™ ‘multiply’, but,
according to the two researchers, such “biimperfective” triplets are rare. In most triplets, the
Primary Imperfective and Natural Perfective are used in one context, e.g. mmTh”/crumTh”
<miarbe> ‘sow a dress’, while the Secondary Imperfective and Natural Perfective are used in
a different context, e.g. cumTh”/cumBaTh” <jIBa Kycka Matepum> ‘sow together two pieces’.
Thus, triplets involve considerable diversity, and they form what Zaliznjak and Mikaeljan

(2010: 133) refer to as a “HeofHOPOJHBIN Kyacc™.

The CLEAR group (Janda et al. 2013, Kuznetsova and Sokolova: forthcoming) argues that
triplets are systematic and regular because Secondary Imperfectives have a special function
in the Russian verb system; while the Primary Imperfective is focused on the process of the
action and the Natural Perfective is focused on its result/goal, the Secondary Imperfectives
supplement the system by expressing a “process regarded with a consideration of its result”
(Veyrenc 1980: 176).” This hypothesis was set forth by Veyrenc as early as 1980, but the
CLEAR group has given it substantial empirical support. In their forthcoming article,
Kuznetsova and Sokolova remark the following asymmetries in the use of Primary and
Secondary Imperfective. The Secondary Imperfective is preferred in goal-oriented contexts,
such as praesens historicum, iterative contexts and habitual contexts. Here, the event has
been completed once, or several times, in the past, and the focus on a goal is natural.
Secondary Imperfectives are furthermore argued to be favored in contexts that involve one
specific object. The idea is that one object makes the sentence more goal-oriented than if
there are several objects involved. The Primary Imperfective is, on the other hand, preferred
when the object is in the plural, when the object is left unmentioned, or when the construction

is negated. These contexts will be further commented on in Section 4 4.

The CLEAR group observes much diversity in aspectual triplets with regard to the frequency
of the Primary and the Secondary Imperfective. By surveying all possible Secondary

Imperfectives® they find that the distribution of the two imperfective verbs depends on

 This is Kuznetsova and Sokolova’s translation of Veyrenc’s text: S [imperfectif second] s’applique au procés
comme croissaint en considération de son terme” (Kuznetsova and Sokolova forthcoming, Veyrenc 1980: 176).
*% As described in Janda et al. (2013: 169-170), the CLEAR-group formed hypothetical Secondary Imperfectives
for all Natural Perfectives in the Exploring Emptiness database and looked them up in the RNC and Google.
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whether the meanings of the relevant verb and prefix are compatible with the resultative
meaning of the Secondary Imperfective: if the verb and prefix are goal-oriented, the
Secondary Imperfective is preferred over the Primary Imperfective, and if the meanings of
verb and prefix are less, or not at all, concerned with a goal, the Primary Imperfective is
preferred over the Secondary Imperfective. If the result of the verb event is uncontrollable,
like in the case of 6arokaTh”™/y6arokaTh”/y6atokusats” ‘lull’, the choice of imperfective verb
depends on whether the given context is concerned with the process itself (66) or the
achievement of a result (67). The illustrations below are taken from Janda et al. (2013: 173-

174).

(66) [leBouka kanpu3HUYasa U TpeboBaja, YToOLI BMECTO 6abyliku e€ oarwkasn JIuMka.
(67) [uem I'ycs yoarokuBasa 104b Noji OIHY U TY K€ NMEeCEeHKY: . ..

To summarize these two approaches, Zaliznjak and Mikaeljan (2010) consider triplets to be a
natural consequence of the fact that Secondary Imperfectives can be derived from almost any
perfective verb: in the few cases where this process creates “biimperfective” triplets, speakers
must choose between two synonymous verbs. Janda et al. (2013) explain the existence of
triplets with the ability of the Secondary Imperfective to express a goal-oriented process, and
they find Secondary Imperfectives to be frequent if the meanings of their verb and prefix

involve a focus on result.

While in-depth discussion of previous accounts of triplets is beyond the scope of my study, I
will test two hypotheses that can be directly connected with the hypotheses in earlier

research.

(68) “The Semantic Differentiation Hypothesis”: Primary and Secondary Imperfectives
have different functions, which can be distinguished by comparing their Constructional
Profiles.

(69) ““The Telicity Hypothesis”: Primary and Secondary Imperfectives differ in terms of
telicity: a Secondary Imperfective is directed at a goal (“telic”’), while a Primary
Imperfective is focused on the process itself (“atelic”).

In addition, I will test a third hypothesis emerging from my own work on aspectual strength
in Chapter 3. As the reader will remember from Chapter 3, cnyrats” and nepemyTtaTh”

intersect with nyTaTbipf in most of their frequent constructions, and, as a result, it is
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reasonable to assume that these verbs have little need of a Secondary Imperfective. For
sanyTtath” and BryTath” the situation can be assumed to be the opposite: since these verbs
rarely intersect with the Primary Imperfective, they can be expected to intersect with their

Secondary Imperfective in most contexts. My hypothesis is therefore as follows:

(70) “The Aspectual Strength Hypothesis’: Primary Imperfective is preferred in triplets
where the relation between Primary Imperfective and Natural Perfective is strong,
while Secondary Imperfective is preferred when this relation is weak.

Although the main focus of my analysis is empirical, my findings are also relevant for an
important theoretical question, namely the status of synonymy in language. Do complete
synonyms exist? In her influential monograph on Construction Grammar, Adele Goldberg
(1995: 3) states the “Principle of No Synonymy”, according to which two constructions do
not involve synonymous meanings. While Goldberg (1995) focuses on syntactic
constructions, it has recently become customary to analyze words as “morphological
constructions” (Booij 2010: 16). According to this view, Goldberg’s principle is also relevant
for words. The present study of the “myrath triplets” gives me the opportunity to test this
hypothesis empirically. If Goldberg is right, we expect Primary and Secondary Imperfectives
in triplets to display different meanings. Conversely, if Primary and Secondary Imperfectives
in triplets display identical meanings, this would be at variance with Goldberg’s Principle of

No Synonymy.

4.2 Methodology

The study of the Primary and Secondary Imperfectives in the four “nyrats triplets” was done
on the basis of 638 examples that were taken from the RNC. Of these, 200 examples involved
nyTats” and were gathered from the “modern” subcorpus, as explained in Section 3.3.”” The
remaining 438 examples involved the four Secondary Imperfectives in question and were

excerpted in the following manner.

First, I extracted all examples of cnyTbBaTh™, nepemyTbiBaTh”™, 3amyThiBaTh” and
BHyThIBaTL” that were available in the “modern” subcorpus”. The “modern” subcorpus was

chosen because it contains modern uses of the verbs and because it would make the data

" The sentences with mytats™ are the same 200 sentences that were analyzed in Chapter 3.
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more comparable to my data for myrats”™. Since the number of examples for each verb was
very low in this subcorpus (between four and 125), I expanded my search by including two
other subcorpora: (1) the remaining part of the “main” RNC, i.e. sentences that are created
before 1950, and (2) the RNC Newspaper corpus (texts from Russian media that are created
after the year 2000). From now on, I will refer to these three subcorpora as the “old”
subcorpus, the “modern” subcorpus and the Newspaper corpus. As shown in Table 16, using

three subcorpora greatly increased the number of available examples for each verb.

Secondary Imperfective “Old” subcorpus “Modern” subcorpus Newspaper corpus Total

CIyThIBaTh " 30 16 1 35
nepenyThiBaTh "' 55 4 4 75
3amyThiBaTh ' 130 125 118 373
BIyThIBATh"' 42 60 26 128

Table 16. Distribution of Secondary Imperfectives in the three employed subcorpora. As explained above, the
“old” subcorpus involves texts that are created before 1950, while the “modern” subcorpus involves texts that
are created in the years 1950-2015.

Since a maximum of 200 examples was included for each verb in the database for Natural
Perfectives and mytats™ (Chapters 2 and 3), it seemed reasonable to use the same sample
size in the database for Secondary Imperfectives. Thus, the number of examples with
sanyThBath? had to be reduced from 373 to 200. The total frequency of cmyTbBaThL™,
nepenyThiBath” and ByThBaTh” was below 200, and I therefore included all examples with
these verbs in my sample. In total, my database includes 438 examples of the Secondary

Imperfectives.

The 200 examples with 3anyTbiBaTh” were selected from the three subcorpora as shown in
Table 17. First, the subcorpora were compared in size: in total, the subcorpora involved
406281258 words of which 26,9% belonged to the “old” subcorpus, 30,4% belonged to the
“modern” subcorpus, and 42,7% belonged to the Newspaper corpus. Next, these percentages
were applied to my data: 54 (26,9%) of the 200 examples with 3anyTbiBaTh”™ Were selected
from the “old” subcorpus, 61 (30,4%) were taken from the “modern” subcorpus, and 85

(42,7%) were gathered from the Newspaper corpus.
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Size of subcorpus Examples in the database

#words % Calculation #words
“Old” subcorpus 109350690 26.9% 26.,9/100*%200 54
“Modern” subcorpus 123411770 30,4 % 30,4/100*200 61
Newspaper corpus 173518798 427 % 42.,7/100*200 85
Total 406281258 100 % 200

Table 17. The number of examples of 3anyTbiBaTh™ from each corpus sample, calculations.

In order to compare the use of myrars” and Secondary Imperfective, each example in the
database was coded with (1) type of construction,” (2) number of direct objects, (3) use of

negation, (4) use of intensifiers, and, finally, (5) source (name of subcorpus).

As the reader will remember from Chapter 3, mytath™ and the Natural Perfectives were
coded with constructions on two levels of granularity: a low level of granularity with simple
constructions (e.g. v acc), and a high level of granularity where both syntactic elements and
semantic meaning of the constructions were considered (e.g. NPnom V NPacc (confuse)).
Since the high level of granularity was found to give most accurate results (Section 3.7), the
examples with Secondary Imperfectives were coded with high-granular constructions only.
While number of objects, negation and use of intensifiers were included because of their
relevance for telicity, the coding of source was important to distinguish between old and
modern uses of the verbs. As mentioned above, observations with regard to diachronic

changes are commented on in Section 4.7.

4.3 The Semantic Differentiation Hypothesis: The same constructions, or
different?

In the previous chapter, I employed constructional profiling in order to identify the
constructions in which mytats”™ and its four Natural Perfectives intersect. As the reader will
remember, Constructional Profiles include the constructions in which a given word appears
and the relative frequency with which it occurs in each of these constructions (Janda and
Solovyev 2009: 376). Since I followed Kuznetsova’s method for calculating aspectual
strength I included only “frequent constructions” into the verbs’ Constructional Profiles
(constructions that were attested in at least 5% of the examples with a given verb). In the

present section, I will use Constructional Profiles to identify the frequent constructions of

*® The examples with mytats™ were already coded with type of construction, as shown in Section 3.3.
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nytats” and the four Secondary Imperfectives. My hypothesis, which I have called the
Semantic Differentiation Hypothesis, is that the Primary and Secondary Imperfective of a
triplet have different functions - functions that can be identified by examining the

constructions in which they frequently appear.

4.3.1. The Primary Imperfective myrats

The reader is already quite familiar with the behavior of myrats”®": Section 3.4 examined the
constructions in which the verb frequently intersects with one of its Natural Perfectives, and
Section 3.6 showed how often the verb is used in six semantic contexts. However, since the
full Constructional Profile of mytars”®" has not been presented earlier, it must be included here
in order to compare the frequent constructions of myrats”® with the frequent constructions of

the four Secondary Imperfectives.

The Constructional Profile of myrars® is shown in Table 18 and is organized as follows. In
the first column, I list the six relevant constructions in descending order according to
frequency. In the second column, I offer a typical example of the construction from the
database. The last two columns give the raw and relative frequencies of each construction.
The total number at the bottom shows how many times the verb appears in one of its frequent
constructions. The Constructional Profiles of the Secondary Imperfectives to be discussed

below will be organized in the same way.

IyTaTs™, 200 examples (18 constructions, 6 frequent constructions)

ConstrPattern Example Raw# %
NPnom V NPacc ¢ Hapetoch, 66t He nymaeme KuHo ¢ wu3uwvio! 68 34%
NPins (mix up)
NPnom V NPacc (mix Jlocurwbie myxu, umo-mo nymas, u 6e3 J10csi 41  20,5%
up) KycaroTcs!
NPnom V (mix up) MMuHUCTEPCTBO BHELLIHEN TOPrOBJIM BCE-TAaKU HE 18 9%
MuHUCTEPCTBO BHYTPEHHUX 1€, HE nymai!
NPnom V NPacc Torpa s cTan cepauTo CTUPATH C IOCKU, Kak OYATO 17 8,5%
(confuse) HanucanHoe llypukom nymanro meHsa i MEaJo
COCPEIOTOUYNThHCS.
NPnom V NPacc u Bwvi600onoii [ ...] ObII NbSIHBIA U NyMaa pycckue u 17 8,5%
NPacc (mix up) MOPOOBCKUE CN08d.
NPnom V Vinf NPacc Hsabeav [Onnep [...] ewie He Hayuuraco, nymamo 15 7.5%
¢ NPins (mix up) UCKYCCMBO € PUSUON0UHECKUM OMNPABACHUEM.
Total 176 88%

Table 18. The Constructional Profile of myTars™".
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The most frequent construction of myrats™ is the construction NPnom V NPacc ¢ NPins (mix
up). This construction appears in 34% of the verb’s examples and involves a situation when
two explicit objects are mistaken for each other. Most of the verb’s remaining constructions
express the meaning ‘mix up’, with or without the use of ¢ ‘with’. The only exception to this
is the construction NPnom V NPacc (confuse), which is attested in 17 examples (8,5%). Here,

the objects are people (6 ex.), “internal matters” (7 ex.) or “external matters” (4 ex.).”

4.3.2 IIyratp — cnyThIBaThH
The Constructional Profile of cnyTsBaTs” involves four frequent constructions, which are

distributed in the following way:

CnyTbisath”®, 75 examples (20 constructions, 4 frequent constructions)

ConstrPattern Example Raw# %
NPnom V NPacc Bort 6onpoc, KoTopblil U 3aHUMAET, U Cnymbléaem 27 36%
(confuse) Mens!
NPnom V NPacc — CMOTpU, M0A00020 Cepo0 MepUHKA HE CRYMblEAl: 15 20%
(tangle) OH HE CWJILHO 0O€K, HE YWJIET OT TalyHa...
NPnom V NPacc AHnzen [lepu HEM3MEHHO cnymuléan me caA06d. 10 13,3%
(mix up)
NPnom V NPacc ¢ Kponomkur roToB vjieasin3upoBaTh 0ObIYHOE MPaBO, 4 5.3%
NPins (mix up) COBEpIICHHO He 3aKOHOMEPHO CNyMmbl8dsn UOeH)

O6yOyuie20 «c60000H020 002080PA» € OObIYHBIM

npasom.
Total 57 76%

Table 19. The Constructional Profile of cryTbiBaTh™".

As we can see, cnyTbiBaTh” is primarily used without prepositions, and the verb’s most
frequent context involves the idea of making someone or something confused. In this context,
the direct object tends to be an “internal matter”, the most frequent of which is kapte! ‘here:
plans’ (3 examples). The second construction involves the situation where two things are
bound together. Since both mental confusion and physical knots involve a tangle (recall the
metaphor from Chapter 2 CONFUSION IS A TANGLE), it appears that cniyTbiBaTh” most often is
used about creating physical or abstract tangles, a meaning that overlaps with the meaning of
c-, TOGETHER. The Primaery Imperfective mytats™ is, by comparison, mostly concerned with

the context ‘mix up’. To summarize, we see that the Constructional Profiles of myrats™ and

* The terms “internal” matter and “external” matter were introduced in Section 2.3.1. “Internal matter” refers to
abstract matters within a person. Typical examples are thoughts, impressions, plans and feelings. “External
matter” refers to abstract matters outside a person, such as situations, atmospheres, problems and relations.
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cnyThiBaTh® involve some of the same constructions, but that their profiles are significantly

different.” This brings support to the Semantic Differentiation Hypothesis.

4.3.3 IIyraTs - nepenyTsiBaTh
Among the 35 examples with nepenytbiBath” in my database, four constructions were

attested frequently. These are shown according to descending frequency in Table 20.

[epenyTtoiBath”, 35 examples (13 constructions, 4 frequent constructions)

ConstrPattern Example Raw# %
NPnom V NPacc Co cTpaxa o nepenymbléan 6ce 24acbl N JOJIKEH ObUT 15 428%
(mix up) MeTh, KOrJa 3aibIXajcs OT CJIe3.
NPnom V NPacc [...] B 97O Bpemst kaxasa-HUOyOb auxas 20.106a BAPYT 6 17.2%
(confuse) yAapsieT HempusTesis B 100, CIyTUBaeT,

nepenymoléaem 6ecb NAAH Oelcmeul. .
NPnom V NPacc ¢ Ilpuck coobiaet 06 ofHOM 11yTe, 4To mom |...] 3 8,6%
NPins (mix up) HACMELLNJI BCEX CBOMMM CJIOBAMU, B KOTOPBIX

nepenymvléan A3vlK NAMUHCKULL C 20MCKUM U YHCKUM.
NP?“’m V NPace — Tbl ckaxxu, Hukugop ckasbiBaeT, Takoe Halymas 2 5.7%
NPins (tangle) YAUBUTEIHLHOE MPUKITIOUEHNE, TAKYIO BBIMCKAI

6€PeBOUKY, KAKOI HUKAKOI Yepm HUK020d HUKO20 He

nepenymuléaan.
Total 26 743%

Table 20. The Constructional Profile of nepenyTbiBats™".

For nepenytbiBath” the most frequent context involves mistaking one thing for another,
while the meanings ‘confuse’ and ‘tangle’ are more peripheral. Thus, we see that
nepenyTbiBaTh, the prefix of which means MIX, mainly concerns the meaning ‘mix up’. ‘Mix
ipf

up’ is also the prototypical meaning of nytate”™, but the Primary and Secondary Imperfective

are preferred in different constructional patterns: for mytats” the most frequent construction
involves the prepositional phrase c¢ uyem/kem ‘with something/someone’, while
nepenyThiBaTh” is most frequent in the construction NPnom V NPacc (mix up). The
difference between the profiles is significant.’ Since the Primary and Secondary Imperfective

prefer different constructions, I find support for the Semantic Differentiation Hypothesis.

* When the frequencies of the two imperfective verbs in the prototypical construction of nytats® (68, 4) and
the prototypical construction of cmyTbiBath™ (17, 28) are compared, Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’
continuity correction yields a p-value of 9.383e-11 (X-squared = 41.9461, df = 1). The effect size is large
(Cramer’s V: 0.5).

' When the frequencies of the two imperfective verbs in the prototypical construction of mytats® (68, 3) and
the prototypical construction of nepenyTbiBath® (41, 15) are compared, Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’
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4.3.4 Ilyrats — 3anyThIBaTH
The following table shows the Constructional Profile of 3anmyThisath™. This verb is attested in

three frequent constructions.

BanyTbBath®’, 200 examples (20 constructions, 3 frequent constructions)

ConstrPattern Example Raw# %
NPnom V NPacc Bce smo upe3BbIYAHO 3anymbléaem CyHOeHUs O 130 65%
(confuse) COBPEMEHHOM NONONCEHUU PYCCKO20 00Wecmad.

NPnom V NPacc Bort u 3anymuwisaro ecex eaacmyxamu: HajieHy 12 6%
NPins (confuse) HOBBI — A YK€ IyMarOT, KOCTIOM CMEHUII. ..

NPnom V Vinf NPacc  Onu He xomam 3anymvieamov yumamens. 11 55%
(confuse)

NPnom V NPacc Jymato, Hawu "onexyHol" 3anymuléaiu caeobl. 10 5%
(cover)

Total 163 82%

Table 21. The Constructional Profile of 3anyTbiBaTh™.

BanyTbBath® is primarily used in one meaning, ‘confuse’. Here, the object is usually
someone or an “external matter”, the most frequent of which is curyauus ‘situation’ (17
examples). The ten uses of the construction NPnom V NPacc (cover) involve the fixed
expression 3amyThiBaTh” ciefbl ‘cover tracks’ (either physical or metaphorical). Since
covering tracks is a specific way of confusing others, the construction NPnom V NPacc
(cover) is closely related to the three remaining constructions of the verb. The prototypical
construction of sanytwBath”, NPnom V NPacc (confuse), is frequent for the Primary
Imperfective as well. However, by comparison, the frequency of mytats" in this construction
is relatively low — 9%, and the difference between the profiles of myTaTs”™ and 3anmyTbBaTh®

is significant.’® This yields support to the Semantic Differentiation Hypothesis.

4.3.5 Ilyrats — BnyTHIBaTH
The last Secondary Imperfective, BIIyTbIBaTbipf, is used in four frequent constructions, all of
which are variants of the construction NPnom V NPacc ¢ NPacc (tangle into). The meaning

of the prefix B- is INTO, and this explains the choice of context. None of these constructions

continuity correction yields a p-value of 0.0007708 (X-squared = 11.3102, df = 1). The effect size is moderate
(Cramer’s V: 0.3).
> When the frequencies of the two imperfective verbs in the prototypical construction of mytaTs® (68, 0) and
the prototypical construction of sanyTbiath”™ (17, 130) are compared, Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’
continuity correction yields a p-value of < 2.2e-16 (X-squared = 148.4319, df = 1). The effect size is large
(Cramer’s V: 0.8).
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are frequent for myraTs™, and thus the Semantic Differentiation Hypothesis is confirmed for
q y yp

the relation between nmytats”™ and BnyTbBaTL” as well.

BnyTeiBath®, 128 examples (9 constructions, 4 frequent constructions)

ConstrPattern Example Raw# %
NPnom V NPacc B He Hano enymwsieame 6 Hawiu omuowenus omuya. 63  49.25%
NPacc (tangle into)
NPnom V NPacc 3TO BONPOC rPy3MHO-POCCUIICKUX OTHOLLIEHUIA 1 31 2425%
(tangle into) NyCTh OCemuH 31eCb He 8nymobléarom" ,—3asiBUJI

npesujeHT ['py3un.
NPnom V Vinf NPacc 4 He 00410 6nymuieams 20¢y0apcmaeo é ceou 18 14%
B NPacc (tangle into)  suuHble Oeaa.
NPnom V Vinf NPacc [1o.10apos roToB yxe Obl1 Hauamy NIECTU U 7 5,5%
(tangle into) 8NYMbIBAMb BCEX C80UX 3HAKOMDbIX.
Total 119 93%

Table 22. The Constructional Profile of BryTbisaTh™".

4.3.6 Summary

The present section has lent support to the Semantic Differentiation Hypothesis, since we
have seen that the Primary and Secondary Imperfectives of an aspectual triplet have different
centers of gravity. In the triplets involving myTtaTts"™, it was discovered that each Secondary
Imperfective has one prototypical construction. The prototypical construction is unique for
each verb and is motivated by the meaning of the verb prefix. ITyrats", which does not have
a prefix, is most frequent when two things are mixed up. However, unlike nepenyTtbiBath”,

which also tends to mean ‘mix up’, nytarb” most frequently appears with the prepositional
p, 1y q y app prep

phrase ¢ yem/kem ‘with something/someone’, while nepenyTbiBath” does not.
nyTaTh ' NPnom V NPacc ¢ NPins (mix up)
cryThbiBaTh "' NPnom V NPacc (confuse, internal matters)

nepenyTbiBath™  NPnom V NPacc (mix up)
3.e1r1yTblBaT1;pf NPnom V NPacc (confuse, external matters)
BIyThIBATL "' NPnom V NPacc 6 NPacc (tangle into)

Figure 5 below shows the distribution of the verbs in five given constructions. In the
construction NPnom V NPacc (confuse), cnyTbiBaTh” is concerned with internal matters,
while 3anyTbiBaTh"™ is concerned with external matters. The fact that each verb is associated

with a different construction corroborates the Semantic Differentiation Hypothesis.

66



(ojut o[Suey) 00BN 9 996N A WOUIN

1

qredlILAd

‘Kouanbaiy aanerar ‘saanosyreduy A1epuU0d9g pue Arewld Y} JO suononnsuod 1eord4£10101d -G 231

dLedI9LAIRE g

(dn x1Ur) 99BN A WOUJN

% 6%

% 0

% 0

% 0

% 0

% 0

% 0

qreddLAnodon y  9LREIGLALD gy  9LBLAN 5

(9snjuod) 20BN A WOUIN

(dn x1ur) SUIgN 9 998dN A WOUIN

% 0

% 0

0 99

% 0

% 01

% 0C

% 0¢

% O

% 0S

% 09

% OL

67



4.4 The Telicity Hypothesis (I): ITyraTs vs. the Secondary Imperfectives

As mentioned in Section 4.1, Primary and Secondary Imperfectives have been claimed to
differ in terms of telicity (e.g. Kuznetsova and Sokolova forthcoming, Janda et al. 2013: 171),
a hypothesis that I refer to as the “Telicity Hypothesis”. In the present section, I will test the
Telicity Hypothesis with the imperfective verbs in the four “nyrars triplets”. Before doing

that, however, it is necessary to define the way I will use the term telicity.

Telicity is derived from the Greek word felos, which means ‘goal’. In linguistics, the concept
of telicity is used in many different ways and to explore all of them is beyond the scope of
this study. However, in my analysis, I will use “telicity”, or the adjective “telic”, to describe a
situation where the focus is on the result or goal of the verbal event or action (Dickey 2008:
331). “Atelic” will be used about situations where the focus is on the process rather than its
goal (ibid). The hypothesis is that the Secondary Imperfective involves telic meaning, while
the meaning of the Primary Imperfective is atelic. The following example was observed by
Janda et al. (2013: 167) in an online forum, and it illustrates the expected use of the two
imperfective verbs in a triplet. Here, the Primary Imperfective genars® ‘do’ implies doing in

general (process), while caenbiBath”® ‘do’ means to get something done (result).

(71) W BcE paBHO MOXHO [1eJ1aTh U CAEJIbIBATh, BAXKHO [1€J1aTh.

To test whether the results of my analysis are compatible with the Telicity Hypothesis, I will
use three contexts that are mentioned by Kuznetsova and Sokolova and one context suggested
by Sokolova (personal communication) .”* The first three contexts were mentioned in Section
4.1 and will be discussed individually later in the section: (1) expressed vs. implied direct
object, (2) number of objects and (3) negation. The fourth context involves the use of
intensifiers, such as emgé 6oJblle ‘even more’, okoHyateabHO ‘once and for all’ etc. Some of
these words, such as ewg 6osblue, bring emphasis to the gradual unfolding of the process
towards its goal (felos), while other words, such as okonuarenbHo, intensify the focus on
completion. Thus, the political situation described in (72) is progressing towards chaos, while

the verbal event in (73) is iterative and the result of the event is achieved repeatedly.

T would like to thank Svetlana Sokolova for taking time to look at my database and give advice about how to
study telicity in the “nyTaTh verbs”.
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(72) Curyauuto eme 00blIe 3aMyThIBAECT TO, YTO caM [1yTHH 10 CUX MOp He BbIpa3uil HU
MaJIEMLIETO >KEJIaHKsl MOJTHOCTBIO aCCOLMUPOBATHLCA TOJBKO ¢ «Enunoi Poccuein» .
[Anekcaunp Bynoepr. denytatsl xoTat Kak «Taty» (2003) // «MockoBckuii
KoMcoMoJten», 2003.01.14]

(73) CrnpaBenyiuBoii KpUTHKE MOJBEPraeTCsl COIEP>KaHUE IKOJILHOM JIMTEPATYPbl, OCOOEHHO
Y4€OHUKOB 10 OTEYECTBEHHOI UCTOPUM, B KOTOPBIX OUYEBU/IHbIE UCTOPUYECKUE (DAKTHI
HEPEJIKO U3J1aratoTcs U TPAKTYIOTCS CTOJIb POTUBOPEUYMBO, YTO 3TO OKOHYATEJILHO
3anyTbiBaeT yyamuxcs. [AnoxuH [lagen. [IOJTYUKY 10 OCEHU [TIOCYUTAEM //
Tpyn-7,2003.02.01]

I will now discuss these four contexts on the basis of my corpus data.

4.4.1 Context 1: Expressed vs. implied direct objects

In the previous chapters, I have made a distinction between sentences in which the direct
object is expressed overtly (e.g. s nepenyTan Bawm umeHa ‘I mixed up your names’) and
sentences in which the direct object is understood from context (e.g. s1 nepenyTan ‘I mixed up
(something)’. In their forthcoming article, Kuznetsova and Sokolova mention that Secondary
Imperfectives are more probable in constructions with an expressed object than in
constructions were the object is only implied. When the object is expressed, the goal (zelos)
of the action is specific, and the movement towards a result is clear. Kuznetsova and
Sokolova illustrate this point with the following example from the RNC. Here, the two verbs
BbIKpauBaTh ‘cut out’ and cumBaTh ‘sow together’ signify a process, which will lead to a

result, namely some sort of garment.

(74) BsikpamBaeM aBa moJioTHa pasmepoM 60x32 cM, cmmBaeM ux Bmecte. [He BbiOpocuM,
a CBsKeM U colibeM // «PadotHuna», 1989]

In my database, the following distribution of objects was attested (Table 23). The first row
shows the distribution for the Primary Imperfective: 89,5% of the examples involves an
explicitly mentioned object, while 10,5% leaves out the object (implied). For the Secondary
Imperfectives the situation is slightly more polarized: the object is expressed in 95,2% of the
examples and implied in only 4,8%. The remaining tables in the present section follow the

same structure.
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+ Direct object - Direct object Total

Raw# % Raw# % Raw# %
IyTtars™ 179* 89,5% 21 10,5% 200  100%
Secondary Imperfectives 417 952% 21 48% 438 100%

Table 23. ITytats® vs. Secondary Imperfectives, frequency of expressed direct objects.

As we can see, both types of imperfectives are typically followed by an expressed object, but,
as expected from the Telicity Hypothesis, contexts without an expressed object are more
typical of myrars®™ than of the four Secondary Imperfectives. According to Pearson’s chi-
squared test, the difference is significant (p-value: 0.01161), and the Cramer’s V of 0.1 tells
us that the effect size is small, but reportable.” To summarize, we see that the presence of an
explicitly mentioned object has an impact on the choice of imperfective form, but that the

effect is not very strong.

4.4.2 Context 2: Number of direct objects (singular vs. plural)

As mentioned in Section 4.1, it is customary to assume that constructions with one single
object display a higher level of telicity than sentences with objects in the plural. The idea is
that a verb, when followed by one object, is directed towards this one goal, while the goal of
the action is more “general” when several objects are included. This difference can be
illustrated by the two sentences S uurato AnHy Kapenuny ‘I read Anna Karenina’ and 51
yuraro kHuru ‘I read books’. In the first sentence, the object is a specific book and the
process described by the verb is goal-oriented: I, the reader, will read through the entire book.
In the second sentence, the object is in the plural and refers to books in general. Here, the
verb describes the activity of book reading rather than a process with a specific a goal. Thus,
we expect Secondary Imperfectives to be preferred in contexts with one specific object, while

Primary Imperfectives are expected when the object is in the plural (general).

In Table 24, I show the distribution of singular and plural objects in my database. The
numbers and percentages in the last column are based on the total numbers of sentences

involving an expressed direct object.

*In four of these sentences, the direct object is a clause, e.g. Y Bpofie 6bl OHM yXe caMu MyTaloT, IJie Yeil
pebenok. [Pazunb Wckanpep. Cangpo uz Yerema (Kuura 1) (1989)]. The objects of the other sentences are
pronouns, names and noun phrases.

* The p-value of 0.01161 is based on Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’ continuity correction of the raw
numbers in Table 23 (X-squared 6.3698,df = 1).
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Singular Plural Total

Raw# % Raw# % Raw# %
[yrats™ 31 173% 144 804% 175° 100%
Secondary Imperfectives 241 58% 176  42% 417 100%

Table 24. ITytars® vs. Secondary Imperfectives, number of direct objects.

The percentages in Table 24 give clear support to the Telicity Hypothesis: while most
examples with myTaTs” involve an object in the plural (80,4%), the Secondary Imperfectives
prefer objects in the singular. This is further supported by Pearson’s chi-squared test, which

yields a p-value of < 2.2e-16.” The effect size is moderate (Cramer’s V: 0.3).

4.4.3 Context 3: Negation

We will now turn to a construction that can be assumed to prefer the Primary Imperfective,
namely negation. As opposed to the goal-oriented contexts described above negation implies
that a given action does not, or should not, take place. By way of example, OH He uuTan
Anny Kapenuny ‘He has not read Anna Karenina” communicates that the action of reading
has not been performed at all. In other words, the whole process of reading is negated. Since
negated imperfectives focus on the process itself rather than its goal, we expect the Primary

Imperfective to be used.

In the forthcoming article of Kuznetsova and Sokolova, one construction, negated imperative,
is specifically pointed out as a context that favors the use of Primary Imperfective, and other
types of negation are left without comment. In the present study, I will therefore do two
surveys of my data. First, I will restrict my analysis to imperative constructions and, in this
way, make my data comparable to the findings of these two researchers.” Then, I will
expand my view and include all types of negation. This gives me the opportunity to explore

more data and, perhaps, receive more robust results.

% In addition to these 175 sentences, four sentences with myrats™ involves a direct object in the form of a
clause sentence (see footnote to Table 23). These are excluded, since clauses do not reflect a difference between
singular and plural.

7 The p-value of < 2.2e-16 is based on Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’ continuity correction of the raw
numbers in Table 24 (X-squared 78.1242, df = 1).

* By “negated imperative” I mean imperative verb forms of the relevant verb, e.g. ne nyTaii. The construction
He + infinitive, e.g. He myTaTs is not included although infinitive form sometimes expresses imperative meaning,
e.g. cuziets! ‘sit’. I also do not include constructions involving naBaii/Te He + infinitive ‘let us not’ + infinitive,
since the imperative form in these cases apply to the verb maBaTh, ‘give’ and not the verb under scrutiny, e.g.
I asatime He nymamp KanUTaJIU3M C COLUATU3MOM... [KosuiekTuBHbI. Cotpanu3m vs Kanuramuszm (2011)]
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In my database, the following types of negation were attested: He nomkeH ‘should not, must
not’, Hesb34 ‘it is not allowed to/it is impossible to’, He Hao ‘must not, it is not necessary to’,
HE HYXXKHO ‘must not, it is not necessary to’, Heuero ‘it is no use’, He caegyeT ‘should not,
ought not to’, He cTouT ‘it is not worth to’ and the simple negation He ‘not’ in front of the

verb, such as in example (75).

(75) Eé npenmeT Ha3bIBaeTCsl «CTPAHOBEJIEHUE» (He MYTaTh CO «CTPAHHOBEIEHUEM» ).
[Muxaunn ['mronawsunu. Tunyn B 3unyse (2007) // «3apy6eskHble 3anucku», 2008]

I also include the phrases et Hajo6HOCTH ‘there is no need to’ and He umeeT cmbicia ‘there is
no sense in’ as well as the expression 3anpewaercs ‘is forbidden’, which also imply that the

event will not take place.

Negated imperative

The 41 uses of negated imperative in my database are distributed as follows between

nyrats” and the Secondary Imperfectives:

Negated imperative Other contexts

Raw# Y Raw# %
IyTtars™ 15 7.5% 175 92.,5%
Secondary Imperfectives 26 5.94% 412 94,06%

Table 25. Iytars® vs. Secondary Imperfectives, frequency of negated imperative.

Table 25 gives unexpected results: although imperative with negation is slightly more

frequent for myrars” than the Secondary Imperfectives, the difference between the two rows
is insignificant (p-value: 0.4612).”° Thus, in this limited sample, I do not find support of the

hypothesis that negated imperative prefers the Primary Imperfective.

Negated constructions in general

Let us now consider negation in general. The distribution of negated constructions is shown

in Table 26.

¥ The p-value of 0.4612 is based on Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’ continuity correction of the raw
numbers in Table 25 (X-squared 0.543, df=1).
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Negation No negation Total
Raw# % Raw# % Raw# %
IyTtars™ 85 425% 115 575% 200 100%
Secondary Imperfectives 115 26,3% 323  73,7% 438 100%

Table 26. Iytars® vs. Secondary Imperfectives, frequency of negation in general.

Now the situation changes dramatically. Although the Secondary Imperfectives are relatively
frequent with negation, Pearson’s chi-squared test shows that the Primary Imperfective is
negated significantly more often (p-value: 6.043e-05).*" The effect size is small, but

reportable (Cramer’s V: 0.1). This brings support to the Telicity Hypothesis.

In light of the hypothesis advanced in previous studies (e.g. Kuznetsova and Sokolova
forthcoming), it is remarkable that myrats™ and the Secondary Imperfectives seem to be
equally favored in negated imperative. It is furthermore interesting that Secondary
Imperfective clearly is possible in negated sentences. However, as shown in Table 26,

negation generally favors the Primary Imperfective, as predicted by the Telicity Hypothesis.

4.4.4 Context 4: Intensifiers

The last context I will consider involves the use of intensifiers. As pointed out earlier,
intensifiers can either emphasize the gradual unfolding of the process towards its goal
(“cutyanuro ewé boavlue 3amyThIBAET TO, UTO...”) or point to its full completion (the learning
material “oxonuameavro 3anyThiBaeT yyaumxcs’). If the choice between imperfective forms
is motivated by telicity, Secondary Imperfectives should be expected with both kinds of
intensifiers, since telicity is communicated in both. In my database, 17 intensifiers were
attested: Oosbliue ‘more’, BKoHel ‘completely’, Bc€ Oonee/6omabiie ‘more and more’, 10
KpaitHocTu ‘to the extreme’, o cocrosiHus, Korpa... ‘to the state of’, go toro... yro ‘until’,
ew€¢ 6osee (6oablIe) ‘even more’, ele cuiibHee ‘even stronger’, HACTOJbKO, YTO... ‘SO much
so that’, He HACTOJILKO, YTOOLI..., ‘not so much so that’ okoHuaTenabHo ‘once and for all’,
cunbHee ‘stronger’, cuiibHO ‘strongly’, coBepuienHo ‘completely’, coBcem ‘totally’, Tak ‘so’,
and upesBbruaiiHo ‘extremely’. These intensifiers were distributed among 60 sentences, as

shown in Table 27.

* The p-value of 6.043e-05 is based on Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’ continuity correction of the raw
numbers in Table 26 (X-squared 16.089,df = 1).
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+ Intensifier - Intensifier Total

Raw# % Raw# % Raw# %
yTaTn™ 0 N.A. 200 100% 200 100%
Secondary Imperfectives 60 13,7% 378 86,3% 438 100%

Table 27. Iyrars® vs. Secondary Imperfectives, frequency of intensifiers.

As we can see, all 60 sentences with an intensifying word involve a Secondary Imperfective:
in the 200 sentences with mytaTs", intensifiers are not attested. Although the effect size is
small (Cramer’s V: 0.2), the result is significant (p-value: 8.023e-08)*" and this brings support
to the Telicity Hypothesis.

4.4.5 Summary

To recapitulate, my finding, by and large conform to the Telicity Hypothesis. In general,
cnyThiBaTh®', nepenyThbiBaTh”, 3anmyThiBaTh” and BryThBaTL” are preferred in goal-oriented
contexts, such as constructions involving one specific object or an intensifier that stresses a
telic meaning. The Primary Imperfective myrats” is most frequent when the object is less
specific (either because there are multiple objects or because the object is not expressed
overtly) and when the verb is negated and the goal will not be reached. However, although
Tables 23-27 give us a good overview of the situation, they do not take into account
differences among individual verbs. In the next section, we will see that these differences are

considerable.

4.5 The Telicity Hypothesis: The Secondary Imperfectives and telic meaning

Let us now take a closer look at the four Secondary Imperfectives. Since myTtaTs” and the
four Secondary Imperfectives in general seem to differ with regard to telicity, it seems
reasonable to assume that the Secondary Imperfectives all prefer telic constructions. In the
present section, I will test this by reexamining the four contexts in Section 4.4. The contexts
will be considered in the same order as they were discussed above, but instead of comparing
nytats” and Secondary Imperfective in general, I will compare the individual results of
cnyThiBaTh”, nepenyThiaTh®, 3anyThiBaTh” and BuyThBaTh”'. I will show that the results for
3anyThiBaTh® clearly match the predictions from the Telicity Hypothesis. For cryTbars®

and nepenyThiBaTh® there are more objects in the plural than in the singular, but I will argue

*! The p-value of 8.023e-08 is based on Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’ continuity correction of the raw
numbers in Table 27 (X-squared 28.8006, df = 1).
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that these results, which on the face of it may seem unexpected, in fact, lend support to the
hypothesis. As mentioned in Section 4.1, some prefixes are more compatible with the telic
meaning of the Secondary Imperfective than others, and when the prefix of a given
Secondary Imperfective does not favor telic interpretation, the Secondary Imperfective tends
to be infrequent. In the cases of cnyTeBath® and mepenyThiBaTh®, c- and nepe- are not
compatible with the idea of one specific (singular) goal and can be expected to be infrequent.
This expectation is confirmed by their very low frequency in the RNC. For BinyThiBath”™ the
situation is different. Since the intersection rate of myrtaTh™/BnyTtars” is 0 (Section 3.4.2),
BryTath” can be expected to behave much like a Specialized Perfective, and, as a result,
BIyThIBaTL” can be expected to resemble a Primary Imperfective. These expectations are
borne out by the results of my analysis, since BnyThBaTL” is most frequent in an atelic

environment, namely constructions with negation.

4.5.1 Context 1: Expressed vs. implied direct objects

As argued in Section 4.4, the focus on a goal is stronger in sentences where the object is
expressed than in sentences where the object is only implied. Since the hypothesis is that
Secondary Imperfectives are favored in goal-oriented constructions, the —myTbIBaTh verbs can

be expected to equally favor the mentioning of a direct object.

The following table shows the frequency of expressed vs. implied objects for the four
Secondary Imperfectives. The structure of the table resembles the structure of the tables in
Section 4.4, but instead of having two rows, one for each imperfective form, the table has
four rows, one for each Secondary Imperfective. The same table structure will be applied

throughout this section.

+ Direct object - Direct object Total
Raw# % Raw# % Raw# %
CyThbIBaTh "' 73 97.,3% 2 27% 75 100%
nepenyThIBaThL " 31 88,6% 4 114% 35 100%
3anyThbiBaTh "' 187 935% 13 6,5% 200 100%
BIyThIBATh "' 126 98.4% 2 1,6% 128 100%

Table 28. The distribution of expressed vs. implied objects among the Secondary Imperfectives.

As we can see in Table 28, the four Secondary Imperfectives all prefer contexts where the

object is expressed. However, nepenyTbiBath” is somewhat more frequent than the other

75



verbs in contexts where the object is only implied. This observation is not as expected, but
Pearson’s chi-squared test shows that the difference between nepenytbiBath” and the other
Secondary Imperfectives is insignificant (p-value: 0.1329).* This lends support to the

Telicity Hypothesis.

4.5.2 Context 2: Number of direct objects (singular vs. plural)
Recall from Table 24 that most examples with Secondary Imperfectives (58%) involved
objects in the singular. This was expected, since contexts with singular objects tend to display

a higher level of telicity than contexts in which the objects are in the plural. When the

Secondary Imperfectives are examined individually, we find that two of them (zanyTbiBaTh”™

and BnyThiBaThL™") prefer objects in the singular, while the two other verbs (cnyTbiBaTh” and
nepenyThiBaTh”') are most frequent with objects in the plural (Table 29). This result is

unexpected and calls for further investigation.

Singular Plural Total
Raw# % Raw# % Raw# %
cryThbBaTh "' 24 329% 49 67,1% 73 100%
nepenyThBath” 9 29% 22 71% 31 100%
3anyThiBaTh "' 118 63,1% 69 369% 187 100%
BIyThIBATh"" 90 714% 36 28,6% 126 100%

Table 29. The distribution of objects in the singular and plural among the Secondary Imperfectives.

The low p-value of 7.014e-09* shows that there is a significant difference between
cnyThiBaTh? and nepenyThiBaTh® on the one hand, and 3anyThBath® and BryThBaTHL® ON the
other. The effect size of the result is moderate (Cramer’s V: 0.3). Since the expectation is
that all the four verbs will be attracted to constructions with singular objects, the questions
we need to ask are (1) why two of the verbs, cnyTbiBath® and nepenyTtbiBath™, prefer objects

in the plural, and (2) whether or not this contradicts the Telicity Hypothesis.

As mentioned in the beginning of the section, it is likely that the meanings of c- and nepe-

offer the key to the first problem. While the meanings of 3a- and B-, COVER and INTO, are

*2 The p-value of 0.1329 is based on Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’ continuity correction of the raw
numbers of cryTbiBaTh™, 3anyThiBaTh” and BryThIBaTL” (386, 17) vs. the raw numbers of nepenyTbiBath™ (31,
4) (X-squared 2.2581,df = 1).

* The p-value of 7.014e-09 is based on Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’ continuity correction of the raw
numbers in Table 29 (X-squared 40.8565, df = 3).
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neutral with regard to the number of direct objects in the sentence, the meanings of c- and
nepe-, TOGETHER and MIX, presuppose at least two: the idea of TOGETHER implies that two
things are brought together (e.g. cnyTbiBaTh”™ Horm ‘bind legs together’), while the meaning
MIX implies that two or more things change place on a physical or mental level (e.g.
nepenyThiBaTh” Bpems ‘get the time wrong’). This explains why about 70% of the examples
with cnyThiBath”®" and nepenyThiBath”® involve objects in the plural. In the modern uses of the

verbs, plural is attested even more frequently (see more in Section 4.7).*

In order to answer the second question, let us reconsider the hypothesis. The hypothesis states
that Secondary Imperfectives have telic meaning, and thus they are expected to be favored in
goal-oriented constructions. However, since the meanings of c- and nepe- are in conflict with
the idea of one specific goal, we can expect the use of cnyTbBath”" and nepenyTbiBath”® to be
quite limited. This expectation is confirmed by the low frequency of these verbs in the RNC
(see Section 4.2). Next, since cnyTbBath® and mepenyThiBaTh® are so infrequent, we can
expect cnyrars” and nepenyrarb” to be very similar to the Primary Imperfective myraTn”'.
This expectation is confirmed by the frequent constructions of these verbs, which, as shown

in Section 3.4.1, are very similar.

To summarize, we see that the results of cnyTbiBaTh”™ and nepenyTbisath”® in Table 29 do not
contradict the Telicity Hypothesis. These verbs involve prefix meanings that are incompatible
with the telic focus of Secondary Imperfectives, and, as a result, cnyTbIBaTbipf and
nepenyThiBaTh”' are rare imperfectives, while myrars®, which does not express telicity, is
very frequent.” For zanyteBath”™ and BmyThiBath® the results are as expected from the

hypothesis, since both verbs favor contexts with objects in the singular.

4.5.3 Context 3: Negation

In the previous section, negated constructions were discovered to be relatively frequent
among the four Secondary Imperfectives. This was unexpected, since negation involves atelic
meaning. In the present section, I will show that the high frequency of negation was caused

by the results of BmyTeBarh™, and that cnytbBaTh”, nepenyTbiBath” and 3anmyTbBaTH
Y y y y y

* In the “modern” subcorpus and the Newspaper corpus of the RNC, cnyTbiBaTh™" is attested with objects in the
singular only five times. In the same corpus samples, nepenyTbiBath™ is only attested with objects in the plural.

* Similar observations made by the CLEAR-group are discussed in Janda et al. 2013: 74ff.
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behave as predicted. Moreover, I will suggest that BnyThiBaTh® can be expected in negated
constructions, since BryTarth’/BnyThiBaTh® is very close to being a traditional aspectual

“pair” in which the perfective verb (BmyTaTn®) is telic, and the imperfective verb is atelic.

Negated imperative

In the same way as in Section 4.4, let us begin by looking at the use of negated imperative for

the four Secondary Imperfectives. An overview of this is given in Table 30.

Negated imperative Other contexts Total
Raw# % Raw# % Raw# %
cryThbiBaTh "' 1 1,3% 74 98,7% 75 100%
nepenyThIBaThL " 0 0% 35 100% 35 100%
3amyThiBaTh "' 2 1% 198 99% 200 100%
BIyThIBATh "' 23 18% 105 82% 128 100%

Table 30. The distribution of negated imperative among the Secondary Imperfectives.

The table indicates a significant difference between BnyTbiBaTh™ and the remaining verbs.

The p-value is low (3.457e-11), and the effect size is moderate (Cramer’s V: 0.3).4

Negated constructions in general

When all types of negation are considered, the following distribution is found in my database:

Negation No negation Total
Raw# Yo Raw# 9o Raw# %
cryThbIBaTh "' 9 12% 66 88% 75 100%

nepenyThBath” 3 86% 32 914% 35 100%
3anmyThiBaTh "' 19 95% 181 90,5% 200 100%
BIyThIBATh"' 84 656% 44 344% 128  100%

Table 31. The distribution of negated constructions among the Secondary Imperfectives.

Here, BnyTbiBaTh”™ continues to be negated significantly more often than the three remaining
verbs (p-value: 2.2e-16)", and the effect size is large (Cramer’s V: 0.5). At first glance, the

results of BmyTbBaTL™ seem to be at variance with the hypothesis that Secondary

* The p-value of 3.457e-11 is based Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’ continuity correction of the raw
numbers of cnyTbiBaTh”, nepenyThiBaTh” and 3anyTbiBath® (3, 307) vs. the raw numbers of BryTbBaTh® (23,
105) (X-squared 43.8995,df = 1).
*"The p-value of < 2.2e-16 is based Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’ continuity correction of the raw
numbers of cryTbiBaTh”™, nepenyTbiBaTh” and 3anyTeiBath? (31,279) vs. the raw numbers of BryTbiBaTh” (84,
44) (X-squared 141.9137,df = 1).
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Imperfectives involve telicity and therefore avoid contexts with negation. However, since
BryTath”, as shown in Chapter 3, is clearly a less typical Natural Perfective than cnyrars”,
nepenyTtats” and 3anyTtats”, and, in fact, seems to be very close to a Specialized Perfective,
ipf

nyTaTh”/BryTaTh”/ByThiBaTh” do not form a balanced verb triplet. Since myTaTh”/BryTaTh”

are only distantly related it seems that BinyTaTh"/BnyThIBaTL” are very close to a traditional
aspectual “pair”’. Given this, it seems reasonable that myrat™ and BmyTbBaTh” do not
compete in the same way as the other verbs, and the preference of BnyTbiBaTh"™ in contexts of
negation can be expected on the basis that BnyThBaTh™, in general, functions as the only
imperfective aspectual “partner” of BmyTaTw’. In the remaining triplets, there is a stronger
relation between the Natural Perfective and Primary Imperfective, and the choice between

" and Secondary Imperfective can likely be made on the basis of the distinction

nmyTaTh”
between telic and atelic meaning. Table 31 confirms that, in these triplets, the Secondary

Imperfective is not preferred in the atelic context of negation.

4.5.4 Context 4: Intensifiers

In the previous section, I showed that intensifiers were attested in the constructions of
Secondary Imperfectives only, and, since intensifiers bring focus to the achievement of a
goal, this was expected. When studied in more detail, we find that intensifiers only are
ipf

frequent for 3anyThiBaTh” . For the other verbs intensifiers are rare (Table 32).

+ Intensifier - Intensifier Total
Raw# % Raw# % Raw# %D
cryThbBaTh "' 6 8% 69 92% 75 100%

nepenyThBath” 0 0% 35 100% 35 100%
3amyThiBaTh "' 53 265% 147 73,5% 200 100%
BIyThIBATL "' 1 08% 127 992% 128 100%

Table 32. The distribution of intensifiers among the Secondary Imperfectives.

The p-value of 2.499e-12 shows that the result of 3anyThBath” significantly differs from the
results of the three remaining verbs, and the effect size is moderate (Cramer’s V: 0.3).*
Moreover, it can be noted that the six examples with cnyTeBaTh™ and one example with

BHyThIBaTL” are from the “old” subcorpus, while 47 of the 53 examples with 3anmyTbBaTh®

* The p-value of 2.499¢-12 is based Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’ continuity correction of the raw
numbers of cnyTbiBaTh”, nepenyThiBaTh” and BryThBaTH? (7, 231) vs. the raw numbers of 3anyTbiBaTh® (53,
147) (X-squared: 49.0472,df = 1).
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involve modern uses of the verb (created after 1950). Thus, in modern Russian, it seems that
3anmyTbIBaTh is the only “-nmyTbiBaTh verb” that occurs with intensifiers. Although this result,
at first, seems surprising, I suggest that it can be expected on the basis of my findings above.
First, since cnyTbiBath® and nepenythiBath” usually involve objects in the plural these verbs
are less goal-oriented, and, as a result, the use of intensifiers should be marginal. This
conforms to their behavior in Table 32. Second, since 3anyTbiBaTh” most frequently appears
with objects in the singular and no negation, this verb is more directed at a goal, and the use
of intensifiers is expected. This expectation matches the result in Table 32. Third, since the
primary function of BiyThiBaTh”™ is to be the aspectual “partner” of BmyTarth”, ByThIBaThH"
can be expected to largely appear in atelic contexts and without intensifiers. This is also
reflected in the table. Thus, we see that cnyTbiBath”®’, nepenyTbiBaTh”, 3amyThiBaTh” and
BryThiBaTh” are different with regard to the use of intensifiers, and that the degree to which
they occur with such words correlate with the degree to which they are compatible with telic

meaning.

4.5.5 Summary
The present chapter has nuanced the findings in Section 4.4 by showing that the Secondary
Imperfectives in question vary with regard to their frequency in telic constructions:

" and

sanyThiBath® is preferred in telic constructions, while cryTbiBaTh®, nepenyThBaTh”
BHyThIBaTL” are frequent in atelic constructions as well. Although this variation, at first,
seems to be in conflict with the Telicity Hypothesis, I suggest that the results are motivated
by two factors, namely (1) the meanings of the prefixes and (2) the aspectual strength of
nyTats” and the Natural Perfective in the relevant triplet. The first factor is displayed in the
results of cnyTeiBaTh” and nepenyTbiBaTh”'. Since the meanings of c- and nepe- call for more
than one object, the focus on one specific goal is replaced by a focus on several, sometimes
disconnected, goals. As a result, cnyTbiBath”" and nepenyThiBath”® are relatively incompatible
with telic meaning and infrequent in use. This observation yields support to the Telicity
Hypothesis, since Secondary Imperfectives, in general, are more frequent when their prefix
involves telicity (Janda et al. 2013: 174ff). The second factor is relevant for BnyTbBaTL"".
This verb is most frequent in a context that is generally reserved for the Primary Imperfective
in a triplet, namely. negation. Here, the Natural Perfective is close to a Specialized Perfective,
and ByThIBaTL”™ can be assumed to be close to a Primary Imperfective, which can be used in

atelic constructions, such as negation. This finding is also in line with the Telicity
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Hypothesis, since Primary Imperfective is expected in atelic constructions. The last verb,
3anyThiBaTh”’, conforms to all the predictions made from the Telicity Hypothesis: this verb is
most frequently directed at one object (goal), is rarely negated and is relatively often

accompanied by intensifiers that emphasize a telic meaning.

4.6 The Aspectual Strength Hypothesis

As pointed out in the previous section, the example of myrtars*/BmyTaTh”/BrHyThIBaTH®
suggests that the choice between Primary and Secondary Imperfective is related not only to
telicity, but also to the strength of the aspectual relation between the Primary Imperfective
and Natural Perfective in question. In the present section, I will investigate whether the
choice of imperfective verb form can be related to aspectual strength in the remaining triplets
as well. My hypothesis, which I have called “The Aspectual Strength Hypothesis”, claims
that the distribution of the Primary and Secondary Imperfectives in triplets depends on the
aspectual strength between the Primary Imperfective and the Natural Perfective. The
hypothesis yields three predictions: (1) in triplets involving high aspectual strength, the use of
Secondary Imperfective will be marginal and restricted to infrequent constructions strongly
preferring Secondary Imperfective, (2) in triplets involving intermediate aspectual strength,
both imperfectives will appear in frequent constructions (“balanced triplets”), and (3) in
triplets involving low aspectual strength the use of Secondary Imperfective will be extensive
and occur in frequent constructions, while the use of Primary Imperfective will be rare. Note
that the Aspectual Strength Hypothesis does not predict at what intersection rates we find

“high”, “intermediate” and “low” aspectual strengths.

The following figure builds directly on Figure 4 in Section 3.6 and illustrates my hypothesis.
As the reader will remember, the horizontal line represents the continuum from Natural to
Specialized Perfectives (from 100% Natural to 100% Specialized), while the shaded areas
indicate two centers of gravity in the continuum (high aspectual strength vs. low aspectual
strength). The figure visualizes one triplet involving high aspectual strength (“Triplet 1”°), one
triplet involving intermediate aspectual strength (“Triplet 2”), and one triplet involving low
aspectual strength (“Triplet 3”). Triplets 1 and 3 favor the use of one imperfective verb over
the other, as shown by the dotted circles. Triplet 2 is balanced in the sense that both
imperfective verbs intersect with the Natural Perfective in frequent constructions. Hence in

Triplet 2 the dotted circle includes both imperfective verbs.
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Figure 6. Organization of triplets, as expected from the Aspectual Strength Hypothesis.

Let us now compare the expectations of this hypothesis with the behavior of the four triplets
involving myrars™. For the convenience of the reader, the four intersection rates from

Section 3.4 are given below:

Verbs Intersection rate
nyTaTh”/cryTars’ 59
nyTaTh”/nepenyrarh’” 57,5
nyTaTh”/3amyTaTh” 9
nyTaTh"/BryTaTh” 0

Table 33. Intersection rates of mytaTs™ and the four Natural Perfectives (Section 3.4).

The first expectation is that myrtars”/cnyrars’/cnyTeiBaTh® and myTaTh®/nepemyrarts’/
nepenyTtbiBath” will resemble “Triplet I”. Here, each triplet involves a relatively strong
relation between nyTtars® and the Natural Perfective, and the use of Secondary Imperfective
should be rare. This matches the results for both verbs: nyrars®/cnyrars” and
nyTtaTh”/nepenyrats” intersect in frequent constructions, while cnyTbBaTs” and
nepenyThiBaTh” are extremely rare. As mentioned in Section 4.3.1, cnyTbiBaTh”™ appears to
be used in contexts where the meaning of c-, TOGETHER, is specifically called for (physical or
ipf

abstract tangles), while nepenyTtbiBath” , due to the strong overlap between the prefix nepe-,

MIX, and the prototypical meaning of myTtars”,‘mix up’, seems to be almost superfluous in
the system. This is furthermore indicated by its extremely low frequency in the corpus (see
Sections 4.2 and 4.7). These findings conform to the predictions from the Aspectual Strength

Hypothesis.
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The second expectation is that myraTh”/3amyTaTh’/3anmyThiBaTh”, which involves an
intersection rate of 9, will be more balanced with regard to the use of imperfective verbs
(Triplet II). This expectation is correct, since both mytaTs™ and 3anyThiBaTh”™ intersect with
sanyTtaTh” in the most frequent construction of the Natural Perfective, NPnom V NPacc

(confuse), as shown in Tables 14 (Section 3.4.2) and 21 (Section 4.3 .4).

The third expectation is that myrats®/BnyTars”/BnyTsiBath” will resemble Triplet III. As
mentioned above, this expectation is correct: regardless of telicity, BnyTbiBath” is preferred
in all the frequent constructions of Bnyrars”, while mytats™ is hardly attested in the relevant

constructions.

These findings raise an important question: where in the continuum of Natural and
Specialized Perfectives do we find balanced triplets? On the basis of the “myrats triplets”, it
may seem that such triplets would be located between the intersection rates of 50-60
(cnyrars”, nepenyrtats”) and O (Bmyrats™), but the results for myrars”/3amyTaTh’/
3anyThiBaTh? suggest that balanced triplets can appear at relatively low intersection rates.
However, this is a question for future research and can only be answered by examining a

larger number of verbs.

Summary

In the present section, I have tested whether aspectual strength has an impact on the choice
between Primary and Secondary Imperfective in the triplets involving myrars” (the
Aspectual Strength Hypothesis). My data suggest that aspectual strength is indeed relevant
for this choice, although more research is needed to gain robust results. In the two triplets that
involve high aspectual strength, myrats™ is frequent, while the Secondary Imperfective is
infrequent. The triplet that involves intermediate aspectual strength appears more balanced,
since both imperfective verbs frequently intersect with the Natural Perfective. In the triplet
that involves low aspectual strength, the use of myrars”® is marginal, while the use of the
Secondary Imperfective is extensive. All of these findings lend support to the Aspectual
Strength Hypothesis. An important question for future research is where in the continuum of

Natural and Specialized Perfectives the majority of balanced triplets appear.
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4.7 A diachronic study of the four Secondary Imperfectives
Having now investigated my initial questions concerning the roles of the Primary and
Secondary Imperfectives in the “nyrats triplets”, I would like to “round off” by examining
the diachronic changes in the uses of cnyTwBaTh”, mepenyTbiBaTh®, 3amyTbiBaTh” and
BIyThIBaThL™, as observed in the database. On the basis of the examples taken from the “old”
ipf

and “modern” subcorpora,” I will suggest that the central meaning of cnyrteBarb® has
p g8 g y

changed from ‘confuse’ to ‘tangle’. Moreover, the verb has become less frequent in use. For
ipf

nepenyThiBaTh” the most important change seems to be that it is going out of use. For

3anyThiBaTh® and BiyThiBaTh” the situation remains stable.

In order to compare the examples of a given verb in the two subcorpora, I will distinguish
between constructional patterns on a low level of granularity, as described in Section 2.2.1. I
will also separate between meanings of the verbs. Thus, I will use the constructional patterns
from Chapter 2, but, in addition, add the meaning of the verb, e.g. v acc (mix up), v acc
(tangle), v acc v acc (tangle into), etc. A high level of granularity, which yields more

accurate descriptions of verb behavior (see Section 3.7), would give a large number of

infrequent constructions, which would make the present analysis infeasible.

4.7.1 CnyTbIiBaTh

Of the four Secondary Imperfectives in question, cnyTbiBaTh” seems to have changed the
most. In Table 34, I show the constructions in which the verb frequently appears in the two
subcorpora (constructions that are attested in more than 5% of the examples). These
constructions account for 96,3% and 100% of the examples of cnyTbiBaTh”™ in the “old” and
“modern” subcorpora, respectively. The raw numbers are relatively small, but indicate that
the prototypical meaning of the verb has changed and that the verb is less frequent now than

it used to be.

* The Newspaper corpus, which involves a specific type of literature and therefore, possibly, a specific use of
the verbs, is left out of this analysis.
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The “old” subcorpus (55 ex.) The “modern” subcorpus (16 ex.)

5 constructions, 3 frequent 6 constructions, all frequent

Construction Raw# % Raw# %

V acc (confuse) 30 54,6 % 1 6,25%
V acc (tangle) 12 21,8% 8 50%

V acc (mix up) 11 20% 1 6,25%
V acc s ins (mix up) 0 n.a. 3 18,75%
V acc s ins (tangle) 0 n.a. 1 6,25%
V acc B acc (tangle) 0 n.a. 2 12,5%
Total 53 96,3% 16 100%

Table 34. Frequent constructions of cyTbiBaTh ™ before and after 1950. The raw numbers and percentages
pertaining to the most frequent constructions in the subcorpora are given in bold.

As we can see, before 1950, cnyTbiBaTh” most often expressed the meaning ‘confuse’, but it
was also relatively frequent in the contexts of making physical tangles and mistaking one
thing for another. After 1950, the verb’s primary meaning seems to be more centered around
the making of physical tangles. An example of this is given in (76). The meaning ‘mix up’
has approximately the same frequency as before, while the verb’s dominant meaning before
1950, ‘confuse’, has become much less common. The newest example of cnyTblBaTbipf in the

construction v acc (confuse) was created in 1965 (77).°

(76) OmH 3acacbiBan B ce0s1 MpsiiM MATEPUHCKUX BOJIOC, JIACKAS UX, CIYThIBAsA U PACIyThIBas,
KaK OyATo XOTes pa3OyAuTh CIy4ailHO 3aCHYBLIYIO XXeHIIUHY . [[IMuTpuii Jlunckepos.
Copok netT Yanuxkos (1996)]

(77) OmH, KaK u Apyrue CEpHUCTbIE COEJMHEHNS, 3aATPY/HSAI XUMUUYECKYIO NIEpEPAOOTKY
HE(TU U KAMEHHOTO YIJIsl, U3MEHSIJT X0/l XMMUYECKUX PEAKLMil, CILyThIBAJI PACUYEThI
AQHAJIUTUKOB, CJIOBOM, ObLJT HACTOSILLIUM «YEPTUKOM B Kosi0e». [lO. BonbkeHureiiH.
Tuoden // «Xumus u Ku3Hb», 1965]

The p-value of 0.004107 and Cramer’s V of 0.4 show that the changes are significant and
have a moderate effect size.”' Figure 9 visualizes the frequency of the three constructions that

are frequently attested for cnyTbiBaTh” in both subcorpora.

%0 This statement refers only to the sentences, which are available in the “modern” subcorpus. The Newspaper
corpus, which is not considered here, gives one example of cnyTbiBath ™ in the context ‘confuse’ (from

2006).

! The p-value of 0.004107 is based Pearson’s chi-squared test with Yates’ continuity correction of the raw
numbers in Table 34 (X-squared: 10.99, df = 2).
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4.7.2 IlepenyThiBaTh
In Table 35, I show all the constructions that appear in at least 5% of the examples with
nepenyThiBaTh”. As we can see, the verb’s most frequent construction, v acc (mix up),
remains stable. However, Table 35 also suggests that nepenyTbiBaTh” is going out of use:
ipf

while the “old” subcorpus includes 30 examples of nepenyTtbiBath” , the “modern” subcorpus

has only four.

The “old” subcorpus (30 ex.) The “modern” subcorpus (4 ex.)

5 constructions, 4 frequent 2 constructions, both frequent

Construction Raw# % Rawi# %

V acc (mix up) 14 46,7 % 3 75 %

V acc (confuse) 8 26.,7% 0 n.a.

V acc s ins (mix up) 4 13,3% 0 n.a.

V acc (tangle) 3 10% 0 n.a.

V acc (make unclear) 0 n.a. 1 25%
Total 29 96.,7% 4 100%

Table 35. Frequent constructions of nepenyTbisaTh” before and after 1950. The raw numbers and percentages
pertaining to the most frequent constructions in the subcorpora are given in bold.

As we can see in Table 35, nepenyTbisath”™ used to express ‘confuse’ and ‘tangle’ in addition

to its prototypical meaning ‘mix up’. The one example with ‘make unclear’ is attested in the
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“modern” subcorpus. Native speakers confirm that ‘tangle’ is an archaic meaning for
nepenyThiBaTh” in modern-day Russian (78), while the context ‘confuse’ is strange, but

possible (79).

(78) Cedrenb neBesaoB OYEHb ONbITEH, KOBAPEH, UCTIOJIHEH 3JI00bI: JIETKO €My MOCEITh
IJIEBEJI CaMblii 3]I0KaYECTBEHHbIN, HNUTOKHbIN 110 HAPY>KHOCTH B Hayaje CBOEM, HO
BIIOCJIE/ICTBMY OOXBATHIBAIOLIMI 1 MePemyThIBAIOIMMI MHOTOYHUCIEHHBIMU
oTnpbickamu Bcto aywy. [enuckon Urnatuit (bpsHuanunos). [IpaBuiibHOE cocTosiHME
nyxa (1860-1866)]

(79) OcraeTcs eqMHCTBEHHAs! HAJIEXK/a HA TO, YTO, MOXET ObITh, ['OCy/iapb 3aIep>KUT €ro
6ecCcMBbICIEHHbIE OpEJTHU UJTU NMOMMET, UTO 6€3 COrJlallieHus! C COIO3HUKOM Mbl HE UIMEEM
npasa nepenyTbiBaTh Haumx Kapt. [B. H. KokoBuos. M3 moero npousoro / Yactu 1-4
(1933)]

The reason why nepenyTbiBath”® is disappearing has already been suggested in Section 4.6:
although nyrare® is preferred in the construction NPnom V NPacc ¢ NPins (mix up) and
nepenyThiBaTh” most frequently appears in the construction NPrnom V NPacc (mix up), these
ipf

two constructions are very close semantically. Moreover, nyrars® frequently appears in both.

In addition, the meaning of myrars”/nepenyrats”/nepenyTbiaTh”, ‘mix up’, naturally calls
for more than one object, a meaning that generally implies an atelic interpretation and the use
of Primary Imperfective instead of Secondary Imperfective. I speculate that both of these

factors contribute to the decrease in the use of nepenyTbiBath”".

4.7.3 3anyThIBaTh
The data for 3amyTbiBaTh™ suggest that this verb has remained stable in its primary
construction, v acc (confuse). As opposed to cnyTbiBaTh”" and nepenyTbiBaTh”', 3aMyThIBaTh "

appears to be used with the same frequency now as earlier.

The “old” subcorpus (54 ex.) The “modern” subcorpus (61

5 constructions, 3 frequent ex.) 5 constructions, 3 frequent
Construction Raw# % Raw# %
V acc (confuse) 44 81,4% 49 80,3%
V acc v acc (tangle into) 4 7,4% 3 4.9%
V acc (tangle) 3 5,5% 0 n.a.
V acc (cover) 0 n.a. 6 9.8%
Total 51 94.3% 58 95%

Table 36. Frequent constructions of 3amyTbiBath™ before and after 1950. The raw numbers and percentages
pertaining to the most frequent constructions in the subcorpora are given in bold.
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In addition to appearing in its prototypical construction NPnom V NPacc (confuse),
3anyThIBaTh” is sometimes used in contexts involving physical or metaphorical tangles. Here,
the verb denotes making a “tangle” (80) or getting someone into it (81). In the “modern”
subcorpus, the verb is also attested in the fixed expression 3amyThiBaTh® cnegpl ‘cover

tracks’.

(80) Korya-To OH ero HeHaBuUJIE N, CUMTAIl OIHUM U3 TJIABHBIX T'ACUJILHUKOB, HE MPU3HABAJ B
HEM HMYEro, KpoMe HEMOMEPHOTO BJIACTOJIOOMS U MACTEPCTBA 3aMyThIBATh HUTH
cambix OecnomagHbix UHTPUr. [[1.]1. BoGopwikun. «[Toymuen» (1890)]

(81) OHM NOAB30BATUCH IO YACTHOIO U JJaXKe APYXKECKOIO NEPEMUCKOI0, OTbICKMBAS B HEM
MOBOJIbI K OOBUHEHHIO MUTPOIIOJINTA, 3aly THIBAJIM €r0 B 1eJ1a, B KOTOPBIX OH HE

npuHUMaIt HUKakoro ydyacrtus [...]. [E. I1. KapuoBuu. Manstuiickue poiuapu B Poccun
(1878)]

4.7.4 BnytsiBaTh
Judging by my data (Table 37), the radial network of BnyTsBaTh” is no different now than it
used to be, and, based on my limited data, the verb appears to become more frequent over
time. The verb has one meaning, ‘tangle into’, and this meaning is expressed explicitly with
the prepositional phrase Bo uto ‘into something’, or implicitly without the preposition. This
ipf

verb has, like 3anyTeiBath” , the same frequency in the “modern” subcorpus as in the “old”

subcorpus, and therefore seems to have found its “niche” in the language system.

The “old” subcorpus (42 ex.) The “modern” subcorpus (60 ex.)
2 constructions, both frequent 3 constructions, 2 frequent
Construction Raw# % Raw# %
V acc V acc ‘tangle into’ 29 69 % 39 65 %
V acc ‘tangle into’ 13 31% 21 35%
Total 42 100% 60 100%

Table 37. Frequent constructions of BryTbiBaTh” before and after 1950. The raw numbers and percentages
pertaining to the most frequent constructions in the subcorpora are given in bold.

4.7.5 Summary

To summarize, my corpus data indicate that cnyTbiBaTh”, nepenyTbiBaTh”, 3anyThiBaTh” and
BryThIBaTh” have been affected by diachronic change to different degrees. For cnyTbiBaTs™,
the changes have affected its central meaning: while this verb used to dominate in the
meaning ‘confuse’, in modern Russian cnyTbiBaTh” appears to be more frequent with the

meaning ‘tangle’. The verb is also less frequent in use than it was earlier. For
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nepenyThiBaTh”', the changes are dramatic, since they essentially indicate that the verb is
going out of use. Although my data are too limited to facilitate strong conclusions with
regard to this verb or any other, I suggest that the disappearing of nepenmyTbiBaTh” is
motivated by the meaning of nepe-, MIX, which, in the given triplet, overlaps with the
prototypical meaning of myrars”®, ‘mix up’, and furthermore does not comply with the goal-
oriented meaning of Secondary Imperfective. The last two verbs, 3anyTbBath” and

BIyThIBaTL”, have remained stable in their primary constructions and neither one is

becoming infrequent.

4.8 Summary and conclusions

The present chapter has offered a corpus-based case study of the relations between the
Primary and Secondary Imperfectives in the four aspectual triplets involving myTaTs”. On the
basis of earlier research on triplets, as well as my own findings in Chapter 3, I have tested

three hypotheses, each of which were confirmed for my data.

According to the Semantic Differentiation Hypothesis, the Primary and Secondary
Imperfectives in a triplet are frequent in different constructions. Thus, I expected the frequent
constructions of myrath”™ to be different from the frequent constructions of the Secondary
Imperfectives. This expectation was correct, since mytath™ is most frequent in the
construction NPnom V NPacc ¢ NPins (mix up), while the Secondary Imperfectives are

prototypical in other constructions (Section 4.3).

The Telicity Hypothesis builds directly on the hypothesis of previous scholars, such as
Veyrenc (1980) and the CLEAR group (Janda et al. 2013, Kuznetsova and Sokolova
forthcoming) and was tested in two ways. First, I compared the use of myrars™ and the
Secondary Imperfectives in general (Section 4.4). This comparison lent support to the
hypothesis, since nyrars®, overall, preferred atelic contexts, while the Secondary
Imperfectives were used in telic environments. Next, I compared the four Secondary
Imperfectives (Section 4.5). This comparison showed that the Secondary Imperfectives
involved very different levels of telicity depending on the ability of their prefixes to express
telic meaning. In addition, I observed that the most frequent Secondary Imperfective in my
analysis, 3anyTbiBath”®’, involves a prefix that is compatible with telic meaning, while the

prefixes of the two least frequent Secondary Imperfectives, cnyTbBats® and
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nepenyThiBaTh”, are less focused on one goal. This conforms to the findings of Janda et al.
(2013) and yield support to the Telicity hypothesis. The results for BnyTbiBaTh” appeared
irrelevant for the Telicity Hypothesis, since the given verb can be expected to be close to a

Primary Imperfective.

According to the Aspectual Strength Hypothesis, the Secondary Imperfective is infrequent in
triplets where the Primary Imperfective and Natural Perfective have a strong aspectual
relation and frequent in triplets where this relation is weak. This prediction was found to be
correct for the “myraTs triplets”, since cnyTbiBaTh” and nepemyTbiBaTh” are used
infrequently, while BmyTbBath”™ is used in all of the Natural Perfective’s frequent

constructions. In the triplet myrars®/3anyrars’/3anyThiBath”®’, both imperfective verbs are
frequent, and this suggests that triplets, which involve an intermediate aspectual strength, are

more balanced.

In total, all of these findings yield support to the Principle of No Synonymy (Goldberg 1995),
which was mentioned in the beginning of the chapter (Section 4.1). According to this
principle, no constructions, in this case verbs, can involve the same meaning, and this is
exactly what Sections 4.3-4.5 confirm for the “nyratsb triplets”: the Primary Imperfective
nyTaTh” behaves uniquely with regard to context/function in each triplet. Moreover, Section
4.7 indicates that if the two imperfective verbs in a triplet involve overlapping meanings, one

of them will disappear, e.g. cnyTbiBaTh”" and nepenyThiBaTh”".

Before closing this chapter, I would once again like to emphasize that my conclusions are
based on a limited data set (638 sentences in total). However, while more research is needed
on nytath” and other verbs, the conclusions arrived at in this chapter offer a good starting

point for future research on aspectual triplets.
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5. Conclusion

In this thesis, I have studied prefix variation in myrars”®". Prefix variation, widespread as it
may be in Russian, is an understudied area in Slavic aspectology, and previous studies of the
phenomenon have mostly been large-scale studies of many verbs. My thesis supplements this
approach by offering a detailed “microperspective” analysis of one verb that has four Natural
Perfectives — cnytaTh”, nepenyrats”, 3anytars” and BnyTaTs”. My analysis consists of three

case studies, and in the following, I will briefly summarize the findings of each study.

My first case study (Chapter 2) concerned two questions that are relevant for second
language learners of Russian: Can the choice of prefix be predicted when there is prefix
variation? And, if yes: How? My hypothesis was that the choice of prefix can be largely
predicted from the construction of the verb and the semantics of its internal argument, and in
order to test this hypothesis, I examined 630 randomly selected sentences from the RNC
“modern” subcorpus (1950-2015) that were manually coded with type of construction and
semantic category of the internal argument. A cTree analysis was carried out to show the

interaction between the two factors and this analysis provided the following insights:

First, I discovered that the four analyzed constructions favored different prefixes. While in
two constructions, v acc v acc and v acc s ins, the semantics of the internal argument is
irrelevant for the choice of prefix, in the constructions v acc and passive the choice of prefix
also depends on whether the object is abstract, animate, concrete or ellipsed. This finding
shows that the two examined factors, type of construction and semantics of the internal

argument, interact, and that for myrats” the choice of prefix can be largely predicted on the
basis of this interaction. Whether the same factors are decisive in other cases of prefix

variation cannot be answered by my analysis.

Second, I observed a relationship between the meanings of the prefixes and the constructions
in which they appear. In some cases, like nepe-, this relationship is very clear, since the
prefix expresses the very same thing as the construction: nepe- means MIX, and nepemyTaTh”
mostly describes situations where two things are mixed up, or have changed place. In other
cases, like 3a-, the relationship between prefix and construction sometimes involves

metaphorical mappings: 3a- has the basic meaning COVER, but is often used in the abstract
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meaning ‘confuse’. To explain the choice of 3a- in this context, I suggested the metaphor
CONFUSION IS REDUCED VISIBILITY. However, both in cases of literal and metaphorical
meanings, it was shown that there was semantic overlap between prefix and construction,
insofar as the same meaning manifests itself both in the prefix and in the construction. This
semantic overlap yields support to the Overlap Hypothesis (Janda et al. 2013), which claims
that prefixes retain their semantic content when forming Natural Perfectives. If the prefixes
of ciyrarw”, nepenyrars”, 3anyrats” and BiyTaTh” were empty of meaning, we would not

expect the observed overlap between prefix and construction.

Third, the findings above seem relevant for second language learning, since verbs with prefix
variation can be especially hard to acquire and keep apart. In order to manage this task, many
second language learners of Russian try to learn the relevant verbs as part of their appropriate
constructions, and my findings indicate that this is a very sensible approach. However, could
second language learners also benefit from doing small-scale case studies of verbs with prefix
variation? Inspired by Nesset and Janda (2014), I suggest that the findings of Janda et al.
(2013) can become even more applicable in a classroom situation if such projects are
encouraged. My own case study in Chapter 2 offers a model for how this can be organized,
but while the method is set, the amount of data to be considered can be reduced. Comparing
the constructions and internal arguments of a given verb’s Natural Perfectives not only
clarifies when and how to use the relevant Natural Perfectives, but also allows the learner to

discover the relation between verb meaning and prefix for him- or herself.

My second case study (Chapter 3) explored the four aspectual relations of myrars”'. I wanted
to find out if simplex verbs with prefix variation are equally “close” to all of their Natural
Perfectives and, expanding on this, what could motivate the relations to be different. Since
Kuznetsova (2012) has already suggested that aspectual strength is motivated by the semantic
overlap between verb and prefix, I hypothesized that verbs with prefix variation involve the
same relationship. For the purposes of this analysis, I applied Kuznetsova’s method for
ipf

calculating aspectual strength on my data for myrats” (200 examples) and its Natural

Perfectives (630 examples). I received the following results:

First, I found that the aspectual relations of myrars® have different levels of strength: two of

the verb’s relations are relatively strong, while the other two relations are quite weak. This
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finding answers my first question, since it shows that the Natural Perfectives of myrarn®
display different degrees of closeness to the simplex verb. However, my analysis does not

answer whether the same situation applies to other verbs with prefix variation.

Second, I observed a relationship between aspectual strength and semantic overlap of verb
and prefix. Aspectual relations that involve a high degree of semantic overlap also display
high aspectual strength. Conversely, aspectual relations that involve a low degree of semantic
overlap display low aspectual strength. A similar observation was made by Kuznetsova for a
number of pairs with npo- (Kuznetsova 2012: 144). The results obtained by Kuznetsova and
me yield support to the Overlap Hypothesis, since they show that Natural Perfectives have

prefixes that overlap with the meaning of the verb in most, or some, of their constructions.

Third, I suggested that the four intersection rates of mytats™ and the 17 intersection rates
from Kuznetsova’s study shed light on the relationship between Natural and Specialized
Perfectives. As shown in Section 3.6, the 21 perfectives in question can be divided in two
“eroups” based on intersection rate. Since these groups are clearly very different, it makes
sense to distinguish between perfectives that are close to ideal Natural Perfectives and
perfectives that are close to ideal Specialized Perfectives. However, my analysis also shows
that these groups involve considerable inner diversity and therefore do not constitute two
classical Aristotelian categories. Instead, I suggested that my findings bring support to the
hypothesis of other scholars (e.g. Janda et al. 2013: 177) who have claimed that Natural and
Specialized Perfectives form a continuum. My findings supplement the results of previous
research by suggesting where the two centers of gravity in this continuum may be located: at
the intersection rates of 86-50 for Natural Perfectives and at the intersection rates of 30-0 for
Specialized Perfectives. However, a large-scale study of many verbs is needed before more
definite conclusions can be drawn. Expanding on the continuum model, I suggested that
Natural and Specialized Perfectives form two radial categories with prototypical members
and less typical members, fuzzy edges and a grey zone between the categories. To the best of
my knowledge, this hypothesis has not been tested by other researchers and several questions
arise, for example with regard to the prototypical intersection rate of Natural Perfectives.
Another important question concerns the structure and variation that may be involved in the

radial category of Specialized Perfectives.
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Fourth, my analysis shed light on the choice of granularity when using constructions to
measure aspectual strength. In my study of myrars™, I used two levels of granularity: a low
level of granularity that involved very simple constructions and a high level of granularity
that involved quite fine-grained constructions. I discovered that the two levels of granularity
yielded the same relative order of the pairs, but that the high level of granularity gave more
accurate results. The low level of granularity was able to detect some major differences
between the verbs, but was not able to recognize that one construction may involve several
different meanings, each of which favors a different verb. The high level of granularity
produced a unique set of constructions for each verb and the actual relations between

nyTaTh”'

and the Natural Perfectives became clearer. The downside of the high-granular
approach was that it produced a large number of infrequent constructions that, perhaps, were
not always so different, e.g. NPnom V NPacc (mix up) and NPnom V Vinf Vacc (mix up). My

findings agree with the findings of Berdicevskis and Eckhoff (2014).

My third case study (Chapter 4) investigated the relation between nmyrtars”® and Secondary
Imperfective in the “nmyrtats triplets” and is, as a case study of four triplets, intended to
complement previous large-scale studies on aspectual triplets. I proposed three hypotheses
that were tested on my database of myrars™ (200 examples) and the four Secondary
Imperfectives (438 examples): (1) the Primary and Secondary Imperfective in a triplet appear
in different constructions (“The Semantic Differentiation Hypothesis”), (2) the Primary
Imperfective favors atelic contexts, while the Secondary Imperfective favors telic contexts
(“The Telicity Hypothesis”), and (3) the distribution of the Primary and Secondary
Imperfective in a triplet depends on the aspectual strength of the Primary Imperfective and

Natural Perfective (“The Aspectual Strength Hypothesis”). My findings were as follows:

First, the Constructional Profiles of the five imperfective verbs showed that each verb has its
own prototypical construction. Although the prototypical construction of nytats”, NPnom V
NPacc ¢ NPins (mix up), is semantically very close to the prototypical construction of
nepenyThiBath”, NPnom V NPacc (mix up), they differ with regard to the use of the
preposition ¢ ‘with’. The prototypical constructions of the remaining Secondary
Imperfectives are semantically different from the prototypical construction of the simplex

verb. This yields support to the Semantic Differentiation Hypothesis.
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Second, I found that myrars™ predominantly appears in atelic contexts, while Secondary
Imperfectives overall favor telic contexts. This lends support to the Telicity Hypothesis,
which has also been suggested by other scholars (e.g. Veyrenc 1980, Janda et al. 2013,
Kuznetsova and Sokolova forthcoming). I furthermore discovered that the four Secondary
Imperfectives in question differ with regard to their ability to express telic meaning, and that
the Secondary Imperfectives that involve atelic prefixes (cnmyTbiBath”® and nepenyTbiBaTh”)
were the least frequent verbs in my study. This finding corresponds to the results of the large-
scale study of Janda et al. (2013) and yields support to the Telicity Hypothesis, since

Secondary Imperfectives are expected to involve prefixes that favor a telic interpretation.

Third, I observed a relationship between the frequency of the Secondary Imperfective in a
triplet and the aspectual strength of myrars® and the relevant Natural Perfective. As expected
from the Aspectual Strength Hypothesis, the use of the Secondary Imperfective is restricted
to marginal constructions when the aspectual relation of myrars® and the Natural Perfective
is strong, and extensive when the aspectual relation of mytats” and the Natural Perfective is
weak. On the basis of the Aspectual Strength Hypothesis, “balanced triplets” can be expected
to appear somewhere between the highest and lowest intersection rates in the continuum.
This situation was observed for myraTh”®/3amyTaTh’/3anyThiBaTh”, which involve an
intersection rate of 9. This arguably yields further support to the hypothesis. However, strong
conclusions about the validity of the Aspectual Strength Hypothesis and the “location” of
balanced triplets on the continuum can only be made on the basis of a larger study of more

verbs.

Fourth, I argued that my case study of the “myraTs triplets” yields support to the Principle of
No Synonymy (Goldberg 1995). My analysis shows that nyrars®" differs from the Secondary
Imperfectives with regard to prototypical construction and telicity. Moreover, my diachronic
study of the verbs suggests that the two Secondary Imperfectives that are less clearly distinct
from nyrars®™ are becoming reduced to constructions where myrat® is not expected
(cryThIBaThL™ ipf

) or go out of use (nepenyteiBaTh” ). This yields further support to the Principle

of No Synonymy, since by this principle no words are expected to display the same meaning.

In order to gain a robust understanding of prefix variation both “macroperspective” and

“microperspective” investigations are needed. The “macroperspective” analysis of Janda et
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al. (2013), who surveyed a large number of verbs, provided empirical evidence with regard to
the extent of prefix variation in Russian and showed that prefix variation exists because
different prefixes overlap with different meanings in the simplex verb (Janda et al. 2013:
162). I hope to have shown that “microperspective” analyses of individual verbs with prefix
variation offer a valuable supplement and shed light on such questions as semantic overlap,
aspectual strength and aspectual triplets. More studies of a similar kind are clearly needed,

but that is a task for future research.
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