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Ekaterina Barancheeva

MeTadopuyeckue MoaeM ONMCAHUS IAMSATH B PyCCKOM fI3bIKe:
ONBIT IMCKYPCUBHOI0 aHAJIN3A

Jannas paboTa mocBsieHa U3y4eHUI0 CEMAHTUKH MEeTa(pOpPHUUECKUX MOJETCH, ONMUCHIBAIOIINX
MEXaHHU3MbI YeJIOBEUECKON MaMsITH: B paboTe OyAyT pacCMaTpUBAThCSI CEMAHTUYECKUE OTPaHUYEHUS,
HAKJIa/IbIBa€MbI€ Ha AJIEMEHTHI TAaKUX MoJenel (Hanmpumep, X MOXKET *KUTh B aMSITH, CUACTb, CTOATh
B MMaMSTH, TOPETh U YracHyTh B MaMsTH, BCTaBaThb B MAMSTH, MEJIbKHYTh B MaMSTH, BCILIBIBATh,
YTOHYTh B MAMSITH, X-a MOXKET Pa3MbITh B IAMSITH, MOKHO CT€PETh, BBITALIUTh, U3BJICUYb X U3 IMaMATH
u T. 1). UHTEepecyrommii Hac BOMPOC 3aKJIIOYAETCS B TOM, HACKOJBKO «3aKpEIIeHay WM HEMPOHUIIA-
eMa JIUIs ISKCUYECKUX paciiupeHuii MetadoprudecKkas MOJIeb, KAKHEe CUHTAKCHYECKHUE KOHCTPYKIIUU
MOT'YT HCHOJIb30BaThCA [JIi ONUCAHUSl «MHeMHueckod curyauun» [McxakoBa 2009], kakue
KOPITYCHbIE JaHHBIE CBUIETEIBCTBYIOT O CTAOMIBHOCTH/U3MEHYMBOCTH METAPOPUUECKIX OMUCAHHIA.

AHanu3upys MpeACTaBlI€HUE O MaMATH U O MEXaHU3Max IMaMATH, lLieJecoo0pa3HO OMHCcaTh
A3BIKOBOE BOIUIOLICHHE CUTYallMH, B LIEHTPE KOTOPOH HAXOAATCS MHEMHUYECKHUE MPOIECCHI, CYOBEKT
1 WH)OPMAIMOHHBIA aKTaHT (Ta WHQPOpPMAIUSA, KOTOpas yTpauMBacTCs WIH BOCCTAHABIMBACTCH).
B pabore Oynyt paccmMorpeHbl MeTadOpHUECKUe MPEACTABICHUS O MaMSITH HAa OCHOBE JIUCKYPCHB-
HBIX JAHHBIX, TPEICTABICHUE O €€ CTPYKTypEe, a TaKKe O TOM, KaK Mbl U3BJIICKAEM BOCIPHUHSTHIC
o0pa3sl u3 mamsTh. [IpencraBisercs, 9T0 HHTEPIPETANMOHHBINA MTOTCHIIUAT HCCIEAYeMbIX MeTado-
pUYECKUX MOJECIIEH, C OJHOW CTOPOHBI, UMEET BO3MOXHOCTH PACUIMPEHMs, a C IPYroil CTOPOHBI,
OTPaHUYEH CEMAHTUYECKUMHU M TPaMMaTHYECKHMMH CBONCTBAMH KOMIIOHEHTOB, OTHOCSIIIUMHUCS K
cepe-ucToOUYHUKY B 00pa3oBaHuu MeTadop.

Martepuan uccienoBaHUs IMO3BOJSET OMOJIHUTH OMHCAHHE CEMAHTHKHU JIEKCEMbI IMaMATh,
BXOJsIel B MeTadoprueckue BBICKA3bIBAHUS, XapaKTEepPHU3YIOIIME Mpolecchl mamsaTu. Jlekcuko-
rpaguyecKkue UCTOYHUKH OMPEEISIOT MaMsITh KaKk «BOOOpakaeMoe YCTPOMCTBO, MPECTaBIISIEMbIN
OpraH, BMECTUJIMIIE», KOTOPOE «MOXKET (YHKIIMOHUPOBATH HE3aBUCUMO OT BOJIM CYOBEKTa»
[Vpeicon 2003: 38]. Jlekcema namsams BXOIUT B KJacc CJIOB, 0003HAYAIOIIUX HEBUIAMMBIE OPTaHbI
YEJIOBEKa, KOTOPHIE «aHAJIOTHYHBI OOBIYHBIM, MATEPHAIBHBIM «BEIIaM» BHYTPH YEJIOBEUYECKOTO
tena» [HOCC 2003: 302]. OTrMeTuM, 4YTO AMCKYPCHUBHBIA aHAJIU3 JIEKCEMBbl MaMATh HE BCErna
oOHapyXHUBaeT peajan3alyio 3HAYeHUH, OMHMCAHHBIX B JIeKcukorpaduueckux padotax (B [AmpecsH,
Konkosckuit 1984], [HOCC 2003], [Vpbicon 2003] u ap.). AHanu3 KOHTEKCTOB (OTOOpPaHHBIX U3
HKPS), onuceiBaromumx ¢ukcainoo, XpaHeHHE, BOCIPOU3BeIeHHE O0pa3oB B MaMsTH, MO3BOJIUT
YTOUYHUTH TPEACTABICHUE O TMaMITH KaK O «BMECTHJIMINEY», «XPAaHUIIHUIIE, KOHTEHHEpe» 00pa3oB
Pa3IUYHOTO POJIa, «KBHYTPEHHEM YKPAHE», «BOJTHOM MPOCTPAHCTBEY, «OPTaHN30BAHHOM/HEOPTaHU30-
BaHHOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE», «T€MHOM/OCBEIIEHHOM MPOCTpaHcTBey. CHUTyalusl, Korja CyObeKT MPHIIO-
MUHAET COOBITHS, MOXKET OBITh OMMcaHa MeTahOPUISCKUMHU MOJCIISIMU C TJIarojaMH CYIIeCTBOBAHUS,
JIOKaJIU3allUM, JIBMXKCHHS, U3MEHEHHS TOJIOKEHUs, CO 3BYKOBBIMM TIiiaroyiamu. llpuueM naHHbIe
aHaJIM3a HE MOATBEPKAAI0T HAJTMYKe OJTHO3HAYHBIX COOTBETCTBUN MEXIY THUIIOM WH(OPMAIIHOHHOTO
aKTaHTa M CEMaHTUKOHM Tllaroja, KOTOPBIA OMUCHIBAET XpaHEHHE o0paza B MaMsATH. SI3bIKOBOE
BOIUIONICHHE MHEMHYECKHX CUTYaIluil B ONpEeeIeHHON MeTaopruecKkoil MOJeN MOKET BapbUpO-
BaThCS B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT HHTEPIIPETAllNU CyOheKTa (aKTUBHBIN/TIACCUBHEI), OT cTaTyca pa3lTuIHBIX
YYaCTHUKOB CUTYAIlMH, OT IPEACTABICHUS CUTYaIllUH KaK KOHTPOJIHUPYEMOU/HEKOHTPOIUPYEMOH.

Meradopudeckoe TpENCTaBICHUE MaMSITH MOXKET MOJCIUPOBATH S3BIKOBYIO JKCITUKAIHIO
BCE MHEMHMYECKOW CHUTYyalllH, OMPEAeNsATh TO, KaK OTOOpa)K€H B SI3bIKE CIIOXKHBIM MPOIECC
BOCHIPUATHUS, 00paOOTKH, XpaHEHUS U BOCIPOU3BEICHUS HHPOPMAIIIH.
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Martina Bjérklund
Russian ‘fear’ in causative constructions using iz, ot, and s + Gen

The Russian prepositions of departure iz (‘out of”), ot (‘(away) from’), and s (‘off of”) can all
be used in causative constructions denoting ‘inner cause’ (Cf. lordanskad & Mel'Cuk 1996).
However, while the construction ot+Gen is considered open, the constructions iz+Gen and s+Gen
feature only restricted groups of nouns (Zolotova 1988, Iordanskad & Mel ¢uk 1996). Particularities
in the restrictions and usage of these constructions are usually attributed to specific properties of the
prepositions (Iordanskad & Mel cuk 1996, Boguslavskaya & Levontina 2004). Thus, according to
Iordanskaa & Mel ¢uk (1996), the nouns used in the construction iz+Gen should denote inner states
that could cause controlled actions; with the construction ot+Gen of nouns denoting reactive
emotions (thus ‘inner causes’), only physical responses and impulsive actions could be caused; and,
finally, the construction s+Gen allows only undesirable emotional states that could cause mental
events and actions, but not physical responses. Boguslavskaya and Boguslavsky (2015:40), for their
part, maintain that the co-occurrence of nouns denoting emotions and inner states with prepositions is
very selective, and “even semantically similar nouns co-occur with different prepositions”,
mentioning nouns that denote ‘fear’.

To study actual contemporary usage of the three constructions, | undertook searches in a sub-
corpus of the main corpus of the Russian National Corpus (time span 2000-2017) using the strings
iz, ot, and s/so + Gen of nouns with the semantic differentiation “psychological states including:
emotions”. After cleansing the search results from irrelevant hits, all different nouns occurring in the
constructions were listed (N 113 for ot+Gen, 37 for iz+Gen, and 16 for s/so+Gen). In the present
paper, I will concentrate on the utilization of nouns denoting ‘fear’. Six different nouns occurred in
the lists: bodzn', zut’, ispug, perepug, strah, and uzas. Only strah co-occurred with all three
prepositions, while uzas and Zut” co-occurred only with ot and perepug only with s. With only a few
exceptions bodzn " co-occurred with iz, whereas ispug co-occurred both with ot and s. When it comes
to the caused actions, reactions, and states, the principles described by lordanskad & Mel ¢uk (1996)
hold for most of the instances, but language users also produce contradictory examples, e.g. ruki
drozat s perepugu, wWhich goes against the principle of not allowing physical reactions with the
construction c+Gen. In my paper, | further discuss the interrelationships between the meanings of the
three constructions and the nouns denoting ‘fear’.
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Steven Clancy, Veronika Egorova, Oksana Willis, Daniel Green
Russian Modules: A cognitive and construction-based approach to teaching Russian

Exciting new opportunities in technology for teaching and learning and changes in approaches
to language pedagogy and second language acquisition along with the resurgence of Russia on the
world stage make this an opportune moment to think of a fundamental change in the way we
approach the teaching of Russian and other Slavic languages. Russian Modules:Foundations will
provide revitalized and updated teaching materials for intermediate Russian with robust opportunities
for active use of the language in classroom and homework activities, while not neglecting a thorough
treatment of grammar, so necessary for effective language acquisition and true progress at the
intermediate level.

The Russian language as a complex, but largely rule-governed linguistic system, presents an
overwhelming variety of grammatical forms playing out along multiple semantic dimensions and
presenting a seemingly insurmountable task for the language learner. Using JavaScript and the D3
library, we are developing a data visualization incorporating more than 150 data fields for each
Russian word, including grammatical, morphological, and semantic information along with word and
form frequencies. This larger database is, in turn, made available to students and teachers in the form
of pedagogical groupings based on textbook chapters, previously covered material, and even ad hoc
collections of lexemes. The database can be interacted with through a browser and touch-screens,
bringing to life the aspects of compression and expansion that ripple through the entire project.

The overall approach of the book is informed by research in cognitive linguistics and
construction grammar, much of which has been conducted by members of the SCLA. Our
presentation will provide an overview of the new book due out in Summer 2018.



Steven Clancy, Sara Kalisnik Verovsek, Quang Nhat Le, Joseph Borkowski, Nicholas Tomlin
Visualizing Patterns in Language: Topological Data Analysis of Very Large Corpora

The largely atheoretical approach developed within natural language processing (NLP) in the
past few decades would seem to bear out Goldberg’s (2006) claim that linguistic structure is
“constructions all the way down”. These approaches have allowed the empirical data in increasingly
large corpora to speak for itself, resulting in highly successful unsupervised learning of orthographic
systems, phonemes, morphemes, and words from raw language corpora. If construction grammar
frameworks are correct, then understanding even complex syntactic and semantic features, such as
the case system of a language, should be a matter of building on constructions identified at other
levels of language. Earlier computational approaches to syntax and semantics defaulted to a formalist
framework for lack of a better model, a decision that may be responsible for subsequent delays in
progress, but more recent research in NLP has succeeded exclusively by looking at words and their
neighbors within very large unlabeled corpora. Recent work using word2vec (Mikolov et al 2013)
and GloVe (Pennington et al 2014) have yielded impressive results through the representation of
words as relatively low-dimensional vectors that successfully capture a sense of semantic similarity
as well as specific relationships such as male-female counterpart nouns, singular-plural, positive-
comparative-superlative degrees, and word paradigms. Our study leverages a variety of tools to crack
open the meaning in the Slavic languages, where a high level of morphological complexity
complicates the work of previous NLP studies that have largely been conducted on English.

We combine the use of Goldsmith’s Linguistica (2001) and other methods to break the corpus
into stems and inflectional morphology. We then vectorize the words in the corpus for topological data
analysis (Carlsson 2009) using a tool called Mapper, which uses a collection of vectors X and a
reference function f: X — R (the set of real numbers) to produce a graph. The ability to tailor the
map f to the specific data at hand allows Mapper to be used as a method for exploratory data
analysis. Mapper has already had marked success in identifying novel subtypes of breast cancer
(Nicolau et al 2011) and in defining the characteristics of NBA basketball players via performance
statistics (Lum et al 2013). This study marks the first time Mapper has been used to study linguistic data.
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Jovan Cudomirovié

From temporal sequence to disagreement:
semantics/pragmatics of Serbian pa ‘and then’ from a multi-domain perspective

The aim of this research is to provide a unified analysis of the different uses of the Serbian
coordinating conjunction / discourse particle pa ‘and then’. It primarily marks sequentiality (1), but it
has other functions as well:

(1) Petar je uzeo olovku, pa je potpisao ugovor.
‘Peter took the pencil and (then) signed the contract.’

(2) Kosulja je upravo pala u vodu, pa je mokra.
“The shirt has just fallen into the water, so it’s wet.’

(3) Ana je ceo dan provela u krevetu, pa mora da je bolesna.
‘Ana spent the whole day in bed, so she must be sick.’

(4) Ijazurim, kao i ti, pa ipak mirno cekam u redu.
‘I’'m in hurry, as you are, and nevertheless I’'m calmly waiting in the line.’

(5)  Budite nasi saveznici, pa ¢emo vam dati deo plena.
‘Be our allies, and we’ll give you a part of the booty.’

(6) — Zasto si otvorio prozor? — Pa ti si mi rekao da to uradim!
‘—Why have you opened the window? — But you told me to do so!’

Grammars and other literature on Serbian conjunctions usually mention only usages (1)—(3) as
examples of copulative pa, without differentiating causal relations (2) from inferential ones (3),
while (4) is treated as an adversative relation, and patterns (5) and (6) are not mentioned (cf.
Stevanovi¢, 1969; Mrazovié, 2009, among others).

Relying on Sweetser’s (1990) three-domain model, we show that this variety of
meanings/functions can be accounted for as combinations of two different kinds of extension:
(i) from sequentiality to causality/conditionality, and (ii) from content domain to epistemic domain
and speech-act domain. This allows us to relate all different usages to the basic case of pa marking
sequentiality (1), so that (2) is explained as a conceptualization of cause as temporal sequence, (3)
includes extension from content domain to epistemic domain, and (5) and (6) are examples of pa
marking causality/conditionality in the domain of speech-acts, with (5) being a so-called conditional
imperative (cf. Dancygier & Sweetser, 2005). We also show that (4) does not have to be treated as an
adversative relation, since pa in such cases implies continuity/concordance, not a contrast between
two states of affairs. Finally, we show that, to account for some cases of pa-coordination on a
constituent level, the existence of a separate, discourse domain, may be considered, which resembles
some suggestions already conveyed in regard to Sweetser’s model (cf. Lang, 2000).
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Ewa Dgbrowska, Dagmar Divjak
L2 learners’ productivity with Polish dative inflections

In this paper, we discuss the nature of native speakers’ and adult L2 learners’ morphological
knowledge by comparing their performance on a nonce word inflection task. The particular
subsystem that will we examine is the dative inflection in Polish, which provides an interesting test
case for morphological theories. The Polish dative inflection is quite regular: masculine nouns (with
a few lexical exceptions) take -owi, feminine nouns take -e or -i/-y (with the choice of ending being
phonologically conditioned), and neuter nouns take -u. The rule is thus relatively straightforward, but
do L1 users discover it and can L2 learners reliably apply it?

Earlier work by Dabrowska (2008) has shown that even adult native speakers are not fully
productive with dative inflections: the mean proportion of target responses for nonce nouns used in
dative contexts was 74%, with individual scores ranging from 29% to 100%. Native speakers
performed better on masculine and feminine nouns than on neuters, which can be explained by
appealing to type frequency (the masculine and feminine classes are considerably larger than the
neuter class). Furthermore, they showed robust familiarity effects (performance was better on
familiar nouns than on nonce nouns) and neighbourhood density effects (they performed better on
nouns from high density neighbourhoods, i.e., nouns which are phonologically and/or
morphologically similar to many existing nouns, than on nouns from low density neighbourhoods).
Dabrowska (2008) argued that these results suggest that native speakers rely to a considerable extent
on stored forms and low-level schemas.

In the current study, we compare the performance of native speakers from Dabrowska’s study
with that of L2 learners of Polish. The learners were students at a British university who had just
over a year of instruction in Polish as a foreign language. Our results show that L2 learners performed
remarkably well, considering the amount of exposure they had had. The mean proportion of target
responses was 70% (SD = 9, range 54-83). Thus, all the L2 learners performed within the native
speaker range, and as a group, they performed slightly better than the less educated natives, who
averaged 59%. However, their pattern of responses was quite different. In contrast to native speakers,
there were no differences between the noun genders, and familiarity and neighbourhood density
effects were negligible. Furthermore, the L2 learners showed a strikingly different pattern of errors.

We argue that the differences between groups are partly due to linguistic experience (the
proportions of masculine, feminine and neuter nouns in the L2 learners’ input are quite different to
those found in either spoken or written Polish) and partly to the different ways in which the two
groups acquired the dative inflection. Native speakers build the rules “from the ground up”: they
begin with specific instances and gradually weave them into a schematic network; and some may
never acquire a fully abstract rule. L2 learners, on the other hand, are explicitly taught a fully abstract
rule which they gradually automatize; as a result, they rely on abstract generalizations from the
beginning.



Stephen Dickey
A Dynamic Systems Approach to Biaspectual Verbs in Russian

In Russian there are a very small number of stably biaspectual native Slavic verbs (e.g.,
ucnonvzosams ‘use’), and a number of stably biaspectual loan verbs (e.g., ducksarugpuyuposamso
‘disqualify’). Many eventually develop prefixed perfective correlates (e.g., ueropuposams VS. npo-
uenopuposams ‘ignore’). According to Androsjuk’s (2015) study of 437 loan verbs at present, 320
(50%) are predominantly perfective, 132 (30%) are predominantly imperfective, and 85 (20%) are
basically aspectually split. However, many cases that she counts as predominantly perfective are
attested overwhelmingly and loaned into Russian in the form of past passive participles (e.g.,
momopuzosannsiii ‘motorized’), and it is unclear whether such verbs represent loan verbs that are
categorized as perfective on the basis of the actional default of the profiled situations as such.

Piperski (ms), a recent study that categorizes the “aspectual predilection” of biaspectual verbs based
on attestations of perfective and imperfective gerunds (e.g., ¢popcuposas ‘having forced’ and ¢opcu-
pya ‘forcing’ respectively) over time, concludes that biaspectuals are slowly becoming imperfective.

In view of this overall tendency, | argue for a reinterpretation of biaspectual verbs in terms of
Dynamic systems theory (cf. Ehala 1996). The arguments are as follows.

(1) While biaspectual verbs have existed continuously as a class in Russian, the individual verbs
themselves most often undergo aspectual changes (most often acquiring an imperfective value);
therefore, the the category is unstable. The reason for the unstability is that unprefixed verbs with
perfective value are deviations from the current system, in which prefixes have been grammaticalized
as markers of the perfective aspect. These derivations are eliminated in favor of stability by prefixation.

(2) The strong impulse to perfectivize all imperfective verbs in Russian, including loan verbs
that according to Androsjuk (2015) are predominantly perfective (e.qg., yusurusosamv > 3a-
yusunuzoeams ‘civilize’) can be seen as the impulse to classify synoptically construed situations in
terms of their outcome (cf. Janda et al. 2013, [author]), which has perfectivization as a by-product.
Classification by prefixation can be viewed as an attractor, a ‘“‘stationary state towards which a
system (or a subsystem within a system) tends to evolve” (Ehala 1996: 7).

It is noteworthy that Piperski (ms) finds that the verbs he investigated underwent a shift, from
higher numbers of attestations of perfective gerunds to higher numbers of attestations of imperfective
gerunds, around the mid-19th century. Together with other aspectual changes that | have
investigated in 19th-century Russian (e.g., [author]), this development is circumstantial evidence for
a bifurcation at that time, whereby a new aspectual system became stable, and the category of
biaspectual verbs became unstable.
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Polina Eismont
The magic labyrinth of words: verbs of speech in child language®

The presentation discusses the development of the syntactic and semantic structure of Russian
verbs in child language and focuses on the use of verbs of speech. The study is based on the results
of a series of experiments with Russian native children at the age of 2;7 to 7;6, who had to retell a
story, presented to them as a game (for the youngest group at the age of 2;7 to 3;6), as a series of
pictures (for 3;7-4;6 year old children) or as a mutual cartoon (for 4;6-7;6 year old children). The
total number of 213 children has been studied. The results show that despite children start using
verbs of speech quite early, their early language is poor both in lexical units and in different syntactic
structures. The analysis shows that the acquisition of different syntactic structures gradually develops
depending on the increasing number of the acquired verbs of a particular semantic group and the
acquisition of different syntactic structures of other semantic groups.

Thus, the overt THEME OF SPEECH and ADDRESSEE arguments appear only after the
children start using such verbs as sprashivat’ and otvetit’ — the verbs that include clear information
about the roles of two communicants. The data indicate that Russian verbs of speech semantically
differ into two groups — directional and non-directional, and even verbs that are considered to a
perfective / imperfective pair, such as govorit’ and skazat’, in their core meaning (‘to say’) may have
distinctions in their arguments. Although both govorit’ and skazat’ have a valence for THEME OF
SPEECH, it tends to be realized differently: govorit’ favors indefinite pronoun (chto-to) and skazat’
prefers to express a specific meaning by means of a direct speech or a noun. The figures proved this
correlation to be statistically significant. Children acquire this distinction gradually and the time of
the acquisition correlates with the time of the acquisition of directional and non-directional verbs of
motion.

! This research has been supported by Russian Fund for the Humanities, grant No 16-04-50114.



Olga Fedorova, Andrej Kibrik
SI3bIK KaK OH €CTh: HENMPEPBLIBHOCTH OMMOIAJIbHOM KOMMyHI/IKaIII/II/Il

MynbTuMoanbHas (ToyHee, OMMOaIbHAsA) KOMMYHHUKAIMS — COBOKYITHOCTb CJIOB, IPOCOJUH,
KECTUKYJIALUY, 1103, JBM)KEHUH TJ1a3 — NepBUYHAs U (pyHIaMEHTalbHas COCTABIIAIOIIAs SA3BIKOBOM
nestenbHocTH (Kubpuk 2010). B coBpeMEHHBIX HCCIEIOBAaHUSAX KOMMYHHUKAIMHM Pa3THYarOTCS
BOKaJIbHAs (CJIyXOBasl) M KMHETHUYECKas (3pUTelbHas) MOJAIBHOCTU. B cBOIO ouepenb, BOKalbHas
MOJIATTBHOCTh COCTOUT U3 BepOaTbHOH (CJI0BA) U MPOCOAMYECKON (MHTOHALUS, TEMOp, TEMII, TPOMKOCTb
U 10J.) cocTaBisomux. Kunernueckas MOJaJIbHOCTh BKJIFOUAET KaK AMHAMUYECKUN KOMIIOHEHT —
Pa3IUYHOIO poJia JBMXKEHUSI M JKECThl: MUMHUYECKHE >KECThI, JKECThl T'OJIOBBI, pyK U Tela, Tak U
CTaTUYECKUMN: BBIPAKEHUE JIMIIA, TI03Bl, IPOKCEMUKY. HecMOTpst Ha TO, 4TO B peanbHONM KOMMYHHUKA-
IIUM BaYKHBI BCE COCTABJISAIOIINE, OOJIBIIMHCTBO COBPEMEHHBIX MCCIIEI0BAaHUN TIOCBAIIECHbI OIIMCAHUIO
B3aUMO/ICHCTBHS BepOaIbHOM cocTaBsromei 1 ManyanbHbIX xkectoB (Kendon 2004, McNeill 2005).
B namem Tekyiem mpoekre, ocymiectsisiemoM B U513 PAH (caiit multidiscourse.ru), cymiectBeHHOE
MECTO OTBOJUTCS Takke mpocoauueckoit (Kubpuk u Ilognecckas pen. 2009) u riia3onBuraTeibHON
(®enopoBa u np. 2016) cocraBisrorum. Llenb gaHHOrO MpoeKkTa JBOSIKas: BO-IIEPBBIX, CO3/1aeTCs
YHHUKQJIbHBI PECYpC; BO-BTOPBIX, Ha OCHOBE 3TOr0 pecypca peaju3yeTcsi HaydyHas Iporpamma
U3YYEHHUS pealibHOM OMMO1aIbHOM KOMMYHHUKAIIUH.

CoOpannblii kopnyc «Pacckassl U pa3roBOpHI O TPYIIax» BKIOYACT 24 3amucu (CymMMapHOU
JUIMTEIBHOCTBIO 9 4acoB), B KaXK/I0M 3alMCcK y4acTBOBAJIO 110 YeThIpe yenoBeka. CHavyana Pacckazuuk u
Kommentarop cmotpenu «PusibM o rpyiiax» (Chafe ed. 1980), 3arem k HuM npricoequusiics [lepeckas-
yuk. Paccka3uuk pacckaspiBai Ilepecka3zuuky crokeT guiibMa B peKMME MOHOJIOra. 3aTeM B XOje
MHTEpaKTUBHOIo 3Tana KoMMeHTaTop 10monHsAa pacckas, a Ilepeckazumnk 3amaBan Bonpockl. [locie
9TOr0 B XOJie 3Tana nepexoza nospisuics Cioymarens, kKotopoMy Ilepeckazumnk nepeckassiBasl pUIbM
OISITh B pexxuMe MoHosora. Hakonen, Ciymarens TMCbMEHHO (PMKCHPOBAJl BTOPUYHBIHN IEpecKas.

BaxxHoil 0coOeHHOCTBIO KOpIlyca OBLIO HCIIOJIb30BAaHME BBICOKOTOYHOIO OOOpYIOBaHUS:
HIECTUKAHAJILHOTO ayJuopeKkopaepa, kamepsl ooero miaHa (50 x/c), Tpex NPOMBIIIIEHHBIX BUJIEO-
KaMep, 3aIMChIBAIOIINX KaXI0r0 yyacTHHUKa ¢ yacTtoroi 100 K/c, a Takke IByX Iap OYKOB-alTPEKEPOB
¢upmer  Tobii. BokanpHasi cocTaBisiomias Kopryca Oblla aHHOTHpOBaHa B mporpamme Praat,
KuHeTHuyeckas — B nmporpamme ELAN.

OnHa W3 Ba@KHBIX TEXHUYECKUX TNPOLENYp, TMpeBpaTHBINAsACS B Xoae paboTel B
CaMOCTOSITENIBHYIO Hay4HYIO 3a/lauy — JeJI€HUE 3anucedl Ha 4 oTAenpHBIX dTana: Pacckas, Pasrosop,
[lepexon, Ilepecka3. DTol KOHKPETHOH 3a/1ade W MOCBSIIEH HacTosAmMi fokian. Oka3anock, 4TO
OuMoJanbHass KOMMYHHKAIMS YCTpOeHa TakKUM 00pa3oM, YTO YacTO HE yJAeTCsl MPOBECTH TPAHUIIBI
MEXJly 3TallaMd [0 TpaHHIlaM, BBIAEISEMBbIM IS Ka)XJO0MW M3 pacCMAaTPUBAEMBIX COCTABIISIOLIUX.
Ecnu Bep6anbHas, npocoanueckas 1 MaHyajdbHasi COCTABIISIONINE B3aUMOJIEHCTBYIOT COTJIACOBAHHO,
TO KECTHI F'OJIOBBI, MUMHKA U JIBHJKEHUS B30pa PErYJISIPHO 3Ty COIVIACOBAHHOCTH HapymiaroT. Tak, B
X0JIe BOKaJIbHO-MaHyaJIbHOW May3bl, XapaKTepHOH Ui CMEHBI 3Tana, KOMMYHHKAHTHI PEryJIspHO
«epearT Xoa» coOeceHUKY OCOObIM IOBOPOTOM TIOJIOBBI, CONPOBOXAas 3TO MHUMHUYECKOU
aKTUBHOCTBIO, B TIEPBYIO OdYepe]b YJIBIOKOW, a MX B30p 4YacTO 3amas3jbIBacT, 3aJepKUBasCh Ha
npeapayimeM cobeceanuke. TakuM o0pa3oM, Mbl HArJISITHO JAEMOHCTPHPYEM, YTO KOMMYHHKALUS
MeX1y coOeceJHUKaMU HE TMpeKpallaercs HU Ha CEeKyHAy, AUHAMHYHO MEepexons OT OIHOU
COCTABJISIFOIIEN K IPYTOM.

! UccnenoBanne BBIMONHEHO npu noagepkke PH® Nel4-18-03819 «SI3bik Kak OH €CTh: PYCCKHiA
MYJIBTUMOJANbHBIA JUCKYPCY.
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Maksim Fedotov
Imperfectivum pro posteriore in Russian and beyond

I will discuss the phenomenon of imperfectivum pro posteriore and its peculiarities in Russian
(using corpus data) and in a broader context.

1. As is well known, in Russian it is possible to use present tense forms to refer to future
situations — the so-called “preesens pro futuro”.

It is normally limited to contexts of scheduling, or planning [Dahl 1985: 110; Comrie 1985: 47;
[Mnynrsu 2011: 350; Barentsen 1984]:

(1) A zasmpa yezncaro 6 Mocksy
‘I’'m leaving[IPFV.PRs] for Moscow tomorrow’.

What is interesting, but usually overlooked®, is that imperfective verbs can be used in a similar
way in past tense forms, yielding a future-in-the-past interpretation (this possibility seems to be
limited to narrative):

2) Ha credyiowuii denv Mean yesacan 6 Mockey, nosmomy oH Haual cooupams euju.
y Y y
‘The next day lvan was leaving[IPFV.pST] for Moscow, so he began packing up his things’.

(3) [enwv evioancs acapkuii, ob6pamuslii noe30 yxo0un oaudice K seuepy, u si, NOKOHYUE C OeldaMU,

omnpasuicst nobpooums no 08opyosomy napky. [Jleonna K0zedoruu. Kuszp Berpa (2001)]

2. To such “planning” examples should, to my view, also be added the ‘“chess” (“sport”)
examples discussed by Yu. D. Apresyan [Anpecsu 2012: 49-50] (and analyzed by Apresyan as
presenting a special feature of the corresponding verbs):

(4) a. Benvie sbtuepuvieanu | opanu éepx npu xooe ®e3;
b. Ilpu x00e @e3 npeumyujecmeo 6envix COXPaHaNOCS,
C. B cnyuae pokuposku uepa ypasHusandacs.

Cf. a similar use with the present tense:

(5) Haxoney Mums oeraem xo00. — Kyoa nowén? Uepez mpu xoda KoHs mepaeuts.
[Barentsen 1984: 32]

3. Such future-in-the-past uses of imperfective can, in fact, be found in at least some other
languages that have presens pro futuro, too. Cf. English (Past Continuous) and French (Imparfait):

(6) Because I was leaving the next day, we said our goodbyes at the hotel. [Robert D. Quinn. My
Best Trip]

(7) ...Jepartais le lendemain, des | ‘aube. Tout ézait prét...
‘...1 was leaving[IPF] the next day, at dawn. Everything was ready...’ [letter by André Gide]

We can hypothesize thus that instead of a special feature of present tense we are always dealing
with a more general ability of imperfective forms to refer to a posterior event — “imperfectivum pro
posteriore”.

! Cf., however, a mentioning in [3esgoBmu 2012: 144].



4. Another feature of such uses (both in present and past) is that they can be shown to have in
fact a prospective- or intentional-like meaning (referring to present preconditions) — rather than that
of true future/posteriority (referring to the future situation itself):

(8a) Twl 6cé ewé | no-npesrcnemy yesacaews (I *yeoews) zaempa ¢ Mockey?

(8b) Are we still going to the movies tomorrow?

(8c) On va toujours au cinéma demain?

Cf. English be to + INF: Over 3 million people are still to be repatriated.
Such combination is impossible with true future forms (8a).
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Ronald Feldstein
On Binary Oppositions and Distributions in the Russian Stress System

I. Classification of Russian stress has not been done economically. Basic types can be reduced
to three within any given subparadigm (singular/plural; non-past/ past; attributive/predicative).

Classifications (e.g. Zaliznjak, 1967; Fedjanina, 1982; Red’kin, 1971) catalog all types within a
given part-of-speech, regardless of morphophonemic patterns that co occur with the stress. The
difference between the proposed system and others is that this system uses morphophonemics
(phonological shape of desinences or stems) to predict the stress of the final output.

The proposed system consists of two main stages:

1. Establishment of the minimal types of stress oppositions within any given subparadigm.
Assumption of three regular stress types of opposition in a given subparadigm: one (type A) with
constant stem stress in the full paradigm and two others (types B and C), where stress depends on
morphophonemic factors.

2. Statement of the morphophonemic rules which predict the precise value of the basic types (B
and C) in any given subparadigm.

Il. The primary binary split of type A stress vs. types B and C, followed by the secondary
binary split of B vs. C, can be depicted as follows:

Binary split 1. All stress splits into Type A (lexical) vs. B/C (morphophonemically
predictable).

Binary split 2. Types B/C split into predesinential/desinential and initial/desinential types.

Morphophonemic rules for noun stress involve desinential sonority.

I11. Binary split of type B:

Non-zero genitive predicts desinential stress in subparadigm:

KoJsibaca, Koibackl, Koyudacou; croia-@’, cTona, CTOJIOM; CTOJIBI, CTOJIOB, CTOJaMH; BEPETEHO,
BEpETEHA, BEPETCHOM; CEJI0, CEJIa, CeTIOM

Zero genitive predicts predesinential stress in subparadigm:

KOJIOACHI, KosI0ac, KojibacamMu; BepeTéHa, BepeTeH, BepeTéHamu; céna, céi, cénamMu

IV. Type C is more complex, due to the parameter of mobility, plus the split between two
subtypes, both in the mobile and immobile types. However, rather than recognize four or more stress
paradigms, this system recognizes only one (type C), with morphophonemic predictability, based on
desinential sonority.

Split 1: Mobile vs. immobile

Mobile predicted by high-vowel direct case (nom/acc) or locative:

Ha Oepery~0Oepera, 6eperom; Ha OCH~OCH, OCBIO; TOJIOBY~TOJIOBA, TOJIOBRI, Jiebenn~iedene,
nebensax.

Immobile predicted by no such direct or locative with high-vowel.

Split 2: Immobile desinential vs. initial stress.
Desinential predicted by low-vowel nominative (-a):
Plural 3epkana; 3epkanaMu; KOJOKOJIA, KOJTOKOIaAMH.
Initial predicted by non-low nominative:

Singular 3epkaso, 3epkagom; KOTOKOJI, KOTTOKOJIOM.
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V. Verbs differ from nouns since stem-structure, not desinential structure, determines the shape
of types B and C. A verbalizing suffix causes neutralization of B and C into the B pattern. Mobility is
predicted by stems ending in sonorants or lacking root vowel. Adjectival stress patterns like nominal,
but is less complex.
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Roman Fisun

HpI/IHIII/Il'l CMEKHOCTH B CEMAHTHYCCKUX KapTax CJIaBAHCKHX
COCTAaBHBIX HEOIIPEACJICHHDBIX MeCTOMMEHHUH

B cnaBsHCKHX SI3BIKaxX CyIIECTBYET 0co0as rpyria MEeCTOMMEHUN — COCTaBHbIE HEONpEIeNICHHbIE
mectoumenuss (CHM). Peub uaer o equHHIIAX THUIIA PYCCK. HE8eOOMO KMo, YKP. KaA3Ha-xmo, Oell.
Hemaseoama 03e; TIOJIbCK. co by nie bylo, uenick. zridkakdo, cnosank. hocikto; BepxHenyxutk. mato hdy;
cioBeHck. redko kaj u o mHorux apyrux. OHM UMEIOT OMHAPHYIO CTPYKTYPY M 00pa3yroTCs IyTeM
MPUCOEAMHEHUS K MECTOMMEHHOMY K-KOPHIO MOJIU(UKATOpa, KOTOPBIH MOKET COOTBETCTBOBATH
OMOHUMHUYHOMY TOJHO3HAMEHATEIHHOMY CIOBY (PYCCK. Hegedomo, BEPXHENYKUUK. malo), uxX
KoMOuHarmu (1ojabcK. by nie bylo) nnum He MMETh TAKOTO COOTBETCTBHS B COBPEMEHHOM JIUTEPATyp-
HOM sI3bIKE (YKP. KaA3Ha-).

OT TpaJULMOHHBIX MECTOMMEHHBIX CEpUIl JaHHbIE €IUHUIBI OTIMYAIOTCS CEMAHTUYECKH,
MOP(}OJIOTHYECKHA U CHHTAKCHYECKHU: TaK, IOMUMO YHUKAIBHOW 110 OTHOIICHHUIO K «TPAIUIIHOHHBIM))
HeomnpeaeneHHbIM cepusiM ceMaHnTuki, CHM crocoOHBI BBIpaKaTh M HEMECTOMMEHHBIC, MPEXKIIC
BCET0, OLCHOYHBIC 3HAYCHUS; Y TAaKUX MECTOMMEHUH (huKcupyercss HeoObruHas MOPQOIOTHIECKas
CTPYKTYpa; OOJIBIIMHCTBO COCTABHBIX CEPHH JIMIEH3UPYETCS OCOOBIMU CHHTAKCHYECKMMH KOHTEK-
CTaMH, HampuMep, KOHTeKcTamu cHATor yTBepautenbHocTH (IlagydeBa 2015). Cemantuka CHM 1o
CUX MOp ocTaercsi crnabo u3ydyeHHoH. Tak, omucaHue MX 3HAYEHUS 0€3 ero OTOXKIECTBJICHHS C
TaKOBBIM Y TOW WUJIM MHOM «TpaJulIMOHHOW» cepuu MoxkHO HaiTu B (FaBBke 1981) nns BepxHemyxuIl-
KOTO SI3bIKa WM JUISl OTAETIbHBIX pycckux cepuii B (Haspelmath 1997).

B mocnenneit pabore npemiaraercsi criocod ONMucaHust 3HAYCHHUST HEONPEICICHHBIX MECTOMMEHUH
C TIOMOIIIBIO0 METOJIa CEMAaHTUYECKOTO KapTupoBaHust. CEMaHTHYECKOE MPOCTPAHCTBO HEOIPEIEICHHBIX
MECTOMMEHUH pa3jelsieTcss XacleabMaToOM Ha JICBSITh 30H, KOTOPBIE B S3bIKaX MUpPAa MOTYT UMETh
pa3HbIe TUIaHBI BRIpOKEHUS: pedepeHTHAs ONpeeieHHas, peepeHTHas CI1adoonpeIeseHHas 30HbI,
HepedepeHTHBIH Hppeanc, BOMPOC, KOHIUIIMOHAN, KOCBEHHOE OTpHUIlaHHe, MPSMOE OTPHIAHHE,
KOMIIapaTuB, CBOOOIHBIN BbIOOp. DYHKIIMK UMEIOT CTPOTOe B3aUMHOE MPOCTPAHCTBEHHOE PaCIOIO-
xkeHue. X koHdurypanus, Kak 1 caMo CEMaHTHYECKOe MPOCTPAHCTBO HEONPEEIEHHBIX MECTONME-
HUH, ObLTH BBISICHEHBI aBTOPOM Ha OCHOBaHUM aHanmn3a 140 s3bIKOB.

BaXHBIM TPUHIIMTIOM METOJAa CEMaHTHYECKOTO KapTUPOBAHHSI SIBISETCS TPEOOBAHWE CMEXK-
HocTH (adjacency requirement) (TateBocoB 2002: 36). DTOT MPUHIUI 3alpeIaeT CYIIECTBOBAHHE
«pa3opBaHHBIX» KapT, TO €CTh CYNIECTBOBAHHE TAKHX S3BIKOBBIX €IMHUI], KOTOPHIE OOCITYKHBAIOT
HECMEXHbBIE 00JaCTH CEMAaHTUYECKOTO MPOCTpaHCTBA. Bce «TpaaWiMOHHBIE» ceprH OONTapCKuX,
MOJIBCKUX, PYCCKHX, a TAK)Ke CEPOCKUX/XOPBATCKUX HEOIPEACTICHHBIX MECTOMMEHH, PACCMOTPEHHBIC
XacnenbMaToM, COOTBETCTBYIOT IJaHHOMY orpanudenuro. Jns rpynnet CHM Hapymienue 3Toro
MPUHIINIIA, OJIHAKO, HE SBIISETCS HEBO3MOXXHBIM. Tak, B pyCCKOM sI3bIKe HaMU ObLIH OOHAPY>KEHBI
IPEpHIBAIOIINECS] CEMaHTHUECKUE KapThl y CEpUil Ha Hado, HYsCcHO, nodobaem, He notimu, boe éecmo,
aobvl, Hu nonaos. CuTyalus He SBISETCS HEBO3MOXKHOM U JJIsl IPYTUX CIABSHCKUX SI3BIKOB: CEpUs Ha
abu B YKpauHCKOM sI3bIKe, cepus Ha trzeba B mosbckom. Eciiu st pycCKUX M YKpaMHCKUX Cepuil Ha
abvl/abu, KOTOphle UMEIOT HeoueBUIHYIO ucToprio (ber3enko 1960: 178), BO3MOXHBIM SBISIETCS
neiicTBue ocnabiieHHOro MmpuHIMNa cMekHocTH (van der Auwera & Plungian 1998: 113), To ans
WHBIX CEpUH TaKoe OOBICHEHHE OKA3bIBACTCSI HEBO3MOXKHBIM.

B noxmane Oymer mpoaeMOHCTpUPOBaHA OpTaHU3AIUsl CEMaHTUYECKOTO MPOCTPAHCTBA ATUX U
JIPYTHUX CIAaBSHCKUX COCTAaBHBIX MECTOMMEHHBIX CEPHd, UMEIOIINX MPEPHIBAIOIIUECST CEMAaHTHUECKUE
KapThl, @ TAK)Ke OIIEHEH METOJI CEMAaHTHUYECKOTO KapTupoBanus s onucanuss CHM B ciaBsHCKUX
SI3BIKAX.
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Mirjam Fried
Erosion of the main clause in insubordination patterns

The natural state of language is its permanent variability, which — over time — may gradually
lead toward observable changes: forming new patterns and new categories. The process of forming a
new linguistic device is also the main concern of this talk, which is framed by the general task of
uncovering the ways in which language users may recruit existing resources in order to create new
linguistic patterns with new functions.

This general issue will be illustrated on a particular case taken from conversational Czech and
largely left untouched in Czech reference grammars or in relevant research: the usage of the word
jestli ‘if/whether’ not in its etymologically motivated function as a syntactic complementizer (as in
Nikdo nevi, jestli to Martin udela ‘Nobody knows if Martin will do it’) but in its pragmatic, non-
propositional function of expressing a subjective guess about something being likely (1) or unlikely (2):

(1)  Esi vona necekala na telefon.
‘[I don’t’ know for sure but I think] she may’ve been waiting for a phone call.’

(2) Jesi vithec tam maj naky dievo na topeni.
‘[I don’t’ know for sure but I think] they many not have any wood to burn’.

The expressions (1-2) exemplify a typologically wide-spread and well-attested phenomenon
known as insubordination (Evans 2007, 2009; Evans & Watanabi 2016), whereby an erstwhile
subordinate clause introduced by a dedicated subordinating complementizer, such as jestli ‘whether’
in (1-2), retains its form but loses its main clause and develops new conventional meanings.

It has been shown elsewhere that the insubordination is not just an issue of a single element
changing its category (complementizer > discourse connector). What has not been explored yet is the
erosion and subsequent loss of the main clause. In this talk, I will concentrate on the cluster of
questions concerning this part of the development, which calls also for a comparison with lexically
restricted collocations in the matrix-clause function (cert vi ‘the devil knows’, bith vi ‘God knows’).
The loss can be placed on a continuum full clause > discourse particle > 0, and | will show that there
are several issues to consider in this development: the relative order of the clauses; the semantic
bleaching and pragmatically low informativeness of the main clause; the relative prominence of the
main vs. subordinate clause, indicated prosodically; and the interaction between the entire pattern
and negation in the jestli-clause.

It is especially the correlations with verbal negation, whether full or attenuated, that (i) reveals
the path towards the fixed polarity of (1) vs. (2) and (ii) provides evidence that the new pattern is the
result of a complex interplay between several semantic and pragmatic factors, rather than a simple
case of ellipsis. And it also confirms that this subset of jestli-insubordination in conversational Czech
can be related to the typology proposed by Evans in two of the three general patterns: expressing a
broad spectrum of modal meanings (here, subjective epistemic assessment, as in exs. 1-2) and
signaling presupposed material (negation and disagreement in ex. 2).
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Iwona Goralczyk
Parent — child dialogic dynamic syntactic sing — song in Polish and subjecthood

This analysis is an attempt to trace cases of structural coupling in child-oriented Polish, as
observed in the corpus of a Polish-speaking child, Basia, archived in Child Language Data Exchange
System (CHILDES). Specifically, nearly a hundred structures have been considered in the child-
oriented speech of Basia’s parents, in which the parent imitates, or repeats, the utterance of the child
in the successive turn in a dialogic exchange, as in the following, simplified version of a sequence of
such utterances:

Ch: Gdzie jest mdj klucz? ~ “Where is my key?’

P: Ja nie wiem, gdzie twoj klucz, bo ja sie twoim kluczem nie bawitam. ‘I don’t know where your
key is because I have not played with your key’.

Ch: Gdzie moj klucz? Czym bede sie bawila? ‘Where is my key? I don’t know what I will play with.’
P: Jak nie polozytas klucza na miejsce to klucza nie ma i nie bedziesz si¢ bawita. ‘If you have not put
the key back, the key is not there and you will not play with it’.

Ch: Lalusia ruszata. ‘Dolly has taken it’.

P: To idz, lalusi sie zapytaj gdzie klucz. ‘Then go ask Dolly where the key is’.

Viewed through the prism of Dialogic Syntax, particularly as developed by Du Bois (2014),
such exchanges are not merely mimetic patterns of no real significance in language behavior.
Instead, in the framework of Dialogic Syntax they are considered as the structure of engagement
“between and through the signs”, with far reaching consequences for both sentence syntax and the
local meaning. In Du Bois’ own words, structural coupling, such as above, produces parallelisms and
resonance, which align dialogically juxtaposed utterances and forge structural and functional links
between their corresponding elements.

The specific interest of the present analysis is threefold. First, the focus is placed on the
activation of structural affinities across utterances. Second, their impact on the grammar of the parent
speech in virtually one specific area will be examined: the selection of overt subject where a null one
would be perfectly acceptable. Our starting point is the following hypothesis: if Polish is a pro-drop
language whose rich agreement morphology allows for the use of null referential and non-referential
subjects as an unmarked strategy in communication, then child-oriented Polish is no different,
irrespective of structural coupling or not. In other words, the syntactic and pragmatic factors that
govern subject drop will not be affected by any co-ordination of utterances across successive turns
between parent and child.

Our third interest relates to what we consider a very daring claim that Dialogic Syntax seems to
make in the writings of Du Bois: that if speakers engage in dialogic syntax often enough this fact
may have an influence on the emergent grammars, which, as self-organizing adaptive systems, may
respond by strengthening the structures that support the engagement. Even if Du Bois probably
means a generalization: ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny, we shall attempt to trace any influence on
the grammar of an adult in the area of subjecthood of the dialogic structures in which the child-
oriented utterances resonate and parallel the child’s utterances. By tying “dialogic overt/null
subjects” and “non-dialogic overt/null subjects” to time span we can measure if the “dialogic”
grammar gets more entrenched and more productive in the speech of the parent outside dialogic
structures.
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Olga Goritskaya

Pycckasi peub 0es1opycoB B 3epKaJjie MeTasi3bIKOBbIX TMCKYCCHIA:
SI3bIKOBbIE (PAKTHI M KYJIbTYPHbIE MO/€eJIH

1. ITocranoBka 3ama4

B PecnyOonuke benapych 1Ba rocymapCTBEHHBIX S3bIKA: PYCCKUN U OEIOPYCCKHMA, TIPH 3TOM
B KOMMYHHUKATHUBHOW MPAKTUKE MPEICTAaBICH KOHTUHYYM SI3BIKOBBIX KOJIOB: CTaHJAPTHBIA PYCCKUMN
SI3BIK, PYCCKUU SI3BIK ¢ HEKOTOPBIMHU CTPYKTYPHBIMH ((DOHETHUECKUMU, JTEKCUICCKUMH, TpaMMaTH -
YECKUMHU) OCOOCHHOCTSIMHU, CMEIIaHHAsI PYCCKO-Oemopycckas pedb (T.H. TpacsHKa), OeIopycCcKuit
SI3bIK (C HECKOJIBKUMHM CTaHJIapTaMHu).

JlanHast paboTa MmocBsiieHa U3yYSCHHIO TOT0, KaK HOCHTENH SI3bIKa BOCIIPUHUMAIOT OCOOCHHOCTH
pycckoit peun B benapycu. Ota npoGiematuka panee Jullb (parMEHTapHO OCBELIAIacCh B HAYYHBIX
NyOJIMKaNKAX Ha MaTepraje OTACIbHBIX MOJIMTHYCCKUX BHICTYIUIcHUH u myomurmctiku (Woolhiser
2014). Marepuasiom Ui aHajdu3a B HACTOSIIEM JIOKJIa/e MOCIYKUIU METas3bIKOBbIE JUCKYCCUU B
uHTepHeTe (Ha ¢opymax, B Oorax, COIUANBHBIX CETSIX, KOMMEHTapusx k marepuaiam CMU) 06
0COOCHHOCTSIX PYCCKOM pedr 0e1opycoB U GOPMUPOBAHUH OETOPYCCKOTO BapHAHTA PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA.

2. SI3p1KOBBIE (PAKTHI

B mpoananu3upoBaHHBIX METAs3BIKOBBIX JUCKYCCHAX OTMEYAIOTCS CIMHMIBI BCEX YpPOBHEH
S3bIKa, a TaKXKe OCOOCHHOCTH KOMMYHHMKATHBHOTO TIOBeneHUs OenopycoB. Hexoropbie (akThr
00CYX/Ial0TCS MHOTOKPATHO, OJHAKO MHOTHE E€IWHUIIBI, 3aMKCHPOBAHHBIC B HAYYHBIX MyOJIMKa-
IIMSIX, HE OCO3HAIOTCS «HAWBHBIMI TOBOPSIIMMHU KaK CIIEHU(PUIECKUE WM OCTAIOTCS 3a KaJpoM 10
JIPYTUM TIPUYUHAM.

Ha T0, Kakue 3/1eMeHTHI s13bIKa CTAHOBSITCS O0BEKTOM JIUCKYCCHUH, BIUSIIOT Pa3niHble (HaKTOPHI:
TUI €IUHUIIBI ((pOHETHUECKasl, IEKCUUecKas, FpaMMaTH4ecKas ), 4aCTOTHOCTh, cdepa yrnoTpedaeHus,
OTHOIIIEHHWE TOBOPAMIMX U Jp. Tak, MHOTHE (JOHETHYECKHE M TPaMMaTHYECKUE CMHUIIBI HE CUUTA-
I0TCSl (PaKTaMHU PYyCCKOTO SI3bIKA U OTHOCSATCS K CTUTMATU3MPOBAHHON CMEIIaHHOM pedu.

Kak mpaBuiio, B «CBETIIOE TOJIE» CO3HAHUS IOMAJAIOT JIEKCHYECKUE EIUHHIBI, U MMEHHO
C HUMH CBSI3BIBAE€TCSI CaMOOBITHOCTh OEJIOPYCCKOTO BapuaHTa PycCcKoro s3bika. HambGosee wacto
YIIOMHHAEMBIE B TUCKYCCHUSIX JIEKCEMBbI — 3T0 Ha3BaHue bemapych (VS. TpaguumoHHbIH 111 Poccun
BapuaHT benopyccus) u mydisaka (VS. BBLABHKHON SIIKK).

3. KyneTypHble Mosienu

B MeTas3bIKOBBIX TUCKYCCHSIX MPEACTABIEHO CI0XKHOE MEPETUIETEHUE PAa3INYHbIX B3IVIAI0B Ha
A3BIK, OJJHAKO 3TO MHOT000pa3ue MoxHo ynopsaounts. [1. ['epaptc (2003) BBen B 000pOT KOTHUTHUB-
HOM COIIMOJIMHIBUCTUKHA IPOTUBOMNOCTABICHHE ABYX Oa30BbIX KYJIbTYPHBIX MOJENEH S3bIKOBOI
CTaHJapTU3aIMK — paloHanicTuaeckoi (rationalist) u pomantudeckoit (romantic). [lis coBpemen-
HBIX OW- WJIM TOJMJIMHTBAIBHBIX OOIIECTB XapaKTEPHO B3aMMOJICHCTBHE JaHHBIX Mojaenel. [Ipome-
MOHCTPUPYEM 3TO Ha MpHUMEpE A3BIKOBOW cUTyaluu B PecryOnMke, OTpa)kKeHHOW B METas3bIKOBBIX
JUCKYCCHSIX.

[TpoTUBHMKM BBIAECTEHHS OCOOOr0 OEIOPYCCKOrO BapHaHTa PYCCKOTO s3bIKa CTPOSIT CBOU
CYXJIeHHUs Ha 0a3e KIacCHYeCKO palmOHATIMCTUUECKON MOJeNH (3a eUHbIN JIUTEepaTypHBIN S3bIK U
NPOTHB BapHaTUBHOCTH). [Ipu apryMmeHTanuu OHH, KaK MPaBUJIO, aMEJUIMPYIOT K CYIIECTBYIOIIUM
KOAU(PHUIMPOBAHHBIM HOPMaM PYCCKOIO SI3bIKa, @ PYCCKYIO peyub OeI0pycoB, KOTOpas OTIIMYAETCS OT
CTaHJapTa, NPUPABHUBAIOT K «TpacsHKe». B 1ienom crturmarusanusi CMEIIaHHOW peyu SIBIseTCS
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omHUM u3 (HaKTOPOB, CIACPKHUBAIOMUX 000COOICHHE OETOpyCCKOro HalMOHAJIBLHOTO BapHaHTa
PYCCKOTO s3BIKA.

[IpencraBienus monieil, BBICTYNAIONMX 32 Pa3BUTHE «OEIOPYCCKOTO PYCCKOTO», TaKXKe
TJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM 0a3upyrOTCsl Ha PallMOHATMCTHYECKOW KyJIbTYpPHOH Mojenu. ['maBHas mpuunHa,
10 KOTOPOH CYOBEKT BBICTYNACT 32 HEOOXOAMMOCTb Pa3BUTHUSA OEIOPYCCKOTO BapHaHTA PYCCKOTO
A3blKa, — HE3aBHUCHUMOCTh TOCYAapcTBA W OQUUUANBHBIA CTaTyC pPYCCKOrO sI3bIKa B HEM.
[Ipenmonaraercs, 4To cCTaHAapTU3AlMs A3bIKa JOJDKHA OCYLIECTBIATHCA B Ipejaesax rocyaapcTna.
[Tpu 3TOM «OENOpyCCKU PYCCKUN» HE CBSI3BIBACTCS C STHOKYJIBTYPHOU UJIEHTUYHOCTHIO OEIOPYCOB,
MOCKOJIBKY 3Ty «POMaHTHUYECKYI0» HUILY B KOMMYHUKATUBHOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE MO Ceil IeHb 3aHUMAaEeT
OenopyccKkuil sI3bIK (TakK, B YaCTHOCTH, MHOTHUE PYCCKOSI3bIUHBIE XKUTENU benapycu, He TOBOpUBILINE
B JIETCTBE [10-0€I0PYCCKU, HA3bIBAIOT OEJIOPYCCKUI CBOUM POIHBIM SI3BIKOM).

Jluteparypa

Geeraerts, D. Cultural models on linguistic standardization // Cognitive models in language and
thought: ideology, metaphors and meanings / ed. by R. Dirven, R. Frank, M. Piitz. Berlin,
N.Y.: Mouton de Gruyter, 2003. P. 25-68.

Woolhiser, K. The Russian language in Belarus: language use, speaker identities and metalinguistic
discourse // The Russian language outside the nation: speakers and identities / ed. by L.
Ryazanova-Clarke. Edinburgh: Edinburgh Univ. Press, 2014. P. 81-116.

25



Alina Israeli
Transitive verbs of motion with the prefix OT-2: pragmatic constraints

Israeli (2002) discusses two prefixes OT: OT-1 ‘move away’ (omoumu) and OT-2 ‘deliver to a
destination’ (omnecmu) for transitive verbs. Anna Zalizniak (2017) also lists two prefixes OT: OT-1
‘move away’ and OT-2 ‘give up acting’ (omwe3oumsp). The meaning of ‘delivery to destination’ is
absent from her discussion. Yet, this is the prefix and its pragmatic limitations that are going to be
the central point in the proposed study.

Israeli (2002) discusses OT-2 in opposition to [IPU (omuecmu VS. npunecmu), using the
parameter of viewpoint: the viewpoint of the SOURCE vs. that of the GOAL or destination (Omuecu
el kop3uny 5610k VS. Ilpunecu et kopsuny sioao0x). Viewpoint is different from focus, as exemplified
by Ona nowna ¢ maeasun (focus on Figure) vs. Ona ywina 6 maeasun (focus on Figure’s absence at
the Source).

At the same time, it is known that statements of the type #Ha npowwnoii nedene s noexan 6
Mocksy are ill-formed due to knowledge and deixis factors (deixis: if 1 am still in Moscow at the
moment of speech then npuexan; knowledge: if I am no longer in Moscow then ezour).

Now A omees(na) ee x epauy is correct and contexts can easily be found, for example in
answer to the question 7'0e orna? On the other hand, Mahota’s (1996: 82) example [?] Ona omeesna
mens k epauy, Where the subject and the object are switched, seems to be questionable and a context
is not easily found (*/0e s? ?Ymo ona coenana? The latter is possibly correct if “I was
unconscious”).

| propose to investigate the constraints on animate objects and conditions that block the
coreference of the speaker and the object as well as types of destination that remove the constraints.

One parameter that lifts the constraints (whatever they are) is one-upmanship, which we must
assume is a subtext in Mahota’s sentence compared with the sentence Ona noogezna mensn k pauy.
Another parameter is whether she stayed with me at the doctor’s or not, which has to be explicitly
stated. The infelicitous [TO-statement mentioned above may be improved by extending the utterance:
Ha npownou neoene s noexan 6 Mocksy u coan pykonuce 6 uzdameavcmeéo. This utterance is no
longer just about the movement. Similarly, if we extend Mahota’s statement we may be able to make
it correct: Ona omeesna memsi k 6pavy, a cama noexaia 3a NOKYNKAMU.

These and other constraints will be examined and explained, while OT-verbs will be compared
with T1O-, ITOI-, and ITPU- transitive verbs of motion.
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Laura A. Janda, Olga Lyashevskaya, Ekaterina Rakhilina, Francis M. Tyers
A MbI BO3bMH M HAYHH ero crpouth: The Russian Constructicon

Construction Grammar (Fillmore et al. 1988, Goldberg 1995 & 2006, Croft 2001) makes two
fundamental claims: 1) the construction (a form-meaning pairing, at any level of complexity), is the
relevant unit of linguistic analysis, and 2) a language is an aggregate network of constructions, also
known as a “constructicon”. These claims have not yet been fully realized in terms of linguistic
analysis; attempts to describe the entire constructicon of specific languages have only recently been
launched.

The Russian Constructicon is part of a multinational project to build constructicons (the other
languages are: English, Brazilian Portuguese, German, Japanese, and Swedish). Constructicons share
a parallel architecture in order to promote typological comparison, and work on the Russian
Constructicon (an open-source, free and public electronic resource) is actively ongoing, with
hundreds of constructions already cataloged.

The Russian Constructicon currently prioritizes multi-word constructions that: a) have at least
one “slot” that can be filled with a range of words depending on semantic restrictions, b) have
meanings that are not necessarily compositional, and c) are not adequately represented in
dictionaries. For example, a dictionary will not predict constructions of the type: a) X tak i ne Vpast
[X.nom thus and not V.pst] ‘But X didn’t V after all’, as in On tak i ne Zenilsja [He.nom thus and not
marry.pst.masc.sg] ‘But he didn’t get married after all’; or b) voz 'mi i Vimper [Take and ...!] ‘X
went and...”, as in A on voz'mi i kupi novuju masinu!, [He.nom take.imper and buy.imper new
car.fem.sg.acc] ‘And he went and bought a new car!’.

In the Russian Constructicon, each construction is supplied with a name, a definition, a
structure (in terms of dependency grammar), at least three corpus examples, and a Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) level to guide learners and instructors.
The contents of the Russian Constructicon can serve learners of the language, linguists researching
language-internal and typological phenomena, and can source language technology applications such
as spell checkers and automated readability assessment tools.

The Russian Constructicon project has emerged organically from a milieu with sustained focus
on relevant theoretical and practical aims, including: construction grammar, lexical semantics,
quantitative analysis of language data, and development of pedagogical materials for learners of
Russian, as well as language technology resources for users of Russian. While each of these ideas
and undertakings approach Russian from a unique perspective, they all converge on a single
challenge, namely the lack of an extensive inventory of Russian constructions. We will present the
Russian Constructicon and discuss some of the theoretical and practical challenges and opportunities
it provides.
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Laura A. Janda, Francis M. Tyers
Does Russian have paradigms?

Zipf’s (1949) law, which describes the skewed frequency distribution of words in a corpus,
operates also on word forms. As a result, as the number of paradigm forms increases, the number of
words that will ever be attested in all paradigm forms in a corpus quickly becomes vanishingly small
(Malouf 2016). For example, for Russian nouns we have calculated that only 0.06% of unique noun
lemmas in the SynTagRus corpus appear in all 12 case forms. This figure is in line with the
calculated percentage of nouns attested in all their forms in other languages; for example, in Czech,
with 14 paradigm cells, the percentage of nouns attested in all forms drops to 0.02%, and for
Estonian with 28 forms, there are no nouns attested in all forms.

We focus on the fact that different words are attracted to different paradigm forms, and show
that this is partially influenced by declension class and the meanings of the words. We do this by
examining the “grammatical profiles” (frequency distributions of paradigm forms, Janda &
Lyashevskaya 2011) of words. We also look at high-frequency words (that occur >50 times in
SynTagRus), since if a word appears only once or a few times in a corpus, the fact that it appears
only in one or two paradigm forms is more a matter of chance than an indication of its paradigm or
lack thereof. On the one hand, there are the so-called “paradigmatic gaps”: words like mecta ‘dream’
which lacks a Gen.PI form, or pylesosit' ‘vacuum’ which lacks a 1.sg form. On the other hand, there
are words that are extremely attracted to only one form, such as v ramkax ‘within the limits’, na fone
‘on the background’, na protjazenii ‘in the course of’, (mne) (na)plevat' ‘I don’t give a damn’, slyxal
‘heard’, izvinite ‘excuse’, procitiruju ‘I quote’. But most words exist between these two extremes,
although typically any given word does not represent any more than a small fragment of its
paradigm. Mastery of paradigm forms is a challenge, since even native speakers can have trouble
with them, as evidenced by the common generation of non-normative forms such as *barzej instead
of barz as the Gen.Pl of barza ‘barge’.

We use correspondence analysis and other comparisons of grammatical profiles to show the
patterns evident in Russian paradigms. Our hypothesis is that although individual words evidence
only pieces of paradigms, these fragments overlap enough to make it possible to guess unattested
forms. We model the guessing of unattested forms using a sequence-to-sequence neural network and
compare training the network using complete paradigms to training using more realistic frequency-
informed methods.
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Nataliya Karageorgos (Gavrilova)

How to Escape from Personality:
Mechanisms of Depersonalization in Arkadii Dragomoshchenko’s Poetry

While the cognitive approach to subjectification developed in the works of Ronald Langacker
has been an increasingly productive tool in the cognitive analysis of the literary text, its opposite,
impersonality, has received much less attention. At the same time, an emphasis on depersonalization
has been an important trend in modern poetry, which, as T. S. Eliot famously announced in 1921, has
to be “not the expression of personality, but an escape from personality” (43).

Inspired by investigations in cognitive poetics and stylistics undertaken by Peter Stockwell
and Thomas Hansen, this research looks at how impersonality is structured in poetry which, in
Mikhail Epstein’s words, emanates a strange lyric “it” (136). I primarily focus on the poetry of
Arkadii Dragomoshchenko, an influential contemporary Russian poet whose intention to
reconcenceptualize poetic subjectivity is one of the most vivid features of his ars poetica, but, also, |
include material from other poets engaged in the similar attempts to get rid of the egocentric
predicament (T. S. Eliot, Joseph Brodsky).

The following stylistic attractors responsible for “impersonality effect” are discussed: indirect
expression of subjectivity (impersonal sentences and sentences with generalized second person);
bodily synecdoche as a designation of the self; nominative sentences and very few finite verbs;
deviantly high quantity of participles, especially in sentences lacking verbal predicates.

Choosing to look at what is in the impersonal poem rather than what is not (personal deixis),
the paper, ultimately, demonstrates, that, in its longing for depersonalization, not only does
Dragomoshchenko’s poetry infringe on the idea of the subject as an ego behind the poem, but also
challenges the intuition of the subject as an agent in language itself. Thus, not only does such poetry
undermine “the suspension of disbelief” (S. T. Coleridge) habitually associated with poetic lyricism,
but also blends the figure/ground relations in the poem.
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Victoria Kazakovskaya
Noun word formation in Russian child speech (case study)*

The report presents the results of investigation of acquisition of noun word formation in
Russian, which can be characterised as a morphologically rich Eastern Slavic language approaching
an ideal inflecting type (Dressler 2007: 4).

The aims of this study are a) to describe the general features of the early stages of development
of the Russian derivational system in L1 and its main directions; b) to reveal the tendencies in the
formation of ‘simplex — derivative’ pairs; ¢) to compare the acquisition of derivation (affixation) with
compounding (Argus, Kazakovskaya 2013); d) to find out whether a building-block model of comp-
lexity (Zurek 1990, Dziubalska-Kotaczyk 2014) can be taken into account in the acquisition of
derivatives. More specific research questions connected with this model, according to which
complexity rises in the course of acquisition, are the following. Do simplexes occur first and only,
after them, derivatives? Are suffixes used first with simple stems and afterwards with complex words
(including derived stems and compounds)?

The results are based on the data of one longitudinal monolingual corpus (1,5 to 2;8; TD, mid. SES
family) consisting of 28 hours of recorded spontaneous speech, which were transcribed and coded
morphologically (CHILDES). The total number of nouns in the child speech (CS) is about 4000 (280
lemmas, 325 types, 456 tokens of derivatives (without repetitions)). The data was analysed according
to a) the first occurrence of noun derivatives, b) their word formation features (definite model /
pattern, affixes, semantics etc.) and grammatical characteristics, c) frequency and productivity, d)
further development.

Our results have shown that a) nouns are an earlier and preferred base for derivation (at 1;5,
87%), b) concrete references (persons, objects) are before actions, ¢) diminutives are before non-
diminutives (viz. stylistic modifications, females, animal babies, singulatives), d) suffixes are before
prefixes (i.e. early positional salience). One can conclude that the building-block model might be
applied for Russian L1 only partially, because 58% of all noun lemmas appear in CS for the first time
as derivatives and 71% of them do not have a simplex match in the data. However, initially,
derivational suffixes are mostly used with simple stems/roots and then with complex nouns: cf. dyr-
k-a ‘hole” (1;5), grib/och-ek ‘mushroom-DIM’ (1;8) magnit+o+fon ‘record player’ (1;11),
sam+o+let-@ ‘airplane’ (2;0); thus, ‘simple’ derivations are before complex ones (including synthetic
compounds, which often have zero suffixation in Russian).
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Nataliya Kislitsyna

Linguistic Connotation as a Tool of Cognitive Analysis of Lexicon
(in Russian and English Languages)

Llenp nmaHHONM pa®OTHI 3aKIIIOYAETCSl B MPEACTABICHHUH CHCTEMHOrO OnucaHus (eHOMeHa
JMHTBUCTUYECKOM KOHHOTAUMU. VICXOIHBIM MOJIOKEHUEM MPEIaracMoro OMUCAHUS BBIIBUTAETCS
HAJIMYUE €JMHONW KOTHUTHBHOW 0a3bl, pacCMAaTpUBAEMON KaK «EIUHCTBO aJFOPUTMa BOCHIPHUATHUS
SBIICHUH JECWCTBUTEIBHOCTH, CHCTEMBl IOPUIAHHUS W OICHOK, KOTOPBIE OMPEACISIOT MOJIENIH
conuanbHoro mnoseneHus» (TypkoBa-3apaiickas, 2002:35). EnuHCTBO airopuTMa BOCHPHUSTHS
00yCJIOBIMBAET YHHBEPCAIBHOCTh KOHHOTAlMM Kak (parMeHTa CO3HAHMS HOCHTENEH s3bIKa,
OTPaKAIOIIETO BOCIPHUSATHE MHpa JIMHTBOCOUMYMOM. JlaHHBIM mapamerp BBICTYNaeT B pabore
B KauecTBe tertium comparationis mpu npoBeIeHUH COMOCTABUTEIbHBIX HCCIICIOBAHMUI.

B To *xe BpeMs, Ba)XKHEUIIUM CBOWCTBOM KOHHOTAIMH SIBJIIETCS €€ MEXbSI3bIKOBAasl BapUaTHB-
HOCTb, KOTOpasi 0OyCIIOBJIEHA Pa3IMUYUsIMU HMCTOPUYECKOTO, COLMOKYIBTYPHOTO U MOJUTHYECKOTO
IUTaHa, MPUCYIIMMH TOMY WJIM MHOMY JUHTBocoluyMy. KynbTypHO-cnenuduueckue KOHHOTAIMH
SI3BIKOBBIX CJIUHUI] CO3JIAIOT MPOOJIEMBI MPU MEXKKYJIbTYPHOWH KOMMYHUKAIUM W HEOJHOKPATHO,
paccMaTpUBaINCh B TpyJdaX JIMHIBOJUIAKTUYECKOTO, IMEPEBOJIOBEIYECKOrO Xapakrepa, padorax
MEXIUCIUIUTMHAPHON  HANPaBICHHOCTH, a TaKXXe HCCIEAOBAaHUSAX II0 KPOCC-KYJIbTYpHOU
KOMMYHHKAIM. KOHHOTATHBHBIA JMCCOHAHC JICHOTATUBHO AKBHUBAJICHTHBIX S3BIKOBBIX CIMHUIL
HOPOJMJI  HEOOXOIUMOCTh  MEXKBS3BIKOBBIX  COIOCTABUTENBHBIX  HCCIEOBAHUN  CHCTEMHOTO
XapakTepa, C MPHUBJICYECHUEM JaHHBIX M3 O0JIACTEH COLIMONMHTBUCTUKH, JIMHTBOKYJIHTYPOJIOTHH,
xkoruuTuBHOHN muarBuctuku (Aliakbari, 2013; Hinkel, 2009; Keith, 2009).

[Ipennaraemoe uccieqoBaHUE IMPOBOJAUTCS HA PENPE3CHTATUBHOM MarepHalie PycCKOro u
AHTTIUHCKOTO s3BIKOB. MeToosorust MccleoBaHus Oa3upyerca Ha HUAee MYJIbTHACIIEKTHOTO
pPacCMOTPCHHSI TIOHATHS KOHHOTAllMH, C OCOOBIM BHUMAHHUEM K €ro KOTHHTHBHOMY HadJaly.
B kauecTBe OCHOBHBIX METO/OB HCCJIEIOBAHUS HCIIOJIB3YIOTCS CPABHUTEIBHO-COTIOCTABUTEIBHBIHN
METO/]l, KOHTPACTUBHBIN, 1e(PUHULIMOHHBINA U KOHTEKCTYaJIbHbIN aHaJIH3.

TeopeTHYeCKUMH OCHOBAaHHMSMHU JUISI TIPOBEIEHHS WCCIEIOBAHUS SIBIISIIOTCS  CIETYIOIIHE
MOJIOKEHUS: W3HAYAIbHO, SBJSSCH OOBEKTOM HCcleAoBaHUsA (GUIOCOPUN U JIOTUKH, TOHSATHE
KOHHOTAIlUU «MUTPUPOBAJIO» B MHBIE HAYYHBIE cPephbl U aJanTHPOBAIOCH MO TEPMUHOIOTHUECKUN
U METOJOJOTHYECKH amnmapaT COOTBETCTBYIONIMX Hayk. Tak, Hampumep, B GuiIocopuu U JOTHUKE
KOHHOTAIIUs COMOCTABIISETCSI C CAMBOJIOM, B KYJIBTYPOJIOTHH UCCIIEOBATEN ONIEPUPYIOT TEPMHUHOM
«KyITbTypHAasT KOHHOTAIHS», B TICHXOJIOTMM KOHHOTAIMs ()YHKIMOHUPYET KaK CHHOHHM TEPMHHA
«accomnyanvs», B KOTHHUTUBHOW JIMHTBUCTHKE KOHHOTATHBHOE 3HAYCHUE CJIOBA CBS3BIBAIOT C
0CCCO3HATEIHPHBIMU  APXUTCIIHUYSCKUMH  TPEJCTABICHUSMHA  OTPECIICHHBIX  JIMHTBOCOIIMYMOB
(Tsaregorodtseva, 2015). IlemoctHoe omnmcanue (eHOMEHA JMHTBUCTHYECKOH KOHHOTAI[UH
BO3MOXXHO TIPU BBIJICIEHUU €ro CYNIHOCTHBIX XapaKTePUCTHK, KOTOpPbIE OOYCIOBUIH €ro
MHOTOACTIEKTHOCTh W MEXKIUCIUIUIMHAPHOCTh, a TaKXKe C YYETOM <OBOJIOIUU B3TJSA0B Ha
COOTHOIIIEHUE OBITHSI, MBIIIICHUS U s13bIKay (3yOKoBa, 2016).

[TpuknanHas 3HAYUMOCTH PabOTBI COCTOMT B BO3MOXKHOCTH NPUMEHEHHUsSI €€ Pe3yabTaTOB He
TOILKO TIPU HCCIICJOBAaHWHM YHHUBEPCATbHBIX M CHEHU(PUYSCKUX XAPAKTEPUCTHK €IUHOU
KOTHUTHBHOH 0a3bl, HO W JIJI COBEPIICHCTBOBAHUS JIMHTBHCTUYCCKUX, JIMHTBOJIHJIAKTHYCCKUX,
JUHTBOKYJIBTYPOJIOTHUSCKHUX U MIEPEBOTYSCKUX PUEMOB, TTOJIXO0JIOB M PEIICHUN.
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Jurij Knjazev
KomnaparuBHble KOHCTPYKIIMHU CO CJIOBOM MeEHee B PYCCKOM fI3bIKe

KomnapatuBHble KOHCTPYKIIMH CO CIIOBOM MEHEe THIa MEHEe CIOXHBIA, MEHee XOJOTHBIA U
T. . (MIX MOXHO Ha3BaTh «MH(GEPHUOPHBIMHUY») 3aHUMAIOT nepudepuitHoe moyioxkeHue cpeau Gopm
CTEIECHEN CPaBHEHUS.

C omHO# CTOPOHBI, BRICKa3bIBAJIOCH MHEHHE, 4TO «From a cognitive point of view, it is more
salient to describe entities that are larger, smaller, than those that are less large, less small and so
forth» (Cuzzolin, Lehmann 2004: 1213). C nppyroii CcTOpoHBI, «HH(QEPUOPHBIEY» (OPMBI
CPaBHHUTEIBHOW CTEIICHH MOTYT CYUTATHCS M3OBITOYHBIMU. [[aphl JOMUHUPYIOMUX «CYIEPHOPHBIX)
KOHCTPYKIUHU C MOJSIPHBIMU AaHTOHUMAMHU (HapuUMeEp, boiee memHblil U 6ojiee c6emiiblil) B COBOKYITI-
HOCTH MOKPBIBAIOT BECh TMANa30H I'pajlaliiii COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO Mpu3Haka. Eciu ncxoauTs u3 Toro,
YTO MpHJIaraTeJbHOE CO 3HAYCHHEM Majoro IOJIoca IIKalbl COAECPKUT oTpullanue (Anpecsu 1974
302-305; Givon 1978: 108-109), To okakeTcsl, UTO COUETAHUS «C OJIMHAKOBBIMH 3HAKaMW»: Oosee
wymnwitl (+ +) v menee muxuil (— —) — BBIpQKAIOT BO3pACTaHHE aOCONIOTHON BEINYMHBI TPU3HAKA —
«TUTFOCOBOE» U3MECHEHHE YPOBHS IIyMa, a KOMOMHAIIUK «C Pa3HBIMU 3HAKaMuy»: Oonee muxuil (+ —) u
Mmenee wymnblil (— +) — yMeHbIIIEHHE aOCONIOTHOM BEIMYMHBI MPU3HAKA, T. €. €r0 «MHHYCOBOE»
u3MeHeHue. B pesynbrate, ¢ «airedpandeckoiy TOYKH 3PCHHS, MeHee muxuti JOHKHO 3HAYUTH TO
Ke, UTO U Oosiee WyMHDbILL, A MeHee WYMHbILL — TO Ke, UYTO U Ooee Muxui.

Tem He MeHee, XOTS «HH(EPUOPHBIC» KOMIAPATUBHBIE KOHCTPYKIIMH YHOTPEOISIOTCS
B HECKOJIBKO pa3 peke, YeM «CYNEpHUOpPHBIE», OHM OTHIOAb HE SABIAIOTCA peakocThio. Cyas mo
TaHHBIM HalmoHansHOro KopIryca pycCKOro si3bIKa, YIOTpeOieHne KOHCTPYKIIMM CO CIIOBOM MeHee
yaiie BCero OOYCIIOBIMBACTCS 33aJaHHBIM B TMPEANICCTBYIOIIEM KOHTEKCTE OKHJIAa€MbIM YpPOBHEM
WHTECHCUBHOCTH MPU3HAKA!

(1) Own mobun mamemamuxy. A npeonouuman menee mounvie Hayku. Qba movi, enpouem, Ovliu
uspsionvimu nenmsamu [Cepreit Josnaros. Uemonan (1986)];

(2) Heckonvko pasz emy npednazanu 60321a8ums mo 00HO, MO Opy2oe uzoanue, maxK uiu uHaie
CBA3aHHOe ¢ nymeulecmeuamu, Ho JIaHuHn coenacuncsa aulb Ha NPeodiodCceHue Co8cem UHO2O0
pooa, MeHee OeHedCHOe, 3amo 0ollee HadedcHoe, U CMAl OOHUM U3 3AMO8 8 KpPYNHOU
nonynpasumenvscmeennoul eazeme [Maiist Kyuepckas. Terst Mot // «3Hamsay, 2012];

() [Iocneouss kuuea, komopyio s ooonen, 6viia «20 muicau ive nod 6odouy. A u npexcoe uuman
MY KHUZY, HO NOO MeHee 3a2a00UHbIM HA38AHUEM, MAM «be» HA3bLBANOCh KUIOMEMmpamu, u
amo wubko onpecusino Hazeanue [Buktop Actadnes. Odepton (1995-1996)]

HOBTOMy KOMITapaTUBHBIC KOHCTPYKIMU C bonee u MeHee, OT KOTOPBIX OXHUAACTCA
PaBHO3HAYHOCTH, MOT'YT OBITH IMPOTHUBOIIOCTABJICHBI K TCKCTC:

(4) Hem nuxaxux eapanmuii, umo Yeuns, cmae He3asucumotl, 6yoem npogooums 6 OmHOUEHUU

Mockevl bonee Opyosicecmsennylo (a mounee, MeHee 6padicoeonyio) noaumuxy (H3Bectus,
24.9.1999).

HO'BHI[I/IMOMY, HCYTO HO,Z[O6HOC Ha6J'IIOIlaCTC$I B HIUPOKO 06CY)KI[E[BI_HI/IXC$I napax
BBICKA3bIBAaHUM THIIA: Dmom OoKal HAanoJlo06uUHy nycm 1 Omom bokan HAanoJl06uUHy nojloH, B KOTOPBIX
IMO-pa3sHOMY OCMBICIIACTCA OJHA W Ta CUTyalHusd, OTpaXad pas3jindyud B (I)OHOBBIX OXUOaHUAX H
JOMYIICHUAX T'OBOPAIICTO.
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Irina Kor Chahine, Ekaterina Uetova

Verba sonandi 3ByKoB 5KHBOTHBIX B CJIaBSTHCKHX SI3bIKAX:
MeTadgopu3alnus 1 aBTOMaTHYECKast 00padoTKa JaHHbIX

B nmaHHOM [oKJIazie TpEArNoyiaraeTcsi MPEICTaBUTh PE3yJbTaThl KCIEPHUMEHTAIBHOTO
UCCIICIOBAaHMS 110 W3YYCHUIO TJIAroJIOB 3BYYaHUs, TEPENAIONINX 3BYKH JKMBOTHBIX B CIIABSHCKHX
s3pIkax. HemaBHWE ucclieoBaHMs, TPOBENEHHBIE B PaMKaxX POCCUICKO-(PpaHIy3CKOTO MpOeKTa
SEGEL (Le Son Entre Grammaire et Lexique) (Rakhilina 2010, Rakhilina et al. 2017), mokasanu,
YTO OSTH TJIArOJbl PEATM3YIOT JTOBOJBHO Y3KHH CHEKTp MeTaopHuecKuX 3HAueHUH, BKIIOYAs
HeBepOaabHbIe, BepOaIbHbIC, a TaKXKEe 3BYKOBBIC KecThl. OIIHAKO, HECMOTpPS Ha TO, YTO YIAIOCh
CHeNaTh PsJl CYNIECTBEHHBIX 3aMEYaHU, TTO3BOJISIONINX CIENAaTh 3aMETHBIN BKJIaJ B COBPEMEHHYIO
teopuro Meradopsl (B yact., Lakoff & Johnson 1980, Croft 1993, Victorri & Fuchs 1996, Dirven
2002), no cux mop moka eme He ObLIO BO3MOXHOCTH BBIICIHTH HAa OCHOBE KOJMYECTBEHHOTO
nojcuéra camble YacTOTHBIC YIMOTPEOJCHHUs, BCTpEUarolluMecs B s3blkaxX. Hacrosmwmii mokian
NpEJCTaBIsIeT MEPBYIO MOMBITKY Takoro poja. Mcmoib3ys HOBEHIIME METOAbl aBTOMATHUECKOW
00pabOTKM  TEKCTa, BBIACISAIOTCS ©  CPAaBHHUBAIOTCS  OCHOBHBIC, HamOoliee YacTOTHBIC
MeTapOpUIECKIEe 3HAYCHUS JAHHBIX TJIArOJIOB B PYCCKOM W cepOckoM si3bikax. IIpemmornaraercs
MOKa3aTh, KaKas JOJISI METaQOPUICCKUX MEPEHOCOB OTHOCHUTCS UCKITIOYUTEIHHO K JIFOJISIM, KaKas —
K pa3HbIM THIIaM IMPEIMETOB WJIM K€ JCMEHTaM HpPUPObl. BbineneHne Kak IEHTPalbHBIX, TaK U
nepudepruiiHBIX 3HAYCHHUI TO3BOJIUT 0OPHUCOBATH OOIIYI0 KAPTUHY OpTraHU3aIluU JICKCHIECKOTO TOJIS
TJIaroJIOB 3BYKOB JKUBOTHBIX B CJIABSHCKHUX SI3bIKAX U OTKPOET HOBBIC BOZMOYKHOCTH aHaJIM3a JaHHBIX
B paMKax JICKCHUECKOW THIIOJIOTHH.
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Elena Kulinich
Russian verb paradigm: pattern in yod /j/

In this work | draw attention to the morphological pattern that relates the past/non-past stems of the
most productive Russian -aj verb class (e.g., chita-z/chitaj-u 'to read') and which is traditionally
described as “j-deletion” (truncation) rule (Jakobson 1948, Gor & Chernigovskaya 2003). However,
sometimes rules proposed to describe morphologically related words do not hold from the processing
perspective. For instance, the consonant deletion rule in French adjectives is not consistent with language
processing data (e.g., Royle 2011). In the case of Russian, the theoretical description of j-pattern as a
consonant deletion rule implies that the non-past stem is underlying one (e.qg., chitaj-) from which the past
forms are derived (e.g., chita-z /-I/). But this implication meets difficulties faced with acquisition data.

The processing of the Russian verb paradigm in child speech implies the acquisition of the
past/non past stem allomorphy for irregular or sub-regular verb classes. For example, the verb plakat’
‘to cry’ has [plak/platf] and the verb risovat’ ‘to draw’ has [risova/risu-j] allomorphs in their paradigm. In
the child speech, these verbs undergo overregularization resulted from applying the default j-pattern
(or “j-correlation model” according to Ceytlin 2009). The data from our elicited task with 76
monolingual Russian children aged 3 to 4 years old (M=3;4, SD=0,36) show that overregularizations
in yod /j/ (e.g., *plakaj-et ‘(s)he is crying’ or *risovaj -et ‘(s)he is drawing’) constitute 15.35% of all
productions. 12 verbs that can potentially undergo overregularization in the non-past tense were used
in this study: all stimuli verbs have a thematic -a- vowel in the past stem and thus they share phono-
logical similarity with the most productive —aj- verb class. Even though this pattern is not consistent
across children and across verbs, the results demonstrate that Russian children at age of 3-4 years are
sensitive to the default pattern, which confirms observations made in previous studies in Russian
(e.g., Gor & Chernigovskaya 2003) and cross-linguistically (e.g., Marcus et al.1992, Royle 2007).

The question arises with respect to how children proceed while producing overregularized verb
forms (e.g., *plakaj-u). If they apply “j-deletion” rule, that would mean that they delete /j/ in the past
forms, which is rather counterintuitive, because before applying “j-deletion” rule children have to
insert /j/ in the non-past forms. It is more natural to suppose that instead of applying “j-deletion”
Russian children do “j-insertion” in the intervocalic stem/inflection boundary of the non-past forms.
This rule allows them to eliminate allomorphy and maintain paradigm uniformity, which are
considered as morpho/phonological constraints in language acquisition (e.g., Hayes 2004).
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Galina Kustova
Tunbl 4 CBOCTBA METATEKCTOBBIX KOHCTPYKUM A

Jlokitan TOCBSIIEH SI3BIKOBBIM Tiporieccam B cdepe merarekcra (cm. [Wierzbicka 1971;
[TagyueBa 1991; SIxoBnesa 1994], cp. Taxke [Urmson 1970]).

MertatekcToBble KOMIIOHEHTHI (MK) BpIcKa3bIBaHMsI SBISIOTCS Pa3HOBUAHOCTHIO KOHCTPYKLUI
(8 cmbicie [Goldberg 1995; 2006; Croft 2002]): oHM MOTYT HMMETh HEKOMIIO3UIIMOHAIBHYIO
CEMaHTHKY U CUCTEeMHbIE OTPaHUYCHHUS, HAIIPUMeED:

— orpaHnueHust Ha cyorekT MK (rooBop;HuHﬁ / agpecar) st pasubix TunoB MK: Bce smo, nackonvko
A noHUMar, ydumeleaemcs — ‘Bce amo, Hackonvko vl nonumaeme, yuumoieaemcs — Bce smo,
KaK 8bl NOHUMAaeme, y4umvl8aemcs,

— Koppemauuu Mexay cyobektoM MK (roBopsammii / ampecar) M CeMaHTHYECKUM KJIaccoM
npeaukata MK (axkTuBHBIE / TyTaTHUBHBIE TpeauKaTsl): [Ipouzowino, Kaxk 6vl 3Haeme,
HedopasymeHue — ‘IIpouzowino, kax 6vl cuumaeme, Heoopazymenue — IlIpouzouino, Kax s
cuumaio, HedopasymeHue,

— cornacoBanue MK ¢ wmiokyTuBHOM (pyHKIMEW OCHOBHOTO BBICKa3bIBaHWS: Tebe, i cuumaio,
Jaydwe npusHamvcs — *Hou, 1 cuumatro, u npuznaticsi — Mou, npoury meos, u npusHauics.

MK MOXHO paccMaTpuBaTh B paMKax Ipoilecca rpammatukaiuzanuu [Bybee 1985; Bybee,
Perkins, Pagliuca 1994; Campbell, Janda 2000; Bybee 2003], xorma MmoJHO3HAYHBIC CIUHHUIIBI
mpeBpallaloTcs B CiykeOHble moka3zarend. B stom mpouecce MK mpoxonmar pasHble CTyNeHU
penykuuu, B xone kKortopo ¢ MK npoucxomsiT Kak CHHTAKCHYECKHE, TaK M CEMAHTHYECKHE
(ummomaruzalus, JeceMaHTHU3alus) u3MeHeHus. llepBas cTyneHb — peayKIHs TJIaBHOW KIay3bl U
npespamenre ee B MK. [lanee, yxxe Ha ypoBHe MK, Takke MOXKHO BBIJIEIUTHh Pa3HbIC PEKUMBI
ynoTpeOaeHusi, KOTOPble COOTBETCTBYIOT Pa3HBbIM CTYMNEHsM peaykuuu («ocnabnenus») MK. B
JIOKJIaJi€ 3TOT MPOLECC WIUIIOCTPUPYETCS MMOKa3aTeasIMU, OPUEHTUPOBAHHBIMU Ha ajpecara (Jnanee —
AMK). ¥ AMK Oonee mmpokas rpaMMatrideckas mapajaurma, rno cpaBHenuro ¢ apyrumu MK: AMK
MOTYT OBITh TIOOYAUTENbHBIMU (A 8bI 6€0b, nMpuzHavmechb, NOGEPUIU emy); BOIPOCUTEIbHBIMU
(Baempa, npedcmasnsiewn, 6yoem 30 epadycos).

Jnst AMK MOXHO BBIJIETTUTE OCHOBHOU U «OCTA0JICHHBINY PEKUMBI YIIOTPEOJICHHS.

OCHOBHOH PEXHUM MOYKHO, C Pa3HBIX TOUEK 3PEHMSI, HA3bIBATh TAKKE:

— PUTOPHYECKUM, T.K. TOBOPSIIHA WMEET Ie)Ib YCHIIUTh 3HAYUMOCTh CBOUX CJIOB W TOBJIMATH Ha
BHYTPEHHEE COCTOSIHUE ajpecarta:
Ha on, noumume dce 8vl, u He cOOUPAICA MYOa examy;

— aneJUIATUBHBIM, €CJIM TOBOPSIINN X0UeT TOOUThCS OTBETHOM PEaKIIUU ajpecaTa:
A 8e0b 8vl, npusHalimecs, 300p060 UCNY2ANUCD;
OHn, coenacumecsy, cO8CeM HENIOXOU XYOOIHCHUK .
Yacto takre MK OBIBafOT TaBTOJIOTHYECKUMH, W SKCIUTHIUPYIOIUMU: M 20e, ckadcume |
omeemome mue | obwacnume | s eac cnpawusaio, uckamv 3mu Ooxymenmoi? — MK
QyOJIMPYIOT HMITEPATUBHBIA KOMITOHEHT BOIIPOCa — MOOYXIEHHE K OTBETY,

— ceMaHTHYeCKuM, T.K. AMK COXpaHSIOT HCXOJHOE 3HAUCHUE MPEIUKATa K HE MOTYT 3aMEHAThCS Ha
npyrue MK 6e3 cyiecTBeHHOro N3MEHEHHUS CMBICTIA!
OH, nosepvme mHe, dadice He Oyman 06 smom = Ilosepvme, umo ou dadce He OyMal 00 IMOM #
npeocmasome | yamume | umetime 6 6uoy.

«Ocnabnennslity pexxuM ynorpedienuss AMK MoXHO Takke Ha3blBaTh (DaTHUECKUM WU
JIECEMaHTU3UPOBAHHBIM:

Ha s, b1 3naeme | 3naeme nu, u He xomen 6bl ¢ HUM 6CMPEUAMbCsL — 3HAENe UCTIONB3YETCs He

B HMCXOJHOM 3HAY€HHUH 3HaHMs (T.K. BhICKa3bIBaHHE COOOIIAET HOBYIO MH(OPMAINIO, KOTOpas
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HE MOXeT OBITh 3HAHUEM ajpecara), a MPOCTO KaK KOHTAKTOYCTAHABIMBAIOIIAS WU
«eMsrqaromas» popmya;
A 6vl, npocmume, ne uz MI'Y? — roBOpsILIUIA HE U3BUHSAETCSI, T.K. HE IPOBUHUJICS.

Hekxotopeie ABK o00pa3yioT cBoero poaa mapbl, T.e. AONYCKalOT M CEMaHTHYECKOE, U
JIeCEMaHTH3UPOBAHHOE YIIOTpEOICHHE:

— A, yoic el npocmume, cxasicy 6cto npasdy VS.— A 6vl, npocmume, Kax ctooa nonaiu?

— U moeoa ona, evl monvko npedcmasbme cebe, NOKpACUIA 80J10CHI 8 PUOIEMOBbLUL Yeem VS.

— A 5, npedcmasbme, max u oyman (npedcmasvbme nerko 3amensercs Ha apyrue BK: A s,

kemamu | medxcoy npouum | 6oobwe-mo, max u oyman).
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Joanna Lozinska

Vertical motion in three satellite-framed languages.
A cognitive linguistic study of Polish, Russian and English

The study, carried out in the vein of Cognitive Linguistics, raises questions about relativism
and conceptual universals. It is a contrastive analysis of the lexicalization of motion events in Polish,
Russian and English with a special emphasis put on verbs. These languages belong to the same
category of satellite-framed languages according to Talmy’ typology (2000). Satellite-framed
languages typically lexicalize the manner of motion in the verb root and the information about the
path in the satellite.

Nevertheless, there are no clear-cut boundaries between satellite and verb-framed languages.
Some languages, although belonging to the same typological category of verb-framed or satellite-
framed languages, have a different place on the manner-saliency cline. Since languages within one
typological group exhibit differences in the distribution of Path and Manner between specific surface
elements, in the study the three languages are placed on these clines. An incentive for studying
vertical motion is that the cross-linguistic studies carried so far focus exclusively on horizontal
motion. Vertical motion, not being a canonical direction of movement of animate entities, is
lexicalized extremely rarely but the existing studies of this type of motion (e.g. Filipovi¢ 2007,
Naigles et al. 1998) find interesting peculiarities in this domain.

The aim of the present study is threefold: i. to examine the patterns of lexicalization of vertical
motion in these languages, ii. to compare the lexicalization patterns of motion along the vertical
plane with horizontal motion, iii. to place the three languages on the manner-saliency continuum,
taking into consideration the lexicalization of (traditionally neglected) vertical motion.

For the purpose of the analysis, naturalistic language data were collected in the course of an
elicitation task. Three groups of respondents consisting of Polish, Russian and English native
speakers described motion situations shown in a series of video clips. Half of the video clips
presented horizontal and the other half vertical type of movement, and the language data obtained in
this way constituted the basis for cross-linguistic comparison.

The results indicate a different distribution of Path and Manner information in and outside the
verb in coding motion along horizontal and vertical plane in all three languages under study. The
differences concern both the surface elements conflating the Path and Manner of motion as well as
the levels of granularity of these semantic components.
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Hans Robert Mehlig
Non-naturally atomic count nouns and degree predicates in Slavic

Within formal semantics, a distinction is made between naturally and non-naturally atomic
count nouns. Naturally atomic count nouns (stol 'table’) denote spatially inherently bounded and thus
countable objects. This inherent boundedness is a result of two factors: 1. the heterogeneity of the
parts which make up an entity conceptualized as count noun and 2. a definite configuration of these
parts. Corresponding to naturally atomic count nouns we have telic predicates in the verbal domain.
For situations denoted by telic predicates (odevat ’sja 'to dress’) the inherent temporal boundedness is
analogous to naturally atomic count nouns as a result of 1. the heterogeneity of the subevents which
the situation consists of and 2. a strictly ordered arrangement of these subevents. Because telic
predicates denote inherently bounded situations they form in all Slavic languages so called
“aspectual pairs”, that means besides the imperfective aspect they have a perfective partner which
denotes the attainment of the inherent boundary.

Non-naturally atomic nouns denote countable, discrete objects although they meet neither the
criterion of heterogeneity nor the criterion of a definite configuration of their parts. Examples are
zabor 'fence’, stena 'wall’, pole ‘field' and mathematical terms such as linija 'line’ or kvadrat 'quadrat'.
Like mass nouns, they fulfill the criteria of homogeneity and cumulativity. A fence can be divided in
two parts both of which are fences. Two fences joined together are also one fence. As Susan
Rothstein [2010] has shown, the individualization and thus countability for non-naturally atomic
count nouns is realized by a relation to the dimension which is inherent in the entity denoted. A fence
is a fence of a certain length; a field is a field of a certain size. This extension can be given (zabor
desjati metrov v dlinu 'a fence 10 meters long') but this is not necessary.

In my contribution I would like to show that non-naturally atomic count nouns correspond to
degree predicates in the verbal domain. Degree predicates (rassirit’sja ‘widen', xudet’ 'lose weight’)
are derived from gradable adjectives and denote a gradable change of state which goes on in time.
Analogous to aterminative predicates (rabotat’ 'work') which conceptualize the situation denoted as
homogeneous degree predicates fulfill both the criterion of arbitrary divisibility (subinterval
property) and the criterion of cumulativity. A situation denoted by a degree predicate which has
lasted a certain length of time can be divided in several temporal stages which can be denoted with
the same expression. If a situation such as rassirjat’ ulicu ‘widen a street' lasted two months, it also
lasted one month. Likewise, the criterion of cumulativity is fulfilled. If someone lost weight for two
months and then continues to lose weight for another two months, then the sum of these two
situations is one longer situation which also can be denoted as losing weight.

Although degree predicates like mass nouns fulfill the criteria of homogeneity and cumulativity
they form aspectual pairs. The paired perfective verb denotes a gradual change and therefore degree
predications perfectivized by the paired verb denote situations that can be continued: Sasa potolstel i
vse esce tolsteet 'Sasha has become fat and is still becoming fatter'. The parameter to which the
change is related follows from the semantics of the adjective the degree predicate is derived from. It can
be a change of width, length, height and so on. The extension of the parameter can be given Tempe-
ratura povysilas’ na 20 gradusov i vse esc¢e povysaetsja "The temperature has risen by 20 degree and
is still rising'. But this is not obligatory: Temperatura povysilas’ 'The temperature has risen'.

In Slavic aspectology the term telic (absolute terminative) is restricted to predicates which
denote a situation with an inherent absolute boundary. Degree predicates are considered to be atelic
[Glovinskaja 2001:100 103] because they do not have an inherent absolute boundary, only a relative
one. But if one assumes that there is a parallelism between the conceptualization of spatial and
temporal entities and also assumes that this parallelism is relevant for the category of aspect in Slavic
languages, then degree predicates should not be classified as atelic, because they denote a change of
state and have analogous to telic predicates paired perfective verbs which denote the attainment of a
boundary, albeit a relative one. They should be classified as relative terminative.

So we have the following parallelism between count nouns and terminative predicates. Count
nouns irrespective of their natural or non-natural atomicity denote countable entities. In the verbal
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domain they correspond to terminative predicates having in all Slavic languages a perfective partner
verb denoting the attainment of a boundary. For absolute terminative (= telic) predicates this is the
attainment of the inherent und thus absolute boundary, for relative terminative predicates (= degree
predicates) it is a relative boundary. Absolute terminative predicates (odevat ’sja 'to dress’) correspond
to naturally atomic count nouns, relative terminative predicates (rassirit’ ulicu 'to widen a street’) to
non-naturally atomic count nouns. In contrast, mass nouns correspond to aterminative predicates
which denote situations conceptualized as homogeneous and therefore unbounded. Aterminative
predicates do not have a perfective partner verb. Perfectivization is realized by external prefixes.
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Liljana Mitkovska, Eleni BuZarovska
From negative purpose to apprehensive: Gradience in da ne-clauses

The investigation in this paper is focused on the apprehensive function of the particle da ne in
Macedonian as an extension of the South Slavic subjunctive da-constructions. This particle is
considered to be a fused unit used as a marker of a wider apprehensive-epistemic category. The
combination of the subjunctive da and the negation ne particles is assumed to have undergone
grammaticalization resulting in their morphosyntactic and prosodic unity and an independent
functional-semantic content (Mitkovska et al. 2015). In terms of distribution, this particle may occur
in both dependent and main clauses expressing related, gradient apprehensive-epistemic meanings.
The apprehensive meaning belongs to a special type of modality involving the speaker’s epistemic
attitude intertwined with an emotion of fear that some uncontrollable event is possible. Cross-
linguistically, they are coded by special forms and particles (Lichtenberk 1995, Dobrushina 2006).
Accordingly, the common semantic component of the related functions the marker da ne expresses is
the following: an undesirable possibility of some potential situation. There is a cognitive link
between these members and a graded semantic shift along the semantic continuum they form. The
shift is presumably triggered by speaker’s increased subjectivity and emotional involvement in the
epistemic evaluation of a possible undesirable situation.

The goal of the paper is to categorize the apprehensive-epistemic types coded by da ne clauses,
determine their specific structural and functional properties and establish the conceptual links
between them. The paper takes a functional approach to the analysis of the apprehensive-epistemic
semantic category because the categorization of its sub-types is determined on the basis of their
functions in context. The analysis of examples proves the existing semantic gradience within this
category in both dependent and independent use. These conclusions may be typologically relevant in
view of the fact that other South Slavic (Bulgarian and Serbian) and Balkan non-Slavic languages
have similar isofunctional and isomorphic means for expressing apprehensional meanings.
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Olga Mitrofanova, Ekaterina Enikeeva, Polina Panicheva

Studying Semantic Structure of Russian Collocations
by Distributional Word Representations

Recent achievements in computational distributional semantics and construction grammar
provide sophisticated techniques aimed at reliable retrieval and profound linguistic analysis of word
combinations with predictable properties.

Formal features of collocations (word co-occurrence, POS and syntactic relations tags) serve as
an empirical basis of statistical and machine learning approaches towards their detection. Thus,
distributed word representations in vector space described in (Mikolov et al. 2013) and supported by
Word2Vec toolkit (URL: https://code.google.com/archive/p/word2vec/) proved to be a powerful
framework for the study of collocations.

We focus our attention on Russian collocations built according to particular lexical-syntactic
patterns (primarily, adjective-noun and verb-noun groups). Collocations are extracted from
representative corpora of Russian and ranked according to syntagmatic association strength. We
employed a set of models allowing to calculate compatibility of words within collocations (simple
distributional measure, vector difference based measure, measure based on vector composition, etc.).
The given models showed high accuracy in course of a pseudo-disambiguation test used for
evaluation of results [Bukia et al. 2016].

Our study was inspired both by positive results (i.e. acceptable collocation lists) and erroneous
cases produced by the models or detected in the corpus [Kochmar, Briscoe 2013; Panicheva 2016].

As regards their semantic structure, collocations are generally treated as compositional (i.e.
induced from the meanings of their parts, e.g. ungopmayuonnoe coobuenue ‘information report’ ) or
non-compositional (including unpredictable semantic features, e.g. ungopmayuonnas uyma
‘information boom’). Our data prove that logical treatment of compositionality can be enriched by
linguistic theories which explain several patterns of meaning interaction (e.g., agreement, attachment
and mismatch [Apresjan 1995; Gak 1998]). Thus, the next step towards elaboration of collocation
extraction techniques should be prediction of their lexical-semantic type.

Current research is focused on automatic retrieval, classification (and if necessary, correction)
of collocations with a) blendings (e.g., *ciedosamo esensioam ‘*follow the rules’, *6pams ponw
‘*take the role’, etc.), b) metaphorical use (e.g., gpikpoums niamve ‘cut off a dress’ vs. gvikpoums
spems ’ find the time’), ¢) lexical functions (Mel’¢uk 1998) according to «Meaning <=>Text» theory
(e.g., ocumo ‘live’ = REAL1(0om ‘house’), xeapmupa ‘flat’= COHYP(dom ‘house’); sckadpa
‘squadron’ = MULT(kopa6.av ‘ship”)).
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Svetlana Nedelcheva, Ljiljana Sari¢
Prefix variation in Bulgarian and Croatian. The case of do-

This analysis is part of a broader project researching the meaning of verbal prefixes in (South)
Slavic from a comparative perspective. The present research focuses on the verbal prefix do- in two
South Slavic languages, Bulgarian (BG) and Croatian (Cro), in a cognitive linguistics framework
using two databases of prefixed verbs drawn from dictionaries and online corpora.

The interest in the meanings of prefixed verbs within a group of very similar languages, such
as South Slavic, is provoked by the fact that similar languages do not necessarily follow the same
prefixation pattern, but exhibit curious differences in the conceptualization of space resulting in
unexpected variation in the prefix choice even with the same verb stems. Existing comparative
studies on Slavic prefixes (e.g. Neselcheva (2008), Dickey (2011, 2012), Sari¢ and Tchizmarova
(2013), Sari¢ and Nedelcheva (2015) ) do not consider the prefix do-.

We apply to prefixed verbs the Overlap Hypothesis (Janda et al. 2013) which states that
prefixes always have their own meaning, although, sometimes they seem to be devoid of it: in these
cases, the meaning of the prefix overlaps with the meaning of the simplex/unprefixed verb, which
results in an illusion of emptiness.

We build the semantic networks of do- verbs in BG and Cro and point to similarities and
overlapping categories, as well as to differences. We find points of intersection between the networks
in the categories: REACH A GOAL, ACHIEVE/ FINISH, ADD. In Bulgarian one more category is
attested: FEEL LIKE. When considering the differences, we take into account prefixes semantically
similar to do- that combine with the same bases forming either prefixed near-synonyms (e.g., Cro
dospjeti, prispjeti ‘arrive’) or prefix variation in verbs that are only seemingly near-synonyms (e.g.,
BG do-stigam, na-stigam ‘reach’, pri-stigam ‘arrive’; Cro do-vesti ‘bring’, pri-vesti ‘arrest’, na-vesti
‘inveigle; quote; state’). We examine the overlap of meaning networks of prefixes semantically
related to do- (e.g., na-, pri-) within one language and across the two languages, as well as prefix
variation that is a result of different construals of the same event.
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Tore Nesset
Compounds in Contrast

One of the striking differences between Germanic and Slavic languages concerns the
abundance of compounding in Germanic and its relative scarcity in Slavic. Although this observation
is well known, contrastive studies of compounding in Germanic and Slavic are few and far between.
The present paper seeks to fill this knowledge gap through a thorough empirical study of Norwegian
compounds such as bilselger ‘car salesman’ and nattbord ‘nightstand’ and their equivalents in
Russian. It is argued that Russian has a rich inventory of constructions corresponding to Norwegian
compounds, and that cognitive linguistics offers an insightful approach in terms of radial categories.

The following hypothesis adapted from Mezhevich 2002 forms the starting point for the
present study:

(1) a. Head nouns assigning a semantic role to their non-head argument yield genitive
constructions in Russian.
b. Heads that do not assign semantic roles yield adjective + noun constructions in Russian.

Thus, according to the hypothesis, compounds like bilselger ‘car salesman’ are translated by
means of genitive constructions (prodavec masin), since the head noun selger ‘salesman’ assigns the
semantic role PATIENT to the non-head noun bil ‘car’. Compounds like nattbord ‘nightstand’, on
the other hand, are expected to correspond to adjective + noun constructions, such as nocnoj stolik.

In order to test this hypothesis empirically, | have created a database based on three Norwegian
novels and their Russian translations, as well as three Russian novels and their translations into
Norwegian. While preliminary results suggest that the hypothesis in (1) is on the right track, two
modifications are necessary. First, it is shown that Russian has a much richer inventory of
constructions corresponding to Norwegian compounds than the adjective + noun and noun + noun in
the genitive constructions mentioned in (1). For instance, the database displays examples of simplex
nouns (kosmos for verdensrom ‘universe’), derived nouns (bol 'nica for sykehus ‘hospital”), noun +
PP (butylka iz-pod mineral’noj vody for farrisflaske ‘mineral water bottle’), noun + noun in other
oblique cases (rukoj Zest for handbevegelse ‘hand movement’), and compounds (gazonokosilka for
gressklipper ‘lawn-mower”).

A second and theoretically more important critique of the hypothesis in (1) is that it is far from
clear what kinds of head nouns are able to assign semantic roles and thus yield genitive constructions
in Russian (Eckhoff 2012). In addition to genitive constructions with straightforward deverbal head
nouns such as selger ‘salesman’ (bilselger = prodavec masin), we also find genitive constructions in
cases like simvol vysokogo statusa for statussymbol ‘status symbol’, where the head noun is less
directly related to a verb. It is argued that head nouns yielding genitive constructions constitute a
radial category, and that cognitive linguistics therefore offers valuable tools for the study of
compounds in contrast.
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Yulia Nikolaeva

IIparmaTuyeckue ’*ecTbl B pacckase
(ucciie0oBaHMe HA MaTepHUaJie PyCCKOro H3LIK3)1

Kectukynauus, compoBoXKIarolas yCcTHOE OOIleHue, 0 CBOMM CBOMCTBaM HE IOXOKa Ha
A3BIK, HA KOTOPOM HJIeT pa3roBop. ComnpoBoxKaasi CBOU CIIOBA KECTaMH, YEJIOBEK UCIOIb3YEeT 3HAKH,
JUIS. KOTOPBIX HET CJI0Bapsl, T.€. HET YCTOMYMBON CBA3HM MEXIYy O3HAYAEMbIM U O3HAUAIOIIUM, KOTOPHIE
CO3/AI0TCSI CIIOHTAHHO B MOMEHT WX MCIIOJIIb30BAHMSI U HE OTrPaHUYEHBbI INpaBWJIaMU (CHUHTAKCH-
YeCKMMHU, MOP(HOJIOTHUESCKUMHU U TMPOY.), 00s3aTeibHbIMU JUTst s3bIKoBbIX enunui (McNeill 1992).
[Ipu 3TOM kecThl CBOOOTHBI B BBIOOPE 3HAYCHHIA, KOTOPBIC OYIyT MEPEAaHbI OT KECTUKYIUPYIOIIETO
K aJipecaty, 4To MO3BOJISIET MepelaBaTh ¢ MOMOIIBIO KECTOB pa3Ho00pasHyto uHpopmMarumio. Ciymarensb
MHTEPIIPETUPYET BepOaibHOE IMOCIAHHE B COOTBETCTBUM C €r0 IMparMaTU4eCKUMH XapakTepu-
CTHKaMHU; KECThI TAKXKE Co/iepkKaT HH(GOPMALINIO, BXKHYIO JUIsl IOHUMAHUS CJIOB a/IpECaToM.

B pa6ore (Miiller 2013) comepxuTcs omucaHue MparMaTHYECKUX JKECTOB, BCTPEUCHHBIX Y
HOCHUTEJICEH HEMeNKOoro s3blka. [lo HammMm HaOMIOIEHUSIM, PYCCKHE MPAarMaTUYeCKUe IKECThI
HECKOJIBKO OTJIMYAIOTCSI OT HEMELIKHX.

Mpl ucronb3oBaiy AJI HAIIErO0 KUCCIEIO0BAaHUS BUICO3AaMCH, B KOTOPHIX OJUH U3 UCIBITY-
€MBIX IEepEeCKa3bIBal APYroMy KOPOTKUK BUIEOCIOKET. B oriimune ot K.Mroiutep, npu aHHOTauuu
KECTOB Mbl HE OTKIIOYAIM 3BYyK, I[oJlarasi, 4TO IparMaTU4YecKHe >KECTbl MOryT o0Janarh
HECTaHAAPTHON (POpPMOI, OBITH pPEAYLHPOBAHHBIMU JHOO HAKJIAIBIBATHCS HAa PENpPE3CHTATHBHBIC
xkecTbl. O01ast MPOIOIKUTENBHOCTD BUACO — Ooliee 4 yacoB. M3yueHHbIe JaHHbBIE TTOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO
mparMaTH4ecKasl COCTaBIISIIOIIAs MPUCYTCTBYET BO MHOTHX J>KecTaX, A0 1/3 XKecToB SsBISAIOTCA
nparMaTH4eCKUMH TI0 cBoed ¢gopme W QyHKIMsIM JTuOO COJIep:KaT MparMaThuydyecKuili KOMIIOHEHT.
Hepenku cnmyuyau, xorja B OJHOM JBHKCHHHM COUYETAIOTCS PENPE3CHTATHUBHBIA W MparMaTHUYeCKUH
xecT. Hanpumep, ykazaHue Ha JUIO NPU ONUCAHUM BHEIIHOCTH aKT€POB OOBEIMHEHO OJIHOM Ayroi
¢ xxectoM PUOH (oTkpbITass 7maJoHh BBEpX, MaNbIbl Pa3BEPHYTHl K CIYIIAIOMIEMY), MPH 3TOM
YKa3aTeJIbHBINA IMAJIEl] OCTAETCS BBIIPSAMIICHHBIM. JIpyroi 4acThlil Cilyd4ail — COYETaHUE HECKOJIbKHUX
3HauYEHUH B OJIHOM JIBM)KEHUU: YKa3bIBasl Ha MEepEMEIEHUE TepOeB, TOBOPSIIMI Ha BCE TpaeKTopun
coxpansn (opmy ynomsiHyToro sxecra PUOH. Takue »ecThl, 3HaueHHE KOTOPBIX — MpPE3eHTalMs
HEKOTOPBIX KOHIIENITOB, MOT'YT ObITh O4€Hb Pa3HBIMHU 110 Gopme. Tak, MOMUMO JIaJOHU, pa3BEPHYTON
BBEPX, HEOJHOKPATHO BCTPEUAIUCh Cly4yau, KOT/a JIaJoHb OblIa pa3BepHyTa K ajipecary (Hampumep,
IPY OMHUCAHUU CLEHBI B I[EJIOM, B COYETAHUU C TyrooOpa3HbIM JIBUKEHUEM OT LIEHTpPa B CTOPOHBI U
BHU3). [loXOXHUM 3HayeHHEM, MO HAlIUM HaOJIOJIEHUSM, MOTYT 00NajaTh M JABHKEHHUS, KOrja
JaJIOHU Pa3BEpPHYThl BHU3, a PYKU ABWXKYTCS IO MNPSIMOW TpaeKkTOpuu (OT LIEHTpa B CTOPOHBI
napajuleJbHO TOJYy) WM o Jyre (OT LIeHTpa B CTOPOHBI M BHM3). Takke B HalleM KOpIlyce
BCTPETUIIUCh CIIy4yaW, KOTJa JBa IparMaTU4ecKuX >KeCTa COYETaINCh B OJHOM JIBHJKEHUU:
Hanpumep, xect npeseHtarun (PUOH) BMecTe ¢ xecToMm, mepeqaronuM 3HAaYeHHE NpUOIH3H-
TEJILHOCTH (BpallleHUe KUCTH B 3aIICThe, HEOOIBIIOE M0 aMILTUTY/IE).

Kak BHIHO yXe€ W3 NPHUBENECHHBIX NPUMEPOB, Yallle BCETO CPEAM NPAarMaTHUYECKUX KECTOB
BCTpPEYAOTCS JKecThl Ipe3eHTanuu (takue kak PUOH), pu 3Tom ux gopma MOXKET CHIIBHO MEHSThCS
B pa3HbIX KOHTEKCTax. BapuaTtuBHOCTP (QOpPMBI Takke OYEHb CHIIBHO  OINpEAEeNsIeTcs
VMHAUBUAYaJIbHBIMH OCOOEHHOCTSIMHU FOBOPSIIIETO.

Takum o00pa3oM, Haile HCCIEAOBaHHWE TIOKAa3bIBA€T, YTO IparMaTU4YecKue 3HaueHus B
KECTUKYJISIUU MOTYT IepelaBaTbCcs OU€Hb Pa3HOOOpa3HBIMHM CPEICTBAMU, IPH 3TOM COYETAsICh C

! PaGora BhINONHEHA npH (uHAHCOBOH moepxkke PHD (mpoext Ne 14-18-03819).



IPONO3ULMOHAIBHBIMUA  3HAYEHUSAMU B JKECTE; OIUH JKECT MOXKET BBIIIOIHATE HECKOJIBKO
nparMaTu4eckux (yHKIMA, coderass (OpMalbHbIE NPU3HAKK Pa3HBIX MPArMaTHUYECKUX HKECTOB.
KpoMme Toro, MOKHO TOBOPUTH O MEKbBA3BIKOBBIX Pa3IU4MAX IS KECTOB 3TOIO THUIIA.
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Maria Nordrum

From Specialized to Natural?
Russian aspectual pair relations in a diachronic perspective

In Russian aspectology, it is customary to make a distinction between perfective verbs that
function as the aspectual “partner” of a simplex imperfective (“Natural Perfective”), e.g. nanucams’
‘write’ which has a “pair” relation with nucams' ‘write’, and perfective verbs that cannot function as
the aspectual partner of a simplex imperfective (“Specialized Perfective”), e.g. noonucams® ‘sign’.
Morphologically, the two types of perfective verbs are identical insofar as both are derived from the
simplex verb via prefixation, but in Specialized Perfectives the semantic content of the prefix changes the
lexical meaning of the verb, while in Natural Perfectives the semantic content of the prefix overlaps
with the lexical meaning of the verb. Traditionally, the two categories have been seen as distinct and
non-overlapping, but recent studies suggest that they rather form a continuum with clear
representatives at the end-points and a “grey zone” in-between (Janda et al. 2013, Kuznetsova 2015).

In the present paper, | seek to shed light on the historical development of Natural and
Specialized Perfectives by investigating seven prefixations of one simplex verb, nymams ‘mix up,
mess up, tangle, confuse, complicate’, in detail. Of these prefixations, three involve verbs that are
considered to be Natural Perfectives in modern Russian, while four involve Specialized Perfectives.
I hypothesize that all Russian perfectives used to be Specialized, and that some verbs have developed
an aspectual pair relation with the simplex verb over time. In order to test this hypothesis, | use
corpus data for the relevant verbs from the Russian National Corpus and compare the frequency and
behavior of the verbs in two time periods, 1800-1849 vs. 1950-1999. My study shows that the four
Specialized Perfectives largely behave the same way in the two samples, while the three verbs that
now are considered to be Natural Perfectives, have changed a lot with regard to their frequency and
syntax. | explore the relevant changes and discuss their consequences for the hypothesis that Natural
Perfectives have developed from Specialized Perfectives.
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Jelena Parizoska

The influence of constructional schemas on the lexical and syntactic flexibility
of verbal idioms in Croatian

Studies on idiom variation in Slavic languages have shown that verbal idioms vary their lexical
and syntactic structure and that this variation is systematic (Parizoska 2009; Dobrovol’skij 2011).
For example, idioms with force-dynamic verbs (Talmy 1988) have causative and non-causative
variants (Cro. dovesti u formu ‘whip someone into shape’; doéi u formu ‘get in shape’) and may
occur as the so-called converse pairs (Rus. oams komy-n. 3enenwiii ceem lit. give someone the green
light ‘give permission’; noayuums 3enensiii céem lit. get the green light ‘get permission’).

It has been established that idiom variation is constrained by the cognitive mechanisms
motivating figurative meanings, the overall meaning of a given expression and the meanings of its
component parts. Furthermore, most studies have focused almost exclusively on semantic
constraints. The issue of grammatical constraints on idiom variation has been neglected, more
specifically the influence of constructional schemas (Langacker 2008) on the types of variant
realizations an idiom may occur in. Given that verbal idioms reflect event schemas (Radden and
Dirven 2007) which are expressed as sentence patterns with a predicate and one or more arguments,
it can be assumed that constructional schemas also play a role in idiom variation.

The aim of this paper is to show that the variability of verbal idioms is constrained by
structural frames. Using data from the Croatian web corpus hrwaC, we analysed 100 idiom types
which reflect force-dynamic schemas. The results show that lexical and syntactic alterations are
dependent on the specific schema that an idiom reflects: action, transfer or motion. Idioms which
reflect the action schema are coded as transitive or middle constructions with action verbs (e.g.
drma/ljulja se stolica komu (lit. ‘someone’s chair is shaking’) ‘someone’s job is in jeopardy’;
drmati/ljuljati stolicu komu (lit. ‘shake someone’s chair’) ‘put someone’s job in jeopardy’). Idioms
which designate the transfer schema have variants with the agent and the recipient coded as the
subject respectively (e.g. kupiti macka u vreci ‘buy a pig in a poke’; prodati macka u vreci ‘sell a pig
in a poke’), while their verbal constituents may be replaced by other verbs designating physical and
metaphorical transfer. Idioms reflecting the motion schema are lexically and syntactically the most
flexible: they occur as constructions describing stative and dynamic events, as caused-motion and
self-motion constructions, and as constructions describing motion to and from a location.

Overall, the results show that constructional schemas contribute significantly to the lexico-
syntactic variability of idioms and that idiom variation is dependent on the interplay of semantic and
grammatical factors.
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Vera Podlesskaya, Maria Egorova

How grammar and prosody contribute to shaping constructions:
the case of Russian tip ‘type’’

Basing on prosodically annotated corpus data from PrACS-Russ (www.spokencorpora.ru) and
RNC (www.ruscorpora.ru), the paper investigates whether grammatical restructuring is accompanied
by prosodic restructuring in the course of pragmatization and decategorization in a family of Russian
“classifying” constructions with tip ‘type’ as a key word.

We identify three types of constructions coexisting in modern Russian listed below in the order
of increasing decategorization. In the 2007-2013 spoken subcorpus of the RNC, (i), (ii) and (iii) are
represented with a ratio of 6:32:62, which shows that more decategorized uses of tip predominate.
The study demonstrates that decategorization of the key word tip doesn’t go hand in hand with the
declination of its prosodic prominence, e.g. with its ability to carry the phrasal accent. Both in the
least grammaticalized type (i) and the most grammaticalized (decategorized) type (iii), the key word
tip is atonic (optionally in (i) and exclusively in (iii)), while in an intermediate type (ii) with an
agreed modifier, it, conversely, systematically bears the phrasal accent (small caps show the word
that carries the phrasal accent):

1) A two-part construction where tip is a full-fledged head-noun in NP. It licenses a Genitive case
referring to “classified” items; while tip itself may acquire any case, e.g. Instrumental:

(1) vya znakom S takim tipom KVARTIR
I am.acquainted with  such.INSTR type.INSTR flat.PL.GEN
‘I know this type of flats’.

i) A three-part “parametric” construction where tip iS considerably grammaticalized and
decategorized in that it has a fixed GEN.SG form tipa, being an object of the head-noun that refers to
the “classified” item. The third member of the construction refers to a particular value of the
parameter (specifies the class) and it can occupy one of the two possible structural slots: it can be
realized as a non-agreed nominal modifier following tipa (2); or as an agreed adjectival modifier
preceding tipa (3):

(2) kosmiceskie  korabli tipa “SoJuz”
space ships type.GEN.SG Sojuz
‘spacecrafts of the “Sojuz” type’

(3) kosmiceskie  korabli novogo TIPA
space ships new.GEN.SG type.GEN.SG

‘spacecrafts of the new type’

iii) A single-part fully pragmatized and decategorized use of non-inflected tipa ‘type.GEN.SG’ as a
discourse hedging marker not integrated into the clause structure signaling that the speaker doesn’t
want to share responsibility for other’s words, thoughts or attitudes, often accompanying reported
speech:

'The study is supported by RFFR (grant #16-06-00226).



(4) on govorit ¢to  tipa ne POIIDET
he says that type.GEN.SG NEG g0.3.PRS
‘He says that [he] is sort of not going’.

Russian classifying constructions thus, appear to differ principally from their English cognates
with sort-of / kind-of / type-of, which, according to Dehé & Stathi 2016, demonstrate strong
correlation between the increasing grammaticalization and decreasing prosodic prominence. The
Russian case shows that the degree of grammaticalization can’t be seen as a universal predictor of
prosodic prominence, the latter may be influenced by other, possibly, language specific, factors, like
word order and syntactic structure.
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Bastien Poreau

N3yyeHne BoIpaskeHUs 1 BAPLUPOBAHNS MOJAIbHOCTH J0JKEHCTBOBAHUA:
aHAJU3 MOJIAJILHOTO NPEANKATA npudemcs/npuxooumcs

Jannast paboTa NOCBSIIIIEHA aHATU3Y YIOTPEOICHUS MpeauKara npudemcs/npuxooumcs. OHa
SIBJIIETCS YacThI0O MOEH Juccepranid o (opMambHOM aHAJIM3E MOJAIBHBIX IPEAUKATOB,
BBIPQXAIONINX JODKEHCTBOBAHUE M BBICTYMAIOMIUX B OE3JMUYHBIX NPEUIOKEHHUSIX C HMEHEM B
JIaTeIbHOM TaJeKe: MPeuKaTol Haooluyscno, npudemcsinpuxooumcs, i TaTenbHO-UHPUHUATHBHAS
CTPYKTYypa.

Iputimuco/npuxooumscsi  sIBIASTCS MHOTO3HAYHBIM Tiiarosiom. Hampumep, B cioBape
OxeroBa, MOKHO HAaWTH LIECTh Pa3HbIX 3HAYEHUH ISl COBEPILIEHHOTO BU/IA, U JIBA JIOMOJIHUTEIIbHBIX
JUTSL HeCOBEpIIeHHOTOo BHIa. K ToMy ke, CyIIeCTBYIOT U JJM4HbIe yrnorpebnaenus (1) — ¢ moanexanmm
B MMEHUTEIILHOM Tajexe; W Oe3nuuHble ynorpeOienus (2) — ¢ MHQUHUTHBOM M WMEHEM B
JATEJILHOM IaJIEXKeE.

(1)  IIamoe uucno npuwinoce na cy6o6omy.
(2)  Bam npuoemcs nooosicoame.

B nmaHHOM wWcciienoBaHMM OyIyT H3y4eHBI CIIOBOCOYETaHUS npudemcslnpuxooumes ¢
UHOUHATUBOM B O€3NHMUYHBIX MpemiokeHusx. Ocoboe BHUMaHHE YyAENsSeTcs BUAY IJIarojioB (BHIA
MOJAJILHOTO TpEIUKaTa W HEONpeAETIeHHON (OpMBI Tilarosia, KOTOpbIE MOTYT YHOTPEOIATHCS B
COBEPILICHHOM BHJIE, & TaK’K€ B HECOBEPIICHHOM BHJIE), KOHTEKCTY BBICKA3bIBAaHHs (OTHOLICHHUS
MEXy TOBOPSIIMM W aAPECaToOM, BpeMs NEHCTBHS, MOCIENOBATEIBHOCTh NEHCTBUH, M T.O) U HX
B3aUMOJICHCTBUSAM JApPYr Ha Jpyra. OTO HaM IIOMOXET IOHSATh, MOYEMYy B OJHOM Clly4ae
npuoemcsilnpuxooumcsi BIpaxkaeT 00s3aHHOCTb, @ B IPYTOM UMEET COBCEM HHOM CMBICIL.

MBI paccMOTpUM HOYEMY B OHOM KOHTEKCTE OH BbIpa)kaeT HEOOXOIUMOCTh (3), a B ApyroMm
MIO3BOJISIET TOBOPSIIIEMY OCBEIOMUTHCS O TOM, CIIYUYMJIOCH JIU IaHHOE AeUCTBUE WM HET (4).

(3) K momy gace 5 6cio acusnb cocmasisiio bykemol, — panbuie RPUXOOUTOC, HOKYRANb UBEenbl,
a menepb npocmo bepy ux 6 ceoem ygemuuxe. [FOmust I'anaktrnonosa. VneanbHbI BapuaHT
(2003) // «JlanmmadTaeii au3ain», 2003.01.15]

(4) Hasepuaka eam npuxoounoco 6Cmpedams 0CMUMEK, NOXO0NCUX HA MALEHbKUX CMAPUYKO8
[Mapus [HaBeinoBa. Kto B gome xo3sta? (2003) // «100% 310p0oBbsi», 2003.01.15]

Takxe BaXHYIO pOJIb IS MOJATbHOCTH WIrPaeT MPUCYTCTBUE OTPUIAHUS: B CIEAYIOLIEM
npumepe (5) BbIpaXkaeTcsl CO’KaIeHHe O TOM, UTO JCHCTBHE HE MPOU3OIILIO, a B MOCIEIHEM IIpUMepe
(6) HAoOOPOT, €CTh HAAEXK/IA, UYTO ATOTO HE OYACT.

(5) Mpwr npuexanru 6o Braousocmok pano ympom, 6blio euje cogcem MmeMHO, U 8 8030yXe Gucei
mymau... [...] Ho mne max u ne npuwinoce yeudems Bnaoueocmok onem, yoxce uepes mpu
yaca memns ee3nu Ha kamepe Ha Pycckuii ocmpos. [Eprenmii I'pumkosern. Kak g cben cobaky
(1999)]

(6) Cawma c panneco so3pacma abcoNOMHO OMKPOBEHHO 20680PIO C HUMU HA IMU MeMbl U HAOEKCb,
YUMo UM U UX HCEHAM He RPUOEMCA NePedCUmsy mozo, umo nepexcuna a. Tax éom, ece smu

200bl Y HAC 8Ce XOPOWLO, 51 HAYUUna myxca u Hayuuiace cama. [Bmagumup axumkansa. 1001
Borpoc npo DTO (NeNe 1-500) (1999)]
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OCHOBBIBasICh Ha Pa3IMYHbIX IIPUMEpPax B KOHTEKCTE (OOJIBIIMHCTBO M3 KOTOPBIX OBIIO B3ATO
u3 HanmoHanbHOTO KOpITyca pycCKOTO S3bIKa) M HA MHTEPBBIO C PYCCKOS3BIUHBIMU MH(OPMaHTaMH,
S PaccMOTpIO  YHOTpeOneHus npuuidemcslnpuxooumcs + WHQUHUTHB W NPOAHATHU3UPYIO
IPOUCXOXKIECHNUE PA3IIMYHBIX CMBICIIOB JAHHOI'O MIPEIUKaTa.
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Ekaterina Rakhilina, Mladen Uhlik

Ilepexoa B HenmepexoaHbIe:
CHHTAKCHYeCKHe CTPaTeru BbIpa:keHusi 00JIM B CJIOBEHCKOM sI3bIKe

B nokname paccmarpuBaloTCd CEMaHTHYECKHME U CHHTAaKCHYECKHE CBOMCTBA TIJ1arojioB
CJIIOBEHCKOI'O $I3bIKa, KOTOpble B IIEPEHOCHOM 3HAa4YeHHH 0003Ha4YaroT (u3nveckyro O00Jb U
HENPUITHBIE PU3UOTOTUYECKUE OLIYIIICHHUS.

OCHOBHBIM 0OJIEBBIM TJIAr0JIOM B CJIOBEHCKOM SI3bIKE SIBJISICTCS MEpPEXOJHbIH riaron boleti,
UMEIONINI 3HAYCHHUE ‘TPUYUHATH OONb’ B JIMUYHBIX MEPEXOJHBIX KOHCTPYKIHUSX C TOJJICIKAITIM —
gacteto Tena (1) u ‘UcmbIThIBaTE 00NIb’ B OC3JIMYHBIX KOHCTPYKIMAX C YacThIO Tela Kak
nokanu3anued O0omu (2). Jlumo, wcmeIThIBaroIiee O0ib, KaK BO BCEX COBEPMEHHBIX IOKHO- U
3araHOCIaBSIHCKUX SI3bIKaX, BHICTYIIAET B BUHUTEIHLHOM MafieKe.

(1) ciu. Boli me (ACC) glava (NOM).

OykB. ‘bonut mens ronosa’. (‘Y mMeHs G0IUT royiosa’.)
(2) ciu. Boli me (ACC) v prsih (LOC).

OykB. ‘bonut mens B rpyan’. (‘Y MeHs G0IuUT B Ipyau’.)

B mokmame 0OCYKIAIOTCS BTOPHYHBIC TIIATOJBI OOJH, BOCXOMAIIME K  [JIArOJaM TOPCHHUS
(goreti ‘ropets’, peci ‘meun’), rimarojgam 3Byka (zvoniti ‘3Benern’, Kruliti ‘xprokarsh, ypuath’),
riaroyiaM paspyiuenus u aepopmanuu (zbadati ‘pesars’, Spikati ‘xonots’, trgati ‘psats’) u mp., cM.
[bputbsia u ap. 2009].

Bropuunbie mpeaukatsl 00y, OyAy4d pPa3sHOPOJHBIMU IO CBOEH HMCXOJHOW CEMaHTHKE,
JICMOHCTPUPYIOT B PAa3HBIX SI3bIKAX pa3Hble CHHTAKCHUYCCKHUE CTPATETHH BBIPAXKEHHUSI OOJH, KOTOPbIE
UHTEPECHBI C KOTHUTHBHOM TOYKH 3PCHUS.

CaMbIM OXHIaeMbIM SIBIIICTCS HACIEIOBAHHE CHHTAKCHMYECKOTO TIOBEACHHS TMEPBHUYHOIO
0oJeBOro npeauKaTa.

B CJIOBCHCKOM sI3bIKE O3TOM CTpATeTHH TMPHICPKHUBACTCS IMOABISIONICE OOJBITHHCTBO
JIBYXMECTHBIX TJIArOJIOB: OHM COXPAHSIOT MEPEXOIHOCTh U MOTYT PEaM30BBIBATHCS B JIMYHOM HIIH
Oe3nuyHoM Popme:

(3) can. Grlo (NOM) me (ACC) pece. (muuHast KOHCTPYKITHS)
OykB. ‘T'opmo mens nedet’. (‘Y MeHs KEHUE B ropie’.)

(4) cn. Pece me (ACC) v ocesu (LOC). (6e3nuuHast KOHCTPYKITHS)
OykB. ‘Tleuer MeHs B rna3y’. (‘Y MeHs 60JUT ri1as’.)

HenepexonHLIe OOIHOMECTHBIC CIIOBCHCKHEC TIJIarojibl HE CTAaHOBATCA IMEPEXOJHBIMH (TO XKE B
cepbckom u xopBarckoMm). OTHAKO OHU MEHSIOTCS, TPUOOPETasi BAJICHTHOCTh JATHBHOTO MOCeccopa
(umst nuna). HoBas KOHCTPYKLMS B CHMHTAKCHMUECKOM IUIaHE XOpOIIO OTpa)KaeT CTaTUBHOCTh U
OKCIICPUCHIHUAIBHOCTD, CBOMCTBEHHEIE CUTyauuun oomu.

(5) cnu. Svinja (NOM) kruli. (omaomecTHbI# iarosn Kruliti)

‘CBHHBS XPIOKaeT .
(6) cu. Kruli mi (DAT) v zelodcu (LOC).
OykB. ‘XprokaeT MHe B kenyzake’. (‘Y MeHs ypuHT B *KHBOTE’.)
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Mexny TeM ecThb KJacc TJlarojioB, KOTopble npu mnepexone B mone bOJIb MeHstoT cBOIO
CTPYKTYpPY paauKaibHO. Takasi cUTyalusi BOSHHKAET U B JAPYrHX s3bIKax (Cp. MOBEJCHUE TJIarojioB
TUNIA KOI0mb B pycckoM). OIHAKO B CIOBEHCKOM CHHTAKCHYECKOH MEPEeCTPOMKE MOJBEPraroTCs
[JIaroJibl APYroro akIMOHAIBHOTO Kilacca, a MMEHHO Kay3aTHBHBIC IJIaroiibl yHH4YTOKeHus (razbijati
= ‘pa3buBarh’, pociti = ‘NIOMHYTh; CACNATH TaK, YTOOBI MPEAMET JIONMHYJ / TPECHYT').

Korma 3T rnaroipl CTAaHOBSATCS OOJEBBIMH, OHU TEPSIOT CIOCOOHOCTH YIOTPEOJNSATHCS B
HOMHHATHBHO-aKKY3aTUBHBIX KOHCTPYKIUSAX. OHM MOTYT CTAaHOBUTHCS HEIIEPEXOTHBIMH, a TaKXKe
YIOTPEOIATHCS B OC3IMMUHBIX KOHCTPYKIHUAX, cp. (7) Vs. (8, 9).

(7) cnu. Otroci (NOM) so razbijali igrace (ACC). (mepexomnblii riiarosn razbijati)
‘JleT yHUUTOXKaJIN/pa30uBaIl UTPYLIKH .

(8) ciu. Glava (NOM) mi (DAT) bo pocila.

‘Y MeHs rojioBa BOT-BOT JIOITHET .

(9) can. V glavi (LOC) mi (DAT) razbija.

OykB. ‘B ronose mue pa3ousaet’. (‘['onoBa packanbiBaeTcs’).

B noxnazme Mbl comocTaBisieM OMUCAaHHBIE OCOOCHHOCTH CIOBEHCKOTO S3bIKa B OTHOIICHUU
00JIeBBIX KOHCTPYKIUH C CHUTyallMeil B APYrUX CIABSIHCKUX S3bIKAX W 00CYXJaeM MPUYUHBI U
KOTHUTHUBHYIO IPUPO1y HAOII0AaeMbIX TaM 3P PEKTOB.
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Alexei Shmelev, Valentina Apresjan
Pycckue yacTuubl Mo1 M AK0OBI B paccKase 0 HeBepOAJIbHOM NOBEIeHU U

B psine nuHrBUCTHYECKHX pabOT MOCIEAHUX JIET ObLIO MOKAa3aHO, YTO PYCCKHUE YACTHIIBI MO/ U
SKOObL, UCTIONB3yEeMBbIE IPU NIepeaue dYy»Koi peur U HEpeKO MOMEIIaeMbIe B OJJUH PsiJi B TpaMMaTH-
YECKUX OMHMCAHUSIX, UMEIOT COBCeM pa3Hble QyHKIMU. YacTuua Mo/, Kak MPaBHIIO, UCHOJIB3YETCS
IIpU Nepeiaye coAepaHus 4y>KOH WK Jake COOCTBEHHOM pedr «CBOMMHU CIIOBaMMY; FOBOPSIIUNA HE
TOJILKO HE MPETEHAYET Ha TOYHOCTh Nepeadd, HO U SBHBIM 0Opa3oM JaeT MOHSTh, YTO MEperaeT
CMBICTT TaK, KaK CYMTAET TO HYKHBIM, UMUTUPYS TO, YTO, KaK €My KaXeTcs,, 00 3TOM JyMaeT WU
Mor Obl cka3aTh cyObekT. YacTtuna sikoObl mpennosaraer 0ojiee MM MEHEe a/IeKBaTHYIO Iepenavy
TOTO, YTO OBUIO CKa3aHO, OJHAKO TOBOPALIMIA JUCTAHLUPYETCS OT IEpPelaBacMOro COJAEp)KaHUs,
BbIpaXkasi COMHEHHUE B TOM, YTO OHO COOTBETCTBYET JIEHCTBUTEIBHOCTH (2 Yallle BCETO YBEPEHHOCTH B
MPOTUBOIMOJIOKHOM).

3aMeTuM, YTO pa3lInyhe yKa3aHHBIX YaCTHUI] OCOOCHHO SIPKO MPOSBISAETCS, KOTJa OHU HUCIOIb-
3YyIOTCSl HE JIJIs TIepelaud Peuu, a B pacckasze 0 HeBepOaIbHOM MOBE/ICHUU.

To, 4TO dacTHIa Mo HEPEAKO IepeJaeT CMBICT HEeBepOaIbHOrO MOBENSHHs (mmoadac
CKPBITBIN), YK€ OTMeUalIoch B psije pador. O0mas cxema — 1aTh ONKCaHHe HeBEpOAITbHOTO TIOBEIe-
HUS C BHEIIHEH CTOPOHBI U TYT K€ IKCIUIUIIMPOBATH €r0 CMBICH, IepeaaBas BHYTPEHHUN HApPATHUB
CcyOBeKTa 1o 3TOMY IMOBOJY, KaK €ro ce0e MpeCTaBIIsseT TOBOPALIHA. | OBOPSIINI HHTEPIPETHPYET
noBeJicHue (WM JaKe HEKOHTPOJIMpPYEMbIe HEBepOaTbHBIC MPOSBICHUS) CYOBEKTa, NMPHUITHCHIBAS
CyOBEKTY HEKYI0 MOTHUBAIIMIO 3THX MPOSIBICHUMN, KOTOpasi BHIPAXKAETCSI BO BHYTPEHHEM HappaTUBE U
MO3TOMY YacTO COJIEPKUT PEUEBbIE OCOOCHHOCTH, KOTOPBIE, C TOUKHU 3PEHHS TOBOPSAIIETO, XapaKTep-
HBI JIJIs1 3TOro cyObekTa. [losToMy mpuMepsl ¢ Moz 4acTO COAEPIKaT PeueBbIe XapaKTEPUCTUKH, HE
MPUHAJJICKAIINE TOBOPALIEMY: OHU H300pa)KalOT HAPPAaTUB UM MBICIU CYOBEKTa, PEKOHCTPYHPY-
emble ropopsuM. Cp. npuMepsl U3 npoussenenuit Muxauna bynrakosa: [osopro smo s anocmony,
a cam muearo 63600y — MO, 0A6-mo mypHume 6pemMeHHO, ad Mmam 6UOHO OyOem; ...NOosABUILCS
nonkogHux Manviues, nocuoen 6 Kkpecie, HO YIblOANCA MAKUM 00pA30M, 4MO 6ce, MOJ, XOPOUio U
O6yoem K ayuwiemy; ...0y0ym cuoemov U pacmepsiHHO YIblOAMbCs — 3HAYUM, MO, Mbl HE HYHICHbL
yorce, ...oH 3a ChuHow npogheccopa szamuean bezoomHomy, — He npomusopeuv, Mmon, emy;
... YIbI0asACcy max, ymo etl, MOJl, peuumeabHO 6CE PABHO U 8 00WeM HaNe8ams.

HanpoTus Toro, B OTHOIIEHUH YaCTHIIBI AK00Ob! Yallle BCErO YTBEPKAACTCS, YTO OHA CIIEIUANH-
3UpyeTCcs IMEHHO Ha Tiepeiaue pedr, a BO3MOKHOCTh HCIIONB30BaTh €€ MPU pacckaze 0 HeBepOaTbHOM
MOBEJICHUU OCTAETCsl He3aMEUeHHOU. MeX Ty TeM ee poJib B 3TOW (YHKIIUU MOYTH MPOTHBOMOIOKHA
(GYHKITMHM YaCTHUIIBI MO/l OHA HE yKa3bIBaCT Ha MOJJIUHHBIA CMBICI MIOBEJCHUS, & XapaKTePU3YET ero
C BHENIHEH CTOPOHBI, OTHOBPEMEHHO J1aBast MIOHATh, YTO BHEIIIHSS CTOPOHA OOMaHYMBA, YTO CyOBEKT
TuuIb ‘nenaer BUI, ‘mpuTBopsiercs . IlpuBeaem nmpumeps! u3 npousseneHuil Muxawia bynrakosa:
...ybocue 8bIcmasuAnU A36bl HA NOCUHEBUIUX 20JIEHSAX, MPACIU 20]108aMU, AKOObL 8 MuUKe U napaiuye,
3akamvleanu Oenecvle 21a3a, NPUMEoPAACcy, cienvimy (Helb3s OblTo Obl cKa3aTh: *On mpsc 2010601,
MO, 8 muKe, TIOCKOJIBKY MOJI ¢ HEBepOAIbHBIM TOBEIEHUEM TpeOyeT BHYTPEHHEH peun cyObeKkTa,
0OpalIeHHOM Ha KaKyl0-TO MPUCYTCTBYIOLIYIO ayJJUTOPUIO; OJHAKO BOZMOXKHO OH mpsc 20710601L: £,
mon, 6 muke); Cmapywxa nowia, noopaxicas 8000NpoOGOOUUKY, 8 KYXHIO, Opye MOU YCMpeMuacs 3d
Helo, 51 cOenan 00OHO JIOHCHOe O8UdCeHUe, AKOObl 3a HUMU, MOMYAC C8EPHYI 8 KAOUHEem, NON0NHCUT
opaynune ne 8 Jlesblll, d 6 Npasvill AWUK CMONA U OMAPABUILC 8 KyXHio (MO HE TIOICTaBISETCS,
MOCKOJIbKY HET ayAuTOpuH: *4 coenan oOHO n0dcHOe O8udicenue, 5, MOJ, 3a HUMU; HO BO3MOKHO
ObUTO OBI: A, Mon, 3a éamu, 9TO TIOAPA3yMEBAIO Obl MPUBJICYCHHE BHUMAHMUS)); ...He CB00s 2ld3 C
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AOMUHUCMPAMOpPA, KAK-MO CMPAHHO KOPYUBUIE20C 8 Kpecile, 8CE 8pemMs CMpeMAuecocs He
8bIXO0UMb U3-NO0 207YO0U MEeHU HACMONbHOU JAMNbl, KAK-MO YOUBUMENbHO NPUKPLIBABUUE20Cs
AKOOBI oM MewlarOwe2o emy ceema JAAMNOYKU eazemoti (B TIOCIEIHEM IpUMepe COMHEHUIO
[I0JIBEPIaeTCsi MOTUBALIMSI, & HE COBEPILIEHUE AEUCTBUSA).

Takum 00pa3om, pa3nuune YacTUIl MO U AKOObl COOTBETCTBYET JIBYM CTPATETHSIM paccKasa o
HeBepOaIbHOM MOBEACHHUM: SKCIUIMKALUN IIOJIMHHOTO0» CMBICIIA MOBEACHUS, PEKOHCTPYUPYEMOTO
KaK BHYTPEHHUU HappaTuB CcyObeKTa, U omucaHus oOMaH4YMBOM BUIMMOCTHU. He ciydailHO Tekcr,
BBOAMMBIN MOCPENICTBOM MOJI, YACTO C TOYKU 3peHUs (POPMATBHBIX MPU3HAKOB CTPOUTCS MOUTH Kak
npsiMasi pedb ¥ 00JIaJJaeT COOTBETCTBYIOUIUMH CHHTAKCHYECKMMH OCOOEHHOCTSMH, B TO BpeMs Kak
AK0ObI BeET ce0s Kak 00bIYHAS YaCTUIA B COCTABE KOCBEHHOM peyH.
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Dmitri Sitchinava
Russian bylo and its Slavic cognates as topic/focus markers

The Russian particle bylo, usually accompanying the Past form in I, has been described as a
“discontinued Past” marker (Plungian, Auwera 2006), marking cancelled result, avertive and/or
disturbance of the normal flow of events (cf. also Kagan 2011, using the “possible words”
framework, among many others). However it has drawn much less attention as a marker of topic vs.
focus information structure, which seems to be one of the fundamental mechanisms behind its
choice. This parameter seems also to undergo a diachronic change.

Russian bylo and its Slavic cognates (“supercompound Pasts”), notably Ukrainian and Polish
were studied, both on corpora (that include also a diachronical dimension) and on questionnaires,
with regard to their linear place in a phrase and presence/absence of focalization of the verb in their
scope. These constructions have been already described as active competing with bare Pasts, with
which they are quasi-synonymous in many contexts (in Russian the only famous example of
semantic contrast is found in their combination with participles when they are the only means of
signaling a cancelled result, whereas in most of the finite contexts they may be omitted).

The bylo particle is found to mark, in most cases, a contrastive focus (cf. Lambrecht 1994) that
runs against the presuppositions of the speaker. The verb accompanied by bylo can be moved to the
focus-proper initial position of the sentence.

As a comment/backgrounding information marker, in Modern Russian bylo is more common
with verba dicendi that introduce direct speech, whereas in Early Modern texts (XVIHI-XIX
centuries) other contexts were also prolific (which is equally the case in modern Ukrainian or
Polish), including contexts that are overall obsolete in Modern Russian with any type of information
structure (for example, cancelled material result). The construction cannot be used with given
information in questions (*Kto otkryval bylo okno? ‘Who opened-BYLO the window?”)

Overall, the history of bylo and is cognates is marked by bleaching of comment/backgrounding
contexts and rise of focal ones; as a material marker of focus, bylo can be compared to other markers
of discontinued Past, for example, in Finno-Ugric and other language families.
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Svetlana Sokolova

Turning Molehills into Mountains Or
The Polysemy of the Verbal Suffix -nu- in Non-standard Russian

Prefixes are the most common means of forming perfective verbs in Russian and yield different
types of perfectives even when combined with the same verbal stems (cf. resultative and delimitative
po- in poscital vsex detej vs. nemnogo poscital pro sebja). The semelfactive suffix —nu- is usually
described as forming one type of perfectives (semelfectives like cixnut’, Svedova et al. 1980) and
showing restrictions on semantic classes of verbs and verbal stems that it is compatible with (Dickey
& Janda 2009). However, in non-standard Russian verbs bearing the semelfactive marker —nu- can
perform various actional functions, ranging from semelfactives (poka pervyj doscitaet do 100 - vtoroj
mozet i razu ne scit-nu-t') to Natural Perfectives (étix monetok po palcam scit-nu-t’ mozno) and even
delimitatives (ja let-nu-/ 2 ¢asa). This allows for the use of non-durative verbs in contexts indicating
duration, almost like turning molehills into mountains.

How far can the functions of —nu- be extended and can —nu- become a universal aspectual
marker? | explore the interaction of such factors as the semantics of the actional morpheme, the
semantics of the verbal stem, and constructions, and present a quantitative analysis of the new verbs
with the suffix —nu- by taking a closer look at the three actional types mentioned above.

On the one hand, -nu-verbs lose their semelfactive semantics and appear as neutral perfective
markers: 47 % of Natural Perfectives with the prefix s- show variation with -nu-verbs on the Internet.
The number of verbal stems and semantic classes of verbs that are compatible with —nu- increases:
cf. the use of —nu- with —ova-stems that generally repel —nu- (gruppir-nu-¢’ for s-gruppirovat ‘group-
PFV’) and non-standard —nu-verbs with stems referring to ‘mental sphere’ (planir-nu-¢’ for s-
planirovat’ ‘plan-PFV’). On the other hand, the marker —nu- also replaces the marker s- in s-
semelfactives, where 42 out of 105 s-semelfactives can be used with -nu- instead of s- (dur-nu-¢’ for
S-durit’ ‘act.silly.once-PFV’). This extension, however, often leads to constructional and semantic
differences (s-duri- sgorjaca, nagovori-I lisnego Vs. Menja kupec esce i dur-nu-l neslabo).

Finally, the interplay of such factors as verbal stems and affixes with the syntactic construction
can modify the actional type of the verb, which allows for a delimitative use of -nu-verbs. Thus, a
construal operation can be applied on the same verb not only in languages like English (Croft 2012)
but even in Russian, where some morphemes by default are assigned to only one actional class. It
may appear that the suffix —nu- in non-standard Russian can function as a near-universal aspectual
marker. Yet, this universal character of -nu- highly depends on the interaction of such factors as the
semantics of the actional morpheme, the semantics of the verbal stem, and syntactic constructions.
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Katrin Schlund
A cognitively based typology of Russian impersonal constructions

The definition of impersonal constructions (traditionally referred to as bezlicnye predlozenija)
through the criterion of subjectlessness has a long tradition not only in Slavic linguistics. However,
the identification of impersonality with subjectlessness has led to a sometimes unfortunate
amalgamation of subject theories and impersonalization theories. As a result, many different and
often contradictory definitions of impersonal constructions have been put forward that often come to
contradictory evaluations even of identical constructions. Starting from Malchukov's and Ogawa's
(2011) assumption that impersonality is a semantic notion indicating deviance from functional
subject properties, | develop an integrative model of impersonality in Russian. From that perspective,
impersonal constructions in Russian turn out to form an interactive network of constructions that are
connected both formally and functionally, with subjectlessness being the most natural (prototypical),
but not the only manifestation of impersonality in a language.

I will start out with an evaluation of previous definitions of impersonality in Russian,
concentrating on subject-centered and agent-centered accounts of impersonality as distinguished by
Siewierska (2008). Both accounts suffer from the flaw of ignoring one aspect of the linguistic sign,
either meaning or form. By a careful investigation of the subject properties of different kinds of
“privileged actants” (Guiraud-Weber 2001) or “subject-like obliques” (Serzant 2013), I show how
functional subject properties (such as agentivity, topicality, individualization) are reflected in
different behavioral properties of such actants (e.g., control into gerunds or binding of reflexives).
My endeavor is to show how form and content interact in the formation of impersonal constructions
as complex and meaningful linguistic signs, and that reconciliation of both aspects yields not only a
more adequate description of data, but also a powerful explanation thereof.
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Eun-Ji Song
Aspectual choice for Russian verbs of ‘asking’ and ‘ordering’

It has been assumed that as for the verbs of speech or communication aspectual choice is less
motivated (Forsyth 1970). Although there have been some notable studies on semantic and pragmatic
conditions for aspectual choice for verbs of communication, only successful preconditions or effects
in illocutionary and perlocutionary acts were taken into account (Fielder 1990, Israeli 2001). The
study proposes subtle lexical-semantic differences entailing intersubjective cognitive coordination
play a crucial role in aspectual choice for verbs of communication, specifically verbs of asking or
ordering. Based on Russian National Corpus and Ljashevskaja & Sharov (2009)’s frequency
dictionary, a dozen verbs of asking and ordering will be analyzed in terms of aspectual choice in
extensive context and it is argued that rather than the outcomes of the given speech acts, the
speaker’s construal of the speech acts and the speaker-addressee negotiation potentials or cognitive
dynamism are crucial factors for aspectual choice. Imperfective general-factual usage is more readily
found with process-oriented, mutually negotiable verbal semantics, whereas perfective aspect with
goal-oriented, unilateral verbal semantics.
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Mateusz-Milan Stanojevi¢, Anita Peti-Stantic¢
Concreteness, subjective frequency and the thing/relation distinction in Croatian

There are concreteness/abstractness rating lists for a variety of languages (e.g. Brysbaert et al.
2014). Recently, concreteness has been linked with imageability, defined as the ease with which a
word gives rise to a sensory mental image (Gvion et al. 2013). Although this is in line with the
cognitive linguistic efforts to elucidate the cognitive reality of a variety of semantic categories (cf.
Paivio’s dual coding as the basis of metaphorical processing), such studies have rarely been
connected to grammatical categories established in conceptual terms or conducted for Slavic
languages. In this paper we report on the initial steps in an ongoing large-scale study which is an
attempt to rectify this situation. Its aims are (1) to build a repository of Croatian lexemes rated for
concreteness and imageability; (2) to explore whether differently rated lexemes are processed
differently in grammatical constructions (e.g. coordination, ellipsis), as a way to identify the role of
local and global grammatical and semantic factors in online processing.

The first step, reported on here, is to explore concreteness (Brysbaert et al. 2014) and
subjective frequency (Balota et al. 2001) ratings of 3000 (30 sets of 100) adjectives, nouns and verbs,
and relate them to their conceptual characteristics (things vs. relations) as defined in Langacker’s
cognitive grammar. The sets were obtained from the 1.4 billion hrwaC corpus of Croatian based on a
frequency criterion (raw frequency greater than 3000), and rated by 900 native speakers of Croatian.
We hypothesized that: (1) nouns, due to their thing-like nature, will have the highest concreteness
ratings; (2) verbs will be rated as having the highest subjective frequency due to their schematicity
(ability to combine with a number of different participants); (3) concreteness and subjective
frequency ratings will correlate.

Our results show that although no significant differences were found between the corpus
frequencies of nouns, verbs and adjectives, their concreteness and subjective frequency ratings were
significantly different. As hypothesized, nouns were rated as most concrete (and adjectives as least
concrete), and verbs as subjectively most frequent. This gives credibility to Langacker’s conceptual
distinction. Relative frequency ratings, however, do not correlate with subjective ratings overall, but
there is a weak positive correlation for verbs. The cognitive and conceptual/grammatical factors that
may lead to such results include frequency bands (the idea that there are frequency thresholds that
group together), different combinatorial potential for different parts of speech, and the local ability to
create different minimal contexts depending on the word’s meaning.
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Natalia Stoynova
Coordination patterns in the contact influenced Far East Russian speech

The paper deals with the non-standard Russian speech of Nanai bilingual speakers. The use of the
Nanai language (< Tungusic, Khabarovskij Kraj) is very restricted: all speakers are fluent in Russian and
nowadays they use Russian in a greater extent than Nanai in their everyday life (some speakers use only
Russian). However the Russian Speech of elderly speakers (called further «Nanai Russiany) differs
notably from Standard Russian and shows a range of features presumably of a contact nature. Such
features in the domain of coordination will be observed in detail.

Coordination strategies of Slavic languages and those of Tungusic languages are totally different.
Their interaction and accomodation in «Nanai Russian» will be discussed.

In Standard Russian a) the main conjunctive coordination strategy is one and the same both for DP
conjunction and for sentential conjunction, b) the main pattern is «A co-By in terms of Haspelmath 2007:
uzparont u norom, Majaib4uKku u 0eBouK.

In Nanai the strategy of DP coordination and that of sentential coordination are different. DP
conjunctive coordinate structures are following: a) simple juxtaposition, b) a comitative construction with
the instrumental case, ¢) a coordinate structure with the additive enclitic -da~-da on both conjuncts («A-
€0 B-co») or on the second one («A B-co»).

This clitic was borrowed in the same function into Nanai Russian. Example (1) demonstrates its
use on the first conjunct. This position is not typical for Nanai, however it is more similar to the position
of the Russian coordinator (at least at surface level).

(1)  Xooum, ooesxncoa nemy: [kyxatika-oa, nanavickat onouu)...
‘We go, we have no clothes: an anorak=DA and Nanai shoes’.

Example (2) illustrates the combination of the Russian « ‘and’ and the Nanai -da within one clause.

(2) A mam oponona 6win0 [decsimo KunOSpaMM MyKa u 0ecsimv KULOZPAMM KPYna-od...
‘And in the roll there was [10kg of flour AND 10kg of cereals=DA]’

One more intriguing fact is that this borrowed enclitic coincides (up to the prosody) with the
Russian conjunction da.

The main sentential conjunction strategies in Nanai are a) juxtaposition for different subject clauses
and b) converbial constructions of the «Altaic type» for same subject clauses. In Nanai Russian we find
serial verb constructions such as in (3) for SS-clauses. In Standard Russian they are forbidden, in Nanai
there is no serialization either.

()  Pasnvuii mpasa eapuna nonodxcuia.

‘She cooked and added different herbs’.

We suppose such constructions to be indirectly influenced by Nanai converbial ones, though they
include not converbs (*sapsi/cesapue nonoscuna) but two equal finite forms (sapura noroscuna). Serial-
ization is attested also for phasal verbs, which take the lexical verb in the same converbial form in Nanai:

(4) A nomom 5 puibauuna navana...
‘And then I started fishing’.

The correspondence between Nanai converbs and Russian finite forms is interesting within the
discussion of coordinate vs. subordinate nature of the «altaic» quasi-coordination.

The study is based on the field data of ca. 2 hours of transcribed oral texts in Nanai Russian
recorded from bilingual Nanai speakers.
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Elzbieta Tabakowska

Synthetic and analytic constructions in contemporary Polish:
variation, but is it free?

As noted by Polish linguists, contemporary Polish is marked by a growing tendency to use
analytic constructions (nouns, verbs or adjectives followed by prepositional phrases) along with their
synthetic counterparts (nouns, verbs or adjectives followed by nouns marked for grammatical cases),
which linguists consider as being primary diachronically. Analytic variants are generally classified as
errors deviating for the norm, although today some of them are actually accepted by prescriptivists.
Although semantic differences within the pairs are occasionally pointed out, in most cases the
structures are considered as synonymous (free variants), and the emergence of analytic structures is
explained either by general reference to shifts of individual elements between semantic fields or to
the influence of other languages (calques). Analytic constructions are said to replace rather than co-
occur with the synthetic ones.

In the presentation, | will substantiate the claim that analytic (prepositional) constructions
differ from their synthetic counterparts both semantically and pragmatically, reflecting systematic
differences in conceptualization. As illustration, | will use examples of both types of structure, taken
from contemporary Polish expository and literary texts.
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Elena Vilinbakhova
A stereotype theory analysis of repetitions in Russian®

It is acknowledged in the literature that patterns with repeated syntactic groups (i.e. tautologies,
‘constructions with identical word forms’ (Apresjan et al. 2010) and lexical cloning) evoke some kind of
shared knowledge, cf. for references (Meibauer 2008; Huang 2015). However, most authors do not
elaborate on the point, leaving aside the questions (a) whether such an evocation is obligatory for
particular syntactic structures or appears only in certain contexts; (b) how “common” the knowledge
should be (i.e. available to the whole linguistic community or to the interlocutors only); (c) which
characteristics of the referent (i.e. evaluative, or descriptive, or both) are emphasized, etc.

This study addresses the above issues in Russian examining tautologies X est” X and X eto X,
‘constructions with identical word forms” X kak X, X i X, X tak X and lexical cloning (takoj) X-X and X
takoj X (data obtained from the National Russian Corpus and Internet) in the context of the linguistic
theory of stereotypes, cf. (Bartminski 2009). Stereotype is defined as a shared representation of an object
or an event that includes its descriptive (how X behaves and looks like) and evaluative (standard attitude
towards x) features, and covers both typical and model exemplars (corresponding roughly to descriptive
and prescriptive norm). The central idea of this approach, consistent with Neo-Gricean pragmatic
theories, cf. (Levinson 2000), is that unmarked linguistic form conveys unmarked, stereotypical meaning,
while marked form implicates its deviation from the stereotype.

Patterns with repeated syntactic groups are obviously marked linguistic structures, hence, at first
sight, their stereotypical interpretation is not agreeable with the predictions of the stereotype theory.
Moreover, some structures can both refer to stereotype or cancel stereotypical meaning in favor of
another interpretation, cf. (Huang 2015) for lexical cloning and (Bulhof, Gimbel 2001) for tautologies.
However, after an overview of possible strategies of interpretations of each of the listed Russian patterns
with regard to questions (a)—(c), based on the actual data from National Russian Corpus and Internet, |
argue that while unmarked expression X activates the whole range of characteristics correspondent to the
stereotype, the repetitions profile just one particular feature relevant for the speaker, which is more often
evaluative, cf. (Israeli 2014), than descriptive.

References

Apresjan Ju.D., Boguslavskiy .M., lomdin L.L., Sannikov V.Z. Teoreticheskie problemy russkogo
sintaksisa: vzaimodeystvie grammatiki i slovarya. Moscow, Jazyki slavyanskikh kul'tur, 2010.

Bartminski, J. Aspects of Cognitive Ethnolinguistics. Sheffield and Oakville, CT: Equinox, 2012.

Bulhof J., Gimbel S. Deep tautologies. Pragmatics and Cognition. 2001. Vol. 9 (2). Pp. 279—291.

Huang, Y. Lexical cloning in English: A neo-Gricean lexical pragmatic analysis. Journal of Pragmatics.
2015. Vol. 86. Pp. 80—85.

Israeli, A. Repetition as a qualifying device in Russian. SCLC: Book of Abstracts. 2014. Pp. 27—28.

Levinson S. C. Presumptive meanings: The theory of generalized conversational implicature. Cambridge:
MIT press, 2000.

Meibauer J. Tautology as presumptive meaning. Pragmatics and Cognition. 2008. Vol. 16. Pp. 439—470.

! The study was supported financially by grant of president of RF for young scientists MK-713.2017.6.



Ruprecht von Waldenfels, Tilman Berger
Forgetting the border: the semantic change of do ‘to, towards’ in West Slavic

In all Slavic languages that signal grammatical case, spatial prepositions typically take different
cases, depending on whether or not they signal the endpoint of a movement (dynamic) or a position
(static). With the Russian prepositions v ‘in” and na ‘on’, for example, this is encoded in the contrast of
accusative and prepositional as in 6uims na cmone ‘be on the table’ vs. nonosicums na cmon ‘put on the
table’; with pod ‘under’, nad ‘over’ and za ‘behind’ this contrast is encoded with accusative vs.
instrumental case. This principle is also found in Common Slavic and in many other Indo-European
languages of Europe.

In most of West Slavic, notably in Polish, Czech, Slovak and Sorbian, this symmetry has been
mostly eradicated for the central and highly frequent preposition v/w ‘in’ since the common Slavic
preposition do ‘up to’ has expanded, rendering v/w with accusative in spatial meaning obsolete (in
Sorbian, Czech and Slovak) or almost obsolete (in Polish; Przybylska 2002:246-269).

This change is remarkable since it took place after the break-up of West Slavic: it is still ongoing in
the earliest period of both Czech and Polish, as can be seen in the variation of do and v/w with
mesto/miasto ‘town’ (only do is admissable in both languages today):

(1) Kneéz u méste biese, Misniany v mésto pustiti chtiese. (CZ, Dalimil chronicle, early 14.)
(2) Ale kdyz mésta dojide, do mésta ho nepustichu. (CZ, Dalimil chronicle, early 14.)

(3) Kto mie przewiedzie w miasto grodzone? (PL, Psalterz Putawski, late 15th)
(4) A szostego miesigca postan jest anjol Gabryjel od Boga do miasta galilejskiego, [...] (PL, Psalterz

Putawski, late 15th)

Our corpus analysis shows that city and other place names are predominantly used with do from
very early on. We argue that while movement can in such cases be conceptualized as movement into a
container (‘into the city’, as in Russian ‘B ropox’), the traversal of space, rather than the crossing of the
border, is usually the pragmatically salient message, so that movement to the border (as in “to the city”,
Russian ‘1o ropozma’) can easily be used for the crossing of the border into the container, too. This kind of
“defocussing” of the difference of inside and outside of certain types of landmarks is, we find, the first
step of change. Other containers, such as houses (and especially prisons), where the difference between
inside and outside can be argued to be more significant, resist this change much longer, as do cases with
v-prefixed verbs such as in w klasztor wstgpit (PL, Kazania gnieznienskie, late 14. cent.).

Abstract nouns, metaphorizations as well as phraseologized syntagms seem to resist this change
even longer and are the last to remain in Czech. Using extensive corpus evidence, we provide an analysis
of both innovating factors and those that are resistant to change.

A question we would like to clarify is whether the lexicalization path proceeds the same way in
both languages in similar ways, potentially revealing deeper cognitive patterns or subtle effects of the
influence between the two language communities. Moreover, we discuss different motivations for this
change, especially the possibility of contact with German.
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Magdalena Zikova
What do speakers of Czech actually do by using the demonstrative ten?

In my paper I analyse factors which determine the speaker’s choice of the demonstrative ten in
spoken Czech. The grammatical status of this form has been widely discussed in the literature,
particularly in terms of its functional affinity to a definite article [1,2]. However, none of the studies
on this subject has come up with a systematic analysis of coherent discourse data.

Two explanatory approaches are of particular interest to me: (i) the use of the demonstrative is
determined mainly by the speaker’s assessment of the degree in which the referent is activated in the
hearer’s memory (the hearer-oriented view) [3,4], (ii) the distribution of the demonstrative is a
reflexion of the speaker’s active manipulation with the discourse perspective (the speaker-oriented
view) [5,6]. The hearer-oriented view relies mainly on the information about the discourse history of
the referent (activation), the speaker-oriented view stresses more heavily its discourse future (persistence).

The analysed data consist of 45 short narratives produced by 15 speakers of Czech (cca 1 hour
of recording). All lexical NPs were annotated for a set of parameters reflecting the conceptual,
grammatical and discourse characteristics of the forms and their referents together with the degree of
their activation and persistence in the subsequent discourse [5]. Only anaphoric mentions were
analysed, first mentions were excluded.

The results show that in anaphoric mentions, the ten-marked NPs were used more frequently
than the unmarked NPs (= lexical NPs not containing the demonstrative form). However, further
preferences have been identified in the use of the ten-marked NPs: they either refer (i) to a weakly
activated, discourse-prominent entity, or (ii) to a strongly activated, non-prominent entity. In (i) they
typically highlight the main characters of the story coming back to the scene after some time of
absence, in (ii) they typically refer to an object involved in the current narration.

As to the competing ways of explanation, the activation of the referent does not allow for a
consistent description of ten-marked NPs, as it varies according to other parameters. The persistence
of the referent on the other hand is consistently higher with ten-marked NPs than the unmarked ones.
This suggests that the speaker’s choice of the demonstrative form is determined by his intention to
communicate what he currently considers important in terms of the following narrative. This view
supports the speaker-oriented model of explanation.
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T. M. Boponuna

I/IHTepHpeTaIII/IOHHbIﬁ CMBIC/I «KBO3MOKHOCTB» B CEMAHTHUKE IPUJIAraTeJbHbIX
. . Y 1
(303M0.7{CHblu, eéeposimHublu, ocyuiecmeumoblu U HOI[.)

B coBpeMeHHOI KOTHUTHBHOW JIMHIBUCTHKE AKIEHTHUPYETCS MBICIb O TOM, YTO OJHOW W3
BaXHEHIINX (QYHKUMNA S3bIKa SBJSETCS UHTEpIpeTaTuBHas. VIHTeprpeTallMoOHHBIE CMBICIBI
OKa3bIBAIOTCS B (POKyce BHUMAHUSI B CEMAaHTHYECKHX TEOPHUSX — KOTJa, HAIpUMEpP, B TOJIKOBAHHE
3HAQ4YECHMUS BKIIOYACTCAd MOJAJIBHAs paMKa. B rpamMmaruke MIMPOKO MCCIECAYEMOUW KaTeropuei
SIBJISIETCS. MOJIAIbHOCTD, IIOCKOJIBKY OHA (SIBJISIETCS OJIHUM U3 OCHOBHBIX ‘‘3TOLIEHTPUYECKHUX MeXa-
HU3MOB €CTECTBEHHBIX SI3bIKOB: MOJAJIbHbIE KOMIIOHEHTHI IIO3BOJISIIOT HE IPOCTO OMMCHIBATH MUP
“KaKk OH eCTh”’, HO NPEJCTABIIATh “‘CYOBEKTUBHBIN 00pa3 MUpa — T. €. MHpP, IPOMYIICHHBINA depe3
MIPU3MY CO3HaHUA U BocnpusaTus ropopsmero [[Tnynrsa 2011: 318]. JI. I'. babenko, paccmarpuBas
B ujieorpauuecKoM acreKkTe KJIacChl CJI0B, 0TOOPaXKAIOIIUX YHUBEPCAIbHbIE CMBICIBI U OTHOLICHHUS,
MOJYEPKUBACT UX CEMAHTUYECKYIO M KOTHUTUBHYIO CHEHU(PHUKY: «yHUKAIBHOCTh UX CEMaHTHKU —
npenenbHas 0000IIEHHOCTh, OTBICUEHHOCTh, a4 TaK)K€ KOTHUTHBHAS (YHKIMS — OCYILECTBICHHUE
MOJIyCHOM MHTEPIIPETALNY U KaTeropus3aiuu aeicTurensHocT» [badenko 2015: 684].

OauH M3 TakuX YHHMBEPCAIbHBIX CMBICIIOB — BO3MOXHOCTB; JJIi HEE BBIIEISAIOT YacTHbBIC
3HaueHus: oObEKTUBHAsA (OHTOJIOTMYECKasi), IEOHTHYECKas U CyObEKTHBHAs (3MHUCTEMUYECKas)) —
cMm., Hampumep, [IlagydgeBa 2014: Dnextp. pecypc]. Ilpu sTom maTepuan uccieqoBaHUS OOBIYHO
COCTaBJISIIOT MOJAJIbHBIE TJAroyibl M KpaTKHUE IpuiiaraTejbHble B KAayeCTBE MOJAIbHBIX CBS30K,
MoJaibHble cjoBa. B ganHON paboTe CaMOCTOSITENBHBIM OOBEKTOM M3y4YEHHUS SBISIOTCS
npuiaratejgbHble CO 3HAYEHHEM BO3MOXHOCTH, PACCMATPHUBAIOTCS OCOOCHHOCTH MX CEMaHTUKU U
yrnoTpeOeH s, BHISIBISIOTCS CHHOHUMUYECKUE OTHOIICHUSI MEXK]Ty HUMHU.

[TpunaratenbHOE 803MOCHBIL PEMPE3CHTUPYET BCE YETHIPE THIA BO3MOXKHOCTH:

(1) smucremuueckyro: Jlec no obeum cmoponam 0opocu Obll pPedOK U He MO2 CKpblmb
603M0dHCHYI0 3acady (M. YcneHCKkuil) — ‘mpenoiaraeTcsi, 4To 3acajia MOXeT ObITh, HO TOYHO 9TO
HEU3BECTHO [37leChb U Jajiee MCTOYHUK NpuUMepoB — HarmoHaabHBIH KOPIyC PYCCKOIO SI3bIKa:
ruscorpora.ru];

(2) OHTONIOTUYECKYIO BHEIIHIOK: BO3MOIICHAS JHCU3Hb BO3HUKILA Neped Helo MAK SAPKO, YUMo OHA
noumu owyymuia 300po8yio JIOMOMY 80 6ceM mejle Om HenpugblYHol pabomsl 6 noJe...
(B. Ketnunckass) — ‘ecTh ycNnoBHS, MPEANOCHUIKM B JEHCTBUTENHFHOCTH, YTO TaKas >KU3Hb MOXKET
HMETh MECTO;

(3) oHTOJIOTMYECKYIO BHYTPEHHIOW: A obewan emy u si UCHOIHIO 0DEUWAHHOE KAK MONCHO
ayuwe. A coenaro HegozmodcHoe 6o3moxcHuim (I. BragumoB) — ‘crenmar0 HEYTO MBICIEHHO
IPEJICTaBIsIEMOE CYLIECTBYIOIUM B A€MCTBUTEIBLHOCTH, IPUIIOKUB YCUITHS

(4) NEOHTHUECKYIO: ...UMO-MO 6 O0YepeOHOU pa3 UBMEHUIOCL 8 MUpe Nnoe3008, Ba20HO8,
NPOBOOHUKO8, CMenell, MAMOX}CEeH U penbco8, Mo, Umo Obllo BO3MONCHbIM 6Yepd, CMALo
HEeBO3MOJICHBIM Ce200HsA, HUKMO He Xomel Opamsb Mo Kopooky <...>. — bpam, éo3vmu nocwvlixy!
— Henwvssa, opaman... (A. Bonoc) — ‘10, 4TO pa3pemianock, Tenepsb He pa3perniaercs .

COOTBETCTBEHHO BBIPAKAEMbBIM 3HAUECHUSIM TPYNNUPYIOTCS 4 CHHOHUMHYECKUX psAla, MpUYeM
npujaraTeaIbHOe 803MOMNCHbIN SABISETCS JOMUHAHTOW TOJNBKO B ciydae (2), a Uil OCTAIBHBIX PSI0B
ceMaHTHuecKas ujes ¢ 0oJbIIel YeTKOCTbIO BBIPAKAETCs IPYTUMU JIEKCEMaMMU:

(1) Ilpennonaraemsplii, BEpOSTHBIN, BO3MOKHBIM, THIOTETUYECKHUM, JOIMYCTUMBIN, MBICIHUMBbIH,
MOTEHINATBHBIN, KHUMCH. YBEHTYaIIbHBIH;

! HccnenoBanye BEIONHEHO 3a cueT rpanta Poccuiickoro Hayunoro douza (mmpoekt Nel6-18-02005).



(2) Bo3MOXHBI#, BEpOATHBIN, TPABAONIOA00HBIN, ycmap. CTaTOYHBIH;

(3) OcyuiecTBUMBINA, BO3MOXHBIM, BBIMOJHUMBIN, TOCTHKUMBIM, UCIOJIHUMBINA, peabHbIN,
ycmap. CObITOYHBIH;

(4) HomycTtumblii, BO3MOXHBIH, MO3BOJIMTEILHBINA, DPa3pPEIICHHBINA, KHUNCH. TO3BOJICHHBIMH,
KHUDICH. CAHKLIIUOHUPOBAHHBIMN.

Paznuune ykazaHHBIX CIIOCOOOB MHTEPIIPETAIMU JEHCTBUTEILHOCTH B COBHAHUM TOBOPSIIETO
JOTIOJTHATEILHO  MMOJYEPKUBACTCS TPYNIUPOBKON  JIGKCEM, JICPUBAIIMOHHO CBS3aHHBIX C
MePEUYHUCICHHBIMA CHHOHUMHUYECKUMH PSJIaMH, a TaK)Ke UX aHTOHUMHYECKHUMHU KOPPEISAIUSIMH, U4TO
TaKXKe ITOKA3bIBACTCS B JOKIIAJIC.
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Anexcanop I'ypves

KorHutuBHbIe acnieKThl OTHOLIEHUsI epedopMyJTHPOBAHUS
B CBeTe TEOPUH MPAarMa-CHHTaAKCHCa

B nuHrBucTHYECKON IUTEpaType Leblid psag paboT MOCBSIIEH OTHOIICHUSM nepedopMyInpo-
BaHus. Cpenu 3TUX pabOT MOKHO BBIACIUTH B YACTHOCTU T€, YTO HCCIEAYIOT KOHBEpCAalMOHHbIE
byakuun (Schiffrin 1982) wim aUCKypCHBHO-CEMaHTHYECKHE MEXaHU3MbI TepeGopMyIMpOBaHUS
(Fuchs 1994, Rossari 1993, Vassiliadou 2004), cuHTakcCHYecKre ONEpalul XapaKTePH3YIOUIHE ITH
ornomenus (Harris 1976), a Takke WHTEpAaKTUBHO-AUIAKTHYECKUE ACTIEKTHI epeOpMyIMPOBAHUS
(Jeanneret 1992, Garcia-Debanc 2006). Tem He MeHEe, CI0XKHOCTh U3ydeHHsI OTHOIIEHHS Tiepedop-
MYJIHPOBAHHUSI COCTOUT B TOM, YTO B JIMHTBUCTUKE HET OOIICHIPUHSATOrO OINpPENEICHUs AJs TaHHOTO
tuna otHomeHus (Bhagat, Hovy 2013). K TtoMmy jke, HEKOTOpbIC JMHIBHUCTBHI PAcCMAaTPUBAIOT
nepeopmynrpoBaHue Kak Ccyry0o JIMHTBHCTUYECKOE SsBJICHHE (T.€. SIBISIOLICIHCS yCTONYMBOMN
YacThIO S3BIKOBOM CHUCTEMBI), TOTAA Kak AJis JIPYTUX, HANPOTUB, MepedOpMyIUpOBaHUE MPEICTaB-
JSeT coO0M HEeKOe TMHAMUYECKOE U JUCKYPCUBHOE sIBICHUE (T.€. BapbUPYIOLIeecs B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT
TeX WM UHBIX mnapameTrpoB cutyaruu) (Fuchs 1982). Hampumep, B cBoeii pabore Menbuyk u
Konkockwuii (1970) nensar nepedopmynupoBanue (mapadpa3sy) Ha n8a Buja: (1) IMHTBUCTHYECKYIO,
KOTOpasi OCYILIECTBIISIETCS UCKIIOYUTEIBHO 32 CUET A3BIKOBBIX CPEJCTB (THUI 3a/1eCTBOBAaHHBIX CJIOB
U KOHCTPYKIUI B mapadpase), u (2) SKCTpa-TMHIBUCTUYECKYIO, TIOAPAa3yMEBAIONIYIO0 HCIIOIb30BaHHE
JPYTUX CPEICTB (TUII CUTYyallMH, IO3HAHUS O MUPE, U T.1.).

B ganHOM wuccnegoBaHMM MBI XOTUM TNPEACTaBUTh JPYrodl B3MNIAL Ha MHOpoOiemy
nepeopMynrpoBaHus, OMKUCAaB €r0 HEKOTOpPhIE MparMa-CMHTaKCHMYeCKhe MexaHu3Mbl. B pabote
[Blanche-Benveniste 2003] onuchiBaroTcst siBjieHus nepedOpMyTUPOBAHUS BO (HPAHIY3CKOM S3bIKE
Ha ypoBHE cuHTarMel. [1o MHeHMIO aBTOpa, epedopMyITUPOBAHKUE U aHAIOTUYHBIE (DEHOMEHBI MOTYT
UMETh 1oJ 000 KOTHUTHBHBIE OCHOBAHMS U B YaCTHOCTH YKa3bIBalOT HA TO, YTO MpPH pean3alun
pedeBoil MporpamMmbl TOBOPSAILIUM OCYLIECTBIIETCS CHayala akTyalu3alus HEKOM aOCTpaKkTHOM
CUHTAKCUYECKOW TPYMIbI, U TOJBKO 3aTE€M MPOUCXOAUT €€ HANOJHEHHE JEKCUYECKHMM MaTepHalioM.
Tem cambpIM B Iponecce pedyud TOBOPAIINNA HMMEET BO3MOKHOCTb BEPHYTBCA K HMCXOJTHOM
CHUHTaKcu4eckol rpymnmne (1 a-B) ¢ 1eIbl0 ONTUMH3ALUHU €T0 JEKCUYECKOTO COCTaBa:

(1) BOT-C, U3BOJKMTE BHIETH: 20CHOOUH COYUHUMELb, TO OMIIL cmyodeHm, ObluwUll TO eCTh,
JIEHeT He MIIaTUT, Bekcenel Hagasan. (HBJI)
(a) eocnooun couurnumens
(6) cmyoenm.............
(B) ObiguULL [CTYIEHT|

B nokmage Mbl pa3zoBbeM 3TH HAOMIOACHUS W OMUIIEM KOTHUTHUBHBIE ACTEKThI OTHOIICHUS
nepedopMyIHpUBaHHS Ha MEX(PpPa30BOM YpOBHE B CBETE TEOPHH MpaeMda-CuHmaxcuca, paspado-
taHHOM JuHTBHCcTaMu @Ppubyprekoit rpynmsl u3 llseitnapun (Groupe de Fribourg 2012). IIparma-
CHHTaKCHC pacCMaTpUBacT MpeIokKeHne Kak oeticmeue (Gp. action) wiam omeparuio, KOTopas B
nporiecce JUCKYPCUBHOTO B3aMMOJCHCTBHSI MEXIY TOBOPSIIAM M CIYIIAOIIAM TOCTOSSHHO OOHOB-
JSIET PEBIAYINee COCTOSIHUE UX JuckypcusHou namsimu (M) (bp. mémoire discursive):

(2) Mi, Mi+l Mi+n

B cBoro o4epeab, HO,I[06HO rpaMMAaTHYCCKUM OTHOLICHUAM MCKAY WICHAMU MPCHJIOKCHUS,
ABa COCCHHUX TIPCAJIOKCHUSA CBA3AHBI MCKIAY co0oif MMPAaKCUOJIOTUYCCKUMHU OTHOILICHUAMU U
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KOMOUHHUPYIOTCS B Makpo-cunmakcudeckue pymunst (¢p. routines macro-syntaxiques) (Groupe de
Fribourg 2012). Tak, B cny4ae nepedopMyaupoBaHHsS Mbl UMEEM JEI0 C PyTHHOU /leticmeue +
Ilepegpopmynuposanue (Qp. Action + Réfection). B naHHOM HCCIIEOBAaHUU MBI MPOAHAIUZUPYEM
nparMa-CUHTaKCUYECKHE OIEepalud KOTOpPhIE COMYTCTBYIOT ITOW PYyTHHE HA NPHMEPE OCHOBHBIX
nokasareseil OTHOIIEHHs NepeOopMYITHUPOBAHUS B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE (10 ecmb, UHbIMU CO8AMU, UTU
Jayuwe ckazamo, ¥ T.1.). s aToro OyneT ucnoib30BaHa HAJIKOPITYCHasl pyccko-(hpaHiry3ckas 0aza
JAHHBIX KOHHEKTOPOB OOIMMM 00BbeMOM 3,5 MIIH CIIOBOYNOTPEOJICHUH, B KOTOPOM Ha JIaHHBIN
MOMEHT aHHOTHUPOBAHO OKOJIO 400 KOHTEKCTOB C MOKa3aTesIMH OTHOIICHHS TiepedOpMyTHPOBAHUS
WM OJTM3KUX K HEMY OTHOIICHHI B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE.
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E. B. Ilaoyuesa
Putopuyecknii BOopoc v ero poaCTBeHHUKHU

OOBIYHO PUTOPUYECKHI BOMPOC CTPOUTCS Ha 0aze YaCTHOBOIPOCUTEIBHOIO MPEASIOKEHUS.
['py0o roBOps, pUTOPUYECKHII BONPOC PaBHO3HAUEH YTBEPXKICHHUIO TOTO IMPEAJIOKEHUs, KOTOPOe
MOJIYYUTCS, €CITU BOMPOCUTEILHOE MECTOMMEHHE 3aMEHUTh Ha COOTBETCTBYIOLIEE OTPHUIIATEIHHOE
(u, pazymeercs, N00aBUTH 00S3aTEIbHOE B PYCCKOM S3bIKE€ OTPULIAHUE HE K CKa3yeMoOMy, T.€.
MPOM3BECTH OTPUIIATEIIFHOE COTJIACOBAaHUE), CM. O puTopudeckoM Borpoce [lagydeBa 1996: 307ff;
[MarynoBckuit 2016: 211-246. MuHbiMH CcJIOBaMHU, CMBICI PUTOPUYECKOrO BOMpoca — ITO
OTPHULATEIbHBIA OTBET Ha Borpoc. Hampumep:

Kmo mooicem 06vsmo neodvamuoe? (Ko3pma [IpyTroB) — HUKTO HE MOXKET 00BSATH HEOOBSITHOE;

Ckonvbko dice MOJCHO ewje mepnems Hecnpasediusocms? — HUCKONBKO HeNb3st OOJblle TEpIeTh
HECTPaBEIMBOCTb.

— Y mens xynanonuxa nem. — Kmo dwce nouwvio 6 kynanvnuke Kynaemcs? [A.Bapnamos. ]

Bo3moxen pI/ITOpI/I‘IeCKI/Iﬁ BOIIPpOC Ha 0aze 06H_IeBOHp0CI/ITeJ'IBHOFO MMpCATI0KCHUA:

(V) Paszse moorcno mak nao nodvmu usoesamovcs? [ A.Bonoc. Henpmwxumocts (2000)]
(X) Hy omoam s eam, makomy, moio Hynro? Ilooume, ocmasbme nHac cogcem! [@. M. JlocToeBCKUiA.
[Tpecrymienue u Hakazanue (1866)]

Puropuueckuii Bompoc Ha 6a3e OTPHUIIATEITHLHOTO MPEITIOKEHUS:
U xaxoti oce pycckuil ne 1r0oum 6vicmpoti e30v1? — Besikuil pycckuii 1I0OUT OBICTPYIO €311y .
MHuorue ¢ppa3eoaoru3Msbl SIBISIOTCS OTTOJIOCKAMU PUTOPHUECKOTO BOTIPOCa.

— A ¢ uezo vl 31U, umo memsa Hamawa eac nobum? [Mama Tpay6. Jlactou...xa (2012)] —
(bpazeosorn3o0BaHHOE BBIPAXKEHUE OTPULIAHUS: ‘B3sUTM HU C YETO .

— Omy yepkosb cuecym, Aumomn, — meepounra Aenus ceoé. — Omryoa mul 3Haewb? —
paccepouncs AHmon. — Imo xy0oxcecmeeHublil namamHuuk, e2o ocmagsim. [A.COIKEeHUIIbIH |
— (pazeosOTU30BaHHOE BBIPAYKEHUE HECOTIIACHS: “ThI HE 3HACIIH .

KoHcTpyKiusi «oT4ero ke He IUTIOC MHPUHUTHUB WM IMpeluKaThBHas (opmay B KOHTEKCTE
IPOCHOBI 03HAYAET COIVIACUE €€ BBIITOJIHUTH:

— U 6vl npodaoume? — Omueeo sice He npodams? [Ipodam. [ AHatonuit Kum. benka (1984)]
— Paspewume nossonums? — Omueeo dice He nozeonums? 36onume, koau Haoo. [B.IIponuH]

B xoHTekcTe BOIIPpOCa UJIU MPCAJIOKCHUSA 3Ta KOHCTPYKIUA O3HAYACT MMOJIOKUTEIbHBINA OTBET:

— C80600un — oH dice nucamens, modxice, HA8epHo, ¢ Hamu noudem? — Jla, omue2o dHce He notimu,
— neysepenno omeemun Ceo6o0un. [Muxaun KozakoB. Akrepckas kuura (1978-1995)]

Xoms naoo au mebe 06 smom 3uamsv... — Omuyeeo dce He Ha0o? — noexcuncs [neo. [Hapws
CumonoBa. CopBanHas cnuBa (2002)]

Ho Ta ke KOHCTpYyKIIMs MOXKET BBIPAXKaTh U BO3pAKEHUE:
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O nem unu o I'ocu Yebomaosze vt mak ne 3a6omumecov. — Omue2o dce He 3abomumca. Ouenv oaswce
3abomumcs. [EnnzaBera KosbipeBa. Jlamckas oxora (2001)]

BHe KOHTekcTa auaiora OTYero K€ HE BBIPAKAET MOJAIBHOCTH JIOJDKEHCTBOBAHHS HIIU

BO3MOXKHOCTH:

Bnpouem, ecnu maiina npsauemcs noo cioem necka, omueco dce He 8blACHUMb MOTUUHY NeCUaHO20
cnos? [C. M. TI'onmuneia. Tabina craporo Pagyns (1972)] = ‘Hafo BBISAICHUTH’

Hapoo cnac camoeo cebs, omuezo dice ne ysadcamov emy ceds 3a smo? [b. b. Baxtun. Onna
abCoJIt0THO cyacTiiMBas AepeBHs (1965)] = ‘cnenyer yBaxkarp’

U s OeticmsumenvHo Oymaro, umo u3 maxux Oeced Mmodxcem e6vitimu Ooavuoe oeno. — Ilpu
u38eCmubIX ycnosusx, oa. Bo ecaxom ciyuae, omuezo sice e nonpobosams? [M. A. AnaHOB.
Hctoku. Yactu 9-17 (1942-1946)] = ‘moxHO monpoOoBaTh’

Jluteparypa

[TanyyeBa E.B. Cemantnueckue uccnenoBanus: CeMaHTHKa BPEMEHM U BHJA B PYCCKOM S3BIKE.
CemanTuka HappatuBa. M.: S3bIkM pyc. KyJabTypbl, 1996.
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Banepuii Conosves, Braoumup bouxapes, Jlopa Anoa

AcCNeKTyaJIbHasl CHCTEeMA B PYyCCKOM Si3bIKe:
CeMAHTHYECKHI BKJIAJ MPUCTABOK U cypPuKcoB

MHorue mnpoOieMbl ONHCAHUS AaCMEeKTyalbHOW CHCTEMBl PYCCKOTO s3bIKa JaJeKh OT
OOLIENPUHATOTO pEIIeHUs, TI0 HUM BeayTcs kapkue crnopbl. OnHOM U3 Takux mpoOieMm sBIseTcs
orpezesieHue cTaTyca BTOPUYHON MMIEep(EeKTUBU3AUN — SBISETCS JU OHA CIIOBOM3MEHUTEIbHBIM
WIA CII0OBOOOPA30BaTENIbHBIM CpeACTBOM. B OombmmHCTBE paboT uMNepheKTUBU3UPYIOIINE
cybduKcol -a-/-s-, -6a- M -vbi6a-l-uéa- TPAKTYIOTCS KaK YUCTO BUJIOBBIC, T.€ KaK CIIOBOM3MCHU-
TEJIbHOE T'PaMMAaTHYEeCKOE CPEeNCTBO. B TakoM ciydae riaroisl ¢ 3TUMH Cy(pHUKCaMu JOIKHBI
MOMYUHSATHCS PUHITUITY KOMITO3UIIMOHATBHOCTH. JTO, OJHAKO, HE Bceraa BepHo. Yacto cydhduxce
BTOPUYHOrO0 HMIIEpPEKTUBA MPUBHOCAT AOMOJHUTEIBHOE 3HAYEHHE MHOTOKPATHOCTH JIEHUCTBUS
(numvo — evinums — evinusams). Jlanee, CyIIECTBYIOT MPUMEPbl PACXOKICHUS CEMaHTUKU:
HAaKONAMb—HAKANIUEAMb, KOTJIa TIEPBbII TJaroy ynotpediseTcs NPEeuMYIIECTBEHHO B OTHOIICHUN
MaTepuaibHBIX LIEHHOCTEW, a BTOPOH — HeMaTepualbHBIX, MOKA3bIBAIOUINE, YTO KOHCTPYKIIMH C
cybdukcamu -a-/-s-, -6a-, -bi6a-/-u6a- He Bcer/ia CTPOro KOMITO3UIIMOHATBHBI.

B nannoii pabore paccMaTpuBaeTcs BOIPOC: B KAaKOH Mepe NPUCOEIWHEHUE NPUCTABOK U
cypdukcor s obpazoBaHuss TEpHEKTHBOB W BTOPUYHBIX HUMIEP(PEKTHBOB, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
BJIMSIET Ha CEMAHTHKY IJ1aroJa.

Hdns ananmza Mbl oTOOpanu 22 oOmeynoTpeOuTenbHBIX riaroia (derams, pabomamu,
Kazamvcsi, u2pamov, npOCUmy, 6epumsb, CmMasumy, 36ams, 360HUMb, XPAHUMb, PUCOBAMb, NPAMAMb,
6lleub, Nieeams, JHceub, pacmumys, MEp3Hymb, HCpams, KONAmMb, HIOXAmMb, KpACMb, Wynams), HE
SBIISAIONINXCS SIBHO MHOTO3HAYHBIMU. {7151 HUX 00pa3oBaHbl €CTECTBEHHBIE U CIICUATU3UPOBAHHBIC
nepQeKTUBbl, a AN TOCICAHUX M BTOPHYHBIE HUMIEPPEKTUBBL. [l KOTMYECTBEHHOH OIEHKU
CTeneH!n OJM30CTH CEeMaHTHKH CIIOB TpeMIokeH ciemyromuid meton. Mcmonsdys kopryc Google
Books Ngram (https://books.google.com/ngrams/), ctpouM rpaguku 4acToT YrnoTpeOJeHus CIOB 3a
nepuoa ¢ 1950 r. mo 2005 r. lanee mist rpaduKoB CpaBHUBAEMBIX CJIOB, KAK BPEMEHHBIX PSJIOB,
nojicuuThiBaeTcs koddduuuent koppenauuu [upcona. Yem Brie kodhPpUIMEHT KOppensunu, TeM
cemaHTHKa Onrke. CpeHee 3HaUCHUE KOPPENSIUU MKy rpadukaMu 06a30BbIX UMIEPPEKTUBOB U
COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX UM €CTECTBEHHBIX MepPeKTUBOB OKa3anock paBHO 0,758. A xoppensuus Mexay
rpadukamu crienuaiu3upOBaHHBIX MeP(HEKTUBOB U COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX BTOPUYHBIX UMIEPHEKTUBOB
paBHa 0,633. [lns cpaBHeHuUs, cpeaHuil Kod(DPUIMEHT Koppensuuu Mexay TpadukaMmu
CJIIOBOM3MEHUTENBHBIX (hOopM BbIOpaHHBIX 22 ciioB paBeH 0,568.

DTOT pe3ynbTaT yKa3bIBae€T Ha TO, YTO Mpe(UKCAIBHBIA CIIOCO0 00pa3oBaHUs €CTECTBEHHOTO
nepeKTUBa COXpaHsIET JEKCUYECKOe 3HaYeHHE MCXOJIHOTO IJIaroja Jaxke B OOJbIIEH CTETeHU, YeM
cypdukcanpbHOE 00pa3oBaHNE BTOPUUHBIX UMIIEP(PEKTHBOB.

TakuM oOpa3oM, HAIllM JAaHHBIE SBIAIOTCS apTyYMEHTOM B MOJB3Y CIOBOOOPA30BATEILHOTO
xapakrepa cypoukcoB -a-/-1-, -6a-, -wviéa-l-usa-, MX MeHbIIEH KOMIIO3UIMOHAIEHOCTH IIO
CPaBHEHHIO C MIPUCTABKAMU €CTECTBEHHBIX MEPPEKTHUBOB.

OOpatuM BHHMaHWE Ha HEKOTOpbIe HaOmroaeHus [l, 2], KOCBEHHO MOAIEPKUBAOIINE ITOT
BBIBO/I.

1) [IpucTaBKy UCTOPUICCKH BO3HUKITH U3 MIPEJJIOTOB B PE3yJIbTaTe aHATMTUICCKHUX MPOIIECCOB
B sI3BIKE. DTO O0YCIIABIMBACT UX OTHOCUTEIHHYIO CAMOCTOSATENHBHOCTb, BILIOTH JI0 (DYHKIIMOHUPOBAHUSI B
KauecTBE OTACIIBHOTO clloBa. BrioiHe BO3MOXHO: «-Tbl He nepecnan? - Ckopee Hedo-, uem nepe-y».

75



2) CyhduKCchl HEpeAKO BBI3BIBAIOT W3MEHEHHS B CTPOCHHH KOHIIA OCHOBBHI (YepeaoBaHUE
¢donem). [IpucTaBku pexxe BIUAIOT HA CTPOSHHUE Hayana OCHOBBI.

3) IIpucraBkwu, B 11€710M, 60JICE IPOAYKTUBHBI, YeM CY(PPHUKCHI.

4) Cyddukcel, 00bIYHO, paJIUKAIBHO MEHSIOT CEMAaHTHUKY CIIOBA (7ec — MPUPOAHBIA OOBEKT,
Jlec-HUK — 4eJIOBEK), a IPUCTABKH K€, CKopee, MOTUPHUINPYIOT ee (Oexcamb—8oedcamb—euloedtcams.
MEHSIETCS JIMIIb HAlpaBJIeHUE JBUKECHHS, HO HE CaMO JICHCTBUE).

“Bce yka3aHHbIE pa3iMuds MEXAYy NpUCTaBKaMu U cyhduUKcamMu CBUACTEIbCTBYIOT ... O
OoJIbIIIEH JICKCHYHOCTH MPUCTABOK, T.€. 00 UX OJU30CTH K CAaMOCTOSTEIBHBIM clioBaM™ [2].

Wtak, B 11€710M, IPUCTABKU B PYCCKOM SI3bIKE, KaK Ka)KEeTCs, Ha IIKaJle KOMIIO3UIIMOHAbHOCTh-
HEKOMO3UIIMOHATHHOCTh OJMKEe K KOMITO3UITMOHATBHOCTH, & CYPHUKCH — K HEKOMO3UIIMOHAIb-

HOCTH, YTO OTpa)kaeTcsi W Ha mpedukcaabHOM U cyddurcambHOM 00pa3zoBaHuM NEPPEKTHBOB U
UMIepHEKTUBOB.

Jluteparypa

1. Hukonaes I'.A. Jlekiuu o pycckomy ciaoBoo6paszoBanuto. Kazaus: KI'Y, 2009.
2. 3emckas E.A. CoBpemenHsIii pycckuii si3bIK. CrioBooOpa3oBanue. Mocksa: Hayka, 2011.
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Banepuii Conosves, Tumyp I'anees

KorHutuBHbIe MEXaHU3MbI KOHKYPEHIIHH BAPUMATUBHBIX (opM:
cybdukcel -a-/-1- u -v16a-/-usa- BoO BTOPpUYHBIX UMIepGeKTHBAX B PYCCKOM I3bIKe

Hekotopbie TJaroipbHble MapagurMbl B PYCCKOM  SI3BIKE JIOIMYCKAlOT BO3MOXKHOCTh
KOHKYpeHIIUU CyGOUKCOB -a-/-1- U -visa-I-usa-. Harpumep, B KHWKHBIX TEKCTaX BTOPOH MOJOBHHBI
XX B. BTOPUYHBIA MUMIEPPEKTHB HAKANIUBAMb TIO YaCTOTHOCTH TPEB3OMIEN MPEOOIaaaBIINA 10
3TOTO TJaroil Hakonisims. Llenpro uccae0Banus SABISETCS YCTaHOBICHHE 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEH BhIOOpa
onHOTO U3 cy(hpuKcoB.

Panee npu wmccnenoBaHumM mporecca YHU(UKAIUU HEMPABHIIBHBIX TJIArOJIOB B aHTJIMHCKOM
s3pike [1, 2] mokazaHo, 4TO 4eMm 0oJiee YaCTOTCH HEMPaBUIIBHBIA TJIaroj, TeM OOJbIle BpEeMEHHU
TpeOyeTcst il ero M3MEHEHHsl W Tepexoia B pas3psia NpaBWIBHBIX. BbickazaHa criemyromas
THIIOTE3a: YacTOE MCIOJIb30BAHUE CIIOBA YCHIIMBAET €T0 PEIPE3CHTAIUIO B MMAMSTH, YTO JIEJIAET €ro
0oJiee yCTOWYMBBIM K H3MCHEHUSIM.

OpHaKo 3Ta 3aBUCUMOCTh HE BBISIBIICHA ITPH YaCTOTHOM aHAJIM3€ CIOBOYHOTpeOieHus: popm 89
BTOPUYHBIX UMIEepPeKTUBOB. [ pymma riaronoB Obiia cOpMHUPOBaHa MyTEM JOMOIHEHHs COOpHUKA
JLK. TI'paynunoit [3]. Amamu3 mpoBomwics mnpu mnomomu Koprmyca Google Books Ngram. B
U3y4yaeMoM ciydae MMEeT MECTO, CKopee, oOpaTHas 3aBUCUMOCTh — 0OJiee YaCTOTHBIC TJIarojibl
ObIcTpee MEHSIOT (opMy.

s o0bsicHenust 3Toro 3ddexra n u3ydeHns MEXaHN3MOB KOHKYPEHIIUH TPEATIOKEHa HOBAs
METO/IMKa B JiyXe usage-based moaxojia — KBAHTUTATHBHBIN aHAIM3 JUHAMHUKYU codetaeMocTH. Code-
TAeMOCTh (BMECTE C YacCTOTaMHU CIIOBOCOUYETaHWM) u3BiekaeTcs u3 Google Books Ngram u Tpakry-
€TCs HaMU KaK HeKas KBAaHTUTATHBHAs PENPE3CHTAIUSl CEMaHTHKHU (COTJIACHO IUCTPUOYTHBHOM
TUIIOTE3e).

[Ipennmaraercst cienyromee OOBSCHEHHE pa3NU4Msi MEKIYy MeEXaHU3MaMH KOHKYPEHIITUH
ap(UKCOB BTOPUYHBIX HMMIIEPPEKTHBOB M OKOHYAHWHA MPOMICIIIEI0 BPEMEHH HEIpPaBUIBHBIX
IJIarojioB B aHIIMHACKOM si3bike. Dopmbl Ha -€d/-t ABJISIOTCS KOMITO3UIMOHANBHBIMU (B CMBICIIC
npuniumna dpere), W, cIeIOBATEIbHO, CTPOrO0 CHHOHUMHYHBIMH, YTO TIOATBEPXKIAETCS MX
coueraemocthio (burn+ed = burn+t).

CyddukcanpHble KOHCTPYKIIMM B PYCCKOM, BOOOIIE TOBOPs, HEKOMIO3ULIMOHAIbHBI. XOTS B
cnoBapsx GOpPMBI TUTIA HAKONIAMb — HAKANIUBAMb TPAKTYIOTCS KaK CEeMaHTUYECKU TOXKIECTBEHHEIE,
aHaJIu3 UX COYETAEMOCTH IOKa3bIBAET, YTO Pa3Nnuus Bce ke uMmerorcs. B XX B. ruaron naxonnamo
CTaJl MCHOJB30BATHCS IS O0O3HAYEHHS TPOIecca MPUYMHOKEHHUS MaTepHATbHBIX IIEHHOCTEH, a
Hakanaueams — cOOpa HEMaTepHaJbHBIX IEHHOCTEW: 3HAHWW, ONbITA W T.JA. OTH 3HAYCHUS,
OYEBHUJIHO, HE BHIBOAATCA M3 Mopdem. Takum 00pa3om, NaHHBIE KOHCTPYKIIMH XapaKTePU3YIOTCS
HEKOMITO3UIIHOHAITEHOCTHIO.

B03MOXXHOCTP MMETh DPAa3MUYHYI0O CEMAHTHUKY BEAET K PACXOXKICHHIO IBYX (OpM IJarona
(mpyHUIMO M30BITOYHOCTH CTPOTMX CHHOHHMMOB) U HX CAMOCTOSITENBHOMY (YHKIIMOHHPOBAHUIO.
VY ¢opm ¢ pazHOM ceMaHTHKON IMOJ BIMSHUEM SKCTPATMHIBUCTUYECKUX (PAKTOPOB YACTOTA MOXKET
MEHSTbCs Mo-pasHoMy. Ilpu 3ToM Gojiee yacTOTHBIE €JI0Ba OOBIYHO UMEIOT Oojiee HIMPOKHE 3Hade-
HUS, YTO 00€CIIeYNBAET BOZMOXKHOCTh JAJIBHEUIIETO «IPOOICHUS» UX CEMAaHTHKH.

Hama o6mas rumotesa ciemyromas: eciii BapuaTUBHOCTh HAOIIOIAETCS B KOMIIO3HIIMOHATb-
HOW KOHCTPYKIIMH, TO TJAaBHBIH KOTHUTHUBHBIA MEXaHW3M OBOJIONMU — PETySpU3alus Vs
YCTOWYUBOCTB; €CITH K€ KOHCTPYKIMS HEKOMITO3WIIMOHAIBHA, TO K HEMY J00aBISETCS MEXaHU3M
pa3MexeBaHUS CEMaHTHYECKOTO 3HAYCHHs CJIOBa, COMPOBOYKIAMONIUICS HM3MEHEHHEM YacTOT

7



KOHKYpPHpYIOIUX (HOopM MO OTHENBHOCTH TIOJ BIUSHHEM BOCTPEOOBAHHOCTH TOTO WJIM HWHOTO
3Ha4YeHHUs B OOIIECTBE.

Hamu Taxke aHanmm3upyercs BO3MOXKHOCTb KJIacCH(MKAIIMM MHOXKECTBa BTOPHYHBIX HMIIEp-
(EeKTHBOB ¢ BapUaTHBHOCTHIO appUKCOB B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT XapakTepa cMeHbl ah(UKCOB U BIUss-
onmmx Ha 310 (akropoB. Ilpumep NpPOMYKTHBHOTO INAOIOHA: TJIArOJIbI C BCTaBHOU (Tepen
cyhdukcom) OYKBOI 1 M YepeJOBaHUEM B KOPHE 0/a MMEIOT TEHAECHIUIO K CMEHE -a-/-s- Ha -blea-/-
uea-. I'marospl 0e3 BCTAaBHOM 1 HIMEIOT OOPATHYIO TCHICHIUIO (YCKOpsmb B THICSYY pa3 4acTOTHEE,
4eM yckopueéamv). I'maroisl ¢ BCTaBHOW i, HO 0e3 YepenoBaHUs O/a 3aHMMAIOT MPOMEKYTOYHOE
HOJIOKEHHE (0mpasisinmes N HAMPAGIUBAMD).
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HUpuna AHroenesa

CemaHTHYeCKHE MEPeX0abl B 30He IJIar0JI0B PeuH B PYCCKOM sI3bIKe:
HEKOTOpPbIe CEMAHTHYECKHe H TPAMMATHYeCKHe OTPAHNYEHHs HA MeTa(opu3anuio

JlaHHOE UCCIIeJOBAHHUE MOCBSIICHO U3YYEHUIO CEMAaHTUYECKUX M I'PAMMATUYECKUX OrpaHu4e-
HUI B KOHCTPYKLMSX C IJIarojaMM pe4d B PYCCKOM s3bIKe. B mepByro ouepenp, pedb HIET O
KOHCTPYKLUAX, TPEOYIOUIMX 3allOJHEHUS BaJEHTHOCTH TeMbl/conepxkaHus. OCOOEHHO SpKO Takue
OTPaHUYEHUS] TPOSIBIAIOTCS TPU OCYIIECTBICHHH CEMAaHTUYECKHX IepexonoB. B Hamieir pabote
paccMaTpuBarOTCA JABa TUIIA TAKMX IIEPEXOJ0B, B OCHOBE KOTOPBIX JIEKAT pa3IUYHbIE CEMaHTH-
YecKHe Mpolecch: Meradopa, METOHUMUS, peOpeHauHT. [1epBhIil THIT CBOAUTCS K MEPEXOAy Mpeau-
KaTOB M Pa3MYHBIX JOHOPCKUX O00JacTed, B YaCTHOCTH, Kay3allMH MepeMelleHus, JeGopMatuu u
3ByKa B CEMAaHTHYECKYIO 30HY IJIaroyioB pedu. Bropoil tun npencrabiser co0oi ceMaHTHUECKUH
IIEPEXO0]l ‘TOBOPUTH’ - ‘yKa3blBaTh , KOTOPBIM CBSA3aH C IOSIBJICHUEM IIPH IJIarojie peuynd HEearcHTHB-
HOT'0 CyObEKTa, 3alOIHSIOIEr0 BaJICHTHOCTh CTUMYJIA.

OTHOCHTEIBHO CEMAaHTUYECKOIO NIEPEX0/A MIEPBOT0 TUIIA MOYKHO CKa3aTh, YTO IJIArojbl COBEP-
IIIEHHOT'0 BU/1a, 0003HAYaIOIIKEe COOBITHS, B LIEJIOM JIy4llle BCTPAUBAIOTCS B XapaKTEPHbIE JUIs [J1arojioB
peun KOHCTPYKLMH C MPSAMOM PEUbl0 U NPUIATOYHBIM HU3bSICHUTEIbHBIM. KOHCTPYKIUS € MPSMBIM
00BEKTOM OKa3bIBaeTCS Hamboyiee HEHTPAIBbHOW B aCMEKTyaJIbHOM OTHOIICHHWH, B TO BpPEeMs Kak
Hpe/I0KHBIE KOHCTPYKIIUH C 0/npo NOMYCKAIOT MPEUMYIIECCTBEHHO IJIarojibl HECOBEPIICHHOTO BUJIA.

B nenom, npenukarsl U3 pa3iInyHbIX JOHOPCKUX 30H JIErYe BCErO MPOHUKAIOT B KOHCTPYKIHUIO
C MpsIMOH peublo, MOCKOJIbKY OHAa HauOoJiee HEHTpaibHA MO OTHOILEHHUIO K COAEP)KaHUIO PEYEeBOIO
aKTa: BAJECHTHOCTb TEMBI IIEPENAETCS 31E€Chb HECKOJIBKO OINOCPENOBAHHO — C IOMOILBIO JIONOJIHU-
TEJIBHOTO MpeUIoKeHUs. ['1arossl 3 JOHOPCKUX 30H MEPeAaloT B JAaHHOW KOHCTPYKLUH Crieu(u-
YEeCKMH XapakTep ACUCTBUS: PE3KOCTh, OBICTPOTY U T. A.. B TO e BpeMs KOHCTPYKIHs ¢ IpUIATOY-
HBIM U3BSCHUTEIIbHBIM UMeEeT 0oJiee TECHYIO CBSI3b C COJEP’KaHUEM PEUYeBOro akTa, U 3TO JielaeT
ynotpeOjeHre B HEW HOBBIX IJIaroJIoB 0oJiee OrpaHMYEHHBIM IO CPABHEHMIO C MpeAbAyIIen
KOHCTPYKIHUEH.

B npemioxkHy0 KOHCTPYKIUIO € 0/npo HECTIOCOOHO BCTPAaUBATHCS aO0COTIOTHOE OOJBITUHCTBO
NpPEUKaTOB U3 JIOHOPCKUX 30H. VCKIIIOUeHHE COCTaBIIAIOT HECKOJBKO IJIAaroyioB, 0003HAYaIOLINX
3BYKH JKMBOTHBIX, @ B PELUIIMEHTHONW 30HE INEpeNarollliX OCOOCHHBIM XapakTep peuyd: 3TO TaKue
TJIATOJIbl, KaK ujebemams, 60pKO8amsv, MypIblKams, kapkamy U T. .. OnpeereHHoe NpeArnouTeHUe
IPU 3TOM OT/AeTCsl KOHCTPYKIMH C IPEAJIOTOM 0, TOCKOJIbKY UMEHHO OHa OKa3bIBaeTCs Ae(OoITHON
IpU 3aMOJHEHUHM BAJIEHTHOCTH TEMbI B CEMaHTHUYECKON 30HE TJIarojioB pedM, a OT4aCTH U 3a €€
peieIaMu.

Uro kacaercss ceMaHTUYECKUX OIpaHHMYEHUM, HY’)KHO OTMETUTh, YTO B LIEJIOM B XapaKTepHBIE
JUISL TJIarojIoB peyd KOHCTPYKIMH IUIOXO BCTPAaMBAIOTCA TaKHe 3aMMCTBOBAHHBIE M3 PA3IUYHBIX
JIOHOPCKUX 30H MpPEeIuKaThl, KOTOpPbIE COJAEpXkAaT MpPEJCTaBICHUE O HEHYXXHOCTH OOBEeKTa WU
IpeKpalleHny ero pyHKIMoHupoBaHus. TeM He MeHee CeMaHTHUECKUEe OrpaHUYeHHs OKa3bIBAIOTCS
HE OYEHb JKECTKMMHM, Onarojgaps 4eMy HOBbIE MpEIUKaThl NMPUBHOCAT B 30HY TIJIAroJioB pedu
pa3HooOpa3Hble OTTEHKU CMBICIIA, CBSI3aHHbIE, B TIEPBYIO OUEpE/lb, C MAHEPOU pPEUH.

OTHOCHUTENBHO CEMAHTHUYECKOTO NEPEXO0Ja ‘TOBOPUTH - ‘yKa3bplBaTb HYKHO OTMETHUTH, UTO
CIIOCOOHOCTh K HEMY pa3BHUBAaeTCi y MNPEAUKATOB HECOBEPIIEHHOTO BHJA, MPUYEM B JaHHYIO
KOHCTPYKIIMIO MOXKET BCTPauBaThCs TOJIBKO MpeasiokHas rpynna o+IIpenn. Jleno B Tom, uto ceman-
TUKA TMPEUI0KHON KOHCTPYKIMU npo+BuH., nomyckaroieil BBeleHne TOMOJHUTENbHON nH(popMa-
[IWW, HETIOCPEJICTBEHHO HE CBA3AaHHON C TEMOW COOOIIEHUs, HO aCCOIMUPYIOMIEHCS y TOBOPSIIETO U
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azpecara ¢ YIOMHHACMbIM OOBEKTOM, IJIOXO COIJIACYeTCsl C MPECTABICHUEM O HEarcHTHBHOM
CyOBeKTe.

U eciu ceMaHTHUYECKUE OTPAHUYCHUS 3a4aCTyI0 OKa3bIBAIOTCS HE OYE€Hb CTPOTUMH, TO B OTHO-
MCHUU TPpaMMATHUYCCKUX OFpaHH‘-IeHHﬁ, KakK IIpaBUJIo, HeﬁCTByeT IMPOTHUBOIIOJIOKHAA TCHIACHIIHA.
TaK, ACIICKTYAJIbHBIC OIrpaHUYCHUS CTAHOBATCA 3HAYUTCIILHO 60.]166 3aMCTHBIMHU B YCJIOBUAX CCMaH-
THYECKOT'0 TIepexo/ia, MOITOMY HCCIeI0BaHIEe METAaQOPUIESCKUX YIIOTPEOICH I MOKET CIIOCOOCTBO-
BaTh BBIABJICHUIO TAaKMX CEMAHTHUYCCKHUX PA3JIHUYHUi, KOTOPHIC OKA3bIBAIOTCS HEOYCBHIHBIMH IIPH
U3yYCHUH MTPOTUBOMOCTABICHHI HEMTOCPEICTBEHHO B MPEIEIax OJHONW CEMaHTHYECKON 30HBI.
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