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Abstract

While most verbs in Russian occur as pairs whose

4

members ,are said to differ only accdording to the aspect

N

ﬂhich they express, a number of verbs are uﬁiéspectually_
peffect;ve ofhimberfective. That~the'yerbs within each of
Fhese groups'shafe céfta&é&ﬁgmaﬁtic féatures 1e;ds most
/»aspectglogists‘to COnclude§%18£‘aspectual p@iredness;or
'non%pairedness“is to a ‘large degreé a functibn,of ve:b'
méaning. | |

Although £here i's general‘agreemént'on‘which verbs
comprise the group of uniaspectgai perfectives, there are

vastly differing points of view concerning,thé size and .

~makeup of uniaspectual imperfectives. Traditional
. . f :
approaches see this second group as -encompassing most, if

nﬁt all, of the sd—célled'ateliﬁ verbs, while a small
ﬁin&fityvof-d%pectolbgistsbcbnsider impé;fective-
'uniaspectﬁality to be reétricted/mqstly to thp/S6—called
"pure" statives, Conversely, t{is means thét there is a
fuﬁd;mental division between tHosebwho see asﬁéctual
pairédngss as‘céncérning only telic verbé, ahd those. who
‘see it ascenéompaséing alm;st the whole verb lexicon..
,”In‘éttedpfing to resoive this dii;mmé, the
correlation between aspectuéf.pairednéss and verb type is

»

examined, borrowing heavily from the rigorous approach to

verb classification developed in Western linguistics. \In
. X ' | 3 :
- Ny

particular, a new insight into aspectual (noﬁj}gi%édness

uin'Russian«is to be gained by téking‘intg\iZZjiji;ftiqng



the necessity of classifying.not.the{verb alone, but the
context within which the Kérb occurs, This, in turn,
means that the aspectual palredness of a verb must be
recon51dered for each different context in whlch it
appears. Thls approach, together wiéh”a definition of
‘aspect which doeé‘npt seg?ct{yely.exclude certéin

aspectual meanings,'sefwes to cut the number of

traditionally uniaspectuaiﬂ&efbs drastically,

-

-7
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INTRODUCTION.

In Russian, as in English, the verb exhibits a
variety of grammatical forms, including tense, mogd,
voice, ﬁéréoq, number, and'aspect} It is the last
category.- aspect J-which is the main coﬁcern»of this
thesis. |

The term aspeét has been used to describe two closely
relaﬁed but nevertheless different notions. The first
notion is that of the aspectual class of a verb, or aspect
as a semantic verb type. Vendler (1967: 97-121) proposes
; fundamental division of verbs, on phe'basis of their
cooécurrence with certain adverbials and inflectional "’
categories, into two semantic—aspecﬁual groupsﬁ processes
and n6n~processes. Processes are further divided into
activities (a.g., "run", "read", "walk", "pgsh a cartf)
and accomplishments (e.g., "run a mile", "writg a 1etter",
"build a chaﬁr", "build a house"), while non-processes
include states (e.g., "kqu", "believe", "be tall",
M"live™) and~achfevements (e.g.,n"notice", "find",

A

"arrive", "dief). Vendler's séheme, including various
modifications, will be dealt with in greater detail 1atq€.‘
For now,’it’is hopéd.that the above examples will pfé&idé
the reader with a. basic understanding of ;he\distinctions
between the various verb typés.

The second use of the term aspect concerns the

aspectual form of a verdb, which, at least in the case of
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Engiish and Rﬁssian, maﬁifests‘itself as a grammatical
opposition (e.g;, Engliéh "be + -ing" - "simple verb";
Russian "perfective" - "imﬁerfectiVe"). Whatever the
exact meanings of theée oppositions may be, what is
essential ‘to the understanding of their use is that they
provide the speaker with a ﬁeans of describing one and the
same "feal—world" situation in two different wéys.

In order‘ﬁo‘avoid any confusion, from now on the tefﬂ
aspect will’bé gsed(in reference to the gfammatical
cétegory of aspect, ASpecﬁ as a verb type will be
referred to by a variety of terms, including
"sémantic—aspectual type", "verb'class", "verb type",

"aspectuality", "sposob dejstvija", and "Aktionsart",

In Russian, almost all verbs occur in so-called
aspectual pairs whose members, while lexically identical,
. 3 N
differ in the aspects which they denote. For example, the

Russian equivalent of the verb "to write" has two

-

lexically identical variants: the imperfective - "pisat'",
. -
and the normal perfective - "napisat'". 'However, not all

verbs in"Russian have both an imperfective and a

perfective form. Those verbs which occur exclusively in

the imperfective are referred to as "imperfectiva tantum",
. .

while those restricted to the perfective are called
"perfectiva tantum". The fact that the verbs within each

of these uniaspectual categories share certain semantic

features necessarily leads us to Suspect that aspectual



d

~the present tense is the. exclusive

@
(ndn)paifedness ig.to a large degree a, function of verb
! Lo % . .
meaning, though, as we §halg.see later, this"
correspondance is not one-to-one.

It’is~precise1y the relationship between verb meaning

PR

~and aspectual *(non)pairedness which will be examined in

this thesis. Before we can determine the nature of this
relationship, however} we. must first define what the

properties .of the grammatical category of aspect should be

'(Chaptér one), define the perfective and imperfe;tive

aspects as well as the nature of their opposition (chapter
two), examine various apprdaches to verb classificétidn}
concentrating on Vendlerian schemata (chapters.three and

four), and:finéklyfexamine the degree to which aspeCtual

~(non)pairedness is a function of a verb's

semantic—aspectha%/properties (chapter five). 1In

~addition, having defined our criteria for a grammatical

"catégory in chapte; one, we will briefly discuss the

~

historical deVelopment of”aspegt as jﬁst’such‘a‘catﬁgory,
COnCernin&,ourselvés especially with its transition into a

means of viewing one and the same real-world situation

from two different perspectives.

4

In examining the relationship between verb meaning

and (non)pairedness, we will focus our attention primarily

on " the affifmative'past'tense (declarétive) where the

aspecfuélﬂoppositioﬂ'is most active. . Given the fact that-
) ‘domain of the
e . H .

-
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imperfective, aéﬁectuai péirednessuhere is irrelevant. As
for the future\tense’énd negated forms, because‘théy are
used to express non—e;ents, that is, events which haveinot
,gccurréd; the use of aspect in these forms lies outside
thé scopé of the pfesent thesié, which is concerned with
the connection between an event in reaigty and aspectual
pairedness;

N

Finally, it should be noted that, with the exception

o @

of "ch", "zh", "sh", and "shch", all Russian exampleé will
‘be given in the standard Latin linguistic transliteration’

of Cyrillic. ‘ | Sy



I. THE DEVELOPMENT OF ASPECT AS A GRAMMATICAL CATEGORY.

A, What aakeswa,categqry grémmétical?

Before we can speaﬁﬂof the development of the
~grammatical category of aspect, we must first clarify
~exactly what we mean when we speak of a categor; belng
grammatlcal. In thls way we w111 know what it Lgﬁgbwards
whlch aspect developed The following is a brief optline
of what appear "to be the most crucial. propertles of a

grammatical category (based on Comrie 1976: 6—10, 88;

Holden, ms.: 3-4):

(1) the category
) “majority QQ“members

(2) thekcategor shepkdzﬁe coded in-a fairly -
’\0

be generalizabie to the

. # '
n the relevant word class.

. consistent manner, i.,e., by a limited number of
formal markers (Holden, ms.: 4). s

v(3) the meaning of the category must be‘dis?inet from

. ? .f’ .
"the roots to which it is applied, and must have a
: consistent abstract meaning. »
(4) the category is frequently opp081t10na1 in

oy
nature. » -
' ¢
e

Aspect as it stands in,Russianﬁtoday meets these criteria .
’fairly closeiy. For example (re: (1)),‘though not all
verbs in Rus51an occur in both aspects, everz verb. must L
occur in either one or the other aspect.' As well (re.
(2)), the coding of aspect in’Rusé{an, at least in‘the

case of suffixation, is consistént and systematic.
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o

&

.seems that whichever meaning is abstracted from all of the,.\

/

Prefixation as a marker of aspect is less systematic, the
choice of pfefix usually being lexically défgrmined. As.
for the meaning of Russian aspect (re: (3)), while it may

be consistent, it is extremely difficult to pinpoint. Tt

contextual variants, there'is always some exception left
unexplained. Finally (re: (4)), 'that the system is

oppositional in nature is clearly attested to by the

existence of an overwhelming number of lexically identical
verb padrs,.

‘Having briefly outlined what we mea® by the term
"grammatical category", we may now turn our attention to
. i »

~the development of aspect "into just such a category.

B. Aspect: an-historiéal perspective. t

Those concerned with the historical development of
Aspect generally_agree'tﬁat'there is no evidence to
support the claim that this éqt;gorfi’ight haveabcen an
#IndofEUropean inheretance (see Maslov 1958: 4; Borodich
1953: 69—70);fét least ir anything resemﬁling its currgnf
form..‘Rather,'the system of aspectual oppositioﬁé found
.in.suchglangﬁégés as Rﬁssian‘is seen as a élavic
ianVation.v If anything of an aspéétual nature can be .
said to have been inhereﬁed from Indo-Europeaﬂ,'ip would

be the so-called "sposoby dejstvija" (Aktionsarten) -‘sets

whose N ' -

- membership is;tbmpriSed.of verbs grouped together based on

a

/

= //A
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" the sort of real-world situations they denote. The terms

commonly applied to the various semantic-aspectual classes

.~ statives, ingressives, iniiﬁﬂtives, semelfactives,

}v

~evolutives, etc. ~ are meant to provide a description of

the way in which the actions subsumed under them proceed
in time.
While this categorization has obviously been‘imposed

upon the verbs of Common Slavic long after the fact, it

,\,
3 \=«L

seems that Certain semantic- aSpectual verb types were

marked in 4 relatively consistent -fashion via suffixation

" (e.g., statives) or root-vowel alternation (e.g., definite

versus indefinite verbs of ﬁotion). Except for the

‘pairing,of.definite/indefinite\verbs of motion, however,

‘any marking of particular verb type§ which'did take place

was not opp051t10nal in nature and was the\efore
redundant, since it served only to code an asﬁeeguallty

already ‘expressed by the verb root itself. \\\\\

~.
~.

A number of scholars (see Borodich 1953) spectulate \\\\

that in early Common Slavic (or Balto-Slavic) there was a

‘rudimentary "polarization" of verbs into two groups along

‘the lines of definiteness/ indefinitengss. This division,

which is thought to have been characterized roughly as.

concfete'action versus state, manifested itself in two

B

:duﬁéys (see. Borodlch 1953 75):

¥

. \LM

1. the opposition of‘cagfatives to statives, which
became highly productive in Balgéc‘(e.g., buditi -

budéti; saditi - sédéti).



3

"2, the opposition of inchoatives to statives, which
became highly productive in Slavic (e.g., s&sti.-

sédéti; leshti - lezhati; stati - stojati).

While there have been attempts to trace the
déyeiopment of Slavic Aspect'back to one specific source,
it is likely that Aspect as we now know it is the
collecéive result of a number deseemingly independent
developments. Two such devélopments - the prefixation of-
indefinite verbs and the formation of the Imperfect -
played cruéial yéles in the initial stages Qf.the
evolution of Aspect in Slavic. |

Prefixation can appropriately be cailed fhebfﬁel of
aspectual de;giopment,ifor it created a large influ% of
new verbs derived, for the most part, from sﬁems which
were indefinite in nature. 'Because'é}efixes made. the
ﬁeaningsvof the verbs to which they were attached more {&u

sﬁecific, those verbs which'resulted were generally of a
definite semantic-aspectual type (éorodiqh 1953: 80).
Holden (ms.: 65 observes that prefixaéion, which usually
coded spatiali(and later temporal) concepts, either
“contributed toethe in?entor; of already existing
‘categories, or created certain new ones. The new "sposoby
dejstvijg" are thought to have appeared in the fok}owing
order (based on Maslov 1958: 28-30):

(1) Resultatives (in poQ, u-, si-, and later iz-/ vy-,

o(b)-, za-). The meaning common to verbs of this



——,

class had‘to do with "goal-directedne s"‘(i.e..
movement ﬂgwerds or attainment of 5 goal inheren; in
- the verb's.ﬁeaning).
(2) Inceptives (in vtz—; andllater ze—, pro ).
0(3) Delimitatives (in po—f, These verfs, thch wefe ‘ P
' ' Lo . €
generally attached to certain stetives, appeared G ‘ o
rarely in early documents. ! ,I' ”
(4) ResultaﬁiYe—iteratives; These‘arose where reeultative

prefixeswcombined with already existing iterative

2y
. ~ . ’
verbs (e.g., izunositi).

The formation ahq spread of the Imperfect past tense
ending;vwhich‘took place at roughly the s%?e‘time as
prefixation, is seen byxmost as the firet ﬁajor step in
the development of Aspect. Prior te the appearance of‘the_
Imperfect in Comﬁon‘Slavic,lﬁdst,verbs were inflected for
the past tense solely by the 81gmat1c Aorist, Whieh was;

‘_) suffix. The —

Imperfect arose where the sigmatic Aorist and the long -e-

or 1ong ~a- stem vowel of sta 1Ves fused and then began

extendlng to non- stat1Ve'we$bs. It is the extension of ’

~ the stative—like meaning of the Imperfect to definite
¢ P

verbs that brings about the first indication? of a o t

grammatical -opposition iH/the past tense.
According to Borodich (1953: 81),. the attachment of

the new Imperfect suffix to a definite verb type‘eould g

-

~have one of two’ results‘ (a) 1f no correspondlng

i



indefinite yet existed for the definite in question, then
RA TRt y

i

”ba totally new indefinite‘verb was dgrivéﬁiﬂe.g.,~
"kreshchati" came frbm "krestiti" in this‘fashiOn); (b) if
a co;respéndigg indefinite alréudy existed (as was the
case wiiﬁ movement'verbs,'e.g.,,nositi - neSti, as weli as
prefixed verb; derived from simplex indefinites), then thé
"marri;ge" of the indefinite meaning of the imperfect
suﬁfix and the verb's defiﬁite meaning resulted in .the
definite verﬁ béiné séEn as a‘proégss, e.g., neséaxi - 'I
was tamrying' (Borodich 1953: 81). |

It is when eithér the Aorist or the Imperfect can be

3 -8 ) RN X
attached to one and the same stem that a crucial step in

the evolution of Aspect has been taken, since a heans of
viewing one and the same verb in two different ways has

now. been provided.

'We must keep in mind, however, that the Imperfect did

‘not simply blanket éll définipe verbs .in .one giant motién,
'Rather, the Ihperfecp is thought fo;have gradually
extended its doﬁain,oné lexical category at a time,
starting with ;egultativés (cf., Maslov 1958: 32-38). Nor
was tﬁere iniiigliy a‘ciear—cut opposipion beﬁween the
Iﬁpercht process meaning'and the completion meaning7of
the‘Aorist, though the Imperfect did retain the general
meaning of "state" which it had inhereted with thévlong
-e-/-a- suffix. Instead, there appeared to be a great
deal of overléﬁ in the functions of‘the two inflections,

with the Imperfect finally coming to present a resultative

n

10



action proceeding towards its goal, and the Aorist - an
action having reached its goal. Holden (Ms.: 8) notes
that at this point, the system (with the exception of the

1

behavior of "pure" statives such.as véd?ti and znati)

resembles that of present-day English:\ﬁith the Imperfect
corresponding to the Progressive as the marked aspect, and
the Aorist corresaonding to the simpla past. There is, in
addition, the Perfect, which is a contaminating category
somewhere between Aspect and tense. As we shall see
later, changes in the nature of the Perfect seraed to
stimulate further developments in both the meaning and
form ovaﬁﬁsian.Asbect.

We;do not as yet, however, have a grammatical
category;?since the newly developed means of "viewing" the
same real-world situation in two different ways has up to
thi; pointvextended only to certain definites’(mainly
resultativea); The next major atep"in the evolution of
Aspect, then, is the gradua1~inc1usion of new verdb types
in the Imberfect - Aorist opposition. Rath;r than going
into details, we will simply note that, as the category
spreads, taking in more and more lexical items, the very
meaning of the Imperfect - Aorist opposition changes,

since each newly-encompassed pair brings with it its own

particular form of semantic-aspectual meaning.

The earliest‘OCS documents show that, in addition ;b

the large‘number of verbs now paired in the past'téﬁséj

11
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there had also arisen a binary opposition of Indefinite
and Abrist stems in the Perfect. Kukushkina (1978: 56)
suggests that this opposition was linked to the reanalysis
of the Imperfect suffix, whereby the long -e-/-a~ was
disassociated ffom the -x- marker of the past tense and
reasépciated with the stem (e.g., byja/xﬁ < bi/jaxu).

This new Indefinite stem was then extended to the
l-participle of the Perfect which had, up until this

‘'point, been formed only from the Aorist stem. Thus, we

now have an Aorist - Imperfect opposition not only in the
past tense (e.g., tvorixll - tvorjaxu; bixu - bivaxiu), but
in the Perfect as well (e.g., tvoril - tvorjal < tvorja/xi

< tvor/jaxu; bil - bival < biva/xi < biv/axu). This state
o} affairs later extended to thHe Present tenggfjihere the
new Imperfect stem was opposed to the already existing
present tense fofms, thch were derived from the same base
as the Aorist (e.g., trorju - tvofjaju; b'ju - bivaju).

At this stage, then, moét verbs could have both
Imperfect and nod-Imperfect stems in all three tense forms
(Past, Perfect, Present). This meant that in any tense"
form (present or non-present), the action denoted by a
verb could (theoretically) be seen either as durative/
progressive (Imperfect) or as lacking this meaning
(non-Imperfect). As a result of these developments,
however, there arose certain fundamental conflicts in
meaning between stem types and tense forms, the

. consequences of which eventually led to the transformation
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of the Old Russian Aorist - Imperfect system into the
Perfective - Imperfective system of Modern Russian.

One such conflict - the incompatibitly of the
progressive meaning inherent in the Imperfect stem with
the meaning of completion (in felation to the reference
time) expressed Sy the Perfect - could be resolved in one
of two ways:

(1) A form with iterative meaning, which was a compromise
of sorts, could develop (e. g., xazhival, kashivai), or
(2) The completion meaning could be totally lost, and the
Imperfect-based l-participle take on a dur;tive or )
progressive past tense meaning (e.g., tvorjal).
Without going into details, we will simply note that the
semantics of the verb in question determined which
solution would obtain (Kukushkina 1978: 57).

Another clash of meanings reéulted when the
completion meaning of the Aorist—based forms together with
the process and iterative sen;es of the Imperfect—based
ones extended into the present tense. Now that the
non—ImperfecF based P}esent form had acquired a completion
meaning, théipfsblem became one of "synchronizing a

completion«po@nt_wiﬁh a constantly moving Now-reference
%3 N .

time.,."
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modern form and meaning did not come about until the

participial marker of the Perfect took over from the
Aorist afd Imperfect as the regular past tense in Russian.
As early as the XIV or XV centuries, the Perfect began to
gradually change in form and meaning; Startihg with the
3rd person, the auxiliary verb "byti"lbegan dropping. out,
while the l-participle lost its nominal quality,uiﬁgelf
evolving into a,vérb suffixl, As a result, the Aorist and
the Imperfegt were increasingly‘confused with the’two
forms of the l-participle, until the 01d Rﬁssian past
Fénse ;ystem was lost (ggbbabf§ by tWe end of the XVIi
century). The resultfﬁ%~"—l—" past tensé .form, its stem
differentiated in terms of Perfective/Impérfec;ive.
basically represents the aspectual system as. it stands in

Modern Russian (Prokopovich 1982: 40-43). :

Summary

If we now step back an{ look at the evoiuﬁion of
ASpgpt as a whole, we see that, starting right from the
tiﬁe that the stative su:’ fﬁsed,withhthe Aorist -x- and
began attaching itself to non-stative verbs, the category
has been in a constant state of expansion, extending
itself not only to new verb typeé, but to domains other
than the past tense. As this expansion conﬁinued,‘the
meaning ofrthe caﬁegory,lor‘nature of the Imperfect -
_Aorist (later imﬁerfectiVe - perfective) opposition,

-

changed, bécoming more abstract:

14
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Imperfect . Aorist
1. "stativeness" "statement of completion"
2.  "action proceeding "action having reached
towards it goal" its goal" -
3. "action seen as | "absence of Imper-
a process" \ fect meaning"
4, "g{ocess, iterative ‘ "completion”
generic"
5. "absence of Aorist/ "totality of tan
"perfective meaning" agtion

1
. b
|

1 v
In the next chapter, our task will bg’tb,examine the
aspectual opposition as it stands in Modern Russian.

Considering the fact that the category now encompasses the

whole verb lexicon, and assuming that its meaning is based

%

on the ever-expanding number of oppositions of various

-
T

verb typeS‘whiéh it attracted over time, the meaning of
the Aspects in Russian énﬁ the nature of their opposition
will have to be highly abstract, As:wellfilérger'contexts

o -

will hé@e'to be ¢considered, ' SR -



IT. ASPECT: TOWARDS A DEFINITION.

In-the preceding‘historical section it was
establish;d that the grammatical category of aspect has
evo}ved to ﬁhe point where most verbs in Modern Russian
can be used in either the imperfective or perfective
aspectual forms.and that this evolution was partly
conditiohed by verb type. We turn now to the problem of

defhying the aspectual forms themselves, as well as the

nature of their opposition.

A, Aépect: Traditional approaches.

The traditional abproach to defining the aspects has
.been to take all 6f tHe various contextual meanings
associated with each aspect ("the widely differing
meanings assumed by the forms in various contexts" -
Leiﬁonen 1982: 9) and from these abstract some sort of
‘invariant meaning for each of the éspects which would,
hopefully, encompass as many of the concfete/particular
mea\}ngs as poss?ble.

There have been éwo major points of view in défining
the invariant meanings ofnthe ;spects (see Sheljakin 1975:
)13; Galnai;yte 1977:.61). In both approacﬂes,'most of the
attention has been devotgg‘to defining the invariant
meani@g of the perfective, while the imperfective is .seen
as eiéher not ﬂavihg,‘v'as neutral in respéct to, the
positive att;}bute’of'the perfective (defined, that is, in

. , P

0
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‘relation‘to”the perfective)} .

One- approach "dostlzhenlje vnutrennego predela

(ctf., ShelJakln 1975 13h16) ‘defines aspect in terms of an

‘actlon 'S relatlon ‘to the boundary expressed in 1ts,

3

meanlng:vthemperfectlve aspect\descr;bes an ectlon as
S w5 LA T oo - : "
"having reached its "inherent boundary", while the S T

imperfective_QXpresses,the'non—atteinment.of.this

bopndary; C e . ‘ R . _—

LAY

The problem w1th"the "dostlzhenlje predela
£«
~ - B ¢
deflnltlon is that there are numerous examples of

¢

(XY

perfectiqe verbs which have nothing-to do with the

v g . . . ’ . . .

~reaching {% an-inherént boundary. Examples of this ar®e v

- K e e : : —p -

the delimitative and :perdurative Aktionsarten (e.g.,
_f' . . : ’

“poguljétf;._"pochitat'" poholet'" prostOJat'"), ask
wéll as verbs 1nd1c;t1ng the. beglnnlng of an . action (e g.,
ypgbezhat\", zakrlchat'", "podutf")} In these csses:7the.‘w‘
perfectlve forms are derlved from 1nnate1y at;;mlnatveAf o

verbs (Galnaltyte 1977 D 62) gﬁﬁgead of some inherent ' :
boundary being reached, the perf ctive usually sets a '

. : T N - '
temporal limit to, or chooses a particular phase of, the

-

o o y . oy o ,
"unchangihg‘state or attivity" -(Leinonen 1982: p.29).

1‘

Maslov (1973) dlstlngulshes between the qualltatlve

/-

11m1tat10n connected w1th the perfectlve of semantlcally
£ , v

tegmlnatlve verbs,‘and the quantitative,limitation

~connected with that of aterminative ones. With

P . S " . W .
‘terminative verbs, the perfective presents the action as.’

-



o7 18

v

-

having’reached its inherent boundary, while with
‘atermihative‘ones, it sets an external, temporal limit on
thewaction or state! As we have seen, the fdosyizhenije

predela"tdefinition account§ only for the qualitative . _
E&pe. What seems td‘Re édmﬁén to both types is tQF
éndéavourﬂto view an action %n thebperfectiveﬁ"in-its
totélity" or-as an "indivisiblg wholedi

v

It is, in-fact, this notion of "totality" which forms

. other major approach: to defining the

v

‘

invariant meanings of the aspects, In most definitions of |
) = o . ! . i

this sért, the perfective presents an action as an’

: o - ‘ o
indivisible whole, while the imperfective aspect 1is
L : RN A : o :
neutral in tHis respect. Tt is common practice among

proponents of the "totality" approach to illustrate the

temporal character of the aspects using various

‘co~occurence rules. For example, by taking into account
the combinability of aspectual forms with certain types of

"words, Bondarko (1971:'10—212 attempts to establish a set

»

Jof seqant}c'features.which‘canrpotentially be expressed by
“ﬁhe aspects., In doing this, he noﬁes whether: =~

)a. a jgiven semantlc feature is cdnstantlyméxpressed by -
‘ " . . ) \ ] . : ‘

one or the other aspect;

b. a featurelmay‘be‘expfessqd’by.a‘given'aspeétuai
kform, but ié gof‘éonstant fo;lthat form;

- C. -a feature;ié not;exﬁres§ed;by an aspéqtual form
 exceﬁt undér very spécifié condifiqns;

d.. a feature is not expressed by an aspectual form at |

E
7

Kl

;
L
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For examplet ..
1. Based on the fact that the perfective cannot be

combined with the adverb "vse" (e.g., "on vse

'podnimalﬁja", but not "*on vse podnjalsja"), and that it :
cannot be used in the actual present denoting an action in
progress at the moment of speech (e.g., to the question
"o 1thn RET ] TP .
chto ty delaesh'?" one can say '"chitaju" or "pishu", but

not "prochitaju" ¢r "napishu"), Bondarko concludes that

the feature "process" .(processnost') cannot be expressed

Y
R

by the perfective aspect.
The imperfective aspect may, but dées not ﬁecessarily

‘have to, express.an action in progress.:

Z.zBecauge.tthper%siﬁiQe cannot cbmpleﬁent the‘vérbs &to‘.
begin", "to ‘finish", "to stop", or "fo contiﬁueTA(pacHat',
-konchip', perestagf, pfodolzhat'),.itvis séid_f&
‘_;onstahtly express the featyre\ﬁindivisibie‘toﬁaiityn
(nedéiimaja celpstnoét').‘ This‘featUre,implieS_thaf‘the
f‘pérfective refers collectively'fo a111thg phases of aﬁ

[

'acfion dendtedjby'a ve;b (initial, medial, and final).

-
~

Thﬁs, no one point of'ah'actidn'deh ed by the perféctive
‘fﬁééﬁf%e "taken out"‘as a'paiﬁt of tempoyal referenfe, which
ié ekact1§ thevfungtion‘séfvéd by ﬁhe;verbs~"to begin",
.gsﬁﬁo*finish&,;etc;r(Leinonen 1982: 40).

7

only‘in,ceftain_tbntexts, the most well-known being the

“Theimperfective is limited to expressing "totality"
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so-called "geﬂeral—facﬁgéﬁ" meaning. . Here, the
imperfective-ié said to be neutral in respect to the
feature "totality", expressing neither its presence nor
‘its'abSence (e.g+y, On chital/ prochital Annu Kareninu.).
‘Rafher, an action denoted by the iﬁ%erfective‘may be‘
perceived as a Qhole'due LO‘contextual factors.

The impe;fective is also neutral in respect to,thebh
‘Ltotality" feature in the so-called "1imited‘fepétition"
meaning (e.g., On stuchal/ ﬁostuchal tri.raza.).

‘perfective tends to

3. Particularly in the past tense, t

occuﬁ with adverbials which éssign a verb to a definite

single time-point (e.g., "odnazh{dy", "kak—to raz"). At

"

T
the same time, the perfective combines with words
: 5

. .S
indicating temporal non-localization of an action (e.g.,
"inogda", "chasto", "vsegda") only in certain contexts,

"exemplifying"

bthe most notable being the so-called
(nagljadno-primernoe) meaning of the perfective present:

Inogda vesnoj byvaet tak: naletit burja, pogul jaet chasa
dva-tri i tak zhe neozhidanno zatfxnet,“kak nachalas'.

Thus, while the perfective normally expresses the feature
"localization" (10kalizovannost'), under certain
conditions it may not. '

The imperfective is readily found with indicators of
Lo . e

Y

b

‘either localization or -non-localization: 2

On sejchas volnujetsja.
On obychno volnujetsja.

Thus, the imperfective may or may not express the feature

s
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"localization"
' A

v . . 4

e
4, The perfective isrlimited in its combinability with
adverbials denoting unlimitedlrepegition (e.g., "inogda"
"chasto", "vsegda", etc.). Therefore,'the perfggtivé'does
not express the feature "repetition" (povtorjaemost')
except under certain conditions (see 3.).

The imperfective easily combines'with‘such adverbials
and therefore tﬁe‘feature‘"repétition" is possible (though
‘not mandatéry) for the imperfectiVe. ; . %

| ' | |
‘5. The fact that the‘perfective does notveasily combine -
with adverbials used to'denote duratioq (e.g; dolgo, dva
chasa, tri goda, etc.) shows fhat'it does not normally

express the feature "duration"-(dli_ 1'nost'). The

exceptions-are the delimitative and ber rative
Aktiénsarten (é.g.i dolgo/celyJ mesjac pro olel/
proleéhal/'péébyl; dva chasa posidel/ pogovorll/ poxodll)
The imperfective readily combines with the,above
advérbials, and therefore may express the featuré'
"duration" s
6. The perfedtiveiis‘used often with adverbials expregsing
the sudden appearance of an action (e. g. ja sidel-i
chltal... vdrug/ neozhldanno/vnezapno kto-to voshel), and
therefore may express the feature "sudden appearance"

(nastuplenie fékta). This feature concerns a wider
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N\
context, having.td{do with the relationship of an action
to the "background" which has preceded®it. |

The imperfective combines with such adverbials only
in the historic present (e.g. sizhu ja ddnazhdy § |
chitaju... vdrug kto-to vxodit/govorit/sprashivaef,.;.),

and in the past tense of a repeated actign (e;g;,'CHastq v

.etot.mom%pt vdrug kto-to vxodil...). . N

- 7. The perfective, when occuring in sentences with other

perfective . forms, usually expresses the feature

"sequentiality" (posledovatel'nost'):
Ja vykljuchil svet, razdelsja i leg.

The imperfective expresses sequentiality only under

[N}

! i .
.certain conditions - namely the historical present and the

pasf tense of repeated actions:
. , ‘L . ‘
Ja vykljuchaju.svet, razdeva;us' i lozhus'
(historical present). ‘

V eto vremja on vsegda vykljuchal svet razdevals ja
. i lozhllsJa (repeated actlon) '

8. Whén the imperfective“occurs in sentences with verbﬁ of
either aspect, it is usually interprefed as expréséing an
activity or state simultaneous to other actions (e.g., On
sidel, molchal ,i dumal).

7~

The perfective does not normally express the feature

"simultaneity" (odnovreménnosff).

22
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From the above inventory of features,gpalyectivqu
termed the "semantic potential" of the aspects,’ Boadarko
attempts to single out an essential feature which best
characterizes each of the aspects. Because the feature
{1
ive

"totality" is constantly expréésed by the perfect
aspect while that of'"process"~is,always ébsent, thése two
traits together form the perfective's dominant semantic
féaturé. ‘On‘phe pther hand, for the imperfecti?e the
possibility of expreséing the semantic feature "process"
is basic (though not constant), while the feature\
"totalipy“7is not normally characteristic to the
imperfective, |

Bondarko:defends his decision to oppose "totality" to
"process" by saying that the feature "totality" presents
an action in éuch\a way tﬁat it cannot be seen as
unfolding or developing. However, while "process" is seen
.as the imperfectivgﬁs most basic feature, Bondarko étili
holds to the view that the imperfectiVe is the so-called:
unmarked member of the aspeﬁtual opposition, expfessing no
siﬁgie positive feature constantly. Rather, thé
imperfectivg is hefined negatively in relation to the

perfective, i.e., the imperfective does not possess the

feature of indivisible totality.

If we are to accept Bondarko's "totality" view of

aspect, then along with it we must also accept certain

3

€
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cases of "aspectual neutralization sz;h as/repetltion and

L_"_‘,.,.

tpe general-factual meaning.ktwhere the imperfective
a3
expresses repetition (e.g., On kazhdyj den' vypivaet po
stakanu.moloka.), we are dealing with a series of
identical actions; each of which is in itself completed or
total. In the general-factual meaning (e.g., Vy chitéli
"Vojnu i mir"? - Da, chital.) the imperfective expresses a
single, completed action - supposedlyva function of the
perfective., In an attempt to explaln these apparent
o .

contradictions, it is said that because the imperfective
is neutral in respect to the feature "totality" )
e*pressing neithef its presence nor its absence, it is
open to jusL such.a totalit& interpretation due to
contextual factors (see Bondarko 1970: 30). That is, it
is_behaving.like the typical unmarked member of a binary
oppoéition. |

As well, the "total}tyJ defiﬁifion of the\perfective

as it stands is not ‘capable of explaining the so-called

"summing-up" (summarnoe) meaning of the perfective where,

~with explicit quantifiication, perfective forms may be used

to indicate a series of identical actions, each in itself
an indivisible whole:
On dvazhdy prochital pis'mo i razorval ego
On eshche tri raza posmotrel tuda.
Finally, we should note_that‘sﬁme of thosevaspectual
features seen by Bondarko as uitiﬁately dérivéd ffom the

dominant features of totalibq and process are, in fact,



considered by others to be central in defining the
aspectsfﬁ.As we shall see later, Gurevich (1971) and
Hopper (1979) view aspect in terms of "sequentiality" and
"simultaneity", while Thelin (1978) and Leinonen (1983)
see "localization" as fundamental in the use and

interpretation of aspectual forms,

g

-
8]

B. Aspect: Discourse function. ' /

Gurevich (1971) specifically criticizes Bondarko's
aﬁtempt to unite features as diverse as totality, brocess,
1ocalization, repetition, durétion, sudden<appearance,

simultaneity, and sequentiality into one category. As

/

well, he questions how it is that the features totality
and process can form‘a grammatical opposition (this, of
course, is not exactly what Bondarko claimedy.

| For Gurevich, the invariant aspectu51 méaning is to
be found in the area of usage. . Namely, the perfective |

expresses an action's link with the previous and

<

subsequent actions in a consecutive chain of events (e.g.,
Y ?

on vstal, odelsja i vyshel na ulicu). ye-calls this

tf

property "sequentiality" (sekventnost'), with the term

{1

"neseékventnost corresponding to the absence of this

feature in the imperfective.
There exist two variant perfective meanings which
come about when there is a break (or '"gap") in the chain

of consecutive events. Where a static background precedes

~the action denoted by the perfective, the meaning is

s

25
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"inceptive" and begins a chain (smena);offevents:

Byl rannij chas. Ryb& eshche tol'ko-tol'ko prosypalis'.

I vdrug po vsemu plesu prokatilsja neverojatnoj sily

groxot, Poshli volny....
This meéning can be lexically supported by adverbials such
as "vdrug", "vnezapno", "néozhidanno". The "resultative"
meaning arises when an action is bordered by a subsequent
static background ("fon"). ‘Here is where we find the
berfect meaning of the past perfective, which relates thé
completion of an action to a later (presumébly
non-ad jacent - M. M.,) point in time:

Dolzhno byt', vy uzhe vse nauki Zabyli!

This meading maj be suppo?ted by lexical..means as well
(e.g. - k etomu vremeni, uzhe, tol'ko chto).

While the imperfective is characterized negatively in
respect to the feature "sequentiality", it does have two
positive meanings: theg"ﬁroceés" and the "event"
(sobytijnoe, also called the generai—factuai) meanings.
The process meaning represents an action as linked‘to
another action/point/interval, but not sequentially.,
Rather than expressing the dynamics of a chain of events,
the proéess.meaning expresses that of an action itself.

The event meaning denotes only the fac£ of an
action's completion outside of any 1ink (sequential or .
not) with another action/point/interval. It'eipresseé
neither the’dynamics of a chain of events nor that of an
action itself. |

Gurevich justifies the existence of these.two



independent imperfective meanings by pointing to the fact
that only one or the other meaning is realized in certain

verb groups. Thus, for example, the verbs "prixodit'",

il'

"prinosit'", "zaxodit'"

allow only an event .
interpretation, while the verbs "priblizhat'sja",

T

"ischezat denote only processes.

For Gurevich, the use of the imperfertive to express
repetition is the major instance of aspectual
neutralization., While the meaning of the imperfective
doéé not contradict that of repetition in the area of
1océlization, since both the imperfective event meaning
and that of repetition exclude. location on a specific time
"point, neutralization is still said to exist because the
imperfective form may dénéte a sequence of events which is

reﬁeated or habitual:

Po utram on, kak tol'ko vstaval, tak sfazﬁ zhe bezhal na
rechku. '

Thus, for thé sequential meaning of the perfective, a
given action must have sequential linkéjwith other actidqs_
or points invtime. The imperfective is characterized
either by a total absence of situationai localization (the
sob&pijnoe meaning), or by the absenée‘of sequential links
in the presence of situational localization (process |
meaning). In any event, the common trait of all
imperfective meanings is non-sequentiality
("nesekven;nost'") (Gurevich 1971: 77).

<
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Hopper (1979) examines the various means used by

languages in making the distinctiopibetween foregrounded
and backgrounded events in narrativ; discourse. He' takes
it as a universal of narrative'dis¢oursg that an oyert
distinction is made Between "the actual story 1iné;[i.e.,
foregrounded events] and the lapgﬁage ofaﬁupportiVe v
maﬁerial [i.e., backgrounded ;véﬁgéﬂ" (Hoﬁpe: 197§:.213). : o
The mai‘ difference between‘foregroudded aﬁd backgrouﬁded

events has to do with sequentiality. Foregﬁounded events

[

succeed one another in an order corresponding to the real
world, while backgrounded events are concurrent with the
foregrounded ones (Hopper: 215). Backgrounded events,
with their property of Simultanei;y, usually amplify or
comment on the foregrounded ones, which carry the . |
narrative forward (Hopper: 214;215). In addition,

backgrounded events are not sequenced in relation to~one

another, and may therefore be located anywhere along the_

~

STER

time axis or perhaps not on the time axis at all (Hopper:

,,

215).

Many languages realize the forégroﬁnd—background
distinction tﬁydggh a spécialized verb morphology. 1In
Russian, it is.ﬁhéJbést perfective whiph is g?nerally used

for foregrounaing, while the past imperfectiv% is used for
backgrounding. It is, oficourse, more accuraqe to Sﬁeak
of foregrounding and béckgrounding in terms of the clauses

which contain these respective verb forms.

However, according to Hopper, "the selection of
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perfective versus'imperfective verb forms is conditioned
not only by the discourse functions of foreground énd
@ackground but‘also by the dfstribution of focus (i,e.,
.nes'and old information) in the sentence" (Hopper: ‘218).
Typically, the imperfective past is aSSéciated with
ffeqﬁent changes of subject which can be’intjoduced to
support and amplify the storyfline, and provide-causal
infofmation. - The perfective past,Atypically used for
single, sequénpial events, "is associated withAan
informational structure such thaﬁ there %s a high degfee
of topicality in the subject" (which‘téh&b to be definite,
human,.apd pronominal), the predicate of the vérb being
the‘fdcus of the sentence (Hopper: 218).

.It is the disruption oé this informational
distribution which accounts for the gener;l-factual
meaning of  the imperfectivevaspect. That is, where the
subject seems to have all the hallmarks of'the oldest,

- most presupposed pért of the sentence, bup at thersame
time "the verb and its complements do NOT togéther |
represent the newly imparted information". The focus may
be on the subject:(
. Kto pisal "Vojnu i m}r"?
Tolstoj pisal "Vojnu i mir".
As well,.focus may bg\on an.adverbialz
V etoj porternoj jqﬁpbdumyval svoju disSerfatsiju i
napisal pervoe ljubdbvnoe pis'mo k Vere. Pisal

karandashom.

Here are some examples which have in common the
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presupposition‘of the.action itself: <
Vy ‘dzhe zakazyvali?
Vy chitali "Vojnu i mir"? - Chital,
Thus, what leads to the choice of the imperfective
rather than the perfective in these/ekamples is that'"ﬁo
new event is signélled; instead an old event (one tha't is

presupposed) is as it were resurrected and commented on"

(Hopper. 1979: 219).

Hopper and Gurevich clearly see aspeét iﬁ terms of
what Leinonen (1982& 62) based on Grimes (1975: 232-233)
calls "outer aspecg": the expression of "the relationship
between one proposition and the next - sequénceg 1ogi£a1
relation,’overlap or simultaneity, or indirect effect."'
Outer aspect is to be distinguished fr&m QAnnef aspect"f
which is concerned with "the §hape of a particular action:
taken as a whole, dréwn out in timey repeated, v
distributed, beéinniﬁg, ending, or potential' (Grimgé
1975%; 232-233).

Bondarko.(l970: 27), in reference to his semantic
potentialvoflthe aspects, is also carefﬁl to distinguish ,

between aspectual features concerned with the’

. B . .
characteristics of an action itself (totality, process,

b 4

localization, duration) and those which characterize

-~

actions in relation to each other (sudden appearance,
sequence, simultaneity).

With Hopper®and Gurevich, however, the implication is
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‘that aspect in Russian is to hefdefinéd first and foremost

P - - . ) 'v. ‘ R n o
3. Comhlnatlons of various aspectual forms:: -
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A ¥
in terms of "outerfaspect"" Although we might agree that
there is .a strong tendancy for sequentlallty/

. V
foregrounding and simu}taneity/ bac%grounding to be
» / . ‘ v ' A ‘ ! . ~

expressed by the perfective and imperfecti&e aspects -

f
-

. ' » . )
- respectively, this correspondenceis bf‘no#means

= ta . T o
3 L e L R

© : . + !
- one-to-one.  Imperfective forges may denote sequenced’
- v - - ! . } [

.4

events,- and perfécti&e forms%simultaneous’events, as shown

an the'examples beldw (tahen from Bondarko 1971§A1804193):

‘T Perfective-forms'denote“simu1taneous faots in‘the
\ ' y 3 Wy o “ B
follé{dng cases: « R A B S
. ) o 7 ,/ :

a. Slmultaneous states resultlng from.a number of

-

unordered EVents (the ' perﬁett meaning):
. ‘ N . ¢

v

" On postarel za etu nedelju, osunulsja 1 potemnel v
11ce. ' .
v . . # . a
h RA corlectlon of facts, the order of whlch is
: 1r¢e1evant;" ThlS 1nterpretat10n of the g§rfect1vev

.is 11m1ted to certaln Aktlomsarten )
‘ . p’ . K . . .
Rasstavshis' s. dedom, KIrlla postojal sred1
'ploShchadi, podumal i poshel nazad... '

2. Imperfectlve forms, excludlng repeated facts, are
%nterpreted sequentlally in the follow1ng 1nstances y

a. Durative stat; of affalrsmfollowed.by andéther.

+
’ .

™. “Such” a sequential relationship is expressed by
certain advgrbs (e. g;,'zatem, oosle,vchtobY)E‘ .
‘On dolgo XOdll po ullcam zatem sidei v gorodskom

sadu. e <

-
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a. Appearance of é fact followed’by a duraﬁive;@tate
of affgirs: |
On;'prishla i slushala. " o 4v os
On zalegei zhdal. :
In the above exdamples, the ihterprefation of,t;e
sequence of events depen&s largely on the féader's/ -
listeﬁer's pragmatic knowiedge ofvthé way in which events
are most likely to be ordered in the realrwérLd (Leinonen
1982: 103), and to a certain deg?ee on the order in which
the:verb forms acéuf within a séntence (Bondarko 1971; pP.
182). At Jleast in the above instances, then, the "’b -
definition of the aspects soiely in terms of sequentialit}
(perfective) and non—sequéntiality (impe;ﬁective) is |
4invaiid. Rathef, these might bé described as particular.

discourse function§ -af aspect. N .

C. Aspect and time.

Thelin (1978) has defined aspect in Ruséian;in térmé of av,

heirérchy of feapwres, the *ost‘fundamentai being

expressed by theffeaturep+/—TIME, which "defines events in?,’
relatidn‘to'ﬁﬁe fime axis (+TIME}=_oh the time ékis,r-TIME

= oupside the"timé’axis)";(Thelin 1978; 13). 'Iﬁ‘sayiﬁg

tpat events-éharadterized by?thélfeature +TIMé afe

'QoncéiQed of as éésociated with the time line, Thelin

‘means thak‘tPe} are "attached to_a‘more or less concrgtely
“défipéd témporal context (situatiOn):" o ‘
Even&s seeh'as +TIME may be realized either by the

b
o



¥
- perfective or the imperfective aspécts, depending on how
their contact with the time line is gonqeived (see below),
while those characterized as -TIME are always denoted by

¢

the imperfective. Thelin's use of the feature +/-TIME

allows us to explain the difference between the various

contextual meanings associated with the imperfective which’

have, up until now, been collectively referred to as

"not

"neutral in respect to totality".(Bonéafko) or
éxpressing sequentiality" (Gurévich)r The process
meaning, &hich is anchored to the time line either by.itsl
use in the actual preseﬁ£~(e.g., Sejchas on'pishet\pis'MO)
or By context and/or adQerbials in‘ghé past (e.g., Ona
pisala pis"mo, kogda ja prishel; Vchera v dva cHaSa ona
pisala pis'mo) can noQ be differéntiéted from the generic,
habitual, iterative, and general-factual meanings, which
are all‘:TIMEQ

Thelin's view of the controversial general-factual
meaning as -TIME (i.e., not'related to time: lacking é
Specific point of reférencg) is\entirely consistent with
rules of its use: The generél-factual may only be'uSed in
contexts wherelit cannot be "concretized" either by
relationships ﬁo other actions (i.e., sequentiality or
simultaneity) or by adverbials whikh might assign it to a
definite, single time-point (cf.w>Sheljakiﬁ 1976: 57). 1In

characterizing the general-factual as -TIME, its apparent

confusion with the meaning o B h e perfective can be

eliminated,'sincg the perfective always expresses the

33
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feature +TIME (see below). <

Those events which are seéh as associated with the
time axis, i.e., +TIME, ‘are further - differentiated
: : e

accoraing to the nature of this contact: whether it is
total (+TOT) or'partial CTTOT). Pattial contact (-TOT) is
”always exb;essed py the imperfective. It is here that we
‘get theﬂpfocess meaning of the imperfective, where only
one‘of a.numbé} of poténtially-iocatéble time-points or
inté;valsbassoeiatedﬂyith-the event .is agsigne% to the

time line. That is, reference is made only to one (

~

. .internal part of the event or prOceés, e.g.: r

Kogda ja voshel; ona chitala gazetu.
Ona spala, kogda ja prishel domoj. ,

-Ona krepko spala, kogda vdriug razbudil rezkij zvonok

telefona. ‘ : %» -
‘Vchera v dva chasa ona chitala gazetuf spala.

Events characterized as +TOT, on the other hand, are
alwéfé‘expressed by the'perfeétive. Here, we are dealing
withlfﬁe,"total projection of the event onto{tHe Cime
‘axis" (Thelin I97§: 34). Note, however, that the event

need not be punctual in order to be assigned, as a whole,

.
i

to the time line. Extended events (such as those in the
‘delimitative and perdurative Aktionsarten) may also be

conceived of as totally time-related.

The next feature in the hierarchy is +/-ITER

et
g

(+/-iterative). +TOT events are -ITER even in cases of
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¥

e

-
\

"summarizing enumeration of repeated totalized events”
R " : , -
expressed by the perfective (cf., Bondarko's "summarnoe

J&Pacheﬁie")p
¢ On neskol'ko raz posmotrel tuda i.ushel.
Events seen as either‘—TIME‘or -TOT (i,e.,‘those denoted
by the imperfective) can bé{+ or4;ITER.

. o

Thelin's basitrfeaturevanalysis of aépect can be

represented in tree form:

+ TIME - ‘ -,

+ TOT

+I4ER—

Perfective Imperfective

i
An obvious conseqdence of Thelin's agproach is that

the concept of privaf}ve opposition is out of the

question: "...the'traditional 'privative inﬁerpretation{

was a direct consequence of the attempt to cover -

proceeding from the morphological structure - in one

i}

Singlekoppoéition the entire compiex aspect‘Seﬁ%ntics"
(Thelin 1978: 111). 1In'his model, aspect meaning% are
exﬁ?%ssed by;eQUipollent oppositions, with no simple

correlation befween positively specifiéd features and s
mafkedngss or négatively speciffed features and‘

unmarkedness. "We probably have to assume that both

negative and positive values can be marked, which is a
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‘matter of context."

Leinonen (1982: 173-182) draws a parallel between the
temporal locatability of actions denoted by the perfective
and imperfective aspects on the one hand, and the use of
definite and indefinite articles.on the other. She begins
by introducing the idea of a shared speaker-hearer set:

For NP's, this [the shared speaker-hearer set]

is a set of objects delimited by the topic of

discourse, or pragmatically by the speech

situation. For temporal locatability of verbal

notions, the set is the linear sequence of time

points, onto which the development of history,

past, predicted, or currently being experienced,

is projected. ' '

What is common to the various uses of the definite
article is that the hearer is being instructed by the
speaker to locate the referent(s) in question in the
established ‘shared set of information (Hawkins 1978: 114).
In addition, it is essential that "the" refers to the
totality of the objects or mass in the relevant shared set
which satisfy the referring expression (Hawkins 1978:
159). This propérty of the definite article, whereby the
reference is all-inclusive is referred to by Hawkins as
"3nc1usiveness". In summary, then, the speaker performs

~the following acts when using’a definite article:.

- He (a) introduces a referent(s) to the hearer;
(b) instructs the hearer to locate the referent
in some shared set of objects; (c) refers to the
totality of the object(s) or mass within this
set which satisfy the referring expression

(Hawkins 1978: 167).

"The perfective aspect also serves.as a form of
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instruction to the heérer, telling him/her that the action
denoted by the verb is iocafed/ locatable on the ﬁime aiis
at a certain timé;point\or interval (Leinonén 1985;

174-175). The temporal reference is said to be

all—inclﬁsi;e in that the verbal notion,.Understood as

being an indivisible whole, "cove;s all the time points

'

assignable to it," inclusively (Leinonen: 174-175),

This approach to the perfectivé seehs'to account for

| o . . -
a number of acknowledged "difficult cases" such as the
"summa?noe" meaning‘dfvthe perfective aspect, as well as
; B .
the delimitative and,perQuratiQé Aktionsarten. In the
first instance, the verbal notion is treated aé'ﬁ sipglé
unit despite its discoﬁtinui;y in reality, so-that all =
time points assig;able to it may ﬁg lgcated at a specifiﬁ
“inéérval on the time 1iné. With the delimitative and ‘ ¢
peraurative Aktionsarteﬁ, the event in question is also
treated aé a single unit, this time in épite of the.'
e#tended nature of the event.

As fof the perfect meéhing of thé)perfective, while
the time point of the event itself is said to be-: |
ind€?inite, the resulting state, which is present at the

reference time and limited at its beginning, is

interpreted as located on the time line.

Leinonen also attempts to draw a parallel between the
locatability of imperfective ‘actions and that of

‘indefinite referents. According to Leingpqn, in standard

-

&
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logical formulations the indifinite determiners "a" and ¥
"some" are represented by the existential quantifier,
paraphrased as "there exists at least oﬁe x such that..."
(Leinonen 1982: 176). However, if an indefinite referent
iP to be located in a shared,Set, certain conditions muép'
be met. Namely, the indefinite describtiqn must be
understood as referfing to not—ail objects of pﬁp required
kind in a given set. There must exist "at least one more
such pbject in fhe,shared set:which the reference can
exclude" in Order-for it toMpe£underétood‘as being located
there (Hawkins 1978: 1845. {ygatever claim is predicated
of the included referent(s) %é} or may not -be truefpj the
excluded one(s), though tﬁis is irrelevant since‘nothi;gﬂ
is-being predicated of them anyway (Hawkins 1975% 185);
Hawkins Eéils this precbnditioﬁ for locating indefinqi%'-
referents in a shared set "exclusiveness",:-which, as we
see, is in complet; tontraét to the "inclusiveness"
conditioa attached to definite reference.

For Leinonen, indefinitenesé as applied to the
1ocatabiiity of the imperfectivé means that there are
several‘points in.time‘at which the action ih question
<couid be located. >If one is chosen, it is to ﬁhe
exclusion of adjacent time—ﬁoints where the situation is
the same (cf.; Thelin;s impartial contact with the )
time-axis, i.e., =TOT). With\Leinoneh, as with Thelin, it

is only where the impeffective denotes concrete states of

affairs (i.e., +TIME) that we can speak of locatability.



Abstract states of affairs (the iterative, habitual, and
generic meanings of the imperfective) as well as the :
generél—factual are, by default, non-locatable, sincé they
are all, 1in Thélin's téfms; -TIME.

Thus, while Léinonen's analogy between definiténess
and aspect may warrant furthgr development by others, it
seems that, in the final analysis, we are led back to
Thelin's +/-TIME and +/-TOT. There is, however, one
fundamental difference between the two approaches which
Jjustifies fu;gher consideration of Leinonen's views. This
divergence lies not in the nature of individual'aspectual
features, but father in Qhé relative importance assigned
to these features in thevaspectual hierarchy. Thelin, as
we have_séen, considers +/-TIME to be the most fundamental
aspectual feature, As a consequence of this, however, the
perfective and 3mperfe§ﬁive no longer form a grammatical
opposition., Leinonen, on the.,other hand, maintains the
oppositional naturé of the aspecé&J defining the
perfecti?e’as "inherently located”rand theAimperfeé;ive as
"inherently non-located". - B ' B

Bnﬁ"inherenély located"”, Leinonen means thétu

the perfective form, indicating a change of ,

-state or an indivisible whole, at the same time

shows that the change or the: indivisible whole

is located or locatable on the time axis at a

cer;ain time-point ot interval (Leinonen 1982:

174).

"Inherent non-locatedness", on the other hand, means that

the imperfective as such is always temporally ambiguous.

39



That is, in a minimal context, the hearer does not know
wﬁéther the verbal nqtion in question is to be located on
the fTRe axis or not., Localization Qf thg imperfectiye
can.onL% be determined'through contextual disambiguation.
For e;;mple, depending on context, the sentence "Ja myla
posudu" can be interpreted as: )
| (1) located at a specific time-point, e.g., "Cto ty
delala vchera vecherom v semu chasov?" - "Ja myla
pésudu." : i
(2) habitual, and therefore non-located, e.g., "Cto
ty delala kazhdyj den' v sem"chasov?"l— "Ja myla
posudu."”
(3) "éeneral—factgal", and therefore non-located,
e.g.,\"Ty myla posudu?" - "Da, (ja).myla posu&u."
Here, though -the actiqn is no doubt completed,
there is no needuto aSsign‘it to a specific time
point, and therefore perfective is not used.

Thus, it seems that the-locatability of the imperfective

aspect in Russian is a function of discourse.

Summary.

In this chapter we have been examining a number of
approaches to defining aspect, all of which have attempted
to distill somgwéort of "common denominator" megning from
the contextuai variants associated with each of the.

aspects. The more traditionél approaches have defined

S
+
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aspect in terms of the meaning of the perfective, whiﬁh is
éaid to.express a qualitative, and in later theories, also
quantitative limitation to the action in question. Here,
the imperfective i$ si;bly seen as neutral in respect to
the perfective. LLater theories -have céncentrated on some

of the discourse functions of the aspects, defining aspect

in terms of usage alone. The most recent approaches have

developed a théory of aspect based on the recognition of

its discourse functions - that éspect has to dg with thé
way in which an action is. (seen as) associated with the
time-axis. The development of this approach is linked to
a recognition of the fact that aspect has certain
functions in discourse.

Our concern in the last two.chapters has been with
the establishment of the current sysfem of aspectual
pairedness ianﬁssiin: from an historical perspective to
show the extension of the catégory, from a synchronic
perspective to show its resultant meaning, We now would
like to turn out attention towards an analysis of verbs
remaining outside this binary system. But to do this it
will first be necessary to review the literature on

/
semantic cfassification of verbs, for it is here that we

hope to find the clues for the exclusion of certain verb

types.

41
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: ” II1. VERB TYPOLOGIES.

A. Vendle;ian schemata

o

Vendler (1967: 97-121) classifies verbs into four

distinct categoriéds - states, activities, accomplishments,

'

and achievements - based on their co-occurrence with
certain time adverbials and tenses, and on various lwgical
. 3k .
*

entailments. The following are examples of verbs from his

four categories:

States Activities Accomplishments Achievements
desire run paint a picture recognize
love walk . make a chair reach

know swim " build a. house find

be tall push a cart run a mile die

Activities and accomplishments'(both of which are
said to be "processes going on in time') are to be
distinguised from states and achievements by virtue of the

’

fact that the former occur readily in the progressive, *

while the latter do not. Compare:

What are you doing?
*I am knowing/loving/recognizing someone/something

with

What are you doing?
I am running/writing/drawing a circle.

Within the group of verbs aliowing the progressive,
activities differ from accomplishments in that they are
compatible with adverbials answering the question "For how
long?" (which we will call "for"-adverbials) but not with

those answering the question "How long did it take?"

42
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/
("in"-adverbials):

For how long did Bill walk?
Bill walked for an hour

*How long did it take Bill to walk?
*It took Bill an hour to walk

or ‘
*Bill walked in an hour.

With accomplishments, the situation is reversed:

*For how long did John draw the circle?
*John drew the circle for five minutes

How long did it take John to draw the circle?
It took John five minutes to draw the circle
or ;
John drew the circle in five minutes.
In additioﬁ, an activity sentence such as "Bill
walked for an hour" entailsAthat at any time during that
hour "Bill walked" was true., However, from an
accomplishment sentence such as "John wrote a letter in an
hour" it cannot be inferred that "John wrote a letter" was
true atlany point of time within ﬁhat hour, A similar
.criterion ust by other authors (e.g., Dowty 1979: 57)
involves entailments from the progressive to the perfect.
Thus, where V is an activity verb, X is V-ing entails that
X has V-ed. However, if V is an accomplishment verb, then
X 'has V-ed cannot be true, For example, while "Bill is
walking" entails that "Bill has walked", it ‘cannot be
deduced froa‘"John is writing a letter" that "John has
written a letter." | |

Based on the above tests, Vendler concludes that
activities are those processes thaﬁ "go on in time in a

homogeneous way;”any part of the process is of the same



nature as the whole." While accomplishments also go on in
time, they are said to differ in that they "proceed toward
a terminus which is logically necesgary to their being
what they are." Note that-Vendler’(rightly) makes no
claim about the terminus necessarily being rgached.

Vendler decideées to group "states" and "achievements"

together based on the fact that neither seem apprbpriate
in the‘progressive, i.é., neither indicate processés goipg
on in time. Achievements, which "occur at a single
moment" and "can be p#edicted only for single moments of
time," readily co-occur with adverbials answering the
question "At what time?" but not with "for"-adverbials:

At what time did you reach the top?
At noon sharp

¢

but
*For how-long did you reach the top?
*For one hour/one minutg/one second.

States, on the other* hand, "last for a period of time" and
"can be predicted for shorter or longer periods (rather
than moments - M. M.) of time"™. While they may co-occur
with "for"-adverbials, states seem inappropriate with
adverpials answeripg the question "At what time?":

For how long did you know her?

For three years
but

*At what time did you know her?
*At noon sharp.

As the above examples show, states cannot be assigned to a
specific time-point. The only sense in which "He loved

her a noon sharp" could be grammatical is if it were

reinterpreted as :an achievement verb. This would seem to

b
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spipport Veﬁdler'e'claim of a single state-achievement

genus.

o)
i 4 . e . . . ) ¢

EY =l

av, '
f?ﬁ B. Modifications to Vendler's scheme.
LI ' * ..

Statives\ L)

A number of authors have modified the basic -
’ : ' ¢ a“

-Vendlerian scheme by‘dividiﬂg'sfativeéainto two subgroups.,

* The first group includes.such "genuine" statives.as

"know", "like", and "exisp/, while the second:groﬁp

‘

6 consists of verbs like "sit", "stand", 'and "lie". For
. LAY : , ‘ '
English, the recognition of this second group of statives
: o

is motivated by the fact that,they, unlike gertuine

® ’

atlves, can occur in the progress1ve (see Dowty 1979:

~‘L;
IS

i 173- 187) *ﬁAccording to‘Dowty; sit—stand—lie statives

dlfférs from genuine ones in that .they can be used to

‘pgedicate-something of an individual or objecp‘at a

cerntain moment or interval in time, i.e., based only on

what 1s known of the 1nd1v1dua1 at that moment or

.

-\lnterval » Genuine statives (as well as habitual'readings

of any verbftype)‘predicate something of an individual

based on what we know to be true of that individual at
various prior moments or intervals;in.time. .

Those concerned with Russian make a similar division
within stative verbs (see Thelin 1978: 73-75; Leinonen

f982:.84—86). Though statlves in Russian are found most

naturally in the 1mperfect1ve, the fact that certain
» o
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'so-called statives (e.g., "lezhat'", "stojat'", "sidet'",

"viset'", "spat'") may be perfectivized, while most others

o
’

. . (4 . .
(e.g., znat'" "videt'", "sostojat "sushchestvovat'")

\

Y ' - / v . o
may not, is seen as the main reason for making finer

semantic distinctions within the verb group. Thelin, .for
oy
example, proposes -a spec1al class of stative verbs called
7 0 v
"stactives". These verbs differ from genuine statives in

that they involve an activity component which is subject \
» \

to yolitional control. Evidence of the’volitional control
element. is found in the fact that.stactives, unlike most

statives, are compatible with the imperative. Note,

however, that there are varxing‘degrees of volitionality,
. since some staceives ﬁo;mally occur only in the negative
impefative, where tHe subject is either supposed to
"prevent the initiation of the state"” or make it cease

(Thelin 1978: 74).. The prime examples of this are verbs
L ’ : ' o

expressing emotional state (e.g., grustlt'"

"serdit'sja", "bespokoit'sja", "bojat'sja"), ‘as well as
those expressing ‘physical/mental states (e.g., "bolet'",

golodat'" "nervnichat'"). Where a stactive can be used

in both 1mperat1ve forms, the subject is éupposed ‘to be

|

lable to enter into and/or coNtinueé the state as well

However,‘as Leinonen (1982 85) p01nts out, the imperative

1"

test. can be somewhat "precarious", since some verbs '"may

be used in slightlyvfiffe}ent senses" when in the

'H

imperative. .For example, "znaj means "take into
+ .

account” or "I'll have yon know that...".

46
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In any case, the presence or absence of volitional
control appears to be.the criterion by which stative verbs
in Russian are funther’divided into two groups. As we

shall see later, this semantic division is reflected in
the ability of ‘various statives to be perfectivized.

. . . ] . B ‘
As a final note, we should mention that for English,

@

it is the progressive meaning,frathéf than volitionality,

which is relevant to the division within statives, .since.
we can say either "The book is lying on the couch" or

"John is lying on the couch”.

Achievements

While Vendler is obviously cdrregt in postulating
achievements as a di;ﬁinct verb category, his décision to
group tbem tdigfher with states, based on the fact that
neither verb ﬁy£é admits the progressiveasas mentioned
'abovg, is ébjecteq to by aunumber o%bautﬁors (seé
Mourelatos 1978, Freed 1979, Kucﬁera 1983) who note that
mény so-called achieQeménts actuaily do occur in the’ |
progressi@e:

He is falling asleeb. :

They are crossing the border. ‘

She is dying.
Examples such aé these not only bring into question
Vendler's claim of a staﬁe—achievemént "gends", but also
make it much;harder to define whét an achievement is and

determine exactly which verbs are achievements and which

are not.
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Freed (1979) has no trouble accepting the existence

of achievements as an independent semantic category. She

reasons that like accomplishments, achievements cannot be

N ) “ '
saidgto hﬂve occurred "until after they have actually

—

‘t?ken place" but unlike accomplishmemts "they cannot be

described as taking place prior to their completion."

(Freed 1979: 51). However,;that a number of so-called

’

achievements dd in fact occur in the progressive and seem

!

to "take .time" (e.g., fall gsleeb, freeze, die) suggests
to Freed that we must either accept the division of

achievements into two subgroups - "sharp" and "gradual"
W . '
4
& A

as proposed by Dillon (1977), or ponsider\“gradual"

achievements '(i.e,, those which can occur in the

q s
a

progresive) to be activities [accomplishments-M.M.]

improperly classified as achievements.
Other authors also grapple with ‘the problem of

achievements which can occur in the progressive. Using as
. ‘

an example the sentence "John is dying," Comrie (1976:

47-48) proposes that these types of acﬁievements be formed
into a new class of situations which refer to "a punctual

' where the

event and the immediately preceding process,'
process is so intimately bound up with the event that once
it is under way "the event cannot be prevented from

occurring." Lyons (1977: p. 712) suggests that most of

these occurrences can be accounted for by the fact that

certain types of achievements are "frequently associated

with particular kinds of activity whose successful
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performance results in the achievement." Thus, it is this
related activity which is being referred to‘yhen an
achievement is used in the progressive, not the
~ach:’ggverﬂent itself, For example, while "John is winning"
might be taken to mean "John is performing in such a way

'"it certainly cannot mean "John

that he is likely to.win,'
.is in the proc;ss of winning." Though we might suggest
the same sort of solution for "dying" and "falling

‘asleep", there are stili difficult cases like "crossing

the border". Different again is the iterative reading of

"He is (always) forgetting something ofr other'" or "The

lightning is flashing," the conative reading of "He was

-

leaving his home town", and the so-called praesens

.pfopheticum interpretation of “He is arriving today at the
sfatioﬁ".v _ | @

Much of the dilemma over the occurence of P
achievements in the progressive ,ending has to do, it \
seems, with a failure on the part of some authors to . \
realize that the -ing ending, like asgect in Russggn, does
not necessarily denote only an objective prépérty of thq
action in question, That is, the progressive ending is a
grammatical marker with an abstract meaning'which the
Epeaker can use subjectively to presént an action in a way
in which it would nét, prototypically, occur. Thus, to
ponder endlessly over what‘it is about aﬂ achievement in
reality that is coded by the progressive en{ing,misses'tﬁe
point: the -ing ending is able to present én athievement

RS
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in a way which does not correspond to its most typical

Liar
et

occurrence in reality.
As with the historical development of aspectual

endings in Russian, the progressive ending probably took
on different meaniﬁgg_aé it.was applied to more and more
verbs of various semantic types. As'this happehed, the B
"common denominator" meéning of the -ing ending
continually changed, becoming more abstract. Meanwhile,
the "true" progressive meaning became one of a number of
~particular meanings, though perhaps the most commonly |

" encountered one associated with the -ing inflection. What
must still be explained, pf éourse; is whf it is“that
certain achievéments cannot be used in the progressive at
all, even in the subjective way explained above.

" In any event, we see that the possible division of
achievements into two groups is certainly debatable; The
relevance of such a distinction to Russian might also be’

flgﬁgbatable given the fact that the whole cont;oyersy stems
from the use of the English progressive. We shéll see
later whether any of this manifests itself:at all in the

2

Russian aspectual system.

As for the classification of achievements and states
tégether as non-processes, we will simply atknowledge that
there are arguments both for and against such an approach.

Within the framework of Russian aspect, however, it might

be wiser (as will be shown later) to consider grouping'
L W B



achievements together with accomplishments based on the
‘fact that both involve a particular chafZge of state,
Mourelatos (1978), for example, sees achievementé and
accomplishments as two sub-species of a_single

"performance" category. He provides three pieces of"

.

evidence. to support his claim:

1) Both verb types involve a "peoduct, upshot, or
outcome,"

2) An accomplishment contains a:closely related -end-point

achievement. For example, one cannot say "I wrote the

letter" if he cannot say "I finished the letter." \

t

3) One can say of both verbd types that, "It took N T's to

V", where "N is a count expression and T is a unit of !

time." A

»

The third test, which is intended to show that both
accomplishments and achievements."'take' time, inﬁeed
definite time," is somewhat deceiving when applied to many
achievements since it does not necessarily have as a
consequence "X V-ed for N T's". Freed (1979) provides the
followingAexample in this respect: ' |

"It took Barbara ten minutes té find her keys"
does not ‘have as a consequence "*Barbara found
her 'keys for ten minutes". Instead it has . as a
consejuence "Barbara found her keys after
looking for them for ten minutes". The
successful culmination of 'looking for
something' is 'finding it'. The latter is an
achievement term. : :

The weakness of the third test leads back to the

dilemma over how to define the achievement category and



determine exactly which verbs comprise it. 'What concerns
us at the moment, however, is that achievements and

accomplishments have in common that both involve a change-

of state, that neither can be said to have occurred "until

after they have actually taken place" (Freed 1979: 51).

Agentiveness

One further refinement which can be made to the
Vendlerian scheme is the division of each Qefb‘category
into an.agentive énd noﬁ—agentivevsub—type. Dowty uses
the following syntactic tests to determiﬁe the
agenfiveness oﬁ a given Qerb:

1. Ability to occur in imperatives (cf., Thelin's énd
Leinonen's treatmgft of stactives and volitionality on pp.
T ————

45-47 of this thesis):

fKnow the answer!
Be polite!

*Lie there! (i.e., remain lying) (said to a book on a
- shelf) .
Lie there! (i.e., remain lying) (said to a person)

*¥*Roll! (said to a ball)
Run! (said to a person)
Q

*¥Go down! (said to the sun
Write a letter! ‘

*Recognize him!
Leave tomorrow!

2. Ability to occur in the agentive context "persuade x to
V"' . . . .

*John persuaded me to know the answer,
John persuaded me towbe polite.

52
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*John persuaded the book to lie (remain lying) on the
table, ‘
John persuaded me to just lie on thesgouch.

*John persuaded the ball to roll.
John persuaded me to run.

*John persuaded the sun to go down.
John persuaded me to write a letter.

*John persuaded me to recognize him.
John persuaded me to leave,

3. Ability to occur in the agentive context "do V
deliberately":

*John deliberately knew the answer,
John was deliberately being polite.

*The book was deliberately lying there.
John was deliberately lying on the couch.

*The ball ‘was rolling deliberately.,
John deliberately ran.

*The sun deliberately went down.
John deliberately wrote a letter. -

*John deliberggzjy recognized me.

" John left deliberately.
C h

Borrowing ;he terminology dsed by Mourelatos (19785
422-424) in differentiating betweeen agentive and
"topic-neutral" situations, and incorporating this
together with most of éhe modifications we have made thus

far to the basic Vendlerian scheme, let us compare the

original Vendlerian version to our modified one: .

2N



Vendler's scheme

situTtions- ‘
{ ’

non-prqgcesses : progesses

st£;és achiglements acciLities accomplisﬂments

»

Modified scheme
(N.B., agentive terms in brackets)

situTtions

s{ates occurlences
(stactives) - (act}dns)
procLsses eants
(activities) (perfonances)
develoéments punctualloccurrences
(accomplishments) (achievements)

Note that the term "occurrence"/"action" is used to
encompass all non-stative verb types, while the term

" 1" 1" B i

event"/ "performance represents change-of-state
occurrences as opposed to "processes"/ "activities" which

do not denote a change .of state. :

C. Telicity schemata.

The notion of telicity ("predel'nost'" in Russian)
forms the basis of an alternative approach to verb
classification. This semantic broperty divides verbs into
two groups, telic and atelic ("predel'nye" and
"nepredel'nye"). In very general ternms, felic situations

are said to be goal¥directed, while atelic ones lack this
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feature. Thus, for example, in "Ivan stroil/postroil
dom", the action is goal-directed since it would, if
allerd to continue,lresult in the coming iﬂto existence
of a house. In "Ivan stojal na uglu", however, the action
in question, is undoubtedly atelic, since the subject's

v

action is not directed towards aﬁy sort of é goal. /
Sheljakin (1975; 1978) adapts to Russian a definitiow
of telicity originally dgvéfoped by A.A. Xolodovich (1963)
in the context of Japanese and Korean. Xolodovich assumes
that almost aﬁy:situation - telic or atelic - will
eventually come to an end, resulting in the transition of
a given verb argument (i.e., subject or object) from one
IS
state to énother. However, one can distingui;; telic.

situations from atelic ones by comparing the

predictability of this change of state for each verb type.

With telic situations, the resulting change of state is
predetermiﬁéd in the meaning of the verb (or verb phrase)
itself, while with atelic odes this can be determined dnly
by pragmatic kn0wiedge. In "Ivan stroil/postroil dom",
for example, the chanéé of étate (from "no house" to

"existence of a house") is implicit in the verb's meaning.

—
- -~

However, in "Ivan stoit/stojal na uglu" ‘only pragmatic
knowledge may determine whether the céssation of John's
standing‘will be followed, for example, by his walking
away, fainting, or jumping up and down on the spot.
Having examined. Xolodovich's definition of telicity,

‘Sheljakin concludes that telic verbs have to do with an
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action's development towards its in“ereht boundary
B(vnutrennij predel). This boundary, as we have seen,
represeﬁts the transition from one Stat%(té anpther.
Atelic verbs, on thelother hand, deno{é?ék;ions which may
continue indefinitély, but do not evol%éjéowards any
predetermined boundary or goal (Sheljakin 1978: 43-47),
The view of telicity provided by Thelin (1978: 85-91)
distinguishes three main verb groups:‘those which are
always telic (i.e., terminative) (+TERM), those which are
neutral in respect4to tglicity (+/-TERM), and those which
are always atelic (i.e., aterminative) (-TERM). It }s the
group ;f +/-TERM verbs (e.g., "chitat'", "pisat'", "idti",
"str;it'"j which makes Thelin's approach td telicity’ 3
differenF from that of Sheljakin. These verbs are claimed
to be neutral in respect to telicity due to the fact that
_they may be interpreted as either telic of atelic,
depending 6n the presence or absence of certain
perfectivizing prefixes. It is, in fact, Thelin's
contention that with +/—TERM‘verbs telicity can be
conveyed by prefixation glgﬂg, This line of thinking, in
our opinion, is incorrect. Clearly, tﬁe telicization of a

"

verb such as "pisat comes about only through the

.addition of a direct dbject; Once this has occurred, a
: L]

n 1A

prefix such as "na-" and '

f

'pere-" may then be added,

rendering (in this case) "napisat'" and "perepisat'":

*
-

On pisal



*On napisal
but
On pisal pis'mo
On napisal pis'mo
Thelin does not consider all prefixes to cause +/- TERM

verbs to become telic. When the delimitative prefix "po-"

tn

is added to "pisat'", the resulting verb "popisat'"
('write for a while', 'do a“bit of writing') is atelic in

nature. Here, at least, we are in agreement with Thelin.

The above objections to Thelin's treatment of

[N

"telically ambiguous" verbs such as "pisat'" serves as a

convenient point of departure‘to our upcoming discussion
of the role played by the presence and nature of a verb's
arguments in dete}minihg its telicity. Befqre doing this,
however, we will finish off the present section with an .
attempt to tie togefher the Vendlerian énd Telicity “
schemata,

Superimposing one scheme over the other turns out to
bera much simpler matter than one might at first expect.

' definition

If we compare Sheijakin's "inherent boundary'
of telicity to the notion of a "prgduct, upshot, or
outcome'" suggested by Méurelatos.és the feature shared by
both accomplishments anq achievements, we see that what is
common to all cases is g;;hange of state which takes place
in the Qerbfs subject or object.. Unfortunately, not

- everyone agrees that both accomplishments and achievements

~denote telic situations. Comrie (1976: 44-47) considers

57
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only accomplishments to be telic, reasoning that there
must be "both a process leading up to the ferminal point
as well as the terminal point." Because most achievements
lack the process component, they are disqualified from
Comrje's definition of telicity, though he admits that
theréyére some difficult cases {cf., the controJé{sy over
achievements in the progressive). It seems that Comrie's
insistance dn a process component might have something to
do with' agentiveness as an element in teligity, though
Comrie never really explains why the process component is
so esséntial. In any event, we will consider both
accomplishments and achievements, rather than
accomplishments only; to be telic becaﬁsé the "change of

state" component seems to be much more a’feature of

goal-directed actions than does the "process" meaning.

We have already seen that certain authors consider

some verbs to be unstable with . respect to their semantic
classification. It is towards such contextual

modificati%g-and its concomitant affect on aspect that the
e : ' & S ' ’

[

next chapters will be devoted.

{



IV. CATEGORY SHIFTS. |

A. Aspect as a modifier of verb class.

~Mourelatosi(l978)
fﬁ. Taking_Yéhdler'éwbaé&b verb categories as a startipg
point, Mourelatos states that.whereas. the same_English ¢

~

'
;-

“%gerb form; efg};?"sang") cah haye anvacpiﬁity meaﬁing in
. dne{contextiénd.an,accbmﬁ}ishment meaning ;p auothef,
ng§éian reqyires‘that thg}tWO>sehSe§J5e shown as distinct
through usg“of the@éébectgalAmarkEQ: thus '"pel"” for the“i
activity chtgxt“"HF sahé er_hogré", but "spel" for the

accomplishment context "He sang the International

(MourelatdS 19%é: 4i8)L o » ,  S ‘wgg,
B Iféf'ﬁgﬁrelatos;raspeau i&;bnélof several meané/of ‘ =
.assiggi;g a_verb to one or_aﬁgthe: 6f‘the tfadiﬂionak' R

) ‘ ' - S T .

Vendler%an~&ategorie§,activipg —~a¢tdmpiﬁshmenpi— ’

o -

N ; ’ s . 3
achievement, -< state. Inm all, a total of six factors are
B [ ~ . N ks “~ -
LR B} 4 . . .
involved in verd classification: (a) the verb's inherent
meaning; (b) the nature oFf the verb's arguments, i.e., of

the subject aﬁﬁ‘df“tﬁg ijecg(é), if "any; (c¢) adverbialsf

if any; (d)’asbecf} (é)&tenSévas'phase, é.g.;‘the,perfegt}j
(f)'fgnse'é§ tiﬁe-rEfereﬂce to pa;t, pregént,ffthfi.\\
:Aécordiﬂg ;p Moure1atos,(1978: 421); whileJVéhQIef "sought}

to classify verb.types by noticing selection® and ~

B FIRS . 3 A . N . - )
~restrictions that factors (b), (c), and (e) together with
. : : . S . -~ !
) . - ) - - ! . . ) - ) ’ ’ [
. (f) exercise on candidate verbs", he did not notice the
» S : : ey
3

» 59 g R
o . o - - ° 9?,



heavy role played by factor (d).

Brecht (manuscripgi: telicization and atelicization,
A ‘ o
For Brecht (216), t#ge perfectivization of

‘Wization", is a

e “34

imperfective verbs, called "bﬁm

modification of a given situatlon by\the'Speaker.resulting

in the transfo atf@h of this siftuation from an atelic

into 'a telic oﬁei 'For‘example, thé activities.}eating'
and 'dfinking"can be transformed intbfgchievemepts.by
'focuéing on the absélute final stage of the sifuatioﬁl';
using prefixatioA. Thus, the addition of prefixes to the
basic»imperfécfives 'est ' and/jpit";.yendering fs"est"
dnd 'vy;itW'y transforﬁs’these/situatioas éfom‘atelic‘into
‘telic, ones. ' /

.In addition to these exahples of "empty" preflxatlon
(or at least preflx?tlon 1an1v1ng mlnlmal semantic
modlflcatlon), Brecht also deals with instances of

"lexical" and "sub-lexical" prefixation; Here again, the

addition of a prefix altérs/the¥£pture of agsituatién from
"inhérenfly ateiic};d teliq by‘fragsforming én indefinitg
State or Activity into an Achievementjor Culmination
'[i,e., accomplishment = M, M.]."

~Complementing the basically lexical proceés‘of'
telicization, Russian has at ifs diSposal'thé opposite
. ¢hift of telic situations iﬁ;o ételic ones, or
’"atelicizatiOn". This ﬁrocess - commonly referred to as

, : r
secondary imperfectivization - is accomplished primarily



e

predicate. This results in the !"grammaticalizdd

61

atelicization" of a given situation, or more precisely the

»

grammaticaliéed representation of a basically telic
. : ’
situation as atelic.,

To summarize,-atelidization presents a telic
situation with the focus on its atelic comp&nent. That
'is, there is a shift.to viewing a telic situation
atelically. This is to be contrasted with telicization
where the perfective aspect is merely an "automatic'
concomitant Qf'the newiy conceived telid}éituatibnf"

*

e

(Brecht: 219)[

That both Mourelatos and Brecht see aspect és,a means

- BT changing, or at least signalling a change in, verb type

is not all that surprising given the fact that there is a

strong ancy for telic actpons to be denoted by the

and atelic: ones by the imperfective. However,
such: "é5fre1ation is only a tendency, and it must Lo
théfeﬁoré be stressed, as we will see later, that there is
no one—-to-one cor espondedce of aspectual fqrm to'verb
type. ’ /‘ | |
Brecht's maijn weakness lies in his insistanée that

the perfectivizatiion of an imperfective verb causes it to

a
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become telic. In particular, just as did Thelin in his

[

analy;is of. telicity, Brecht seems to ignore the role

|

played by the pfesence‘and nature of a direct object in

determining the class to which a verb belongs and the

“influence that this in turn has on determining whether a

>

verb may or may:not be perﬁectivizéd. FQr example, in ,

" + N

order for the verb "est to be perfectivized via

N

ubrefixatiog,ﬁit‘must first be made telic by the addition
of a digg?& object as the following examples show:

*segodnja ja s"el.
segodnja ja s'"el kusok syra.

Brecht, however, makes no mention of a direct object when
> S .

he claims that it is-the addition’ the perfectivizing

1

"s-" which telicizes "est'".

2fix "s-

Brecht also fails to realize thg; there are a number
of prefixed perfectives . which rema%n afelic no matter
what. . ?he best examples of this a£e~v¢nbs in the
So—called delimitative and perdurative Aktionsarten (e.g.,

el . ,
pothitat', poguljat'). Brecht himself wrongly cites the

#

verb pokurit'" as an example of the telicization of

STy

CMurit'™
Brecht's treatment of secondary imperfectivization is
essentially correct in that he coﬁs;ders it to be a shift

to viewing a telic situation atelically. Unfortunately,

because of his very narrow conception of what constitutes

LR
v

a grammatical category, only verb pairs based on secondary

imperfectivization give the speaker a means of yiewing the
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|

samevréal—worldfevent in two different ways., All other
imperfecfive —‘berfective pairs, in his analysis, serve to
semanticéily oppose an atelic verb to a telic one.
While Mourelatos goes further than Brecht in
recognizing the roles played by varidus/ factors in

determining a verb's inherent semantic classification, he,

. Ml
like Brecht, ‘is incorrect in claiming that aspect is one

o) ~

of these factors. For instance, in theifdllowing

¥
-

\ 0.
"overrides", as it were, the presence of a verb object, so

that the semantic class to which the verb,ih either =«

sentence belongs is determined solely on the bQSis of the
: : ~ VAN

ending in question:

examples, Mourelatos claims that aspectual marking i v

John ran/ has run a mile, L T <
John was running a mile, R
Thus, in these examples, simple past = accomplishment, B
while past progressive = activity. For Mourelatos, the : . ﬁy-
: @ ) - e

presence of a verb object plays no role in either case.
It is our opinion that, largely because of the presence of

the verb object, both examples are accomplishments, and

‘that the aspectual endings serve to give a different

.a much clearer impact on the verb's semantic ' *

aspectual view of ‘what is, in reality, the same situation.ga

There are, as we shall see, other factors which have

categorization,

v
i,
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B. Verb coﬁplements as modifiers of verb class."

If we add a direct object 6r a phrase denoting
destina;ion.(in the case of Qerbs of motion) to each of
the activities | o

John was drawing/drew.
John was running/ran,

rendering the sentences

John was drawing/drew a circle.
John was running/ran to school.

we notice that the newly formed sentences no longer meet
‘the criteria for activities (e.g., "John was>drawing a
circle" does 22; entail®that John drev a cifCle. As well,
"John was drawing a circle for an hour" sounds- odd).

. Instead, the new sentences behave like‘accomplishments:

John drew a circle in five minutes
John ran to school in half an hour.

It seems, then, that the addiLion of a direct object (or
destination phrase) to,yhat was originally an activity
kvg%b has the effect‘of incorporating into the verbal
no£ion a terminus towards which the newly-formed
. ’ /

‘accomplishment is said to préceed, This observatiop, in
turn, leéds us to the conclusion that the whole verb
phrase (VP) must be taken into account when distinguishing
bEtweéﬁ activities and‘accomplishmeqtsj We should note
that while Vendler was certainly aware of this fact, he
did not explicity deal with it.

Unfortunately, distinguish;ng between activities and

accomplishments is not as simple a matter as noting the

L
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presgnce’or absence of a direct object o; a destination
phrase. Rirsﬁ of éll,:examples of activites which ‘take
direct objects are not hard to find:‘"push_a'cart", "cafry
a parcel", and fdfive a car"g are all activipies.l
Furthermore, given an approp;iate extig—linguistic
context, a sentence which would nbrmally be seen-as an
activity can instead receive an accomplishment Q
interpretation (see Dowty 1979: 61; Heinaﬁaki 1977: 72;
éomrié 1976: 45-46). Cémrie illustrates this point well:

Imagine, for instance, a singing class where

each of the pupils is required to sing a certain

.set passage; then the verb "sing" on its own, in

this context, may be taken to mean 'sing the set

passage', so that from "John is singing" it will

not follow that "John has sung." '
Sheljakin (1978: 54-55) makes a similar observation
rega?ding the decisive role played by pragmatics in
determining whether a given Russian verb is to be
interpreted as telic or atelic. Particularly with verbgj
denoting the e#change of thoughts or information (e.g.,
besedovat', govorf%',‘gazgo;arivat', sovétovat', sporit')
the classificatien of one and the same vérb)fgrm depends
largely on whether or not fhe action it déﬁq£é%’is judged
. . e
to be goal-directed. If, for example, the éﬁ}p9fe-of an
action is to.obtain soméonefs opinion or‘ad§§Cé,,then the
verb is seen as teiic. If, on the other ha&%}ban action
is thought to be carried out for no particular;reason,

then it is seen as atelic. .

Taking into account all that has been said so far, it
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is not at all difficult to believe Dowtyws claim that he

has been unabie to find "a single activity verb which‘

cannot have an accomplishment sense in at least éome

special context" (Dowty 1979: 61). In agreeing with Dowty

we do not, however, invalidate the semantic digfinction

wr ch must be made between activities and accomplishmentf
{v: alternatively, between atelic and telic situati&mQS.
All thiskmeané is that a) the whole predication must be
taken into account in determining the verb classification
and that, eyen‘then, b) pragmatic features might further

contribute to clarify this classification. Let us examine

further some of these additional criteria.

Indefinite plurals and mass neuns as direct object.

If we examine the followflg sentences, all of which
contain a direct object, we notice that the nature of the
lobject seems to have a peculiar influence on how the verb

in each sentence is interpreted (as an activity or

b

.accomplishment; or telic or atelic):

(a) John wrote a letter in an hour.

(b) *John wrote letters in an hour. (except as
habitual) '

(c) John wrote letters for.,an hour.

(a) John drank the glass of beer in twenty minutes.

(b) *John drank beer in twenty minutes. (except as
habitual)

(c) John drank beer for twenty minutes.

The above examples exemplify the effect of the direct
object's referential properties on the reading of a verb,

)

Where the direct object is a singular count noun (definite
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or indefinite) the verb in question behaves like an

~accomplishment, However, where we are dealing with an

~indefinite plural or mass noun as direct object, the verb

mﬁsf receive an activity interpretation, since it fails to
meet the accomplishment criterion (as (b) shows) bﬁt meets
one of the requirements for an activity (as shown by (c)).
C. Verkuyl: The interaction of VP constituents.

The picture we have painted so far illustrates'that,
while the division between activities/ atelic verbs and
accomplishments/ telic verbs is anything but fixed, the
means by which a verb's complements alter its
interpretation (and hence classification) are at least
relatively systematic. In order to form a more complete
picture of a verb's interaction with its complements, let
us briefly summarize whé; has been done by Verkuyl (1972)
in this area. Verkuyl argues that the'so—called’durapive
(=aterminative) and nondurative (:terminatiVe) aspects are
not @anifested in the verb alone (or in any other single
surface structure constituent). Instead, these aspectual
notions reveal themselves via the composition of a number
of categories: "Aspects are of a qompositionai nature,..
they are not semantic primitives”" (Verkuyl 1972: 66).

One of Verkuyl's main goals is to find a single
underlying principle which might account for the aspectual
cha;acter of sentences cdntaining:

a. a verb plus noun phrase (NP) (e.g., John ate a
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sandwich; John ate sandwiches (for hours)):
‘b. a verb plus directional phrase (e.g., John walked

to the beach)

c. a verb plus quantifying complement (e.g., John
walked a milej;)
Let us look more closely at each VP type (based on Verkuyl

1972: 40-97):

Verb plus NP.

" (b) can be accounted for in terms of whether the direct:

Consider the following sentences:

(a) John ate a sandwich in ten minutes
John ate the sandwich in ten minutes
John ate five sandwiches in ten minutes
John ate all the sandwiches in ten minutes
(b) *John ate sandwiches in ten minutes
but
John ate sandwiches for ten minutes

(a) John drank the glass of beer in ten minutes
John drank five glasses of beer in ten minutes
John drank all the beer in ten minutes :

(b) *John drank beer in ten minutes

' but
John drank:-beer for ten minutes

According to Verkuyl, the difference between the

accomplishment sentences (a) and the acti§ity'sentences
objéct NP refers to a SPECIFIED or an UNSPECIFIED QUANTiTY
OF X. 1If the quantity of 'X' is specified, then theiVP
(or the verb within thaf VP) is an accomplish@ent. If,
howevef, the quanfity of '"X' is unspecified (as in the (b)
sentences wheré the direct object is an indefinite plural

or mass noun) we are dealing with an activity. Verkuyl



represents the activity and agcomplishment VPs

respectively in the following manner:

vply[VERB]y + NplUNSPECIFIED QUANTITY OF X]NP]VP

vply[VERBly + yp[SPECIFIED QUANTITY OF Xlyplyp

Verb plus directional phrase or quantifying complement.

Consider the following sentences:

(a)(i) *John walked to the beach for hours
(ii) *John walked a mile for hours

(i) John walked to the beach in a hour
(ii) John walked a mile in an hour

{(b) John walked for hours
"

Verbs of motion which take quantifying.codplements like "a

mile" (as in (a)(ii)) are analyzed by-Verkuyl as follows:

yply[MOVEMENT]y + (C[SPECIFIED QUANTITY OF
DISTANCE MEASURING UNITS],clyp

where QC stands for 'quaptifying complement'., The
behavior of the sentences in (a)(ii) shows th;t we are
dealing with accomblishment VPs. As for verbs of'motion
taking directional_phrases (see (a)(i)), Verkuyl proposés
that they be analy%ed iﬁ the same manner. He justifies
this approach by pointing out ‘that movement verbs in
general can take either type of complement. Getting
somewhere, after all, necessérily invPlves covering a

specific distance measured in one dimensional units. The

activity VP in .(b), on the othe; hand, is analyzed in the

69
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following manner:

vP[V[MOVEMENT]y + c[UNSPECIFIED QUANTITY OF
DISTANCE MEASURING UNITS]oclyp

Verkuyl (96) concludes that for the three typesy of
VPs discussed so far, the general scheme underlying the
composition of the durative (=atelic) and nonaurative

(=telic) aspects respectively is as follows:

vply[VERB]y + yp[UNSPECIFIED QUANTITY OF Xlyplyp

yp[y[VERB]y + yp[SPECIFIED QUANTITY OF Xlyplyp

Put. in more prosaic targs, "a certain fundamental
subcategory of an underlying V is combined with a complex
set.of categories of a nominal nature and pertaining to
quantity." These formulae apply. equally well to Russian
since they deal with the basic semantlc properties of

verbs in general.

To this point we have been discussing the syntactic

means of "

converting” activities into accomplishments (and
vice versa)} However, as!Dowty (1979: 63) points out,
much of what has been said so far épplies to achievements
as-well. Consider, for example, the following sentences

(taken from Dowty 1979: 63):

*John discpverved the buried treasure in his back
yard for six weeks

John discovered crabgrass/ mushrooms in his back yard .
for six weeks.



We see from these examples that where the direct object is
. 1§
a singular count, the achievement verb "discover" behaves
as it should in disallowing the durative adverbial "for
six weeks", However, with indefinite plurals or mass
nouns, a durative adverbial is permissable. Just as
significant is the effect of the verb's subject: |
*John discovered that quaint little village for years
Tourists ‘discovered that quaint little village for
years '
*A gallon of water leaked through my ceiling for six
months )

Water leaked through my ceiling for six months

As with object NPs, an indefinite plural or mass noun %g

71

subject allows a durative adverbial to be used. As a'mo?km_

general principle, one might say of achievements that

where either the subject or object NP denotes an

UNSPECIFIED QUWNTITY OF X, the sentence in question is
said to have the properties of an activity (Verkuyl 1972:
100-105; Dawty 1979: 63). Of course, where bofh_NPs’
expréss a SPECIFIED QUANTITY OF X, we‘aré in fact dealihg
with én achievement senéence. Again, the principal is a.
universal one which would abply'to’Russian as well, as
corresponding translations of any of the above sentences

easily show,

3 e
1Y [}

Let us finish off our discussion of Verkuyl's
3 . . . A .
theories by considering one potential argument against

him, Tt is possible to criticize Verkuyl's approach by



4

o .
Lk | - '\‘
iy

poin&ipg*out tha‘ h@mnly'a few of the many

»

by h e_ h as. wdfe“a_l«t e

n* V‘f\‘c ‘_

&4!‘ / w;"v

factors w }ch may beepme 1nwolvéd;i

i”’

itering‘a varb's

630
Thxs”partlcular line Of cr1t1c1;mcnpaid

4\ r
L Al

ever, glwen the fact ‘that the number of

v

factors gb{ﬁe%reckpned w1th is oVerwhelming.*\For example,

PR g

. w
, ¢

the inhé%ﬁ%ﬁ ﬁeah ng of the "b351c ‘verb, thé presence and
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& wha*verb s arguments, adverblals phase (e.g.,
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the pert ‘ hand tense are. all suggested by Mourelatos
ar SR -
(1978: 424 7ae potentiallq contributlng to a verb's
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classf%ﬁ]vp . Other fa@tors mlght include

extra- : ﬂlC context and _in the case of transit ve
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typical effects that conséituents might ha&é on a verb's"
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semantic 1nterpretat10n. : @

i(f

D. Verb c18381f1cat10n..Conc dls%mnemarksw

Up to this P01nt we have bé&n-u31ng the terms "verb

v

"

type ;o "VP type 51tuation type ,. and sentence type" in
a rather 1ncons;stent fashlonw Even if we agree. that it

is a combination of factors:which determines the

classification of a "verbal notion", there still remains &

the question of whether it is the verb within its context

,1'1"

that is being classified, or whether we are, in fact,

‘classifying the context itself (verbd and all). The
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,of s1tuat10ns.a To quote DahI&(1981 83);

" ‘ , e , .' ' 'J,‘L » .
problem, then, is ome of exactly what "the‘puryorted'

1
v

: »
[semantlc] propertles “be regarded as properties. of -as

Dahl (1981:.83) puts it.

"

Unfortunately, this<problem runs deeper. than one

mlght at flrSW suppose. Whlle the above dlscusélon

concerns the question of‘whlch surface form(s) are

©.

, actually'being classified, there is also the problem of

J,n
(

‘whdt,it'is that -these forms in fact denote. Jqst as one£
l’/ . : ‘ . - ) . ¢ : . ) .
~and the-sa&e~"scene" can be,described either as John's

selling of évbOOk tp‘Mary or as Mary's‘purchasing of a,

bodk from John {Saurer 198H: 14—15), so canrve describe a.
k]

scene 1nvolw1ng John s1tt1ng at his desk in. e1ther of the

hS

two follow1ng waYs (from Dahl 1981 83); | ”; o RS

John 1s wrltlng v S R Yoo
John is writing arletteg
= & : : ’o o
L4 ' . : . . S co . . N
where the first description is an activity (atelic) and

thg segond'ahraccomplishment (télic).‘iFrom this we must

conclude (as does Saurer 1984 J) that the semantic

propertles developed thus far do not classify 51tuat10ns

N v:‘

denoted by a’ verb (or VP, etc.), but rather descriptionsf
: [] B v

t

vy

'...the T pro erty [te}1c1ty] cannot be a - N <.
. property “of situation or progess per sej; It
" comes only as the result of ‘describing the
situati®dn, that is, subsuming it under a conc%gt
‘of a situation (process)l or in existential ° .
terms, underaa class of 51tuat10ns (processes)
Thus, a verb “verb phrase, or sentence 15 sald to be. tellc

(og atellc) 1f°1t expresses a concept whleh has the
N '

-

b
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properties in qggsf&on.
5 .

'In the 1astltwo chapters, we have attempted‘to,place
Verbs,‘or the concepts.denoted by Véfbs, into distinct
categaries;~ Along the way‘it haé‘become appdrent thaﬁ we
must often consider more than just the verb in making our
cIassifications. Thoﬁgh many of the possiblevfactors
inyolved in classificatioh have been mentioned only in
.passing, we have looked in,some detail-a£~the‘f01e played’
'by the presence and nature of a verb's argumehts, Iﬁ
particular, Qé h;ie\noted the syngctic meéns by which an
activity'is‘;transformed" into an accomplishment (hamely;
by the presence of a direc£ object/ directional phrase |
depot¥38 a SPECI?LED QUANTITY OF X) and how an
acédmpiishment-can‘bewconverted into an aétiyity (by the
pgpsenCevof a direct'dbject or directional phrase deﬁoting

Given the fact that th

= 1

an UNSPECIFIED QUANTITY.OF X).

cuniaspectuality in Russian is to aflarge degree a func
ofuverb'type, it’is hoped that thg recogﬁition;of-the
variety of factors.invoiVed in verb_cléssificatign‘will
'pfovide a SIigﬁkly'difierent perspective f;om'whicﬁ £§
view ‘uniaspectu&lity. v.:_%' | |

B As a finalhnéte,vwé should make some attempt to
.exﬁléipﬂthé fégt'that w%thiﬁ each verb category ;hgre

. exist.both the "claSsi@ cases" - those verbs which’
;pqdoﬁbtédly be{ongﬁtd the category in question, as well as

o4
v
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)]
a number of !'difficult cases" which seem to straddle the

line between two categories, possessing properties of
X1

both. Not surprisingly, these borderline cases have been
the centre of much controversy (cf., the dilemma over

statives having an activity compenent (stactives), as well

s . . ' . . ¢
as our discussion of achievements which behave like

accomplishments). 'These areas of overlap existing between

VKerb categorles can, perhaps be explalned by Givon's

*a

o,

(L984‘ 11-17) d1scus910n of semantic, and grammatlcal ///

Categories in general. According to Givon, a'category

zdef1ned in terms of those members which have t}g greatest

number of important characteristic propertles.' These;
"most typical" members of a category are termed its
"$rototype". The degree of prototjpicality of other

members is measiured in terms of How many of the 1mp0rtant
. A)

-

charactgristic features they may have. Thus, there is a

clustering of members around the,protot}pe,‘whereby "the

"majority'— however large - of the membership~can be found

categories A and B consists of members which have a

within a 'reasonable, well-defined dlstance. ‘It would

seem, then, that the area of overlap between two

|

‘relatiyely low degree of prototypicality in relation t#®

S "

either.the A or B prqtotypes. This, of cqursé, would be

the area in which we find the above-mentioned "

controversial cases of verb classification.
e

. . :
‘Despite the;ﬁﬁuz;x e@ﬁed" nature of categor1es, the
A -
fact remains that tﬂére is 1ndeed a’ great measure of

"

IS
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em : . - ) ?
categoriality in human language” (8ivon 1984: 14)3 >
Evidence éf the fact that verbs, verb éﬁréses, etc., \\\
polarize into ‘elasses is provided not only”by the various
co-occurrence rules and logical entailments that a native
speaker‘intuitively knows to be true or false in+a given
‘insthnce,fbut also, as we are'about‘zo éee, in the
Sehavior of various, verb types in relation to the
grammatical categofy of qspect. Whether fhe contréversial
cases df vérb classification Y;ansiatewas Qell into
féntrdvexsy of any,sort wiﬁh reépect‘to Rﬁssian aspect
' shall also be dealt with in the following chapter. e



B
V. CONCLUSIONS.

n

‘Vendler's attempt to classify verbs according to the
.wajfin whichwtheyvintenactrwith certain time adverbials
. g e ® . . . N
S and tense forms has, as we have seen, been subjected to a v,
fey o ' ¥

2, B , A

gf';*great deal of discussion in Western linguistics concerning
possible modifications to the basic .
. ¥ . ) .

stative-activity-accomplishment- achievement scheme.
i Y N N - .

» !

distinctions within each of these verb types, some of the

gh a nimber of authors have sought to make finer
: . \ 4
most important improvements to Vendler'shscheme have come
abéut-at the hands of ~those whojundersﬁpod‘thé nepessity
of considering more thgn ;ﬁ§thhé'verb itself in
glassifying verbal nétio;é,VQWﬁéthendler eﬁ ai{ were
probably not aware of, howeyer; was the fact thatvSlavic
aspectologists (e.g., Stang’i9&2; Méélov 1948} 1958; 1973;
VSheljakin 1978; Gurevich'i979, éic.)Jhéd long beeﬂ
concertied with théﬂtempofalkqualitiés of vérbs énd the
'groupiné;p; §Erbs together as "sposoby dej}tvija", WHile
these Slavicists were not pearly as rigorous as Western
linguists in their approach to verb classification, .it
¥ .

‘seems that both "schools" were in essence concefhed with
what we might call the temporal "shape" of an action in
féality, tpat is, the way in which'@n action prqéeeds in

'time - whether it is telic or atplig,'durative or
'punctual, stative or dynamic, a proce§§'bf a non-process,

etc.. Though various terms have been applied to the

-

= P "y
] ‘ . . . e :
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classificétion of verLs along these linesm(e.g., vefb‘
class, verb type, semantic-aspectual type, Aktionsart,
sposob dejstvija, or éspectualityd, it turns out that all
these terms refer fo what is, in fact, one and the same
notion. .

'There‘is, however, one essential difference between‘
the Westernfand Eastern approaches to aspectuality. While
Western linguists have MOstl;ﬁhoncerned themselves ;ith
méking continual_refinementé‘to'the baéic V;ndlerian )
scheme, Slavic aspectologists have gone beyond verb
classification in attempting to determine the nature of
tk'.he relationship betwéeni’-v‘t'h? semantic-aspectual ckh?racter
of ve;ﬁé and the grammaticall@ategory of aspect. it is

‘ 4
our opinion that the search for this relationshipgcould be
greatly enhanced by utilizing the much more thoroﬁgh and
systemétic apprbach to verb classification develsped in
the West, 1In particular, a new insight into éspectual
(non)péiredqess'in Russian might‘beAéained by takiﬁg into

consideration the necessity of classifying not the verb

alone, but the cpntext within which the verb occurs.

The area of (nﬁn)pai}edness in Russian aspectology
has‘enjoyed'a greét deal of attention_o&er;the past
several decades, botﬁ from a purely morphological, as.well
as from a more sehantgc—based point of view, vIn most of
the research thaﬁihas been done in this area, there'is a

gen .iiy agreed-upon core of unpaired imperfectives, all
l e g )
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of which are pure statives (e.g., "sostojat'",

tn l" '"

"prinadlezhat'", sushchestvovat ',

"imet "znachit

"naxodit'sja", etc.), as well as a‘small group of

undisputed uniaspectual perfectives, most of which are

very punctual in nature (e.g., "ochnut'sja", polosnut'"

tn tn |"

"xlynut'", nganut "fuxnut

' iy’

The vast majority of aspectologists also agree on which |

"opomnit'sja", etc.).

“verbs ﬁndoubtedly occur as aspectual pairs‘.‘While this
iﬁ‘cgmp:iseg mainly of accomplishments (e.g.,
;chto;tb", "(ﬁa)pi;ét!:chto—téﬁ, "pokupat'/
éﬁgogio" l"(vy)plt' chto~-to" etc;)l many of .

wVendler s so- calied ach1e ements are also used in both

Sy ‘ s r
aSpects (e.g., "(po)térjbt' chto-to™, "naxodit'/najti
chto-to" E\‘"prlxodlt'/prl_]tl "uznavat'/uznat' kogo-to",
"umirat' /umeret'", etc. Y. "

Unfortunately, the\liné&betwéen those verbs which are.

paired "and those which are not becomes fuzzy when we

~consider the status of activities ("guljat'", rabotat'"

lll

'", "sidet

"plgﬁat'") and stactives ('"lezhat'", "stojat

", . un 1 Rl ) ) - . L .
viset™"", "spat -).:-Thgﬁhh there are a few scholars who

feel that these verb types form aépectual pairs {Leinonen

1982, Thelin 1978), uSualL}JQia delimitative or

7 . ' i B " . .
perdurative pref}xation, the vast majority hold to the

view that activities and stactives are unlaspectual

1mperfec5}ves;‘see Forsyth 1970: 54-56; Gurevich 1979 85;
&v

I“q,;«,
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uniasﬂbctual. That the definitions of aspect employed by

thesea sc;olars forces them intorclassifying stactives and
activities as uniaspectual has much to do with the dilemma
at hand. For example,twhile Sheljakin (1978: 53-54)
defines the'peyfective as expressing the totality.%f an
aetion, he stipulates that if this totality is not

inherent in the meaning o -he yerbfitself —~aSais,the"

e

.')
\
¢

A ve form 1n questlon

P b1

”caée with atelics - the

agéls not a grammatacal va

2%

,mperfeetiyh stem-from

o
.-,

since; any perfectlve {ormed from them will be - conslderedlf
I . O'

v (‘; : -
o case of word-— derlvatlon. For example, because the notloéf

. . of totéllty assoc1ated with .poguljati ‘or posidet "is

5

qderlved from the 1mp081t10n of quantltatlve temporal
Lt

limits on the verbal notion in question rather than any : ' .
sort of limits inherentfin the action itself, these forms

are claimed: by Sheljakln to &e 1nstances of word

N S

tn " LRl

derlvatlon,_ Thus gulJat and 81det are unlsﬁectuelly

[l

imperfective. Theré is a certaim circularity in

argumeqtgtipn like this.which.fi;st excludes the

perfective formS'qf.staéf{ves and activities from the _
/ T e

definition of aspect, then turns %$ound and says that

oy

S ' ' Do ‘ o % . o
these verb types are uniaspectualf perfe W@%§’because .
-»xw :

the perfectives derlved from then do not meet the

: C
T A}&
T L

v

deflnltlon of aspect. . . 4%,31

" N .
3 ~, - . B P
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~_Whose meaning is-necessarily more abstract than before,

81
It is not surprising, then, that those scholars who
formulate their definitions of aspect on a broader class
of pairs, and who take into account the discourse

functiodg ?f asgect as yeli, are also the ones who view
activiti;;/and stactives as aspectuall& paired.
Leiononen's definition of the perfective as "inherently
located on the time line" is in no way incompatible with
the meaning and function of perfectives such as "posidet'"
or "popisat'": "pn prishel domoj, posidel/popisal, potom
poshel v,kind."

The histofical view of aspect proyided in the first
chapter also lends support to our conéention that
.activities and stactives are to be considered aspectually
paired. Aspect, as we Have seen, was a category which
started out as a gramﬁatical opposition whose meanings at
firéﬁ closely matched the aspectualities inhereht in the
verbs which they encompassed. - However, as the category
extended ﬁxsgif fo new verb types, its meaning became more
abstract. Thus, we should not be surpriéed by the fact

24

that the perfective aspect has extended itself to
acth}tiesAand stactives as well, rendering an opposition.
"~ ’ :

» .
] 2% -

¥

and. having even less a’'connection with the semantic

features of the verb itself,

While the above problemé stem from deficiencies in

the definitions of aspect used by some scholars, apothegfj%gﬁéw .
. e ) . T Lo gEEAT R
: . . S e o
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serious shortcoming in most treatments of (non)pairedness
. Dorn

in Russian has to do'with'?he“r;ther superficial approach

taken my most aspectologists to the classification of

verbs, It is here that the study of éspectual pairedness

could benifit immensely from the more rigorous treatment

of verb class gatlon offerred by Western linguists. As
5 S

o’y P
H'

we have seen %arller, most verbs which are prototypically
W

accomplishifents (e.g., "shit' chto-to", "piS?t' chto-to"
"chitat' g;to—to", "igrat'»chto—ﬁo") can, depending on the
context in which the occur, R%J@?en és activities. In the
previous chapter we prov;ded?explicit examples of the role
played by pragmatics (cf. p. 65), the nature of the .. 77ﬁ 
subject (cf{ p. 71), as well as the presence and nature of ¢
:the verb's object (cf. pp. 66-71). Fn&iggmining these |
various factors,.it became apparent that gbbtéJk of

classification in terms of the verb alone is insufficient.

Aspectuality has to be defined for the whole 'sentence.

'Thus? while each verb might have its most
"prototypical" interpretation - that is, an interprefation
based'on the context in which it most typically appears -
to classify that verb solez in terms of its prototyplcal
semantic-aspectual meaning would be 1n§?rrect.f Let us
take as an example the verb "pisat'",‘;hich in its most ﬂ&‘
ffequent interpretation is an accomplishmenf:fﬂpisat' ‘
chto-to". As we have seen now many times, thblsyntactlc

environment in which.a ;Frb appears is- crucuﬁl 1n shlftlng

the verb from its prototyplcal usage to a’ flfferent one,
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Thus, the deletion of the object or the non-specification
of the "quantity of '"x' it denotes leave us with what is )
now an activity verb: On pisal pis'mo > On pisal pis'ma >
(hx%isal (He was writing a letter > He was writing letters

> He was writing). As a result of these substantial

! LA

variations in meaning exhibited by the verb "pisat from

context to contexf, we might formulate a scheme such as
the following, which defines the semantic-aspectual nature

of "to write" according to all its contextual variants:

pisat'l_ pisat' + specified quantity of 'X'.
= accomplishment

pisat',- pisat' + unspecified quantity of 'X',
= activity

4
\

pisat'3_ pisat',
= activity

HIf'we now'turn our attention back to aspectual
(non)baifedusss in Russian, we see that the general
practice among aspectologists is to not e;en consider
context when examining the pairedness of accomplishment
verbs in Russian. For example, the isolated infinitive

"pisat'" is seen as paired with "napisat'" based on the

o

context in which this verbd most1typically appears {an
accomplishment context:'"pisat'"l). That there are also

"versions" of this verb which occur in activity contexts

# "

is simply not taken intb consideration. What must be

realized is that the aspectual pairedness of the verb
. % .

tn

"pisat has to be reconsidered for each different'context' ‘yﬂg

- @ : ~

4



84

in which it appears, Thus, if we attempt to use‘the
accomplishment-based perfective ("pisaf'"l > "napisat'")
in the activity context "Vchera on bisal ves' vecher", we
end up with a totally unacceptable sentence: *Vchera on
napisal ves' vecher. Rather, the following example shows

™

that "pisat'" in an activity context must be perfectivized

via the prefix "po-": "Vchera vecherom on popisal i potom
péshel v kino".

Thus, a marriage of the Western view that context
determines verb classification)and the Soviet view that
verb classification determines aspectual pairedﬁess-
necessarily leads us to conclude that aspectual
(non)pairedness is, in fact, partially dete;mined by
context. Thig fact, together with a definition of aspect i
whiéh takes into consideration all occurrences of aspect |
in Ruséian, serves to dréstically cut the number of
traditionaliy uniaspectual .verbs in Russian, leaving only

"pure" statives and a small number of achievements as

uniasbectual&y imperfective and perfective respectively.
o ‘

hes

While there is a definite connection betweén verb
Eype and aspectual pairedness in Russian,rthe semantically
non—primitive nature of the distinctions state-~activity-
~accomb1ishment—achievement alqo has a significant bearing
on the way in which we approach the problem of
(non)pairedness.. That the divisions between classes are
not absolyte is shown not only by ghe wholesale changes in

o
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classificaton caused by viewing a verb invdifferent
contexts, but also by,thé{fact that there exist certain
verbs which, even in their most typical contexts, appear
to straddle the line between two different classes,
exhibiting features of both. Just as each verb has its
prototypical semantic~aspectua1 meaning uhich may be’
alte;ed when it occurs in non- prototyplcal contexts, so
)
does each semantic-aspectual category of verbs have its
most prototypical members afound vhich less protypical
ones cluster to form a class. The least prototypical/////
members begin to border on the edge between categories.

We have seen examples of this in Russian where certain

statives (the so—calledﬂstactives) seem. to have an %
. . - 1‘ .

activity component., In Engllsh much contro@er§y\ ‘N

13 N b - .
) X . .

surrounds the issue of a&%lé%ements whlch seems to,éehave%

like act1v1t1es or accompllshments (e.g., "He 1s‘mlhn1ng

PR
) w

the race" "The llghtnlng 1s flashlng")

» That these verb types. are drawn to our attgntlon in

the first place is accounted for by the fact that they, ?
unlike the more prototyplca members of-their.semantic

classes, occur in the aspectiwﬁth which they_would'seem to

be higly incompatible, renderintg a‘meaning which is very

abstract, having 11tt1e to do w1th the any of the

@

objective semantic propertles of Qhe verbs in question.

Stactives, for example,-like the highly prototypical

o

_"pure" statives, occur most naturally in the imperfective,

since this aspect is best able to code their inherent

TR
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semantic properties. What distinguishes stactives from

bure statives, however.bis that they seem to have an
~activity element, and also that they may be used iﬁ theff
perfective aspect. However, while itlseems that‘this .; '
activity element somehow allows rhese verbs to be
perfectivized,'rhe use of the perfective has nothing to do

with the coding of ‘this activity component. L
; ‘{* . .

Let us now develop an‘approach to aspectual
palredness whereby we take 1nto con31derat10n-

a, the fact that, while there\are deflnlte‘semqntic
categories, there are degrees'of‘protétypitality within

each category, as well as a certain overlap in features
between categories.

b, aspect historically began as an oppos1t10n 11m1ted to

.pﬂé\semantlc verb class (resultatlves), dt whlch poﬂnt the

hmaanlng of the aspectualxopp031t10neto a'large degree
N I

o

‘reflected actual propertles of the class 1n questlon,

though allowlng the speaker to at’ 1east focus on dlfferent

K /
ER /

elements inherent in the verb s meanlnga With -
3 L» iy S /'/
e of seelngﬂfhewaction.as

e '/

erfeéx)uor aé_haWéng~

resulatltlves, the @h01ce

proceeding towards its goa

L)

reached this goal (Aoris s the opposition shread to

new verb types, its meani "in each particular'case
4 H
R - " S

chenged. As well, the; heral meaning evolved into

sométhing more abstract in the process.

c. the synchronic facts show that, as we move farther away-
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from the core of the aspectual opposition, i.e., f

. , s 4 . 0{ . N
resultatives (which -are Vendler's accomplishments)s the
meaning of the opposition becomas more abstract;

‘Given a series of aspectual "coding points" (see

.Givon 1984, pp. 35-41) of the type below, ,

>

J
v\/

m&h& - activities IBMmm
| || | I

—

~ * *

the extension of:the aspectual opposition diachronically

takes place &n the following manﬁer. To the right of
accomplishment; (historical resultétives), there is a’
\:‘rising‘séale«of telicit}vunfil we get;to "pure" change of
state,verbé at the ex£reme right. To the left of
acésﬁplishment“vefbs, there is a scale of increasing
atelicity until we get "pure" étativeé on the extreme
left; | | |
“The telic side éf accomplishménts occurs most

naturally in the perfective, and thus, as the imperfective

spreads into. this semantic territory, the meaning that

WK

_evo&vés in cambinatioﬁ with incregsingly puré changes of
state cannot be "process" anymofe, buﬁvcpﬁativeness;

' praesens pfOpheticum,_and finaliy‘iterativity, mqviﬁg-from_
left'to éxtreme ;ight\%especgivé&y. The advance of the 
'imperfétfive has -halted somewhere short.qf certain "pufé"'
chgﬁge of state verbs, and hére,is where we sée e§idencé
 of,a\fundamenta1 division Qithih échie;ementgﬁ thése which'

“
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allow the imperfective, and those thch‘do not.  When one

then considers all the meanings-of the imperfective

. . . . i /' . . ' ;

starting with.its prototypi€éal "process towards a goal"
LN '

“and going all the way to "iterative change of stat@", the

overall "common denominator" meaning of the imperfective

¥

will be abstract/ﬂhdeed.
The atelic side of gccomplishments~0cqur§ most
S 7 @ ) . . ‘ .
naturally in the imperfective, and thus, as the perfective.

spreads into this semantic territory, the meaning it
’ \\\\ . ( \
acquires in combination with increasingly. pure

~.. .

statives/atelics can no longer be an action having reached
‘ . Y :
its goal, but an action with certain artificial temporal

limits set on it (quantitative perfectivization). The

advance of the perfective passed through activities and

e 1

into statives, butﬁaving“{pe_ter—ed/t’jﬁfﬁ somewhere within,

this general class, it is hqre that we séeuevidence of a

fundamental.diﬁisiqn'within statives between those '‘which

" allow the perfecti&e; and thoéé which do not. When we

take into account all the meanings of the perfective
starting with its prototypical "attainment of inherent

goal” ‘and going all the way up to "action seen as a whole
% ‘ y up
. * | s

via artificial boundaries", the overall meaning of the
Y . - Ty ‘ - -
perfective can again be seen to have become increasingly

¥

v

abstract.
The gradual exténsion of the perfective and.
imperfective aspects leading up to the present state of

the aspectual system can be repfesented in the following



f

manner : )
a
uniaspectual’ advance of advance of 44/ uniaspectual
imperfective perfective - /- ﬂ?ﬂﬂbﬂiﬂa perfective
' < — — —>
1 Ay 4 I
B ‘ o  controversial
., Stactives ™~ . achievenents
< ! ) : - : C ) -
statives ' activities - accomplishments achievements
L B I 1L B I N ]
Imperfective is most natuéal i.e., . Core of imperfect~ Perfective is
kstdﬂetocab(myxmuepnma= . ive/ perfective op-. most natural,
ties of atelic actions, ‘ position. Imperfect-  i.e., best able

ive = process leading  to code changes
up tq goal, perfect- of state. _
ive = attainment of -

gal. - -

?

Two  q éitions, however, remain to be answered.

‘First, what is it about the pure statives and achievements

1which3ma/es them resist further expansion of the

~,

perfg& 've\End\imperfecfive into their semantic o,
terripOries? Second, why»is it g&ii;certein statives and
achievements do form_aepectual pairs? While’we ha;e dealt
somewhat with Thelin's“suggeétions concerning the natu;e‘
of’etactives, these questions must be left for future
reseerch. In any event, while we would see
"aecompiishments" as the besie for thewofiginal - .

~

prototypical opposition of the perfective and4

‘imperfective, it is obvious from our work here that

-

'aSpeefhal pdiredness of verbs in Russian has extended

today well beyond this verb tw?e, now excludlng only the

extremes of the "te11c1ty spectrum"

'
h
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