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Abstract

There are two reasons to believe that motion verbs are prototypical in the Russian aspectual system: 1) motion events and situations provide a concrete source domain experience for the metaphorical understanding of abstract concepts such as progress, result, process, and repetition; 2) motion verbs form the maximum number of types of Perfectives, including Natural Perfective (пойти ‘walk’), Specialized Perfective (прийти ‘arrive on foot’), Complex Act Perfective (походить ‘walk for a while’), and Single Act Perfective (сходить ‘walk someplace and back once’). It is possible that the privileged status of the motion verbs may have played a role in the grammaticalization of aspect in Russian. Determinacy may have been generalized to the entire verbal lexicon as a distinction between Completability and Non-Completability. Evidence in support of this hypothesis comes from both synchronic and diachronic studies showing the distribution of Perfectives, their order of grammaticalization, and changes in the way in which Determinacy/Completability is expressed in Russian.
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1.0 Introduction

Standard works on Proto-Slavic (Schenker 1993, 94-5; Gorškova and Xaburgaev 1981, 279) and Old Church Slavonic (Vaillant 1948, 304-5; Vaillant 1966, 462; Lunt 1966, 69) describe the aspectual systems of early Slavic in virtually the same terms that one would use to describe Modern Russian; Meillet (1934, 282) even makes the comparison explicit. The collective suggestion of such works is that there has been little change over the past millennium. This seems unlikely given the modern distribution of aspectual phenomena in Slavic. If Slavic aspect were indeed fixed at an early date, we would expect its expression and distribution to be relatively uniform throughout the Slavic territory, like the results of the first palatalization. On the contrary, there is plenty of evidence that aspect is realized differently in the different Slavic languages, both in terms of its meaning (Galton 1976, Dickey 2000, Janda 2006) and its expression (Schuyt 1990, 57-257). Given this synchronic diversity, it is unsurprising that some recent works (Bermel 1997, Nørgård-Sørensen 1997, Dickey 2007) suggest a rather recent provenience for the contemporary aspectual system of Russian, preceded by centuries of development. This article makes a modest contribution in support of this hypothesis.


Another theme running through this article involves the claim that aspect was transformed from a lexical to a grammatical distinction in the history of Russian (cf. Mayo 1985 and Bermel 1997 for detailed discussions of this claim). I argue that the grammaticalization of aspect did not eliminate the importance of lexical meaning in the system. Lexical meaning continues to play a role in determining what types of Perfectives are formed, because it is the meaning of verbs that facilitates Completable vs. Non-Completable construals.  


My argument begins with the hypothesis that motion verbs occupy a privileged position in the Russian aspectual system (2.0). I back up this claim with evidence both in terms of the pattern of Perfective formation (2.1) and metaphorical motives for Perfectives (2.2). I also show that the present distribution of Perfectives formed from motion verbs supports the hypothesis (2.3). The diachronic part of the argument (3.0) focuses on changes that may have taken place in the meaning and expression of Determinacy (3.1) and the order of grammaticalization for the various types of Perfectives (3.2). I conclude that there is a convergence of evidence supporting the role of motion verbs in the development of the Russian aspect system through the 16th to 18th centuries (4.0).

2.0 Motion Verbs as Prototypes

This section aims to show that the motion verbs serve as prototypes for various aspectual phenomena in Russian. This prototypical behavior can be observed both in terms of formal (lexical) expression and in terms of the concepts that motivate the formation of Perfectives. The motion verbs are prototypical in the formal structure of their aspectual clusters (2.1) and furthermore the Determined vs. Non-determined distinction serves as a prototype for distinguishing among possible Perfectives for all verbs in the Russian lexicon (2.2). Speaking in broad terms, one can state that all verbs are metaphorically understood as motion verbs, and that all aspectual clusters have a metonymic relationship to the clusters of motion verbs. Furthermore, the conceptual archetype for a prototypical event with a beginning, middle, and end is motivated as a metaphorical extension of Determined motion, which has a departure, directed motion, and a destination. Establishing the present-day relationship between motion verbs and the remaining verbal lexicon gives us a basis for extrapolating into the past (2.3), setting the stage for a historical discussion (3.0).


The notion of prototypicality invoked here is consistent with Wittgenstein’s (1953) proposal and its applications in both psychology (cf. Rosch 1973, 1978) and linguistics (see particularly Lakoff 1987, Geeraerts 1995, Croft & Cruse 2004, and Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk 2007). According to this model, categories (including linguistic categories) have a radial structure centered about a prototype. Membership in a category is determined not by necessary and sufficient features, but by overlapping clusters of properties, which are a measure of family resemblance. The most prototypical member of a category will have the densest set of shared properties and relationships to other members of the category (Geeraerts 1995, 25; Croft & Cruse 2004, 78 & 81; Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk 2007, 155). Furthermore, the prototypical member of a category represents an “Idealized Cognitive Model” of the category, serving as a “best example” that is the source of inferences for motivating the rest of the category (Lakoff 1987, 68-76). The prototype is typically associated with embodied experiences such as motor interactions and movements (Lakoff 1987, 56). All of these definitions support the suggestion that motion verbs are prototypical, since they show the densest set of perfectivization options, serve as a source of inferences for other verbs, and reference embodied movement. Note furthermore that recent works of other scholars support the proposal that the motion verbs are prototypical for the Russian verbal system (cf. Chaput forthcoming and other works in Driagina-Hasko & Perelmutter forthcoming). Though the primary evidence for the prototypicality of motion verbs is synchronic, it certainly has diachronic roots. 

2.1 Prototypes for Clusters

Janda 2007 and Janda & Korba forthcoming offer the “cluster” model of Russian aspect as a more comprehensive and accurate model to supercede the traditional “pair” model. The objective is to extend the pair model to account for the full range of aspectual relations observed among Russian verbs. From the perspective of the cluster model, motion verbs stand out as prototypical both in terms of the clusters they form and in terms of the way they conceptually organize actions described by verbs. This subsection examines the prototypical relationship between the clusters of motion verbs and those of other verbs.


The cluster model recognizes four types of Perfective verbs in Russian:

· “Natural Perfective” (NP) which describes a result, such as написать ‘write’ in relation to the Imperfective писать with the same meaning (corresponding to an aspectual “pair”);

· “Specialized Perfective” (SP) which also describes a result with a distinct meaning, such as переработать ‘rework, edit’ in relation to работать ‘work’ (usually accompanied by a secondary Imperfective such as перерабатывать ‘rework, edit’ and thus also involving an aspectual “pair”; note that a given cluster may contain many Specialized Perfectives, but only one example will be listed per cluster for conciseness);

· “Complex Act Perfective” (CAP) with a meaning that limits an activity in time, usually formed with prefixes по-, про-, за-, от-, such as постонать ‘moan a while’ in relation to стонать ‘moan’ (note that a cluster can contain more than one Complex Act Perfective, but only one is listed);

· “Single Act Perfective” (SAP) describing a single cycle of a repeatable activity, such as дунуть ‘blow once’ in relation to дуть ‘blow’.

The Perfectives can be combined, in this order, with an Imperfective Activity (A) verb, to create the following four key clusters that dominate the aspectual behavior of Russian verbs (see Janda & Korba forthcoming and Janda forthcoming b):

· A+NP: A благодарить ‘thank’ + NP поблагодарить ‘thank’

· A+NP+SP: A вязать ‘tie’ + NP связать ‘tie’ + SP развязать ‘untie’

· A+NP+SP+CAP: A писать ‘write’ + NP написать ‘write’ + SP переписать ‘rewrite’ + CAP пописать ‘write for a while’

· A+NP+SP+CAP+SAP: A щипать ‘pinch/pluck’ + NP о(б)щипать ‘pinch/pluck’ + SP выщипать ‘pluck out’ + CAP пощипать ‘pluck for a while’ + SAP щипнуть ‘pinch/pluck once’
In addition to the four key clusters, there are variant clusters that lack a Natural Perfective and/or a Specialized Perfective, plus imperfectiva/perfectiva tantum clusters that consist of only a single verb. Both types of variants are illustrated here:
· A+SP+CAP: A работать ‘work’ + SP переработать ‘rework’ + CAP поработать ‘work for a while’

· A+SP+CAP+SAP: A дуть ‘blow’ + SP вдуть ‘blow in’ + CAP подуть ‘blow for a while’ + SAP дунуть ‘blow once’

· A+CAP+SAP: A скрипеть ‘squeak’ + CAP поскрипеть ‘squeak for a while’ + SAP скрипнуть ‘squeak once’

· A: уважать ‘respect’
· NP: NP уцелеть ‘survive’

This order of elements and the variants account for all and only the existing cluster types observed in Russian. Note that a variety of morphological resources (over a dozen prefixes, plus four suffixes) have been deployed in this system, which has been cobbled together from a variety of historical sources. This pattern of cluster structures implies a hierarchy in which Natural and Specialized Perfectives occupy a central, prototypical role, followed by Complex Act Perfectives which are less central, and then Single Act Perfectives, which are the most peripheral in the system. Though this order was initially worked out on the basis of synchronic data, it may have historical significance, as argued below in 3.2.


The motion verbs uniformly present the maximum cluster structure, employing all four Perfectives, as лететь/летать ‘fly’ illustrates here: 

· A+NP+SP+CAP+SAP: A лететь/летать ‘fly’ + NP полететь ‘fly’ + SP улететь ‘fly away’ + CAP полетать ‘fly for a while’ + SAP слетать ‘fly to a place and back once’

Motion verbs thus serve, in a sense, as the ultimate verbs in the system, with the maximal cluster structures and maximal combinability with prefixes. A few non-motion verbs such as щипать ‘pinch/pluck’ and резать ‘cut’ have the same maximal cluster structure, and all other verbs have a reduced variant of that structure. There is, of course, the issue that motion verbs have two forms, Determined and Non-Determined. However, as we will see in the next section, the Determined/Non-Determined distinction is actually relevant to the aspectual behavior of all verbs; the only difference is that the motion verbs mark this generalized semantic distinction formally on their stems, again behaving as the “ultimate” verbs.


The claim that полететь ‘fly’ (and other по- prefixed Perfectives from Determined stems) functions as a Natural Perfective needs further support, given the substantial literature on the “ingressive” meaning of these verbs. Limitations of space preclude a full discussion of this issue here, but the following two points can be made. First, it is not uncommon for the Natural Perfective in a verbal “pair” to have an ingressive reading; cf. Zaliznjak & Šmelev (2000, 111) who list идти-пойти ‘go, walk’ and бежать-побежать ‘run’ alongside a number of other “pairs” sharing this property, such as чувствовать-почувствовать ‘feel’ сердиться-рассердиться ‘become angry’ and видеть-увидеть ‘see’. Second, the ingressive reading is only a possible reading, and is less prominent in the non-past. A survey of examples containing пошел на работу ‘went to work’ culled from the Russian National Corpus and other internet sources shows that when used to describe a sequence of events, this phrase is almost invariably followed by a description of what happened at work, as in these examples: 

После этого, отчасти прощенный, напившись крепкого чаю, пошел на работу и исполнял свои обязанности твердо, как полагалось. ‘After that, partly forgiven, and having drunk some strong tea, he went to work and fulfilled his duties with vigor, as was proper.’ (Владимир Войнович. Жизнь и необычайные приключения солдата Ивана Чонкина)

Пошел на работу, сел. Тупо смотрю в экран монитора… ‘I went to work, sat down. I am looking vacantly into the screen of the monitor…’ (nlp-system.com/articles/kak_brosit_kurit.php) 

The normal assumption, therefore, is that the person actually did get to work, though from the perspective of an observer at the point of departure it is not possible to verify that the entire path was completed. 
2.2 Prototypes for Perfectives

In the realm of nouns we have abundant evidence that abstract nouns are understood in terms of nouns that refer to various types of concrete physical entities (Lakoff and Johnson 1980, Lakoff 1987, Feldman 2006). Thus emotions can be understood as metaphorical containers (He was in a depression; cf. He was in a hole), ideologies can be understood as metaphorical environmental conditions (Market capitalism ruined the village economy; cf. The hurricane ruined the village economy), and characteristics can be understood as metaphorical substances (She had a lot of wisdom; cf. She had a lot of soup). Given the robust parallels between the behaviors of nouns and verbs (Talmy 2000), we should expect a similar parallel between concrete and abstract categorical concepts. 

Whereas nouns profile objects, verbs profile events and situations, and here we see two conceptual archetypes that correspond to the two types of Imperfective motion verbs. The most prototypical events consist of a beginning, progress, and a result. Determined motion verbs like лететь ‘fly’ describe goal-oriented events that progress from a point of origin (juxtaposed with a beginning) towards a destination (juxtaposed with an ending). Other events, like съесть торт ‘eat a cake’, describe metaphorical journeys, in this case from the first bite to the last. Alternatively there are more open-ended situations that don’t presuppose any outcome. Non-Determined motion verbs like летать ‘fly’ do not presuppose a destination and are open to a variety of construals, including non-directed motion (мухи летали по комнате ‘flies were flying around the room’) and repeated roundtrips (самолеты летают ежедневно в Москву ‘planes fly to Moscow daily’). Many situations are metaphorical non-directed motions, such as скрипеть ‘squeak’, which can be construed both as a process without a goal and as a series of repeated cycles. 


The difference between ‘going somewhere’ and ‘not going somewhere’ is metaphorically realized as a difference in Completability in non-motion verbs. This difference is motivated by the lexical meanings of verbs. A few verbs are unambiguously Completable, inexorably leading to a result, such as крепнуть ‘grow stronger’, where any engagement in the activity brings about some result. Some others, like скрипеть ‘squeak’, are unambiguously Non-Completable, since no amount of squeaking adds up to a result. The majority of verbs can express both Completability and Non-Completability, and this ambiguity is resolved by context. Писать ‘write’, for example, is itself ambiguous, yet is construed as Completable in писать роман ‘write a novel’, where the metaphorical ‘journey’ begins on the first page and ends on the last, but is construed as Non-Completable in писать научную фантастику ‘write science fiction’, where we have an open-ended activity. 


The lexical Completable vs. Non-Completable distinction is not merely a matter of semantics; it corresponds to tangible formal distinctions in Russian. These formal distinctions are observed in the pattern of Perfectives in an aspectual cluster. Only verbs that can be construed as Completable can have a Natural Perfective, which is why verbs like крепнуть ‘grow stronger’ and писать ‘write’ have Perfectives like oкрепнуть ‘grow stronger’ and написать ‘write’, but verbs like работать ‘work’ and скрипеть ‘squeak’ lack them (though note that if a prefix can indicate a goal, then one can get a goal-directed Specialized Perfective, like переработать ‘rework’). Only verbs that can be construed as Non-Completable can form Complex Act Perfectives, which is why verbs like писать ‘write’ and скрипеть ‘squeak’ can have Complex Act Perfectives such as пописать‘write for a while’ поскрипеть ‘squeak for a while’, whereas verbs that cannot be construed as Non-Completable, like крепнуть ‘grow stronger’, do not have Complex Act Perfectives. Note that only a subset of verbs with Non-Completable construals can also be construed as describing repeated cycles, facilitating the formation of a semelfactive Single Act Perfective. Thus we get Single Act Perfectives such as щипнуть ‘pinch/pluck once’ and скрипнуть ‘squeak once’, but not from Non-Completable verbs that lack this construal, such as работать ‘work’.


The motion verbs provide source domain prototypes for the Completable vs. Non-Completable lexical distinction. The Perfectives that require a Completable construal, namely the Natural Perfective (полететь ‘fly’) and the Specialized Perfective (улететь ‘fly away’), are formed exclusively from the Determined stem (лететь ‘fly’). The Perfectives that require a Non-Completable construal, namely the Complex Act Perfective (полетать ‘fly for a while’) and the Single Act Perfective (слетать ‘fly to a place and back once’), are formed exclusively from the Non-Determined stem (летать ‘fly’). Notice that this regularity is consistent with the fact that some prefixed forms of Non-Determined stems are Perfectives, namely Complex Acts and Single Acts, whereas others are Imperfectives, because they serve as secondary Imperfectives for Specialized Perfectives (cf. Janda forthcoming a). 
It should be stressed that whereas the Completable vs. Non-Completable distinction has a lot in common with the Perfective vs. Imperfective distinction, this does not mean that Completable verbs become Perfectives. Completable Imperfectives have the option of being “paired” with Perfective verbs in the same meaning, whereas Imperfectives that lack a Completable meaning do not have this option and thus do not have a “paired” Perfective (a.k.a. a Natural Perfective). Though this argument is presented here from a functionalist perspective, it can also be supported by formal semantic analysis, as demonstrated by Kagan (forthcoming), who states that “the relation between perfective and imperfective verbs is partly similar to the relation between determinate and indeterminate imperfectives” and claims that “the perfective/imperfective contrast is sensitive to Maximize Assertion in the same way as the determinate/indeterminate opposition”. Thus the Imperfectives идти ‘go, walk’ and крепнуть ‘get stronger’ can be “paired” with the Natural Perfectives пойти ‘go, walk’ and окрепнуть ‘get stronger’. The Completable meaning of the Imperfectives motivates the associated Perfectives without entailing that the Imperfectives would themselves become Perfective.
2.3 Prototypes and Their Implications 

To summarize the synchronic situation, motion verbs serve as prototypes for the entire verbal lexicon in terms of their meaning, form, and cluster structure. Semantically, motion verbs provide the concrete source domain anchor for understanding the temporal dimensions of the events and situations described by other verbs. Relevant concepts such as progress, result, process, and repetition can all be motivated on the basis of metaphorical extension from motion verbs. Formally, motion verbs lexically mark a distinction that governs the formation of Perfectives for all verbs. The cluster structures of motion verbs display the full range of aspectual relations available for verbs in Russian, and the clusters of other verbs have either the same structure or a reduced variant of it. These facts point to a robust interaction between lexical meaning and aspectual behavior in Modern Russian, since Completability in the meaning of a verb decides its aspectual behavior. 

The structure of aspectual clusters implies a hierarchy among Perfectives, placing Natural Perfectives in the privileged position of the central prototype, followed, in order of decreasing prototypicality, by Specialized Perfectives, Complex Act Perfectives, and Single Act Perfectives. The asymmetry of such a hierarchy justifies certain synchronic and diachronic expectations concerning grammaticalization. Synchronically we would expect grammaticalization to be most complete at the prototype, and less complete at the periphery. Diachronically we expect grammaticalization to begin at the prototype and proceed toward the periphery. This section will address the synchronic expectation, leaving the diachronic one for section 3.2. 
A modest empirical study suggests that the synchronic grammaticalization expectation is indeed borne out in Russian. Tables 1 and 2 present data collected from the disambiguated (approximately 6 million words) portion of the Russian National Corpus (RNC: www.ruscorpora.ru).
 The search was limited to only five of the motion verbs because a) the other motion verbs are too infrequent to provide sufficient data for analysis (these five verbs present nearly 90% of all of the data available for the phenomenon in Table 2); and b) ехать/ездить ‘ride’ was eliminated due to the fact that it has an alternative prefixed Imperfective stem (-езжать) and thus would not provide comparable data for Table 2. Table 1 focuses on Completable Perfectives formed from Determined stems, whereas Table 2 presents Non-Completable Perfectives from Non-Determined stems.

Table 1: Completable Perfectives derived from Determined motion verbs in the RNC

	
	Natural Perfectives (по-)
	Specialized Perfectives
 

	бежать ‘run’
	401
	961

	вести ‘lead’
	308
	5067

	лететь ‘fly’
	154
	740

	нести ‘carry’
	147
	2972

	идти ‘go’
	3933
	17196

	Total
	4943
	26936


Natural Perfectives prefixed in по- do appear to be the most robust type of Perfective for motion verbs. The column for Specialized Perfectives collapses all of the data for the remaining prefixes that combine with these stems to form Specialized Perfectives (в-, вы-, до-, за-, из-, на-, о(б)-, от-, пере-, под-, при-, про-, раз-, с-, у-). The figure for any one of these prefixed Specialized Perfectives does not exceed that for the по- prefixed Natural Perfective; for example, the most frequent prefixed Specialized Perfective was прийти ‘arrive’, which returned 3115 contexts, which is less than the 3933 contexts for the Natural Perfective пойти ‘walk’.

Whereas the prefixed forms of Determined stems always yield Natural Perfectives and Specialized Perfectives, the formation of Complex Act Perfectives and Single Act Perfectives from Non-Determined stems is generally less consistent and of lower frequency. This is partly because many prefixed Perfectives from Non-Determined stems compete with homonymous Imperfectives (the partners of Specialized Perfectives). Table 2 presents data on Complex Act Perfectives prefixed in по- and за-, along with Single Act Perfectives prefixed in с-. The motion verbs are fairly idiosyncratic, creating “noise” in the data, and some attempts were made to control for this in addition to manually sorting the data to determine which examples were Perfectives and which were Imperfectives. Two Imperfective verbs were eliminated from the data on the grounds that they did not involve motion verbs: поносить in the meaning ‘curse’
 and походить in the meaning ‘look like’. However, all other Imperfectives were retained and are represented in the data, including high-frequency items such as: поводить (головой) ‘move (one’s head)’, сносить ‘tear down; tolerate’, сходить с ума ‘go crazy’.  
Table 2: Non-Completable Perfectives derived from Non-Determined motion verbs in the RNC 

	
	Complex Act Perfectives
	Single Act Perfectives

	
	по-
	# ‘a while’
	% 
	за-
	# ‘begin’
	% 
	с-
	# ‘once’
	% 

	бегать ‘run’
	12
	12
	100 %
	80
	30
	38 %
	86
	58
	67 %

	водить ‘lead’
	18
	2
	11 %
	97
	0
	0 %
	169
	8
	5 %

	летать ‘fly’
	5
	5
	100 %
	12
	2
	17 %
	28
	18
	64 %

	носить ‘carry’
	4
	4
	100 %
	38
	0
	0 %
	38
	0
	0 %

	ходить ‘go’
	64
	64
	100 %
	323
	6
	2 %
	323
	193
	60 %

	Total
	103
	87
	84 %
	550
	38
	7 %
	644
	277
	43 %



The leftmost column under each prefix in Table 2 gives the total number of examples of the prefixed verbs. The next column gives the number of prefixed verbs found in the meaning of the Complex Act Perfective (‘a while’ for по- and ‘begin’ for за-) or Single Act Perfective (‘once’ for с-). The third column in each section of the table gives the percentage of examples that were Perfectives (arrived at by dividing the second column by the first column and multiplying by 100). Whereas there was no point in making such calculations for the Natural and Specialized Perfectives derived from Determined stems (where the yield was always 100%), we see wide variation in the use of prefixed Non-Determined stems as Complex Act and Single Act Perfectives. The use of по- prefixed forms as Complex Act Perfectives is clearly well-established, though use of other prefixes (such as за-) to form Complex Act Perfectives is less robust. The Single Act Perfectives also yield fairly high frequencies, though they do not have the high cue validity (100% for four out of five of the verbs) observed for the по- prefixed Complex Act Perfectives.


Overall the data seem to confirm the cline of the hierarchy of Perfectives suggested by the cluster model: Natural Perfective > Specialized Perfective > Complex Act Perfective > Single Act Perfective. As we will see in 3.2, this hierarchy also comports well with the possible historical development of aspect in Russian.

3.0 Historical Development of Aspect in Russian

This section examines two kinds of evidence that support the view that Russian aspect has undergone significant changes in the past few centuries. The first type of evidence involves changes in the Determined vs. Non-Determined distinction (3.1) and the second type of evidence involves the order in which various types of Perfectives were grammaticalized in the history of Russian (3.2). The motion verbs play an important role in both cases.

3.1 Diachronic Changes in Determinacy 

As Dickey (forthcoming) points out, the Determined vs. Non-Determined distinction has undergone considerable evolution, and the morphological system for marking this distinction has been cobbled together from a variety of sources. Dickey suggests that the verbs like xoditi ‘walk’ that developed into Non-Determined stems initially foregrounded a manner of motion as an activity while backgrounding the movement itself. These verbs were thus atelic and basically stative. Such manner of motion verbs were over time associated with verbs like iti ‘go, walk’ that profiled the same manner of motion, while foregrounding the movement. As Dickey argues, the consolidation of the Determined vs. Non-Determined distinction in Russian is linked to the development of the modern Perfective vs. Imperfective distinction. The comments below represent a preliminary estimation of events that might be confirmed by further research.  

Whereas in Modern Russian about a dozen
 motion verbs have distinct Determined and Non-Determined stems, this phenomenon was considerably more widespread in the past. Van Wijk (1929) noted that Determinacy was not a limited, closed-class category and included many more verbs in Proto-Slavic than in modern Russian (cf. Vaillant 1948, 304 who makes a similar observation for Old Church Slavonic). Van Wijk suggested that the shift in the status of Determinacy was linked to the grammaticalization of aspect as we know it today in Russian, and this idea remained popular until Maslov (1961) attacked the hypothesis because it posed problems for an analysis in terms of binary features (since Determinacy seemed to pose three, instead of two values: plus, minus, and irrelevant). In recent years as scholars have moved beyond the structuralist framework, some of Van Wijk’s ideas have begun to gain support in the scholarly community (cf. Mayo 1985, Bermel 1997, Andersen 2006, Dickey 2007). 

Mayo (1985, 76-105) lists 37 non-motion verbs that had distinct Determined and non-Determined stems in Old Russian, such as влечи/влачити ‘drag’, гласити/глашaти ‘call’, кусити/кушати ‘bite’, месити/мѣшати ‘mix’, просити/прашати ‘ask’. Whereas a few of these verbs, such as влечи/влачити ‘drag’, are arguably semantically similar to motion verbs, many are not. The presence of non-motion verbs in this group points to a more general cognitive strategy, one that corresponds well to the Completable vs. Non-Completable distinction that is central to the cluster model. In other words, it seems that many activities could be construed as presenting two options: one could either engage in the activity in a goal-oriented or a non-goal oriented (and often repetitive) fashion. Thus ‘calling’ could be something that one does on a given occasion in order to deliver a specific message, or something that one does in general (like a town crier). Similarly for ‘mixing’, one can undertake the job of getting a certain set of ingredients mixed together on one occasion, or one can describe mixing as a commonly repeated activity. 

Verbs with both Determined and Non-Determined stems might have made a contribution to the grammaticalization of aspect by providing examples of parallel prefixation (otherwise available only for a very few verbs, such as пустити/пускати ‘let’, дати/давати ‘give’, cf. Mayo 1985, 9). Schuyt (1990, 412-14) and Bermel (1997, 109) point out that the presence of parallel prefixed Determined and Non-Determined stems, such as приити/приходити ‘arrive’ and вънести/въносити ‘carry in’, gave essential impetus to the movement toward grammaticalization by offering two forms that could be interpreted as lexically equivalent, differing only in aspect. Nørgård-Sørensen (1997, 12) makes a compelling case that such “pairs” originally indicated non-iterativity/iterativity, and that the shift to Perfective/Imperfective has been completed since the early 17th century. This shift led to a system in which all verbs are either Perfective or Imperfective (with no neutral aspect) and all Completable activities could be expressed by an aspectual “pair”. 
I suggest that the grammaticalization of aspect in Russian may have been related to a change in the status of Determinacy. As aspect was grammaticalized and aspectual clusters came into being, the concept of Determinacy was expanded to Completability and applied to the entire verbal lexicon. At the same time, Determinacy found a new means of expression, namely in terms of types of Perfectives, where Determined meanings motivated the derivation of Natural and Specialized Perfectives, and Non-Determined meanings motivated the derivation of Complex and Single Act Perfectives. Once this new means of expression was in place, the old means of expression (via distinct stems) could contract, and now it covers only prototypical motion verbs. This pattern of development, where a new means of expression leads to a contraction of the old means of expression to only prototypical items, is familiar from other historical changes. Here I offer two parallels from the history of Czech (for more detail on these and similar changes, see Janda 1996):
· When plural morphology expanded to include the semantic function of the dual, it became possible to use plural morphology in contexts where the dual would have been used before. As a result, dual morphology contracted and remains only for a few nouns that refer to necessarily paired things (hands, legs, eyes).

· When the old short u-stem Dative singular ending -ovi became available for all masculine hard stem nouns after the collapse of a distinction between o- and u-stems, -ovi was spread to animate nouns. The two nouns that have retained the old -u ending are arguably the most prototypical masculine animate nouns, namely člověk ‘man’ and Bůh ‘God’. 

Although the concept Completability now is relevant for the entire verbal lexicon, it may have been motivated by the motion verbs and the motion verbs retain a special, prototypical place in the lexicon, which is why they are the last verbs to retain the Determined vs. Non-Determined marking. This is also consistent with the fact that the motion verbs have the most extensive clusters, marking Completable/Determined vs. Non-Completable/Non-Determined using all four types of Perfectives. The next section (3.2) examines the order in which these Perfectives may have been grammaticalized in the history of Russian.

3.2 Diachronic Changes in Grammaticalization of Perfectives

Bermel (1997, 466-475), based on extensive empirical data, suggests that the grammaticalization of aspect in Russian took place in stages. The stages are defined by the type of events or situations that verbs describe. Prefixes and their extension from spatial to non-spatial meanings laid the groundwork for the first stage, which involved the grammaticalization of Perfective vs. Imperfective for “non-punctual telic predicates”. This group comprehends nearly all Natural and Specialized Perfectives, with the exception of a small set of punctual acts such as услышать/слышать ‘hear’, увидеть/видеть ‘see’, which, according to Bermel (1997, 475) “stand apart as exceptions to the system as a whole”. At this point both prefixation and suffixation gain grammatical status, which is essential for the system to move beyond one based entirely on lexical distinctions to one based on grammatical distinctions marked by aspectual affixes. The next stage expands the aspectual distinction to include atelic and non-punctual predicates, which largely correspond to Complex Act Perfectives. The last item to be integrated into the grammatical aspectual system is the punctual predicate, equivalent to Single Act Perfectives. 

Bermel’s chronology is corroborated by both Nørgård-Sørensen (1997) and Dickey 2007. On the basis of evidence from birchbark letters, Nørgård-Sørensen (1997, 17) shows that Old Russian did not have a Perfective vs. Imperfective distinction as we know it in Modern Russian. This type of distinction is linked to the expansion of the -ыва suffix (both in terms of the verbs to which it applied and in terms of a meaning initially limited to iterativity), which, though it existed since the 11th century, became highly productive only towards the 18th century. As aspect was being grammaticalized, it first encompassed primarily “action verbs”, which are Natural Perfectives and Specialized Perfectives, and was only infrequently associated with “procedurals”, which are Complex Act Perfectives. Dickey (2007), basing his argument on aspectual developments for motion verbs, argues for a similar sequence that places the use of по- to form Natural Perfectives before the use of that prefix to form delimitatives (aka Complex Act Perfectives), and also identifies the 16th-17th centuries as a crucial period for the grammaticalization of aspectual morphology in Russian. 

All of this evidence aligns with the hierarchy of Perfectives and structures developed in the cluster model, suggesting that the cluster model may be valid also as a model of diachronic development. The evidence thus confirms the diachronic expectation presented in 2.3.

4.0 Conclusion

Various kinds of evidence support the hypothesis that the grammaticalization of aspect developed gradually over the centuries to yield the system that exists in Russian today. Motion verbs motivate the distinctions among Perfectives, yielding a hierarchy that is consistent with synchronic distribution and may be relevant to relative chronology. A key link in this process is the relationship between Determinacy and the more generalized Completability, which may have facilitated a reduction in the number of verbs with two distinct stems to the prototypical motion verbs. Though aspect has been grammaticalized, lexical factors continue to be important since meaning facilitates construal as Completable, Non-Completable, or both. Further historical research could establish more details concerning the relative chronology for the various types of Perfectives with motion and non-motion verbs.
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� The author would like to thank John Korba for gathering some of the data presented in Table 2. 


� The numbers of Specialized Perfectives were arrived at by taking the total number of contexts returned for a wild card search to include any prefixed verb, then subtracting from that number the number of contexts returned for the unprefixed form of the verb (since the wild card search included both), and then subtracting the number of contexts returned for the по- prefixed form of the verb. Thus the wild card search for *бежать yielded 2289 contexts, from which I subtracted 927 unprefixed forms and 401 по- prefixed forms to yield 961 contexts for Specialized Perfectives. The calculation for идти was simpler because the wild card search for *йти did not turn up any non-prefixed forms, so it was only necessary to subtract the по- prefixed forms.


� Mayo (1985, 82) suggests that this verb is more accurately derived from понос ‘diarrhea’.


� The exact number is not crucial for this article, and scholars differ in whether they include some of the more peripheral members of the group, such as катить/катать ‘roll’, тащить/таскать ‘haul’, гнать/гонять ‘chase’. This uncertainty about the exact bounds of the group indicates that even in Modern Russian Determinacy is not crisply definable in terms of a closed-class category.





