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The Mapping of Elements of
Cognitive Space onto Grammatical Relations:
An Example from Russian Verbal Prefixation

Laura A, Janda
[niversity of Rochester

0.0 Introduction

his paper demonstrates the use of a cognitive model to deseribe the
semantics of Russian verbal prefixes, as applied to the prelix pere-. The
cognitive model provides s valid deseription not only of the semantic con-
tnbutions of the prefix, but of the syntactic relationships between the
resulting verb and its arguments as well, Thus, as will be shown below, o
single set ol basic concepts ¢an be used in descriptions on both the semantic
and syntactic levels,

0.1 The Role of the Prefix and How It 1s Captioned

The role of the Russinn verbal prefis is comparable 1o thar of a direc-
tors b estublishes uosetting, pives ogeneral plot o the action and custs argu-
ments of the verb i specific roles. The prefix s an organizer which proces-
ses the “raw muterials” of the semantics of the verb and its relationship Lo
its arguments. This semantic contribution of the prefis 1o a sentence 15 cap-
tioned in terms of configurations, which are roughly equivilent to the pro-
files uscd by Langucker (1983; see also Lindner 1981 and Brugman 1981 in
which English ap and owt, and over, respectively, are described in terms of
cognitive models and Rudzka-Ostyn 1983 which uses cognilive models to
compare the semantics of Dutch wi and Polish wy). One of the configura-
tions associated with a prefix usually serves as an Idealized Cognitive
Made] (1CM, see Lukoff 1942h) or prototvpe of the prelis and thercfore as
the central member of the netwark of related configurations which describe
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the prefix as a whole.

The use of a network of configurations captures both the diversity ol
instantiations of a prefix and their semantic unity. Previous descriptions of
Russian verbal prefixes (specific examples of which are given below) have
been based on i set-thcory model of organization in which diversity und
unity are diametneally opposed. Traditionally, lists of seemingly unrelated
meanings have been aseribed to prefixes (promoting diversity at the
expense of unity; see Slovar’ 1950-65 and Boguslawski 1963), whereas in
the structuralist school cach prefix was given a single vague designation
(stressing unity at the expense of diversity; see van Schooneveld 1978, Gal-
lant 1979 and Flier 1975). The cognitive model does not restrict the salience
of cither of these aspects of prefixal semantics,

In the present cognitive model configurations are drawn in what might
be termed “cognitive space™. This is not necessarily three-dimensional
space as it is understood by physicists, but rather our mental perception of
it, and may have one, two, or three dimensions, Prototypically a configura-
tion consists of a landmark (labeled LM, sometimes called a domain), and
a trajector (TR) which moves in relation to it. The trijectory (TRy) is a
profile of this movement, usually with respect to time (cf. the use of trajec-
tories: in the profiles in Langacker 1983), First the semantic role of these
clements will be examined briefly and then their relevance 1o the syntax of
the prefixed verb and its arguments will be discussed.

The landmark and trajector may take o limited range of differen
shapes and relative sizes und, like the cognilive space in which they are
drawn, can refer 1o many things other than physical objects. The landmark
cun refer 1o space. time, an act, or a state, and the trajector likewise may be
an pctual or abstract object.

Like pere-, any other Russian prefix has several configurations, each of
which may have several applications, or submeanings. Usually at least one
such submeuning will be spatial and the rest will be metaphorical extensions
of that submeaning, created by varying the referenis of the landmark and
the trajector. Of the configurations associated with a given prefix, one typ-
ically emerges as the central or prototypical configuration, to which all
others are related by means of # series of links, These links represent the
minor transformations by which the confisurations differ from one another
and comprise a small, closed set. All of the links associated with pere- can
be found in the structure of other prefixes as well (for more on inter-config-
urational linkage and the limitations on jts typology, see Janda 1986), which
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indicates that these links are neither random nor arbatrarily concocted.
Links exhibit transformations of quantification (i.e.. distinctions in dimen-
sionality. conception of configurational clements as count versus mass
objects) and identification (of parts or wholes of elements with each other).

L0 The pere-Network

Figure 1 contains the network of configurations associated with the
prefix pere-. which 1s by far the most versatile of the Russian verbal prefixes
and which performs about the same function as the English verb particle
over in approximately two-thirds of its submeanings. The submeanings cap-
tioned by each configuration are given in brickets These bracketed terms
ire intended only as convenient labels for the subm sanings and should not
be construed as semantic features. A hrief characterization of the linking
translormation (described i more detwil in the text below) appears
between neighhoring configurations. Configuration one serves as the 1CM
Of pere-'s semantic network, from which all other configurations in this pet-
work trace their origin. as indicuted by the arrows in Figure |,

1.1 Conliguration |
Configuration 1

cransfers «durations

T IR

Figure 2

The prototype of this network is numbered one. In this one-dimen-
sional configuration, which is associated with the submeanings <transfer>
and <duration>, the trajector traverses the length of the landmark, a
stretch of unidimensional cognitive space which mity refer o distance, an
abject, or time.

LI = Transfer=

Cognitive space indexes # distance berween rwo points of reference in
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gither a spatial or a non-spatial domain. The trajector is transported across
the interveming distance and arrives at the terminal boundary of Em land-
mark. In concrete instantiations the landmark refers tow ﬁ_.._wimh__ distance.
An example of a metaphorical cxtension of this submeaning F:,.,”o__._nm the
social domain of loyalty, in which individuals can be "transferred™ to o new
lcader or firm without being physically transported. In the examples the let-
ters (A and (B) refer 1o relationships between the ....ﬂ.d....u_ mnmE._.ﬁ:Hm .._.__m
configurational clements. These relationships will be discussed in scetion
three.
L1y Ona prikazala perelewed (A o dedgafne plosdadion.
She ordered  pere-flv-infin to other  square
“She ordered me ta fly to another airlficld .

Also
perenesit (A) certtadat v dengign Kot
perescarty-inkin sditcase in other rooim

“transter (by carrving) the suitcase to another room

peredat'{ ) sol toperu
pere-give-infin - saltfopern

Sparss the salyTromdenst an opera”
prerefti (£ wlivn
peve-walk-infin streel

“eross the street”

L.1.2 = Diiration =

Here, cognitive space relers 1o time and therefore the landmark s o
period of time during which the trajector pursues 4 given activity .u:_._ the
trajectory represents its progress through time. The activity usually involves

aiting or Killing time in some wiy.

(20 i otpodzli v storomn,  cioby pereddar(B) obsrel,

They crawled-ofl  in side o pere-walt-infin hinng.

“They crawled off to one side o wait for the firing o finish,
Aldso:

perezimovar’ (A)

pere-winler-inlin

spend the winter”
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perekurit’ (B
pere-smoke-infin
“smoke during a break™

perebolet’ livoradky (B)
pere-hurt fever
“Eet over a fever™

1.2 Configuration 2

Configurstion 2

Lsuper ior ity cexcessy
e——

TR

LM

ke

Figure 3

In this configuration the tandmark is quantified and the movement of
the :..:_..n_.:q 15 measured against it, To signal the scalar function of the
Landmurk in this configuration it appears with i vertical onentation, The .
ire thiee submeanings associated with it

this configuration: <supe i
B ; ' . 2ur ¢ORSUPCNOrty >,
=ekeess>, and <redos, O] these subm _ .

canngs. only <superiority > make

R - e rn u 1 - : : i n by
:?5_::,__ reference 1w the spatial domain, and in most instances the land-
mirk is o performance.

L2 =Superiority=

. In this menning the landmark is 4 given performance of an yctivip
d,..__:_.q._d SCTVES 05 4 quantitative scale against which the activity of :__M_E ec-
tor E.::.,.__m_.qna. The trajector crosses the endpoint of En._u:n:_mqr w::._
theretore exceeds the performance referenced by the landmark. .
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13) Kt Fkogo pereplel(B)7?
Whe who  pere-drink-3rd sg
“Who will putdrink whom?”

Alser
perekridal’ (B3)
pere-shout-infin
“omlshoat”
perexiteit’ (B)
pere-cunning-infin
“omptamiart

A i =superiorily =, the landmark relers (o preseribed performance,
but in this case it is an ideal or canonical performance. By overstepping the
endpoint of the landmark the trajector produces o performance which is
evithuted s excessive,

(4)  Dabrynin tote  peresidel (A) v Vadingtone,

Dobrymin alse  peressit-past-mase sp 10 Washington
“Dobrynin fras also been sitting around too long in Washington.”

Alsey:
peresofit’ (A)
presesali-infin
“oversull”
perestaral yio (A)
prere-try-infin-reflex
“try too hard™

1.2.3 <Redo=

The landmark here again refers to an act, which is this time specified as
previously completed. The trajector retraces the path of the action, in many
instances making repairs or corrections along the way.

(50 My ne  rassfviali epa i,

We  not hear-distinetly  his  name
“We did not carch his name, "
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o Mo peresprasivar’ (#) byl neudohno,
but pere-ask-imperf-infin was  awkward

... but 1t would have been awkward 1o ask again,”
Also;

peredurmar’ (B)

pere-thimk-infin

“rethink™

perestraii’ ()

pere-huild-infin

“restructurce”

1.3 Configuration 3, <Interchange -

Configurstion 3
<interchange

TR
e
LM TR2

Figure 4

Configurations one and two are the semantic center of gravity for the
entire network and are therefore laden with a number of submeanings, The
remamnimg configurations are less central wnd have only one .J::Ernn:_:n
cach. Configuration three, which captions the submeaning <mterchange >
can be produced by reduplicating the trajectory in _.._,,_i_m_.ﬂn_::_._ one. Thus
the verbal action is volleyed buck and forth across the landmark

(6) V. vetrennom  fume pereluivalis’ (A) sobaki.

In windy noise  pere-bark-past-pl-reflex  dogs

“In the roar of the wind the dogs barked at each other *
Also;

perepisal sja (A)

pere-write-infin-refles
“eorrespond”

o
fad
L
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1.4 Configuration 4, <Division>

Configuration 4
edivision?

L __ |

TH
T

Figure 5

Here the landmark of configuration one is extended to two dimen-
vions, anid it is thercfore hiseeted by the one-dimensionsl trajector. This
action divides the landmark into two picees. The landmark may be cither a
physical ohject oF may refer wooan “object™ in anather, non-spatiil domain,
as 0 perebit’ “interrupt (o conversation).”

(70 Peresekaen (1) linije frenta,
pere-cut-lstpl o line  fromd
“We enr aeress the front line.”

Also:
peregrizit (B)
peve-graw-mlin
"enaw in twn”
peverubil” (13}
pere-chop-infin
“ehapan win®

—
in

Configuration 5, <Thorough=
Configuration 5
sthoroughs

=

LM
Figure &
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This confguration is derived from configuration four by extending the
dimensionality of the trajector. The trajector becomes a two-dimensional
object! which spreads over the Tandmark covering it. The landmark refers
to some object, all of which is subjected to the action of the trajector.

(8) Karja vdrug upala i peremuazalay’ (4.

Katja suddenly fell und pere-smear-past-fem/sg-reflex
“Katja suddenly fell and got herself complerely dirty,”
Also:

perezfabnue (A)
pere-chill-infin
“get chilled through™

peretrusit” (A
pere-coward-infin
“hecome altogether cowardly”

1.6 Configuration 6, <Over=

Configuration &
OvEr?

Lr
TR

-

Figure 7

A turther extension in the dimensionality of the landmark I configura-
tion four produces the solid, three-dimensiony) lundmark oof configuration
six. The trajector is no longer locked in a planc of two dimensions and ean
now reach the other side of the landmark hy hopping over it rather than
cutting through it. In g degenerate version the landmark may be no more
than a line. us in PEFESIUPH’ pramicu “cross the border,” which, however,
still retains the vertical dimension in the trajectory.

(9 Samolery ne udajetsia  pereskocic (B) gorufi  priady,
Airplanz npt manage  pere-jump-infin mountain ridge
“The plane will not be ahie 1o leap over the mountain mdae.”
Alzo:
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perestupit’ (B)
pere-step-infin
“slep over”
perelezt’ (B)
pere-chmb-inlin
“climb over”

1.7 Conliguration 7, <Bend=-
Configuration 7
thends

LM

Figuere §

Contiguration seven s arrived ar by imtepriting __E:...E.., :_._Hnw._:. _._:_;m
mark and trajector oo single entity. The produit q”: ::_... __,_r.z.::r.__:_:: _.“
the londmark with the trajector produces a ,:._.__..__.,..._._:._F.ﬂ.z....z,..:_ i___:._._.______._:.p“
upproximates the curve of the :_.._.__r.n_:___.%._z _r,“._:__n_.__ﬂ.E..E_ .,..”.u.r ___ r_m“_:
objeet, This configuration and the two which follow _.1 are rather :H: © ;
terms of the number of verbs which are associated with each of them, an
mdeed they are peripherul in pere-'s cognitive network.

(1Y Kodka peregibact (A} spinge o i

il preve-bond-3ed sp o hack "___#_. E:___:;
“The cat hunches wp its back and squints.

Erhrirsja.

LY Configuration 8, <Turn=
Configuretion B
durny

P

L

e

Fipure 0




LALUTRA A, JANDA

Conliguration six
Une end of the bindmark traces the math of
mark to [lip over.
may reference “objeets” in non-spatial domains
mufas” “his life has been turned upside-down ™

(1) U-2 zacepilsia kolesami za provodea
U-2 caught  wheels

behind wires
“The wheels of the U-2 got caught on the wires, ™

) pereverndsia (A,
and - pere-turn-past-masc sg-refles
~oand flipped over.™

1% Confliguration 9, <Mix >

Configuration 9
imix: et
L]
“_-.-_'_- -w %

Figure 10
<Mix= can be conceived of us « degencrate version of the preceding
configuration. In the transformation between configurutions six
the solid landmurk is decomposed into a group ol objects,
edge of the lindmark traces the trijectory the resull
landmark’s composite parts.

and sevin
Thus when the
i5 i ._::_."._:_ﬁ of the

(12) Koren'ja fuk  peremedivajur(A) i pediarivagu

spices and onion pere-mix-3rdpl  and sauté
“Spices and onion are mixed rogether and sautéed.”

2.0 The Cognitive Mode! in Semantic Description: A Summary

The preceding section has prescated an example of the application of &
cognitive model to semantic deseription. Despite the semantic diversity of
the prefix pere-. ull of its meanings were mtegrated into a single coherent

netwark, which illustrates the relationships that hold the ¢

ategory together.
A rraditional tre

atment (using sct theory and/or semantic features) of such

serves as the source for this configuration as well,

the trajector. causing the land-
Although the Tandmark is usually & physical object. it

- #4500 U nego Szn' perever-
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4 rich semantic category would he ..._:ﬂEa_E E:._.E:.. ..:.m :jamq._w,_mm_.n._.:ﬂ__”
since the main focus of such 4 anwﬂ.:...z:.: % Lthe _.an._.:_m_nm::”_ (5} _.._.ﬂ._ﬁ_un %
.3:.__.4 than relationships. A ﬁEE.E.mEﬁ ._unmn:w.::: ._,.EE. _.,_”._:,.._ﬂ.m.: y
attempt 10 assign a single vilgue n:E.mm:.._._ﬁ___z,,:._s.:_n nE:m.n__.:n.br.“,Mmmro”H
pressing the very real distinctions ..d.__._.ﬁ_._ cxist within the m.i_. r:q_“._ Sk
the cognitive model, semantic _.r_cn_,m:u._. nm:.::._ bt qnn::__.;nn._ wit .:.H.: ....H_u_

ing unity and the result 15 mevitably a Tist ol 13152_ :_mma__z.m_r,”.m_uﬂ_:m | “M
impression that pere- Lor any other semantically complex lexical item) 15
merely a haphazard group of ::z_ﬁ_._.u.q_ﬁm. : 2

The position of a configuration in the :n.?.:ﬂr is also ﬂ&mcuz_.. . ._5 g
urations which are central to the network index ms:.ﬁﬂ_::.__...._, ..,_..___._ M..E
semantically central to the prefix and which are more [requently E&.; than
those which appear on the periphery of the :n_;ﬁ_.r. and which are indeed
peripheral, such as pere- <bend=, <turnz, and .nﬂ.ﬁv. The network thus
offers a seale ol centrality and typicality of submennings, . .

In addition to providing an elegant deseription of the semantics of the
prefix pere-, the cognitive model is p_z_,_:..___._,.__,_ with a certiin ::._.::E. of pre-
dictive powet. Each submenning is associated with E_:."._:.. SCMAntc groups
of verbs, Thus, given u prelix and a verb, one can predict what E_:__”_E.,::F_
will vecur. For example, verbs denoting longitudinal "._.zsz_._.:n_:.:_:: are
associnted with pere- <transler=, verbs denoting _::__é_::.b,::_._ having o
vertical component are associated with <overs=, verbs used in _,.:.__r__:., Hre
associnted with <excess=, and verbs of cutting and breaking are associated
with <division=_ In theory (onee all of the prefixes huve been subjected 1o
this description) one could likewise select the proper prefix to produce the
desired submeaning with o given verb. Such prediction can also rn_:__.“E_..
avatlable with a truwditionul semantic deseription, although to a more limited
extent, since the relationships between the submennings and between the
verb and prefix are nat as clenr as thev are in the cognitive model.

3.0 Mapping the Cognitive Confliguration onto the Verbal Arguments

An important by-product of the use of the cognitive model .E.Em
semantic desenption of prefixes is that it also reveals i svstem of relation-
ships between the profived verb and its arguments. The verbal arguments
ure assigned the roles of trujector and landmark® according to two specific
patterns, outlined below. (Throughout the text above the letters (A) and
(B) have been used to identify which pattern is represented by cach of the
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examples. )
Patiern A :

TR = intrans subj or DO

LM = distance to terminus specificd in PP or mdirectly
Pattern B:

TR = trans subj

LM = Do

Tor elaborate. according to pattern A, which is the
role of trajector will be played by the subject

site endpoint of the landmark in this casc will be identific

tion> verbs e, perezimovar (pere-winter —

dircet nhject,
To illustrate

how the configurational elements are mapped onto
arguments, | ow

Ul review some of the examples given in the

text above
(which here appear in abbreviated form)

{la) Ja pereledn (A) na druguju plostadhu
“ITwill fly to another airfield ™

The subject of the mtransitive verb

acts as the trajector and the terminus of
the Landmark is specified in the

prepositional phrase
(120) My peremesivaem (A) koren 'fa,
"We mix spices,”

his example also illustrates pattern A, but in this case the verb is transitive
and it is therefore the direct abject which fills the
trajector in this configuration is defined
landmark is indirectly identified us the

role of trajector. The
s part of the landmark, thus the
remaining spices.
(7a) My peresckaem (B) liniju froma,

"We cut across the front line,”

Again the verb is transitive, but this is an instance of pattern B, in which the
subject. we, is the wrajector and the direct object, the

front line, is the land-
mirk.

dominant pattern, the
of the sentence when the verh
15 Intransitive, or by the dircet object when the verb is transitive. The oppos
dan a preposi-
tionul phrise or specified by the contest, In some cases the identification of
the landmark is included in the verb iself. a8 in o number of the <duri-
“spend the winter™),
perenadevat’ (pere-night — “spend the night”). Pattern B assigns the role of
trajector to the subject of o transitive verh, and that of landmark 6 its

vierha)

COGNITIVE SPACE AND GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS in

In a survey of all the submeanings of four ﬁqnmxmm. (see u anda 1986} qm

wis found that all examples of verbs conform to one of these _.:_:_m_.:m. a
i A is the most common, and that the patterns appear i com-
J_u._n_“qﬂwﬁmw_._mmﬁ_._::a:. Mast submeanings are specific to a single ?_:mi.
M:ra,._._mn a?mn instances where both palterns _..z._ﬂnu_.,:.u a submeaning. :..Mﬁ.
tive verbs were found to use _.__EF,_H.: B _.m_sn_ imtransitive verbs were foun uﬁ....a
use: pattern A. O pere-'s submeanings, five E.s._ruj._._ 1 ?._Eﬂ.: A n.n.rﬂ.x_n,..ﬂq” _w
<bend>, <interchange>, .ﬂ::..u.. and <mix=), four conform :M_.”__ r«...__u-
(<superiority=, <redn>. hnwimpn__:.,u.. ﬁ..ucﬂul E._n_ Eﬂnn o ._nnm =
meanings use both patterns, the H__E:_.._:::z of which is determin n

whether the verb s transtive of mbransitive {=<transfer>, <duration= an

= .

hn__ﬁ“ﬁ.,_”““_%”_wu.__.___qm verbs sire restricted 1o pattern A, in which their subjects
aci as trjectors. This s reasonable, since inoa stalement made ._...,___: .__=_
intransitive verh only the subject is capable of any :::...,._:_...:. b 11 litera
or metuphoncil. Transitive verbs, however, n:_.._.:__:.n._ _:.ﬁ_.:....: ._.E:q.u.: ._uu.,J:
B oand the rale of trajector is plaved by the direct :EE.._ or :.:.... _..._.1.__...:,
respectively. The trajector is the active, moving part of the n.:::ﬂ.:._:.:_“
and likewise mdeses the most active and salient argument of the verh (ther
are examples of transitive verbs with which hoth the subject and the object
follow the monon deseribed by the trajectory, ol perenesin ....._‘_.:::f: f.:..,._.._ in
FE T above: in such cases the objeet is the tragector, since it is the paticnt)
Thus the selection of pattern A suggests that the subject is inactive .::._,__._.._
the direet nbjeet is active, whereas the converse is true for pattern B, This
distinetion belween netive and inaetive subjects implies that there are subtle

distinctions to be made i the seemingly unificd catepories of subject and
direet abjeet. Furthermore, sinee calire submeunings select oo single pattern
tar their transitive verbs, it seems that the distinction between pattern A
and pattern B {or transitive verbs is made on semantic grounds. :
tinctions made hetween salient, active subjects and inactive ones arise F:.:
differences i the semantic freight of verbs. This confirms Lungacker's
(1953} observation that there are varving degrees of subjectivity, ..5.& :_.::
distinctions are made between what he has termed the :EE.EE .Em.._._Em
drrangement.” which parallels pattern A, in which the object is more
involved in the action, and the “egocentric viewing arrangement,” parallel
o pattern BLin which the subject is more prominent. . .
since in pattern A dircet objects are cquated with subjects of intransi-
tive verbs (i, both are identified as the trajector in the configurmition).

Ihus, dis-
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transitive pattern A verbs will henceforth he entified as “para-absolu-
tive.” as oppised to pattern B verbs which will be labeled =
tive.” This terminology has been adopted because pattern
lent roles to subjéets of intransitive Ve
the case distinction made in cTgativ
sian s a nominative-sccusative Tan
lence of ergative-absolutiv
104-108) who cites languages which use both distine
is misleading to classify a
nifi

non-absokg-
A assigns cquiva-
rbs and dircet objects, reminiscent of
e-absolutive languages (although Rus-

tions and states that “jt
language as being either crgative or not”). Sig-
cantly, verbs which conform 1o piattern B hav
itivization as a by-product of prefix
ship between the subject of the newly-transitivized verb and
wction. Below is o list of L

e often undergone trans-

the verbal
ara-absolutive and non-absolutive verhs profixed

by pere-, in which transitivized verhs are marked with an asterisk,

Paru-absolutives: Non-ubsolutives:

poeredavat’

“perepit’
pere-give-infin pere-drink-infin
“tonvey” ‘outdrink™
LT weredit’

& f
pere-load-infin pPeressew-infin
“overburden™ “resew™
perekinur "pereskodiy’

pere-throw-infin

pere-jump-infin
“toss over”

“jump over”

Although pir’ “drink” can, of course. be used transitively, it is the intransi-
tve use which is selected by the prefix and trunsitivized. j.¢. while it 1s pos-
sible 1o suy €y perepil goste; “He outdrank the SUests”™ at is certainly nor
possible ta say *On pil fostej “*He drank the guests”. The transitivization
of verbs through prefixation in Russian has a parallel in the use of verh pir-
ticles in English: the simplex verb faugh, for example, is intransitive, hut
can be trunsitivized by the addition of the particle our, as in When John pre-
sented his new theory,

Iis colleagues laughed him our of the room,
As mentioned above, the terms “non-

tive" were chosen because Russian make
In ergative languages. In e

absolutive™ and “pari-absolu-
s distinctions similar to thase mude
rzative languages the focus is on identifying the
in a distinction between patient {and
non-patient subjects. Russian verbal prefixes also

patient of the verb. which results
therefore salient) and

guage. this does not preclude the exis--
¢ distinctions in the language. of, Comrie (1981a:;

ation, probably due to the close relation- -
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select patienls {as trujectors) ME_W_ distinguish m_l_r.q_ EGH.: :M:..ﬁﬂi:....,..:._.“.”_”
although no ergative distinction is morphologically encode ,ﬁ_ :m_.m_m ,.... p
nevertheless present and in turn reveals that _:n.mﬂm.:_am..rm T .::m._:._...,r
subject and ohject may be complex rather than ﬁm_:.._.:._..n no:nw.ﬂ;m,dm.: : n__._
ergative-nhsolutive distinctions EE._._E more universal than Emﬂp T_u,__“___ _umw
indicates. The lact that such n¢=n=_.m_¢nm can be drawn from a study _ﬁ___“_ _._q.r-
fixal meaning points to g dynamic _:E:E:.u:. between .,_.masnrnm and syni-
tax. two levels of linguistic study which were integrated in the present cop-
nitive modcl,

Notes

I
I The relerest of the trajectior may be threc-dimensional, but wmee its thickmess s irreles
amt, 1t s constrped ms Pwosdime sl

Phe termn “trngeeton™ and “lndmark™ sijgmly the coneepts used by .ﬂ.,h::__. rthet 1han
Wi e bt triggectors mmd Lisdmarks chiantedistie of Langacker's work



