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“Transitivity in Russian from a Cognitive Perspective”*
by Laura A. Janda, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
0.0 Transitivity and Russian syntax
This paper will explore the variations in form observed in expressing transitivity in Russian. Given the prototypical transitive construction, it is possible to examine its relationship to many similar constructions, thus deriving a radial category of constructions that express transitivity to a varying degree. The semantic core of transitivity is the transfer of energy to an object. Transfer of energy to an object requires a verb and an object, but does not specify the way in which the object must be expressed. As we shall see, the verb and the object are indeed the most crucial elements in expressing transitivity, which can be present even when there is no subject or when the object is expressed in a non-prototypical way.

A rich Slavic morphological heritage has endowed Russian with a plethora of syntactic constructions that encode interactions among participants in the action of a verb. Cognitive linguistics has heretofore focused primarily on the semantic variety among transitive expressions, usually under the assumption that transitivity is syntactically unitary and discrete. In other words, most researchers have focused on the semantic variation available within the confines of a single (prototypical) transitive construction. Russian syntax offers us the opportunity to explore a complex network of over a dozen interrelated syntactic constructions that express transitivity. By examining these constructions, we can obtain an accurate picture of the true complexity of transitivity and analyze the relationship between semantics and syntax in expressing transitivity. In so doing, we can construct a radial network for Russian transitive constructions that reveals a hierarchy of constructions and specific constraints on the types of constructions that can express transitivity. Ultimately this radial network can provide a basis for cross-linguistic comparison of transitivity constructions.

This article will commence with an overview of what the community of cognitive linguists can provide us on the topic of transitivity (1.0). After a brief summary of relevant facts of Russian syntax (2.0), I will proceed to the analysis of transitivity constructions in Russian (3.0), first identifying the prototypical transitive construction (3.1), and then examining elaborations on that construction related via the addition of items to the construction (3.2), alterations in the case-marking of items in the construction (3.3), and removal of items from the construction (3.3). The resulting family of constructions will be then gathered into a radial network (3.4). In the conclusion (4.0) I will discuss the advantages derivable from this type of analysis.
1.0 Primacy of semantics
Cognitive linguistics is predicated on the assumption that language is structured through symbolic relations between semantic structures and their expression, be it syntactic, phonological, etc. (Croft 2001: 203-240, Langacker 1987: 76-96). In other words, the relationship between meaning and form is the primary force motivating linguistic phenomena. For cognitive linguists, meaning plays the more crucial role in this relationship, and meaning itself is grounded in human embodied experience. There will be no attempt to challenge any of these assumptions in this paper, but it does appear that in the case of transitivity, focus on the semantics of transitivity has thus far largely excluded discussion of the expression of transitivity. We will depart from this trend by focusing on the various syntactic forms that transitivity can take in Russian. The advantage of this undertaking is that it will facilitate a more nuanced view of transitivity, as a linguistic category that encompasses several constructions, making it possible to determine which syntactic elements play more or less important roles in expressing transitivity. Thus we can see both the “parts” of the transitivity “whole”, as well as how those “parts” interact, rather than seeing a single, unanalyzable “whole”.

Transitivity is itself a highly salient phenomenon, well-rooted in human experience. Langacker’s (2000: 13-14) famous “billiard-ball model” demonstrates the way in which folk models of the world motivate the conceptualization of nouns as representing discrete objects and verbs as representing energy, thus providing the basic elements that participate in transitivity. The grammatical expression of transitivity is the projection of an “abstract story” of agency and causation onto grammatical structure (Turner 1996: 140-168). Dowty (1991) identifies the properties of the “Proto-Agent” (volition, sentience, causation, movement, independence) and the “Proto-Patient” (change of state, incremental, affectedness, stationary, dependent) in the transitivity relationship. Langacker’s (1991: 285) “role archetypes” for agent and patient are very similar: “The archetype agent is a person who volitionally initiates physical activity resulting, through physical contact, in the transfer of energy to an external object. Its polar opposite is an archetypal patient, an inanimate object that absorbs the energy transmitted via externally initiated physical contact and thereby undergoes an internal change of state.” For Langacker (2000: 69), “[a]n essential component of transitivity is the interaction of participants.” Langacker (1991: 285-6) combines these concepts in the “canonical event model”, which contains an agent that produces an effect on a patient in a setting seen by a viewer; thus “the canonical event model represents the normal observation of a prototypical action.” Langacker’s canonical event serves as a prototype both of transitive events and of events in general, and it will serve as the starting point for our discussion of transitivity in Russian. However, Langacker (cf. especially 1991: 293-329) directs his discussion to the encoding of various types of semantic structures with transitive constructions, without exploring the possibility of syntactic variation in the transitivity construction. Furthermore, Langacker (1991: 321) assumes that transitivity entails the presence of both participants: “Subjects occur in both transitive and intransitive clauses, whereas only the former have direct objects – or to put it another way, a direct object presupposes a subject, but not conversely.” 

Croft, Goldberg, and Taylor maintain focus on transitivity as the syntactic encoding of a relationship between an agent and a patient. Croft (2001: 136) asserts that relationships such as transitivity must be identified according to their semantics, and that syntax follows secondarily. Although Croft does explore various means of encoding transitivity, his is a typological study aimed at sorting out the different conceptualizations involved in accusative vs. ergative marking, and he does not take up the issue of variation in transitivity marking within a given language. Goldberg (1995: 101-119) assumes that the transitive construction is a “unitary structure” related to other similar units such as ditransitive, caused-motion, intransitive, etc. She admits that “it may be more felicitous to assign a family of related meanings to it” (Goldberg 1995: 118), but does not recognize variation in syntactic form within transitivity. Taylor (2002: 415-426) allows some variation within transitivity: he admits that it is often hard to distinguish between participants and circumstances, that construal plays a role, and that participants can sometimes be omitted. Unfortunately Taylor’s discussion is limited to English, but at least there is a recognition that transitivity may not be syntactically monolithic. Talmy (2000: 92-3) foregrounds the role of construal in transitivity, by recognizing that transitivity is dependent upon construal and that similar semantic structures may be encoded differently.
As we shall see, Russian provides us with opportunities to vary the transitivity construction and delete items, even including the subject participant, so we will find it necessary to amend and extend Langacker’s model. Talmy’s model of construal will also facilitate insights into the ways in which similar constructions may be related.
2.0 Relevant facts about Russian syntax

The presence of a complex system of grammatical cases facilitates relatively free word order in Russian. It also means that grammatical roles are quite clear, obviating the need for “dummy” subjects: if a nominative subject is present, a verb agrees with it (according to some subset of person, number, and gender, depending upon tense), but if there is no nominative subject, a verb will have default (neuter singular) agreement. All of the non-nominative cases share some of the burden of expressing transitivity, so it is worth giving a brief overview of their meanings before looking at the constructions they appear in. The characterizations below are by no means comprehensive, but they do represent a significant departure from traditional accounts of Russian case. They target only the case meanings relevant to transitive constructions; a fuller account of Russian case meaning (from which these characterizations are derived) can be found in Janda & Clancy 2002. 
Accusative: This is the case of destinations, be they of motion, purpose, or merely of the energy of an action, as we see in the prototypical direct object, which is marked with the accusative.
Dative: The dative has three overlapping roles, as the receiver of an object, the experiencer of an event, or a competitor which may be on an equal footing with or submit to the superiority of a nominative subject. Crucial to the dative is the ability to react, to serve as a potential subject. 
Instrumental: An instrumental entity is a peripheral accessory to something else, be it a verb or a noun. When associated with a verb, the instrumental marks a conduit for the action of the verb, the means by which the action takes place, which can be either an instrument or the agent of an action. When associated with a noun, the instrumental can identify a label through which another item is accessed.
Genitive: The genitive is usually a mental address for something else. It is the point of origin, or source of another item, or conversely the goal of an item. The genitive can also mark the whole of which another item is a part, or can just be a reference point for locating the other item. To generalize: “[t]he genitive is a backgrounded item… that yields focus of attention to something else… which exists or maneuvers in its proximity” (Janda & Clancy 2002: 112).
Locative: The locative marks a place in space, time, or another metaphorical domain.
The cases and their meanings play an important role in demonstrating the relationship between semantics and syntax in the expression of transitivity in Russian.
3.0 A radial network of transitive constructions

After identifying the prototypical transitive construction in Russian, I will move on to variations of that construction and discussions of how these variants are related to the prototype and how well they express transitivity by signaling a transfer of energy to an object. Variation will be explored along three parameters: addition of items, alteration in case marking of items, and removal of items. Once all the variants have been presented, it will be possible to posit a network of related constructions.
3.1 The prototypical transitive construction: N+V+A

Let’s assume that the prototypical transitive construction for Russian is a clause containing a nominative subject, a verb, and an accusative direct object, which we can represent as N+V+A (though word order may vary), as in:
(1)
Девушка сшила юбку.

[Girl-N sewed skirt-A.]

‘The girl sewed a skirt.’

where the girl serves as the agent and a skirt serves as the patient. This construction instantiates the canonical event model, and its participants conform to Langacker’s definitions of role archetypes. In this construction prototypical transitive verbs focus energy on a patient, they involve “doing something to X”. The prototypical transitive construction is clearly distinct from the prototypical intransitive construction which contains only a nominative subject and an intransitive verb (often describing a state or emotion), N+V, as in:
(2)
Мальчик спит.

[Boy-N sleeps.]

‘The boy is sleeping.’

The prototypical transitive construction, N+V+A, will serve as the point of departure for our analysis of transitivity. As we look at variants of this construction and examine their expression of transitivity, it is important to remember that even the N+V+A construction does not always entail a transfer of energy to an object. Here is an illustration of an intransitive clause with N+V+A structure, where the verb does not transfer energy to an object and the accusative marks instead the duration of the action:
(3)
Девушка работала всю ночь.

[Girl-N worked all night-A.]

‘The girl worked all night.’
3.2 Adding items to N+V+A

It is possible to add more items to a transitive N+V+A clause, and this strategy does not disturb the capacity of the clause to signal a transfer of energy to an object. The items that can be added to N+V+A include: a prepositional phrase, producing N+V+A+P+G/L/A/D/I; a Dative participant, producing N+V+A+D; and an Instrumental participant, producing N+V+A+I. We will examine each of these possibilities in turn.
N+V+A+P+G/L/A/D/I: The addition of a prepositional phrase to N+V+A does no harm to transitivity, regardless of what case follows the preposition. All of the following examples, illustrating the use of prepositions governing the genitive, locative, accusative, dative, and instrumental cases, illustrate the transfer of energy to an object: 
(4)
Девушка сшила юбку из старого пальто.

[Girl-N sewed skirt-A from old coat-G.]

‘The girl sewed a skirt from an old coat.’ 
(5)
Девушка сшила юбку на машинке.

[Girl-N sewed skirt-A on machine-L.]

‘The girl sewed a skirt on a machine.’
(6)
Девушка принесла юбку в школу.
[Girl-N brought skirt-A to school-A.]

‘The girl brought a skirt to school.’
(7)
Девушка купила юбку к лету.

[Girl-N bought skirt-A for summer-D.]

‘The girl bought a skirt for the summer.’
(8)
Девушка сшила юбку с прикладкой
[Girl-N sewed skirt-A with lining-I.]

‘The girl sewed a skirt with a lining.’
In (4)-(8) the transitive relationship between the girl and the skirt is every bit as strong as in the prototypical example (1).
N+V+A+D: Making the clause ditransitive by adding a dative participant likewise does not decrease the impact of the agent on the patient, and thus does not negatively affect the transfer of energy to an object, as in:
(9)
Людмила Путина сшила мужу костюм.

[Ljudmila Putina-N sewed husband-D suit-A.]

‘Ljudmila Putina sewed her husband a suit.’
Again, the transitivity interaction between Ljudmila Putina and a suit is equivalent to that observed in (1). 
N+V+A+I: The addition of an instrumental participant does not detract from transitivity either; rather this construction instantiates what Langacker (2000: 38) terms “a canonical transitive clause that profiles a full action chain”, since it specifies an instrument as well, illustrated here:
(10)
Девушка резала рыбу ножом.

[Girl-N cut fish-A knife-I.] 

‘The girl cut the fish with a knife.’
Langacker is correct in according special status to this enlarged transitive construction. As we shall see, this construction provides crucial motivation for subjectless transitive constructions that will be examined in 3.4.

In sum, the addition of items to the N+V+A structure simply gives us more transitive constructions that are just as capable of expressing transitivity as the prototypical construction. The next type of adjustment, involving altering the case marking of participants, is less straightforward.
3.3 Changing A and N to other cases

Our second strategy is to examine what happens to transitivity when the participants in the prototypical N+V+A construction are given alternative case marking. For the nominative subject, there is only one alternative option, that of dative case, yielding D+V+A. The accusative direct object can, however, be replaced by all of the other cases, giving us prepositional constructions with the accusative and the locative N+V+P+A and N+V+P+L, the genitive N+V+G, the dative N+V+D, the instrumental N+V+I, and the nominative N+V+N. Case marking plays an important role in the expression of transitivity in these constructions, as we will see. 
D+V+A: We will commence with the replacement of the nominative subject by a dative participant, recalling that a dative entity can serve as a potential subject for an action. This clearly includes transitive actions, as in:
(11)
Что нам делать?

[What-A us-D do?]

‘What are we (supposed) to do?’

Here the dative has an experience of a transitive situation, rather than being an agent. There is a transfer of energy to what, similar to what we see in a sentence like:
(12)
Что мы делали?

[What-A we-N did?]

‘What were we doing?’
Example (11) illustrates a fairly common construction in Russian and has a strong modal flavor. Aside from мочь ‘be able’, Russian lacks modal verbs, and the subject potential of the dative is often used to express possible actions, including transitive ones as in (11) and (13):
(13)
Где нам искать правду?

[Where us-D look truth-A?]


‘Where should we look for truth?’
At this point we have to acknowledge that it is possible for transitivity to exist when the subject of the verb is not nominative, and the verb exhibits default neuter singular agreement, as illustrated in (14):

(14)
Что нам было делать?

[What-A us-D was do?]

‘What were we (supposed) to do?’

In 3.4 we will encounter transitive constructions that have no subject at all, be it nominative or dative, and those constructions show the same agreement pattern.
Substituting another case marking for the accusative direct object has varying effects upon the expression of transitivity, and in nearly all instances it is possible for the resulting constructions to signal a transfer of energy to an object. 


N+V+P+A: This construction can express both intransitivity and transitivity. The use of intransitive motion verbs in this construction is very common, as in:

(15)
Девушка пошла в школу.


[Girl-N went to school-A.]


‘The girl went to school.’

There are, however, some transitive verbs that use this construction. For example надеяться на ‘hope for’, using N+V+P+A, is very similar in its expression of transitivity to хотеть ‘want’, which is constructed with N+V+A, as we see by comparing the following two examples:
(16)
Любой спортсмен надеется на победу. 

[Every athlete-N hopes for victory-A.]

‘Every athlete hopes for victory.’
(17)
Каждый клуб хочет победу.

[Every club-N wants victory-A.]

‘Every club wants victory.’
Thus transitivity is possible, but not obligatory for this construction.
N+V+P+L: Replacing the accusative direct object with a locative prepositional phrase yields a construction that is usually unambiguously intransitive, as in:
(18)
Мама работает в кабинете.

[Mother-N works in office-L.]

‘Mother is working in her office.’
However there are verbs that use this construction to express transfer of energy to an object. Compare the following N+V+P+L construction in (19) with the nearly-synonymous and similarly transitive construction in (20):
(19)
Лукашенко признался в убийстве. 

[Lukashenko-N confessed in murder-L.]

‘Lukashenko confessed to murder.’

(20)
Лукашенко признал свою вину.

[Lukashenko-N admitted own guilt-A.]

‘Lukashenko admitted his guilt.’

So N+V+P+L does allow some limited expression of transitivity.
N+V+G: An object in the genitive case does signal transfer of energy to an object, as we see in:
(21)
Рахманинов избегал всяких интервью.

[Rakhmaninov-N avoided all interviews-G.] 

‘Rakhmaninov avoided all interviews.’
The energy transferred is in some sense negative, since it is avoidance, but uncontroversially transitive verbs that take accusative objects while signaling similarly “negative” energy flow, such as ненавидеть ‘hate’, are easy to find. There are basically three groups of verbs that can use the N+V+G construction: verbs expressing avoidance as in (21), usually with meanings of fear or aversion (related to the source meaning of the genitive); verbs expressing approach, with meanings of attainment, need, or expectation (related to the goal meaning of the genitive); and verbs that involve quantification (related to the genitive’s meaning of a whole of which another item is a part). Table 1 illustrates all three types of genitive-governing verbs and compares their N+V+G constructions with nearly-synonymous N+V+A constructions:
Table 1: N+V+G vs. N+V+A constructions

	
	N+V+G
	N+V+A

	avoidance

	Игорь боится жены.

‘Igor is afraid of his wife.’
	Игорь боится жену.

‘Igor is afraid of his wife.’

	approach
	Игорь ищет жены.

‘Igor is looking for a wife.’
	Игорь ищет жену.

‘Igor is looking for his wife.’

	quantification
	Игорь выпил чаю.

‘Igor drank (some) tea.’
	Игорь выпил чай.

‘Igor drank (all the) tea.’


It is often possible to replace the genitive in the N+V+G construction with the accusative. As seen in the table, this can even be done when using the same verb. Though some genitive-governing verbs do not allow this substitution, it is usually possible to find a near-synonym of the verb that uses the N+V+A construction. In either case, however, the meaning and/or use of the N+V+G construction will differ from that of the corresponding N+V+A construction. In the first row of the table the case used with the verb боиться ‘be afraid of’ varies according to register; the genitive case is the norm for the standard language, whereas the accusative is often used in colloquial style. With verbs signaling approach, such as искать ‘look for’, both the genitive and the accusative can be used, but there is a slight difference in meaning. The genitive does not refer to any specific entity, implying that the Igor in our example illustrating the N+V+G construction in the table is unmarried. By contrast, the accusative case does refer to a specific entity, thus implying that the Igor in the N+V+A construction is married. Of the two cases, only the genitive can imply quantification, as illustrated in the last row of the table, where the N+V+G construction tells us that Igor had a cup of tea, as opposed to the N+V+A construction which tells us that he drank up all the tea that was available and there is none left now.

This comparison of N+V+G with N+V+A shows us that we can get robust transitivity in a construction that differs from the prototypical transitivity construction. Both constructions express an interaction between N+V and an object. In comparison with N+V+A, N+V+G de-emphasizes the effect of N+V on the object, which is merely a reference point for the situation. However, nearly all verbs associated with N+V+G can also be constructed as N+V+A. Although this usually entails some difference in meaning, it is hard to draw a firm line between the two constructions, both of which are transitive.
N+V+D: This construction involves many verbs where the object is a receiver, experiencer, or competitor/submitter, as we see in (22):
(22)
Мальчик ей улыбнулся.

[Boy-N her-D smiled.]

‘The boy smiled at her.’
Although this is not a typical expression of transitivity, it is surely the case that we have an action chain in which the participants are engaged in an interaction flowing from one to the other, fulfilling Langacker’s definitions noted above. Dative-governing verbs produce constructions that are related to ditransitive consructions, as illustrated in the cline in (23)-(25):

(23)
Людмила сказала ему свое имя.


[Ludmila-N said him-D her name-A.]


‘Ludmila told him her name.’

(24)
Людмила сказала ему «вы».


[Ludmila-N said him-D “vy”.]


‘Ludmila said “vy” to him.’

(25)
Людмила ему выкала.


[Ludmila-N him-D vy-said.]


‘Ludmila addressed him formally.’

Saying something can be reduced to a verb which means ‘say “vy”’, where “vy” is the formal second-person pronoun. The N+V+D construction is therefore both semantically and formally intermediary between the ditransitive and the transitive constructions. Because the dative case can mark receivers and experiencers, dative-governing verbs often convey meanings related to ‘give’, such as позвонить ‘ring’ (+ communication verbs with the meaning ‘give a message’), заплатить ‘pay’ (+ verbs meaning gifts/money), помогать ‘help’ (+ verbs meaning ‘give benefit’), наскучить ‘bore’ (+ verbs meaning ‘give harm’). Dative-governing verbs of these types have a N+V+D construction motivated as a version of N+V+A+D in which A is implicit in the verb (in other words, ‘pay’ implies money, which need not be specified as an accusative direct object; cf. Janda 1993). There are other dative-governing verbs where the use of the dative for the object is motivated by the comparison of the actual subjecthood of the nominative with the potential subjecthood of the dative case. Such verbs denote either equal relationships, as in сопутствовать ‘accompany’, or relationships in which the nominative entity submits to the dative, as in подчиниться ‘submit to’. However, as we saw with the genitive-governing verbs, it can be hard to draw a firm line between constructions with different cases marking the object. Table 2 compares dative constructions with the prototypical transitive construction:
Table 2: N+V+D vs. N+V+A

	
	N+V+D
	N+V+A

	giving
	Я заплатила адвокату.

‘I paid a lawyer.’
	Я вознаградила адвокатa.

‘I rewarded a lawyer.’

	giving benefit
	Я помогaла ему.

‘I helped him.’
	Я защищала его. 

‘I protected him.’

	giving harm
	Он наскучил жене.

‘He bored his wife.’
	Он раздражал жену. 

‘He irritated his wife.’

	equal relationship
	Он сопутствовал eй.

‘He accompanied her.’
	Он сопровождал ee.

‘He accompanied her.’

	submission 
	Он подчинился жене.

‘He submitted to his wife.’
	Он избаловал жену.

‘He spoiled his wife.’


Unlike the genitive, we cannot show that the same verbs use both the dative and the accusative cases for their objects, but we can show that near synonyms take different cases. Thus giving compensation or monetary reward is rendered as заплатить ‘pay’, which requires the dative, or alternatively as вознаградить ‘reward’, which requires the accusative, and similar comparisons are offered for each type of dative-governing verb in Table 2. In both constructions the nominative entity has an impact on an object, which, depending upon the verb, is rendered as dative or accusative. Thus both constructions are arguably transitive. The constructions differ in that the dative case places greater emphasis on the ability of the object to react to N+V. 
N+V+I: The instrumental case can be used in both intransitive and transitive contexts. The instrumental can mark the means by which an intransitive action such as motion is carried out, as in (26):
(26)
Он улетит следующим рейсом. 

[He-N fliesaway next flight-I.]

‘He leaves on the next flight.’

With verbs expressing being, seeming, and becoming, the instrumental identifies a category label for the nominative entity, as in (27):

(27)
Почему я не родилась мужчиной?

[Why I-N not born man-I?]

‘Why wasn’t I born a man?’

Whereas (26) and (27) are uncontroversially intransitive, there are many types of verbs that appear in N+V+I constructions that have transitive properties. These include movement verbs like махать ‘wave’, leadership verbs like командовать ‘command’, possession verbs like владеть ‘possess’, manipulation verbs like снабдить ‘supply’, verbs of filling like заниматься ‘occupy’, and verbs expressing enjoyment or disgust like наслаждаться ‘enjoy’. The use of the instrumental with these verbs is motivated because they require some object through which their action is channeled. But once again we face the problem of deciding where to draw a line between objects marked with the accusative case (where transitivity is usually clear), and objects marked with another case. Table 3 provides comparisons between nearly synonymous expressions using the instrumental and the accusative.
Table 3: N+V+I vs. N+V+A

	
	N+V+I
	N+V+A

	movement
	Я бросал(ся) камнями.

‘I threw stones.’
	Я бросал камни.

‘I threw stones.’

	manipulation
	Я хлопнул дверью.

‘I slammed the door.’
	Я закрыл дверь.

‘I shut the door.’

	leadership
	Он командовал солдатами.


‘He commanded the soldiers.’
	Он вел солдат.

‘He led the soldiers.’


Both constructions describe how the energy of a nominative entity affects an object. As opposed to N+V+A, N+V+I de-emphasizes the impact of N+V on the object, which serves merely as a conduit for the action. Still, there is certainly overlap between N+V+I and N+V+A in the expression of transitivity. We even note that with movement verbs, sometimes the same verb can be constructed as both N+V+A and N+V+I.
N+V+N: This construction is only possible with verbs meaning ‘be’ and is unambiguously intransitive, as illustrated in (28):
(28)
Отец был человек глубоко верующий.

[Father-N was person-N deeply religious-N.]

‘Father was a deeply religious person.’


To conclude this section, we have found that substitutions in the case marking of both participants can yield constructions with varying ability to express transitivity. A dative potential subject can serve as the head of a transitive action chain. Furthermore, genitive, dative, and instrumental, along with locative (with a preposition) can serve as the tail of a transitive action chain. In the next section we will look at constructions that result when participants are removed from the action chain. 
3.4 Removing items from N+V+A and its enlargements
Most of the constructions we have examined thus far have contained a nominative subject which governed personal agreement for the verb. It is possible to create constructions without a nominative subject, and the resulting impersonal constructions show default neuter singular agreement for the verb. These constructions differ from the D+V+A construction discussed in 3.3 above in that they have no subject at all. In addition, it is sometimes possible to remove the verb as well, but in all instances one can recover the verb from context. In other words, the verb has been elided, but an implicit verb remains, and at any rate constructions without verbs are not very common or productive. Ultimately we will see that the most important item necessary to express transitivity is an object, with an explicit or implicit verb. Russian syntax shows that a subject/agent is not an essential element in the expression of transitivity.

In this section we will analyze the constructions that result when we remove the subject and/or verb from the prototypical transitive N+V+A construction, as well as from the “full action chain” construction of N+V+A+I, and from the ditransitive N+V+A+D. The constructions that result from these removals are V+A, N+A, A, V+A+I, and A+D. The removal of the nominative subject from both the prototypical transitive construction and the “full action chain” construction result in constructions that are both robustly productive and strongly transitive in Russian, whereas the remaining constructions are very limited in their use. 

V+A: Russian has a subjectless construction that consists of only a verb and an accusative object. There are several verbs involving sickness and discomfort that use this construction, as in (29):

(29)
Меня тошнит.

[Me-A be-sick.]

‘I feel sick’

This construction is very productive, especially for expressing unpleasant circumstances. Table 4 gives samples of the types of expressions that use this construction (with additional clauses and/or adverbials set off in parentheses.
Table 4: More examples of V+A:
	death
	(Что там,) человека убило?

 ‘(What happened there,) was somebody killed?’
	Эту молодую женщину убило (при авиакатастрофе.)

‘That young woman was killed (in a plane crash.)’

	injury
	(Они сперва вместе воевали, потом) Пашу ранило, (но он поправился и опять пошёл.)
‘(First they waged war together, then) Pasha got wounded, (but he got better and again went to war).’
	(Вдруг) его обожгло.

 ‘(Suddenly) he got burned.’

	destruction
	Чью хату зажгло? 

‘Whose hut was set on fire?]
	Квартиру разбомбило.

‘The apartment was bombed.’

	damage
	Помпеи засыпало (не в 79 г. н. э., а в средние века.)

‘Pompei got buried (not in 79 AD but in the middle ages.)’
	(У тебя что,) пластинку заело? 

 ‘(What’s with you,) did the record get jammed?’

	disturbance
	Трамвай тряхнуло.

‘The tram shook.’
	Всех всколыхнуло. 

‘Everyone got roused up.’

	discomfort
	(Смотри, как) её искорежило.

‘(See how) she was writhing (with pain).’
	(При слове “разведусь”) Люду передернуло.

‘(At the word “I’m getting a divorce”) Ljuda shuddered.’

	uncontrolled experience
	(Он долго ждал, он терпел и, наконец,) его прорвало.

‘(He waited a long time, he suffered, and finally) he burst.’
	Риту осенило.

‘It dawned on Rita (an idea occurred to her).’


The V+A construction tends to profile actions that are not controlled, most of which are unpleasant. Though no agent is identified by the construction, for at least some examples it seems that an agent must have been present: someone bombed the apartment, someone or something must be responsible for death and injury. For most other examples, it is impossible to recover an agent. However, the degree to which an agent is recoverable seems to have no bearing on whether there is a transfer of energy to an object. An energy transfer to an object is clearly present, indeed no less present than in N+V+A, indicating that the most important element in expressing transitivity is the patient. Contrary to what we might expect given Langacker’s definitions, transitivity is evident even where an agent is absent.
N+A: This verbless construction is extremely limited, though it does allow a famous example:
(30)
Кто кого?

[Who-N who-A?]

‘Who will get whom?’
As the translation indicates, there really is a verb here, though it is not expressed. Because a verb is implied, this construction is really just an abbreviated version of N+V+A, not an independent construction at all.
A: This construction, if it can be called that, can only occur in very specific contexts, as indicated in (31)-(32:)

(31)
(Я сказал:) "Деньги!"
[(I-N said: “Money-A!”]

‘(I said:) “Money!”’ 
(32)
(Игорь сказал:) "На руку!"

[(Igor-N said:) “Here hand-A!”]

‘(Igor said:) “Here, take my hand!”’
As with N+A above, I will argue that this is not really a separate construction. Like N+A, this construction only occurs when there is an implied verb, and in this instance the implied verb is always an imperative, which means that there is also an implied second-person subject. (31) assumes a verb like ‘give’, and the only plausible way to parse the word на ‘here, take’ in (32) is as a verb meaning that has only one form, the imperative, in its paradigm.
V+A+I: The removal of the nominative subject from the “full action chain” gives us a verb with its transitive object and an instrumental means, as illustrated in (33):
(33)
Москвича убило сосулькой. 

[Muscovite-A killed icicle-I.]

‘A Muscovite was killed by an icicle.’


This construction is closely allied with the V+A construction and shares the characteristics of uncontrolled and often unpleasant activities. V+A+I is likewise a productive construction, and examples are provided in Table 5. 
Table 5: More examples of V+A+I:

	death
	Мальчика убило током.

‘A boy was killed by an electrical shock.’


	Упавшим деревом убило 14-летнюю школьницу.

‘A 14-yr-old school girl was killed by a falling tree.’

	destruction
	Громом зажгло деревню. 

‘Lightning set the village on fire.’
	Наводнением склон размыло.

‘The slope was washed away by the flood.’

	damage
	Помпеи засыпало пеплом.

‘Pompei got buried by ash.’
	Машину засыпало снегом.
‘The machine got covered by snow.’

	uncontrolled experience
	Тебя обдало ужасом.

‘You were overcome with horror.’
	Ирину обдало жаром.

‘Irina (suddenly) felt hot all over.’


Several of the examples in Table 5 use the same verbs as those in Table 4 (specifically убило ‘killed’, зажгло ‘set fire’, засыпало ‘buried, covered’, demonstrating that V+A+I is precisely an enlargement of V+A. Transitivity is clearly present again, despite the absence of a nominative subject. The link to V+A is essential in motivating the fact that the instrumental entity in this construction cannot be construed as the agent (cf. Smith 1994), even though this is a normal outcome for many (passive) constructions. Thus the semantics of the construction as a whole overrides the capacity of the instrumental to express the agent, making it impossible to say something like (34):
(34)
*Москвича убило солдатом.

[Muscovite-A killed soldier-I.]
‘A Muscovite was killed by a soldier.’

If a sentence like this means anything at all, it can only mean that some unnamed force wielded a soldier like a weapon and used it to beat the Muscovite to death. The strategy of avoiding assignment of an agent is so powerful in motivating this construction that a potential agent cannot be inserted, only instruments are acceptable.
A+D: There is some limited use of an abbreviated form of the N+V+A+D construction that involves the removal of both the nominative subject and the verb, as in (35):
(35)
Кому что?

[Who-D what-A?]

‘Who gets what/What is for whom?’
However, we cannot really claim that the verb is missing here. The context in which this construction is possible requires a group of objects, a group of people, and someone who is trying to achieve the correct distribution of objects to people. Some synonym of ‘give’ must be assumed, and it is possible to recover the agent as well. Once again we are dealing with a shorthand version of a fuller construction, namely N+V+A+D.
3.5 The radial network

By adding, changing, and removing participants involved in the prototypical transitive N+V+A construction, we have identified eleven other constructions that can express transitivity in Russian. The three parameters suggest a semantic map for relationships among the constructions, as diagrammed in Figure 1. 
Figure 1: Semantic map of transitivity in Russian


[image: image1] 
Figure 1 is a radial category arranged around the prototype, with more peripheral members linked by relationships of addition, change of case marking, and removal. 
The radial category shows both what types of constructions are related to the prototype and what the relationships are between constructions. Within the framework of the radial category it becomes possible to motivate relationships even among constructions that share no participants, for example N+V+G and V+A+I share no participants, but they both bear a relationship to the prototype and they both express transitivity. The strong links that hold V+A+I in this category also motivate the fact that the instrumental is blocked from expressing an agent; this can be explained by the fact that the instrumental is necessarily an instrument also in the closely related “full action chain” N+V+A+I construction: the role of the instrumental case remains the same across related constructions.
The radial category suggests a correlation between prototypicality and the order of appearance of constructions. As we see in Figure 1, there are no unexpected gaps in he network, and a construction that is further removed from the prototype (such as V+A+I) implies the presence also of an intermediary construction (such as N+V+A+I). 
Furthermore, the pattern of constructions suggests an abstract schema that can account for all constructions that express transitivity. Transitivity can be present whenever we have a verb that impacts on an object. This schema gives us insight into the nature of transitivity, which can be characterized as a transfer of energy to an object. Prototypically there is an agent present, but Russian provides plenty of evidence to support the claim that an agent is not a necessary component in transitivity. 
4.0 Conclusion 
We have seen that it is possible to use the framework of cognitive linguistics to explore the syntax of transitivity. By exploring how transitivity is expressed across a range of constructions, we have been able to discover what the relationships are among constructions, and what their relationship is to the prototype. Ultimately we have been able to discover what elements are most essential in expressing transitivity (the verb and the object) and what elements are secondary (the subject and additional participants). The role of the object is so crucial that its complete removal is catastrophic for transitivity because a construction with no object instantiates instead the prototype for intransitivity. It is possible to change the marking of the object, with varying degrees of success (some resulting constructions are clearly transitive, some are only weakly transitive, and some are not). The same is not true for the subject, which can be both changed and deleted altogether. The schema that we have derived extends Langacker’s model to include constructions that lack a subject. The interaction of semantics and syntax are responsible for the behavior of the V+A and V+A+I constructions: because they lack an agent, they are used specifically to describe events that are not under the control of an agent, or are construed to lack control, and thus provide a strategy for expressing situations that are out of normal human control. The radial network can serve as a model for a semantic map of transitivity that could facilitate cross-linguistic comparison. 

This has been a modest attempt to apply cognitive linguistics to the analysis of relationships among syntactic constructions using semantic criteria. Since syntax is a product of semantic motives, similar work could be done on other categories, such as impersonal and causative, to reveal the various semantic strategies that underlie syntactic expressions.
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