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Introduction


Throughout his excellent book, Dickey (2000: 25, 63-64, 67, 151-154, 216, 258, and 262-263) challenges Stunová’s (1993: 20-22, 109, 118, 129) hypothesis that aspect operates on different levels (lexical vs. discourse) in different Slavic languages (for Stunová, specifically Russian vs. Czech; for Dickey, specifically the “eastern group languages” Russian, Belorusian, Ukrainian, and Bulgarian vs. the “western group languages” Czech, Slovak, Sorbian, and Slovene vs. the “transitional languages” Polish and Serbo-Croatian). Dickey objects that it makes no sense for a grammatical category like aspect to function on one level in one language, but on another level in another language. My objective is to show that both Dickey and Stunová have provided important insights about an issue that is somewhat larger. I will argue that aspect in all Slavic languages operates at not one, but three levels (inherent, discourse, and pragmatic), but that cross-linguistic aspectual differences are strongly correlated with the discourse and pragmatic levels, not the inherent (a.k.a. “lexical”) level. Stunová was correct in noticing that aspectual distinctions are more active on the discourse level in Russian than in Czech, and Dickey’s data actually supports this fact.


My claims are based upon a metaphorical model of aspect (presented in detail in Janda forthcoming a and b, and outlined in Table 1). The metaphor I propose is a specific version of the TIME IS SPACE metaphor, which is apparently universal (Haspelmath 1997). Data presented by Bybee, Perkins & Pagliuca (1994) supports the notion that verbal categories, and aspect in particular, often evolve from or incorporate spatial concepts. According to the metaphor presented here, space is not empty, but is occupied by matter, present in two forms: as discrete solid objects (like a rock, a block of wood, a billiard ball, a chair, or a leaf), and as fluid substances (like sand, water, smoke, and air). The metaphorical model makes two claims, that PERFECTIVE IS A DISCRETE SOLID, and that IMPERFECTIVE IS A FLUID SUBSTANCE. This formulation is not entirely new, and can be seen as an extrapolation of a variety of furtive claims lurking in the literature. Galton (1976: 10, 288) speaks suggestively of events being “arranged” in time (like objects). Talmy, who makes consistent comparisons between verbs and nouns, says that “[a]spect can be characterized as the ‘pattern of distribution of action through time’” (2000: 67), and seems to be implying a metaphor based on the distribution of matter through space. More to the point is Comrie’s (1976:18) description of the perfective as “a blob”, “a three-dimensional object”. Holden (1989: 33) makes a similar claim, specifically that an event is understood as a “physical body”. Several scholars have noted the parallelism between the count vs. mass nominal distinction and perfective vs. imperfective, among them: Mourelatos (1978), Brinton (1985: 165; 1991), Langacker (1987: 248-267), Smith (1991), and Mehlig (1994, 1996, and forthcoming). Of these, Mehlig has taken the idea the furthest, particularly in terms of exploring the implications of heterogeneity/non-divisibility and homogeneity/divisibility for perfective and imperfective, respectively. 

INSERT TABLE 1 HERE


Count vs. mass is, however, an abstract relationship, lacking the rich texture of detail that might correspond to the complex Gestalt of aspect (cf. Langacker 1987: 248 and Chvany 1990/1996: 286, 295). On its own, count vs. mass is only a partial answer to the puzzling question as to why very similar bundles of uses for perfective and imperfective are found in all languages that have this opposition (Binnick 1991: 156). My aim is to reach back to the universal human experiences that motivate count vs. mass, namely our embodied knowledge of matter. The reason for doing so is to capture all of the other entailments that appear to motivate aspect. 

Human embodied experience with the two types of matter reveals a myriad of properties beyond those directly associated with count vs. mass. For example: solids have edges you can press your finger against, but substances don’t; solids can exist as thin stable slices, but substances can’t; solids are unique individuals not identical to their parts, but substances aren’t; solids can’t occupy the same space, but substances can mix; solids provide the satisfactory feel of a stable, manipulable object, but substances don’t. Although there are certainly overlaps and ambiguities, the properties of matter seem to fall into three broad categories: 1) inherent properties that relate to what a solid or substance is, such as shape and integrity; 2) interactional properties that relate to what happens when solids and substances some in contact in a scene; and 3) human interactional properties that relate to how humans evaluate solids as substances as satisfying, frustrating, potentially dangerous, etc. The inherent properties correspond to phenomena that we associate with event structure (or “lexical” aspect), the interactional properties correspond to discourse phenomena, and the human interactional properties correspond to pragmatic phenomena.

Although my goals in investigating aspect according to this metaphorical model were initially strictly theoretical, several linguists who are also native speakers of various Slavic languages (Russian, Czech, Polish, Slovak, and Ukrainian) have insisted that this model might be psychologically real, and some have even proposed that research should be done to investigate this possibility.1 Results so far are tantalizing, but very preliminary. Most of the following analysis, however, should stand regardless of whether the model is merely theoretical or not.


The behavior of metaphor has been the topic of considerable research in cognitive linguistics (for example Lakoff 1987 and Lakoff & Johnson 1980 and 1999). The following facts have been established:

· metaphor permeates both the lexicon and grammars of all languages

· all languages have language-specific conventional metaphors

· metaphor (particularly conventional metaphor) often functions unconsciously

· metaphor involves a mapping of features from a source domain (usually involving concrete experience, such as space) to a target domain (usually one that is more abstract, such as time)

· only a few (not all) features are typically mapped from the source domain to the target domain

· languages which share similar metaphors will usually differ in the selection of features that map from the source domain to the target domain.

Although all of these characteristics are important to the metaphorical model presented here, the last two will play a crucial role in the analysis. 


One way to appreciate the selective mapping of features from source to target domain is by examining humor. A great many jokes result from the deliberate mapping of a feature that normally is not mapped in the conventional metaphor. In English we have a conventional metaphor for talking about ideas as “far out”, mapping features such as inaccessibility and exotic flavor associated with distance in the source domain of physical space. Someone might attempt to be humorous by saying “His ideas are so far out that even the Hubble telescope can’t detect them”. Here, a feature of the source domain, detection of distant objects by telescope, has been clumsily mapped onto the target domain, suggesting that ideas are objects in outer space. Knowing which features are mapped and which ones are ignored is essential to unpacking any metaphor. There are some properties of matter that are always ignored (at least by Slavs) in the conceptualization of aspect, such as the fact that we build houses from solids, not from substances, or that solids tend to sink if placed in substances (except ice, which floats in water), or that substances tend to cling to the skin, but solids don’t. 

Haspelmath (1997) provides rich and compelling evidence that the TIME IS SPACE metaphor, though it exists in all languages, is deployed differently in every language. For some phenomena, this involves varying maps of how temporal “space” is partitioned (e.g., the use of spatial markers to locate when events take place, corresponding to English in, on, at; Haspelmath 1997: 105-119). For others, we see differences in the features that are mapped from space to time. Take, for example, the spatial relationships corresponding to English in front of and behind. There are some languages that map both of these relationships to create time expressions corresponding to before and after. There are some languages (like English) that map only in front of to before (our word before was originally a term that referred only to space). A smaller group of languages maps only behind to after. And there are some languages that don’t map either of these spatial relationships to their system of temporal reference (Haspelmath 1997: 56-65). Slavic aspect appears to pattern in a similar fashion. There are many source-to-target domain mappings that all Slavs share, but others that only some Slavs use, but other Slavs ignore. And, as mentioned above, there are some possible mappings that all Slavs ignore. In the analysis I will focus on the mappings that are deployed differently in the various Slavic languages.

Analysis


The purpose of this analysis is to take a first, general reading of how the metaphorical model is variously realized in Slavic. This is merely a survey of differences, not a report of thorough, primary research. I have relied on secondary sources, inquiries through www.google.com, my own knowledge of Russian and West Slavic languages, and personal communications from a South Slavist (Robert Greenberg) and a native speaker of Macedonian and Serbian (Biljana Belamaric-Wilsey). Of course I am responsible for any gaps or shortcomings, but I believe that the resulting rough outline of aspectual variation serves as a good first estimate of how aspectual differences are related to features of the metaphorical model across Slavic, and what kinds of further research might be undertaken.


The shaded rows in Table 1 highlight the properties that are mapped differently or not at all in some subset of the Slavic languages. It appears that the inherent properties are largely shared across Slavic, with few differences, but all of the properties relevant to discourse structure and most of the properties relevant to pragmatic structure are in some way ignored in some of the Slavic languages. We will take a brief tour of these differences, following the system of Table 1.

Inherent Properties. These properties seem to be the semantic center of gravity for aspect in all of the Slavic languages, and, with just two minor exceptions, are implemented in a very similar way throughout the territory. Where we see differences in inherent properties, we see the opposition of a distinction with a lack of a distinction. By contrast, when languages differ according to interactional and human interactional properties, this means that while some languages use a given interactional property, others ignore it in favor of inherent properties. Inherent properties thus behave as the semantic default zone for aspect.

C. Integrity. Deverbal nouns differ in their aspectual implications, indicating an isogloss that divides West Slavic from the remaining Slavic world (Dickey 2000: 234-258). Czech, Slovak, and Polish all readily form deverbal nouns from verbs of both aspects and use these derived nouns to mark aspectual distinctions, identifying completed acts vs. ongoing situations, but Serbo-Croatian, Bulgarian, Ukrainian, and Russian tend to form derived nouns primarily from imperfective verbs and do not use them to mark aspect. Slovene is transitional in its use of deverbal nouns. One gets a sense that this is a total lack of extension of any properties at all, and the targeting of C. Integrity is admittedly not clear-cut. However, the purpose of a deverbal noun is to capture the action of a verb in the “time-stable structure” of a noun (Dickey 2000: 252), and thus it relates most closely to the integrity of material things as discrete objects or the lack of integrity of continuous masses. The remaining cross-linguistic differences are more obviously related to a single property.

E. Streamability. You can’t pour a rock; it cannot flow and therefore has no options in terms of streamability. But a substance can be either static or dynamic. If a body of water, for example, has a current, we call it a river, but if it doesn’t, we call it a lake. The North Slavic languages have exploited this concept in developing a determined vs. non-determined distinction restricted only to imperfective motion verbs. It is no wonder that this distinction is irrelevant to perfective aspect. But the South Slavic languages have ignored this possibility and do not distinguish directed flow vs. lack thereof among imperfective verbs (though of course all Slavic languages share the opposition of perfective as a completed Gestalt vs. imperfective as a process). It is interesting that Dickey does not include this difference in his survey of aspect across Slavic; the North vs. South orientation runs counter to all of the East vs. West differences he examines.

Interactional Properties. Interactional properties are capable of overriding inherent properties. There is significant variation among Slavic languages in the implementation of these properties. Each property is ignored by a subset of languages, in which case inherent properties are used instead. Interactional properties generally correspond to discourse phenomena.

H. Juxtaposition. This property relates to two phenomena: the use of the historical present (used in narrative, stage directions, live broadcasts, etc.), and the use of the non-past perfective to signal future. Both of these hinge on the role of the speaker-observer located at the present moment (NOW). We have to remember that we are dealing with human embodied experience, so it is no surprise that the parameters of the human body play a role as well. Because the speaker-observer’s body is a discrete solid, it behaves as such in interactions with other manifestations of temporal “matter”. So, for example, the present tense is possible for imperfectives because it is possible for a solid (NOW) to be embedded in a substance. Because two solids cannot occupy the same space, the presence of the solid NOW prevents a perfective from occupying that spot, blocking a present tense reading.


The purpose of the historical present is to portray action as if it were being witnessed at the present moment, from the perspective of NOW. The best way to do this is with an imperfective, which has the substance-like ability to envelop the solid NOW. While all Slavic languages recognize this fact to some degree and prefer imperfectives for the historical present, Russian, Ukrainian, and Polish have taken this idea to its logical extreme, making perfective verbs extremely rare in this use (Dickey 2000: 126-154). In the remaining Slavic languages, aspectual distinctions in the historical present are more influenced by inherent properties (demonstrated in detail for Czech in Stunová 1993). 


The expression of perfective future in main clauses shows a North Slavic vs. South Slavic opposition. In the North, the imperfective future is a periphrastic construction with the auxiliary derived from byti ‘be’, while the perfective future is  a simple non-past form. This arrangement neatly corresponds to the solid properties of NOW and its interactions with substances (where co-location is possible), and other solids (where co-location is not possible). In the South the auxiliary verb is derived from xotěti ‘want’ and it is used with both imperfective and perfective verbs. Perfective non-past forms with a future reading are restricted to subordinate clauses. It is probably significant that South Slavic uses for its future auxiliary a modal, which doesn’t interact in terms of co-location/simultaneity with other verbs. This would explain both why the perfective can have a periphrastic future in the South, and why the perfective is still future when there is no auxiliary.
I. Narrative dynamics. The perfective is noted for its capacity to move the narrative along, a property that overlaps with the sequencing of perfectives (since they cannot co-locate) in H. While all Slavs make use of this property, Czechs and Slovaks are capable of using strings of imperfective verbs to express the sequencing of open-ended events as well (thus resorting to inherent properties; cf. data in Dickey 2000: 203-218). 

J. Salience. The foregrounding property of the perfective as opposed to the backgrounding property of the imperfective is pan-Slavic (Galton 1976: 128), but there is one use of the imperfective as a backgrounding device that is restricted to East Slavic plus Bulgarian: the general-factual. Dickey (2000: 95-110) documents this geographical distribution, but does not identify the general-factual with backgrounding. However, a review of standard Russian examples of the general-factual (Glovinskaja 1982: 11-34, Čertkova 1996: 95, Padučeva 1996: 10-26, Zaliznjak & Šmelev 2000: 26, 37), as well as similar examples found through internet searches, indicates that the general-factual is typically a framing device, used to introduce a topic. The general-factual itself is not a sequenced part of a narrative, but serves to prepare for other events that will be foregrounded. Here, for example, is a general-factual gleaned from an AIDS website. The author doesn’t want to reopen her first question, but uses it as background information to establish herself as a repeat user of the site, so the focus is on her current question:

 Ja u vas uže odnaždy sprašivalai, vlijajut li antibiotiki na obrazovanie antitel k VIč. Vy otvetili, čto net. I teper’ u menja ešče odin vopros...

 ‘I have already askedi you once whether antibiotics influence the formation of HIV antibodies. You answered no. And now I have another question…’
(http://www.aids.ru/faq/2002/03/21l.htm)

K. Combinations. The damming up or containment of a substance by a solid corresponds to a variety of morphological and syntactic constructions in Slavic. One of the most common is a phasal verb (usually perfective) meaning ‘start’ or ‘stop’ with an imperfective verb denoting an activity. The (perfective) commencement of an activity corresponding to a solid barrier with a substance on one side can alternatively be compressed into a single ingressive za-prefixed verb in East Slavic and Bulgarian. This option is less entrenched in Polish and Serbo-Croatian, and absent or marginal and at any rate non-productive in Czech, Slovak, and Sorbian (Dickey 2000: 222-233). 

Human interactional properties. While all Slavs seem to share certain subjective opinions about solids vs. substances and how this can be mapped to aspect (with positive affect for perfectives and negative affect for imperfectives where successful completion is the issue), there are a couple of further possibilities that are utilized only by a subsection of Slavic territory, while the remaining Slavs rely on inherent properties instead.

M. Hardness. While hardness might be fine when things are stationary, if matter is propelled at a person, hard objects suddenly become dangerous (or at least unpleasant), whereas softer items are more desirable. In our languages, the illocutionary force of the imperative can correspond to the propellant. This inference is employed by only a very few languages in respect to a very few verbs when used in a very specific context. The best examples belong to the frame in which a Russian greets a guest. Both the host and the guest know that the guest is going to come in and sit down, so this is not news to either party, and the guest doesn’t need much inducement. A perfective verb would seem just too harsh, so imperfectives like proxodite ‘come in’ and sadites’ ‘sit down’ are used. (Note that in any other context, perfectives are the norm, and google searches turn up a plethora of hits for both projdite  and sjad’te, primarily giving instructions on how to move about a building or positions to use for bodybuilding exercises). Though imperfective niech pan siada ‘please sit down’ seems possible in Polish, perfective niech pan siądzie is clearly preferred. Elsewhere in Slavic, perfectives are found in this context, and imperfectives are used usually to express frustration or surprise that someone has not gotten started doing whatever they are supposed to be doing (a pan-Slavic distinction covered in row L of Table 1).

N. Lumps & residue. If a child left a carton of ice cream out on the counter long enough for some of the ice cream to melt and leave a puddle on the counter but then put it away in the freezer, a parent might come along later and ask who left the ice cream out, even though the ice cream is back in the freezer. The substance (molten ice cream) is indicative of the prior presence of the solid (frozen ice cream). If an imperfective is used to refer to the annulment of a perfective event, we have an inference of a perfective event based on the use of an imperfective, in other words, something similar to the general-factual. Scholars of Russian often lump the two together, and they have a similar geographical distribution. The use of the imperfective to signal a reversed action is preferred only in East Slavic and Bulgarian. The perfective is often acceptable in such circumstances in Serbo-Croatian and Polish, and is always acceptable in Czech, Slovak, and Slovene (Dickey 2000: 110-119).

Conclusion


This brief survey demonstrates several things. Northeast Slavic, and Russian in particular, makes more use of interactional property mappings than other parts of Slavdom. Stunová’s (1993) claim that Russian is often operating on the basis of non-lexical (i.e. non-inherent) properties holds and can be extended to many aspectual uses beyond the one she analyzed (the historical present). As a result, the imperfective in Northeast Slavic is generally called into duty more often than in the rest of the territory (the one exception to this trend is the option to use sequenced imperfectives in Czech and Slovak). The distribution of aspectual use often confirms the major isoglosses of Slavic separating North from South and East from West; aspectual differences are thus not merely an East vs. West phenomenon, as Dickey claims. The distribution also suggests that Polish and Serbo-Croatian (as Dickey correctly points out) are transitional languages, and that Bulgarian shares a grammatical bond with East Slavic (in addition to its well-known lexical similarity). Aspect is, however, a vast topic even within a single language, and many more cross-linguistic investigations of the sort pioneered by Stunová and Dickey will be needed in order to fill out the picture.

1. I am particularly indebted to Ewa Dąbrowska, Kira Gor, and Alina Israeli for their reactions to this proposal and suggestions to follow it up with empirical research. I am grateful to Sean Flanagan who has initiated work on collecting data to test this hypothesis.
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