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Foreword

The subject matter of the present dissertation is the maspitactic mechanisms that
underlie deriving perfective verbs from imperfectiveshwilifferent event structures in
Russian. To be more precise, the main morphosyntactic meshan question is pre-

fixation. My aim is to demonstrate that prefixation in Russga non-uniform phe-

nomenon depending on a number of different syntactic anésgatactors, which has

consequences for the interpretation of the linguistic eggions prefixes are part of.

Russian aspect has invariably aroused a lot of interestepadilt of linguists work-
ing within various frameworks. The theoretical backgrowmdlerlying this work is
determined by the Universal Grammar hypothesis, the MihgnBrogram (Chomsky
(1995), Chomsky (2001b)) and the constructionalist apgr@gBorer (2005), Ramchand
(2006) and others).

Under this view there are two components involved in prodacof linguistic ex-
pressions: the lexicon and the computational system. Ttieole contains the items
with idiosyncratic properties that enter into the compotsl system. The computa-
tional system then constructs a pair of interface represents (r, A\) drawn from the
interface levels (PF (Phonetic Form), LF (Logical Formgpectively. Logical Form
is the level of representation at which meaning is assigaehe linguistic expression.
Phonetic Form is the level at which a sound representati@iven to the linguistic
expression. The operation Spell-Out removes LF-uningétabie material from the
syntactic object and sends it to the PF. Surface semanéictsfare restricted toarrow
syntax

This work is going to focus on one of the interfaces, nambélysyntax-LF interface.
In other words, | am going to investigate the relation betwibe syntactic structure and
the predicational structure of one particular domain ofdlaeise, speaking of which, |
must return to the notion of Spell-Out.

Spell-Out is a cyclic process occurring at the boundariedaafsal units, marked by
C (Complementizer) and(a functional head dominating the extended projection ef th

linterpretable features of lexical items include cateddeiatures and-features, like gender, number
and person. The rest are uninterpretable features.
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verb). This clausal units are termptiases At the point where a syntactic derivation
reaches a phase boundary, the syntactic object congjjttitenphase is accessed and
evaluated by the interfaces. My research deals with th@wasyntax of the/P-phase,
for which Ramchand (2006) coined the term ‘First Phase Synta

The relations between syntax and semantics withirvih@hase are based on the
possibility of decomposition of both structures. The pecatibnal structure constituting
the meaning of/P bears on cause-effect properties of events and theredarbecrep-
resented as separate conceptual units inside the evensyhtectic decomposition of
verbs is facilitated by their morphological complexity, iaimis often mappable onto the
conceptual units within the events they denote.

The ideas developed in the dissertation are in line with thevé¥sal Grammar hy-
pothesis. This means that the particular grammar undeuskgan, & (‘R’ stands for
Russian), is a parametrized instantiation of the human gran$ . It allows me to draw
generalizations and conclusions by comparing the Russitd respective sets of data
from other languages. Simultaneously, generalizatioashhve arisen on the basis of
the language specific empiria hopefully present an additismpport in favor of the UG
hypothesis.

As | proceed with this work, | am going to explain concreteattedic devices | will
introduce for the purpose of investigating the syntax-gdros interface where aspec-
tual composition takes place.



Chapter 1

The aspectual network

This chapter serves as a background for the whole dissertatiwill undertake two
complementary tasks here: first, | will outline the main a@gmwhes to Russian aspect
in the literature, and second, | will propose my own way ofkiog at the complicated
mechanism of constructing different aspectual interpicaia.

1.1 Perfectivity under tests

1.1.1 Anintroductory word on perfectivity

There has been a long tradition among researchers of Rugsianmar of dividing all
verbs into two big groups, labeled ‘perfective’ and ‘impmtive’. The split is justified
by the differences in grammatical behavior well demonsttdty a number of linguis-
tic tests. There are also more or less uniform morphologieéterns involved in the
formation of perfective and imperfective verbs. For examphost perfective verbs are
formed by prefixation:

(1) za-pisatj, pro-Citatj, po-sidetj, vy-ucitj
in-write”.inf Prf-read’.inf DEL-sit”.inf out-learr’.inf
‘write down, read completely, sit for a while, learn (by hggar

Consequently, most unprefixed forms are imperfective:
(2) pisatj, Citatj, sidetj, uCitj

write!.inf read .inf sit’.inf learr .inf
‘write, read, sit, learn’
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There is a small group of unprefixed verbs that are perfe¢deeording to Isacenko
(1960), about 30):

3) brositj, datj, kupitj. resit
throw”.inf give’.inf buy”.inf solve”
‘throw, give, buy, solve’

The morphological uniformity of perfective formation istnoolated just by this small
group of exceptions. There are other morphological meaaisniark perfectivity and
imperfectivity. For example, another group of unprefixedgaives includes semelfac-
tives that are characterized by the presence of the suffix

(4)  kinutj, prygnutj, stuknutj,Cixnutj
cast’.inf jump”.inf hit”.inf sneezé&
‘cast, jump (once), hit/ knock (once), sneeze (once)’

The verbs with a specific type of prefix can undergo furtheeesml derivation and
form secondary imperfectives. Itis, therefore, importarknow that prefixes in Russian
are subdived into two big classes: lexical and superlexicexical prefixes can attach
to all varieties of verb mentioned above, apart from alrga@yixed verbs. Superlexical
prefixes in their majority never attach to perfective velbexical prefixes have spatial,
idiosyncratic or completive meanings. Superlexical peikave systematic meanings
which can be either similar to those of quantificational adser to phasal verbs (‘be-
gin’, ‘end’)!. Verbs with lexical prefixes systematically form secondanperfectives
(5-a), verbs with superlexical prefixes, with few excepsiato not (5-b):

(5) a. zapisyvatj, perecityvatjvysizivatj
in-writel.inf re-read.inf out-sit
‘write down, re-read, hatch’

b. *zadvigivatjsja, *pererezyvatj (vsex kur),
INCEP-mové.inf.self. DIST-cut .inf. all.pl.Acc. hensacc.
*pobegivat]

DEL-run’.inf.

‘start moving, slaughter (all the chickens) distributiyeln for a while’

1Secondary imperfectives in their turn can be changed intfegiives again via attaching another,
superlexical, prefix:

0) pozapisyvatj, navysizZivatj
DIST-in-write”.inf CUM-out-sit”.inf
‘write down (one after another), hatch (a lot of)’
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As can be seen, at the end there is no uniform morphologidatation of perfective
or imperfective aspect. If we considered the presence oéfixgo be a sign of perfec-
tivity, it would be false, for a) semelfactives are formedduyfixes; b) there is a group
of unprefixed perfective verbs, likarositj ‘throw’, kupitj ‘buy’ etc.; c) secondary im-
perfective verbs preserve prefixes. If we considered thegpiee of(i)va suffix to be a
sign of imperfectivity, it would be false, for a) primary iragectives do not usually have
this suffix; b) secondary imperfectives can have other ifgoévizing suffixes {a-, for
example); c) superlexically prefixed verbs are perfecire¢ retain the imperfectivizing
suffix. It is clear that morphological characteristics act @nough for distinguishing
between the two aspects in Russian. There must be some neaiselinguistic criteria
for dividing all the verbs of the language into these two higugps, in the first place. In
fact, as | mentioned above, there are. Perfective verbsvbehapecific ways distinct
from those of imperfective verbs, which is systematicakbyrnstrated by the tests in
the section below.

1.1.2 Tests for perfectivity and imperfectivity

Many tests for perfectivity are assumed to work and are shidnerefore by different
authors (Schoorlemmer (1995), Filip (1999), Borik (2002l athers). The tests are:

» The formation of present participles (only imperfectieas form them)
» The formation of past passive participles (only perfezgican form them)
* Ability to appear as the complements of ‘Phase’ verbs test

» Future reading tests

Present participles (PAP) test

In Borik (2002) it is suggested to treat present participlafation as a test for imperfec-
tivity. This suggestion is based on the morphological sysbé participles in Russian.
Only imperfective verbs can form present participles, laattive and passive:

active passive
present | uvoljnjajust-ij uvoljnjajemyj
(6) firing’ ‘being fired’
past uvoljnja~sij ‘firing’ (past) | uvol-ennyj
uvoli-v&ij ‘having fired’ ‘having been fired’
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The upper part of the table is pretty uncontroversial. Th&dion of present participles
always involves only imperfective verbs and has no exceptidlthough verbs of both
voices can form present participles, present active ppleg (PAP) are more common
and sound more natural in Russian than present passiveipksi therefore | am going
to use PAP formation as a test for imperfectivity:

(7)
IMP PF
a. strojasCij  *postrojasCij ‘building’
b. govorjascij *skazascij ‘talking’

C. sporjasCij  *posporjascij ‘arguing’

(from Borik (2002):41)
As PAP refer to ongoing progressive events, and perfectiviesican never express
any progressivity; only imperfective stems can serve ttsesifar PAP formation.

Past passive participles (PPP) test

The impeccability of the second test, namely, the formatibRPP only from ‘perfec-
tives’, is undermined by a big number of counterexamplesofding to Schoorlemmer
(1995) for the test to work two conditions should be met bytdsted perfective verb:
a) it must be transitive; b) it must be paired (that is, it mtidbe an aktionsart verb
in her terminology, or a superlexically prefixed verb in minén addition, there are
some acceptable imperfective PPPs. In Schoorlemmer (1889 are examples ef
participles formed from monosyllabic verbs:

(8)  bityj, brityj, mytyj,
beateh.sg.msNOM., shaveh.sg.msNOM., washed.sg.msnowm.,
Sityj, kryty]

sowr!.sg.msNOM., covered.sg.msNOM.
‘beaten, shaven, washed, sown, covered’

In fact, the number of imperfective PPPs is much bigger thaeet or five. In the web
corpus http://ruscorpora.ru | found altogether 27 PPRudarby different imperfective
verbs. Some examples, to illustrate:

(9) a. Strojeno bylo eto Vsjo ploxo...
built!.sg.ntwad .ntthisNom. all.Nom. badly
‘All this was built badly’
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b. Pisannaja javno neumeloj ruko;j...
written! .sg.femnom. clearlyinapt.sg.femNSTR. hand.sgNSTR.
‘Written by a clearly inexperienced hand’

c. ..kolonna avtomasSin, gruzénnyx bumaznymi
columnNoM. cars.plNom. loaded.sg.femnom. paper.pINSTR.
paketami...
bagsINSTR.

‘a string of cars, loaded with paper bags’

According to Babko-Malaya (1999) the crucial property odigaassive participles formed
by perfective verbs is that they are adjectival, and the gtesnin (9-a) and (9-b) are
those of eventive participles. However, it is of no impodarere, because the neat-
ness a test has to possess is not characteristic of the PPshtere are too many
exceptions that go both ways. One group of exceptions had@en discussed and
encompasses quite a number of imperfective past passitieiplas. The other group
was also mentioned above: the verbs with superlexical m&fiXhey cannot form past
passive participles in spite of being formally perfectias the other tests will shdw

(20) a. *pocitannaja kniga
DEL-read.PPP.sg.femom. bookNOM.
“a book read for a while’
b. *zapetaja pesnja
INCEP-sung.PPP.sg.feRDM. songNOM.
“*a song that was started’

In addition, there are possibly ‘accidental gaps’ amondckdly prefixed perfectives -
at the moment | do not know how accidental they are:

11 a. *otkaCennaja boCka

aside-rolled.PPP.sg.ferharreINOM.
“*a rolled aside barrel’

b. *pereletennaja granica
across-flied.PPP.sg.ferlnordemnom.
“*a crossed by air border’

C. *smaxnutyj stakan
off-waved.PPRjlassNOM.
“*a flicked glass’

°The PAP test can already support the claim: neifh@fitatj ‘read for a while’ norzapetj*start
singing’ are capable of forming present active participles

(i)  *pocitajuscij, *zapojuscij
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Basing my conclusions on sheer empirical data, | suggesthibgast passive partici-
ples test is different from other diagnostics for perfativit does not reflect the ‘big’
distinction between perfectives and imperfectives, sineg®me cases imperfectives can
also form PPPs, and in others PPP formation is sensitivent@isgc nuances within the
class of perfectives.

‘Phase’ verbs test

Borik (2002) offers the following verbs as ‘phase’ verb&Cinatj ‘begin’, prodokzatj
‘continue’, zakartivatj/kortatj ‘finish’, perestavatjstop’. These verbs can take infini-
tives or nominals as their complements. ‘Phase’ verbs cemeht infinitives are always
imperfective:

12) a. Petja nacal Citatj/*procCitatj knigu.

PNOM. bega’.sg.msread/*F.inf.  bookAcc.
‘Petja began to read a book’

b. Petja zakonclil stroitj/*postroitjdom.
PNow. finished’.sg.msbuild//*.inf.  houseacc.
‘Petja finished building a house.’

c. Petja prodolzal guljatj/*poguljat;.
PNoM. continued.sg.mswalk!/* inf
‘Petja continued walking.” (Borik (2002):44)

The phase verbs themselves can be perfective (as in (123§l 2a+b)) and imperfective
(asin (12-c)); the complement infinitives cannot be peifedtrespective of the type of
prefix they have. For example, in (12-c) the vgthjatj ‘walk’ with a superlexical prefix
is as ungrammatical as the verbs in (12-a) and (12-b). Songaiwerbs, like abilitative
umetj‘be able to, know how’, can be comparable to the phase vedisior. Umet;
has the same requirements on its complements as the phaseabewe:

(13) Jaumeju Citatj/ *procitat].
| carf.1sg.read/*"
‘| can read.

As the phase verbs test is reliable, | am accepting it withxpdamations at this point.

Present Tense readings

Another certain test is connected with the only interpretet! possibility of the perfec-
tive verbs with present tense morphology, hamely, the &interpretation. Compare
the following verbs:
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(14) On Cita-jet -On procCita-jet
he.NOMread’ .pres.3sg.- he.NOMPrf-read” .pres.3sg.
‘He is reading - He will have read ...

Even if perfective verbs can be interpreted habitually i@ tight contexts, they can
never have a present progressive (or any progressivepietation; instead the event
time itself is shifted to the future.

The tests above do justify the necessity of dividing the sénko two big grammat-
ically distinct groups. Yet they do not constitute a theoithvexplanatory power of its
own, they are just a set of data. There have been numerouogxste create a theory of
perfectivity vs imperfectivity. However, none of them wagesessful enough as to give
a satisfactory definition of the phenomenon in question. ddfaitions existing are ei-
ther not formal enough or fairly contradictory. When a partar feature of perfectivity
is highlighted in such accounts, other features go unnbticdorgotten and become a
source of criticism for the opponents of this or that accowftich in its turn contains
exactly the same flaw. While not aiming at giving an ultimatswer to the aspect in
Russian, below [ cite the present day theories with theitregiictory conclusions.

1.2 Previous attempts to formalize (im)perfectivity

1.2.1 Non-reichenbachian definitions of aspect

It is not very easy to grasp the behaviors demonstrated dggime and imperfective
verbs above in a concise way, that is, in the form of a defimiticherefore, to find a good
definition of outer aspect has been a real challenge for ggoas of Slavicists. Many
words have been used in the attempt. They all sprang fromecdional wisdom, as
Klein (1995) puts it. According to Klein, most definitionseantuitive and metaphoric
but do not grasp the phenomenon accurately enough. He digltléhe definitions of
aspect into three groups:

1. Perfective presents the action referred to in its tgtalihereas imperfective lacks
this feature

2. Perfective presents the action as completed, and ingtedeoresents it as not
completed

3. Perfective implies an inner boundary, whereas impeviedoes not

The first group of definitions is quite traditional and the tpspular. Its proponents
(Isacenko (1960), Comrie (1976), Filip (1999) and othdescribe the Perfective aspect
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as referring to the event observed from the outside. As aeru®sce, there cannot
be any reference to the internal temporal constituency afuatgon (Comrie (1976)),
represented in its totality as a single indivisible whol@i1999)). The imperfective
aspect makes the internal temporal structure of an evemreddse from the inside.
Thus it is describable from the point of view of its parts, weh§art” is ‘understood in
the sense of the weak ordering relatigh (Filip (1999):14). The problem with these
definitions of aspect is that ‘totality’ of perfectivenessriot explained: probably, it
is expected that the world knowledge of the reader cont&i@srteaning of this term.
However, Klein (1995):675 offers the following examplesting that the imperfective
verbs used in them do refer to the events (or states) in thiility:

(15) a. \Velikan Rodosa vesil sto tonn.
colossusvoM. RhodeszEN. weighed.sg.ms.100tonSGEN.
‘The colossus of Rhodes weighed 100 tons.’

b. Tridcatjlet nazaditr piva stoil pjatj
thirty yearsGeN. ago liter.NOM. beerGeN. cost.sg.ms five
kopejek.
copecksGEN.

‘Thirty years ago a liter of beer cost 5 copecks.’

c. ProSluju noc Ivan spalv komnate dlja
last.sg.fermcc. nightAcc. slept.sg.msl. inroomLoc. for
goste;j.
gUEeStSGEN.

‘Last night John slept in the guest room.’

Neither of the examples in (15) refer to the event obsernau inside, as is appropriate
for imperfectives, neither of them represents a non-tatabgon. The definitions of

the first group also fail, because they predict that no refed¢o the internal temporal
structure of an event is provided by perfective verbs. Intipiytprefixed verbs some
of the internal temporal structure of the event can be padsedto the morphological

transparency of such verbs:

(16)  Onapo-vy-ry-va-la vsestranicy.
she DIST-out-tear-2IMPF-pa&tsg.fem.all pagesacc.
‘She tore out all the pages (in portions).’

In (16) the secondary imperfective suffixa- and the superlexical prefix with distribu-
tive entailmenpo-let us assume that the event repeated more than once and hawas
been spread in time - thus its temporal structure is visibkpite of the perfectivity of
the whol