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Intro

e Language is a structured inventory of
cxns, a constructicon, also named
* a"repertory" of cxns (Fillmore 1988: 37),

* a global "network" of cxns (Goldberg
2013, Goldberg & Herbst 2021: 286),

* aset of networks (Langacker 2008: 237)

* Lyngfelt (Lyngfelt et al. 2018: 6):

| Approaches
=

"Most work in CxG consists of
case studies of individual
cxns or small groups of cxns,
and the overall structure of
the constructicon as such is
largely left unexplored".

e This talk — a st

* We explore the internal Orgé’

lr'/x';

'l { J =

network of 57 Russian cxns tl
express prohibition of an a

of this network in terms of related an
interconnected families and cluster



Plan for this talk

H 11 H . 1] i R IAN
1. Partof a larger project "The Russian Constructicon o ooy T

2. Theoretical background

3. Aradial category model of a network of Russian prohibitive constructions

4. Proposed hierarchichal groupings: family — cluster — network of cxns



1. This study is part of a larger project:
The Russian Constructicon

* The Russian Constructicon is a free open access electronic resource that offers a
searchable database of Russian constructions

e Content: 2265 multi-word grammatical constructions & descriptions of their
properties & corpus-based illustrations

* Target audience: students and teachers of Russian as a foreign language,
researchers, specialists in natural language processing

* Time spent on creating it: 5 years, 2016 — 2020 (2021)

» User-friendly interface: https://constructicon.github.io/russian/

More details in our talk on Friday, Aug 20 at 14.45-15.15

Janda, Endresen, Zhukova, Mordashova, Rakhilina
"How to build a constructicon in 5 years: The Russian recipe"
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Search in names and illustrations

Browse Daily dose Advanced search
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Instructions (English) Instructions (Russian) About

Results

3
4
5
6
7
8

(a) kak xe NP-Nom? - A kak ke mama?

(a) npu 4ém 3gecb/TyT Cop NP-Nom? - [pu 4éM 3a4eCb HaLIM OTHOLLIE
(a) Noun-Nom/kTo (>xe) (PronPers-3.Acc) 3HaeT, Cl - KTo0 ero 3HaerT, r
(a/Tak) uto HacuéT XP? - YT0 HacuéT nATHMLbI? Kakue y Tebsa nnaHb
NP-Nom Cop noxoxwit-Short Ha NP-Acc (NP-Ins/no NP-Dat) - Bacsn
(BOT) TO-TO U OHOG, uTO CI/XP - TO-TO M OHO, YTO OT MEHSI HUYETO He 33

9 - (Bc€) Hukak He VP-Ipfv - 3apaya BCE HMKaK He peluanachb.

10 - (eauHcTBEHHOE) (Prep) uto (He) VP, Tak ato (He) XP/Cl - Yero goub
11 - (kaK) no MHe, (Tak) Cl - Kak no MHe, aTo eLié He 6eaa.

12 - (He/camoe) Bpems Cop VP-Inf - Camoe BpeMsi BepLuUTb 6onbLuve A

-

Visit at

constructicon.github.io/russian

th


https://constructicon.github.io/russian/

Example of a prohibitive construction

1247
NAME xopow VP-Ipfv.Inf! - 34, HaBepxy! Xopowu npbirats!

DEFINITION (Russian) KoHCTpyKLMS UCNONb3YeTCs, KOraa roBopaALwuii nobyxaaet cobeceHUKa NpeKpaTUTb BbINONHATL [HeKoTopoe AeUCTBUE]Action-
[oBOpSALLMI OLleHMBAET 3TO AEeNCTBUE OTpULATENIbHO, TaK KaK OHO NPUYUHAET eMy AUCKOMMOPT WU KaXKeTCHA CAULIKOM ANUTeNbHbIM. KOHCTpYKUMS
nogpasymeBaeT OTCYTCTBME MeXAY rOBOPSALUM U cobeceaHUKOM coLuanbHON nepapxmm U NPOM3HOCUTCS B APY>XXECKOM TOHe.

DEFINITION (English) The construction is used when the speaker prompts the interlocutor to stop performing [some action]a.iion. The speaker evaluates this
action negatively, as it causes them discomfort or seems too long. The construction implies the absence of social hierarchy between the speaker and the
interlocutor and is pronounced in a friendly tone.

DEFINITION (Norwegian) Konstruksjonen anvendes nar taleren anmoder samtalepartneren om a slutte a utfgre [en handling] .o Taleren har et negativt syn pa
handlingen fordi den volder ubehag eller synes a vare for lenge. Konstruksjonen forutsetter fraveer av rangsforskjeller mellom taleren og samtalepartneren og
fremfgres i en vennskapelig tone.

EXAMPLES
1. 1 UM roBOpPIO — Bbl YTO, MY>XUKU. XOpoLU [CNywWwaTb)action TOT KOHLEPT No paguo!
2. — XopoLu [ccopuTbCs]aciion! — NpepBan aesywek Unba. — HEKOHCTPYKTUBHO.
3. — 91, Aptem! Xopow [cnaTb]action! Hy-Ka BcTaBait gaBait! Tbl y)ke CeMb 4acoB KpAay ApbiXHellb... BcTaBaim e, CoHs!
4. — Xopow TaM [cKaKaTb]action! — KPUKHYN CTenaH aeBoukaM. OH cuaen Ha KopToukax nepes HOBOW ra3oBoW NAUTON, YNTasi PYKOBOACTBO MO
aKcnnyaTayuu.
5. — Bacbka, xopoll [TopMO3UTb]aciion! — KPUKHYN AHApei. — OTKpbiBai ckopee asepu!

CEFR LEVEL C1



open slot Example of a prohibitive construction

NAME xopouw VP-Ipfv.Inf! - 34, HaBepxy! Xopowu npbirats!

xoro3-@ VP-Ipfv.Inf ! % Ej, naverxu! Xoro-@ pryg-a-t'!

g00d-SG.MASC.SHORT  X-IPFV.INF & hey upstairs good-SG.MASC.SHORT jump-IPFV-INF
'Stop X-ing!" | 'Hey, up there! Stop jumping!’

DEFINITION (English) The construction is used when the speaker prompts the interlocutor to stop performing [some action]a.iion. The speaker evaluates this
action negatively, as it causes them discomfort or seems too long. The construction implies the absence of social hierarchy between the speaker and the
interlocutor and is pronounced in a friendly tone.

DEFINITION (Norwegian) Konstruksjonen anvendes nar taleren anmoder samtalepartneren om a slutte a utfgre [en handling] .o Taleren har et negativt syn pa
handlingen fordi den volder ubehag eller synes a vare for lenge. Konstruksjonen forutsetter fraveer av rangsforskjeller mellom taleren og samtalepartneren og
fremfgres i en vennskapelig tone.

EXAMPLES
1. 1 UM roBOpPIO — Bbl YTO, MY>XUKU. XOpoLU [CNywWwaTb)action TOT KOHLEPT No paguo!
2. — XopoLu [ccopuTbCs]aciion! — NpepBan aesywek Unba. — HEKOHCTPYKTUBHO.
3. — 91, Aptem! Xopow [cnaTb]action! Hy-Ka BcTaBait gaBait! Tbl y)ke CeMb 4acoB KpAay ApbiXHellb... BcTaBaim e, CoHs!
4. — Xopol TaM [cKaKaTb)actiion! — KPUKHYN CTenaH geBoykaM. OH cuaen Ha KopTodkax nepej HoBOW ra3oBow NUTON, YATas PyKOBOACTBO Mo
aKcnnyaTayuu.
5. — Bacbka, xopoll [TopMO3UTb]aciion! — KPUKHYN AHApei. — OTKpbiBai ckopee asepu!

CEFR LEVEL C1
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COMMON FILLERS
* pasroBapuBaTb
e 6onTatb
e 6asapuTtb
* THaTb
e TpenaTtbcs
e opaTb
e pyratbcs
e ccopuTbCS
e cnaTb
* [PbIXHYTb
e MpbiraTtb
e CKakaTb

SEMANTIC TYPE
o {"type": "Prohibition", "subtypes": [ { "type": "Continuative prohibitive" } ] }

SYNTACTIC TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION
e Clause

SYNTACTIC FUNCTION OF ANCHOR
¢ Praedicative Expression

SYNTACTIC STRUCTURE OF ANCHOR
¢ Not Applicable

o8 >Q0

[
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®
@ PART OF SPEECH OF ANCHOR
e Predicative

0

DEPENDENCY STRUCTURE
1. [root xopow [csubj VP-Ipfv.Inf]!]

5 ©

DEPENDENCY STRUCTURE OF ILLUSTRATION
1. [root [parataxis 3i1], HaBepxy!] [root Xopow [csubj npbirats]!]

©)

®© COMMUNICATIVE TYPE

> ¢ Exclamatory

O USAGE LABEL Colloquial

® COMMENT 'cM. CUHOHUMUYHbIe KOHCTPYKLMK xBaTUT VP-Infl (XBaTUT pyratbca!), noBonbHo VP-Inf! (goBonbHO anoBaTbes). He nyTaTh ¢ KOHCTPYKLUUAMMU
xopoLunit-Short NP-Nom! (Xopouw yyéHbiit!), NP-Nom xopowu co6oi (Muwa 6bin yameutenbHo xopolu co6oi), NP xopowuid-Short/nnoxoi-Short tem, uto Adj/Cl

3 (Yam xopow Tem, yto Kpenok), NP xopoLuuid-Short/nnoxoit-Short NP-Ins (3T MecTa xopoLuu CBOUMM JlecaMm)'

.~ REFERENCES

= e CM. Takxe cTtatbto PaxunuHa E. B. KoHAyKTOp, HAXXMKU Ha TOpMO3a... // KoMnbloTepHas JIMHIBUCTUKA U UHTeNIeKTyarnbHble TexHonornu: Mo matepuanam
exerogHoi MexgayHapogHow KoHbepeHumn «uanor» (2013). T. 1. M.: U3a-Bo Poccuitckoro rocyaapcTBEHHOro ryMmaHuTapHoro yHuBepcuteta. 2013. C.
665-673.



1. Qualia

1.1. Situation structure

1.2. Major roles

1.4. Logical relations

1.6. Sets and elements

* Timeline +

* Taxis +

* Actionality +

*  Pluractionality +
* Phase of action +
* Result+

*  Actuality

1.3. Situation modifiers

* Spatial expressions +
* Temporal expressions +
* Manner

2. Modality and its neighborhood

* Addressee +

* Instrument

* Possession

* Comitative

* Caritive

* Non-standard subject +

* Cause

* Purpose

* Consequence
* Condition

* Concession +

e Additive
* Inclusive
* Exceptive
*  Exclusive
* Subset

* Options

* Quantification +

1.5. Properties

1.7. Magnitude

* Salient property +
e Temporary characteristics +
* Comparison +

* Non-existence +
* Measure +
* (Calculation +

3. Subjectivity

4. Discourse

5. Parameters

2.1. Core modal meanings

*  Root modality +
* Epistemic modality +

2.2. Neighborhood

Volition

Causation +
reat

Request

Apprehension +

Curse

* Assessment +

e Attitude +

* Polarity value +

* Source of opinion +
* Mirative

4.1. Discourse organization

* Discourse structure +
* Intersubjectivity

* Objectivity

* Source of information

4.2. Discourse clauses

* Reaction to the previous discourse +

* Routine +

* Degree of intensity +
* Degree of accuracy +

55 semantic types of
cxns grouped in 5

classes

Description available at
https://constructicon.github.io
/russian/semantic-types/



2. Theoretical background:
Construction Grammar

English Subject Auxiliary Inversion family of constructions

Constructions are entrenched —————— (Goldberg 2006)
language-specific form- G: Wh-

. . e | | Juestions:
meaning pairings availableat | """ ,f N P N
all levels of linguistic -~ N “;"“:"'I““ﬁ““"“ | F Wishes,

. AAVERD Clalses: I
complexity (Goldberg 1995, A Y/N questions: NON-POSITIVE O POSITIVE
2006; Croft 2001; Fried and NON-POSITIVE, k_?—x’ W non-declarative
Ostman 2004, Langacker ey | et ] L N y
2008) I: Exclamatives: :-' Non-prototypical f"’af

non-assertive "“:"l"*"““f NON- | ,-fn: Negalive
Goldberg & Jackendoff 2004: | ) ' t:]‘f:if;:;igfj'mn_ | rejoinder
What makes the EﬂglISh - assertive depm{dem NON-POSITIVE,
. . - -~ o taeation dependent
resultative (sub)constructions [ counterfactanl A Odeclarative H: Positive
form d famlly IS "their famlly conditionals: 2 conjunct
: NON-POSITIVE e ——— | clauses: non-
E: Comparatives: TR
resemblance in syntax and dependent oo predicate focus,
semantics" non-asserted cnnumﬁt, \dependent
p g dependent

h.




Approaches to a family: nuclear vs. extended

—

cxns instantiate a more abstract one and inherit its properties |
(Lyngfelt 2018: 7): parent vs child (a "nuclear" family — a family

group consisting of parents and their children, one or more). Level Child cxn J
of abstractness

1. A family of cxns is an inheritance structure: one or more specific Parent cxn §

® o
_ , L , _ Parent cxn 1 Parent cxn 2
la. a subtype: A family of cxns with multiple inheritance links \/ ®
Child cxn
2. Horizontal relationships (links) between two or more cxns that
have certain properties in common Cxn 1 Cxn 2

3. Extended family extends beyond nuclear family, includes also cxnl — | Cxn 2 \

aunts, uncles, in-laws, grandparents (all living in the same T
/\ Cxn x
household) :

Child cxn 1 Child cxn2




Approaches to a family: nuclear vs. extended
1.Afami|yc/

VP do NP-Gen Parent cxn
cxns instant X til Y-GEN =
(Lyngfelt 20 ‘to X to the point of YV ‘ )

group consi: ' Child cxn
of abstractn VP do absurd-a :
X  til absurd-GEN.SG 1 ®
, ) ) . , cxn Parent cxn 2
1la. a subtyp \ to X til the point when it becomes absurd! / \/ ®
Child cxn

2. Horizontal relationships (links) between two or more cxns that
have certain properties in common

3. Extended family extends beyond nuclear family, includes also cxnl — | Cxn 2 \

aunts, uncles, in-laws, grandparents (all living in the same /\\
Cxn x
household)

Child cxn 1 Child cxn2




Example of a family (7 cxns)

Quantitative cxns ‘Enough X-ing’, mild attenuated prohibition
Subgroup 1: "measuring"” predicates; coding of the interlocutor optional or impossible

“ Construction name [[lustration

114  dovol’n-o (PronPers-2.Dat) VP-lpfv.Inf! Dovol'n-o  Zalov-a-t’-sjal
enough-ADV you-DAT X-IPFV.INF enough-ADV complain-IPFV-INF-MED
‘Enough X-ing (for you)!’ ‘Enough complaining!’

344  Xvat-it (PronPers-2.Dat) VP-lpfv.Inf!  Xvat-it rug-a-t’-sjal
be_enough.PFV-FUT.3SG you-DAT X-IPFV.INF be_enough.pFv-FUT.35G fight-IPFV-INF-MED
‘Enough X-ing (for you)! That will do!’ ‘Enough fighting! It will do!’

1247 xoros-@ VP-lpfv.Inf ! Ej, naverxu! Xoro$-@ pryg-a-t’!
g00d-SG.MASC.SHORT  X-IPFV.INF hey upstairs good-SG.MASC.SHORT  jump-IPFV-INF
‘Quit X-ing! Cut it out!V’ ‘Hey, up there! Stop jumping!’

1274  xvat-it [/ dovol’n-o Cop NP-Gen! Xvat-it neZznost-gj!
be_enough.PFv-FUT.35G enough-ADV COP X-GEN be_enough.PFv-FUT.35G softness-GEN.PL

‘Enough X-s! So much for the X-s!’ ‘Enough cuddling!’



Example of a family (7 cxns)

Quantitative cxns ‘Enough X-ing’, mild attenuated prohibition
Subgroup 2: more supportive attitude of the speaker; obligatory coding of the interlocutor

ﬂ Construction name Illustration

41 bud-et PronPers-Dat (VP-Ipfv.Inf)!
be.FUT-35G  PRONPERS-DAT  X-IPFV.INF
‘For you it is enough X-ing! That’ll do!’

1248 pdin-o PronPers-2.Dat  VP-Ipfv.Inf!
full-sG.N.SHORT ~ you-DAT X-IPFV.INF
‘You have X-ed enough! That will do! Move on!’

177  ladn-o

‘You are done X-ing! Stop X-ing!’

PronPers-2.Dat VP-Ipfv.inf!
harmonious-SG.N.SHORT  yOU-DAT X-IPFV.INF

Bud-et teb-e vr-a-t’!|

be.FUT-35G  YOU.SG-DAT lie-IPFV-INF
‘Enough telling lies!”

PéIn-o teb-e plak-a-t’!
full-SG.N.SHORT yOU.SG-DAT  Cry-IPFV-INF
‘Enough crying for you, you should move on!’

Ladn-o vam spor-i-t ’!
harmonious-SG.N.SHORT YOU.PL-DAT argue-IPFV-INF
‘That is enough arguing for you!’



The structure of the family

more abstract schema
[quantifying predicative + VP-Ipfv.Inf specifying the activity]

O\

subtype of abstract schema with participant overtly expressed
[quantifying predicative + Experiencer + VP-Ipfv.Inf specifying the activity]

ID 114 ID 344 ID 41 ID 1248 ID 177
ID 1247 , . ,
xorod + dovol’no + xvatit + budet + ] poino + . ladno +
VP (PronPers) (PronPers) PronPers + PronPers + PronPers +
+ VP + VP VP VP VP
ID 1817
xvatit /

\ | dovol’no + | J
NP




The predicates in these cxns are grammaticalized
in different degrees. Structural similarities are

The structure of the family plurred. This makes it difficult to compare them

and to associate them with more abstract but
schematic patterns.

more abstract schema
[quantifying predicative + VP-Ipfv.Inf specifying the activity]

O\

subtype of abstract schema with participant overtly expressed
[quantifying predicative + Experiencer + VP-Ipfv.Inf specifying the activity]

ID 114 ID 344 ID 41 ID 1248 ID 177
I)[()orizs'“>4+7 .| dovol’'no+ | | xvatit+ budet + | poéino + . ladno +
VP (PronPers) (PronPers) PronPers + PronPers + PronPers +
+VP + VP VP VP VP

In cases like this it is more fruitful to focus on
ID 1817 horizontal relationships between cxns.

xvatit / Similar or diverse lexical restrictions on the fillers

\ | dovol’'no + l J of open slots determine the use and semantic
NP distinctions between closely synonymous cxns.




57 Russian prohibitive constructions form 12 families visualized as boxes.

1:2 (7 constructions)
General rules 1:4 (7 constructions)
Ne VP-Ipfv.Inf! Prohibition of smallest portion 1:5 (3 constructions)
‘No X-ingV (Ctoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen! Anticipation of resistance
‘No X-es!’ PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
‘You’re not going to do XV
1:3 (10 constructions) 1:1 (5 constructions) 1:6 (3 constructions)
Milder tone Prevention of intended Prohibition against repeating
(NP-Dat) ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf activity Ctob(y) PronPers bol’se ne VP-Pst!
‘There’s no point in X-ing’ Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf! ‘No more X-ing!”
‘Don’t you dare X’

2:2(7 .con.structll?gs) 2:1 (4 constructions) 2:5 (3 constructions)
Sv‘;?.rit{;ﬁ'ﬁ'ﬁez'zggff \r/‘s-Ipfv.Inf! Stop unwanted activity Prohibition and Disapproval
‘Enough X-ing!’ brosit’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf! NP-Dat li Cop VP-Inf?
i ‘Stop X-ing!’ ‘Who are you to X?’
2:3 (2 constructions)
Delimitative 2:4 (3 constructions) 2:6 (3 constructions)
po-Verb-Pst i budet Stop temporarily Prohibition and Threat
‘You’ve done enough X-ing’ podozdat’-Imp VP-lpfv.Inf Ja PronPers-Dat VP-Fut!
‘Stop X-ing for a while’ ‘You do X and you will regret it!’




Constructions in Cluster 1
ask a hearer to refrain

1:2 (7 constructions)

from d0|ng Someth | ng’ General rules 1:4 (7 constructions)

Ne VP-Ipfv.Inf! Prohibition of smallest portion 1:5 (3 constructions)

prOthlt a future action. ‘No X-ing!’ (Ctoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen! Anticipation of resistance
‘No X-es!’ PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!

Cxns contain the marker “You're not going to do XV
of negation

1:3 (10 constructions) 1:1 (5 constructions) 1:6 (3 constructions)

Milder tone Prevention of intended Prohibition against repeating
(NP-Dat) ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf activity Ctob(y) PronPers bol’se ne VP-Pst!
Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf! ‘No more X-ing!’

‘Don’t you dare X’

‘There’s no point in X-ing’

Constructlons In C|USter 2 express 2:1 (4 constructions) 2:5 (3 constructions)
pr‘ohibition of an On—going aCtiVity Stop unwanted activity Prohibition and Disapproval
. . el el . brosit’-Imp VP-lpfv.Inf! NP-Dat li Cop VP-Inf?
(termed continuative prohibition, cf. ‘Stop X-ing! ‘Who are you to X2’
Rakhilina 2013, Khrakovski 1986),

Cxns lack the marker of negation

2:4 (3 constructions) 2:6 (3 constructions)
Stop temporarily Prohibition and Threat

podozdat’-Imp VP-lpfv.Inf Ja PronPers-Dat VP-Fut!
‘Stop X-ing for a while’ ‘You do X and you will regret it!’

po-Verb-Pst i budet
‘You've done enough X-ing’




Cluster 1

Cluster 2

12 families comprise 2 distinct clusters that form a single network

1:2 (7 constructions)
General rules

Ne VP-Ipfv.Inf!

‘No X-ingV

1:3 (10 constructions)
Milder tone

(NP-Dat) ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf
‘There’s no point in X-ing’

‘No X-es!’

1:4 (7 constructions)

Prohibition of smallest portion
(Ctoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen!

1:5 (3 constructions)

Anticipation of resistance
PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
‘You’re not going to do XV

1:1 (5 constructions)
Prevention of intended
activity

Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!

‘Don’t you dare X’

1:6 (3 constructions)

Prohibition against repeating
Ctob(y) PronPers bol’se ne VP-Pst!
‘No more X-ing!

2:2 (7 constructions)
Quantitative, milder tone

xvatit (PronPers-2.Dat) VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Enough X-ing!’

2:3 (2 constructions)
Delimitative

po-Verb-Pst i budet
‘You've done enough X-ing’

2:1 (4 constructions)
Stop unwanted activity
brosit’-Imp VP-lpfv.Inf!
‘Stop X-ing!’

2:5 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Disapproval
NP-Dat li Cop VP-Inf?

‘Who are you to X?’

2:4 (3 constructions)
Stop temporarily
podozdat’-Imp VP-lpfv.Inf
‘Stop X-ing for a while’

2:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Threat

Ja PronPers-Dat VP-Fut!

‘You do X and you will regret it!’




Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Thick boxes indicate prototypes.

1:2 (7 constructions)
General rules

Ne VP-Ipfv.Inf!

‘No X-ingV

1:4 (7 constructions)
Prohibition of smallest portion
(Ctoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen!

1:3 (10 constructions)
Milder tone

(NP-Dat) ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf
‘There’s no point in X-ing’

‘No X-es!’

1:1 (5 constructions)
Prevention of intended
activity

Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Don’t you dare X’

1:5 (3 constructions)

Anticipation of resistance
PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
‘You’re not going to do XV

1:6 (3 constructions)

Prohibition against repeating
Ctob(y) PronPers bol’se ne VP-Pst!
‘No more X-ing!

2:2 (7 constructions)
Quantitative, milder tone

xvatit (PronPers-2.Dat) VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Enough X-ing!’

2:3 (2 constructions)
Delimitative

po-Verb-Pst i budet
‘You’ve done enough X-ing’

2:1 (4 constructions)
Stop unwanted activity

brosit’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Stop X-ing!’

2:4 (3 constructions)
Stop temporarily
podozdat’-Imp VP-lpfv.Inf
‘Stop X-ing for a while’

2:5 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Disapproval
NP-Dat li Cop VP-Inf?

‘Who are you to X?’

2:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Threat

Ja PronPers-Dat VP-Fut!

‘You do X and you will regret it!’




Prototypical prohibition

1. The speaker prompts the interlocutor to not carry out
an undesirable activity.

2. The interlocutor is an individual person or a specific
group of people.

3. The speaker has more authority / life experience /
higher status in the social hierarchy than the person to
whom the prohibition is addressed (e.g. boss vs.
subordinate, adult vs. child).

4. The prohibition is spoken in a strict commanding
peremptory tone.




Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Lines with arrows show semantic transitions between families of cxns.

1:2 (7 constructions)
General rules

Ne VP-Ipfv.Inf!

‘No X-ingV

1:4 (7 constructions)
Prohibition of smallest portion
(Ctoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen!

1:3 (10 constructions)
Milder tone

(NP-Dat) ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf
‘There’s no point in X-ing’

‘No X-es!’

generalization

intensification

opposition to

1:1 (5 constructions) .
resistance

Prevention of intended
activity

Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Don’t you dare X’

attenuation

1:5 (3 constructions)

Anticipation of resistance
PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
‘You’re not going to do XV

opposition to
repetition

1:6 (3 constructions)

Prohibition against repeating
Ctob(y) PronPers bol’se ne VP-Pst!
‘No more X-ing!

2:2 (7 constructions)
Quantitative, milder tone

xvatit (PronPers-2.Dat) VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Enough X-ing!’

further attenuation

2:3 (2 constructions)
Delimitative

po-Verb-Pst i budet
‘You've done enough X-ing’

aggression

2:1 (4 constructions)
Stop unwanted activity
brosit’-Imp VP-lpfv.Inf!

attenuation . .
Stop X-ing!

temporary

2:4 (3 constructions)
Stop temporarily
podozdat’-Imp VP-lpfv.Inf
‘Stop X-ing for a while’

2:5 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Disapproval
NP-Dat li Cop VP-Inf?

‘Who are you to X?’

further aggression

2:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Threat

Ja PronPers-Dat VP-Fut!

‘You do X and you will regret it!’




Cluster 1

Cluster 2

The two clusters are connected through the semantic transition Continuative.

1:2 (7 constructions)
General rules

Ne VP-Ipfv.Inf!

‘No X-ingV

1:4 (7 constructions)
Prohibition of smallest portion
(Ctoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen!

1:3 (10 constructions)
Milder tone
(NP-Dat) ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf

‘There’s no point in X-ing’ attenuation

continuative

‘No X-es!’

generalization

intensification

opposition to

1:1 (5 constructions) .
resistance

Prevention of intended
activity

Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Don’t you dare X’

1:5 (3 constructions)

Anticipation of resistance
PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
‘You’re not going to do XV

opposition to
repetition

1:6 (3 constructions)

Prohibition against repeating
Ctob(y) PronPers bol’se ne VP-Pst!
‘No more X-ing!

2:2 (7 constructions)
Quantitative, milder tone
xvatit (PronPers-2.Dat) VP-Ipfv.Inf!

‘Enough X-ing!’ attenuation

further attenuation

2:3 (2 constructions)
Delimitative

po-Verb-Pst i budet
‘You've done enough X-ing’

continuative

aggression
2:1 (4 constructions) &8

Stop unwanted activity
brosit’-Imp VP-lpfv.Inf!
‘Stop X-ing!’

temporary

2:4 (3 constructions)
Stop temporarily
podozdat’-Imp VP-lpfv.Inf
‘Stop X-ing for a while’

continuative

2:5 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Disapproval
NP-Dat li Cop VP-Inf?

‘Who are you to X?’

further aggression

2:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Threat

Ja PronPers-Dat VP-Fut!

‘You do X and you will regret it!’




Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Lines without arrows indicate syntactic/formal similarities between families of cxns.

1:4 (7 constructions)
Prohibition of smallest portion 1:5 (3 constructions)
(Ctoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen! Anticipation of resistance
‘No X-es!’ PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
‘You’re not going to do XV
predicative generalization
. e opposition to
intensification repetition
v
1:1 (5 constructions) opposition to 1:6 (3 constructions)
. . resistance
Prevention of intended Prohibition against repeating
activity Ctob(y) PronPers bol’$e ne VP-Pst!
attenuation Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf! ‘No more X-ing!’
‘Don’t you dare X’
predicative . ) . .
continuative imperative
continuative continuative
2:1 (4 constructions) aggression | 7.5 (3 constructions)
Stop unwanted activity "| Prohibition and Disapproval
attenuation brosit’-Imp VP-lpfv.Inf! NP-Dat li Cop VP-Inf?
‘Stop X-ing!’ ‘Who are you to X?’
further attenuation ) . further aggression
imperative temporary
2:4 (3 constructions) 2:6 (3 constructions)
po- prefix Stop temporarily Prohibition and Threat
podozdat’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf Ja PronPers-Dat VP-Fut!
‘Stop X-ing for a while’ ‘You do X and you will regret it!”




Dotted lines and arrows indicate weaker relationships (properties observed in some cxns in a family).

1:2 (7 constructions)
General rules 1:4 (7 constructions)
Ne VP-Ipfv.Inf! Prohibition of smallest portion 1:5 (3 constructions)
Nl ‘No X-ing!’ (Ctoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen! Anticipation of resistance
E ‘No X-es!’ PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
k7 ‘You're not going to do X!’
3 predicative generalization
© generalization intensification opposition to
option repetition
v
) . opposition to -
1:3 (10 constructions) 1:1 (5 constructions) resistance 1:6 (3 constructions)
Milder tone Prevention of intended Prohibition against repeating
(NP-Dat) ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf ¢ ) activity Ctob(y) PronPers bol’Se ne VP-Pst!
“There’s no point in X-ing’ attenuation Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf! ‘No more X-ing!’
‘Don’t you dare X’
predicative . )
continuative imperative
{ continuative continuative
2:2(7 .con:structllons) aggression | 2.5 (3 constructions)
Quantitative, milder tone > oy ess .
. Prohibition and Disapproval
N xvatit (PronPers-2.Dat) VP-Ipfv.Inf] & NP-Dat li Con VP-Inf?
‘Enough X-ing!’ attenuation ~Dat li Cop VP-int:
(T) ' ‘Who are you to X?’
£ S
— further attenuation :
@) imperative temporary . \ \ further aggression
2:3 (2 constructions) imperative
Delimitative option ~
po-Verb-Pst i budet _ po- prefix N —
‘You’ve done enough X-ing’ imperative option,
po- prefix option




Thick arrows indicate overlap with overlap with Intensity
other networks of cxns.
These horizontal links are formed 1:5 (3 constructions)
. . . Anticipation of resistance
through transitional cxns with PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
multiple motivations

‘You’re not going to do XV

opposition to
repetition

Cluster 1

intensification

opposition to

1:1 (5 constructions) ;
resistance

overlap with Warning

oyerlap with Request Prevention of intended
activity
attenuation Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Don’t you dare X’
predicative ) )
continuative imperative
{ continuative 1 continuative

2:2 (7 constructions)
Quantitative, milder tone

2:1 (4 constructions) aggression
Stop unwanted activity

i - - |
N 3<vat|t (PropPer,s 2.Dat) VP-Ipfv.Inf! e - brosit’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
— Enough X-ing! attenuation . o
(O] Stop X-ing!
']

2]

- . .
= further attenuation N further aggression
O imperative temporary . S

2:3 (2 constructions) : |mperat|ve N
Delimitative 2:4 (3 construcjuons) option N o
po-Verb-Pst i budet po- prefix Stfsz EZ“’;P?ra"\'/YP o e mmmm b
‘You’ve done enough X-ing’ f’o ozdat-imp VE-Ipiv.In imperative option,
Stop X-ing for a while . .
po- prefix option

overlap with Attitugde

overlap with Threat




Cluster 1

(o)

Cluster 2

Legend:

——» semantic transitions

syntactic/formal similarities

— — = — weaker relationships

overlap with other
networks of cxns

1:2 (7 constructions)
General rules

Ne VP-Ipfv.Inf!

‘No X-ingV

overlap with Intensity

predicative

/
/

/
2 generalization
/  option

erlap with Request

—

Milder tone

1:3 (10 constructions)

(NP-Dat) ne stoit VP-Ipfv.Inf [
‘There’s no point in X-ing’

‘No X-es!’

1:4 (7 constructions)
Prohibition of smallest portion
(Ctoby) nikakoj-Gen NP-Gen!

generalization

intensification

1:1 (5 constructions)
Prevention of intended

attenuation

predicative

continuative

activity
Ne smet’-Imp VP-Ipfv.Inf!
‘Don’t you dare X’

imperative

opposition to
resistance

Network of 57 Russian

prohibitive constructions

1:5 (3 constructions)

Anticipation of resistance
PronPers-Nom ne VP-Fut!
‘You’re not going to do XV

repetition

v

opposition to

1:6 (3 constructions)

Prohibition against repeating
Ctob(y) PronPers bol’se ne VP-Pst!
‘No more X-ing!

overlap with Wa

ning

2:2 (7 constructions)

‘Enough X-ing!’

Quantitative, milder tone
xvatit (PronPers-2.Dat) VP-Ipfv.Inf] 1

continuative

2:1 (4 constructions)

aggression

continuative

v

Stop unwanted activity

attenuation

further attenuation

2:3 (2 constructions)
Delimitative

po-Verb-Pst i budet
‘You've done enough X-ing’

brosit’-Imp VP-lpfv.Inf!
‘Stop X-ing!’

imperative temporary

po- prefix

2:4 (3 constructions)
Stop temporarily
podozdat’-Imp VP-lpfv.Inf
‘Stop X-ing for a while’

imperative ™ N
option N

imperative option,
po- prefix option

2:5 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Disapproval
NP-Dat li Cop VP-Inf?

‘Who are you to X?’

further aggression

overlap with Attitu

2:6 (3 constructions)
Prohibition and Threat

Ja PronPers-Dat VP-Fut!

‘You do X and you will regret it!’

overlap with T




Conclusions
Family:
* the smallest grouping of (usually 2-9) cxns that are nearly synonymous;

* some members may also share similar syntactic structure and anchor words;

e cxns in a family may share not necessarily all properties but various subsets of these
properties (family resemblance)

* focus on horizontal relationships between cxns, but can also include inheritance links
Cluster:
* a group of families that displays a radial category structure,

* with a core prototypical family of cxns and related families that are more or less
peripheral and encode additional semantic nuances

Network:

 a structured group of clusters sharing general semantics such as Prohibitive, Comparison,
Assessment, etc.

* Often contains a prototypical cluster and related clusters joined by semantic links or
shared families



Conclusions

Investigation of relationships between cxns in a family can help to
e differentiate between two (or more) nearly synonymous cxns and provide them with

thorough descriptions
e predict how a family of cxns can expand or evolve

e identify typologically relevant anchor words (i.e. fixed elements of cxns)
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