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Abstract

The thesis presents a study of the nontrivial interface of morphology, phonology and
semantics found in the distribution of three Russian aspectual prefixes O, OB and OBO.
These prefixes can be semantically identical when occur in the forms of the same paradigm
(e.g. obo-drat’ INF. vs. ob-deru.1 PERSON.SG.FUT. ‘flay’), but can also carry strikingly
different meanings that even yield minimal pairs (e.g. o-sudit’ ‘condemn’ vs. ob-sudit’
‘discuss’). There are some phonological restrictions on their use but they tolerate a lot of
variation in the choice of the prefix. Thus, the behavior of O, OB and OBO does not
completely satisfy either of the two crucial criteria of regular allomorphy: first, their
distribution is not precisely complementary; secondly, their semantics can be both identical
and strikingly different.

In order to account for this phenomenon, I apply corpus, experimental and statistical
methods and address two major questions: (1) whether these prefixes constitute two separate
morphemes, as suggested by the Split Hypothesis, or one morpheme with three allomorphs;
and (2) whether these prefixes in Natural Perfectives (Janda 2007b) are pure aspectual
markers with no semantic content (Svedova et al. 1980: 583, Zaliznjak & Smelev 2000: 82) or
their semantic contribution is just not perceptible due to conceptual overlap with the meaning
of the simplex base (the Overlap Hypothesis proposed in Vey 1952; Schooneveld 1958; Janda
& Nesset forthcoming a).

First, I show that semantically “empty” and “non-empty” uses of the prefixes O, OB
and OBO exhibit isomorphic relations, which support the Overlap Hypothesis. Second, I
demonstrate that the Split Hypothesis (Alexeeva 1978; Andrews 1984; Krongauz 1998) fails
to account for the large overlap and variation in the semantic and phonological domains that it
proposes. I provide a semantic analysis that shows that the meanings which might seem so
unrelated are actually parts of a single semantic network and that all submeanings of this
polysemy can be expressed by each of the three prefixes. The impact and statistical
significance of various factors in the choice of the prefix are tested against a) corpus data and
b) mechanisms of word-production examined in a psycholinguistic experiment with nonce
words. On the basis of my results, I argue for the alternative view that treats O, OB and OBO
as one morpheme with a non-complementary but at the same time statistically significant
distribution of allomorphs. This suggests that the traditional understanding of allomorphy is
too narrow and should be revised according to the gradient and complex nature of this

linguistic phenomenon.

iv



Contents

ACKNOWIBAZEMENLS. .. ...ttt e e 1l
N 01 T P iv
L10) 115311 P v
Lo INrOQUCHION. ..ot e e e e e e 1
1.1. The Russian prefixes O, OB and OBO and their parallels in other Indo-European
Lan@UAZES. ..ottt 1
1.2. On allomorphy: neat linguistic concept vs. messy language data.......................coeeee 2
1.3. One or tWO MOIPREMIES?....c...coiiiiiiiiieiieiteteente ettt sttt ettt et esaesbe bt eaesaeesane e 5
1.4. Prefixes in Natural Perfectives: pure grammar or semantic overlap with the verbal
SEEINIT ..ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt e bbbt e h e s he et sa bt e e a e n e saeeanenrenae et ennens 6
1.5. The structure of the thesis. ... .....oiuiitii i e 7
2. Previous research on the Russian prefixes O, OB, OBO: Two major Views.............cccceeenne... 8
2.1. Svedova et al. (1980): two distinct morphemes merge into One................................. 9
2.2. Roberts’s study (1976, 1981): three prefixal allomorphs and their distribution.............. 17
2.3. The Split Hypothesis: arguments and prediCtions..............o.viiiniiieeinireneiiinieneeane, 21
3. Semantic Analysis of Russian perfectives prefixed with O, OB, OBO.....................c.o.e. 29
3.1. Cognitive linguistics’ approach to the semantics of prefixes...............coocoviiiiiiiiin. 29
3.2. The database on Russian perfective verbs prefixed with O, OB, and OBO................... 32
3.3. Radial category network for the prefixes O, OB and OBO. Specialized and Factitive
PerfOCtiVES. .ot 40
3.4. The Overlap Hypothesis: behavior of Natural Perfectives...............c..coocoiiiiiiiii. 56
3.5. The Split Hypothesis: Radial Category Profiling and statistical analysis...................... 59
TN TN U0 00 1 oy 61
4. Experimental desi@n..........oououiiiiii i e 62
4.1. Experimental goals and experimental materials..............cooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinen 63
4.1.1. Factor 1: SEMANtICS. . .c.vuuitint ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt e eaes 63
4.1.2. Factor 2: Phonology.......couoiuiiii i 66
4.1.3. Factor 3: Prosody.........oouotiii i e 70
4.2. Questionnaire design: major parts and their COntent............c.ocveveiiiiiiiiiiniinenene. 74
4.3. Real words and their role in the eXperiment............c..cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 76
. PHOUINE. ..o ettt e e e 78
4.4.1. QUESHONNAITE CONLEIL. ...\t uttt ettt et eeeate ettt eiteeeateeeareeareeeaeeeaaneeanns 79
4.4.2. Questionnaire adminiStration. . .........ovuutiiiute ittt it aiee e aaeeeaaen 81
4.4.3. Open multiple chOiCe tasKS.......c.cvuiiuiiiii i 82
4.5. Order of the experimental TemMS. ..........oiuiitii e 83
40, SUD LS. ettt 83
4.0. 1. GeNACT. ...ttt e e 84
4.0.2.  AE GIOUPS. . ettt ettt 85
4.6.3. Educational background...............coiiiiiiii 86
N 113111 1 T o P 87
5. EXperimental TeSULLS. .....ouieit e 88
5.1. Collected responses and organization of the data..................ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin.. 88
5.2. Responses to real SMULL. ......ovueiniitii i e 90
5.3. Responses to NONCe SHMULT. ......o.eiiieiiii i 93

TN 10 010 1 oy 102



6. Morphological status of O, OB and OBO in Contemporary Standard Russian................... 103

6.1. Overlap in the IeXiCON. .. ..oo.iiuii i 103
6.2. Variation in the 1eXiCon..........oo it 104.
6.3. Counterexamples in the IeXICON.........o.iuiii e 105
6.4. Overlap in experimental word-production..............ccocveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 105
6.5. Variation in experimental word-production...............ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 108
6.6. Subjects’ individual PAttEINS. . ....o.evuiiuiiiit i 108
6.7. The unified account for O, OB and OBO.........ovviiiiiiiii i, 108
T CONCIUSION. .. .eitint e 110
RETETOICES. ...t 112
List Of ABDIeVIAtIONS. .. .cuuinniii e 119

Appendix 1: Excerpt from the database of perfective verbs prefixed with O, OB and OBO.........120

Appendix 2: Lists of verbs for each semantic Subcategory............cc.cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiininnn, 121
ApPPendix 3: The SUDJECES. ...t e 147
Appendix 4: The nonce words used in the experiment (Russian original)........................o.e.. 148
Appendix 5: The nonce words used in the experiment (translated into English)....................... 151
Appendix 6: Sample of the Questionnaire A/B (verbal stimuli)................cc.oooiiiii, 153
Appendix 7: Sample of the Questionnaire C (adjectival stimuli)..............coooviiiiiiiiiiii 162
Appendix 8: Excerpt from the database of subjects’ responses .............ccoceviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii, 170
Appendix 9: Frequencies of each response form.............c..coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i, 171
Appendix 10: Statistical analySis. ........ceueiuiiteitii i 180-190

vi



Chapter 1

Introduction

This study is part of the Exploring Emptiness project' of the Slavic Cognitive
Linguistics Research Group at the University of Tromsg. This project investigates the
semantic content of Russian derivational affixes which were traditionally considered
semantically empty and employed in Russian only for purely grammatical reasons, namely as
aspectual markers that form perfective verbs from their imperfective counterparts (Svedova et
al. 1980: 583, §1389, Zaliznjak & Smelev 2000: 82).

The thesis presents both a corpus- and an experiment-based study of the semantic
content and interrelations of the three Russian aspectual prefixes O, OB and OBO. The focus
of this study is on the problem of allomorphy. The central question is whether these prefixes
constitute one morpheme with three allomorphs or two distinct morphemes with a complex
distribution of surface realizations. In this sense, the present study addresses a long-standing
debate on how many aspectual prefixes Russian has in total: eighteen or nineteen, where their
number directly depends on whether O, OB and OBO are treated as allomorphs of one
morpheme or of two different morphemes (Krongauz 1998: 131). In this study I examine the
nontrivial interface of morphology, phonology and semantics and apply corpus, experimental

and statistical methods to account for a complex empirical case of linguistic allomorphy.

1.1. The Russian prefixes O, OB, OBO and their parallels in other Indo-

European languages

This study investigates complex relations between the three aspectual verbal prefixes
O, OB, and OBO in Contemporary Standard Russian. They are not only phonetically very
similar to each other, but also historically related (Vasmer Vol.3: 96; Cernyx 1993: 583).
They all come from one adverbial source morpheme, which has a Proto-Indo-European
origin. For this reason, these prefixes are not unique to Russian, but can also be found in all
other Slavic languages. In addition, the three prefixes are attested in early Church Slavonic
literary texts and are also diachronically related to some prepositions and preverbs in other

Indo-European languages, for instance to Old Greek auei and Latin ambi-, Gothic bi ‘round,

'http://www2.uit.no/ikbViewer/page/ansatte/organisasjon/artikkel?p_document_id=153227&p_dimension_id=88
149&p_menu=28713&p_lang=2




at, by’, the Modern English preposition by and prefix be-, the German preposition bei ‘at, by,
next to’ and the prefix be- (Cemyx 1993: 583; Vasmer: Vol.3 96; ESSJ 1999: 73), the
German preposition um (Machek 1997: 404) and the Norwegian preposition om ‘round,
about, by’ (Bjorvand, Lindeman 2000: 685; Falk, Torp 1960:791). Similarly to other Slavic
and, broadly, Indo-European languages, Russian has not only the prefixes O, OB and OBO,
but also corresponding prepositions O, OB and OBO (Timberlake 2004: 178 — 179). The
correlation between them is historically motivated and systematic (Shull 2003: 180; Andrews
1984: 486). However attractive their relationship might be to investigate, the prepositions lie
beyond the scope of my study. In this thesis I provide an account for the three prefixes in
question and leave the prepositions for future research. With a long series of parallels in other
languages, Russian aspectual prefixes O, OB and OBO are especially interesting from the
perspective of their mutual relations. In this thesis I test how these prefixes can be described

in terms of allomorphy.

1.2. On allomorphy: neat linguistic concept vs. messy language data
Allomorphy 1is traditionally defined as a structural relation among a number of
morphological units in a language. The crucial defining properties of allomorphs are that they
exhibit the same meaning, or function, and occur in complementary distribution, so that their
phonological, lexical, or grammatical environments never overlap (Matthews 1974: 116;
Haspelmath 2002: 27; Booij 2005: 172; Bauer 2001: 14). Phonologically motivated
allomorphy can be illustrated with the English indefinite article, which has two different
shapes: a and an (e.g. a man and an apple). Their distribution is phonetically conditioned,
because a precedes words with initial consonants (a man), while an occurs if the following
word starts with a vowel (an apple). The crucial thing here is that in some varieties of English
this rule does not precisely mirror the real picture, since it is possible to say an hotel and an
historical novel (Bauer 2001: 14). A simple search in Google yields 107,000 hits for a
elephant as opposed to 3,120,000 hits for the regular an elephant which also proves that the
distribution of these two articles is not precisely complementaryz. For the sake of clear-cut
linguistic definitions data like this usually gets swept under the carpet, because such examples
might seem minor, marginal and irregular and therefore can easily be ignored. In this study, I

address a large amount of linguistic evidence for a form-meaning relationship which is

? These facts suggest that in some varieties of English (at least in American English) the opposition of the two
articles might be undergoing a historical change: the definite article an is dying out (from personal
communication with Laura Janda).



complex and controversial, though it still directly refers to the linguistic concept of
allomorphy. I will show that sticking to a narrow understanding of allomorphy inevitably
leads to simplification of linguistic reality and inadequacy of interpretation, while irregular
empirical data that goes beyond well-established textbook definitions of linguistic phenomena
can strikingly enrich and sharpen the theory of language.

Let us now look at how the Russian prefixes O, OB and OBO are related to linguistic
allomorphy. First of all, the prefixes O and OBO as well as OB and OBO can attach to the
same verb and therefore occur in the same paradigm, giving the same meaning to all forms of

the paradigm, as it is shown in examples (1) and (2):

(D) obo-gnat’ - ob-gonju ‘pass, leave behind, outstrip’
INF.PF. 1 PERSON.SG.FUT.PF.

2) obo-brat’ — o-beru ‘pick, gather, rob’
INF.PF. 1 PERSON.SG.FUT.PF.

Examples (1) and (2) show that the choice of prefix is determined by the onset of the simplex
stem. This suggests that O, OB and OBO are different phonological realizations of a single
underlyingly morpheme, which makes them look like a perfect case of allomorphy.

However, looking at more data can bring us to a completely opposite view. First,
although the distribution of these affixes does have some phonological grounds, it is far from
being complementary. Compare examples in (3), which demonstrate that all three prefixes can

easily attach to a stem with the same initial consonant cluster and place of stress:

(3)  obo-krAst’ ‘rob-INF.PF.”’
ob-krAdyvat’ ‘rob-INF.IMP.’
o-krAsit’ ‘paint-INF.PF.’

Moreover, the prefixes O, OB and OBO can even change the meaning of the same

simplex verb in strikingly different ways, creating so called minimal pairs as in (4) and (5):

(@Y) o-sudit’  ‘sentence, condemn-INF.PF.’
ob-sudit’ ‘discuss-INF.PF.’

%) o-delit’  ‘present with, endow with-INF.PF.’
ob-delit’ ‘do someone out of his fair share-INF.PF.’

(6) o-gret’ ‘swipe, hit somebody hard (with a stick or other tool)-INF.PF.’
obo-gret’ ‘heat, warm-INF.PF.’

? Capital letters here indicate the stressed syllable.



This suggests that the prefixes O, OB and OBO must have different semantics and
therefore cannot be allomorphs of the same morpheme. In other words, the behavior of the
three prefixes O, OB and OBO does not completely satisfy either of the two crucial criteria of
regular allomorphy: first, their distribution is not precisely complementary; secondly, their
semantics can be both identical and strikingly different.

On the other hand, if one said that O, OB and OBO in Russian are not related to
allomorphy at all, that would not be true either. In this sense, my thesis presents a case study
of “irregular” allomorphy and contributes to the theoretical understanding of this
phenomenon.

Russian is famous for its rich morphological system, which provides a broad selection
of morphemes with high degree of variation. Regarding Russian data, significant work on
allomorphy has been done in a number of studies of the Russian suffix -nu- and prefix s-
(Dickey & Janda 2009; Makarova & Janda 2009; Makarova 2009). It has been shown that
these affixes behave as suppletive allomorphs in the formation of semelfactive verbs like s-
glupit’ ‘behave stupid once’ or cix-nu-t’ ‘sneeze once’. However, suffix the -nu- and the
prefix s- fail to perfectly satisfy either of the two crucial defining criteria of allomorphy: they
are not precisely identical in their function and their distribution is not complementary, so that
both affixes can even attach simultaneously to the same verb (e.g. s-trux-nu-t’ ‘behave
cowardly once’). At the same time, suffix -nu- and prefix s- exhibit different distribution
across different verbal classes, so that this difference has been proved to be statistically
significant. Therefore -nu- and s- should be recognized as a nontrivial case of linguistic
allomorphy.

In the present study I adopt a similar approach to the notion of allomorphy. I aim to
demonstrate that the relations between the Russian aspectual prefixes O, OB and OBO do not
fit precisely into a common traditional understanding of allomorphy. In this case, the
empirical data turn out to be much more gradient and controversial than could be captured by
a narrow clear-cut definition of this term. Instead, affix allomorphy is understood here as a
structural relation of morphemes that can be observed in more or less consistent linguistic
phenomena and should be recognized or rejected depending on the statistical significance of

the distribution.



1.3. One or two morphemes?

The question of whether O, OB and OBO constitute one or two separate morphemes
was addressed before in a number of insightful studies. I consider several previous accounts
of this problem (Svedova et al. 1980; Roberts 1981) and focus on the approach proposed by
Alexeeva (1978), Andrews (1984) and Krongauz (1998: 131 — 148) that I call here the Split
Hypothesis.

In the literature one can find two major views on relations between the prefixes O, OB
and OBO. Most grammars of Russian treat them as positional allomorphs of one morpheme
(Zaliznjak & Smelev 1997: 73; Zaliznjak & Smelev 2000: 83; Wade 1992: 277; Timberlake
2004: 404; Townsend 1968: 127; Grammatika russkogo jazyka 1952: Vol. 1 589 — 592;
Isa¢enko 1960: 148; Barykina, Dobrovolskaja, Merzon 1989; Hougaard 1973). This view is
also supported by the Roberts” (1981) study.

The opposite view argues that O and OB constitute two different morphemes.
Alexeeva (1978) provides historical evidence in favor of this position; Andrews (1984) builds
her argument on the study of minimal pairs as in (4) and (5), while Krongauz draws more
attention to the allomorphs and their phonological distribution.

The proponents of the Split Hypothesis claim that originally a single morpheme OB
split in the history of Russian into two distinct morphemes, which still share in Contemporary
Russian the same set of allomorphs. According to Alexeeva and Krongauz, the prefix OB has
a spatial meaning (e.g. exat’ ‘go, drive’ — ob-"'exat’ ‘drive around’), while the prefix O means
imposition or acquisition of a new characteristic (e.g. o-Zestocit’ ‘make cruel, severe’ from
Zestokij ‘cruel, severe’; o-kamenet’ ‘become petrified, turn to stone’ from kamen’ ‘stone’).

The goal of my study is to test the Split Hypothesis against empirical data. I approach
it from two different perspectives. First, I look at real Russian perfective verbs with prefixes
O, OB and OBO and check whether the predictions of this hypothesis can account for the
tendencies attested in the Modern Russian lexicon. For this purpose I not only extract the
relevant data from dictionaries, as was done in previous studies, but I also make use of the

Russian National Corpus (www.ruscorpora.ru), a modern digital resource. To account for the

rich polysemy of these prefixes and their semantic nuances I adopt the framework of
cognitive linguistics. This framework provides an effective methodology to describe prefixal
semantics and model it as a radial category, or a network of interrelated meanings

(Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk 2007; Taylor 1995). In order to compare three closely related



prefixes I apply the Radial Category Profiling methodology (Nesset & Janda & Baydimirova
forthcoming) and measure the degree of their semantic overlap.

Secondly, I approach the same hypothesis from another perspective. In order to test
whether it captures a productive modern linguistic mechanism present in the grammar of
Russian speakers, I conduct a psycholinguistic experiment using nonce words. The main idea
of the experiment is to look at the choice of a prefix under fixed semantic conditions.

In addition, I test various phonological factors that determine the distribution of
prefixes according to predictions of the Split Hypothesis. Here, in order to achieve reliable
and objective results, I make use of statistical operations and tests.

It must be mentioned here that in this study I adopt an agnostic view on the relations
of O, OB, and OBO and therefore call them prefixes without making any assumption about
what morphological status they have, whether they are allomorphs or separate morphemes. I
will return to this issue in the Conclusion and will summarize my suggestions on the basis of

the present study.

1.4. Prefixes in Natural perfectives: pure grammar or semantic overlap

with the verbal stem?

Another question that I address in this study is whether the prefixes O, OB, and OBO
exhibit the same semantic content in Natural Perfectives as opposed to Specialized
Perfectives. These are two types of perfective verbs that differ in terms of the interaction
between the prefix and the simplex verbal stem. According to Janda’s (2007b) classification,
Natural Perfectives do not differ semantically from their imperfective counterpart (e.g. delat’
‘do-IMP.” — s-delat’ ‘do-PF.”), while Specialized Perfectives do (e.g. delat’ ‘do-IMP.’ — pere-
delat’ ‘redo-PF.”). This has been the main reason why aspectual prefixes in Natural
Perfectives are traditionally considered to be pure aspectual markers, lacking any other
semantic contribution apart from their grammatical perfectivizing function (Svedova et al.
1980: 583, §1389, Zaliznjak & Smelev 2000).

However, from the perspective of cognitive linguistics, semantically “empty” affixes
present a challenge and therefore attract special attention. They have been accounted for in the
Overlap hypothesis (Vey 1952; Schooneveld 1958; Janda & Nesset forthcoming a), which
suggests that semantic “emptiness” of aspectual prefixes in Natural Perfectives is an illusion
due to conceptual overlap between the semantics of the prefix and the meaning of the verbal

stem.



In the present study, I use the data on prefixes O, OB and OBO to test the Overlap
hypothesis. For this purpose, I construct a radial category network for Natural and Specialized

perfectives separately and then look at the degree of their overlap.

1.5. The structure of the thesis

The remainder of the thesis is organized as follows. Chapter 2 gives a summary of the
previous research and outlines the major views on relations of the three prefixes in question.
The main focus here is on the Split Hypothesis and its predictions, which I test in my study.
Chapter 3 presents the database of perfective verbs prefixed with O, OB, and OBO. Here I
discuss the advantages of the cognitive linguistic approach to the semantics of affixes and also
provide a unified semantic model that accounts for the uses of all three prefixes O, OB and
OBO. I adopt the methodology of Radial Category Profiling and show the distribution of
prefixes among various subcategories of the network. In this chapter I also look at different
types of perfectives and demonstrate that Natural and Specialized Perfectives prefixed with O,
OB and OBO exhibit closely related meanings and share the same semantic network. Chapter
4 1s devoted to the experiment and discusses in detail its design, methodology, piloting,
administration, and the subjects who participated. In Chapter 5, I report on the experimental
results. Chapter 6 compares the experimental results with the database of perfective verbs
prefixed with O, OB and OBO. The contribution of the thesis is summarized in the

Conclusion (Chapter 7).

The thesis also contains References, a List of abbreviations, ten Appendices and an Abstract.
The Appendices present an excerpt from the corpus-based database of attested Russian
perfectives prefixed with O, OB and OBO; lists of perfectives for each semantic subcategory
described in Chapter 3; the characteristics of the subjects who participated in the experiment
according to the relevant psycholinguistic criteria; lists of all nonce words used in the
experiment (in Russian and English); samples of the questionnaires; an excerpt from the
database of subjects’ responses; the database of response form frequencies and the appendix

on the statistical analysis.



Chapter 2

Previous research on the Russian verbal prefixes O, OB

and OBO: Two major views

In this chapter I look at the previous accounts of the prefixes O, OB and OBO. I show that
there are two major views on the nature of their relations. The more frequent approach is to
treat them all as allomorphs of one morpheme, while the alternative view is to distinguish two
separate morphemes. In this chapter I discuss the most detailed and prominent accounts of
this issue. First, I present the analysis of Svedova et al. (1980) and show that their semantic
arguments in favor of two distinct morphemes O and OB fail to account for a number of
counterexamples. OBO is described by Svedova et al. (1980) as a positional allomorph of OB
and here I will demonstrate that the distribution of OB and OBO is neither precisely
phonologically motivated nor complementary as it is usually assumed. Next I turn to the
discussion of a thorough account proposed by Roberts (1976, 1981), whose study yields the
conclusion that none of the three prefixes O, OB and OBO has a monopoly on any block of
semantic categories that he distinguishes. Therefore, Roberts suggests that O, OB and OBO
do not constitute separate morphemes but rather they all are three allomorphs of the same
morphological formant (Roberts 1976: 73, 75). Apart from a detailed semantic classification,
Roberts also provides valuable statistical data on the distribution of O, OB and OBO across
different simplex base onsets that is relevant for my research. Last but not least, I turn to the
Split Hypothesis, which was proposed by Alexeeva (1978), Andrews (1984) and Krongauz
(1998). The Split Hypothesis claims that what was historically a single morpheme has split
into two separate morphemes O and OB which differ both in their semantics and in the
hierarchy of allomorphs. I will especially focus on semantic and phonological predictions

made by this hypothesis which will be tested in the present study.

In the literature on the Russian prefixes and word-formation one can find two major
views on the relations of the prefixes O, OB and OBO. In most grammars of Russian they are
listed as variants of one prefixal morpheme (Zaliznjak & Smelev 1997: 73; Zaliznjak &
Smelev 2000: 83; Wade 1992: 277; Timberlake 2004: 404: Townsend 1968: 127;
Grammatika russkogo jazyka 1952: Vol. 1 589 — 592; Isacenko 1960: 148; Barykina,



Dobrovolskaja, Merzon 1989; Hougaard 1973). An alternative approach distinguishes
between two separate morphemes O and OB and treats OBO as a positional allomorph of OB
(gvedova et al. 1980: §851; Alexeeva 1978; Andrews 1984; Krongauz 1998: 145 — 148).
However, even those linguists who agree on distinguishing O and OB as separate morphemes
often have different grounds and arguments for this differentiation. No doubt, this
disagreement in the literature reflects the complexity of the problem.

The two major views observed in the literature also suggest that the relationship
between these three prefixes is not the same. In particular, the prefixes OB and OBO seem to
be closer to each other than OB and O. When it comes to the prefix OBO, there is no
disagreement on its status in the literature: it is always described as an allomorph of OB. In
other words, the question of relations between the three prefixes is reduced to a question of
the relations between O and OB: do they constitute two distinct morphemes or just one?

There are not many studies that directly address this issue. Here I discuss several

accounts that are relevant for the present study.

2.1. Svedova et al. (1980): two distinct morphemes merge into one

Svedova et al. (1980) provide a detailed account of the prefixes in question. In this
subsection I discuss their approach from two perspectives: empirical and methodological.
First, I show that in spite of many valuable insights, Svedova et al.’s (1980) model fails to
account for some empirical data. Secondly, I suggest that methodologically this approach fails
to capture crucial aspects of prefix polysemy. Finally, I come to the conclusion that this
analysis is a valuable starting point for further investigation of this data.

Svedova et al. (1980) list and describe O and OB as two distinct verbal prefixes
(Svedova et al. 1980: §850, §867, §868, §891%). OBO is presented as a phonologically
motivated allomorph of OB, an thus the distribution of OB and OBO fits into a general
productive pattern found in eleven other Russian prefixes: V/ VO, VZ/ VZO, VOZ / VOZO,
1Z / 1Z0, NAD / NADO, NIZ / NIZO, OT / OTO, POD / PODO, PRED / PREDO, RAZ /
RAZO and S / SO (Svedova et al. 1980: §851).

Svedova et al. (1980: §851) divide all Russian verbal prefixes into two groups: (1)
vowel-final and (2) consonant-final. The prefix O appears in the first group together with VY,

DO, ZA, PO, U, etc, while OB / OBO occur in the second group together with V / VO, OT /

* In referring to Svedova et al. (1980) I provide numbers of paragraphs instead of pages, because this makes it
easier for the reader to find relevant sections in different editions with different pagination.



OTO, etc. It is claimed here that vowel-final prefixes have only one positional variant, or
surface realization™: #V (e.g. ZA, U, O, etc.), as opposed to consonant-final prefixes that have
two positional variants: #C and #CO (e.g. S and SO, OB and OBO, etc), where V stands for a
vowel, C stands for a consonant, # shows that there can be some preceding sounds in the
prefix, and O stands for the epenthetic vowel [9] that orthographically is always O. Now I will
briefly discuss the phonological distribution of #C and #CO and specifically OB vs. OBO and
then return to the discussion of separate morphological status of O and OB, as it is proposed
in Svedova et al. 1980.

According to Svedova et al. (1980: §852), the distribution of #C and #CO is
phonologically motivated and can be described by two rules given in (7) and (9). The variant
#CO is more marked and restricted to two types of positions. In both cases the epenthetic
vowel O serves as a repair strategy to break up a consonant cluster. However, the consonant-
final prefix without the epenthetic O can appear in front of a large number of clusters (e.g. ob-
stirat’, ob-gryzt’, ob-strojt’, etc.), so that the cluster that triggers an epenthetic vowel to
appear must be of a special kind. Indeed, as can be seen from Rule 1 in (7), the epenthetic
vowel appears if a simplex stem starts with a consonant cluster CC which is not compatible
with the final consonant of the prefix C;, in other words, they form a complex cluster that is
not allowed in Russian and must be repaired via epenthesis. I formalize this observation from
Svedova et al. (1980: §852) below:

(7) Rulel: AC)/ — [#C 0]/ _ CCH+, if *C,CC+
Here, # indexes the right edge of a prefix; C,; stands for the prefix-final consonant; O stands
for the epenthetic vowel [9] that orthographically is always O; CC stands for the simplex-
stem-initial consonant cluster; + shows that this cluster can include more than two
consonants; * shows that this combination C;CC+ is in conflict with Russian phonotactics and
therefore not allowed in this language.

This rule applies to the morpheme OB in the following way:

(8)  Rule 1-a: /OB/ — [obo] / _ CC, if *bCC
For example, in the verb obo- Zrat’-s’a ‘overeat’” OBO appears, because the prefix-final

consonant b adjacent to the simplex-initial consonant cluster Zr forms an impossible cluster

> Svedova et al. (1980) use the term morph which is defined here as a linear segmental unit as opposed to a non-
linear abstract morpheme. Phonologically similar morphs that carry the same meaning constitute one morpheme.
The term morph covers positional variation. In order to address complementary distribution, the term allomorph
is used. Allomorphs are understood as morphs that occur in complementary distribution (Svedova et al. 1980:
§178 - 179).

10



*bzr. The epenthetic vowel is needed here in order to break up this cluster and satisfy certain
well-formedness constraints of the Russian language.

The other rule proposed by Svedova et al. (1980: §852) has to do with an alternation
of so-called yer with a full vowel in the simplex verbal base. This rule can be formalized as in
(9). Here, the simplex-initial cluster underlyingly contains a mobile vowel yer (b). If the yer
surfaces as a full vowel, the consonant-final prefix realizes its default shape (9 1). If the yer
does not surface, the cluster triggers an epenthetic vowel to appear (9 ii):

(9) Rule?2: i. #C,/ — [#C1] / _ CsC, where 5 — V

ii. I#C,/ — [#C 0]/ _ CsC, where 5 — ¢
When applied to OB, this rule takes the following shape:

(10)  Rule 2-a: i. /OB/ — [ob] / _ CsC, where 5 — V

ii. /OB/ — [obo] / _ CsC, where b — ¢
A good illustration comes from the verb ob-Zec¢’ (< *ob-zeg-ti) ‘burn.INF.PF.’, where the yer
surfaces in the infinitive, but does not surface in the first person singular, which creates a
consonant cluster and triggers the epenthetic vowel to appear: obo-Zgu /ob-Zbg-u/
‘burn. IPERSON.SG.FUT".

Svedova et al. (1980: §853) point out that exceptions to these rules do exist but they
are stored in the lexicon. For example, the verbs obo-znat’sja ‘take someone for someone
else’ and obo-krast’ ‘rob’ suggest that the OBO occurs here, because the clusters *bzn and
*bkr are not allowed in Russian. However, these clusters can be found in the verbs ob-
znakomit’sja ‘get acquainted with everybody’ and ob-krutit’ ‘wind around’. This suggests that
the Rule 1 is not strict and can even be questioned.

Svedova et al. (1980: §853) mention two exceptions to Rule 2, but they have a
different prefix, SO: so-brat’ ‘bring together.PF.INF’ and so-zvat’ ‘call together.PF.INF’. In
finite forms the epenthetic vowel o is still there, even though the yer realizes as a full vowel:

(11)  so-beru’ ‘bring together.PF. IPERSON.SG.FUT’;

so-zovu ‘bring together. PF.1PERSON.SG.FUT".

I suggest that Rule 2 is different in its nature from Rule 1. Although Rule 1 has some
lexicalized exceptions, it is still phonological: the final vowel o in OBO appears as an
epenthesis and is phonologically motivated. Rule 2 is grounded in the historical process of the
fall of yers and synchronically does not make phonological sense. In particular, Rule 2
suggests prefix-final vowel insertion whether or not the following cluster forms an acceptable
combination with the prefix-final b. This rule only cares about the alternation of a full vowel

with its zero surface parallel @.
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Let us consider the verb obo-gnat’ ‘leave behind, outstrip’. Rule 1, which is purely
phonological, does not apply here because the cluster bgn is possible6 and can be found in the
Standard Russian verb ob-gnit’ ‘decompose on the surface or on the edges’ and also in the
modern slangish verb ob-gnobit’ ‘insult, put down, put psychological pressure on someone,
make someone feel bad’. However, Rule 2 applies to the verb obo-gnat’ ‘leave behind,
outstrip.PF.INF.’, because the simplex has an underlying yer, which is realized in forms like
ob-gonju ‘leave behind, outstrip.PF.1IPERSON.SG.FUT"’. From the surface shape of the
simplex stem one cannot predict whether there is an underlying yer or not, so one cannot
predict whether OB will turn into OBO or not. Additionally, Rule 2 is not purely phonological
and yields different results for the various forms of the same paradigm. The fact that OB and
OBO can alternate within a paradigm serves as good evidence that their meaning can also be
identical.

The verbs obo-gnat’, ob-gnit’ and ob-gnobit’ show that the distribution between OB
and OBO is not complementary and their uses can overlap. This conclusion is crucial for the
discussion of allomorphy. In a narrow understanding of this term, OB and OBO cannot be
recognized as allomorphs, even though they exhibit the same meaning when they appear in
the forms of the same paradigm. On the other hand, their distribution fits well (though not
perfectly) into a general pattern of consonant-final prefixes (#C) and clearly refers to a strong
trend in Russian.

I have gone into these details to show that although OB and OBO are usually treated
as allomorphs (including Svedova et al. 1980), their distribution is not purely phonological
and is not precisely complementary, as is usually assumed.

Svedova et al. (1980) only relate OBO to OB, assuming that OBO and O are not
related at all. However, one can discover that sometimes O and OBO are competing
candidates that can attach to the same verbal stem, giving it the same meaning: e.g. o-zlit’(sja)
vs. obo-zlit’(sja) ‘embitter, make angry’; o-krast’ vs. obo-krast’ ‘rob’. These data are not
addressed in Svedova et al. (1980) and suggest that status of OBO is not as straightforward as
it seems.

Now I turn back to the relation between O and OB. Recall that Svedova et al. (1980)
identify them as two distinct morphemes and places them into two different groups of

prefixes: O is a vowel-final prefix, while OB is consonant-final. Here it is important that

® Krongauz (1998) discusses this particular example and suggests exactly the opposite, namely that the cluster
*bgn is not allowed and triggers the epenthesis according to the Rule 1. I argue that his observation is not true
and that O occurs due to the Rule 2.

12



according to this approach all the output Os are surface representations of the prefix O and all
the output OBs and OBOs are surface representations of the prefix OB’. At first glance it may
seem that the only reason for distinguishing between O and OB / OBO for Svedova et al.
(1980) is their phonological shape: O looks identical to vowel-final prefixes ZA, PO, U, etc,
while OB behaves exactly like consonant-final prefixes like IZ, OT, etc.

However, one can notice that O, OB, OBO are actually marginal within this neat
model, because they are the only instance of prefixes that are so phonologically similar to
each other but still can be split into two groups. This is the reason why the phonological shape
of O, OB and OBO does not provide a sufficient ground to argue that they clearly constitute
separate morphemes.

An additional argument for distinguishing two morphemes in this account comes from
semantics. Svedova et al. (1980) suggest that the distinction between the two morphemes O
and OB / OBO is supported semantically. Svedova et al. (1980) claim that there are two
semantic groups of verbs prefixed with OB that cannot be found among verbs prefixed with
O. I present this analysis in Table 1, which shows all the semantic groups of prefixed verbs

that are described in Svedova et al. (1980).

# Verbs prefixed with O

Verbs prefixed with OB / OBO

Move around, spread activity to all sides
of the object:

obeZat’ ‘run around’,

obryzgat’ ‘splash all over’,

okleit’ ‘stick all over’,

oplavit’ ‘melt’,

oledenet’ ‘freeze, become as cold as ice’, etc.

Move around, spread activity to all sides of
the object:

ob''exat’ ‘drive around’,

obZarit’ ‘fry on both sides, all over’,

obrasti’ ‘grow all over, be covered with hair’,
oblepit’ ‘stick all over’,

obsypat’ ‘pour from all sides’, etc.

Move passing an object which is on the
way:

obeZat’ ‘running pass by’,

oplyt’ ‘swimming pass by’, etc.

Move passing an object which is on the way:

ob"exat’ ‘driving pass by’,
obskakat’ ‘gallop ahead, overtake’, etc.

Spread activity to a number of objects or
to many places within one object:

obEgat’ ‘running visit many places’,

oprosit’ ‘interview many people’, etc.

Spread activity to a number of objects or to
many places within one object:

ob"exat’ ‘driving visit many places’,

obletat’ ‘flying visit many places, etc.

" Krongauz (1998) argues for more complex distribution of allomorphs, where each of the two morphemes O and
OB has the entire set of the three allomorphs O, OB and OBO. His account will be discussed in detail further in
this chapter.
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4 | Complete an activity, bring it to the end: Complete an activity, bring it to the end:

obespokoit’ ‘make worry’, obmenjat’ ‘exchange’,
ocistit’ ‘clean’, ozjabnut’ ‘freeze’, obvencat’ ‘marry’,
osirotet’ ‘become an orphan’, etc. obvetsat’ ‘become dilapidated’, etc.
5 | no While doing activity X, outdo another person

who is doing the same activity:

obygrat’ ‘beat in a game, win’,

obstreljat’ ‘win, outdo someone in shooting’,
etc.

6 |no Cause damage by means of the activity
described by the motivating base verb:
obscitat’ ‘cheat in calculation, short-change’,
obokrast’ ‘rob’,

obZulit’ ‘swindle’, etc.

Table 1. Semantic groups of verbs prefixes with O and OB according to (Svedova et al. 1980:
§ 867, 868).

According to Svedova et al. (1980: § 862), there are two semantic groups that can be
found only among the verbs prefixed with OB, namely Group 5 with the meaning ‘While
doing activity X outdo another person who is doing the same activity (obygrat’ ‘beat in a
game, win’) and Group 6 with the meaning ‘Cause damage’ (obscitat’ ‘cheat in calculation,
short-change’).

I argue that both of these meanings 5 and 6, as defined in Svedova et al. (1980: § 862),
are attested for the verbs prefixed with O too and therefore cannot serve as arguments for
distinguishing O and OB as separate morphemes.

The meaning ‘Cause damage by means of the activity described by the motivating
base verb’ can be found in O-prefixed perfective verbs like ogovorit’ ‘slander’, okormit’
‘poison’, oslavit’ ‘gossip, disgrace’, where no negative meaning is present in the motivating
bases govorit’ ‘speak’, kormit’ ‘feed’, slavit’ ‘honour’. Moreover, as Svedova et al. (1980:
§ 862) point out, this group includes verbs like obokrast’ ‘rob’ and obzulit’ ‘swindle’, where the
simplex stems already have the meaning ‘cause damage’. Such verbs can be found among O-
verbs too, for instance oklevetat’ ‘slander, defame’, opaskudit ‘spoil, dirty, do something
bad’, opoxabit’ ‘make something sound bad, bawdy’, etc. These examples suggest that the
meaning ‘Cause damage’ can be found not only in verbs prefixed with OB / OBO but also in

verbs prefixed with O.
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The other meaning that is claimed to belong only to OB / OBO verbs is ‘While doing
activity X, outdo another person who is doing the same activity’. Although this meaning is
probably not the most frequent for the verbs prefixed with O, one can find verbs like osilit’
‘win in a fight, manage to do’, oborot’ ‘overcome, fight down’, which is now more common
in its participial form neoborimyj ‘invincible’, and the de-etymologized verb odolet’
‘overcome’. There is also one highly idiomatized verb oderZat’ ‘hold, overcome’, which
mostly occurs with nouns pobeda ‘victory’, verx ‘top’ and uspex ‘success’. In the Russian
National Corpus8 this verb has 211 occurrences, where 206 occurrences have the three nouns
listed above in their immediate context. Among factitives there is also the verb operedit’
‘outstrip, leave behind’, which semantically fits into this group too. These examples illustrate
that verbs prefixed with O can also have this meaning, which is claimed to be possible only
for the OB-verbs.

The counterexamples that I provide demonstrate that the semantic classification
suggested by Svedova et al. (1980) cannot serve as an argument in favour of treating O and
OB as two distinct morphemes. All the meanings they distinguish are attested in both O and
OB verbs. Moreover, one can also notice some other disadvantages of this analysis.

First, it is important that Svedova et al. (1980) classify not the meanings of the
prefixes but the verbs which have these prefixes. However, if one wants to account for the
polysemy of a prefix, it is the semantic content of the prefix that should be studied. In order to
achieve this in my analysis that I present in Chapter 3 I adopt a different methodology,
namely I compare the meaning of a simplex base verb with the meaning of the prefixed verb
and look at how the prefix modifies the former. Looking at the word-formation pattern and
the motivating simplex base is crucial here because this approach reveals possible multiple
motivations that Svedova et al. (1980) fail to account for.

Let us consider the verbs obvetsat’ ‘become dilapidated’ and osirotet’ ‘become an
orphan’ that Svedova et al. (1980: § 868) put into Group 4 ‘Complete an activity, bring it to
the end’. Indeed, these verbs have the verbal simplexes vetsat’ ‘become dilapidated’ and
sirotet’ ‘become an orphan’ that are not semantically distinct from the prefixed perfectives.
These pairs are usually called “purely aspectual” and the prefix here is assumed to be only an
aspectual marker with no obvious semantic content. This is the reason why the Group 4
‘Complete an activity, bring it to the end’ receives such a vague semantic definition, which is

basically equal to the general meaning of perfective aspect in Russian. According to Svedova

8 . . . .
The Russian National Corpus is available at www.ruscorpora.ru
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et al. (1980), vetsat’ ‘become dilapidated’ and sirotet’ ‘become an orphan’ in their turn have
adjectival and nominal bases vetxij ‘old, in a bad condition, dilapidated’ and sirota ‘orphan’.

I argue that the latter is true not only for imperfective verbs vetsat’ ‘become
dilapidated’ and sirotet’ but also for their perfective counterparts obvetsat’ and osirotet’ with
the same meanings. I suggest that they simultaneously can be motivated by verbal
imperfective bases as well as by non-verbal bases vetxij ‘old’ and sirota ‘orphan’ and
therefore be interpreted as factitive verbs. In this case we are dealing not with a prefix but
rather with circumfixes’ ob...at’ and o...et’, where both parts, the prefixes O, OB and the
suffixes A, E, I can have the meaning ‘make X’ or ‘become X’.

Svedova et al. (1980) try to avoid verbs with multiple motivation. They consider
separately the verbs that have only a verbal base and the verbs that have only a non-verbal
base like ocepit’ ‘surround with a chain’ and ozaglavit’ ‘give a title’ (Svedova et al. 1980:
§891).

However, some examples they give are still ambiguous: the verbs osteklit’ ‘cover with
glass’ and oblagorodit’ ‘ennoble’ can be motivated not only by the noun steklo ‘glass’ and the
adjective blagorodnyj ‘noble’ but also by existing imperfective verbs steklit’ ‘cover with
glass’ and blagorodit’ ‘ennoble’. Ignoring multiple motivation in cases like these is a
simplification of the complex web of various links that connect words.

Another peculiarity of the methodology adopted in Svedova et al. 1980 is that it
simply lists attested semantic groups and does not aim to reveal a system behind this
inventory of meanings. At the same time, some groups (e.g. Group 3 ‘Spread activity to a
number of objects’ (e.g. ob"exat’ ‘driving visit many places’) and Group 6 ‘Cause damage’
(e.g. obscitat’ ‘cheat in calculation, short-change’)) might seem too different to be considered
as belonging to the same morpheme. As a result, one could argue that these meanings belong
to the two separate morphemes OB; and OB, which merely share the same phonological
shape. This is why in order to describe a morpheme with rich polysemy it is probably not
enough to list the attested submeanings. Instead, it is crucial to provide a systematic analysis
of the entire network and explain how different meanings are related to each other. Cognitive
linguistics provides a better methodology to describe affix semantics. In my analysis I adopt a
cognitive linguistic approach and show that all the submeanings of prefixes O, OB and OBO

form a radial category which is hierarchically organized around the prototype. All the

? Svedova et al. (1980) use another term for a circumfix — a “prefixal — suffixal formant” (prefiksal no-
suffiksal’nyj formant) (1980: §886, p.372).
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semantic subcategories are shown to be related to the prototype either via modifications of its
image schema or via cognitive mechanisms of metonymy and metaphor.

Last but not the least, Svedova et al.’s (1980) classification does not account for the
polysemy of individual words. For example, the verb obygrat’ is only taken in its meaning
‘win, beat in a game’, while the other meaning ‘use in a creative process’ of this verb

illustrated in (12) is not taken into account:

(12) Kolonny moZno o&en’ interesno obygrat’ v inter’ere, dopolnit’ freskoj i mozaikoj'”.
Columns can be used very creatively in the interior, supplemented with fresco and

mosaic.

In this subsection I have shown that the analysis of O and OB suggested in Svedova et
al. 1980 is rather problematic. The classification of semantic types of verbs prefixed with O
and OB does not present their polysemy as a system of related submeanings. Most
importantly, the arguments for the semantic distinction of O and OB as two separate
morphemes face a number of counterexamples and fail. One can say that the two proposed
prefixes O and OB ultimately merge into one. At the same time, this account serves as a good

starting point for further investigation.

2.2. Roberts’ study (1976, 1981): three prefixal allomorphs and their

distribution

Roberts undertakes a survey of O, OB and OBO that is significant in many respects.
His account of the polysemy of these prefixes is extensive and systematic. Moreover, in order
to measure the independence of O, OB and OBO with respect to each other, Roberts applies
quantitative methods and reports on nontrivial and statistically significant results. In this
subsection I first discuss his collection of data, then I briefly describe his semantic account
and its advantages. After that I specifically address his statistical results concerning the
impact of phonological and semantic factors on the choice of the prefix.

In order to collect an extensive amount of data, Roberts extracts all the verbs prefixed
with O, OB and OBO from two dictionaries (SSRLJ 1950; Kotelova, Sorokin 1971) and also
adds sporadic forms he discovered himself in literary texts (Roberts 1976: 65). Roberts
examines not only perfective verbs but also imperfective prefixed verbs. He also considers

those perfectives that lack an imperfective simplex (e.g. o-sest’ ‘settle, subside’ from sest’

' This example is taken from Google.
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‘sit.PE.”) or are deetymologized (e.g. osibit’sja ‘mistake’, obut’ ‘put shoes on’). Each verb is
assigned a classification and is included in his statistical analysis (Roberts 1976: 65). Roberts
admits that many verbs are assignable to more than one semantic category and are counted as
separate entries in each of them (Roberts 1976: 68).

A crucial advantage of Roberts’ analysis over Svedova et al.’s (1980) is that instead of
giving a list of verbal groups he suggests a network of semantic categories that are strongly
interconnected. The proposed network represents a detailed semantic classification of prefixed
verbs. The verbs that share a certain “lexical value” are grouped together.

Before turning to Roberts’ network of semantic categories I want to discuss a crucial
methodological issue, namely what he classifies: meanings of the prefixed verbs or meanings
of the prefixes? Roberts claims that the categories refer not only to the groups of prefixed
verbs but also to lexical values of the prefixes themselves. However, some subgroups that he
distinguishes describe the meaning of the prefixed verbs rather than the semantic contribution
of a prefix (cf. B'?: ‘Fear, caution’ e.g. opasat’sja ‘be afraid of’, osteregat’sja ‘take
precaution against’; B*': ‘Birth of animals’ e.g. oporosit’sia ‘give a birth (of a sow)’)
(Roberts 1976: 69). In addition, Roberts sometimes distinguishes between two closely related
semantic categories though their difference is not due to the prefix but due to lexical
difference in the simplex stems. For example, he takes apart the semantic categories
‘Envelopment, close coverage’ (e.g. okutat’ pleci suboj ‘wrap the shoulders in a coat’) and
‘Removal of surface or edges from an object’ (e.g. otesat’ brevno ‘roughly square off a log’)
(Roberts 1976: 65, 66). I argue that the difference in direction of the activity (bringing vs.
removing) here comes from the lexical meanings of the simplex stems kutat’ ‘wrap’ and fesat’
‘cut off’, while the semantic contribution of the prefix is the same in both cases: ‘Apply the
activity to the entire surface, to all the sides of an object’. In this light, Roberts’ classification
in some places is unnecessarily detailed and does not reflect his objectives, making it harder
to carry out a statistical analysis.

Now I briefly present Roberts’ semantic model. Most crucially, he distinguishes
between spatial values and so-called modal values, which are often “figurative extensions”
of the former. Spatial values include moving around and past an object, affecting a surface or
edges, wrapping and affecting a number of objects of equal status. Modal values imply
acquisition or imposition of a new feature as well as semantically “empty” resultative uses of
the prefix as a perfectivizing aspectual marker (Roberts 1976:65, 66). Here Roberts addresses
the problem of the so-called “empty” prefixes and argues that their “emptiness” is an illusion.

He suggests that in “empty uses” the lexical value of a prefix gets absorbed in the lexical
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value of the prefixed verb. Strict preferences for a particular prefix in constructions like dusa
o-Cerstvela ‘soul became stale’ vs. xleb za-cerstvel ‘bread became hard’ serve as a strong
argument for the presence of semantic content in a prefix (Roberts 1976: 66). Roberts
undertakes a survey of such perfectives'' which instead of O, OB or OBO can attach other
prefixes like U or ZA (e.g. ob-vesat’ vs. za-vesat’; ob-meret’ vs. za-meret’ Vs. u-meret’),
compares their semantics and suggests the following invariant meaning for “empty uses” of

O, OB and OBO: ‘action pursued until its simple achievement’ (Roberts 1978: 68). One can

notice that this meaning is not so different from the general meaning of perfective aspect. I

suggest that this problem could be solved differently if Roberts admitted multiple motivation

of verbs like o-sedlat’ ‘put a saddle on’, o-Zenit’ ‘marry’ etc. I address this issue in my

analysis in Chapter 3.

The terms spatial and modal values receive the following explanation: spatial values
of the prefixes represent adverbs of space, while modal values correspond to adverbs of
manner (Roberts 1976: 68). The term modal in this sense is not common in the linguistic
tradition.

Apart from spatial and modal values, Roberts also distinguishes affective values that
include the meanings ‘harm’ (e.g. obdelit’ ‘skip somebody while sharing something’),
‘slander’ (e.g. ogovorit’, oklevetat’ ‘slander’,), ‘deceit’ (e.g. obmerit’ ‘cheat by giving short
measure’) and ‘mistake’ (e.g. opisat’sja ‘make a writing mistake’). Roberts claims that
affective values are idiomatic and refer to the meaning of the prefixed verb, rather than to the
semantic content of the prefix. As opposed to Roberts, in my analysis I show that all of these
meanings are well integrated into semantic radial category and demonstrate how they are
related to the prototype.

Roberts uses his semantic classification in order to account for the distribution of O,
OB and OBO across different meanings. He reports on the following crucial results:

. No block of semantic categories has a monopoly on either O or OB/OBO forms.
Therefore, Roberts concludes that they are not separate prefixes but variants of a
single morpheme;

. Important preferences are discovered. OB/OBO is more frequent in spatial categories
(63% OB/OBO vs. 37% O), while O is the dominant prefix for modal values (78% O)
(Roberts 1976: 73, 75);

H Following Janda’s (2007b) cluster model I refer to such kind of verbs as Natural Perfectives.
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. Colloquial and demotic lexemes show a stronger tendency to use OB/OBO than

Standard Russian lexemes (cf. ob-smotret’ (coll.) vs. o-smotret’ (standard) ‘look

around’);

. All affective categories show a stronger tendency for OB/OBO than neutral categories.

Many affective verbs are simultaneously demotic.

. Neologisms show a slight tendency for the OB/OBO pattern.

Apart from the impact of semantic factors on the choice of the prefix, Roberts also

addresses the effect of phonological environment. He calculated how many times each of the

three prefixes occurred in his dataset with simplex stems that start with different onsets. A

statistically significant correspondence to the choice of the prefix was discovered in roots that

begin with labial stops b and p, sonorants /, m, n, r, j, labiodental v and vowels. In particular,

b and p-initial stems prioritize OB/OBO, while [, m, n, r, j, v, V-initial stems prefer O. In

addition, §¢ was found to strongly prioritize O over OB/OBO. Table 2 below represents the

statistical results from (Roberts 1976: 72):
number of

onset lexemes with O with OB/OBO % O
b 71 59 12 83
% 83 8 75 10
g 61 42 19 69
d 53 28 25 53
4 26 10 16 38
z 33 20 13 61
k 123 77 46 63
1 67 2 65 3
m 80 15 65 19
n 28 3 25 11
p 119 115 4 97
r 55 8 47 15
S 189 117 72 62
t 65 37 28 57
f 3 3 0 100
X 43 23 20 53
c 9 6 3 67
¢ 20 12 8 60
S 36 20 16 56
$¢ 8 6 2 75
A% 35 0 35 0
j 17 3 14 18
Total 1224 616 608 50

Table 2. Distribution of the prefixes O, OB, OBO across various onsets of the
stem (according to Roberts 1976: 72)
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Interestingly, similar results are reported by Alexeeva (1978) and Krongauz (1998), who
come to the opposite conclusion. Unlike Roberts, they claim that O and OB/OBO constitute
two separate morphemes. Now I turn to their arguments and the Split Hypothesis they

propose.

2.3. The Split Hypothesis: arguments and predictions

This subsection is devoted to the Split Hypothesis, which I test in the present study.
This hypothesis represents an approach to the prefixes O, OB and OBO that was proposed by
Alexeeva (1978), Andrews (1984) and Krongauz (1998). All of these linguists express the
idea that a semantically single morpheme with a phonologically motivated distribution of
allomorphs in the history of Russian has split into two distinct morphemes.

Andrews (1984) provides a systematic account for both prefixes and prepositions and
claims that O and OB have developed their semantic distinction already in the early part of
the XIX century and that this distinction has expanded over the years (Andrews 1984: 48).
Andrews bases her arguments on the study of minimal pairs of verbs prefixed with O and OB
and defines a semantic invariant for each of these morphemes.

Alexeeva (1978) has shown that this semantic distinction correlates with word-
formation patterns: spatial meanings are expressed by the prefix OB, while the factitive
meaning (‘imposition or acquisition of a new quality’) is expressed by a circumfix O...IT” or
O...ET’. She also shows that the semantic distinction between the prefixes O and OB was
attested already in Old Russian and has developed into a strong opposition in Modern
Russian.

The main contribution of Krongauz’ study on O, OB and OBO is that he sharpens the
phonological part of the hypothesis. I will now focus on his account, which systematizes all
the ideas into one model.

Like Alexeeva (1978) and Andrews (1984), Krongauz claims that originally one
morpheme with some allomorphic variation has split into two distinct morphemes O and OB,
which differ from each other both in terms of their phonological shape and their semantics
(Krongauz 1998: 138). Following the line of previous research, Krongauz associates O and
OB with two different semantic domains: the morpheme OB has a spatial meaning that is
most evident in motion verbs (e.g. letet’ ‘fly’ — ob-letet’ ‘fly around’), while the morpheme O,
found mostly in factitives, denotes the imposition or acquisition of a property (e.g. mracnyj
‘dark, gloomy’ — o-mracit’ ‘darken, cloud’). Krongauz claims that within these two semantic

domains the distribution of allomorphs is phonologically motivated. The phonological shape
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of the base stem, in particular its onset, further determines which allomorph appears.
Krongauz’ account can be visualized as in Figure 1 below:

One historical source (*OB)

OB (OBO, 0O) O (OB, OBO)

Spatial meaning ‘give / acquire a new quality’
Distribution of allomorphs: Distribution of allomorphs:
OB >>0BO >> 0 O >> 0B >>0BO
/ob/ — [ob] / everywhere, but: /ol — [0] / everywhere, but:
/ob/ — [obo] / _ CC, if *bCC /o/ = [ob]/_V,v,j,1,n,r,m
/ob/ — [obo] / _ CsC, where  — ¢ fo/ — [obo] / _ CC, if *bCC

[

/ob/ — [0]/ _b,p fo/ — [obo] / _ CsC, where 5 — ¢

Figure 1. Visual representation of Krongauz’ hypothesis: two distinct morphemes and their
allomorphs

Figure 1 demonstrates that although O and OB constitute two separate morphemes,
they still share the same set of three allomorphs: O, OB, and OBO. However, for each of the
two morphemes the hierarchy of allomorphs is different.

For the verbs with spatial meaning, the default allomorph is OB: it is the most
expected and less restricted by phonological environment. OB can occur in position followed
by a vowel (13), a single consonant (14) and a consonant cluster (15) if this cluster forms a

possible combination with prefixal coda b:

(13) /ob/— [ob]/_V ob-yskat’ ‘search all over’
(14) /ob/ — [ob]/_CV ob-valjat’ ‘roll all over’
(15) /ob/ — [ob] / _CC, if bCC is possible ob-stric ‘cut off’

Krongauz describes OBO as an allomorph of OB. The distribution is captured by the two

rules suggested in (Svedova et al 1980) and already discussed in Section 2.1.
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The allomorph O is least expected for the morpheme OB and appears only if the stem starts

with a bilabial obstruent b or p followed by a vowel as in (16):

(16) /ob/ —[o]/_bV orpV o-beZat’ ‘run round’

However, this phonological rule is not strict and allows some degree of variation. OZegov’s
dictionary in this case lists only forms with the allomorph O (e.g. 0-beZat’ ‘run round’, o-plyt’
‘swim round’, etc.), while Efremova’s dictionary includes forms with both O and OB (e.g. o-
beZat’ and ob-bezat’ ‘run around’). Krongauz raises the question here of whether forms with
the allomorph O represent orthographic haplology or a case of free variation with OB forms.
He finally concludes that it is the latter, adding that in such cases O is preferred over OB
(Krongauz 1998: 142).

Summing up, the hierarchy of allomorphs for the prefix OB looks like this: OB >>
OBO >> O, with OB as the major and default allomorph, OBO is more marked and less
frequent, while O is most marked and least expected.

A different hierarchy is proposed for the verbs that denote imposition or acquisition of
a property: O >> OB >> OBO. Here the allomorph O is most preferred, followed by OB and
OBO. The allomorph OB occurs in a restricted number of positions, while OBO is so rare that
its presence on this list might be questioned (Krongauz 1998: 147).

First of all, OB is used as a repair strategy to avoid hiatus if the stem starts with a
vowel:

(17) Jo/ —[ob]/_V ostryj ‘sharp.ADJ.” — ob-ostrit’ ‘sharpen’

OB also appears if the stem initial sounds are sonorants j, [, m, n, r or the labiodental
consonant v (18), which has a special status in the phonological system of Russian being
intermediate between sonorants and obstruents (Jacobson 1978; Andersen 1969 b; Kiparsky
1985; Padgett 2002; Motczanov 2007). Krongauz claims that this rule is not strict and in a
few cases allows verbs prefixed with O:

(18) /o/ —[ob]/_v,j,1,n,r,m BUT: o-vescestvit’ ‘materialize’,
o-jagnit’sa ‘give birth to a lamb’,
o-licetvorit’ ‘animate’,
o-nemet’ ‘become numb’,
o-rosit’ ‘irrigate’,
o-molodit’ ’rejuvenate’

Krongauz provides some statistical data on the distribution of all the perfective verbs that
occur in the OZegov’s dictionary (1972) prefixed with O and OB regardless of their meaning.

These statistics are represented in Table 3 and visualized in Figure 2 below:
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Stem-initial | O | OB % O
consonant

5 26 16,12%
m 11 |38 22.,44%
| 3 47 6%
r 4 30 11,76%
n 2 15 11,76%
] 2 14 12,5%

Table 3. Distribution of O and OB across perfectives with initial sonorants and labiodental v
in Krongauz’s sample extracted from OZegov’s dictionary.

oo
BOB

v m | r n i

Figure 2. Distribution of O and OB across perfectives with initial sonorants and labiodental v
in Krongauz’s sample extracted from Ozegov’s dictionary.

The data are not sufficient to establish a statistically significant well-formedness
hierarchy for combinations of these types of onsets with prefixes O and OB. On the other
hand, this distribution conforms to the statistics provided by Roberts (1981: 72).

As far as the allomorph OBO is concerned, Krongauz suggests that it appears when
OB is ruled out in front of some consonant clusters. He admits that the status of OBO as one
of the allomorphs for the morpheme O is problematic (Krongauz 1998: 147). However, he
suggests the following argument. The morpheme O can be found in the following series of
verbs meaning ‘slander, defame’: o-klevetat’, o-govorit’, o-slavit’, o-cernit’. Krongauz
suggests that a verb obo-Igat’ ‘tell lies about someone’ must be in the same group according
to its semantics. Following this logic, OBO can be included in the set of allomorphs of the
morpheme O (Krongauz 1998: 147). Otherwise, there is no obvious reason for this stipulation.
Moreover, an argument against this suggestion comes from a minimal pair in (19):

(19)  o-gret’ ‘swipe, hit somebody hard (with a stick or other tool). INF.PF’

obo-gret’ ‘heat, warm. INF.PF’

Since the two verbs in this pair exhibit different meanings, the prefixes O and OBO appear in

contrast. This suggests that they belong to different morphemes.

24



If the main allomorph of the prefix O appears in front of a consonant cluster, then,
unlike OB, it does not face a problem posed by a well-formedness constraint. The only
possible way for the allomorph OBO to appear is before a stem-initial consonant cluster that
starts with a sonorant and cannot cooccur with preceding b. The sonorant can then trigger the
allomorph OB to appear instead of O. The candidate OB would be ruled out by the well-
formedness constraint on possible consonant clusters that disallows the combination of b with
the initial cluster of the stem. In this scenario, one could expect the allomorph OBO to occur.
Krongauz’ example obo-lgat’ ‘tell lies about someone’ exactly matches these criteria but
semantically is on the border between the spatial meaning and ‘give / acquire a new quality’.
The transition between the spatial and factitive meanings of O, OB, OBO is described in
Chapter 3.

The other examples of such marked phonological environment I could find are the
verbs in (20) and (21) that clearly denote acquisition and imposition of a quality. However,
these verbs have the prefix O in spite of their stem-initial consonant clusters:

(20) o-mracit ‘darken, cloud’

) o-vdovet’ ‘become a widow(er)’

This means that the question of OBO as the third possible of allomorph of the morpheme O is
still open.

Summing up the discussion of the phonological distribution of prefixes O, OB and
OBO, one can make the following conclusions. First, there are some phonological
environments that are problematic for either prefix OB or prefix O, such as stem-initial p and
b, stem-initial sonorants [, m, n, r, j and labiodental v, as well as some consonant clusters.
According to Krongauz, these contexts can trigger some variation in the distribution of
allomorphs. A stem-initial vowel is a problematic condition for O and always triggers OB
with no possible variation. All other phonological contexts, namely all stem-initial obstruents
(apart from the labiodental v, which behaves here as a sonorant) provide a neutral
environment, where O and OB are equally available options. In neutral contexts the choice
between O and OB depends only on the target semantics. For spatial semantics OB is
preferred, while O is specialized for the meaning ‘acquisition or imposition of a property’.
Classification of possible phonological environments into the relevant types makes sense in
the following way:

. stem-initial vowels allow only the prefix OB and therefore the choice between

prefixes here is purely phonological;
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. stem-initial obstruents allow both O and OB and the choice here depends completely
on the target semantics;

. sonorants and v are in between the first two groups: they allow variation and the
choice between O and OB here depends on the impact of competing semantic and

phonological factors.

Although the hypothesis is elegant, there are some linguistic data that challenge this
account. First of all, there are minimal pairs of perfective verbs that differ only in their prefix.
O and OB often can be attached to the same simplex verbs but the difference in their impact
can vary significantly. Thus, the verbs in (22) exhibit strikingly different meanings and this is

expected according to the Split Hypothesis.

(22)  ob-govorit’ ‘discuss’ — o0-govorit ‘make a stipulation’;
ob-Zit’ ‘assimilate a new place as a home’ — o-Zit’ ‘become alive again’;

The verbs prefixed with O and OB in (23), on the contrary, are close synonyms, which is not

predicted by the split hypothesis:

(23)  ob-kleit — o-kleit’ ‘cover, paste over’
ob-stric — o-stri¢ ‘cut off’
ob-strogat’ — o-strogat’ ‘plane, remove thin layers from the surface of wood’

Krongauz suggests the following explanation. He claims that the split from one historical
source into two distinct morphemes has happened and can be observed in the Russian
language. At the same time he admits that there is a number of intermediate cases that are
inevitable due to the fact that some verbs come from the time before the split (Krongauz
1998: 147). Krongauz also describes the split of one morpheme into two distinct morphemes
as an on-going process that is not yet competed (Krongauz 1998: 139). Krongauz further
emphasizes that the two distinct morphemes still preserve a strong connection. This
stipulation allows Krongauz to explain both strikingly different and similar effects of O and
OB on the same simplex verbs. Thus, the semantic difference in the set (22) is due to the
different meanings of the two distinct morphemes, while close synonymy in the set (23) is due
to the fact that the two morphemes are still closely connected and share part of their meanings
(Krongauz 1998: 138). No doubt this stipulation weakens the hypothesis.

Krongauz shows that some close synonyms might still exhibit some slight difference
that corresponds to the semantics of the two distinct morphemes. For example, this is the case

of verbs o-ledenet’ and ob-ledenet’. Krongauz suggests that the O-verb implies a change of
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state and denotes ‘become icy, like ice’, while the OB-verb means ‘be covered with ice’. In
other words, the difference in meaning of these verbs corresponds perfectly to the semantic
difference of the two proposed morphemes: O incorporates acquiring of a new quality, while
OB focuses concrete spatial surrounding of an object (Krongauz 1998: 147).

However, distinguishing close synonyms according to this hypothesis is more
complicated when it comes to such interchangeable verbs as in (23) above.

Another problem arises when one examines a larger quantity of data. Krongauz works
with two datasets extracted from Ozegov’s dictionary (1972). The first dataset includes 295
verbs prefixed with OB and OBO. The other set contains 442 verbs prefixed with O.
Krongauz mentions that for the sake of statistical analysis he excludes imperfectives from his
database in order not to count the same verb twice (Krongauz 1998: 140). This is the only
constraint he applied to the dictionary data. Note that verbs with the reflexive postfix -sja and
without it (e.g. omracit’-sja —omracit’) were counted as different lexemes (Krongauz
1998:143).

If one tests this hypothesis against the larger quantity of data available now in the
Russian National Corpus, the number of problematic issues and lexemes expands as well. For
example, Ozegov’s dictionary does not include the verb ob-gnit ‘rot’, which is a
counterexample to Krongauz’ generalization about the cluster *bgn and his claim that it is
impossible in Russian (Krongauz 1998: 141).

Krongauz undertakes a study of the phonological distributions of O, OB and OBO. As
for the semantic part of his account, instead of giving a detailed analysis of how the three
prefixes are distributed among different semantic patterns and how regular this distribution is,
Krongauz limits himself to semantic analysis of only a few verbal pairs. In order to test this
hypothesis, a more detailed and systematic analysis of the data is required.

Krongauz outlines the semantics of the two prefixes in a very general way, so that
each of them rather refers to large domain or an entire group of meanings. Under spatial
semantics Krongauz’ examples indicate that he understands a broad network of meanings,
since they often seem to have almost nothing in common in terms of semantics like ob-letet’
“fly round’ and ob-delat’ ‘finish, manage, successfully arrange one’s business’ with the
morpheme OB. The other pole with the morpheme O is not free of contradictions and
unclarity either, considering Krongauz’ examples like o-francuzit’sja ‘acquire some
properties of French’, and o-polzti ‘slip, slide’ (Krongauz 1998: 144). This suggests that both
semantic domains should be thoroughly investigated for divergence of attested submeanings

and regularity or variety of prefix patterns.
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Last but not least, since the morpheme split is an on-going process (Krongauz 1998:
139), quantitative and statistical methods of evaluating data are crucial here in order to
measure the extent of this incomplete process.

Summing up Krongauz’ claims, I list the crucial predictions of the Split Hypothesis
below (here I return to the agnostic terminology, calling O, OB and OBO prefixes regardless

of their morphological status):

1. Prefixes O and OB are expected to show a significant difference in their distribution
depending on the semantics of the target verb. In other words, semantics is expected to
be a significant factor in the distribution of prefixes O and OB. In a neutral
phonological environment there should be a clear contrast between the two prefixation
patterns, which can be described in terms of complementary distribution;

2. Prefix O is expected to be the main, default, and most frequent of the three prefixes in
verbs denoting an acquisition or imposition of a property;

3. For verbs denoting an acquisition or imposition of a property, prefix OB is expected only
if the stem starts with a sonorant or v;

4. Prefix OB is expected to be the main, default, and most frequent of the three prefixes in
verbs with a spatial meaning;

5. If a verb with a spatial meaning has a stem with initial b or p, there can be some variation
between O and OB but O is expected to be preferred;

6. If a verb with a spatial meaning has a stem with an initial consonant cluster that is
compatible with preceding b, OB is expected;

7. If a verb with a spatial meaning has a stem with initial consonant cluster that is not
compatible with preceding b, OBO is expected;

8. For verbs denoting the acquisition or imposition of a property, the following hierarchy of
allomorphs is expected: O >> OB >> OBO;

9. For verbs with a spatial meaning, the following hierarchy of allomorphs is expected: OB

>> 0BO >> O.

In the present study I test these predictions of the Split Hypothesis against corpus (Chapter 3)

and experimental (Chapters 4, 5) data.
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Chapter 3
Semantic Analysis of Russian perfectives prefixed

with O, OB, OBO

In this chapter, I provide a cognitive linguistic account for the semantics of the three
Russian prefixes O, OB and OBO. First, I discuss cognitive linguistics as a theoretical
framework and its advantages in the study of affix semantics (Section 3.1.). Then I introduce
a database of Russian perfective verbs prefixed with O, OB, and OBO. I explain how the
database was constructed and what kind of data in contains (Section 3.2.). Here I distinguish
among different types of perfective verbs, namely Natural Perfectives, Specialized Perfectives
(according to Janda 2007b) and also Factitive Perfectives, which I introduce as an additional
type that plays a crucial role in my account. In Section 3.3, I provide a radial category
analysis of Specialized and Factitive Perfectives and introduce each semantic subcategory of
the proposed network in detail. In Section 3.4, I address the Overlap Hypothesis and provide
an account for the prefixes O, OB and OBO in Natural Perfectives. In Section 3.5, I use my
data in order to test the Split Hypothesis. The contribution of this chapter is summarized in

Section 3.6.

3.1. Cognitive linguistics’ approach to the semantics of prefixes

In this subsection I explain why I adopt the framework of cognitive linguistics in this
study. I will briefly discuss the major theoretical foundations and crucial advantages in
research on affix semantics. Before I come to that discussion, let me first show what kind of
challenges I face when it comes to data analysis.

In this study I look at the interface of three linguistic levels — morphology, phonology
and semantics. According to the Split Hypothesis discussed in Chapter 2, semantics is the
most crucial factor in the choice between O and OB, where O is associated with acquisition or
imposition of a new property, while OB is claimed to cover spatial semantics.

However, these semantic definitions, even when accompanied by rules for
phonological distribution of allomorphs, are able to capture only the clearest cases like ob-
"exat’ ‘drive around’ and o-glupit’ ‘make stupid’. It gets more challenging for the Split
Hypothesis when it comes to less obvious examples like o-kol’cevat’ ‘ring’ that can have two

interpretations: ‘surround with a ring” and ‘give a ring around’.
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One problem is that the verb o-kol’cevat’ clearly denotes spatial surrounding which
suggests that the prefix OB should appear in a neutral phonological environment. Here, the
actual choice of prefix contradicts the spatial semantics of this verb. The question arises as to
whether the Split Hypothesis still has the potential to account for problematic cases like this
or it fails, conquered by series of counterexamples.

Another problem here is that the verb o-kol’cevat’ ‘ring’ is a Natural Perfective'? for
the imperfective base verb kol’cevat’, which by definition has exactly the same lexical
meaning ‘ring’. This suggests that the prefix here is purely aspectual according to the
traditional account (gvedova et al. 1980, Zaliznjak & Smelev 2000: 82) and lacks any
semantic content. The problem is then how can the Split Hypothesis account for the choice of
a prefix, which in the traditional account of Russian aspect is claimed to be semantically
“empty”.

I suggest that both of these problems can be solved within the cognitive linguistics
framework. First of all, cognitive linguistics provides a usage-based model which is flexible
to account for gradient and controversial linguistic data. Instead of clear-cut idealistic
definitions, cognitive linguistics suggests that linguistic data should be described in terms of
radial categories that are hierarchically organized around a privileged central member called a
prototype. All the remaining members of a category are related to the prototype via cognitive
mechanisms like metaphor or metonymy (Lakoff 1987: 69-75; Janda 2006: 13; Janda 2007a;
Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk 2007: 145; Evans 2007, Geeraerts 2006a).

This approach is driven by the idea that linguistic cognition is not a module separated
from other cognitive human experience but rather constitutes a natural part of the latter.
Cognitive linguistics was originally inspired by empirical and experimental research on
human cognition started within cognitive psychology in the 1970s (Rosch 1978). So far,
cognitive linguistics’ theoretical foundations have been persuasively supported also with
recent findings from language processing, language acquisition and impairment (Dabrowska
2004: 203-225). They all suggest that linguistic phenomena are organized the same way as
other cognitive categories, namely as radial networks with central prototype and marginal
periphery. This implies that linguistic categories are not all-or-nothing absolute categories
established via clear-cut rigid boundaries. It also explains why strict definitions can often

capture only a major tendency in a language and are bound to ignore a large amount of

"2 According to Janda’s (2007b) classification, Natural Perfective is a perfective that refers to the natural
culmination of activity described in the imperfective base verb. For example, the imperfective base verb pet’
‘sing’ has the Natural Perfective s-pet’ ‘sing’. According to the traditional “pair” model, these two verbs have
the same lexical meaning and differ only in terms of imperfective/perfective aspect.
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linguistic inconsistency and variation. Cognitive linguistics, on the contrary, is able to
recognize the imprecision of such accounts and elaborate an empirically more adequate model
of grammar using large corpus data and quantitative methods.

Turning back to the semantics of affixes, one cannot but notice a number of crucial
advantages of this approach. First of all, cognitive linguistics has developed useful theoretical
and methodological tools for modeling complex and diverse affix semantics. Instead of listing
an affix’s submeanings in a near-random order, a cognitive account represents the complex
polysemy of an affix as a network of systematic relations among hierarchically organized
subcategories. Each member of a radial category network is motivated via certain cognitive
mechanisms and related to the core prototype. This methodology allows me to develop a more
systematic and detailed analysis of prefix semantics than those available from previous
research. Moreover, a thorough and cognitively motivated differentiation of the submeanings
exhibited by the prefixes O, OB and OBO makes it possible to calculate their relative
distribution across these submeanings and test the Split Hypothesis. The Radial Category
Profiling methodology (Nesset, Janda, Baydimirova forthcoming) also makes it possible to
compare semantically close linguistic items and measure the degree of their overlap and
divergence. Thus, the problem of counterexamples like o-kol’cevat’ that 1 addressed earlier in
this subsection can be examined in a detailed semantic analysis possible within the framework
of cognitive linguistics.

The idea of semantically “empty” verbal prefixes in Russian Natural Perfectives
presents a challenge not only for the Split Hypothesis but also for cognitive linguistics as a
theory in general. In particular, it contradicts the idea that meaning is a necessary part of each
linguistic unit which is motivated by a basic bodily and spatial human experience (Janda
2006: 11). However, “empty” prefixes in Russian Natural Perfectives can be accounted for
within the Overlap Hypothesis (Vey 1952; Schooneveld 1958; Janda, Nesset forthcoming a)
that suggests that semantic “emptiness” here is an illusion due to conceptual overlap between
the semantics of a prefix and the meaning of the verbal stem. In other words, in my example
of the Natural Perfective verb o-kol’cevat’ ‘to ring’, the verbal stem and the prefix O have
very similar meanings, so that the meaning ‘spatial surrounding with a ring’ is already present
in the simplex imperfective verb kol’cevat’ ‘ring’. Since the semantic content of a prefix is
less obvious than the semantic content of a simplex stem, it is easy to deny the former and to
interpret it as a purely aspectual marker. In this chapter, I will look at all Natural Perfectives

prefixed with O, OB and OBO and compare their distribution across semantic subcategories

31



with the distribution of non-Natural Perfectives. In doing this, I will test the Overlap
Hypothesis against my data.

In approaching prefix semantics from the perspective of cognitive linguistics I follow
a series of insightful cognitive studies of Russian prefixes (Janda 1985, 1986, 1997; Janda,
Nesset forthcoming; Shull 2003), aspect (Janda 2004a, 2007b), case (Janda 2004b),
transitivity (Janda 2008a), verbs of motion (Janda 2008b; Nesset 2000, 2008a), phonology
(Nesset 2008b), suffix shift (Nesset 2010; Janda, Nesset forthcoming b) and allomorphy in
Russian semelfactives (Janda, Dickey 2009; Janda, Makarova 2009; Makarova 2009).

So far in this chapter I have discussed the main theoretical foundations of my study.
Now I turn to the data collection in Section 3.2 and then to analysis of the data in Sections

3.3,3.4. and 3.5.

3.2. The database on Russian perfective verbs prefixed with O, OB and

OBO
In order to test the Split Hypothesis and the Overlap Hypothesis, a database was

constructed. In this subsection I will describe the way it was created and the data it contains.
Construction of the database involved several steps. First, all perfective verbs prefixed
with O, OB and OBO were automatically extracted from the Russian National Corpus

(www.ruscorpora.ru). This set of data contained 924 perfective verbs. However, not all of

them were relevant data, so the next step was to clean this dataset manually. One problem was
that verbs prefixed with OT like ot-rubit’, ot-lit’ with the initial vowel o were automatically
recognized by the program as examples of the prefix O and had to be removed. Another
problem was that the verbal bases were assigned to the collected perfectives automatically and
this resulted in double entries like bogatit’ — o-bogatit’ and gatit’ — obo-gatit’, where the latter
pair suggested a non-existing base gatit’ and had to be excluded. Those perfective verbs that
have a perfective simplex base (e.g. liznut’ ‘lick once’ — ob-liznut’ ‘lick a surface (usually
lips) once’) were excluded from the database too.

After all necessary cleaning was completed, the database was checked against the list
of all verbs with initial o from Grammatical Dictionary of the Russian Language (Zaliznjak
1980) and any perfective verbs that were missing were added. In order to achieve a full
picture, all the obez- perfectives (e.g. o-bez-oruZit’ ‘disarm’) from the Russian National

Corpus (www.ruscorpora.ru) and Grammatical Dictionary of the Russian Language

(Zaliznjak 1980) were also added to the database.
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Each perfective was assigned a label according to its type. In distinction of perfective
types I follow Janda’s (2007b) cluster model of Russian verbs. Instead of traditional privative
binary pairs (perfective vs. imperfective) Janda (2007b) suggests aspectual clusters which can
include up to four different types of perfective verbs: Natural Perfectives, Specialized
Perfectives, Complex Act Perfectives and Single Act Perfectives. In my database only the two
former types are attested. Now I will briefly introduce each of them.

Natural Perfectives have already been discussed in this chapter. They share the same
lexical meaning with their imperfective bases. For example, a Natural Perfective na-pisat’ and
its imperfective base pisat’ both denote ‘write’. It is in this type of perfectives that verbal
prefixes are traditionally claimed to be purely aspectual and have no semantic content
(Svedova et al. 1980: §1389, Zaliznjak & Smelev 2000: 82). Each of the three prefixes O, OB
and OBO can be used to form a Natural Perfective (NP):

(24)  kamenet’ (IMP) - o-kamenet’ (NP) ‘become petrified, turn to stone’
stri¢ (IMP) - ob-stri¢c (NP) ‘cut off’
zlit’ (IMP) - obo-zlit’ (NP) ‘embitter’

My database includes 182 Natural Perfectives prefixed with O, forty-one Natural Perfectives
prefixed with OB and three Natural Perfectives prefixed with OBO". In total this yields 223
Natural Perfectives. All of them received their perfective type specification according to the
Tromsg Exploring Emptiness database of Russian prefixal aspectual pairs14 developed by the
Slavic Cognitive Linguistics Research Group at the University of Tromsg' . The Tromsg
Exploring Emptiness database contains 1,981 Natural Perfectives formed via prefixation. It
includes all the prefixal aspectual pairs attested in three sources (Evgen’eva 1999; OZegov &
Svedova 2001; Cubberly 1982) and acknowledged by a panel of four native speakers.

In order to give a flavor of what place the prefixes O, OB and OBO have in the overall
picture of Natural Perfectives in Russian, I provide contrastive statistical data on their
productivity. Figure 3'® represents distribution of nineteen Russian aspectual prefixes across
1,981 aspectual pairs attested in the Tromsg Exploring Emptiness database. Each bar in

Figure 3 corresponds to the number of Natural Perfectives formed by each of the nineteen

"> These numbers are given according to the Troms¢ Exploring Emptiness database. They corrsepond to 160;
thirty-two; and two entries in my database respectively. In total, they yield 194 entries. In my database, the -sja
and non-sja counteparts share the same entry. This strategy is explained later in this chapter.

'* The database is available at http:/69.64.76.7/~kuznetsova/ling/zapros.php
Phttp://www?2.uit.no/ikbViewer/page/ansatte/organisasjon/artikkel?p_document id=153227&p_dimension_id=8
8149&p_menu=28713&p_lang=2

' Figure 3 is borrowed from (Janda, Nesset forthcoming a) and is updated by me according to the last version of
the Tromsg Exploring Emptiness database.
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prefixes. One can see that the prefix O is the fourth most productive aspectual prefix coming
after highly productive PO, S and ZA, while the prefix OB is relatively rare. The prefix OBO
is the least productive prefix in this scale. Only the prefix V forms as few Natural Perfectives
as OBO. Taken altogether, the 223 Natural Perfectives formed by O, OB and OBO yield
11.25% of all 1,981 Natural Perfectives in Russian.

450
400H
350-H
300H
250H H ==
200H HH
150H H H H

100H H H
so0H H H H —r 2
ol 11 P U T P P L PV P

po S za [ na pro vy raz iz u ot vz ob pri pere pod voz obo Vv

Figure 3. Distribution of aspectual prefixes across Natural Perfectives

Now I turn to another type of perfective attested in my database which Janda (2007b)
calls Specialized Perfectives. As opposed to Natural Perfectives, Specialized Perfectives (SP)
involve a significant shift in meaning due to a new piece of information brought in with the
perfectivizing prefix:

(25)  pis-a-t’ (IMP) ‘write’ — pere-pis-a-t’ (SP) ‘re-write’
As arule, Specialized Perfectives can usually form a secondary imperfective:
(26)  pere-pis-a-t’ (SP) ‘re-write’ — pere-pis’-yva-t’ (IMP) ‘re-write’

Specialized Perfectives are represented in my database with 692 entries. They exhibit all three
of the prefixes in question:
(27)  zit’ (IMP) ‘live’ - o-Zit’ (SP) ‘revive, come to life’
ryt’ (IMP) ‘dig’ - ob-ryt’ (SP)  ‘dig around’
gnat’ (IMP) ‘drive, urge (on)’ — obo-gnat’ (SP) ‘leave behind, outstrip’
The distinction between Specialized Perfectives and Natural Perfectives is crucial for
the Overlap Hypothesis that I will address further in this chapter.
The remaining two types of perfectives distinguished in (Janda 2007b), namely
Complex Act Perfectives and Single Act Perfectives, are not attested in my database. The
prefixes O, OB and OBO do not form them. Although there are verbs like ob-scitat’ ‘cheat in

calculation’” and ob-s¢itat’-sja ‘miscalculate’ that resemble Single Act Perfectives, they do not
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imply a string of repeated events like the semelfactive verb cixnut’ ‘sneeze once’ does.
Another argument for calling them Specialized Perfectives is that they easily form secondary
imperfectives: ob-$¢it-yva-t’ ‘cheat in calculation many times’, ob-§cit-yva-t’-sja
‘miscalculate regularly’. For these reasons I consider verbs like ob-s¢itat’ and ob-scitat’-sja
Specialized Perfectives.

The four types of perfectives proposed in Janda (2007b) are usually distinguished in
the following way: the meaning of a perfective prefixed verb is compared with its
imperfective base. However, perfective verbs do not necessarily have a verbal base but can

have a nominal or adjectival base instead:

(28)  krylo ‘wing’ (NOUN) - o-kryl-it’ ‘give wings, encourage, inspire’ (PF)
novyj ‘new’ (ADJ)’ - ob-nov-it’ ‘renew’ (PF)
mox ‘moss’ (NOUN) - obo-ms-et’ ‘get covered with moss’ (PF)

These perfectives are well-attested in my database and yield 224 entries. This type of
perfective is not included in Janda’s (2007b) classification. However, I argue that they clearly
constitute a separate type of perfectives that should be recognized along with the four types
discussed above. I will refer to this type as Factitive Perfectives (FP).

In doing so, I adopt a broad understanding of the term Factitive and group together
several structural patterns. In particular, I consider here not only verbs of the word-formation
types “MAKE X” (ob-nov-it’ ‘renew, make new’) and “MAKE WITHOUT X” (0-bez-les-it’
‘deforest. TRANS’ formed from the prepositional phrase bez lesa ‘without a forest’)!’, but
also closely related patterns “BECOME X (e.g. o-grub-et’ and o-grub-it’-sja ‘become
coarse, rude’ from the adjective grubyj ‘coarse, rude.”) “BECOME WITHOUT X” (e.g. o-
bez-les-et’ ‘deforest.INTRANS’), “GIVE X” (e.g. ob-vin-it’ ‘accuse’ from the noun vina
‘guilt’) and “GET X” (e.g. o-Zir-et’ ‘become fat’ from the noun Zir ‘fat’).

It is worth mentioning here that Factitive Perfectives are different from other types of
perfectives in that they are formed not via a prefix but via a circumfix'®. The circumfix
consists of either two parts (the prefix O, OB or OBO and the suffix -i-, -e- or -a-, as shown in
(29)) or even three parts (the prefix O, OB or OBO, the suffix -i-, -e- or -a- and the postfix -

sja, as shown in (30)). These word-formation patterns are described in (Svedova et al. 1980:

17 Traditionally, only “MAKE X and “MAKE WITHOUT X” verbs are called factitives. Other types in this list
are usually recognized as closely related to them (Townsend 1968: 143, 144).

'8 Sometimes Specialized Perfectives can also be formed via a circumfix (e.g. govorit’ ‘speak’ — o-govorit’-sja
‘make a mistake in speaking’) but it consists of a prefix O or OB and a postfix -sja (cf. Svedova et al. 1980:
§944, 945). Note, that Factitive Perfectives exhibit different types of circumfixes.
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§ 891 — 893, 906, 907, 955 — 957; Alexeeva 1978: 10). In (29) and (30) I provide examples

that illustrate these patterns:

ob-legc-i-t’  ‘kighten, relieve, facilitate.FP’
o-cep’-i-t’ ‘surround, cordon off.FP.’
o-pojas-a-t’  ‘gird, put a belt on.FP.’
obo-ms-e-t” ‘become covered with moss.FP.’

(29) legkij ‘lihgt, easy. ADJ.
cep’  ‘chain. NOUN.’
pojas ‘belt. NOUN.’
mox  ‘moss.NOUN.’

LLLl

(30) smelyj ‘brave.AD)” — o-smel-i-t’-sja ‘dare, have a courage to do smth.FP.’

In case of the verb in (30) the postfix sja is a part of the circumfix o...i...sja, because a non-
sja counterpart *o-smel-i-t’ does not exist in Russian. In this light, the verb o-francuz-i-t’-sja
‘become Frenchlike’ is different, because is formed from the non-sja verb o-francuz-i-t’
‘frenchify, make Frenchlike’ and therefore contains the circumfix o...i#" and additionally the
postfix -sja.

One could argue against including the examples in (29) and (30) in the present
analysis of the prefixes O, OB and OBO, because as parts of a circumfix they represent a
different morpheme. However, I suggest that ignoring these data would lead to a distortion of
the grammar. I argue that clear examples of Factitive Perfectives given in (29) and (30) are
necessary in order to understand a large number of transitional cases like the already
mentioned perfective verb ob-vinit’ ‘accuse’. This verb can be simultaneously motivated by
the nominal base vina ‘guilt’ and also by the verbal imperfective base vinit’ ‘blame, accuse’,
as shown in (31). In the former analysis the verb ob-vinit’ ‘accuse’ is a Factitive Perfective,

while the latter word-formation link suggests that it is a Specialized Perfective.

(31) vina ‘guilt’ — ob-vin-it’ ‘accuse, assign a guilt to someone’ FP (GIVE X)

vinit’ ‘blame’ — ob-vinit’ ‘accuse’ SP

Here I come to the problem of multiple motivations. Perfectives that simultaneously
have a verbal and a non-verbal base are very numerous and yield 333 entries in my database.
Perfectives that have only a verbal base yield 450 entries (forty-four Natural Perfectives and
406 Specialized Perfectives). Factitive Perfectives in total occupy 557 entries including those
224 that have only a non-verbal base. The remaining thirty-two perfectives are

deetymologized'’ (e.g. obmanut’ ‘deceive’).

' Deetymologized verbs are those where it is problematic to suggest a clearly related in Modern Russian
simplex base. Therefore, such verbs were not assigned the type of perfective and were not included in the
statistical calculations either.
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What is crucial in this distribution is that the vast majority (77.3%) of Natural
Perfectives prefixed with O, OB and OBO have in addition a non-verbal base and therefore

can be interpreted also as Factitive Perfectives, as illustrated in (32):

(32) smolit’ (IMP)
‘cover or saturate W1th resm

obsmolit’ (NP, FP)‘cover or saturate with

smola
‘resin. NOUN’

kruglit’ (IMP)
‘make round’

[

kruglyj
‘round.ADJ’

kruglit’ (NP, FP) ‘make round’

kamenet’ (IMP)

‘become petrified, turn intm\

okamenet’ (NP, FP)
‘become petrified, turn into a stone’

kamen’

‘stone. NOUN’

The examples in (32) demonstrate that a noun can simultaneously motivate both the
simplex imperfective and the prefixed perfective verb. The perfective verbs in (32) are
transitional between Natural Perfectives that have only a verbal imperfective base (e.g.
carapat’ (IMP) — ocarapat’ (NP) ‘scratch’) and Factitive Perfectives that have only a non-
verbal base (e.g. nadez(d)a ‘hope. NOUN’ — obnadezit’ (FP) ‘reassure, give hope’). Such
transitional cases are marked in the database as both Natural Perfectives and Factitive
Perfectives (NP, FP). All possible bases are listed and semantic groups are assigned according
to each motivation.

In a similar manner, the transitional cases occur also between Factitive and

Specialized Perfectives. In the database they are marked for both types (SP, FP). Recall that
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multiple motivation is very common for Natural Perfectives: 77.3% of all Natural
Perfectivives are simultaneously factitives. Interestingly, Specialized Perfectives exhibit
multiple motivation less often, namely in 31% cases. Table 4 aggregates the absolute numbers
of entries occupied by different types of perfectives in the database. Transitional types are

marked as (NP, FP) and (SP, FP).

PF type Number of entries
194 NP e 24

NP, FP 150
ssosp 4| O 106

SP, FP 183
FP 224
557 FP
deetymologized PF 32
Total: 1039

Table 4. Distribution of perfective verbs prefixed with

0O, OB, OBO across types of perfectives
Table 4 demonstrates that among 194 entries for Natural Perfectives there are forty-four that
have only a verbal base and 150 that additionally have a non-verbal base and therefore can be
called both Natural and Factitive Perfectitives. 589 entries of the database represent
Specialized Perfectives, where 406 have only verbal bases and 183 have both a verbal and a
non-verbal base. The database also includes 224 pure Factitive Perfectives that are formed
from a non-verbal base. Together with transitional cases, they yield 557 Factitive Perfectives.
This number means that 557 perfective verbs in the database can be motivated with a non-
verbal simplex stem. This is comparable with 783 verbs that can be motivated by an
imperfective simplex. Thirty-two verbs are deetymologized and are not assigned to any of the
perfective types. Thus, Table 4 shows that Factitive Perfectives considerably overlap with
both Natural and Specialized Perfectives.

Note that 223 Natural Perfectives from the Troms¢ Exploring Emptiness database
correspond to 194 entries in my database. This is because verbs like obstri¢ ‘cut off” and
obstricsja ‘cut off oneself” share the same entry in order not to duplicate information in the
database. Here a few words should be said about this approach.

Recall from Chapter 2 that Krongauz (1998) counted all the reflexive verbs attested in
the OZegov’s dictionary (1972) as separate entries regardless of whether they have a non-
reflexive counterpart or not. As opposed to Krongauz, I suggest that the reflexive verbs,
where the affix -sja has only an intransitivizing function and does not change the lexical

meaning of the base verb, should not be treated in this survey as separate lexemes, because
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this would inflate the number of verbs with duplicate information. For the purposes of my
study, I list them together with their non-sja counterparts in one entry. For instance, verbs like
obespokoit’ ‘bother’ and obespokoit’sja ‘get bothered’ share one entry obespokoit’(sja),
because here the affix -sja has only an intransitivising function. On the other hand, the verbs
like ogovorit’ ‘slander’ and ogovori’sja ‘make a mistake in speaking’ are treated in my study
as separate verbs, because their semantic difference goes beyond transitivity and -sja here is a
part of the circumfix o...sja. I will discuss this type of verb in greater detail further in this
chapter in Subsection 3.3. (Subcategory MISTAKE).

In order to avoid duplicate information, this approach to reflexive verbs was applied
through the entire database. The -sja and non-sja verbs are placed in one entry only if both of
them belong to the same type of perfective, in other words if both of them are Natural
Perfectives (e.g. osCetinit’, oSCetinit’sja) or Specialized Perfectives (e.g. obt’anut’,
obt’anut’sja). Rarely, -sja and non-sja verbs represent different types of perfectives. For
example, obankrotit’ ‘make somebody a bankrupt’ is a Specialized Perfective, while
obankrotit’sja ‘become a bankrupt’ is a Natural Perfective. Such verbs were preserved in the
database as two separate entries in order to accurately test the Overlap Hypothesis, where the
distinction between Natural and Specialized Perfectives is crucial. The number of such cases

is small. All of them are listed in Table 5.

PF Type Gloss reflexive PF Type Gloss
obankrotit’ SP ‘make smb a bankrupt’ obankrotit’sja NP ‘become a bankrupt’
obvaljat’ NP ‘roll (in) all over obvaljat’sja SP ‘roll oneself (in) all over’
obZec’ SP ‘burn’ obZec’sja NP ‘get burns’

ozabotit’ NP ‘trouble, cause anxiety’ ozabotit’sja SP ‘get worried’

ozlobit’ SP ‘embitter’ ozlobit’sja NP ‘become embittered’
okutat’ NP ‘wrap up all over’ okutat’sja SP ‘get wrapped all over’
opublikovat’ NP ‘publish’ opublikovat’sja SP ‘get published’
osvidetel’stvovat’ NP ‘witness’ osvidetel’stvovat’sja  SP ‘get examined’
osvjatit’ NP ‘sanctify, bless’ osvjatit’sja SP ‘get sanctified’
oxarakterizovat’ NP ‘describe, charachterize’ oxarakterizovat’sja SP ‘get characterized’
ocistit’ NP ‘clean’ ocistit’sja SP ‘become clean, clear’

Table 5. Perfectives and their reflexive counterparts that belong to different types of
perfectives.

In order to account for all the meanings of the perfective verbs in the database, I
consulted five dictionaries of Contemporary Standard Russian (OZegov & Svedova 2001;
Efremova 2000; Ushakov 2008; Evgen’eva 1999; Kuznetsov 2000). If a verb is attested in
different meanings which belong to different semantic categories that I distinguish, the verb
receives several entries in the database. The number of entries the verb receives corresponds

to the number of semantic subcategories it represents. In doing this I treat different entries as
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separate verbs. If a verb has different meanings that all belong to the same semantic category,
the verb occurs in the database only in one entry.

The database was designed in order to provide information on Russian perfective
verbs prefixed with O, OB and OBO. Table 6 given in Appendix 1 is an excerpt from the
database that illustrates some of the parameters it contains. As shown in Table 6, the database
lists verbal and non-verbal bases with their English glosses and the perfectives themselves
with their English glosses. It also specifies type of perfective, prefix, onset of the base and
number of occurrences of verbal bases and corresponding perfectives in the Russian National
Corpus. An additional column contains information on what semantic subcategory(s) the
perfective belongs to.

In its final version the database includes 1,039 entries and is formatted as a MS Excel
document. The duplicate information is avoided and coding is consistent throughout. The
database takes advantage of modern technologies that were not available in previous research
on the prefixes O, OB and OBO. It is based on the two large sources of empirical data: The
Russian National Corpus and the Grammatical Dictionary of the Russian Language (Zaliznjak
1980). The database accounts for the verbal meanings attested in the five dictionaries of
Contemporary Standard Russian (OZegov & Svedova 2001; Efremova 2000; Ushakov 2008;
Evgen’eva 1999; Kuznetsov 2000). It also specifies different types of perfective verbs
according to Janda’s (2007b) cluster model and the Tromsg Exploring Emptiness database.
As a result, the database provides reliable information on Russian perfective verbs prefixed
with O, OB and OBO and accounts for more data than were available for previous
quantitative studies of these prefixes (Roberts 1981; Krongauz 1998).

Thus, in this subsection I have discussed how the data was collected and organized.

Now I turn to my analysis of the data from the perspective of cognitive linguistics.

3.3. Radial category network for prefixes O, OB and OBO.

Specialized and Factitive Perfectives

In this subsection I present the analysis of complex polysemy of the Russian aspectual
prefixes O, OB and OBO. Addressing the meaning of these prefixes, I first focus on the verbs
where the semantic contribution of the prefix is more evident and the prefix is clearly not
“empty”. In other words, I first approach Specialized Perfectives and those Factitive
Perfectives that do not overlap with Natural Perfectives. I show that all the meanings of these
prefixes are related to each other and are systematically connected within a model of their

semantic network that I propose. Here I start from an agnostic approach to the morphological

40



status of O, OB and OBO. I then demonstrate that all of them share the same network of
meanings but differ in terms of frequency of occurrences in different parts of this network.

The semantic network of the prefixes O, OB and OBO can be modeled as a radial
category organized around a spatial prototype. All the remaining subcategories, or
submeanings, are related to the prototype via partial modifications of its image schema or via
basic cognitive mechanisms (metaphor or metonymy). The subcategories themselves are not
discrete nodes, so that any given example does not have to necessarily fit into only one
subcategory. This methodology of modeling polysemy is provided by the cognitive linguistic
framework (Lakoff 1987; Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk 2007; Evans 2007, Geeraerts 2006a)
and makes it possible to account for the gradient empirical data.

I suggest the semantic model that is depicted in Figure 4. It represents a radial network
of meanings that captures the uses of all three prefixes O, OB and OBO. The network
includes fifteen semantic subcategories. They are numbered and labeled with headings. Each
semantic subcategory is illustrated with three examples that exhibit each of the three prefixes
respectively. Most importantly, Figure 4 shows that all the meanings observed in the network
can be expressed by each of the three prefixes, no matter what their morphological status is.

The model accounts not only for various spatial meanings of the prefixes, but also for
the non-spatial meanings (‘impose/acquire a new feature’) recognized by Krongauz (1998) as
constituting a separate morpheme. Moreover, the model includes the “affective values”
(‘deceit’, ‘mistake’) described by Roberts (1981: 69) as outsiders of the system. Figure 4
demonstrates that both non-spatial meanings and “affective values” are motivated by different
spatial meanings and appear as their metaphorical extensions. Summing up, the contribution
of this model is twofold: first, it provides a unified account for uses of all three prefixes;
secondly, it incorporates all the meanings into one semantic network.

Before I turn to a description of each subcategory in detail, let me make a few general
remarks on the overall structure of this model.

The first subcategory, MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT, has special status in this
model and serves as the prototype which brings all the remaining subcategories into one
network. The lines between the subcategories indicate that they are closely related. There are
two kinds of relations between the subcategories in this model: first, one subcategory can
serve as a source and motivation for another subcategory; secondly, two subcategories can be

related, because there are verbs that simultaneously belong to both of them.
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5. MISTAKE
ob-scitat’-sja
o-slySat’-sja,

6. DECEIVE
ob-merit’, o-bolvanit’,
obo-jti

4. OUTDO
ob-igrat’, o-sil-it’,
obo-jti

obo-znat’-sja

7. OVERDO
ob-est’-sja, o-pit’-sja,
obo-Zrat’-sja

8.METAPHORICAL

3. OVERTAKE
ob-skakat’, o-pered-it’
obo-gnat’

2. PASS BY

PASS BY
oslusat’sja, obozdat’,
obozvat’

ob-"exat’, o-bezat’,
obo-jti boloto storonoj

|

9. AFFECT A NUMBER
OF OBJECTS 1. MOVE AROUND
ob-zvonit’, o-prosit’, AN OBJECT
obo-jti ob-letet’, o-bezat’,
obo-jti vokrug doma,
10. SURROUND, 13.METAPHORICAL
11. AFEECT A ENCLOSE SURROUND
h.goret . / ob-sadit’, o-kruZit’, ob-sudit’, o-pisat’,
ob-goret’, o-kleit’, obo-rvat’ obo-1’stit’
obo-drat’

12. ENVELOP
ob-Zarit’,
o-Gexlit’,
obo-gret’

14 METAPHORICAL ENVELOP
ob-lajat’, o-svistat’, obo-krast’

Figure 4. The semantic network of O, OB and OBO

15. IMPOSE / ACQUIRE A NEW
FEATURE

15-A: MAKE X 15-B: BECOME X
ob-rusit’, ob-mir§c¢-it’-sja
o-ledenit’, o-bednet’,
o-gol-it’, obo-ml-et’
obo-lgat’

15-C: GIVE X 15-D: GET X
ob-vinit’, 0-boz-it’sja
o-darit’, ob-vertr’-et’
obo-znacit’ obo-ms-et’

The model represents a network of meanings of the prefixes rather than a semantic

classification of the verbs. Therefore, each subcategory corresponds to a different semantic

contribution of a prefix to a simplex stem. Each subcategory is recognized here due to the

significant deviation (extension) from its source subcategory. In distinction of different
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subcategories 1 follow the principles elaborated in the framework of cognitive linguistics
(Taylor 1995: 65 — 141). The extensions of the prototype come in two types according to two
basic cognitive mechanisms: metonymy and metaphor. Metonymical extensions occur when
an image schema is reduced to its part or is re-interpreted with a different focus. Metaphorical
extensions are those that apply the same image schema to a different domain. Particularly,
they account for the shift from a spatial domain to the non-spatial domains of human
relations, emotions, personal features, etc.

It is crucial that the radial category in Figure 4 is divided into two large parts, the top
part and the bottom part, that are connected with each other via the prototypical meaning
MOVE AROUND AN OBIJECT. The two parts of the radial category are driven by the two
different interpretations of the prototype: proximity and keeping a distance from the
Landmark versus contacting and affecting the Landmark.

On the one hand, the Trajector that moves around the Landmark can keep certain
distance from its boundaries. This distance is fully realized in Subcategory 2 PASS BY,
which reduces the full encirclement to the partial one. Here, the Landmark is an obstacle on
the Trajector’s route and the Trajector has to bypass it. Thus, the Landmark remains outside
the Trajector’s path (e.g. obojti boloto storonoj ‘bypass the swamp’). Subcategory 2 PASS
BY serves as a motivating base for two semantic branches. The first one focuses the distance
of the Trajector from the Landmark (Subcategories 3 OVERTAKE and 4 OUTDO), while the
other focuses the bypassing itself which is metaphorically extended to avoiding / missing
some crucial point of a situation (Subcategories 5 MISTAKE, 6 DECEIVE, 7 OVERDO and
8 METAPHORICAL PASS BY). This is how the proximity motivates the top part of the
radial category.

The bottom part of the model realizes another interpretation of the prototype: when
moving around the Landmark, the Trajector can enclose it completely as well as contact and
affect its boundaries (Subcategory 10 SURROUND), surface (Subcategory 11 AFFECT A
SURFACE) or all the sides (Subcategory 12 ENVELOP). Affecting and changing the
Landmark can also shift from the spatial domain (e.g. obledenit’ ‘cover with ice’) into the
domain of abstract features and characteristics (e.g. obednit’ ‘impoverish’; obozlit’
‘embitter’). Here the verbs often have multiple motivations and are simultaneously
Specialized and Factitive Perfectives. This exaplains how spatial contact is related to
imposition or acquisition of a new feature, which can be both spatial and non-spatial.

This overview gives a flavor of how the radial category is structured around the

prototype. Now I turn to describe each subcategory in detail.
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Subcategory 1: MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT

First, I introduce the core semantic subcategory which is the prototype that serves to
motivate all the semantic extentions in this network. Cognitive linguistic studies show that
usually a prototype belongs to the concrete physical domain and is related to the basic
embodied human experience such as spatial organization and motor movements (Lakoff
1987; Lakoff & Johnson 2003).

I suggest that the prototypical semantic category of the prefixes O, OB and OBO is
MOVE AROUND AN OBIJECT (e.g. ob-letet’ vokrug gnezda ‘fly around a nest’; obo-jti
vokrug doma ‘walk around a house’; o-beZat’ vokrug lesa ‘run around a forest’, etc.). This

meaning can be visualized in the form of a simple spatial image schema as shown in Figure 5:

Landmark

>

TR I

Figure 5. Image schema for Subcategory | MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT

The image schema depicts a dynamic figure, a Trajector (TR), which is moving
around a stable object, a Landmark. It is crucial that the Trajector’s route (trajectory) takes a
shape of the full circle which goes around the Landmark. This corresponds to the relevant
observation of Shull that the prefixes O, OB and OBO are “Path” prefixes as opposed to the
“Goal” prefixes VY, V, OT, ZA, etc. (Shull 2003: 2, 109).

All verbs from the database that exhibit the meaning MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT
are listed in Table 1 of Appendix 2. These verbs denote different kinds of motion. This serves
as a strong argument for prototypicality of this subcategory. Janda (2008 b) argues that the
motion verbs themselves are the most prototypical in the Russian aspectual system. They all
belong to the concrete spatial domain and consequently are compatible with other spatial
prototypes.

Interestingly, most of verbs in this subcategory are uni-directional motion verbs and
denote a movement in one particular direction. That is why the prefixes O, OB and OBO

when attached to these verbs specify the shape of the route. Non-directional” motion verbs

 In using the term non-directional motion verbs I follow Nesset (2000: 107).
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with these prefixes usually have a different meaning and belong to Subcategory 9 AFFECT A
NUMBER OF OBJECTS.

It is worth mentioning that the verbs in Subcategory 1 can imply both contact with the
Landmarks’ boundaries as illustrated in (33) and proximity to them with no contact as shown
in (34). Examples (33) and (34) demonstrate that both uses are possible for the motion verb
idti ‘walk, go’. This makes it possible for the prototype to motivate both parts of the radial

category network.

(33)  Esli ty dovedjes” menja do pljaza, — perebil ego DZim, — ja smogu obojti po perimetru
ves’ ostrov 1 najti svoix. (Ostrov sokrovis¢, ili “Poslednij geroj” 2004)%.

‘If you take me to the beach, - Jim interrupted him, - I will be able to walk around the
island along the coastline and find my friends’.

(34) Posle sluzby on ts¢etno vyiskival ee v tolpe, daZe obezal vokrug xrama — ee nigde ne
bylo. (Ekaterina Markova. Kapriz favorita 1990-2000) (RNC)

‘After the service he was unsuccessfully trying to find her in the crowd, even ran

around the cathedral, but she was not there’.

Crucially for this subcategory, even moving along the boundaries of the Landmark in
(33) does not imply any effect on the Landmark. This is true for all the verbs that belong to
this Subcategory: they do not imply any impact on the Landmark. In this way, the prototype is
distinguishable from Subcategory 10 SURROUND / ENCLOSE, where the effect on the
Landmark becomes a crucial feature.

Interestingly, the circle-shaped path can be external to the Landmark’s boundary as it

was already shown in Figure 5 or be internal to the boundary as in Figure 6.

Landmark
~ ~ ~ ~
/ AN
/ \

/ \
/ \
| |
\ ]
| /

TR
/
~ ~ * -~

Figure 6. MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT Landmark-internally

Having both possibilities in this case is not unique for Russian and is also attested for

the English spatial preposition around and the German preposition um ‘around’ (Taylor 1995:

*'Examples marked with (RNC) are extracted from the Russian National Corpus available at www.ruscorpora.ru.
For the convenience of the reader, I boldface the relevant verb.
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275). However, such use of the prefixes O, OB and OBO with some motion verbs in Russian
seems to be more restricted than that of the English preposition around; e.g. English The boy
sailed around the lake (Taylor 1995: 275) cannot be translated as *Mal’cik o(b)plyl ozero,
since it is ungrammatical in Russian.

The situation presented in Figure 6 can be illustrated with example (35):

(35) Obezal ves’ kabinet, zagljanul vo vse ugly i govorit: “Da u tebja niego ne
izmenilos’” (Averbux, S. Renat 2002. In Vecerniaja Moskva. 2002). (RNC)

‘He ran around the entire office, looked into all the corners and said: “Nothing

changed here”.
I suggest that both Figures 5 and 6 represent the same semantic subcategory. The difference
between them is not distinctive here. This difference results from the nature of the landmark.
It is not determined by the prefixes O, OB and OBO.

The image schema that I suggest represents the prototypical meaning and the
prototypical circle, which often is modified towards a circle-like route. The circle-shaped
trajectory is a flexible parameter and can be easily reduced to a semi-circle. Now I will look at

this case in detail and therefore turn to Subcategory 2 PASS BY.

Subcategory 2: PASS BY

Subcategory 2 PASS BY is different from the prototypical Subcategory 1 in terms of
Trajector’s path. Here the trajectory is reduced from a full circle to a semi-circle, so that the

landmark stays to one side of the trajectory. This can be illustrated with example (36):

(36) Nesmotrja na uverenija byvalogo pcelovoda, ja vse Ze reSaju obojti nebezopasnoe
mesto storonoj (Kozulina, E. D’ad’a Vova, byvalyj pcelovod 2003, In Vostocno-
Sibirskaja Pravda, Irkutsk. 2003) (RNC)

‘In spite of the experienced beekeeper’s assurances, I decide to bypass the unsafe

place’.

The image schema for Subcategory 2 is represented in Figure 7. It shows that the Trajector
deviates from its original route and follows a trajectory shaped in a semi-circle. In doing so,
the trajector bypasses the Landmark, which is left outside the path.

Subcategory 2 is represented in the database with ten Specialized Perfectives. All of
them are listed in Table 2 in Appendix 2. Most verbs in Subcategory 2 are the same as those
that belong to Subcategory 1. They denote various kinds of motion. One could say that they
might be contextual variations of the prototypical MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT meaning.
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TR TR
|

Figure 7. Image schema for Subcategory 2: PASS BY / BYPASS

T./

However, I suggest that the prefixes in these verbs exhibit a significant variation on
the prototype that plays an important role in further recognition of other semantic groups. In
particular, Subcategory 2 serves to motivate a number of semantic subcategories. First, it
connects to spatial OVERTAKE (Subcategory 3), with its metaphorical extension to OUTDO
at some activity (Subcategory 4). At the same time, it serves as a source domain for
metaphorical extensions of the same image schema to Subcategory 5 MISTAKE, Subcategory
6 DECEIVE, Subcategory 7 OVERDO and Subcategory 8 METAPHORICAL PASS BY.

Now I consider each of them in turn.

Subcategory 3: OVERTAKE

Like Subcategories 1 and 2, Subcategory 3 OVERTAKE is spatial. It can be
visualized as the same image schema that was suggested for Subcategory 2 PASS BY (Figure
7). However, Subcategory 3 OVERTAKE is different in that it implies that both Landmark
and Trajector are moving objects (recall that in the previous Subcategory 2 only the Trajector
is moving, while the Landmark is stable). Apart from this major difference, in Subcategory 3

the OVERTAKE part of the schema is in focus, as shown in Figure 8:

Figure 8. Image schema for Subcategory 3: OVERTAKE
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The meaning OVERTAKE can be illustrated with examples (37) and (38):

(37)  Mozet li velosipedist obognat’ svoju ten’? (Lukasik, V, Ivanova, E. Sbornik zadac po
fizike 2003). (RNC)
‘Can a cyclist overtake his own shadow?’

(38)  Pomni, ¢to on rozden ot kosti toj <...> znamenitoj Isek-Kyrgan, kotoruju ne mogla
obojti na skackax ni odna loSad’ v stepi (Mamin-Sibir’ak, D.N. Ak-Bozat 1985).
(RNC)
‘Recall that he is born from the bone of that famous Isek-Kurgan [name of a horse],
which has not been overtaken in a horse-race by any horse on the steppe’.
Subcategory 3 includes perfective verbs where the prefix means OVERTAKE in a movement.
This subcategory groups together three Specialized Perfectives obo-gnat’, obo-jti and ob-
skakat’ which have an imperfective verbal base and one Factitive Perfective o-peredit’ that
lacks a verbal base and has a nominal base instead, as shown in Table 3 in Appendix 2.

Spatial Subcategory 3 OVERTAKE serves as a source domain for its metaphorical

extension Subcategory 4 OUTDO. I now turn to take a closer look at their relations.

Subcategory 4: OUTDO

Subcategory 3 OVERTAKE and Subcategory 4 OUTDO are very similar to each
other. They share the same image schema configuration and differ only in terms of their
domains. Subcategory 3 OVERTAKE is spatial and includes verbs which refer to a situation
where a Trajector outstrips its competitor while the latter is moving too. As opposed to the
spatial domain of Subcategory 3 OVERTAKE, Subcategory 4 OUTDO has a larger domain of
human relations with various kinds of competitions. Very different types of competitions such
as board games or presidential elections are conceptualized in terms of spatial overtaking and

outstripping. This is illustrated with examples (39) and (40):

(39)  V resultate pravjascij blok znacitel’no obosSel po Cislu golosov vsex oppozicionerov i
oderzal pobedu (Jakovlev, A. Omut pam’ati. 2001) (RNC).

‘As a result, the ruling block considerably “overtook™ all the oppositionists in the
number of votes and won a victory’.

(40)  Vozmoznosti logi¢eskogo sverxbystrogo perebora Saxmatnyx kombinacij pozvolili
kompjuteru “Deep Blue” obygrat’ odnogo iz c¢empionov mira po Saxmatam

G. Kasparova. (Gorbacev, V. Koncepcii sovremennogo estestvoznanija. 2003) (RNC).

‘The capacity for logical superfast enumeration of chess combimations made it
possible for the "Deep Blue" computer to beat world chess champion G. Kasparov’.
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The verbs that belong to Subcategory OUTDO are listed in Table 4 (Appendix 2). The table

includes the verb o-borot’ which is archaic but still used in Modern Russian, particularly in its

participial form: e.g. neoborimoe Zelanie ‘invincible, unsuperable desire’. This verb also

appears in the Russian National Corpus, as illustrated with examples (41) and (42):

(41) Vot i pogreb nado by pocistit’, podkrepit’ na zimu, da vse kak-to ne mog oborot’
sebja. (Nosov, E. Usvjatskije Slemonoscy. 1977) (RNC)

‘Here, cellar should be cleaned, fortified for winter but I just could not force myself to
do this yet’.

(42)  No s xoteniem c¢to delat” — s navaZdeniem etim, ne dajus¢im pokoja i neotvjaznym?
Oborot’? No ono neoborimo ni stolpom, ni postom (Eppel, A. Droblenyj satana. In
Znamja 2001) (RNC)

But what should I do with this desire, this obsession that is so persistent and restless.
Fight? But one cannot overcome it with either prayer or fasting.

Now I turn to another group of Subcategories that are motivated by the source Subcategory 2
PASS BY. They share the same image schema. As opposed to Subcategories 3 OVERTAKE
and 4 OUTDO, Subcategories 5, 6, 7, and 8 focus not the “overtaking” part of the image
schema but rather the “missing” part, where the Trajector deviates from the original route and

takes a semi-circle-shaped path, as in Figure 9.

U
N \
4

/

Figure 9. Image schema for the Subcategories 5, 6, 7, and 8.

Figure 9 clearly shows that the focused part of the image schema emphasizes non-contact
relations between the Trajector and the Landmark, which is realized as intentional avoidance
or unintentional missing of some crucial point in a situation. Subcategories 5, 6, 7 and 8 are
metaphorical extensions of the spatial Subcategory 2 PASS BY.

First of all, this configuration can be found in the group of mistakes which can be
further subdivided into two subcategories: Subcategory 5 MISTAKE that includes careless

accidental blunders like ob-scitat’-sja ‘make a mistake in calculation’ and Subcategory 6
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DECEIVE which introduces another type of mistake made for personal gain like ob-scitat’
‘cheat in calculation’. Subcategory 7 OVERDO (e.g. ob-jest’-sja ‘overeat’) is related to the
group of mistakes, because it implies missing the limit in some activity. Subcategory 8
METAPHORICAL PASS BY (e.g. o-slusat’-sja ‘disobey’) is small and heterogeneous. First,

I turn to the group of mistakes.

Subcategory 5: MISTAKE

The verbs that belong to Subcategory 5 MISTAKE share the same word-formation
pattern: they are formed via a circumfix that consists of the prefix O, OB or OBO and the
postfix -sja. The list of verbs that belong to this Subcategory includes seven Specialized
Perfectives, two Factitive Perfectives and two deetymologized verbs. They are listed in

Table 5 (Appendix 2).

Subcategory 6: DECEIVE

Subcategory 6 DECEIVE includes the verbs that denote a mistake that is made on
purpose, for personal gain. The verbs are presented in Table 6 in Appendix 2. Verbs #1-4
have simplex bases that denote the type of activity to which the cheating applies. Although
these verbs are few, they clearly show that the meaning DECEIVE comes with the prefix.
This explains why the prefix OB attaches so frequently to the simplex bases that denote
cheating themselves (# 5-8) like xitrit’, Zulit’ ‘swindle’, etc. The verbs o-bolvan-it’ and ob-
dur-it’ ‘make a fool out of someone’ (# 9, 10) are Factitive Perfectives and simultaneously
belong to Subcategory 15 IMPOSE / ACQUIRE A NEW FEATURE. The verbs (# 11-14) are
metaphorical extensions of spatial meanings. Finally, the last two verbs obmanut’ and

obmisulit’ ‘deceive’ are deetymologized.

Subcategory 7: OVERDO

Subcategory 7 OVERDO includes verbs that denote various kinds of activities.
Remarkably, most of the activities on this list are basic for human beings (eating, drinking,
etc). In each of these verbs the prefix means missing the limit, which is categorized as a kind
of mistake. This makes Subcategory 7 OVERDO similar to Subcategory 5 MISTAKE. The
two subcategories also share the same word-formation pattern: most of the verbs in
Subcategory 7 OVERDO are formed via circumfix. This pattern is highly productive, so the
list of verbs in Table 7 (Appendix 2) is merely a sample.
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Subcategory 8: METAPHORICAL PASS BY

Subcategory 8 includes verbs that are metaphorical extensions of the spatial
Subcategory 2 PASS BY but do not fit into the three Subcategories of mistakes (5, 6, 7) that I
have discussed so far. The verbs that belong to this Subcategory are presented in Table 8
(Appendix 2). Most of them denote ‘slander’. All the verbs except obo-Zdat’ ‘wait for a
while’ denote harm and in this sense are related to the verbs from Subcategory 6 DECEIVE.

At this point I have completed the survey of submeanings in the top part of Figure 4
that are motivated by the meaning PASS BY. Now I will present the remaining submeanings
which by contrast involve contact that affects the Landmark. These submeanings are located

in the bottom part of Figure 4.

Subcategory 9: AFFECT A NUMBER OF OBJECTS

Subcategory 9 is motivated directly by the prototype. Instead of one Landmark, the
Trajector affects a number of Landmarks that have the same status. The image schema of this

Subcategory is presented in Figure 10.

RN

Lm|
Figure 10. Image schema for Subcategory 9 AFFECT A NUMBER OF OBJECTS

The verbs that belong to Subcategory 9 are listed in Table 9 (Appendix 2). In this list
there are unidirectional motion verbs (# 1-6), non-directional motion verbs (# 7-16), some
verbs that denore movement but do not belong to the core set of motion verbs (#17-21), and
the non-motion verbs (# 22-37).

All verbs in this subcategory are Specialized Perfectives. Two verbs are
simultaneously Specialized and Factitive Perfectives (# 34, 35), because apart from the verbal
bases listed in Table 9 they also have nominal bases met(k)a ‘tag’ and dar ‘gift’. For this
reason, they also belong to Subcategory 15 IMPOSE / ACQUIRE A NEW FEATURE, type
GIVE X.
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Subcategory 10: SURROUND, ENCLOSE

Subcategory 10 SURROUND / ENCLOSE has the same image schema as the
prototype. However, the crucial difference of Subcategory 10 is that it necessarily involves
contact relations between the Trajector and the Landmark and implies a significant change of
the Landmark. The Trajector surrounds the Landmark and affects its edges. The direction of
its impact can be different: something can get attached to the Landmark’ edges (ob-sadit’
‘plant around’) or detached and removed from the edges (ob-glodat’ ‘gnaw around’). I
suggest that this difference depends on the lexical meaning of the base stem but not on the
prefix itself. That is why I group the verbs like ob-sadit’ ‘plant around’ and ob-glodat’ ‘gnaw
around’ together. Interestingly, some verbs can imply both directions (e.g. ogresti ‘rake
around, away from the object or towards it’). The verbs of this Subcategory are presented in
Table 10 in Appendix 2.

Apart from Specialized Perfectives that have only a verbal base (e.g. ob-sadit’ ‘plant
around’), Subcategory SURROUND / ENCLOSE also includes a lot of transitional verbs that
have both a verbal and a nominal base and therefore simultaneously belong to Subcategory
15: IMPOSE / ACQUIRE A NEW FEATURE, type GIVE X. For example, the verbs
ogranicit’ ‘limit, restrict’ and okruZit’ ‘encircle’ can be motivated by the imperfective bases
granicit’ ‘border’ and kruZit’ ‘circle’ on the one hand and by the nouns granica ‘border’ and
krug ‘circle’ on the other hand.

Subcategory SURROUND / ENCLOSE also includes a number of Factitive
Perfectives that have only a non-verbal base (e.g. o-pojas-at’ ‘gird, put a belt around’ from
noun pojas ‘belt’). Semantically, they also belong to Subcategory 15: IMPOSE / ACQUIRE
A NEW FEATURE, type GIVE X. Thus, such verbs represent another transitional type
closely related to the one described above.

Such transitional verbs like ogranicit’ ‘limit, restrict’, okruZit’ ‘encircle’ (SP, FP) and
opojasat’ ‘gird’ (FP) that simultaneously imply encirclement which affects an object and the
change of an object are especially important in the model of polysemy given in Figure 4.
These verbs provide a visible connection between affecting an object in the spatial domain via
close encirclement and attachment or removal of some substance on its edges and affecting an
object in the non-spatial domain of human emotions and relations (e.g. obradovat’ ‘make
happy’). This connection makes it possible to explain later in this chapter how the Natural and

Factitive Perfectives are integrated in the same semantic model.

52



Now I turn to the verbs that denote activities which affect a Landmark not on the
edges but on the entire surface (Subcategory 11: AFFECT A SURFACE) or all over, on all its
sides (Subcategory 12: ENVELOP). These two subcategories are so closely related to each
other, that many verbs simultaneously belong to both of them. For example, the verb o-
bryzgat’ ‘splash, besprinkle’ can imply that only one side of an object is affected or that it is
splashed with some substance all over. So, these two subcategories form a continuum, rather

than two separate groups.

Subcategory 11: AFFECT A SURFACE

For this Subcategory it is crucial that the Landmark is a surface, to which some
substance (Trajector) gets attached or removed from. Simularly to the previos related
Subcategory SURROUND / ENCLOSE, the verbs that denote affecting a surface can imply
attachment of some substance to the surface (e.g. ob-packat’ ‘dirty the entire surface’),
removal (e.g. ob-tesat’ ‘hewall the surface’, obo-drat’ ‘strip, peel’) and even both. For
example, the verb obbit’ in different contexts means ‘cover with’ (e.g. obbit’ steny derevom
‘cover walls with wood’) and ‘remove by beating’ (e.g. obbit’ Stukaturku ‘remove plaster’). I
suggest that the direction of the activity here is not the contribution of the prefix but rather a
part of the lexical meaning of the simplex base.

This Subcategory is very productive and includes 145 perfective verbs. Most of them
are given in Table 11 (Appendix 2). The vast majority are Specialized Perfectives but many
verbs have an additional non-verbal base and can be interpreted as Factitive Perfectives (# 62
— 89). There are also eleven Factitive Perfectives that lack any verbal base (#90-101). Thus, a
lot of verbs in this group simultaneously belong to Subcategory 15: IMPOSE / ACQUIRE A
NEW FEATURE, types MAKE X (e.g. o-grjaznit’ ‘make dirty’ from adjective grjaznyj
‘dirty’) and GIVE X (e.g. o-mylit’ ‘cover with soap’ from noun mylo ‘soap’). These transitional
verbs provide a conceptual link between spatial and non-spatial meanings of the network and
suggest that the two semantic domains proposed by the Split Hypothesis are systematically

related.

Subcategory 12: ENVELOP

Subcategory ENVELOP differs from the previous Subcategory AFFECT A SURFACE only
in that the Landmark here is a three dimensional object and it gets affected from all the sides
and all the surfaces (e.g. ob-Zarit’ ‘fry all over, on both sides’). The verbs that belong to this

subcategory are numerous. Most of them are listed in Table 12 in Appendix 2.
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Subcategory 13: METAPHORICAL SURROUND

This Subcategory is a metaphorical extension of Subcategory 10 SURROUND. It
includes verbs that attach a prefix to a stem with a non-spatial meaning like dumat’ ‘think’,

risovat’ ‘draw, paint’, [’stit’ ‘flatter, etc. The verbs are presented in Table 13 in Appendix 2.

Subcategory 14: METAPHORICAL ENVELOP

This subcategory is metaphorically related to the spatial ENVELOP and includes the
verbs like ob-lajat’ ‘bark at someone a lot’, ob-lelejat’ ‘cherish, treat gently all the time and
please someone in all possible ways’, ob-vorovat’ ‘steal everything’, etc. listed in Table 14
(Appendix 2). These verbs show that many non-spatial activities can be conceptualized in
Russian similar to spatial ENVELOP: an object gets ‘“attacked” from all sides, as if the
activity can wrap it all over. Since the metaphorical coverage, or wrapping, of the object is
complete, it realizes here as especial intensity of activity. For example, the verb ob-lajat’ does
not mean just ‘bark at someone’ but rather ‘bark at someone a lot’. Similarly, the verb ob-
vorovat’ implies that all the valuable belongings were stolen, not just one or two.

Example (43) illustrates how spatial ENVELOP serves as a source domain for this
metaphorical extension:

(43) Slovom, v detstve ja byl i oblelejan, i oblizan. (V. Astafjev. Zrjac¢ij posox
(1978-1982) (RNC).
When I was a kid, I was cherished and treated with care (literally lick-all-
over-PAST.PASSIVE.).

Subcategory 15: IMPOSE / ACQUIRE A NEW FEATURE

This meaning is very frequent and can be expressed both by the verbs that denote a
spatial change (e.g. ob-maslit’ ‘cover with oil’) and by the verbs that denote a non-spatial
change (e.g. o-bodrit’ ‘cheer up’). Subcategory IMPOSE / ACQUIRE A NEW FEATURE is
mostly represented by Factitive Perfectives (o-bedn-it’ ‘impoverish’ from bednyj ‘poor’
(adj.)) and transitional verbs that can be interpreted both as Factitive and Specialized
Perfectives (e.g. o-bogatit’ ‘enrich’ motivated with bogatit’ ‘enrich’ (verb) or bogatyj ‘rich’
(adj.)). However, a non-verbal base is not necessary for a verb to express this meaning and
Specialized Perfectives can belong to this subcategory even though they lack it (e.g. ob-vjalit’
‘jerk all over’).

Within this subcategory 1 distinguish among four subtypes according to semantic

relation between the perfective verb and its simplex base:
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15-A: MAKE X: o-bolvan-it’ ‘make a fool of someone’ from bolvan ‘fool’ (noun)
o-glup-it’  ‘make stupid’ from glupyj ‘stupid’ (adj.)

15-B: BECOME X: ob-vecer-et’ ‘become dark’ from vecer ‘evening’ (noun)
o-glupet’  ‘become stupid’ from glupyj ‘stupid’ (adj.)

15-C: GIVE X: ob-vin-it’  ‘accuse’ from vina ‘guilt’ (noun)

15-D GET X: obo-ms-et’ ‘be covered with moss’ from mox ‘moss’ (noun)

The subtypes MAKE X — BECOME X and GIVE X — GET X are symmetric and
systematically related to each other. The subtypes MAKE X and BECOME X also include
groups of verbs that I call MAKE WITHOUT X (o-bez-deneZ-it’ ‘deprive of money’) and
BECOME WITHOUT X (o-bez-deneZ-et’ ‘run out pf money’). Although the two formants o
and bez are often treated in such verbs as one prefix OBEZ (Svedova et. al. 1980: §893), I
consider them as separate prefixes due to the verbs like obezumet’ ‘lose one’s head, senses’
which can be motivated not only with the prepositional phrase bez uma ‘without mind’ but
also with the imperfective verb bezumet’ ‘lose one’s head’.

The verbs that belong to different subtypes of Subcategory IMPOSE / ACQUIRE A
NEW FEATURE are presented in Tables 15-20* in Appendix 2.

Summing up this discussion, I have shown that both spatial and non-spatial meanings
that might seem so different and distant from each other are incorporated into one semantic
network and can be accounted for within the model of meaning that I propose. Crucially,
Figure 4 and Tables of verbs for each subcategory demonstrate that all the submeanings are
attested for each of the three prefixes in question. This fact serves as a good evidence for
close connection between O, OB and OBO.

At the same time, the three prefixes can differ in terms of productivity across attested
submeanings. In other words, a prefix can be closer associated with one part of the network
and be less likely to occur in another part of the same network. This property of a prefix can
be measured by calculating a relative frequency of the prefix in each subcategory as suggested
by the methodology of Radial Category Profiling (Nesset & Janda & Baydimirova
forthcoming).

In order to apply this methodology to corpus data, all verbs that exhibit semantic
contribution of the prefix should be taken into account. So far, I have only addressed

Specialized and Factitive Perfectives that do not overlap with Natural Perfectives. Now I

*2 This Subcategory is the largest of all fifteen subcategories in the network. Within this thesis it was not possible
to list all the verbs of this subcategory in the tables. However, all verbs were accounted for in Table 7 and the
overall statistical analysis presented in Subsection 3.5.
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address the issue of semantic “emptiness” of O, OB and OBO in Natural Perfectives and show

that these data should be used in Radial Category Profiling too.

3.4. The Overlap Hypothesis: behaviour of Natural Perfectives

In this subsection I test the Overlap Hypothesis (Vey 1952; Schooneveld 1958; Janda
& Nesset forthcoming a), which argues that aspectual prefixes in Russian are never
semantically empty and that the “emptiness” of a prefix in Natural Perfectives is an illusion
due to conceptual overlap between the semantics of the prefix and the lexical meaning of the
verbal stem.

I compared the meanings attested for O, OB and OBO in Specialized and Factitive
Perfectives (‘non-empty’ uses) with the meanings of Natural Perfectives where the prefixes
0, OB and OBO are traditionally assumed to be semantically “empty” (Svedova et al. 1980:
583, §1389, Zaliznjak & Smelev 2000: 82). My analysis shows that all the subcategories
found among Natural Perfectives are those that were attested for ‘non-empty’ uses of these
prefixes in Specialized and Factitive Perfectives. In other words, Natural Perfectives share the
same semantic network that was presented in Figure 4. Interestingly, Natural Perfectives
cover most of the submeanings attested for Specialised and Factitive Perfectives: only four
Subcategories PASS BY, OVERTAKE, OUTDO and METAPHORICAL PASS BY are not
covered. Figure 10 demonstrates the result of the analysis. The shaded boxes contain the
meanings that were found among Natural Perfectives. Each meaning is accompanied with one
example. Full lists of verbs for each subcategory are given in tables in Appendix 2.

One verb deserves a special discussion. It might be not obvious why the Natural
Perfective ob-men’at’(sja) ‘exchange’ appears in the prototypical Subcategory MOVE
AROUND AN OBJECT. I suggest that the meaning of this verb can be described in terms of

a circle and visualized as in Figure 11:
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Figure 11. Image schema for the Natural Perfective verb ob-men’at’(sja) ‘exchange’.
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4. OUTDO

‘cut too short’

5. MISTAKE 6. DECEIVE
o-plosat’ o-duracit
‘blunder’ ‘fool, swindle’
7. OVERDO
ob-kornat’

8.METAPHORICAL
PASS BY

3. OVERTAKE

2. PASS BY

9. AFFECT A NUMBER
OF OBJECTS 1. MOVE AROUND
AN OBJECT
ob-menjat’(sja)
‘exchange’
10. SURROUND, 13.METAPHORICAL
11. AFFECT A ENCLOSE SURROUND
o / o-kol’cevat’ o-Carovat’
o-Sparit’ ‘ring’ ‘charm’
‘scald’

|

12. ENVELOP
o-kutat’
‘wrap all over’

14 METAPHORICAL ENVELOP
ob-rugat’ ‘swear at smb a lot’,
o-grabit’ ‘rob’

15. IMPOSE / ACQUIRE A NEW

FEATURE

15-A: MAKE X 15-B: BECOME X

obo-zlit’ ‘embitter’ o-sercat’

MAKE WITHOUT X ‘grow
angry’

obezobrazit’

‘disfugure’

15-C: GIVE X 15-D: GET X

ob-licevat’ o-Ziret

‘face’ ‘become

fat’

Figure 10. Radial category network for Natural Perfectives prefixed with O, OB and OBO.

The verb ob-men’at’(sja) ‘exchange’ describes a situation where two people exchange

two objects (Trajectors). The objects here are the Trajectors that move from one owner to the

other. The trajectory of each object is a semicircle made with respect to the center of the circle

(the Landmark). The trajectories of the two objects create a circle of exchange. Thus, the

notion of exchange is conceptualized in Russian in terms of a movement along a circle-shaped

trajectory. In this sense, the verb ob-men’at’(sja) ‘exchange’ fits into the prototypical

57




subcategory MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT though it does not belong to its most
prototypical members.

Another crucial thing about Natural Perfectives that should be discussed here is their
relations with Factitive Perfectives. Recall that many Specialized Perfectives described in
Subsection 3.3. had multiple motivations and could be simultaneously interpreted as Factitive
Perfectives due to additional non-verbal base. The same transitional type of verbs is attested
for Natural Perfectives but here it is even more frequent than it was for Specialized
Perfectives:

{NP, FP} >> {NP} vs. {SP, FP} << {SP}
150 >>44 s 183 << 406

77.3% of all Natural Perfectives can be multiply motivated and interpreted as Factitive
Perfectives as opposed to 31% of such transitional verbs among Specialized Perfectives.

This explains why the vast majority of Natural Perfectives (86.6%) belong to semantic
Subcategory IMPOSE / ACQUIRE A NEW FEATURE. Most of Natural Perfectives that
belong to this subcategory denote a non-spatial change of an object (e.g. osveZit’ ‘refresh’,
okrepnut’ ‘become stronger’). By denoting a non-spatial change, these verbs at the same time
are closely related to spatial subcategories of the network: a non-spatial change here is a
metaphorical extension of the spatial Subcategories ENCIRCLE/ENCLOSE, AFFECT A
SURFACE or ENVELOP which imply a change of an object via spatial enclosure or affecting
its surface(s) (e.g. okol’cevat’ ‘ring’, ocarapat’ ‘scratch’, oblupit’ ‘chip off the outer cover’).
Thus, even those Natural Perfectives that do not refer to any spatial modification of the
Landmark are incorporated in the same semantic network as other perfective verbs prefixed
with O, OB and OBO. In case of metaphorical extensions the semantic contribution of the
prefix becomes relatively abstract and therefore less perceptible when compared to the
simplex verbal base. Moreover, the simplex verbal bases of Natural Perfectives already have
the meaning IMPOSE / ACQUIRE A NEW FEATURE (pecalit’ ‘sadden’ — o-pecalit’
‘sadden’) and this creates the illusion of a zero semantic contribution of the prefix. However,
what actually takes place here is the overlap of the prefixal and simplex base’s semantics
which makes it possible for the verb to attach this particular prefix.

To sum up, in this section I have shown that semantically “empty” uses of the prefixes
O, OB and OBO in Natural Perfectives exhibit isomorphic relations with “non-empty” uses of
these prefixes. This result suggests that the choice of the prefix in Natural Perfectives is not
arbitrary and is due to the semantic content of the prefix which overlaps with the lexical

meaning of the simplex verbal base. This result clearly supports the Overlap Hypothesis.
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Since Natural Perfectives share the same radial category of meanings as that of
Specialized and Factitive Perfectives, all three types of perfective verbs are relevant for the

Radial Category Profiling and can serve as the data to test the Split Hypothesis.

3.5. The Split Hypothesis: Radial Category Profiling and statistical
analysis

In this subsection I address the Split Hypothesis. First, I present the results of the
Radial Category Profiling and then I turn to the results of the statistical analysis.

Table 7 presents the distribution of the prefixes across different subcategories. Each
verb is counted as many times as many subcategories it represents. Relative frequencies of the
prefixes show that OB is clearly most preferable in Subcategories MOVE AROUND AN
OBJECT, DECEIVE, OVERDO, AFFECT A NUMBER OF OBJECTS, ENVELOP and
METAPHORICAL ENVELOP. The prefix O is the most frequent in Subcategory IMPOSE /
ACQUIRE A NEW FEATURE. For Subcategories SURROUND / ENCLOSE, AFFECT A
SURFACE and METAPHORICAL SURROUND both O and OB are very frequent.

# | Subcategory ) OB OBO | SP | NP | FP | Total number of
entries without
deetymol. verbs

1 | MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT 4 13 1 17 |1 0 18

2 | PASS BY 2 2 10 | O 0 10

3 | OVERTAKE 1 1 2 3 0 1 4

4 | OUTDO 3 4 1 8 0 1 8

5 | MISTAKE 8 1 6 1 3 10

6 | DECEIVE 4 12 1 13 |3 4 17

7 | OVERDO 5 23 2 28 |2 7 30

8 | METAPHORICAL PASS BY 4 1 3 8 0 1 8

9 | AFFECT A NUMBER OF OBJECTS | 6 30 1 37 |0 2 37

10 | SURROUND/ENCLOSE 26 | 34 2 50 |4 18 62

11 | AFFECT A SURFACE 91 81 4 127 | 31 | 73 176

12 | ENVELOP 10 | 63 2 86 |12 |20 |75

13 | METAPHORICAL SURROUND 14 16 2 30 |2 7 32

14 | METAPHORICAL ENVELOP 4 30 3 34 |4 1 37

15 | IMPOSE / MAKE X 188 | 39 1 76 | 37 | 180 | 228

ACQUIRE BECOME X 153 | 28 2 53 |74 | 162 | 183
A NEW GIVE X 112 | 41 1 64 |25 | 154 | 154
FEATURE | GET X 25 |4 1 7 |11 30 |30

Table 7. Distribution of the prefixes O, OB, OBO across semantic subcategories.

Generally, this conforms to the main prediction of the Split Hypothesis that O and OB
refer to different semantic domains: factitive and spatial meanings respectively. On the other
hand, these data show a large overlap in the use of these prefixes both in spatial and factitive

meanings and this fact presents a challenge for the Split Hypothesis.
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Apart from the distribution of the prefixes across semantic subcategories, the corpus
data were tested according to possible factors that could determine the choice of the prefix. In
order to explore how the various factors predicted the choice among the prefixes O, OB and
OBO, an ordinal linear regression model was designed”. The dataset for this model included
854 perfective verbs from the corpus O,0B,0BO-database described in Subsection 3.2. Each
verb in this dataset had either verbal or adjectival or nominal base or any combination of these
three. Each verb was specified according to the prefix it attached.

In order to carry out an ordinal regression model analysis, the options must be ordered
from least to most (Bayen 2008: 208). The prefixes were ordered as follows: O < OB < OBO,
because O is the shortest (and the least problematic), OB is longer and OBO is the longest.

All possible factors were taken into account:

Base: verb, adjective, noun, ambiguous (for multiple motivation)

Corpus frequency: number of entries attested in the Russian National Corpus
Onset type: cluster onset vs. single consonant onset

Onset Place of articulation: labials, dentals, alveopalatals, velars®*

Onset Manner of articulation: sonorants, stops, fricatives, affricates

Stress of Target verb: stem, theme-vowel, other (e.g. idtl)

The statistics software package R was used. The analysis was carried out several times
until the statistically significant factors were found. The base and onset manner of articulation
were found to be highly significant factors in the prefixes’ distribution (C =.842; R2 =.451).
Other factors were not significant. The results for base were Chi-Square = 170.04, degrees of
freedom = 3, p-value < .0001; for onset manner of articulation: Chi-Square = 153.77,
degrees of freedom = 3, p-value < .0001. More details on the statistical analysis are given in
Appendix 10. Crucially, both the verbal base and the onset sonorant manner of articulation
were strong determiners of prefix in corpus data. These results conform to the predictions of
the Split Hypothesis.

When the statistical analysis captures and evaluates the major tendency observed in
the lexicon, there still can be found specific counterexamples that contradict the predictions of
the Split Hypothesis. For example, the verbs okol’cevat’ ‘encircle’, okruZzit’ ‘surround’,
ogorodit’ ‘fence around’ clearly belong to the spatial semantic domain. According to the Split

Hypothesis, their simplex bases provide non-problematic phonological environments, where

the prefix OB is expected to attach. However, the prefix O is preferred here.

 The statistical analysis of the corpus data was conducted by Laura A. Janda. My contribution here consists in
providing the data and reporting on the results of the analysis. All the shortcomings are my alone.

** In classification of Russian consonants across these values I followed Timberlake 2004. The same is true for
the values of the factor Onset Manner of articulation.
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3.6. Summary

In Chapter 3 I have tested The Split Hypothesis and the Overlap Hypothesis against
the lexical data.

First, I have shown that the two semantic domains that were presented in the Split
Hypothesis as distant and unrelated to each other can be analysed as parts of a single semantic
network. [ have demonstrated that spatial and non-spatial meanings of the prefixes O, OB and
OBO can be naturally incorporated into one model. The link between the spatial and factitive
meanings is provided here by the metaphorical extension: spatial change of an object via
surrounding, coverage or envelopment serve as a source domain for the non-spatial change in
target domains of human emotions and behavior. The link between the spatial and factitive
subcategories is provided by a large number of transitional verbs with multiple motivations.
Crucially, each of the three prefixes is attested for all fifteen submeanings of the network. At
the same time, O, OB and OBO are represented in this radial category not equally and exhibit
different Radial Category Profiles. Statistical analysis has shown that the simplex base type
and the onset manner of articulation are two statistically significant factors that determine the
choice of the prefix in corpus data. Although this result conforms to the major prediction of
the Split Hypothesis, there are specific counterexamples that challenge its predictions.

In this chapter I examined three types of perfective vebs. Natural Perfectives were
found to share the same network as Specialized and Factitive Perfectives. This result clearly
supports the Overlap Hypothesis and suggests that the choice of the prefix in Natural

Perfectives is not arbitrary but due to its semantic content.
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Chapter 4
Experiment design

In the previous chapter I showed how the Split Hypothesis was tested against Modern Russian
lexical data collected from the Russian National Corpus and Grammatical Dictionary of the
Russian Language (Zaliznjak 2009). I have demonstrated that the semantic distribution of the
prefixes O, OB and OBO can be accounted for within a unified model of their polysemy. At
the same time, I have shown that the Split Hypothesis’ predictions do capture strong
tendencies observed in the lexicon, but fail to account for a number of counterexamples (e.g.
okol’cevat’ ‘encircle’, okruZit’ ‘surround’, ogorodit’ ‘fence around’ etc.). The Split
Hypothesis relates this inconsistency of the data to the possibility that some prefixed verbs
might be generated before the morphological split (Krongauz 1998: 147). Then a question
arises, whether the Split Hypothesis can account better for the active mechanisms in the
Russian speakers’ grammar. Are the contemporary active patterns of word production more
consistent and regular than those that are preserved in the lexicon? Does the generation of
novel words by modern speakers of Russian provide any evidence in favor of the
morphological split or against it? In order to test the Split Hypothesis from this perspective, a
psycholinguistic experiment was run. First, I carried out a pilot study in order to test my
experimental items and method of administration. The pilot study revealed some possible
problems which were corrected before the experiment was run. It was carried out on sixty
subjects in March and April, 2010. This chapter describes the design of the experiment, while
Chapter 5 reports on its results.

The present chapter is organized as follows. Since the Split Hypothesis and its
predictions have already been presented in Chapter 2 (Subsection 2.3.), here I specifically
focus on how they were addressed and tested in my experiment. First, I discuss the
experimental goals and how they are reflected in the experimental materials (Subsection 4.1.).
Here I describe the three factors that can influence the choice of the prefix, explain how the
experimental tasks were constructed, and discuss the three types of questionnaires and nonce
word methodology used in the experiment. Next, I address the structure of the questionnaires
(Subsection 4.2.), the role of real words (Subsection 4.3.) and report on the crucial changes of
the experiment design made on the basis of the pilot study (Subsection 4.4.). The following

Subsection 4.5. discusses the ordering of the experimental items. Then, Subsection 4.6.
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introduces the subjects that participated in the survey. Here I demonstrate that the group of
subjects was well-balanced in terms of major psycholinguistic criteria, namely gender, age
and educational background. I also show how any possible effect of these factors was
minimized by equal distribution of the three questionnaire types among the groups of

subjects. Finally, Section 4.7. provides a summary of this chapter.

4.1. Experimental goals and experimental materials

The goal of the experiment was to test the predictions of the Split Hypothesis against
the actual word production of the Russian native speakers. The main idea of the experiment
was to look at the choice of the prefix under fixed conditions set according to the three
possible factors: semantics (spatial vs. factitive meaning), phonology (the initial phoneme of
the simplex stem) and prosody (place of stress in the simplex base). In this subsection I
explain how these three conditions were isolated and addressed separately in the experiment.
They became the three major variables that determined the design of the experimental
materials. First, I discuss the semantic factor and then turn to the phonological factor. Finally,
I approach a possible stress effect that was discovered in the study of the database but was
never mentioned neither within the Split Hypothesis, nor in other literature on the prefixes in
question.

4.1.1. Factor 1: Semantics

Recall from the previous discussion that the Split Hypothesis predicts a significant
difference in the distribution of the prefixes O, OB and OBO depending on the semantics of
the target verb. The prefix OB is expected to be the default prefix for verbs with the spatial
meaning, while the prefix O has this status in verbs denoting the acquisition or imposition of a
new quality. Crucially, the Split Hypothesis claims that it is semantics that determines the
main distinction. Further distribution of the allomorphs is phonologically motivated within
these two semantic domains.

In order to test whether semantics is truly a significant factor in the distribution of the
prefixes, several important measures were taken. First of all, the two semantic domains
proposed by the Split Hypothesis were narrowed down to more specified meanings. The
reason for this measure is that the two semantic domains suggested by the Split Hypothesis
are too broad and heterogeneous. The semantic analysis presented in the previous Chapter 3
has shown that each of them refers to the entire group of meanings. In particular, spatial

meanings include Subcategories MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT, PASS BY, AFFECT A
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NUMBER OF OBJECTS, SURROUND, AFFECT A SURFACE and ENVELOP. Some of
these Subcategories also serve as source domains for various metaphorical extensions which
belong to the spatial semantics but are marginal and less obvious (OUTDO, OVERDO,
MISTAKE, DECEIVE, METAPHORICAL PASS BY, METAPHORICAL SURROUND,
METAPHORICAL ENVELOP). The other semantic domain generally identified by the Split
Hypothesis is the acquisition or imposition of a new quality, which is not homogeneous
either. Apart from Factitive Perfectives that alone include several groups (MAKE X,
BECOME X, GIVE X, GET X)), there are also many non-Factitive Perfectives that belong to
this large domain (e.g. o-Zit’ ‘revive, be resurrected’, o-plyt’ ‘become swollen’, o-kocenet’
‘become numb’). Moreover, my semantic analysis in Chapter 3 has shown that the meaning
‘acquisition or imposition of a new quality’ is related to the spatial meaning and overlaps with
it considerably. A large number of verbs simultaneously belong both to one of the spatial
Subcategories SURROUND, AFFECT A SURFACE, ENVELOP and one of the factitive
Subcategories MAKE X, BECOME X, GIVE X and GET X (e.g. okol’cevat’ ‘encircle, place
a ring on’, okruZit’ ‘surround’” (SURROUND & GIVE X); oblyset’ ‘become bald’,
obrumjanit’ ‘make rosy, ruddy’ (AFFECT A SURFACE, MAKE X). The transitional status
of such verbs is supported with multiple motivations which relate them to both Natural and
Factitive perfectives (okol’cevat’, oblyset’) or to both Specialized and Factitive Perfectives
(okruZit’, obrumjanit’).

For the purposes of the experiment, the number of variables had to be limited. As a
result, the two broad semantic domains proposed by the Split Hypothesis were narrowed
down to the two subcategories that are central for each semantic domain. The subcategory
MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT was taken as the most prototypical of all spatial meanings.
The other domain was represented by Subcategory MAKE X*.

In order to achieve a clear contrast between these two Subcategories, all the
transitional type of verbs that simultaneously denote covering/wrapping and change of the
object were avoided. Subcategory MAKE X was taken in its metaphorical domain of feelings
and emotions, personal features of character and food preferences. Accordingly, the two
Subcategories were contrasted in terms of word-formation patterns. Subcategory MOVE

AROUND AN OBJECT is clearly represented in motion verbs that have simplex verbal bases

» Recall that many verbs that belong to Subcategory GIVE X according to their semantic relations with the
simplex base at the same time semantically belong to Subcategory MAKE X ( e.g. odarit’ ‘give a present’,
obvinit’ ‘accuse, assign guilt’). The other two Subcategories BECOME X and GET X mirror the Subcategories
MAKE X and GIVE X respectively. The subgroup MAKE WITHOUT X which belongs to MAKE X was not
included in the experiment.
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(ob-"exat’ ‘drive around’ < exat’ ‘drive-VERB’), while Subcategory MAKE X is most clearly
exhibited in factitive verbs that have only adjectival simplex bases (ob-legc-it’ ‘lighten,
facilitate’ < legkij ‘light, easy-ADJ.")*.

In order to address this semantic and word-formation distinction, two types of
questionnaires were designed”. Each questionnaire contained sixty-two stimuli presented in
the form of short narratives. Each narrative was preceded by a real or nonce word with its
short definition. The subjects were asked to generate a perfective verb prefixed with O, OB,
or OBO on the basis of the given simplex stem. The subjects had to read both the definition
and the narrative out loud, generate the prefixed verb and fill in the blank. The two types of
questionnaires differ in terms of the simplex base they suggested. In the first type
(Questionnaires A/B), the simplex base was a motion verb and the task was to generate a
prefixed motion verb with the meaning MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT. The meaning was
specified via the immediate context in each narrative. In the other type (Questionnaire C), the
simplex base was an adjective and therefore the task was to generate a prefixed factitive verb
with the meaning MAKE X. This meaning was suggested by the immediate context within the
narrative. Each type of questionnaire contained either only verbal bases or only adjectival
bases. Each base served as a stimulus only in one experimental task. The experimental items
from the two questionnaire types are illustrated in (44) and (45):

(44)  Questionnaire type A/B:

Lusit’ — tixon’ko peremescat’sja v svoje udovol’stvije.

Cto moZet byt’ lu¢e, ¢em poutru vylit’ sebe na golovu v vannoj vedro ledjanoj vody,
..................... razok-drugoj vokrug stadiona, pozavtrakat’ ovsjanoj kaSej, a zatem speSit’
na rabotu, ulybajas’ jarkomu solne¢nomu dnju, kotoryj tak prijatno nacalsja.

Lusit” (VERB) — move along at a comfortable pace.

What can be better than to pour a bucket of ice water over your head in the morning,
................. around the stadium one or two times, eat oat meal for breakfast, and then hurry
off to work smiling at the sunny day which has started so well.

(45) Questionnaire type C:

Lusyj — ne sposobnyj est’ rybu.
V detstve Viku tak mnogo kormili ryboj, ¢to v rezul’tate .................. ee, tak Cto teper’ na
rybu ona smotret’ ne mozet.

% This generalization on Subcategory MAKE X corresponds to how factitive verbs are usually defined
(Townsend 2008: 143).

" In total, T used three types of questionnaires. I refer to them as Questionnaires A, B and C. Here I discuss the
major semantic distinction (Questionnaires A/B vs. Questionnaire C). I introduce an additional distinction
(Questionnaires A vs. B) in discussion of a possible stress effect in Subsection 4.1.3.
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Lusyj (ADJ.) — not able to eat fish.
When Vika was a kid, they fed her so much fish that they ................. her, and now she
cannot even look at fish.

Thus, the meaning of the target prefixed verb in each questionnaire type was specified
by both the word-formation pattern (verbal or adjectival simplex base) and the lexical context
of the item. The target meaning was also supported by the definition that accompanied each
nonce word. Moreover, the target meaning was suggested in the preliminary examples that
preceded the experimental trial, and by a number of control items included in the experiment.

According to the predictions of the Split Hypothesis, the motion verbal bases were
expected to trigger the morpheme® OB, while the adjectival qualitative bases were expected
to trigger the morpheme O. The pattern of allomorphic deviation from the default variant of
each morpheme was tested by varying phonological shape of the simplex bases. Now I turn to
the factor which, according to the Split Hypothesis, determines the choice of the allomorph
within the two separate morphemes.

4.1.2. Factor 2: Phonology

In order to test the major semantic factor properly, one should be aware that the
expected contrast between O and OB does not occur in all possible phonological
environments. In this subsection I address the allomorphic variation as it is proposed in the
Split Hypothesis and explain how I test it in my experiment.

As shown in Chapter 2, both O and OB have problematic contexts where they are less
likely to appear or cannot appear at all. O cannot attach to a vowel-initial simplex stem and is
very unlikely to occur in front of sonorants and the labiodental v. For OB, the problematic
simplex stems are those that start with an obstruent labial (b or p) or with a consonant cluster
which is not compatible with the preceding b or contains an underlying yer. Recall that
according to this distribution the Split Hypothesis suggests a hierarchy of positional
allomorphs for each of the two morphemes.

For the morpheme OB, the hierarchy is OB >> OBO >> O, where OB is the default
and most frequent allomorph, followed by OBO which is restricted to particular types of
consonant clusters and last O, which can only occur in front of labials » and p. In the latter

case, OB can occur too, but O is preferable.

% Here I use the term morpheme according to the major claim of the Split Hypothesis. The term morpheme here
does not imply that the default variant will surface (OB with all motion verbal bases and O with all adjectival
bases). The surface realization of the morpheme is influenced by the phonological environment and allomorphic
variation.
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According to the Split Hypothesis, the morpheme O has the same set of allomorphs,
but they have different status in the hierarchy: O >> OB >> OBO. Here, O is most expected in
front of any consonant-initial stem, accept those that start with a sonorant or v, where O is
most often replaced by OB. O does not occur in front of a vowel-initial stem. OBO is a highly
restricted allomorph here. It can appear only in front of a stem-initial consonant cluster that
starts with a sonorant or v and is nor compatible with preceding b.

In order to test the distribution of O, OB and OBO according to these patterns within
each semantic domain, forty-six nonce roots were generated. The set of the nonce roots was
the same for each questionnaire type. The only difference was that in Questionnaires A/B they
were morphologically shaped as verbs, while in Questionnaire C they were shaped as
adjectives (e.g. lus-it’ (VERB) vs. lus-yj (ADIJ.)). In order to limit the number of variables, all
the nonce roots were monosyllabic (e.g. lus-, znup-, bost-). Most importantly, they differ from
each other in terms of the type of onset. Thirty-eight nonce roots have simple onsets, and
eight nonce roots have complex bi-consonantal onsets.

Vowel-initial words were not included in the experimental materials, because they do
not trigger any distribution or variation between O, OB and OBO that would depend on the
semantic domain: only OB occurs in this environment (e.g. ob-yskat’ ‘search everywhere’
(SP, ENVELOP); ob-utret’ ‘turn into morning’ (FP, BECOME X)).

The initial phonemes of the nonce roots represent the entire inventory of Russian
consonant phonemes except 1) the phoneme f, which is never preceded by b (Roberts 1981:
72; Andrews 1984: 478), and 2) the soft paired consonants (e.g. b’, t’, m’, etc.). The latter
were excluded, because this would nearly double the number of experimental items, which
must be limited in such a survey. The soft pairless consonants that do not have a hard
phonemic counterpart (j, ¢, §¢) were included in the experiential materials. Since most initial
consonants of the nonce roots are hard, the vowels that follow them are non-front a, o and u.
Each simple onset was represented with two nonce roots. Only the consonants ¢ and §¢ are
represented with one nonce root. Cluster-initial nonce roots are represented with one example
each, eight roots in total.

All the nonce words used in the experiment are listed in alphabetical order in Table 1.
Simplex and complex onsets are listed separately; the latter are placed at the bottom of the
table. The second column of Table 8 shows the onset of the simplex base. The third and the
fifth columns list all the nonce adjectival and verbal stimuli respectively, while the fourth and

the sixth columns list the expected responses.
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The shaded fields in Table 8 indicate the problematic onsets that trigger an

allomorphic variation, where a non-default allomorph is expected. The allomorph that is

possible but less expected is put in parenthesis (e.g. o-bostit’ (ob-bostit’)). The stem-initial

sonorants and v are problematic for O, while stem-initial » and p are problematic for OB.

The non-shaded fields in Table 8 indicate the nonce words with simple onsets where a

clear contrast between the morphemes O and OB (and their allomorphs O and OB) is

expected. In a neutral phonological environment, the allomorphs O and OB are expected to

exhibit complementary distribution.

# | C | adj-base expected perfective verb verb- expected perfective verb
base

1 | b | bostyj o-bostit’ bostit’ o-bostit’ (ob-bostit’)

2 | b | buklyj o-buklit’ buklit’ o-buklit’ (ob-buklit’)

3 | v | vurlyj ob-vurlit’ (o-vurlit’) vurlit’ ob-vurlit’

4 | v [ vazdyj ob-vaZzdit’ (o-vazdit’) vazdit’ ob-vazdit’

5 | g | guzvyj 0-guzvit’ guzvit’ ob-guzvit’

6 | g | gabyj o-gabit’ gabit’ ob-gabit’

7 | d | duktyj o-duktit’ duktit’ ob-duktit’

8 |d | damlyj o-damlit’ damlit’ ob-damlit’

9 |z | Zaxlyj o-Zaxlit’ zaxlit’ ob-Zaxlit’

10 | Z | Zusklyj o-Zusklit’ Zusklit’ ob-Zusklit’

11 | z | zopryj o-zoprit’ zoprit’ ob-zoprit’

12| z | zupyj o-zupit’ zupit’ ob-zupit’

13]j | jupyj ob-jupit’ (o-jupit’) jupit’ ob-jupit’

1415 |jalyj ob-jalit’ (o-jalit’) jalit’ ob-jalit’

15 | k | koclyj o-koclit’ koclit’ ob-koclit’

16 | k | kampyj o-kampit’ kampit’ ob-kampit’

171 | lusyj ob-lusit’ (o-lusit’) lusit’ ob-lusit’

18 |1 | lopryj ob-loprit’ (o-loprit’) loprit® ob-loprit’

19 | m | murlyj ob-murlit’ (o-murlit’) murlit’ ob-murlit’

20 | m | momlyj ob-momlit’ (o-momlit’) momlit’ ob-momlit’

21 | n | nadyj ob-nadit’ (o-nadit’) nadit’ ob-nadit’

22 | n | nokryj ob-nokrit’ (o-nokrit’) nokrit’ ob-nokrit’

23 | p | puryj o-purit’ purit’ o-purit’ (ob-purit’)

24 | p | patlyj o-patlit’ patlit’ o-patlit’ (ob-patlit’)

25| r | roglyj ob-roglit’ (o-roglit’) roglit’ ob-roglit’

26 | r | raznyj ob-raznit’ (o-raZnit’) raznit’ ob-raznit’

27 | s | saglyj o-saglit’ saglit’ ob-saglit’

28 | s | suryj o-surit’ surit’ ob-surit’

29|t | tulyj o-tulit’ tulit’ ob-tulit’

30t | tovyj o-tovit’ tovit’ ob-tovit’

31 | x | xopyj o-xopit’ xopit’ ob-xopit’

32 | x | xuSnyj o-xu$nit’ xusnit’ ob-xu$nit’

33| c | cavyj o-cavit’ cavit’ ob-cavit’

34| ¢ | Cupyj o-Cupit’ Cupit’ ob-Cupit’

35| ¢ | Cavyj o-Cavit’ Cavit’ ob-Cavit’

36 | § | Sadryj o-Sadrit’ Sadrit’ ob-Sadrit’

37 | S | Saklyj o-Saklit’ Saklit’ ob-§aklit’

38 | 8¢ | Sculyj o-Sculit’ sculit’ ob-§culit’
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39 | gn | gnoryj o-gnorit’ gnorit’ ob-gnorit’ (obo-gnorit’)
40 | Zr | Zrapyj o-Zrapit’ Zrapit’ obo-Zrapit’

41 | zn | znupyj o-znupit’ znupit’ ob-znupit’ (obo-znupit’)
42 | ¢t | Ctusyj o-Ctusit’ Ctusit® obo-Ctusit’

43 | zg | Zgavy]j o-Zgavit’ Zgavit’ obo-Zgavit’

44 | sp | spulyj o-spulit’ spulit’ ob-spulit’

45 | sk | skolyj o-skolit’ skolit® ob-skolit’

46 | tk | tkabyj o-tkabit’ tkabit’ obo-tkabit’

Table 8. Nonce simplex bases and expected response perfective verbs.

For the complex onsets, the contrast between O and OB is expected everywhere. The
shaded complex onsets are those that are incompatible with the preceding b and trigger the
allomorph OBO to appear (in the morpheme OB). These are Zg, ¢t, Zr and tk. The non-shaded
clusters are compatible with the default OB and do not trigger OBO:

sp: ob-sprasivat’ ‘ask a lot of questions or a lot of people-IMP.’

sk: ob-skakat’ ‘gallop around-PF.’

;. ob-znakomit’sja ¢ get acquainted with many people-PF’ (Efremova 2000)

gnSO: ob-gnit’ ‘decompose-PF.’, ob-gnobit’ ‘insult-PF.’

All eight clusters on their own, without the preceding b, are possible in Russian (McGranahan
1975: 14-15). Including the nonce words with these initial clusters in the experimental
materials, I test rule (1) (cf. Subsection 2.1.). Rule 2, which refers to the lexicalized
underlying yer, cannot be tested by the nonce words methodology.

As shown in Table 8, all the target verbs belong to the -i- morphological class. The
reason for this is that the -i- class is dominant for the factitive verbs with the meaning MAKE
X (e.g. ogorcit’ ‘embitter, obednit’ ‘impoverish’, etc.) (Townsend 2008: 143). In order not to
include the additional variable of verbal class in the experiment, all target verbs have to
belong to the same verbal class, that is the -i- class. In order to achieve this, all motion verbal
stimuli were designed to have the thematic vowel -i- and belong to the -i- class too: bost-i-t’,
cup-i-t’, etc.

All the meanings that were assigned to the constructed nonce words are presented in
Appendix 4 (Russian original) and Appendix 5 (English translation).

The nonce words methodology is widely used in modern psycholinguistic experiments

as a valuable tool to test the productivity and distribution of various linguistic phenomena

* This means that the prefix OBO in the verbs obo-znat’-sja ‘take someone for someone else’ cannot be due to
incompatibility of the cluster zn with the preceding b.

0 This cluster was already discussed in Subsection 2.1. T suggest that the prefix OBO in the verb obo-gnat’
‘overtake’ is due to the underlying yer (cf. Rule 2 in Subsection 2.1.), which surfaces in some other forms of the
same paradigm (e.g. ob-gonju). This means that Krongauz’s generalization about the impossibility of the cluster
bgn is incorrect.
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(Makarova 2009; Rodina 2007; Gor & Chernigovskaya 2003; Harasowska 1999). Here one of
the main requirements for nonce words is that they should look and sound very similar to
native words and satisfy the phonotactic well-formedness constraints of the language. Nonce
words with these properties represent a valuable tool for collecting reliable linguistic data.
The nonce words for the present survey were generated according to a common principle,
namely by means of modification of up to three phonemes in the shape of a real Russian word
(Makarova 2009: 32). For example, the nonce adjective lusyj was made from the real
adjective lysyj ‘bald-ADIJ.’, the nonce verb purit’ was made from the real verbs burit’ ‘drill’
and durit’ ‘play tricks, fool’. However, this was a difficult task, because each nonce root once
constructed by the slight modification of a real verb also had to resemble a real adjective, and
vice versa. For this purpose, in order to make sure that the codas of the nonce roots adjacent
to their morphological markers sound Russian-like and fit into its phonotactic patterns, the
Reverse Dictionary of the Russian Language (Greve & KreSe 1958) was consulted.

The pilot study showed that the nonce words were recognized by most subjects as
unfamiliar dialectal or archaic Russian words, which means that they meet the crucial
requirement of being native-like in their phonological shape. However, some of the nonce
words have been changed due to unwanted associations with real Russian words. For
example, the nonce verb dustit’, despite the suggested definition ‘move with difficulty and
uncertainty on high heels’ was strongly associated with the noun dust, which is the name of a
popular household insecticide. Thus, in the pilot study the verb dustit’ was perceived by a
number of subjects in a different meaning: ‘cover a surface with dust’, which belongs not to
Subcategory MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT, but rather to Subcategory AFFECT A
SURFACE. For this reason, the nonce verb dustit’ was replaced with the verb duktit’, which
did not trigger such associations. Other results of the pilot study are discussed further in
Subsection 4.4.

In this subsection I introduced the second important factor that can influence the
choice of the prefix, namely the onset type of the simplex stem. I have also presented the
nonce words methodology employed in the experiment. Now I turn to a third factor which
was not discussed within the Split Hypothesis, but may play a role in the distribution of O,
OB and OBO.

4.1.3. Factor 3: Prosody

Stress has not been addressed before, neither within the Split Hypothesis nor in other
literature on the prefixes O, OB and OBO. However, in this subsection I discuss stress as a

possible factor that might play a role in the distribution of these prefixes.
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First, the impact of the stress pattern on the choice of the prefix was pointed out by a
participant in the pilot study. Then, the stress effect was tested against a set of perfectives
from the database described in Chapter 3.

To explore the distribution of stress, not all 1,041 entries of the database were used,
but only the 809 entries that contain a perfective verb which preserves stress on the same
syllable as it is in its simplex base (e.g. Ezdit’ *'‘drive’ — ob-"Ezdit’ “drive around’). This
dataset contains perfective verbs with any kind of simplex base as long as they have stress on
the same syllable. If a perfective verb has several simplex bases and at least one of them
exhibits the same stress pattern, the verb was included in the dataset. The factitive verbs that
have only a non-verbal base and differ from it in place of stress (e.g. nOvyj ‘new-ADJ.” — ob-
nov-It’ ‘renew’) were rejected. Deetymologized verbs were not counted in this study either.

Additionally, in order to avoid duplicate phonological information, two types of
entries were not counted. First, additional entries that differ in terms of meaning and semantic
subcategory but present the same phonological word were not included in the dataset. For
example, although the verb obygrat’ has two entries in the database, it was counted only once.
Secondly, pairs of perfectives that differ only in terms of transitivity (e.g. oledenit’ ‘freeze-
TRANS.” — oledenet’ ‘freeze, become as cold as ice-INTRANS.” were counted as one verb.

Finally, the dataset of 809 prefixed perfective verbs was constructed. The dataset also
contained all the corresponding simplex stems (bases). Each of the bases was labeled
according to the number of the stressed syllable counting from the left edge of the word. For
example, the base dUmat’ ‘think’ was labeled “1”, the base bednEt’ ‘become poor’ — was
labeled “2”, the base kolotlt’ ‘beat’ — “3”, and so on. Then, I calculated the number of bases
that represent each stress pattern (the pattern with the first stressed syllable, with the second
stressed syllable, the third and so on).

According to my results, 237 simplex bases that form a perfective verb with one of the
prefixes in question have the stress on the first syllable (e.g. z/[t’ ‘irritate’). The bases with
stress on the second syllable are the most frequent of all and yield 426 items (e.g. zabOtit’
‘trouble’). There are also 121 bases that stress the third syllable (e.g. zolotlt’ ‘gild’), nineteen
bases that stress the fourth syllable (e.g. derevenEt’ ‘grow stiff, numb’), one base with stress
on the fifth syllable (kristallizovAt’ ‘crystallize’) and one base with stress on the sixth syllable

(xarakterizovAt’ ‘characterize’). All numbers are presented in Table 9:

3! The capital letter here indicates the vowel that carries the stress.
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1 st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 61h
syllable syllable syllable syllable | syllable | syllable
O 98 (41.3%) | 251 (58.9%) | 88 (72.7%) | 18 1 1
OB 118 (49.7%) | 174 (40.8%) | 33 (27.2%) | 1 0 0
OBO 21 (8.8%) 1 (0.2%) 00%) |0 0 0
total: 237 (100%) | 426 (100%) | 121 (100%) | 19 1 1

Table 9. Distribution of the prefixes O, OB and OBO across different stress patterns.

Most importantly, Table 9 shows how many perfectives with each of the three prefixes
are formed from the simplex bases of different stress patterns. In other words, it shows a

correlation between the prefix and the place of the stress in the simplex base. The data is

visualized in Figure 12:
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Figure 12. Distribution of the prefixes O, OB and OBO across different stress patterns.

Figure 12 demonstrates that the prefix O is more frequent compared to OB if the stem has
stress on the second or the third syllable from the left. Another important fact is that the prefix
OBO is attested only with stems that have stress on the first syllable. There is only one
simplex base with stress on the second syllable that forms a perfective verb with this prefix:
idti ‘go, walk’ — obo-jti ‘walk around’. However, in this perfective verb the vowel i turns into
the consonant j, and thus a bi-syllabic stem turns into a monosyllabic one. This follows the
same tendency: only initial-syllable-stressed stems attach the prefix OBO.

Thus, the pilot study of the dataset has shown that there are certain preferences in the
choice of the prefix that correlate with the place of the stress. On the basis of the pilot study I
hypothesized that the place of stress might affect the choice of the prefix. This hypothesis
makes three predictions:

1. The prefix OBO can attach only to the stems with the stressed initial syllable;
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2. If a stem has stress on the second syllable, it is more likely to attach the prefix O

than OB™.

3. The prefix O attaches more frequently to stems with stress on the second syllable

(58.9 %), than to stems with stress on the first syllable (41.3 %)™>.

Since the place of stress might be an additional factor that influences the choice of the
prefix, it should be captured in the experimental design. In order to account for stress as an
additional variable, all the nonce words in the experiment received a stress specification.

All nonce stimuli are bi-syllabic, so theoretically there are two options for the stress:
to be on the first or on the second syllable of the stem. However, the full variety of options
(the choice between the three prefixes, but not two) is available only for the former type with
the stressed initial syllable (e.g. [Usyj, but not lusOj; [Usit’ but not luslt’).

For this reason, all nonce adjectives were uniformly shaped to have the first stress
pattern with the initial stressed syllable. This stress pattern is suggested by their ending -yj,
which never carries stress in Russian. This solution is the most optimal, because this pattern
almost equally suggests both O and OB (cf. Figure 1). Secondly, this pattern allows the prefix
OBO, so that this prefix will not be ruled out from the group of possible responses and will
have all the possible chances it can have to compete with O and OBO.

In order to test the three predictions on the stress effect, the questionnaire type with
verbal stimuli was split into two subtypes: Questionnaire A with stem-stressed verbal stimuli
(the initial stressed syllable) and Questionnaire B with theme-vowel-stressed verbal stimuli
(the second stressed syllable). Thus, the only difference between the Questionnaire types A
and B is the place of stress on the nonce verbal stimuli. In Questionnaire A stress is word-
initial and falls on a root (/Us-i-t’), while in Questionnaire B stress is word-final and falls on
the thematic vowel -i- (lus-I-t’). Both stress patterns are possible in Russian for this
morphological class (e.g. krAsit’ ‘paint’ vs. katlt’ ‘roll’).

This solution has several advantages. First, this design captures the most flexible stress
pattern with the initial stressed syllable that is compatible with each of the three prefixes in
question. Secondly, this design makes it possible to test each of the three predictions.

Regarding the experimental design, the predictions can be reformulated as follows:

32 This distribution cannot be attributed to the dominant majority of factitive verbs in the dataset. Among the 425
verbs that exhibit this stress pattern, there are 58 Factitive Perfectives. All the remaining perfectives have a
verbal base and may also have a non-verbal base due to multiple motivation.

3 According to the study of the dataset, the prefix OB has the opposite tendency, but the percentage difference is
much smaller than for O.
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(1) In Questionnaire B with theme-vowel-stressed verbal stimuli, OBO is not expected in
subjects’ responses;

(2) In Questionnaire B with theme-vowel-stressed verbal stimuli, O is expected to be
more frequent than OB (though this prediction contradicts the semantic prediction,
which should be stronger);

(3) The prefix O is expected to be more frequent in responses on Questionnaire B than in
responses on the Questionnaire A.

I am aware that these predictions might not be confirmed in the experiment results, because
the stress factor is the weakest in comparison to the other two factors (semantics and
phonology). However, it is important to account for the place of stress in the nonce stimuli
and isolate it as an additional variable.

Summing up, in this section I discussed the three factors that can influence the choice
between O, OB and OBO and how I address these factors in the experiment. These three
factors are the target semantics, the onset type of the simplex base and the stress pattern of the
simplex base. In order to test the impact and significance of these factors, three types of
questionnaires were designed: Questionnaire A with stem-stressed verbal stimuli,
Questionnaire B with theme-vowel-stressed verbal stimuli, and Questionnaire C with stem-

stressed adjectival stimuli. Now I turn to the structure and the content of the questionnaires.

4.2. Questionnaire design: major parts and their content

In the previous section I focused on the differences between the three questionnaire
types A, B and C used in the experiment. In this section I describe what they have in common
— the structure and layout.

Each questionnaire contained two examples and sixty-two tasks, which included
sixteen control items with real words and forty-six experimental items with nonce words.

Original samples of the questionnaire types A and C in Russian are given in
Appendices 6 and 7. Questionnaire B differs from A only in place of stress on the nonce
stimuli. The translation of the front page of Questionnaire A is follows after Appendix 6.

All three types of questionnaire were designed so that they would satisfy the major
requirements expected from such surveys (Dornyei 2003; Rasinger 2008). Each questionnaire
shoud consist of three parts. The first part of each questionnaire has an explanatory function.
The aim is to prepare the subjects for the experimental trial, to provide them with explicit and

clear instructions on the experimental task and to illustrate it with a few relevant examples.
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The first part should occupy the front page of each questionnaire. It is followed by the second
part, which introduces the experimental items. The third and concluding part of the
questionnaire expresses gratitude for participation and provides contact information on where
the final results of the survey can be obtained. Each subject should receive the experimental
items in a different random order. There should be as many experimental tasks as required but
the optimal lenghth of a questionnaire is the one that does not exceed the thirty-minute
completion limit (Dornyei 2003: 18). In other words, it should be possible to administer each
questionnaire in not more than a half an hour. In this way, the length, structure and format of
the questionnaires are made optimal for the goals of the experiment.

Here is how my questionnaire conformed with these requirements. Each questionnaire
started with an introductory sentence, which provided subjects with some general information
on the survey.

The next section required from the subjects some relevant personal information,
namely their initials, gender, age, level of education (secondary; incomplete higher; complete
higher) and profession. This section also included an explicit guarantee that all the data would
be treated with complete confidentiality. Indeed, subsequently a code was assigned to each of
the questionnaires in order to protect the anonymity of the subjects.

The next section provided instructions for the experimental task (see Appendix 6). The
instruction section was followed by an illustration of how the task should be completed. In
each questionnaire, two examples were given to show that different prefixes can be used. In
both examples real Russian base words were employed. Both of them clearly allow only one
of the three prefixes to be attached. In questionnaires A and B, the illustrating verbs were
highly frequent verbs of motion: idti ‘go’ and vesti ‘lead’. In questionnaire C, the base
adjectives were sloZnyj ‘difficult’ and ostryj ‘sharp, tense’. The verb idti ‘go’ takes only prefix
OBO (obojti), while the verb vesti ‘lead’ can only attach the prefix OB (obvesti). The
adjective sloZnyj attaches only O (osloznit’ ‘complicate’)34, while ostryj — only OB (obostrit’
‘sharpen, strain’).

At the bottom of the front page, one can find a notification that the experiment starts
on the next page and that it is a good time to ask questions if there are any. The front
introductory page was followed by sixty-two tasks. Each subject received the experimental
items in a different random order. At the end of each questionnaire one could find the final

“thank you” and an e-mail address to obtain the feedback.

* Here 1 simplify the word-formation analysis of this adjective by referring to the prefix instead of a circumfix
0...it".
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Administrering a questionnaire took from twenty to thirty minutes. Other important
aspects of questionnaire administration are addressed in Section 4.4.2.
In this section I discussed the main parts of the questionnaires and their content. Now I

turn to the real (non-nonce) words that were employed in the experiment.

4.3. Real words and their role in the experiment

As mentioned above, each questionnaire contained eighteen real words: two of them
were used as examples and the remaining sixteen were used as stimuli. In this section I
explain why the real words were included in the experimental materials and which real words
were chosen.

In each type of questionnaire, real words belong to the same part of speech as the
nonce words: they are verbs in Questionnaires A and B and adjectives in Questionnaire C.

Real verbal and adjectival stimuli had two important roles: they served both as
controls and distractors. As controls, they made it possible to check if the subjects understood
the task properly. Subjects’ responses on the real stimuli indicated the reliability of the entire
questionnaire. As distractors, the real words distracted the subjects from the nonce words,
though the latter were the majority of the items.

In addition, the real words had to provide a full variety of prefixation patterns, in order
to prevent the subjects from overgenerating one particular prefix and applying it to all stimuli.
For this reason, the real words had to present the subject with an equal possibility for
attaching the different prefixes. This was difficult to achieve, especially regarding the prefix
OBO, which is much rarer than OB and O.

All the real verbs used in the experiment are listed in Tables 10 and 11. The words in
shaded fields are those that were used as examples in the instructions. One can notice that
some stimuli suggest some variation in the choice of the prefix. This was unwanted and
avoided in the preliminary illustrative examples, which had to be simple and clear. On the
other hand, variation in the choice of prefixes was used in the stimuli. In the experiment, these
items suggested that some degree of variation is possible and made the subjects take it into
account. In Tables 10 and 11, the words marked with * are those that are possible but less
expected in the subjects’ responses.

Not all of the real verbs used in the experiment belong to the closed and relatively
small class of motion verbs. The reason is that motion verbs do not provide enought variety of

prefixes (most of them attach OB) that could prevent the subjects from overgeneralizing one
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particular prefixation pattern. Another reason is that very few uni-directional®> motion verbs
belong to the verbal class -i- which is required in the experiment. Therefore, in order to
provide sufficient number of real verbal stimuli, apart from motion verbs I used verbs that
denote other dynamic activities like rvat’ ‘tear’, kopat’ ‘dig’, vit’ ‘weave’, etc. These
activities are compatible with encirclement meaning expressed by the prefix and in this light

are similar to motion verbs. I refer to the real verbal stimuli used in the experiment as

movement verbs implying that this group is not limited to the motion verbs only.

# | movement | gloss 0] OB OBO
verb
1 | bezat’ run o-bezat’ ob-beZat’*
2 | valit’ throw ob-valit’
3 | vesti lead ob-vesti
4 | vejat’ flutter, blow | o-vejat’ ob-vejat’*
5 | vit’ weave obo-v’ju’®
6 | gnat’ drive fast obo-gnat™”’
7 | gnut’ bend obo-gnut’
8 | exat’ drive ob-"exat’
9 |idti go obo-jti
10 | katit’ roll ob-katit’*
11 | kopat’ dig o-kopat’
12 | kruzit’ whirl o-kruZit’
13 | nesti carry ob-nesti
14 | plesti plait, weave | o-plesti
15 | plyt’ swim o-plyt’ ob-plyt’*
16 | polzti crawl ob-polzti
17 | rvat’ tear obo-rvat’
18 | Certit’ draw o-Certit’ (krug)
total number: 7 6 5

Table 10. Real motion verbs used in Questionnaires A and B.

In Table 10, not all the real verbal stimuli are movement verbs with the meaning
MOVE AROUND AN OBIJECT. The target prefixed verbs obvit’ ‘weave around’, ocertit’

‘draw a line around’, oborvat’ ‘tear around’, okruZit’ ‘surround’, okopat’ ‘dig around’ and

% Recall from Chapter 3 that uni-directional motion verbs prefixed with O, OB or OBO represent Subcategory
MOVE AROUND AN OBIJECT, while non-directional motion verbs with these prefixes belong to Subcategory
AFFECT A NUMBER OF OBJECTS.

%% This verb was used in the experiment in its finite form 1PERSON.SG.FUT., because this form has the prefix
OBO.

7 Most frequently, the verb obognat’ denotes ‘leave behind, pass, outstrip’ (Subcategory OVERTAKE).
However, this verb was used in the experiment in the meaning ‘drive a car at high speed around something’. This
meaning is very colloquial and marginal for this verb. It is attested in Google. This verb was used in the
experiment in order to increase the number of OBO verbs. This marginal meaning was chosen in order to make
the verb fit into the semantic pattern MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT. Subjects differed in the way they treated
this verb. Some of them easily accepted it in this meaning, for others it was unusual.

3 This verb is used in its meaning ‘drive around’, not ‘soak’.
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obvalit’ ‘heap around’ belong to Subcategory SURROUND, which is very close to MOVE
AROUND AN OBIJECT, as shown in Chapter 3.

# | adjective gloss (0] OB 0OBO
1 | amerikanskij | American obamerikanit’
2 | vSivyj lousy ovSivit’* obovsivit’
3 | gluxoj deaf oglusit’
4 | golyj naked, bare | ogolit’
5 | grubyj rough ogrubit’
6 | Zivoj alive oZivit’
7 | zloj angry ozlit’* obozlit’
8 | kruglyj round okruglit’
9 | legkij easy oblegcit’
10 | melkij small obmel’¢it’
11 | mracnyj dark,gloomy | omracit’
12 | nagoj naked obnazit’
13 | nemeckij German onemecit’
14 | obs¢ij general obobs¢it’
15 | ostryj sharp obostrit’
16 | russkij Russian obrusit’
17 | svetlyj light (colour) osvetlit’
18 | sloznyj complex osloznit’
total number: 8+2 8 2

Table 11. Real adjectives used in questionnaire C.

It was mentioned in Subsection 4.1.1. that all nonce target verbs are expected to
belong to the verbal -i- class, because both nonce verbal stimuli shaped the same way and
nonce adjectives suggest this class for the target prefixed perfective. The same principle is
maintained for the real adjectival stimuli. They all suggest the same word-formation pattern
that is typical for factitives. However, it was difficult to satisfy this requirement for the real
verbs. Only some of them belong to the -i- class (katit’, kruZit’, valit’, certit’). Although the
other do not belong to this class, most of them resemble the -i- class by their phonological
shape (e.g. idti, polzti, vesti, vit’).

In this section I presented the real words used in the experiment. Now I turn to the

pilot trials and describe the crucial changes they led to.

4.4. Piloting

After the questionnaires were designed, they were tested in a preliminary pilot study.
Eleven people participated in piloting, both linguists and non-linguists. Thanks to their
valuable feedback and insightful comments, pilot trials played a crucial role in this survey.
Piloting helped to detect flaws and identify some problematic issues that were fixed or

avoided in the final version. As a result, a number of changes were made regarding both the
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questionnaires’ content and their administration. In this subsection I discuss these changes in
turn.
4.4.1. Questionnaire content

First of all, the results of the pilot study suggested that the nonce words need to be
presented in a more careful way. The main problem here was to prevent the analogical effect
of real words on the choice of the prefix for nonce words. Another problem that was faced
was the lack of distractors.

In order to avoid any analogical influence of real words, definitions of nonce words
underwent some crucial changes. In the first draft of Questionnaires A and B, definitions of
nonce verbs contained real motion verbs, as in (46) and (47):

(46)  Saklit’ — exat’ verxom na verbljude.
rvlonce_verb—INF. drive-INF.IMP. on-ADV. on-PREP. camel-LOC.
Salkit’ — ride a camel.

(47) Loprit’ — idti, gromko topaja nogami.

nonce_verb-INF. go, walk-INF.INP. loudly stamp-GER. foot-PL.INSTR.

Loprit” — walk while loudly stamping one’s feet.
In the pilot study I discovered an analogical effect of the real motion verbs used in definitions.
When generating a target prefixed verb, some subjects reported on that they tried to compare
it with the prefixation pattern of the real motion verb used in the definition: e.g. exat’ — ob-
"exat’ — ob-saklit’. In order to prevent the subjects from developing such a strategy, all real
motion verbs used in the definitions were replaced with two neutral umbrella terms for
motion: peredvigat’sja ‘move’ and peremescat’sja ‘move (usually by a vehicle)’. These two
verbs have no related verbal counterparts prefixed with O, OB and OBO and consequently do
not suggest any prefix pattern that could influence subjects’ behavior. As a result, the
definitions were re-worded as follows:

(48)  Saklit’ — peremescat’sja verxom na verbljude.
rvlonce_verb—INF. move-INF.IMP. on-ADV. on-PREP. camel-LOC.
Salkit’ — move / travel sitting on a camel’s back.

(49)  Loprit’ — peredvigat’sja, gromko topaja nogami.
nonce_verb-INF. move-INF.INP. loudly stamp-GER. foot-PL.INSTR.
Loprit’ — move while loudly stamping one’s feet.
The two verbs val’sirovat’ ‘waltz’ and prixramyvat’ ‘limp slightly’ were preserved in the

definitions, because they do not form O, OB, or OBO verbs either and therefore could not

affect the choice of the prefix in the experimental task.
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A similar strategy was adopted for nonce adjectives. All real Russian adjectives that
form a factitive verb via prefixation of O, OB or OBO, as in (50), were avoided in the
definitions.

(50)  Cupyj — sil’no pjanyj.
Qonce_ADJ . very drunk.
Cupyj — very drunk.

Thus definitions such as (50) had to be modified, since the adjective pjanyj ‘drunk,
tipsy’ forms a Factitive Perfective o-pjan-it’ ‘make drunk, intoxicate’. Instead, I made use of
various synonymous participles (51, 52), prepositional phrases (53) and some adjectives that
do not form factitives (54, 55). Here are examples of definitions that were reworded to avoid
analogical effects:

(51) (V:’upyj — nemnogo vypivsij.
Cupyj — slightly-ADV. drink-PF.PART.PAST.
Cupyj — a little drunk.

(52)  Zopryj — imejuscij vydajusciesja muzykal nyje sposobnosti.
Zopryj — have-IMP.PART.PRES. outstanding musical-. ACC.PL. ability-ACC.PL.
Zopryj — with outstanding musical abilities.

(53) (V:’avyj — § xoroSimi manerami povedenija.
Cavyj — with good-INSTR. manner-PL.INSTR. behavior-SG.GEN.
Cavyj — with good manners.

(54)  Patlyj — zabyvcivyj.
Patlyj — forgetful.

(55) Roglyj — fasistskij.
Roglyj — Fascist.

These definitions for nonce adjectives do not suggest any prefixation pattern. This
strategy was adopted throughout the entire questionnaire both in nonce and control items.

In order to achieve a clear contrast between spatial and factitive meanings, all the
definitions of nonce adjectives that could suggest both covering/wrapping and change of the
object were rejected. For example, the definitions that suggest a change of skin because of
some illness were replaced with definitions of feelings and emotions, personal features of
character or food preferences.

Another problem that was faced at the pilot stage was the lack of distractor items,
which would perfectly fit into the chosen semantic slot and at the same time exhibit various
patterns of prefixation. For example, when working on the Questionnaires A and B, I first

used only motion verbs that have the meaning MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT like ob-"exat’
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‘drive around’, obo-jti ‘walk around’, ob-vezti ‘convey, cart around’, even though they belong
to different verbal classes. These verbs serve as perfect controls, because they clearly allow
only one prefix out of the three in question. However, motion verbs mostly attach the prefix
OB. In other words, they cannot provide a variety of prefixation patterns needed to prevent
the subjects from overgeneralizing this pattern. On the contrary, my goal was to allow
subjects to use any of the three prefixes to obtain the target meaning. In order to achieve this
goal, I finally enlarged the group of distractors to include motion verbs that allow some
variation in the choice of a prefix like o-beZat’ and ob-beZat’ ‘run around’, o-plyt’ and ob-
plyt’ ‘swim around’. Additionally, I have expanded the group of distractors to non-motion
verbs, which are related to the meaning MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT, but belong to
Subcategories SURROUND and COVER. In particular, I used the verbs obo-rvat’ ‘tear
around’, o(b)-certit’ ‘draw a line around’, o-kopat’ ‘dig around’, o(b)-vejat’ ‘blow around’,
o(b)-vit’ ‘weave, wind around’, o(b)-plesti ‘wind, plait around’, and obo-gnut’ ‘bend around’.

On the basis of the pilot study, the contexts for the movement verbs were made
uniform, in order to avoid additional variables in the experiment. For motion verbs, there are
two possible patterns of argument structure: they can have a direct complement (obojti dom
‘go around-INF.PF. house-ACC.SG.) or a prepositional phrase (obojti vokrug doma ‘go
around-INF.PF. around-PREP. house-GEN.SG.”). The former pattern allows two
interpretations: full and partial encirclement, while the latter can only denote full
encirclement. For this reason, the argument structure with the prepositional phrase was chosen
and implemented in all narratives. In order to support the meaning of full encirclement, other
lexical sources were also used in the immediate context (e.g. po perimetru ‘along the
perimeter’, neskol’ko raz ‘several times’).

All the improvements introduced to the questionnaire content since the pilot study

reduced unwanted effects and enhanced the reliability of the data.

4.4.2. Questionnaire administration

In the pilot study, a number of ways to administer the experiment were tried out. Some
questionnaires were distributed among the informants and then collected, so that there was no
personal contact between the participant and the researcher. Another method was one-to-one
administration, when a questionnaire was handed to a subject and s/he filled it in, while the
researcher was present and provided assistance in case of any questions. This was a much

more personal form of administration. However, neither of these two approaches was entirely
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satisfactory. It was not possible to be sure that stress was taken into consideration and that all
the nonce words were perceived in the way they were supposed to sound.

In the third scenario, a subject was asked to read all the texts out loud to the researcher
and write down the target verbs in the gaps. This approach was an improvement, but not free
of problems either. When informants were asked to write down the answers themselves, they
often simply forgot to mark stressed syllables and sometimes changed the shape of nonce
words.

These failures inspired a different way of administering the questionnaires. The idea of
a self-administered questionnaire was rejected. Instead, the procedure took the form of a short
interview, where a subject was asked to read all items out loud to the researcher, while the
latter recorded the responses. This procedure definitely has a number of advantages over the
previous ones. First of all, this was the perfect way to account for stress, not only to make
sure that an informant read a nonce word correctly, but also to write down exactly the word
s/he generated. Secondly, this kind of assistance made the interview go faster and the entire
trial became shorter, which is crucial for such kind of survey (Dornyei 2003: 18), especially
for the rather long questionnaire that I used. In its final version, the questionnaire took only
about twenty minutes to go through. Last but not least, this method of administration often
revealed hesitations and variations in the choice of a prefix that could be otherwise hidden

behind the response written in a self-administered questionnaire.

4.4.3. Open multiple choice tasks

In this subsection I address a crucial change in the presentation of the experimental
task. First, for the ease of administration and processing of the data, each experimental task
contained the simplex base, its definition, a short narrative with a blank to fill in and three
variants of response, as shown in (56):

(56) Lusyj — ne sposobnyj est’ rybu.

V detstve Viku tak mnogo kormili ryboj, ¢to v rezul’tate .................. ee, tak Cto
teper’ na rybu ona smotret’ ne moZzet.
a) olusili b) oblusili ¢) obolusili

However, the exposure of the subjects to the ready variants of responses could affect their
choice. Moreover, the order of the suggested options could have some unwanted influence
too. It would require randomizing the order of possible answers for each stimulus, which
could only confuse the subjects. Instead, another strategy was adopted. No ready answers

were suggested to the subjects. They were exposed to the nonce simplex base, its definition,
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and a narrative with a blank to fill in. The three options were given in the form of bare
prefixes O, OB and OBO put at the top of each page of a questionnaire, as illustrated in (57).
Thus, they were always visible.

o OB OBO|

(57) Lusyj — ne sposobnyj est’ rybu.
V detstve Viku tak mnogo kormili ryboj, ¢to v rezul’tate .................. ee, tak Cto
teper’ na rybu ona smotret’ ne mozet.

To sum up, the pilot study helped to work out the final version of the experiment

design, which has become a well-functioning instrument to collect reliable and valid data.

4.5. Order of the experimental items

Item sequence is generally assumed to be an important factor in psycholinguistic
experiments. The content of each particular experimental task can have considerable impact
on subjects’ responses (Dornyei 2003: 60). In order to minimize the item ordering effect, a
random order strategy was adopted. Each participant received the same experimental items,
but for each participant these items were presented in a different random order. In order to
create each copy of a questionnaire, all the experimental items were assigned random
numbers and then sequenced. Random numbers were generated in software R. Items
containing nonce words and real words were randomized separately. In randomizing items
with real words, care was taken so that words that suggested the same prefixation pattern were
not adjacent. Items were not split between pages. Finally, thirty individual variants for the
questionnaire types A and B (fifteen for each) and thirty individual variants for the type C
were created. In total, 60 differently-ordered questionnaires were produced, so that each of

them was used in the experiment only once.

4.6. Subjects

After the pilot versions of the questionnaires were tried out with eleven participants
and all necessary changes were implemented, the experiment was run in its final version with
sixty volunteer speakers of Russian. This yielded three groups of data, according to the three
types of questionnaires: A, with stem-stressed verbal stimuli, B with theme-vowel-stressed
verbal stimuli, and C with stem-stressed adjectival stimuli. Each participant in each group

received the test stimuli in a different randomized order.
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All the subjects are native speakers of Russian who grew up and got their primary,
secondary and higher education in Russia. They are from different cities of Russia including
St. Petersburg, Moscow, Dubna, Izhevsk, Uljanovsk, Murmansk, and Archangelsk. As shown
in Appendix 1, all the personal data was coded in order to protect the anonymity of the
subjects. Codes were assigned regarding the type of questionnaire that was filled in. Thus the
subjects who responded to the A questionnaire are coded as Al, A2, A3, etc. and the same
strategy is used for the B and C questionnaires.

Each participant was exposed to only one type of questionnaire: A, B, or C. In this
respect, the sixty participants can be divided into two equal groups: thirty of them received a
questionnaire with verbal stimuli (Group 1), while the other thirty subjects received a
questionnaire with adjectival stimuli (Group 2). Here, the target verbs for the first group were
verbs describing motion, while the task of second group was to generate factitive verbs. The
subjects of Group 1 were further subdivided into two smaller groups of 15 participants each.
Their questionnaires (A and B types) differ only in terms of place of stress on stimuli verbs:
e.g. gUzvit' vs. guzvIt. In this way, the sixty subjects were distributed among the three types
of questionnaire such that both the number of participants who responded to verbal versus
adjectival stimuli and the number of participants who responded to stem-stressed versus

theme-vowel-stressed verbal stimuli were balanced, as shown below in Table 12:

Subjects | Target verbs Stimuli | Q type Example of Number of
stimulus subjects
A gUzvit 15
Group 1 | Verbs of motion verbal B quzVIt 5
Group 2 | Factitive verbs adjectival C gUzvyj 30

Table 12. Distribution of the subjects among types of questionnaires

In the selection of subjects I followed parameters traditional for this kind of survey
(Romaine 2000: 82 — 83), namely: age, sex, and educational background. Since the study of
any possible effect of these variables is beyond the scope of my research, I tried to minimize
their impact by means of balancing them within each group of subjects. Let us look at each of

these variables in turn.
4.6.1. Gender

The sixty subjects of my experiment include thirty male and thirty female participants.

I distributed them among the three types of questionnaire so that each gender is equally
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represented in each subgroup of subjects. As shown in Table 2 below, questionnaire A was
used with eight female and seven male subjects, while questionnaire B — with seven female
and eight male subjects. The column “Gender” demonstrates that taken together, this yields
fifteen female and fifteen male participants for verbal stimuli (Group 1), which are equal in

number to the corresponding gender groups of subjects who responded to adjectival stimuli

(group 2): fifteen female and fifteen male subjects.

Subjects | Target Stimuli Qtype | Example | Number of Gender
verbs subjects
Group 1 female: 8
Motion A gUzvit 15 female: 15
verbs verbal male: 7 7
female: 7 \,‘, male: 15
B guzvlt 15 male: 8
Group 2
Factitive female: 15
verbs adjectival | C gUzvyj 30
male: 15

Table 13. Distribution of the subjects among types of questionnaires: Gender criterion

Table 13 shows that subjects of different gender are equally distributed among the
three types of questionnaire. Any possible impact of linguistic differences between the two
human genders is minimized via such a design.

4.6.2. Age groups

The subjects considerably vary in terms of age. The youngest participants were
eighteen years old, and the oldest participant was fifty-nine years old. However, the vast
majority of subjects (forty-nine subjects) were between eighteen and thirty years old.

In distribution of subjects among different types of questionnaire I aimed to establish
well-balanced groups, where any possible age effect would be minimized. In dividing the
subjects into age groups I followed Labov (1972), who distinguishes among the following
groups: 14 — 30, 31 — 45, 46 — 60, 61 — 75, 75+ (Labov 1972: 22). Three of these age groups

are represented in my sample of subjects, as shown in Table 14:

Age group Number Gender Type of questionnaire
of subjects | male | female A B C
18 -30 45 22 23 13 14 18
31-45 11 6 5 0 1 10
46 — 60 4 2 2 2 0 2

Table 14. Distribution of the subjects: Age groups, Gender, Type of questionnaire.
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Table 14 demonstrates that the three age groups are well balanced in terms of gender and
consist of almost equal subgroups of female and male participants. At the same time, the
types of questionnaire are distributed among the subjects such, that the dominant age group is
the same for each type.

4.6.3. Educational background

It is pointed out in the literature that a linguistic experiment must exclude people with
special linguistic training as their subjects (Schiitze 1996: 186 — 187). This is crucial for my
study, so while selecting the subjects I specifically tried to avoid professional linguists.

Participants vary in their educational background (see Appendix 1). As shown in
Table 15, most of the subjects (forty-four) have completed higher education, fourteen are in

process of getting a degree, while two subjects have secondary education.

Level of Number of Number Type of
education subjects Field of education of questionnaire
subjects A |B |C
Higher Humanities, Arts and Social
44 Sciences 25 71513
Natural, Formal, Applied
Sciences and Medicine 19 2 16|11
Uncompleted Humanities, Arts and Social
higher 14 Sciences 7 312 ] 2
Natural, Formal, Applied
Sciences and Medicine 7 312 2
Secondary Natural, Formal, Applied
2 Sciences and Medicine 2 010 2

Table 15. Distribution of the subjects: Level and Field of education vs. Type of questionnaire.

The column “field of education” demonstrates that for each education level I
distinguish between two groups of disciplines: Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences on one
hand and Natural, Formal, Applied Sciences and Medicine on the other hand. The first group
of disciplines includes history, literature studies, music, sociology, psychology, economics,
law, publishing, public and international relations. The other group combines Natural
Sciences, Formal Sciences, Applied Sciences and Medicine and therefore includes physics,
computer programming, information technologies, mathematics, engineering, and health care.

The numbers in Table 15 show that each educational level is equally represented with
participants of both types of disciplines. In total, there are thirty-two subjects educated in
Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences and twenty-eight subjects educated in Natural, Formal,

Applied Sciences and Medicine. If we look at the types of questionnaire, they are relatively
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equally distributed among the established educational groups (see the last three columns of
the Table 15).

Summing up, the sample of Russian speakers employed in my experiment is well-
balanced in terms of major psycholinguistic criteria, such as gender, age, and educational
background. I have demonstrated that the three types of questionnaire used in the experiment
are equally distributed among the different groups of subjects. This means that any possible

effect of such factors is minimized in order to collect valid and reliable data.

4.7. Summary

In this chapter I described the design of the experiment. I discussed its goals and
experimental materials, the three types of questionnaires and their structure, the nonce word
methodology and the role of real words. I also reported on the crucial changes implemented
on the basis of the pilot study. I explained how the experimental items were randomized and
how the questionnaire types were equally distributed among different groups of subjects.
Thus, I have shown that the design of the experiment was thought through in order to collect

valid and reliable data. Now I turn to the experimental results that are the focus of Chapter 5.
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Chapter 5

Experimental results

In this chapter I report on the results of the experiment. First, I present the general results of
collected responses and explain how the data were processed and organized (Subsection 5.1).
Next, I discuss the responses given to real verbal and adjectival stimuli (Subsection 5.2.).
Then I turn to the results on the nonce words (Subsection 5.3.). Here I demonstrate that the
major prediction of the Split Hypothesis meets the experimental results, but some other
crucial facts discovered in the experiment suggest a different interpretation of the relations

between O, OB and OBO. Subsection 5.4. summarizes the contribution of this chapter.

5.1. Collected responses and organization of the data

The experiment in its final version was carried out with sixty subjects. Each of the
subjects successfully understood the task and performed accordingly. Finally, sixty completed
questionnaires were collected.

Since each of the sixty questionnaires contained sixty-two tasks (including both the
tasks with real and nonce stimuli) one could expect at least 3,720 responses. There was only
one refusal, when a subject refused to fill in the blank with a nonce word. In all other cases, it
was possible for the subject to generate a response verb.

Some subjects always tried to respond with one variant, while the others often gave
more than one answer. Crucially, both groups of subjects experienced hesitations and even
those who responded with one final form, often had hard time choosing among possible
options. As a result, some stimuli triggered more than one response form. This regards both
nonce stimuli and some real stimuli which allow variation in the choice of the prefix (e.g. o-
beZat’ and ob-bezat’ ‘run around’; o-zlit’ and obo-zlit’ ‘embitter’). In total, more response
forms were collected than there were stimuli: 3,720 stimuli triggered 3,878 responses. Table

16 aggregates the numbers of given stimuli and collected responses:

Stimuli type Number of stimuli Number of responses
verbal real 16*30=480 497

stimuli nonce | 46%¥30=1380 | 1860 | 1444 1941
adjectival | real | 16%30=480 490 3878
stimuli nonce | 46%¥30=1380 | 1840 | 1447 1937

Table 16. Number of stimuli and responses for real and nonce words.
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According to the numbers presented in Table 16, real verbal and adjectival stimuli
triggered about the same amount of variation in the choice of the prefix: 480 real verbal
stimuli (e.g. beZat’ ‘run’) triggered 497 responses, and 480 real adjectival stimuli (e.g. zloj
‘angry’) triggered 490 responses.

As opposed to real stimuli, the nonce stimuli triggered more variation. Interestingly,
within the group of nonce stimuli, verbal and adjectival stimuli triggered the same amount of
variation: 1380 nonce verbal stimuli (e.g. lusit’) triggered 1444 responses, and the same
number of nonce adjectival stimuli (e.g. lusyj) triggered 1937 responses.

Most of response forms did not modify the stimulus root. However, since nonce roots
were new and unusual for the subjects, some of them were modified. Though it happened
rarely, I should explain how such responses were treated. When the change affected the coda
of the root, the simple coda was expended with an additional sound (usually /: e.g. lusyj —
obluslili; tkabyj — otkablilo) or a complex coda was simplified, or reduced (e.g. vyrlyj —
obvurila). Such forms were counted as responses, because the phonological shape of the coda
was not the factor that was tested in the experiment. Secondly, word-formation of factitive
verbs in the lexicon of Modern Russian allows both kinds of base stem modifications
(Svedova et al. 1980: § 830, 835): reduction (e.g. russkij ‘Russian’ — obrusit’ ‘russify’, robkij
‘shy’ — orobet’ ‘timid’, skudnyj ‘scanty’ — oskudet’ ‘grow scanty’; mokryj ‘wet’ — obmoknut’
‘wet, moisten’) and addition of a consonant by attaching a suffix (gluxoj ‘deaf” — gloxnut’
‘become deaf’).

If the change of a simplex stem affected the onset (e.g. Zrapyj — obZaprili, spulyj —
osuplilo), such forms were not counted as responses and were not included in the total
numbers presented in Table 16 and further calculations. The reason for this policy is that it is
the impact of the simplex stem onset that was tested in the experiment, thus the forms that
modify the onset by breaking up the initial cluster are not informative for the present study.

The collected data was organized in MS Excel documents®®. As mentioned in
Chapter 4, all subjects were assigned codes regarding the type of questionnaire they filled in.
The subjects who responded to the Questionnaire A were coded as Al, A2, A3, etc. and the
same strategy was used for the Questionnaire types B and C. First, all responses were put in
tables, where lines list the forms generated by each subject, and the columns list all collected

response forms for each stimulus. If a subject responded to a stimulus with more than one

¥ 1n organization of the data I adopted the method used in (Makarova 2009: 41 — 42).
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response form, all of them were put in the same table slot and were separated with commas.
An excerpt from the database of subjects’ responses is presented in Appendix 8.

On this basis, another database was created (see Appendix 9). It aggregates the
frequencies of all response forms given to each verbal and adjectival stimulus. It also provides
the information on how many times each of the three prefixes was chosen for each particular
stimulus. Now I turn to the choices that were made. First, I report on the experimental results
for real stimuli (Subsection 5.2.) and then discuss the results obtained for the nonce stimuli

(Subsection 5.3.).

5.2. Responses to real stimuli

In total, 987 responses on real stimuli were collected. Recall that real stimuli serve in
the experiment as controls. The responses triggered by the real stimuli determine whether the
experiment was successful and whether the data collected on the nonce words are reliable.
The responses show that the task was understood properly. Some stimuli were expected to
allow variation in the choice of the prefix. I look at this issue in detail in the next two
subsections. First, I discuss the responses given to verbal stimuli and then move to the

responses given to adjectival stimuli.

5.2.1. Responses to real verbal stimuli

Table 17 aggregates the numbers of responses given to sixteen real verbal stimuli used in the

experiment.
# Stimulus Gloss Target form 0 OB OBO
OnlyoB/

OBO 1 exat drive objExat’ 0 30 0

2 nesti carry obnesli 0 30 0

3 rvat tear oborvAt' 0 0 30

4 vit' weave, wind obov’jU 0 0 30

5 gnut' bend obognUli 0 0 30

6 gnat' drive fast obognAl 1 0 30

Increasing 7 valit' throw, pile up o(b)valit’ 4 27 0

variation 8  katit' roll o(b)katil 5 27 0

9 polzti crawl o(b)polzIA 8 24 0

10 = bezat' run o(b)beZAt' 13 18 0

11 plyt' swim o(b)(o)plYt' 13 15 5

12 | vejat’ blow o(b)vEjat’ 16 17 0

13 kopat' dig o(b)kopAt' 22 10 0

14 plesti weave, plait o(b)plesti 23 9 0

15 Ccertit' draw a line o(b)certit’ 28 2 0

Only O v 16 kruzit' whirl okruZit' 30 0 0

163 209 125

Table 17. Responses to real verbal stimuli.
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The shaded field of Table 17 shows the verbs that exhibit variation in the choice of the
prefix. They are interesting in many respects. First, many of them show variants that were not
expected (ovalit’, okatit’, obkopat’, obplesti, opolzti) or were expected to a lesser extent than
they were used by the subjects (obbezat’, obplyt’).

Table 18 compares the frequency of competing patterns of prefixation as they appear
in the Russian National Corpus as apposed to the subjects’ responses in the experiment. The
shaded fields emphasize the verbs that exhibit different distribution of the prefixes in these

two sources of data.

Database | Experiment results
Verb OB O| OB O] OBO
o(b)valit' 43 0 27 4 0
o(b)katit’ 0] 189 27 5 0
o(b)polzti 1 18 24 8 0
o(b)beZAt’ 6| 189 18 | 13 0
o(b)(o)plYt' 1] 125 15| 13 5
o(b)vEjat’' 1] 105 17 ] 16 0
o(b)kopAt’' 1| 137 10| 22 0
o(b)plesti 0| 140 9| 23 0
o(b)certit' 2| 705 2] 28 0

Table 18. Variation in the choice of the prefix: data
from the RNC vs. experimental results

From the corpus data one could get the impression that the prefix OB is very marginal
for these verbs. However, the data collected in the experiment suggest that the prefix OB is
much more frequent in colloquial speech than expected.

Crucially, as shown in Tables 17 and 18, much variation in the choice of the prefix is
connected to the stem-initial labial obstruents b and p. These stem onsets were expected to
create a problematic phonological environment for the prefix OB and therefore rule it out,
prioritizing instead the prefix O. Interestingly, the stems with initial » and p in the subjects’
responses cooccur with the prefix OB even more often than with O. So, the OB-forms
obpolzIA, obbeZAt', obplYt' were more frequent in the experiment than their O-counterparts.
Although for the verb o(b)plesti the prefix O was chosen more often, OB was still a strong
competing candidate, as seen in the frequency rates in Table 18. The preference for OB in this
phonological context contradicts the prediction of the Split Hypotheses but supports the
general idea that the prefix OB is strongly associated with the spatial meaning: it wins here
even in spite of being adjacent to the bilabial obstacle.

On the other hand, the verbs with phonological contexts that are non-problematic for

OB (o(b)katit’, o(b)kopAt', o(b)certit', o(b)valit’) show that both O and OB are possible options
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for the spatial meaning. The occurrence of the prefix O in the environments non-problematic
for OB contradicts the major prediction of the Split Hypothesis.

The different degrees of prefix variation exhibited in the subjects’ responses are
visualized in Figure 13. Numbers on the horizontal axis correspond to the numbers of the
verbs listed in Table 17. One can see that O often competes with OB and this prevents the

overgeneralization of the OB-pattern.
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Figure 13. Rates of responses given to real verbal stimuli

One of the subjects who participated in the experiment explicitly described a
difference in the spatial meaning of O and OB that was not mentioned in the literature before.
Assuming that both of these prefixes carry the meaning MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT, the
subject distinguished them as follows: the prefix O can only be used if the Landmark is flat
like a field or a stadium, while OB suggests that the Landmark is a prominent obstacle which
cannot be crossed through (e.g. a house). So, in the idiolect of this subject it was grammatical
to say o-beZAt' vokrug pol’a ‘run around a field’ and ob-beZAt' vokrug doma ‘run around a
house’, but the phrases with the opposite prefixation patterns *o-beZAt' vokrug doma and
*obbeZAt' vokrug pol’a were ungrammatical. The Russian National Corpus provides a number
of sentences that could serve as counterexamples for this logic (cf. example in (34) from

Chapter 3). This issue needs further investigation.

5.2.2. Responses to real adjectival stimuli

Generally, the responses to the adjectival stimuli were more consistent with my
expectations. At the same time, the forms omel’¢it’ and orusit’ were not expected at all.
However, they occurred more than once and competed with OB-counterparts, even though the
phonological context should have inhibited O. This supports the idea that O is associated with
the factitive meaning MAKE X.

Table 19 aggregates the frequencies of each prefix. The response forms themselves

can be found in Appendix 8.
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# Stimulus Gloss 0O OB OBO
1 amerikanskij American 1 28 0
2 vsivyj lousy 23 2 7
3 gluxoj deaf 30 0 0
4  golyj naked, bare 29 1 0
5 grubyj rough 30 0 0
6 Zivoj alive 30 0 0
7 zloj angry 4 0 24
8 kruglyj round 30 0 0
9 legkij easy 0 30 0
10 | melkij small 9 21 0
11 mracnyj dark, gloomy 30 0 0
12 nagoj naked 30 0 0
13 nemeckij German 25 5 0
14 obscij general 0 30 0
15  russkij Russian 3 27 0
16 svetlyj light (color) 30 0 0
304 144 31

Table 19. Responses to real adjectival stimuli.

Now I turn to discussion of the experimental results on the nonce words.

5.3. Responses to nonce stimuli

The experimental results on nonce words demonstrate a number of facts crucial for the
final interpretation of relations between the prefixes in question.

First, I report on the results of the statistical analysis* of the data. In order to carry out
all statistical tests described below, the statistics software package R was used. The analysis
of the data consisted of two steps. First, it was important to discover whether the observed
differences in the distribution of the prefixes according to different factors were statistically
significant. Second, the factors that were found statistically significant had to be evaluated
with respect to each other.

The Welch Two Sample t-test showed that the distribution of prefixes across verbal
vs. adjectival stimuli (questionnaires A & B vs. C) was statistically very significant (t = -
4.9324, df = 45.946, p-value = 1.105e-05). Wilcoxon test supported this result (W = 167.5, p-
value = 2.999¢-05)"!. This means that the distribution of the prefixes according to the stimulus
type observed in the experimental results was not an occasional distribution and could not
have arisen by chance. This also means that the collected data were valid and reliable and
could serve as an empirical basis for further generalizations. Recall that the two stimulus

types (verbs and adjectives) correspond to two target meanings (MOVE AROUND AN

“ The statistical analysis of the experimental data was conducted by Laura A. Janda. My contribution here
consists in providing the data and reporting on the results of the analysis. All the shortcomings are mine alone.
*I' A detailed description of how these two tests were run can be found in Appendix 10.
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OBJECT vs. MAKE X). Thus, the statistical results conform to the distribution of prefixes
predicted by the Split Hypothesis.

The distribution of prefixes across different stress patterns (questionnaire A vs. B) was
found to be not statistically significant (neither for stimulus stress nor for response stress)*.
Both Welch Two Sample t-test (p-value = 0.0985 for stimulus stress and p-value = 0.3778 for
response stress) and Wilcoxon test (p-value = 0.1635 for stimulus stress and p-value = 0.852
for response stress) yielded similar values. This result suggests that on the basis of these data
one cannot establish whether stress is a factor or not. At any rate, stress is much less a factor
than a stimulus type. However, it was important to isolate it and test as it was done in the
experiment.

Since subjects were allowed to choose one, two, or all three of the prefixes for each
stimulus, it was possible to run three multiple regression analyses for the selection of O, OB,
and OBO by the subjects. In each analysis the following factors were examined:

Stimulus Type: verbs vs. adjectives

Cluster Onset: complex stem-initial onsets (Zgavyj) vs. simple stem-initial onsets (lusyj)
Possible with B: “no” for stem-initial clusters such as Zr (¥*bZr), “yes” elsewhere

Onset Place of articulation: labials, dentals, alveopalatals, velars®

Onset Manner of articulation: sonorants, stops, fricatives, affricates

The regression analysis looks at the contributions of the various factors in predicting
the number of targeted responses. An optimal model for the data was designed. Details are
given apparently in Appendix 10.

The factors that were found significant for selecting O were stimulus type (p<2e-16),
followed by Onset manner of articulation (p=8.58e-07), with a weaker but significant
interaction between onset manner and place of articulation (p values from .0017 to .016).
Other factors were not significant.

The factors that were found significant for OB were stimulus type (p<2e-16), onset
manner of articulation (p=2.03e-05), and cluster onset (p=.02).

For OBO the only significant factor was cluster onset (p=.00067), though stimulus
type approaches significance, as does possible-with-B. As shown further in this chapter, the
prefix O was often preferred over OBO as a repair strategy. Therefore, the collected responses
provided less data on OBO than expected. Probably, there is too little data for the model to

account for the variance here.

*> More information on this distinction and the test results can be found in Appendix 10.
* 1n classification of Russian consonants across these values I followed Timberlake 2004. The same is true for
the values of the factor Onset Manner of articulation.
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Summing up the results of the statistical analysis, the two factors (target semantics and

onset type) predicted by the Split Hypothesis were found to be statistically significant. In

other words, the distribution of O, OB and OBO according to these factors could not occur by

chance. Place of stess was found to be not significant and regarding these data cannot be

established as a factor. Therefore, stress will not be discussed further in this chapter.

Now I turn to how the prefixes were distributed. The distribution of O, OB and OBO

across different types of stimuli is shown in Figures 14-17. The different patterns of prefix

distribution, observed in these Figures, crucially depend on the type of the stimulus (and

therefore the spatial or factitive semantics of the target verb) and thus support the main claim

of the Split Hypothesis that semantics significantly determines the choice of the prefix.
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Figure 14. Distribution of prefixes across
nonce verbal stimuli with simple onsets.
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Figure 16. Distribution of prefixes across
nonce verbal stimuli with complex onsets

Figure 15. Distribution of prefixes across
nonce adjectival stimuli with simple onsets
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Figure 17. Distribution of prefixes across
nonce adjectival stimuli with simple onset
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Recall that apart from the major preferences for O vs. OB in the two semantic
domains, the Split Hypothesis makes a prediction about the hierarchy of allomorphs for each
of the two morphemes. For the morpheme with the spatial meaning, the hierarchy OB >>
OBO >> O is expected. Figure 14 demonstrates that the prefix OB is the most frequent prefix
for the verbs with spatial semantics. However, O is a strong competing candidate here which
contradicts the Split Hypothesis. The hierarchy of prefixes according to their frequency is OB
>> O >> OBO, where OBO is the least frequent of the three.

Recall that for the morpheme with a factitive meaning, the hierarchy of allomorphs is
expected to be O >> OB >> OBO. Figure 15 shows that O is most preferred prefix in the
factitive meaning MAKE X. The predicted hierarchy of the prefixes matches the result: O >>
OB >> OBO.

So far, I reported on the prefixes’ distribution across the stimuli with simple onsets.
Figures 16 and 17 demonstrate the distribution of O, OB and OBO triggered by the stem-
initial clusters. Suprisingly, in both semantic domains O is preferred over OBO as a repair
strategy for simplification of a consonant cluster. This suggests that O and OB are much more
interchangeable than expected.

Thus, the general distribution of O and OB meets the major prediction of the Split
Hypothesis: the prefix OB is the most frequent for the spatial meaning MOVE AROUND AN
OBJECT, while the prefix O is the most frequent for the factitive meaning MAKE X. One
might argue that some inconsistencies of the results with the predictions of the Split
Hypothesis are due to those phonological environments that are problematic for O or OB.
Therefore, the distribution of O and OB in neuyral phonological contexts must be more
informative for the discussion of the morphological status of these prefixes.

Recall that according to the Split Hypothesis, the phonologically neutral environments
(simplex onsets other than b, p, sonorants and v) were expected to show a strong contrast of O
and OB according to two the semantic domains and their distribution was expected to be
complementary. The relevant results are shown in Table 20 and Figure 18.

The results show that contrastive use of O and OB in non-problematic phonological
contexts is not a rule with a few exceptions, but rather a strong tendency which tolerates a
high degree of variation between O and OB. The uses of these two prefixes overlap
considerably and this shows that both of them are highly possible and attested in both
semantic domains even in non-problematic phonological environments, where the clearest

contrast was expected.
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According to statistics, in the spatial meaning the prefixes O and OB are distributed as
38.8% vs. 61.1%, while in the factitive meaning this is vice versa: O appears in 65.9% and
OB - in 34%. These data suggests that the actual overlap between O and OB in both semantic
domains is very large (34 — 40 %) and this clearly contradicts the prediction of the Split

Hypothesis on the complementary distribution of O and OB in non-problematic phonological

environments.
Nonce stem O OB, OBO
onset
verb adj verb adj
d 26 42 37 21
Z 37 36 27 25
z 29 47 35 17
S 27 46 38 19
t 18 45 43 17
c 14 19 18 12
¢ 33 46 33 20
§ 26 47 37 17
§’: 15 25 17 5
g 39 52 23 11
k 32 51 33 10
X 19 39 41 23
315 495 382 197
In total: 388% | 61.1% | 65.9% 34%
Table 20. Distribution of the prefixes in non-problematic phonological
environments.
601
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Figure 18. Distribution of the prefixes in non-problematic phonological environments.

This picture might seem quite abstract, because it is drawn by statistics and represents
a generalization over all subjects. However, it is supported by the large individual variation in
the choice of a prefix and in response patterns attested for different subjects. Figures 19 and
20 present individual patterns of prefix preferences for Questionnaires A and B. The bars

show how many times each of the three prefixes was chosen by each subject.
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Figure 19. Individual patterns of prefix preferences (Questionnaire A).
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Figure 20. Individual patterns of prefix preferences (Questionnaire B).

The individual patterns are strikingly different. For some subjects (e.g. A5, A10, B6,
B8, B10, B11), OB is strongly preferred in the meaning MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT.
However, for many subjects (e.g. A2, A4, A9, All, B1, B3, B9, B12), O is the most dominant
prefix in this meaning, while for the third group of subjects (e.g. Al, A3, A7, A13, B2, BS5,
B15), O and OB are two nearly equally strong competing candidates for the spatial meaning.
This fact goes along with numerous decisions to give more than one response form for the
same nonce stimulus and the high degree of hesitation observed in the administering of the
experiment. Clearly, the Split Hypothesis fails to account for this individual variation in
prefix preferences.

Now I turn to the phonologically problematic environments and consider the
distribution of prefixes there. Figures 21 and 22 present the distribution of the prefixes O, OB

and OBO across nonce verbal and adjectival stimuli respectively with simple onsets.
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Figure 21. Distribution of the prefixes OB, O and OBO across nonce verbal stimuli with
simple onsets.
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Figure 22. Distribution of the prefixes O, OB, OBO across nonce adjectival stimuli with
simple onsets.

Phonological factors play an important role in the choice of the prefix. Most
environments that were expected to be problematic for OB (stem-initial » and p) or O (stem-
initial sonorants but not v) do trigger a pattern of distribution different than that of neutral
contexts.

Figure 21 shows that for the verbs with spatial meaning that start with p or b, the
prefix O is preferred over OB, though the variation between the two prefixes is suprisingly

high.
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Figure 22 shows that the stem-initial sonorants n, [, r, j trigger the prefix OB more
often than other simple onsets. However, the prefix O occurs more often in front of the
simplex-initial sonorants than expected. These facts show that the semantic factor is stronger
than the phonological well-formedness restrictions and often takes precedence in subjects’
decisions. The sonorant m behaves differently and triggers O more often than expected. The
labiodental v which has an intermediate status in the Russian phonological system, behaves
not like sonorants as predicted by the Split Hypothesis, but rather like other obstruents.

Figures 23 and 24 show the distribution O, OB and OBO across the nonce verbal and

adjectival stimuli with complex onsets.
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Figure 23. Distribution of the prefixes OB, O and OBO across nonce verbal stimuli with
complex onsets.
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Figure 24. Distribution of the prefixes O, OB and OBO across nonce adjectival stimuli with
complex onsets.

These Figures demonstrate that OBO is surprisingly rare in the spatial semantic
domain and is often replaced by the prefix O as a repair strategy. The prefix OB occurs more
often in the spatial domain than in the factitive one. Interestingly, the effect of compatibility /
incompatibility of the onset clusters with the preceding B is not seen from these data. Clusters

behave the same regardless of whether they are compatible with b or not. The main property
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here was that they are complex clusters as opposed to simple clusters and therefore trigger a
different strategy. This suggests that the prefix OBO might be more lexicalized in the real
words than expected.

Summing up this discussion, the experimental results support the major claim of the
Split Hypothesis concerning the semantic preferences for O and OB. However, other
experimental results contradict the Split Hypothesis and suggest a different interpretation of
relations between O, OB and OBO. The Split Hypothesis fails to account for the high degree
of variation in the choice of the prefix in neutral phonological environments. Since we deal
with nonce words, those response forms that contradict the predictions of the Split Hypothesis
cannot be related to the lexicalization of a pattern that dates from before the morphological
split. This suggests a unified account which views O and OB as variants of a single
morpheme.

5.4. Summary

The experimental results conform to the main prediction of the Split Hypothesis: the
prefix OB is the most frequent for spatial meaning MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT, while the
prefix O is the most frequent for factitive meaning MAKE X. This distribution was found to
be statistically very significant. However, other experimental results contradict the Split
Hypothesis and suggest a different interpretation of relations between O, OB and OBO.

The clearest contrast between O and OB was expected in the phonologically neutral
environments (simplex onsets other than b, p, sonorants and v). In stead of complementary
distribution, the prefixes O and OBO show large overlap and variation which presents a
challenge for the Overlap Hypoethesis.

Apart from the major result, there are many minor observations that sharpen the
impact of the phonological factor. The labiodental v behaved not like a sonorant as predicted
by the Split Hypothesis but rather like an obstruent. Interestingly, the prefix OB occured more
often before stem-initial labial obstruents b and p than expected. O was used more frequently
in front of simplex-initial sonorants than predicted. These facts show that the semantic factor
is stronger than phonological well-formedness restrictions and often takes precedence in
subjects’ decisions. Unexpectedly, OBO was relatively rare as a cluster repair strategy, unlike
the prefix O.

In Chapter 6 I compare the experimental results with the results on the corpus-based
lexical data from Chapter 3. There I arrive at a final conclusion on the morphological status of

the three prefixes in question.
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Chapter 6

Morphological status and Allomorphy of O, OB and OBO

in Contemporary Standard Russian

So far in this thesis I have adopted an agnostic view on the relations of O, OB, and OBO and
have been calling them prefixes without passing judgement on what morphological status they
have, whether they are separate morphemes or allomorphs of the same morpheme. This
position made it possible to maximize objectivity from an unbiased position and collect valid
and reliable data that can shed some light on this issue. In this chapter I evaluate the Split
Hypothesis according to the results of my study and summarize the arguments of my account.
Here I compare the results of the corpus-based analysis presented in Chapter 3 and the
experimental results reported on in Chapter 5. I propose that they challenge the Split

Hypothesis and favor the alternative unified account of O, OB and OBO.

6.1. Overlap in the lexicon

Recall that the Split Hypothesis was formulated in a rather approximate way being a
generalization of a strong tendency observed in the distribution of O, OB and OBO. The
opposition observed in some clear classes of verbs (pure motion verbs vs. pure factitive verbs)
was further applied to account for the entire group of lexemes that attach these prefixes.

However, I argue that apart from those clear cases used in the argumentation of the
Split Hypothesis, there are also many intermediate transitional verbs that fit equally well into
both semantic domains. For example, the verbs obsusit’ ‘make dry from all sides’, ozerkalit’
‘cover with mirrors’, oblyset’ ‘grow bold’, opusit’ ‘edge, trim with fur’, osvincevat’ (tech.)
‘cover with lead’, ocexlit’ ‘put into a case’, oskurit’ ‘rub a wooden surface with a sandpaper
to make it smooth’, obdernit’ ‘cover an area with turf” simultaneously imply spatial enclosure
or coverage and a change of state of the Landmark. In my analysis of the corpus-based lexical
data I have shown that such semantically transitional perfective verbs are also special in terms
of their word-formation. They usually have not only a verbal base but also a nominal or
adjectival base and these word-formation links provide multiple motivations. I have shown
that this word-formation and semantic pattern is very frequent and cannot be ignored in the

account of these prefixes. More precisely, it yields 333 perfective verbs, or 32 % of all verbs
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in my database. I argue that this large piece of data was crucially underestimated in the Split
Hypothesis and challenges its empirical foundations.

I propose that this transitional type of perfective verbs that fit in both spatial and
factitive semantic domains provides a substantial bridge between them and gives evidence of
their systematic relations. In this account, the verbs that denote a spatial change via enclosure
or affecting the surface(s) of an object like okrasit’ ‘paint’, oblicevat’ ‘face’, okruglit’ ‘round
off” (NP, FP) serve as the source for metaphorical extension of the concept of change into the
non-spatial domain of human emotions and behavior and therefore are directly related to
verbs like opecalit’ ‘sadden’, osramit’ ‘shame’, op’janit’ ‘make drunk’, etc. Thus, the
transitional verbs that provide this link make it possible to incorporate the spatial and factitive
meanings into a single model such as the one I presented in Chapter 3 (Figure 4). The Split
Hypothesis focuses on the semantic opposition of these domains, while my analysis gives a

more faithful and adequate description of the empirical data.

6.2. Variation in the lexicon

In the long list of perfective verbs prefixes with O, OB and OBO there are many
minimal pairs that differ only in terms of the prefix. Andrews (1984) in her study
concentrated on those pairs that contain two semantically distinct lexemes like o-Zit” ‘revive,
come to life’ vs. ob-Zit’ ‘render habitable, assimilate a new place as a home’. Though she
notices in the beginning that the phenomena she is looking at are rather trends that are not
completely established in every position (Andrews 1984: 447), the overall conclusion is that
O and OB constitute two separate morphemes. Again, Andrews’s insightful study suffers
from the overgeneralization of the discovered semantic opposition to the entire group of
lexemes that exhibit these prefixes.

Here it is crucial that the verbs in many minimal pairs analyzed in Andrews 1984 are
polysemous. Being different in one meaning, they often overlap in another meaning and
exhibit close synonymic relations. For example, the verbs o-govorit’ ‘set aside in advance’
and ob-govorit’ ‘discuss’ are interchangeable in their other meaning ‘slander’.

There are also many verbs that exhibit variation in the choice of the prefix and are
assigned the same meaning in the dictionaries (e.g. o-bit’ — ob-bit’, o-vejat’ — ob-vejat’, o-
terebit’ — ob-terebit’, o-tesat’ — ob-tesat’, o-kleit’ — ob-kleit’, o-kurguzit’ — ob-kurguzit’, o-
Ze¢’ —ob-Zec¢’, ozlit’ — obozlit’ etc.). They might have a stylistic difference with O-verbs being

more standard and OB-verbs being more colloquial (e.g. o-smotret’ vs. ob-smotret’ ‘look
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around’) (Alexeeva 1998: 10). The crucial fact here is the possible variation and
interchangeability of the prefixes. Interestingly, this creates duplicate linguistic signs that
often start developing some semantic difference, because ideally a difference in linguistic
form should signify a difference in meaning. This natural tendency was also observed in my
experiment, when a subject expressed their intuition about the semantic difference of the
verbs o0-beZat’ and ob-beZat’ ‘run around’ (recall the discussion from Chapter 5).

Thus, I argue that the variation in the choice of the prefix in many close synonyms
weakens the Split Hypothesis and supports a unified account of O, OB and OBO as one

morpheme.

6.3. Counterexamples in the lexicon

Apart from the overlap and variation in the lexicon, there are also a number of
counterexamples that the Split Hypothesis fails to account for. For example, the verbs with
clear spatial meaning o-kol’cevat’ ‘encircle’, o-kruZit’ ‘surround’, o-kantovat’ ‘mount all
around’, o-gorodit’ ‘fence around’ that were expected to have the prefix OB in non-
problematic for it phonological environments, have the prefix O instead.

The Split Hypothesis tries to capture these data by saying that some prefixed verbs
might have been generated before the morphological split (Krongauz 1998: 147) or that the
Split itself is a process that is not completed yet in Modern Russian (Krongauz 1998: 139).

These assumptions suggested an experimental study where 1 examined the active
contemporary patterns of word production. The subjects of this experiment were asked to
generate prefixed verbs on the basis of nonce verbal and adjectival stimuli. As opposed to real
Russian words, the data obtained in the experiment are clearly not lexicalized and therefore

more informative in terms of testing the Split Hypothesis.

6.4. Overlap in experimental word-production

The experimental results have shown that the impact of the semantic and the
phonological factors on the choice of prefix is statistically significant. This result supports the
major prediction of the Split Hypothesis concerning the distribution of O and OB. However,
apart from the major contrastive tendency, a large overlap of the proposed semantic and
phonological domains was discovered in the experiment. This overlap is especially
informative in non-problematic phonological contexts. The statistical data in Table 21 show

the distribution of O and OB responses across nonce verbal and adjectival stimuli which
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respectively correspond to spatial MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT) and factitive (MAKE X)

target meanings.

Chosen
prefix 0] OB, OBO
Stimulus
type verb adj verb adj
Target
semantics spatial | factitive | spatial | factitive

Number of 315 495 382 197
responses

Total: 810 579
Table 21. Distribution of the prefixes in non-problematic
phonological environments.

Recall that for non-problematic phonological environments the Split Hypothesis
predicts a maximal contrast and complementary distribution of O vs. OB/OBO across the two
semantic domains. However, the distribution of the prefixes observed in subjects’ responces
ad shown in Table 21 clearly contradicts this prediction.

One can see that OB/OBO responses in non-problematic phonological environment
yield 579 response forms. 66% (2/3) of them were used to express the spatial meaning, while
34% (1/3) were used to express the factitive meaning.

O responses yield 810 response forms. 61% (3/5) of them were used to express the
factitive meaning, while 39% (2/5) were used to express the spatial meaning.

If we look at the same data from another perspective, the spatial meaning was
expressed in 697 target verbs. Now recall that we consider non-problematic phonological
environments where both O and OB/OBO have equal chances to occur because there are no
well-formedness constraints that could make one variant be more likely to appear than the
other. From 697 (315 + 382) responses with spatial meaning, 315 (45%) were prefixed with
O, while 382 (55%) were prefixed with OB/OBO. Notice that no O-responses were expected
here according to the Split Hypothesis.

On the other hand, the factitive meaning was expressed in 692 (147 + 495) response
forms. In 495 (71.5%) cases they had the prefix O and in 197 (28.5%) cases they were
prefixed with OB/OBO. Notice that no OB/OBO verbs were predicted to appear here.

The shaded parts of Table 21 correspond to what correlations between the prefix and
the stimulus/meaning were expected. The non-shaded fields present a challenge for the Split

Hypothesis.
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The overlap between O vs. OB/OBO can be measured where verbal stimuli attach not
OB/OBO but O and where adjectival srimuli attach not O but OB/OBO.
The Split hypothesis can tolerate a small overlap between O and OB/OBO uses

provided by a few exceptions. This is illustrated in Figure 25.

Figure 25. Small overlap (O vs. OB
according to the Split Hypothesis).

The actual overlap between the uses of O and OB/OBO discovered in the experiment

is much bigger (36.8 % of all responses). It is schematically represented in Figure 2.

0. 05080
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Figure 26. 36.8% overlap (O vs. OB

according to experimental results).
Figure 26 represents all 1,389 responses that have non-problematic phonological
environment, where each of the three prefixes had equal chances to appear. Thus, the only
factor here at work is semantics. In other words, the choice of prefix here depends only on the
meaning of the target verb (spatial or factitive). Figure 26 uses the data from Table 21 and
demonstrates that 495 responses exhibit the predicted connection between O and factitive
meaning (adjectival stimuli) and 382 responses show the connection between OB, OBO and
the spatial meaning (verbal stimuli). These parts of the distribution were predicted and are
shaded. The non-shaded part of Figure 26 contains 512 responses that do not dufferenciate
between O and OB, OBO according to the semantic criterion. These responses yield 36.8% of

all 1,389 responses. The Split Hypothesis fails to account for such a large overlap.
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6.5. Variation in experimental word-production

Along with overlap, the experimental results also reveal variation in the choice of the
prefix. This can be seen in subjects’ decisions to give more than one possible response for the
same nonce stimulus and the high degree of hesitation observed in the administration of the

experiment.

6.6. Subjects’ individual patterns

The degree of variation in the choice of the prefix becomes is even more obvious if
one looks at the individual response patterns of different subjects. In Chapter 5 I showed that
for some subjects OB was more frequent in spatial meaning than O, as expected. At the same
time, there were subjects for whom O was the most frequent in spatial meaning. For the third
group of subjects, O and OB were equally strong competing options for expressing the spatial

meaning MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT.

Summing up, both the corpus-based and the experimental results challenge the Split

Hypothesis and suggest the alternative view of the relation among O, OB and OBO.

6.7. The unified account for O, OB and OBO

On the basis of my results I argue that the Split Hypothesis underestimates the degree
of overlap and variation. I propose a unified account that treats all three prefixes O, OB and
OBO as one morpheme with some internal semantic specification of the allomorphs. This
specification can be viewed as a natural consequence of the basic semiotic principle: a
difference in phonological shape feeds the development of the difference in meaning. At the
same time, the semantic specification of allomorphs does not cross the boundaries of the
morphological domain of this complex morpheme.

Thus, the three allomorphs of one morpheme do not completely satisfy either of the
two crucial criteria of regular allomorphy. First of all, one may say that the three allomorphs
are not completely identical in terms of semantics. Instead of one clear meaning, this
morpheme exhibits a rich polysemy that can be modeled as a cognitive radial category
hierarchically organized around the central prototype. The three allomorphs of this morpheme
differ in their productivity in different submeanings of its semantic network and their
difference can be captured by Radial Category Profiling, as shown in Chapter 3. Secondly, the

phonological distribution of the three allomorphs is not precisely complementary and allows a
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large amount of overlap and variation. At the same time, the phonological distribution follows
some strong tendencies that were found to be statistically significant. The allomorphy of O,
OB and OBO represents a gradient and complex linguistic phenomenon that can be measured
and recognized due to the statistical significance of the allomorphic distribution (both
semantic and phonological).

This case study of the three prefixes then has important implications, because it
suggests that the traditional well-established theoretical concept of allomorphy is too narrow

and should be revised according to the empirical data described in the present study.
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Chapter 7

Conclusion

In this study I have examined nontrivial relations between three Russian aspectual
prefixes O, OB and OBO. The contribution of this study is twofold.

First, I addressed the issue of whether these prefixes constitute two morphemes, as
suggested by the Split Hypothesis, or one morpheme. The Split Hypothesis claims that the
distribution of O, OB and OBO in Contemporary Russian is due to the morphological split of
a single historical source into two separate morphemes that differ both in their semantics and
in the hierarchy of allomorphs. I have tested the Split Hypothesis against corpus-based lexical
data as well as against the word-production mechanisms of Russian speakers examined in the
psycholinguistic experiment. Both semantic and phonological factors were found statistically
significant and do have a role in determining the choice of the prefix. However, the Split
hypothesis fails to account for the significant variation and overlap in the uses of prefixes
across semantic and phonological domains. Moreover, in Chapter 3 I showed that both spatial
and non-spatial meanings of these prefixes are closely related and systematic and can be
accounted for within a unified semantic model. Crucially, I demonstrated that all fourteen
submeanings in this network can be expressed by each of the three prefixes in question.

The experimental results presented in Chapter 5 meet the major prediction of the Split
Hypothesis: the prefix OB is the most frequent for the spatial meaning MOVE AROUND AN
OBJECT, while the prefix O is the most frequent for the factitive meaning MAKE X.
However, the high degree of variation in the choice of the prefix in neutral phonological
environments (simplex onsets other than b, p, sonorants and v) and in individual response
patterns of different subjects, as well as subjects’ hesitations in the choice of the prefix
present a challenge for the Split Hypothesis and suggest an alternative unified account.

On the basis of my results, I argue for the alternative view that treats O, OB and OBO
as one morpheme with a non-complementary but at the same time statistically significant
distribution of allomorphs**. This suggests that the traditional understanding of allomorphy is
too narrow and should be revised according to the gradient and complex nature of this

linguistic phenomenon. In this light, the present study contributes to the theoretical

* This idea is ullustrated on the front page of the thesis. The three elements might vary and look at different
directions but at the same time be under a single harness and draw a single slay/cart.
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understanding of allomorphy and provides empirical data that can sharpen the model of a
language.

Secondly, in this study I have also addressed another long-standing issue of Russian
linguistics — the issue of “empty” uses of prefixes in Natural Perfectives. Traditionally, it is
assumed that in Natural Perfectives a prefix has no semantic content but only a purely
aspectual perfectivizing function. My findings challenge this view and support the alternative
account (the Overlap Hypothesis) that argues that Russian aspectual prefixes are never
semantically “empty”. According to this account, the zero semantic contribution of the prefix
in Natural Perfectives is an illusion that arises from the overlap between the meaning of a
simplex base verb and the meaning of a prefix.

In Chapter 3, I have tested the Overlap Hypothesis against the “empty” and “non-
empty” uses of the prefixes O, OB and OBO. In order to provide a thorough and detailed
semantic analysis, a database was created. It contained 1,039 perfective verbs collected from
two sources — the Russian National Corpus and the Grammatical Dictionary of the Russian
Language (Zaliznjak 1980). In order to account for the polysemy of individual verbs, five
dictionaries were consulted (Ozegov & Svedova 2001; Efremova 2000; Ushakov 2008:
Evgen’eva 1999; Kuznetsov 2000). Crucially, the “non-empty” uses of O, OB and OBO in
Specialized and Factitive Perfectives and the “empty” uses of these prefixes in Natural
Perfectives were found to be closely related: they share the same semantic network and
exhibit isomorphic relations.

Unlike most other Russian prefixes, O, OB and OBO form a large number of verbs
that belong to the type of Factitive Perfectives®. Since this type of perfective is not captured
in Janda’s (2007b) cluster model of Russian aspect, introduction of this type into the model
became a theoretical contribution of the present study. As opposed to other types of perfective
verbs, Factitive Perfectives lack a verbal base and have a nominal or an adjectival base
instead (e.g. o-cep’-it’ ‘surround, cordon off.FP.” from noun cep’ ‘chain’). Many verbs
prefixed with O, OB and OBO are multiply motivated and therefore simultaneously represent
Factitive Perfectives and Specialized or Natural Perfectives. As shown in Table 22, such

transitional cases are very frequent and yield 333 verbs (32% of all verbs in the database).

* More precisely, in Factitive Perfectives O, OB and OBO are parts of a bigger morpheme — a circumfix.

111



PF type Number of entries
AN e 44

NP, FP 150
ssosp [ oF 100

SP, FP 183
FP 224
557 FP
deetymologized PF 32
Total: 1039

Table 22. Distribution of perfective verbs prefixed with
0O, OB, OBO across types of perfectives

In Chapter 3, I have shown that this transitional type of verbs with multiple motivation
plays a crucial role in my semantic account for Natural Perfectives.

The idea of semantically “empty” prefixes contradicts the main assumption of
cognitive linguistics that meaning is a necessary part of each linguistic sign. The present study
shows that traditionally assumed semantic “emptiness” of the prefixes O, OB and OBO in
Natural Perfectives is an illusion. Thus, this case study contributes to cognitive linguistic
research on Russian aspectual prefixes.

The unified account of the prefixes O, OB and OBO proposed in the thesis can be
further elaborated and tested in future research. There are several possible directions. First, it
is important to compare the prefixes O, OB and OBO with corresponding prepositions that
also have both spatial and non-spatial uses. Secondly, the investigation of the prefix OBO and
its distribution can become the goal of a separate experiment that could test a larger number
of stem-initial clusters. Thirdly, one may want to undertake a comparative study of O, OB and
OBO as opposed to other Russian prefixes, especially those that can form Factitive
Perfectives too (e.g. the prefix U). Moreover, since the prefixes O, OB and OBO exist in all
Slavic languages, one can investigate to which degree they share the properties of these
prefixes found in Russian and in what aspects they are language-specific. Interestingly, some
O-verbs might be related not to OB but to the prefix OT (e.g. ostavit’ ‘leave, preserve’) as
mentioned in (Andersen 1969 a; Alexeeva 1978). They are rare and were excluded from the
present study but one could examine this issue in greater detail. Clearly, the prefixes O, OB

and OBO form a large area of nontrivial linguistic data that should be further exsplored.
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List of abbreviations

ACC
ADJ
ADV
FP
FUT
GEN
GER
IMP
INF
INSTR
INTRANS
LOC
NOM
NP
PART
PAST
PF

PP
PRED
PREP
PRES
RNC
SP
TRANS

accusative case
adjective

adverb

Factitive Perfective
future tense
genitive case
gerund
imperfective aspect
infinitive
instrumental case
intransitive

locative case
nominative case
Natural Perfective
participle

past tense
perfective aspect
prepositional phrase
predicative
preposition

present tense
Russian National Corpus
Specialized Perfective
transitive
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Appendix 1. Excerpt from the database of perfective verbs prefixed with O, OB and OBO

IMP GLOSS | NON- GLOS | base | PF Verb GLOSS PF | Pref. | FREQ | FREQPF | ONSET | SEMANTIC
base VERBAL | S type typ verbal GROUP
base e base

valat’ roll, no no verb | obvalat’ rall (in) all over NP | ob 620 28 \% envelop
drag

rum’anit | make rum’anyj | rosy, verb, | obrum’anit’ | make rosy, ruddy | SP, | ob 9 1 r envelop,

’ rosy, ruddy | adj. all over FP make X
ruddy

no no golyj naked, | adj. ogolit’(sja) | bare, strip FP | o 4 250 g make X

bare

Table 6. Excerpt from the database of perfective verbs prefixed with O, OB and OBO.
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Appendix 2: List of verbs for each semantic Subcategory

I. Specialized and Factitive Perfectives

Subcategory 1: MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT

# IMP base Gloss PF Gloss PFtype Prefix
1. bezat’ run o-bezat’ run around SP 0
2. bezat’ run ob-bezat’ run around Sp ob
3. idti go obo-jti go around SP obo
4. letet’ fly ob-letet’ fly around SP ob
5. exat’ drive ob-"exat’ drive around SP ob
6. vezti convey, transport ob-vezti convey around SP ob
7. vesti lead ob-vesti lead around SP ob
8. nesti carry ob-nesti carry smth around SP ob
9. polzti crawl o-polzti crawl around SP 0
10. polzti crawl ob-polzti crawl around SP ob
11. plyt’ swim o-plyt’ swim/sail around SP 0
12. plyt’ swim ob-plyt’ swim/sail around SP ob
13. skakat’ gallop ob-skakat’ gallop around SP ob
14. prygat’ jump o-prygat’ jump around SP 0
15. Sagat’ walk ob-Sagat’ walk around SP ob
16. tascit’ drag ob-tascit’ drag around smth SP ob
17. katit’ roll, drive fast, transport ob-katit’ drive around SP ob
Table 1.
Subcategory 2: PASS BY

# IMP base Gloss PF Gloss PFtype  Prefix
1. bezat’ run o-bezat’ run past, to the side of SP 0
2. bezat’ run ob-bezat’ run past, to the side of SP ob
3.idti go obo-jti pass, avoid, leave out Sp obo
4. letet’ fly ob-letet’ fly past Sp ob
5. jexat’ drive ob-jexat’ drive past SP ob
6. nesti carry ob-nesti leave out in serving Sp ob
7. polzti crawl o-polzti crawl past Sp 0
8. polzti crawl ob-polzti crawl past SP ob
9. te¢’ flow ob-te¢’ flow past SP ob
10. gnut’ bend obo-gnut bend around Sp ob
Table 2

Subcategory 3: OVERTAKE
# Base Gloss PF Gloss PF type  Prefix
1. gnat’ drive, urge obo-gnat’ leave behind, pass, outstrip Sp obo
2. idti g0 obo-jti leave behind SP obo
3. skakat’ gallop ob-skakat’ gallop ahead, overtake SP ob
4. pered front o-peredit’ outstrip, leave behind FP 0
Table 3.
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Subcategory 4: OUTDO

#IMP base Gloss PF Gloss PFtype Prefix
1. igrat’ play ob-ygrat’ win, beat at a game SP ob
2. idti g0 obo-jti surpass in some activity SP obo
3. skakat’ gallop ob-skakat’ outdo at some activity SP ob
4. lovit’ try to catch ob-lovit’ outdo others in catching fish*® SP ob
5. borot’(sja)  fight, struggle o-borot’ overcome, fight down SP 0
6. scelkat’ crack ob-scelkat’ win over smb in a game SP ob
7. silit’(sja) force to do o-silit’(sja) win in a fight, manage to do SP,FP o

sila force (noun) o...it’
8. derzat’ hold o-derzat’ win, gain, prevail over SP 0
9. deetymologized odolet’ overcome no -
Table 4.

Subcategory 5: MISTAKE
# Base Gloss PF Gloss PF type Circumfix
1. znat’ know obo-znat’-sja  take someone for someone else SP obo...sja
2. séitat’ calculate ob-scitat’-sja  make a mistake in calculation SP ob...sja
3. govorit’ speak o-govorit’-sja make a mistake in speaking SP o...sja
4. pecatat’ type o-pecatat’-sja  misprint SP o..sja
5. pisat’ write o-pisat’-sja make a mistake in writing SP o...sja
6. slySat’ hear o-slySat’-sja  mishear SP o...sja
7. se¢’ flog, cut o-se¢’-sja miss the target shooting SP o...sja
into pieces

8. prostofil’a  goof, silly person o-prostofil-it’-sja make a mistake, blunder, goof =~ FP o...it’sja

9. prostovolosyj loose-haired

o-prostovolos-it’-sja disgrace oneself through a mistake FP o..it’sja

10.deetymologized obmiSulitsa make a mistake no -
11. deetymologized oSibit’sja mistake no ---
Table 5.
Subcategory 6: DECEIVE
# Base Gloss PF Gloss PFtype Morpheme
1. merit’ measure ob-merit’ cheat in measuring SP ob
2. vesit’ weigh ob-vesit’ cheat in weighing goods SP ob
3. scitat’ calculate ob-scitat’ cheat in calculation, short-change SP ob
4. delit’ divide, share  ob-delit’ do out of one’s fair share SP ob
5. xitrit’ use cunning,  ob-xitrit’ deceive SP ob
guile, dissemble

6. egorit’ cheat ob-"egorit’ cheat, swindle SP ob
7. zulit’ swindle ob-zulit’ swindle SP ob
8. laposit® cheat ob-laposit® cheat SP ob
9. bolvan fool (noun) o-bolvan-it’(sja) cheat, make a fool out of smb. FP o...it’
10. durit’ play tricks ob-durit’ fool SP,FP ob

dur(ak) fool (noun) ob...it’
11.1dti go obo-jti cheat, take in, fool SP obo
12. dut’ blow ob-dut’ cheat, fool SP ob
13. krutit’ wind ob-krutit’ deceive SP ob
14. krutit’ wind o-krutit’ subdue via cunning SP 0

% This meaning is attested in the Efremova’s dictionary (2000).
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15. deetymologized obmanut’ cheat no -
16. deetymologized obmisulit’ deceive no -
Table 6.
Subcategory 7: OVERDO
# IMP base  Gloss PF Gloss PFtype Morpheme
1. est’ eat ob-"est’-sja overeat SP ob...sja
2. xavat’ eat (vulg.) ob-xavat’-sja overeat (vulg.) SP ob...sja
3. treskat’ eat ob-treskat’-sja overeat SP ob...sja
4. lopat’ guzzle, eat ob-lopat’-sja overeat SP ob...sja
5. Zrat’ guzzle, gobble obo-Zrat’-sja overeat, guzzle, stuff SP obo...sja
(of animals)
6. pit’ drink ob-pit’-sja drink oneself stupid, SP ob...sja
drink to excess
7. pit’ drink 0-pit’-sja drink oneself stupid,  SP 0...sja
drink to excess
8. kurit’ smoke ob-kurit’-sja smoke too much, SP ob...sja
get over-intoxicated
9. revet’ cry ob-revet’-sja cry too much SP ob...sja
10. ¢itat’ read ob-Citat’-sja read too much SP ob...sja
11. xoxotat’  laugh ob-xoxotat’-sja laugh too much SP ob...sja
12. rzat’ neigh, laugh at obo-rzat’-sja laugh too much SP obo...sja
13. Septat’ whisper ob-Septat’-sja whisper too much SP  ob...sja
14. dysat’ breathe ob-dysat’-sja breathe too much SP  ob...sja
(paint fumes, fresh air, etc.)
15. mectat’ dream ob-mectat’-sja spend too much time SP  ob...sja
dreaming
16. vorovat’  steal ob-vorovat’-sja do too much robbing SP  ob...sja
17. zvonit’ ring ob-zvonit’-sja talk, ring, scream for SP  ob...sja
too long
18. pet’ sing ob-pet’-sja sing too much SP  ob...sja
19. smotret’  look at ob-smotret’-sja watch smth too much SP  ob...sja
20. iskat’ search ob-iskat’-sja spend too much time SP  ob...sja
searching in vain
21. smejat’sja laugh ob-smejat’sja laugh too much SP ob
22.lenit’sja  be lazy ob-lenit’-sja become too lazy SP,FP ob
len’ lazyness (noun) ob...it’-sja
23. kormit’ feed ob-kormit’ overfeed SP,FP ob
24. poit’ give to drink o-poit’ injure by giving SP 0
too much to drink
25. uzit’ make narrow ob-uzit’ make too narrow SP,FP ob
uzkij narrow (adj.) ob...it’
26. kurguzit’  cut tail or edges ob-kurguzit’(sja) cut too much SP,FP  ob
of clothes
kurguzyj short (adj.) ob...it’
27. kurguzit’  cut tail or edges o-kurguzit’(sja) cut too much SP,FP o
of clothes
kurguzyj  short (adj.) o...it’
Table 7.

123



Subcategory 8: METAPHORICAL PASS BY

# IMP base  Gloss PF Gloss PFtype Morpheme
1. govorit’ speak ob-govorit’ slander SP ob
2. govorit’ speak o-govorit’ slander Sp 0
3. lgat’ tell lies obo-lgat’ tell lies about someone Sp obo
4. boltat’ chat o-boltat’ slander SP 0
5. klevetat’ calumniate o-klevetat’ slander, defame SP, FP 0
kleveta slander (noun) o...at’
6. zvat’ call obo-zvat’(sja) give a bad nickname SP obo
7.slusat’(sja) obey o-slusat’sja disobey SP 0
8. zdat’ wait obo-Zdat’ wait for a while SP obo
Table 8.
Subcategory 9: AFFECT A NUMBER OF OBJECTS
# IMP base  Gloss PF Gloss PFtype Prefix
Unidirectional motion verbs:
1. bezat’ run ob-bezat’ running visit many places SP ob
2. bezat’ run o-bezat’ running visit many places SP 0
3.idti go obo-jti make a round (of doctor, sentry) SP obo
4. letet’ fly ob-letet’ flying visit many places SP ob
5. vezti convey, transport ob-vezti go the round of SP ob
6. nesti carry ob-nesti serve round to several people SP ob
Non-directional motion verbs:
7. begat’ run ob-bEgat’ running visit many places SP ob
8. begat’ run o-bEgat’ running visit many places SP 0
9. letat’ fly ob-letat’ flying visit many places SP ob
10. xodit’ walk, go ob-xodit’ walking visit many places SP ob
11. ezdit’ travel, drive  ob-"ezdit’ travelling/driving visit many places SP ob
12. lazit’ climb ob-lazit’ climb everywhere SP ob
13. lazat’ climb ob-lazat’ climb all over the place SP ob
14. polzat’ crawl ob-pOlzat’*’  crawling visit many spots SP ob
15. polzat’ crawl 0-pOlzat’ crawling visit many spots SP 0
16. plavat’ swim ob-plavat’ swimming visit lots of places SP ob
Movement verbs:
17. Sagat’ walk ob-Sagat’ walking visit lots of places SP ob
18. Sastat’ roam, hang about ob-Sastat” roaming visit many places SP ob
19. Smygat’ dart ob-Smygat’ darting visit a lot of places SP ob
20. $nyrit’ sniff, snoop  ob-$nyrit’ examine a number of places SP ob
21. $nyrjat’ run, rush ob-Snyrjat’ run and explore a lot of places SP ob
Other:
22. ryskat’ search ob-ryskat’ searching for smth SP ob
visit many places
23. zvonit’ give a call ob-zvonit’ give a call to a number of people SP ob
24. prosit’ ask o-prosit’  interview, interrogate a number of people SP 0
25. zanimat’”  borrow ob-zanimat”  borrow from many people SP ob
26. stirat’ wash clothes  ob-stirat’(sja) wash clothes for many people or SP ob
all clothes for one person
27. ¢init’ fix ob- ¢init’ fix objects for many people or SP ob

7 Here the capital letter indicates the vowel which carries stress. The place of stress in this verb is crucial in
distinguishing between perfective and imperfective aspect. If stress is on the thematic vowel (0b-polzAt’), the
verb is imperfective and cannot be in this Table.
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everything for one person

28. §it’ sew ob-sit’ make clothes for a group of people SP ob
make all necessary clothes for one person
29. Stopat’ darn ob-Stopat’ darn all the clothes or SP ob
clothes of many people
30. delit’ divide, share  o-delit’ present, endow (with) SP 0
31. reSat’ decide ob-reSat’ decide on a number of questions SP ob
32. stuat’ knock ob-stucat’ passing by houses or apartments SP ob
knock at the door (Efremova 2006)
33. stukat’ knock ob-stukat’ knock everywhere, at many places SP ob
34. scitat’ calculate ob-scitat’ calculate a number of things SP ob
35. gladit’ iron ob-gladit’ iron all the clothes for someone SP ob
or clothes for many people
36. metit’ put a tag, label ob-metit’ put tags on many places SP,FP ob
37. darit’ give a present o-darit’ give presents to a number of people SP,FP o
or endow generously one person
Table 9.
Subcategory 10: SURROUND / ENCLOSE
# IMP base  Gloss PF Gloss .....PFtype Morpheme
attaching to the Landmark:
1. vjazat’ tie, knit ob-vjazat’(sja) tie around, edge in SP ob
chain-stitch (knitting)
2. gorodit’ build, put a fence ob-gorodit’(sja) fence around SP  ob
3. gorodit’ build, put a fence o-gorodit’(sja) fence around SP o
4. nesti carry ob-nesti enclose (with), fence SP ob
5. murovat’ build a wall out of ob-murovat’ encircle with a stone wall SP  ob
bricks, stones, clay
6. stroit’(sja)  build ob-stroit’(sja) surround with buildings, SP  ob
parts of a building
7. sadit’ plant ob-sadit’ plant around SP  ob
8. sadit’ put to sit o-sadit’ besiege SP o
9. lozit'*® put, place ob-lozit’(sja) put around SP ob
10. stavit’ put, place ob-stavit’(sja) surround, furnish, arrange SP  ob
11. vit’ twist, wind ob-vit’(sja) wind around, entwine SP ob
12. vit’ twist, wind o-vit’(sja) wind around, entwine SP o
13. krutit’ wind ob-krutit’(sja) wind smth around smth SP  ob
14. krutit’ wind o-krutit’(sja) wind smth around smth SP o
15. gnut’ bend obo-gnut’(sja) bend around SP  obo
16. motat’ wind ob-motat’(sja) wind around SP...ob
17. kidat’ throw ob-kidat’ throw around SP  ob
18. nizat’ string, thread beads ob-nizat’ stringing beads, pearls SP  ob
decorate smth in a circle
19. sit’ Sew ob-sit’ edge, border SP ob
20. strocit’ sew on a sewing ob-strocit’ sew around on a sewing SP  ob
machine machine
21. tykat’ stick ob-tykat’(sja) surround with sticks SP ob
22. paxat’ plough, till o-paxat’ plough land around SP o
23. deetymologized obnjat’(sja) embrace no  ---
24. deetymologized objat’(sja) surround no  ---

* This verb exists in the Russian common language (prostoreéie) (Skvorcov 2005: 379 — 380).
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Removing from the Landmark:

25. kopat’ dig ob-kopat’ dig around SP ob
26. kopat’ dig o-kopat’(sja) dig around, entranch SP o
27. ryt’ dig ob-ryt’ dig around SP ob
28. est’ eat ob-"est’ eat at the edges SP ob
29. glodat’ gnaw o-glodat’ pick, gnaw around SP o
30. gryzt’ gnaw o-gryzt’ gnaw all around SP o
31. kosit’ mow grass ob-kosit’(sja) mow grass around smth  SP  ob
32. kosit’ mow grass o-kosit’ mow grass around smth  SP o
33. toptat’ trample o-toptat’ trample around smth SP o
34. burit’ drill o-burit’ apply drilling, drill around SP o
35. porot’ unpick, rip o-porot’ unpick, rip around SP o
36. kromsat’  cut ob-kromsat’ uneven and carelessly cut edges SP ob
37. kromsat’  cut o-kromsat’ uneven and carelessly cut edges SP o
38. krosit’ crumb, chop, ob-kroSit’(sja) crumble, break off in SP ob
hack to pieces pieces from the outside, on the edges
39. kusat’ bite ob-kusat’ bite around, nibble SP ob
40. lomat’ break ob-lomat’ break off (edges) SP ob
41. lomit’ break ob-lomit’(sja) break off (edges) SP ob
Both directions:
42. gresti rake o-gresti(s’) rake around SP o
43. valit’ heap up, pile up ob-valit’ heap around SP ob
throw down cause to fall
44, kruzit’ circle o-kruz-it’(sja) encircle, surround SP,FP o
krug circle (noun) o...it’
45. kruzit’ circle ob-kruZz-it’(sja) encircle, surround SP,FP ob
krug circle (noun) ob...it’
46. najtovit’ connect and tie ob-najtovit’ tie around with arope SP, FP ob
together with a rope
najtov rope (noun) ob...it’
47. granicit’ border o-granicit’(sja) limit, restrict SP,FP o
granica frontier, boundary (noun) o0...it’
48. mezevat’ draw a borderline ob-mezevat’ surround with boundaries SP, FP ob
meza boundary (noun) ob...evat’
49, Certit’ draw ob-Certit’ draw around SP, FP ob
Certa line (noun) ob...it’
50. Certit’(sja) draw o-Certit’(sja)  outline, draw around  SP, FP 0
Certa line (noun) o...it’
51. prudit’ dam (up) o-prudit’ surround with dams ~ SP, FP 0
prud pond (noun) o0...it
52. pojas belt (noun) o-pojas-at’(sja) gird, girdle FP  o...at
53. rama frame (noun) ob-ram-it’ put into a frame FP  ob...it’
54. cep’ chain (noun) o-cep-it surround, cordon off  FP o it
55. uzda bridle (noun) ob-uzd-at’ put a bridle on, control, curb FP ob..at’
56. lapa paw (noun) ob-lap-it’ embrace FP  ob...it’
57. kuca pile (noun) o-kug-it’ make a pile of soil FP o0...it’
around a plant
58. val dyke, a long thick ob-val-ovat”  dyke a bank (agric.)  FP ob...ovat’
wall that is built to
stop water flooding
into a low area of land
59. kajma edging (noun) o-kajm-it’(sja) decorate with edging  FP 0..it’
Table 10.
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Subcategory 11: AFFECT A SURFACE

# IMP base  Gloss PF Gloss PFtype Affix
1. dat’ give ob-dat’(sja) cover with liquid/gas SP ob
2. delat’ do ob-delat’ cover with some material SP  ob
3. 8it’(sja) Ssew ob-Sit(sja) plank, sheathe SP ob
4. kalit’ heat with high ob-kalit’ strongly heat the SP ob
temperature surface, from outside
5. goret’ burn ob-goret’ get burned on the surface  SP  ob
6. gret’ heat, warm o-gret’ swipe, hit smb hard SP o
(with a stick or other tool)
7. ze¢’ burn o0-ze¢’ burn, scorch SP 0
8. zed’ burn ob-ze¢’ burn, scorch SP ob
9. katit’ roll ob-katit’(sja) pour liquid on, soak SP ob
10. katit® roll o-katit’(sja) pour liquid on, soak SP o
11. bryzgat’(sja) splash o-bryzgat’(sja) splash, besprinkle (with) SP o
the surface
12. pleskat’ splash o-pleskat’ splashing cover smth SP o
13. pryskat’  sprinkle (with), spray o-pryskat’ sprinkle, spray all the surface SP o
14. sejat’ SOwW ob-sejat’(sja) sow a field SP ob
15. sjjAv shine, beam o-sijat’ light the surface of smth SP 0
16. trogat’ touch ob-trogat’ touch all the surface SP ob
17. xvatat’ grab ob-xvatat’ touching leave fingerprints SP  ob
everywhere
18. packat’ dirty, soil, stain ob-packat’(sja) dirty all over SP ob
19. packat’ dirty, soil, stain o-packat’(sja) dirty all over SP o
20. myzgat’ dirty, soil, stain ob-myzgat’(sja) cover with dirt SP ob
21. terebit’ pull a little, shake ob-terebit’ pull all over SP ob
22. terebit’ pull a little, shake o-terebit’ pull all over SP o
23. kapat’ drop o-kapat’(sja) cover with drops, spots SP o
24. kapat’ drop ob-kapat’(sja) cover with drops, spots SP ob
25. susolit’ dirty with spittle or fat ob-susolit’(sja) cover with spittle or fat SP  ob
26. tacat’ stitch without gaps; ob-tacat’ making stitches cover; SP ob
work on a detail make smooth
27. tesat’ hew, chopping smooth ob-tesat’(sja) hew all the surface SP ob
along the surface, flatten (wood, stone)
28. tesat’ hew o-tesat’(sja) hew all the surface SP 0
flatten (wood, stone)
29. s8lifovat”  polish o-Slifivat® polish all the surface SP o
30. Slixtovat’  (tech.) smooth, finish o-8lixtovat’ (tech.) smooth, finish SP 0
31. topit’ heat ob-topit® melt smth on the SP ob
surface (e.g. fat)
32. kleit’ glue, stick o-kleit’ cover with, glue SP 0
33. kovat’ forge, hammer o-kovat’ bind with metal SP 0
34. konopatit’ caulk o-konopatit’ caulk, plug holes everywhere SP o
35.indevet’  get covered with ob-yndevet’ be covered with SP ob
hoar-frost hoar-frost
36. slusat’ listen to ob-slusat’ check the heartbeat SP  ob
37. plakat’ cry ob-plakat’ cover smth with tears SP ob
38. plevat’ spit o-plevat’ spit on the surface allover SP o
39. xarkat’ spit ob-xarkat’ spit on smth, cover with spit SP  ob
40. blevat’(sja) puke o-blevat’(sja) puke all over SP o
41. kakat’ excrete ob-kakat’ cover with excrements, spoil SP  ob
42. gadit’ excrete, spoil o-gadit’ cover with excrements, spoil SP o
43. dristat’ (vulg.) have diarrea ob-dristat’ cover with excrements, spoil SP  ob
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44, srat’

(vulg.) excrete

obo-srat’(sja)

(vulg.) cover with excrements SP obo

45. ssat’ (vulg.) urinate obo-ssat’(sja) (vulg.) cover with urine SP obo
46. lezt’ crawl, go, fall out ob-lezt’ loose hair, wool, feathers SP ob
47. drat’ strip, peel obo-drat’(sja) strip, skin, peel, flay; rob SP ob
48. skoblit’ scrape ob-skoblit’ clean the surface by scraping it SP ob
49. toptat’ trample ob-toptat’ trample all over the place SP ob
50. Selusit’(sja) make flake off, ob-Selusit’(sja) make flake off SP ob
come off, peel off
51. kolotit’ beat o-kolotit’(sja) remove by beating SP o
(e.g. clean a coat from snow)
52. korjabat’  scratch off o-korjabat’ scratch SP o
53. plavit’ melt, smelt o-plavit’(sja) melt SP o
54. teret’(sja) rub, wipe o-teret’(sja) rub all over SP o
55. xlopat® slap, bang o-xlopat’ slap a surface SP o
56. lovit’ try to catch ob-lovit’ (spec.) catch all fishinthe SP ob
entire reservoir (USakov)
57. klepat’ connect parts with ob-klepat’ cover with rivets, metal pins SP  ob
rivets, metal pins
58. vesit’ hang ob-vesit’ hang round (with), cover with SP ob
both directions
59. sypat’ pour o-sypat’(sja) pour all over, cover with SP o
smth loose; destroy smth loose
60. bit’ beat ob-bit’(sja) cover with, remove SP ob
61. bit’ beat o-bit’(sja) cover with, remove SP o
wear out at the edges, surface
Transitional verbs:
62. ledenit’ freeze ob-ledenit’ cover with ice SP, FP ob
ledjanoj icy (adj.) ob...it’
63. melit’ cover with chalk ob-melit’(sja) cover with chalk SP, FP ob
mel chalk (noun) ob...it’
64. mylit’ soap, lather o-mylit’(sja) cover with soap SP,FP o
mylo soap (noun) ob...it’
65. resetit’ cover with holes ob-reSetit’(sja) cover with lattice SP, FP ob
resSeto (reSetka) lattice ob...it’
66. Stampovat’ punch, press, stamp  o-Stampovat’ punch, impress, stamp SP,FP o
Stamp stamp (noun) ob...it’
67. Skurit’ rub a wooden surface o-Skurit’ rub a wooden surface SP,FP o
with a sandpaper to make it smooth with a sandpaper to make it smooth
Skur(k)a  sandpaper (noun) o...it’
68. zerkalit’ mirror o-zerkalit’ cover with mirrors SP,FP o
zerkalo mirror (noun) o0...it’
69. krasit’ paint ob-krasit’(sja) cover with paint SP,FP ob
kras-k-a paint (noun) o...it’
70. bagrit’  paint purple, crimson o-bagrit’(sja) crimson, incarnadine SP,FP o
bagrovyj purple, crimson (adj.) o...it’
71. versit’ give a top (to a ob-versit’ give a top, finish, complete SP, FP ob
haystack), finish
verx top (noun) ob...it’
72. gladit’ stroke ob-gladit’ make smooth SP,FP ob
glagkij smooth (adj.) ob...it’
73. gladit’ stroke o-gladit’ make smooth SP,FP o
glagkij smooth (adj.) o0...it’
74. dernit’ cover with turf ob-dernit’ cover an area with turf SP,FP ob
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dern turf (noun) ob...it’
75. palubit® cover with deck o-palubit’ cover with a deck SP,FP o
paluba deck 0..it’
76. penit’ cover with foam o-penit’(sja)  cover with foam SP,FP o
penafoam o...it’
77. snezit’ cover with snow o-snez-it’ cover with snow SP,FP o
sneg snow 0..it’
78. maslit’ cover with butter, oil  ob-maslit’ cover with oil SP,FP ob
maslo butter, oil 0...1t°
79. belit’(sja) paint white; o-belit’ (sja)  whitewash, vindicate, SP,FP o
whiten one's face (for sja-verb) clear of blame, prove the innocence of
belyj white (adj.) o0...it
80. zelenit’ make/paint green ob-zelenit’(sja) make green, cover SP,FP ob
zelenyj green (adj.) with trees, flowers o...it’
81. grjaznit’  make dirty o-grjaznit’ make dirty SP,FP o
grjaznyj  dirty 0..it’
82.drevesnet’ (of plant cells) harden, o-drevesnet’ (of plant cells) harden, SP,FP o

acquire properties of wood

acquire properties of wood

drevesnyj  wooden o...et’
83. drjablet”  become flabby o-drjablet’ become flabby SP, FP o
drjablyj flabby o..et’
84. pusit’ make fluffy o-pusit’(sja)  edge, trim (with fur); SP,FP o
pux fluff cover, powder (of hoar-frost or snow) o..it’
86. serebrit’ cover with silver o-serebrit’ cover with silver SP,FP o
serebro silver 0..it’
87. sinit’ make blue o-sinit’ make blue SP,FP o
sinij blue o..it’
88. buret’ become brown o-buret’ become brown SP,FP o
buruyj brown o..et’
89. bronzovet’ become tanned, bronzed o-bronzovet’ become bronze SP,FP o
bronzovyj bronze (adj.) o..et’
90. pero feather o-per-it’(sja)  cover with feathers, plumage FP 0..it’
91. mox moss obo-ms-et’ get covered with moss FP obo...et’
92. lokot’ elbow (noun) ob-lokot’-it’(sja) prop, lean by an elbow FP o...it
towards smth
93. lu¢’ ray ob-lu¢’-it’ irradiate FP  ob...it’
94. pautina spider web o-pautin-it’(sja) cover with a spider web FP 0..it’
95. nagoj bare, naked (adj.) ob-naz-it’(sja) open naked FP o...it’
96. veter wind (noun) ob-vetr-et’ become rough because FP ob...et’
of being exposed to the wind
97. veter wind (noun) ob-vetr-it’(sja) make rough by FP ob...it’(sja)
exposure to wind
98. les forest (noun) ob-les-it’ plant a forest, cover land with forests FP o..it’

99. volosatyj  hairy (adj.) ob-volosat-et” become hairy, FP ob...et’
get lots of hair everywhere

100. salo fat, lard ob-sal-it’(sja) cover with fat FP ob..it’

101. kora bark o-kor’-it’ peel the bark FP 0..it’

102. gnit’ decompose ob-gnit’ decompose on the surface or on edges SP ob

103. gravirovat’ engrave o-gravirovat’ engrave SP ob

104. brit’(sja) shave o-brit’(sja) shave off SP 0

105. dolbat”  hit ob-dolbat’ remove from edges SP ob

106. dolbit’ make a deepening by  ob-dolbit’ remove from edges SP ob

beating, hitting the spot
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107. stupat’ step ob-stupat’ step on smth a lot SP ob
Table 11.
Subcategory 12: ENVELOP
# IMP base  Gloss PF Gloss PFtype Prefix
1. zarit’ fry ob-Zarit’(sja) fry on both sides, all over SP ob
2. zevat’ chew ob-Zevat’ chew all over SP ob
3. klevat’ peck ob-klevat’ peck all around SP ob
4. vejat’ blow, fan ob-vejat’ fan with; (agric.) winnow SP ob
5. lipnut’ stick ob-lipnut’ stick all over SP ob
6. sosat’ suck ob-sosat’ suck all over Sp ob
7. 72e¢’ burn ob-zZe¢’ heat from all sides, bake (bricks) SP  ob
8. glodat’ gnaw ob-glodat’ gnaw all over SP ob
9. lit’(sja) pour ob-lit’(sja) pour all over SP ob
10. myt’ wash ob-myt’(sja) wash all over SP ob
11. rasti grow obrasti grow all over SP ob
12. merit’ measure ob-merit’ measure all directions SP ob
13. brat’ take obo-brat’ pick, gather, rob SP obo
14. streljat’ shoot ob-streljat’(sja) fire at, bombard, shoot all over SP ob
15. S¢upat’ touch, feel for o-$€upat’(sja) grope about SP 0
16. S¢upat’ touch, feel for ob-S¢upat’(sja) grope about SP ob
17. xlestat’ lash, whip ob-xlestat’ whip from all sides SP ob
18. xlopat® slap, bang ob-xlopat’ slap all over SP ob
19. Slepat’ smack ob-Slepat’ smack all over SP ob
20. carapat’ cratch ob-carapat’ cover with scratches all over ~ SP ob
21. celovat’”  Kkiss ob-celovat’ kiss all over Sp ob
22. kleit’ glue, stick ob-kleit’ glue with smth all over SP ob
23. vesat’ hang ob-vesat’(sja) hang around (with), SP ob
cover with, all over

24. lizat’ lick ob-lizat’ lick all over SP ob
25. strogat’ plane o-strogat’ plane from all sides SP ob
26. strugat’ plane ob-strugat’ plane from all sides SP 0
27. varit’(sja) boil, cook ob-varit’(sja) pour boiling water over, scald SP ob
28. valjat’ roll, drag ob-valjat’sja roll oneself (in) all over SP ob
29. vertet’ twirl, turn ob-vertet’ wrap up (in) SP ob

round and round
30. krutit’ wind ob-krutit’(sja) wind smth all over SP ob
31. volo¢’ drag ob-volo¢’ envelop, cover all over SP ob
32. vjalit’ jerk, marinate ob-vjalit’ jerk all over, from all sides SP ob

(fish), cover with spices
33. gryzt’ gnaw ob-gryzt’ gnaw from all sides SP ob
34. zat’ press, squeeze; ob-Zat’(sja) press out, squeeze round, SP ob

reap wring out; reap, cut, mow (the whole of)
35. kurit’ smoke ob-kurit’ spread the smoke all over SP ob

the place; fumigate
36. kusat’ bite ob-kusat’ bite all over Sp ob
37. lapat’ touch rudely  ob-lapat’ redely, clumsily hug, touch SP, FP ob
lapa paw (noun) ob...at’

38. deetymologized oblacit’(sja) put a dress on no
39. deetymologized oble¢’(sja) put a dress on no
40. lepit’ stick ob-lepit’(sja) stick all over SP ob
41. musolit’ beslobber, soil ob-musolit’(sja) beslobber, soil all over SP ob

(with wet or sticky hands)
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42. moxnatyj hairy (adj.) ob-moxnat-et’ become very hairy FP ob..et’
43. mundir uniform (noun) ob-mundir-ovat’ provide uniforms, dress FP ob..ovat’
44. njuxat’ smell (at) ob-njuxat’ sniff around, all over SP ob
45. gret’ heat, warm obo-gret’(sja) heat, warm all over SP obo
46. putat’(sja) tangle (a thread) o-putat’(sja) entangle all over SP 0
Table 12.
Subcategory 13: METAPHORICAL SURROUND
# IMP base  Gloss PF Gloss Ftype Prefix
1. govorit’ speak, talk ob-govorit’ discuss SP ob
2. govorit’ speak, talk o-govorit’ make a stipulation SP 0
3. sudit’ judge ob-sudit’ discuss SP ob
4. dumat’ think o-dumat’ think over, consider SP 0
5. dumat’ think ob-dumat’ think over, consider SP 0
6. risovat’ draw, paint ob-risovat’(sja) outline, depict SP ob
7. pisAt’ write 0-pisAt’ describe SP 0
8. voroZzit’ practice sorcery ob-voroZzit’ fascinate, charm, enchant SP ob
9. bere¢’(sja) take care of o-bere¢’(sja)  guard, protect SP 0
10. derzat’ hold o-derzat’ gain, prevail over SP 0
11. delat’(sja) do ob-delat’(sja) manage, succeed SP ob
12. ladit’ manufacture, build ob-ladit’(sja)  arrange, bring to the right state SP, FP ob
lad peace, order (noun) ob...it’
13. strjapat”  bake ob-strjapat’ successfully arrange some business SP ob
14. igrat’ play ob-ygrat’ use in a creativity process SP ob
15. snimat’ film, make a movie, ob-snimat’ film or take pictures SP ob
take pictures
16. zit’ live ob-Zit’(sja) render habitable, assimilate SP ob
a new place as a home
17. zret’ see, look obo-zret’ survey, view, look around SP obo
18. zret’ see, look o-zret’ look around SP 0
19. smotret’ look at ob-smotret’(sja)look at smth from different SP ob
sides, look around
20. smotret’ look at o-smotret’(sja) examine, inspect, look around SP 0
21. gljadet’ look at o-gljadet’(sja) look around, examine SP 0
22. gljadet’ look at ob-gljadet look around, examine SP ob
23. morocit’”  fool o-morocit fool SP,FP o
mrak darkness, gloom
24. 1stit’ flatter obo-lIstit’(sja) seduce SP, FP obo
lest’ flatter (noun)
25. krutit’ wind o-krutit’ subdue via cunning SP 0
26. bajat’ talk (deetymologized) obajat’ charm no
27. myslit’ think, reason ob-myslit’ think over SP, FP ob
mysl’ thought (noun) ob...it’
28. mozgovat’ think ob-mosgovat’ think over SP, FP ob
mozg brain (noun) ob...ovat’
Table 13.
Subcategory 14: METAPHORICAL ENVELOP
# IMP base  Gloss PF Gloss Ftype Prefix
1. blejat’ bleat (intr.) ob-blejat’ bleat at smb. a lot (trans.) SP ob
2. karkat’ craw, croak ob-karkat’ craw, croak at smb. a lot SP ob
3. kudaxtat’  cackle ob-kudaxtat’ cackle at smb. a lot Sp ob
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4. lajat’ bark ob-lajat’ bark at someone a lot SP ob
5. tjavkat’ bark ob-tjavkat’ bark at someone a lot SP ob
6. xrjukat’ grunt ob-xrjukat’ grunt a lot at SP ob
7. Sikat’ hush ob-Sikat’ hush at smb. SP ob
8. Sikat’ hush o-Sikat’ express disapproval by hissing SP 0
9. Sukat’ hush ob-Sukat’ hush at smb. a lot Sp ob
10. materit’ curse, swear ob-materit’ curse someone a lot SP ob
11. xajat’ criticize ob-xajat’ criticize all over SP ob
12. rzat’ neigh, laugh at obo-rzat’ make fun of, laugh a lot at smb. SP obo
13. svistat’ whistle o-svistat’ hiss off, catcall, boo SP 0
14. xamit’ be rude ob-xamit’ insult by being rude SP ob
15. vorovat’  steal ob-vorovat’ rob all over Sp ob
16. krast’ rob obo-krast’ rob all over Sp obo
23. laskat’ fondle ob-laskat’ treat with tender SP ob
24. lelejat’ treat gently & with care ob-lelejat’ treat gently all the time SP ob
25. nezit’ pamper, coddle, caress ob-nezit’ pamper all over/all the time SP ob
26. ¢ixat’ sneeze ob-¢ixat’ sneeze on smb. a lot SP ob
27. letat’ fly ob-letat’ (a plane) (tech.) test a plane by flying SP ob
28. kurit’ smoke ob-kurit’ (a pipe) adapt, make the smoking SP ob
device more convenient to smoke with
Table 14.
Subcategory 15: IMPOSE / ACQUIRE A NEW FEATURE
15-A: MAKE X
# base Gloss PF Gloss PFtype Affix
1. bagrit’  paint purple, crimson o-bagrit’(sja) crimson, incarnadine  SP, FP 0
bagrovyj purple, crimson o...it’
2. banderol”  wrapper (paper), o-banderol’-it"  wrap with banderol' FP o...it’
book-post (noun)
3. bankrotit’  make smb a bankrupt o-bankrotit’ make smb a bankrupt SP, FP 0
bankrot bankrupt (person) o...it’
4. basurman infidel, person of a o-basurman-it’ make a basurman, FP 0...1t°
diferent religious views, force into Muslim religion
manely a Muslim (MAS)
5. vinovatit’ accuse ob-vinovatit’ accuse SP, FP ob
vinovatyj guilty (adj.) ob...it"
6. vodnyj watery ob-vodn-it’(sja)  fill with water FP ob...it’
7. vjalit’ jerk, marinate ob-vjalit’ jerk all over, from all sides SP ob
(fish), cover with spices
8. gladit’ stroke ob-gladit’ make smooth SP,FP ob
glagkij smooth (adj.) ob...it’
9. bednyj poor (adj.) o-bednit’sja  impoverish, lose some FP o...it’
crucial content
10. belit’(sja) paint white; o-belit’ (sja)  whitewash, vindicate, SP,FP o
whiten one's face (for sja-verb) clear of blame, prove the innocence of
belyj white (adj.) o...it’
11. zelenit’ make/paint green ob-zelenit’(sja) make green, cover SP,FP ob
zelenyj green (adj.) with trees, flowers ob...it’
12. blagozvucnyj euphonious (adj.)  o-blagozvuc-it’ make euphonious FP o0...it
13. blagoobraznyj pleasant-looking o-blagoobrazit® make pleasant-looking FP o0...it’
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14. blagorazumnyj prudent, o-blagorazumit’ make prudent, FP o0...it’

sensible, reasonable, correct reasonable in decision-making
15. blagorodnyj  noble, honest oblagorodit’(sja) ennoble FP 0...it’
16. legkij easy, light (adj.) ob-leg¢-it’(sja) lighten, relieve, facilitate FP  o...it°
17. nali¢nyje cash ob-nali¢-it’ convert into cash FP ob..it’
18. naruzu outside (adverb) ob-naruz-it’(sja) make visible; find, FP ob..it’
appear, come out
19. novyj new (adj.) ob-nov-it’ renew FP ob..it’
20. nul’ zero (noun) on-nul’-it’ make a zero out of FP ob..it’
21. obscestvo society (noun) ob-obscestv-it’(sja) make public FP ob..it’
22. obscij general, common ob-obs¢-it’(sja) generalize FP ob..it’
23. bogatit’ enrich obogatit’(sja) become rich, enrich onself SP, FP o
bogatyj rich (adj.) 0..it’
24. boZestvo  God o-bozestv-it’ deify FP 0..it’
25. bogotvorit’ idolize, deify o-bogotvorit’ idolize SP,FP o
26. bodrit’(sja) invigorate, refresh o-bodrit’(sja) cheer up SP,FP o
bodryj cheerful, alert 0..it’
27. jasnyj clear ob-jasn-it’(sja) clarify FP 0..it’
28. vesCestvo  substance o-vescestv-it’(sja) materialize FP o...it
29. glupyj stupid o-glup-it’ make stupid FP  o.it’
30. grubyj rough, coarse o-grub-it’ make coarse, rude FP  o.it
31. grjaznit’®  make dirty o-grjaznit’ make dirty SP,FP o
grjaznyj  dirty 0..it’
32. domasSnij home (adj.) o-domasn-it’ domesticate FP  o.it
33. durit’ stupefy o-durit’ stupefy SP,FP o
dur(ak) fool o..it’
34. bolvan fool (noun) o-bolvan-it’(sja)  make a fool out of smb. FP o...it’
35. turok Turkish o-ture¢-it’(sja) make Turkish-like FP 0..1t°
36. francuz French o-francuz-it’(sja) frenchify, make Frenchlike FP 0..it"
37. 8koljar schoolboy o-Skoljar-it"  make puristic and scholastic =~ FP o0...it’
38. Celovek human (noun) o-Celovec-it’(sja) humanize FP o...it’
39, xristian(in) Christian o-xristian-it’ convert to Christianity FP o...it’
40. sovremennyj contemporary o-sovremen-it’ update FP 0..it’
41. nemec German o-nemec-it’(sja) germanize FP o...it’
42. sirotit’ make smb. an orphan  o-sirotit’ make smb. an orphan SP,FP o
sirota orphan 0..it’
43. pustos uninhabited place 0-pustos-it’ devastate FP 0..it’
44. serdit’ make angry o-serdit’ make angry SP,FP o
serdityj angry o0...it’
46. sinit’ make blue o-sinit’ make blue SP,FP o
sinij blue 0..it’
45. slepit’ blind, dazzle o-slepit’ make blind SP,FP o
slepoj blind 0..it’
46. sloZnyj difficult o-slozn-it’ make difficult FP 0..it’

Table 15.

MAKE WITHOUT X (circumfix o...it"; FP)

# base Gloss PF Gloss

1. bez boli without pain o-bez-bol-it’ anaesthetize

2. bez vody without water 0-bez-vod-it’(sja) dehydrate

3. bez voli without will o-bez-vol-it’ make weak-willed

4. bez vreda without harm o-bez-vred-it’ neutralize, render harmless
5. bez glavy without a head o-bez-glav-it’ execute, decapitate

6. bez dviZ(enija) without movement o-bez-dviz-it’ immobilize

133



7. bez deneg
8. bez doli

9. bez dusi

10. bez Zira
11. bez zarazy
12. bez zvuka
13. bez zemli

14. bez lesa
15. bez lica

16. bez losadi

17. bez ljude;j

18. bez nadez(d)y
19. bez nog

20. bez opas(nosti)
21. bez oruzija
20. bez ryby

21. bez kisloroda
22. bez krovi

23. nez kryla

24. bez kuraza
25. bez ploda

26. bez saxara
27. bez smerti

28. bez smysla
29. bez soli

30. bez suda

31. bez toka
32. bez uma
33. bez formy
34. bez cveta
35. bez ceny

36. bez peku (pecali)

without money
without share
without a soul
without fat
without infection
without a sound
without land

without a forest
without a face

without a hourse
without people
wiyhout a hope
without legs
without a danger
without weapon
without fish
without oxygen
without blood
without wings
without courage
without foetus
without sugar
without death
without sense
without salt
without judge

without electricity
without mind
without shape
without colour
without price
without troubles

o-bez-denez-it’
o-bez-dol-it’
o-bez-dus-it’
o-bez-Zir-it’(sja)
o-bez-zaraz-it’
o-bez-zvuc-it’
0-bez-zemel-it’

o-bez-les-it’(sja)
o-bez-li¢-it’

o-bez-losad-it’
o-bez-ljud-it’
o-bez-nedez-it’
0-bez-noz-it’
0-bez-opas-it’(sja)
o-bez-oruz-it’
o-bez-ryb-it’

o-bes-kislorod-it’(sja)

o-bes-krov-it’(sja)
o-bes-kryl-it’
o-bes-kuraz-it’
o-bes-plod-it’
o-bes-saxar-it’
o-bes-smert-it’(sja)
o-bes-smysl-it’(sja)
o-bes-sol-it’
o-bes-sud-it’

deprive of money

deprive of one’s share

make heartless

deprive of fat, remove fat

disinfect

deprive of sound

dispossess of land, take
smb’s property

deforest

deprive of individuality,
depersonalize

deprive of a horse

deprive of people

deprive of hope

deprive of legs

secure against

disarm

deprive of fish

deprive of oxygen

drain of blood

deprive of wings

discourage,dishearten, dismay

dterilize, render barren

deprive of sugar

immortalize

make senseless

deprive of salt

only with negation in imperat.

(do not be angry, do not take it amiss)

o-bes-toc¢-it’
o-bez-um-it’
o-bes-form-it’
o-bes-cvet-it’(sja)
o-bes-cen-it’(sja)
0-bes-pec-it’(sja)

de-energize

deprive of mind, senses
deform, deprive of shape
decolourize, deprive of colour
depreciate, cheapen

provide for, with, deprive of

deetymologized troubles
Table 16.
15-B: BECOME X
# base Gloss PF Gloss PFtype Affix
1. babit’sja (of man) be effeminate o-babit’sja (of man) become effeminate; SP, FP 0
baba married peasant woman (of a woman) become sluttish, coarse 0...it’-sja
2. baldet’ grow stupid; o-baldet’ become dulled, crazed, SP, FP 0
be in a state of delight stunned (by surprise)
balda blockhead, very stupid person (noun) o...et’
3. veceret’ grow dark ob-veceret’ become dark SP,FP  ob
vecer evening (noun) ob...et’
4. volosatyj hairy (adj.) ob-volosat-et” become hairy, FP ob...et’

get lots of hair everywhere

134



5.bednit’sja  pretend to be poorer  o-bednit’sja  impoverish oneself SP,FP o
than one is, show false modesty

bednyj poor (adj.) 0...it’-sja
6. moxnatyj  hairy (adj.) ob-moxnat-et’” become very hairy FP  ob..et’
7. nagoj bare, naked (adj.) ob-naz-it’(sja) open naked FP o...it’
8. vdovet’ be a widow(er) o-vdovet’ become a widow(er) SP,FP o

vdova(yj)  widow(er) o..et’
9. glupet’ grow stupid o-glup-et’ become stupid SP,FP o

glupyj stupid o...et’
10.drevesnet’ (of plant cells) harden, o-drevesnet’ (of plant cells) harden, SP,FP o

acquire properties of wood acquire properties of wood

drevesnyj  wooden o...et’

11. drjablet”  become flabby o-drjablet’ become flabby SP, FP o
drjablyj flabby o...et’
12. dubet’ become stiff o-dubet’ become stiff SP,FP o
dub oak o...et’
13. mes€an(in) petit bourgeois ob-mesc€an-it’-sja become petit bourgeois FP
14. mirskoj wordly ob-mir$¢-it’-sja become wordly FP
15. prostofil’a goof, silly person o-prostofil-it’-sja make a mistake, blunder, goof FP o...it’sja
16. prostovolosyj loose-haired o-prostovolos-it’-sja disgrace oneself through a mistake FP o..it’sja
17. prozranyj transparent o-prozracn-et’ become transparent FP o...et’
18. muzik Russian peasant; o-muzic-it’-sja become loutish, boorish FP o..it’-sja
(fig.) lout, clod, bumpkin

19. skotina cattle o-skotin-it’sja become like cattle FP o..it’-sja
20. skotina cattle o-skotin-et’ become like cattle FP o.et’
21. smelyj brave o-smel-it’-sja  dare FP o..it’-sja
31. gruznyj weighty, bulky o-gruzn-ut’ grow stout FP  o.ut
Table 17.
BECOME WITHOUT X
# base Gloss PF Gloss PFtype  Affix
1. bez vody without water o-bez-vod-et’ get dehydrated FP o...et’
2. bez voli without will o-bez-vol-et’ become weak-willed  FP 0...et’
3. bez golosa  without voice o-bez-golos-et’ lose one’s voice FP o...et’
4. bez deneg  without money o-bez-denez-et’ run out of money FP o...et’
5.bezzemli  without land o-bez-zemel-et’ lose land FP o...et’
6. bez zybov  without teeth o-bez-zub-et’ lose one’s teeth FP o...et’
7. bez lesa without a forest o-bez-les-et’ lose forests (of land) FP o...et’
8. bez loSadi  without a hourse o-bez-loSad-et’ lose a horse FP o...et’
9.bez ljudej  without people o-bez-ljud-et’ become depopulated FP o...et’
10. bez nog without legs o-bez-noz-et’ lose legs FP o...et’
11. bezryby  without fish o-bez-ryb-et’ lose all fish (of a reservoir) FP o...et’
12. bez krovi  without blood o-bez-krov-et’ lose a substantial part of the blood FP

13. bez pamjati without memory

o-bez-pamjat-et’

lose one’s memory,

CONsciousness

FP o...et’
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14. bez ploda  without foetus o-bes-plod-et’ lose foetus or ability to have it FP o...et’
15. bez sil without forces o-bes-sil-et”  grow weak, lose one’s strength FP o...et’
16. bezuma  without mind o-bez-um-et’ lose one’s head, senses FP, SP o...et’
bezumet’ lose one’s head 0
Table 18.
e 15-C:GIVEX
# base Gloss PF Gloss PFtype Affix
1. val dyke, a long thick ob-val-ovat’  dyke a bank (agric.)  FP ob...ovat’
wall that is built to
stop water flooding
into a low area of land
2. verSit’ give a top (to a ob-versit’ give a top, finish, complete SP, FP ob
haystack), finish
verx top (noun) ob...it’
3. vinit’ blame, accuse ob-vinit’ blame, accuse SP, FP ob
vina guilt (noun) ob...it’
4. dernit’ cover with turf ob-dernit’ cover an area with turf SP, FP ob
dern turf (noun) ob...it’
5. myslit’ think, reason ob-myslit’ think over SP, FP ob
mysl’ thought (noun) ob...it’
6. mozgovat’  think ob-mosgovat’ think over SP, FP ob
mozg brain (noun) ob...ovat’
7. znacit’ mean obo-znacit’(sja) mark, designate SP, FP obo
znakmark, sign (noun) obo...it’
8. kruzit’ circle o-kruz-it’(sja) encircle, surround SP,FP o
krug circle (noun) o...it’
9. kruzit’ circle ob-kruZz-it’(sja) encircle, surround SP,FP ob
krug circle (noun) ob...it’
10. najtovit’”  connect and tie ob-najtovit’ tie around with arope SP, FP ob
together with a rope
najtov rope (noun) ob...it’
11. grani€it’”  border o-granicit’(sja) limit, restrict SP,FP o
granica frontier, boundary (noun) o0...it’
12. meZevat’ draw a borderline ob-mezevat’ surround with boundaries SP, FP ob
meza boundary (noun) ob...evat’
13. prudit’ dam (up) o-prudit’ surround with dams ~ SP, FP 0
prud pond (noun) o0...it"
14. Zenit’ marry 0-Zenit’(sja) marry SP,FP o
Zena wife 0..it’
15. pusit’ make fluffy o-pusit’(sja) edge, trim (with fur); SP,FP o
pux fluff cover, powder (of hoar-frost or snow) o..it’
16. serebrit’ cover with silver o-serebrit’ cover with silver SP,FP o
serebro silver 0..it’
17. Sporit’ spur on o-Sporit’ spur on SP,FP o
Spor spur o0...it
18. palubit’ cover with deck o-palubit’ cover with a deck SP,FP o
paluba deck 0..it’
19. penit’ cover with foam o-penit’(sja)  cover with foam SP,FP o
penafoam o...it’
20. slavit’ gossip, disgrace o-slavit’(sja)  gossip, disgrace SP,FP o



slava fame 0..it’
21. snezit’ cover with snow o-snez-it’ cover with snow SP,FP o

sneg snow 0..it"
22. orudije instrument, tool ob-orud-ovat’ equip FP o..ova’
23. zaglabije title o-zaglav-it’ entitle FP 0..it’
24. smysl sense o-smysl-it’ interpret, comprehend FP 0..it’
25. zvuk sound o-zvuc-it’ accompany with sound FP 0..it’
26. pojas belt (noun) o-pojas-at’(sja) gird, girdle FP  o...at
27. kajma edging (noun) o-kajm-it’(sja) decorate with edging FP 0..it’
28. rama frame (noun) ob-ram-it’ put into a frame FP  ob...it’
29. cep’ chain (noun) o-cep-it surround, cordon off FP o it
30. pero feather o-per-it’(sja)  cover with feathers, plumage FP 0..it’
31. krylo wing o-kryl-it’(sja) inspire, encourage FP 0..it’
32. uzda bridle (noun) ob-uzd-at’ put a bridle on, control, curb FP ob..at’
33. pautina spider web o-pautin-it’(sja) cover with a spider web FP 0..it’
34. lapa paw (noun) ob-lap-it’ embrace FP ob...it’
35. veter wind (noun) ob-vetr-it’(sja) make rough by FP..ob...it’(sja)

exposure to wind
36. lik, lico look, face (noun) ob-li¢-it’ expose, reveal FP ob...it’
37. tovar good o-tovar-it’(sja) give goods FP o.it
38. lokot’ elbow (noun) ob-lokot’-it’(sja) prop, lean by an elbow FP o...it
towards smth

39. les forest (noun) ob-les-it’ plant a forest, cover land with forests FP o..it’
40. lu¢’ ray ob-lu¢’-it’(sja)  irradiate FP ob...it’
41. mundir uniform (noun) ob-mundir-ovat’(sja) provide uniforms, dress FP  ob..ovat’
42. kuca pile (noun) o-kug-it’ make a pile of soil FP o0...it’

around a plant

43. nadez(d)a hope ob-nadez-it’”  reassure, promise, give hope FP ob...it’
Table 19.
e 15-D:GETX
# base Gloss PF Gloss PFtype Affix
1. bog’ God 0-boz-it’-sja  become religious FP 0...it’-sja
2. veter wind ob-vetr-et’ become rough because of FP ob...et’
being exposed to wind
3. mox moss obo-ms-et”  get covered with moss FP obo...et’
4. pamjat’ memory o-pamjat-ovat’-sja come to one's senses FP  o...ovat’-sja
5. bort ship’s side  o-bort-ovat’-sja stand side to side FP o...ovat’-sja
with another boat
6. svidetel’stvovat’ give evidence o-svidetel’stvo-vat’-sja get examined SP,FP 0
svidetel’stvo evidence o0...ovat’-sja
7. stebel’ stalk o-stebel’-it’-sja  (of plants) growing form a stalk FP o...it’-sja
8. Cuvstvovat’ feel o- Cuvstvovat’-sja ~ come to senses SP, FP 0...sja
cuvstvo feeling (noun) o...ovat’-sja
9. kolosit’sja form ears o-kolos-it’-sja  form ears SP, FP 0
kolos ear 0...it’-sja
Table 20.
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II. Natural Perfectives

# IMP base

Subcategory 1: MOVE AROUND AN OBJECT

Gloss PF Gloss

PFtype Prefix

1. menjat’(sja) exchange

ob-menjat’(sja) exchange

Subcategory 2: PASS BY: not attested
Subcategory 3: OVERTAKE: not attested
Subcategory 4: OUTDO: not attested

Subcategory 5: MISTAKE

NP ob

# IMP base PF Gloss PFtype Affix
1. plosat’ o-plosat’ take a false step, blunder NP, FP 0
ploxoj bad o...at’
Subcategory 6: DECEIVE
# IMP base PF Gloss PFtype Prefix
1. kolpacit’ o-kolpacit’ swindle NP o
2. duracit’ o-duracit’ make a fool of NP,FP o
durak fool (NOUN) 0...it’
3. morocit’ fool ob-morocit’ fool NP, FP ob
mrak darkness, gloom ob...it°
Subcategory 7: OVERDO
# IMP base PF Gloss PFtype Prefix
1. kornat’ ob-kornat’ cut too short and uneven NP ob
2. kornat’ o-kornat’ cut too short and uneven NP 0
Subcategory 8: METAPHORICAL PASS BY: not attested
Subcategory 9: AFFECT A NUMBER OF OBJECTS: not attested
Subcategory 10: SURROUND / ENCLOSE
# IMP base PF Gloss PFtype Prefix
1. kol’cevat’  ring o-kol’cevat’  ring NP, FP 0
kol’co ring (noun) o0...it’
2. kantovat’ border, mount o-kantovat’ mount all around NP, FP 0
kant mount, piping, ending (noun) o0...it’
AFFECT THE EDGES
3. stri€’(sja) ob-stri¢’(sja)  cut off NP ob
4. stri¢’(sja) o-stri¢’(sja) cut off NP 0
Subcategory 11: AFFECT A SURFACE
# IMP base PF Gloss PFtype Affix
1. kropit’ o-kropit’ spray with holy water NP 0
2. palit’ o-palit’ singe, burn the surface NP 0
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3. Sparit’(sja) o-Sparit’(sja)  scald, pour boiling wateron NP 0
4. pryskat’sja o-pryskat’sja  sprinkle (with), spray oneself NP 0
5. strekat’ ob-strekat’ stab, burn NP ob
6. strekat’ o-strekat’ stab, burn NP 0
7. lobyzat’(sja) ob-lobyzat’(sja) kiss NP ob
8. carapat’ o-carapat’ scratch NP 0
9. Ze¢’sja ob-Ze¢’sja get burns NP ob
10. rusit’(sja) ob-rusit’(sja) break down NP ob
11. lupit’(sja) ob-lupit’(sja) chip off the outer cover NP ob
(bark, husk, paint); flog all over
12. svezevat’ o-sveZevat’ skin a dead animal NP ob
13. Stukaturit® o-Stukaturit’  plaster NP,FP 0
Stukaturka plaster (NOUN) o...it’
14. licevat’ ob-licevat’ face NP, FP ob
lico face (NOUN) ob...evat’
15. ledenet’ ob-ledenet’ freeze, grow numb with cold NP, FP ob
ledjanoj icy (ADJ) become covered with ice ob...et’
16. lyset’ ob-lyset’ grow bald NP, FP ob
lysyj bald (ADJ) ob...et’
17. parSivet’ o-parSivet’ become mangy, becovered with crabs NP, FP o
parsivyj mangy, scabby; nasty, rotten (ADJ) o...et’
18. plesivet’ o-plesivet’ grow bald NP,FP 0
plesivyj bald (ADJ) o...et’
19. meblirovat’ ob-meblirovat’ furnish NP, FP ob
mebel’ furniture (NOUN) ob...irovat’
20. meblirovat’ o-meblirovat’ furnish NP, FP 0
mebel’ furniture (NOUN) 0...irovat’
21. smolit’ ob-smolit’ cover or saturate with resin NP, FP ob
smola resin (NOUN) ob...it’
22. smolit’ o-smolit’ cover or saturate with resin NP, FP 0
smola resin (NOUN) o...it’
23. krasit’(sja) o-krasit’(sja)  paint NP, FP 0
kraska paint (NOUN) 0...it’
24. krovavit’(sja) o-krovavit’(sja) stain with blood NP, FP 0
krovavyj  bloody (ADJ) o0...it’
25. pryScavet’ o-pryScavet’  get covered with pimples NP, FP 0
pryS€avyj pimply (ADJ) o...et’
26. krovenit’ o-krovenit stain with blood NP, FP 0
krovenoj  bloody (ADJ) 0...it’
27. plombirovat’ o-plombirovat’ seal NP, FP 0
plomba seal (NOUN) 0...irovat’
28. Cistit’ o-Cistit’ clean NP, FP 0
Cistyj clean (ADJ) o0...it’
29. salit’ o-salit’ spread fat on NP, FP 0
salo fat, lard (NOUN) o...it’
30. steklit’ o-steklit’ cover with glass NP, FP 0
steklo glass (NOUN) o0...it’
31. S¢etinit’(sja) o-SCetinit’(sja) bristle up NP, FP 0
Scetina bristle, stubble (NOUN) o...it’
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Subcategory 12: ENVELOP

# IMP base PF Gloss PFtype Affix

1. valjat’ ob-valjat’ roll, drag roll (in) all over NP ob

2. kutat® o-kutat’ wrap up all over NP 0

3. $¢ipat’ ob-sc¢ipat’ pluck, pinch NP ob

4. §¢ipat’ o-§¢ipat’ pluck NP 0

5. molotit’ ob-molotit’ (agric.) thresh NP ob

6. Cistit’ ob-¢istit’ clean, brush; rob NP ob

7. luséit’ ob-luséit’ eat, gnaw seeds cleaning NP, FP ob

them out of husk

luzga  husk, outer cover of seeds (NOUN) ob...it’

8. vSivet’ obo-vSivet’ become lice-ridden NP, FP obo
vsivyj lousy, lice-ridden (ADJ) ob...et’

9. granit’ o-granit’ cut stone, glass making facets NP, FP 0
gran’ side (NOUN) o...it’

10 kruglit’(sja) o-kruglit’(sja) round off NP, FP 0
kruglyj round (ADJ) o...it’

11. tumanit’(sja) o-tumanit’(sja) become foggy NP, FP 0
tuman fog (NOUN) o...it’

12. cinkovat’ o-cinkovat’ zinc, galvaize NP, FP 0

cink zink (NOUN) o...at’

Subcategory 13: METAPHORICAL SURROUND

# IMP base PF Gloss PFtype Affix

1. ¢arovat’ o-Carovat’(sja) charm, fascinate NP, FP 0
cary magic forces (noun) 0...ovat’

2. durmanit’ odurmanit’ stupefy NP, FP 0
durman thorn-apple, drug, intoxicant (NOUN) 0...it’

Subcategory 14: METAPHORICAL ENVELOP

# IMP base PF Gloss PFtype Affix
1. rugat’ ob-rugat’ swear a lot at smb/smth NP ob

2. ucit’(sja) ob-ucit’(sja)  teach NP ob

3. grabit’ o-grabit’ rob NP 0

4. xajat’ o-xajat’ criticize, censure NP 0

Subcategory 15: IMPOSE / ACQUIRE A NEW FEATURE

e 15-A: MAKE X

# IMP base PF Gloss PFtype Affix
1. skalit’(sja) o-skalit’(sja)  bare one’s teeth NP 0
2. $cerit’(sja) o-SCerit’(sja)  gnash one’s teeth NP 0
3. skopit’ o-skopit’ castrate (of animal) NP 0
4. studit’(sja) o-studit’(sja)  cool NP 0
5. travit’(sja) o-travit’(sja)  poison NP 0
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6. xajat’ o-xajat’ criticize, censure NP 0
7. cepenit’ o-cepenit’ petrify NP 0
8. Cinit’ o-Cinit’ sharpen, point NP 0
9. duracit’ o-duracit’ make a fool of NP, FP 0
durak fool (NOUN) o...it’
10. zlit’(sja) obo-zlit’(sja) embitter NP, FP obo
zloj angry (ADJ) obo...it’
11. zlit’(sja) o-zlit’(sja) embitter NP, FP 0
zloj angry (ADJ) 0...it’
12. radovat’ ob-radovat’ gladden, make happy NP, FP ob
rad glad, joyful (PRED) o...at’
13. ledenit’ o-ledenit’ cold, cool, make ice-cold NP, FP 0
ledjanoj  icy (ADJ) 0...it’
14. pecalit’(sja) o-pecalit’(sja) grieve, sadden NP, FP 0
pecal’ grief, sorrow (NOUN) o0...it’
15. zivotvorit’ o-zivotvorit’  revive NP, FP 0
Zivoj+tvorit’ alive (ADJ)+make (VERB) o...it’
16. znakomit’(sja) o-znakomit’(sja) acquaint (with), familiarize NP, FP 0
znakomyj familiar (ADJ) 0...it’
17. poganit’(sja) o-poganit’(sja) make nasty, unclean, pollute NP, FP 0
poganyj foul, unclean, filthy (ADJ) o0...it’
18. poetizirovat’ o-poetizirovat’ poeticize NP, FP 0
poet-icnyj poetic (ADJ) o0...irovat’
19. pjanit’ o-pjanit’ make drunk, intoxicated NP, FP 0
pjanyj drunk (ADJ) o0...it’
20. svezit’ o-svezit’ refresh NP, FP 0
sveZzij fresh (ADJ) o...it’
21. prixodovat® o-prixodovat’ record, count in parish NP, FP 0
prixod parish (NOUN) 0...ovat’
22. svjatit’ o-svjatit’ sanctify, bless NP, FP 0
svjatoj saint (ADJ) o0...it’
23. zlatit’ o-zlatit’ light and give a golden color NP, FP 0
zlato gold (NOUN) o0...it’
24. xolostit’ o-xolostit’ (of animal) castrate NP, FP 0
xolostoj single (ADJ) o0...it’
25. skvernit’ o-skvernit make untidy; profane, defile =~ NP, FP 0
skvernyj  foul, bad (ADJ) o0...it’
26. trezvit’ o-trezvit’ make sober NP, FP 0
trezvyj sober (ADJ) o0...it’
27. tjazelit’ o-tjazelit’ make heavier NP, FP 0
tjazelyj heavy (ADJ) o0...it’
28. Cernit’ o-Cernit’ blacken, paint black, slander =~ NP, FP 0
cernyj black (ADJ) o0...it’
29. Cerstvit’ o-Cerstvit’ make rude, unsympathetic, soulless NP, FP 0
cerstvyj callous (ADJ) o0...it’
30. Sel’'movat’ o-SeI’movat’  punish publicity, blacken, defame NP, FP 0
Sel’ma rascal, scoundrel (NOUN) 0...ovat’
31. publikovat’ o-publikovat’ publish NP, FP 0
publika audience (NOUN) o...ovat’
32. glusit’ o-glusit’ stun, make someone NP, FP 0
gluxoj deaf (ADJ) unconscious by hitting deafen o0...it’
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MAKE WITHOUT X

# IMP base PF Gloss PFtype Affix
1. bezobrazit’ o-bezobrazit’ disfigure NP, FP 0

bezobraznyj disgusting (ADJ) 0..it’
2. bessilit’ obessilit’ weaken NP, FP 0

bez sil without forces (PP) o...it’
3. besslavit’ o-besslavit’ defame NP, FP 0

bez slavy without a (good) fame (PP) o...it’
4. bescestit’ o-besdestit’ dishonour, disgrace NP, FP 0

bez Cesti without honour deprive of honour o0...it
5. bespokoit’(sja) o-bespokoit’(sja) disturb, bother NP, FP 0

bez pokoja  without a rest, piece (PP) 0...it’(sja)

e 15-B: BECOME X

# IMP base PF Gloss PFtype Affix

1. linjat’ ob-linjat’ lose an original colour, fade = NP ob

2. brjuzgnut’ o-brjuzgnut’  become flabby, flaccid NP 0

3. zjabnut’ o-zjabnut’ get frozen, suffer from cold NP 0

4. kocCenet’ o-kocenet’ become numb, stiffen NP 0

5. sercat’ o-sercat’ grow angry, Cross NP 0

6. sklabit’sja o-sklabit’sja  smile NP 0

7. stynut’ o-stynut’ cool NP 0

8. styt’ o-styt’ cool NP 0

9. cepenet’ o-cepenet’ become rigid, freeze up, NP 0

be rooted to the spot

10. bankritit’sja o-bankrotit’sja become a bankrupt NP, FP 0
bankrot bankrupt (NOUN) 0...it’(sja)

11. vetSat’ ob-vetsat’ become dilapidated NP, FP ob
vetxit’ old, in bad condition, dilapidated (ADJ) ob...at’

12. bednet’ o-bednet’ become poor NP, FP 0
bednyj poor (ADJ) o...et’

13. ledenet’ ob-ledenet’ freeze, grow numb with cold NP, FP ob
ledjanoj  icy (ADJ) become covered with ice ob...et’

14. jalovet’ o-jalovet’ (of a cow) stop calve, become barren NP, FP o
jalovaja  (of a cow) barren (ADJ) o...et’

15. melet’ obmelet’ grow shallow NP, FP ob
melkij shallow (ADJ) o...et’

16. naglet’ ob-naglet’ become impudent, insolent NP,FP ob
naglyj impudent, insolent (ADJ) o...et’

17. ni§¢at’ ob-niscat’ grow poor, be reduced to beggary NP, FP ob
niscij poor, destitute (ADJ) o...at’

18. vsivet’ obo-vsivet’ become lice-ridden NP, FP obo
vSivyj lousy, lice-ridden (ADJ) ob...et’

19. ruset’ ob-ruset’ become russianized NP, FP ob
russkij Russian (ADJ) ob...et’

20. gloxnut’ o-gloxnut’ become deaf NP, FP o
gluxoj deaf (ADJ) o...nut’

21. grubet’ o-grubet’ grow coarse, rude NP, FP o
grubyj coarse, rough (ADJ) ob...et’
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22. gruznet’ o-gruznet’ become bulky, corpulent NP, FP o
gruznyj weighty, bulky, corpulent (ADJ) o...et’
23. derevenet’ o-derevenet’  grow stiff, numb NP,FP o
derevjannyj wooden (ADJ) o...et’
24. dicat’ o-dicat’ become wild NP,FP o
dikij wild (ADJ) o...at’
25. drjabnut’ o-drjabnut’ become flabby NP, FP o
drjablyj flabby, sluggish (ADJ) o...nut’
26. drjaxlet’ o-drjaxlet’ grow decrepit NP, FP o
drjaxlyj decrepit, senile (ADJ) o...et’
27. duret’ o-duret’ become stupid NP, FP o
dur(ak) fool (NOUN) o...et’
28. zveret’ o-zveret’ become brutalized NP,FP o
zver’ beast, wild animal (NOUN) o...et’
29. kamenet’ o-kamenet’ become petrified, turn to stone NP,FP o
kamen’ stone (NOUN) o...et’
30. psovet’ o-psovet’ (of puppies) get covered with hard wool, NP, FP o
pes dog (NOUN) become an adult dog o...et’
31. zlet’ o-zlet’ become angry NP,FP o
zloj angry (ADJ) o...et’
32. kostenet’ o-kostenet’ ossify NP,FP o
kostenoj  bony (ADJ) o...et’
33. krepnut’ o-krepnut’ become stronger NP,FP o
krepkij strong, robust (ADJ) o...nut’
34. krivet’ o-krivet’ lose one eye NP,FP o
krivoj one-eyed (ADJ) o...et’
35. kruglet’ o-kruglet’ become round NP, FP o
krugly;j round (ADJ) o...et’
36. ledenet’ o-ledenet’ freeze, become as cold as ice NP,FP o
ledjanoj icy (ADJ) o...et’
37. mertvet’ o-mertvet’ grow numb NP,FP o
mertvyj dead (ADJ) o...et’
38. nemet’ o-nemet’ become dumb, numb NP,FP o
nemoj dumb, mute (ADJ) o...et’
39. podlet’ o-podlet’ become mean NP,FP o
podlyj mean (ADJ) o...et’
40. poslet’ o-poslet’ grow vulgar NP,FP o
poslyj vulgar (AD]J) o...et’
41. pryscavet’ o-pryScavet’  get covered with pimples NP, FP o
pryS€avyj pimply (ADJ) o...et’
43. pustet’ o-pustet’ become empty, deserted NP,FP o
pustoj empty (ADJ) o...et’
44. puxnut’ o-puxnut’ swell NP, FP o
puxlyj plump (AD]J) o...nut’
45. pjanet’ o-pjanet’ get drunk, intoxicated NP, FP o
pjanyj drunk (ADJ) o...et’
46. robet’ o-robet’ timid NP,FP o
robkij timid, shy (ADJ) o...et’
47. rogovet’ o-rogovet’ solidify, get covered with horny scales NP, FP o
rogovoj horny, solid (ADJ) o...et’
48. satanet’ o-satanet’ go mad, come to a state of extreme anger NP, FP o

satana satan (NOUN)

0O..

>

.et
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49. svirepet’ o-svirepet’ grow savage, become violent NP, FP o
svirepyj  fierce, ferocious (ADJ) o...et’
50. sipnut’ o-sipnut’ become hoarse, husky NP, FP o
siplyj hoarse, husky (ADJ) o...nut’
51. sirotet’ o-sirotet’ become an orphan NP, FP o
sirota orphan (NOUN) o...et’
52. smelet’ o-smelet’ grow brave NP,FP o
smelyj brave, courageous (ADJ) o...et’
53. slabet’ o-slabet’ become weak NP,FP o
slabyj weak (ADJ) o...et’
54. slabnut’ o-slabnut’ become weak NP,FP o
slaby;j weak (ADJ) o...nut’
55. slepnut’ o-slepnut’ go blind NP,FP o
slepoj blind (ADJ) o...nut’
56. skudet’ o-skudet’ grow scanty NP, FP o
skudnyj scanty, meagre (ADJ) o...et’
57. solovet’ osolovet’ become sluggish, dull NP,FP o
solovyj yellowish (of horse) (ADJ) o...et’
58. sovet’ osovet’ fall in half-asleep, drowsy NP,FP o
sova owl (NOUN) state due to fatigue, intoxication, etc. o...et’
59. steklenet’ o-steklenet’ become glassy, motionless NP,FP o
stekljannyj glass (ADJ) o...et’
60. stolbenet’ o-stolbenet’  get rooted to the ground NP,FP o
stolb column, post, pillar (NOUN) o...et’
61. stervenet’ o-stervenet’  come to extreme anger, go mad NP,FP o
sterva selfish, nasty person (NOUN) o...et’
62. toscat’ o-toscat’ become skinny NP,FP o
toS¢ij skinny (ADJ) o...at’
63. trezvet’ o-trezvet’ become sober NP,FP o
trezvyj sober (ADJ) o...et’
64. tupet’ o-tupet’ become blunt, grow dull NP,FP o
tupoj blunt, dull (ADJ) o...et’
65. tucnet’ o-tucnet’ grow fat, obese NP,FP o
tuényj fat, obese (ADJ) o...et’
66. tjaZelet’ o-tjazelet’ become heavy NP,FP o
tjazelyj heavy (ADJ) o...et’
67. xamet’ o-xamet’ become a boor NP,FP o
Xam boor, lout (NOUN) o...et’
68. xripnut’ o-xripnut’ become hoarse NP, FP o
xriplyj hoarse (ADJ) o...nut’
69. xromet’ o-xromet’ become lame NP,FP o
Xromoj lame (ADJ) o...et’
70. Cervivet’ o-Cervivet’ become worn-eaten NP,FP o
cervivyj  worn-eaten (ADJ) o...et’
71. Cerstvet’ o-Cerstvet’ become harden, callous NP,FP o
cerstvyj callous (ADJ) o...et’
72. Cumet’ o-Cumet’ go mad, go off one’s head NP,FP o
c¢uma plague (NOUN) o...et’
73. salet’ o-Salet’ go crazy NP, FP o
Sal’noj crazy (ADJ) o...et’
74. Seludivet’ o-Seludivet’”  become mangy NP, FP o
Seludivyj  sffaring from insects (ADJ) o...et’
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e 15-C:GIVE X

# IMP base PF Gloss PFtype Affix
1. vencat’(sja) ob-vencat’(sja) marry NP, FP ob
venec crown (NOUN) ob...at’(sja)
2. licevat’ ob-licevat’ face NP, FP ob
lico face (NOUN) ob...evat’
3. meblirovat’ ob-meblirovat’ place furniture all around the place NP, FP ob
mebel’ furniture (NOUN) ob...irovat’
4. strafovat’ oStrafovat’ fine NP, FP 0
Straf fine (NOUN) o...ovat’
5. granit’ o-granit’ cut stone, glass making facets NP, FP 0
gran’ side (NOUN) o...it’
6. revisovat’ ob-revizovat’ carry out inspection NP, FP 0
revizija inspection, oudit (NOUN) o0...ovat’
7. remizit’(sja) ob-remizit’(sja) (spec.) force to lose NP, FP ob
remiz fine in a card game (NOUN) a game because of a fine 0...it’
8. smolit’ ob-smolit’ cover or saturate with resin NP, FP ob
smola resin (NOUN) ob...it’
9. Carovat’ o-Carovat’(sja) charm, fascinate NP, FP 0
cary magic forces (noun) 0...ovat’
10. durmanit’ odurmanit’ stupefy NP, FP 0
durman thorn-apple, drug, intoxicant (NOUN) 0...it’
11. zabotit’ o-zabotit’ trouble, worry, cause anxiety NP, FP 0
zabota cares, trouble(s) (NOUN) o...it’
12. pozorit’(sja) o-pozorit’(sja) disgrace, defame, discredit NP, FP 0
pozor shame, disgrace (NOUN) o0...it’
13. porocit’ o-poro€it’ discredit, defame NP, FP 0
porok vice, defect (NOUN) o...it’
14. sramit’(sja) o-sramit’(sja) shame NP, FP 0
sram shame (NOUN) o0...it’
15. plombirovat’ o-plombirovat’ seal NP, FP 0
plomba seal (NOUN) 0...irovat’
16. znamenovat’(sja) o-znamenovat’(sja) signify, mark NP, FP 0
znam(en)a banner (NOUN) o...ovat’
17. protestovat’ o-protestovat’ appeal against, protest NP, FP 0
protest protest, odjection (NOUN) 0...ovat’
18. svidetel’stvovat’ o-svidetel’stvovat’ give evidence, witness NP, FP 0
svidetel’stvo evidence (NOUN) 0...ovat’
19. sedlat’ o-sedlat’ saddle NP, FP 0
sedlo addle (NOUN) o...at’
20. snastit’ o-snastit’ equip NP, FP 0
snasti equipment (NOUN) o0...it’
21. xmelit’ o-xmelit’ make entoxicated NP, FP 0
xmel’ hop-plant, drunkenness (NOUN) o...at’
22. cenit’ o-cenit’ estimate, evaluate NP, FP 0
cena price, cost (NOUN) o...it’
23. xarakterizovat’ o-xarakterizovat’ describe, charachterize NP, FP 0
xarakter  character (NOUN) 0...ovat’
24. $vartovat’(sja) o-Svartovat’(sja) moor NP, FP 0
Svartov hawser, mooring line (NOUN) 0...ovat’
25. krestit’(sja) o-krestit’(sja) baptize NP, FP 0
krest cross (NOUN) 0...it’-sja
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e 15-D:GETX

# IMP base PF Gloss PFtype Affix
1. jagnit’sja o-jagnit’sja (of a sheep) give a birth to a lamb NP, FP 0
jagn-enok  lamb (NOUN) 0...it’-sja
2. jagnit’sja ob-jagnit’sja  (of a sheep) give a birth to a lamb NP, FP ob
jagn-enok  lamb (NOUN) ob...it’-sja
3. kotit’sja o-kotit’sja bring kittens NP, FP 0
kot-enok kitten (NOUN) 0...it’-sja
4. $Cenit’sja o-$¢enit’sja whelp, bring puppies NP, FP 0
S¢en-ok puppy (NOUN) 0...it’-sja
5. Zerebit’sja o-Zerebit’sja  (of a horse) give a burth to a foal NP, FP 0
zereb-enok foal (NOUN) 0...it’-sja
6. porosit’sja o-porosit’sja  (of a pig, hedgehog, badger NP, FP 0
poros-enok piglet (NOUN) females) dive a birth to pups 0...it’-sja
7. telit’sja o-telit’sja calve NP, FP 0
tel-enok calf (NOUN) 0...it’-sja
8. ziret’ o-ziret’ become fat NP, FP 0
Zir fat (NOUN) o...et’
9. zlobit’sja o-zlobit’sja become embittered NP, FP 0
zloba malice, anger (NOUN) 0...it’-sja
10. skoromit’sja o-skoromit’sja eat food which s not allowed at Lent o

skoromnyj food not allowed at Lent (eggs, meat, milk) (ADJ)

NP, FP o...it’-sja

11. xmelet’

xmel’

o-xmelet’

become entoxicated

hop-plant, drunkenness (NOUN)

NP, FP

O...

0
et’
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Appendix 3. The Subjects

# | code gender | age | level of education profession
1| Al male 59 | higher engineer
mathematics and computer
2| A2 female 20 | uncompleted higher | programming
3|1A3 female 21 | uncompleted higher | literature studies
41 A4 female 26 | higher geology
51AS female 21 | uncompleted higher | international relationships
6 | A6 male 21 | uncompleted higher | biology
7| A7 male 20 | uncompleted higher | psychology
8| A8 male 23 | higher translator
91 A9 female 23 | higher French literature
10 | A10 female 24 | higher economics
11| All female 21 | higher finances and credit
12 | Al12 female 55 | higher economics
13 | A13 male 29 | higher basketball umpire
14 | Al4 male 26 | higher sociology
15 | A15 male 23 | uncompleted higher | computer programming
16 | Bl female 20 | uncompleted higher | philology
17 | B2 female 26 | higher medicine
18 | B3 female 18 | uncompleted higher | international relationships
19 | B4 male 21 | uncompleted higher | medicine
20 | BS male 23 | uncompleted higher | medicine
21 | B6 male 21 | higher history
22 | B7 female 23 | higher public relations
23 | B8 male 31 | higher translator
24 | B9 female 24 | higher philology
25 | B10 male 26 | higher medicine
26 | B11 female 30 | higher applied mathematics
27 | B12 male 23 | higher computer programming
28 | B13 female 23 | higher cognitive neurophysiology
29 | B14 male 23 | higher computer programming
30 | B15 male 24 | higher management and economics
31| Cl1 male 20 | uncompleted higher | law
321 C2 female 24 | higher musician
33| C3 female 24 | higher musician
34 | C4 female 58 | higher engineer
35| C29 female 45 | higher engineer
36 | C5 male 22 | uncompleted higher | medicine
37 | C6 female 32 | higher publishing
38 | C7 male 28 | higher engineer
39 | C8 male 23 | higher management
40 | C9 female 24 | higher literature studies
41 | C10 female 23 | higher mathematics, yoga instructor
42 | C11 female 29 | higher philology
43 | C12 female 28 | higher translator
44 | C13 male 35 | higher computer programming
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45 | Cl14 female 31 | secondary quality insurance engineer
46 | C15 male 35 | higher lawer

47 | C16 female 18 | uncompleted higher | economics

48 | C17 female 29 | higher literature studies

49 | C18 male 23 | secondary computer programming

50 | C19 male 57 | higher engineer

511 C20 female 31 | higher engineer of nuclear reactors
52| C21 male 22 | higher information technologies

53 | C22 male 37 | higher avionics, computer programming
54 | C23 female 32 | higher marketing

55| C24 male 26 | higher engineer

56 | C25 male 25 | uncompleted higher | business

57 | C26 female 29 | higher philology

58 | C27 male 30 | higher economics

59 | C28 male 36 | higher nuclear phisics

60 | C30 male 32 | higher information technologies
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Appendix 4. The nonce words used in the experiment (Russian original)

# adj-base meaning of the adjective verb-base | meaning of the verb
1 6ocThIit YMEIOIINN H3TOTOBISATH KPACUBYIO | OOCTHTH repeMelaTbes, CunTast Iaru u u3mepsis
TJIMHSHYIO IOCYNY JUIMHY Y9acTKa
2 OyKJIBIA ropJblii CBOUM YCIIEXOM OYKIIHTH MepeIBUraThCs Ha 3a/IHUX Janax
3 BYpJIBII MOJHBIA MHUIIMATHBBI BYpJIUTH JIBUTAThCS, TABUPYS MEXKIY
MPENSTCTBUSIMU
4 BaXKIBII UCTIBITHIBAIOIINI CUIIBHOE BaXXIUTh nepeMeniath KOJSICKY ¢ peOeHKOM
YYBCTBO MaTPUOTU3MA
5 T'y3BbIH KpacO4HBII T'y3BUTh (0 mTuLe) NPUXpPaMbIBaTh, IPUTBOPSACH,
YTO OJHO KPBUIO CIIOMaHO
6 raObIit BOCXUIIIEHHBIA KPacoTOH rabuth MEPEIBUTATHCS OUEHDb MEJIEHHO,
MPUPOBI MIPUCTABIISIS MIATKY OJHOM CTYIHHU K HOCKY
Jpyrou
7 JyKTBIN HEBECOMBIi1, BO3yLTHBIN JNYKTUTh KO€-KakK C HEIPUBBIUKH IepeMeniaTbcs Ha
BBICOKHX Ka0JIyKax
8 JIAMITBII HCIIBITHIBAIOIIUN YYBCTBO JIaMJIUTh BO3IyLIHO BaJIbCUPOBATh
HOCTaJIbT U
9 JKaXJIbIH MPOBOISILINN BCe BpeMs 3a KaXJIUTh MepeMeIaThCs Ha IBYXMETPOBBIX XOLYJISIX
YTEHHUEM KHHUT
10 JKYCKIIBIH NpeaaloLuiics JeHu JKYCKJIUTh MEePEIBUTATHCS C 3aKPBITHIMU IJIa3aMHU
11 30MpBIN HMMEIOUINH BBIIAIOLIUECS 30MPHUTH repeMeaTbCs Ha KOHE
MY3bIKQIBHBIE CIIOCOOHOCTH
12 3YIbIA HUKOMY HE JOBEPSAIOUINH 3YIUTh nepeMeniaThes B CaHsaX Ha cobaubeit
YIPSDKKE
13 IOTIBII CyeBEepHBIN FOIIUTh TIEPE/IBUTATHLCS HA JIBDKAX 0€3 JIBKHBIX
MIAJIOK, DHEPTUYHO paboTas pyKaMu
14 SUTBIN HE CIIOCOOHBII MEPEHOCHTH BU3T SUTATH repeMenaTbes o BO3AyXYy (O BO3AYIIHOM
iape)
15 KOWJIBbIH MOJIHBIN CIIOKOMCTBUS KOWINTh NepeMeNIaThCsl BIEPE]] Ha OHOM HOTre
16 KaMIIbIit TIOJTHBIA HAJICK]] M HOBBIX TUIAHOB | KaMITUTh MIePEIBUTATHCS, BIIISIBIBASCH B JIAIA
BCTPEUHBIX JIIOeH
17 JyChIH HE CIIOCOOHBIIT eCTh PEIOY JIyCUTh TUXOHBKO IIEPEMELIATHCS B CBOE
YAOBOJIBCTBHE
18 JIOTIPBIA CTO¥iKuii, Hecrubaemblii JIOTIPUTH MEPEBUTATHCS, TPOMKO TOIasi HOraMu
19 MYpIIBII IUIABHO TEKYILLIUH, MEIICHHBIHA MYPJIUTD MepeIBUIaThCs HA LBIIIOYKAX, H300pakast
KOILKY
20 MOMJIBIH TOMHO 3aKaTBIBAIOLIMH TJ1a3a U MOMIIUTH MePEABUTATHCS, BECETIO IPUTAHIIOBBIBAs
B3IBIXQIOIIHIA
21 HaJbIA TpeOOBaTEIBHBINA K YACTOTE U HaJUTh MIePE/IBUTATRCS, IEpKa B pyKaxX OOJBIION
TOPSLIKY OyKeT IIBETOB
22 HOKPBIH YMEIOIINI XOPOLIO TOTOBUTH HOKPUTD MePEeABUTATHCS Ha KOJIEHKaX
23 MypbIi HE [IEePEeHOCSIIUHA TPaHCTIOPT MIypHUTh MepeABUTaThCs, XBATAsACh JIAIIAMHU U
XBOCTOM 32 BETKH JIEPEBbEB
24 MaTIbIi 3a0BIBUHBHIN MaTIUTh TepeMeIarbes Ha JIOAKE
25 POTJIBII ¢ammcTekuii porIuThH MepEeMEeIaThCs Ha POJIMKOBBIX KOHBKAX
26 PaXXHBII YPE3MEPHO PACTOUUTENBHBIN paXHUTH MEepPEMEIIATHCS HA UHIAMMCKOM CIIOHE
27 carjibli HMMEIOUIHH IPUCTPACTUE K carjiuTh MepeIBUraThCs 3a710M Harepes, U3peika
KOMITBIOTEPHBIM UTpaM OTJISIIBIBASICH, YTOOBI HE YIIACTh
28 CypBbIi MOTPYXECHHBII B YHBIHUE CypHTh MepeMenaThCst 60CHKOM
29 TYJIBII HEYBEpEHHBIN B cebe TYJIUTh MEJICHHO TIepeMeIlaThbes, OT CKYKH NMUHAs
HalJCHHBIH HAa 10pOre KaMEHb
30 TOBBIN TOCKYIOILUH 110 1I0MY TOBUTH IepeMeaTbCs Ha OJHOKOJIECHOM

BCJIOCUIICIC
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31 | x XOTBIH UCIIBITHIBAIOIUH HEMPEOAOIUMYIO | XOMHUTh CTPEMHTENILHO MEPEMENIATHCS, PBITas
TATY K MOKYTIKaM TIPU 9TOM Ha CKaKaJIKe
32 | x XYIIHBIH MPUBEPEATUBbIA XYIIHUTh NepeABUTaThCA, TIMHAS IIepes COO0H
(GyTOONBHBIA MY
33| o LaBbIi HEUCKPECHHUI, TUIIeMepHBII LIaBUTh IepeMeNaThCsl Ha MUPATCKOH HIXyHe
34 |4 qynblil HEMHOTO BBIIUBILIUI YYIUTh IepeMenaThCs o CKOpOCThio 70
KIJIOMETPOB B Yac
35| u YaBbIi C XOPOLIMMH MaHEPAMH YaBUTb MEPEIBUTaThCS MENIKOM, UTpasi Ha TUTape
TOBEJICHUSI
36 | w | manpeiid HE CHOCOOHBIN BUAETh OOBEMHBIE | LIATPUTH MepeMenaThCs Ha MeTJIe
TIPeAMETHI
37 | m | maxsit pa3odapOBaHHBIH IIAKJIUTh IepeMenaThesl BEpXoM Ha BepOiroe
38 | m | orymerid JIeTKO oOMKaroImuiics LIYJIUTD MePEeABUTAThCA, IIYPSCHh OT COJTHEYHOTO
CBETa
39 | re | rHOpBHIHA YIOTpeOIAIOMUii B MUY TOIBKO | THOPUTH MepeIBUTaThCsl HA PyKax BBEPX HOTaMH,
cllajikoe yJIBI0AsiCh OT CHACThs
40 | xp | >kpambrit Oepymmuii B3ITKI JKpaInTh C TPYZIOM IIepeMeIaTh Ha BEPEBKE SIIHUK C
Ooernpunacamu
41 | 31 | 3HymBII UYMW TONHBIM XOJ0M, 3HYIHUTh MEPEMENIATHCS B CAHSAX, 3PS KEHHBIX
MHTEHCHBHBII CEBEPHBIMHU OJICHAMH
42 | 9t | urycht COCPEIOTOYEHHBII Ha IETasIX YTYCHUTh MIepEeIBUTaThCS, CHIIBHO IIATasICh
43 | xr | xraBbli HMMEIOIIUH HAaBA3YHUBYIO HICIO JKTaBUTh HepeMelIaThesl B MEIIKe
TIOCTOSIHHO MBITh PYKH
44 | co | cmymsrit HE CIIOCOOHSIH paboTaTh MpaBoit CITyJIUTh IepeMenaThcsl Ha BOAHBIX JIBDKaX
pyKoi
45 | ck | ckomblif 3HAMEHMTHIH CKOJIUTh MepeMeNIaThes B JOJIKE Ha BECTIaX
46 | Tk | TKaOBIH CTECHHUTEJIbHBIN TKaOUTh MepeMeNIaThCs Ha BEPTOJIETE
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Appendix 5. The nonce words used in the experiment
(translated into English)

# | C | adj-base meaning of the adjective verb-base meaning of the verb
1 b bostyj able to make beautiful dishes out bostit’ move counting steps and measuring the
of clay distance
2 |b bukly;j proud of one’s success buklit’ move on back paws
3 v vurlyj full of initiative vurlit’ move, maneuvering between obstacles
4 v vazdyj experiencing a strong feeling of vazdit’ move a carriage with a child
patriotism
5 |g guzvyj colorful guzvit’ (of a bird) limp pretending that a wing is
broken
6 | g gabyj fascinated with the beauty of gabit’ move very slowly placing one foot to the
nature front of the other heel to toe
7 d duktyj weightless, lightweight duktit’ move with difficulty on high heels
8 | d damlyj experiencing a feeling of nostalgia | damlit’ waltz lightly
9 |z Zaxlyj spending all time reading books Zaxlit’ move on two-meter-long stilts
10 | z Zusklyj being lazy zusklit’ move with eyes closed
11z Zopryj having outstanding musical zoprit’ move on a horse
abilities
12 | z Zupyj trusting nobody zupit’ move dog-sledding
13 0] jupyj superstitious jupit’ move skiing without poles and intensively
working the arms
14 1] jalyj not able to tolerate screaming jalit’ move by air (about a hot-air balloon)
15 | k koclyj full of calmness koclit’ move forward on one leg
16 | k kampyj full of hopes and new plans kampit’ move staring at people’s faces
17 | 1 lusyj not able to eat fish lusit’ move along at a comfortable pace
18 || 1 lopryj firm, indestructible loprit’ move while loudly stamping one’s feet
19 | m | murlyj floating smoothly, slow murlit’ move on tiptoe pretending to be a cat
20 | m | momlyj languorously rolling eyes and momlit’ move dancing joyfully
sighing
21 | n nadyj demanding everything to be tidy nadit’ move carrying a big bouquet of flowers
and in order
22 | n nokryj able to cook well nokrit’ move on one’s knees
23 p puryj not able to tolerate travel by purit’ move grabbing branches of the tress by
vehicle paws and a tail
24 | p patlyj forgetful patlit’ move by boat
25|« roglyj fascist roglit’ move on roller skates
26 | r raznyj extremely wasteful raznit’ move riding an Indian elephant
27 | s saglyj obsessed with playing computer saglit’ walk backwards, looking over one’s
games shoulder occasionally so as not to fall
28 | s suryj dejected surit’ move barefoot
29 |t tulyj lacking self-confidence tulit’ move slowly kicking a stone found on a
road from boredom
30 | t tovyj being homesick tovit’ move by unicycle
31 | x XOpyj shopoholic xopit’ move fast jumping over a jumprope
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32 | x xusnyj picky xu$nit’ move kicking a football ball in front
33| c cavyj insincere, hypocritical cavit’ move sailing a pirate ship
34| ¢ cupyj a little drunk Cupit’ move at the speed of 70 km per hour
35 ¢ cavyj with good manners Cavit’ move on foot while playing guitar
36 || § Sadryj not able to see volumetric objects | Sadrit’ move on a broom
37| 8 Saklyj disappointed Saklit’ move sitting on a camel’s back
38 | 8¢ | Sculyj touchy, being easily offended sculit’ move while squinting at the sunshine
39 | gn | gnoryj eating only sweet food gnorit’ move walking on palms upside down
smiling happily
40 | zr | Zrapyj taking bribes Zrapit’ move a box of ammunition on a rope with
difficulty
41 | zn | znupyj going at full speed, intensive znupit’ move riding a sleigh drawn by reindeers
42 | ¢t | ctusyj concentrated on details Ctusit’ move while staggering
43 | zg | zgavyj having an obsessive idea to wash Zgavit’ move (jumping) in a bag
one’s hands all the time
44 | sp | spulyj not able to work with the right spulit’ move on waterskis
hand
45 || sk | skolyj famous skolit’ move by paddling a boat
46 | tk | tkabyj shy tkabit’ move by helicopter
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Appendix 6: Sample of Questionnaire A* (verbal stimuli)
AHKeTa

JIaHHBIN SKCIIEPUMEHT MPOBOIUTCS B paMKaxX MPOEKTa, MOCBALICHHOTO HCCIEIOBAHUIO PYCCKOTO
sI3bIKa, MpU NoJAepkKke YHuBepcuteTa ropojaa Tpymce KoponesctBa Hopserusi.

WHnnmanel ydacTHUKA! (KOH(UIECHIUATEHOCTD BAlINX JAaHHBIX FapaHTUPYETCS)
[ou: O MY>KCKOM O JKEHCKHH

Bospacr:

OOpaszoBaHue: O cpeaHee O HEOKOHYEHHOE BBICIIEE O BhICHIEE

CnenuarbHOCTB / OCHOBHAS cepa AesITeNbHOCTH:

YBa:kaeMblid y4aCTHHK IKCIIEpUMEHTA!
HoxkanyiicTa, BHUMATEJbHO MPOYTHTE HUKECIEAYIOIIYI0 HHCTPYKIHUIO.

Ilepen Bamu 62 mukpotekcra. [lepen kaxkapiM TekcToM Bbl yBUIUTE THAroi, BBIICICHHBIA dKUPHBIM
mpugpToM. OH MOXET OKa3aThCs XOPOIIO W3BECTHBIM, PEIKUM WM COBCEM HE3HAKOMBIM Juisi Bac
cioBoM. Hu TO, HU napyroe, HU TpEThe, OMHAKO, HE Oy/IeT IMOMEXOW IS BHITIONHEHUS 3amaHus. Jlims
Bamrero yno0cTBa 3HadeHUE TI1arojia OyJeT KpaTKO HCTOJIKOBAHO.

[Ipounraiite mpeIOKEeHNE A0 KOHIIA U HAWAWTE MPOITycK. UTOOBI 3aMOHUTH MPOITYCK, peo0pa3yiTe
BBIJIETICHHBIH TJIAroJI, MCIIONB3YS MPH 3TOM OJHY U3 TPeX NMPHUCTABOK COBPEMEHHOT'O PYCCKOTO SI3BIKA:
0-, 00- unu 060-. Bama 3agada — BCTaBUTh B MPOMYCK TOT BapUaHT C OJHOW W3 3THUX IPHUCTaBOK,
KOTOpBIY BhI cuntaere moaxonsmuM. OOpaTUTe BHUMaHUE Ha yapeHUE.

Ecmu Bel pemute, 94TO BO3MOXKHO HECKONBKO BAapHAHTOB, TNPUBEIANTE WX H IMPOKOMMEHTHPYWTE,
pa3nuyaroTcs M OHU IO CMbICTy wiud HeT. Ecnu pasnuyarorcs, MOSICHUTE, MOXKadyWhcTa, B 4eM
COCTOMT pa3Inyue.

OOpamiaem Bame BHUMaHWE Ha TO, YTO TPHU BBINOJHCHWM JaHHBIX 33aJaHUA HE MOXKET OBITh
MpaBUIBHBIX WKW HEOPaBWIBHBIX OTBETOB. MbI mpocuM Bac crnenoBats Bamieil si361k0BOM MHTYUIIUU.
Cnacu6o!

pumep:

O- Ob- OBO-

MaTa — nepeaBuraThes Py IMOMOIIH HOT, TIEHITKOM.
JaBaii HOmpoOyeM ............coeeuennen.. BOKpPYT JIBOpLIAa M HAWTH IpYroi BXOZ.
» JlaBaii monpobyeM ...o60umu........... BOKpPYT JBOpLA U HAWTH Ipyroi BXOZ.

BecTii — moMorath UATH, CONPOBOKIATH UIAYIIETO.

16):00):401610):10 )1 (U HAac BOKPYT co00Opa M paccKa3ayl 0 TEXHUKE MO3auKH, PPEeCKH U
PYCTOBKH.
» DKCKYpPCOBOJ ...008¢..... HAC BOKPYr coOOpa M pacckazall O TEXHHKE MO3aukd, (Ppeckw u
PYCTOBKH.
Buaumanne!

OKCIEPUMEHT HAYNHACTCS Ha CIICAYIOIICH CTpaHuIIE.
Ecau y Bac ectb Bompochl, 3a1aifTe Ux 3KCIEPUMEHTATOpy ceiyac.

49 . . . . . . . .
Questionnaire B differs from A only in place of stress on nonce stimuli. Questionnaire A has stem-stressed
nonce stimuli, while Questionnaire B has theme-vowel-stressed nonce stimuli.
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1. Komarp — pbITh, 3aHUMATHCS 3eMIITHON pabOTOM.
Heobxoxnmo ObII0 mpoBecTH pabOTHI MO HM30MAIMH (yHIAMEHTA, OJHAKO IIOCIE CIIyYHBIIEIOCS
HABOJHEHUS .....ouvnennnnnn. BCE 3/1aHUE KPYT'OM I10 IIEPUMETPY OBLTO HEBO3MOKHO.

2. YepTiTh — NPOBOJIUTH JIHHUIO, YEPTY.

Urto0bI copBaTh MAaNoOpPOTHUK, HY>)KHO B HOUb MBaHa Kymana pa3ocTiiaTh OKOJIO pacTeHUS CBSIICHHYIO
CKATEPTD, +eveenrenneennnannennns BOKPYT' ce0sl Ha 3eMJIc HOKOM KPYT, OKPOIHTH MAOPOTHHUK CBSTOM
BOJIOM U MoNuThes. COpBaB IBETOK, HY)KHO CHPSATATH €ro 3a Ma3yXy u 0exaTh 0e3 OTJISIKH.

3. T'y3BuTh — (0 NTHUIIE) MIPUXPAMBIBATH, IPUTBOPSISICH, YTO OHO KPBLJIO CIIOMAHO.

[Ituma 3ameTiiia TUCY U cTaja MaHUTh €e TPoUb OT THe3xa. [IpumoaHsaB oqHO KpBLUTO, Kak OyATO OHO
OBLIO CIIOMaHO, MITUIA OTOSKANA YYTh TMOMAIBIIEC, ....v'veerennenne... BOKpYT KaMHS, U, TOJI0Xk/IaB, KOTAa
JMca MmocieAyeT 3a Hel, B3MbIIa BBEPX.

4. Tka6uTh — epeMenaThCs Ha BEPTOJICTE.

UroObl B3IMMISHYTh HAa KPUTHYECKYIO CUTYallMI0 COOCTBEHHBIMM IJIa3aMH, IJlaBa IIPaBUTENILCTBA
HECKOJBKO PA3 ...eevnvininininnnnnnnn BOKPYI' METEOPOJOTHUECKON CTaHLIMU U pacCyduil, 4To Iopa
MPHUHATH YKCTPEHHBIE MEPBI.

5. PBATH — BBIICPTUBATH C CUIIOK, PE3KHUM JBHIKCHUEM.
Korpma Bce HyHBIE JeTaid OTHUIA(OBAHBI, HEOOXOMUMO .......oceveenernnnnnn. 3alIUTHYIO TUICHKY
IITUPUHOHN 4-5 CM 10 BCEMY TIEPUMETPY U3IEITH.

6. JIYKTHTB — KOe-KaK C HEMPUBBIYKH ITEPEMEIIAThCS HA BEICOKUX KaOyKax.
Iokast BeICOKMMHU KaOJIykaMH, Jama IPOIUIA BJOJIb CKAMEHKH, KOC-KAK ..........c.coeenn.n. BOKpYT
KITyMOBI, BJPYT 3alleMIaCh 32 YTO-TO U UyTh HE yIiaja.

7. PAXHUTB — TIEPEMEIIATHLCS HA WHIMICKOM CIIOHE.
CornacHo npeBHEH MHIUNCKON TpaaulUU, KEHUX JOJDKEH MOAbEXaTh K IOMY CBOEH HEBECThI BEPXOM
Ha CJIOHE, TOPKECTBEHHO .....vvnreenrannnnnnnnn. BOKPYT JIOMa M ITOCTaBUTh CJIOHA Ha OJTHO KOJICHO.

8. "HOnmMTh — nepeABUraThCs Ha JbbKax 0e3 JbDKHBIX MMaJ0K, SHEPIHYHO paboTas pyKaMu.
CerosiHg IONMUTH HA JIbDKaX OBUIO TPYIHOBATO: BETEp Iy B JIMIO, Jla €Ile Tojoiea. Tak d4To
................... BKPYT Jieca s TOJIBKO OJIMH pa3, 3aTO CTO Pa3 MOXKAJIESI, YTO MaJKu ¢ cO00 HEe B3I

9. IIakauTh — nepeMenaThcs BEPXOM Ha BepOITIoIe.
CoriacHO JAPEBHEH JETCHIE, CCIH .................. BOKpYT €THIETCKON mupamMuabl Xeorca B ['mse
POBHO JICBSTH pa3, TO 3araJlaHHOE B ATOT JICHb JKEJIaHHE 0053aTEIbHO UCTIOTHUTCS.

10. MOMIUTD — TIEPEIBUTATHCS, BECEIO MTPUTAHIIOBEIBAS.

B Tot Beuep Anapeit MiBaHOBHY OBLT B JIYUIIIEM pacIioyiokeHun ayxa. Cuss Tyde3apHoi yIIBIOKO#, OH
.................... BOKPYT POsUIs, HA KOTOpOM mrpaina Jluzasera, 3aTeM MOJCEN K Hei moOIrmKe U CTal
MepeBOPAYUBATH HOTHI.
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11. TA6uTh — MepeBUraThCss OYCHb MEICHHO, IPUCTABIISS TSATKY OJHOM CTYMHU K HOCKY JPYTOH.
ITo mopore emy BCTpeTWJICS THTAHTCKUN KaMeHb OOJbIIE YeIOBEYECKOTO POCTa. OH .......coeeneen...
BOKPYT' KaMHsl, TOTPOTaJT TOJIOMIBOM €r0 MIIUCTHIH OOK U TIPOIOJDKUI MY Th.

12. ExaTp — epenBUraThCcs Ha Kojecax.
Te, kTO cmaBam Ha MpaBa, 3HAIOT, YTO OIHO M3 MEPBHIX 3aJaHU Ha HJK3aMEHE — aKKypaTHO
.............................. BOKPYT CTOJOA.

13. KéuauTth — nepemMenaTbes Bepel Ha OJHOH HOTe.
Mumka 9acto copeBHOBanCsS cO CIaBUKOM, KTO CMOXKET OBICTPEE ..........coceeeeenen... BOKpYT
IIECOYHUIIBI B OIHY CTOPOHY U 0OpaTHO.

14. Kpanurtp — ¢ TpyZ0oM IepeMellaTh Ha BEPEBKE SIIUK ¢ OOSIpUIIacaMHu.
Cunst [laBna ObUTH Ha WCXOJIE, OJTHAKO OH COOPATT BCE MYMKECTBO M ...eovvnerernennnanennnnn. BOKpYT
3EMJISTHKY.

15. HOKpUTB — IepeIBUTaTHCS HA KOJICHKAX.
Mamma 6opornack ¢ copHAKaMH OKOJIO 4aca. OHAa HE OAHMH PA3 .e.eeeenrenrineennnnn. 1o TEPUMETPY
BOKPYT BCEH MOPKOBHOM T'PSIIKH, TIOKA TOOMIIACKH, 9TOOBI HA HEH HE OCTAIOCh HU OJTHOTO COpPHSKA.

16. Iou3Td — nepeIBUTaThCS Ha JKUBOTE.
3Mmest cTpamHo 3amumnena. OHA MEIUICHHO ...........coeeenee... BOKPYT BEpaHIbl ¥, OCTaHOBUBIIKUCH,
JIOJITO CMOTpEJia Ha MaHTyCTa.

17. LaBuTh — nepeMeIaTbecsi Ha MUPATCKOM IIXYHE.
Hamr xopabitb ......ooevvvvvennnnn.n.. BOKPYT' ABCTpaJIUM BCETO 3a JiBa MeCIIa.

18. XyIHUTB — NIepeBUIaThCA, MMHAS TIepe] co00it (yTOONBHBIN M.
Bens msu x Boporam, KupcasoB ...t BOKPYT NPOTHBHHKA, IPOOEXkKaj ele HECKOIbKO
IaroB ¥ HEOXKHUJIAHHO [T BCEX BAPYT 3a0HJI Ol

19. BaThb — CKpy4HBaTh, CIUICTATh.
S ayman, Kak ycaxy €€ pAAOM C COO00H Ha CKAMEUKY, .................. PYKY BOKpYT €€ Talud U
HOIIETYIO.

20. I'népuTh — NEepeABUraThCS HAa pyKax BBEPX HOTAMH, YJIBIOAsCh OT CUACTBAL.
Korpa s BApyr y3Hasl, 4TO MEHS IPUHSIM HA NEPBBIM KYpC, S TOTOB OBUL .........cocvveuevnenennnn.
BOKpPYT BCETO 3/1aHUSI KOHCEPBAaTOPHH, KpHUa Ha BCIO YIIUILYy O CBOEM YCIIEXE.

21. IIATauTh — IepeMenaThCs Ha JIOJAKE.

VYBUIeB mOpSMO MO KypCy [IOM, CTOSIIMHA Ha BOJAE, MbI TOATPEOTH TOONMXKE U PEIIIN
..................... BOKPYT HETO, YTOOBI TIOCMOTPETH, €CTh JIM O] HUM XOTb MaJIeHbKUI KyCOYEK CYIIIH
WIIH HET.
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22. YUTycuTh — MepeIBUTaThCS, CUITBHO IIATAsICh.

Jlannia men Ha XyTOp AOJITO M ¢ TPYIOM. 3aTo OBLIO, O 9eM IOTOM paccKa3aTh: M O TOM, KaK OH
BEUICTEN U3 Kabaka, M Kak MPHUATHO IyJl BETep B CIUHY Ha Pa3/Ioyibe, M KaK OH, B KOHIIC KOHIIOB,
...................... BOKPYT MEJIBHUIIBI U HATKHYJICS TaM Ha Emenbsna.

23. 36npuTh — nepeMenaTbesl Ha KOHe.
JdBopenr ObUT Tak BENMK, YTO JaXK€ HA OTIMYHOM AaHTJIMIICKOM CKakyHe Helb3s ObLIO
....................... BOKPYT HETO 3a O/IMH JI€Hb.

24. Kpy:xaTh — nepeBUIraThCs M0 Kpyry.
Crpemnenue CIIA .................. Kwurait BoeHHBIMH 0a3aMH, MTOAIEPIKKA HE3aBUCUMOCTH TaiiBaHs, a
Tak)Ke BOCHHOE COTpYyIHUYECTBO ¢ MHaueli noaramkusany [IeknH kK OTBETHBIM MepaM.

25. HanuTe — iepeBUTaThes, Iepka B pyKax OOJbIIOH OyKeT IIBETOB.
ToBopsT, YTOOBI OKOHYATENBHO BCKPYKHTH TOJOBY SKCHIIUHE, HYMKHO .eoeeveneerinerenennennnnene.
BOKpyT Hee O0omee 200 pas.

26. CnyJauTh — IepeMEIaThCsl Ha BOJHBIX JIbDKAX.
UecTHO TOBOPS, S JAYMAT UTO .euvenenneneaneneanannnnnnn BOKpPYT' TaKOro HEOOJBIIOro 03epa — mapa
nmycTsikoB. OHAaKO, BCTaB Ha JILDKH, sl yOIWIICS, YTO HE BCE TaK MPOCTO.

27. TOBUTH — MepeMenaThCsl HA OJJHOKOJICCHOM BEJIOCHIICC.

Bapyr wu3-3a Kyauc TOSBWICS XOXOUuylIMd KiIOyH. bamancupys Ha OJHOM Kojece, OH
........................ BOKpPYT (OKYCHHKA, BBIXBATHJI Y HETO IWIMHAP W JOCTAT M3 HETO €Ile ABYX
KPOJIKOB.

28. YABHUTDb — [IEPEIBUraThCS MEIIKOM, UrPpast Ha TUTape.
N neuero Bam Bcé Bokpyr moma Moero xoautb! OnuH pa3 Bel BOKpYTr AoMa .................. — HY,
JyMaro, J1aJiHo, a Bel — n apyroi, u Tpetnii! HyxHo ke 1 4ecTb 3HATH!

29. TlinecTd — IEPEBUBATH, COCHHSS B OHO LIENIOC.
Korna-to, B monoauMepHyt0, TONECHOILIACTOBYIO AIIOXY, IMOYTH SAMHCTBEHHBIM CIIOCOOOM 3aIllUTHTH
OYTBUIKY OT YIAPOB OBIIIO .................. €€ KaMBITIIOM HJIH COJIOMOM.

30. 3ynuTh — epeMenaThCs B CaHAX Ha co0aubeil YIpsuKKe.
EMy cHuioch, 94To OH YK€ CTPEMHUTEIILHO 3YIUT Ha YIPSHKKE M3 JCCATH JIOXMAThIX XacKd B
HANPAaBICHUH JOJTOXKAAaHHOTO CEeBEpHOrO TOJIOCA, M BOT €My OCTAaeTCS MPEOJOJETh MOCIECIHION
COTHIO METPOB, TIOOCITHO ....evvvnenaneananannnen. BOKDYT 3aBETHOW TOYKU TPUTSHKCHUS M 3aKPEIUThH
TOpABIH Iar 3aBoeBaTelsl TaK, 9YTOOBI €r0 HE YHECIIO BETPOM.
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31. JIonpuTh — NepeABUraThCs, TPOMKO TOMAasi HOTaMH.

B 0Gane xuBer OaHHWK. DTO OCOOBIN OaHHBIN MyX, JOXMAaThIi W BpeAHbId. OH TOOWT IIMIApUTH
KUTSTKOM M KWAAThCS KaMelKaMy U3 nedkd. [loaToMy mepen TeM Kak MATH MapuThCsl, TOBOPST, HATO
0aHHUKA TPUIYTHYTb, & JUISL 3TOTO HYXKHO ..cevveneenennenen... BOKPYr OaHH, MOKPUKUBAs U TPO3s
BEHHUKOM.

32. BaxauTh — nepeMeniaTh KOJIACKY ¢ peOCHKOM.
@doHTaH OBUT TaK BEJUK, YTO KOTAa MapHHA .........ccovvvnnnnnn... BOKPYT' HEro, MaJIBIII YK€ MHUPHO
criai.

33. Be:kaTh — ABUraThCs, OBICTPO OTTAJIKMBASCH OT 36MJIH HOI'aMH.
UToOBI TPONTH HYKHYIO NUCTAHIIUIO, JBDKHHUKH JTOJMKHBI OBUIH .................. BOKPYT' CHEXHOTO
nons 111 pas.

34. lanpuTs — nepeMeniathCs Ha METIIE.

Korna ba6a-fIra yBumana, 9To 30J10TOE SIMIKO pa3dmTo, a Kypouka Psba cOexama ¢ Komobkom, oHa
BCKOUMJIA HA METIY, Pa3OK-APYTOH ...........c.ccoceeenn BOKpPYI CBOEil M30YIIKM U OTIpaBHJach B
MOT'OHIO.

35. JIycuTh — TUXOHBKO MEPEMEIIAThCSA B CBOE YIOBOJILCTBHE.

Uto MokeT OBITH IydIle, YeM TMOYyTPY BBUINTH ce0e Ha TOJOBY B BaHHOW BEAPO JIEASHOW BOJHI,
...................... Pa3oK-Apyrol BOKPYr CTaJIMOHA, MO3aBTpaKaTh OBCSHOM Kallleil, a 3aTeM CHEIIUTh
Ha padoTy, yIBIOAsCh APKOMY COITHEYHOMY JTHIO, KOTOPBIN TaK MPUATHO HAYaJICs.

36. AKYCKINTH — NEPEIBUTaThCS C 3aKPBHITHIMU TIIa3aMH.
Urpann B kMypku. Muma ...................... BOKpPYT KOMHATHI, maps mepes co0oil pykamu, HO
HUKOTO He ToiimMai. Bece co cmexoM pa30ekancs.

37. KaTdTh — Be3TH KaKOW-HUOY b MIPEMET, IOCTABICHHBIN HA KOJIECa, HJIH €XaTh CaMOMY.
OroT Benocune ] — Bellb ucropuueckas. Ha HeM s ABaX bl BOKPYT BCETO CBETA .....cuvevenennen.... !

38. BypauThb — IBUTATHCS, JIETKO JIABUPYS MEXKY MPETSITCTBHIMH.
IIpm momoIM HOBOTO AaBTOMATHYECKOTO VIPABICHHA Ha 3TOM KOCMHYECKOM KOpabile MOKHO
................. BOKPYT 36MHOI'0 11apa, JJOBKO YKJIOHSISICH OT BCTPEYHBIX METCOPUTOB.

39. JKAXxauTh — epeMenaThcs Ha ABYXMETPOBBIX XOYJIAX.
OToil BecHOW BO BpeMs pasinuBa Hwia Bojga MOMHSIACE TaK BBICOKO, YTO MECTHBIC IKUTEITH
BBEIHY)KJIEHBI OBUTH YIJIMHUTH CBOM OOBIYHBIC XOAYIH Ha moiaMmerpa. OHH ¢ TpyaoM moOpaiuch 0
xpama Xaru, MOBEIHUTEIS HABOMHEHUH, ........c.coevevnnennnn.. BOKPYI' XpaMa, OJIHAKO BXOJ OBLI
3aTOIUICH BOJIOM U BOMTH B HETO OBLIO MPOCTO HEBO3MOXKHO.
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40. CkOauTh — IEPEMEIIATLCS B JIOJKE HA BECIIaX.

B nownckax ymoOHOW OyXTBI HAM TPHIIIIOCH ...uvevnreerenneennnsn. BOKpPYT Bcero octposa. [Ipuuanunm
MBI, B KOHIIE KOHIIOB, Y CEBEPHOT0 MBICA, IOCKOIBKY OKPECTHOCTH BBHITJISA/IENA BIIOJHE MPUBETIMBO U
pudoB y 6epera BUIHO HE OBLIO.

41. T'HyTh — U3rKubdaTh, OTKIOHSITS.
OHU J00SKATH O TMAPKA, +nvenrenrennannannnns M0 KPYyry TaHUIUIOWIAIKY M CHOPATAIUCH B 3apOCIAX 3a
3CTpajioN.

42. POrauThb — IepeMenaThCs Ha POITUKOBBIX KOHBKAX.

Muike BYepa KYMHIH HOBBIE POJIMKU. Tenephb JJIsl MONHOTO CYACTBS HYMKHO ...ouevvenereenennanensn.
BOKPYT' IIKOJIBI, YTOOBI BCE BUJEIH, CKAaTaThCA IO Mara3WHa, HECKOJIBKO Pa3 yHacTb Ha MSTKHE
HAJIOKOTHHUKH U 3aI0JyYUTh TAPOUYKY [ApaI¥H, YTOOBI TIOTOM OBLIO YeM MOXBACTATHCA.

43. TIypuTh — epeIBUTATRLCS, XBATAsICh JTallaMH U XBOCTOM 3a BETKH JCPCBHEB.
Mayrnu TOJHsUI TOJIOBY M YBUZEN Ha JIEPEBBSIX C MOJIMIOKUHBI 00e3bsH. Camasi KpymHas o0e3bsHa
....................... BOKPYT HET'0 U OBICTPO CITyCTHIIACH TIO JIMAHE Ha 3EMITIO.

44, “SIauTh — IepeMeIaThCs 10 BO3AyXY (0 BO3AYLIHOM IIape).
Bozmymaerii map noaHsics B He60. OH TIABHO MPOILTBLT O BO3AYXY A0 CAMOU TOPBL, «.vvvvenernaennnn.
BOKPYT €€ BEPIIMHBI U MOJIETEN JIANbIIe, YyTh 3a/IeBasi BCTPEUHbIC 00JIaKa.

45. YynuTh — nepeMeIaTbesi co CKOpocThio 70 KUIIOMETPOB B Yac.
M3 myrkTa A Belexals rpy30BHK. [IpoexaB paccTostHre 105 KM., OH TIO TIEPHMETPY +vvvvrennrenneennennns.
BOKpYT Jleca, TLIOMaIh KOTOPOro uMena (popMy KBajgpaTta M cocTapsna 180 kv’

46. BésiTh — BO31CHCTBOBATH JICTKOM CTpyei BO3ayXa.
PaccrernyB pemeniok, OH BBIMTYCTHJI PYOAIIKy HAPYKY W TIOMBITATCS ....evvvvrrenennnnn.. BIIQXKHOE,
pasropsYeHHOE TSHKEII0N paboTol Telo.

47. XOmuTh — CTPEMUTEIHLHO NIEPEMEIIAThCS, IIPBITasi IPU 3TOM Ha CKaKaJjKe.

M BOT KOMaHIHBIC COPEBHOBAaHMS Hadaiuch. llepBpIM 3amaHueM OBUIO TOOEKATH O CEPEHMHBI
JIOPOXKKH, B3SITh JISKAIIYIO Ha 3eMJIE CKAKaJIKy, 3aTEM XOITHTh YTO €CTh CHJIBI 10 KOP3UHBI C KETIISIMH,
...................... BOKPYT KOP3WHBI, a IMOCJIC — CIEIINUTh 00PaTHO K CBOCH KOMaHIE.

48. MypJauTh — epeIBUraThCs Ha IBITIOYKAX, H300paxkast KOIIKY.

VY manenbko#t JItoObI MpocTo TanaHT M300pakaTh pa3HBIX KUBOTHBIX. Buepa oHa MacTepcKH WUrpana
MBILIKY, & CETOJIHS, CMOTPIO, — OHA YK€ MYPJIMUT B CTOPOHY IAIIBL, «.oveveneenenrenennnnnn BOKpYT Kpecia,
I7Ie OH CUZEN, a TOTOM BAPYT MPBIT — K HEMY U KaK 3aMsyKaeT!

49. JKraBuThb — repeMeraTbCs B MEIIIKE.
PeGsiTa nmpuayMany HOBOE pa3BIICUCHHUE: KTO OBICTPEE CMOMXKET ...vevvvvnenne.... BOKPYT Ta30HOKOCHIJIKH
tetu Ulypsl.
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50. 'HaTh — OBICTPO €XaTh, BECTH aBTOMOOHJIb Ha OOJIBILION CKOPOCTH.
[leTpoB 3aBea MOTOP, 32 HAPY CEKYHIT «envuverenennennnnnn. aBTOMOOMJIb BOKPYT 3/laHUs PalilOHHOTIO
LIEHTPa, ¥ OHU BO BCIO MOYb ITOMYAJIKCH IO CyXOH MPOCEIOYHOI Topore.

51. 3HYNHUTH — IEpeMENaThCs B CAHX, 3aIPSHKEHHBIX CEBEPHBIMU OJICHAMH.

Hen Mopo3 cnemwn ¢ nogapkamu. Be€ coOupaTh Mo CHHCKY MPHIUIOCH B MOCIEAHHI MOMEHT,
MO3TOMY OH THPBITHYT B CAHH,  eveneeneneenenennanennenes pa3ok BOKpYr BOJILEOHOro Jieca,
yIIOCTOBEPHJICS, YTO HU OJMH 3aBETHBIM MEIIOK OH HE OCTAaBWJ, U NOMYAJICS Ha CaHAX Pa3BO3UTh
NOJapKu.

52. KaMnuThb — iepeiBUraThCsl, BIISIBIBASCH B JIMIIA BCTPEUHBIX JIIOJIEH.

OH noexan 10 CTaHIIMKM METPO, BBIIIET Ha YIUIY U cTad kaath ToHto. CHavana oHa oma3iplBajia Ha 5
MUHYT, moToM Ha 10. Bapyr emy mpumuio B rojioBy, 9To, MOXKET ObITh, TOHS yXe mpuexana U >KIeT
ero y Apyroro Berxoga. OH ...............o... BOKPYT BCETO 3/IaHUS METPO, HO TOHIO HE BCTPETHIL.

53. TyauTh — MEIJICHHO MEPEMELIAThCS, OT CKYKU ITMHAsI HalICHHBIH Ha T0POre KaMeHb.

Briox BhITIEN W3 Ji0Ma W CTal THXOHBKO TYJIHUTh B CTOPOHY TabayHOW JaBKU. TaM eMy TpeicTOsIIo
KIATh elle OUTHIX momdaca. OH YIKE YCIIEM ...vvvenennnnn.... BOKpYT JaBKU 4 pasa, KOrjaa, HaKOHell,
M3-3a yIJIa MOSIBIIICS AHHEHCKHHA.

54. TLabITh — EPEJBUTaThCS IO TIOBEPXHOCTH WITH B TITyOHHE BOJIBI.
OcTpoB OBIIT HEOOTBITUM, MTOITOMY MBI PEIIVIH ....cneeeenennen.... €ro 1o KPyry U MPUCMOTPETh OyXTY
MOJTyYILIE.

55. CypuTh — niepeMeIaThcsi 60CHKOM.

3eMisi paszbes3kaaach, TPEUIMHBI YXOMWIU BLIIyOb, My0 YHOCHIIO BOJIOW. 3axap METHYJCSA K JIOMY,
BBICKOUHJI C BEPEBKOU, HAKHHYII METII0 HA CYYOK OTHE3KAIOMIETO YO, ..vevevnrnrnrnanannnnns BOKPYT
JiepeBa U CTall W30 BCEX CHJI TSHYTh, COCIAUHSTH 3€MJTIO.

56. BOCTUTD — TTepeMenIaThCs, CUUTAs IIard ¥ U3Mepsisl JJINHY yIacTKa.

3HaeTe, y 3eMJIEMEPOB €CTh CBOS TEXHOJIOTHS I BHICUUTHIBAHUS ITUIOIIAAM YYacTKa. ITO TOJBKO
KQKETCS, YTO JOCTATOYHO ....eevenrennns.. MO TIEPUMETPY BOKPYT IOJIA — M BCE JieNa. JTO, U3BHHUTE
MEHSI, YKe BUCpaITHHIA JICHb.

57. JAMJIATDH — BO3IYIIHO BaJIbCUPOBATh.

IOnKep nmomxBatun KOnmuio u 3akpykuin ee B BUXpe Baibca. ['openu cBeud, rpemena My3bika. OHU
HECKOJIBKO PA3 .evvvnueenennennnnn.. BOKPYT 3aJIbl, TOTOM rojioBa y FOnuu 3akpyxuiack, 1 oHa 0e3 CHi
yrnajna Ha JUBAaHHBIC MOTYIIKH.

58. Bamirs — Gecrniops109HO OpocaTh, KJIACTh B OOJIBIIOM KOJIMYECTBE KyAa-JTH00.
I'oToBsICH K 3UME, KPECTBSIHUHY HYKHO ..coeuvnvnnnennnen... n30y Kpyrom 3emiei, yTbIKaTb MXOM, H
3aIIUTHTH OT CTYXKH COJIOMO.
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59. BYKJIMTBb — MIepeIBUTAThCS HA 33 HHUX Jlamax.

Korma mpuxomsar roctu, Ilammu mroOMT mokaswpiBaTh (OKyChbl. EcCiIM MOKPYTHTH IEpel €€ HOCOM
KYCOYKOM IE€YECHBS, OHA TOCIACAYET 32 HUM U MOMXKET JAKE ..evvnvrnnnennnnnn.. BOKPYT KYPHAIBHOTO
CTOJTHKA.

60. HecTll — iepemenarh, BO3BOIUTh.
[ToToM ropo 3aBOEBaN PUMIISTHE, OHU JTATH €MY HOBOE MIMSI, «..'vvevenrennennennnns CTEHOM W pa3ouiu
TPaJUIMOHHYIO PHMCKYIO TUTAHUPOBKY.

61. CarnuTp — epeIBUraThCs 3aJ0M HaIepe, U3peaKa OrJIsAbIBAsCh, YTOOBI HE YIIACTh.

ToBopsT, eciii caryinTh PeryiaspHO, TO MOXHO BBIPa0OTATh MPWIMYHOE YYBCTBO paBHOBecus. S
HaYajga C TOTO, YTO BYEPA JIBA PA3A ................. BOKPYT' TEIIEBU30pa, HO B Pe3yjbTaTe UyTh HE
ypoHnuia ¢pappopoByro Baszy, KOTOpas Ha HEM CTOsIIA.

62. HyauTs — nepeaABUraThes, UIypsCh OT COTHEYHOTO CBETA.
SIpKoe COJHIIE CIIEMUIIO IV1a3a. DAUK HECKOIBKO PA3 .euvvuvrinennenenenennnn. BOKpYT MAalllMHbI, HO TaK U
HE HaIlleN MPeaTeNlbCKi OTBATUBIIUICS OOITHUK.

Cnacu6o0 3a y4acTHe B 3KCIIiepuMeHTe!
Ecnu Brl xoTuTe y3HATH O pe3yibTaTax Ucciel0oBaHus, Bbl MOkeTe CBA3aThCS C HAMM IO aApecy
aba039 @post.uit.no
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Cover page translated into English

Questionnaire

The present experiment is part of a project devoted to the investigation of the Russian
language. The experiment is supported by the University of Tromsg, the Kingdom of Norway.

Initials: (complete confidentiality of your personal data is guaranteed)
Gender: omale O female

Age:

Education: o secondary o uncompleted higher o higher

Profession / Main occupation:

Dear participant!
Please make sure you read the following instructions carefully!

There are sixty-two short texts in front of you. Each text is preceded by a boldfaced verb®® in
bold. The verb might be a well-known, rare or totally unknown word for you. This should
present no obstacle for the completion of your task. For the sake of your convenience, the
meaning of each verb is briefly explained.

Please read each sentence in its entirety and find the blank. In order to fill in the blank, you
should transform the boldfaced verb using one of the three prefixes of contemporary standard
Russian: O, OB, or OBO. Your task is to fill in the blank with the prefixed verb which you
find most appropriate. Please pay attention to the stress.

If you decide that a number of variants are possible, please list all of them and comment on
whether they differ in meaning or not. If yes, please specify what the difference is.

We want to emphasize that there are no right and wrong answers in these tasks. We ask you to
follow your linguistic intuition. Thank you!

Example:

0] OB OBO

The examples are described in Chapter 4.

Attention!
The experiment starts on the next page.
If you have any questions, it is a good time to ask them now.

50 . . . N . . . .
In questionnaire C with adjectival stimuli, the instructions were the same except that the base boldfaced word
was an adjective and the task was to transform it into a verb.
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Appendix 7: Sample of Questionnaire C (adjectival stimuli)
AHKeTa

JlaHHBIN SKCIEPUMEHT MPOBOIAUTCS B paMKaxX MPOEKTA, MOCBALICHHOTO HCCIEIOBAHUIO PYCCKOTO
sI3bIKa, MPU NoAepkKke YHuBepcuTeTa ropojaa Tpymce KoponesctBa Hopserusi.

WHnnmanel ydacTHUKA! (KOH(UIECHIUATEHOCTD BAlINX JAaHHBIX FapaHTUPYETCS)
[ou: O MY>KCKOM O JKEHCKHH

Bospacr:

OOpaszoBaHue: O cpeaHee O HEOKOHYEHHOE BBICIIEE O BhICHIEE

CnenuarbHOCTB / OCHOBHAS cepa AesITeNbHOCTH:

YBa:kaeMblid y4aCTHHK IKCIIEpUMEHTA!
MoxkanyiicTa, BHUMATEIbHO NPOYTUTE HUKECTETYIOUIYI0 HHCTPYKIHIO!

Ilepen Bamu 62 mukpotekcta. [lepen xaxabpiM TeKcToM Bbl yBHIWTE MpuiaraTeibHOE, BBIICICHHOE
JKUPHBIM mprdToM. OHO MOXKET 0Ka3aThCs XOPOIIO 3HAKOMBIM, PEIKUM HIIA COBCEM HE M3BECTHBIM
Bawm cnoBoM. Hu To, HM Apyroe, HU TpeThe, OJHAKO, HE OyAeT IMOMEXOW IS BHITIOJHEHUS 3aaHFs.
s Bamero ymo6cTBa 3Ha4eHHE TIPHITAraTeIbHOTO OyIeT KPaTKO UCTOIKOBAHO.

[Ipounraiite mpeIoKeHNE A0 KOHIIA M HAWAWTE MPOITycK. UTOOBI 3aMOHUTH MPOITYCK, peo0pa3yiTe
BBIJIEJICHHOE TPWJIaraTelIbHOE B TJIaro, HCIIONb3Ys MPU 3TOM OJIHY M3 TpeX MPUCTABOK COBPEMEHHOTO
PYCCKOTO sI3BIKA: 0-, 06- W 060-. Bala 3a1aya — BCTaBUTh B MPOITYCK TOT BAPUAHT C OJJHOW U3 3TUX
MPHUCTABOK, KOTOPBIA BbI cuntaere moaxoasammm. 3anumuTe Bamn BapuaHT B MPOIMYCK U MOCTABBTE B
HEM yIapeHue.

Ecnn Bl peHInuTe, 4YTO BO3MOXKHO HCCKOJIBKO BApHUAHTOB, MPUBCAUTC HUX U HpOKOMMCHTprﬁTe,
pa3In4aroTcCAd JIM OHH 110 CMBICTY UJIN HET. Ecmm pas3iIn4aroTCsd, TO HAITMIINUTE, HO)KaJny/'ICTa, B 4€M, Ha
Bam B3IJIAQ, COCTOUT pa3iniyune.

OOpamiaem Bame BHMMaHWE Ha TO, YTO TPHU BBINOJHCHWM JaHHBIX 33JaHUA HE MOXKET OBITh
MPaBUIbHBIX WJIM HENPAaBUIBHBIX OTBETOB. MBI npocuM Bac ciienoBath Barieil S53p1KOBOM MHTYULIMH.

Cmacu6o!

Oopa3en:

O- Ob- OBO-

1. CJ107KHBII — BBI3BIBAIOIIUI TPYJHOCTH.

OTHOIIEHUS MEXAY COIO3HMKaMH ObUTM M 0e3 TOro CIOXHBIMH, OJHAKO CEKPETHOE BOOPYKEHHE
BOCHHBIX YacTeH eIme 60Iee .................. CUTYAIHIO.

» OTHOIICHUS MEXIy COIO3HHKAMU OBLIHM M 0€3 TOTO CIIOKHBIMH, OJHAKO CEKPETHOE BOOPYKCHHUE
BOCHHBIX YacTeil emie OoJiee ...0C0HCHUNO. .. CUTYaLHIO.

2. OcTpblii — HANIPSKECHHBIM.

OKOHOMMUYECKUM KPUZUC U TPUPOAHBIC KATAKITUIMBI ....eevnveenneeneeennannnnn. BHYTPUIIOJTUTHIECKYIO
cutyanuio B CeBepHoit OceTun.
P DOKOHOMHYECKHA KPU3UC U TPHUPOIHBIC KATAKIU3MBI ...000CHMPUIN.... BHYTPHUIIOIUTHICCKYIO

cutyanuio B CeBepHoit OceTun.
Branmanne!

OKCIEPUMEHT HAYNHACTCS Ha CIICAYIOIICH CTpaHuIIE.
Ecau y Bac ectb Bompochl, 3a1aifTe Ux 3KCIEPUMEHTATOPY ceiyac.

162



O- Ob- OBO-

1. Jlerkuii — UCTIONHSAEMBIH, PEOJIOJICBAEMBIN O€3 OOJBIIOTO TPY/Ia, YCHUIINH.
B mponutom romy OmbimmoTeka 3aKymwia AOMOMHUTENBHYIO MApTUI0O KHHUT UISL CTYJIEHTOB, 4TO
PA3UTEIBHO ...ovveennenaennn. y4eOHBIH Tpotecc.

2. T'nyxoi — He CIIOCOOHBIH CITBIIATD.
Tyt Urnat coBcem paccupenen: «Tvl uto, rimyxoi? He cipimmib, 4To u, 4yTo s TeOe roBopro?» A
®Denop, ycMmexasch, NporoBopui B Ooponmy: «Jla TbI MeHs, OpaT, CBOMM KpPHUKOM COBCEM

3. Hanplii — TpeOoOBaTEIHHBINA K YUCTOTE U MOPSIIIKY.
Korna nenymka y3nan o mpuesne [lamm, oH cral TakuM HaJbIM, YTO BCE MPOCTO JHMBY JANHCh. A
CKOJIBKO Pa3rOBOPOB IMOTOM OBLIO, YTO ATO U3BECTHE €0 TaK CHIIBHO .........v....... .

4. Tyaslii — HeYyBepeHHEII1 B ceOe.

Karepnna HukxonaeBHa Bclo cHTyalMiO NpeACTaBHIa COBCEM B HMHOM CBETE, TaK YTO YHMHOBHHK
OKa3aJCsl BO BCEH 3TOM HMCTOpPUU POOKHMM, HEpPEIIUTEIbHBIM MU TYJbIM 4deloBeKoM. Jla-na, UMEHHO
TyabIM. XOTs 3aMeThTe, uTo 3T0 Katepuna HukomaeBHa chenana ero TynbIM, a MHaue CKa3aTbh —

5. Hoxpslii — ymeronmii Xopomio roTOBUTb.

Kupunn Bcerga Medtan craTh OTIIMYHBIM TIOBAPOM, OAHAKO TO, YTO OH FOTOBHII, €CTh HUKTO HE MOT.
ITocre mIKONBI KyJTMHApOB €ro CIOBHO MOAMEHMIM! 3a mapy MecsIeB ero Haydwid M BapuTh, U
JKapuTh, W BBINECKATh, CHCNATM HOKPHIM M TOJKOBAHHBIM B pa3HBIX TEXHOJOTUAX, TO €CTh

6. OOmmii — comepKamuii TOILKO CaMOe CYIIECTBEHHOE, O0e3 MOIPOOHOCTEH.

ITepen Kupnmiom BukTopoBudem CTOsIa HETIPOCTasl 3a7a4a; BCE PE3YJIBTATHI MTOTYyTOA0BON paObOTHI B
naboparopun npodeccopa UIbHHCKOTO Terneph HYXKHO OBLJIO CYMMHPOBAaTh W MPEJICTABUTH B 00IIEM
BU/JIC, TO €CTh MAKCUMAIIBHO .....uveeveeennnennnnns .

7. Yynblil — HEMHOTO BBITHABLIMI.

OTOT HAUTOK OYEHb OCBEXKAET, YTOJSET TOJION M KaXAy, BBI3BIBACT HEOONBIIOW TOT W JENaeT
COHJIMBBIM IIOCJIE YTOMHUTENIbHOM e31bl. ONHAKo, €Clid OH IPOJIKUT B Horpede roga gBa-Tpu, TO
MOKET JAKE «eovevvnrenennannnnenn , 0COOEHHO TaKOr0 HEMPUBBIYHOIO, KaK BEI.

8. Bakablii — NCTIBITHIBAIONINHN CHIIBHOE TyBCTBO MATPHOTHU3MA.

M3paneka BeTep MOHOCWI 3BYKH Pa3doJIbHOM pycckoil mecHu. Hukonail Bwiien B 1mojie, BIOXHYI
BEUECpHEH MPOXJIAAbl U OCTPO OIIYTHJ, KaK POJHON MOTHB M MPOCTHIE CJIOBa CICNAIH €ro IIyOOKO
BaXIBIM, TPOHYITH €T0 JIO CIE3, . euvernerennennennennn. ero.

9. T'HOpBI# — yIOTPEOIISIONINIA B LY TOIBKO CIIATIKOE.

MarmryHs y Hac Tenepb He €CT HU KaIry, HU cyn, HU BTopoe! Toibko cinamkoe u ect! 9To 0a0yIKIHBI
caxapHble KPEHJACTH U POTATUKU C JHPKEMOBOW HAYMHKOU €€ TAK ...e.evvvvreenennenn.n. . Uto Temneph
Oymemnts ¢ HeH menaTh?
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10. Xomnblif — UCTIBITHIBAIOLIUI HEMPEOAOIUMYIO TATY K MOKYIIKaM.

Kaxxmast monyuka Opocaer MapuaHHy B OMyT HEYTOMHMOTO IOnuHTa. M B 3TOT pa3, Kak BCerna,
ouepeiHas 3apIuiaTa U3MEHWIa SKOHOMHYI0 MapuaHHy 10 Hey3HaBa€MOCTH: CAEaNa €¢ KOKETINBOH,
O30pHOW M XOTIOH, UHBIMU CIIOBAMM, ....uveneeneennnnnnn. €€ M 3aKpyTHja B BUXpE HOBBIX Mara3uHoB H
HOKYIIOK.

11. 3J10# — IOIHBIN 3J1005L.
BuepaliiHuii pa3sroBOp 0 TOTO MEHS .....cvvevevennnnnnnn , UTO 51 CErOHs 0€3 BOJHCHHS HE MOT AyMaTh
0 CIIyYMBIIEMCSI.

12. T'y3Bblii — KpacOYHBIH.

[Ipumna oceHp u nmpuHecia ¢ co0OM CBEXKECTh, BETEp M HOBBIE Kpacku. OCeHb pacKpacwiia JINCThS B
30JI0TO ¥ ITyPIyp, 3aCTEIHIIa TPOIBI MSTKAM KOBPOM, ITPEBpaTHIIa Jiec B 00raTo YKpalleHHbIH, Ty3BbIH
TepeM. OceHb-MacTepuIia MOCTapaIach Ha CIIABY, MPEOOPABUIIA JIEC, «..uvvrnenrneennen.e. ero.

13. ToBblii — TOCKYIOITHI IO JOMY.
ITociie xopoTKOro pasroBopa ¢ cecTpod mo TeiaeoHy ApTeM BAPYr BeCh yied B ceOs, CTaml
MOJYAJIUBBIM M TPYCTHBIM. Bcem OBUIO TOHATHO, YTO 3TO TelleOHHBIH pPa3roBOp €ro Tak

14. JKaxablii — IpOBOMSIINAN BCEe BpEMS 32 YTCHUEM KHUT.
Ecnu BBI BAPYT pemuTe caenaTbes XOASdeld SHIMKIONEANCH, TO TIEPBEIM JIEJIOM HY)KHO 003aBECTHCH
Oorartoii OMOIMOTEKON, KOTOPAS MOTJIA OBI BAC ....uvnveneneenennnnn. .

15. Kpyravblii — umeromuii popmy kpyra.
YroOBbl MPOU3ZHECTH HEMENKHH 3BYK Ul B CIOBE MIOHXEH, HYKHO ....cc.ovevrerennanennnn. ryObl, Kak
OyOHK.

16. Carablif — UIMEIOIUN IPUCTPACTHE K KOMITBIOTEPHBIM HI'PAM.

Hosas kommnbrorepHas wurpa «lOmutep», KoTopas TOJBKO 4YTO BBIIUIA B IPOAAXKY, MOXKET
..................... moboro, ngaxke B3pocioro. OHa Tak 3axBaThIBa€T, YTO MPOCTO HEBO3MOXKHO
O0TOPBAThHCA.

17. Ilyablii — 1eTKO OOMKAIOLTHIACS.
[TocTosiHHAs KPUTHKA CO CTOPOHBI YUUTENICH pa3Buia B JIl0Oe CHIIbHBIM KOMILICKC HEIMOJHOLIEHHOCTH
U cJiefiana €€ HEBEPOSATHO ITYJION JEBOYKOM, MHBIMU CIIOBAMH, «..evvveernnneennnnn. ee.

18. JKraBblil — UMCIONNI HABS3YHUBYIO HIICIO TIOCTOSIHHO MBITh PYKH.

Eme ron wazazg [laBen rme-to mpodnTan 0 MHOTOYHCICHHBIX MHKPOOax, HACEISIFOIIUX TTOBEPXHOCTH
Pa3IUYHBIX MIPEIMETOB — OBOIICH, (PPYKTOB, pyK, Mebeu u mp. C TeX Mop OH MOET PyKH 1O CTO pa3 B
CYTKH, BCE KHUIIATUT ¥ JIE3UHQUIUPYET. YMa HE MPWIOKY, YTO 32 KHHATA NMPOU3BENIA TAKOE CHUIILHOE
BIICUATIICHHUE HA €0 BOOOPAKEHHUE, TAK €TO ...o'vverranrannnesn. !
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19. Haro¥i — He nMeromuii Ha cede MOKPOBa.
Enena HukonaeBHa pe3ko BCTaja ¢ Kpecesl M HampaBwiach K JiBepu. Hakuaka ymana K ee HOraM u
.................... OeIbIe TUTCYH.

20. YaBblii — C XOpOITUMH MaHEPaMH TTOBEICHUS.

Korma mbr Hammm Mycro BO JABOpe, OHAa ObUIa COBCEM JMKOW W CHayalla TOJNBKO Ilapananach W
Kycasack. Ho qoMarnissisi 00CTaHOBKA, MOJIOYKO U MaHHAs Kamrka MYCIO BCKOPE .....oevvvvnnennnnnen.. -
OHa cTajla py4YHOH U 4aBOH.

21. MoMJIblii — TOMHO 3aKaTBIBAIOIINH IJ1a3a M B3IbIXATOIIHI.
beckoneuHnble gamMcKkue poOMaHBI, KOTOPBIMH Po3a 3audThiBajach B TOCICAHEE BpeMs, c¢

22. AMepHKaHCKMIl — UMEIOIINI OTHOLLIEHNE K AMEpHKE.

Xennu-oH7 — 00s3aTeNBHBIN AJIEMEHT TOJUIMBYICKUX QuibMOB. OZHAKO TaKOW CYACTIMBBIA MOBOPOT
CIOKeTa Ha aMEpHUKAHCKWH MaHep yke maBHo nepemardyi rpadursl CIIA. UYtoObl yBeTWIUTH
KMHONPOKaT M  IOTEHUUAIBbHYI0  3pUTENBbCKYIO  ayAMTOpUIo, Jaxke MHmus  cTpeMutcs
....................... CBOU COBPEMEHHBIE (DUITbMBI.

23. Cypslii — IOTpY>KEHHBIH B YHBIHHE.

Ha BbIXO#HBIX peOsTa XOTeNU 1oexaTh KaTaThCs Ha POJIMKAX, OJHAKO IIOrofia ObUla HUKYABIIIHAS: C
ISTHULBL 3apsaul Aoxkab. Poma u CnaBuk moBecwiau Hochl, a BoT IlaBiumka 3T0 coBceM He
...................... , ¥ HETO B 3amace Bceraa ObUI0 MHOTO 3aTel.

24. JlaMabIil — UCTIBITHIBAIOLUI YyBCTBO HOCTAJIBI M.

Cepas goxanuBas IOrojia, CTapble IUIACTMHKHM, B OJUHOYECTBE NPOBENCHHBIM BEUEp — BCE 3TO
3actaBwio CranuciaBa HukosaeBrda MBICIEHHO IIEPEHECTUCH B ObUIbIE JHHU, CAEIAJI0 €ro JaMiIbIM U
YYBCTBHUTEIBHBIM — «..ovvnenennennenennn. ero.

25. 3onpwlii — IMEIOIIHIA BBIJAIONTHECS MY3bIKAIHHBIC CITOCOOHOCTH.

PerynsipHble 3aHITHS MY3BIKOH CHILHO Pa3BWIIM KaTHH TOOC U CIIYX — ..ouvvvvvrennennenn... ee. bonee
TOTO, TENepb, KOTJa OHAa YHWTaja HOTHI, BOKPYT YXe 3Bydyayia My3blKa, HAOJHSS TYITy 3BYKaMU U
neperBaMHu.

26. JlyKTblii — HEBECOMBIH, BO3MYITHBIN.
Hamto 6p110 mpocTo HE y3HaTh. OHA cTajna W3YMHUTENBHO MYyKTOH. KaxkeTcs, 3To HOBOE IUIaThe U
MIPHYECKA €€ TAK «.nevnvnnnnnnnn.. .

27. YOnblii — cyeBepHBI.

HenaBno I'anuna [letpoBHa BApYT caenanach JOHENb3s IOMOH. A MPUYMHON TOMY OBUT YEPHBIH KOT,
KOTOpBIH Tiepemen eif mopory. Ilocie Toro xora W MOCHITAIKUCh, HA HEE BCE HECUYACTBS: W KabOIyK
clIOMajCsl IO JOpore B MarasuH, M CyMKY YTallwild, M aBTOOyCc omo3fan. OTOT ciydail
..................... lamuny [eTpoBHY, cienan ee rpo30ii BceX KOTOB, OCOOCHHO YEPHBIX.
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28. Mpa4HbIii — YTPIOMBIi.
Buepa Muma mnpumen J0OMOW W3 IOKOJABI MpadvHBIHA, Kak Tyda. «Mwumra, 9to TeOs Tak

29. ITaTjablii — 3a0bIBUMBEIN.
Panbme 6a6a Illypa Bce momHMIa, a Teneph TOBOPUT: «['0J0Ba — pelieTo, MOJOKUIIh B HETO, a U3
JBIPKU U BbIMAAET. UTo moaenaeib! 9TO CTAPOCTD MEHS «...vevvvennennennne. »

30. KyckJbli — Ipearouiics JIeHH.

[TocrosiHHOE cuEHHUE Yy TEIEBU30pa HE IIPUBEIO0 HU K UEMY, TOIBKO ....euvvvenennnnnnn. Tonuka, TO ecTb
CZEJAJI0 €ro KYCKJIBbIM M HEMOBOPOTJIMBBIM, a 3TO, B CBOIO OuYe€pedb, CTAIO pas[paxkaTh U Mamy, U
0a0ymky, u Haramy.

31. BInuBBIii — IMEIOIINI MHOTO BIIICH.
OuepenHoE JeTHEE HAIIECTBHE HACEKOMBIX BMECTE C HEJOCTATKOM TMTHEHBI B MOXOAHBIX YCIOBUAX
V) COJIIAT, YTO KayKIbIi HOBBIN IIEPEXO0/I 3aCTABIISLT UX HEBBIHOCHMO CTPaAaTh.

32. Cnyablii — He cIIOCOOHKII paboTaTh MPaBOi PyKOH.
Januna BeuieTen W3 Kabaka O4YeHb HEYJA4HO, TMOBPEIWII TPaByld PYKYy Tak CHIBHO, YTO €ro
.................... . OcTaBasioch 100 Ha BPeMs C/IENIaThCs JISBIIOH, JIN0O 3BaTh HA IIOKOC COCE/EH.

33. PaskHbIN — Ype3MEPHO PACTOUUTENBHBIM.
HeoxnaaHHBIN BBIUTPHII B BOCKPECHOM JIOTEPEE «..venveneennennnnen. 3axapa 1 OH el OTIPaBUTHCS
Ha APMapKy U KyIIUTb TaM IOAApPKU BCEM CBOUM JOMAIIHHUM.

34. HeMeuKHii — CBONCTBEHHBIM HEMITaM, XapaKTEPHBIN IS HUX.
Uetsipe TO/a, TPOBEICHHbIC B [ €PMAHUM, 3AMETHO ..........c.eeen..... cepxkanta. OcoOEHHO 3TO
KacajoCh €r0 BHEITHETO BH/IA.

35. IlaapswIii — HE CIIOCOOHBIN BUACTh 00BEMHBIE TPEAMETHL.
B aBTOKaTacTpode HUKTO M3 MACCAKUPOB THKEIO HE IMOCTPaaall, OJHaKo y BraauciaBa ciydminoch
COTPSICEHHE MO3TA, KOTOPOE €T0 ..'uvvenrrenrannannnns , CIIeJIaB MEIUTEIHHBIM U PACCETHHBIM.

36. CBeTJIblii — HE TEMHBIMH.

OKa3BIBaETCA, MOYKHO 3HAYUTENBHO .....oovvveennnn.. BOJIOCBHI HE TOJIBKO pa3HbIMU XMMHKAaTaMU BPOEC
MIEPEKUCH BOJOPOJIA, @ ECTECTBEHHBIMA HAPOJHBIMU CPEIICTBAMU, HAPUMEDP PACTBOPOM KpAIUBBI U
POMaIIIKH.

37. 3ynblid — HUKOMY HE JOBEPSIOIIHUH.
Muxaua cToJIbKO pa3 0OOMaHBIBAaJIM Ha PHIHKE, YTO OH CTal 3yNbIM U MOA03pUTENbHBIM. Jla Takoe u
§11{01010) o X4} S SR , HE TOJILKO €rO0.
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38. I'a0bIil — BOCXUILIEHHBIH KPacOTOW MPHUPOJIBL.
Iloe3nka B Monronuto caenana I'puiry MCTUHHBIM JIFOOMTENIEM IOXOJOB M IajaToK, Ia0ObIM U
HEYTOMMMBIM ITYTEIIECTBEHHUKOM, ...c.ueuuennenennennn. €ro.

39. Pycckmii — CBOMCTBEHHBIN PYCCKUM JIFOISM 10 SI3BIKY, OOBIYAsIM.
Kurtenn CmomneHCKoON 00JIACTH W3HAYalbHO OBUIM Oelopycamu, M TOJBKO MOJCTONETUS Ha3all HX
OKOHYATEIBHO ....eovennenenennennennenne. .

40. Kamnblii — OJHBINA HAJIEXK/] M HOBBIX IJIAHOB.
B03MOXXHOCTb MOMYYUTh ABOMHON OTHYCK HE MPOCTO 'vuvrvrrnnnennnneennnnns Huxutuna, a nmpeBpaTuia
€ro B )KM3HEPaJOCTHOTO M SHEPTUYHOTO YEeIOBEKa.

41. 3Hynbli — WY TOTHBIM X0/I0M, HHTCHCHBHBIH.

AHTIIUS CTpeMUIIach JOOUTHCS TOTO, YTOOBI €€ BHEIIHSS TOPTOBIIS CTalla MPOIBETAIOIICH U 3HYOH. B
9TOM CTPEMIICHHUH .......euvenennnn.. BHEITHIOIO TOPTOBII0 AHIIIHS yUpekalia B Uy)Ke3eMHBIX CTpaHaX
KOJIOHAAJIHHBIC BJIAJICHUSL.

42. BoCTbIi — YMEIOIIHMHA H3TOTOBJIATh KPACHBYIO TIUHSIHYIO TIOCYAY.
JIBa roma, mpoBeAEHHBIE B MAaCTEPCKOM, HE TOIBKO MOMOTTN EMenbsiHy pa3BUTh HYKHYIO CHOPOBKY,
HO IIPOCTO HATIPOCTO «..enveneennennennennnnnn €ro, cJeJaly HaCTOALINM MacTEPOM CBOETO Jiena.

43. Toablii — 6e3 yOpaHCTBa.
Bce kaptunbl, Tapenouku u (QoTtorpadum co CTEH CHSIM M YHNaKoBaJuM B KOpoOku. MebGenn
HePEBO3MIIN MOCTENEHHO. KOorma COBCeM .................... CTEHBI, B KOMHATE MOCEIMIOCH 9XO0.

44, IIakJablii — pa3odyapoBaHHBIM.
KocTs 9TO ecTh CHIBI CHEIWI Ha MOYTY, MO3TOMY TO, YTO €€ 3aKpbUIM Ha Toidyaca paHblle,
.................... €ro ¥ MOBEPIJIO B ITyOOKOE YHBIHUE.

45. Jlycblii — He CIIOCOOHBIH ecTh PHIOYy.
B nerctBe Buky Tak MHOTO KOPMUIIU PHIOOH, UTO B PE3YIBTATE . e.vvenvenenrenennnnn. ee, Tak 4TO Tenephb
Ha pbI0y OHA CMOTPETh HE MOJKET.

46. Kpanblii — OepyInii B3ITKH.
BropokpaTudeckuii 1yx u mogobocTpacTHas atMocdepa, HapSIIHe B OPTAHUIAMNH, .. ..vuvenenenenennnns
Y HaYaJIbHHKA, CIICNIAB €r0 KOPHICTHBIM U OC€3HPABCTBCHHBIM.

47. Menkuii — HE3HAUNUTENBHBIN 110 BETUYHHE, pa3Mepy, CTOUMOCTH.
3aKpbITh TOCYIAapCTBEHHBIH HCTOPHYECKMH My3€ll — 3HAUUT yMaJIWUTh 3HAUEHHUE TIOCYAapCTBEHHOMN
HCTOPHUH, «.evnveninnenenennenennnnes €ro IOJUIMHHO HAallMOHAJIBHOE COAEP)KaHUE M JOCTOMHCTBO.
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48. TkaOblii — CTECHUTEIBHBIN.
Beiiias Ha clieHy JMIOM K OrpoMHOMY 3aiy 3putreniedd, [lonMBaHOB mOYYyBCTBOBAJ, 4YTO €r0
......................... , TaK 9TO OT CTECHUTEIILHOCTH OH OBUT HE B CHJIAX MTPOU3HECTH HU CIIOBA.

49. Jlonpwlii — CTOMKUH, HeCrHOACMBbIi.
MHOTOYHCIEHHbBIE MPEMATCTBUS U KU3HCHHBIC TPYJHOCTH 3aKAIHIIM €r0 XapakTep, YKPEMUIH BOJO,
....................... €ro, C/ICNaB CTONKUM U PEIIUTEIBHBIM.

50. Utycwblii — cOCPeIOTOUCHHBIN Ha JETaNSIX.
Ckpymyne3Has npodeccusi HHXEHepa HAIOKWIA OTIIEYATOK U HA €TO XAPAKTEP: «.vevereenrneenennnnnn.
MypaBbeBa, clieNaB elie K TOMY e JOTOIIHBIM, TIeJJAHTHYHBIM 1 TyHKTYalbHbIM.

51. BykJblid — TOPABIH CBOMM YCIIEXOM.
B morone 3a kapbepHBIMH JOCTHMKCHUSIMU Biiax JOOUIICS MOBBIIIICHUS 0 CITY)K0€, U 3TO IPUAATO My
YBEPEHHOCTHU B CE0C, CAMOYBAKEHUS, .. uvvvenreneennannnns. €ro ¥ cJIeaio eiie 60ree aMOUIIMO3HBIM.

52. I'py0blii — )KeCTOKUH, HEYUTUBBIN, HEACTUKATHBINA B OOpaILCHHN.
B o6nuke pa3HbIX 110 XapakTepy u Bo3pacTy GpontoBukoB A.T. TBapaoBckuii mokasaj, 4To BOWHA HE
.................... UX JyILIH.

53. Slablii — HE CITOCOOHBIH MMEPEHOCUTH BU3T.
B nerckom camuke aetu Bcerna rpoMko Buzkanmd. [lopaboTaB TaM HECKOJNBKO MecsieB, BepoHuka
y’K€ HE MOTIJIa TIEPEHOCHUTh JCTCKHI BU3T, Y Hee HadnHaja 0oJIeTh rojioBa, paboTa ee OKOHYATEIhHO

54. MypJiblii — TUTaBHO TEKYIIHHA, MEJICHHBIH.

B tot Beuep Enena HukomaeBHa OatoBana BceX 3aHMMAaTEIBLHBIMHU HCTOpUAMH. [IoMHIO, OHAKO, YTO
B paccka3ze O KaTaHMM Ha CaHKaX ee¢ OCCKOHCUHBIC MOJMPOOHOCTH W JCTald 3HAYUTEIIEHO
..................... MOBECTBOBAHUE, & MHE HE TEPIENIOCH Y3HATh, YEM K€ JI€JI0 KOHYMIIOCH.

55. Ilypslii — He IEpEHOCALINI TPAHCIIOPT.

[locTosiHHBIE YTOMUTENbHBIE IOE3IKH Ha METPO U aBTOOycaX, MMEKTpUUYKaxX M MaplIpyTKax Tyla U
o0patHo, caenanu PereroBa XpOHHUECKH yCTANIbIM, HEPBHBIM U IIYPBIM, «.c..evvuverennnnennne. €ro, Taxk
YTO IO BBIXOJHBIM OH MPEANIOYNTAN HUKY/1a HE €3/IUTh.

56. KowJblii — MOJIHEIN CIIOKONCTBHSL.

AHJpeli Tak IEpPeXUBAI, YTO IPOCTO MecTa cebe He Haxo i, Jlamma nana eMy BBITUTH HACTOS TPaB, U
9TO CHSJIO BOJIHCHHE, PACCHAOMIIO M ......eevvveernnnn.... AHIpesi, chenaB ero BAPYT CHOKOWHBIM H
HEBO3MYTUMBIM.

57. Bypablii — IOTHBIA HHATIHATHBEI.
YyacTtre B HOBOM MHXCHEPHOM MPOEKTE HE TOJBKO CJIENANI0 U3 aaTHYHOTO U paccessHHoro Buranus
COOpPaHHOTO M ICTIOBUTOTO Pa3PA0OTUNKA, HO CIIIE M ...vvveenrenneannnannnnns ero.
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58. IlaBbIii — HEMCKPEHHUH, TUIIEMEPHBIH.
Heo0xoanMOCTh  TOCTOSHHO — BBICTY)KUBATBCSI W YTOKAATh  HAYAITBCTBY  «uvovevenenenenennnnnnnns
MonyanuHa, cienaB ero NOAJbIM U XHTPBIM.

59. Porblii — GanmmcTCKui.
Humera u nHamumonamuctckue HacTpoeHus B Iepmanun 30-xX TogoB caenaidd MHOTHX JIOJEH
CTOPOHHUKAMU (DAIIHZMA, «..e'venreneeneannanennnnn. HX.

60. XymHbIii — MpUBEPEATUBBIN.
JIroby nmoMa Tak M30alioBalM, YTO B CaJlAKE OHA Teleph MOYTH HUYEro He ecT. BocmuraTtenbHHIIA
TOBOPHT, 4TO 3TO A0Ma JI00Y ......vovvinnnnnnn... , BOT OHa U CTaJla TaKOW MPUBEPEIOM.

61. CkoJblii — 3HAMEHUTBHIIA.
N3o0peTenne MUKpOCKOTa ObLTO CKAaYKOM B pa3BuTHU onTHKH. OHO caenano AHTOHU BaH JIeBeHTyKa
MO-HACTOSAIIEMY 3HAMCHHUTHIM, UHBIMH CIIOBAMU .....v'ueneeneennannnns €ero.

62. /KnuBoii — NoIHBIN )KU3HU, SHEPTUU.
[Ipue3n oPULEPOB ......ccevvenerninennennn MECTHOE OOIIECTBO, KPOME TOI0, B TIOPOAKE IOSBUIICS
reHepai. 3BaHble 00ebl, KOTOPBIE OH YaCTO YCTpauBaj, COOMpPAIN MHOTO Hapo/a.

Cnacu6o0 3a y4acTHe B 3KCIiepuMeHTe!
Ecnu Bel xoTHTE Y3HATH O pe3ynbTaTax UCCIe0BaHNsA, BBl MOXeTe CBA3ATHCS ¢ HAMH 10 afpecy
aba039 @post.uit.no
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Appendix 8. Excerpt from the database of subjects’ responses.

code
Al
A2
A3
A4
A5
A6
A7
A8
A9
A10
All
Al2
Al3
Al4
AlS
Bl
B2
B3
B4
B5
B6
B7
B8
B9
B10
Bl11
B12
B13
B14
B15

30npuTh
o3onplts
030npuTh
0301puThH
0301puThH
0030npuThH
0030npuThH
0030npuTH
030npuTh
030npuTh
0030npuThH
0301puThH
000301puTH
0301puThH
0030npuThH
0030npuThH
o3onplte
0630mpHTH

o3onplte, 0630mplTH

0030mpUTH
003ompUTH
0030mpUTH
0030mpUTH
0030mpHTH
o3onplte

0030mpHTH
0030mpHTH
0063ompUTH
003ompUTH
o3ornpUTh

0030mpUTH

3¥YnurTh
003Y1HTh
03Ynurth
03Y1IUTh
03Y1IUTh
003Y1uTh
03Y1urh, 003Y1IUTH
03YnuTh
03Ynurh
03Ynurh
003Y1HTh
003Y1uTh
003Y1uTh
0003Y1IuTh
03Y1IUTh
003Y1uTh
o3ynlTthb
03ynlThb
o3ynlB
003ynlTh
ozynln
003ynlTh
o3ynlth
003yt
003ynlTh, 03ynlTh
003yruiliB
003yt
o3ynlB
o3ynlth, 063ynlTh
003ynlTh
003ynlTh

IOnure
0056I0mun
olOmun
o0bronl
ofOmun
00bI0mun
00bI0mun
0056I0mun
o0bronln
olOmun
0056I0mun
00bI0mun
o0bronl
00bI0mun
00bI0mun
0056I0mun
oronln
o0bronln
o0bronln
o0bronl i
000k0mnmn
00bI0mun
oronln
o0bronln
o0bronln
o0bronln
o0bronln
o0bronl
o0bronl
o0bronl
000k0mmn

Slanth
00 Saun
oSlmun
00Bsln
oSmmn
00 Smun
00Bsn
oSlmun
oSmun
00 Saun
005 Saun
00 Saun
o06osu
00 Saun
oSmmn
005 Saun
osutln
00bsln
00bsn
00Bsn
oSmmn
osildi, o0bslin
00Bsln
00bsln
oSlmun
00bsln
00bsln
osuili, o0bsln
00Bsln
00Bsln
00Bsln

KOWInTh
00KOUINTH
okOuwInThH
00KOUINTh
okOuIUTH
00KOUINTH
okOuIUTH
00KOUINTH
okOwInThH

okOuwinth, 0KOUWINTHE

00KOwIHnTHL

okOwmTh, 00OKOWINTH

okOuIUTH
okOuIUTH
okOuIUTH
00KOUINTH
oxkouwilTh
oxkowilTh
oxkowilTh
00kouw T
000KOWINTH
okounlTh
00Kkow T
00kouw1Th
00kow1Th
00kouw1Th
00kouw1Th
00KkowTh

00KOwINTE, OKOWINTH

060xounlTh
00xounlTh

KAMIIHTH
OKAMIIHIT
OKAMIIHIT
OKAMIIHIT
OKAMIIHIT
OKAMIIHIT
0OKAMITHIT
0OKAMITHIT
OKAMIIHIT
0O0KAMITHIT
000KAMIIHII
OKAMITHIT
000KAMITHIT
0OKAMITHIT
0OKAMIHIT
0OKAMIIHIT
okammln
okammln
okammln
okammn
oOkaMmnn
obkammnln
oOkammnln
oOkamnlin
okammln
oOkammiln
oOkamnlin
okammn
oOkammnln
okammn
okammln
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Appendix 9. Frequencies of each response form

Real verbs:
0exaTh BAJHUTh BesITh BHTh THaTh THYTh exaTh KaTHThb KONaTh
006exATs 18 | ooBanlte 27 | 06BEsaTe 17 | 000BEIO 30 | o6orHAn 30 | oboraYmm 29 | o6sExate 30 | obkatlln 26 | oObkomATs 10
00exxAte 13 | oBanlTh 4 | oBEatp 16 OTHAT 1 | oboraYB 1 00KaTAn 1 | okonAts 22
okathn 5
31 31 33 30 31 30 30 32 32
KPYKHTh HECTH IJIECTH IIBITh M0JI3TH pBaTh YepTUTh
okpyxUte 30 | obnecnd 30 | oommectd 9 | o6miblte 15 | obmomsnA 24 | o6opBATE 30 | obuepTUTE 2
omectld 23 | omblTh 13 | omom3nA 8 ouepttp 28
obomblte 5 30
30 30 32 33 32 30 30
Real adjectives:
aMepHKaHCKM BIIMBBIH rJIyXou roJbIi rpyobIi JKMBOM 3J10# KPYIJIbIi
o0aMepHKaHUTh 22 | oboBmiMBuim 1 | ormymwin 29 | oronlmmn 22 | orpyolna 30 | oxusMn 30 | o6o3nln 24 | oxkpyruts 30
obamepukanuzupoBarb 6 | oboBmMBmio 6 | ormymume 1 | oronlmmce 7 031N 4
0aMEpUKaHUTh 1 | oBmulMBuIN 5 obronlnu 1 000311 4
OMEPHUKAHUTD 1 | oBmMBUIO 18
00BIIBHIO 2
29 32 30 30 30 30 28 30
JIerKUii MeJIKHH MpAaYHbIi HATOH HeMelKHui o0mmii pycckmii CBeTJIbIN
oonerullno 12 | ooMEnpunte 2 | ompaullno 26 | ooHaxkMna 29 | ooHemEuwmim 3 | 0600mTe 29 | obpycWim 21 | ocBeriute 30
o6nErunno 17 | oomensullte 18 | ompaunlno 4 | onarlia 1 | obnemMEunmm 1 | 0606mErHO0 1 | 06pYcHmm 5
obnerdliTh 1 | obmenpuliB 1 | ompAynuno 1 oneMEunnn 20 obpycupuulposamn 1
omenbullTh 8 oneMEnumum 2 op¥Ycumu 1
oMEnbuuTh 1 onemullnu 1 op¥Ycuio 1
onEmuna 1 opycHnu 1
oHemedunlposam 1
obnemEnkenn 1
30 30 31 30 30 30 30 30
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Responses to nonce stimuli with initial labial obstruents b and p that are problematic for OB

00CTHTH OYKJINTh NaTJIUTh MYPHUTh
0660cTHTH 5 | 060YxmuTH 5 | oOnATIUTH 4 | oObnYpuia
0660cTUTH 0 | 000yxnHTH 1 | onATiuts 10 | obmypHina
000cTHuTh 8 | o0YxuTH 8 | obonATINT 1 | onYpuna 11
oboctUTH 3 | obykalTh 1 onyplna 1
06000cTHTH 2
50B,110,30BO 60Bvs90 4 0B, 100, 10BO 50B,120
0660cTHTH 0 | 000YkINTH 0 | obnarnHTh 8 | obnYpuna 0
066ocTUTH 6 | 000ykalTH 7 | omatnlTh 7 | obmypUna 11
000cTHuThH 0 | o0YxiuTH 0 onYpuia 0
obocTUTH 8 | obyknUTh 8 onyplna 4
06000cTHTH 0 | 0000Y kKT 1 obnypnllna 1
0600cTUTH 1
6 0B, 80,10BO 70B,80,10BO 80B,70 120B,4 0
11 0B, 19 0,4 OBO 130B 1701 0OBO 12 0B, 17 0,1 OBO 17 0B, 16 O

33 31 30 33
0oCThIi OYKJIbIH nypbii nAaTJIbIi
060cTrm 16 | o6Yximio 26 | onYpuiau 18 | omAmimna 18
060cThUTH 1 | o6yknHmo 3 | onYpwmio 2 | omarnina 3
oboctHmn 9 | 000YxKHIIO 2 | omypUnm 5 | obnATnuna 5
obocTmmn 1 omypHna 1 | obnATumna 1
0600cTnm 3 omyplB 1 | obnarntina 1
066ocTUnm 1 obnYpunn 2 | obonArimia 1

obonY puinu 1 | o6onArunia 1
obomY puio 1

27 0,4 0B 29 0,2 0B 27 0,2 OB, 2 OBO 21 0,7 OB, 2 OBO

31 31 31 30

Questionnaires A & B (verbal stimuli): in total 53 OB, 69 O, 6 OBO; Questionnaire C (adjectival stimuli): in total 104 O, 15 OB, 4 OBO.

172



Responses to nonce verbal stimuli with problematic for O onsets (labiodental v and sonorants)
BAKIUTH BYPJIUTH SITTATH ONHATH JIONPHUTh JYCHTH

A | 06BAXIUIA 8 | 0OBYpiuTH 4 | o0bSnun 7 | 006I0mmn 9 | 06aOnputh 8 | 0onYcurp 10
oBAXIMIA 7 | o6BypalTs 2 | oOobsnln 3 | obbronln 3 | obnonpUTh 1 | o6mycUTH 1
oboBaxlna 1 | oBYpauth 8 | oSlnun 5 | ofOnun 3 | onOnputh 5 | onYcurs 5

oBypilTh 1 00010npuTH 2
8 OB, 70,10BO 60B,90 100B,50 120B,30 90B,50,20BO 110B,50

B | o6Baxxnlima 7 | o6BypalTh 11 | oOBbsnln 12 | oObronin 10 | obmonpUTHL 12 | obmycUTH 10
oBaxnlna 7 | oBypiaTh 5 | osnln 3 | 00BI0mmII 1 | 061OnpuTh 1 | omycHTh 6
000BAXIMIA 1 | o6oBYpiuth 1 | ofnun 2 | oronln 2 | ononpUTs 3

000H0nun 2
70B,70,10BO 11 0B, 50, 1 0BO 120B,50 11 0B,2 0,2 0OBO 130B,30 100B,6 0
15 0B, 14 0,2 OBO 17 0B, 14 O, 1 OBO 220B, 100 23 0B, 50,2 0BO 22 0B, 80,2 0OBO 210B, 110
31 32 32 30 32 32
MOMJIHUTH MYPJIMTh HAIUTh HOKPHThH PA’KHUTH POrJINTH
A | oOMOMIHI 6 | oOmMYpamita 7 | oOHATUTH 8 | 06HOKpmIa 11 | 0OpAXHUTH 5 | 06pOrnuTh 8
oMOMnn 9 | obmypunlia 5 | oHAuUTH 6 | onOxpuna 4 | oOpAxHMIA 1 | opOrnuts 6
omYpriuia 3 | oboHAIUTH 1 o6paxualTh 3 | obopornlTh 1
OpAXHUTH 5
000pAKHUTH 1
6 OB-, 9 O- 15 OB-, 3 O- 8 OB-, 6 O-, 1 OBO- 11 OB-, 4 O- 9 OB-, 5 O-, 1 OBO- 8 OB-, 6 O-, 1 OBO-

B | oomomnMn 11 | oomypalna 11 | obnanUte 11 | ooHOKpMI1a 13 | obpaxulTh 8 | obpornlTh 9
0OMOMIMN 1 | oomypals 2 | onagUts 4 | 06HOxpuna 1 | opaxulTs 6 | oOpOruTH 1
omoMiln 4 | oMY pauia 1 oHokplna 4 | opaxulB 1 | opornlts 5
oMOMITHIT 1 | omypalna 2
12 OB-, 5 O- 14 OB-, 2 O- 11 OB-, 4 O- 14 OB-, 4 O- 8 OB-, 7 O- 10 OB-, 5 O-

170B, 120, 1
18 OB, 14 O 290B,50 19 OB, 10 O, 1 OBO 250B,80 OBO 18 OB, 11 O, 1 OBO
33 31 30 33 30 30
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Responses to nonce adjectival stimuli with problematic for O onsets (labiodental v and sonorants)

BYPJIblii BaXKAbIN ONbI SITTBIN JIyChIii JIONPbI

OoBYpiuIIo 12 | oBAxaumu 20 | olOmmn 8 | ofmmna 7 | onYcwin 8 | onOnpuau 13
OBY pawn 1 | oBaxxnnu 3 | oronlin 1 | o6BSnma 16 | onYcrumm 1 | onOnpeutn 1
oBypakio 8 | oBaxaEmmwm 1 | 0060 14 | oObslna 5 | oonYcunmu 11 | omonpWnu 1
00BY pito 5 | oOBAXIHIH 6 | oOBronn 7 | oObsi 2 | obwyYcammu 1 | 061Onprm 15
00BY prrn 1 000HOmHn 2 | oboSlnmma 1 | o6aYcwmio 1 | obmonplna 1
00BYpuiio 1 obirycWnn 10 | obnonpblnn 1
oOBypaldno 3 00010mnpunn 1

210,10 0B 24 0,6 OB 90,21 0B,20BO 70,23 0B,1 OBO |90,230B 150, 17 OB, 1 OBO
31 30 32 31 32 33

MYPJbIi MOMUJIBII HaAbI| HOKPBIH porabii PAKHBIN

omYpmwm 12 | omOmimmmu 19 | oHAammo 12 | onOxprim 6 | opOrmwmm 9 | opAkHHI 7
oMY pIIuIIo 1 | omomalmn 3 | oHABIIO 1 | onoxpHmu 3 | opOrnus 1 | opaxualn 5
omypaldmu 5 | oOMOMIIIIH 6 | oOHA MO 12 | onokpHB 1 | opornlmu 2 | opax 1
oomMYpmumu 8 | oomomnlu 4 | obnaglio 3 | o6HOKpMIHN 13 | o6pOrmmnu 11 | oOpAxXHWI 9
oomypnlmn 7 obuanbliro 2 | o6HOKpBITH 1 | 06pOrnus 1 | oOpAxun 2
000HA IHITO 1 | obHOKpWITH 6 | 06pOrmmmul 1 4 | obpaxuln 2
onanglno 1 060pOrnunu 2 | obpaxubln 1
obopornnm 1 | o6opAXxHUIT 2
000p Ak 1

180, 15 OB 220,10 0B 14 0, 17 OB, 1 OBO 10 0,20 OB 12 0, 16 OB, 3 OBO 13 0, 14 OB, 3 OBO
33 32 32 30 31 30
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Responses to nonce verbal stimuli with non-problematic onsets (Initial obstruents: Part 1)

rafurb I'y3BHTh AAMJIUTh AYKTHTb KAXJIUTh JKYCKJIMTh
00rAoun 3 | obrYssmia 3 | o6pAmanin 5 | oonYximna 7 | oOxAXIHMIN 6 | 00X Y CKIHI 4
orAoun 12 | o6ry3sUna 1 | omAmimm 10 | 06xYkiuB 1 | oxxAxanmn 7 | obxycknln 1
oryssuia 9 | omamnMn 2 | onYxkruia 7 | oxaxnlmn 2 | oxYCKIuI 11
ory3slma 2
oborYs3suna 1
30B,120 40B, 110,10BO 50B,100,20BO 80B,70 60B,90 50B,110
o6radln 9 | obrysslna 3 | oomamnlnu 10 | obayxnlna 4 | obxaxnlnm 7 | oGxyckaln 6
00rAoun 1 | ory3slna 7 | ogamnlnu 5 | obnykthna 6 | oOxAXIMIHN 1 | oxycxnln 9
orabln 5 | ory3slB 1 | obogAmmmmn 1 | obayclB 1 | oxaxnlmm 7 | 060xY cKiHI 3
00orAbnn 1 | orY3Bumna 3 onyknlna 2
oborY3suia 1 onykTHna 2
100B, 50, 1 OBO 30B,110,10BO 100B, 50, 1 OBO 110B,40 70B,80 6 OB, 9 0,3 OBO
130B,170,1 0BO | 70B,220,20BO 15 0B, 15 0,3 OBO 190B, 110 130B, 170 11 OB, 20 0,3 OBO
31 31 33 30 30 34
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Responses to nonce verbal stimuli with non-problematic onsets (Initial obstruents: Part 2)

30IIPUTh 3yNUTh KaMIIUTh KOWINTh
0030mpuTh 6 | 063YmuTh 7 | oOkAMIII 6 | 00kOwInTh 7
0301puThH 7 | o3YTuTh 8 | okAmMmHn 7 | okOwWIUTH 9
o3onpUTh 1 | 0603YuTH 1 | oGoxAmmII 2 | oxounlTth 1
00030mnputs 1
60B,90 7 0B, 80,1 0BO 6 0B, 70,2 0BO 70B, 100
o03ompUThr 12 | 063ynlTh 8 | obxammln 6 | o6kowlTh 9
o3onpUThH 4 | o63ymikB 1 | obkamrmln 1 | 06kOwIHUTH 1
o3ynlTh 5 | oxkamnln 8 | oxounlTh 4
o3ynlB 2 okOuwnTh 1
o3ynin 1 000KOWIHTH 1
120B,4 0 90B,80 70B,80 100B, 50,1 OBO
18 OB, 130 16 OB, 16 O, 1 OBO 13 0B, 17 0,2 OBO 17 OB, 150, 1 OBO
31 33 30 33
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Responses to nonce adjectival stimuli with non-problematic onsets (Initial obstruents: Part 1)
Ty3BBIH ra0blii AYKThIi JaMJIBII JKAXJIBIA JKYCKJIbII 30NpbIi 3ynbii
oryssuia 19 | orAbGuna 11 | ogYxTunu 12 | ogAminuio 16 | 0)XAXIUTD 16 | oxYcxiuio 12 | 030mpunu 19 | o3¥Ynuio 15
oryssla 7 | orA6wiIo 5 | onYxmwum 1 | omamnlio 9 | oxaxalTh 1 | oxycknlmo 7 | o3ompUmm 7 | o3Ymumio 4
ory3lna 1 | orAGus 1 | onyxTUnun 3 | o6xAmmmino 4 | 0OXKAXIUTH 10 | ooxYcxmmio 8 | 0030npuiu 5 | ozynHno 3
orysls 1 | orAGumm 1 | ogyxknlmmn 1 | o6nAmnuB 1 | oGxaxialTe 2 | oOx Yo 1 | 06030npumun 1 | 063Ymmio 6
00rysemia 1 | orablna 5 | oonYkrumu 13 | 06pAmmiio 1 | 060xAXIUTH 1 | obkxycknldmo 2 003Y 1o 1
o6oryslia 1 | orAbwmia 5 | oomyxTWnn 1 | obogamnMno 1 | oboxaxinlte 1 063ynlno 2
orAGmunm 1 00603Y 1o 1
obradlna 1
00orA6muia 2
oborabla 1
280,10B,10BO | 290,10B,30BO | 170,140B 250, 60B, 10BO | 170, 120B, 20BO | 190, 110B 260, 50B, 10BO | 220,90B, 10BO
30 33 31 32 31 30 32 32
KOYJIbIH KaMIbIi carjbli cypblit TYJIbII TOBBIH XONbIHi XYLUIHbIH
oxOunumno 16 | okAmmuna 19 | ocArmuts 16 | ocYpuno 14 | orYnuna 11 | orOBun 10 | oxOnuna 15 | oxYmHumu 16
oxOumio 1 | oxkamnlna 6 | ocarnlTh 7 | ocypHio 8 | orynlna 13 | otOBmHN 1 | oxOmnmmna 2 | ox Y 2
oxouwnlio 8 | okammblia 1 | ocarnATh 1 | 06cYpuio 5 | o6TYnuna 4 | oroBUn 7 | oxonMa 2 | oxymHWmH® 2
00kOunmIo 6 | okAmmmmia 1 | ocarAnuts 1 | obcypUno 1 | o6Tynlna 1 | oToBAnR 3 | 06xOmnnna 8 | oOxYumHmm 6
000kOwtmno 1 | ookAmmmwia 3 | oOCAIHTH 6 | obocYpmio 3 | oboTYnuna 1 | 06TOBUN 1 | o6xonlna 2 | o0xYmTumu 1
o0carnAte 1 | o6ocypHino 1 00TOBAN 3 | 060xOnuna 2 | 006xYmwium 1
obocArmute 2 o0ToBiM N 1 ooxymuWmm 3
00TOBUN 1
000TOBHI 4
000TOBAI 1
250, 50B, 190,1008B,
250, 60B, 10BO | 270, 30B 20BO 220, 60B, 40BO | 240, 50B, 10BO 210, 60B, 50BO | 20BO 200, 110B
32 30 34 32 30 32 31 31
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Responses to nonce adjectival stimuli with non-problematic onsets (Initial obstruents: Part 2)

YaBblii 4ynbli IAJAPbIi IIAKJIBIA IABBII IYJIBII

C | ouABunu 18 | ouYnuth 16 | omAnpuno 17 | omAxnuno 16 | ouABuia 15 | omYnuna 19
O4ABIUIN 1 | ou¥Ynopurs 1 | omagpHno 6 | omaknlno 8 | onABmuiaa 1 | omynlna 6
ouaBlnu 5 | ouynlts 5 | oOwA nputo 7 | oOmAxmmIIo 7 | onaBlna 3 | obmYnuna 3
004ABUIH 7 | 06uYnurth 7 | o6omA apuIo 2 | 000MAKINIO 1 | oObumABuia 10 | obomYauna 1
o0oyABwim 2 | 00uYumTh 1 o0o1ABuia 2 | o6omrynlna 1

00uynlTh 3
240, 70B, 190, 100B,
20BO 220, 110B 230, 70B, 20BO | 240, 70B, 10BO | 20BO 250,30B,20BO
33 33 32 32 31 30
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Responses to nonce stimuli with cluster onsets.

THOPHUTH JKPaNUTh 3HYNIUTh YTYCHTh JKTABUTh CIYJIUTh CKOJIUTh TKaOUTh
06raOputh 7 | oOxpAnun 003HY I 3 | oburYcun 3 | oOXTABUTH 4 | obcYuTh 4 | 06ckOnuThH 5 | oOTKAGHI 3
orHOpUTH 7 | oxpAnmn 11 | o63nynin 1 | ourYcun 9 | oXTABUTH 10 | ob6crYmmito 1 | ockOnuth 9 | ob6TrabMn 1
0060raOpuTH 2 03H YT 10 | ourycUn 1 | oboxrAButh 2 | ocmYIHTH 9 | ockonlTh 1 | oTkAOuUI 9
0003HY TTIIT 1 | ouVemun 1 oboctY muTh 2 | 060ckOnuth 1 | 060TKAOMT 2
o0boutYcun 1
70B, 70, 20BO 40B,110 40B, 100, 10BO | 30B, 100, 10BO | 40B, 100, 20BO | 50B, 90, 20BO 50B, 100, 10BO | 40B, 90, 20BO
obraopHUTH 6 | obxpanln 5 | o63aynln 7 | oburycln 8 | obxkraBUTh 7 | obcmrynTh 7 | o6ckoalTh 8 | o6TKaO 6
orHopUts 7 | oxpanln 9 | o3mynln 8 | obuycmtn 1 | oGxrABUTH 1 | ocnynlte 7 | obckopalTe 1 | orkabln 8
0060raOpuTH 1 | oxpAnmn 1 | o3HYmmn 1 | ourycUn 5 | oxraBUTh 6 | obocmynlTh 1 | ockonlTh 6 | oTKAOUI 2
oboraopHTh 1 0603ryn I 1 | obourychn 1 | oboxrAButh 1 | obocY i 1 | o6ockonlITh 1 | oborkabUn 1
60B, 70, 20BO 50B, 90, 10BO | 70B, 90, 10BO 8 OB, 50,1 0BO | 80B, 60,10BO | 70B, 70, 20BO 90B, 60, 20BO 60B, 100, 10BO
110B, 190, 110B,150,2 120B, 160, 120B, 160, 140B, 160, 100B, 190,
130B, 170,40BO | 90B, 200, 10BO | 20BO OBO 30BO 40BO 30BO 30BO
31 30 32 28 31 32 33 32
THOPBII JKpanblii 3HYNBIH YTYChIi JKTABBIN CILYJIbII CKOJIBII TKa0bIil
orHOpwH 17 | oxpAmunu 16 | o3HYTIUTH 22 | ourYcuna 16 | oxrAsmia 19 | ocnYimno 22 | ocxkOmmiio 22 | oTkAGWIO 18
orHoplmu 5 | oxpanloun 7 | o3nynHTh 5 | ourYcnuna 1 | oxraslna 2 | oc¥Vnnuno 1 | ocxonlno 3 | orkabWio 3
00rHOpuiu 4 | obocAnpunu 1 | 063HYIUTH 2 | ourycblna 1 | ooxrAsumia 3 | ocnynlno 5 | 06ckOnuino 3 | orkAbamI0 1
060oraOpun 6 | oOxpAnmnu 2 | 0603HYTIHTH 4 | obuTYcuna 5 | oboxxrABuina 9 | obcnYimio 3 | 06ockOmuno 2 | 0OTKAGWIO 4
o00kpATIIIH 8 oburycHna 1 00TKaOWn 1
obourYcuna 6 000TKAOMITO 2
obourYcmmma 1 obotkablno 1
OTKa3 1
220, 40B, 60BO 230, 20B, 8OBO | 270, 20B, 40BO | 180, 60B, 70BO | 210, 30B, 9 OBO | 270, 30B 250, 30B, 20BO | 220, 50B, 30BO
32 33 33 31 33 30 30 30
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Appendix 10: Results of the statistical analysis

(corpus data and experimental data)

2. Corpus data

Trial 1.
Wald Statistics Response: prefix

Factor Chi-Square |d.f. | P

base 161.58 3 <0001
frequency 0.41 1 0.5220
onsetType 0.77 1 0.3795
place 1.52 3 0.6769
StressTargetVerb | 0.46 3 0.9284
manner 130.42 3 <.0001
TOTAL 235.66 14 | <.0001

In the first trial all the factors in the dataset were tested. Stress, Onset place of articulation,
Frequency and Onset type were found to be not significant. In the next trial, these factors
were taken out of the calculation.

Trial 2.
Irm(formula = prefix ~ base + manner, data = corpusdata, x =T, y=T)

Wald Statistics Response: prefix
Factor Chi-Square | d.f. | P
base 170.04 3 <.0001
manner 153.77 3 <.0001
TOTAL 235.22 6 <.0001
Obs | Max Deriv df. [P |C Dxy Gamma | Tau-a | R2 Brier
Model L.R.
840 | 2e-08 368.79 | 6 0 0.842 |0.683 |0.751 0.345 |[0.451 |0.145
Coef S.E. WaldZ | P
y>=0b -2.50631 0.6246 -4.01 0.0001
y>=0bo -6.94612 0.6968 -9.97 0.0000
base=ambiguous -0.05310 | 0.4396 -0.12 0.9039
base=noun 0.01203 0.5008 0.02 0.9808
base=verb 2.43262 0.4264 5.70 0.0000
manner=fricative 0.89360 0.4846 1.84 0.0652
manner=sonorant 3.13588 0.5121 6.12 0.0000
manner=stop -0.01994 | 0.4833 -0.04 0.9671

Verb base and sonorant manner were found to be strong determiners of prefix.
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2. Experimental data

2.1. Stimulus type (Questionnaires A & B vs. C)

In order to test the difference between the responses to verbal stimuli (Questionnaires A & B)
vs. adjectival stimuli (Questionnaire C), two strings of values were needed. They showed how
many times each participant chose O (instead of OB or OBO). Each string had the value for
participant 1, the value for participant 2, etc. The first string of values aggregated the data
from Questionnaires A & B and the other string was for the data from Questionnaire C. Each
string had thirty pieces of data. The strings of values were as follows:

A & B: 23,43, 23, 40, 14, 20, 21, 29, 39, 11, 30, 9, 20, 26, 16, 31, 22, 28, 16, 16, 9, 16,
4,32,2,4,32,16, 18,22

C: 24, 32, 31, 26, 37, 26, 34, 29, 27, 38, 42, 34, 41, 33, 36, 27, 43, 26, 41, 38, 34, 20, 32,
25, 29, 29, 36, 31, 24, 36

These strings of values were taken from Table 1 and Table 2 below:

Subject Simple onset Complex onset

code OB | O OBO | Total | OB (0] OBO | OB 0 OBO
Al 22| 23 1 46 19 18 1 3 5 0
A2 3| 43 0 46 3 35 0 0 8 0
A3 25| 23 0 48 24 16 0 1 7 0
A4 7| 40 0 47 5 34 0 2 6 0
A5 35| 14 0 49 31 10 0 4 4 0
A6 32| 20 3 55 31 13 0 1 7 3
A7 27| 21 0 48 23 17 0 4 4 0
A8 18| 29 0 47 15 24 0 3 5 0
A9 71 39 3 49 7 31 3 0 8 0
Al10 38 11 1 50 31 10 1 7 1 0
All 19| 30 0 49 18 23 0 1 7 0
Al2 25 9 12 46 23 5 10 2 4 2
Al3 17| 20 9 46 15 17 6 2 3 3
Al4 19| 26 1 46 16 21 0 3 5 1
AlS 28 | 16 2 46 25 13 0 3 3 2
Bl 16 | 31 0 47 15 24 0 1 7 0
B2 24| 22 0 46 22 16 0 2 6 0
B3 9| 28 7 44 7 24 2 2 4 5
B4 29 16 2 47 25 11 2 4 5 0
B5 16 | 16 14 46 16 12 11 0 4 3
B6 38 9 1 48 32 7 1 6 2 0
B7 30| 16 0 46 26 12 0 4 4 0
B8 39 4 3 46 35 1 2 4 3 1
B9 20| 32 0 52 18 25 0 2 7 0
B10 44 2 0 46 36 2 0 8 0 0
B11 41 4 0 46 35 2 0 6 2 0
B12 20| 32 0 52 17 27 0 3 5 0
B13 36| 16 0 52 31 13 0 5 3 0
B14 28 18 0 46 22 16 0 6 2 0
B15 27| 22 2 51 24 18 1 3 4 1
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21

Total 739 | 632 61 | 1442 647 497 40 92 | 135
Table 1. Distribution of the prefixes in subjects’ responses to novel verbal stimuli
(Questionnaires A & B)

Subject (0] OB | OBO Total number of responses
Cl 24 8 13 45
C2 32 9 3 44
C3 31 12 5 48
C4 26 29 3 58
C5 37 8 1 46
C6 26 16 4 46
C7 34 7 4 45
C8 29 16 1 46
C9 27 21 0 48
C10 38 8 0 46
Cl1 42 3 1 46
C12 34 9 12 55
C13 41 7 3 51
Cl14 33 12 3 48
C15 36 9 1 46
Cl16 27 19 0 46
C17 43 5 2 50
C18 26 19 2 47
C19 41 5 0 46
C20 38 23 2 63
C21 34 13 1 48
C22 20 26 1 47
C23 32 7 8 47
C24 25 15 7 47
C25 29 12 5 46
C26 29 13 5 47
C27 36 10 1 47
C28 31 15 0 46
C29 24 32 0 56
C30 36 9 1 46
Total: 961 397 89 1447

Table 2. Distribution of the prefixes in subjects’ responses to novel adjectival

stimuli (Questionnaire C)

Welch Two Sample t-test

data: o.verbs and o.adjs

t=-4.9324, df = 45.946, p-value = 1.105e-05
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0

95 percent confidence interval:
-15.442271 -6.491062

sample estimates:
mean of X mean of y
21.06667 32.03333
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Figures 1 and 2 clearly show that the distributions are different for adjectival and verbal
stimuli. They also show that they are approaching normal distribution. T-test assumes that the
data is normally distributed. In order to double check the result, Wilcoxon test was run.

Frequency
4
|

Histogram of o.adjs

10 20 20 40

O responses for adjectives

Frequency
4
|

Histogram of o.verbs

10 20 30 40

O responses for verbs

Figure 2.

Wilcoxon test showed that the distribution of prefixes according to stimulus type

statistically significant.

was

183



Wilcoxon rank sum test with continuity correction

data: o.verbs and o.adjs
W =167.5, p-value = 2.999¢-05
alternative hypothesis: true location shift is not equal to 0

2.2. Place of stress (Questionnaires A vs. B)

In order to test whether the distribution of prefixes across different stress patterns was
statistically significant, I had to account for the stress shift that sometimes happened in
subjects responses (e.g. gUzvit’ — obguzvilt’ instead of obgUzvit’ or vice versa guzvit’ —
obgUzvit’ instead of obguzvit’). Welch Two Sample t-test and Wilcoxon rank sum test were
run first for data organized according to stimulus stress and then for data organized according
to response stress. Two sets of data were required:

Set 1: Two strings of values organized according to stimulus stress

Here each value indicates how many times each participant chose O as opposed to OB and
OBO. Each string contains fifteen values: fifteen subjects were exposed to stem-stressed
stimuli (e.g. gUzvit’) and fifteen subjects were exposed to theme-vowel-stressed stimuli (e.g.
gizvlt’).

A: 23, 43, 23, 40, 14, 20, 21, 29, 39, 11, 30, 9, 20, 26, 16

B: 31,22,28,16,16,9, 16,4, 32,2, 4,32, 16, 18, 22

Set 2: Two strings of values organized according to response stress

Here each value says how many times each participant chose O as opposed to OB and OBO.
Each string contains thirty values because each subject could shift stress.

“A” verbs are stem-stressed the verbs that with the prefix O.

“B” verbs are theme-vowel stressed verbs with the prefix O.

A: 18,43, 23, 40, 13, 19, 21, 28, 36, 10, 27, 6, 20, 25, 16,0, 0,0,0,6,1,0,0,3,0,1,0,1, 1,0
B:5,0,0,0,1,1,0,1,3,1,3,3,0, 1,0, 31, 22, 28, 16, 10, &, 16, 4, 29, 2, 3, 32, 15, 17, 22

The tables below show that the shift of stress happened rarely. However, it was necessary to
account for it.
Al | A2 | A3 | A4 | A5 | A6 | A7 | A8 | A9 | A1I0 | Al1 | A12 | A13 | Al4 | Al5

A|18 |43 (23 |40 |13 |19 |21 |28 |36 |10 |27 |6 20 |25 16
B|{5 |0 [0 |O 1 1 0 1 3 1 3 3 0 1 0

B1 |B2 | B3 | B4 |B5S |B6 | B7 | B8 | B9 | B10 | B11 | B12 | B13 | B14 | BIS
A0 |0 |0 [0 |6 1 (0 |0 |3 |0 1 0 1 1 0
B |31 |22 |28 |16 |10 |8 16 |4 |29 |2 3 32 15 17 |22

Figures 3-6 demonstrate that the distributions are not normal: not continuous (Figures 3 and
4), not parabolic and not symmetric (Figures 4, 5, 6). Therefore, in addition to Welch Two
Sample t-test a Wilcoxon test was run. First, I show the Figures and then the tests results.
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Histogram of o.verbs.stem.resp
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Stimulus Stress

Welch Two Sample t-test

data: o.verbs.stem.stim and o.verbs.vowel.stim

t=1.7091, df = 27.985, p-value = 0.0985

alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:

-1.270709 14.070709

sample estimates:

mean of X mean of y

24.26667 17.86667

Wilcoxon rank sum test with continuity correction

data: o.verbs.stem.stim and o.verbs.vowel.stim
W = 146.5, p-value = 0.1635
alternative hypothesis: true location shift is not equal to 0

Response Stress

Welch Two Sample t-test

data: o.verbs.stem.resp and o.verbs.vowel.resp

t=0.8892, df = 55.251, p-value = 0.3778

alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:

-3.51018 9.11018

sample estimates:

mean of X mean of y

11.933333 9.133333

Wilcoxon rank sum test with continuity correction
data: o.verbs.stem.resp and o.verbs.vowel.resp

W =463, p-value = 0.852
alternative hypothesis: true location shift is not equal to 0

Both tests showed that these distributions were not statistically significant (neither for
stimulus stress nor for response stress). This result suggests that one cannot establish yet
whether stress is a factor or not. It is much less a factor than a stimulus type.
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2.3. Optimal results for O, OB, OBO (multiple regression analyses)

Rk (hokok

Im(formula = Oresponses ~ stimulus + clusterOnset + manner +

place:manner, data = ania.exp.data)

Residuals:
Min 1Q Median [3Q Max
-5.9022 |-1.8625 [-0.2231 [2.3252  (5.3478

Std.

Coefficients: Estimate Error t value Pr(>ltl)
(Intercept) 21.6823 1.2814 16.921 < 2e-16 ***
stimulusverb -6.6957 0.6165 |-10.860 | <2e-16 ***
clusterOnsetyes 0.9965 0.8989 1.109 0.27104
mannerfricative 0.3094 1.4434 1 0.214 0.83085
mannersonorant -10.3345 | 1.9320 | -5.349 8.58e-07 ***
mannerstop 2.7662 1.5316 1.806 0.07476
manneraffricate:placedental -1.8345 24327 | -0.754 0.45306
mannerfricative:placedental 0.8576 1.1249 0.762 0.44811
mannersonorant:placedental 3.0000 1.7071 1.757 0.08278
mannerstop:placedental -4.3000 1.3223 | -3.252 0.00169 **
manneraffricate:placelabial NA NA NA NA
mannerfricative:placelabial 0.1061 1.6959 | 0.063 0.95026
mannersonorant:placelabial 6.2500 2.0908 2.989 0.00374 **
mannerstop:placelabial 0.1493 1.4140 | 0.106 0.91618
manneraffricate:placevelar NA NA NA NA
mannerfricative:placevelar -4.1439 1.6959 -2.443 0.01681 *
mannersonorant:placevelar NA NA NA NA
mannerstop:placevelar NA NA NA NA

Coefficients: 4 not defined because of singularities

Signif. codes: 0 "*#**' (0.001 **'0.01 *'0.05".'0.1"'"1

Residual standard error: 2.957 on 78 degrees of freedom
Multiple R-squared: 0.7768, Adjusted R-squared: 0.7396

F-statistic: 20.88 on 13 and 78 DF, p-value: < 2.2e-16

Im(formula = OBresponses ~ stimulus + clusterOnset + possiblewithB +
place * manner, data = ania.exp.data)

Residuals:
Min 1Q Median [3Q Max
-5.9457 |-2.0016 |-0.1447 |1.9286 7.4457
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Std.

Coefficients: Estimate Error t value Pr(>ltl)
(Intercept) 7.3582 2.0648 | 3.564 0.000632 ***
stimulusverb 7.3913 0.6396 11.557 < 2e-16 ***
clusterOnsetyes -3.1591 1.3678 -2.310 0.023594 *
possiblewithByes 1.4988 1.8697 | 0.802 0.425233
placedental 1.4474 2.5402 | 0.570 0.570484
placelabial -2.6842 2.9751 -0.902 0.369750
placevelar -2.7524 2.9480 |-0.934 0.353407
mannerfricative -1.0789 1.4979 -0.720 0.473521
mannersonorant 9.1974 2.0250 | 4.542 2.03e-05 ***
mannerstop -0.8684 2.3895 |-0.363 0.717283
placedental:mannerfricative -1.3529 2.8220 | -0.479 0.633009
placelabial:mannerfricative 3.2105 3.3930 | 0.946 0.347002
placevelar:mannerfricative 5.7787 3.3693 1.715 0.090350
placedental:mannersonorant -3.9474 3.0966 -1.275 0.206230
placelabial:mannersonorant -0.5658 3.6818 | -0.154 0.878269
placevelar:mannersonorant NA NA NA NA
placedental:mannerstop NA NA NA NA
placelabial:mannerstop NA NA NA NA
placevelar:mannerstop NA NA NA NA

Coefficients: 4 not defined because of singularities

Signif. codes: 0 '***' (0.001 **'0.01 *'0.05".'0.1"'"1

Residual standard error: 3.067 on 77 degrees of freedom

Multiple R-squared: 0.8016, Adjusted R-squared: 0.7655

F-statistic: 22.22 on 14 and 77 DF, p-value: < 2.2e-16

Im(formula = OBOresponses ~ stimulus + clusterOnset + possiblewithB,

data = ania.exp.data)

Residuals:

Min 1Q Median [3Q Max
-3.3967 |-0.9256 |-0.1974 |1.0744  |4.3533
Std.

Coefficients: Estimate Error t value Pr(>ltl)
(Intercept) 2.7191 0.7692 | 3.535 0.000652 ***
stimulusverb -0.5435 0.3064 |-1.774 0.079548
clusterOnsetyes 1.9276 0.5462 3.529 0.000665 ***
possiblewithByes -1.2500 0.7347 -1.701 0.092397

Signif. codes: 0 "*#**'(0.001 **'0.01 *'0.05".'0.1"'"1
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Residual standard error: 1.469 on 88 degrees of freedom
Multiple R-squared: 0.3429, Adjusted R-squared: 0.3205
F-statistic: 15.31 on 3 and 88 DF, p-value: 4.255e-08
Appendix 10. Statistical analysis.

190



