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Chapter 1. Introduction
1.1 PURPOSE OF THE DISSERTATION

What, if any, is the relationship among senses of the Russian verbal prefix ro-
in mo-#tr (po-'walk’) 'to set out (walking)', no-4nrars (po-read’) 'to read for a little
while', and mo-crponts (po-build’) 'to build (completely)'? Similarly, what unifies the
uses of the Czech verbal prefix pFe- in pFe-jit (pFe-'walk') 'to walk across', pFe-plnit
(pFe-'fill) 'to overfill, flood', pFe-psdt (pre-'write') 'to rewrite', pFe-kousnout (pre-'bite’)
'bite in half, pre-bolet (pre-hurt') ‘to stop hurting', and pFe-cist (pfe-'read’) 'to read
(completely)'? It has been notoriously difficult to demonstrate the semantic unity of
verbal prefixes in Slavic languages. despite the fact that such questions have received
considerable attention in Slavic. Recent research has made significant progress in this
area, but all attempts to unify the senses of a single prefix suffer (overtly or covertly)
from the same shortcoming -- an inability to maintain a semantic distinction among
different prefixes.

One promising recent trend in the study of prefixes has been to assume that
spatial semantics is cognitively primary, acting as a source domain for all of linguistic
meaning. In particular it has been suggested that the spatial sense of Russian verbal
prefixes is the most basic one, and that abstract uses are metaphorically based on spatial
uses. Thus, while the spatial meaning represents only a small fragment of the greater
semantic network of each prefix, it may occupy a privileged position in relation to other
senses within that network and may serve to distinguish among the different prefixes. If
this is true, it is worth having a clear spatial definition of each prefix, since the semantic
distinctions which are made in spatial language will be important for linguistic
expression in abstract domains as well. One of the primary objectives of this
dissertation is to provide a clear and concise description of the basic spatial meaning for
several cognate prefixes in Czech and Russian.

The research presented here is thus aimed at carefully establishing the spatial
meaning of prefixes. The primary motive for this research. however, is to evaluate the
nature of the relation between spatial uses and abstract uses and to determine if abstract
uses do indeed involve primarily spatial metaphor. A significant portion of the
dissertation, therefore, is devoted to a discussion of the connection between spatial and
abstract prefixation. A secondary purpose is to compare the spatial and abstract uses of
prefixes in Czech and Russian, and to see whether differences in the verbal systems of

these two languages can be correlated with underlying semantic differences at the
spatial level.

1.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND STRUCTURE OF THE DISSERTATION

This dissertation applies a cognitive linguistic approach to the synchronic spatial
semantics of verbal prefixes in Czech and Russian. One important assumption inherent
in a cognitive approach is simply that linguistic categories are not all-or-nothing
categories with rigid boundaries. Rather, linguistic categories, like other categories,
have prototypes -- privileged or best examples - to which other members of the
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category are related in some manner. The prototype and its extensions, or related senses.
form a semantic network. The semantic network as a whole thus describes the main
senses of a morpheme and the manner in which these senses are related to one another.

Cognitive semantics recognizes the inherent fuzziness in language, as in all
cognitive phenomena. The flexibility inherent in the cognitive apparatus is necessarily
accompanied by a certain degree of imprecision, and while it is widely recognized that
there is variation among groups of speakers, as well as individual speakers, there may
also be variation within the speech of an individual. In attempting to determine the
spatial meaning of individual prefixes, then, it is important to bear in mind that the
basic spatial meanings themselves may have fuzzy boundaries. For this reason, this
study attempts to assess semantic networks from a statistical standpoint rather than
making hard and fast distinctions concerning what senses do and do not belong within a
given semantic network. To this end prefixes are analyzed in terms of the frequency
with which they occur in various contexts. Specifically, this study assesses prefix
semantics by examining the frequency with which prefixes occur in combination with
various cases and prepositions, as well as with the nominals which appear in a
particular case or as complements of prepositions.

In order to accomplish this, it is necessary to have a large corpus of prefixed
verbs used only in their spatial meaning. Data collection therefore focused on motion
verbs, since prefixes manifest (primarily) spatial uses in combination with verbs of
motion. The constructions used are, for the most part. quite simple. (The project was in
fact designed to elicit simple constructions.) By collecting a sufficiently large sample of
responses to identical (and fairly uncomplicated) visual material, an assessment of the
statistical tendencies in each language could be made. Even if Czech and Russian
prefixes exhibit a similar semantic range overall. one should be able to detect uses
which are more or less common in onc language than the other. The comparative aspect
is quite useful in this kind of approach; in addition to giving a thorough description of
the tendcencics in one language, one may describe these trends against the background of
another possible (and. in fact, real) set of tendencies in another language.

As a result of the analysis of prefix/prepositional phrase combinations. a
classificatory system is proposed for spatial prefixes and prepositions in Czech and
Russian. Classification is based on the primary (spatiotemporal) semantic features of
<SOURCE>, <PATH>, and <GOAL>, as well as the secondary (spatial} features of
<PROXIMITY>, <CONTACT>, <CONTAIN>, and the tertiary (spatial} features <DIRECT>,
<CONTOUR>, and <ENCIRCLE>. These features are discussed in detail in Chapter 2,
which is concerned with establishing the spatial prototypes of primary prepositions in
Russian and Czech. Prefix semantics is covered in Chapters 3, 4 and 5, with Chapter 3
focusing on prefixes which express the <source> or <goal> features (8a/+Vy-, B-/v-, ¢~
5-, or/od-, noa-, y-/u-, npa-/pfi-, 3a+za-), Chapter 4 on prefixes which express the
<path> feature (o(6)<0o(b)-, nepe-/pFe-, npo+/pro-, pod-), and Chapter 5 concentrating
on the behaviorally unusual prefix mo-po-. Chapter 6 summarizes the findings of the
research and discusses the nature of the relationship between spatial and abstract uses of
prefixes in more depth. Some differences between Czech and Russian are also
considered within the broader context of the two verbal systems.
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1.3 THE EXPERIMENT

Research for the dissertation involved elicitation of speech samples concentrated
on the theme of motion through space from a sizable group of native speakers of Czech
and Russian. (All data collection was carmied out in St. Petersburg, Russia and Prague,
Czech Republic. Thus, no consultants were émigrés, and speech samples were not
influenced by second language acquisition in a non-native environment.) Native speaker
consultants were presented with a set of approximately 50 short animated movies (out
of 150 total films) featuring a single figure moving (e.g. walking, running, swimming,
flying, driving, crawling, climbing,. etc.) with respect to some background object(s).
Films were typically brief and specifically designed to elicit each prefix with different
kinds of motion. Thus, for instance, one film depicted a boy walking into a house,
another showed a bird flying into a house. a third showed a fish swimming into a cave,
etc. A few films were slightly longer and were intended to elicit a connected narrative.
Consultants were asked to describe the scences as they were watching them unfold, and
then once again from memory. Responses were recorded on audiotape and later
transcribed by native speakers of Czech and Russian who had not served as consultants.

Segments of this corpus, selected at random, were then reviewed, and all motion
verbs (prefixed and unprefixed) were entered into a database along with other relevant
factors (tense, aspect, prefix, base verb, prepositional phrases, adverbs, film viewed,
first or second viewing, etc.) The database consists of 2049 verb tokens in Russian
representing 21 different speakers and 2019 verb tokens in Czech representing 24
different speakers. The dissertation is based primarily on an analysis of the verbs in this
database alone. When this did not provide sufficient data to draw conclusions, however,
searches of the entire corpus of transcribed material were occasionally performed.

Most of the examples given in the dissertation are actual transcribed utterances
of consuitants. Where the examples are part of longer narratives, often only the piece of
the uttcrance necessary to demonstrate the point is given, but where I deemed it
important, | have always attempted to provide more than sufficient linguistic context to
ensure a realistic presentation of the material. Examples which are not taken from the
corpus of transcribed materials usually are not presented as whole sentences. Instead,
verbs are given as infinitives. Where full sentence examples which do not originate
from the corpus are introduced, they are marked with the superscript symbol .

1.4 THE DATA

Data relevant to the semantics of individual prefixes is presented within the
chapters covering those prefixes. In this section 1 provide merely an inventory of the
prefixes which appeared in the database and some data on the frequency of prefixation
in Czech and Russian.
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Table 1.1. Inventory of all Russian and Czech prefixes in database

Russian

Czech

prefix

tokens

% total

prefix

tokens

: % total

O~

8

<1%

pood-

<1%

16

1%

19

' 1%

20

1%

<1%

| POPO-

na-

<1%

36

2%

<1%

51

3%

53

3%

78

5%

145

"";996

157

- 0%

1%

1%

1o

non-

196

13%

1% ]

jza- 113
o 114 1%

”f2%ﬁ]f

. 2%

225

15%

244

16%

. 5%

B

298

19%

9

total

1546

8%
10%

135

”;H%Q;

149

S 12%

278

Ti8%

23%

total

1232

Table 1.2. Inventory of Russian and Czech cognate prefixes only

Russian

Czech

prefix

tokens

% total

refix

tokens

% total

18

l6
19

<1%

1%

-

2%

st

196

225

244

1298

" 3%iif

0%

13%

. 15%

16%

- 19%

%

vZ-

o

14
18

55

99

jeo i
o128
19

%

2%
s %
1220 18%

(5%

8%

5% S

10%

 <1%

3I'/o

,.4

|28

149

11

<I%
12%

2%

=<l"/o
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Table 1.3. Percentage of prefixed verbs in entire database

prefixed verb tokens | % total
Russian | 1553 (of 2049) 76%
Czech | 1211 (of 2019) 60%

1.5 THEORETICAL CONCEPTS AND DEFINITIONS

1.5.1 Relations profiled by prefixes: trajectors and landmarks

The description of prefix (and preposition) semantics presented in the following
pages makes use of relational concepts which Langacker (1987) has calied the
TRAJECTOR (TR), the LANDMARK (LM), and the TRAJECTORY (TRy). A trajector and
landmark together express a figure/ground relationship, such that the trajector is the
element highlighted, or profiled, with respect to some landmark. The trajectory defines
the path of motion of a trajector relative to the landmark. Prefixes in Czech and
Russian, and prepositions (from which prefixes derive), are relational elements which,
in spatial uses, can be described as defining a particular relationship between a trajector
and a landmark. This framework has been used previously by Lindner (1983) and
Brugman (1981) to describe the semantic networks of English verb particles and has
been applied to Slavic verbal prefixes by Janda (1986) and Rudzka-Ostyn (1983a, b).

The current study focuses on prefixes in combination with verbs of motion. For
this reason | have also included the concept of a trajectory. I do not, however, consider
the trajectory to belong inherently to the prefix, since the fact of motion is always
imparted by the motion verb itsclf. The concept of trajectory is, nevertheless. relevant
and useful when discussing prefixes with motion verbs.

1.5.2 Schemata

Together a trajector, landmark, and trajectory define what 1 have called a
SCHEMA. For example, certain prefixes may be described as representing a source
containment schema. such that the landmark acts as a container for the trajector at the
source point of motion:



0006588

LM Manbunk Bhi-11e€N U3 A0Ma
A boy out-walked from the house
® - A boy walked out of the house
TRy
trajector boy
landmark house
trajector/landmar | containment of trajector in landmark at
k relationship source point of motion
schema source containment schema

Figure 1.1. The source containment schema

It is important to keep in mind that schemata used to describe prefixes in this study are
relevant only to prefixes with verbs of motion and do not necessarily descnbe either the
spatial prototype of a prefix (although often they do) or non-spatial uses of prefixes.
Schemata represent mental abstractions which are not tied to concrete spatial
instantiations of elements. They function in human abstract reasoning processes and
may apply to domains that are not necessarily spatial in character. Schemata represent
recurrent patterns of experience in space, motion, and force, and are equivalent to what
are known as IMAGE SCHEMATA in cognitive linguistics. In the words of Mark Johnson.
they are “not rich, concrete images or mental pictures, either. They are structures that
organize our mental representations at a level more general and abstract than that at
which we form particular mental images” (1987:23-24). Schemata are thus spatial in
character but, of course, are mental representations of space. (The assumption here is
that all linguistic cicments refer to mental representations of reality and not reality
itself.) Some examples of image schemata which are relevant to prefixes are the
CONTAINER SCHEMA, the CONTACT SCHEMA, the PROXIMITY SCHEMA. the BOUNDARY
SCHEMA, and the SOURCE-PATH-GOAL (or simply PATH) schema. The spatial schema for
a prefix with verbs of motion typically consists of a combination of two or more such
basic image schemata. For instance the source containment schema given in Figure 1.1
combines a container schema and a source-path-goal schema.

1.5.3 Spatial vs. abstract prefixes

In the discussions which follow it will prove useful to distinguish between
concrete (spatial) and abstract actions. Concrete actions may be defined as actions with
an observable physical reality. Abstract actions. in contrast, involve mental and
perceptual events, speech acts, or actions which otherwise include a primarily mental
component. Abstract actions are experientially quite basic and may have observable
effects but are nevertheless intangible or elusive as actions. For the purposes of the
present study it is also important to distinguish between spatial and abstract prefixation.
SPATIAL PREFIXES have nominal entities (which need not be explicitly expressed) as
trajectors and landmarks:
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(1) BBI-MECTH COp H3 KOMHAThI trajector: garbage
1o sweep garbage out of the room landmark: room

ABSTRACT PREFIXES involve reference to the verbal action itself. In other words, prefix
semantic features do not apply to entities (either concrete or abstract), but rather to
actions or world states resulting from actions. This distinction will be discussed in more
detail in later chapters, where it will be argued that it is preferable not to refer to
trajectors and landmarks at all in cases of abstract prefixation. Trajectors and landmarks
are a convenient tool for analysis of expressions concemning space, but it is typically
counterproductive to search for abstract entities to fill these roles when attempting to
comprehend abstract uses of prefixes. The important point for current purposes is
simply that the concrete or abstract nature of the verbal action itself does not determine
the status of the prefix. Thus a prefix may be used abstractly in combination with a
concrete type of verbal action:

(2) BBI-MeCTH KOMHATY
1o sweep the room clean

Here the prefix does not refer to concrete entities at all, but rather to the (world) state
which obtains as a result of the action of sweeping. Although abstract prefixation may
accompany concrete actions, spatial prefixes do not combine with abstract actions.

A second point about this distinction is that trajector and landmark entities
themselves may be quite abstract, but as long as they are nominal, or entity-like, in
character, the prefix itself is not being used abstractly. In these cases the entire verb is
used metaphorically:

(3) vy-padnout z paméti
to out-fall from memory
to forget

Thus, in example (3) the landmark., pamér ‘'memory,’ is an abstract entity, but the prefix
is used concretely in relation to the verb, padnout 'to fall'.

In analyzing prefixes, it is also important to distinguish the trajector and
landmark for the prefix from the trajector and landmark for the expression as a whole.
In concrete, spatial contexts the entire construction will have a trajector and landmark.
referred to here as the CONSTRUCTIONAL TRAJECTOR and CONSTRUCTIONAL LANDMARK
respectively. Where prefixes are used spatially, the prefix TR and LM will usually be
identical to the constructional TR and LM. In example (1), for instance, the garbage is
both the prefix trajector and the constructional trajector, and the room is simultaneously
the prefix landmark and constructional landmark. In some cases, however, we will see
that the prefix and the construction as a whole do not share the same TR and M. In
these cases failure to distinguish the prefix TR and LM from the constructional TR and
LM leads to an incorrect interpretation of prefix semantics.
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1.5.4 Some other useful cognitive concepts

As described in Section 1.2 above, linguistic categories can be expected to have
PROTOTYPES -- senses or uses which are more central to the category as a whole, and
which bear some relation to non-prototypical senses of a morpheme. The prototypical
sense of a morpheme, taken together with non-prototypical senses, defines the extended
SEMANTIC NETWORK of the morpheme. Although this study is concermed primarily with
establishing the spatial prototype for several prefixes in Czech and Russian, evidence
will be presented concemning the structure of the larger semantic network for some
prefixes, including the nature of the links among non-prototypical senses of a prefix and
the prototype. The concept of a RADIAL CATEGORY (Lakoff, 1987) is particularly useful
in describing the extended semantic network of prefixes.

The defining feature of a radial category is simply that there are no general rules
for producing non-central category members from the prototype. Rather, extensions
from the prototypical sense are conventional and must be learned. Despite this fact.
extensions are not random: they must be motivated in some way by the prototype. 1 will
characterize this motivation as an EXPERIENTIAL CORRELATION or EXPERIENTIAL
ASSOCIATION. I will also frequently use the term INFERENCE. which I consider to be a
special case of experiential correlation, although it is not entirely clear when a particular
relationship between senses should be characterized as one or the other. (It is important
to note that, in theory, experience may involve typical or salient human perceptual and
mental experience. or more strictly culture-specific experience. Prefix semantic
networks in Russian and Czech do not., however, appear to involve any clearly
culturally specific associations.)

Another defining feature of radial categories is that they may exhibit CHAINING,
whereby non-central senses of a morpheme may motivate further extensions. A
diagrammatic representation of a radial category might look something like this:

O

(non-cenlral

\scnses)
O prototype ®
sense AN

(@ S (5)

Figure 1.2. Schematic representation of a radial category.

O

Chaining often has the effect of completely obscuring the relationship between the
prototype sense and some subsense (e.g. nodes A and D above are related through a
chain of associations. but there is no obvious direct relationship between sense A and
sense D). It will be argued here that the semantic networks of prefixes in Czech and
Russian fit this description and thus represent radial categories.
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1.5.5 Some concepts relevant to Slavic languages
1.5.5.1 Verbal aspect in Czech and Russian

One reason that prefixes have been the subject of study in Slavic languages is
because they appear to serve sometimes as derivational morphemes, sometimes as
purely inflectional morphemes, and frequently as both simultaneously. As derivational
morphemes, prefixes derive new verbs from the base verbs to which they attach. As
inflectional morphemes, prefixes create perfective verbs from imperfective simplex
(base) verbs. Slavic languages are unusual in that aspect is primarily a grammatical
category (i.e. is expressed inflectionally), whereas it is often expressed lexically in other
languages. For example, in Russian and Czech it is frequently the case that for any
given lexical meaning of a verb, there will be two forms to choose from: the
IMPERFECTIVE and the PERFECTIVE. The addition of a prefix to an imperfective base verb
is one way to produce such verb pairs:

(4) nucars' fo write > Ha-mucath fo write
psat' 10 write > na-psatP to write

(Throughout this study where the aspect of a verb is relevant, a superscript / will be
used to indicate an imperfective form and a superscript P will be used to indicate a
perfective form.) In such cases the prefix is often considered semantically empty. In
other words, it makes no semantic contribution to the verb, does not change the
meaning in any way, and serves merely a perfectivizing function. This is sometimes
called GRAMMATICAL PREFIXATION. In other instances the prefix may change the
meaning considerably, in which case a new imperfective may be formed from the
prefixed perfective by suffixation:

(5) nucars' fo write > m=:;:>e-m»|ca1'bP lo rewrite > nepe-nncunarb' 1o rewrite
psaitl o write > pi‘e-psatP o rewrite > pfe-pisovat' to rewrite

The two prefixed forms are then usually considered ihe proper imperfective/perfective
pair. This is often referred to as LEXICAL PREFIXATION, since a wholly new verb has
been derived.

An intermediate type of prefixation is ofien distinguished. In such cases
prefixation modifies the course of the action in some way but does not produce a new
lexical item (as evidenced by the lack of a derived imperfective). This is referred to
alternatively as AKTIONSART, PROCEDURAL. or SUB-LEXICAL PREFIXATION:

(6) nnakare' tocry > 3a-nnaxats’ fo start crying
brecet' to cry > roz-brecet se’ to siart crying

The relationship between aspect and morphological form is considerably more
complicated than these simple examples suggest, but this brief discussion is sufficient
for the purposes of the current study. With respect to motion verbs and the theoretical
framework used in this study, I will define the perfective aspect in Czech and Russian
as indicating that the trajector has traversed the entire trajectory and stands in the



0005588i 0

designated relation to the landmark which holds at the goal of motion. Thus, for
instance, for the source containment schema given in Figure 1.1, use of an imperfective
verb (Ba-xoauTs 'to exit’) makes no commitment as regards goal attainment by the
trajector. A perfective verb form (sar-#m ¥ to exit) indicates that the trajector has
moved from inside to outside of the landmark (zoar 'house') and. at this point in

narration (and conceptualization), the trajector is outside of the house.

1.5.5.2 Verbs of motion in Czech and Russian

In Slavic languages the term MOTION VERB usually refers to a specific subset of
all verbs expressing motion (approximately 11 verbs in Russian, slightly fewer in
Czech). Verbs of motion are unique within the verbal systems of Czech and Russian
because the normal aspectual opposition is further broken down. For each of these verbs
there are two imperfective forms, the INDETERMINATE and the DETERMINATE.
Determinate verbs may be defined as indicators of motion in a definite direction,
occurring at a specific point in time. (This does not mean that motion is linear, but
merely that the trajector is moving in an identifiable direction at the given moment.)
Thus, determinates describe motion in progress. Indeterminate verbs are used more
often to express non-progressive, and usually non-directional, motion, inciuding
aimless motion, motion in many directions, habitual motion, and the ability to engage in
motion. For example, for the verb 'to walk,' Russian and Czech have the following
indeterminate and determinate forms:

Table 1.4. Imperfective forms of Motion Verbs in Russian and Czech

Indeterminate Determinate
Russian | xonuts' to waltk | warw' to walk
Czech | chodit' o watk | jit" 1o walk'

Since the vast majority of examples of verbs of motion in the database involve directed
motion, indeterminate verts of motion do not play a large role in this study. Although
the indeterminate/determinate distinction ts not directly relevant to the research
presented here, it is an important terminological distinction which will surface in some
discussions of the data. Furthermore. the set of verbs included in the database was
limited to those which participate in this subsystem in Russian. and to cognate verbs in
Czech. This was simply a convenient way of deciding which forms to include in the
database and does not represent a belief that Verbs of Motion proper are more likely to
express basic spatial prefixation than other verbs which describe motion through space.

! Notice that the Czech determinate form is marked as both imperfective and perfective. Textbooks and
grammars of Czech are inconsistent in the designation of Czech determinate verbs as imperfective or
perfective in the past and future tenses. Traditionally it has been considered an imperfective form.
although in Modern Czech it is quite clear that it may function as either an imperfective or perfective verb
in the past and future tenses.
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1.6 PREVIOUS WORK ON PREFIX SEMANTICS

There has been a significant amount of research on prefix semantics in Slavic
(in particular in Russian), and there are a variety of approaches to the subject. Previous
research may be broadly divided into two categories. The first category is represented
by studies which focus on listing a number of possible submeanings for a given prefix,
often without attempting to identify a relationship among them and without designating
a particular submeaning as primary or privileged in relation to others (for instance
Bogustawski. 1963, and /pammaruka pycckoro sisika 'Grammar of the Russian
language’, 1960, published by the Academy of Sciences, for Russian; Kope¢ny, 1962b,
and PFirucni mluvnice Zestiny 'Reference Grammar of Czech', 1995, for Czech). The
second trend is to seek an invariant meaning for a given prefix, from which all other
meanings may be derived as contextual variants (for instance Flier, 1975; van
Schooneveld, 1978; Gallant, 1979). More recently some studies (Janda, 1986; Rudska-
Ostyn, 1983) have taken a cognitive linguistic approach to prefix semantics, rejecting
both the notion of an invariant and of unrelated submeanings in favor of the notion of a
prototype meaning. Other submeanings of a prefix are then generated from the
prototype by rule-governed, motivated links. The current study has much in common
with these works on a theoretical level but differs significantly with regard to method
and conclusions.

Most attempts to uncover unity in prefix semantics have focused on one or a
few prefixes, understandably, because the task of explaining the wide variety of uses of
even a single prefix is immense. The principal exception to this is van Schooneveld
(1978)., who looks at the full range of Russian prefixes and prepositions in his attempt
to demonstrate the semantic unity of prefixes. Very few studies have attempted a
semantically based classification of prefixes in general, and none, to my knowledge, has
done so cross-linguistically. Previous attempts to classify prefixes have focused
primarily on classification according to the derivational and aspectual properties of
prefixes, not on the semantics of prefixes per se, excepting the work of Hirschova
(1978) on spatial prefixation in Czech. This dissertation looks at a significant number of
prefixes and prepositions in Russian and Czech, attempting to analyze prefixes
collectively as a semantic system. The principal studies on both the semantics and
classification of Russian and Czech prefixes deemed relevant to the current study are
reviewed in more detail below.

1.6.1 The search for an invariant
1.6.1.1 Flier

Flier (1975) discusses four Russian prefixes, mo-, npo-, nepe-, and 06-, which
all share the semantic feature <+spanned>. The shared feature more or less corresponds
to the classification <+path> used in this dissertation: in this sense Flier's work supports
the notion that these prefixes belong to a single category as regards semantic
classification. Nevertheless, Flier presents this. and two other features used to
distinguish among the prefixes, <lateral> and <domanial>, as invariant features of
prefixes, not as features which describe a central member of a category from which
other members are derived. In particular, Flier's invariant description of each prefix in
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terms of these features is not meant to be limited to spatial uses but is presumed to be
descriptive of abstract uses of the prefixes as well. He assumes that features are simply
interpreted metaphorically in non-spatial realms. In the current work, prefix
classification and semantic features are presumed to be valid only for spatial uses of
prefixes. The relationship of spatial meanings to abstract uses is shown to be more
complex than metaphorical interpretation of invariant (spatial) features would suggest.
In addition it will be suggested that the features <lateral> and <domanial> are not
accurate descriptions of the semantic distinctions made by these prefixes in space.
Flier's choice of features is a reflection of the fact that he is trying to accommodate both
spatial and abstract uses of prefixes with a single set of features. This leads to
insufficient specificity in the actual spatial features defining the prefix prototypes. This
problem is examined in more detail in Chapter 4, when Path prefixes are under
discussion.

1.6.1.2 van Schooneveld

Van Schooneveld (1978) attempts to find semantic unity in both prefixes and
prepositions simultaneously, since he considers prefixes to be a special contextual
variety of prepositions. To this end, modeling his approach after Jakobson's treatment
of case semantics, he creates a hierarchy of distinctive features which exemplify the
degree of alienation of a modifier (i.e. prepositional object, or here landmark) from that
which is modified (i.e. trajector), including the features <dimensionality>,
<duplication>, <extension>, <restrictedness™>, and <objectiveness>. Once again, the
attempt to unify all uses of prefixes, abstract and concrete, with a single set of invariant
features forces the invention of excessively abstract features. The addition of
prepositions only makes the task more impossible. Such abstract meanings may weil
allow all manifestations of a prefix or cognate preposition to be subsumed under one
definition, but they cannot, in fact, distinguish properly among different prefixes.

Some examples will help to demonstrate the difficulties inherent in such an
approach. Van Schooneveld distinguishes the preposition 33 from the preposition #a
according to the presence of the feature <duplication>. According to van Schooneveld,
“duplication signalizes that always two perceptions, and not one amalgamated
perception” (1978:21) result from the modification operation. fa. in contrast, signals
(perceptual) amalgamation between the prepositional object and the modified entity. It
is probable that this suggestion stems from the fact that in spatial examples 3a indicates
a proximal relation between two entities, whereas #2 indicates a contact relation.
Nevertheless, amalgamation does not seem to be an appropriate distinction, given that
even in spatial examples. such as x##ra sexnr Ha crose 'the book is lying on the table.’
humans do not perceive the book and the table as being truly amalgamated in any way.
Van Schooneveld cannot simply say that #a, in this context, designates a contact
relation between the book and the table because <contact> is not abstract enough to
include all possible uses of #a. In extended and abstract uses of prepositions, however,
there is no way to verify whether there is, in fact, perceptual amalgamation of the
entities or not. Thus, for the example ox zepxar ece 3a pyxy 'he held her by the hand’
(1978:26), van Schooneveld insists that there is no perceptual amalgamation of the sort
implied by #a, simply because the preposition sa is used and <duplication> is the
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feature which distinguishes 22 from wa. To justify this, he claims that “the hand is seen
as a separate moment in the process of the perception of the described situation, rather
than as separate from ox [he'] or ee [her]”. In other words, the perceptual
distinctiveness posited of prepositional object from the modified entity has suddenly
come to mean a temporal distinctiveness in perceptual processing. Similarly, a lack of
perceptual amalgamation is supposed to account for abstract examples such as # 150 32
satve 3a0posse 'l drink to your health,’ in which a separation of the prepositional object
from modifier produces (for some reason) the interpretation of prepositional object as
the goal of the action (1978:26).

Even more problematic is van Schooneveld's explanation for the usual spatial
interpretation of 3a as 'behind, beyond'. This interpretation must be realized somehow
through the abstract distinctive feature of duplication. The use of 22 to mean ‘behind’,
according to van Schooneveld, is entirely conventional, arising from the fact that the
speaker conceptualizes the (perceptually) distinct object as located on the far side of the
modified entity from him/herself. Such an explanation might be acceptable for deictic
uses of 2a, but does not explain cases where the behind relation refers to an absolute
orientation imposed on the modified entity (i.e. zepero cronr 2a uepkxossio 'the tree
stands behind the church’ does not imply that the speaker/observer must be in front of
the church). Here van Schooneveld must resort to the argument that “the perception
relation going in a straight line from the observer via the referent of the prepositional
object to the modified is the simplest one and hence the easiest to refer to and most
likely to be referred to™ (1978:28). By implication, nepes 'in front of is a rather more
difficult morpheme, and indeed, to comprehend it the feature <objectiveness> must be
included. This feature allows the prepositional object to be maximally distant from the
observer, despite the fact that this reverses the normal or expected order of perceptual
distance. In other words, r7epes does not mean 'in front of, but rather allows this
interpretation, whereas 32 does not.

Given the state of current research into cognitive phenomena, it seems more
efficient to suggest that humans experience a particular bodily orientation and tend to
impose that orientation on other objects in their environment. It is easier to assume that
3a does indeed mean 'behind' and 7epes means ‘in front of' in simple spatial contexts,
regardless of what other meanings they may take on in abstract situations. More
importantly, van Schooneveld's arguments provide an excellent example of the
extensive degree of abstraction that is necessary to produce an invariant definition of all
uses of a morpheme, both concrete and abstract.

Nevertheless, as with all of the attempts at defining an invariant meaning. van
Schooneveld makes a number of insightful observations conceming prefixes. For
instance, the feature <extension> is described as indicating a separation of certain
qualities of the prepositional object that are not relevant to its relationship with the
modified object from those qualities which are exclusively due to that relationship. For
this reason “the prepositional object appears as minimally affected by the other
elements of the situation described and as characterized by the qualities it retains
afterwards, in the eyes of a more general ‘ulterior’ observer, who continues to observe
after the situation...terminates™ (1978:32). Thus, he states that in the expression ow wen
no ynuue 'he walked along the street.' the street is simply an “orientational medium but
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remains otherwise unaffected by the process” (1978:34). The observation that the
preposition /70 indicates that certain eternal properties of its complement are in focus is
a subtle but important one, which is further discussed in Chapters 2 and 5, although it is
presented here as arising from the interaction of two prominent spatial features,
<contact> and <contour>.

1.6.1.3 Gallant

As with Flier and van Schooneveld. Gallant (1979) also attempts to describe the
meaning of a Russian prefix (83-) with invanant features. Gallant, in fact, views his
work as somewhat of an extension to Flier's analysis of spanning prefixes. He suggests
that prefixes do not add meaning to verbs, but rather specify features which are present
in the base verb itself. This viewpoint is not unusual in the case of empty (purely
perfectivizing) prefixes, which. according to some accounts. result from semantic
overlap between the prefix and the base verb. It is a rather unusual viewpoint, however,
with regard to lexical prefixation, i.e. prefixation which derives a new verb. Gallant's
assertion does not seem so radical. though. if one considers what he means by
specification of semantic features contained within the verb. These features are the
variable features of a verb -- things generally unspecified in the verb itself, but
clanfied by context. If one acknowledges that such variable features should indeed be
considered part of the semantic endowment of the base verb, then it is reasonable that
the prefix would be seen not as deriving a new verb, but rather as specifying a more
precise meaning of the verb under consideration. It is also obvious that semantic
features of a prefix must be relevant to the verb in some way, otherwise the
combination would not be exercised. It is questionable, however, whether the variable
features should indeed be considered as contained within the verb itself, as they are at
best merely potential features which may be relevant to a very large number of verbs
(e.g. for the verb mepe-nucars 're-write.!' is the feature <repeat> contained within the
verb nHcars 'write'?)

Gallant critiques approaches {in particular, Bogustawski, 1963, and Rutkowska.,
1967) which enumerate unrelated submeanings of prefixes. not for being inaccurate in
their descriptions of prefix semantics, but rather for the tendency to include the meaning
of the entire verb phrase within the prefix itself (1979:66). Indeed. it is often the case
that the prefix is not sufficiently differentiated from its linguistic context. and this is
one reason for the apparently large number of meanings posited for some prefixes.
Nevertheless, the research presented here suggests that in some instances context
provided by the verb phrase does. in fact, penetrate the semantic network of the prefix
and become part of its meaning.

More pertinent to the current study are the semantic features which Gallant uses
to define prefixes. He suggests that all prefixes make reference to an abstract conceptual
framework, which he describes in terms of abstract geometry. The framework consists
of two axes. one horizontal and one vertical, plus potential planes and volumes which
derive from these axes. Each prefix expresses one or more frame features (<vertical>
or <honzontal>, also potentially <plane>, plus Flier's features <lateral> and
<domanial>) and one relational feature (<transgression>, <application>, <spanned>,
etc.). The latter relates the action to the prefix framework, thus creating a limit. B3-is
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designated <+horizontal, +transgression>, such that the prefix indicates transgression of
a horizontal limit. Gallant is careful to note that horizontal and vertical are not literal.
spatial features, but evaluative ones. Although he admits that more research is required
to ascertain the real significance of the horizontal/vertical distinction, he states that the
horizontal feature “represents the axis of natural order...; the vertical represents the axis
of conventional relations” (1979:60). It is not obvious, however, that there is a clear-cut
distinction between natural and conventional limits, or that there is any justification for
representing them on scales which are inherently different in some (ambiguous) way. In
any case, since B83- is distinguished by the features <+horizontal, +transgression>,
according to Gallant, verbs prefixed with B3- can be classified as violating a literal or
figurative surface or threshold. It will be argued in the final chapter of this dissertation
that all prefixed verbs may indicate transgression of an abstract threshold. Accordingly,
these features cannot distinguish B3- from any other prefix. It will also be argued that
the evaluative aspect of prefixes cannot be derived from abstract features (e.g. here, the
prefix frame features) but rather must be derived from the original spatial meaning of
the prefix or else must be purely conventional.

While Flier at least suggests that spatial uses of prefixes are basic, Gallant has
argued in particular against the notion that 83- indicates ‘upward motion', since this
meaning is only manifested with motion verbs. He suggests that this interpretation is
merely an effect of applying the <+transgression> feature to an actual horizontal
surface. One could, however, argue precisely the reverse -- that motion upward off a
surface may be abstractly interpreted as departure from some limit or canonical state.
(The frequent reference to violation of a (potentially metaphoric) surface is, in fact,
quite suggestive of a basic spatial meaning, since it is unclear why any abstract uses
would otherwise be associated with the notion of a surface as opposed to a threshold,
for instance.)

In any case, once again, a single set of abstract features is assumed to be
sufficient for description of both concrete and abstract uses of prefixes. Gallant himself
notes that invariant semantic features must be very abstract. since a given morpheme
typically has a wide range of uses. It is argued here that any semantic features abstract
enough to serve as an invanant cannot properly distinguish among prefixes.
Furthermore, even in spatial uses of prefixes, where the features <horizontal> and
<vertical> might be interpreted literally, these do not appear to be the appropriate
features for distinguishing among prefixes. In order to ascertain the appropriate
parameters for distinguishing among prefixes, the spatial uses of prefixes must be
examined separately from abstract uses.

1.6.1.4 Dobrusina

More recently Dobrudina (1997) has attempted to give an invariant definition of
the prefix #3- She identifies three very general characteristics of the prefix #3-: 1) It
indicates a change of some kind in an actant (usually the direct object of a transitive
verb or the subject of an intransitive verb); 2) The change need not reflect the intended
aim of the action; 3) The change manifested in the actant is qualitatively opposed to the
original state of the actant. Dobrusina sees this third characteristic of #3- as the defining
feature of the prefix and explains that, in effect. whether or not one may perceive



0005 58815

developmental stages in the process of change, the prefix #3- is concerned only with
absolute boundaries between one stage and the next. Thus #3- indicates the existence of
mutually exclusive initial and final states. In fact, it is doubtful if this can be considered
a defining criterion for a prefix. All prefixes indicate some kind of change. and all
change can be described as defining a boundary between two mutually exclusive states.
Dobrusina at least partially recognizes this by indicating that. when there is a gradual
progression from the initial state to the final state, #3- indicates the change only at the
very last stage of this process, such that the mutually exclusive initial and final states
represent extreme points on a scale. Nevertheless, changes in general do not have
inherent boundaries demarcating mutually exclusive states outside of subjective human
interpretation, and in many cases several reasonable boundaries separating mutually
exclusive states can be recovered.

In any case, Dobrusina formulates an invariant meaning for #3- which she states
in the following way: Some actant is no longer subject to the effects of an action
(named by the base verb) either because the actant has already attained the most
extreme state which can result from that action. or because the action defines only two
possible states, i.e. the action either took place. or didn't take place. These two options
immediately highlight the problem with this definition. Why should the base verb
myrars 'to frighten’ define two mutually exclusive states, such that, as Dobrusina points
out (1997:123), if one has begun to get a little bit frightened, then one is already #c-
nyranusii 'frightened.’ but not yet necessarily #a-myranasii ‘(thoroughly) frightened™?
In other words, it is clearly possible to indicate degrees of fear, so why doesn't #c-
nyrars mean 'frightened to the most extreme extent'? In contrast, why does #3-
pHcoBars fqocky 'to cover the entire blackboard with writing' not simply indicate a
change from a clean blackboard to one which has some drawing on it?

Although there is validity to the distinctions made by Dobrudina. especially
regarding the attainment of (what is perceived as) an exhaustive state of some sort, the
invariant description cannot ultimately distinguish #3- from any other prefix. For
instance, she explains the difference between #3z-71ewnrs 'to cure' and ssr-s1e4irs 'to
cure' as one of focus on two extreme, mutually exclusive states of sickness and health,
with no attention to the process which links them in the former case, versus focus on
the transition between two states. which are not necessarily viewed as extremcs in the
latter case. This observation concerning the difference between the two verbs may be
quite accurate, but it cannot be generated by the invariant definition given for #3- What
is necessary is an explanation of why specific associations or interpretations attach to
the final state with #3- and not with other prefixes, which can also indicate extreme
and/or mutually exclusive states of one kind or another.

1.6.2 Cognitive approaches to prefix semantics

Janda (1986) examines the semantics of four Russian prefixes, (3a-, mepe-, s10-,
or-) in depth, and links all the uses or submeanings of each prefix to a single schematic
prototype in cognitive space, which she defines as human mental conception of
space (cf. image schemata). As in the current study, she uses Langacker's concepts of
trajector, landmark, and trajectory to comprehend prefix meaning. Her study follows the
format of earlier work by Lindner (1983) and Brugman (1981) on English verb
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particles, and by Rudzka-Ostyn (1983a, b) on verbal prefixation. In Janda's study a
central meaning is posited for a given prefix and is described in terms of a schematic
(cognitive spatial) diagram rather than features. Certain transformations are then
performed on the original diagram in order to derive schemata representative of other
uses. Transformations include such things as a change in the dimensionality of the
landmark, a change from a single to a multiplex trajector, identification of the trajector
with the trajectory or with the landmark, and so on.

Janda's work represents a significant advance in the understanding of prefix
semantics in Russian, demonstrating (by means of transformations) the importance of
linguistic context in prefix interpretation. Although this approach differs substantially
from one which posits invariant features for prefixes, it does, nevertheless, share a
prominent aspect with them. The cognitive spatial diagrams are abstract diagrams,
meant to subserve both spatial and abstract uses of prefixes, just as invariant features
were intended to account for both spatial and abstract uses of prefixes simultaneously.
Thus, although Janda assumes that spatial uses of prefixes are pnmary, according to her
analysis abstract uses can only be metaphorically derived from the spatial uses. The
schematic diagrams must therefore serve as the basis for both spatial and abstract uses.
It will be argued here that such diagrams do not fully describe the nature of the relation
between spatial and abstract uses of prefixes. As with all accounts which attempt to
explain concrete and abstract uses with a single mechanism, the appropnate
distinguishing features of prefixes cannot be correctly identified by the schematic
spatial diagrams alone.

A second aspect of these cognitive studies which differs from the approach
taken here is the method for determining which meaning, or schema, of a prefix is
basic. In previous studies a single basic spatial meaning is asserted. apparently on the
basis of intuition. Although it may at first seem obvious that a particular spatial use of a
prefix (or verb particle) is basic, in fact there can be a number of spatial manifestations
of a prefix or verb particle, and it is not entirely clear which version is most central or
what criterion should be used to make such a judgment. For instance, Janda assumes
that the prototypical schema for 3a- is based on a submeaning she glosses as deflection
(3a-#Hrn B marasun 'make a side trip into a store'). This is an entirely reasonable
assumption, since 32- with motion verbs is commonly used to describe a side trip
somewhere off a main or intended route. After examining the data I collected on the
spatial uses of 3a- and its cognate preposition, however, | have found that, in terms of
the direction of semantic extension, deflection is most likely a secondary use which
derives from another spatial use of 32- with motion verbs, namely, to go behind/beyond
(an object): za-iiti 33 a0Mm 'to go behind the house'. This meaning does not inherently
carry any sense of deflection from some intended course of motion or canonical goal.
Choosing 'behind’ as the basic meaning of the prefix in terms of semantic origin affects
the understanding of how various submeanings of the prefix are interrelated. In other
words, choosing what is synchronically, perhaps. a cognitively primary meaning as the
spatial prototype may not necessarily produce the best analysis of the relationships
among the uses and submeanings of a morpheme.

Similarly, Janda assumes that the basic meaning of mepe- involves the
transgression of two boundaries located on a one-dimensional landmark (the transfer



0005581 8

submeaning: repe-HecTH BelH B APYTyiO KoMHaTy 'to move/transfer things into another
room’), whereas the submeaning over (r7epe-#ru 4epes ropy 'to go over the mountain’)
is considered derived by transforming the landmark into a three-dimensional object.
The analysis presented here suggests that both of these spatial uses are equivalently
basic and need not be derived from one another. In general, the method for determining
the prototypical spatial meaning of a prefix in this study differs from similar cognitive
studies by considering both the semantics of cognate prepositions and the relative
frequency of purely spatial uses of prefixes as reflected in the database.

1.6.3 Classification of spatial prefixes

In terms of prefix classification, the previous work on Slavic prefixes which is
most similar to the current study is that of Hirschova (1978). Hirschova presents a
spatial semantic analysis of Czech prefixes based on the combination of various
prepositional phrases with prefixed verbs expressing spatial meanings or in which the
spatial meaning is easily uncovered. Expressions which Hirschovad considers as
preserving spatial elements, however, are often considered fully abstract (i.e. non-
spatial) in this study. For instance, Hirschova suggests the notion of proximity can be
detected in the preposition o 'about’ in the expression vypravér o dovolené 'to tell about
(one's) vacation'. As a result of such judgments, many quite abstract uses of prefixes
and prepositions were included in the study, obscuring the basic spatial meanings which
were being explored. Expressions with prefixed verbs and prepositional phrases
analyzed by Hirschova were excerpted from the Slovnik spisovného jazyka ¢eského (The
Dictionary of Literary Czech).

Afier analyzing 2330 dictionary examples, Hirschova classifies prefixes and
prepositions as expressing either a spatial source, intermediate element. or goal
(vychodisko. prostiedni ¢len, cil). This classification is essentially identical to the
<source>, <path>, <goal> distinction made in the present work, although Hirschova
classifies some prefixes and prepositions (mezi, pod-), here considered as belonging
primarily to the Path category, as Goal elements. Hirschova further classifies the
prefixes graphically with arrows that indicate motion and relation to a source. path or
goal element (cf. landmark). To a large extent these graphic classifications can be
viewed as expressions of the features given here as <proximity>, <contact>, and
<contain>, although the prefixes are never explicitly grouped in such a way. Finally,
Hirschova identifies prefixes and prepositions as expressing either motion along a
closed curve (o(b)-, 0). centrifugal motion (roz-). centripctal motion (s-, s), and linear
motion (all remaining prefixes and prepositions). The closed curve may be taken as the
equivalent of the feature <encircle> used in this study, but otherwise Hirschova does
not present potential correlates of the tertiary spatial features <direct> or <contour>,
which are posited for Path prepositions and prefixes in the current work.

Beyond certain aspects of the classificatory system. however, the similarities
between the current study and Hirschova's are minimal. Hirschova explores the
possibilities for combining prefixes expressing source, intermediate element, or goal
with prepositions of these same designations and concludes that expressions with
source and goal prefixes come in two structural varieties, one which allows only a
corresponding source or goal preposition (od-pojit vagén od viaku "to disconnect a car
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from a train’), and one which has a secondary slot for the expression of the opposing
relation, which may or may not be filled (od-stoupit od okna (k dvefim) 'to move away
from the window (toward the door)’). Prefixes expressing a relationship to an
intermediate element are analyzed similarly, although there are more possibilities (e.g.
the prefix may occur obligatorily with only a corresponding intermediate preposition,
with an intermediate preposition and optional source and goal prepositions, with a
source preposition and optional intermediate and goal prepositions, etc.) Hirschova
makes no further attempt to distinguish the spatial semantics of individual prefixes on
the basis of possible combinations with prepositions.

Finally, Hirschova does not examine the relation between spatial and non-spatial
uses of prefixes, although she suggests a preliminary classification of non-spatial
prefixes into two groups: those in which a spatial meaning can be detected. and those in
which it cannot, due to semantic bleaching of the prefix. No attempt is made to descnbe
the relation between the proposed spatial distinctions and the non-spatial uses.
Although Hirschova considers the first group to behave in a manner similar to spatial
prefixes and prepositions in terms of possible prefix/preposition combinations, she
questions whether there is any discemnible regularity in prefix/preposition combinations
for the latter group. This represents a recognition that fully abstract uses of prefixes
cannot be fruitfully classified according to parameters which are inherently spatial, a
conclusion which is discussed in the final chapter of this dissertation.

1.6.4 Previous work on prefix semantics: summary

The approach taken in this dissertation shares one basic assumption with all of
the studies reviewed above -- the various uses, or submeanings. of prefixes are assumed
to be related to one another in some way. This work differs from previous work in the
presentation of the nature of the relationship among submeanings. As we have seen, a
major problem with seeking an invariant meaning for prefixes is that, in order to
accommodate all uses of a prefix, the invariant meaning must be so abstract that it
cannot distinguish among different prefixes. The cognitive approach represented by
Janda attempts to circumvent this problem by identifying one central sense for each
prefix as a prototype and deriving other senses by various transformations to the
prototype. Each prototype, however, may be subjected to the same set of
transformations, suggesting that the prototype configurations are also incapable of
distinguishing among prefixes and. in fact. function as invariants.

In addition, none of the works cited above which attempt to find unity in prefix
semantics distinguishes properly between the basic spatial meaning of a prefix and
abstract uses. Instead, both spatial and abstract uses of prefixes are considered
simultaneously in constructing a semantic model. whether it is presented as an invariant
or prototype. In some cases this conflation of spatial and abstract prefixes is intentional
on theoretical grounds. In other cases the conflation is accidental. Although the
cognitive approaches appear to consider spatial prefixation as basic, it was noted in
Section 1.5.3 that use of a concrete, spatial verb does not necessarily imply a concrete
use of a prefix. It is. in part, the fact that previous studies do not distinguish between the
basic spatial sense of a prefix and other senses (which may well be used in spatial
contexts) that accounts for the difficulty encountered in describing the semantic unity of
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a prefix. One of the assumptions of the current study is that the appropriate parameters
for distinguishing among prefixes can only be ascertained by examining the basic
spatial uses of prefixes separately from abstract uses. Any attempt to consider both
spatial and abstract uses as belonging to the same level of semantic analysis will miss
the precise nature of the semantic distinctions among the prefixes.
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Chapter 2. A typology of Czech and Russian prepositions
2.1 SOMF. PRELIMINARY REMARKS

Assessment of the basic spatial prototypes of prefixes in Czech and Russian in
this study was accomplished primarily by examining the frequency of prepositional
phrase types in combination with prefixes. In order to conduct such an assessment, it is
first necessary to have a comprehensive description of the spatial prototypes for
prepositions. Prepositions generally present a clearer picture of spatial relations because
they are directly associated with overt and obvious landmarks in all cases, which is not
necessarily true for prefixes. This chapter is therefore concerned with outlining a
typology of prepositions used with motion verbs in Czech and Russian.

The spatial meaning of prepositions, in turn, is assessed by examining the
frequency and properties of the landmarks which serve as complements of these
prepositions. Prepositions and their complements (landmarks) do not simply function
independently of one another in the construction of linguistic meaning. In the following
discussion, prepositions are described as PROFILING, or highlighting, certain aspects of
their landmark complements. Landmarks. in turn, are described as having various
CONSTRUALS (depending on what aspect of a landmark is profiled). Inference will be
shown to play a role in determining what a preposition is profiling, and thus, how a
landmark is construed.

2.2 TYPOLOGY OF PREPOSITIONS

2.2.1 Standard classifications

Textbooks of Czech and Russian typically classify certain prepositions which
occur with motion verbs according to two sets of parameters, which I will call
DIRECTIONAL features and RELATIONAL features. Directional features describe the
direction of the trajectory of motion, and relational features describe the (initial or final)
relationship of the moving figure (trajector) to the landmark. Russian and Czech have
three prepositions' which describe the trajectory of the moving figure in terms of the
direction of origin of motion (SOURCE PREPOSITIONS, which are designated <+source>),
and three prepositions which describe the trajectory in terms of the direction of
destination of motion (GOAL PREPOSITIONS, which are designated <+goal>), as shown in
the chart below. In addition, each of these prepositions may be classified according to
the kind of relationship which holds at the source or goal point in the trajectory:
proximity of the trajector to landmark (<+proximity>), contact of the trajector with the

landmark (<+contact>), or containment of the trajector within the landmark
(<+contain>)?;

' Modem Czech has only two common distinct Source prepositions, od 'away from' and z 'out of (see
Table 2.1), due to conflation of the two dental fricatives. s 'off of and = ‘out of (Travnicek 1935). S is
maintained as distinct only in the meaning ‘down off of', which expresses both source and contact, but
also imposes further limits on the direction of the trajectory.

? The Goal prepositions #a and & in Russian and na in Czech are distinguished from homophonous
locational prepositions with the same contact/containment designation by the fact that they require a
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Table 2.1. Classification of Source and Goal’ prepositions in Russian and Czech
according to directional and relational features

Russtan Czech

Source Goal Source | Goal
Proximity oT K od k
Contact C Ha z(s) na
Contain H3 B z do

2.2.2 Extension of the standard classification

The standard classification given here will be used throughout this work.
although it will be extended in two new ways in order to accommodate a variety of
other prepositions that combine with verbs of motion in Czech and Russian. The
remaining prepositions describe the relationship of the moving figure to the landmark
during the course of motion rather than at the source or goal point of motion. These
prepositions will be referred to as PATH PREPOSITIONS, since they describe the
relationship of trajector and landmark throughout the path which links the source and
goal points of the trajectory. Path prepositions in Russian include sm#amo 'by, past', 810125
‘along’, soxpyr 'around’, wepe3s 'across, over, mo 'on, along', ckso3zs 'through', mox
'under’, #axq 'above, over, 3a 'behind, beyond', mepea 'in front of and mexay 'between.
among'. Czech path prepositions include kolem by, past; around’, podél. ‘along’ pres
‘across, over, po 'on, along', skrz 'through', pod 'under’, nad ‘'above, over'. za 'behind,
beyond', pfed 'in front of, and mezi ‘betwecen, among'. (In the absence of a preposition.
nominals in the instrumental case (INSTR), and in the accusative case (ACC) in
combination with certain prefixes, may describe a path relation in both languages as
well, as discussed later.) Most of these prepositions also function as locational
prepositions. The path interpretation arises through the presence of a non-static verb.
When these prepositions are combined with verbs of motion,. the preposition is
interpreted as describing the path. or trajectory, of thc moving trajector over time
relative to the landmark.

The second extension of the standard classification involves categorizing the
Path prepositions according to two additional sets of spatial features. The first set is
composed of the familiar trajector/landmark relational features <proximity>, <contact>,
and <contain>. The second set of features is termed here TRAJECTORY ORIENTATION,
since these features apply only to prepositions which describe extended trajectories in
spacc (i.c. Path prepositions). The trajectory oricntation featurcs are <direct>,
<contour>, and <encircle>. <Direct> simply refers to a trajectory which describes a
direct line in space. regardless of the shape of the landmark. <Contour>, in contrast.

complement in the accusative case rather than the locative case. Location prepositions can be classified in
a similar manner but are not considered here, since this study focuses on motion.

* There are. in fact, additional Goal Proximity prepositions: Russian n704 'below’ and 3a 'behind.’ and
Czech nad. pod, pfed. and za (‘above’, 'below’, 'in front of', and ‘behind’). These prepositions simply add
specificity to the notion of proximity.
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describes a trajectory which is determined by the shape (contour) of the landmark itself.
<Encircle> refers to a trajectory which entirely circumscribes the landmark.

These two sets of features serve to distinguish Path prepositions in terms of the
origin of the semantic oppositions they encode. As we will see, however, they are not
necessarily themselves features of the prototype meaning of the prepositions, since
certain features interact to produce more prominent distinctions (features). In fact, at
first glance the Path prepositions do not seem to fall neatly into any pattern according to
these two sets of parameters, in part because of such interactions. Path prepositions
profile properties of trajector(y)/landmark relations over an extent of space (and time)
rather than at points; they are, therefore, significantly more complicated than
Source/Goal prepositions and less readily amenable to feature analysis by casual
observation. The additional set of trajectory orientation features reflects this increased
complexity. Nevertheless, the original features can be detected by examining the
frequency with which prepositions occur with various types of landmarks. Thus, in
order to effect a classification of Path prepositions, the relationship between
prepositions and the landmarks that occur with them must be explored.

2.2.3 Overview of the classification of Path prepesitions

The chart below presents a simplified overview of Path preposition
classification according to the two sets of spatial features described in the previous
section. It is important to emphasize that, for initial purposes of classification, many
complicating factors have been left out of this chart. Although this classification is
intended to yield prototype descriptions of each preposition, this chart provides only a
schematic introduction to the relevant parameters for determining the prototype
meaning. The chart was constructed according to the frequency with which landmarks
of various shapes, sizes, locations, and functions combine with the following
prepositions to describe motion events. Some Path prepositions have been left out of
this chart. since it is based on the most common prepositions in the database which
exemplify TR/LM relational features and trajectory orientation features. Some additional
prepositions are given in parentheses, but in practice these prepositions were
comparatively rare in the data base. Omitted prepositions will be discussed later.

Table 2.2. Classification of Path prepositions in Russian and Czech

Trajector/landmark relation
Trajectory onientation Proximity Contact Contain
Direct: Russian: | Mumo (Han, nox...) yepes yepes (CKBO3b)
Czech: kolem (nad. pod...) pres INSTR (skrz)
'past’ (‘above', 'under’) ‘across’ ‘through’
Contour: Russian: | saons (Haa, noa...) no no/yepe3s/Han etc.
Czech: podél (nad, pod...) po INSTR
‘along' (‘above', ‘'under’) | 'along on' | 'through’
Encircle: Russian: | Bokpyr BOKpYT
Czech: kolem kolem
'around’ ‘around’
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2.3 PATH PREPOSITIONS AND LANDMARKS: FREQUENCY PATTERNS IN THE DATA

The justification for the classification of Path prefixes presented in the previous
section comes from an examination of the frequency of certain types of landmarks with
each preposition. Preposition/landmark combinations were analyzed according to the
size and shape of the landmark, the relevant dimension in which motion occurred
relative to the landmark. and the status of the trajector/landmark relationship during
motion. As a result of this analysis, preferred or prototypical landmarks can be
described for each preposition. For instance, it is clear that some prepositions
preferentially indicate trajector interaction with landmarks in the short dimension of the
landmark. while others preferentially interact with the long dimension of the landmark.
This, in turn, is reflected in the frequency of landmarks of certain general shapes
occurring with each prefix. Some prepositions occurred almost exclusively with
landmarks which function as surfaces for motion, whereas others rarely occur with such
landmarks. The most common kind of landmark occurmng with a pretfix is considered
the prototypical landmark for that prefix.

2,3.1 Prototypical landmarks for Path prepositions

The Russian prepositions saamo and vepez and the Czech prepositions kolem and
pFes are far more likely to occur with long, narrow objects as landmarks than with
objects of relatively even dimensions. Furthermore, the trajectory will almost always
pass or cross the landmark in the narrow dimension. Thus, a typical landmark for these
prepositions is a road. a tree. or anything with a clearly defined short dimension.* Muaro
and kolem also always exhibit a non-contact relationship to the landmark. with the
landmark typically located laterally to the trajector (that is, to the side, not above or
below: cf. #ars mumo aepepajit kolem siromu ‘walk past the tree'). epes and pfes, in
contrast, occur most frequently with landmarks which act as surfaces for motion and
are, thus, in contact with the trajector and located below the trajector (narn yepes
Aaoporyljit pres ulici 'walk across the street’). Nevertheless, Russian wepes also occurs
quite freely with landmarks which act as containers for a trajector (e.g. a tunnel, an
arch. water) and, in this case, shows no preference for long. narrow objects or crossing
in the short dimension (exars vepes ryunens 'drive through a tunnel’).

Landmarks for 87075, no, podél, and po typically have at least one long
dimension. with the length of other dimensions being irrelevant (e.g. a road. a forest).
The trajectory passes or crosses the landmark in the long dimension. Thus. the
trajectory described by these prepositions is often perpendicular to the trajectory
descnibed by the prepositions aisaro, uepes, kolem and pfes in relation to the dimensions
of the landmark:

(1) a. 3mes nomer 4epes nopory VS. b. 3mMea nonzer no aopore
A snake is slithering across the road A snake is slithering along the road

! The notions of long and short dimension are relative to the size of the trajector. For a human figure. a
road or a tree trunk has a clearly defined long and short dimension. For the scalc of an insect, a small twig
would also serve as a satisfactory example of a landmark with a long and short dimension,
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Baoss and podél most often describe non-contact relations between trajectors and
landmarks, which are also usually located laterally with respect to one another (#ar#
Bgors pekw/jit podél Feky 'walk along the river'). Landmarks with 7o and po, on the
other hand, are usually support surfaces for motion and are thus always in contact with
the trajector and located below it (sarH mo aopordljit po ulici 'walk along the road’).
Russian no, nevertheless, may sometimes occur with container landmarks (exars mo
TyHHese 'drive along in a tunnel').

Landmarks for the prepositions soxpyr and kolem ‘around’ may be of any size or
shape, provided they are bounded in at least two dimensions and, thus, may be
circumnavigated by the figure, which traces the penimeter of the landmark. Neither the
Russian nor the Czech preposition is sensitive to landmark status as a support surface
for the trajector versus landmarks located laterally to the trajector.

Finally, the Czech instrumental case, in this study, is reserved primarily for
expression of container landmarks without regard to the size and shape of the landmark
(i.e. it occurs equally frequently with containers possessing a short dimension, such as
arches. or those possessing a long dimension, such as tunnels: jit branou-INSTR 'go
through the arch'/jet tunnelem-INSTR 'drive through the tunnel').

2.3.2 Some complications

In the previous section the preferred landmarks for a number of Path
prepositions in Russian and Czech were described. Most of these prepositions,
however, can, and do, combine with non-prototypical landmarks. The interpretation of
these expressions provides crucial evidence concerning the significance of the

prototypical landmarks themselves and for the determination of preposition prototype
meaning.

2.3.2.1 The flexibility of prepositions

Despite the fact that prepositions profile specific aspects of landmarks, the
structural dimensions of landmarks are not nearly as amenable to subjective
interpretation as the semantic features of a preposition are. For example, a preposition
may focus attention on the surface or container properties of a landmark, but it does not
change the understanding of the basic structure of that landmark. Landmarks, in
contrast, are more likely to influence the interpretation of a preposition. since
prepositions do not refer to concrete physical entities with stable properties. As a result.
prepositions are, in fact, quite flexible in combining with landmarks of various
dimensions. Appropriate interpretation of an expression will often involve a shift in the
relevance of the semantic features of the preposition. This fact complicates the
recognition of relevant semantic features in the case of Path prepositions. For instance.
despite the fact that the best landmarks for wepes and prFes are long and narrow,
landmarks which have more or less equal dimensions may occur with these prepositions
(as well as with the preposition nopo, for which such landmarks are prototypical).
Different aspects of the trajector(y)/landmark relationship are profiled with each
preposition, although it is not always immediately obvious what, precisely, is profiled in
each instance, and why:
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(2) a. [lanTepa npouwia yepes nec vs. b. XKusoTHOoE npouwio o jecy
A panther walked across the forest An animal walked along in the forest

Even more problematic is the case of prepositions which prefer proximal short
dimension landmarks. For instance, given that trajectors with Russian ammmo typically
interact with the short dimension of the landmark. why does it not give a reading
equivalent to the preposition vepezin example (3)?:

(3) a. 3Mesq mpononzna MHMO peydKH vs. b. Jlebenp nasiBet yepes pexy
A snake slithered by past the river A swan is swimming across the river

While it seems clear that the notion of proximity precludes the interpretation of crossing
the river here (which involves contact with the river). how is it possible that a#amo can
combine with such a landmark in the long dimension. and how does msmo then differ
from 87025 in the example below?:

(4) ABToMOOHNK €Xan BAOJb PeKH
A car drove along the river

2.3.2.2 Prepositions with ambiguous landmark preference

Another complication is that it can be difficult to determine landmark preference
for some prepositions. Russian wepes. for instance, appears to prefer long. narrow
landmarks crossed in the short dimension. but it is acceptable with container landmarks
as well. When combined with container LMs, vepes exhibits no preference for long,
narrow landmarks and short dimension spanning. The Czech instrumental case similarly
does not concern itself with short dimensions versus long dimensions as regards
containment. The Czech preposition kolem, which was described in the previous section
as if it possesses two distinct senses, may be used to indicate short dimension spanning
of laterally located landmarks or complete encirclement of a landmark. Neither kolem
nor soxpyr distinguishes contact and non-contact with landmarks. If the distinctions
proposed for Path prepositions are valid. why have these contrasts been neutralized? It
is worth questioning whether there is reason to make distinctions according to these
parameters if the prepositions do not yield readily to classification, especially when
classification appears straightforward for Source and Goal prepositions.

2.3.2.3 Solutions

The solutions to the complications presented above involve the interaction of
individual landmarks and other contextual factors with the prototypic semantic features
of the given preposition in such a way that a relevant subset of the principal features is
automatically selected. In some cases TR/LM relational features and TRy orientation
features interact with one another to highlight a particular feature, such that one feature
predominates at the expense of others. The neutralization of certain distinctions can be
explained in terms of redundant features present in the prototype for each preposition
and by the relative ranty of certain path types in experience, which obviates the need for
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a given distinction. Before examining these processes in detail, however, it is necessary
to demonstrate how the relevant semantic features were extracted for each preposition
from the landmark frequency data.

2.4 SEMANTIC FEATURES FOR PATH PREPOSITIONS

The frequency of prototypical landmarks for each preposition allows for a
reconstruction of relevant semantic features for that preposition. It should be made
explicit that we are working backwards from data concerning the frequency of
landmarks with each preposition to establish the semantic features for the prototype
meanings of the prepositions. Thus, features are described as if they are generated from
the characteristics of typical landmarks. In fact, speakers presumably have intemalized
the prototype semantic features for each preposition and simply apply the relevant
features to each landmark. This allows the speaker to infer the appropriate
trajectory/landmark rclationship, such as crossing in the short dimension® in contact
with the surface, etc.

2.4.1 Trajectory orientation features

The first set of semantic features to be discussed deals with trajectory
orientation. If a long, narrow object is passed or crossed in the narrow dimension, the
object itself does not convey much information conceming the contour of the path. This
suggests that for prepositions which preferentially indicate interaction with landmarks
in a short dimension (mMm#mo, 4yepes, kolem, pFes), the contour of the landmark is
irrelevant to the shape of the trajectory. Another way of saying this is that the trajector
is likely to pass a very narrow object in a direct line relative to that object, as there is
little space or time to engage in deviations from the course of motion. The distance
covered is too short to allow for significant meandering in the trajectory. Since the
trajector moves in a (more or less) straight line with respect to the LM, prepositions
exhibiting a preference for long, narrow landmarks spanned in the short dimension are
referred to as Direct prepositions.

If an object is passed or crossed in the long dimension, however, the contour of
the landmark itself becomes relevant to the contour of the trajectory. (This can be
maximally true for the encirclement trajectory, which may echo the contour of the
landmark all the way around the object until the path intersects with itseif.) Thus,
prepositions that preferentially indicate interaction with landmarks in the long
dimension (82045, no, podél, po) or around the perimeter of the landmark (soxpyr,
kolem) imply a closer connection between the trajectory and the landmark contour than
Direct prepositions do. I have called these prepositions Contour prepositions and
Encirclement prepositions, respectively.

3 Although the short and long dimension of the LM object are not part of preposition prototype semantics.
it is worth noting that traces of landmark structure are found in the etymology of two Russian and Czech
prepositions: podél, 8.0, from the root meaning /engrh. in contrast it would seem that the shape of the
trajectory, independently of the LM, may be at least as important as LM structure in the etymology of
oxona/ckolo, kolem, and soxpyr from the roots for wheel and circle respectively.
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We can now see that, for landmarks without a clear short and long dimensior.
the semantic distinction between Direct and Contour prepositions is primarily
determined by this feature regarding contour relevance. In the following example kolem
does not indicate that the trajectory traced by the figure follows along the contours of
the body of water, but merely that it is in proximity 10 it. In contrast, podé/ indicates that
the trajectory is intimately connected with the contour of its landmark (see also

examples (3)a and (4)):
(5) a. Jeli kolem vody VS. b. Hol¢i¢ka $la podél vody
They drove past the water A girl walked along the water

CONTOUR is thus a measure of the intimacy of trajector(y)/landmark relations, or the
degree to which the LM can be said to determine the trajectory. An important point
about the features <direct> and <contour> is that they imply something about the
“power dynamic™ between trajector and landmark in determining the coursc of the
trajectory. A Direct preposition indicates that the trajector proceeded in a direct line
regardless of the presence of a landmark, whereas a Contour preposition indicates that
the landmark fully defines the course of the trajectory. The fact that these two features
suggest differential contributions on the part of the trajector and landmark to
determination of the trajectory tums out to be significant for prefix semantics as well.
This topic is discussed more fully in Section 2.6.

Notice that this observation regarding the relevance of LM contour is not
obligatory from the facts conceming LM frequency; a trajectory along the short
dimension of a landmark could theoretically follow the contour of that landmark quite
closely. Conversely (as we have seen with m#amo and kolem), a trajectory along the long
dimension of a landmark may ignore landmark contour. Nevertheless. the experiential
observation that trajectories in relation to very narrow objects ar¢ not controlled or
directed by the contour of the object shows up in the linguistic data as a high frequency
of short dimension spanning relations with landmarks in combination with certain
prepositions. Similarly, the fact that only spatially extensive landmarks can control the
contour of a trajectory shows up as an absence of short dimension trajector/landmark
relations with certain prepositions. Thus, the significant feature of Direct prepositions is
the irrelevance of landmark contour, whereas Contour prepositions specifically indicate
the relevance of landmark contour.

No examples of prepositions describing complete encirclement of a landmark by
a trajector occurred in the data base, but, for the sake of completeness, an additional
feature, <encircle>, should be included based on examples from the greater corpus of
transcribed data (e.g. kosmonaut ob-chazi krdter 'the astronaut encircles the crater').
Encirclement prepositions indicate that a trajector moves around the perimeter of a LM.
such that the starting point is equivalent to the endpoint of motion. The trajectory thus
intersects itself and describes a circle (more or less) around the LM. Encirclement is
essentially the opposite of containment; whereas containment indicates that the LM
encompasses the trajectory, encirclement indicates that the trajectory encloses the LM.
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2.4.1.1 Features implied by trajectory orientation

The presence of one TRy orientation feature does not always imply the absence
of the other features. For instance, Contour prepositions do not positively (or typically)
indicate <+encircle> but do not preclude it either, since following the contour of an
object bounded in two dimensions around to the starting point of motion would indeed
eventually lead to an encirclement trajectory. Nevertheless, an encirclement trajectory
would not be profiled in this case. At first it seems that Contour prepositions also do not
preclude a direct trajectory, since a landmark's contour may itself be direct, or may be
so amorphous as to indicate little or nothing about the actual contour of the trajectory
(e.g. Haer no 3emure 'walks along on the ground'). In this case, however, the trajector
still traces the LM contour, but the contour itself may be described as having a zero
value. Prepositions marked <+contour>, then, may be always considered <-direct>,
even when the trajectory appears to be indistinguishable from a direct trajectory.
Similarly, a Direct preposition is always <-contour>. Direct prepositions cannot indicate
<+encircle> either, since in most circumstanccs a straight line cannot encircle a
landmark. For the same reason, the concept of a straight trajectory does not make sense
for Encirclement prepositions. <Contour>, on the other hand, although clearly not a
distinguishing feature of Encirclement prepositions, may at least be implied, since a
trajectory which encircles a landmark also often traces its extemnal contour. Thus,
Encirclement prepositions may be considered <t+contour>.

Another important feature which is implied by the <direct> feature and which
can be extracted from the landmark frequency data is concerned with the presence of LM
endpoints. A path which follows the short dimension of the LM is assumed to
successfully sPAN® the LM from one side to the other. Recall that the notion of short is
relative to the trajectory. Thus, a moving trajector will pass from side to side of the LM
in the course of a (spatially and temporally) very brief trajectory. The same observation
does not apply to trajectories which follow the long dimension of the LM. In example
(4) above, one hardly assumes that the trajector moved from the source of the river to its
mouth, where it empties into some other body of water.

Given this fact, an important implied feature for Direct prepositions is that the
trajector has moved from one side of the LM to the other and. borrowing Flier's (1975)
term. this fcature will be referred to as <span>. Contour prepositions are unmarked for
<span> and thus do not carry any implication that the trajector has gone from side to
side of the LM. Notice that although <+contour> implies <-direct>, it does not imply
<-span>. Contour can be relevant whether or not a trajector moves from one side of an
LM to the other. In contrast, the <span> feature and the <direct> feature are clearly
interrelated. A straight trajectory requires a starting point and endpoint which are non-
equivalent; the <span> feature indicates that such points (namely, the two sides defined
by the short dimension of the LM) are present. For landmarks without a clear long and

¢ The term span is borrowed from Flier (1975), for whom <+spanned> is a semantic feature which applies
to four Russian prefixes and is defined as “spanning the periphery bounding the inceptive and terminal
limits of the domain”. With respect to containment contexts the condition of spanning only in the
periphery cannot be said to hold. Therefore, span is used here to indicate merely a trajectory which
stretches from one side of an 1.M to the other, without reference to domain vs. periphery.
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short dimension. the <span> feature may serve to distinguish between Direct and
Contour prepositions.

The distinction between the examples in (2), above, can now be explained as
follows. In the first example (with vepes) the trajector is assumed to move from one
side of the forest to the other along a more or less straight route, while the second
example (with 70) neither implies that the trajectory stretched all the way across the LM,
nor that it was in a direct line, but simply that it followed the contour of the forest in
some way (i.e. motion took place within the bounds of the forest).

One demonstration of the relevance of the features <direct> and <span> ts that
replacement of a prefixed or determinate verb of motion with an indeterminate verb of
motion has distinctly different consequences for Direct and Contour prepositions:

(6) xoauts yepes nec
to walk regularly (i.e. take a particular route) across the forest (iterative)

(7) xoamTs no necy
to walk regularly in the forest (iterative)
to wulk around in the forest (progressive, no direct TRy involved)

The first example can produce only an iterative reading because a direct trajectory with
distinct. non-equivalent starting and ending points on either side of an LM is
incompatible with a multi-directional interpretation of the verb. The Contour
preposition o, however, carrtes no implication of specified source and goal points of
motion, nor of a directed trajectory connecting them. It is, therefore, perfectly
compatible with a multi-directional. in-progress interpretation. A progressive reading
with the preposition vcpes would require a determinate verb.

Direct prepositions thus imply that spanning of the landmark occurs, whereas
Contour prepositions do not. The concept of spanning does not usually make sense for
Encirclement prepositions, since these require equivalent starting and ending points.
Nevertheless. non-equivalent sides can be imposed on the landmark. even if they are not
highlighted by the Encirclement preposition. Thus, theoretically <+span> is implied by
Encirclement prepositions for any two arbitrarily chosen sides of the landmark.
Spanning., however, is not a significant distinguishing feature of Encirclement
prepositions.

2.4.1.2 Summary of trajectory orientation features

So far, we have seen how certain landmark preferences can be related to the
trajectory orientation features <direct>. <contour>, and <encircle>. A preliminary list of
potentially relevant semantic features is presented in the chart below. Next we turn our

7 The progressive. multi-directional interpretation of the indeterminate verb with the preposition 70
suggests that the movement of the TR is potentially aimless or lacking in intent to get somewhere. The
trajectory of motion is determined primarily by the .M. In contrast, the direct trajectory, which spans the
.M associated with vepesz. implies that the trajectory is not determined by the dimensions of the LM but by
the intentions of the TR. The TR thus controls the direction of motion. The degree to which each
preposition focuses attention on either the TR or the 1M is discussed more fully in Section 2.6,
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attention to landmark preferences and the relational features <proximity>, <contact>,

and <contain>.

Table 2.3. Trajectory orientation features for Czech and Russian

Path prepositions
Trajectory orientation | prepositions primary features | implied features
Direct:  Russian: MHMO, Yepes +direct -contour
Czech: kolem, pfes -encircle
'past’, 'across’ +span
Contour: Russian: B/IOJIb, NO +contour -direct
Czech podél, po (+encircle)
‘along', 'along on’ +span
Encircle: Russian: BOKPYT, OKOJIO +encircle -direct
Czech: kolem, okolo +contour
‘around’ (+span)

2.4.2 Trajector/landmark relational features

Semantic features associated with trajector/landmark relationship are more
readily discernible, in part because they are familiar from Source/Goal prepositions and
in part because the concepts of proximity, contact, and containment are fairly intuitive.
According to the description of prototypical landmarks for prepositions given in Section
2.3.1, those prepositions which prefer landmarks located laterally to the trajector and in
a non-contact relation to the trajector (mmaro, Baoss, kolem, podél) can be readily
distinguished from those which prefer landmarks as support surfaces located below the
trajector and in contact with the trajector ((vepes). 1o, pFes, po). The lateral location of
landmark relative to trajector versus location underneath the trajector can essentially be
ignored, since it is a side-effect of the normal distribution of proximity and contact
relations in the human experience of motion. In other words, human and human-like
trajectors most often move in contact with a surface beneath them. but not in contact
with laterally located objects. The primary distinction can, therefore, be characterized as
one of contact versus non-contact.

Proximity prepositions (s#mo, Bao/s, kolem, podél), then, describe a situation
in which the landmark is in a non-contact relation with the trajectory at all points along
the trajectory.” As just pointed out, the non-contact constraint for Proximity
prepositions docs affect the likelihood of certain preposition/landmark combinations.

* By definition a Path preposition may relate a landmark to a trajectory in only four canonical directions:
above, below, and laterally (to the right and left) of the trajectory, since anything directly behind or in
front of the line of the trajectory would be a source or goal .M respectively.

* In the ordinary sense of the term proximity, it is clear that anything which is in contact with another
entity could also be considered proximal to it. Here, however, proximity is defined as lack of contact
between two entities, therefore the presence of either the proximity or contact feature implies the absence
of the other.
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Since most trajectors move in contact with a supporting surface, Proximity prepositions
are not suitable for landmarks which act as surfaces for motion (i.e. anything located
below the trajectory as opposed to above it or lateral to it.) Therefore, although
Proximity prepositions do not suggest any particular construal of the landmark as
regards size and shape, they tend to restrict the spatial location of the landmark relative
to the trajectory.

Contact prepositions ((vepe3), mo, pFes. po), in direct contrast to Proximity
prepositions, describe a situation in which the landmark is in a contact relation with the
trajectory at all points along the trajectory. In theory this contact may occur in any
direction (i.e. above, below, or laterally), although in ordinary human experience the
contact is normally below the trajectory.'® Contact prepositions thus highlight the
surface properties of landmarks. The most common landmarks label surfaces (a road, a
lawn) or have a surface as a salient feature (a planet) and are located beneath the
trajector.

Container prepositions are those which prefer container landmarks ((vepes),
ckBo3s. Czech instrumental case, skrz). The containment parameter indicates that the
trajector is contained by the iandmark at all points along the trajectory. Preferred
landmarks for Containment prepositions, as noted in Section 2.3.1, therefore, typically
enclose the trajectory on all sides (e.g. a tunnel, water for swimming figures).
Containment., however, is much less clearly defined for Path prepositions than for
Source/Goal prepositions. The only morphological form which occurred frequently in
the database and could be highly correlated with container landmarks is the Czech
instrumental case. Furthermore. unlike the Proximity and Contact prepositions, the
instrumental case does not distinguish between direct and contour trajectories.

The lack of a clearly defined Path Containment preposition in either Russian or
Czech is partly due to a distinction which is exemplified by the sample containers just
mentioned: a tunnel and water. In the former case, the explicit landmark encloses, but
does not contact, the trajector(y). In the latter, the explicit landmark both cncloscs and
contacts the trajector(y) at all points. Thus, containment at times overlaps with the
notion of proximity, and at times with the notion of contact. Another way of saying this
is that proximal landmarks may or may not contain the trajectory, so Proximity
prepositions will be unmarked with regard to a feature <contain>. Contact prepositions
are similarly unmarked for <contain>. A second point about containment is that
containers-as-pathways for motion are quite rare in experience. Thus, it is not surprising
to find that Russian and Czech may not have common, specialized prepositions to
express this relationship. (Altematively, one might say that all motion is contained
within space, and this is so fundamental that neither language needs to comment upon
it.) Although the containment distinction seems, perhaps. to be unnecessary for Path
prepositions, 1 will argue that it is, nevertheless. a useful distinction to make. especially
when prefix semantics comes under discussion. Russian. in particular, can dispense

' The term contact. as it is used here, is actually a subset of a larger category of possible contact relations
between landmark and trajector. In this study, contact relations are limited to those in which the landmark
serves as a supporting surface for the trajector. Thus non-supporting (i.e. non-gravitational) contact, such
as that found in collisions, is not discussed.
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with Containment prepositions because it uses the prefix mpo- to highlight path
containment relations.

2.4.2.1 Features implied by the trajector/landmark relation

As noted above, the feature <+proximity>, as it is defined here, implies
<-contact> and similarly <+contact> implies <-proximity>. Containment, on the other
hand, is theoretically compatible with both proximity and contact. Trajector/landmark
relational parameters may also be said to express the implied feature <contour>.
Implied contour differs from the trajectory orientation feature <contour> by virtue of
applying to vertical contours rather than horizontal (lateral) contours.! Thus, for
instance, when a trajector moves in contact with a surface, it is subject to the vertical
undulations of that surface even if there are no constraints on its lateral movement. In
general, vertical contour is less salient to humans than lateral contour, since figures
which move in contact with a surface must always follow the contours of that surface.
no matter where they move in lateral dimensions. Landmarks which control trajectories
in lateral dimensions are interpreted, therefore, as having a greater effect on trajectory
than landmarks which control movement in a vertical dimension. For this reason, lateral
contour is a full-fledged feature, whereas vertical contour is only a secondary, or
implied, feature. In order to distinguish between the two, vertical contour will be
designated as <Tcontour>,

Proximity prepositions do not express the feature <Tcontour>, as proximal
landmarks do not usually affect the vertical contour of the trajectory. Contact
prepositions, as we have seen, are intimately connected to the vertical contour of the
landmark. since the trajectory is bound to the LM in one dimension. Containment
prepositions. to the extent that they have a separate identity, also indicate that the
landmark exerts an ‘influence over the trajectory in the vertical dimension. since it
encompasses the trajectory on all sides. As we will see, lateral contour and vertical
contour interact to make some prepositions more TRAJECTOR-CENTERED (i.e. the
landmark has little influence on the trajectory), whereas others are more LANDMARK-
CENTERED (i.e. the landmark fully determines the trajectory). This is discussed more
fully in Section 2.6.

2.4.2.2 Summary of trajector/landmark relational features
An overview of the relevant trajector/landmark relational features <proximity>,
<contact>, and <contain> is given in the chart below.

"' The designation vertical contour is relative to normal trajector orientation rather than absolute
verticality in a gravitational field. In other words, this kind of contour is also relevant for an insect
crawling up a tree trunk. In this case the contour is not actually vertical, as defined by a human figure
standing on the ground. Nevertheless, it is vertical with respect to the normal orientation of the insect.
This demonstrates that this measure of contour is inherently tied to contact (and containment) parameters
rather than relating to an absolute vertical dimension in space.
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Table 2.4. Trajector/landmark relational features for Czech and Russian
Path prepositions

TR/LM relation prepositions primary feature | implied features
Proximity: Russian: | MmO, BIOSB, +proximity -contact
Czech: kolem, podél +contain
'past,’ ‘along' -Tcontour
Contact:  Russian: yepes, No +contact -proximity
Czech: pfes. po +contain
'across.’ ‘along on’ +Tcontour
Contain: Russian: yepe3., 10, CKBO3b +contain +proximity
Czech: INSTR, skrz +contact
‘through’ +Tcontour

2.4.2.3 Some complications concerning TR/LM relational features

The parameters of proximity, contact. and containment exhibit a great deal of
fluidity among Path prepositions in comparison to Source/Goal prepositions. It was
noted earlier (in Section 2.4.2) that there is an inherent ambiguity in the notions of
proximity and containment on the one hand. and contact and containment on the other.
In addition. there are instances in which Contact prepositions are extended to situations
of proximity and vice versa. Russian a0 and Czech kolem (in its most common
usage) are both readily identifiable as Proximity prepositions. but the remaining
prepositions seem ambiguous with regard to two or all three parameters. Although the
degree of ambiguity is not sufficient to obscure the basic classification of prepositions,
it is worth considering this topic in more detail before going on to an analysis of
individual prepositions.

The apparent fluidity of Proximity prepositions. which may indicate both
proximity and contact. and more significantly, Contact prepositions. which may indicate
both contact and proximity, arises from inferences derived from knowledge concerning
the manner of motion encoded in the verb, as well as knowledge of the basic meaning
of the preposition and the structure and function of the landmark. When the
prepositional phrase makes reference to motion over an extent of space (the path) rather
than simply source or goal points, the manner of motion which the trajector engages in
becomes relevant to the interpretation of the preposition/landmark relation. The
majority of Russian and Czech motion verbs inherently involve contact of the trajector
with some surface. This simply reflects speaker knowledge of the normal manner of
motion for typical figures. Thus, the Russian verbs #arH, exars, 6exars, 1e31s, noA3TH,
and the Czech verbs jit, jet, beZét, lézt, plazit se ('walk', 'ride’, 'run’, 'climb', and ‘crawl’)
all typically indicate motion occurring in contact with a surface. Flying (Russian
aerers, Czech letér), on the other hand. never occurs in contact with a (liquid or solid)
surface (although it occurs in contact with air, and when air is the explicit LM, may
occur with Contact or Containment prepositions). Similarly, swimming/floating
(Russian mrars, Czech plout) may involve primarily contact, partial containment or
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complete containment of the figure in water, but also does not involve contact with
potential landmarks other than water. This can be viewed as inclusion of a certain
amount of information concerning ground (landmark) directly in the verb, in which case
the speaker is less likely to use that ground as the explicit landmark, since it would be
redundant.

Rather than using separate prepositions for figures which move in/on air or
water but are otherwise moving in an analogous fashion with respect to surface
landmarks (other than air and water), both Czech and Russian extend the Contact
prepositions to include proximity with the verbs to fly and to swim/float. Knowledge
concerning the nature of, say, flying — that it does not occur in contact with a solid or
liquid LM, but only within gaseous substances, typically air - makes the non-contact
relationship of trajector and landmark clear and obviates the need for an explicit
Proximity preposition. Furthermore, given that the proximity, contact, or containment
relationship is retrievable from knowledge concerning manner of motion, trajectory
orientation features <direct> or <contour> often take precedence over the TR/AM
relational features.

Once this is recognized. the occasional examples of Path Contact prepositions
that seem to indicate path proximity with the verbs ro fly or ro swim/float can be
disregarded for the purposes of classification of the prepositions with respect to
proximity and contact. In the following examples, then, the preposition is acting as a
Contact preposition in (8) and is automatically extended to indicate proximity to the
landmark in (9), given that the trajector is flying:

(8) leBouka nepeuna yepes xopory
A girl walked across the road (contact between TR (girl) and LM surface (road))

(9) babouxa nepenerena yepes gopory

A butterfly flew across the road (non-contact between TR (butterfly) and LM surface
(road))

This is an example of how inferences arising from linguistic context and general
knowledge determine which aspects of the preposition prototype are relevant for the
expression in question. Given that flying does not occur in contact with surfaces like
roads, a speaker will infer that the relevant parameters of the preposition epes, in this
case, are the short dimension spanning of the road from side to side and the direct
trajectory.

The proximity preposition am#amo is possible here, but not appropriate. Although
it indicates lack of contact between trajector and landmark, mmmo is underspecified
compared to #epes. This will be taken up in greater detail in the discussion of the
prototypes of individual prepositions but is worth mentioning here for the following
reason. When sufficiently specific Proximity prepositions are available to speakers, they
are clearly preferred over Contact prepositions with the verbs fo fly or to swim/float.
Thus, even though Contact prepositions may occur with proximal LMs with these verbs,
both languages use alternative Proximity prepositions when possible. For instance. the
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expressions in (10) and (11) are quite acceptable in Russian, but the expressions in (12)
and (13) are more common:

(10) baGouka nerena no gopore
The butterfly flew along the road
or
(11) Peifa nnbuia mo gHy Mops
The fish swam along the bottom of the sea

(12) babouka nponerena Haa AOPOTOI/BAOIL JOPOTH
The butterfly flew above the road/along the (contour of) the road
or
(13) Peifa nnbina Haa AHOM MOPA/BAO/B JHA MOP#
The fish swam above the bottom of the sea/along the bottom of the sea

This demonstrates the value of examining the frequency of landmark types. If only the
various possibilities of preposition plus landmark combination are explored. the
proximity vs. contact (or containment) distinctions will remain obscured. Frequency
analysis. however, demonstrates that certain TR/LM relations are clearly preferred for a
given preposition.

Finally, when the landmark is explicitly air for flying or water for swimming,
Contact or Containment prepositions (or cases) are required, as expected:

(14) CnyTHuK neten no 3Be3aHoMy Hebe
A satellite flew along the starry sky

(15) Ptak letél vzduchem-INSTR
A bird flew through the air

(16) Had plaval vodou-INSTR
A snake swam through the water

Thus. despite the extension of Contact prepositions to indicate proximity, when
adequate Proximity prepositions are available, they will be used.

The Proximity prepositions 87075 and podél may also extend to contact
situations;

(17) 3mes nonser Baonn Oepera peku
A snake slithered along the river bank

(18) Had lezl podél bichu
A snake slithered along the (river)bank

Again, primacy of trajectory orientation features in the prototype may be cited as the
reason for the acceptability of such expressions. It will be seen later that the primary
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semantic content of both azoss and podél is simply <+contour>. Therefore, when the
motion verb makes it ciear that contact between the trajector and landmark occurs, the
Proximity preposition may be used simply to highlight the intimate connection between
the trajectory and the (long dimension) contour of the LM. (This is particularly apparcnt
in the Russian example, where 6eper; 'bank’, as a landmark, is part of a compound
expression (6eper pexn 'river bank'), indicating that the contour of the LM itself follows
the contour of a proximal secondary LM, a river.)

2.4.3 Semantic features of prepositions

Combining the semantic features postulated from trajectory orientation and
trajector/landmark relational parameters generates the following chart of potential
prototype semantic features for the prepositions:

Table 2.5. Potential spatial semantic features of Czech and Russian
Path prepositions

Trajector/landmark relation
Trajectory Proximity Contact Contain
orientation
Direct +direct  -encircle | +direct -encircle +direct  -encircle
+prox +contain | -prox +contain +prox +contain
-contour  +span -contour  +span -contour  +span
contact -Tcontour [+contact +Tcontour |z+contact +Tcontour
Contour | -direct (+encircle) | -direct (+encircle) [-direct (+encircle)
+prox +contain | -prox +contain +prox +contain
+contour +tspan +contour  +span +contour *span
—contact -Tcontour |+contact +Tcontour |+contact +Tcontour
Encircle | -direct +encircle | -direct +encircle
+prox +contain | -prox +contain N/A
tcontour (+span) -|+contour (+span)
-contour Tcontour [+contact +Tcontour

This chart can be greatly simplified by removing most of the implied features, as they
can always be derived from other features. For instance, since <+direct> always implies
<-contour, -encircle>, and <+contour> implies <-direct, +encircle> this contrast can be
expressed by the presence or absence of a single feature. <contour>. Similarly,
<+proximity> always implies <-contact. +contain> and conversely <+contact> implies
<-proximity, +contain>. We can therefore express all of these contrasts with the
features <contour> and <contact> alone. The secondary implied features <span> and
<Tcontour> are retained. however, as they interact with other features in interesting
ways to generate preposition prototypes. By removing the designations which are
irrelevant, then, we can simplify the chart in the foliowing way:
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Table 2.6. Potential spatial semantic features of Czech and Russian
Path prepositions (simplified)

Trajector/landmark relation
Trajectory Proximity Contact Contain
orientation
Direct -contour  +span -contour  +span -contour  +span
-contact  -Tcontour | +contact +%contour | +contain  +7Tcontour
Contour +contour  +span +contour  +span +contour  +span
-contact  -Tcontour | +contact +Tcontour | +contain  +Tcontour
Encircle +encircle  -contact +encircle +contact N/A
-Tcontour +Tcontour

Note that the concepts of encirclement and containment are incompatible, since they are
inverses of each other and describe mutually exclusive spatial arrangements. Therefore.
there is no Encirclement Containment preposition.

In this section the primary semantic features which distinguish the various Path
prepositions in Czech and Russian have been outlined. The next section will be devoted
to an examination of preposition types and individual prepositions in Russian and
Czech, and especially how they interact with landmarks. linguistic knowledge, and
general knowledge to generate the prototype senses of individual Path prepositions. As
we will see, it is not unusual for features to interact, highlighting one feature.
downplaying another, and thus influencing interpretation of a given preposition. Thesc
interactions are crucial in generating the actual prototype features for each preposition.

2.5. PROTOTYPE SEMANTICS OF PATH PREPOSITIONS

2.5.1 Path Proximity prepositions

A number of Path prepositions may be readily classified as Proximity
prepositions based on the frequency of proximal landmarks occurring with these
prepositions. In Russian these include muamo 'by, past, sz0s15 'along', Bozie mext to',
soxpyr ‘around' and oxoso 'by, around’, as well as o4 'below', #az 'above, over, 3a
'behind. beyond’, and mepes 'in front of when used with the instrumental case. and
Czech kolem 'by, past, around’, podél 'along’, vedle 'next to' and okolo 'by. around’, as
well as pod 'below’, nad 'above, over, za 'behind, beyond', and pred ‘in front of when
used with the instrumental case'?. Czech mimo 'past, by’ might also be considered here,
although it did not occur in the database at all. The reasons for this will be considered
below. While some of the Proximity prepositions may be distinguished according to the
features <direct>, <contour>, and <encircle>. nmowpod 'below’, wawnad 'above, over,

' Russian and Czech both distinguish these four Path Proximity prepositions from Goal Proximiry
prepositions by the case form of the complement. Path prepositions have compiements in the instrumental
case; Goal prepositions have complements in the accusative case. As with other Czech and Russian Path
prepositions, these are not distinguished from locational uses of the prepositions, since the presence of a
determinate or prefixed verb of motion makes the path interpretation clear.
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2a'za 'behind, beyond', and mepeapred 'in front of are neutral with respect to these
contrasts and may indicate either direct or contour trajectories.

2.5.1.1 Encirclement Proximity prepositions: soxpyr, okojao, kolem, okolo

Russian soxpyr and oxosmo and Czech kolem and okolo are the only prepositions
which can directly express the encirclement proximity relation. In addition to this, the
Encirclement prepositions are also used in locational expressions, often with multiple
trajectors which are located roughly around the landmark and thus define a fictive
circular path around it:

(19) Vsichni stali kolem n&ho'
Everyone was standing around him

If there is only a single trajector, the interpretation is merely that the trajector wa$
proximal to the landmark and that further refinement of the proximity relation is not
relevant (i.e. more specific proximity prepositions such as pred 'in front of, za 'behind’,
vedle 'next to', could also apply here). In non-motion contexts, then, the Encirclement
prepositions extend to a general meaning of in the vicinity around the LM. If this
locational sense of in the general vicinity is extended to a moving figure, the result is
almost indistinguishable from a Direct Proximity preposition:

(20) HaTH OKOO/MHMO MarasHHa
to walk by the store

All of the Encirclement prepositions except 8okpyr may extend to indicate motion past
the 1M (without encircling it). In fact, oxordlokolo and kolem are all possible in
contexts where Contour Proximity prepositions are expected as well, since these
contexts are also compatible with the idea of motion in the general vicinity of the
landmark. When extended in this way, however, Encirclement prepositions do not
profile the LM contour, indicating instead merely motion in the (lateral) vicinity of the
LM. For these reasons, okolo/oxos0 and kolem appear to be general purpose Proximity
prepositions which often do not realize the trajectory orientation feature <encircle>. The
fact that Encirclement Proximity prepositions are extended to direct proximity contexts
might seem surprising at first. The encirclement trajectory, however, is quite salient and
somewhat uncommon in experience relative to other trajectory types. It is also usually
clear from context. Thus, the encirclement and direct proximity trajectories are unlikely
to be confused. From this perspective it makes sense that the Encirclement prepositions.
rather than other Proximity prepositions, would be extended in this way.

The rarity and salience of the encirclement trajectory is also responsible for the
lack of a proximity/contact distinction in encirclement contexts. The presence or
absence of contact, which is a prominent distinction for other prepositions. is much less
informative for Encirclement prepositions. Even if contact occurs. it will closely mimic
a proximal trajectory, such that proximity and contact are barely distinguishable in
terms of trajectory contour. Furthermore, there are few landmarks which regularly make
sense with both contact and proximity encirclement contexts for humans:
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(21) Jet kolem svéta (potentially +contact)
to travel around the world

(22) Letét kolem svéta (-contact)
to fly around the world

In this instance, the contour of the trajectory itself relative to the landmark is so
prominent that the proximity/contact distinction would make a negligible contribution
to comprehension, and there is no reason to maintain it. Neither Russian nor Czech
Encirclement prepositions distinguish between proximity and contact. Finally, we have
already noted that the concepts of encirclement and containment are incompatible. thus
Encirclement Containment prepositions are not expected.

2.5.1.2 Contour Proximity prepositions: 87015, podél

Buous and podél are clearly recognizablc as Contour Proximity prepositions in
Russian and Czech. When the trajectory is above or below the landmark. 870415 and
podél may be replaced by, or combined with, the more specific Proximity prepositions
Hanad ‘above' or noa/pod 'below,' as exemplified by (12), repeated here:

(23) babouka nponetena Haa AOPOroi/BAONL AOPOrH
The butterfly flew above the road/along the (contour of) the road

Haa/nad and noa/pod in such circumstances do not, in and of themselves. discriminate
between direct and contour trajectories. The long dimension interpretation is favored,
however, perhaps largely because these prepositions may be replaced by the Direct
Contact preposition vepez/pfes when the short dimension spanning interpretation is
required (see Section 2.4.2.3). Bgosas and podél typically do not. however, altemate
with the more specific lateral Proximity prepositions nepea/pred 'in front of and 3a/za
‘behind’, The latter also do not distinguish between direct and contour trajectories and
express primarily the observer's perspective conceming the relation between trajector
and landmark. This is usually less informative than either the <+above/below>
distinction or the <+contour> distinction. Thus, when a trajectory follows the contour of
the extended dimension of a lateral landmark. the prepositions mepewpied and 3a/za
rarely occur.

Since lateral contours are more significant than vertical contour, and since
810/ and podél are the only prepositions designated <+contour> for lateral contour
alone, this feature is particularly highlighted for these prepositions. It is the primacy of
this feature which allows s40715 and podél to extend to contact situations when lateral
contour is in focus. In contrast, m#ao and kolem cannot be used in contact situations.

Czech podé! marginally extends to typical direct proximity contexts,
approaching synonymy with kolem:

(24) Chlapec jde podél lampy
A boy is walking past a lamp
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Such short dimension uses, however, constitute only a small fraction of the examples in
the database with podél. This perhaps reflects a tendency for Czech Proximity
prepositions to express merely an unconstrained proximity relation.

2.5.1.3 Direct Proximity prepositions: suso, kolem

The distinguishing features of Direct Proximity prepositions are the irrelevance
of LM contour (both vertical and horizontal) and the absence of contact between the LM
and trajectory at all points along the trajectory. The <-contact> feature is shared with
both Contour and Encirclement Proximity prepositions, whereas the double <-contour>
features (i.e. the irrelevance of both lateral and vertical contours of the LM) distinguish
these prepositions from all others in the matrix. It might be expected, then, that the
<-contour> features would assume prominence within the prototype. The irrelevance of
contour indicates that the LM has little influence over the TRv. Indeed. these prepositions
are often accompanied by the inference that the landmark was ignored or altogether
unnoticed by the trajector. The lack of concern for landmark contour is especially
obvious when Direct Proximity prepositions are contrasted with Contour Proximity
prepositions:

(25) 3mes npononsna MEMO peUYKH
A snake slithered by past the river

(26) InHo3asp nouies BAOAb PEKH
A dinosaur set out (started walking) along the river

In the presence of a long, narrow landmark which cannot be spanned without contacting
the trajectory, the landmark must be proximal in the long dimension. For the
preposition ar#mo, this runs counter to the expectation that the trajectory passes directly
from one side of the landmark to the other, and thus that the landmark should normally
be spanned in the short dimension. In this case m#amo highlights the only feature which
distinguishes a Direct Proximity preposition from a Contour Proximity preposition --
that the contour of the LM is irrelevant to the trajectory. In contrast. Bross focuses
precisely on this contour, and the trajectory can be expected to closely mirror the shape
of the river itself.

In Russian the semantic territory of the direct proximity relation belongs
straightforwardly to the preposition m#amo, as long as the LM is lateral to the trajectory.
For trajectors moving in contact with a surface. a landmark can also be proximally
located either above or below the trajectory. In practice, in such situations Russian
speakers never use the preposition m#amo. The presence of the more specific Proximity
prepositions #az and mog eliminate the use of the underspecified M#mo to designate the
above/below relations. Thus, maamo i1s essentially restricted to landmarks which border
the trajectory laterally. Notice, however, that for a flying trajector which moves
perpendicular to a surface (a rocket taking off) or in no particular up-down relation to a
surface at all (a rocket in space), m#amo can easily apply to landmarks on all sides of the
trajectory, so long as they are not located directly on it:
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(27) Pakera nponeresna MHMO UTaHETH!
A rocket flew by past a planet (the planet can be anywhere around the trajectory,
since the above/below relation is not defined for a rocket in space)

A speaker can also choose to be more specific regarding the proximity relation of
landmarks located lateral to a trajectory with respect to an observer by using the
Proximity prepositions nepes ‘in front of' and 32 ‘behind':

(28) Jlepouka npouuia nepej/3a iepeBoM
The girl passed in front of/behind a tree

In the data, however, miamo was used almost exclusively in preference over 7epes when
the trajector passed in front of the tree relative to the viewer. Muamo was marginally
more common than 32 when the trajector passed behind the tree relative to the viewer.
This indicates that the non-deictic m#mo was preferred in both contexts, but that
passage on the far side of the landmark from the viewer is a more marked situation (or a
somewhat less prototypical example of m#so), resulting in occasional replacement with
the more specific preposition 3a.

These same relations hold in Czech, with some additional complications. In
theory, the Czech preposition mimo can be used in the same contexts as the Russian
preposition. The Czech preposition, however, has evolved a different primary sense,
namely, to be outside or away from some place. Here the <-contact> and double
<-contour> features have been interpreted as indicating a lack of relationship between
trajector and landmark:

(29) a. Byl jsem tehdy mimo Prahu’
I was not in Prague at that time/l was out-of-town at that time

b. V&ichni mimo Karla byli tam'
Everyone except Karel was there

In a sense. then, Czech mimo has become a “‘Separation preposition” rather than a
Proximity preposition. Presumably as a result of this, the preposition kolem has taken
on the function of the Direct Proximity preposition in Czech. This particular
substitution should not surprise us, given the previous discussion of Proximity
prepositions. Of the two remaining proximity prepositions. the Contour preposition,
podél. contrasts with the Direct preposition according to the primary distinguishing
feature of the prototype meanings for both prepositions: the presence or absence of the
fcature <contour>. The Encirclement Proximity preposition is <#contour>, thus
<contour> is not a distinguishing feature of the preposition. The primary difference
between the Encirclement preposition and the Direct preposition is, obviously, the
presence or absence of the feature <encircle>. As we saw in Section 2.5.1.1, however,
the salience and rarity of the encirclement trajectory, combined with the static use to
indicate general proximity, allows the Encirclement preposition to extend readily to
direct proximity contexts.
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As with Russian mumo, kolem is also possible in contexts where Contour
Proximity prepositions are expected. In these contexts kolem simply does not profile the
LM contour, indicating merely motion in the (lateral) vicinity of the LM. Since kolem is
originally an Encirclement Proximity preposition, it (along with the prepositions
oxo/a'okolo) appears to be a general purpose Proximity preposition which often does
not realize the trajectory orientation parameters. Despite this, the data indicates that in
motion situations oxosa/okolo (as well as the more specific nmepespred 'in front of,
2#za 'behind', Bozre'vedle 'mext to') is relatively rare, and that the preferred Direct
Proximity prepositions in Czech and Russian are kolem and mmmo respectively. It is
these prepositions that maintain the direct versus contour proximity distinction by
contrasting with the prepositions sz015/podél. Therefore, Russian maamo and Czech
kolem are the principal Direct Proximity prepositions; they indicate that a trajector
attained proximity with the landmark in the course of motion, but that the trajectory
itself was relatively unaffected by the landmark. Russian moa, #aa, nepea, 3a. soare and
Czech pod nad, pred, za, vedle merely refine the notion of proximity in up-down, front-
back or lateral planes in relation to either observer perspective (in front/back of) or
trajector orientation (above, below, next t0) and do not distinguish between the features
<direct> and <contour>.

2.5.2 Path Contact prepositions

The only Path prepositions which are <+contact> are Russian wepez ‘'across,
over and nro 'on. along', and Czech pres 'across, over' and po 'on, along'. The Direct
Contact prepositions wepe3 and pres describe the most specific (well defined,
individuated) trajectories within the preposition system, while the Contour Contact

preposition n7o/po describes the least specific (least defined and least individuated)
trajectories in the system.

2.5.2.1 Encirclement Contact prepositions: s8oxpyr, kolem

As discussed in Section 2.5.1.1, the distinction between Proximity and Contact
Encirclement prepositions is not maintained. The presence or absence of contact turns
out to be of little significance when the feature <+encircle> is present. The trajectory is
fairly well defined independently of the proximity or contact relationship of trajector to
landmark. and the verb of motion will clarify whether or not contact of trajector and
landmark is involved. The Encirclement Proximity prepositions (Russian soxpyr,
okoj0 and Czech kolem, okolo) therefore serve as Encirclement Contact prepositions as
well.

2.5.2.2 Contour Contact Prepaositions: g, po

The semantic features of Russian and Czech mopo are <+contact, +contour,
+Tcontour>. Both the Russian and Czech prepositions exhibit a strong fidelity to
landmarks that are clear and obvious examples of surfaces. For humans, movement in
contact with a surface is the norm. and the <+contact> feature is generally redundant
with manner of motion encoded in the verb. It is significant that ma/po is specifically
<+contour> in two dimensions -- both horizontally and vertically. In other words. the
landmark fully determines the contour of the trajectory in both dimensions rather than
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in just one dimension. This results in a relative prominence of the landmark itself,
which controls the trajectory to a large extent. Thus, 7o/po is a minimally informative
preposition that simply indicates that the contours of some LM fully define the TRy.

2.5.2.3 Direct Contact prepositions: vepes, pFes

The semantic features for Direct Contact prepositions. exemplified by Russian
yepes and Czech pres, are <+contact, +Tcontour, +direct, +span>. Contour, however, is
only relevant in the vertical dimension, and this is less salient for humans than lateral
contours. Since the <span> feature is derived from the feature <direct>, it might be
expected that <span> remains merely a secondary feature. It might also be expected to
be equally relevant to the Direct Proximity prepositions m#mo and kolem as it is to
Direct Contact prepositions.

Indeed. it is the case that landmarks with the preposition mamo and kolem are
typically spanned by the trajector, but this fact is not especially relevant to the prototype
meaning, which highlights only the non-contact relation and the irrelevance of LM
contour. In contrast, the <+span> feature is highly relevant to the prototype of Direct
Contact prepositions. This fact can be explained by the synergistic combination of the
<+span> and <+contact> features, which has the effect of profiling the side-to-side
meaning of this preposition. When a trajector moves in contact with a landmark which
functions as a support surface for motion and the trajector spans that landmark. the
trajector also contacts the boundaries of that landmark where it is contiguous with some
other surface. For example, when crossing a river, contacting the banks, which clearly
demarcate the river on either side, is a salient part of the process. For Direct Proximity
prepositions, on the other hand. the <-contact> designation determines that spanning
will not come into focus. Although the LM may indeed be proximally spanned. there are
no concretely defined sides. other than an extension of an imaginary line from the edges
of the spanned object which the trajectory then theoretically intersects.

Another way of saying this is that the trajector is not perceived as being in any
particular relationship with the substance (usually air) which borders a proximal LM
and, therefore, defines its sides. This contrasts directly with situations involving
contact. where the substance contiguous with the landmark not only demarcates the
landmark itself, but acts as a supporting surface for the trajector before and after the
spanning event. Thus, when a trajector passes proximally from side to side of an object
such as a tree or a house, there is no exact point at which the TR is no longer proximal to
the LM and has clearly successfully spanned it. In a contact situation, the boundaries of a
typical LM are directly contacted by the trajector as they are crossed. conferring
increased salience on them and giving a clear definition to the notion of spanning. Thus,
although the <span> feature is theoretically relevant for all Direct prepositions, it
achieves a special status with the Direct Contact preposition in particular. It is not
surprising, then, that the <+span> feature becomes integral to the prototype only for the
Direct Contact preposition and not for the Direct Proximity preposition.

Since the Direct Contact preposition highlights spanning, it is not necessary for
the Containment preposition to make this distinction either. In practice, as shown in
Table 2.2 in Section 2.2.3, above, Russian utilizes contact (or proximity) prepositions
such as wepes, no, and mog 1o describe scenarios which also involve containment:
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therefore, the <span> (and <direct>) distinctions are maintained by these prepositions.
Czech may also extend these prepositions. but more often uses the instrumental case,
which is unmarked for <span>. The reason for this will be discussed when containment
expressions come under scrutiny.

An important effect of the <+span> feature is to downplay the significance of
the <+contact> feature, especially since the proximity, contact, or containment
relationship is usually clear from the manner of motion. When the spanning of a
landmark is in focus, then, these prepositions may be quite insensitive to the TR/LM
relation. Yepez and pres are thus equally valid for situations involving proximity,
contact, and containment; in both languages a single preposition suffices to indicate
spanning for all of these situations. Thus, if a trajector is flying over a niver, the
proximity relation of trajector to landmark is inferred from knowledge about flying, and
the use of the preposition ¥epez or pFes indicates that the river was spanned in the short
dimension.

The data does indicate a notable difference between the prepositions ¥epesz and
pFes in Russian and Czech in terms of preferred landmarks. The Czech preposition pfes
seems to combine almost exclusively with landmarks that are unambiguous surfaces,
whereas Russian vepes combines with a wide range of landmarks, many of which are
not particularly good examples of surfaces. This difference probably does not represent
a restriction on pres to particular landmarks, but is rather a reflection of the semantic
territory occupied by the instrumental case in Czech. In other words, pfes could
theoretically combine with container-like landmarks, but Czech prefers to highlight
features other than spanning with such {andmarks (see Section 2.5.3.2). The result is
that the spanning preposition pfes combines primarily with clear-cut examples of
surfaces. The lack of a specific (common) Containment preposition in Russian has the
effect of expanding the territory covered by wepes.

It might also be expected that the less restricted contact preposition /70 would
expand its range equally to, if not more than. vepes to include containment contexts.
This is, in fact. not observed. Container-like landmarks are relatively rare in experience.
When they do occur, they tend to be objects specifically designed for the purpose of
motion (tunnels, doors. etc.) which are almost always spanned by the trajector. Under
these circumstances yepe3 is an appropriate preposition, but 770 is not, since it is
unmarked for <span>.

Since pres and yepes profile the presence of two sides to a landmark. if the
landmark is particularly extended in one dimension. motion is understood to occur
across the short dimension of the LM, such that pres and yepez are typically opposed to
po/no in terms of direction of motion. As with Direct Proximity prepositions. however,
yepe3 and pres are not restricted to short dimension spanning. In particular, when
structural and functional knowledge about the landmark indicates that spanning occurs
in the long dimension, 4epes and pres are easily interpreted as indicating spanning of
the LM in the longer dimension. For instance, bridges are typically longer in the
dimension in which they cross rivers than they are in width. Nevertheless, the purpose
of a bridge is to provide a passageway to the other side of the river for moving figures.
Therefore, the expression below is immediately understood to indicate spanning in the
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long dimension (which is, notably, a functional spanning of the river in the short
dimension):

(30) Manbunk 4 AeBOYKa NpOEXaAIH HEPEs MOCTHK
A boy and girl drove by across the bridge

Notice that wepez in example (30) indicates motion in the same dimension as the
opposing Contour Contact preposition in the following example:

(31) Ietn 6eryT nmo MocTty
The children are running on/along the bridge

2.5.3 Path Containment prepositions

Russian cxBo3s and Czech skrz. 'through,' are the only path prepositions which
are unambiguously <+contain>. Both are rare; only a few examples of skrz (and no
examples of cxBo3s) occurred in the database. In practice, Czech uses the instrumental
case to distinguish containment. Russian utilizes a variety of Contact and Proximity
prepositions in these same contexts, highlighting aspects of the trajector/landmark
relationship other than containment. Yepes is the most common of these, since most
container landmarks are spanned, but a number of other options are available. These
include Proximity prepositions such as mog, #az, mumo. Source/Goal Containment
prepositions (#3, 8) and, not least of all, Locational Containment prepositions (such as
8) with the locative case. Locational containment expressions indicate that motion
occurred within a container but leave the path interpretation to be inferred from the
presence of a determinate or perfective verb:

(32) Puiba nponnbina 8 sojse
A fish swam by in the water

As noted previously, there are no Encirclement Containment prepositions. as a
landmark cannot be encircled by a trajector and simultaneously act as a container for
that trajector.

Given that Russian does not possess a commonly used Path preposition which
distinguishes containment, it is predictable that there is no special mechanism for
distinguishing direct and contour containment. Instead Direct/Contour Proximity and
Contact prepositions are used (in addition to prefixation, which is explored in later
chapters). Czech does typically distinguish containment with the instrumental case. The
direct/contour distinction is not retained, however, largely because the functional design
of container landmarks makes the nature of the trajectory (including the presence or
absence of spanning) transparent.

2.5.3.1 The prepositions cx8035 and skrz
Russian ckBo3s and Czech skrz both profile containment of the trajectory within
the LM, as well as penetration from one side to the other. In other words. both are
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<+span> and therefore qualify as Direct Containment prepositions. In practice,
however, they are infrequently used. Since any containment situation may also be
perceived as either a proximity or contact situation, and since the additional information
provided by manner of motion and the landmark itself ensures that the
trajector/landmark relationship is clear, Path Containment prepositions are not really
necessary. Instead, a variety of Proximity and Contact prepositions can be used to
highlight the relevant features. CkBo3s and skrz are therefore used only when
containment is truly in focus. Additionally, they often indicate that the landmark
actually prevents easy passage:

(33) OHH npoaHpANHKCH B MONTHOR TEMHOTE CKBO3b qamyf
They forced their way through the thicket in complete darkness

This 1s in direct contrast, as we will see, to the Czech instrumental case, which often
highlights ease of motion due to the presence of an explicit passageway.

2.5.3.2 The Instrumental case

Both Czech and Russian may express the landmark in the instrumental case to
indicate containment. This is common, however, only in Czech. It did not occur at all in
Russian in the data analyzed here. Instead, as previously noted, Russian utilizes Contact
or Proximity prepositions such as vepes, 7o, and oz to describe scenarios which might
also be construed as involving containment:

(34) Maunna npoexana yepe3 TYHHENb
The car drove through the tunnel

Since Russian uses primarily Contact and Proximity prepositions with container
landmarks, the direct (spanning)/contour distinction is obviously maintained. Czech
may also extend these prepositions. but more often uses the instrumental case. which is
unmarked for <span>. At this point we may consider why the instrumental case is used
at all. given that containment paths are generally rare and that containment is always
compatible with either a proximity or contact interpretation. Additional information
conceming manner of motion contributed by the verb and knowledge about individual
landmarks makes the containment distinction obsolete for Path prepositions.

A closer analysis of the landmarks used with the Czech instrumental case
indicates that these landmarks may all be classified as FUNCTIONAL PASSAGEWAYS. In
other words, certain landmarks, such as gates, tunnels. and doorways. are designed to
function as passageways for (human) figures, and this functional knowledge about
landmarks receives linguistic expression through the use of the instrumental case.
Additional evidence for the significance of the concept of passageway in Czech comes
from the presence of special adverbs (which are not present in Russian) expressing this
same notion: kudy ‘'which way’, rudy 'this way,' jinudy 'another way', etc. The same ideas
in Russian would require two word locutions (notably in the instrumental case): xaxum
nnyresm 'which way,' raxum myress 'this way,' gpyrum ayrem 'another way,’ etc.
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Due to the primacy of this functional criterion, the instrumental case may be
applied to landmarks which, in fact, are clearly not good examples of containers (c.g. a
street) simply because they are functionally designed for the purpose of easy motion.
Nevertheless, the Contact preposition po was much more common in the data with such
surface passageways than the instrumental case, indicating that containment versus
contact is still relevant to the selection of the instrumental case as opposed to some
other preposition. Also, despite the centrality of the functional interpretation of the
landmark as a passageway, the Czech instrumental is still a valid expression of
containment, since it is also used with landmarks that are nor usually viewed as
functional passageways. These landmarks, which will be distinguished from the
passageway interpretation by the term MEDIUM, are things like water for a swimming
trajector or air for a flying trajector. Such media clearly contain the trajector, but they
cannot be considered functional passageways by design. The distinction between the
passageway and the medium interpretation, it should be noted, is more or less
equivalent to a proximity/contact distinction, since functional passageways are
landmarks which are not contacted by the trajector (and, in fact, they often provide
holes through otherwise unnavigable terrain). whereas in the case of a medium the
trajector is in direct contact with the medium which contains it.

Both the passageway and the medium interpretations of the instrumental,
however, have the function of presenting the landmark as a means (or instrument) of
motion: a specialized method or route for getting somewhere. Strangely this is almost a
reified notion of Path itself, seemingly redundant with the entire concept of a Path
preposition. Indeed. although the majority of landmarks with the instrumental case in
the data are best described as containers, this may be in part due to the objective nature
of the task of describing motion scenes which are primarily devoid of narrative content.
since landmarks that are unlikely candidates for container construal are, theoretically.
quite acceptable with the instrumental case in Czech. Thus, the instrumental case in
Czech conveys functional information about the landmark in addition to the structural
notion of landmark as container. Russian, in contrast. is much more concerned with the
structural relationship between trajector and landmark. Russian speakers thus select
approprnate Contact and Proximity prepositions in these same contexts. For instance,
given an archway as a landmark, 80% of the Czech examples were in the instrumental
case, as in:

(35) Hol¢i¢ka prochazi branou-INSTR
A little girl is walking through the gate

(The remaining examples all involved the Containment preposition skrz, with the
exception of one example with prfes.) Russian, in contrast, had 26% of the examples
with the Proximity preposition mog and 23% with the Contact preposition vepes, 17%
in the accusative case with the prefix mpo-, 14% each with the Source/Goal
Containment prepositions #3 and 8, and a few examples with the Proximity preposition
mimo. as exemplified by the following sentences:
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(36) a. Ilonyraii nponeren NOx BOpOTaMH
A parrot flew under the gate

b. 3mes nponosn3aer yepes apky
A snake slithered through the arch

¢. Uenopexk npoxoaHT BOpOTa-ACC
A person is walking through the gate

d. JleBouka BblllIa H3 BOPOT
A girl came out of the gate

e. J/leBouka npouuia B BOpOTa
A girl walked by into a gate

f. JleBouka NnpoOXoaHT MHMO BOpOT
A girl is walking by past a gate

Given the primacy of functional criteria in the interpretation of the Czech instrumental
case, it is not surprising that the distinction between <direct> and <contour> is not
maintained. Serving functionally as a means or passageway for motion does not give
any indication as to whether the landmark is spanned (although objects designed as
passageways typically are). Furthermore, general knowledge concerning the landmarks
which serve as the defining passageways generally provides all the information
necessary to determine which dimension of the landmark is relevant and whether or not
it was spanned. For instance, given the following expression, functional knowledge of
tunnels makes it quite obvious which dimension of the tunnel the trajectory relates to
(here, the long dimension), and that it is spanned (tunnels are generally of limited length
and are not designed for habitation or other activities, but rather for passage to the other
side):

(37) Auto projelo tunelem-INSTR
The car drove through the tunnel

In the next expression, however, while it is clear that the river is serving as a medium
for motion, spanning either did not occur, or is irrelevant:

(38) Ryba plave Fekou-INSTR
A fish is swimming through (by means of} a river

And finally, in contrast to this, the verb of motion and knowledge conceming cars,
driving, and rivers, make it clear that in the following example the river is spanned, and
in the short dimension:
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(39) Kluk v auté projel Fekou-INSTR nebo potokem-INSTR
A boy in a car drove through (forded) a river or stream

Given the focus of the instrumental case on the medium or means of getting
somewhere, a distinction between <direct> and <contour> for the expression of
containment in Czech is unexpected. (Nevertheless, when 1t is deemed necessary to
highlight spanning, Czech, like Russian, has recourse to the Direct Contact preposition
pres or the Direct Containment preposition skrz.)

In summary, the Czech instrumental case profiles the landmark not simply as a
container, but as either a medium or a passageway for motion. The medium construal
and the passageway construal are flip sides of a coin: medium implies that the LM is
also in contact with the trajector, while passageway implies that the LM is proximal and
acts as a guide for motion, allowing the figure to pass along it with ease. This last
interpretation is most common in Czech and occurs with landmarks (like tunnels and
arches) which encircle the figure at some point in the path and define passageways
specifically intended for, or conducive to, motion.

2.5.4 Some omitted prepositions

Russian mexqy and Czech mezi. 'among, between. may both be considered
ambiguous with regard to a proximity or containment interpretation of the landmark/
trajector relation. Similarly, they may indicate something which resembles either direct
or contour trajectory orientation. Landmarks for these prepositions are multiple (two or
more) and individuated, and the trajector is never in contact with the landmarks (hence
a proximity interpretation). If there are very many landmarks surrounding the trajector,
however, a containment interpretation is also possible. Indeed. aexzgy and mezi are
often alternatives to a containment expression with an unindividuated landmark for
depicting the very same visual scenes, as in the following Czech examples:

(40) a. Pes bézel lesem-INSTR
The dog ran through the forest

b. Pes probiha mezi stromama
The dog ran among the trees

The fact that a path containment expression and mezi can both be used to describe the
same scene does not of its own accord indicate a containment interpretation. Further
evidence for the neutrality of mexzy and mezi. however. comes from the use of prefixes
with the prepositions. Russian mexczy occurs exclusively with unprefixed verbs or with
the prefix 7po- which will be shown later to profile containment. Czech mezi occurs
primarily with unprefixed verbs or with pro-, but included one occurrence with the
prefix pfe- as well. These facts suggest that mexzy and mezi are suitable for either
proximity or containment interpretations. Furthermore, when this preposition is used
with only two objects, it structurally resembles the passageway interpretation which is
expressed in Czech by the instrumental case alone:
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(41) a. Nékdo projel mezi dvéma stromy
Someone drove between two trees

b. Hol¢i¢ka prochdzi branou-INSTR
A girl is walking through the archway

Russian, which does not use the instrumental case in passageway situations, typically
uses vepes for this purpose, which is also ambiguous with regard to a containment
interpretation:

(42) a. Cobaxa npoberaer Mexay ABYX ACPEBLEB
A dog is running by between two trees

b. JleBouka NpOXOAHT 4epes apKy
A girl is walking by through the archway

The difference is that the two trees are recognized as two individuated objects of the
same type rather than a unified object (which can therefore act as an integrated
container designed as a passageway). The trees are thus considered to be related to the
trajector in a different manner than the archway. The two trees as landmark, therefore,
cannot be expressed in the instrumental case in Czech or with vepesin Russian.” With
multiple individuated landmarks, other existing Proximity prepositions such as maMmo0
and 87075 are not specific enough, since they would not indicate that the trajectory was
located interally to the group of landmarks. Thus, the previously discussed
prepositions used to express either proximity or containment relations are not suitable
for situations with multiplc landmarks.

When there are only two landmarks and the trajectory passes directly between
them, the use of amexiyy'mezi approximates that of a Direct preposition. When the
trajectory passes among many landmarks. identifying a spanning relationship to them
all collectively is more difficult. In such instances mexgy’mezi would seem to resemble
Contour prepositions. Unless the number of landmarks is also overtly specified. the
interpretation remains ambiguous.

The existence of a preposition which requires two or more landmarks and
conflates a proximity and containment interpretation leads one to ask what happens in a
contact situation with multiple landmarks. This is a rather different case, since a single
trajector which contacts several (surface) landmarks must contact them serially.
Therefore. the landmarks themselves define a fictive trajectory along which the trajector
moves, contacting only the landmarks. The preposition mo’/po serves quite well for this
purpose, since the use of a plural form for the landmarks makes the serial contact
relationship obvious. The trajectory follows the contour defined by the multiple

'* Yepes nec'across/through the forest. is quite possible in Russian, but yepes acpesnd ‘across/through
the trees’ in this same meaning is marginal at best, since vepez implies contact and/or containment, and
the trees are individually not in a contact or containment relationship with the trajector as it moves
through the forest. Therefore a preposition neutral with respect to proximity and containment is
necessary.
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landmarks. This is precisely in line with the function of ma/po with single landmarks to
indicate that the trajectory traces the surface contour of that landmark. Thus, there is
nothing ambiguous about using mo/po with multiple landmarks, and there is no need for
a separate preposition expressing contact with multiple landmarks:

(43) Turisté 8li pfes Feku po kamenech’
The hikers crossed the river on the stones

This could be regarded as a spatial basis for the distributional use of mo’po, where there
is a one to one correspondence between trajector(s) and multiple discrete landmarks,
and/or uses where multiple landmarks define a path by connecting the objects:

(44) x0aAHTH O MarasuHaMm
go around to all the stores (one after the other)

It may also account for the use of po to indicate successive order in Czech:

(45) a. Jak jdou po sobé dny v tydnu?*
What is the order of the days of the week? (How do the days of the week go afier
one another?)

b. Cestujici nastupovali do vlaku jeden po druhém’
The travelers got on the train one after the other

2.6 INTERACTIONS AMONG SEMANTIC FEATURES

Landmarks for Path prepositions tend to impose more limitations on the course
of motion than do landmarks with Source and Goal prepositions. since path landmarks
help to define the internal structure of the trajectory. Both trajectory orientation features
and trajector/landmark relational features may be interpreted as providing a rough
measure of TR/LM intimacy and. therefore, degree of influence that the TR and LM exert
over one another. Thus the TRy orientation features <direct>, <contour>, <encircle> are
listed (more or less) in order of increasing expression of LM influence over the TRy.
Similarly, <proximity>, <contact>, <contain> are also ordered to express increasing LM
influence. Nevertheless, these features interact with each other and other aspects of
context to complicate this picture.

2.6.1 The trajector/landmark power dynamic

Contour has been defined here as the relevance or contribution of the LM
contour to determination of the trajectory contour. Prepositions which are <+contour>
therefore indicate that the trajectory is in some way defined according to LM properties
or proportions. Path prepositions may also express the implied feature <vertical
contour>. The defining properties of the LM will, of course. depend on the individual
landmark and will vary greatly from one instance to the next. For example, with a
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Proximity preposition, a landmark which is straight along its lateral contour adds little
to the notion of trajectory contour, even when the preposition itself is <+contour> (cf.
narn saons crenss 'walk along near a wall'). Similarly, a Contour Contact preposition
may provide little information about a trajectory on a broad, extensive surface that does
not constrain the trajector in the lateral dimensions (cf. xars mo 3emre 'walk along on
the ground'). What is important in these cases is not the actual contour of the trajectory,
but rather the notion that the trajectory is completely constrained by the dimensions, or
contours, of the landmark.

As mentioned briefly in Section 2.4.2.1, this may be described as an expression
of a power dynamic between trajector and landmark in determining the course of
motion. At one extreme lies the Direct Proximity preposition (m#amo, kolem), which is
<-contour> in both horizontal and vertical dimensions, indicating that the trajector is
unconstrained by the landmark. At the other extreme is the Contour Contact preposition
(na/po), which is <+contour> in both dimensions, indicating that the trajector is fully
constrained by the landmark in all dimensions. Thus, the Direct Proximity preposition
may be considered trajector-centered, whereas the Contour Contact preposition is more
landmark-centered. (Notice that in theory the Contour Containment preposition is also
<+contour> in both dimensions. In Russian there is no separate preposition, however,
and in Czech the instrumental case does not distinguish between direct and contour
contexts, so the Contour Contact preposition remains the most landmark-centered
morpheme.) In Chapter 5 we will see that this landmark-centered aspect of mo/po is
related to the fact that the prefix mo/po- is frequently a semantically empty
perfectivizing prefix.

Contact prepositions appear to be more intimately connected to landmark
contour than Proximity prepositions; when there is contact, the trajectory is bound to
the landmark in one dimension. If the LM is never contacted. its contours need not be
relevant in determining the trajectory. Nevertheless, we have already noted that this
kind of surface contour is relatively uninteresting to humans, as it is simply a given.
Constraint on movement in the vertical dimension is the norm for human beings.
whereas constraint in the lateral dimension represents a more significant restriction.
Landmarks which control trajectories in lateral dimensions. therefore, are interpreted as
having a greater effect on trajectory than landmarks which control movement in a
vertical dimension.

As a result of the salience of lateral contour, Direct prepositions will generally
be the most trajector-centered. whereas Contour prepositions will be the most
landmark-centered. For this reason the Direct Contact preposition (4epez pres) may be
considered more trajector-centered than the Contour Proximity preposition (s8z07s,
podél), despite the fact that they are both <+contour> in one dimension only.
Encirclement trajectories are actually ambiguous with respect to trajector/landmark
control. When a landmark is encircled, it often fully determines the lateral contours of
the trajectory. A trajector, however, may engage in circular motion independently of any
landmark and still encircle a landmark in the process. For this reason Encirclement
prepositions are <+contour>, although in practice they are usually <+contour>.
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2.6.2 Opposed prepositions

The interaction of the TRy orientation features and the TR/LM relational features
can now be related to prominent semantic oppositions in the preposition systems. The
salience of lateral contour makes the Contour Proximity prepositions (870475, podél) the
preferred prepositions when unusual lateral contours are in focus, since these
prepositions are <+(lateral) contour> only. We have noted that this allows them to
extend to contact situations as well. Similarly, the <+span> (and <+direct>) feature is
highlighted for the Direct Contact prepositions (#epe3, pres), such that these
prepositions also extend to proximity on occasion. In this sense 81015, podél are
semantically opposed to 4epes, pres as prepositions which focus on <+contour> versus
<+direct, +span> rather more than on proximity and contact relations. In contrast.
Direct Proximity prepositions (m#amo, kolem) and the Contour Contact preposition (0,
po) show extremely high fidelity to the <+proximity> and <+contact> features.
respectively, and are thus opposed to each other for these features. We have also seen
that they are opposed to each other as extremes in terms of the relevance of LM contour
to the trajectory.

2.6.3 Semantic features and landmarks

In most cases, the effect of combining a particular preposition with a particular
landmark is immediately obvious to the native speaker through inferences generated
from both linguistic knowledge of the preposition and general knowledge about
properties of the landmark itself. The mechanism of this is worth examining a little
more closely. Contact prepositions, as we have noted. automatically provide sonve
vertical contour information simply because the landmark acts as a support surface for
the trajectory; the path of the trajector is doomed to reflect the undulations of that
surface in the up-down dimension. (To get over a hill, for instance. a walking trajector
will normally take a trajectory which follows the upward. then downward. contour of
the ground rather than digging through to the other side in a perfectly horizontal
trajectory.) For example, when the Russian Direct Contact preposition wepes occurs
with a landmark possessing a significant vertical component. there may be quite a bit of
contour conveyed by the preposition/landmark combination. as exemplified by (46)
below, but this information is generated by inference from the features <+contact> (i.e.
the trajector must follow the surface contour of the LM) and <+span> (the trajector must
move from one side of the LM to the other):

(46) UnonnaHeTsaHuH nepenes yepes ropy
An alien climbed over the mountain

Example (46) describes a direct trajectory across the top of a mountain from one side to
the other -- not movement around it (proximity). or through it (containment) -- so one
may infer a significant vertical component to the trajectory, as well as effort expended
on the part of the trajector. (Vertical contour is defined as an implied feature precisely
because it is inferred from another, more basic feature.) Example (1)a (repeated below),
on the other hand. suggests little, if any, vertical component to the trajectory:
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(47) 3mes nonser yepes qopory
A snake is slithering across the road

In the following Czech example, the preposition prFes also conveys a significant vertical
contour:

(48) Kan skace pies ohradu na cestu
The horse jumps over the fence onto the road

It might be argued that the horse in this example probably never contacts the fence.
Nevertheless, the horse follows the vertical contour of the fence quite closely and spans
it in the short dimension. Thus, a Direct Proximity preposition (kolem), which cares
neither about contour nor about spanning, would be inappropriate. Furthermore, the
horse is generally moving in contact with a surface and contacts the surface on either
side of the LM, thus the contact preposition is fully appropriate. Finally, the verb to jump
itself makes the actual non-contact relationship with the fence transparent. Example
(48) is thus analogous to previous examples with flying, where Direct Contact
prepositions are extended to non-contact situations when the motion verb itself makes
the relationship clear.

The point of these observations is that one need not posit a set of different
submeanings for usages that involve a vertical component or that do not directly contact
the LM, etc. These meanings are completely transparent based on the <+span> and
<t+contact> designation of the preposition, combined with structural (and often
functional) knowledge about the LM and knowledge about manner of motion. One
reason for making this point is that when abstract uses of prefixes and prepositions are
examined, typically a number of specialized submeanings are posited for each one.
Janda (1986) proposed that such submeanings could be metaphorically based on spatial
images which reflect just these kinds of landmark transformations, among other things.
The analysis presented here is compatible with this notion. but later it will be argued
that the crucial link between such images and abstract uses of prepositions and prefixes
is provided by the inferences these images produce rather than by their structural spatial
properties per se. Using LM frequency data to reconstruct semantic features relevant to
preposition prototypes also suggests that it is unnecessary to consider any single image
or LM type as basic. Rather, various images result naturally from applying linguistic
features to context. Although some images or LM types are more common in spatial
uses of prefixes and prepositions. this does not imply that abstract uses will be
preferentially based on these LM types. Instead. abstract prefixes and prepositions will
favor inferences which are useful in the widest range of contexts.

These ideas will be discussed in greater detail in later chapters. For current
purposes it is sufficient to note that inferences concerning the degree of
trajector/landmark control over trajectory will have particularly interesting
consequences in extended and abstract uses of prepositions and prefixes. A simple
example of this is provided by the use of Czech mimo to indicate absence of the
trajector from a landmark or vice versa. In this case a trajector which is unaffected or
uncontrolled by a landmark may effectively be considered in non-relation to it. In
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contrast, the fact that the course of action is entirely determined by landmark features is
the direct antecedent for at least one abstract meaning of mo in Russian, namely,
according to (the specifications of the instantiated LM) (cf. mo pacrucarxo 'according
to schedule,’ vemmnronsr mo xoxxero "hockey champions,' i.e. champions according to the
specifications of the sport of hockey, etc.)

2.7 SUMMARY OF PATH PREPOSITIONS IN CZECH AND RUSSIAN

The preposition classification chart can now be simplified a final time to reflect
these new observations and account for the actual distribution of prepositions (and
cases) we see in Czech and Russian:

Table 2.7. Classification and prototype spatial semantic features of
Path prepositions in Czech and Russian

TR/LM relation
TRy orientation Proximity Contact Contain
Direct -contour mMHmMo | +span yepes | +contain  (ckBO35)
-Tcontour  kolem | (+direct) pFes yepe3, no,
-contact 'past’ | (+contact)  ‘across’ rof, etc.
Contour +contour  Bjgo1s | +contour 1o (skrz)
(-contact)  podél | +Tcontour po INSTR
‘along’ | +contact ‘along on’ ‘through’
Encircle +encircle sokxpyvr
kolem N/A
‘around’

The preceding discussion of Path prepositions has shown that, by examining the
frequency of preposition/landmark combinations with verbs of motion. the principal
distinguishing features for the spatial prototypes of prepositions can be discerned. We
have seen that the features <proximity>, <contact>, and <contain>, which distinguish
among Source and Goal prepositions. are also relevant for Path prepositions, with some
added complexities. Path prepositions may be further classified according to trajectory
orientation with respect to the landmark during the course of motion -- as <+direct>,
<+contour>, or <+encircle>. The resultant classification of Path prepositions serves to
illuminate the relevant spatial semantic features for each preposition and demonstrates
the systematic nature of the semantic oppositions which they express.
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Chapter 3. Source and Goal Prefixes in Czech and Russian

3.1 CLASSIFICATION OF PREFIXES

Prefixes, like prepositions, may be classified according to the features <source>,
<goal>, and <path>, depending on whether they designate a closer spatial relationship
of trajector and landmark at the source point of motion, goal point of motion, or during
the course of the trajectory. A primary difference between prefixes and prepositions is
the degree of freedom they exhibit regarding landmark reference (and occasionally
trajector reference as well). Whereas prepositions state a relation between the trajector
and a landmark which is always explicit as the complement of the preposition, prefixes
may or may not share the same LM which acts as LM for a preposition. In the latter case
the LM may be explicit as the complement of the verb (without an intervening
preposition), or the prefix may refer to an LM which is not explicit in the linguistic
expression at all, but which may be inferred from context, linguistic or otherwise.

For most of the prefixes, classification as Source, Goal, or Path prefix is
straightforward, and is often iterated by the frequency of correlated Source, Goal, and
Path prepositions which co-occur with the prefixes (see Tables 3.1 and 3.2). In a few
instances (Russian j~, marginally Czech od-) the frequency of Source, Goal, or Path
prepositions does not align with the designation of the prefix itself; this does not,
however, obscure the basic Source, Goal, or Path orientation of the prefix itself. Only
one prefix (Russian 70-), appears ambiguous regarding its classification as a Source,
Goal, or Path prefix. This chapter deals only with clear examples of Source and Goal
prefixes (Russian y-, npw-, or-, noa-, sui-, 8-, ¢, 3a-, A0-; Czech od-, pFi-, vy-, v-, s-,
za-, do-), leaving Path prefixes (Russian npo-, nmepe- o(6)-; Czech pro-, pre-, o(b)-) and
Russian mo- for later chapters. In contrast to Path prefixes. Source/Goal prefixes with
verbs of motion do not have linguistically explicit LMs as verbal complements in the
accusative or instrumental case, but only as complements of prepositions.

3.2 CO-OCCURRENCE OF PREFIXES AND PREPOSITIONS

An analysis of the frequency with which prefixed verbs of motion combine with
prepositional phrases expressing <source>, <path>, <goal>, <proximity>, <contact>,
<contain> allows a classification of prefixes according to the primary kinds of
relationships they describe. Tables 3.1 and 3.2 give the percentage of Source. Goal, or
Path prepositions which combined with each of the Source and Goal prefixes to be
examined in this chapter, as well as the percentages of occurrence of that prefix without
modification by a prepositional phrase (no pPP). For Source prefixes the Source
prepositional phrases have also been analyzed regarding expression of the features
<proximity>, <contact>, <contain>, and for Goal prefixes, the Goal prepositional
phrases have been examined according to these features.
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Table 3.1. Frequency of prepositional phrase (PP) types with Russian and Czech
Source prefixes'

Source no PP | Source | Goal | Path | Prox pp | Contact i Contain | ?

prefixes PP PP PP PP PP
Russtan sel- | 17% | 70% 16% 1% |3% 5% 85% 8%
Czechvy)-> [13% [62% [19% 5% |3% 4% 91% 2%
Russian c- 21% | 66% 6% 13% | 0% 100% 0% 0%
Czech s- 16% | 48% 8% | 28% | 0% 90% 3% 7%
Russian or- | 3% 95% 1% 1% [100% 0% 0% 0%
Russian y- 79% | 6% 11% {4% 15% 18% : 20% 47%
Czech od- 70%  15% 10% (5% | 5% 1 6% 2% : 87%

Table 3.2. Frequency of prepositional phrase (PP) types with Russian and Czech
Goal prefixes

Goal Prefixes | no PP | Source | Goal | Path | Prox pp | Contact | Contain | ?
PP PP PP PP PP

Russians- | 0% | 0% 100% | 0% | 2% 16% 80% 2%
Czech v- 0% 1% 100% | 5% | 2% 9% 87% 2%
Russianza- | 1% 0% 9% |8% |[6% ' 33% 54% 7%
Czech za- 0% | 0% 100% (8% [13% 0% [ 80% 7% _
Czechvy,- 4% 6% :87% [ 17% | 2% 76% . 12% : 10%
Russian noa- | 5% 1% 96% 1% 100% 0% : 0% - 0%
Russian npu- | 42% | 16% 58% 0% 136% i36% 18% 9%
Czechpfi- [16% !16% i67% ' 10% [63% 132% 3% 2%

| Russianno- | 11% 0%  :89% 6% |0%  :100% 0% 0%
Czech do- 1% 2%  189% 4% |36% 44%  17% 3% |

Note: Columns labeled Source PP, Goal PP. and Path PP give percentages of prefixed verbs of motion
which occurred with either a Source, Goal, or Path prepositional phrase. respectively. Mo PP indicates the
absence of a prepositional phrase. Prox PP, Contact PP, and Contain PP give percentages of Source
prepositions (for Source prefixes) or Goal prepositions (for Goal prefixes) expressing proximity, contact,
or containment relations with their landmark complements, as described in the previous chapter. The
column labeled ? indicates indeterminate proximity, contact, or containment values.

' Percentages of Source, Goal. and Path prepositional phrases plus expressions without prepositions may
total over 100% because some expressions have more than one prepositional phrase per verb token, i.e. a
speaker may express both a source and a goal, or both a path and a goal, for a single motion verb.
Proximity, Contact, Containment figures always total 100% because they apply only to the Source
prepositions for Source prefixes and only to the Goal prepositions for Goal prefixes.

= Czech vy- has two distinct meanings, a source containment sense ‘out,' (designated here vy;-). which
correlates directly with Russian ss+, and a goal sense meaning 'up.’ (designated here vyr). The
appropriate sense is almost always clear from context in the data. and thus the two senses have been
separated and treated as two distinct prefixes for the purpose of classification.
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3.3 SOURCE/GOAL PREFIX CLASSIFICATION WITH VERBS OF MOTION

Given the Source/Goal classification and the relations of proximity, contact,
containment, there are three basic scenarios described by Source/Goal prefixes
combined with motion verbs, summarized by the schematic diagrams in Figure 3.1.

LM 1 LM
(%) =~ 1O
-2 ®
+contain -contain
(+contact) (+contact)

a. Containment schema: Source prefixes (1) aar/vy;-; Goal prefixes (2) s-/v-, 3a-/za-

LM 1 > LM
TR TR
:l' <—2 .
+contact -contact
(+contain)’ (+contain)

b. Contact schema: Source prefixes: (1) o/s-; Goal prefixes (2) 24, vy~

]
LM
! > TR
TR < 2 ®
+proximity -proximity
+contact -contact
+contain ~contain

c. Proximity schema: Source prefixes (1) 3~ or/od-, u-; Goal prefixes (2) aps-, noa-/pFi-

Figure 3.1. Spatial schemata for Source/Goal prefixes with Motion Verbs

3 Although the designation is theoretically <t+contain> at both source and goal states, in nearly all cases
the designation will be <-contain>. This is due to the fact that containment is a highly salient relation, and
its presence almost always provokes the use of a Containment prefix.
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The Proximity schema (Figure 3.1c) can be further subdivided for Russian to include a
schema which is specifically <-contact. -contain> at both source and goal points of
motion, since Russian maintains two sets of prefixes for the Proximity schema. The
prefixes or- and moz are thus <+proximity, -contact, -contain> at source and goal
points respectively, whereas the prefixes y- and 7ps# are minimally <+proximity> at
source and goal points respectively but may also make reference to the contact or
containment status of the trajector. V- and mps# are thus truly <+proximity, +contact,
+contain> at source and goal points respectively, as indicated in Figure 3.1c:

(1) Cobaka or-6exana oT aepesa
The dog ran away from the ree

(2) *Manbynk or-owmen H3 JoMa
The boy walked away out of the house

(3) Il™iua y-nerena ot aepesa
The bird flew away from the tree

(4) Manbyuk y-wen u3 goma
The boy left (from inside) the house

(The difference between (1) and (3) will be discussed shortly.) Czech, on the other
hand, does not make this distinction; the prefixes od- and pFi- suffice to express both of
these subdivisions of the Proximity relation. This subdivision of the Proximity schema
shows up clearly in the data, where or- and oz both exhibit 100% proximity relations
with source and goal LMs respectively, whercas #pw- and )~ show flexibility in
combining with prepositions indicating proximity, contact. or containment relations
with the LM. This subdivision of Figure 3.1c can be diagrammed as follows:

LM L > LM
TR TR
® < 2 ®
S/G:  +proximity S/G: -proximity
-gontact =contact
-contain -contain

Figure 3.2. Subdivision of the Source/Goal Proximity schema in Russian. Proximity subschema (i):
Source prefix (1) or-; Goal prefix (2) no3-

Although Czech does not possess this particular distinction, there is marginal
maintenance of a proximity subdivision for the more specific proximity prefixes pred-
in front of', and za- 'behind', as well as for Russian 32 'behind":
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(5) a. Auto za-jelo za dim
The car drove (to) behind the house

b. Hol¢i¢ka bézi na most a chlape¢ek ji pfed-bih& na mosté...
A little girl runs onto a bridge and a litile boy overtakes her on the bridge...

For these prefixes the goal state is <+proximity>, and an additional feature must be
added to refine the notion of proximity, namely <+in front> (for pfed-) and <+behind>
(for 3a-/za-). In both cases only the goal relation is maintained in the prefix system. In
general, there are fewer Source prefixes (and Source prepositions) than Goal prefixes
(and Goal prepositions) in both Czech and Russian. Given the rarity and specificity of
the prefixes 3a-/za- and pFed-, it is hardly surprising that no corresponding Source
prefixes of this type exist. Furthermore, while the sense of 3a-/za- may be either relative
or absolute (that is, behind may be defined from the point of view of a theoretical
conceptualizer, if not an actual viewer, who loscs sight of some trajector behind a
landmark, or it may be defined by the orientation of the LM itself), Czech pFed- is not
relative in this sense; it refers to the front end of a moving landmark as defined by the
direction of motion. It is also restricted to the verbal roots béZef 'run' and jet 'ride, go by
vehicle.' since pfed-¢jit 'ahead-walk' is used mainly in the temporal sense 'to precede.’
Thus, pred- is quite restricted in its usage as a spatial prefix with verbs of motion.
Czech, therefore, maintains a Proximity subschema primarily with the spatially
restricted Goal Proximity prefix za-. Interestingly, although Czech also maintains a
Proximity prefix pod- 'under', this prefix is most often used as a Path prefix in the data.
indicating that the trajector has passed by underneath an LM. PFfed- is. in fact, slightly
ambiguous in this regard, as it nccessarily indicates that the trajector passes the LM in
order to end up in a position in front of it. In other words. it is not appropnate to use
pFed- to indicate motion towards an LM which is moving in the opposite direction as the
TR, but only if it is moving in the same direction, and the notion of overtaking the LM,
as in a race, or cars passing on a highway, is integral to the sense of pfed- when used
with motion verbs:

(6) V poslednim okamZiku Jagr pFed-jel obrance a vstfelil puk do branky’
At the last moment Jagr passed the defenseman and shot the puck into the net

Both Czech za- and Russian za- are comparatively uncommon in the database in
connection with the proximity sense 'to move behind (an LM)', but this may simply
reflect the number of appropriate contexts for this usage which appeared in the films.
3a-/za- appears most often as a Goal Containment prefix comparable to 8-/v-. Possible
reasons for this will be discussed below.

3.4 SOME PROPERTIES OF TR/LM RELATIONAL FEATURES
At this point it should be noted that contact and containment stand in an

essentially equivalent relationship to proximity in terms of spatial progression towards a
goal or away from a source. In other words. a figure may move from a position of
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separation to one of proximity, and then to one of contact or, alternatively, from
separation to proximity to containment, and this order of relations will always obtain
(1.e. a figure cannot move from separation to containment without first achieving the
status of proximity to the LM). This chain of relations suggests what is described by the
three figures above: that containment and proximity may define an opposition, as may
contact and proximity, and finally proximity and separation. (Although separation and
contact/containment may also define an opposition, as sometimes occurs with the
prefixes mpr-/pFi- and y-/od-, this opposition is not differentially marked by any prefix,
i.e. IpH-pFi- and y-/od- may also designate the separation/proximity opposition.)

As noted in Chapter 2, contact and containment frequently co-occur, since most
trajectors move in contact with a surface. whether or not they may be construed as being
inside a container. Thus, contact and containment are often ambiguously related.* The
result is that, where a move from contact to containment or the reverse occurs, it is
often a given and, furthermore. typically involves contact and containment with entities
which are considered two distinet LMs. As long as the LM entities are distincet, even if a
prefix indicating a move from contact to containment existed, it would not apply, since
prefixes typically relate a trajector to a conceptually unified LM. Thus, unsurprisingly,
there is no prefix which designates a move from a state of contact to one of containment
or vice versa. Presumably this is too specific (and ambiguous) and rarely occurs in
experience. In fact, it is difficult to imagine many plausible scenarios in which a figure
moves from a position of containment within a landmark, to a position of non-
containment but contact with that same landmark or vice versa. Where this does occur,
the relation appears to be obvious and unnecessary to specify, as in:

(7) Mimozems3tan vy-lezl z sopky

The alien climbed out of the volcano

After the figure is out of the volcano, it is in fact on the surface of the volcano. but this
is obvious from the location of the opening at the peak of the volcano, the fact that the
figure is moving in contact with a surface, and the lack of containment at the end state
indicated by the Source Containment preposition. There is little need. therefore. to
emphasize that the trajector is now in contact with the slope of the volcano, since this is
readily inferred from context. When the speaker wished to give a more explicit
description of this particular scenario, a finer grained terminology was used to
conceptually disintegrate the LM (the volcano) into constituent parts:

(8) Mimozems3t'an vy-lezl z jicnu sopky
The alien climbed out of the mouth of the volcano

* Containment may or may not entail contact. Correspondingly, in theory contact may or may not involve
containment. In fact, however, when a shift in contact relations is highlighted, the relation is nearly
always <-containment>. As noted previously, this occurs because containment is highly salient and its
presence routinely provokes a Containment prefix.



00055885

When two distinct landmarks are referenced for contact and containment relations. a
Source (or Goal) Containment prefix may be combined with a Goal (or Source) Contact
preposition, respectively, to indicate contact at the final state:

(9) Manbuik BEIlLIEN H3 JOMA Ha YIHLY
A boy walked out of the house onto the street

The use of Goal prepositions with Source prefixes is fairly common for the
Source Containment prefix ss+/vy;-. In contrast the use of Source prepositions with the
Goal Containment prefix 8/v- is extremely rare. This turns out to be true for all
contrasting Source and Goal prefixes; the Source prefixes combine more readily with
Goal prepositions than do Goal prefixes with Source prepositions. This may be
primarily because both Russian and Czech (and perhaps most languages) are goal
oriented in narrating motion events. Presumably speakers tend to describe motion
events in chronological order, and any goal LM (or path LM) from one piece of narrative
is retrievable from context as the source point for the next motion event in the narrative
and need not be restated:

(10) Jeli lesem, a pak vy-jeli na silnici
They rode through the forest and then they came out onto the road

In this example the figures were taking a short-cut through a forest without a road, thus
the forest can be assumed as the contextually relevant container and it is not necessary
to specify it (vy-jeli z lesa 'they came out of the forest"). Instead new information about
the goal surface is imparted (vy-jeli na silnici 'they came out onto the road’).

Given this situation. it is perhaps surprising that there are prefixes which
maintain the contact/containment distinction exemplified by schemata a and b in Figure
3.1, above, since the containment relation can subsume the contact relation by selection
of the appropriate featurcs whenever there is a choice between contact and containment.
The prepositional phrase and context (TR, LM, verb, ete.) will fill in the details, making
the exact nature of the relation clear. In fact. the distinction between schema a and
schema b is fully maintained only for Source prefixes. In Czech the Source Contact
prefix further indicates motion downward, and indeed this is generally considered the
primary sense of the prefix, although the frequency data clearly indicates it is a Contact
prefix as well. In this more specific meaning (Source Contact plus direction downward)
it is opposed to vy,-, which (in Czech) indicates motion upward (onto a surface).
Although this prefix is identical in form to the Source Containment preposition. vy;-,
the two usages are quite distinct and were readily distinguished in the data, allowing for
the clear determination of a Goal Contact status for the prefix in its upward sense.’

* Oddly these two distinct senses of the prefix v~ in Czech occasionally lead to situations in which the
exact same expression is used to describe precisely opposite scenarios: Mimozems$tan vy-lezd po 2ebfiku
'An alien climbed out down a ladder’ OR 'An alien climbed up a ladder’. This sentence was used to
describe both a figure exiting a flying saucer and moving down a ladder onto a planet and to describe a
figure moving up a ladder from the planet into a flying saucer. Previous context (i.e. in one case the
landing of the flying saucer on a new planet and in the other the prior exploration of the new planet and
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Russian 32- may also express both containment and contact relations, indicating
a goal state which is <tcontact> and <tcontain>:

(11) ManbyHk 3a-uien B 10oM
The boy entered the house

(12) Codaka 3a-6exana Ha KOBPHK
The dog ran onto the rug

This prefix, then, is observing the fact that contact and containment are analogously
related to proximity in that they are both a single step from proximity in the relational

chain:
separation >| proximity <

Figure 3.3. Chzin of spatial relations

contact

containment

Furthermore. since 3a- may also express the proximity relation, the source state must be
given as <-contact, -containment> and goal state as <tcontact, tcontain, (+behind)>.
Then selecting the features <-contact. -contain, +behind> for the goal state describes the
proximity usage:

(13) Jdesouka 3a-u11a 3a A0M
The girl walked (to) behind the house

This makes Russian 3# unique in its ability to refer to all threc of the schemata given
above (although in the last example it retains the additional semantic restriction to a
goal .proximity state behind the LM). Disambiguation is left to context or the
prepositional phrase.

Czech za-, in contrast, specifies a more restricted version of the Containment
schema, namely one with a goal state that is <-contact. +contain>:

(14) a. Chlapec na kole za-jel do garaze
A boy on a bicycle rode into a garage

return to the space ship) made the proper interpretation completely clear however. Only one expression
seemed ambiguous with respect to the up and our meanings: holcicka vy-lezda na breh (The girl climbed
up out (of the water) onto the (river)bank.) Here the choice of vy~ may be motivated by both senses.
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b. 2Auto za-jelo na cestu'®
?A car drove onto the road

Thus, in Czech, za- appears to be more specific in its containment (vs. contact) focus
even than the Goal Containment prefix v-, which occasionally occurs with surface
goals:

(15) Auto v-jizdi na cestu
A car is entering onto the road (previously the vehicle was driving across a field)

The spatial semantics of 2a-/za- is taken up more fully in Section 3.5.5 below.
3.5 PROTOTYPE SEMANTICS OF SOURCE/GOAL PREFIXES

3.5.1 Containment prefixes

The prototype semantics for the Containment Prefixes sa+/vy;- and 5-/v- seem at
first glance straightforward and worthy of little additional comment. Two sources of
evidence from the data, however, indicate that sa+/vy,- and B-/v- are not simply inverses
of each other. First, whereas 8/v- has extreme fidelity for goal prepositions, Bar/vy,-
shows much more variability in combining with prepositional phrases. Secondly, the
overall frequency of sar/vy;- in the database is much higher than the frequency of 8-/v-
(see Table 3.3, below). It seems unlikely that speakers are simply more interested in
describing source containment scenes (exiting events) than goal containment scenes
(entering events). Thus, we must find some way to account for this disparity in prefix
frequency.

Table 3.3. Frequency of Source/Goal Containment prefixes in the database

Russian prefixes | tokens ‘ % total | Czech prefixes | tokens | % total
y- ) 208 19% | vy- 228 19%
BbI- 244 1 16% | od- 220 18%
mpo- 225 15% | pro- 149 [ 12%
nop- _[196 13% fpr-  [135 11% |
sa- o |137  110%  pre- 1128 [ 10%
mo- 15 9% v | 8%
nepe- . |78 .S% s 160 5%
B- 51 3% do- 55 4%

® It is possible to invent a very specific context which makes this utterance acceptable, namely that the car
is tuming off onto a hidden or insignificant side trail. probably leading into a forest. This invokes a
different sense of the prefix za-, which is further discussed in Section 3.5.5, but it is clearly not equivalent
to the Russian use of 33 in goal contact contexts.
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The comparative flexibility and increased frequency of Bar/vy;- can be partially
explained by the apparent goal focus of narration mentioned above and discussed in
greater detail in Section 3.7. Since 8/v- is a Goal prefix, expressions with 8/v- will
rarely bother to express source, which is contextually available from previous narration.
The Source prefix Bar/vy;-, however, conveniently refers to this contextually available
source without having to name it explicitly and may combine with a goal preposition to
further elaborate the chain of motion events. Furthermore. 3a-/za- occupies some of the
same semantic territory as &/v-, replacing 8/v- in some contexts and partially
accounting for the lower frequency of »-/v- relative to sar/vy;-. The presence of 3a-/za-
as an alternative to 8-/v- certainly contributes to the picture for Russian. less so for
Czech. where za- remains a marginal prefix for goal containment (entering) events.
Nevertheless. goal containment usage accounts for only a fraction of the examples of
3a-/za-, and the combined frequency of B/v- and 2a/za- stil does not match the
frequency of the Source Containment prefix sa+/vy,- in either language.

An additional fact seems to come into play in accounting for the high frequency of sar/
vy;-. In both Russian and Czech this prefix is used to mean come out from behind (an
object), whereas the corresponding Goal Containment preposition B-/v- is not used in
the oppusing sense, o go behind (an object). In this context Bar/vy,- contrasts directly

with 38-/za-:
(16) a. XXeHiynHa BuI-1101a H3-33 I0OMA VSs. b. Jlesouka 3a-uuia 3a JoM

A woman came out from behind a house The girl went behind the house
but not:

¢. *JleBouka B-o1ia 3a aom’
*The girl went in behind the house

Bar/vy;- is used in yet another, closely related but distinguishable context in this
set of experiments. namely, to indicate entry into the visual field or domain of the
speaker/conceptualizer. In this context sar/vy,- contrasts primarily with the Source
Proximity prefix 3~ in Russian and od- in Czech (but never with the goal containment
prefix 8+v- in either language). In the following Russian example, the prefix ss/- refers
to the trajector's entry onto the screen, and the prefix y- refers to exit off of the screen:

(17) a. Mainbusk BbI-LIEN, 1IPOLLUES YEPE3 KOBPHK, H y-LLIEN
A boy came out. walked across a carpet, and left

but not:
b. *Manbunk Bbi-uIeN. NpoUleN Yepes KOBPHK, H B-oulen
A boy came out. walked across a carpet, and left
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Similarly in Czech:

(18) a. Hol¢i¢ka vy-chizi z jedné strany obrazku
A little girl is coming out from one side of the picture

b. Hol¢i¢ka od-edla z obrazovky
The little girl left the screen

but not:
c. *Holti¢ka v-esla z obrazovky
A litile girl left the screen

In this deictic usage sar/vy,- competes with the prefix np#-/pFi-. These uses of Bar/vy,-
will be taken up again in the discussion of deixis in Section 3.6. For the moment it is
sufficient to notc that, even in purely spatial contexts, the Source Containment prefix
Bar/vy;- cannot be said to contrast directly with the Goal Containment prefix 8+/v-. In
fact, not only do Bar/vy;- and B+v- not contrast in this context, but occasionally in
Czech (and marginally in Russian), 8s+/vy,- is used to describe the trajector as exiting
the screen as well:

(19) TakZe ryba plula smérem ke dnu, pak zaplula do jeskyné&, potom zase vyplula, a
pak vy-plavala z obrazovky
So a fish swam towards the bottom. then swam into a cave. then swam out again,
and then swam out off the screen

In Czech vy,- was even used once in place of za- to indicate movement to behind an
object:

(20) Auto pfejelo silnici a pfijelo k bardku a vy-jelo za néj
A car drove across the street, approached a house and drove out behind it

Thus 8a+-/vy;- seems at times to contrast with itself in these contexts. B-/v-, on the other
hand. is not generally used to describe screen entry or exit, going behind. or coming out
from behind, in either Czech or Russian. The significance of the apparent multiplicity
of uses for Bar/vy;-, sometimes in contexts which seem diametrically opposed to one
another, will be taken up for discussion at a later point.

3.5.2 Contact prefixes

As previously noted. there is some semantic overlap between contact and
containment which is reflected in the lack of a complete distinction between the two in
terms of prefixes that contrast only on the basis of contact and containment in either
Russian or Czech. Russian maintains this contrast for Source prefixes only, where c-
indicates a source contact relation with its LM. There is no corresponding Goal Contact
prefix in Russian, however, leaving a semantic gap. In Czech the Source Contact prefix
s- is paralleled by the Goal (Contact) prefix vy,-, although these prefixes have the
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additional semantic content of motion downwards (off a surface) and motion upwards
(onto a surface) respectively, leaving somewhat smaller semantic gaps in both the
source contact and goal contact domains in Czech.

An examination of prefix frequencies with the Source Contact prepositions ¢z
and the Goal Contact prepositions #a/na in Russian and Czech serves to illustrate how
each language fills this gap. Tables 3.4 and 3.5 summanize the prefixes used in
conjunction with Czech and Russian source contact expressions and goal contact
expressions respectively.

Table 3.4. Prefixes used with the Source Contact preposition ¢z
in Russian and Czech

Russian prefix | % total | Czech prefix | % total

no prefix | 5% no prefix ' 32%

c- L 60% s- 39%

y- 1%  |od- 6%
Bt %% | vi-fouy) 1 T%

npH- 5% phi- £ 7%
mepe- 3% pfe- 3%
B A% vz- 4%
no- $ 2% v- 1%

Table 3.5. Prefixes used with the Goal Contact preposition #ana
in Russian and Czech

Russian prefix | % total | Czech prefix ' % total
noprefix 5% _ [nmoprefix = -28%
B 28%  |vyi-(our)  16%
PR 16%
B s fdo- 6%
npu- 3% v %%
nepe-, oT-.¢- ' 4% pfe-, na-.s- | 5%

The first observation to make is that. in keeping with the overall trend for Czech vs.
Russian, Czech uses less prefixation. In particular, the most common way to deal with
the lack of a Source or Goal Contact prefix in Czech is simply not to use a prefix at all,
leaving the burden of the semantic distinction on the prepositional phrase.

Lack of prefixation aside, the prefix profile for source contact situations in
Russian and Czech is reasonably similar. The most common prefix for source contact
scenarios in Russian, unsurprisingly, is the Source Contact prefix ¢-, and as expected.
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the more semantically restricted Czech s- is significantly less common than its Russian
counterpart. A closer analysis of expressions with the prefixes ¢-/s--reveals that despite
the downward sense attributed to the Czech prefix, 21% of the examples in the database
do not involve a clear downward component, indicating a certain flexibility to extend to
source contact situations without a clear up/down direction:

(21) a. Chlapec s-esel z koberce VS, b. Auto s-jizdi ze svahu
A boy stepped off the rug (no clear The car drove down the slope
downward sense) (clear downward component)

Although the Russian prefix ¢ is not restricted to downward motion, 33% of
expressions with ¢ nevertheless involve a downward component. The data thus
indicates that Czech s- does indeed have a comparatively restricted usage, but that
Russian ¢- tends to designate downward motion as well.

The use of the Source Proximity prefix y-/vd- for source contact situations is
also expected, since this prefix is <+contact> at the source state. For Czech this is the
only prefix other than s- which occurs with clear cut surface landmarks (i.e. things not
easily construed as a container) and thus has the function of indicating motion off a
surface that is not directed downward:

(22) Pes od-béhnul z koberce
A dog ran away off the rug

The occurrence of the Source Containment prefix sa~/vy,- in source surface contexts
indicates that there is some flexibility in the interpretation of the parameters of
proximity, contact, and containment; a given landmark (and its relationship to a
trajector) may be construed in a variety of ways:

(23) MaunHa Bbi-€xana ¢ nons Ha Jopory
A car drove out from a field onto a road

While it may seem quite plausible to treat a field (bounded in two dimensions and
having at least some extension into the third) as a container, a small rug is less plausibly
so construed, and, in fact, examples such as (22) did not occur with the prefix ssr/vy,-.
Thus, for the prefix sar/vy,- to occur with source surfaces there must be at least some
reasonable possibility of interpreting the space as an enclosure or container. This is
espectally true in Czech, where examples suc