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Preface

Advances in formal Slavic linguistics 2021 offers a collection of thirteen high qual-
ity articles on Slavic linguistics. The volume covers all branches of Slavic lan-
guages and features synchronic as well as diachronic analyses. It contains both
empirically oriented work, underpinned by experimental methods or corpora
analyses, and more theoretically based contributions. It comprises a wide array
of topics, such as degree achievements, clitic climbing in Czech and Polish, ty-
pology of Slavic I-participles, aspectual markers in Russian and Czech, doubling
in South Slavic relative clauses, congruence and case-agreement in close appo-
sition in Russian, cataphora in Slovenian, Russian and Polish participles, prefix-
ation and telicity in Serbo-Croatian, Bulgarian adjectives, negative questions in
Russian and German and imperfectivity in discourse.

Early versions of the papers included in this volume were presented at the con-
ference on Formal Description of Slavic Languages 14 or at the satellite Workshop
on Secondary Imperfectives in Slavic, which were held in Leipzig on June 2-5,
2021 - the year referred to in the title of the volume. Originally, the conference
was set to December 2020 but due to the Covid pandemic it had to be postponed
and could only take place in the hybrid format in June 2021.

Three quarters of the submitted abstracts made it into the 36 presentations of
the conference. Each article underwent an extensive reviewing process in line
with the usual standards (double-blind peer reviewing). The conference also fea-
tured 5 invited talks. The 13 papers in the present volume were developed from
these contributions in the course of a further thorough reviewing process. Nei-
ther the original conference nor the present volume would have been possible
without the readiness of so many experts to devote their time and thoughts to
the critical evaluation and helpful commenting of their colleagues’ research pa-
pers. We would like to thank both the 38 anonymous reviewers for the present
volume, and the more than 80 reviewers of the original conference abstracts.

This book would have also been impossible without our student assistants,
Anastasiya Koretskykh and Julius Lambert. We also wish to acknowledge the
extensive technical support of the whole Language Science Press editorial team,
particularly Radek Simik and Berit Gehrke.

Petr Biskup, Marcel Borner, Olav Mueller-Reichau & Iuliia Shcherbina
Leipzig, 21 July 2023






Chapter 1

Specification of telicity in
Serbo-Croatian, without null prefixes

Boban Arsenijevi¢

University of Graz

The paper reconsiders the claim that null prefixes must be posited in order to
maintain the generalization that telicity is necessarily marked by an affix in Slavic
languages (Lazorczyk 2010). Two classes of verbs apparently showing telic behav-
ior without overt aspectual affixes are investigated on the empirical material from
Serbo-Croatian: simple telic perfectives, and simple imperfectives compatible with
the za-phrase (SC modifiers with the preposition za ‘for’ are equivalent to the En-
glish in-X-time expression, and SC modifiers without a preposition to the English
for-X-time expression). It is argued that the former are indeed telic verbs without
an aspectual affix, but that these verbs are idiomatically stored rather than being
compositionally interpreted, and hence are irrelevant for the generalization. The
latter are argued to be genuinely atelic. Their compatibility with the za-phrases
are not evidence for telicity: za-phrases are not exclusively compatible with telic
eventualities. This view is supported by a number of semantic and morphological
similarities and differences between the verb classes involved, and quantitative ev-
idence from corpus research. At least for Serbo-Croatian, then, Lazorczyk’s (2010)
generalization that telicity never occurs without affixes can be maintained without
postulating null prefixes.

Keywords: null prefixes, telicity, aspectual pairs, simple verbs, Serbo-Croatian

1 Introduction

Slavic verbal aspectual morphology is a hallmark of both Slavic linguistics and
general research of aspect, and probably needs no introduction - especially in
a volume from a Slavic conference encompassing a workshop on secondary im-
perfectives. I therefore give only a very brief introduction to Slavic aspectual
morphology, and then skip to the actual topics of the article.

Boban Arsenijevi¢. 2023. Specification of telicity in Serbo-Croatian, without null
prefixes. In Petr Biskup, Marcel Borner, Olav Mueller-Reichau & Iuliia Shcherbina
I (eds.), Advances in formal Slavic linguistics 2021, 1-37. Berlin: Language Science Press.
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The prototypical morphologically simple Slavic verb (inflection morphology
aside) is broadly assumed to be imperfective and atelic, as in (1a).1 It derives a
perfective telic verb by taking a lexical prefix — one that corresponds to the predi-
cate of result, as in (1b), or the semelfactive suffix that imposes arbitrary bounds,
as in (I1c). The verb emerging as a perfectivized version of a simple imperfec-
tive can be imperfectivized again by a suffix, resulting in what is traditionally
referred to as a secondary imperfective, as in (1d). Finally, both simple and sec-
ondary imperfectives can be perfectivized by a superlexical prefix: a prefix which
does not express the result (in the narrow conventional sense as in Ramchand
2004, Svenonius 2004; but see Arsenijevi¢ 2007a,b, Zaucer 2009 for a resultative
analysis of superlexical prefixes) and expresses a meaning related to the quantity
of the event, as in (le)-(1f), respectively.

(1) a. Pio je Caj.
drink.PTCP.IPFV AUX tea
‘He was drinking tea.
b. Od-pio je caj.
from-drink.PTCP.PFV AUX tea
‘He took a sip from the tea’

'In the paper I qualify verbs as telic or atelic (i.e. unspecified), while it is actually the entire VP
that can be telic or atelic and not the verb alone. In Slavic, however, a set of verbs is restricted to
fitting in telic VPs only, and therefore describing them as telic is not incorrect. Other verbs are
unspecified for telicity, as argued in §1.2. Note also that the nature of and criteria for attesting
telicity are highly debated issues, both in general linguistic theory and in its application to
Slavic languages. In the current paper, I do not go deeper into this discussion, but rather stick
to the tests which display consistency when implemented on the Slavic linguistic material.

?In this paper, where relevant, verbs are specified for belonging to the traditional classes of
perfective or imperfective verbs by the last item in their glosses. This item is added after a
period, and does not correspond to any morpheme in the original example, which is meant to
specify that this specification applies to the entire verb, and not to the last glossed morpheme.

Throughout the paper, I also use the standard marking of the grammaticality status of the
example: ? for slightly degraded, ?? for strongly degraded, * for ungrammatical and % for ex-
amples grammatical in some varieties, i.e. for some speakers. The sign # is used for examples
which are pragmatically or semantically ill-formed.

The relevant verbs in the examples are glossed following an assumed morphological anal-
ysis, i.e. decomposed into morphemes represented by their default morphs in order to keep a
consistent coding of morphemes across examples (one exception is allomorphy triggered by
imperfectivization, where the exact allomorphs are given to keep visible the illustrated mor-
phological operation). Due to phonological alternations, some of the morphemes in some of
the given examples surface with different morphs.

All the examples in the paper are constructed by the author, who is a native speaker of
the Ekavian standard Serbo-Croatian and the Torlakian dialect. For each constructed example,
it has been verified in the corpus that the structural pattern used is attested in the relevant
syntactic and semantic environment.
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c. Pi-nu-o je Ccaj.
drink-SUFF-PTCP.PFV AUX tea
‘He took a sip from the tea’

d. Od-pi-ja-o je Caj.
from-drink-SUFF-PTCP.IPFV AUX tea
‘He was taking a sip/sips from the tea’

e. Po-pi-o je caj.
over-drink-PTCP.PFV AUX tea
‘He drank all the tea’

f. Iz-od-pi-ja-o je Caj.
out-from-drink-SUFF-PTCP.PFV AUX tea
‘He took sips of the tea to its exhaustion’

A large number of observations, generalizations and problems have been re-
ported and discussed in the rich literature in this field. This paper tackles one
narrow, but core question in this domain: Is telicity universally marked by af-
fixes in Slavic? In order to answer this question, I discuss several related issues,
most importantly the relevant opposition behind the traditional division of Slavic
verbs into perfectives and imperfectives, including the structural representation
and semantic content of the relevant asymmetry and the relation between the
members of the so-called aspectual pairs. A remark is due regarding aspectual
pairs, as their reality represents another unresolved issue in Slavic linguistics. I
take two verbs to be an aspectual pair if one of them is perfective and the other
imperfective, there is an independently attested morphological operation that
derives one from the other, and, abstracting away from aspect, they mean the
same. For polysemous verbs, it suffices that there is at least one meaning of the
perfective and one of the imperfective verb such that the condition of seman-
tic equivalence abstracting away from aspect applies to their combination. The
availability of non-shared interpretations poses no problem for this relation. The
criterion used to establish that two verbs form a pair is that a sentence can be con-
structed following the general pattern illustrated for two verbs in (2), such that
the imperfective verb fits the first verbal slot and the imperfective the second.

(2) a. Marija satima jede sendvie iznovai iznova,i
M hours eat.PREs.3.sG.IPFV sandwiches again and again and
upravo je pojela poslednji.

just  AUX.3.SG.PFV eat.PTCP.F.SG.PFV last
‘Marija has been eating sandwiches again and again for hours, and
she just ate the last one’
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b. Jovan satima dotréava kuéi iznovai iznova,i
J hours run.to.PRES.3.SG.IPFV home again and again and
upravo je dotréao poslednji put.
just  AUX.3.SG.PFV run.to.PTCP.F.SG.PFV last time.

‘Jovan has been coming home running again and again for hours, and
he just came home running for the last time.

I provide arguments from Serbo-Croatian (SC; all the examples in the paper are
from SC unless otherwise indicated) supporting the statements in (3).

(3) a. Thestrong generalization made by Lazorczyk (2010), that telicity is uni-
versally reflected in affixal material, taking affixes as the feature con-
tent of some relevant syntactic heads rather than the morphs surfacing
on the verb, holds in SC without the need to postulate null prefixes.

b. Morphologically simple verbs passing all or some tests as telic are
either idiomatically stored and thus irrelevant for the generalization
above, or are rather unrestricted for telicity (i.e. atelic in the traditional
view) with telic interpretations emerging from pragmatics.

The paper is organized as follows. §1.1 introduces the database that I use to in-
spect the relevant quantitative properties of the relevant verb classes, and §1.2
presents the relevant existing views of Slavic verbal aspect. §2 presents the struc-
tural model at the syntax-semantics interface assumed to underlie the aspectual
morphology and semantics in Slavic languages. In §3, I discuss the affixless per-
fectives and argue that they are all idiomatic, i.e. non-compositional, and hence
irrelevant for the generalization about affixal marking of aspect. §4 gives a gen-
eral overview of the four classes of traditional imperfectives regarding telicity,
with special attention for secondary imperfectives and simple imperfectives pass-
ing some tests as telic. The latter class is then scrutinized in §5 with respect to
the issue of null prefixes, and it is argued that these verbs do not support the
introduction of null prefixes either. §6 concludes.

1.1 The empirical base

Besides the common sources of empirical data, including previous literature, cor-
pora and grammaticality judgments, the research reported includes quantitative
insights from the Database of the Western Slavic verbal system (Arsenijevi¢ et
al. in preparation). The database consists of 5300 SC and 3000 Slovenian verbal
lemmata retrieved from the srWac, hrWac and bsWac corpora for SC (Ljubesi¢ &
Erjavec 2011) and from the Slovenian National Corpus for Slovenian (FidaPLUS
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2000). The verbs are selected based on frequency: the 3000 most frequent lem-
mata from each of the corpora are included and annotated. As stWaC, hrwaC
and bsWaC are corpora of different SC varieties, the SC database combines all
three sets of 3000 verbs from the three corpora. Different morphophonological
shapes that the same verbs had in two or all three varieties (e.g., Ekavian, Ijeka-
vian, Ikavian versions or those emerging from using different integration suffixes
to adopt borrowed verbs or to imperfectivize native ones) were introduced as
separate entries, and annotated as variants of one verb. Each verb is annotated
for a fixed set of over 40 different properties, including frequency, lexical and
grammatical aspect as verified by the chosen tests, argument structure (taking
accusative, genitive, dative, PP, clausal arguments; reflexivity), the characteris-
tic morphemes (the root, prefixes, suffixes), their special properties (e.g. root-
allomorphy), prosodic characteristics (position of the high tone, long syllables),
theme vowels and others.

In the present investigation, the database was used to determine the quantita-
tive properties of significance for the research such as the relative sizes of various
relevant classes of verbs or their frequencies.

1.2 The background: The asymmetry underlying the opposition
between the traditional Slavic perfective and imperfective verbs

As the central question of the paper concerns verbal aspect and affixation, the
aim in this section is to highlight some of the relevant notions and introduce the
views that are particularly important for the discussion to come, as a bridge to a
more precise formulation of the research goals. The relation between lexical and
grammatical aspect in Slavic languages and the role of prefixation have received
numerous accounts, and still continue to evade an overarching analysis (Borer
2005, Borik 2006, Ramchand 2004, Arsenijevi¢ 2006, among others).3 Regarding
the nature of the morphologically marked opposition between the two classes
of verbs in Slavic languages traditionally referred to as perfectives and imperfec-
tives, Lazorczyk (2010) argues that Slavic verbs are only marked for the lexical
aspect, and that the grammatical aspect is not marked up until the structural
level of inflection, i.e. it may only be marked by specific verb forms. Arsenije-
vic (2018) divides Slavic verbs into those that are marked as perfective and those
that are unmarked, hence ambiguous, but with an imperfective bias emerging
via antipresupposition: that the speaker has not used a verb specified as perfec-
tive implies that the speaker did not want to convey a perfective meaning, but

*For a definition of notions like lexical and grammatical aspect, i.e. (a)telicity and (im)perfectiv-
ity, as well as quantization and homogeneity, incrementality, etc., see Milosavljevi¢ (2023 [this
volume]).
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its disjunctive alternative, i.e. the imperfective one. Milosavljevi¢ (2023b) argues
for a hybrid between these views: as in Lazorczyk (2010), verbs in Slavic are
only marked for lexical aspect, and as in Arsenijevi¢ (2018), they can be either
strictly telic (the traditional perfective verbs) or unspecified for telicity (tradi-
tional imperfectives). Like in Arsenijevi¢ (2018), the atelic bias of the traditional
imperfectives stems from antipresupposition, but is often additionally supported
by the aktionsart (it is more difficult to impose a telic interpretation on verbs de-
noting states than on verbs denoting processes, which are in turn more difficult
than verbs denoting culminating events, such as secondary imperfectives). Like
in Lazorczyk (2010), grammatical aspect is specified at a higher structural level,
strongly dependent on the value of lexical aspect (see e.g. Borik 2006 for discus-
sion). The analysis I develop here builds on Milosavljevi¢’s view. In what follows,
I spell out the exact telic and atelic interpretations between which traditional
imperfective verbs are ambiguous (a more fine-grained discussion is offered in
§4.2).

Based on the presented view, in the rest of the paper, I use the term AspEc-
TUALLY UNSPECIFIED (AU) VERBS for the traditional imperfective verbs, and As-
PECTUALLY SINGULAR (AS) VERBS for the traditional perfective verbs in Slavic. AU
verbs normally head verbal expressions that pass tests as atelic, i.e. homogeneous
predicates (following Bennett & Partee 1972, Verkuyl 1972, Bach 1986, Krifka 1989
and others, in assuming that properties of quantity mereologically modelled as
quantization and homogeneity underlie the notions of telicity and atelicity, re-
spectively). The predicate describing a state in (4a), or one describing a process,
as in (4b), indeed by default show atelic behavior. AS verbs normally head verbal
predicates that display telic behavior and describe events involving a phase tran-
sition (which makes them quantized), as in (4c). Finally, there are also AU verbs
which describe eventualities that involve a phase transition, as in (4d). I refer to
this as the secondary imperfective pattern since it most frequently occurs with
traditional secondary imperfectives (verbs derived by imperfectivizing a perfec-
tive verb, in the adopted terminology: secondary AU verb), but, crucially for the
present discussion, there are other classes (apparently) displaying this pattern
too. Verbal expressions headed by these verbs normally pass tests both as telic
and as atelic, and can be assigned four different readings.

(4) a. Marijaje spava-la (??za) dva sata.
M AUX sleep-pTcp.IpFv  for two hours
(Intended:) ‘Marija slept for/in two hours.

b. Marijaje ras-la (??za) 15 godina.
M AUX grow-pTCP.IPFV  for 15 years
(Intended:) ‘Marija grew for/in 15 years.
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c. Marijase u-spava-la *(za) dva sata.
M REFL in-sleep-pTcp.PFv  for two hours
(Intended:) ‘Marija fell asleep in/for two hours’

d. Marijase u-spavlj-iva-la (za) dva sata.
M REFL in-sleep-surr-pTCP.IPFV for two hours
‘Marija was falling asleep in/for two hours’

i. process/preparatory stage: (Intended:) ‘Marija was working on
getting herself to sleep for two hours/in two hours’

ii. phase transition (slow motion): (Intended:) ‘Marija was falling
asleep for two hours/in two hours.

iii. an unbounded series of iterations: ‘A series of iterations of events
of Maria falling asleep (in two hours) was going on (for two
hours).

iv. the general-factual reading: (Intended:) ‘At least once in the past,
Maria fell asleep for two hours/in two hours’

While expressions headed by AS verbs are strictly telic, those headed by imperfec-
tive verbs display atelic behavior, but are not restricted to it. As soon as a possible
source of quantization is introduced into the predicate describing the event - in
terms of any kind of overtly, or contextually specified bounds — the predicate
begins to display the secondary imperfective pattern, including passing the tem-
poral duration modification test as telic (for a detailed discussion see Milosavlje-
vi¢ 2023a,b). This is illustrated in (5), where the latent source of quantization is
a measure phrase as in (5a) and (5b), i.e. a goal phrase as in (5c). I argue in this
paper that these predicates have aspectually unspecified interpretations. The set
of eventualities matching their extension includes pragmatically salient subsets
which satisfy telic predicates (i.e. subsets consisting solely of bounded events).
The latent sources of telicity in (5) merely support the pragmatic strengthening
of the interpretation in the sense of Horn (1989) to one of these subsumed telic
meanings.

(5) a. Marijaje spavala svoju dozu (za) dva sata.

M AUX slept.pTcp.apFv her dose for two hours
‘Marija had her dose of sleep for/in two hours’

b. Marijaje rasla dva centimetra (za) godinu dana.
M AUX grew.PTCP.IPFV two centimeters for year days
‘Marija grew two centimeters for/in a year’

c. Marijaje putovala do Lajkovca (za) dva sata.
M AUX travelled.pTcp.1pFv to Lajkovac for two hours

‘Marija (has) travelled to Lajkovac in/for two hours.’
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As indicated by the examples in (1), (4) and (5), the simplest verbal predicates are
unspecified for aspect, and there are various ways to assign them a telic inter-
pretation. I argue in this paper that there are two degrees of strength of this as-
signment. Consider the verbal expression headed by a simple verb in (6a), which
I analyze as unspecified for telicity with a strong bias for an atelic interpretation
due to antipresupposition (the availability of a direct telic counterpart indicates
that telicity was not intended). On the one hand, this predicate can be imposed
telicity by prefixation, as in (6b) where a lexical prefix contributes a result, or
in (6c), where a superlexical prefix specifies a bounded quantity. Alternatively,
the suffix -nu may strongly impose telicity by specifying a quantity smaller than
some contextually provided standard, as in (6d). Both strong ways of imposing
telicity make the verb perfective in the traditional sense.

On the other hand, a quantized incremental theme as in (6e) or a result (i.e.
goal) specification, as in (6f), when the verb licenses one, may impose an inter-
pretation which makes prominent a subset of events from the extension of the
predicate, which itself matches a telic characteristic predicate. The example in
(6e) makes prominent the set of eventualities measured out and thus telicized by
the bounds of the daily dose of planking, and that in (6f) the set of eventualities
telicized by a pair of a presupposed initial point and the explicated final point
(muscle cramps). Finally, quantization may come from a measure phrase, as in
(6g) (see also Pereltsvaig 2000, Szucsich 2001, Milosavljevi¢ 2023a,b for a discus-
sion of temporal adverbials imposing telicity). In this latter set of cases, the verb
remains AU, and the overall interpretation preserves its default atelic status. In
§2, I argue that these bounds only provide a specification of atoms for the lexical
component of the predicate, but do not necessarily include the contribution of
the syntactic head responsible for telicity.

(6) a. Marijaje radila plenking (??za) dva sata.
M AUX do.PTcP.IPFV planking  for two hours
‘Marija did planking for two hours’

b. Marijaje do-radila plenking ??(za) dva minuta.
M AUX to-do.pTcp.PFV planking  for two minutes
‘Marija finished her planking in two minutes.

c. Marijaje od-radila plenking ??(za) dva minuta.
M AUX from-do.pTcp.PFV planking  for two minutes
‘Marija did her planking in two minutes.

d. Marijaje rad-nu-la plenking (za) dve sekunde.
M AUX do-sUFF-PTCP.PFV planking for two seconds

i. Without za: ‘Marija did two seconds of planking’
ii. With za: ‘Marija did a little bit of planking in two seconds.
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e. Marijaje radila svoj dnevni plenking (za) dva sata.
M AUX do.pTcp.IPFV her daily planking for two hours
‘Marija did her daily portion of planking for/in two hours’

f. Marijaje radila plenking do gréa misi¢a (za) dva sata.
M AUX do.pTcp.IPFV planking to spasm muscles for two hours
‘Marija did planking until her muscles cramped for/in two hours.

g. Marijaje radila plenking pet minuta za sat vremena.
M AUX do.PTcP.IPFV planking five minutes for hour time
‘Marija has done (at least once) an aggregate of five minutes of
planking in one hour’

Based on observations of this type, where prefixes and the semelfactive suffix cor-
respond to obligatory telic interpretations, and other sources of quantization to
rather latent telicity, the literature in the area of Slavic verbal aspect establishes a
strong link between telicity and verbal prefixes. Fleischhauer & Gabrovska (2019)
argue that the only way to derive telic verbal predicates in Slavic is prefixation,
and Lazorczyk (2010) goes as far as claiming that the mapping is bijective: there
is no telic verb without the suffix -nu or a prefix, nor is there any instance of
-nu or a prefix that does not introduce telicity. For telic expressions showing
no visible telicizing affixes, she postulates a null prefix. Expressions involving a
morphologically simple verb with a latent quantization, and more generally all
the expressions with an iterative interpretation, which can only be defined in
the background of a telic predicate, raise the question whether the simple verbs
heading them too involve a null prefix, whose contribution gets overwritten by a
structural layer which re-imposes unspecification, or the attested interpretations
are pragmatically promoted for truly simple verbs.

A related question concerns AU verbs which are prefixed. Lazorczyk (2010)
argues that these prefixes introduce telicity, which is then neutralized by an
atelicizing operation (typically, secondary imperfectivization by a suffix). Con-
sidering that these verbs too pass tests both as telic and as atelic, a prominent
analytic option is that the embedded telic structure is available for the tests of
telicity. This would mean that the full predicate is atelic, but tests may also tar-
get its compositional components, and gives a reductionist advantage to one of
the two analyses invoked above — the one which assumes a null prefix also for
the latently quantized simple AU verbs. The reductionist advantage lies in the
fact that all (latently) quantized predicates can be generalized to involve a prefix,
rather than having to define particular subclasses, some of which do and some
do not involve a prefix. In light of the main goal of this paper, to scrutinize the
arguments for null verbal prefixes in Slavic languages, this expands the empiri-
cal focus of the paper also to the simple AU verbs that may have progressive and
iterative interpretations.



Boban Arsenijevi¢

2 The assumed theoretical view

I present my view of the composition of verbal predicates using, for convenience,
the framework of Distributed Morphology (DM, Halle & Marantz 1993), but it
could equally well be formulated in terms of Nanosyntax (Starke 2010) or an-
other realizational framework, as nothing crucially depends on the specific prop-
erties of DM. I take roots to denote predicates which can take arguments (e.g.
Travis 2012). The structure consisting of the root and its arguments is uncatego-
rized, but I label it as the v-phrase (VP) for the purpose of reference in the text,
without implying a syntactic projection. Once a root structure is categorized, its
arguments may move up to positions introduced by functional projections.

VPs can only merge with a category feature. The one relevant for the discus-
sion is the verbal category. This is illustrated in (7) and Figures 1-2, where two
vPs are schematically presented, one without and one with a specified goal. The
subject leaves the VP in both cases, but in (7b), i.e. Figure 2, there is additionally
a predicate of the small clause, which remains inside the vP. The verbal category
is assumed to be realized by the theme vowel (TH) in SC, and since the exam-
ples represent just the vP the inflection is completely missing. I remain agnostic
regarding the way the root ends up forming a word with the categorizer (via
head-movement, PF dislocation or in some other way) as it is not relevant for
the topic of discussion.

(7) a. ptica let-i-
bird fly-TH
b. ptica let-i- na jug
bird fly-TH on south

I assume the verbal category to have a double contribution. It restricts the on-
tological class of the predicate to eventualities, and to kinds, by introducing a
variable restricted to event kinds as the referential argument of the expression,
and imposes division on the complement, thus acting as a grinder (Pelletier 1975).
As a result, the vP denotes a non-atomic join lattice (as opposed to Chierchia’s
1998 atomic join lattice for nominal kinds) satisfying the predicate in its com-
plement (the base of the lattice consists of parts of events). The VP in (7a), i.e.
Figure 1, thus denotes all the possible sums over the maximal set of events of
birds flying and all their parts, and the vP in (7b), i.e. Figure 2, all the possible
sums over the maximal set of events of birds flying south and all their parts.

Recall that as explicated in §1.2, I argue that the aspectual division characteris-
tic of Slavic verbs traditionally described as one of perfectivity is rather an oppo-
sition between telic and unspecified verbs. Following Borer (2005) and Lazorczyk
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vP

RN

ptica ‘bird> v

SN

’

vP -i[v] <P
ptica ﬁ' N let{y’\SC
V] letﬁ‘bird’ na ‘@outh’
Figure 1: Syntactic repre- Figure 2: Syntactic representation of (7b)

sentation of (7a)

(2010), T assume that it structurally corresponds to the presence or absence of a
functional projection immediately above the category projection vP, which I la-
bel QP. Verbs with a QP above their vP are telic, i.e. they fall in the traditional
class of perfectives, and those without it are atelic, i.e. AU verbs.

Unlike Borer (2005) and Lazorczyk (2010), who take QU to effect quantization,
I take it (with Milosavljevi¢ 2023b — see his work for further arguments for this
view and for references to relevant previous discussions) to impose a singular
interpretation, i.e. to restrict the non-atomic join lattice to its base and impose
atomicity on it. This basically corresponds to Filip & Rothstein’s (2005) maxi-
mality operator, except that in the current approach it applies to the base of the
lattice rather than to the entire predicate (here it would mean the entire lattice,
in which case the derived denotation would be the sum of the entire base).* The
meaning derived is the set of individual maximal event kinds satisfying the pred-
icate denoted by the VP. On this view, a near equivalence can be established
between telic verbal predicates (the denotations of AS verbs) and nominal singu-
lars, as well as between atelic verbal predicates (denotations of AU verbs) and
mass nouns. Consequently, the semantic effect of the respective head can be

*One difference to Filip & Rothstein (2005) is that in their approach the verb includes in its
denotation the atomicity crucial for the application of the maximality operator, while in the
present approach atomicity is provided in a latent way by subconstituents of the VP, or simply
by the context.
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considered the same: whatever the way that singularity is imposed by singular
number on nominals, is also the way it is imposed by the verbal counterpart (e.g.
by blocking, or failing to provide, the sum operation needed to form the lattice).

The question emerges why telic predicates, i.e. predicates headed by AS verbs,
tend to be used with the perfective viewpoint aspect, and atelic predicates, i.e.
those whose expression involves AU verbs, with the imperfective viewpoint as-
pect. I assume that this mapping is pragmatically induced. A perfective viewpoint
aspect presupposes boundedness; otherwise, it would be logically impossible to
take a perspective on the eventuality from a time outside of its temporal trace,
or to have the trace be contained in the reference time, which are the standard
ways of modelling the perfective viewpoint. In light of the view that all events
are presupposed to have initial bounds (Arsenijevi¢ 2006), a final bound suffices
for quantization. If whenever the viewpoint aspect is perfective, the event pred-
icate satisfies telicity, then perfective viewpoint aspect will present a pragmat-
ically stronger interpretation of telic verbal expressions, and will thus undergo
strengthening in Horn’s (1989) sense whenever the context supports it. In result,
quantized predicates, typically headed by AS verbs, will be the default way of de-
scribing eventualities viewed from the perfective perspective. On the other hand,
if the reference time is properly included in the temporal interval of the eventu-
ality, then within the reference time, it is impossible to epistemically verify the
boundedness of the predicate (the ground for the imperfective paradox). There-
fore, AU verbs are the default way of describing eventualities viewed in the im-
perfective perspective. That both these present pragmatic rather than semantic
effects is evidenced by the fact that they can be cancelled: the general-factual use
of AU verbs involves a perfective viewpoint, and instances of the imperfective
paradox involve the use of AS verbs in interrupted progressive (hence imperfec-
tive viewpoint) contexts.

The feature representing the singular operator in QP needs to operate on a unit
of counting, but is in itself underspecified for it. In the typical case, it receives this
specification from the structurally closest compositional component of the VP
contributing the characteristic predicate of the atom to the aggregate predicate.
I hence model this specification as a feature that is copied from the respective sub-
predicate as the value of the singular atomizing feature in the head of QP. When
such a predicate is absent from the structure, the singular feature receives the
default value and the corresponding interpretation, where the unit of counting is
the smallest eventuality satisfying the predicate for some contextually specified
level of granulation. The singular feature with the default value is realized as the
semelfactive suffix -nu, as illustrated in (8a), i.e. Figure 3.

12
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When the singular feature takes a specific value and thus imposes atoms de-
fined by the respective characteristic predicate as the unit of counting, valuation
obtains via agreement: the singular feature probes into the c-commanded struc-
ture and agrees with the most local predicate specifying a possible unit of count-
ing. Typically, this is a source, as in (8b), i.e. Figure 4, a goal, as in (8¢), i.e. Figure 5,
or a result predicate (of another kind). The contrast between, on the one hand
(8a)—(8b), where the inclusion of the goal in the event is not entailed, and (8c) on
the other, where it is, is exactly predicted by the analysis: agreement with the
goal, realized by a goal-oriented prefix on the verb, results in a restriction of the
counting units to event-atoms specified by reaching the goal, and hence it cannot
be negated. Effectively, in this example, the agreement of Q° with the predicate
of the small clause, i.e. its promotion from a regular sub-argument into the value
of the feature singular, changes the interpretation of the small clause from the
direction into the goal of the motion event. The absence of agreement or agree-
ment with the source, as in the first two examples, allows for the negation of
reaching the goal, since it leaves the small clause with the source interpretation.

(8) a. Pticaje let-nu-la na jug, ali nije stigla.

bird Aux fly-sEm-pTcP on south, but NEG.AUX arrived
“The bird flew south a little bit, but hasn’t arrived.

b. Pticaje od-let-e-la na jug, ali nije stigla.
bird Aux from-fly-TH-PTCP on south, but NEG.AUX arrived
‘“The bird flew away towards the south, but hasn’t arrived.

c. Pticaje do-let-e-la na jug, #ali nije stigla.
bird Aux to-fly-TH-PTCP On south, but NEG.AUX arrived
‘The bird came to the south flying, #but NEG.AUX arrived.

These examples show that telicity, i.e. singularity in the present account, de-
pends on the syntactic marking and not on the lexical description. The same
lexical description (i.e. the same VP taking a path PP) derives an atelic predicate
if no QP projects, as in (7b), i.e. Figure 2. Its path component (na jug ‘to the south’
in the examples above) is only a latent telicizer: it realizes this capacity only if a
QP agrees with its predicate head. This is the reason why Quaglia et al. (2022) de-
scribe what I label QP as the result-Voice phrase: the projection that introduces
the result as an argument of the verb by agreeing with the predicate of a respec-
tive phrase, copying its content and realizing it as a clitic. QP fits better as a label
as it also includes the option with an unvalued singular feature realized by the
suffix -nu as well as valuation by various adverbials (see Milosavljevi¢ 2023 [this
volume]) or source prefixes. The fact that an atelic event predicate often stands
in a superset relation to a (discourse-prominent) telic event predicate becomes
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Figure 3: Syntactic representation of (8a)
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Figure 4: Syntactic representation of (8b)
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Figure 5: Syntactic representation of (8c)

relevant in §4.2, where simple AU verbs are discussed whose interpretation in-
volves a prominent role of a salient telic predicate, as I argue — without involving
a structural level specifying telicity.

Finally, I follow Arsenijevié¢ (2018) and Simonovi¢ et al. (2021) in analyzing sec-
ondary imperfectivization as reverbalization. Simonovic et al. (2021) start from
the observation that certain secondary imperfectives are derived by stacking an
additional theme vowel on top of the existing one, and that all imperfectivizing
suffixes can be analyzed into two of the independently attested theme vowels
with a consonant in between which is plausibly realized as a glide. An analy-
sis is developed where indeed secondary imperfectivization is always effected
by either a single theme vowel or a sequence of two theme vowels. Consider-
ing that secondary imperfectivization targets AS verbs and assuming that theme
vowels realize the category head, this implies that secondary imperfectivization
amounts to deriving an unrestricted verb from a verb which is restricted to sin-
gularity. A new unrestricted verb is derived by merging the verbal structure with
a new verbal category head, i.e. deriving a new verb from it. As in the present
view, the category head v grinds the predicate in the complement, the contribu-
tion of the QP is neutralized and the verb denotes an AU predicate again. This is
represented in (9).
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(9) Pticaje do-let-e-a-la na jug.
bird aux to-fly-TH-TH-PTCP On south
‘The bird was coming to the south flying’
(do-let-e-a-la is realized /doletala/ for reasons that I do not discuss.)

vP

/\
ptica ‘bird> v
N
vl Q
TN

do- [atom : to] P

/\
ptiea ‘bird> v
N
e[v] P

N

Vet ‘fly’  SC

N

ptiea ‘bird’  PathP

/\

PP PP

/\A

do pro ‘to pro  ‘bird” na‘on’  jug ‘south’

’

Figure 6: Syntactic representation of (9)

The theme vowel of the lower vP cannot be fully realized and it obligatorily
merges with the final segment of the root. While the theme (j(e), i), as in the
example in (9), i.e. Figure 6, contracts without a trace, other themes, including
(i, 1) as illustrated in (10), palatalize the final segment of the base, or display other

phonological effects.®

5 All theme vowels in SC have two allomorphs, surfacing in different subsets of verb forms. In the
present paper, therefore, each theme vowel is represented as an ordered pair of the allomorph

surfacing in the present tense and that surfacing in the infinitive, in that order.
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(10) a. rod-i-ti / rad-a-ti
bear-TH-INF.PFV bear-TH-INF.IPFV
‘give birth’

b. set-i-ti / se¢-a-ti
remember-TH-INF.PFV remember-TH-INF.IPFV
‘remember’

c. u-prav-i-ti / u-pravlj-a-ti
in-straight-TH-INF.PFV in-straight-TH-INF.IPFV
‘steer’

In the view presented, Lazorczyk’s (2010) generalization about obligatory affixes
in Slavic languages then translates as a requirement that the features copied to Q°
by agreement be realized, whether or not the QP is embedded in a reverbalizing
vP. Note that the view that Q° specifies singularity rather than quantization does
not bear on the particular issue of affixation. The model outlined crucially departs
from Borer (2005) and Lazorczyk (2010) in the reverbalization view of secondary
imperfectivization. This issue is in particular relevant for the imperfective verbs
compatible with the za-phrase, because it raises the question whether these verbs
are vPs without a QP, in which case their behavior in tests of telicity needs to
be explained, but their affixless realization is expected, or they are vPs projected
on top of a QP, in which case their lack of prefixes needs to be explained (e.g., in
terms of null prefixes), but their telic behavior on certain tests is expected. In §5,
I argue for the former option.

3 Simple telic perfectives

Every Slavic language has a class of simple telic perfective verbs — i.e., verbs
without prefixes or suffixes (other than inflection endings) that pass tests as telic.
All these verbs describe achievements (or semelfactives), which makes them less
compatible with durative adverbials. For this reason, I use the conjunction test
(Verkuyl 1972) to illustrate their telicity in (11), where neither of the verbs allows
for a single event interpretation characteristic of atelic verbal predicates.

(11) a. Jovanje stavio mleko u frizider sino¢ i jutros.
J AUx put.pTcp.PFv milk in fridge last.night and this.morning
‘Jovan put the milk in the fridge last night and this morning’
(two events only)
b. Marijaje spasila psa iz reke sinoé i jutros.
M AUX save.PTCP.PFV dog from river last.night and this.morning
‘Marija saved the dog from the river last night and this morning,
(two events only)
17
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Lazorczyk (2010) discusses verbs of this type in Russian and Polish, and postu-
lates phonologically null prefixes to maintain the strong generalization that telic-
ity is universally marked by an affix. This theoretical move both complicates the
system and raises some additional questions such as the conditions on null real-
ization of prefixes (when does the same feature get an overt and when a null re-
alization?), the grammatical status of null prefixes (what kind of empty category
are they?), and their competition with overt prefixes. This calls for a thorough
consideration of alternative analyses.

Simple telic perfectives have been downplayed in the literature as an enumer-
able closed class, plausibly listed in the lexicon (e.g. Topori$i¢ 2000). If all these
verbs are stored in the lexicon and idiomatic, then they do not pose a problem for
the generalization that Slavic languages obligatorily mark singularity (i.e. telic-
ity) by affixes, as the generalization only concerns compositionally derived telic-
ity. Lazorczyk (2010) gives an ambiguous view of the issue. In one place (p. 80),
she compares simple perfectives with English irregular plurals, pointing out that
both are small closed classes (hence likely listed). In another (pp. 28-29), how-
ever, she stipulates that null prefixes are productive, pointing out that in Russian
simple loan verbs can easily be used as perfective, and that in Bulgarian there are
also a larger number of simple perfectives.

In Slavic languages, verbs are borrowed as biaspectuals. On the present ap-
proach, biaspectual verbs are irrelevant for the necessity of null prefixes, due to
the fact that the meaning of AU verbs, identified with the homogeneous kind
denotation of the vP, includes the base of the lattice, i.e. the denotation of the
singular predicate and in the absence of competition (i.e. of a restricted atomic
minimal pair) can be used for singular denotations. However, the claim that sim-
ple AS verbs too are productive, as indicated for Bulgarian, indeed supports the
introduction of null prefixes.

As SC is similar to Bulgarian in having, at least at first glance, a larger num-
ber of simple AS verbs, I focus on establishing whether indeed this class can be
considered productive, or it rather shows the quantitative properties of classes id-
iomatically listed in the lexicon. This question is best answered by a quantitative
investigation into the size and frequency of the class of simple telic perfectives.
A closed unproductive class fits a relatively small size (several dozens at most)
and a high frequency. An open productive class makes the inverse prediction.

Among the 5300 SC verbs collected in the database by Arsenijevic et al. (in
preparation), 46 are annotated as telic simple verbs (throughout the quantitative
report, by verbs, I refer to verbal lemmata in the corpus). This amounts to 5.5%
of all the simple verbs in the database, i.e. 0.85% of all the verbs included. On
a more thorough analysis, it turns out that the class is even smaller, since the
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original set of verbs includes geographic variants of the same verb as well as
verbs which on a closer look display the semelfactive suffix in certain forms and/
or varieties. After cleaning up these verbs, the number of simple telic perfectives
is reduced to 29 (this number cannot be used to calculate the percentage as the
rest of the base has not been cleaned from geographic variants, but indicates that
such percentages would be significantly lower).

Besides being small, the class also includes at least three verbs with a some-
what archaic feel (bataliti ‘quit’, turiti ‘put’, latiti se ‘tackle’), and not a single
borrowed verb or neologism. Its average frequency (105.15 tokens per million) is
more than three times higher than the average for the database (32.05) — another
marker of low productivity (e.g., Plag 2012: 22-35). All in all, the quantitative
data are compatible with treating these verbs as idiomatic and thus orthogonal
to Lazorczyk’s (2010) generalization. The stem of these verbs (the component
consisting of the root and the theme vowel) is likely lexically stored with the
semantics matching a QP, without a QP being projected, compositionally inter-
preted and realized as a prefix.

4 Imperfectives and telicity

Since secondary imperfectives are assumed in the present paper to be reverbal-
ized telic event kinds, and hence each of these verbs embeds a structure which
represents a telic event kind, the generalization investigated in the paper raises
the question whether there are simple verbs with a semantics equivalent to sec-
ondary imperfectives (i.e. having progressive and iterative meanings). If there
are such verbs, they too become relevant for the generalization that telicity is
universally marked by an affix. The reason is that secondary imperfectives are
taken to include a QP, and therefore morphologically simple verbs expressing
the semantics of secondary imperfectives might also be a class in which the QP
is present but not realized, contra Lazorczyk’s (2010) generalization. This sec-
tion identifies a class of verbs that at first sight match the described pattern, and
discusses them in light of the generalization.

Before focusing on simple imperfectives, a discussion is due of imperfectives
more generally, and their behavior regarding aspectual pairs. This discussion is
intended to show two things. The first is to identify the class of simple imper-
fectives indicated above and the second is to argue that the relevant, iterative
interpretation of such simple imperfectives always also has a perfective realiza-
tion by a verb involving an overt prefix. As it is well known that there is a strong
correlation between the combination of meaning and argument structure on the
one hand and the prefix on the other, this supports the analysis in terms of null
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prefixes, counterparts of those visible on the perfective pair. In the rest of this
section I pursue a more detailed analysis of these issues, leading to the conclusion
that simple imperfectives are never full equivalents of secondary imperfectives,
and that they consequently do not involve null prefixes either.

4.1 Four classes of imperfectives regarding aspectual pairs

The notion of aspectual pairs holds a prominent place in the theory of Slavic ver-
bal aspect. An aspectual pair consists of two verbs with exactly the same meaning
and argument structure, distinguished minimally in their aspect: one of them be-
longs to AS verbs and the other to imperfectives. The prototypical aspectual pair
involves a perfective verb and its secondary (i.e. derived) imperfective, but as
discussed below, pairs may also be argued to exist where the perfective seems to
morphologically include the imperfective (Janda & Lyashevskaya 2011), as well
as where both members appear to display the same degree of morphological com-
plexity (these are the pairs whose perfective members are the simple perfectives
from §3). The case where the perfective seems to derive from its imperfective pair
by prefixation has been subject to debate with respect to the role of the prefix.
As the verbal prefix in Slavic languages contributes conceptual content beyond
its grammatical effect, the question is how the prefixed verb can still mean the
same as its prefixless imperfective pair. In the Russian grammatical tradition,
two different answers to this question have been proposed. On one, the prefix in
such cases is void of any conceptual content (Vinogradov 1938, Saxmatov 1941,
Svedova 1980). On the other, referred to as the implication or overlap approach,
the meaning of the prefix is included in the meaning of the verbal base; hence,
it does not add any new content (Isacenko 1960, Timberlake 2004, Janda & Lya-
shevskaya 2011).

In a somewhat modified version of Maslov’s (1948) classification of imperfec-
tive verbs regarding their aspectual pairs, I divide them into four classes: (i) sec-
ondary imperfectives, illustrated in Table 1,° (ii) simple imperfectives that have
prefixed perfective pairs, while when the semelfactive suffix -nu is added their
meaning is changed beyond the aspectual contrast, illustrated in Table 2 (the suf-
fixed perfectives of these verbs are typically rare in use, need to be productively
derived, and bear the flavor of a neologism), (iii) simple imperfectives that have
perfective pairs with the semelfactive suffix -nu, while all their prefixed coun-
terparts display semantic shifts, as in Table 3 and (iv) simple imperfectives that

The morphological analysis assumed includes the theme vowel of the base verb in its secondary
imperfective, even though in some examples, including those used in these examples, it is not
visible on the surface (e.g. by lengthening of the vowel). For arguments in favor of this analysis
and reason for the lack of surface effects, see Simonovi¢ et al. (2021).
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have no proper aspectual partners — as both the prefixed and the suffixed vari-
ant bear additional or shifted semantics as in Table 4. The difference between
the last two classes is that the simple AU verbs forming an aspectual pair via
suffixation denote cumulative atomized predicates, i.e. predicates describing it-
erations of a more or less clearly individuated atom (waving consists of atomic
waves, banging of atomic bangs, nodding of atomic nods), while simple imperfec-
tives without perfective partners have prototypical mass properties. The former
then present another type of verbal expressions which build on atomic lexical
descriptions but are not singular due to the lack of a QP (recall the discussion
around example (8)). Of particular importance for the discussion are simple im-
perfectives with prefixed perfective partners.

Table 1: Aspectual pairs including a secondary imperfective

IMPERFECTIVE (class (a))

iz-bac-i-iva-ti u-trlj-a-ava-ti do-tr¢-a-ava-ti
out-throw-TH-SUF-INF  in-rub-TH-SUF-INF to-run-TH-SUF-INF
< bl [1 . bl < b

throw out rub in run to

PERFECTIVE (a minimal pair)

u-baciti pro-trljati do-tréati
in-throw through-rub to-run
‘throw in’ ‘rub a little’ ‘run to’

Table 2: Simple imperfectives with prefixed perfective pairs

IMPERFECTIVE (class (b))

redati prziti kriviti
arrange fry blame
‘arrange’ ‘fry’ ‘blame’

PREFIXED PERFECTIVE (a minimal pair)

po-redati iz-prziti o-kriviti
over-arrange out-fry around-blame
‘arrange’ ‘fry’ ‘blame’

SUFFIXED PERFECTIVE (not a minimal pair)

red-nu-ti prz-nu-ti kriv-nu-ti
arrange-SUFF-INF fry-SurF-INF blame-SUFF-INF
‘arrange a bit’ ‘fry a bit’ ‘blame a bit’
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Table 3: Simple imperfectives with suffixed perfective pair

IMPERFECTIVE (class (c))

mahati lupati klimati
wave bang nod
‘wave’ ‘bang’ ‘nod’

PREFIXED PERFECTIVE (not a minimal pair)

od-mahati u-lupati raz-klimati
from-wave in-bang away-nod
‘wave back’ ‘whisk’ ‘loosen’

SUFFIXED PERFECTIVE (a minimal pair)

mah-nu-ti lup-nu-ti klim-nu-ti
wave-SUFF-INF bang-SUFF-INF nod-SUFF-INF
‘wave’ ‘bang’ ‘nod’

Table 4: Simple imperfectives without perfective pair

IMPERFECTIVE (class (d))

sedeti mrzeti smrdeti
sit hate stink
‘sit’ ‘hate’ ‘stink’

PREFIXED PERFECTIVE (not a minimal pair)

pre-sedeti za-mrzeti u-smrdeti
across-lead for-hate in-stink
‘sit through’ ‘start hating’ ‘make stinky’
SUFFIXED PERFECTIVE (not a minimal pair)
?sed-nu-ti ?mrz-nu-ti ?smrd-nu-ti
Sit-SUFF-INF hate-sUFF-INF stink-SUFF-INF
‘sit a bit’ ‘hate a bit’ ‘stink a bit’

4.2 Simple imperfectives with perfective pairs: Their aspectual
properties

Whether secondary imperfective verbs, derived from telic perfectives, are telic,
atelic or both has been a matter of debate. One group of authors argue that all
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imperfectives are atelic (Borer 2005, MacDonald 2008, Lazorczyk 2010), another
treats them as possibly telic (Arsenijevi¢ 2006, Borik 2006, Braginsky & Roth-
stein 2008, Stanojevi¢ 2012, Fleischhauer & Gabrovska 2019). I assume here, as
discussed in §1.2, that secondary imperfectives are unspecified for telicity, but
they are derived from telic predicates over event kinds.

Consider the tests of telicity in (12). On the temporal adverbial test, secondary
imperfectives pass both the test for telicity and for atelicity. On the temporal
conjunction test, they turn out to be atelic: they can combine with a conjunction
of at-x-time expressions with a single event interpretation. So why do different
tests give different results (see also Mittwoch 2010, 2013 and Milosavljevi¢ 2023
[this volume] for a critical assessment of the tests of telicity)?

(12) a. Marijaje rasklapala pusku dva minuta.
M Aux disassemble.pTcp.IPFv rifle  two minutes

i. Process/preparatory stage: ‘Marija was removing parts of the rifle
for two minutes (without necessarily reaching completion).

ii. Phase transition (slow motion): ‘Marija was completing her
disassembling of the rifle for two minutes (completion is being
reached)’

iii. An unbounded series of iterations: ‘A series of iterations of events
of Maria disassembling the rifle was going on for two minutes’

b. Marijaje rasklapala pusku za dva minuta.
M AUX disassemble.pTcp.1pFV rifle  for two minutes
An unbounded series of iterations: ‘A series of iterations of events of
Maria disassembling the rifle in two minutes was going on.

c. Marijaje rasklapala puskuu polapet i u pet.
M Aux disassemble.pTcp.1pFv rifle  in half five and in five
‘Marija was disassembling a rifle at half past five and at five o’clock.

I argue, based on the discussion in §2, that the reason for ambiguity is that the
tests target different structural levels, corresponding to different predicates. One
level is the QP, and the other the reverbalizing vP. The former is accessible to
the temporal duration adverbial (and it has to be the one with za ‘for’, since
only that one matches the QP), but not to the conjunction of temporal adverbials
locating the epistemic evaluation time (i.e. reference time), because the epistemic
evaluation time is only specified for the reverbalized structure. The reverbalizing
vP is hence accessible to both kinds of temporal adverbials, but without another
QP on top of the reverbalizing vP, the temporal duration adverbial has to be the
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bare one (on the adopted view of aspect, za-adverbials must be taken to require
restriction to singularity). On closer scrutiny, hence, secondary imperfectives are
AU, but they embed a telic event kind, which yields an illusion of telicity with
adverbials for duration.

In the present paper, I do not dwell on this aspect of the proposal, but turn to its
consequences for the main argument of the paper.” Secondary imperfectives all
include an affix realizing the QP, in line with Lazorczyk’s (2010) generalization.
However, if there are simple imperfectives which are semantically equivalent to
secondary imperfectives, then they embed a QP but do not realize it morpholog-
ically. This directs our attention to the simple imperfectives with prefixed per-
fective counterparts. These verbs have available the same readings as secondary
imperfectives: the two progressive interpretations (zooming in onto the process
subevent or onto the phase transition) and the iterative one, as illustrated in (13).
Moreover, they combine with the in-phrase, which is interpreted as a measure of
the temporal interval of a related telic event predicate (describing the repeating
unit in the iterative interpretation), as well as with the for-phrase, which is inter-
preted as a measure of the temporal interval of the event denoted by the derived
imperfective, as in the reading in (13a-iii). The conjunction test verifies atelicity,
as shown in (13c).

(13) a. Marijaje punila pusku dva minuta.
M AUX charge.pTcp.Iprv rifle  two minutes
i. Process/preparatory stage: ‘Marija was putting bullets in the rifle
for two minutes.’
ii. Phase transition (slow motion): ‘Marija was on the verge of
finishing charging the rifle for two minutes’
iii. An unbounded series of iterations: ‘A series of iterations of
events of Maria charging the rifle was going on for two minutes.’

"Prompted by a suggestion by the editors, I provide one quick argument in favor of this view.
The analysis predicts that when occurring together as modifiers of secondary imperfectives,
being embedded deeper than the bare ones, za-adverbials are harder to move higher in the
structure than bare temporal duration adverbials. Indeed, for instance, fronting for focalization
(with the focal stress indicated in (i) below by the capital letters) is more readily accessible to
the bare adverbials, than to the za-adverbials (the latter only works as a correction).

(i) a. DVASAta je Marijarasklapala pusku za dva minuta.
two hours aux M disassemble.prcp.1pFv rifle  for two minutes
‘It was for two hours that Marija was disassembling the rifle in two minutes.
b. Za DVA miNUta je Marija rasklapala pusku dva sata.
for two minutes Aux M disassemble.pTCP.IPFV rifle  two hours
‘It was in two minutes that Marija was disassembling the rifle for two hours’
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b. Marijaje punila pusku za dva minuta.
M AUX charge.prcp.aprv rifle  for two minutes
An unbounded series of iterations: ‘A series of iterations of events of
Maria charging the rifle in two minutes was going on’
c. Marijaje punila puskuu polapet i u pet.
M AUX charge.prcp.aprv rifle  in half five and in five
‘Marija was charging a rifle at half past five and at five o’clock’

The remaining two bigger classes of simple imperfectives, those with suffixed
perfective counterparts and those without any, have only one interpretation, as
illustrated in (14) and (15), which makes them uninteresting for the current in-
vestigation, except as evidence that other patterns exist.

(14) a. Marijaje mahala (*za) dva minuta.
M AUX wave.PTCP.IPFV for two minutes
(Intended:) ‘Marija was waving for/in two minutes.’

b. Marijaje mahala u polapeti u pet.
M AUX wave.PTCP.IPFV in half five and in five
‘Marija was waving at half past five and at five o’clock’

(15) a. Marijaje spavala (*za) dva minuta.
M AUX sleep.pTcp.IpFv  for two minutes
(Intended:) ‘Marija was sleeping for/in two minutes.
b. Marijaje spavala u polapeti u pet.
M AUX sleep.pTcP.IPFV in half five and in five
‘Marija was sleeping at half past five and at five o’clock’

To sum up, two classes of simple imperfectives, those illustrated in (14) and (15),
are plain atelic predicates, even though one of them involves atomic lexical de-
scriptions. This indicates that they lack the QP, which is in line with their lack of
aspectual affixation. The third class, simple imperfectives with prefixed perfec-
tive pairs, are more similar to secondary imperfectives, in involving an atomic
lexical description, having both iterative and progressive interpretations and be-
ing compatible with the za-phrase (taken to attest telicity). The relevant question
is whether these verbs involve a QP as the above grouping suggests, and there-
fore require the postulation of null prefixes, or they describe eventualities that
lend themselves well to the singular interpretation, but do not have it structurally
realized, and hence structurally correspond to a primary vP rather than to a re-
verbalizing one. In the latter case, the consequence is that no verbs in SC involve
the compositional contribution of a QP without overtly realizing it through af-
fixation.
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Before providing a deeper analysis, it is important to establish whether simple
imperfectives patterning with secondary imperfectives are productive or wheth-
er they too can be considered a listed idiomatic class and therefore irrelevant for
the discussion.

4.3 Quantitative insights

The database of SC verbs (Arsenijevi¢ et al. in preparation) includes 1886 derived
AU verbal lemmata, more than double the number of simple ones, of which there
are 720. Exactly 800 of the derived AU verbs are secondary imperfectives, i.e.
verbs derived from perfectives by an imperfectivizing suffix. All of them form
aspectual pairs with their perfective bases, following the pattern in Table 1. The
remaining derived AU verbs fall into three classes: those that are not part of a
minimal aspectual pair (758 verbs), those that have an aspectual partner formed
by an additional prefix (40 verbs) and those derived from nouns, adjectives and
borrowings, typically with a biaspectual interpretation (288 verbs, which due to
their non-verbal base, are not listed in the tables below).

Among the 720 simple imperfectives in the database, 344 have prefixed and
39 suffixed aspectual partners, 17 are derived from simple perfectives by adding
a theme vowel and 320 do not form aspectual pairs. The quantitative data are
summarized in Table 5.

Table 5: Classes of imperfectives and their sizes, summarized

Derived  Simple

Prefixed partner 40 344
Suffixed partner / 39
Partner has different theme vowels / 17
No pair 758 320
Secondary imperfective 800 na

I argued in §3 that simple perfectives are lexically listed and idiomatic. The
17 simple imperfectives deriving from them by reverbalization are then also not
problematic for the generalization that Q° must be realized by an affix. However,
if it turns out that they indeed embed structures deriving singular (i.e. telic) pred-
icates, the 344 simple imperfectives with prefixed perfective pairs are less likely
to be listed. This accounts for less than 8% of all the verbs in the database and
47.78% of all the simple imperfectives, a fraction unlikely to be listed as idiomatic.
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The average frequency of this class is 22.33 tokens per million, which is lower
than the average for the database, at 32.05. This too is compatible with treating
the class as productive.

5 Simple imperfectives with prefixed aspectual pairs are
truly simple

Lazorczyk (2010) generalizes that telicity (in my approach: singularity) must be
marked in QP by a prefix or by the semelfactive suffix -nu. Such verbs may then
be reverbalized, thus becoming AU again. Reverbalization too must be morpho-
logically marked in Slavic, and as argued by Simonovi¢ et al. (2021), this marking
consists of (sequences of) theme vowels. This is illustrated for prefixed perfec-
tives in (16a) for a single theme and in (16b) for a sequence, as well as in (16¢) for
simple perfectives.

(16) a. u-vid-e-ti > u-vid-e-a-ti, /uvidati/
in-see-TH-INF.PFV  in-see-TH-TH-INF.IPFV
‘realize/see’

b. po-plav-i-ti > po-plav-i-i-a-ti, /poplavljivati/
over-flood-TH-INF.PFV  over-flood-TH-TH-TH-INF.IPFV
‘flood’

c. stav-i-ti > stav-i-a-ti, /stavljati/
put-TH-INF.PFV  put-TH-TH-INF.IPFV
‘put’

The prediction for imperfective verbs lacking prefixes or the semelfactive suffix
is thus that if they are underlying secondary imperfectives they will have at least
two theme vowels each, and if they are truly simple they will have exactly one.

(17) a. cvat-@-ti, /cvasti/
bloom-TH-INF.IPFV
‘bloom’

b. vezb-a-ti
exercise-TH-INF.IPFV
‘exercise’

c. kvar-i-ti
spoil-TH-INF
‘spoil’
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Empirical data support the latter approach. The verbs in question give no ground
for identifying more than one theme vowel. This is most obvious for verbs with
the theme (@, e), illustrated in (17a) (there are 34 such verbs among the simple
imperfectives compatible with the za-phrase, which include 720 verbs). Since the
theme (@, e) never occurs in reverbalizing sequences, in verbs of this class, an
additional theme (a, a) (the only theme able to reverbalize alone) or a sequence
of themes occurring as a reverbalizer would be clearly visible. Examples with
other themes are given in (17b) and (17c).

This view is further supported by the 17 imperfective aspectual partners re-
ported as simple above in §4.3. Under the analysis adopted here from Simonovi¢
et al. (2021), these verbs actually need to be treated as derived by secondary im-
perfectivization. The reason is that they can be convincingly argued to involve a
thematic vowel on top of that realized on the perfective pair, as in those contexts
in which the lower theme is expected to surface, it indeed does. This is illustrated
in (18), where in (18a), the lower theme is null, hence invisible, in (18b) the final
consonant of the root fully absorbs the front theme vowel, but in the contexts
like (18c), where the contraction results in a phonological change, the change is
attested on the surface.® This strengthens the assumption that in SC, secondary
imperfectivization is never null, and that the imperfectives that do not show any
traces of it are indeed simple.

(18) a. pad-o-ti > pad-®-a-ti, /padati/
fall-Ta-INF.PFv  fall-TH-TH-INF.IPFV
‘fall’

b. bac-i-ti > bac-i-a-ti, /bacati/
throw-TH-INF.PFV  throw-TH-TH-INF.IPFV
‘throw’

c. stav-i-ti > stav-i-a-ti, /stavljati/
put-TH-INF.PFV  put-TH-TH-INF.IPFV
(put’

Semantic evidence also goes in this direction. I report two relevant observations.
The first is that both secondary imperfectives and simple imperfectives compat-
ible with the za-phrase fail to license the progressive interpretation in combi-
nation with the za-phrase. The narrow iterative interpretation with a series of

8Simonovi¢ et al. (2021) analyze certain morphological realizations of the verbal category to
involve a floating high vowel, which is realized only when it resolves the hiatus and else is
silent. These are represented in the examples in (18) and in the following by a superscript.
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events in one reference time is also unavailable: the only iterative reading avail-
able is the general-factual use distributed over a plural reference time (an instan-
tiation of the event kind satisfying both the temporal adverbial and the verbal
predicate has taken place in each from the set of relevant reference times). This
is illustrated in (19). The sentence with a perfective verb in (19a) has an interpre-
tation which involves reference to an event in the past, while the two sentences
with imperfective verbs, the one with a simple imperfective in (19b) and the one
with a secondary imperfective in (19¢), can only be used if the question under
discussion is whether events of Jovan running (in)to the school in ten minutes,
i.e. Jovan interrogating Marija in ten seconds, have taken place in each of a set
of discourse-given or accommodated reference times, but not to actually refer to
a series of such events. The failure to refer to an individual event is also reflected
in the fact that the latter two sentences cannot have the progressive interpreta-
tion (Jovan was in the process of running (in)to the school in ten minutes and
Jovan was in the process of interrogating Marija in ten seconds, respectively).
This asymmetry is triggered by the za-phrase, as without it, all three sentences
can have the progressive interpretation, in addition to other options (see (21a)).

(19) a. Jovanje po-je-@-o kolac¢ za deset sekundi.
] AUX over-eat-TH-PTCP.PFV cake for ten seconds
‘Jovan completed an event of eating a cake and it took ten seconds.

b. Jovanje tré-a-o u Skolu za deset minuta.
] AUX run-TH-PTCP.IPFV in school for ten minutes
‘Jovan used to get to school running in ten minutes’
c. Jovanje iz-pit-i-“a-o Mariju za deset sekundi.
J AUX out-ask-TH-TH-PTCP.IPFV M for ten seconds
‘Jovan used to complete interrogations of Marija in ten seconds’

Secondary imperfectives uncontroversially embed telic structures, i.e. QPs. At
first glance, the observed parallel seems to support the view that simple imperfec-
tives compatible with the za-phrase embed a QP too, i.e. that they are secondary
imperfectives which fail to show the morphological signature of reverbalization,
and should be modeled in terms of null prefixes. The failure of such verbs mod-
ified by the za-phrase to refer to a single event is then due to the za-phrase
occurring at the level of the QP, below the reverbalizing vP. The latter derives a
kind, and therefore the za-phrase can only be interpreted at the kind level.
However, also the alternative, that simple imperfectives compatible with the
za-phrase are primary vPs (i.e. verbalized VPs), has the potential to account for
this interpretation. Assume that the predicate denoted by the VP is modified by
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the za-phrase. It thus contributes to the predicate that is verbalized in the same
fashion as the goal PP, i.e. before the meaning is homogenized by the category
head. After categorization, an AU predicate is derived denoting a sum of events
of running to school in ten minutes, all their parts, and all the sums thereof.
Since AU predicates are weaker than AS predicates, under multiple reference
times, the interpretation gets pragmatically strengthened (Horn 1989) to the AS
interpretation, i.e. to including one maximal event per reference time.

vP
N
Jovan V'

N
-alv] <P

za 10 minuta ‘in 10 minutes’ VP

RN

Viré ‘run” SC

N
Jovan PP

T

u‘in’  8kolu ‘school’
Figure 7: Syntactic representation of (19b)

This view raises two questions. One is, if the za-phrase can modify the VP,
then how is it excluded from other atelic verbal predicates, i.e. how does it de-
rive the behavior that has qualified it as a test for telicity? The za-phrase requires
that the modified predicate specifies a possible atom, not necessarily that it is sin-
gular. This is exactly what characterizes the simple imperfectives that resemble
the secondary ones. One of the other two classes are verbs denoting states (the
pattern in Table 4), and their roots clearly specify no atoms. The other includes
event predicates which are inherently atomic, but do not specify or likely lead to
a result (the pattern in Table 3). These verbs do not combine with the za-phrase
because their atoms are conceptualized to take a point in time, and hence re-
sist this type of modification just like semelfactives do. This is confirmed by the
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fact that when an appropriate context is set, which implies a prolonged duration,
modification is actually possible. This is illustrated in (20).

(20) a. ??Jovanje mah-a-o za sekund.
J AUX wav-TH-PTCP.IPFV for second
‘Jovan used to wave in a second.
b. ??Jovanje mah-nu-o za sekund.
] AUX wav-TH-PTCP.PFV for second

‘Tovan waved once in a second.

c.  Context: The task was to wave a big flag as fast as possible, while
always making full waves from one horizontal direction of the flag
to the opposite. Fastest full waves were recorded and the wavers
were ranked. Jovan was the fastest.

Jovan je  mah-a/nu-o za sekund.

] AUX wav-TH-PTCP.IPFV/PFV for second

‘Jovan managed to wave in a second (on at least/exactly one
occasion).

Classes c) and d) above are hence excluded on different grounds, either due to not
licensing atomic conceptualization, or due to specifying atoms whose temporal
trace cannot be non-trivially measured.

The other question is how these verbs when combined with the za-phrase re-
ceive the interpretation of a general-factual imperfective distributed over a plural
reference time. The issue is even more striking in light of the observation that
this combination cannot have a progressive interpretation (denoting the process
stage of an ongoing event of, e.g., running to school in ten minutes). I argue that
the same explanation holds for simple imperfectives that applies to the secondary
ones, which show the same pattern of behavior. Namely, on the progressive in-
terpretation, the sentences in (19b) and (19¢) exemplify the imperfective paradox,
as at the epistemic evaluation time it can only be verified that the event of Jovan
running to school is taking place, but not how long it will take to completion,
or even that it will be completed. The progressive readings are degraded exactly
because the speaker cannot know the duration of an event before its comple-
tion (i.e. the speaker cannot describe an incomplete event in terms of an event
kind resorting to the temporal duration of completed events). They are hence not
grammatically unavailable, but rather pragmatically blocked.

%(20a) is acceptable if the za-phrase measures the epistemic evaluation time: for a second, Jovan
was waving, but this interpretation is orthogonal to the issue.
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The blocking above looks like the imperfective paradox, where too the issue
is that an event is described including a result, yet at the time of epistemic eval-
uation it is impossible to evaluate whether the result obtains. The difference is
likely in the fact that the result in the relevant cases is pragmatically established
as a plausible defining property of a natural class, while the duration expressed
by the za-phrase, with an infinite range of possible measures — each standing
for a different natural class, is not. As pointed by Olav Mueller Reichau (p.c.),
for predicates including the za-phrase that do match an established natural kind,
such as e.g. God’s creation in seven days, the progressive interpretation becomes
available.

The second observation that supports the universal simple analysis of simple
imperfectives concerns the status of the result, i.e. goal predicate. Recall that in
§2,1have shown that the semantic specification of the result at the level of the VP
does not suffice to derive singularity (i.e. telicity), and moreover that without the
agreement of the Q° with the result predicate, the result predicate is not bound
by the speech act predicate (i.e. it is not asserted in assertions). Furthermore, it
was shown that semantic effects of result agreement are preserved after rever-
balization (i.e. secondary imperfectivization), in spite of the grinding effect of
reverbalization, arguably due to the pragmatic competition with the respective
simple imperfective.

A similar asymmetry can be observed between simple imperfectives compat-
ible with the za-phrase and secondary imperfectives. Consider the examples in

(21).

(21) a. Jovanje tré-*a-o u skolu (duzim putem).
J AUX run-TH-PTCP.IPFV in school longer way
‘Jovan was running to school (the longer way).
b. Jovanje u-tré-*a-*a-o u skolu (#duzim putem).
J AUX in-run-TH-TH-PTCP.IPFV in school longer way
‘Jovan was entering the school running (#the longer way).

Without the path modifier, example (21a) with a simple imperfective can mean
the same as (21b), which includes a secondary imperfective. This again at first
glance supports the null prefix analysis, under the assumption of full composi-
tionality. However, with the adverbial modifying the path, the sentence with a
secondary imperfective is pragmatically ill-formed, while the one with a simple
imperfective is fine. This is the case because the secondary imperfective on the
progressive interpretation tends to refer to the narrow phase transition to the re-
sult state (i.e. from Jovan being outside the school to him being inside the school),
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and the path of this transition is conceptualized as a point in space, which cannot
be modified for length (even on the slow motion/temporal zooming in interpre-
tation licensing the progressive). The simple imperfective rather refers to the
preparatory stage, i.e. to the motion event leading to the phase transition.!°
Irrespective of the analysis of aspectual morphology, the asymmetry in (21)
argues for different syntactic structures and types of meanings for simple and
secondary imperfectives. Simple imperfectives have no QP, and secondary im-
perfectives embed one. The latter fact restricts their denotation to sums of parts
of events involving the specified result (in the given case, to parts of the event of
switching from being outside to being inside the school). In light of the analysis
proposed in §1.2, where the aspectual semantic restrictions of AS and AU verbs
are largely pragmatically determined, with an important role played by the con-
trasts between aspectual pairs, the fact that verbs of both classes have prefixed
perfective aspectual partners even more clearly implies that their compositional
semantics, and hence also their structures, are different. A plausible difference
suggested by their morphology is that secondary imperfectives do involve a QP
and a reverbalizing secondary vP, while simple imperfectives never do.
Evidence provided in this section thus supports the view in which simple im-
perfectives compatible with the za-phrase are not telic and do not embed a telic
structure. Consequently, they do not require the positing of null prefixes.

6 Conclusion

The starting point of the investigation was the strong generalization from La-
zorczyk (2010) that in Slavic languages telicity is necessarily marked by an affix,
and that affixless verbs which show telic behavior involve null prefixes. The main
question tackled by the paper was whether the strong generalization can be main-
tained without the introduction of null prefixes, i.e. whether the empirical data
renders null prefixes necessary to maintain the hypothesis. On the material from
SC, I argued that neither of the affixless verb classes showing (aspects of) telic
behavior involve null prefixes. More precisely: proper simple perfectives are all

9Secondary imperfectives involving goal/result- and source-oriented prefixes show the effect
of shrinking to the point of phase transition. Those with path-oriented prefixes do not, as
illustrated in (i).

(i) Marijaje uz-tré-*a-a-la uz Rtanj (duzim putem).

M AUX up_along-run-TH-TH-PTCP.IPFV up_along Rtanj longer way
‘Marija was running up the mountain Rtanj (the longer way).
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idiomatized and stored in the lexicon with a non-compositional telic meaning.
Affixless imperfectives compatible with the za-phrase do not show true telic be-
havior, and do not embed the structure corresponding to a telic eventuality. This
simplifies the model by eliminating null prefixes, while still preserving the strong
generalization about affixes and telicity. I presented morphological and seman-
tic asymmetries, as well as quantitative corpus-based evidence in support of this
view.

Abbreviations

V' root INF infinitive
AS  aspectually singular PPV imperfective
AU aspectually unspecified PFV perfective
AUX auxiliary PTCP participle
DAT dative sG  singular
GEN genitive TH theme vowel
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Chapter 2

Doubling in South Slavic relative clauses
and the predictability of
morphosyntactic features

Julia Bacskai-Atkari

University of Amsterdam & University of Potsdam

The paper investigates the morphosyntactic properties of relative markers in South
Slavic. In Slavic languages, like in many other European languages, relative clauses
can be introduced by two kinds of relative markers: (i) relative complementisers,
which are invariant in their form, and (ii) relative pronouns, which are inflected
(for case, number, and gender, depending on the language). Slavic languages regu-
larly use wh-based complementisers and/or pronouns. Crucially, the two cannot co-
occur: this ban is not grounded in the syntactic structure per se, but it derives from
the feature incompatibility of two wh-based relative markers, which are regularly
equipped with an uninterpretable relative feature. The only exception is Macedo-
nian: in this case, however, there is independent evidence for the complementiser
to have different features, suggesting that while morphological properties are good
predictors for the relevant syntactic constraints, they are not deterministic.

Keywords: demonstrative pronoun, feature checking, finiteness, inflection, inter-
rogative clause, relative clause

1 Introduction

There are various elements that can overtly mark and introduce relative clauses;
two examples from English are given in (1) below:

1

a. This is the problem which we should solve first.
b. This is the problem that we should solve first.
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On the one hand, there are differences in the etymology (cf. Hopper & Traugott
1993, Heine & Kuteva 2002): relative markers can be interrogative-based, like
which in (1a) above (also: who(m), whose etc.), or demonstrative-based, like that
in (1b) above.

On the other hand, there are differences in the position of these elements:
relative markers can be relative pronouns, like the interrogative-based English
pronouns which, who(m) etc. and the demonstrative-based German pronouns
der/die/ das etc., or they can be relative complementisers, like the demonstrative-
based English that and the interrogative-based South German wo (cf. Bayer 1984,
Salzmann 2006, 2017, Brandner & Brauning 2013, Weif3 2013). Given the posi-
tional differences, it is not surprising that doubling patterns consisting of an
overt relative operator and an overt relative complementiser are attested, as il-
lustrated in (2):

(2) % This is the problem which that we should solve first.

As indicated (%), this pattern is not accepted in all varieties of English (it is, for
instance, excluded from the standard variety).

Regarding Germanic, Bacskai-Atkari (2020) made the observation that while
overt relative pronouns and overt relative complementisers can be combined,
these combinations appear to be restricted by the etymology, in that only asym-
metric combinations are attested as genuine REL+REL combinations; that is, as
combinations where both elements are attested as relative markers on their own
as well.! This observation raises several questions. First, it should be clarified
how strong the generalisation is cross-linguistically: in this article, I am going
to examine Slavic data in this respect, as Slavic languages are known to have
the various kinds of relative markers mentioned above. Consider the following
examples from Bosnian-Croatian-Serbian (henceforth BCS):

(3) a. Covjek sto pusi
man that smokes

‘a/the man that smokes/is smoking’ (Gracanin-Yuksek 2013: 27)
b. covjek koji pusi

man which.Nom smokes

‘a/the man who smokes/is smoking’ (Gracanin-Yuksek 2013: 26)

'As will be discussed in §2, this is not merely the result of what items are available. Both in
English and in German, wh-based pronouns are available; in addition, both of these languages
have varieties where wh-based complementisers are attested. Nevertheless, wH+wH combina-
tions are not attested in these varieties either.
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2 Doubling in South Slavic relative clauses

The relative clause is introduced by the complementiser $to in (3a) and by the
relative pronoun koji (inflected for case) in (3b). Both of these elements are wh-
based: as will be discussed in §3, this is the regular Slavic pattern (see Auderset
2020 for typological insights). The relevance of this pattern for testing the valid-
ity of the above-mentioned hypothesis is clear: while Germanic languages tend
to have asymmetric patterns due to the availability of demonstrative-based rela-
tive markers, the wh-based Slavic patterns may provide us insights into whether
the lack of wH+WH patterns is systematic or rather coincidental in nature.

Second, the question arises how apparently excluded combinations can be
analysed synchronically: while pointing to the etymology may be satisfactory
for descriptive purposes, it is highly unlikely that it can be taken as a grammati-
cal constraint per se. In this article, I will argue that the etymological differences
correspond to differences formulated in terms of morphosyntactic features.

Third, related to this, the question arises what independent evidence we have
for the featural properties of individual elements. Without such independent ev-
idence, simply translating etymological differences into features would again
amount to mere descriptive adequacy. The present paper argues that the com-
binations are restricted by the distribution of [rel] features that are ultimately
determined by the etymology, but can show subsequent deviations.

The paper is structured as follows. In §2, I am going to briefly discuss the
observations for Germanic. In §3, I will present the data from (South) Slavic, and
I will provide an analysis for the doubling patterns in §4.

2 Germanic

In Germanic languages, we can observe doubly-filled COMP effects involving an
overt pronoun and an overt complementiser; these can be assigned the schematic
structure shown in Figure 1.2

The combination of a wh-pronoun and a d-complementiser can be observed
in non-standard varieties of English (see van Gelderen 2009) and marginally also
in Swedish, as shown by the data in (4).

°T adopt a single CP analysis for doubling in relative clauses, following Bacskai-Atkari (2020);
under this view, there are no designated projections for left-peripheral elements, unlike in car-
tographic approaches (going back to Rizzi 1997). Note also that while doubling is attested in
these languages, it is altogether not very frequent (unlike in embedded interrogatives, where
doubly-filled COMP effects are widely attested). Bacskai-Atkari (2022) attributes this to dis-
course factors: the relative pronoun is essentially redundant (at least when the relative com-
plementiser is overt).
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CP

N

which C’

/N

Cc TP

that

Figure 1: The structure of doubly-filled COMP

(4) a. It's down to the community in which that the people live.
(van Gelderen 2013: 59)
b. Detta ar studenten vilken som bjod  in Mary.
this is the.student which that invited in Mary
‘This is the student who invited Mary.
(Bacskai-Atkari & Baudisch 2018: 247)

The combination of a d-pronoun and a wh-complementiser can be observed in
South German dialects (Brandner & Brauning 2013, Weif3 2013, Fleischer 2017),
illustrated for Hessian and for (North) Bavarian in (5a) and in (5b), respectively:3

(5) a. Des Geld, des wo ichverdiene, des geheert mir.
the.N money that N RELI earn.lsG that.N belongs I.pDAT

‘The money that I earn belongs to me’ (Fleischer 2017)
b. Mei Héusl (...), dés  wos dorten unten (...) steht

my house.DIM that.N REL there below  stands

‘My little house, which stands down there’ (Weif 2013: 780)

Given the differences between elements related to position and etymology, there
are four logically possible configurations; out of these, only two are attested as
genuine REL+REL combinations (that is, where both members are independently
and productively attested as relative markers). This is shown in Table 1.

While the asymmetric combinations are straightforward, the p+Dp combina-
tion is at least questionable. On the surface, this kind of combination is attested
in Waasland Dutch (Boef 2013), as shown in (6).

*In these varieties, the wh-based complementisers also regularly introduce relative clauses on
their own. The complementiser wo has a wider distribution geographically; note that it is not
used as a declarative complementiser or as a mere finiteness marker.
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2 Doubling in South Slavic relative clauses

Table 1: Combinations of genuine relative markers

d-complementiser ~wh-complementiser

d-pronoun =/?? +
wh-pronoun + -

(6) Dat isde man die dat het verhaal verteld heeft.
that is the man who that the story told has
‘That is the man who has done it’ (Boef 2008: 93)

In this case, however, it is very probable that the combination cannot be consid-
ered as genuine REL+REL. In Dutch, relative clauses introduced by a single dat (as
a complementiser) are found in Vlaams-Brabant Dutch (Boef 2013) and thus not
in the same area where the doubling pattern is attested: in the doubling pattern
in (6), then, the complementiser marks finiteness, not [rel].*

In other words, there is no strong evidence for the existence of genuine p+p
doubling. More importantly, no combinations of the form “wh-pronoun + wh-
complementiser” are attested (even though they would be logically possible in
certain varieties, such as in English with the complementiser what and in South
German with the complementisers wo and was).

“The availability of dat as a finiteness marker is also independently motivated: it is also attested
in embedded constituent questions across Dutch dialects, that is, in environments where it can-
not be a declarative complementiser (see Schallert et al. 2018 for a recent discussion). Another
potential counterexample to the generalisation in Table 1 comes from Old English (see van
Gelderen 2009), as illustrated below:

(i) ac gif we asmeagap pa  eadmodlican deeda pa pe he worhte, ponne ne pincp
but if we consider those humble deeds that that he wrought then not seems
us peet nan wundor
us that no wonder
‘But if we consider the humble deeds which he wrought, that will seem no wonder to
us. (Blickling Homilies 33; Watanabe 2009: 364, citing Allen 1980)

In Old English, we find the above doubling pattern as an intermediate stage in the process
of reanalysis of one of the d-pronouns (that) into a complementiser, removing the original
complementiser pe (van Gelderen 2009): this suggests that pe was possibly only a finiteness
marker, or that the pronoun was initially still a demonstrative but not [rel]. This (and the
Waasland Dutch pattern) crucially differs from the present-day English pattern, where that-
relatives are common and productive: in other words, there is no reason to assume that patterns
like (4a) would involve a mere finiteness marker.
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3 The data

3.1 Relative markers in South Slavic

South Slavic languages are particularly interesting regarding the above generali-
sation, since these languages regularly use wh-based elements (cf. Kljajevic 2012:
36, Auderset 2020) as relative markers. In addition, both major strategies (that is,
pronouns versus complementisers) are attested in (South) Slavic languages.

Consider again the examples from BCS in (3), repeated here for the sake of
convenience as (7):

(7) a. covjek Sto pusi
man that smokes

‘a/the man that smokes/is smoking’ (Gracanin-Yuksek 2013: 27)
b. covijek koji pusi

man which.m.NoM smokes

‘a/the man who smokes/is smoking’ (Gracanin-Yuksek 2013: 26)

In (7a), the relative clause is introduced by the complementiser $to; in (7b), it
is introduced by the relative pronoun koji, which is, unlike the complementiser,
inflected for case. This becomes evident if we compare the elements above, which
occur in subject relative clauses, to their counterparts in direct object relative
clauses, as shown in (8a) and (8b), and in indirect object relative clauses, as shown

in (8¢c) and (8d):

(8) a. Covjek sto ga Jan vidi
man that 3sG.Acc.cL Jan sees
‘a/the man who Jan sees’ (Gracanin-Yuksek 2013: 27)
b. covjek kojeg Jan vidi
man which.M.Acc Jan sees
‘a/the man who Jan sees’ (Gracanin-Yuksek 2013: 27)
c. Coviek  $to mu Jan pokazuje put
man.NoM that 3sG.DAT.CL Jan.NoMm shows  way.Acc
‘a/the man to whom Jan shows/is showing the way’
(Gracanin-Yuksek 2013: 27)
d. Covjek  kojem Jan pokazuje put
man.NoM which.M.DAT Jan.NoM shows — way.Acc
‘a/the man to whom Jan shows/is showing the way’
(Gracanin-Yuksek 2013: 27)
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2 Doubling in South Slavic relative clauses

As can be seen, while $to does not change its form, the relative pronoun is in-
flected for accusative and dative case.’ Importantly, relative operators are phono-
logically identical to their interrogative counterparts (also inflected for case, num-
ber and gender); $to is phonologically identical to the most unmarked interroga-
tive form (nominative/accusative; the dative would be ¢ému). The interrogative
patterns are illustrated in (9) below:

(9) a. Sto je Marija videla?
what.Acc Aux Mary seen
‘What did Mary see?’ (Halpern 1995: 77)
b. Koji Covek je  voleo Mariju?
which.M.NOM man AUX seen Mary.Acc
‘Which man saw Mary?’ (Halpern 1995: 78)

c. Koju 7abu  je lane liznulo?

which.r.acc frog.acc aux fawn lick.pTcp
‘Which frog did the fawn lick?’ (Kljajevic 2012: 34)

The syntactic positions of the relevant elements are illustrated in Figures 2 and 3.
We can observe the same variation between complementisers and pronouns in
Macedonian, as shown in (10).

(10) a. Covekot koj vleze e moj sosed.
man.the.M.sG who.M.SG come.AOR.3sG is my.M.sG neighbour
‘The man who came in is my neighbour. (Buzarovska 2009: 232)
b. Covekot §to go sretnavme e moj sosed.
man.the.M.sG that 3sG.Acc.cL meet.AOR.1PL is my.M.SG neighbour
‘The man whom we met is my neighbour’ (Buzarovska 2009: 232)

Note also another difference between the two strategies in (8), which cannot be seen in (7):

the direct object and the indirect object relative clauses with $to contain a resumptive pronoun
(ga and mu, respectively), while this is not the case in the counterparts containing the relative
pronoun. Resumptive pronouns are used to lexicalise the gap in certain languages: since in
this respect they are similar to relative pronouns, it is actually expected that they should not
co-occur with the relative pronoun while they can (and in the given cases, must, see Gracanin-
Yuksek 2013: 27) surface when the relative clause is introduced by a complementiser. In this
respect, the presence/absence of resumptive pronouns in (8) is yet another indicator for the
structural difference between the relative markers under scrutiny. Note that the absence of
resumptive pronouns in subject relative clauses is also expected: resumptive pronouns are
more likely to occur in functions that are lower in the Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy,
and subjects constitute the highest function, so that the use of resumptive pronouns in this
function is extremely rare cross-linguistically (Keenan & Comrie 1977).
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CP CP
koji/kojeg/... C’ Op C
CcC TP cC TP
? Sto
Figure 2: The position of relative Figure 3: The position of relative
pronouns in Slavic complementisers in Slavic

Again, both elements are interrogative-based. This is illustrated in (11) below:

(11) a. Sto jade deteto?
what eats child.the

‘What does the child eat?’ (Lazarova-Nikovska 2013: 134)
b. Koj te potseti?

who.cL 2sG.acc.cL reminded.3SG.PERF.PRS

‘Who reminded you?’ (Tomi¢ 2006)

Slovene also makes use of both strategies, as illustrated in (12):

(12) a. Poznam ¢loveka, katerega so iskali.
know.1sG man.Acc which.acc aux.3pL looked.for
‘T know the man who they were looking for’ (Hladnik 2010: 10)
b. Poznam c¢loveka, ki so ga iskali.
know.1sG man.Acc that Aux.3pL m.acc.cL looked.for
‘I know the man that they were looking for. (Hladnik 2010: 10)

The relative pronoun is inflected and it is obviously a wh-based element (Mitrovi¢
2016: 225); the complementiser ki lacks an interrogative counterpart in the mod-
ern language (Mitrovi¢ 2016: 225) but it derives from Proto-Indo-European *k"is
‘who, what’ and Slovene ki developed into an interrogative complementiser after
the 14th century (Mitrovi¢ 2016: 225). As Hladnik (2010: 38) notes, citing Cazinki¢
(2001), ki is often perceived to be a reduced form of the relative pronoun, which
is etymologically wrong. Further, prescriptive rules favour the pronoun strategy
over the complementiser strategy (Hladnik 2010: 38): this is in fact reminiscent
of the situation in West Germanic.
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3.2 A note on Bulgarian

Bulgarian represents a special case within South Slavic regarding relative mark-
ers. Both strategies (the pronoun strategy and the complementiser strategy) can
be observed in Bulgarian, with the colloquial complementiser deto (Rudin 2014)
and with regular relative pronouns, as shown by the corpus examples taken from
Buzarovska (2009) in (13):

(13) a. ImasSe xora, koito ne vizdaxa nisto  pred
have.IMPERF.35G people who.PL not see.IMPERF.35G nothing before
sebe si.
own CL

‘There were people who saw nothing in front of them’
(Buzarovska 2009: 249)

b. Da bjaxa mi kazali, Ce imaxora, detobjagat
SM be.PL.IMPERF 1SG.DAT.CL told.pL.PART that has people that run.3pL
ot  dobroto kato zajei ot  kopoj...
from good.the.n.sG like rabbits from hound.m.sG
‘If I had been told that there are people who run away from good like
rabbits from a hound..’ (Buzarovska 2009: 249)

The relative operator is evidently wh-based; as for deto, it also goes back to an
interrogative operator (Buzarovska 2009: 234; see Krapova 2010: 1241 for a more
detailed analysis) and, as mentioned above, it counts as colloquial, reminiscent
of the prescriptive preferences for relative pronouns in Slovene and in West Ger-
manic.

Note that the situation in Bulgarian is in fact somewhat more complex, as
wh-pronouns in relative pronouns are apparently complex: koito consists of the
wh-base koj and the element -to (this pattern is productive, e.g. kakvo-to ‘what’
or kolko-to ‘how much’), whereby the status of -to is subject to much debate, as
discussed by Rudin (2014) in detail. The most important question in this respect
is whether the combination is primarily syntactic (involving distinct syntactic
positions) or morphological (involving a single syntactic node). Unlike $to, -to is
not available as a complementiser in other constructions and it does not resem-
ble a wh-element either (Rudin 2014: 322). Rudin (2009) analyses this element
as a specifically relative complementiser: in this case, Bulgarian would in fact
show doubling, but note that as -to is not a wh-based element, this does not go
against the generalisation under scrutiny here, i.e. that wH+wH combinations
are regularly not attested; further, -fo is not available as a relative marker on its
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own, so that a genuine REL+REL doubling pattern would not arise either. Rudin
(2014: 324) remarks that the complementiser approach faces problems with com-
plex wh-phrases such as kolkoto goljam ‘how big’, where -to appears to be incor-
porated into the wh-phrase. According to Rudin (2014), a further problem lies in
the fact that the complementiser account would predict more parallelism with $to,
which is problematic as e.g. $to in Macedonian is banned from comparatives but
Bulgarian -to is not. This is, however, not a strong counterargument: as argued
by the present paper, relative complementisers may show different behaviour
(and distribution) due to their different featural properties; further, relative com-
plementisers appearing in comparatives show considerable variation, and $to is
in fact available in comparatives in BCS (see Bacskai-Atkari 2016 for discussion).
Other analyses include treating -to as a definiteness marker (e.g. Izvorski 2000;
see Rudin 2009 and Rudin 2014: 322-323 for counterarguments) or as a morpho-
logical marker of relative pronouns (Hauge 1999, see Rudin 2014: 325 for some
concerns): in these cases, however, no complex left periphery is involved and
these accounts would again not be problematic for the issues discussed in the
present paper. For this reason, Bulgarian -to will not be discussed in §4.

3.3 Interim summary and outlook

In sum, it is evident that South Slavic languages by default show variation be-
tween the relative complementiser strategy and the relative operator strategy. It
is worth mentioning that this kind of variation is not restricted to South Slavic
but can be more generally observed across Slavic languages, though the exact
distribution and acceptability patterns differ.

In West Slavic, the standard option seems to be the use of relative pronouns,
but once non-standard varieties are also taken into account, we can also find
relative complementisers in these languages, i.e. Czech and Polish co and Slovak
¢o (Simik 2008, Guz 2017, Minlos 2012).

In East Slavic, both relative pronouns and relative complementisers are at-
tested: while Russian ¢to is a markedly colloquial option (Meyer 2017), Ukrainian
and Belarusian $¢o seems to be more widespread (Danylenko 2018).

In other words, the variation between the relative complementiser strategy
and the relative operator strategy is not restricted to South Slavic languages but
can be found more generally in Slavic languages. The complementiser strategy
is overall more restricted; South Slavic seems to offer the best testing ground for
potential wH+wH combinations. For this reason, I am going to restrict myself to
the discussion of South Slavic data in the discussion to follow.
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4 Doubling

4.1 A note on features

I adopt standard minimalist assumptions regarding formal features, going back
to Chomsky (1995); see also Zeijlstra (2014). According to this, the kind of features
that can participate in morphosyntactic operations are called formal features: this
set of features intersects with semantic features. Interpretable formal features are
in the intersection; uninterpretable features are pure formal features (they cannot
be interpreted at LF) and need to be checked off (or, in more recent terms, valued);
this can be done via a matching interpretable feature. Note that the presence of
any uninterpretable feature, [u-F], on a certain element implies only that the
particular feature is not interpretable on that given element in LF, and it does
not imply in any way that the given element would lack other semantic features
(or meaning).

4.2 The analysis of doubling patterns

As mentioned in §2, doubling patterns appear to be asymmetric; this observation
led Bacskai-Atkari (2020) to the hypothesis that the observed differences may be
due to differences in the interpretability of [rel] features. According to this, we
should have the following distribution: d-pronouns and d-complementisers are
[i-rel] and wh-pronouns and wh-complementisers are [u-rel].®

®One might wonder why this should be so: so far, this hypothesis gives the right empirical
predictions, yet it would be desirable to detect more general properties behind the particular
feature distribution. As far as Germanic is concerned, it is evident that demonstrative-based
elements constitute the older strategy (see Ringe & Taylor 2014: 467 for Old English pe and
Axel-Tober 2017: 46 for Old High German the): wh-based elements were introduced later into
headed relative clauses, via analogy (from free relatives and interrogatives). Apart from this,
note that the source elements differ in terms of definiteness features: demonstratives are defi-
nite, while the wh-base itself is indefinite (see Watanabe 2009, who also shows that the indef-
inite wh-base in English was also quantificational, turning the clause into a complete proposi-
tion, which was incompatible with headed relatives). Relative pronouns are co-referential with
the head noun under a matching analysis (cf. Salzmann 2017: 55-179) and definite pronouns
are thus natural candidates as anaphors. Indeed, the reanalysis of demonstrative markers into
C-elements is traditionally considered to have evolved from paratactic structures involving a
genuine demonstrative pronoun, since such examples are indeed possible and attested unlike
with interrogative pronouns (but see Axel-Tober 2017 for a critical evaluation of this as the sole
trigger of the relevant changes). In this sense, it is possible that the features [i-rel] and [u-rel]
are ultimately related to the definite versus indefinite distinction, respectively. Future research
will have to determine whether this idea is on the right track and, if so, how the diachronic
feature inheritance can be modelled.
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At any rate, the asymmetric patterns ensure proper feature checking, as shown
in Figures 4 and 5. In both configurations, the uninterpretable feature is properly
checked off by its interpretable counterpart. By contrast, symmetric patterns are
essentially problematic for feature checking. In the case of two [i-rel] features,
the movement of the operator is not motivated; in the case of two [u-rel] features,
the uninterpretable feature cannot be checked off. Relative complementisers reg-
ularly encode finiteness, [fin].

CP CP
N N
which[yrep € derfir; C
N N
Cliever) [fn] TP Clurel][fin] TP
| |
that(;_re) [fin] WO[u-rel],[fin]
Figure 4: Features in WH+D Figure 5: Features in D+wWH

Regarding the former, we observed in §3 that some d-pronoun + d-complemen-
tiser combinations seem to exist, even though they were classed as not genuine.
In the case of Waasland Dutch, the complementiser dat marks finiteness, and is
thus underspecified for [rel]. In the case of Old English, pe was in the process
of losing its [i-rel] specification, ultimately changing into being underspecified
for [rel] and marking finiteness only, similarly to the Waasland Dutch combina-
tion.” This suggests that D+D patterns can be accounted for in this model: an
underspecified complementiser is used to lexicalise the complementiser and the
abstract [u-rel] feature can be checked off regularly by the pronoun, as illustrated
for Waasland Dutch in Figure 6.

"Note that this does not make two projections necessary (i.e., one for clause type and one for
finiteness, as in cartographic approaches like that of Rizzi 1997 or Baltin 2010), as also shown
by Bacskai-Atkari (2020) for embedded interrogatives. Intervening elements (which are often
used as arguments for designated projections in cartographic approaches) are not attested in
Germanic between clause-type markers (including finiteness markers).

8The mismatch between the underlying syntactic feature bundle and the inserted vocabulary
item is in line with the core property of Distributed Morphology called Underspecification,
according to which the inserted Vocabulary Items (the phonological expressions of abstract
words) are not necessarily fully specified for the particular syntactic positions where they are
inserted (see McGinnis-Archibald 2016: 401-405 for a summary; see Halle & Marantz 1994,
Harley & Noyer 1999). This is a basic property of Late Insertion and it does not go against
inclusiveness (Chomsky 1995: 225).
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dat[ﬁn]
Figure 6: Doubling in Waasland Dutch

Note that there is independent evidence for the d-complementiser as under-
specified for [rel]: the same complementiser appears in declaratives, where there
are no head nouns. One might wonder why lexicalising the (finite) C position is
necessary: this seems to be a general tendency in Germanic (Bacskai-Atkari 2018,
2020) and it is not of further interest in this paper.

Crucially, the more problematic WH+WH patterns are not attested in Germanic.
However, South Slavic shows variation here: while such combinations are not
attested in BCS (Goodluck & Stojanovi¢ 1996: 292) and Slovene (Hladnik 2010:
12-13), this pattern appears to be possible in Macedonian (Rudin 2014: 320). This
is illustrated by the following example:

(14) covekot koj-sto  zboruva
the.man who-that talks
‘the man who is talking’ (Rudin 2014: 316)

The pattern in (14) seems to be productive: it is attested with all relative pro-
nouns. The only exception is when the pronoun also has the form $to, so that
the sequence *$to $to is ungrammatical (Rudin 2014: 320, citing Kramer 1999).
This may well be a phonological constraint (and as such it is not direct evidence
against the pronominal status of the second sto element): as shown by Boskovi¢
(2002), similar constraints can be observed in multiple wh-fronting in Slavic lan-
guages.

Importantly, both relative markers in (14) are clearly interrogative-based, as
their surface-identical counterparts are available as interrogative operators, as
shown in (11) above and in (15) below:

(15) a. Koj zboruva?
who talks
‘Who is talking?’ (Rudin 2014: 315)
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b. Sto sakas?
what want.2sG
‘What do you want?’ (Rudin 2014: 320)

The data thus suggest that (14) apparently has a waH+wWH pattern, which seems
to contradict the hypothesis mentioned above. In order to determine to what
extent (14) actually poses a problem for the theory, the distribution of the com-
plementiser should be examined further. In Macedonian, $to is also available as
a declarative complementiser (Rudin 2014), as demonstrated in (16):

(16) Se raduvam, Sto ve gledam.
REFL rejoice.1sG that you.pL.ACC see.1SG
‘Tam happy that I see you. (Tomi¢ 2006: 419)

This differs from the wh-based complementisers in Germanic, which may also be
the reason for the differences regarding the doubling patterns in relative clauses.
Regarding the status of $to in relative clauses, Rudin (2014: 320) provides strong
arguments that it should definitely taken to be a complementiser (contrary to
Tomi¢ 2012). First, the doubly-filled COMP patterns such as (14) indicate that it
cannot be a pronoun, as it appears in addition to the relative pronoun:® note that
the word order constraint follows from the internal structure of the CP (Bacskai-
Atkari 2018, 2020). Second, there is independent evidence for $to being a comple-
mentiser otherwise, see (16) above. Third, prepositions cannot take relative sto
as a complement (the same applies to English that).?

Based on these observations, the structure in itself is not problematic, as it
appears to demonstrate the same underlying syntax as the doubling patterns
mentioned above and it can be derived from the structures in Figures 2 and 3 in
a straightforward way, as shown in Figure 7.

®Unlike interrogative pronouns, which can co-occur in a single clause, there can only be a single
relative pronoun in a relative clause: the head noun is co-referential with the relative pronoun,
which can be base-generated only in a single position. See also Rudin (2014: 320).

"This is shown by the following example:

(i) *studentkata, za  $to zboruvame
student about that speak.1pL
Intended: ‘the student about whom we speak’ (Rudin 2014: 320)

Rudin (2014: 320), citing Tomi¢ (2012) and Kramer (1999), confirms that such patterns are im-

possible in relative clauses. Note that this of course does not imply anything about the inter-
rogative pronoun $to in questions.
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Cp

N
koj C’
N

c TP
Sto
Figure 7: Doubling in Macedonian

The question is rather what the feature specification of $to is. In essence, there
are two possibilities: (i) underspecification for [rel], just like dat in Waasland
Dutch, or (ii) specification as [i-rel].

Regarding the first hypothesis, we can establish the following. Underspecifica-
tion in itself is plausible under a late insertion approach (Halle & Marantz 1993;
see also the discussion in this section above), inasmuch as the abstract under-
lying head is lexicalised by a partial match (see Figure 6 for Waasland Dutch).
This assumption is less problematic if the abstract head is [u-rel] than when it
is [i-rel], since uninterpretable features are deleted anyway after check-off, so
that Vocabulary Insertion taking place in the morphological component (after
Spell-Out) does not actually see [u-rel]. The same argumentation does not fol-
low automatically for [i-rel], though: leaving the C position in Macedonian as
underspecified or as [u-rel] would require the relative pronoun to be specified as
[i-rel], but there is no independent evidence for Macedonian wh-operators to be
different from the general properties of wh-based relative markers, that is, creat-
ing an exception for wh-based relative pronouns in Macedonian as [i-rel] would
be ad hoc.!! In principle, this possibility cannot be excluded but making such an
assumption without independent evidence would be merely descriptive at this
stage.

On the other hand, however, we have independent evidence for sto having
different properties from the Germanic pattern. In the hypothesis formulated in
(ii) above, sto is [i-rel], which actually implies a difference from the Germanic
pattern. There are two points of interest here. First, doubling patterns in Ger-
manic are primarily attested in embedded interrogatives and much less in rela-
tive clauses (Bacskai-Atkari 2022), due to the lexicalisation preference on C: the

UThis crucially differs from the Dutch scenario, where the d-pronoun can regularly be assumed
to have an [i-rel] specification, in line with the general hypothesis.
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same does not apply to Slavic. In other words, while both language groups may

show doubling patterns in relative clauses, the underlying reasons are likely to

be different, and thus it cannot be expected that the two groups show parallel

behaviour in all respects. Second, regarding the status of $to, it should be noted

that such relative declarative complementisers in South Slavic introduce factives

and not all kinds of declarative clauses, unlike what we can observe in Germanic.
Consider the following examples from BCS:

(17) a. Jesam ti rekao da je Marija orisla na odmor?
AUX.1sG you.DAT told that Aux.3sG Marija gone on vacation
‘Did I tell you that Marija went on vacation?” (Arsenijevi¢ 2020: 341)

b. Jesam ti rekao Sto je Marija orisla na odmor?
AUX.15G you.DAT told that Aux.3sG Marija gone on vacation
‘Did I tell you that Marija went on vacation?’ (it is a fact that she did)
(Arsenijevi¢ 2020: 341)

In (17a), the embedded clause is non-factive: it may or may not be true that Marija
went on vacation. In (17b), however, the embedded clause is factive: this is the
context where $to can appear. As Arsenijevic (2020) argues, Sto-declaratives have
referential properties and are thus similar to relative clauses (see Krapova 2010:
1266 for Bulgarian and Macedonian and BuZarovska 2009 and Browne 1986: 69
for Macedonian; see also Aboh 2005 for factives being a special kind of relative
clause).!? However, notice that there is no head noun and no relative operator
movement in such configurations: this indicates that $to cannot be [u-rel] in these
constructions, as there would be no element to check off this feature. In other
words, while the interrogative element can be assumed to have a regular [u-rel]
feature, this feature is lost in factive declaratives.!> This leads to the configuration
shown in Figure 8.

2This may be related to the fact that $to-relatives in BCS are used in relative clauses where the
head noun is familiar (see Arsenijevi¢ 2020: 341-342). Note that the familiarity of the referent
(as expressed by the head noun) does not equal definiteness on the relative pronoun, as famil-
iarity and definiteness are distinct (though not unrelated) properties. Consider the following
example:

(i) Isaw a/the shopkeeper who was wearing a kilt.

In (i), the head noun is either indefinite or definite: this does not affect the relative marker (the
pronoun who).

BNote that the similarities between (factive) declaratives and relative clauses do not make the
two constructions equal. In particular, they differ in terms of operator movement, as shown
by Arsenijevi¢ (2009). In (headed) relative clauses, the matrix correlate (the head noun) is co-
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CP

N

koj [u-rel] o

RN

Clirel],[fin] TP

$tO[i-rel],[fin]

Figure 8: Features involved in doubling in Macedonian

Note that the loss of [u-rel] does not make [i-rel] automatically available on the
inserted lexical items as an inherent property: in particular, there is no wH+wWH
doubling in ordinary relative clauses in BCS, so there is no reason to assume
that BCS $to in ordinary relative clauses would be [i-rel]. By contrast, we can ob-
serve WH+WH doubling in ordinary relative clauses in Macedonian, indicating
that Macedonian $to is available as [i-rel]. In this way, we can set up an implica-
tional hierarchy: wh-based declaratives are a prerequisite for waH+wH doubling
in ordinary relative clauses but not vice versa. That is, the existence of wh-based
declaratives does not imply the existence of wH+wH doubling in ordinary rela-
tive clauses.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, I examined doubling in South Slavic relative clauses, concentrat-
ing on the effects of the morphological inventory: crucially, both wh-pronouns
and wh-complementisers are available in these languages. The typological pre-
dictions based on Germanic and Slavic are the following: (i) genuine WH+WH
combinations are not attested, and (ii) the only exception is Macedonian, where

referential with the relative pronoun, which is interpreted in the relativisation site (the base
position) and in the CP-domain (the landing site): such elements undergo movement. By con-
trast, while Arsenijevi¢ (2009) assumes that there is also a matrix correlate in (factive) declara-
tives, the co-referential nominal element in the subordinate clause has its relativisation site at
the top of their structure, that is, in the projection that specifies the illocutionary force of the
clause. In other words, this configuration involves a higher projection site and no relative op-
erator movement; consequently, the feature checking relation discussed in the present article
does not apply.
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the wh-complementiser $to has different properties (as supported by indepen-
dent evidence), indicating that further (featural) reanalysis is possible. This in-
dicates that while morphological properties are decisive for most patterns, they
do not prohibit further grammaticalisation even in languages where the original
wh-element is still available. In this sense, morphological properties are not deter-
ministic, as morphosyntactic features may deviate from the original, predictable
patterns.

Abbreviations

1 first person N neutral

2 second person NOM  nominative

3 third person PART particle

ACC accusative PERF  perfective
AOR  aorist PL plural

AUX auxiliary PRS present tense
CL clitic PTCP  participle
DAT dative REFL  reflexive

DIM diminutive REL relative

F feminine SG singular
IMPERF imperfective SM subject marker
M masculine
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Chapter 3

Aspect separated from aspectual
markers in Russian and Czech

® Petr Biskup

Universitét Leipzig

This article is concerned with the derivation of morphological aspect in Russian
and Czech. It investigates four aspectual markers: prefixes, the secondary imper-
fective suffix, the semelfactive marker, and the habitual suffix. It argues that not
only in Russian (see Tatevosov 2011, 2015) but also in Czech aspect interpretation
is separated from prefixes and the secondary imperfective suffix. Moreover, it ex-
tends the separation to the semelfactive suffix and the habitual marker. Specific
morphological aspect properties of Russian and Czech predicates are derived by
an Agree analysis with minimality based on dominance relations in the complex
verbal head.

Keywords: Agree, aspect, prefixes, habitual suffix, secondary imperfective, semel-
factive suffix

1 Introduction: Aspectual markers

This section introduces four aspectual markers: prefixes, the secondary imper-
fective marker, the semelfactive suffix, and the habitual suffix. I call these mor-
phemes aspectual markers since they are relevant to morphological aspect (they
can change the perfective/imperfective value of the base predicate) and/or since
they are relevant to aspect more generally, e.g. because of bringing about (a)teli-
city, habituality or new aktionsart properties.

1.1 Prefixes

Lexical prefixes (also called internal, qualifying, resultative) as well as super-
lexical (external, modifying, aktionsart) prefixes almost always perfectivize the
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imperfective simplex verb (for discussion of the two types of prefixes, see e.g.
Isacenko 1962, Petr 1986, Lehmann 1993, Schoorlemmer 1995, Babko-Malaya 1999,
Svenonius 2004, Arsenijevi¢ 2006, Romanova 2006, Gehrke 2008, Tatevosov 2013,
Szucsich 2014, Biskup & Zybatow 2015, Caha & Zikova 2016, Biskup 2019, Klimek-
Jankowska & Blaszczak 2021, 2022). For the perfectivizing effect of lexical pre-
fixes, see examples (1) and (2).!

(1) a. Kkleit™F
stick
‘to stick on’
b. na-kleit"F
on-stick
‘to stick on’ (Russian)
(2) a. chovat™F
raise
‘to raise’
b. vy-chovat'™
out-raise
‘to raise’ (Czech)

With respect to the perfectivizing effect of superlexical prefixes, consider exam-
ples (3) and (4).

(3) a. delat™F
do
‘to do’
b. na-delat™™
cuM-do
‘to do a lot’ (Russian)
4) a pléstIP ¥
knit
‘to knit’
b. do-plést’T
coMp-knit
‘to complete knitting’ (Czech)

"Lexical prefixes are glossed with a meaning of the corresponding preposition and superlexical
prefixes are glossed with the appropriate aktionsart abbreviation.
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3 Aspect separated from aspectual markers in Russian and Czech

Both Russian and Czech also have simplex verbs that are perfective. If they com-
bine with a lexical or a superlexical prefix, they remain perfective, as demon-
strated by the Russian examples in (5) and the Czech examples in (6).

(5) a. [vy-[kupit]PF]PF
out-buy
‘to buy sb’s freedom’
b. [na-[kupit]PF]PF
CUM-buy
‘to buy a lot’ (Russian)
(6) a. [do-[dat]PF]PF
to-give
‘to deliver’
b. [do-[fici]PF]PF
COMP-say
‘to say to the end’ (Czech)

Lexical and superlexical prefixes can co-occur, as shown by the following exam-
ples. Also in this case, the predicate remains perfective. In addition, it holds that
the superlexical prefix must occur outside the lexical prefix, as demonstrated by
the contrast between examples (7a), (8a) and examples (7b) and (8b).
(7) a. [pere-[vy-polnit]PF]PF
exc-out-fulfill
‘to overfulfill’
b. * [vy-[pere-polnit]*F]PF (Russian)
out-Exc-fulfill

(8) a. [pie-[vy-chovat]PF]PF

REP-out-raise
‘to re-educate’

b. * [vy-[pte-chovat]*F]PF (Czech)
out-REP-raise

1.2 The secondary imperfective marker

In this section, I consider the effect of the secondary imperfective suffix on the
morphological aspect of the base predicate. Let us begin with Russian.

The secondary imperfective suffix derives an imperfective predicate from a
perfective predicate, which can contain a lexical prefix, as in examples (9) and
(10).
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IPF|PF_g

9) [za-[rabot-a]
behind-work-TH-INF
‘to earn’
b. [[za-[rabat]TF]P F—yva] IPF_p
behind-work-s1-INF
‘to earn’ (Russian)

(10) a. [po—[moé’]IPF]PF
along-can
‘to help’
b. [[po-[mag]
along-can-sI-INF
‘to help’ (Russian)

®

IPF{PF_, {IPF_¢

The imperfectivizing suffix can also derive an imperfective predicate from a per-
fective stem with a superlexical prefix, as in (11), or from a perfective stem with-
out a prefix, as shown in (12).

(11) a. [za-[rabot-a]®F]PF-¢
INC-wOrk-TH-INF
‘to start working’
b. [[za-[rabat]TF]PF-yva]PF-¢
INC-work-sI-INF
‘to start working’ (Russian)

(12) a. [d-a]PF-t
give-TH-INF
‘to give’
b. [[d-a]FF-va]FF-¢
give-TH-SI-INF
‘to give’ (Russian)

Certain superlexical prefixes can also attach outside the imperfectivizing suffix
(see e.g. Ramchand 2004, Gehrke 2008, Tatevosov 2013, Szucsich 2014, Klimek-
Jankowska & Blaszczak 2021, 2022) and they perfectivize the predicate again, as
illustrated in example (13).

(13) a. [[vy-[talk]" ] -iva] -t
out-push-sI-INF
‘to push out’
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b. [po-[[vy-[talk]PF]PF-iva]PF]PF¢
DIST-out-push-sI-INF
‘to push out one after another’ (Russian)

Some superlexical prefixes can occur both inside the imperfectivizing suffix, as
the inceptive za- in (11), and outside the secondary imperfective marker, as the
inceptive za- in the following example.

(14) a. [[ot-[kry]TF]PF-va]PF¢
aW&y-COVeI’-SI-INF
‘to open’
b. [za-[[ot-[kry]TF]PF-va]PF]PF ¢
INC-away-cover-SI-INF
‘to start opening’ (Russian)

Standardly, the secondary imperfective suffix is taken to have three forms: -yva-/
-iva-, as in (9b), (11b) and (13), -va-, as in (12b) and (14), and -a-/-ja-, as in (10b); see
e.g. Vinogradov et al. (1952), but there are also alternative analyses like Isacenko
(1962) and Matushansky (2009). A closer look at the data under discussion reveals
that v is present in -va- because of blocking hiatus; compare examples (12) and
(14) with example (10Db).

In Czech, an analogous pattern is observed: the secondary imperfective suffix
derives an imperfective verb from a perfective stem and the base predicate can
contain either a lexical prefix or a superlexical prefix. Examples (15b) and (16b)
show an imperfective predicate derived from a lexically prefixed verb.

(15) a. [za-[bi]PF]PF-t
behind-beat-INF
‘to kill’
b. [[Za-[bi]IPF]PF-je]IPF-t
behind-beat-s1-INF
‘to kill’ (Czech)

(16) a. [Vy-[pros-i]IPF]PF-t

out-beg-TH-INF
‘to beg’

b. [[vy-[pros
out-beg-sI1-INF
‘to beg’ (Czech)

]IPF]PF IPF_t

-ova]
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In contrast, example (17b) demonstrates an imperfective predicate derived from
a superlexically prefixed predicate.

(17) a. [do-[plés]TFIPF-¢
COMP-knit-INF
‘to complete knitting’
b. [[do-[plét]TF]PF-a]PF ¢
comP-knit-SI-INF
‘to complete knitting’ (Czech)

The imperfectivizing suffix can also derive an imperfective predicate from an
unprefixed perfective verb, as illustrated in examples (18) and (19).

(18) a. [d-a]PF-t
give-TH-INF
‘to give’
b. [[d-a]PF-va]®F-t
give-TH-SI-INF
‘to give’ (Czech)
(19) a. [vrat-i]PF-t
return-TH-INF
‘to return’
b. [[vrac]FF-e]PF-t
return-sI-INF
‘to return’ (Czech)

In Czech, too, certain superlexical prefixes attach to the stem after the imperfec-
tivizing suffix. Hence, they perfectivize the secondary imperfective predicate, as
illustrated in the following example, based on example (15).

(20) a. [[za-[bi]®F]PF-je]PF-t
behind-beat-s1-INF
‘to kill’
b. [pO-[[Za-[bi]IPF]PF-je]IPF]PF-t
DIST-behind-beat-sI1-INF
‘to kill one after another’ (Czech)
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Some superlexical prefixes can attach to the verb both before the imperfectivizing
suffix, as in (17), and after the imperfectivizing marker, as in (21c). Both examples
contain an occurrence of the completive prefix do-.2

(21) a. [vy-[plés]PFIPF-¢

out-string-INF
‘to string’

b. [[vy-[plét]"F]PF-a]PF-t
out-string-SI-INF
‘to string’

c. [do-[[vy-[plét]FFIPF-a]PF]PF-¢
coMmP-out-string-SI-INF
‘to complete stringing’ (Czech)

It is obvious from the examples that there are three secondary imperfective mark-
ers in Czech: -(v)a-, present in (17), (18) and (21), -ova-, occurring in (16), and the
suffix -(j)e-, which is present in (15) and (19) and which is not productive (see Petr
1986). The examples also suggest that v in -va- and j in -je- block hiatus; compare
(18) with (17b) and (15b) with (19b). In fact, the pattern could be simplified if we
decomposed -ova- and the Russian -yva-/-iva-. They follow the general Slavic
-Vva- pattern, with a vowel, -v- blocking hiatus and (the iterative) -a- (see e.g.
Kuznecov 1953 and Lunt 2001). For ease of exposition, I will treat the imperfec-
tivizing markers as a whole in what follows.

Thus, the relevant part of the linearized structure with aspectual markers and
their aspectual effects looks like (22). LP stands for lexical prefixes, SP for super-
lexical prefixes and SI for the secondary imperfective suffix.

(22)  [SPhigher[[SPlower[LP[Vroot]"FFFFFJPEST)PF) P

Recall that some superlexical prefixes merge lower and others higher than the
imperfectivizing suffix (and some of them can merge in a lower as well as in a
higher position).

1.3 The semelfactive marker

The semelfactive suffix consists of -n- and some vowel in Slavic (the original
form was *-nVn-; see Wiemer & Serzant 2017). It selects a root with a punctual

*In this respect, Czech differs from Russian, which only allows completive do- in the lower
position (see Tatevosov’s 2008 discussion of intermediate prefixes).
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or instantaneous property and derives a perfective stem, as illustrated in the

Russian example (23) and the Czech example (24).3
(23) a. krik

shout

‘shout’

b. krik-nu-tF¥
shout-SEML-INF
‘to shout out’ (Russian)

(24) a. bod
point
‘point’
b. bod-nou-t'F
point-SEML-INF
‘to stab’ (Czech)

The semelfactive marker differs from the suffix -nV- present in other verbs like
degree achievements. The degree achievement -nV- selects a root denoting a
property and does not have a perfectivizing effect on the verb (see Taraldsen
Medova & Wiland 2019 for the relation and differences between the two -nV-
suffixes).

Since the semelfactive suffix attaches directly to the root and verbalizes it, as
shown by the contrasts in (23) and (24), I assume that it spells out the verbalizing
head v. If correct, then we expect the semelfactive suffix to be in complementary
distribution with other themes representing the verbalizing v. This prediction
is borne out, as demonstrated below. The examples in (25a) and (26a) show a
grammatical combination of the root and a theme vowel, whereas the examples
in (25b)—(25c) and (26b)-(26¢) — based on grammatical forms (23b) and (24b) -
demonstrate that the co-occurrence of the theme vowel and the semelfactive
suffix leads to ungrammaticality in both orders.*

*Some Russian verbs take the expressive, extended marker -anu- (and some both -nu-and -anu-);
see e.g. Isacenko (1962) and Svedova (1980).

A reviewer suggests analyzing the marker -nu- as a sequence of the semelfactive marker (with
the perfective feature) and the theme vowel, which would have the advantage that all theme
vowels would be analyzed identically: as verbalizers without aspectual features. The disadvan-
tage, however, is that then the verbalizer (the theme vowel) would not be adjacent to the root,
contrary to the standard assumption. In addition, the elements behave like a unit, e.g. with
respect to elision; cf. the following Czech alternatives in the past tense: tiskl/tisknul ‘printed’.

To avoid hiatus, I insert /v/ between the semelfactive suffix and the theme vowel in (25b) and
(26¢), a strategy known from secondary imperfectives.
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(25) a. kric¢-a-t
shout-TH-INF
‘to shout’
b. *krik-nu-va-t
shout-SEML-TH-INF
Intended: ‘to shout out’
c. *kri¢-a-nu-t
shout-TH-SEML-INF
Intended: ‘to shout out’ (Russian)
bod-a-t
point-TH-INF
‘to stab’
b. *bod-a-nou-t
point-TH-SEML-INF
Intended: ‘to stab’
c. *bod-nou-va-t
point-SEML-TH-INF
Intended: ‘to stab’ (Czech)

(26)

®

Given that the semelfactive marker represents the verbalizing head v, the com-
plementary distribution of this suffix and the secondary imperfective marker —
shown in (27) and (28) — cannot be based on structural blocking, as proposed e.g.
by Markman (2008) for Russian.

(27)  * krik-nu-va-t
shout-SEML-SI-INF
Intended: ‘to shout out’ (Russian)

(28) *bod-nou-va-t
point-SEML-SI-INF
Intended: ‘to stab’ (Czech)

The reason for ungrammaticality of cases like (27) and (28) can be rather semantic.
For instance, Jabtoniska (2007) argues that semelfactives — being instantaneous -
do not have a process part in their event structure, on which the progressive oper-
ator of secondary imperfectives could operate. Another possibility is to assume
that the secondary imperfective suffix spells out an atelicizer/eventizer, which
combines with complex events, i.e. accomplishments (AR.Ae.3s[R(e)(s)], see La-
zorczyk 2010 and Tatevosov 2015). It is obvious that semelfactives are not of the
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appropriate eventive type; they do not introduce a change of state (e.g. Smith
1991) and they are taken to be achievements by Vendler (1957).°

There is also a possibility to exclude cases like (27) and (28) by morphological
blocking, where the existence of the simpler imperfective forms kricat in (25a)
and bodat in (26a) prevents the use of the more complex forms (27) and (28). The
advantage of the second and the third possibility is that in contrast to the argu-
ment by Jabtoniska (2007) they can also answer the question of why (27) and (28)
are not possible with the iterative (non-progressive) reading of the imperfectiviz-
ing suffix.”

As to structural properties of the semelfactive -n(V)-, it needs to be placed
outside lexical prefixes, as demonstrated in (29), with SEML representing the
verbalizing head v.

(29)  [SPhigher[[SPlower[v SEML [LP[Vroot]"F/IFJPF]PFFFSIFF]FF

The rationale behind is that root nominalizations can contain lexical prefixes but
cannot include the semelfactive -n(V)-. As shown in (30) for Russian and in (31)
for Czech, root nominalizations can contain lexical prefixes but can include nei-
ther lower superlexicals nor higher superlexical prefixes (see also Caha & Zikova
2016 for Czech data). The Russian podkop can only have the meaning ‘tunnel’; the
attenuative superlexical interpretation of pod- is not available in this case. Sim-
ilarly in the Czech (31), prikop can only mean ‘ditch’ and the prefix pfi- cannot
have the attenuative interpretation.

(30) a. od-ko
p p
under-dig
‘tunnel’

The second reasoning could also explain the incompatibility of the degree achievement -n(V)-
with the imperfectivizing suffix in cases like (i.b). Alternatively, one may suggest that the
ungrammatical status of (i.b) has an economy reason because degree achievement verbs like
sochnuf in (i.a) are imperfective (without the imperfectivizing suffix).

(i) a. soch-nu-t
dry-DA-INF
‘to dry’
b. *soch-nu-va-t
dry-DA-SI-INF
Intended: ‘to dry’ (Russian)

’As pointed out by a reviewer, the claim that the complementary distribution of the semelfac-
tive suffix and the secondary imperfective marker is not based on structural blocking is also
supported by the fact that in languages like South-East Serbo-Croatian, the two markers are
combined quite productively, as in tak-n-uje-m ‘I touch repeatedly’.
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b. *pod-kop
ATT-dig
Intended: ‘little kick’ (Russian)
(31) a. pri-kop
at-dig
‘ditch’
b. * pti-kop
ATT-dig
Intended: ‘little kick’ (Czech)

This means that the boundary of root nominalizations must be placed between
the projection containing lexical prefixes and the projections with lower super-
lexicals (and the projection with the semelfactive suffix) in (29).

There is, however, an interesting distinction between Russian and Czech with
respect to nominalizations and the semelfactive suffix. While in Czech the suffix
can be a part of stem nominalizations, in Russian it is not possible; consider the
contrast between (32) and (33).

(32) *kop-nu-t-i-e

dig-SEML-N/T-NMLZ-NOM.SG

Intended: ‘a dig/kick’ (Russian)
(33)  kop-nu-t-i

dig-SEML-N/T-NMLZ.NOM.SG

‘a dig/kick’ (Czech)

This can be related to the fact that in contrast to Czech nominalizations, Rus-
sian stem nominalizations are structurally less complex and do not contain the
aspectual projection, as discussed in the next section.

As illustrated in (23) and (24), the semelfactive suffix perfectivizes the stem,
as do prefixes. If both elements co-occur, then unsurprisingly the predicate re-
mains perfective, irrespective of whether the prefix is lexical or superlexical. For
a lexical prefix, consider the Russian example in (34) and for a superlexical prefix
consider the Czech example (35), with an attenuative reading.

(34)  [vs-[krik-nu-t]PF]PF

up-shout-SEML-INF

‘to give a scream’ (Russian)
(35)  [na-[prask-nou-t]PF]FF

ATT-crack-SEML-INF

‘to crack partially’ (Czech)
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Generally, it is difficult to find examples of semelfactive predicates with a su-
perlexical prefix. This results from the fact that semelfactive predicates refer to
bounded singleton events that are punctual, which clashes with the fact that
superlexical prefixes typically modify the spatiotemporal path of the event ex-
pressed by the base predicate. Moreover, the perfective aspect of semelfactive
verbs pose a problem for the imperfective selection properties of some superlex-
ical prefixes.

As the comparison of (36a) and (36b) shows, the semelfactive -n(V)- is respon-
sible for the ungrammatical status of the verb prefixed by the delimitative prefix

po-.

(36) a. po-bod-a-t
DEL-point-TH-INF
‘to stab to a certain extent several times’
b. * po-bod-nou-t
DEL-point-SEML-INF
Intended: ‘to stab in a short time frame’ (Czech)

Building on the data, I propose the following meaning for the semelfactive -n(V)-.
(37) [SEML] = APAe[P(e) A aTom(e) A p(e) = 1]

It derives predicates with a single occurrence of the event (via the measure func-
tion p: cardinality) described by the stem and the event is atomic. That is, there
is no proper part of the event (it is punctual), which means that the predicate is
not divisive, which in turn means that it is quantized (see Borer 2005). Because
of the minimal (atomic) property of the semelfactive -n(V)-, there is no path in
the event that could be accessible to the delimitative po- in cases like (36b).8 The
ungrammaticality of (36b) cannot be based on unsatisfied selection properties of
the prefix po- if delimitative po- and attenuative po- form a natural class. Specifi-
cally, the attenuative prefix can also adjoin to perfective predicates in Czech, as
in [po-[otevFit]'FIFF ‘to open a little’.

The single occurrence property of the semelfactive -n(V)- in (37) is responsible
for the fact that the iterative reading is not available in cases like kriknut ‘to shout
out’ and bodnout ‘to stab’ in (23b) and (24b), respectively. In contrast, predicates
with the identical root but without the semelfactive -n(V)- like kric¢at ‘to shout’
and bodat ‘to stab’ in (25a) and (26a) allow the iterative interpretation.’

8The minimal property is a (language) idealization; in the real world, there can be some trajec-
tory involved e.g. in the stab movement (cf. Rothstein 2004).

°The single occurrence property can also be defined in terms of a maximality operator; see Egg
(2018).
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1.4 The habitual marker

Russian habitual forms like (38b) — derived from (38a) — are classified as colloquial
or archaic and it is often claimed that they only occur in the past tense (see
Isacenko 1962, Zaliznjak & Smelev 1997, Paduceva 2015, but see also Tatevosov
2013).10

(38) a. pis—a—t’IPF
write-TH-INF
‘to write’

b. pis-yva-tIFF

write-HAB-INF
‘to write repeatedly’ (Russian)

In contrast, Czech derives analogous imperfective forms quite productively (Filip
1993, Filip & Carlson 1997, Esvan 2007, Niibler 2017, but see also Berger 2009);
consider example (39). Certain authors even consider forms like (39b) to be an
instantiation of a ‘third aspect’ (see e.g. Kope¢ny 1962).11

(39) a. ps-a-titf

write-TH-INF
to write

b. ps-a-va-tI'F

write-TH-HAB-INF
‘to write repeatedly’ (Czech)

The examples above show that in both languages, the habitual suffix derives an
imperfective verb from an imperfective base.

In Czech, there are also reduplicative forms like (40), which are usually de-
scribed as expressive predicates denoting a longer (or temporally distant, see
Filip 1993) habitual event. They are imperfective, too.

(40) ps-4-va-va-tl'F

write-TH-HAB-HAB-INF
‘to write repeatedly for a long time/long ago’ (Czech)

19T use the term HABITUAL but various terms can be found in the literature: “iterative”, “frequen-
tative” and “generic”.

Against expectations, Polish is even more restricted than Russian with respect to habitual
forms like pis-ywa-¢ ‘to write repeatedly’. There are only a few verbs (see Grzegorczykowa
et al. 1984 and Lazinski 2020).
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In contrast to Russian, it is also possible to derive a habitual predicate from a
secondary imperfective verb in Czech, as shown by the pair in (41). The derived
verb is again imperfective.

(41) a. vy-pis-ova-t'FF
out-write-SI-INF
‘to excerpt’
b. vy-pis-ova-va-ti'F
out-write-SI-HAB-INF
‘to excerpt repeatedly’ (Czech)

Examples (39b) and (41b) show that the habitual marker is outside the theme and
the imperfectivizing suffix, respectively. Building on the structural proposal in
(29), that means that the habitual suffix must also be higher than lexical prefixes
and lower superlexical prefixes.

In fact, the habitual marker is even higher than higher superlexical prefixes
and the aspectual projection. The argument goes as follows. It has been argued
that Russian nie-nominals are aspectless (see Svedova 1980, Schoorlemmer 1995,
Gehrke 2008, Tatevosov 2011, 2020); hence phasal verbs can combine with pre-
fixed nominals derived from a perfective stem like in (42).

(42) nacal na-pis-a-n-i-e
started on-write-TH-N/T-NMLZ-ACC.SG
‘started writing’ (Russian; based on Tatevosov 2011: ex. (18))

On the contrary, Czech stem nominalizations have the morphological aspect (e.g.
Prochazkova 2006). For this reason, the phasal verb is compatible with the im-
perfective nominals in (43a) and (44a) but is not compatible with the perfective
nominals in (43b) and (44Db).

(43) a. zacal vy-pis-ova-n-i
started out-write-SI-N/T-NMLZ.ACC.SG
‘he started writing out’
b. *zacal vy-ps-4-n-i
started out-write-TH-N/T-NMLZ.ACC.SG
Intended: ‘he started writing out’ (Czech)

(44) a. zacalo na-kup-ova-n-i
started on-buy-SI-N/T-NMLZ.NOM.SG
‘buying started’
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b. *zacalo na-koup-e-n-i
started on-buy-TH-N/T-NMLZ.NOM.SG
Intended: ‘buying started’ (Czech)

Czech stem nominalizations can be prefixed with higher superlexical prefixes
like the cumulative na- in example (45a), in contrast to Russian -nie nominals,
which only allow superlexicals in the lower position (see Tatevosov 2011). Note
that the prefix na- is indeed cumulative because the prefixed predicate can take
a plural object like in nahdzeni zZidli na néco ‘throwing chairs on sth.” but cannot
combine with a quantized singular object like in nahdzeni Zidle na néco ‘throwing
a chair on sth’. Crucially, stem nominalizations cannot contain the habitual suffix,
as demonstrated in (45b).

(45) a. na-haz-e-n-i
CUM-throw-TH-N/T-NMLZ.NOM.SG
‘throwing a lot of sth’
b. * ps-a-va-n-i
write-TH-HAB-N/T-NMLZ.NOM.SG
Intended: ‘repeated writing’ (Czech)

This means that stem nominalizations include the structure in (29). Their struc-
ture includes higher superlexical prefixes but also the aspectual projection in
Czech, which hosts the perfective or the imperfective operator responsible for
the morphological aspect interpretation.!? At the same time, the data suggest
that the habitual suffix is higher than superlexical prefixes and the aspectual
projection.

In the case of the perfective operator, the event time is included in the reference time, as in
(i.a), and with the imperfective operator, the reference time is included in the event time, as
shown in (i.b) (both taken from Paslawska & von Stechow 2003: 322).

(i) a PERFECTIVE = APAt3e.r(e) C t A P(e)
b. IMPERFECTIVE = APAt3e.t C t(e) A P(e)

For predicates with a result state introduced by a prefix, one can add the state variable and the
trace function mapping the state to its time, as in (ii) (taken from Biskup 2019: 43).

(i) PERFECTIVE = ARAt3sIe[R(s)(e) A t(e) C t A 1(e) DC 7(s)]
The presence of the appropriate operator is tested with the standard diagnostics for perfec-
tivity and imperfectivity, i.e. (in)compatibility with the auxiliary ‘to be’, (im)possibility of the
future interpretation of the present form, (in)compatibility with phase verbs and the formation

of participles. Note that I follow the two-component approach to aspect and distinguish the
morphological (grammatical, outer) aspect from the lexical (situation, inner) aspect.
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The high position of the habitual affix finds support in the fact that the marker
can scope over quantificational adverbs, which are very high in the clausal struc-
ture; consider the following example.

(46) Z  dovolené ps-a-va-1 velmi ztidka.
from vacation write-TH-HAB-PART.M.SG very rarely
‘It was almost always the case that when he was on vacation, he sent a
letter very rarely’ (Czech)

I assume for the time being that the meaning of the habitual marker is ‘to tend
to’ or ‘almost always’, as shown in the translation in (46). The rationale behind is
that the meaning of always is too strong. Given that sentence (47) is anomalous,
the meaning of the habitual marker cannot be ‘always’. That would derive a fully
acceptable sentence.

(47) *Clovék by-va-@  smrtelny.
man  be-HAB-3.SG mortal
‘Man is almost always mortal’ (Czech)

Given the high structural position of the habitual marker, the question arises
why it is not compatible with the semelfactive -n(V)-, as illustrated in (48) and
(49). The answer is not complicated. The habitual suffix selects an imperfective
predicate but the semelfactive affix derives perfective verbs.

(48) * krik-nu-va-t
shout-SEML-HAB-INF
Intended: ‘to shout out repeatedly’ (Russian)

(49) *bod-nou-va-t
point-SEML-HAB-INF
Intended: ‘to stab repeatedly’ (Czech)

In both languages, the habitual suffixes are identical to the secondary imper-
fective suffixes. Russian mostly uses the marker -yva-/-iva-, as in (38b), but the
markers -va- and -a-/-ja- can also be found; consider verbs in (50) and (51). These
examples again suggest that -va- and -a- are phonologically conditioned allo-
morphs.

(50) a. pe—t’IPF
sing-INF
‘to sing’
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b. pe-va-tI'F

sing-HAB-INF

‘to sing repeatedly’ (Russian)
(51) a. vid-e-t™F

see-TH-INF

‘to see’

b. vid-a-t"F
see-HAB-INF
‘to see repeatedly’ (Russian)

In Czech, habitual suffixes form a subset of the secondary imperfective markers.
Beside -va-, there is also its allomorph -a-, as in (52), and the marker -e-, which
is not productive (see Petr 1986).

(52) a. jis-t'F
eat-INF
‘to eat’
b. jid-a-t'*F
eat-HAB-INF
‘to eat repeatedly’ (Czech)

In what follows, I argue that — albeit homophonous - the habitual markers are
not secondary imperfective suffixes. First, there are morphological aspect differ-
ences. While the imperfectivizing suffix derives an imperfective predicate from
a perfective verb, the habitual suffix derives an imperfective predicate from an
imperfective base.

There are also interpretational differences. Secondary imperfective verbs can
have the progressive interpretation, the iterative interpretation, the factual and
the habitual/generic interpretation. In contrast, predicates with the habitual suf-
fix can only have the habitual/generic interpretation, as demonstrated by the
(repeatedly) translations in this section. An analogous distinction is observed in
cases with iterative adverbs, as in (53). In sentence (53a), two interpretations are
available: The first, cardinality interpretation has three iterated events of writing
during one vacation. The second one is the habitual quantificational interpreta-
tion, which is probably stronger than the habitual interpretation of predicates
with the overt habitual marker. In contrast, with the habitual suffix, as in (53b),
only the habitual interpretation is available, with z dovolené psaval going to the
restrictor and trikrdt to the nucleus of the habitual quantifier ALMOST ALWAYS (or
of the standard generic operator).
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(53) a. Z  dovolené ps-a-l tiikrat.

from vacation write-TH-PART.M.SG three.times
‘From vacation, he sent a letter three times.
‘From vacation, he tended to send a letter three times’

b. Z  dovolené ps-a-va-l trikrat.
from vacation write-TH-HAB-PART.M.SG three.times
‘It was almost always the case that when he was on vacation, he sent
a letter three times. (Czech)

The next argument is based on differences in nominalizations. As already shown
by the ungrammatical form *psdvdni in (45b), the habitual marker cannot be
included in stem nominalizations. However, the secondary imperfective suffix
can be a part of such nominalizations, as illustrated in (54b) (and simplex verbs
can also be nominalized, as shown in (54a)).

(54) a. ps-a-n-i
write-TH-N/T-NOM.SG
‘writing’
b. vy-pis-ova-n-i
out-write-sSI-N/T-NOM.SG
‘excerpting”’ (Czech)

As to phonological properties of the secondary imperfective suffix and the habit-
ual marker, there are many similarities. Both affixes can induce a vowel change,
most typically the change from the phoneme /o/ to /a/, which is a relic of the
Proto-Indo-European vowel gradation (lengthening, see e.g. Nandris & Auty
1969). For the Russian imperfectivizing suffix, consider (55) and for the habitual
marker, see (56).1

(55) a. s—plros-i—t’PF

with-ask-TH-INF
‘to ask’

b. s-pras-iva-t'Ft
with-ask-s1-INF

‘to ask’ (Russian)

(56) a. chod-i-t™F
walk-TH-INF
‘to walk’

BIn the perfective form in (55a), the phoneme /o/ is reduced and surfaces as the phone [e] given
its positioning in the first pretonic syllable.
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b. chaz-iva-tFF
walk-HAB-INF

‘to walk repeatedly’ (Russian)

The examples also show that both aspectual morphemes can shift the accent
to the root and that the underlying front theme vowel can palatalize the root
consonant in the derived forms in (55b) and (56b).

Lengthening processes are observed in Czech, too. In (57) the imperfectivizing
marker -(v)a- lengthens the preceding theme vowel. Similarly, in (58) the habitual
marker -(v)a- lengthens the preceding theme -i-. This lengthening also applies
in reduplicated form, as already shown in (39b) and (40) by the habitual form
ps-a-va-t and the reduplicated ps-a-va-va-t, respectively.

(57) a. vy-dél-a-t*f
out-make-TH-INF

< b
to earn

b. vy-dél-g-va-t'FF

out-make-TH-SI-INF
‘to earn’ (Czech)

(58) a. chod-i-t’F
walk-TH-INF
‘to walk’
b. chod-i-va-t"'F
walk-TH-HAB-INF
‘to walk repeatedly’ (Czech)

However, there are differences between phonological effects of the two markers.
The habitual marker lengthens the preceding vowel but does not induce transi-
tive palatalization in contrast to the secondary imperfective suffix. Consider the
following examples, with the root pros, which is palatalized by the theme -i- in
(59a)—(59Db) but is not affected in (59¢)-(59d).

(59) a. vy-pros-i-t'f

out-beg-TH-INF
‘to beg’

b. vy-pros-ova-t®'F
out-beg-sI1-INF
‘to beg’
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c. pros—i—tIPF

beg-TH-INF
‘to beg’
d. pros-i-va-t''F
beg-SI-HAB-INF
‘to beg repeatedly’ (Czech)

This different behavior possibly results from a specific templatic properties of
secondary imperfective verbs in Czech, which must weigh three morae without
the prefix (see Scheer 2003, Caha & Scheer 2008, Caha & Zikova 2016 for tem-
platic properties of Czech verbal forms). In fact, this is what we expect if the
imperfectivizing suffix and the habitual marker are two different elements rep-
resenting distinct pieces of structure that enter into relations with differently
complex constituents.

Moreover, the Czech habitual marker does not induce the vowel gradation in
the root (with transitive palatalization) in contrast to the imperfectivizing marker.
Compare chod-i-va-t ‘to walk repeatedly’ from (58b) with the Russian chaz-iva-f
‘to walk repeatedly’ in (56b) and with (60), which contains the /o/-/a/ alternation
induced by the imperfective suffix.

(60) a. vy—tvof—i—tPF
out-make-TH-INF
‘to make’

b. vy-tvar-e-tt
out-make-SI-INF

‘to make’ (Czech)

Given the differences just discussed, I conclude that the imperfectivizing suffix
and the habitual suffix are not identical elements. Yet, there can be one under-
specified vocabulary item that spells out both elements, as shown in (61).

(61) -yva- <> [ipf]

According to this rule, -yva- (which represents allomorphs of the habitual and
the imperfectivizing suffix) is inserted into a morphosyntactic context specified
as imperfective. That is, -yva- can realize the habitual and the imperfectivizing
head, which both have the imperfective feature (for more discussion, see §3). The
syntactic, semantic and phonological differences between the two suffixes then
result from the fact that they represent distinct pieces of the morphosyntactic
structure and consequently enter into relations with different elements.
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To conclude this section, the linearized structure with the four aspectual mark-
ers and their morphological aspect effects looks like (62).

(62)  [[[SPhigher [[SPiower [v SEML [LP [root]PF/IFFJPFIPFIPE STIIPFIFE Agp)]
H AB]IPF

Note that it is an overall picture that does not take into account selection prop-
erties and particular incompatibilities of the markers.

2 Aspect separated from the four aspectual markers

We have seen that the aspectual interpretation is determined by several elements,
which can have opposite aspectual effects (perfective versus imperfective). The
discussion of the four markers and their morphological aspect effects showed
that the morphological aspect value of a predicate can change in the course of
its derivation. That is, each new aspect marker adds a new aspect layer to the
preceding derivation that covers the preceding aspect values. Recall that we have
seen that the morphological aspect is determined by the last attached aspectual
morpheme. I will call it Morphological Aspect Generalization (MAG); consider (63).

(63) Morphological Aspect Generalization

The morphological aspect is determined by the last attached aspectual
morpheme.

I also showed that in certain cases aspectual markers do not change the morpho-
logical aspect interpretation. These facts are not new; see e.g. Karcevski (1927),
Isacenko (1962), Zinova & Filip (2015) and Tatevosov (2020). Given these facts,
we need a mechanism that can inspect all the relevant aspectual morphemes and
can determine which of them is the final one.

The ideal candidate is the operation Agree. Given that it can establish a relation
between the probe and the goal at a distance, it is suitable for cases where the
interpretation is separated from the element that triggers it.

Tatevosov (2011) argues that prefixes are not morphological exponents of the
perfective aspect. His argument is based on the fact that Russian stem nominal-
izations are aspectless although they are formed from prefixed stems. In other
words, if prefixes were not dissociated from the perfective meaning, Russian -nie
nominals would have to be interpreted as perfective. According to Pazelskaya
& Tatevosov (2008) and Tatevosov (2011), Russian stem nominalizations include
the projection with the secondary imperfective suffix at the most. As discussed
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in §1.4, Czech stem nominalizations also contain higher superlexical prefixes and
the aspectual projection. Thus, the structures of the two languages differ in the
presence/absence of higher superlexicals and the aspectual projection (i.e. the
presence/absence of the aspectual interpretation), as shown in my notation in
(64) and (65).

(64)  [[[[SPjower [» SEML [LP [Vroot]PFIPFIPFIPEIPE gIPE N/T] 1] (Russian)

(65) [[[[Sphigher [[SPlower [v SEML [LP [‘/rOOt]PF/IPF]PF]PF]PF SI]IPF]PF ASP]
N/T] n] (Czech)

Now I will extend the separation argument to the semelfactive marker. Since Rus-
sian nominalizations generally disallow the presence of the semelfactive -n(V)-
and Czech stem nominalizations (with or without SEML) always have the mor-
phological aspect, we cannot construct a direct argument with aspectless nom-
inals containing the semelfactive -n(V)-.1* Recall that I argued in §1.3 that the
semelfactive suffix spells out the verbalizing head v, as do other theme elements;
consider (64) and (65) again. Given this and the fact that the aspectual projection
occurs outside the projection with the imperfectivizing suffix (and also higher
than projections with the -n-/-t- suffix and the nominalizing suffix in Russian, as
shown in (64)), it is obvious that the semelfactive marker is separated from the
perfective aspect. Below I will show that the semelfactive marker is also sepa-
rated from the aspectual projection by the projection of Voice, which introduces
the agent argument.

Note that it would not be reasonable to postulate another aspectual projection
with the perfective interpretation specific to the semelfactive -n(V)- because of
the reason of language economy and because of universality of the clausal hierar-
chy. Moreover, given that the perfectivity effect of the semelfactive -n(V)- is real
- see the periphrastic future test in (66) and (67) — the analysis of the semelfactive
marker cannot be based only on its inner aspect properties.

(66) a. budet kri¢-a-t'F
will shout-TH-INF
‘it/(s)he will shout’
b. *budet krik-nu-t*F
will shout-SEML-INF
Intended: ‘it/(s)he will shout out’ (Russian)

“The question of exactly how the presence of Asp licenses the presence of the semelfactive
marker in Czech, I leave for future research.
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(67) a. bude bod-a-t"F
will point-TH-INF
‘it/(s)he will stab’
b. *bude bod-nou-t*F
will point-SEML-INF
Intended: ‘it/(s)he will stab’ (Czech)

Romanova (2004), Tatevosov (2015) and Mueller-Reichau (2020) argue for Rus-
sian that the imperfectivizing suffix merges inside the verbal domain. Thus, the
secondary imperfective marker, too, is dissociated from its interpretation be-
cause the aspectual head responsible for the imperfective interpretation is lo-
cated in a higher position above vP. According to Biskup (2020) — who uses a
scope argument like the one in Tatevosov (2015) — scope facts with the Czech cu-
mulative na- also suggest that the position of the imperfectivizing suffix is below
the projection with the agentive argument. The same point can be done with the
distributive prefix po-.

Concretely, cumulative na- and distributive po- can quantify over an object, as
shown by the grammatical plural (non-quantized) object in (68a). The ungram-
maticality of the quantized, singular object jablko ‘apple’ shows that the prefix
na- is indeed cumulative and the prefix po- distributive. In contrast, the prefixes
cannot quantify over an agentive subject, as demonstrated in (68b), where the
plural subject is ungrammatical. Only if the object is plural, non-quantized, the
sentence is grammatical, as demonstrated in (68c). This goes hand in hand with
the fact that when we want to quantify over the agentive subject, the argument
structure (including case properties) of the verb needs to be manipulated and the

reflexive element must be added in the case of the cumulative na-, as shown in
(68d).°

(68) a. po-/na-s-bir-a-t'F {jablka / *jablko}
DIST-/CUM-with-take-s1-INF apples apple
distributive: ‘to pick apples/*apple one after another’
cumulative: ‘to pick amount of apples/“apple’

5 Also compare the following examples with ‘self’ and the cumulative/saturative na-, which can
quantify over the subject.

(i) a. na-begat’-sja
on-run-self
‘to have one’s fill of running’ (Russian)
b. na-béhat se
on-run self
‘to have one’s fill of running’ (Czech)
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b. *Sousedi po-/na-sbirali jablko.
neighbors p1sT-/cuM-picked apple
Intended distributive: ‘Neighbors one after another picked an apple’
Intended cumulative: ‘Amount of neighbors picked an apple’

c. Sousedi po-/na-sbirali jablka.
neighbors DIsT-/cuM-picked apples
distributive: ‘Neighbors picked apples one after another.
cumulative: ‘Neighbors picked amount of apples’

d. Sousedi se nasbiralijablek do sytosti.
neighbors self picked apples.GEN.PL to one’s.fill
‘Neighbors had their fill of picking apples’ (Czech)

Given that the perfective nasbirat is derived by attaching the cumulative na- and
the distributive po- to the stem after the secondary imperfective suffix, the ex-
ample suggests that higher superlexical prefixes like the cumulative na- and the
distributive po- merge below the head introducing the agent and above the im-
perfectivizing suffix in Czech. Consequently, in the light of the fact that the
aspectual projection is above the projection introducing the agent (e.g. Babko-
Malaya 2003, Filip 2005, Btaszczak & Klimek-Jankowska 2012, Gribanova 2015),
it is possible to conclude that the imperfective interpretation is separated from
the imperfectivizing suffix.

At the same time, if it is correct that higher superlexical prefixes merge below
the projection with the agent (VoiceP), we also have an argument for separating
prefixes from the perfective interpretation occurring in the aspectual projection.

The following examples show that stem nominalizations like the Russian -nie
nominals and the Czech -ni nominals can have an agent. The nominals can co-
occur with an agent-oriented modifier, as in (69a) and (70a), and can be modified
by an agentive by-phase, as shown in (69b) and (70b).

(69) a. umyslennoe prestuplenie
deliberate  delict
‘a wilful delict’

b. soverSenie prestuplenija licom...
perpetration delict.GEN.SG person.INSTR.SG
‘a perpetration of the delict by a person’ (Russian)

(70) a. umyslné poskozeni

deliberate damage
‘a malicious damage’

84



3 Aspect separated from aspectual markers in Russian and Czech

b. spachani  trestného ¢inu osobou...
perpetration criminal.GEN.SG act.GEN.SG person.INSTR.SG
‘a perpetration of the delict by a person’ (Czech)

Now let us combine it with the fact that Russian stem nominalizations are aspect-
less (as discussed in §1.4). Applying the containment argument again, we con-
clude that (at least in Russian) the aspectual projection is indeed above VoiceP,
as shown in (71).

(71)  [[[SPhigher [[SPiower [v SEML [LP [Vroot] P JFF]FFIPESTIIPFIFE voice]
Asp]

Kwapiszewski (2021) argues for the position of the secondary imperfective suffix
below Voice and in this way also for separating the imperfectivizing suffix from
the morphological aspect in Polish. He builds on Baker & Vinokurova (2009) and
draws a parallelism between English nominals in -er and Polish agent/instrument
-acz/-arka nominals. He shows that Polish -acz/-arka nominalizations can con-
tain the imperfectivizing suffix but do not embed the Voice projection since they
do not allow the relevant modifiers.

The same argument can be done for the Czech counterpart: -¢ nominals (Rus-
sian does not have this form of nominals). The animate as well as the inanimate
nominal contain the imperfectivizing suffix but do not allow agent-oriented mod-
ifiers, as demonstrated in (72).

(72) a. (Yumyslny) vy-jedn-a-va-¢ (*,aby  zabréanil valce)
deliberate out-one-TH-sI-NMLZ  so.that prevent war
Intended: ’someone who (deliberately) negotiates (in order to avoid a
war)’

b. o-vlad-a-¢ (*fosobou) (*s  cilem ménit programy)
about-rule-s1-NMLZ person.INSTR.SG with goal switch channels
Intended: ‘a remote control (used by a person) (for switching TV
channels)’ (Czech)

Thus, in Czech, too, such nominalizations include the projection with the sec-
ondary imperfective suffix but are structurally smaller than VoiceP and by tran-
sitivity, also smaller than AspP. Beside separating the imperfective suffix from
the imperfective interpretation, it also argues for the claim that prefixes are sep-
arated from the perfective interpretation in the aspectual projection. Because of
the presence of the imperfectivizing suffix, at least lexical and lower superlexical
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prefixes are expected to be able to occur in this type of nominalizations. This
seems to be correct, given the prefixed examples in (72).

If Baker & Vinokurova (2009) are correct in that agentive nominalizing mor-
phemes like -er are nominal versions of the Voice head (having meanings similar
to morphemes of Voice heads) that combine with the same complements as Voice
does, then the order of the morphemes itself can be taken to mean that the projec-
tion of Voice is higher than the projection of the secondary imperfective suffix.
The point is that the imperfectivizing suffix is always closer to the root than the
agentive nominalizing morpheme.

It is possible to extend this reasoning to other agent nominalizations, e.g. to
nominals ending in -tel” in Russian, -tel in Czech and -ciel in Polish and to Russian
nominals with the suffixes -(I’)$¢ik and -¢ik, which are counterparts of the Czech
-¢ discussed above. Such agent nominalizations can contain the imperfectivizing
suffix and the suffix is always closer to the root than the agentive morpheme,
independently of whether the nominal is inanimate (instrument), as in (73a), or
animate, as in examples (73b) and (74).

(73) a. pere-gruz-a-tel’
over-load-s1-NMLz
‘a loader’
b. ras-se-va-1’scik
apart-sow-SI-NMLZ
‘a sorter’ (Russian)

(74) o-Setf-ova-tel
about-spare-s1-NMLZ
‘a keeper’ (Czech)

The consequences for dissociating prefixes and the secondary imperfective suf-
fix from the corresponding morphological aspect interpretation are identical to
those in the case of -acz/-arka and -¢ nominalizations discussed above.

The current analysis with AspP above VoiceP, as discussed wrt. (71), goes
against analyses like Zdziebko (2017: 571, 585), who argues that in Polish, the
agentive VoiceP is placed above the aspectual projection(s). According to a re-
viewer, data like (75) suggest that in Polish, VoiceP is also higher than HabP
since the habitual -yw- is inside the passive -n-.

(75) Ta melodia jest / byta grywana w wielu rozglosniach radiowych.
this melody is = was played.HAB in many stations radio.
“This melody is/was played in many radio stations’ (Polish)
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However, I assume that -n- in fact projects a participial phrase, as in Biskup
(2016) and Biskup (2019: Chapter 4). PartP then includes HabP. An argument
for HabP above VoiceP could be based on the fact that stem nominalizations can
be agentive but cannot contain the habitual morpheme, like the Russian *pisy-
vanie ‘writing’ and the Czech *psavani ‘writing’ in (45b). Since Polish habitual
nominalizations like pisywanie ‘writing’ are grammatical, they can also contain
Habp.16

Since the nominalizations under discussion typically refer to an instrument or
an agent repeatedly performing the event expressed by the verb stem (they often
contain the imperfectivizing morpheme, as in (72-74)), they are incompatible
with the semelfactive suffix. Specifically, they conflict with the cardinality one
property of the semelfactive morpheme, as defined in (37).

The next structural prediction is that the nominalizations under discussion
cannot include the habitual marker for it is located above the aspectual projec-
tion. This prediction seems to be correct since e.g. the Czech National Corpus,
SYN 8 (Kfen et al. 2019) contains no agent nominalization that have the habitual
marker and ends in -vatel.

Let us now consider the separation of the morphological aspect interpretation
from the habitual marker. The habitual suffix is special. First, in contrast to the
other aspectual markers, it occurs above the aspectual projection, as argued in
§1.4. Second, in contrast to the other markers, it does not reverse the morpholog-
ical aspect value of the predicate to which it adjoins. Because of the second prop-
erty, it in actuality does not have to be in a syntactic relation with the aspectual
head. It suffices when it imposes the imperfective requirement on its complement.
Moreover, given this selection property and the specific quantificational mean-
ing of the marker, the habitual suffix can be treated as semantically independent
from the aspectual head, which encodes the inclusiveness relation between the
event time and the reference time.l” Furthermore, since there are forms with the

1In addition, given the reasoning in §1.4 that HabP is above AspP, the ‘be’ auxiliary in construc-
tions like (i) cannot be placed in AspP, contrary to Blaszczak & Klimek-Jankowska (2012) and
Blaszczak et al. (2014). As to the Russian habitual igryvat’ ‘to play repeatedly’, it is standardly
claimed that such forms are colloquial and used only in the past tense (see §1.4 again).

(i) a. Janbedzie grywa¢ w roéznych lokalach w Londynie. (Polish)
Janwill  play.HAB in different pubs  in London.

b. Jan bude hravat v raznych hospodach v Londyné.
Jan will play.HaB in different pubs in London.
Both: ‘Jan will play in London in various pubs’ (Czech)

For the specific aspectual operators, see footnote 12.
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morphological aspect interpretation that exclude the habitual marker - recall the
Czech stem nominalizations from §1.4 —, I conclude that the habitual marker can
be separated from the aspectual phrase as well.

3 Deriving the morphological aspect value

As stated in the beginning of the preceding section, the operation Agree is very
suitable for cases where a certain interpretation is separated from the element
bringing out the interpretational effect. In our case, it is about perfective versus
imperfective effects triggered by the four aspectual markers. For this reason, we
need an interpretable unvalued aspect feature on the aspectual head and valued
features on the aspectual markers. The feature on the aspectual markers (either
perfective or imperfective) can value the unvalued feature on the head Asp and
in this way, it can bring about the appropriate inclusiveness relation between the
event time and the reference time.

In the current proposal, I follow the Agree analysis by Biskup (2020) and as-
sume that the secondary imperfective marker has an uninterpretable aspect fea-
ture with the imperfective value (recall the imperfectivizing effect of this suffix
from §1.2). In contrast, since prefixes perfectivize the base predicate, as we saw in
§1.1, they bear an uninterpretable aspect feature with the perfective value. The
same also holds for the semelfactive marker because it also has the perfective
effect, as discussed in §1.3. With respect to the habitual head, I argued in the pre-
ceding section that it has an imperfective selection feature and that it does not
have to enter into an Agree relation with the aspectual head. However, the ha-
bitual head bears the imperfective aspect feature, which ensures that the marker
-yva- can spell out it in accordance with the rule (61).

If we make the standard assumption that lexical prefixes merge in the com-
plement position of the root (e.g. Ramchand 2004, Svenonius 2004, Gehrke 2008,
Biskup 2019), then the (non-linearized) hierarchy with the four aspect markers
and their aspect features looks like (76).

(76)  [HabP HABipt [Aspp ASPasp-F:[ ][Voicep Voice [spp SPpf [stp Slipt [spp SPpt
[vp SEMLyt [yp v [pp LPy¢]1111111]

Assuming that morphemes are structurally heads, lexical prefixes head a prepo-
sitional phrase, the semelfactive marker heads the vP projection, superlexical
prefixes head their own projection SPP and the habitual suffix heads the habit-
ual projection. Superlexical projections can be iterated and occur either lower or
higher than the projection of the imperfectivizing morpheme SIP.
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The Agree analysis can successfully deal with the generalization MAG, that
is, with the fact that the morphological aspect value is determined by the last at-
tached aspectual morpheme. Specifically, using the standard operation of down-
ward Agree, the last — structurally, the highest — aspectual marker can be deter-
mined on the basis of minimality, i.e. the structural distance from the probing
aspectual head. The aspect feature of the closest marker will then value the un-
valued aspect feature of the aspect head. Since only downward Agree is used,
the habitual marker — occurring in a higher structural position - is not visible
for the probing aspectual head. This, however, does not pose a problem because
the marker cannot change the morphological aspect value, as already discussed
above.

If it is correct that the verb moves to the head Asp, as argued by Gribanova
(2013, 2015) for Russian, we receive the syntactic structure in Figure 1. Concretely,
when the unvalued feature of the aspectual head probes, the complex verbal head
is located in Voice. To determine the closeness of aspectual affixes and their fea-
tures, I employ the concept of dominance. It is the head to which the moving
element adjoins that projects, as demonstrated in the abstract structure in Fig-
ure 1. Since this head dominates the adjoined head, its features (among others,
its valued aspect feature) are closer to the c-commanding aspectual head than
the features of the adjoined head.

The complex Voice head in Figure 1 contains the following markers with their
aspect features: a lexical prefix (the preposition), a lower superlexical prefix, the
secondary imperfective suffix and a higher superlexical prefix. Therefore, the
structure can represent predicates like the Russian po-pere-za-pis-yva-t ‘to re-
record for a while’. The delimitative prefix po- merges in the higher superlexical
position and the repetitive pere- merges in the lower superlexical position, i.e. be-
low the secondary imperfective suffix -yva-. The lexical prefix za- is represented
by the preposition in Figure 1. What is crucial here, is that the delimitative po-
projects its perfective feature and dominates the SI constituent headed by -yva-
with its imperfective aspect feature. Hence, it is the perfective feature of the de-
limitative po- that is the closest aspect feature and values the unvalued aspect
feature on Asp. Consequently, the predicate is interpreted as perfective.

Nothing changes on the result, if the lower superlexical prefix is missing like
in the perfective Russian example po-vy-talk-iva-t ‘to push out one after another’
from §1.2. The distributive po-, with its perfective aspect feature, spells out the
higher SP in Figure 1 and it is again the closest element to the aspectual head.

In contrast, if a single superlexical prefix merges in the lower SP position like
in the Czech predicate do-plét-a-t ‘to complete knitting’ in (17b), the imperfective
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Figure 1: The derivation of the perfective morphological aspect

feature of the imperfectivizing suffix will be the closest aspect feature to Asp.
Consequently, the imperfective operator will be used for the aspectual head.

It is obvious from the discussion that there can be aspectual markers with
valued, uninterpretable aspect features that do not enter into an Agree relation
(recall also the habitual head, which is not c-commanded by the probing Asp and
bears a valued, uninterpretable imperfective feature). To cope with this issue, I
assume that for the semantic interface, only unvalued features (but not unin-
terpretable features) are offending. Concretely, the uninterpretable property of
a feature just signals that the feature should not be interpreted at the seman-
tic interface (cf. Zeijlstra 2009). In other words, the interpretable versus uninter-
pretable property can indicate where (i.e. which occurrence of) the feature should
be interpreted in the structure.
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In the case of predicates containing a lexical prefix and the imperfectivizing
suffix like the Russian za-rabat-yva-t ‘to earn’ in (9b) and the Czech vy-pros-ova-
t ‘to beg’ in (16b), we also receive the imperfective aspect because the mother
SI node, with its imperfective feature, unambiguously dominates the P element
(lexical prefix); consider the structure in Figure 1 again.

If only a lexical prefix attaches to the predicate, as in na-kle-i-f ‘to stick on’
in (1b) and vy-chov-a-t ‘to raise’ in (2b), the aspectual head probes the whole
way down in the complex Voice head and finally finds the only available aspect
feature on P. This brings about the perfective interpretation. Obviously, the same
result is obtained if a superlexical prefix is added to the lexical one, as in the
Russian pere-vy-poln-i-t ‘to overfulfill’ in (7a) and the Czech pre-vy-chov-a-t ‘to
re-educate’ in (8a). There, however, it is the perfective feature of the superlexical
prefix that values the aspectual head.

Since lexical prefixes merge in the complement of the root and then adjoin to it,
it must be the root that projects its features in the complex verbal head. From this
and the fact that lexical prefixes perfectivize the base predicate, it follows that the
root cannot have an imperfective aspect feature. For this reason, I assume that
the morphological aspect of simplex verbs is derived by a default mechanism.
Specifically, if the probing aspectual head does not find an aspect feature in its
c-command domain, it will receive the imperfective aspect value when it is sent
to the interfaces (see Preminger 2014 for the claim that the operation Agree can
fail). Note that this proposal is in line with the standard approach to Slavic aspect,
which takes imperfectivity to be the default aspect value (see e.g. Jakobson 1932,
1956, Comrie 1976, Niibler et al. 2017). As to the root of the exceptional perfective
simplex predicates like the Rusian and Czech kupit/koupit ‘to buy’ and dat/dat
‘to give’, it bears a perfective feature, which is found by the probing aspectual
head. Concerning bi-aspectual verbs, I assume that their root can optionally have
the perfective feature (in addition to applying the default mechanism resulting
in imperfectivity) until the aspect value of the predicate is settled.

With respect to the semelfactive marker, it was shown in §1.3 that the suffix
combines with prefixes but does not co-occur with the secondary imperfective
suffix and the habitual marker. Given that the semelfactive marker also bears an
aspect feature and spells out the verbalizing head v, its perfective feature will
value the aspect feature of Asp in the case of lexically prefixed predicates like
the Russian vs-krik-nu-f ‘to give a scream’ in (34) and, of course, in the case of
unprefixed semelfactive verbs like krik-nu-f ‘to shout out’ in (23b), which were
discussed in §1.3.

On the contrary, in the case of superlexically prefixed semelfactive verbs like
the Czech na-prask-nou-t ‘to crack partially’ in (35), it will be the perfective fea-
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ture of the superlexical prefix that values the aspectual head (independently of
whether it is a lower or a higher superlexical prefix) since any SP projected by a
superlexical prefix always dominates v.

As discussed in sections §1.3 and §1.4, Russian and Czech stem nominaliza-
tions differ in the complexity of their structure, specifically, in the presence or
absence of higher superlexical prefixes and the aspectual projection. In the case
of Czech -ni nominals — which can contain higher superlexicals and have the
morphological aspect — the morphological aspect value on the aspectual head
will be derived as described above. In the case of Russian -nie nominals there is
no Agree operation because they are aspectless and include the projection with
the imperfectivizing marker at the most, plus the projection with the suffix -n-/-
t- and the nominalizing projection nP; see (64) again. Here, the assumption that
the uninterpretability of features just signals whether or not the appropriate (in-
stance of the) feature should be interpreted at the semantic interface is applicable.
This reasoning applies to all forms that lack the aspectual projection but contain
an aspectual marker with an aspect feature, e.g. to the root nominalizations dis-
cussed in §1.3, which can include a lexical prefix.

The proposal in Figure 1 derives the correct order for all morphemes except
superlexical prefixes. Given that prefixes display a peculiar behavior more gen-
erally, I assume that they also have weak prosodic properties which force them
to linearize to the left (see e.g. Caha & Zikova 2016, who argue for a proclitic
character of short verbal prefixes in Czech, and Biskup et al. 2011, who discuss
differences between prefixed verbs and particle verbs in German and argue that
in prefixed verbs the prepositional phonological word is weak in contrast to par-
ticle verbs).

4 Conclusions

I have argued that the four aspectual morphemes (prefixes, the secondary imper-
fective suffix, the semelfactive marker and the habitual suffix) are not exponents
of the morphological aspect in Russian and Czech; they just work as a trigger of
the corresponding aspectual interpretation. However, this is not to say that the
aspectual markers are meaningless. They have their own meaning, which can be
inner aspectual, as proposed e.g. for the semelfactive suffix in §1.3. I have shown
that the morphological aspect value is determined by the last attached aspectual
marker. The aspect value, I have derived by means of the operation Agree, using
the concept of closeness based on dominance relations in the moved verbal head.
The last-attached aspectual marker is the closest element with a valued aspect
feature.
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Abbreviations

AcCC accusative IPF imperfective

ATT  attenuative LP lexical prefix
coMP completive NMLzZ nominalizing affix
cum  cumulative NOM  nominative

DA degree achievement PART participle

DEL delimitative PF perfective

pIsT  distributive REP  repetitive

EXC excessive SEML  semelfactive

HAB  habitual SI secondary imperfective
INC inceptive SP superlexical prefix
INF infinitive TH theme (vowel)
Acknowledgments

Funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foun-
dation) — Project-ID 498343796. I would also like to thank reviewers and the
audience of the FDSL-14 conference for their helpful comments.

References

Arsenijevi¢, Boban. 2006. Inner aspect and telicity: The decompositional and the
quantificational nature of eventualities at the syntax-semantics interface. Leiden:
Leiden University. (Doctoral dissertation).

Babko-Malaya, Olga. 1999. Zero morphology: A study of aspect, argument structure
and case. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University. (Doctoral dissertation).

Babko-Malaya, Olga. 2003. Perfectivity and prefixation in Russian. Journal of
Slavic Linguistics 11(1). 5-36. https://www jstor.org/stable/24599703.

Baker, Mark C. & Nadya Vinokurova. 2009. On agent nominalizations and why
they are not like event nominalizations. Language 85(3). 517-556.

Berger, Tilman. 2009. Anmerkungen zur Produktivitat der tschechischen Itera-
tiva. In Lenka Scholze & Bjorn Wiemer (eds.), Von Zustinden, Dynamik und
Verdnderung bei Pygmden und Giganten. Festschrift zum 60. Geburtstag von Wal-
ter Breu, 25-43. Bochum: Universititsverlag Dr. N. Brockmeyer.

Biskup, Petr. 2016. Prefixed adjectival participles. Linguistica Brunensia 64(1). 7-
26. https://hdlLhandle.net/11222.digilib/135447.

Biskup, Petr. 2019. Prepositions, case and verbal prefixes: The case of Slavic (Lin-
guistik Aktuell/Linguistics Today 255). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

93


https://www.jstor.org/stable/24599703
https://doi.org/10.1353/lan.0.0144
https://doi.org/10.1353/lan.0.0144
https://hdl.handle.net/11222.digilib/135447
https://doi.org/10.1075/la.255
https://doi.org/10.1075/la.255

Petr Biskup

Biskup, Petr. 2020. An agree analysis of the morphological aspect in Slavic.
Manuscript, Charles University, Prague. https://home.uni-leipzig.de/biskup/.

Biskup, Petr, Michael Putnam & Laura C. Smith. 2011. German particle and prefix
verbs at the syntax-phonology interface. Leuvense Bijdragen 97. 106-135.

Biskup, Petr & Gerhild Zybatow. 2015. Verbal prefixation in Slavonic: A minimal-
ist approach. In Peter O. Miiller, Ingeborg Ohnheiser, Susan Olsen & Franz
Rainer (eds.), Word-formation: An international handbook of the languages of
Europe. (HSK 40.2), 1492-1515. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.

Blaszczak, Joanna, Patrycja Jablonska, Dorota Klimek-Jankowska & Krzysztof
Migdalski. 2014. The riddle of ‘future tense’ in Polish. In Philippe De Brabanter,
Mikhail Kissine & Saghie Sharifzadeh (eds.), Future times, future tenses, 165-
204. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Blaszczak, Joanna & Dorota Klimek-Jankowska. 2012. Futures in Polish and Slove-
nian: ‘A hole in a sock’ theory. In Alexander Podobryaev (ed.), Formal Ap-
proaches to Slavic Linguistics 20: The second MIT Meeting 2011, 17-32. Ann Ar-
bor, MI: Michigan Slavic Publications.

Borer, Hagit. 2005. The normal course of events: Structuring sense, Vol. II. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Caha, Pavel & Tobias Scheer. 2008. The syntax and phonology of Czech templatlc
morphology. In Andrei Antonenko, John Bailyn & Christina Y. Bethin (eds.),
Formal Approaches to Slavic Linguistics 16: The Stony Brook Meeting 2007, 68—
83. Ann Arbor, MI: Michigan Slavic Publications.

Caha, Pavel & Marketa Zikova. 2016. Vocalic alternations in Czech prefixes: Ev-
idence for prefix movement. Acta Linguistica Hungarica 63(3). 331-377.

Comrie, Bernard. 1976. Aspect: An introduction to the study of verbal aspect and
related problems. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Egg, Markus. 2018. Semelfactives. Oslo Studies in Language 10(2). 65-81. https:
//www.journals.uio.no/index.php/osla.

Esvan, Francois. 2007. Vidova morfologie Ceského slovesa. Praha: Nakladatelstvi
Lidové noviny.

Filip, Hana. 1993. On genericity: A case study in Czech. In Proceedings of the 9th
Annual Meeting of BLS 19, 125-142.

Filip, Hana. 2005. On accumulating and having it all: Perfect1v1ty, prefixes and
bare arguments. In Henk Verkuyl, Henriétte de Swart & Angeliek van Hout

94


https://home.uni-leipzig.de/biskup/
https://doi.org/10.2143/LB.97.0.2977249
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110246278-042
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110246278-042
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199679157.003.0008
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199679157.003.0008
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199263929.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1556/064.2016.63.3.3
https://www.journals.uio.no/index.php/osla
https://www.journals.uio.no/index.php/osla
https://doi.org/10.3765/bls.v19i1.1516

3 Aspect separated from aspectual markers in Russian and Czech

(eds.), Perspectives on aspect, 125-148. Dordrecht: Springer.

Filip, Hana & Gregory N. Carlson. 1997. Sui generis genericity. In Proceedings of
the Twenty-First Annual Penn Linguistics Colloquium, Vol. 4, 91-110. Philadel-
phia: The University of Pennsylvania.

Gehrke, Berit. 2008. Ps in motion: On the semantics and syntax of P elements and
motion events. Utrecht: LOT Publications. https://www .lotpublications.nl/
Documents/184_fulltext.pdf.

Gribanova, Vera. 2013. Verb-stranding verb phrase ellipsis and the structure of
the Russian verbal complex. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 31(1). 91-
136. .

Gribanova, Vera. 2015. Exponence and morphosyntactically triggered phonolog-
ical processes in the Russian verbal complex. Journal of Linguistics 51(3). 519-
561. .

Grzegorczykowa, Renata, Roman Laskowski & Henryk Wrobel. 1984. Gramatyka
wspotczesnego jezyka polskiego. Morfologia. Warszawa: PWN.

Isacenko, Aleksandr V. 1962. Die russische Sprache der Gegenwart. Teil I: Formen-
lehre. Halle (Saale: Niemeyer.

Jabtonska, Patrycja. 2007. Radical decomposition and argument structure. Tromse:
CASTL/University of Tromsg. (Doctoral dissertation).

Jakobson, Roman. 1932. Zur Struktur des russischen Verbums. In Charisteria
gvilelmo methsio qvinqvagenario a discipulis et circuli linvistici pragensis sodal-
ibus oblata, 74-84. Prague: Cercle Linguistique de Prague.

Jakobson, Roman. 1956. Shifters, verbal categories and the Russian verb. In Ro-
man Jakobson (ed.), Selected writings II: Word and language, 130-147. The
Hague: Mouton.

Karcevski, Serge. 1927. Systéme du verbe russe. Praha: Plamja.

Klimek-Jankowska, Dorota & Joanna Blaszczak. 2021. The interaction of idioms
and aspect in Polish. Manuscript, University of Wroclaw. www.researchgate.
net/publication/348433153.

Klimek-Jankowska, Dorota & Joanna Blaszczak. 2022. The status of secondary
imperfectivization in Polish: Evidence from VP idioms. Journal of Slavic Lin-
guistics 30(FASL 29 extra issue). 1-19. http://ojs.ung.si/index.php/JSL/article/
view/99.

Kope¢ny, Frantisek. 1962. Slovesny vid v CceStiné. Praha: Nakladatelstvi
Ceskoslovenské akademie véd.

Kfen, Michal, Viclav Cvréek, Tomas Capka, Anna Cermékova, Milena Hnatkova,
Lucie Chlumska, Tomas$ Jelinek, Dominika Kovaiikova, Vladimir Petkevic,
Pavel Prochazka, Hana Skoumalova, Michal Skrabal, Petr Trunecek, Pavel

95


https://doi.org/10.1007/1-4020-3232-3_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/1-4020-3232-3_7
https://www.lotpublications.nl/Documents/184_fulltext.pdf
https://www.lotpublications.nl/Documents/184_fulltext.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11049-012-9183-3
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022226714000553
www.researchgate.net/publication/348433153
www.researchgate.net/publication/348433153
http://ojs.ung.si/index.php/JSL/article/view/99
http://ojs.ung.si/index.php/JSL/article/view/99

Petr Biskup

Vondiicka & Adrian Zasina. 2019. Cesky ndrodni korpus (SYN 8). Praha: Ustav
Ceského narodniho korpusu, FF UK. http://www.korpus.cz.

Kuznecov, Pétr S. 1953. Istori¢eskaja grammatika russkogo jazyka. Moskva: Nauka.

Kwapiszewski, Arkadiusz. 2021. Secondary imperfective is below voice: Evidence
from -acz/-arka nominals and adjectival -gc participles. Manuscript, Univer-
sity of Oxford. https:// www . researchgate . net / publication / 352134509 _
Secondary_imperfective_is_below_Voice_Evidence_from_agentinstrument_
nominals_and_adjectival_active_participles.

Lazinski, Marek. 2020. Wykfady o aspekcie polskiego czasownika. Warszawa:
Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Warszawskiego.

Lazorczyk, Agnieszka A. 2010. Decomposing Slavic aspect: The role of aspectual
morphology in Polish and other Slavic languages. Los Angeles, CA: University
of Southern California. (Doctoral dissertation).

Lehmann, Volkmar. 1993. Die russischen Aspekte als gestufte Kategorien (ein
Beispiel fir die Bedeutung der kognitiven Linguistik in der slavistischen
Sprachwissenschaft). Die Welt der Slawen 38. 265-297.

Lunt, Horace G. 2001. Old Church Slavonic grammar. Berlin & New York: De
Gruyter Mouton.

Markman, Vita G. 2008. On Slavic semelfactives and secondary imperfectives:
Implications for the split ‘AspP’. In University of Pennsylvania Working Papers
in Linguistics 14(1), 255-268. https://repository.upenn.edu/pwpl/vol14/iss1/20.

Matushansky, Ora. 2009. On the featural composition of the Russian back yer.
In Gerhild Zybatow, Uwe Junghanns, Denisa Lenertova & Petr Biskup (eds.),
Studies in formal slavic phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics and informa-
tion structure: Proceedings of FDSL 7, 397-410. Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang.

Mueller-Reichau, Olav. 2020. Default aspect based on state change. Rhema 1. 90—
105. .

Nandris, Grigore & Robert Auty. 1969. Handbook of Old Church Slavonic. London:
The Athlone Press.

Nubler, Norbert. 2017. Iterativnost. In Petr Karlik, Marek Nekula & Jana
Pleskalova (eds.), Czechency — Novy encyklopedicky slovnik cestiny. https://
www.czechency.org/slovnik/ITERATIVNOST.

Niubler, Norbert, Petr Biskup & Susan Kresin. 2017. Vid. In Petr Karlik, Marek
Nekula & Jana Pleskalova (eds.), Czechency — Novy encyklopedicky slovnik
cestiny. https://www.czechency.org/slovnik/VID.

Paduceva, Elena V. 2015. Glagoly byt’ i byvat’: istorija i sovremennost’. Materialy
konferencii DIALOGUE 2015. http://www.dialog- 21.ru/digests/dialog2015/
materials/pdf/PaduchevaEV.pdf.

96


http://www.korpus.cz
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/352134509_Secondary_imperfective_is_below_Voice_Evidence_from_agentinstrument_nominals_and_adjectival_active_participles
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/352134509_Secondary_imperfective_is_below_Voice_Evidence_from_agentinstrument_nominals_and_adjectival_active_participles
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/352134509_Secondary_imperfective_is_below_Voice_Evidence_from_agentinstrument_nominals_and_adjectival_active_participles
https://repository.upenn.edu/pwpl/vol14/iss1/20
https://doi.org/10.31862/2500-2953-2020-1-90-105
https://www.czechency.org/slovnik/ITERATIVNOST
https://www.czechency.org/slovnik/ITERATIVNOST
https://www.czechency.org/slovnik/VID
http://www.dialog-21.ru/digests/dialog2015/materials/pdf/PaduchevaEV.pdf
http://www.dialog-21.ru/digests/dialog2015/materials/pdf/PaduchevaEV.pdf

3 Aspect separated from aspectual markers in Russian and Czech

Paslawska, Alla & Arnim von Stechow. 2003. Perfect readings in Russian. In
Artemis Alexiadou, Monika Rathert & Arnim von Stechow (eds.), Perfect explo-
rations, 307-362. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Pazelskaya, Anna & Sergei Tatevosov. 2008. Otglagol’'noe imja i struktura
russkogo glagola. In Sergei G. Tatevosov & Vladimir A. Plungyan (eds.), Issle-
dovanija po glagol’noj derivacii, 348-379. Moskva: Jazyki slavjanskich kultur.

Petr, Jan (ed.). 1986. Mluvnice cestiny 1: Fonetika - fonologie - morfonologie a mor-
femika - tvoreni slov. Praha: Academia.

Preminger, Omer. 2014. Agreement and its failures. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Prochazkova, Véra. 2006. Argument structure of Czech event nominals. MA thesis,
Tromse: University of Tromsg.

Ramchand, Gillian C. 2004. Time and the event: The semantics of Russian pre-
fixes. In Peter Svenonius (ed.), Nordlyd 32(2): Slavic prefixes. Tromse: Univer-
sity of Tromse.

Romanova, Eugenia. 2004. Superlex1cal versus lexical prefixes. In Peter Sveno-
nius (ed.), Nordlyd 32(2): Slavic prefixes. Tromse: University of Tromse.

Romanova, Eugenia. 2006. Constructing perfectivity in Russian. Tromse: Univer-
sity of Tromsg. (Doctoral dissertation).

Rothstein, Susan. 2004. Structuring events: A study in the semantics of lexical as-
pect. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing.

Scheer, Tobias. 2003. The key to Czech vowel length: Templates. In Petr Kosta,
Joanna Blaszczak, Jens Frasek, Ljudmila Geist & Marzena Zygis (eds.), Investi-
gations into formal Slavic linguistics: Contributions of the Fourth European Con-
ference on Formal Descriptions of Slavic Languages (FDSL IV) / Potsdam, Novem-
ber 2001, 97-118. Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang.

Schoorlemmer, Maaike. 1995. Participial passive and aspect in Russian. Utrecht:
Utrecht University. (Doctoral dissertation).

Smith, Carlota S. 1991. The parameter of aspect. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Svedova, Natalja Jur’evna (ed.). 1980. Russkaja grammatika. Moskva: Nauka.

Svenonius, Peter. 2004. Slavic prefixes inside and outside VP. Nordlyd 32(2). 205-
253. .

Szucsich, Luka. 2014. Restriktionen bei mehrfacher Pra- und Suffigierung. In
Hagen Pitsch (ed.), Linguistische Beitrdage zur Slavistik. XXI. JungslavistInnen-
Treffen in Gottingen 2012, 199-217. Miinchen: Otto Sagner.

Taraldsen Medova, Lucie & Bartosz Wiland. 2019. Semelfactives are bigger than
degree achievements. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 37(4). 1463-1513.

97


https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110902358.307
https://doi.org/10.7557/12.72
https://doi.org/10.7557/12.69
https://doi.org/10.7557/12.68
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11049-018-9434-z

Petr Biskup

Tatevosov, Sergei. 2008. Intermediate prefixes in Russian. In Andrei Antonenko,
John F. Bailyn & Christina Y. Bethin (eds.), Formal Approaches to Slavic Lin-
guistics 16: The Stony Brook Meeting 2007, 423-445. Ann Arbor, MI: Michigan
Slavic Publications.

Tatevosov, Sergei. 2011. Severing perfectivity from the verb. Scando-Slavica 57(2).
216-244.

Tatevosov, Sergei. 2013. Mnozestvennaja prefiksacija i eé sledstvija (Zametki o
fiziologii russkogo glagola) [Multiple prefixation and its consequences (Notes
on the physiology of Russian verb)]. Voprosy jazykoznanija 3. 42—-89.

Tatevosov, Sergei. 2015. Severing imperfectivity from the verb. In Gerhild Zy-
batow, Petr Biskup, Marcel Guhl, Claudia Hurtig, Olav Mueller-Reichau &
Maria Yastrebova (eds.), Slavic grammar from a formal perspective: The 10th
anniversary FDSL conference, 465-494. Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang.

Tatevosov, Sergei. 2020. On the aspectual architecture of Russian. Manuscript,
Lomonosov Moscow State University. http://otipl.philol.msu.xn--ru%20%
20aspectless_verb_3-m49l.1.pdf.

Vendler, Zeno. 1957. Verbs and times. The Philosophical Review 66(2). 143-160.

Vinogradov, Viktor V., Evgenija S. Istrina & Stepan G. Barchudarov. 1952. Gram-
matika russkogo jazyka. Moskva: Izdatel’stvo Akademii nauk SSSR.

Wiemer, Bjorn & Ilja A. Serzant. 2017. Diachrony and typology of Slavic aspect:
What does morphology tell us? In Walter Bisang & Andrej Malchukov (eds.),
Unity and diversity in grammaticalization scenarios, 239-307. Berlin: Language
Science Press.

Zaliznjak, Anna A. & Aleksej D. Smelev. 1997 Lekcii po russkoj aspektologii.
Miinchen: Verlag Otto Sagner.

Zdziebko, Stawomir. 2017. On the structure and interpretation of Polish passives.
Acta Linguistica Academica 64(4). 563-617.

Zeijlstra, Hedde. 2009. Dislocation effects, uninterpretable features, functlonal
heads, and parametric variation: Consequences of conflicting interface condi-
tions. In Kleanthes K. Grohmann (ed.), Interphases: Phase-theoretic investiga-
tions of linguistic interfaces, 82—114. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Zinova, Yulia & Hana Filip. 2015. The role of derivational history in aspect deter-
mination. In Gerhild Zybatow, Petr Biskup, Marcel Guhl, Claudia Hurtig, Olav
Mueller-Reichau & Maria Yastrebova (eds.), Slavic grammar from a formal per-
spective: The 10th anniversary FDSL conference, 595-609. Frankfurt am Main:
Peter Lang.

98


https://doi.org/10.1080/00806.631782
https://doi.org/10.3726/978-3-653-05335-7
http://otipl.philol.msu.xn--ru%20%20aspectless_verb_3-m49l.1.pdf
http://otipl.philol.msu.xn--ru%20%20aspectless_verb_3-m49l.1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.823224
https://doi.org/10.1556/2062.2017.64.4.4
https://doi.org/10.3726/978-3-653-05335-7

Chapter 4

Degree achievements from a Slavic
perspective

Mojmir Doéekal?, Lucia Vlaskova® & Maria Onoeva®

aMasaryk University Charles University

The evaluative behaviour of degree achievements (e.g., cool, widen, lengthen, dry)
has been a puzzling problem for many linguists. The currently standard theory
(Kennedy & Levin 2008) treats them as degree expressions based on different types
of scales, which in turn influence the resulting evaluative or non-evaluative inter-
pretation. While it may account for English, this theory faces empirical problems
when confronted with cross-linguistic data. In this paper, we present an experi-
ment on Russian exploring if verbal prefixes influence the (non-)evaluative inter-
pretation of degree achievements. It follows from the results that prefixation is at
least as important as the underlying scales for the cases we studied, which empiri-
cally challenges the scalar theory.

Keywords: degree achievements, evaluativity, prefix, Russian, Slavic, experimental
evidence

1 Introduction

The current paper describes the relationship of evaluativity inferences of adjecti-
val degree achievements with Slavic verbal morphology, namely verbal prefixes.
We also report the results of an experiment testing said relationship in Russian
degree achievements.

Degree achievements such as increase or age are typically analysed as verbs
where the argument undergoes a positive scalar change, e.g., in the sentence
The river widened, the degree of the river’s width undergoes a positive change
(= increases) along some relevant dimension (= width). A large group of degree
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achievements consists of verbs derived from gradable adjectives, such as English
wideny from wide or emptyy from empty . These deadjectival degree achieve-
ments will be the focus of the current paper and the experiment on Russian.

It is common to analyse gradable adjectives via the formal semantics notion of
an underlying scale. The underlying scales can differ with regard to their open-
ness. A scale is open when there are no endpoints specified; this leads to relative
gradable adjectives, where the standard of comparison that is needed to license
the positive form of such an adjective is supplied via the context of utterance.
Hence, as an example, it will take different absolute lengths to be considered
a long desk and a long boat.

On the other hand, a scale with at least one endpoint gives rise to an absolute
gradable adjective: the upper-bounded adjectives have the maximum endpoint
specified, the lower-bounded ones have the minimum, and closed-scale adjec-
tives have both endpoints. The standard of comparison used in positive forms
is then taken to be the specified endpoint of the given scale. Therefore, context
does not play the same role as in the relative adjectives and there should be no
difference in the degrees of dryness in a dry desk and a dry boat.

This division is supported by the different patterning of modifiers with differ-
ent types of adjectives, as shown below. We take almost and slightly as examples
of modifiers that are licensed only in particular situations: (i) for almost, the scale
in question has to have the maximum endpoint specified, hence the acceptability
with upper-bounded and closed-scale adjectives; whereas (ii) for slightly, it is the
other way around - the scale needs a minimum endpoint, as in lower-bounded
and closed-scale adjectives. Naturally, the scale with no specified endpoints does
not accept either of the mentioned modifiers.

1. relative adjectives: *almost long, *slightly tall

2. absolute adjectives
2.1 upper-bounded: almost dry, *slightly clean
2.2 lower-bounded: *almost dirty, slightly wet

2.3 closed-scale: almost opaque, slightly transparent

The scale typology will be important also while discussing degree achieve-
ments. Below, we will argue, following Kennedy & Levin (2008) among others,
that the underlying scale of the adjective remains in the meaning of the derived
degree achievement and influences its telicity and evaluativity behaviour.

This paper is structured as follows: §1.1 and §1.2 present an overview of the de-
gree achievement research, as well as the currently standard scalar theory. In §2,
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we turn to Slavic degree achievements with a focus on their prefixation pattern.
§3 reports the experiment testing the evaluative inferences of Russian degree
achievements. Finally, §4 summarises the article.

1.1 Telicity and evaluativity behaviour of degree achievements

Degree achievements are a puzzling group with regard to their telicity and eval-
uativity behaviour, as was first noted by Dowty (1979). Moreover, these two no-
tions have been often confused in the previous literature due to the misunder-
standings in the terminology. This section aims to delineate the two aspects and
clarify the terminology used in this paper.

We understand TELICITY as a property of verb phrases that denote an action
or an event with a specific endpoint. Let us first look at the telicity pattern in
motion verbs as a basis of the later comparison to degree achievements.

According to the standard telicity test of the acceptability of the adverbial
phrase for/in an hour, the predicate walked in (1a) is atelic (having no specific
endpoint). However, when an argument is added, e.g., to the pub, the whole pred-
icate walked to the pub in (1b) becomes telic and licenses the adverbial in an hour.
The telic event is maximal in a sense that it reaches its goal, so the VP walked
to the pub describes such events where its agent ends in the pub. Thus, motion
verbs can change their telicity according to the supplied arguments.

(1) a. John walked {for/*in} an hour. ATELIC

b. John walked to the pub {*for/in} an hour. TELIC

On the other hand, as shown by (2), English degree achievement cool is ambigu-
ous between the atelic interpretation (plausibly, the sentence would be true in
such a situation where some decrease of the temperature in the tea occurred) and
the telic interpretation (the most probable scenarios verifying the telic reading
would be such where the tea reached the room’s temperature). Moreover, the
ambiguity seems not to be related to change of the argument like in (1).

(2) The tea cooled {for/in} one hour.

Furthermore, what we refer to as EvaLuaTIviTY (following Brasoveanu & Rett
2018), is a property of (deadjectival) degree achievements whose corresponding
adjectives instantiate a degree above a particular standard. In other words, a de-
gree achievement is evaluative if it implies its base adjective in its positive form,
as in (3a); and non-evaluative, if the implication does not hold, as in (3b).!

!0Other terms used in the literature have been positive and telic for EVALUATIVE readings; and
comparative and atelic for NON-EVALUATIVE readings. However, it is important to differentiate
between telicity and evaluativity, hence the separate terminology in this paper.
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(3) a. The tea cooled in an hour. ~» The tea is cool. EVALUATIVE

b. The tea cooled for an hour. %% The tea is cool. NON-EVALUATIVE

In English, the telic predicates indicated by the adverbial in an hour usually cor-
respond with the evaluative interpretation, and vice versa, the atelic predicates
indicated by for an hour are usually non-evaluative, although this is not always
the case. However, as §2 will show, Slavic degree achievements can differentiate
between the two notions on a more visible level. Nevertheless, the situation in
Slavic languages is complicated by the fact that in degree achievements two no-
tions of maximalization coincide and also interact: degree maximalization (called
evaluativity in our article) and event maximalization (as described by Krifka 1992,
Filip 2008 a.o0.). More about it in §2.

1.2 Accounts of degree achievements

The pattern presented above lead some researchers (most notably Abusch 1986)
to claim that all degree achievements are ambiguous between the evaluative
and non-evaluative reading. But this is empirically incorrect, as was noticed by
other linguists soon thereafter. Consider first the upper-bounded degree achieve-
ments quieten, darken and ripen in (4) from Kearns (2007: ex. 36-38). If all degree
achievements were ambiguous between the evaluative and non-evaluative inter-
pretation, the non-evaluative interpretation should warrant the acceptability of
the continuation but it wasn’t A (= the base adjective). The usual conclusion
drawn from data like this is that English upper-bounded degree achievements
strongly prefer the evaluative reading (see Hay et al. 1999, Kennedy & Levin
2008 a.0.) and that the ambiguity behaviour of English degree achievements is
more an exception than a rule.

(4) a. The room quietened in a few minutes #but it wasn’t quiet.
b. The sky darkened in an hour #but it wasn’t dark.

c. The fruit ripened in five days #but it wasn’t ripe.

The same point can be concluded from the lower-bounded degree achievements,
since they seem to prefer the non-evaluative reading, which we illustrate with (5)
from Davies (2009), where the most salient interpretation is that the hands are
only partially wet. The general conclusion, then, seems to be that again, for lower-
bounded degree achievements, the ambiguity treatment is empirically wrong.

(5) Wet your hands with warm water and mix the dough with your hands.
(COoCA)
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Finally, turning to relative degree achievements, despite examples like (2), they
seem to strongly incline to the non-evaluative interpretation, as shown by the
examples from Kennedy & Levin (2008: ex. 6) repeated here as (6).

(6) a. The gap between the boats widened {for/*in} a few minutes.

b. The recession deepened {for/*in} several years.

To conclude, the current default theory of degree achievements (Hay et al. 1999,
Kennedy & Levin 2008, Kennedy 2012), which is constructed in a way that is natu-
rally reflecting the reported English contrasts, could be succinctly summarised as
follows: (i) relative degree achievements tend to be interpreted as non-evaluative;
(ii) lower-bounded degree achievements are, by default, interpreted as non-eval-
uative; (iii) upper-bounded degree achievements receive mostly evaluative inter-
pretations; (iv) closed-scale degree achievements lead, by default, to the evalu-
ative interpretation. This more or less summarizes the empirical landscape of
English degree achievements but it is an open question how much the scalar
theory is adequate for cross-linguistic data.?

Let us now introduce the mechanics of the standard scalar approach. It is based
on analysing an adjective as a measure function of the type (e, d), returning the
degree of an object on a scale along the relevant dimension. The measure func-
tion is then type shifted to a property of objects with the morphologically null
element pos (first introduced by Kennedy 1997), which also supplies the contex-
tual standard needed for the interpretation of relative adjectives.

Turning now to degree achievements, the scalar approach models them as
a measure of change function, as seen in (7). It is built on top of the “regular”
measure function and returns the degree of change on the appropriate scale that
the particular object underwent during the event. The core of its meaning is a dif-
ference function mp, which returns the difference between the degree at the ini-
tial and the final phase of the event (,-notation signals the difference function).
Note also the difference scale m', ranging from the standard of comparison to
the correlate, which represents a common ground between the analyses of de-
gree achievements and comparative forms of adjectives. This means, that the
difference scale wide' in (8), for example, would be the common meaning core of

“During the revision of our article there appeared a new work which very nicely covers degree
achievements from the cross-linguistic picture, Martinez Vera (2021). Thanks to one of the
anonymous reviewers for pointing us the article. In a future work we would be more than
happy to integrate our findings with Martinez Vera (2021) but since Martinez Vera (2021) and
our work build upon slightly different theoretical assumptions, such an integration would be
non-trivial and alas is beyond the scope of this article.
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widen and a comparative form wider than: T measures object on a scale provided
— scale of width in (8). Finally, we follow Henderson (2013) in extending Kennedy
& Levin’s (2008) notation, which allows the verbal measure function to access its
arguments via theta-roles, as reflected in (7) and (8) — © are then substituted for
the individual theta-roles in the particular sentences.

(7) Measure of change
For any measure function m, mCZ = Ae[mmT(g(e))(init(e)) (9(6)) ( ﬁn(e))]

(8) Ae[WIDEWIDET (@(e))(init(e)) (@(6)) (ﬁn(e))]

The measure of change function in (8) is then type-shifted into a property of
events, again via the morphologically null element pos. The application is exem-
plified by (9) for relative degree achievements, and (10) for absolute ones. The
standard of comparison (stnd) is supplied on the basis of the Interpretive Econ-
omy principle in (11) from Kennedy & Levin (2008). In absolute degree achieve-
ments, maximising the contributions of the elements means using the lexicalised
endpoint of the underlying scale as the standard of comparison, e.g., the maxi-
mum endpoint of the upper-bounded dry in (10): the truth conditions then specify
that there was an event e and the agens of the event dries over the course of e
in a way which exceeds the standard for drying. On the other hand, the relative
long in (9) has an open scale without endpoints, so the stnd needs to be supplied
via context and the event e exceeds any contextually provided degree d.

(9) The shadow of the tree lengthened.
[(9)] = Je[LonGy®(e) > stnd(1oNGp) A agle) = ox.* sHADOW(x)]

(10) The shirt dried.
[10)] = HE[DRYZg () > stnd(Dryp) A ag(e) = ox.*sHIRT(X)]

(11) Interpretive Economy (Kennedy & Levin 2008: ex. 18)
Maximize the contribution of the conventional meanings of the elements
of a sentence to the computation of its truth conditions.

2 Degree achievements in Slavic

Let us now turn to the data in focus: the Slavic degree achievements. The first
important observation comes from the morphosyntactic realisation of Slavic de-
gree achievements that is different from English. The majority of Slavic degree

104



4 Degree achievements from a Slavic perspective

achievements seems to be perfective, prefixed verbs. This is supported by the
data obtained from the national corpora of Czech (Kfen et al. 2015), Slovak (SNK
2020) and Russian (RNC 2003-2020). For each language, we elicited three repre-
sentative degree achievements and three other (transitive, unergative, and unac-
cusative) verbs and compared the proportions of prefixed vs unprefixed tokens
within them. We ran the Fisher’s test and concluded from the results (Czech: p <
2.2x1071%, OR = 10.6; Slovak: p < 2.2x 1071, OR = 9.5; Russian: p < 2.2x 10716,
OR = 10.9) that throughout these Slavic languages, the degree achievements are
approximately 10 times more probable to be prefixed than the other verb types.
A full account of Slavic degree achievements would, of course, have to integrate
the grammatical aspect as well, and compare imperfective vs perfective degree
achievements, but statistics like this provide a good argument to start analysing
Slavic degree achievements from perfective, prefixed verbs, as is the case of the
current paper.

In the rest of the article, we focus on the prefixed Slavic degree achievements
(for reasons mentioned above) but let us make some preliminary notes concern-
ing the interaction of grammatical aspect with the scalar component of Slavic
degree achievements. We acknowledge that such notes are nothing more than
first steps in a full story which would integrate event and degree maximalization
and that our notes cannot show appropriate respect to the enormous Slavic as-
pectual literature. But be it as it may, we follow Filip (2008) in her treatment of
imperfective degree achievements as non-maximal. And that seems to hold even
if the degree achievements are derived from upper-bounded scales. Consider (12)
with the imperfective degree achievement schnout ‘to dry’ with the lexical scale
based on the upper-bounded scale of the adjective suchy ‘dry’. In this case, the
non-maximal (atelic) interpretation of the imperfective aspect leads to the non-
evaluative interpretation of the degree achievement and since the same is true
for secondary imperfective version of the same verb, it seems probable that the
decisive factor for imperfective degree achievements is the grammatical aspect
which can override the scalar information. If we would apply the evaluativity
test introduced in §1.1, it would yield the non-evaluativity (truth of (12) does not
imply truth of the base adjective suchy ‘dry’ in the positive form). This is also
the claim of Filip (2008) which (we believe) points in the right direction for the
Slavic imperfective degree achievements but of course calls for a proper empiri-
cal verification.

(12) Pradlo schlo dvé hodiny.
laundry was.drying two hours
“The laundry was drying for two hours. ATELIC/NON-EVALUATIVE
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Turning now to the perfective degree achievements data, let us compare the pro-
totypical English example presented in (2) with its Czech counterpart in (13). The
different readings of the English degree achievement cool would be unambigu-
ously expressed — depending on the particular prefix — by the following Czech
predicates: the prefix vy- in (13a) yields the evaluative reading, which would be
true in a situation where the tea reached, e.g., the room temperature or the tem-
perature suitable for drinking. On the other hand, the prefix o- in (13b) distinctly
signalises the non-evaluative reading, which would be verified by any decrease
of the tea’s temperature. Moreover, the native speakers of Czech would infer that
a Czech sentence corresponding to English The tea was cool would follow only
from (13a), not (13b).

(13) a. Cajvy-chladl za hodinu.
tea from-cooled in hour

‘“The tea cooled completely in an hour. EVALUATIVE
b. Caj o-chladl za hodinu.

tea around-cooled in hour

‘The tea cooled slightly in an hour’ NON-EVALUATIVE

Notice, however, that the adverbial test we used in (13) classifies both sentences
as telic, which corresponds with the fact that both prefixed verbs are perfective
(here, we follow the standard approach to the relationship between the grammati-
cal and the lexical aspect in Slavic languages, exemplified by Brecht 1985 a.o.). De-
spite the fact that both vy-chladl ‘cooled completely’ in (13a) and o-chladl ‘cooled
slightly’ in (13b) are classified as telic, we can clearly see that in Czech (and gen-
erally in Slavic languages), the verbal morphology distinguishes the (non-)eval-
uative interpretation according to the prefix that is used. Notice as well that
the evaluativity classification fits nicely with the standard theory’s (Kennedy &
Levin 2008, Kennedy 2012) emphasis on the core of the adjectival meaning that
unites degree achievements and their corresponding adjectives.

As discussed above, Slavic languages allow disambiguation of such degree
achievements like English cool via different prefixes. But even more importantly,
in some cases, the prefixes can override their default interpretation. By way of
example, the English upper-bounded degree achievement dry is predicted by the
standard theory to be evaluative by default. But the Czech perfective example
in (14) shows that depending on the nature of the prefix, the degree achieve-
ment {0-/vy-}schnout ‘dry’ can be interpreted either as non-evaluative in (14a) or
evaluative in (14b). This pattern is general: for all types of degree achievements,
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absolute or relative, we can construct both evaluative and non-evaluative ver-
sions by various prefixes.? So, next to the imperfective degree achievements, as
in (12), non-evaluative perfective degrree achievements can be found too. The
data and theory that aims at explaining this Slavic degree achievement pattern
can be found in Docekal & V1askova (2021).

(14) a. Dfevo o-schlo, ale porad bylo vétsinou vlhké.
wood around-dried but still was mostly wet
“The wood dried slightly, but it was still mostly wet.

b. Drfevo vy-schlo, #ale pofad bylo vétsinou vlhké.
wood from-dried but was still mostly wet
‘The wood dried completely, #but it was still mostly wet.

In this article, we focus on the empirical properties of Slavic degree achievements
and test them experimentally, but let us note that, semantically, Slavic prefixation
of degree achievements resembles the English degree modifiers like completely
or partially. As Kennedy & Levin (2008) notice while discussing their example
(29) repeated bellow as (15), such degree modifiers can override the default inter-
pretation of closed-scale degree achievements like fill. The default interpretation
is supported with the degree modifier completely in (15a) but coerced to the non-
evaluative interpretation with partially in (15b).

(15) a. The basin filled completely in 10 minutes.
b. The basin filled partially ??in 10 minutes.

In this respect, Slavic prefixes and English degree modifiers resemble each other
semantically, but there are still some important differences: the first is the near
obligatory presence of prefixes on Slavic verbs (as noted above); the second con-
cerns the relative degree achievements. Consider (13a) again: the degree achieve-
ment is constructed on the open scale, so how can we even attain the evaluative
interpretation, when there is no clear scalar boundary to be reached? One rea-
sonable way to understand this theoretically is to propose that at least some
degree achievements are variable with respect to their scales and in case like (13)
they allow both relative and bounded scale. While in English the difference be-
tween the scales would be left for the context, Slavic languages can signal the
nature of the scale morphologically. And because of that, Slavic relative degree

*Inspired by Zwarts (2005), we categorise verbal prefixes according to their cumulativity
(bounded/unbounded nature) into evaluative and non-evaluative (in his terminology, telic vs
atelic, respectively).
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achievements can get the evaluative interpretation with the right kind of prefixes.
Again here we seem to be following Filip (2008) when she claims that perfective
degree achievements (at least with bounded scales) are always maximal in terms
of the event structure and by default also evaluative, but their evaluativity can
be contextually overridden. Our experimental research can be then understood
as a search for morphological clues determining the factors which Filip (2008)
claims to be contextual.

To summarise this section: once we move beyond the territory of English
degree achievements and focus on Slavic, we seem to see two sources of the
(non-)evaluative interpretation: (i) the scalar lexical information inherited from
the source adjectives; (ii) the degree modifiers and their contribution to the evalu-
ative profile of the degree achievement. And this leads us to the research question
behind our experiment, formulated in (16). It is clear that both factors (nature of
the scale and the prefixation type) play a role, but only a controlled experiment
can give us hints about their relative strength.

(16) What are the factors of the evaluative interpretation in the case of Slavic
degree achievements?

3 Experiment

In order to find out what the factors of the evaluative interpretation of Slavic
degree achievements are, prefixes or adjectival scales, we conducted an experi-
ment on Russian. We reformulated the research question above into three sub-
questions in (17).

(17) a. How much does the lexical semantics of Russian degree achievements
influence their evaluativity?
b. How much does the prefix of Russian degree achievements affect their
evaluativity?

c. Which of the two factors is stronger (at least in terms of statistics)?

The measuring of the experimental results can give us at least partial answers to
the questions above. The most interesting question is the third one: such a ques-
tion is also not answerable by native speakers’ intuition, that can otherwise give
reasonable hints in case of the two previous sub-questions.

This section is structured as follows: we briefly describe the design of the ex-
periment in §3.1, present its outcomes in §3.2 and analyse the results in §3.3. The
experiment was carried out as a part of a Master’s thesis of one of the authors.
Therefore, the following section borrows from Onoeva (2021).
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3.1 Design

The experiment was completed by 165 native speakers, but the data of three
of them were excluded due to low reliability discovered via their filler ratings.
The experiment was a coherence acceptability task. The subjects evaluated how
justified is a reasoning from indirect speech containing a degree achievement
to a sentence containing an adjective in a positive form on a Likert scale from
1 ‘completely unacceptable’ to 5 ‘completely acceptable’. The design was 2 x 2
with 4 conditions. Each participant saw 8 items and 8 fillers. A total of 16 stimuli
was randomised for each participant. L-Rex platform by Starschenko & Wierzba
(2021) was chosen for hosting.

The degree achievements tested in the experiment are present in Table 1. The
absolute/relative adjectival distinction was used, thus, we divided the degree
achievements into two groups. Then, we found the evaluative and non-evaluative
prefixes for each verb. Whether the prefixes contribute total or partial reading
was decided based on the judgements of the author of the experiment who is
a native speaker of Russian. We were looking for the verbs which allow both
types of prefixes, otherwise they were not suitable.

Table 1: The lists of the adjectives and DAs used in the experiment

adjective eval. DAs non-eval. DAs
relative

gorjacij ‘hot’ razo-gret  po-gret

nizkij ‘low’ s-nizitsja  po-nizifsja

bednyj ‘poor’  o-bednet  po-bednet
korotkij ‘short’  u-korotit  pod-korotit

absolute

suxoj ‘dry’ vy-soxnut  pod-soxnut
polnyj “full’ na-polnit  po-polnit
mokryj ‘wet’ vy-mocit  po-mocit
Cistyj ‘clean’ vy-Cistit  po-Cistit

The items always consisted of two sentences: the first one in indirect speech
with a degree achievement, (18a) and (19a), the second one with its core adjective
in a positive form, (18b) and (19b). As mentioned above, the absolute/relative
adjectival distinction was used. In (18), there is an example of the verb derived
from an absolute adjective suchoj ‘dry’, while in (19), gorjacij ‘hot’ is relative.
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When it comes to the prefixes, these are vy- ‘out’ and razo- ‘from’ contributing
the total reading in the given examples, then pod- ‘under’ and po- ‘along, on’
providing only the partial one.

(18) a. Detektiv Smit s mesta prestuplenija soobsc¢il svoemu kollege
Detective Smith from scene crime reported his colleague
detektivu DZonsonu, ¢to rubaska na susilke {vy-soxla,
detective Johnson that shirt  on drying-rack out-dried
pod-soxla}.
under-dried
‘Detective Smith reported to his colleague detective Johnson from
a crime scene that a shirt dried on a drying rack’

b. Detektiv DZonson resil, ¢to rubaska byla suxaja.
Detective Johnson concluded that shirt ~ was dry
‘Detective Johnson concluded that the shirt was dry’

(19) a. Detektiv Smit s mesta prestuplenija soobs¢il svojemu kollege
Detective Smith from scene crime report his colleague
detektivu DZonsonu, ¢to ubityj prjamo pered smertju
detective Johnson that murdered just  before death
{razo-grel, po-grel} edu.
from-hot on-hot food
‘Detective Smith reported to his colleague detective Johnson from
a crime scene that the murdered man warmed food right before his

death’

b. Detektiv DZonson resil, ¢to eda v moment prestuplenija
Detective Johnson concluded that food in moment crime
byla gorjacaja.
was hot
‘Detective Johnson concluded that food was warm at the time of the
crime.

We tested whether the subjects interpret the meaning of a particular degree
achievement as evaluative (then the continuation with the positive form of an
adjective should be acceptable for them) or as non-evaluative (in which case the
continuation should be rejected). In other words, we used the evaluative criterion
discussed above in form of a coherence acceptability task. Generally, the expec-
tation was that the speakers will accept the evaluative prefix with the absolute
degree achievements better than other types of degree achievements.
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We used the same structure with a verb in the first sentence and a correspond-
ing adjective or past participle in the second for the fillers. They were also divided
into two sets: good (4-5 ratings expected) and bad (1-2 ratings expected). The
verbs in the good fillers were always perfective, e.g., postroit ‘to built’ or vypit
‘to drink out’, therefore, the participants could conclude that the second sentence
was completely acceptable, while in the bad set, all the verbs were imperfective,
e.g., Citat ‘to read’ or pisaf ‘to write’, so they should be unacceptable in the given
contexts.

3.2 Results

It was expected that the degree achievements with the evaluative prefixes should
be accepted more, as they denote the finite state reading which should be equal
to the meaning of the corresponding adjectives in their positive form. However,
from the descriptive statistics of the experiment presented in Table 2 and Figure 1,
it follows that this was not always the case.

Table 2: Measures of central tendency

item mean median variation
absolute + non-evaluative  3.01 3 1.61
absolute + evaluative 3.96 4 1.36
relative + non-evaluative 2.80 3 1.69
relative + evaluative 2.90 3 1.93

The degree achievements derived from the absolute adjectives with the evalu-
ative prefixes were accepted better in comparison with the non-evaluative ones,
whereas there is no big difference in acceptability of the relative degree achieve-
ments. With the aim of checking what happened inside the classes and to get
a detailed view, we also looked at each item separately, see Figure 2.

The absolute degree achievements (left facet) fall under the expected pattern:
the verbs with the non-evaluative prefixes have lower acceptability rates than
the verbs with the evaluative ones, which are favoured in general. Nevertheless,
the non-evaluative variants of ¢istyj ‘clean’ and mokryj ‘wet’ climbed higher than
the other two and have the same medians as their evaluative counterparts.

When it comes to the relative class (right facet), it is clear that gorjacij ‘hot’
was placed on top of it. Even though its evaluative variant razogret ‘heat up’
was definitely liked better, non-evaluative pogret ‘heat up’ also has the median
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rating 4. The degree achievements based on nizkij ‘low’ and bednyj ‘poor’ corre-
spond to the expected pattern, but their acceptability was lower in general. A cu-
rious thing happened to korotkij ‘short’: both verbs were rated relatively low,
but according to the mean ratings, what we considered to be the non-evaluative
variant podkorotit ‘shorten’, was slightly better accepted than evaluative ukorotit
‘shorten’.

We analysed the data in a mixed-effects linear model with subject and item in-
tercept+slope random effects via the LME4 package (Bates et al. 2015) in R (R Core
Team 2021). The explanatory variables were conditions DACLAss (values: rela-
tive, absolute), PREFIX (values: evaluative, non-evaluative) and their interaction.
The dependent variable was the subject’s rating. The reference levels were abso-
lute and non-evaluative for the conditions DACLASs and PREFIX, respectively.

The strongest effect recorded was a positive effect of the evaluative prefixes:
t = 11.437, p < 0.001. Next, we found a negative effect of the relative degree
achievement class (t = —2.318, p < 0.05) and a negative interaction of the relative
degree achievement class by the evaluative prefixes: t = —6.652, p < 0.001. The
coefficients are reported in Table 3.

Table 3: Linear mixed model

Est. SE t p
(Intercept) 2.96587 0.21794 13.609 <0.001
DACLASSRELATIVE —0.20988 0.09056 —2.318 0.02
PREFIXEVAL 1.04047 0.09097 11.437 <0.001

DACLASSRELATIVE:PREFIXTEVAL —0.85185 0.12807 —6.652 <0.001

3.3 Discussion
Now we can answer the research questions, for convenience repeated in (20):

(20) a. How much does the lexical semantics of Russian degree achievements
influence their evaluativity?

b. How much does the prefix of Russian degree achievements affect their
evaluativity?

c. Which of the two factors is stronger?

The descriptive statistics and the model give some answers to both first and
second question. Firstly, the negative effect of the relative degree achievement
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(DACLASSRELATIVE) class shows that in Russian, the lexical semantics of the de-
gree achievements clearly affect their non-evaluative interpretation. The subjects
judged the inference to the positive form of the corresponding adjective as less
acceptable in items with relative degree achievements (which is already predicted
by the standard theory).

Secondly: the strongest effect (the positive effect of the evaluative prefix: PRE-
FIXEVAL) seems to show that at least in the material we tested the nature of the
prefix was a stronger factor than the nature of the scale (see also Docekal &
Vlaskova 2021). But of course it is not straighforward to translate strength of the
statistic effects into the linguistic theory, so we do not want to jump to too hasty
a conclusion. Nevertheless, the most intriguing is the last question: simply com-
paring the strength of the main effects indicates that prefixation (at least for the
verbs we tested) is the more important factor. But the interaction between the
two factors also shows that the picture is not that clear: the negative interaction
seems to be a reflex of the observed pattern in judgements — the evaluative pre-
fix (which improves the acceptance with absolute degree achievements) plays
a significantly smaller role in the case of relative degree achievements.

Why do the speakers have problems accessing the evaluative interpretation
with relative degree achievements is a very important question, and the standard
theory gives an answer: it is because relative degree achievements do not have
scalar boundaries. But the answer faces some difficulties when we look at the
absolute degree achievements where the prefix clearly plays the most important
role and overrides the lexical information. Theoretical conclusions which can be
drawn from the results of our experiment are divergent. One possibility would
be to claim that some degree achievements are able to be linked with both rela-
tive and bounded scales and the nature of the prefix then determines the scale:
if the degree achievement is prefixed with a non-evaluative prefix and it can
be associated with both relative and upper-bounded or closed scale, the degree
achievement would choose the relative scale (and the reverse pattern for the eval-
uative prefix).? But there is still the interaction effect which (simply put) tells us
that it is easier (for subjects) to un-maximize the absolute degree achievements
via some non-evaluative prefix but the reverse strategy, to maximize relative de-
gree achievements, is much harder. At this stage of work we simply report this
asymmetry and offer some ideas above, but a real theoretical description of what
is going on is left for a future work.

*Thanks to the one of our anonymous reviewers for pointing out the importance of this possi-
bility.
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4 Summary

In our article, we summarised the Slavic degree achievements data, which pose
an empirical problem for the standard theory. More importantly, we reported the
results of our experiment, which basically gives us some preliminary answers to
the research questions in (17)/(20). Namely, the evaluative profile of Slavic degree
achievements is related both to the lexical semantics (the nature of the scale, as
predicted by the standard theory) and to the prefixes which modify the degree
achievements. The nature of the prefix is, as it appears from the experiment, the
more important factor, at least for the the absolute degree achievements. For the
relative degree achievements the effect is palpable, too, but its impact is smaller.

But of course, as usually in the problem solving cycle, the answers we got from
the experiment just mean starting another cycle of research questions, experi-
ments and their analysis. Let us list some of the open questions which naturally
appear: (i) Why do absolute and relative degree achievements show different
sensitivity to prefixes? (ii) Is there some semantic (or other) criterion that distin-
guishes the evaluative prefixes from the non-evaluative ones? (iii) Why are some
degree achievements perfectly fine without any prefix attached, while the others
require it to be felicitous?

One possible answer to the first open question is the following: the relative de-
gree achievements allow the evaluative interpretation (signalled via prefixation)
only if they allow scalar variability as suggested above. This hypothesis can be
tested in an experiment measuring both scalar variability of a particular rela-
tive degree achievement and its openness for evaluative prefixation. The second
question is more theoretic in nature and some possible answers to it are given
in Docekal & Vl1askova (2021), but see also Filip (2008) or Martinez Vera (2021)
for a more general perspective; again, the differing theoretical routes are good
candidates for experimental testing. The third question is a more general one
without a clear answer, but a possible route here would be experimentally tar-
geting Slavic imperfective degree achievements and their evaluativity behaviour.
In the end, it seems that we ended up with more open questions than we started
with, but that is (hopefully) a promise for a fruitful future work.
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Chapter 5

“True” imperfectivity in discourse

Berit Gehrke

Humboldt-Universitat zu Berlin

By taking into account the broader discourse structure, I show that a standard im-
perfective (1pFv) semantics can also account for cases in Russian where 1pFv forms
describe actually completed events, thereby refuting an analysis of such forms as
“fake” 1pFvs with a perfective (pFv) semantics. The proposed account captures the
general intuition that the use of the 1pFV is conditioned by a particular discourse
structure, in which the event described is already part of the common ground, and
the 1PFv sentence elaborates on this event, zooming in on a narrower reference
time. The proposal also has repercussion for definitions of the PFv and encourages
us to take a closer look also at the role of PFv beyond the sentential level.

Keywords: Russian aspect, imperfective, perfective, discourse, general-factual, pre-
supposition

1 Introduction

Cross-linguistically, the perfective aspect (PFv) is assumed to involve the event
time (or situation time) being included in the reference time (or topic/assertion
time), while with the imperfective aspect (1pFv), the reference time is taken to
be included in the event time (e.g. Klein 1995 for Russian). This results in an
external (PFv) or internal (IPFV) perspective on a given event, or in PFv and IPFV
predicates denoting whole or partial events (e.g. Filip 1999, Altshuler 2014 for
Russian). In addition, there is a common intuition that completed events involve
PFV semantics. The notion of a “completed event” in this context is usually just
an intuitive notion and never properly defined. Nevertheless, this intuition is
commonly thought to be problematic for Russian, in which 1pFv forms appear
in descriptions of (intuitively) completed events, most famously in the so-called
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general-factual use. This has led Grenn (2015) to claim that the Russian 1pFv is
a “fake” 1PFV in these contexts and to propose that 1pFv forms in these contexts
have a pPFv semantics, thereby giving up on the otherwise attractive idea that
(here: Russian) 1pFv forms have a uniform 1pFv semantics.

In this paper, I will argue that there is no “fake” 1PFv in Russian but that
a uniform semantics for 1PFv forms succeeds if we take into account the dis-
course structure in which these forms occur. §2 provides background informa-
tion on Russian aspect, characterises general-factual uses of the 1prv, and dis-
cusses prominent accounts of the semantics of 1prv that also aim at dealing with
general-factuals. In §3, I will call into question the analytical move to take the
intuition of event completion at the sentence level as a basis for analysing 1prv
forms as involving pFv semantics; I will show that event non-completion is nei-
ther a necessary nor sufficient condition for the use of 1pFv forms, and moreover,
that event completion is not a necessary or sufficient condition for the use of
PFV forms, either. In §4, I will demonstrate how we can still work with a “proper”
IPFV semantics for the given 1pFv forms when we take into account the discourse
structure in which these forms occur. §5 concludes.

2 Grammatical aspect in Russian

This section provides background information on grammatical aspect in Russian,
the canonical and non-canonical readings of the 1pFv, in particular factual ones,
and outlines recent proposals with a focus on how they deal with factual 1pFvs.

2.1 Background on Russian aspect morphology

Like all Slavic languages, Russian has a grammatical category aspect. This means
that a given verb form is either 1pFv or prv. Identical lexical meaning can be
expressed by 1pFv and pFv verb forms, and there is the common assumption that
many verb(form)s come in aspectual pairs. The received view is that one type of
aspectual pair is derived from simple 1PFvs by so-called “empty” prefixes; see (1).

(1) a. IPFV pit’ > PFV vy-pit’ ‘to drink’

b. IPFV risovat’ > PFV na-risovat’ ‘to draw’

Another type of aspectual pair involves a suffix deriving an 1pFv from a PFv; see

(2).
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(2) a. PFV pro-dat’ > IPFV pro-da-va-t’ ‘to sell’ (lit. through-give)
b.  PFV ot-kryt’ > 1PFV ot-kry-va-t’ ‘to dis-cover, open’ (lit. from-cover)

c. PFv dat’ > 1PFV da-va-t’ ‘to give’

Given that such suffixes most often attach to already prefixed verbs (but not
always, see (2c)), the derivations involved are descriptively labeled SECONDARY
IMPERFECTIVES (sI). There are other types of aspectual pairs, which I set aside for
now, namely suppletive pairs that — at least from a synchronic point of view —
are not morphologically transparent. I will also set aside (im)perfectiva tantum,
which do not appear in aspectual pairs (arguably due to the lexical semantics of
the predicates involved) (see, e.g., Isacenko 1962), as well as biaspectual verbs, for
which the aspectual semantics is determined by context (see, e.g., Janda 2007).

We can already see from these few examples that there is no uniform morpho-
logy for (1)PFvs in Russian: 1PFvs can appear without any aspectual affixes, such
as those in (1) (SIMPLE 1PFVs) or they can appear with a suffix and often also a
prefix, such as those in (2) (s1s); PFvs can contain a prefix, such as those in (1),
(2a), and (2b), or they can lack aspectual affixes altogether, such as the one in (2c).
Nevertheless, native speakers clearly have an intuition what it means for a given
verb form to be 1PFV or PFv, and there are also diagnostics for (1)prv forms. For
example, only 1pFv verb forms can derive a periphrastic future tense form (the
future auxiliary in combination with the 1pFv infinitive) (3a); phase verbs like
begin, start, continue, stop, finish only combine with 1pFv infinitives (3b).

(3) a. Jabudu {*proditat’/¢itat’}  knigu.
I will1sc read.prv read.rPFv book.acc
‘T will read a/the book.
b. Janaéinaju {*procitat’ / Citat’} knigu.
I start.aprv.PRrs.1SG read.PFV.INF read.IPFV.INF book.Acc
‘T am starting to read a/the book.

The diagnostics are illustrated in (3) only for aspectual pairs with simple 1PFvs
and prefixed prvs, but what is said here extends to other aspectual pairs as well
(see, e.g., the discussion in Isac¢enko 1962, Borik 2002).

2.2 Canonical and non-canonical readings of the Russian 1pFv

There are two “canonical” readings (or two groups of readings) that Russian 1pFv
forms give rise to; these readings are canonical because such readings are com-
monly attested for 1pFv forms cross-linguistically (see, e.g., Deo 2009). The first
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canonical 1PFv reading is a process/durativity reading, which for example is the
reading expressed by the English Progressive, an instance of 1prv. This reading
is illustrated for Russian in the main clause of (4).

(4) Kogda ja vosla, moj brat ¢ital knigu.
when I in.went.PFv my.NoM brother.Nom read.1pFv book.acc
‘When I came in, my brother was reading a book.

The second canonical reading is that of iterativity/habituality, illustrated in (5).

(5)  Ona kazdyj den’ otkryvaet okno.
she every day opens.si window.Acc
‘She opens the window every day’

This is not a reading that the English Progressive expresses primarily but it is a
reading that 1prv forms in some other languages with grammatical aspect can
give rise to. In Russian, whenever an event happened more than once (or poten-
tially more than once), that is, whenever the reference does not involve a single
event, the 1pFv has to be used.!

There are also non-canonical 1pFv readings in Russian, i.e. readings that 1pFv
forms give rise to that are not common 1pFv readings cross-linguistically, and out-
side of Slavic they might not even be attested. One family of such readings falls
under the label GENERAL-FACTUAL (obscefakticeskoe, after Maslov 1959), where
1pFv forms can appear in contexts with typical PFv meanings, namely when re-
ferring to bounded “completed” events.? The literature on Russian aspect dis-
tinguishes at least two subtypes of the general-factual 1prv, the existential type
(Paduceva 1996, Grenn 2004) and what Grenn calls the presuppositional type
(“actional” in Paduceva 1996).

The EXISTENTIAL IPFV is illustrated in (6) (corpus example from Grenn 2004).

(6) Ne bylo somnenij, Cto ja preZde vstrecal ee.
not was.3sG.N doubt.GeN.pL that I before met.s1 her
‘There was no doubt that I had met her before’

In this example, the speaker asserts that he had a meeting with a female person
in the past, and meetings in the past intuitively involve completed events that

'A notable exception to this rule is the so-called vivid-exemplifying use of a PFv present tense
form in habitual contexts that are clearly marked as such (see Zaliznjak & Smelev 2000). I will
set such cases aside.

*However, the traditional literature also discerns subtypes of the general-factual with intuitively
non-completed events; I will come back to this in §3.3.
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actually happened (at some time in the past). Nevertheless, we find an 1pFv form
here to describe such a meeting. More generally, the existential 1PFv can be para-
phrased as ‘There has been/is/etc. (at least) one event of this type. (following the
idea that existential 1pFvs involve event types or kinds; see Mehlig 2001, 2013,
Mueller-Reichau & Gehrke 2015). So in this case the paraphrase would be ‘There
was at least one event of the type “meet her”’

In this paper, I will not discuss the existential 1pFv in detail, but I assume that
the reason why an 1pFv form is used in existential contexts has to do with the
fact that the event is not necessarily a single event and that we are dealing with
potential iterativity (labeled kratnost’ ‘(lit.) multiple-ness’ in Paduceva 1996). As
stated at the beginning of this section, iterativity is one of the canonical readings
of the Russian 1PFv, so an account of the existential 1PFv can build on an account
for why the 1pFv appears in iterative contexts (e.g. in terms of unbounded event
plurality, as in Ferreira 2005, Altshuler 2014). This also means that a semantic
account of the prv in Russian somehow has to build in a restriction to single
events, rather than just the external perspective on an event.

The PRESUPPOSITIONAL IPFV is illustrated in (7) (from Glovinskaja 1982).

(7) Zimnij Dvorec  stroil Rastrelli.
winter.ADj.Acc palace.acc built.1prv RastrelliNom
‘It was Rastrelli who built the Winter Palace’

The presuppositional 1pFv (at least with telic predicates) is probably the most
noteworthy mismatch between event completion and aspect usage in Russian.
In our example at hand we are dealing with a single event that happened in the
past, namely the building of the Winter Palace in Saint Petersburg (which hosts
the Hermitage). It is a known fact that this event took place only once and that
it was completed, because we can see the result in front of us. It is also known
when this event happened. Nevertheless, an 1pFv verb form is used to describe
this event.

The presuppositional 1PFv is used when it is already clear from the context
that the event in question exists (this is why Grenn labels it presuppositional),
and the sentence in which the 1pFv form appears provides further information
about this event. A suitable paraphrase is therefore “The (already mentioned or
contextually retrievable) event was/is/etc. such and such. In our example, this
means that context presupposes the existence of the event ‘build Winter Palace’,
and the new information is that the architect of the building was Rastrelli. This
use of the 1pFV often goes hand in hand with a particular information structure,
which is also evident in our example (and in the English translation I provided,
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a cleft construction): What is presupposed or backgrounded appears sentence-
initially (the building of the Winter Palace) and the new information in focus is
Rastrelli, in sentence-final position, resulting in a non-canonical OVS order.

In the following, I will outline the conditions under which this use of the 1pFv
arises, building on Grenn (2004) (who, in turn, heavily builds on empirical gen-
eralisations in the Russian literature, e.g. Glovinskaja 1982, Paduceva 1996).

2.3 Presuppositional 1PFvs: Grenn (2004)

Let us look at another example from Grenn (2004) to discuss empirical generali-
sations about presuppositional 1prvs, namely the chess example in (8).

(8)  Sdelav étot xod [...], ja [predlozil  ni€’julntecedent- L]
made.PFV.AP this.Acc move.AcC I offered.prv draw.acc
Navernjaka, ¢ernye derzatsja [..], no mne ne
probably  blacks.NnoM hold-back.rpFv but I.DAT not
xotelos’ nacinat’  scetnuju igru, [poétomul]g ja
wanted.IPFV.REFL begin.1pFv calculating.acc game.acc therefore I
i [predlagal ni¢’ju]anaphora-

and/also offered.s1 draw.acc

‘Having played this move, I offered a draw. Black can probably hold on,
but I didn’t want to get involved in heavy calculations, and for this
reason, I offered a draw. (after Grenn 2004: 207; my glosses)

In this example, the first sentence introduces a new event in the prv (predlozZil
ni¢’ju ‘offered a draw’). The following discourse elaborates on the reason for of-
fering a draw, and the last part of it states that for this reason (poétomu) the
draw was offered. This second mentioning of the event (offering a draw) is now
described with an 1prv verb form (predlagal, the aspectual partner of predlozil),
and this is an instance of the presuppositional 1pFv. The verb in this case is deac-
centuated (see also Paduceva 1996), focus (indicated by the subscript F) is on
some other constituent, in this case on poétomu ‘for this reason’. Grenn argues
that the deaccentuation of the verb leads to the event given by the verb being
backgrounded and to its prior instantiation being presupposed.

Following Geurts & van der Sandt (1997), Grenn (2004) treats presuppositions
as anaphora that are either directly bound in the discourse, as in (8) (the an-
tecedent for the 1pFv predlagal is the pFv predloZil in the first sentence of the
example), or contextually derivable, as in (9).
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(9)  Dlja bol’sinstva znakomyx vas [ot"ezd] (pseudo-)antecedent

for majority acquaintants.GEN your.NoM departure.NOM

stal polnoj  neozidannost’ju .. Vy

became.pFv fullINSTR unexpectedness.INSTR ~ yOU.NOM
[uezzali]anaphora v Ameriku [ot cego-to, k Cemu-to ili Ze
away.drove.st1 in America.acc from what-To to what-To or PRT

prosto voznamerilis’ spokojno provesti tam buduscuju

simply decided.prv calmly spend.INF.PFV there future.Apj.ACC

starost’|g?

old-age.acc

‘For most of your friends your departure to America came as a total

surprise ... Did you leave for America for a particular reason or with a

certain goal, or did you simply decide to spend your retirement calmly

over there?’ (after Grenn 2004: 207f.; my glosses)

In this example we do not have a direct finite PFv antecedent to the presupposi-
tional PPV uezZali ‘departed’; instead, a nominalisation based on a related verb,
ot"ezd ‘departure’, serves as what Grenn labels pseudo-antecedent in the previ-
ous discourse. Again, the presuppositional 1PFv verb form is deaccentuated and
focus lies on the questions for the reasons for the departure.

To illustrate Grenn’s account of the presuppositional 1pFv let us look at his
analysis of (10) (attributed to Forsyth 1970).

(10)  V étoj porternoj ja [...] napisal  pervoe ljubovnoe pis’mo.
in this tavern I wrote.PFV first.Acc love.ADJ.Acc letter.acc
Pisal [karandasom]p.
wrote.IPFV pencil INSTR
‘In this tavern I wrote my first love letter. I wrote it with pencil’

Grenn’s DRT analysis of the VP of the second sentence of (10) is given in (11).3
(11)  JAe[x|iNsTRUMENT(e, x), PENCIL(X)][ | wrire(e)]

Grenn argues that the VP is divided into background and focus (following Krifka
2001), where backgrounded material is turned into a presupposition, following

DRT is the abbreviation of Discourse Representation Theory (see Kamp & Reyle 1993). Grgnn
employs a linear notation for Discourse Representation Structures (DRSs), where discourse
referents are written on the left-hand side, before | (in a traditional DRS they appear at the
top of the DRS), and the conditions on these discourse referents are listed to the right of |,
separated by commas (which in a different notation can be translated as conjunctions).
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the Background/Presupposition Rule in Geurts & van der Sandt (1997). In Grenn’s
DRT analysis, backgrounded material is subscripted in the DRS, so in this exam-
ple the writing event itself is backgrounded and presupposed in the discourse.
This VP gets further embedded under Aspect and Tense, which is where my pro-
posal will differ from Grenn’s proposal, but up to this point I will follow his
account of presuppositional 1PFvs.

What is the semantics of the (1)pFv then? In the following, I will discuss various
proposals in light of how they deal with existential and presuppositional 1pFvs.

2.4 The semantics of Russian aspect: Some proposals

As outlined in the introduction, common approaches to the semantics of Russian
aspect treat it as a relation between reference/assertion time and some other
temporal interval (e.g. Klein 1995, Schoorlemmer 1995, Borik 2002, Paslawska &
von Stechow 2003, Grgnn 2004, 2015, Ramchand 2008, Tatevosov 2011, 2015) or
as an event predicate modifier, in the opposition of total vs. partial events (e.g.
Filip 1999, Altshuler 2014). The most common approach is to provide a positive
definition only of the PFv and to treat the 1PFVv as (semantically) “unmarked”
(—PFV or +PFV), but some approaches also provide a positive definition of the
1pFv. One of the main motivations for treating the 1pFv as unmarked is precisely
the general-factual 1pFv. Most agree that prv forms always express a uniform
PFV meaning, for example that the event time is included in the reference time.
There is more disagreement with respect to the question whether 1prv forms
come with a uniform 1PFv meaning. Setting aside explicitly modal definitions
of the 1PFV, such as Arregui et al. (2014), who argue that different rprv readings
come about due to different modal bases, let me outline four representative types
of proposals.

Borik (2002) argues that the meaning of the 1pFv is the negation of the positive
definition of the PFv, as illustrated in (12).

(12) a. SNR=9@&ECR PFV
b. “"(SNR=@&ECR)=SNR*+*@QVEYZR IPFV

The prv is defined as a conjunction of two conditions that have to be met (12a):
The speech time S must not overlap with the reference time R, and the event time
E is included in the reference time. Negating this conjunction leads to a disjunc-
tion for the 1pFv in (12b): Speech time and reference time overlap, or the event
time is not included in the reference time. This disjunction captures what Borik
labels the “progressive” reading of the 1pFv (when the event time is not included
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in the reference time) as well as what she labels the “present perfect” reading,
which is essentially the existential 1pFv reading outlined in the previous section
(speech time and reference time overlap). Borik explicitly sets habitual and itera-
tive readings of the 1pFv aside, but we could assume that they can be incorporated
along the lines of other proposals in the literature. What is problematic for her
account, though, is that it leaves the presuppositional 1PFv unaccounted for.

Grenn (2004) and Altshuler (2014) provide weak positive definitions for the
IPFV that get pragmatically/contextually strengthened in different directions. Buil-
ding on Klein (1995), Grenn (2004) argues that the 1pFv involves the event time
overlapping with the reference time (e o t). This weak semantics gets pragmati-
cally strengthened to a “proper” 1pFv (the reference time is included in the event
time), or to an actual PFv semantics (the event time is included in the reference
time), which, he argues, happens in the case of factual 1pFvs. Grenn takes into
account the role of information structure to characterise the contexts in which
strengthening happens in one or the other direction.

Altshuler (2014) provides the definition of the 1pFv in (13), according to which
the 1prv denotes an event e’ that is a stage of an event e that exists in world w
(where the current world of e’ is w+) and that has the property P.

(13) 1PFV ~» APAe’JeIw[sTAcE(e’, e, w*, W, P)]

A stage of an event is defined as in (14), building on Landman’s (1992) definition
of the English Progressive.’

(14) [stace(e’, e, w*, w, P)|M:€ = 1iff (a)-(d) hold:
a. the history of g(w) is the same as the history of g(w”) up to and
including 7(g(e"))
b.  g(w) is a reasonable option for g(e’) in g(wx)
c. [P]ME(e,w)=1
8 € gle)
This is essentially an account of 1PFV events as denoting partial events, and to

capture what it means for an event to be a partial event (and notably also to cap-
ture the imperfective paradox), the definitions of stages and histories of events

“I render Altshuler’s (2014) original formalisations, which use indirect translation. Otherwise, I
use direct translations in this paper, and where not directly relevant I omit worlds and assign-
ment functions.

Note that with respect to the condition in (14d), Altshuler (2014) deviates from Landman (1992)
and defines the English Progressive as a proper part relation, as he views this to be the crucial
difference between Russian (part-of-relation) and English (proper-part relation). Landman, on
the other hand, employed the weaker part-relation for the Progressive.
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in (14a)-(14c) are needed. For our purposes, however, the essential part of the
definition is given in (14d), according to which the event description in question
is part of or equals the whole event. Altshuler argues that this can get pragmati-
cally strengthened to a proper part meaning for the ongoing 1prv (g(e”) C g(e)),
or it can get strengthened to g(e’) = g(e), which essentially says that the partial
event is identical to the whole event. In particular this last type of strengthening
gives rise to the presuppositional 1PFv reading. Altshuler does not address exis-
tential rprvs (but see Altshuler 2012), but again this use arguably follows from
a full account of habituality and iterativity. He argues that the use of 1pFv for
habitual event descriptions is captured by assuming a theory of plural events,
following Ferreira (2005).

Finally, Grenn (2015) departs from his earlier work and proposes that 1pFv
forms can express both 1prv (the reference time is included in the event time)
and PFVv semantics (the event time is included in the reference time), as in (15).

(15) a.  [prv] = Atlde[e C ¢]
b.  [1PFVongoing] = Atde[t C €]
c.  [1PPVgcrual] = Atdele C £] “Fake” 1PFV

Gronn calls the 1pFv that has the same semantics as the PFv in (15¢) a “fake” 1PFV.
The existence of 1PFVy,ciya alongside the prv, he argues, leads to an aspectual
competition. In the default case the PFv appears but in certain contexts, he argues,
the 1PFV{,crua) Wins the competition. This gives rise to the presuppositional rprv
in cases where narrative progression is to be avoided (under the assumption that
the prv always leads to narrative progression). The existential 1PFv appears when
the reference time is too large for the perfective semantics to be informative.
Grenn’s (2015) account essentially gives up on the idea that the Russian 1pFv
can have a uniform semantics. Altshuler’s (2014) account provides a weak se-
mantics for the 1pFv. Both delegate the role of distinguishing between different
1pFV readings to pragmatics and to the context. In this paper, I will equally take
into account the role of context, but I will explore how far we can take a strong,
positive definition of the 1pFv while still accounting for the occurrence of the pre-
suppositional 1pFv. In particular, I will argue that we can stick to a “proper” 1PFvV
semantics, as opposed to a weak semantics or even a PFv semantics, if we take
the discourse and information structural cues into account. First, however, I will
show that taking the intuitive notion of event completion as a crucial indicator
for the right formal account of the semantics of aspect in Russian is misleading.
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3 The focus on event completion is misleading

As discussed in the previous section, the fact that intuitively completed events
can be described by 1pFv forms has led to semantic accounts of the 1prv that
give it a rather weak semantics (Grenn 2004, Altshuler 2014) or even argue that
it can express both PFv and 1PFv meanings (Grenn 2015). In this section, I will
show that event non-completion is indeed neither a necessary nor a sufficient
condition for an 1pFv form to arise, just as we would expect from an account
like Grenn’s, which takes the intuitive notion of event completion as its star-
ting point. We have already discussed factual 1pFvs in the previous section, and
further contexts to be addressed here involve chains of foregrounded events in
habitual contexts and in the historical present, as well as the “annulled result”
reading, which is sometimes considered a subtype of the factual 1prv. However,
I will also show that event completion (as an intuitive notion) is neither a neces-
sary nor a sufficient condition for a prv form to arise. This is the case with prv
forms with the prefixes po- and pro-, as well as with the last event in a unique
chain of foregrounded events.

If event completion is taken as a key notion or intuition behind the definition
of the prv, these examples are problematic. Instead, I will argue that the intuitive
notion of event completion is not useful, at least not at the sentence level, since
at this level we are interested in the particular description of events and make
assertions that hold during particular reference time intervals, without making
any claims about the actual events being completed or not. If we compare this
with the nominal domain, we can also have complete entities, for example chairs
and tables, but we can also choose to describe only parts of these in a particular
sentence. The intuitive notion of event completion can still be relevant at the
discourse level, however, and this is precisely what I will argue for in this paper.
A main conclusion from this section will be that the discourse structure plays a
crucial role in the choice of aspect in Russian (see also Altshuler 2012).

I will first discuss the use of 1pFvs with completed events, then move on to the
use of PFvs with non-completed events. At the end of the section, I will point out
that general-factual readings also arise in the absence of intuitively completed
events, which shows that giving factual 1pFvs a PFv semantics will not work in
these cases. What all these examples aim to show is that in contexts in which
the 1PFV occurs despite the intuitition that the event is completed, other than the
factual 1pFv, there is an explanation for the use of the 1pFv that still falls within a
“proper” 1PFV semantics. It is only for factual 1pFvs that authors like Grenn (2015)
depart from such a semantics. This conclusion will serve as a point of departure
for §4, in which I will argue that also these can be accounted for with a “proper”
IPFV semantics.
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3.1 rprv with completed events

Let us take a look at (16) (discussed in Gehrke 2002, 2022).

(16)  Ona prixodila ko mne kazdyj den’,a  Zzdat’ ee ja
she.NoM to.went.s1 to me every day and wait.INF.sI her.GEN I
nacinal s utra. [..] Za desjat’ minut ja sadilsja k
began.sI from morning.GEN within ten  minutes I down.sat.s1 to
okoncu i nacinal prisluSivat’sja, ne stuknet li vetxaja
window and began.s listen.INF.S1  not clatters.PRES.PFV PRT old.NOM
kalitka.
gate.NOM

‘She came to me every day, and I started waiting for her from morning
onwards. Within ten minutes [of her arrival] I sat next to the window
and started listening whether the gate clatters’

(from Bulgakov, Master i Margarita)

The whole passage in (16) is explicitly marked as habitual by kazdyj den’ ‘every
day’ in the first sentence. There are four foregrounded events (prixodila ‘arrived’,
nacinal Zdat’ ‘started to wait’, sadilsja ‘sat down’, nacinal prislusivat’sja ‘started
to listen’), out of which at least two (the first and the third) are intuitively com-
pleted, before the other two start. Nevertheless, these verb forms are 1pFv (s1s)
and the pFv would even be infelicitous in this context.® However, these 1pFvs are
generally not treated as cases of “fake” 1PFv because the common explanation for
the occurrence of the 1pFv here is that habituality requires 1pFv forms. I do not
want to dispute this explanation, I just want to point out that event completion
does not play a crucial role here for the choice of aspectual form.

Similarly, event completion does not seem to play a role in passages in the
historical present. The historical present is a stylistic device in narratives, and in
these contexts Russian cannot use Prv forms (with the caveat mentioned in fn.
1). One such example is given in (17).

17)  [..]les koncilsja, neskol’ko kazakov vyezzajut iz nego
forest.NoMm end.PFV.PST some cossacks out.ride.s1.PRs out it

®Note that other Slavic languages might be different in this respect. For example, in a Czech
translation of (16), the third form is translated with a PFv verb (habituality in this language
does not require 1pFv), and this might indicate that event completion does play a bigger role
here. For further discussion of differences in aspect usage between Russian and Czech see
Gehrke (2002, 2022); for a description of cross-Slavic differences in general, see Dickey (2000).
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na poljanu,i  vot, vyskakivaet prjamo k nim moj
on field  and there out.jump.s1.prs directly to him my.Nom
Karagez; vse kinulis’ za nims krikom [...]
Karagez.NoM all.NoM.PL rush.PFv.psT after him with shout
‘The forest ended, a few cossacks are riding out of it into the field, and
there my Karagez jumps out directly towards them. They all rushed
after him with a shout’

(from Lermontov, Geroj nasego vremeni; discussed in Galton 1976: 25)

In this example there is again a chain of completed events, in particular the rid-
ing out of the forest (vyezZajut) and the jumping out (vyskakivaet), as a reaction
to the first event, but these are nevertheless described with 1PFv forms. Again,
nobody calls these forms “fake” 1PFvs, instead an alternative explanation is pro-
vided for why the historical present is incompatible with a PFv semantics (e.g.
that a true present tense semantics is incompatible with the event time being
part of the reference time).”

Finally, let us look at the example in (18) (after Smith 1991/1997: 311), which
illustrates the use of the 1PFv where the result is “annulled”.

(18) K vam kto-to  prixodil.
to you someone to.went.s1
‘Someone came to you. (The person is not there anymore.)

In this example there is an intuitively completed event, and the 1PFV is used to
signal that the result state of this event (someone being there) does not hold
anymore at the time of utterance. While Grgnn (2004, 2015) subsumes cases like
these under the notion of factual 1prvs and therefore would also treat them as
“fake” 1PFvs,® it is again clear that the role that these 1PFvs play in discourse is
crucial and we might want to look at an alternative explanation for the use of
the 1PFV in such contexts in Russian.

3.2 prv with non-completed events

Let me then move on to pFv forms that can be used to describe non-completed
events. It is well-known that in chains of foregrounded single events Russian

’See Anand & Toosarvandani (2019) for a recent account of the historical present, which is
incompatible also with the Progressive in English even in contexts where an ongoing event is
described.

Treatments of such cases as a type of general-factual 1pFVv can also be found in the Slavistic
traditional literature; e.g. Paduceva (1996) calls this meaning dvunapravlennoe obscefakticeskoe
‘bi-directed general-factual’, especially with motion verbs, as in (18).
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requires PFV verb forms for reference time movement (in the sense of Kamp &
Reyle 1993) (see also Borik 2002). This is also true for the last event in the chain,
even if this event is not necessarily completed, as illustrated in (19).

(199 No v tot Zze mig vspomnil SVOj dom i
but in this PRT moment remembered.pFv his.REFL.AcC house.Acc and
gor’ko {zaplakal  /*plakal}.
bitterly za.cried.prv  cried.1pFv
‘But at that moment he remembered his home and wept bitterly’
(grammatical version from http://skazbook.ru/vodyanoi)

In this example the crying starts right after the remembering, but the crying itself
does not necessarily have to be completed. In all likelihood we are just witness-
ing the beginning of the crying here. While some authors try to reason that the
actual event described is precisely the onset and not the crying itself and that
this warrants the use of the prv (see, for instance, Ramchand 2008), descriptions
and intuitions about such ingressive events suggest that the event in focus is the
crying itself, including its process, not so much its onset, and that intuitively this
event is not or at least does not have to be completed. Nevertheless the prv is and
has to be used. Furthermore, the example in (20) (discussed in Dickey 2000: 224
and attributed to Svedova & Trofimova 1983) shows that several such pFv verbs
with the ingressive prefix za- in a row can be intepreted as “actions beginning
simultaneously”.

(20)  Fljagin vysel: Cto tut nacalos’ Zagudeli,
Fljagin.NoM out.went.PFv what.NoM then began.prv za.hooted.PFv.PL
zavordali, zakricali.
zA.grumbled.pFv.PL zA.shouted.PFv.PL
‘Fljagin went out. And what began then! They started hooting,
grumbling and shouting’

What all these examples show is that event (non-)completion is not (necessarily)
decisive for the choice of (1)PFv in a given sentence and should therefore not play
the central role in formal semantic accounts of (1)PFv, at least not at the sentence
level. Instead we need to pay closer attention to the discourse structure and to
the role that (1)prv forms play in discourse.

3.3 General-factual 1PFv without completed events

Finally, merely treating factual 1pFvs as “fake” 1PFvs with a PFV semantics is miss-
ing an important insight from the Russian traditional linguistic literature (e.g.
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Glovinskaja 1981, Paduceva 1996). In particular, this literature discusses different
subtypes of factual 1pFvs, including some that appear with intuitively “incom-
plete” events. For example, Paduceva (1996) differentiates between resultative
factual uses (the cases of existential 1PFvs we have discussed so far), bi-directed
factual uses (of the type in (18)), as well as non-resultative (nerezul’tativnoe) and
atelic (nepredel’noe) factual 1pFvs.” The latter two are illustrated in (21).

(21) a. Jaugovarival ee vernut’sja.
I convinced.st her return.INF.PFV
‘T convinced (tried to convince) her to return”  (Paduceva 1996: 22)

b. Javas ljubil.
I you.acc loved.1pFv
‘Tloved you. (Paduceva 1996: 32)

In the non-resultative factual 1pFv in (21a) it remains open whether the speaker
succeeded in convincing the person referred to by ‘her’, which could be made
explicit by adding ‘tried to’ to the translation. The atelic factual 1pFv in (21b), in
turn, is the famous first line of a poem by Puskin, which continues with jubov’
esce, byt’ mozet, v duse moej ugasla ne sovsem ‘it is possible that in my soul this
love is not yet completely extinguished’, and this continuation makes explicit
the effect of the atelic factual 1pFv: it remains open whether the state described
still holds at the moment of utterance. Both types share with the “resultative”
factual 1prv (which for Paduceva involves existential 1pFvs) that the time in the
past at which these events or states held is not specific and that the relation to
the current time of utterance is unclear; the first example furthermore involves
potential iterativity.

These examples are usually ignored in the formal literature, because the more
extraordinary situation seems to be where a (presumably) single “completed”
event is referred to with an 1prv form. However, they still constitute a different
1PFV “‘reading” than process or habituality, and we would want to know more
about these readings rather than just treating one subset of factual 1pFvs as “fake”,
thereby ignoring these other cases that share important similarities. Calling fac-
tual 1prvs “fake” 1pFvs and giving them the same semantics as PFV is missing the
point.

How can we account for the semantics of factual 1prvs then? The following
section will provide an explicit account of presuppositional 1pFvs that employs
a standard 1pFv semantics and takes into account information structural cues

“Recall that she treats presuppositional 1pFvs as distinct from other factual 1pFvs, under the
label akcional’noe ‘actional’.
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and the discourse.!” Event completion will be shown not to play a role at the
sentence level, but at the discourse level the intuition of event completion will
still be captured.

4 A discourse semantic account of presuppositional 1PFvs

As the previous section showed, Russian aspectual forms play a crucial role in
discourse (see also Altshuler 2012), which can easily be overlooked if one simply
stays at the sentential level. Following Grenn (2004), I assume that presupposi-
tional 1PFVs are anaphorically linked to a previously introduced event in the ideal
case, or that the presupposition that the event is already given in the context has
to be accommodated. In particular, I propose that a presuppositional 1PFV in-
troduces an eventive discourse referent that is identified with another eventive
discourse referent already introduced in previous discourse. This proposal di-
rectly builds on the treatment of individual pronouns and definite descriptions in
the nominal domain in discourse semantic accounts, such as Kamp & Reyle (1993)
and Lascarides & Asher (1993). In terms of discourse relations that hold between
events, in the case of presuppositional 1PFvs we are intuitively dealing with ELAB-
ORATION. In Lascarides & Asher’s system of rhetorical relations between events
described in two clauses a and f, where the former precedes the latter, Elabora-
tion holds when f’s event is part of a’s. So at this point Altshuler’s (2014) par-
titive semantics is more promising than Grenn’s (2004) weak IPFv semantics as
mere temporal overlap or even Grenn’s (2015) PFv semantics. Altshuler himself
suggests in his discussion of the example in (10) ((97) in Altshuler 2014: 769) that
Elaboration is the discourse relation involved and that pragmatic strengthening
of the part relation to an equal-relation leads to both events being identical. In
this paper, I propose to go a step further and work with a proper part seman-
tics from the start, thereby abandoning the need for pragmatic strengthening.
Instead, I will argue that event identity follows from the information structural
cues, along the lines of what was proposed in Grenn (2004).

4.1 First attempt

As an empirical point of departure for illustrating how a proper part semantics
coupled with standard discourse semantic assumptions will account for the pre-
suppositional 1prv, I will use data from a corpus study with Olga Borik (Borik &

VA stated before, I will leave existential 1PFvs aside and assume that an account for the use of
1PFV in habitual and iterative contexts and the requirement of a single event for the prv will
play a role here; see Gehrke (2022) for further discussion.
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Gehrke 2018). In this study we show that 1pFv past passive participles (PPPs) in
Russian, which are often claimed not to exist (at least from a synchronic point of
view), are attested in corpora, and that they can be given a compositional seman-
tics and are not just frozen forms. The corpus study results indicate important
restrictions though: First, there are no secondary prv PPPs, and second — more
importantly for our purposes — there are no 1prv PPPs with a process meaning.
Our hypothesis was that 1pFv PPPs are always factual, and we particularly fo-
cussed on presuppositional 1PFv PPPs, like the one in (22) (from Borik & Gehrke
2018).

(22) Cto kasaetjsa platy  deneg, to pladeny byli naliénymi
what concerns payment money.GEN so paid.IPFv were in.cash
Sest’  tysjac  rublej [...]
six.NoM thousand Rubles
‘What concerns the payment: 6000 Rubles were paid in cash’

In this example, the payment event is first introduced by a nominalisation (plata
‘payment’), and the 1pFv PPP in the main clause links back to this already in-
troduced event. The marked word order and the most natural way to read this
example also indicate a marked information structure: the paying event appears
in the beginning of the sentence and is backgrounded, focus lies on the sentence-
final subject and (possibly also) on the modifier (‘6000 Rubles (in cash)’).

Let us work with a proper part semantics for the 1pFv and build on indepen-
dently motivated and received assumptions about discourse semantics. A first
attempt, employing a linear notation of DRT (recall fn. 3) but leaving the divi-
sion into background/presupposed and focused material implicit, is in (23).

(23)  [er, e0,t,n, x| PAYMENT(ey), PAY(e2), €2 = €y,
THEME(e,, x), 6,000R(x), IN-cAsH(e,), t C 7(ey),t < n]

The DRS keeps track of various discourse referents and conditions on these, as
follows. Plata ‘payment’ is an event nominal that introduces the event discourse
referent e;. Since it is a non-finite (i.e. tenseless) verb form, I assume that there is
no reference time and no temporal trace related to it; I will get back to this.!! The
event described by the 1pFv PPP is represented by e,, and this event description is
treated like a definite description that is anaphorically linked to e; (e; = ¢;), along
the lines of the DRT treatment of definite descriptions in the nominal domain.'?

"The temporal trace of an event is represented as 7(e), following Krifka (1998).

2] assume that, due to the information structure involved, a prior step involves Grenn’s (2004)
account for the VP domain, as outlined in §2; in this section I already take this step for granted
and outline the following step in which information structural cues have already been resolved.
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The new information in focus is about e,, and since e, is identical to e; it is also
about e;: the theme of e, is ‘6,000 Rubles’ and this was paid ‘in cash’ (treated as
an event modifier). Following Kamp & Reyle (1993), the semantic contribution
of past tense is that it introduces a reference time interval ¢ that is before now
(t < n). The crucial condition now is that we analyse 1PFv with a proper part
semantics, which I treat as a temporal relation: the reference time interval ¢ is
properly included in the run time of e, (t C 7(ey)).

If we still wanted to capture the intuition that the actual paying event was
completed, at least in the overall discourse, this analysis does not succeed, be-
cause the antecedent (or pseudo-antecedent) for the factual 1pFV is not a finite
verb form but a nominalisation. In the next section, I will make a second attempt,
in order to see if we can remedy this potentially intuitive shortcoming.

4.2 Second attempt

If we wanted to directly capture the intuition that in the overall discourse the
event referred to by the nominalisation is completed, we would have to recon-
struct a PFv semantics for the nominalisation, along the lines of (24).

(24) [e1, €2, 11, 2, 1, x | PAYMENT(e; ), PAY(e3), THEME(ey, X),
6,000R(x), IN-cAsH(e,), e, = e1,7(eq) C 17,1, C 1(en), by < n]

What is new now is that we add a new discourse referent ¢; to the DRS, which
serves as a reference time for e; (the event discourse referent introduced by the
nominalisation). We furthermore reconstruct a pFv semantics for this nominali-
sation, since this would represent our intuition that the event is completed: the
run time of e; is properly included in the reference time #; (z(e;) C t;).

However, we now face new problems. Since nominalisations are non-finite,
t; is not related to n; intuitively it is before n, but this would be a second re-
construction. Furthermore, without this reconstruction, we do not know how t
and t, are related (with it, it will work as in §4.3). More generally, we do not
know whether we want to associate nominalisations with temporal traces to be-
gin with - this might at most make sense for complex event nominals (in the
sense of Grimshaw 1990) but not necessarily for nominalisations in general. It is
also not clear why we would associate nominalisations with a particular aspect
semantics; intuitively we want a PFv semantics here because intuitively the event
is completed. However, Russian nominalisations do not come in aspectual pairs,
which could be taken as evidence for nominalisations lacking a functional pro-
jection associated with Aspect (AspP), as argued, for instance, by Schoorlemmer
(1995). So why associate them with (1)PFv semantics at all?

136



5 “True” imperfectivity in discourse

I do not think our first two attempts at a formalisation should make us want to
give up on the idea that we can have an 1pFv semantics for factual 1pFvs in a given
sentence, while still capturing the overall intuition at the discourse level that the
actual event was completed. I think it rather shows that in the cases where we
have to accommodate a discourse referent, as in the case with nominalisations
(if we follow Grenn’s 2004 reasoning), we will also have to accommodate more
information that is otherwise contributed by tense and aspect. A full-fledged
theory of accommodation would have to address this, but I will not attempt to
do this in this short contribution.!® Instead, in the following, I will explore what
happens if the discourse does contain a PFv antecedent that explicitly provides
the antecedent for the factual 1pFv.

4.3 The account: The zooming-in function of presuppositional 1pFvs

In order to work with an example with a finite PFv antecedent for the presuppo-
sitional 1pFV, I constructed an example that is not attested in the corpus, unlike
(22), but which is still a fully acceptable discourse, namely (25).1

(25) a. Zaplatili. Placeny byli nali¢nymi Sest’  tysja¢  ruble;.
paid.3pL.PFV paid.IPFV were in-cash  six.NoM thousand Rubles
‘They paid. It was paid 6,000 Rubles in cash’
b. e, e t1,t,n, x| PAY(ey), 7(e1) C t1, 1 < n, PAY(ey), THEME(ey, X),
6,000R(x), IN CASH(ey),e5 = e1,ty C 7(ey),t, < 1]

30lav Mueller-Reichau (p.c.) suggests that the completedness intuition might be captured by
assuming that presupposed entities are whole entities (unless there is evidence to the contrary),
because they are listed as items on file cards.

This is not to say that there are no such examples in the corpus, it is just that presuppositional
IPFVS quite often require accommodation rather than true antecedents, so I wanted to address
the general issue of how do deal with accommodation. An example from the corpus with a prv
antecent and an analysis that works just like (25b) is the following.

(i) a. I taknapisano, ¢to mnogie  rasplakalis’ - krovju dusi
and so written.N.sG.PFv that many.NoMm started.crying.pFv  blood.INSTR soul.GEN
pisano.
written.N.SG.IPFV
‘It was written so that many started to cry, it was written with the blood of the
soul’

b. [e;, e, t;,t,,n, x| WRITE(e, ), 7(e;) C t;, 1 < n, WRITE(e,),
BLOOD-OF-SOUL(x), INSTRUMENT(e,, X), €, = €y, £, C 7(e;), 8, < 1]
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Under the analysis in (25b), there is a paying event ey, introduced by the prv verb
form in the first sentence: its run time, (e, ), is properly included in the reference
time #; (the semantics of Prv), which is before n(ow) (the semantics of past tense).
The analysis for the second sentence does not differ from the second attempt:
The presuppositional 1pFv PPP introduces a second paying event ey, which is
anaphorically linked to e, i.e. e, = ;. The new information about this event is
that its theme is 6,000 Rubles and it was paid in cash. The 1pFv semantics specifies
that there is a second reference time, 5, which is properly included in the run
time of the event, 7(e,), and past tense indicates that this reference time is before
the time of utterance.

At this point, a proponent of the “fake” 1pFv analysis might object and say that
the 1PFv semantics for e, in the second sentence still does not directly capture
that the paying event was completed. This is indeed true, but only at the sen-
tence level. However, it follows from the discourse structure as a whole: Event
completion information is already given in the first sentence about e; (its run
time falls within the first reference time ¢;). Since e, equals ey, the actual event of
paying remains completed. Furthermore, the second reference time, t,, is prop-
erly included in the run time of e,, and therefore it is also properly included in the
run time of e; (since e, is identical to e;). By transitivity, t, must also be properly
included in the first reference time, t;. The effect of the presuppositional 1pFv,
then, is that it is used to zoom in on a narrower reference time within a bigger
reference time; the link between the two reference times t; and f, is only indirect,
via the events involved, but it can still be made. The assertion that the sentence
with the presuppositional 1pFv makes, then, is only for part of the bigger ref-
erence time and only for part of the actual event, and this is what is captured
by the 1pFv semantics. This is precisely what we expect if the event description
provided by the presuppositional 1pFv merely elaborates on the first event.

There are at least two advantages of this proposal over Grenn’s (2015) “fake”
IPFV account. First, it can easily be extended to atelic and non-resultative sub-
types of the presuppositional 1prv, which are well discussed in the descriptive
literature (recall the discussion in §3.3). For Grenn such subtypes would not in-
volve “fake” 1pFvs (with a PFv semantics) and would thus not be analysed along
the same lines, even though some of these (the presuppositional ones) share the
same information structural properties and anaphoric link to previously intro-
duced events (these events are just not completed, in this intuitive sense). Second,
we maintain a uniform semantics for 1pFv verb forms.

The gist of the proposal treats presuppositional 1pFvs as a special case of the
ongoing reading of 1PFvs, since both involve the reference time being properly in-
cluded in the run time of the event. The ongoing reading is analysed as a proper-
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part-relation by Altshuler (2014) as well, but under his account both readings
(presuppositional and ongoing) are arrived at only after pragmatically strength-
ening the weaker partitive semantics he proposes for the 1prv. The two readings
end up with a different strengthened semantics since for him the result of prag-
matic strengthening with presuppositional 1pFvs is identity of the two events (re-
call the discussion in §2.4). In contrast, the current proposal starts out with the
stronger IPFV semantics, which is the same as under the ongoing reading; iden-
tity of the two events follows from the information structural cues that build an
anaphoric link to the previously introduced (or accommodated) event, just like
what we find with definites in the nominal domain. Thus, by taking the informa-
tion structural cues already identified by Grenn (2004) as a point of departure to
spell out a discourse semantic account that integrates independently proposed
assumptions about definites and anaphoric relations in discourse, event identity
is the result of the discourse structure and not of pragmatic strengthening of the
IPFV semantics.

5 Conclusion

In this paper I argued that an analysis of factual 1pFvs as “fake” 1PFvs, assigning
them a PFv semantics, is misguided by the strong focus on event completion. I
claimed that taking the intuitive notion of “completed” events as a central in-
gredient of the semantic definition of the (1)PFv aspect at the sentential level
is misleading because there are numerous mismatches between (1)prv forms and
(in)complete events in the actual world. Rather, since we are primarily concerned
with the way we describe a given event (with aspectual forms) in a given sentence
and such descriptions can also involve descriptions of parts of events, the intu-
ition of event completion could also be delegated to the level of the discourse. I
argued that by taking into account the discourse structure it is possible to pro-
vide a strong IPFv semantics for presuppositional 1pFvs, which therefore turn out
to be “true” 1pFvs: they elaborate on a part of a previously introduced event.
There are remaining issues for future research. For one, I have not addressed
other subtypes of the factual 1pFv, such as the existential 1PFv or the annulled
result cases (if these are indeed subcases). However, I am confident that a full-
fledged account of habituality and iterativity, coupled with the single event re-
quirement for PFvs and possibly further discourse semantic considerations, will
work for existential 1pFvs. Annulled results also point to a discourse function
that needs to be explored further. A second area for further investigation arises
because the proposed analysis crucially builds on there being a finite pPFv an-
tecedent. What do we do with non-finite antecedents (e.g. nominalisations) which
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— at least in Russian — do not come in a particular aspect? And finally, how do
we handle accommodation, which is similar to bridging in the nominal domain
(see discussion in Borik & Gehrke 2018)?

Abbreviations

1 first person NOM nominative case

3 third person pFv  perfective

ACC accusative case PL plural

ADJ adjective PRS  present tense

AP adverbial participle PRT  particle

DAT dative case PST  past tense

GEN genitive case REFL reflexive

PV imperfective TO specific indefinite marker -to
INF infinitive SG singular

INSTR instrumental case SI secondary imperfective

F focus ZA inchoative/ingressive prefix za-
N neuter
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Chapter 6

Responding to negative biased questions
in Russian

® Ljudmila Geist* & ® Sophie Repp”
AUniversity of Stuttgart "University of Cologne

The paper investigates polar responses to biased questions with outer vs. inner
negation and the particle razve ‘really’ in Russian. We present experimental evi-
dence from two acceptability judgment studies and show that the two question
types have slightly different answer patterns. We argue that the meaning previ-
ously suggested for the particles da/net ‘yes/no’ must be revised. We propose an
analysis of our results which combines a proposal for outer vs. inner negation in
terms of the illocutionary operator FALSUM vs. propositional negation (Repp 2006,
2009), and a proposal for response particles in terms of propositional anaphors that
realize certain polarity features (Roelofsen & Farkas 2015). We argue that the set of
polarity features hitherto assumed should be extended to features that are sensitive
to the type of antecedent that polar responses react to: assertion or question.

Keywords: question, question bias, negation, response particle, propositional ana-
phor, acceptability judgments

1 Introduction

Response particles like yes and no have been assumed to fulfil two functions:
they may affirm or reject the truth of a previous utterance (truth-based func-
tion), or they may signal the polarity of the response (polarity-based function).
The difference becomes relevant in responses to assertions or questions with a
negation. For instance, in reaction to the assertion Nina didn’t sneeze, a particle
like yes in principle may signal that the assertion is true, i.e. signal agreement
with Nina didn’t sneeze, but it may also signal that the response is positive, i.e.
that Nina sneezed. Languages differ with respect to which of these functions the
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individual response particles preferably realize — or in how far these functions
are combined. There has been much research on cross-linguistic as well as inter-
individual variation on this issue in recent years, and earlier assumptions that
there might be a division into TRUTH-BASED LANGUAGES and POLARITY-BASED
LANGUAGES (Pope 1976, Jones 1999) have been called into question (e.g., Kritka
2013, Goodhue & Wagner 2018, Gonzalez-Fuente et al. 2015, Kramer & Rawlins
2011, Holmberg 2013, 2015, Meijer et al. 2015, Roelofsen & Farkas 2015, Li et al.
2016, Claus et al. 2017, Farkas & Roelofsen 2019, Repp et al. 2019, Loos et al. 2020).

Response particles are generally thought to be anaphoric devices. They have
been analysed as propositional anaphors (Krifka 2013, Roelofsen & Farkas 2015,
Farkas & Roelofsen 2019), and as remnants of an elliptic clause (Kramer & Rawl-
ins 2011, Holmberg 2013, 2015). As propositional anaphors they refer to a salient
proposition in the previous utterance. While assertions normally are assumed to
introduce one proposition (unless they contain a negation), questions are usu-
ally assumed to introduce a set of two propositions (e.g., Hamblin 1973). For in-
stance, the Russian polar question Nina ¢ichnula? ‘Did Nina sneeze?’ introduces
the positive proposition p, Nina sneezed, and the negative proposition p, Nina did
not sneeze. In principle, response particles may take up either proposition as an-
tecedent but since anaphors are sensitive to the salience of potential antecedents,
and since it has been argued that the particular form of a question may influence
the salience of the two propositions, the issue arises which proposition a particle
picks up.

Formal aspects potentially influencing the salience of p or p include for in-
stance the presence vs. absence of a negative marker (e.g., Roelofsen & van Gool
2010, Roelofsen & Farkas 2015), the form and position of the negative marker,
and the presence of certain particles. These formal means mark certain contex-
tual and speaker-related biases, which may correspond to p or p (e.g., Ladd 1981,
Biiring & Gunlogson 2000, Romero & Han 2004, Repp 2009, Sudo 2013, Seeliger
2015, 2019, Gyuris 2017, Seeliger & Repp 2018, Arnhold et al. 2021, Repp & Geist
in preparation). To illustrate, a question like Didn’t Nina sneeze? may be used
to double-check the truth of p (Nina sneezed) because the speaker had assumed
that p is true — this might make p salient. The same question may also be used to
double-check the truth of p (Nina didn’t sneeze) because this is what the evidence
suggests — this might make p salient. Most accounts of question bias assume dif-
ferent analyses for the negation in these two question uses (or meanings): as
OUTER NEGATION and INNER NEGATION, respectively, so that a question with
outer negation (ON-QUEsTION) double-checks a positive proposition, and a ques-
tion with inner negation (IN-QUESTION) checks a negative proposition. Hence, it
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is to be expected that yes and no as well as their correlates in other languages
pick up different propositions when answering ON- vs. IN-questions.

In this paper we investigate the meaning and use of the response particles
da/net ‘yes/no’ in Russian in responses to biased ON/IN-questions in Russian.
We present quantitative evidence from two acceptability judgment experiments.
The goal of our investigation is to improve our understanding of bias in ques-
tions on the one hand, and of the meaning and use of response particles, on the
other hand. In Russian, polar questions typically have a declarative syntax, and
are distinguished from assertions by prosody. To indicate question bias, inter-
rogative particles may be used. The two readings of polar questions as ON- vs.
IN-questions are attested, albeit not necessarily by this terminology (e.g., Bara-
nov & Kobozeva 1983, Brown & Franks 1995, Brown 1999, Kobozeva 2004: 307,
Meyer 2004, Satunovskij 2005). As for the meaning and use of response particles,
Russian has been argued to combine truth-based and polarity-based strategies
(Gonzalez-Fuente et al. 2015, Esipova 2021). Most previous investigations on this
issue focus on lexical, prosodic and (co-speech) gestural answering strategies in
responses to positive and negative antecedents without considering a potential
difference between ON/IN-question readings. However, work by Restan (1972),
Meyer (2004) and, most recently, the experimental work by Panc¢enko (2021) on
da/net in responses to negative questions suggests that the ON/IN-difference
plays a role for the acceptability of the Russian response particles.

The paper is structured as follows. §2 discusses the notion of question bias in
relation to ON/IN-readings both in general and for Russian. §3 discusses the anal-
ysis of response particles in one of the anaphora accounts (Roelofsen & Farkas
2015, Farkas & Roelofsen 2019). §4 presents the two acceptability studies. §5 dis-
cusses the results and provides a theoretical evaluation.

2 Polar question bias and negation

2.1 Background

As mentioned above, negative polar questions may express certain contextual
and speaker-related biases. Two dimensions have proven helpful in the analysis
of these biases (Sudo 2013, Gértner & Gyuris 2017): (i) EPISTEMIC BIAS (roughly:
prior speaker belief or speaker knowledge) and (ii) EVIDENTIAL BIAS (current
situational evidence, including propositions implied by the addressee).! For in-
stance, in the context description in (1) we learn about a belief of the person

!Epistemic bias has also been associated with the speaker’s desires or expectations (Sudo 2013).
We are not considering these meaning aspects here.
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asking the question, Sarah. Sarah believes that the proposition p, Ms Miller has
booked the tickets, is true. This belief implies that the departure time for the flights
under discussion cannot be changed. Tom’s suggestion to take an earlier flight
(= the evidence) therefore is incompatible with Sarah’s belief: the evidence sug-
gests that p is true. To resolve this conflict between the evidential and the epis-
temic bias, Sarah asks a negative polar question.

(1) Sarah and Tom are preparing a business trip to Milan. Ms Miller, their
secretary, is helping them. Just before they go home, Sarah and Tom are
talking about the business trip. Sarah assumes that Ms Miller has organized
everything and the departure time of the flights is fixed.

Tom: Maybe we should take an earlier flight.
Sarah: Hasn’t Ms Miller booked the tickets?

As mentioned above, a question like Sarah’s may double-check the epistemic bias
or the evidential bias.? Ladd (1981) argued that the presence of a positive polarity
item (PPI) vs. a negative polarity item (NPI) disambiguates the two readings. We
are showing this for the PPI already and the weak NPI yet in (2a)—(2b), since we
used the Russian counterparts of these elements in our experiments. (2a) contains
already, (2b) contains yet. Both questions are negative but in (2a) the negation
does not seem to anti-license the PPI, which is why it is called OUTER NEGATION.
The negation licensing the NPI in (2b) is INNER NEGATION (Romero & Han 2004).
The idea behind this terminology is that outer negation is “too far out” to anti-
license the PPI, whereas inner negation is close enough to license the NPI (Ladd
1981). Table 1 summarises the main characteristics of ON/IN-questions.

(2) a. Hasn’t Ms Miller already booked the tickets?
b. Hasn’t Ms Miller booked the tickets yet?

The difference between the two negations has been analysed in various ways,
for instance in terms of scope relations between the negation and an epistemic
conversational operator (Romero & Han 2004), as illocutionary vs. propositional
negation (Repp 2006, 2009, 2013; also Romero 2015), or in terms of scope relations
between speech act operators (Krifka 2015); see Romero (2020) for a review. We
are following here the analysis proposed by Repp (2006, 2009, 2013).

?For English, this ambiguity only is obligatorily present with so-called preposed negation, i.e.
with the negation marker cliticized to the auxiliary like in (1). Questions with non-preposed
negation, i.e. Has Ms Miller not booked the tickets? do not necessarily have the implicature
that the speaker had a previous belief: they can be asked in neutral contexts (Romero & Han
2004). We are not considering the difference between preposed and non-preposed negation
here as we did not manipulate the position of the Russian negation-plus-verb complex in our
experimental materials.
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Table 1: Characteristics of ON/IN-questions

Form Polarity =~ Epistemic Evidential “Function” Negation
item bias bias

Hasn’t Ms Miller PPI P pornone double- outer

already booked checks p

the tickets?

Hasn’t Ms Miller NPI P p double- inner

booked the checks p

tickets yet?

Repp assumes that outer negation corresponds to the illocutionary (or com-
mon ground managing) operator FALSUM. FALSUM expresses that the speaker is
sure that the proposition in its scope should not be added to the common ground.
Being an illocutionary operator, FALSUM always scopes over a (positive) proposi-
tion (unless there are several negation markers), but it scopes under the question
operator so that a question with FALsuM asks whether or not the speaker is sure
that a given proposition should not be added to the common ground. Thus, in
this analysis a biased question is not a set of two propositions but a set of two
semantic-pragmatic objects including an illocutionary operator, see (3a) for the
proposed logical form (LF) of ON-questions and their meaning. For inner nega-
tion, Repp builds on Romero & Han (2004), who assume that preposed nega-
tion obligatorily introduces a conversational epistemic operator VERUM (based
on Hohle’s 1988, 1992 vERUM focus). VERUM expresses that the speaker is sure
that the proposition in its scope should be added to the common ground.® Repp
assumes that vERUM, like FALSUM, is an illocutionary operator and takes scope
over a proposition. In IN-questions, VERUM scopes over a negative proposition

*Romero & Han (2004) propose a VERUM analysis for both ON- and IN-questions. They as-
sume that in ON-questions, VERUM, which itself is in the scope of negation, scopes over a
positive proposition: [Q [~ VERUM p]]. In IN-questions, VERUM scopes over a negative proposi-
tion: [Q [VERUM p]]. Repp (2006, 2009, 2013) departs from this proposal inter alia because an
analysis in terms of VERUM in some contexts produces meanings that are “too weak”. For in-
stance, for rejections like She pipn’t buy the tickets, Romero & Han (2004) also assume a VERUM
analysis. However, [ VERUM [she bought the tickets]] means that the speaker is not sure that
the proposition she bought the tickets should be added to the common ground, contrary to the
intuition of what this rejection expresses, namely that the speaker is sure that this proposition
should not be added to the common ground. Also see Romero (2015) for an analysis of negative
polar questions that uses both VERUM and FALSUM.
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because the negation in these questions is propositional negation, see (3b) for
the corresponding LF. A question with VERUM asks whether or not the speaker
is sure that a given negative proposition should be added to the common ground.
Note that the occurrence of PPIs in ON-questions and of NPIs in IN-questions is
predicted by this account because only in the latter is there propositional nega-
tion, which by hypothesis is required to license NPIs.

(3) a. ON-question: [Q [FALSUM p]]| = {FALSUM p, = FALSUM p}
b. IN-question: [Q [VERUM p]]| = {VERUM p, = VERUM p}

Repp’s account predicts that in responses to ON- vs. IN-questions, different
propositions are made available for anaphoric uptake: p and p, respectively. Evi-
dence that this might indeed be the case comes from acceptability rating studies
in German. Claus et al. (2016) and Repp et al. (2022) show that ON-questions are
answered as if they were positive questions. This is expected if the negation in
ON-questions is not propositional. Responses to IN-questions do not show this
pattern. In our study, we will test whether the predictions of Repp’s account for
ON- vs. IN-questions can be confirmed for Russian.

2.2 Question bias and negation in Russian

As already mentioned, Russian polar questions by default have the form of as-
sertive declarative sentences: subject-verb-object order without subject-auxiliary
inversion. Questionhood is marked by intonation: whereas in (out-of-the-blue)
assertions the default nuclear accent is on the object of the clause, in (out-of-the-
blue) interrogatives it is on the verb (Bryzgunova 1975, Ladd 1996). The accent in
interrogatives is described as a steep rise L + H* with peak delay into the postnu-
clear syllable, which may be followed by a secondary L* target (Meyer & Mleinek
2006; cf. Bryzgunova 1980).

Russian has interrogative particles that indicate different question biases:
razve, neuzeli, li, ved’, Ze, among others (e.g., Svedova et al. 2005: 387f.). Here
we discuss the particle razve ‘really’, which we used in our experiments. Razve is
used in situations where there is an evidential bias for the proposition denoted by
the clause that is used as question, and an epistemic bias for the complement of
this proposition (Repp & Geist in preparation). For instance in (4), A’s utterance
implies that Ivan is married (evidential bias for p). The occurrence of razve in B’s
question (p?) indicates that B originally had the belief that Ivan is not married
(epistemic bias for p). The use of razve in B’s question indicates moderate sur-
prise or doubt concerning the evidence in view of B’s original belief (Apresjan
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1980, Rathmayr 1985, Baranov 1986, Kirschbaum 2001, Mat’ko 2014), and signals
that B wishes to double-check the evidential bias p (he is married).

(4) A: Ivanezdil v otpusk so svoej Zenoj.
Ivan went in holiday with his.own wife
‘Ivan was on holiday together with his wife’
B: A razve on Zenat?
but PART he married
‘But is he really married?’ (Zaliznjak 2020: 5)

Razve can also occur in negative questions. Negation in Russian is expressed
by the preverbal particle ne. Repp & Geist (in preparation) present experimen-
tal evidence which indicates that negative questions (p?) with razve are more
acceptable when they occur in biased contexts, i.e. in contexts where there is ev-
idence for p and the speaker had a previous belief for p, than when they occur in
neutral contexts. Negative questions without razve display the opposite pattern.

As already mentioned, there are descriptions of ON- and IN-question read-
ings in the literature on Russian (Restan 1972, Baranov & Kobozeva 1983, Brown
& Franks 1995, Brown 1999, Meyer 2004, Kobozeva 2004, Satunovskij 2005,
Pancenko 2021, Repp & Geist in preparation). Whether or not the position of the
negation-verb complex (clause-initial or not) contributes to the different readings
is controversial (Brown & Franks 1995, Meyer 2004). Repp & Geist (in prepara-
tion) discuss data from the Russian National Corpus (ruscorpora.ru; Rachilina
2008) with the negation-verb complex in non-initial position which show that
both ON- and IN-readings are available in questions with razve (see (9) and (10)
further below). Repp & Geist (in preparation) assume that Russian escé, the ap-
proximate counterpart of the English NPI yet, indicates the inner negation read-
ing, and Russian uZe, the approximate counterpart of the English PPI already,
indicates the outer negation reading.*

As just suggested, es¢é and uze cannot be fully identified with yet and already:
escé and uZe have many different uses (Boguslavskij 1996). The polarity-sensitive
uses that we are interested in here are attested in combination with a verb in
perfective aspect. In this context, es¢é patterns with the English NPI yet and needs

*There are other diagnostics in Russian to distinguish the two readings. For instance, Panéenko
(2021) provides experimental evidence showing that ON is marked by the combination of the
particle li with ne (ne...li). Meyer (2004), following Restan (1972), argues that certain modal
particles and sentence adverbs, for instance Ze ‘= but’, ved’ ‘= but’, konecno ‘of course’ and
stalo byt’ ‘apparently’, may only occur in IN-questions and not in ON-questions. See Brown
& Franks (1995) and Meyer (2004) for other morphosyntactic cues. The role of intonation is
uncertain (Meyer 2004, Pan¢enko 2021).
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licensing by negation, (5), whereas uze patterns with already and is excluded
under sentence negation, (6).

(5) John has left {already / *yet}. positive clause
Ivan uechal {uze / *escé}.

(6) John has not left {*already / yet}. negative clause
Ivan ne uechal {*uze / escé}.

The polarity sensitivity of es¢é and uze furthermore shows up in combination
with other NPIs and PPIs. ES¢é may co-occur with strong NPIs like the negative
pronoun nikuda ‘nowhere’, (7), but cannot co-occur with PPIs like the intensifier
gorazdo ‘considerably’, (8) (cf. van der Wouden 1997 for intensifiers as PPIs). For
uZe it is the other way round.

(7) Ivan {*es¢é nikudanpy / “Xuze gorazdopp; bystree} uechal.
Ivan yet nowhere already considerably faster left
Intended: ‘Tvan hasn’t left anywhere yet. /

‘Ivan has left already considerably faster’

(8) Ivan {“¥esc¢é nikudayp; / *uze  gorazdopp; bystree} ne uechal.
Ivan yet nowhere  already considerably faster not left
‘Ivan hasn’t left anywhere yet. /

Intended: ‘Tvan has left already considerably faster.

Turning now to the occurrence of es¢é and uZe in negative questions in the Rus-
sian National Corpus, as discussed by Repp & Geist (in preparation), consider
(9) and (10). In (9) speaker B has an epistemic bias for the positive proposition
p (A has already told me the main thing). However, A’s utterance provides evi-
dence for p. To resolve the conflict, B asks a question containing the NPI escé,
double-checking p, the evidential bias.

(9) A: Sejcas ja tebe skazu glavnoe.
now [ you tell main.thing
‘Now I am telling you the main thing’
B: Razve e$¢é ne skazal?
PART yet not said
‘Haven’t you told it to me yet?’ IN-question
[A. L Spasovskiy, “Bolsaja kniga peremen / Volga” 2010]

The assumption that a negative razve-question containing esc¢é is indeed an IN-
question is supported by the observation that the strong NPI ni razu ‘not once’
can occur in such a question:
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(10) Razve e$¢éni razu ne skazal?
PART yet NEG once not said
‘Haven’t you ever told me?’

Example (11) shows that uZe can occur in a razve-question, indicating that razve-
questions can be ON-questions. The razve-question in (11) conveys the same bi-
ases as the razve-question in (9): an epistemic bias for p (You have dragged me
out of the past already), and an evidential bias for p. To resolve the conflict, the
speaker asks the question. Here it is the epistemic bias that is checked, as is in-
dicated by the presence of the PPI uze. The question is an ON-question.

(11) A: Cestnoe slovo, ne znaju, kak vytascit’ tebja iz proslogo.
honest word not know how drag you out.of past
‘Frankly, I don’t know how to drag you out of the past’
B: Razvety uze ne vytascila menja iz proslogo?
PART you already not dragged me  out.of past
‘Haven’t you dragged me out of the past already?’ ON-question
[Alexander Bogdan, Gennadi Praskewi¢. “Celovek C” 2001]

As is shown in (12), the outer negation in the razve-question in (11) anti-licenses
the strong NPI ni razu, which supports the assumption that the question in (11)
indeed is an ON-question.

(12) *Razvety uzZe ni razu ne vytascila menja iz proslogo?
PART you already NEG once not dragged me  out.of past
Intended: ‘Haven’t you dragged me out of the past once already?’

We conclude that a negative razve-question p? comes with an epistemic bias
for p and an evidential bias for p. The question may double-check, and - by
hypothesis — make salient, different propositions. Which proposition is double-
checked and made salient may be disambiguated by polarity-sensitive items like
escé and uze.

3 Response particles

There are various analyses of response particles, which fall into two major types:
anaphora and ellipsis analyses. We already mentioned in §1 that response par-
ticles have been analysed as propositional anaphors, i.e. they take up a salient
proposition in the discourse context (Krifka 2013, Roelofsen & Farkas 2015, Farkas
& Roelofsen 2019). Ellipsis accounts treat response particles as remnants of elided
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response clauses (Kramer & Rawlins 2011, Holmberg 2013, 2015). All these ac-
counts aim at explaining the gradual differences in the acceptability and use of
response particles that have been observed in recent years. For reasons of space,
we only discuss one of the anaphora accounts here, namely Roelofsen & Farkas’s
feature model (Roelofsen & Farkas 2015, Farkas & Roelofsen 2019).

3.1 The feature model

Roelofsen & Farkas (2015) assume that response particles like English yes and
no realize two types of semantic presuppositional features, which are formal in-
stantiations of the two functions that response particles were argued to have in
earlier literature: to indicate the polarity of the response or the truth of the an-
tecedent (e.g., Pope 1976, Jones 1999). Accordingly, the first type of feature are
ABSOLUTE POLARITY features, which presuppose that the polarity of the response
is positive (feature [+]) or negative (feature [—]). The second type are RELATIVE
POLARITY features, which presuppose that the response has the same or the op-
posite polarity of the antecedent (the features [AGREE] and [REVERSE]).

In the feature model, language-specific FEATURE-PARTICLE MAPPINGS indicate
which particle may realize which feature. For instance, English maps [+] and
[AGREE] onto yes, and [—] and [REVERSE] onto no. Some languages map feature
combinations onto a dedicated particle, like German does for [+, REVERSE], which
maps onto doch. The feature-particle mapping for English in comparison to Ger-
man as suggested by Roelofsen & Farkas (2015) is given in Table 2.

Table 2: The feature-particle mapping for English and German

English:

[+] and [AGREE] — yes [-] and [REVERSE] — no
German:

[+] and [AGREE] — ja [-] and [REVERSE] — nein

[+, REVERSE] — doch

In responses to positive assertions and questions, the absolute and relative po-
larity of response particles coincide, but in responses to negative questions and
assertions these two functions come apart. This is illustrated in (13), where the
feature combination of the whole response is given in square brackets and the
feature realized by the respective particle is marked by a frame. In (13a)-(13b) the
absolute polarity feature to be realized is [—] because the response clause con-
tains negation, and the relative polarity feature to be realized is [AGREE] because
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the polarity of the response is the same as the polarity of the antecedent. In (13a)
no realizes [—], and in (13b) yes realizes [AGREE].

(13) Antecedent:
Ms Miller hasn’t booked the tickets. / Hasn’t Ms Miller booked the

tickets?

Response:

a. No, she hasn’t. [[=], acreE]
b.  Yes, she hasn’t. [, [AGREE]]
c. No, she has. [+, | REVERSE |]
d.  Yes, she has. [[+], REVERSE]

The pattern shown in (13) reflects the feature-particle mapping for English but
it does not represent the actual preference patterns for yes and no in English in
the various discourse contexts. In other words, although both particles may in
principle realize both types of features, there are clear differences in (graded) ac-
ceptability and use (Roelofsen & Farkas 2015, Repp et al. 2019). To account for
such observations, Farkas & Roelofsen (2019) model the realization of features in
a stochastic optimality-theoretic (OT) framework. In this model, different con-
straint weightings are used to explain language-specific answering patterns and
gradual preference patterns. Table 3 lists the constraints.

Table 3: OT constraints in the feature model (Farkas & Roelofsen 2019)

MAXIMIZE MARKED: Maximize the realization of marked polarity features
or feature combinations.
EXPRESSIVENESS: Maximize the expression of feature content.

MAXIMIZE RELATIVE:  Maximize the realization of relative polarity features.
MAXIMIZE ABSOLUTE: Maximize the realization of absolute polarity
features.

The constraint MAXIMIZE MARKED is a typical OT markedness constraint and
thus is thought to be generally operative in response systems. It favours the
realization of marked features or feature combinations. The features [—] and
[REVERSE] are thought to be marked: negation [—] is assumed to be hard to pro-
cess, and disagreeing in discourse [REVERSE] is a dispreferred discourse move.
The feature combination [+, REVERSE] also is considered to be marked. In a lan-
guage where the constraint MAXIMIZE MARKED has a particularly high weight,
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marked features have a particularly high realization need and a particle that re-
alizes a marked feature (combination) will be preferred over other particles.

The constraint EXPRESSIVENESS is relevant if there is a preference in a lan-
guage for particles expressing more rather than less features. For instance, for
German, EXPRESSIVENESS is assumed to have a high weight, which explains why
the particle doch, which realizes [+, REVERSE], is more accepted in [+, REVERSE]
responses than particles realizing only one of the features [+] and [REVERSE].
EXPRESSIVENESS can be viewed as an instance of the general principle MAXIMIZE
PRESUPPOSITION! (Heim 1991): the polarity features are presuppositional.

The constraints MAXIMIZE RELATIVE and MAXIMIZE ABSOLUTE, by which rel-
ative and absolute polarity features, respectively, have a high realization need,
are response-specific constraints, and arguably cannot be linked to more general
principles. However, given that languages do display different general tenden-
cies to express truth vs. polarity (see §1), it seems warranted to assume these
constraints.

To see how these constraints can be used to explain gradual preferences for
response particles, consider how Repp et al. (2019) explain findings from an ac-
ceptability judgment experiment testing yes and no responses to negative asser-
tions in English. Repp et al. suggest that the relative weight of two of the above
constraints is relevant to account for the data (the other constraints have low
weights), see (14), where > stands for ‘has greater weight than’.

(14) REALIZE ABSOLUTE FEATURES > REALIZE MARKED FEATURES

The acceptability patterns found by Repp et al. are shown in (15).> As before,
a frame indicates the feature that is realized. In addition, marked features are
highlighted in grey. (15) shows that in agreeing responses, (15a), no was much
more acceptable (>>) than yes. In these responses, no realizes absolute, marked
[-], and yes realizes relative, unmarked [AGREE]. In rejecting responses, (15b),
yes was more acceptable (>) than no but the difference was not so extreme. In
rejecting responses, yes realizes absolute, unmarked [+], and no realizes relative,
marked [REVERSE]. Thus, in both agreeing and rejecting responses, the particle
realizing the absolute feature was more acceptable than the particle realizing the
relative feature. However, only in agreeing responses the particle realizing the
marked feature was more acceptable than the particle realizing the unmarked fea-
ture. This pattern can be explained with the weighting indicated in (14): realizing
absolute features has more weight in English than realizing marked features.

SWe are glossing over the inter-individual differences found by Repp et al. (2019).

156



6 Responding to negative biased questions in Russian

(15) Antecedent:
Ms Miller hasn’t booked the tickets.

Response:

a. No, she hasn’t. [[=], AGREE] > *Yes, she hasn’t. [[ = ,[ AGREE|]
b.  Yes, she has. [[+], /REVERSE ] > No, she has. [+,[REVERSE] ]

3.2 Russian response particles in the feature model

Russian has two response particles: da and net. In two recent feature model anal-
yses (Esipova 2021, Gonzalez-Fuente et al. 2015), which do not distinguish be-
tween ON- and IN-questions, Russian has been proposed to differ from English
in its feature-particle mapping. Like English no, Russian net may realize the ab-
solute feature [—] or the relative feature [REVERSE]. Unlike English yes, however,
Russian da may only realize the relative feature [AGREE]. Thus, the proposed
feature-particle mapping is the one given in (16), and the corresponding accept-
ability pattern is illustrated in (17) from Esipova (2021).°

(16) Russian: [AGREE] — da [-] and [REVERSE] — net

(17) Antecedent:
Nina ne sdala ekzamen {?,.}
Nina not passed exam
{Did Nina not pass the exam?, Nina did not pass the exam. }’

Response:

a. Net, ne sdala.

no not passed

‘No, she didn’t’ [El, AGREE]
b. Da, ne sdala.

yes not passed

“Yes, she didn’t. [, [AGREE]]
c. Net, sdala.

no passed

‘No, she did’ [+,[REVERSE]]

Esipova (2021) assumes the same pattern for questions and assertions as antecedents. However,
she does not specify the bias profile or the ON/IN-readings of the questions. The non-preposed
position of the negation in the English translation given by Esipova might be taken to hint at a
‘bias-free’ reading, which like the IN-negation reading arguably makes p salient, but Esipova
is not explicit on this issue.
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d. *Da, sdala.
yes passed
Intended: ‘Yes she did’ [[+], REVERSE]
Esipova (2021: 3f)

Meyer (2004) (following Restan 1972, Brown & Franks 1995) distinguishes be-
tween “purely informative” negative questions (questions without a bias) as an-
tecedents, and questions with a negative implicature (the speaker expects a neg-
ative answer). For the former type of question, Meyer suggests that only the
responses given in (17a) and (17d) are acceptable. Thus, the pattern is clearly dif-
ferent from the one given by Esipova (2021) in (17). According to Meyer, da and
net undoubtedly indicate absolute polarity as responses to such questions, i.e.
[+] and [—]. However, Repp & Geist (2022) report experimental evidence on re-
sponses to unbiased questions in rich discourse contexts which does not confirm
Meyer’s claims: da was clearly degraded in responses to such questions whereas
net was rated as acceptable — both independently of the polarity of the response.
For questions with a negative implicature — which is a category that does not fit
our description of biases — Meyer (2004) proposes the same pattern as the one
given by Esipova in (17a)-(17d). He also highlights that the pattern would be the
same with assertions as antecedents, thus corroborating Esipova’s suggestion.
However, since the question type is not specified by Esipova, a comparison is
difficult. Overall, this empirical picture leaves open many questions and needs
careful empirical investigation, especially in rich discourse contexts so that the
exact question meaning can be controlled. For our investigation, we will work
with the hypothesis that da can only realize [AGREE] (Esipova 2021, Gonzalez-
Fuente et al. 2015).

For sake of completeness, it should be noted here that in addition to particles,
Russian uses lexico-syntactic response strategies. For instance, Gonzélez-Fuente
et al. (2015) identify the echoic answering strategy, where the speaker may repeat
the verb without a particle, for instance to mark a rejection like (17d). We restrict
our investigation to the response particles da and net.

4 Acceptability judgment experiments

In this section we are presenting the acceptability judgment experiments that we
conducted to explore the feature-particle mapping for Russian da and net as sum-
marized in (16), for responses to biased ON/IN-questions, where the two types of
negation are signalled by the polarity-sensitive items uZe ‘already’ and eséé ‘yet’.
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Specifically, we explored the predictions that can be made on the basis of Repp’s
(2006, 2009, 2013) analysis of such questions in English and German. Recall that
according to this analysis, ON-questions vs. IN-questions make different propo-
sitions available for anaphoric uptake, which predicts that the type of negation
will influence the felicity of da/net for expressing that p or p is true. We hypoth-
esized that in responses to ON-questions, which check the epistemic bias for p
and according to Repp have the LF [Q [FALsUM p]], the positive proposition p is
taken up by da/net. In responses to IN-questions, which check the evidential bias
p and have the LF [Q [VERUM p]], it is the negative proposition p which is taken
up by da/net.

Table 4 summarizes our specific predictions. For responses expressing that
p (= the epistemic bias) is true, we predict that after ON-questions only da is
felicitous because only da can realize one of the features that potentially can
be realized in such discourses ([AGREE] and [+]): da realizes [AGREE], which
presupposes that antecedent polarity and response polarity are the same. After
IN-questions, we predict that only net is felicitous: it realizes [REVERSE], which
presupposes that antecedent polarity and response polarity are the opposite. For
responses expressing that p (the evidential bias) is true, we predict that after
ON-questions, only net is felicitous: net indicates the negative polarity of the re-
sponse, and it indicates that the polarities of antecedent and response are the op-
posite. After IN-questions, net should be felicitous because it expresses negative
response polarity, and da should be felicitous because it signals that antecedent
and response polarity are the same. However, net should be preferred over da by
MAXIMIZE MARKED FEATURES because net realizes a marked feature whereas da
does not.

Table 4: Predictions for feature realization preferences in responses to
Russian ON/IN-questions

Antecedent

State of affairs ON-question IN-question
= polarity of Hasn’t ... already...? Hasn'’t ... yet...?
response [Q [FALSUM p]] [Q [VErRUM p]]

P [r[acmr)l>da [+, [Revemse]] - net

p [[—],rEVERSE] — net [[—], AGREE] — net

[~ [REvERsE]] - net [~ [AckEE]] — da
net > da
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We note here that although ON/IN-questions by their structure are assumed
to introduce only one propositional discourse referent, the context might make
additional propositions available. ON-questions double-check the epistemic bias
for p for a reason: there is evidence for p in the context. Therefore, it might be
the case that p is salient to some extent. Similarly, IN-questions double-check
the evidential bias p for a reason: the speaker believed p to be true. So p might
be perceived to be salient to some extent. This interplay is not reflected in the
LF of the questions and raises the interesting issue of the discourse status of the
“unchecked” biases. We will come back to this issue in §5.

4.1 Method

In our acceptability judgment experiments, we presented participants with
question-answer dialogues embedded in contexts which make clear what the
contextual evidence, the speaker’s previous beliefs, and the actual state of af-
fairs (SoA) are. Experiment 1 tested responses to ON-questions, and Experiment 2
tested responses to IN-questions. We describe the two experiments together be-
cause of the great overlap in materials and method.

The materials of our study were based on those used in the experiments re-
ported in Claus et al. (2017) (also see Meijer et al. 2015). Claus et al. investigated
responses to assertions in German, so we translated and localized the materials,
and we adapted the contexts to license the question biases. The experimental
items were descriptions of short scenarios including a question-answer dialogue
between two interlocutors, Dima and Katja. The question was an ON-question
(Experiment 1) or an IN-question (Experiment 2), and the answer consisted of a
response particle (da, net) and an answer clause.

Both experiments had a 2 x 2 design with the factors STATE OF AFFAIRS (SOA)
and PARTICLE. (18) is a sample item. Each item started with a description of a
situation, which informed the reader about the general setting, including infor-
mation on whether or not a certain SoA obtained or not (= factor soAa). In (18) the
SoA concerned whether Marina Petrovna had booked tickets for a flight or not.
For mnemonic reasons, we are using the strings DONE and NOT DONE to indicate
whether the relevant SoA obtains (p is true), or not (p is true). The SoA was what
the question-answer dialogue was about. The description of the situation further
contained information about the knowledge states and assumptions of the inter-
locutors and the existing contextual evidence (epistemic and evidential bias). The
person asking the question, Katja, always believed that p is true (epistemic bias
for p), and the contextual evidence always suggested that p might be true. Thus,
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there was a conflict between the epistemic and the evidential bias, which pro-
duces doubt or surprise in Katja. To dispel her doubt, Katja asks a question. In
Experiment 1 the question contained the PPI uZe ‘already’ and thus by hypothesis
was an ON-question checking the epistemic bias. In Experiment 2 the question

Ve €

contained the NPI es¢é ‘yet’ and thus by hypothesis was an IN-question double-
checking the evidential bias. Dima’s response consisted of a response particle
(factor PARTICLE: da, net) and a response clause (where the subject was elided),
which - depending on the question — contained uZe or es¢é. The response clause
was always truthful: it reflected the actual state of affairs.

(18)

SAMPLE ITEM

Dima i Katja gotovjatsja k komandirovke v Milan. Im pomogaet ich
sekretar’~ Marina Petrovna Mironova. ‘Dima and Katja are preparing a
business trip to Milan. Marina Petrovna Mironova, their secretary, is helping
them’.

SOA DONE: Segodnja utrom Dima razgovarival s Mariej Petrovnoj i uznal,
¢to ona uze zabronirovala aviabilety. ‘Dima talked to Marina Petrovna this
morning and learned that she has already booked the tickets’.

SOA NOT DONE: Segodnja utrom Dima razgovarival s Mariej Petrovnoj i
uznal, ¢to ona budet bronirivat’ aviabilety na sledujuscej nedele. ‘This
morning Dima talked to Marina Petrovna and learned that she would book
the tickets next week’.

Nezadolgo do okonéanija rabocego dnja Dima i Katja obsuzdajut
predstojascuju komandirovku. Katja uverena v tom, ¢to Marina Petrovna
uze vsé organizovala i vremja vyleta uZe izvestno. Poétomu ona
udivljaetsja, kogda Dima predlagaet letet’ bolee rannim rejsom. ‘Just
before they go home, Dima and Katja are talking about the business trip.
Katja assumes that Marina Petrovna has organized everything and that the
departure time is fixed. So she is a little surprised when Dima suggests
taking an earlier flight’.

Katja:

ON-question, Experiment 1
Razve Marina Petrovna uze ne zabronirovala aviabilety?
PART Marina Petrovna already not booked flight.tickets

‘Hasn’t Ms Miller already booked the tickets?’
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IN-question, Experiment 2
Razve Marina Petrovna e$c¢é ne zabronirovala aviabilety?
PART Marina Petrovna yet not booked flight.tickets
‘Hasn’t Ms Miller booked the tickets yet?’

Dima:

Net/ Da, uze zabronirovala.
no yes already booked
‘No/Yes, she has already booked the tickets. Experiments 1, 2

Net/ Da, e$¢é ne zabronirovala.
no yesyet notbooked
‘No/Yes, she has not booked the tickets yet. Experiments 1, 2

Each experiment contained 24 lexicalizations in the four conditions just de-
scribed. In addition to the experimental items, there were 24 lexicalizations
which were very similar to the scenarios in the experimental items except that
the question was positive and there was no bias. Otherwise they had the same
2 x 2 design. The fillers served mainly as control items and we will not discuss
them here. The 48 lexicalizations were distributed over four lists in a Latin square
design so that each list contained 24 experimental and 24 filler items. In addition,
there were two practice items on each list.

The task of the participants was to judge the naturalness of the answer as a
response to the question in view of the information described in the scenario.
The judgment was given on a seven-point-scale with one scale end labelled ocen’
estestvenno ‘very natural’ and the other scale end ocen’ stranno ‘very strange’.
For the statistical analysis, these end points were transformed to the numbers 7
and 1, respectively, with the other scale points sitting in between. In addition
to giving the acceptability judgment, participants verified a statement about the
context, which was to ensure that they read the scenarios carefully. The verifi-
cation statement was shown to the participants after they had read the test item
and given the acceptability judgment.

The experiments were run as a web experiment on SoSci Survey (soscisurvey.
de; Leiner 2021). For Experiment 1, 36 participants (28 female, 8 male; mean
age: 35.3; age range: 29-54) with Russian as their native language were re-
cruited via Prolific (www.prolific.co). For Experiment 2, 39 participants (30 fe-
male, 8 male, 1 unspecified; mean age: 37.5; age range: 20-56) were recruited.
Before taking part in the experiment, they gave informed consent. Due to the
recruiting strategy via Prolific, we had not originally planned to conduct cross-
experimental comparisons because we did not expect the same participants to
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take part in both experiments, which were conducted two weeks apart. As it
turned out, 29 participants took part in both experiments. We decided to pool
the data for these participants from both experiments for the statistical analysis
because this allowed a direct comparison between the two question types. We
discarded the data of the other participants.

To tackle the problem which recruiting participants via prolific brings about —
the danger that most of the participants might be heritage speakers with poten-
tially low levels of proficiency in Russian — we collected sociodemographic data
of our participants. Of the 29 participants that took part in both experiments,
18 were born in Russia, 3 in Estonia, 3 in Latvia, 3 in the Ukraine, 1 in Moldavia,
and 1 in Mongolia.” Almost all had also spent the longest part of their lives in
these countries, except for two people born in Russia, who had spent most time
in the Ukraine and in the UK, respectively, and one person from the Ukraine and
one from Moldavia, who both had spent most time in the UK. We take these num-
bers to indicate that our participants are proficient Russian speakers, although
we note that the age of one of the people having spent most time in the UK indi-
cates a pre-adult move to the UK. We note that 26 participants reported to speak
English on a daily basis, for one this was the case for French, and for one for
Ukrainian. There were several other languages that were used less frequently.

4.2 Results

All 29 participants reached at least 80 percent correctness for the verification task
so no participant was excluded on that criterion. The data from three participants
were excluded from the analysis because they had not chosen the expected side of
the naturalness scale in more than ten percent of the filler items, where the judg-
ment for the use of da or net is unequivocal. This left 1248 data points for analysis.
The analysis was conducted by fitting a cumulative link mixed model for ordinal
data (R package ordinal, Christensen 2019). QUESTION TYPE (= Experiment), soa
and PARTICLE were fixed factors. They were sum-coded. Initially, participant and
lexicalization were random factors. However, since the random effects of lexical-
ization produced models that were a singular fit, the final model only contained
random intercepts and slopes for the experimental factors and their interaction
per participant and not per lexicalization.

"We assigned participants that had indicated the Soviet Union as birth place to the respective
post-Soviet countries. Russian is a widespread native language in all the above-mentioned
countries, except Mongolia. None of participants born in Estonia, and Moldavia indicated that
they speak Estonian or Moldavian. One person from Latvia speaks Latvian regularly but only
several times per month. The person from Mongolia, and the Latvian person just mentioned
were excluded from the statistics for poor performance on the control items (see §4.2) along
with one other person.
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Figure 1 shows the results in terms of proportions of rating levels broken down
for the experimental conditions including the median ratings per condition. Ta-
ble 5 shows the model estimates. There were main effects of QUESTION TYPE
(experiment) and of PARTICLE, and an interaction of PARTICLE and SOA.
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Figure 1: Proportions of rating levels for responses to ON/IN-questions.
Numbers on the bars are the medians per condition

Overall, the particles were judged to be more natural after IN-questions, and
net was more natural than da. We resolved the interaction PARTICLE x soA by
subsetting the data for each SoA. In the DONE context, da received higher ratings
than net (b = —1.43, SE = 0.51, z = —2.81, p = 0.005). In the NOT DONE contexts,
net received higher ratings than da (b = 3.95, SE = 0.46, z = 8.51, p < 0.001).
Since QUESTION TYPE did not interact reliably with the other two factors, we take
the effect of question type to be present in both SoAs and for both particles. Look-
ing at the medians, however, the effect becomes particularly visible for net in the
DONE contexts: After IN-questions net has a median in the scale part towards nat-
uralness (median = 5.5) whereas after ON-questions net has a median that is in
the scale part towards unnaturalness (median = 3). For da in NOT DONE contexts
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Table 5: Model estimates for the pooled data of both experiments

Estimate SE z p

QUESTION TYPE 0.62 0.25 2.52 0.012%
SOA —0.02 0.16 —0.11 0.912
PARTICLE 1.04 0.29 3.53 <0.001***
QUESTION TYPE X SOA 0.02 0.15 0.10 0.921
QUESTION TYPE X PARTICLE 0.28 0.15 1.84 0.065
PARTICLE X SOA 2.58 0.40 6.53 <0.001***
QUESTION TYPE X SOA X PARTICLE —0.16 0.17 -0.92 0.357

we observe only differences in the scale part toward unnaturalness: da is judged
to be more unnatural after ON-questions (median = 2) than after IN-questions
(median = 3).

Since previous research has found considerable inter-individual variation in
the acceptability of response particles in various languages (Claus et al. 2017,
Repp et al. 2019), we investigated this issue for our data. Figures 2 and 3 show
the variation for ON-questions and for IN-questions respectively. The figures
indicate that the variation is fairly similar. In DONE contexts, the majority of par-
ticipants judge da as natural (median 6 or 7), and as more natural than net. There
are a few participants, however, who judge net more natural than da, and some
who find neither particle natural after ON-questions (median below 6). In NOT
DONE contexts, almost all participants find net natural whereas for da naturalness
ratings vary considerably.

To better assess the difference between the two question types, we plotted
the inter-individual variation in a way that allows us to directly compare par-
ticipants’ medians across question types, see Figure 4. Figure 4 has two facets
which indicate differences between the question types: For da in the NOT DONE
context, many dots are quite far away from the (perfect correlation) diagonal in
both directions, which suggests that the speakers’ judgments for the two ques-
tion types differ in scale direction. For net in the DONE context, the dots are above
the diagonal, which indicates generally higher ratings after IN-questions. Hence,
we assume that there is a real difference for many speakers between the two
question types here.
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Biased questions with outer negation
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Figure 2: Inter-individual variation in responses to ON-questions. Dot
size represents the number of participants with the same combination
of median rating for da and median rating for net for the respective
SoA. Dots in the orange box represent participants for whom net had a
median of at least 6 and da had a median of maximum 2, i.e. for whom
the difference between the particles was very pronounced. Dots in the
green box represent participants for whom da had a median of at least 6
and net had a median of maximum 2. Dots in the blue box represent
participants for whom both da and net had a median of at least 6.
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Figure 3: Inter-individual variation in responses to IN-questions. For
the coding system, see caption of Figure 2
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Figure 4: Median ratings per participant for ON- vs. IN-questions. Dot
size represents the number of participants with the same combination
of median rating for ON-questions and for IN-questions. Dots on the
diagonal line represent participants that had the same ratings for both
question types. Dots in the grey bars represent ratings of 6 or 7 for
IN-questions (horizontal bar) or ON-questions (vertical bar) or both
(overlap of bars).

5 Discussion and Conclusion

Table 6 summarizes the results of our experiments in comparison to our predic-
tions. Confirmed predictions are marked with v'. Unpredicted results are marked
with X. The table shows that many of our expectations were confirmed. Espe-
cially for ON-questions, our hypotheses seem to be on the right track: what is
checked by an ON-question is a positive proposition p, and p is the proposition
that serves as the antecedent for da and net. Accounts assuming an LF where
ON-questions contain only a positive proposition can explain these findings. For
IN-questions, we obtained several unexpected results, especially concerning da.
We will discuss these in detail in what follows.
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Table 6: Results and predictions

Antecedent

SoA ON-question IN-question

Hasn’t ... already...? Hasn’t ... yet...?

[Q [FaLsuM p]] [Q [vERUM p]]
p (DONE) [+.[AGREE|] — da v [+ [REVERSE|] = net v

Xda > net

p (NOoT DONE) [ —|, REVERSE] — net [[—] AGREE] > net v

[ [revese]] > net ¥ [~ [acweE]l > da  X7da

net > da v

The high acceptability of da in responses to IN-questions in DONE contexts
(median = 7) is completely unexpected. Recall that da by hypothesis only realizes
[AGREE], and an IN-question by hypothesis only makes the negative proposition
p available. Since the response is supposed to express that p is true, the presup-
position of [AGREE] is not met. We conclude from this finding that either razve-
questions with es¢é do not have the LF proposed for IN-questions by Romero &
Han (2004) and Repp (2006, 2009), or the hypothesis for da that we developed
on the basis of Esipova (2021) and Gonzélez-Fuente et al. (2015) is wrong. A third
avenue for explaining the result is re-investigating the salience of the various
propositions and the role of the particle razve. We will discuss these three op-
tions for the DONE contexts and also consider the repercussions for the other
contexts.

Regarding the potential conclusion that IN-questions do not have the assumed
LF, there is a finding in our experiments that in our view speaks against it: net is
fairly acceptable after IN-questions in DONE contexts (median = 5.5), in contrast
to ON-questions (median = 3). Indeed, the median for net is on the acceptable
scale end for IN-questions, which is not the case for ON-questions. This finding
suggests that an IN-question does make p available, which can serve as the an-
tecedent that is required for the presupposition of [REVERSE] in a DONE context:
[REVERSE] is the feature that is realized by net.?

Regarding a different feature-particle mapping for da, we will consider two
options: one makes the mapping more general, the other makes it more specific.

8Note that the high acceptability of net in a DONE context does not parallel Meyer’s (2004)
empirical claims about unbiased questions: in Meyer’s example, net is unacceptable in this
context.
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Starting with the more general one, we could assume that instead of [AGREE] —
da, the mapping is [+], [AGREE] — da, i.e. da may realize [AGREE] as well as [+],
just like English yes. This could explain the high ratings in the DONE context in IN-
questions in the following way. If in Russian the constraint REALIZE ABSOLUTE
FEATURES has a considerably higher weight than MAXIMIZE MARKED FEATURES
and than REALIZE RELATIVE FEATURES, the observed preference for da over net
in DONE contexts is explained: da realizes absolute, unmarked [+], net realizes
relative, marked [REVERSE]. This assumption could also explain the low ratings
for da after IN-questions in NOT DONE contexts (median = 3), where da realizes
relative, unmarked [AGREE], whereas net (median = 7) realizes absolute, marked
[—]. However, there also is a problem. Recall from §3.2 that Esipova (2021) claims
that da cannot be used in [+, REVERSE] contexts after negative assertions, see
(17d) above. This claim is fully confirmed by experimental findings in Repp &
Geist (2022). So assuming that da can realize [+] seems to be on the wrong track
because of substantial empirical differences between IN-questions and negative
assertions as antecedents. We will return to this issue further below.

The more specific feature-particle mapping that is a promising candidate to
explain our findings is: [+, AGREE] — da. Here, we would have to assume that
the presupposition of [AGREE] is fulfilled in IN-questions by the presence of the
(less salient) epistemic bias p, which — recall our discussion in §2.1 - is an inte-
gral part of biased ON/IN-questions although this is not reflected in the LF of
IN-questions. If da realizes [+, AGREE], a high weighting of EXPRESSIVENESS will
ensure the preference of da over net because da realizes more features than net
does. This more specific feature-particle mapping would also be able to explain
why da is quite unacceptable (median = 3) as a response to IN-questions in NOT
DONE contexts: da cannot express [AGREE] if the response clause is a negative
proposition. However, the more specific feature-particle mapping also faces the
problem that there is a difference with previous findings for assertions. Recall
from §3.2 that Esipova (2021) claims that da is acceptable in NOT DONE contexts
if the antecedent is a negative assertion, see (17b) above - the answer with the
features [—, [AGREE |]. Repp & Geist (2022) present experimental evidence sup-
porting this claim, at least to some extent.

Regarding the salience assumptions, we could also take a more drastic step and
assume that the epistemic bias p is made very salient by the interrogative parti-
cle razve, so that p is more salient than the evidential bias p, which is part of the
LF of IN-questions. On this assumption, we would not have to alter the feature-
particle mapping [AGREE] for da because after IN-questions in DONE contexts da
just picks up the more salient proposition p and therefore is more acceptable than
net (median 7 vs. 5.5). After IN-questions in NOT DONE contexts, da is expected
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to be unacceptable because signalling the same polarity of epistemic bias and
response does not express the intended meaning p. To test the relative salience
of the biases in razve-questions, follow-up studies with other interrogative par-
ticles are needed. Note, however, that the sketched salience account essentially
assumes the same salience differences between p and p in IN- and ON-questions,
so that subtle differences between the question types — for instance in responses
with net — cannot be explained.

An anonymous reviewer suggests that by using da the speaker indicates agree-
ment with the interlocutor’s epistemic bias independently of salience considera-
tions. This proposal could indeed explain the patterns for ON- and IN-questions
for da, because for da the difference does not seem to matter (a lot). It would also
be compatible with the observation that da can be used to signal agreement with
a negative assertion (Esipova 2021, Repp & Geist 2022), because asserting p plau-
sibly presupposes having a bias for p. Finally, this proposal would also be com-
patible with the observation in Repp & Geist (2022) that da is clearly degraded
in responses to unbiased negative questions, independently of the response po-
larity (see §3.2). However, intuitively, da seems to be the appropriate answer to
a positive question with razve, like B in (4) in §2.2, if the response polarity is
positive:

(19) B: A razve on Zenat?
but PART he married
‘But is he really married?’

A: Da, on Zenat.
yes he married
“Yes, he is married’

As laid out in §2.2, the epistemic bias of B in this example is p. A does not agree
with this bias, but with the evidential bias. The evidential bias is the bias that
arguably is made salient by the question.

In the final part of this discussion, we will sketch a way to reconcile the ob-
served differences between questions and assertions as antecedents. We think
that these differences can only be explained on the assumption that da is am-
biguous, and that the ambiguity must involve a presupposition regarding the
type of antecedent. At present we cannot decide between the mappings that we
discussed to account for our results for ON/IN-questions, [+, AGREE] — da, or
[+], [AGREE] — da. The former has the advantage that it is more parsimonious
in the overall setup because there will be less ambiguity, but the choice is an
empirical question that must be addressed in future research.
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Our new proposal is that da also can realize a feature that we will call [accerT].
(20) gives the presupposition of [AccEPT] in abbreviated form. It contains an
illocutionary component: the conversational table (Farkas & Bruce 2010).

(20) [accerT] presupposes the existence of a single proposition on the conver-
sational table, which has the same polarity as the response clause.

(20) shows that [AccEPT] is sensitive to how many propositions there are on
the table. We have no space to discuss this here but we assume that questions
place a set of propositions on the table, which might be more or less salient,
and it is up to the addressee to decide which proposition enters the common
ground (if any). Assertions place only one proposition on the table. Roelofsen &
Farkas (2015) emphasize that for any anaphor, including response particles, there
must be a unique salient antecedent in the context. The presupposition in (20) is
stricter than that: it allows only one proposition on the table at all, irrespective of
the non-salience of potential other propositions. Assuming that a constraint like
Max1iMIZE PRESUPPOSITION! (Heim 1991) is generally operative, [AcceEpT] will be
the feature that is relevant in responses to assertions. In responses to questions
there will be a presupposition failure for [AccepT], so that (one of) the other
feature-particle mapping(s) for da applies (depending on the answers regarding
the future research questions above, [+, AGREE| — da or [+], [AGREE] — da).

We are not the first to suggest that questions and assertions receive different
responses. Holmberg (2015) has made suggestions along these lines for English.
Similarly, Repp et al. (2022) propose for German that nein ‘no’ is used to ex-
press a counterpart of [ACCEPT] in responses to assertions, namely [REJECT]. The
observed differences require much more quantitative empirical research, also be-
cause there is substantial inter-individual variation, as we could also verify for
Russian.

Overall, our investigation has shown that the answer patterns for Russian
da/net differ depending on whether the antecedent is an IN-question or an ON-
question. We have also discussed some differences with assertions, which, how-
ever, were not the focus of the present study. On the basis of our findings, we
assume that da and net are sensitive to the interpretation of the negation in bi-
ased questions with razve, as it is indicated by the polarity-sensitive items uze
and escé. The account of inner vs. outer negation in terms of propositional nega-
tion vs. the illocutionary operator FALSUM goes some way to explaining the an-
swer patterns for these questions. However, we also saw that we might have to
make additional assumptions concerning the salience of a bias that is not double-
checked. This is an issue that needs further attention in future research as it
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poses interesting empirical and theoretical challenges. Specifically, we need to
find out more about potential differences in salience between epistemic bias and
evidential bias. After all, the evidential bias for p does not seem to play a role
for responses to ON-questions. Furthermore, we need a model that integrates
the biases in a more explicit way, which explains how they become part of the
discourse representation.
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