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INTRODUCTION

In this thesis, the problem of aspectual differences between Russian
and Czech will be addressed. These differences concern discrepancies
in the distribution and interpretation of aspectual forms in concrete
contexts. Many of the differences in question have been described in a
number of contrastive studies, cf.: Bondarko (1959), Eckert (1984, 1985,
1988, 1991), Galton (1976), Isaenko (1960), Ivancev (1961), Kfizkova
(1955), Petruxina (1978, 1983), Sirokova (1963, 1971), Smirmov (1971),
including the present thesis. The studies provide enough evidence that
the aspectual differences between the two languages are certainly not a
matter of detail (as Maslov 1985: 3] states), but that they are significant
in the sense that they show a systematic character and a considerably
high frequency of occurrence.

Unfortunately, the systematic character of the aspectual differences
between Russian and Czech has not been acknowledged sufficiently
outside contrastive research. This is reflected in the broadly accepted
assumption of one common invariant meaning of aspect for all Slavic
languages. In the Slavic linguistic tradition, invariant meaning has been
considered to be a crucial instrument in linguistic analysis because of
the explanatory power assigned to it. Invariant meaning represents the
semantic core of a grammatical form and has to be postulated at the
level of the language system in such a manner to explain every occurrence
of the given form in concrete contexts. As a consequence, the invariant
meaning has to be formulated in highly general and abstract terms.

Considering the aspectual differences between Russian and Czech, a
serious discrepancy arises between, on the one hand, the theoretical
treatment of aspect assuming one common invariant meaning, and, on
the other hand, the language facts, i.e. the evidenced systematic differences
between Russian and Czech. Obviously, a cross-language invariant
meaning can account merely for the similarities between individual
languages, but not for their specific characteristics, and consequently,
the differences between them.

Although this fact has not been explicitly stated (except in Eckert
1984), a need was felt in contrastive research ‘to go beyond invariant



meaning’ in explanations of aspectual differences between Russian and
Czech. Some solutions have been formulated in terms of differences in
the functional load, functional potential or funct:ona] Iimits of the aspect-
ual forms (cf. Russkaja grammatika 1979, Petruxina 1985 and Sirokova
1971, respectively). However, these notions have not been defined suffi-
ciently to prove operational in the analysis. Another solution in terms of
differences in the type of neutralisation of the aspectual opposition, i.e.
obbgatory neutrahsat;on in Ru551an vs. facultative neutralisation in Czech
(cf. Russkaja grammat:ka 1979), evokes ObJCCtIOI'IS, espemally for Czech,
suggesting a free. choice. of aspectual forms. This is in contradiction to
the existing language rules

The solution to the‘problem how to explain the systematic aspectual
differences bctween Russian and Czech should be sought more in the
functxomng of aspect in discourse, as in the Amerlcan studies of Russian
(cf. Hopper.1979, Chvany 1980, 1985, Timberlake 1982 and Fielder 1990).
At the same_ time, the mteracnon of aspect with various elements in the
context, including types of. verbs, types of situation (cf. Eckert 1984),
relatlons between events (successivity, simultaneity) and other. gram-
matical categories. such as tense {cf: Bondarko.1992) has to be considered
in. the analysis.

“The, dlscourse ~approach maintained in this. thesis is meant to com-
plement and not. to substitute the invariant approach However, in contrast
to the latter approach the d1scourse approach has proved to be fruitful
in the sense that when apphed to data it provides an explanation. of the
aspectual differences between Ru551an and Czech in the form of different
language-specific dlscourse strategies valid in each language A number
of -partial. hypotheses concerning these. strategies have been formulated
(cf. section 3 of Chapter 1) and tested on data in- specific contexts
analysed in. each chapter. The ana]yses lead to the following general
statement; it can be assumed that it is the. dlscourse level in Russian that
contrlbutes substantially. to. the cho1ce of the aspectua] form, while in
Czech this level is not of primary relevance. In other words, Russian
aspect. operates in larger discourse units, it.has.larger scope, or, a global.
orientation. On the other hand, Czech aspect concentrates on the internal
structure of each mdmdual event and the, lex1ca1 meaning_of, the verb
involved. In Czech, this ]ocal orientation is. demswe for the selection. of
the aspectual form. Tt can therefore be stated that Czech aspect.possesses.
a more lexical. character than. Russ:an
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The present thesis is based on previous publications (cf. Stunova
1986, 1988, 1991, 1992 and forthc.) concerning the linguistic problem of
aspectual differences between Russian and Czech outlined above.
However, on the basis of analyses, the research shifted from the originally
maintained invariant approach to the discourse approach, which has
turned out to be more fruitful. Therefore, the text has been completely
rewritten and more evidence in the form of new data has been added.

The structure of the thesis is as follows. In Chapter 1 (section 1), the
invariant and discourse approach to aspect in Slavic languages will be
discussed. In section 2, the major aspectual differences between Russian
and Czech will be introduced and illustrated by several examples. In
section 3, the hypotheses and possible solutions to the linguistic problem
will be formulated. An attempt has been made to relate the two
approaches, the invariant and the discourse approach, which are believed
to be compatible with each other. The remaining chapters contain
analyses of the aspectual differences between Russian and Czech in
concrete contexts. Each chapter is devoted to one particular aspectual
context: Chapter 2 to iterative contexts, Chapter 3 to the context of
sequences of events and Chapter 4 to the historical present. The data
have been excerpted from a corpus of parallel literary texts, Russian
original texts with their (published) Czech translations and vice versa.
For the sake of objectivity concerning the occurrences of the aspectual
forms, native speakers have been consulted.



THE INVARIANT MEANING OF ASPECT
VS.
ASPECT AS A DISCOURSE PHENOMENON

1. The notion ‘invariant meaning’ vs. aspect as a discourse phenomenon
(an overview)

Many influential analyses of aspect in Slavic languages have been con-
ducted within the theoretical framework of European structuralism.
Within this framework it was particularly the markedness theory of the
Prague Linguistic Circle that was of influence (cf. KuCera 1981: 178). A
great deal of attention has been paid to the semantics of aspect and
especially to the postulation of its semantic core, i.e. the invariant mean-
ing which consists of one or more semantic features. In the binary aspect
opposition perfective vs. imperfective, it is the perfective that is generally
considered to be ‘marked’ by a specific semantic feature, i.e. it contains
the given feature. The ‘unmarked’ member of the opposition is non-
committal, i.e. neutral regarding that feature. Speaking in Jakobson’s
terms, it is the non-statement of A (A = a semantic property): the un-
marked imperfective does not say whether the feature is present or
absent, i.e. it is neutral.! The search for an invariant meaning is crucial
for the analysis of aspect in Slavic linguistic tradition. It is based on the
axiom that it is primarily the (invariant) meaning of a form that motivates
its distribution, i.e. its occurrence in concrete contexts. Therefore, the
invariant meaning of a form, belonging to the level of the language
system (Saussurian Jangue), has to be postulated in such a manner that
it accounts for every occurrence of the given form in concrete contexts
(parole)?.

The semantic features iInternal limit and totality have been most
frequently postulated in the invariant meaning of the Slavic aspect.
According to Jakobson (1932: 76), the perfective aspect in Russian is
marked, in contrast to its imperfective counterpart, for the absolute limit
of the action. This absolute limit, termed also internal limit or terminus,
(Russian npeaen) is considered to be inherent in the nature of the event
denoted by the perfective (Vinogradov 1947, Avilova 1976). When the
limit is achieved, as a culmination of a process?, the event is exhausted,
that is, compieted, and a transition to a new state takes place (cf. Maslov
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1978: 13). Otherwise formulated, the perfective denotes “a complete
situation change” (Barentsen 1985: 61).* However, according to Bondar-
ko (1990: 12), the “situation change” has to be considered as a functional
consequence of the basic categorial meaning of the perfective, based on
the features internal limit and totality, i.e. as their concrete realisation

at the level of the utterance (parole).
A concept similar to internal limit is closure. However, closure is not

conceived as a semantic feature that forms part of the invariant meaning
of aspect, but as an aspectual parameter. In their typological study, Chung
& Timberlake (1985: 239) characterize the Russian aspect as organized
around the aspectual parameter closure. The use of the perfective is
subject to two conditions: the event must be closed both at the predicate
level (it is telic, i.e. it contains the internal limit), as well as at the pro-
positional level (i.e. the internal limit is achieved)’. The perfective is
considered to be a narrowly defined category, while the imperfective is
broadly defined and expresses various types of events: those that are not
closed at the predicate level (atelic processes, states and iteratives) and
those not closed at the propositional level (progressives).

Totality is another central semantic feature postulated in the invariant
meaning of the perfective. Dostal (1954: 15, 18) is explicit about the
speaker’s perspective on events which aspect can express. An event per-
ceived as a whole, that is, in its totality, is denoted by the perfective;
the imperfective cannot designate this perspective. The attitude of the
speaker to events is not ‘subjective’, in the sense that he is bound by the
grammatical means available. In other words, there is a limited choice
between the two types of aspectual morphology. Similar- semantic des-
criptions of the aspectual opposition perfective vs. imperfective by means
of the feature forality (Russian genocrrocrs) are also very common in
Russian aspectological studies (e.g. Maslov 1959, Bondarke & Bulanin
1967: 75 for Russian, Comrie 1976: 3, 16, cross-linguistically). The two
features internal limit and totality are often viewed as complementary
concepts (cf. Bondarke 1971: 18). This is the reason for including both
in the definition of the Russian aspect in the Academy grammar (1980:
583):

“The category aspect is a system of two opposed paradigms of verb
forms: one set of forms that denote events limited by a boundary (orpa-
HUYEHHOE npeaenom) in their totality: perfective verbs, and another set
of verb forms that do not possess the feature ‘total event limited by a
boundary’: imperfective verbs.” (Translation mine, A.S.)
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Van Schooneveld postulates the feature dimensionality for the perfec-
tive. Dimensionality means that the verbal process has boundaries, i.e.
the focus would be either on the inception or completion of the action
or both, and not on the evolution of the process. Later van Schooneveld
replaced the term dimensionality by demarcatedness, which implies more
forcefully the flimits and the totality of the referent. Demarcatedness
“means that the referent is distinct from its background and, if the back-
ground consists of units similar to the referent, then the feature means
that the referent is distinct from all its peers. It is the same feature
which is also characteristic (...) of the phoneme whose semantic invariant
has been characterized by Jakobson’s ‘mere otherness’ ” (van Schooneveld
in p.c.)®.

The semantic features as described above represent the general mean-
ing of the perfective and imperfective members of the aspect opposition.
The general meaning is the sum (cf. Jakobson’s Gesamtbedeutung) of
the recurrent semantic elements that all concrete occurrences of the
aspectual forms share. In other words, the general meaning is a constant
in each instance of aspect use, an invariant. This invariant meaning is
independent of the concrete context and the lexical meaning of the verb.
According to Hopper (1982: 4), “a form must have a consistent value
or else communication is impossible; we cannot have linguistic forms
which derive all their meanings from the context.”

Few linguists would deny that a form should possess a constant
meaning. However, it is typically the linguists of Praguian orientation
who see the crucial nature of the semantic invariant of linguistic forms
and therefore choose it as a tool for analysis. For instance, Soudakotf
(1987: 229) in her contrastive semantic analysis of Polish and Russian
prepositions is explicit about using semantic features (a system of features
previously postulated by van Schooneveld) as a tool of analysis. Her
detailed study was “meant to demonstrate how semantic features can be
used as a tool both for establishing a single distinctive meaning for any
preposition within a given language in relation to the other prepositions
in that language and for comparing the prepositional systems of two
languages”. The main goal of Soudakoff’s study was “to arrive at an
invariant meaning or semantic property implicit in every instance of use”.
She analyzed contextual usages, but “only as a means for arriving at a
single meaning, rather than as ends in themselves” (ibid: 20).

Timberlake (1982: 328) discusses the centrality of invariance in general.
According to him, “the invariant can be understood as a necessary (but
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probably not sufficient) metastatement of internal consistency among the
specific rules that map aspect parameters into morphological aspect”.
Eckert (1984: 155, 175) in her contrastive, data-oriented study of Czech
and Russian aspect claims that in order to explain the systematic differen-
ces occurring between the languages, it is necessary to go ‘beyond the
invariant meaning of aspect’ and analyze primarily the variant meanings,
i.e. occurrences of the aspectual forms in concrete contexts. According
to Eckert, this is necessary, since “aspect is not an autonomous entity
that projects its meaning onto a given verb, but the aspectual morphology
of the given verb is a direct response to several influential factors” (ibid:
19), such as the type of verb, the type of verbal action and the temporal
context. The aspectual morphology is further considered by this author
as “the consequence rather than the primary cause of sentential semantics”.

Apart from the question whether aspect (and other grammatical cate-
gories) should be defined in terms of an invariant meaning or not, there
are other questions related to this problem that have to be posed. They
concern the relation between the scope of aspect and the nature of the
invariant meaning. These questions will be discussed below. Invariant
meanings postulated in the tradition of the Prague School are strictly of
a paradigmatic nature, i.e. they are by definition inherent in the given
form and do not refer to something in the context, i.e. outside this form.
In other words, there is a clear distinction made between general and
contextual meanings, cf. Tobin (1990: 74): “Roman Jakobson (1896-1982}
may be considered to be the standard-bearer of the Saussurian notion of
invariant meaning as it was later adopted by the Prague School. The
hallmark of all of Jakobson’s theoretical linguistic and semantic work
was his strict insistence on the rigorous distinction between general and
contextual meanings (...)". Jakobson himself says that ‘properties of mean-
ing’ (i.e. invariant semantic features) are defined as intrinsic properties
given by the linguistic system itself, not by external reality (cf. 1967: 671).
Similarly, van Schooneveld (in p.c.} states: “I do not believe that a lin-
guistic form can have a meaning that refers to something else in the
context because I think that all meanings operate paradigmatically with-
out any syntagmatic references. Certain morphemes like prepositions,
conjunctions and the reflexive pronoun may contextually imply a referen-
ce to the context, but this is only contextual and does not belong to the
semantic invariant of the morpheme”.

Until recently, aspect has been treated as a paradigmatic, ‘local-seman-
tic’ phenomenon. The fact that aspect operates also at the syntagmatic
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and discourse levels is, in the tradition of the Prague School, accounted
for by the assumption that it may also be accompanied by contextual
implications of the invariant meaning postulated at the paradigmatic level,
i.e. “combinatory features of the aspectval syntagmatics dependent on
the compatibility of aspectual forms in the text” (cf. Bondarko 1990: 11).
“Although these functions are important, they are secondary and are
derivable from the aspectual meaning of the grammatical form” (ibid.).

For instance, the fact that perfectivity tends to create chains of events
(sequencing), since two events indicated by perfectives do not usually
occur simultaneously, is considered as a contextual effect of perfectivity.
Rassudova (1984: 39) states that sequencing “derives from the meaning
of the perfective because each successive action in a sequential chain can
begin only upon the completion of the preceding action”. The perfective
is defined by her as marked for integrality (cf. also Tobin 1990), that is
comparable to the semantic feature totality, and demarcation, which is
equal to the attainment of the internal limit. Similarly, Comrie (1985:
26ff.) argues that sequencing is not part of the meaning of the perfective,
but an implicature deducible from the context by general conversational
principles as formulated by Grice.

The problem of redefining aspect has arisen at the moment that various
studies have clearly shown that, in addition to the paradigmatic level, the
syntagmatic and the discourse level can be crucial for the selection of
the aspectual form, i.e. the process of its morphological encoding (cf.
Hopper 1979, Chvany 1980, 1985, Eckert 1984, Fielder 1990 and other
studies in Thelin 1990). Hopper (1982: 5) posits a hypothesis that “the
furidamental notion of aspect is not a local-semantic one but discourse-
pragmatic”. The perfective denotes then a “completed event in the dis-
course.” Discourse-oriented studies for aspect generally do not work
with invariant meanings, except perhaps for the previously mentioned
analysis of the Serbo-Croatian verb system by Jovanovi¢ Gorup (1987)
within the theoretical frame of Form-Content Analysis. Although this
approach is related to the theory of the Prague School and invariant
meanings are crucial for the analysis, they are not viewed as necessarily
paradigmatic but can be formulated, for instance, in terms of a discourse
instruction. Moreover, in this approach, invariant meanings may be con-
sidered not as absclute, but relative, or scalar. For instance, for the
system of the Serbo-Croatian verb Gorup postulates Focus in the invariant
meaning of the aspectual forms that differ with respect to each other in
the degree of Focus: most - more - less Focus.



12

However, there also is a number of semantic definitions based -on a
more traditional, or Jakobsonian concept of invariant meanings that
account explicitly for the syntagmatic and discourse characteristics of
aspect’. They are constituted either by adding a syntagmatic feature
(juncture, sequential connection) to a paradigmatic feature such as totality
(Forsyth 1972, Barentsen 1985), or by concentrating entirely on the syn-
tagmatic characteristics of aspect (sequentiality, successivity). In the latter
definitions the roles are reversed with respect to the traditional Praguian
view: an inherent characteristic of aspect such as totality or internal limit
is considered as an implicature of sequentiality or successivity (Gurevic
1971 and Galton 1976). These semantic definitions will be discussed below.

Forsyth defines aspect in Russian by means of two semantic features:
1) totality and 2) a single specific juncture. Totality can be interpreted
as referring to the paradigmatic level, while juncture can be viewed as
operating at the paradigmatic, the syntagmatic and the discourse level,
considering what Forsyth (1972: 495) states: “Aspect in modern Russian
may be defined as a system based on the binary opposition of sets of
verb forms, of which one, the perfective, inherently expresses the action
as a total ‘event’ summed up with reference to a single specific ‘juncture’
(i.e. a point, essentially in the speaker’s consciousness, focusing .either
inwardly on the process of the action itself, e.g. its ‘beginning’ or ‘end’,
or outwardly on a moment in ‘objective’ time or in a ‘subjective’ nar-
rative context). The other, the imperfective, does not inherently say any-
thing about this meaning.” (Emphasis mine, A.S.)

~ Barentsen (1985) postulates an invariant meaning for the Russian
aspect as follows. The semantic structure of the Russian perfective is
hypothesized as consisting of three hierarchically ordered features: 1. the
event unit associated with the concept of a specific limit, 2. totality and
3. sequential connection. The first two features refer to the internal
structure of the event. They are comparable to the concepts internal limit
and totality discussed above. The third feature, sequential connection, is
meant to account for the functions of aspect in larger contexts. It is an
instruction in the sense that the ‘total event’, i.e. ‘the complete situation
change’, must be thought of as a link in a greater whole, emphasizing
the contrast between a preceding and/or a following situation. When the
Russian perfective is used, all three features are necessarily present.
Relative to its perfective counterpart, the Russian imperfective is defined
as lacking at least one of these features, beginning with the one which
is ranked highest (i.e. the sequential connection). In Barentsen’s view
this means that in every imperfective the feature sequential connection
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is denied. The denial of a feature is meant as an explicit negation of the
semantic feature, which can be translated in Jakobsonian terms as the
statement of non-A, in contrast to the general treatment of unmarkedness
in terms of the non-statement of A.

Gurevi¢ (1971) discusses both the inherent characteristics of aspect
(such as ingressivity, resultativity or processuality) as well as its outer,
relational characteristics (the indication of relations between events, such
as anteriority, successivity and simultaneity). However, the invariant mean-
ing of aspect is defined solely at this latter level: “The aspect category
in Russian can be presented as an opposition between the sequential
meaning of forms of the perfective and the non-sequential meaning of
the imperfective” (Gurevi¢ 1971: 79). Sequentiality is generalized and not
limited to a specific context, therefore, the prototypical use of the per-
fective as a link in a sequential chain of events is considered as a con-
textual variant that follows from the inherent sequential meaning of the
Russian perfective. Ingressivity and resultativity which refer to the struc-
ture of events at the paradigmatic level are also considered variants that
follow from the sequential meaning of the Russian perfective.

Opposed to the views of Bondarko, Rassudova and Comrie as discuss-
ed above, Galton adheres a similar idea to that of as Gurevi¢. According
to Galton (1976: 11), “Slavic languages (as well as others) have created
special morphological means for the presentation of the temporal success-
ion, in the perfective aspect (pv.), as well as of its contradictory opposite
- immutability, a state lasting unchanged while other events change; this
is done by the imperfective aspect (ipf.)”. Galton further maintains that
“succession (i.e. the very essence of time®) is the invariant meaning of
the perfective” and refers to Gvozdev (1958: 114) who had previously
associated the concept of successivity with the meaning of aspect: “The
succession of events one after the other is expressed by using verbs of
the perfective aspect in the majority of the meanings proper to it”. In
Galton’s theory, paradigmatic notions such as /imit do not imply success-
ion, but vice versa: the limitation of an event emerges naturally from its
location on the time axis between preceding and following events (ibid.:
12). Similarly, the widespread concept of completion (a concept com-
parable to Jimit) used in definitions of aspect is criticized as too narrow:
“completion very often does characterize one event succeeded by another,
but adheres too much to the character of the action itself, rather than
its temporal structure, to be serviceable in all occurrences of the pv.
aspect such as should be covered by an invariant meaning” (on this point
cf. also Galton 1980).
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Above various problems concerning the semantics of aspect were
discussed. One of the major questions was how to account for the syn-
tagmatic and discourse characteristics of aspect in its semantic definition.
The following solutions can be distinguished.

1. Traditionally, aspect has been treated as a paradigmatic, i.e. a local-
semantic phenomenon. Its syntagmatic and discourse characteristics are
viewed as a contextual implication, therefore these are not accounted for
in the semantic definition of aspect.

2. In some approaches (Barentsen, Forsyth), aspect. is defined at two
levels at the same time by means of several hierarchically ordered features,
accounting for both the paradigmatic and the syntagmatic or discourse
characteristics of aspect.

3. In contrast to solution 1, in this solution, the internal characteristics
of aspect such as the internal limit, completion or totality are considered
as. given, or implied by the position of the event denoted by the verb
form on the time axis within a larger, discourse context. For instance,
in a chain of events, it is successivity that is decisive for the choice of
the perfective. When the event is backgrounded, it is simultaneity that
determines the internal structure of the event (e.g. as a process), express-
ed by the imperfective.

4. In discourse approaches, like in solution 3, the discourse level is.
considered to be important or decisive for the morphological encoding
of aspect. However, invariant meanings are not the primary concern of
the research, and if they are, as is the case with the Form-Content
Analysis, they are conceptually different from the meanings used in Slavic
linguistics as originally defined by Jakobson.

2. Aspectual differences between Russian and Czech

In this section, the aspectual differences between Russian and Czech
observed in various contrastive studies (cf. Bondarko 1959, Eckert 1984,
1985, Galton 1976, Isatenko 1960, Ivancev 1961, Kfizkova 1955, Petruxina
1978, 1983, Sirokova 1963, 1971, Smirnov 1971, Stunova 1986, 1988, 1991,
1993 etc.) are presented in brief summary.

Two basic types of differences can be distinguished between Russian
and Czech:

1. differences in the distribution (occurrence) of the aspectual forms,
2. differences in the interpretation of the same form.
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Both types of aspectual differences can be divided into two subtypes
based on the form used:

ad 1. a)the Russian perfective corresponds to both perfective and imper-
fective in Czech,

b) where only the Russian imperfective occurs, both imperfective
and perfective occur in Czech.
ad 2. a) Russian and Czech perfectives have different interpretations in
each language

b) and therefore so do the imperfectives.

A necessary methodological condition for this analysis is that the Russian
and Czech contexts be identical or show a high degree of equivalence. °
Most of the following examples are cited from Russian and Czech texts,
representing various styles and registers. Original Russian texts have been
used with their (published) Czech translations or vice versa. To minimize
the possible influence of the translator, the texts have been checked by
native speakers. Below, the most typical contexts in which the aspectual
differences between Russian and Czech occur will be introduced.

2.1 Sequence of events

The prototypical examples of the aspectual difference la, i.e. where
the Russian perfective corresponds to both the perfective and imperfective
in Czech, are found in narratives. Events are presented as a successive
chain; the consistent perfective morphological marking in Russian serves
to carry the narrative line. In Czech, this consistent use of the perfective
is not obligatory: a string containing both aspectual forms can easily be
interpreted as a chain of successive events, often without additional
lexical markers.

After the analysis of numerous examples of sequences of events it
became clear that the Russian aspect operates primarily at the level of
the whole sequence: foregrounded events are consistently marked by the
perfective irrespective of their internal structure. In Czech, the selection
of aspect depends more on the internal structure of the individual events.
Both the perfective and the imperfective occur within a sequence of
events, depending on the internal structure of the event denoted.
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The following example, which is part of a larger narrative, contains
three imperfectives in Czech which correspond to three perfectives in
the Russian translation.

(1)  Kdyz mé vidél‘, poroudel’ se té paniéce a $el’ ke mné. (Capek)
YBrnes ” meHs, OH paCTpOMANICH © ¢ NamMOYKOH M TIOAOWEN P KO MHE.
When he saw me, he parted from the lady and approached me.

If the three events are to be interpreted as sequential, Russian does not
allow the imperfective. The choice of this form would have a different
effect than in Czech: events would be viewed as simultaneous processes
that are intertwined in a kind of continuum. If processes in Russian,
denoted by imperfectives only, are to be seen as successive, additional
sequéntial markers are needed, such as ‘first’, ‘and then’ etc. (cf. Rassu-
dova 1984: 39). In Czech, a sequence of three perfectives as in Russian
is possible, but consistent perfective marking is not obligatory. In the
majority of cases, a mixture of both aspectual forms is encountered in
Czech narratives: the narrative line is not solely carried by the perfective
aspect as it is in Russian. More examples and an analysis in more detail
can be found in Stunova (1988) and chapter 3 of the present study.

2.2 The historical present

The use of aspect in the context of the historical present is an exam-
ple of the aspectual difference Ib, i.e. the Russian imperfective vs. the
Czech perfective. In the narration of events that occurred in the past,
the historical present is used as a technique to make the story ‘more
vivid’. Crucial events are highlighted by the contrast in the use of the
verb forms. Not only is there a tense switch from past to present, cancel-
ling the distance between the event and the listener, but also an aspectual
switch from the perfective to the imperfective. In Russian this switch is
obligatory (cf. e.g. Bondarko 1959). This holds irrespective of the internal
structure of the event. In the Russian historical present, all kinds of
events are denoted by the imperfective: both processes, normally expres-
sed by the imperfective, as well as results, which are typically denoted
by the perfective. In other words, the choice of the imperfective is deter-
mined at the macro-level of the narrative and not at the level of the inter-
nal structure of the individual event as is the case in Czech.
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In Czech both aspects are encountered in the denotation of the nar-
rative line in the past, as well as in the historic present. The choice of
aspect is not determined at the discourse level. It depends, in contrast
to Russian, primarily on the internal structure of the event, which is
frequently transparent. A detailed analysis will be given in Chapter 4.

The following example illustrates what has been said above:

(2)  Ale zrovna na krok pied chodcem se mu udélad” v hlavé tma a
cely svét se s nim pojednou zato&i?; nahle vidi’ zblizka, zblizoucka
par pronikavych oéi, jak se do ného vpichly, narazi’ na négi
rameno, vypravi? ze sebe cosi jako “promifite” a vzdaluje® se s
krecovitou distojnosti. Po nékolika krocich se zastavi” a ohlédne?;
ten ¢lovék stoji’ a diva‘ se upfené za nim. Prokop se sebere” a
odchdzi? trochu rychleji (...). (Capek)

Ho poBHO 32 war [0 NPOXOXEro B IJIa3aX y HEro TEMHEET', u Bce
BOKpYr NYCKAaeTCA' B BEmEHHYI) NAACKY; BAPYT G/M3KO, COBCEM
6/M3KO OH BMAMT' napy UENKMX [71a3, - OHM TaK M BOH3WIMCH B
HETO, - HATBIKAETCA ' HA 4Le-TO Nnevo, BHAARIMEaeT ' u3 ceba HeuTo
BPOAE «M3BMHWTE» M yAansercsa’ CyHOpOXKHO CTapasch COXPaHHUTh
poctouncteo. Crenas HECKONBKO Waros, [Ipoxon ocTaHaBmmMBaeTcs
u obopaumBaerca’: uenomek CTOMT', MPUCTANEHO CMOTPHT €My
Bcnen. [Tpokon cpumaercs’ ¢ mecta, Toponsck yiiru (... ).

But just a step before the man who passed, it gets dark in his
head and the whole world is suddenly revolving with him; suddenly

he sees close by, very near, a couple of penetrating eyes that
pierced him, he hits someone’s shoulder, utters something like

“excuse me” and goes further with a cramped dignity. After several
steps he stops and looks back; that man is standing and looks
piercingly at him. Prokop pulls himself together and goes away
quickly (...).

2.3 Iterated events

In the context of iterated events, in Russian the imperfective is a
dominant form whereas in Czech the perfective occurs frequently. Itera-
ted events have been analyzed as macro-events consisting of a number
of micro-events (cf. Timberlake 1982, Stunova 1986). This is of importance
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for the selection of the aspectual form. It has been shown that the
Russian aspect operates primarily at the level of the macro-structure,
while in Czech the internal structure of the individual micro-event is
relevant. Consider the following example:

(3) Byl v nékolika drogeriich, a jakmile fekl”: “Prosim lahvi¢ku oleje

posvéceného od biskupa”, dali” se nékde do smichu a jinde skryli”
se udéSeni pod pultem. (HaSek)
He had been to several pharmacies, but as soon as he uttered:
“Please, a little bottle of oil consecrated by the Bishop”, in some
places they started laughing, in others, in horror, they hid behind
the counter.

IlIpelix noGelBan B HECKONBKHX ANTEKAPCKMX MAra3MHax, HO Kak
TONMBLKO MPOH3HOCHA': “Byaste mobe3nel, OYTHUIONKY enest, OCBsi-
IUCHHOTO €MMCKONoM”, BCIoAy Wik (uIpRanu’ eMy B JMUO WM B
yXxace MPATAMMCE' oA mpuiaBok.

(...) everywhere they laughed him in the face or, in horror, they
hid behind the counter.

The substitution of the Czech perfectives by their imperfective counter-
parts would cause various ‘undesired’ effects. For instance, with the
second verb dali se, the corresponding imperfective would cause the
effect of distributiveness and hesitation within each occurrence: now and
then one person and then another, started to laugh and stopped again.
The effect evoked by the imperfective would be in such a case farfetched,
the perfective is therefore the appropriate form. In Russian, no such
effects can be observed, because the imperfective functions as a signal
of iteration and does not reveal anything about the internal structure of
the individual micro-event. These and other problems are analyzed in
detail in Chapter 2.

2.4 The gnomic present

Events denoted by what is called the gnomic present, are general
truths about activities of people and their environment, such as proverbs
or physical laws, valid at any time and therefore usually not located at
any specific moment. Such ‘omnitemporal’ statements valid also at the
moment of speech can be expressed by the perfective present in Czech
(cf. Kopeény 1962: 31ff. and Townsend 1985: 292 on the ‘characterizing’
and ‘atemporal’ perfective present in Czech)!?. A general truth is an
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abstraction, based on observations of many (similar) concrete situations,
a kind of a macro-event. It is often an independent and self-evident state-
ment. The behaviour of the Russian and Czech aspect in this case is very
similar to that in the denotation of iterated events.

In Russian, the subtle distinctions in the structure of the individual
events that are generalized in the form of a general truth expressed by
the gnomic present are not considered. The choice of aspect is determi-
ned at a higher, a more abstract level of the macro-event, i.e. the general
truth. In Czech, both aspects occur: the choice depends on the internal
structure of the individual event.

(4) U kovi odpor pfi velmi nizkych teplotich Gplné zmizi”.
Y MeTannos npu O4€Hb HM3KOH TeMNeparype CONpOTHUBIEHHE NON-
HOCTRIO MCuYe3aer’.
By very low temperatures the resistance of metals completely
disappears. (adapted from Petruxina 1983: 164)

The perfective in Czech indicates that the resistance of metals completely
disappears in each instance. The corresponding imperfective ‘mizi’ can
easily be interpreted as a process, i.e. non-totality, leading to the factual
disappearance at the level of each concrete case. A general interpretation
as in Russian would be also possible, but to exclude this ambiguity, the

perfective is used. Some examples of instances of the gnomic present
can be found in Part Two of Chapter 2 under the present tense.

2.5 Nepgation

Iteration and negation are, in fact, a kind of quantification that can
have very similar effects on the behaviour of aspect. In Russian, the im-
perfective is dominant, whereas in Czech the perfective occurs frequently.
Consider the following example:

(5)  Nikdy jsem nic neudé&lal” naschvil ... (Hasek)
Hukorga s HMvero He A€Aan‘ HAPOYHO ...
I never did anything on purpose ...

More instances of negated iterative events are given in Chapter 2.



20

3. Hypotheses and possible solutions

In view of the above considerations, a number of hypotheses concern-
ing the functioning of the Russian and Czech aspect in concrete contexts
will be formulated, and several possible explanations of the systematic
aspectual differences between the two languages in relation to the in-
variant meaning of aspect will be entertained.

3.1 Hypotheses

Following the Praguian and the related Sign-oriented approach, it may
be assumed that it is the invariant meaning of the form that motivates
its distribution in concrete contexts. The invariant meaning is meant to
cover all the possible concrete instances of a form. Therefore, it has to
be formulated in very general terms which can sometimes give the im-
pression of vagueness. This fact, as well as the relative inaccessibility of
meaning as such, can form an obstacle in the search for solutions to
linguistic problems. In order to overcome these obstacles, and to address
the problem of the systematic aspectual differences between Russian and
Czech more directly, I decided to first formulate a number of hypotheses
based on the observation of concrete data. The strategy is to step from
these relatively concrete hypotheses to more abstract ones, in which the
language-specific invariant meanings can later be formulated. This type of
inductive strategy is widely used both in linguistics and scientific research
in general.

The following two hypotheses have been formulated on the basis of
the observation of data. The hypotheses have been divided according to
the concrete contexts in which the aspectual differences between Russian
and Czech occur.

Hypoth&sis 1,

An iterated event can be defined as a set of identical sub-events. In
this complex structure, two separate levels can be distinguished: 1. the
level of the individual sub-event as a part of the whole set, i.e. the micro-
level, and 2. the level of the whole set, at which the individual sub-event
is not necessarily taken into account, i.e. the macro-level. These levels
do not contribute equally to the selection of the aspectual form: one of
the two levels is dominant. The degree of relevance of these levels in
the process of morphological encoding of aspect differs between Russian
and Czech. On the basis of the data I assume that for Russian it is prima-
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rily the level of the whole iterative macro-structure that is decisive for
the selection of the aspectual form.

On the other hand, Czech concentrates on each individual sub-event
and its internal structure, which is reflected in the choice of the aspectual
form. In other words, Russian aspect operates at the level of the whole
set, while Czech aspect operates at the level of members of the set, i.e.
the individual sub-event.

A similar principle is valid for a number of other contexts in which
an event can be viewed as a complex structure. They include iterated
events in the present tense, i.e. general truths expressed by the gnomic
present (see section 1.2 of this chapter), as well as absolute negation
(illustrated by a selection of data in Chapter 2.). Also in these contexts,
the aspectual difference: the Russian imperfective vs. the Czech perfective
occurs.

Hypothesis 2.

In narrative contexts, particularly in the denotation of sequences of
successive events and the historical present that form part of the narrative
line, a similar principle, as described in Hypothesis 1, holds. However,
while Hypothesis 1 applies minimally to one complex structure denoted
by a single verb, Hypothesis 2 extends to complexes of events involving
more than one verb form. It concerns series of events that are ordered
in succession. In sequences of successive events, the Russian perfective
operates at the level of the whole sequence, irrespective of the character
of the individual event, or the lexical class to which the verb belongs.
Outside sequences, events, such as states, or events involving verbs of
specific lexical classes, such as verba sentiendi, are preferably expressed
by the imperfective. However, within sequences of successive events, these
‘latent imperfectives’ are normally perfectivized. In other words, in Rus-
sian, the principle of orientation to larger wholes (as in the case of
sequences of successive events) is dominant in the process of selection
of aspect.

Similarly, the historical present in Russian, irrespective of the internal
structure of the individual events, is expressed by the imperfective. In
this language, such discourse rules operate within one tense, i.¢ either
within the past tense when a sequence of successive events is morpholo-
gically marked as consistently perfective, or within the present tense,
when the events are marked consistently by the imperfective.

In Czech, the situation is different. Irrespective of the tense, each
individual event within a sequence of successive events, or in the histor-
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ical present, is morphologically marked depending on its internal structure
and/or the lexical class to which the verb belongs.

On the basis of Hypothesis 1 concerning the functioning of aspect in
complex structures involving minimally one verb, and Hypothesis 2, re-
ferring to the functioning of aspect in larger discourse structures, such
as sequences of events, a generalisation can be made in the form of
Hypothesis 3 formulated below.

Hypothesis 3.

This hypothesis is a generalisation based on the previous two hypotheses.
It can be assumed that the discourse level contributes substantially to
the choice of the aspectual form in Russian, while this level is not of
primary relevance in Czech. The Czech aspect concentrates on the internal
structure of each individual event and the lexical meaning of the verb
involved, i.e. on the paradigmatic level as such. It is this level that is
decisive for the selection of the aspectual form in Czech. It can therefore
be said that the Czech aspect possesses a more lexical character than
the Russian aspect. Generally speaking, the Russian aspect operates in
larger wholes, i.e. it has a broader scope, while the Czech aspect focusses
on each individual event.

3.2 Possible solutions

With respect to the problem of the systematic aspectual differences
between Russian and Czech, several possible solutions will be discussed
and, if possible, related to the hypotheses proposed above.

Solution 1.

Aspect in the Slavic languages is viewed as one system (cf. Heltberg
1981 for the North Slavic languages Russian, Czech and Polish). This
assumption implies, in fact, that the one form - one meaning principle
is involved from one language to another and that there is a universal
system of forms out of which languages would choose. Invariant meanings
of Russian (Polish) and Czech aspect would therefore not only be formu-
lated in the same terms but they would be considered identical. Within
this theoretical frame the aspectual differences between the languages,
e.g. the fact that in similar contexts, different forms are chosen in each
language thus cannot be explained by a difference in the meaning. Other
explanations, necessarily outside the language system, have been sought.
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Heltberg (ibid.: 48) sees the aspectual differences between the languages
as “some accidental differences of use and some (more) typical differen-
ces in norm, but (with) no directed, or determined, genuine differences
of a systematical character”. This assumption can be easily refuted by
the extensive Russian-Czech data collected for the present research and
the contrastive studies mentioned above which prove the opposite. Similar-
ly, the construction of one aspectual system that languages share meets
necessarily with the strong objections as formulated in Solution 2.

Solution 2.

Invariant meanings of aspect in Slavic languages are defined in the
same terms (for instance by means of the semantic feature totality or
demarcatedness for the perfective). However, although formulated in the
same terms, the invariant meaning in one language is not considered to
be identical with the invariant meaning in the other language. Van
Schooneveld (in p.c.) states: “The question whether the two aspects have
the same meaning in different languages is automatically answered in
the negative. If we think of linguistic systems as systems that are auto-
nomous relative to each other ((...), and that is an idea which has always
been fundamental with the Prague School), and if two languages are
each coherent systems, that is to say systems where the units condition
each other (which is implied by the Prague concept of structure), and
those two languages are different, then that means that if we compare
corresponding units in the two languages, for instance the Czech pre-
position v and the Russian preposition v, they must differ in the same
way as do the Russian preposition za and the Czech preposition za. In
fact since both v and the perfective aspect are marked by demarcatedness,
we must from the different usages of the perfective aspect in the two
languages be able to predict the differences in usage of the preposition
v in the respective languages”. In sum: “The meaning of aspect is of
course not the same in Czech and Russian, just as the meaning of the
Czech genitive is not the same as the Russian genitive” (ibid.).

In his analyses, van Schooneveld vuses a subtle system of six features
operating at at least four levels of deixis applicable to any language sys-
tem. This approach is based on the tenets of the Prague School as well
as the modern cognitive research. This system has been successively
applied as a tool of analysis in contrastive research by van Schooneveld
and his students. However, to be able to exploit the specific value that
van Schooneveld has added to the Prague School studies and linguistic
research in general, for concrete analysis, a thorough methodological
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preparation would be necessary. Unfortunately, I became acquinted with
this apparently fruitful approach in the late phase of the present study.
It has been only for this reason that I have not followed this line.

As an important factor that could explain differences between languages
van Schooneveld proposes the semantic coefficient, cq. the semantic
dominant (cf. 1983: 331-332), which would be language-specific. The
semantic dominant is conceived as adding language-specific adjustments
to any interlinguistic category like aspect, tense, case or the lexical system.
However, as van Schooneveld himself stated, more research would be
needed at this point to arrive to a solution to this problem.

Solution 3.

Invariant meanings are postulated in different terms explicitly as
language-specific. For instance, for Russian in terms of a semantic feature
(e.g. the sequential connection of Barentsen 1985) in addition to the
generally postulated semantic feature totafity, and for Czech in terms of
the current feature totality only. This is done in order to explain the
systematic aspectual differences between Russian and Czech (cf. Stunova
1991).

However, there are two points to be taken seriously:

1) Thinking the traditional Praguian approach through, there must be
language-specific invariant meanings (according to van Schooneveld, as
mentioned in Solution 2). “However, this is a deductive statement based
on, as Sangster calls it, *the principle of relative autonomy”, but this
statement should be tested” (ibid.). This point will be further discussed
in Solution 5.

2) When postulating semantic features, such as succession, sekvent-
nost’, sequential connection or focus in the invariant meaning of aspect,
clearly, the original paradigmatic concept of invariant meaning, as had
been formulated by the Prague School, has been revisited because these
features operate at a ‘higher’, syntagmatic or discourse level.

At this moment, there are three types of solutions left with respect
to the problem of how to explain the systematic aspectual differences
between languages considering invariant meanings, or other solutions
abandoning invariance:

1) Either to adhere strictly to the tenets of the Prague School with its
concept of invariant meaning as being exclusively paradigmatic, and there-
fore opt for solution 2,
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2) to follow a revised version of the notion invariant meaning as
formulated in solution 3 and 4,

3) to offer and alternative hypothesis, stiill considering the invariant
meaning (see for discussion Solution 5), or

4) to abandon the concept of invariant meaning altogether.

Solution 4.

Another solution to the problem to be proposed here is the possibility
to postulate a common feature in the invariant meaning of aspect in both
languages, for instance totality. The difference between this solution and
solution 2 is that the feature would operate at a different level in each
language. In Czech the feature totality would be situated at a lower level
than in Russian where this feature would operate at a ‘hierarchically
higher’ level, comparable to the one at which the features succession,
sekventnost’ and sequential connection are postulated. In this manner,
the systematic differences between the two languages, i.e. the fact that
Czech aspect operates primarily at the paradigmatic level and the Russian
aspect at a higher, syntagmatic (or discourse) level, could be acounted for.
However, as has been said above, the invariant meaning postulated for
Russian would probably not possess the strict paradigmatic nature in the
sense of the tenets of the Prague School.

Solution 5.

As has been mentioned in the Introduction, a necessity was felt to go
‘beyond invariant meaning’ in contrastive research in order to explain
the aspectual differences between Russian and Czech, although this fact
has not been explicitly stated (except perhaps in Eckert 1984). Obviously,
a cross-language invariant meaning can account merely for the similarities
between the languages, but not for the differences between them.

In the Slavic contrastive research, postulation of language-specific
invariant meanings has been generally avoided, except for van Schooneveld
and his disciples (e.g. Soudakoff) who have been, in contrast to others,
very explicit at this point (see above).

Below a group of solutions to the linguistic problem of the aspectual
differences between Russian and Czech will be presented. The unifying
factor is that although the authors acknowledge the existence of invariant
meaning, they clearly seek the solution outside this domain. We mention
the following solutions in terms of:
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1. the differences in the additional characteristics of the functional
Ioad of the aspectual forms ( cf. Russkaja grammatika 1979: 239)

2. differences in the functional Iimits of the aspectual forms (cf.
Petruxina 1983, Sirokova 1971)

3. differences in the functional potential of the aspectual forms (apart
from the semantic functions including also other, expressive or stylistic
functions (cf. Petruxina 1985)

4. differences in the intercategorial potential, i.e. the interaction
between the central categorial (i.e. invariant) features of aspect and
features belonging to other categories, i.e. tense (localisation of the
event/situation in time), aspect/taxis properties (succession and simul-
taneity), (cf. Bondarko 1992: 20)

5. differences in the type of neutralisation of the aspectual opposition,
i.e. in Russian obligatory vs. facultative neutralisation in Czech (cf.
Russkaja grammatika 1979: 772), and

6. differences in the interdependence between aspect, types of verbs,
types of verbal action and the context (cf. Eckert 1984).

3.3 Conclusion

Although the hypotheses presented above are based on observational
facts, they possess a sufficient degree of generalisation in the sense that
a) they can be applied to a larger number of contexts and b) they are
compatible with the five solutions to the linguistic problem that have been
proposed above. The compatibility of the hypotheses with the sclutions
will be discussed below.

ad 1. The hypotheses proposed above could be compatible with this
(rather weak) solution in the sense that they would point to the cause of
the differences between the languages in the choice of aspectual forms
in terms of language-specific discourse strategies in concrete contexts.

ad 2. In the frame of solution 2, the different principles formulated in
the hypotheses would form a logical consequence of the fact that the
invariant meanings of aspect (although defined in the same terms) are
by definition different. Further, these principles form a contextual im-
plication of the paradigmatic invariant meanings by which they are
motivated.

ad 3 and ad 4. Similarly to 2, the principles defined in the hypotheses
are to be viewed as a direct sequel of the language-specific invariant
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meanings by which they are motivated. So would the fact that Russian
aspect operates in larger wholes, and that this is relevant for the choice
of the aspectual form, be viewed as motivated by a semantic feature
(such as succession, sekventnost’, sequential connection, or totality)
postulated a ‘hierarchically higher’ level within the invariant meaning of
the Russian aspect. However, as has been said above, this concerns a
revised version of the Praguian notion invariant meaning which is original-
ly strictly paradigmatic. On the other hand, the fact, formulated in the
hypothesis, that the Czech aspect focusses primarily on the individual
event which is decisive for the selection of the aspectual form, would
find its motivation in a strictly paradigmatic feature, such as rotality.

ad 5. Similarly to the studies mentioned in S5, in the present research,
although the existence of invariant meaning has been acknowledged, the
necessity ‘to go beyond invariant meaning’ in the analysis of the concrete
data became apparent. As has been argued above, invariant meanings as
such, without an additional apparatus {cf. van Schooneveld) do not seem
to possess enough explanatory power for the problems addressed in the
Slavic contrastive research at this moment. The advantages and disad-
vantages of the majority of the above mentioned approaches have been
discussed. Because of their disadvantages, a number of discourse-oriented
hypotheses have been formulated to help to deal with the phenomenon
of the aspectual differences between Russian and Czech.

NOTES

1 Markedness theory has been a controversial issue in Slavic linguistics for more
than fifty years (cf. for more discussion Dokulil 1958, Glovinskaja 1982 and Kulera
1984). The relation between the members of a binary morphological opposition and
the status of the unmarked member in-particular, was not always clear due to its
polyinterpretability as formulated in the original concept of Jakobson (1932: 22),
saying about the unmarked member of the opposition that it does not express the
semantic feature (which the marked member contains), but it does not exclude it
either, i.e. “sie besagt nicht ob A anwesend ist oder nicht” (cf. also Bondarke &
Bulanin 1967: 7).

2 The theoretical principles discussed are those of the Prague School and its
followers, continued in the Sign-Oriented Approach. The Sign-Oriented Approach
is a set of linguistic theories which can be situated within the general European
structuralistic framework. It is based on three cognate theories: that of de Saussure,
the Prague School (including van Schooneveld) and the Form Content Analysis
(initiated by Diver in the late sixties at the Columbia University, continued by e.g.
Garcia, Contini-Morava, Kirsner, Reid, Tobin)., These theories share one common
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definition of language as a flexible ‘system of systems’ used by human beings to
communicate. In this view, the fundamental unit of language and therefore also of
the analysis, is the sign, consisting of a form and a meaning which are inseparable.
It is primarily the meaning of the sign that motivates its distribution in language.
The theory aims to bridge the gap between the absiract code of the language system
(Saussurian fangue) and its concrete individual realizations in communication
{parole). In other words, this implies that in order lo explain the concrete observable
language phenomena (at the level of parofe), invariant meanings of signs have to
be postulated at the level of the language system (fapgue). For further explanation
of the theory and its application in the analysis see e.g. Tobin 1988 and 1990,

3 This type of event can be characterized as an accomplishment (in the sense
of Vendler). However, Russian perfective cannot be confined fo this type of event,
it can denote also achievements (point-like events), ingressivity, quantified states
{delimitative and perdurative perfectives) etc. For a recent classification of events
with respect to the Russian aspect, see Padufeva (1990) who accounts for this

problem,

4 Some authors define the semantics of the perfective by means of the feature
‘change’ (not the ‘situation change’ above), e.g. Antinucei & Gebert (1977: 19),
Chung & Timberlake (1985: 213), Guiraud-Weber (1988) and also Topolidska {in
personal communication).

5 Timberlake {1982: 310) establishes the following ‘nested ievels’ in the semantic
structure of events with respect to aspect:

a) the lexical level (including base, verb, predicate),

b) the propositional level {predicate plus its position in temporal and modal space),
c) the narrative level (proposition plus its relationship to other events in discourse),
also termed as discourse level.

The distinction between the paradigmatic and the syntagmatic level is based
on the Saussurian dischotomy: /angue (the language system) vs. parofe (its concrete
realisations in contexis). For an application of this distinction to the semantics of
the Russian aspect, cf. Bondarko (1971 : 176fL.}, and particularly (1990 : 6), where
the following levels at which aspect can operate have been distinguished:

a) the aspectual system, including ‘categorial’, i.e. ‘invariant’ meanings (of the
perfective and of the imperfective) which are further realized in:

b) lexical classes of verbs (types of word formation),

c) particular aspectual meanings (variants realized at the level of parole),

d} the ‘aspectual situation’ (the semantics of the utterance),

e) aspectual characteristics of the text,

f) in interaction with other categories such as tense, modality, taxis, and the com-
municative perspective of the -utterance.

§ In his “Beitrag zur allgemeine Kasuslehre (1936), Jakobson defined the Russian
case system in terms of three features of perception: directionality, marginality and
quantification. Van Schooneveld developed this Jakebson’s initial idea further in
an elaborate system consisting of six conceptual features that form a hierarchy of
inclusion relations in that each succeeding feature incorporates the preceding feature.
The features are: 1. plurality (formerly transitivity), 2. demarcatedness (dimensiona-
lity), 3. preidentity (identity, distinctness, duplication}, 4. verification (extensien),
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5. cancellation (restrictedness) and 6. objectiveness. Features 4., 5. and 6. corres-
pond respectively to Jakobson's features as above enumerated. The number of such
semantic features in cach language is limited, but the fact that they operate on
four levels of deixis can potentially generate vast numbers of forms, for instance
in Russian 8.5 x 1037, There are two varieties of identificational and transmissional
deixis:, i.e. four deictic strata. All semantic categories of language, grammatical, as
well as lexical, are formed by either single occurrence or cumulation of these featu-
res taken from more than one deictic stratum. The notion of deictic stratum goes
back to Jakobson’s shifters, i.e. deictic elements whose “general meaning cannot be
defined without the reference to the message” (Jakobson 1957: 131). According to
van Schooneveld, both lexical and grammatical meanings operate with cues for
identification. Lexical meaning is unmarked (versus the grammatical); it gives
identification cues which can be handled by any observer of the narrated situation.
Grammatical meaning operates with cues for identification which NECESSARILY
RELATE TO THE SPEAKER AND THE RECEIVER of the message. IDENTIFICA-
TION CUES, THAT IS, SEMANTIC FEATURES AND CONSEQUENTLY MEAN-
INGS, ARE CONCEIVED IN TERMS OF THE IDENTIFICATION ACT ITSELF,
i.e. aufopoiesis (van Schooneveld in his lecture in Antwerp, november 1992; for
further explanation cf. any of his works, in particularly 1978, 1983, 1987; also
Edna Andrews’ lucid and insighful book on Markedness Theory 1990 as well as
Rodney B. Sangster, Roman Jakobson and Beyond: The quest for the ultimate in-
variants in language. Berlin 1982; see also Dorothy Soudakoff 1987 for a convincing
application of this theory to concrete linguistic problems).

7 The opposition Acrist vs. Imperfect, in which the imperfect is considered as
marked by a semantic feature, has been analyzed in terms of a ‘syntagmatic’ feature
for the imperfect. For instance, for the Old Church Slavic by Havrinek (Mélanges
Bally 1939). A similar approach can be found in the analysis of the verbal system
of Modern Greek (cf. Seiler 1952, Bakker 1966) in which ‘incidence’ has been
hypothesized in the meaning of the imperfect, indicating that besides the imperfect,
another verbal term is necessarily present or implied, while the aorist stands in
itself.

§  NB: Galton’s theery is, in contrast to others, strictly temporal. Time is consider-
ed usually to be the domain of tense and therefore time-based thecories of Slavic
aspect are not numerous. For another time-related theory of Slavic aspect see the
Introduction in Thelin (ed.} (1990).

®  The problems encountered in contrastive linguistics and particularly that of
equivalence, have been studied by e.g. Barnet 1983, Nickel 1871 and is a current
topic of discussion in Papers and Studies in Contrastive Linguistics. Garcia, van
Putte and Tobin 1987 pose the question whether cross-linguistic equivalence, and
consequently universal calegories, can be assumed at all, Translation data which
always somehow show a lack of matching, cannot warrant this assumption. If there
is any equivalence, it is global: between message and message (ibid: 401). Concern-
ing specifically the problems of the Russian - Czech translation see alse Dokulil’s
article on translating aspect in Kniha o pfekldddni (1953).

10 Kopetny (1962: 31) states on the origin of the atemporal and characterizing
perfective present in Czech (referring to Maslov 1958: 35): “MimoCasova, obecnd
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platnost dokonavého presentu vétSinou nevznikd z transposice jeho futuralniho vy-
znamu, nybrZ je naopak starym jeho vyznamovym rysem. Z dob, kdy jeit€ neexistoval
dneini vidovy protiklad dokonavosti - nedokonavosti; kdy jefié i ty typy presentu,
které jsou dnes dokonavé, mohly vyjadfovat pfitomnost, oviem neaktudini”,



ASPECT IN THE DENOTATION OF ITERATIVE EVENTS

PART ONE

1. Introduction

1.0 Preamble

This chapter deals with the Russian and Czech aspect in the denotation
of iterative events with a particular attention to the systematic differences
between the two languages. In Russian, the imperfective is the dominant
form: in the numerous data collected for this research, the imperfective
occurs in 89% of the cases. In Czech, on the other hand, the perfective
is a common form in the denotation of iterative events; in our data it
forms 44.8% of the occurrences. The systematic aspectual difference:
Russian imperfective vs. the Czech perfective in iterative contexts has
been previously signalled by a number of authors, e.g. Eckert (1984},
Isagenko (1960), Petruxina (1978), Sirokova (1966) and in the Russkaja
grammatika (1979).

As has been stated in Chapter 1, the necessary question to be raised
is how to explain these and other observed systematic differences between
Russian and Czech. Obviously, when the differences between languages
in the distribution of forms of the same category are so large, the forms
and categories cannot be semantically identical, i.e. they cannot mean
the same thing. However, the majority of the explanations of this problem
that have been proposed are not formulated in terms of differences in
the invariant meaning of aspect, but in terms of differences in the
functional load or ‘functional limits’ of the forms (e.g. Petruxina 1983,
Sirokova 1971). The predominance of the imperfective in Russian has
also been formulated as a matter of neutralization of the aspect opposition
in favour of the unmarked imperfective, specifically for interative contexts
{cf. Maslov 1974, 1984, Bondarko 1959); in the Russkaja grammatika
(1979: 772). The neutralization of the aspect opposition is considered to
have an obligatory character in Russian and a facultative character in
Czech. However, the ‘facultative character’ of the neutralization suggests
a free choice of aspect form in the latter language. This is certainly not
the case: in many cases the perfective is the only possibility. A substitution
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by the imperfective can cause a considerable change in the communicative
message; the event denoted by the imperfective would be presented as
having a different internal structure. Such effects will be demonstrated
in the discussion of the data.

One solution of the problem of the systematic aspect differences be-
tween Russian and Czech, proposed by Eckert (1984), goes explicitly
‘beyond the invariant meaning’ In her data-oriented study, Eckert shows
that the aspect differences can be traced back to different interactions
between aspect, type of the verbal action (state of affairs), type of the
verb and larger context in each language.

As has been previously stated, according to the Praguian approach,
differences between languages in the distribution of linguistic forms of
the same category are motivated by their inherent (invariant) meanings.
An invariant meaning is meant to cover all possible concrete uses of a
form, therefore, it has to be formulated in more general terms which
can give the impression of vagueness. This can sometimes form a problem
as well as the relative inaccessibility of meaning as such. Therefore I
decided to add a supplementary, more concrete hypothesis that would
be closer to the observed linguistic facts; this hypothesis is presented in
section 1.2.

This chapter consists of two parts. In part one, section 1, the following
topics referring to aspect and iteration are dealt with: iterated events as
a type of a complex structure (section 1.1) and particular meanings of
aspect in iterative contexts (1.3). In section 2 a selection of the data that
form the basis of this research is presented: various expressions of itera-
tion in Czech and Russian (2.1), the quantitative data and their inter-
pretation (2.2), the analysis of a number of concrete examples excerpted
from parallel texts. In order to acquire more insight in the functioning
of the aspect forms and their semantics, contrastive substitution tests
have been applied. The material is organized according to the types of
aspect/tense correspondences occurring, i.e. both the similarities and the
differences between the two languages are shown. Part Two concentrates
on the differences between Russian and Czech in the denotation of
iterative events. It consists predominantly of a selection of data that
illustrates these differences. The data is organized again according to
the aspect- and tense-correlations, however, with a great number of sub-
divisions according to the type of the lexically expressed iteration.
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1.1 Tterated events

An iterated event can be defined as a set of identical sub-events. In
this complex structure, two separate levels have to be distinguished:

1. the level of the individual sub-event as a part of the set: the micro-
level, and

2. the level of the whole set, where the individual sub-event is not neces-
sarily taken into account: the macro-level (cf. Stunova 1986).

This definition is based on Timberlake (1982: 315) stating: “By its
nature an iterative event has a complex structure, in the sense that it is
composed of individual subevents that go together to form a coliective,
iterated macroevent.” In the complex structure of the iterated event,
Timberlake distinguishes the level of the subevent and the macroevent
and says further that each level contributes to the selection of morpholo-
gical aspect. These assumptions form the basis of the hypothesis formula-
ted in the following section.

12 Hypothesis

It is not necessarily so that both the micro- and macro-level of the
iterated event contribute equally to the selection of aspect, one of the
two levels can be dominant in this process. The degree of relevance of
these levels can differ even between cognate languages as Russian and
Czech. On the basis of observation of the data I assume that for Russian
it is primarily the macro-level of the whole set that is decisive for the
choice of the aspect form; for Czech, on the other hand, it is the micro-
level of the iterated sub-event that is crucial for the selection of aspect.
In other words, while the Russian aspect operates primarily at the macro-
level of the whole, the Czech aspect operates at the micro-level of each
of its parts, which represent the whole set. In section 2.3 and in Part
Two more evidence for this claim in the form of analysis of the data is
supplied.

1.3 Particular meanings of aspect and iterative contexts

In the literature on Russian aspect, a number of ‘particular meanings’
(wacrupie 3Havenna) velated to iterative contexts has been distinguished;
a survey of these aspectual meanings is given below. The terminology
is borrowed from Maslov, Bondarko and other representatives of the
‘Leningrad school of aspectology’.
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1.3.1 The ‘summative meaning’ of the perfective (*cysmaproe snavenuc’)

(1)  Ox mens nea pasa ybGenua®.

In this and similar cases, an indication of the number of iterated sub-
events is necessarily present. On the macro-level, the individual sub-events
are summed up to a complex unit of a higher order. Only expressions
indicating delimitation of the number of the sub-events, can have this
summing effect and therefore allow for the use of the perfective. As to
the micro-level, each sub-event must aiso have the properties that allow
for the use of the perfective; in the terms of the Russian aspectology,
the ‘internal limit’ (mpeges) must have been reached at this level, and/or
each individual sub-event has to be seen as a ‘totality’ (yemocruocts).
With respect to the example nr. (1), this essentially means that the person
in question had been convinced both times, i.e. both attempts had been
successful. Otherwise, samming up is impossible, and the imperfective
has to be used. This would be an instance of the following type of
particular meaning:

1.3.2 The restrictedly-iterative meaning of the imperfective
(‘orpanmenno-KpaTHoe 3HadeHHE”)

(2) Ou mens pgBa pasa yBexpan’, (Ho He yBemunF).

In this sentence, the imperfective has a conative nuance: attempts took
place without success. However, this nuance is certainly not always
present. The proper interpretation depends on the lexical meaning of
the verb and on further context (such as the minimal context supplied
here by the clause in the parentheses). Instances of the restrictedly-iterative
meaning of the imperfective which can be interpreted as iteration of
complete, successful events, are quite frequent in Russian, Compare
example (2) to the following one, which is free of any conativity:

(3)  On nsa pa3sa ofopaunsanca’. (Maslov 1984: 79)

1.3.3 Unrestrictedly-iterative meaning - the ‘#eorpasu<enno-xpatroe
suayerme’ of the imperfective

(4)  Ou mens vacro ybexgan'.

This type of particular meaning is distinguished from type 2. by the
absence of delimitation of the exact number of the sub-events. The
sentence has two possible interpretations:
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1. attempts had been without success (cf. example (2)) or
2. every attempt was successful.

In cases like this, the Russian imperfective form itself does not provide
sufficient information for the choice of the proper interpretation in the
sense whether the person had been convinced indeed. The Russian imper-
fective is thus ambiguous here, in other words, the structure of the in-
dividual sub-event remains opaque (an observation of Eckert 1984: 51).
The aspectual properties of the individual sub-events at the micro-level
do not find an explicit expression in the aspectual form. The selection
of aspect is fully determined at the macro-level, i.e. the level of the
whole series; the imperfective serves as a signal of iteration. In Russian,
the imperfective is the most current form for the denotation of iterated
events, especially in the past tense, where it is (with the exception of
the ‘summative meaning’) the only possibility. An explicit expression of
successful attempts by the perfective is impossible in the Russian pre-
terite, when the number of the individual sub-events is not delimited
(in contrast to example (1)).

(5) * Ou mens uacro ybegun®,

In Czech, however, there is a different situation regarding the selection
of the aspect form. When the individual attempts were successful, this
fact can be explicitly denoted by the perfective form. In contrast to
Russian, the combination of an indication of non-delimited iteration and
the perfective is in Czech perfectly grammatical and frequent:

(6)  Casto mé pfesvédgil?.

The overwhelming majority of the investigated data represents the type
of non-delimited iterative events. The difference in the selection of aspect
between the two languages, i.e. Russian imperfective vs. Czech perfective
is qualitatively and quantitatively substantial. In section 2.3 (Part One)
and in Part Two more examples of similar aspectual differences between
the two languages will be analyzed.

1.3.4 *Vivid exemplification’ - the ‘marneguo-npumeproe 3mayucrne of
the perfective

(7) 5 ato moHMMal, CO MHOH TOoXe ObIBAET - CKAXy” YBEPEHHO K
ceityac xe croxsauyce”. (Iopekuit)
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To this type of particular meaning applies that the individual sub-event
can be defined in terms of ‘totality’ (mesocTrocTs) and/or a reached limit
(npenen); if not, the imperfective has to be used. In contrast to the
summative meaning, in which all individual sub-events are presented as
a sum by means of the perfective and a lexical indication of delimited
iteration, in the particular meaning ‘vivid exemplification’ there is an
emphasis on the individual sub-event, which serves as an example for the
whole set of iterated events. For this phenomenon the terms ‘particulari-
sation’ or ‘singularisation’ and ‘individualisation’ are used (cf. Mazon
1914: 49, Forsyth 1970: 163, 173 ff. and Eckert 1984: 20, respectively)
‘Vivid exemplification’ in Russian further has the following characteristics:

1. The Russian perfective in this type of particular meaning is bound to
special conditions of use. In the majority of cases, it occurs only in a
certain type of context, i.e. the ‘kpaTHo-cOOTHOCHTENBLHBIH THIT KOHTEKCTA',
in which there is a connection with other events (cf. Bondarko 1971:
197ff.). ‘Connection’ is a macro-level characteristics, for which the
necessary prerequisities at the micro-level of the individual iterated event
have to be fulfilled (i.e. that the perfective can be defined in terms of
‘totality’ and/or a ‘reached limit’).

2. The Russian perfective in the ‘vivid exemplification’ cab almost always
be replaced by its imperfective counterpart in the ‘unrestrictedly-iterative
meaning’. This phenomenon has been described as ‘Synonymical con-
currence’ (cf. Maslov 1974: 121 and 1984: 78) 1.

3. Concerning temporality, the present tense is most often used, even
for the denotation of past iterated events. This usage of present instead
of past has been described by the term ‘time transposition’ (cf. Isadenko
1960: 429, 464).

4. The perfective in this type of particular meaning is usually not stylisti-
cally neutral in Russian, but indicates mood. In other words, it often has
an expressive or even an emotional nuance (cf. Petruxina 1983: 163).

As to Czech, the situation is different:

1. With denotation of iterative events, the perfective can be used in
Czech irrespective of tense (cf. example (6)).

2. The Czech perfective is stylistically absolutely neutral, it does not
show any ‘expressive’ colouring. For this reason, the term ‘vivid exempli-
fication’ does not fit for Czech. Petruxina (1983: 164) proposes to use
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Maslov’s term ‘koHKpeTHO-Tum4eckoe 3Havenne’. However, this term is
more appropriate for a general characterization or for cases in which
iteration comes close to the gnomic present (expressions of general truth).
In order to cover all instances in which the Czech perfective occurs,
both in the present and past tense, the terms ‘particularization’ and
‘singularization’, free of stylistic factors, seem to be presently the most
appropriate ones.

3. The Czech perfective in the denotation of iterative events is not
bound to such strict conditions as the Russian perfective is (cf. Bondarko
1971: 213, 216). The frequency of the perfective in Czech is in this
context much higher: this will be demonstrated in the next section.

4. The Czech perfective cannot always be replaced by its imperfective
counterpart, that in contrast to Russian; in some cases, the perfective
in Czech is the only possibility (cf. Petruxina 1983: 165-166).

1.3.5 The potential meaning of the perfective
(‘ norempramsroe 3HA4CHHE’)

This type of particular meaning is not usually directly associated with
iteration. A typical instance of potential meaning is this: “He cxaxy”,
i.e. “I can’t say”. However, this meaning can sometimes be associated
with iterative events. Consider the following example:

(8)  Mpan moboil npa3sgHBK MCMOPTHT?.

This sentence can be interpreted as follows: Ivan is a kind of person,
who is apt to spoil every party, given the occasion to do so. Clearly a
modal element is present in this type of meaning. Compare this to the
imperfective version in the unrestrictedly-iterative meaning:

(%)  Wsan moboil Npa3gHEK NOPTHT'.

The real fact is expressed here, Ivan indeed spoils every party to which
he comes.

1.4 Particular meanings and selection of aspect - a summary

In the previous section the ‘particular meanings’ of the Russian aspect
and their Czech counterparts related to iterative contexts were discussed.
The Russian imperfective is involved in the ‘restrictedly-’ and ‘unrestricted-
ly-iterative meanings’ while the perfective occurs in the ‘summative
meaning’, ‘vivid exemplification’ and in some cases in the ‘potential
meaning’. When the Russian imperfective is used in the “un/restrictedly-
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iterative meanings’, it is often not clear what the internal structure of the
individual iterated sub-event is, i.e. whether it is, for instance, resultative
or a process. In other words, the character of the iterated sub-event at
the micro-level remains opaque, it is not taken into account. Frequently,
when these events would be single, i.e. non-iterated, the perfective could
be used. This can be seen in cases of the ‘Hecobcraennas HECOBEpIIEH-
HocTh' (term of Maslov 1984: 84); in the denotation of iterative events,
in contrast to Czech, the Russian imperfective can often be combined
with indications otherwise typical for the perfective, such as resultativity.
The Russian imperfective does not operate primarily at the level of each
individual sub-event, but at the macro-level of the whole iterative complex;
it is used as a signal of iteration - often no other indications are needed.
This can be seen especially in the numerous examples of the aspect
correlation: Russian imperfective vs. the Czech perfective. In such cases,
to indicate iteration in Russian solely the imperfective form is sufficient,
in Czech, an iterative adverb or another lexical item signalling iteration
has to be added to the Czech micro-level perfective. Similarly to the
imperfective, in the denotation of iterative events, the Russian perfective
operates at the macro-level. The macro-level characteristics are: in the
‘summative meaning’, a ‘sum’ of a restricted number of sub-events is
created; this sum is of a higher, macro-hierarchical order. In contrast
to the imperfective, with the perfective the micro-level remains more
distinct. With iterative events, Czech aspect operates primarily at the
micro-level of the iterated sub-event. This becomes particularly clear
when applying substitution tests. In some cases the Czech imperfective
can operate at the macro-level, for instance with habitual verbs. The
macro-characteristics of the imperfective in Czech depend largely on the
context, i.e. the position of the verb in the text. The position of the
macro-imperfective is in the majority of cases paragraph- or passage-
initial, i.e. when an introduction to a series of iterative events is given.
Such introductory sentences contain a high percentage of habitual verbs.
In spite of these cases, the data with applied substitution tests show that
with respect to the selection of the aspect form the main tendency remains
as follows: out of the two levels of the complex iterative event, the
macro-level is dominant in Russian while the micro-level of the iterative
event appears to be relevant in Czech.
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2. The Data

2.0 The problems outlined above have been studied in more detail on
the basis of literary texts of narrative character. Original texts in both
languages and their translations have been examined and compared with
each other, totally nearly 4.000 pages of text. All cases of iterated events,
either with an explicit indication of iteration, or events which can be
interpreted as iterative, have been excerpted; this resulted in a collection
of parallell Russian and Czech sentences that forms the basis of the
corpus of data. Section 2.1 deals with the expression of iterative events
encountered in the texts, providing a list of various types of iterative
expressions in both languages. The quantitative data presented in section
2.2 is based on countings of all instances of iterative events occurring
in the texts. Section 2.3 concentrates on the types of aspectual correspon-
dences between Russian and Czech; each correspondence is illustrated
by one or more examples provided with a comment. Where relevant,
substitution tests have been applied in order to illustrate how aspect
functions in the denotation of iterative events, paying particular attention
to the differences between the two languages.

2.1 Expression of iteration in Czech and Russian

Aspect plays an important role in the expression of iterative events.
The imperfective alone, without additional indicators, can express iteration.
This is most frequently the case in Russian. The perfective normally
expresses single, non-iterated events; if the perfective is meant to express
an iterative event, it has to be combined with an additional indication of
iteration. This type of expression occurs often in Czech. In other words,
the Russian imperfective alone corresponds to the Czech perfective
accompanied by an extra adverb denoting iteration. In all cases it concerns
unrestricted iteration. However, the imperfective alone might be ambi-
guous and is certainly not specific enough with respect to the type of
iteration. Therefore, the imperfective, too, is often combined with an
adverb. indicating and specifying iteration. Apart from the two most
frequent ways of expression of iteration, i.e. the grammatical expression
by the imperfective aspect, and the lexical expression by adverbs, other
types have been encountered in the data. They are lexical items involving
certain adjectives, pronouns, verbs and conjunctions. Some syntactic
constructions and the broad context play also a role. Below a list of
the most frequent expressions of iteration occurring in the data is given.
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2.11 Adverbial expressions
a) restricted or quasi-restricted iteration

The number of the sub-events is delimited, either by a numerical
indication (e.g. twice, three times) or by approximation (several times).

Czech:

dvakrat, trikrdt, desetkrat;

po kazdé, nejednou; kolikrit, nékolikrat, mnohokrat;

complex: jednou za den, jednou za ctrndct dni, nékolikrdt za mesic;
Russian:

ABAa pa3a, TPH pasza, pa3 JecaTh;

KaxabiH pas, BCAKHH pas, HC pas;

CKOJIBKO pa3, HECKONBKO pa3, MHOTO pas;

complex: pa3 B geHs, JBa pasa B MECAL, N0 HECKOMBKY pa3 B MECHL.

b) Unrestricted iteration
The number of the individual sub-events is not explicitly delimited.

Czech:
vidy, vidycky, vétsinou, (velmi) casto, obyceiné, obvykle, nékdy, asem,
obcas, zridka(kdy), tu a tam, malo, chvilemi;

Russian:
Bceraa, 4acTro, OBbIYHO, HHOTAA, BPEMSA OT BPEMEHH, IIOPOIO, TOPOH,
PEAKO, H3PERKA, HE OAHAXABI, MUHYTAMU;

Sometimes a regular adverb of time such as rdno, veler; yrpom,
Bewepowm, is interpreted iteratively, When in plural, such as nmo yrpam, it
has to be interpreted as iterative.

When two iterated activities are contrasted or an activity has temporally,
Jindy zase, in Russian cwoea. These adverbs appear to be sufficient to
indicate iteration in such contexts; they are mostly not accompanied by
other iterative adverbs.

2.2.2 Adjectives
The adjective kaZdy/kaxapiif forms part of usual adverbial complexes,

e.g. kaZdy den/kaxnsiif qeds, as well as various kinds of ad hoc complexes
denoting time, place and other circumstances, such as:

Czech:
po kaZdém upotiebeni, pri kazdé otizce, na kazdém nddrazi, do kazdé
chalupy;
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Russian:
[OCAE KaXA0ro ynoTpeOneHus, Ha KaxXAo# CTaHUHH, B KaXAYIO Xaayny.

The adjectives kaZdy, kaxawiii, moboi, vSechen, vsichni, secs, Bce modifie
the subject or object, in Czech occurring frequently in the singular, e.g.
kazdy, in Russian in the plural, e.g. sce.

2.1.3 Pronouns and pronominal adverbs

These are most often complex, containing an indication of unspecificity
-koliv, -m1bo, etc.

Czech:

kdo(koliv), cokoliv, kdykoliv, kdekoliv and kamkoliv.
Russian:

Kro(nubo), yro-anbo, Korga-nubo, Kyaa O HA.

214 Conjunctions

The most current conjunctions in Czech are: kdyZ, jakmile, -Ii and
sotva, in Russian xorga, suiws (TOABKO), €C/IH.

2.1.5 Verbs

The verbs enumerated below occur in various expressions that often
introduce iterated events. In Czech these are: byt, byvat, stat se, stacit,
minout, in Russian: 0s18aTe, cTOHTS, CAYHATECA, APOHCXOZHTH, HOXOAHTE
no. For example: Czech: kdyZ se stalo, stacilo, aby, byly chvile, kdy,
nebylo minuty, neminulo dne;, Russian: OpiBano, CTOHAO, CAY4aA0Ch,
NIPOUCXONMIO0 ITO OGBIHO, JHib TOABEKO Aeno Aoxoguao go. The Russian
expression Opasro occurs frequently, especially when ‘time transposition’
takes place, i.e. cases in which the perfective present refers to past
events. In Czech this construction has not been encountered. Czech
possesses a category of habitual verbs with the suffix -va- which is to a
certain extent more productive than in Russian (e.g. mdlo se vidali).
However, they are less frequent than could be expected; this is apparently
caused by the specific habitual colouring. In the texts, habitual verbs
usually introduce a series of other iterative events which are often ex-
pressed by perfectives.
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2.2 Quantitative data

In this section the quantitative data based on the countings of all
occurrences of iterative events in the texts are presented and the signifi-
cant differences between Russian and Czech in the frequencies of the
aspect and tense forms are commented on. The following four verbal
forms were analyzed in the surrounding context: 1. the perfective past
form, 2. the perfective present, 3. the imperfective past form and 4. the
imperfective present form. Table 1 shows their frequencies:

Table 1. Aspect and tense forms in the denotation of iterated events

a) Russian
tense preterite present total
aspect
perfective 1.3% (13) 97% (96) 11% (109)
imperfective 72.4% (717) 16.6% (165) 89% (882)
total 73.7% (730) 26.3% 100%  (991)
b) Czech

" tense preterite present total
aspect
perfective 29.5% (292) 153% (152) 44.8% (444)
imperfective 46.1% (457) 9.1% (90) 55.2% (547)
total 75.6% (749) 24.4% (242) 100%  (991)

data: Andreev, Erenburg, Gor’kij, Olesa, Hadek

The table shows a relatively small difference in tense between the two
languages. In Russian, the number of present forms is slightly higher
(1.9%). This phenomenon can be explained partly by the ‘time trans-
position’ (see section 1) and the use of the present tense for the de-
notation of past events in indirect speech after verba dicendi in Russian.
As far as aspect is concerned, the differences between the two languages
are really striking. Considering the total amounts in column 3, there are
33.8% more imperfectives attested in Russian than in Czech and, vice
versa, 33.8% more perfectives in Czech. As to the distribution of aspect
over the tenses, the differences are even larger. In the Russian preterite,
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an almost absolute predominance of the imperfective can be observed,
while in the present tense, the amounts of both aspect forms are more
nearly equal.

In Czech, the perfective and the imperfective are current in both
tenses. In the present tense, the ratio of these forms is even reversed
in comparison with Russian, in other words, the number of perfectives
is higher. This can be explained as follows: in the denotation of iterated
events which are close to gnomic present, Czech tends to select the
perfective. In Russian, the perfective present would often have a future
interpretation in a similar context, which is not the case in Czech. This
is an instance of the interaction of aspect and tense. In Czech, the perfec-
tive present seems to have a less close relation with the future meaning
than in Russian (cf. Petruxina 1983: 171). For more details about this
phenomenon see also Kopecny (1962: 40).

After this presentation of global data we proceed to more detailed
information about the various aspect and tense correspondences between
the two languages. In the left-hand column, the forms encountered in
the original texts are given, in the right-hand columns, the corresponding
forms in the translation are presented.

Table 2. Aspect/tense correspondences between Russian and Czech

a) Russian original texts — Czech translation

Russian Czech

tense past present  tense past present
apect aspect

pf 100% (5) pf 80% 4) -

ipf ipf - 20% (1)
pf 100% (45) pf 24.5% (11) 71.1% (32)
ipf ipf 22% (1) 22% (1)
pf pf 39.5% (200) 0.4% (2)
ipf 100% (506) ipf 60.1% (304) -

pf pf - 53% (44)
ipf 100% (83) ipf - 47% (39)

data: Andreev, Erenburg, Gor’kij, Olesa
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b) Czech original text — Russian translation

Czech Russian

tense past present  tense past present
aspect aspect

pf 100% (77) pf - 9.1% (7)
ipf ipf 85.7% (66) 52% (4)
pf 100% (74) pf 4% (3) 46% (34)
ipf ipf - 50% (37)
pf pf 33% (5) -

ipf 100% (152) ipf 95.4% (145) 1.3% (2)
pf pf - 20.4% (10)
ipf 100% (49) ipf - 79.6% (39)
data: Hasek

The table shows the following facts:

a) In the majority of cases, the Russian perfective has been translated by
the perfective in Czech. However, there is a considerable aspect shift in
the Czech translation of the Russian imperfective: 39.9% out of the Russian
imperfective past forms become perfective in Czech. In the present tense,
the percentage indicating this aspect shift is even higher: 53% of the
Russian imperfectives become perfective in the Czech translation.

b) In the Russian translation of the Czech text, a movement in the op-
posite direction can be observed. The majority of Czech imperfective
forms are translated by the same form in Russian. But this does not
apply to the Czech perfective. In the Russian past tense, no correspond-
ing perfective forms have been encountered, the only perfectives are in
the present tense (9.1%). Although these perfectives refer to past events,
they are subject to ‘time transposition’, i. e. the present tense has to be
used. In the translation of the present tense, 50% of the Czech perfective
forms become imperfective in Russian. The observed aspect shifts in the
translations can be schematically represented as follows:

RIPF - C PF
C PF - RIPF
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Both shifts reflect the same property, i.e. the aspect difference between
Russian and Czech in the denotation of iterated events: a strong pre-
dominance of the imperfective in Russian and a relatively high frequency
of the perfective in Czech. These differences will be treated in more
detail in the analysis of concrete examples in the following section. The
hypothesis that in each language a different level within iterative events
is relevant for the choice of the aspect form, i.e. the macro-level for
Russian and the micro-level for Czech, will be tested. Attention will be
given also to the higher frequency of the Czech prefective and the factors
contributing to it, such as the lexical meaning of the verb, the state of
affairs, the context.

2.3 Description of aspect/tense correspondences

In this section, aspect and tense correspondences between Russian and
Czech form the principle of the organization of the data. The forms
will be treated in the following order: 1. the perfective preterite, 2. the
perfective present, 3. the imperfective preterite, and 4. the imperfective
present form. In the examples first the original text is given followed
by its translation. The figures between parentheses indicate numbers of
encountered forms per correspondence; the left-hand part represents:
the Russian original vs. its Czech translation, the right-hand part the
Czech original text with its Russian translation. At the end of this section
longer passages will be dealt with in which various correspondences are
combined.

I. The perfective preterite

1. Russian perfective preterite — Czech perfective preterite
(R-C:5-4; C-R: 77 - none}

(1)  Ho pa3, opyroit ouu B3rnsHynu?, yabiGHymmee? ... {Augpees)
Jednou ¢i dvakrat zvedli” sklopené oci, usmali? se ...

The occurrence of the Russian perfective preterite denoting iterated
events is very infrequent (see also Table 1). There must be a special
reason for the choice of this form, as there is in this case: a delimitation
of the number of individual sub-events (pas, npyroit). This is an example
of the ‘summative meaning’ of the Russian perfective (cf. section 1.3).
The Russian perfective preterite occurs also in embedded clauses.
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However, in some cases an embedded clause does not fall within the
scope of iteration, therefore this type is not included in the analysis:

(2)  ITiocbeH HAacnex COYMHAN UCTOPHIO: OH 3a0bun” DYMaXkKHHK 10MA ...

(Opeubypr)
As has been already mentioned in section 1, the Russian perfective in
the ‘summative meaning’ can be often replaced by its imperfective counter-
part without effects that are observable in Czech. Consider now the
Czech imperfective version of example (1):

Jednou ¢&i dvakrat zvedali’ sklopené oéi, usmivali’ se ...

The effects of the substitution of the perfectives by imperfectives is as
follows: the first imperfective verb suggests a very slow process. The
second one gives the impression of an event presented in medias res.
These effects are possible due to relevance of the micro-level in Czech.

2. Russian perfective preterite — Czech perfective present
(R-C:5-none; C-R:74 - 3)

(4)  Ja mam, jak se fika, vyvinutej pozorovaci talent, kdyz uz je pozdé
a néco se stane? nepfijemnyho. (Hasek)
Y MeHs, KaK rOBODHMTCH, OUEHb PA3BWT TaJaHT K HAOMIOAEHMIO, HO
TONBKO KOTJIA YKE ITO3HO M KOTAA HENPUATHOCTR YK€ NpoMsomna’,

The Czech perfective present in this example is ‘gnomic’, i.e. expresses
a generalized fact; it overlaps, however, with iteration. The Russian per-
fective preterite fulfills here the ‘perfectum’ function. The events are not
presented in the chronological order but as anterior, which is stressed
by the adverb yxe.

3. Russian perfective preterite — Czech imperfective preterite
(R-C:5-none; C-R:152 -5)

(5)  Statilo to nejmensi, a distojnik se jiz lougil’ se svou posadkou a
putoval’ na éernohorské hranice ... (Hasek)
Hoctatoyno Ob10 MycTaKa, YTobnl oduilep pacnpoiancs® co CBOMM
rapHU30HOM ¥ OTOPABMACS® HA YEPHOTOPCKYIO IPAHMIY ...

The following paraphrase can be given: little was enough and it was
already happening. Iteration is suggested in the introducing clause, then
the individual events are presented. In Czech, their internal structure is
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involved: the reader is confronted with the events in medias res, i.e. in
the middle, which adds an effect of plasticity here. This is due to the
intraterminal character of the imperfective. When replaced by the per-
fective, the events would have already happened, i.e. the officer would
have parted and be gone. In Russian the possibility of such events is
stressed, this modal nuance is expressed by the conjunctive.

4. Russian perfective preterite — Czech imperfective present
(R-C:5-1; C-R:49 - none)

(6)  (...)4yTs 4TO - Npowait, (...) n mowen® uckatk rae ayqwe. (Fopexuii)
(...) sotva se néco piihodi? - sbohem, (...) a jde' si hledat néco
lepsiho.

This is a similar type of event as the previous one: ‘a little is enough
and it is already happening’. Repetition is given in the broader context,
the ‘iterative meaning’ is used in the characterization of the person.

II. The perfective present

1. Russian perfective present — Czech perfective preterite
(R-C:45-1; C-R:77-7)

(7)  Ou Bcio 3umy xoaun Oes paboThl; Kakas-tro paGoTenka nepenanana
- TO NOYMHUTP WBEIHYIO MawuHy, TO ewe 410, (DpeHbypr)
Celou zimu chodil bez prace - sem tam sehnal nahodilou - jednou
spravil? $ici stroj, po druhé zas néco jiného.

(8) A potom ta $vanda, kdyZ nékdy sklouzl” a upad]? s kalichem ...
(Hasek)
Bor cmexy OwmiBano, kKoraa OH, K IIPUMEPY, MOCKOAB3HETCRE” U
OpakHeTcg” BmecTe C Hawei ...

Iterative events referred to in these examples are located in the past; in
Czech, the use of the past tense is consistent, in Russian it is not. After
the introductory imperfectives (xouua, nepenapana and OpiBano) more
events are given as a specification (x mpumepy), i.e. as ‘vivid exemplifi-
cation’ (cf. section 1.3). Such ‘6biBano’-constructions with the perfective
present standing for past are quite usual in Russian. The perfective can
be used due to this ‘time transposition’, the perfective past is less accept-
able in Russian, in Czech it is quite common.



50

2. Russian perfective present — Czech perfective present
(R-C:45-32; C-R:74 - 34)

(9) A 3ro noHumaro, coO MHOH TOXe ObiBaer - CKaXy’ YBEpPEHHO M
ceituac ke cnoxpauycs”, (Fopbxuit)
Dovedu to pochopit, stavd se mi to také (...) feknu” néco jistym
tonem a hned se zarazim.

This is another case of ‘vivid exemplification’ in Russian. In section 1 it
was mentioned that in the denotation of iterated events the Russian per-
fective occurs in certain contexts, such as the xparwo-cooTHOCHTENBHEI
THIT KOHTekcTa. A sequence of two related iterative events is termed as
the kparHo-napuas xonctpyxuwns (Bondarko 1971: 207). In such a con-
struction, the events expressed by the perfective in Russian have a tempo-
ral, a causal, or any ‘logical’ relation with each other. Often it concerns
the type ‘if a, then b’. Examples 7, 8 and 9 can be included under this
type. If the number of events in the series is more than two, it concerns
the‘kpatHo-uennas KoHcTpykuus® (cf. Bondarko 1971: 207). The following
example illustrates this phenomenon. Note also the asyndetic character
of the construction in Russian. The presence of the perfective here is
already enough to suggest a connection; in Czech a conjunction (jakmile)
has to be added.

(10) U kpyrom, KaK BOPOHbLE, HAa4ambCTBO CTOPOXMT' ... Yeunur?,
sripseT?, B Xapi Ttebe pact? ... (Fopekii)
A kolem ¢&ihaji’ ufady jako krkavci ... Jakmile jej uvidi?, vyrvou®
ti jej, daji” ti pfes hubu ...

When the Czech perfectives are replaced by their imperfective counter-
parts, the latter forms would indicate a process giving the reader the
impression of witnessing the events himself.

Apart from the fact that the Russian perfective occurs often in a
relational type of context, another factor that plays a role is ‘modality’.
This phenomenon has been described for Russian as the ‘potential mean-
ing’ (see section 1.3). The quality of the subject is frequently stressed,
for instance the type of person referred to and his/her ability to do some-
thing.

(11)  Oua socnutbiBanacy’ B Tenne, ee Ganosamu’ Bcem (...) a ceituac,
BOT, nofiner? cemb BepcT HOYLIO, OAHA ... (IopbKMii)
Vyrostla? v teple, hyékali‘ ji (...), a ted, podivej se, pljde” sedm
verst noci, sama ...
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For Czech, ‘connection’ and ‘modality’ are not necessary conditions, al-
though they may be present. In many instances in which the Czech per-
fective occurs, these two factors are absent.

3. Russian perfective present — Czech imperfective preterite
(R-C:45-1; C- R: 152 - none)

(12) Cnyvanocs’, B TsKenble MHHYTE! OH memHeT” Tpo cebs, 6e3 Mo-
nuTBH ... (AHpEEB) :
Nékdy se stavalo’, Zze tiSe a bezd&éné 3eptal’ v t&zkych chvilich,
aniz se modlil ...

This is the only attested case of this correspondence. In both languages
first an introduction is given: ‘it used to happen’. What used to happen
is in Russian further exemplified by the perfective present: ‘time trans-
position’ from past to present takes place. In Czech a perfective (zaseptar)
would be possible, however, with an object (such as néco, something) -
intransitive imperfectives have frequently a transitive perfective counter-

part.

4. Russian perfective present — Czech imperfective present
(R-C:45-1;,C-R:49-10)

(13) (...) cTouT KOMy-HUDYOb YUXHYTh, KAK €r0 CEHYac HANOATY JUIOBLIM
4aeM (...), npuroToBAT? ropu4HUKU. (JpeHbypr)
(...) jak jen nékdo kychne?, hned do ného liji’ lipové thé (..) a
obali” ho hof¢iénymi plackami.

Similarly to examples (5) and (6) the following paraphrase can be given:
‘a little is enough and it is already happening’. In Russian this idea is
expressed by the construction cromr ... kax for which the perfective is
usual. For the choice of this form in this context it is important that the
event (HammosT) is a reaction on the previous one (CTout YuxHyTs). In other
words, the relation between the events, i.e. a macro-level characteristics
plays a role here. On the other hand, it seems that Czech prefers in such
cases the imperfective which evokes in this case a special effect, i.e. the
situation is presented in medias res. In other words, the ingressive phase
is omitted and the event is presented as a process accompanied by an
element of unexpectedness. The replacement of the Czech imperfective
by its perfective counterpart naffji would have a different effect, the
object is then quantified (cf. the ‘compositional nature of aspect’)?,
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implying either that 1. the usual portion of tea is poured in, or 2. all the
available tea is used. The synonymous petfective verb napoji would have
a similar effect. In the Czech example below the ingressive phase is
omitted too, although the effect is not necessarily that of in medias res.
This type of occurrence of the imperfective in Czech is a common
phenomenon in the past tense, especially with sequences of single events;
for a more detailed description see the chapter on sequences of events.

(14) Ten vidycky ztrati® teg, kdyz vidi’ nékoho z pand oficirl. (Hasek)
¥ Hero Bcerna, Kax TONBKO YBHAMT? Koro-aubyas U3 rocrnop ogu-
LEPOB, A3blK OTHMMAETCH'.

II. The imperfective preterite

1. Russian imperfective preterite — Czech perfective preterite
(R - C: 506 - 200; C - R: 77 - 66)

(15) CuiHOBbS BRIpOC/IMP IWANONASIMM, HHYETO HE XOTEAM' NenaTh H

BuikIsHunBanu’ newsrn y ®yxe ... (Jpenbypr)

Jeho synové byli’ lenosi, nehnuli® ani prstem, ale z Fougera vidy

vyzdimali” penize ..
This is the most frequent case of difference in aspect between Russian
and Czech in the denotation of iterated events which has been attested
in the data. It will be therefore described in more detail in Part Two of
this chapter on iteration. Note the extra adverb vzdy with the Czech
perfective. The perfective expresses primarily single events; when the
context is not clear about iteration, while it is intended, an extra
‘iterative’ adverb is added. In about 20% of the cases with the Czech
perfective such an extra ‘iterative’ adverb was encountered; that in con-
trast to the Russian parallel text in which the imperfective was often
sufficient to indicate iteration.

When replacing the Czech perfective in example (15) by its imper-
fective counterpart a conative nuance would arise: the sons tried to get
the money; the perfective expresses that the sons were succesful every
time.

(16) Bcrpeuas’ KOMIOWMIF BITNSA ManeHbKMX 7143, OHa pobKo peurama’
bporamu. (I'opexuit)
A kdyz se setkala” s pichlavym pohledem jeho malickych oéi,
plase Skubla” obotim.
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Replacing the Czech perfective by its imperfective counterpart Skubala
would have a special effect: every time the eyes of the two persons met,
the woman’s eyebrows moved several times. In other words, the sub-
event at the micro-level consists of several movements; we call this phe-
nomenon ‘internal iteration’. The perfective, on the other hand expresses
one little movement each time. In Russian, the imperfective indicates
primarily iteration, i.e. the macro-level is relevant. A distinction at the
micro-level similar to that in Czech cannot be made.

(17) Ou obnagan yauBMTENbHON CHOCOBHOCTLIO: 33 A€HL Monogen' win
crapen’ ner Ha AsamuaTs. (Dpenbypr)
Mél podivuhodnou schopnost: za den omladl” nebo zestarl? o
dvacet let.

This fragment describes the quality of the person in question: he can
become 20 years younger or older within one day. This limit is of impor-
tance for the choice of the perfective in Czech, the result attained is of
primary importance. The imperfective, on the other hand, would con-
centrate on the process of becoming younger or older. The Russian im-
perfective, in contrast to Czech, does not imply this progressiveness, but
it does not exclude resultativity either. In the denotation of iterated
events, the Russian imperfective can often be combined with typical per-
fective characteristics such as resultativity. This phenomenon has been
described by Maslov (1984: 84) as ‘HecoBCTBEHHAs HECOBEPIIEHHOCTD’,

(18) Byl v nékolika drogériich, a jakmile fekl?: “Prosim lahvicku oleje

posvéceného od biskupa”, dali” se nékde do smichu a jinde skryli?
se udéSeni pod pultem. (Hasek)
IIpeiix noGbiBan B HECKOJILKUX aNTEKAPCKHMX MAarasMHax, HO Kak
TonbKO mpouanocun’: “Bynsre mobesHsl, BYThUIOUKY enes, oCes-
MEKHOTO 3MMCKONOM”, BCIONY WM Gbipkanu’ eMy B JIHUO WM B
yXKace npaTanuce’ MoK NPUNABOK.

The replacement of the Czech perfectives by their imperfective counter-
parts would have the following effects: the first substitution would gene-
rate an ungrammatical clause * jakmile fikal’. Generally, in this type of
subordinate clause, the perfective is encountered. The second imperfective
davali se do smichu, instead of the original perfective, would lead to the
nuance of hesitation or distributiveness. As a reaction to Svejk’s request,
people would first think whether to laugh or not; some of them would
slowly start laughing, others would not. The whole situation seems then

even more awkward than in the original text. The perfective, on the
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other hand, expresses just a fact: those people laughed as a natural re-
sponse. The third replacing imperfective skryvali se would suggest that
the people were already hiding before Svejk entered. The temporal and
logical relation between the events would be disturbed. In Russian, per-
fectives would be ungrammatical, there is not really a choice within past
tense. The occurring imperfectives are not associated with similar effects
as is the case in Czech. Clearly different levels are relevant for the choice
of aspect in each language: for Russian it is the macro-level of the whole
set of iterated events, whereby the structure of the individual sub-events
is not considered; in Czech, on the other hand, the internal structure of
the iterated event at the micro-level is often decisive in the choice of
aspect, when the perfective occurs, iteration has to be frequently expressed
by an extra adverb.

2. Russian _imperfective preterite — Czech perfective present
(R - C: 506 - 2; C - R: 74 - none)

This is not a typical example of iteration, but rather of distributivity.
The Czech perfective occurs here as historical present (for more details
on the historical present see Chapter 4).

(19) Ho Mucyc monuur, (...) - ¥ ORMH 33 APYrUM NOAXOMMIM' K I/Iync
CMYLIEHHBIE Y4EHHKH, 3aroBapuBanu’ AaCKOBO, HO OTXOnuan' Obl-
CTpO M HenoBko. (AHapees)
Ale Jezi§ mléi, (...) zatimco jeden ucednik za druhym, plni rozpaku,
phistupuji’ k JidaSovi, zdvofile s nim prohodi” par slov, ale pak
rychle a jaksi nemotorné poodejdou?.

3. Russian imperfective preterite — Czech imperfective preterite
(R - C: 506 - 304; C - R: 152 - 145)

This is the most common type of correspondence found; the imperfective
is the usual form in the denotation of iterative events in both languages,
although in Russian it is clearly dominant (cf. Table 1 in section 2.2 for
the frequencies of aspect forms per language). '

(20) Byl zde jeden s padoucnici, ten nam vidy fikal’, Ze mu na jednom
zachvatu nezdleii, tak jich délal’ tfebas deset za den. Svijel’ se v
téch kfecich, zatinal pésté, vypuloval’ odi, (...), bil sebou, vypla-
zoval’ jazyk, zkratka vam feknu, nidherna prvotfidni padoucnice,
takova upfimna. (Hasek)
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Bria TyT oauH anunentvk. TOT BCeraa HaM rOBOPMA’, YTO IHMUIHMI
NPUIANOK YCTPOUTL HUYEro He crouT. [lagan’ oM 3Tak pas B necATs
B ICHb, M3BMBAJCE’ B KOPYAX, CKMMAN' KyTakH, BRIKATHBAN' riasa
oA caMblit 106, Buiics 0 3emimio, BricoBwBa’ A3bK. Kopoue rosops,
3T0 Oblia MPEKpacHas SMUIENCHS, MMICTICHA NEPBblA COPT, camMas
YTO HU HA €CTh HACTOSLIAS.

In this example, the events are presented as partly overlapping processes
consisting of various repeated movements; these events together form a
kind of a macro-process. Due to this presentation the reader easily ima-
gines to be a witness of what is happening.

(21) IlpuGmuxanace’ BecHa, Tasun cHer (...). C KaXAabM AHEM Ips3b
HacToiuuBee aeana’ B rnasa (...). JJnem kanano® ¢ kpeun (...). Bee
yame Ha Hebe spnsanock’ connue. (Topbkuit)

Blizilo® se jaro, snih tal (...). Spina kazdym dnem bila’ vic do o&i
(...). Ve dne kapalo® se stfech (...). Na obloze se stile &astéji
objevovalo’ slunce.

In this passage, the approaching spring is described. Besides the element
of progressiveness, an element of growth can be observed, expressed,
in addition to the imperfective, by the instrumental case and the com-
parative (¢ xaxXxasM gHeM, Bce damre). A substitution of the Czech imper-
fectives by their perfective counterparts would remove the impression
of growth; other adverbials that do not contain this element should be
used then.

Passages (20) and (21) have several features in common. Both the
Russian and the Czech version are consistently imperfective. For Russian
this is very usual; often there is no choice and the imperfective is the
neutral form. In Czech, on the other hand, preferably both aspects occur
within one passage. The consistence of the Czech imperfective here has
a special meaning: in (20) a kind of a macro-process is expressed, similar-
ly in (21) with an extra element of growth. This idea of a macro-process
at the sentence level is created by the overlap of the unbounded micro-
processes of which the macro-process consists.

4. Russian imperfective preterite — Czech imperfective present
(R - C: 506 - none; C - R: 49 - none)

There is no attested case of this correspondence in the data.
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IV. The imperfective present

1. Russian imperfective present — Czech perfective preterite
(R - C: 83 -none; C-R: 77 - 4)

(22) (...) a potom byl uz takovej zvyk, ze jakmile bylo slySet prvni
kanonadu, e pucflek hned vyhizel”? vSechny zabavny kniZky.
(Hasek)

(...} 2 MOTOM yXe CTajo NPABHJIOM: 3A4C/BIHIAB MEPBYID KaHOHAAY,
NEHIMK CPa3y BLIUBHIPUBAET' BCE KHMTH 7S YTECHWA.

This is quite a marginal type of correspondence. A habit in the past is
described. The Russian imperfective is submitted to ‘time transposition’,
i.e. the present tense is used. The Czech verb vyhdzel is accompanied
by elements reinforcing prefectiveness: the adverb of suddenness hned
and a quantification of the object v§echny. However, although this verb
is perfective, it contains an element of distributivity, the servant threw
the books away one after another. A related, non-distributive perfective
vyhodil would suggest that the books were thrown away all in once,
within a second. The imperfective vyhazoval would mean that the servant
was busy, he would not throw all the books away; the quantification of
the object ‘all’ is less easy compatible with the imperfective.

2. Russian imperfective present — Czech perfective present
(R-C:83-44,C-R:74-37)

(23) Ja jsem Zivnostnik, kdyz nékdo pfijde” a d&” si pivo, tak mu ho
nato¢im”. (Hasek)
A rpakrupmuk. Kto ko Mue npuxoanT’, Tpebyer’ muea, TOMY H
HANMBAKO',

Compare the original Czech sentence to a modified version, in which the
perfectives have been replaced by their imperfective counterparts:

(24)  Ja jsem Zivnostnik, kdy? nékdo pfichazi‘ a dava’ si pivo, tak mu
ho todim®.

In this sentence, the events can be interpreted as partly overlapping

processes. This implies the following interpretation: while the person is

entering, at the same moment he is ordering a beer while the innkeeper

is already busy pouring it. The Russian imperfective does not cause such

effects, it simply expresses the habituality of these events.
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(25) Tanomu y MEHS TOXE HEH3NEHHMO pPa30PBaNNCh, H KAXKABLA HEHb
% npomaunsar’ cebe Horu. (CoprKmi)
Moje galole jsou téZ nevylécitelné roztrhané a kazdého dne si
promodim”® nohy.

The Czech perfective in this sentence is the appropriate form. The bi-
aspectual verb promicim would evoke a similar interpretation as the
original verb, focussing on the resultativity and the fact that the person’s
feet become wet. Replacement by the imperfective midim would cause
a different interpretation: the person is trying hard to get his feet wet -
a deliberate action which is not meant here. The Russian imperfective
does not contradict the factual interpretation here, neither does it evoke
the picture of intentionality; it simply indicates repetition. The fact that
intentionality has some relation to aspect can be also demonstrated by
the following example, taken from Petruxina (1983: 166):

(26) Pri myti nidobi pokazdé néco rozbije”.

Every time the person washes the dishes, he breaks something. This
action is presented as unintentional, breaking of the dishes happens be-
cause the person is not handy enough. Replacing the original perfective
by its imperfective counterpart rozbiji would cause the opposite effect:
the person breaks the dishes (every time) deliberately, maybe with great
pleasure. The Russian imperfective is neutral with respect to intentionality.

3. Russian imperfective present — Czech imperfective preterite
(R - C: 83 - none; C - R: 152 - 2)

(27) Vypravoval na Cetnickych stanicich, ze kdyz von pfiSel” na inspek-
ci, (...) Ze tam viibec inspekci ned&lal’ a jen celej den s vachmistrem
z radosti chlastal’. (HaSek)
Mo XaHmapMCKHM OTACACHUSM PACCKA3bIBAJIM, YTO €CJIM POTMHCTP
nenaer’ pepnauio (...) - TO yX He MHCIEKTHMPYET', 4 HA PafoCTHX
BECL [leHb XJIELET' ¢ BAXMUCTPOM.

The Czech imperfectives can be replaced by their perfective counterparts:

(28) (...}, Ze tam vibec inspekci neudélal” a celej den s vachmistrem
z radosti prochlastal?.

In this example, negated resultativity is stressed, the inspection took
never place. The whole day was filled with drinking, from the beginning
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to the end. The imperfectives concentrate more at the processual cha-
racter of the events.

4, Russian imperfective present — Czech impetfective present
(R-C:83-39,C-R:49-39)

(29) Kaxnuit nens npuHocut’ Hossle croprpuabt (...) (Openbypr)
Kazdy den pfinasi’ nova piekvapeni (...)

This is a regular type of correspondence. However, few longer passages

containing an uninterrupted series of imperfectives have been encountered

in Czech. In the majority of cases, both aspects are combined within a

passage. This phenomenon will be treated below.

V. Combinations of correspondences

1. Russian imperfective present — Czech imperfective/perfective present
(R - C: 83 - 39/44)

(30) Kaxnaemt neHr NPUHOCHT' HOBBIE CIOPNPH3BI: TO AKTEPhl 3aXBAThi-
BAIOT' TEATP, TO KACCHDHI 3AKPHIBAIOT' OKOWEYKO KACCH, TO
MOFWILIIMKM OTKA3bIBAOTC’ priTh Moruisl. (3perbypr)

Kazdy den pfinasi‘ nova pfekvapeni: jednou herci obsadi? divadlo,
jindy pokladnici zaviraji’ okénko pokladny, nebo hrobnici odmitaji’
kopat hroby.

This passage can be divided into two parts: an introduction and a speci-
fication. In the first clause, the fact that surprises take place is announ-
ced; in both languages the introductory verb is imperfective. However,
as soon as the specific surprises are described, the perfective is used in
Czech. The question arises: why is only the verb obsadl perfective and
the other two verbs zaviraji and odmitaji, although specifying, are imper-
fective? In the verb obsadi the element of resultativity is quite strong.
The perfective is therefore appropriate here. The corresponding imper-
fective obsazuji would have an unintended effect, namely that of a
conative nuance: although the actors were trying to occupy the theatre,
they did not succeed. The other two imperfectives do not have such an
effect. Closing a window, for instance, costs less effort than occupying
a theatre. It is not really relevant here to mention also the actual result
of the actions, as is the case of the occupation of the theatre. The Czech
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imperfectives may be replaced by their perfective counterparts, however,
a ‘dry’ sort of account of facts would be then obtained.

2. Russian imperfective preterite — Czech imperfective/perfective preterite
(R - C: 506 - 304/200)

(31)  Crynent Opros yxaxuean’ 3a moeit cecTpoii Bepoii. Ou npueaxan’

Ha a4y Ha Benocunene. Bemocunen €Tosn’ HAL LBETHMKOM, NpH-
cnoHeHHbIH K OopTy BepaHasl. Benocunen Owin porar.
CTyneHT cHUMan' co LIMKONOTOK CBEDKAIOWME 32KHMbI, HEYTO B
pone mmop 6e3 3BoHa, u Gpocan’ ux HA neBeBsHHDBIA CTOM. 3aTeMm
cTyneHT cruman’ (ypaxky ¢ HEGECHBIM OKOMBIIEM M BBITHPAT
106 nnatkoM. JIuno y Hero Beino kopudHeBoe, nob Genelil, rososa
Bputas ... On ne rosopua‘ co muoit Hu cnoga. (Onewa)

Studujici Orlov chodil’ za mon sestrou Vérou. Jezdil’ k nam na
chatu na kole. Kolo stavalo’ nad kvétinovym zdhonem, opfenc o
bocni sténu verandy. Melo rohy.

Student si vidycky sundal? s kotniku blyskavé sponky, néco jako
ostruhy, které nezvoni, a hodil? je na dfevény stil. Potom si
sundal” studentskou ¢epici svétle modie lemovanou a utfel” si Celo
kapesnikem. Tvaf mél hnédou, Eelo bilé, hlavu vyholenou, ménavou,
hrbolatou. Nepromluvil® se mnou slovo.

Similarly to the previous passage, this fragment consists of two parts:
an introduction and a specification. In the first part, the fact is mentioned
that the student used to visit the speaker’s sister; in the second part,
indicated by a new paragraph, a specification of the details related to
the student’s visit is given, his behaviour is described in detail. The intro-
ductory verbs are imperfective in Czech (chodil, jezdil); the third verb
stavalo is explicitly habitual, which is indicated with the suffix -va-. All
the specifying verbs are further perfective. An extra adverb indicating
iteration (vZdycky) is added. As mentioned above, when the Czech per-
fective occurs in the context of iteration, it is frequently accompanied
with an adverb reinforcing iteration in order to prevent an interpretation
of a non-iterated, single event. A substitution of the perfectives by their
imperfective counterparts would cause various effects, such as that of a
slow-down. This would be the case with the movements that the student
makes: taking the clips off, throwing them on the table, taking off his
cap and wiping his forehead off. The student would make the movements
not only at his leisure, but too slow in fact, which would cause an un-
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natural effect. The perfective nepromiuvil occurs here in combination
with the quantified object; the student did not utter one word to the boy.
All these actions form part of the episode, they are details on which
the author does not dwell much time, therefore the perfective is the
appropriate form. Russian has no choice here, in all the instances, the
imperfective is used, indicating simply iteration. In other words, aspect
in Russian operates at the macro-level of iteration and therefore, all the
above described effects, which take place at the micro-level, do not apply
to Russian.

(32) Oum uacro BCTpewanuck’; 3axomwm B HeGonsime Kade HA OKpau-
HAX; HHOrga OH € B(}SMJ’[Ii no MOKPBIM, TyCTBIM JOpOramM, rHan -
CTO COpOK B 4ac, 3apaxan’ cBoMM GecriokofCTBOM, IOTOM OTBO3UN'
€e M, Npomasich, UEPEMOHHO LenoBan’ pyky. (Spenbypr)
Stykali’ se asto; chodili’ do malych kaviren na periferii; nékdy ji
vozil’ po mokrych prazdnych silnicich, jezdil’ rychlosti sto &tyficet
kilometrd za hodinu; nakazil? ji svym neklidem; potom ji odvezl”
domu a pfi louceni ji obfadné polibil® ruku.

Similarly to the previous two passage, this passage can be divided into
two parts: the first sentence gives a general introduction; the fact that
the two persons often met is mentioned. The rest of the passage is a
description of the meetings. The only form that occurs in Russian is
the imperfective. Czech makes a distinction between the introductory
verbs (imperfectives) and the specification that follows (perfectives). The
introductory verb stykali se is imperfective as in the majority of the
investigated passages. We assume that such an introductory imperfective
operates at the macro-level as is the case in Russian. Such verbs are a
kind of signal: the following events will be iterated. This assumption is
supported by the fact that the introductory verbs are often habitual, al-
ready containing an element of .iteration. The imperfective stykali se
could be replaced by the perfective setkali se, but the introductory
character would disappear. The verb chodili can be replaced by the per-
fective zasli, however, accompanied with an extra adverb indicating
iteration. The perfective cannot be easily combined with the plural, it
would give the idea that all the cafés had been visited at the same time.
The singular has to be used instead:

(33) Nékdy zadli” do jedné z malych kavaren na periferii (...)

The imperfective verbs vozil and jezdil, being undetermined, or ‘two-way’
verbs, imply iteration. The determined verbs vezl and jel express only
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‘one-way’ It is difficult to replace the Czech perfective nakazil by its
imperfective counterpart nakaZoval, in general this verb is not much used.
Nakazil is a strongly resultative verb, the imperfective would have a
conative nuance or that of a deliberate action, which is not intended here.
The perfective odvez! is resultative and determined as to place by the
adverbial domui. The imperfective odvidzel would imply that the person
was on his way. The last perfective verb polibil indicates that the man
kissed the hand of the lady every time only once; this is supported by the
adverbial obradné (uepemonno), the custom allows to kiss the hand only
once. The imperfective fibal would express several kisses each time and
less ceremony.

3. Conclusion

The previous discussion of the examples has shown that the choice
of the aspectual forms denoting iterated events is not arbitrary. While
in Russian the imperfective is often the only possible form, the Czech
perfective has to be used in similar positions. If the Czech perfective is
replaced by its corresponding imperfective, a different picture of the event
arises, causing various effects. The event expressed by the (replacing)
imperfective contains one of the following characteristics: 1. progressive-
ness, 2. conativity, 3. intentionality or 4. internal iteration. When these
effects are not intended, the perfective must be chosen in Czech. The
Russian imperfective is not necessarily associated with these effects, it
simply denotes iteration.

All the data and facts that have been discussed point to the relevance
of different levels within the iterated event in each language. While
Czech is primarily oriented at the micro-level, for Russian the macro-level
is decisive for the selection of the aspectual form.

NOTES

1 «Synonymical concurrence’ is originally a term of Mathesius (1947).

2 Verkuyl (1971) views aspect as a calegory extending from the verb to other
grammatical categories including nominal ones, which can form ‘configurations’,
For Slavic languages, the interaction between the verbal and the nominal categories
is very typical. For descriptions of this phenomenon see Wierzbicka (1967) for
Polish and Eckert {1984: 71ff.) for Czech and Russian. Verkuyl (197): 42) states:
“The basic idea (...) is that the categories DURATIVE and NONDURATIVE should
not be considered semantic primitives assigned to Verbs but that they should rather
be assigned to a higher node than V. In other words, (...) the terms ‘Durative
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Aspeet’ and ‘Non-durative Aspect’ apply to configurations of underlying categories
among which necessarily a subcategory of V.” (emphasis mine, A.S.). Verkuyl (1971:
104) says further: “{...) Aspects cannot be taken as semantic primitives assigned to
Verbs (...)", and “(...) the term * Aspects’ appears to be applicable to configurations
of certain categories generated by the base. The mechanism underlying the composi-
tion of the Aspects seems relatively clear: a certain fundamental subcategory of an
underlying V is combined with a complex set of categories of a nominal nature and

pertaining to guantity.”



ASPECT IN THE DENOTATION OF ITERATIVE EVENTS
PART TWO

THE RUSSIAN IMPERFECTIVE VS. THE CZECH PERFECTIVE

Part Two of this chapter concentrates on the major aspectual difference
between Russian and Czech in the denotation of iterative events, i.e. the
contexts in which the Russian imperfective correlates with the Czech
perfective. The data are organized accerding to a number of criteria:
aspect, tense, type of iteration and partly according to the function of
aspect in text and the source (i.e. the original text or translation). The
following subdivisions have been made:

The past tense
1. Aspect in text (Passages)
1.1 Habitual situations
1.2 Series
1.3 Macro-processes
2. Additional quantification in Czech
2.1 Adverbial expressions denoting frequency
2.2 Aspect, grammatical number and quantification
2.3 Adverbs of manner

Appendix 1

1. Restricted iteration

2. Unrestricted iteration
2.1 Russian original - Czech translation
2.2 Czech original - Russian translation

Appendix 2

The present tense

1. Additional indication of iteration in Czech
2. Unrestricted iteration
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1. Aspect in text (Passages)

The following 14 passages illustrate how aspect functions in text. In
the Russian passages all the verb forms referring to iterative events are
imperfective, while in their Czech equivalents both the perfective and
the imperfective occur. As far as the strocture of the individual iterated
sub-events is concerned, it remains opaque in Russian. No distinction is
made between process and result by the means of aspect. Russian aspect
functions here at the hierarchically higher macro-level of the whole of
the iterative event and signals primarily iteration. In Czech the situation
is more complex. The Czech imperfective can operate at the macro-level
as an introduction to a series of other iterated events, however this is
contextually given. It happens in the beginning of a passage, frequently
by means of a habitual verb. After this introduction, which consists most
often of one verb, individual iterated events are presented. The internal
structure of the repeated sub-event is made transparent by means of
aspect, it is clear whether a sub-event has a processual or resultative
character. In these instances aspect obviously functions at the micro-level
of the iterated sub-event. The passages below are subdivided in three
types: habitual situations, series of repeated events that are not necessarily
habitual and macro-processes consisting of a number of iterated sub-
events.

1.1 Habitual situations

The following six examples illustrate habits of individual persons.
After an introduction (e.g. he lived in such way, I used to visit), the
individual events are specified. In example 1, first a characteristic of the
person is given (Viasov lived in such a way, he had a bad relation with
his boss and therefore earned little money). Then a particular instance
of this complex behaviour is focussed on (every feast he beat someone
and they tried to beat him back). Note the overall imperfective in Russian
and the aspectual differentiation in Czech.

) Tak xur’ u Muxaun Bnacos, cnecaps, Bonocathiit ... JIyuumit
cnecape va (abpuke u nepebiii cunay B crnofonxe, oH HepKaics
¢ HA4a/IBCTBOM TPYOO M no atoMy 3apabarwmean’ mano, Kasjblit
NpasfgHuk Koro-Hubyae n3OUBAT', U BCe ero He nobwm, Goanucs.
Ero Toxe mpoBosany’ Bure’, no Gesycnewno. (Iopekuit)

Tak %l i zameénik Michal Vlasov ... Byl nejlep$im zameénikem
v tovarmé a nejvétSim silikem v kolonii, ale vydélaval’ malo,
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protoze se choval' k pfedstavenym hrubé; kaidy svatek nékoho
zbil”, nikdo ho nemél rad a vSichni se ho bili. Pokusili” se mu
také nafezat?, ale bez uspéchu.

Example nr. 2 is a continuation of the description of Vlasov’s habits,
more exactly his activities after the dinner when he gets drunk. Note
the clear distinction at the micro-level of the iterated sub-event between
processes or states denoted by the imperfective and resultative actions
denoted by the perfective in Czech.

(2)  Tocne yxuna ou cOpackBan’ mocyay CO CTONA HA MOJ, €C/N KeHa
He ycnesana’' Boepems yOparh €e, CTaBMI' nepen coBoit GyThIIKy
BOZIKH M, OMMPASCh’ CTIMHOI! O CTEHY, IYXUM TOJIOCOM HaBOAMBUIMM
TOCKY, BeUT niccuio ... Ien® ou pmo nopel, NOKa B OyThUIKE Oblna
BOAIKA, 4 NOTOM BANWICK' GOKOM Ha NaBKy WiM OMYCKAN' TOJNOBY
Ha CTON M Tak cnan’ fo ryaxa. (Fopexwuit)

Po vedefi shazoval’ nadobi se stolu na zem, jestlize se zené nepo-
datilo? v&as je uklidit, postavil® pfed sebe lahev kofalky, opiral’
se zady o zed a temnym hlasem, ktery vyvolaval stesk, vyl’ pisefi ...
Zpival’ tak dlouho, pokud byla v 1ahvi kofalka a potom se svalil?
na lavici nebo poloil® hlavu na stil i tak spal’, dokud nezahoukala
tovarni pistala.

The introductory sentence of the fragment expresses the character of
the contact between the mother and her son: the contact was not very
intensive. Then a description of particular instances of this contact is
given. Russian uses the imperfective irrespective of the global or partial
perspective and of the internal structure of the individual events. The
aspect variation in Czech provides the passage with more variation. If
only the imperfective were used similarly to Russian, overlapping processes
would be denoted.

(3)  Toeopwm’ onn mano ¥ mano BUAEMM' Apyr Apyra. YTPoM OH Momua
man’ wail ¥ yxomun' Ha paGoTy, B NMONAEHs FBIAICA o0enaTh, 3a
CTOTIOM OEPEKMABIBAACL HEIHAYMTENLHBIMU CIIOBAMH, H CHOBA OH
ucdelan’ BIOTH KO Bedepa. A BEYEPOM TLATENLHO YMBIBAJICH',
YXUHAT u nocne Aonro 4uran’ ceou kuur. (Fopbkuii)

Mluvili‘ spolu mélo a milo se vidali. Rino ml¢ky vypil? ¢aj a
odeSel” do price, v poledne pfichizel' k obédu, u stolu vyménili®
spolu nékolik bezvyznamnych slov a znovu zmizel” az do velera.
A veder se peclivé umyl?, povelefel” a dlouho &etl’ ve svjch knihach.
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The following example is a continuation of the description of the
habits of the son and his mother, focussing on what she does during the
day. For the choice of aspect the same principles are valid as in the
previous example.

(4) B pemste vacos on yxowr Ha cnyxBy, oHa ana’ KOMHAThL,
roroBmwna’ oben, yMmulBanack’, Hagesama' uuCTOE IUIATHE M, CHOS B
cBoeil komuaTe, paccmarpusana’ kapTusku. (lopekuit)

O devaté hodiné odchdzel’ do sluzby, matka uklidila? pokoje,
ptipravovala’ ob&d, umyla® se, oblékla® Zisté 3aty a sedic ve svém
pokoji, prohliZela’ si obrazky.

In the following passage, the way of life of Dessére is described by
means of a number of his habits beginning each day. The first verb forms
the introduction to the whole passage. After getting up (habitual),
Dessére goes to the kitchen. Then there is a close-up on two particular
actions, i.e. eating up one tomato or a piece of cheese and drinking a
glass of white wine. The sequence of iterative events is continued with:
after having read the newspapers. This is one of the few cases attested
in which in Russian the perfective occurred?. The following imperfectives
in Czech denote processes - Dessére was on his way and was smiling to
everybody he met. Two more resulative verbs follow, after having entered
the office, the figures covered everything. Except for the perfective
gerund (expressing finishing reading), in Russian there is no distinction
made in the internal structure of the individual events as in Czech. This
is due to the difference in the relevance of the levels within the complex
structure of the iterative event: while the Russian aspect operates at the
macro-level of this complex, for the Czech aspect the micro-level of the
individual sub-event is decisive allowing for the distinctions described
above.

(5)  Heccep xun' non INapukem B HeBGombwom nomectsu. OH Berasan'
C NETYXamu, II.ICJI" Ha KYXHK H TaMm 33K!Chmaﬂi NOMHAOPOM WIH
KYCKOM cbipa, 3anmeas’ ero Gentim BunHoM. IlpounTas” rasersl, o
yesxan' s Ilapux. On ymubancs’ wxoneamkam u coGaxkam, HO
BCKOpe umdpbl 3acnonamm’ sce. (Ipenbypr)

Dessére bydlil u Pafiie v nevelkém domé se zahradou. Vstaval’ se

_ slepicemi, odebiral’ se od kuchynég, snédl” tam rajské jabli¢ko nebo
kousek syra -a zapil” je bilym vinem. Pak si pfeletl” noviny a
odjizdél’ do Pafize. Usmival' se na $koliky a psy. Sotva se viak
dostal” do kanceléfe, ¢istice mu zastfely” viechno.
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In the following passage the regular visits of the writer in the shop
of Mrs. Severyn are briefly depicted. In the introductory Czech sentence
the fact of this habit is expressed, in Russian, the very start of this habit.
Further on, two representative sub-actions are named, the caressing of
the abominable dog of Mrs. Severyn and the buying of one or another
little carpet each time. By means of these actions the writer hopes to get
hold of the priceless carpet on which the dog always sleeps.

(6)  Tedy ja jsem jednou za ¢trnact dni chodil k pani Severynové mrk-
nout se, je-li tam v kouté jeSté ten koberec se viemi svymi ptaky,
podrbal” jsem tu odpornou Aminu, az rozkosi kvicela, a aby to
nebylo napadné, koupil” jsem pokazdé néjaky ten koberec. (Capek)

Hy, uyto X, s cTan® pasa [Ba B MECAN HABEABBATECH B J1aBKy
CesepuHoBO#t, 4TODbl B3TJISHYTh, TaM N ewe “nradbuil” KOBEp.
Obbiuno 5 Hecan’ AMuHe CIMHY, TaK YTO 3T4 TBAPh [OBM3rMBANA
OT YROBOJLCTBHS, M A/I8 OTBOMAA I3 KAXIbpId pa3 MOKYMAR' Kakoli-
HUDYAL KOBPHK.

1.2 Series

The following four passages contain series of iterated events that are
not necessarily habitual. In Russian, the imperfective is consistently used
as a signal of iteration at the macro-level of the iterated event, the
internal structure of the individual sub-events remains opaque. If not
iterated, the perfective would be used in Russian to denote such a series
of successive events. In Czech the majority of the verb forms are per-
fective denoting resultative events that follow each other in succession.
However, there is a distinction made between these results and processes
at the level of the iterated sub-event. Processes are denoted by the imper-
fective.

(7)  Bcerna ua cobpaHusix, 4yTh TOJBKO CMOPEI HAYMHANM' NPHHAMATE
civwkoM ropsunid u OypHblif xapakTep, BCT@BAN' XOXON M pacKa-
YHMBasCh, TOYHO A3LIK KQMOKOAA, I‘OBOQHﬂi CBOHUM BBYHHBIM ryasmum
roJI0COM YTO- TO MpOCcTOe M AOBpoe, OTYero BCE CTAHOBAIMCE'
cnokoiHee u cepbesHee. (TopbKuil)

Po kazdé, kdyZ na schizkach polaly” debaty nabyvat p#iliz prud-
kého a bouflivého razu, povstal” chochol a rozhoupavaje se jako
srdce zvonu, promluvil? svym zvuénym dunivym hlasem néco
prostého a dobrého, Ze se viichni uklidnili” a zvaZnéli®.
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®

®

(10)

Bameuana’ oua, uyTo korga k Huxonaio DPUXOEMA' KT0-1MGO M3
pabounx - XO3AHH CTAHOBWICH' HEOOLIYHO Pa3BA3EH, MTO-TO CAafd-
KOE SBJSJIOCH' Ha JIMUE €ro, a MOBOPMA’' OH WMHa4e, YeM BCeraa, He
10 rpybee, He To Hebpexnee. ([opbKuii)

Zpozorovala?, Ze kdy? k Nikolajovi pfidel’ néktery délnik, ze
Nikolaj se podal” chovat neobycejné nenucen€, ze se v jeho tvafi
objevilo” cosi sladkého, ale ze mluvil‘ jinak nez obvykle, bud trochu
drsnéji nebo nedbaleji.

Korzia iv RKWIOCE’ TpymHO MO BAACTEIO UAPEHi, OHM HAYCHKHBAIM'
qeprm Hapon ‘Ha HapCKyo BNACTL, 4 Koraa Hapon nOgHH’M&J’ICﬂ H

gp a1’ 3Ty BNacTs W3 PYK KOpOJsl, Yenosedxsn obmaHoM 3a6upa-
JM e B CBOM DYKU W DOSTOHAIN' HAPOZ MO KOHYPAaM, €C/M XK€ OH
cnopun’ ¢ aumn - U3BuBAM' ero coTHamu U Thicsdamu. (Topekuit)

Kdy? se jim pod viadou krald Spatné Zilo!, poStvali” pracujici lid
proti kralovské moci, ale kdyz se lid yzboufil” a tuto moc vyrval®
z rukou krale, tu tito chlapici se ji zmoenili® podvodem, zahnali?
lid nazpét do jeho briohii a jestlize se jim stavéli’ na odpor -
pobijeli’ je po celych stech a tisicich.

tal-li* se takovy pfipad, ze se dustojnik zachrénil® Gtékem pred
za jetim a on tam zistal?, neopomenul” distojnicky sluha v zadném
pripadé odvléknout do zajeti i zavazadla svého pana. Ona pteSla”
v jeho majetek, na kterém Ipél s celou dusi. (Hadek)

Ecnu cnydanocs’, uro oduuep cmacanca’ Gercteom, 4Tobbl HeE
NONacTh B MUEH, 2 ACHIMK NONANan’ s IeH, TO IOCAEAHMI HUKOTza
He 3a6bman’ 3axsaturs ¢ coBoli M OduLEPCKHE BEmU, KOTOPbIE
OTHBIHE CTAHOBWINCK' ero COBCTBEHHOCTHIO M KOTOpBIE OH Beper
KaK 3€HMUY OKa.

1.3 Macro-processes

The following four passages denote various types of macro-processes.
In the first fragment the sleep of a drunk fishmonger is described. In the
course of the sleeping process the fishmonger becomes half-awake, beats
with his fist on the.table, mutters something and sleeps further. The
beating and muttering is quantified, there is one beat and the man utters
one sentence every time. In this instances the perfective is more natural
in Czech, the impetfective would suggest repeated beating the table with
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his fist, and the repetition of the same utterance each time the man
wakes up. Clearly, the micro-level of the iterated event is involved in
Czech. Russian does not make this distinction.

(11) U jednoho stolu spal’ opily sardinkaf, chvilemi se probouzel,
uhodil” pésti do stolu, zabreptal”: “Negjde to!”, a zas spal’ dal.-
(Hasek)

3a onHMM CTONOM Crnax’ MSHENT CapAMHIIMK. Bpemenamu o mpo-
ChImancs’, yaapsur’ KynakoM no crony, bopmoran': “He soiiiger!” -
H CHOBA 3aCHNIAN’.

The boy is involved in the process of reading, absorbed in his news-
papers. However, every now and then he throws a glance at his mother.
When their glances cross the mother smiles. In Czech these three
punctual actions are expressed by perfectives. In Russian no distinction
is made between the processes in the introductory sentence (expressed
by imperfectives in Czech) and the punctual actions. All the events are
imperfectively marked regardless of their internal structure.

(12) Manesunk YuTan’ raseTy u Kak GYATO HE CABLEA' HHIETO, HO HOPOIO
rnasa ero ¢MoTpemu’ M3-3a NMCTa B JIMLO MATEPH, W, KOTIA OHA
BCTp euama’ ux KMBOI B3rssA, eif BBUIO NIPUSTHO, OHA xm:lﬁa.nacra".
(I'opekuit)

Chlapec &etli noviny a délal’, jako by nic neslySel, ale chvilemi se
jeho ofi pfes noviny podivaly” na matku, a kdyz se setkala’ s jejich
Zivym pohledem, bylo ji to pfijemné a usmala” se.

An iterated macro-process of the changing weather is described below,
consisting of a number of micro-processes and results. As soon as the
sun showed itself, everything came to life (resultative), the buds were
becoming fuller and women more beautiful (processes). Then a change
takes place, the clouds cover the sky and cause the rain (results). Note
that this distinction is made in Czech, in Russian the structure of the
individual micro-events remains inaccessible and therefore opaque. The
consistently used imperfective in Russian remains at the macro-level of
the whole process.

(13) Tloropa To m geno MeHsnack’: cromno’ moxasatecs” COJHLY, Kak
BCE OXMBano’, BHCTYNAMKM' TOMKM Ha KAlITaHaX, KEHIMHBI XOpO-
mem’; noToM XONOIHbIA BETEP HAMETAN' HU3KUE TY4Hd, ¥ AOXAb
Beur’ o 3umHemy ckyunbiv. (Dpenbypr)
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Pocasi se kazdou chvili ménilo’; jakmile se ukazalo” slunce, viechno
hned ofilo”, pupeny na kaStanech se nalévaly’, Zeny krisnély’,
potom studeny vitr pfihnal® nizké mraky a spustil” se dést, studeny
a nudny jako v zimeé.

The last passage in this series is a description of a hall of the railway
station where Mother is sitting and waiting for her mission. The atmo-
sphere is depicted as a mosaic consisting of a great number of various
overlapping actions, processes and fragmentary impressions. In Russian
all these events are consistently marked as imperfective. In Czech two
episodes are marked by the perfective, the closing and opening of the
door with the accompanying effects: the noise the door produces when
it is slammed and the fresh air streaming inside each time when the door
is opened by the passing travellers. These micro-events are momentary,
which is a typical characteristic of the perfective. I have the impression
that these particular events are focussed on because they are related to
the mother and the way she feels while waiting. Although the mother is
described as a part of the background, she is the protagonist here.

(14) Jhoan xypunu’, pasroaopuaanu nunK yait, BOAKY. Y Gydera KTO-TO
PaCKATHCTO CMESTICs’, Haf TOJNOBAMH HOCWIWCL' BOJHBI JBIMA.
Buaxana’, orprmaslcr,' ABEPh, MPOXANH' 1 3BEHENH' CTEKJIA, KOLAA
e¢ C wWwyMom 3axyomueany’. 3anax tabaky ¥ coneHoil phiGui l"yCTO
Gun B HOC. Mats cena y BXxofa Ha BuAy M Xkpana. Korzna OoTkpuea
JIACK fiBEps - Ha Hee HaneTano' o6/ako XONOGHOTO BO3AYXa, 3TO
65110 NpUITHO il ... (TopbKmit)

Lidé koufili, rozmlouvali’ a popijeli‘ &aj a vodku. U nalevniho
stolu se nékdo hluéné smal’, nad hlavami lidi se vznisely’ mraky
koufe. Vrzaly' otvirané dvefe, a kdyz je nékdo pfirazil®, skla se v
nich zatfdsla® a zafinCela”. Do nosu vnikal’ neodbytné zapach
tabaku a slanedkd. Matka se posadila u vchodu, kde na ni bylo
dobfe vidét, a Cekala. KdyZz nékdo oteviel” dvefe, zavanul” na ni
chladny vzduch; bylo ji to pfijemné ...

2. Additional quantification in Czech

As previously stated, the imperfective alone can express an iterative
event; often no additional indicators of iteration are necessary. The per-
fective expresses normally single, non-iterated events; therefore an extra
indicator of iteration is needed when expression of iterated events is
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concerned. One fifth of the Russian and Czech ‘iterative data’ contain
the following correspondence: Russian imperfective vs. Czech perfective
involves an additional indication of iteration in Czech. The Russian imper-
fective alone signals iteration at the macro-level of the iterative event.
The individual sub-events are not taken into account, their internal
structure remains opaque; they can be processes as well as resultative
actions. The Russian imperfective is ambiguous, it does not provide any
information about the character of the individual sub-events. The Czech
perfective does, it indicates here resultative actions. However, the global
fact of iteration cannot be provided by the perfective, therefore an extra
indication has to be added. It concerns, in the majority of cases, a
frequency adverb, in some cases also quantification of the object and
infrequently an additional adverb of manner. The following examples
illustrate the correspondence: Russian imperfective alone vs. Czech per-
fective plus an additional indication of iteration, and in a few cases of
extra perfective characteristics. The data is organized according to the
indications and the degree of frequency.

2.1 Adverbial expressions denoting frequency

This section contains examples of expressions of unrestricted iteration
that accompany the Czech perfective, the Russian counterpart is formed
by the imperfective alone. It has been established that the imperfective
can express iteration, however, of the unrestricted type and not iteration
of the numerical type (twice, ten times). It is therefore logical that the
Czech perfective in these cases combines only with indications of un-
restricted iteration. In this part of the data the following frequency ad-
verbs occur: vzdy, vidycky, Casto, nékdy, obcas, sem tam, as well as the
adverbial expressions containing the adjective kazdy: kazdou minutu,
pokazdé. In a few cases also the additional lexical negation nikdy has
occurred. In several instances, an additional perfective characteristic such
as an expression of momentaneity and quantification of the object is
added in Czech. '

a) vidy/cky

(1) Xoasun ycamebel mobun Ge3memymKkyu; Ha MUCBMEHHOM CTONE 3a
kKoTopeiM paforan, remepan JI., CTosnM uyepHunpHMIA B BHIE
Tu3anckoit GalwHK, MIHrEnH U3 KomeHrareHckoro dapdgopa (...).
PaGoras, renepan oromsuran’ nuursuHa: Sosnca pa3dute. OH He
BeiHOCUA' ymep6a: ero ockop6asian’ 4epHUNa, IPOMTLIE HA NAPKET

(---)- (Gpenbypr)
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&)

Pan usedlosti mél rad titérné vécitky: na psacim stole kde pracoval
general L., stal kalamaf v podobé véZe z Pisy, tuéiidk z kodafiského
porce]anu( .) . Pii praci general vZdy odsumul” tucnaka; bai se,
e ho rozbije. Nestrpél? poskozené véci kolem sebe; 3el’ mu na
nervy inkoust, vylity na parkety (...).

Vinen ocensmn’ otua @efopa HEOXNOAHHO, U OH CefHac Xe Ipu-
uuMancs’ 3a paBory. Oren Penop HaumHan' BapuTh MPAMOPHOE
CTHPOYHOE MbiJIO; HABAPKBAN' €r0 MyMbl, HO MEUIO, XOTS M 3aKJIOYa-
no B cebe OrpoMHBIN npouem XKHpOB, HE MbIJ'IHJ‘iOC}; 1 BEOOABOK
CTOMTIO BTPOE AOPOXKE, YeM “IUIYr-i-MOJOTOBCKOE”. MBIIO n0/To
MOTOM MOKNO' M Pa3faranock’ B ceHsx, Tak uto Karepuna Ane-
KCAHOPOBHA, NMPOXOAs MMMO HErc, Aaxe BCIUIAKMBANA'. A eme
NOTOM MbUIO BEIOpacemBanu’ B surpebuyio amy. (Mned & Herpos)

Ideje ho vZdy osvitily” zlistajasna jako blesk a on je bez meskani
uvadél’ v Zivot. Vafil'’ zihané mydio na prani: navafil” ho skoro
metrak, ale tfebaze jeho mydlo obsahovalo ohromne procento tuku,
vubec nemydlilo a nadto bylo tfikrat draZ3i nez mydlo z koopera-
tivu Pluh a kladivo. Dlouho potom mokvalo’ a rozkladalo’ se v sini
a Katefina Alexandrovna si vZdycky poplakala® kdyz 3la kolem.
Nakonec nahézeli® viecko do zumpy.

Pas win gpa B Mecsu SHCOH HAMMBANCHE, W NPOMCXOOWI0 3TO
ofBMHO B TE OHM, KOrAAa OH OTBO3MI' XO3dMHA Ha OonblIyio
JKENME3HONOPOXKHYIO CTaHUMIO, rAe Oein 6yder. (Auapees)

VZzdycky jednou ¢i dvakrat za mésic se Janson opil® a stavalo se
to obyéejné, kdyz odvazel’ hospodare na velké nadrazi, kde byl bufet.

b) kazdy

)

(5)

Klara na kozliku vyskala radosti. Kromé toho se koné kaZdou
minuty spladili’ z toho jejiho kvikotu a kokrhani, inu, byla to
c¢erchmantska jizda. (Capek)

Kmapa na ko3nax mpsMo BH3Xana OT ynosonbcTBuA. Jlomanu

nmpaxa.rmcai OT BM3ra M Kynaxtanbst Knapel, B o6mem, Yeproeckas
OblyIa moe3ngka.

Ho CaweHbka He HpaBMnacs €if, ¥ KOrga OMa SBJIANACK', MaTk
49yBCTROBANA' cebs TPEBOXHO, HENOBKO ... (T'opekutit) -
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Sadenka se ji viak nelibila, a po kaZdé, kdyz pti§la®, zmocfiovaly’
se matky neklid a stisnénost ...

c} Ccasto

(6)

Kradl’ ze zasady jen Cistokrevné psy a mohl byt soudnim znalcem.
Dodéval’ do viech psincd i soukromym osobim, jak se dalo, a
Sel-li po ulici, tu na ného vréeli’ psi, které kdysi ukradl, a kdyz
stal' nékde u vykladni skiing, &asto néjaky mstivy pes vyzdvihl?
u ného za zady nozicku a pokropil” mu kalhoty. (Hasek)

Enaramk IPUHLUIHANLHO Boponani TOMBKO NOpPOJUCThIX cobak u
MOT 6bl CTaTbh CyneBHbiM ekcneprom. Ou nocrapnan’ cobak M Ha
TICAPHM, ¥ YaCTHBIM JIMLAM, Kak npraercs. Koraa on mer’ 1o YIIHLE,
Ha HEro poiganu cobakM, KOTOPBIX OH KOrja-To yKpana. A cTouno
€MY OCTAHOBHMTLCS, TAE-HUOYNb NEPEN BUTPHUHOM, K&K MCTHMTE/bHEIIT

nec 33KMABLMBAJ J1any W QNPRICKMBAN' Y HErO BPIOKM.

d) nékdy

™

(8)

On Gpoann N0 3HOMHBIM yAMUAM; HA TEPpacax Momd enu; (..).
Morom ou Hanmagan' Ha Kakoro-HuGynp npusTens: nn‘repampa (-.o)
Jocken Hacex COMMHSN’ MCTOPUIO: OH 3aBbi ByMakKHAK OOMA MK
CErOfIHA HEBBITOAHO ... H, CP3KO YXMBINSACH, BRIKJISTHIMBAI' TIATh-
necat ¢ppaHKoOB, KOTOpbIE TOTYAC mpoeaan’. (3peHbypr)

Bloumal po Zhavych ulicich, na terasach jedli lidé ... Nékdy potkal®
néjakého znamého: literata (...) Lucien si yvZdy vymyslil® né&jakou
vymluvu: zapomnél si doma penézenku .., a potom s drzym
smichem vyméckl” na nich padesat franki, které ihned projedl”.

Breana’ Mym u y Mowtuaen. He npunumas yuactus B ofiuem pas-
roBOpE, OHA PACCESHHO parnsAbiBana crapeie ansbomel. (3penbypr)

Mouche gzasla® také nékdy se svym muzem k Montignymu. Nezi
castnila se viak hovoru a roztrzité listovala ve starych albech.

e) obdas

®

VM xo Bcemy, mpoucxXOAuBIIEMY HA CyAe, 06Hapyxuﬂanni OHHU TO
CMATYEHHOE, CKBO3b ALIMKY, MOOOMBITCTBO, KOTOPOE CBOHCTBCHHO
JIHOASM MAH OUEHB TAXKEND 6OJIBHI:IM, WIH XK€ 3aXBAYE€HHBIM OAHOK)
OrPOMHOIO, BCENOrNOW@omelt MuICHb. bricrpo  Barasgemamm’,
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NOBMNMM' HA NETy Kakoe-HMGYAb ¢noBO, 6O/ee HHTEPECHOE, UYeM
HpyTHe, - M CHOBA MpPOAONXanu' AymaTb C TOTO XK€ MecCTa, Ha
KaKOM OCTAHOBUNACH MbICNE. (AHpeeR)

O viechno, co se pfi procesu délo, projevovali’ onen mimy a
ponékud mdly zjem, ktery je vlastni bud lidem té€Zce nemocnym,
nebo zijicim jedinou obrovskou a vie pohlcujici ideou. Gbéas rychle
vzhlédli?, zachytili” v letu néjaké zajimavé slovo a znovu pokraco-
vali‘ v tivahich tam, kde pfestali.

f) sem tam

(10) Bein oH yenoBek A0OpbIid, HO BCMBILYMBLIA; TOKPHKHBAN' Ha JKEHY,
pyran’ ageioTanTa. Jliobua TOMEKO BOEHHOE AENO ¥ CAAOBOACTEO.

(Dpenbypr)

Byl to dobrik, ale popudlivy; sem tam kiikl” na Zenu, vynadal®
pobocnikovi. Miloval jen strategii a zahradnictvi.

g) aikdy

(11) o msTUAECSTH NET OH He XBOpan'; MHOro MW, Kypun' Bes ocra-
HOBKM, Hefochman’. Bee ckasanocs cpasy. Ou Obul MHUTENCH;
BHUMATENBHO BBICAYWMBAN' AOKTOPOB, HO NPEANMCAHMI HE BBINOJ-
Ha'; KU, Kak npexne, becnopsaoyro U yromuTentHo. (JpenGypr)

Do svych padesati let Dessére nechuravél: hodné pil’, koutil’ bez
prestani, nikdy nedospal?. Ted na to vie doplacel. Byl sice do
jisté miry hypochondr, vyhledaval® 1ékate a pozorné jim naslouchal’,
ale jejich ptikazy neplnil. Zil‘ jako dfive: nepofadné a Skodlivé.

2.2 Aspect, grammatical number and quantification

It has previously been stated that the perfective in Czech denotes
singularization, i.e. a manner of presentation of a series of iterated events
by means of one of them as an example, a pars pro toto. However, it is
not solely the perfective verb that effectuates singularization. The inter-
action between the verb, the subject, the object, adverbial expressions
of time and place play a role, too. In Czech, the grammatical number of
the object (and other participants in the sentence) has influence on the
choice of aspect (an observation of Eckert 1984: 71ff. who has also sup-
plied evidence for this claim; for Polish see Wierzbicka 1967). The imper-
fective correlates with the plural and the perfective with the singular
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forming certain configurations. This interdependency of the verbal
category aspect and “categories of a nominal nature and pertaining to
quantity” has been described by Verkuyl (1971) in terms of configurations?.
Another observation supporting this claim is that of Maslov (1984: 84)
on the ‘necobcreeHHas HecoeepwerHocTh’ of the Russian aspect. The
unmarked imperfective can be easily combined with typical perfective
characteristics such as resultativity. In contrast to Czech, the grammatical
number of the object, resultativity and similar phenomena characteristic
of the individual sub-events have no influence on the choice of aspect.
It is the iteration itself at the macro-level of the whole complex that is
crucial. The interaction of aspect and grammatical number will be il-
lustrated below by a number of examples. '

Examples 12 and 13 contain intransitive imperfectives in Russian vs.
transitive perfectives in Czech. In other cases (examples 14-16), both the
Russian imperfective and the Czech perfective are transitive. However,
the object of the perfective verb in Czech has to be quantified. If not,
in example 14 the interpretation would be that all the workers had been
dismissed and in 15 that afl the bourgois that remained in the city had
been attracted. Without the quantification of the object nékolik in example
16, the interpretation could be that of a definite object: certain, well-
know words were exchanged. Instead of quantification an indefinite
adjective can be used, such as néjaky (some), which also has a quantifying
effect, referring to a part of the whole. Examples (18-20) illustrate cases
in which the Czech perfective correlates with a single object while the
Russian imperfective corresponds with an object in the plural. The same
principle applies to other categories such as adverbial expressions of time
and place and the subject (examples 21-25).

2.2.1 Additional object
kazdy
(12) To je zrovna tak jako jednou u Valdi, dole v restauraci, taky

takovej jeden nekiiuba mél durcha, ale nehrdl ho a vodlozil?
vzdycky ty nejmendi do taldnu a pustil® kaZdvho na betla. (Halek)

Toub-BTO4L TAKOE CINYYWIOCH KAK-TO pa3 B BUHHOM norpebe ‘Y
Banswop’. Tam Toxe OAMH gypaneil MMen Ha pykKax KO3bIpH, HO
HE TIOJIL30BANICY MMH, 3 BCE BPEMs OTKJIAABIBAI CaMble MaNEHbKUE
KApTHI B NPUKYN M OAcosan’.
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péir
(13)

Ho HMucyc momumr, (...) - 4 OfuH 3a Apyrum noaxonunn' K I/Iy,ue
CMYIEHHEIE YYEHWKM, 3ArOBADMBA/M' /acKOBO, HO OTXONWM'
ObicTpo M HEMOBKO. (AHApEEB)

Ale Jezi§ mlg, (...) zatimco jeden uednik za druhym, plni rozpakd,
pfistupuji’ k Jidasovi, zdvofile s nim prohodi? pdr slov, ale pak
rychle a jaksi nemotorné poodejdou’.

2.2.2 Additional quantification of the object

mnoho

(14)

(15)

MUHHCTPBI aKKYPATHO KaXJAOE YTPO NMOAMMCHIBANM' HEKpeTsl 06
YBOJILHEHUH HEMOKOpHbIX Tenerpacgpuctos n xouerapos. Ilpennpu-
HMUMaTenu paccduThBamy’ paboumx. [onoj FymMn COTHM ThicsM
BespaboTHbiX. (DpeHbypr) o

Ministfi podpisovali’ peélivé kazdého réna dekrety o propudténi
z prace vzdornych telegrafisti a topi¢d. Podnikatelé wvyhodili?
mmnohg délniki na dlaibu.. Hlad mugil statisice nezaméstnanych.

Kaxgpli rog 4eTbipHAAUaToOro Hions ObtBan’ BOEHHBIA napap.
OB6bI4HO OH OPUBNERAN' GypxKya, 3aCTpSBIIAX CAYYaiiHO B rOpOAe.
(Spenbypr)

Ctrnactého &ervence se konala’ kazdoroéné vojenski prehlidka.
Obycejné pfilakala® mnoho méstiky, ktefi se ndhodou jesté zdrzeli
ve mésté.

nékolik

(16)

Fosopmn OHM MaJIo U MaJio Bunenu’ Apyr Apyra. Y’rpom OH MOJYa
muT vai u yxonua' Ha pa60'ry, B noageHs sBnsnca’ obenatk, 3a
CTONOM NEPEKMIBIBATNCL HE3HAUNTENBHBIMU CJIOBAMHM, U CHOBA
ncyesan’ Bots no Bedepa. ([opekuit)

Mluvili* spolu malo a mélo se vidali’ Réno miltky vypil? éaj a
odelel” do prace, v poledne pfichazel’ k obédu, u stolu vyménili®
spolu nékolik bezvyznamnych slov a znovu zmizel” do velera.
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viechno

a7

Ke mné jich chodi’ ze Scotland Yardu mnoho, abych jim vylozila
karty; a feknou” mné wSechno, co maji na srdci. (Capek)

Y menst 6umaror’ muorue m3 Ckotnenn-SIpma, gensrcs’ ceommu
FOPCCTﬂMH. .

2.2.3 The Russian imperfective and plural vs. the Czech perfective and
singular - direct object

(18)

(19)

(20)

Kaxnslit fens mpunocun’ emy Hopsie pomnenns (pl.). (SpenGypr)
Kazdy den mu pfinesl” nové rozcilovani (sg.).

Auppe 3acrasnan cebs pabGorath; HO wac cmycTs cHosa Gpocan’
xucry (pl.): ne Boixoput ! (Openbypr)

André se nutil do price; ale po hodiné zas odhodil# stétec (sg.):
prace se nedafila.

O6pamanu Bl BHUMAHWE HA TO, YTO COJb CNANAET € KOHYMKA
HOXa, He ocTtaeisis’ mukakux cregos (pl.), - Hox bBremer, kKak
HeTpoHyTbIH, (Onewra)

Vsimli jste si nékdy, ze sil spadne se $picky noze a nezanechi”
po sobé Zddnou stopu (sg.) - nuz se tipyti jako netknuty.

2.2.4 The Russian impeffective and plural vs. the Czech perfective and
singular - other categories

@1

(22)

BLin OH 4YEnOBEKOM BIEYATIMTENBHBIM, CNAOOBOMBHEIM; OO
Opy3bs TONKANMA' ero Ha Heoxuaanupre noctynxy (pl.). (3penbypr)

Byl to &lovék bohaté vnimavosti, ale slabé wile; nékdy ho pfatelé
pfiméli? udélat néco (sg), co by o své vuli nikdy neudélal.

Ho B nocaennue OHM OH NMOKaszan ceds xpaﬁpblm M HAXOIYUBBIM.
Or Kambpe Garanson ortowen ¢ 6oem; ABa pasa pepexommwn’ g
kxorrparak# (pl.). (Opeudypr)

Ale v poslednich dnech se osvédéil jako stateCny vojak a vyna-
1ézavy velitel; od Cambrai ustoupil s praporem teprve po urputnych
bojich; dvakrat pielel” k protiitoku (sg.)
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(23)

24)

(25)

Ha sce pompocs! (pl.) Ha Cyne OH, BCKaxuBas' GbICTPO, orBEdan’
KOpOTKO (-..) (AHnpees)

Pri kaZdé otdzce (sg.) béhem pieliceni hbité vyskotil® a odpovedel”
kratce (...).

Kdyz musel jit pésky, délal dojem nejznienéjiiho Clovéka. V
takovém pripadé (sg.) nechal” zavazadla svého pana v zakopech a
tahl jen svij majetek. (HaSek)

Ecnn e eMy. IPUXOOUIOCH MATH NMEWIKOM, OB NPOM3BOAMI BIIE-
YAT/EHUE UEJNIOBEKA, COBEPUWIEHHO M3HWuTOXKeHHOro. B rakwux
cayyasx (pl.) on Bpocan’ Garax cBoero oduuepa B OKONax u BONOK
TOJMLKO CBOE CODCTBEHHOE MMYIIECTBO.

A ja si myslim, kdyby tam pfibalili (...). Proto si nékdy zasko€im?
k tomu & onomu tepichdfi (sg.), sednu si na hromadu koberct
(...). (Capek)

Bot nymato He nonagercs Au MHe (...). [Toromy-T0 s 1 3arnsppman’
8 3ty gaeky (pl.), caxyck Ha KMMy KOBpOB {...).

2.2.5 Additional subject and its grammatical number

The interaction between aspect and the grammatical number takes
place also with the subject. The first example illustrates an additional
subject in Czech vs. an implicit one in plural in Russian. The second
example contains the correlation: the Russian imperfective plus a plural
subject vs. the Czech perfective plus a single subject, which is in both
languages explicit, in contrast to the first example.

(26)

(27)

Busxana, oTKpLIBaschk, ABEph, APOXKAAM ¥ 3IBEHENH CTEKNA, KOrga
ec ¢ wymom 3axnomesama’ (pl.). (Fopekuit)

Vrzaly otvirané dvefe, a kdyz je nékdo-pfirazil®, skla se v nich
zatfasla a zafincela.

Kaxaelit pas, xorga xaury (pl.) Mcuesaym’ ua ee pyk, NEpen HEW
BCTILIXMBAZO KEATHIM IHTHOM (...} (Fopbkuii)

Po kazdé, kdyz z jejich rukou zmizel? balicek (sg.), vzplanula
pfed ni {...).
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2.3 Adverbs of manner

The two attested additional adverbs ndhie and okamiité stress the
momentaneous character and/or sudden inception of the events denoted
by the Czech perfective.

a) ndhle

(28)

(29)

Ou Bech 3aropancs’ oT OJHOTO C/I0Bd, a MOTOM MNOrPYXRANCT B
fecnpuyMHHYI0 MOTHANMBYIO meyanb. (3penbypr)

Cely se rozplamenil” jednim slovem a potom se ndhle cely pohro-
uzil” v bezdivodny, mi¢enlivy Zal.

Wnorna Ha BCEM X0Ay OCTAHABNMBANCH', HADMPAN' MOMHYIO TPYAb
BO3/IyXa M OTAYBANCA', KaK YENOBEK, KOTOPHI CJMIUKOM [JOJFC
npobbLT NOA BONOK. (AHOpEEB)

Obéas se v prudké chiizi pdhle zastavil’, nabral? plnymi dousky
vzduch do plic a pak zhluboka, t&%ce dychal’, pfipominaje &lovéka,
ktery zastal na své sily pfili§ dlouho pod vodou.

b) okamzité
(30) Mopenka AxHa OTASAREANCK’ W, TOUHO OGXKErINCE, CHOBA IOf-

HMMAT' rosioBy K TMOTONIKY M yCHNIEHHO XeBan' rySamu. (Annpees)

Jen obcas se Annas ohlédl?, ale zrovna jako by se spalil,
okamZité zase zvritil® hlavu, upfel? zrak do stropu a jedté horlivéji
zmoulal’ rty.
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APPENDIX 1

MORE EXAMPLES OF RESTRICTED AND UNRESTRICTED
ITERATION

In this section, more examples of the aspectual correspondence: the
Russian imperfective vs. the Czech perfective in the denotation of iterative
events will be given. In contrast to the previous section, in which the
Russian imperfective alone corresponded to the Czech perfective with
an additional indication of iteration, in this section, the examples of both
languages contain expressions denoting iteration. The data is organized
as follows: in section 1 instances of restricted or quasi-restricted iteration
are given, in section 2 instances of unrestricted iteration are provided.
Section 2.1 contains examples from Russian original texts with their
Czech translation, section 2.2 vice versa.

1. Restricted iteration

This section contains examples of restricted, numerical iteration (e.g.
gsa pasza) and quasi-restricted iteration (e.g. Heckoisko pa3) combined
with the imperfective in Russian and the perfective in Czech.

(1)  Ho 3a nocnegHue AHM OH MOKa3an cefs xpabpbiM B HAXOTYMBBIM.

Or Kambpe Gatanson oromen ¢ Goem; gBa pa3a mepexomun’ e
KOHTPATaKy; OTOUIH Y HEMUEB ABEHAALATE COMAAT, OTCTABIUUX ITPU

nepexope. {Openbypr)

Ale v poslednich dnech se osveédcil jako statecny vojak a vynalézavy
velitel; od Cambrai ustoupil s praporem teprve po urputnych
bojich; dvakrdt pfelel” k protiatoku; obklicili némecky oddil a
zajali dvanact Némcu ...

(2) Ja jsem to trikrit preméfil”: od toho koliku na tu cesticku, to je
navlas devatenact metrd a dvacet sedm centimetri. (Capek)

A TPpH pala ;lpomgpsm‘ - OT MOEro KOJBIIIKA A0 TPOMUHKHK POBHO
HCBATHAAUATE METPOB ABAALATE CEMb CAHTUMETDOB.

(3)  Asi patnictkrat tu zed od magacinu s téma napisama i mym
podpisem péni od vojenskyho soudu fotografovali, desetkrdt mné
dali” napsat, aby zkoumali mdj rukopis, ‘My na vojnu nepujdeme,
my se na ni vyséreme’, patnictkrat musel’ jsem psat pied nimi



3)

(4)

&)

(6)

O
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‘Supéak Schreiter je hnat’, a nakonec pfijel jeden znalec pisma a
dal mné napsat ... (Hasek)

Paz ngrHapuaTe npubAM3MTENBHO TOCINOKA M3 BOEHHOrO Cyda
¢ororpaduposanu’ cTeny ueiixraysa co BCEMH HAAMUCSMH H MOEH
NOZAMCLIO B TOM yHcie. UTobsl mocne MCCnenoBaTe MO MOYEPK,
MeHs pas JEcATs 3acrasnamd’ mucarts: ‘Ha soiiHy Mbl He noiimem,
HA HEE Mbl HA BCE CE..eM’, MATHANNATL pa3 MHE NpPMILIOCH” B MX
npucyTcTBMM mucate: ‘@enpadedem LlpeiTep - cronous’. Hakowen
IpHexas aKCnepT-rpacdosIor ¥ Besesl MHE HAlMCATh ...

Bunwe, ToproeaBmmit ontoM kode, 3Han, uto Jlebpo uenoBek
JYECTHBIIA: HE pa3 OH MOIb30BAJICA’ €ro YCIyraMu AJiA OXPaHbl TOBapa
oT yreuku. (Opeubypr)

Billier, takto velkoobchodnik s kdvou, védél, Ze Lebrault pracuje
poctivé; nejednou pouiil” jeho sluzeb, aby zabranil kradezi svého
zbozi. .

Urpa, koHeuno, onacuas... Cxomsko pas Bpereitnn KoneGarncs'!
IMopmepxueana ero eepa & Gora, B NnpoBuaeHne. (Openbypr)

Oviem, hra je nebezpe¢na... Kolikrdt vz Breteuil zavéhal®. Po-
mahala mu vira v Boha, v Prozfetelnost.

Hecxomko pa3 ee gOLICKMBANMN', HO BCETIa HA JADYroil AEHb TOCne
TOTO, KaK JMCTKM DosBsmich’ Ha ¢abpuke. (lopbruii)

Nékolikrdt ji prohledali®, ale vidy - aZ druhého dne po tom, kdy
se v tovarné objevily” letaky.

Crapu4oK HECKQUIBKO pa3 ocTanap/mean’ [1asna, 4T0-T0 pazbscHsT
eMy, OQHAXAH Aaxke nedansHo ynuioHyncs. (Topekuit)

Stafeéek nékolikrit Pavla pferusil® a néco mu vysvétloval’ a jednou

se dokonce truchlivé usmal.

Mup ana JiocheHa XOpOWen; MOAH CTAHOBIWINCE Munbivu. Meoro
P23 BhIpydan' TOBapuIUEil; Aenan 3TO NPOCTO, HE 3aAYyMBIBAsICh.

(Spenbypr)

Svét byl ted pro Luciena krasnéjsi, lidé mili. Mnohokrdt zachranil”
kamarady; délal to prosté, bez dlouhych tvah.



82

G

®

(10)

2.

Kaxeif pas, koraa eit fapamu’ kakoe-Hubysb Nopyienue, ee Kpenko
OXBATHIBANMO' KENAHME MCIONHUTL 3TO AEA0 OLICTPO M XOPOLLO,
M OHA YK€ He MOrna OyMaTk HM O 4eM, KpoMe CBOCH 3ajayn.
(Topekuit)

Po kaidé kdy? dostala? néjaky ukol, zmocnilo” se ji naléhavé
pfani rychle a spravné jej splnit a nemohla jiz na nic jiného myslit
nez na to, co ma vykonat.

Je vSak také pravdou, Ze jsou tam uplné tichy blazni. Jako tam byl
jeden vzdélanej vynalezce, ktery se pofad rypal v nose a jenom
jednou zg den fekl?: ‘Pravé jsem vynaSel elektfinu’. (Hasek)

Ho, no npaspe cka3aTe, TaM ObIMM TONBKO THXWE MOMEIWAHHLIE.
Hanpumep, cunen tam oaMH yyeHBIH-H300peTarens, KOTOpBINH BCE

BpEMS| KOBLIPSU1 B HOCY M Wik P83 B JEHb NPOW3HOCKA': ‘S Tonbko
YTO OTKPBUT 3NEKTPUYECTBO .

Oro crano ee nenom. Ilo meckomsKy pa3 B mecsn mepeofeTas
MOHAXHMHE, TOPrOBKOW KPYXKEBAMM M DYYHBIM MOJOTHOM, 3aXKH-
TOYHOW MEIAHKOK WK GOroMonKoi-CTpaHHuLEH, oHA paa'beaxana"
1 pa3xaxuBania no rybepHuH, ¢ MELKOM 3a CIHHOM UAN YEMOJAHOM
B pykax. (T'opekuii)

Stalo se to jejim zaméstnanim. Nékolikrdt za mésic, prevledena za
jeptiSku, obchodnici s krajkami a ruéné tkanym platnem, zdmoznou
meédtku nebo nidboinou poutnici, rozjela? se po gubernii nebo
putovala péSky s pytlem na zadech nebo se zavazadlem v ruce.

Unrestricted iteration

2.1 Russian original text - Czech translation

The material is further divided into sub-sections according to the ex-
pressions of iteration that the examples contain.

a) Bcerga

@

Ero opnosenr ‘Makiiep’ ¢ OTINYHBIM ATTECTATOM pCerna IPUXOAWIT
neperiM. (Mneg & Ilerpos)

Jeho orelsky klusik Makléf s vybornym rodokmenem vidycky
dobéhl” prvni.
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b) wacro

Q).

c)
3

)

Hiokan Beifpan cebe mecro Ha KpaiiHed npaBoil; HO dYacTo OH
SMYIUT' CBOMX COCEMell HEOKMAAHHBIMU 3asBieHuaMU. (Dperbypr)

Ducamp zauvjal ve snémovné misto na krajni pravici, ale &asto
pfekvapil” své sousedy neoekavanymi nazory.

HHOTJA

On en mopkoes, ceekny. Unorga BCTpedHblit conpar, TPS3HBIA M
HeOpuTEIA, KaK Jliocken, gennica’ ¢ aum xnebom. MHorna B nepesxe
AABATM' MECKY MAPHOro MOAOKA... (3peHbypr)

Jed! mrkev a Cervenou fipu. Nékdy narazil? na né&jakého vojaka,
Spinavého a neholeného, jako byl on sam; rozdélil” se s nim o chléb,
mél-1i jaky. Nékdy dostal” ve vsi misku Cerstvé nadojeného miéka...

WHorga NpUXogwn’ Kakoii-To YENOBEK M OCTOPOXKHO OTIAABIBASCE,
rosopun’ fasny: - Hy-ka, 6par, Thl TYT KHUTH YMTAEIB, 3AKOHBI-TO

. u3sectHot Tebe. Tak Bor, 0OBACHH ThL... (['OpbKMit)

Casem nékdo pfiSel? a opatrné se rozhlizeje, fekl? Paviovi: “Nu,
bratfe, ty ¢te§ knihy a zna$ zdkony. Tak mi tedy vysvétli...”

d) nopod, moporo

(3

©)

ITopow KTO-HMOYAL NPE3PUTENLHO YCMEXanca', 4TO-TO [OBOpHI
TOBApHILAM, IO MX JMLaM Toxe npoberana’ HacMewnmBas yniGKa.

(F'opekwii) _

Tu a tam se néktery z nich pohrdavé usmal” a fekl” cosi kama-
radiim, po jejichZ tvafim rovnéz pielétl? usmések.

BEi1 O 4€MOBEKOM BMEYAT/IMTENBHBIM, CIa0O0BOJIBHBIM; NOPOH
APY3bs TONKANMK' ero Ha HeoXHAaHHsie nioctynku. (Openbypr)

Byl to ¢lovék bohaté vnimavosti, ale slabé vile; nékdy ho pratelé
pfiméli* udélat néco, co by o své viili nikdy neudélal.

€) peaxo

Q)

r

Hukorga Tecca Tak He TPyAWICS; PEAKO BBIPHBAN' OH YaCOK AJia
Honer. (3peubypr)

Nikdy jesté Tessat tolik nepracoval; zfidka kdy si urval” hodinku
pro Paulettu.
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f) xaxgsof

(8)  Kaxuwii nens apuHOoCHA' emy HOBHE BOsHEHMs. (DpenGypr)
Kazdy den mu pfinesl? nové rozéilovani.

(9) Kaxnunit pas, Korga KHMIH MCYESSNA' U3 ee PyK, Fepel HE
ECTIEIXHBAJIO' KEATHIM MSTHOM, TOYHO OFOHb CIHYKM B TEMHOMH
KOMHaTe, MO KaHgapMckoro oguiepa... (Iopekuit)

Po kazdé, kdy% z jejich rukou zmizel” balicek, vzplanula? pred ni
jako plamen zépalky v tmavém pokoji zlutou skvrmou tvaf Cetnic-
kého dustojnika...

g) Bce

(10) Ha Bce BonpoCH! HA Cyne OH, BCKAKUBAS' GLICTPO, OTBEYAN’ KOPOTKO,

TBEPAO W Aaxke Kak Byaro ¢ ynosonbcTBueM: BepHo! (Anmpees)

Pii kazdé otdzce béhem pfieliCeni hbité vyskoéil? a odpovédél”
krétce, sebejisté, a dokonce s jakymsi uspokojenim: “Dobral”

h) me ommaxau

(11

i)
(12)

- Xpomoro Huna nouka? Jluuo mHe 3nakomoe, ubo He OOHAXKADI
npan’ MeHs 3a yu... (Fopukuii)

“Chromého Nila dcera? Na toho se pamatuju, protoze mé nejednou

vytahal” za usi...”

TO ... TO

Kakoii-To BE4HBIH HEYTOMOH CHAST B HEM U TO CKQEHB&J!i €ro, Kak
}K['YT, Io pa3§pacunan‘ ero HIHPOKHM CHOMNMOM H3IBHBAIOIINXCA I/ICKp.
M Bony OH nun YyTh AM HE BEeApami, Kak noiwanb. (AHIpEEB)

Jakysi véfny nepokoj mu sed€l v tyle - nékdy ho zkroutil” jako
3flry, jindy ho zas v mziku proménil” v bohatou spriku vificich
jisker. A vodu pil div ne po védrech.

j) cHoBa

(13)

Angpe 3acraenan cefa paboTars; HO uac cmycTs cHoea Gpocan’
kucTi: He BexonuT! (OpeHbypr)
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André se nutil do prace; ale po hodiné zas odhodil? Stétec: prace
se nedafila.

k) sapyr

(14) ... MM MBO KW BEPMYT; NIOTOM DACCTABAIIA ce’. Ipoxonwr’ rox.
IMTeep _gp_ﬂ BCIOOMWHAN' PO Aane H, B6eras’ B MACTEPCKYIO,

kpuuarn‘... (Openbypr)

.. pili pivo nebo vermut; potom se rozlouéili”?, Ubghl” rok. Pierre
si nahle vzpomnél® na Andrého, vb&hl? do ateliéru a kfidel’...

) korna

(15) Korpa msq pomagan’ k vemy, Bans, cuiieBwas Ha BHICOTE, B3BUMITH-
Basa’, kak Oyqro celiyac e, HEMERNEHHO, HOXHA ObUla YBHAETH
YTO-TO yXKacHoe 1 npecrynHoe. (Onema)

Kdykoliv se mi¢ dostal”? k nému, Valja sedici vysoko nahofe
vypiskla®, jako by ted, v tu chvili, méla spatfit néco straslivého a
zlo¢inného.

m) syntactic constructions

{16) Takos O yenomek: od GricTpo 3aropancs’, GHICTpo OCTHIBAN'.
(Spenbypr)
Takova uZ byla jeho piirozenost: rychle se nadchl” a rychle ochladl?.

(17) K mensram oH 61 paHOmymen: Haberamy’ - TpaTn’, He GoUo -
BMecTO obena en xneb ¢ xonbacoil. (Bpenﬁypr)

K penéziim byl lhostejny: kdyZ pfiSly”, utratil” je, kdyz nebyly,
jedl misto obéda chléb se salamem.

2.2 Czech original text - Russian translation

a) vZdycky

(1) A kdyz se néco u regimentu stalo”, tak se vzdycky nael” mezi
man3aftem néjakej dobrodinec, kerej to dal” do novin pod nazvem
“Tejrani vojakl’. (Hasek)
A xorga 4ro-uumbyae CHYYanoch’ B mnonky, Bcerna Haxomuics’

KAKOH-HUOy b GnaroKenaTenb, KOTOPhIi OYCKAN' B ra3eTy CTareky
nopa 3arososkoM ‘Hctazanue conpar’.



86

b) obdas

@

Na chodbéch bylo slyiet odméfeny krok hlidek, obdas oteviel” se
otvor ve dvefich a kukéitkem se dival’ bachaf. (Hasek)

W3 xopumopa AOHOCHANCE PA3MEPEHHLIE MArk YaCOBbIX, BpemMs OT
BPEMEHM OTKDHIBAJICH' rAa30K B OBEPH M APXAHreN 3arjsibiBa’

BHYTDb.

¢) kaidy

&)

)

Horko bylo, jako se nékdy koncem zaii vydafi, a ja vlezl” do
kazdé chalupy a musel si nechat libit ledajaké hrubstvi... (Capek)

XKapuna 6ena aAckas, Takad PEAKO BbIRAETCH B KOHUE CeHTabps,
a s Ie3' B KaAKAYI Xaayny U TEPIENHBO CNywan pasHule rpyDoCcTH...

Ale uz to nebylo jako na za¢atku valky, kdy se vojaci cestou na
front pfejedli” na kaidém nddraii a kdy je vitaly’ druzicky v
pitomych bilych Satech... (Hasek)

Ho TopxecTBEHHbIE BCTPEMH YK€ HE HOCHIM TOrO XapakTepa, Kak
B Hayase BOMHBI, KOriga OTIPABAMIOWMECS HA (PPOHT CONHATHI
ofbemamuce’ na kaxoi cTaHuMM M KOTIa MX MOECIOAY BCTpeyasnn’
LENRIC BBIBOOAKH OACThIX B UOHWOTCKHE fenble nIaTed ACBOYCK...

d) kdyz

)

Klopytajice po silnici nemohli od sebe a zavodgi tahl Svejka pies
hromadky kamen?, a kdyz upadl?, strhi Svejka s sebou. (Hasek)
OBa CHOTHIKANKCH, M egpeiitop Tawmn 3a coboit Ilseiika uepes
Kyud KamHeil, a korna nagar’, To yenean' ero 3a cooii.

e) zase

()

“Vstan, Basto!”, zafval” na ného Cetnik. “Dal!” Basta se poticivé
zvedl? a pletl nohama o kousek cesty dal, pokud se zase nezhroutil”
tinavou. (Capek)

- Berans, Bawrra! - gpan’ na wero xaHpapm. - He 3pece. ITowen!
Bawta, warasce, NOAHUMANCH' ¥ MIEACH OAJbBIUE, IOKZ CHOBA HE

mananx’ oT ycTanocTu.
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f) takovy

Q)

(8)

Kdyz jsem slouzil pfed léty u myho regimentu, bejvalg’ to jesté
hordi. To takovyho maroda svazali” do kozelce a hodili® do diry,
aby se vykuryroval. (Hasek)

Korpa Heckonnko neT Tomy Haszag st oTObIBAn BOCHHYH Ciyx0y,
B HalleM MOJKY ciayyanoce' euie xyxe. BonkHOro CBA3REBam' B
Ko371bl H BpPOcam’ B KaTanaxky, 4ToDsl OH BBUICHHIICS.

Kdyz musel jit pésky, délal dojem nejzniCen€jSiho Clovéka. V.
takovém pfiipadé nechal® zavazadla svého pana v zikopech a tahl‘
jen sviij majetek. (HaSek)

Ecnu ke eMy NpuXoauaoch MATH TEWIKOM, OH MPOW3BOJWI Brie-
YATEHME YENOBEKA, COBEPUIEHHO M3HWYTOXKEHHOTro. B  Takux
cayyasx on Gpocam’ Garax csoero odmuepa B OKOmAX M BOAOK'
TOMLKO CBOE COBCTBEHHOE MMYLIECTRO.

g) no additional indication of iteration

)

(10)

Té&sil se oblibé vojakl, ponévadz byl neobyejné spravedlivym a
nemél ve zvyku nékoho tyrat. Sarie se pfed nim tfasly a z nej-
surovéjSiho Sikovatele udé€lal® za mésic beranka. (HaSek)

OH nons30Bancs PACNONOKEHUEM COJIRAT, TAK KaK ObUT HAa PEKOCTh
Cnpasenane W HE HMEI OOLIKHOBEHUA NpUANPATLCA. YHTCPE(
apoxanu nepen mum. U3 camoro cempenoro demsadebens ow
B TEUYEeHMe MecsAla Aenam’ arHua. .

Tak tam mné dovolili, abych hledal znamky v koSich na papir;
to bylo mé nejbohat$i loviité; tam se vam naSel” Siam a Jizni
Afrika, Cina... (éapek)

M wmue paspemwnnu npuxoauTe Ha (pabpuUKy M MCKATE MAapKu B
KOP3WHaX [fjs Oymar; 3neck Obiid MOM camble DOraTeie OXOTHHYBH
yromes; TyT s Haxoguwn' Cuam u IOxuylo Adpuky, Kurait...
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APPENDIX 2

THE PRESENT TENSE

Within the correlation Russian imperfective - Czech perfective in the
present tense similar principles apply as in the past tense. In section 1
the Russian imperfective as such signals iteration, in Czech a lexical
expression of iteration is added to the singulative perfective. These ex-
pressions are divided according to the degree of frequency of iteration.
Similarly as with the past tense, other elements have to be sometimes
added to the perfective, such as quantification of the object or an adverb
of manner. For the linguistic analysis of similar examples see Part One
of this chapter.

1.

Additional indication of iteration in Czech

11 Adverbial expressions denoting frequency
a) vZdy/cky

1)

2)

3)

Penxo BuXy moOmeH, KOrma Kro-HMGyAb 3aXONWT', HAYWHAI'
ropopuTe’. (I'opbKuii)

Stykam se malo s lidmi, a kdyZz nékdo ke mné zajdef, tak se
vZdy rozpovidim”,

Von se viibec stydi mluvit. (...) Pan major Wenzl nechd” ho vZdy
stat na chodbé, kdyz jde nékam do mésta... (Hasek)

Coecem 3abutalii peberok. OaHumM cIoBoM - Moaokococ. Tocnoaun
maiiop BeHuens OCTABNAET' ero B KOPHAOpE, KOTAA CAM YXOOWT
B ropoa.

... protoze takova frajle v podndjmu ma vZdycky strainé rada néco
svého a pékného, a pak si koupi? takovou zbyteéné drahou véc.
(Capek)

... IIEBHIB, CHUMAIOWUEe KOMHATY, JIODST KpPACHBBIE BEWM, BOT M
IOKYNAIOT' uTO-HUByAL YXKAaCHO AOPOTOE.
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b) nékdy

)

)

A ja si myslim, kdyby tam pfibalili... Proto si nékdy zaskogim”
k tomun nebo onomu tepichdfi, sednu si na hromadu koberci,
pokufuju a koukém, jak se prodavaji ... (Capek)

Bor mymaio He nonaferca mu mue... IIoToMy-TO s H 3arsgrmBain’
B 3TH JIaBKM, CAXYCh HA KUITY KOBPOB, MOKYPUBAIO M ITAXY, KaK
KyMNIbl NPOAAIOT ...

To se tak nékdy stane”, kdyz &lovék napiSe vic dopist, Ze je stréi
do nepravych obalek. (Capek)

Ta 370 ¥ OuBaeT": 4enMOBEK HANMIWIET HECKONLKO MHCEM, M Mepe-
nyTacT KOHBCPTIJ[.

c) sem tam

(6)

IIpn MHe, KOHEUHO, momuar’. Ho Bce-Taku 00 MeHs poxonnt’
4yepes Mopuca, yepes XKarny... (3penbypr)

V meé pfitomnosti nepadne” oviem o tobé ani slovo. Pfece se viak
sem tam néco doslechnu? prostfednictvim Maurice, Jeanny ...

d) tuatam

M

€)
(8)

Cemu tedy véfim? Nihod&, Toniku; takovym t&m mimovolnym,
bezdétnym nebo nekontrolovanym hnutim nebo ¢&inim nebo

jenom nahoda ne; ta se poznd® na prvni pohled. (Capek)

Yemy xe s sepw? Chyyaitnoctsm, Tonuk! 3Orakum Henpou-
3BOJILHBIM, DE30TYCTHBIM, MMIYJILCHBHBIM NODYAKICHHSM, HOCTYTIKAM
WM BBICKA3bIBAHUAM, KOTOpbic OBIBAIOT' CROMCTBEHHB! BCAKOMY.
Bce MoxHO M300pa3suTe, TONBKO HE B CITYy4alfHOCTSX, UX BHIHO

cpasy.

nikdy

Hdenns? Ho peBymka MOMUMT, HE XOAKWT B LIEPKOBb, HE oTBeuaer’
MaTepu. (Openbypr)

Denisa? Ale ta je zamikla, do kostela nechodi, matce nikdy nic
nefekne”.
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1.2 Quantification of the object

©)

(10)

Ja mam jenom smilu. Ja myslim vZdycky vSechno dobfe a nakonec
se mné to vZdycky vobrati” k tomu horSimu jako tamhletomu
mucednikovi na tom obraze. (Hadek)

Mpue npocto He Beser. A BCe CTApalOCh Kax MONYYMIE, 4 Y MEHS
BCe BEIXOIOMT' KONOM, BCE PABHO KAK Y TOMO MYYEHHKA HA MKOHE.
Ke mné jich chodi ze Scotland Yardu mnoho, abych jim vyloZila
karty; a feknou” mné wsSechno, co maji na srdci. (Capek)

Y mens Omieator muorne u3 Crornenn-fppa, gemrrcsli CBOMMH
rOpECTAMH. ..

1.3 Adverbs of manner

a) hned

(1)

Ho oH 3[0pOB, OTYasiHHO, HENPHIWYHO 3[O0POB, €CT 3a TPOMX,
GpOAMT BECh NEHb, CTOMT Nedb - 3achmaet’. (JpeHbypr)

André je viak zdravy, zdravy jako buk, ji za tfi, celé dny se toula,
a kdyZ je Cas k spanku, hned usne”.

b) nahle

(12)

... @ maloval si, jak prohliZeji vlaky, zastavuji auta, letici k hranicim,
ekaji na svou kofist za rohem ulice a ndhle vykroli” se slovy:
“Ve jménu zakona ... 7 (Capek)

. M mpeacTasnan cebe Kak ODBICKMBAIOT MOE3[a, OCTAHABIMBAKOT
HECYIMECS K TDAaHMIe ABTOMANINHBL, MOACTEPEraloT CBOX HOOBIMY
3a yrioM M BHIPACTAIOT H3-Tof 3eMaM co crmoBamu: “VMmenem
3akoHal”

2. Unrestricted iteration

(13)

Fanatik tvrdé fekl: “Pozoruji, Ze vy klgjete.” “To je zvyk,” odpo-
védél Katz, “nékdy se pfistihnu” dokonce, Ze se rouham ...” (Hasek)

QaHaTHK TBEPAO CKasan: - S 3aMeyard, YTO Bbl CKBEPHOCIOBMTE.
- Ilpueniuka, - ckazan Kau. - #MHOrga naxe JOBAKD' cebs Ha
BoroxynscTee.
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(15)

(16)

A7)
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Totiz to je tak: Ja se znam se viemi obchodniky s koberci, co u
nas jsou, a pékdy si je tak obejdu”, abych se podival, co maji na
skladé; vite, ti agenti v Anatdlii a Persii nékdy jenom popadnou?”
néjaky stary kus ukradeny z meSity nebo odkud, a pfibali” jej k
tomu druhému metrovému zbozi; ten cely balik at je v ném co je,
se potom prodava na vahu.

Heno obcronr Tak. 5 3Ha0 BCEX TOProBLEH KOBpaMH, KAKHE €CTh
B H3lIEM I‘OpOI[C, W HHOrA3a 337(01(!. K HHM TIOTJISAETE Hd TOBAp.
Bupute au, ux 3akymmukam B Auatonmun u Ilepcum mro# pa3s
nonapaercs’ CTAPUHHBIM KOBEP, YKPAaQEHHBIA B MEYUETH HIM THe-
HUOy/b; OHM CYIOT' €ro B TOK OBBIMHOrO METPOBOrO TOBApa, M
NOTOM OH TMPOJAETCS HA BEC, YTO OBl TO HM ObLIO.

Annpe He uuTaer raser. Penko cnywaer paano. JHorza cnomm-
Haer' - Kaunuer ... Ho aro Obino gaBHO, B Apyroit xku3Hu. (ODped-
Gypr)
André necte noviny. I radio posloucha zfidka. Tu 8 tam si vzpo-
mene” na Jeannettu ... Ale to uz ani neni pravda, bylo to v jiném
méste.

OH moeTr MO yTpaM B KJIO3ETE ...
B neepr yOopHOH BOERaHO MATOBOE OBANLHOE CTEKJO.
OH NOBOPAYMBAGT' BBLIKAIOYATENb, OBAJ OCBEMAETCA' M3HYTPM H

CTAHOBHTCH' MpeKpacHbiM, UBETa oBana, siiom. (Onewa)

Réano si vzdycky na zichodé zpiva ...

Do dveri zachodu je vsazeno matné ovélné sklo.

OtodiF vypinaem, ovil se zevniti osvétli” a promé&ni® se v krisné
vejce opalové barvy.

OH MoeTcs, Kak MaAbYMK: AYAMT, IPHIVISCLIBAET, (DLIPKAET, HC-
rycKaeT Bonau. Booy OH 3axBaThBaeT NPUIOPLWHAMH U, HE JOHOCK
[0 TIOAMbILIEK, PACCIIENKMEBAET’ 110 UuHOBKE. Boma Ha conome
mccurmercx" MOJIHBIMM, YHCTHIME Karusimu. [leHa, magas B Tas,
aakunaer’, kak Gnvu. MHOrma Mbino OCAEnnseT’ €ro, - OH YepTbi-
Xasich, pasaupaer OonvwuMK naneiamu Bekd. ITonouer ropno ou
C KACKOTOM. HO,II DaNKOHOM OCTAHABJIMBAIOTCH NHOOH H 340HPAOT
ronoesl. (Oneuwa)

Myije se jako kluk, hvizda si, poskakuje, frka a stiikd. Vodu nabiri
celymi hrstmi, a neZ ji donese k podpazi, rozcdkd” ji po rohozi.
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(18)

(19)

(20)

Voda se na slamé roztfikner do velkych irych kapek. Péna, kterad
padne” do umyvadla, vzkypi® pokaZdé jako livancové tésto. Nékdy
se mu dostane” mydlo do odi, a tu kleje a zufivé si mne vicka
velkymi prsty. Pfi kloktani vydava skfeky. Pod balkonem se za-
stavuji lidé a divaji se vzhiru.

Cunne nsMKH noaTsikek BUCAT mo Dokam. OH HEET B CRAMBHIO,
HAXOOMT' Ha CTyNe TEHCHe, HANEBAET' ero mnepes 3CPKaioM M
BO3BpAmAETCH’ B MOIO KOMHATy. 3[€ch, CTOS' mocpennHe, OH IOM-
HUMAET' NSMKM MOATSXEK, 0G€ PA3OM, TAKMM HBHMKEHUEM, TOYHO
R3BAMMBAET Ha Twiedy Knams. CO MHOM HE IOBOPMT' OH HM CJIOEA.
(Onema) '

Modré popruhy 3li mu visi podél bokl. Jde do loznice, nahmata?
na zidli skfipec, nasadi? si ho pfed zrcadlem a vrati® se do pokoje.
Postavi” se doprostied, hodi? si na ramena popruhy 5li pohybem,
jako by zvedal naklad. Se mnou nepromluvi® slovo.

Mensa He nobsaT BEuM ...

Ecnn xaxkas-HuOyAb ApsHb - MOHETA WM 3aroHKa - magaer’ co
cTona, To oObMHO 3aKATHLIBAETCH' OHA MOJ TPYMHO OTOABUIAEMYIO
mebBent. 51 non3aw no nony ¥ HOAHUMAN' ronosy, BUXY, Kak Gyder
cmeercs. (Onewa)

Mne nemaji véci rady ...

Upadne-li* mi se stolu néjakd drobnost - mince nebo knofli¢ek -,
zakutali” se obvykle pod téiky kus nabytku. Lezu po podlaze, a
kdyz zvednu” hlavu, vidim jak se mi pfibornik sméje.

A ouenp mobno ynuuHele 3epkana. OHU BO3HHKAIOT HEOXKM[IAHHO
nonepex nytv. Bam myts oObiveH, CNOKOeH - oDbIuHBI TOPOACKOH
MyTh, HE CYIAUMA BaM HH 4YNEC, HM BuieHui. Bur uaerte, uuuero
He peanonarasi, NONHUMAETE' r1a3a, M BAPYT, HA MWT, BAM CTAHO-
BATCH' SICHO: C MMPOM, C NPABMAAMM MHMpa NPOM3OMNHM HeGhIBAMBIE

- mepemenbl. (Onemwa)

Mam velmi rad pouliéni zrcadla. Vynofuji’ se nedekané napfié cesty.
Vade cesta je obyCejna, klidna - obylejna méstska cesta, neslibujici
zadné zazraky ani zjeveni. Jdete, nic netusite, vzhlédnete” a nihle,
v miiku gjistite”, Ze se svétem, s fady svéta se udaly nebyvalé
zmény.
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(22)

(23)
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Dejme tomu, ze ta holka byla sluzka. Takova sluzka kazdou chvili
néco rozbije”, a kdyz se ji to stane” potfeti, fekne’ ji ta pani ...
{Capek)

HomycTum, 3Ta AeBywka - cayxaHka. CnyXaHKM TO M OeNo Grior’
X03sicKy0 nocyny. Korna sto cayyaercs' B xperwii pa3s, xossiika

TOBOPHUT' €if ...

Je zde vic takovych lidi. Ten padne” v Karpatech s mou neza-
placenou sménkou, ten jde’ do zajeti, te se mné& utopi” v Srbsku,
ten umie” v Uhrach ve $pitile. (Hasek)

U Taknx y meHs B kuuxkke muoro. Oaus mormbaer’ na Kapnarax,
C MOMM HEOMNAYEHHbIM BEKCEAeM, APYrodi mnonagaer’ B mieH,
Tperuii, kak nasno, ToHer' B Cepbum, a 4eTmepThii YMmpaer s
rocnuTane s Berrpum.

“Dnes je to legrace, bejt zavienej”, liboval si Svejk dale, “zadny
étvreeni, zadny Spanélsky boty, kavalce mame, stGl mame, lavici
mame, nemackame se jeden na druhyho, polévku dostanem?”, chleba
nam daji®, diban vody pfinesou®, zichod mame’ pfimo pod hubou.
Ve viem je vidét pokrok. (Hasek)

- Tenepb cuperes B TIOPME - OJHO YAOBONBCTBHE! - MoxBanuean

Hlsefik. - Hukakux yepBepToBaHmii, HUKaKUX Konofgok. Koiika y

HAC €CTb, CTOJ €CTh, NdBKM €CTh, MECTA MHOrO, Noxyebka HaMm
t

nonaraercs’, x1e6 naor’, x6aH BOIE NPUMHOCAT', OTXOXEE MECTO
nox cambiM HocoM. Bo BCeM BuMpaen mporpecc.



ASPECT IN THE DENOTATION OF ITERATIVE EVENTS
PART THREE

ASPECT IN THE DENOTATION OF NEGATED ITERATIVE EVENTS

1. Introduction

In Part Three of the present chapter, aspectual differences between
Russian and Czech in the denotation of negated iterative events will be
illustrated: i.e. the cases in which Russian selects the imperfective whereas
Czech opts for the perfective. A similar tendency has been observed for
Russian and Slovak (Smirnov 1971).

During the investigation of the data it became obvious that aspect
behaves with respect to negation very similarly as with respect to iteration.
Eckert (1984) has drawn attention to this phenomenon and done research
on it. In the previous parts of this chapter it has been shown that with
iterated (non-negated) events, the imperfective is the dominant form in
Russian, while in Czech both aspects occur, with a relatively high
frequency of the perfective. The Russian imperfective operates primarily
at the macro-level of the complex iterated event, while the Czech aspect
is oriented to the micro-level of the individual iterated event. In this
context, Russian often does not make a distinction between types of
events (e.g. processes, results), their internal structure remains opaque.
The Russian imperfective serves frequently as a signal of iteration. This
shows especially in cases, in which iteration is designated solely by means
of an imperfective in Russian, while in Czech an extra lexical means of
iteration has to be added.

The behaviour of aspect in the denotation of negated and iterated
events is very similar: in Russian the imperfective is the dominating
aspect, while the perfective is a frequent form in Czech. This is true
especially of the past tense. Similarly to an iterated event, the negated
event can be viewed as a complex structure in which two levels can be
distinguished: 1. the level of one concrete negated occurrence, and 2. the
level of all possible negated instances of this one occurrence. In other
words, the scope of negation can extend either to all possible instances
of the negated event, or be limited to one concrete individual non-occur-
rence. Although the perfective is possible in Russian with negated events,
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especially when the single non-occurrence is stressed by extra lexical
means as MM pa3y, there seems to be a bias towards the imperfective.
On the other hand, although the imperfective is not infrequent with
negated events in Czech, the perfective is preferred. The selected examples
below illustrate this aspectual difference between the two languages, i.e.
the contrast between the Russian imperfective vs. the Czech perfective.
With the Russian imperfective, it is often not clear what is the internal
structure of the single non-occurrence out of the negated complex. All
types of events are unified under the umbrella of the Russian imperfective
operating at the macro-level of the negated complex. The Czech perfecti-
ve aspect is oriented towards the micro-level of the single non-occurrence,
therefore, its structure is accessible. In the examples below, the perfective
denotes the following types of events: resultative or momentaneous single
non-occurrences. This singleness is in some cases stressed with extra
lexical means (e.g. ani) and by an quantified object (e.g. not one/a single
word). With other types of events such as processes, an imperfective
would have to be used in Czech.

2. The data

Figure 1 below shows the occurrence of aspect in the denotation of
negated events. The sentences that form this collection were excerpted
from various parallel literary texts. The sample is probably not large
enough to serve as conclusive evidence, but it can give an indication of
how aspect works in negative contexts.

Figure 1. Russian and Czech aspect in the denotation of negated events

Russian Czech
past present total  past present  total
PF 33 17 50 69 28 97
IPF 69 27 96 30 19 49
146 146

Data: Capek, Hasek; Andreev, Erenburg, Gor’kij, II'f & Petrov, Olesa

2,1 Expression of negation in the data

The most common expression of negation encountered in the data is
the negation of the verb, in Czech by means of the negative prefix ne-
and in Russian the particle #e. The negated verb is often combined with
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other means denoting negation, such as adverbs, pronouns, adjectives
and conjunctions that contain an element of negation (ne-, ni-, He-, Hu-)
or the lexical meaning is clearly negative (e.g. Zddny). In some cases of
this lexical negation, the verb is not necessarily negated (e.g. mererxo
orcrynaercs). Various expressions of negation that have been encountered
in the data are enumerated below (under a)), also some means that are
as such not negative, but stress or specify negation (under b)).

Czech:

a) nic, nikdo, nikdy, nikam, nikde; Zidny; ani, ani ... ani, ani jeden; aniz;
nejednou;

b) jesté ne, uZ ne, vic ne, dil ne; hned tak ne;
jestli ne, jestlie ne, aby ne, dokud ne, pokud ne.

Russian:
a) HHYero, HUKTO, HUKOrga, HHKYAA, HHTAE; HHKAKOH; HH, HY ...HH, HE ...H
/ M ... HE, Hi COHH;
HEOAHOKDATHO, HH Pa3y, HE pa3, HE OQHAXIBL
HENErKo;
b) yxxe He, boabuie He, HE O4YEHb, HE COBCEM, NAXE HE;
echu He, NIOKa HE.

2.2 Examples of negated sentences - the present tense

(1)  Vodmalitka mam takovou smulu. Vidycky chci néco vopravit,
udélat dobfe, a nikdy nic z toho nevyjde” nez néjaka nepiijemnost
pro mne i pro vokoli. {(HaSek)

C Manmix ner MHe He Be3eT. Sl Bcerga Xovy NONpaBHTh AENC, YTOOL!
BCe GbUI0 NO-XOPOWEMY, M HUXOTAA HUYETO U3 3TOrO HE BHIXONMT,
KpOME HEMPUSTHOCTEH M JNS MEHS WM ONS OPYTHX.

(2) Heuna? Ho pesymxa mMonauuT, HE XOBMT B LEPKOBb, HE oTBevaer’
Matepu. (Operbypr)
Denisa? Ale ta je zamlkld, do kostela nechodi, matce nikdy nic
nefekne?. :

(3) Obpamanyu Bol BHUMAHKE HA TO, YTO COJb CMNAJAET C KOHYMKA HOXKA,
HE OCTABASA' HMKAKHMX CJEJOB, - HOX ONELeT, KaK HEeTPOHYThI.
(Onewa)

Vsimi jste si nékdy, Ze sul spadne se $piCky noZe a nezanecha’”
po sobé Zidnou stopu - nuz se tipyti jako netknuty.
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)

)

©)

(7)

®)

)

- Ilns okpacky ecTb 3amedaTensHoe cpencto ‘Turanuk’. [Tomydeno
¢ Tamoxuun. KonrpaGangusii Tosap. He cMpmsaercs’ mu xononHoi,
HH ropsyed Bonoit, Hu ... (Mned & Ierpos)

“K barveni mam znamenity pfipravek Titanik. Dostal jsem ho pfimo
z celnice. Pafované zbozi. Nesmyje” se ani studenou, ani horkou
vodou ...

- Ho Bseas MHe anTekapr roBOpWI, YTO 3TO Oyder paavKasibHO
gephbiii user. He cMbmaeres’ HM xonomHoil, HU ropsdell BOROIL,
HH MbUILHON TEHOH, HM KepocuHoM ... KourpaGanpuviéi ToBap.
(Unedp & Tlerpos)

“Ale lékarnik mi fikal, Ze je to radikalni Cerna barva. Nesmyje” se
studenou ani horkou vodou, mydlem ani petrolejem ... PaSované
zboZi. :

Je to n&jaka zabava? Ani ten kupletista se neobjevi”. Ani pit dnes
mladii dustojnici neumi. Neni jeSté dvanact hodin, a uz je za stolem
jak vidite, pét opilych. (Hasek)

A meiHue? Passe s10 pasenedenne? Kymnerucr - H ToT HE pos-
magercs’. Jlaxe nure Temeps Mnagmue oguuEpH HE YMeoT!
,HBGHBJILIHTH HacCOB €I€ HET, a4 33 CTONOM YXCE, KaK BMOWUTE, TIATH
[TbAHLIX.

Bel npochinaerect ... He memenureck’, ytobnl He HapywuTh He-
noneuxkHocru oceewenus. (Onewa)

Probudite se ... Ani se nehnete”, abyste neporusili nehybné osvétleni.

Teda to vite: kdyZ si chlap néco vezme do hlavy, tak hned tak
nepovoli”; a kdyZ je to sbératel, tak pujde tieba vrazdit ... (Capek)
Bul camu 3HaeTe: MyXulMHa HEJETKO OTCTYMAeTcs’ OT TOro, YTO
B36peno emy B ronoey. 1 ecnu oH KonneknuoHep, TO I'OTOB MOMTH
u Ha ybBuiicTo.

Okaszanoce, uto ‘Maxnep’ He opnoBel, a NEPEKPALICHHbIA METHC,
d METHUCBHI TOpa3f0o pE3BCC OPJIOBIEB, U UX K HMM Ha BEPCTY HE

noanyckaior’, (Unug & Ilerpos)
Ukazalo se, Ze Makléf nebyl éistokrevny orelsky ki, ale nabarveny
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na kilometr k sobé.

Ale von je potvorél, kouse o viechno pryl. Nedd” se pohladit.
(Hasek)
Ho kycaercs, cBonous, 3eepcku. Iornanute He paercs’.

2.3 Examples of negated sentences - the past tense

2.3.1 Extra lexical negation

a) nikdy nic / HMKOTAa HWIEro

Qay

Nikdy jsem nic neudélal” naschvil ... (HaSek)

Huxorna s Hudero e geian’ Hapo4yHoO ...
HE oonan Hap

(12) Ja jsem nikdy nic neukrad” ... zeptejte se ... (Capek)

51 HMROTrga HMMETrO He EpaJIi ... XOTE KOTO CHPOCHTE ...

b) nikdy nikam / HuKorga HMKyAa

(13)

O manévrech providél se svym plukem pravé divy. Nikdy nedorazil”
nikam v¢as, vodil pluk v kelonéch proti strojnim pudkam ... (HaSek)

Ha MZHEBPAX TIOJIKOBHUK TBOPDHA CO CBOWM HNOJKOM NIPAMO Hyneca.
HHKOTrAa HUKY[a BOBDCMA He NIOCHEBAN’ ¥ BOIKUI MOJIK KOJIOHHAMM
NpoTHE ITYJICMETOB.

¢) nikdy / Huxorga

14)

5)

(16)

Ou ee me Gum, He pyraja, HO ¥ He nackan’ HAKorpa. (Topnkwii
) pY HE MacKan P

Nebil ho, nenadaval mu, ale také ho nikdy nepohladil”.

Mné nikdy v zivoté nenapadlo”, Ze existuje néjakej plesatej general-
major. (Hadek)

MHe HMKOIAa B ronoBy HE NPUXOOMNQ’, YTO CYMECTBYET Ha CBETE
KaKO#-TO MUIEIUBBIR TeHcpan-Maiiop.

B. crapasics He OTTONKHYTb €70 M HMKOTAA DU HEM HE 3aMKancs’
o corpymHutiecTBe ¢ ['epmanueit. (3penbypr)
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17)

(18)

(19)

(20)

21

B. si ho pfedchazel a nikdy se pfed nim pepodfekl” o spolupraci
s Némeckem.

Wnoraa npuxopuna CameHbka, OHA HUKOTAA HE CHJENA' [ONTO ...
(Topekait)

Obcas pfichazivala SaSenka, nikdy se dlouho nezdrzela”,

Myu nowsina, 4TO HEKOTAA NpeXAe He BCTPEYAma’ TAKMX JOfed.
(3pentypr)

Mouche si uvédomila, ze nikdy piedtim se nesetkala® s lidmi jeho
druhu.

[Topemucras gyma orua @enopa He 3uana moxos. He 3nama’ oma
ero HuRorga. Hu toraa, korna oH Opu1 BOCIUTAHHMKOM AYXOBHOIO
yaunuina, ®egeit, HM Korga oH 6uu1 ycarsiM cemuHapuctoM. (Mias
& Ilerpos)

Vznétlivd due otce Fjodora neznala klidu. Nepoznala” ho nikdy.
Ani kdyz jes§té byval zikem Fedou a pozdéji vousatym studentem
teologie ...

Jo nsarunecsaTd NET OH HE XBOpaji; MHOro mui, xypun fes ocra-
HOBKM, Hegockman', (Dpenbypr)

Do svych padesati let Dessere nechuravél: hodné pil, koufil bez
piestani, nikdy nedospal®.

U npexpe mouemy-To Gbuo Tak, uro Hysa HMKOraa He rosopmir’
npsmo ¢ Mucycom, u ToT HMKOraa npamo He obpamancs’ x Hemy ...
(Annpees)

Ani dfive se kupodivu nikdy nestalo?, aby Jida§ piimo rozmlouval
s JeziSem a Kristus ho také nikdy pfimo neoslovil”.

d) nikdo / muxTO

(22)

- A TBOErO BapyHa YTO, IWENHYMM? - HeoXKumaHHO crnpocua Ocran.
- Huxto e maenan'. Cam yexan. Yro emy TyT 6pn0 ¢ conpgatHeit
ceupets ... (Mned & Ilerpog)

“A tvého pana odbouchli?” znenadani se zeptal Ostap.
“Nikdo ho peodbouch”. Sam odjel. Co by se tu bavil s vojaky.
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(23) Uz to zacalo byt jaksi trapné; nikdo z pfitomnych se nezved!”.
(Capek)

BosHuksa aTMmocgepa HENOBKOCTHM: HMKTO M3 MPUCYTCTBYIOUINX
HE BCTaBaAN .

(24) Hauanocs crniokoiiHoe Teyenne cnyxedxoro nus. HHUKTO HE TpeBo-
XN’ cTon peructpaunu cMepred u 6pakos. (Mnedp & Ilerpos)

Utedni hodiny mijely v klidu a pokoji. Registratora umrti a shatki

uz nikdo nevyrudil®.

(25) Totiz jsou to moc chytfi lidé. Ale ja jsem to nefekl” nikommu,
estné slovo. (Capek)

... OHU QYEHb JIOBKUE MOAM. S| HUKOMy HE FOBOPWI' O JOKYMEHTE,
YECTHOE CJIOBO.

€) nic / mmwyero
(26) Kaidé jeji slovo, kaidou jeji vytalku jsem desetkrat obracel a
kuchal; ale nenafel” jsem nic. (Capek)

JecsTkH pa3 s NEpeTonkoBblBaN W obnyMbiBan KaXaoe€ €& COBO
U OTTOBOPKY, HO HE HAXOOWA' HHYETO ...

f) ani/ mmetc.

(27) Pfed tfemi roky mné zemfela Zena. Ja to nepfiznal” sobé ani jinym,
ale bylo mné hrozné smutno. (Capek)

Tpu roaa Hasap ymepna mos xeHa. S He npu3saeancs’ HM cebe,
HM TIOSM, HO MHE Obl10 HEBBIHOCHMO IPYCTHO.

(28) XoTa nmena CBOEro MY>KYMHA B MUIXKAKE €lie H HE HauuHAR', HO
yiiTu eMy yxe xotetock. (Mnbd & [Terpos)

Tiebaze svou zéleZitost jesté ani nezaCal®, uz by byl nejradsi odesel.

(29) On npornaTeiBan AECITOK razeT U HE NPONMYCKAN' HA OZHOH AEMOH-
crpauuu. (JpeHbypr)

Hltal desatery noviny a nepropasl” ani jednu demonstraci.
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(30)

*J4 jsem tady od patnactého unora a-neodefel” jsem ani na pil dne,
ja mam na to svédky.’ (Capek)

- 8 ageck ¢ naTHaguatoro ¢empans M HUKYAA HE OTmywancs’, y
MEHS CBHIETENH ECTh.

g) mnejednou / me opuaxan, HE pa3

(1)

(32)

2.3.2
(33)

(4

(35)

(36)

- Xpomoro Huna mouxka? JInuo mue 3Hakomoe, 60 HE ORHAKBI
apan’ meus 3a yws ... (Topbknit)

‘Chromého Nila dcera? Na toho se pamatuju, protoZe mé nejednou

vytahal” za usi ...’

B., Toprosaewnii ontom xode, 3nan, 4to JI. gemosek HeCTHLI:
HE pa3 OH NONL3OBANCH' €ro YC/AyraMM Vi1 OXpaHbl Topapa oOT
yredku. (OpeHbypr)

B., takto velkoobchodnik s kéavou, védél, Ze L. pracuje poctive;
nejednou pouZil” jeho sluzeb, aby zabrénil kradezi svého zboii.

No extra lexical negation

Ckyna ona Gbina no qpesamqaﬁHoém, ¥ Toneko Bepnoctey Minnonu-
Ta MaTeeeBnya HE AABANA' Pa3BEPHYTHCH ITOMY 3aXBATLIBAIOLIEMY
gyscrey. (s & Ilerpos). -

Lakoma byla az bih brani a jenom zefova chudoba nedovolila?,
aby se tento jeji silny rys jak nalezi rozvinul.

... pét let mé okradal maj prokurista, a ja jsem na to nepfiSel”!
(Capek)

.. TIATL NeT MeHs OOKpapbiBasi MOl CODCTBEHHbIH ynpasjstOulMid,
a s faxe HE HOTATBIBANICH'!

Potom jsem dostal spalu, a Lojzika ke mné nepustili®, tfeba -stival
u nas na chodbé a piskal ... (Capek)

Ho BoT 9 3abBonen ckapnatvHoii, u JIoHaWka He OYCKAMM” KO MHe,
XOTH OH TOPYan y Hac B KOPHIOPE M HAcBHCTHIBAN ..

A pak jsem si vzpomnél: ‘Tedy Lojzik mné ty znimky neukradl”!

‘Kriste Pane, jak ja mu kfivdil? (Capek)
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(38)

(39)

(40)

(41)

(42)

(43)
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A TmOTOM npumia MbICAL: 3HAYwT, Jloi3uk HE Kpan' 3TWX Mapok.
T'ocnomyn Goxe, Kak s GbU1 K HEMY HECIIPABEN/IMB.

... ale dole, to neni nic, ten chlap nema v trupu Zadny $vunk. Ja
myslim, pane okresni, Ze to nehodil”. (Capek)

C TakuM kopiycoM He MoXeT ObiTh MoOWHOro zamaxa. Her,
roCnOAMH Cyabsi, oH HE Bpocan’ xamus.

KoH4uB uTeHME, MONONEXKDL AO/IO -CHOpuia, HO B. He mpuHuMayy’
ydacTusi B cropax. (Topbkuii)

Kdyz bylo pfed¢itani skonfeno, mladez dlouho debatovala, ale
V. se debat nezidastnil®.

On me euHocun’ ymepba: ero ockop6manu uepHuna ... (3penbypr)

Nestrpél” poskozené véci kolem sebe; Sel mu na nervy inkoust ...

Owna nymana, 94To JOMXKHA OT HEro yTH, HO HE ﬂqmﬂ (Openbypr)
Rekla si, Ze by bylo 1épe od ného odejit hned, ale neodeslaP.

" Ha pywe Wnnonura MaTBeeBnwya CHOBa CTaj0 HEOOBIKHOBEHHO

panocTHo. On He mpepcrasnsn’ cebe, kak OyAer NPHXOAMTL B
OMyCTeBlIy10, 3aMycoperHyio KeapTupy. (Uned & Ilerpos)

Zmocnil se ho pocit neobyéejné osklivosti. Nedoved|” si predstavit,
jak bude vchazet do prazdného neuklizeného bytu.

... nasledkem toho smél chodit po lesich s tim tragickym pravodem,
aniz se na ného nékdo utrhl?, Ze tu nema co délat. (Capek)

. ¥ €My MO3BOJHJIM CONPOBOXZATHL 3TO TPATMYECKOE IIECTBHE,
TO €CTh HHKTO HE FHAJ ero - Hedero, Moi, Tebe TyT menatk.

Svejk pravé sedél na posteli po obvyklé denni kiife ptedepsané
dr. Grunsteinem, obklopen skupinou vychrtlych a vyhladovélych
simulantd, kteii se doposud nevzdali” a houZevnaté zapasili s dr.
Grunsteinem na pudé uplné diety. (Hasek)

HIBeiik TOMLKO 4YTO BEPHYJNCS HAa CBOK KOWKY nocne OBbrMHOro
€KEeQHEBHOro Typa, npegmucansoro gokropom I., u cupen, okpy-
JKEHHBIH TONMON HCXYAABIINX M M3TONIOAABIINX CHMYJISHTOB, KOTO-
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(44)

(45)

6)

phi€ KO CHx TIOp HE CIABAIUCE' 1 YHROPHO TIPOAOJLKANHM COCTAIATH
co cTporoif guetoi pokTopa I. '

ITocne yxuHa OH cOpAcHIBAI NOCYRY €O CTONMA Ha MOJ, ECNM XEHA
He ycnenana' Bospems yOpath ee ... (Topbkuit)

Po vedefi shazoval nadobi se stolu na zem, jestlize se¢ Zené nepo-

dafilo® véas je uklidit ..

Asi za deset dni - po téch deset dni jsme se museli skryvat, aby
nas kaktusafi peroztrhali” samymi dotazy - jsem poslal druhou
zpravu ... (Capek)

Hennb Yepes fecsTh, - BCE 3TO BPEMsi ‘MBI BEIHYKJE€HBI ‘BbLIM :CKPbI-
BaThes, 4TOOH Hac He JIOMERAmA' DPACCIPOCAMII BCTPEBOXKEHHbLIE
MOBUTENN KAKTYCOB, - S NOCAAN B ra3eTy €le OfHy 3aMETKY TAaKoro
CONEPKAHUK ...

U po Tex nop packaymean oH Taxesoro Ilerpa, moka He Mpocuria-
JHUCL' B HEM 3ACOXUIME BOCMOMMHAHHA ... {AHApeer)

A a dlouho pobizel tézkopadného Pétra, dokud se v ném ‘nepro-

budily? zasiité vzpominky ...
P



ASPECT IN THE DENOTATION OF SEQUENCES OF EVENTS

1. Introduction

1.0 Preamble

This chapter deals with Russian and Czech aspect in the denotation
of sequences of successive events. The context has been restricted to
past, non-iterated events. In both Russian and Czech, the perfective is
generally considered to be the typical form denoting succession. However,
after the investigation of a considerable number of narrative texts
containing sequences of -events, it became clear that while in Russian the

- perfective is predominant, Czech shows a relatively high frequency of
the imperfective (see Figure 1 in section 1.4). It was Ivancev (1961) who
first drew attention to this phenomenon in his monograph on the “con-
textually conditioned ingressive use” of imperfective verbs in Czech in
comparison with other Slavic languages. Ivandev gives numerous examples
of the Czech imperfective as part of sequences of successive events; in
many cases the imperfective follows a perfective and/or is ‘sandwiched’
between two perfectives. The ingressive use of the Czech imperfective
occurs typically with the determined verbs of motion which are ‘suscepti-
ble’ to an ingressive interpretation, and with other verbs with an element
of motion and inchoative verbs, as well as with expressions of states but
also with certain lexical groups of verbs such as verba dicendi, sentiendi
etc. (cf. IvanCev 1961, particularly 78-80, and Stunova 1988). The in-
gressivity of the Czech imperfective often becomes clear through trans-
lation in other languages, e.g. Russian where the perfective is used in
similar positions. However, it is not only ingressive verbs that are used
to translate the Czech imperfective into Russian, terminative verbs .occur
frequently, too. In other words, apart form the “contextually determined
ingressive use” of the Czech imperfective signalled by Ivaniev, a “con-
textually determined terminative use” can be assumed as well. This will
‘be illustrated below by a collection of examples.

The necessary question to be raised is how to explain the observed
systematic differences in the use of aspect between Russian .and Czech,
one of which is the “contextually determined ingressive use” of the Czech
imperfective vs. the perfective in Russian in similar positions. Ivancev
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gives a diachronic explanation in which the influence of German on Czech
plays an important role. Also Galton (1976: 70) offers a diachronic
explanation, but from a totally different point of view: he explains the
spread of the ingressive use to other categories than the determined verbs
of motion by the loss of the imperfective aorist. This form used to denote
“an action in progress for some time between two limiting points; in the
major North Slavic languages, this can now be replaced only by a perfec-
tive aspect which accounts for the succession, but not for the duration,
or by an imperfective past which renders the duration, but not the suc-
cession” (ibid.). Galton disagrees further with the thesis of Ivanéev con-
cerning the German influence on the Czech aspect, but doubts also the
possibility of the maintenance of the Czech imperfective aorist, be it in
another form. Galton (in p.c.) states that: “I still stick to my belief that
German influence counts for nothing in this Czecho-Slovak peculiarity,
but it is also hard to credit the Old Czech imperfective aorist with such
a staying power, even through the assumption of its function by another
tense”. However, it might nevertheless be possible that the loss of such
specialized forms as the (imperfective) aorist, the imperfect, the (plu)
perfect etc. can cause a certain semantic ambiguity of the remaining few
forms. In other words, the ‘cumulation of functions’ that has taken place
with the remaining forms (cf. Dostil 1967) can lead to a kind of semantic
polyinterpretability of the forms, in which each language can have its
own semantic bias.

11 The hypothesis

Apart from the diachronic explanation of the ingressive and terminative
use of the Czech imperfective in contrast to Russian and other Slavic
languages, an explanation from the synchronic perspective might be valid
as well. In Chapter 1 explanations based on invariant meanings were
discussed. It has been mentioned above that the problem of invariant
meanings was their seeming vagueness and relative inaccessibility. There-
fore, supplementary to the invariance hypothesis, another proposal will
be made, which is conform recent investigations of aspect in discourse.
For instance, Fielder (in Thelin 1990) stresses the importance of the
discourse level in the process of encoding of the Russian aspect. My
research leads to a similar conclusion. On the basis of observation of
numerous data of various types an inductive hypothesis has been formu-
lated concerning the selection and functioning of aspect in discourse
(see also Chapter 1).
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In sequences of events, the Russian aspect operates at the level of the
whole sequence, irrespective the character of the individual event. Events
that would be normally expressed by the imperfective such as states are
perfectivized. The same applies also to certain lexical groups of verbs
such as verba sentiendi that generally prefer the semantically broader
imperfective, however not in sequences. It can be assumed that certain
factors at the discourse level contribute to the choice of aspect in Russian,
while this level is not of primary importance in Czech. Czech aspect
concentrates on the internal structure and the lexical meaning of each
individual verb that are situated at the paradigmatic level. It is this level
that is decisive for the selection of the aspectual form. It can therefore
be said that the Czech aspect possesses a more lexical character than
the Russian aspect. Generally, Russian aspect operates in larger wholes,
i.e. it has a broad scope, while the Czech aspect concentrates on the
particular events and their structure that form part of a larger whole.

1.2 Aspect in narrative texts

In contrast to the relatively recent discourse-oriented studies, which
work with text as the unit of the analysis, the majority of the traditional
linguistic works devoted to the semantics of the Russian aspect are con-
ducted at the sentence, or clause level. This implies a tacitly assumed
semantic autonomy of the sentence (cf. Filatova-Hellberg 1975: 85). How-
ever, sentences usually form part of enunciations or texts larger than
one sentence. Discourse-oriented studies show the importance of the
textual (narrative) level for the morphological encoding of aspect (cf.
Timberlake 1982, Fielder 1990). Similarly, Gasparov (1979: 126) states
that the use of aspect depends on rules at both the sentence level and
the text level. In comparison to the related categories ‘tense’ and
‘modality’, which form the basic means of predication in the sentence,
aspect in Russian plays an analogical role at the textual level (ibid.). Ben-
veniste (1966: 77) distinguishes two basic types of texts: ‘histoire’ (narrati-
ve) and ‘discours’ (e.g. dialogue). This distinction in the type of text can
also play an important role in the selection of the aspectual forms (cf.
Barentsen 1992).

This chapter concentrates on the narrative type of text. Narrative texts
are organized along two axes: the axis of successivity and the axis of
simultaneity. Relating this to aspect, the following formulation based on
the classical Latin grammar can be found in Maslov (1984: 191-193):.
“Perfecto procedit, imperfecto insistit narratio”. This principle is valid
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for many languages and the presence of the grammatical opposition
between the axis of successivity vs. the axis of simultaneity can serve as
a clear criterion for the aspectual category in the past tense (ibid.). In
Slavic aspectology, the principle “Perfecto procedit, imperfecto insistit
narratio” is also reflected in the theory of ‘situation types’ (i.e. the op-
position ‘to - nastgp’ in Koschmieder 1934, adapted by Galton 1976 in
‘background - emergence’), in the Russian theory on the types of aspect-
ual contexts (‘don - Hactymnenne’, cf. Bondarko 1971: ch. 4), as weli as
in the American theory of grounding in which the relationship of the
perfective and the imperfective in discourse comes close to the fore-
ground - background distinction. The perfective expresses Kkinetic,
sequential events which are central to the unfolding narrative (Hopper
1979: 58, Chvany 1980, 1985). In narrative texts, the Russian perfective
can serve as a cohesive means for linking events with each other in a
narrative line (cf. Stunova 1991: 294 on Russian, and also Contini 1987
on cohesion and the meaning of aspect in Swahili). The imperfective
aspect is used typically for backgrounding: situations, descriptions and
actions which are simultaneous or overlapping with an event expressed
by the perfective (Hopper: ibid.). However, although the correlation of
aspect and grounding is strong, it is not automatic; sequentiality is a
much stronger factor (cf. Chvany 1985: 257).

1.3 Russian aspect and the sequential chain of events

In this section, sequential chain or sequence of events (Russian ngems)
will be briefly discussed. Sequential chains usually form part of the
narrative line and therefore do not necessarily fall within the confines
of a single sentence, but operate at the suprasentential, textual level.
Sequence of events is a type of aspectual context in which a series of
perfective forms expresses successive, changing events (Bondarko &
Bulanin 1967: 62). In this context, the Russian perfective past form is
used in one of its two main partial meanings, i.e. the aorist meaning,
defined as a fact or a sum of facts in the past (ibid.: 91). Below an
example of a minimal sequence is given (from Bondarko 1971: 180):

@O On Bepuynca”, menneuno pasgencs”’ u ner”. (Yexos: ITouemnyit)

Bondarko (ibid.) explains the functioning of aspect in the sequential
chain of events as follows: in such a chain, an aspectual dependency
emerges between the verb forms. The first form establishes the temporal
plan and conditions the aspect of the following form that forms a link
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in the chain of events. In other words, in such a structure, the first form
is decisive and every following form is conditioned by the previous one.
As far as aspect concerns, a similar principle applies: each form defines
aspectually the following form in the chain, except for the last one, which
is only conditioned. This aspectual dependency is not absolute: a breaking
point in the homogene chain of events can emerge or the chain can come
to an end and a switch from the perfective to the imperfective aspect
can take place. According to Rassudova (1984: 39), in Russian, the occur-
rence of the perfective past form is considered obligatory if the sentence
does not contain any special sequential markers such as cwavana - first,
notom, 3arem - then etc. In the following example an illustration is given
of a more complex sequence of events that surpasses the sentence level.

(2) Tonbko 3a ITonoseiM 3akpelnachk nBEpb, BaraHoB cen’” x Croay
mucate. On samucan® Ttak (...). ITpoumran”. Ilocsucren” (...).
AKKypaTHO pajopsan® mucT, cobpan’” KA0404KHM B 1AA0OHb U mOMENn”
u Gpocun® ux B kop3uny. Ilocroan” wan Kopawnoi (...). (Iykmus;
Paccynosa)

To Rassudova (ibid.), the function of the Russian perfective to express

temporal relations such as sequencing “derives from the meaning of the

perfective because each successive action in a sequential chain can begin

only upon the completion of the preceding action”. A crucial theoretical

point is thus whether sequencing should be regarded as a part of the

meaning proper, or as derived from the meaning (Rassudova), or rather

as a mere implicature, an approach advocated by Comrie. Comrie (1985:

26) argues that sequencing is not a part of the meaning of the perfective, .
but an implicature deducible from the context by general conversational

principles as formulated by Grice.

1.4 Comparison of Russian and Czech aspect in the denotation of
sequence of events

As has been stated above, in Russian a chain of successive events in
the past is typically expressed by means of the perfective preterite. Con-
sidering example (3), the situation in Czech might seem to be identical.

(3) Tedy ta posledni kasa, co si ten Balaban vybral?, byla u firmy X.
On tam vlezl? oknem (...). A na tom misté, kde tu kasu nacal’,
ji taky oteviel” (...). Potom vybral? penize, asi Sedesdt tisic, snédl”
kus Speku a chleba, co si s sebou pfinesl?, a zas odeSel” oknem
(...). Potom donesl? ty penize k sestenici (...). (Capek)
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U sor Banabau Bubpan’? ceow ‘nocaegnion’ kaccy (...). bamaban
BIe3” B KOHTOPY uepe3 okHoO (...). Kaccy on BCKpBUT® ¢ nepBoro
xe ‘saxona’ (...). BckpuiB P kaccy, banaGan BHYR” feHbrH, THICHY
OKOJIO LIECTHAECSTH, ChEN? Kycok Xneba co MmIMroM, 4To NpHHec’
¢ coBoi, U CHOoBa BeUIE3” B OKHO. OH COpPSTaN’” neHuru y ABOKO-
ponHoit cectpol (...).

However, examination of a number of texts clearly has shown that the

Czech imperfective occurs frequently in positions in which the Russian

perfective is encountered.

(4)  Kdyz mé vidél’, porougel’ se té panicce a 3el’ ke mné. (Capek)

Vaupes ” Mensi, OH PACTPOMAACH” ¢ NaMOYKOIl U NIOAOMEN” KO MHE.

For the Russian native speaker, the occurrence of three imperfectives in
a sequence of successive events without any markers whatsoever would
have a different effect than in Czech: an impression of lengthy processes
taking place simultaneously is created. In the Czech original sentence,
the imperfectives do not deny the idea of a sequential chain. Even though
the events might be interpreted as partly overlapping, the interpretation
of a sequence is preferred here. If a narrow, i.e. strictly successive inter-
pretation of a sequence is required, lexically related perfectives can be
used as in the following sentence.

(5)  Kdyi mg uvidél”, odporoucel” se t¢ panicce a pfiSel” (pfistoupil”)
ke mné.

Galton (1976: 71) observes that in such cases the narration acquires a
staccato character. In the majority of examples of sequence of events in
which the Czech imperfective was encountered, it was possible to sub-
stitute it by its perfective counterpart. However, under influence of
various factors, Czech frequently prefers the imperfective; this in contrast
to Russian, where the perfective almost exclusively occurs. Investigation
of the data has revealed that it was usually impossible to substitute the
Russian perfective by the related imperfective. Figure 1 below shows the
frequency of aspect forms in the examined sample of texts.

Figure 1. Encountered aspect forms in sequences of events

aspect perfective imperfective total
Russian 135 5 140
Czech 75 65 140
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data: Capek, II'f & Petrov (original version and translation)
(All the Czech forms are in the past tense, Russian includes 15 perfective
gerunds)

Although this sample is relatively small and perhaps not sufficient to
supply conclusive evidence, nevertheless a notable difference in the distri-
bution of aspect forms in the two languages is signalled. In the meantime,
more relevant data has been collected showing that the use of the Czech
imperfective as part of sequences of successive events is a rather common
phenomencn. Part Two of this chapter contains numerous examples
illustrating the aspectual difference: the Russian perfective vs. the Czech
imperfective.

1.5 The ingressive use of the Czech imperfective

One of the important factors which plays a role in the different
distribution of aspect forms in Czech and Russian in sequences of events,
has been discovered by Ivanéev (1961) in his excellent monograph, later
discussed by Galton (1976: 68-71) and Maslov (1984: 194). As has been
mentioned in the preamble to this chapter, Ivanfev reports an ‘ingressive
use’ of the imperfective past to be typical particularly for Czech in
contrast to some other Slavic languages, such as Bulgarian or Russian.
Below one of his examples is given to illustrate this phenomenon:

(6)  Bretschneider umlkl” a dival’ se zklamané po pusté hospodé.
(Hasek)

EperuHeiinep 3aMomuan® u €1an’ ¢ pa3oyapoBAHNEM PACCMATDH-
BaTh: ' NyCTOH TPakTup.

Other evidence of this type of occurrence of the Czech imperfective
can be found in Kopecny (1962: 81) who also refers to Ivancev (1961).
Kopeény concentrates on the determined verbs of motion and states
that a general tendency can be observed in Czech to replace an ingressive
type of construction containing a perfective by an imperfective, which
does not explicitly express ingressivity. So instead of the perfectives as
in (7), Czech would prefer the imperfective as in (8).

(7)  Vstal? a zadal” b&fet’ k fece / Vstal” a dal” se do béhu.
(8)  Vstal? a b&zel’ k fece.
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If example (8) would be literally translated into Russian, a less well-
formed sentence would be produced as in (9):

(9)  On nommwsincs” u * Gexan’ « pexe.
Russian definitely prefers the ingressive perfective (as in (10)):
(10)  Ou mogmancsa® u nobexan” k peke.

Some determined verbs of motion in Czech show a deficiency in the
aspect system. The ingressive perfective past forms *posel, *pojel, *po-
béZel etc. which would correspond with the Russian forms momen, no-
exan, nobexan, do not exist. However, as has been mentioned above,
the Czech imperfective past form does not necessarily have an ingressive
interpretation each time. Kopeény (1962: 13) mentions that determined
verbs of motion (such as §ef) generally occur in ‘perfective situations’,
i.e. situations in which a perfective verb would be expected. Kopeény!
gives the following example:

(1)  Kde je Tonda? Sel‘ do mésta (= odesel”).

In the data section that follows it will be shown that the use of the
Czech imperfective in sequences of events in positions in which the
perfective would be expected is not confined to ingressivity, but
terminativity or delimitation play a role as well. Although verbs of
motion are frequent, this phenomenon applies equally to other lexical
groups of verbs.

1.6  Lexical groups of verbs

Lexical meaning of the verb plays an important role in the choice of
the Czech aspect. This became even more obvious from observations
based on an additional, larger corpus or texts. Below in Figure 2 a
sample of correspondences: Russian perfective vs. Czech imperfective in
the context of sequences of events is analyzed according to the lexical
and semantic group to which the verb belongs.
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Figure 2. The Russian perfective vs. the Czech imperfective in sequences
(parameters: lexical groups of verbs, aspectual phase, state of affairs)

%
verba movendi (incl. 102 prefix nmo-) 206 (46.3)
verba dicendi /sentiendi /cogitandi 99  (20.3)
movement (Rus.) vs. state/ in medias res (Cz.) 58 (12)
ingressive (Rus.) vs. middle aspect phase (Cz.) 53 (1)
other = modal, durative, conative, iterative 70 (14.4)
total 486  (100%)

data: Bulgakov, Hasek I, II, Rybakov

The largest group is that of verbs of motion (46.3%). There is a tendency
in Czech to use the imperfective with the determined verbs of motion
(e.g. Sel, jel, bézel) since this groups is ‘defective’ i.e. there are no cor-
responding perfectives with the prefix po- as in Russian. However, many
other verbs of motion that occur in sequences do possess a perfective
in Czech, but it does not occur frequently in this context. The majority
of these verbs express a determined movement.

Generally, in both languages the imperfectives of the verba dicendi/
sentiendi/cogitandi are preferred because they are semantically broader
and thus more neutral than the frequently ingressive perfective. However,
this tendency is not valid in sequences of events in Russian.

The following two groups are very similar. In Czech the middle
aspectual phase is expressed in the form of a state, process or in medias
res, in Russian the ingressive phase or movement, however, the latter is
not necessarily ingressive, it can also be terminative.

The last category consists of verbs denoting modality, durativity,
conativity and iterativity, i.e. categories that prefer the imperfective in
both languages. However, again, this principle is not valid for Russian
in sequences of events.

2. The Data - Examples from Russian and Czech parallel texts

2.1 Types of aspectuality

In this section, 24 examples are given to illustrate the difference
between Russian and Czech in the occurrences of aspect forms in the
context of sequence of events. In all the examples given below, the Czech
imperfective corresponds with the Russian perfective. In Russian, the
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event expressed by the perfective is interpreted either in its initial, i.e.
ingressive phase, or in its final, i.e. terminative phase. In this sample,
the terminative interpretation occurs even more frequently than the
ingressive one. In a few cases, the event is presented as delimited. In
such cases the event unit spans only a relatively short period of time.
The correspondences between Czech and Russian will be divided accord-
ing to these three encountered types of aspectuality expressed in the
Russian perfective:

1. ingressivity
2. terminativity
3. delimitation.

ad 1. Ingressivity

The event is interpreted in Russian in its ingressive phase. Two types
of expression have been encountered:

a) the Russian ingressive perfective verb with a prefix fulfilling chiefly
this aspectual function (3a-, no-, y- etc.); s

b) constructions with a perfective phasal verb (crars, Hayate) in com-
bination with an infinitive or a noun. Consider the following examples:

(1)  Kdyz jsem tedy pfijel” do Liverpoolu, &ekali‘’ mé ti Angli¢ani na
nadrazi a odvezli’ mé do hotelu, abych si odpocal; ale kdyz jsem
se vykoupal”, tak jsem se §el” podivat na mésto, a pfi tom jsem
se ztratil”. (Capek)

Tak eoT, npuexan” s s Jusepnys. MeHa yxKe Xaanu' Ha BoK3ane
¥ OTBE3JM” B TOCTHHHULY OTAOXHYTh. Sl mpumsn® pauHy, momen?
OCMOTPETE TOPOA ... W 3abmymunca’.

(2)  KdyZ jsem tedy u téch panu nepochodil?, vylezl” jsem na takovy
pekny javor v naSem parku a pfemyslel® jsem. (Capek)
He npeycnes” y arux asyx rocnon, st 3a1e3 ” Ha paCKMOMCTLIR KAEH
B HAUIEM Mapke ¥ Havan’” nymars'.

ad 2. Terminativity

The terminative interpretation of the Czech imperfective as expressed
by the Russian perfective is illustrated by the following example:

(3)  (..) jste pro néj pfijel” (...). Jak bylo s Bendou smluveno, neel’
jste nahoru, ale troubil’ jste dole. Za chvili pfiSel” Benda. (Capek)
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TMomwexas? k gomy, BHI, Kak 6b110 yenoBneHo ¢ Benpoit, He MonHs-
IMCh” B KBAPTHPY, a B’ curnan. Beiwen Beupa.

ad 3. Delimitation

This type of aspectuality as expressed by the Russian perfective occurs
less frequently than the first two types. The Russian delimitative verbs
present the event spanning relatively a short period of time.

'(4) (...) 8lo jen o to, jak otevfit okno do kramu. Na tu praci jsem si
koupil” sklendfsky diamant a uéil’ jsem se na svych vlastnich
oknech, jak se vyfizne tabulka skla. (Capek)

{...) rmaBEOE - NMPOHUKHYTH B JIABKY 4epe3 okHo. Jins aroil uenw s
Kyman” anma3 W NONPAKTHROBANCHS HAa COOCTBEHHBIX OKHAaX,
BLIPE3bIBAS OTBEPCTUS B CTEKIIE.

(5) Ngjaky €as nato jel’ pan Janik noénim vlakem (...). Nadez vlezl”
ve W. do lizka (..). UloZil” se pékné jako neboitik, chvilku
uvaZoval' o ruznych obchodech a usnul®. (Capek)

HekoTtopoe Bpems cnycTs exan' naH SIHUK HOYHBIM DOE3moM (...).
[Mocne a3roro man SAuuk BNE3” B Kyne CrmanLHOrO BaroHa, (...),
yherca” ynoOHEHBKO, CHOBHO MNOKOHHIYEK, nopaarubnnmm” Ma-
JIEHBKO O CBOEH TOpProsiie U 3acHyn’.

Note the difference in the expression of delimitation between the two
languages (example 5): in Czech delimitation is expressed only lexically
(chvilku = a while), while in Russian two distinct means of expression
are found, i.e. the prefix mo- (in nopasmenitnan) in combination with an
adverb (Manenbko).

Summing up: the Russian perfective corresponding to the Czech im-
perfective refers to events in the i mgresswe or terminative phase, and in
some cases to delimited events.

In the following section, other factors than aspectual phase (cf. section
1.6), that are of influence on the choice of aspect, will be examined:

1. the lexical meaning of the verb and the semantic class to which the
verb belongs,

2. the manner of presentation of events, i.e. the state of affairs and in
particular a certain type of state labeled here in medias res.
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Both the lexical meaning and the state of affairs are related with the
internal structure of events, i.e. the paradigmatic level at which aspect
operates in Czech. As has previously been said, the assumption is that
this level is crucial for the choice of aspect form in Czech while in Rus-
sian the higher, discourse level is decisive.

2.2 Semantic classes of verbs

2.2.1 Verbs of motion

Verbs of motion show a frequently recurring difference in aspect, i.e.
in contexts in which Russian selects the perfective past form, Czech
tends to use the imperfective past. One reason is the previously mentioned
deficiency in the Czech aspect system: in contrast to Russian, Czech
determined verbs of motion do not possess an ingressive perfective past
form (such as *posel), the imperfective is used instead (cf. section 1.5).
This phenomenon is illustrated by the example (6). However, the Czech
imperfective in sequences does not occur solely with the typically deter-
mined verbs of movement such as jit or béZet which have a perfective
couterpart with the prefix mo- in Russian, but it occurs with verbs of
movements in general (cf. example 9).

(6) ArpoHomwa AENOBMTO TNEPEKPECTHNACEY M, HE CKPHIBAS CBOErQ
moGonLITCTB2, BMECTE C MYyXeM, BOpoaaThiM arpoHoMoM, nobe-
xana” p noM Mnnoaura Marseesmua. (Mned & Ilerpor)

Pani agronomova se rozlafné pokfizovala® a s neskryvanou
zvédavosti béZzela’ s muZem, vousatym agronomem, do bytu
Vrab¢inského.

However, the Czech imperfective past of determined verbs of motion is
not always interpreted ingressively in the corresponding Russian perfective.
Consider example (7) in which the Czech imperfective corresponds to
a typically terminative verb in Russian:

(7)  Potom donesl” ty penize k své sestfenici, nastroje schoval® u
néjakého Liznera, 3el’ domil, vyéistil® si Saty a boty, umyl” se a
vlezl® do postele jako kaidy pofadny &lovék. (Capek)

On crpATan’ pensru y NBOOPOAKOIl CECTPEl, MHCTPYMEHTEI OTHEC?
K Hekoemy JIuzuepy, mpUmen” noMoi, BEMHCTIA® OAeXKAY U 00YBh,
YMBUICE ” 1 JIeT? CnaTh, KaK BCAKMI YECTHBIH TPyXKEHMK.
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Another, quite current interpretation of the Czech imperfective has
been observed through the contrast with Russian. Although the verb is
aspectually terminative, it is the initial phase of a movement that is
expressed. Russian often prefers a verb with a different lexical stem
(compare the Czech verb jel jsem vs. the Russian ornpasaics instead of
noexan).

(8)  (...) pak jsem to spokojené zalepil”, napsal” jsem na obalku svou
vlastni adresu a jel* jsem do nejbliziiho mésta dat to do schranky.
(Capek)

(...) 7 3akmeun? nuceMO, HAANMCAN® Ha KOHBEPTE CODCTBEHHBIHA
agpec ¥ ornpaemics’ B GanMKalimmi TOpoOR ONYCTHTE MOCNAHHE
B NOYTOBLIR HIMK.

(9) K ranu doktor Goldberg zbledl”, fekl? si nahlas, Ze je idiot, a
hnal’ se do své garaze. (Capek)

ITon yrpo, moktop, BApyr noBnenuen”, ckaszan’ cebe, uTO OH
HaKnoT, u Dpocunca” B rapax.

The Russian perfectives in the four examples above cannot be easily
substituted by their imperfective counterparts. In examples 6, 7 and 8
the Russian imperfective would denote processes, in example 9 an iterati-
ve event. Without additional markers the events would not be interpreted
as part of the sequential chain, but would overlap or be simultaneous
with other events. In Czech, on the other hand, a reverse substitution
of the imperfective by a perfective is always possible. Instead of the in-
gressive perfectives with the prefix po- that are, in contrast to Russian,
lacking in the Czech system of determined verbs of motion, perfectives
with other prefixes or verbs with a similar léxical meaning can occur in
the same context, as for instance the (terminative} verbs in the right
column:

ad (6) instead of  bézela’ (*pobéicla) : odbéhla®

ad (7) instead of  Sel‘ (*posel): prisel

ad (8) instead of  jel‘ jsem (*pojel jsem): odjel ? jsem

ad (9) instead of  hnal’ se (*pohnal se):  vrhi® se

2.2.2 Verba sentiendi

Verba sentiendi which have an ingressive perfective (as vidét - uvidét
and pngers - yBumers) show in both languages frequently a preference
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for the imperfective (cf. Lubensky 1985). However, it can be observed
on the basis of the data, part of which is presented in the Appendix of
this chapter, that this tendency does not apply to Russian in sequential
chains.

(10) (...) konduktér oteviel’ kupé jakémusi panovi, ktery se zatal?
svlékat a vySplhal? se do hofeniho lizka. Pan Janik v polosnu
vidél’ je3té par nohavic a bimbajici se neobyCejné chlupaté nohy,
slySel’ hekani Clovéka, ktery se zahrabava do pokryvek, pak cvakl”
vypinaé (...) (Capek)

(...} npoBOAHMK OTKpPBUTY KYNE HOBOMY NacCaXMpy; Pa3feBmKCL”,
ToT B306panca’® Ha sepxHIOK NoaKy. CnpocoHes naH Suuk ysupen”
HaJ| TONOBOIl Napy WTAHKH M HeoObMAHHO BOJMIOCATHIE HOTH, YCIIKI-
man’ KpsXTEHbE YENOBEKa, 3AKYTHIBAMETOCS B OMESNIO; IOTOM

HIEJIKHYAF BBIKJTIOHaTENb (...)

(11) Kdyz rano ta Zenska vid&la’, Ze jeji dit€ je mrivé, §la’ to hldsit na
faru; ale cestou vidéla’ ten ko&arek pani Landové, a tu ji napadlo?,
kdyz bude mit jiné dité, Ze ji ten pan bude platit alimenty dal
(Capek)

Koraa ara kenwmHa yBmnena®, 4To pebeHOK MEpTB, ORA OTHpa-
BWIACL? 00 3TOM 3asBHTHL B LEPKOBb, Na IO AOpore 3aMeruna’”
KosisicouKy naHM JlanmoBoil ¥ NMEPENyMAsa’; el ApHIIIO B roJOBY,
4TO M 32 YYKOE€ INThe ITOT rocnoauH OyneT naaTtuTe € aTWMEHTEI,
Kak M npexpe.

A substitution of the Russian perfectives (yBugesn, ycapnnan and ypuaena,
3amernia) by their imperfective counterparts is not possible if the idea
of a sequence is to be preserved. In Czech, on the other hand, a reverse
substitution of the imperfective by the perfective can be applied similarly
as in the examples discussed above; so for instance, vidéla® can become
uvidéla® or v§imia® si. However, there is apparently no need to use the
perfective in Czech; the Czech imperfective does not obstruct the inter-
pretation of events as part of a sequential chain as opposed to Russian.

2.2.3 Verba dicendi

In sequences of events, verbs belonging to the semantic class of verba
dicendi, show a behaviour similar to that of verba sentiendi. In positions
in which Czech takes the imperfective, the perfective is obligatory in
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Russian. The Czech imperfective past can be interpreted either in its
ingressive or its terminative phase (cf. section 2.1).

(12) Pak tam prili* dva lidé, muisky se Zenskou, ale nevidéli‘ mne;
sedéli’ zady ke mné a tiSe hovofili’ (...) (Capek)

Ilorom nopomuma’ xakas-To NMapoyka, MYXK4YHMHZ M KEHIUWHZ, H, HE
3aMEeTUB” MeHs, YCeMMChP KO MHE CIIMHOM M THXO 3aroBOpPUIMF.

In this example, the Czech imperfective hovorili corresponds to the
Russian perfective 3arosopsnn with the prefix 3a- referring to the ingres-
sive phase of the event. The Czech original sentence contains two other
imperfectives, verbum sentiendi nevidéli and an expression of a state
sedéli. Tt is not a clear sequence of successive events, the imperfective
allows an interpretation of overlapping or simultaneity; the latter pheno-
menon applies to the last two events sedéli and hovorili. In many cases
in which the Czech imperfective is ambiguous or neutral with respect
to successivity, in Russian, events are arranged in a sequential chain by
means of a series of perfectives. In Czech a similar occurrence of per-
fectives that denote strict successivity is possible, however it does not
occur so frequently and consistently as in Russian. The following example
is a paraphrase of (12) in which the original imperfectives are substituted
by perfectives, which is very close to Russian.

(12a) Pak tam pfisli® dva lidé, muzsky se Zenskou, ale nevdimli® si mne;
sedli” si a zadali? tiSe hovofit.

In the next example two imperfective verba dicendi occur in Czech
(nadédval, miuvil); these are interpreted ingressively in the Russian trans-
lation and are expressed by means of a construction consisting of an
ingressive phasal verb plus an imperfective infinitive or a noun.

(13) Hlidag& se zarazil? a omezil” se na to, e mné nadéval’ pfes plot.
Ale byl to nejspi§ samotif; za chvili pfestal” nadivat a mluvil® sam
se sebou. (Capek)

Cropox onemma’” W OrpaHMYMACH” TeM, 4TO CTan” pyraTe MeHs
yepe3 3abop. Crapuk, BumumMo, Xun Gobbiiem; BCKOpe OH NEpe-
cTan’ OpaHMTBCK W 33BEN P pA3roBop cam ¢ coboi.

The Czech imperfectives naddval and miuvil can be substituted by per-
fectives similar to the Russian ingressives zacal naddvat and zaved!
feé. It is not that the Czech imperfective is fully neutral to successivity
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or simultaneity. Marking of a sequence in Czech is sometimes sufficient
by means of one or two perfectives that alternate with imperfectives as
is the case in almost all the examples. For instance the pattern of example
(13) is in Czech: pf + pf + ipf + pf + ipf, while in Russian it is consistent-
ly the perfective: pf + pf + pf + pf + pf. Apart from the ingressive per-
fectives (example 13), a terminative perfective occurs in both languages
(prestal nadavat, nepecran 6pauntses); the terminative phase is explicitly
expressed by the phasal verbs (prestal, mepecran). The following two
examples contain two imperfective verba dicendi in Czech (jsem nadaval,
vypravél) that correspond with two terminative perfectives in Russian
(BbIpyrascs, pacckasan);, the terminative phase is expressed by means of
a prefix (Bei-, pac-) and not a separate phasal verb as in the previous
example.

(14)  (...) kopl? mne mdj vlastni brankaf do kostrce (...). V tom kalupu
jsem jenom chvilku nadaval’, a pak jsem na to zapormnél® (...)
(Capek)

(..) Moit Xe coDCTBEHHRBIHA TONKMNEP ABUHYN MEHHA HOrOM B KpecTel
(...). B mbiny urpe! st Tonpko BRIpyrancs” u 3abeur” o6 aTom.

(15) Vinnosut Marseesuy CHI® ¢ ronoesl musnmy, pacdecan” ycwl, u,
pelIMTENbHG OTKAmUABmKMCE”, pacckasan” Ocrtany benpepy sce.
(Uned & Ilerpos)

Hypolit Vrabginsky sundal” klobouk, roz€esal” si kniry, energicky
si odka3lal? a vypravé[' Ostapu Benderu vie (...).

2.2.4 QOther verbs

The aspectual difference: Russian perfective vs. Czech imperfective
has been observed not only with verbs belonging to a particular lexical
group as mentioned above, but with other verbs as well. Consider
example (6) from section 1 which is repeated below:

(16) Kdyz mé vid8l‘, porougel se té panitce a Sel’ ke mné. (Capek)
Yeunes” Meus, OH PACHPOMANCs # ¢ JaMOYKON W MONOMEN ” KO MHE.

Apart from the verbum sentiendi vidél and the verb of movement sel,
the verb poroucel se occurs here. Obviously, the ingressive or terminative
use of the Czech imperfective is not confined to certain lexical groups
of verbs that have been discussed above, although these are the most
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frequent ones. This applies also to the following example containing the
verb pferovnaval, (to arrange).

(17) “Uf”, odplivl” si pan Janik, pohrozil? pésti (...) a Sel’ se na toaletu
doobléci. Kdyz koneéné pierovndval’ obsah svych kapes, strnul?
hriizou: v naprsni kapse mél misto jedné tasky s penézi dvé. (Capek)

“Tohy!” - mmonyn” B cepauax nas HuHuK, HOTPO3MA’ KynakoM
(...) v ormpasunck” B ybopHywo 3aeepware Tyaner. Ilpopepums”
COAepKMMOe KapMmaHoB, maH SIHuk ocronbenen’: B HarpynHOM
KapMaHe BMecTO ofHoro GymaxHuka oH oOHapyxun’ pea.

There is a causal relation between the two events expressed by the verbs
prerovnaval - strnul and nposepus - ocronbenen. There are several pos-
sibilities to modify this relation, depending on aspect and for Russian
also whether a gerund is used; (in Czech gerunds are obsolete). In the
Russian translation of the Czech original text, the gerund allows for an
interpretation of a somewhat looser relationship between the two events,
in the sense that they do not follow each other in a strict successive
order, but that they may partly overlap?, as is the case in Czech. Strict
sequentiality would be expressed by a perfective personal form in both
languages:

(17a) KdyZz pan Janik pferovnal” obsah svych kapes, strnul? hriizon.

(17b) Korna nan Sxuk NpoBepun’ comepKUMOe KAPMAHOB, OH ocTonbe-
Hen”.

2.3 State of affairs

2.3.1 Expression of states

In both Russian and Czech, states are typically denoted by means of
the imperfective. However, in the context of sequences of past events in
Russian states are often expressed by means of the perfective past tense
form or a perfective gerund (cf. Lebedeva 1959), while in Czech the im-
perfective occurs. '

The Russian perfective denotes in such cases the source of the state
which is interpreted as a state, in Czech, on the other hand, the state
proper finds frequently its expression. This phenomenon is illustrated
by the following example:
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(18) [Honro, ¢ yauBiCHMEM CMOTpen' OH HA CNIMX B €r0 MOCTENIM
mopeit. Hnuero e noHAB?, OB B3sU1 MET/IY M HANMPABWICA” Ha y/iuLy
MCTIONHAT CBOM MpsiMble 00s3anuocTy (...). (Mned & Tlerpos)

Dlouho uZasle civél’ na lidi spici v jeho posteli, ale nebyl’ z toho
moudry, a tak vzal® ko$t¢ a 3el’ na ulici za svymi béznymi po-
vinnostmi (...). '

According to the Russian text, the person literally did not get grip of
the situation and therefore did not understand, in Czech he just was not
in the state of understanding, he ‘was not wise of it’. A substitution by
a perfective is possible in Czech, the effect is then comparable to that

in Russian:

(18a) (...), nic nepochopil?, a tak vzal” ko$té¢ a vydal” se za S\;ymi
povinnostmi (...} .

In this case a reverse substitution, of the perfective by the imperfective,
can be applied in Russian. However, the state of not understanding
forms then a background to the other events:

(18b) (...) nudero He moHwMas’' / TAK KAK OH HUYErO HE MOHMMAT', OH
B3P MeTny W HanpaswiaCA” Ha yauuy (...)

The imperfective past form of the verb ‘to be’ is-quite common in se-
quences of events in Czech. In the following example, the state of dark-
ness is expressed: ‘it was dark again’, only the adverb zase (again) de-
notes the change. In Russian the source of the darkness is communicated:
‘everything immersed in the darkness’.

(19)  Pan Janik v polosnu vidél’ jesté par nohavic (...), slySel’ hekani
¢lovéka (...), pak cvakl? vypinac a byla‘ zase rachotici tma. (Capek)
Cnpoconbs nad fnuk yBupen” mapy wranud (...), Ycibiman?

KPAXTEHBE YEI0BEKA (...), MOTOM MENKHYJI® BBIK/IOYATENb, M CHOBA
BCE MOIPY3NNIOCH” B rPOXOUYILIYIO KOJMECHBIM CTYKOM TEMHOTY.

- A substitution of the Czech imperfective byla (tma) by a perfective
analogous to Russian is possible:

(19a) (...) pak cvakl”? vypinaé a vie se ponofilo” do rachotici tmy.

Concerning a reverse substitution in Russian, the judgement of native
speakers was negative with respect to the verb 6birs. There was an
association with the archaic context of the Genesis:
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(20) () w Gbura Tema, (.. w Beax gosm ().

The contrast between the source of the state in Russian versus the state
proper in Czech is sometimes accompanied by the opposition active vs.
passive. In the following example, the state of fatigue is expressed, in
Russian by the perfective gerund and in Czech by means of the past
perfective participle passive. In Russian the events are presented in the
chronological order, in Czech, the state of fatigue is given as a retro-
spective explanation (protoze byl unaven - because he was tired):

(21) Lehl” si na sofa, protoie byl’ unaven tim rozg&ilovanim, a maloval?
si, jak sto, dvé sté, tfi sta muzd prohlizeji viaky (...). (Capek)

¥YcraB? ot BoAHeHwit, OH Aer” Ha AuMBaH W MpeAcTaBun’ cebe, xak
CTO, NBECTH, TPHCTA ChIUKOB ODBICKMBAIOT noe3fa (...).

Unlike in Russian, an active form in Czech would rather imply an active
participation by the subject to reach the state of fatigue:

(21a) Kdyz se unavil” tim rozcilovanim, lehl® si na sofa (...).

States expressed by the imperfective can also function as pluperfects, as
is the case in the Czech example below. The relative location of the event
before the other actions is stressed by the adverb uZ (already). In Russian
a plain sequence of events is presented.

(22) (...) a Sel’ jsem rovnou k vlaku. Ale kdy% uz jsem sed&l’ ve vagdné
a vlak se hnul?, ja jsem se, pane, dal” do breku jako maly kluk

(--)- (Capek)

(...) ormpasmwics” npAMEXOHBKO Ha Bok3an. Ycenca” s B Baros,
noesn TPOHYACA?, M TyT i 3anfaKkan’, Kak MaJlbuMiKa. -

Within a sequence of events, the Russian perfective cannot usually be
substituted by its imperfective counterpart because the event would be
interpreted as simultaneous, instead of successive. However, with the
pluperfect such an effect does not arise as the relative temporal location
of the event with respect to the others is explicitly expressed (frequently
by the adverb yxe). Below such an example is given analogous to the
Czech original text.

(22a) Korna s y:Xe cupen’ B BaroHe, Noe3x TPOHyNCA, U TYT 1 3annakan’...

A reverse substitution can be applied in Czech, i.e. the imperfective can
be replaced by a perfective. This form would become part of a regular
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sequence, similarly to that in Russian. However, as has been stated in
section 1.4, a plain series of perfectives only invokes in Czech an im-
pression of a rather dry account of facts, i.e. a ‘staccato effect’ (Galton
1976: 71). Consider the following example:

(22b) Sedl” jsem si do vagdnu, vlak se hnul” a ja jsem se, pane, dal?
do breku ...

2.3.2 ‘In medias res’

The term in medias res is used here for the presentation of situations
which give the reader the impression of finding himself suddenly in the
middle of the events. The way aspect functions in this type of context,
is similar to its functioning in the denotation of states, which has been
shown in the previous section. In cases that in Russian the source of the
state was expressed by a perfective, in Czech the state proper was
presented by means of an imperfective. Similarly, in the context of in
medias res Russian expresses its source by means of a perfective; the
resulting situation has to be inferred. In Czech, only the resulting state
is expressed, i.e. in medias res ‘proper’. The action leading to this
situation is, as it were, omitted. This causes the unexpected perspective
‘from within’. The phenomenon will be illustrated by two examples below.

(23) Jen to i"ekf’,va uZ lefel’ na zemi se stra$nou bolesti v levém
rameni {...) (Capek)

Tonsko CKasan’ 3to, kax NOYYBCTROBANS CTpAIlHbIA yAap B NEBOE
nAeYo ¥ FPOXHYNCHA P HA3EMb.

In both languages typical constructions expressing unexpectedness, or a
quick succession of situations, are used. In Czech: jen pf, a uZ ipf; in
Russian: romsko pf, kak pf. In Czech the effect in medias res is primarily
reached by means of the imperfective JeZel. It corresponds to the Russian
perfective rpoxmynca expressing the source of the final situation. The
Russian clause movyscrsopan crpawnsii yaap renders the Czech nominal
phrase se strasnou bolesti. A substitution of the Czech imperfective by
a perfective is possible, analogue to Russian. However, this removes the
perspective ‘from within’,

(23a) Jen to fek?, a vtom pocitil? strasnou bolest v levém rtameni a
svalil” se na zem.

Interestingly, the substitution of the Czech imperfective lezel by the
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related ingressive perfective lehl si is problematic here. The reason for
this is that this perfective contains an element of intentionality, that would
clash with the general sense of the utterance (23), which describes an
unintentional, spontaneous event caused by somebody else.

(24) “Ja ho najdu ...”, vzlykal‘ a pokouel’ se vstat; vtom uz byl’ u n&ho
jeden z tajnych a zvedal’ ho téméf néiné. (Capek)
- A Haiipy ... - BCXAMILBAN' OH ¥ MONKITAICH? MOMHATHCS; TYT K
HEeMy DOACKOMMII” 0AMH 43 TafHBEIX ArFEHTOB M NOYTH HEXKHO
MOAXBATHII® MO} PYKH.

This example illustrates the same phenomenon as example (23), i.e. the
expression of a state in medias res in Czech (vtom uZ byl u ného) vs.
its source in Russian (7yr x wemy moackowwd). As in the majority of
examples, the Russian imperfective cannot be substituted by an imper-
fective analogue to Czech:

24a) (...) TYT y Hero yxe * Gbu1’ ONMH M3 TaliHBIX AreHTOB (...
y Y

A reverse substitution in Czech is very acceptable, however, the effect of
in medias res is then replaced by the expression of its source as in Russian. -

24b) (...) vtom k nému pfiskoéil” jeden z tajnych a zvedal ho (...
priskoctl iy

Concerning the other verbs in the example (24), the first verb (vzlykal /
Bexannbiead) is in both languages imperfective, which is the regular expres-
sion of iterative events. In Russian, the sequence is further consistently
marked by three perfectives, in Czech three imperfectives are encountered.
The verb pokousel se is conative and typically expressed by the imperfecti-
ve. However, in Russian it is made delimitative by the prefix mo-, i.e. , mo-
merrancs, to fit in the sequence of successive events. The sequence follows
with the above discussed verb moackowns and the verb noaxsarmm The
latter verb can be seen as a kind of parallel to the verb mogckounn as it
also denotes the begin of an action. The policeman sprang towards the
murderer and consequently found himself near to him; then he gripped his
arm to lift him. In Czech the begin of these actions is omitted: the man
found himself near the person, he ‘was with him’ and was lifting him
tenderly - a process in medias res. Although the Czech example contains
a series of four imperfectives, this does not impede the interpretation
of these events as forming a sequence of successive events. With the
exception of iterated events, in Russian a consistent marking of sequences
by perfectives takes place, events are presented in their ingressive or
resultative aspectual phase, or in their delimitation.
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3. Conclusion

In this chapter, concrete usage of aspect forms within one particular
type of narrative context, i.e. sequence of events, has been investigated. .
The context has been restricted to the past, non-iterated events. In both
Russian and Czech, the perfective is considered to be the typical form
to denote succession. However, even within a small sample, Russian
shows already a much higher frequency of the perfective; this form is
highly dominant, in contrast to Czech where both the perfective and the
imperfective occur (see Figure 1 in section 1). In this chapter, we focus-
sed on the correspondence between the imperfective past form in Czech
and the Russian perfective past in the denotation of the sequential chain.
This difference in the selection of aspect occurs in many cases when the
verb belongs to a certain lexical group, for instance the verba sentiendi
and verba dicendi. Another factor that plays a role in Czech with respect
to the choice of the imperfective is an aspectual deficiency, i.e. when a
verb is an imperfectivum tantum or when it lacks certain forms. This is
the case with the determined verbs of motion, which, unlike Russian, do
not possess an ingressive perfective. These are some typical factors con-
tributing to the preference for the imperfective in Czech. However, it has
been shown above that the selection of the imperfective is not confined
to certain lexical classes but applies in general. The imperfective in Czech
expresses either an intraterminal, i.e. middle phase of the event, such as
a process or a state (for instance in medias res), or is neutral to this, or
can even be interpreted with the support of the contexts as implicitly in-
gressive, terminative or delimitative. In many cases, the Czech imperfective
does not impede the idea of a sequence of successive events. Substitution
tests have shown that in the majority of cases the perfective can occur
instead of the imperfective, making the sequence of successive events
explicit, however, with an effect of a ‘dry” account of facts or a ‘staccato
effect’. Apparently, there is a preference to use both aspects within
sequences in Czech, providing the narrative with more relief.

In sequences of events, the choice of aspect in Russian is much more
consistent than in Czech, the perfective is very dominant. In contrast to
Czech, verbs belonging to certain groups of verbs (such as verba sentien-
di) that generally prefer the imperfective form, are in Russian within
. sequences petfectivized. This applies also to some other types of events,

typically expressed by the imperfective, such as conative events. These
have been made perfective by a delimitative prefix mo-. With the per-
fective, the ingressive or terminative aspectual phase, i.e. the begin or end
limit of the event, is made explicit in Russian, or the event is delimited
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quantitatively. All three types of aspectuality give the events a certain
contour. In the sequence of successive events where the Russian aspect
is consistently perfective, events are linked up with each other by their
ends or contours. In this way, aspect works as a fiaison, i.e. a cohesive
means over the sequence of successive events. A substitution of the
encountered perfectives by their imperfective couterparts has been applied
in Russian, in the majority of cases unsuccessfully. Within a sequence of
successive events the perfective appears to be obligatory, an imperfective
was either ungrammatical or changed the context radically into a cluster
of events taking place simultaneously.

Considering the evidence obtained from the investigation of the data,
it becomes clear that in Czech the choice of aspect is primarily deter-
mined by factors related to the internal structure of events, while in
Russian discourse factors are highly relevant.
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APPENDIX

1. VERBA MOVENDI

1.1 el

1.11

a)
@)

Sel‘ - momer?

set off

- ITpoiigure!
Cawa mORHAN® y3€NOK WM IOMEN”, He VCIBITHBAS YXKE HHYErO,
Kpome nmobonuiTcTea. [al05]

“Pojdte!”

Sasa zvedl® uzlik a $el, necitil’ uz nic, leda zvédavost. [al03]
(pustil” se za nim)

b) prepositions

2

3

Polnf kurat, ktery tak krasné v praxi vyloZil® zatracené starou véc,
vézné navitévovati, odesel” do sakristie, pfevlékl” se, dal” si nalit
z demizonu do konvice mesni vino, vypil® je a s pomoci zrzavého
ministranta vsedl” na svého jezdeckého koné na dvote privazaného,
ale pak si vzpomn&l® na Svejka, slezl” a el do kanceldte k audi-
torovi Bernisovi. [s117] (odkragel?)

®enparypar, Tak XOpOIIG W OPUIrHHANBHO MPOBOAMBIIMN B KHM3Hb
CTapbiid, U36KUTHIA ODbr4ail NOCEEHNS Y3HHKOR, MMPOIMEN’ 8 PU3HULY,
nepeoaencs’, penen’ cebe HaMUTL LEPKOBHOrO BUHA M3 IpPoMajgHoOil
OMJIETCHOH OYTHUIM, BRITIY ¥ C MOMOMIEID PBIXKETO MWHHMCTPAHTA,
cen’ Ha CBOIO BEPXOBYKW JOmAfb, KOTOpas 6buia mpusssaHa BO
asope. Ho Tyt on Bcnomuun” o Illseiike, cnea’ ¢ nowanu 1 nomen”
B KaHuenapuio K cneposatenid Bepuwcy. [s107]

Po cesté jim Svejk vypravoval' riizné anekdoty a v dobré naladé
vstoupili” na Kuklik a ud&lali” to tak, jak Svejk radil’. Ruénice
uschovali” v kuchyni a §li' do lokalu, kde housle a harmonika
naplnovaly mistnost zvuky oblibené pisné “Na Pankréci...” [s130]

(vstoupili?)

ITo popore Illseiix pacckasbiBan’ pasHble @HEKNOTH, M OHU B
YYAECHOM HaCTpoeHuM npumnn? B «Kyknuk» w nocrynunu’ Ttak,
kak comeropan’ lllseitk. Pyxbs coparams” Ha kyxHe u fomau’ B
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oGuui 3a, rae CKPUNKa ¢ FApMOHHKON HAaNOJHAIN BCE MOMEIEHUE
3ByKaMu u3mobnennoii necun «Ha IMankpane... ». [s118]

Potom, kdyz pfiSel® pan KokoSka, pan Tauchen ¥el' s nim do
komptoaru, a kdyz vySel” ven, ukazoval’ nam dva zlatniky, ne
jeden, jak mél slibeno, a chtél’ se s panem Ferdinandem rozdélit
napolovic. [$2/246] (odesel?, zaSel?)

3arem, xorga npumen” nad Koxowika, nan Tayxen momen” ¢ HuUM
B KOHTODY, a BRI OTTYAA NOKA3AN” HaM JBa 30JI0THIX, 3 HE OUH,
Kak eMmy Obino obemaso. [s417]

c) goal activity

)

112
(6)

1.1.3
™)

1.1.4
(8)

U stanovisté drozkait Svejk posadil® polniho kurata ke zdi a 3elf
vyjedndvat’ s drozkéfi o pievoz. [s140] ' (odesel”)

Y crosnkn n3poguukos leeiik mocagun® ¢ennkypata Ha TpOTYap,
MpPUCNOHMB €ro K CTEHE, a caM Nomen’ NOrOBAPWBATLCA' C M3-
BoauuKamu. [s126]

Sel’ - nogomen®

Pfi té rozmluvé .byl jeden starsi pan, zameénik ze Smichova, ktery
Zel’ k Svejkovi a fekl” k nému: “Prosim vés, pane, pockejte na
mne venku, ja s vami musim mluvit.” [5156] (ptistoupil ?)

Ceupetenem 3TOro pasrosopa Gwin MOXMAOH YENOBEK, cnecapb co
Cmuxorsa. O mopowmen” k Illeeiiky v crazan’:

- ByasTe mobpel, cynaps, MONOXKAUTE MEHS HA YAHMUE, MHE HYXKHO
C BamMM norosoputs. [s139]

$el’ - npumen”®
Yepes nea nua Buxa nossonmna’ u nossana’ k cefe.
Baps nmpymana®. [a241]

Za dva dni Vika volala’ a pozvala® Varju k sobé.
Varja §la’. [a253] . , (pfislaP)

Sel' - 3amen”

Ha cnenpyrownit geun cpa3dy nocne paSotbl Bapa 3amna” k Codre
Anekcangpopre. Ta, cuad 3a CTOJOM, nNUcana, BUAMMO THCBMO
Cawe. [a484]



132

LLS
9)

1.1.6
(10)

117
an

11.8
(12)

119

Piiitiho dne §la’ Varja rovnou z prace k Sofje Alexandrovné. Ta
sedéla zrovna za stolem a psala dopis, komu jinému nez SaSovi.
[a525] (zasla®)

Sel’ - npomen’®
Iposoaus ? Bepeanna, Byasrud mpomen” Ha KyxHio, 3asapwi’ cebe
Kpenkuii yait. {a432]

Kdyz Budagin Berjozina vyprovodil®, §el’ do kuchyné a uvafil” si
silny Caj. [a466] (zasel”)

sel’ - ymen®

Co¢bst AnekCaHpoBHA OTMOXMIA® B CTOPOHY MEPO, CHAMAY OvKH.
- Benena? emy yiith. Ou noaprauwica”®, notom ymen”. [a485]
Sofija Alexandrovna odloZila” pero a sundala” si bryle.

“Rekla? jsem mu, aby se vystehoval Napied se §tajfoval’, ale pak
Sel’. [a526] {odesel”)

sel’ - srrmen?

OpaxoHuKHA3e NOEHANCAS ¢ Kpecna, BHIEN” B COCENHIOI KOMHATY,
Habpan” no sHyTpeHsemy TenedoHy rapax, No3Bal’ K annapaty
ceoero mogepa bapabawmkuna. [a518)

Ordionikidze vstal?, 3el’ do vedlejiiho pokoje, zavolal® statni
linkou garaZe a vyZadal® si k telefonu svého Soféra Barabaskina.
[a564] (vysel?)

§el’ - oromer”

A nonyuwna” xned, oromna’, n on oromen”, 4o xaeba He B3aAnF,
OH CTOAN' 33 MHOM, 4TOOBI MOKA3aTh MEHA JAPYTOMY, TAKOH Y HHX
cnocob. [a82]

Koupila® jsem chleba a odeSla? jsem, on 3el’ taky, ale chleba
nekoupil?, stal‘ za mnou jen proto, aby mé ukézal tomu druhému,
to je takova jejich praktika. [a78] (odesel”)

$el’ - other than prefix + men
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119.1 $ef - ormpasmncs”

(13) Cama mouan®, kakoro mosapa oH umeer B Buay. Ilotom Cawa

ornpasuncs’” k Jlosradesy. Tor ymuibHyncs” tak, 6yaTo pan ero

ycnexy. [a96]

Sa3a pochopil?, koho mini tim kuchafem. Pak 3el’ za Lozgac¢ovem.

LozgaCev se usmal?, jako by mél radost z jeho uspéchu. [a93]
(vypravil se”)

1192 $el’ - manpasuncs?

(14)

Honro, ¢ yauB/IEHHEM, CMOTPEN’ OH HA COSIMX B €ro NOCTEMM
mopeii. Hiuero He momAB®, oH B3AN” MeTny u Hanpaewnca’ Ha
yAMUY MCIOJIHATH CBOM NpsiMbie obsasanHocTw. [il]

Dlouho uZasle civél’ na lidi spici v jeho posteli, ale nebyl’ z toho
moudry, a tak vzal® koité a $el' na ulici za svymi b&inymi po-
vinnostmi. {il] (vydal” se)

11.9.3  $el’ - mograrca”

(15)

Pan Janik se sice velimi divil’, kde vlastné je, ale protoze mu po
tom kotiaku bylo viechno jedno, $el’ po né&jakych schodech nahoru
a oteviel” dvefe, za kterymi slySel hlu¢ny hovor. [ca77] (vy3el?)

XoTs nag SuuK OYeHL YAMBMICA®, OYYTHMBIIMCh HEBECTh T'AE, HO,
MOCKOJIbKY NOCAE BLIMUTOrO KOHSKA €My W MOpE DOsi0o MO KOJMEHO,
OH NOJHICA” MO KAKOH-TO JNECTHULE HABEDX UM OTKPEUNY nBEpPH,
¥3-32 KOTOPBLIX AOHOCHAMCH TPOMKHME ronoca. [ca246]

11.9.4 el - caycrunca”®

(16)

Beran®, enyernncs” B norped, npuaTHO 06aano CLIpPEM, 3€MIISTHBIM
XOMOAKOM, B3P ¢ AOCKH KPBIHKY CO CMETAHO#H, NOKPRITYIO AEpe-
BSHHOH KPBIMIKOH, MORKANCA? Ha KYXHIO, BEIHYA? U3-MOA NOMOTEHUA
Kanauy, €lie Tennelil, Markuid, o6Makusas B CMeTaHy, cben?. [a356)

Vstal?, el’ do sklepa, pfijemné na n&j zavanul vihky zemity chlad,
vzal® s police dzbanek s kyselou smetanou, zaklapnuty dievénym
vickem, vrétil’ se do kuchyné, vytahl”? zpod utérky pienicny
pletenec, jesté teply, mékky, namacel si ho do smetany a snédl?
ho. [a380] (sesel?)
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119.5 $el‘- tporynca”

a7

Svejkovi se viak pfestalo? jiz na Kukliku Ibit, a proto jim pohrozil®,
ze plijde sam. Tak §li', ale musel' jim slibit, ze se viichni jes§té
nékde zastavi. [s135] (vydali” se na cestu)
Onuako Ieeiiky B «Kyknuke» yxe HaJoeno”,  oH NPHUIpo3wt’,

yro noitaer oauH. Tponymacs” B myTs, onvako Hleeiiky npymutocs”
nooBemwars, 4TO OHM CHENAIOT ele oauH npusasi. [s121]

11.9.6 eI’ - other

(18)

19)

(20)

€3y

b. peanys® aseps, npomyctwn? V.M. n cam yBsi3ancs” 3a HEUM...
[i124)

B. trhl? dveimi, uvolnil? V. cestu a Sel’ mu v patach... [ill3]

(pustil® se za nim)

“Tedy plati,” fekl” lehkomysiné polni kurdt , “bud pozitii sto
korun, nebo Svejka.” Prohrdl” i téch sto korun a 3el’ smutné doma.
[s198] (odesel?)

- Uner, - nerkoMeicnenso cornacunca” gensakypar. - Ilocnesastpa
NoJy4ulis UK CTO KpoH, unn Illeeiika. On mpourpan’ W 3tu CTO
KPOH M, onedaneHHerd mobpen” nomoil. [s173]

Jeden Clovék ve Zhofi taky vyoral” néjakej kalich na poli, kterej
pochazel ze svatokradezie a byl tam schovanej na lepsi doby, aZ
se na to zapomene, a povaioval’ to taky za pokyn boZi a 3el,
misto aby jej rozSmelcoval, k panu fardfi s tim kalichem, Ze pry
ho chce darovat kostelu. [s162] (zanesl?)

Opun uenopex 3 3ropixa TOXe BOT M Iaxas W HAWER” B 3emie
Hamy nnd ﬂpH‘IaCTHﬂ, KOTOpyTO KTO-TC YKpanl M 3aronan [0 Toph
Ao BPEMEHH B 3€MIIO, MOKa jeno He 3afynerca. Buxomasumit aury
ToXe yBuAen? B aTom nepcr Goxuit u, BMecTO Toro 4robsl waury
NnepennaBiTh, noHec? ee CBHH.[eHHKy, - XQ4EeT, AECKATh NMOXKEPTBO-
BaTk €€ B KocTes. {s146]

Dali” se do jidla a §li’ brzy spat’ v teplé sednici, rozlozeni po
lavicich. [s2/46] (ulozili se ke spanku)

Bce sansmics” enoii v ckopo Pa3NeriMch” B HATONIEHHON U3byike
Ha JNaBKax cnarte’. [5262]
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24)

(25)

(26)
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K ranu dal” se cetnicky zdvoddi, leZici na posteli u protéjsi stény,
do takového chripéani provazeného piskinim v nose, ze to Svejka
probudilo®. Vstal?, zatfisl’ zivod&im a 3el’ si opét lehnout”,
[52/68] (lehl? si)

K yrpy xaunapmckuii edpeiirop, cnaswmii Ha KpoBaTH y mpoOTHBO-
MOI0XKHON CTEHbl, NOJHAN” Takoil xpan ¢ npuceucToM, 4yto Ilseitk
npocHynacs”. O BCTan”, xopomeHsKo noTpiac’ edpeiitopa n ynerca”
onsTs. [$279]

Pfevalil? se na bok a okamzité opét usnul®. Svejk Zel’ opét k
telefonu, posadil” se a potal? klimat’' na stole. Probudilo” ho
zvonéni. [s2/265] (si sed! k telefonu)

On nosepuynca” sa Gok u ToTyac omste 3acHyn”. Illseiik cen”
OnsITh OKOJIO Tenedona U, MOJNOXMB? ronoBy HA CTON, 3agpeman’.
Ero pa3abymun® tenegoHEbIf 3B0HOK. [$431]

Pfednosta naseho oddéleni slavil jmeniny a pozval® nis do jedné
vinarny, pak se $lo’ do druhé, do tieti, do &tvrté, do paté, do 3esté,
do sedmé, do osmé, do devaté ... [s51] (jsme zapadli® do)

BunuTe s, HAYaABHHMK HAIIETO OTTOENA CMPAaBASI CBOM MMEHMHDBI
H MO3BaN” Hac B BMHHLIA norpebok, MOTCM MbI MONAMM” B ApYroi,
B TPETHH, B 9€TBEPTEIA, B NATbIA, B WECTOH, B CEABMOI, B BOCBMOH,
B A€BATHIH ... [§58]

Pak se $el’ Svejk podivat? ke Kalichu. Kdyz ho pani Palivcova
uvidéla®, prohlasila®, ze mu nenaieje, Ze asi utekl. [s156] (zaSel”)

Hlpeiik 3armanpyn’ tTakxkKe M B TPakTHp «Y uamm». YBuAae® ero,
xeHa TlanuBua 3asBWwia, 9TO HE HalLeT €MY MUBA, TAK KaK OH,
HaBepHoe, gesepthp. [5139]

(...) OROW4mA” IIpoMmbllIIEHHOE YYMAWMmE C Harpajgoit, noOToM
HOCTYNWA® HA MOATOTOBUTENBHOE KYPCHl NpH TOMCKOM TEXHOJO-
rMYECKOM MHCTHTYTE, FOTOBHICA CTATh MHXeHepoM. [a394]

(...) primyslovku vychodil” s vyznamenanim, pak ¥el’ do piiprav-
nych kursd pfi technologickém ustavu v Tomsku, chtél byt
inZenyrem. [a423] (postoupil®)
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11.10 nomen” - other

27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

(31)

Mapx Anekcanpposuu mepecek” Apbarckyio niomanb ¥ Homen’
no Bo3genKeHKe, HEOKUAAHHO TMXOH M MYCTOIl TOCNE OKMBIECH-
Horo Apbarta. [a31]

PfeSel” Arbatské namésti a kradel' po VozdviZence, netekané tiché
a liduprdzdné po rusném Arbatu. [al9] (pustil”? se)

- Paszee Bu 6e3 mmaru npummu? ynusunaces” Tenna.
Byderuuk uro-ro Gypreya” u Geictpo nmomen’ eum3. [ma207]

“Copak jste prisel bez kordu?” divila® se panska.
Néco zahudel” s drandil” doli. [mal67] (seb&hl?)

A nopo3puTensHbli npodeccop CALNAA” HAIMEHHOE NUIIC, MOBEP-
Hynca” u pomen” ot Msana npoys. [ma53]

Podeziely profesor se zatvafil? povyieng, pak se otodil” a odchézel’,
Ivan citil, ze je v koncich. [ma40] (odesel”, vzdalil”® se)

IToBuHysCh 3TOMY KEATOMY 3HAKY, 8 TOXE CBEPHY/I” B INEpeyJsiok
u momen” no ee cnegaM. [mal38]

Podridil jsem se Zlutému znameni, zahnul® jsem taky a sledoval’
nezndmou. [malll] (pustil” se po stopé nezniamé)

3arpMemu’” cTynbd, OTOABMHYMM” CTOJ, BCE NOMANY TaHLEBATS.
[a78]

Zarachotili® Zidlemi, odSoupli® stfil a viichni letéli’ tancovat.
[a73] (se vrhlif)

1.2 jel

12.1 jel’- noexan?

(32)

Kdyz pfeletla? dopis, vrétila” se jeji rezolutnost, ktera se vyjadiila
tim, e poruila® Svejkovi, aby ji obstaral fiakra, a kdy% to bylo!
vyplnéno”, rozkizala? mu, aby si sedl k fiakristovi na kozlik. Jelif
domil. Kdyz byli‘ v byt&, sehrila? roli pani domu znamenité.
[s230] (odjelify



1.2.2
(33)

12.3
(39
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Koraa nama npowma’ mucemo, K Heil BEPHY/ACH” PEUIHTENBHOCTD,
BbIPRZHEBINASCS B TOM, YTO OHa Bentena” Illpeiiky HanaTe M3BO3UMKA.
Korpa IlIseiik 3T0 NCTIONHNAY, OHa NpUKA3ANAY eMy CECTb K Ky4epy
Ha Kozsel. Oun moexamn” nomoit. Boipst B keapTupy, mama npe-
BOCXOHO pasmrpana” posne xo3siiku. [s196]

jel‘ - npuexan”®
Yepes Heckonbko gHel IbakoB MO3BOHMA" M MOMPOCHA” MpuexaTh
B Hapromar wocruuun. IOpa npuexan?. [a296]

Za nékolik dni mu Dakov zavolal®, aby pfiSel na lidovy komisariat
spravedlnosti. Jura tam jel'. [a313] (ptijel”)

jeli- ornpaswica”®

(...) pak jsem to spokojené zalepil”, napsal” jsem na obélku svou
vlastni adresu a jel’ jsem do nejbliziiho mésta dat” to do schranky.
[cal65]

HJoroibHbiT cODOI, s 3aKJIEHN” NMUCbMO, HAMIHCAT® HA KOHBEPTE
COOCTBEHHRIN afpec ¥ OTNpaBuiaca” g Gmikaiinmii ropon OMYCTHTR”
FIOCNIAHME B NOYTOBBIM SUMK. [ca284) (vydal? jsem se)

1.3  béZel

131
(33)

(36)

bé&zel’ - mobexan®

Hobponymnas ¢ensmuepuna Ilpackosbs PegopoBHa HasecTHIa”
No3Ta BO BPEMst Ipo3bl, BCTPEBOXWIACH?, BHAS, UTO OH MNAHET,
3akpeLU1a’ wropy, 4ToOhl MONHMH He myranu OOJNBHOro, JIUCTKH
nogusiaf ¢ momy M ¢ HuMM noBexana®f 3a padoM. [mallf)

Dobromyslna Praskovja Fjodorovna, ktera ho za boutky navstivila?,
se polekala?, kdyZ vidéla, Ze plaCe. Zatdhla® zivés, aby blesky
nemocného nedésily, sebrala® se zemé papiry a bé%ela’ s nimi za
lékafem. [ma93] (odbéhla® pro 1ékafe)

B Kancke cabixan, - yKIOHYHEO OTBéTPm; Mpamkun v nobexan?
uckaTh cebe KBapTHpy. [a279]

“Slysel jsem to v Kansku,” odpov&d&l? vyhybavé Ivaikin a bézel’
si shanét byt. [a293] {odbéhl” si shinét byt)
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1.3.2
@37)

1.3.3
(38)

134
(39)

1.3.5
(40)

(41)

bézel - other
Hackopo ona npurorosmna’ Hume oben, 833ma” yuyebHukn n
ornpasunack” k 3oe. [a206]

Narychlo uvafila® pro Ninu ob&d, vzala® si uéebnice a bézela’ za
Zojou. [a216] (vypravila® se za Zojou)

nobexan® - other

Harawa crpefma’ B y3en, uto eil monano noa pyky, ruated, Tydiu,
uynku u Desbe, 1 moBexana’ BoH U3 cnaskHu. [Ma226]

Nata$a shrabla? do uzliku, co ji pfiSlo pod ruku, 3aty, stfevice,
pundochy i pradlo - a upalovala’ z loznice. [mal85]  (vypadla®)

npobexan’ - other

BuipeaBmmck” Ha Bo3AyX, Oyderunk prichio pobexan” Kk soporam
¥ HaBcerga MORMHYA? uepros fAom Ne 302-6uc. [ma207)

Vybéhl” ven, klusal’ k vratim a navidycky opustil? dabelsky dtim
¢islo 302b. [mal67] (se rozbéhl?, vrhi” se)

guHyncs? Gexats’ - other

Cepoit xak cHer, 6e3 eIMHOro YEPHOrO BOJIOCA CTAPHK, KOTOPIit
HENABHO eiie Obim Pumckum, nopabexan” x pgsepu, OTCTETHYn”
NyroBKY, OTKPBUIY [Bepb ¥ KHHyncH” GEXATh' No TEMHOMY KOpH-
nopy. [mal57]

Byvaly Rimskij, ted stafec s vlasy zb&lenymi jako snih, se rozbghl?

ke dvefim, odemkl? a upaloval’ po tmavé chodbé. {mal26]
(dal” se do béhu)

Hcnycrus” kpuk otuasnus, Gyderunx xunyncs” Gexars’ pums, a
KOTE€HOK CBAamMiCs” ¢ TOMOBM U OpBI3THYN BBEPX MO JIECTHHLE.

[ma207)

Bufetaf bolestivé vykfikl” a padil’ doli. Koté seskogilo” a mars!
nahoru po schodech. [mal67] (vrhl? se)
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1.4 other

(42)

(43)

(44)

(45)

(46)

Cnenas HECKONBKO TETENB, BCA KOMMAHUS MO TPEBOXHYIO ApPODh
bapabana u3 OpKeCTpa NMOAKATUNACH K CAMOMY Kpal0 CUEHbI, W

_ 3pHTENM [EepBbIX PSACB AXHY/M® M OTRMHYMMCEF, NOTOMY 4TO

AyOJIMKE NOKA3aloch, 4YTO BCH TPOHKa CO CBOMMH MAMWMHAMU
IPOXHETCA B opkecTp. [(mall9]

Parta vykouzlila? n&kolik smycek za zneklidnujiciho vifeni bubnu
v orchestru, dojela” az na kraj scény a divaci v prvnich fadach
zd&Sené vypiskli” a uhybali’, protoZe to vypadalo, Ze trojice s koly
spadne do orchestru. {ma95] {(uhnuli?)

A nezli jsem moh’ néco bleptnout”, pfisko&il’ ke mné vachmajstr
a dal” mné takovou facku v téch dverich, Ze jsem po téch dfevé-
nejch schodech let&l’ a7 doli a nezastavil jsem se az v Kejzlicich.
[s2/46] ' (sletél”)

He ycnen” s n nukHyTs”, NOACKOYWI® KO MHE BAXMHCTP, a Ka-aKk
nact? mo moppe! Iloneren” s co BCeX NECTHHMH, & TaK W He
octaHaBnyeanca no cambix Keitxmmu. [$262]

Jluus Tomsko TyaGyben BBexan” B kabumer ¢uHAMpERTOpa, OH
3apedan’, OCKAMMBY qyTOBMILHEIE XKENTOBATHIE KJILIKHY, 3aTeM JIeT”
Ha OpIOXO W C KAKWM-TO BBIPAXXEHHEM TOCKH U B TO JKE BpEMS
SPOCTH B rnasax momons” x pasGutomy okHy. [mal83]

Sotva vbéhl” do feditelské kancelafe, zavréel?, vycenil”? mohutné
zajloutlé tesaky a pak si lehl” na bficho a s napil smutnym,
napiil zufivym vyrazem v olich se plazil’ k rozbitému oknu.

[mald7} (se zadal” plazit’)

W o6a mopxeaTWmM’ agMMHHCTPATOpa 110J| PYKH, BRIBOJIOKJMP €ro
13 caga u nonecmmcs? ¢ uum no Cagosoit. [mall4]

Nakonec ho oba chytli” pod paZdi, nasilim odvlékli® z parku a
uhénéli’ s nim po Sadové. [ma9l] (pustili® se)

Renil pll hodiny a teprve potom si viiml, Ze salutuji v cylindru.
To u? zvolal? jen, e zitra mam jit k regimentsraportu; a hnal’
to na koni ze vzteku aZ buhvikam jako divoky jezdec (...). [s2/96]

{odcvalal®)



140

(47)

(48)

21
0

2

(3)

OpaTOPCTBOBaH HenslX noa4daca v notoM TOJNBKO 3aME€THA, YTO 4
OTAAI0 €My 4ecTh B uwamHnpe. TyT o BO3OMWI”, 4TO 3aBTpa A
OOJKEH SBUTLCS K HEMY HA TNOMNKOBOH PamopT, U KAk OeleHbId
nockakan” Gor 3HaeT Kyda, CJIOBHO OWKME Beanmmk (...). [s302]

IMopobpas” pscy u He obpamas BHMMaHusA, oTell Pegop HpoHecca”
K Buixoay. [il 25]

Pravou rukou si podkasal® fizu, a aniz vénoval pozornost, sp&chal’
k vychodu. [il14] (odkragel”)

Byl za to zavienej? aZ byl dernej, a zas ho nanovo vedli’ k pfisaze.
[s2/208] (odvedli®)

Hy, 3aMy4am” ero B TIOpbME 4yTb He OO CMEPTH, a NMOTOM OMSTh
noserm’ k npucsre. [s389]

2. IN MEDIAS RES, PROCESS VS. START OR RESULT

stal’
... NACKOBO momMaHun” ero mansueM Ha cueHy. M Hukanop Meano-

BMY, HE NMOMHA KaK, OKA3ANCA’ Ha cueHe. B Tmaza eMy CHM3Y M
crepeny yoapun’ CBET IBETHBIX AaMIL.. [mal6l)

....a pfatelskym posuiikem ho pozval” na scénu. NeZ se pfedseda
vzpamatoval®, uz stal' na jevisti. [mal29]

M se ycnen” 6yderyuk orngHyTsCs, KaK OH QKa3ancs” B kabuHere
npodeccopa Kyssmuna. [ma208]

Nei se bufetaf stadil” rozkoukat, uz stil’ v ordinaci profesora
Kuzmina. [mal6§]

B Bo3ayxe paznanca” CBUCT, B YEpHOE TENO, ABHO MPOMAXHYBIUKCH,
obpywnnocs” B Bomy. Yepes HeckoneKo mrHobenuit nepes Mapra-
PHTO NDpencTan’ ToT camelil TONCTAK-OakeHGapaucT, uYTO Tak
HEYOA4HO NMPEACTABMICA Ha ToM Depery. [ma240]

. nahle cosi zahvizdalo? a Cerné télo zfejmé nechténé Zuchlo?
do vody. Za nékolik vtefin uz stal' pfed Markétou tloustik s
licousy, ktery se tak ne3tastné uvedl na prot&jsim biehu. [mal97]
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“Halt!” Pfed nadporué¢ikem stal’ plukovnik Kraus von Zillergut.
Nadporuéik Lukas zasalutoval? a stil’ pied plukovnikem, omlou-
vaje se, Ze nevidél. [s259]

«Halt». ITepen nopyuukom ctosn’ nonkoewuk Kpayc don Llunnep-
ryt. Jlykaw B3sn” nox KO3bIpeK, OCTAHOBMACK” U cTan ONpaBsaThCH
TEM, UTO He BuAen ero. [s219]

Kononuna pgeunynacw”. He moxons mo TpuymdansHoit nnowanu,
onarts ocraHoBumuck”. Cawa nopowen” Kk ceoeit rpynrne... [aS0]

Privod znovu vykro&il?. Nedo$li® je§t® na Triumfalni namésti a
uZ zase stali’. Sada zamifil? ke své skupiné... [ad1]

3arpemen® 3anop, OTKpHIAck” ABepb, BO3HMK” KOHBOMHBIA B
TYNYIE, C BUHTOBKONH B pyKax. [al2()]

Zafinéel? zamek, dvefe se oteviely? a v nich stdl' strainy v
dlouhém kozie, s puSkou v ruce. [al19]

U xorpa opkecrp saurpan? pym0y, oH OWYTWICH” BO3sE CTOMMKA
Bapu, cnenan® obumit noknou u, obpawasce Kk Butanuo, nonpo-
cun® paspewieHnst NpurAacuTh €ro gamy. [a247]

A kdyz orchestr spustil” rumbu, st&l' nihle u Varjina stolu,
uklonil” se viem dohromady a pozadal? Vitalije, aby si smél
zatancovat s jeho damou. [a260]

Jlena cHpocuna® capagan u OCTANACE” B YEPHOM KYNalbHUKE, KAk
Byaro Bbl HakneeHoM Ha Tene. [a312]

Lena shodila? sukni a stéla’ tu v &ernych plavkach, jako pfilepe-
nych na télo. {a332]

“J4 se ti divim,” fekl” Vodicka, vstupuje’ za Svejkem do predsing,
“%e s takovym smradem mluvis.” Stili' v predsini, zavfeli® dvefe
na chodbu a Svejk jen poznamenal®... [s2/192]

- Kak 3To Tl MOXeWws CO BCHKMM JEPBMOM Pa3roOBapHBATH?
3akpeis” 3a coboit nBepb, OHH OCTAHOBMIMCE” B nepenneii. lllseiik
samerun®: ... [s376] '
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2.2
(10)

1)

a2)

2.3
(13)

14)

5)

leZel
Ynonuomouennnlii Benen’ oTkpeiTe wkad, BLIBEPHYTL KapMaHbl

MuJKaka, TaM OKa3anach” 3amuCcHas KHHXKKA C aipecaMu M Tene-
¢donamu, u ona nerma’ wa crosn. [al(2]

Ufednik nafidil? oteviit skiifi, obratit naruby kapsy saka, nasel”
tam notes s adresami a telefony, a uz lezel’ na stole. [a99]

Jako jednou v Nuslich, pravé u mostu pies Boti¢, pfiSel” ke mné
v noci jeden pan, kdyz jsem se vracel’ od Banzetd, a prastil” mé
bejkovcem pfes hlavu, a kdyz ui jsem leFel’ na zemi, posvitil” si
na mne a povida’: ‘Tohle je mejlka, to neni von.’ [s37)

Kak-to 8 Hycnsix, kak pa3 y mocTa 4yepes boThy, Korga s HOYbIO
Bo3spamianca’ ot Baw3sera, KO MHE MOJOWEN” OOMH TOCHOAMH M
XBaTHUN® MEHS ApanHMKOM MO roJ0BE; s, MOHNTHO, CBAJIWICHP Ha
3EMIHO, & OH OCBETHAP MeHs U roBopHT': «OmnbKa, 310 He OoHl» [546]

“Vlez mné nékam, ty troubo!” Jen to fek”, a uz le%el' na zemi se
straSnou bolesti v levém rameni; [ca89]

«Ilomgn-xa Thl, 3Haews Kyna, Aybunal»> Tomeko ckaszan” ou 3ro,
KaK MOYYBCTBOBAN’ CTPAWHBIA yOap B JE€BOE MJE4O U IPOXHYncs”
Hasemb. [ca250]

sedél’

Ale kdyZ uZ jsem sedél' ve vagéné a vlak se hnul”, ji jsem se,
pane, dal? do breku jako maly kluk... [cal4]

Ycenca” s B BaroH, MOe3f TPOHY/ACS®, M TYyT s 3amnakan®, Kak
ManbYuwka. [ca2ll]

Naporudik Lukas podival® se na Svejka a vySel” z kupé. Kdyz
sedél’ opét na svém misté, objevila® se za chvili ve dvefich upfimna
tvaf Svejkova. [s2/13]

Hopyuuk Jlykam nocmotpen® ua Ilseiltka u Bolwen” us Kyne; He

ycnen” OH YCECThCa” HA CBOE MECTO, KAK B JBEPsSX MNOSBANIACH”
otkpuiTas cusuonomus Lleefika... [s239]

“Tak vidite, hosi,” vykladal’, kdyz sed8li” kolem pece, ve které
se vafily’ brambory na loupacku... [s2/41]
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- Tak-to, pebara, - cran” paccxa3bma*rb" Aen, Korga Bce YCenwcn”
BOKPYT I€4YKH, B KOTOPOil BAPHIACE' KAPTOWKA B MyHAMpeE. [s259]

24 bylt

(16}

a7)

(18)

(19)

(20)

21)

“Ja ho najdu...” vzlykal’ a pokouSel’ se vstat; vtom uz byl’ u ného
jeden z tajnych a zvedal’ ho téméf nézné. [ca73]

- 51 naiiny... BCX/TMNBIBAN’ OH M NOMLITANCS” NONHATHCS; TYT K HEMY
NOACKOYMAF ORMH M3 TAWMHBIX AFEHTOB M IIOYTH HEXHO NOIXBATANS
nox pyku. [ca243]

Hean yBupen? ceperit 6eper B ryme B Hadane Bonwmoit Hukutckoit,
nnu I'eprena. B mrHosenue oka Mean u caM orasancs” tam. [maS4]

Basnik zahlédl? jeho 3Sedy baret v davu na zacatku Velké Nikitske
nebo Gercenovy ulice. V mZiku byl’ tam, ale hnal’ se zbyte¢né.
[ma42]

Nadporucik Luka$ si povzdechl”. Nebyl to vzdech litosti. Bylo*
mu lehce u srdce, Ze Svejk zlistal” na perdné. [s2/18]

Korpa on yeupen?, uro Ulleekk ocrtanca” Ha neppoHe, y Hero
crano” nerxko ua ayuwe. [s243)

“Tak najednou, to se mné nelibi.”
Svejk byl’ opét sdm. Za chvili ozval® se opét telefon. [s2/247]

- Tak BHE3anHO... 3TO YTO-TO MHE HE HPAaBUTCH.
IIeeiik onsate ocranca” onuH. Yepes MuHyTY CcHOBA paspancs”
3p0HOK. {5418]

Nyni, vypovidav® se, byl desatnik sim sebou spckojen a &ekal,
co na to fekne jednorolni dobrovolnik. [s2/158]

Brickasasumcek, Kanpan OCTancs’ odeHb cobow noBoneH M cran’
KHATH', 9TO CKAXET HAa 3TO BOIbHOONpeAensomuiics. [s351]

Pak kdyZ ty voba vojaci umfeli®, pfislo? to do parlamentu a bylo”
to v novinach. Ty noviny hned nim zakazali® &ist a d&lali’ nam
prohlidku v kuffikach, kdo ma ty noviny. [s85]

Ho xorpma oba conpaTel noMepaun?, nenc gomno’ go naprameHTa,
M BCE 3TO NONAno” B raszevbl. TyT Ham cpa3y sanpeTunu’ 4yuratsb
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22)

(23)

29

(25)

3T raserbl W Aaxe OObICKaNu? HAWM CYHAYYKHM, HET JIM Yy KOro
razer. [s83]

Nebo v Bendlovce jsem dal? jednou jednomu funebrakovi facku a
on mné ji vratil?. Abychom se smifili, museli’ nas oba zatknout,

a hned to bylo’ v poledniku. [s53]

Wnu, Hanpumep, B Benpnoeke gan’ s pa3 onHomy dakenbmuky
M3 NOXOPOHHOro B10po no poxKe, a od MHe crayu. s Toro YToGwI
HAC MOMMPUTE, PHIIOCH? 0OOMX NOCARMTL B KaTaMaXxKy, U ceifuac
XKe 9T0 NosBHAOCE” B Beuepke. [s60]

A tak mé naili® u ni sedét druhy den sousedi. Potom jsem byl’
v blazinci ve Slupech, a kdyZ nas potom pied valkou v Bohnicich
postavili® pted komisi, byl’ jsem uznin” za vyléZenyho a hned jsem
musel’ jit dosiuhovat na vojnu za ty léta, so jsem promeskal. [s210]

Tak meHs Ha npyroil neHs M 3actaau’ cocepu. [lotom poman’ s B
cymamemunit oM Ha Cnynax, a Koraa Hac nepen Boiuoi ser3apanu’
B BOTHHMIBI Ha KOMHCCHIO, TIPU3HANMP MEHS M3JIEHEHHBIM, M TIpU-
IWIOCH” MATH NOCTYXMBAaTh BOEHHYIO CyxO0y 3a npOIyleHHbie
ronsl. [$390]

Svejk ho pfitdhl? k sobé& a polni kurat zapomnél? na vlak a podal?
napodobit rizné zvireci hlasy. Nejdéle se zdrzel” u kohouta a jeho
kikeriki vitézné zaznélo” z drozky. Byl’ vitbec né&jakou chvili velmi
¢ily, neposedny a pokousel’ se vypadnout z drozky, spilaje’ lidem,
které drozka mijela, uli¢niki. Potom vyhodil? z drozky kapesnik
a kiigel,’ aby zastavili, ze ztratil zavazadla. [s144]

Hleeiik ¢ cunoii mputsHyn® ero K cebe, u genvaxypat 3abein” npo
MOE37, ¥ NpUHSICA® NofApakaTh KPHKY PA3HBIX XUBOTHBIX M MTHL.
Josblie BCEro OH Nogpaxan’ MeTyXy, U €ro «Kykapeky» MoGemHo
Hecnocs! ¢ Apo Kek. Ha HekoTopoe spems om cran” soobme
HEODBIMARHO NeATENbHBIM M HeycuA4uBbiM. OH chenan” nobiTKy
BBICKOMHTh M3 IMPOJNETKHM, Pyras BCEX NPOXOXKNX XyJMraHaMH.
3areM ox BHIOpOCHAP U3 MPONETKM HOCOBOMN MJIATOK W 3aKpudan’,
4YTOOB! OCTAHOBUNNCH, TAK KAK OH moTepsin Garax. [s128]

Vrchni priivedéi byl jiz venku, dal? signal a vlak se opét rozjel®.
[52/16]

Obep-konmykTop BHIMEN’, nan® CBUCTOK, ¥ MOE3R TPoHyca®, [s240)
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Vzal? jsem to k udoli Kadaku do lesd, do jedny rokle, a za pul
hodiny byli’ uz dva ty vl¢aci u mne, povalili” mne... [s2/45]

Hanpaeuncs” s k norvue Kauaka B nec m cnpsitancs” B ospare.
Y nonyaca He npowno”, kak npubexam’” nepa BONMKOAABE M NOBA-
P MEHs Ha 3eMiI0... [s262]

Nez se ta véc vyfidila®, tak jsem zistal”? na peroné sim. Vlak
byl pry&, pan cbrlajtnant i s kufry, i se viema svyma, myma
dokumenty taky pry¢, a ji tu zistal” civét jako siroték bez doku-
menti. [s2/30]

Iloxka meno BesicHHNMOCH?, s OKasasnca” MOKMHYTBIM ‘Ha TIEPPOHE.
Iloesn ymen’”, rocnoguH NOPYY#K C YEMOBAHAMH M CO BCEMH - H
CBOUMM ¥ MOHMM - HOKYMEHTaMU YEXan® Toxe, a A octancs” Ge3
ROKYMEHTOB B Gonarancs, Kak becnpuiopHeri. [s251]

Jelif tedy se svym drozkafem, vritili® viechno poctivé, az na tu
lahev me$niho vina. A kdyz byli’ doma, poukéazavie? ne§tastného
drozkare na velitelstvi, pokud se tyka nihrady za ty dlouhé jizdy,
fekl? Svejk k polnimu kuritovi... {s168]

Onu noexanu? Ha TOM JKE HM3BOAYHKE M 9YECTHO BEPHYnu’ BCe,
Kpome OyTbUIKH LEPKOBHOTO BHHA. Korma oHm BEPHYNHCH” nomMoid
¥ B HaKa3aHWE 33 MEUICHHYIO €31y OTIPABHMIMP HECYACTHOrO W3-
BO3YMKA PAcCUMTBIBATLCA B KOMEHAAHTCKoe ynpaenenne, llseiix
obparunca” x densaxypary... [s150]

25 mér

29)

(30)

Kdyz se dr. Grunstein vratil’, postavil” se opét do bojovné pozy
a mé&l’ dlouhou fed. [s96]

Hoxrtop I'pionwreiin onste npmasl” Goesylo mo3y W NpowsHecr
DJTHHHYIO peyb. [s91]

‘U Vlasimé byl’ (...) jeden dékan a ten mél, kdyZ mu jeho stara

hospodyné utekla” s klukem i s penézi, posluhovacku. A ten dékan
na stard koléna dal? se do studovani svatyho Augustyna (...). [s174]

- Bo Brnammwme (...) 6un’ onun Hacrostens. Korna ero mpexssis
3KOHOMKa OT Hero cbexana’ BMmecte ¢ peDEHKOM M NE€HLIAMH, OH
HauAa” ceGe HOBYIO CNYXXaHKY. 3TOT HACTOSATENL HAa CTAPOCTH JIET
fIpMHANCS” u3yvath cBsTOro AeryctuHa (...) [s155]
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@31

(32)

(33)

(34)

(35)

To? jednou k rénu bylo® slySet’ dvé rany, byl néjaky poplach a
pak nalli” toho barena. Néprsni portfej mél' pry¢, ale jinak tam
nezlstala” zadna stopa. {ca223]

W BOT, OmHaXDbl, HA pacCBETe, XJACNHYAW® nBa BLICTpEna, MO-
cnpmmancs’ Kakoit-ro mWyM M nmoToM 0apoHa HAMUINY MEPTBHIM.
Bymaxuuk ero Mcyes’, HO HHMKAaKMX CHEI0B NPECTYIHHK He
octasun”. [ca304]

A to byl konec slavného detektiva Bretschneidra. KdyZz mél’ jiz
ve svém byté sedm takovych ohav, uzaviel” se s nimi v zadnim
pokoji a nedal” jim tak dlouho nic jist, pokud ho nesezraly?. [s70]

W Bor HacTymwn” xowen 3HaMeHWTOro chlmmka bperwmeiinepa.
Kormpa y HEro B KBApTMpE NONBHUNOCK” yxXKe CEMb MNOAODHLIX
CTpauwIMNNI, OH 3aMEPCA” C HUMM B 3afiHEll KOMHATE M He AaBar’
MM HUYETO XPaTh N0 TEX NMOP, MOKA NChl HE COXpanu’ ero camoro.
[s72]

Ho Hewya nouemy-to 3acmemmn’, cka3an’, 4to y Hero B ropoae
HEOT/IOXKHOE AE/0, U ymen’ oKomo nonyaHa oaus. [mal74]

Ale Je$ua mé&l' najednou naspéch. prohlasil?, e musi ve méste
vyfidit jistou neodkladnou zileZitost, a odedel” k polednimu sam.
[mal40]

Maprapura Tak ¥ coerasna®. Kosnaoworuit mopnec” el Gokan ¢
WAMIAHCKMM, OHA BRIIWIAP €ro, M Cepauc €e cpasy COrpenoch’.
[ma240}

Margarita poslechla”. Kozonoh ji pfinesl? pohar Sampanského.
Napila” se a hned méla’ hiejivy pocit u srdce. [mal96]

(...) ale od té doby dostal® Mlitko zlost na svou velkou stiibrnou
medalii za udatnost a el ji zastavit do zastavarny a tam ho
zadrzeli” i s medalii. M&l' z toho oplétini, a je né&jaky takovy
¢estny soud pro valeéné invalidy, a tam ho odsoudili” k tomu, Ze
mu vzali tu stfibrnou medaili a pak ho odsoudili® jesté ku ztraté
nohy... [s2/108]

{...) HO ¢ Tex Mop OH PA30AMMACK® Ha CBOKO GOJILIWYIO CEPEBPSHYIO
mepane «3a xpalpocte» W NMOHec” ee 3aKnajgMBaTh B JTomBapa.
Tam ero 3a aTo BMECTE € MEAANLIO CUANANNS, ¥ HAYANMHCBE? He-
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npusTHOCTH. CylecTBYeT Kakoit-To TaM CyX YECTH ONIA MHBAIMAOB
BOWHEI, M 3TOT CyA NOCTaHOBWA® ortoBparh y Hero aty cepebpsnyo
Mefanb ¥, KpOME TOro, MpHCYmWI® oTobpatk U Hory... [s311]

Plukovnik Schroder v mrzuté naladé odedel” domi, a kdyZ se rano
probudil?, mél’ jesté horsi naladu, ponévadi v novinach, které cetl’
v posteli, nékolikrat na3el® vétu ve zpravich z bojisté (...) [s2/115]

IMonkoenuk momen’ oMot B OTBpaTHTeNbHOM HacTpoeHmn. Ha
CRERYIOUIEE YTPO HACTPOEHME Y HETO CTANOP €meE XYXE, MOTOMY
9TO B raseTax, KOTOphlE OH UMTAN’ neXa B NOCTENN, HECKOMBKO
pa3 HaTankueancs’ Ha ¢pasy (...) [s316]

2.6 other process vs. end state

(37)

(38)

(39)

(40)

“(..) a na tucty to vidycky pfijde lacingjc,” odpovédél? Svejk.
Panovalo! ticho, které pferudil? sam Svejk povzdechem (...). [s12]

- (...} ma Ha JIOXKUHY W JewmeBne BeIXoAaWT, OTBeTHI” IlIBeiik.
Bougpunace” tuwnna, KOTopyo Hapymn” cam Illsefik, B3goxHyB”
(...). [527]

Nad Svejkem i nadporudikem LukéiSem vznaSela’ se ve vzduchu
katastrofa. [s254]

Hap Ilseiikom 1 nopyunkom Jlykamom gaemcna’ katactpoda. [s215)

- Tlokaiicsa, Means! Tebe ckupka swiiiger!

C rna3samu, HanuTbiMU KpoBeie, Hukanop Mranoruy 3anec” kynaku
HAZ TONOBOW JKEHLI XPHIA:

- Y, nypa npoknsitas! [mal04]

“Pfiznej se, Ivanyc¢i! Oni ti slevi trest!
Bosy s ofima zalityma krvi méval' péstmi Zené nad hlavou a rycel
“Kaco pitoma!” [ma82]

TlopusBunick” ¢ KamHs, OH IIBHPHYN” Ha 3eMm0 OECNONE3HO, Kak
OH Teneps AyMaj, YKPaJeHHBIi HOX, pasaaBdn? ¢nsry HOToI0,
mumue cebs somel, cbpocun’ c ronosel Keu, BUEMKUNCA? B CBOM
XKUAKKE BOJIOCH ¥ CTAN’ MPOKNHATH ceba. [mal76]

V zachvatu zufivosti vyskogil? z balvanu, mritil® na zem zbytecné
ukradeny niz, rozdupal” lihev a zistal” bez vody, strht” s hlavy
kefi, rval’ si Fidké vlasy a proklinal’ sim sebe. [mal42]
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Harye BennMbl, BRHICKOYMB? u3-33 BepO, BHICTPOWIMCHL” B psAa u

CTAM” NMPUCERATh ¥ KJIAHATLCA NMPUABOPHBEIMI NOKIOHaMU. KTO-TO
KO3NoHOTuil MOANeTen’ W HpMNAN’ K pyke, PACKMHYB? Ha Tpase
weaK, OCBEROMMWICRE® O TOM, XOpOWO M KYmanach KOpOJIEBa,
NpEANOXW” npuieds M OTAOXHYTh. [ma240]

Nahé divozenky se vyhouply” z vrbin, postavily” se do fady a
hluboce, dvorné se uklan&ly’. K Markété piisko&il” jakysi kozonoh
a sapal’ se ji po ruce. Pak rozprostfel” na travé hedvabnou rousku,
vyptaval’ se, jestli se kralovna dobfe vykoupala, a navrhoval’, aby
si na chvili¢ku lehla a odpoc€inula. [mal96]

2.7 other process vs. result

(42)

(43)

(44)

(45)

(46)

Ozvalo” se opét zarachoceni klice ve dvefich a profous na chodbé
rozsvécoval’ lampicku. [52/99]

OnsiTh NOCARIIANOCH? MIENKAHKME KITIOYA B 3AMKE, 1 npodoc 3axer’
KEPOCHHOBYIO Namny B kopupope. [s304]

- 51 m3BunSOCE, - BCKpH4AT” KopoBpeB, - 3TO MMEHHO TaJlIOLM-
HauMsl, BOT OH, Bam ZOKYMeHT, - ¥ KopoBres moman” mactepy
nokymeHt, [ma282]

“Pardon,” zaviedtél” Korovjev, “to jsou halucinace! Tady, prosim,”
a podaval’ mu legitimaci. [ma231]

TToBuHYSIChL KECTAM YENOBEKa B KAMIOWOHE, OAMH N3 Nanavecii B3san’
KOMEe, a Apyroi mpuHec” k ctonby BeApo M rybky. {mal79]

Na pokyn muZe v kapi jeden kat zvedl” kopi a druhy pfinaSel’
védro a houbu. [mal43]

Potom, kdyZ pfiSel” pan KokoSka, pan Tauchen ¥el’ s nim do
komptoaru, a kdyZz vySel” ven, ukazoval’ nam dva zlatniky, ne jeden,
jak mél slibeno. [s2/246]

3arem, korna npumen’ mas Kokowka, nan Tayxen nomen” ¢ uum
B KOHTODY, a BRIAAA OTTYAA DOKA3aa” HAM ABa 30JIOTHIX, 4 HE OAMH,
kax emy Owuno obewano. [s417]

Zavodti podal? chadit’ po pokoji, podival® se z okna, zas se vratil?,
utrhl” kus papiru z novin na stole a Zmoulal’ mezi prsty papirovou
kulicku. [52/69]
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Edpeitrop 3amaran® no xomuare, B3TISHYA” B OKHO, BEpHyJCs”,
OTOPBAJI” KYCOK OT JIEXKABIIEH HA CTONE ra3eTsl U CKATAN” U3 HEro
mapuk. [s280]

Piestal” byt skeptikem a dusi jeho naplnila? soustrast k Svejkovi.
Hiedali' tedy vhodny prijezd, kde siiali” bodaky, a tlusty dovolil”
Svejkovi, aby kracel vedle ného. [s129]

On mepecran” OWTB CKENTHKOM, M Iylla €ro HamoJHWIACK? co-
crpaganneM K lseiiky. Tyr onn BricMOTpEIM?” nogxondilee MeCTo
3a BOpOTaMH, CHUIB® TaM WTHIKM, U TONCTsK paspemr’ Ilseiiky
MoTH psgoM ¢ HuM. [s117]

Lehl” si na sviij slamnik u dvefi a vzpominal’ na domov a na
zabijacky. [s2/268]

Ou nmer” Ha cBOH COJIOMEHHBI Martpau y ABepeit u BCHOMHUHIY
PORHOI MOM M JIHM, KOrja pesanu ceuHed, [s434]

- Pas! - B pyke y Hero oralancs” nucroner, o KPURHYA’:
- HBa! [mal24]
“Raz!” Najednou drzel’ v ruce pistoli. “Dva!” [ma99]

1 6e3 toro xynoit ¢puunupekTOp Kak Oynro eme Oonee moxymen”?
M gaxke nocrapen”, a rna3a ero B pOrOBOit ONpaBe YTPaTHIM? CBOIO
0BBIYHYIO KOMIOYECTD, ¥ NOSBAMACE” B HMX HE TONLKO TPEBOra, HO
naxe kak 6ynTo nmeuans. [mal08]

Beztak uz hubeny feditel jako by jesté vic seschl” a snad i zestarl?.
Oci za kosténymi obrouc¢kami bryli ztratily” obvykle pichlavy vyraz
a zradil’ se v nich nejenom neklid, ale dokonce smutek. {ma86]

3. INGRESSIVITY

3.1 cran® + inf.

)

@)

“Lze,” fekl? Svejk a gekal”. [567]

- Bpert! - crasan® lseiik 1 cran” xpate’. [s70]
“Maxi!” zavolal” na néj Svejk, “pojd ke mng&!” .

Sel* s nedivérou, Svejk ho vzal? na klin, hladil' a ponejprv Max
zbytkem svého kupirovaného ohonu zavrtél? pfatelsky (...). [s252]
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(3)

“

(3

(6)

Q)

- Makcuk, - nozean® ero llleeiix, - nogn croaal

Makc vemosepuuso nopmowen®. Ilpeiik B3fAP ero Ba KoncHW o
cran? rnagurs’. Tyr Makc B nepsblii pa3 NpUATENLCKM 3aBuisn’
cBoumM 0bBpyBkom (...). [s214]

Komornik, pfipominajici svymi jeZatymi licousy Babinského,
pfitahl? objemny ko$ k posteli, zatimco spoleénice staré baronky,
vysoka dama s uplakanou tvaii, sedla® si na Svejkovu postel a
urovnévala’ mu slamény pol§taf pod zada s fixni mySlenkou, Ze se
to patii délat nemocnym hrdinim. [s93]

Kamepaunep, HanoOMHHAKOUWMA CBOMMH B3BEPOIIECHHEIMM DakeH-
Oapnamu Babuuckoro, npuTawmn? K nOCTENM rPOMATHYIO KOP3HHY.
Komnaneonka GapoHecch! - BbICOKAA JaMa ¢ 3alaKaHHbIM JIMLOM -
ycemacs? k Illseiiky Ha moctens u CTaja’ NOOpaBmATh’ emy 3a
CNIMHOH TMOAYWKY, HAGHTYIO COJNIOMOIl, C TBEPOOH YBREPEHHOCTBLIO,
4TO TaK MONAraeTcsd ACNATH Y NOCTENH paHeHbIX repoes. [$90]

Cahoun chvili sam se sebou zapasil’. A jako ztratil” jiz sviij skeptic-
ismus, ztricel’ pomalu i svou odméfennost a zbytek rozvahy. [s133]
Bepauna ¢ muayTy Boponcs’ ¢ camum coboii, HO mOTEpAB” CBOM
CKENTHUW3M, Malo-moMany cTan’ TEPAT' W CAEPXKAHHOCTL M
NOCNENHME OCTaTKM paccyderensHoctu. [s119]

Nadporuéikovi bezdééné zacvakaly” zuby, vzdychl” si, vytidhl” z
plasté Bohemii a €etl’ zpravy o velkych vitézstvich (...). [s2/7]

[Mopyusk HepoARHO 3acKpexeran’ 3ybamu, B3IHOXHYN’, BRIHYN” 13
KapmaHa muHem «Boremuio» u cran® uumraTs' coofeweHns O
KoJnoccankHex nobepax (...) [s235]

Zistal® jen privodéi vilaku se Svejkem a Zeleznitnim ziizencem.
Priivodéi vlaku vytahl? zapisni knizku a sestavoval’ relaci o celém
piipadé. [s2/16]

[TBeiik, KENE3HONOPOKHBIA CAYXKAUMA M KOHAYKTOp OCTAIMCH?
oA, KOHIYKTOp BRIHYN” 3anuCHYH KHMXKY M CTAN” COCTABINTE'
MPOTOKOJ O npoucwecTeurM. [$240]

Zistal? privodéi se Svejkem a mamil' na ném dvacet korun pokuty,
zdiiraziiuje, Ze¢ ho musi v opadném piipadé piedvést v Tabofe k
piednostovi stanice. [s2/17]
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Co IliBeiikoM ocTancs” KOHAYKTOP, KOTOpHIA €Tan” BhIMOraTe’ y
HETO ABaAUAThL KpoH wiTpady, yrpoxas, YTO B MPOTHBHOM CHly4ae
coact ero B TaGope HavanbHuKy cTaHuuu. s241

Polozil” si na stdl maly bali¢ek, vytdhl” rozbitou tobolku a pfe-
pocitaval’ si penize. [s2/21]

Ilonoxus” Ha cTON ManeHbKMit Y3€ROK, OH BBIHYI® HCTPENAaHHLIA
KOIIENeK W CTan” mepecywTaTs’ neubru. [s245]

(...) “jen se poradné napij.”
Pochopil”, napil” se, podekoval”: “Koszonom szivesen,” a dal
prohlizel’ obsah své tobolky a nakonec vzdychl?. [s2/21]

(...) nmeit Ha 310pOBLE.

Tot nonan?, sermn’ u nobnarogapun’:

- K&sz8ném szivesen.

3aTem OH cHOBa CTAn” NPOCMATDHMBATE' COAEPXKHMOE CBOETO
KOUIENKA # MoJ KOHEY B3AOXHYA”. [s245]

Zavod¢imu dalo mnoho obtiZzi presvédCit ho, Ze je jiZ rtano.
Konec¢né prokoukl”, mnul’ si o¢i a nejasné se za€al” upamatovévat
na vierejek. [52/69]

Edpeitropy cronno HeManoro Tpyaa yOEAMTE €ro, 9To yXKe yTpo.
Haxonen, on npoapan” rnasa, cran” ux 'rgpe'n." KYJIakoM U ¢
TPYZOM, MOCTENEHHO HAYAN’ nocxpema'n:‘ B NMaMATH BUepallHuit
Beuep. [s280]

Vrchni polni kurat vtom spadl” z lavice a spal’ na zemi dal.
Desatnik se na to hloupé dival’ a pak za vSeobecného ticha zvedal’
ho beze vSeho pfispéni druhych na lavici sam. [s2/145]

B oror MoMeHT 00ep-penbakypaT ckaTmaca’ CO CKaMbH M Npo-
momxan’ cnate’ Wa mony. Kanpan 6pocun® ua HEro pacTepsHHbII
Barnag M npu oblieM MONYaHuM CTan’ BTACKABATE' ero obpaTHO
Ha ckameio. [s340]

Nyni, vypovidav” se, byl desatnik sam sebou spokojen a &ekal’, co
na to fekne jednorocni dobrovolnik. Ozval? se vak Svejk. [s2/158]

Bricrasasmmcs”, kanpan ocrancs” oyeHb cobo0 AOBONEH W gTan’
XOaTh, 4TO CKAXET Ha 3TO BosbHOompengemsomuiics. Opnako
oro3ssanca” Ileeiik. {s351]
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13)

(14)

5)

(16)

{a7)

K cnoBy «AHHYyIIKa» NPUBA3ANHCH” CNIOBA «TIGACOHEYHOE MAcCiio»,
a sareM noueMy-To «Ilowtwii [Tunat». Ilunata noat OTpHHYN? u
cTan® BA3aTh' UENOYKy, HauyMHas CO CloBa «AHHywkar. VI nenouxka
372 cBs3anack? o4eHb BLICTPO M TOTHAC ONpuBeEna” K CyMaculenemy
npodeccopy. [ma52]

Ke slovu “Anudka” se pfipojila? dalsi, “slunecnicovy olej” a pak
neznamo pro¢ i1 “Pilat Pontsky”. Pilata Bezprizorny rezolutné
odvrhl? a pitral’ po souvislostech, polinaje slovem *Anufka”.
Postupné splétal’ fetéz, ai koneéné dospél” k blaznivému profe-
sorovi. [ma39]

Benen 3a TeM, OTKyZa HM BO3bMHCh, Y YYTYBHOH DEINETKH BCIRIX-
Hyn” oroueuek W cran’ mpubmixarbes’ Kk Bepange. Cupsmue 3a
CTONHUKAMM CTANM’ NPHIOAHMMATECA' ¥ BCMATPUBATLCA' 1 YBHIETUY,

YTO BMECTE€ C OFOHEYKOM INECTBYeT K pecTopaHy Oenoe mpuBn-
nenmne. [mab5s]
Brzy nato, kde se vzalo tu se vzalo, zazafilo” nahle u kovové
miize svétélko a blizilo’ se k terase. Hosté u stolkd vstavalif,
natahovali’ krky a vidéli’, ze se svétélkem kraci k restauraci bily
pfizrak. [ma5]]

H eoT npoknATas 3enesb nepej riaalamu pa3rasia’, CTann’ BeIro-
BAPMBATLCA' CJIOBA, M riaeHoe, C1ena Koe-yTo nprnoMwi’, [ma8l]

Zelené kruhy pfed o¢ima zmizely?, slova plynula’ lehéeji, a hlavné
Lotrov se pomalu rozpominal’, [ma64]}

HUepes HECKONBKO CEKYHA OEHEXKHBIH NOXK[b, BCE rycres, AOCTHIY
Kpecen, u 3puTenu craau’ Gymaxkw JOBHTR'. [mal24]

Za nckolik vtefin zesileny dést bankovek dopadl”? na kiesla a
divaci je lovili‘. [ma99]

Ho spaus OpicTpo yCnmoxOwn” BceX BCTPEBOXKEHHBIX, CKOPOHBIX
rfaBoIo, ¥ OHW CTAAM” 3ackmarte’. [mal69]

Ale lékafi brzy uklidnili” vySinuté pacienty, takze viichni postupné
usinali‘. [mal36]
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ITotom Mapraputy Gpocunn” Ha XpycranbHOE 70XKe M mo Drecka
CTaMW” PACTHPATh' KaKMMH-TO OONBIIMMM 3EMEHBIMH NHUCTBSIMH.
Tyr Bopsanca” kor u cTan® momorars’. [ma254]

Pak ji poloZily? na kfi¥falové loze a tfely’ ji velikinskymi zelenymi
lupeny, az se celd leskla. Vtom vtrhl? dovnitf kocour a zaal?
vydatné poméhat’. [ma208]

INocne aroro ona KMHynace” K Mactepy, obxBaTwia’ ero wew M
crana’ ero pgenosars’ B rybsl, B HOC, B weKH. {ma353]
Po téch slovech se mu povésila? na 3iji a libala’ ho na try, na nos

i na tvafe. [ma289]

Ho tyr ona onommmnace”, nopGexana’ K niaarelo, HOgHAmA’ u
crama’ oTpaxusats’ ero. [ma226]

Vtom se vzpamatoval”, rychle posbirala? spadlé véci a horlivé je
opraSovala’. [mal85]

Tyr CTamu’ DOEHMMATHCH' MO KAKMM-TO LIKPOKMM CTYNIEHSM, M
Maprapute crano” Ka3zaThes', 4TO KOHUA MM He Oyner. [ma242]

Stoupali‘ po Sirokych pohodinych schodech, které se Markétd
zdaly’ nekoneéné, [mal198]

N4i$ obrit zakazal® wvitbec vojakiim &ist!, (...). Vod ty doby vojaci
zalli® Cist' a nas regiment byl nejvzdélanéjsi. [s85]

Hauwr nonKoBHUK BooGwe 3ampeTHwn’ cogatam 4urats’, (...). U Bot
¢ 3TOrO-TO BPEMEHHM CONAaTel NMpHHSUMCL” yuTaTth'. Ham nonk
cpa3y CTan” cambiM HAYUTAHHBIM. [$84]

Nejdéle se zdrzel” u kohouta a jeho kikeriki vitézné znélo’ z drozky.
Byl‘ viibec néjakou dobu velmi gily, neposedny a pokouSel’ se
vypadnout? z drozky, spilaje lidem (...). [s144]

Jlonele BCero on moapaxan’ MeTyxXy, # €ro «KyKapeky» moGemHo
Hecaocs ¢ Apoxek. Ha HekoTopoe spems OH gcran’ soobme He-
oOb4aiiHO gegTentHeiM M HeycupgueeiM. OH CHENAR’ NONBITKY
BBICKOYMTB” U3 NPOAETKH, pyras BCEX MPoXoxux (...). [s128]
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| 3.2 mHauan” + inf.

24)

25)

(26)
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(28)

To u zvolal® jen, Ze zitra mam jit k regimentsraportu, a hnal’ to
na koni ze vzteku az bihvikam jako divoky jezdec, a zas pficvalal?,
opét nanovo fval’, zufil’, bil’ se v prsa a poruil’ mne okamiité
ze cvifi§té odstranit a ddt do hauptvachu. [s2/96]

Ty oH BO3OIMAT, YTO 3aBTPa A NOJKEH ABUTECT K HEMY Ha IOJIKO-
BOil panopT, u Kak OelleHb NOCKARAN” Gor 3HaeT Kyma, CJIOBHO
OMKMIA BCAaJHMK, 2 NOTOM NPHCKBKAN’ ranonom obparso, cHOBa
mauan” gpate’, Gecnomarsca’ u GuTH' ceba B rpyob; MeHs BeJeT
HEMENJIEHHO yBpaTh ¢ IUlaua M nocaguTh Ha raymreaxty. [s302]

{...) a vona mé, bestie, vodnesla” ze zebfiku na zem, tam si na mne
klekla? a vréela’ a cenila’ mné zuby do voblideje. [s2/45]

(.--), a ona - BecTus! - gOCTAaBMNA” MEHA C JIECTHULEI HA3EMb, @ TaM
Ha MEHS BAE3/a” v HEguana’ DPLMATL' ¥ CKAMTL' 3yOwl Haf caMbiM
MOMM HOCOM. [$262]

Yenosek co CBA3aHHEIMM PYKaMM HECKONBKO MOAancs’ Bnepen M
HAYan” roBopuTk’: - Jobpuiii Yenosek, Noeeps MHe... [ma2s)

Vinik se svazanyma rukama se ponékud naklonil? dopfedu a
yjisfoval’: “V&F mi, dobry &lovéde...” [mal7]

IlocTosB? HeKOTOPOE BpeMs, UWIVHAP HAYAN® BPAMATECA' [O TeEX
nop, MoKa He BbICKOYMAAP napamuck: «Hsus». [mal7]

Chvilku vy&kaval’ a pak se pomalu zasouval’, ai vyskodil? jiny
népis: Osetfovatelka. [ma69]

Becre 0 rubenu bepanosa pacmpoCTpanMnach” no BceMy aOMY C
KaKOI0-TQ CBEPX'BECTECTBEHHON BLICTPOTOIO, U € CEMM YHaCOB yTpa
uetepra Kk BocoMy Hayamu’ 3BOHMTB' no TeiedoHy, a 3aTeM M
JIM4HO H'BJ'IJI'I'I:QS_!l C 33sBJICHHUSIMH, B’ KOTOple Coaepxanuce npe-
TEH3UM Ha XUMIUIOMARb MOKOMHOro. [ma96)

Zprava o Berliozové smrti se rozsifila® po celém domé s jakousi
nadpfirozenou rychlosti. Ve &tvrtek od sedmi hodin rano vyzvénél
v byt€ Bosého telefon a pozdéji pFichdzeli’ najemnici osobné s
pisemnymi Zadostmi o pfidéleni neboztikova bytu. [ma76]
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B naprepe 3amesermmMch”, HAaYAM® NPUCTABATE', M HAKOHEL,
KakO#-TO rpaXJaHuH, KOTOpOro, TouHo, 3eam Ilapuerckum, Becs
MYHI[OBLI OT M3yMNeHHs, HIBIEKF U3 BymaxHUKa Konony M cran?
THIKATS' €10 B BO37IyX, HE 3Has, 4TO C HEW AeMaTh. [mal23]

V hledidti to zaSumélo”, lidé vstavali’ a nakonec jakysi muz, ktery
se skutecné jmenoval Pargevsky, pfekvapenim rudy aZ do kofinkd
vlast, vytéhl? z naprsni tasky sadu karet a zafal® s ni mavat’ ve
vzduchu. [ma98]

Ho Tor HeuspecTHO oTuYero Bnan” B TOCKY M DecnokoicTeo, IOR-
HAICH” co CcTyna, 3anmoMun’ pyku u, ofpaw@asce K Janekoit ayHe,
B3parvBas, Hauan” GopMoraTte’: VI HOuLIO NpU NyHE MHE HeT
NOKOA, 3a4eM NOTPeBOXuNy MeHs? [ma279]

Ten nahle zneklidn&l® a rozesmutnil? se. Vstal®, lomil’ rukama,
nervdzné sebou poskubaval a zmatené blekotal’ tvafi v tvai vzda-
lenému mésici:

“Ani v noci pfi mési¢ku nemam klid... Pro¢ jste mé vyrusili?
[ma228]

4. VERBA SENTIENDI / COGITANDI

sight (vidét etc.)

vidél’ - yeugen®
B Gonwwoit paboueit komuare cumen’ 3a cromom IMockpeBaimes.

Mapk Anexkcanaposuy YBMIEn” ero emepBble H MOKYMAI”, Kakoe
y Hero rpyboe, HenpusTHOE aMLO. [a34]

Ve velké pracovné sedél’ za stolem Poskrebysev. Rjazanov ho
vid&l poprvé a pomyslel” si, jakou ma hrubou, nesympatickou
tvaf, [a22}

Bossparesmmck” ¢ 3asoga, Cama yBUgen® B AbIPOYKAX MOYTOBOrO
Awuka cuanil KoHeepT. Ilncemo ot oTna, ero nouepk. [a69]

Kdyz se vritil® domi, vidél' Saja dirkami v postovni schrince
prosvitat néco modrého. Dopis od otce, jeho pismo na obalce. [a63)

Tyt yxac go toro obnanen” bepmio3om, 4TO OH 3aKphUIY rhasa.
A KOrga OH Mx OTKpHUT®, YBHIEN”, 4ro BCE KOHUMAOCH (...) [mal3]
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4.1.3
(8)

Berlioz zdéSenim zavfel” oéi. Kdyz je znovu oteviel”, vid&l', e je
po vSem. [ma8]

Pani Miiflerova, kterd ¢ekala’ nahofe na mosté s vozikem na
Svejka, kdyz ho vidéla’ pod bajonety, zaplakala” a odeSla? od
voziku, aby se vicekrat k nému nevratila. [s80]

Korpa nanu Mionnep, ¢ Konackoit oxupaswas Ilseiika y mocra,
yeufiena’ ero MexAy ABYMs ITHIKaMu, OHa 3amwnakana’ u THxo
oTontna” oT KOMICKM, 4TODbl HMKOrAa yXe K Hed HE BO3Bpa-
WaThes... [$79)

KdyZ se vlak hnul?, vyhlédl” nadporudik Luka3 z okna a yidél’
na peroné stat Svejka, zabraného ve vainy rozhovor s prednostou
stanice. [s2/18]

Korpa noean tponynca®, nopyuux Jlykail BEFASHYN” B OKHO K
ysuzen” Ha neppose [llpeiika, yBAeu€HHOro CEpbE3HLIM PA3rOBOPOM
C HaYANMbHUKOM CTaHuuu. [$243)

vidél’ - other

- VI3 tex? - nogusa® 6posu JpuK.
3ameTur” wnrtepec Dpuka K rpadune, Buka orseTnna’:
- VI3 Tex, HO He M3 IMABHBIX, U3 3axyfansix. [a246]

“Z téch Seremetévii? zvedl® obodi Erik.
Kdyz Vika vidéla’ Erikiv zijem o hrabénku, odpovédéla’:
“Ano, ne oviem z téch hlavnich, ale z téch zchudiych.” [a259]

OrkpuB” rnasa, ou yGegumnaca” s Tom, 4TO Ha xOnMe BCe Ge3
naMeHenui (...). [mal76]

Oteviel” odi a vidél', e situace na kopci zlistava nezménéna (...)
[mal42}
yeugen? - other

ITonexas” nexoTopoe Bpems Henopeuxkuo (..), Vsan yeupen’
KHOTKY 3BOHKA pAfoM ¢ ¢coborw. [mag7]

Chvilku lezel’ nehybné v (...) posteli a pak zpozoroval” vedle sebe
zvonek. [ma69]
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Mapraputa HaRIOHWAACK” K rnobycy W YBHAENA”, 4TO KBAAPATHK
semsn pacmmpuicd (...). {ma252]

Markéta se sklonila? ke globusu a sledovala’, jak se &tveredek
zemé rozsifil (...) [ma206]

Bapenyxa monya nogan” emy teaerpammy, u QUHAMpEKTOp YBUOEn”
B HEll ¢oBa: « YMons0 BEpUTS...» [mal7]

Varenucha mu podal? beze slova telegram a feditel &etl’: “Snazné
prosim (...)"” [ma85]

dival’ se - other

Celkem vzato, desitnik z toho pochopil? jediné tolik, ze je chy-
bujicim; proto odvritil” se opét k oknu a zasmusile se dival’, jak
ubiha cesta. [s2/144]

W3 Becero aroro xanpanl HOHAN® TOABKO OOHO, YTO €MY CT@BSTCH
Ha BHA ero cobcrsenHble OMOKU. OH OTBEPHYNCA® OnATh K OKHY
# CTan” MpavHo MIANETh’, Kak yberaer mopora. [s339]

Kuchaf okultista zahalil® se v roucho mieni, podepfel” si hlavu
o ruku a dival‘ se na mokry, polity stil [s2/261]

ITopap-OKKyNeTHCT MNOIPy3wics” B momyanue, nognep” pykoi
FOJIOBY U CTan’ cosepuaTk’ MOKpHI, 0bauThlii cron. [$428]

Vrchni polni kurdt vtom spadl? z lavice a spal’ na zemi dal
Desatnik se na to hloupé dival’ a pak za vieobecného ticha zvedal’
ho beze vieho pfispéni druhych na lavici sam. Bylo vidét, Ze ztratil
viechnu autoritu, a kdyz fekl” slabym beznadé€jnym hlasem: “Mohli
byste mné také pomoct,” tu viichni z eskorty divali’ se strnule a
nehla” se ani Ziva noha. [s2/145]

B aror momenT obep-gensakypaT CKATHACK® CO CKaMbM M Npo-
ponxan' cnaTh Ha nony. Kanpan Bpocun® ma Hero pacTepsHHbI
B3rNsAy M Npu 0BWeM MONuaHuMM CTAn® BTACKMBAT' ero oBpaTHO
Ha cxambio. HukTo He momesenwicsa”, yTobel eMy nNOoMovs. BuaHo
6bInO, YTO KANpan MOTEPSUT BCAKMII ABTOPUTET, M Korga oH Oea-
HaAeXHbIM roNlocoM cKalan”;

- XoTb Obl NOMOT KTO... - KOHBOIHEIE TONRKO IIOCMO’_I’M‘. Ha HEro,
HO HMKTO He nomepemunca’. [s340]
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4.1.5

(14)

5)

4.1.6
16)

A7)

(18)

norasnen - other

ITpoxkypaTop XOpOWO 3HAN, YTO MMEHHO TdK €MY OTBETHT I1€DBO-
CBSIIEHHHMK, HO 3a[a4a €ro 3aKJo4anack B TOM, YTODBI MOKA3aTh,

YTO TAKOW OTBET BLI3BIBAET €0 M3YMICHUE.
INunat aro caenan ¢ GonswiuM UCKycCTBOM. BpoBUM Ha HaOMEHHOM

ML MOJHAIMCB?, NPOKYPATop NMPsSMO B ria3a IOTAAAEN” nepso-
CBALIEHHHUKY C U3ymneHneM. [ma39]

Pilat dobfe védél, co mu veleknéz odpovi, ale chtél dat najevo,
ze ho takova odpovéd prekvapuje. Zhostil se své tlohy mistrovsky.
Zvedl? tizavé obodi, zatvafil® se povylené a hledél’ udivené
veleknézi ptimo do o€i. [ma29]

- He ycnbuman 61 Hac KTO-HUDyMAb, HreMOH?
[Munar MeprBHIMM ria3aMy DOMIAEN” Ha NEpPBOCBALICHHUKE M,
OCK&JTMBIINCh, H300pa3nn” ymeioky. [ma4l)

“Co kdyby nas nékdo slySel, vladafi...”
Pilat ho pozoroval’ vyhaslyma olima a pokusil” se o ismév. [ma30]

other

Veuges” Mapraputy, TOACTSK CTan® BLAAAKBATECH', a NOTOM
pamoctHo 3aopan’: - Yro rakoe? Ee i 5 Buxy? Knoauna, na sean
3TO THI, BeyHeBaomas Baoea? M T 3pmeck? - TyT OH nones’
3poposatkes’. [ma239)

Sotva tloustik uvidél? Markétku, chvili si ji prohlizel’ a pak ra-
dostné zahuyhlal”: “Co to vidim? Je to opravdu ona? Jsi to ty,
Claudino, veseld vdovo? Ty a tady?” a uzui se k ni hrnul’ a chtél
ji obejmout na pfivitanou. [mal95]

- [loxanyiicra, noxanyiicra, - OTO3BanCA” KoT u cTan? 8 GUHOKIL
CMOTPETE' Ha AOCKY. [ma249]

“Prosim, ralte,” zapi§t€l” kocour a sledoval’ kukatkem Sachov-
nicové pole. [ma204]

AHymka or@exana’ or okHa, CmycTMAach” BHM3 K CBOeH amepn,
ObICTpEXOHbKO OTKPRUIAP €€, CApATANACh” 3a HElo, M B OCTAB/ICH-
HOIl €10 WenKe 3aMepnan’ ee MCCTYTUIEHHBIA OT AODONBITCTEA Ia3.
[ma287]
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Anuska odskoéila® od okna, rozb&hla” se dold ke dvefim vlastniho
bytu, rychle odemkla” a schovala® se za dveimi. Ve Skvife se
blyskalo® jeji oko, nepficetné zvédavosti. [ma235]

(19) - 3uaw, 3maw! - GeccTpawHo orBeTMA” uepHoGopoawit Kauda,
¥ 1a3a ero cBepxHynm?. [ma4l]

“Vim, vim!” odpov&dé&l” nebojicné Cernovousy Kaifis a metal’
ofima blesky. [ma30]

(20)  «JIxer!» - BOCKMUKHYN® MbicnenHo ¢uHgupexTop. W TyT BAPYT €ro
‘TNa3a OKPYIIMIMCL” M CTAn®” COBEPWEHHO OE3YMHBIMM, ¥ OH
YCTAaBMAICA” Ha crnimHKy Kpecna. [mal5e]

Lze! blesklo? hlavou fediteli. Vtom vykulil” oéi a divoce ziral‘ na
opéradlo kfesla. [mal25]

(21) Ho 3aro, xoraa npodeccop BEPHYACIH” K CTONY, COAPAB? HAKOHEL

¢ cebsa xanar, oH kak Obl BPOC? BO3/Ne CTONA B MAapKeT, IPHMKO-
BABONCEL” B3TNSOM K ceoeMy ctony. Ha Tom mecre, roe nexanu
STHKETKH, CHACT YCPHBIH KOTEHOK-CHPOTA € HECHacTIMBOH Mop-
IOO4KOIT M Maykan Hap OmonedykoM ¢ MonokoM. [ma2(9]
Zato kdyz se profesor vritil? ke stolu a konetné ze sebe strhal”
plast, ziistal” stat’ jako prikovany a civél’ pfed sebe. Na misté,
kde jesté pred chvili lezely vinéty, sedélo ¢emné zatoulané koté a
nes$tastné mnoukalo nad miskou s mlékem. [mal69]

(22) Sansemuck” mackymHeiM KoToM, Flan easa He motepsn” caMoro

. TIABHOTO M3 Tpex - mpodeccopa. [ma54]
Ivan pozoroval’ to zlofeCené kocoufisko a pfitom div neztratil®
z dohledu vudce bandy - profesora. [ma42]

4.2 hearing

4,21 slySel’ - ycrmiman®

(23) Odhrabal” si slamu a slySel’ zcela blizko sebe hlas: “Vod kteryho

regimentu? Kam se nese$?” [s2/39]

On o1rpe6” cebe conmoMel M BADYr Haj CaMoil CBOEH roj0BOi
yenemuan® rosoc: - Kakoro nonka? Kyaa bor nvecer? [s257]
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24

422
(25)

(26)

423
)

(28)

Nadporuéik Lukas fekl?, oblékaje se rychle, kdyz slyfel’, ze mél
jiz byt pied pulhodinou u plukovnika Schrédra: “Vy jste mné,
Svejku, zas pomohl na nohy.” [s2/243]

YCouBmas®, 4To ewe nosavaca TOMY Ha3ald OH JONXKeH Owul BbITh
y nonkosHuka Ilpenepa, nopyuuk cran? 6wicTpo onesaThes'.
- Onsite, iBeiik, yapyxunu mue! - ckaszan” ou (...). [s415]

Bu/cyman® - po/naslouchal’

Vojak z eskorty cosi nejasné zabrucel? a kapral provazejici eskortu
priblizil” se a naslouchal’ daliimu vykladu jednoro¢niho dobro-
volnika (...) [s2/124]

Kougoitueiit 4To-T0 HeBRATHO npobopmoTan’. HayansHMK KOHBOSA,
Kanpas, Noaomen” Gmeke u CTAN? CAymars’ o6BACHEHWS BOJILHO-
onpenensouerocs. [$323]

Huna Toxe sena cebs MupomodHeo, NOJOMUIA” K fOCKE, CIpocHma’,
yro Baps seprtur, co BHuManueM BHcaymana® Bapunbl obwscHe-
Hus. [a481]

Nina se taky chovala pratelsky, pfistoupila” ke stolu, zeptala® se,
co to Varja rysuje, se zijmem poslouchala’ Varjino vysvétlovani.
[a522]

bylo’ slyset!

“Ja mam svyho obrlajtnanta.”

Bylo' slySet!, ze se vedle blizko nesméje’ jen jeden, ale t¥i. Kdyz
se smich utidil®, optal? se Svejk, od jakého regimentu jsou oni.
[s2/40]

- Y menst tam obep-nefiTeHaut.
IMocmamanca® cmex. Ho cMesncs' ve ol - CMesnce LenbiX Tpoe.
Korna cmex crux?, lIseiik cmpocua”, Kakoro oHM moJka. [s258]

Potom se vzdilili” a bylo® slySet’ zas za hodnou chvili za rohem
z druhé fady baraku hlas Vodic¢ky: “Svejku, Svejku, jaky maji pivo
u Kalicha?” {s2/227]

Oromum? eme nanewe gpyr OT Apyra, M BOPYT M3-3@ Yr1a BTOPOTO

panga Gapaxos gpomecca” romoc Boguukm:
- WMeeiik! IIseik! Kakoe «Y Yawu» nuso? [s404)
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4.3 thinking, understanding, remembering, imagining, dreaming

4.3.1
(29)

(30)

(3D

4.3.2
(32)

thinking

To se vi, ze v§ichni vodeSli*, a j4 tam s nim zistal” sim, a po-
névadz mam vidycky smilu, tak von potom, kdyZ se probudil” a
podival” se do zrcadla, se rozéilil” a myslel’, Ze jsem to jemn
udélal ja, a chtél mné dat taky par facek. [s2/12]

Ho sBce, monsaTHo, ymwm’, a 1 ¢ HUM OCTAICE” onuH. Mue, Ha-
BECTHOE AENI0, BCeraa He BedeT. Korna od mpocHynacs” u nocmotpen”
B 3€PKajo, TO pa3o3muica’ u OORYMAN’, YTO 3TO a1 Hanucan, U
TOXE XOTEN MHE [aTh Napy ommeyx. [s238]

“ (...} Tak ho vzali s sebou a von jim vSechno v separaci rozbil.”
Zavodéi na to nefekl? ani slova a myslel’ si: “Co mné to vypra-
vujes. Zas zaCina$ vypravovat néjakou pohddku o Budgjovicich.”
[s2/75]

- INonuueiickie ero 3abpasn, a OH TaM B Y4aCTKE BCE PACKONOTHIL.
EdpeiTop He ckRasan” Hu cnopa u nogyman’: «Ha koit Ter mue
BCE 3TO pacckazbiBacws? ONATE Ha4al 3anpaBasTh apana HacdeT
Byneitosuny». [s284]

- Paspemmrte nomymars, - CMMpPEHHO OTBETWI® KOT, NONOXMI’
AOKTH HA CTON, YTKHYR? yumin B namsl H cTan’ gyMare’. [ma251]

“Rozmyslim si to, jestli dovolite,” odpov&d€l”? mimé Kiour a
premyslel’, hlavu v tlapach. {ma205]

understanding

- A TYT €l aNKOTOAM3M...

PioxuH Hudero He NOHAN” M3 CNOB BOKTOpa, KPOME TOro, YTO NENA
Meana Hukonaeitya, BHAHO, MJIOXOBATHl, B3AOXHYA” u cripocnn’:
- A 4TO 3TO OH BCE NP0 KAKOTO-TO KOHCYAbTAHTa TOBOPHT? [ma74]

“(...) A k tomu jesté alkoholismus...” _
Svifikov nerozumél’ ani za mdk, ale pochopil”, Ze je to s Ivanem
$patné. Zavzdychal” a zeptal® se: “Pro¢ pofad mluvi o néjakém
konsultantovi?” [ma58§] '
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(33)

4.3.3
(34)

(35)

4.3.4

(36)

4.3.5
(37)

Ilonro, ¢ YAMBIEHHEM, CMOTDPEA OH Ha COSIIMX B €r0 [MOCTENIH
mopeil. Huyero He NMOHABS, oH B3SA METJYy M HANMPaBWICA® HA
yNMLY MCNOAHSATE CBOM NpsiMble obs3annoct. [il]

Dlouho uZasle civél na lidi spici v jeho posteli ale nebyl? z toho
moudry, a tak vzal? koité a Sel’ na ulici za svymi béZnymi povin-
nostmi. [il]

remembering

U BOT npoknsTas 3eneHb NEpej r1a3aMy pacrasia’, cramm’ BbIro-
BAPUBATLCH® CJIOBA, U, M1aBHOoe, CTena Koe-410 NpUmoMHKA®, [ma8l]

Zelené kruhy pfed ofima zmizely”, slova plynula’ lehleji, a hlavng
Lotrov se pomalu rozpominal’. [ma64]

Lehl? si na sviij slamnik u dvefi a yzpominal’ na domov a na
zabijaCky. [s2/268]

On ner” Ha CBOIl COJNIOMEHHBIM MaTpau y ABEpEH M BCOOMHMIY”
PORHON NOM M AHM, KOTAA pe3anu cBuHEH. [s434]

imagining
Tenepb, MOIHAKOMMBIIMCHL” ¢ ofHMM K3 €ro npousseacHuid, Hu-
kaHop MeawoBnuy 3arpycTmn’, mpencraBmn” cebe JKEHUMHY Ha

KO/IEHAX, € CHPOTaMH, MOJ OOXKMAEM, ¥ HEBOALHO MOAYMAN’: «A
THO BCe-Taku 310¥ Kyponecos!» [mal65]

Ted, kdyz se konecné s jednim z jeho dél seznamil”, posmutnél”,
v duchu si pfedstavoval’ Zenu, jak kleéi se sirotky v deiti, a
mimodék usoudil” s odporem: Ze je ale ten Kurolesov péknej
ro§tak! [mal33]

dreaming

‘(...) usnul® nepokojnym spankem. Zdalo’ se mu, Ze si pozval néja-

kého neliku feznika a tomu Ze pii nabijeni jitrnic praskaji jitrnicova
stfivka. Potom zas, Ze feznik zapomnél udélat jelita, Ze ztratil
ovar a e se nedostiava Spejli na jitrnice. Potom se mu zdilo
néco o polnim soudu, ponévadz ho chytli, kdyZz tahal z polni
kuchyné kus masa. Nakonec vid&l' sim sebe, Ze visi na jedné lipé
v aleji vojenského tabora v Brucku nad Litavou. {s2/268)
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(...) oH ycHyn? GecrmokoiiHbIM cHOM. EMy NPHCHMIOCE”, ytO OH
Mo3Bal K cebe HeyMenoro KonbaCHMKA, KOTOPHIHA TaK [JIOXO
HabuBaeT MMBEPHBIE KONDACkl, YTO OHM TYT Xe ionatorcs. I1oToMm,
YTO MACHUK 3a0BUT CAENATHL KPOBAHYIO Konbacy, nponana GyxXeHuHa
M 79 JTMBEPHBIX Konbac He xBataer nyuunok. Ilorom emy mpm-
cHwica” monesoit cyx, OynTo ero moiimMamu, Korga OH Kpan u3
DOXONHO! KYXHH KYCOK Msca. Haxonel on yBugen? cebs noeemeH-
HbIM HA JIMIE B annee BOeHHoro nareps B Bpyke na Jleiire. [s434]

5. VERBA DICENDI

51 prefix 3a-

)

2)

@)

“)

CrpaBuHCKRMil Kak OyATO >KEanm 3TOTO BOMPOCA, HEMEMIEHHO
ycencs” v 3aroropun’: - Ha tom ocHoBanmu (...) [ma94]

Profesor jako by ¢ekal na tuhle otazku. OkamZité se znovu posadil”
a vysvétioval’: “Protoze sotva (...)". [ma74]

Sestrenice pani Miillerové nebyla k upokojeni. Za stalého vzlykani
a nafikéni projevila® nakonec obavu, ze Svejk utekl z vojny a chce
jeSté i ji zkazit a pfivést do neitésti. Nakonec s nim miuvila’ jako
se zvrhlym dobrodruhem. [s155]

Heooponnas cectpa nanu Mionnep HiKak He MOMIa yCHOKOHTHCS.
BexmunreBas M NpHUMTAs, OHA, HAKOHEW BEICKA3ana’ onaceHue, 4To
HIgeiik yapan ¢ BOcHHOH CyX6bl, 4 TENEPh XOYET U HA HEE HABJIEYH
Bemy u norybuts ee. /1 ona 3aropopuna’ ¢ HUM Kak ¢ NPOXIKEHHBIM
aBaHTIOpUCTOM. [5139]

“U nas v Caslavi byl jeden redaktor zVidné, Némec. Slouzil jako
fénrich. S nimi nechtél Cesky ani mluvit, ale kdyz ho pfidélili®
k mar3ce, kde byli sami Ce3i, hned umél’ éesky. [s2/27]

- ¥ nac 8 Yacnase Opu1 B MONKY OOMH pemakTop U3 Besw, Hemel. -
Cayxun npanmopmukoM. 1o HeWCKM ¢ HaMM He XOTeA pas3rcza-
puBats, a Korga NPHKOMAaHZUPOBAM’ ero K. MaplUEBOM pote, rae
ObLIM COOME OOHH uYeXH, Cpa3y Mo-uenicKM 3aropopun’. [s249]

Naklin&je’ se k uchu strazmistra, Septal’: “Ze jsme viichni Cedi a
Rusové jedna slovanska krev (...)"” [s2/69]
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)

©®

™

(8)

5.2
®)

(10)

1, HAKJIOHACh K CaMOMY yXy BaXMUCTpa, 3amenTan’: - Yro ce Mul
- YEXH M PYCCKHE - OZHOM cMaBsHCKOH KpoBH (...). {$280]

Posadil® se a brugel’: “Okolo mésice kola se délaji. (...)” [s145]

IMoTom ycenca” n 3abopMotan?: - «B cusHbe Mecsua 3010TOTO...»
[5130]

Potom vyhodil? z drozky kapesnik a kiiel’, aby zastavili, Ze ztratil
zavazadla. [s144]

3aTem oH BHOPOCHN® U3 NPONETKM HOCOBOH NMAATOK M 3AKpUYan?,
4TOGK! OCTAHOBM/NCH, TaK KaK OH moTepsan Oarax. [s128]

Ta Zenska vykfikla? hrizou a néco mu rozéileng fikala’... [ca219]

KeHwuna BCKPURHYNA” OT yKaca M BO3MYIIEHHO 3aTapaTopuia’.
[ca291]

(...) pfetdhl” ho paskem a namoéil® mu v louzi¢ce Cumak, Ze se
nestacil olizovat. Kiludel' nad tou potupou a podal” b&hat’ po
kuchyni (...) [s251]

IIseiik BETAHYN” Makca peMHeM W TRHYA” €ro MoOpAoil B Jyxy,
TaK YTO TOT JOAro He Mor moducta obnuzatees. Ilec 3ackymmn?
oT 1o30pa U Hadan” Gerate’ mo kyxHe (...). [s214]

prefix no-

Harmonikaf povaZoval’ Svejka za dezertyra a radil’ mu, aby 3el
s nim do HoraZdovic (...). [s2/36]

Fapmonnct npymsan” Illseiika 3a geseptupa u IOCOBETOBAN” emy
MATH BMECTE C HWM B Topaxkpesuusl (...). [s256]

ITocne ofena B NATHUIY B KBAPTHPE €ro, MOMEIIAIOMENCS B OME
y Kamennoro mocta, paszganca” 3BOHOK, M MyXKCKOW romoc mHo-
npocun’ x tenedoHy Apkagus AnonnoHosHua. [ma322]

V patek odpoledne zazvonil” v jeho byté nedaleko Kamenného
mostu telefon a muizsky hlas se shin&l’ po soudruhu Semple-
jarovovi. [ma263]
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(12)

53
(13)

14)

5.4
(15)

(16)
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A on ormyctwn” ero o6paTHo B Mosrosy, HaMeKHYI? HA NEpPEBOR
B Kexwmy, Ha paGory B MTC, uuyero He porpeboran” Baame.
[a395]

A on ho zatim poslal? zpitky do Mozgovy, naznacil’ mu za to,
ze ho prevede do Keimy na prici ve strojni stanici, a nic za to
nefidal’. [a424)

Bepesun gomomyan”, norom cmpocHn”: - (...) [a298]
Berjozin chvili migel’, pak se otdzal®: (...) [a316]

crath + inf
“Tak vidite, hosi,” vykladal’, kdyz sedéli’ kolem pece, ve které se
vafily brambory na loupacku (...). [s2/41]

- Tak-To, pebsTa, - cTan” PaccKA3KEBATL' fnef, KOrAd BCE YCEIMCH?
BOKDYI TIE4KH, B KOTOpO#H Bapusiace xapromka (...). [s259]

(...) cbpocun® ¢ ronosbl Keu, BUEICK® B CBOM XKUAKHE BOJIOCHI
u cran’ npokammate’ cebs. [mal76)

(...) strhl? s hlavy kefi, rval’ si fidké vlasy a proklinal’ sam sebe.
[mal42]

other

locte noremHen” auuom u norposuwn” Meany KynakoMm, IOTOM
ckazan’: - 5 - mactep. [mal36]

Neznamy se zasrmudil?, pohrozil” mu pésti a pak vysvétloval’
“Jsem Mistr.” [mall0]

Toncrak pamoctHo ocknabwics”, Buas, uyro Mapraputa He
CEpOMTCA, M BOCTOpXKEHHO €ooBmmn’, uro okazancs Ge3 Gpiok
(...). [ma239]

Tloustik se radostné zazubil?, kdyZ poznal, ze se Markétka nezlobi,
a prekotné sdéloval’, Ze se pravé ocitl bez kathot (...) [mal96]

- Cmeno neiite, - crasan’ Boaann, v Maprapura Totyac B3sna’
CTaKaH B pykM. - 'enna, canuce, - gpurasan’ Bonana u o6nacHnn’
Maprapure:

- Hous nonHonyumus - npasauuyHas Ho4b (...). [ma268]
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(18)

(19)

(20)

1

“Jen se klidng napijte,” domlouval’ ji Woland a ona poslusné
uchopila? obéma rukama &isi. “Hello, posad se,” poroudel’ mag a
vysvétloval’ Markété: “Ve svatedni noci pfi novoluni (...)” [ma220]

KTto-10 Ko3s0oHOrMit Nopneren” ¥ NpHOAN’ K pyke, PacCKMHYN’ Ha
TpaBe WEeNK, OCBEIOMWICH” 0 TOM, XOpOWO /il KyNanack KOpPOJIEsa,
NpeMIORUI” npuedb U OTHOXHYTh. [ma240]

K Makété priskodil? jakysi kozonoh a sapal’ se ji po ruce. Pak
rozprostiel’ na travé hedvibnou rousku, vyptival' se, jestli se
kralovna dobie vykoupala, a navrhoval’, aby si na chvilicku lehia
a odpodinula. [mal96]

Bepuye” Maprapure nogapox Bonanwpa, Azasenno pacrpomancs”
¢ Hewo, copocun®, ynofHo nu e cvpeth, a I'enna covno Ppacnoe-
nosamacey” ¢ Maprapuroit (...). [ma289]

Azazello odevzdal® Markété ztraceny dar, rozloudil® se a zajimal’
se, jestli se ji pohodlné sedi, Hela ji vlepila® §tavnatou pusu (...)
[ma237]

- Her, He ocrasmo, - orBerwma’ Mapraputa u obparunacs’ x
Bonanny:
- Ilpowry onate BepuyTs Hac B noasan (...). [ma280]

“Ne, ja t& neopustim,” trvala‘ na svém Markéta a cobritila” se k
Wolandovi: “Prosim, udif, abychom se mohli vratit (...).” [ma229]

NOTE

The code refers 1o the source (usually with the page number). The following

abbreviatons have been used:

ca
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CZECH AND RUSSIAN ASPECT IN THE HISTORICAL PRESENT

1. Introduction

1.0 Abstract

The historical present is usually considered to be a stylistic device
which is used in narratives to present crucial events as more vivid or
dramatic. The stylistic effects of the historical present notwithstanding,
its use is based on the possibilities of the language system in question.
Individual languages, even closely related ones, may differ in the ex-
ploitation of elements of the language system. Such is the case with
respect to Russian and Czech which differ considerably in the use of
aspect and tense in the historical present. This chapter concentrates on the
aspectual differences between the two languages, focussing on the Czech
perfective present which, in contrast to Russian, occurs rather frequently.
Special attention will be given to the motivation of this form in concrete
contexts. The assumption is that in addition to the currently postulated
basic meaning of the perfective, i.e. ‘totality’, the lexical meaning of the
verb and the internal structure of the event play an important role in the
selection of the aspect form in Czech. In order to substantiate this claim,
after a theoretical introduction of the historical present, tense and aspect
(section 2), several concrete analyses of actual data will be presented
(section 3). This presentation will involve quantitative data of occurrences
of aspect and tense in Russian-and Czech (section 3.1), an analysis of the
lexical meanings of the Czech perfective present encountered in the data
(section 3.2) and an analysis of the Czech perfective present functioning
in concrete contexts and contrasted to Russian.

1.1 Aspect and tense differences between Russian and Czech in the
context of the historical present

In this section, aspect and tense differences between Russian and
Czech in the denotation of the historical present will be briefly introduced.
The observations given below are based on the previously conducted
studies of this problem (cf. Kfizkova 1955, Bondarko 1958, 1959,
Petruxina 1977, 1983) as well as my own research. !
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In telling a story in Modern Russian, the perfective past form is highly
dominant in the expression of a narrative line which consists generally
of sequences of successive past events. When renarrating the story in
the historical present, it is not only that the ‘tense-switch’ from past to
present takes place, but this ‘tense-switch’ is necessarily accompanied by
an “aspect-switch” from the perfective to the imperfective. In contrast
to the diachronic situation, in. Modern Russian this aspect switch is
obligatory. Due to its regularity it has been proposed as a test for ‘pure’
aspectual pairs (cf. Maslov 1948: 307).

In Czech, the situation is different. In a narration, a sequence of past
events is not necessarily expressed by the perfective past forms so
exclusively as in Russian, (although it is possible), but the imperfective
past occurs regularly, too (cf. Chapter 3). In the context of the historical
present, next to the prevalent imperfective present form, the perfective
present is frequent. Thus within both past and present narration in Czech
the twe aspects occur, in contrast to Russian in which one aspect per
tense is encountered. In other words, in Czech, there is no automatic
aspect switch from the perfective to the imperfective, as there is in
Russian, when replacing the past by the present tense. To illustrate the
differences between the two languages as outlined above, two examples
are given below:

¢)) “Rrrrr.” Silnice se obraci, motd se do kopce a zase doli. Néjaky
statek, je slySet psa, ¢lovék jde po silnici a povidd “dobry vecer”.
Domku pfibyva, jde to do kopce. Posta zatalf, vysoké “rrrr” nihle
ustane” a ki se zastavi®. (Capek)
- Ppppp! Hopora nernser, p3bupaercs Ha xonmel u cHoea cGeraer
¢ Hux. Kakag-1o ycans6a, maer cobaka, YenoBek MAET [0 AOPOre,
apoporaercs: “JloGpeiit Beuep”. omMnkos cTaHOBATCH BCE Donblie.

Tenexka CBOPEYMBAET C NOpOTH, NPOH3MTEAbHOe “pppp” 0OpHI-
BAETCH', NOWans OCTAHABIMBACTCH'.

In this example, the Czech imperfective and perfective present cor-
respond to the Russian imperfective present; in the next example, the
Czech perfective and imperfective present has its parallel in the Russian
perfective past. ?

(2)  “No,uz jsme tady,” povidd poifak znovu. Ponenihlu kiele povoli®
a Prokop sléza s kozliku, chvéje se na celém téle. Jakoby po
paméti otvira vratka a zvoni u dvefi. Uvnitf zufivy $tékot a mlady
hlas vola: “Honziku, ticho!” Dvefe se otevrou”, a stéi hybaje
jazykem pta se Prokop: “Je pan doktor doma?” (Capek)



173

- Hpuexanu, rosopio, MOBTOPHI NMOYTAPb.

IMocTenenno cynopora ocnabna’?. IIpokon cnes c xo3en, oxpadeH-
HBIH HEYEMHOH APOXKbBIO, OTBOPHI KaJIMTKY, CAOBHO OHA ObuTa €My
3HAKOMa, MO3BOHWI y ABepeit. BuyTpu paspmanca spocrHeii fiafi,
¥ MONIOfOi rosoc KpuRHYN: “Ionsuk, tuxo!” JIBeps OTRpHLTACLF,
u Ilpokom, Taxeno Bopoyas s3pikoMm, cmpocwr: - [lam mokTop
noma?

The typical tense/aspect correspondences between the two languages in
narratives are summarized in Figure 1.

Figure 1.

RUSSIAN AND CZECH TENSE/ASPECT CORRESPONDENCES IN
NARRATIVES (main tendencies in the denotation of the narrative line)

Russian Czech
past PF PAST PF/IPF PAST
hist. pres. IPF PRES IPF/PF PRES

2. The theory

2.1 The historical present

The historical present is one of the possible functions of the present
tense in narratives, both spoken and written. It must therefore be dis-
tinguished from other kinds of uses of the present tense such as the
gnomic present (statement of a general truth) or the habitual presént.
One of the characteristics of the historical present, in contrast to e.g. the
gnomic present, is the possibility of substitution by the past tense. This
possibility holds for a historical present already given in the text or an
oral account. However, the production of such a text or account works
the other way round: the narrative line, i.e. a sequence of past successive
events is expressed primarily by past tense forms and the historical
present is used to highlight the crucial events. The historical present has
been discussed by a number of authors, though mainly with respect to
tense. > The prevailing view is that the historical present is used in
narratives to make them ‘dramatic’, ‘vivid’ or ‘animated’. The speaker
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or writer is involved with his story and “as it were, forgets all about
time, and imagines or recalls what he is recounting as vividly as if it
were now present before his eyes” (Jespersen 1929: 19).

Following Benveniste (1956), Jakobson (1957) made a distinction
between two processes in the structure of narratives: ‘procés de ’énoncé’
(narrated event) and ‘procés de I"énonciation’ (speech event). Tenses may
have two reference points: one inside the narrative, the other at the
moment of narration. Thus in spite of the illusion of the present moment
or the ‘actual present’ created by the speaker using the present tense,
its point of reference is that of the narrated event in the past; in other
words, there is a discrepancy between tense and the time referred to.
However, in the majority of the analyses of tense, this time-tense mis-
match is not explained. In the following section two analyses of tense
that account for this phenomenon will be outlined.

2.2 Tense

In his article on the historical present (1988 and also in 1989), Tobin
gives an analysis of the system of tense in Modern Hebrew that accounts
for both the temporal matches of the tense morphology with ‘real-world
time’ (e.g. the use of the present tense when referring to speech events),
and the subjective mismatch between the morphology and the time of
the events referred to (e.g. the use of the present tense when referring
to the past, narrated events, i.e. the historical present). In this analysis,
the motivating force for the occurrence of linguistic forms in concrete
contexts are their invariant meanings: for both the past and present tense
‘experienced’ by the speaker (in contrast to the future) and ‘proximate’,
i.e. close to the speaker for the present tense in contrast to the past (and
future) tense for which the meaning ‘remote’, i.e. distant to the speaker
are postulated.

For Slavic languages, specifically for Russian, an analysis of the tense
system based on invariant meanings in terms of distance and proximity
has been presented by Barentsen (1985). All temporal forms (in contrast
to the atemporal ones) are ‘localized in time’ and express one or another
‘perspective’ of the speaker. Within this ‘perspective’ category a dicho-
tomy is made between the ‘remotospective’ and the ‘irremotospective’
subcategories. Both the perfective and the imperfective past forms,
are characterized as ‘remotospective’, while the non-past forms are all
‘irremotospective’. Further distinction can be made only within the imper-
fective forms: the imperfective present is characterized as ‘neutrospective’
and the imperfective future tense form as ‘prospective’. The perfective
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present covers the whole irremotospective field: indicating future is
merely one of its possible uses. In sum, all the temporal forms as des-
cribed above contain specific information on the localization of events
they express; the category ‘perspective’ does not refer primarily to the
objective localization of events in ‘real-world time’, but to the ‘subjective’
view of the event by the speaker. In this way, both the ‘objective’ use of
tenses (when the tense matches with ‘real-world time’) and the ‘subjective’
use (e.g. the historical present) are accounted for.

Considered globally, the two analyses of tense have some traits in
common:

1. they both operate with invariant meanings which are considered
to be the motivating force for all occurrences of the linguistic forms,

2. differences between the tenses are formulated in terms of
a) proximity vs. distance, and
b) a strong ‘subjective’ element, either as ‘experienced’ by the speaker
{Tobin), or as the ‘perspective’ of the speaker (Barentsen).

Both authors consider their analyses language-specific, and they
definitely are. A similar analysis of the Czech tenses in terms of invariant

meanings has still to be made. However, this chapter focuses primarily on
aspect.

2.3 Aspect

In this section several theoretical explanations of the aspect and tense
differences between Russian and Czech in the context of the historical
present will be briefly discussed. In section 1.1 the following facts have
been shortly described: for the denotation of a narrative line Russian
uses either the perfective past form or the imperfective historical present.
In the historical present the perfective present form is avoided and occurs
relatively infrequenly under specific conditions. One of the explanations
of these facts is Barentsen’s hypothesis proposed specifically for Russian.
When choosing the perfective past form, ‘a chain of events’ is presented,
while with the imperfective present, the links of the chain become isolated
and are presented one by one (cf. Barentsen 1985: 223). This ‘isolating
manner of presentation’ is inherent in the semantics of the Russian imper-
fective which motivates its occurrence in concrete contexts. For the per-
fective, apart from the semantic feature ‘totality’, which is commeon in the
aspectological literature?, Barentsen postulates an additional semantic
feature ‘sequential connection’. The ‘isolating manner of presentation’ in
the contexts of the historical present is, according to Barentsen, directly
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related to the negation of the semantic feature ‘sequential connection’ by
the Russian imperfective (ibid: 180).

In the traditional grammars of Medern Russian, the dominance of the
imperfective present and the avoidance of the perfective present in the
context of the historical present have been explained by the semantics
of the perfective present, the basic meaning of which is future. This
future meaning is not compatible with the image of an event that occurred,
or is occurring. This explanation can be found for instance in Vinogradov
(1947) and Potebnja (1941} for Modern Russian and Koschmieder (1934)
for Modern Polish as discussed by Kfizkova (1955).

The question Kfizkova raises is how to explain the frequent use of
the perfective historical present in Czech if the perfective present form
has the same basic meaning as in Russian, i.e. that of future. Kfizkovd’s
idea is that in the context of the historical present, the future meaning
of the Czech perfective present form, in contrast to Russian, is shifted
to the background, i.e. is neutralized while the aspect meaning (event as
a ‘totality’ ) remains. Czech can thus express aspectual distinctions within
the present tense, while Russian has to choose for the past tense when
the ‘perfective’ meaning is to be expressed. This explains also the more
frequent switches of tenses in Russian than in Czech in the context of
the historical present. However, Kfizkova’s ‘neutralisation of the future
meaning’ of the Czech perfective present form (ibid: 251) has to be
distinguished from the ‘neutralisation of the aspectual opposition’. This
latter neutralisation, and especially a distinction between its types, is used
as an explanation of aspect differences between Slavic languages in various
contexts.

Bondarko (1959) in his article on the historical present in Slavic
languages gives the following typology of neutralisations of the aspect
opposition:

1. full neutralisation of aspect distinctions in the form of the
imperfective, i.e. the absence. of the aspect opposition (can be found for
instance in the Russian, Polish or Bulgarian literary languages),

2. full and consistent opposition of the perfective and imperfective
aspect, i.e. the neutralisation of the aspect opposition does not take place
(in Serbian, Croatian, Siovene),

3. partial neutralisation, i.e. an inconsistent aspect opposition (in Czech
and Slovak). :
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The full neutralisation of the aspect opposition is considered ‘obliga-
tory’ in Russian and the partial neutralisation ‘facultative’ in Czech.
The distinction ‘obligatory’ vs. ‘facultative’ neutralisation as an explanation
of aspect differences between the two languages has been regularly
invoked in the Russian-Czech contrastive linguistics.

However, the notions obligatoriness and facultativity are quite relative.
The use of the imperfective in the historical present is not absolutely
obligatory in Russian: under special conditions the perfective may occur
as well (e.g. the ‘kak’-constructions and iterative events). The term
‘facultative’ does not seem very felicitous because it suggests randomness,
i.e. the ‘facultative’ neutralisation of the Czech aspect opposition in the
historical present would imply a random or ‘free’ choice of the aspect
form. This idea does not hold either, because some regularities in the
choice of the perfective in Czech have already been described (see next
section), but probably not with enough evidence yet to drop the term
‘facultative’.

2.4 The Czech perfective present - its motivation

If one were to compare a Czech narrative written in the past tense
with its version re-written in the historical present, one would not see
the same aspect differenciation; for instance, not all perfective past forms
would correspond to the perfective historical present, the imperfective
would be frequent instead. As mentioned above, for this phenomenon
the term ‘facultative neuntralisation of the aspect opposition’ is used (cf.
for instance Bondarko 1959, Petruxina 1978). The occurrence of the
Czech perfective present form in the context of the historical present is
thus considered ‘facultative’ (cf. Bondarko 1958: 558) except for some
special cases in which the perfective becomes obligatory, such as with
perfectiva tantum or when the imperfective opposite has a different
lexical meaning (ibid: 565). Even so, the Czech perfective present occurs
under certain conditions and has a more general motivation, as has been
observed by Kiizkova (1955), Bondarko (1958) and Petruxina (1977, 1983).
According to these authors, the Czech perfective is used in the historical
present for the following reasons:

1. to express the meaning of the perfective, i.e. that of ‘totality’ in
contrast with what the imperfective expresses (often a process), as well
as certain temporal relations between events such as successivity, ante-
riority and posteriority.
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2. special meanings related to the basic aspect meaning of ‘totality’,
for instance, singular (not iterated) momentaneous events, or a sudden
entry of a new situation. Momentaneity expressed by the perfective is in
this context very typical for Czech; about half of Bondarko’s material
represents this type. When the momentanecus verbs are substituted by
their imperfective opposites, either a process or a repetition are expressed.
In the denotation of iterative events similar effects arise (cf. Chapter 3).
Below an attempt will be made to describe and explain more regularities
in the occurrence of the Czech perfective present in the context of the
historical present. This will be contrasted with the situation in Russian
and illustrated by a number of relevant data.

3. The data

3.1 AQuantitative data

For the purpose of this study, the occurrence of the historical present
has been investigated in a number of parallel narrative texts: Czech
originals and their (published) Russian translation and vice versa.
Reference to the context of the historical present below implies that at
least in one of the languages the historical present form occurred.
Counting the tense/aspect correspondences occuring in the context of
the historical present yields the following quantitative data:

Figure 2.

CZECH - RUSSIAN TENSE/ASPECT CORRESPONDENCES IN
THE CONTEXT OF THE HISTORICAL PRESENT

CZECH RUSSIAN
1. IPF PRES - IPF PRES 706
2. IPFPRES - PF PAST 244
3. PF PRES - PF PAST 99
4. PF PRES - IPF PRES 73
5. IPF PRES - IPF PAST 48
6. IPF PAST - IPF PRES 16
7. PF PRES - PF PRES 13
8. PF PAST - IPF PRES 9
9. IPFPRES - PF PRES 5
TOTAL CORRESPONDENCES 1213 data: Capek, II'f & Petrov
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The overwhelming majority of correspondences is formed by the
imperfective present in both languages (706). The second well represented
correspondence is the Czech imperfective present vs. Russian perfective
past form (244). In other words, the Czech imperfective present cor-
responds generally to the same form in Russian, or to the Russian
perfective past form; in a smaller number of cases to the imperfective
past form (48) and only in 5 cases to the Russian perfective present.
The Czech perfective present corresponds either to the perfective past
in Russian (99) or to the imperfective present (73) and in 13 cases to
the same form. The total 18 cases of the Russian perfective present were
found in cases of ‘kak-constructions’, iterative events or expression of
near future within the context of the historical present. In sum, the most
frequent types of tense/aspect correspondences are given below:

Figure 3.
CZECH RUSSIAN CZECH RUSSIAN
IPF PRES PF PAST
IPF PRES PF PRES
PF PAST IPF PRES

The correspondences shown in figure 2 were contrasted to show the
number occurrences of the individual verb forms:

Figure 4.
CZECH AND RUSSIAN VERB FORMS IN HISTORICAL PRESENT
IPF PRES PF PRES IPF PAST PF PAST  total

CZ 1003 185 16 9 1213

RUS 804 18 48 343 1213
2426

data: Capek, II'f & Petrov
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The imperfective present form is clearly dominant in both languages.
However, the fewer instances of the imperfective present in Russian
(804) in contrast to Czech (1003) and the generally smaller number of
present forms in Russian (822) as opposed to Czech (1188) is compensated
for by past forms: its total 391 in the first language vs. 25 in the latter.
These numbers confirm the previously stated stability of the Czech tense
and the Russian tendency to switch tenses in the context of the historical
present. Apart from these differences, a prominence of the Russian per-
fective past (343) and of the Czech perfective present (185) can be ob-
served. Thus Czech allows for aspect variation within the present tense
while Russian does not. The main facts as described above are summa-
rized as follows:

Figure 3.

ASPECT/TENSE IN THE CONTEXT OF THE HISTORICAL PRESENT
(typical occurrences)

CZECH RUSSIAN

IPF IPF PRES
} PRES

PF PF PAST

3.2 The Czech perfective historical present - types of verbs

This section presents an overview of types of verbs occuring in our
data within the Czech perfective historical present. Figure 4. shows that
as far as sheer quantitative measurements are concerned, the Czech per-
fective present is relatively infrequent : in contrast to 1003 imperfective
present forms, there were only 185 perfective present forms encountered.
The small quantity of the perfective has to be related to its quality: the
more rare a form is, the more ‘special’ it usually is. Investigation of the
data gives more evidence for Bondarko’s assumption concerning the
Czech perfective historical present, i.e. that, apart from its basic aspect
meaning ‘totality’, this form expresses some ‘special meanings’ related
to ‘totality’, such as momentaneity, a sudden entry of a new situation etc.
However, momentaneity and other ‘special meanings® are not only related
to aspect but also to the lexical meaning of the verb and the semantic
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group to which it belongs; moreover the relationship of the event with
other events plays an important role as also does its place within the
entire text. In this section it will be investigated to which semantic groups
the Czech perfective historical present belongs and what kind of lexical
meanings this form expresses. Below the major semantic groups of verbs
are presented.

Figure 6.

SEMANTIC GROUPS OF VERBS - CZECH PERFECTIVE PRESENT
(in the context of the historical present)

MOVEMENT 105
verbs of movement (55), element of movement (41)
begin (2), end (9) of movement

SOUND 38
sounds (20), verba dicendi (18)
VISION 25

appearance (12), verbs of vision (7)
discovery (6)

OTHER 17
feeling, thinking, ‘modality’

. 185
data: Capek, II'f & Petrov

More than half of the Czech perfectives in the context of the historical
present is represented by verbs of movement or verbs with an element
of movement. These verbs express the movements of subjects and their
manipulation of objects in a concrete space. The other verbs often express
events belonging to the human mental space, such as vision, hearing,
feeling or thinking. However, more essential than the large semantic
fields to which the verbs belong, are the smaller groups such as ‘element
of movement’ or ‘discovery’, and even finer distinctions that end up with
individual lexical meanings. Below some of these distinctions will be
presented and illustrated with examples of verbsin question encountered
in the data.
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1. MOVEMENT

a) movement of the subject

‘out of vyleti, vysko&i, vytrhne se, vyfiti se
‘leave’ odejde, zajde, ustoupi, ucukne
‘enter’ vejde, vrazi (do dvefi)

‘come’ - pfijde, pfiZene se, pfiSoupne se
‘set off’ - (nahle) vykrodi, vyrazi, vrhne se
‘through’ - ptebéhne, proskoti, proleti

‘open’ - (dvete) se rozleti, otevrou

‘close’ - (dvefe) se zavrou

‘taking position’ - sednu si, se polozi, sklouznc, utkvi
‘complex movement’ - se zatodi, se zaplete, zakliCkuje

‘movement begins’ zalne se svijet, poéne krouZit
‘movement stops’ - se zastavi, ustane

b) element of movement (object)

‘touch’ - pohladi, dotkne se, zalehtd ho, pfejede dlani
‘take’ - vemu, popadnu
‘take from’ - vyrve, vyjme, vydloubne si
‘throw’ - hodim, odhodi, pfehodi si
‘put’ ' - polozim (ndZ), slozi, vSoupne
‘manipulation’ - rozskrtnu (sirku), zalomcuje ji
2. SOUND

a) sounds heard
ozve se, cvakne, bouchne, zapraska, zahlugi, zaburaci

b) expressive verba dicendi
vyhrkne, vypravi ze sebe, daji se do kfiku, utrhne se,
vysouka ze sebe, zaskfehota, zavréi, zafve

3. VISION

a) ‘appearance’
zjevi se, ukdze se, vynofi se

b) ‘manner of appearance’
rozzaii se, zajiskii, vy§lehne, rozprskne se
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c) ‘discovery’
najdu, natrefim, objevi
d) verbs of vision
podiva se, zahiédnu, pohlédne

4. OTHER
a) ‘feeling
zastydi se, nesnese
b) ‘thinking’
zamysli se, nahle pochopi, si vzpomenou
c) ‘modality’

nedovoli, neda si ji vzit

The majority of these verbs are momentaneous; they express sudden move-
ments, quick manipulations, quick perceptions, sounds etc. Many of
these verbs can be associated with body language, expressions of state
of mind of the subject. This category goes through some previously
distinguished semantic groups of verbs. Below some typical examples of
this body language category will be given: odplivne si, zivne, svrasti
(Celo), zaplice, usméje se, vzdychne, vydechne, kyvne, mivne (rukou),
olizne, zamlaska, zatroubi, rozzAfi se etc.

In the next section the functioning of the Czech perfective in the
context of the historical present will be examined. To show its motivation
and how it differs from its imperfective counterpart in meaning and the
communicated message, substitution tests will be applied and their effect
will be discussed.

3.3 The Czech perfective present in text

In this section, various factors will be discussed that possibly have
influence on the choice of aspect and tense, for instance, the lexical
meaning of the verb, the type of state of affairs, relations between events,
the type of text and context. Bondarko (1958) examined occurrences of
the Czech historical present in literary texts as well as in dialect data
which consisted of written-down spoken material. The author observes
a difference between the two types of text, spoken and written: while the
aspect differenciation in a literary text is facultative for Czech, in-the
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spoken dialect data it seems to be obligatory. In other words, the aspect
differenciation in the spoken language would be identical both in the past
and present, implying a relatively high frequency of the perfective present
form. The data used here are all excerpted from literary texts 6. However,
when looking within this type of text, a similar distinction can be made,
namely that between a dialogue (direct speech) and a descriptive passage.
And a similar question arises: is this distinction of any relevance in re-
gard to the choice of aspect? In the material a slightly higher frequency
of the perfective in direct speech than in descriptive passages could be
observed, however, due to the literary character of the entire text and
the stylisations applied, the difference is smalier than between an authentic
spoken text and a written description.

(1)  Toz on pritapkal bliZ, a ja k nému pomalu natahuju ruku a vemuy?
tu $keblu z jeho nozicky. (...) Tak jsem vzal svij miz a tu Skeblu
jsem oteviel; hmétnu” prstem, neni-li tam perla, ale nebyla tam,
(...). Tak na, povidam, ts-ts-ts, seZer si to, kdyz chce$. A hodim”
mu tu otevienou Skeblu.

W BoT ona npuronana nobnuxke, a 1 IOTHXOHLKY [TPOTSATMBAIO PYKY

u Bepy ’ pakoBuHY y Hee M3 nanku. (...) B3aa s CBOM HOX M OTKPBIN
PaKkoBNHY; NOmMYMaRF? naneneM, HET JIM KEMYYXKHUHBI, HO TaMm

auyero e Owino, (...). Hy BoT, Ha, rosopio, tc-tc-T¢, Xpu cebe,
ecnu xouemb. M KMOAK0° eif OTKPBITYIO PaKOBMHY.

This is an example of direct speech in the first person; the captain is
telling his own story. Both the Czech imperfective and perfective present
correspond to the Russian imperfective present, except for the perfective
present hmatnu which is translated by the Russian perfective past form.
The three Czech perfectives vemu, hmatnu and hodim express quick
manipulative actions that contrast with the slowly stretching hand pomalu
natahuju ruku. The imperfective would in the three cases denote process-
es, which would cause a slow-down: beru and hdzim would make the
listener a witness of the very act of taking and throwing, hmatdm prstem
as well, with a nuance of taking a long time to look thoroughly for a
pearl through all that unpleasant material. However, these details are not
salient for the story and are therefore avoided, the little movements hap-
pened quickly. In such a case, the perfective is more suitable.

The next example is a part of a dialogue, too, only the story is not
about the speaker himself but a third person.
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(2)  Tedy ten sedlar sedi po obédé v kruhu své rodiny, a najednou mu
nékdo tlue na okno:JeZiSmarja, sousede, vidyl vam hofi stiecha
nad hlavou! Ten sedlaf vyleti”, a na mou dusi, krov je v plamenech.
To se vi, déti se daji? do kiiku, Zena s plaéem vynadi hodiny (...)

Tak BOT, 3TOT WOPHKK CHAMT cebe mocne obena co cBouM CeMEN-
CTBOM, U BAPYT KTO-TO CTYYHT B 0kHO. - Cocen, y Bac Kpbiua roput!
IlopHuk prifieraer’ va ynuny - 1 BEPHO, KPHIIA Y HETO BCK B OTHE.
Hy, KOHE4HO, IeTH PEBYT', KEHA C INadeM BHHOCHT CTEHHBIE YaChl.

The Russian translation contains all imperfective present forms, Czech
has two perfectives present forms vylet/ and daji se do kriku. When sub-
stituting these perfectives by their imperfective counterparts, the follow-
ing effects can be observed. If the prefix vy- is preserved, the imper-
fective would mean that the person is literally in the process of flying
out of the house, there is a strong concentration on this movement. It
is thus a different lexical meaning, a concrete one, in contrast to the
metaphorical meaning intended. Prefixed imperfective verbs of movement
are often difficult to use in such contexts, either because their processual
meaning is too strong or they have an iterative connotation. The unpre-
fixed imperfective Jeti is possible, but it denotes a process with no begin-
ning or end. What happens here is that the man suddenly and in no time
‘flies out’ of his house. To communicate this message, the perfective is
the appropriate form. Finally, if the imperfective ddvaji se do kfiku were
to be substituted for the original perfective, it would express much
hesitation or distributiveness. To avoid such undesired effects, the per-
fective has to be used.

The following example illustrates the occurrence of the historical
present in indirect speech, introducing a dialogue. The passage presents
a bunch of annoyed newspaper reporters waiting for big news in the
middle of the ‘cucumber season’and discussing how to invent this big
news.

(3) A zatim v redakci sedi pét nebo Sest opusténych lidi, nebot ostatni
kolegové jsou také na dovolené, kde tlukou rozhoféené novinami
a stézuji si, Ze ted v téch novinach nic, ale docela Nic neni. A ze
sazarny vyjde” pan metér a povidi vycitavé: “Pani, pani, jesté
nemdme na zitfek Gvodnik?”
“Tak tam tieba dejte... ten ¢linek.. o hospodaiské situaci v
Bulharsku,” mini jeden z opuiténych pant.
Pan metér tézce vzdychne”: “Ale kdo to mé ¢&ist, pane redaktore?
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Uz zase v celém listé nebude Nic ke Cteni.” Sest opuiténych panii
zvedne” oci ke stropu, jako by tam bylo moZno objevit Néco ke
Cteni.

“Kdyby se takhle Néco stalo,” navrhuje jeden neurdité.

“Nebo mit... néjakou... zajimavou reportaZ,” nadhazuje druhy.

“O tem?”

“Nebo vymyslet... néjaky novy vitamin,” bru&f tieti.

“Ted v 16t&?” namita &tvrty. “Clovéde, vitaminy, to jsou vzdélané
véci, to se hodi spi§ na podzim -”

“Jezisi, to je horko,” zivne? pity.

A TeM BpEMEHEM B pelakUiy CHPOTJIMBO CHAAT NATh WM LIECTh
4YenoBek, WOO OCTANBHBIE KOJMETH B OTMYCKE W TOXE SPOCTHO
KOMKAIOT Id3€THBIE JINCThl M JKANYIOTCA, YTO TEneph B ra3erax Her
Hudero, poeHo Hudero, A u3 HaGOpHON DPUXOMMT'METPaHNaX M
YKOpPM3HEHHO rOBOPHT: “I'ocnoaa, rocnona, y Hac €I HET Ha 3aBTpa
IepENOBOH...”

- Torma pajite... Hy, XOTa Obl 3Ty CTaTBI... 00 IKOHOMHYECKOM
nonoxeduy bonrapuu,- roBOPHT ORUH M3 CHPOTJMBHIX MIOAEH.
MeTpannax T4Xeno B3ObIXaET'.

- Ho k1o Xe ee craner yutate, maH pepaktop? Omsitk BO BCEM
Homepe He Oynmer Hudero “ynrabensHoro”.

Ilecrepo ocHpoTEBWMX IMOAHMMAKOT' B30pH! K MOTONKY, CJOBHO
TaM MOXKHO HAaiTH HewTo “yutabenbHoe”.

- Xotb 6b1 cmyunnoce Yro-nubyns, - HEONPEAENEHHO MPOU3HOCHT
ONMH U3 HHX.

- Minn ecnu Gbl... Kakoi-HUGYAL... YBIEKATENBHBIA PEIOPTAX,

- mepebusaer apyroii.

- O yem?

- He 3nasw0.

- Wnu BoigymaTe... KakoW-unOyab HOBEIL BHTaMuH, - Gopmoder
Tperuii.

- ITO NeTOM-TO? - BO3PAXAET YeTBEPThIA. - Butamunwl, Gpar, 310
Ansi 0Opa3oBaHHOi nyBaMKY, TAKOe BOMLIIOE FOARTCS OCEHBIO...

- Tocnogu, Hy w xapal... 3epaer’ natbii.

The forms of the Russian historical present are all imperfective. In Czech,
the verba dicendi, both introducing and concluding direct speech, are
imperfective: povidd, mini, navrhuje, nadhazuje, bruci and namitd. Perfecti-
ve is the verb of movement vyjde, to which applies what has been said
about the verb vyleti in the previous example: such prefixed imperfective
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verbs of movement are not easily interpreted as a regular process; they
have either an iterative connotation or can be rather lengthy. In the
scenic present where a meticulous description of all actions is given, an
imperfective be appropriate; however, not in the historical present, where
the story has to move forward. Other perfectives in this passage are:
vzdychne, zvedne odi and zivne, all physical expressions of a mental state,
little actions with an element of movement. These are not really essential
here for the development of the story; they accompany the dialogue. The
difference with the verba dicendi in this passage is that verba dicendi
have content, the words that are being said, while these three verbs do
not. In the two cases they are used instead of verba dicendi, there is an
ellipsis; so vzdychne should be interpreted as ‘he said with a sigh’ and
zivne as ‘he said yawning’. The perfective verb vzdychnout is semelfactive
and its imperfective opposite vzdychat would denote iteration: the person
is giving a long series of sighs. The imperfective zivd would have the
same lenghty effect as the imperfective zvedd oéi ke stropu, this could
take a couple of minutes. But the story moves and does not dwell on
these details unimportant to the plotline. For this message, the perfective
is the appropriate form.

The next example is a short description of a series of actions by
Prokop, the hero of Capek’s novel Krakatit. In Czech, the imperfective
as well as the perfective occur, in the Russian translation they are both
imperfective.

(4) ... vskutku, nic se nevyrovnd krase letniho jitra, ale Prokop se
divd do zemé, usmivi se, pokud to vibec dovede, a putuje samymi
zavorkami az k fece. Tam objevi” - ale u druhého bfehu - poupata
lekninG; tu zhrdaje v§imnebezpedim se sviékne?, vrhne” se do
hustého slizu zatoky, pofeze” si nohy o néjakou zikefnou ostfici
a vraci se s naruéi fekninu.

(...) B caMOM jenie, HUMTO HE CPABHMTCH KPACOTOK C JIETHHM YTPOM,
Ho ITpokon He OTPRIBAET rnia3 OT 3emnu, YILOAeTcs B MepPy CBOErO
YMEHbA M YEPE3 MHOXECTBO KAIMTOK Jobupaerca no pexu. M Tam,
TONBKO ¥ NPOTHBOMONOKHOTO - Gepera, o6HApykusaer’' GyroHw!
KyBIIMHOK; nperefperast BCEMH ONACHOCTAMM, OH CHUMAET ' NJaThe
QQOCHCTCH B IyCcTyl0 CIM3b 3aBOOH, paH. AHUT' HOTH O KAKHE-TO
KOBAPHBIE OCTPHIE JHCTBSA, HO BO3BPAINAETCSA C OXanKoii LBETOB.

Prokop’s looking to the ground and smiling are durative processes and
are expressed by the imperfective. He acts like this because he is slightly
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in love with a young girl. He decides to bring her flowers and walks
relaxed to the river (the imperfective putuje, ‘is on his way’). There he
discovers flowers. Verbs like ‘to discover’, ‘to find’ or ‘tc meet’ are
momentaneous, for which Czech prefers the perfective. A series of quick
resolute actions follows, expressed by perfectives. These actions serve
the purpose of getting the flowers, so dwelling on them is not relevant.
All three actions contain an element of movement, Prokop’s taking off
his clothes, his throwing himself into the water and cutting his feet with
a mean sort of grass unexpectedly and certainly not on purpose. These
two last facts are important for the choice of the aspectual form; the
substituting imperfective would have the effect of intentionality. When
replacing the other verbs by imperfectives, i.e. sviékd se, the taking off
the clothes would take too much time; the throwing himself into water,
vrhd se, would have something of an eye-witness report. With this verb
of movement, the same problem occurs as with other verbs of this lexical
group, as has been mentioned in the comment on the previous examples.
The last verb is imperfective vraci se - ‘he is on his way’, thinking how
to make a nice bouquet.

(5)  Tu se rozsvitilo v prvnim patfe okno. Je to Ancina loznice.
Prokopovi bouchd srdce. Vi, Ze je to hanebnost, tajné se tam divat;
jisté, to by jako host délat nemél. Pokousi se dokonce zakaSlat
(aby to slySela), ale jaksi to selhalo; i sedi jako socha a nemiZe
odvratit ofi od zlatého okna. Anéi tam pfechazi, shybd se, néco
dlouze a Siroce robi; aha, rozestyla si postylku. Ted stoji u okna,
divé se do tmy a zakldda ruce za hlavu: zrovna tak ji vidél ve snu.
Ted, ted by bylo radno se ozvat; pro¢ to neudélal? Uz je na to
pozdé; Anci se odvraci, pfechizi, je ta tam; ba ne, to sedi zady
k oknu a zfejmé se zouvd hrozné pomalu a zamyslené; nikdy se
nesni lip nez se stievicem v ruce. Aspofl ted by bylo na case
zmizet; ale misto toho vylezl na lavicku, aby lip vidél. Anci se vraci,
uZ nema na sobé Zivatek; zvedd nahé paze a vyndavi si z Ucesu
vlisniCky. Nyni hodila hlavou, a cela hiiva se ji rozléva po ramenou;
dévie ji potiese”, hurtem si pfehodi? celou tu drodu vlasii pfes
Celo a ted ji zpracovava kartidem a hiebenem, aZ ma hlavu jako
cibulku; je to patrné velmi smé$né, nebot Prokop, hanebnik, pfimo
Anci, panenka bila, stoji se sklonénou hlavou a splétd si vlasy ve
dva copy; mé vicka sklopena a néco si Septa, zasméje? se, zastydi®
$€, az ji to ramena zvedd; pasek koSile pozor sklouzne. Anci
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hluboce premysli a hladf si bilé raminko v né&jakém rozko$nictvi,
zachvéje” se chladem, pasek se smekd uz povazlivé, a svétlo zhaslo.

Tyt Bo BTOpOM 3TaK€ OCBETHIOCH OKHO. JTO CHAaJbHI AH4YM.
Y Ilpokona ryaxo 3a6wioce?? cepaue. OH 3HaeT - NOANO M CTHIAHO
TAHKOM 3aryisabiBaTh TYAA; KAK roCcTb OH, KOHEYHO, HE HOJIXEH
atero penats. OH paxe nonpobosan’? nokamnAte (4ToBBl OHa
C/IBIDAna), HO MOYEMY-TO HE BHIIO; M OH CHEAT, HEMOIBHKHBIM,
KAK CTaTyd, 4 HE MOXET OTOPBaTh B3OP OT 30JIOTOTC OKHAa. AHYH
XOAHT No KOMHaTe, HArubaeTcs, yTo-To AEN2ET, IUVIaBHO WHPOKO
pa3poas pykaMu - ara, HOCTHJIAET CBOIO KpOBATKY. Tenepn ¢Tanar?
¥ OKHR, CMOTPHT BO ThMY, 3AKMHYB” DYKH 3a POJIOBY; TOYHO TaKas,
KaKOI OH BHien ee Bo CHe. Bor tenepe, Temeps Hano nath o cebe
3HaTh, XOTA OBl M3 NPWINYMS - MOYEMY Thl HE cAenan atoro? A T-
enepe YK€ MO3AHO; AHYM OTBEpPHY/NAch’”, xomur, Mcyesna?; na
HET, npocTo cenaf? CMUHOH K OKHY, BUAMMO, CHUMAET Tydnm -
O4€Hb MEOJIEHHO M 3a[YMYMBO; HUKOIMA TAK CNaBHO HE MEYUTAETCH,
kak ¢ boruakom B pyke.Hy Bor, xorb ceifyac nopa ©wl Tebe
CKPBITHCS; BMECTO TOFO OH BCTAN HAa CKAMBIO, YTOOBI JIyYIIE BUAETD.
AHuuW BEDHYNACL”” K OKHy, OHa yxke Oe3 Osy3ku; mogHanma P Harue
PYKM, BRIHHMAET WINWIBKY U3 npuyeckn. TpsxHyna rofosoit - rycrole
BOJIOCH! pa3mwmich”F no nseuam; AeBymKa BCTPAXHynar? uMu,
pazom nepebpocuna’f Bco aTy mbluHylo 6marofath Ha  AMLO,
OPHHATACE ¥ PACYECHBATL WETKOIt U rpefHeM - pacyecwlBaTb RO
TEX nop, NOKa roj0Ba HE CTana Kpyrioi, Kak JTYKOBUHYKA; HRBEPHO,
3TO O4EHb CMEIUHO, NoTOMY YTO [Ipokon, BECCTHIAHMK, TAK K CHACT.
Anum, Benas nesa, CTOKT, CKJOHHUB TOJIOBY, 3AMETAET BOMOCHI
B OBE KOCHL [/1a3a €€ TNOTYNJIEHB, M OHZ 4YTO-TO IIEem4eT, BOT

3acMesnmach’”, 3acTeIgUnacs’? yero-To, MOSKUAACKSF; OCTOPOXHO,
Bperenpka ceifdac cockonb3uer! Anun rnyboko 3agymanack’’,

rAAHT cBoe Bestoe MIEeHYMKo B MPHAMBE KaKOH-TO CnajoCTpacTHOI

Hern; B3APOTHyna’” oT xonopma - Operenbka corCeM COYCTHAACK ©F
- U CBCT Mnorac.

In this passage Prokop who is in love with Anéi is secretly witnessing
her rituals before she goes to sleep. All her actions, walking back and
forth in the room, taking off her shoes and combing her hair in a
leisurely way , unfold in front of his eyes. In the Czech original text the
neutral form to render this series of actions is the imperfective historical
present which is absolutely dominating; in the Russian version, the per-
fective past form prevails (in this example it is undetlined). Except for
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a very few past tense forms, Czech remains within one tense, the present,
while Russian regularly switches tenses, from the past perfective to the
imperfective present and vice versa which gives an effect of relief. In
Czech, some relief is created by aspect variation. The five perfectives
occurring here express momentaneous events, three of which are semel-
factive, i.e. contain one movement: potfese, hurtem si prehodi and za-
chvéje se. The second perfective is reinforced by the adjective hurtem,
i.e. quickly. If these forms would be replaced by their imperfective counter-
parts, repeated movement would be denoted. The other two perfectives
zasméje se and zastydi se express Anéi’'s momentaneous state of mind,
a quick response to something she recalis; the corresponding imperfecti-
ves would have an effect of rather lenghty events. In sum, the imperfecti-
ve would express either repetition or a process, which would further
have an effect of a certain extension in time, as if the event were dwelled
upon. However, the relevant events involve five ‘little actions’ which are
not so essential for the narrative to attract full attention which the imper-
fective would evoke. By using the perfective, the ‘undesired’ effects can
be avoided and the story can move on. In sum, many of the encountered
perfective present forms in the context of the historical present are
associated with momentaneous events that either form part of the nar-
rative line, or represent ‘little’, insignificant actions that accompany other,
more important events which unfold the narrative line and are most often
expressed by the imperfectives. Due to their character and accompanying
function in the discourse, the ‘little’ actions are not the ones to be
dwelied upon, therefore the perfective is the appropriate form.

4. Conclusion

Previous discussion of the data in the context of the historical present
has demonstrated that the choice of the Czech aspect is not ‘facultative’
but has a specific motivation. Apart from the basic meaning of aspect
(i.e. ‘totality’ for the perfective) which is generally considered its motiva-
ting force, it is also the lexical meaning of the verb and the internal
structure of the event that play an important role. In the analysis of the
Czech perfective present it has been shown why this form occurs where
it does and why the imperfective would be inappropriate in such a context.
Substitution tests were applied: when replacing the perfective by its
imperfective counterpart, various ‘undesired’ effects would arise, for in-
stance, that of lengthiness, slow-down, concentration on the repeated
movement etc. instead of, for instance, momentaneity. These effects can



191

be traced back to the two submeanings of the imperfective: processuality
and iterativity. The effects do not apply to the Russian imperfective: in
the Russian historical present, aspectual distinctions are not made at the
level of the individual event but at a higher, syntagmatic or textual level.
Although Czech aspect responds to the stimuli at the textual level, this
remains a contextual implication. In contrast to Russian, the lexical
meaning of the verb and the internal structure of the event are of
relevance for the selection of the aspect form in the context of the
historical present.

NOTES

1 For other studies concentrating on the historical present in Russian see, for
instance, Avdeev (1976, 1977a, 1977b), Manning (1939} discussing Mazon (1914)
and a comprehensive study of the Russian perfective historical present in e.g. the
‘kak-constructions” by Panzer (1963). References to the historical present can be
found also in grammars and other general studies, see, for instance: Bondarko (1971:
176, 237), Bondarke & Bulanin (1967: 233), Forsyth (1970: 35, 147-151), Maslov
(1974: 120}, Mazon (1914: 123, 149-159, 1945 [1943]: 224), Rathmayer (1976: 128-
130).

For comparisons of the Russian and Czech historical present see Galton (1976:
16-17, 24-31, 99), Isafenko (1960: 450-461). For studies on Czech see Galton (1987:
58-9), Havranek & Jedlitka (1959 [1981]: 251), Kopetny (1962a: 28-29, 92-100),
Mazon {1921: 261), Smilaver (1946: 87).

2 In the examples, the forms of the historical present are printed in bold type of
letter; in addition to this, the Czech perfective present and its conterparts in the
Russian translation are underlined. Russian perfective past forms are underlined in
example (2] {section 1.1) and example (5) (section 3.3). The majority of the forms is
imperfective in both languages. Only the differences are indicated, i.e. when the
Russian and Czech aspect and tense do not correspond with each other. The imper-
fective is indicated with an *, the perfective present with aP and the perfective past
withPP. In Figures, the perfective is abbreviated as PF, the imperfective as IPF, the
present tense as PRES and the past tense as PAST.

3 For other analyses of the historical present in some modern, non-Slavic
languages see, for instance, Casparis (1975}, Shiffrin (1981}, Silva-Corvalan (1983 ),
Wolfson (1979).

4  In the siructuralist theory of aspect, the feature ‘totality’ (‘celostnost’’), often
together with the feature ‘internal limit’ (‘predel’), is considered to be the semantic
basis {‘invariant meaning’) of the perfective. The imperfective is ‘unmarked’ with
respect to its perfective counterpart, i.e. it is neutral or negative with respect to the
features contained by the perfective. The ‘totality’ hypothesis has a considerable ad-
herence in the Slavic aspectology. See for discussion of this problem and definitions
of ‘totality’ and ‘predel’ also Bondarko (1971: 18ff., 1990, 1991), Bondarko & Bulanin
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(1967: 75), Forsyth (1970), Galton (1980), Maslov {1974, 1978, 1985: 30), Rassudova
(1984), Russian Academy Grammar (1980: 583).

5 The explanation of the differences between Russian and Czech by means of the
‘obligatory’ vs. ‘facultative’ neutralisation can be found (in addition to the mentioned
authors in section 2.3. and 2.4) also in Maslov (1974), Sirokova (1971) Russkaja
grammatika (1979: 772). This explanation is considered to be valid for various
contexts, apart from the historical present, also, for instance, for the context of
iterative events.

6 The cited sources are all of Karel (!_:apek:

1. Povidky z jedné kapsy. Povidky z druhé kapsy. Praha: Cs. spisovatel, 1961
2. Viélka s mloky. Praha: Cs. spisovatel, 1963
3. Krakatit. Praha
Russian translations: Kapen Yanek:
1. Bojiga ¢ canamangpasi. Pacexaser, Munck: Haponnas Acsera, 1986
2. Kpakarut. Anma-Ata: Hayka, 1987,



CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The goal of the present thesis was to analyse and the explain systematic
aspectual differences between Russian and Czech aspect occurring in
concrete contexts. The solution to this problemn has been formulated in
a number of hypotheses in which language-specific discourse strategies
have been claimed.

For Russian it can be assumed that it is the discourse level that con-
tributes substantially to the selection of the aspectual form. Russian aspect
operates in larger discourse units and it has a more global orientation,
or, larger scope than Czech aspect.

For Czech, on the other hand, it has been claimed that the discourse
level is not of primary importance for the choice of the aspectual form.
Czech aspect concentrates on the internal structure of each individual
event and the lexical meaning of the verb involved, i.e. it is this local
orientation that is decisive. It can therefore be stated that Czech aspect
possesses a mote lexical character than Russian aspect.

The hypotheses have been tested on data involving a number of aspect-
ual contexts in which differences between Russian and Czech typically
occur: iterative contexts (including negated iterative events), sequences
of events in narratives, and the historical present. Partial analyses of
other contexts have been conducted: the gnomic present and the (plu-)
perfect in narratives and dialogues. In the gnomic present, the distribution
of aspectual forms in each language is comparable to that in iterative
contexts, while in the (plu-)perfect aspect behaves similarly as in sequen-
ces of events. However, to arrive to a conclusive evidence, more data
would be needed and therefore these analyses have not been included.

The present research has focussed on the Russian and Czech aspectual
-temporal forms: the perfective and imperfective past, the perfective and
imperfective present and future. The atemporal forms, e:g. the infinitive,
the imperative and gerunds would certainly deserve a separate study.

It would also be interesting to set up a Czech-Polish-Russian contrastive
study, since Polish aspect seems to behave similarly to Czech in some
instances, and to Russian in others.

The present thesis was meant not only to provide evidence of the
systematic aspectual differences between Russian and Czech in particular
contexts and to offer a solution to this problem, but also to enhance
further research in this field.
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SAMENVATTING

Het doel van dit onderzoek is om aspectuele verschillen tussen het
Russisch en het Tsjechisch die -in concrete contexten voorkomen, te
analyseren en verklaren. Het gaat om verschillen zowel in de distributie
als in de interpretatie van de aspectuele vormen: de perfectieve en de
imperfectieve. Sommige van deze verschillen zijn beschreven in een aantal
contrastieve studies; cf. Bondarko (1959), Eckert (1984, 1985, 1988, 1991),
Galton (1976), Isatenko (1960), Ivanéev (1961), Kfizkovd (1955), Petru-
xina (1978, 1983), Sirokova (1963, 1971), Smirnov (1971) en Stunova
(1986, 1988, 1991, forthc.). Deze publicaties leveren voldoende bewijs dat
de aspectuele verschillen tussen de twee talen een systematisch karakter
hebben en dat ze dus geen “kwestie van detail” zijn, zoals Maslov
(1985: 31) beweert. ' '

Buiten dit contrastief onderzoek is er echter weinig rekening gehouden-
met het feit dat aspectuele verschillen tussen het Russisch en het Tsje-
chisch een systematisch karakter vertonen. Een weerspiegeling hiervan
kan worden waargenomen in definities van het aspect. Er wordt namelijk
over het algemeen een invariante betekenis van het aspect aangenomen
die gemeenschappelijk voor alle Slavische talen zou zijn. Invariante be-
tekenissen worden in de Slavische taalkundige traditie beschouwd als
een machtig instrument om taalverschijnselen te verklaren. Invariante
betekenis behoort tot het niveau van het taalsysteem en het vertegen-
woordigt de semantische kern van een grammaticale form of categorie.
Het dient gepostuleerd te worden op zo’n manier dat alle gebruiksgevallen
van een bepaalde vorm verklaard kunnen worden. Het is onvermijdelijk
dat invariante betekenissen worden geformuleerd in termen die in hoge
mate algemeen, abstract en zelfs vaag genoemd kunnen worden.

Wat de verklaring van aspectuele verschillen tussen het Russisch en
het Tsjechisch betreft, moet een discrepantie geconstateerd worden tussen,
aan de ene kant de theoretische benadering waarin een gemeenschappe-
lijke invariante betekenis van het aspect voor Slavische talen aangenomen
wordt, en, aan de andere kant de taalfeiten, nl. de aangetoonde systema-
tische verschillen tussen het Russisch en het Tsjechisch. Het is evident
dat door middel van een gemeenschappelijke invariante betekenis slechts
de overeenkomsten tussen talen verklaard kunnen worden, maar geenzins
de verschillen. Zelfs taalkundigen die anders het bestaan van invariante
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betekenissen erkennen, grijpen noodzakelijkerwijs naar andere middelen
in de taalanalyse. Aspectuele verschillen tussen het Russisch en het Tsje-
chisch worden bij voorbeeld verkiaard in termen van verschillen tussen
de functionele lading, het functioneel potenticel of de functionele grenzen
van de aspectuele vormen (cf. respectievelijk de Russkaja grammatika
1979, Petruxina 1985, Sirokova 1971). Deze begrippen blijken echter te
onduidelijk om met success toegepast te kunnen worden in een analyse
van concrete taaldata. Een andere oplossing, in termen van de verplichte
neutralisatie van de aspectuele oppositie in het Russisch vs. de facultatieve
neutralisatie in het Tsjechisch (cf. Russkaja grammatika 1979), stuit
onvermijdelijk op bezwaren, zeker wat het Tsjechisch betreft. De term
facultatief suggereert nl. een vrije keuze van vorm alsof deze niet ge-
bonden zou zijn aan regels.

De verklaring van de systematische aspectuele verschillen tussen het
Russisch en het Tsjechisch zou meer gezocht moeten worden in de
richting van discourse analysis zoals gebezigd in de Amerikaanse studies
van het Russisch (cf. Hopper 1979, Chvany 1980, 1985, Timberlake 1982
en Fielder 1990). Echter, niet alleen strikt tekstuele functies, zoals fore-
grounding and backgrounding, dienen te worden geanalyseerd maar ook
de interactie van het aspect met verschillende elementen in de context,
bij voorbeeld: typen van werkwoorden, typen situaties (cf. Eckert 1984),
relaties tussen handelingen (successiviteit, simultaneiteit) en andere gram-
maticale categorieén, zoals tempus (cf. Bondarko 1992).

De discourse benadering toegepast in deze studie levert een verklaring
op van de systematische aspectuele verschillen tussen het Russisch en
het Tsjechisch in termen van taal-specifieke discourse strategieen. Deze
benadering is eerder bedoeld om de invariante benadering aan te vullen
dan om deze compleet te vervangen. Een aantal deel-hypotheses zijn
opgesteld en geverifieerd op data in specificke contexten. Op grond van
deze analyses kan de volgende algemene uitspraak geformuleerd worden:
er kan aangenomen worden dat het Russische aspect opereert op het
discourse niveau, m.a.w. op dit niveau vindt de keuze van de aspectuele
vorm (perfectief of imperfectief) plaats. In het Tsjechisch blijkt niet het
discourse niveau primair relevant te zijn voor de keuze van het aspect,
maar gaat het vooral om factoren als de interne structuur van de handeling,
de lexicale betekenis van het desbetreffende werkwoord e.d. Uitgedrukt
in termen van perspectief: het Russische aspect heeft een meer globale
oriéntatie (een bredere scope) dan het Tsjechische aspect, dat primair
een lexicaal karakter heeft en lokaal georienteerd is.
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Deze dissertatic is gedeeltelijk gebaseerd op een aantal eerder ver-
schenen publicaties (cf. Stunova 1986, 1988, 1991, 1992 en forthc.). In de
loop van de tijd verschoof het onderzoek echter van de invariante
benadering steeds meer richting discourse benadering die meer uitkomst
bleek te bieden. De hele tekst is daarom herschreven en aangevuld met
analyses van nieuwe data.

De indeling van het geheel is als volgt. De Inleiding vormt het exposé
van het taalkundig probleem. In hoofdstuk 1 wordt voornamelijk theorie
behandeld: In sectie 1 worden de invariante benadering en de discourse
benadering besproken, in sectie 2 worden de voornaamste aspectuele
verschillen tussen het Russisch en het Tsjechisch in concrete contexten
geintroduceerd, en in sectie 3 wordt een aantal hypotheses opgesteld
betreffende de taalspecificke discourse strategieén, alsmede een aantal
oplossingen voorgesteld, al of niet gerclateerd aan de invariante bena-
dering. De overige hoofdstukken bevatten analyses van aspectuele ver-
schillen tussen het Russisch en het Tsjechisch in de volgende contexten:
iteratieve contexten (hoofdstuk 2), sekwenties van handelingen in narra-
tieve teksten (hoofdstuk 3) en het praesens historicum (hoofdstuk 4).
De verzameling data is gebaseerd op een corpus parallelle literaire teksten,
Russische originelen met hun gepubliceerde Tsjechische vertalingen en
vice versa. Om de aspectuele keuzes objectief te kunnen beoordelen zijn
native speakers geraadpleegd.



